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HOW DO PRODUCTIVE SKILLS 
OF L2 LEARNING REQUIRE EI? 

1. INTRODUCTION 

It is believed that Intelligence Quotient (IQ) is no longer considered as the 
best predictor of professional success. Through his studies on Emotional 
Intelligence (EI), D. Goleman (1995) discusses a series of connected concepts 
which may help us to find the reason why L2 learners are motivated. His 
discussion goes as follows, „the emotional mind is far quicker than the rational 
mind, springing into action without pausing even a moment to consider what it is 
doing. Its quickness precludes the deliberate, analytic reflection that is the hallmark 
of the thinking mind” (Goleman 1995, p. 47). In fact, Goleman’s definition of EI is 
as follows: „Emotional intelligence consists of knowing what you are feeling, 
recognizing what others are feeling, managing the feelings in relationships, and 
using your feelings to motivate yourself – even in the face of frustrations” 
(Goleman 1995, p. 43). 

2. BACKGROUND 

It is assumed that academic ability is not the only predictor of educational 
achievement, and that EI has a very important effect on learning. The following 
theoretical approaches have guided current lines of research. In an experimental 
study, R. Pishghadam (2009) determined the impact of emotional and verbal 
intelligences on English language learning success in Iran. To fully understand the 
nature of learning, he calculated and analyzed both the product and the process 
data. The results of the product-based phase demonstrated that the EI is 
instrumental in learning different skills, specifically productive ones. In the 
process-based phase, the analyses of oral and written modes of language exhibited 
the effects of emotional and verbal intelligences on turn-taking, amount of 
communication, the number of errors, and writing ability. 
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3. WRITING 

Writing is considered as a productive skill. It involves the development and 
presentation of thoughts in a structured way and written mode. J. Langan (2001) 
defined writing as „a process that involves discovering a thesis, supporting it, 
organizing thoughts for the first draft, revising and editing the final one” (p. 113). 
Writing is the process that includes several subcomponents. EFL teachers of 
writing should use different strategies to encourage their learners to do their best 
and generate acceptable writing products. 

4. EFFECTS OF EI ON EFL 

English is considered an EFL to Iranians; because it is spoken only in English 
classes. In Iran, students, before getting into university, study General English for 
eight years in schools and then pursue their English studies in ESP courses at the 
university. It is prestigious to learn English in Iran and to acquire a native-like 
accent, for people put more premiums on learning English. Besides, many jobs in 
Iran require a good command of English. 

Due to the aforementioned reasons, English language teachers in Iran are 
perfectionists, demanding the correct use of the language, putting much pressure on 
L2 learners to apply English accurately and appropriately. English classes 
generally create a kind of threatening environment in Iran; students’ errors are 
corrected immediately in a direct way. 

Therefore, it seems to be natural that emotional factors, especially 
intrapersonal competencies and stress management abilities, can be of great importance 
in this context of learning. 

Using emotions or facilitating thought entails how an individual’s thoughts 
and other cognitive activities are informed by his or her experience of emotions. It 
involves prioritizing thinking by directing attention to important information. It is 
the ability to generate, use, and feel emotions necessary to communicate feelings or 
employ them in other cognitive processes. 

5. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study is to focus on the significance of EI in teaching and 
learning the English language, which is also a determining factor for life success 
and personal development of people in general. As a result, the would-be-teachers 
will be trained more efficiently to be a real mentor of their students and contribute 
to their academic achievements in learning English. 

It is hoped that the present study would pave the way for a brighter academic 
tomorrow of L2 learners, teachers, and syllabus designers through more productive 
circumstances resulted by the focus on the importance of EI. In fact, this study is 
probably significant in the sense that it shows if EI is a main factor that affects 
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performance in EFL writing. If the results indicate that such an effect exists, and if 
the effect size is large, this study will have implications for teachers of writing as 
well as materials developers. 

Moreover, the results would show at which proficiency level EI leaves its 
greatest influence. This would also tell teachers of writing and educators at what time 
and proficiency level and to what extent to consider EI in their teaching programs. 
However, if the research would result in a negative relation between EI and writing 
achievement of L2 learners, care should be exercised do that less EI be included. 

6. METHOD 

6.1. PARTICIPANTS 

The study involved two groups of participants, each consisting of at least 40 
people (N = 92). The female sample consisted of 46 participants (n = 46), and the 
males sample included no less than this (n = 46). The participants, aged 19–25, 
were randomly selected and assigned to groups. They included BA students, who 
were all sophomores, juniors, or seniors majoring English Literature at the 
University of Mazandaran. 

6.2. MATERIALS 

The participants took a proficiency test such as OPT (Dave Allen, 1992) to 
check their homogeneity and proficiency level. The valid EI questionnaire named 
Assessing Emotions Scale (SSEIT) developed by N. S. Schutte et alii (1998) and 
was used to identify the participants’ EI scores. This questionnaire is a one-factor 
scale, consisting of 33 items and scores from 33 to 165. The higher the score, the 
higher the EI. 

Two writing topics were given: one with an argumentative rhetorical 
organization, and one with an expository rhetorical organization. The expository 
essay focused on „the qualities of a workable mutual life”. The argumentative 
essay focused on the writers’ views about „stress management”. The passages 
consisted of between 800 and 900 words. 

6.3. PROCEDURE 

The OPT was given to 46 male and 46 female BA students of English Literature in 
one administration. Then, based on their English proficiency, the purposive sampling 
selection was done. Afterwards, the EI test was given to them to estimate their EQ, 
which is the quotient of their EI, to have a rather objective evaluation of their EI. 
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Their scores on this test were obtained and submitted to SPSS for a 
descriptive analysis. Based on their scores on the OPT, the participants were 
classified into two proficiency groups of less-proficient and more-proficient. The 
Assessing Emotions Scale (SSEIT), which was a 33-item self-report inventory 
focusing on typical emotional intelligence, was also administered and were 
submitted to a descriptive analysis in SPSS. 

The participants also wrote two essays on the topics identified above. Three 
raters rated their products using the multiple-trait scoring scheme developed by 
K. Hyland (2003). Their scores were totaled and averaged. The average was then 
used as the raw data. As such, two sets of writing scores were obtained: one for the 
expository task, and one for the argumentative one. 

7. RESULTS 

7.1. THE RESULTS OF THE OPT TEST 

As mentioned before, the participants were randomly selected from among 
sophomores, juniors, and seniors of B.A. in English Literature at the University of 
Mazandaran. They took the OPT. Based on its scores, they were classified into two 
proficiency groups of less-proficient and more-proficient. Afterwards, the scores 
were submitted to the SPSS software for the data analysis. The results of OPT, 
based on which the participants were distributed, are shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1 

The OPT Results and Distribution of the Participants 

Groups N Mean Std. Deviation 

Less-Proficient 48 59.42 6.19 

More-Proficient 44 78.14 5.77 

Total 92 68.37 11.13 

As shown in Table 1, the participants were assigned into two separate groups. 
Group 1 consisted of 48 participants, with a mean of 59.42 and a standard deviation 
of 6.19. However, Group 2 included 44 learners of a higher mean (M = 78.14) and 
a standard deviation of 5.77. Group 1 and Group 2 were then regarded as the less-
proficient and more-proficient groups respectively. 

The participants were given the EI test, to have their EI scores assessed. It 
consisted of 33 items with a range of responses from 1 to 5. The scores ranged 
from 33 to 165. Items 5, 28, and 33 were scored reversely from 5 to 1, to make sure 
that respondents read the items carefully. 
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Table 2 

The SSEIT Results 
 

Groups 
 

N 
 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Less-Proficient 48 122.42 11.75 

More-Proficient 44 136.57 6.47 

Total 92 129.18 11.90 

 
As shown in Table 2, the less-proficient group had lower scores, with a mean 

of 122.42, and a standard deviation of 11.75. On the other hand, the whole more-
proficient group enjoyed higher scores with a mean of 136.57 and a standard 
deviation of 6.47. Totally, the mean of the two groups was 129.18. In fact, the 
results showed that more-proficient L2 learners of the study were more emotionally 
intelligent, and the less-proficient ones were less emotionally intelligent one. 

7.2. THE RESULTS OF THE WRITING TESTS 

7.2.1. The Expository Writing Test Results 

As for the results of the expository test, the less-proficient group’s mean 
score was 30.75 (out of 48) and they had a standard deviation of 4.10. On the other 
hand, the more-proficient participants got higher scores with a mean of 34.68 and a 
standard deviation of 5.71. The results are presented in Table 3.  

Table 3 

The Expository Writing Test Results 
 

Groups 
 

N 
 

Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 

Less-Proficient 48 30.75 4.10 

More-Proficient 44 34.68 5.71 

Total 92 32.63 5.29 

 
7.2.2. The Argumentative Writing Test Results 

Another writing test that was given to the participants had argumentative 
organization. The less-proficient group had lower scores with a mean of 34.25, in 
comparison with the more-proficient ones who scored higher with a mean of 35.36. 
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Besides, Group 1 had a standard deviation of 4.72. Furthermore, the standard 
deviation of Group 2 was 6.42. 

Table 4 

The Results of the Argumentative Writing Test 

 
Groups 

 
N 

 
Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Less-Proficient 44 34.25 4.72 

More-Proficient 48 35.36 6.42 

Total 92 34.78 5.60 

  
7.3. THE RESULTS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LESS-PROFICIENT 

GROUP’S EI AND EXPOSITORY WRITING 

The first research question of the study was formulated to determine if there 
was any significant relationship between less-proficient Iranian L2 learners’ EI and 
expository writing scores. For that purpose, the scores were obtained and 
statistically analyzed, using the Pearson Product Moment correlation. The results 
indicated that there was a moderate correlation between less-proficient group’s EI 
and their expository writing (r = 0.49, N = 48, p < 0.01). Table 5 shows the 
correlation coefficient between them. 

 
Table 5 

The Correlation Between Less-Proficient Group’s Expository Writing and EI 
 EI Expository 

Pearson 
Correlation 

 
1 

 
.49** 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

 
. 

 
.00 

 
 
 

EI 

N 48 48 
Pearson 

Correlation 
 

.49** 
 

1 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

 
.00 

 
. 

 
 
 

Expository 

N 48 48 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 



HOW DO PRODUCTIVE SKILLS OF L2 LEARNING REQUIRE  EI? 

 

169 

7.4. THE RESULTS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MORE-PROFICIENT 
GROUP’S EI AND EXPOSITORY WRITING 

The second research question dealt with finding out if there was any 
significant relationship between more-proficient Iranian L2 learners’ EI and 
expository writing scores. In order to find the answer to it, the correlation 
coefficient between the statistical data was analyzed by Pearson correlation. The 
results are shown in Table 6. in which there is no significant relationship seen 
between them (r = 0.14, N = 44). 

Table 6 
The Correlation Between More-Proficient Group’s EI and Expository Writing 

 EI Expository 
Pearson 

Correlation 
 

1 
 

.14 
 

Sig. (2-tailed) 
 

. 
 

.33 

 
 
 
 

EI 
N 44 44 

Pearson
Correlation .14 1

 
Sig. (2-tailed) 

 
.33 

 
. 

 
 
 

Expository 
N 44 44 

7.5. THE RESULTS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LESS-PROFICIENT 
GROUP’S EI AND ARGUMENTATIVE WRITING 

In order to find the answer to the third research question of the study, Pearson 
correlation by SPSS was applied again to determine if there is any significant 
relationship between the less-proficient Iranian L2 learners’ EI and argumentative 
writing scores. 

As the results in Table 7 show, there was a moderate correlation between 
them (r = 0.47, N = 48, p < 0.01): 

Table 7 
The Correlation Between Less-Proficient Group’s EI and Argumentative Writing 

 EI Argumentative 
Pearson 

Correlation 
 
1 

 
.47** 

Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

 
. 

 
.00 

EI 

N 48 48 
Pearson 

Correlation 
 

.47** 
 
1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .00 . Argumentative 

N 48 48 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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7.6. THE RESULTS OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MORE-PROFICIENT 
GROUP’S EI AND ARGUMENTATIVE WRITING 

Eventually, the current research tried to figure out if there was any 
relationship between the more-proficient Iranian L2 learners’ EI and argumentative 
writing scores. Pearson correlation analysis showed that there was a moderate 
correlation between them (r = 0.41, N = 44, p < 0.01): 

Table 8 
The Correlation Between EI and More-Proficient Group’s Argumentative Writing 

 EI Argumentative 
Pearson 

Correlation 
 

1 
 

.41** 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
 
. 

 
.00 

 
 
 
 

EI N 44 44 
Pearson 

Correlation 
 

.41** 
 

1 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 
 

.00 
 
. 

 
 
 

Argumentative 
N 44 44 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

8. CONCLUSION 

In fact, argumentative written performance has a subjective nature. J. 
Weinstein (2003) argued that emotions not only involve ways of seeing an object, 
but also expressing one’s beliefs and taking a stance. In other words, it contributes 
to communicating information about our internal states, desires, beliefs, and 
feelings. Hence, it would involve sort of negotiation, persuasion, and 
communication skills. This is while such skills are related to interpersonal 
intelligence which requires EI. 

Argumentation is to be understood both as a relationship and as an act. 
Therefore, the audience is of pivotal role. As a matter of fact, argumentation needs 
purely intellectual adherence. Furthermore, it involves the inciting of action or 
creating a disposition to act, which in turn necessitates attention not to the faculties, 
but to the whole person. 

J. Weinstein (2003) maintained that adequate representation of the author’s 
ideas on paper doesn’t suffice for L2 writing test. In fact, what matters more is 
whether the reader has understood correctly. As a result, effective communication 
would require the two minds, that of the author and that of the reader, to find some 
kind of a shared understanding. Hence, persuasion will be impossible unless the 
author makes all of his or her claims explicit. 
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Since emotions, creativity, and even care are of high importance in reasoning; 
S. Bolton (2007) found them relevant to the problems in argument reconstruction 
and the discrepancies between points of view. Consequently, argumentation should 
be contextual and more emotively and rhetorically concerned. As a result, efficient 
argumentation would tap EI. Moreover, based on the theory of moral sentiments, 
the sympathetic process, the process by which a spectator imagines oneness with 
an actor, is a component of, and sometimes even identical to, reasoning. 
Accordingly, argumentative writing performance would also require EI in terms of 
sympathy and empathy (Weinstein, 2003). 

In fact, in expository writing, due to its impersonal and objective nature, EI is 
logically expected to have no relationship, or a much lower correlation than 
argumentative writing. That could be the reason of the lack of significant relation-
ship between the more-proficient group’s EI and their expository test mean scores. 
In other words, in expository performance, L2 learners were generally supposed to 
describe or explain what was seen as a third person. Indeed, this would 
consequently involve less emotional load and lower EI. 
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Abstract 

Research shows that L2 learners with higher Emotional Intelligence (EI), referring to their 
ability to manage their emotions, are capable of making better decisions, communicating more 
effectively, and experiencing less stress (Caruso 2004; Mayer et alii 2000; Pishghadam 2009). The 
aim of this study was to determine how the productive skills of L2 learning would require EI. More 
particularly, the focus was on writing skill, as it is such a productive skill that is more objectively and 
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reliably measurable. The participants included 92 male and female B.A. students of English Literature 
at University of Mazandaran, aged 19–25. They took the OPT made by Allan (1992), based on which 
they were distributed into two groups. They also took an EI test (SSEIT) developed by Schutte et alii 
1998. Moreover, each participant wrote an expository and an argumentative essay; rated based on the 
Multiple-Trait scoring scheme developed by Hyland (2003). Eventually, the statistical analysis by 
SPSS showed that more-proficient group was more emotionally intelligent, and the other way around. 
The correlation coefficient between the less-proficient group’s EI and their expository writing 
analyzed by Pearson Correlation by SPSS showed a moderate correlation between them (r = 0.49,  
n = 48, α = 0.01). As for the relationship between more-proficient group’s EI and their expository 
writing scores, there was no significant relationship seen between them (r = 0.14, n = 44). 
Furthermore, there was a moderate correlation (r = 0.47, n = 48, α = 0.01) between the less-proficient 
group’s EI and their argumentative writing scores. Finally, there was a moderate correlation between 
the more-proficient group’s EI and their argumentative writing scores (r = 0.41, n = 44, α = 0.01). The 
conclusion of the results indicated that since EI has to do with emotions, performance in those areas 
of L2 that require negotiation of emotions, as in argumentative writing, involved EI. On the other 
hand, in expository writing, due to its impersonal and objective nature, EI was of no significant 
relationship, or a much lower correlation than argumentative writing. The findings imply that 
understanding and managing their own emotions and being aware of and responsive to others’ 
emotions would contribute to the L2 productive skills, particularly writing, as well as motivation and 
self-actualization of both university professors of L2 writing and their students. Future research may 
be conducted regarding the effects of gender or cultural background on L2 learners’ EI. 
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