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Executive Summary


This report was commissioned by the Head of Department following an organisational climate survey that identified measurable improvements in team morale, communication and conflict resolution attributable to emotional intelligence (EI) and mindfulness principles. It is submitted to Senior Management Team (SMT) to inform strategic decisions related to employee development, leadership capability, and recruitment ahead of the September 2026 panning meeting. The report critically analyses three EI frameworks – Goleman’s (1998) mixed model. Mayer and Salovey’s (1997) ability model, and Bar-On’s (200^) emotional-social intelligence model – demonstrating how EI competencies enhance communication, conflict management, leadership, and decision-making.
It further examines generational diversity across Generations X, Y, and Z, identifying differences in values, communication style, and motivational drivers, and evaluates how emotionally intelligent, mindful leadership can bridge these differences to foster and inclusive and psychologically safe workplace.
Three recommendations are presented: embedding EI into recruitment and training; adopting individualised, mindfulness-informed management for multigenerational teams; and establishing psychological safety as a measurable leadership performance indicator.
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1. Introduction 

As a result of our recent workplace climate assessment, leadership has noticed that our department scores significantly higher on areas such as morale, communication, and conflict resolution. Our scores were high due to the integration of mindfulness and EI into our everyday practices as leaders. Our Department Head has asked me to complete this report for the Senior Management Team (SMT) prior to our September 20th meeting. This report will assess two topics that have been brought to our department’s attention. The first topic is emotional intelligence and how the five domains of EI can be used by staff and leadership to improve performance. Emotional intelligence will be discussed using the models provided by Goleman (1998), Mayer and Salovey (1997), and Bar-On (2006). The second topic discussed in this report is generations in the workplace. Generation X, Generation Y, and Generation Z will be discussed in terms of communication, motivation, and technology. Finally, this paper will highlight how mindfulness and emotional intelligence can help us create a safe and productive environment with all generations. The paper has been divided into two sections, each focusing on one of the topics that have piqued the interest of the SMT. Each section will provide evidence-based recommendations for employees, current leaders, and our recruiting team.

2.  Emotional Intelligence in the Workplace
2.1 Defining Emotional Intelligence and its Organisational Relevance 
Emotional Intelligence is broadly understood as the capacity to recognise, understand, and regulate emotions in oneself and others, and to use this awareness to guide thought and behaviour (Mayer and Salovey, 1997). Three frameworks dominate academic and practitioner discussion: Goleman’s mixed model, Mayer and Salovey’s ability model, and Bar-On’s emotional-social intelligence (ESI) model. Although these models differ in scope and measurement, each converges on the proposition that emotional competence, not cognitive ability alone, distinguishes effective employees and leaders. This convergence is significant for the SMT because it suggests that EI is not a fixed trait but a developable capability (Goleman,1998) with direct implications for training, appraisal, and recruitment design. 

2.2 Goleman’s Mixed Model: Competencies for Performance
Daniel Goleman’s framework, most fully developed in his 1998 model, organises emotional intelligence into four domains: self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, and relationship management, underpinned by twenty learnable competencies grouped into clusters such as influence, communication, conflict management, leadership, and the catalysing of change.
Goleman’s central claim, down from competency research across approximately 200 companies, is that roughly four-fifths of the competencies distinguishing superior leadership performance relate to emotional rather than technical or cognitive skill (Goleman and Boyatzis, 2017). This figure has been widely cited in management literature and underpins much of the popular appeal of EI as a leadership capability.
Applied to the workplace, Goleman’s model offers a practical vocabulary for employee development. Self-aware employees are better positioned to recognise how their emotional state affects judgement, reducing impulsive decision-making and improving the quality of feedback they seek and act upon (Goleman, 1998). Self-management, particularly impulse control, supports composure during high-pressure interactions such as performance reviews or client escalations. Social awareness and relationship management, meanwhile, translate directly into the communication and conflict-management competencies the SMT has identified as drivers of the department’s improved climate survey results: employees who can read a colleague’s frustration before it escalates, and who can frame disagreements constructively, prevent minor friction from becoming entrenched conflict.
However, this model is not without limitations. A frequently raised criticism is that by bundling personality traits, social skills, and motivational tendencies under a single construct, the mixed model sacrifices conceptual precision (Salovey and Grewal, 2005). Indeed, Salovey and Mayer themselves, despite originating the term, have argued that EI is applied too broadly across too many contexts to retain analytical rigour. For an organization considering EI-based recruitment criteria, this matters: competency-based EI assessments such as the Emotional and Social Competence Inventory (ESCI) measure observable behaviour rather than a discrete cognitive ability, meaning results may be confounded with general personality or social desirability rather than emotional skill specifically (Brackett and Salovey, 2006).

2.3  Mayer and Salovey’s Ability Model: Emotion as Cognitive Skill
Mayer and Salovey offer EI model breaks from Goleman’ tradition by defining emotional intelligence strictly as a type of intelligence. That is, Mayer and Salovey’ conceptualisation of EI is limited to four interrelated cognitive abilities: the ability to perceive, use, understand, and manage emotions (Mayer and Salovey, 2007). These competencies are hierarchically structured, forming what Mayer and Salovey refer to as branches: the relatively basic ability to perceive emotion faithfully in faces, tone of voice, and body language forms the foundation for the abilities to use that emotional information to solve problems, understand its subtleties, and regulate it in yourself and others. Ability models of EI like Mayer and Salovey’ have application strengths that mixed models do not. Chief among these is their approach to measurement: by definition, an EI ability must be measurable via tasks that assess an individual’ capacity to reason with emotional information (Mayer, Salovey and Caruso, 2002). In practice, this means Mayer and Salovey validate their EI model via performance-based EI tests like the Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT), on which respondents complete tasks requiring emotional problem-solving. There is less risk respondents will artificially inflation or deflate their scores than a self-report measure like ESCI. For hiring purposes, then, ability testing provides a more defensible threshold for selecting applicants whose scores meet your organisation’ standards. Each branch of the ability model also maps onto skillsets that support effective workplace communication. To take an example from the climate survey, leaders who notice when someone on their team seems anxious or checked-out are better positioned to address whatever is causing their distress. Mayer and Salovey model EI as emotional perception coupled with the mental skills to respond to that perception appropriately, and the larger categories of understanding and managing emotions in yourself and others depend on it. A limitation of the ability model is that, by excluding motivation and personality-style elements of social intelligence, offers less insight into factors that contribute to employees’ relationships with their work. Understanding and managing others’ emotions, in other words, does little to ensure leaders know how to build trusting relationships with employees

2.4 Bar-On’s Emotional-Social Intelligence Model
    Emotional-Social Intelligence (ESI) EI is modelled a third way by Reuven Bar-On, who      defines ESI as a constellation of intrapersonal and interpersonal competencies, stress management abilities, adaptability, and general positivity, measured with the self-report Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-I) (Bar-On, 2006). In sample after sample, Bar-On’ reported finding average correlation coefficients of around .54 between ESI and job performance, or the amount of variability in task performance that ESI can explain. Applied narrowly, that statistic means emotional intelligence accounts for a greater share of job performance variance than general intelligence does on average. The value of Bar-On work to the SMT hypothesis rests on that point. If emotional intelligence, what we think of colloquially as “people skills”, predicts job performance at least as well as cognitive intelligence, there is cause to believe that developing EI could yield improvements like those observed in this department. Bar-On likewise distinguished his model by the incorporation of happiness, optimism, and related constructs into his measure of ESI. For departments hoping to foster psychologically safe workplaces, the constructs of stress management and adaptability have practical application: how well employees tolerate stress, and ambiguity contributes to their ability to navigate organisational change, unplanned service disruptions, and conflicts with coworkers without falling back on defensive behaviours. The problem with Bar-On’ EI-with-bordering model parallels the problem with Goleman’: as a self-report measure, the EQ-I may be distorted by respondents presenting themselves in favourable light. Moreover, with fifteen sub-scales, ESI risks lacking the construct clarity that something narrower, like EI ability, would.
2.5  Critical Synthesis: Communication, Conflict, Leadership, and Decision-Making
Taken together, the three models suggest a layered view of how EI functions in practice. Mayer and Salovey’s perception and understanding branches explain the cognitive mechanics of reading emotional cues accurately (Mayer and Salovey, 1997); Goleman’s competency clusters translate that perception into learnable workplace behaviours such as active listening and constructive feedback (Goleman, 1998), and Bar-On’s stress-management and adaptability factors explain why some employees sustain these behaviours under pressure while others do not (Bar-On, 2006).
In communication, this layered EI support what the climate survey appears to have captured: leaders who notice emotional undercurrents in a discussion (perception) and remain composed when challenged (stress tolerance) are more likely to be perceived as approachable and trustworthy (Goleman and Boyatzis, 2017). In conflict management, the same combination allows a manager to distinguish task-based disagreement from personal friction and to intervene before a minor disagreement is locked into entrenched positions. In leadership and decision-making, self-aware, emotionally regulated leaders are less prone to reactive decisions, more receptive to dissenting input, and better able to read the emotional readiness of a team for change, a critical factor given the model’s negative association between high EI and the destructive workplace patterns associated with low EI, such as blame culture and poor listening.
A critical reading must, however, acknowledge that the empirical case for EI is not uniformly strong. Correlation findings linking EI to job performance, organisational commitment, and reduced stress are robust in aggregate, and the absence of a single, universally accepted definition of EI makes cross-study comparation difficult. For the SMT, the practical implication is not to treat EI as a remedy, but to recognise it as one of several interacting capabilities, along technical competence and structural factors such as workload and role clarity, that shape performance and well-being. 
This is consistent with the wider literature: organisations that embed EI into hiring, training, and performance evaluation report stronger workplace engagement and retention outcome, but only when EI development is paired with the cultural and structural conditions, such as psychologically safe communication norms, that allow EI to translate into behaviour (Long et al., 2025).

3. Managing a Multigenerational Workforce
3.1 Generational Characteristics and Workplace Expectations
It is increasingly common for organisations to employ three, four, sometimes five generational cohorts within the same team. As noted earlier these generations have been shaped by profoundly different social and economic conditions. Generation X employees (Mid 60’s to early 80’s) were shaped politically and economically by changing from analogue to digital technologies at work. Gen X are commonly described as self-reliant, private problem solvers having been the first generation of latch key kids. Generation Xers are often said to be the work-place’s hyper independent ‘middle child.’ Typically, Gen X appreciates autonomy, concise communication (and conscientious efforts to be time-efficient), and managers who give them the latitude to get things done.
Generation Y: Also known as Millennials, are individuals born between early 80s to mid-90s. Generation Y entered the workforce digitally fluent on a planet that was rapidly entering into global digitalisation. Millennials lean heavily into working for purpose, enjoying collaboration, and want clearly defined professional development paths. Survey data suggests that approximately one third of Millennials say work life balances is their number one priority when considering employer and over three quarters rate having purpose as important to their well-being while on the job. Many Millennial employees thrive under a coach style of leadership and seek continuous feedback versus top-down directives.
Generation Z: Generation Z are employees born from mid-90’s to early 10’s. Gen Z is the first true digital native generation. Growing up with chat rooms, instant messaging, social media they are already accustomed to workplace tools that facilitate fast, multi-channel communications. Gen Z wants their manager’s to be transparent and authentic. They prefer frequent check-ins versus annual reviews and over half of Gen Z say they would leave a job to improve their mental health. Interestingly, research also suggests that despite being completely digital native, most Gen Z still prefer face time with coworkers to build relationships.

3.2 Impact on Organisational Effectiveness
These generational differences carry real consequences for organizational effectiveness when left unmanaged. Mismatched communication preferences, for example, a Generation X manager favouring brief, infrequent updates against a Generation Z employee expecting continuous dialogue and visible managerial care, can be misread as disengagement on one side and excessive formality or indifference on the other, even where both parties are acting in good faith. Differences in motivation present a similar risk: where Generation X employees may respond well to autonomy and minimal oversight, the same approach can read as a lack of mentorship or investment to Millennial or Generation Z employees, who tend to expect more active coaching and developmental feedback.
Left unaddressed, such mismatches, can manifest as the very problems the climate survey sought to measure weaker morale, more frequent miscommunication, and slower conflict resolution, particularly in teams with wide generational spread. Conversely, evidence suggests that organisations that deliberately bridge these differences, for instance through reverse mentoring schemes pairing digitally fluent younger employees with experienced senior staff, can convert generational diversity into a collaborative advantage, combining innovation and technological fluency with institutional knowledge and relationships building expertise (Salahuddin, 2010).
It is also important to apply a degree of critical cautions to generational research itself. Much of the popular literature of Generation X, Y, and Z relies on broad survey generalisations that risk flattening considerably within cohort variation by role, culture, and individual disposition. Treating generational labels as deterministic risks introducing a new form of stereotyping into management practice; the more defensible use of this research is as a sensing framework, a prompt to ask about individual preference, rather than a fixed predictive model of any one employee’s behaviour.

3.1  Applying Emotional Intelligence and Mindfulness to Inclusive Management
Emotional intelligence and mindfulness offer practical mechanism for managing these generational dynamics constructively. Drawing on the EI components discussed, social awareness allows a manager to recognise that a Generation Z employee’s request for more frequent feedback is a genuine expectation rather than a sign of insecurity, while relationship management supports the flexibility to vary communication style, brief and outcome-focused with one employee, more exploratory and check-in-based with another, without treating either approach as the organisational default.
Mindfulness contributes a complementary, present-focused discipline. Mindfulness has been defined as paying attention, on purpose, to the present moment without judgement, and research indicates that mindfulness training measurably improves an individual's capacity to perceive emotion accurately and regulate their own emotional response, the very abilities underpinning the EI models discussed above. Studies of leader communication find that mindfulness practice, through behaviours such as attentive listening and withholding rash judgement, increases leader empathy, which in turn strengthens employees’ sense of psychological safety (Wang et al., 2025). This effect appears particularly salient in high-pressure environments where employees might otherwise hesitate to raise concerns (Ravikumar and Muralidharan, 2025).
For a multigenerational team, this matters because psychological safety is a precondition for the kind of open, cross-generational dialogue that surfaces and resolves value and communication mismatches, rather than allowing them to fester as unspoken friction (Long et al., 2025).
In recruitment specifically, embedding EI and mindfulness awareness into selection and onboarding offers the SMT a practical lever. Recruitment processes that assess candidates’ emotional self-awareness and adaptability, rather than relying solely on generational assumptions about technical skill or cultural fit, are more likely to identify managers capable of leading across generational lines (Bae-On, 2007). Equally, structuring onboarding to make organisational norms around feedback frequency, communication channel, and flexibility explicit, rather than left to be inferred, reduces the likelihood that generational mismatch is misread as a personal or performance issue (Berkeley, 2024)

Table 2. Principal generational distinction 
	Characteristic
	Generation X (b.~1965-1980)
	Generation Y/ Millennials (b. ~1981 – 1996)
	Generation Z (b. ~1997-2012)

	Core values 
	Independence, self-reliance, work-life balance
	Purpose, inclusion, career growth, flexibility
	Authenticity, mental health, diversity, financial security

	Communication style
	Direct, concise, autonomy over frequent check-ins
	Collaborative, values feedback and recognition, digitally fluent
	Informal, prefers messaging/video, expects transparency 

	Motivation
	Meaningful, challenging work
	Coaching and mentoring, sustainability, purpose
	Frequent feedback, mentoring, purpose driven work

	Tech adaptability
	Adaptable, bridges analogue and digital practices
	Digitally adept, first generation shaped by the internet
	Digital natives, comfortable with AI and multi-channel communication











4 Conclusion and Recommendations

This report has critically examined emotional intelligence through three influential frameworks – Goleman’s (1998) competency-based mixed model, Mayer and Salovey’s (2000) ability model, and Bar-On’s (2006) emotional-social intelligence model – and has shown that despite differing in scope and measurement, each supports the proposition that emotional competence materially affects communication, conflict management, leadership, and decision-making. It has further shown that generational diversity introduces genuine, evidenced differences in workplace values, communication preference, and motivation, but that these differences are best managed through emotionally intelligent, mindful leadership rather than rigid generational stereotype. 
For the SMT’S strategic planning meeting, three recommendations follow from this analysis. First, EI development should be embedded into leadership and employee training using a blended model: ability-based assessment for recruitment and selection (Mayer, Salovey and Cruso, 2002), given its lower susceptibility to self-report bias, and competency-based coaching (Goleman, 1998) for ongoing development, given its stronger practical applicability. Second, generational differences should be treated as an input to individualised management practices, supported by mindfulness training for leaders (Du and Xie, 2025), rather than as a basis for fixed assumptions about any employee. Third, psychological safety should be adopted explicitly as a leadership performance metric, given the consistent evidence linking mindful, emotionally intelligent leadership behaviour to the safety, retention, and engagement outcomes the SMT has identified as strategic priorities (Long et al., 2025).
The improvement observed in this department’s climate survey results offer preliminary evidence that these principles function as intended in practice. Scaling the underlying behaviours through structural training, rather than assuming they will emerge organically, represents a low-risk, evidence-supported investment ahead of the organisation’s wider strategic planning cycle. 
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