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Antecedents of well-being: a study to examine the extent to which personality and emotional intelligence contribute to well-being
Malcolm Higgs and Victor Dulewicz

In the debate surrounding the relationships between HRM and performance, there is an argument suggesting that a focus on understanding the role of employee attitudes and behaviours may elicit valuable insights into performance drivers. In examining individual behaviour and performance links, there is evidence that well-being plays a significant role. Other notable performance antecedents are personality and emotional intelligence (EI). This paper explores the relationships between these variables and reports the findings from a study of 156 managers. Results show relationships between well-being and EI as well as with personality, although EI explained variance beyond personality dimensions. The implications for HR of these findings are discussed.
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Introduction
In the ongoing debate examining the relationships between HRM and performance, there is an argument that a greater focus on understanding the role of employee attitudes and behaviours may provide greater clarity and more valuable insights (Guest 2002). Further support for the Guest (2002) assertion that understanding this important relationship requires a more ‘worker-friendly’ approach to HRM is provided by Kuvaas and Dysvik (2009), who found strong linkages between investment in employees and levels of organizational citizenship behaviour through higher levels of ensuing intrinsic motivation. In considering the implications of an increasing focus on employees for HRM and its impact on performance, Francis and Keegan (2006) suggest that there is a need for a more balanced HR agenda that addresses both economic and human factors.
In parallel with these debates, there has been a resurgence of interest in the ‘happy/productive worker’ thesis (Wright and Cropanzano 2004). In their earlier work, Wright and Cropanzano (2000) had argued that historically the thesis had been explored through correlating job satisfaction with performance. In their study, they employed direct measures of individual well-being as well as measures of job satisfaction. In exploring well-being, there is a distinction between subjective well-being (SWB), which is a combination of life satisfaction and positive and negative affect, and psychological well- being (PWB), which is a sense of meaning and full engagement with life. Wright and Cropanzano (2000) found that PWB predicted more of the variance in performance than job satisfaction, suggesting that the PWB variable warranted further exploration as an antecedent of performance. Other studies (e.g. Bhatnagar 2007; Ramsey, Punnett and Greenridge 2008) have found clear relationships between employee’s SWB and reduced rates of absenteeism as well as higher levels of organizational commitment. Furthermore,

there are a range of studies that provide evidence that PWB is a predictor of individual employee performance (Cropanzano and Wright 1999; Wright and Cropanzano 2000; Lyubomirsky, King and Diener 2005). To an extent, such relationships may be explained through the impact of well-being on intrinsic motivation. Indeed, van den Broek, Vansteenkiske, De Witte, Soenens and Lens (2010) found clear relationships between well-being and intrinsic motivation that led to higher levels of performance. Bhatnagar (2007) found that HRM practices that enhanced both SWB and organizational commitments included investment in learning and capability development and enhancing psychological empowerment, thus adding weight to the assertions of Guest (2002) and Francis and Keegan (2006) that a new balance in HRM needs to be considered. It does appear that these studies add weight to the ‘Happy/Productive Worker’ thesis (Wright and Cropanzano 2004). It also appears that the HRM context and practices can impact on employee performance through focusing on the development and implementation of initiatives designed to enhance employee well-being. For example, as Harter, Schmidt and Keyes (2002) point out, actions that promote positive workplace perceptions lead to positive feelings and thus higher levels of productivity and performance.
In exploring the impact of individual factors on performance, there is a well- established literature that explores the personality– performance relationships (Mayer, Salovey and Caruso 2002). More recently, evidence has been reported that there is a relationship between individual’s emotional intelligence  (EI)  and  performance (e.g. Dulewicz, Higgs and Slaski 2003; Lyons and Schneider 2005; Rodes et al. 2007).
Against this background, this paper explores the relationships between three individual factors that have been found to impact on performance (well-being, personality and EI). The paper begins by exploring the three constructs in the context of the performance discourse. It then presents the findings from a study of 156 managers that examines the relationships between these variables. Finally, the paper discusses the limitations of the study, areas for future consideration and potential implications for HR practices and the HR agenda.
Well-being
The concept of positive psychology was originally proposed by Seligman (1999).  He asserted that psychology, through its focus on dysfunction and distress, had neglected a large part of human experience. In his view, there was a need to redress this and to balance the ‘traditional’ focus with exploration of, and building on, positive qualities. In essence, he maintained that this is not a new area of psychology but rather a change in perspective that includes the study of strengths as well as weaknesses and the promotion of well-being as well as the exploration of the absence of ‘ill-being’. Seligman (1999) indicates that the roots of positive psychology lay in helping people to lead more productive and fulfilling lives. Thus, in general terms the areas of interest for positive psychology are those factors that can facilitate (or impede) the pursuit of a good life (Linley, Joseph, Harrington and Wood 2006). These factors can include personal and social relationships, working environments, organizational structures and systems, and the broader social, cultural and economic systems within which individuals exist. It has been asserted that at the core of positive psychology is the concept of well-being (Seligman 1999; Linley  and  Joseph 2004a). In  general,  studies have  indicated  a relationship  between well-being and individual performance in a work context (Wright and Cropanzano 2000; Bhatnagar 2007; Ramsey et al. 2008). However, there are two distinct components of this construct. The first of these is SWB which is generally seen in terms of it being a combination of life

satisfaction and the balance between positive and negative affect (Ryan and Deci 2001; Keyes, Shmotkin and Ryff 2002). The second component is PWB which is seen as a reflection on individual engagement with, and full participation in, the challenges and opportunities of life (Keyes et al. 2002). Linley and Joseph (2004a) position these components of well-being as an aspect of optimal functioning. There is some research evidence that demonstrates a correlation between SWB and PWB, although it is argued that they remain sufficiently distinct as constructs (Compton, Smith, Cornish and Qualls 1996; Keyes et al. 2002). However, it is also proposed that optimal functioning is also influenced by personality traits and EI (Compton et al. 1996; Keyes et al. 2002). A range of studies has demonstrated relationships between personality traits (operationalized in terms of the Big 5) and SWB (Fujita 1991; McCrae and Costa 1997a; DeNeve and Cooper 1998; Lucas and Fujita 2000; Lopes et al. 2004; Brackett, Lopes, Ivcevic, Mayer and Salovey 2006; Haslam, Whelan and Bastian 2009). However, these have employed a diverse range of means of operationalizing both the Big 5 and SWB. Furthermore, they have largely ignored PWB.
In exploring well-being, Linley and Joseph (2004b) suggest that SWB is typically an external pursuit, whereas PWB springs from within the individual. However, it can be argued that for optimal functioning both SWB and PWB need to be present. An important aspect of PWB in a work context is that of meaning (Sivanathan, Arnold, Turner and Barling 2004). There is evidence that job-related PWB has an impact on overall life satisfaction (Judge and Wantabe 1993). Whilst scales that assess meaning are less common than those assessing elements of SWB, Steger, Frazier, Oishi and Kaler (2006) have developed an instrument, the meaning in life questionnaire (MLQ), which examines both the presence of meaning and the search for meaning. This scale has been shown to be reliable based on a range of studies (e.g. Lucas, Diener and Suh 1996). Steger et al.’s (2006) studies have shown relationships between the two scales and a number of personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism). Furthermore, they have demonstrated clear relationships between SWB and PWB.
Personality
There is an extensive literature that explores the relationships between personality and performance (Mayer et al. 2002; Costa and McCrae 2006). However, the results of empirical studies have often been inconclusive or somewhat contradictory (Robertson and Callinan 1998; Barrick, Mount and Judge 2003). Indeed, it has been suggested that these inconclusive results may be a consequence of a somewhat simplistic view of the relationship (Robertson and Callinan 1998). In their work, Robertson and Callinan (1998) suggested that the relationship is more complex and proposed an overall model that reflects the complexity of the variables involved in the process of linking individual factors and performance. Within this model, it has been argued that the organizational context that is relevant to this argument can be seen as the HR context. On the basis of this, a revised model is presented in Figure 1.
Within this model, they identify a range of variables that can mediate and moderate the relationships. Some argue that these could include EI (Diener, Suh, Lucas and Smith 1999; Dulewicz et al. 2003). However, this is contested in the debate that argues that EI is a construct that overlaps with personality (Jordan, Ashkanasy, Hartel and Cooper 2002; Frost 2003). In discussing this debate, others have presented evidence that EI does add explanatory power above cognitive and personality factors in relation to a range of occupational outcomes (e.g. Jordan et al. 2002; Gannon and Ranzjin 2005). Within the
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Figure 1.   Personality and performance.
literature, there is some evidence that EI can explain variance beyond cognitive factors in relation to SWB (Gannon and Ranzjin 2005). However, in further exploring the well-being literature, there is some evidence that personality can be identified as an antecedent of SWB (e.g. Austin, Saklofishe and Egan 2005; Gannon and Ranzjin 2005). For example, Furnham and Petrides (2003) reported a study showing that whilst the ‘Big 5’ factors indicated a positive relationship with SWB, it was notable that the relationship with neuroticism was negative. Whilst some relationships were established between personality and well-being, there remains a call for further research, in particular research that looks at the relative contributions to well-being of personality and EI (Furnham and Petrides 2003). Hence, we now look further at the relationships between EI and well-being.
Emotional  intelligence
There are three distinctly different ways in which EI is conceptualized and thus operationalized in its measurement. First, Salovey and Mayer (1990) conceive and operationalize EI as an ability. The second approach to the conceptualization and operationalization of the concept may be described as a competency model. This is typified by the work of Goleman (1996). The third view of EI is a hybrid model, referred to as a ‘personal factors’ model (Bar-On 1997; Dulewicz and Higgs 2000b, 2004). This ‘personal factors’ model distinguishes between different elements of EI that are stated as intrapersonal elements (self-awareness, emotional resilience and intuitiveness), interpersonal elements (inter- personal sensitivity and influence) and constrainers (conscientiousness and motivation). The last of these are closer to overlapping with elements of personality (Higgs and Dulewicz 2002). A full description of the personal factors model is provided in Appendix.
There has been a growing stream of research into the impact of EI on a range of criterion variables, including (i) individual performance (e.g. Bar-On 1997; Mayer et al. 2002; Dulewicz et al. 2003; Lyons and Schneider 2005; Young and Dulewicz 2005; Rodes et al. 2007), (ii) individual career progression (e.g. Goleman 1996; Dulewicz and Higgs 1999, 2000a), (iii) decision-making and negotiation (Day and Caroll 2004), (iv) leadership (e.g. Bass 1990; Gardner and Stough 2002; Dulewicz et al. 2003; Lopes et al. 2004; Young and Dulewicz 2005, 2007) and (v) leadership potential (e.g. Dulewicz et al. 2003; Lopes et al. 2004).

More recent work has shown significant relationships between EI and the formation of effective social relations in a work context (Brackett and Mayer 2003; Brackett et al. 2006). In their study of retail managers (Dulewicz et al. 2003), the authors reported two interesting findings: (i) there was a significant relationship between EI and reported job satisfaction and (ii) there was a strong negative correlation between EI and measures of stress (i.e. high EI is associated with lower levels of stress). These findings support the view that EI may indeed play a broader role in a work context than has been examined in research studies to date. In exploring this, it is interesting to note that a number of models incorporate the constructs of optimism and happiness (Goleman 1996; Bar-On 1997). However, it could be argued that these are outcomes of EI rather than components of the construct (Dulewicz and Higgs 2004).
In explorations of EI, Jordan et al. (2002) examined the conceptual relationships between EI and aspects of emotionally related work states. Others explored empirical relationships between EI and the emotional context and consequences of work-related conditions and pressures (e.g. Huy 1999; Frost 2003). Some (e.g. Schutte, Malouff, Simunek, McKenley and Hollander 2002; Brackett and Mayer 2003) directly explored the relationships between EI and, what they termed as, emotional well-being. Employing an ability model of EI, Mayer et al. (2002) found evidence of positive relationships between EI and components that are seen as aspects of SWB (i.e. positive and negative affect). Similar findings have been reported by others working in the field (e.g. Austin et al. 2005; Lunda, Martos and Lopez-Zafra 2010; van Heck and Oudsten 2010). Indeed, Furnham and Petrides (2003) found that trait EI accounted for somewhat over 50% of the variance in SWB. However, other studies have failed to find such relationships and call for further research employing models other than trait EI (Bond and Donaldso-Fiedler 2004).
Summary
Recent research into EI has indicated emerging relationships between the construct and aspects of the individual that may be seen in part as their well-being in a work context (e.g. Huy 1999; Jordan et al. 2002; Dulewicz et al. 2003; Frost 2003; Lunda et al. 2010; van Heck and Oudsten 2010). However, whilst the assertions of linkages between EI and aspects of well-being are common (Linley and Joseph 2004a), there is limited empirical evidence that supports such assertions (Brackett and Mayer 2003; Brackett et al. 2006). However, some direct evidence has been found in this area more recently (e.g. Furnham and Petrides 2003; Gannon and Ranzjin 2005; Lunda et al. 2010).
It is evident that the construct of well-being comprises a combination of extrinsic (SWB) and intrinsic (PWB) components (Linley and Joseph 2004b). One aim of this paper is to increase our understanding of the nature of SWB and PWB, and to see if there is a significant overlap between them, sufficient to produce a single well-being scale with adequate reliability. Furthermore, there is evidence that there are relationships between both SWB and PWB and core personality traits (e.g. Fujita 1991; Lucas et al. 1996; Lucas and Fujita 2000; Steger et al. 2006; Haslam et al. 2009) as well as relationships between EI and well-being (Furnham and Petrides 2003; Gannon and Ranzjin 2005; Lunda et al. 2010). Much of the literature to date examines relationships between individual differences and well-being employing either trait EI or the Big 5 personality model (e.g. Furnham and Petrides 2003; Bond and Donaldso-Fiedler 2004). Given that there are a number of conceptualizations of the construct of EI (Higgs and Dulewicz 2002), it is of note that, to date, no studies appear to have explored the relationships between individual differences and well-being using the personal factors model of EI (Higgs and Dulewicz

2002). The evidence to date of EI– well-being relationships based on the trait model is somewhat mixed (Bond and Donaldso-Fiedler 2004). Given that the personality and extant EI data provide a focus on interpersonal competencies (Emmons and Diener 1985), this study sets out to explore EI– personality– well-being relationships employing a personal factors model of EI. Thus, this paper aims to determine if personality and EI factors contribute to SWB, PWB and overall well-being. To facilitate this, the following hypotheses were formulated from the above literature review:
Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between measures of SWB and PWB (e.g. Compton et al. 1996; Keyes et al. 2002).
Hypothesis 2: There will be a positive relationship between EI and measures of SWB (Schutte et al. 2002; Brackett and Mayer 2003; Frost 2003; Linley and Joseph 2004a; Gannon and Ranzjin 2005; Brackett et al. 2006; Lunda et al. 2010).
In using a personal factors model, the interpersonal components of EI will be most positively correlated with SWB (Emmons and Diener 1985). Whilst this hypothesis (and Hypothesis 3 below) can be seen as being derived from previous empirical studies, it is important to consider the underpinning theoretical argument. In essence, previous studies (e.g. Jordan et al. 2002; Brackett and Mayer 2003; Brackett et al. 2006) may be seen as being based upon  a  theoretical  view  that  it  is  emotional  regulation  that  underpins an individual’s sense of well-being (both SWB and PWB). In exploring this, it can be argued that the ability to manage interpersonal relationships provides the basis for such regulation (Por, Barriball, Fitzpatrick and Roberts 2011; Bhullar, Schutte and Malouff 2012).
Hypothesis 3: There will be a positive relationship between EI and measures of PWB (Schutte et al. 2002; Brackett and Mayer 2003; Frost 2003; Linley and Joseph 2004a; Gannon and Ranzjin 2005; Brackett et al. 2006; Lunda et al. 2010). In using a personal factors model, the interpersonal components of EI will be most positively correlated with PWB (Emmons and Diener 1985)
Hypothesis 4: There will be a positive relationship between the personality traits of agreeableness, extraversion, emotional adjustment and conscientious- ness and measures of SWB (e.g. Fujita 1991; Lucas et al. 1996; Lucas and Fujita 2000; Haslam et al. 2009). Furthermore, there will be a negative relationship between neuroticism and SWB (Furnham and Petrides 2003)
Hypothesis 5: There will be positive relationships between personality traits of agreeableness, extraversion and emotional adjustment and measures of PWB in a work context (e.g. Lopes et al. 2004; Brackett et al. 2006). Furthermore, there will be a negative relationship between neuroticism and PWB (Furnham and Petrides 2003)
Hypothesis 6: The Big 5 personality factors will explain more of the variance in overall well-being than will the EI factors (e.g. Fujita 1991; Lucas et al. 1996; Lucas and Fujita 2000; Furnham and Petrides 2003; Lopes et al. 2004; Brackett et al. 2006)

Method
The above hypotheses were tested using scales of SWB (happiness and life satisfaction) and PWB (meaning in life), together with measures of EI using a ‘personal factors’ model and personality, based on data from a sample of in-work managers. The instruments employed are described below.
Within the well-being literature, there is an extensive and diverse range of instruments for the measurement of well-being (both SWB and PWB). In selecting scales for use in the current study, the focus was on identifying those with data available on reliability and construct validity. In operationalizing SWB, two scales were selected that have demonstrated reliability and validity. These were the following:
(i) Subjective happiness scale: This is a four-item scale of global subjective happiness, an example of which is ‘Some people are generally very happy. They enjoy life regardless of what is going on, getting the most out of everything. To what extent does this characterization describe you?’ (Lyubomirsky and Ross 1997; 1999; Lyubomirsky and Lepper 1999). Items have a seven-point response scale from (7) the proposition applies a great deal to (1) does not apply at all. The scale has been validated in 14 studies with a total of 2732 participants (Lyubomirsky and Ross 1997).
(ii) Satisfaction with life scale: This five-item scale (Diener, Emmons, Larson and Griffin 1985; Pavot, Diener, Colvin and Sandvik 1991) was developed to assess satisfaction with people’s lives as a whole. An example is ‘So far I have got the important things I want in life’ and each item has a seven-point Likert-type response scale from (7) strongly agree to (1) strongly disagree. Again, studies have demonstrated reliability and validity of this instrument (Pavot et al. 1991).
To operationalize PWB, the scale selected was the MLQ (Steger et al. 2006), which assesses two dimensions of meaning in life. The first, the ‘Presence of Meaning’ scale, measures how full of meaning respondents feel their lives are. It has five items, an example of which is ‘I have a good sense of what makes my life meaningful’. The second, the ‘Search for Meaning’ scale, measures how engaged and motivated respondents are in efforts to find meaning or deepen their understanding of meaning in their lives. Both sub- scales contain a seven-point response scale from (7) the proposition is absolutely true to
(1) absolutely untrue. They have good reliability, test– retest stability, stable factor structure and convergence among informants (Steger et al. 2006).
EI was operationalized using the emotional intelligence questionnaire (EIQ). This is an instrument that operationalizes EI based on a ‘personal factors’ model (Dulewicz and Higgs 1999). It has 69 items with a five-point response scale from (5) the statement virtually always applies to (1) virtually never applies. An example item is ‘I recognise my own moods and make specific attempts to change them’. The scale has been shown to have good reliabilities and evidence of both construct and concurrent validity (Kaipiainen 2004; Young and Dulewicz 2005). This instrument distinguishes between interpersonal and intrapersonal components and is thus more closely related to the study’s hypotheses.
The Big 5 personality factors were determined through using the 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) (Cattell, Eber and Tatsuoka 1970). Scores on the Big 5 personality factors – agreeableness, extraversion, emotional adjustment, openness to experience and conscientiousness – were derived from the 16PF using the equations provided by Salgado (2003) in his meta-analysis of personality questionnaires. The Big 5 framework was

selected for the study as it appears to be the one most widely employed in previous well- being– personality studies.
The three well-being scales were administered during May and June 2007 to 156 managers who had recently attended executive programmes at Henley. EIQ and personality (16PF) data had been obtained during their attendance on programmes (on average two years prior to the current study). They were invited by email to complete the well-being scales online by the respective programme administrators. In addition to the three separate well-being scales, an overall summated well-being scale (SWB and PWB) was computed for the purposes of the analyses. Whilst all instruments were of a self- assessment nature, the collection of the dependent variable data (i.e. well-being scales) was carried out at a different point in time from the independent variable data (i.e. personality and EI). To an extent, this procedure overcomes some of the limitations of common method variance (CMV) encountered in such studies (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee and Podsakoff 2003). However, in the analyses, further testing of the data was employed to assess the potential presence of CMV.
Sample
The average age of the respondents was 36.7 years (SD 6.1). A large majority of the sample was male (71.9%) and worked in the private sector (78.6%). Looking at the functions in which they worked, around 18% were general managers, 18% were in sales/marketing, 8% in finance, 14% in technical and the remainder in other functions. As regards their highest qualifications, 37% had a first degree and 52% had a higher degree and/or professional qualification. Turning finally to the nationality of the respondents, 57% were from the UK, 28% were from the rest of Europe, including Scandinavia, and the remaining 15% were from all other parts of the world.
Analyses and results
Data were analysed using SPSS 17.0. Reliabilities of the well-being scales were examined using Cronbach’s a. The hypotheses were tested using Pearson’s correlations and multiple regression.
Well-being scales’ reliabilities
In examining the well-being scales for reliability, the accepted levels of 0.7 (Nunnally 1978) for Cronbach a values were employed. The results for the three well-being scales
Table 1.  Cronbach’s a for well-being scales.
	Scale
	N items
	a

	Happiness scale (SWB)
	4
	0.845

	Life satisfaction scale (SWB)
	5
	0.785

	Meaning in life scale (PWB)
	
	

	Total scale
	10
	0.677

	Meaning – presence
	5
	0.891

	Meaning – search
	5
	0.885

	Total well-being scale
	19
	0.695

	Excluding search
	14
	0.889

	Excluding presence
	14
	0.593

	Note: N ¼ 150.
	
	



and the summated overall well-being scale are shown in Table 1. The values of a for the first two scales (SWB: happiness and life satisfaction) show relatively high levels, with both being above 0.78. However, the meaning in life scale (PWB), which includes two sub-scales (presence and search), shows a lower value of a (0.677), even though the sub- scales independently show high values of a (0.891 and 0.885, respectively). The literature on well-being indicated that the overall construct is a combination of SWB and PWB (Seligman 1999). Therefore, the construction of a summated scale was considered for this study. Table 1 shows that the combination of all three well-being summated  scale produces a ¼ 0.695 for all 19 items. However, this increases to 0.889 when the PWB search sub-scale is excluded. On inspection of items, it became apparent that there were problems completing the sub-scales, since ‘Presence’ of meaning in life can infer that one is no longer seeking ‘Meaning’, a problem raised by some respondents when piloting the questionnaire. Therefore, there was strong evidence to exclude the ‘Search’ sub-scale from the overall well-being measure and from this research. On the basis of these results, and the highly significant inter-correlations (all around 0.46) between SWB and PWB reported in Table 2, it was decided to research an overall well-being scale alongside the three component  scales.
Scale scores and demographic data
t-tests were used to explore the potential impact of gender, nationality or educational differences on well-being scores. These analyses showed no  statistically significant differences and therefore could be excluded as potential control variables in subsequent multivariate analyses (Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black 2006).
Inter-correlations between well-being scales
Table 2 shows that all three well-being scales are highly inter-correlated (around 0.46) at the 1% level of significance and are even more highly correlated (around 0.80) with the overall well-being scale. Furthermore, both SWP scales, happiness and life satisfaction, are highly and significantly correlated with the PWB scale, meaning in life scale.
Emotional  intelligence
Correlation between the four well-being scales and scores from the EIQ dimensions and overall summated EI scale appear in Table 3.Happiness shows statistically significant correlations with overall EI and with five of the seven elements – self-awareness, resilience, sensitivity, motivation and conscientiousness. These relationships were, with the exception of motivation, also found in the overall well-being scale. In contrast,
Table 2.   Inter-correlations between four well-being scales.
	
	Happiness
	Life satisfaction
	Meaning
	Overall well-being

	Happiness (SWB)
	1.00
	0.48
	0.44
	0.79

	Life satisfaction (SWB)
	0.48
	1.00
	0.46
	0.80

	Meaning in life (PWB)
	0.44
	0.46
	1.00
	0.81

	Overall well-being
	0.79
	0.80
	0.81
	1.00

	N
	150
	150
	150
	150


Note: All correlations are significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
meaning in life was only significantly correlated with EI total, resilience and sensitivity, whilst life satisfaction was only correlated with one element – sensitivity. Thus,
Hypothesis 1: There will be a correlation between measures of SWB and PWB. The results presented in Table 2 provide relatively clear evidence to support this hypothesis.
In order to gain a clearer picture of the EI characteristics of someone with high levels of well-being, those with scores in around the top one-third (high group) and those in the bottom one-third (low group) were identified (Hair et al. 2006). In order to explore any statistically significant differences on their EI scores, t-tests were applied. These indicated that those with high levels of well-being have a significantly higher score on the total EI score (t ¼ 3.52;  p  , 0.001)  and  on  self-awareness  (t ¼ 2.48;  p ¼ 0.02),  resilience (t ¼ 3.17; p # 0.001), sensitivity (t ¼ 3.12; p # 0.001) and conscientiousness (t ¼ 2.82; p ¼ 0.01). This may potentially indicate CMV issues. Although the collection of data at differing points in times tends to ameliorate this limitation (Podsakoff et al. 2003), it was felt important to examine the data further. This is reported below and provides an indication that CMV may not be a substantial limitation. Thus,
Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship between EI and measures of both SWB and PWB. Table 3 indicates a good level of support for the EI– SWB relationship in terms of the happiness scale but less in terms of the satisfaction scale. In terms of the EI– PWB relationship, there is a degree of support. Overall, the results may be seen as providing partial support for this by hypothesis. In particular, it is interesting to note that the study does provide further support for the importance of interpersonal factors in terms of well-being relationships (see Emmons and Diener 1985).
Personality
Scores on the Big 5 personality factors derived from the 16PF were correlated with the three well-being scales and the overall score, and the results appear in Table 4. One factor, conscientious,  was  signifi
related to all four well-being scales, whereas agreeableness and openness to experience were not significantly related to any of them. Emotional stability was related to three scales, happiness, life satisfaction and overall
Table 3.   Correlations between EIQ and four well-being scales.
SWB


PWB
Happiness
Life satisfaction
Meaning

Overall well-being

	EIQ total
	0.29**
	0.16
	0.23**
	0.28**

	Self-awareness
	0.29**
	0.04
	0.16
	0.19*

	Emotional resilience
	0.31**
	0.08
	0.18*
	0.22**

	Intuitiveness
	20.02
	0.02
	0.07
	0.03

	Sensitivity
Influencing
	0.24**
0.13
	0.22**
0.15
	0.23**
0.09
	0.28**
0.15

	Motivation
	0.19*
	0.02
	0.13
	0.14

	Conscientiousness
	0.18*
	0.16
	0.15
	0.20*


Note: N ¼ 150.
*Significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed); **significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).

Table 4.   Correlations between well-being scales and 16PF Big 5.
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Happiness
Life satisfaction
Meaning
Well-being
	Emotional stability
	0.32**
	0.16*
	0.12
	0.24**

	Extravert
	0.21*
	0.02
	0.06
	0.12

	Agreeable
	20.10
	0.02
	0.02
	20.02

	Openness
	0.01
	20.02
	20.07
	20.04

	Conscientious
N
	0.20*
118
	0.25**
118
	0.22*
118
	0.28**
118


*Significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed). **significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed).
well-being, whilst extraversion was related solely to happiness. It is interesting to note a degree of similarity between the correlations of emotional stability and conscientiousness (assessed in the Big 5 model) and the EI factors of emotional resilience and conscientiousness (see Table 3). This finding will be explored further in the discussion. It is also interesting to note that neuroticism does not appear as a significant negative factor (Furnham and Petrides 2003).
These findings are relevant to two hypotheses:
Hypothesis 4: There will be a positive relationship between the personality traits of agreeableness, extraversion, emotional adjustment and conscientious- ness and measures of SWB. The results presented in Table 4 present some support for this hypothesis, although the happiness scale is a little more strongly supported than the satisfaction scale.
Hypothesis 5: There will be positive relationships between personality traits of agreeableness, extraversion and emotional adjustment and measures of PWB. The data shown in Table 4 indicate very little support for this hypothesis.
In order to measure the contribution of personality and EI factors to overall well-being and to test Hypothesis 5, three regression analyses were conducted, with the Big 5 personality factors and the seven EI elements as  independent variables and overall
Table 5.   Regression analyses with well-being (Dependent Variable (DV)) and Big 5 personality and seven EIQ factors.
	Model summary Model
	R
R 2
Standard error

	1. Big 5
	0.345
	0.119
	11.611
	
	
	

	2. EI factors
	0.361
	0.130
	11.977
	
	
	

	3. Big 5 and EI
	0.448
	0.201
	12.114
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model
	
	Sum of squares
	df
	Mean square
	F
	Sig.

	1. Big 5
	Regression
	2036.20
	5
	407.24
	3.02
	0.01

	
	Residual
	15,098.08
	112
	134.80
	
	

	
	Total
	17,134.28
	117
	
	
	

	2. EI factors
	Regression
	2573.99
	7
	367.71
	2.56
	0.02

	
	Residual
	17,213.59
	120
	143.45
	
	

	
	Total
	19,787.58
	127
	
	
	

	3. Big 5 and EI
	Regression
	3173.18
	12
	264.43
	1.80
	0.06

	
	Residual
	12,619.80
	86
	146.74
	
	

	
	Total
	15,792.98
	98
	
	
	



well-being as the dependent variable. Table 5 presents the results. First, the Big 5 personality factors were entered separately and were found to account for 11.9% of the variance on well-being (R ¼ 0.345; R 2 ¼ 0.119). When the EI factors were entered separately, the results were very similar (R ¼ 0.361; R 2 ¼ 0.130). When combining the Big 5 and EI factors, the results were R ¼ 0.448; R 2 ¼ 0.201. Thus, 20% of well-being variance can be explained by these personality and EI factors alone. The most important factor of the 12 was interpersonal sensitivity (b ¼ 0.268; t ¼ 2.355; sig. ¼ 0.021). Therefore,
Hypothesis 6: The hypothesis that the Big 5 personality factors will explain more of the variance on overall well-being than will the EI factors is not supported. This does provide some further support for the argument that, whilst EI overlaps with personality, it remains a separate construct.
Whilst the collection of self-assessed dependent and independent data at different points in time can ameliorate the risks of CMV (Podsakoff et al. 2003), it can be argued that the relative stability over time of the traits assessed as independent variables can weaken this protection (Ashkanasy and Daus 2005). In order to check further for the risks of CMV, a one-factor test was conducted (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Results of an unrotated factor analysis showed that five factors (all with eigenvalues in excess of 1) accounted for 67.7% of the variance. The highest single factor accounted for 27.9% of the variance. Thus, no single factor accounted for the majority of the variance. This finding provides further evidence that the CMV effects may be minimal.
Discussion and further considerations
Well-being scales
The results demonstrated considerable overlap between SWB and PWB as suggested in the literature (Compton et al. 1996; Seligman 1999; Keyes  et  al.  2002;  Linley  and Joseph 2004b), thus indicating the relevance of computing an overall well-being scale. The Cronbach a of this computed scale (including all three scales) was relatively low but, on removing ‘Search’ items, it increased to 0.89. Further analysis showed that dropping any one of the remaining 14 items did not increase this value of a. Finally, a factor analysis showed a clear separation on the three-factor solution,  with  each  item loading onto only one factor at more than 0.45 and each item loading onto its parent scale. Therefore, there seemed good evidence, in terms of reliability and  discriminant validity, to use these three scales in this study to measure overall PWB. However, the inter-correlation between these scales does also support the employment of a summated overall  scale.
Emotional  intelligence
Within the literature review, there are clear indications that well-being and aspects of EI are related in some manner (Brackett and Mayer 2003; Gannon and Ranzjin  2005; Brackett et al. 2006). Studies, employing the ability EI model, have demonstrated EI– SWB relationships (Brackett and Mayer 2003; Brackett et al. 2006; Lunda et al. 2010). Analysis of the current study’s findings provided further support for these assertions, particularly in relation to the happiness scale, which was significantly related to overall EI and  to  five  of  its  seven  elements  (the  exceptions  being  intuitiveness  and  influencing).

However, this study also indicates some relationships with both PWB and overall well- being (SWB and PWB).
Personality
This study has provided some support for previous research in terms of relationships between the Big 5 and SWB. However, the scale and strength of these relationships are lower that reported in these studies (DeNeve and Cooper 1998; Haslam et al. 2009). This may be the result of differences in either operationalization or study samples. Indeed, the current study is one of few that have employed a managerial sample. The results in terms of PWB provide little support for relationships. However, this aspect of well-being has rarely been explored in the personality literature.
Explanations of variance in well-being
A number of studies have demonstrated the independent contribution of EI based upon the ‘ability’ model (e.g. Lopes et al. 2004; Ashkanasy and Daus 2005; Daus and Ashkanasy 2005; Brackett et al. 2006; Rodes et al. 2007). However, similar evidence to date, based upon the ‘mixed methods/personal factors’ model, has been largely absent in the literature. The results from this study do, however, begin to address this omission. The respective correlational analysis of EIQ factors, Big 5 factors and well-being shows similar patterns of relationships for the EIQ factors of emotional resilience and conscientiousness and the Big 5 factors of emotional stability and conscientiousness. Reviewing the respective definitions  of  these  (McCrae  and  Costa  1997b)  shows  considerable  conceptual overlap. However, it is notable that these two Big 5 factors are the only ones showing significant relationships with well-being, whereas the EIQ factors of self-awareness and interpersonal sensitivity also show further significant correlations. This could indicate that it is these components of the personal factors model that provide an independent element and the basis of variance, above and beyond that accounted for by personality factors.
Results of the regression analysis showed that personality and EI factors explained 11.9% and 13.0% of the variance on well-being, respectively. When entered together, they accounted for 20.1%, with interpersonal sensitivity being the most influential single factor. Other instruments may have produced different results but this study showed that around 80% of the variance would still be unexplained. Seligman (2003) considers that inter- personal relationships, helping others, physical health, learning ability and personal growth inter alia are important determinants of well-being and happiness. Therefore, mental abilities, skills, values and physical health are also likely to be important personal factors but contextual factors are probably more important. Further research is required to identify other antecedents of well-being and their relative contributions.
Limitations and further research
As in any study of this nature, the findings are subject to limitations  and  should  be subjected to further empirical verification. Utilizing a sample of executive MBA and DBA students provided an accessible ‘purposive’ sample (Hair et al. 2006), providing a setting in which to test our hypotheses. However, such an approach raises questions about the external generalizability of these findings. Indeed, future research is required to establish whether or not these results would be replicated in different samples, which should include in-work managers not undertaking a course of further study. The EIQ and personality data

were gathered on average two years before the well-being data. Whilst this could be seen as a potential limitation, the time separation could also be seen as a strength in terms of ameliorating the  impact  of  CMV  (Podsakoff  et  al.  2003).  However,  EI  research, in particular using the ability model, has demonstrated the potential for developing EI, and data were not collected to control for such developmental interventions. Furthermore, the study did not control for general mental ability, although other studies have shown that EI is somewhat independent of this factor (Rodes et al. 2007).
Turning to the instruments, the 16PF was not designed specifically to gather data on the Big 5 factors. These were derived using formulae produced by Salgado (2003) for his meta-analysis of personality questionnaires. This may be a potential limitation and such instrumentation issues could have been a factor impacting on the findings (Hair et al. 2006). Further research employing a direct measure of the Big 5 will be a significant way of exploring this limitation. In addition, the study has employed instruments that relate to a relatively limited view of well-being and one that is not specifically occupationally related. The literature indicates a wider range of potential co-antecedents (Seligman 1999) and further work exploring a more complex range of factors such as job satisfaction, stress and work– life balance could prove to be of value.
Finally, no performance-related outcome was included in this study. Given the background to this paper, this limits the ability of the study to contribute directly to the HRM– performance debate (e.g. Guest 2002; Wright and Cropanzano 2004; Francis and Keegan 2006). Future studies that include a performance measure could prove to be of value to the debate around the need to focus more clearly on employee factors in explaining the HRM– performance relationship. However, the current study does indicate a range of factors that could be usefully incorporated into such a study.
Conclusions and implications
In summary, the ‘personal factors/mixed methods’ approach to EI has demonstrated that there is a relationship between the construct and the well-being of an individual. The causal nature of this relationship has not been explored and would be a valuable area for future research. The results do provide further support for the limited empirical work that examines EI– well-being relationships employing the EI ability model. Whilst the relationship has been established, there is no direct evidence that this contributes to individual performance in an organizational context. In part, this cannot be inferred from the study due to the lack of focus on this issue in the well-being literature (Linley and Joseph 2004a). However, the exploration of this could be an important area for future research.
Unexpectedly, this study has indicated that there is an integrative construct of well- being that combines SWB and PWB. There is potential for using additional research to explore this possibility further and to add an organizationally based perspective to the largely personal perspective of the well-being literature.
The findings from this study do provide some further support for the discussion around the employee-focused components that contribute to performance and further inform the development of further research in the HRM– performance arena (Guest 2002; Wright and Cropanzano 2004). If the findings from this study are borne out in future research, they could provide a useful input into the shaping of the future HR agenda. In particular, in the HR context, in terms of the adapted Robertson and Callinan model (Figure 1), it could be important to consider how EI and well-being might inform such an agenda. Specifically, the results of this study suggest a number of potential areas for action within the HRM arena. These could include the following. (i) Employee

development; given the evidence that EI can be developed (e.g. Dulewicz and Higgs 2004; Clarke 2007), investment in this area could assist in developing well-being and thus contribute to employee commitment, engagement and performance. (ii) Monitoring HR performance; the inclusion of measures of well-being in HR-monitoring processes could provide a valuable enhancement to metrics employed to evaluate the effectiveness of the function and inform future priorities as well as predicting future organizational outcomes. Such metrics could provide an important emphasis on HR’s potential contribution to developing a climate that enables the realization of employee well-being.
(iii) Providing a focal point (i.e. well-being) that will assist in rebalancing the HR agenda (Guest 2002; Francis and Keegan 2006) to take account of both economic and human factors and include elements from the ‘happy/productive worker’ thesis (Wright and Cropanzano 2004). (iv) Considering the processes of developing leaders. HR functions could consider  ways in which leadership development that is focused on building an HR context/climate which encourages a focus on the recognition and building of EI components that will in turn lead to higher levels of engagement and performance. (v) Ensuring that performance management and development processes for those in managerial and leadership roles take account of their actions and effectiveness in building and reinforcing the EI of their team members and associated well-being. If elements associated with this are incorporated into the performance review system, then managers are likely to take notice of this. Furthermore, it would serve to provide a basis for broadening the range of development areas to consider in order that managers might perform at the optimal level.
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Appendix: Brief definitions of the seven elements of the Dulewicz and Higgs EI model
(a) Self-awareness: Being aware of one’s feelings and being able to manage them.
(b) Emotional resilience: Being able to maintain one’s performance, especially when under great pressure or when being challenged or criticized.
(c) Motivation: Having the drive and energy to achieve challenging goals or targets.
(d) Interpersonal sensitivity: Showing sensitivity and empathy towards others, particularly consideration for their needs and feelings, and the ability to listen to, and build on other people’s ideas.
(e) Influence: The ability to influence and persuade others to accept your views or proposals.
(f) Intuitiveness: The ability to make decisions, using reason and intuition when faced with incomplete or questionable information.
(g) Conscientiousness: Being consistent in one’s words and actions, and showing integrity – behaving according to prevailing ethical standards.
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