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Abstract 
 

The study established psychometric properties of the Scale for Emotional Intelligence (SEI)-Short form 

developed by Dawood et al. (2007) by employing a cross-sectional research design. The data were collected 
from students at four public universities of Pakistan representing four provinces. A sample of n = 776 men and 

n = 1124 women university students was taken with age range of 18-25 years (M = 21.73, SD = 1.65). 

Confirmatory factor analysis reflected five themes: Self-Awareness (17 items); Self-Regulation (9 items); 

Motivation (28 items); Empathy (23 items); and Social Skills (31 items). Reliabilities of SEI-Short-form ranged 

from (Cronbach α = .58 to .92). It is concluded that SEI-Short form is a reliable tool for the assessment of 

emotional intelligence. 

 

Keywords: Emotional intelligence, factor structure, Goleman’s model, university students  

 

Introduction 

Emotional intelligence (EI) was introduced in psychological 

literature somewhere 20 years ago by Salovey and Mayer (1990) 

and since then has gained extensive attention as an explanatory 

variable for important health and life outcomes such as 

psychological well-being, marital adjustment, and occupational 

success (Batool & Khalid, 2012; Benzo et al., 2016; Hurley et al., 

2018; Shahzad et al., 2011). Emotional intelligence (EI) is a 

multidimensional construct broadly defined as a set of 

competencies, abilities, and dispositions related to perceiving, 

understanding, expressing, and managing one’s own and others 

emotions (Bar-On & Parker, 2000) with three models viz., 

ability/intelligence model (Mayer & Salovey, 1993), mixed or 

performance model (Goleman, 1995), and personality trait model 

(Bar-On & Parker, 2000). 

Early studies led to the development of various emotional 

intelligence (EI) tests (e.g., Bar-On, 1997, Schutte et al., 1998; 

Mayer et al.,1999), which assessed different yet related underlying 

constructs about EI. Petrides and Furnham (2000) initially classified 

EI measures into two types: Ability EI measures and trait EI 

measures. Ability EI measures were based on performance items 

similar to cognitive intelligence and captured the ability to use 

emotions and emotional knowledge; while trait EI measures were 

based on self-report items that captured what an individual does to 

perceive emotional abilities in others.  
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On the other hand, Ashkanasy and Daus (2005) classified EI 

measures into three streams which comprised of ability EI measures 

(Stream 1) and trait EI measures (Stream 2) based on Salovey and 

Mayer (1990) model; and mixed model (Stream 3) measures that 

included items that resembled items of the two measures above and 

additionally comprised of a mixture of behavioral and personality 

items. Despite rapid growth, concerns about EI assessment methods 

have been a recurring theme of many critical commentaries 

(Murphy, 2006). One criticism that is generally held against applied 

EI research is its failure to take into account conceptual construct of 

EI multidimensionality (Smith et al., 2009). Several theoretical 

models have explained the nature of EI and proposed its different 

dimensions, multiple psychological systems, processes, and 

domains (Bar-On, 1997; Goleman, 1995; Salovey & Mayer, 1990). 

When applied EI researches do not take into account the non-

homogenous nature of EI such as different EI models and 

questionnaires are treated as mutually interchangeable and different 

EI domains are combined into a single composite score, it can result 

in inaccurate decisions for test-takers (Smith et al., 2009; Zeidner et 

al., 2008). Using such EI measures in studies that have inadequate 

psychometric properties is another criticism that needs to be 

received with due attention. Besides many better validated scales 

are all fairly long, i.e., have over 100 statements and research 

participants find it difficult to complete such scales due to time 

constraints (Ackley, 2016; O’Connor et al., 2019; Parker et al., 

2011). Lastly, it is important to take into account cross-cultural 

validity of the EI construct and measures. Researchers (Matsumuto 

et al., 2008) maintain that cultural heritage and contexts influence 

emotional responses of individuals and that people’s emotional 

understanding and expressions can vary across cultures. Different 

theoretical models of EI when developed did not pay much attention 

to cross-cultural evidence to validate their theoretical positions 

(Bar-On, 2006; Goleman, 1995; Mayer et al., 2004). It is possible 

that some domains of EI are more culture-specific while other EI 

domains contain pan-cultural characteristics. Hence, 

generalizability across language and culture is important for the 
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assessment of an EI structure or taxonomy (Parker et al., 2005; 

Sharma et al., 2009).  

There is no scarcity of empirical literature in Pakistan on the 

construct of EI and many researchers in Pakistan have identified 

significant correlates and outcomes of EI across different settings 

and populations (Ahmed et al., 2019; Bibi et al., 2019; Ghafoor et 

al., 2019; Khan et al., 2018; Khan & Imran, 2019). However, fewer 

studies in Pakistan has been dedicated to developing EI measures. 

Hence, a psychometrically sound, culturally embedded, and a 

conceptually comprehensive measure of EI is needed to further 

advance the field of EI in Pakistan. Dawood et al., (2007) developed 

a self-reported Scale for Emotional Intelligence (SEI) in Urdu to 

measure trait EI. Self-reported EI questionnaires show superior 

explanatory power and incremental validity over ability EI tests in 

predicting several outcomes, i.e., job performance (O’Boyle et al., 

2011). SEI (Dawood et al., 2007) had 319 items and was developed 

using analytic approach following theoretical rationale of 

Goleman’s model (1995). SEI consisted of 5 domains (Self-

Awareness, Self-Regulation, Motivation, Empathy, & Social Skills) 

and 19 sub-domains. The domain of Self-Awareness entails 

recognizing one’s own emotions and their effects, having a sense of 

self-worth, and knowing one’s strengths and weaknesses. The 

domain of Self-Regulation reflects the capacity to control or redirect 

disruptive emotions and impulses and the tendency to handle 

conflicts effectively. The domain of Motivation indicates use of 

emotional tendencies such as persistence and energy that help 

people realize their potentials and goals. The domain of Empathy is 

concerned with ability to understand other people’s needs, feelings, 

and problems. The last domain of Social Skills reflects the ability to 

find common grounds and to induce desirable responses in others.  

At present, the efforts were made to develop a short-form of SEI 

which is psychometrically sound and conceptually comprehensive.  

Objective of the Study 

The objective of present study was to examine the factorial 

structure and internal consistency of short version of SEI (Dawood 

et al., 2007). 

Method 

Participants 

776 men and 1124 women (N = 1900) university students were 

taken from four public universities; one from each province of 

Pakistan. The age of the university students ranged between 18 to 

25 years (M = 21.73, SD = 1.65) (see Table 1). The students with 

physical disabilities, self-reported or diagnosed psychological 

disorders or studying in psychology departments were excluded.

   
Table 1  

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N=1900)  

Variable f (%) 

Age (M = 21.73, SD = 1.65)  

Gender   

Men 776 (41%) 

Women 1124 (59%) 

University Name (Province)  

1) University of Balochistan, Quetta (Balochistan) 120 (6%) 

2) Karachi University, Karachi (Sindh) 460 (24%) 

3) University of Peshawar, Peshawar (Khyber Pakhtunkhwa) 260 (14%) 

4) University of the Punjab, Lahore (Punjab) 1060 (56%) 

Degree Program  

Undergraduate 1828 (96%) 

Postgraduate 72 (4%) 

Religion  

Islam 1871 (99%) 

Christianity 29 (1%) 
 

Instruments 

Demographic Information Sheet. University students were 

requested to provide information about their age, gender, 

religion, degree program, and presence of psychological 

disorder on this demographic information sheet. 

Scale for Emotional Intelligence (SEI) developed by 

Dawood et al. (2007) was used to assess EI, based on trait 

based model (Goleman, 1995). The long form of scale 

consisted of 319 items. Participants responded items on a 5-

point Likert scale where ‘1’ meant “High level of 

disagreement” and ‘5’ meant “High level of agreement”. It 

has 5 subscales: Self-Awareness (73 items); Self-Regulation 

(54 items); Motivation (67 items); Empathy (49 items); and 

Social Skills (76 items). Higher scores indicated high level of 

EI. 

Procedure 

The present study used a cross-sectional research design. 

Formal permission was sought for the purpose of data  

 

collection from respective authorities of all four target 

universities (see Table 1) and data were collected from those 

university students who met inclusion and exclusion criteria 

of the study. University students were requested to give 

written consent and were also briefed about purpose of the 

study. They were explained that their data and personal 

information would remain confidential and anonymous. They 

were also told about their rights for voluntary participation 

and withdrawing from the study at any point without penalty. 

All participants completed demographic sheet and SEI 

(Dawood et al., 2007).  For this study, 2000 participants were 

approached out of which 20 university students refused to 

participate due to time limitations and 80 forms were 

discarded as the forms were incomplete. Response rate of the 

study was 98%. Hence, the final sample consisted of 1900 

university students. The data were collected through group 

administration of the questionnaire was done.  
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Results 

 

Factor analysis was run through Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS: Version 22) to make SEI a quicker 

and easily administered measure with appropriate item size 

and insured that original information is retained as much as 

possible.  Overall, five principle component analyses with 

Orthogonal Varimax rotation were carried out on five 

domains of SEI: Self-Awareness, Self-Regulation, Motivation, 

Empathy, and Social Skills. Kaiser-Meyer Olkin values in all 

analyses were greater than 0.6 indicating that sample size was 

adequate and factor analysis would produce reliable and 

distinct factors.  

 

 

 

Assumptions of Bartlett's test of sphericity (p < .05) was 

met for all analyses, indicating that items were well correlated 

with one another. Initially, Eigen values and scree plots were 

checked to extract sub-domains from five domains of SEI. 

Those items were retained that had factor loadings ≥ .50 

resulting into 17 items for Self-Awareness; 9 items for Self-

Regulation; 28 items for Motivation; 23 items for Empathy; 

and 31 items for Social Skills with a total of 108 items. 

Reliability coefficients for Empathy and Social Skills were 

higher but moderate for Self-Awareness, Self-Regulation and 

Motivation domains (see Table 2). 

 

Table 2 
Factor Loadings, Eigen Values, Percentage Variance, and Alpha Reliabilities for Principal Factor Extractions and 

Varimax Rotation on SEI Items 

No Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 

1 A2 .50 B1 .54 C1 .58 D1 .59 E2 .58 

2 A5 .53 B2 .62 C2 .60 D2 .61 E3 .63 

3 A9 .58 B24 .58 C3 .51 D3 .51 E4 .57 

4 A13 .52 B26 .50 C5 .57 D4 .61 E7 .55 

5 A17 .54 B29 .53 C6 .51 D5 .60 E11 .51 

6 A21 .64 B46 .56 C7 .53 D7 .67 E12 .54 

7 A22 -.58 B47 .56 C8 .56 D8 .55 E17 .56 

8 A25 .50 B49 .55 C12 .59 D9 .51 E18 .53 

9 A37 .55 B54 .52 C13 .58 D10 .54 E19 .60 

10 A41 .54   C14 .53 D12 .53 E20 .53 

11 A45 .63   C21 .54 D14 .57 E26 .53 

12 A52 .54   C25 .52 D16 .54 E29 .54 

13 A53 .57   C29 .60 D23 .52 E32 .56 

14 A58 -.62   C30 .59 D26 .56 E37 .51 

15 A60 .52   C32 .54 D28 .67 E40 .51 

16 A68 .63   C39 .52 D30 .59 E45 .54 

17 A73 .58   C40 .57 D31 .59 E46 .65 

18     C42 .58 D33 .55 E55 .60 

19     C45 .64 D34 .54 E58 .51 

20     C48 .60 D37 .55 E60 .54 

21     C50 .57 D38 .65 E62 .54 

22     C51 .62 D39 .62 E63 .53 

23     C54 .62 D45 .55 E64 .58 

24     C57 .64   E67 .51 

25     C64 .54   E70 .63 

26     C65 .50   E71 .62 

27     C66 .57   E73 .67 

28     C67 .63   E74 .68 

29         E75 .64 

30         E76 .68 

31         E77 .57 

Eigen Value 13.46  18.77  13.54  21.02  28.11 

Variance (%) 24.94  25.73  27.61  31.35  36.51 

Cronbach α .63  .58  .84  .79  .92 

Note: A = Self-Awareness, B = Self-Regulation, C = Motivation, D = Empathy, E = Social Skills 
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All domains of SEI positively correlated with each other 

(Table 3). An overall analysis clearly indicates homogeneity 

of the construct for short form of SEI which is reflected 

through positive relationship amongst the scales.  

 
Domains SR EMP MOT SS 

SA .17† .44† .51† .40† 

SR - .35† .36† .37† 

EMP  - .50† .65† 

MOT   - .51† 

Note: SA=Self-Awareness, SR=Self-Regulation, EMP=Empathy, MOT=Motivation, SS=Social Skills 

 

Discussion 

 

The objective of this study was to extract a brief version of 

the SEI (Dawood et al., 2007) and to determine its internal 

consistency. Confirmatory factor analysis was performed and 

several items from the five domains were removed due to 

unsatisfactory factor loadings resulting in 108 items compared 

to original version with 319, indicating a reduction in about 

two thirds of the items. The final scale showed 5 subscales 

with following number of items: Self-Awareness (17); Self-

Regulation (9); Motivation (28); Empathy (23); and Social 

Skills (31). Internal consistency coefficients of all domains of 

the SEI were adequate and satisfactory (Cronbach α = .58 to 

.92). Previous studies show similar results (Carson et al., 

2000; Boyatzis & Goleman, 2007; Krishnaveni & Ranganath, 

2011).  

The result of present study showed that all the domains of 

SEI (such as Self-Awareness, Self-Regulation, Motivation, 

Empathy, and Social Skills) had positive relationships with 

each other. It showed that an individual with high self- 
awareness would have high self- regulation, motivation, 

empathy and social skills. In conclusion, the present study  

 

 

 

 

supports the theoretical framework given by Goleman in 

1995. 

Limitations and Future Recommendations 

This study is not without its limitations. First, convergent 

and discriminant validity for SEI were not assessed. Though, 

factor analysis on SEI reduced the number of items from 319 

(Long-form) to 108 (Short-form), but still it’s a fairly lengthy 

scale and when used in certain contexts such as research with 

clinical population; its length may render it unfeasible to use. 

Applicability of SEI-Short form across other age groups such 

as on elderly and adolescent sample is warranted in future 

studies.  

Conclusion 

 

The short-form of SEI (Dawood et al., 2007) is a self-

report scale based on the theoretical framework of Goleman 

(1995), and provides a reliable measure to assess EI in 

university students of Pakistan. Factor analysis has resulted in 

a shorter version of SEI which can be an efficient way to 

assess EI of those who are similar in age of university 

students, and this instrument would be useful in academia, 

industry and to use it with clinical population.

References 

Ackley, D. (2016). Emotional intelligence: A practical review 

of models, measures, and applications. Consulting 

Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 68(4), 269-

286. https://doi.org/10.1037/cpb0000070 

Ahmed, Z., Asim, M., & Pellitteri, J. (2019). Emotional 

intelligence predicts academic achievement in Pakistani 

management students. The International Journal of 

Management Education, 17(2), 286-293. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2019.04.003 

Ashkanasy, N. M., & Daus, C. S. (2005). Rumors of the death 

of emotional intelligence in organizational behavior are 

vastly exaggerated. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

26(4), 441-452. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.320 

Bar-On, R. (1997). Bar-On Emotional Quotient Inventory: 

User’s Manual. Multihealth Systems. 

Bar-On, R. (2006). The Bar-On model of emotional-social 

intelligence (ESI). Psicothema, 18, 13-25. 
http://www.psicothema.com/pdf/3271.pdf 

Bar-On, R., & Parker, J. D. A. (Eds.) (2000). Handbook of 

emotional intelligence. Jossey–Bass. 

Batool, S. S., & Khalid, R. (2012). Emotional intelligence: A 

predictor of marital quality in Pakistani couples. Pakistan 

Journal of Psychological Research, 27(1), 65-88. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/277220120_Em

otional_Intelligence_A_Predictor_of_Marital_Quality_in

_Pakistani_Couples 

Benzo, R. P., Kirsch, J. L., Dulohery, M. M., & Abascal-

Bolado, B. (2016). Emotional intelligence: A novel 

outcome associated with wellbeing and self-management 

in chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. Annals of the 

American Thoracic Society, 13(1), 10-16. 

https://doi.org/10.1513/AnnalsATS.201508-490OC 

Bibi, A., Saleem, A., Khalid, M. A., & Shafique, N. (2020). 

Emotional intelligence and aggression among university 

students of Pakistan: A correlational study. Journal of 

Aggression, Maltreatment, & Trauma, 29(2), 1-15. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2019.1 709592  

Boyatzis, R. E., & Goleman, D. (2007). Emotional and Social 

Competency Inventory. The Hay Group. 
https://www.eiconsortium.org/pdf/ESCI_user_guide.pdf 

Carson, K. D.,  Carson, P. P., & Birkenmeier, B. J. (2016). 

Measuring emotional intelligence: Development and 

validation of an instrument. Journal of Behavioral and 

Applied Management, 2(1), 810. 
https://jbam.scholasticahq.com/article/810-measuring-

emotional-intelligence-development-and-validation-of-

an-instrument 

Dawood, S., Rahman, N. K., & Sheikh, H. (2007). 

Development of an indigenous scale for emotional 

intelligence based on Goleman’s model: A perspective of 

Pakistani clinical psychologists. Pakistan Journal of 

Psychology, 38(2), 3-14. 

18      Dawood 

 
  



Ghafoor, H., Ahmad, R. A., Nordbeck, P., Ritter, O., Pauli, P., 

& Schulz, S. M. (2019). A cross cultural comparison of 

the roles of emotional intelligence, metacognition, and 

negative coping for health‐related quality of life in 

German versus Pakistani patients with chronic heart 

failure. British Journal of Health Psychology, 24(4), 

828-846. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12381 

Goleman, D. (1995). Emotional intelligence: Why it can 

matter more than IQ. Bantam Books. 

Hurley, J., Hutchinson, M., & Kozlowski, D. (2018). 

Emotional intelligence can help regional nurses maintain 

their mental wellbeing. Australian Nursing and 

Midwifery Journal, 25(10), 35-35. 

Khan, M. A., & Imran, I. (2019). Dark triad personality, body 

concern, emotional intelligence, and selfitis behavior 

among students. Journal of Research and Reviews in 

Social Sciences Pakistan, 2(2), 424-439. 

Khan, S., Khan, T., & Ansari, M. I. (2018). Assessment of 

emotional intelligence among staff nurses of tertiary care 

hospitals of Karachi, Pakistan. Journal of University 

Medical & Dental College, 9(1), 20-25 
http://journal.kinnaird.edu.pk/wp-

content/uploads/2019/06/4.-Masha.pdf 

Krishnaveni, R., & Ranganath, D. (2011). Development and 

validation of an instrument for measuring the emotional 

intelligence of individuals in the work environment–in 

the Indian context. The International Journal of 

Educational and Psychological Assessment, 7(2), 94-

118. 

Matsumoto, D., Yoo, S. H., & Fontaine, J. (2008). Mapping 

expressive differences around the world: The 

relationship between emotional display rules and 

individualism versus collectivism. Journal of Cross-

Cultural Psychology, 39(1), 55-74. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022107311854 

Mayer, J. D., & Salovey, P. (1993). The intelligence of 

emotional intelligence. Intelligence, 17(4), 443–442. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-2896(93)90010-3 

Mayer, J. D., Caruso, D. R., & Salovey, P. (1999). Emotional 

intelligence meets traditional standards for an 

intelligence. Intelligence, 27(4), 267–298. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-2896(99)00016-1 

Mayer, J. D., Salovey, P., & Caruso, D. (2004). Emotional 

intelligence: Theory, findings, and implications. 

Psychological Inquiry, 15(3), 197–215. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1503_02 

Murphy, K. R. (Ed.). (2006). A critique of emotional 

intelligence: What are the problems and how can they be 

fixed? Erlbaum. 

O’Boyle, E. H., Humphrey, R. H., Pollack, J. M., Hawver, T. 

H., & Story, P. A. (2011). The relation between 

emotional intelligence and job performance: A meta-

analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(5), 788-

818. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.714 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

O'Connor, P. J., Hill, A., Kaya, M., & Martin, B. (2019). The 

measurement of emotional intelligence: A critical review 

of the literature and recommendations for researchers and 

practitioners. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 1116-1135. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01116 

Parker, J. D., Saklofske, D. H., Shaughnessy, P. A., Huang, S. 

H., Wood, L. M., & Eastabrook, J. M. (2005). 

Generalizability of the emotional intelligence construct: A 

cross-cultural study of North American aboriginal youth. 

Personality and Individual Differences, 39(1), 215-227. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.01.008 

Petrides, K. V., & Furnham, A. (2000). On the dimensional 

structure of emotional intelligence. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 29(2), 313-320. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869 (99)00195-6 

Salovey, P., & Mayer, J. D. (1990). Emotional intelligence. 

Imagination, Cognition and Personality, 9(3), 185–211. 

https://doi.org/10.2190/DUGG-P24E-52WK-6CDG 

Schutte, N. S., Malouff, J. M., Hall, L. E., Haggerty, D. J., 

Cooper, J. T., Golden, C. J., & Dornheim, L. (1998). 

Development and validation of a measure of emotional 

intelligence. Personality and Individual Differences, 

25(2), 167–177. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869 

(98)00001-4 

Shahzad, K., Sarmad, M., Abbas, M., & Khan, M. A. (2011). 

Impact of emotional intelligence (EI) on employee's 

performance in telecom sector of Pakistan. African 

Journal of Business Management, 5(4), 1225-1231. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/268325911_Imp

act_of_Emotional_Intelligence_EI_on_employee's_perfor

mance_in_telecom_sector_of_Pakistan  

Sharma, S., Deller, J., Biswal, R., & Mandal, M. K. (2009). 

Emotional intelligence: Factorial structure and construct 

validity across cultures. International Journal of Cross 

Cultural Management, 9(2), 217-236. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1470595809335725 

Smith, G. T., McCarthy, D. M., & Zapolski, T. C. B. (2009). 

On the value of homogeneous constructs for construct 

validation, theory testing, and the description of 

psychopathology. Psychological Assessment, 21(3), 272-

284. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016699 

Zeidner, M., Roberts, R. D., & Matthews, G. (2008). The 

science of emotional intelligence: Current consensus and 

controversies. European Psychologist, 13(1), 64–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.1.64 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Received: April 9, 2017 

Revisions Received: January 9, 2022 

    Psychometric Properties Emotional Intelligence    19 

 
  

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1503_02
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.714
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01116
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.13.1.64

