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EMOTIONAL INTELLIGENCE AND SELF-EFFICACY IN
A SAMPLE OF ITALIAN HIGH SCHOOL TEACHERS

ANNAMARIA DI FABIO AND LETIZIA PALAZZESCHI
University of Florence, Italy

The aim in this study was to further analyze the construct of emotional intelligence and
its relation to occupational self-efficacy in a sample of Italian teachers. The Italian version
of the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory: Short (Bar-On, 2002) and the Ohio State
Teacher Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001) were administered to
169 participants. Significant differences in emotional intelligence emerged with respect to
age. In comparison to females, males obtained higher scores in the intrapersonal dimension,
while women scored higher on the interpersonal dimension. Teacher self-efficacy was best
explained by the intrapersonal dimension. The study indicates both a need for further analysis
of the emotional intelligence of teachers and new areas of possible research.
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The term emotional intelligence, rendered popular by Goleman (1995), was
first used by Salovey and Mayer (1990) to describe the capacity individuals
have for monitoring their feelings and those of others, discriminating between
various types of emotions and using this information to channel thoughts and
actions. Subsequently, Mayer and Salovey (1997) extended the definition to
include the capacity for perceiving emotions, comparing emotions and feelings,
understanding information caused by emotion and being able to handle such
emotions. According to the theoretical model of Bar-On (1997, 2000), emotional
intelligence is defined as a sum of emotional and social competences that
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determine the modalities with which a persona relates to both him/herself and
to others in order to cope with environmental pressure and requests. Emotional
intelligence is thus, in this model, an important factor in determining success in
life and, more generically, influences the well-being of individuals. Emotional
intelligence develops over time, changes in the course of life, and can be
increased by means of training programs.

There has been an increasing interest in the construct of emotional intelligence
within a school context. Although some studies in the field of education have
been focused on the emotional intelligence of students and on the role that this
plays with respect to academic achievement, demonstrating that students with
higher emotional intelligence had more success at school (Di Fabio, Giorgi, &
Palazzeschi, 2005; Parker et al., 2004; Parker, Summerfeldt, Hogan, & Majeski,
2002), other studies have demonstrated that teachers who promote emotional
intelligence skills emphasize the value of individual differences, enhance group
work and problem-solving ability, and channel students to develop adequate
social competences (Kaufhold & Johnson, 2005). These social competences
increase the relationship among pupils, their reciprocal respect and involvement
in class activities (Obiakor, 2001).

To encourage emotional intelligence in students, it is necessary to sustain them
by means of didactic activities and guidance that entail the use of emotional
intelligence in relation to empathy and other sociointerpersonal areas (Chan &
Hui, 1998). Teachers frequently express a concern of being inadequately prepared
to lead such interventions and feel reluctant to take on such a role (Chan, 1992).
Although the basic idea of teacher efficacy may be tied to professional formation,
it could also be proposed that teachers who possess low self-efficacy also have
lower emotional intelligence (Chan, 2004). With reference to the connection
between emotional intelligence and teacher self-efficacy, Chan (2004) used the
Emotional Intelligence Scale (EIS; Schutte et al., 1998) to measure emotional
intelligence. Chan demonstrated that teachers obtain a higher score in the positive
utilization dimension, which refers to positive exploitation of emotions, and
the emotional appraisal dimension, which expresses the level of awareness of
emotional evaluation, followed by the empathic sensitivity dimension, empathy
or general sensitivity to the emotional expressions of others, and lastly, by the
positive regulation dimension, the positive handling of emotions. The author,
using the four dimensions of emotional intelligence as predictors of self-efficacy
beliefs among teachers, reveals that positive regulation is the best predictor of
general self-efficacy, while empathic sensitivity emerges as the best predictor of
self-efficacy toward helping others. The results of this study do not show any
significant difference in emotional intelligence according to gender, age, or the
subject taught. Differences in emotional intelligence based on gender and age
were, instead, found in studies using student samples (Ciarrochi, Chan, & Bajgar,
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2001; Parker et al., 2004; Van Rooy, Alonso, & Viswensvaran, 2005). Bar-On
(2002), in the normative sample of the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory:
Short, demonstrated differences in emotional intelligence based on gender and
age. In particular, for the total and for the stress management and adaptability
subscales, participants in younger age groups obtained lower scores in comparison
to those in higher age groups. Moreover, males scored significantly higher than
females on the intrapersonal subscale, while females obtained more points than
males on the interpersonal.

The self-efficacy concept was defined and examined in terms of both the
global and general constructs of personality (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2004;
Schwarzer, 1998; Shelton, 1990), and of the specific variables for a particular
ambit (Schwarzer & Fuchs, 1995) or for a specific task with the aim of being
able to predict a circumscribed behavior (Bandura, 1977; Pajares, 1996). In the
attempt to overcome this dichotomy in a scholastic context, Tschannen-Moran
and Woolfolk-Hoy (2001) constructed a new instrument related to the teacher
self-efficacy construct, characterized by a search of balance between specificity
and generalizability. This means that the items are specifically attributed to
teacher self-efficacy, and enable study of a vast range of skills that teachers
consider important in order to teach well, without, however, being too specific
and thus rendering it impossible to compare teachers that belong to different
contexts, scholastic levels or school subjects (Chacén, 2005; Woolfolk-Hoy &
Spero, 2005).

In contrast to the study by Chan (2004), in which a general self-efficacy scale
was used, the authors of the present study intended to analyze the relationship
between emotional intelligence and teacher self-efficacy by using a scale specific
to demonstrating teacher self-efficacy. The aim in this study was therefore to
verify the construct of emotional intelligence and its relation to occupational self-
efficacy beliefs in Italian high school teachers. In particular, it was anticipated that
this study would be able to demonstrate whether or not differences in emotional
intelligence exist in relation to the gender and/or age of teachers and the typology
of the school and, more generally, to evaluate the relationship between emotional
intelligence and teacher self-efficacy. It was expected that, also with regard to the
most targeted construct of teacher self-efficacy, the impact of several dimensions
of emotional intelligence would emerge. Studying this relationship in an Italian
context can, furthermore, draw attention to the existence of these links in a
different cultural context.

METHOD

PARTICIPANTS
One hundred and sixty-nine teachers from high schools located in Tuscany
participated anonymously in the study; 111 subjects were females (65.7%) and
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58 were male (34.3%). The ages of the participants ranged from 26 to 64 with
a mean of 46.99 and a standard deviation of 7.95. As to the types of schools
examined, 39 teachers worked in a scientific grammar school (23.1%), 21 in
a standard grammar school (12.4%), 58 in a commercial technical high school
(34.3%) and 51 in a professional high school (30.2 %).

INSTRUMENTS

Bar-on Emotional Quotient Inventory: Short (Bar-On EQ-I:S) In order to
evaluate emotional intelligence, the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory: Short
(Bar-On, 2002), in the Italian version translated by Giorgi and Di Fabio (2005),
was used. This instrument is made up of 51 items with responses based on a 5-
point Likert scale (from 1 = very seldom or not true to 5 = very often or always
true). The questionnaire, in addition to obtaining a total emotional intelligence
score, demonstrates four dimensions: intrapersonal (a: .79; “It’s hard for me to
understand the way I feel”); interpersonal (a: .79; “I care what happens to other
people”); stress management (c: .84; “I feel that it’s hard for me to control my
anxiety”) and adaptability (a: .78; “I like to get an overview of a problem before
trying to solve it”). The «a for the total Bar-On EQ-I: S is .85. With regard to
construct validity, the four dimensions of emotional intelligence together account
for 41.80% of the variance. The questionnaire demonstrates adequate concurrent
validity showing correlations with the five factors of the Big Five Questionnaire
by Caprara, Barbaranelli, and Borgogni (1993): Extraversion (.38), Agreeableness
(.47), Conscientiousness (.40), Emotional stability (.42), and Openness (.42).
Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) To assess teacher self-efficacy,
the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy,
2001), in the Italian version translated by Di Fabio and Taralla (2006), was used.
This instrument is made up of 21 items with scores based on a 9-point Likert
scale (from 1 = nothing to 9 = a great deal). The scale, as well as offering the
possibility of obtaining a total score in self-efficacy, enables the exploration of
three factors: efficacy in classroom management (¢: .89; “How much can you do
to get children to follow classroom rules?”); efficacy in instructional strategies
(a: .87; “How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?”); efficacy
in student engagement (a: .87; “How much can you do to motivate students
who show low interest in school work?”). The  for OSTES is .94. In regard to
construct validity, the three extracted factors together account for 58.94% of the
variance. The concurrent validity with the Scale of Personal Efficacy (Borgogni,
Petitta, & Steca, 2001) perceived in scholastic settings is .64 for the total OSTES,
.60 for efficacy in classroom management dimension, .59 for efficacy in the
student engagement dimension, and .57 for efficacy in the instructional strategies
dimension.
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PROCEDURE AND DATA ANALYSIS

The questionnaires were administered in an anonymous form, both individually
and in small groups in the schools where the teachers worked. In order to verify
the existence of significant differences in emotional intelligence — considered
globally as well as for the four dimensions — relative to gender and/or age of
the participants, a series of two-way (gender by age group) analyses of variance
(ANOVA) was carried out. As to the typology of the school, a series of one-
way ANOVA was carried out. The age variable was dichotomized, forming two
groups with respect to the mean (up to 48 years of age, n = 90 and from 49 years
of age and up, n = 79.) For the school typology variable, the sample was divided
into three groups: grammar (n = 60), technical (n = 58), and professional (n =51).
In order to examine the relationship between emotional intelligence and teacher
self-efficacy, the correlations of the Bar-On EQ-I:S (total score and scores on the
four dimensions) and OSTES (total score and scores on the three dimensions)
were calculated by means of the Pearson coefficient. Finally, a standard multiple
regression was performed, using the total scores on both the OSTES and the
three dimensions as dependent variables, and the Bar-On EQ-I:S subscales as
predictors.

RESULTS

Concerning the existence of significant differences in emotional intelligence
in relation to gender and/or age, teachers who were younger than 49 years (M
= 138.61, SD = 14.05) differed significantly in the total emotional intelligence
score from those from the older age group (M = 134.68, SD = 11.22; F, |45
=491, p < .05, eta squared = .05). The main effect of the gender variable
(F(y. 165y = 1.51, p = .22) and the effect of interaction (F; ¢5 = .25, p = .62) did
not reach significance for total emotional intelligence. On the intrapersonal
subscale, males (M = 40.10, SD = 4.99) obtained significantly higher scores
than females (M = 37.53, SD = 5.80; F; 145, = 9.11, p < .05, eta squared =
.07), while the main effect of the age group variable (F; 145, = 1.18, p = .28)
and the effect of interaction (F, ¢5, = .12, p = .73) were not significant. On the
interpersonal subscale, females (M = 41.75, SD = 4.12) obtained significantly
higher scores than males (M = 39.78, SD = 4.37; F, 45, = 6.88, p < .05, eta
squared = .06), while the main effect of the age group variable (F; 5, = 2.02,
p = .16) and the interactive effect (F; 45, = 3.31, p = .07) were not significant.
For both the stress management and adaptability subscales, no significant
differences emerged on the basis of gender, age group or the effect of the two
variables interacting. There were no significant differences among the three
school typology groups (grammar, technical, professional) relative to either
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total emotional intelligence or to its dimensions. Table 1 reports the results of
correlations between the Bar-On EQ-I:S and the OSTES scores.

TABLE 1

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN BAR-ON EQ-I: S AND OSTES
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 EQ total -
2 INTRA 727 -
3 INTER .58 17 --
4 STR MAN 72 36" 18 --
5 ADAPT 57 23%* 29% 18 --
6 OSTES .39%* AT .19 A1 25%* -
7 MANAG 31 427 .16 .03 21 85" --
8 ENGAG 37 A1 217 15 18 88" 637 --
9 INSTR 357 437 .14 .10 26" 91%* 65%F 72 -

Note: N =169. ™ p <.001

EQ total = Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory: Short
INTRA = Intrapersonal

INTER = Interpersonal

STR MANG = Stress Management

ADAPT = Adaptability

OSTES = Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale

MANAG = Classroom Management

ENGAG = Student Engagement

INSTR = Instructional Strategies

TABLE 2
MULTIPLE REGRESSION: PREDICTIVE VALUES OF INTRAPERSONAL AND ADAPTABILITY ON OSTES
TOTAL SCORE (N = 169)

Variable B SEB B p
1 Intrapersonal 1.57 25 44 .001
2 Adaptability 78 37 15 .038

Note: R = 25 (p <.001)

Table 2 shows the results of the multiple regressions indicating the impact
of the emotional intelligence dimension on teacher self-efficacy. The model
of regression demonstrates that teacher self-efficacy is best explained by
the intrapersonal variable, with a regression coefficient of f = .44. Even
the adaptability dimension explains teacher self-efficacy, with a regression
coefficient of 8 = .15.

Relative to the impact of the emotional intelligence dimension on each of
the three teacher self-efficacy dimensions (efficacy in classroom management,
efficacy in student engagement, efficacy in instructional strategies), the results
of the multiple regressions are shown in Tables 3, 4 and 5.
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In particular, relative to the impact of the intrapersonal and adaptability
subscales on the OSTES efficacy in classroom management subscale, the
regression model (see Table 3) shows that efficacy in classroom management is
explained by the intrapersonal variables with a regression coefficient of 8 = .39.

Relative to the impact of the intrapersonal and interpersonal scales on the
OSTES efficacy in student engagement subscale, the regression model (see
Table 4) shows that efficacy in student engagement is best explained by the
intrapersonal variable with a regression coefficient of 8 = .38 and secondarily by
the interpersonal variable with a regression coefficient of § = .14.

Relative to the impact of the intrapersonal and adaptability subscales on the
OSTES efficacy in instructional strategies dimension, the regression model (see
Table 5) shows that efficacy in classroom management is best explained by the
intrapersonal variable with a regression coefficient of 8 = .39 and secondarily by
the adaptability variable with a regression coefficient of § = .17.

TABLE 3
MULTIPLE REGRESSION: PREDICTIVE VALUES OF INTRAPERSONAL AND ADAPTABILITY ON
EFrICACY IN CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT (N = 169)

Variable B SEB B p
1 Intrapersonal 49 .09 .39 .001
2 Adaptability .23 .14 12 .100

Note: R? = .19 (p < .001)

TABLE 4
MULTIPLE REGRESSION: PREDICTIVE VALUES OF INTRAPERSONAL AND INTERPERSONAL ON
EFFICACY IN STUDENT ENGAGEMENT (N = 169)

Variable B SEB B p
1 Intrapersonal 49 .09 .38 .001
2 Interpersonal 24 12 .14 .045

Note: R? = .19 (p < .001)

TABLE 5
MULTIPLE REGRESSION: PREDICTIVE VALUES OF INTRAPERSONAL AND ADAPTABILITY ON
EFFICACY IN INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES (N = 169)

Variable B SEB B p
1 Intrapersonal .58 11 .39 .001
2 Adaptability .39 .16 17 016

Note: R? = 21 (p < .001)
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DISCUSSION

In this study the construct of emotional intelligence was examined in a sample
of Italian high school teachers. Unlike what Chan (2004) evinced, this study
revealed some significant differences in emotional intelligence and its dimensions
relative to the age and gender of the participants. In particular, it showed that
younger teachers have a higher level of emotional intelligence than older ones.
Moreover, they seem to possess greater emotional and social competences,
which allow them to keep in contact with themselves and with others more
effectively and to use emotions in order to handle pressure and problems that
may occur in the classroom. As to gender, male teachers who obtained higher
points in the intrapersonal dimension appear to be more aware of their own
emotions and describe themselves as more capable of expressing their feelings
and communicating their needs. Female teachers who obtained higher scores in
the interpersonal dimension find it easier to establish cooperative, satisfying and
constructive interpersonal relationships and describe themselves as good listeners
who understand other people’s feelings.

No indication emerged that supports the existence of differences in terms of
levels of emotional intelligence in teachers with respect to the kind of school they
work in. This aspect may indicate a need for further research.

The analysis of correlations revealed the presence of a number of significant and
positive relationships between emotional intelligence and teacher self-efficacy,
both globally and in its three dimensions (efficacy in instructional strategies,
efficacy in classroom management, and efficacy in student engagement). Higher
emotional intelligence was linked to higher teacher self-efficacy in the capacity
to manage the classroom, motivate and involve students, and use appropriate
teaching strategies. The dimensions of emotional intelligence that appear linked
to teacher self-efficacy, efficacy in classroom management and efficacy in
instructional strategies are intrapersonal and, to a lesser extent, adaptability, that
is the components relative to the awareness of one’s emotions and the capacity
of exploiting emotions as efficacious problem-solving strategies. Efficacy in
student engagement is also related to the intrapersonal dimension, but seems
to have no links to adaptability. Instead, efficacy in student engagement has a
modest relationship to the interpersonal dimension, evincing the role played
by the ability to construct satisfactory relationships based on cooperation and
on understanding the feelings and emotions of students. Finally, teacher self-
efficacy can best be predicted by the intrapersonal dimension and, to a lesser
extent, by adaptability. In the study carried out by Chan (2004), general self-
efficacy is largely accounted for by the dimension of positive regulation, which
refers to a sort of positive attitude, and to a lesser extent to the dimension of
positive utilization, which implies the use of emotions to solve problems and is
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in some way similar to adaptability in the Bar-On EQ-I:S. According to Bandura
(1997), human capacities are mostly heterogeneous. For this reason, Bandura
does not consider the system of self-efficacy beliefs as a general trait, but as
a differentiated sum of self-convictions linked to distinct functional spheres.
From this perspective, teacher self-efficacy is a type of specific self-efficacy,
completely different from Chan’s (2004) general construct. The results of this
study sustained this specificity: occupational self-efficacy in teachers, even if
predicted to a lesser extent by adaptability in a manner similar to general self-
efficacy, can be explained primarily by the intrapersonal dimension relative to
the awareness of one’s emotions, and not to positive utilization. The self-efficacy
beliefs in teachers thus seem specifically linked to accurate self-awareness
and to the capacity of being in touch with one’s inner world. Also, the three
dimensions of teacher self-efficacy are shown as being better explained by
the intrapersonal variable, underlining the prevalent role of this dimension of
emotional intelligence. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that the efficacy in
student engagement, different from the other two dimensions of teacher self-
efficacy and the construct considered overall, are secondarily explained by the
interpersonal variable, emphasizing the role of relational aspects.

The results of this study suggest a link between emotional intelligence and
self-efficacy beliefs in teachers, but possible bidirectional influences remain an
important area for more in-depth future studies. As suggested by Chan (2004),
it could be hypothesized that emotional intelligence might increase the self-
efficacy beliefs of the teachers and that teacher self-efficacy might promote the
development of emotional intelligence; therefore, in order to examine this model
of cause and effect, it may be opportune to consider the possible variables that
are called into play and to plan longitudinal studies.

This study is limited due to the use of self-report measures to assess both
emotional intelligence and teacher self-efficacy. An ability measure could have
been used for emotional intelligence, and for teacher self-efficacy the self-report
measure could be used in conjunction with objective indicators of performance.
Another limitation is the difficulty of generalizing on the basis of data obtained
from a specific sample of teachers from high schools located in Tuscany. It
would thus be useful in future studies to investigate emotional intelligence and
its relationship with teacher self-efficacy on a more representative sample of the
Italian population, at a high school level and at a primary and lower secondary
(middle) school level. This would enable identification of differences in the
two constructs relative to the competences required by teachers working with
different age groups. Another aspect that should be further examined concerns
the differences among teachers of different subjects. It would also be beneficial
to consider the teachers’ training and years of teaching as possible variables tied
to the dimensions investigated in the present study. Despite these limitations,
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this study has enabled us to study more in-depth, in an Italian context and with
a specific target, some concepts on the emotional intelligence construct and
its relationship with the occupational self-efficacy beliefs of teachers, giving
weight to teacher self-efficacy and to its main link with one of the dimensions
- intrapersonal - which constitutes emotional intelligence.
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