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 تطبيقات على نظرية أهمية الاعتقاد 
في 15 مجالًا من مجالات الحياة 

 ناصر حسن 
كونستانتينوس بيترايدس 

ملخص
هــدف الدراســة: فــي هــذه الدراســة قمنــا بتكييــف أداة قيــاس نظريــة الاعتقــاد 
إلــى اللغــة العربيــة واختبارهــا فــي الكويــت. المنهجيــة: شــارك ألــف وأربعمائــة 
وثمانيــة وخمســون فــردًا فــي الدراســة، وزعــوا وفقًــا لدرجاتهــم فــي أحــد أربــاع 
النظريــة الأربعــة: اللامبــالاة، والاكتئــاب، والغطرســة، والتحفيــز. قمنــا بافتــراض 
نمــوذج جديــد لاختبــار النظريــة يشــتمل علــى 3 مجــالات عامــة للحيــاة تســمى 
الوجــود والانتمــاء والصيــرورة. النتائــج: أشــارت النتائــج مــن التحليــل العاملــي 
إلــى أن نموذجنــا المقتــرح كان مقبــولاً، إلــى جانــب ان النتائــج فــي دراســتنا، 
الناشــئة مــن ثلاثــة مجــالات للحيــاة واســعة النطــاق، دعمــت افتراضــات نظريــة 
أهميــة الاعتقــاد والنتائــج الســابقة مــع عينــات بريطانيــة. الخلاصــة: قدمــت هــذه 

الدراســة دعمــاً قويــاً للنظريــة ككل مــن بلــد لــم يســبق دراســة النظريــة فيــه.
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Abstract
Objective: : The present paper presents results from two studies aiming 
to adapt the main Belief-Importance (belimp) inventory into Arabic and 
test the underlying theory in Kuwait. Methods: One thousand four 
hundred and fifty-eight individuals participated in the study and were 
allocated according to their scores into one of the four belimp quadrants: 
Apathy, Depression, Hubris, and Motivation. A new model to test the 
belimp theory was proposed comprising 3 general life domains labelled 
Being, Belonging, and Becoming. Results: The results from the 
reliability and factor analyses suggested that our proposed model was 
acceptable. Findings in our study, emerging from three broad domain 
clusters, supported the belimp plane postulations and previous findings 
with British samples. Conclusion: The obtained results provide solid 
support to the belimp theory in a different country and culture. 
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Introduction
According to the Belief-Importance (belimp) Theory, personality traits 

affect the individual tendency to perceive convergences and divergences 
between their belief that they can achieve goals and the importance that they 
place on them (Petrides, 2011a, 2011b). In turn, the belimp process offers a 
significant improvement in the ability to predict the type of behaviour over 
any existing personality inventory.

The belief term is like the expectancy for success in Bandura’s self-
efficacy theory. In his theory, Bandura (1997) differentiated between two 
kinds of expectancy beliefs: outcome and efficacy expectations (Eccles 
& Wigfield, 2002). The former concerns the beliefs that certain types 
of behaviour will lead to certain task-related goals, whereas the latter 
concerns the beliefs about whether an individual can sufficiently perform 
the necessary behaviour towards the goal. The key difference between the 
two is that an individual can believe that a certain behaviour will lead 
to achieving a certain goal (outcome expectation) yet cannot believe that 
they can perform this action effectively (efficacy expectation). Indeed, 
Bandura’s work is a task-specific expectation and has been applied to 
behaviour in many life domains (Bandura, 1997). However, belimp theory 
can be viewed as confidence in achieving success in multiple life domains 
to predict individual behaviour.

The importance term is like the task value construct proposed by Eccles 
et al. (1983) in their expectancy–value (EV) theory. Roughly, it reflects 
the attainment value that concerns the importance of doing well (Leaper, 
2011). As with Bandura’s work, EV theory is task-specific, concerning 
the motivation derived by the expectations for success and task value 
constructs to achieve in a particular domain. Meanwhile, belimp theory 
does not only concern a specific life domain but multiple life domains.

Understanding the Belimp Plane
The belimp plane (Figure 1) consists of two coordinates, one is 

conceptualised as belief (i.e., y-axis) and the other one as importance 
(i.e., x-axis). The two coordinates are orthogonal, as shown in Figure 1. 
However, the two coordinates will correlate in practice, given how people 
tend to invest in goals that they value more, which consequently increases 
their self-belief (Bandura, 1997).
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Figure 1
The Belimp Plane. Reprinted from “An application of belief-importance theory with 
reference to trait emotional intelligence, mood, and somatic complaints,” by K. V. 
Petrides (2011b). Copyright 2011 by K. V. Petrides. Reprinted with permission.

The two coordinates are affected by certain personality traits. 
Consequently, the individual’s location on the belimp plane is determined by 
them. Belimp theory hypothesizes that conscientiousness and introversion 
personality aspects confer a tendency to move towards the symmetry 
axis (i.e., diagonal line). Meanwhile, the neuroticism and trait emotional 
intelligence aspects confer a tendency to diverge from the symmetry axis. 
This divergence creates residuals that can be either positive, as in the 
case where the belief is higher than the importance, or negative, when the 
importance is higher than the belief.

	 Four quadrants are conceptualised within the belimp plane, each 
of which roughly corresponds to one personality dimension and is also 
associated with a specific discriminator trait that helps distinguish it from 
their adjacent quadrants. Nonetheless, these discriminator traits cannot be 
treated as a key trait for their quadrant.



305

An Application on Belief-Importance Theory in 15 Life Domains  

The top left quadrant in Figure 1, called the Hubris quadrant, 
corresponds to trait emotional intelligence. It suggests unconventionality, 
as individuals tend to believe that the major life domains are unimportant to 
them, even though they believe that they can succeed in them. Individuals 
in this quadrant tend to have a high belief that they can attain goals but 
place low importance on these goals.

The top right quadrant, the Motivation quadrant, corresponds to 
the personality trait of conscientiousness personality, which is related to 
conventionality and diligence. Individuals high on this trait normally tend 
to achieve what they view as important in most life domains. Those falling 
into this quadrant tend to have a high belief that they can attain goals and 
set high importance on these goals.

The bottom right quadrant, the Depression quadrant, corresponds 
to the personality trait of neuroticism. It suggests modesty as it requires 
for one to admit low confidence in achieving certain goals, even though 
such goals are important, in most of life domains. The well-being trait is 
a key discriminating trait for differentiating between this quadrant and the 
motivation quadrant above. Individuals in this quadrant tend to have low 
belief scores but high importance scores.

The last quadrant located in the bottom left is the Apathy quadrant 
which corresponds to personality trait of introversion. It suggests 
detachment because it entails disinterest in major life domains although 
this may be coupled with carelessness.

Two different types of the belimp plane can be identified: the 
conditional and the master belimp plane. The conditional plane can be 
viewed as a life-domain specific plane. Thus, there is potentially a belimp 
plane for every life domain. The master plane is only one, which represents 
the average of the conditional planes across all life domains. Accordingly, 
conditional planes can be either concordant or discordant with respect to the 
master belimp plane. For example, individuals showing high importance 
of beliefs (i.e., individuals in the Motivation quadrant) with respect to 
goals in related multiple life domains may not necessarily treat every life 
domain in the same manner.

The degree of concordance between the conditional and master planes 
is an empirical question, contingent on the individual himself. The degree 
of concordance between the conditional plane and other criteria can be 
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estimated conceptually; for instance, criteria such as the job performance 
construct will be more likely to be concordant with the life domain of 
work. These concordant planes are considered as significant predictors of 
behaviour, as they carry substantial information on the individual and the 
relevant context.

Belimp Inventory
	 Only one instrument has been developed to measure the belimp 

outcomes and to posit individual position on the belimp plane. The 
questionnaire was developed in English by Petrides (2011a) and coverered 
15 life domains with a total of 150 questions. Specifically, for each life 
domain, it comprises five questions concerning the participant’s belief 
that certain goals can be achieved by them and five matching questions 
concerning the importance they set on these goals. The participants are 
asked to answer each question by giving a percentage score ranging from 
0% (absolutely unimportant) to 100% (absolutely important) for the 
questions concerning goal importance, and 0% (minimum confidence) to 
100% (maximum confidence) for the questions concerning the belief in 
reaching a particular goal. To our knowledge, there have been no published 
adaptations of the inventory in other cultures or languages. This could 
explain why this theory did not receive much attention in the literature, 
especially in the eastern constituent of the world. Therefore, the first aim 
of this study is to culturally adapt the belimp inventory into Arabic for use 
in the Middle East, specifically in Kuwait.

Empirical Testing of Belimp Theory
	 Given that belimp theory is grounded on personality traits, based on 

its postulation, personality traits have been linked to the belimp coordinates. 
The first empirical study (Petrides, 2010) tested the central hypotheses of 
belimp theory by including a single life domain, namely, the life domain of 
appearance. In this study, 12 hypotheses were advanced, two of which were 
based on the trait emotional intelligence, and the others on the Big Five and 
their facets. Also, 12 one-way ANOVAs corresponding to the number of 
hypotheses were performed. The results suggested that all the differences 
among the belimp quadrants were significant. Ten hypotheses were fully 
supported, whereas two, on the Motivation and Apathy quadrants, were 
partially supported. The Motivation quadrant had the second highest score 
on conscientiousness, after the Hubris quadrant; the Apathy quadrant had 
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the second lowest score on the trait emotional intelligence questionnaire-
short form sociability factor, after the Depression quadrant.

As hypothesised, participants in the Hubris quadrant scored 
higher compared with their counterparts in the Motivation quadrant on 
unconventionality; the Motivation quadrant group scored higher than the 
Depression quadrant group on the well-being factor of trait emotional 
intelligence; the Depression quadrant group scored lower than the Apathy 
quadrant group on the trait EI well-being; and the Apathy quadrant group 
scored lower than the Hubris quadrant group on sociability.

	 Petrides and Frederickson (2011) tested belimp theory based on 
another life domain (academic achievement). They performed eight 
one-way ANOVAs to test eight different hypotheses. Six of them were 
fully supported and two were partially supported. In the case of the two 
hypotheses, the focal group, relative to the other groups, always scored 
second, instead of first. Specifically, the Hubris quadrant group scored 
second on global trait emotional intelligence after the Motivation quadrant 
group, while the Apathy quadrant group scored the second lowest on the 
extraversion scale. Both results were expected, given the difficulty of 
injecting the diverse personality dimensions onto the belimp quadrants. 
Taking the trait emotional intelligence as an example, the optimism and 
stress management facets were closer to the Hubris quadrant than to the 
Motivation quadrant, whereas achievement striving and assertiveness were 
closer to the Motivation quadrant than to the Hubris one.

	 In a later work, Petrides (2011b) conducted two studies to test 
the belimp theory. The first study was limited to the single life domain 
of financial security, and the second one addressed this limitation by 
including two different life domains (attractiveness and popularity). The 
two studies were designed to test several hypotheses related to belimp 
theory through the ANOVA approach. For most of the hypotheses, the 
results yielded clear and consistent outcomes regardless of the included 
life domain. For example, the Apathy quadrant group always scored the 
lowest on the trait emotional intelligence for sociability, no matter what 
life domain was included in the analysis. Petrides (2011b) also found a 
strong significant association between the belimp classifications from the 
two different life domains included in study 2, supporting one of the belimp 
theory postulations. Clearly, the belimp classifications are irrespective of 
the life domain included and no conflicts should be expected.
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	 A relatively more recent work by Petrides and Furnham (2015) 
included four different life domains to extend the previous findings. 
Two of the life domains had been used before (appearance and financial 
security), and the other two were included for the first time to test the theory 
(family and friends). The additional domains help illustrate that the belimp 
classifications are not a function of the life domain, as proposed by belimp 
theory. Petrides and Furnham (2015) relied on the ANOVA approach to 
test the theory. Five different classifications were made based on each 
life domain (i.e., four life domains) and a global one consisting of all four 
life domains through aggregation. Several hypotheses were tested per 
classification. The results showed that most of them were fully supported, 
and few were partially supported. Notably, the focal group always scored 
second (instead of first) in the partially supported hypotheses, as in 
Petrides and Frederickson (2011). Furthermore, more hypotheses were 
fully supported when the analysis was carried out based on the global 
plane. Consequently, the inclusion of more life domains, when testing 
belimp theory, tend to help support the main belimp theory, as expected. 
However, the same could also lead to different classifications for each 
individual, which would be based on the life domain. Furthermore, the final 
hypothesis in Petrides and Furnham (2015) was concerned with the overlap 
in classifications between the four life domains. The overlap among the 
domains was significant, except for that between friends and appearance. 
This result, along with the results from Petrides (2011b), provides evidence 
that the belimp classifications will overlap based on different life domains, 
leading to a stable classification at the individual level.

	 To conclude from earlier findings, It is expected that the Hubris 
quadrant will have the highest score on global trait EI; the Motivation 
quadrant will have the highest scores on Big Five conscientiousness and 
the Self-control factor of trait EI; The Depression quadrant will have the 
highest score on Big Five neuroticism and the lowest on global trait EI; and 
the Apathy quadrant will have the lowest score on Big Five extraversion 
and the Sociability factor of trait EI.

Clustering the Broad Life Domains of Belimp
	 For practical reasons, we believe that there is a need to categorise life 

domains included in the belimp inventory to a manageable number before 
proceeding to any statistical testing. Indeed, the number of higher-order 
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life domains and the justification of each domain within it are empirical 
issues. In a meta-analytic study, Cummins (2005) found that the number of 
general life domains identified by different researchers ranged from 3 to 24 
domains.

	 Raphael et al. (1996) presented three general life domains as aspects 
of people’s concepts, namely, Being, Becoming, and Belonging. Although 
the three general domains were originally proposed and widely applied to 
people with disabilities (Hensel, 2001; Jones et al., 2018; Livingston & 
Rosenbaum, 2008; Raphael et al., 1996; Raphael et al., 2001), we believe 
that this holistic model can be extended to be applied to people without 
disabilities.

	 More specifically, according to Raphael et al. (1996), the domain 
of Being refers to who the person is. It includes three sub-domains: 
physical being, psychological being, and spiritual being. We believe that 
the domains of aging, finance, health, leisure, and spirituality can be fitted 
within the Being domain. 

The domain of Belonging relates to how well a person feels they 
fit within their surrounding environment. It includes three sub-domains: 
physical belonging, social belonging, and community belonging. We 
believe that appearance, family, friends, relationships, and social domains 
can be fitted within the Belonging domain.

The domain of Becoming refers to the person’s dedicated activities 
toward his goals. It includes three sub-domains: practical becoming, 
leisure becoming, and growth becoming. We believe that the domains 
of habit, happiness, legacy, motivation, and success can be fitted within 
the Becoming domain. It is noteworthy that the leisure sub-domain of 
becoming represents a set of activities that lead to stress reduction. While 
the leisure domain in the belimp inventory concerns how much someone 
dedicates to leisure in his life, which represents who the person is more 
than what he seeks to be. This is why we proposed that the leisure domain 
can be fitted under the Being domain, but not the Becoming domain.

	 In his later review of life domains, Cummins (2005) argued that, 
generally, most domains selected by researchers are not theoretically 
justified and empirically tested. This issue is of special interest, and 
consequently, in this study we will apply the confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) to test our proposed model.
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The Present Study
	 The overall aim of this study is to adapt the belimp inventory as a 

vehicle to test the belimp theory. The theory itself is still relatively novel 
and has not yet been presented to any Kuwaiti samples; it is an important 
theory because it can help individuals, organizations, and societies to 
better understand and predict human behaviour and make more informed 
decisions. Accordingly, we adapted the belimp inventory following the 
ITC (2017) guidelines.

	 In this study, we present the psychometric properties of the adapted 
belimp inventory for each belimp dimension. Also, we present evidence of 
the reliability and validity of scores obtained with the inventory.

	 Further, the results obtained shall be presented by testing the 
central hypotheses of belimp theory across the life domain clusters of 
Being, Belonging, and Becoming, respectively. Following previous work 
(Petrides, 2010; Petrides, 2011b; Petrides & Frederickson, 2011; Petrides 
& Furnham, 2015), we introduced and tested the following hypotheses:

H1: �The Hubris quadrant will have the highest score on global trait EI.
H2: �The Motivation quadrant will have the highest score on Big Five 

conscientiousness.
H3: �The Motivation quadrant will have the highest score on the Self-

control factor of trait EI.
H4: �The Depression quadrant will have the highest score on Big Five 

neuroticism.
H5: �The Depression quadrant will have the lowest score on global 

trait EI.
H6: �The Apathy quadrant will have the lowest score on Big Five 

extraversion.
H7: �The Apathy quadrant will have the lowest score on the Sociability 

factor of trait EI.

Materials and Methods

Design and Procedure
	 Following the ITC (2017) cultural adaptation guidelines, we 

consulted an expert committee to adapt the belimp inventory. The adapted 
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version was then piloted to a sample of 138 Kuwaiti professional adults. 
The pilot sample’s feedback was recorded, and changes were implemented 
to the adapted belimp inventory accordingly. The amended version (i.e., the 
Kuwaiti-Arabic Belimp Inventory) was then administered to the main study 
sample.

	 We used a convenience sample design and approached participants 
via an anonymous Qualtrics link (online) for our main study. Several 
faculty members within Kuwaiti higher education institutions were 
contacted individually to help disseminate the Qualtrics link. Participants 
did not provide any personal self-identifying information, and they were 
only asked to identify their degree of agreement with several items. All 
research methods were conducted in accordance with relevant guidelines 
and regulations. This study was approved by the University College 
London-Departmental Ethics Committee (CEHP/2021/586), although we 
must declare that no permissions were requested to collect the data by 
authorities in Kuwait. 

Participants
	 The main study sample included 1458 university students in Kuwait 

with a mean age of 22.34 years (SD = 7.62 years). The characteristics of 
our sample can be found in Table 1 below. We did not identify any missing 
values in our dataset, and therefore, all participants were included in our 
study for further analysis.
Table 1
The Characteristics of the Study Sample (N=1458)

Variable n %

Nationality

Kuwaiti 1301 9.05%

Non-Kuwaiti 132 89.23%

PNS 25 1.71%

Gender

Female 1110 76.13%

Male 336 23.05%

PNS 12 .82%
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Variable n %

Marital Status

Currently married 235 16.12%

Currently unmarried 1192 81.67%

PNS 31 2.13%

Last Degree Obtained

Highschool or below 1124 77.09%

Post School Diploma 99 6.8%

Bachelor 232 15.91%

Masters & PhD 3 .21%

Household Income

Less than 500 KWD 59 4.05%

Between 501-1000KWD 203 13.92%

Between 1001-1500 KWD 205 20.92%

Between 1501-2000 KWD 247 16.94%

More than 2000 KWD 310 21.26%

PNS 334 22.91%

Major

Art & Humanities 771 52.88%

Science &Engneering 687 47.12%

Note. PNS = Prefer not to say.

Measures

Belimp Inventory
	 The inventory assesses 15 life domains with five questions 

concerning the belief that certain goals can be attained in a specific life 
domain and five matching questions concerning the importance of these 

Cont. Table 1
The Characteristics of the Study Sample (N=1458)
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goals to the individual. Participants responded on a scale ranging from 
0% (absolutely unimportant or minimum confidence) to 100% (absolutely 
important or maximum confidence).

	 On the life domains clusters (i.e., Being, Belonging, and Becoming) 
level, reliability analysis revealed that the average scores for each general 
life domain on both belimp dimensions were acceptably reliable: ω = .93 
for belief -Being (ωh = .66), ω = .93 for belief-Belonging (ωh = .61), ω = .97 
for belief-Becoming (ωh = .83), ω = .89 for importance-Being (ωh = .53), 
ω = .92 for importance-Belonging (ωh = .55), and ω = .95 for importance-
Becoming (ωh = .76).

	 Internal consistencies for the 15 life-domains ranged from .75 to .91 
on the belief dimension, and from .63 to .89 on the importance dimension. 
Full details can be found in Tables 2 and 3.
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for the Life Domain Clusters on the Belief Dimension

Overall sample (N = 1458)

Rangea M (%) SD Skew Kurt α

[0–100]

Being 0-100 80.0 13.8 -.63 .52 .89

Aging 0-100 82.2 18.3 -1.24 1.97 .75

Financial 0-100 81.3 18.4 -1.13 1.44 .82

Health 0-100 86.6 15.8 -1.66 3.94 .81

Leisure 0-100 76.1 22.8 -.95 .42 .86

Spirituality 0-100 73.9 27.2 -1.04 .35 .90

Belonging 0-100 77.6 14.9 -.66 .54 .89

Appearance 0-100 83.0 19.3 -1.25 1.25 .79

Family 0-100 89.1 15.5 -2.43 8.01 .77

Friends 0-100 79.7 21.0 -1.27 1.64 .82

Relationships 0-100 72.9 26.2 -1.04 .48 .81

Social 0-100 63.4 27.0 -.42 -.64 .82
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Overall sample (N = 1458)

Rangea M (%) SD Skew Kurt α

Becoming 0-100 85.9 15.1 -1.46 2.77 .95

Habit 0-100 86.2 18.7 -1.79 3.72 .88

Happiness 0-100 86.9 17.2 -1.92 4.79 .83

Legacy 0-100 78.8 24.5 -1.21 .88 .83

Motivation 0-100 88.0 16.9 -2.07 5.77 .89

Success 0-100 89.4 16.2 -2.10 5.59 .91

a The theoretical ranges are between the square brackets.

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for the Life Domain Clusters on the Importance Dimension

Overall sample (N = 1458)

Rangea M (%) SD Skew Kurt α

[0–100]

Being 38.7 -100 85.9 10.8 -.85 .68 .84

Aging 0-100 87.4 15.2 -1.68 4.07 .63

Financial 0-100 89.9 14.2 -2.19 6.81 .74

Health 0-100 89.8 12.9 -1.55 2.91 .71

Leisure 1.6-100 83.9 17.0 -1.17 1.17 .72

Spirituality 0-100 78.7 26.1 -1.38 1.22 .89

Belonging 19.6-100 75.5 14.8 -.42 .04 .87

Appearance 0-100 77.5 21.8 -.77 -.39 .78

Family 0-100 90.8 13.7 -2.73 10.75 .73

Friends 0-100 81.2 20.7 -1.37 1.83 .81

Cont. Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for the Life Domain Clusters on the Belief Dimension
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Overall sample (N = 1458)

Rangea M (%) SD Skew Kurt α

Relationships 0-100 74.4 25.0 -1.16 .88 .77

Social 0-100 53.6 28.6 .02 -.92 .83

Becoming 8-100 91.5 10.7 -2.34 8.28 .92

Habit 0-100 93.3 13.2 -3.37 15.03 .83

Happiness 0-100 92.3 11.6 -2.76 11.96 .67

Legacy 0-100 85.7 20.7 -1.96 4.06 .67

Motivation 0-100 92.8 12.7 -2.98 12.77 .85

Success 0-100 93.2 13.6 -3.23 13.39 .87

a The theoretical ranges are between the square brackets.

Kuwaiti Arabic TEIQue-SF
	 The TEIQue-SF is a 30-item inventory providing comprehensive 

coverage of the sampling domain of trait EI in adults (Petrides, 2009). The 
items are responded on a 7-point Likert scale. All TEIQue instruments are 
available, free of charge, for research purposes from www.psychometriclab.
com. In this study, we used the Kuwaiti-Arabic adaptation of TEIQue-SF 
(Hasan et al., 2023), which has shown robust psychometric properties in 
Kuwaiti samples.

	 The global trait EI had satisfactory reliability (α = .83, = .86). The 
corresponding,  value .37, meaning that 37% of the data’s variance was 
accounted for the general factor (global trait EI). At the factor level of trait 
EI, Cronbach’s alpha values ranged from .43 to .71.

Kuwaiti Arabic NEO-FFI
The NEO-FFI is the short form of the NEO-PI developed by McCrae 

and Costa (2008). The inventory comprises 60 items providing scores on 
the Big Five factors: Neuroticism (N), Extraversion (E), Openness (O), 
Agreeableness (A), and Conscientiousness (C). One limitation is that it 
does not yield scores at the facet level as the NEO-PI. However, we used 

Cont. Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for the Life Domain Clusters on the Importance Dimension
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it in our study due to circumstances relating to our project (esp., limited 
time). We used Alansari’s (1997) Kuwaiti-Arabic adaptation.

Cronbach’s alpha values were .77, .66, .31, .50, and .81, for the factors of 
Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness, 
respectively.

Data Analysis Plan
	 We performed a descriptive analysis for each life domain among the 

two belimp coordinates. Also, we computed Cronbach’s alpha to assess 
the internal consistency of the results obtained by the adapted belimp 
inventory. The analyses were carried out through IBM SPSS Statistics for 
Macintosh, version 27.0 (IBM Corp., 2020).

	 We conducted CFA with ML estimator and modification indices 
(M.I.) to validate the proposed clustered life domain model discussed 
earlier. CFA was performed using the Lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) in 
R. Model fit statistics will be obtained to evaluate the model goodness 
according to Hair et al. (2010).

Subsequently, scores of 15-specific life domains were averaged to 
compute scores for our three proposed general life domains of Being, 
Belonging, and Becoming on both dimensions of belimp (i.e., 6 average 
scores: 3 on the belief dimension and 3 on the importance dimension).

We calculated Cronbach’s alphas (Cronbach, 1951) for each of the 30 
belimp subscales (i.e., the belief and importance dimensions for the 15-life 
domains). The indices were computed using the ltm package (Rizopoulos, 
2006) in R 4.0.5 (Rstudio Team, 2021). We also used the psych package 
(Revelle, 2021) to compute McDonald’s omega ω (McDonald, 2013) 
for assessing and interpreting the internal consistency of our proposed 
multidimensional model comprising belief and importance ratings on 
Being, Becoming, and Belonging. The corresponding omega hierarchical 
(ωh) was also computed to know the proportion of scale variance that is 
due to the general factor (i.e., general life domain).

Further, four groups (viz., Apathy, Depression, Hubris, and Motivation) 
were derived by combining high and low scores on both dimensions of 
belimp using mean splits like those of Petrides (2011b). Skewness values 
ranged between -2.35 and -.42, and kurtosis values ranged between .05 and 
2.79 except for 8.33 on the importance dimension of the Becoming domain 
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cluster. All hypotheses were tested through the Analysis of Variance 
(ANOVA) approach, followed by Tukey post hoc tests.

Results
Descriptive statistics for each life domain on the belief and importance 

dimensions are depicted in Tables 2 and 3. As can be observed in both tables, 
there is slight negative skewness in almost all belief ratings. However, on 
the importance dimension, the skewness values for the life domains of habit 
and success fall outside of the acceptable ranges. Ditto, the kurtosis values 
for the life domains of family, motivation, habit, success, and happiness.

What is the Factorial Structure of Belimp Inventory?
	 We tested our proposed model for each dimension of belimp by 

conducting a CFA using ML estimator, where three first-order latent constructs 
(viz., Being, Belonging, and Becoming) were pooled in one measurement 
model. To improve the measurement model, modification indices (M.I.) 
were applied to identify the correlated items and correspondingly amend the 
proposed model to improve it.

	 Before applying M.I. for the belief dimension, we assessed the model 
without M.I. and the fit indices were as follows:  χ2 = 607.92 (df = 83, p < 
.001), CFI = .93, RMSEA = .06 [90% CI: .06 - .07], and SRMR = .04.

	 As we did for the belief dimension, we ran the CFA analysis before 
applying M.I. for the importance dimension and the fit indices are as 
follows:  χ2 = 782.46 (df = 83, p < .001), CFI = .88, RMSEA = .07 [90% 
CI: .07 - .08], and SRMR = .06.

	 Modification indices suggested the existence of correlated errors. 
However, we took into consideration both statistical and, more importantly, 
theoretical rationale to include the suggested correlated errors based on 
Hair’s et al. (2010) recommendations. Thus, four more correlated errors 
were added to the CFA model for both dimensions of belimp: between 
family and friends, between appearance and habits, between appearance 
and motivation, and between habits and motivation.

	 The final pooled-CFA model with M.I. for the belief dimension is 
presented in Figure 2. Model fit indices for the proposed model improved 
as follows: χ2 = 526.14 (df = 83, p < .001), CFI = .94, RMSEA = .061 [90% 
CI: .056 - .066], and SRMR = .042.
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Figure 2
CFA Model with Correlated Errors Corresponding to the Two Belimp Dimensions

	 The final pooled-CFA model with M.I. for the importance dimension 
is presented in Figure 2. Model fit indices for the proposed model improved 
as the following: χ2 = 603.17 (df = 83, p < .001), CFI = .91, RMSEA = .066 
[90% CI: .061 - .071], and SRMR = .053.

	 A good model as argued by Hair et al. (2010) would be expected 
to have a significant χ2 value, CFI > .92, SRMR < .08, and RMSEA < 
.07, based on the characteristics of our study (sample size larger than 250 
and 15 observed variables). Thus, our result, in general, falls within the 
expected good model fit values as indicated above. Taking all together, we 
believe that both CFA models are acceptable.
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What is the Role of Different Life Domain Clusters in Testing Belimp 
Theory?

	 The one-way ANOVA results for each life domain cluster will be 
presented in the following lines.

Domain Cluster of Being
Seven one-way ANOVAs were performed to test the study hypotheses 

with reference to the domain cluster of Being. Table 4 presents the details 
for these comparisons.
Table 4
Descriptive Statistics and One-way ANOVA results for the domain cluster 
of Being
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(.96) 6.35*** m > a**, 

d, h** Yes (H3)
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4.77 
(1.01)

4.53 
(1.11)

4.56 
(1.01) 5.35** a < h, 

m**
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(H7)

Well-being 5.50 
(1.05)
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(1.12) 4.94**

Agreeableness 40.01 
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Conscientiousness 43.02 
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(4.90) 12.60*** m > a***, 

d*, h Yes (H2)

Extraversion 40.73 
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Neuroticism 34.66 
(6.31)

33.70 
(6.69)

34.45 
(4.99)

33.67 
(5.38) 1.41 d > a, m Partially 

(H4)

Openness 40.30 
(5.52)

41.07 
(5.47)

40.22 
(4.31)

39.42 
(5.06) 12.03***

Note. Means and (standard deviations); * p< .05; ** p< .01; *** p< .001; Degrees of 
freedom for all ANOVAs were 3 for the numerator and ranged between 1218 and 1454 
for the denominator, depending on the missing data; EI = emotional intelligence.	

Out of the seven hypotheses considering the domain cluster of Being, 
three were fully supported by the data, and four partially. Specifically, 
the Hubris quadrant had the second highest score on global trait EI, 
thus providing partial support for H1. The Motivation quadrant had the 
highest score on conscientiousness and the self-control factor of trait EI, 
thus supporting H2 and H3. The Depression quadrant had the second 
highest score on neuroticism and second lowest score on global trait 
EI, thus providing partial support for H4 and H5. The Apathy quadrant 
had the lowest score on extraversion and second lowest score on the 
sociability factor, thus providing full support for H6 and partial support 
for H7. Several post-hoc comparisons between the four quadrants reached 
statistical significance levels as shown in Table 4.

Domain Cluster of Belonging
Seven one-way ANOVAs were performed to test the study hypotheses 

with reference to the domain cluster of Belonging. Table 5 presents the 
details for these comparisons.

Cont. Table 4
Descriptive Statistics and One-way ANOVA results for the domain cluster 
of Being
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics and One-way ANOVA results for the domain cluster 
of Belonging
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4.70 
(.79)

4.53 
(.75)
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Emotionality 4.77 
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(5.68)
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Openness 39.90 
(3.97)

41.07 
(5.41)

39.81 
(5.88)

39.63 
(5.03)

9.04***

Note. Means and (standard deviations); *p< .05; **p< .01; ***p< .001; Degrees of 
freedom for all ANOVAs were 3 for the numerator and ranged between 1218 and 1454 
for the denominator, depending on the missing data; EI = emotional intelligence.

Out of the seven hypotheses considering the domain cluster of 
Belonging, five were fully supported by the data, and two partially 
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supported. Specifically, the Hubris quadrant had the highest score on 
global trait EI, thus providing support for H1. The Motivation quadrant had 
the highest score on conscientiousness and the self-control factor of trait 
EI, thus supporting H2 and H3. The Depression quadrant had the highest 
score on neuroticism and lowest score on global trait EI, thus providing 
support for H4 and H5. The Apathy quadrant had the second lowest score 
on extraversion and second lowest score on the sociability factor, thus 
providing partial support for H6 and H7. Most post-hoc comparisons 
between the four quadrants reached statistical significance levels as shown 
in Table 5.

Domain Cluster of Becoming
Seven one-way ANOVAs were performed to test the study hypotheses 

with reference to the domain cluster of Becoming. Table 6 presents the 
details for these comparisons.
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and One-way ANOVA results for the domain cluster 
of Becoming
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(1.04)

4.40 
(1.03) 12.93*** a < d, h, 

m*** Yes (H7)

Well-being 5.50 
(1.14)

5.44 
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Agreeableness 39.16 
(5.42)

40.24 
(5.77)

39.91 
(4.68)

39.65 
(4.99) 1.91

Conscientiousness 42.71 
(5.35)
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(5.33)

42.37 
(3.87)

41.07 
(4.83) 22.22*** m > a***, 

d, h Yes (H2)
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(4.40)
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(4.44) 22.34*** a < d*, h, 

m*** Yes (H6)
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Openness 40.21 
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(4.64) 22.91***

Note. Means and (standard deviations); *p< .05; **p< .01; ***p< .001; Degrees of 
freedom for all ANOVAs were 3 for the numerator and ranged between 1218 and 
1454 for the denominator, depending on the missing data; EI = emotional intelligence.

	 Out of the seven hypotheses considering the domain cluster of 
Becoming, three were fully supported by the data, and four partially 
supported. Specifically, the Hubris quadrant had the second highest score 
on global trait EI, thus providing partial support for H1. The Motivation 
quadrant had the highest score on conscientiousness and second highest 
score on the self-control factor of trait EI, thus supporting H2 and partially 
supporting H3. The Depression quadrant had the second highest score on 
neuroticism and second lowest score on global trait EI, thus providing 
partial support for H4 and H5. The Apathy quadrant had the lowest score 
on extraversion and the sociability factor of trait EI, thus providing support 
for H6 and H7. Most post-hoc comparisons between the four quadrants 
reached statistical significance levels as shown in Table 6.

Cont. Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and One-way ANOVA results for the domain cluster 
of Becoming
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Discussion
The present study feeds into the existing literature of belimp theory 

in three unique ways. Firstly, it is the first to include a non-British sample, 
as in previously published studies (Petrides, 2010, 2011b; Petrides & 
Frederickson, 2011; Petrides & Furnham, 2015). Second, it is the first 
attempt to perform CFA on belimp data with 15 life domains. Third, it is 
the first attempt to test belimp theory with the broad domain clusters of 
Being, Belonging, and Becoming.

Psychometric Properties of the Belimp Inventory

Life Domain Clusters
We proposed a general life domain model to study the belimp theory 

after reviewing the relevant literature (e.g., Cummins, 2005; King et al., 
2000; Raphael et al., 1996; Raphael et al., 2001). This is because having 
many life domains in one study (e.g., 15 in our study) is not practical 
for performing complex analyses, such as structural equation modelling, 
required digging deeper into the belimp theory. For example, if we treated 
each life domain separately in this paper, it would result in testing 105 
hypotheses in total. Another reason is related to the findings in Petrides 
and Furnham (2015), in which more hypotheses were fully supported when 
a global classification was derived from four life domains: Appearance, 
Family, Finance, and Friends. Thus, we believe that deriving general 
clusters based on multiple life domains will help us to: 1) perform complex 
analyses with belimp data such as CFA; and 2) test central belimp theory 
tenets with fewer hypotheses.

	 Consequently, we came up with three broad domain clusters 
comprising five life domains each. This resultant model is roughly aligned 
with Raphael et al.’s (1996) classifications. For example, the domain 
cluster of Being included the specific life domains of aging, finance, health, 
leisure, and spirituality in our model, which correspond to Raphael’s et al. 
(1996) physical being, psychological being, and spiritual being.

CFA for our Proposed Model
We started our model assessment for both dimensions of belimp by 

running CFA accounting for M.I. not only to improve our proposed model 
theoretically but also to improve the fit values statistically. Theoretically, 
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we only retained correlated errors suggested by M.I. if an appropriate 
literature supports it for both dimensions of belimp. Thus, we added to 
the first correlated error between family and friends since previous studies 
highlighted the role of family and friends jointly on one’s life (Buck & 
Smith, 2014; Yubero et al., 2018). The second correlated error was between 
appearance and habits. This is because several studies found that there 
is a relationship between one’s appearance and different types of habits, 
such as eating habits (Heiman & Olenik-Shemesh, 2019) and exercise 
habits (Littrell, 2017). The third correlated error was between appearance 
and motivation, as some research found that appearance and motives 
are negatively related (Mroz et al., 2018). The last correlated error was 
between habits and motivation which was based on the findings of some 
studies (e.g., Gardner & Lally, 2012; Hopkins et al., 2022), where it was 
suggested that motivation increased the likelihood of activity becoming 
habitual.

Subsequently, fit indices results showed that the two models of 
both dimensions of belimp improved after adding the correlated errors 
mentioned earlier. In fact, the pooled CFA after accounting for M.I. for the 
Belief dimension met Hair et al.’s (2010) expectations for such research 
characteristics. The results were not markedly different for the Importance 
dimension except that the CFI value of .91 was .01 below Hair et al.’s 
(2010) expected value of .92. However, it can still be argued that the two 
models were acceptable, given the fact that this is the first attempt to apply 
CFA on belimp data. Nonetheless, we encourage researchers to consider 
testing the model with different samples and in different countries in their 
future studies.

The Internal Consistency of Belimp Scores
We attempted to assess the psychometric properties of the inventory 

with a reference to each of the 15 life domains, as well as our domain 
clusters of Being, Belonging, and Becoming.

After examining the factorial structure of our proposed model, we 
assessed the internal consistency of the belimp scores for each life domain 
on both dimensions of belimp. Alphas for the 15 life domains were 
computed and were generally acceptable as shown in the results.

McDonald’s omega was computed to assess the internal consistency 
of belimp scores obtained from the three clustered domains (e.g., Being, 
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Belonging, and Becoming). This was because the method of computing 
alpha values tended to either underestimate (Cronbach, 1951; Schmitt, 1996) 
or overestimate (Reise et al., 2013) the reliability of scores obtained by 
multidimensional measures. Revelle and Zinbarg (2008) showed that omega 
was more accurate than other reliability indices (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha) in 
estimating the reliability of scores obtained from multidimensional measures.

Accordingly, the results in our study showed that the reliability 
estimates based on omega values for the three clustered life domains on 
both dimensions of belimp were highly acceptable. In fact, hierarchical 
omega values showed that the proportion of scale variance that accounted 
for each cluster on both dimensions were high. For the Belief dimension, 
the proportions of 66%, 61%, and 83%, of the scale variance were 
accounted for in the cluster domains of Being, Belonging, and Becoming, 
respectively; while for the Importance dimension, the proportions were 
53%, 55%, and 76%, for Being, Belonging, and Becoming, respectively.

Testing Belimp Theory
	 We aimed to test belimp theory with reference to major personality 

traits (e.g., Big Five and trait EI). To this end, we advanced a series of 
hypotheses that we could not practically test with a large number of life 
domains for several reasons. For example, performing ANOVAs with 15 life 
domains as the dependent variables would result in testing 105 hypotheses 
(7 per life domain). This can lead not only to testing a large number of 
hypotheses but also to presenting inconsistent and inaccurate results.

In fact, belimp theory suggests that the individual’s position on 
conditional belimp planes (i.e., based on different life domains) can be 
different from their position on the master belimp plane (i.e., the global 
classification derived from pulling data from multiple life domains). 
Petrides and Furnham (2015) found that the relationship between the four 
quadrants and their corresponding personality traits was strengthened 
when the data was pulled from several different domains into a global one.

	 Of the 21 hypotheses based on the three domain clusters, 11 were 
fully supported and 10 partially supported by our data. Overall, our results 
were in line with belimp theory, which posits higher confirmation rates 
for data that are pooled over multiple domains as was also observed in 
Petrides and Furnham (2015).



327

An Application on Belief-Importance Theory in 15 Life Domains  

	 As in Petrides and Furnham (2015), our results showed that 4 out of 
the 10 partially supported hypotheses were related to global trait EI. This 
is not surprising since global trait EI is a very general personality trait and 
empirical studies (e.g., 40) found that personality facets perform better than 
general personality constructs in predicting behaviour (which is compatible 
with the tenets of the belimp process). As a specific example within belimp 
theory, Petrides and Furnham (2015) argued that the Hubris quadrant would 
be more closely related to the narrow construct of narcissism than to broad 
construct of global trait EI. Several studies within the organisational settings 
suggested that the personality trait of Narcissism is a key characteristic in 
Hubristic people (Hiller & Hambrick, 2005; Tracy & Robins, 2007). In fact, 
Picone et al. (2014) argued that Narcissism can be viewed as a contributory 
factor in the development of Hubristic personality. Even more, Hubris 
syndrome shares many features with narcissistic personality disorder as 
shown in several studies (Asad & Sadler-Smith, 2020; Owen & Davidson, 
2009). Therefore, it seems that a construct other than trait EI and rather 
narrower in scope may provide a better conceptual and empirical fit for the 
first quadrant of the belimp plane.

	 Although this study may be considered relatively unique in its testing 
of the belimp theory, yet it has shown some limitations; first, the study 
sample only comprised Kuwaiti students, who are relatively homogeneous 
in terms of their backgrounds and experiences in life. We encourage future 
researchers to test belimp theory with samples other than students. Second, 
this study was done in Kuwait, which limited our understanding of the 
belimp theory across different region of the world. This is because belimp 
theory is affected by personality traits which are perceived differently across 
different cultures and countries. Lastly, as shown in our study, it is not easy 
to distinguish between Hubris and Motivation quadrants using self-report 
measures. Therefore, performance-based outcomes should be considered 
in distinguishing the two quadrants as Petrides and Frederickson (2011). 
We encourage future researchers to test belimp theory with non-self-report 
measures.

Belimp Theory in Kuwait
	 To our knowledge, this study is the first to apply the belimp theory 

to an Arabic sample, and specifically, Kuwaiti. It is important to introduce 
this theory to the field of Psychology in Kuwait because it would provide 
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us with significant efficacy in predicting behaviour more than any other 
personality inventories. Therefore, behaviour modification strategies 
could be used with individuals to manipulate to either increase desirable 
behaviours or decrease undesirable ones.

Conclusions and Recommendations
	 Although our study was not exempt from limitations, the findings 

that emerged from three broad domain clusters, supported the belimp 
plane postulations and previous findings with British samples: a) trait EI 
is the key trait underlying the Hubris quadrant (Petrides, 2010, and two 
life domains out of three in 2011b; the Global life domain in Petrides 
and Furnham, 2015), b) Conscientiousness is the key trait underlying the 
Motivation quadrant (the Global life domain in Petrides & Furnham, 2015), 
c) Introversion is the key trait underlying the Apathy quadrant (Petrides, 
2010), and d) Neuroticism is the key trait underlying the Depression 
quadrant (Petrides, 2010; Petrides & Furnham, 2015). Taken altogether, 
our findings offer further support to the belimp theory in another country 
(not like previous studies focusing on UK samples only) with a different 
cultural background. This is, however, a call for international researchers 
to expand the belimp theory literature in different countries and cultures.

	 We believe that this theory is important to policymakers and in 
different practices because it offers significant utility and incremental 
validity in predicting an individual’s behaviour over standard personality 
inventories (Petrides, 2011a). It also allows them to understand the public 
beliefs and attitudes toward a certain life domain so that they can tailor their 
policies to address the needs and concerns of the individuals. Policymakers 
can apply behaviour modification strategies to benefit their constituents, 
for example, by influencing the latter’s standing on one or both belimp 
coordinates. According to the theory, if policymakers can help magnify the 
belief and importance of education in the individual, they could enhance 
their motivation and eventually their overall attainment. For example, 
policymakers can leverage the belimp theory to change the attitudes of 
students, teachers, and parents toward cheating in education through 
emphasising the negative consequences of cheating and encouraging them 
to develop a sense of personal responsibility for their own actions. This 
could be done by launching a public awareness campaign that focuses on 
the consequences of cheating and the importance of academic integrity. 
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