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This wrticle is concerned with individual differesces in the abilily to conmeet thouglis to
emotions. People who are good ot connecting thouglts (o feclings may better “hear™ the
emotionad implications of their own thoughis, s well as understund the Feelings of wihers
from whal they say. We hud 321 participunts reud the writings of o larget group of people
and guess what those targets had felt. Scveral criteria were used to evalunte the partici-
pants’ emotional recognition abilities, including agreement wilh the grovpy consensus and
agrecment with the turget. Pariicipants who agreed more highly with the grotp cossensus
and with the target also scored higher than the other partieipints on scales of cenpathy and
self-reporicd SAT scores, and lower on emotionul defensiveness. Such results are inler-
preted to mean that some forms of emotional problem solving require emotional openness
us well as general jntellipence.

A person’s general intelligence represents that individual's overall level of intel-
feetunl attainment and ability, and has often been used to successfully predict o
person's academic and occupational achievement (e.g., Matarrazzo, 1972; Rec
& Earles, 1992). Although general intelligence indicales a person’s overall intel-
lectual functioning, it says little about the more specific intelligences that com-
prise it (e.g., Detterman, 1986). Consequently, psychologists have sought to
divide general intelligence in various ways. For example, general intclligence
can be divided into more specific intelligences that represent either groups of
abilities or specific abilities (e.g., Cattell, 1963; Gardner, 1983, 1993; Guilford,
1967; Sternberg, 1988; Thorndike, 1920: Weehsler, 1987). Tlicse more specific
intelligences nre viewed ng intercorrelated but soimewhul distinet from one anoth-
er. Thus, cven those who most strongly argue [or the independence ol the intel-
ligences acknowledge thal they are empirically correlatcd (Detternnm, 1986;

Gurdner, 1993).
One of the carliest and most influcntial divisions of intelligence split it into
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thice broad classes of abilities I'hormdike,
of intelligence typically involves the abstract,
ligenees. The second class involves the mechanical, perforntce. visual-spatinl,
and/or synthetic inteligences. The third, less-studicd, class consists of the social
and/or practical intelligences. Sucial intelligence has been less studied because it
seems the hardest of the three broad classes of inteligence to distinguish from the
others, both theoretically (e.g.. Mayer & Satovey, 1993) and empirically {Cron-
buch, 1960). Interest in social imelligence, however, has recently undergone
revival (sece Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1987; Ford & Tisuk, 1983, Legree, 1995;

Sternberg & Smith, 1985).

Rather than simply dropping the idea of social intelligence, it may muke sensc
to more plainly distinguish it from other intelligences by subdividing pottions of
it into, say, emotional and motivational intelligences. Motivational intelligence

would involve understanding motivations such as the need for nchicvement, aflil-
jation, or power, as well as understanding tacit knowledge related to those mo-
tivations (c.g., Wagner & Stemberg, 1985) nnd the goal-setting related to them
(Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1987). The contrasting cmoetionat intclligence involves
oth with cmotion and emotion-related informa-
tion, and processing emotional information as a part of general problem-solving
ubility (Mayer & Satovey, in press; Sulovey & Mayer, 1990). Bither emotionsl,
motivitional, or both intelligences together could substitute, or af least hefp, in
the better definition of social intelfigence. Although we employ the term ento-
tional intelligence, several closely relatéd concepts exist under different termi-
nology including intrapersonal intelligence (Gurdner, 1983), hot processing
(Mayer & Mitchell, in press), and emotional creativity (Averill & Thomas-

Knowles, 1991).
‘This article is concerncd with cmoliona

with understanding how people recognize cm
may be the best starting place for the empirical measurement of emotional intel-

ligence because there cxist provisionally agrecdd-on ways o identify what some-
onc is expericncing (Mayer & Salovey, in press). In contrast, more complex
emotional problems require extremely carelul consideration before emotional
rcasoning and ils outcomes cin be lairly evaluated (Mayer & Salovey, 1995, in
press). Because the ability to recognize emotions is basic to n person’s emotional
well-being, considerable rescarch on it already cxists, a8 discussed later. Its po-
tential importance to daily functioning has also been noted. For example, Reik
{1952) associated mental health with the ability to recognize one's emotion, and
mental illness with the inability to recognize it. Consider his example:

analytic, and/or verbal intel-

recognizing cmotion, reasoning b

[ intelligence and, more specifically,
otions. The recognition of emotion

A patient . . . was having afTair with o maeried man . . . Oue day she asked Jthe
married man] to promise her that tie would not come from {his| home when he
visited her and that he would not retur home when he left her. She formulated
what she expected from hing more cleacly the next day. “You must nod come lrom

1920). e lirst of these tree clusses
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her or go to her when you see me™ 1 is obvious that the wile of her lover was
memnt . . . . She spoke of it as il it were an indilicrent thought that had occurred to
her, o convenient arrangement, yes, cven i kind of nmusing idea . . . [But the
analyst could] put himsclf into the place of his patient . . . he gotan inkling . . . of
the cmotions of his patient; her jenlousy, her suffering from the thought that her
Jover lelt her to go home to his wile. (Reik, 1952, pp. Jov=-311)

. A person like the aforementioned patient, who is unable to connect her
thoughts to her own cmotion, may find herself at a social disadvantage—and
appear irrational and demanding. A person like the therapist who can “hear” the
emotions in another's thoughts may excel at handling certain social demands.
Sometimes the task of cmational identification requires considerable perspective
taking, as in the preceding example. At other times, such inferences may be
more direet. People simply may sense that pleasant thoughts indicate pleasant
moods, or that unpleasant thoughts indicale unpleasant mouods (Bower, 1981
Forgas, 1995; Mayer, Guschke, Braverman, SAivans, 1992). In addition, they
my recognize the correlations between thoughts of injustice and anger, and of
perceptions of threat and fear, and so forth that stem [rom emotional appraisals of
cvents (Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988: Roscman, 198d; Smith & Eilsworth,
LY85).

" “Ihis article is concerned with the ability 1o identify emotions from thoughts.
Some people, like the wlorementioned therapist, are presumably belter at recog-
nizing and/or producing approprintc thoughi—emotion combinations thian others.
This may be because their cognitive processing skills are generally better, be-
cause they arc open to their own and others’ emotional reactions, or because they
have constructed expert knowledge concerning such connections (Mayer & Sa-
lovey, 1995). In this study, participants were presented with transeripts of real
peoples’ thoughts, and asked to infer their emotions or moods {(For the purposes
of this research, emotion and mood can be considered imterchangeable). Partici-
pants were asked questions of the form, “Given that the target is now thinking
about three emotion or moud related events: A, B, and €, how is that person
feeling?" We believe the ability to successlully reason about emotions in this way
is o contral nspect of emotional intclligence. We hiypothesize that the ability 1o
know olher people’s cmotions is related to other indices of emotional intel-
ligence, such as empathy, openness, ‘and general intefligence.

BACKGROUND

In the 1930s, the study of social intelligence was largely a study of how people
made judgments regarding others and the aceuracy of such judgments. By the
1950s, however, this work had become divided into mn intelligence tradition that
was intercsted in abilitics ol person perception, wnd & social psychological tradi-
tion that focused on the social determinants of person perception. The two arcas
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had diverged suficiently that researchers in one area often were unaware of the
work in the other (Walker & Foley, 1973). More recently, there has been a grow-
ing convergence among these and other arecas, as intelligence researchers have
become more interested in social intelligence, as social psychologists have be-
come more interested in cognitive determinants ol perceptions (¢.g., Fiske &
Faylor, 1991), and as a new group of evolutionary psychologists became inter-
esied in nonverbal behavior (Buck, 1984). The recent cognitive developments in
~ person perception rescarch are of particular importance lo the work here; as we

explain, # few recent social psychological sludlics have even reintroduced the use
of intelligence scales.

Related Research
Recall that in this study, participants were asked to estimale a target person’s

cmotions from that person’s sell-reported, emotion-related thoughts. Although
this is the Mirst study to use this specific procedure, a number of studies examine
similar types of emational identification. For cxample, rescarchers interested in
the nonverbal communication of emotion have somctimes asked participants to
judge what a target person is feeling on the basis of a visual depiction of that
person’s facial or postural features. Similarly, researchers examining dyadic rela-
tionships have asked pairs of peaple lo interact with one another and then esti-
mate what cach individual was thinking and/or fecling during the interaction.
Qur study sharcs with these related studies of nonverbal emotion and dyadic
relationship research s general interest in the accurate identification of cmwlion.
Common among such studies are three related issucs: (n) what is the best crite-
rion of what the target is feeling, (b) what is the best language with which to
describe emotionality, and (c) what sorts of personality variables may be related
to the ability to identily emotion? We cxamine these three issues in turn,

The Criteria for the Target’s Emotions

Target Agreement. The lirst and most central issue addressed by studies of
emotional identilication involves identifying valid criteria for what the person is
fecling. In previous research, one acceplable criterion for an individual's emo-
tional state has been his or her freely given self-report. This reasoning stales (hat
ihe seil-reported Tanguage of feeling is “as*close’ a3 onc ¢in come (o studying
emotional experience” (Davitz, 1969, p. 2). Even theorists who have arpued for
the fallibility of self-report acknowledge that only the cxpericnicing individual
can have direct access to his or her internal feelings (e.g., Nisbett & Wilson,
1977, p. 255). Let us call the person experiencing the feeling the rarget and the
person trying to estimate the feeling the Judge. The degree to which a judge
identifies the target’s self-reporicd emotion wiil be referred (o here as farget
agreement, Many studics have employed such a criterion, which has the virtue of
being direct and convenient. For cxample, Buck, Miller, and Caul (1974) asked
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participants to view slides of actors who displayed cmotions and asked the partic-
ipants to report what emotion the actor atiempied to portray. Similarly, Ickes,
Stinson, Bissoncite, and Garcia (1990) had participants in mixed-gender dyads
identify what their partners reported fecling during videotaped conversation, Le-
venson and Rucl (1992) had targets use a rating dial to express their affect ona
continum from positive to negative. Participants then used this same dial to try
to maitch the rating given by the target. Although target agreement makes sense
as a crilerion of emotion ideatification, it is not without its potential problems. A
target person may experience complex feelings that are dillicult 1o comnumicile,
may not be good at labeling feclings, or may distort reports of feclings inorder to
appear more socially desirable. For that reason, other criterin for what a person is
feeling have been proposed, such as how external observers rate the person’s

feeling.

Consensus Agreement. In consensus agrecment studics, the identification of
a target’s feeling is scored as correct when it is consensually agreced on by a
number of judges who view simitag information about the targel. Note that this
consensus agreement criterion is independent of the target’s sell-reported emo-
tion. For example, Wagner, MacDonald, and Manstead (1986) studied judges
who viewed the vidcotapes of participants and rated what emotions they thought
the participants were expressing. The alternative sclected Ly the plurality of
judges was scored as correct, independent of the tarpet's feclings. Similarly,
Boucher and Carlson (1980) had judges rate a battery of photographs ol Ameri-
cans and Malaysians expressing emotions. The answer scored us correct wus that
which was consensual among the judges independent of the characteristics of the
photograph. Mayer, DiPaolo, and Salovey (1990) had participants view ambigu-
ous stimuli and rate what emotion those stimnli ¢licited. A response was consid-
ered correct when it was in agreement with the group consensus for a particular

L]

stimulus. }

Relationship Between Target and Consensus Criteria, The relationship
between the target and consensus criteria of emotion is complex. In limited in-
stances, the two may agree. For example, in Ekman’s work on facial expres-
slons, people asked to maodel an ongry expression are typically identificd as
doing so by judges (Ekman, Pricsen, & Ellsworth, 1972, pp. 102-103). Al-
though a standard in which target and consensus agree is plainly desirable, it may
be more possible with simple, lixed, and stercotyped facial expressions than with
more complex, dynamic internal processes. For example, Ekman et al. (1972)
found that participants report internal emotions that correlate with their external
facial expressions on average only around r = .30 (range = —.10 to .60) while
viewing emotionally charged vidcotapes. Relations between self-reported feeling
and highly specific facial expressions may increase as measurement techniques
improve (Ekman, Davidson, & Fricsen, 1990). Targei—consensus agreement
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however, in more complex social interactions. Dyadic studies
on to be correluted with observer perception, although the

a single person rather than a group of observers. One
ed emotional

may drop off,
permit larget pereepti
observer is in this case
recent study of dyadic interaction (Levenson & Ruef, 1992) defin
identitication as occurring when the target and obscrver estinited the targel’s
emotion within one wait normal deviate of one anothier on o positive—negative
mood contimum, Agreement ringed between 28% and 43%, which was only

above chance levels (roughly 11%). In another imstance rom the
dyadic rescarch literature, target—observer correlations of thought and leeling
content were reported as entirely nonsignificant (Ickes et al,, 1990, p. 735). In
we examine both target and proup consensus criteria to understand

maoderately

our study,

their level of agreement.
4

and Expert. 1Uis worth noting that a third potential crite-
ecialist who understands the internal
lividual who is fccling the emotion,

Tarpet, Consensis,
rion is that of an expert’s judgment—a sp:

emotion of an individual better than the ing
amd better (han a lay or nonspecialist judge attempting the same evaluation. Ex-

pert judgments have sometimes veen studicd when examining social intelligence
(e.g., Legree, 1995, Wagner & Sternberg, 1985). 1 is possibic that specialists
in emotion, such as clinical psychologists, might scrve as independent experts,
although that was not examined here. Legree (1995) described a model in
which the judgments of nonexperts are equivalent to those of experts except for
being less reliable (and can therelore be aggregated to match the judgments of
experts). And, as Legree noted, there are likely to be some circumstances where
an cxpert is no more than a relizble indicator of the group, albeit a particularly
sensitive one. Other ciraimstances exist, however, in which the expert’s knowl-
edpe base may be diflerent aned more aceurate than any group ngpgregation. (Con-
sider the introductory example in which Reik deseribed o ricnt's feelings about
her lover, based on that paticnt’s rather vague request that the lover not come o
her from his home. A group consensus might miss the patient’s fecling, and can
be productively contrasted ‘with the therapist’s interpretation, which captures at
least some intuilive validity.) Legree’s approach, therefore, may apply only to
some experts. In addition, it is unlikely to apply to the target criterion used here,
in that the target has extra information (his or her own feelings) that are privi-
leged internal events unavailable to the outside observer. In this sense, the target
can be considered to be a special case of the aforementioned expert “whose
knowledge extends beyond™ what the group knows, and is possibly irreducible to

tiic group COnSCnsus.

"The Language of Emotional Reporfs
A second issue adidressed by studics of cmolional tdentification is the language

used to label emotion. Individuals scem to employ related but distinet lexicons of
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elnf)fions, including pure emotion terms such as happy, physical terms such as
smiling, or more cognitive terms such as appreciated, and people also em I(;

terms that depict physical or mentul acts closely reluted to emotion SIlCil us rltiu:i
(fmr.md (e.g., related to joy), or emotional management, such us be opc;a to the
jcelm.g. The originnl momd scales of the 19605 use a broad collection of such
criotion und cmotion-related terms. From the Fde 19705 o the 1Y80s, Inuwévur
nuny new cemotion seales were developed that included only puee cmutiumti
|cr|_'ns. (.l.c., happy, angry, sid, ete). More recent research is retwning (o bronder
deflinitions of emotion (sce Mayer, Salovey, Gomberg-Kauvfman, & Blainey
.l 991, for a review). Initial research into emotional identification was olten Iim:
itedd to a narrow view of the emotional lexicon. For example, Rosenthal et al

f!979) askcr.d participants only the degree of dominance-submission, or pos:
ilive—negative emotionality modeled in a face or voice. More recent rescarch has
allowed participants to express their emotions in an open-ended format (c.p

Ickes et al., 1990). Although this latter procedure allows participants to cxpr.c!:s.;
themselves in their own language, it can become unwicldy becnuse judges are
ncéded to identify ngreement between partictpants and targets, There nm‘y .hc
m!v:mlngcs, however, to having targets express what they are fecling in a varict

of cu.lolmnnl Tanguages so as to better sample the domain {e.g. cmoliml-rcl'llct)l’
physical and action terms, as well as purc emotional lerms), lu'lhis rcscarcl; we
used scales of emotional experience that were closed ended, and yet sampled
bro.adly from diverse emotion-related lexicons, including those drawn I‘rompdo-
mains of cognitive appraisals, physiological sensations, pure emotions, or ento-
tion management. Such an approach allowed our participants to cxp::css what
they themselves were fecling, or believed someone else was fceling, in a ';t‘lt‘l-
dard bt widely smnpled set of emotion and closely emotion-reluted 'I:mgu:;g‘cs.

'Itcrsmmlily Dimensions Related (o Emotional Intellipence

Fhe third issue mddressed by stwdies ol cristional itlc;llil'i ution concerns the
.scnrc‘h lor correlites of emotional identilication. Potential correlates of emotional

1chluﬁcmion have typically been drawn {rom emotion- or inteflect-refated (I(;-
. mains. Fligher emotional intelligence is frequently said to covary with greater
internal openness, as indicuted both by higher scores on empathy scales :md
lower scores on mceasures of defensiveness, as well as to covary with higher
' scores on intelligence scales (Mayer & Salovey, 1995). In a review of the re-
 search concerning nonverbal emotional identification seales, Buck (1984, Chap-
ter 7) concluded that emotional identilicition has generally 'currclutcd po.:iiliv::?y

e Wll!l sc[l'-rcpm't.mcasurcs ol empathy. Although o few recent findings have Tailed
; o [ind the relationship (Ickes ct al., 1990; Levenson & Ruef, 1992), others have

_;:olzmnucd to find it (Mayer, et al., 1990). Regarding intellect-related measures,
ckes et al, (1990, p. 736) reported low, pusitive corrclitions befween prade-

. point average and measures of accurpcy for thought and feeling content. Here
. »
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we use 2 combination ol measures of cmpathy, defense (which are predicted to
pestorm opposite (o cmpathy), wmd seli=reported SAL seores, which ure indica-
tive ol intelligence, to predict emotional identification.

INTRODUCTION 1O TIIS STUDY

‘In this experiment, participants read descriptions of situations faced by eight
actual individuais and thea tried to estimate what those cight individuals were
feeling at the time. The thoughts about situations reported by the eight individu-
als were formed into a standard scale in which each thouglit sample was followed
by a set of §2 dichotomous item choices. Participants read through each thought
sample and indicated how they thought the target had feit on the 12 item choices
following each sample. Then, the accuracy with which the participants identified
the emotions of the thought sample (calculated in several ways) was cotrelatcd
with a number of criterion mecasures (e.g., sclf-reported empathy). In this study,
people predict from thoughts to cnotions, which requires more propositional
thinking than predicting from faces to emotion as done in nonverbal studies. The
general skill of predicting emotion, however, may be similar in each case, and
hence may be related to similar criteria (e.g., self-reported empathy).

The hypotheses to be tesied fell into two related classes: (hose that concerned
how one decides what a person is feeling, and those that concerned people’s
ability to identily the target's emotions, The first set of hypotheses concerncd
relutions smong the possible eriterin for nceurate cmotional responding. Recull
that two possible criterin for what a target felt included what the target reported
feeling (lhe target criteriony and what a group of observers. believed the target
felt (the group-consensus criterion). Our hypotheses concerning these criteria
were that (a) there will be some agreement between the target and group-consen-
sus criteria, and (b) both the target and group-conscnsus criterin will possess
reliable variance independent of the pleusantness or social desirability of the sct
of émolional terms. :

The second sct of hypotheses concerncd performance at emotional identilica-
tion. Performance at cmotional identification was gauged in two ways: as the
participant’s agreement with the target criterion, and as his or her agreement with
the group-consensus criterion. We lhiypothesized that both (¢} a participant’s rar-
gel agreement and groip-consensus agreement will correlate with criterion mea-
sures of emotional intclligence. That is, they will correlate positively with
empathy and indicators of intelligence, and negatively with defensiveness. Last-
ly, we predict that (d) a pacticipant’s target and consensus ugreement scores will
be unrclated to his or her agreement with the most socially desirable or pleasant

cmotional aliernatives, as cmotionally intelligent individuals should be able (0

adequalely filter ont such information (to the extent it is irrclevant) whea Judging
the emotions of olhers,
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METHOD

Overview

In the main portion of the study, 321 participants studied cight thowght samplcs
and judged the emotions of the person experiencing those thoughts, “To create the
cight thought samples, we lirst had eight real people (the fargefs) construct writ-
ten reports of actual events that were alfecting their current maoods. Bach of these
eight target individuals described three situations he or she believed were most
strongly contributing to his or her mood; cuch target then compieted a mood
scale. We retyped their written descriptions of the three situations, editing them
slightly for clarity and to ensure their anonymity. In the following excerpl of a
retyped thought sample, a young man attending the university described his de-
sire for a romautic relationship, and continued, “My lab partner has a girlfriend,
he goes home to visit her every weekend and then comes back to tell me what
they did . . . he persists in bringing it up.” The complete version of this thought
sample was followed by 12 emotion-related pairs of terms (as were the seven
other thought samples), including in this instance, “act as il no problem-—shar-
ing another’s joy.” Each of the 12 emotion-relaled test pairs that followed a
thought sample contained one alternative that had been strongly endorsed by the
target and one that had been less strongly endorsed. Other than the difference in
endorscment strenglh, there was no attcrupt to match items as to cimotion Torm.
Thus, aclions, leclings, and mood manigement werce intermixed with onc anoth-
er in the pairs. In the given example, the person indicated he was “acting us il no
problem,” more than he was “sharing another's joy.” It was the job of the partici-
pants to judge which alicrnative the turget hadt felt more strongly. This dichot-
omous reply format forced o choice as to which alternative was felt more strongly
and as a consequence provided a straightforward basis for the calculation of itlem
agrecment (e.g., cither the participant and target ngreed or disagreed); no esti-
mute was requested of the participant as to how strongly cach allernative was felt
independent of the other. A complete example of an item and its correct answers
appears in Table 1.

The participants worked through the 96-item scule (8 thought samples % 12
items) and made judgments as to which alternative within a given dichotomous
item the target had felt more strongly. The participant’s judgments on the scale
were then evaluated according to several criteria: the aforementioned targe!

" agreement and group-consensus agreemesni, as well as two additional criteria:

agreement with the most socially desirable alternative—desirability agree-

" ment—and with the most pleasant alternative—pleasaniness agreement. The

most socialfly desirable and pleasant alternatives in the paired terms of the fest
were identificd by using independent judpes (discussed knter). Participants® four
scores, calculated necording to the four given eriterin, were then correlated with
a group of personnlity measures related to emotional intelligence, including sclf-
report measures of empatly and defensivencss.
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} TABLE
Complete Exnmple of o fest Hem

Written by a 20-vear-ofd weman:

My best fricand"s father divel this weekerl, {1 hind dinbetes Tor ¢ Tong time, and us he gnll older his
ealth prew worse mid worse, Dwent to his (ineead on Monday, Many of my lriemds Trom high schoot
were also there beeanse we nl! wanted 1o be there For our friend and heegtuse we all knew and liked her
fwther. It made me renlize how lucky o have younger, healihy parents when I sow my fricod
standing there crying. Just watching ber huge Tamily come pouring into the synsgogue aiso made nwe

sind,
e e

My roommnite has been kind of blowing alt her boytriend, She told him she did not wunt to see
him wmil Spring Break. e is hurt bedause be thinks she does nat fike b anymore, and e wants o
come up here to see her this weekend. 1 have been gone ahimost every weekend since school sitlrtcd.
piving her plenty of opportenitics to bave him up here while { am gone. nnd now I‘ur f'inlnlly getting o
stuy here for the weekend and he might T coming up. (Why can't she go visit hing instead )

RN

1 got 1 know this girl a litde beeanse she was in one of my classes. We happened 1o be tatking
about housing for next year and | mentioned wanting o live b1 ihe Knollwood npnrumfnls. Sh? l.l.\‘kt.‘lll
me i 1 would like to try o get into Knollwoud with her amd sonwe of her friends, Without gwn‘!g it
very moeh thaught, 1 said “yes.”™ 1 gave it more thought ane 1 am not suee if T ean hanele .Iiving with a
semoker, 1 don 't like where i living this semester, amd i get stuck somewhere tchon't like pext year
oo, 1'm GOING TO GO CRAZY.

For gach of the twelve rirs bhelow, choose the wonl or phrase within it pair which best deseribes
the reported feclings of the person whe wiote the nhove passage neross all of he situndions she

dheseritizal

. 7. Huostile—Unhappy for another®

K. Fearful—Apart from others”

9, Chented”—My teeth elenched

10, Withidtraw—Scared Tor someone clse”
H. Atacked—Isolate myself™

12. Mad"—Delighted

1. Be by mysell"—Kick something

2. Stomping fect—Alome”

3. Pretend everything is okay™—Threaten i light
4. Anpry tor someone clse—Help a friend”

5. Evade {ecling"—Defiant

6. Sharing another's anger*—Threatened with death

vThe correet answers e fdentified with an asterisk.

"articipants and Participant Protection

Participants in the main study were 321 undergraduates (204 women, 1t4 men, 3
gender unreported; age: 18-40 years) who paticipuated cither in order to fulfill a
requirement for their introductory psychology course or in order to gain cxtra
credit for an upper division psychology course. In the scafe-construction phase of
the study, 40 additional undergraduates (23 women, 17 men, age: 18~45) wrote
thought samples and reported their cutrent emotions. The information provided
by 8 of these 40 tarpets then formed the basis of a scule presented to the 321

participants in the main stady.
The 40 scale-construction participants completed a standard consent form at
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the beginning of the study as well as o specinl release Torm a the conclusion of
their work. "The release Form stated that, i signed, the participant’s written re-
sponses would be read and evaluated in subsequent studics by other participants.
Placement of the release form last ensured both that the participants would not
consider the possibility of other groups of people reading what they had written
urndil they were linished, and that the participants knew exactly what would be
released (beeause they had completed writing it). Participants were nssured that
should we use their materind (n) all descriptions ol personal events and reactions
would be retyped to climinate identilying handwriting, spelling, and punctua-
tion; (b) any identifying information would be changed; and (c) no information
from any of the personality scales would be released. Al 40 participants were
willing to release their information under these conditions,

After the scale construction was finished, 12 new participants served as inde-
pendent raters of the social desirability (W = 10) and pleasantness (¥ = 2) ol the
: emotion-refated aliernatives that followed cach of the cighit thought samples.
" Twa judges provided sofTiciently high rater relinbilitics for the pleasaminess di-
mension that more raters were not reguired,

—r. W

AZL= FA e

: Materinls
 This materials section describes (n) the development of the performance scale lor

estimating emation and (b) the virious seli-repost criterion measures.

Emaotional Accuracy Rescarch Scale (EARS), This scale was constructed as
a performance measure of a participant’s accurate identification of others® emo-
tions. A preliminary survey study was conducted in which participants revealed

i 5 their present Feelings and the thoughts that elicited them. These reports were then

.employed to form a scale of emotion identification.

5. Construction of the EARS. In a prcliininnry study, 40 participants were asked

7,

'i to report their thoughts about those situations that most strongly contributed to

i is requently the result of more than one mental set. For each situation nbout

310 which they were thinking, participants were to describe (a) what led to the situa-

3
Ltion, (D) what the sitnation was, and (¢) what happencd in the sitaation that
brought about the present emotion or mood, Responses were made in four blank
ilines below each question. Next, the participants reported their mood on a 78-
ditern mood scale, called the Present Reaction Scale, described in greater detail in

] - \
#the Criterion Scules section,

Creation of the EARS. Alter the 40 scts of descriptions were completed, two
i/ judges sclected eight descriptions from the 40 on the basis that desceriptions ap-
tpeared relatively emotionatly expressive and well written, that they represented a
3]
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range of emotional situations, und that passages were drawn equally from men
and women so as to cqually represent both sexes. These eight descriptions were
then Jightly edited and retyped as the thought samples. Any potentially identify-
ing information such as names of friends, dormitories, specific college majors,
or homctowns, were changed so as to assure anonymity. An cxample of one
finished three-part thought sample is as lollows:

{ have had a stressful week and | have had very little sleep or time 1o relax. [
stressed out about tests and work tiat has 10 be completed. 1 feel n little depressed
becanse | have o Feeting | failed twar tests 1took in the lnst two days. My day is also
never ending with one thisg after the other i has to be done.

) Ty

¥
Somcone was harussing my gitlfricnd, A guy was hitting on my girllriend and
trying lo get some play ofT ber, [ gota hold of him and told him to lay oll because it
wiis upscting her and pissing me ofl. She and 1 talked about the situation lust night
and 1 still have this it mind. *Ihis may also be adding to my stresslul week.
R

I have been trying o decide whether or not to go camping this weekend. 1 would
like to go camping but | can't drive my ear beeause 1 have no insurance (o cover
anyone other than mysell, | would do it but my parents snid not 10 and if anything
happenced | would be in deep trouble. | keep thinking abow it and 1 con't decide
whether or not (0 go or stay hiere at ihe university for the weekend, | am fecling

pressure {rom right and wrong.

Each thought sample was then foliowed by 12 pairs of mood items drawn
from the target person’s responses to the Present Reactions Scale (described lat-
er). In each pair, an item that was rated more highly by the target was juxtaposed
with a less highly rated item. Otherwise, phrases were intermixed independent of
whether they involved emotions, emotional management, or emotion-related ac-
tions. These thought samples were followed by 12 such items including:

dared—isolate mysell*
set as it no problen®*—Ilively
chuckling—angry fur someone clse®

The asterisked alternatives were (the ones within each pair that this particular
target reporled feeling more strongly. "This thought sample and its 12 alternantive
pairs, along with 7 other thought sample/alternative pair sets formed the Emo-
tional Accuracy Research Scale (EARS). (See Table | for a complete item.}

Scoring of the EARS. When a participant completes the EARS, he or she
reads each of the 8 thought samples and then responds to the 12 response alternia-
tives that follow it by circling the alterative within cach item that he or she

vy
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believes the target felt more strongly. FFour scores arc calcwlated. Target agree-
ment is the number of times the participant’s judgment agrecd with the original
target's mood report over the 96 items, Consensus agreement is a weighted sum
of the proportion of people with which the participants agreed for each of the 96
selections (he participants made. For example, il the participant chose “isolate
mysell* in the first set of alicrnatives in (he given cxaunple, and 90% of the group
chose the same alternative, then .9 would be added to the score of the participant.
If the participant chose “lively” for the sccond alternative in the given exmmple,
and il 15% of the group chose the smme altecrnative, then .15 would be added to
the participant’s score. A participant’s proportional agrecments with cach of thic
96 items were summed over the test to obtain the weighted consensus score for
that purticipant.!

Two chiccks Tor socioemotional bisscs were ulso employed. The Desirability
agreement score indicated the number of times the participant’s choice agreed
with the socially desirable alierative of the pair. Socially desirable alternatives
were identificd by having 10 additional participants (5 male, 5 female) read cach
alternative pair in context and judge which aliernative was more socially desir-
able. The cocflicient alpha relinbility of the raters waus 7(96) = .83. Similarly, the
Pleasaniness agreement score indicated the number of times the participant's
choice agreed with the more pleasant alicmative of the pair. The more pleasant
alternatives within each pair were identificd by employing two rulers (cocllicient

alpha r(Y6) = .Y0).

Criterion Scales. After the main group of 321 participants completed the
EARS, they completed a number of self~report criterion scales potentially related

to emotional intelligence.

Present Reaction Scale (PRS). The first criterion scale was a sell-report mood
scale constructed with the aim of measuiiing pleasant or unpleasant mood, emo-
tional openness (later discarded, discusscd luter), and empathic openness {cl.
Mayer et af., 1991). (This was also the seale employed by targets to report their
mood, for the BARS.) The specilic version of’ the scale employed 78 mood items
represciting six classes ol emotional reactions (Mayer, “Turner, & ‘Thayler,
1994), The classes of terms relevant to the prescat three scores included () 12
pure cmotions, including happy or furious, (b) 12 empalhic reactions including
sharing another's joy or unhappy for another, and (c) 12 mood management
items such as being open to my feelings or distance self from feeling, Also in-

"We also calculated unweighied gronp consensus scorcs. They performed inuch the same wiy as
the weighted scores, attaining stutisticul signilicance in most or all of the some instances as did the
welghted scores. The weighted scores, however, possessed greater reliability and vppesred to per-
farm in n slighnly superior fushion in cach case. Becanse they nre also theoretically meaningful, they

are employed here,
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chided were additional items related 1o () copnitive appraisals, swuch as adnrived
or cheated, (€) plansg ol action, such as 1o celelrate or stam a door, and () hodily
experiences such as chuckling or trembiing. Lach ol these classes contained
equal numbers of happy-related, angry-relited, and fear-related items. Subjects
responded to cach individual moad¢-related) item on a S-point scate anchored at
I (definitely do not feel) and 5 (definitely do feef). Pleasant or unpleasant mood
wars cifenlated by sunmning the responses 1o positive emotions (e.g., fappy) amd
subtracting those responses 1o negative pure emolion terms (e.g., fear and an-
eer). State empathy was calculated by snmming all items indicating empathy for
another, whether happy, Fearlul, or angry (c.g., happy for another, ov afraid for
another). Tor this sample, these two scales possessed alpha relinbilities of r(193)
= .68 anet .61, respectively. The mood management scale is not further reported
due to its low relinbility, /(193) = .27

Bmpathy was measured as a personality trait by the Mchrabian and Eps_tcin
empathy scale (1972), which yiclds one global score of emotional responsive-
ness, aml by the Davis empathy scale (1983), which yiclds four mecasures of

cmpathy including: (2) cimpathic concern, (b) fantasy, (¢) persona distress, md

() perspective faking.
The first £97 participants complefed scales of delensiveness, measured by the

arlowe—Crowne scale of social desirability (1960) and the Kol scale ol m-
thoritarianism (1972), which yicld one score eacly, Delensiveness shoukd be neg-
atively correlated  with emotion identification because  defenses  divert or
foreshorten the processing necessary to nuke correct decisions about feeling
(Mayer & Salovey, 1995). In addition, the final 123 participants also were re-

questedd o report their SAT seores,?

Procedure
Participants in the main study were tested in groups. They first fitled out the
BARS, (ultowed by the PRS, and the remaining sell-report seales related to

cmational intelligence.,

RESULES

Examination of Criteria for Emational Intelligence
Recall that af least (wo crilerian exist Tor what a given target is fecling: the target’s
report anet the group consensos. We Tirst examined these two criterin aml their

interrelation.

28ell-reported SAT scores provide only o very rough index of intellecal aptitide or attatninent,
it to the degree it they correlmte with o criterion as eapected they probably reflect relinble, valid
varknee reflecting intellectual ability. For example, Trice (19903 formt that sell-reported SATs did
correkite with actmal grade point average, but far less than acteal SATs (self-reported r = 37, vs.
aetid r = 5K, for the smne pronp), Reponted conclations between sell-reported and setvnl SATY

Ll e £ e T aleahisens vaaee lotioesn c = Td dev RS have Teon renoried (Goldmnn.,
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We first report some chariteteristics of the group consensus scores. The re-
tiability of the participant-gencrated consensus criterion can be directly estimated
from the intercorrelations among the participants. "o do this, it was necessary to
trangpose our participant {rows) X variable (columns) subject matrix, Beense of
the large data matrix size, we compromised by Iransposing and ealculating the
cocflicient alpha relinhility based on 35 of the 32! participants (equivalent o
estimating a test’s relinbility on only 35 of its 321 items, assuming homogencity
of items). The alpha reliability of the consensus score based on (hese 35 partici-
pant-evaluators alone was 1(96) = .92, p < 001, The cstimated reliability of
r(90} = 92 implics an estimated reliability for an inclividual participant of 1(96)
=.247 = .25, and for the whole consensus group of 1(96) = .99, both estimated
from the Spearman—Brown prophecy formula based on the coeflicient alpha.
Application of the correction for attenuation would mean that the average cor-
rclation between a participant and the group consensus should be 1{96) = .50. In
fact, a caleulation of this value made directly from the data for atl 321 partici-
pants yiclded a value of #{96) = 50 (this close congrucnce indicates both the
validity of our estimates and the precision of psychometric theory).

We next examined the tnrpet eriterion. It is not possible 1o compute the tarpets®
reliability because different item pairs from the original emotion seale had been
cmployed to represent estch targets’ responses on ihe EARS. Under such condi-
tions, cach target’s single report provides no method of computing its interaal
consistency. The target’s reports did, however, correlate with cerain criteria
(e.g., r(96) = .27, p < .01, with the social desirability of the item). This stug-
gests that the target’s report did posscss some reliability (because correlations are
not possible absent some reliability in both scores), and places the lower bounds
of that reliability at r < .10, with no definite upper bonnd.

We next asked to what extent the target and the group consensus agreed as 1o
§22 - what the target was feeling. (Note that this;is difTerent than studying individual
3,‘3 differences among the gronp members’ fecling estimates, which is discussed
B shorlly). Chance would predict that the targets’ reported feelings and those
judged by the group would overlap 50% of the time (because each item was
dichotomous). Consistent with the dyadic research liternture, actual target—group
consensus agreement was nonsignilicantly higher than clhimee, 55%, z(Y6) =
.09, ns). Another way 1o represent the same data is (0 examine the correlation
_j between the ftem endorsements of the targets and those of the weighted group

- consensus; this was r(96) = (I8, ns. Assuming a target's responses ttre about as
, reliable as an individual member of the consensns group (e.p., r = ,25), the
 targets should correlate » = .50 with the consensus criterion just as did the con-
g1 sensus-group members, unless the target is using a different approach to making
he ratings, or the assumption that their reliability was cqual to or greater than r
= .25 was too optimistic,
ot We considered two hypotheses beyoud extremely low target reliability as to
s why targets and the group consensus might lave diverged: (a) that only some ol

L g
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certain types of alternatives were more likely to be chosen by targets than by
ohservers. If only some target individuals were competent in reporting their cmo-
fions, it should show up in grealer consensus agreement for some targets than
othiers. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) examining percentage agrec-
ment across the cight targets with the consensus judgments indicatcd that there
were no significant individual dilferences among targets 1s (o how dillicult their
reactions were to puess, F(7, 95) = .73, ns). There was therefore no indication
that particular targels were more inscrutable than others.

The target—consensus criterion diserepancy may also have occurred beennse
the targets and the group used different stralegies for reporting what the person
felt. We found some evidence for this ypothesis. Recall that we had rated alter-
natives according to their pleasantness and their social desirability. A z test indi-
cated that more socially desirable altérnatives were chosen by the targets than by
the group consensus (64% vs. 43%; 2(96) = 2.9, p < .01), as were more pleasant
alternatives (57% vs. 42%; 2(96) = 2.3, p < .01). This fact suggests that the
tarpets were more highly concernedd with what others would think of them,
whereas the gronp consensus was relitively insensitive to this social desirability
hias. Later, in the section on individunl dilferences, we further examine the pos-
sibility that only a minority of participants are good at judging the target’s lcel-

fngs.

Summary Comments, "The lirst portion of the results indicates that there were
considerable differences between the target’s cmotion reports and the group con-
sensus. Some divergence may be de to lower target reliability, Other divergence
nuty exist because targels chose more socially desirable alternatives than did
members of the group. The results suggest (hat target and consensus criteria
should be treated as scparate crileria for what the target felt in the individual-
differences hypotheses to be examined next.

Individual Differences in Emotional Intelligence

Reeall that in this stucy, mesthers of the main group of participants were asked to
estimate what the target person felt. When participants in our study estimate what
Me target person felt—as reported on the 96 dichatomous items of the EARS—
their responses can be scored acconding to four dificrent performance criteria.
These four scores represent the degree 1o which the participant agreed (a) with
the target, (b) with the weighted group conscasus, (c) with the more socially
desirable alternative, or (d) with the more pleasant alternative. Each score will
have dillerent retiabifities and dilterent correlations associated with it. A summa-
ry of the relinbililics and intercorrelations among the scores are found in “Table 2.

Reliabitity and Intercorrelations of Performance Scores. The four perfor-
mance scores represent he degree to which individual participants (from the
group of 329) agreed with cach of the foregoing criferia (as opposed to agree-
ment among the four scorcs themselves). The four performance scores had some-

A el e S VP
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TABLI 2
iy Correlations Among Participant Apreement Scores (Lower lell),
andd Refinbilltfes for Apreement Scores (Dingonal)

Targets’ Consensns Socinl
7 Reports {Wreighted) Desteability Plensuniness
Targets' reports 29 — — —
Weighted consensus Bl X b — —
* Sociab desirability: ) —~. 10 52 —
Pleasantuess AU —. 1 1 So

Gy <G T < L08; << L0, bwo-tniledd (ests,

what different reliabilities; all were calculated across the 96 items (disregarding
sc.ennrio) and all were significant at p < .Ql. The coefTicient alpha for agreement
with the target was r(321) = .24; for ngreement with the group consensus it was
r(321) = .53, for agreement with social desirability it was r(321) = .52; and f(w}
agreement with pleasantness it was r(321) = .56. The reliabilities can be Tound
on the dingonal of the matrix in Thble 2.

These criterion measures are somewhat independent of cach other. A person
who agrees wilh the group consensus does not necessarily agree more with the
larget report, 1{321) = (14, ns, which might be expected from the lack of agrec-
ment between the target’s emotional report andd the group consensus criterion

. reported earlier. On the other hand, participants who ngreed with the inrgets also

(by nccessity) chose more socially desirable responses, +(321) = .51, p < ,001

!mcausc targets often chose the more socially desirable alternatives when repor(:
ing their feelings. Finally, socially desirable responding was also closely related
to pleasaniness of response, r(321) = 81, p < .001. Thesc carrelations may be
ruun-d in the lower left of ‘Table 2, The;lact that, in some instances, an intercor-
rclasmn between two scores far exceeds the relinbility of either score is because
the individual agreement scores, in those instances, have been caleuluted fm;n

. ctn.llt?r::; that are themselves highly correlated (e.g., pleasantness, social desir-
abtlity). .

. ‘.-Gcncrul Ability to Estimate Targel and Consensus Criterin
¢ Although participants had been instructed to estimate the feelings of the tarpets
hd}

in gencr_nl they performed better at predicting the group consensus than the target
report, £(321) = 66.4 vs. 51.2, + = 38.7, p < .001. The superiority s fudging

v e ConSCnsus criterion cannot be nccounted for by the fact that the judge's re-
it sponse in part nudde up the criterion, for the judge was only 1/321 (.3%) of the
conscnsus score. A Participm-Sex by X Thrget-Sex ANOVA indicated that there
- was g ealer Broup conseasus Tor what the Fowr women targets felt in comparison
2! to what the Tour men targets lelt, S(318) = 63% vs. 47%; F(1, 316) = 4728.0

¢ < .001, supgesting it expre | N
e < 001, supgesting that the women targets were hetier at expressing their cmo-
% tons. In addition, wemen participants were slightly better at predicting consen-
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sus leclings than were men, £ = 55% vs, 54%; F(L, 316) = 3.9, p < 05.
Finally, the participants as a group tended to choose socially desirable amd pleas-
ant responses at aboul chance levels, A(321) = 44,1, 42.6, respectively, z.=
—.55, —.83, ns, respectively). We now proceed to examine individual diller-
ences in agreement with the various criteria and their correlation with certuin
other sell-reported personality measures.

Caorrelation of Performance Scores With Criteria. Our central hypothesis
was that participants who had higher target and consensus agreecment scores
would also have higher openness (i.e., high empathy, low defensiveness) profiles
and higher indications of intelligence on the criterion measures. Table 3 rcpc.ms
the correlations of the four performance scores with a variety of personality crite-
rin; the central hypotheses were upheld. Higher target and consensus agreement
scores did correlate positively with many measures of empathy and shor.vcd o
trend towaed negative correlitions with measures of defense, Agreement W:Iﬂl the
target correhated signilicantly with Epstein—Mechrabian empathy, and with the
Empathic Concern amd Fantnsy subscales ol the Davis empathy scales, 1(321) =
A3, 16, and L, p's < 08, Agrecment wilh the group consensus also correlated

‘TARLE 3
Corvelntion Amsonyg the Performance and Self-Report Measures (V = 328,
Excepd Where Noted)

Participund Peeformmnce: Ageeenrent With Criterkn

'articlpant
z:;:-:‘;::;l ‘ Consensus Socisl
‘Urait Senles Turpet (Weighted) Desieability Plensantness
Stete measures .
PMeasant imood* 06 -0} N e .I7".
State emputhy® 2 b 1 A W22
Trait measures .
Empathy
Epsicin/Mchrabian A3 24 - =06
Davis
Empathic concem A6 N Kil] R
IFantusy seale A 2 A5 —.02.
Personal distress - .06 00 -.05 —-.H
Perspective nking .07 =06 05 07
Defensiveness .
Aulh:{;ilnrlnnism' -.0l -.14° 02 -.02
Murowe-Crowne* —~.07 —. 4" -4 -0
Academic aptitide . e
Reported SAT scores® =00 20 —. 1 -2

N = [97 for these scales; "N = Y2,
oo LR p < 05; e < 0, twoetniled tests.

j
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signilicantly with Epstein—Mchsubian cmpathy, and with the Empathic Concern
and Fantasy Scales of the Davis eimpathy scales (ot rCA20) - 24, 13, 208, s
< .05). The Consensus Agreement scores showed tenderrcies toward negative
corrclations with the two seales closely associated with psychological defensive-
ness, Kohn's Authoritarinn-Rebellion scale and the Markowe—Crowne social de-
sirability scale (e.g., r(178) = —, 14, — 14, £'s < . 10). For the subsanmple that
wils requested to report their SAT scores, general intelligence, as indicated by
self-reported SAT scores, was fotnd to be positively correlated with Consensus
Agreement scores, 192) = 26, p < .01). Moreover, the self-reporit SAT
scores were unrclated to the scales of empathy (with Epstein—Mehrabian, and the
lirst two Davis Scales, respectively, #(92) = .04, .06, and .08, oll ns, indicating
that the empathic and intelligence predictions are independent of one unother,?
These results held true whether one employed women or men as targets. For
example, the corrclation between weighted consensus scores and Epstein-
Mehrabian empathy wus 1(213) = .24, p < .0 | using all cight targets, r(213) =
.20, p < .0t using the four women targets alone, and r(213) = .| g, p < .0
using the four men targets alone. There were no significant (or noticeable) differ-
ences between men and women in their corrclations with the various eriteria,

Some other points of interest—and- momalies—also appent in the resufts,
The state empathy scale (e.g., responding on the mood scale that one is currently
fecling “anger on behalf of another” or “fear for another”) docs not correlate with
the traditional BEmpathy scales (highest 1(321) = .10, ns, with Davis cmpathic
concern), mnl unlike the other Empathy scales, was unrclaied 1o emotion identi-
fication. This anomalous result witl the “siate” empathy scale nay have oe-
curred because people reporting stute cinprthy miny lave been distencted from the
task by their thoughts of nontargeted people they were empathizing with w the
time. Some other points of interest include the fact that people who were in more
pleasant moods chose more pleasant allematives, 1(197) = .17, P < .03, which
is consistent with research on mobd-congruent judgment (cf., Mayer ct al,,
1992), and that the trait measure of social desirability was anretated to choosing
socially desirable emotional alternatives,

In conclusion, the main findings were twolokl: that both measures of targcet
and conscnsus agreement correlated positively and significantly with measures of
trait empathy, and showed tremds toward negative correlations with defensive-
ness. In uddition, consensus agreement correlated with indicators of intellectual

ability,

*Ihe coreltions between empathy and emotions! identification wen mchanged when SAT was
partinded owt of those welationships within the strhsimple for which reported SAT scores were tiken.
For that subsample, the rw correintion between Epstcin-Mchrabinn cimpmihy nmt weighted consen-
sus was lower than dhat for the somple ax o whole, at {79) = 07, #s. versus HI2D) = M p < 4,

{ Butruse 0 /79 = 14, p < ), when the inflience of SAT was removed,
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DISCUSSION

Reviewing the Aiwms of the Sty nnd
Comparison With Past Rescarch

At the outset of this article we suggested that one basic skill reluted to emotional
intelligenee involves the ability to inler o person’s. emotions from his or her
thoughts. The rescarch reporied here operationalized this skill by having individ-
uals read the thoughts of others and then judge the emotion those olhers were
feeling at the time. A number of other studics have been conducted previously
that examined the ability to identifly the cimotions in others. This study locused
more specifically on the internal thought—emotion linkage than have previous

studics,

i
Sumpery of Results )
“Two crileria were chosen to represent the accurncy of participunts’ judgments: the
degree to which they agreed with the target individual (who first reported his or
her thoughts and feclings), and the degree to which they agreed with the group
consensus. As it turned out, these two criteria were largely unrclated to onc
another. Nevertheless, the degree 10 which a participant approximated either
critetion correlated positively with self-report measures of empathy and nega-
tively with measures of defensiveness such as the Marlowe-Crowne scale of
Social Desirability. In addition, and in keeping with our emotional-intclligence
framework, the conscnsus agreement criterion also correlated positively with
{reported) SAT scores. In Fact, n multiple regression that included measures of
cmpathy, defensivencss, and intelligence as predictors of conscnsus agrecment
explained 2 significant amount of variance, R = .31, (6, 151y =271, p<
.05,4 although the amount of varianee explained by o regression using the same
predictors and the less reliable target agrecment as the dependent measure wits
not significant, R = .19, F(6, 151) = .98, ns. T his latter result may have been
due to the lower reliability of the target agreement score, of due to the lower
validity of the score. The target agrcement score may have possessed lowered
validity relative to the consensus if the targets had omitted crucial information
from their thought samples or if they provided otherwise invalid emotional re-
ports {e.g., due to emotional delensiveness, cle.).

Performunce Versus Scll-Reporfed Measures ol
Emotional Identification

Performance scales in gencral ace
For example, performance on inte
criteria, whereas self-reported intelligence is a less pow

kiown (o be superior (o sclf-report measures.

lligence tests predicts a variety of important
erful predictor. One ad-

aPairwise corrclations were used in the regression analysis md the N reported here represents a

weighted mean of the pairs employed.
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vantage of this particular performance scale is its straightforward nature. Real
people wrolc the storics, and we had actual records of their sclf-reported moods
at the time; this malerial gave us all that was needed 1o measure emotional identi-
fication ability. Because no complex [aboratory setup was required (as it some-
times is with nonverbal emotion studics), it was possible 10 employ a e
subjeel sumple o ensure grenter conlidence in the oblained results,

Becausc this scale is a performance measure, as opposed to a sell-report mea-
- sure, it may ultimatcly serve as a nore rcliable criterion than the scales against
“s which it was validated, A performance (st is a more direct operationalization of
" the ability to perceive emotion than is sclf-reported empathy. Sclf-reported cmpa-
thy, which is filtered through ihe individual's self-concept, may be distortcd duc
to incomplete or faully sclf-knowledge, defensivencss, or peculiarities ol scale
£ usage. Thus an outside observer who is dependent on self-report is onc step
4 removed from actial ability at vnderstanding pnother person’s feelings, Evidence
o ol the value of this scale comes from Geher (1994), who videotaped real people
41+ talking about their prescnt life situations, and then had experimental participants
_ i’ try to gucss what those people were feeling. Skill at judging the fcelings ol such
% 74 . videotaped individuals-——cven more ecologically valid than this study in certitin
it ways—correlated at roughly the r = .50 level with the scale developed here (and
3 2 r = 1,00, when corrected for attenuation). That is, these performance measurcs
£ correlate among themselves nearly as highly as do sclf-report scales of cimpathy.
1 & If we are correct in this contention, then Tuture rescarch with such scales should
i ¥ have better correlates with real-world criteria than do sclf-report cmpathy mea-
" sures (which in turn may corrclate more highly with other sell-report instru-

; " ments).

o
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Group-"Target Discrepaney as (v How a I'erson Feels
% One of the bases of emotional intelligence is that there are means Tor discrimina-
B ing correct from incorrect answers to questions such ag whal a person is feeling
1 (Mayer & Salovey, 1995, in press). In the work reported here, however, there
= were apparent dilferences between the target person and group conscnsus {in fact
% there was only a 55% agreement between the two criteria compared to 50% by
2T chance, which was not significantly dillercnt). Some of this discrepancy was
i & likely due 1o the tow relinbility of the sell-report measure usedt lor targets. At the
#igg 1t same time, there is disturbing cvidence thul o person’s feelings and the way
Bt group consensually judges those feelings are dillerent. Lividence Tor this comes
y ?' in particular from the fact that the to-be-judged target individuals, but not the
e judges, endorsed a larger number ol apparently socially desirable responses.
Em iThere seems to be some imbalance between the target’s socially desirable re-
4408 sponses, and the judges, who may be estimating more directly what the target is
2 '&rt.,'.feeling. Future research would need to be directed toward this discrepancy. In

3 "*ﬁ this work we instructed judges to assess «which shiernative [inood itens] the tar-
8¢ get had felt more strongly.” In the future, rescarchers may want (o make at dis-
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tinetion in such judgments between what (he pevson felt more strongly, or wonld
sy i a public sitvation tha they felt. "Fhe taet that 100% of our to-he-jirdyred
targets agreed to have their responses made public for the study suggests that they
may have participated jn the stiedy By trying to appear nice or romd 1o the experi-
enters, even though there was no explicit detund 1o do so (reeall [erinig-
sion for sharing of the protocols came at the end of the stardy).

Other technical issues need to be addressed as well. Relinbility of target mea-
surement nceds (o be improved. In subsequent research, target-reporicd feclings
should be collected with some measure ol consistency so as to better assess
reliability. There are also good reasons to concentrate niore centrally on consen-
sus data: People may have found guessing what the target wrote an overly com-
plicated exercise and reassigned themselves the task of deciding what an average
person would feel in a given situation; these individuals would therefore not
concern themselves with adjusting their responses to reflect the target’s potentini
Mlempls to appear socially desirable. Evidence in support of this hypothesis
comes from the fact that a few participants asked for clarifications of the instruc-
tions in stich a way as (o suggest they found the perspective taking quite dificuit.
Another interesting variation on this study would be to have targets rate them-
sclves a lew weeks later, as il external observers, to sec whether their reported
cmaotion wounld be more like their earlier sclves, or more like Eroup-consensus
judges. If the target remained in the target role, this might be one way to assess
the person’s reliability. Presumably over time, however, the targets might pridu-
ally change their responses to that of an outside vbserver. By tracking the per-
son's change of role from target to observer, it might be possible (o understand
sone of the social inlTuences that may be influcncing socially desirable re-
sponding.

Despite these problems, both target agreement and consensus agreement did
relate to the criterion measures of emotional intelligence, although unrelated to
cach other. This may mean that there are two ways by which 1o be cmotionaliy

intelligent, both of which should be measured,

Future Research

Earlier, we argued tlnt the ability to prediet emotions from thotglt will deliver n

social advantage (o mn individual, High scorees on the BARS showld therefore
have advantages in certain life tsks. They may clivose occupations that we sus-
peet depend on emotional intelligence, including professions such as psycho-
therapy, social work, and teaching, or business careers including sales, academic
or military recruiting, and personnel. In addition, we would predict they would
have better, longer term intinate refationships, and better work historics within
their occupation, If so, then it may be possible to educate those who are low jn
this skill 1o raise their ability levels and therefore better recognize the feclings of
others, Exactly how demanding such a learning process is remains unknown, A
mumber of school-based training programs pofentinlly celevant (o this skill indi-
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cate that pains in interpersoun! relntions me possible through such training (Sn-
lovey & Styier, in iwess). 1t may well he wortly (he COSL Lo abinin sieh positive
sacial outcomes: the costs and benelits ol such changes ean be betier cvaltated
by developing improved nieasures ol emotional intelligence such ns the one here,
mel studying the relation of such measires to the desired criteria,

REFERENCES

Averill, LR,, & Thomas-Knowles, C. (19913, Emitional creatlvity, tn K., Strongnsm (L), frer-
nutional review of studies on emation (Vol. 1, pp, 269-299). Londun: Wiley. ‘

Boucher, 1.1., & Carlson, Q.2 (F980). Recognition of facial expressions in three cultures, Jowrnaf
of Cross-Cnltural Psychology, 11, 263-280.

Bower, G.H. (1981). Mood and memory. American Psychologist, 36, 129148,

Buck, R. (1984), The comnnication of emotion, New York: Guiltor,

Buck, R., Miller, LE., & Cuaul, D.F. (1974), Sex, personulity, and physiological varlubles in the
communication of emotion via facial expression. Jowrnal of Personality and Social Psvetusta.
&£v 30, 587-596,

Cmntor, N., & Kitlstrom, 1.8, ¢ 1Y87). Personality and social intellipence. Englewond Clifts, NJ:
Prentice-[nfl,

Cattell, R.B. (1963). Theary of Nuid nw crystallized intellipence: A critical experiment. Journaf of
Educational Prychology, 54, 1-22, '

Cronbach, L.L (196, Essentlals of paveholagical testing (2wt ell.), New York: Hamper & Renw.

“Cruwne, D.P., & Martowe, 1. (1960). A new seale of socind destrnbility independen ol psychupath.

wlopy. Journud af Consnlting Psyehology, 24, 349354, )

Duvis, M. (1943). Measuring Individuni diflerences in empathy: Evitkence for a multidimensional
approsch. Jowurnal of Personality and Sociot Psychology, 44, 113-126,

Duvitz, ).R. (1969), The langunge of emotion, New York: Acilemie,

Detterman, D.K. (1986), Hunmn Inteltigence is complex systein of scparate processes. In ),
Stemberg & D.K. Dettermuan (Bds.), Whar ix intelligence? Contemporary viewpaints on ity
Retuee and definition (pp. $7-61), Norwood, NJ: Abiex,

Ekmon, ., Davidson, k.1, & tricsen, W, V; (19903, The Duchenne saile: Emotionnt expression an
brain physiotogy 1. Jonrnal of Personélity and Social Psychology, 58, 342-353.

Ekman, P., Fricsen, W, V.. & Ellsworth, P. (1972). Ewmotion in ihe tannan Jace. New York: Per-
gitmon,

fonl, MIL,, & Tisuk, M. (1983), A huther seareh fur soclnl imelligence, Jowrnat of Educational -
Psychelogy, 75, 190-200.

Fiske, §.1., & Taylor, 815 01991). Sociat voenition (2ml ed.), New York: MueGmw-1Fill,

Porgas, LI (1995}, e lficet infusion siesdel (AIM): Review amt jun imeprative theory ol nenn)

clleets on judgment, Pyvehological Rultetin, 117, RUSY T

Guardner, I, (9B, Frinnes of mind. New Yuk: Basic ks, .

Gardner, 1. (1993}, Frames of mined: The theory of nudtiple imtelligences (101 Anniversary ed. New
York: Dasic Books. )

Geher, G. {1994, Assessing the validity of o seafe designed 1o measnre empathic avcuroey, Puper
lsuluuillcd as a partial requircment for the Master's degree, University of New Tlanmpshire,
Durham, :

Goldman, B_A., Flake, W.L., & Matheson, M. 1. (1990), Accurney of collepe stdents’ pereeptions
of their SAT scores, higgh schwal college prade point awvernges relative 1o their ability.
Perceptint and Moior Skitls, 70, 514,

D Guillord, 1P, 1967, The voture of human intelligence, New York: MoeGraw-THil,



v

H2 MAYLER AND GETHER

Ickes, W., Stinson, L., Bissoneute, V., & Garcia, S. (1990), Namralistic social cognition: Empathic
accuricy in mixed-sex dyads, Journal of Personatity el Social Psychology, 54, 730-142,

Kohn, M. (1972). The authoritarianisem-rehellion scale: A balanced 17 scale with left wing reversals,
Sociomeiry, 15, 176-18%, '

Legee, 0. (1995), Lividence for mn obliyue sovial itelligence factor established with a likert-based
testing procedure. fmelligence, 21, 247-260. .

Levenson, RW., & Ruef, AM. {1992). Empathy: A physiological substmte, Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 6.5, 234-2406.

Matarazze, LI, (1972), Wechsler's measurement and appraisal of adult infelligence (b el.). New

. York; OxFord University I'ress.

Mayer, L.D., DiPaclo, M., & Salovey, 1. (1990). Percciving the alfective conlent in ambiguous
stimuli: A component of emotiona) intelligence, Journal of Personality Assessment, 30, 772—
781,

Mayer, J.D., Gnschke, Y., Braverman, D.L., & Bvans, T. (1992). Mood-congrient judgment isa
genersl elteet, Jowrael af Personality aned Social Pyvehalogy, 63, 119132,

Mayer, L., & Mitchell, D.C. (in press). lrelligence ns n subsystem ol personality: From Spear-
man's gt contemporiary smodels of tiot-processing. In W, lbmic & J. Kingon (Bds.), Heflece
tions on the concept of intelligence. Greenwich, CT' JAL

Mayer, i.D., & Salovey, P. (1993}, The intelligence of emotional intelligence. Insetligence, 17, 433—
442,

Mayer, LD, & Salovey, P. (1995). Emotional imelligence and the construction and regulution of
feclings. Applied and Preventive Psychology, 4, 197-208. :

Mayer, J.D., & Salovey, P. (in press). What Is emotional intclligence? In P. Salovey & D. Sluyter
(Eds.), Emational development and emotional imelligence: Implications for educators. New
York: Basic Books. )

Mayer, J.D., Salovey, I, Gomberg-Kaufman, §., & Dlainey, K. (1991). A broader conccption of
wood experience. Journal of Personality and Social Psycholagy, 40, 100-11 f.

Mayer, 1.10., & Tumer, J., & Thayler, M. (1995). Mood organization across expericutial domains.
Manuscript submitted {or publication. '

Mchrabian, A., & Epstein, N, (1972). A measure of emotional empathy. Journal of Personality, 40,
525-541, )

Nishelt, LI, & Wilsan, T, (1977, “Felling more thim we cun kanow: Verbal reports on mental
processes, Pyyehological Review, 84, 231-259.

Orony, A., Clore, G, & Cotling, A, (198R). The eognitive struetire of emations, Cambrricpe:
Cambridge University Press. .

Ree, M.J., & Barles, LA. (1992). Wtclligence is the best predictor of job performance, Current
Directions in Psyehological Science, I, 86-8Y.

Reik, T, (1952, Listening with the third car: The inner expericnce of a psvehoanalyst, New York:
Furrer, Straus.

Roseman, 1J. (F9R4). Copnitive determinanty of emutions: A stroctural tieory. In P Shaver (Hsk),
Review of persenality vl social pychology: Vol 5. Emotives, relationships, and health
(pp. 11-36). Beverly Mills, CA: Suge.

Rosenthal, 1., Nabl, LA, DiMutico, M.R., Rogers, *.1.., & Archier, 1. (1979). Seasitivity 10 non-
verbul communication: The PONS test. Balthmore, MD: Jolins Tlopkins Universily {'ress.

Sulovey, P., & Mayer, 1.D. (1990). Emotionst imtelligence. fmagination, Coguition, and Personality,
9(3), 185-211. °

Salovey, P., & Sluyter, D. (Eds.). (in press). Emotional development and emotional intelligence:
Implications for educators. New York: Busic Buooks.,

Sniith, C.A., & Ellsworth, P.C. (1985). Patterns of appraisal in enotion, Jouried of Personality and
Social Psychology, 48, 813-838.

L3 T AT

v .
L r 3 et

B el i TS BT e k™

EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCILE 143

Sternberg, R.1. (1988). The rriarchic mind: A new theory af human intelligence, New York: Viking
Penguin,

Sternberg, B2, & Smitly, C. (1985). Socinl inteHigence and decoding skills in nonvetbal conmmmini-
cition, Secial Cogrition, 3, 168-192,

Thoradike, E.L. (19200, Intetligence wnd ils uses, Harper's Magazine, 140, 227-235.

Trice, A, (1990), Reliability of students’ scll-reports of scholusiic aptitmle scores: Data [rom
Juniors aod seniors. Perceptual amd Motor SKitls, 71, 200,

Wapner, 111, MacDonald, C.1., & Munstcmb, A SRR {1980), Commmnicution of imlividuad emo-
tions by spontancous fnclal expression, Jowrnal of Persanulity and Sociol Psychology, S0,
737-743. :

Wagner, R.K., & Sterberg, R.J. (1985) Practical intelligence in real-workl pursuits: The sole of
tacit knowledge. Jowrnaf of Personaline and Socital Prvehiafogy, 49, 430-458,

Walker, R.I., & Foley, LM, (1973). Sucial intetligence: Its history and measurement. Pavchetogicat
Reports, 13, 839864,

Weehsler, 13, (19870, Wechsier Memory Seale—Revised, New York: Psyclological Corporation,




