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Abstract Emotional Intelligence (EI) refers to the abilities/
competencies that an individual has about emotions and has
proven to be related to positive aspects in life. Despite its
growing relevance, results about the existence and magnitude
of gender differences have been inconclusive, with some stu-
dies suggesting that such differences depend on the theoretical
approach and type of instrument used. In an effort to better
understand these relationships, this study examined the stereo-
typed nature of self-report instruments of EI from the two main
theoretical EI approaches (ability-based and mixed models).
Two hundred sixty Spanish undergraduates from a university
in the South of Spain indicated the extent to which they
considered several EI competences as typical of women/men.
Results show that most EI dimensions are biased by gender
stereotypes, in terms of being perceived as more characteristic
of one gender or the other. An in-group gender bias appeared
particularly among female participants whereby they attributed
higher scores to women than to men in most EI dimensions.
Men also favored men giving higher scores than women did in
some of the dimensions. These results suggest that self-report
EI measures may be influenced by gender stereotypes, which
has relevant implications for EI researchers.

Keywords Emotional Intelligence . Instruments . Gender
perceptions . EImodels . Self-reports

Introduction

The existence of gender differences is one important concern
among Emotional Intelligence (EI) researchers (see meta-
analysis by Joseph and Newman 2010; or Thory 2013). Yet,
results to date are contradictory and the underlying explana-
tions for the existence of such differences remain to be under-
stood, especially in relation to self-report measures of EI that
stem from different EI approaches (Joseph and Newman
2010). Our study tries to shed light on this area of research
by analyzing whether self-report EI measures are affected by
gender stereotypes. In doing this, we try to address why results
from different researches are contradictory along with the
impact gender has on the assessment of EI.

In particular, in order to examine these research questions,
we analyze the extent to which EI dimensions from three of
the most widely used self-report measures included in the two
main EI theoretical approaches, namely, the ability model
(Salovey and Mayer 1990 in US) and the mixed model (Bar-
On 1997; Petrides and Furnham 2003 in US), are perceived by
Spanish undergraduates as typical of men and women. By
incorporating this approach, we capture the gendered nature of
some of the most widely used self-report EI measures from a
novel perspective that accounts for the extent to which they
may be biased by gender stereotypes. The confirmation that EI
measures are biased by gender stereotypes and a comprehen-
sive analysis about how these stereotypes vary across EI self-
report measures, as will be discussed later, would not only
speak to a gender bias in EI measures but may also help to
better analyze the gendered nature of EI dimensions and, in
particular, of EI self-report measures.

Gender Beliefs About Emotions

Generally speaking, gender stereotypes refer to people’s per-
ception that men and women have different characteristics
based on their gender in a given category and serve to better

The two authors contributed equally to this work.

E. Lopez-Zafra
Department of Social Psychology, University of Jaén, Jaén, Spain

L. Gartzia
Department of People Management in Organizations,
University of Deusto, Bilbao, Spain

E. Lopez-Zafra (*)
Faculty of Humanities and Sciences of Education, Department of
Psychology, University of Jaen, Campus Las Lagunillas s/n. Edificio
D-2, 23071 Jaen, Spain
e-mail: elopez@ujaen.es

Sex Roles (2014) 70:479–495
DOI 10.1007/s11199-014-0368-6



explain human behavior in different contexts (i.e. studies by
Bosak et al. 2008 with US general population or Lopez-Zafra
et al. 2012 with Spanish undergraduates). Furthermore, they
serve to better understand gender differences in self-report
ratings as these are often biased by gender stereotypes
(Beyer 1990, 1999, with U.S. samples). Gender stereotype
beliefs attribute specific characteristics to women and men,
and have a prescriptive element; determining whether specific
behavior is appropriate for a woman or a man (Eagly and
Karau 2002 in U.S. or López-Sáez and Lisbona 2009 in
Spain). Specifically, attributes such as sensitivity or affection
are considered as more typical of women, whereas attributes
such as aggression or courage are considered as more typical
of men (see Williams and Best 1990, and Williams et al. 1999
studies with a global sample from 25 countries).

Derived from the existence of gender stereotypes in
emotion-related attributes (see chapter by Keltner and Lerner
2010), emotional phenomena is often associated with women,
rather than with men, given that the concept of emotionality is
connected with feminine characteristics such as focusing on
one’s relations with others, being attentive to other’s needs or
being intimate with others (see Fischer 1993, or Hall et al.
2000 for a revision). Adherence to such roles would also
potentially influence the willingness of individuals to report
emotions that are consistent or inconsistent with stereotypic
beliefs (Brackett et al. 2006 with US samples). Indeed,
previous research has already demonstrated that gender
stereotypes affect perceived emotional competencies and the
degree to which individuals engage in interpreting the
emotional aspects of their experience (see book chapter by
Brody and Hall 2000, 2008; or Fischer 1993 for a review). If
women were expected to attend to their emotions, they would
evaluate themselves as concerned with emotions. Also, other
people evaluating women would bias their perceptions in the
same way. In sum, there is enough evidence to conclude that
emotional competences are directly affected by gender stereo-
types about emotions and related emotional phenomena
(Brody and Hall 2000, 2008).

Emotional Intelligence from a Gender Perspective

Studies analyzing Emotional Intelligence (EI) have also con-
sidered the effect of gender in understanding individual dif-
ferences in the capacity to process emotional information
accurately and efficiently (García-León and Lopez-Zafra
2009 in Spain). In fact, research on EI has grown rapidly over
the last 20 years (Fernández-Berrocal and Extremera 2010),
with promising results about the predictive power of EI in
several aspects of men’s and women’s lives (e. g. Extremera
et al. 2011; Salguero et al. 2012 in Spain). Overall, however,
findings about the existence of gender differences seem to be
contradictory when taking into account a general score on EI
(Bar-On 2006; or Bindu and Thomas 2006 with Canadian

samples; Fernández-Berrocal and Extremera 2006; with
Spanish samples). Due to these inconsistent results, it has
been suggested that gender differences in EI may depend on
the instruments and theoretical approaches that are used (see
meta-analysis by Joseph and Newman 2010).

Notwithstanding the lack of clear empirical evidence about
the gendered nature of EI and the suggestion that gender
differences may differ depending on the theoretical approach
and the instrument used to analyze it, one particularly pro-
mising area of study is to analyze the stereotyped nature of
several EI dimensions that may explain the discrepancies
among instruments in gender differences results. Indeed, prior
research has not investigated whether certain EI dimensions
included in EI self-report measures are considered as more
typical of women or men. Such an analysis may subsequently
help to explain gender differences in such self-report EI
measures.

To examine the extent to which EI can be influenced by
gender stereotypes and better understand discrepant findings
of past studies, it is helpful to rely on the most widely used
instruments to measure such intelligence. Overall, there are
two main approaches to EI (ability model and mixed model).
The first approach is provided by Salovey and Mayer (1990),
who first introduced the concept of EI. These authors pro-
posed the ability model, in which EI refers to the way indi-
viduals perceive, value and express emotions (i.e., process
emotional information) and the analysis of the capabilities
that are required for such processing (Brackett and Salovey
2006; Mayer and Salovey 1997; Mayer et al. 1999 in US).
This model views overall EI as joining abilities from four
areas: (a) accurately perceiving emotion, (b) using emotions
to facilitate thought, (c) understanding emotion, and (d)
managing emotion (Mayer and Salovey 1997). Under this
approach, several instruments are proposed to analyze EI.
Two of the most representative self-report instruments are
the TMMS (Trait Meta Mood Scale) and the WLEIS (Wong
and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale). The TMMS consti-
tutes one of the original measures developed by Salovey and
Mayer (Salovey et al. 1995) and measures attention to emo-
tion, emotional clarity and emotional repair. Because it is quite
easy to administrate, particularly in its short form, a good
amount of studies have used it previously. The WLEIS is also
a commonly used scale within the ability-model, which
measures self-emotional appraisal, others’ emotional appraisal,
use of emotion and regulation of emotion. Although both
instruments draw from the same theoretical framework
(Salovey et al. 2008), in contrast to the WLEIS, the TMMS
better captures emotional competences directed toward one-
self, rather than toward others. Thus, whereas the TMMS
refers to attention, clarity and repair of own emotions, the
WLEIS includes many items that refer to the perception,
understanding and regulation of others’ emotions. As a conse-
quence, the gendered nature of such dimensions may also vary.
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Because, in the practice, both the TMMS and the WLEIS
constitute the most widely self-report used and widely known
instruments to measure EI under the Mayer and Salovey’s
paradigm, we will consider them as ability-based model
measures for the purposes of this paper.

When overall scores are taken into account, studies using
instruments from this approach often find differences between
men and women in the use, understanding and handling of
emotions, with women scoring higher particularly in aspects
related to perception of emotions (Brackett and Salovey 2006
in US). However, the results found in relation to some of these
dimensions can vary. For example, Ciarrochi et al. (2000) in
Australia or McIntyre (2010) in US showed that women
scored significantly higher in general EI, including Attention,
Clarity and Regulation of emotions as measured with the
TMMS. Other results indicate that men are often better at
handling negative emotions as measured with the TMMS
(eg. Extremera et al. 2006; Fernández-Berrocal and Extremera
2008; Gartzia et al. 2012, all of them in Spain). However, also
in Spain with undergraduates’ samples, Fernández-Berrocal
et al. (2004a) found no significant differences between men
and women in the three subscales of the TMMS. Using
WLEIS Whitman et al. (2009) found with a U.S. sample that
there were no gender differences in global scale as well
as in all subscales of the Wong and Law Emotional
Intelligence Scale (WLEIS) except for the Use of Emotion
scale, in which females scored higher than males. How-
ever, Pena et al. (2012) found in Spain using WLEIS, that
women teachers scored higher than men in other’s emotion
appraisal.

The second approach is the mixed model, proposed by Bar-
On (1997, 2000). This model combines emotional abilities
with other competencies that include social behavior and
identify five components closely related to personality domain
(Bar-On 1997, 2006). From this approach, EI is a set of
competencies and personal cognitive or/and social skills that
refer to emotional and social contents (neither cognitive nor
abilities), and determine people’s efficiency to comprehend
and cope with daily problems (García-León and Lopez-Zafra
2009). In particular, the mixed model includes five facets of
EI: 1) intrapersonal; 2) interpersonal; 3) adaptability; 4) stress
management and 5) humor. Furthermore, there are specific
skills within each domain (see Joseph and Newman 2010 or
Matthews et al. 2011 for a review of the models). The most
important and widely used instrument under this approach is
the Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i), which has
developed different versions. From mixed models (Bar-On
2006; Boyatzis et al. 2000), there are no clear differences
between men and women in the general levels of EI. For
example, Dawda and Hart (2000) did not find differences
between total scores on EQ-i with university Canadian stu-
dents. Also, Bar-On et al. (2000) or Livingstone and Day
(2005) found no statistically significant differences between

men and women in samples from U.S. in general EI. Yet,
differences did emerge in some specific emotional compe-
tences. Women often score higher than men in areas related
to appropriately feeling and expressing emotions, whereas
men tend to score higher in those concerning the handling of
emotions and being optimistic (e.g. Austin et al. 2010 with
Canadian undergraduates or Bar-On 2006; Bindu and Thomas
2006; Dawda and Hart 2000 referred above or Parker et al.
2011 with Canadian undergraduates). Other research in coun-
tries such as Spain suggests that women have higher interper-
sonal abilities than men, whereas men are good in stress
tolerance and impulse control (eg. Candela et al. 2002).

Taken together, these findings suggest that, although re-
search about gender differences is inconsistent and unclear,
there are some EI dimensions in which women seem to show
particularly high scores (i.e., those related to emotion percep-
tion and understanding), whereas gender differences are less
marked or even favor men in those EI dimensions that are
related to the handling and repair of one’s emotions such as
stress. However, it is clear that both ability-based and mixed-
based models researchers often rely on self-report measures as
a way of evaluating EI competences and/or abilities. Despite
their extended presence in EI research, self-report measures of
EI have been criticized for representing biased measures of EI
and suffering from methodological limitations (Mayer et al.
2008). In particular, self-report measures are considered to be
biased in relation to their potential to predict actual abilities
and behavior, as they are based on meta-moods and self-
reported perceptions about one’s emotional competences,
and not necessarily about actual competences (Mayer et al.
2001). This concern is especially relevant from a gender
perspective. Because self-report measures are influenced by
social desirability and stereotypes (Brody and Hall 2008), the
fact that observers see these abilities as behaviors more typical
of one gender than of the other may subsequently bias indi-
viduals’ responses to such questionnaires in the direction of
gender stereotypes.

Faced with these contradictions, some studies have con-
cluded that it is necessary to explore this field in more detail
(e.g. Salovey and Grewal 2005 in US, Siegling et al. 2012
with Canadian samples). In particular, a more in depth exami-
nation of the stereotyped nature of self-report EI measures is
required. For instance, there is evidence that the dimensions
and subdimensions included in self-report measures differ
depending on the theoretical model to which the researches
adhere (Mayer et al. 2000). Therefore, the way such scores is
influenced by gender may vary. Also, Siegling et al. (2012) in
a study with Canadian undergraduates suggested that trait EI
is more strongly associated with stereotypically masculine
identity traits (i.e., agency) than ability EI, whereas ability
EI is more strongly associated with stereotypically feminine
traits (i.e., communion). Following this rationale, the method
of EI assessment might influence the relationships between
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gender and EI, which may subsequently be reflected in the
direction of gender stereotypes of different EI measures and
subdimensions. However, EI studies addressing gender issues
rarely consider these concerns and often tend to examine
gender differences without taking into account the approach
it is based on. Because self-reported EI measures may be
especially influenced by stereotypes about gender and emo-
tions, the specific examination of self-report EI measures from
this perspective seems particularly valuable.

In particular, we examined whether the items included in
the abovementioned most widely used self-report instruments
to measure EI, namely the TMMS and the WLEIS (ability
model-based measures) and the EQ-I (mixed model-based
measure) are biased by gender stereotypes, and whether these
stereotypes vary across EI self-report dimensions and scales.
These relationships may help to better explain the results
found in previous research regarding actual self-reported gen-
der differences in such dimensions. Based on the previous, we
propose that:

Hypothesis 1. Women and men will be perceived differently
in relation to their specific EI competencies as measured by
different instruments and dimensions.

Specifically, following the empirical evidence presented
above in relation to gender differences in EI, we expect that
EI competences that are related with characteristics that are
typical of the feminine stereotype (e.g., emotion perception or
attention as measured by the TMMS) will be perceived as
more typical of women, whereas EI competences that are
usually related with the masculine stereotype (e.g., regulation
of emotions as measured by the TMMS or EQ-i) will be
perceived as more typical of men.

Because an in-group gender bias has also been found
when evaluating others in performance tasks (Nieva and
Gutek 1980 in US with employees), we also expect that
the gendered perception of EI abilities may be moderated
by participant gender. Indeed, social psychology re-
searchers have repeatedly shown that people possess au-
tomatic biased attitudes when comparing their own, and
their group, abilities, attributes, and attitudes and those of
other people (for a review, see Hewston et al. 2002). This
in-group favoritism is also present from a gender perspec-
tive. Thus, it has been shown that both men and women
possess remarkably in-group bias to favor members in
their own gender group (e.g., Pratto et al. 1993 or
Rudman and Goodwin 2004 both studies conducted in
US). Following these studies, we may therefore also ex-
pect participant gender to be a predictor of the extent to
which stereotypes across EI self-report measures are
present. We hypothesize: In particular, in those EI com-
petences that are congruent with masculine roles, we
expect find a tendency for male participants to evaluate
men more favorably than female participants. In contrast,

in EI competences that are congruent with feminine
roles, female participants will evaluate women more fa-
vorably than male participants.

Hypothesis 2. In-group favoritism bias will emerge on
gender-congruent competences.

In sum, in our study we intend to shed light to the
debate around the gendered nature of EI by directly
looking at the extent to which several dimensions of
self-report EI measures are influenced by gender stereo-
types, and consequently considered as more typical of
women or men. We focus on self-report EI measures since
they are more likely to be influenced by gender stereo-
types than performance measures such as the MSCEIT or
the MEIS. In particular, we examine the perception of
male and female participants about how typical they think
each EI dimension is for women and for men in the most
widely used self-report EI questionnaires (i.e., the TMMS,
the WLEIS and the EQ-I; see Appendix 1). In doing so,
we can better understand whether gender differences
in self-report measures may indeed be related to the
existence of gender stereotypes about specific dimen-
sions included in different EI measures and sub
dimensions.

Method

Participants

The participants were 260 undergraduates (135 women and
125 men) from different cities in Spain who studied in a
University of the South of Spain, but came from different
locations. Participants had a median age of 18.95 years
(SD=1.55; range 17–24). Women had a median age of
18.58 years (SD=1.39; range 17–24) whereas men had a
median age of 19.35 years (SD=1.62; range 17–24).

Procedure

Students voluntarily completed the questionnaires in classes,
and received course credit for their participation. Addition-
ally, other participants were recruited from different univer-
sity settings (library, hall, restaurant…). A total amount of
302 questionnaires were evenly distributed. Two hundred
eighty-six individuals completed the questionnaires, 16
questionnaires were eliminated for being incomplete or out-
liers and 10 questionnaires were eliminated for being sec-
ondary students. The 20-min questionnaire included 63
items corresponding to the three scales from the two EI
approaches used in this study (see instruments section be-
low). For each item, participants estimated the extent to
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which they thought that it was typical of women and typical
of men. Thus, each participant gave a score for each item
twice, first for typical women and second for typical men.
The resulting factorial design was a 2 by 2: participant
gender (female or male) as between subjects with gender
of the target (women and men) as within-subjects.

Instruments

All the instruments had been previously adapted and
validated in Spanish samples, so we used the Spanish
validated versions in all cases. The items were written
into third person, whereby individuals answered about
their perceptions of typical women and men in each
particular item. Dimensions and definitions are shown
Appendix 1. Items are shown in Appendix 2.

Trait Meta Mood Scale (TMMS-12, Salguero et al. 2009)

This is an ability-based reduced Spanish version adapted
from Salovey et al. (1995). It measures perceived EI,
which refers to the knowledge that individuals have about
their own emotional abilities. On 5-point scales, partici-
pants filled in a 12-item questionnaire that evaluated
women and men targets’ EI, identifying three interperson-
al factors (four items each): emotional clarity refers to the
degree an individual comprehends feelings and emotions;
emotional regulation refers to an individual’s tendency to
regulate their own feelings; and emotional attention con-
veys the degree to which an individual tends to observe
and think about her own feelings and moods. The three-
factor structure of the TMMS was supported in the Span-
ish sample and appropriate Cronbach’s alpha rates were
found in all three components (.77 for emotional atten-
tion, .75 for emotional clarity and.70 for emotional repair:
Salguero et al. 2009). In our study alphas are .67, .64 and
.65. The alpha value for the entire scale was .69

Wong and LawEI Scale (WLEIS,Wong and Law 2002) Spanish
version by Fernández-Berrocal et al. (2004b).

This ability-based model trait scale was designed as a
short measure for the EI in organizational contexts. It is
compound by 16 items that are scored on a 7-points
Likert scale and measures four competencies (four items
each): intrapersonal perception that refers to the percep-
tion of own emotions, interpersonal perception refers to
the perception of the emotions of others, assimilation
and emotional regulation. Internal consistency is .87,
.90, .84 and .83 respectively (Wong and Law 2002).

In our study, alpha of Cronbach yield the following indices
.65, .68, .67, and .63 respectively, and a global alpha of .82.

Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i) Short Version
(Bar-On 2002 Reviewed by Parker et al. 2011; Spanish Ver-
sion by Lopez-Zafra et al. 2014) Parker et al. (2011) with a
Canadian sample analyzed the psychometric characteristics of
Bar-On’s (2002) instrument. The original scale was com-
pound by 51 items, but Parker et al. eliminated the positive
impression scale for being a desirability scale and general
humor due to less validity scores. The final version is com-
pound by 35 items that comprises four dimensions: Intraper-
sonal (refers to the competences for recognizing, comprehend
and express our emotions. Also to achieve our goals), inter-
personal (refers to empathy, ability to make friends and iden-
tification with a group), adaptability (refers to the capacity to
manage and solve problems and also to the flexibility to adapt
to different conditions) and stress management (that refers to
the capacity to control our emotions) with internal consistency
ranging from .75 to .82. Internal consistency in our study is
.77 for intrapersonal, .82 for interpersonal, .74 for adaptability,
and .78 for stress management. The alpha for the entire scale
was .84.

We should note here that two of the alpha dimensions
reported (i.e., the TMMS emotional clarity and the WLEIS
emotional regulation) were below .65. Usually, low alpha
values are due to a low internal inconsistency, measurement
deficiencies (range of the scale or number of items) or by the
homogeneity of the sample (De Vellis 1991; Pike and Hudson
1998). To know whether our low alpha was due to measure-
ment problems (De Vellis 1991; Pike and Hudson 1998), we
tested the entire scale alpha, showing acceptable reliabi-
lity values (all over .69), and therefore an adequate
internal consistency of the scales. In general, self- reports
measures of EI tend to be associated with a relatively
adequate internal consistency reliability (Gignac 2009, p.
21), with alphas usually over .70 (Gardner and Qualter
2010; Parker et al. 2011). Although our study relies on
such EI self-report measures, participants refer to a ty-
pical woman or man, rather than to themselves, and thus
the slight difference found in our study can be consi-
dered normal. Therefore, and because we aimed to test
the gendered nature of the original scales, we relied on these
standardized scales since they are widely used in EI
research. Finally, because our design takes into account
both scores of female and male participants evaluating
women and men’s EI (2 by 2 design), we compared the
reliability in each dimension for the two independents
groups (women and men). Our results showed that there
were no statistically significant differences, and therefore
the alpha is assumed to be equally reliable for both
samples. Accordingly, we only report the global alpha
for each dimension and the alpha for the entire instru-
ment (see Lautenschlager and Meade 2008 or Merino
and Lautenschlager 2003 for a discussion about the
comparability of alphas).
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Results

We used IBM SPSS v. 20 for all the analyses. Results for the
MANOVA show that women and men participants differ on
their perceptions of how is a typical woman in each dimension
(all ps<.05), with women always scoring higher thanmen, but
for a typical man, men and women agreed in their perceptions
except for TMMS attention and clarity of emotions, and
WLEIS interpersonal dimension where significant differences
emerged due to higher scores of men. However, these findings
are difficult to interpret regarding our hypothesis. Thus, in an
effort to ensure that these findings are due to gender bias in
evaluating both typical women and men, a series of repeated
measures were run for each dimension to capture interactions
of gender of participant and gender of target (see means and
standard deviations in Table 1).

Correlations for women and men separately are presented
in Table 2. Correlations are frequently significant when
relating dimensions for the same questionnaire, but there
are some absences of correlations when considering di-
mensions for typical women or men. This may imply target
gender differences when assessing EI. Also, there are sig-
nificant correlations when analyzing different question-
naires but similar concepts (e.g. TMMS regulation of emo-
tions correlates significantly with EQ-I stress manage-
ment) but this is the case only for female targets.

To further understand this pattern of results, we then ana-
lyzed the differences between men and women for all the
variables measured in the study. Specifically, to analyze
whether women and men were perceived differently in

relation to EI abilities/competencies (H1) and the possible
gender bias (H2) we carried out repeated measures ANOVA.
The factor variable is the intra- subjects variable (each dimen-
sion of each instrument) with two levels (evaluating women
and evaluating men on the EI specific dimension) and one
between- subjects variable (gender of the participant: female
and male), which served to test whether typical women and
men are differently perceived in their EI characteristics (H1)
and also whether gender of participant had any impact on
these perceptions (H2).

For the sake of simplicity and comprehensiveness in
explaining our results following the theoretical rationale pre-
sented in the introduction, we focus on each instrument (see
Table 3 for F, p-value, partial eta-squared and interactions).

Trait Meta Mood Scale

For the TMMS dimensions, results confirmed our prediction
that women and men would be perceived differently in rela-
tion to their specific EI competencies and that these differ-
ences would reflect gender stereotypes about emotions. In
particular, women were perceived to pay more attention to
their emotions and to have a better comprehension of emo-
tions than men (H1), and the interaction effect with gender
showed that there was a gender bias, whereby both men and
women scored higher a typical woman but female participants
favored women in a greater extent than male participants did
(H2). There is an absence of main participants’ gender effect,
indicating that scores given by female and male participants
were similar when evaluating each target.

However, men were perceived to be higher than women in
the emotional repair dimension (H1); with female participants
scoring men even higher than male participants did (H2). In
this case the main gender of participant significant effects
indicate that male participants gave lower scores to both
women and men than women did, whereas women scores
where higher (see Figs. 1, 2 and 3 for interactions effect in
the TMMS dimensions).

Wong and Law EI Scale

For the WLEIS dimensions, women were perceived to be
higher in Self-Emotion Appraisal (SEA) than men, and also
to have a higher Other’s Emotion Appraisal (OEA). In both
cases, interaction effects show that there is an in-group bias in
which female participants score higher women than male
participants did and the way around. No main participant
gender effect emerged indicating that general scores given to
women andmen by female and male participants did not differ
significantly.

For the WLEIS factor of Use of emotion (UOE), the
participants perceived that men were higher than women in
their use of emotions but no significant interaction indicates

Table 1 Means and standard deviations for gender of the perceived target
and gender of participant in each EI dimension

Female target Male target

Women Men Women Men

Attention 4.33 (.49) a 4.19 (.49) b 2.67 (.64) a 3.01 (.63) b

Clarity 3.87 (.57) a 3.63(.64) a 3.63(.64) a 3.28 (.59) b

Repair 3.40 (.63) b 3.07 (.73) b 3.66 (.63) b 3.57 (.62) a

SEA 3.70 (.61) a 3.47 (.72) b 3.21 (.61) a 3.33(.60) b

OEA 4.35 (.48) a 4.03 (.65) a 2.75 (.69) a 3.13 (.62) b

UOE 3.79 (.54) 3.59 (.65) 3.95 (.59) 3.81 (.61)

ROE 3.36 (.68) a 3.09 (.81) a 2.88 (.66) a 3.02 (.71) b

Intrapersonal 3.54 (.47) a 3.20 (.51) a 3.03 (.52) a 2.95 (.49) b

Interpersonal 4.31 (.49) a 4.05 (.49) a 3.43 (.56) a 3.40 (.5) b

Adaptability 3.79 (.53) a 3.54 (.57) a 3.18 (.64) a 3.20 (.60) b

Stress management 2.96 (.68) a 2.66 (.63) a 2.33 (.62) b 2.44 (.59) b

Predictions were on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. Higher numbers indicate
higher estimations. The means that do not share a common subscript
differ at the .05 level or lower by Tukey’s HSD test

SEA Self-Emotion Appraisal,OEAOther’s Emotion Appraisal,UOEUse
of emotion, ROE Regulation of Emotion
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that there was no ingroup favoritism. However, main effect of
gender of participant significance indicates that female
participants’ scores were in general higher than those of male

participants. Finally, for the WEILS factor Regulation of
Emotion (ROE) there was a significant interaction in which
typical women were considered better than men in regulating
emotions with an in-group bias in which female participants
scoredmuch higher a typical woman than aman whereas male
participants scored higher a typical woman (see Figs. 4, 5 and
6 for interactions effect in the WLEIS dimensions).

Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i) Short Version

Finally, for the mixed model instrument (EQ-i), women were
perceived as being higher than men in Interpersonal, and in
Intrapersonal dimensions. In both cases, the interaction effect
indicates an in-group bias of female participants evaluating
women and the significant between subjects effects indicate
that the trend for female participants is to give higher scores
thanmen do. For the adaptability factor of the EQ-I, both main
and interaction significant results show that women were
perceived to be more emotionally adaptable than men, with

Table 3 2 (Gender of the perceived target in each dimension of EI:
female vs. male) × 2 (gender of participant: women vs. male) mixed
factorial design. Main effects and interactions

F (df) p- value Partial- η2

Attention Target gender 982.72 (1, 255) .000 .79

Participant
gender

2.96 (1, 255) .087 .011

TG*PG 27.76 (1, 255) .000 .098

Clarity Target gender 124.25 (1, 251) .000 .33

Participant
gender

.498 (1, 251) .48 .002

TG*PG 14.83 (1, 251) .000 .056

Repair Target gender 46.07 (1, 256) .000 .15

Participant
gender

12.11 (1, 256) .001 .045

TG*PG 4.51(1, 256) .035 .017

SEA Target gender 38.48 (1, 254) .000 .132

Participant
gender

.802 (1, 254) .371 .003

TG*PG 11.60 (1, 254) .001 .044

OEA Target gender 626.64 (1, 256) .000 .710

Participant
gender

.405 (1, 256) .525 .002

TG*PG 48.43 (1, 256) .000 .159

UOE Target gender 17.14 (1, 255) .000 .063

Participant
gender

8.52 (1, 255) .004 .032

TG*PG .530 (1, 255) .467 .002

ROE Target gender 20.64 (1, 255) .000 .075

Participant
gender

8.518 (1, 255) .004 .032

TG*PG 10.91 (1, 255) .001 .041

Intrapersonal Target gender 115.59 (1, 247) .000 .319

Participant
gender

15.42 (1, 247) .000 .059

TG*PG 14.73 (1,247) .000 .056

Interpersonal Target gender 462.90 (1, 254) .000 .646

Participant
gender

6.857 (1, 254) .009 .026

TG*PG 9.30 (1, 254) .003 .035

Adaptability Target gender 92.92 (1, 252) .000 .269

Participant
gender

4.501 (1, 252) .035 .018

TG*PG 7.85 (1, 252) .005 .030

Stress
management

Target gender 66.96 (1, 254) .000 .209

Participant
gender

2.07 (1, 254) .151 .008

TG*PG 15.81 (1, 254) .000 .059

Note Significance values p<0.05, p<0.01 and p<0.001 for italic entries

SEA Self-Emotion Appraisal,OEAOther’s Emotion Appraisal,UOEUse
of emotion, ROE Regulation of Emotion, TG Target Gender, PG
Participant Gender

Fig. 1 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
TMMS Emotional Attention dimension

Fig. 2 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
TMMS Emotional Clarity dimension
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a women in-group bias and higher scores of female partici-
pants. In the Stress Management factor, participants perceived
women to be higher in their ability to manage their stress with
a women in- group bias, favoring women in this dimension
more than male participants do. No gender of participant main
effect indicates that female and male participants give similar
general scores (see Figs. 7, 8, 9, and 10 for interactions effect
in the EQ-i dimensions).

Discussion

In recent years, the Emotional Intelligence approach has been
developed to explain how emotional competences make indi-
viduals have a better adjustment to their environment (García-
León and Lopez-Zafra 2009 for a review), and is becoming an
important area of research in psychology. As this area of study
gains importance, the analysis of gender differences in the
endorsement of EI competences attracts increasing attention,

as well as the examination of the underlying causes of such
differences. In particular, given that previous studies analy-
zing gender differences in several EI theoretical dimensions
and measures have revealed unclear conclusions, researchers
have suggested the need to further clarify what lies behind
gender differences in EI, especially in relation to self-reports
(e.g. Gartzia et al. 2012 in Spain; meta-analysis by Joseph and
Newman 2010; Salovey and Grewal 2005 in US, or Siegling
et al. 2012 in Canada).

In this study we tried to respond to this need by incorpo-
rating new analyses of the gendered nature of EI. As a novelty,
we asked individuals to think about how typical of women and
men was each item including information about EI compe-
tences and/or abilities. In doing so, the current study sheds
light on the debate about gender differences and focuses on
the role that gender stereotypes have on EI self-reports scores.
In particular, it demonstrates that people evaluating typical
men and women could be automatically activating gender

Fig. 4 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
WLEIS Intrapersonal Perception dimension

Fig. 5 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
WLEIS Interpersonal Perception dimension

Fig. 6 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
WLEIS emotional regulation dimension

Fig. 3 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
TMMS Emotional Repair dimension
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stereotypes and identity, thereby suggesting that gender dif-
ferences in self-reported EI measures reflect to a great extent
gender stereotypes. In a similar vein, Gartzia et al. (2012) in
Spain demonstrated that women’s higher scores in certain EI
dimensions (i.e., as measured both with self-reports and
performance-based measures) were partially explained by
men and women’s differential identification with communal
and agentic traits. Because identification with such traits de-
rives frommental representations about gender and are direct-
ly related to gender stereotypes, the existence of gender ste-
reotypes in relation to EI competences may also be an under-
lying explanation of gender differences in EI.

The current findings also support our prediction that there
is an in-group bias in the evaluation of EI dimensions. Thus,
although bothmale and female participants generally present a
similar pattern of stereotypicality in their responses and there-
fore agree on the target to whom they give higher scores (i.e.,
to women in stereotypically feminine emotional dimensions
and to men in stereotypically masculine dimensions), they

generally tended to favour their in-group in their evaluations.
This result is in line with previous studies showing in-group
bias in men’s and women’s responses (Pratto et al. 1993;
Rudman and Goodwin 2004 both with US samples), whereby
individuals tended to favour members in their own gender
group. We should note here, however, that in our study the in-
group bias emerged more strongly in the case of women
evaluating women than in the case of men evaluating men.
Thus, although men gave higher scores than women to men
when the dimension was male gender-congruent, the extent to
which women gave higher scores to women in female gender-
congruent dimensions was significantly higher. This resulted
in a higher general mean score for female than for male
participants. A possible explanation is that, in accordance with
the general association between femininity and emotions (see
reviews by Brody and Hall 2000, 2008; Fischer 1993; Hall
et al. 2000) and the fact that the emotional competences of
women tended to be overestimated, the in-group bias is ac-
cordingly higher for women. Also, it is likely that women are

Fig. 8 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
EQ-i interpersonal dimension

Fig. 10 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in
the EQ-i stress management dimension

Fig. 9 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
EQ-i adaptability dimension

Fig. 7 Interactions effect (gender of participant × gender of target) in the
EQ-i intrapersonal dimension
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more aware of the emotional nature of the item content and
therefore attribute higher scores to their female counterparts.
Finally, although men evaluated female and male targets in a
similar way, the difference in such evaluation was smaller,
probably due to the fact that men were trying no to conceive
other men (their in-group) as emotionally incompetent, thus
also a gender bias is shown. Future studies would be necessary
to better respond to these questions.

Taken together, these findings have relevant implications
for the EI and gender literature. First, there is substantial
evidence that gender norms not only describe but also pres-
cribe appropriate behaviors and traits (Eagly et al. 2000;
Heilman 2001 in US). Stereotypes may have a marked effect
on personality and behavior and may therefore bias scores on
EI, especially in the case of self-reports. Social psychologists
have repeatedly shown that the way people think of them-
selves can have a strong influence in their actual behavior.
Furthermore, gendered stereotypes are strongly prescriptive in
the sense that they entail expectations of the way people
should act and therefore exemplify desirable behavior
(Heilman 2001 in US; Rudman and Glick 2001; Sczesny
2003 with German management students). For instance, it is
well known that women tend to underestimate their abilities in
achievement settings, whereas men tend to overestimate them
(Lenney 1977; Roberts 1991), especially when performance
criteria are unclear (Lenney 1977) or the situation is ambigu-
ous (Robinson et al. 1998). As found by Rueckert et al.
(2011), with U.S. samples, this bias may also take place in
the case of emotional abilities of men and women. Thus,
gender norms in relation to EI competences may be one of
the underlying reasons why gender differences are often found
in relation to self-reported EI dimensions.

It is also interesting to note that most dimensions of EI were
considered more typical of women (i.e., emotional attention,
emotional clarity, self-emotion appraisal, other’s emotion ap-
praisal, regulation of emotions, interpersonal orientation, in-
trapersonal orientation, adaptability and stress management),
thereby confirming the stereotyped view of gender differences
in emotion. In other words, the current findings confirm that,
with only some exceptions, women are perceived as more
competent than men in EI. We should also note that, as
predicted in Hypothesis 1, the stereotyped gendered nature
of EI also depended on the specific dimensions and question-
naires that are considered, which include a wide range of
emotional information that is very different from a gender
perspective. Indeed, our results also indicate that many
agentic, intrapersonally oriented competences present in the
EI construct, such as the ability to avoid being easily hurt, to
be emotionally independent of others or to avoid ruminating
on negative emotions, coincide with stereotypically masculine
traits and are accordingly attributed to men (i.e., emotion
repair as measured with the TMMS and use of emotions as
measured with the WLEIS).

This finding is important as a large body of research has
associated emotions with “feminine”, communal characte-
ristics, (e.g. in interpersonal and romantic relations Keener
et al. 2012, found that U.S. undergraduate student women
tend to have more communal orientation and interpersonal
concerns than men), including emotional awareness and
attention, showing commitment and interest in emotions,
being sensitive to what others feel, or expressing feelings
(Fischer 1993). In line with this viewpoint, women are
often attributed greater EI abilities (Joseph and Newman
2010). Whereas this may hold true for many EI dimensions
that are inherently communal, our findings suggest that it is
a mistake to treat EI as a set of competences that relate
only to these characteristics. In fact, researchers have pre-
viously associated some of the intrapersonal dimensions of
EI with masculine, agentic characteristics (e.g., McIntyre
2010 in US or Siegling et al. 2012 in Canada). As an
example of this, some studies have concluded that men
are often better than women at handling negative emotions
and having an optimistic outlook, both with self-report
(e.g., Bar-On 2006; Fernández-Berrocal and Extremera
2008 in Spain; Livingstone and Day 2005 in US) and
ability model-based measures (e.g., Livingstone and Day
2005 or McIntyre 2010 both in US).

Extending this basic approach, our findings suggest that the
way in which these relationships are established vary across
EI measures and dimensions and is therefore problematized
by the gendered content of each measure. For instance, the
dimensions that were hypothesized to refer to regulation of
emotions in different measures and models had different in-
terpretations from a gender perspective. Indeed, only the
dimensions of emotional repair as measured with the TMMS
and use of emotions as measured withWLEIS were perceived
as more typical of men, suggesting that the items included in
these dimensions may have a more clearly stereotyped mas-
culine definition than other EI self-report dimensions associ-
ated with regulation of emotions, such as Regulation of Emo-
tions (ROE) as measured with the WLEIS, Intrapersonal
competences and adaptability as measured with the EQ-I.
These dimensions were considered as more typical of women.
In general, therefore, these results suggest that gender effects
are clearer from ability models, as they focus on personal
emotional abilities, than mixed models, which include a wide
range of different emotional competences.

In addition to these issues, our results also show that there
is a gender bias in female participants’ scores for typical
women in most EI dimensions, giving partial support to our
second hypothesis. Thus, the current findings show that women
tend to evaluate the emotional competences of typical
women more positively than men do. These findings therefore
suggest that the in-group favoritism or bias when evaluating
others is present only in female participants. This may be due
to the fact that both women and men perceive emotions more
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generally as more typical in women than men. Thus, men do
not show a gender bias in their own gender group but women
emphasize the gender effect and favor women in these EI
competencies/abilities. Because our results were limited to
some specific scales of EI, future studies looking at other
measures will be necessary to further examine in which EI
dimensions men are perceived as more competent. Also, it
would be necessary to include self-perceptions as well as the
perceptions of others. In our study we included only the
perceptions of others, so we cannot elucidate the extent to
which perceptions of the respondents influence their own self-
reported measures. The inclusion of self-reports could there-
fore provide an interesting comparison, and future studies may
compare self-reports of EI on various dimensions with
evaluations of typical men/women in such dimensions. In a
similar vein, we should note that in two EI dimensions, alpha
levels did not meet the .65 standard for internal consistency
of scales, probably due to the fact that we changed the original
response format of the scales (i.e., we asked participants to
rate typical women and men and not themselves). This modi-
fication was needed in order to analyze the stereotyped
gender nature of EI self-report measures and we therefore
maintained their original format. However, the resulting over-
all dimension presented reduced consistency. Also, due to the
complexity of our design and the fact that a MANOVA only
gave part of the information, we run a series of repeated
measures and thus the many tests done can also be regarded
as a limitation.

Another issue to take into account when examining
the gender stereotypicality of EI dimensions is the pos-
sible priming effect derived from making participants
aware of their evaluation of typical men and women.
Thus, explicitly comparing females and males on the
same EI characteristics might have primed participants
on gender stereotypes and led them to provide more
stereotypical responses. Although this is a common

procedure in experiments using the so-called Goldberg
paradigm, which is well established in the literature, and
results about gender perceptions are often built on them,
future studies considering this limitation and adding
other conditions would be valuable (for example, see
Gartzia 2013 with Spanish samples where counterstereotypic
manipulations were used). Also, it would be value-
added to examine other moderating effects such as age
differences. Indeed, studies conducted in different coun-
tries show that gender differences in EI vary with age
(e.g., Tsaousis and Kazi 2013 in Greece or Fernández-
Berrocal et al. 2012 in Spain). Therefore, an interesting
area for future research is analyzing to what extent the
stereotyped view of EI competences is influenced by
information about a target’s age.

Finally, the context in which the study was conducted
should be also taken into account in future studies. Indeed,
emotional dimensions are largely social reactions embedded
in cultural meaning systems (Harré 1986; Hareli and
Parkinson 2008; Oatley 1998). Our study points to the
gender nature of EI dimensions in Spain. Whereas this
approach tackles some of the limitations of earlier research
that revealed the need to examine more thoroughly the
individual differences relating to emotional attention, un-
derstanding, and regulation (Mayer and Salovey 1997),
further research in other countries is also required. Individuals’
responses in self-report scales that measure meta-knowledge of
emotional abilities could vary across cultures as a consequence
of being reflecting people’s willingness to describe themselves
in socially desirable terms. Therefore, cross- cultural analyses
that analyze gender stereotypes in EI measures in their own
culture would be valuable to see whether there are culture
differences in such assessments.
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Appendix 1

Table 4 Instruments, dimensions and definition of each component

Model Instrument Dimension Definition

Ability model Trait Meta Mood Scale
(Salovey et al. 1995)

Attention Ability to attend to moods and emotions

Clarity Ability to discriminate clearly among feelings

Repair Ability to regulate moods and to have a positive
outlook

Wong and Law EI Scale
(Wong and Law 2002)

Self-Emotion Appraisal (SEA) Ability to become aware both of their mood and
their thoughts concerning that mood.

Others’ Emotion Appraisal (OEA) Ability to perceive and understand the emotions of
others.
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Appendix 2

Table 4 (continued)

Model Instrument Dimension Definition

Use of Emotion (UOE) Ability of the person to utilize his or her emotions
by directing them toward constructive
endeavors and performance.

Regulation of Emotion (ROE) Ability to regulate own emotions; it also includes
the ability to change the affective reactions of
others.

Mixed model Bar-On Emotional Quotient
Inventory (EQ-i) short
version (Bar-On 2002
revised by Parker et al.
2011)

Intrapersonal Includes the competence to recognize and
understand own emotions, to express own
feelings, beliefs, and the competence to develop
one’s potential and achieve own goals

Interpersonal Includes empathy (the ability to put yourself in the
other); social responsibility (the ability to
identify with the social group and to cooperate
and manage relationships) and the ability to
make and keep friends

Adaptability Includes strategies for problem solving, to define
and generate alternatives and implement
effective solutions and flexibility and the ability
to change our thoughts, feelings and behavior
depending on the situation

Stress management Includes managing relationships or the
competence to make and keep friends and the
competence to resist the urge to act and control
own emotions

Table 5 Items for the scales used in the study and their translation

Items in Spanish Items in English

1 Normalmente se preocupan mucho por lo que sienten They often think about their feelings.

2 Piensan que merece la pena prestar atención a sus emociones y estado de ánimo They are often aware of their feelings on a matter.

3 Piensan en su estado de ánimo constantemente Although they are sometimes sad, they have a mostly optimistic
outlook.

4 A menudo piensan en sus sentimientos They think it’s worth paying attention to their emotions ormoods.

5 Frecuentemente pueden definir sus sentimientos They are usually very clear about their feelings.

6 Casi siempre saben cómo se sienten They try to think good thoughts now matter how badly they feel.

7 Normalmente conocen sus propios sentimientos sobre las personas They almost always know exactly how they are feeling.

8 Habitualmente se dan cuenta de sus sentimientos en diferentes situaciones They are rarely confused about what their feelings are.

9 Aunque a veces se sientan tristes, suelen tener una visión optimista No matter how badly they feel, they try to think about pleasant
things.

10 Intentan tener pensamientos positivos aunque se sientan mal They pay a lot of attention to how they feel.

11 Se preocupan por tener un buen estado de ánimo They can tell how they feel in different situations.

12 Cuando sienten enfado intentan cambiar su estado de ánimo When they become upset they remind themselves of all the
pleasures in life.

13 La mayoría de las veces saben distinguir por qué tienen ciertos sentimientos. They have a good sense of why they have certain feelings most of
the time.

14 Conocen siempre las emociones de sus amigos/as a través de sus
comportamientos.

They always know their friends emotions from their behaviors.

15 Siempre se fijan metas y luego intentan hacerlo lo mejor posible para alcanzarlas. They always set goals for themselves and then try their best to
achieve them.

16 Son capaces de controlar su temperamento y manejar las dificultades de manera
racional.

They are able to control their temper and handle difficulties
rationally.
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Table 5 (continued)

Items in Spanish Items in English

17 Tienen una buena comprensión de sus propias emociones. They have good understanding of their own emotions.

18 Son buenos/as observadores de las emociones de los demás. They are good observers of others emotions.

19 Siempre se dicen a sí mismos/as que son personas competentes. They always tell themselves they are competent.

20 Son capaces de controlar sus propias emociones. They are quite capable of controlling their own emotions.

21 Realmente comprenden lo que sienten. They really understand what they feel.

22 Son sensibles a los sentimientos y emociones de los demás. They are sensitive to the feelings and emotions of others.

23 Son personas que se auto-motivan a sí mismas. They are self-motivated people

24 Pueden calmarse fácilmente cuando se sienten enfadados/as. They can always calm down quickly when they are very angry.

25 Siempre saben si están o no están felices. They always know whether they are or not happy

26 Tienen una buena comprensión de las emociones de las personas que les rodean. They have a good understanding of the emotions of people
around them.

27 Siempre se animan a sí mismos/as para hacerlo lo mejor que puedan. They would always encourage themselves to try their best.

28 Tienen un buen control de sus propias emociones. They have a good control of their own emotions.

29 Suelen afrontar las dificultades yendo paso a paso. Their approach in overcoming difficulties is to move step by step.

30 Tratan de ver las cosas como realmente son, sin fantasear sobre ellas. They try to see things as they really are, without fantasizing or
daydreaming about them.

31 Les cuesta mucho controlar su enfado. It is a problem controlling their anger.a

32 Cuando se enfrentan a una situación difícil recopilan toda la información que
puedan sobre la misma.

When faced with a difficult situation, they like to collect all the
information about it that they can.

33 Les gusta ayudar a la gente. They like helping people.

34 Son incapaces de comprender cómo se sienten otras personas. They are unable to understand the way other people feel.a

35 Son incapaces de expresar a los demás sus ideas. They are unable to express their ideas to othersa

36 Les gusta tener una visión general del problema antes de tratar de resolverlo. They like to get an overview of a problem before trying to solve
it.

37 Prefieren que los demás tomen decisiones por ellos/as. They prefer others to make decisions for them.a

38 Les cuesta comprender cómo se sienten. It’s hard for them to understand the way they feel.a

39 En los últimos años han conseguido pocas cosas. They think they have accomplished little in their livesa

40 Su impulsividad les crea problemas. Their impulsiveness creates problems.a

41 Son buenos/as comprendiendo qué sienten los demás. They are good at understanding the way other people feel

42 Cuando se enfrentan a un problema, lo primero que hacen es pararse y pensar. When facing a problem, the first thing they do is stop and think.

43 Les cuesta trabajo tomar decisiones por sí mismos/as. It’s hard for them to make decisions on their own.a

44 Les es difícil expresar sus sentimientos íntimos. It’s hard for them to express their intimate feelings.a

45 Sus amigos/as pueden contarles sus cosas más íntimas. Their friends can tell them intimate things about themselves.

46 Cuando intentan resolver un problema, primero se fijan en cada posibilidad y
luego deciden la mejor forma de resolverlo.

When trying to solve a problem, they look at each possibility and
then decide on the best way.

47 Sienten que les cuesta controlar su ansiedad. They feel that it’s hard for them to control their anxiety.a

48 Se preocupan de lo que les ocurre a los demás. They care what happens to other people.

49 Sus relaciones sentimentales significan mucho para ellos/as y para sus amigos/as. Their close relationships mean a lot to them and to their friends.

50 Tienen fuertes impulsos que les cuesta controlar. They have strong impulses that are hard to control.a

51 Cuando surgen situaciones difíciles intentan pensar en tantas alternativas como
puedan.

In handling situations that arise, they try to think of as many
approaches as they can.

52 Son capaces de respetar a los demás. They are able to respect others.

53 Son más seguidores que líderes. They are more of followers than leaders.a

54 Son sensibles a los sentimientos de los demás. They are sensitive to the feelings of others.

55 Mantienen buenas relaciones con los demás. They have good relations with others.

56 Son impulsivos/as. They are impulsive.a

57 Los demás piensan que les falta asertividad. Others think that they lack assertiveness.a

58 La gente cree que son sociables. People think that they are sociable

59 Les cuesta trabajo describir sus sentimientos. It’s hard for them to describe their feelings.a

60 Tienen mal carácter. They’ve got a bad temper.a
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