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Introduction
There is more to intelligence than book smarts.  As early as 1920, the idea of “social intelligence” was described by Thorndike, and the idea has been resurrected several times since then.  Both the academic and popular literatures are now commonly using the term “emotional intelligence” (EI) to describe socio-emotional awareness, skill, and flexibility necessary for success in the social environment.  While Lam and Kirby (2002) found that a popular measure of EI predicted cognitive performance beyond general intelligence in a college student sample, Barchard (2003) failed to find incremental validity for EI on GPA beyond traditional measures of intelligence and personality.  In both studies, the EI measures were quite complex with miserable internal consistencies (.22 < α  < .63) for their dimensions.   

The purpose of the current investigation was to develop and validate a short, scenario-based measure of socio-emotional intelligence for a college student population.  
We proposed three dimensions of socio-emotional intelligence which correspond to Mayer, Salovey and Caruso’s (1997) EI dimensions (perceiving, understanding and regulating emotions, respectively). 
· Emotion Assurance refers to recognizing emotional reactions in oneself and being able to guide the expression of emotion in others. 
· Emotion Appreciation refers to understanding or empathizing with another’s emotion.  
· Emotion Regulation refers to demonstrating the appropriate expression and control of emotion in oneself.  

We proposed that a measure of socio-emotional intelligence must 
· Show convergence with existing measures of empathy, self-monitoring, emotional stability and well-being;

· Show divergence to such individual differences as conscientiousness, extroversion and openness-to-experience;
· Incrementally predict adjustment (academic and social satisfaction) beyond existing measures of empathy, self-monitoring, emotional stability and well-being;
· Be reliable within dimension.

Method 

Participants:  109 undergraduates (48 freshmen; 80 females) attended one of several group administrations of the set of instruments described below in exchange for extra-credit in a psychology course.
Procedure:  The Socio-Emotional Intelligence Scale (SEIS) was developed in several steps.  First, the conceptual definitions of the dimensions above were established.  Over 60 scenarios (situational problems with possible solutions) were generated.  Nine raters sorted the scenarios into one of the three dimensions or an “other” category using a criterion of 80% agreement; 43 items remained after this sorting task, evenly distributed among dimensions.  Three experts evaluated the quality of each response option for each item on a 5-point scale ranging from optimal (5) to unacceptable (1).  These ratings were, in turn, used for scoring. One point was awarded for the best option and 0 for all others.  Participants were instructed to  “Carefully read each of the following situations.  Then, circle the letter of the response that you would most likely do or feel.  Real ALL the options before you choose.  Please be as honest as you can and choose the option that you WOULD most likely do or feel, not what you SHOULD do or feel.”
In addition to the 43 item SEIS, Mehrabian and Epstein’s (1972) Empathy Scale, Snyder’s (1974) Self-Monitoring Scale, Watson, Clark and Tellegen’s (1988) Positive and Negative Affectivity Scale and Saucier’s (1994) short form of the Big 5 were administered. Academic and social satisfaction were assessed by single item 7-point scales.  GPA, sex, class standing, age and other demographics were self-reported.
A principal components analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on the SEIS.  After item deletion, 9 items remained, 3 in each of the proposed dimensions.  KR-20s were computed.  Responses to items within each dimension were summed to general subscale scores.  These scores were then correlated with the measures above in order to establish convergent and divergent validities.  
Incremental validities of the SEIS beyond established measures of personality were assessed via hierarchical multiple regressions using GPA, academic satisfaction and social satisfaction as the criteria.
Results
While content validity was established via interrater agreement, the tables below show questionable structural validity for the scenario-based measure based on the principal components analysis and do not improve on the reliabilities of existing EI measures.  While there is some evidence of convergence, it is weak.  Divergent validity is acceptable but insufficient.  None of the dimensions of the SEIS predicted satisfaction with either academic or social success.  Also note that the Emotion Regulation subscale was positively correlated (p < .05) with age and class standing.

Emotion Appreciation Items
1.  Your roommate doesn’t want to go to school on a particular Tuesday because he has to give a class presentation and hates public speaking.  He begs you to go to the gym with him instead. You would most likely:


A. Tell him that he should really go to class.


B. Tell him that he’s being stupid and just to go to class.


C. Get in the car to go to the “gym” but really drop him off at class.


D. Make fun of him for being scared to give a speech and then go to the gym with him.

2.  You do not care for your best friend’s partner even though they have been a couple for about 2 years. Your best friend calls you one day distressed because they have broken up. As a friend, you would most likely: 


A. Tell your friend that you knew this would happen.


B. Sympathize with your friend and offer support.


C. Call your friend’s partner and ask for the other side of the story.


D. Try to distract your friend through other activities.

3.  Your friend is in a relationship where her partner constantly calls her names, cancels plans they have and is usually late.  Your friend says she is so in love with him that it doesn’t matter he doesn’t treat her well.  You sit down to talk to her about it.  You would most likely:


A. Tell her that she should break up with him immediately.


B. Set up a date with someone else for her so she can see what it’s like to go out with a nice guy.


C. Sit down with her to talk about the things he has done.


D. Take her out to forget her troubles.

Emotion Regulation Items
4.  You and some friends go bowling at a nearby alley that has a special night for college students. There is a group of elderly people next to you. All your other friends start making fun of the elderly people and suggest that they are clearly out of place. You would most likely: 


A. Join in and help them make fun.


B. Stay silent and hope that they will not notice.


C. Tell your friends that the elderly have just as much of a right to be there.


D. Excuse yourself so you don’t have to deal with them.

5.  You and your friend are out jogging. His lace becomes undone and you tell him several times to tie it. Later, your friend stumbles over the lace and falls. You laugh because of the comical position that your friend is in on the ground. You later offer to help him up but your friend refuses and angrily jogs away from you. You would most likely: 


A. Feel like your friend is being too sensitive.


B. Understand his embarrassment but say nothing.


C. Jog past your friend and say you told him so.


D. Apologize for laughing.

6.  You are walking into a building behind an elderly couple.  In front of the couple is a young woman, clearly in a hurry.  However, she waits and holds open the door for the elderly couple and also for you.  You would most likely:


A. Not stop if you were late.


B. Wait to hold the door even if you were in a hurry.


C. Call out an apology as you hurried by.


D. Not notice the other people.

Emotion Assurance Items
7.  You go to buy something at the bookstore.  When you get to the cashier, he lets you know you are 35 cents short for your purchase.  The person behind you overhears the conversation and hands you the money you need.  You would most likely:


A. Think this person is in a hurry.


B. Think you would do the same thing.


C. Think you would not do this.


D. Not be impressed by this, either positively or negatively.

8.  Katie was supposed to go on a date Friday night but when she called you she said her date had stood her up.  She came out with you but was very quiet all night.  This was probably because:


A. She was really tired.


B. She was sad her date hadn’t shown up.


C. She was embarrassed.


D. She was afraid she would run into her date.
9.  Your mom and dad tell you that since you have left for college (making them empty nesters), they are lonely.  This is probably because:


A. They had focused most of their attention on you.


B. They miss having the excitement of a young adult around the house.


C. They have nobody to discipline anymore.


D. They wish they were younger.

Principal Components Analysis:  Rotated Component Matrix
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Eigenvalue

  1.81


  1.57


  1.51

% Variance

20.06


17.44


16.78
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20.06
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54.28
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    .62


    .48


    .45
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    .85
Convergent and Divergent Validities along with Reliabilities







Assurance   Appreciation    Regulation
  Reliability

1. Emotion Assurance


 ---


 .02


 .19


.62
2. Emotion Appreciation

 .02


 ---


 .10


.45
3. Emotion Regulation


 .19


 .10


 ---


.48
4.  Empathy



 .04


 .27**

 .07


.81
5.  Self-Monitoring


-.07
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-.05


.62
6.  Positive Affectivity
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 .04


 .04


.84
7.  Negative Affectivity

-.25**

-.14
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8.  Extroversion



 .02


 .05


 .07


.83
9.  Conscientiousness


 .10


 .10
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10.  Agreeableness


 .14


 .27**
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.84
11.  OTE
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 .14


 .11
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12.  Emotional Stability


 .34**

 .15
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.79
13.  Academic Satisfaction

 .10


 .15


 .03


 ---
14.  Social Satisfaction


-.05


-.10


-.14


 ---
15.  GPA




 .00


 .03


-.01


 ---
Discussion and Conclusions
An acceptable operationalization of the construct of Socio-Emotional Intelligence in college students was not achieved.  The factor structure was obtained only through data-torturing, and the reliabilities were poor.  Because one cannot infer convergence or divergence without reliability, it is not clear what the obtained significant relationships with empathy, emotional stability, agreeableness and negative affectivity mean.  Regardless, the absence of any relationship with academic or social success is disheartening.
A larger sample size is necessary to better test the proposed factor structure.  Further, either a Thurstone scaling technique (using weights of expert raters rather than correct/incorrect scoring) or a distractor analysis based on Item Response Theory may prove more fruitful.  What do you think?
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