
1 
 

www.learninginaction.com 

Copyright © 2016 Learning In Action 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

April 2016  

 

Alison Whitmire 

Janet Mahrle 

David Mayfield, Ph.D. 

  

EXTERNAL  
 

Learning In Action Technologies   
Emotional Intelligence Profile  

Technical Report  
 

http://www.learninginaction.com/


2 
 

www.learninginaction.com 

Copyright © 2016 Learning In Action 

Contents 
Chapter 1: Learning In Action Technologies Background .............................................................................. 4 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................................... 4 

Foundation of the EQ Profile ..................................................................................................................... 4 

Conceptual Framework.......................................................................................................................... 4 

Chapter 2: Development of the LIAT EQ Profile ............................................................................................ 6 

History ........................................................................................................................................................ 6 

Assessment Development Objectives ....................................................................................................... 6 

Administration Method – Immediate response to video scenarios .......................................................... 7 

Measurement Model ................................................................................................................................. 7 

Table 1. EQ Profile Measurement Dimensions .......................................................................................... 9 

Development of Scenario Videos ............................................................................................................ 11 

Item Development ................................................................................................................................... 12 

Response Scale......................................................................................................................................... 12 

Classifying Response Items by Measurement Construct......................................................................... 12 

Testing of the Instrument ........................................................................................................................ 13 

Chapter 3: Reliability and Validity of EQ Profile Instrument ....................................................................... 14 

Reliability ................................................................................................................................................. 14 

Test-Retest Reliability .......................................................................................................................... 14 

Table 2. Test Re-test Reliability Estimates for EQ Profile Scales ............................................................. 16 

Internal Consistency Measures of Reliability ...................................................................................... 17 

Table 3. Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates (Chronbach’s Alpha) for EQ Profile Scales .............. 18 

Validity ..................................................................................................................................................... 19 

Content Validity ................................................................................................................................... 19 

Construct Validity ................................................................................................................................ 19 

Table 4.  EQ Profile Dimension Correlations ............................................................................................ 20 

Chapter 4: Demographics and Norm Groups .............................................................................................. 22 

Participants .............................................................................................................................................. 22 

Mean score differences by gender and age. ........................................................................................... 22 

Table 5. EQ Profile Scores by Gender ...................................................................................................... 23 

Table 6. EQ Profile Scores by Age Category ............................................................................................. 25 

Chapter 5: Instrument Use, Administration, and Scoring ........................................................................... 26 

http://www.learninginaction.com/


3 
 

www.learninginaction.com 

Copyright © 2016 Learning In Action 

Uses for the EQ Profile ............................................................................................................................. 26 

Practitioner Certification ......................................................................................................................... 26 

Technical Requirements and Troubleshooting ........................................................................................ 27 

Technical Requirements ...................................................................................................................... 27 

Troubleshooting Common Problems ................................................................................................... 27 

Administration Protocol .......................................................................................................................... 28 

EQ Profile Report ..................................................................................................................................... 29 

Re-test Recommendations ...................................................................................................................... 29 

Contact Information ................................................................................................................................ 30 

References ................................................................................................................................................... 31 

 

 

  

http://www.learninginaction.com/


4 
 

www.learninginaction.com 

Copyright © 2016 Learning In Action 

Chapter 1: Learning In Action Technologies Background 

Introduction 
 

Learning In Action Technologies is committed to creating awareness that leads to greater choice. The 

foundation of our work lies in interpersonal neurobiology and how our deep internal experiences 

connect with the deep internal experiences of others. All of our education and training efforts center on 

obtaining a deeper understanding of self and other in relationship.   

Learning In Action Technologies (LIAT) was established in 1999 as a leadership training company. LIAT 

uses education, training, coaching, and assessments to enhance emotional intelligence, increase self-

awareness, and promote healthy, productive relationships. LIAT offers individuals, teams, and 

organizations effective tools and methods for enhancing emotional intelligence in relationship, in real-

time. We serve leadership development practitioners, executive and life coaches, trainers, educators, 

and leaders who understand the key role they play in developing individuals and teams to be their best. 

In 1999, the principle partners of LIAT began working on a new type of assessment to measure 

emotional intelligence. After three years of development, they produced the EQ Profile, a video-based 

assessment that measures the key components of emotional intelligence by triggering and immediately 

capturing emotional responses to multiple work-related scenarios. The EQ Profile reveals our non-

conscious relational patterns and the ways in which our past relationships and experiences shape our 

internal experience in the present.  Since 2003, over 15,000 people have taken the EQ Profile. 

Learning in Action Technology’s tools, publications, and training programs are used throughout the 

world by practitioners in their coaching, consulting, and team development work. The EQ Profile has 

proven to be an effective tool in leadership development programs and graduate education in 

leadership and management as well. 

Foundation of the EQ Profile 
The motivation for developing the EQ Profile came from recognizing the importance of emotional 

intelligence in the context of relationships and its impact on leadership in the workplace. It was designed 

to evaluate a participant’s internal capacity for emotional intelligence and help them understand their 

relational blind spots.   

Conceptual Framework 
The research and the body of literature on emotional intelligence and/or emotional competence have 

exploded since the early 1990's and continue to grow and be refined. Several variations of the construct 

of emotional intelligence exist today and are evolving. Three primary constructs used today are 

described as a personality trait model (Daniel Goleman, 1995, 1998a, 2006), an ability or cognitive 

model (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, Mayer, Salovey, & Caruso, 2004), and a developmental model (Saarni, 

1999, 2000 and Srofe, Egeland, Carlson, & Collins, 2005). Several other well-developed and researched 

disciplines inform and validate the constructs of emotional intelligence. Some of these include social 

competence, alexithymia, social intelligence, resilience, psychological mindedness, and levels of 

emotional awareness.   
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Many other lines of research contributed greatly in the development of the ideals and constructs used 

to create the LIAT EQ Profile. This research includes, Daniel Goleman’s (1995) work on emotional 

intelligence, Alan Shore’s work on self-regulation (Shore, 1994, 2001, 2003), Daniel Siegl’s (1999) work 

on interpersonal neurobiology, Carolyn Saarni’s (1999) study of development psychology, and the work 

of many researchers on attachment theory including Mary Ainsworth (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & 

Wall, 1978), John Bowlby (1969, 1973, 1980), Crittenden and Landini (2011), Feeney (1996), and Fraley 

and Shaver (2000). 

All emotional intelligence tools measure a range of capacities, competencies, or traits. They focus on the 

individual (intrapersonal) and the individual in relationship with others (interpersonal) and, even though 

they share this common foundation, each includes its own list of measures.  The EQ Profile is based on a 

developmental model, using developmental and neurophysiology theory (see Saarni, 1999 and Siegel, 

1999). The early influence of one’s environment and primary relationships creates an “emotional-

physiological map of relationships” in our brains.  Our continued experiences in relationships set 

patterns of internal responses and our typical expressions of those patterns. The EQ Profile measures 

the core capacities of emotional intelligence, or what others call "the essential components" of 

emotional intelligence (Taylor & Bagby, 1999). These capacities include self-reflection, self-regulation, 

and empathy. The EQ Profile includes several emotion-based dimensions that measure each of these 

three emotional intelligence capacities. The utilization of emotion through cognitive means, or skill-

based capacities, is not measured on the EQ Profile. Instead, the EQ Profile helps participants build 

behavioral competencies through increased awareness of the core foundations of their emotional 

intelligence.   

The developmental model was chosen as the basis for the EQ Profile because emotional intelligence 

does not exist apart from relationships. People are created, developed, and sustained in relationships 

throughout their lives. Our brain and our emotional competencies develop in relationship. As adults, our 

emotional intelligence is dynamic. Its expression in observable behaviors can be situational and can be 

affected by our level of stress. In other words, our internal experience drives our behavior. Altering our 

behavior requires the internal capacity for self-reflection, self-regulation and empathy.  Without 

adequate development of these capacities we often replay the images of our past experiences to define 

what is happening in the present. We become reactive without thought. When we have the capacity to 

self-reflect, pause, and self-regulate, we have more opportunity to make educated choices about our 

behavior. Our learned life patterns may continue to be reflected in our initial internal experience. For 

example, a manager may devalue a direct report when the manager is challenged unless she is able to 

reflect on her response of injury and make the effort to inquire and understand her direct report’s 

challenge.    
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Chapter 2: Development of the LIAT EQ Profile 
 

History 

 
The first version of the EQ Profile was developed over a four-year period between 1999 and 2002 using a 

rigorous methodological process that incorporated input from hundreds of professionals throughout 

North America. The instrument evolved from a training program that used a set of first-person videos 

depicting office workers describing their concern about current work issues.  The coaching success that 

resulted from these interactive experience videos moved the principals of Learning in Action 

Technologies to develop an assessment for training, coaching, and consulting work.  Since 2002 over 

15,000 participants have benefited from reviewing their scores on the EQ Profile. 

  

Assessment Development Objectives 

 
The EQ Profile provides a participant with a profile and report of the internalized emotional-relational 

map he or she has developed through his or her life experience from infancy. The report outlines an 

individual's relationship experiences and strategies with an emphasis on difficult relationship contexts. 

The instrument was designed to measure the core capacities that make up the "essential components" 

of emotional intelligence (Bagby & Taylor, 1999, Saarni, 2000). Specific dimensions measured by the EQ 

Profile were developed to represent three key emotional intelligence components: self-reflection, self-

regulation, and empathy. 

Self-Reflection 
Self-reflection (also called self-awareness) is the ability to be aware of one’s own experience including 

what one is thinking, feeling, and wanting in the moment when being challenged.  Self-reflection is 

determined by a combination of instrument dimensions including: (a) positive-negative orientation – 

which is the capacity to possess practical optimism in the face of a difficult situation, (b) balanced 

reliance on thoughts, wants, and feelings - which is the capacity to rely on all aspects of one’s 

experience evenly, (c) capacity to access a range of feelings in seven feeling categories and access the 

gift of each, and (d) capacity to focus on self and others evenly and with ease, staying connected and 

separate under stress. 

Self-Regulation 

Self-regulation (also called self-soothing) is the capacity to experience distress and manage it in ways 

that help to re-establish one’s equilibrium. One self-soothes or regulates one’s emotions in various ways 

including by oneself and in relationship with others. The EQ Profile measures the degree an individual 

relies upon four different relationship strategies, based upon trust of self and trust of the other in order 

to self-soothe. These include (a) high trust of self and other (interdependent), (b) high trust of self, low 

trust of other (independent), (c) low trust of self, high trust of other (dependent), and (d) low trust of 

self, low trust of other (disconnected). 

Empathy 
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The EQ Profile breaks down and measures empathy in its two components. Empathy is the ability to 1) 

understand and identify the experience of another and 2) identify with the experience of another. The 

instrument measures each of these components separately: (a) empathy accuracy which is the ability to 

"read" what another person is experiencing and (b) empathy compassion which is the ability to share in, 

and identify with, the other person’s experience with care. 

The interplay of these three key emotional intelligence capacities provides an emotional intelligence 

"snapshot" of how an individual interprets his or her experience. Having the ability to access and name 

one’s own experience (thoughts, wants, feelings, intentions), to have helpful self-soothing strategies 

with high trust of self and others, and the capacity to be aware, open, and tolerant of the other’s 

experience is foundational for interpersonal competence (Malouff, Schutte, Nicola, & Thorsteinsson, 

2014; Stein, 2000). Many researchers have documented the value of these key emotional intelligence 

capacities in business leadership performance (e.g., Church, 1997; Cooper & Sawaf, 1997; Fleishman & 

Salter, 1963; Goleman 2005; Palmer, Walls, Burgess, & Stough, 2001; Ruderman, Hannum, & Leslie, 

2001; Schlaerth, Ensari, & Christian, 2013; Sosik & Megerian, 1999; and Sternberg, 1997), as well as the 

positive impact of emotional intelligence on work performance (O’Boyle Jr., Humphrey, Pollack, Hawver, 

& Story, 2011; Chernis, 2001; and Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 2004; and Weisinger, 1998). Research 

reveals emotional intelligence also has a positive impact in academic settings (Stein, Book, & Kanoy, 

2013). 

 

Administration Method – Immediate response to video scenarios 

 
The EQ Profile uses an immediate response methodology to collect participants’ emotional reactions to 

video-based real life interactions. This data collection method sets the EQ Profile apart from self-report 

emotional intelligence measures where participants are asked to report past interpersonal actions or 

predict their future behaviors. When taking the EQ Profile, participants watch several video segments in 

which someone is speaking directly to them in the role of manager, peer, or direct report. They are 

instructed to “lean in” to the conversation as if it is actually happening, to track their own experience as 

they watch the segments, and attend to what the individual speaking to them must be experiencing. 

After viewing each video segment, participants are presented with 30-50 items and are asked to rate 

each one on how closely it fits with their current experience.   

The reliability and validity of this type of video-based assessment methodology has been well 

documented in the research literature (Cucina, Su, Busciglio, Thomas, & Peyton, 2015; Christian, 

Edwards, & Bradley, 2010; and Lievens & Sackett, 2006).      

 

Measurement Model 
 

The EQ Profile measures multiple dimensions of the three core capacities of emotional intelligence as 

widely defined and agreed upon in emotional intelligence literature.  Dimensions were defined for each 

capacity with each dimension having a set of unique constructs.  Definitions for measuring each 
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dimension were developed, reviewed, and tested by more than four hundred individuals across North 

America. See Table 1 for a complete description of each dimension and Figure 1 for a description of the 

measurement model.   
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Table 1. EQ Profile Measurement Dimensions 
Dimension Description Dimension’s Calculation 

Intensity 

 

This dimension is a measure of a 

participant’s awareness of their emotions 

and involvement while taking the 

instrument.  The Intensity score reflects a 

participant’s general intensity of how he or 

she experiences life.   

A very low score on this dimension could 

indicate a systemic user-error in which the 

participant was distracted when taking the 

assessment or did not understand the 

instructions, questions, or rating scale. 

 

The Intensity Dimension score is based on the 

mean of all 345 items on the instrument.   

1. Access to 

Range  

This dimension is a measure of a 

participant’s access to a broad range of 

feelings in 7 categories--anger, anxiety, fear, 

joy, love, sadness, & shame. 

Proportionally higher ratings on the Love 

and Joy (ideal – 50-50%)  along with even 

ratings across a full range of the other five 

feelings (ideal~10% across the distressing 

feelings) contributes to a high score on this 

dimension.   

The Access to Range of Feelings Dimension is 

calculated via a complex algorithm that compares a 

participant’s pattern of scores across the seven 

feelings scales to an ideal distribution.    

 

2. Positive – 

Negative 

Orientation 

 

This dimension measures the degree to 

which a participant interprets his or her 

immediate experiences through a positive, 

neutral, or negative lens.  

A positive orientation gives the capacity to 

bring optimism to problems, issues, and 

risks. A negative orientation gives the 

capacity to see problems, issues, and risks. 

 

The Positive-Negative Orientation Dimension is 

based on 221 items that are coded into two 

categories, positive (e.g., “I'm optimistic we can 

work through this”) and negative (e.g., “I wonder 

what she gets out of hurting people”).  A 

participant’s score is based on his or her relative 

endorsement of these two groups of items.  The 

Positive-Negative Orientation score is computed 

such that the highest score is achieved when 

ratings align with the ideal proportion, which is 

75% Positive and 25% Negative.  

3. Self-Other 

Orientation  

 

This dimension measures the degree to 

which a participant can easily shift his or her 

focus from oneself to others. 

The Self-Other Dimension is based on 221 items 

that are coded into two categories: “self -focused” 

(e.g., “I feel hurt”) and “other-focused” (e.g., “He is 

scary”).  A participant’s score is based on his or her 

relative endorsement of these two groups of items. 

The ideal is to have a 50-50 balance between self-

other focus 

4. Balanced 

reliance on 

This dimension measures the degree to 

which a participant relies on his or her 

EQP items are coded into three categories.  131 

items are coded as “thoughts” (e.g., “I'm 
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thoughts, wants, 

& feelings  

 

thoughts, wants, or feelings in order to 

interpret his or her own experience. Having 

an equally balanced reliance on all three 

areas provides the greatest amount of 

information and helps one understand 

others in these three dimensions. 

inadequate for what's needed now”), 90 items as 

“wants” (e.g., “I want to get her out of my office as 

quickly and painlessly as possible”), and 130 as 

feelings (I feel uneasy, queasy).   A participant’s 

score is based on his or her relative endorsement 

of these three groups of items. The ideal is to have 

a 33-33-33 balance across the three categories. 

5. Empathy 

Accuracy 

 

This dimension measures a participant’s 

ability to accurately identify the other’s 

experience - what he or she thought, felt, 

wanted - and his or her motivations.  The 

more accurate the identification of the 

emotion expressed by the actor in the video, 

the higher the score. 

 

The Empathy Accuracy Dimension is based on the 

degree to which the participant endorsed the 46 

empathy accuracy items across all the vignettes. 

Included in the items for each vignette are ones 

that describe the emotions the actor is portraying 

(e.g., “She is feeling rejected because of some 

possible flaw in her”).  The overall mean of all 345 

items is subtracted from the mean of the empathy 

accuracy items to adjust for each participant’s 

overall (low – high) rating style.   

6. Empathy 

Compassion 

 This dimension measures the participant’s 

ability to feel the other’s experience and to 

stay connected to the other when 

challenged. 

 

This score is based on the degree to which the 

participant endorsed the 24 empathy compassion 

items across all the vignettes. Included in the items 

for each vignette are statements that describe 

compassion for the other person (e.g., “I want to 

let her know she is heard and appreciated”).  This 

score is calculated the same way as the Empathy 

Accuracy Dimension.  The overall mean (all 345 

items) is subtracted from the mean of the empathy 

compassion items to adjust for each participant’s 

overall (low – high) rating style.   

Relationship 

Strategies 

 

 

Four relationship strategy scores are 

measured based on the participant’s level of 

trust in themselves and others. 

Interdependent=High trust of self and other; 

Independent=High trust of self and low trust 

of other; Dependent=Low trust of self and 

high trust of other; Disconnect=Low trust of 

self and other 

 

EQP items are coded into four trust categories: 

High Self – High Others (Interdependent), High Self 

– Low Others (Independent), Low Self – High 

Others (Dependent), and Low Self – Low Others 

(Disconnect).  A participant’s score is based on his 

or her relative endorsement of these four groups 

of items. The ideal proportions are: 

Interdependent   50 – 60% 

Independent        15 – 20 % 

Dependent           15 – 20% 

Disconnect              7 – 11 
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Development of Scenario Videos  
  
The videos originated within the Leadership Institute of Seattle (now part of Saybrook University) in 

1996. The videos were developed in order to provide executives and managers with more information 

about potential candidates applying for positions that required strong interpersonal skills. In training or 

coaching sessions, sharing personal examples and typical role playing exercises lacked the needed 

intensity and data for leaders to make informed interpersonal choices. The video scenarios were 

developed to put participants in familiar situations with an added element of challenge and stress.  

Each scenario includes a specific set of characteristics and defense triggers in order to elicit emotional 

responses. The videos were used as an effective tool to open conversations with counselors and 

leadership professionals for the development needs of individual leaders. These conversations led to 

increased self-awareness and added competence for making choices to improve leadership and 

interpersonal skills. 

The video segments present participants with a variety of difficult conversations. Actors present a 

variety of emotions (Ekman, 2003) contained in stressful situations as stimuli to measure how 

participants tend to interpret themselves and the world around them when challenged. Yoo and Salovey 

(2008) have shown the utility of assessing initial responses to stressful events.  The value in this 

approach is that it gives participants a picture of their developmental edges and helps them target 

specific areas for developing emotional intelligence.  

 Statement Development  
 

The creation of the statements began with inviting groups of organizational design, human resources, 

leadership development, and coaching professionals to gather in 12 venues across North America. Each 

group received an introduction to emotional intelligence and a description of the developmental model 

of LIAT’s instrument. Individuals were instructed to “put on” a role (manager, peer, or direct report) in 

each scenario. After viewing each video, they wrote personal narratives of their internal experience.   

Statements representing consistent themes were extracted from the narratives to create response 

items. More than four hundred items were created from the narrative descriptions of these individuals’ 

experiences. 

Response Scale 
 

Participants rate the items on a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 where 1 refers to "no fit" with one's 

experience to 5 that refers to a "total fit" with one's experience.   

Classifying Response Items by Measurement Construct 
 

Six counseling and psychology professionals independently classified each statement, using the 

construct definitions. The three principals of Learning In Action Technologies (Ron Short, Jan Johnson, 

and David Erb) then reviewed each statement and its classifications. Statements that had unanimous 

agreement were retained, statements that had significant variation were discarded, and statements that 
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were seen as valuable but required further testing were re-classified and received additional testing. 

Further correlational studies provided additional evidence for the final classification determinations. 

The statements were linked-up with the videos and these same individuals were invited to take the 

instrument again. Over one hundred and fifty people returned to Seattle, Vancouver, and Minneapolis. 

After viewing the videos, they responded to the statements using the response scale. They also 

repeated writing personal narratives in order to identify experience that they missed in their original 

narratives. Final statements and classifications were determined from this array of data.  

Testing of the Instrument 
 

Fifty new participants with a variety of backgrounds and ages took the resulting instrument. They 

completed the ratings and they also wrote personal narratives of their own experiences. Statements 

were again modified, added, or deleted with this additional data. 

The result of this extensive four-year development process is the EQ Profile. The EQ Profile is a computer 

administered instrument that presents participants with eight video scenarios and 345 items. Scores on 

the 345 items are combined to compute 22 scales. These scales are used in the calculation of the 

dimensions of the EQ Profile for self-reflection (4), empathy (2), and self-regulation relationship 

strategies (4) and are provided in the participant’s summary report. 
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Chapter 3: Reliability and Validity of EQ Profile Instrument 
 

Reliability  
 
Reliability refers the consistency of results. The reliability of a test is critical because it provides 

information about the consistency with which an instrument is measuring the constructs it is designed 

to measure. Recommended approaches to assessing the reliability of assessments include test-retest 

reliability and computing internal consistency statistics.   

Test-Retest Reliability 
Test-retest reliability means that a scale yields consistent measurement over time.  It is literally how well 

a scale correlates with itself, across repeated administrations to the same respondents (Spector, 1992).  

In 2003, Robert Short, Ph.D. conducted a comprehensive assessment of the test-retest reliability of the 

EQ Profile.  A summary of this research follows. 

Participants 

Participants from a large, southwestern university were recruited from social psychology courses as an 

extra credit opportunity. A total of 129 people participated including 90 females and 39 males. The 

median age of the participants was under 25 years. All participants are presumed to be university 

students, however many also indicated their work status and is as follows: 9 participants indicated full-

time status, 27 indicated part-time status, 1 indicated being unemployed, and 92 indicated student 

status. 

Data Collection 

Test-retest reliability entails administering the materials to a group of respondents on two separate 

occasions and then correlating the results from the first administration with the second. The EQ Profile 

was first administered to participants on November 25, 2003 and again on December 9, 2003. The 

presentation of materials took place in two separate lecture halls with a capacity to hold 135 people. 

The video scenarios were projected onto a large screen and participants were instructed to watch the 

scenario and pay attention to their own experience as if they were the ones being spoken to. They were 

assured that there was no "right" or "wrong" response and that the only interest was in their experience 

with what they witnessed. During each administration session, each scenario was played through its 

entirety two times before participants completed their ratings on the corresponding items. The time 

required for administration was one hour for each classroom sample. 

Analysis 

All data were input into SPSS V. 9.1, a professional statistical software package, and screened for any 

aberrations (e.g., potential outliers, patterns of missing data, and so on). Test-retest reliability analysis 

requires computing a correlation coefficient between each scale assessed at two separate time periods.  

To produce the correlation coefficient, the items comprising each scale are summed to produce a 

numeric value for each time the materials were administered and then compared to one another.   
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Results 

Test-retest correlation coefficients, the statistical significance, and sample size for each of the scales 

contained within the EQ Profile are provided in Table 2. Statistical significance refers to the probability 

or likelihood that the relationship described (the value of the correlation coefficient) is accidental. Thus, 

a low probability indicates that the relationship is likely to be reliable. Stated differently using statistical 

convention, a correlation coefficient with a significance of .001 suggests that the likelihood that said 

relationship is not reliable is less than 1 in 1000; or that said relationship is very likely to be reliable. 
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Table 2. Test Re-test Reliability Estimates for EQ Profile Scales 

  

Scale 

rxy 

Time1 – Time2 N Significance 

Self-Reflection 

Thoughts, Other Focused, Negative .751 129 .001 

Thoughts, Other Focused, Positive .801 129 .001 

Thoughts, Self-Focused, Negative .801 129 .001 

Thoughts, Self-Focused, Positive .775 129 .001 

Wants, Other Focused, Negative .827 129 .001 

Wants, Other Focused, Positive .736 129 .001 

Wants, Self-Focused, Negative .836 129 .001 

Wants, Self-Focused, Positive .799 129 .001 

Feeling, Love .747 129 .001 

Feeling, Joy .686 129 .001 

Feeling, Sad .762 129 .001 

Feeling, Anxiety .842 129 .001 

Feeling, Anger .784 129 .001 

Feeling, Fear .820 129 .001 

Feeling, Shame .750 129 .001 

Empathy 

Empathy-Accuracy .807 129 .001 

Empathy-Compassion .745 129 .001 

Self-Regulation / Self-Soothing 

High Trust of Self, High Trust of Other .811 129 .001 

High Trust of Self, Low Trust of Other .868 129 .001 

Low Trust of Self, High Trust of Other .787 129 .001 

Low Trust of Self, Low Trust of Other .850 129 .001 
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Internal Consistency Measures of Reliability 
The internal consistency of an instrument (or subscale on a test) indicates the degree to which items 

that make up that instrument (or subscale), that are intended to measure the same construct, produce 

consistent scores. Cronbach’s Alpha (Cronbach, 1951) is a well-accepted internal consistency statistic for 

estimating the reliability of a set of items designed to measure a single construct (i.e., “measurement 

scale”). In 2016, LIAT completed a comprehensive assessment of the reliability of the scales measured 

on the EQ Profile.  The analysis was conducted on a research sample of 13,255 respondents who 

completed the EQ Profile between November 24, 2004 and March 16, 2015. This sample contains over 

7000 males and 6000 females representing a full range of ages and races. Participants represent a range 

of positions including executives, managers, supervisors, and technical and non-technical professionals 

from a wide variety of industries including manufacturing, construction, government, education, health 

care, financial, and other business services.   

Results 

Cronbach alpha estimates of internal consistency reliability of the scales provided on the EQ Profile are 

provided in Table 3. Cronbach’s alphas for all EQ Profile dimensions range from 0.755 to 0.929; the 

average across all scores is 0.851.    

Discussion 
Generally, measurement scales are said to have good reliability when reliability coefficients are at least 

.70 (Spector, 1992). Overall, these data indicate that the scales on the EQ Profile meet and most cases 

far exceed agreed-upon statistical criteria for confidence in test-retest and internal consistency 

reliability.   
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Table 3. Internal Consistency Reliability Estimates (Chronbach’s Alpha) 
for EQ Profile Scales 

 

Scale 

Chronbach’s 

Alpha 

# of Items 

N 

Thoughts, Other Focused, Negative .927 55 13,290 

Thoughts, Other Focused, Positive .879 33 13,290 

Thoughts, Self-Focused, Negative .863 22 13,290 

Thoughts, Self-Focused, Positive .755 21 13,290 

Wants, Other Focused, Negative .856 24 13,290 

Wants, Other Focused, Positive .780 19 13,290 

Wants, Self-Focused, Negative .828 16 13,290 

Wants, Self-Focused, Positive .838 31 13,290 

Feeling, Love .790 14 13,290 

Feeling, Joy .790 24 13,290 

Feeling, Sad .833 17 13,290 

Feeling, Anxiety .895 20 13,290 

Feeling, Anger .861 19 13,290 

Feeling, Fear .871 19 13,290 

Feeling, Shame .823 17 13,290 

Empathy-Accuracy .911 46 13,290 

Empathy-Compassion .855 24 13,290 

High Trust of Self, High Trust of Other .922 68 13,290 

High Trust of Self, Low Trust of Other .929 57 13,290 

Low Trust of Self, High Trust of Other .761 14 13,290 

Low Trust of Self, Low Trust of Other .906 36 13,290 
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Validity 
 

According to the Principles (Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 2003), “…validity is the 

most important consideration in developing and evaluating selection procedures” (p. 4). Validity refers 

to the extent to which an instrument measures what it is intended to measure. “… one validates not the 

measuring instrument itself, but the measuring instrument in relation to the purpose for which it is 

being used."  (Carmines & Zeller, 1979) 

Content Validity 
Content validity was established throughout the development process through input from more than 

200 professionals across North America who provided narrative statements of their emotional reactions 

while viewing the videos used in the instrument.  These statements were re-written into test items.  Six 

counseling and psychology professionals (subject matter experts) independently classified each 

statement using the 22 EQ Profile construct definitions. The three principals of Learning In Action (Ron 

Short, Jan Johnson, and David Erb) then reviewed each item and its classifications. Agreement in 

classification among these subject matter experts was used to ensure content validity of the items 

included in the EQ Profile.   

The resulting set of items was administered along with the EQ Profile videos to a group of over one 

hundred and fifty people from the original group.  These individuals rated each item on a 1-5 scale 

where 1 refers to "no fit" with one's experience to 5 which refers to a "total fit" with one's experience.  

They also repeated writing personal narratives in order to identify experiences that were not included in 

the original narratives. Items with a large number of “1 – this does not fit my experience” ratings were 

eliminated.  Final items and classifications were determined from this array of data.  

The collection and review of these narrative statements ensured the response items contained the full 

range of experiences for each measurement construct. The elimination of items that could not be 

reliability classified into the 22 EQ Profile constructs and with a large number of 1 (“this does not fit my 

experience” ratings) ensured the exclusion of extraneous concepts contaminating the dimension scales.   

Construct Validity  
Construct validity is established by demonstrating that response patterns in data collected with a 

multidimensional assessment “fit” with the measurement model defined to develop the assessment. If 

the constructs are valid measures of the theoretical concepts being measured, we would expect to see 

strong correlations between EQ Profile dimensions that align with common experience and historical 

research. For example, we would expect a strong correlation between the EQ Profile dimensions Love, 

High Trust of Self and Other, and Empathy Compassion – and we do. Correlations among these 

dimensions range from 0.49 to 0.78 (see Table 4). Likewise, Anger, Anxiety, and Fear dimensions are all 

highly correlated with Low Trust in Self and Others (rxy = 0.53, 0.59, 0.56 respectively). Also, as expected, 

the Love and Joy dimensions are highly correlated (rxy = 0.73) and Fear is strongly related to Anxiety (rxy = 

0.60). The full set of correlations among key EQ Profile dimensions are provided in Table 4. The 

correlation data presented in Table 4 reveals consistent and expected patterns between dimensions 

lending strong support for the accuracy and validity of the EQ Profile scores.   
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Table 4.  EQ Profile Dimension Correlations 

Six Dimensions of Self-Reflection and Empathy - Correlations 

  

1. Access to 

Range of 

Feelings 

2. Positive - 

Negative 

Orientation 

3. Self - Other 

Orientation 

4. Balanced 

reliance on 

thoughts, 

wants, 

feelings 

5. Empathy 

Accuracy 

6. Empathy 

Compassion 

1. Access to Range of Feelings 1            

2. Positive - Negative Orientation .435** 1         

3. Self - Other Orientation .104** .043** 1       

4. Balanced reliance on thoughts, 

wants, feelings 
-.102** -.242** .109** 1     

5. Empathy Accuracy .233** .450** .043** -.235** 1   

6. Empathy Compassion .232** .530** .032** -.145** .725** 1 

 
 N = 13,290.   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Correlations greater than 0.20 and less than -0.20 highlighted. 
 
 

Feeling Dimensions Correlations 

  Joy Love Anger Anxiety Fear Sadness Shame 

Joy 1             

Love .728** 1           

Anger -.514** -.624** 1         

Anxiety -.658** -.722** .289** 1       

Fear -.683** -.740** .348** .609** 1     

Sadness -.556** -.465** .137** .216** .233** 1   

Shame -.514** -.476** .070** .233** .274** .251** 1 

 
N = 13,290.   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). Correlations greater than 0.35 and less than -0.35 highlighted. 
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Trust x Feeling Dimensions Correlations 
 

  
Joy Love Anger Anxiety Fear Sadness Shame 

Trust 

High Self High 
Others 

.638** .781** -.565** -.609** -.604** -.312** -.357** 

High Self Low 
Others 

-
.327** 

-.488** .661** .214** .292** .149** .040** 

Low Self High 
Others 

-
.347** 

-.391** -.027** .424** .373** .186** .378** 

Low Self 
Low Others 

-
.622** 

-.710** .531** .593** .558** .297** .297** 

 
N = 13,290.   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Correlations greater than 0.35 and less than -0.35 highlighted. 

 

 

 

 

Empathy x Feeling and Trust Dimensions Correlations 
Trust 

 

  

Joy Love Anger Anxiety Fear Sadness Shame 

High 
Self  
High 
Others 

High 
Self 
Low 
Others 

Low 
Self  
High 
Others 

Low 
Self 
Low 
Others 

 
Empathy 
Accuracy 

.319** .387** -.318** -.359** -.279** -.059** -.180** .438** -.280** -.177** -.436** 

 
Empathy 
Compassion 

.299** .486** -.405** -.439** -.333** .024** -.184** .570** -.400** -.222** -.541** 

  
N = 13,290.   
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Correlations greater than 0.35 and less than -0.35 highlighted. 
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Chapter 4: Demographics and Norm Groups 

Participants 

 
Since November 2003 the EQ Profile has been administered to a diverse group of more than 15,000 

people representing a diverse population of different age groups (from under 25 to 70), different 

employment status, different socioeconomic status, and different geographic regions across North 

America. The entire population of EQ Profile participants is used to compute percentile scores found in 

the report provided to practitioners and participants. 

The following demographic results are based on a research sample of 13,255 respondents who 

completed the EQ Profile between November 24, 2004 and March 16, 2015. Appendix A provides 

descriptive statistics of the demographic groups found in the database of the EQ Profile participants. 

  

Mean score differences by gender and age.    
 

In general, male/female scores found on the EQ Profile dimensions are aligned with the research on 

gender differences in emotional intelligence (Joseph & Newman, 2010) and empathy (Hoffman, 1977).  

Males scored significantly higher on the profile scores: 1. Access to Range of Feelings,3. Self - Other 

Orientation, and 4. Balanced Reliance on Thoughts, Wants, Feelings. Women scored significantly higher 

on 2. Positive - Negative Orientation and the two empathy dimensions: Empathy Accuracy and Empathy 

Compassion. In addition, in alignment with a meta-analysis by Del Giudice (2011), females scored higher 

than males on the Anxiety dimension. Table 5 provides dimension scores by gender.   

Predictable patterns of scores on the EQ Profile are also found by age groups.  For example, the Anxiety 

dimension score is much higher than average for people under 25, then it drops to below average at 45 

and then remains stable (see figure 2). These results align with research by Noftle and Fleeson (2010) on 

anxiety and a meta-analysis by Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer (2006) including research reviewing age 

differences and emotional stability. In addition, scores on Empathy Accuracy and Empathy Compassion 

are well below average for people under 25, and increase with each ascending age category. This 

pattern supports the theory that empathy can be a developed skill. Table 6 provides dimension scores 

by age categories.  

Mean scores by race are presented in Table 7.  Dimensions that showed the largest variance across 

racial groups are 1. Access to Range of Feelings, 6. Empathy Compassion, Joy, Sadness, and Trust: High 

Self/Low Others.   
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Table 5. EQ Profile Scores by Gender 

  Female   Male       

  N = 6159   N = 7131  

 

  

  
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

  Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
  t-test significance 

1. Access to Range of Feelings 46.95 28.93   52.64 28.56   129.55 .0000 

2. Positive - Negative 
Orientation 51.86 28.62   48.40 28.99   47.38 .0000 

3. Self - Other Orientation 48.90 28.94   50.96 28.78   16.73 .0000 

4. Balanced reliance on 
thoughts, wants, feelings 48.29 28.87   51.49 28.79   40.64 .0000 

5. Empathy Accuracy 51.64 29.15   48.59 28.55   37.14 .0000 

6. Empathy Compassion 53.01 28.99   47.41 28.51   125.75 .0000 

Anger 49.86 29.17   50.12 28.60   0.27 .6039 

Anxiety 51.34 29.32   48.85 28.43   24.64 .0000 

Fear 50.49 29.16   49.58 28.61   3.27 .0706 

Joy 46.18 29.36   53.31 28.02   204.97 .0000 

Love 50.14 29.40   49.88 28.40   0.27 .6048 

Sadness 52.77 29.46   47.62 28.13   105.93 .0000 

Shame 50.41 29.49   49.65 28.32   2.27 .1321 

High Self / High Others 51.23 28.78   48.94 28.91   20.88 .0000 

High Self / Low Others 45.95 28.89   53.51 28.39   230.54 .0000 

Low Self / High Others 50.78 29.45   49.33 28.34   8.38 .0038 

Low Self / Low Others 50.62 28.60   49.48 29.09   5.15 .0233 

Note: Shading reflects large, statistically significant and meaningful differences.  Pink shading shows where females 
scored higher than males, blue shading where males scored higher than females. 
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Figure 2: Anxiety, Empathy Accuracy, and Empathy Compassion, by Age 
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Table 6. EQ Profile Scores by Age Category 
 

 

Younger 
than 25 

25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 
65 or 
older 

F Sig. 

 

N = 490 N = 2202 N = 4419 N = 4243 N = 1747 N = 186 

 

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean 

1. Access to Range of 
Feelings 

48.35 51.51 49.80 49.43 50.45 50.29 1.98 .0777 

2. Positive - Negative 
Orientation 

42.29 49.41 50.85 50.16 50.57 48.59 8.22 .0000 

3. Self - Other Orientation 49.17 50.09 49.77 49.88 50.68 53.32 0.84 .5234 

4. Balanced reliance on 
thoughts, wants, feelings 

45.72 48.50 50.24 50.97 50.13 50.31 4.39 .0005 

5. Empathy Accuracy 40.43 43.71 50.70 51.75 54.19 53.99 18.01 .0000 

6. Empathy Compassion 46.56 46.20 49.93 50.47 54.35 54.05 44.09 .0000 

Anger 51.19 49.16 49.43 50.19 51.31 53.36 2.14 .0574 

Anxiety 58.57 53.01 49.23 48.82 48.79 48.57 16.26 .0000 

Fear 52.16 48.71 48.80 50.52 52.27 55.13 6.57 .0000 

Joy 51.02 52.23 50.24 49.06 48.75 48.91 4.43 .0005 

Love 42.66 48.79 51.09 50.50 49.85 48.20 8.79 .0000 

Sadness 44.32 47.49 50.68 51.05 50.51 49.76 8.87 .0000 

Shame 52.02 51.06 49.67 49.95 49.40 46.91 1.77 .1154 

High Self / High Others 41.03 48.42 51.09 50.94 49.68 48.38 13.16 .0000 

High Self / Low Others 54.52 50.62 49.95 49.61 48.94 50.84 3.27 .0060 

Low Self / High Others 52.74 50.25 48.59 49.86 52.46 53.69 6.21 .0000 

Low Self / Low Others 59.08 52.54 49.28 48.66 49.30 50.18 15.77 .0000 

 

Note: Shading reflects large, statistically significant and meaningful differences. 
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Chapter 5: Instrument Use, Administration, and Scoring 

Uses for the EQ Profile  
 

The goal of EQ Profile is to offer a mirror of how individuals interpret their experience and respond to 

different situations, to identify strengths and weaknesses on key dimensions of emotional intelligence, 

and then to select “daily practices” to build fitness in areas of their choice.  Since 2002 the instrument 

and profile report have been used in coaching and other activities to help participants improve their 

personal awareness, better develop interpersonal skills, and understand relationships in all facets of life.  

The effectiveness of using evaluations of emotional intelligence as a coaching tool is well documented 

(for example, Wall, 2007; Neale, Spencer-Arnell, & Wilson, 2009; and Lynn, 2002). The EQ Profile has 

proven to be a very effective tool for executive and life coaching. It can be used by itself or in 

conjunction with other assessments. Consultants, coaches, and educators have successfully 

implemented the EQ Profile for leadership development, training, team development, and graduate 

student education. 

Practitioner Certification 
 
In order to use the EQ Profile, practitioners are required to pass a certification program. Certification 

training is scheduled several times throughout the year. The integrative training program focuses on 1) 

developing an understanding of how we are all shaped by our relationships and 2) providing the 

functional knowledge and skills to effectively use and interpret the EQ Profile. Practitioners have 

multiple options for obtaining certification including:    

2 Day On-Site Certification – EQ Profile  

This integrative training program focuses on providing the knowledge and skill to effectively use the EQ 

Profile in leadership development, team development, executive coaching, general coaching, and 

conflict resolution. The design includes presentation of theory with “hands-on” practice in interpreting 

the profile and debriefing with clients. Practice includes focused coaching.   

Virtual Learning Certification – EQ Profile  

This option is for experienced coaches and consultants who want to add powerful assessments and tools 

to their practices. Self-study and teleconferences with other distance learners is the heart of this 

program. Each program has several scheduled teleconference sessions. 

Requirements for the training include: 

 Pre-training reading  

 Taking the EQ Profile  

 Participating in the pre-training debrief of his or her EQ Profile results with a certified 

practitioner 

 Attending 100% of the 2 day onsite (in-person training) or virtual training 

 Preparing, engaging, and presenting assignment results in the follow on virtual sessions (number 

typically varies between 6 and 8) 

 Learning from recorded debriefs  
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 Administering the EQ Profile to a practice client chosen by the participant and conducting an EQ 

Profile debrief with the client 

 Completing the self-study assessment and presenting answers in the final virtual class. 

 

Technical Requirements and Troubleshooting  
 

Technical Requirements 
 

The EQ Profile is available in  streaming video online  for people who have high-speed Internet access. 

Digital reports are generated immediately and available online as soon as the participant has finished 

taking the instrument. Team reports are also available. 

The EQ Profile is hosted on MS Windows website https://learninginaction.com. This is a high speed 

Internet based product. A system must have cable, DSL or T1 and be capable of using streaming video. 

LIAT highly recommends that the EQ Profile be tested from all unique client locations to make sure that 

there are no issues that block access to the instrument or compromise the functioning of the 

instrument. Possible issues may include firewalls, security settings that are established by IT 

departments, email blocks, or Internet access speed. 

The EQ Profile uses “flash technology” which means it can work on any platform, including PC’s and 

MAC’s. It requires a media player such as QuickTime, Windows Media Player, Real Player, or a similar 

installed program that is capable of playing embedded videos. This is a standard component in most 

current browsers. The Flash video requires access through firewalls, intranet security, or VPN to the 

Internet with restriction lifted in order to function properly. Ideally, this is tested in advance with an 

organization’s IT department who can assess problems and make needed adjustments. 

Spam filtering software either at the corporate firewall or at the desktop level should NOT BLOCK 

formatted email sent from "http://learninginaction.com". Learning In Action Technologies can create a 

PDF report, if desired.  Participants and practitioners can also print it at their worksites.  Security 

systems must be set to allow access to the domain: https://learninginaction.com.  

Troubleshooting Common Problems 
 

Problem: You can login and look at a video, but you cannot get to the ratings section.  Your computer 

logs you out or you can login, watch a video and complete that set of ratings, but the computer then 

logs you out and you need to login again to complete the next segment. 

 

 

Solution: Open your browser. Select: Tools; Internet Options; Security Tab; Trusted Sites (It is a green 

icon with a check mark in it); Sites. 

A page will open that has two open windows. In the upper small window, type in 

“https://learninginaction.com", then click on ADD. 
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Click OK and this window will close.  Click OK again and the next window will close and return you to 

your Internet browser. Begin again with the instructions provided. 

Problem: You have sound, but no video picture, or you have a video picture, but it is jerky at times, or it 

comes and goes. 

Solution: Broadband is limited, meaning that there is insufficient access to high speed Internet. Try 

taking the EQ Profile at another time when there may be less traffic on the Internet. You may also 

consult with your IT department about the bandwidth that is dedicated to your particular computer or 

site.  Often networks are shared, which makes them more sensitive to high traffic issues. 

Problem: Your login and password work, but when you click on “Watch Segment” you get a black screen 

and nothing happens. The play function does not work. 

Solution: This may relate to your internal security settings. Contact your IT department to temporarily 

change security for your user profiles so that you can access the streaming video. Security must be 

changed so that it allows the interface with the EQ Profile. Access to the domain 

"https://learninginaction.com" is required. 

Additional assistance is available at "mailto:liat@learninginaction.com" or call 206-299-2360. 

Administration Protocol 
 
The EQ Profile is a non-proctored instrument. A participant uses an online system to take the instrument 

and then receives his or her results in a report and through interpretive debrief with a certified 

practitioner.   

Recommended steps for administering the EQ Profile: 

 The practitioner has a pre-administration discussion with the participant to convey how to 
approach the video scenarios. It is important for the participant to be coached to take on the 
role of either manager, peer, or direct report. In that role, the participant should notice his or 
her internal response to the scenarios and identify those responses through the instrument’s 
items. 
 

 An email is sent to the participant with log-in information and instructions. After logging on to 
Learning In Action Technologies website with a provided user name and password, the 
participant watches eight video scenarios lasting approximately 90 seconds each. Each video 
instructs the participant which role to take. After each video the participant answers 30-50 
items online and submits the responses. 
 

 The practitioner confirms a debrief date and time and provides the participant his or her profile 
approximately 48 to 72 hours prior to the debrief session. 

The practitioner and the participant engage in an interpretative conversation usually lasting 60 – 90 

minutes. 
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The expected time to take the instrument is between 30 and 45 minutes. It is highly recommended that 

the participant take the assessment in one sitting; however, it can be paused and the participant can log 

back in to continue the assessment, if necessary. 

Participants can choose to take the EQ Profile in English or Spanish. If Spanish is selected, the videos are 

dubbed and the items are presented in Spanish. The EQ Profile report can be generated in both 

languages by the practitioner.   

EQ Profile Report 
 

The EQ Profile report contains a wealth of information about the participants’ self-reflection, self-

regulation, and empathy.  The report contains four components: 

 A description of the emotional intelligence capacities measured by the instrument 

 Graphic displays of the participant’s own profile for each of the capacities measured 
including his or her level of fitness on seven dimensions of self-reflection, empathy, and 
relationship strategies based on trust in self and others 

 An interpretive narrative on each dimension measured that includes implications for 
professional and personal relationships; implications for leadership are also presented 

 Reflective questions for the participant to assist in understanding and using the results   

Participants are encouraged to consider how this information fits with their own experience and to 

interpret this in terms of their life experience in different situations. The information provides a valuable 

tool for noticing and practicing self-awareness. 

Re-test Recommendations 
 
It is not recommended for participants to re-take the EQ Profile within a short timeframe. Since the 

patterns revealed on the EQ Profile are established over one’s life-time, they tend not to change very 

much except with extensive intentional effort. Therefore, taking the assessment multiple times within a 

two-year period is not recommended.  Participant’s scores from re-taking the assessment may also be 

biased as the participant is aware of the scenarios and, therefore, may be tempted to provide ideal 

answers versus ones reflecting his or her immediate internal responses. 

Re-taking the instrument does warrant consideration if a participant does not take on a mindset of his or 

her personal self, or views the people in the videos as strangers versus people in which they are 

connected to in a relationship.  Occasionally, a participant will answer items with a “coach’s hat on” or a 

“trainer’s hat on”.  Using a different role can impact results.  Re-taking the instrument may also be 

warranted if the participant receives a very low or high Intensity score.  Extreme Intensity scores could 

indicate that the participant did not relate emotionally to the videos; was distracted when taking the 

assessment; or did not understand the instructions, questions, or rating scale. These situations are 

reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 
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Contact Information 
 
Alison Whitmire 
President, Learning in Action Technologies 
5208 Carlton Street 
Bethesda, MD 20816 
alison@learninginaction.com 
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