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Abstract: The aim of the present study was to evaluate the influence of Emotional Intelligence on
optimistic–pessimistic attitudes in a sample of 177 people from the Autonomous Community of
Andalusia (Spain). The sample consisted of 102 women (57.60%) and 75 men (42.40%), who live in
different localities depending on the number of residents (urban and rural context). The instruments
used in the study were: The Life Orientation Test Revised (LOT-R), Emotional Quotient Inventory
(EQi-C), and Wong–Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS-S). The results indicated that Emotional
Intelligence was positively related to optimism and negatively related to pessimism (p < 0.01). In
addition, pessimism was found to be significantly related to the rural context, but not to the urban
context. The multigroup Structural Equations model was developed for the gender variable, and
it had good structural validity (χ2 = 96.485; RMSEA = 0.056; GFI = 0.901; CFI = 0.900; IFI = 0.907),
which was greater for the female gender. The practical consequences of this study help to understand
the usefulness of EQ on optimism–pessimism as an attribute between urban vs. rural areas and the
effect of living in socio-culturally different environments.

Keywords: context; emotional development; emotional intelligence; optimism

1. Introduction

Over the past few years, socio-economic planning efforts have focused on the devel-
opment of urban areas rather than rural ones, which provokes an alarming impact in terms
of the daily routines and emotional well-being of the population living in these rural areas.
The rural areas have become increasingly reliant on large cities, posing challenges in terms
of access to resources and services.

The urban context is defined as the set of characteristics linked to a locality or region.
In other words, it refers mainly to the presence of a high demographic density, an industrial
economy, and a service economy (more than 10,000 residents); a rural area is defined as the
set of characteristics associated with a locality or region, such as a low demographic density,
and the development of primary sector economic activities (less than 10,000 residents).
The European Union and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) take this into account when defining urban and rural areas, with a maximum
population density of 150 inhabitants/km2, by combining the population rate to classify
the degree of urbanisation by region.

In this regard, there are many studies that have shown that the backgrounds in which
individuals live generate significant differences in their results on standardised tests about
emotional features (Alonso-Ferres et al. 2018; López-Gullón et al. 2017; Sanín-Posada et al. 2018).

These conditions are related to the characterisation of a cognitive process through
which the individual determines the attributes of their identity, related to the context in
which they distinguish themselves from others (Weiner 2000). This process allows for
an evaluation of the alternatives for and consequences of actions, promoting emotional
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reactions according to social and environmental cultural expectations (Anderson and
Weiner 1992).

Specifically, there are studies that have analysed the influence of socio-demographic
characteristics on psychosocial factors such as emotional intelligence. An example of this is
the paper written by Harrod and Scheer (2005), who analysed the EI level of 200 teenagers
according to gender, age, location, and residence. They found that their location had no
influence on the emotional development of the teenagers. Similar results were found in
the study of Shanwal et al. (2006), where location reported no significant differences in EI,
but other factors such as family type or parental education had. Moreover, other studies
have found a connection between background and emotional intelligence. In particular, the
study conducted by Herrera et al. (2015) with 1451 schoolchildren found that the children’s
background affected all the dimensions of their social-emotional intelligence. This connection
has been found in other studies with students (Herrera et al. 2017; Nayak 2014).

In the last few years, EI has positioned itself as a necessary mechanism underlying the
identification, management, and the use of emotional information in adaptive processes,
which can promote positive behaviours (Salovey et al. 1995). This concept was developed
theoretically in 1990, as a personal ability to perceive, understand, and regulate one’s own and
others’ emotions adaptively (Mayer et al. 2016; Salovey and Mayer 1990). EI is considered as a
multidimensional construct that is related to cognitive and emotional activity in parallel. This
fact has led to the emergence of different models to explain EI and that guide its connection to
peoples’ performance of everyday activities in different contexts (Alonso-Ferres et al. 2018;
Gavín-Chocano and Molero 2019), and models that help to evaluate the types of emotional
and intellectual qualities people possess (Extremera et al. 2020).

Nowadays, EI distinguishes between the ability EI model, measured through peak
performance tests, and the mixed EI model that is measured through self-report question-
naires (Pérez-González et al. 2007). In relation to the ability model (Mayer and Salovey
1997), it has been noticed that the model is focused on the ability to process information
through emotions for adaptive conflict resolution (Fernández-Berrocal et al. 2018). In this
case, its relevant description is derived in the understanding of internal processes and the
acquisition of emotional competences (Gebler et al. 2020; Mayer et al. 2016; MacCann et al.
2020). A second approach, the mixed model (Bar-On 1997; Petrides and Furnham 2001),
combines mental abilities with personality traits. EI is defined as the set of emotional ca-
pacities, personal, and interpersonal motivations that affect the form of interaction against
external demands and pressures (Petrides et al. 2018). This research adheres to the mixed
model, as it is one of the measures that has demonstrated greater theoretical and empirical
soundness over the years. Among the most widely accepted assessment instruments in this
model is the Emotional Quotient Inventory, or EQ-i (Bar-On 1997). Its abbreviated version
is the Emotional Quotient Inventory Short Form EQ-i: S (Parker et al. 2011), from which
different adaptations have been made to Spanish for young people: EQ-i: YV (Bar-On and
Parker 2000) and EQi-C (López-Zafra et al. 2014).

Another instrument used in this model, which considers EI as a trait, is the Wong and
Law Emotional Intelligence Scale WLEIS instrument (Wong and Law 2002), based on the
design of Mayer and Salovey (1997). It incorporates the dimension of emotional regulation,
designed as a brief measure of EI for use in research within organizations, along with other
variables such as a disposition to optimism and job satisfaction (Fiori and Vesely-Maillefer
2018). Thus, it is composed of four dimensions: the appraisal of one’s own emotions, the
appraisal of others’ emotions, the use of emotions, and emotional regulation.

According to the two models proposed, this study is interested in the differential effect
between the EI assessment instruments (EQi-C and WLEIS-S) and other psychological
variables associated with people’s emotional wellbeing (See Figure 1), linked to people’s
attitudes about future events, whereas emotional information processing is conditioned
according to the background, whether urban or rural, being fundamental in interpersonal
relations and ways of living together (Gómez-Baya et al. 2017).
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The complementary use of these instruments will be conditioned by different validation
studies of the Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-i; Bar-On 1997) and Emotional Quotient
Inventory: Young Version (EQ-i: YV; Bar-On and Parker 2000), obtaining incomplete re-
sults about the structural validity of the impact of emotional competencies in relation to
background (Merino-Soto et al. 2016). According to these studies, a greater perception and
emotional regulation is found in a rural context and a greater emotional understanding in
an urban context, depending on the availability of resources. However, EI indicators are
greater in urban populations (Alonso-Ferres et al. 2018; Herrera et al. 2015). Other studies
discovered instrument complementarity (EQi-C and WLEIS-S) when they were linked to
other variables, such as dispositional optimism (Gavín-Chocano and Molero 2019).

That is, individuals with high levels of EI will be characterised by their effective use
of cognitive and emotional competencies, and it is as a result of this that they will be more
optimistic (Carver and Scheier 2014). In contrast, individuals with low levels of EI will
be more pessimistic and their emotional growth will be slower (Vizoso-Gómez and Arias-
Gundín 2018). That is why variables such as optimism–pessimism are relevant in different
studies on the increase of emotional resources as predictors of greater wellbeing and life
satisfaction (Gavín-Chocano and Molero 2019; Vera-Villarroel et al. 2017), higher quality of
life (Urzúa et al. 2016), and physical and psychological health (Millstein et al. 2019).

From a theoretical perspective, the concepts of optimism–pessimism have been anal-
ysed from two different approaches. The first one is called Pessimistic–Optimistic Explana-
tory Style (Peterson and Seligman 1984). It defines pessimistic behavior as an internal cause
or the tendency to explain negative daily circumstances with a generalized effect extensible
to all aspects of life, which is stable over time. Additionally, optimistic behavior states that
negative events are determined by external causes, in a specific domain, and which are
unstable over time (Carver and Scheier 2014). A second approach is defined Dispositional
Optimism (Scheier and Carver 1985), or an attitude towards achieving future goals and
objectives. It considers that pessimistic people are making the least effort to achieve these
goals and it is measured through the Life Orientation Test Revised (LOT-R) developed by
Scheier et al. (1994).

However, there have been differences in the measurement of this instrument’s one-
dimensionality or two-dimensionality. Some authors, such as Bandeira et al. (2002), Sanin
and Salanova-Soria (2016), or Zenger et al. (2013), considered the LOT-R as unidimensional
and bipolar, where the optimism and pessimism are two opposite poles of the same
construct. Moreover, other authors considered that there were two different dimensions.
Some studies, such as the one conducted by Ferrando et al. (2002), found that the LOT-R
had a structure with two independent dimensions. Vera-Villarroel et al. (2009) also found
that the LOT-R has two dimensions. Similarly, in the Portuguese context, Ribeiro et al.
(2012) conducted a study to verify the usefulness of the LOT-R and to determine whether
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the measure was unidimensional or two-dimensional. Ottati and Noronha (2017) found
that the two-dimensional model was more suitable. Gaibor-González and Moreta-Herrera
(2020) found a factor structure of the LOT-R, where the two-dimensional solution obtained
the best results (Barrientos Oradini et al. 2019).

This study aims to provide relevant information on the incidence of EI in the optimistic
vs. pessimistic attitudes in populations depending on their location (rural vs. urban) in
the Andalusian Community (Spain). It related these variables through a multigroup
structural equation model in relation to gender based on the criteria established in the
study by Zenger et al. (2013) on the analysis of the LOT-R in a Colombian sample of
1500 adults from various regions of that country. Through confirmatory factor analysis,
they concluded that there are two dimensions of the scale, where optimism and pessimism
are seen as independent variables. However, in light of this last point, the following is
an essential question that may arise: when is it appropriate to say that a certain model is
adequate? Undoubtedly, it would not be easy to answer this question, and it is beyond the
general scope of this study. However, two complementary perspectives are proposed to
approximate its answer: one related to the elaboration of the model, and the other related
to the comparative synergy itself when it comes to exemplifying the contrasted evidence.
From this perspective, we start from the hypothesis in favor of developing a model that
produces significant increases and allows for better predictions and explanations of the
phenomena under study (Ondé-Pérez 2020).

Following the criteria of the European Union and the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), two contexts have been considered in our study
depending on the size of the localities where the study participants live. Localities with less
than 10,000 residents are considered a rural context while participants who live in localities
with more than 10,000 residents are considered an urban context. Some studies have
addressed the influence of context (urban vs. rural) on emotional intelligence (Buitrago
2012; Buitrago Bonilla et al. 2019).

Therefore, the general objectives of this research are: (a) To determine whether there
are significant correlations between the factors of the EI assessment instruments (EQi-C and
WLEIS-S) and optimism–pessimism (LOT-R); (b) To establish whether there are significant
differences in the dimensions of the instruments considered (EQi-C, WLEIS-S and LOT-
R), and the sociodemographic variables age and context; (c) To determine the effects of
both the EI (EQi-C and WLEIS-S) and optimism–pessimism (LOT-R) variables and the
sociodemographic variable gender, through a multigroup structural equation model.

2. Materials and Methods

This descriptive study is based on a non-experimental, quantitative, cross-sectional,
and correlational analysis. Based on these criteria, longitudinal and comparative measures
have been established and the reliability of the scores was calculated through the Cronbach’s
alpha coefficient and Omega coefficient (McDonald 1999), which is also known as Jöreskog’s
Rho (Stone et al. 2015).

2.1. Sample

Participants were selected non-probabilistically, based on their willingness to partici-
pate in the study. There are 177 participants from the Andalusian region (Spain), who live
in two types of locations according to the number of their population: towns with less than
10,000 residents (rural context) and towns with more than 10,000 residents (urban context).
A value of 88 participants belong to the urban context (49.7%) and 89 to the rural context
(50.3%) of the total participants. The distribution of participants (n = 177) by gender is as
follows: 102 are women (57.60%), of which 63% belonged to the urban context and 37%
to the rural context; and 75 men (42.40%), of which 54% belonged to the urban context
and 46% to the rural context. The age range was between 18 and 60 years, with a mean of
25.19 (±8.36), with 63% under 25 years old and 37% over 25 years old. A non-probabilistic
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convenience sample was developed with the sample obtained from those people who
agreed to participate voluntarily.

2.2. Instruments

For the development of the study, three socio-demographic variables were included to
collect relevant information according to age, context (rural vs. urban), and gender (men vs.
women), with the purpose of analyzing the existence of significant differences according
to these variables. The instruments were answered by the subjects who were invited to
participate through the Google platform (Google forms, Google LLC).

Life Orientation Test Revised. The Life Orientation Test Revised -LOT-R- in its Spanish
version (Remor et al. 2006) was used to assess optimism vs. pessimism. The test has ten
items: three statements on optimism (items 1, 4, and 10), three on pessimism (items 3, 7,
and 9), and four distractor items (2, 5, 6, and 8), whose scores are not computed. Subjects
respond to each statement by indicating their level of agreement according to a seven-point
Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. As a scale that measures the
degree of optimism and pessimism, it is estimated that high scores imply greater optimism,
while lower scores for pessimism imply greater pessimism. The reliability of the scores in
our study for optimism were α = 0.74 and ω = 0.70, and a Cronbach’s alpha value α = 0.69
and Omega coefficientω = 0.65 for pessimism.

Emotional Quotient Inventory. The EQi-C scale (López-Zafra et al. 2014) was used
to assess EI, using the Spanish adaptation of the EQ-i (Bar-On 1997). It is a self-report
instrument made up of 28 items on a seven-point Likert scale. It assesses four dimensions:
intrapersonal competencies, interpersonal competencies, stress management, and adapt-
ability. The reliability values of the scores for each subscale of the EQi-C in our sample were
α = 0.73 and ω = 0.75 for interpersonal, α = 0.77 and ω = 0.66 for adaptability, α = 0.83 and
ω = 0.83 for stress management, and intrapersonal α = 0.79 andω = 0.79.

Law Emotional Intelligence Scale. The Spanish version of the Wong–Law Emotional
Intelligence Scale (WLEIS-S) (Extremera et al. 2019), based on the Wong and Law EI
Scale (WLEIS) (Wong and Law 2002), was used to assess EI. This instrument consists of
16 items and 4 dimensions: intrapersonal perception (evaluation of one’s own emotions),
interpersonal perception (evaluation of others’ emotions), assimilation (use of emotions),
and emotional regulation. The scale is a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 to 7 points). In our
study, the reliability values of the scores (α and ω) for each variable were: evaluation of
own emotions α = 0.83 andω = 0.77; evaluation of others’ emotions α = 0.68 andω = 0.63;
use of emotions α = 0.86 andω = 0.73; and for emotional regulation α = 0.81 andω = 0.74.

2.3. Procedure

Informed consent was obtained from each participant, as well as agreement for the
application of the different instruments. The participants were informed of the process to
be followed, confidentiality and anonymity of the information collected, all while adhering
to personal data protection regulations. Likewise, the ethical standards and guidelines of
the Declaration of Helsinki (AMM 2013) were followed. Each of the tests was administered
individually through the platform Google® (Google forms, Google LLC, Mountain View
Santa Clara, CA, USA).

2.4. Data Analysis

The data were transformed based on their factor loadings to achieve a better fit in
each of the tests (Kline 2015). The descriptive statistics, calculation of the reliability of
each instrument, and the Cronbach’s alpha and Omega coefficients were obtained by
determining the weighted sum of each variable and thus overcoming the limitations that
could affect the variance (Domínguez-Lara and Merino-Soto 2015), and the correlation
between the scores of each dimension. A rank difference analysis was performed as a
function of age and context with the Mann–Whitney U test for difference of means for
unrelated samples. Non-parametric tests were used as the assumption of normality is
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not met in the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test (n > 50 cases), and the effect size was reported.
Finally, a multigroup Structural Equation Model (SEM) was developed for gender, with the
purpose of showing the existence of significant differences between each of the dimensions
of the instruments. A 95% confidence level was used, using IBM SPSS Statistics 25.0 (IBM,
Chicago, IL, USA) and AMOS 25, to obtain the results of the tests indicated above.

3. Results
3.1. Relationship between Optimism, Pessimism, and Emotional Intelligence

Table 1 shows the correlation matrix scores (Spearman’s Rho, since it is a non-normal
distribution), descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation), and reliability analysis
(Cronbach’s alpha and Omega coefficient), which generally show an adequate level of the
reliability of the scores.

Table 1. Internal consistency, means, standard deviation, and correlations (Spearman’s Rho) between
the variables optimism, pessimism, and emotional intelligence.

Dimension α ω M (SD) OPT PESS SEA OEA UOE ROE INTER ADAP STR INTRA

OPT 0.74 0.70 3.03
(±0.77) - 0.55 ** 0.33 ** 0.02 0.44 ** 0.15 * 0.07 0.24 ** −0.20 ** 0.27 **

PESS 0.69 0.65 2.71
(±0.81) - −0.23 ** 0.16 −0.31 ** −0.96 −0.13 −0.11 0.38 ** 0.46 **

SEA 0.83 0.77 3.85
(±0.77) - 0.18* 0.38 ** 0.33 ** 0.12 0.36 ** −0.30 ** 0.51 **

OEA 0.68 0.63 4.14
(±0.62) - 16 * 0.04 0.55** 0.18 * −0.03 0.20 **

UOE 0.86 0.73 3.91
(±0.99) - 0.22 ** 0.14 0.36 ** −0.13 0.39 **

ROE 0.81 0.74 3.40
(±0.86) - −0.04 0.21 ** −0.53 ** 0.17 *

INTER 0.73 0.75 4.97
(±0.42) - 0.29 ** −0.10 0.23 **

ADAP 0.77 0.66 3.79
(±0.57) - −0.23 ** 0.18 *

STR 0.83 0.83 2.73
(±0.82) - −0.39 **

INTRA 0.79 0.79 3.08
(±0.71) -

Note: (1) Mean = M, Standard deviation = SD, Optimism = OPT, Pessimism = PESS, Self-Emotion Assessment = SEA,
Other’s Emotions Assessment = OEA, Use of Emotions = UOE, Emotional regulation = ROE, Interpersonal
Emotional Intelligence = INTER, Adaptability = ADAP, Stress management = STR, and Intrapersonal Emotional
Intelligence = INTRA. (2) * = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01.

The analysis of the dimensions shows a significant relationship between optimism
and most of the variables of the EI instruments (WLEIS-S and EQi-C), where the highest
correlation is established with the EI variable concerning use of emotions (r(177) = 0.44;
p < 0.01). There is also a relationship between pessimism and the EI variables, with the
highest correlation found with intrapersonal EI (r(177) = 0.46; p < 0.01). Similarly, there is a
significant relationship between the EI variables of the WLEIS-S and EQi-C instruments,
evaluation of the emotions of others and interpersonal (r(177) = 0.55; p < 0.01), evaluation of
one’s own emotions and intrapersonal (r(177) = 0.51; p < 0.01), the use of emotions, and the
intrapersonal (r(177) = 0.39; p < 0.01) and adaptive use of emotions (r(177) = 0.36; p < 0.01) .
We highlight the significant inverse relationship between the EQi-C stress management
dimension and the rest of the dimensions, with the greatest weight established with
emotional regulation (r(177) = −0.53; p < 0.01).

3.2. Differences According to Socio-Demographic Variables

To analyse the differences according to the sociodemographic variable age (<25 years
and >25 years), the non-parametric Mann–Whitney U test was used for two independent
samples (see Table 2). The results indicated that there were no significant differences in any
of the instrument dimensions in relation to age (Z < 2.0; p > 0.05 ns).
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Table 2. Mean differences according to age (U of Mann–Whitney).

Dimension <25 Years
M (DT)

>25 Years
M (DT) Z p Effect Size (r)

LOT-R
OPT 3.02 (±0.75) 3.07 (±0.85) −0.721 0.471 0.054
PESS 2.70 (±0.79) 2.75 (±0.90) −0.148 0.882 0.011

WLEIS-S

SEA 3.85 (±0.75) 3.83 (±0.83) −0.069 0.945 0.005
OEA 4.10 (±0.62) 4.27 (±0.58) −1.369 0.171 0.102
UOE 3.91 (±0.95) 3.91 (±1.15) −0.153 0.878 0.011
ROE 3.37 (±0.84) 3.51 (±0.93) −1.028 0.304 0.077

EQi-C

INTER 4.05 (±0.41) 4.15 (±0.45) −1.357 0.175 0.102
ADAP 3.77 (±0.55) 3.86 (±0.65) −0.610 0.542 0.045

STR 2.73 (±0.82) 2.71 (±0.81) −0.179 0.858 0.013
INTRA 3.09 (±0.68) 3.07 (±0.82) −0.026 0.979 0.001

Note: (1) Mean = M, Standard deviation = SD, Optimism = OPT, Pessimism = PESS, Self-Emotion
Assessment = SEA, Other’s Emotions Assessment = OEA, Use of Emotions = UOE, Emotional regulation = ROE,
Interpersonal Emotional Intelligence = INTER, Adaptability = ADAP, Stress management = STR, and Intrapersonal
Emotional Intelligence = INTRA.

To calculate the effect size for this test, we obtained the value of r [r = Z/n]. The effect
size is small in all cases (r < 0.2), according to Cohen’s (1988) criteria.

In relation to the sociodemographic variable context (See Table 3), there are no signifi-
cant differences with the optimism variable (Z < 2.0; p > 0.05 ns). There are no significant
differences in the EI dimensions based on context (Z < 2.0; p > 0.05 ns). We found significant
differences in pessimism in relation to context (Z = −2.138; p > 0.05 ns); the effect was small
in all cases.

Table 3. Differences according to the context (U of Mann-Whitney).

Dimension Urban
M (DT)

Rural
M (DT) Z p Effect Size (r)

LOT-R
OPT 3.04 (±0.77) 3.03 (±0.78) −0.235 0.814 0.071
PES 2.58 (±0.80) 2.84(±0.81) −2.138 0.032 * 0.160

WLEIS-S

SEA 3.73 (±0.83) 3.95 (±0.69) −1.479 0.139 0.111
OEA 4.12 (±0.52) 4.16 (±0.70) −0.816 0.415 0.061
UOE 3.90 (±1.02) 3.92 (±0.97) −0.286 0.775 0.021
ROE 3.42 (±0.87) 3.38 (±0.86) −0.135 0.893 0.010

EQi-C

INT 4.10 (±0.42) 4.05 (±0.43) −0.581 0.561 0.043
ADAP 3.73 (±0.58) 3.84 (±0.57) −1.300 0.194 0.097

EST 2.75 (±0.83) 2.71 (±0.81) −0.257 0.797 0.019
INTR 3.05 (±0.7) 3.12 (±0.64) −0.452 0.651 0.033

Note: (1) Mean = M, Standard deviation = SD, Optimism = OPT, Pessimism = PESS, Self-Emotion
Assessment = SEA, Other’s Emotions Assessment = OEA, Use of Emotions = UOE, Emotional regulation = ROE,
Interpersonal Emotional Intelligence = INTER, Adaptability = ADAP, Stress management = STR, and Intrapersonal
Emotional Intelligence = INTRA. (2) * = p < 0.05.

3.3. Multi-Group or Multi-Sample Structural Equation Modelling for Gender

As there is insufficient evidence for a relationship between the sociodemographic
variables of age and context (urban and rural), a multigroup model will be required to
establish the predictive value of emotional intelligence as an enhancing factor between men
and women. Notwithstanding the number of studies on EI, precise knowledge about its
prevalence in urban and rural areas is lacking. Despite this, there is a growing scientific
interest in delving into sociodemographic knowledge, particularly in rural women, who are
often relegated to domestic tasks, because EI would involve skills that lead to better levels
of psychological adjustment and emotional wellbeing, the establishment of healthy social
relationships, and the disappearance of sexist behavior, which would justify the predictive
value of EI between men and women (Fernández-Berrocal and Extremera 2006). Firstly,
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the validity and fit of the established model was tested. It had a significant associated
Chi-square (χ2) value (χ2 = 96.485; gl = 62; p = 0.003). However, this statistic is sensitive to
sample size, and it should be interpreted with caution. Therefore, the literature suggests
the use of other indicators to assess model fit (Hu and Bentler 1998). Among the most
commonly used indicators, we may highlight the goodness-of-fit index (GFI), which has
a value of 0.901. It indicates an acceptable model fit, as well as the comparative fit index
(CFI) value, which obtains a value of 0.90. The incremental fit index (IFI) value obtains an
acceptable value of 0.907.

The Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) has a value above 0.85, which also suggests
a good fit. Finally, the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) indicates an
anticipated fit to the total population value. In this case, it is less than 0.08, which suggests
a good fit (0.056) to the established parameters. Consequently, the model fit is relevant to
the data obtained. Figure 2 shows the standardized weights between each of the variables
for men, with a significance level of 0.05 (5% probability of error). The indicators with the
highest regression weights for the variables below this value are available in Table 4, which
corresponds to these EI variables: intrapersonal (4.129), adaptability (3.437), and use of
emotions (3.357). Furthermore, there is a relationship between optimism and EI (3.366),
while there is negative relationship between pessimism and EI (−2.384).

Figure 3 shows the standardized saturation weights corresponding to women, which
establish the indicators with the highest regression weights for the EI variables (see Table 5):
intrapersonal (6.138), use of emotions (4.574), and adaptability (2.804). Similarly, it found
standardized saturation weights between optimism and EI (4.709), and it is negative
between pessimism and EI (−3.368).
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Table 4. Regression weights and standardised regression weights for men.

Relationships
between
Variables

Estimations R.W.
E.E. C.R. p S.R.W.

Estimations

SEA
<–<–

EI 1.000 0.592 4.129 *** 0.505
INTRA EI 2.443 0.214 1.194 0.233 0.592

OEA
<–<–

EI 0.256 0.315 2.109 *** 0.159
INTER EI 0.664 0.565 3.357 *** 0.298
UOE

<–<–
EI 1.895 0.47 3.437 *** 0.703

ADAPT EI 1.616 0.101 1.682 0.093 0.738
ROE

<–<–
EI 0.17 0.73 −2.615 *** 0.23

STR EI −1.908 0.154 3.366 *** −0.391
OPTIMISM

<–<–
EI 0.519 0.108 −2.384 *** 0.572

PESSIMISM IE −0.258 −0.347

Note: (1) Regression weights= R.W.; Standardized regression weights= S.R.W.; Error estimation= E.E.; Crit-
ical ratio= C.R. (2) Optimism = OPT, Pessimism = PESS, Self-Emotion Assessment = SEA, Other’s Emo-
tions Assessment = OEA, Use of Emotions = UOE, Emotional regulation = ROE, Interpersonal Emotional
Intelligence = INTER, Adaptability = ADAP, Stress management = STR, and Intrapersonal Emotional Intelli-
gence = INTRA. (2) *** = p < 0.001.
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We may highlight the negative value for the EI variable Stress Management in both
men and women, which is higher in women. Secondly, we discovered that women had
higher positive values than men in the variables of intrapersonal EI, emotional evaluation
of others, and use of emotions.

In the same way, we found higher values in men than in women in the variables
of interpersonal EI and adaptability. Finally, we highlight the relationship between EI
and optimism, which is slightly higher for women (Standardized Regression Weight:
S.R.W. = 0.58) than for men (S.R.W. = 0.57).
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Table 5. Regression weights and standardised regression weights for women.

Relationships
between
Variables

Estimations R.W.
E.E. C.R. p S.R.W.

Estimations

SEA
<–<–

EI 1.000 0.789
INTRA EI 1.851 0.302 6.138 *** 0.714

OEA
<–<–

EI 0.289 0.116 2.501 *** 0.283
INTER EI 0.327 0.149 2.193 *** 0.247
UOE

<–<–
EI 0.803 0.175 4.574 *** 0.559

ADAPT EI 0.390 0.139 2.804 *** 0.324
ROE

<–<–
EI 0.075 0.049 1.521 0.128 0.170

STR EI −1.235 0.316 −3.905 *** −0.459
OPTIMISM

<–<–
EI 0.238 0.050 4.709 *** 0.580

PESSIMISM EI −0.139 0.041 -3.368 *** −0.388

Note: (1) Regression weights= R.W.; Standardized regression weights= S.R.W.; Error estimation= E.E.; Crit-
ical ratio= C.R. (2) Optimism = OPT, Pessimism = PESS, Self-Emotion Assessment = SEA, Other’s Emo-
tions Assessment = OEA, Use of Emotions = UOE, Emotional regulation = ROE, Interpersonal Emotional
Intelligence = INTER, Adaptability = ADAP, Stress management = STR, and Intrapersonal Emotional Intelli-
gence = INTRA. (2) *** = p < 0.001.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

The main purpose of this study was to determine the influence of EI, using instruments
(EQi-C and WLEIS-S), on optimism–pessimism as an attribute in people who reside in
different contexts (urban and rural). In general, the findings are consistent with other
studies related to the subject (Fiori and Vesely-Maillefer 2018; Gavín-Chocano and Molero
2019; Millstein et al. 2019; Petrides et al. 2018), which show the positive influence of EI
on optimism and its negative influence on pessimism. In addition, the findings revealed
differences depending on gender.

The reliability of each of the instruments was verified through the calculation of Cron-
bach’s alpha and subsequently the Omega coefficient. The last one is the most appropriate
estimator when there is disparity in the factor loadings of each item (Tau-Equivalence),
because it works with the weighted sum of each variable and overcomes the limitations that
could affect the proportion of variance (Domínguez-Lara and Merino-Soto 2015; Ventura-
León 2019). The CFA showed a better fit of the two-factor model (optimism–pessimism), so
it was possible to test the relational value between both dimensions with EI, in agreement
with other studies (Gavín-Chocano and Molero 2019; Sanín-Posada et al. 2018).

In terms of the first objective, the results revealed a statistically positive relationship
between the optimism–pessimism dimensions. In line with other studies, the comple-
mentarity of the two dimensions is linked to the manifest perception of one pole over
the other one (Vera-Villarroel et al. 2017). That is, being optimistic or pessimistic will be
determined by the way in which each individual perceives what happens and how they
develop attitudes to resolve different life events (López-Gullón et al. 2017). Regarding
the correlational analysis between the optimism–pessimism variables and each of the EI
dimensions, we highlight the positive relationship between some of the EI dimensions
and optimism. In addition, there is an inverse relationship in the case of the pessimism
variable. We agree with other authors that state the influence of most of the EI dimensions
on achieving greater optimism (Fernández-Berrocal et al. 2018) and highlight the inverse
relationship of the stress management variable (Vizoso-Gómez and Arias-Gundín 2018). In
other words, people may have a positive outlook in some aspects of their lives, and present
a negative prospective outlook in other circumstances, either due to external agents beyond
the individual’s own control or temporary events (Barrientos Oradini et al. 2019).

In relation to the second objective, namely, to establish the existence of significant dif-
ferences between the dimensions of the instruments considered and the socio-demographic
variables, we found no significant differences between optimism–pessimism and age. Simi-
larly, there were no significant differences between the variables of EI and age, where older
people obtained slightly higher scores. Based on previous studies that corroborate these
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results (Velotti et al. 2017), we note that older people are better able to recognise their emo-
tions and use them adaptively in everyday situations more optimistically (Gavín-Chocano
and Molero 2019; Fernández-Berrocal et al. 2018). Regarding the relationship between
optimism–pessimism and the context variable (rural vs. urban), a significant relationship
was only found with the pessimism variable, which was in favour of people from the rural
context. No significant differences were found with any of the EI variables with respect to
the context. It is possible that the people in our study who come from rural areas, because
of their geographical location, find it more difficult to access more resources and means,
and thus their opportunities for development are limited (Alonso-Ferres et al. 2018).

No conclusive evidence has been found on the relationship between sociodemo-
graphic variables, age, and context. Finally, a multi-group analysis was carried out through
structural equations to check if there were significant differences in each of the variables,
which showed the good fit of the model. It revealed an unequal effect of EI on optimism–
pessimism according to gender, with women performing slightly better than men. This
is consistent with other contributions that indicate higher optimism scores in women in
different environmental, cultural, and social contexts (Carver and Scheier 2014; Vizoso-
Gómez and Arias-Gundín 2018). Similarly, the results showed differences in EI variables
(evaluation of one’s own emotions and intrapersonal) in favour of women. Analysing
previous papers that corroborate these data (Fiori and Vesely-Maillefer 2018), we can note
that women are able to attend and recognize their emotions better in order to cope with
everyday situations more effectively (Fernández-Berrocal et al. 2018). Additionally, the EI
variables (use of emotions and adaptability) showed higher values in men than in women.
This data could justify the stereotyped value that remains in some contexts, where women
suppress and do not show their emotions openly (Alonso-Ferres et al. 2018). Likewise, it
may be that the evidence is conditioned by the greater number of women in the sample,
which would hinder the subsequent validity. In certain contexts, it is worthwhile to in-
quire about the significance of social roles between men and women in certain contexts
(Gavín-Chocano and Molero 2019).

Finally, the results showed a negative value of the EI dimension stress management in
both women and men. It is possible that there is a close relationship between successful
coping with stressful situations and optimistic thinking. Conversely, greater dysfunction-
ality in coping with adverse situations is linked to pessimism, which agrees with other
studies that analyse the positive association of optimism with adaptive coping strategies
and the negative association with stress management (Millstein et al. 2019; Vera-Villarroel
et al. 2017).

Throughout this research, the results obtained have been detailed, based on the
bifactor structure (optimism–pessimism) and its relationship with each of the EI variables,
by verifying the instrumental value of EI with other factors of an attributive nature. Based
on these considerations, this proposal would be of great use, as it would allow us to examine
the invariance in the structure of the proposed model. In addition, it considers different
questions developed over time about the double dimensionality of the LOT-R instrument. In
this regard, a study conducted by Ferrando et al. (2002) with a sample of 735 postgraduate
students in Spain found that the instrument had two dimensions. The authors justified
the results by considering the sample characteristics, graduate students, and the structure
of the items. In the international context, authors such as Vera-Villarroel et al. (2009)
have also pointed out the existence of two independent factors. The study was developed
with 309 university students whose aim was to analyze the psychometric properties of
the instrument. The internal consistency was (α = 0.65) and no significant differences
were found in relation to gender. As for the factor analysis, the results indicated a two-
dimensional solution, where optimism explained 32.11% of the variance and pessimism
explained 23.43% of the variance. Other authors, such as Ribeiro et al. (2012), conducted a
study to demonstrate the dual dimensionality of the instrument. Two different samples
were used: one of 280 patients with a diagnosis of multiple sclerosis, aged between 16
and 70 years, with a majority of women (71.4%), and another with 615 people, randomly
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selected in different contexts (urban and rural), aged between 17 and 80 years, with 51.1%
being women. The data on the factor structure of LOT-R was similar in both samples,
where the bifactor solution was the best solution found. Zenger et al. (2013) analysed the
properties of the LOT-R instrument (Scheier et al. 1994) in its Spanish version (Remor et al.
2006) in a Colombian sample of 1500 adults from different regions of their country. They
reached the conclusion that there are two dimensions of the scale, where independence
between the variables optimism and pessimism would be evidenced. According to these
authors, the findings could be justified by the participants’ age and educational level. The
contributions presented are useful in several ways. Firstly, to find out what psychological
and emotional resources people hold in a given context (Sanín-Posada et al. 2018).

Secondly, to analyze the positive resources of the factors related to the use of emotional
regulation and adaptive capacity as a basis for action aimed at promoting support processes
and strengthening different skills to prevent risk behaviours (Extremera et al. 2020). Thirdly,
evidencing the double dimensionality of optimism–pessimism may revive the debate on
this issue. This perspective provides evidence for a point of reflection on the use of the
LOT-R instrument. Further studies on the validity of the test, with different samples and
other contexts, would be necessary. This point could open up further discussions and
point to alternatives for improvement (Carver and Scheier 2014). Finally, we understand
that EI may favour an optimistic attitude, thereby fostering creative solutions to adverse
situations. Finally, these findings confirm that EI is a relevant indicator of wellbeing in life,
which is why it would be innovative to incorporate it in non-formal educational contexts
(Alonso-Ferres et al. 2018).

Among the main conclusions of this study, we can highlight that we have verified
the fulfilment of the aims and objectives of the research, whose results have already been
discussed previously. The existence of significant correlations between the dimensions of
the instruments used, an absence of significant differences according to age in the variables
considered, and significant differences according to context only in dispositional pessimism,
with people from rural contexts being more pessimistic, were all presented in this research.
A structural equation analysis revealed the unequal effect of EI with respect to optimism–
pessimism according to gender, with the result being moderately higher for women than
for men. Despite the reported evidence, some limitations should be noted. The subjective
functionality of self-report instruments may affect the data through social desirability
biases. Furthermore, the sample size’s heterogeneity and the study’s limitation to a single
geographical area do not enable the generalization of the results to other contexts. It would
be appropriate in future research to explore the factorial invariance of the assessment
instruments to verify whether they are cross-cultural measures (López-Gullón et al. 2017).
The sample size also implies that the evidence obtained should be treated with caution, and
the fact that the type of sampling is non-probabilistic implies limitations in the evaluation
of the results. Due to this limitation, the findings presented here should be interpreted with
caution until they are validated in other studies and contexts. The non-consideration of
other socio-demographic variables such as economic status, family type, or parents’ level of
education is another factor that will be considered in the future for an in-depth exploration
of the impact of EI in the comparison between urban and rural populations.

Other limitations of this study include variables that were not measured, such as
community integration, social support in the specific context, or available social resources.
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