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Abstract.

Introduction. Validity and reliability evaluations of the Emotional Quotient
Inventory: Youth Version (EQ-i: YV[S]) with children and adolescents from
different countries have shown variations in the structural model proposed
by Bar-On. Objective. To examine the psychometric properties of EQ-i:
YVI[S] with a Colombian’ sample. Method. We randomly selected a sample
of 1355 children and adolescents between 8 and 14 years old (Mage = 10.80;
SD = 1.41). We conducted exploratory (ni = 416) and confirmatory
(n2 = 939) factor analyses (EFA, CFA), reliability, internal consistency, and
predictive validity. Results. The EFA explained 27.6% of the variance. The
AFC indicated a multidimensional structure with four factors and 21 items
obtained the best fit (X2 = 334.358; df = 183; RMSEA=0.030; CFI=.951;
TLI=944; NF1=.899) with acceptable internal consistency (w = .57,.75). EQ-i:
YV[S] factors explain 18.5% of the observed variance in problem-centered coping
scores. Conclusions. The psychometric fit of the inventory supports evidence
of its usefulness for screening processes in clinical or educational assessment.
Resumen.

Introduccién. Las evaluaciones de validez y fiabilidad del Inventario de
Cociente Emocional: Versién para jévenes (ICE:NA) con nifios y adolescentes
de diferentes paises han mostrado variaciones en el modelo estructural
propuesto por Bar-On. Objetivo. Examinar las propiedades psicométricas
del (ICE:NA) con una muestra colombiana. Método. Se seleccionaron 1355
nifios y adolescentes entre 8 y 14 afios (Megag = 10.80; DE = 1.41) de
forma aleatoria. Se realizaron andlisis factoriales exploratorios (n1 = 416)
y confirmatorios (n2 = 939), de fiabilidad, consistencia interna y validez
predictiva. Resultados. El AFE explicé el 27.6% de la varianza. El AFC
mostré mejor ajuste para nna estructura multidimensional con cuatro factores
y 21 items (x? = 334.358; df = 183; RMSEA=0.030; CFI=.951; TLI=944;
NFI=.899) con indices de consistencia interna aceptables (w = .57,.75). Los
factores EQ-i: YV[S] explican el 18.5% de la varianza observada en las
puntuaciones de afrontamiento centrado en el problema. Conclusiones. El
ajuste psicométrico del inventario apoya la evidencia de su utilidad para los
procesos de cribado en la evaluacién clinica o educativa.
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1. Introduction

Over the past two decades, the number of studies and
theoretical work on emotional intelligence (EI) has grown
consistently, including increasing evidence in favor and
against the validity and reliability of EI measures (Ackley,
2016; Davis & Nichols, 2016; Fiori & Vesely-Maillefer,
2018; Goldenberget al., 2006; Siegling et al., 2015; Stough
et al., 2009). Although EI is a construct developed from
different theoretical models and measuring methods, it
has been used to understand people’s capacity to man-
age their own emotions, adapt to the environment, and
relate to others (Ackley, 2016; Roberts et al., 2010), as
well as predict academic performance (MacCann et al.,
2020; Sénchez-Alvarez et al., 2020), health (Martins et
al., 2010), and well-being (Sénchez-Alvarez et al., 2016).
Therefore, obtaining instruments with a low measure-
ment error and a high fit index for different cultures
and populations is becoming increasingly important. It
is especially critical for measuring in youth as their socio-
emotional development is correlated with various mea-
sures of success later in life (Brackett et al., 2011). In
this article, we analyze the structure of the Emotional
Quotient Inventory: Youth Version (EQ-i: YVIS]) (Bar-
On & Parker, 2000), describe its psychometric charac-
teristics, and investigate how it works with a specific
population. EQ-i: YV[S] is a measure that requires
more investigation because it is one of the most widely
used and has to be less inconsistent across the studies
(Sénchez-Alvarez et al., 2020).

1.1 Models and Measurement of EIl
One concern for theory on EI is the conceptual hetero-
geneity of distinct approaches, that is, whether it is con-
sidered an ability, a trait or a mixed-model (Golden-
berg et al., 2006; Keefer et al., 2018). The ability EI
(AEI) model defines EI as a system of cognitive abili-
ties to reason or process emotional information by per-
ceiving, using, understanding, and managing emotions
and their meanings in one’s self and in others (Mayer et
al., 2016). The trait EI (TEI) model, in contrast, con-
ceives EI as a constellation of dispositional tendencies
and self-perceptions about emotional functioning, pref-
erences, and qualities, such as perception (self and oth-
ers), expression, emotion regulation, adaptability, and
assertiveness (Petrides, 2010; Petrides et al., 2016).
Each approach has different features and produces

distinct measures and results (Petrides & Furnham, 2001).

The TEI model is based on a personality framework and
is often studied through a typical-performance measure,
such as a self-report of behavioural tendencies and per-
ceived abilities (Petrides, 2009). In contrast, AEI model
assumes that EI develops over time and is related to cog-
nitive intelligence. Researchers using this approach often
employ maximum-performance measures evaluating par-
ticular abilities. In other words, objective measures to e-

valuate individuals’ capacities across different emotional
tasks without right or wrong answers (Mayer et al., 2002).

In spite of the differences between approaches, there
are mixed-models that attempt to reconcile them. Bar-
on (2006) does so through the concept of Social and
Emotional Intelligence (SEI): a combination of traits,
competences, emotional abilities, and faculties. SEI en-
compasses how we express ourselves, understand oth-
ers, and deal with demands and environmental pressures.
This model is shaped by five high-level factors: intrap-
ersonal competencies, interpersonal proficiency, adapt-
ability, stress management, and general mood. Intrap-
ersonal skills refer to understanding and being aware of
one’s own emotions, feelings, and ideas. Interpersonal
skills are the capacity to understand and being aware
of other’s emotions, feelings, and ideas. Adaptability is
the ability to modify emotions depending on each situ-
ation. Stress management is the ability to control and
tolerate emotions. Finally, general mood is the aptitude
to express and feel positive emotions, such as being op-
timistic (Bar-On, 2006).

1.2 Measuring SEI

To evaluate the SEI model, Bar-on (1997) developed a
self-report questionnaire for adults. It comprises 133
items assessing five scales and 15 subscales. The instru-
ment provides a measure of the level of EI, as well as an
affective and social profile of the individual. Building on
this work, Bar-On and Parker (2000) created the EQ-i:
YV long and short form to evaluate children and ado-
lescents from ages 7 to 18. This measure uses the same
theoretical model that was used to build the scale for
adults. The short form contains 30 items assessing four
scales (interpersonal, intrapersonal, stress management,
adaptability) and a desirability social scale (positive im-
pression). It was designed as an alternative to the long
form to use when time is limited.

EQ-i: YV has been translated into numerous lan-
guages and applied in different countries and cultures,
such as Lebanon (Hassan & Sader, 2005), Hungary (Kun
et al., 2012), Spain (Esnaola et al., 2016; Ferrandiz et al.,
2012; Gilar-Corbi et al., 2021), United Kingdom (Davis
& Wigelsworth, 2017), China (Esnaola, Arias, et al.,
2018), Oman (Said et al., 2013), Peru (Merino et al.,
2014; Ugarriza & Pajares-Del-Aguila, 2005) and Mexico
(Esnaola, Azpiazu, et al., 2018; Ruvalcaba et al., 2014).
In Colombia, EQ-i: YV has been used to analyze the dif-
ference between children from rural and urban contexts
(Herrera et al., 2017) and by age ranges (Buitrago et
al., 2019). However, none of these studies has examined
psychometric properties in this population.

1.3 Validity and Reliability of EQ-i and EQ-i: YV

Bar-On and Parker (2000) conducted an initial valida-
tion of the EQ-i: YV[S] from a large dataset with the
long version. The short version was created by select-
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ing 30 items that obtained the highest loads for the five
scales through a hierarchical model. This procedure has
been criticized as inadequate to establish psychometric
properties for a short measure and as changing the inter-
nal structure of the instrument (Smith et al., 2000). Fur-
ther studies with the short form have suggested poten-
tial issues, such as evidence supporting unidimensional,
multidimensional, hierarchical, and bidimensional mod-
els. For example, in an application with Hungarian ado-
lescents, Kun and colleagues (2012) confirmed a multi-
dimensional five-factor structure including the positive
impression scale, but they also excluded six items (Items
12, 15, 20, 26, 28, and 30) from different scales and
found significant correlations between two pairs of er-
rors (Ttems 8-9; Ttems 19-24).

Other studies have excluded the positive impression
scale from a multidimensional model of SEI, improving
loading factor items and their errors. A study with a
Chinese sample found a good fit to a multidimensional
structure with four first order factors (intrapersonal, in-
terpersonal, stress management, and adaptability) and
only identified two items (Items 1 and 18) with low factor
loadings (Esnaola et al., 2017). Similar findings were ob-
tained by Davis and Wigelsworth (2017) in a study with
British adolescents. They eliminated two items (Items
12 and 26) from the total scale. In contrast, other appli-
cations with children in Mexico (Esnaola, et al., 2018)
and Spain (Esnaola et al., 2016) found that a second-
order model (i.e., hierarchical) provided an optimal fit
for four first-order correlated scales and a general factor
of SEI. The findings with Mexican and Spanish popula-
tions also suggested possible issues because of item error
correlations. In general, all these studies found a poor
fit to a unidimensional and bidimensional structure.

Furthermore, methodological contradictions have been
identified among the methods used to analyze the empir-
ical validity of the EQ-i and the long and short form of
the EQ-i: YV (Davis & Wigelsworth, 2017; Esnaola et
al., 2016; Esnaola, et al., 2018; Parker et al., 2011; Sta-
nimirovic & Hanrahan, 2012). Factorial analysis show
that orthogonal methods are most commonly selected.
However, empirical evidence indicates that EQ-i: YV[S]
factors are theoretically related. In this case, it is rec-
ommended to use first-order models or factorial analysis
with direct Oblimin or Promax rotations to establish a
concrete relation between the traits. Additionally, some
studies have indicated that stress management is not cor-
related with the rest of the scales (Davis & Wigelsworth,
2017; Esnaola et al., 2017; Kun et al., 2012). These
various concerns and contradictions indicate that it is
necessary to increase the evidence around the factorial
structure fit.

In terms of the reliability of the EQ-i: YVI[S] Bar-
On & Parker (2000) reported moderate to satisfactory
internal consistency (o = .65 to .87), and satisfactory
inter-item correlations (.15 to .55) and test-retest in-

dices (.81 to .88). Later studies provided similar ev-
idence for reliability of the full scale (o = .64 to .80;
Davis & Wigelsworth, 2017; Esnaola et al., 2016; Said
et al., 2013). Although internal consistency reliability
levels have been widely found to be suitable for the full
scale, empirical evidence reveals differences in correla-
tion coefficients for its subscales. Some studies report
unacceptable and poor internal consistency (o = .23 to
.58) for the intrapersonal scale (Davis & Wigelsworth,
2017; Said et al., 2013; Ugarriza & Pajares-Del-Aguila,
2005), and questionable (o = .51 to .64) and acceptable
(v = .65 to .77) reliability coefficients for the interper-
sonal scale (Davis & Wigelsworth, 2017; Esnaola et al.,
2016; Esnaola et al., 2018; Kun et al., 2012; Said et al.,
2012; Ugarriza & Pajares-Del-Aguila, 2005). Other stud-
ies indicate that the stress management and adaptability
subscales barely meet recommended levels of reliability
(av=.80 to @ = .82) for use in clinical work (Smith et al.,
2000). Finally, inadequate internal consistency (o = .23
to .66) for all subscales has been found on children be-
tween 7 and 10 years old (Said et al., 2013; Ugarriza &
Pajares-Del-Aguila, 2005). These internal consistency
differences could be explained by the method used to
estimate the reliability in most studies.

1.4 The Current Study

Based on the existing literature, EI is a useful and widely
employed construct to predict positive outcomes (i.e.,
academic achievement, health, and well-being) in chil-
dren and adolescents. Bar-On’s SEI theory and the
EQ-i: YV][S] scale to measure it offers a holistic ap-
proach that integrates abilities and traits and provides a
broader framework to study EI (Bar-On & Parker, 2000).
Still, as described, the EQ-i: YVIS] has shown differ-
ences in factorial structure and in the number of items
and reliability across the samples analyzed. Further-
more, there has been no work assessing the psychometric
properties of the EQ-i: YV[S] with a Colombian popu-
lation. Hence, this study tests the validity of the EQ-
i: YV[S] by analyzing its dimensionality and internal
structure. This is done by comparing unidimensional,
bidimensional, multidimensional, and hierarchical mod-
els. We also analyze the reliability with McDonaldts
omega. Considering that EQ-I is a measure of individ-
ual features and abilities to cope with context pressures
and demands, we also explore the predictive validity of
the measure with a coping scale for children. Finally, we
examine the relationships between gender, school level
(i.e., primary and secondary), type of school (i.e., public
and private) and EQ-i: YVIS] scores.

2. Method

This was a psychometric study using quantitative method-
ology with individual cross-cutting measures. Students
were selected from a database provided by Tunja’s and
Sogamoso’s Education Secretary. Both are mid-sized cities
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of approximately 350000 people in Colombia’s northwest
with high rates of poverty rate (around 30%).

2.1 Participants

A probabilistic sampling was conducted from the set of
elementary and secondary students in Tunja and Sog-
amoso between 8 and 14 years old (N = 1355; Mage =
10.80; SD = 1.41). This population was stratified by
type of school (public and private), level (primary and
secondary), gender (males and female), and age (8 to 14
years old). We chose the sample through proportional
random assignment, multistage of clusters and without
replacement with a reliability of 95%. Inclusion crite-
ria were age and enrolment in a public or private school
located within the urban area. Exclusion criteria were
a medical or developmental disorder. Child risk status
was obtained during the consent process that involved
interviews with parent.

2.2 Instruments

The Emotional Quotient Inventory: Youth Version Short,
EQ-i: YV[S] (Bar-On & Parker, 2000), is a self-report
instrument designed to measure emotional intelligence
in children and adolescents aged 7 to 18 years. It con-
sists of 24 items across four subscales: intrapersonal com-
petencies, interpersonal proficiency, stress management,
and adaptability. There are also six items from a posi-
tive impression subscale to identify socially desirable re-
sponding. The first four subscales generate the total
EQ-i score. The instrument uses a 4-point Likert style
format (very seldom true of me, seldom true, often true,
and very true). For this study, we used a Spanish version
that was validated with a Peruvian population (o = .77
to .88, matching the original questionnaire; Ugarriza &
Pajares-Del-Aguila, 2005). It wasunnecessary to perform
linguistic or cultural adaptations because we did not find
significant differences with the Colombian context.

The Children’s Coping Scale (Spanish acronym EAN;
Morales-Rodriguez et al., 2012) is a self-report measure
designed to evaluate coping strategies of primary school
children. The scale evaluates the coping strategies in
two coping style groups: problem-focused coping and
nonproductive coping. It is comprised of 35 items rated
on a 3-point Likert-type scale, with responses ranging
from 1 (never) to 3 (many times). Morales-Rodriguez
and colleagues found a high internal consistency for both
the nonproductive style (a = .85) and problem-focused
style (o = .85) subscales. In the current research the
Cronbach’s alpha was also adequate for both the non-
productive style (a = .60) and problem-focused style
(a = .65) subscales.

2.3 Procedure

For this study, it was necessary to obtain the approval
and endorsement from schools, parents, and children.
Participants were informed of the confidentiality and
anonymity, and voluntary nature of participation. None

of the participants received any reward for taking part in
thestudy. Datagatheringtook placeinaregularclassroom
by trained psychologists. Students completed the instru-
ment in print format. The study protocol was approved by
the IRB of the Santa Fe Foundation in Colombia.

2.4 Analytic Procedure

To analyze the psychometric properties of the EQ-i: YVI[S]
four steps were followed using the three statistical pro-
grams: JASP 0.12, SPSS 28, and AMOS 24.0.

2.4.1 Step 1: Data Cleaning

Data screening showed some missing data for item re-
sponses, but it represented less than 1% of the overall
data. Individual missing items were replaced with mean
values as per guidance from individual measures (Puma et
al.,2009). Thedistributional assumptions were also exam-
ined using Mardia’ test for multivariate normality (Kur-
tosis coefficient=715.143, normalized estimate=39.529;
Skewness coefficient=36.056, x? = 5642.789, df = 2600).

The selected sample was then randomly divided into
two sets. Dataset 1 was composed of 416 students (30%
of overall sample) and was used to perform Exploratory
Factor Analysis (AFE). It included 221 girls (53%) and
195 boys (47%) between 8 and 14 years old (M = 10.97;
SD =1.35; M =10.74 and SD = 1.27, respectively). In
dataset 1, 362 students (87%) attended public schools
and 54 (13%) went to private schools. In dataset 2,
881 students (86.5%) were from public schools and 294
(31%) attended private schools. Dataset 2 was com-
prised of 939 students (70% of overall sample) and was
used to perform Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). It
included 488 girls (52%), and 451 boys (48%) between 8
and 14 years old (M =10.85; SD =1.39 and M = 10.75;
SD = 1.35, respectively).

2.4.2 Step 2: EFA

To investigate the internal structure, an EFA was con-
ducted through Parallel analysis with O.L.S. extraction
method, rotation oblimin and minimum saturation crite-
rion of 0.30 per item (Bandalos & Finney, 2019). Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO>.07; p < .05), and Bartlett’s test
indices were used to verify the adequacy of the sample
size, their correlations, and the number of variables for
the viability of factorial analysis. Positive impression
items were not included because this scale measured so-
cial desirability, which is not the focus of this paper.
The analysis was conducted with dataset 1 (n; = 416).

2.4.3 Step 3: CFA

An Exploratory Structural Equation Modeling (ESEM;
Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009) was used to carry out a
CFA with the model obtained in the AFE step. The
analysis was performed with dataset 2 (ngo = 939). A
Maximum Likelihood method was selected for analyz-
ing the four theoretical dimensions from the Bar-On
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and Parker (2000) model. A range of model fit indica-
tors were used to evaluated goodness of fit. Chi-square
values were examined. For Root Mean Square Error
(RMSEA) of approximation with 90% confidence inter-
vals, values less than .05 indicate good fit and less than
.08 reasonably good fit (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). To
examine incremental fit measures, the Comparative Fit
Index (CFI) and the TuckerLewis Index (TLI) were used.
These indices range in value from 0 to 1.00, with values
> .90 indicative of a reasonably good fit and values of .95
to be indicative of good fit (Marsh et al., 2004). Akaike
information criterion (CAIC) also was included, with
the smallest value indicating the model that provided
the best balance between goodness of fit and model par-
simony (Bozdogan, 2000).

In line with earlier validation studies to assess the
fit of internal structure of EQ-i: YV-S (Esnaola, Arias,
et al., 2018; Parker et al., 2011), four models were ex-
amined: a one-factor model with all items loading into
a single factor (M1 unidimensional); a first-order factor
model with correlated latent variables for each of the
four subdomains (M2 multidimensional); a second-order
factor model with a four first-order factors and a one
second-order factor of general Socio Emotional Intelli-
gence (SEI; M3 hierarchical); and a bifactor model with
a general factor SEI and four specific factors where SEI
and specific factors are orthogonal (M4 bidimensional).

2.5 Step 4: Reliability and Correlations

Two methods of estimating internal consistency reliabil-
ity were used: Cronbrach’s alpha (o> .65 to .80) and
McDonald’s omega (w > .65) (Vaske et al., 2017). Tt is
important to note that while Cronbach’s alpha is the
most popular method to estimate the reliability of inter-
nal consistency to self-report measures, it has been criti-
cized due to its tendency to be affected by the number of
items, answer options, and test variance ratio (Lozano
et al., 2008). The assumptions underlying Cronbach’s
alpha are likely not met in practice and could under-
estimate the real reliability score (Ginac, 2009; Vaske
et al., 2017). From a factorial analysis framework, Mc-
Donald’s omega coeflicient is an effective alternative for
estimating reliability (McDonald, 1999). It uses stan-
dardized factor loadings to estimate the value of reli-
ability regardless of the number of items. Also, it is
recommended when the assumption of tau-equivalence
(i.e., equal factor loadings of all test items) is violated
(Trizano-Hermosilla & Alvarado, 2016).

Additionally, we obtained the mean and standard
deviation by gender for each scale of EQ-i: YVI[S] using
dataset 2. Pearson correlations coefficients were used
for the assessment of relations between scales.

2.5.1 Step 5: Predictive Validity
Previous studies have indicated that children and ado-
lescents who have higher scores on emotional intelligence

traits tend to exhibit more adaptive coping (Davis & Hum-
phrey, 2012; Keefer et al., 2013; Resurreccion & Salguero,
2014). Given these associations between emotional intelli-
gence and coping strategies, we analyzed whether the EQ-
i: YV][S] subscales predict problem-centered and nonpro-
ductive coping strategies. A linear regression model was
conducted for each of these coping strategies assessed with
EAN scale (Morales-Rodriguez et al., 2012).

3. Results

3.1 Internal Structure

EFA was carried out with dataset 1 (see Table 1). Re-
sults show the same factorial distribution proposed by
Bar-On and Parker (2000). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) value (.768) and Bartlett test (X%df=276;n=416) =
1613.419, p = .000) were statistically significant, demon-
stration intercorrelation between the items. The vari-
ance explained was 27.6% and 21 items were saturated,
exceeding the recommended .30. Items 12 (“It is hard
to talk about my deep feelings”), 26 (“I have trouble
telling others about my feelings”), and 4 (“I am capa-
ble of respecting others”) were excluded due to loading
values close to zero.

Table 1

Factor Loadings Ezxploratory Analysis

F1 F2 F3 F4 Uniqueness
IE1 -.073 .014 .038 .345 .866
1E2 -.080 .052 .541 -.081 .709
1E4 .220 .159 .073 .152 .865
IESR  .684 -.022 -.002 .011 534
1E6 .053 .017 .600 .098 .588
IESR .339 -.160 .109 175 .829
IE9R .645 -.026 .068 -.064 .566
IE10 .051 .538 .035 .034 .682
IE12R .042 -.123 .034 -.079 973
IE13  .029 710 .019 -.083 .518
IE14  .024 144 .394 -.001 792
IE16 -.083 .351 118 .017 .835
IE17R .733 .040 -.064 .045 467
IE18  .038 .018 111 .420 783
IE19  .010 .408 .010 143 773
IE21  -.014 -.020 .580 -.000 671
IE22  .043 .330 .046 .168 .811
IE23  .009 -.050 .060 .630 .603
1E24  -.032 567 .012 .075 .642
TE26R .030 -.200 .038 -.014 .960
IE27R .618 .050 -.009 -.033 .615
IE28  -.027 157 -.116 .452 741
TE29R .470 -.004 .030 -.066 771
IE30 -.140 254 -.072 .326 770

Note. F1= Stress management; F2= Adaptability;
F3=Intrapersonal; F4=Interpersonal.
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Subsequently, CFA analyses were conducted with the
items obtained in the EFA using dataset 2 (see Table 2).
The unidimensional model (M1) and hierarchical model
(M3) fit the data poorly. The bidimensional model (M4)
produced a better fit, but it obtained low factor loading
in most of the items both for latent factors and general
factor (see Table 3). The multidimensional model (M2)
demonstrated good fit: Chi square rates over degrees of
freedom was closer to 1; RMSEA index showed lower
values (< .04); and a CFI, TLI values was upper to .9
except to NFI. Parsimony-Adjusted Measures were ac-
ceptable and AIC value was the lowest value for all four
of the models. Also, M2 obtained high factor loading
with a range of .40 to .73 (see Figure 1) and moderately
correlation (r = .40, .68) between intrapersonal, inter-
personal, and adaptability latent domains, but stress
management was not correlated with the other latent
domains. These results indicate that the stress manage-
ment scale is orthogonal to the other scales in M2.

Figure 1

Conceptual representations of ESEM. EQ-i: YV/S]
Multidimensional model (M2)
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3.2 Reliability and Descriptive Analysis

Means, standard deviations, and internal consistency co-
efficients (Cronbach’s o and McDonald w) for dataset 2
are presented in Table 4. Internal consistency values
were modest (>.60) to acceptable (>.70) for most EQ-
i: YVI[S] scales, except for interpersonal stress. Similar

coefficients were obtained for both males and females,
except for the interpersonal scale that had lower val-
ues for females (>.50). Internal consistency analysis es-
tablished that the grouped items were related to their
specific factor. Significant differences were found be-
tween average scores for stress management and gen-
der (t(qr—937;n—939) = 2.688, p=.008), with small effect
size (d = .10) females reporting higher scores than males.
Significant statistical differences were not found between
other scales and gender, school type (i.e., public and pri-
vate), or school level (primary-secondary).

Interitem correlation valuesrelated to the EQ-i: YV([S]
dimensions were moderately and positively related. Sig-
nificant correlations included intrapersonal and interper-
sonal (r = .321), intrapersonal and adaptability (r =
.393), interpersonal and adaptability (r = .593), and
stress management and adaptability (r =.104). There
was no significant correlation between the intrapersonal
and interpersonal scales.

3.3 Predictive Validity

In model 1, EQ-i: YVI[S] subscales explain 18.5% of ob-
served variance in problem-centered coping scores F(4 go3)
= 52.353, p < .001. Interpersonal (8 =.283; CI = .354,
.568), Adaptability (8 =.172; CI = .162, .037) and In-
trapersonal (8 =.095; CI = .073, .349) scales were statis-
tically significant. In model 2, EQ-i: YV[S] subscales ex-
plain 11.2% of observed variance in nonproductive cop-
ing strategies scores Fi4 g93) = 29.479, p <.001. Stress
management (8 = —.318; CI = —.575, —.388) and In-
trapersonal (8= —.101; CI = —.367, —.079) scales were
statistically significant.

4. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to confirm the psychome-
tric structure of EQ-i: YV[S] with a sample of Colom-
bian children between 8 and 14 years of age. The EFA
results indicated that items are significantly correlated
and the questionnaire has a multidimensional structure,
and cluster according to Bar-On’s SEI Model (2006).
These results suggest the questionnaire include a multi-
factorial set of interrelated emotional and social compe-
tencies, skills, and facilitators (Bar-On & Parker, 2000).
The findings from these analyses were consistent with
most previous research (Davis & Wigelsworth, 2017; Es-
naola et al., 2016; Esnaola et al., 2018; Esnaola et al.,
2018; Ugarriza & Pajares-Del-Aguila, 2005).

The CFA provided evidence that multidimensional
and bidimensional models obtained better fit indexes
than unidimensional and hierarchical models. The mul-
tidimensional model also had higher factor loadings for
items and factor correlations than the bidimensional
model. Similar findings pointing toward a multidimen-
sional model were found in a studies with a Chinese
sample (Esnaola et al., 2017; Kun et al., 2012).
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In the current analyses, three items exhibited very
low factor loadings: two from the intrapersonal scale
(Ttems 12 and 26) and one from the interpersonal scale
(TItem 4), which were removed for the short form. Sim-
ilar results were found by previous studies (Davis &
Wigelsworth, 2017; Said et al., 2013). The convergent
validity at item level and the interfactorial correlations
between the four-first order scales confirmed Bar-On
and Parker’s theoretical model (2000). However, the re-
sults indicated that stress management is an orthogonal
scale. This finding mirrors other work suggesting low or
non-significant correlations between stress management
subscale and the other subscales (Davis & Wigelsworth,
2017; Esnaola et al., 2017; Kun et al., 2012).

In this study, reliability coefficients obtained were
higher for the four subscales of EQ-i: YVI[S] than re-
ported by Ugarriza and Pajares-Del-Aguila (2005), but
lower than other previous studies (Esnaola et al., 2016,
2017; Esnaola et al., 2018; Gilar-Corbi et al., 2021; Kun
et al., 2012). The reliability estimates were acceptable
for the stress management and adaptability subscales
but low for the intrapersonal and interpersonal subscales
(w < .65). Consistent with studies reviewed, the interper-
sonal subscale obtained the lowest reliability. According
to this finding, we suggest using the short version of EQ-i:
YV as a screening tool for Colombian children and ado-
lescents at risk for socioemotional concerns and delays.
In other words, it should not be considered a clinical di-
agnostic test (Smith et al., 2000) and should be used in
conjunction with other tests (Merino et al., 2014).

Our analyses also demonstrated the association be-
tween the EQ-i: YV/[S] and young people’s coping strate-
gies. The theoretical and empirical links between emo-
tional intelligence and coping have been previously es-
tablished (Davis & Humphrey, 2012; Keefer et al., 2013;
Resurreccién & Salguero, 2014). The current findings
extend this basis by indicating that the EQ-i: YVIS]
may be useful not only for assessing children’s abili-
ties to express themselves and their emotions and un-
derstand others’ feelings and perspectives, but also be
connected to the efficacy of the ways they manage chal-
lenges and stress. Further work is needed to confirm this
predictive inference of the EQ-i: YV[S], but this finding
could have important implications for clinicians and ed-
ucators as they work to support children’s resilience and
holistic development.

One limitation of our analyses was that we did not
include 7-year-old children because they had difficulties
understanding instructions and items as their reading
skills are not as fully developed as older children. There-
fore, we suggest adapting and validating a version of the
questionnaire for this age group. Additionally, we did
not investigate connections between children’s EI and
other contextual factors and challenges. To this end,
future research on the EQ-i: YVI[S] should investigate
relationships with personality, suicidal ideation, coping

strategies, and sociocultural variables, as has been done
with other measures of EI (Goldenberg et al., 2006).
With these increased understandings, and as part of a
battery of assessments, the EQ-i: YV[S] has potential
to inform the work of educators and psychologists as
they strive to support socioemotional development in
children across the globe.

5. Conclusion

EI has become a primary focus of research and education
with younger children. This study demonstrates limita-
tions and possible areas for development related to the
use of retrospective self-reports with a mixed approach
to EI. While building on other work across various cul-
tural contexts, we have tested the validity of the EQ-i:
YV[S] structure with Colombian children and its relia-
bility limitations. As our findings connect with other re-
search with the instrument, it can help provide a founda-
tion for better understandings of EI across cultures and
development of cross-cultural interventions to support
EI in children. Further cross-cultural research is still
needed, however, to increase the reliability and valid-
ity evidence of the EQ-i: YV[S]. Based on our findings,
we recommend further research with clinical and com-
munity samples to examine the predictive power of the
questionnaire for educational or clinical evaluations.

Overall, the current study supports the factorial struc-
ture of the EQ-i: YV[S], confirming Bar-On and Parker’s
theoretical model (2000). Given that two subscales ob-
tained low reliability, we recommend using the scale as
a screening tool for Colombian children in urban areas.
The EQ-i: YVI[S] could be used to identify school-age
children and young people who may not have developed
productive or effective coping responses that put them
at risk of mental health and behavioral concerns (Evans
& Kim, 2013). While further assessment and support of
these children would be needed, the ease and brevity of
EQ-i: YV][S] provides a critical first step for identifying
children with low socio-emotional indices before being
referred to a full assessment.
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