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[bookmark: _Toc1380714001][bookmark: _Toc238211778]Introduction
Emotional intelligence (EI) refers to the ability to recognise, understand, manage, and influence emotions — both one's own and those of others (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). Since the concept entered academic and popular discourse in the 1990s, it has become a central topic in psychology, education, and organisational management, valued for its links to leadership effectiveness, workplace performance, and personal well-being (Goleman, 1995).
[bookmark: _Int_I3kYUUS5]This report is structured in two parts. Task 1 examines and compares three influential models of emotional intelligence: Daniel Goleman's mixed competency model, the Mayer and Salovey four-branch ability model, and Reuven Bar-On's emotional-social intelligence model. Task 2 applies an emotional intelligence lens to three generational cohorts — Generation X, Millennials, and Generation Z — exploring how emotional competencies appear to differ across generations shaped by distinct social, economic, and technological conditions. The report concludes by drawing connections between the two tasks and considering their practical implications.
	Model
	Type
	Assessment
	Focus

	Goleman
	Mixed
	ESCI (360° feedback)
	Leadership and workplace performance

	Mayer & Salovey
	Ability
	MSCEIT (performance-based)
	Cognitive processing of emotion

	Bar-On
	Mixed
	EQ-I(self-report)
	Coping and adaptation







 Task 1: Emotional Intelligence in the Workp
Introduction
[bookmark: _Int_c5Dc3Je9][bookmark: _Int_ZY1qXVBt][bookmark: _Int_w68eI2Vz]Emotional intelligence (EI) has become increasingly relevant in contemporary workplaces where employees are expected not only to demonstrate technical competence but also to communicate effectively, manage pressure and work constructively with others. Salovey and Mayer (1990) originally described EI as the ability to monitor emotions in oneself and others, distinguish between them and use emotional information to guide thinking and behaviour. Since then, different models have developed, most notably those associated with Goleman, Mayer and Salovey, and Bar-On. Although these approaches share an interest in how people recognise and manage emotion, they differ considerably in what they regard as emotional intelligence.
[bookmark: _Int_qsXhiOqz]These differences matter in the workplace. EI has been associated with job performance, leadership and interpersonal effectiveness, but there is continuing debate about whether some models measure a distinct form of intelligence or repackage established personality characteristics and social skills (McCleskey, 2014). Employees can nevertheless apply important EI capabilities, including self-awareness, emotional regulation, empathy and relationship management, to improve performance, collaboration and well-being. The value of EI is therefore best understood critically: it can support effective workplace behaviour, but it cannot compensate for poor management, excessive workloads or weak organisational systems.
Understanding the Main Models of Emotional Intelligence
[bookmark: _Int_RRWqZ4bt]Goleman's (1995) model is perhaps the most widely recognised approach to EI in management. His original framework identifies five components: self-awareness, self-regulation, motivation, empathy, and social skills. These were subsequently developed into broader areas concerned with self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, and relationship management. The strength of Goleman's model is its practical relevance. Concepts such as empathy, adaptability, and conflict management can be readily translated into leadership development and everyday workplace behaviour.
[bookmark: _Int_0XSdDN1R][bookmark: _Int_gAqspDhu]However, this practical accessibility is also a weakness. Goleman's approach is described as a mixed model because it incorporates emotional abilities alongside motivation, personality characteristics and behavioural competencies (McCleskey, 2014). Consequently, when an employee performs well because they are motivated, adaptable and socially skilled, it is difficult to establish how much of that performance should specifically be attributed to emotional intelligence.
[bookmark: _Int_ECIPzmY7][bookmark: _Int_WNd040au][bookmark: _Int_e08Lhr1Z]Mayer and Salovey's model takes a narrower approach. It treats EI as an ability involving four branches: perceiving emotion, using emotion to facilitate thought, understanding emotion and managing emotion (Mayer and Salovey, 1997). The model therefore focuses on what individuals can do with emotional information rather than how emotionally competent they believe themselves to be. Mayer, Salovey and Caruso (2008) argue that this distinguishes ability EI from broader approaches that combine emotion-related abilities with personality traits.
Bar-On's (2006) Emotional-Social Intelligence Model is broader again. It incorporates intrapersonal abilities, interpersonal abilities, adaptability, stress management, and general mood. This makes the model particularly relevant to workplace well-being because stress tolerance, flexibility, and problem-solving are directly connected with employees' ability to cope with changing demands. However, its reliance on self-report measurement creates the possibility of social-desirability bias. Employees may report how emotionally competent they would like to appear rather than how they actually behave.
The three models should therefore be regarded as complementary rather than interchangeable. Mayer and Salovey offer greater conceptual precision, whereas Goleman and Bar-On translate more readily into observable workplace competencies. This distinction becomes important when organisations use EI for development or recruitment because different measures may assess substantially different characteristics.
Self-Awareness and Employee Performance
[bookmark: _Int_GvOSyHkx]Self-awareness provides the foundation for applying EI at work. Employees who recognise their emotional reactions are more likely to understand how these reactions influence their behaviour. For example, an employee receiving critical feedback may initially experience embarrassment, disappointment or defensiveness. Recognising that reaction allows the employee to distinguish the emotional response from the factual content of the feedback.
[bookmark: _Int_M0mPPCHB]This reflects both Goleman's self-awareness component and Mayer and Salovey's ability to perceive and understand emotion. Instead of immediately rejecting the criticism, the employee can ask whether the feedback identifies a genuine performance problem. This can improve learning because emotion becomes information rather than an automatic trigger for behaviour.
Self-awareness can also support better decision-making. A manager who recognises that frustration with a colleague is influencing their judgement can deliberately reconsider whether an assessment is based on evidence or personal irritation. In this sense, EI does not remove emotion from decision-making; rather, it makes emotional influence more visible.
[bookmark: _Int_2LHQGAhE]There are nevertheless limits to self-awareness. Knowing that one is stressed or angry does not automatically create the ability to respond effectively. Employees also require emotional regulation, appropriate organisational support and opportunities to act on what they recognise. Self-awareness should therefore be viewed as a starting point rather than evidence of emotional competence in itself.
Emotional Regulation, Performance and Well-being
Self-regulation or emotional management concerns the ability to respond to emotions in a controlled and constructive way. Goleman's model emphasises self-management, while Bar-On includes stress tolerance and impulse control. Mayer and Salovey similarly identify managing emotion as the most advanced branch of their ability model.
This capability can directly affect workplace performance. Consider an employee dealing with an angry customer or a disagreement with a colleague. An impulsive response may intensify the situation, whereas pausing before responding creates an opportunity to consider both the problem and the likely consequences of different reactions. Emotional regulation therefore contributes to professionalism, particularly in roles involving significant interpersonal demands.
It may also support well-being. Employees who can identify rising stress and regulate their response may be more capable of maintaining perspective, seeking assistance or adjusting their behaviour before pressure becomes overwhelming. Mindfulness can complement EI at this point. Good et al. (2016) suggest that mindfulness is relevant to several aspects of workplace functioning. By paying deliberate attention to present experience, an employee may notice frustration or anxiety before reacting to it. EI then provides a framework for interpreting and managing that emotion.
[bookmark: _Int_0bVcFQEe][bookmark: _Int_JtdFzP5R]However, organisations should be careful not to turn EI into an individualised solution for structural workplace problems. Emotional regulation cannot make an unreasonable workload reasonable, nor should employees be expected to use mindfulness to tolerate bullying, discrimination or consistently poor management. Placing excessive emphasis on resilience can transfer responsibility for organisational failures onto individuals. EI initiatives should therefore operate alongside appropriate workload management, supportive leadership and effective employee policies.
Empathy, Communication and Collaboration
[bookmark: _Int_hfzbTycK][bookmark: _Int_0EQPamjK]Empathy is particularly important where employees need to work across professional, cultural or generational differences. In Goleman's model, empathy forms part of social awareness, while Bar-On places it within interpersonal functioning. Mayer and Salovey's framework approaches the same issue through perceiving and understanding other people's emotions.
In practice, empathy can improve communication because emotionally intelligent employees pay attention not only to what is said but also to how others respond. A manager explaining organisational change, for instance, may notice that an employee appears uncertain despite verbally agreeing with the proposal. Rather than assuming acceptance, the manager can invite questions and explore the employee's concerns.
[bookmark: _Int_m87sbe1K]This is also relevant to inclusive leadership. Different employees may prefer different communication methods, levels of autonomy or approaches to feedback. EI encourages managers to understand those preferences rather than imposing a single communication style. This is particularly useful in multigenerational workplaces, but managers should avoid replacing individual understanding with stereotypes about Generation X, Millennials or Generation Z. Empathy requires attention to the person rather than assumptions based on demographic categories.
[bookmark: _Int_T5DwDndt][bookmark: _Int_pzbww5Az][bookmark: _Int_NBvA236J][bookmark: _Int_R0SzMJBu]There is also a danger in presenting empathy as automatically beneficial. Managers sometimes have to make decisions that disappoint employees, address underperformance or allocate limited resources. Understanding another person's feelings does not mean agreeing with them. Effective EI requires a balance between empathy, fairness and organisational judgement.
Conflict Management and Psychological Safety
[bookmark: _Int_USXVwpYA]Conflict provides one of the clearest examples of EI in practice. Workplace disagreement can be productive when employees challenge ideas and raise concerns, but it becomes damaging when disagreement turns into personal hostility. Employees with stronger emotional awareness are better positioned to recognise when frustration is escalating and regulate their response.
For example, disagreement over a missed project deadline may initially appear to concern poor performance. Through active listening, however, a manager may discover that the underlying problem is unclear responsibility or inadequate resources. Understanding the emotional dimension of the disagreement can therefore reveal information that would otherwise remain hidden.
[bookmark: _Int_n5yw0rAX]EI can also contribute to psychological safety. When leaders respond to disagreement with curiosity rather than defensiveness, employees are more likely to feel able to raise concerns, acknowledge mistakes and contribute alternative views. This can improve collaboration because team members do not have to suppress disagreement simply to preserve relationships.
[bookmark: _Int_cGDpvy1G]However, emotionally intelligent behaviour is not necessarily ethical behaviour. Someone who accurately recognises another person's emotions may use that knowledge to manipulate rather than support them. EI should consequently be combined with ethical leadership, transparent procedures and accountability. Emotional skill determines what a person is capable of doing; organisational values help determine how that capability is used.

Leadership and Decision-Making
[bookmark: _Int_pHgwLjCs]Leadership involves significant emotional demands because leaders influence how employees interpret uncertainty, change and performance expectations. Goleman (2000) argues that different leadership approaches draw upon emotional competencies. A leader who recognises their own anxiety during organisational change, for example, can avoid transferring that anxiety unnecessarily to the team while still communicating genuine risks.
[bookmark: _Int_f5nMdZbk][bookmark: _Int_RNzNsYf7]EI also has implications for decision-making. Mayer and Salovey's model is particularly useful because it treats emotions as information that can contribute to thought. A sense of concern about a decision may signal that risks require further investigation, while enthusiasm may indicate perceived opportunity. The aim is not to follow emotion unquestioningly but to consider why the emotion has arisen.
[bookmark: _Int_r6jHj3Eo]This distinction is important because emotion can also introduce bias. A manager may favour an employee they personally like or overestimate a risk because of a recent negative experience. Effective decision-making therefore requires emotional awareness alongside evidence, professional expertise and structured judgement.
[bookmark: _Int_Ev0KZ6H6]Evidence supports a relationship between EI and performance, but the size of this relationship should not be exaggerated. O'Boyle et al. (2011), in a meta-analysis of EI and job performance, reported corrected correlations ranging from approximately 0.24 to 0.30 across different approaches to EI. These findings indicate that EI contributes to performance, but they do not suggest that it is the dominant explanation for success at work. Côté (2014) similarly argues that organisational context and individual characteristics influence when EI is associated with positive workplace outcomes. EI is therefore likely to be especially valuable in roles involving leadership, teamwork, negotiation, customer interaction or other substantial emotional demands.
Critical Implications for Organizations
For employee development, EI is most useful when translated into behaviours that employees can practice. Coaching, reflective learning, mindfulness, role-play, feedback and conflict-management exercises can help employees develop emotional awareness and regulation within realistic workplace situations.
[bookmark: _Int_PM0q7c1x]Greater caution is required in recruitment. Self-report EI questionnaires are particularly vulnerable to candidates presenting themselves favourably. More fundamentally, mixed models overlap with established personality and competency constructs. Organisations should therefore avoid treating a single EI score as proof that one candidate will perform better than another. Where emotional competencies are genuinely relevant to a role, they can be explored alongside structured interviews, job simulations, cognitive ability, technical competence and previous behavioural evidence.
[bookmark: _Int_TcJT3B04]This balanced approach also avoids treating employees as simply having either 'high' or 'low' EI. Emotional behaviour is influenced by context. An employee who communicates effectively in routine situations may struggle under intense pressure, while another may demonstrate strong emotional control during a crisis but weaker empathy during everyday management. Development should therefore focus on specific behaviours and contexts rather than attaching broad labels to individuals.

Conclusion
[bookmark: _Int_8pNZHzpK][bookmark: _Int_apfak70i][bookmark: _Int_XnU0EN5a]Emotional intelligence provides a useful framework for understanding how employees recognise and manage emotions within contemporary organisations. Goleman's model offers accessible workplace competencies, Mayer and Salovey provide a more tightly defined ability-based framework, and Bar-On emphasises emotional-social adaptation, stress management and interpersonal functioning. Together, these perspectives demonstrate how self-awareness, emotional regulation, empathy and relationship management can contribute to performance, communication, collaboration, conflict resolution, leadership and decision-making.
Nevertheless, the organisational value of EI should not be overstated. Different models measure different constructs, self-report measures are vulnerable to bias, and evidence suggests that EI is one contributor to performance rather than a substitute for cognitive ability, professional competence or effective organisational systems. Mindfulness can strengthen the practical application of EI by helping employees notice emotional reactions before responding to them, but neither mindfulness nor EI should be used to individualise problems created by poor working conditions.
[bookmark: _Int_HCiEkKJg]For organisations, the strongest case is therefore not to treat EI as a universal measure of employee quality, but to use relevant emotional competencies as part of broader employee and leadership development. Applied in this way, EI can support more reflective communication, constructive conflict management, psychologically safer teams and better-informed decision-making while remaining grounded in the realities and limitations of the evidence.

Some comparative literature associates Generation X with relatively strong self-control and problem-solving; however, these findings should be interpreted cautiously because generational categories can conceal substantial individual and contextual variation (Banu and Rani, 2025). This cohort tends to be emotionally balanced and self-reliant, though sometimes emotionally reserved or sceptical of formal workplace wellness initiatives (Machová et al., 2020). In terms of communication style, Gen X generally prefers structured, one-on-one conversations over the more collaborative or digitally mediated emotional expression favoured by younger cohorts (Machová et al., 2020). These traits are commonly linked to a formative period with less digital mediation and a stronger cultural emphasis on independence and self-sufficiency (Machová et al., 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc23016490][bookmark: _Toc238211779]Millennials
[bookmark: _Int_W6aYPL75]Some studies associate Millennials with collaboration and adaptability, although these patterns should not be treated as fixed generational characteristics because findings vary by sample, context and measurement approach (Machová et al., 2020; Banu and Rani, 2025). Comparative research reports differences between cohorts on particular EI dimensions, but the evidence is not sufficiently consistent to conclude that Millennials are inherently more emotionally intelligent managers than other generations (Banu and Rani, 2025).
At the same time, reported differences in self-management and stress tolerance may reflect career stage, work context and life experience as much as generational membership. Causal explanations based on social media use should therefore be treated cautiously. Their heavy use of technology, while supporting collaboration, may also come at some cost to the depth of in-person interpersonal connection (Banu and Rani, 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc97300538][bookmark: _Toc238211780]Generation Z
Findings on Generation Z's emotional intelligence are notably mixed, making this the most contested of the three cohorts in the current research. Some studies describe Gen Z as bringing strong emotional honesty and inclusivity to the workplace while still maturing in self-regulation and resilience (Machová et al., 2020) — highly self-aware and inclusive, but comparatively weaker in face-to-face interaction than in digitally mediated communication (Banu and Rani, 2025).
Evidence on age and generational differences in EI remains mixed. The pilot study by Machová et al. (2020) reports differences between generations, but its design does not justify broad claims that younger employees generally possess markedly lower EI or that generational membership causes burnout. The inconsistency is illustrated by Tolani et al. (2024), whose study of Generation Y and Generation Z employees in the IT sector in Nagpur found different strengths across the measured EI dimensions. Because the study is sector- and location-specific, its findings should not be generalised to entire generations. This inconsistency underscores how much a given finding depends on which EI facet and which measurement approach a study uses.
[bookmark: _Toc1226988325][bookmark: _Toc238211781]Comparative Analysis
Several broader patterns emerge from comparing these three cohorts, alongside some genuine contradictions worth acknowledging rather than smoothing over:
1. Technology and communication: digital communication practices differ across age groups, but variation within generations is substantial. Communication preferences should therefore be assessed at individual and team level rather than assumed from age alone.
1. [bookmark: _Int_Ju9U2NqW][bookmark: _Int_6jy3gtCd]Formative context: employees from different age cohorts have encountered different social, economic and technological conditions. These contexts may influence workplace expectations, but they should not be treated as deterministic explanations of individual EI.
1. Burnout and EI: age and cohort differences should be interpreted cautiously. Cross-sectional generational studies cannot by themselves establish that generation causes differences in emotional intelligence or burnout.
1. Inconsistent findings: EI-across-generations research remains young and relies on varied instruments — self-report and performance-based measures — which likely explains contradictory results between studies, echoing the measurement debate raised in Task 1.








[bookmark: _Toc61186400][bookmark: _Toc238211782]Conclusion
This report examined three influential models of emotional intelligence — Goleman's mixed competency model, Mayer and Salovey's ability-based four-branch model, and Bar-On's emotional-social intelligence model — before applying an emotional intelligence lens to Generation X, Millennial and Generation Z cohorts.
A key throughline connects both tasks: how emotional intelligence is measured shapes what researchers find. Self-report models such as Goleman's and Bar-On's tend to produce different generational pictures than performance-based approaches such as Mayer and Salovey's, and this measurement divide likely explains much of the inconsistency found in the generational research reviewed in Task 2.
[bookmark: _Int_bdtWCR8R]Practically, this suggests that organisations designing intergenerational EI training should pair generational insights with an awareness of instrument bias, rather than treating any single EI score or study as definitive. It also suggests a clear direction for future research: applying a single, consistent ability-based instrument, such as the MSCEIT, across generational cohorts would help isolate genuine generational differences from artefacts of measurement choice. Such work would strengthen both the theoretical clarity of emotional intelligence as a construct and its practical value for workplaces increasingly composed of multiple generations working side by side.
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