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Introduction

BarOn EQ-360 is a multirater measure of emotional intelligence (EI) designed to complement BarOn
EQ-i assessments. EQ-360 prompts raters to provide valuable information about an individual's level of
emotional and social functioning within the assessment context. This summary report combines John's
self-report EQ-i results with that of his designated EQ-360 raters, creating a complete "360-degree"
overview of John's social and emotional functioning.

John's self-reported EQ-i scores are compared with the ratings of his 360 rater groups. This report
presents John's EQ scores at four different levels of analysis. The first level provides his Total EQ
results, representing an overall or global measure of emotional functioning. The second level of analysis
discusses John's EQ functioning as it relates to the five broad composite scales that represent EQ-360's
factors of emotional intelligence. The next level summarizes the subscale results that contribute to each
composite scale. Finally, John's EQ-360 item response frequencies are presented for all 360 rater
groups combined.

Examination of the overall, composite scale, and subscale levels highlight any significant score
disparities between John and his 360 rater groups. Significant score disparities reveal areas where
self-perceived emotional and social skillls differ notably from the perceptions of others. Taken in proper
context, this report's 360 feedback illuminates key areas where emotional and social skills are highly
developed and reveals areas for further enhancement.

The feedback based on this report should reflect the unique relationship between John's self-reported
emotional intelligence scores and his rater's assessments. If consensus is high between John and his
raters, identification of his personal strengths and weaknesses should be fairly straightforward based on
the general profile of the scale and subscale scores.

Where there is low consensus between John and the raters, notable score discrepancies might emerge.
These differences might occur for a variety of reasons. Possible explanations could include the fact that
certain rater levels are less familiar with John and have not had adequate opportunity to observe the
necessary range of El behaviors. An alternate explanation might be, however, that John interacts
differently with others around him. Proper interpretation of conflicting results requires careful
investigation into factors that might have contributed to the observed disparities. An informed
understanding of the underlying reasons for observed differences will greatly assist in placing this
feedback into proper context.

This report is an interpretive aid and should not be used as the sole basis for intervention or decision
making. These results are best utilized when combined with other sources of information such as
performance indicators, interviews and investigation results. Interpretation of the contents of this report
requires a qualified and trained professional.
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Rater Familiarity

The following charts provide important information concerning the length of time that each rater within
each EQ-360 rater group reports having known John, as well as how well they know him. Rater
familiarity indices such as these provide valuable assistance in placing the results from this EQ-360
report into proper perspective. For example, rater groups who report relationships of short duration with
John and/or considerably lower levels of familiarity with him might have had fewer opportunities to
observe his full range of emotional functioning in the assessment context. Factors such as these must
be taken into account when interpreting the EQ-360 results that follow in this report.
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How well do you know the person being assessed ?
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Note:

n = number of respondents

In the following sections, standard scores are presented. These scores can be interpreted using these

guidelines.

Standard Score
130+

120-129
110-119

90-109

80-89

<80

Interpretive Guideline
Exceptionally well-developed emotional and social functioning
Extremely well-developed emotional and social functioning
Well-developed emotional and social functioning
Effective emotional and social functioning

Area may require improvement
Area for improvement
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Total EQ

The following graph shows John's Total EQ-i score compared to the averaged Total EQ-360 scores for
each rater group.
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Direct Reports

<55 70 85 100 115 130 145+

EQ-I/EQ-360 Score Comparisons

John's Total EQ-i score is significantly higher than as assessed by the following EQ-360 rater group(s).
Self (99) > Peers (88)

Significant score differences such as this should be taken into consideration during interpretation.

Total EQ

Total EQ provides a general indication of John's emotional and social intelligence. The overall score
depicts how successful he currently is in coping with environmental and social demands. Individuals
who have average or greater Total EQ are perceived to be in touch with their feelings, feel good about
themselves, and are fairly successful in realizing their own potential. These individuals understand the
way others feel and are generally successful in relating to people. They appear to be good at managing
stress and rarely lose control. People who are high in Total EQ are typically realistic, assertive, and fairly
successful in problem solving. These individuals also appear to be generally happy and have a positive
outlook on life.
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EQ Composite Scales

The following graph shows John's EQ-i Composite Scale scores compared to the averaged EQ-360
scores for each rater group.
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EQ-iI/EQ-360 Composite Score Comparisons

John's EQ-i score for the following composite scale is significantly higher than that of the following rater
group(s).

Intrapersonal Composite
Self (98) > Peers (87)

Significant score differences such as this should be taken into consideration during interpretation.

=MHS



EQ-360 Report for John Doe Page 6

Definitions for the EQ Composite Scales are as follows.
Intrapersonal Composite Scale (RAeq)

The Intrapersonal Composite Scale assesses John's understanding, expression, and development of
himself. Individuals who are average-to-well developed in this area are in touch with their feelings, feel
good about themselves, and feel positive about what they are doing with their lives. Individuals who are
well developed in this area are also able to express their feelings, and are independent, strong, and
confident when conveying their ideas and beliefs. The Intrapersonal Composite includes the following
subscales: Self-Regard, Emotional Self-Awareness, Assertiveness, Independence, and Self-
Actualization.

Interpersonal Composite Scale (EReq)

The Interpersonal Composite Scale provides insight into John's interpersonal skills and functioning.
Individuals who score well on this composite are perceived to be responsible and dependable people
who have good social skills. They understand, interact, and relate well with others. The Interpersonal
Composite comprises the following subscales: Empathy, Social Responsibility, and Interpersonal
Relationship.

Stress Management Composite Scale (SMeq)

The Stress Management Composite Scale assesses how well John is perceived to be able to withstand
stress and manage his impulses. Individuals who score well in this composite area are perceived to be
generally calm, rarely impulsive, and work well under pressure. The Stress Management Composite
Scale is comprised of the Stress Tolerance and Impulse Control subscales.

Adaptability Composite Scale (ADeq)

The Adaptability Composite Scale addresses perceptions of how successfully John is able to cope with
environmental and social demands by effectively "sizing up" and dealing with problematic situations.
Good scores in this area identify people who are generally flexible, realistic, effective in understanding
problematic situations, and competent at arriving at adequate solutions. The Adaptability Composite
Scale consists of the following subscales: Reality Testing, Flexibility, and Problem Solving.

General Mood Composite Scale (GMeq)
The General Mood Composite assesses the degree to which John is perceived to maintain a positive
outlook on, be contented with, and actively enjoy life. Good scores on this composite reflect individuals

who are perceived to be cheerful, positive, hopeful, and optimistic. The General Mood Composite Scale
is composed of the Optimisim and Happiness subscales.
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Intrapersonal Subscales

The following graph compares John's EQ-i Intrapersonal subscale scores to the averaged EQ-360
subscale scores for each rater group.

EQ-I/EQ-360 Intrapersonal Scale Score Comparisons

John's EQ-i score for the following Intrapersonal subscale is significantly higher than that of the following
rater group(s).

Assertiveness
Self (101) > Peers (89)

Significant score differences such as this should be taken into consideration during interpretation.
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