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ABSTRACT

The relationship of emotional intelligence (EI) with job performance was investigated in 188 individuals working
as expatriates. Job performance was considered in terms of task and contextual performance - helping (OCB-H)
and voice (OCB-V) organizational citizenship behaviours - and was assessed by line managers. In line with expec-
tations, most identified relationships were of quadratic U-shaped form. Specifically, all three relationships of the
global EI construct, and eight out of the 11 identified relationships of its four facets, were of U-shape. That includ-
ed the relationships of all four EI facets with task performance, and the relationships of two dimensions, self-emo-
tional appraisal (SEA) and regulation of emotion (ROE) with OCB-H and with OCB-V. The findings illustrate the
link of global EI and its facets with contextual performance apart from task performance that has been the prima-
ry focus of research thus far. The findings also suggest that although those with the highest scores on El receive
the strongest job performance ratings those who are most disadvantaged in terms of job performance are not the

Organizational citizenship behaviours
Task performance

Quadratic

Non-linear

lowest EI scorers but rather those who find themselves near the middle of the EI scores continuum.

© 2017 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

1. Introduction

Emotional intelligence (EI) has attracted considerable attention in
the past quarter of a century (e.g., Petrides et al., 2016). According to
Mayer and Salovey's (1997) conceptualization, El is a multi-faceted con-
struct that reflects the capacity of an individual to (a) understand one's
own emotions along with expressing these in a natural way (self-emo-
tional appraisal or SEA), (b) discern and accurately appraise the emo-
tions of others (other's emotional appraisal or OEA), (c) manage or
regulate one's own emotions so he/she is not overwhelmed by emotion-
al arousal (regulation of emotion or ROE); and (d) utilize one's emotions
in order to achieve valued outcomes including personal growth (use of
emotion or UOE) (also Salovey & Mayer, 1990, but also Petrides et al.,
2016). In the present work we adopt the trait perspective of EI (also re-
ferred to as “emotional self-efficacy”, Petrides & Furnham, 2001) that
views the construct as reflective of the way individuals perceive and
evaluate their own emotional abilities (Petrides, 2011; Petrides, Pita, &
Kokkinaki, 2007) and acknowledges the subjective nature of the emo-
tional experience (De Raad, 2005; Petrides, 2011).

A substantial amount of empirical research has linked EI with job
performance (Joseph, Jin, Newman, & O'Boyle, 2015; O'Boyle,
Humphrey, Pollack, Hawver, & Story, 2011). The importance of job per-
formance needs not be stressed. Work is a significant aspect of life for
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most individuals, and successes or failures in the work domain, such
as performing well or poorly, have serious spillover effects on personal
outcomes such as psychological health and family life (e.g., Winefield,
Boyd, & Winefield, 2014).

However, despite its enlightening character the knowledge we have
accumulated on the link is not yet exhaustive: (1) the relationship of EI
with job performance, and in fact all other assumed and tested out-
comes of El, has so far been presumed to be linear. It is conceivable,
however, that the direction of the relationship is not constant across
the spectrum of EI scores, meaning a non-linear relationship. If this is
the case then our current understanding of the nature of the relation-
ship and its magnitude may be compromised (e.g., Jorm &
Christensen, 2004; Vasilopoulos, Cucina, & Hunter, 2007); (2) as noted
by O'Boyle et al. (2011) in their meta-analytic review, extant research
has nearly exclusively focused on task performance or in-role behav-
iours (i.e., how well the individual performs on tasks and roles that
are formally part of the job, Borman & Motowidlo, 1997), and has paid
only scant attention at contextual performance or organizational citi-
zenship behaviours (OCBs). OCBs reflect behaviours that are not formal-
ly part of the job but they nevertheless contribute to the success of the
unit or the organization (Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; Organ, 1997)
and they compose an equally important aspect of job performance
(Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). The situation has not been noticeably im-
proved in the five years that elapsed since O’Boyle et al.'s remark; (3)
most empirical research thus far has been confined to testing hypothe-
ses for the higher-order factor or global EI only. This, however, may
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obscure the development of a nuanced picture because the facets of EI
may demonstrate differential relationships with outcomes (Greenidge,
Devonish, & Alleyne, 2014; Petrides et al., 2016).

In light of these three limitations of extant research, the present
work investigated from a non-linear quadratic perspective the relation-
ship of global EI and its facets with job performance, viewed in terms of
both task performance and OCBs. We considered OCBs in terms of help-
ing and voice behaviours (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Helping OCBs
(OCB-H) refer to acts of support for others (e.g., offering to assist, co-op-
erating even if personally inconvenient, going out of one's way to help),
while voice OCBs (OCB-V) refer to making innovating suggestions for
improvement or modifications of existing practices and procedures.
Due to their promotive nature (i.e., facilitative, constructive, encourag-
ing) helping and voice OCBs are instrumental to improvement and ac-
complishment (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998),
which makes them of key importance.

1.1. Hypotheses development

As noted, there is substantial empirical work that attests to an over-
all positive relationship between global EI and job performance. Along
with task performance, which has already been the subject of a respect-
able number of studies (Joseph et al., 2015; O'Boyle et al., 2011), we ex-
pect that high levels of EI will also relate to OCBs. The reason is that
helping and voice OCBs are manifested via prosocial behaviours such
as helping others, volunteering, and making constructive suggestions.
Domain characteristics of EI include amongst others empathy, opti-
mism, positive mood, assertiveness and capacity to adopt different per-
spectives (De Raad, 2005; Petrides & Furnham, 2001; Petrides et al.,
2016) that should render those with high EI scores more likely to en-
gage in such behaviours.

Though empirical work with the facets of El is not abundant, there is
sufficient reason for expecting that scores on all EI facets are associated
with ratings in both task performance and OCBs. To illustrate, under-
standing and acknowledging one's own emotions (SEA) should enable
dealing better with frustration (Carmeli & Josman, 2009), and should fa-
cilitate prosocial actions due to the generated positive emotions (Tsai,
2009); hence, enabling avid engagement in formally prescribed tasks
or contributions beyond the formal job description. Similarly, ability to
discern and accurately appraise the emotions of others (OEA) renders
the person caring and altruistic (De Raad, 2005; Mayer & Salovey,
1997), thus more prone to engage in contributory behaviours within
or outside prescribed roles. Regulation of emotion (ROE) turns individ-
uals more prone to accept help and advice from others (Brackett,
Palomera, Mojsa-Kaja, Reyes, & Salovey, 2010), meaning learning faster
to improve performance, but also potentially reciprocating the actions
of others, hence, engagement in OCBs. Finally, all four dimensions of EI
are linked with positive affective states in general (Kafetsios &
Zampetakis, 2008; Petrides & Furnham, 2001) and at work (Yang &
Lee, 2015) in particular, which are causal antecedents to task perfor-
mance and OCBs (e.g., Riketta, 2008; Tsai, Chen, & Liu, 2007).

1.2. Quadratic relationships

As seen, there is well-founded expectation that both global EI and its
facets are linked with task performance and OCBs. Beyond this, however,
there are reasons to believe that the nature of the relationship varies ac-
cording to the point of the EI continuum one finds him/herself. El is a
trait that lies at the lower levels of personality hierarchies, such as the
Big Five or the Great Three, and comprises scattered aspects of these
(De Raad, 2005; Petrides et al., 2007). Recent thinking and empirical evi-
dence suggests that quadratic rather than linear equations may often pro-
vide more accurate descriptions of the relationship between personality
traits and important work outcomes (e.g., Bozionelos, 2017; Chang,
Wang, Liang, & Liang, 2014; Grant, 2013; Lin, Liang, Chang, & Liang,
2015; Vasilopoulos et al., 2007). A quadratic, and especially U-shaped,

relationship is also in line with theory of trait EI, which derives that low
scores on EI are not de facto associated with poorer outcomes (Petrides,
2011; see also Petrides, Vernon, Aitken Schermer, & Veselka, 2011).

Here we contemplate that higher EI scores are not associated with
greater job performance ratings across the whole EI continuum. In par-
ticular, we ponder that in the range of low EI scores the relationship
with job performance will be negative: that is movement away from
the mean EI score and towards the low end of the trait distribution
will be accompanied by increases in job performance. This suggests a
U-shaped curve. The reason for expecting such a relationship is that ab-
sence of particular domain characteristics of EI may provide a perfor-
mance advantage over presence of these in medium or medium-low
degrees. To illustrate, individuals who lack social awareness and socia-
bility, key features of EI (De Raad, 2005; Petrides & Furnham, 2001),
may be able to engage without interruption on the performance of
their tasks, and hence achieve better task performance than their coun-
terparts who possess mediocre levels of these features. Furthermore,
very low impulse and emotional control, which also represent low
poles of EI characteristics (Petrides et al., 2016), may bring increased
creativity and faster decision-making that at cases can offer perfor-
mance advantages (Halbesleben, Wheeler, & Shanine, 2013; White &
Shah, 2011). In the same line, very low levels of particular EI character-
istics may lead to higher probability of engaging in OCBs because of de-
creased concern with social conventions that may inhibit such
behaviours. For example, engagement in OCB-V requires making com-
ments, suggestions and observations that may be challenging existing
practices and may not be to the liking of others (Van Dyne & LePine,
1998). Absence of EI characteristics such as empathy, social awareness,
emotional perception and impulse control may therefore facilitate such
behaviours. Indeed, EI is negatively associated with social desirability
(Petrides et al., 2007), which should render the individual less
constrained by the desire to be liked by others when expressing his/
her own views. Similarly, low emotional and impulse control and low
assertiveness, which find themselves in the low pole of EI (Petrides &
Furnham, 2001; Petrides et al., 2016), could increase the probability of
spontaneous engagement in helping behaviours (Halbesleben et al.,
2013). Hence, the following hypotheses were posed:

Hypothesis 1. Quadratic U-shaped curves will describe the relationship
of global EI with task performance (H1a), OCB-H (H1b) and OCB-V
(H1c) more accurately than linear equations; while the overall linear
trend of the relationships will be positive (H1d, H1e, H1f).

Hypothesis 2. U-shaped curves will describe the relationship of SEA
(H2a), OEA (H2b), ROE (H2c) and UOE (H2d) with task performance
more accurately than linear equations; while the overall linear trends
will be positive (H2e, H2f, H2g, H2h, respectively).

Hypothesis 3. U-shaped curves will describe the relationship of SEA
(H3a), OEA (H3b), ROE (H3c¢) and UOE (H3d) with helping organiza-
tional citizenship behaviours (OCB-H) more accurately than linear
equations; while the overall linear trends will be positive (H3e, H3f,
H3g, H3h, respectively).

Hypothesis 4. U-shaped curves will describe the relationship of SEA
(H4a), OEA (H4b), ROE (H4c) and UOE (H4d) with voice organizational
citizenship behaviours (OCB-V) more accurately than linear equations;
while the overall linear trends will be positive (H3e, H3f, H3g, H3h,
respectively).

2. Method
2.1. Setting and participants

Participants were 188 (48 women and 140 men) full-time expatriate
employees in the United Arab Emirates (UAE). Fourteen companies in
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UAE chosen for their diverse fields of operation (ranging from aviation
to oil & gas to infrastructure to tourism) were randomly selected and
subsequently contacted through personal contacts. Within those com-
panies, 358 subordinate-line manager dyads were approached random-
ly, assured confidentiality and asked to participate (each member of the
pair was contacted independently). Responses from 212 dyads were re-
ceived, 188 of which were usable. The response rate, 56.4%, was above
the average of 52.7% for survey research (Baruch & Holtom, 2008),
and highly satisfactory given that returns from both members of the
pair were sought. Demographic statistics are presented in Table 1. Line
managers' mean age and organizational tenure were 40.27 years (SD
= 9.53) and 4.97 years (SD = 4.42), respectively.

2.2. Measures

All measures utilized 1 to 7 response format (1: strongly disagree, 7
strongly agree).

El was assessed with Wong and Law's (2002) scale that has been es-
pecially developed for use in the work environment, and has four items
for each facet. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) suggested the elimi-
nation of one item each from the SEA and the UOE scale. Based on the
conceptual foundations of EI as a higher-order construct that is reflec-
tive of its facets, Wong and Law (2002) developed their instrument
for use as both measure of the global EI construct, with scores calculated
as the sum of scores on the four facets, and measure of the four facets
separately. A CFA modelling EI as a higher-order factor and the four
facets as first-order factors indicated satisfactory data fit (3> [70, N =
188] = 158.54, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.932; TLI = 0.912; RMSEA = 0.082,
90% CI: 0.065-0.099; SRMR = 0.040), while when EI was modelled sim-
ply as first-order factor with all items directly loading into it the fit was
poor (2 [74, N = 188] = 292.39, p < 0.001; CFI = 0.832; TLI = 0.794;
RMSEA = 0.125, 90% CI: 0.110-0.099; SRMR = 0.141). This fully sup-
ported the use of both the global scores and the scores on each factor
separately. Cronbach alphas were 0.89, 0.82, 0.82, 0.87 and 0.80 for
the global construct, SEA, OEA, ROE and UOE, respectively.

OCB-H and OCB-V were assessed by line managers on two five-item
scales from Van Dyne and LePine (1998). The two-factor model showed
good data fit (32 [32, N = 188] = 51.24, p < 0.05; CFI = 0.978; TLI =
0.969; RMSEA = 0.057, 90% CI: 0.025-0.085; SRMR = 0.040) meaning
adequate discriminant validity between the two measures. Cronbach al-
phas for OCB-H and OCB-V were 0.88 and 0.81, respectively. Task per-
formance was also assessed by line managers on three items (e.g.,
“this particular subordinate performs the tasks that are expected as
part of the job”) from Van Dyne and LePine's (1998) in-role behaviours
scale. Cronbach o was 0.77. The three-factor model with items from the
task performance, OCB-H and OCB-V scales loading on their respective
factors showed satisfactory data fit (¥ [58, N = 188] = 92.75, p <
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0.01; CFl = 0.971; TLI = 0.961; RMSEA = 0.056, 90% CI: 0.034-0.077;
SRMR = 0.045) with loadings range of 0.63 to 0.89. This assured that
the three measures tapped different constructs and, hence, could be
meaningfully utilized as independent criteria.

Controls included gender (male: 1, female: 2), age, organizational
tenure, job tenure, educational attainment (1: secondary school to 4:
graduate degree), and current organizational grade (1: subordinate to
5: senior management). Line manager gender, age and organizational
tenure were also controlled for because these may influence supervisor
ratings of subordinate performance (Roberson, Galvin, & Charles, 2007).

3. Results

Hypotheses were tested with hierarchical regressions. To preserve
power and parsimony, controls were entered first using the stepwise
method so the final equations included only significant controls. Follow-
ing guidance for detecting quadratic relationships (Cohen, Cohen, West,
& Aiken, 2003), the first-order terms of the EI variables (the global con-
struct for Hypothesis 1, and the four facets for Hypotheses 2 to 4) were
forcibly entered in the second step. These were followed by the second-
order (i.e., squared) terms. Scores on El were centred to reduce the pos-
sibility for multicollinearity between first- and second-order terms
(Cohen et al., 2003). A significant second-order term signifies a quadrat-
ic relationship, while the sign of the second-order regression coefficient
informs on the curvature. The sign of the first-order coefficient tells us
about the direction of the relationship at the mean score of the predictor
and, hence, about the overall linear trend, positive or negative, in the
data.

3.1. Hypothesis 1: global EI and job performance

The second-order term of Global EI significantly added to the vari-
ance accounted for in task performance (3 = 0.28, t = 3.5, p < 0.01;
AR%adj. = 0.048; FA[1, 181] = 12.28, p < 0.01) beyond the first-order
term (3 = 0.35, t = 4.46, p < 0.001; AR?adj. = 0.035; FA[1, 182] =
8.67, p <0.01) and the controls (AR?adj. = 0.137; FA[4, 183] = 8.41,p
<0.001; total R%adj. = 0.220; F[6, 181] = 9.78, p < 0.001). The positive
sign of the second-order coefficient indicated a U-shaped curve lending
support to H1a. The positive sign of the first-order coefficient suggested
that the point of bending (i.e., the point at which the direction of the re-
lationship changes from negative to positive) is below the mean score of
global EI (the exact bending point, calculated by resolving the first de-
rivative of the quadratic equation to zero, was at —0.63 SDs). This indi-
cates an overall positive linear trend in the data, lending support to H1d.
Similarly, the second-order term of global EI significantly contributed to
OCB-H (B = 0.25,t = 3.07,p<0.01; AR?adj. = 0.039; FA[1, 182] = 9.45,
p<0.01) and OCB-V (3 = 0.19, t = 2.31, p < 0.05; AR?adj. = 0.020; FA[1,

Table 1
Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations (N = 188).
M SD min  max 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Age 3640 822 23 59
2. Education 281 077 1 4 017"
3. Org. tenure (months) ~ 48.63 44.05 5 240 0207  —0.02
4.]Job tenure (months) 4376 3494 5 225 1875 016" 008 065"
5. Hierarchical grade 221 114 1 4 033" —005 017° —0.08
6. Emotional intelligence 80.18 0.74 34 98 0.01 0.05 —0.06 0.10 —0.09
7. SEA 1765 351 6 21 —0.04 008 —005 0 —0.09 073"
8. OFA 2218 382 9 28 -001 0 0.04 0.11 0.03 0.79"" 050"
9. ROE 2262 416 4 28 —-0.01 —002 -—008 0.08 —0.08 082" 052" 043"
10. UOE 1773 281 6 21 0.09 0.12 —0.11 0.10 —0.16" 072" 032" 047" 049"
11. Task performance 1761 281 8 21 0.04 0.03 —0.10 —0.18" 022" 019" 0127 0277 0.10 0.05
12. OCB-H 28.74 482 10 35 004 —-0.02 -009 -021" 016" 0.19"  0.07 029" 0.08 013" 067"
13. OCB-V 2819 428 15 35 —004 —011 —011 —0.16" 0.1 0.18*  0.03 026" 015° 006 0577 70"
T p<o01.
* p<0.05.
** p<0.01.

* p<0.001.



Table 2

Results of Hypothesis 2 testing (N = 188).
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Task performance

B t Value

AR?/FA

t Value

AR%/FA &)

t Value

AR%/FA

B

t Value

AR%/FA

Step 1: controls
Step 2
SEA
OEA
ROE
UOE
Step 3
SEA-squared
OEA-squared
ROE-squared
UOE-squared
Total

0.27 329"

ok

0.21 2.67

Fk

0.137/8.41

0.016/4.54"

0.028/7.11""

ok

0.181/7.87

0.20

Fkk

4.55

246"

Fkk

0.137/8.41

Hkk

0.048/14.31
0.28

0.022/6.07"
0.23

EEey

0.217/9.64

Hx

3.06

2.59"

Fkk

0.137/8.41

0.010/3.14"

0.026/6.69"

Hok

0.173/7.50

0.25/2.78""

0.26/2.90™

FHk

0.137/8.41

0.001/1.25

0.034/8.42™"
0.172/7.46™"

T p<01.
* p<0.05.
* p<0.01.
* p<0.001.

182] = 5.33, p<0.05) beyond the first-order terms (3 = 0.33,t =4.1,p
<0.001; AR?adj. = 0.033; FA[1,183] = 7.96,p<0.01 and 3 = 0.28, t =
3.38,p<0.01; AR?adj. = 0.024; FA[1,183] = 6.21, p < 0.05, respectively)
and the controls (R?adj. = 0.097; FA[3, 184] = 7.72, p < 0.001; total
R?adj. = 0.169; F[5, 182] = 8.59, p < 0.001 and; AR?adj. = 0.109;
FA[3, 184] = 8.59, p < 0.001; total R*adj. = 0.153; F[5, 182] = 7.76, p
<0.001). The positive sings of the second-order and first-order coeffi-
cients indicated curves of U-shape and a positive overall linear trend
in the data (the bending points were at —0.66 SDs and — 0.74 SDs for
OCB-H and OCB-V, respectively). Hence, H1b, H1c, Hle and H1f were
all supported.

3.2. Hypothesis 2: El facets and task performance

Hypotheses 2 to 4 were tested with four regressions each, one for
each dimension of EL Results are presented in Tables 2 to 4. The squared
terms of SEA (p = 0.21, p <0.01) OEA (B = 0.20, p < 0.05), ROE (B =
0.23, p < 0.05) and UOE (p» = 0.26, p < 0.01) accounted for significant
amounts of variance in task performance beyond the first-order terms
(B=0.27,p<0.01; 3 =0.37,p<0.001; p = 0.28, p< 0.01; p = 0.25,
p <0.01) and the controls. The positive signs of the coefficients of the
squared terms suggested U-shaped curves, hence, support for H2a,
H2b, H2c and H2e. Likewise the positive signs of the first-order terms
coefficients indicated positive overall linear trends in the data (bending
points were at —0.64, —0.93, —0.61 and —0.48 SDs for SEA, OEA, ROE
and UOE, respectively), supporting hypotheses H2e though H2h.

Table 3
Results of Hypothesis 3 Testing (N = 188).

3.3. El facets and OCBs

3.3.1. Hypothesis 3: EI facets and OCB-H

The squared terms of SEA (3 = 0.25, p<0.01) and ROE (3 = 0.20,p <
0.05) accounted for significant amounts of variance in OCB-H beyond
the first-order terms (3 = 0.21, p < 0.05; B = 0.23, p < 0.05) and the
controls. The positive signs of the second-order and first-order coeffi-
cients suggested support for H3a and H3c, along with H3e and H3g
(the bending points were at —0.42 and — 0.58 SDs for SEA and ROE re-
spectively). On the other hand, neither the squared term of OEA (3 =
0.06, ns) nor of UOE ( = 0.11, ns) added to the variance accounted
for in OCB-H beyond the significant first-order terms (3 = 0.31, p <
0.001; B = 0.21, p < 0.05) and the controls. Therefore, H3b and H3d
were not supported because the relationships were described ade-
quately by the linear equations, which made H3f and H3h redundant
to test.

3.3.2. Hypothesis 4: El facets and OCB-V.

Finally, the squared terms of SEA (p = 0.17, p <0.05) and ROE (p =
0.21, p < 0.05) significantly added to the variance accounted for in OCB-
V beyond the first-order terms ( = 0.14, p<0.1; 3 = 0.31, p <0.01)
and the controls. The positive signs of the second-order and first-order
coefficients alike indicated support for H4a, H4c, H4e and H4g (bending
points for SEA and ROE were at —0.41 and — 0.74 SDs, respectively). On
the other hand, the squared term of OEA (3 = 0.06, ns) did not add to

OCB-H

B t Value

AR?/FA

p

t Value

AR?/FA B

t Value

AR?/FA

t Value

AR?/FA

Step 1: controls
Step 2
SEA
OEA
ROE
UOE
Step 3
SEA-squared
OEA-squared
ROE-squared
UOE-squared
Total

0.21 259"

025  3.05"

Hk

0.097/7.72

0.098/1.08

0.039/9.27°"

0.137/6.93"""

0.097/7.72"*

Fxk

0.071/16.54
0.23

0/0.45

0.168/8.42"""

251"

Hk

0.097/7.72

0.005/1.95

0.018/4.82"

0.120/6.18""

0.21/2.20"

0.11/1.19

Fxk

0.097/7.72

0.013/3.65

0.002/1.41
0.112/7.73™

T p<01.
* p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
* p<0.001.
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Table 4
Results of Hypothesis 4 Testing (N = 188).

OCB-V

B t Value AR%/FA B t Value

AR?/FA

B tValue  AR?/FA B tValue  AR?/FA

Step 1: controls 0.109/8.59""*
Step 2
SEA 0.14 1.66" 0/0.34
OEA 0.25 2.98
ROE
UOE
Step 3
SEA-squared 0.17 2.08 0.012/4.33"
OEA-squared 0.06 0.73
ROE-squared
UOE-squared
Total 0.121/6.16

*x

ok

0.109/8.59""

0/0.53

0.147/7.46

Hkk

0.109/8.59™" 0.109/8.59

0.040/9.85™

*x

0.31 3.44 0.025/6.46"

0.08 0.88 0/0.44

0.21 228" 0.020/5.19"

0.05 0.58 0/0.33

0.109/5.27

Hxk Hxk Hk

0.154/7.79

Notes. For all Tables beta coefficients are from the final models, while variance increments and FA-statistics are from the intermediate models. Adjusted R? values are presented.

T p<01.
* p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
** p<0.001.

the variance accounted for in OCB-V beyond the significant first-order
term (3 = 0.25, p < 0.01). This suggested a purely linear positive rela-
tionship, leading to rejection of H4b and making redundant to test
H4f. Finally, neither the second-order term (3 = 0.05, ns) nor the
first-order term (3 = 0.08, t = 0.88, ns) of UOE made significant addi-
tions to the variance accounted for in OCB-V. Hence, H4d and H4h
were both rejected.

4. Discussion

The findings imply that in general quadratic equations provide a
more accurate picture of how trait EI relates to job performance than
linear equations. All three hypothesized relationships of the global con-
struct of El were U-shaped, while eight out of the 11 significant relation-
ships of its facets were also U-shaped (hypotheses had postulated 12
quadratic relationships overall for the facets). The picture provided by
the findings is that while for most part of the EI continuum the relation-
ship is positive, for a range of scores starting below the mean decreases
in El are associated with increases in job performance. Hence, although
those with lowest scores on EI and its facets receive inferior job perfor-
mance ratings than high EI scorers - this is the overall linear trend -
their performance ratings are stronger than the performance ratings
of those who score around the middle of the EI continuum. This concurs
with the idea that low trait EI is not necessarily associated with the
poorest outcomes (Petrides, 2011; Petrides et al., 2016), and is also in
line with recent discussions about curvilinearity in the relationship be-
tween personality traits and work outcomes. Future research should
unveil the exact mechanisms behind the job performance benefits of
very low El levels. Some reasoning for why low levels of EI may be asso-
ciated with performance benefits was provided in the hypotheses de-
velopment part, and this can serve as basis for more detailed reasoning.

The interesting practical implication of these findings is that people
who will benefit most from EI training are those who find themselves
around - in fact somewhat below - the middle of the EI distribution.
On the other hand, EI training for those who find themselves near the
bottom end of the distribution may in fact prove detrimental for perfor-
mance. And the implication for selection practice is that people low on
EI may not need to be always seen as undesirable employees to turn
away.

The study also considered the facets of EI, and took into account OCBs
in addition to task performance; aspects that the literature so far has paid
limited attention at. In general, EI and its facets was related to OCBs
confirming that El is linked to discretionary work behaviours too. Further-
more, in line with the distinct nature of EI dimensions, there were some
inconsistencies across EI facets. In particular, although SEA and ROE

demonstrated U-shaped relationships across performance criteria, OEA
was linearly related with both OCB dimensions, while UOE displayed U-
shaped, linear and no relationship with task performance, OCB-H and
OCB-V, respectively. The reason behind UOE's inconsistent relationship
pattern may be that ways to utilize emotional knowledge vary and so
may the opportunities to do so (see also Petrides, 2011), especially for dis-
cretionary work behaviours. For example, to display voice OCBs available
opportunities for making suggestions may not always be there, which
may explain the lack of relationship. In contrast, SEA and ROE revolve
around own emotions, over which the individual has greater control.
Overall, the findings alert to that focusing exclusively on the global EI con-
struct may deprive from insights into the intricacy of relationships (e.g.,
Greenidge et al., 2014). Empirical studies should look further at how EI
facets, and not only global EI, relate to valuable outcomes, and seek to de-
velop accounts for differential relationship patterns.

As a final point, the generalizability of the findings should be treated
with caution because expatriates may have atypically high EI levels ei-
ther as result of self-selection (individuals with strong EI may be more
likely to expatriate in the first place) or because the imperative of deal-
ing effectively with multiple cultural backgrounds may cultivate their
El, considering that trait EI appears developable (e.g., Kotsou, Nelis,
Gregoire, & Mikolajczak, 2011). Therefore, replicatory studies with sam-
ples composed of domestic workforces are recommended.
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