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Abstract

The present study investigated the relationship between the Emotional Intelligence of
student affairs practitioners and their professional competency. 248 academic support
professionals completed the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQi 2.0) to measure their emotional
intelligence. Using the competencies identified by the 2015 joint publication on student affairs
competencies by the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) and the National
Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA), participants provided a self-rating of
their attainment of the ten professional competencies. Demographic data, years of experience in
the field, educational background, and professional development opportunities were also
measured. A hierarchical multiple regression was run for each of the professional competencies
to create a predictive model. Emotional intelligence was found to be a significant predictor for
eight of the ten professional competencies. While years of experience was significant for nearly
all competencies, educational background was only a significant predictor for four competencies
and professional development was not a significant predictor in any model. Notably, the Social
Justice and Inclusion competency was the only predictor where years of experience was not
significant nor were the other covariates. The only significant predictor of Social Justice and
Inclusion competency attainment was the interpersonal emotional intelligence realm including
empathy and social responsibility. This study provides implications for graduate preparation
programs, professional development opportunities, professional associations, supervisors and
university leaders, and human resources.

Keywords: Emotional Intelligence, Student Affairs, Professional Competency



Chapter One

Introduction

With a sharper focus on student retention rates and the call for colleges and universities to
deliver a return on education, campuses have spent considerable effort designing customized
supports to ensure students complete their programs of study. Scholars agree that high school
academic performance alone is not enough to predict student success and persistence in college.
(Astin, 1993; Berger & Milem, 1999; Johnson, 1997; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Murtaugh, Burns,
& Schuster, 1999; Pascarella & Chapman 1983; Randsell, 2001; Tinto, 1975). More than half of
the variance in institutional retention rates can be attributed directly to differences in the students
who initially enroll, rather than because of any differential institutional intervention or effort
(Astin, 1993). However, scholars have been critical of attributing student attrition to the
shortcomings of student cognitive abilities, as it ignores the impact of social context and
institutional practices and supports (Berger et al., 2021; Habley et al., 2012; Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005; Tinto, 1995; 2006). Even when these environmental factors are included,
student retention models have limited predictive accuracy and often are not generalizable
(Aljohani, 2016; Berger et al., 2012; Boston & Ice, 2011; Caisson, 2007; Jeffreys, 2012;
Longwell-Grice & Longwell-Grice, 2007).

Based on the limited ability of these commonly used predictors to account for differences
in college student retention, scholars are looking toward other, non-cognitive variables like self-
esteem, grit, and mindset to complete the picture of what factors influence student persistence
(Akos & Kretchmar, 2017; DeWitz, Woolsey, & Walsh, 2009; Duckworth, 2016; Dweck, 2007;
Friedlander, Reid, Shupak & Cribbie, 2007; Han, Farrugia, & Moss, 2017; Krumrei-Mancuso,
Newton, Kim, & Wilcox, 2013). In the search for non-cognitive factors, emotional intelligence

has emerged in the literature as a key factor of college and career success (Jaeger & Eagan, 2007,
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Laciano & Curci, 2014; Parker, Creque, Barnhart, Harris, Majeski, Wood, Bond, & Hogan,
2004; Parker, Duffy, Wood, Bond, & Hogan, 2005; Parker, Hogan, Eastabrook, Oke, & Wood,
2006). Emotional intelligence is defined as “A set of emotional and social skills that influence
the way we perceive and express ourselves, develop and maintain social relationships, cope with
challenges, and use emotional information in an effective and meaningful way” (Stein, Book, &
Kanoy, 2013, p. 4). Emotional intelligence skills enable college students to engage in the self-
regulation and time management that collegiate academics require, minimize risk taking
behaviors, manage stress, and navigate social dynamics with peers and faculty. Most universities
do not include explicit teaching of emotional intelligence skills in their formal curriculum but
instead rely on indirect modeling from faculty, staff, and peer leaders to improve students’ skills
(Brackett & Elbertson, 2006; Curci et al., 2014; Durlak, Dymnicki, Taylor, Weissberg, &
Schellinger, 2011). This modeling occurs in and out of the classroom as students watch faculty,
staff, and more experienced students negotiate conflict, communicate expectations and
boundaries, give and receive criticism, form connections, and tolerate stress.

Emotional intelligence is fluid and individuals can work to improve their level of
emotional intelligence (Goleman, 2011; Multihealth Systems Assessments, 2011; Stein, Book, &
Kanoy, 2014). The neurologic connection between the rational and emotional brain is the
physical source of emotional intelligence. Effective communication between the limbic system,
where emotions are generated, and the cerebral cortex, where rational thinking originates, must
be effectively regulated by the prefrontal cortex executive functioning (Goleman, 2011; Goleman
& Seigel, 2016; Richardson & Begley, 2012; Siegel, 1999). The brain grows to its mature size
during the teen years but the prefrontal cortex, one of the last parts of the brain to mature, is not

fully developed until age 25 (Ariam et al., 2013). During this time of development, the



neurocircuitry of the brain strengthens and allows for enhanced problem-solving skills,
multitasking, and processing complex emotions (Dahl, 2003). Many parts of the brain, including
this connection between the emotional and rational brains, retain neuroplasticity, or the ability to
regenerate or grow neural pathways, throughout adulthood (Fuchs & Fligge, 2014; Goleman &
Seigel, 2016). As a result, improving emotional intelligence is a biological process that occurs as
the brain changes through practicing emotional regulation strategies and changing habits
(Goleman, 2011; Siegel, 1999; Stein, Book, & Kanoy, 2014). While research is clear, emotional
intelligence can be improved, limited research has been conducted about exactly how students
learn these skills in a higher education context.
Research Problem

Emotional intelligence has been linked to success in college students regardless of their
personal characteristic or educational contexts (Bastian et al., 2005; Joseph & Newman, 2010;
Lopes, Mestre, Guil, Kremenitzer & Salovey, 2012; Luciano & Curci, 2014). With a clear link
between student success and emotional intelligence established, scholars are beginning to
explore how emotional intelligence can be fostered in high school and the first year of college so
that institutions can bolster student achievement and persistence by helping students develop
emotional intelligence skills. Interdisciplinary teamwork has been found to improve students’
level of emotional intelligence without impeding the attainment of their academic goals (Peregal-
Felices, Marcos-Jorquera, Gilar-Corbi, & Jimeno-Morenilla, 2017). Research also indicates that
faculty play a significant role in modeling emotional intelligence for students and that students
show higher levels of emotional intelligence when they interact with faculty mentors who
possess high levels of emotional intelligence (Brackett & Elbertson, 2006; Lillis, 2011-2012).

While there is some attention to explicit teaching emotional literacy through social emotional



learning in primary and secondary education, most of higher education relies on indirect
modeling over explicit teaching of emotional intelligence as part of the formal curriculum
(Bailey et al., 2011; Durlak et al., 2011; Jones & Bouffard, 2012). As a result, university faculty
play a significant role in modeling emotional intelligence for students and students show higher
levels of emotional intelligence when they interact with faculty mentors who possess high levels
of emotional intelligence (Brackett & Elbertson, 2006; Curci et al., 2014; Lillis, 2011-2012).
Outside of the classroom, student affairs staff have the greatest professional interaction
and influence on students (Eaton, 2016; Gansemer-Topf & Ryder, 2017; Reynolds, 2013). Out-
of-class engagement, especially activities developed and supervised by student affairs
professionals (e.g. living on campus, service learning, leadership development), have a positive
relationships with cognitive outcomes, student learning and development (Kuh, 1995; Martin &
Seifert, 2011; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). While student involvement in activities
traditionally staffed by student affairs staff have a strong relationship with student success, the
research is sparse on studies that explain the direct impact of student affairs professionals on
student outcomes (Love, 1995; Martin & Seifert, 2011; Martin et al., 2020). In other words, high
impact practices clearly have an impact on student success, but little is known about how
interacting with the student affairs professionals who coordinate these activities can influence
student outcomes. However, even with little known about the ways staff impact students,
emerging studies are showing that interaction with student affairs staff has a positive impact on
student attitudes and behaviors ultimately suggesting that they could serve as models for
students’ emotional learning (Hatch & Garcia, 2017; Martin et al., 2020; Mu & Fosnacht, 2019).
Student affairs professionals, by virtue of their roles and responsibilities, must have a

diverse knowledge and skill base including understanding of student development, social justice,



leadership, legal risk assessment, and building rapport (Bell, 2013; Herdlein, 2004; Herdlein et
al., 2013; Lovell & Kosten, 2000). Student affairs staff serve as helping professionals on college
campuses, providing direct assistance to meet the needs of students, faculty, and staff (Burke et
al., 2016). Student affairs work requires strong interpersonal skills both to form connections with
the students they serve and to form collaborations with academic partners, who often rely on
student affairs staff to initiate and maintain partnerships (Arceleus, 2008; Cho & Sriram, 2016;
Kezar & Lester, 2009). While a there is a body of literature that consistently identifies advising
and helping skills, student development theory, multicultural competence, professional ethics,
and communication as the core knowledge for student affairs practitioners, this study seeks to
further expand on that research and identify how emotional intelligence may serve as a
foundation for this requisite skill base (Cuyjet et al., 2009; Dickerson et al; 2011, Gansemer-
Topf & Ryder, 2017; Hoffman & Brescaini, 2012). Given the frequency of meaningful contact
between students and student affairs professionals and the way these interactions seem to
influence student attitudes and behaviors, it is clear that student affairs practitioners also play an
important role in the modeling of emotional intelligence skills for students (Eaton, 2016;
Gansemer-Topf & Ryder, 2017; Hatch & Garcia, 2017; Martin et al., 2020; Mu & Fosnacht,
2019; Reynolds, 2013)
Statement of Purpose

Using a sample of academic support student affairs practitioners from across the United
States, this study explored the relationship between the emotional intelligence skills of student
affairs professionals and their professional competencies. Professional competency was
measured through a self-rating of an individual’s attainment of the ten competencies for student

affairs professionals outlined in the 2015 ACPA/NASPA document created by the Joint Task



Force on Professional Competencies and Standards (ACPA/NASPA, 2015). This study
reviewed other variables that may also explain the attainment of professional competencies
including the education, professional development, and years of experience of the participants.
Prior research has shown these variables to have some influence on the attainment of some of the
student affairs competencies (Grabsch et al., 2019; Muller et al., 2018). The present study
limited participants to those employed in one of the academic support functional areas of student
affairs as defined by ACPA and NASPA (2010; 2015) including: academic advising, disability
support services, first-year experience and orientation, or learning assistance/academic support
services. The decision to exclude other functional areas in student affairs was a methodological
choice to avoid risking emotional intelligence or professional competence factoring by functional
area given the sample size. Determining how emotional intelligence of student affairs
practitioners predicts or moderates their attainment of the competencies can create opportunities
to include emotional intelligence training and coaching in the formal curriculum of higher
education master’s preparation programs and the ongoing professional development that student
affairs practitioners receive, ultimately unlocking the key emotional work required for a student
affairs professional to be excellent in the field. This study examined the following research
questions: (1) What is the relationship between the various emotional intelligence skills of
academic support student affairs professionals and their professional competency in the field?
(2) Do the emotional intelligence skills of academic support student affairs professionals predict
or moderate their professional competency, beyond the influence of their years of experience,
education, and professional development?

Study Implications



The research questions of this study aim to shed more light on student affairs staff and
how their emotional intelligence impacts their competence as professionals. Higher education
staff are an under researched population and while there is a growing body of literature about
student affairs professionals’ education, preparation, and training, there is much more to be
explored about what makes a student affairs professional effective in their work. Establishing a
connection between emotional intelligence and professional competence may help student affairs
graduate training programs redesign their approach to preparation in the field, particularly for
how practicum, internship, and other hands-on field experiences are administered. Further, for
professionals currently working in the field, understanding this connection to emotional
intelligence may assist them in gaining increased competency in areas that they have previously
worked on with limited success.

The work of social justice and inclusion has been an important part of student affairs
from the early days and is particularly timely in the present moment. In 2017 ACPA announced
their Strategic Imperative for Racial Justice and Decolonization committing to devote resources
and time to addressing racial justice in higher education through research, scholarship, and tools
to support personal and professional growth (ACPA, 2017). During the summer of 2020 after the
unjust killing of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, and too many other unarmed Black men and
women, the United States entered a period of mourning and racial reckoning with protests in
support of racial justice occurring in all 50 states. As student affairs professionals navigate the
complexities of these difficult moments during a global pandemic exacerbated by long standing
health disparities and systemic inequities, many campuses are turning to anti-bias and anti-
racism training to support faculty, staff, and administrators to confront their own bias and

evaluate the policies and practices of their campuses. Offering training campus wide is a



meaningful step and may help to dismantle the systems of oppression that keep marginalized
employees from accessing leadership positions or marginalized students from successfully
navigating their academic progression (Kirkinis, 2016; Stark, 2018). While anti-racism and anti-
bias training can be potentially helpful tools for increasing the inclusivity of an institution, the
training is ineffective if the participants lack the emotional intelligence to engage effectively in
such training (Evans, 2020; Kirkinis, 2016; Spanierman & Cabrera, 2014). | would argue that
such training, without the groundwork of emotional intelligence, risks serious harm if student
affairs professionals and senior administrators lack the basic self-awareness, empathy, and
emotional expression these difficult conversations require. Further, strong emotional intelligence
among educators has been linked to positive attitudes about multicultural education and stronger
multicultural communication competence. (Arslan & Yigit, 2016; Washington et al., 2013).
Definition of Terms
ACPA- American College Personnel Association; a not-for-profit organization that leads the
student affairs profession and higher education community in providing outreach, advocacy,
research, and professional development to create equitable and inclusive learning environments
that foster college student learning.
Emotional Intelligence- “A set of emotional and social skills that influence the way we perceive
and express ourselves, develop and maintain interpersonal relationships, cope with challenges,
and use emotional information in an effective and meaningful way” (Stein et al., 2013, p. 4)
Functional Area- The various functions that can be housed in a student affairs department
depending on the unique needs of the campus. NASPA has identified 39 functional areas that are
commonly housed in a student affairs division: Academic Advising, Admissions, Alumni

Programs, Campus Activities, Campus Safety, Career Services, Civic Learning and Democratic



Engagement, Clinical Health Programs, College Union, Community Service/Service Learning,
Commuter Services, Counseling Services, Disability Support Services, Enrollment Management,
Financial Aid, GLBT Student Services, Graduate and Professional Student Services, Greek
Affairs, Intercollegiate Athletics, International Student Services, Learning Assistance/Academic
Support Services, Multicultural Services, Nontraditional Student Services, On-campus Dining,
On- Campus Housing, Orientation, Recreational Sports, Registrar, Spiritual Life/Campus
Ministry, Student Affairs Assessment, Student Affairs Fundraising and Development, Student
Affairs Research, Student Conduct (Academic Integrity), Student Conduct (Behavioral Case
Management), Student Media, TRIO Programs, Veterans Services, Wellness Programs, and
Women’s Centers.

Professional Competency- the 10 skill areas identified by ACPA and NASPA required for a
student affairs professional to be successful in the higher education field, regardless of functional
area. These skills include Personal and Ethical Foundations; Values, Philosophy, and History;
Assessment, Evaluation, and Research; Law, Policy, and Governance; Organizational and
Human Resources; Leadership; Social Justice and Inclusion; Student Learning and Development;
Technology; and Advising and Supporting.

NASPA- National Association of Student Personnel Administrators; a not-for-profit organization
that drives professional innovation and evidenced-based, student-centered practice throughout
higher education.

Student Affairs Professional- An individual who works as a full-time employee for a college or

university in one of the 39 functional areas defined by NASPA



Chapter Two
Literature Review and Theoretical Framework
Chapter two will provide an overview of the foundations of emotional intelligence in
evolutionary psychology, testing and measurement, and developmental psychology. The
definitions of emotional intelligence are explored at length through an examination of the
competition between ability and mixed theoretical models of emotional intelligence. This study
used the Bar-On Model as a theoretical framework for understanding emotional intelligence as it
examines how emotional intelligence relates to the professional competency of student affairs
professionals. The Bar-On model and the published measure, the EQI, are reviewed in detail and
critiques of the model are discussed. Once the theoretical model is defined, a review of literature
of emotional intelligence and student success is presented. The history and purpose of student
affairs is explored and the professionalization of the field, most recently through the competency
movement, is presented. Literature on the competency and training of student affairs
professionals is reviewed and the chapter concludes with a rationale for why the Bar-On Model
of emotional intelligence is connected to the research problem.
Emotional Intelligence
The study of emotional intelligence originates in the foundations of evolution and
intelligence testing and measurement (Bar-On, 1997, 2006; Goleman, 1995, 1998; Salovey &
Mayer, 1990). Darwin established the importance of emotional expression for survival and
adaptation suggesting that gut reactions- those raw emotional states that often elicit automatic
physical responses- played a key role in our ability to adapt and survive (Darwin, 1872/1965).
Thorndike (1920) built upon this research to describe what he called ‘social intelligence” and

emphasized how it impacted human performance. Thorndike’s (1920) work challenged the
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common conceptualization of intelligence at the time, indicating that in isolation intelligence
failed to consistently predict job performance. To explain this phenomenon, Thorndike (1920)
theorized that there were a number of different intelligences, including abstract intelligence (the
ability to understand and express verbal and mathematical concepts), mechanical intelligence
(the ability to apply spatial placement and movement), and social intelligence (the ability to
understand and identify with the feelings of others).

A movement of research focused on describing, defining, and assessing socially
competent behavior emerged from Thorndike’s work (Chapin, 1942; Doll, 1935; Moss & Hunt,
1927; Moss et al., 1927). Wechsler (1940; 1943), a pioneer of cognitive testing and
measurement, famously included Comprehension and Picture Arrangement in his 1Q test that is
still widely used today because of the influence of this scholarship. Although Wechsler spent
much of his career developing cognitive assessments, he believed that theoretical models of 1Q
would never be complete until they could account for what he called “non-intellective” factors
(Wechsler, 1943). Decades later Gardner (1983, 1993) expanded on Thorndike’s theory posing
seven forms of intelligence instead of three: mathematical-logical intelligence, verbal
intelligence, kinesthetic intelligence, spatial intelligence, musical intelligence, intrapersonal
intelligence, and interpersonal intelligence. Of relevance to the emergence of theories of
emotional intelligence was Gardner’s splitting of Thorndike’s social intelligence into two
branches, intrapersonal and interpersonal. Intrapersonal intelligence is defined by Gardner (1983,
1993) as the ability to self-reflect to have an accurate self-image, while interpersonal intelligence
focuses on the ability to identify with the feelings of others. Gardner’s work largely focused on
the implications for student learning and classroom instruction for children, but these ideas lay

the groundwork for future theories of emotional intelligence.
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Early Definitions of Emotional Intelligence

While the study of emotion and cognition dates back to the late 1800s, it is only within
the last several decades that research about emotional influences on learning and personal
development has been integrated with the research on more traditional cognitive success
predictors (Kaufman, 1993; Love & Guthrie, 1999; Love & Love, 1995; Mayer e al., 2000).
Although Goleman is often considered to be the father of emotional intelligence, it was first
defined by Salovey and Mayer (1990) as a “form of social intelligence involving the ability to
monitor one’s own and other’s feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them, and to use
this information to guide one’s feelings and actions” (p.189). Later, Goleman (1995) popularized
the concept of emotional intelligence with the publication of his best-selling book Emotional
Intelligence: Why it can matter more than 1Q, where he describes how to apply Salovey and
Mayer’s research to daily life. After further research, Mayer & Salovey (1997) found this
definition incomplete and expanded the definition to include a connection between feelings and
thoughts. Their revised definition of emotional intelligence is “the ability to perceive accurately,
appraise, and express emotion; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate
thought; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge, and the ability to regulate
emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth” (Mayer & Salovey, 1997, p.10). The
same year as Mayer and Salovey’s revised study was published, Bar-On entered the literature
publishing the first measurement of emotional intelligence. He defines emotional intelligence as
"an array of non-cognitive capabilities, competencies, and skills that influence one's ability to
succeed in coping with environmental demands and pressures™ (Bar-On, 1997, p.14).

Competing Models of Emotional Intelligence
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The literature has narrowed emotional intelligence into two primary threads of research
(Cartwright & Pappas, 2008; Joseph & Newman, 2010; Mayer et al., 2000; Mayer et al., 2016;
Walter et al., 2011). The first category, ability-based models, aligns with Mayer and Salovey’s
(1990) original ideas and focuses on the interplay of intelligence and emotions. The second
category, mixed models, combine the original ability-based construct with other factors
ultimately conceiving emotional intelligence as a complex set of mental abilities, traits and
dispositions (Bar-On, 1997, 2006; Goleman, 1995; Petrides et al., 2007; Spencer & Spencer,
1993).

Ability-Based Models

Ability-based models treat emotional intelligence as an ability, similar to visio-spatial
ability, that can be measured and is generally stable over time (Cartwright & Pappas, 2008;
Mayer & Salovey, 1997, 2006; Zeidner et al., 2004). Ability-based models presume that (a)
individuals possess multiple intelligences beyond 1Q; (b) emotions play a vital role in an
individual’s life; (c) there is significant variation in ability to perceive, understand, use, and
manage emotions among individuals; and (d) this variability impacts how an individual adapts to
their environment (Mayer et al., 2008; Mayer et al., 2016; Mayer et al., 2008; Salovey & Mayer
1990). The model focuses on cognitive processing and the adaptive use of emotions to reason
with information (Salovey, 1997). Research on the ability-based models have found emotional
intelligence to predict career outcomes including leadership behaviors, job performance,
employee stress and well-being (Joseph & Newman, 2010; Samad, 2011; Zeidner et al., 2004).
Mixed Models

Mixed models treat emotional intelligence as a set of multifaceted core competencies that

are fluid and can change significantly over time with effort (Bar-On, 1997, 2006; Goleman,
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1995, 1998; Joseph & Newman, 2010; Roberts et. al, 2010; Walter et al., 2011). Mixed models
shift focus from honing in on only cognitive processing of emotional information to include non-
cognitive skills like empathy and optimism in addition to the cognitive ability to perceive and
understand emotion (Bar-On, 2006). The ultimate goal of mixing the range of factors is to
increase the applicability of emotional intelligence to leadership and career issues (Bar-On, 1997,
2006; Mayer et al., 2000; Mayer et al., 2000). Goleman (1995, 1998) argued that emotional
intelligence is a set of competencies that can be learned and practiced to improve performance,
rather than a fixed ability. He divided emotional intelligence into four domains: self-awareness,
self-management, social-awareness, and relationship management (Goleman, 1995). Bar-On
(1997, 2006) built upon Goleman'’s research adding adaptability and stress management as
constructs in the mix. Goleman (1995, 1998) and Bar-On (1997, 2006) posit that emotional
intelligence -unlike other forms of intelligence like verbal, mathematical-logical, or spatial
intelligences- can be developed within relatively short periods of time in measurable ways and
that emotional intelligence differentiated work performance far more than other intelligences or
skills. Interestingly, Bar-On (2006) rejected the delineation between mixed and ability models
both in theory and psychometric measure. He wrote “all models of human behavior are
influenced at least to some extent by a “‘mixed’ cross-section of bio-psycho-social predictors and
facilitators including biomedical predispositions and conditions, cognitive intelligence,
personality, motivation, and environmental influences” (Bar-On, 2006, p. 11). He went on to say
that the field of psychology has used this mix of factors since the 1970s and even David
Wechsler (1940, 1943) argued that these “mix” of factors impacted measurement of intelligence
through 1Q (Bar-On, 2006).

Competing Scholars
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In the literature there appears to be obvious competition and even tension between the
three primary authors, Salovey, Goleman, and Bar-On. Salovey was a faculty member at Yale
when he and Mayer, of the University of New Hampshire, published their study that first coined
the term emotional intelligence (Salovey & Mayer, 1990). Goleman, also working at Yale,
founded the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) at the Yale
Child Development Center in 1994 then published his best-selling book on the topic in 1995 and
quickly became widely known among both academics and non-academics for his research
(Goleman, n.d.). CASEL moved to the University of Illinois at Chicago in the late 1990s and
Salovey founded the Yale Center for Emotional Intelligence (YCEI) in 2003 (CASEL, n.d.;
YCEI, n.d.). Today the work of CASEL and Y CEI overlaps significantly as they research
emotional intelligence and how we can enhance social and emotional learning for both children
and adults. Bar-On, an Israeli psychologist, published the first measure of emotional intelligence
in 1997, beating Mayer, Salovey and Caruso to publish and sell their measure to a psychometric
firm. From 1995-2006 a flurry of studies were published comparing these models and making
the case for why one model or measure was superior to the others (Bar-On, 1997, 2000, 2001,
2003, 2004, 2006; Bar-On et al., 2003; Boyatzis et al., 2001; Boyatzis & Sala, 2004; Brackett &
Geher, 2006: Brackett & Mayer, 2003; Brackett & Salovey, 2004; Gignac, 2005; Plake &
Impara, 1999; Salovey et al., 1995; Salovey & Mayer, 1990; Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004;
Zeidner et al., 2001). During that period, Bar-On seemed to have more attention internationally
while Salovey and Goleman were more well-known stateside. Bar-On was at times criticized for
not being educated at an Ivy league school or having studies published in international journals
instead of tier one journals in the United States. Goleman was often positioned as an inferior

scholar because he was rarely the first author on a peer reviewed journal but instead published a
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book geared to popular culture instead of more academic writing. These studies ultimately
slowed when Goleman left the academy to pursue other opportunities and when Salovey left
YCEI to make advances in the academic ranks at Yale, first to Dean in 2004, then provost in
2008, and finally to the presidency in 2013 where he still serves today (Goleman, n.d.; Yale,
2020). While the debate over ability and mixed models persists in our discussion of emotional
intelligence, much of the current literature offers support for the validity in both ability and
mixed models and scholars choose the model that seems most appropriate to their research
problem (Boyatzis, 2018; Davis & Humphrey, 2014; Miao et al., 2017; O'Connor et al., 2019).
Bar-On Model of Emotional Intelligence

Bar-On’s work is built on the foundations of evolution and intelligence testing and
measurement (Bar-On, 2006). Darwin established the importance of emotional expression for
survival and adaptation (Darwin, 1872/1965). Thorndike (1920) built upon this to describe social
intelligence and emphasized how it impacts human performance. Wechsler (1940; 1943), a
pioneer of cognitive testing and measurement, observes the impact of non-cognitive and
affective factors on intelligence. The Bar-On (1997, 2006) model ultimately combines the
observations from Darwin to the present to define emotional intelligence as the ability to
effectively understand and express one’s self, understand and relate to others, and cope with
life’s daily demands.

Bar-On (1997, 2006) identifies five realms of emotional intelligence: self-perception,
self-expression, interpersonal, decision making, and stress management. The self-perception
dimension involves the ability to be aware of one's own thoughts and feelings, to understand and
accept one’s own strengths and limitations, and to persistently pursue meaning and purpose. The

self-expression dimension encompasses openly expressing emotions in non-destructive ways and
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freedom from emotional dependence. The interpersonal dimension includes skills of developing
and maintaining connections with others, understanding the feelings of others, and showing
concern for the needs of others. The decision-making realm includes the ability to realistically
assess problems and find solutions when emotions are involved and avoiding rash behaviors.
Finally, the stress management realm focuses on coping with challenges, remaining positive
despite setbacks, and adapting to unpredictable circumstances. Within these five realms are
fifteen emotional intelligence skills: self-regard, self-actualization, emotional self-awareness,
emotional expression, assertiveness, independence, interpersonal relationships, empathy, social
responsibility, problem solving, reality testing, impulse control, flexibility, stress tolerance and
optimism. Each realm and skill is listed with a brief definition in Appendix A (Bar-On, 1997,
2006; Multihealth Systems Assessments, 2011).
Emotional Quotient

Bar-On operationalized his model through developing a measure of emotional
intelligence through what he called the emotional quotient (EQ) (Bar-On, 1988; Stein et al.,
2013). Bar-On believed that EQ could measure emotional and social skills in the same way that
IQ measures cognitive ability. In 1997 Bar-On introduced the Emotional Quotient Inventory
(EQ-1), a self-report measure of emotional intelligence. The EQ-i was the first measure of its
kind to be published by a psychometric test publisher, the first measure of emotional intelligence
to be peer-reviewed in the Buros Mental Measurement Yearbook and is the most widely used
measure of emotional intelligence to date (Bar-On, 2004, 2006; Joseph & Newman, 2010; Plake
& Impara, 1999; Stein et al., 2013). Over the years, the EQ-i has been translated into more than

30 languages.
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The EQ-i consists of 133 items that are rates on a five-point Likert scale ranging from

“very seldom or not true of me” (1) to “very often or true of me” (5). The EQ-i is appropriate for
individuals over the age of 17 and takes 15-20 minutes to complete (Bar-On, 1997, 2006;
Multihealth Systems Assessment, 2011). Upon completing the assessment, individuals receive a
total EQ score, scores on each of the 5 realms as well as scores on each of the 15 subscales listed
in the model in Appendix A. Raw scores are automatically converted into standard scores based
on a mean of 100 and standard deviation of 15, intentionally mirroring modern 1Q assessments
(Bar-On, 2006). The EQ-i has two validity indices, positive and negative impressions, that
automatically adjust the scaled scores based on a participant's overly positive or overly negative
response style. This is included by design to reduce the distorting effects of self-report bias,
ultimately increasing the accuracy of the results (Bar-On, 2006; Joseph & Newman, 2010).
Improving Emotional Intelligence

Goleman (1995, 1998) and Bar-On (1997, 2006) have always argued that emotional
intelligence is fluid and individuals can work to improve their level of emotional intelligence.
While there is likely some genetic component to emotional intelligence, a great deal of the
competency comes from learning and practice (Goleman, 2004). The neurologic connection
between the rational and emotional brain is the physical source of emotional intelligence.
Effective communication between the limbic system, where emotions are generated, and the
cerebral cortex, where rational thinking originates, must be effectively regulated by the
prefrontal cortex executive functioning (Goleman, 2011; Goleman & Seigel, 2016; Richardson &
Begley, 2012; Siegel, 1999). The adolescent brain is still developing through the mid-twenties,
during the time that most students are attending college (Araim et al., 2013). During this time of

development, the corpus callosum gains white matter, strengthening the communication in the
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brain and allowing adolescents to improve their self-regulation and critical thinking skills (Araim
et al., 2013; Dahl, 2003). The plasticity of the brain is particularly sensitive to environmental
factors like stress, trauma, and neurotoxins (e.g. alcohol, caffeine, etc.) during adolescence,
impacting the communication between the prefrontal cortex and the limbic system and
ultimately, emotional intelligence (Araim et al., 2013; Goleman & Seigel, 2016). Many parts of
the brain, including this connection between the emotional and rational brains, have
neuroplasticity, or the ability to regenerate or grow neural pathways, into adulthood (Fuchs &
Fligge, 2014; Goleman & Seigel, 2016). As a result, improving emotional intelligence is a
biological process that occurs as the brain changes through practicing emotional regulation
strategies and changing habits (Goleman, 2011; Siegel, 1999; Stein et al., 2014). Bar-On (1997)
initially developed the EQ-i in part because he was so convinced that emotional intelligence was
a learned skill set and he was committed to developing an assessment to measure the learning
and provide more specific information to develop emotional intelligence training. Research
supports that emotional intelligence as measured by the EQ-i can be learned and improved
through training even over relatively short periods of time (Bar-On, 2006; Batool, 2013; Curci et
al., 2014; Depape et al., 2006; Durlak et al., 2011; Stein et al., 2014).
Criticisms of Bar-On’s Model

Some researchers have been critical of Bar-On’s (1997, 2006) model of emotional
intelligence arguing his model overlaps with personality. Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso (2000)
criticize mixed models like Bar-On’s citing that the inclusion of other factors like mood and
personality dilutes the scientific rigor of emotional intelligence as a construct. VVan Rooy et al.,
(2005) agree adding that mixed models like Bar-On’s do not make a clear delineation between

personality and emotional intelligence. However, Bar-On (2006) rejects this supposition, citing
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that in the meta-analyses led by Van Rooy, both his assessment as well as Mayer and Salovey’s
measure overlapped with personality and that in both measures the 80-85% of both the
conceptual and psychometric models could not be explained by personality or 1Q (Bar-On 2006;
Van Rooy &Viswesvaran, 2004; Van Rooy et al., 2005). Cherniss et al. (2010) supports Bar-

(13

On’s position indicating that Bar-On’s “emotional intelligence does in fact represent a set of
abilities that are distinct from either the 1Q or the Big Five personality traits (openness to novel
experience, conscientiousness, extraversion and introversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism)”
(p. 240). Mayer et al. (2008) found that ability-based models and mixed models both adequately
conceptualized and measured EI, which is particularly significant as Mayer is one of the
originators of the ability-based model. Joseph and Newman (2010) assert that criticizing mixed
models like Bar-On’s for overlapping with personality is unfair as various studies have found
statistically significant correlations between personality and emotional intelligence as measured
by both ability-based and mixed models making. Further, Bar-On (2006) argues that his measure
of emotional intelligence is not conflated with personality because the 15 emotional competency
scores increase from childhood to around age 50 and a wide swath of studies revealed that scores
could be increased significantly within a short period as a result of training; personality on the
other hand is not nearly as malleable of a trait and measures of personality trait tend to remain
relatively stable over time (Bar-On, 2003, 2004; Petrides et al., 2007).
Emotional Intelligence and Student Success

It has been well established that non-cognitive factors impact student success. Self-
esteem is often regarded as highly correlated with students’ academic performance (DeWitz,

Woolsey, & Walsh, 2009; Friedlander et al., 2007; Krumrei-Mancuso et al., 2013). Grit and

academic mindset have been so well documented as factors in student achievement they have
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worked their way into most K-12 schools in some form (Akos & Kretchmar, 2017; Duckworth,
2016; Dweck, 2007; Han et al., 2017). Family background and support has also shown to be not
only correlated with students’ academic and social outcomes, but also the strength of their
emotional coping skills (Cheng et al., 2012; Johnson et al., 2010). Furthermore, non-cognitive
factors influence student persistence in addition to their GPA (Lounsbury et al., 2004). The
influence of these non-cognitive factors seems to be consistent across racial and gender
subgroups as well as other special student populations (Duckworth, 2016; Dweck, 2007,
Friedlander et al., 2007; Hope et al., 2013; Melzer & Grant, 2016). Non-cognitive variables
appear to be a possible missing link in explaining the success of students in college, career, and
beyond.

Emotional intelligence has emerged in the literature as a key non-cognitive factor of
college and career success. Students’ emotional intelligence predicts GPA for students in both
high school and college (Durlak et al., 2011; Jaegar & Eagan, 2007; Lanciano & Curci, 2014;
Parker et al., 2004). Students with strong emotional intelligence not only perform better in terms
of GPA, but they are more likely to persist and graduate (Parker et al., 2006). Specifically, first-
year college students who possess strong interpersonal skills and are adaptable, are able to
transition much better to university life and are more likely to persist through to their second year
and have a higher GPA (Parker et al., 2005). Furthermore, some emotional intelligence
competencies were found to be highly negatively correlated with procrastination behaviors as
well as locus of control for university students. The less adaptable and the lower their stress
tolerance was, the more likely students were to procrastinate (Deniz et al., 2009).

Emotional Intelligence and Student Wellbeing
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Emotional intelligence not only supports students’ academic success but also is related to
their emotional health and wellbeing. For university students, higher emotional intelligence has
been correlated with higher life satisfaction, better problem-solving and coping, and lower
anxiety (Bastian et al., 2005). Additionally, researchers have found that emotional intelligence is
positively correlated with self-efficacy and better mental health outcomes for college students
(Gupta & Kumar, 2010). Students with poor mental health outcomes are more likely to receive a
lower grade point average, drop out of college or be unemployed than their peers without mental
health challenges (American College Health Association, 2015). Further, positive self-talk and
emotional intelligence are positively correlated among undergraduate and graduate students
(Depape et al., 2006). Positive self-talk was found to support self-awareness and self-regulation
skills among university students, with students with positive self-talk reporting higher rates of
impulse control and more easily identifying their own emotional state (Depape et al., 2006).
Perhaps even more significantly, emotional intelligence was found to be a significant predictor of
student behavior, even when accounting for the covariance of other emotional influences like
clinical depression (Salami, 2010). Emotional intelligence also was found to be a protective
factor against students’ risk-taking behaviors during their first year of college (Rivers et al.,
2013). Ultimately, more attention should be given to positive psychology and emotional
intelligence education as it improves the positive elements in students’ lives proactively rather
than reactively trying to solve problems when crises emerge.

Impact of Emotional Intelligence in Diverse Contexts
Emotional intelligence predicts academic achievement as measured by GPA and time
spent studying, for college students even when controlling for gender differences, cognitive

abilities, and personality traits (Luciano & Curci, 2014). The ability to manage emotions, a
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critical emotional intelligence competency, was highly correlated with high school students’
ability to adapt to high school life in the freshman year, even when researchers controlled for
demographic factors, personality, and cognitive ability (Lopes et al., 2012). Emotional
intelligence time and time again stands alone against the Big Five personality trait framework,
perhaps the most common conceptualization of personality theory (Bastian et al., 2005; Joseph &
Newman, 2010; Lanciano & Curci, 2014; Lopes et al., 2005) and is often separated from self-
esteem (Depape et al., 2006; Rivers et al., 2013).

Not only is emotional intelligence differentiated from other non-cognitive factors in the
research, but the impacts of emotional intelligence are seen in students from a wide variety of
educational contexts and settings. Emotional intelligence influences the success of students at
every level- secondary, postsecondary, undergraduate, graduate, and professional school (Durlak
etal., 2011; Fernandez et al., 2012; Goroshit & Hen, 2012; Gupta & Kumar, 2010; Jaegar &
Eagan, 2007; O’Meara et al., 2013; Parker et al., 2004; Rutledge et al., 2015, Salami, 2010;
Soutter & Seider, 2013). The implications of emotional intelligence on student outcomes seems
to happen regardless of institution type including both four-year universities, community
colleges, public, private, and charter schools, minority serving institutions and religiously
affiliated schools (Austin et al., 2005; Fernandez et al., 2012; Hope et. al., 2013; Krumrei-
Mancuso et al., 2013; Lanciano & Curci, 2014; Nasir & Masrur, 2010; Porchea et al., 2010;
O’Meara et al., 2013; Ruteledge et al., 2015). Even students in an exclusively online
environment succeed at higher rates when their emotional intelligence is strong (Berenson et al.,
2008). Emotional intelligence is correlated with student achievement for college students in the

United States and Canada, as well as students in Asian, African, European, and Middle Eastern
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universities (Gupta & Kumar, 2010; Nasir & Masrur, 2010; Ruteledge et al., 2015; Salami, 2010;
Shim et al., 2017).
Student Affairs

The roots of the student affairs profession reach all the way back to the colonial era when
residential colleges modeled after Oxford and Cambridge were created in New England (Long,
2012). The doctrine of in loco parentis allowed universities to closely manage student behavior
in the place of parents (Thelin, 2004). While faculty in the colonial area were largely live-in
teachers, by the mid-1800s faculty at U.S. colleges were heavily influenced by the German
model, in which the sole purpose of faculty was to train student intellect. During this time,
faculty shifted their time from involvement with students to research and expanding expertise
(Long, 2012). As the turn of the century approached, faculty were rarely involved with student
discipline. This changing role of faculty meant that colleges needed administrative staff to
manage housing and discipline of residential students and in the early 1900s the first student
affairs professionals were hired. Over the last century, the role of student affairs professionals
has evolved as higher education has become more accessible to historically marginalized groups
and new perspectives on the development of students has emerged (Long, 2012; Thelin, 2004).
Purpose of Student Affairs

From the beginning, the student affairs profession has always been inextricably tied to
supporting students' social and emotional learning. In 1937 the American Council on Education
(ACE) published The Student Personnel Point of View, the foundational document for the field.
In Point of View ACE (1937) argued that higher education had strayed from their purpose and
that student affairs, or student personnel as they termed it then, was the way back to developing

students’ highest potential. There is a great deal of agreement in the scholarship that the purpose
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of student affairs is to support the academic mission of the institution by providing services,
programs, and environments that support the learning and personal development of students
(Dalton & Crosy, 2011, Porterfield et al., 2011, Sriram, 2014). ACE (1937) noted how vital it is
for universities to view students holistically:
This philosophy imposes upon educational institutions the obligation to consider
the student as a whole - his intellectual capacity and achievement, his emotional
make, his physical condition, his social relationships, his vocational aptitudes and
skills, his moral and religious values, his economic resources, his aesthetic
appreciations. It puts emphasis, in brief, upon the development of the student as a
person rather than upon his intellectual training alone (ACE, 1937, p. 3)
Point of View goes on to explain that if universities have any chance of fulfilling their mission,
they must hire student personnel to tend to the personal growth of students as the pressures for
faculty to focus on research and scholarship were rapidly increasing and their care for students'
emotional and social wellbeing were deteriorating as their capacity was maxed out (ACE, 1937;
Hevel, 2016).
Student Affairs Professionals Profound Influence on Students
Outside of the classroom, student affairs staff have the greatest professional interaction
and influence on students (Martin & Seifert, 2011; Martin et al., 2020). Students obviously
benefit from being engaged in campus life and resources, but even when students are not
engaging in high impact practices, students benefit from interactions with university staff
(Martin & Seifert, 2011). Engaging with student affairs professionals has been shown to have a
positive relationship with their academic motivation, positive attitude and critical thinking skills,

even when students have not engaged in campus activities or resources but simply had higher
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levels of exposure to university staff (Martin et. al., 2020). Additionally, student interaction with
student affairs professionals, like academic advisors and enrollment counselors, helped them
persist from a first term to a second term, improved student grades, and gave students more
confidence in their academic growth during college (Hatch & Garcia, 2017; Mu & Foshacht,
2019). While the impact student affairs staff have on student success is well documented,
scholars agree that this connection is nuanced and more research is needed on the nature of this
connection and what makes student affairs professionals competent in their role (Hatch &
Garcia, 2017; Martin et al., 2020; Martin & Seifert, 2011; Mu & Fosnacht, 2019).
Professionalizing Student Affairs

Over time student affairs administrators’ roles have expanded and continuously grown
(Dalton & Crosby, 2011; Lovell & Kosten, 2000; Porterfield et al., 2011). The
professionalization of the field began when deans of women and deans of men, often hired by
university presidents to assist with discipline at the college, gathered to discuss common issues
on their campuses in the early 1900s (Hevel, 2016). These meetings of deans of women and
deans of men ultimately led the to the formation of professional associations and by the 1950s
the National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) and College Student
Educators International (ACPA) were the major organizations of the field with organizations for
specific functional areas coming along in 1960s and 1970s (Farr, 2010; Hevel, 2016; Schwartz,
2010). The first research publications, the Journal of College Student Personnel and the NASPA
Journal, founded in 1969 and 1963, emerged offering a place for scholarship that had previously
been limited to campus newspapers or occasionally national magazines (Caple, 1998; Hevel,
2016). While the Teachers College at Columbia University offered summer training programs

for deans of women as early as the 1910s, it was not until psychology research about college
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students surged in the late 20th century that master’s degree programs in student personnel
became more mainstream (Aleeman & Finnegan, 2009; Hevel, 2016).

To further guide the complex work of student affairs, professional organizations
published pivotal documents outlining key knowledge and skills for practitioners often providing
a call to action for student affairs professionals or institutions of higher learning. These
foundational documents include Points of View 50 Years Later (NASPA, 1987), The Student
Learning Imperative (ACPA, 1996), Principles of Good Practice for Student Affairs (ACPA &
NASPA, 1997), Learning Reconsidered (ACPA, 2004), and Envisioning a Future of Student
Affairs (ACPA, 2010). These documents outline the societal pressures facing student affairs
practitioners, a vision for student success, and the vital role student affairs staff play in
supporting student learning and developing students into responsible and caring members of the
global community.

Many of these documents articulate that part of the role of student affairs professionals is
to teach and model emotional intelligence skills for students. Points of View 50 Years Later lays
out the importance of emotional skills for the learning that happens in college:

Feelings affect thinking and learning. Although students are in college to acquire
knowledge through the use of their intellect, they feel as well as think. Students
are whole persons. How they feel affects how well they think...Helping students
understand and attend to these aspects of their lives can enhance their academic
experiences. (NAPSA, 1987, p. 9-10)

In the Student Learning Imperative, the authors define the hallmarks of a college
educated person, argue that after college students will have to integrate both academic and

emotional skills, and state that student affairs professionals must model these skills for the
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students they serve (ACPA & NASPA, 1997). Learning Reconsidered highlights how student
learning and personal development are so wrapped up together that we should not use language
to differentiate between them; one simply cannot learn cognitively without developing
effectively (ACPA, 2004). The author goes on to say student affairs is integral to the learning
process because of the ways we provide students with the opportunity to engage in their learning
emotionally (ACPA, 2004). The student affairs profession has always been committed to
viewing students holistically and finding unique ways to support their emotional development as
they are developing academically. A major purpose of the profession is to help students to learn
to reflect as means of developing self-awareness, practice listening as a means of cultivating
empathy, and support students to develop health coping strategies as they learn to navigate the
daily challenges of college and adulthood. At their core, these skills are emotional intelligence.
ACPA/NASPA Professional Competencies

In the 2000s, there was considerable attention to the growing diversity of students
enrolling in college and the parallel push for accountability. By 2007, ACPA commissioned a
Task Force on Certification for student affairs professionals and charged them with identifying
competencies and knowledge sets that could be used as a curriculum for all professionals
(ACPA, 2007). This group published their initial findings in a report where they outline six
competencies as well as a set of basic skills, attributes, and values all student affairs
professionals should enter the field with:

The foundational skills upon which all student affairs professionals build include

effective written and oral communication; technology skills; interpersonal skills;

listening; and personal, time, and task management. Basic attributes include self-

awareness, integrity, honesty, empathy, self-confidence, self-directedness, self-reflection,
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and insight. Expected values include emphasizing developmental interactions with

students, committing to developing the whole student, respecting differences, and on-

going learning. (ACPA, 2007, p.5)

While the task force highlighted communication and technical skills, most of the skills and
attributes listed are emotional skills. The task force uses several words that are found in the Bar-
On’s (1997, 2006) model of emotional intelligence as skills or their definitions including
interpersonal skills, self-awareness, empathy, self-confidence, and self-direction.

In 2010, ACPA and NASPA endorsed a joint publication Professional Competency Areas
for Student Affairs Practitioners. The document identified competencies that define the
professional knowledge, skills, and ways of thinking required of student affairs professionals
regardless of their functional area or specific role (ACPA & NASPA, 2010). The document was
updated in 2015 to include 10 professional competencies for student affairs: personal and ethical
foundations; values, philosophy, and history, assessment, evaluation, and research; law, policy,
and governance; organizational and human resources; leadership; social justice and inclusion;
student learning and development; technology; and advising and supporting (ACPA & NASPA,
2015). These competencies and their definitions are listed in Appendix B. The purpose of the
competencies was “to set out the scope and content of the professional competencies required of
student affairs educators in order for them to succeed within the current higher educational
environment as well as projected future environments” (ACPA & NASPA, 2015, p. 7). The task
force specifically left out competencies like critical thinking or oral and written communication
skills, arguing that those are necessary for all educators and their aim was to highlight
competencies specific to the professional success of student affairs practitioners and provide a

vision for where the field is headed in the future (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). Each competency is
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described and detailed expected outcomes for those who have attained the competency are listed
for foundational, intermediate, and advanced attainment. The competencies have been used by
graduate preparation programs to design curriculum, as many map their professional
development from them, and it is common for practitioners to use them to develop job
description, complete program assessments, or conduct performance reviews (ACPA & NASPA,
2010, 2015; Eaton, 2016; Muller et al., 2018; Wise & Hatfield 2014).
Limitations of the Competency Framework

Many elements of the competencies, such as personal and ethical foundations, values,
philosophy and history, leadership, inclusion, and advising and support, require self-awareness,
reflection, and the ability to formulate meaningful connections with students, families, and
colleagues. Mid-level managers note that the NASPA/ACPA competencies encompass many of
the transferable skills they want in their employees but that they have significant gaps and do not
adequately encompass all the skills needed to be a high performing student affairs practitioner
(Eaton, 2016; Gansemer-Topf & Ryder, 2017; Sriram, 2014). Notably, communication skills are
not included in the NASPA/ACPA document and both mid-level managers and senior student
affairs officers cite effective communication and the ability to understand and adapt to different
contexts as the most essential skills for student affairs professionals (Gansemer-Topf & Ryder,
2017; Reynolds, 2011; Sriram, 2014). Furthermore, student affairs preparatory programs are
often seen as ineffective in preparing new professionals as attainment of a master’s degree only
has a relationship with four of the ten professional competencies (Assessment, Evaluation and
Research; Law, Policy, and Governance; Organizational and Human Resources: and Advising
and Supporting), exposing very common gaps in curriculum (Muller, Grabsch, & Moore, 2018).

Although managers and leaders in student affairs emphasize the importance of soft skills, student
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affairs professionals cite the greatest need for professional development in technical skills like
assessment and policy (Grabsch et al., 2019; Muller et al., 2018). More research is needed on
how the NASPA/ACPA competencies are developed, strengthened, and maintained in student
affairs professionals at all levels. Furthermore, the competencies fail to capture many of the soft
skills required for student affairs practitioners so additional research and revisions are needed to
conceptualize the relationship between social-emotional skills and competency in student affairs
professionals.
Competency Attainment

Essentially, the conversation in the student affairs profession about competency is driven
by the desire for student affairs professionals to become better scholar-practitioners so they can
improve the student experience. An interest in competency development is the fruit of
professionals' earnest pursuit of excellence (Carpenter & Stimpson, 2007). There has been some
debate about if these competencies should be used for certification of student affairs
professionals (ACPA, 2012; Carpenter & Stimpson, 2007; Grasgreen, 2012; Sriram, 2014).
However, even with the interest in pursuing certification, there is very little published literature
on competency measurement or attainment. Sriram (2014) published a measurement scale for the
competencies as they were written in 2010 with some recommendations for additions and
deletions based on the findings in the study. ACPA and NASPA (2015) incorporated some of
those recommended changes and released an updated version of the competencies in 2015 but no
new measures have been published. Muller et al., (2018) completed an exploratory study to
determine what impact demographics, pre-professional experiences, education, and years in the
field have on student affairs professionals’ attainment of professional competencies. They

surveyed over 1000 student affairs practitioners from a variety of functional areas, racial
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backgrounds, institution types, and education levels. This data set was also used by Grabsch et
al., (2019) to discuss the professional development needs. While every competency is not
addressed here, |1 do want to unpack some of the key findings from these studies.
Education and Competency Attainment
Muller et al. (2018) found that while those who had completed a doctoral degree

measured higher on most competencies, a master’s degree was only related to higher attainment
on four of the ten competencies. For the student learning and development (SLD) competency
those with master’s degrees reported higher attainment than those with bachelor’s degrees, and
those with master’s degrees in student affairs or higher education administration scored higher
than those with a master’s degree in other fields (Muller et al., 2018). However, student learning
and development was the only competency that had significantly different competency
attainment, meaning that a master’s degree in student affairs or higher education administration
does not lend itself to better foundational preparation for the field in nine of ten NASPA/ACPA
competencies (Muller et al., 2018). While further studies are needed on student affairs
competency attainment and measurement, this finding reveals a disturbing disconnect between
graduate training programs and work in the field, ultimately rendering student affairs preparatory
programs ineffective or outdated, not having updated their curricula to reflect these changes in
the field. This is an opportunity for student affairs preparation programs to rethink their learning
outcomes and approaches so they can produce graduates more prepared to enter the field.
Technology Attainment

The technology (TECH) competency encompasses the use of technology for the
advancement of student learning and development as well as the work performance of student

affairs professionals including digital literacy and digital citizenship (ACPA & NASPA, 2015).
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Interestingly, Muller et al. (2018) found that attainment of the technology competency had no
relationship with years of experience or education level. Gender was the only factor that
demonstrated a difference in attainment with those who identified as men scoring slightly higher
than those identifying as women (Muller et al., 2018). Student affairs professionals rated
technology as one of their lowest areas of attainment and was rated as one of the greatest
professional development needs in the field (Grabsch et al., 2019). This competency is more of a
technical skills set and relies less on emotional intelligence skills, however upon reading the
detailed foundational, intermediate, and advanced outcomes, it is clear that the emotional
intelligence skills of flexibility, defined by Bar-On (1997, 2006) as adapting emotions, thoughts,
and behaviors to unfamiliar, unpredictable, and dynamic circumstances, and stress tolerance,
defined by Bar-On (1997, 2006) as coping with difficult situations and believing that one can
manage or influence situations in a positive manner, support a student affairs professional’s
ability to remain adaptable to new technologies and tolerate the stress of troubleshooting new
digital tools.
Social Justice and Inclusion Attainment

When examining the social justice and inclusion (SJI) competency, neither doctoral
degree attainment or years of experience were predictive in the attainment of SJI and those who
had completed a master’s degree actually had lower attainment of SJI (Muller et al., 2018). The
only factors that influenced the attainment of this competence were race, disability status, and
sexual orientation with participants who identified as a person of color scoring higher than those
identifying as White, those identifying as having a disability scoring higher than those who did
not report having a disability, and those who identify as being part of the LGBTQ+ community

scoring higher than those who reported being heterosexual (Muller et al., 2018). Grabsch et al.
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(2019) published an additional study on the same data set and noted that while graduate students,
new professional and mid-level professionals ranked their top need for professional development
as social justice and inclusion, for senior level student affairs professionals it was not a priority
and did not rank in their top five competencies for professional development. While more
research is needed on this issue, it seems abundantly clear that the current curriculum in both
master’s and doctoral programs, as well as the ongoing professional development for
professionals working in the field is sorely lacking in preparing professionals to engage in social
justice, equity or inclusion work.

Research Problem’s Connection to Bar-On’s Model of Emotional Intelligence

The purpose of this study was to examine how emotional intelligence impacts the
professional competency of student affairs professionals; thus the Bar-On model is most
appropriate because it is designed to help identify skills that need guided intervention to improve
performance, which aligns well with the study’s focus on student affairs professional
competencies. A mixed model is more appropriate for this study as ability alone is inadequate to
fully understand the social and emotional functioning of an individual as they navigate the
pressures of student affairs work. Mixed models incorporate social skills and ability to cope with
environmental stressors with self-perception ability and as a result are strongly preferred in
corporate and educational settings (Cherniss et al., 2010; Mayer et al., 2008; Mayer et. al., 2000,
Miao et al., 2017; O'Connor et al., 2019). Further, the measures mixed-model theorists have
created are designed for applied settings unlike ability models (Joseph & Newton, 2010). Bar-On
created the first measure of emotional intelligence with the specific aim of using it to improve
individuals’ performance in academic and professional settings (Bar-On, 1997; Joseph &

Newton, 2010; Parker et al., 2004: Petrides et al., 2004; Walter et al., 2011). When Bar-On’s
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measure of emotional intelligence is compared with Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso’s ability-based
measure and Goleman’s mixed model measure, his assessment performs favorably in predicting
occupational outcomes. The average predictive validity coefficient for Bar-On’s model to predict
work performance is .54, while Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso’s measure ranges between .22 and
.46 in comparable studies (Brackett & Salovey, 2004; Bar-On, 2006; Joseph & Newton, 2010;
Miao et al., 2017; O'Connor et al., 2019). Because the EQ-i seems to be the strongest predictive
measure for career outcomes, it is the best fit for my research problem examining the
professional competency of student affairs professionals. Further, from a theoretical standpoint,
Bar-On’s (1997, 2006) strong position that emotional intelligence is a learned skill set that can be
practiced and improved is an important underpinning for the study. Framing emotional
intelligence as teachable and learnable is essential when comparing it to professional competency
which is also by nature, teachable and learnable. Because of Bar-On’s commitment to emotional
intelligence being a skillset that can be improved quickly through training and practice, as |
examine how emotional intelligence influences the professional competency of student affairs
practitioners, my hope is that the findings from the study will ultimately help inform the
education, training, and professional development in the student affairs field.

The focus of the present study was to understand what, if any, impact emotional
intelligence has on the student affairs professional competencies. The language of the
ACPA/NASPA competencies and the 15 skill definitions in Bar-On’s model overlap frequently.
For example, the social justice and inclusion (SJI) competency includes the words “social
responsibility” in the description which is one of the skills Bar-On (1997, 2006) includes in the
interpersonal realm of emotional intelligence. Exploring the leveled outcomes finds further

overlap between the SJI competency and Bar-On’s model with empathy, self-awareness and
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emotional expression. In Table 1 | have created a cross reference of the language overlaps
between Bar-On’s model and the ACPA/NASPA competencies. | created this table by carefully

combing through each competency description and outcomes for words or phrases directly from

Bar-On’s realms, skills, or their definitions.

Table 1

Bar-On Emotional Intelligence Skills and ACPA/NASPA Competencies with Shared Language

ACPA/NASPA Competency

PPF- Personal & Ethical
Foundations

El Skill(s) with Shared Language

Self- Awareness, Self-Regard, Problem Solving, Interpersonal

Relationships

VPH-Values, Philosophies, &

History

Social Responsibility

AER- Assessment,
Evaluation & Research

LPG- Law, Policy, &
Governance

OHR- Organizational &
Human Resources

Emotional Expression, Assertiveness

LEAD- Leadership

Interpersonal Relationships, Emotional Self-Awareness,
Emotional Expression, Assertiveness, Self-Regard

SJI- Social Justice &
Inclusion

Reality Testing, Emotional Self-Awareness, Empathy, Social
Responsibility

SLD- Student Learning &
Development

Emotional Self-Awareness, Empathy

TECH- Technology

Problem Solving

AJS- Advising & Supporting

Problem Solving, Empathy, Emotional Expression,
Assertiveness

36



While the results of this study that explore how emotional intelligence skills are related to
the competencies are presented and explored in Chapters four and five, the shared language
highlighted in Table 1 illustrates their apparent connection. There are certainly emotional
intelligence skills that may be related upon data analysis even though they do not have any direct
shared language with a competency. For example, the law, policy and governance competence is
largely a technical skill and did not share language directly with any of the emotional
intelligence skills, however | would assert that a student affairs professional with low impulse
control is not likely to be competent at risk management. Table 1 is not intended to be all
encompassing of all the potential relationships, but a miniature discourse analysis of the
competency document that highlights the shared languages between the competencies and the
Bar-On emotional intelligence skills.

Additionally, my study measured professional competency via a self-report Likert rating
as that is the only current measure available. Sriram (2014) published the first and only ability
measure of student affairs competencies, but the national professional organizations that govern
these competencies updated them in 2015 after his scale was published (ACPA/NASPA, 2015).
A Likert self-report rating of competencies has been used in the literature and Bar-On’s measure
matched up well as the EQ-i 2.0 is also a self-reported Likert scale data (Bar-On 1997, 2006;
Grabsch et al., 2019; Muller et al., 2018). | prefer Bar-On’s (1997; 2006) measure as it provided
me with data points from each realm score and subscale that allowed me to drill down to identify
how specific emotional intelligence skills influence the ten different student affairs
competencies. Ability model measures offer only four subscales (Mayer et al. 2000). Finally,

from a feasibility standpoint, | am certified to administer and interpret the EQ-i, the EQ-i can be
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completed in half the time of the ability measures and is significantly more affordable than
ability measures (Multihealth Systems International, 2011).
Conclusion

My study used the Bar-On (1997, 2006) theory of emotional intelligence as the lens for
exploring the relationship of emotional intelligence and the professional competency of student
affairs practitioners. The Bar-On model was selected because it is the theory of emotional
intelligence that both theoretically and operationally aligns with measuring work performance.
The theory is embedded in methods of the study through the defining of the variables as well as
the instrumentation as | operationalize emotional intelligence by using Bar-On’s (1997, 2006)

model and assess it with his published measure of emotional intelligence the EQ-i.
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Chapter Three
Research Methods

This quantitative study followed a survey research approach to explore the relationship
between emotional intelligence skills and the competency of student affairs professionals. The
two research questions that guided this study were: (1) What is the relationship between the
various emotional intelligence skills of student affairs professionals and their professional
competency in the field? and (2) Do the emotional intelligence skills of student affairs
professionals predict their professional competency, beyond the influence of their years of
experience, education/training, functional area of practice, and professional development?

In this research, emotional intelligence skills were generally defined as the fifteen skills
identified on the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQi 2.0), the leading measure of emotional
intelligence to date. The EQi 2.0 identifies five realms of emotional intelligence with three skills
in each area. The realms are self-perception (including the skills of emotional self-awareness,
self-regard, and self-actualization), self-expression (including the skills emotional expression,
independence, assertiveness), interpersonal skills (including the skills interpersonal relationships,
empathy, and social responsibility), decision making (including the skills reality testing, problem
solving, and impulse control), and stress management (including the skills flexibility, stress
tolerance, and optimism) (Multihealth Systems Assessments, 2011; Stein et al., 2014).
Professional competency of student affairs professionals were conceptualized as the
professional’s self-rating of proficiency in the ten professional competencies listed in the Joint
Statement released by College Student Educators International (ACPA) and Student Affairs
Professionals in Higher Education (NASPA) in 2015. The professional competencies outline ten

fundamental areas that student affairs professionals should be proficient in to be considered
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effective practitioners: advising and helping; assessment, evaluation, and research; equity,
diversity, and inclusion; ethical professional practice; history, philosophy, and values; human
and organizational resources; law, policy, and governance; leadership; personal foundations; and
student learning and development. Within each of these areas are lists of skills, values, and
knowledge broken into three levels of proficiency: basic, intermediate, and advanced (ACPA &
NASPA, 2010, 2015). Confounding variables that may also influence or moderate professional
competency, such as years of experience, education/training, and professional development, were
also considered in this study.
Research Design

A quantitative approach was used for this study as quantitative methods are most
appropriate for demonstrating relationships between variables. Quantitative research includes
survey research and experiments. Experimental research reviews the efficacy of specific
treatment on a desired outcome through administering treatment to some participants while
withholding treatment from others (Creswell, 2014). Survey research, which was used in this
study, quantifies trends, attitudes, or opinions of a sample population through questionnaires
with the intent of generalizing the findings from the sample (Creswell, 2014). Quantitative
inquiries collect and analyze data through a range of methods including instrument-based
questions, performance data, attitude questions, observational data, census data, statistical
analysis and interpretation. Quantitative research seeks to establish a replicable relationship
between variables and make implications for larger groups that would be cost and time
prohibitive to study by examining a representative sample (Bloomfield & Fisher, 2019; Fowler,
2009). Utilizing survey research is most appropriate for the present study. There are well

established previously published survey instruments for the primary variables of emotional
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intelligence and competence of student affairs professionals and survey research allows us to
sample participants from a wider range of institution types, demographic backgrounds, and
geographic locations.

Participant Recruitment and Selection

The study’s participants included student affairs professionals currently employed at a
college or university in the United States. Although the EQ-i 2.0 has been tested on “more than
500,000 people from over 45 countries” (Stein & Book, 2006, p. 244), international participants
were not included. Although the globalization of higher education in the 2000s has spurred great
interest in the American model of student affairs at universities in Europe, Latin America, and
Asia, student affairs work varies widely from country to country making it difficult to include
international subjects (Ciobanu, 2013; Long, 2012). Further, NASPA and ACPA are U.S.
oriented organizations as is their professional competency framework. While the field of student
affairs frequently lacks diversity in senior leadership, there is greater diversity at the entry and
mid-levels. In 2019, approximately 32.3% of student and academic affairs support staff
identified as Black, Indigenous, or People of Color (Digest of Education Statistics, 2019).

The neurological connection between the prefrontal cortex and limbic system is the
physical source of emotional intelligence (Goleman, 2004). Participants must be over the age of
25, as the prefrontal cortex, the part of the brain responsible for managing complex emotions and
decision-making skills, is not fully developed until the mid-twenties (Ariam et. al., 2013; Dahl,
2003). Participants were required to hold a master’s degree and be employed in one of the
academic support functional areas of student affairs as defined by ACPA and NASPA (2010;
2015) including: academic advising, disability support services, first-year experience and

orientation, or learning assistance/academic support services. The age requirement of 25 and a
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required Master’s degree did not present any threats to recruitment or sampling as most student
affairs positions require a master’s degree and as a result, the vast majority of professionals, even
those in their first year of experience, are over the age of 25. The decision to exclude other
functional areas in student affairs was a methodological choice to ensure that functional area of
practice would not be a confounding variable as there is a risk variation in emotional intelligence
or professional competence might factor by functional area given the sample size. Participants
were recruited via email, professional association list-serves, social media, and other snowball
methods. This study included 248 participants, in part due to financial constraints. The EQi 2.0 is
a proprietary psychometric assessment owned by Multihealth Systems International and is
offered at a research discount of $7 per assessment, about $2,000 for this project.
Instrumentation

The selection of appropriate instruments was guided by the review of literature and
feasibility of available instruments. A basic demographic questionnaire was used to obtain
information about participants’ age, gender, race, education, years of experience, functional area
of practice, and professional development opportunities. These demographic questions provided
helpful information about the sample population as well as helped determine if there are any
moderating influences on these demographics and the primary variables of this research,
emotional intelligence and professional competence. Emotional intelligence was measured by
Bar-On’s (1997, 2006) Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i 2.0). Professional competency was
measured via a self-report Likert rating as that is the only current measure available. Sriram
(2014) published the first and only ability measure of student affairs competencies, but the
national professional organizations that govern these competencies updated them in 2015 after

his scale was published (ACPA/NASPA, 2015). A Likert self-report rating of competencies has
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been used in the literature and Bar-On’s measure match up well as the EQ-i 2.0 is also self-
reported Likert scale data (Bar-On 1997, 2006; Grabsch et al., 2019; Muller et al., 2018).
EQ-i 2.0

The EQ-i 2.0 consists of 133 brief self-report items measured on a five-point Likert
response scale. It takes approximately 20 minutes to complete but there is no imposed time
limit. Items are stated in the first person as declarative statements and respondents indicate the
degree to which a statement accurately represents their attitudes and behavior. The EQ-i 2.0
employs a five-point Likert scale ranging from one, very seldom or not true of me, to five, very
often true of me (Multihealth Systems International, 2011). The EQ-i 2.0 can be used to assess
individuals 18 years of age and older. The assessment provides a total El score, five composite
scale scores, and fifteen subscale scores. These scales and subscales are depicted in Appendix A
(Multihealth Systems International, 2011). Bar-On (1997, 2006) modeled the EQ-i scoring
system from the Weschler intelligence tests. As such, EQ-i 2.0 raw scores are converted into
standard scores based on a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15 (Multihealth Systems
International, 2011). Scores are computer generated. The EQ-i 2.0 is a proprietary tool and as
such, the items are not included in an appendix for review.

Reliability. The EQ-i 2.0 was normed over a number of years in several countries with
responses from over 4,000 participants who are representative of the North America population,
including age, gender, race, ethnicity, and education level. The EQ-i 2.0 has strong internal
consistency with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .77 to .97, suggesting that subscales of items
are measuring single, cohesive constructs (Cronach, 1951; Multihealth Systems International,
2011). Table 2 summarizes the internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) values for the EQ-i 2.0.

Table 2
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Internal Consistency (Crobach’s Alpha) of EQ-i 2.0 Normative Sample (Multihealth Systems
International, 2011)

EQ-i 2.0 Normative Group

Male Female
# of
Scale items 18- 30- 40- 50- 60+ 18- 30- 40- 50- 60+
Total 59 39 49 59 20 39 49 59
Total EI 118 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 98 .97 .98
Self- Perception 24 93 93 93 93 92 92 94 93 94 94 .93
Composite
Self-Regard 8 91 92 91 90 .89 8 92 91 .92 .92 .90
Self- 9 88 88 83 .83 88 8 90 89 .90 .88 .87
Actualization
Emotional Self- 7 81 79 81 81 8 81 .80 .80 .81 .81 .80
Awareness
Self-Expression 23 88 88 83 88 87 86 .88 .83 .88 .88 .89
Composite
Emotional 8 84 83 8 84 84 8 83 8 .82 .84 .82
Expression
Assertiveness 7 g7 76 75 75 7 7 A8 77 719 .78 .79
Independence 8 81 8 79 8 75 .75 81 .82 .80 .81 .82
Interpersonal 23 92 92 92 92 92 93 92 91 93 .92 .93
Composite
Interpersonal 7 86 87 89 87 86 .87 .86 .86 .88 .86 .87
Relationships
Empathy 9 88 86 .88 87 83 83 .87 85 .88 .86 .86
Social 6 80 77 81 .78 8L 82 .80 .80 .81 .80 .82
Responsibility
Decision Making 24 88 87 88 89 88 .88 .89 .86 .87 .87 .88
Composite
Problem Solving 8 8 83 8 86 8 8 8 84 84 82 .85
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Reality Testing 9 81 80 80 .79 80 84 79 80 .83 .81 381

Impulse Control 8 g7 79 75 79 74 75 81 75 77 76 .77

Stress 24 92 90 92 91 91 92 92 91 92 92 .91
Management

Composite

Flexibility 8 80 .78 80 .77 .78 80 .82 .83 .79 .80 .82

Stress Tolerance 8 .87 86 84 B8 86 89 8 .85 .86 .87 .87

Optimism 8 89 88 90 88 .89 88 .89 89 .90 .89 .89

N 4000 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400

While there is no universal standard criterion for a minimum acceptable alpha level, typically
alpha levels over .90 are considered excellent, .80 to .89 are considered good, and .70-.79 are
considered acceptable (Borg & Gall, 2006; John & Benet-Martinez, 2000). Most of the values in
Table 2 indicate excellent reliability for the EQ-i 2.0.

In addition to strong internal consistency, the EQ-i 2.0 has strong test-retest reliability. A
person’s emotional intelligence should not change much in a short time in the absence of any
emotional intelligence targeted interventions (Bar-On, 1997;2006; Stein & Book, 2000). The
test- retest correlations were high for the EQ-i 2.0 when tested at two to four weeks (r =.92) and
eight weeks (r =.81) (Carlson et al., 2014; Multihealth Systems International, 2011). Test-retest
correlations for the composite and subscales can be found in Table 3.

Table 3

EQ- 2.0 Test-retest Correlations (Multihealth Systems International, 2011)

Test-retest r

Scale
2-4 weeks 8 weeks
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Total El 92 81

Self- Perception Composite .90 .80
Self-Regard .88 .84

Self- Actualization .88 e
Emotional Self-Awareness .82 72
Self-Expression Composite .86 .80
Emotional Expression 81 74
Assertiveness .80 75
Independence .85 8l
Interpersonal Composite 91 .76
Interpersonal Relationships .88 a7
Empathy .89 12

Social Responsibility .86 a7
Decision Making Composite .88 .83
Problem Solving .82 13
Reality Testing .84 75
Impulse Control .78 81
Stress Management Composite .90 .18
Flexibility .85 .70

Stress Tolerance .85 .76
Optimism .88 .80

Test-retest correlations for the various composite were high ranging from r = .86 (Self-
Expression Composite) to r = .91 (Interpersonal Composite). Individual subscales showed good
test-retest reliability ranging from r = .78 (Impulse Control) to r = .89 (Empathy). Overall, the

data suggests that the EQ-i 2.0 captures the temporal stability of emotional intelligence.
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Validity. The EQ-i is a revision of Bar-On’s (1997) original EQ-i further refining the
measurement of emotional intelligence. The instrument was developed by testing a pool of over
1,000 items created from a survey of mental health literature and narrowing them based on their
conceptual and statistical fit to the fifteen emotional intelligence skill definitions (Multihealth
Systems International, 2011). This systematic method of item development established content
validity. Multiple factor analyses were conducted to explore and confirm the subscales of the
EQ-12.0. Additional items were added for validity (e.g. Item 133 “I responded to every item in
this inventory openly and honestly”’) and then items were sequenced in an order that revealed the
least intrusive items first to build rapport with respondents while remaining items were randomly
scattered through the inventory (Multihealth Systems International, 2011). Additional validity
scales of Positive Impressions, Negative Impressions, and Inconsistency Index were also added.
The EQ-i 2.0 contains fifteen subscales and three validity scales, with six to nine items each for a
total of 133 items. The Positive and Negative Impression validity scales are designed to detect an
overly positive or negative response style that can occur intentionally or unintentionally
(Multihealth Systems International, 2011). Positive impressions are sometimes prompted by a
lack of insight, an unwillingness to face one’s limitations, or various needs such as social
conformity, approval, or self-protection (Crowne & Marlow, 1964; Edwards, 1966; Jackson,
1974; Loevinger, 1957). Conversely, negative impressions can be caused by low self-esteem,
depression, or various needs such as sympathy, attention or help resolving personal problems
(Crowne & Marlow, 1964; Frederiksen, 1965; Humbley & Zumbo, 1996; Jackson, 1974;
Loevinger, 1957). The Inconsistency Index measures if respondents rate similar items in opposite
ways. Inconsistent responses can be caused by deliberate sabotage, fatigue, inattention, inability

to comprehend the directions or items, or a lack of motivation (Edwards, 1966; Humbley &
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Zumbo, 1996; Jackson, 1974; Loevinger, 1957). All validity scales of the EQ-i 2.0 showed
expected differences between known invalid responses and those of control groups (Multihealth
Systems International, 2011). Overall, the EQ-i 2.0 is a valid measure of emotional intelligence.
Professional Competency Measure
Professional competency was measured via a self-report Likert rating as that is the only

current measure that has been published in tier | journals since the most recent update of the
ACPA/NASPA competencies in 2015. Sriram (2014) published the first and only ability measure
of student affairs competencies, but they were updated in 2015 after his scale was published
(ACPA/NASPA, 2015). A self-report Likert rating was used to measure competency attainment
in two recent studies (Grabsch et. al., 2019; Muller et al., 2018). These studies used the same
survey and | obtained permission to use them from the researchers (D. Grabsch, personal
communication, February 2, 2021). The instrument includes a self-reported attainment of the ten
ACPA/NASPA professional competency areas. For attainment, a five-point Likert rating scale
was used from no ability to exceptional ability. Each competency was listed and defined using
the definitions provided by ACPA/NASPA (see Appendix B and D). A panel of three student
affairs professionals and higher education faculty outside of the research team and not in the
study population reviewed the instrument to establish face and content validity (Grabsch et. al.,
2019; Muller et al., 2018). Due to the nature of the self-reported attainment, reliability analysis
like internal consistency was not appropriate. A copy of the instrument and permission from the
researchers can be found in Appendix D.
Variable Selection

Using a sample of student affairs practitioners from across the United States, this study

sought to explore the relationship between the emotional intelligence skills of student affairs
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professionals and their professional competencies. In 2010, ACPA and NASPA endorsed a joint
publication Professional Competency Areas for Student Affairs Practitioners. The document
identified competencies that define the professional knowledge, skills, and ways of thinking
required of student affairs professionals regardless of their functional area or specific role
(ACPA & NASPA, 2010). The document was updated in 2015 to include 10 professional
competencies for student affairs: personal and ethical foundations; values, philosophy, and
history, assessment, evaluation, and research; law, policy, and governance; organizational and
human resources; leadership; social justice and inclusion; student learning and development;
technology; and advising and supporting (ACPA & NASPA, 2015). These competencies and
their definitions are listed in Appendix B. Professional competency was the dependent variable
of this study as measured by a self-rating of attainment on each competency, described in detail
in the instrumentation section above.
Independent Variable

The Bar-On model of Emotional Intelligence is most appropriate because it is designed to
help identify skills that need guided intervention to improve performance, which aligns well with
the study’s focus on student affairs professional competencies. Bar-On (1997) sought to marry
the research of intelligence testing and measurement with emerging emotional intelligence
literature. Ultimately, Bar-On (1997, 2006) defines emotional intelligence as the ability to
effectively understand and express oneself, understand and relate to others, and cope with life’s
daily demands. Bar-On’s (1997, 2006) model of emotional intelligence is conceptualized through
the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i), a self-report measure that assesses an individual’s

emotional intelligence on a variety of skills.
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Bar-On operationalized his model through developing a measure of emotional intelligence
through what he called the emotional quotient (EQ) (Bar-On, 1988; Stein et al., 2013). The
Emotion Quotient measures five realms of emotional intelligence: self-perception, self-
expression, interpersonal, decision making, and stress management. The self-perception
dimension involves the ability to be aware of one's own thoughts and feelings, to understand and
accept one’s own strengths and limitations, and to persistently pursue meaning and purpose. The
self-expression dimension encompasses openly expressing emotions in non-destructive ways and
freedom from emotional dependence. The interpersonal dimension includes skills of developing
and maintaining connections with others, understanding the feelings of others, and showing
concern for the needs of others. The decision-making realm includes the ability to realistically
assess problems and find solutions when emotions are involved and avoiding rash behaviors.
Finally, the stress management realm focuses on coping with challenges, remaining positive in
spite of setbacks, and adapting to unpredictable circumstances. Within these five realms are
fifteen emotional intelligence skills: self-regard, self-actualization, emotional self-awareness,
emotional expression, assertiveness, independence, interpersonal relationships, empathy, social
responsibility, problem solving, reality testing, impulse control, flexibility, stress tolerance and
optimism. Each realm and skill is listed with a brief definition in Appendix A (Bar-On, 1997,
2006; Multihealth Systems Assessments, 2011).

Covariates and Background Variables

In addition to emotional intelligence and professional competency a number of covariates
and background variables were included in a demographic questionnaire. The full questionnaire
can be viewed in Appendix C. It included questions about participants' race, gender, age, years of

professional experience, education, and professional development opportunities. The education
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covariate refers to if the participant has a master’s degree in student affairs/higher education, a
related field (e.g. counseling), or another area. The professional development covariate asked
participants on average how many professional development activities (.e.g. conferences,
webinars, etc.) they attend in a year. Because COVID-19 may have impacted normal
professional development activities, this question is intentionally worded to say “on average”
instead of asking about how much professional development the participant has completed in the
last year. A complete summary of variables in this study is included in Table 4.

Table 4

Study Variable Definitions

Variable Operational Definition Values Variable
Type

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: PEF (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Personal and

Ethical

Foundations

(PEF)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: VPH (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Values,

Philosophy,

and History

(VPH)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: AER (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Assessment,

Evaluation,

and Research

(AER)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: LPG (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Law, Policy,

and

Governance
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(LPG)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for  Ordinal Dependent
Competency: OHR (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Organization

al and

Human

Resources

(OHR)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: LEAD (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Leadership

(LEAD)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: SJI (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Social Justice

and Inclusion

(SJn)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: SLD (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Student

Learning and

Development

(SLD)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: TECH (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Technology

(TECH)

Professional  Likert self-rating of attainment for ~ Ordinal Dependent
Competency: A/S (Grabsch et.al., 2019) (0-5)

Advising and

Supporting

(A/S)

Emotional EQ-i 2.0 Self-Perception score Ratio Independent
Intelligence:  (Bar-On 1997; Multihealth (0- 160)

Self- Systems Assessments, 2011)

Perception

Emotional EQ-i 2.0 Self-Expression score Ratio Independent
Intelligence:  (Bar-On 1997; Multihealth (0- 160)

Self- Systems Assessments, 2011)

Expression
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Emotional EQ-i 2.0 Interpersonal score (Bar-  Ratio Independent
Intelligence: ~ On 1997; Multihealth Systems (0- 160)
Interpersonal  Assessments, 2011)

Emotional EQ-i 2.0 Decision Making score Ratio Independent
Intelligence:  (Bar-On 1997; Multihealth (0- 160)

Decision Systems Assessments, 2011)

Making

Emotional EQ-i 2.0 Stress Management score  Ratio Independent
Intelligence:  (Bar-On 1997; Multihealth (0- 160)

Stress Systems Assessments, 2011)

Management

Years of Number of years a participanthas  Ratio Covariate

Experience been employed as a student affairs  (0- xx)
professional

Education The subject area a participant Nominal Covariate
earned their master’s degree in (College Student
Personnel/Higher
Education, Counseling or
related field, Other)

Professional ~ The average number of Ratio Covariate
Development professional development activities (0-xx)
they attend each year

Functional The participant’s self-reported Nominal (Learning or Background
Area identification of what area of Academic Support

student affairs academic support Services, Academic

they currently work in Advising, First-Year

Experience and
Orientation Programs,
Disability Support
Services, none of these)

Race The participant’s self-reported Nominal (Black, White,  Background
identification of what racial group  Hispanic, Asian,
they belong to Indigenous, Multiracial)

Gender The participant’s self-reported Nominal (Man, Woman, Background
identification as man, woman, or Nonbinary/Nonconformi
other gender. ng, prefer not to respond)

Age The participant’s self-reported age  Ratio Background
in years (0-xx)
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Data Collection

Following approval from the Institutional Review Board, participants were recruited via
email, list servs, social media, and other snowball methods. | targeted list servs for academic
support professionals including ACPA’s Commission for Academic Support in Higher
Education, NACADA, the Learning Support Consortium, Disability Service Professionals, and
the College Student Personnel Talks list. In addition to professional organization emails, |
utilized social media to share with personal and professional contacts including linked in, twitter,
Facebook, and Facebook groups for higher education, with a concerted effort in reaching out to
professionals from a variety of institution types and different regions. Potential participants
viewed a brief description of the study, eligibility requirements, the voluntary nature of the
study, and assurance of anonymity and confidentiality. Participants were informed that their
participation was voluntary, they could remove themselves at any time, and were asked to
consent prior to accessing the survey. Upon their consent to participate in the study, participants
completed a survey consisting of several instruments via Qualtrics and the Multihealth Systems
Assessment Portal. Upon agreeing to participate in the study, participants were presented with a
brief questionnaire to ensure they met participant requirements and collected information about
years of experience, educational background, professional development experiences, and
demographic characteristics. Next, respondents provided a self-rating of their attainment of the
ten student affairs professional competencies via a 5-point Likert scale ranging from no ability to
exceptional ability (Grabsch et. al., 2019; Muller et al., 2018). Each NASPA/ACPA competency
was listed and defined for participants (see Appendix D). Next, the EQi 2.0 assessment was
presented to assess emotional intelligence. While ideally | prefer to administer demographics at

the end of a survey, the EQ-i 2.0 must be administered via the Multihealth Systems Assessment
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Portal, so I included these demographics and the professional competency measure in a Qualtrics
survey which then linked to the EQ-i 2.0.
Data Analysis

Data was extracted from the Multihealth System Assessment Portal and Qualtrics, stored
in Excel for manipulation, and analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS). Data was cleaned to remove incorrect or misformatted data and match participant
responses from Qualtrics and the Multihealth System Assessment Portal. Nearly 400 participants
began the survey, but only 252 participants completed both the Qualtrics form and the EQi
assessment. As a result, participants who did not complete the EQi were removed from the study.
Of the 252 participants who completed both the Qualtrics and EQi forms, none had missing data
instances; however, three participants used a midpoint response style, that is they provided a
moderate response to all questions, regardless of what the item stated. These three cases were
removed. Data was analyzed first using Pearson correlations to establish the existence,
direction, and strength of relationships between variables. A post hoc Bonferroni correction was
used to reduce Type I error (Curtin & Schulz, 1998; Field, 2013). Scatter diagrams of residuals,
partial plots, and normal probability plots of residuals were constructed to test assumptions.
Analysis began with evaluation of assumptions. Normality was determined by inspecting the
skewness, kurtosis, mean, median, mode, and histograms of the continuous predictor variables
and of the error scores. Each variable was assessed for outliers. One extreme outlier case was
deleted. In the deleted case the respondent’s answer for the professional development question
was far more than three standard deviation units above the average response. That, combined
with the fact the participant’s responses for the EQ1 portion of the study flagged the

Inconsistency Index caused doubt that the participant was reading and comprehending the
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questions, so the case was deleted. This made for a total of four deleted cases and left a
remaining 248 participants. For the professional development and years of experience variables
the Winsorization technique was used to retain the participants but minimize the influence of
outliers on the data. Then, a hierarchical multiple regression was run for each of the professional
competencies except Technology. No analysis was conducted on the Technology competency as
it had no significant correlation to any of the emotional intelligence realms. In each regression
analysis a competency was entered as the dependent variable and independent variables were
entered in two blocks with covariates of education, years of experience, and professional
development opportunities entered in block one and covariates and the five emotional
intelligence realms entered in block two. Each model was assessed for accuracy by examining
standardized residuals and Cook’s distance. Cases causing undue influence were removed and a
second analysis was run to produce a final model.
Ethical Implications

While the risks to participants were minimal and participants were not part of vulnerable
populations, two ethical concerns were attended to during this research: informed consent and
confidentiality. Every research participant has a right to confidentiality and rigorous standards of
data protection were adhered to. In the present study, the primary risk was that participants may
be asked to disclose information they consider personal or sensitive in nature. To minimize risk,
participants' responses were anonymous. Further, participation is 100% voluntary and
participants could opt out of the study at any time. Participants were informed of risks before

agreeing to begin the survey.
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Chapter Four
Results

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between the emotional
intelligence skills of academic support student affairs professionals in the United States and their
professional competencies as defined by the Joint Task Force on Professional Competencies and
Standards (ACPA/NASPA, 2015). After reviewing descriptive statistics of the sample, data was
first analyzed using Pearson correlations to establish the existence, direction, and strength of
relationships between variables. Then, a hierarchical linear regression was run for each of the
professional competencies. In each regression analysis a competency was entered as the
dependent variable and independent variables were entered in two blocks with covariates of
education, years of experience, and professional development opportunities entered in block one
and covariates and the five emotional intelligence realms entered in block two.

Each inferential statistic will be introduced, and a general discussion of the results will be
presented. However, a more detailed discussion will be included in the subsequent chapter with a
discussion of the implication of those results. To begin, the research question will be restated
followed by a robust review of the descriptive statistics before beginning the discussion of the
inferential results.

This study examined the following research questions: (1) What is the relationship
between the various emotional intelligence skills of academic support student affairs
professionals and their professional competency in the field? (2) Do the emotional intelligence
skills of academic support student affairs professionals predict or moderate their professional
competency, beyond the influence of their years of experience, education, and professional

development?
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Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were compiled for all variables on the demographic questionnaire
including race, age, gender, educational background, student affairs functional area, years of
experience, and professional development opportunities. Next, descriptive statistics were
compiled and reported for the independent variables, emotional intelligence realms of self-
perception, self-expression, interpersonal, decision making, and stress management, and the
dependent variables, the ACPA/NASPA competencies: Personal and Ethical Foundations;
Values, Philosophy, and History; Assessment, Evaluation, and Research; Law, Policy, and
Governance; Organizational and Human Resources; Leadership; Social Justice and Inclusion;
Student Learning Development; Technology; and Advising and Supporting.
Demographic Information

The sample consisted of 248 student affairs practitioners employed full time at a college

or university in the United States in an academic support functional area, including academic
advising, first-year experience, learning support, and disability services. The demographics of
the participants are displayed in Table 5. The overall sample included 56 (22.6%) student affairs
practitioners who identified as men, 189 (76.2%) who identified as women, one (0.4%) who
identified as gender nonbinary or nonconforming, and one (0.4%) who preferred not to respond.
For race, two (0.8%) identified as American Indian or Alaska Native, two (0.8%) identified as
Asian, 29 (11.7%) identified as Black or African-American, 202 (81.5%) identified as White,
seven (2.8%) identified as more than one race, and six (2.4%) preferred not to respond.
Additionally, 18 (7.3%) participants identified as Hispanic or Latinx. The mean age of the 248
participants was 37.8 years (Mdn= 36, SD= 9.19) with participants ranging in age from 25 to 66

years. The majority of participants were under age 45 with 108 (43.5%) participants age 25-34,
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84 (33.9) participants age 35-44, 41 (16.5%) participants age 45-54, and 15 (6.0%) participants
age 55 or older.
Educational and Professional Background

Participants were required to have a master’s degree or higher to participate in the study
but were asked in the demographic questionnaire what academic field their advanced degree was
in. 133 (53.6%) participants earned their highest degree in higher education, student affairs, or
college student personnel studies. 43 (17.3%) earned their highest degree in counseling or a
related field (e.g. social work, clinical psychology, etc.). The 72 (29%) remaining participants
earned their highest degree in another academic field, highlighting the educational diversity of
the academic support field. Other fields cited included: Adult Education, Agricultural
Communication, Anthropology, Business Administration, Chemistry, Communication Studies,
Creative Writing, Curriculum and Instruction, Divinity, Educational Psychology, English,
Family Consumer Science, Fine Arts, Health Management, History, Instructional and Learning
Technologies, Journalism, K-12 Education Leadership, Kinesiology, Law (Juris Doctorate),
Library Science, Linguistics, Management, Music, Natural Resource Management, Nonprofit
Leadership, Organizational Leadership, Political Science, Public Health, Religion, Sociology,
Special Education, Sports Management, Strategic Communications, Teaching, and Urban
Studies.

Participants were required to work in an academic support functional area including
academic advising, disability services, first-year experience, or learning support. However, jobs
in student affairs often have responsibilities that cross into multiple functional areas of practice.
As a result, most participants indicated their work include multiple academic support areas or an

additional area in addition to an academic support function so, percentages do not add up to
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100%. 143 (57.7%) of participants indicated they worked in academic advising, 27 (10.9%)
indicated they worked in disability services, 89 (35.9%) indicated they worked in first-year
experience, 93 (37.9) indicated they worked in learning support, and 23 (9.3%) indicated they
had additional work duties in another functional area. Additional functional areas listed by
participants included: Admissions, Advising Technology Systems, Career Services, Counseling
Services, Diversity and Inclusion, Dual Enrollment, Financial Aid, Health and Wellness,
International Student Services, Library Services, One Stop, Opportunity Programs, Residence
Life, Student Retention, Student Success, Success Coaching, Transfer Student Services, TRIO
Programs, and Tutoring Services.

The mean years of experience in higher education of the 248 participants was 10.9 years
(Mdn=9, SD= 7.77) with participants ranging in age from one to 40 years of experience. 78
(31.5%) of participants had five years or less of experience in higher education, 95 (38.3)
reported six-14 years of experience, 58 (23.4) reported 15-24 years of experience, and 17 (6.9%)
reported 25 years or more of experience in higher education.

The mean number of professional development activities completed per year by the 248
participants was 2.3 activities (Mdn= 2, SD = 2.96) with participants ranging from zero activities
to 40 activities per year. Notably, only one participant reported 40 activities per year and the next
highest reported activity level was 12 activities per year. 21 (8.5%) reported participating in no
professional development activities, 186 (75.0%) reported engaging in one to three professional
development activities each year, 35 (14.1%) indicated they engaged in four to six activities per
year, and six (2.4%) participated in seven or more activities.

Table 5

Demographic Frequency and Percentages
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Frequency (n)

Percentage (%o)

All Participants 248 100
Gender
Man 56 22.6
Woman 189 76.2
Nonbinary or Nonconforming 1 4
Other 1 4
Prefer not to respond 1 4
Race
American Indian or Alaska Native 2 8
Asian 2 8
Black or African-American 29 11.7
White 202 81.5
Multiracial 7 2.8
Prefer not to respond 6 2.4
Hispanic or Latinx
Yes 18 7.3
No 229 92.3
Prefer not to respond 1 4
Age
25-34 108 43.5
35-44 84 33.9
45-54 41 16.5
55 + 15 6.0
Highest Degree Earned
Higher Ed/Student Affairs/College Student Personnel 133 53.6
Counseling or related field 43 17.3
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Other 72 29.0

Functional Area

Advising 143 57.7
Disability Services 27 10.9
First-Year Experience 89 35.9
Learning Support 93 375
Other (in addition to one above) 23 9.3

Years of Experience in Higher Education

1-5 78 31.5
6-14 95 38.3
15-24 58 23.4
25+ 17 6.9

Professional Development Activities Per Year

0 21 8.5
1-3 186 75.0
4-6 35 14.1
7+ 6 2.4

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables, the ACPA/NASPA professional competencies, were measured
via a self-report Likert rating scale used in two recent studies (Grabsch et. al., 2019; Muller et al.,
2018). The instrument included a self-reported attainment of the ten ACPA/NASPA professional
competency areas. For attainment, a five-point Likert rating scale was used from no ability to
exceptional ability. Each competency was listed and defined using the definitions provided by

ACPA/NASPA (see Appendix B and D). A copy of the instrument and permission from the
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researchers can be found in Appendix D. Table 6 includes the mean, standard deviation, and
range of the rating for each competency.

Personal and Ethical Foundations (PEF) ratings ranged from 1 to 5 with a mean rating of
4.2460 (SD = 67337). Values, Philosophy, and History (VPH) ratings ranged from 1 to 5 with an
average rating of 3.5685 (SD=.95831). Assessment, Evaluation and Research (AER) ratings
ranged from 1 to 5 with an average of 3.1734 (SD=.99298). Law, Policy, and Governance
(LPG) ratings ranged from 1 to 5 with an average score of 3.2218 (SD= 1.01168). Organizational
and Human Resource attainment was rated from 1 to 5 with a mean of 3.5685 (SD=.94982).
Leadership attainment ratings ranged from 2 to 5 with a mean of 4.0726 (SD=.77589). Social
Justice and Inclusion attainment ratings ranged from 1 to 5 with an average of 3.7782 (SD=
.82669). Student Learning Development attainment ratings ranged from 1 to 5 with a mean of
4.0282 (SD=.90165). Technology attainment ratings ranged from 1 to 5 with an average rating
of 3.8750 (SD=.85159). Advising and Support attainment ratings ranged from 2 to 5 with an
average rating of 4.4073 (SD=.70816).

Table 6

Professional Competencies Descriptive Statistics

N Mean SD Range
PEF- Personal & 248 4.2460 .67337 4.00
Ethical Foundations
VPH-Values, 248 3.5685 .95831 4.00
Philosophies, &
History
AER- Assessment, 248 3.1734 .99298 4.00
Evaluation &
Research
LPG- Law, Policy, 248 3.2218 1.01168 4.00

& Governance
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OHR- 248 3.5685 .94982 4.00
Organizational &
Human Resources

LEAD- Leadership 248 4.0726 77589 3.00
SJI- Social Justice & 248 3.7782 .82669 4.00
Inclusion
SLD- Student 248 4.0282 90165 4.00
Learning &
Development
TECH- Technology 248 3.8750 .85159 4.00
A/S- Advising & 248 4.4073 .70816 3.00
Supporting

Competency Attainment by Gender

As shown in Table 7, men and women had some variation in their competency attainment
ratings. Women rated themselves higher than men in Personal and Ethical Foundations, Advising
and Support, Social Justice and Inclusion, and Technology. Men rated themselves higher than
women in Values, Philosophy and History, Assessment, Evaluation and Research, Law, Policy
and Governance, Organizational and Human Resources, and Student Learning and Development.
Men and women in this sample rated Advising and Support as their highest competency
attainment, which is to be expected due to the study’s criteria that all participants work in an
academic support functional area. However, for women, Personal and Ethical Foundations was
also an area of strength, whereas men had no secondary competency elevated significantly (a
quarter of a point) above their other competency scores. Both men and women rated their
weakest competencies as Assessment and Evaluation and Law, Policy and Governance. Gender
nonconforming individuals were not included in this table due to their small sample size.

Table 7
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Professional Competencies Descriptives by Gender

PEF VPH AER LPG OHR LE SJI SLD TE A/S
AD CH

Woman mean 431 356 3.13 319 356 4.07 3.81 4.02 391 4.48
N 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189 189
SD .645 .958 937 .987 .936 .789 .833 .948 .797 .673

Man mean 4.02 366 330 334 366 4.05 361 4.07 371 4.21
N 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56
SD 726 940 117 112 978 .749 779 .759 1.00 .803

Competency Attainment by Race

As shown in Table 8, across racial groups, Advising and Supporting was the strongest
competency attainment, which, again, is to be expected due to the study’s criteria that all
participants work in an academic support functional area. Men and women had some variation in
their competency attainment ratings. For most racial groups, Advising, Evaluation and Research
and Law, Policy, and Governance were rated as the weakest competency areas. White
participants rated themselves as significantly higher (a quarter of a point) than Black participants
in Organizational and Human Resources, Law, Policy, and Governance, and Student Learning
and Development. Black, American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, and Multiracial
participants rated themselves higher than White participants in Social Justice and Inclusion.
Table 8

Professional Competencies Descriptives by Race

PEF VPH AER LPG OHR LEAD SJI SLD TECH A/S

Amer. mean 4.00 4.00 350 450 400 400 450 4.00 4.50 4.50

Indian
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
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or SD .000 141 .707 .707 .000 .000 707 141 707 707
Alaska
Native

Asian mean 450 350 200 200 3.00 4.00 450 4.00 3.50 5.00

SD 707 212 .000 .000 .000 .000 707 141 707 .000
Blackor mean 421 357 310 297 321 4.03 390 3.86 3.72 4.45
African-
AmMmer. N 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29

SD 978 127 105 109 118 .944 1.05 116 .751 .736
White mean 425 357 321 324 362 4.09 3.73 4.07 3.89 4.40

N 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202 202

SD 631 907 986 1.01 .907 .761 .803 .843 .866 .700
Prefer mean 400 333 283 350 383 4.00 3.83 3.33 4.33 3.83
not to

SD 632 1.03 147 548 983 .632 753 1.21 .816 .983
Multi- mean 443 343 300 343 329 3.86 414 4.14 3.43 471
racial

N 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

SD 535 787 577 976 1.11  .899 378 .899 .787 488

Summary of ACPA/NASPA Competencies Descriptive Statistics

As shown in Table 6, participants had the highest ratings of attainment for the Advising
and Support (M= 4.4073, SD =.70816) and Personal and Ethical Foundations (M= 4.2460, SD=
.67337) competencies, although Table 7 revealed that women rated their attainment of personal
and ethical foundations much higher than men. Participants’ weakest competency attainment
ratings were for Assessment, Evaluation and Research (M= 3.1734, SD=.99298) and Law,
Policy, and Governance (M=3.2218, SD=1.01168).
Independent Variables
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The independent variables, the realms of emotional intelligence, were measured by the
EQ-i 2.0. The EQI 2.0 consists of 133 brief self-report items measured on a five-point Likert
response scale. The assessment provides a total El score, five composite scale scores for each of
the El realms, and fifteen subscale scores (three skills per realm). These scales and subscales are
depicted in Appendix A (Multihealth Systems International, 2011). EQ-i 2.0 raw scores are
converted into standard scores based on a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15
(Multihealth Systems International, 2011). When interpreting scores for an individual
participant, scores below 90 are considered low, scores below 75 are considered very low, scores
above 110 are considered high, and scores above 125 are considered very high. In large samples
like the present study, average scores will generally be between 98 and 102, given the
standardization of the assessment. Averages for a sample of this size below 95 would be
considered low and averages over 105 would be considered high. Scores are computer
generated. Means, ranges and standard deviations of the EQi 2.0 total, realm, and skill standard
scores can be found in Table 9.
Self-Perception

The self-perception realm standard score ranged from 53 to 126 with an average of
95.9395 (SD= 13.79962). While ranges this wide in a sample of this size are not abnormal, it is
notable that the average was below the average of professionals completing the tool worldwide
(100). The self-perception realm contains three skills, self-regard, self-actualization, and
emotional self-awareness. Self-regard scores ranged from 37 to 126 with a mean of 91.3750
(SD=16.43292). Self-actualization scores ranged from 52 to 125 with a mean of 97.6411 (SD =
15.75561). Emotional self-awareness scores ranged from 64 to 126 with a mean of 102.5403 (SD

=12.71576).
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Self-Expression

The self-expression realm standard score ranged from 59 to 129 with a mean of 95.3548
(SD = 14.70283). The self-expression realm contains the skills of emotional expression,
assertiveness, and independence. Emotional expression standard scores ranged from 17 to 126
with an average of 100.4476 (SD = 16.08043). Assertiveness scores ranged from 48 to 128 with
a mean of 94.6653 (SD = 14.17776). Independence standard scores ranged from 42 to 125 with
an average score of 92,7984 (SD = 17.14925).
Interpersonal

The interpersonal realm standard scores ranged from 56 to 128 with a mean of 102.8790
(SD =12.48876). The interpersonal realm contains the skills of interpersonal relationships,
empathy, and social responsibility. Interpersonal relationships standard scores ranged from 51 to
125 with a mean of 98.8710 (SD= 15.69572). Empathy scores ranged from 46 to 124 with an
average of 105.5645 (SD= 13.80268). Social responsibility scores ranged from 26 to 124 with a
mean of 102.6048 (SD= 12.72335).
Decision Making

The decision making realm standard scores ranged from 48 to 130 with an average of
96.5645 (SD= 14.13053). The decision making realm includes the skills problem solving, reality
testing, and impulse control. Problem solving standard scores ranged from 24 to 123 with an
average of 92.8871 (SD= 16.05316). Reality testing scores ranged from 48 to 130 with a mean of
98.8105 (SD= 12.95400). Impulse control scores ranged from 40 to 125 with an average of
99.2944 (SD= 14.86178).

Stress Management
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The stress management realm standard scores ranged from 50 to 127 with an average score
of 91.6573. The stress management realm contains the skills flexibility, stress tolerance, and
optimism. Flexibility scores ranged from 54 to 128 with a mean of 95.1210 (SD= 14.5554).
Stress tolerance scores ranged from 40 to 124 with an average of 93.3871 (SD= 14.91200).
Optimism standard scores ranged from 0 to 124 with an average of 91.0282 (SD= 17.06938).
Table 9

EQ-i 2.0 Emotional Intelligence Descriptive Statistics

N Mean SD Range
Total EI 248 95.6976 13.28728 70.00
Self-Perception 248 95.9395 13.79962 73.00
Self-Regard 248 91.3750 16.43292 89.00
Self-Actualization 248 97.6411 15.75561 73.00
Emotional Self- 248 102.5403 12.71576 62.00
Awareness
Self-Expression 248 95.3548 14.70283 70.00
Emotional 248 100.4476 16.08043 109.00
Expression
Assertiveness 248 94.6653 14.17776 80.00
Independence 248 92.7984 17.14925 82.00
Interpersonal 248 102.8790 12.48876 72.00
Interpersonal 248 98.8710 15.69572 74.00
Relationships
Empathy 248 105.5645 13.80268 78.00
Social 248 102.6048 12.72335 98.00
Responsibility
Decision Making 248 96.5645 14.13053 82.00
Problem Solving 248 92.8871 16.05316 99.00
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Reality Testing 248 98.8105 12.95400 82.00

Impulse Control 248 99.2944 14.86178 85.00
Stress Management 248 91.6573 14.64780 77.00
Flexibility 248 95.1210 14.55554 74.00
Stress Tolerance 248 93.3871 14.91200 84.00
Optimism 248 91.0282 17.06938 124.00

Emotional Intelligence Proficiency by Race

As shown in Table 10, across racial groups, the strongest area of emotional intelligence was
the Interpersonal realm which includes the skills of interpersonal relationships, empathy, and
social responsibility. For most racial groups, the weakest emotional intelligence area was the
stress management realm which includes the skills of flexibility, stress tolerance, and optimism.
Notably, Black participants scored higher than all racial groups on the total El score and in each
of the five realms.
Table 10

Emotional Intelligence Descriptives by Race

Total Self- Self- Inter- Decision  Stress
Perception Expression personal Making Management

Amer. mean 96.5000 102.5000 101.0000  99.5000 95.0000  88.0000

Indian
or N 2 2 2 2 2 2
ﬁﬁf\l/(s SD 19.09188 14.84924  18.38478 13.43503 12.72792 22.62742

Asian mean 90.0000  93.5000 85.0000 102.5000 89.0000  86.5000
N 2 2 2 2 2 2
SD 22.62742 19.09188 1555635  13.43503 22.62742 26.16295
mean 100.8966 100.8621  99.2759 105.3103 103.5172 95.1379
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Blackor N 29 29 29 29 29 29

African-
Amer. SD 11.99805 13.88659  12.80596 10.61032 12.54882 13.92768

White mean 95.4901 95.5347 95.3663 102.9208 96.0149 91.7822

N 202 202 202 202 202 202

SD 13.01864 13.53717 14.80031 12.67165 13.81631 14.30486
Prefer mean 88.1667  90.0000 85.3333 93.0000 94.5000 87.1667
not to
respond N 6 6 6 6 6 6

SD 15.41968 15.98750 16.69331 16.62528 16.35543 13.77558
Multi- mean 88.0000 91.1429 88.7143 101.1429 88.0000 80.0000
racial

N 7 7 7 7 7 7

SD 17.47379 16.99440 13.93693  9.59911 20.03331 21.53292

Summary of EQi 2.0 Descriptive Statistics

The EQI 2.0 total standard score for participants ranged from 61 to 131 with a mean of
95.6976 (SD= 13.28728), slightly below the national average for working professionals. The
strongest overall realm for participants was interpersonal (M= 102.8790, SD = 12.48876). The
strongest skills for participants were empathy (M= 105.5645, SD= 13.80268), emotional self-
awareness (M= 102.5403, SD = 12.71576), and social responsibility (102.6048, SD= 12.72335).
The weakest overall realm for participants was stress management (M= 91.6573, SD 14.64780).
The weakest skills for participants were self-regard (M=91.375, SD=13.79962), optimism (M
=91.0282, SD = 17.06938), independence (M=92.7984, SD = 17.14925), and problem solving
(M=192.8871, SD= 16.05316). The greatest spread of scores occurred in emotional expression
with a range of 109 and optimism with a range of 124.

Social responsibility is commonly a highly rated skill for helping professionals, so it is

unsurprising that this skill was highly rated for the present sample. While the published literature

71



on the impact of COVID-19 on emotional intelligence skills is very limited, there are some
interesting trends being reported by Multi-Health Systems International, the EQi proprietor, and
emotional intelligence consulting firms. MHS maintains that upon broad analysis of EQi 2.0
scores collected from 2017 to 2022, there are no statistically significant differences in skill areas
that would warrant adjusting the norming of the assessment, but that there are some important
trends to note, and individuals commonly experience shifts in their scores in response to life
stressors and their own efforts for personal development (MHS International, 2022). It is
especially notable that this sample’s highest rated skills were empathy and emotional self-
awareness. MHS consultant Steven Stein reported a slight downward trend in empathy and
emotional self-awareness scores for his clients, arguing that in times of crisis, individuals tend to
lose focus of their own feelings and the feelings of others as managing the emergency consumes
their attention (Stein, 2021). Consistent with our sample’s outcomes, optimism was the
emotional intelligence skill hardest hit by the pandemic according to Michael Miller of Six
Seconds, an Emotional Intelligence think tank. Miller (2021) stated that optimism declined by
over five percent in 2020 and he anticipated further decline as burnout set in for employees
navigating the impacts of COVID-19. Also consistent with our sample, it was also found that
leaders have struggled with self-regard as it was difficult to feel good about one’s own strengths
and challenges during extreme volatility and with the disconnection of feedback during remote
work (Beatty, 2022).
Inferential Statistics

Prior to conducting a hierarchical linear regression analysis for each of the

ACPA/NASPA Professional Competencies, the relevant assumptions of this statistical analysis

were tested. Pearson correlations were examined to assess if the assumptions for regression are
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met. As seen in Table 11, there were no correlations between independent variables greater than
.8, thus the predictors meet the assumption of multicollinearity. Correlations were also examined
between ACPA/NASPA competencies and the emotional intelligence realms.

Table 11

Correlation Matrix of Independent Variables and Covariate

n M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.Years of 247 108 777 —
Experience
2.Prof Dev 247 212 1.74 .000 —
Activities
3.Self- 247 958 13.7 .147* 051 —
Perception
4.Self- 247 953 147 .206** .033 .701** —
Expression

5.Interpersonal 247 102.8 125 .099 009 .617** .526** —-

6.Decision 247 96.5 142 .142* -021 .608** .612** 375** —-
Making

7.5tress 247 91.7 147 .231** -003 .646** .644** 536** .643**
Management

*p < .05. **p < .01.

Scatter diagrams of residuals, partial plots, and normal probability plots of residuals were
constructed to test assumptions. Analysis began with evaluation of assumptions. Normality was
determined by inspecting the skewness, kurtosis, mean, median, mode, and histograms of the
continuous predictor variables and of the error scores. Each variable was assessed for outliers.
One extreme outlier case was deleted. The respondents answer for the professional development
question was far more than three standard deviation units above the average response. That,
combined with the participant’s response style for the EQi portion of the study caused doubt that

the participant was reading and comprehending the questions, so the case was deleted. For the
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professional development and years of experience variables the Winsorization technique was
used to retain the participants but minimize the influence of outliers on the data.

A hierarchical regression analysis was run for nine of the ACPA/NASPA competencies.
No analysis was conducted on the Technology competency as it had no significant correlation to
any of the emotional intelligence realms. In all initial analyses, a single ACPA/NASPA
competency was used as the dependent variable and the independent variables included the
following: self-perception, self-expression, interpersonal, decision making, stress management,
years of experience, education, and professional development. Two blocks of variables were
used in each hierarchical analysis. In the first step, years of experience, education, and
professional development were forced into the equation as independent variables. In the second
step of the hierarchical model, the five EQi realms were added as well as the covariates of years
of experience, education, and professional development. Each model was assessed for accuracy
by examining standardized residuals and Cook’s distance. Cases causing undue influence were
removed and a second analysis was run to produce a final model. Each competency analysis is
summarized below.
Personal and Ethical Foundations

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Personal and Ethical
Foundations competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education,
professional development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student
affairs), educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five
emotional intelligence realms. As seen in Table 12, in model one, years of experience (f=.314, p
<.001, sr?=.099) contributed significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 232) = 7.511, p<.001]

and accounted for 9.9% of the variation in personal and ethical foundation competency
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attainment. In this model professional development (p=.070, p=.260), educational background
in counseling (p =.071, p =.273), and educational background in another related field (p = -
.043, p = .508) were not significant predictors. In model 2, the self-perception (= .325, p <.001,
sr?=.037), self-expression (B= -.244, p = .007, sr>=.023), and interpersonal (B=.168, p = .025,
sr?=.016) emotional intelligence realms accounted for an additional 15.8% of the variation in
Personal and Ethical Foundation competency attainment and this change in R? was significant, [F
(5,227) = 10.831, p < .001]. All other predictors were not significant. Self-Perception is an
expected significant predictor as ACPA and NASPA describe the Personal and Ethical
Foundation competency as reliant upon self-awareness: “Professional development to advanced-
level proficiency (of Personal and Ethical Foundations) involves higher order critique and self-
awareness, applications to healthy living and professional practice, and modeling, mentoring,
and facilitating the same among others” (ACPA/NASPA, 2015, p. 12). Self-perception, self-
expression, and interpersonal skills were significant predictors of Personal and Ethical
Foundations competency attainment, but self-expression negatively impacted the model.
Additionally, Personal and Ethical Foundations was the only competency that self-expression
contributed to the predictive model.

Table 12

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Personal and Ethical

Foundation Competency Attainment

Variable B T p sr? R R? p
Step 1 339 .099 <.001
Years of Experience 314 4.197 <.001 .099

Professional Development  .070 1.130 .260 .005
Counseling or related 071 1.099 273 .005
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Other academic discipline  -.043 -.663 .508 .002

Step 2 534 257 <.001

Years of Experience .282 4.842 <.001 .074
Professional Development  .069 1.220 224 .005
Counseling Education .050 .842 400 .002
Other Academic Discipline -.054 -.913 .362 .003

Self-Perception .325 3.504 <.001 .037
Self-Expression -244  -2,735 .007 .023
Interpersonal .168 2.250 .025 .016
Decision Making .082 1.011 313 .003
Stress Management .087 -.957 339 .003

Values, Philosophy, and History

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Values, Philosophy, and History
competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education, professional
development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student affairs),
educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five emotional
intelligence realms. As seen in Table 13, in model one, years of experience (= .344, p <.001,
sr’=.118), educational background in counseling or related field (B= -.197, p = .002, sr?=.036),
and educational background in another academic area (B= -.187, p =.003, sr?=.032) contributed
significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 228) = 11.757, p<.001] and accounted for 15.6% of
the variation in Values, Philosophy, and History competency attainment. In this model
professional development (B=.070, p=.260) was not a significant predictor. As evidenced by the
negative beta score for the educational background, those who completed counseling or other

academic fields were predicted to have lower attainment for the Values, Philosophy, and History
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competency that those who completed a student affairs academic program. In model 2, the self-
perception (B=.371, p <.001, sr?=.049) emotional intelligence realm accounted for an additional
6.7% of the variation in Values, Philosophy, and History competency attainment and this change
in R? was significant, [F (5,223) = 8.397, p < .001]. All other predictors were not significant.
While education was not a significant predictor in most competency areas, those with advanced
degrees in higher education/college student personnel and counseling fields were more likely to
rate themselves as high in Values, Philosophy, and History than those with degrees from other
disciplines, suggesting that educational training in higher education can serve to give
professionals a connection to the values and history of the student affairs profession.

Table 13

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Values, Philosophy, and

History Competency Attainment

Variable B t p sr? R R? p
Step 1 414 156 <.001
Years of Experience 344 5.687 <.001 .118

Professional Development  .051 837 404 .003
Counseling or related -.197 -3.126  .002 .036
Other academic discipline  -.187 -2.975 .003 .032

Step 2 503 223 <.001

Years of Experience 330 5.539 <.001 .103
Professional Development  .049 .842 401 .003
Counseling Education -.231 -3.749  <.001 047
Other Academic Discipline -.189 -3.107  .002 .032
Self-Perception 371 3.829 <.001 .049
Self-Expression -.157 -1.707  .089 .009
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Interpersonal .068 870 .385 .003
Decision Making -.058 -.715 475 .002
Stress Management -.023 -.252 .801 .0002

Assessment, Evaluation, and Research

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Assessment, Evaluation, and
Research competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education, professional
development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student affairs),
educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five emotional
intelligence realms. As seen in Table 14, in model one, years of experience (B=.285, p <.001,
sr?=.081) contributed significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 228) = 5.6968, p<.001] and
accounted for 7.9% of the variation in Assessment, Evaluation, and Research competency
attainment. In this model professional development (= .089, p=.161), counseling education (=
-.084, p=.206), and other educational field (= .023, p=.732) were not significant predictors. In
model 2, the decision making (B=.191, p = .031, sr>=.018) emotional intelligence realm
accounted for an additional 2.1% of the variation in Assessment, Evaluation, and Research
competency attainment and this change in R? was significant, [F (5,223) = 3.814, p < .001]. All
other predictors were not significant. Interestingly, decision making and stress management were
significant predictors of Assessment, Evaluation, and Research competency attainment, but
stress management negatively impacted the model, meaning that those with higher stress
management scores were less likely to be proficient.

Table 14
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Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Assessment, Evaluation,

and Research Competency Attainment

Variable B t p sr? R R? p
Step 1 .308 .079 <.001
Years of Experience .285 4.506 <.001 .081

Professional Development .089 1.405 161 .008
Counseling or related -084  -1.269 .206 .006
Other academic discipline  .023 343 732 .0004

Step 2 .365 .098 <.001

Years of Experience 274 4.208 <.001 .068
Professional Development .086 1.360 175 .007
Counseling Education -.108 -1.634 .104 .010
Other Academic Discipline .020 299 .765 .0004

Self-Perception 133 1.089 277 .005
Self-Expression -.025 -.249 .804 .0002
Interpersonal .007 .086 932 .00003
Decision Making 191 2.165 .031 .018
Stress Management -.115 -1.179  .240 .005

Law, Policy, and Governance

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Law, Policy, and Governance
competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education, professional
development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student affairs),
educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five emotional
intelligence realms. As seen in Table 15, in model one, years of experience (p=.299, p <.001,

sr’=.089) and educational background in another academic discipline (B= -.140, p=.034,
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sr?=.018) contributed significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 227) = 7.003, p<.001] and
accounted for 9.4% of the variation in Law, Policy, and Governance competency attainment. In
this model professional development (f=.035, p=.577) and counseling education (= -.050, p=
.446) were not significant predictors. As evidenced by the negative beta score for the educational
background, those who have an education background in other academic fields were predicted to
have lower attainment for the Law, Policy, and Governance competency than those who
completed a student affairs academic program or have a degree in counseling or a related field.
In model 2, the decision making (B=.184, p = .037, sr?=.016) emotional intelligence realm
accounted for an additional 5.1% of the variation in Law, Policy, and Governance competency
attainment and this change in R? was significant, [F (5,222) = 5.341, p <.001]. All other
predictors were not significant. Education was a significant predictor with those who have
advanced degrees in higher education or counseling and related fields were more likely to rate
themselves as proficient in understanding issues of compliance, policy formation, and the impact
of governance structures on the profession than those with educational backgrounds in other
fields. As expected, decision making skills contributed significantly to the model as they are
essential to risk management, a central component of the Law, Policy, and Governance
competency.

Table 15

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Law, Policy, and

Governance Competency Attainment

Variable B t p sr? R R? p
Step 1 331 .094 <.001
Years of Experience 299 4,763 <.001 .089
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Professional Development  .035 559 577 .001
Counseling or related -050 -.764 446 .002
Other academic discipline  -.140 -2.134  .034 .018

Step 2 422 145 <.001

Years of Experience 257 4.095 <.001 .062
Professional Development  .043 .702 483 .003
Counseling Education -.048 -.738 461 .002
Other Academic Discipline -.155 -2.411 017 .022

Self-Perception .029 .286 75 .0002
Self-Expression -.031 -.320 749 .0003
Interpersonal -.124 -1476 141 .008
Decision Making 184 2.095 .037 .016
Stress Management 160 1.615 108 .009

Organizational and Human Resources

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Organizational and Human
Resources competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education, professional
development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student affairs),
educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five emotional
intelligence realms. As seen in Table 16, in model one, years of experience (= .374, p <.001,
sr?=.139) contributed significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 226) = 9.796, p<.001] and
accounted for 13.3% of the variation in Organizational and Human Resources competency
attainment. In this model professional development (= .087, p=.160), counseling education (B=
-.020, p=.752) and education in another academic discipline (= .020, p=.756) were not

significant predictors. In model 2, while none of the emotional intelligence realms were
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significant predictors the overall model accounted for an additional 3.4% of the variation in Law,
Policy, and Governance competency attainment and this change in R? was significant, [F (5,221)
=6.128, p <.001]. Organizational and Human Resources was the only competency in which the
only significant predictor was years of professional experience and no emotional intelligence
skills contributed to the predictive model.

Table 16

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Organizational and

Human Resources Competency Attainment

Variable B T p sr? R R? p
Step 1 384 133 <.001
Years of Experience 374 6.075 <.001 .139

Professional Development .087 1.408 160 .007
Counseling or related -.020 -.316 752 .0004
Other academic discipline  .020 311 756 .0004

Step 2 447 167 <.001

Years of Experience .350 5.622 <.001 .114
Professional Development .081 1.337 183 .006
Counseling Education -.047 - 733 464 .002
Other Academic Discipline .010 155 877 .00008

Self-Perception 187 1.836 .068 012

Self-Expression 130 1.401 162 .007

Interpersonal -.015 -.188 .851 .0001

Decision Making .029 337 .7136 .0004

Stress Management -127 -1.354 177 .007
Leadership
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A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Leadership competency
attainment based on years of experience in higher education, professional development,
educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student affairs), educational
background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five emotional intelligence
realms. As seen in Table 17, in model one, years of experience (p=.244, p <.001, sr’=.059)
contributed significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 227) = 3.666, p=.006] and accounted for
4.4% of the variation in Leadership competency attainment. In this model professional
development (p=.019, p=.766), counseling education (= -.044, p=.519) and education in
another academic discipline (= -.005, p=.942) were not significant predictors. In model 2, self-
perception (B=.243, p = .011, sr?>=.022) and decision making (p=.242, p =.007, sr>=.025)
contributed significantly to the regression model and accounted for an additional 19.0% of the
variation in Leadership competency attainment and this change in R? was significant, [F (9,222)
= 8.829, p <.001]. All other predictors were not significant. It is unsurprising that self-
perception realm was the only realm of emotional intelligence that was a significant predictor of
this competency as the self-expression realm skills of assertiveness, and emotional expression
seem closely tied to the competency definition as outlined by ACPA/NASPA. Interestingly,
decision making was the only other emotion intelligence realm that was a significant predictor of
Leadership Attainment, despite the language of the ACPA/NASPA definition highlighting self-
expression and stress management skills.

Table 17
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Leadership Competency

Attainment

Variable B T p sr? R R? p
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Step 1 246 .044  .006

Years of Experience 244 3.791 <.001 .059
Professional Development .019 299 .766 .036
Counseling or related -.044  -.647 519 .002
Other academic discipline  -.005  -.073 942 .00003

Step 2 513 234 <.001

Years of Experience 178 2.995 .003 .029
Professional Development .016 .280 .780 .0002
Counseling Education -.088  -1.434 153 .007
Other Academic Discipline -.022  -.358 721 .0004

Self-Perception 243 2.554 011 .022
Self-Expression .049 560 576 .001
Interpersonal .082 1.037 301 .004
Decision Making 222 2.724 .007 .025
Stress Management -.064 -.698 486 .002

Social Justice and Inclusion

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Social Justice and Inclusion
competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education, professional
development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student affairs),
educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five emotional
intelligence realms. As seen in Table 18, in model one, the regression model [F (4, 229) = .753,
p=.557 was not significant. In model 2, interpersonal (B=.320, p <.001, sr?=.056) contributed
significantly to the regression model and accounted for 10.1% of the variation in Social Justice
and Inclusion competency attainment and this change in R? was significant, [F (9,224) = 3.923, p

<.001]. All other predictors were not significant. Interestingly, Social Justice and Inclusion was
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the only model where years of experience was not a significant predictor of competency

attainment and where only one variable in the whole model was significant. The significance

level in Model 2 was p<.001, suggesting that interpersonal skills of empathy, interpersonal

relationships and social responsibility are very strong predators of the Social Justice and

Inclusion competency.

Table 18

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Social Justice and

Inclusion Competency Attainment

Variable B t p sr? R R? p
Step 1 114 -.004 557
Years of Experience .099 1.510 132 .009

Professional Development -.011  -.162 871 .0001

Counseling or related -031  -455 .650 .0009

Other academic discipline  -.056  -.815 416 .003

Step 2 .369 101 <.001
Years of Experience .080 1.240 216 .006

Professional Development -.009  -.142 .887 .00008

Counseling Education -063  -.961 338 .004

Other Academic -049  -743 458 .002

Discipline

Self-Perception .018 .168 .867 .0001

Self-Expression 012 123 902 .00006

Interpersonal 320 3.794 <001 .056

Decision Making 153 1.709 .089 011

Stress Management -126 -1.249 213 .006

85



Student Learning and Development

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Student Learning and
Development competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education,
professional development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student
affairs), educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five
emotional intelligence realms. As seen in Table 19, in model one, years of experience (B=.219, p
<.001, sr?=.048), counseling education (B= -.225, p <.001, sr?>=.047), and educational
background in another academic discipline (p=-.192, p=.004, sr’>=.034) contributed
significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 228) = 7.178, p<.001] and accounted for 9.6% of the
variation in Student Learning and Development competency attainment. In this model
professional development (= .076, p=.227) was not a significant predictor. As evidenced by the
negative beta score for the educational background, those who have an education background in
counselor education or other academic fields were predicted to have lower attainment for the
Student Learning and Development competency than those who completed a student affairs
academic program. In model 2, the self-perception (B=.411, p <.001, sr>=.059) and interpersonal
(B=.166, p =.029, sr?=.015) emotional intelligence realms accounted for an additional 17.0% of
the variation in Student Learning and Development competency attainment and this change in R?
was significant, [F (5,223) = 10.352, p < .001]. All other predictors were not significant.
Interestingly, educational background was a significant predictor of competency in Student
Learning and Development, and one of only two competencies where educational background in
higher education was a predictor whereas education was not significant for those with degrees in
counseling and related fields or other academic fields.

Table 19
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Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Student Learning and

Development Competency Attainment

Variable B t p sr? R R? p
Step 1 334 .096 <.001
Years of Experience 219 3.489 <.001 .048

Professional Development .076 1.210 227 .006

Counseling or related -.225 -3.454  <.001 047

Other academic discipline  -.192 -2.946  .004 034

Step 2 543 .266 <.001

Years of Experience 182 3.108 .002 031
Professional Development .060 1.060 290 .004
Counseling Education -.261 -4.380 <.001 .061
Other Academic Discipline -.186 -3.136  .002 031

Self-Perception 411 4.319 <.001 .059
Self-Expression -.051 -.563 574 .001
Interpersonal .166 2.193 .029 015
Decision Making -.021 -.257 .798 .0002
Stress Management -.091 -1.006  .316 .003

Advising and Supporting

A hierarchical linear regression was calculated to predict Advising and Supporting
competency attainment based on years of experience in higher education, professional
development, educational background in counseling or related field (vs. student affairs),
educational background in other academic areas (vs. student affairs,) and the five emotional
intelligence realms. As seen in Table 20, in model one, years of experience (B=.227, p <.001,

sr’=.051) and educational background in another academic discipline (p= -.248, p<.001,
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sr?=.056) contributed significantly to the regression model, [F (4, 227) = 7.624, p<.001] and
accounted for 10.3% of the variation in Advising and Supporting competency attainment. In this
model professional development (= -.059, p=.342) and counseling education (= -.007, p =
.918) were not significant predictors. As evidenced by the negative beta score for the educational
background, those who have an education background in other academic fields were predicted to
have lower attainment for the Advising and Supporting competency than those who completed a
student affairs or counseling or related fields educational program. In model 2, the self-
perception (B=.267, p =.008, sr’>=.025) and stress management (B= -.209, p =.030, sr’>=.017)
emotional intelligence realms accounted for an additional 8.0 % of the variation in Advising and
Supporting competency attainment and this change in R? was significant, [F (5,222) = 6.756, p <
.001]. All other predictors were not significant. Interestingly, educational background was a
significant predictor of competency in Advising and Supporting with those who had educational
backgrounds in higher education or counseling and related fields being more proficient than
those with degrees in other areas. Additionally, self-perception and stress management were
significant predictors of Advising and Supporting competency attainment, but stress
management negatively impacted the model, meaning that those with higher stress management
scores were less likely to be proficient.

Table 20

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Advising and Supporting

Competency Attainment

Variable B t p sr? R R? p
Step 1 344 103 <.001
Years of Experience 227 3.631 <.001 .051
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Professional Development -.059  -.952 342 .003
Counseling or related -007  -.103 918 .00004
Other academic discipline -.248  -3.801 <.001 .056

Step 2 464 183 <.001

Years of Experience 225 3.649 <.001 .047
Professional Development -.065  -1.090 .277 .004

Counseling Education -049 -781 436 .002
Other Academic -250  -3.967 <.001 .068
Discipline

Self-Perception 267 2.671 .008 .025
Self-Expression -.003 -.032 974 .00001
Interpersonal 159 1.947 .053 .013
Decision Making 076 .888 375 .003
Stress Management -.209 -2.182  .030 .017

Summary

Overall, these results suggest that emotional intelligence predicts or moderates all the
ACPA/NASPA professional competencies except for Organizational and Human Resources.
Table 21 includes a summary of what variables were significant for each competency. Self-
perception was a significant predictor of Personal and Ethical Foundations; Values, Philosophy
and History; Leadership; Student Learning and Development; and Advising and Supporting.
Self-expression was a significant predictor for Personal and Ethical Foundations. The
Interpersonal realm was a significant predictor of Personal and Ethical Foundations; Social
Justice and Inclusion; and Student Learning and Development. Decision Making was a
significant predictor of Assessment, Evaluation, and Research; Law, Policy, and Governance;

and Leadership. Stress Management was a significant predictor of Assessment, Evaluation and
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Research; and Advising and Support. Interestingly, stress management was the only realm with a
negative relationship to the competencies it predicted, meaning that the better the participants'
stress management skills were, the less likely they were to be proficient at Assessment,
Evaluation, and Research and Advising and Supporting. Years of experience was found to be a
significant predictor in all competency areas except Social Justice and Inclusion, which only was
predicted or moderated by the interpersonal emotional intelligence realm and no other variable.
Professional development was not a significant predictor for any of the ACPA/NASPA
competencies. Educational training was a significant predictor in Values, Philosophy and
History; Law, Policy, and Governance; Student Learning and Development; and Advising and
Supporting, suggesting that specific education in college student personnel or counseling had no
impact on most professional competencies. A detailed discussion of these results will be
explored in the next chapter.

Table 21

Summary of Significant Predictor Variables for Each NASPA/ACPA Professional Competency

Model 1 Model 2
Year Pro CRF Oth Year Pro CRF Oth SP SE Int DM SM
S Dev edu edu Exp Dev edu edu
Exp
PEF x X X X x
VPH x X X X X X X
AER x X X x(-)
LPG x X X X X
OH x X
R
Lead x X X X
SJI X
SLD x X X X X X X X
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x(-)
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Chapter Five
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between the emotional
intelligence skills of academic support student affairs professionals in the United States and their
professional competencies as defined by the Joint Task Force on Professional Competencies and
Standards (ACPA/NASPA, 2015). In this research, emotional intelligence skills were defined as
the fifteen skills identified on the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQi 2.0), the leading measure
of emotional intelligence to date. The EQi 2.0 identifies five realms of emotional intelligence
with three skills in each area. The realms are self-perception (including the skills of emotional
self-awareness, self-regard, and self-actualization), self-expression (including the skills
emotional expression, independence, assertiveness), interpersonal skills (including the skills
interpersonal relationships, empathy, and social responsibility), decision making (including the
skills reality testing, problem solving, and impulse control), and stress management (including
the skills flexibility, stress tolerance, and optimism) (Multihealth Systems Assessments, 2011,
Stein et al., 2014). Professional competency of student affairs professionals was conceptualized
as the professional’s self-rating of proficiency in the ten professional competencies listed in the
Joint Statement released by College Student Educators International (ACPA) and Student Affairs
Professionals in Higher Education (NASPA) in 2015. The professional competencies outline ten
fundamental areas that student affairs professionals should be proficient in to be considered
effective practitioners: advising and helping; assessment, evaluation, and research; equity,
diversity, and inclusion; ethical professional practice; history, philosophy, and values; human
and organizational resources; law, policy, and governance; leadership; personal foundations; and

student learning and development (ACPA & NASPA, 2010, 2015). Confounding variables that
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may also influence or moderate professional competency, such as years of experience,
educational background, and professional development engagement, were also considered.

This study examined the following research questions: (1) What is the relationship
between the various emotional intelligence skills of academic support student affairs
professionals and their professional competency in the field? (2) Do the emotional intelligence
skills of academic support student affairs professionals predict or moderate their professional
competency, beyond the influence of their years of experience, education, and professional
development? Overall, the findings suggest that some aspect of emotional intelligence predicts or
moderates all the ACPA/NASPA professional competencies except for Law, Policy, and
Governance, and Organizational and Human Resources. Years of experience was found to be a
significant predictor in all competency areas except Social Justice and Inclusion. Professional
development was only significant for one competency and educational training was a significant
predictor in Values, Philosophy and History; Law, Policy, and Governance; Student Learning
and Development; and Advising and Supporting, suggesting that specific education in college
student personnel or counseling had no impact on most professional competencies. This chapter
will provide an in-depth analysis of these findings, provide implications for policy and practice,
as well discuss limitations and areas for further study.

Discussion of Findings
Several notable findings emerged from the results of this study. Overall, EQi 2.0 scores
were low for the sample, indicating professional stress and burnout risk. Also of note were the
differences between Black and White participants in both emotional intelligence scores and
competency self-ratings. Self-Perception was found to be a critical emotional intelligence skill

for competent student affairs professionals. While years of experience was significant for nearly
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all ACPA/NASPA competencies, education had limited influence on competency attainment and
professional development was not significant in any model. The Social Justice and Inclusion
competency had a unique predictive model, suggesting it is the only competency not impacted by
experience or education level but is only influenced by emotional intelligence. Each of these
items is discussed in detail below.
Burnout Risk Looming

Bar-On (1997, 2006) modeled the EQ-i scoring system from the Weschler intelligence
tests. As such, EQ-i 2.0 raw scores are converted into standard scores based on a mean of 100
and a standard deviation of 15 (Multihealth Systems International, 2011). The sample scored
below 100 on all realms of emotional intelligence except for the interpersonal realm where the
average score was 102.9. Stress management scores were particularly low with an average score
of 91.7 (typically for large samples averages are very close to 100). While the published
literature on the impact of COVID-19 on emotional intelligence skills is very limited,
Multihealth Systems International (2022) maintains that there are no statistically significant
differences in skill areas that would warrant adjusting the norming of the assessment due to
COVID-19, but that individuals commonly experience shifts in their scores in response to life
stressors and their own efforts for personal development. Thus, it is reasonable to assert that the
stressors student affairs professionals have faced in the last several years (the COVID-19
pandemic, the pivot between virtual and in-person learning, the racial reckoning during the
summer of 2020, tensions after the 2020 presidential elections, increasing political scrutiny of
education policies and practices in state legislatures, etc.) have resulted in limited capacity of
emotional intelligence. Consistent with our sample’s outcomes, optimism was the emotional

intelligence skill hardest hit by the pandemic according to Michael Miller of Six Seconds, an
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Emotional Intelligence think tank. Miller (2021) stated that optimism declined by over five
percent in 2020 and he anticipated further decline as burnout set in for employees navigating the
impacts of COVID-19. Also consistent with our sample, it was found that leaders have struggled
with self-regard as it was difficult to feel good about one’s own strengths and challenges during
extreme volatility and with the disconnection of feedback during remote work (Beatty, 2022).

Our findings of difficulty with stress management are consistent with a recent NASPA
report that found 84% of student affairs professionals experience a level of stress and crisis
management responsiveness that may lead to burnout (NASPA, 2022). The Compass Report:
Charting the Future of Student Affairs is based on an 18-month project to identify issues and
trends that could affect the higher education industry in the years ahead. In addition to high
levels of stress, the report suggested that 88% of respondents felt they were not compensated
adequately for their work, 81% felt undervalued and unappreciated by their institutions, and
nearly all respondents believed their responsibilities will increase in the near future (NASPA,
2022).

As in many helping professions currently, there is a burnout crisis looming and retaining
effective, experienced professionals is essential to the success of the field. Maslach and Jackson
(1986) characterize burnout by three symptoms: (1) Emotional Exhaustion, conceived as the
feeling of being physically and emotionally overextended or depleted; (2) Depersonalization,
defined as cynicism and a negative or detached attitude towards others; and (3) reduced Personal
Accomplishment, a decline in feelings of competence or loss of self-confidence. It is well
documented that emotional intelligence skills are a protective factor against burnout. High rates
of emotional intelligence proved to be a protective factor against burnout among experienced

physicians, entry level physicians, and nurses (Khesroh et. al., 2022; Nastasa & Farcas, 2015).
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Emotional intelligence was found to have a strong negative association with burnout among K-
12 teachers (meaning burnout levels decrease as emotional intelligence increases) regardless of
their location and years of teaching experience, (Fiorilli et. al., 2019; Kant & Shanker, 2021).
Emotional intelligence has been found to predict job burnout regardless of occupation and in
both entry level employees, mid managers, and executives (Gong, Chen, & Wang, 2019).
Employees with high emotional intelligence can harness emotional information in effective ways
to solve daily problems and offset work frustrations because emotional intelligence buffers the
effects of negative emotions in those experiencing burnout (Nastasa & Farcas, 2015). While
emotional intelligence has been shown to be a protective factor of burnout, more research is
needed to establish a clear correlation or link between Maslach and Jackson’s (1986) three
factors of burnout- Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and reduced Personal
Accomplishment- and specific emotional intelligence skills or realms. For example, the
emotional intelligence skills of Optimism and Self-regard seem to align with Depersonalization
and Personal Accomplishment respectively, this is not well established in the literature.

When interpreting EQi scores for an individual, it is important not only to note what
areas they are strong or weak in, but also what areas may need balancing (Multihealth Systems
International, 2011). Balance is taken into consideration as it often impacts the way others
perceive us. For example, someone who scored 124 on assertiveness and a 104 on empathy may
come across as uncaring when communicating assertively. While both scores are above average,
the 20 point spread between them indicates that the individual may need to work on improving
empathy to balance these skills so their assertive communication is more empathetic. Scales are
considered to be “out of balance” if they differ by more than 10 points (Multihealth Systems

International, 2011). It is notable that the group average for the interpersonal realm was more
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than 10 points higher than the stress management realm average. Typically, group averages do
not have realms that are unbalanced in this way as scores regress to the mean in large samples.
This unusual gap between averages in the stress management and interpersonal realms gives the
impression that student affairs professionals, while they have strong interpersonal skills, may
have difficulty leveraging relationships as a means of social support during times of stress.
Need for Self-Perception

Self-perception, one of the five realms of emotional intelligence, involves the ability to
be aware of one's own thoughts and feelings, to understand and accept one’s own strengths and
limitations, and to persistently pursue meaning and purpose (Bar-On, 1997, 2006). The self-
perception realm was the emotional intelligence skill set that was a significant predictor of
attainment for half of the ACPA/NASPA professional competency areas including: Personal and
Ethical Foundations; Values, Philosophy and History; Leadership; Student Learning and
Development; and Advising and Supporting. The results of this study suggest that self-
perception skills are critical to being a competent student affairs professional and must be a focus
of student affairs preparatory programs, professional development, and supervision.

For the specific skills in the self-perception realm respondents averaged a score of 102.5
for emotional self-awareness, a 97.6 for self-actualization, and a 91.4 for self-regard. Individuals
with lower self-regard have decreased performance and resist taking on greater challenges at
work due to feeling uncertain about their own abilities (Gupta & Kumar, 2010; Multihealth
Systems, 2011; Stein et. al., 2013). Lower self-regard often leads individuals to underestimate
their own capabilities, having feelings of inadequacy, and an inability to forgive themselves for
weaknesses or mistakes (Stein et. al., 2013). Low self-regard scores in the present sample may

be explained by the state of stress in the profession over the last two years of COVID-19 and
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other challenges, as studies indicate leaders have struggled with self-regard as it was difficult to
feel good about one’s own strengths and challenges during extreme volatility and with the
disconnection of feedback during remote work (Beatty, 2022). As noted above, scales are
considered to be “out of balance” if they differ by more than 10 points and averages in a sample
size as large as this one are rarely more than 10 points apart (Bar-on, 2006; Multihealth Systems
International, 2011; Stein et. al., 2013). In this sample, self-regard scores are significantly lower
than emotional self-awareness, giving the impression that while the student affairs professionals
who participated in this study were able to clearly understand their emotions, they have a
difficult time accepting these emotions and seeing their strengths and weaknesses in a balanced
way. Healthcare professionals often have a similar profile with low self-regard scores in
comparison to their self-awareness and self-actualization, often causing healthcare workers to be
overly self-critical and more vulnerable to burnout (Khesroh et. al., 2022; Natasa & Farcas,
2015). This out of balance skill set will most certainly contribute to more rapid burnout among
student affairs professionals.
Undervaluing of Self-Expression and Stress Management in Student Affairs

Of the five realms of emotional intelligence, self-perception (described above),
interpersonal, and decision making skills all contributed to professional competency. The
interpersonal realm of emotional intelligence involves the ability to develop and maintain
mutually satisfying relationships, recognizing and appreciating how other people feel, and
having social consciousness and concern for the greater community (Bar-On, 1997, 2006). The
decision-making realm involves the ability to understand how emotions impact decision making,
recognizing when emotions or personal bias keeps you from being objective, and avoiding rash

decisions (Bar-On, 1997, 2006). The interpersonal realm was a significant predictor of
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competency attainment for personal and ethical foundations, social justice and inclusion, and
student learning and developments while the decision-making realm was significant for
leadership, assessment, evaluation and research, and law, policy and governance competency
attainment. While these realms had less impact than self-perception, they should remain a focus
for student affairs practitioners who want to improve in these competency areas.

While the self-expression and stress management realms were only significant for one or
two competency areas respectively, they had negative Beta values, suggesting that having a
higher score in this emotional intelligence realm lowered competency attainment. Self-
expression involves the ability to openly express one’s feelings, communicating and defending
one’s personal rights and values in a non-destructive manner, and being free from emotional
dependency on others (Bar-On, 1997, 2006). Self-expression was only significant in the model
for personal and ethical foundations competency which is focused on the ability to articulate
one’s personal convictions and code of ethics and align these values to their professional actions
(ACPA/NASPA, 2015). Stress management involves the ability to adapt in unpredictable
circumstances, coping with difficult and stressful situations, remaining hopeful despite setbacks
(Bar-On, 1997, 2006). Stress management was significant for the advising and supporting
competency, which is focused on establishing rapport with students, appropriately challenging
and supporting students, and implementing crisis management and intervention responses
(ACPA/NASPA, 2015).

It is counterintuitive that self-expression, which emphasizes assertive and open
communication skills, would negatively impact a competency that centers around identifying and
communicating ethical values. It is equally counterintuitive that stress management, which

emphasizes flexibility, coping with difficult emotional situations, and remaining positive in spite
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of challenges, would negatively impact a competency centered around connecting well with
students and advising students and organizations in difficult and emotionally charged situations.
While further research of these findings is needed, the timing of the survey and the political
nature of the field may explain these surprising results. The survey was administered in January
and February of 2022 with student affairs professionals coming through a two year stretch of
dealing with COVID-19 related stress as well as traumatizing social and political events such as
the racial unrest following the murder of George Floyd, months of election denial following the
2020 presidential election, and the attack on democracy on January 6, 2021. These events likely
impacted the sample’s stress management and self-expression scores on the EQ-i. Furthermore,
the political nature of student affairs may create a professional environment where self-
expression and stress management skills are not valued. Dr. Kyle Ashlee described higher
education as having a dehumanizing culture in his 2019 essay The Student Affairs State of
Affairs. Ashlee (2019) stated:
The current season of change sweeping through college campuses seems to be concerned,
above all, with profit, efficiency, and accountability. A focus on the bottom line often
takes priority over caring for people. While this is a false dichotomy, Student Affairs
professionals often feel forced to compromise on what is best for students in the name of
what is best for the budget. As a result, higher education has become a stressful, frantic,
and toxic place to work.
Toxic work environment in student affairs seems to be a pervasive concern. One study found that
while burnout is often cited as the primary reason student affairs practitioners leave the field,
workplace bullying is likely the cause (Yoder, 2019). Unrealistic and unsustainable expectations

are often accepted as norms by scholars and practitioners alike and they tend to tout self-care as a
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coping strategy rather than examining the system itself (Prisloe, 2022). Moreover, many feel
frustrated that leaders seem to have a selective amnesia about the trauma of the pandemic and
recent socio-political unrest (McClure, 2021). This challenging landscape of student affairs may
be creating environments where the skills of self-expression and stress management are not
valued and as a result were not significant in many professional competency areas and when they
were significant, they negatively impacted competency attainment.

Ineffective Educational Training and Professional Development

Educational background and professional development were included as covariates in the
predictive model of this study as it seemed intuitive that student affairs professionals who had
greater opportunities for professional development or specific educational training in higher
education, college student personnel, or the closely related field of counseling, would likely be
more competent in the field than their counterparts whose educational training was in another
academic area or who had less access to professional development. However, educational
background was only a significant predictor of competency in 4 areas: Values, Philosophy, and
History; Law, Policy, and Governance; Student Learning and Development; and Advising and
Supporting. Professional Development was not a significant predictor for any of the
NASPA/ACPA competencies.

Student affairs graduate preparation programs are clearly in need of greater alignment with
the professional expectations of the field. Muller, Grabsch, and Moore (2018) did a large survey
of over 1,000 student affairs professionals and concluded that a master’s degree had very limited
impact on competency attainment and that participants with a master’s degree in college student
personnel actually had lower attainment in the Social Justice and Inclusion competency area.

One explanation for this, provided in the recent Compass Report, may be the professional
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demands of student affairs practitioners are changing rapidly and graduate programs cannot keep
up with the changing demands of the profession, specifically the trend of student affairs
professionals having increasing responsibilities in multiple areas requiring a highly qualified
generalist (NASPA, 2022). In earlier studies of the competencies researchers hypothesized that
the limited impact of competency attainment was related to the competencies being new or
recently changed and more time being needed for graduate programs to align with these
competencies, however, the present study was conducted nearly seven years since the latest
competency update, and the results still indicate that master’s training has no impact on most
professional competencies (Grabsch, et. al., 2019; Muller et. al., 2018; Sriram, 2014).

While prior studies on the ACPA/NASPA professional competencies included questions asking
student affairs practitioners to rank the areas they felt professional development was most
needed, no published study has explored exposure to ongoing professional development as a
predictor of competency (Grabsch, et. al., 2019; Muller et. al., 2018; NASPA, 2022). The results
of the present study showed that the number of professional conferences or trainings a participant
attended each year had no impact on the predictive models for any of the ACPA/NASPA
competencies. Ultimately, these results suggest while professional development activities may
have other benefits like networking or boosting morale, the current professional development
structure in the field is not improving professional competency attainment in any area. While
many consider professional development to be more style than substance, regardless of the
substantive nature of the content, it is often a singular occurrence and not integrated into practice
or revisited during supervision. As a result, more research is needed about the efficacy of
professional development in higher education.

Race, Competency Attainment, and Emotional Intelligence

102



White participants rated themselves higher than participants of color in all competencies
except social justice and inclusion. Their ratings were especially high in Organizational and
Human Resources, Law, Policy, and Governance, and Student Learning and Development.
Participants of color scoring higher than their white counterparts are consistent with the prior
research findings of Muller, Grabsch, and Moore (2018). When examining the social justice and
inclusion (SJI) competency, neither doctoral degree attainment or years of experience were
predictive in the attainment of SJI and those who had completed a master’s degree actually had
lower attainment of SJI (Muller et al., 2018). The only factors that influenced the attainment of
this competence were race, disability status, and sexual orientation with participants who
identified as a person of color scoring higher than those identifying as White, those identifying as
having a disability scoring higher than those who did not report having a disability, and those
who identify as being part of the LGBTQ+ community scoring higher than those who reported
being heterosexual (Muller et al., 2018). In the present study, White participants rated their
attainment of Social Justice and Inclusion lower than participants of color. Additionally in the
predictive model, year of experience, professional development, and educational background had
no impact on competency attainment. The only significant predictor among the variables tested
were interpersonal emotional intelligence skills which include empathy, interpersonal
relationships, and social responsibility, suggesting that bolstering these skills may be the only
viable strategy to improving social justice and inclusion within the field.

However, | am doubtful that the White participants are actually more competent than
participants of color in all other competency areas. Although all participants of color rated
themselves lower on competency attainment than their White counterparts, Black participants

had higher emotional intelligence than White participants in all five emotional intelligence

103



realms. As a result, it is more likely that the people of color participating may not be rating
themselves accurately in competency attainment or have been socialized within the field to
believe their competency is at a lower level.

Black student affairs practitioners, especially Black women, are underrepresented in
leadership roles in the field (Curtis, 2011; Enke, 2014; Hart, 2003; Turner, Norwood & Noe,
2013). Roberts, Mayo, Ely, & Thomas (2018) identify emotional intelligence, authenticity, and
agility as keys to Black women’s success in leadership roles; traits that closely relate to the
emotional intelligence realms of self-perception and interpersonal skills, self-expression, and
stress management and decision making. Further, research supports that Black men and women
in senior leadership positions must resist knee-jerk reactions to respond in constructive ways and
to avoid being penalized for the “angry Black” stereotype (Harvard, 1986; Roberts, Mayo, Ely,
& Thomas, 2018). Roberts, Mayo, Ely, and Thomas (2018) found that emotional intelligence
skills are “especially useful for those who encounter bias” because they walk a “tightrope” of
expression and interpersonal interaction (p. 129) potentially inferring that Black respondents had
higher emotional intelligence than their White counterparts out of necessity. Finally, Black
employees endure negative racial stereotypes related to their job competence and as a result they
are more likely to experience backlash from their White managers and peers when engaging in
self-promotion (Wayne et. al., 2022). This may explain why Black respondents rated their
competency lower than their White peers.

Implications for Theory, Policy, and Practice

This study sought to understand the relationship between emotional intelligence and

professional competency among academic support student affairs professionals. Findings

provided support for using Bar-On’s Emotional Intelligence framework to support competency
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in a number of areas outlined by the ACPA/NASPA professional competencies. Additionally,
this section outlines several implications for policy and practice including integration of
emotional intelligence into student affairs graduate training programs and professional
supervision, using an equity lens when doing emotional intelligence work, and using emotional
intelligence as a daily professional practice for student affairs leaders.
Integrating Emotional Intelligence with Student Affairs Preparation and Training
The student affairs profession has many opportunities for integrating emotional

intelligence into graduate preparation programs, training and development through national
organizations, and individual campuses ongoing professional development. It has long been
established that emotional intelligence is a teachable and learnable set of skills and that with
training and practice, they can improve, including improved scores on the EQ-i assessment, in
relatively short time periods (Bar-On, 2006; Boyatzis, 2007; Goleman, 1998; Mattingly
&KTraiger, 2019).
Assessment and Feedback

First and foremost, emotional intelligence assessment and feedback should be a regular
part of student affairs graduate training as well as professional development. The present study
used Bar-On’s EQ-i in my study, but there are several assessments that can give different kinds
of information that can be used for different needs. These assessments can provide personalized
reports for individuals (that they should review the interpretation with a trained professional as
with all psychometric assessments) that provide insight into strengths and growth areas and
provide strategies for them to try individually to improve their skills. This type of assessment
should be mandatory in student affairs graduate programs perhaps as part of a seminar course in

the first term. Professional organizations like NASPA and ACPA could include this as a service
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at their national conventions similar to how they provide resume reviews, mock interviews, and
headshots. Further, individual campuses should invest in systematic assessment and feedback for
their employees that occurs regularly, at least every few years. These assessment results can be
incorporated into team workshops and individual discussions between employees and
supervisors. All directors and senior leaders should be required to complete a 360 degree
emotional intelligence assessment, and these should occur regularly on a rotation of professional
development every two-three years so leaders can get an understanding of how congruent they
are when working with those they supervise, peers, and those above them. Simply completing an
assessment has been shown to provide moderate improvements in emotional intelligence with
larger, more sustained gains in emotional intelligence with further coaching or training (Neale et
al., 2009; Mattingly & Kraiger, 2019).
Coaching and Training

Emotional intelligence coaching is growing in popularity and could be used in tandem
with individual assessments. Faculty and administrators in graduate training programs should
map the curricular and cocurricular experiences they offer back to emotional intelligence skills
as well as the NASPA/ACPA competencies to ensure there are multiple experiences that
reinforce these skills and competencies throughout each students time in the program. Emotional
intelligence assessments could be used in a first-semester seminar or during an orientation
program. Completing and emotional intelligence assessment at the beginning of the graduate
training program would enable students to identify specific emotional intelligence skills they
wish to improve or balance during each semester and part of their advising could be identifying
the coursework and cocurricular experiences that student needs to work on the specific skills

they need to improve or balance. Individual coaching could be incorporated for graduate students
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as part of their preparation for internship and practicum experiences. Internship and Practicum
supervision should be designed to have students reflect on their emotional learning as they
navigate new professional skills. Universities could also implement coaching for employees
through human resource initiatives for new hires or as part of development for low performing
employees. Emotional intelligence coaching is generally only helpful if used over multiple
sessions with a trained coach although there is some debate on how many sessions is needed to
be effective with some researchers claiming a minimum of three sessions will show
improvement while others indicate that 10-12 sessions are needed (Boyatzis, 2007; Dolev &
Leshem, 2016; Mattingly & Kraiger, 2019; Neale et al., 2009).

Emotional intelligence training can be incorporated in professional conferences, training
on campus, and other professional development activities. A growing number of universities
have included emotional intelligence into their MBA programs and student affairs preparation
programs could certainly follow this integration (Di Meglio, 2013). However, the training must
be well designed and it is essential that training is both active and personal (Boyzatis, 2007,
2018; Mattingly & Kraiger, 2019; Neale et al., 2009). Active learning techniques so participants
can practice emotional intelligence skills in real time together and there must be time for them to
reflect on their own personal development or receive individualized feedback from instructors or
peers. Current professional development strategies often are not structured to allow deep learning
or provide ongoing feedback while individual practice new skills. One time webinars or one-day
trainings are unlikely to provide the time necessary for an individual to realize significant growth
in emotional intelligence skills. Emotional intelligence trainings will require follow up sessions

and opportunities for reflection and feedback. Further, professional development must be a safe
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experience where participants can be a vulnerable, are given permission to not know the answer
and make mistakes.

Further, taking a lesson from our K-12 colleagues, emotional intelligence should be
integrated into daily interactions. Many social emotional learning programs are incorporated into
half-hour or hour long weekly lessons but are then rarely integrated into daily life at school when
students and teachers need to pull on their emotional skills most, in the hallways, playgrounds
and cafeterias at school (Brackett et al., 2012; Durlak et al., 2011; Larusso et al., 2009; Taylor et
al., 2017). Most importantly, training should be geared to helping student affairs professionals
become emotionally intelligent themselves, not shifting the focus on how they can teach their
students these skills. A growing number of scholars who work with social emotional learning in
K-12 education have cited that teachers and administrators must target their own emotional
intelligence in order to be effective in incorporating social emotional learning with their students
(Brackett et al., 2006; Cohen & Sandy, 2007; Dolev & Leshem, 2016). While there are countless
studies on social emotional learning for children, “little attention has been given to the
importance of adults being social-emotional learners themselves” (Cohen & Sandy, 2007, p. 71).
Teachers are given little opportunities to pursue their own emotional competencies through
professional development (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009). We must provide student affairs
professionals with the opportunity to engage in their own emotional intelligence work before we
expect that they can teach or model these skills for students.

Prioritizing Emotional Intelligence in the Profession
Emotional intelligence assessments, coaching, and training can be costly and time
consuming. To incorporate them, there must be a financial commitment in order to use sound

psychometric instruments along with properly credentialed trainers and coaches. Further, there
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must be a commitment of time and attention as time spent on emotional intelligence training
means time not available for other things, which can be particularly challenging for graduate
programs who may already be struggling to fit everything into their curriculum. Further, there is
a movement to further professionalize the field through certification exams for mid-level
professionals (NASPA, 2022). As the field grapples with the realities of time and cost, |
recommend prioritizing emotional intelligence assessments and coaching over certifications from
professional associations. Certification exams attempt to further professionalize the field
according to the professional organizations championing them, but the current professional
development offered by these same organizations have not led to any improvement in
competency attainment to the competencies that they have defined for the profession. Ultimately,
these certification efforts are unlikely to result in actual gains in competency but rather another
division where practitioners with more resources or working at more resourced institutions have
access while their under-resourced counterparts are pushed away from obtaining certification.
Investing time and resources into improving emotional intelligence for student affairs staff seems
much more likely to result in improved competency and connection with students. While
emotional intelligence assessments and coaching may be cost prohibitive for some colleges,
online coursework and digital badges provide affordable training for introductory concepts.
While investing in emotional intelligence will have a cost to institutions, the results of this study
indicate that emotional intelligence has a clear link to professional competency, and ultimately
more competent student affairs professionals will result in better student success outcomes. As
barriers are broken and the academy becomes more diverse, it is imperative for institutions to
have professionals who are competent in social justice and inclusion, and the results of this study

showed that improving interpersonal emotional intelligence skills is essential to that competency.
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Ultimately, an investment in student success professionals will reap a return in student success
and persistence.
Emotional Intelligence as a Practice

Integrating Emotional Intelligence assessments and coaching are a powerful beginning, but
the student affairs profession must adopt emotional intelligence as an integrated practice of the
profession. The results of this study suggest that student affairs professionals, while they have
strong interpersonal skills, have difficulty leveraging relationships as a means of social support
during times of stress. Fiorilli et.al. (2019) found that social support from teacher’s workplace
relationships was more effective on burnout than external support from their private life and that
emotional intelligence was essential to maintaining good social interactions with other teachers
and administrators. It is essential leaders at all levels in student affairs foster positive social
support among staff, especially given the burnout crisis looming in the profession. This type of
genuine, reciprocal social support does not occur overnight after one morale boosting event.
Instead, it requires leaders to be vulnerable, transparent, empathetic, and consistently attending to
the emotional connections on their teams.

The results of this study show that strong self- perception can support professional
competency more than any other emotional intelligence skill set, however the sample had
developed their self-actualization more than their self-awareness, a combination that often leads
to being overly self-critical. Self-perception skills have also been shown to be a key trait for high
performing leaders in both nonprofit and corporate settings (Gong et. al., 2018). Faculty in
student affairs training programs and leaders who manage both entry and mid-level student
affairs professionals must learn to support practitioners in not only learning to reflect and be

more self-aware but also to have a balanced self-appraisal rather than be overly critical. The
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recent Compass Report (2022) highlighted that student affairs professionals have increasing
responsibilities across multiple areas, unrealistic and unclear expectations for staff, and a lack of
preparation for supervisors in the field, creating an environment where the ability to have a
realistic, balanced understanding of one’s strengths and weaknesses becomes a critical survival
skill to remain in the field. Leaders who are highly self-aware are often described as having
humility, recognizing that they are not perfect and do not know everything (Boyatzis, 2007;
2018). To create a healthy culture of continuous self-improvement, leaders must practice
humility and place value on ongoing learning and growth.

Finally, the results of this study suggest that self-expression and stress management are
undervalued or suppressed in the student affairs profession. As previously stated, these results
are likely due to some of work environment issues that have been pervasive for years including
toxicity, workplace bullying, and normalized unrealistic and unsustainable expectations
(McClure, 2021; Prisloe, 2022; Yoder, 2019). Ultimately, toxic cultures don’t allow self-
expression skills to thrive, and people are punished for being assertive, communicating openly
about their feelings, or working independently. Supervisors in student affairs must be trained in
how to receive assertive communication from their direct reports and how to supervise in ways
that reward an employee’s independence and productive emotional expression.

Equity Imperative

Grabsch et al. (2019) noted that while graduate students, new professional and mid-level
professionals ranked their top need for professional development as social justice and inclusion,
for senior level student affairs professionals, it was not a priority and did not rank in their top
five competencies for professional development. While more research is needed on this issue, it

seems abundantly clear that the current curriculum in both master’s and doctoral programs, as
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well as the ongoing professional development for professionals working in the field, is sorely
lacking in preparing professionals to engage in social justice, equity or inclusion work. The work
of social justice and inclusion has been an important part of student affairs from the early days
and is particularly timely in the present moment.

In 2017 ACPA announced their Strategic Imperative for Racial Justice and
Decolonization committing to devote resources and time to addressing racial justice in higher
education through research, scholarship, and tools to support personal and professional growth.
During the summer of 2020 after the unjust killing of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, and too
many other unarmed Black men and women, the United States entered a period of mourning and
racial reckoning with protests in support of racial justice occurring in all 50 states. As student
affairs professionals navigate the complexities of these difficult moments in the midst of a global
pandemic exacerbated by long standing health disparities and systemic inequities, many
campuses are turning to anti-bias and anti-racism training to support faculty, staff, and
administrators to confront their own bias and evaluate the policies and practices of their
campuses. Offering training campus wide is a meaningful step and may help to dismantle the
systems of oppression that keep marginalized employees from accessing leadership positions or
marginalized students from successfully navigating their academic progression (Kirkinis, 2016;
Stark, 2018). While anti-racism and anti-bias training can be potentially helpful tools for
increasing the inclusivity of an institution, the training is ineffective if the participants lack the
emotional intelligence to engage effectively in such training (Evans, 2020; Kirkinis, 2016;
Spanierman & Cabrera, 2014). | would argue, based on the results of the present study, that such

training, without the groundwork of emotional intelligence, risks serious harm if student affairs

112



professionals and senior administrators lack the basic self-awareness, empathy, and emotional
expression these difficult conversations require.

The student affairs profession must approach integrating emotional intelligence with an
equity lens. Emotional intelligence, while a critical skill set, does not happen in isolation. Harm
can be done if emotional intelligence is not presented in a way that also takes social, political,
and cultural context. Dena Simmons, the former assistant director of the Yale Center of
Emotional Intelligence, urges educators not to whitewash social emotional learning. She
describes the ways that emotional intelligence skills can help us build communities that foster
brave conversations across differences, confront inequity and hate, prevent violence and build a
more peaceful world. But Simmons (2019) cautions against using emotional intelligence devoid
of context, “What’s the point of teaching children about conflict resolution skills if we’re not
talking about the conflicts that exist because of racism or white supremacy? Without that, social
emotional learning risks turning into white supremacy with a hug” (para. 11). In January of 2021
Simmons left her post at Yale to start her own firm focused on teaching emotional intelligence
for racial justice and healing, citing experiencing racist microagressions in the workplace and
being limited in publication at Yale because it was assumed that schools in conservative districts
would cancel their use of the social emotional learning curriculum that the Center sells if it
included Simmons lessons on race, equity for LGBTQ+ people, and empathy for those with
disabilities (Horta & Price, 2021). Simmons' experience serves as a reminder that it is critical to
be mindful of the complexity of the sociopolitical contexts in which we do this work and the
identities we bring to the process. Further, her experience reminds us that no amount of
experience in education or knowledge of emotional intelligence research can exempt us from

lacking essential emotional intelligence skills.
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Limitations and Future Research
There are several significant limitations to the present study. The common limitations of survey
research include incomplete responses or missing items, lack of depth in forced choice
responses, and participants intentionally or unintentionally misreporting their behaviors
(Creswell, 2014; Fowler, 2008). In this study both professional competency and emotional
intelligence were measured through self-report instruments that measure participants' perception
of their skills rather than their actual proficiency. In any self-report tool, participants may
interpret answer choices in different ways or present themselves in a more positive light,
inflating their responses. While surveys ask multiple questions to measure the same construct,
forced choice responses are limited in the depth they can glean from participants. Additionally, it
is common for participants to miss items or provide incomplete responses making it difficult to
analyze incomplete data or cause case deletions.

Sampling presented an additional limitation. The sample of the study was limited to 250
participants due to financial constraints and the cost of the EQi. Ideally, a larger sample would
have been used to improve the generalizability of the study, help identify outliers, and reduce
margin of error (Field, 2013). Additionally, the sample was about 81.5% White and ideally
would have included more participants of color. In 2019, approximately 32.3% of student and
academic affairs support staff identified as Black, Indigenous, or People of Color (Digest of
Education Statistics, 2019). Snowball methods were used to recruit including professional list-
servs, social media, and email correspondence. Minority Serving Institutions, Historically Black
Colleges, and Tribal Colleges were all included in outreach, as were both public and private
institutions, but still White participants were slightly overrepresented in the sample. Second, the

measure for professional competency, while it has been used in prior Tier | publications
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previously, is not a strong measure, statistically speaking. Unfortunately, there is no current
published assessment to measure professional competency for the ACPA/NASPA competencies.
A more comprehensive measure for the ACPA/NASPA competencies is desperately needed in
the field and should be an area for future research. While Sriram (2014) designed a tool for the
2010 competencies and the Joint Task Force used the results of his study in their update of the
competencies in 2015, no updated measure was ever published. While the self-rating used in this
study was used in prior research including Grabsch et al (2019) and Muller, Grabsch, & Moore
(2018), ultimately a more psychometrically sound measure is needed for future study of the
competencies.

Additionally, future research is needed on stress management and self-expression skills
among student affairs practitioners. As noted earlier, these skills were only significant in one or
two competency areas and in both cases negatively impacted the model. Future research on stress
management is needed as chronic stress of COVID-19 and social unrest will likely have long
term, irreversible impacts on the field and on the wellbeing of student affairs professionals. As
stated earlier my interpretation of this data is that the field has undervalued self-expression skills
like independence and assertiveness, but certainly more in-depth qualitative research exploring
this phenomenon is needed.

Finally, this study should be expanded to student affairs functional areas outside of
academic support. Student affairs as a profession is broad and while this study had to be limited
in functional area because of the small sample size due to financial constraints, this study should
be expanded to include student affairs practitioners in other functional areas such as residence
life, student activities, student conduct, campus ministry, multicultural services, financial aid,

career services, and more. The ACPA/NASPA competencies were not specifically made for
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academic support professionals, but student affairs as a whole, so excluding other functional
areas from this study may certainly change the outcome of the predictive models.
Conclusion

This quantitative study examined the following research questions: (1) What is the
relationship between the various emotional intelligence skills of academic support student affairs
professionals and their professional competency in the field? (2) Do the emotional intelligence
skills of academic support student affairs professionals predict or moderate their professional
competency, beyond the influence of their years of experience, education, and professional
development? A survey of 248 academic support professionals was conducted where participants
completed the EQIi-2.0, an emotional intelligence assessment, a self-rating of their attainment of
the 10 ACPA/NASPA professional competencies in student affairs, and a demographic
questionnaire. A hierarchical multiple regression was run for each of the professional
competencies to create a predictive model. In each regression analysis a competency was
entered as the dependent variable and independent variables were entered in two blocks with
covariates of education, years of experience, and professional development opportunities entered
in block one and covariates and the five emotional intelligence realms entered in block two.
Emotional intelligence was found to be a significant predictor for eight of the ten professional
competencies. While years of experience was significant for nearly all competencies, educational
background was only a significant predictor for four competencies and professional development
was not a significant predictor in any model. Notably, the Social Justice and Inclusion
competency was the only predictor where years of experience was not significant nor were the
other covariates. The only significant predictor of Social Justice and Inclusion competency

attainment was the interpersonal emotional intelligence realm including empathy and social
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responsibility. These findings highlight the need to include emotional intelligence training and
coaching in the formal curriculum of higher education graduate preparation programs and the
ongoing professional development that student affairs practitioners receive. Further, in recent
years there has been a greater focus in the field on equity and inclusion, and these findings
suggest that emotional intelligence may be a prerequisite for becoming more proficient at Social
Justice and Inclusion. Ultimately, the findings of this research suggest that emotional intelligence
is required for a student affairs professional to be highly competent in the field and we must all
do our own emotional intelligence work so we can be the emotionally responsive, bold, caring

leaders and educators that our students, colleagues, and communities need.
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Appendix A

EQi 2.0 Model with Skills and Definitions (Multihealth Systems, 2011)

SELF-PERCEPTION

Self-Regard is respecting oneself while understanding and
accepting one's strengths and weaknesses. Self-Regard is often
associated with feelings of inner strength and selif-confidence.
Self-Actualization is the wilingness to persistently try to
improve oneself and engage in the pursuit of personally relevant
and meaningful objectives that lead to a rich and enjoyable life.
Emotional Self-Awareness includes recognizing and
understanding one’s own emotions. This includes the ability to
differentiate between subtleties in one’s own emotions while
understanding the cause of these emotions and the impact they
have on one's own thoughts and actions and those of others.

e\“°‘

STRESS MANAGEMENT

Flexibility is adapting
emotions, thoughts and
behaviors to unfamiliar,
unpredictable, and dynamic
circumstances or ideas.
Stress Tolerance

involves coping with

stressful or difficult

situations and believing

that one can manage or
influence situations in a
positive manner.

Optimism is an indicator

of one's positive attitude

and outlook on life. It involves
remaining hopeful and resilient,
despite occasional setbacks.

Emotional
Intelligence

PERFORMANCE

Mo
Problem Solving is the ability to find
solutions to problems in situations where
emotions are involved. Problem solving
includes the ability to understand
how emotions impact decision making.
Reality Testing is the capacity to
remain objective by seeing things as
they really are. This capacity involves
recognizing when emotions or personal
bias can cause one to be less objective.
Impulse Control is the ability to resist
or delay an impulse, drive or temptation
to act and involves avoiding rash
behaviors and decision making.
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SELF-EXPRESSION

Emotional Expression

is openly expressing

one's feelings verbally

and non-verbally.
Assertiveness

involves communicating
feelings, beliefs and thoughts
openly, and defending
personal rights and values

in a socially acceptable,
non-offensive, and
non-destructive manner.
Independence is the ability
to be self directed and free
from emotional dependency
on others. Decision-making,
planning, and daily tasks are
completed autonomously.

JONVWHOAY3S

‘\\V\G

INTERPERSONAL

Interpersonal Relationships refers
to the skill of developing and maintaining
mutually satisfying relationships that are
characterized by trust and compassion.
Empathy is recognizing, understanding,
and appreciating how other people

feel. Empathy involves being able to
articulate your understanding of another's
perspective and behaving in a way that
respects others’ feelings.

Social Responsibility is willingly
contributing to society, to one's social
groups, and generally to the welfare of
others. Social Responsibility involves
acting responsibly, having social
consciousness, and showing concern
for the greater community.




Appendix B

ACPA/NASPA Professional Competency Area Descriptions and Levels

Competency Area

Description

Development

Personal and Ethical
Foundations (PEF)

The thoughtful development,
critique, and adherence to a
holistic and comprehensive
standard of ethics and
commitment to one’s own
wellness and growth.

Foundational outcomes emphasize
one’s values and beliefs in relation to
professional codes of ethics and
personal wellness. Advanced
development involves a higher order
of self-awareness.

Values,
Philosophies, and
History (VPH)

The alignment of one’s
personal values, philosophies,
and history to those of the
student affairs profession.

Foundational development is a basic
understanding of VPH while
advanced development is a more
critical understanding of VPH
application.

Assessment,
Evaluation,
and Research (AER)

The ability to use AER
processes and methodologies
to inform decision making and
shape the political and ethical
climate surrounding AER uses
in higher education.

Professional growth starts with the
shift from understanding to
application. It is a shift from
focusing on separate small scale
applications to larger scale
applications that involve multiple
departments or divisions.

Law, Policy, and
Governance (LPG)

The knowledge and application
of laws, legal constructs, and
governance structure and how
they impact one’s professional
practice.

Professional growth is the shift in
understanding from a departmental
level to an institutional level that
takes into account regional, national,
and international contexts.

Organizational and
Human
Resources (OHR)

The growth of an individual
threw processes commonly
associated with student affairs.

Professional growth is the shift in
scale, scope, and interactivity within
OHR.

Leadership (LEAD)

The skills, knowledge, and
dispositions required of a
leader, with or without
positional authority. It involves
both the individual as a leader
and the processes commonly
associated with leadership.

Foundational development is
knowledge. Advanced development
applies the knowledge gained while
fostering the development of
leadership in others.

Social Justice and
Inclusion
(SJn

The process and goal of using
one’s knowledge, skills, and
disposition to acknowledge

Foundational development is
understanding oppression, privilege,
and power. Intermediate and
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issues of oppression, privilege,
and power. It is the goal to meet
the needs of all groups.

advanced levels reflect social justice
in practice and the connections
between leadership and advocacy.

Student Learning
and
Development (SLD)

The application of concepts and
principles for student
development and learning
theory.

Professional growth is the shift from
constructing learning outcomes to
larger and more various forms of
programs and applications.

Technology (TECH)

The use of resources and
technology to improve
performance in the student
affairs profession.

Professional growth is the shift from
understanding to facilitation to
creating innovative ways to engage
students.

Advising and
Supporting
(A/S)

The knowledge, skills, and
dispositions related to providing
advising and support to
individuals.

Professional growth is the
development of advising and
supporting strategies.

(ACPA & NASPA, 2010; 2015)
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Appendix C

Demographic Questionnaire

What is your Age? (drop down single digits in years- start at 25 years old as younger participants
are excluded)

What is your Gender? (man, woman, gender nonconforming/nonbinary, other, prefer not to
respond)

What is your race? (Black or African American, Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Multiracial, White, prefer not to respond)

Ethnicity (Hispanic or Latinx, Not Hispanic or Latinx, prefer not to respond)
Do you have a Master’s degree or higher? (yes/no- exclusion for no)

What subject is your Master’s degree in? (higher education/student affairs administration/college
student personnel, counseling or related field, other academic area/write in)

Are you currently employed full time at a college or university in the United States? (Yes/no-
exclusion criteria)

Which of these functional areas do you work in? (Learning or Academic Support Services,
Academic Advising, First-Year Experience and Orientation Programs, Disability Support
Services, none of these- exclusion criteria)

How many years have you been working professionally in higher education? (drop down in
years)

On average, how many professional conferences or trainings have you attended in a calendar
year? (drop down numeric count 0-20+)

141



Appendix D

Permission to Use Professional Competency Rating Scale

Interest in using your survey items

Grabsch, Dustin <dgrabsch@mail.smu.edu>

Wed 2/10/2021 7:09 PM

To: Muller, Kristyn <Kristyn.Muller@suny.edu=; Shannon Williamson; lImoore@tamu.edu
Cc: Christopher J Broadhurst

= IﬂRfBApproved - NASPA N...

WARNING: This email originated outside of the University of New Orleans system. The sender of this email could not be validated and
may not actually be the person in the “From” field. Do NOT click links or open attachments if the message seems suspicious in any way.

Never provide your user ID or password.

Sorry for the delay, Shannon. | have transitioned roles and saved many of my files from my last institution on a physical hard drive | had to unbox!

Many of the questions related to competencies we took directly from the NASPA/ACPA Rubrics document. Other aspects, like regional affiliations and others were
from the NASPA wehsite. Finally, some of the Knowledge Community questions were co-created with the community leaders at the time of the study. Attached is
the instrument. Do let us know if you have questions as you work through the instrument so we can best let you know where they are sourced from.

Best of luck on your dissertation. You have someone rooting for you from Dallas —

Dustin

(he, his, him)

Dustin K. Grabsch, Ph.D. | D
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Professional Competencies Survey ltems

Professional Competencies: NASPA and ACPA released an updated and reworked set of
Professional Competency Areas in early fall 2015. The areas are indeed to define the broad
professional knowledge, skills, and for some competencies, attitudes expected of student affairs
professionals working in the U.S., regardless of their area of specialization or positional role
within the field. All student affairs professionals should be able to demonstrate their ability to
meet the basic list of outcomes under each competency area regardless of how they entered the

profession.

Please rate each professional competency as to the RELEVANCE it has in your current

position/role and your level of ATTAINMENT of mastery.

£

Relevance

Attainment

Personal and Ethical Foundations (PEF). Involves the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions to develop and
maintain integrity in one’s life and work; this includes
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thoughtful development, critique, and adherence to a
holistic and comprehensive standard of ethics and
commitment to one’s own wellness and growth. Personal
and ethical foundations are aligned because integrity has
an internal locus informed by a combination of external
ethical guidelines, an internal voice of care, and our own
lived experiences. Our personal and ethical foundations
grow through a process of curiosity, reflection, and self-
authorship

Values, Philosophy and History (VPH) Involves
knowledge, skills, and dispositions that connect the
history, philosophy, and values of the student affairs
profession to one’s current professional practice. This
competency area embodies the foundations of the
profession from which current and future research,
scholarship, and practice will change and grow. The
commitment to demonstrating this competency area
ensures that our present and future practices are informed
by an understanding of the profession’s history,
philosophy, and values.

Assessment, Evaluation, and Research (AER) Focuses
on the ability to design, conduct, critique, and use various
AER methodologies and the results obtained from them,
to utilize AER processes and their results to inform
practice, and to shape the political and ethical climate
surrounding AER processes and uses in higher education.

Law, Policy and Governance (LPG) Includes the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions relating to policy
development processes used in various contexts, the
application of legal constructs, compliance/policy issues,
and the understanding of governance structures and their
impact on one’s professional practice

Organizational and Human Resources (OHR) Includes
knowledge, skills, and dispositions used in the
management of institutional human capital, financial, and
physical resources. This competency area recognizes that
student affairs professionals bring personal strengths and
grow as managers through challenging themselves to
build new skills in the selection, supervision, motivation,
and formal evaluation of staff; resolution of conflict;
management of the politics of organizational discourse;
and the effective application of strategies and techniques
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associated with financial resources, facilities management,
fundraising, technology, crisis management, risk
management and sustainable resources

Leadership (LEAD) Addresses the knowledge, skills,
and dispositions required of a leader, with or without
positional authority. Leadership involves both the
individual role of a leader and the leadership process of
individuals working together to envision, plan, and affect
change in organizations and respond to broad-based
constituencies and issues. This can include working with
students, student affairs colleagues, faculty, and
community members.

Social Justice and Inclusion (SJI) While there are many
conceptions of social justice and inclusion in various
contexts, for the purposes of this competency area, it is
defined here as both a process and a goal which includes
the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed to create
learning environments that foster equitable participation
of all groups while seeking to address and acknowledge
issues of oppression, privilege, and power. This
competency involves student affairs educators who have a
sense of their own agency and social responsibility that
includes others, their community, and the larger global
context. Student affairs educators may incorporate social
justice and inclusion competencies into their practice
through seeking to meet the needs of all groups, equitably
distributing resources, raising social consciousness, and
repairing past and current harms on campus communities.

Student Learning and Development (SLD) Addresses
the concepts and principles of student development and
learning theory. This includes the ability to apply theory
to improve and inform student affairs and teaching
practice.

Technology (TECH) Focuses on the use of digital tools,
resources, and technologies for the advancement of
student learning, development, and success as well as the
improved performance of student affairs professionals.
Included within this area are knowledge, skills, and
dispositions that lead to the generation of digital literacy
and digital citizenship within communities of students,
student affairs professionals, faculty members, and
colleges and universities as a whole.
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Advising and Supporting (A/S) Addresses the
knowledge, skills, and dispositions related to providing
advising and support to individuals and groups through
direction, feedback, critique, referral, and guidance.
Through developing advising and supporting strategies
that take into account self-knowledge and the needs of
others, we play critical roles in advancing the holistic
wellness of ourselves, our students, and our colleagues.
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