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The criterion-related and construct validity of the situational interview (SI) was
examined. Both the SI and cognitive ability had predictive validity for the academic
performance of managers and professionals (n575) in an executive MBA course. Only
the SI predicted teamplaying behavior assessed by peers (r5.32, po.05). The correlation
between the SI and cognitive ability was not significant. Emotional intelligence
completely mediated the relationship between the SI and teamplaying behavior.

T he criterion-related validity of the structured inter-

view, and in particular, the situational interview (SI)

(Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980) has been

demonstrated in numerous studies in the past 25 years

(Latham & Sue-Chan, 1999). Reasons for its validity,

however, remain elusive. Mitchell (1985) argued that only

by focusing on the psychological qualities being measured

by a test can we understand criterion-related validity. This

paper examines whether two psychological constructs,

cognitive ability and emotional intelligence (EI), explain

the validity of the SI since numerous authors have argued

that these two constructs explain behavior in organiza-

tional settings (e.g., Jordan, Ashkanasy, & Hartel, 2003;

Schmidt & Hunter, 2000). We begin with a description of

the SI, and then develop a set of hypotheses and supporting

arguments for cognitive ability and EI as mediators of SI

validity.

The SI is based on the theory that intentions predict

behavior. The questions are based on a job analysis,

namely, the critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954).

Each question contains a dilemma that ‘‘forces’’ applicants

to state their intentions rather than what they believe is a

socially desirable answer (Latham & Sue-Chan, 1996;

Maurer, Sue-Chan, & Latham, 1999). The SI is highly

structured in that all applicants are asked the same

questions. Unique to the SI is the requirement of a

behavioral scoring guide for assessing the interviewee’s

responses (Maurer, 2002). The criterion-related validity of

the SI has been shown through meta-analyses of a wide

variety of criteria in diverse industries and organizations

(Conway, Jako, & Goodman, 1995; Latham & Sue-Chan,

1999; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994).

Nevertheless, the construct validity of the technique

remains an issue. A construct that may underlie the SI is

cognitive ability.

Hunter and Hirsh (1987) as well as Schmidt (1988) have

argued that a structured interview is essentially an orally

administered test of intelligence. This is because path

analyses indicated that the validity of the interview is

because of its correlation with cognitive ability. Moreover,

since interview validity was not found to be different for

jobs requiring social skills and those that do not, Schmidt

(1988) concluded that there is no evidence to suggest that

the interview measures social skills. A different conclusion,

however, was reached by Cortina, Goldstein, Payne,

Davison, and Gilliland (2000).

Cortina et al. (2000) conducted a series of meta-analyses

to examine the incremental validity of the interview relative

to measures of cognitive ability and conscientiousness. They

found that highly structured interviews have incremental

validity beyond cognitive ability and conscientiousness

combined. Anothermeta-analysis (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth,

& Stone, 2001) revealed that structured interviews, such as

the SI, assess social skills, particularly those required

for teamwork. The ability to work in teams is a core

competency of managerial effectiveness (Cherniss, 2000).
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In agreement with Huffcutt, Weekley,Wiesner, Degroot,

and Jones (2001), Robertson and Smith (2001) found that

general mental abilities and performance in an interview

are at best only moderately correlated. They too showed

that one of the primary attributes of a candidate that is

assessed in an interview is the person’s social skills.

Moreover, situational questions in particular correlated

highly with these skills. An underlying construct of social

skills appears to be EI (Fox & Spector, 2000).

Based on the above findings, the purpose of the present

study was to address two questions: First, does cognitive

ability or EI mediate the predictive validity of the SI? Does

the answer differ with different criteria, namely, the

academic performance of managers vs. their teamplaying

skills?

In answering the question of what is EI, Salovey and

Mayer (1990) proposed a framework that places EI in a

clustering of intelligences, one of which is social intelli-

gence. Social intelligence is the capacity to understand and

use social information; EI is the capacity to understand,

and use emotional information (Mayer, 2001). More

specifically, Mayer and Salovey (1997) defined EI as the

ability to identify, appraise, and discriminate among

emotions in oneself and others, understand emotions,

assimilate emotions in thought, and regulate both positive

and negative emotions in self and others. Mayer and his

colleagues have conducted a series of studies that have

sought to find empirical support for EI as an ability.

Mayer, DiPaolo, and Salovey (1990) examined the

relationship between scores on a measure of EI, operatio-

nalized as emotional perception, and established measures

of related and unrelated variables. The related variables

include empathy and the ability to introspect about

emotions while the unrelated variables include neuroticism

and extraversion. The results support their argument of EI

as an ability.

Mayer, Caruso, and Salovey (1999) administered a 12-

sub-scale ability test of EI to respondents who varied in age.

They found that scores on EI were positively correlated

with age and with verbal intelligence. At the same time, EI

was found to have unique variance. Mayer et al. (1999)

cited these findings as evidence that EI satisfies classical

criteria for standard intelligence.

Mayer, Salovey, Caruso, and Sitarenios (2003) con-

ducted a confirmatory factor analysis on the most recent

version of their measure of EI. Data from over 2000

respondents fit one, two as well as four-factor models of EI.

They concluded, however, that the four-factor model of EI

produces the best-fitting model for their data.

The studies conducted by Mayer and his colleagues

provide evidence that EI is a standard intelligence that is

distinct from other intelligences.Moreover, similar to other

tests of intelligence, EI can be represented by an overall

score or by sub-scale scores.

To date, however, there is a paucity of empirical studies

on the relation between EI and performance. Researchers

who have empirically examined EI have found positive

results. For example, Jordan (2000) reported that EI

correlated significantly with a qualitative measure of

classroom performance of Australian undergraduate stu-

dents. Law, Song, andWong (2002) found that EI predicted

both task performance and organizational citizenship

behavior of employees in a cigarette factory in China.

Cherniss (2000) used the behavioral event interview to

assess EI. Applicants were asked to think about six

situations, three where the outcome was positive and three

where the outcome was negative. The candidates’ re-

sponses were then transcribed and analyzed for evidence of

EI. No direct measure of the person’s EI, however, was

used.

Fox and Spector (2000) found that EI, namely, dimen-

sions of empathy, self-regulation of mood, and non-verbal

behavior were related to the decision to hire American

undergraduate students in a simulated structured inter-

view. Each interviewee was interviewed by one of six

student research assistants who had been trained to

conduct the interviews. The extent to which the interviewer

perceived the applicant to be similar to her/him was found

to mediate the relationship between personal distresses, a

dimension of empathy, and the decision to hire. The extent

to which the interview assessed EI, however, was not

reported.

EI as a concept is not without criticism (e.g., Becker,

2003; Zeidner, Mathews, & Roberts, 2001). These include

the failure of empirical research, first, to operationalize EI

as dimensions clearly distinct from cognitive ability;

second, to find consistent empirical evidence for the

dimensionality of EI; third, to develop an appropriate

method to score EI tests; and, fourth, to provide validity as

well as utility evidence.

Jordan, Ashkanasy, Hartel, and Hooper (2002) sought

to address these concerns by developing a work group EI

scale. In brief, they argued that adequate measures of the

concept of EI are lacking, and that one reason why they are

inadequate is that existing measures of EI do not account

for situational influences on the expression of EI. Using

Salovey and Mayer’s (1990) conception of EI as an ability,

which consists of three dimensions, Jordan et al. (2002)

developed an EI measure, the Workgroup Emotional

Intelligence Profile (WEIP) specifically for teamwork.

Though they aimed to develop a measure of EI to capture

the three-dimension structure proposed by Salovey and

Mayer (1990), the results of their exploratory factor

analysis indicated that the items constituted two broad

sub-scales. Because the two sub-scales correlated highly

with the overall scale, Jordan et al. concluded that the scale

can be used as a unidimensional measure of EI in

workgroups.

The WEIP was shown by Jordan et al. (2002) to have

convergent validity with established scales that are related

to EI, such as empathetic concern, emotional control, and

sensitivity to others. Moreover, the authors found that the
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average team EI, based on self-report data, correlated

significantly with performance, operationalized as goal

focus and process effectiveness.

Despite current criticisms of EI as a construct, there is

growing agreement that EI is a real quality of a person,

distinct from existing personality and ability factors

(Roberts, Zeidner, & Mathews, 2001). Moreover, Math-

ews, Roberts, and Zeidner (2003) concluded that even if

there is no general factor of EI, it remains a useful broad

umbrella term for the field of inquiry. Jordan et al. (2003)

also argued that EI is a legitimate construct that has a place

in organizational research. This is because further investi-

gation of EI may uncover a deeper understanding of the

role of intelligence in organizational functioning and may

parsimoniously explain and credibly resolve real organiza-

tional problems. In response to the criticism that EI is a

vague construct with weak measuring instruments (Becker,

2003), Daus and Ashkanasy (2003) advocated measures of

EI that are firmly derived from an ability model of EI, such

as the WEIP (Jordan et al., 2002; 2003).

In summary, empirical research shows that the SI has

criterion-related validity. Research is now needed on the

construct validity of this interview technique. One stream

of research suggests that the SI is measuring cognitive

ability; a second stream suggests that EI is the construct

that is being assessed. The answer may be dependent upon

the criterion that is being predicted.

The hypotheses tested in the present study were that (a)

cognitive ability mediates the predictive validity of the SI

with the course grade of managers and professionals in an

executive MBA program; EI mediates prediction of their

teamplaying behavior. The first hypothesis was based on

the arguments of Schmidt and his colleagues; the second

was based on the arguments ofMayer and his colleagues as

well as the findings of Jordan et al. (2002). The significance

of these hypotheses for practitioners is noteworthy. If a

standard measure of cognitive ability explains the validity

of the SI, the SI may not be needed. Measures of EI are only

now appearing in the literature. The SI may be a useful

method for assessing this construct.

Method

Sample

Seventy-five managers and professionals enrolled in the

executive MBA program in a university inWestern Canada

participated in this study. Their job positions included

Vice-President of Marketing, Assistant Deputy Minister in

government, Retail Services Coordinator, Clinical Dieti-

tian, Pharmacist, Project Engineer, andManager of Human

Resources. Their mean age was 33.80 years (SD56.69);

their mean years of work experience was 11.76

(SD5 7.31). Thirty-one (41.3%) were women. Each

manager/professional belonged to one of 17 study groups,

to which they were assigned by theMBA program director.

Procedure

A master’s degree candidate in psychology, who was blind

to the hypotheses of the study, administered and collected

all the measures. This research assistant also organized the

schedule for interviewing participants in the study, and was

responsible for all electronic mail, telephone, and personal

communications with participants in the study. This

procedure was followed to preserve the confidentiality of

the responses of the participants in the study from the

course instructors. Moreover, it eliminated any influence of

participant responses to the measures used in this study on

the instructors’ assessments of the participants’ knowledge

of course material.

Measures

In the first week of class, theWonderlic Personnel Testwas

used to assess the managers’ cognitive ability. This is a

12minute speed test that requires respondents to answer a

maximum of 50 questions that assess mental abilities

needed for effective performance in an increasingly

cognitively complex world (Catano, Cronshaw, Wiesner,

Hackett, & Methot, 2001). The test–retest reliability

coefficients typically range from .82 to .94 (Wonderlic

Personnel Test & Scholastic Level Exam: User’s Manual,

2000); internal consistency estimates range from .88 to .94

(McKelvie, 1989). The internal consistency in the current

study was .80.

Six SI questions were developed from a job analysis

of teamwork behavior in the MBA program (Sue-Chan

& Latham, 2004). A pilot study was conducted to

eliminate questions for which there was little or no

variability in responses. An example of an SI question is

as follows:

You have been assigned to a group to complete an
assignment. You feel that one of your group members is
not doing any work at all, while others spend too much
time gossiping. Overall, you feel that you are carrying all
the weight for the group, and that no one else in the group
cares very much about the project. Your professor has
emphasized to you that the group must solve its own
problems. What would you do?

A scoring guide for the SI that included behavioral

benchmarks that illustrated a 5 (excellent), a 3 (average),

and a 1 (poor) answer for each question was as follows:

(5) Discuss my concerns with the group. Work with the
group to acknowledge and identify the problem. Devise a
solution to the problem agreeable to the whole group.

(3) Get the group to acknowledge there is a problem and
vote on the solution; OR, I would confront each member
individually.

(1) Do nothing; or, go to the professor with my
complaints.
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Four two-person panels, blind to the hypotheses of the

study, conducted the SI during the first week in the course.

Each interviewee was interviewed by one of these pairs

of interviewers. The interviewers were trained by the first

author to administer and score the SI. One interviewer read

the questions and both interviewers recorded each parti-

cipant’s responses. The interviewees were not shown the

scoring guide. In order to maintain the high structure of the

SI, there was no probing of applicants regarding their

responses.

Each pair of interviewers rated each answer indepen-

dently immediately after the interview was completed.

A single score for each SI answer was reached by averag-

ing the rating of each interview pair. The interrater

reliabilities for each of the four interviewer pairs ranged

from .79 to .86. The mean interrater reliability for the SI

was .83.

Teamwork on multiple assignments was required in the

MBA program. Thus, EI was assessed using version 5 of the

peer WEIP. This test, as noted earlier, was developed

specifically for people who work in teams (Jordan et al.,

2002).

In the last class of the 6-week course, just prior to the

assessment of teamplaying, and before receiving their final

course grade, the managers/professionals evaluated each of

their work group members on each of the 26 items in the

WEIP (e.g., this person seldom mentions that she/he has an

initial feeling that something is right or wrong when

working with our group; this person is able to describe

accurately the way others are feeling). Because EI has

enduring trait-like qualities (Law et al., 2002), its

measurement at the end of the course rather than at the

beginning should not affect the statistical significance of its

relationship to other variables. Moreover, assessing EI at

the end of the course is consistent with the methodology

used by Jordan et al. (2002).

Each item on the scale was rated on a seven-point Likert

type scale. Interrater reliabilities could not be calculated

since different peers provided evaluations of their team-

mates in each of the 17 groups. The groups ranged in size

from three to five individuals. Cronbach’s a coefficient for

the mean peer ratings of each individual on the 26 EI items

was .93.

Confidential peer assessments of each person’s team-

work behavior, as measured by behavioral observation

scales (BOSs), were also completed at the end of the

semester, prior to receiving the course grade. Each of the 10

teamwork behaviors on the BOS (e.g., Keeps group

members accurately informed of progress on project) was

assessed using a five-point Likert type scale. Similar to the

measure of EI, the mean peer ratings, consisting of three to

five evaluations for each team member, were also used in

the data analysis. Cronbach’s a coefficient for the mean

peer evaluations of teamwork behavior was .91.

The course grade for each individual was the composite

score of individual and group project work. The course

required the managers/professionals to complete group

projects that accounted for up to 40% of their final grade.

Results

The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations

among the variables are shown in Table 1. The predictive

validity coefficients of the SI with teamplaying and course

grade were significant. The correlation between the SI and

EI were also significant. The correlation between cognitive

ability and the SI, assessed at the beginning of the study,

was not significant.

Cognitive ability correlated significantly with the

person’s age and work experience. EI, however, was not

correlated with either age or the sex of the individual. Age

and work experience were also highly correlated. The

predictive validity coefficient of cognitive ability with

course grade was significant. The correlation between

cognitive ability and EI was relatively low. Unlike the SI,

cognitive ability did not predict teamplaying behavior.

Table 1. Study 1: Correlations among study variables

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Age 33.80 6.69 –
2. Sex .59 .50 � .07 –
3. Work experience 11.76 7.31 .87*** � .03 –
4. Cognitive Ability 32.95 6.00 .23* .05 .35** .80
5. SI 3.19 .75 .13 � .19 .08 .20 .83
6. EI 4.86 .49 � .10 � .09 � .01 .23* .31** .93
7. Teamplaying 3.26 .39 .07 .04 .13 .05 .32** .66*** .91
8. Course grade 79.62 4.54 .20 � .15 .22 .29* .26* .51*** .51*** –

Notes: Sex is coded 0, female; 1, male. Emotional intelligence (EI) is the mean peer assessment. SI, situational
interview. Cronbach’s a coefficients are listed on the diagonal except for SI. The mean interrater reliabilities for the
interviewer pairs are listed for the SI. Two-tailed t-test.
*po.05,**po.01,***po.001, 65 � n � 75.
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There was no significant difference between EI scores

of males vs. females. EI and teamplaying were highly

correlated. Although the correlation of these two variables

is high, they are associated at lower levels than their

respective scale reliabilities. This suggests that empirically

distinct, yet related constructs were being assessed (Camp-

bell & Fiske, 1959). Further evidence of the construct

distinctiveness of EI, and teamplaying, as well as the SI and

cognitive ability was provided by two exploratory factor

analyses.

The first factor analysis was a principal axis factor

analysis with varimax rotation of all the predictor variables

measured in this study, and the second was an analysis of

only the 26 EI items. The first analysis produced a one-

factor solution for the SI questions. The factor structure for

the EI items, however, was less clear. Nevertheless, Table 2

shows that the content of the SI, EI, and cognitive ability

measures were different. Table 3 shows the results of the

second factor analysis of only the EI items. It yielded a

seven-factor solution, similar to Jordan et al. (2002).

Table 2. Factor analysis of predictor variables

Factors

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 Factor 9

SI1 .61
SI2 .44
SI3 .64
SI4 .47 .47
SI5 .55
SI6 .43
Cognitive ability .49
EI1 .44 .61
EI2 .62
EI3 .78
EI4 .54 .42
EI5 .71
EI6 .50 .73
EI7 .54 .45
EI8 .40
EI9 .59 .53
EI10 .58
EI11 .40
EI12 .72
EI13 .44 .49
EI14 .57 � .46
EI15 .55
EI16 .69
EI17 .74
EI18 .69 .43
EI19 .43 .49
EI20 .78 .43
EI21 .85
EI22 .50 .58
EI23 .68
EI24 .54 .54
EI25 .74
EI26 .79

Variance (%) 33 8 7 5 5 4 4 3 3

Notes: Loadings above .40 are listed. Findings are based on principal axis factor analysis of items, followed by varimax
rotation, n573. Cognitive ability is a single-item measure based on total score on the Wonderlic Personnel Test.
SI, situational interview; EI, emotional intelligence.
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The distinctiveness of the constructs examined in this

research were also indicated by the significant difference

in the correlations between cognitive ability and the SI with

EI (r5.23, .31, respectively) (DR25 .06, F(1, 70)5 6.02,

po.05). The difference in themagnitude of the correlations

between the SI and cognitive ability with course grade

(r5.26, .29, respectively) (DR25 .05, F(1, 72)5 4.87,

po.05) was also significant. Thus, the SI had incremental

validity beyond cognitive ability in predicting EI, while

cognitive ability had incremental validity beyond the SI in

predicting course grade.

To determine whether EI was a mediator of teamwork

behavior predicted by the SI, Baron and Kenny’s (1986)

four-step hierarchical regression analysis procedure was

used. The regression analyses demonstrated that the SI

explained a significant amount of variance in teamwork

behavior (adj-R25 .09, F for adj-R25 8.32, B5 .32,

t5 2.88, po.01) and in EI (adj-R25 .08, F for adj-

R25 7.56, B5 .31, t5 2.75, po.01). Hence, the first and

second conditions for mediation were supported. For the

third requirement for mediation to exist, EI must be related

to teamwork behavior, where the criterion variable is

regressed on both the predictor variable and the mediator.

This condition was satisfied. SI became non-significant

(B5 .17, NS) after EI (R2 change5 .33, F for R2

change5 42.27, B5 .61, po.0001) was entered into the

equation.

For perfect mediation to exist, the predictor variable, SI,

should have no effect when the mediator, EI, is controlled.

The results showed that when EI was controlled before

entering SI into the regression equation, the effect of EI

was significant (B5 .61, po.0001), but SI was not (R2

change5 .03, F for R2 change5 3.31, B5 .17, NS). These

results reveal complete mediation for teamplaying beha-

vior.

The analyses were repeated with regard to cognitive

ability. Regression analysis indicated that cognitive ability

explained a significant portion of the variance in course

Table 3. Factor analysis of emotional intelligence items

Factors

EI items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7

EI1 .51 .56
EI2 .67
EI3 .75
EI4 .74
EI5 .58 .40
EI6 .77
EI7 .53
EI8 .45
EI9 .48
EI10 .56
EI11 .49 .49
EI12 .50 .49
EI13 .51
EI14 .74
EI15 .57
EI16 .48
EI17 .51 .53
EI18 .55
EI19 .48
EI20 .45 .42 .68
EI21 .77
EI22 .66 .42
EI23 .46 .44
EI24 .72
EI25 .44
EI26 .76

Variance (%) 40 10 6 5 5 4 4

Notes: Loadings above .40 are listed. Findings are based on principal axis factor analysis of items, followed by varimax
rotation, n573. EI, emotional intelligence.
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grade (adj-R25 .07, F for adj-R25 6.64, B5 .29, t5 2.58,

po.05). Consistent with the correlation coefficients,

however, the regression analyses demonstrated that SI did

not explain a significant amount of variance in cognitive

ability. Thus, the second condition for mediation was not

supported. Cognitive ability did not mediate SI and course

grade.

Discussion

The theoretical and practical significance of this study is

threefold. First, the study provides additional evidence that

the SI is not a correlate of cognitive ability. Similar findings

have been obtained by Delery, Wright, McArthur, and

Anderson (1994) and Conway and Peneno (1999).

Both the SI and cognitive ability predicted academic

performance. The difference between the two validity co-

efficients was significant. To the extent that a ready-made

pencil and paper test of intelligence is more practical

(Thorndike, 1949) to administer to a large number of

people than an SI, a cognitive ability test would appear to

be the measurement of choice for practitioners followed by

the SI.

Second, only the SI predicted teamplaying behavior. This

finding is consistent with the conclusion by Huffcutt and

Arthur (1994) that structured interviews appear to be well

suited for predicting interpersonal skills.

Third, an underlying construct assessed by the SI

appears to be EI (Mayer & Salovey, 1997). EI not only

correlated with the SI, it completely mediated the relation-

ship between the SI and teamplaying behavior.

A possible limitation to the latter conclusion is that the

same peers assessed EI and teamwork behavior at the

same time. The rival hypothesis that common method

variance explains the finding that EI is a mediator of the SI

was rejected because the correlation between EI and

teamwork behavior suggests that they are empirically

distinct, yet conceptually related constructs (Campbell &

Fiske, 1959). Spector and Brannick (1995) argued that

variance in every measured variable can be decomposed

into variance because of the trait, the method of measure-

ment, and random error. The current results are consistent

with those found by Jordan et al. (2002). The observed

correlation between EI and teamwork behavior is likely

because of trait variance which is shared by both EI and

teamwork behavior since previous research has found that

method variance does not appear to constitute a large

component of the variance in measures (Spector, 1987,

1994; Spector, Dwyer, & Jex, 1988) or is less common

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1990) than claimed by others (Williams,

Cote, & Buckely, 1989).

EI and cognitive ability measures correlated signifi-

cantly. Moreover, the criterion-related validities of the

measure of cognitive ability (predictive) and EI (concur-

rent) with course grade were significant. The practical

significance for treating the two measures separately is that

the difference between the two validities (r5.29 for cog-

nitive ability; r5.51 for EI) was significant (DR25 .20,

F(1, 70)5 20.47, po.0001). This finding supports Mayer

and his colleagues’ (Mayer et al., 1999; Mayer, 2001)

contention that EI ismoderately related to cognitive ability;

yet, it has unique variance.

Of importance to psychometricians are the results of the

factor analysis. The 26-item EI scale had very high internal

consistency. This supports Jordan et al.’s (2002) claim that

the WEIP can be used as an overall, one-dimensional

indicator of EI in team settings. Despite the small sample

size of the current study, relative to the Jordan et al. study,

the current finding of seven factors underlying the WEIP

provides additional confidence about the psychometric

quality of this scale for measuring EI in a team.

Of importance for practitioners regarding the interview

is that the present study calls into question the assertion

by Huffcutt et al. (2001) that the predictive validity of the

SI is restricted primarily to lower-level jobs. Their findings

were based on a study of military students and managers.

The present study involved managers and professionals,

and the criteria included teamplaying and grade point

average. Teamplaying has been shown to be a complex

task (Wood, 1986). Few people are likely to argue that

academic performance in an MBA program is similar in

complexity to a low-level job. The criterion-related validity

of the SI for higher-level jobs has also been reported by

Latham and Skarlicki (1995) with regard to the organiza-

tional citizenship behavior of university faculty, per-

formance appraisals of international sales managers

(Kleinmann and Deller, 1993), and the innovation, leader-

ship, and cooperation of industrial researchers and

engineers (Schuler, Funke, Moser, & Donat, 1995; Moser

& Schuler, 2001).

Of theoretical and practical significance is the finding in

the present study that EI was predicted by the SI. Research

is now needed on the extent to which the SI should be used

as an assessment of EI, or whether other measures of EI are

more appropriate. In a series of studies, Blackman and

Funder (Blackman, 2002a, b; Blackman & Funder, 1998,

2002) have found that contrary to the overwhelming

evidence regarding the validity of structured relative to

unstructured interviews for predicting job performance,

the reverse is true for assessments of personality. Those

interviewers who conducted unstructured interviews were

significantly more accurate in assessing a job candidate’s

personality than those who conducted structured inter-

views. Future studies are needed to compare the relative

predictive validities of the SI with unstructured interviews

in assessing personality variables as well as EI. An

argument might be made that the validity of an unstruc-

tured interview for predicting EI will be higher than that of

the SI. This is because the interviewer might be able to take

into account nonverbal behavior that is precluded with use

of the highly structured SI.
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EI should also be examined in relation to personality

measures such as a subset of the Big Five. The incremental

validity of EI compared with personality measures that

predict interpersonal criteria such as teamwork remains

unknown.

That EI is a worthy subject of inquiry is suggested in the

present study by its correlation with a traditional measure

of cognitive ability, academic performance, and teamplay-

ing on the part of managers. These findings have practical

implications for employee selection and assessment. Mayer

and his colleagues (e.g., Mayer et al., 1999; Salovey &

Mayer, 1990) have long argued that EI is a distinct

construct that is a useful predictor of important outcomes.

The current results suggest that EI should be assessed when

considering candidates for positions requiring teamwork.
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