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Abstract
Background: The development of employability skills is a concern of educational 
institutions, which must introduce experiential learning scenarios for undergraduate 
students. Purpose: This study is aimed at testing the relationship between 
emotional intelligence and individual task performance in teams, during a recruiting 
activity for an experiential learning program. Methodology/Approach: Self-
reported and third rater’s measures were used to assess both variables as part of 
the selection process of participants on an experiential learning program focused 
on engineering competitions. Exploratory structural equation modeling was used 
for data analysis. Findings/Conclusions: Results show partial support of the 
hypothesis by revealing a significant but apparently counterintuitive relationship. 
Implications: The study reveals the measurement of employability skills as a 
challenge and a necessity. For employers, it reinforces that teamwork, socialization, 
and daily organizational endeavors require the appropriate soft skills to obtain 
good performance levels.
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Talent shortages in Latin America hit different professions, from medicine to business 
management and computer science and engineering, among others (DeCarvalho, 
2019). Companies in the region, furthermore, have identified emotional intelligence 
(EI), communication skills, and critical thinking as among the top soft skills lacking 
among the extant employee pool. These deficits were mentioned more frequently than 
information technology (IT) abilities and financial expertise (Flores & Melguizo, 
2018). On a global scale, EI was also identified among the emerging and more in 
demand skills during the period from 2018 to 2022 (World Economic Forum, 2018).

Students in Latin America and abroad also need to develop teamwork skills; however, 
characteristics like organizational centralization and hierarchy seem to hinder the devel-
opment of such skills (Elvira & Davila, 2005). Furthermore, Colombian companies do 
not have a clear understanding of teamwork (Ardila Soto & Gómez Chiñas, 2005).

Today, demand for EI and teamwork skills among engineering graduates indeed 
transcends regional constraints. Engineering schools worldwide are compelled to pro-
vide opportunities for interpersonal skills development. This is due to the fact that the 
conception of engineering as a profession has changed. Engineers must be team play-
ers instead of isolated professionals. Oftentimes, they are members of multidisci-
plinary and diverse teams (Boyatzis et  al., 2017). In fact, Boyatzis and colleagues 
(2017) recently found that emotional and social intelligence positively affected engi-
neer reputational effectiveness.

In some regions, however, the need for rethinking undergraduate programs toward 
skills development is particularly urgent. Latin American institutions may not be 
delivering skilled graduates capable of facing workplace challenges (DeCarvalho, 
2019). Nonetheless, some universities in Latin America are trying to transform learn-
ing practices to focus on soft skills development (Roman-Calderon et al., 2018). The 
authors of this article have developed a program that provides undergraduates from all 
disciplines with the opportunity to participate in complex student engineering compe-
titions. Student competitions are said to leverage multiple skills deemed necessary in 
the workplace (Lovelace et  al., 2016). Among the challenges of this program have 
been to select the right students to participate in those competitions and to identify 
ways to expand the potential benefits to all students. To some extent, this is the same 
challenge Latin American companies face when hiring their staff. Furthermore, given 
the broader skill shortage in the region, it is likely that companies may implement 
selection processes aimed at identifying the more skilled candidates. There is a grow-
ing awareness of the need to incorporate EI into recruitment processes (Miao et al., 
2017). Hence, new graduates should be prepared not only in terms of skills develop-
ment but also to deal with these types of selection processes.

Bearing in mind the challenges mentioned thus far (i.e., the need to upskill 
Colombian graduates and establish practices for selecting the more skilled students for 
international competitions), the researchers selected a team activity that consisted of 
building a creative weighing machine. The activity was conceived as a part of a pro-
cess aimed at selecting the students to participate in an international engineering chal-
lenge. The students were distributed in teams and were instructed to use raw materials 
to create a weighting machine. As the international challenge implied social 
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interactions, the processing of emotional information, and the use of cognitive skills, 
the activity was also a part of the preparation of the students.

In terms of research, the initial aim of this activity was to measure participants’ EI 
levels and task performance. This information would be joined with data collected in 
other situations to select the more skilled students for future student competitions. In 
terms of testing a theory, the study aimed at assessing whether student EI helped 
improve contributions to teams in engineering simulations. Considering prior contra-
dictory findings regarding the relationship between EI and performance, the results of 
the study contribute to EI theory development. Theoretical development can be fur-
thered by conducting research aimed at resolving and explaining confusions in the 
literature (Sandberg & Alvesson, 2011). Notably, the results presented in this article 
were obtained in the context of an experiential learning program and by using proce-
dural remedies against common methodological biases. In this vein, the study also 
contributes to the experiential learning field, where there is also confusion with regard 
to the relationship between student EI and student performance in teams. From a more 
practical perspective, and in view of the fact that EI has been identified as a skill lack-
ing in Latin America, the authors wanted to test whether EI does in fact predict indi-
vidual task performance in teams in a sample of students from that region.

Literature Review

EI was first coined by Salovey and Mayer (1990) by drawing on Sternberg and 
Detterman’s (1986) integrative theoretical framework on the multiple loci of intelli-
gence. Highlighting the importance of emotions, given their requirement of mental 
processes for elicitation and regulation of response, they defined EI as a “subset of 
social intelligence that involves the ability to monitor one’s own and others’ feelings 
and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this information to guide one’s 
thinking and actions” (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 189).

The ability model approach to EI focuses on the ability to process emotional infor-
mation and the interactions between emotional competencies and cognitive abilities; as 
such, it can be developed and perfected (Harms & Credé, 2010; Mayer & Salovey, 
1997). In addition, this approach considers it a tool for comprehending and regulating 
emotions and understanding and integrating this into cognition (Harms & Credé, 2010).

The ability model divides EI into four hierarchical branches, each ranging from 
basic to more advanced psychological processes (Kerr et  al., 2006). The first two 
branches are qualified as experiential EI (identifying emotions and using emotions to 
facilitate thought), and the last two are strategic (understanding emotions and manag-
ing emotions; Batool, 2013; Mayer & Salovey, 1997). This classification is congruent 
with the studies of EI within workgroups wherein several authors have claimed that, 
in this context, EI comprises four dimensions: awareness of one’s own emotions, man-
agement of own emotions, awareness of others’ emotions, and management of others’ 
emotions (Jordan et al., 2009; Jordan & Lawrence, 2009).

Previous studies have shown that both emotional awareness and emotional man-
agement abilities have important effects on performance within teams (Jordan & 
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Lawrence, 2009). Also, emotional management and awareness abilities complement 
the attainment of hard and soft employability skills, which allow individuals to achieve 
and perform better in their professions (Rasiah et al., 2019).

There is growing interest among researchers and within organizations to under-
stand the effects of EI in the workplace (Ashkanasy & Daus, 2002) and on task perfor-
mance (Batool, 2013). The uses of EI include possibilities for detecting emotional 
nuances in others and capabilities for reading social situations and adjusting behaviors 
in particular contexts (Antonakis, 2003). In addition, EI allows people to develop col-
lective goals, to generate positive attitudes at work, to stimulate flexibility in decision-
making, and to establish organizational identity (George, 2000). In general, these 
competencies are “the underlying characteristics of a person that lead to or cause 
effective and outstanding performance” (Boyatzis, 1982, pp. 20–21).

Researchers in the social sciences continue to make efforts to understand the many 
different variables associated with individuals and organizational realities. In their 
desire to explain a large field of issues, academics and the practitioners have articu-
lated diverse approaches to the question. Such discussions have in turn led to the theo-
retical development of EI and team performance and the testing of potential links 
between these two important constructs in organizational behavior and management 
education. However, extant literature and research in experiential education do not 
provide conclusive results regarding this relationship. Contradictory results indeed 
call for new research (Sandberg & Alvesson, 2011). Put differently, this situation pro-
vides an opportunity to develop and validate theoretical models on a topic with a 
seemingly unlimited spectrum. This article contributes to the literature on experiential 
learning by presenting a study validating the relationship between EI and individual 
task performance in teams in an experiential learning context.

Task performance is measured based on individuals’ accomplishment of the tasks 
and objectives given to them. It refers to the job a person was assigned to do and is 
formally specified and mandated by the job or task description; it is furthermore 
related to the organization’s technical core or the activities that directly transform 
inputs into outputs (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).

Previous studies have revealed that EI has an effect on task performance in different 
contexts, including work teams and organizations. In these studies, authors have 
shown that EI competencies in group work made positive contributions to overall col-
laboration (Hobbs & Smyth, 2012) and that people with higher EI levels performed 
better on facets such as teamwork (Clarke, 2010). In addition, comprehensive meta-
analyses showed that all measures of EI had predictive ability regarding job perfor-
mance (Boyatzis et  al., 2017) and that EI predicts individual performance, team 
efficacy, and leadership effectiveness (Lopez-Zafra et al., 2012).

Abilities related to emotions have indeed been proven to have important conse-
quences for performance within teams, for establishing appropriate relationships with 
other team mates (Jordan & Troth, 2004), and for facilitating a culture of collabora-
tion, conflict resolution, decision-making, and trust. Moreover, studies indicate that a 
single person with a low EI can lower the collective EI of an entire group (Cooper & 
Sawaf, 1997).
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There are many claims regarding the positive impact of EI on job performance and, 
as noted, previous studies have shown significant and positive relationships between 
the EI construct and team performance (Jordan & Troth, 2004). Conversely, studies 
examining the relationship between EI and individual-level performance show that the 
potential benefits of using EI in the workplace may be absent (Naseer et al., 2011). In 
sum, the relationship between EI and job performance seems to be inconsistent (Joseph 
& Newman, 2010). Such inconsistency suggests that additional research should be 
conducted to resolve and explain the identified confusion in the literature. Helping to 
disentanlge confusion is a means toward theory development (Sandberg & Alvesson, 
2011). Hence, more research is needed to explain the relationship between EI and job 
performance.

It is becoming more evident that to obtain effective task performance in today’s 
educational evironment, cognitive intelligence falls short—that it is a necessary but 
insufficient condition—and the engineering field is certainly no exception (Boyatzis 
et al., 2017; Riemer, 2003). The engineer’s work context is relational, comprising both 
internal team structures and external engagement with different stakeholders; as such, 
EI is expected to predict effectiveness over and above cognitive intelligence (Boyatzis 
et al., 2017).

Professional bodies and research studies affirm that engineering students require 
many skills and a great deal of knowledge when entering the workforce (Riemer, 
2003), especially when they have to work with people from different backgrounds 
and roles within an organization. Consequently, university education needs to 
devise strategies that provide students not just with technical fundamentals, but 
also with actual on-the-job skills, including capabilities related to EI (Goleman, 
1999). In this sense, EI ought to be considered an enhancer of work skills and 
employment opportunities rather than a substitute for intellect (Riemer, 2003). As 
pointed out by Gibbs (1995), in industry, IQ gets you hired but EI gets you 
promoted.

Moreover, Goleman (1998) has observed that EI abilities were more important than 
IQ in determining professional success, even for those with scientific backgrounds. 
This scenario poses big challenges for universities in terms of methodologies aimed at 
enhancing the development of EI abilities as traditional teaching only focuses on tech-
nical education (Riemer, 2003). In this regard, experiential learning may constitute an 
effective teaching strategy as EI by nature implies an experiential approach (Riemer, 
2003).

Based on this theoretical background and taking into account the self-evident need 
for students well prepared for success in the workplace, the educational institution 
under study in this article has created a strategy to develop employability skills among 
its participants. Specifically, EI is an important skill to measure during the program’s 
recruiting process. In this learning measurement effort, the following hypothesis is 
presented:

Hypothesis 1: Students’ Work Group EI exerts a positive effect on individual task 
performance in teams.
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Method

Participants and Procedures

This study was approved by the institutional review board (IRB) at Universidad 
EAFIT. Data were collected on February 23, 2019. Overall, 182 undergraduate stu-
dents voluntarily participated in the activity. A total of 32.9% were women and the 
mean age was 19.53 years (SD = 2.18). Seventy percent were enrolled in the School 
of Engineering and 30% in the Schools of Management and Humanities. The students 
responded to a call for participants in an institutional experiential learning program 
focused on the design and manufacture of engineering devices and the participation in 
international competitions. After attending informative meetings planned by the 
instructors, and as part of the recruiting process, students were told that their continued 
participation in this program depended partially on their performance during a team 
activity. Respondents self-reported their Work Group EI, using a tested instrument 
described in the next section, before the beginning of the team activity. The activity 
was selected by six professors out of a series of team activities developed by Stuart 
(2017). Two of these professors were responsible for guiding the students during the 
student competitions. The activity’s instructions were back-translated following the 
process suggested by Schaffer and Riordan (2003).

The activity selected by the professors consisted of building a weighing machine 
(Stuart, 2017). The participants were randomly assigned to 16 teams, always assuring 
the presence of students from different majors. This was a recruitment activity aimed 
at gathering information to further select students for international competitions. 
Although the design implied that the students had little familiarity with their team col-
leagues (which could have effects on the results of the study as discussed in the last 
section of this article), the authors assumed this risk as they preferred to simulate com-
mon real-life short-time-frame recruitment activities. In those real-life scenarios, can-
didates are likely to have little familiarity when participating in group interviews and, 
as previously mentioned, end up working in multidisciplinary teams.

As a result of the random distribution of the participants, the average team size was 
11 students. Counterproductive behaviors such as social loafing may emerge in teams 
of that size. Procedural remedies to reduce this kind of behavior within the teams were 
implemented. The students were told beforehand that they were going to be assessed 
individually by the research team and that the experience was a recruitment activity. 
Noteworthy, both indicating that individual work is identifiable (Jassawalla et  al., 
2009) and observing individual efforts (Simms & Nichols, 2014) are ways of coping 
with social loafing. In fact, the dependent variable of the study was an individual task 
performance measure encompassing the individual effort and is considered an effec-
tive way to assess student work (Levi & Cadiz, 1998).

Instructions were printed and handed out to each of the teams and also explained by 
the instructors at the beginning of the activity. Basic building materials were given to 
the teams, each of which had an hour to build a machine without consulting external 
sources. The machine was assessed by engineering professors at the end of the activity. 
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Independent observers rated the degree to which each student fulfilled the functions 
assigned to them by the team.

Measures

This study employed different types of measures (i.e., self-reported and externally 
observed assessment) to control endogeneity issues such as common method biases 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Task performance was measured by a third party, whereas EI 
was a self-reported measure.

To assess Work Group EI, the authors chose the Spanish version of the Work Group 
Emotional Intelligence Profile–Short version (WEIP-S; Lopez-Zafra et al., 2012). The 
WEIP-S is intended to measure abilities regarding one’s own and others’ emotions. 
The Spanish version exhibited the same factorial structure as the WEIP-S developed 
by Jordan and Lawrence (2009). The WEIP-S consists of 16 items that measure four 
correlated dimensions: awareness of own emotions, management of own emotions, 
awareness of others’ emotions, and management of others’ emotions. In this study, the 
items were ordered as in both the original and Spanish versions of the instrument 
(Jordan & Lawrence, 2009; Lopez-Zafra et al., 2012). In the Spanish validation, the 
dimensions obtained good reliability with Cronbach’s alphas from .71 to .91, and com-
posite reliability indexes above .73. The respondents manifested their agreement with 
items using a 7-point Likert-type scale. Options ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 
7 (strongly agree).

As 16 external raters were simultaneously assessing the individual task perfor-
mance throughout the activity, the researchers selected a measure allowing an agile 
rating of all team members’ task performance. Hence, individual task performance 
was measured using an ad hoc single-item measure, in line with Leung and Xu’s 
(2013) study, indicating that single-item measures are meaningful and useful in social 
sciences and work practice when simple, direct, and short instruments are useful and/
or necessary. Single-item measures are also appropriate when used as peripheral mea-
sures, as general but not specific measures, and when they are meant to be compared 
across different groups. The item in this study stated, “X accomplishes the tasks 
assigned by the team” and was measured over a 5-point Likert-type scale. This item 
was developed in this fashion because measuring the completion of a specific part of 
a project is deemed a clearer way of evaluating student work (Levi & Cadiz, 1998).

Observers were randomly assigned to a single team and they rated individual task 
performance with which individuals accomplished the tasks assigned by the team. 
Each time a team member volunteered for a task or was assigned one by the other 
members of the team, the external raters observed and noted whether it was accom-
plished. At the end of the activity, the raters assigned a final score using a 5-point 
Likert-type scale. The scale ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (every time). This is a behav-
ioral measure and such assessments are considered accurate to evaluate student work 
in projects (Levi & Cadiz, 1998).

Previous studies have shown good content validity of single-item measures because 
of their simple and direct nature (Leung & Xu, 2013) and past results have reported 
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acceptable test–retest reliability, such as the .7 shown by Wanous and Hudy (2001) and 
several other related articles, and the .87 indicated by de Boer et al. (2004).

Analysis

The Mplus statistical package Version 8 was used to analyze the data (Muthén & Muthén, 
2017). As the hypothesized model comprised both latent and observed variables, the 
authors selected the structural equation modeling (SEM) technique. As the EI measure, 
to the best of the authors’ knowledge, has not been previously used in the studied popula-
tion, they employed an exploratory SEM (ESEM) instead of a confirmatory approach. 
Specifically, two ESEM models were tested: the hypothesized model, where the four EI 
dimensions exerted an influence on individual task performance in teams, and a model 
with one general Work Group EI factor (hereinafter, the competing model). Testing the 
competing model is recommended when validating SEM models (Kline, 2011). The 
robust maximum likelihood (MLR) estimator was used to cope with small deviations 
from the normal distribution. The CF-Varimax oblique rotation was selected to validate 
the EI four dimensions model. The fit of both ESEM models was assessed using the fol-
lowing coefficients and cutoff values as suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999): nonsignifi-
cant chi-square, comparative fit index (CFI) >.95, root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) <.06, and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) 
<.08. The critical value adopted in this study regarding factor loading was 0.4 (Hair 
et al., 2010). Items with factor loadings equal to or greater than that value in their cor-
responding theoretical construct are to be retained. After retaining the ESEM model with 
better fit indices, the authors controlled for age and sex (although a previous study found 
that among different demographic variables only sex was related to EI; Harrod & Scheer, 
2005). Finally, the internal consistency of the EI dimensions was assessed using the 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Although the generally accepted rule of thumb for this is 
>.07, in exploratory studies the coefficient can drop as far as .60 (Hair et al., 2010).

Results

Table 1 displays the results relative to the goodness of fit of the two ESEM models tested 
in this study. Whereas the hypothesized ESEM model where four independent Work Group 
EI dimensions affected individual task performance in teams adequately fit the data, the 

Table 1.  Goodness-of-Fit ESEM Models: One and Four EI Factors.

Model χ2 df p Value CFI RMSEA SRMR

Hypothesized four EI factors 75.02 62 .124 .987 .034 .030
Competing one EI factor 408.11 104 .000 .692 .127 .093

Note. ESEM = exploratory structural equation modeling; EI = emotional intelligence; CFI = comparative 
fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square 
residual.
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competing one Work Group EI factor model yielded poor fit coefficients. Consequently, 
the four Work Group EI factor model was retained over the competing model.

Table 2 shows the correlations between four factors of the hypothesized four EI 
factors model and the corresponding MacDonald’s omega reliability coefficients.

Figure 1 displays the specific results of the retained model. Except for the case of 
Item ei4, all loadings in the corresponding theoretical dimensions surpassed the criti-
cal value. Hence, Item ei4 was eliminated from the analysis. No cross loadings greater 
than .04 were found in the retained model. Apart from Item ei1, all residual variances 
were significant. However, the researchers examined the explained variance of Item 
ei1 by the OwnA factor and found that the estimate was significant (R2 = .96, p < .01). 
As the estimated residual variance was positive and the fit of the model was satisfac-
tory, and in the interest of retaining at least three indicators per factor (Kenny, 2016), 
Item ei1 was retained. Moreover, “practically speaking, if a causal-formative indicator 
has negligible measurement error, then directly linking it to the focal latent variable is 
probably doing little harm” (Bollen & Diamantopoulos, 2017, p. 590). Note, however, 
that the other two indicators on the OwnA scale had significant residual variances and 
the tested model included measurement errors for all the Work Group EI items.

As expected, the four Work Group EI factors were positively correlated. Correlations 
between the dimensions were below .85, indicating discriminant validity between the 
four factors (Kenny, 2016). Taking into account the exploratory nature of this study, 
the four Work Group EI dimensions showed good internal consistency. The values of 
Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .68 to .90.

With regard to the hypothesis of the study, the results show that only one Work Group 
EI dimension exerted an influence on individual performance in teams. Notably, the effect 
of management of own emotions (OwnM) on the latter variable was negative. Previous 
research results show that only the OwnM dimension is related to behavioral outcomes. 
Lopez-Zafra and colleagues (2012) found that, out of the four Work Group EI dimen-
sions, only OwnM was negatively correlated with ability to act or acting.

Discussion

Generally speaking, the Spanish version of the WEIP-S exhibited good psychometric 
properties in a sample of Colombian undergraduates. Except for Items 1 and 4, all 

Table 2.  Correlation Matrix and Reliability of the Four EI Factors.

Factor 1. 2. 3. 4.

1. OwnA .85  
2. OwnM .36** .79  
3. OthA .32** .37** .90  
4. OthM .43** .40** .45** .92

Note. MacDonald’s omega coefficients in the diagonal.
**Significant at the p < .01 level.
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indicators measure the corresponding theoretical work group EI dimensions. Although 
the study reported in this article is not psychometric in nature, future studies focusing 
exclusively on validating the WEIP-S in experiential education studies may confirm 
the findings presented above. Such studies should employ larger sample sizes and 
adopt designs that help test criterion validity for the instrument.

A limitation of the study is that the reliability of internal consistency of the single-
item measure of individual task performance is not tested. The main reasons for this 
were the technical difficulties related to having to register students’ responses twice 
when the activity was applied in a single time point and also due to the fact that match-
ing individual names to data pre- and posttest would endanger respondents’ privacy. 

Figure 1.  ESEM four work group EI factors and effects on individual performance in teams.
Note. N = 182; estimator = MLR; rotation = CF-Varimax; except for the cross loading of Item ei13  
(p < .05), all parameters including the regression coefficient from OwnM to func, factor loadings and 
error terms are significant at p < .01. As in ESEM, the factor variances are fixed to 1 and covariances 
are equal to correlations. To achieve parsimony, covariances are not presented in the figure. Instead, 
correlations are displayed in Table 1.
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The use of an individual team performance single-item measure was a trade-off. The 
authors wanted to avoid using only self-reported measures by gathering data in situ by 
means of external raters. Under these two conditions, the use of multiple-item mea-
sures was difficult. Nonetheless, future studies should employ strategies to facilitate 
the use of multiple-item measures capable of grasping more aspects of individual team 
performance.

The absence of common method biases arising from the use of common sources 
(i.e., one self-reported scale and external raters for task performance measurement) 
and raters (i.e., each team was observed by a different rater) may explain that, unlike 
other studies where all measures were self-reported (Boyatzis et  al., 2017; Clarke, 
2010), the hypothesis was only partially supported. Although this finding is apparently 
discouraging, strategies to reduce common method biases are highly recommended 
and future studies on the effects of Work Group EI should continue such practices to 
reduce Type I errors.

In a study conducted in a similar cultural setting, Lopez-Zafra and colleagues 
(2012) found that the only Work Group EI dimension that significantly correlated with 
variables such as ability to act or acting was OwnM. Furthermore, the resulting rela-
tionship was negative. Although Lopez-Zafra and colleagues (2012) used a sample of 
employees working in different organizations and different industrial sectors and used 
two self-reported measures, their study obtained similar results. However, they did not 
provide a developed explanation for their results, merely mentioning that EI may inter-
act with other variables. As noted above, the results of this study showed that OwnM 
was the only dimension exerting an effect on individual performance in teams.

The design of the study helps explain why OwnM was the only Work Group EI 
dimension affecting individual task performance in teams, whereas other EI dimen-
sions were not related to performance. This could be attributable to the lack of knowl-
edge of team members, who were assigned to their teams almost immediately after 
being called upon and recruited for an experiential learning program. Furthermore, the 
participants of this study were randomly distributed in different teams to increase the 
rigor of the study/selection process. Under these conditions, students may not be able 
to use all the dimensions of EI. This explanation is in line with Jordan and Troth’s 
(2004) findings. According to these authors, the only way to gain performance benefits 
from EI in a team in short performance tasks with limited completion time is to man-
age one’s own emotions. They argue that there is not sufficient time in a short task to 
build up relationships that may activate the other EI skills. Jordan and Troth (2004) 
also suggested that cognitive tasks may require skills different from emotional tasks at 
work. For instance, a selection interview process may engage emotions, whereas a 
team task may not fully require emotions.

Another explanation of the fact that only OwnM affected individual task perfor-
mance in teams is related to the fact that EI abilities build up in a sequential manner 
with the management of emotions, one’s own and others’ being the final factor in this 
sequence. This is based on the cascading model of EI shown by Joseph and Newman 
(2010), so perhaps the influence of this dimension was evident in the study by being 
the factor englobing the rest.
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Previous research has demonstrated that EI is directly linked to variables such as 
the establishment of appropriate relationships with other team mates (Jordan & Troth, 
2004) and the facilitation of a culture of collaboration, conflict resolution, decision-
making, trust, and empathy (Boyatzis, 2009; Fernández-Abascal & Martín-Díaz, 
2019; Jordan & Troth, 2004). Hence, it is possible that the effect of Work Group EI on 
task performance, as the findings show, is indirect, and that these variables act as 
mediators of its influence. This is aligned with Mooney et al. (2007) who argued that 
emotional interaction is essential to enhance relationships in groups. Other authors 
have reinforced these claims by arguing that the emotional management and percep-
tion of others, relationship skills, social competence, and trait empathy are key com-
ponents of EI (Petrides & Furnham, 2007). Following Mayer and Salovey (1997), 
emotionally intelligent people may not only better perceive and understand emotions, 
but also engage in more psychologically advanced processes. These include the man-
agement of their own emotions (Kerr et al., 2006) and extrapolating these abilities to 
the emotions of others (Fernández-Abascal & Martín-Díaz, 2019). In this regard, 
Austin et al. (2007) pointed out that empathy (the ability to be aware of and understand 
another’s feelings) overlaps with interpersonal EI.

On the contrary, previous research offers an explanation for the negative effect of 
OwnM on task performance found in the present study. In their integrative meta-anal-
ysis, Joseph and Newman (2010) found that ability-based EI has a negative effect on 
performance in low emotional labor jobs. This may be the case of undergraduate stu-
dents who still have not entered the labor market.

Meanwhile, Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) observed that short time frames for task 
performance evoke emotions that need controlling and being dealt with. The weighing 
machine was an activity of this nature and this, together with the fact that team mem-
bers did not know each other, could explain the negative effect upon individual task 
performance of the EI dimension of management of one’s own emotions.

Task performance was evaluated by using a single-item measure “X accomplishes 
the tasks assigned by the team.” This single-item scale may encompass the effort of 
each team member to thoroughly follow the instructions given and to play their part 
within the team, either by choice or by being told to by a spontaneous leader. To pre-
vent aspects such as effort being measured with task performance scales, future studies 
should employ effort scales and test whether individual task performance in teams 
differs from effort. It is important that effort is isolated when studying the effects of EI 
on individual task performance in teams. Students with high EI might also be aware of 
their true contribution to the team task and decide to withdraw effort to avoid disrup-
tion to the overall mission or to let others contribute.

This study inquired into the effect of work group EI on individuals’ task perfor-
mances among a group of mostly engineering students within a team activity. As sug-
gested by scholars studying EI in team settings, future studies should adopt a multilevel 
perspective (Lopez-Zafra et al., 2012). Such a perspective will help test whether and 
to what extent team members’ work group EI contributes to overall team performance. 
Such studies would require larger sample sizes both in terms of individuals and num-
ber of teams, and also longer time frames. The authors of this article found it very 
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difficult to collect these kind of data during a single activity (the construction of a 
weighing machine) among students willing to participate in international competi-
tions. Nonetheless, efforts should be made to test the relationship between work group 
EI and team-level variables in the context of this study.

Although previous research has shown that the effects of EI appear to be indepen-
dent from the influence of personality (Gannon & Ranzijn, 2005), future studies 
inspired by this research should control for the latter as there is a strong relationship 
between these two variables.

Selection of students for international competitions, and efforts in general to extend 
the benefits of experiential learning in developing EI to all students through team activi-
ties, must consider the necessity of the socialization process and the consequent trust and 
collaboration climate to trigger team member potential (e.g., EI) and performance. In 
this vein, future studies on the effects of Work Group EI should inquire into the mediat-
ing effect of trust, among other variables. upon task performance in workgroups.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, 
and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of 
this article.

ORCID iDs

Juan Pablo Román-Calderón  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4352-8513

Sara Aguilar-Barrientos  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5829-924X

References

Antonakis, J. (2003). Why “emotional intelligence” does not predict leadership effectiveness: 
A comment on Prati, Douglas, Ferris, Ammeter, and Buckley (2003). The International 
Journal of Organizational Analysis, 11(4), 355–361. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb028980

Ardila Soto, V., & Gómez Chiñas, C. (2005). Trabajo en equipo: El caso Colombiano [Team-
work: The Colombian Case]. Análisis Económico, 20(43), 147–165.

Ashkanasy, N., & Daus, C. (2002). Emotion in the workplace: The new challenge for man-
agers. Academy of Management Executive, 16(1), 76–86. https://doi.org/10.5465/AME. 
2002.6640191

Austin, E. J., Evans, P., Magnus, B., & O’Hanlon, K. (2007). A preliminary study of empa-
thy, emotional intelligence and examination performance in MBChB students. Medical 
Education, 41, 684–689.

Batool, B. F. (2013). Emotional intelligence and effective leadership. Journal of Business 
Studies Quarterly, 4(3), 84–94. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1322-6

Bollen, K. A., & Diamantopoulos, A. (2017). In defense of causal-formative indicators: A 
minority report. Psychological Methods, 22(3), 581–596. http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.eafit.
edu.co/10.1037/met0000056

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4352-8513
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5829-924X
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb028980
https://doi.org/10.5465/AME.2002.6640191
https://doi.org/10.5465/AME.2002.6640191
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1322-6
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.eafit.edu.co/10.1037/met0000056
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.eafit.edu.co/10.1037/met0000056


134	 Journal of Experiential Education 44(2)

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. M. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include ele-
ments of contextual performance. In N. Schmitt & W. C. Borman (Eds.), Personnel selec-
tion in organizations (pp. 71–98). Jossey-Bass.

Boyatzis, R. E. (1982). The competent manager: A model for effective performance. Wiley.
Boyatzis, R. E. (2009). A behavioral approach to emotional Intelligence. Journal of Management 

Development, 28, 749–770.
Boyatzis, R. E., Rochford, K., & Cavanagh, K. V. (2017). Emotional intelligence competen-

cies in engineer’s effectiveness and engagement. Career Development International, 22(1), 
70–86.

Clarke, N. (2010). Emotional intelligence and its relationship to transformational leadership and 
key project manager competences. Project Management Journal, 41(2), 55–20.

Cooper, R., & Sawaf, A. (1997). Executive EQ: Emotional intelligence in business. Orion 
Business Books.

de Boer, A. G. E. M., van Lanschot, J. J. B., Stalmeier, P. F. M., van Sandick, J. W., Hulscher, 
J. B. F., de Haes, J. C. J. M., & Sprangers, M. A. G. (2004). Is a single-item visual analogue 
scale as valid, reliable and responsive as multi-item scales in measuring quality of life? 
Quality of Life Research, 13, 311–320.

DeCarvalho, A. (2019). The search for qualified talent in Latin America (M. Rennella, 
Interviewer) [Interview]. https://hbsp.harvard.edu/the-search-for-qualified-talent-in-latin-
america/

Elvira, M. M., & Davila, A. (2005). Managing human resources in Latin America: An agenda 
for international leaders. Routledge

Fernández-Abascal, E. G., & Martín-Díaz, M. D. (2019). Relations between dimensions of 
emotional intelligence, specific aspects of empathy, and non-verbal sensitivity. Frontiers 
in Psychology, 10, 1–20.

Flores, M., & Melguizo, A. (2018, March 13). Latin America has the biggest skills gap in the 
world. Here’s how to bridge it. World Economc Forum on Latin America. https://www.
weforum.org/agenda///latin-america-has-the-biggest-skills-gap-in-the-world-here-s-how-
to-bridge-it/201803

Gannon, N., & Ranzijn, R. (2005). Does emotional intelligence predict unique variance in life 
satisfaction beyond IQ and personality? Personality and Individual Differences, 38(6), 
1353–1364. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.09.001

George, J. M. (2000). Emotions and leadership: The role of emotional intelligence. Human 
Relations, 53(8), 1027–1055. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726700538001

Gibbs, N. (1995). The EQ factor. Time, 9, 86–92.
Goleman, D. (1998). Working with emotional intelligence. Bloomsbury.
Goleman, D. (1999). Engineers need emotional IQ. Engineering. News Record, 242(18). http://

www.enr.com/new/v0510.asp
Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data analysis 

(7th ed.). Pearson.
Harms, P. D., & Credé, M. (2010). Emotional intelligence and transformational and transac-

tional leadership: A meta-analysis. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 17(1), 
5–17. https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051809350894

Harrod, N. R., & Scheer, S. D. (2005). An exploration of adolescent emotional intelligence in 
relation to demographic characteristics. Adolescence, 40(159), 503–512.

Hobbs, S., & Smyth, H. J. (2012). Emotional intelligence in engineering project teams 
[Conference session]. CIB Research to Practice Conference, Montreal.

https://hbsp.harvard.edu/the-search-for-qualified-talent-in-latin-america/
https://hbsp.harvard.edu/the-search-for-qualified-talent-in-latin-america/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda///latin-america-has-the-biggest-skills-gap-in-the-world-here-s-how-to-bridge-it/201803
https://www.weforum.org/agenda///latin-america-has-the-biggest-skills-gap-in-the-world-here-s-how-to-bridge-it/201803
https://www.weforum.org/agenda///latin-america-has-the-biggest-skills-gap-in-the-world-here-s-how-to-bridge-it/201803
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2004.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726700538001
http://www.enr.com/new/v0510.asp
http://www.enr.com/new/v0510.asp
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051809350894


Román-Calderón et al.	 135

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: 
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1–55.

Jassawalla, A., Sashittal, H., & Malshe, A. (2009). Student perceptions of social loafing: Its 
antecedents and consequences in undergraduate business classroom teams. Academy of 
Management Learning and Education, 8(1), 42–54.

Jordan, P. J., & Lawrence, S. A. (2009). Emotional intelligence in teams: Development and 
initial validation of the short version of the Workgroup Emotional Intelligence Profile 
(WEIP-S). Journal of Management and Organization, 15(4), 452–469.

Jordan, P. J., Murray, J. P., & Lawrence, S. A. (2009). The application of emotional intelligence 
in industrial and organizational psychology. In C. Stough, D. H. Saklofske, & J. D. A. 
Parker (Eds.), Assessing emotional intelligence: Theory, research, and applications (pp. 
171–190). Springer.

Jordan, P. J., & Troth, A. C. (2004). Managing emotions during team problem solving: Emotional 
intelligence and conflict resolution. Human Performance, 17(2), 195–218.

Joseph, D., & Newman, D. (2010). Emotional intelligence: An integrative meta-analysis and 
cascading model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(1), 54–78.

Kenny, D. A. (2016). Multiple latent variable models: Confirmatory factor analysis. http://
Davidakenny.Net/Cm/Mfactor.Htm

Kerr, R., Garvin, J., Norma Heaton, & Boyle, E. (2006). Emotional intelligence and leadership 
effectiveness. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 27(4), 265–279. https://
doi.org/10.1108/01437730610666028

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (3rd ed.). Guilford 
Press.

Leung, S. O., & Xu, M. L. (2013). Single-item measures for subjective academic performance, 
self-esteem, and socioeconomic status. Journal of Social Service Research, 39(4), 511–520.

Levi, D., & Cadiz, D. (1998). Evaluating team work on student projects: The use of behavior-
ally anchored scales to evaluate student performance (Working Paper No. TM029122). Cal 
Poly. Psychology and Human Development Department.

Lopez-Zafra, E., Pulido Martos, M., Berrios Martos, M. P., & Augusto-Landa, J. M. (2012). 
Psychometric properties of the Spanish version of the Work Group Emotional Intelligence 
Profile–Short version. Psicothema, 24(3), 495–502.

Lovelace, K. J., Eggers, F., & Dyck, L. R. (2016). I do and i understand: Assessing the util-
ity ofweb-based management simulations to develop critical thinking skills. Academy 
of Management Learning and Education, 15(1), 100–121. https://doi.org/10.5465/
amle.2013.0203

Mayer, J. D., & Salovey, P. (1997). What is emotional intelligence? In P. Salovey & D. Sluyter 
(Eds.), Emotional development and emotional intelligence: Implications for educators (pp. 
3–31). Basic Books.

Miao, C., Humphrey, R. H., & Qian, S. (2017). A meta-analysis of emotional intelligence and 
work attitudes. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 90, 177–202.

Mooney, A. C., Holahan, P. J., & Amason, A. C. (2007). Don’t take it personally: Exploring 
cognitive conflict as a mediator of affective conflict. Journal of Management Studies, 44, 
733–758.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2017). MPlus user’s guide.
Naseer, Z., Chishti, S. H., Rahman, F., & Jumani, N. B. (2011). Impact of emotional intelli-

gence on team performance in higher education institutes. International Online Journal of 
Educational Sciences, 3(1), 30–46.

http://Davidakenny.Net/Cm/Mfactor.Htm
http://Davidakenny.Net/Cm/Mfactor.Htm
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730610666028
https://doi.org/10.1108/01437730610666028
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2013.0203
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2013.0203


136	 Journal of Experiential Education 44(2)

Petrides, K., & Furnham, A. (2007). The location of trait emotional intelligence in personality 
factor space. British Journal of Psychology, 98(273–289).

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Lee, L. Y. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral 
research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–903. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.88.5.879

Rasiah, R., Turner, J. J., & Ho, Y. F. (2019). The impact of emotional intelligence on work perfor-
mance: Perceptions and reflections from Academics in Malaysian Higher EducationObitat 
endiaest que. Journal of Contemporary Economics, 13(3), 269–282.

Riemer, M. J. (2003). Integrating emotional intelligence into engineering education. World 
Transactions on Engineering and Technology Education, 2(2), 189–194.

Roman-Calderon, J. P., Acevedo-Jaramillo, M. E., Escalante, J. E., Aguilar-Barrientos, S., & 
Barbosa, J. (2018). Creativity and job tension in experiential learning [Conference ses-
sion]. Frontiers in Education Conference, FIE. https://doi.org/10.1109/FIE.2018.8659218

Salovey, P., & Mayer, J. D. (1990). Emotional intelligence. Imagination, Cognition and 
Personality, 9(3), 185–211. https://doi.org/10.2190/DUGG-P24E-52WK-6CDG

Sandberg, J., & Alvesson, M. (2011). Ways of constructing research questions: Gap-spotting or 
problematization? Organization Development Journal, 18(1), 23–44.

Schaffer, B. S., & Riordan, C. M. (2003). A review of cross-cultural methodologies for orga-
nizational research: A best-practices approach. Organizational Research Methods, 6(2), 
169–215. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428103251542

Simms, A., & Nichols, T. (2014). Social loafing: A review of the literature. Journal of 
Management Policy and Practice, 15(1), 58–67.

Sternberg, R. J., & Detterman, D. K. (1986). What is intelligence? Contemporary viewpoints on 
its nature and definition. Ablex Publishing Corporation.

Stuart, R. R. (2017). Team development games for trainers. Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group.
Wanous, J. P., & Hudy, M. J. (2001). Single-item reliability: A replication and extension. 

Organizational Research Methods, 4, 361–375.
Weiss, H., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A theoretical discussion of 

the structure, causes and consequences of affective experiences at work. Research in 
Organizational Behavior, 18, 1–74.

World Economic Forum. (2018). The future of jobs report 2018.

Author Biographies

Juan Pablo Román-Calderón, PhD, in Organizational and Work Psychology. Professor at 
Department of International Business. Universidad EAFIT Medellín, Colombia. jromanca@
eafit.edu.co

Sara Aguilar-Barrientos, PhD, in Strategic Management. Professor at Department of 
International Business. Universidad EAFIT Medellín, Colombia. saguila2@eafit.edu.co

Juan Esteban Escalante, PhD, in Strategic Management. Professor at Department of 
Organization and Management. Universidad EAFIT Medellín, Colombia. jescala2@eafit.edu.co

Jaime Barbosa, MSc, Master in Engineering and a BA in Mechanical Engineering. Professor 
at Department of Mechanical Engineering. Universidad EAFIT Medellín, Colombia. jbarbosa@
eafit.edu.co

Alejandro Arias Salazar, MA, Master in Marketing. Professor at Department of Marketing. 
Universidad EAFIT Medellín, Colombia. aarias@eafit.edu.co

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1109/FIE.2018.8659218
https://doi.org/10.2190/DUGG-P24E-52WK-6CDG
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428103251542
mailto:jromanca@eafit.edu.co
mailto:jromanca@eafit.edu.co
mailto:saguila2@eafit.edu.co
mailto:jescala2@eafit.edu.co
mailto:jbarbosa@eafit.edu.co
mailto:jbarbosa@eafit.edu.co
mailto:aarias@eafit.edu.co

