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a b s t r a c t
Trait emotional intelligence (EI) refers to a constellation of emotional self-perceptions located at the
lower levels of personality hierarchies. This study investigated the predictive and incremental validity
of this construct in a sample of 1140 pupils aged 11–13 years. Trait EI showed strong concurrent and predictive validity in relation to three measures of socioemotional competence: self-reported psychopathology as assessed by the Strengths and Difﬁculties Questionnaire, a sociometric measure of peer relations,
and a peer-assessed measure of social behavior. Socioemotional measures were taken twice over a period
of seven months. Structural equation modeling revealed trait EI and IQ effects on socioemotional competence (SEC), the former being stronger than the latter. Hierarchical regression analyses suggested an association also of trait with level of change in SEC (controlling for both IQ and SEC at time 1). The ﬁndings
corroborate an important role for trait emotional intelligence in peer relations and socioemotional
competence.
Ó 2011 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
Trait emotional intelligence (trait EI or trait emotional self-efﬁcacy)
refers to a constellation of emotional self-perceptions located at the
lower levels of personality hierarchies (Petrides, Pita, & Kokkinaki,
2007). It is conceptually distinct from ability EI (see Austin, 2009;
Ferguson & Austin, 2010), which – in theory – comprises actual emotion-related abilities and should be measured via maximum-performance tests similar to those used in the operationalization of
standard cognitive ability. The distinction between trait EI and ability
EI is important practically as well as theoretically, for example, in
evaluating the efﬁcacy of interventions seeking to enhance ‘‘emotional intelligence,’’ ‘‘emotional literacy,’’ etc. For a detailed exposition of this distinction, explaining what trait EI encompasses and
how it differs from ability EI and other models, such as those of
Bar-On and Goleman, sometimes classiﬁed as ‘‘mixed models’’, see
Petrides (2011).
Although many studies of the concurrent validity of trait EI have
been conducted most have utilized self-assessment exclusively,
and to date there have been few investigations of predictive and
incremental validity in children. This is surprising given the recent
dramatic growth in socioemotional learning (SEL) programs, which
have been speciﬁcally based on models of emotional intelligence
(Lewkowicz, 2007; Qualter, Whiteley, Hutchinson, & Pope, 2007;
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Ulutas & Omeroglu, 2007), or which are considered to address facets of such models (e.g., the PATH program; Greenberg, Kusche,
Cook, & Quamma, 1995). The establishment of predictive validity
is of particular importance where measures are to be used in research evaluating interventions.
Studies of the concurrent validity of trait EI in children and adolescents have found associations with improved self-concept and
adaptive coping styles, and with lower levels of somatic complaints,
anxiety, depression, anger, and disruptive behavior (Mavroveli,
Petrides, Rieffe, & Bakker, 2007; Williams, Daley, Burnside, &
Hammond-Rowley, 2009). A number of studies have gone beyond
the use of self-report measures in establishing concurrent validity
based on others’ ratings of children’s socioemotional competence.
These studies have shown that peer nominations for pro-social
behaviors are associated with high trait EI as assessed by the Schutte
Emotional Intelligence Scale (Charbonneau & Nicol, 2002), the TEIQue-CF (Mavroveli, Petrides, Sangareau, & Furnham, 2009) and the
TEIQue-ASF (Mavroveli et al., 2007; Petrides, Sangareau, Furnham,
& Frederickson, 2006). In addition, high trait EI scores on the TEIQue-ASF have been associated with fewer peer nominations for negative characteristics such as ‘disruption’ and ‘dependence’
(Mavroveli et al., 2007; Petrides et al., 2006).
Studies using teacher ratings have reported positive correlations
with pro-social behavior and negative correlations with externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors, for both the TEIQue-ASF
(Petrides et al., 2006) and the TEIQue-CF (Mavroveli, Petrides,
Shove, & Whitehead, 2008). Some concurrent validity studies have
used objective criteria, such as unauthorized absences and disci-
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plinary exclusions from school. Negative relationships between
these criteria and trait EI have been reported for 16-year olds
(Petrides, Frederickson, & Furnham, 2004) and for 8–12 year-olds
(Mavroveli et al., 2008).
The predictive validity of trait EI in pre-adolescents was investigated by Williams Daley, Burnside, and Hammond-Rowley
(2010a), who found that TEIQue-ASF scores in the last year of primary school correlated signiﬁcantly with anxiety, depression, and
anger scores on the Beck Youth Inventory in the ﬁrst year of secondary school. Given a degree of content overlap between these
two measures, further analyses were undertaken in which relevant
TEIQue-ASF items were identiﬁed and removed. The resulting reanalysis essentially replicated the original ﬁndings (Williams,
Daley, Burnside, & Hammond-Rowley, 2010b), indicating that the
relationship between trait EI and psychopathology cannot be
attributed to item overlap. However, since all the measures in
these studies relied on self-report, common method variance
may have inﬂated their interrelationships.
The value of multi-method assessment is corroborated by evidence of differential accuracy of different informants across condition types (Roberts, Harms, Smith, Wood, & Webb, 2006). Superior
validity has been found for self-reports by children over reports by
parents and teachers in identifying internalizing problems
(DiBartolo & Grills, 2006). By contrast, self-reports can result in under-reporting of anti-social behavior compared to reports by peers
(Pakaslahti & Keltikangas-Jarvinen, 2000), or by parents and teachers which show higher concordance with clinical diagnoses and
future negative outcomes (Loeber, Green, Lahey, & StouthamerLoeber, 1991).
Studies with various populations have shown that peer-assessed social behavior and peer relations, assessed by sociometric
measures, can contribute independently (Coie, Lochman, Terry, &
Hyman, 1992), or interactively (Prinstein & La Greca, 2004), in predicting socioemotional outcomes. Positive peer relations represent
a key index of competence in childhood and adolescence while
peer rejection has been linked to multiple negative outcomes, concurrently as well as prospectively (Bierman, 2004; Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006; Witvliet, van Lier, Cuijpers, & Koot, 2009).
While a few studies have established a concurrent association between trait EI and peer-assessed social behavior (Charbonneau &
Nicol, 2002; Mavroveli et al., 2007, 2009; Petrides et al., 2006),
the association with peer relations has yet to be investigated, as
has the possibility of a prospective relationship with either
variable.
The present study seeks to extend the investigation of the predictive validity of trait EI in early adolescence using a longitudinal
design and triangulated criteria extending beyond self-report
questionnaires into sociometric and peer-assessment methodologies. Bearing in mind the well established associations of peer relations and social behavior with cognitive ability (Bellanti & Bierman,
2000; Czeschlik & Rost, 1995), it was considered important to
investigate the effects of trait EI incrementally over IQ. In line with
previous research using the TEIQue, and other self-report measures
of EI (Mavroveli & Sánchez-Ruiz, 2011; Mavroveli et al., 2008,
2009; Petrides et al., 2004; Williams et al., 2010a), low correlations
between General Cognitive Ability and trait EI were predicted.
In summary, then, it was hypothesized that:
1. Trait EI would be related concurrently, and prospectively, to
measures of socioemotional competence: self-reported psychopathology, sociometrically assessed peer relations, and peerassessed social behavior.
2. Trait EI scores at time 1 would predict change in socioemotional
competence (i.e., trait EI at time 1 would predict follow-up
socioemotional competence scores at time 2 incrementally over
baseline socioemotional competence scores at time 1).

3. The correlations between trait EI scores and General Cognitive
Ability would be low, and the relationships between trait EI
and measures of socioemotional competence would be independent of the effect of General Cognitive Ability.
2. Method
2.1. Participants
Participants were 1140 students (53% male) between the ages
of 11 and 13 years, attending four secondary schools in South East
England. Information on ethnicity was available for 93% of the
sample; 78% were from White English backgrounds, 12% from
Western European backgrounds and 3% from Caribbean, Asian or
mixed race backgrounds. Eligibility for free school meals, an index
of socioeconomic status, at 9.6% of students is nationally representative. The overall sample size was 1140 but missing values on various variables across the two time points meant that the effective
sample size varied across analyses: between 833 and 1140 for
the Pearson correlations where pairwise deletion was used; for
the hierarchical regressions it is reﬂected in the degrees of freedom, and for the structural equation model it was 707.
2.2. Measures
2.2.1. The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-Adolescent Short
Form
The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-Adolescent
Short Form (TEIQue-ASF; Petrides et al., 2006) is a simpliﬁed version, in wording and syntactic complexity, of the adult short form.
The items are sampled from the 15 facets of the adult trait EI sampling domain (two items per facet). The TEIQue-ASF does not yield
scores on the 15 trait facets, scores on the four trait EI factors can
be derived, in addition to the global score. The 30 short statements
are responded to on a seven-point Likert scale (e.g. ‘I often ﬁnd it
hard to understand other people’) which can be downloaded from
www.psychometriclab.com. In this sample, Cronbach’s alpha for
the scale was 0.82.
2.2.2. A General Cognitive Ability
General Cognitive Ability score was obtained from the Cognitive
Ability Test (CAT; Lohman et al., 2001), administered to all students at 11 years of age upon entry to secondary school. The CAT
yields scores on verbal, quantitative, and non-verbal subscales as
well as a total score on General Cognitive Ability. It is used widely
in the UK educational system where studies with national samples
have reported high reliability (Strand, 2004) and strong validity
correlations with later educational attainment (Strand, 2006).
2.2.3. Socioemotional competence (SEC)
This was assessed by three measures:
(a) The Strengths and Difﬁculties Questionnaire (SDQ; Goodman, Meltzer, & Bailey, 1998) is a widely used and well-validated
measure of adjustment and psychopathology. The self-report questionnaire for 11–16-year-olds consists of ﬁve scales (of ﬁve items
each): emotional symptoms, conduct problems, hyperactivity, peer
relationship problems and prosocial behavior. A total difﬁculties
score is obtained by summing the four problem subscale scores.
Cronbach’s alpha values for the total difﬁculties scale were 0.79
at time 1 and 0.81 at time 2.
(b) The Social Inclusion Survey (SIS; Frederickson & Graham,
1999) was used to assess peer relations. It is a forced-choice sociometric measure on which students indicate how much they like to
work with each of their classmates: ‘like’, ‘don’t mind’, prefer not,
or ‘don’t know well enough to decide’. For each participant the
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proportion of ‘like to work with’ choices provided an acceptance
index, and the proportion of ‘prefer not to’ choices a rejection
index. Frederickson and Furnham (1998) have reported test–retest
reliabilities of 0.70–0.78 for acceptance and rejection over a 5week period. The rejection index was subtracted from the acceptance index to give a composite Peer Relations score.
(c) In the Guess Who peer assessment of social behavior
(Parkhurst & Asher, 1992) students identify classmates who ﬁt
behavioral descriptors: ‘‘Co-operates: This person is really good
to have as part of your group because they are agreeable and cooperate. They join in, share and give everyone a turn. Disrupts: This
person has a way of upsetting everything when he or she gets in a
group. They don’t share and try to get everyone to do things their
way. Dependent: this person is always looking for help. They ask
for help even before they’ve tried very hard.’’ The proportion of
classroom peers nominating each student for each descriptor was
calculated. Frederickson (1999) reported stability coefﬁcients for
9–12 year-olds over a ﬁve week interval as follows: Cooperates
0.76, Disrupts 0.80, and Dependent 0.70. The proportion scores
for Disrupts and Dependent were subtracted from that for Cooperates to give a composite Social Behavior score.

2.3. Procedure
Approval for the project was obtained from the university ethics
committee. Permission was obtained from parents/carers using an
opt-out consent method appropriate to group survey data. No parent refused consent. Measures were completed on computers during school time following provision of information on the purpose
of the activities, conﬁdentiality and the voluntary nature of the
project. No student declined to participate or subsequently withdrew. Data were collected in the autumn and, for the three SEC
measures, again in the summer, approximately seven months later.
3. Results
3.1. Preliminary analyses
Bivariate correlations, means, and standard deviations for all
variables are reported in Table 1. In accordance with hypothesis
1, signiﬁcant associations were found between total trait EI at time
1, and the three SEC measures at both time 1 and time 2. The correlations between total trait EI and measures of self-reported psychopathology were moderate, and somewhat higher than the
former’s correlations with peer report measures of social behavior
and peer relations. Signiﬁcant correlations were also found between cognitive ability and the three SEC measures at time 1 and

time 2. These were generally low as was the correlation between
General Cognitive Ability and trait EI.
3.2. Multiple regressions
Four standard multiple regressions were performed with socioemotional competence (SEC) and its constituent indicators: the
Guess Who peer assessment measure of social behavior, the selfreported SDQ assessing psychopathology and the sociometric
assessment of peer relations at time 2 were modeled as criteria,
and the respective time 1 scores, along with General Cognitive
Ability (GCA) and global trait EI were modeled as predictors. The
results of these analyses are summarized in Table 2. It can be seen
in that table that GCA and, especially, trait EI at time 1 showed signiﬁcant incremental effects on the socioemotional competence criteria at time 2, after controlling for baseline scores at time 1. The
sole exception was the effect of GCA on peer relations, which approached, but did not exceed, the 0.05 signiﬁcance level.
3.3. Structural equation model
The preceding analyses provide an outline of the structural relationships between the main variables of interest. However, they do
not take account of the psychometric properties of the variables,
for example, measurement error in the indicators of the latent variables or the extent to which these indicators intercorrelate. We attempted to address these concerns through the use of a structural
equation model set up in LISREL 8.5. In this model, GCA and trait EI
were modeled as exogenous variables with, respectively, three
(verbal, quantitative, and non-verbal ability) and four (Well-being,
Self-control, Emotionality, and Sociability) indicators, while socioemotional competence (SEC) at time 1 and time 2 were modeled as
endogenous variables. Fig. 1 presents the tested statistical model,
along with the standardized parameter estimates. The model represented a reasonably good ﬁt to the data: v2ð55Þ ¼ 330:07,
RMSEA = 0.08, GFI=.94, CFI=.94, SRMR = 0.06. The largest modiﬁcation indices concerned correlated errors of limited substantive
interest that were not modeled in order to avoid over-ﬁtting.
As expected, both GCA and trait EI had signiﬁcant paths into SEC
at time 1, with the latter, however, showing a substantially larger
standardized coefﬁcient. Neither variable showed incremental effects on SEC at time 2, which is understandable given the high stability coefﬁcient in SEC between the two measurement occasions
(0.66). The paths in Fig. 1 represent the direct effects linking the latent variables in the model. Indirect effects on SEC at time 2 were
0.13 for GCA and 0.55 for trait EI. With respect to amount of variance explained in the endogenous variables, the value was 77% for
SEC at time 1 and 43% for SEC at time 2. The amount of variance
attributed to the indirect effects of GCA and trait EI on SEC at time

Table 1
Descriptive data on key variables: means, standard deviations, and correlations.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

–
.18
.24
.34
.24
.28
.38
.21

–
.62
.25
.23
.52
.24
.23

–
.34
.24
.66
.34
.26

–
.51
.31
.75
.47

–
.20
.43
.52

–
.39
.28

–
.62

–

M

96.10

4.47

12.62

0.15

0.14

13.96

0.02

0.15

(SD)

(11.02)

(0.71)

(5.92)

(0.43)

(0.33)

(6.38)

(0.45)

(0.34)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

CAT-GCA
TEIQue-ASF Total Score
Psycho-pathology time 1
Social behavior – time 1
Peer relations – time 1
Psycho-pathology time 2
Social behavior – time 2
Peer relations – time 2

Note. All correlations were signiﬁcant at p < 0.01. Key CAT-GCA = Cognitive Abilities Test-General Cognitive Ability, TEIQue-ASF = Trait Emotional Intelligence QuestionnaireAdolescent Short Form.
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Fig. 1. Structural equation model. Grey lines indicate the reference indicators for the endogenous variables. Dotted lines indicate non-signiﬁcant paths.

Table 2
Multiple regression results of socioemotional measures at time 2 on trait EI, cognitive ability and baseline socioemotional measures at time 1.
Socioemotional competence (SEC) time 2
F(3,

CAT-GCA
TEIQue-ASF
SEC time 1
Social behavior time 1
Peer relations time 1
Psychopathology
Time 1

759)

**

= 233.08

R2adj

¼ 0:48

Social behavior time 2
F(3,

941)

**

= 427.57

R2adj

Peer relations time 2
¼ 0:58

F(3,

951)

**

= 126.49

R2adj

Psychopathology time 2
¼ 0:28

F(3,

772)

= 220.41**R2adj ¼ 0:46

Beta

t

Beta

t

Beta

t

Beta

t

.12
.14
.56
–
–

4.54**
4.16**
16.15**
–
–

.14
.06
–
.69
–

6.07**
2.53*
–
29.98**
–

.05
.11
–
–
.48

1.78
3.98**
–
–
16.64**

.12
.16
–
–
–

4.38**
4.58**
–
–
–

–

–

–

–

–

–

.53

15.51**

Note. CAT-GCA = Cognitive Abilities Test-General Cognitive Ability, TEIQue-ASF = Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-Adolescent Short Form.
*
p < 0.05.
**
p < 0.01.

2 (‘Reduced Form Equations R20 ; see Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996) was
33%.

4. Discussion
The results reported in this paper add to our understanding of
the relationship between trait EI and socioemotional competence
in early adolescence. As in previous studies, concurrent associations were found between lower levels of trait EI and higher levels
of self-reported psychopathology (Siu, 2009; Williams et al., 2009).
Previously reported concurrent associations with peer-assessed
negative social behavior in middle childhood (Mavroveli et al.,
2007; Petrides et al., 2006) were replicated in early adolescence.
Higher levels of trait EI were concurrently associated with higher
levels of self-reported and peer-reported pro-social behavior. Complementary ﬁndings were obtained for peer relations assessed by
sociometric status, an important component of socioemotional
competence, whose concurrent relationship with trait EI had not
previously been investigated.
Extant ﬁndings on the predictive association of trait EI with selfreported psychopathology were also supported (Williams et al.,
2010a). In addition, trait EI at time 1 was shown to be related

prospectively, and independently of General Cognitive Ability, to
both peer assessed social behavior and sociometric peer relations
at time 2. When baseline values at time 1 of these criteria were taken into consideration, the predictive relationships with trait EI remained signiﬁcant. In this respect, the results of this study differ
from those of Williams et al. (2010a) who found that when psychopathology scores at time 1 were taken into account trait EI at time
1 no longer predicted self-rated psychopathology scores at time 2.
Possible reasons for this discrepancy are considered below.
There is also a discrepancy to be explained in the ﬁndings of the
present paper. Speciﬁcally, the hierarchical regression analysis
found incremental effects of trait EI and GCA over socioemotional
competence at time 1 in predicting socioemotional competence
at time 2 (i.e., predicting change in socioemotional competence levels between the two measurement occasions). However, neither
predictor showed incremental effects on socioemotional competence at time 2 in the structural equation model. Rather, their effects were indirect, mediated by baseline (time 1) socioemotional
competence. Both higher GCA and, in particular, higher trait EI
were associated with higher socioemotional competence.
The source of this discrepancy is the different nature of the
analyses. The hierarchical regressions are based on total scores that
combine and include the speciﬁc variance of each construct indica-
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tor, whereas the SEM analysis only includes the part of the variance
that is shared between all indicators. What seems to be happening
in this case is that some part of the speciﬁc variance of the variables that is ﬁnding its way into the respective summated global
scores in the hierarchical regressions is being left out in the SEM
analysis.
Beyond this technical point there is a broader, and theoretically
more important, issue to be considered. This is to do with the rationale underpinning the various studies and hypotheses. For example, in Williams et al. (2010a), it was anticipated that a short
trait EI measure should not only predict level of change in psychopathology within a 6-month period, but that it should do so incrementally over several other variables. Given the accumulating
evidence showing signiﬁcant associations of trait EI with a range
of criteria (for a meta-analysis, see Martins, Ramalho, & Morin,
2010), the demonstration of incremental validity will crucially depend on the other variables investigated.
The ﬁndings of this study also have a number of practical implications. First of all, there is a demonstration, using multiple criteria
and different informants, of the concurrent and predictive validity
of the TEIQue-ASF. This supports its utility as a tool for practitioners in investigating aspects of socioemotional competence in adolescence and evaluating socioemotional learning programs. It is,
nevertheless, important to note that this tool can be proﬁtably
complemented by tools speciﬁcally targeting social (as distinct
from emotional) aspects of personality as discussed in Petrides,
Mason, and Sevdalis (2011). The establishment of a link with peer
sociometric status is also of particular interest. In addition to the
well-established association between peer rejection and multiple
negative outcomes (Bierman, 2004; Rubin et al., 2006), there is
increasing evidence that peer relations can have protective effects
for at-risk groups of children and adolescents (Barry, Barry,
Deming, & Lochman, 2008; Collishaw et al., 2007; La Greca & Harrison, 2005).
If trait EI is important in the development of peer relations, it
may operate as a protective factor, with peer relations acting as a
mediator of its effects on psychopathology and anti-social behavior. Such hypothesized mechanisms cannot be tested by correlational data, like those in the current study. Nor can inferences be
drawn from observed associations between variables about causal
relationships, or direction of inﬂuence. Further investigation of the
impact of trait EI on the development of aspects of socioemotional
competence calls for experimental studies, which may valuably be
incorporated into evaluation designs of SEL programmes aiming to
enhance aspects of emotional intelligence (Nelis, Quoidbach,
Mikolajczak, & Hansenne, 2009; Zins, Elias, & Greenberg, 2007).
Such work will rely on assessment instruments of established
validity, such as the instrument investigated in this study.
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