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Abstract: This study aims to cross-culturally adapt and examine the psychometric properties of the Kuwaiti-Arabic Trait Emotional Intelligence-
Short Form (TEIQue-SF) through structural equation modeling (SEM). The adapted measure was administered to 1,458 university students in
Kuwait together with the Kuwaiti NEO-FFI. Reliability estimates for all TEIQue-SF variables were within the acceptable range, with the exception
of certain factors as expected by the literature. SEM results suggested that the bifactor ESEMmodel fit the data for the TEIQue-SF. Evidence for
criterion validity was obtained through relationships between the TEIQue-SF with the Big Five Personality variables. The results suggested that
the Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF can be considered as a reliable and valid measure to study trait EI with the Kuwaiti population and, consequently,
allow for cross-cultural trait EI comparisons.
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Trait Emotional Intelligence

The emotional intelligence (EI) construct has been ex-
tensively researched since the 1990s, with various mea-
sures used to assess the construct (O’Connor et al., 2019).
Petrides and Furnham (2001) distinguished two distinct EI
constructs based on their measurement method, namely
trait EI and ability EI. The latter, known as the cognitive-
emotional ability, is concerned with emotion-related
cognitive abilities that should be measured using maxi-
mum performance tests and theoretically belongs to the
cognitive ability domain (Petrides, 2011). In contrast, the
trait EI, known as trait emotional self-efficacy, is defined
as a constellation of self-perception located at lower levels
of personality hierarchies (Petrides et al., 2007). Unsur-
prisingly, this distinction between the two constructs was
supported by empirical findings (Brannick et al., 2009).
The researchers found that ability EI and trait EI measures
did not correlate. Furthermore, the ability EI measure did
not correlate with personality scales, while the trait EI
measure did. In this study, we focus on the trait EI.

The TEIQue was developed following strong scientific
procedures. The measure construction started with

defining the sampling domain of the construct through
content analysis. Specifically, the content analysis targeted
the earlier EI models (i.e., Bar-On, 1997; Salovey &Mayer,
1990) and various cognate constructs (e.g., alexithymia,
affective communication, emotional expression, and em-
pathy), where 15 facets were identified at the end
(Petrides, 2001). Afterward, the items were developed to
cover every facet in the construct sampling domain,
maintaining every item belongs to one facet only. The
whole process included 153 items, providing scores on 15
facets. Out of these, 13 facets loaded onto four oblique
factors: well-being (trait optimism, happiness, and self-
esteem), self-control (emotion regulation, low impulsive-
ness, and stress management), emotionality (trait empa-
thy, emotion perception, emotion expression, and
relationships), and sociability (emotion management, as-
sertiveness, social awareness). The remaining two facets,
adaptability and self-motivation, were loaded onto the
global trait EI score directly. The sampling domain of trait
EI in adults can be found in Appendix A. This scientifically
developed measure exists in many forms, and a brief
description of form can be found in Appendix B. In this
study, we are considering the Trait Emotional Intelligence
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Questionnaire-Short Form (TEIQue-SF) for adaption into
Kuwaiti-Arabic.
The TEIQue-SF is a 30-item form based on the original

long TEIQue in which two items from every facet were
selected based on their correlations with the corresponding
total facet scores. This form can be used in research with
limited experimental time and funds. It is designed for
assessing an individual’s trait EI, encompassing aspects of
their emotional perception, understanding, and regulation.
It is primarily intended for use in research settings to ex-
plore the relationships between emotional intelligence and
various psychological, interpersonal, and professional var-
iables. Recent research showed that the two forms yielded
the same results (Laborde et al., 2016, 2017). However,
unlike the original long form, the short form does not
provide any facet scores. Besides, due to the fewer number
of items, the four factors extracted from this measure had
lower internal consistencies compared to the same factors
in the longer form (Petrides, 2009).

TEIQue Cultural Adaptations

As the interest in trait EI literature grows exponentially
among researchers, exploring the trait EI characteristics
across cultures and between countries emerged. As a re-
sult, the original English TEIQue has been translated into
27 different languages (https://psychometriclab.com/
translations-of-teique/). However, norms for this mea-
sure are only available in 17 countries: Australia, Austria,
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, China, Croatia, Cyprus, France,
Germany, Greece, Italy, Norway, Poland, Spain, the
United Kingdom, and the United States (Petrides, 2009).
Clearly, there are different norms for countries that share

the same language. For instance, for Australia, Canada, the
United Kingdom, and the United States, the norms are
different even though the English language version was
applied to these countries. This indicates that the norms are
language-independent but depend on the culture and the
country. Some items were replaced, rephrased, or reordered
during the adaptation process to reflect the intended culture
before exposing them to the participants (Deniz et al., 2013;
Marjanović & Altaras-Dimitrijević, 2014; Martskvishvili
et al., 2013; Shahzad et al., 2014; Ulutas, 2019).
Additionally, to ensure the cross-cultural factorial sta-

bility of TEIQue, many international academics collabo-
rated and formally reported their adaptations’ findings with
other languages in peer-reviewed journals. The interna-
tional research with different TEIQue translations sup-
ported the 4-factor model proposed by Petrides and
Furnham (2001) using different factor analyses tech-
niques (e.g., confirmatory factor analysis, exploratory factor
analysis, and exploratory structural equation modeling; see

Appendix C). To expand these findings, we will explore the
factorial structure of the Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF
through exploratory structural equation modeling as an
advanced factor analysis method.
Furthermore, the reliability of global trait EI scores was

satisfactory in previous adaptations. However, on the factor’s
level, some troublesome internal consistency indices were
noted. For example, thewell-being factor had aCronbach’s α
of .55 when it was translated to Swedish (Hjalmarsson &
Dåderman, 2022), and the self-control factor had a Cron-
bach’s α of .57 and .59 when translated to Italian (Andrei
et al., 2016) and Persian (Rahimi, 2019), respectively. Fur-
ther, the emotionality factor had a Cronbach’s α of .58 when
it was translated to German and was applied in Germany
(Jacobs et al., 2015) and .57 when translated to Russian
(Kryukova & Shestova, 2020). Lastly, the sociability factor
showed the relatively lowest Cronbach’s α value of .47 when
it was translated to Mandarin and applied in China (Feher
et al., 2019) and .47 when it was translated to Spanish and
applied in Chile (Pérez-Dı́az & Petrides, 2021).
Although the previously mentioned reliability indices may

sound problematic, it should not doubt the credibility of the
TEIQue psychometric properties for twomain reasons. First,
the results are sample-specific in each country and cannot be
generalized to other countries. Second, the relatively low
Cronbach’s α values were not noted in a regular pattern
across different translations, and some only appeared in two
translations at maximum. Therefore, researchers should
continue studying the psychometric properties for more
TEIQue translations within each country and publish them
to contribute to the TEIQue international research. More-
over, future research must consider restudying the measure
within broader samples across each country (i.e., without
overstudying the students’ samples).

Trait EI and The Big Five

Many studies concerned the relationship between theBig Five
factors and trait EI, measured by the TEIQue (Freudenthaler
et al., 2008; Pérez-González & Sanchez-Ruiz, 2014; Petrides
et al., 2010; Robinson et al., 2020; Siegling et al., 2015; Van
der Linden et al., 2012; Vernon et al., 2008). This is not
surprising because trait EI is viewed as a personality trait and
studying its relationship with a well-established trait taxon-
omy such as the Big Five model should be of interest.
Several studies concerned the level of overlap between

the Big Five and trait EI (Petrides et al., 2010; Siegling
et al., 2015; Vernon et al., 2008). By regressing global trait
EI scores on the Big Five factors, the researchers found
that the Big Five factors, jointly, explained, at least, 50% of
the global trait EI variance. Thus, a 50% overlap between
the Big Five and trait EI is expected.
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To conclude, Neuroticism always showed the strongest
correlation among the other Big Five variables with the
global trait EI. Extraversion and Conscientiousness also
showed relatively stronger correlations with the global trait
EI, compared to Agreeableness and Openness. These
patterns observed in prior research indicate that we can
anticipate a similar alignment in our study when assessing
the relationship between the Big Five personality factors
and global trait EI, strengthening the external validity of our
research. By elucidating the existing relationship between
trait EI and the Big Five model, we establish a meaningful
context for our study, which aims to further investigate and
contribute to this well-established relationship.

The Present Study

The overall aim of the present studies is to adapt and
validate the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-
Short Form (TEIQue-SF) in Kuwaiti Arabic for use in
general population. Accordingly, we will show the factorial
structure of the adapted TEIQue-SF with a Kuwaiti sample
to ensure that the factor structure in Kuwait is consistent
with the original findings. We will also provide evidence of
the reliability and validity of scores obtained by our
adapted TEIQue-SF.

Study 1: Pilot Samples

Methods

Design and Procedure
The ITC (2017) test adaptation guidelines were consid-
ered in the adaptation of the TEIQue-SF. First, we

contacted the original author (Petrides, 2009) for per-
mission to adapt the measure into Kuwaiti Arabic. Sec-
ond, an expert committee was formed, with members
tasked with forward- and back-translating the measure.
After this step, discrepancies were resolved by the
committee members’ consensus to draft the Kuwaiti-
Arabic TEIQue-SF.

Participants
We approached two pilot samples (n1 = 79, n2 = 121), which
mainly comprised university students in Kuwait.

Both samples were invited to voluntary participate in
the pilot study through online link. The link included
information about the pilot study and given instructions
on how to respond or withdraw from the study at any
point. We believe that our pilot samples are knowl-
edgeable audience who can help us to assess the
readability and applicability of the pilot Kuwaiti
TEIQue-SF.

Measures

Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF
We used the last version of the pilot Kuwaiti-Arabic
TEIQue-SF which will later evolve into the final adapted
Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF. This measure comprises 30
statements responded to a 7-point Likert scale, ranging
from completely disagree to completely agree.

Data Analysis Plan
We performed a descriptive analysis of the subscales.
Subsequently, Cronbach’s α coefficient was estimated to
assess the internal consistency of the measures. All the
statistical analyses were conducted through IBM SPSS
Statistics for Macintosh, version 27.0 (IBMCorp., Armonk,
N.Y., USA).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s α coefficients for the TEIQue-SF obtained from pilot samples

Pilot sample Trait EI measure Min Max M SD Skew Kurt α

First pilot (n = 79) Well-being 2.00 7.00 5.50 1.03 �1.06 .93 .69

Self-control 1.00 6.50 4.14 1.14 �.32 .09 .56

Emotionality 2.38 6.38 4.66 .91 �.17 �.50 .49

Sociability 1.17 6.67 4.65 1.18 �.71 �.08 .66

Global trait EI 2.63 6.13 4.73 .80 �.34 �.45 .84

Second pilot (n = 121) Well-being 2.00 7.00 5.36 1.13 �.99 .79 .74

Self-control 1.00 6.50 4.11 1.13 �.29 �.05 .59

Emotionality 2.38 6.38 4.58 .90 .05 �.51 .51

Sociability 1.17 7.00 4.54 1.21 �.47 �.43 .69

Global trait EI 2.10 6.60 4.60 .86 �.35 .13 .87

Note. Min = minimum, Max = maximum, M = mean, SD = standard deviation, Skew = skewness, Kurt = kurtosis, α = Cronbach’s α coefficient.
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Results
Descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s α coefficients ob-
tained from the first and second pilot studies are presented
in Table 1. α coefficients ranged between .49 and .69 for
the subscales and were .84 for the overall measure in the
first pilot sample. While in the second pilot and after re-
phrasing the items, the coefficients jumped to range be-
tween .51 and .74 for the subscales and become .87 for the
overall measure.

Study 2: Kuwaiti Students Sample

Methods

Design and Procedure
We used a convenience sample design and approached
participants via an anonymous Qualtrics link (online).
Several faculty members within Kuwaiti higher education
institutions were contacted individually to help dissemi-
nate the Qualtrics link. Participants did not provide any
personal self-identifying information.

Participants
The sample included 1,458 university students in Kuwait
with aMage of 22.34 years (SD = 7.62 years). Almost 75% of
the sample were women, which reflects the female–male
students’ ratio at Kuwait University. Eighty nine percent
were Kuwaitis, and the others were non-Kuwaitis without
asking them for their nationality for anonymity purposes.
Further, 53% were in art majors and 47% in science
majors.

Measures

The Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF
We used the Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF that was devel-
oped and utilized in the pilot study.

The Kuwaiti-Arabic NEO-FFI
This is the short form of the NEO-PI developed by Costa
and McCrae (2008). The inventory comprises 60 items
providing scores on the Big Five factors: Neuroticism (N),
Extraversion (E), Openness (O), Agreeableness (A), and
Conscientiousness (C). One limitation is that it does not
yield scores at the facet level as the NEO-PI. However, we
used it in our study due to circumstances relating to our
project (esp., limited time). We used Alansari’s (1997)
Kuwaiti-Arabic adaptation, which showed acceptable ev-
idence for convergent validity using the Eysenck Per-
sonality Questionnaire, and also an acceptable Cronbach’s

α value for all factors (ranging from .31 to .81) except for
the Openness factor of personality.

Data Analysis Plan
We obtained the descriptive statistics for all measures
using the skimr (Waring et al., 2021) and e1071 (Meyer
et al., 2021) packages in R 4.0.5 (RStudio Team, 2021). We
also used R to estimate Cronbach’s α (Cronbach, 1951) via
the ltm package (Rizopoulos, 2007) and the psych package
(Revelle, 2021) to estimate McDonald’s ω (McDonald,
1999). Finally, we used MplusAutomation R package
(Hallquist & Wiley, 2018) to prepare and export our data
for analysis in Mplus.
To assess factorial structure, we relied on the explor-

atory structural equation modeling (ESEM) approach. We
started with the simple first-order ESEM model (Model 0)
for each measure to obtain factor loadings for further
modeling. This allowed us to examine the underlying
structure of the questionnaire without imposing any hi-
erarchical constraints.
Subsequently, we tested different ESEM-within-CFA

models (Morin et al., 2013) based on the results from
the first-order model. Model 1 involved a hierarchical
ESEM approach within a CFA framework. It allowed us to
explore both the first-order factors and any potential
higher-order factors that might exist in the TEIQue-SF.
For Model 2, we employed a bifactor ESEM to inves-

tigate the presence of a general trait EI factor, along with
specific factors related to individual TEIQue-SF items.
This model helps us understand the global and unique
variance captured by the questionnaire.
Finally, Model 3 combined the bifactor ESEM with CFA,

enabling us to assess both the global trait EI factor and any
potential group factors within the TEIQue-SF items while
considering the hierarchical structure.
These analyses aim to provide a comprehensive un-

derstanding of the latent structure of the TEIQue-SF and
assess the appropriateness of different factor models. We
will evaluate the model fit indices, factor loadings, and
other relevant statistics to determine the most suitable
factor structure for the TEIQue-SF in our dataset. All
analyses were conducted using Mplus (Muthén &Muthén,
1998–2017), and the corresponding parameters were es-
timated with the robust maximum likelihood estimator
(MLR) to deal with deviations from normality.
Additionally, we computed zero-order correlations be-

tween the TEIQue-SF variables and the Big Five. Along
with that, we regressed the global trait EI on the Big Five
factors to determine the amount of global trait EI scores’
variance explained by the Big Five. Our aim for this
analysis is to assess the criterion validity of our adapted
TEIQue-SF.
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Results
Descriptive statistics for all variables in Study 2 are shown
in Table 2 (n = 1,458). All skewness and kurtosis values
were within the acceptable ranges (�3.00 to +3.00) and
(�10.00 to +10.00), respectively (Brown, 2015).

Factor Analysis of the TEIQue-SF
We contrasted four different ESEMmodels to evaluate the
factorial structure of the TEIQue-SF.

Model 0: Four First-Order ESEM
Model 1: Hierarchical ESEM (H-ESEM) within CFA
Model 2: Bifactor ESEM
Model 3: Bifactor ESEM within CFA

Table 3 presents the model fit statistics for each model
along with the number of free parameters. As can be seen
in that table, model fit values were generally acceptable for
all models. Taking fit indices and the number of free
parameters for each model into account, we decided to
retain Model 2 (shown in Figure 1).

The standardized factor loadings for each item for
Model 2 can be found in Appendix D. Most of the items
showed significant loadings on their keyed factor with
some exceptions in the Emotionality factor and global trait

EI. Additionally, the appendix indicates a possible issue
with the Emotionality factor, in which only one item
loaded significantly on it.

Reliability Analysis of the TEIQue-SF
Table 4 shows the gender-based reliability estimates for
TEIQue-SF. The global trait EI had satisfactory reliability
(α = .83, ω = .86). The corresponding, ωh value .37,
meaning that 37% of the data’s variance, was accounted
for the general factor (global trait EI). At the factor level of
trait EI, Cronbach’s α values ranged from .43 to .71, with
Well-being consistently showing the highest reliability.

The Relationship Between Trait EI and the Big Five
The zero-order correlations between trait EI and the Big
Five are presented in Table 5. The table includes results
from both gender, which allows for efficient comparisons,
and subsequently assessing the consistency in our results.

As can be seen, most correlations are statistically sig-
nificant. Neuroticism exhibits negative correlations with
global trait EI (r = �.40) as well as all four TEIQue-SF
factors, ranging from �.21 to �.34. These correlations,
while varying inmagnitude, collectively portray a consistent
trend: Individuals with higher neuroticism tend to report
lower trait EI, whether measured globally or within specific

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for the key variables in study 2

Variable

Overall sample (N = 1,458) Men (N = 336) Women (N = 1,110)

Rangea M (SD) Skew Kurt M (SD) Skew Kurt M (SD) Skew Kurt

TEIQue-SF [1.00–7.00]

Global 2.47–6.80 4.65 (.77) .26 �.29 4.75 (.82) .34 �.56 4.61 (.76) .21 �.25

Well-being 1.00–7.00 5.26 (1.12) �.38 �.42 5.26 (1.07) �.17 �.57 5.26 (1.14) �.44 �.40

Self-control 1.00–7.00 4.24 (.98) .14 .47 4.45 (.97) .32 .28 4.18 (.98) .09 .49

Emotionality 1.75–7.00 4.51 (.87) .27 �.02 4.54 (.93) .28 �.04 4.49 (.85) .28 �.03

Sociability 1.33–7.00 4.63 (1.10) .08 �.13 4.76 (.98) .15 �.16 4.59 (1.02) .07 �.14

NEO-FFI [12.00–60.00]

Neuroticism 14.00–60.00 34.00 (5.99) .45 1.88 33.40 (7.32) .79 1.87 34.20 (5.53) .27 1.43

Extraversion 16.00–60.00 40.20 (5.13) .09 2.00 41.30 (5.39) .55 1.76 39.90 (5.01) �.11 1.93

Openness 15.00–60.00 40.30 (5.33) �.04 2.06 41.40 (5.87) .42 1.53 40.00 (5.13) �.32 2.03

Agreeableness 15.00–60.00 39.90 (5.42) .18 1.72 40.20 (5.81) .85 1.26 39.80 (5.32) �.09 1.77

Conscientiousness 14.00–60.00 42.50 (5.25) �.44 2.55 42.70 (5.16) .40 1.76 42.50 (5.29) �.67 2.70

Note. Min = minimum, Max = maximum, M = mean, SD = standard deviation, Skew = skewness, Kurt = kurtosis. a Numbers between squared brackets are
theoretical ranges.

Table 3. Fit indices for the proposed models

Model Type CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Free parameters

Model 0 Four first-order ESEM .902 .868 .041 [.038, .044] .032 174

Model 1 H-ESEM within CFA .903 .871 .041 [.038, .043] .033 168

Model 2 Bifactor ESEM .915 .875 .040 [.037, .044] .028 200

Model 3 Bifactor ESEM within CFA .913 .875 .040 [.037, .044] .035 194
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factors. The strongest of these associations is observed with
Sociability (r = �.34), signifying a moderate negative re-
lationship, while the weakest is with Well-being (r = �.21),
indicating a weaker, albeit significant, correlation.

On the other hand, Conscientiousness reveals positive
correlations with both global trait EI (r = .24) and the
TEIQue-SF factors, ranging from .13 to .31. These positive
associations underscore the significance of conscien-
tiousness in the realm of trait EI. Notably, the correlation
between Conscientiousness andWell-being (r = .31) stands
out as the strongest, followed closely by the association
with Self-Control (r = .13). These correlations suggest that
individuals with higher conscientiousness tend to not only
report greater overall trait EI but also excel in specific
factors, particularly those related to self-regulation and
emotional well-being.
Extraversion, Openness, and Agreeableness exhibit

more nuanced and varied correlations across both global
trait EI and the TEIQue-SF factors. These associations,
although mixed in strength, highlight the complex inter-
play between personality traits and the multifaceted
construct of trait EI. In summary, these findings reveal a
range of associations, frommoderate to weak, between the
Big Five personality traits and trait EI dimensions, un-
derlining the intricate and context-dependent nature of
these relationships.

Figure 1. Bifactor ESEM model for
the Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF
(Model 2). Note. Global = global
trait EI, SO = Sociability, EM =
Emotionality, SC = Self-control,
WB = Well-being. Only significant
paths are shown in the diagram.

Table 4.Gender-based reliability indices for the key variables in study 2

Measure/variables
Overall sample
(N = 1,458)

Cronbach’s α Men
(n = 336)

Women
(N = 1,110)

TEIQue-SF

Global trait EI .83 .85 .82

Well-being .71 .68 .72

Self-control .43 .46 .41

Emotionality .44 .53 .41

Sociability .52 .49 .53

NEO-FFI-3

Neuroticism .77 .76 .75

Extraversion .66 .61 .67

Openness .31 .16 .33

Agreeableness .50 .55 .49

Conscientiousnes .81 .81 .81
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A multiple regression with enter method was used to
predict global trait EI scores from the Big Five factors. The
model explained 30% of global trait EI’s variance, F(5,
1,216) = 105.29, p < .001, R2 = .30, Radjusted

2 = .30. All of the
Big Five factors were significant predictors of global trait
EI, except Agreeableness. The multiple regression results
can be found in Appendix E.

Discussion

The TEIQue-SF was piloted twice to collect sufficient data
to enable small-scale scale and item analysis in the first
study (i.e., pilot study). This step is necessary to ensure
the psychometric quality of psychological measures.
During the pilot, participants were asked to fill a feedback
form whenever they had any comments on items or
questions.

After piloting the TEIQue-SF for the first time, the re-
liability analysis showed an unacceptable α coefficient for
the Emotionality subscale as indicated earlier. Specifically,
we identified Items 17 and 23 to be problematic and sent
them back to the expert committee for revision. The expert
committee revisited the translation of the two items and
decided to rephrase them and send it back to a second
pilot.

In the second pilot, all of the participants were able to
understand the meaning of all items in the TEIQue-SF. In
addition, no comments were received regarding the clarity
of any item. Furthermore, the reliability analysis results
were acceptable. Therefore, the last version of the
TEIQue-SF was retained for use in the Study 2.

The aim of Study 2 was to adapt and explore the psy-
chometric properties of the Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF in a
university student sample. Firstly, we assessed the facto-
rial structure of the TEIQue-SF through SEM. Further, we
provided evidence for the reliability and validity of the
TEIQue-SF scores. Finally, we examined the relationship
between the TEIQue-SF variables.

The Factorial Structure of TEIQue-SF

In our investigation of the factorial structure of the
TEIQue-SF, we employed an exploratory structural
equation modeling (ESEM) approach. ESEM combines
elements of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA), allowing some factors to
be specified in an exploratory manner and others in a
confirmatory manner (for a detailed explanation, refer to
Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009). ESEM offers certain
technical advantages over both EFA and CFA,T
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particularly when analyzing multidimensional measures
in large samples, as was the case in our study (Marsh
et al., 2010).
For the Kuwaiti-Arabic adaptation of the TEIQue-SF, the

bifactor ESEMmodel demonstrated superior fit compared
to alternative models, including the hierarchical model
proposed by Petrides (2009). This finding echoes earlier
results from studies conducted in Chile (Pérez-Dı́az &
Petrides, 2021) and Brazil (Perazzo et al., 2020). Following
the criteria outlined by Hair et al. (2010), which suggest
that a good model should exhibit a significant χ2 value,
CFI > .92, SRMR < .08, and RMSEA < .07, our model fit
statistics align with the expectations for a robust model,
considering our sample size exceeds 250, and we have 15
observed variables.
It is important to note that while most items exhibited

significant loadings on the global trait EI, a few items dis-
played negative loadings at the four-factor trait EI level. This
phenomenon is not unusual and has been observed in
previous bifactor modeling attempts with TEIQue-SF data
(as reported by Pérez-Dı́az & Petrides, 2021). Beyond the
construct of trait EI, negative factor loadings have also been
reported in bifactor models for other personality-related
constructs such as Burnout (Szigeti et al., 2017), Emotional
distress (Hyland et al., 2013), Irritability (Burke et al., 2014),
and Positive and Negative Affect (Leue & Beauducel, 2011).
Interpreting these negative loadings is challenging because
there are neither statistical (Heinrich et al., 2021) nor the-
oretical (Eid et al., 2017) explanations readily available.
Nonetheless, negative factor loadings in bifactor models

can arise due to various factors. They may signify a
negative relationship between an item and the common
factor, potentially reflecting a floor effect wherein indi-
viduals with low performance on the construct do not fare
well on the item. In such cases, the negative loading may
indicate that the item is not a strongmeasure of global trait
EI for individuals with low trait EI scores.
Furthermore, our analysis of factor loadings raised

concerns about the Emotionality factor of trait EI, as most
of the proposed items did not exhibit significant loadings
on this factor. It is important to clarify that the TEIQue-SF
was not originally designed for factor-level analysis, but we
opted to present preliminary findings based on our Kuwaiti
samples. Consequently, the results obtained from this
study should be regarded as preliminary, and we en-
courage future researchers to explore this factor using the
full version of the TEIQue with Kuwaiti samples.

The Reliability of TEIQue-SF Scores

Reliability analysis for the TEIQue-SF showed acceptable
internal consistency for the global trait EI score in the

overall sample as well as for males and females, sepa-
rately. There were some less-than-desirable internal
consistency estimates (e.g., for Self-control and Emo-
tionality), but this is a standard finding with the short
form of the TEIQue, which was originally designed to
provide a global trait EI score only (Petrides, 2009). The
result was consistent with other adaptations, where factor
reliability was comparatively lower than for global trait EI
(Abe et al., 2012; Deniz et al., 2013; Feher et al., 2019;
Hjalmarsson & Dåderman, 2020; Jacobs et al., 2015;
Kryukova & Shestova, 2020; Pérez-Dı́az & Petrides, 2021;
Stamatopoulou et al., 2016).

The Relationship Between Trait EI and the
Big Five

We presented the zero-order correlations between the
TEIQue-SF variables and the Big Five. Generally, for the
overall sample and both gender groups, all of the Big Five
variables were significantly correlated to the TEIQue-SF
variables, except for Agreeableness.
In line with previous studies, the Big Five factor of

Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Conscientiousness
showed the strongest correlation with the TEIQue-SF
variables (Freudenthaler et al., 2008; Pérez-González &
Sanchez-Ruiz, 2014; Petrides et al., 2010; Robinson et al.,
2020; Siegling et al., 2015; Van der Linden et al., 2012;
Vernon et al., 2008). As expected, Neuroticism showed the
strongest correlation among the other Big Five factors with
the TEIQue-SF variables in our study, followed by Con-
scientiousness, Extraversion, Openness, and Agreeable-
ness, respectively. This was interpreted as evidence for the
criterion validity of scores obtained from our adapted
measure.
We expected that, at least, 50% of the global trait EI

variance will be explainable by the Big Five factors. Al-
though the Big Five factors explained a significant amount
of global trait EI variance in our study (30.2%), this was
below the expected value of 50%.
Two potential reasons could explain the aforementioned

findings. The first reason is related to the short version of
the TEIQue we administered in this study. The short form
of the TEIQue consists of fewer items than the original
form and therefore offers less coverage to the sampling
domain of trait EI. Accordingly, using the short form will
lead to excluding several items that theoretically overlap
with the Big Five factors. The second reason is due to the
low reliability indices from the Big Five factors of
Agreeableness and Openness. This was not surprising at
all, as the Kuwaiti adaptation of the NEO-FFI had showed
similarly lower αs for these two factors (Alansari, 1997).
Consequently, low reliability can attenuate the correlation
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between two variables (Henson, 2001; Muchinsky, 1996;
Onwuegbuzie et al., 2004).

Also, in our analysis, we observed a notable discrepancy
between the correlation analysis and the regression model
regarding the prediction of the global trait EI by the Big
Five personality factors. While the correlation analysis
initially indicated significant negative associations be-
tween Neuroticism and global trait EI, the regression
model confirmed this relationship but with a relatively
small coefficient, suggesting that Neuroticism, while sta-
tistically significant, may have a limited impact when
considering other personality factors in the model.

Importantly, our regression model revealed that the
other Big Five personality factors—Extraversion, Open-
ness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness—did not
significantly predict global trait EI. These nonsignificant
findings suggest that these personality factors, in isolation,
do not appear to have a substantial influence on an in-
dividual’s overall trait EI when accounting for other var-
iables in themodel. This underscores the complexity of the
relationship between personality traits and trait EI, indi-
cating that Neuroticism is the primary driver of variance in
global trait EI in this specific context. However, it is crucial
to acknowledge that trait EI is a multifaceted construct
influenced by various factors, and the limited predictive
power of individual personality traits in this regression
model highlights the need for a more comprehensive
understanding of its determinants.

Limitations and Strengths of the Present
Study

One limitation of this study pertains to the use of self-
reported measures. This introduces the possibility of
response biases, such as social desirability bias or re-
sponse bias, where participants may provide answers that
align with societal expectations or follow a specific
pattern, potentially influencing the accuracy of the
collected data.

Secondly, the internal consistency of two dimensions
within the Kuwaiti NEO-FFI fell below desirable levels,
which impacts the correlations between this criterion and
the adapted TEIQue-SF. These lower reliabilities in the
criterion measure should be considered when interpreting
the relationships observed in the study.

Another limitation arises from the sampling methods
employed, which included convenience and non-
proportional quota sampling. These methods, while
practical for the current study, may restrict the gener-
alizability of our findings to the broader Kuwaiti pop-
ulation. Nonetheless, the consistency of our results,
especially regarding the reliability of scores across both

studies, suggests the measure’s suitability for use in
Kuwaiti samples. We encourage future researchers to
explore the application of this measure in different
contexts, such as clinical settings, using diverse Kuwaiti
samples to contribute more comprehensively to the trait
EI literature in Kuwait.

On the other hand, the strengths of this study are
multiple. This study leveraged the bifactor exploratory
structural equation modeling (ESEM) approach to inves-
tigate the factorial structure of the TEIQue-SF. This in-
novative statistical method allowed for a nuanced
examination of the measure’s underlying structure, en-
hancing the depth of our analysis.

Additionally, the study benefited from a sufficiently
large sample size, facilitating the execution of all intended
statistical analyses with confidence and precision.

Furthermore, our research presented findings from
Kuwait, an underrepresented country in the international
personality literature. By doing so, we have contributed
valuable insights from a unique cultural perspective, ex-
panding the global understanding of trait emotional
intelligence.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this psychometric study involving the
adapted TEIQue-SF in a Kuwaiti sample yielded favorable
results. The Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF demonstrated
both reliability and validity in the Kuwaiti context. Con-
sequently, researchers can rely on our adapted TEIQue-SF
as a valuable tool for investigating trait EI in various
Kuwaiti settings, encompassing clinical, educational, and
organizational contexts, among others.
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Table A1. Sampling domain of trait EI in adults

Factors and facets High scorers perceive themselves as. . .

Well-being

Self-esteem . . .successful and self-confident.

Happiness . . .cheerful and satisfied with their lives.

Optimism . . .confident and likely to “look on the bright side” of life.

Self-control

Emotion regulation . . .capable of controlling their emotions.

Stress management . . .capable of withstanding pressure and regulating stress.

Impulse control . . .reflective and less likely to give into their urges.

Emotionality

Emotion perception (self and others) . . .clear about their own and other people’s feelings

Emotion expression . . .capable of communicating their feelings to others.

Relationships . . .capable of having fulfilling personal relationships.

Empathy . . .capable of taking someone else’s perspective.

Sociability

Social awareness . . .accomplished networkers with excellent social skills.

Emotion management (in others) . . .capable of influencing other people’s feelings.

Assertiveness . . .forthright, frank, and willing to stand up for their rights.

Adaptabilitya . . .flexible and willing to adapt to new conditions.

Self-motivationa . . .driven and unlikely to give up in the face of adversity.

Note. a These facets are not keyed to any factor, but feed directly into the global trait EI score.

Table B1. Brief description of different TEIQue forms

Scale Recommended age n Facets a Factors b Global c Completion time Response format

TEIQue Adult 153 15 4 Yes 25 min 7 Likert-type

TEIQue-SF Adult 30 0 4 Yes 5 min 7 Likert-type

TEIQue-AF 13–17 years 153 15 4 Yes 25 min 7 Likert-type

TEIQue-ASF 13–17 years 30 0 4 Yes 5 min 7 Likert-type

TEIQue 360° Not specified 153 15 4 Yes 20 min 7 Likert-type

TEIQue 360°-SF Not specified 30 0 4 Yes 5 min 7 Likert-type

TEIQue 360°-FB Not specified 15 0 4 Yes 5 min Percentages

TEIQue-CF 8–12 years 75 0 9 Yes 25 min 5 Likert-type

TEIQue-CSF 8–12 years 36 0 0 Yes 10–15 min 5 Likert-type

Note.. n = number of items. a The number of possible facets scores that can be obtained. b The number of possible factors scores that can be obtained.
c Whether a global trait EI score can be obtained.
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Appendix C

Table C1. TEIQue published translations

Study Measure Language

Factor analysis Cronbach’s αa,b

Method Factors Global WB SC EM SO

Abe et al. (2012) TEIQue-SF Japanese/Japan CFA 4 .87 .75 .65 .62 .71

Al-Dassean (2023) TEIQue-SF Arabic/Jordan CFA 4 .91–.87 .81–.72 .53–.38 .68–.61 .54–.58

Aluja et al. (2016) TEIQue Catalan/Spain CFA & EFA 4 .95 .91 .87 .89 .86

Andrei et al. (2016) TEIQue Italian/Italy CFA 4 .86 .84 .57 .71 .77

Ashouri et al. (2021) TEIQue Iranian/Iran EFA 4 .95 .90 .80 .86 .69

Chirumbolo et al. (2019) TEIQue Italian/Italy ESEM 4 .86 .70 .69 .78 .82

Deniz et al. (2013) TEIQue-SF Turkish/Turkey CFA & EFA 4 .81 .72 .70 .66 .70

Di Fabio et al. (2016) TEIQue Italian/Italy CFA 4 .96 .93 .81 .92 .80

Feher et al. (2019) TEIQue-SF Mandarin/China CFA 4 .88 .82 .65 .65 .47

Freudenthaler et al. (2008) TEIQue German/Austria CFA & EFA 4 .96 .94 .86 .90 .88

Gökçen et al. (2014) TEIQue Chinese/Hong Kong EFA 4 .91 .75 .82 .80 .82

Hjalmarsson and Dåderman
(2022)

TEIQue-SF Swedish/Sweden NA NA .86 .55 .81 .61 .86

Jacobs et al. (2015) TEIQue-SF German/Germany CFA 4 .88 .85 .67 .58 .62

Jolić-Marjanović and
Altaras-Dimitrijević (2014)

TEIQue Serbian/Serbia CFA & EFA 4 .95 .80 .82 .78 .80

Kryukova and Shestova (2020) TEIQue-SF Russian/Russia CFA & EFA 4 .80 .77 .67 .57 .65

Martskvishvili et al. (2013) TEIQue Georgian/Georgia EFA 4 .87 .82 .71 .69 .78

Mikolajczak et al. (2007) TEIQue French/Belgium EFA & Parallel
analysis

4 .94–.95 .91–.91 .85–.87 .86–.90 .86–.87

Perazzo et al. (2020) TEIQue-SF Portuguese/Brazil ESEM 4 .88 .85 .65 .64 .60

Pérez-Dı́az and Petrides (2021) TEIQue-SF Spanish/Chile CFA & ESEM 4 .90 .84 .81 .63 .41

Rahimi (2019) TEIQue Persian/Iran CFA 4 .87 .75 .59 .66 .72

Sanchez-Ruiz et al. (2020) TEIQue English/Lebanon CFA & EFA 4 .86 .81 .75 .68 .78

Shahzad et al. (2014) TEIQue-SF Urdu/Pakistan NA NA .89 NA NA NA NA

Stamatopoulou et al. (2016) TEIQue-SF Greek/Greece NA NA .89 .78 .60 .64 .75

Szczygiel et al. (2015) TEIQue-SF Polish/Poland NA NA .90–.87 NA NA NA NA

Ulutas (2019) TEIQue Turkish/Turkey EFA & CFA 4 .91 .85 .70 .76 .84

Zuanazzi et al. (2022) TEIQue Portuguese/Brazil EFA 4 .90 .86 .79 .76 .80

Note. TEIQue = Trait Emotional Intelligence; TEIQue-SF = Trait Emotional Intelligence-Short Form; NA = not available; ESEM = exploratory structural equation
modeling; EFA = exploratory factor analysis; CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; TEIQue = Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire; TEIQue-SF = Trait
Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire-Short Form; WB = Well-being; SC = Self-control; EM = Emotionality; SO = Sociability. a Whenever there are two values in
the cell, the first one is based on the male sample and the second one is based on the female sample. b Omega coefficient was used instead of Cronbach’s α
when the number is in italics. Test–retest reliability is used when the number is in bold.
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Appendix D Appendix E

Table D1. TEIQue-SF (Model 2) standardized factor loadings

Item Global Well-being Self-control Emotionality Sociability

5 .45 �.62

20 .03 .73

9 .22 .35

24 .22 .31

12 .51 �.36

27 .19 .57

4 .52 �.35

19 .17 .38

7 .47 �.26

22 .50 �.02

15 .13 .45

30 .23 .29

1 .08 �.25

16 .48 .11

2 .46 �.25

17 .27 .38

8 .56 .11

23 .44 .17

13 .41 �.35

28 .54 �.03

6 .08 .53

21 .12 .18

10 .54 �.05

25 .48 �.09

11 .25 .37

26 .41 �.22

3 .15

14 .49

18 .52

29 .18

Note. Bold values are significant at p < .05.

Table E1. Regressions of the global trait EI on the Big Five

Dependent variable R R2 F (df) NEO-FFI β t

Global trait EI .550 .302 105.29
(5, 1,216)

N �.07 19.21*

E .02 4.40

O .02 3.84

A .00 .54

C .03 6.17

Note. N = Neuroticism, E = Extraversion, O = Openness, A = Agreeableness,
C = Conscientiousness.
* p < .001.

Psychological Test Adaptation and Development (2024), 5, 80–94 © 2024 The Author(s). Distributed as a Hogrefe OpenMind article
under the license CC BY-ND 4.0 (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0)

94 N. N. Hasan et al., Kuwaiti-Arabic TEIQue-SF

 h
ttp

s:
//e

co
nt

en
t.h

og
re

fe
.c

om
/d

oi
/p

df
/1

0.
10

27
/2

69
8-

18
66

/a
00

00
70

 -
 T

hu
rs

da
y,

 F
eb

ru
ar

y 
22

, 2
02

4 
9:

55
:1

2 
A

M
 -

 I
P 

A
dd

re
ss

:1
93

.6
0.

24
0.

99
 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nd/4.0

	The Kuwaiti
	Trait Emotional Intelligence
	TEIQue Cultural Adaptations
	Trait EI and The Big Five
	The Present Study
	Methods
	Participants
	Measures
	Kuwaiti

	Data Analysis Plan
	Results



	Study 2: Kuwaiti Students Sample
	Methods
	Design and Procedure
	Participants
	Measures
	The Kuwaiti
	The Kuwaiti

	Data Analysis Plan
	Results
	Factor Analysis of the TEIQue
	Reliability Analysis of the TEIQue
	The Relationship Between Trait EI and the Big Five




	Discussion
	The Factorial Structure of TEIQue
	The Reliability of TEIQue-SF Scores
	The Relationship Between Trait EI and the Big Five
	Limitations and Strengths of the Present Study
	Conclusion

	References
	ReferencesAbe, K., Wakabayashi, H., Saiki, T., Kawakami, C., Fujisaki, K., Niwa, M., & Suzuki, Y. (2012). Validity and reli ...
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	Appendix D
	Appendix E


