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Abstract
People with high emotional intelligence (EI) understand themselves and others well, and perform well at work. Trait EI has been
described as “a constellation of emotion-related self-perceptions and dispositions” (Petrides and Furnham 2006), and can be
measured by the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire Short Form (TEIQue-SF). The aims were to validate the Swedish
version of TEIQue-SF by (1) investigating its internal consistency; (2) exploring its relationships with “Big Six” and “Dark
Triad” personality traits as well as with self-perceived individual work performance; and (3) identifying which personality traits
best explain variations in Trait EI, and whether this trait can predict variations in work performance over and above personality
traits. Multi-occupational employees in Sweden (N = 228; M = 34 years, SD = 12.6, range 16–71 years, 66% women) with an
average work experience of 14 years (SD = 11.5) were surveyed. In line with past research, internal consistency of TEIQue-SF
was good, for the global Trait EI scale score (.86), and for one of its subdimensions (Well-Being) (.81). Global trait EI scale score
and its subscales correlated negatively with Neuroticism andMachiavellianism, and positively with Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience, and Narcissism. Sociability and Self-Control had, however, almost zero correlations
with Machiavellianism. All subscales of global trait EI scale score correlated positively with Task Performance and Contextual
Performance. On separate regression analyses, Big Six traits explained 48%, and Narcissism 14%, of the variation in global trait
EI scale score. Trait EI accounted for a significantly larger proportion of the variation in Contextual Performance than any of the
Big Six traits, and an additional 6% of the variation in Task Performance when controlling for gender, age, Neuroticism and
Conscientiousness. The Swedish version of TEIQue-SF has good reliability as a global trait EI scale, reasonably theoretically and
empirically grounded relationships with relevant variables for the workplace, and incremental validity over and above Big Six
traits in predicting work performance in younger people with relatively high educational levels. Its reliability on the subscale level
and its item functioning need to be further investigated in more heterogeneous samples.

Keywords Emotional intelligence . Trait EI . Swedishversion of theTEIQue-SF .BigSix .DarkTriad . Self-perceived individual
work performance

Introduction

What creates understanding for other people? What makes us
understand ourselves?What can be the underlying feature that
helps us increase our understanding of ourselves and other

people in social contexts? Past research has found that emo-
tional intelligence (EI) plays an important role in the ability to
understand oneself and other people (Schutte et al. 2001). EI is
also essential for creating good collaboration with other peo-
ple. By having good self-knowledge and good ability to read
and understand the emotions and social essence of other peo-
ple, it can become easier to understand them. EI also relates to
how satisfied people are with romantic relationships (Malouff
et al. 2014). Therefore, the concept of EI has been applied in
several domains, such as clinical, educational, and organiza-
tional psychology (Petrides et al. 2016; Siegling et al. 2015).

High EI is an important interpersonal resource, which em-
ployees bring to organizations by developing good social re-
lations at the workplace. For example, people with higher EI

* Anna M. Dåderman
anna.daderman@hv.se; annadaderman@gmail.com

Annica K. V. Hjalmarsson
annica.hjalmarsson@hotmail.com

1 Department of Social and Behavioural Studies, Division of
Psychology, Education, and Sociology, University West, SE-461
86 Trollhättan, Sweden

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00753-w

Published online: 5 May 2020

Current Psychology (2022) 41:2558–2573

1 3

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s12144-020-00753-w&domain=pdf
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4546-1057
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8562-5610
mailto:anna.daderman@hv.se
mailto:annadaderman@gmail.com


are more successful at problem solving, are generally more
satisfied with life, and experience less anxiety (Bastian et al.
2005). High EI contributes to the ability of people to work
effectively in teams with other people and manage work-
related stress better (Lopes et al. 2006). EI also plays an im-
portant role in the workplace for constructing altruistic behav-
ior, contributing to increasing work performance, and creating
a more positive attitude in the workplace (Carmeli 2003). It
also mitigates the effect of the conflict that can arise between
private life and work life when it comes to career and occu-
pational engagement. EI is crucial for work life outcomes,
such as commitment, health, job satisfaction, and job effec-
tiveness (Miao et al. 2016, 2017). In other words, EI is a valid,
useful, and impactful construct, and the EI trait enhances co-
operative ability in both private and working life. In the cur-
rent study, we will focus on the role of EI in working life.

Definition of Trait Emotional Intelligence and its
Assessment

This study is about trait EI, which is distinct from ability EI
(O’Connor et al. 2019) on a strong conceptual basis, accord-
ing to Petrides and Furnham (2000, 2001), and reflects affec-
tive aspects of personality, being a “trait of emotional self-
efficacy” (Petrides 2011, p. 660). Trait EI is defined as “a
constellation of emotion-related self-perceptions and disposi-
tions (e.g., emotion perception, emotion management, empa-
thy, impulsivity) assessed through self-report questionnaires”
(Petrides and Furnham 2006, p. 554).

In his doctoral dissertation, Petrides (2001) identified 15 dif-
ferent aspects framing the dimensional domain of the trait EI,
grouped into four second-order subdimensions. According to
Petrides (2009), there are four different subdimensions of trait
EI: Emotionality, Self-Control, Well-Being, and Sociability.
High levels of Emotionality imply an ability to perceive, express,
and connect with emotions in self and others. This ability may be
helpful in creating successful interpersonal relationships. Self-
Control is useful in regulation and having control over emotions,
impulses, and stress.Well-Being relates feelings across time based
around achievements, self-regard, and expectations. Sociability is
defined as being socially assertive and aware, managing others’
emotions, and effectiveness in communication and participation
in social situations. These dimensions comprise different aspects
of trait EI, named “facets”. For example, Well-Being comprises
facets of self-esteem, trait happiness, and trait optimism, while
Sociability comprises facets of assertiveness, emotion manage-
ment, and social awareness (Petrides 2009). It is clear that trait EI
is a complex construct comprising several subdimensions, each
of them reflecting several facets. However, it has also been crit-
icized for overlapping with higher-order personality dimensions,
such as “Big Five” (e.g., Zeidner et al. 2004). Trait EI is placed at
the lower levels of personality hierarchies and integrated within
existing personality taxonomies rather than being independent of

them (Vernon et al. 2008a). Thismeans that trait EI co-varieswith
most of personality traits assessed through self-reports, but that it
additionally, and independent, reflects “something” more – indi-
vidual emotional experiences.

To measure trait EI and its dimensions, Petrides (2009)
developed a questionnaire, Trait Emotional Intelligence
Questionnaire (TEIQue). The questionnaire exists in both a
long (TEIQue-LF) and a short (TEIQue-SF) form, translated
into several languages. Both the long and the short form pro-
vide scale scores on the global trait EI as well as subscale
scores on the four different subdimensions of EI. These sub-
scales contribute direct to the global Trait scale score.
TEIQue-LF comprises 13 facets, which reflect 13 out of the
15 different aspects framing the dimensional domain of the
trait EI, identified by Petrides (2001); two of these facets,
adaptability and sociability, contribute directly to the global
trait EI scale score. The description of these 15 facets may be
found in Chirumbalo et al. (2019, Table 1). This study focuses
on the TEIQue-SF (Petrides and Furnham (2006).

The current study builds upon extant research on the
Swedish version of Trai t Emotional Intel l igence
Questionnaire Short Form (TEIQue-SF) (Petrides 2009;
Petrides and Furnham 2006) in several ways. First, we exam-
ine the reliability and validity of the EIQue-SF on the subscale
level. The majority of the studies on this measure tend to
present results on reliability and validity on the global trait
EI scale level. Only few studies (e.g., Feher et al. 2019;
Siegling et al. 2015) reported results on reliability and validity
on both levels. Second, to date, there is still no published study
on this measure in Swedish-speaking people. Third, we exam-
ine EI, work functioning, and personality traits simultaneously
in people holding jobs (i.e., not students, not only academics).
Fourth, we examine the “Big Six” personality traits (Sibley
2012; Sibley et al. 2011), which in addition to the “Big Five”
personality traits comprise the Honesty-Humility scale; this
scale has, to date, not been examined in relation to EI. Fifth,
to avoid the suppressor effect (Paulhus et al. 2004), we con-
duct separate regression analyses on the “Big Six” and “Dark
Triad” personality traits (see below a brief description of these
scales); past research (Furnham et al. 2013) has not always
carried out separate regression analyses when twowell-known
measures comprise high-correlated constructs, such as for ex-
ample extroversion and narcissism. Sixth, we examine corre-
lations of the global trait EI scale score with scale scores
measuring free dimensions of self-perceived individual work
performance (Koopmans et al. 2012), which is a more effec-
tive measure in studies focusing on work performance.We are
the first researchers to report correlations of this form of work
performance with the global trait EI scale as well as with
subscale scores. Finally, the summary (Table 3) of the system-
atic review and meta-analysis on the incremental validity of
the TEIQue-SF (Andrei et al. 2016) shows that no previous
study examined its incremental validity over and above
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personality traits on self-perceived individual work perfor-
mance. In addition, only five of the 11 studies reported by
Andrei et al. used samples of at least of 200 respondents.
Therefore, the current study aims to fill a gap in the literature
in several important ways.

Personality Traits - the Big Five and the Sixth Trait

Most studies investigating the validity of the TEIQue-SF
(Andrei et al. 2016; O’Connor et al. 2017; Siegling et al.
2015; Stamatopoulou et al. 2016; Szczygiel et al. 2015) use
the Five-Factor Model (FFM), also known as “Big Five”
(McCrae and Costa 1997). It assumes that a person’s person-
ality is measurable through five different traits, namely
Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience,
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. To validate the
Swedish version of the TEIQue-SF the current study uses
the Big Six model, which is a new approach.

Ashton et al. (2000) and Ashton and Lee (2005) suggested
that some characteristics were not captured by the FFM’s traits
and developed a sixth trait, namely Honesty-Humility,
forming the “Big Six.” The new personality trait Honesty-
Humility adds characteristic features and behaviors such as a
person’s levels of trust and morality, and sense of justice and
honesty (Saucier 2009). Characteristics and behaviors that

lower a person’s Honesty-Humility score are their ability
and willingness to resort to manipulation for personal benefit
when interacting with other people and high levels of greed.
Studies have shown that some subscales of the personality
trait Honesty-Humility to some extent correlate with
Agreeableness (Ashton and Lee 2001), but there is evidence
to distinguish these characteristics due to the fact that
Agreeableness consists of reactive cooperation towards other
people, whereas Honesty-Humility includes active collabora-
tion with other people (Hilbig et al. 2013).

The Dark Side of Personality

When studying workplace behavior some recent psychologi-
cal studies apply deviant personality traits in their design
(LeBreton et al. 2018), specifically the traits that are included
in the “Dark Triad” (Paulhus and Williams 2002). The Dark
Triad consists of three main traits, namely Machiavellianism,
subclinical psychopathy, and subclinical narcissism. (In the
rest of the text, we will simply refer to psychopathy and nar-
cissism instead of using the terms subclinical psychopathy and
subclinical narcissism.) The dark traits differ from each other
with some overlap. The core of the Dark Triad personality
traits also matches certain criteria found in the clinical defini-
tions of personality disorders used in psychiatry, although not

Table 1 Correlations and descriptive statistics of the variables

M SD S K 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16.

1. Trait EI 4.95 0.74 −0.56 0.60 –

2. EM 5.22 0.89 −0.72 1.16 .70* –

3. SC 4.78 1.01 −0.45 0.53 .65* .23 –

4. WB 5.20 1.23 −0.65 −0.16 .85* .47* .40* –

5. SO 4.62 0.91 −0.18 −0.04 .73* .40* .26* .52* –

6. N 3.82 1.08 0.24 0.07 −.48* −.17 −.59* −.38* −.23* –

7. E 4.14 1.34 0.01 −0.44 .43* .38* .03 .40* .45* −.14 –

8. O 5.27 1.06 −0.83 0.50 .29* .34* .10 .13 .25* −.22 .30* –

9. A 5.39 1.12 −0.57 −0.28 .40* .64* .00 .30* .28* .04 −.32* .32* –

10. C 4.79 1.18 −0.09 −0.83 .26* .17 .23* .21 .15 −.17 .02 .00 .13 –

11. H-H 5.00 1.25 −0.56 0.14 .07 −.13 .21 −.11 .02 −.14 −.10 .02 .03 .12 –

12. MA 2.60 0.71 −0.27 0.14 −.13 −.24* .00 −.12 −.02 .02 −.03 −.03 −.24* −.08 −.38* –

13. NA 2.70 0.60 −0.18 −0.52 .37* .20 .12 .39* .37* −.14 .46* .20 .06 .07 −.31* .30* –

14. PS 1.87 0.56 −0.96 0.78 −.13 −.14 −.11 −.11 .00 .03 .14 .07 −.18 −.17 −.38* .48* .33* –

15. TP 2.48 0.89 −0.23 −0.33 .45* .25* .44* .35* .28* −.35* .18 .13 .14 .31* .14 −.04 .11 −.16 –

16. CP 2.53 0.83 −0.63 −0.13 .43* .18 .28* .39* .40* −.22 .21 .16 .16 .16 .04 .02 .19 −.05 .52* –

17. CWB 1.19 0.74 0.84 0.54 −.15 −.15 .25* .00 −.06 .28* −.01 −.12 −.08 −.05 −.30* .14 .11 .17 .00 .16

N = 228. *p < .05, after the Bonferroni correction (.05/136 = .00037). The variable in focus is Trait Emotional Intelligence (EI), and its dimensions,
measured by the Swedish version of the TEIQue-SF, and therefore its correlations with other study variables are in bold. S = skewness.K = kurtosis. Trait
EI = global trait EI scale score consisting of all the 30 items of TEIQue-SF, EM= Emotionality, SC = Self-Control, WB =Well-Being, SO = Sociability,
N = Neuroticism, E = Extraversion, O = Openness to Experience, A = Agreeableness, C = Conscientiousness, H-H = Honesty-Humility, MA =
Machiavellianism, NA =Narcissism, PS = Psychopathy, TP = Task Performance, CP = Contextual Performance, CWB= Counterproductive Work
Behavior
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in the case of Machiavellianism according to the Diagnostic
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (American
Psychiatric Association 2013). To date only one study
(Fernandéz del Río et al. 2020) has validated the TEIQue-SF
using the Dark Triad traits.

High levels of Machiavellianism imply manipulative be-
havior, a desire to maintain a good reputation, often being
“cold,” computational, and exploitative regardless of context,
and the strategic ability to plan and use other long-term goals
to achieve goals (Jones and Paulhus 2014; Paulhus and
Williams 2002). Narcissism is characterized by the person
having a strong desire for dominance and superiority, having
a perception of being entitled to everything, and having a
grandiose and grand perception of oneself in comparison to
others (Paulhus and Williams 2002).

Psychopathy is a well-researched personality disorder
(Patrick 2018), characterized by sensation seeking, and, gen-
erally, by highly impulsive behavior (Paulhus and Williams
2002). People with high levels of psychopathy tend to have
low levels of anxiety and empathy, and their lack of affect and
emotion leads to impulsive and insensitive behavior towards
others (Jones and Paulhus 2014). Studies have shown that
people with higher values on the Dark Triad scale have a
greater tendency for counterproductive work behavior
(CWB) (Jonason et al. 2012a, b), cheat more with their tasks
at work, and devote more effort and time to plagiarism in
education. Studies have shown that psychopathy correlates
highest with CWB, although all the personality traits within
the Dark Triad interact (DeShong et al. 2015).

Relationship between Trait Emotional Intelligence
and Personality Traits

Significant relationships have been empirically demonstrated
between trait EI and the various personality traits. Vernon
et al. (2008a) found a negative relationship between
Neuroticism and trait EI, which has been verified in other
studies (Neustadt et al. 2011; Petrides et al. 2010). Veselka
et al. (2009) demonstrated the same relationship in twin stud-
ies, but also found a positive relationship between
Extraversion and EI, confirmed in a recent study by
Szczygiel and Mikolajczak (2018). In the case of EI and the
Dark Triad, studies show that some of these deviant personal-
ity traits relate to EI (Nagler et al. 2014). For instance, the
connection between narcissism and emotional expression, as
well as with emotional manipulation, is established.
Psychopathy also clearly connects with emotional manipula-
tion. Both narcissism and psychopathy also have positive
links with emotional control.

The relationship between the Dark Triad and the Big Five
has also been studied. A majority of the studies involving the
Big Five show a negative correlation between all Dark Triad
personality traits and Agreeableness (Furnham et al. 2013;

Hodson et al. 2009; Paulhus and Williams 2002; Vernon
et al. 2008a). Other studies show the relationship between
high values of Machiavellianism and psychopathy associated
with negative values in Conscientiousness (Furnham et al.
2013; Jonason et al. 2012a, b). High values of Extraversion
tend to be associated with high levels of narcissism (Vernon
et al. 2008b). Due to possible suppressor effects, these results
support conducting separate regression analyses when Big
Five/Big Six and Dark Triad are investigated simultaneously
as predictor variables.

Emotional Intelligence, Personality Traits
and Performance at Work

Several meta-analyses with generally favorable conclusions
toward EI (e.g., Joseph et al. 2015; Joseph and Newman
2010; Van Rooy and Visewesvaran 2004) analyzed the find-
ings that people with high EI perform well at work as well as
in non-work settings, such as sports and education. Joseph and
Newman (2010), and Van Rooy and Visewesvaran (2004)
have summarized studies on the predictive power of EI on
work performance. Trait EI may have an enhancing effect on
the positive aspects of work performance by showing other
co-workers altruistic behavior, developing healthy social rela-
tionships, and maintaining a more positive attitude in the
workplace. However, it is also known that people high in
some of the B ig F ive pe r sona l i t y t r a i t s ( e . g . ,
Conscientiousness) also perform well at work.

Studies show that the broad personality traits that have the
most pos i t ive impact on work per formance are
Conscientiousness and emotional stability, that is, the opposite
of Neuroticism (Salgado 1997). These personality traits are
the most important regardless of the person’s industry, profes-
sion and position in the organization. They have generalized
validity across countries, organizations, and occupations. A
recent study of Ramos-Villagrasa et al. (2019) examined this
issue using a brief self-report scale for measuring individual
work performance, and their results confirmed past research
regarding Conscientiousness and Neuroticism. The impact
and importance of other personality traits differ according to
the person’s type of industry and level within the organization.
The study of Ramos-Villagrasa et al. comprised employees
from different organizations. In their study, Extraversion also
showed reasonable correlation coefficients (about .30) with
two positive dimensions of work performance, namely Task
Performance and Contextual Performance (Koopmans et al.
2012). Measurements including Honesty-Humility show that
high values in this personality trait have a positive impact on
the workplace (Johnson et al. 2011; Lee et al. 2005).

Meta-analyses have demonstrated both negative and posi-
tive relationships between work performance and Dark Triad
personality traits (O’Boyle et al. 2012). Fernandéz del Río
et al. (2020) found that employees with higher values of
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narcissism experienced better Task Performance and
Contextual Performance. Machiavellians reported only better
Task Performance. In contrast, those with higher values of
psychopathy reported poor Task Performance. The character-
istics found inMachiavellianism, narcissism and psychopathy
work successfully in industries where a manipulative and ex-
ploitative attitude towards other people increases the chance
of personal success. However, having high values for these
characteristics can also entail negative effects in working life.
For instance, interpersonal manipulation, which people with
high values of Machiavellianism tend to engage in, often
eventually leads to dead ends, as the targets of this attitude
expose and detect the deception and manipulation and dis-
tance themselves from the person with the Machiavellian
behavior.

By being a “trait of emotional self-efficacy” (Petrides
2011, p. 660) it is useful to examine its incremental va-
lidity over and above personality traits in working life in
different countries. In their systematic review and meta-
analysis on the incremental validity of the TEIQue-SF,
Andrei et al. (2016, Table 3) summarized 11 studies, in-
cluding 32 analyses, with a strong evidence regarding
incremental validity of trait EI, measured by this instru-
ment, over and above broad personality traits (Big Five
and “Giant Three”) and other predictor variables on dif-
ferent outcome variables of individual functioning.
Examples of investigated predictor variables are mood,
happiness, cognitive ability, coping strategies, and health.
Examples of examined outcome variables are somatic
complains, happiness, burnout, sensation-seeking, and ac-
ademic performance. The findings provided support for
the incremental validity of the TEIQue-SF predicting ad-
ditional criterion variance in 13 (80%) of the 16 analyses
reported.

Work performance is an important criterion in Human
Resource management. However, only one study (Fernandéz
del Río et al. 2020) examined TEIQue-SF’s incremental va-
lidity over and above personality traits on self-perceived indi-
vidual work performance using the Big Six and Dark Triad
personality traits as predictor variables. In addition, only 26%
of the analyses in Andrei et al. (2016) refer to data collected
from a general population. A study of Siegling et al. (2015),
which was not included in Andrei et al.’s analyses, is not an
exception; the authors sampled their data among undergradu-
ate students. We would add to past research by confirming
these results in working people using a measure of self-
perceived individual work performance (Koopmans et al.
2012) which had not to date been investigated in relation to EI.

Aim of the Study and Research Questions

The aim of this study was to validate the Swedish version
of the TEIQue-SF by (1) investigating its internal

consistency; (2) exploring its relationships with Big Six
and Dark Triad personality traits as well as self-perceived
individual work performance; and (3) identifying which
personality traits best explain variations in trait EI and
whether trait EI can predict variations in each dimension
(Task Performance, Contextual Performance, and
Counterproductive Work Behavior, CWB) of self-
perceived individual work performance over and above
personality traits.

The following four main questions guided this validation
study of the Swedish version of Trait Emotional Intelligence
Questionnaire Short Form (TEIQue-SF) (Petrides 2009;
Petrides and Furnham 2006):

1. To what degree are the global trait EI scale score and its
subscales internally consistent?

Hypothesis 1a: Based on past research on many translations
and validation studies on the TEIQue-SF,
the global trait EI scale score would show
a good (> .80) (Heilbrun 1992) internal con-
sistency as measured by Cronbach’s alpha.
We could not formulate any hypothesis re-
garding the internal consistency of this scale
on the subscale level. Past research is sparse
in this respect (O’Connor et al. 2019).
Except for the Well-Being (e.g., Feher
et al. 2019; Siegling et al. 2015) the sub-
scales’ internal consistencies tend to have
relatively lower values than the full
version.)

2. How does the global scale and each subscale of the
Swedish version of TEIQue-SF relate to the different per-
sonality traits and dimensions in self-perceived individual
work performance?

Hypothesis 2a: The global trait EI scale score and all its
subscales would correlate negatively with
Neuroticism and Machiavellianism (with
the exception of Self-Control and
Machiavellianism), and positively with
E x t r a v e r s i o n , A g r e e a b l e n e s s ,
Consc i en t i ou sne s s , Openne s s t o
Experience, and Narcissism.

Hypothesis 2b: The global trait EI scale score and all its
subscales would correlate positively with
sco re s o f Task Pe r fo rmance and
Contextual Performance, and negatively
with CWB.

3. Which personality traits explain best the variation in glob-
al trait EI scale score?

4. How much more than the “Big Six” trait scales does
global trait EI scale score explain the variation in each
dimension of self-perceived individual work
performance?
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Method

Participants

Initially, we gathered data from 231 people. Due to exces-
sive missing responses, we removed the data for three
participants. The current group consists of 228 partici-
pants (66.2% women). The average age of the participants
was 34 years (SD = 12.6; range = 16 to 71 years) with
skewness of 0.87 (SE = 0.16), and kurtosis of −0.13
(SE = 0.32). About 52% of the participants worked full-
time or part-time (75% employed); 29% were students
working part-time. The average work experience was
14 years (SD = 11.5) with skewness of 0.83 (SE = 0.16)
of and kurtosis of −0.23 (SE = 0.32); 14 participants had
worked for less than 1 year. The two most prevalent levels
of education were basic-level college or university educa-
tion (current or completed, up to 3 years) (29.9%) and
intermediate-level college or university education (current
or completed, from 3 years upwards) (26%).

Procedure

Primarily, we invited potential respondents online via social
media to participate in the study, but also through personal
contacts and networks; 5–7% of the data is the result of direct
personal contacts. We do not know how many people actively
chose not to participate in the study or how many completed
parts of it without completing the questionnaire, so it is not
possible to calculate the response rate or loss. By answering
and completing the questionnaire, the participant indicated
that they agreed to participate in the study and approved that
we could use the data gathered for research purposes in accor-
dance with the guidelines of the Swedish Research Council
(2002).

Ethical Considerations

According to Swedish law (2003:460, §2), ethical approv-
al is not required when data are gathered anonymously.
We have carried out this study in accordance with the
recommendations of the Swedish Research Council
(2002) by informing about the study through the initial
formal notice prior to accessing the questionnaire. We
guaranteed the participants that their answers were anon-
ymous; particular, that they could not be identified by the
Internet Protocol (IP) address of their computer, and that
they could cancel their participation in the questionnaire
at any time. All the participants gave their written in-
formed consent in accordance with the Declaration of
Helsinki.

Measures

We initiated the survey with five background questions
pertaining to the participant: gender, age, educational level,
number of working years, and main type of employment
(e.g., full-time, part-time, self-employed, sick leave, parental
leave, or student). In order to measure the various phenomena
included in this study, we used Swedish versions of the instru-
ments. The final survey was composed of four questionnaires,
all of which measured different phenomena linked to person-
ality or work performance. For each variable, a high score
indicates a high level of the variable.

The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-Short Form
(TEIQue-SF)

The TEIQue-SF (Petrides 2009; Petrides and Furnham 2006)
is a 30-item self-report questionnaire. It is an abbreviated mea-
sure of the long version of the TEIQue (TEIQue-LF). The
long version provides scores of four subdimensions and 15
different facets of trait EI scale, capturing characteristics such
as self-esteem, adaptability, self-motivation, social awareness
and emotional management (for a description of the 15 facets
and their high scores, see Andrei et al. 2016, Table 1, p. 262;
Petrides 2009).

The constructors of TEIQue-SF (Petrides 2009; Petrides
and Furnham 2006) composed this measure by adding two
items from each of the 15 facets of TEIQue-LF. They selected
these items based on their best correlations with the respective
total facet score. In doing so the scale constructors ensured
broad coverage of the construct’s sampling domain on the
global trait EI scale level. All of the 30 items of the TEIQue-
SF comprise the global trait EI scale score. Only 26 of the
TEIQue-SF’s 30 items are assigned to compose scores of its
subscales (for items comprising each subscale, see Laborde
et al. 2016, Table 2). Consequently, an alternative scoring key
for the TEIQue-SF allows for the computation of the subscale
scores measuring four dimensions of trait EI on a 7-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Completely Disagree) to 7
(Completely Agree). The four subscales are Emotionality (8
items), Self-Control (6 items), Well-Being (6 items), and
Sociability (6 items). With the TEIQue-SF it is not possible
to assess scores of the trait EI scale facets. The Swedish ver-
sion of TEIQue-SF is available free of charge for academic
research purposes from http://psychometriclab.com/

In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities and mean
inter-item correlations, respectively, were .64/.19 for
Emotionality, .61/.21 for Self-Control, .81/.43 for Well-
Being, .55/.18 for Sociability subscales, and .86/.16 for the
global trait EI scale. Cronbach’s alpha is usually low when
the number of items is below eight. Consequently, we did not
exclude any items, due to the acceptable range (.15–.50; Clark
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and Watson 1995) of reliabilities on the subscale level,
reflected in the mean inter-item correlations.

It is worth to describe those items that in our study showed
relatively poor (.20- ~ .25) correlations with their own sub-
scale. Firstly, Item 13 “Those close to me often complain that
I don’t treat them right” and Item 23 “I’m generally aware of
my emotions as I experience them”, both comprising
Emotionality, showed that excluding them would not consid-
erably improve the value of Cronbach’s alpha for this sub-
scale. Secondly, Item 22 “I tend to be involved in things I later
wish I could get out of”, comprising Self-Control, showed that
excluding it would only slightly improve Cronbach’s alpha
from .61 to .62. Thirdly, the four “bad” items, based on their
relatively low correlations with their own Sociability subscale
were Item 6 “I can deal effectively with people”, Item 10 “I
often find it difficult to stand up for my rights”, Item 11 “I’m
usually able to influence the way other people feel”, and Item
25 “I tend to ‘back dawn’ even if I know I’m right”. Some of
these items (Items 13, 22, 23, and 25) had low (.11–.17) item-
total correlations with the global trait EI scale score, which
may be reflected in a low value of mean inter-item correlation,
despite an excellent Cronbach’s alpha value.

The Mini International Personality Item Pool-6 (Mini-IPIP6)

Mini-IPIP6 (Donnellan et al. 2006; Sibley 2012; Sibley et al.
2011; Sibley and Pirie 2013) is a 24-item self-report question-
naire that measures the personality traits Neuroticism,
Extraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness and Honesty-Humility (“Big Six”) on a
7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7
(Strongly Agree). The Swedish version of the Mini-IPIP6 is
published in Dåderman and Ragnestål-Impola (2019,
Appendix D).

When reviewing the mean inter-item correlation data, it
was found that Item 5 (“I have a vivid imagination”), measur-
ing Openness to Experience, differed in comparison with the
values of the other items in the same trait (it showed a low
correlation with the scale), and was therefore removed. After

the removal, Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities and mean inter-
item correlations, respectively, for the various scales in this
study were .53/.22 for Neuroticism, .75/.43 for Extraversion,
.67/ .40 for Openness to Experience, .68/ .35 for
Agreeableness, .65/.32 for Conscientiousness and .66/.33 for
Honesty-Humility.

The Short Dark Triad (SD3)

SD3 (Jones and Paulhus 2014) is a 27-item self-report ques-
tionnaire that measures the Dark Triad personality traits nar-
cissism, psychopathy, and Machiavellianism on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5
(Strongly Agree). The Swedish version of the SD3 is pub-
lished in Dåderman and Ragnestål-Impola (2019, Appendix
C).

When reviewing the inter-item data, we found that Item 15
(“I feel embarrassed if someone compliments me”) and Item
17 (“I’m an average person”), both measuring narcissism, as
well as Item 20 (“I avoid dangerous situations”) and Item 25
(“I have never gotten into trouble with the law”), both mea-
suring psychopathy, differed in comparison with the values of
the other items in the same trait. Therefore, we removed these
items. After the removal, Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities and
mean inter-item correlations, respectively, for the various
scales in this study were .78/.20 for Machiavellianism, .66/
.29 for narcissism and .77/.15 for psychopathy.

The Individual Work Performance Questionnaire (IWPQ)

IWPQ (Koopmans et al. 2012) is an 18-item self-report ques-
tionnaire that measures self-perceived individual work perfor-
mance on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (Seldom) to 4
(Always); 0 (Never) to 4 (Often) for Counterproductive Work
Behavior (CWB). The Swedish version of the IWPQ is pub-
lished in Dåderman et al (2020, Appendix).

All items have a recall period of 3 months. IWPQmeasures
three dimensions, namely Task Performance, Contextual
Performance, and CWB. The Task Performance scale (5

Table 2 Results from two
separate regression analyses with
global trait EI as dependent
variable

Dependent variable R2 Adj. R2 F Model B β p

Global trait EI .48 .47 41.59 Neuroticism −.29 −.43 < .001

Extraversion .15 .26 < .001

Openness to Experience .01 .02 .703

Agreeableness .20 .31 < .001

Conscientiousness .09 .15 .003

.14 .14 36.79 Narcissism .47 .37 < .001

R2 = this study, adj. R2 = adjusted population value, B = non-standardized coefficient, β = standardized coeffi-
cient. All F values reached p < .001. The models in the table comprise only those personality traits that correlated
with TEIQue-SF global trait EI at p < .05, after the Bonferroni correction (.05/136 = .00037) (Table 1)
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items) measures how well one performs an actual task in a
vigorous and technical way and is linked to the skills of work,
and the quality and quantity of work. The Contextual
Performance scale (8 items) measures factors linked to the
organizational, social and psychological environment in
which co-workers perform their duties, and includes behaviors
that relate to collaboration, achievement, communication, and
facilitation of equality and team performance. The CWB scale
(5 items) defines a negative and disadvantaging behavior in
the workplace, which expresses itself through behaviors such
as deliberately performing tasks slowly and voluntary ab-
sence. When reviewing the mean inter-item correlation data,
it was found that Item 4 (“I was able to carry out my work
efficiently”) measuring Task Performance differed in compar-
ison with the values of the other items in the same dimension,
and was therefore removed. After the removal, Cronbach’s
alpha reliabilities and mean inter-item correlations, respective-
ly, for the various scales in this study were .80/.51 for Task
Performance, .89/.50 for Contextual Performance and .79/.44
for Counterproductive Work Behavior.

Data Processing and Data Analyses

The study participants’ responses were coded into numbers in
Microsoft Excel and then imported into the IBM Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 25. Prior to
analyses, the variables were examined for accuracy of data
entry, missing values, and fit between their distributions and
the assumptions of multivariate analyses. We manually en-
tered single missing values, using averages per variable. The
percentages of missing values for the various scales were:
TEIQue-SF 0.19%, Mini-IPIP6 0.20%, SD3 0.19%, IWPQ
0.15%. We reversed items according to the manuals relating
to each measurement scale instrument, and then grouped them
together into the scales or subscales. Descriptive statistics
such as mean (M), standard deviation (SD), skewness (S)
and kurtosis (K) were also calculated. There were no univar-
iate outliers (i.e., cases with extreme z scores). Through
Mahalanobis distances we could not identify any multivariate
outliers with p < .001.

We examined internal consistency by Cronbach’s alpha
values and mean inter-item correlations. We defined “good”
reliability, measured by Cronbach’s alpha, when it was at least
.80 (Heilbrun 1992). Clark and Watson (1995) recommended
that the value of the mean inter-item correlation should be
between .15 and .50. Items that have a broader and higher
target structure, such as Extraversion, may fall within the low-
er values (between .15 and .20) without such a low value in
itself being problematic for the study. Narrower and Lower
target structures, such as CWB, should be within the higher
value range (between .40 and .50) in mean inter-item
correlations.

We conducted correlation analyses between all used vari-
ables. Following other researchers (e.g., Feher et al. 2019), we
computed correlations using scale scores for both global trait
EI and for its four subdimensions. The Bonferroni correction
was applied to the significance tests.

Before conducting regression analyses, we used routine
pre-analysis screening procedures, such as examination of re-
siduals scatterplots, to assess normality, linearity, and homo-
scedasticity. These assumptions were met. To determine the
relative importance of personality traits for global trait EI,
measured by the TEIQue-SF, we performed two separate stan-
dard regression analyses, one multiple and one bivariate. In
the regression analyses, we used TEIQue-SF score as the de-
pendent variable, and the personality traits, which correlated
with this scale score at p < .05 after the Bonferroni correction,
as independent variables. We used personality traits scale
scores from the Big Six and Dark Triad measures in separate
regression analyses to avoid the suppressor effect between the
measurement scales.

To investigate whether global trait EI, measured by the
TEIQue-SF, has an incremental validity over and above gen-
der, age and personality traits, using self-perceived work per-
formance as a baseline criterion, we carried out three hierar-
chical multiple regression analyses. In other words, we
attempted to determine the relative importance of personality
traits and global trait EI for the dimensions of individual work
performance as outcome variables. In the regression analyses,
Step 1 consisted of gender and age, Step 2 consisted of vari-
ables from the Big Six that correlated with the dimensions of
IWPQ at p < .05 after the Bonferroni correction, and Step 3
consisted of the global scale score of TEIQue-SF. When in-
vestigating incremental effects of the TEIQue-SF, we used the
global trait EI scale score as the dependent variable instead of
its subscales. The reason was twofold; (1) The correlation
coefficients between global trait EI scale score and the four
subscale scores were significant and within a moderate-to-
strong range in terms of magnitude; and (2) Past research
(e.g., Siegling et al. 2015) showed similar incremental effects
of TEIQue-SF subscales and global Trait scale. Siegling et al.
noted that “replacing the TEIQue-SF subscales at Step 2,
global composite showed consistent predictive effects in the
same direction as the significant subscales” (p. 529). None of
the Dark Triad traits “survived” the Bonferroni correction.
Consequently, we did not analyze these traits.

Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
between the Investigated Variables

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics such as means (M), stan-
dard deviations (SD), skewness (S) and kurtosis (K) of all
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measuring instruments. All scales have a skewness less than
±1, indicating that the distribution curve is relatively symmet-
rical for all variables. The only variable that has a kurtosis
above 1 is the TEIQue-SF subscale Emotionality.

One of the main research questions for this study was to
investigate which variables correlate with global trait EI scale
score as well as with its subscales. Table 1 gives an indication
of which variables correlate with each other, after the
Bonferroni correction. One expected result was that global
trait EI score, as well as all scores of the subscales of global
trait EI, would correlate negatively with Neuroticism and
Machiavellianism (with the exception of Self-Control and
Machiavellianism), and positively with Extraversion,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Openness to Experience,
and Narcissism, which was achieved with one exception (an
almost zero correlat ion between Sociabi l i ty and
Machiavellianism). We found a positive correlation between
global trait EI scale score and all scores of subscales of trait EI
scale and Task Performance and Contextual Performance. All
subscales of global trait EI scale were positively correlated
with the global trait EI scale score. The magnitude of these
correlations was within a moderate-to-high range (.65–.85).

Which Personality Traits Explain the Variation
in Global trait EI Scale Score?

Standard regression analysis with global trait EI as dependent
variable and the Big Six personality traits as independent var-
iables showed that the Big Six explained 48% of the variation
in global trait EI. Moreover, we conducted a separate standard
regression analysis with global trait EI as the dependent vari-
able and the Narcissism trait from Dark Triad as the indepen-
dent variable. It is evident that Narcissism trait accounted for
14% of the variability in trait EI. These results are presented in
Table 2.

How Much Does Global trait EI Explain the Variation
in Individual Work Performance?

To investigate to what amount the personality traits of the Big
Six and global trait EI could explain the variation in the three
dimensions of self-perceived individual work performance,
we carried out further analyses. We conducted these analyses
to investigate whether the TEIQue-SF score has an incremen-
tal validity over and above gender, age, and personality traits.
Table 3 shows the results from three separate hierarchical re-
gression analyses where scores of the three dimensions of self-
perceived Individual Work Performance Scale, Task
Performance, Contextual Performance, and CWB, were all
used as dependent variables.

Generally, gender was not a contributing factor to work
performance when all variables were included in Step 3. We

added age, because age seemed to play a slightly larger role
than gender but it faded as other variables were added.

Personality traits seemed to help explain the variation in
Task Performance ; Neurot ic ism negat ive ly, and
Consciousness, positively. When we added global trait EI
scale score it appeared as a significant and contributing factor.
Global trait EI score increased the predictive ability of the
regression model by 6 percentage points. The significant beta
weights were all in the theoretically expected directions.

Contextual Performance had no personality variables cor-
related after the Bonferroni correction, and we investigated it
only by gender, age, and global trait EI. We identified global
trait EI as a contributing factor in explaining the variation in
this dimension. The Global trait EI score increased the predic-
tive ability of the regression model by 17 percentage points.

In line with theory and past research, global trait EI scale
score did not contribute to explaining any variation at all in
CWB, for which only personality traits (high Neuroticism and
lowHonesty-Humility) contributed to explaining the variation
in negative behaviors at work, measured by the CWB.

In summary, the current study shows that both global trait
EI and its four subdimensions correlate with personality traits
and self-perceived individual work performance (Table 1)
among people who have experience of working life. Our re-
sults indicate that the variables included in each model
(Table 2) explain a substantial part of the variation in global
trait EI. In other words, one can possibly predict the level of
global trait EI based on a person’s Big Six personality traits as
well as Narcissism. We could also show that global trait EI
predicts self-perceived individual work performance over and
above the Big Six personality traits in Task Performance, and
over and above gender and age in Contextual Performance
(Table 3).

Discussion

Internal Consistency of the Swedish Version
of the TEIQue-SF

Our study is the first to report the reliability coefficients of the
Swedish version of the TEIQue-SF, on both the global scale
level and subscale level. Cronbach’s alpha of the global trait
EI scale was good (Heilbrun 1992) and converged with the
internal reliabilities reported by the scale constructors (e.g.,
Petrides 2009), as well as with other studies reporting reliabil-
ity results on the scale translations (e.g., Feher et al. 2019,
Jacobs et al. 2015; Laborde et al. 2016; Stamatopoulou et al.
2016; Szczygiel et al. 2015). This result supported Hypothesis
1. We have, however, noted relatively poor mean interitem-
correlation on global trait EI, indicating an existence of items
that did not correlate well with the global scale. This result
may suggest this scale’s multidimensionality, which is in line
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with the notion that the internal structure of the scale as a
global trait EI measure is not yet well-established with a high
degree of fidelity. For example, Perera (2015) was concerned
about the latent structure of item response data derived from
the TEIQue-SF, that is, its evidence for dimensional and con-
struct validity. Perera observed cross-loadings of sex items
(Items 8, 10, 15, 19, 22 and 23) comprising Self-Control.
These items cross-loaded from Sociability and Emotionality.
This findingmay partly explain the relatively poorer reliability
of these three subscales in our study, and also the poor mean
inter-item correlation of the global trait EI scale.
Consequently, investigators should present their results on
the subscale level, and not only report psychometric properties
of EI measured at the global trait EI scale score level, because,
according to Perera, there is no support for unidimensional
representation of this scale. The internal consistencies in this
study, measured by Cronbach’s alpha, were relatively poor (<
.70) on the subscale level of three (Sociability, Self-Control,
and Emotionality) of the four EI dimensions. The reliability of
Self-Control and Emotionality tends to be lower in published

studies than for Well-Being, which is in line with our results.
Not all studies report values of Cronbach’s alpha at subscale
level (e.g. Cooper and Petrides 2010; Szczygiel et al. 2015).
The reported levels of Cronbach’s alpha are about .60 for Self-
Control and Emotionality in some studies (e.g. Petrides et al.
2016; Stamatopoulou et al. 2016), while Jacobs et al. (2015)
also found a low value for Emotionality (.58) in their German
version of TEIQue-SF. Some studies have reported somewhat
higher Cronbach’s alpha values, but still about only .70, for
Sociability, Self-Control, and Emotionality (e.g., Feher et al.
2019; Laborde et al. 2016; Siegling et al. 2015). Heilbrun
(1992) suggested that in applied settings, particularly in health
care settings “the use of tests with a reliability coefficient of
less than .80 is not advisable” (p. 265).

One explanation, based on results from the IRT study of
Cooper and Petrides et al. (2010), is an existence of some
items with somewhat poor psychometric properties, although
the majority of the items showed moderate values of the dis-
crimination parameter a. Item 20, “On the whole, I’m pleased
with my life”, and Item 24, “I believe I’m full of personal

Table 3 Summary of linear hierarchical regression analyses of variables relating to dimensions of individual work performance

Model Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI

TP Gender −.07 [−.341, .094] −.15* [−.455, −.046] −.09 [−.355, .049]
Age .17* [.002, .019] .08 [−.003, .013] .06 [−.004, .011]
Neuroticism −.32** [−.332, −.146] −.19** [−.238, −.034]
Conscientiousness .25** [.087, .247] .20** [.055, .212]

Trait EI .29** [.166, .456]

F 3.79* (2, 225) 25.61** (2, 223) 17.81** (1, 223)

R2/ΔR2 .03 .21 .27

Adj. R2/ΔR2 .02 .20 .26

CP Gender .05 [−.152, .340] .09 [−.063, .385]
Age .15* [.001, .020] .06 [−.004, .013]
Trait EI .43** [.367, .657]

F 2.84 (2, 225) 48.27** (1, 224)

R2/ΔR2 .03 .20

Adj. R2/ΔR2 .02 .19

CWB Gender −.01 [−.241, .210] .02 [−.186, .259] .02 [−.193, .267]
Age −.21** [−.022, −.005] −.10 [−.015, .002] −.10 [−.015, .002]
Neuroticism .23** [.075, .275] .18* [.061, .291]

Honesty-Humility −.24** [−.243, −.074] −.23** [−.243, −.073]
Trait EI .00 [−.157, .163]
F 5.23** (2, 225) 14.75** (2, 223) 0.00** (1, 222)

R2/ΔR2 .04 .16 .16

Adj. R2/ΔR2 .04 .14 .14

N = 228. *p < .05, **p < .01. CI = Confidence Interval. TP = Task Performance, CP = Contextual Performance, CWB = Counterproductive Work
Behavior. The only predictors added at Step 2 are the personality traits from the “Big Six” that correlated with dimensions of the individual performance
at p < .05, after the Bonferroni correction (see Table 1)
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strengths”, had high a values. These items comprise Well-
Being (compounding Facet Self-Esteem), which in our study
also had a good internal consistency. Interestingly, Cooper and
Petrides identified one “bad” item with a very low discrimi-
nating “power” (a = 0.61). This one was Item 25, “I tend to
‘back down’ even if I know I’m right”. This item is comprised
in the Sociability subscale. In our study, this item had the
lowest value (.20) of item-total correlation with its own sub-
scale. This item also lowered the mean interitem correlation of
the global trait EI scale score, which also Item 13, “Those
close to me often complain that I don’t treat them right”,
did. Cooper and Petrides used Item 13 (see their Fig. 1, p.
452) as an example of an item with poor psychometric
properties.

Cooper and Petrides et al. (2010) showed in their IRT anal-
ysis that the threshold parameters (b1 to b4) of the IRT were
low, indicating that people “relatively low on the trait EI were
still agreeing with them” (Cooper and Petrides 2010, p. 451).
Thus, the item wordings are not too difficult to comprehend.
We may still consider that the measurement per se (i.e., the
interface between our set of questionnaires, the participants,
and the testing environment) influenced the Cronbach’s alpha
values. As the participants’ average age was low, it is possible
that interpretation and/or linguistic perception of the test items
can partly explain this aspect. In their recent meta-analysis of
coefficient alpha, Greco et al. (2018) state that different
sample-specific factors may influence Cronbach’s alpha,
which “is a property of test scores rather than of the test itself”
(p. 586).

One intriguing question is, however, why the Cronbach’s
alpha value for the Sociability subscale of the TEIQue-SF was
as low as .55 in our study. It was, however, a slightly larger
than the Cronbach’s alpha value of .47 of the Chinese sample
(Feher et al. 2019). Feher et al. could not explain this low
reliability of this subscale. The sociability subdimension of
trait EI reflects, at least in theory (Petrides 2009), social asser-
tiveness and awareness. It also reflects an ability to manage
others’ emotions, and effectiveness in communication and
participation in social situations. We could not identify any
particular item that was significantly worse than others were
although some items correlated poorly with the global scale
score (see the description of our relatively “bad” items in the
Method section). However, the majority of items correlated at
least .20 with their own subscale, which is commonly
regarded as an acceptable value for exploratory purposes.
Two of the six items correlated higher than .40 with their
own subscale.

Another explanation, probably the most likely one, for the
relatively low values of Cronbach’s alpha may be that this is
not an appropriate measure for the internal consistency of
scales comprising fewer than eight items. A more appropriate
measure is therefore mean inter-item correlation, which
should be at least .15 (in our study it was .18). We believe that

this explanation is valid for the remaining subscales of the
TEIQue-SF.

Correlations between Investigated Variables

The study results (Table 1) supported Hypothesis 2a and
Hypothesis 2b with two exceptions. The exceptions were that
Self-Control as well as Sociability had almost zero correla-
tions with Machiavellianism. The fact that Neuroticism had
negative correlations with all subscales of trait EI was an ex-
pected result in this study based on theory and previous re-
search. Persons with higher levels of trait EI are more capable
of managing negative emotions, and they may choose to act
properly with a calm and positive outlook despite any nega-
tive emotions (Petrides 2009). Based on a previous twin study
(Petrides et al. 2011), we expected that Machiavellianism
would correlate negatively with Sociability, but this result
was not achieved. According to the definition of
Machiavellianism, people who are high in this trait are not
expected to be sociable. One explanation may be that
Sociability can be traced back to relatively poor reliability
while assessed by TEIQue-SF. Another explanation is that this
result may be sample specific and calls for further investiga-
tion in a more heterogeneous sample of professionally active
participants. Two other variables that also achieved positive
correlations with all subscales of the global trait EI scale were
Task Performance and Contextual Performance. This was also
an expected result, as previous research in this area showed
that EI has a positive correlation with work performance
(Carmeli 2003; Cote and Miners 2006). Another correlation
that achieved an interesting but anticipated and negative cor-
relation with CWBwas Honesty-Humility. This is not surpris-
ing considering the characteristics of both CWB and Honesty-
Humility, which is in line with previous research (Ceschi et al.
2016). An expected relationship that occurred beyond the di-
mensions of EI was the relationship between Extraversion and
Narcissism. The outward and attention-seeking characteristics
that follow both of these personality traits explain the positive
relationship and confirm previous research (Furnham et al.
2013).

Which Personality Traits Best Explain the Variation
in Global trait EI?

The standard multiple regression analysis provided data that
can partly explain the variation in global trait EI. It emerged
that Neuroticism had a strong negative relationship with glob-
al trait EI, which is in line with previous research (Petrides
et al. 2010; Vernon et al. 2008a). In our study, Extraversion
did show a similar positive relationship in comparison with
previous research. Our results were also line with past research
regards the positive relationship between Agreeableness and
global trait EI. Overall, the Big Six personality traits explained
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almost half of the variation in global Trait EI. Honesty-
Humility did not show any significant correlation with global
Trait EI, and was therefore not included in the regression
model.

In our study, Narcissism showed a strong relationship with
global Trait EI, which is also in line with previous research
(Plouffe et al. 2017). A possible reason for the strength of the
variation that is explained by Narcissism in this study could be
that we did not mix the Big Six traits together with the trait
from Dark Triad in the same regression analysis. In our study,
Narcissism explained 14% of the variation in global Trait EI.
Dark Triad traits had, in our study, nonsignificant correlations
with all three dimensions of individual work performance, that
is, Task Performance, Contextual Performance, and CWB (see
Table 1), which contradicts other recent results (Fernandéz del
Río et al, 2020).

Incremental Validity of Trait EI Over
and above Personality Traits on Self-Perceived
Individual Work Performance

In the hierarchical regression analyses (Table 3), it was obvi-
ous that Trait EI (here: global Trait EI scale score, measured
by the Swedish version of the TEIQue-SF) plays a role among
the positive work performance aspects. Age did play a role in
explaining the variation of all of the dimensions of Individual
Work Performance to begin with. However, when personality
traits were entered into our regression models with Task
Performance and CWB as dependent variables, age did no
longer contribute to the variation in these dependent variables.
Gender only seemed to explain some of the variation in Task
Performance when personality traits were entered. In line with
recent research (Ramos-Villagrasa et al. 2019), Task
Performance also seems to be a “product” of the personality
traits Conscientiousness and Neuroticism. In the study of
Ramos-Villagrasa et al., the scale score of the Spanish version
of the IWPQ Task Performance corre la ted with
Conscientiousness at .47, and with Neuroticism at −.25. In
our study, these correlations had the same direction, but some-
what different values (.31 respectively −.35, see Table 1).
Consequently, these two traits explained some of the variation
in this dependent variable (see the significant beta weights
presented in Table 3), but not as much as Trait EI explained.
Concerning Contextual Performance, no personality traits
contributed to explaining the variation in this dependent var-
iable. It is due to lack of significant correlations between per-
sonality traits and Contextual Performance (see Table 1). All
of the correlation coefficients were weak in terms of magni-
tude, and varied between −.22 (Neuroticism) and .20
(Extroversion). Consequently, no personality traits were en-
tered into our regression model. Therefore, Trait EI explained
a great deal of the variation in Contextual Performance. This
result indicates that global Trait EI is a valid, useful, and

impactful construct that facilitates co-operation in working
life, because Contextual Performance comprises all forms of
extra tasks or initiatives that are outside the job description.
Other labels for this aspect of work performance are, for ex-
ample, extra-role performance and organizational citizenship
behavior. An interesting result was that Trait EI could not
explain any variation in CWB.

Methodological Considerations

Since the number of participants was above 200, there were
enough participants to rule out a fluctuating result
(Schönbrodt and Perugini 2013). The spread of the partici-
pants’ age was wide and their average age was about 30 years.
The wide age distribution increases the generalizability of the
results. One can assume that the majority of the personality
traits included in the study potentially had not achieved the
stabilization and duration induced by age and work experience
(Briley and Tucker-Drob 2014). Researchers have observed
that a person’s EI improves with age (Nelis et al. 2009;
Petrides and Furnham 2006). Additional background factors
that can confirm this assumption are that the second largest
current form of employment among the participants consisted
of working students and that the average working experience
calculated in years was 14. Some participants indicated their
work experience, expressed in years, as being none (0), which
can be interpreted as either not currently working at all or total
lifetime work experience not exceeding one year. The partic-
ipants were generally highly educated, andmany of themwere
current students improving their skills by, for instance, com-
bining their current part-time employment with university
studies. Together with their low average age and limited work
experience, we can interpret their work experience as not yet
having entered working life or having become stabilized in
working life after graduation. Taking into account all back-
ground facts, especially the participants’ generally low work
experience expressed in years, we can possibly assume that
the participants would not have as long vocational experience
to provide the same results as would a study population com-
prising older participants with more work experience.
Conducting studies with a different selection of respondents
may produce different results. Since participants were anony-
mous in this study, there is no way to grant that the informa-
tion given by the participants are all correct. This is an issue
that is inevitable when performing this kind of data collection.

To ensure the reliability of the measuring instruments, we
have scrutinized all variables for means of inter-item correla-
tions. In total, we removed six items from other instruments
than TEIQue-SF, because they differed significantly from the
other items. Since the remaining items still met the minimum
number of items per trait required to measure with certainty,
the removals do not constitute a problem. However, we did
not remove any items comprising the subscales of the Trait EI
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scale. It may be interesting for future studies to explore wheth-
er the same items show relatively poor correlations with their
own subscale.

Because we tried to prevent the low reliability of variables
from influencing our conclusions, we excluded a total of six
items from other measures than TEIQue-SF. One of the re-
moved items was Item 17, “I’m an average person”, which
relates to measuring Narcissism by SD3. When providing
feedback after their participation in the study, a considerable
number of younger participants stated that they did not under-
stand what the word average (“ordinary”) meant.

Another item, linking to lower work experience was Item
4, “In the last three months I have been able to perform my
work well with as little time and effort as possible”, which
measures Task Performance by IWPQ. We removed this item
because it had low correlation with its own subscale.
Considering that 14 participants had answered that they had
worked for less than a year, one might assume that confusion
about how to deal with the instruction to recall a three-month
period may be due to a lower correlation with the dimension
of Task Performance. However, there may be another reason
why this item had a lower correlation with the dimension,
since we did not need to remove other items that measure
the same variable, and thus did not ensure that work experi-
ence is a contributing factor. What may have contributed is the
freedom of interpretation that the item gives rise to; one may
interpret this item as making the least possible work effort to
meet work requirement, but it also as making the best effort
without “playing time” to carry out their work in a profession-
al way. If the freedom of interpretation is the reason for its
deviation, it could be due to the age, level of education and
work experience of the participants. We are aware that these
deletions of items could negatively influence the measurabil-
ity capacity that these items would offer.

Possible Theoretical and Practical Implications
of the Study

This study was the first to validate a scale recently translated
into Swedish: the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-
Short Form. Furthermore, it is the only study conducted to
investigate the relationship between TEIQue-SF and IWPQ.
The study is one of few that have used TEIQue-SF among
working people; most studies on TEIQue-SF used students
and academics. The study is also one of a handful of studies
that have investigated the relationship between Trait EI and
the Dark Triad, as well as one of the few studies that have
investigated the relationship between Trait EI and the Big Six.
Finally, we have also reported reliability and validity results of
the TEIQue-SF on the subscale level, which is unusual. In
addition, we have enriched ongoing methodological discus-
sions on the quality of some items of the TEIQue-SF. Thereby,
the current study in several ways supplements extant research.

Suggestions for Future Studies

Despite satisfactory results, we doubt that a cross-sectional
study could ever identify a clear cause-effect relationship. A
longitudinal study in applied settings, such as a workplace,
would be of interest. Another possibility for future research
would be to carry out a similar study on one or more sample
groups that differ significantly from each other (for example a
more diverse working population and/or a population with a
more heterogeneous education level) and to compare the re-
sults between the groups.

TEIQue-SF’s reliability on the subscale level, as well as
item functioning, need to be further investigated in samples
that are more heterogeneous. We could only trace two studies
(Cooper and Petrides 2010; Zampetakis 2011) investigating
item functioning of this scale by applying IRT. These studies
used the same database of English-speaking people, but dif-
ferent methods, and identified some items with poor or only
moderate item functioning, meaning that these items do not
contribute well to the scale. Our reliability analyses showed
(see the Method section) that the same items contributed to a
low inter-item correlation with the Trait EI scale score.
Possibly, other items from the longer version of the TEIQue
should be included in the short version, by adding items with a
better cross-cultural functioning and by dropping “bad” items.
As already mentioned, Cooper and Petrides identified only
two items with a very high discriminating power, both captur-
ing the Well-Being Trait EI subdimension, which also in our
study had a good Cronbach’s alpha value (.81). These power-
ful “good” items were Item 20, “On the whole, I’m pleased
with my life”, and Item 24, “Given my circumstances, I feel
good about myself”. Then, researchers lacking time to apply
all the 30 items of the TEIQue-SF would substitute the 30
items with the two powerful items, but the question is whether
using the best items to substitute other items is enough to
measure a psychological construct. An additional question is
what the two items actually measure; it is possible that they
only measure the construct of well-being in highly narcissistic
people.

Conclusions

The study achieved its aims and validated the Swedish version
of TEIQue-SF providing results that substantially add to our
current knowledge. To validate it we have used newmeasures,
Mini-IPIP6, SDT3, and IWPQ, and conducted our study in a
relatively large sample of people holding jobs. We conclude
that, although its reliability on the subscale level and its item
functioning need to be further investigated in more heteroge-
neous samples, the Swedish version of the TEIQue-SF has
good reliability in terms of the global Trait EI scale score as
well as of the Well-Being subscale. It also has reasonably
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theoretically and empirically grounded relationships with rel-
evant variables for the workplace, and incremental validity
over and above the Big Six traits in predicting individual work
performance in younger people with relatively high educa-
tional levels.

We hope that the new findings highlighted in the study will
stimulate further research. When using this scale some authors
report only Cronbach’s alpha for the global TEIQue-SF. We
have identified several items with relatively poor correlations
with their own subscales. Reporting also mean inter-item cor-
relations may stimulate more cross-cultural research on the
item level of the TEIQue-SF. As the four subscales of the
TEIQue-SF seem to show different reliability coefficients in
different populations, as reported by different authors (e.g.,
Feher et al. 2019; Siegling et al. 2015), we recommend inves-
tigators to calculate the internal consistency and the mean
inter-item correlations for the global EI measure as well as
its four dimensions.
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