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Abstract

In this chapter, we bridge work on positive organizational scholarship (POS) and emotional intelligence
by focusing on their comman element——an emphasis on how people navigate social interactions and
relationships. We put forth a synthesis—social-emotional intefligence—based on two assumptions:

(a) a useful integration of POS and emotional intelligence needs to describe the social context in order
t0 understand when and why people apply their emotional intelligence skills; and (b} a useful model of
emotional intelligence needs to be based on agreed upon conceptions of how the mind works—namely,
by defining the interaction between intuitive {automatic) and deliberative (controlled) processes that
underlie emotional intelligence abilities (e.g., emotional recognition and control). Our synthesis adds
flexibility and adaptability to the emotional intelligence process and takes into account how it interacts
with the presence or absence of positive organizational environments.

Keywords: Social context, emotional intelligence, dual psychological processes, dynamic social

intelligence

Positive organizational scholarship (POS) provides
4 perspective for creating exceptional performance
through a focus on the internal, social environment
of Ofganimtions (e.g., Cameron, 2008). This per-
$pective is essential o developing successful organiza-
tions that foster “positive deviance,” or performance
above the norm {e.g. Spreirzer & Sonenshein,
2003). Emotional intelligence, as currently under-
“ZOOd however, is a diffuse construct. As O’Sullivan
‘(?0(1]‘123;1160) notes, “Clir-nical pract.itioners, business
. ) i:p();l)lular writers, serious researcl:lers,
inllgons O(E‘I)[ er groups use the term emotional
I )} 1o refer to anything rclate.d o
e ng ORCSt'ﬂf a:.1d other people, even 'lf th-c
fique nom.c‘«';]nnccn_on is rather tenuous.” This cri-
- 'thStflndmg, the _construce of EI' is
S em,i,t e issue of creating positive organiza-
. elaborasnments. Howeycr, clarity, precision,
i inmn are needed in order to rcﬁm.a th!s
dircerty crease its explanatory value, and link it

¥ 10 POS. This chapter aims to provide such a

bridge by creating a synthesis—social-emotional
intelligence—based on two assumptions:

s Assumption I: A useful model of POS and
emotional intelligence in relation to each
other needs to delineate the nature of the
social context in order to understand when
and why people apply their EI skills.

*  Assumption 2: A useful model of EI needs to
integrate fundamental conceptions of how
the mind works—namely, by defining the
interaction between intuitive {automatic)
and deliberative {conrrolled) mental
processes—to fully capture the flexibility
with which people make sense of their social
worlds and are influenced by it.

We begin by reviewing the predictive ability of El
measures. Then, we turn to the diverse approaches
to conceptualizing EI Finally, we claborate the
two assumptions of social-emotional intelligence,
discuss their implications for research and theory on
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POS and El, and highlight important furure

research directions.

What Emotional Intelligence
Assessments Predict
Over the past two decades, a great deal of research
has examined the relationship becween El and
various outcomes for individuals, such as job satis-
faction, quality of relationships, and well-being.
Here, we review findings on what El measures
predict. The review is by necessity selective, given
the numerous studies conducted on EI (for more
extensive reviews, sce Mayer, Roberts, & Barsade,
2008: Zeidner, Matthews, & Roberts, 2004}.

Some research findings indicate that low levels of
EI are associated with negative emotional reactions
and negative coping strategies in response o SIEss
(Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Hartel, 2002). Low EI has
also been related to worry and avoidance coping
(Matthews et al., 2006). On the other hand, high
El has been associated with greater well-being
(posirive mood and high self-esteem), higher
cconomic self-eficacy (Engelberg & Sjoberg,
2006), and adaptive coping following negative
events (Schurte, Malouff, Simunek, McKenley, &
Hollander, 2002). Importantly, recent work dem-
onstrates that trait EI is associated with such
positive outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction; well-being)
over and above that predicted by personality (Singh
& Woods, 2008).

Emotional Intelligence Assessments and
Organizational Qutcomes

In organizational research, emotions and their effec-
five management have significant implications for
employees, managers, and organizations (Barsade &
Gibson, 2007). Although cognitive incelligence is
often prized as an ideal quality in employees, El
tas also been found to have significant positive
relationships with in-role, task performance, and
citizenship behaviors (i.e., out-of-role performance
that goes “above and beyond” one’s job; Coté &
Miners, 2006), These effects persist after controlling
for cognitive intelligence, suggesting that EI facili-
tates worker’s performance.

More recent work has linked EI with higher
merit increases in salary and increases in company
rank among members of the finance department of
2 Fortune 400 insurance company (Lopes et al.,
2006). Supervisors and peers also rated individuals
who scored higher on EI as possessing better social
skills {e.g., stress tolerance). Some recent work has
also shown positive relationships between El and
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objective performance measures. For example, ,
recent study of Singaporean sellers in a buyer—selle;
negotiation exercise found that betrer emotion rec.
ognition was associated with better individual nego.
dation outcomes based on objective performance
measures, including value created and share captureq
(Elfenbein et al., 2007).

Although many studies focus on individual-leye]
implications of El, some studies have begun g
study the broader social ramifications of EL. On,
dyadic relationship level, for example, studies have
illuscrated the intrinsically social nature of EI by =
finding positive relationships between El—
particularly the ability to manage emotions—angd
the quality of social interactions {Lopes, Bracker,
Nezlek, Schuez, Sellin, 8¢ Salovey, 2004). In teams,
El—specifically, the awareness and management of
one's own and others’ emotions—has been linked 1o
performance (based on a self-report workgmup.'
level scale, Jordan & Lawrence, 2009). Emotional
intelligence has also been studied in relation w
cransformational leadership (Brown 8¢ Moshavi, "
2005), which has been shown to have significant
effects on followers’ performance, motivation, and
other work outcomes (Bono & Judge, 2003; Divs
Eden, Avolio, 8 Shamir, 2002). One study has even
proposed a multilevel theory of individual-level El
and organizational-level emotional  capability
(including receptivity, mobilization, and learning)
as significant influences on an organizations ability
to change (Huy, 1999).

Despite the scemingly high level of consensus
among researchers regarding EI and its predictive
value, it remains a multifaceted concept, which means
different things to different people—conceptuallf
operationally, and empirically. In the next section,
we provide a brief overview of the different waysif
which EI is conceptualized o illustrate chis point.

Conceptualizing and Assessing
Emotional Intelligence

There exists a diversity of approaches to conceptudk
izing and assessing EI Some researchers think ot
more in terms of personality tendencies of tral
akin to extraversion, whereas other rescares
regard El more as an ability or set of abilit
Regardless of the definitional approach ©
researchers have created various measures that
with their definitions. Some researchers

developed ability measures of EI, whether 3
rendencies people can self-repore (Tett, Fox, &

2005) or as assessments developed to measure$
components of El (e.g., Nowicki & Duke; 1
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Other approaches combine self-reported EI tendencies
with broader personality constructs. The diversity of
wearments of EI has, in the estimates of some
authors, given rise to a conceprual morass (Conte,
2005). Nevertheless, by briefly surveying the
Jicerarure, we can arrive at a working understanding

of what El is.

Mixed Models

Mixed models starc with self-reported qualities thar
appear related to EI abilities, bur they also consider
more molar qualities, such as one’s motives, mood,
self assessments, self-esteem, and coping tenden-
cies. Some of these measures include the Emotional
Quotient Inventory (EQ-i; Bar-On, 1997), the
Self-Report Emotional Intelligence Test (SREIT:
Schuree et al., 1998), and the Multidimensional
Emotional Intelligence Assessment (MEIA; Tett,
Fox, & Wang, 2005). Such mixed approaches
are considered by some not to provide real assess-
ments of El, as they tend to heavily overlap with
other personality traits, assess self-judgments rather
than abilities related to EI, and measure tendencies
such as assertiveness and flexibility (Mayer ec. al.,
2008). Indeed, studies have reported correlations
above 0.70 berween the EQ-i and the Big Five
personality scales (e.g., Brackert & Mayer, 2003).
Thus, alchough popular and easy to administer, it
1§ not clear what such assessments offer beyond
available personality measures, in addicion to the
problem that they can be faked in a socially desir-
able direction (Day & Carroll, 2008; Grubb &
McDanie], 2007).

Inaddition o mixed-model assessments of EL there
4€ 2 variety of ability-related models. In ability
models researchers focus on single abilities, such as
oW people reason about emotions (e.g., Clore,
flony, & Foss, 1987; Roseman, 1984) or how
‘"“Oinns influence thoughe {e.g., Damasio, 1994;
Frigda, 1988; George & Brief, 1996; Isen, Johnson,
?;;r;z' 8 Robinson, 1985; Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer,
» for g Teview, see George, 2000). Other
;?c?"chefls have studied different abilities such as
B T}ij in facia] tecognition and emotion percep-
2000, ;I(man & Friesen, 1975; Matsumoto et al,,
anc}; (];\vlckl & Duke, 1994; O’Sullivan, 1982;
lgem::- urks & Huy, 2009) and emotion man-
Mischelt 2(e.g,, Gross, 1998; Kross, Ayduk, &
Cons:d 005; _La_.zarus, 1994}. Thar these abilities
ey "dered distinet stems in part from cheir sepa-
torical and intellectual traditions, For exam ple,

whereas emational perception has its roots in non-
verbal perception and facial recognition (e.g., Buck,
1984; Nowicki & Duke, 1994; Rosenthal, Hall,
DiMatteo, Rogers, & Archer, 1979), an interest in
emotion management seems to be rooted in part in
the clinical tradition (e.g., Beck, 1979; Ells, 2001)
and social cognitive research on impulse control (e.g,,
Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 1989).

Integrative Models

On the other hand, integrative modeis, such as the
four-branch model of EI {(Mayer & Salovey, 1997;
Mayer etal., 1997), integrate four separate-but-relared
abilities under one overarching concept. The four-
branch model deals with people’s ability to recognize
emotions (in self and others), the ability to use emo-
tion to influence thought, the ability to understand
emotions, and the ability to manage emotions
{Mayer & Salovey, 1997, Mayer et al,, 1997).
Although sometimes studied individually, together,
this group of abilities gives rise to an individual’s
overall EI under the four-branch model {(Mayer
et al., 2008). Integrating different abilities into an
overarching EI framework in chis way acknowledges
that che person has a variery of EI tools at his or her
disposal to make sense of his or her environments
and to adapt.

Critical Synthesis: Seeking Common Ground
by Explicating the Social Context and
Psychology of Emotional Intelligence

Given the diversity in theoretical and empirical
approaches to the study of EI, and the varied
research findings in which these different concep-
tions have been studied, it is challenging for even a
trained researcher to understand what EI is. Such a
fack of conceptual coherence promotes confusion as
researchers do not have a lingua franca o use in
integrating and growing their research field. This
problem is compounded as practitioners propagate
well-intentioned buc simplified views and findings
from the EI field.

However, our goal is not to throw out the pro-
verbial EI baby with the bath warer. The rescarch
and conceptions described thus far provide impor-
tant early steps in the study of El, but these
approaches lack two things. First, they do not fully
explicate the importance of the social context in
which people apply their EI toolkit. How do we
answer questions such as: How is EI influenced by
the social context? What perils furk in the social
world that can make the most emotionally inteili-
gent person ineffective ar times? Once the social
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context is considered more explicitly, it will become
clearer that the social world people navigate can
shape, direct, and place constraints on a person's
El, regardless of the EI level they think they have
(for similar argument in the domain of personality
see Mischel & Shoda, 1995).

Second, the research described thus far assumes
a very “conscious” or deliberate view of ElL. For
example, participants in laboratory settings are
often asked to judge faces or scenes for emational
content and describe what they see. At other times,
participants are presented  with hypothetical,
verbal descriptions of social situations and asked to
report how they and the other person in the situa-
tion would feel. Communicating and reporting on
one’s opinions and feelings are very conscious activ-
ities (e.g., Smith & DeCoster, 2000), and they can
also be cognitively demanding. In popular writing
on EI, one feature that made EI promising, in addi-
tion to its potential predictive power compared o
cognitive intelligence (which is quite modest for
current EI assessments), was the possibility that
some EI processes might be carried out automati-
cally. Tesrific links were made to the neuropsycho-
logical literature chat suggest, for example, the
efficiency with which the amygdala and related
neural circuits can process emotional information
even with little involvement of higher-level thought
(e.g., Goleman, 1995; based on work by LeDoux).
Although it was insightful to relate the idea of
automatic and efficient mental processes to EI in
actuality, little research on automatic processes has
been carried out by EI researchers. This limits most
current El conceptions.

Given these concerns, our aim in the remaining
part of this chapter is to provide a framework to
guide research on EI, especially in the context of
POS. One aspect of our approach is to consider the
social context in which El-related tools are applied
{(Assumption 1). [tisin chis sense that POS, with its
explicic focus on social interaction and relation-
ships, can ground the concept and study of EL
‘The second element of our approach is to take
seriously the notion that EI involves a set of mental
processes, NOL just a sCOTe 4 person is given on an
El test. By delving deeper into the psychology of
EI and relating it to widely accepted dual-process
models (Assumption 2), we delineate a conception
of EI that is more realistic psychologically, dynamic,
and open to inefficiencies, but also more amenable
to the goals of creating positive organizational envi-
ronments. We turn to the two assumptions of our
framework next.
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Two Assumptions
Social-Emotional Intelligence Assumption I,
Unpacking Challenges in Social Contexts to
Understand the “When” and “Why” of
Emotional Intelligence
Implied in many discussions of El is that what alsg
miatters in performance such as in one’s job, in addi-
tion to cognitive intelligence (e.g., crystallized ang
fluid), is how people respond to and manage aspecys
of the social environment. This proposal may stem
from findings that suggest traditional 1Q types of
assessments account for only 20%-25% of the
variance in academic and job-related outcomes (for
a review, sce Neisser et al., 1996). Such a condly.
sion, though, rests on the assumption that measures
of intelligence are based on an agreed-upon defini-
tion of intelligence and how best to measure it
Nevertheless, the remaining variance to be explained
invites conjectures about what other skills and
domains of life influence a person’s success. One
domain that has historically attracted such attention
is that of social interaction and relationships.
Although it appears that putting the focus on the
social domain was a coup for the field of El, itis
important to appreciate that a long history of
research has dealt directly with how people make
sense of their social environments, such as work on
social intelligence and social cognition, as we will
discuss (for reviews see Kilhstrom & Cantor, 1989,
2000). At times, EI researchers have attempted
distinguish EI from social intelligence {Mayer,
Caruso, & Salovey, 1999). However, conceptually
and operationally, many EI approaches emphasiz¢
the social domain. For example, some of the sub-
scales of the EQ-i (Bar-On, 1997) converge ontoan
interpersonal factor, and many of the ability models
deal with emotion recognition in others (e.g., the
DANVA, Nowicki & Duke, 1994; the Japanes
and Caucasian Brief Affect Recognition Test, of
JACBART, Matsumoro et al., 2000) and dhe
ability to manage emotions in athers (e.g., the
portion of the Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional
Intelligence Test, or MSCEIT, Four-Branch Mode
dealing with emotion management, Mayer, Salove,
& Caruso, 2002). Popular treacments have also
moved beyond the term emorional intelligentt
and refer to social intelligence (Goleman, 2006) ©
make explicic the connection berween El and
interpersonal processes.
Empirically, some studies of EI have been related
to social outcomes, such as the quality of a persons
interactions with others {Lopes et al., 2004), negoti:
tion results (Elfenbein et al., 2007), leaders’ inceraction




(Bono & Judge, 2003; Divr et al.,
extent to which workers pursue orga-
:onal citizenship behaviors (Coté & Minerf,
), as reviewed above. ‘Hovs_rcvcr, although navi-
ing the social world is implied 'I:O be pal:t of the
iew of E1, it is rarely discussed in depth in terms
how El is influenced by the social context. For
mple, why is it that otherwise emotionally intel-
nt and savvy individuals crumble when faced
ith remptation, such as President Clinton with

nica Lewinsky, and more recent OCCUITENces
volving other prominent individuals, such as Eliot
izer and John Edwards. President Clinton, for

ple, won two elections—achievements based
n the precise navigation of the social and perilous
orld of U.S. politics. Yet, his downfall with regard
10 the Lewinsky debacle also resulted from a failure
1 read the social landscape and control his emo-
tions. The inability to deal with such judgmental
and behavioral outcomes performed by people
considered emotionally intelligent is a serious
limitation of most models of EI, and it is why we
make the social contexr an explicit element in our
analysis.

At one level, it is perplexing that, despite some
allusion to the social aspect of EI, most available
treatments of EI pay scant direct attention to the
nature of the social world. It is also perplexing that
little of the research on what was previously referred
0 a5 “social intelligence” is rarely reviewed or
teferred to by EI researchers. This is despite the fact
that considerable research has been carried out in
thisarea, for example, on the psychometrics of social
intellience and related social intelligence skills,
which predates work on EI (e.g., Hendricks,
Guilford, & Hoepfner, 1969; Hunt, 1928; Gardner,
1983; Guilford, 1967; Moss, Hunt, Omwake, &
Ronning, 1927; O'Sullivan, Guilford, & deMille,
1965; also for a review see Kilhstrom & Cantor,
?000)- Decades before the term “emotional
f“iﬂlligence” gained popularity, researchers were
ivestigating how social intelligence differs from
"?“‘50‘31211 intelligence and whether they can be
‘li;:;';glﬂ.She_d from each other (Ford & Tisak,
St l, Riggio, Messamer, & Throckmorton, 1991;
St:lney’ Walker, & Foley, 1971; Thorndike &
3 ddi[:;" 1937; Wechsler, 1958; Woodrow, 1939), in
facmlorf © examining the role of personality
19831:5(511 social incelligence (e.g., Ford & Tisak,
Work, OUg_h, .1966; Marlowe, 1986). Much of the
Socialon SOC.la_ll intelligence serves as the basis for the
- cognition frameworks that have had much

85 in psychology in the last four decades.

ollowers

oyl =3

Emotional intelligence is germane to navigating
social interactions and relationships, but any such
treatment can be greatly enhanced by considering
social context and being open to available research
and concepts on social intelligence and social
cognition.

Thus, we take as our starting point the proposal
that a useful model of El needs to carefully, deliber-
ately, and explicitly consider the social world that
people navigate, in particular from the perspective
thar the social world is “fuzzy”—it is comprised of
negotiable facts whose perception is driven by peo-
ple’s subjective construals and the meaning they
ascribe to social events. It is in this regard that most
models of El are limited, in that they assume that a
high score on a measure of EI represents a skill that
will yield high performance across all contexts, and
that the efficacy with which a person applies that
skill can be determined. But truch and accuracy are
difficult to establish when dealing with social events
whose meanings are pliable and interpretable (for a
similar discussion, see Kilhstrom & Cantor, 2000).
Most EI models also neglect to consider that people’s
goals, unfulfilled needs, time pressures, or lack of
cognitive resources can shape their construals. It is
in the fuzzy zone of the social world, with its labile
nature, that the promise of creating positive organi-
zations becomes clear, as such an emphasis challenges
researchers and practitioners to help shape how
people construe their social surroundings and the
goals they seek. Before pursuing these implications,
though, itis important to address one of the assump-
tions of POS, which is that people value and strive
for positive social connections with others. This
desire for positive social connections will help put
into even sharper relief the need to incorporate the
social into any model of EIL.

The Value of the Social

That people should strive to form supportive social
connections with others is in line with the proposal
of Trivers (1971) classic paper. In an extensive
review of varied psychological and related litera-
tures, the renowned biologist convincingly con-
cludes that people are driven to establish relationships
with others, at times even at great cost to the self
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Supportive research has
shown, for instance, that people are faster to notice
information with social versus nonsocial implica-
tions (Ybarra, Chan, & Park, 2001), and when
getting to know someone, people prefer receiving
information that tells them about the person’s social
versus work-related qualities (Wojciske, Bazinska,
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&¢ Jawoski, 1998). People also constantly talk about
others {(Dunbar, Marriott, 8 Duncan, 1997), and
they also think about others even while sleeping
{McNamara, McLaren, Smith, Brown, & Stickgold,
2005). Relationships and connections with others
are fundamental drivers of individuals' judgment
and behavior.,

This drive to create social and emotional bonds
emerges and asserts itself even in work- and task-
related contexts. Classic examples of this can be
found in the organizational literature dealing with
groups. This research showed that, when formal
groups were put in place to perform tasks relevant
to organizational goals, informal groups—such as
employees from different units gathering to cat
lunch—were spontaneously created as a response o
people’s need for social contact (e.g., Hamner &
Organ, 1982; Sayles, 1957). As many of the
contributors to this volume discuss, such positive
connections at work can lead to bencfits for
the organization, and their absence can lead to
detrimental outcomes.

The above discussion suggests that a more com-
plere model of El needs to incorporate informarion
about people’s social goals and whether such goals
are being met. For example, research has shown
that when people do not feel socially accepted, they
become emotionally negative and their ability to
reason is reduced (e.g., Baumeister, Twenge, &
Nuss, 2002). They also tend to focus on informa-
tion relared to fulfilling the nced ro connect
(Gardner, Pickett, & Brewer, 2000), which can
limic their ability to take in information relevant to
the rask ar hand—goals have a way of blinding
people to other aspects of their environments
(Ordofiez, Schweirzer, Galinsky, & Bazerman,
2009).

This aspect of the social context—in terms of
people’s need to form and maintain social connec-
tions with others—suggests that the EI process is
Auid and at times open to inefficiencies. It suggests
that when people are lacking in positive social con-
nections ot have been rejected, they may be subject
to experience some emotions over others and may
be apt to misread or focus more on goal-relevant
information, even seeing social cues where there are
none (Epley, Akalis, Wayrz, & Cacioppo, 2008;
Humphrey, 1976). Further, given that some social
inferential processes depend on limited cognitive
capacity, as we will discuss in Assumption 2 of
our analysis, a strong social goal that is not being
met may short-circuit higher-level reasoning pro-
cesses when such processes are most needed.
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Available models of EI have little to say about peq.
ple’s need to connect and the implications sucl
unmet needs have for social thinking and sacig]
navigation. It is usually assumed that people
apply their EI skills—whatever level they happen g
have—consistently across time, but we have knowy
for some time that traits and abilities are ngp
expressed consistently across situations {Mischel &
Shoda, 1995).

The Veridicality of Emotional Displays and

Chronic Perceptual Biases

In addition to not explicitly considering issues of
social motivation and how this can influence social
thinking, EI models assume that assessments of the
social world—assuming a person has scored high on
some measure of EI—are static and valid. It is com-
forting to assume so, bu just as smart people can be
foolish for a host of reasons {Sternberg, 2002),
people who score high on EI may also exhibit
socially inefficienc behavior for a host of reasons.
One way this can happen is by assuming thar the
emotions of others can actually be recognized (as
most EI models assume), for example. In complex
and mixed-motive environments in which people
deal with strangers or competitors (e.g., large orgs-
nizations), those being perceived many times can
enact unpredictable behaviors ot limit the degree o
which they are “rcadable” (Ybarra et al., 2010). At
best, it could be argued that a person high on B!
would not render a judgment of another person in
such cases, but no conception or assessment of El
has been created to capture this “skeprical” approach
to information presented by others. At worst, the
person will inaccurately read the targer’s emotions,
triggering a cascade of inferences and assumptions
that could potentially lead to a suboptimal way of
interacting. Ecologically valid models of E1 need 0
incorpotate such knowledge of others and the socid
conditions that are more or less likely to trigges
attempts not to be figured out and predicted (e
Ybarra et al., 2010).

Cerrain social environments can also chronicallf
shape the construals people make and inferenc®
that they draw. Although various psychological and
behavioral processes are in place that prompt peopk
to form social connections with others, people art
also attuned to potential interpersonal costs, such#
being betrayed by a coworker, overlooked by 2bo
or treated with disrespect in front of other employ’
ces. This sensitivity to potential costs can creatt
barriers to positive organizing as people bt
lower thresholds for noticing the bad and drass




negative inferences about others, and higher thresh-
olds for accepting at face value others’ positive acts.
Evidence that this is the case is well documented in
several domains (Ybarra, 2001, 2002; Ybarra,
Schaberg, & Keiper, 1999; Ybarra & Stephan, 1996,
1999). One implication of this is that organizational
values thar facilitate competitiveness, distrust, and
behavioral practices harmful to an organization’s
“social glue” could trigger less-than-generous and
erroneous inferences and thus ineffective EI, due in
part to supporting some beliefs over others (e.g.,
“My colleagues only care about themselves™), but
also due to social stress and diminished cognitive
resources, as we discuss under Assumnption 2.

SUMMARY

‘Thus, with regard to Assumption 1 of our analysis,
we propose that what is needed to enhance current
conceptions of EI is an explicit exposition of
the social context in which people apply their
EI skills as they attempt to navigate their interac-
tions and relationships with others and how the
pursuic of positive organizational goals (or lack
thereof) impacts the EI process. Such consider-
ations help inform the when and why of EI All
people have a need to connect, but when such a
need is unfulfilled, they may exhibit low EI despite
having scored high on an EI assessment. A betcer
uaderstanding of the social context thus can also
help us explain why people considered emotionally
intelligenc can be socially inefficient as a function
of context—a scenario no current model of EI
addresses,

We next turn to Assumption 2 of our analysis,
which provides a fuller and more nuanced analysis
of how people chink, which should also help us o

wer predict when people will be effective in
deploying their E.

g”ﬂtff-{i'maﬁonal Intelligence Assumption 2:
P""‘.ﬁ"ﬂg the Mental Processes Involved in
; ™otional Intelligence and How They

"eract (the “How” of Emotional

["‘fﬂigmce)

x;gc::efcfcarch assumes a very “consciou.s” or
Pal‘ticipam:lf:w of F.I. For exampl{?, many  times,
Of fcig lﬂ[.srudles are asked- to judge scenarios
i cammlul and then describe v'vhat t]‘le}" have
(Oties Plete self-report personality-type inven-
the Pﬂsibx’ ﬂlt;hough EI researchers at':knowlcdgc
°P°fatetZﬁi At some mer.ltal and brain processes
ciemtly, few if any researchers have

€N serj . L
Ously the distinction between intuitive
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and deliberate processes, or their potential interac-
tions (for an exception, see Fiori, 2009).

In contrast, cognitive and social psychologists
(and also philosophers, political scientists, econo-
mists, and developmentalists) have described in
many theoretical treatments automatic or intuitive
mental processes and how they differ from more
conscious and deliberate ones (e.g., Chaiken &
Trope, 1999; Epstein, 1994; Evans, 2008; Hofman,
Friese, & Strack, 2009; Kross & Mischel, 2010;
McClure, Laibson, Loewenstein, & Cohen, 2004;
Milkman, Rogers, & Bazerman, 2008; Posner &
Snyder, 1975; Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977; Sloman,
1996; Smith & DeCoster, 2000; Stanovich & West,
2000). In our analysis, we integrate deliberate and
intuitive components in a model of social-EI.

The abilities to communicate and report on one’s
opinions and feelings are very conscious activities
{e.g., Smith & DeCoster, 2000)—activiries chac
many times depend on limited cognitive resources.
We refer to this aspect of El as deliberate—individuals
consciously use their EI to judge and analyze social
and emotional situations. On the other hand,
research from other areas has begun o show that
processes related to EI can actually be carried out
automatically and with little awareness. We refer to
this as the intuitive aspect of El, and discuss the
deliberate-intuitive distinction presently. As we
elaborate in the nexr section, taking seriously the
distinction between intuitive and deliberate pro-
cesses not only adds dynamism and contexrt sensi-
tivity to our framework, it also suggests novel
hypotheses and implications, in addition to laying
the groundwork for applying social-EI to enabling
positive organizations.

Tivo General Abilities and Two Types of

Processing for Social-Emotional Intelligence
Although a variety of abilities relevant to EI are
assessed by EI instruments, here we focus on two
abilities that are common to many EI models. These
are the meta-capabilities of emotional recognition
and emotional control. Emotional recognition and
control are the workhorses of social navigation and
provide the most common ground across different
theoretical perspectives. Beyond this, however, our
framework also incorporates the two types of infor-
mation processing we discussed above—intuitive
and deliberate processing. This also helps place our
framework in the context of similarly distinctive
duai-process models used in various disciplines,
including social cognition, cognitive science, reason-
ing and rationality, personality, behavioral economics,
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and emotion regulation, for example (e.g., Chaiken
& Trope, 1999; Epstein, 1994; Evans, 2008; Kross &
Mischel, 2010; Posner & Snyder, 1975; Shiffrin &
Schneider, 1977; Sloman, 1996; Smith & DeCoster,
2000; Stanovich & West, 2000). Going forward, we
refer 1o these four concepts—recognition, control,
intuitive, and deliberate—in terms of the social
aspect of EI to help emphasize Assumption 1 of our
analysis.

Social-emotional recognition traditionally deals
with people’s ability to derermine in the self and
others which emotions are being felt or expressed
verbally and nonverbally and is rooted in carlier
work on nonverbal sensitivity (e.g., Buck, 1984;
Rosenthal et al., 1979). Social-emotional control
refers to a person’s ability to manage moods and
emotions in the self and others, and research has
shown this is usually in the service of maintaining
or creating positive affective states and eliminating
or minimizing negative ones {c.g,, Clark & Isen,
1982; Erber & Erber, 2001; Larsen, 2000; Mischel,
Ebbesen, & Zeiss, 1973).

Both social-emotional recognition and control
can operate through a deliberate process (see
Table 16.1). For example, an employee can con-
sciously focus on what his boss is saying and attend
to the boss' facial expression and gestures to infer
not only what the boss wants done, but when and
by whom. In terms of social-emotional control, a
leader could guide her attention to think differently
about the impending downsizing of her unit, a con-
scious frame switching that might not only help
quell personal discress and anxiery, but might sug-
gest different ways of helping the affected employees
(instead of focusing on the self, for instance, the
leader could focus on employee needs).

As already mentioned, in the majority of El models,
social-emotional recognition and control are con-
sidered to operate through a deliberate process (Mayer
& Salovey, 1997, for an exception, see Fiori, 2009),

Table 16.1 2 x 2 Model of social-emotional intelligence

and research indicates that there are deliberate com,
ponents to the operation of both of these skills, Fo
example, the use of partern matching procedures ¢
recognize faces by certain people—those who suffe;
from autism spectrum disorder—necessitates deliber.
ate attempts at recognition through the application of
rules and knowledge to make inferences abour wha
another person is feeling (Winkielman, Mclntosh, §
Oberman, 2009). In terms of social-emotional cop.
trol, researchers have been able to manipulate the par.
ticular deliberate manner in which people approach;
negative emotional experience—for instance, whether
they immerse themselves or take a step back from the
experience. Their findings indicate that peoples cop.
nitive approach to the sicuation marters, with the ab-
ity to take in more information about the socii
situation and not remain immersed in one’s feelings
helping to buffer against reexperiencing intense nega-
tive emotions associated with the event (Kross, Ayduk,
& Mischel, 2005). This cype of conscious, controfled
approach—at least when people are first developing
such skills—is at the heart of many cognitive-behay-
ioral therapy techniques (e.g., Ellis, 2001). Deliberar
steps taken by a unit leader to distance herself from
the distress of impending layoffs, for example, may
be effective for managing emotions (for discussion
see Mischel, DeSmet, 8 Kross, 2006).

Although these deliberacely implemented skill
are critical to helping people interact effectively in
social contexts, they requite cognitive effort, Thus
their use is restricted by a person’s level of cognitive
resources. Fortunately, these skills can also operat¢
intuitively through a process that is more immun
to cognitive resource level (e.g., Smith & DeCoster,
2000). For example, a service provider might readily
notice among a group of jockeying customers ofi
who is smiling and who seems friendly, even if the
provider is not aware of why that person captured
his attention. With regard to emotion control
an employee, without deliberating bur almost

Type of Processing

Social-emotional recognition

Social-emotional control

commen®

Deliberate Consciously focusing on the new boss’ Exerting cognitive resources (atrention, workifg
communications and expressions to infer memory) to switch mindsets and reappraise the
intentions and what the boss wants done. meaning or consequences of impending layoff

Intuitive Quickly recognizing a smile or friendliness With the help of internalized organizational
in a customer’s face, even when the customer  values, automatically speaking up against2
is at a distance. cowotker who makes a.discriminatory
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impulsively: could speak up when a coworker says
something discriminatory that goes against the
company’s egalitarian mantra.

Recent research has delved deeper into the intui-
tive operation of social-emotional abilities. For
example, in terms of emotion recognition, research
indicates that people can recognize the valence of
faces (positive, negative) even when the faces are

resented too fast to engage higher-level cognitive
skills (e.g., Clark, Winkielman, & McIntosh, 2008).
Recenr findings also suggest that some elements of
emotion control can occur quite efficiencly with
lizle deliberation (for reviews see Bargh & Williams,
2007; Mauss, Bunge, & Gross, 2007). In one study,
Mauss, Cook, and Gross (2007, Experiment 1)
pried participants either with words relared to the
concept of “control” or to the concepr of “express”
to activate these goal-related concepts outside of
people’s awareness. Following the priming task, the
participants completed a mood questionnaire,
which was followed by an anger-inducing situation
and then 2 second mood questionnaire. The results
indicated  that participants with the “control”
goal expressed less anger at Time 2 than did partici-
pants for whom the goal of “express” had been
activaced. This use of activated goal concepts
without any awareness is taken as evidence of an
efficient, intuitive type of process. These results also
support prior findings that preference judgments
@an occur without conscious cognitive processing,
In this sense, immediate feeling may not depend
directly on thinking but can occur auromatically
{Zajonc, 1980),

Although the operarion of social-El can occur
quite efficiendly through incuitive processing, it does
A0l mean this type of processing will always be
effective. People create bad habits out of thoughts
a.nd behaviors al] the time, and on occasion, intui-
tive skills can pe misapplied. For example, the ser-
¥ice provider may see a smiling customer, and only
€t realize che customer’s smile was really an anx-
:mf 8in. In cases such as these, conscious and
i::ll;:i:aetc lfiroct:sses are useful in conjuncion with

Hitve skills in order to unlearn potentially inef-
l:":::)is O.fl'e!al:il.lg to others, and for controlling
- i::tmg mfnal assessments of others to cor-

ccurate inferences.
rt‘(:oor.c?mmple’
'\mbgalznon =
¥
eCogniyj
rmnfm.ce
uc[ion

although some aspects of emotion
operate intuitively (Elfenbein &
2002), some culcural contexts may make
on challenging because the culture may
display rules in its citizens that foster the
of emotion expression when dealing with

strangers (e.g., Matsumoto, HeeYoo, Fonuaine,
Anguas-Wong, Arriola, & Ataca, 2008), making it
harder for those unfamiliar with the context to
judge emotions accurately. This issue is akin to that
raised earlier in the context of the social context and
how ac times people will be less readable and pre-
dictable to others, regardless of the perceiver’s EI
ability. With regard to the culture example, in this
case, the integration of deliberate social-emotional
capabilities allows for emotion recognition to
include controlled elements, in tha, in addition to
intuitive recognition processes, people may also
have explicit knowledge abour display rules for a
specific culture, which can then be used to inform
emotion recognition.

However, because deliberate processing tends to
be more controlled and linked to limited cognitive
resources, such processing should influence emo-
tion recognition only to the extent that people are
not cognitively overloaded. This assumption may
not hold if people are dealing with cognitive fatigue
{e.g., Winkelman, 1994). Similarly, if people are
under time pressute, or if they are not morivated to
undertake such deliberate processing (cf. Smich &
DeCoster, 2000), social-emotional recognition (or
control) could be compromised—instead of reserv-
ing judgment abour the emotion being perceived,
for instance, an individual might jump to conclu-
sions and judge inaccurately. In another example,
the employee lacking sleep and overwhelmed by
the tasks piling up on his desk may not have the
cognitive resources to discern the boss' intent
(assuming they have little experience with the boss),
which could compromise subsequent performance
on the job. Similarly, the boss who has been travel-
ing nonstop and putting in 14-hour days is not
likely to have the cognitive wherewithal to step
back from their distress and take somebody else’s
perspective, as doing so requires cognitive resources
(e.g., Carlson, Moses, & Breton, 2002; Ruby &
Decety, 2003).

Overall, the above discussion suggests that people
can be flexible and even strategic in how they inte-
grate their social-emotional abilities, playing them
off each other to arrive at effective assessments of
their social surroundings, but this use of deliberate
processing to restrain or inform intuitive processes
is restricted by the availability of limited cognitive
resources. However, social-emotional abilities can
become efficient and automatized through practice,
much like other skills. This bodes well for organiza-
tions and employees who want to develop their
social-El potential. It suggests that, although work
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can be stressful and employees can be fatigued, fac-
tors that impact the availability of cognitive resources
can be less of a concern because well-practiced skills
and abilities can be executed with little need for
cognitive resources {Bargh & Chartrand, 1999;
Smith & DeCoster, 2000). In order for this to
happen, however, an organization has to explicitly
provide its employees regular opportunities for
developing and practicing these social-emotional
abilities. The only way that skills can become intui-
tive and automatically implemented is through
repeated practice and application. As the lower
right-hand quadrant in Table 16.1 indicates, the
automatic, egalitarian response of the employee is
likely made possible by organizational practices that
lead to internalizing those values (i.e., a focus on
developing positive organizations). A person
could want to be egalitarian and ethical, but if the
organizational environment does not support that
implicitly or explicitly, those behaviors and skills
will not be practiced.’

Overall then, factors in Assumption 2 that will
impact a person’s social-EI fall into two related cat-
egories: (a) the availability of cogpitive resources
and {b) the determination of appropriate individual
reactions. Recall that, even though a skill can be
executed efficiently does not imply appropriateness,
as skills at times can be misapplied. In some con-
texts, automatically triggered reactions might need
to be considered more carefully or “shelved” tempo-
rarily before acting on them. Many times, the out-
comes of intuitive processes represent proposed
solutions that must be monitored for their appro-
priateness, which requires cognitive resources. The
level of individual cognitive resources—which dif-
ferent organizational practices can impinge upon—
thus allows for various idiosyncrasies in how people
manifest their social-EI, but so does the degree to
which people practice and make more intuitive
some El reactions over others.

Future Directions

Many questions remain regarding the definition,
measurement, and application of social-El, so we
concur with many of our colleagues’ previous calls
for further study of EI to help address these issues.
But to this we would add thar what is also needed is
more conceptual work that takes the social context
seriously, with all its implications, and that provides
a model of mental processes, given what is known in
the psychological licerature. In this vein, we have
proposed ane approach for doing this. With regard
to Assumption | of our analysis, we have argued
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that social contexr has the capacity to create ineff.
ciencies in people’s El. Most models of EI g
person-centered and assume that the person o
perceiver can make sense of situations as a functigy
of their level of EI, but these models rarely considey
the possibilicy that social and relational factors are o
work to influence, bias, if not preclude a persoy;
attempts to use their EL Models of EI need 1o be
more explicit about the interaction of the individy.
als with their social worlds, and we have argueq
that one of the most positive implications of pog.
tive organizational environments is its potential g
constrain, simplify, and make more generous how
people make sense of social and emotionally tinged
sicuations.

Our approach also delineates the mental pro-
cesses that underlie how people exercise El and the
condirions that may impact it. We regard El to be
based generally on two meta-capabilities, social
emotional recognition and control. These, of course,
can be broken down further, buc in the interest of
simplification, these cwo meta-capabilities provide
the most common ground across conceptions. of
EL In addition, we regard both social-emotional
recognition and control as being implemented
through either an intuitive or deliberative process.
The former processes are well practiced and can give
rise to social-emotional understanding even undet
conditions that involve time pressure and limited
cognitive resources. The latter processes are mor
reliant on limited cognitive resources, but they can
be deployed to monitor and inform the products of
intuitive EI. Such a conception adds dynamism,
flexibility, and a sense of process (vs. a static El
“score” or assessment) o El and suggests how
context, especially the social context, can interd
with these mental processes, We conclude by high
lighting directions for future rescarch and questions
that should be answered to flesh ouc the present
analysis:

» For us, the person marters but so does the
social context, Thus, with regard to the socid
context, how do organizations that differin
their values, in particular the pursuit of
positive organizational values and practices
influence employee EI, independent of whit:
these individuals score on EJ assessments’
Moreover, how do these features of
organizations interact directly with peop
El scores/abilities?

« Related to the above point, how do
organizations dominated by a competi

les

(ive




ethos or low levels of trust influence people’s
willingness to be “figured out” and
prcdicted, and how does this affect social-
emotional recognition and control?

Whar organizational practices influence
employee cognitive resource levels (e.g., time
pressure, fatigue), and how does this state of
affairs influence employee flexibility in
applying the EI toolkit, especially when the
context of social-emotional recognition or
control calls for deliberate or conscious
approaches?

In terms of Assumption 2 of the present
analysis, what are methods by which ro
measure intuitive versus deliberate forms of
El abilities? In terms of current EI
assessments, how do such measures respond
10 manipulations that impact cognitive
resources, and how do people who score ar a
cerrain level of EI on some measurement
respond to time pressure or cognitive
fatigue?

Whar are the most effective ways by which
individuals can cransfer deliberate EI skills
into intuitive ones, and how can
organizations support employees in doing
this (e.g., “practice” of social-emotional
abilities in the workplace; organizational
policies that limit threats posed by unmert
social needs)?

Are some intuitive and deliberative processes,
or some interactions between the two (e.g.,
judgment being overwhelmed by incuitive
processes), more likely in some contexts than
others? Also, when is it better for a person to
consider different explanarions for
individually perceived emotional expressions
before rushing to conclusions, and how do
positive organizational environments
influence this process?

Finally, when are people who score high on
El'apt 1o act inefficiently in the social realm,
and is it possible for a person who is low on
some measure of EI to display socially
intelligent behavior given environmental
Supports (e.g., internalization of
Ofganization’s values)?

possibilities, but there are likely to be many others.
It is our hope that, by delving deeper into both the
social context and psychology of EI, researchers will
have more knowledge at their disposal and guidance
to pursue research questions that can ultimately
help bridge the promise of EI with POS. Such a
bridge can show us how the interplay of individual
mental processes applied to interactions and rela-
tionships with others can be fostered to support
positive social connections to influence organiza-
tional and individual performance.

Note

1. Most skills follow the path of explicit practice to auromariciry,
from being deliberate to becoming mere auromaric and
intuitive. This is not to say that skill acquisition cannot occur
implicitdy and with litle awareness (Bargh & Chartrand,
1999; Lewicki ec al., 1992}
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