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based solely on individual satisfaction, a narrow definition of the satisfaction 
construct but a limited focus on the absence of negative evaluations in 
examining relationship satisfaction [1, 5].

The relationship  flourishing has been derived from the positive psychology 
construct of ”psychological flourishing [6] introduced the term and advocated 
for its inclusion in developing positive relationship science. Ascertaining the 
affective state of partners concerning their relationship is widely recognized 
as the primary criterion for investigating relationship quality. According to [1], 
relationship satisfaction is commonly assumed to be the most salient predictor 
of relationship success.

However, these authors have also raised critical questions regarding how 
satisfaction measures adequately capture intimate relationships’ multifaceted 
and nuanced nature. Numerous scholars have argued that there exist multiple 
dimensions and indicators of positive relationship functioning [7, 8]. According 
to [9], relationships of a prolonged nature encompass unique characteristics 
that cannot be accurately assessed through the sole measurement of 
relationship satisfaction.

The level of happiness and health that individual experiences are highly 
influenced by the quality of their relationships, as noted by [10, 11]. As a 
result, significant resources have been invested in measuring the quality of 
relationships, and recent advancements have improved the accuracy and 
effectiveness of such measurements. Funk and Rogge (2007) [12] developed 
a comprehensive and unidimensional Couple Satisfaction Inventory (CSI) 
using factor analyses and item response theory (IRT), resulting in a scale that 
provides more comprehensive information, precision, and predictive power 
compared to previous methods. In addition, Fincham and Rogge (2010) [6] 
expanded relationship quality measurement by creating the Positive and 
Negative Relationship Quality (PNRQ) scales, which use factor analyses and IRT 
to  identify partners who are satisfied, ambivalent, indifferent or dissatisfied.

Fowers et al. (2016) [1] devised the Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS) to 
address the shortcomings in relationship quality appraisal and to incorporate 
the multifaceted nature of thriving relationships, which cannot be fully 
captured through conventional satisfaction measures. They contended that 
a relationship flourishing is a much more inclusive idea than simply being 
happy. Relationship flourishing encompasses a variety of factors such as 
emotional well-being, closeness, personal development, resilience, dedication, 
selflessness, spirituality, emotional bonding, mutual support, forgiveness, 
open-mindedness, trustworthiness, mutual admiration, contentment with the 

relationship, affection, and shared enjoyable experiences. In the psychometric 
evaluations of the subscales, the domains related to expressing an individual’s 
”true nature” and engagement with life were deemed unsuitable and removed.

The final iteration of the RFS now comprises four distinct dimensions associated 
with high- quality relationships: meaning, personal growth, relational giving, 
and goal sharing. The RFS diverges from relationship satisfaction assessments 
by focusing on behavioral manifestations within romantic relationships rather 
than purely psychological experiences. The RFS items capture either unilateral 
actions taken by one partner for the other or joint actions undertaken by both 
partners. The concepts of meaning and purpose are fundamental to all known 
versions of eudaimonia [13].

A comprehensive understanding of the meaning and trajectory of one’s life is 
considered crucial to leading a fulfilling life [14, 15]. For many adults, romantic 
relationships are central to their lives and can offer significant sources of 
meaning and purpose. Such relationships can contribute to an individual’s 
flourishing and enhance the relationship’s vitality [1]. The development 
of oneself is a crucial aspect of living and is often considered in theories of 
eudaimonia. According to Aristotle (1999) [16], realizing one’s full potential is 
vital to a fulfilling life, which may involve improving one’s character, abilities, 
knowledge, and other growth forms. Aristotle also viewed friends, including 
romantic partners, as significant motivators, supporters, and encouragers in 
one’s growth journey.

According to Aristotle (1999) [16], sharing goals is a crucial aspect of 
relationships. In romantic relationships, objectives such as harmony and 
intimacy are especially significant. These are shared aspirations because they 
require partners’ contribution and joint attainment [1]. Couples strive towards 
various goals together, such as owning a home or saving for retirement. Additionally, 
partners have personal goals, such as career advancement or pursuing hobbies. 
A couple’s ability to have shared goals and to support and celebrate each other’s 
individual goals is vital for the flourishing of their relationship.

High-quality relationships are characterized by a motivational shift towards 
prioritizing the partner and the relationship [17]. Although this behavior is 
sometimes referred to as ”sacrifice,” it can also be called ”relational giving” to 
avoid connotations of loss. Aristotle (1999) [16] emphasized that in the best 
friendships, including romantic relationships, friends are eager to do good to 
one another. Benefiting each other is not considered a sacrifice, but something 
that is done gladly because a friend’s interest is often inseparable from one’s 
own. Therefore, it is essential to distinguish between exchange relationships, 

Manuscrito recibido: 11/06/2024
Manuscrito aceptado: 26/06/2024

*Corresponding Author: Noura AlHammadi, School of 
Social Sciences, Universiti Sains Malaysia, 11800 Penang

Correo-e: nouraalhammadi000@gmail.com 

THE DYNAMICS OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS: EVALUATING THE VALIDITY AND PSYCHOMETRIC 
PROPERTIES OF RELATIONSHIP FLOURISHING SCALE ACROSS DIVERSE POPULATIONS

Noura AlHammadi*1, Intan HM Hashim1, Shahla Ostovar2 and Zaireeni Azmi2

1School of Social Sciences, Universiti Sains Malaysia, 11800 Penang, Malaysia; 2Centre for Research on 
Women and Gender (KANITA), Universiti Sains Malaysia, Penang, Malaysia

Abstract

The effort to conduct relationship-flourishing studies in certain populations is hindered by a lack of 
psychometrically sound assessment measures. Scales need to be validated across wider populations. This 
study examined the psychometric properties of an Arabic-translated version of the widely used Relationship 
Flourishing Scale (RFS). The RFS is a measure flourishing instrument that aims to assess four critical dimensions 
of flourishing: meaning, relational giving, goal sharing, and personal growth. This study was a cross-sectional 
study using a non-probabilistic sample of the married population. Participants were included if they identified 
as United Arab Emirates (UAE) and were at least 18 years old. Participants completed the Arabic relationship 
flourishing scale (RFS). The final sample comprised 708 participants. The average age was 31.77 years (SD= 9.79), 
ranging from 18 to 69, and 32% of the participants were men. The study investigated the content validity of the 
RFS by using content validity indexing. Ten expert panels translated and back-translated the RFS and rated 
the degree of relevance of every item based on the five-point scale provided in the content validation form. 
Exploratory factor analysis revealed that the Arabic version of the relationship flourishing scale had a four-
dimensional factors structure. The a =.87, composite reliability .88, and average variance extracted .53 showed 
excellent values. CFA was conducted to test four-dimensional structures of FS, showing excellent goodness of 
fit (X2/df = 2.11, p ¡.000, CFI = .93, TLI =.92, RMSEA =.08, and 90% RMSEA CI. It contributes to a wider research 
approach within relationship research.

Keywords: Arabic translation, relationship flourishing scale, factor structure, reliability, validity

Introduction

Intimate partnerships have been found to influence individuals’ psychological and physiological well-being 
substantially, rendering them a salient social bond in the realm of human existence [1, 2, 3]. Researchers in the 
field of marriage are adopting a constructive outlook to gauge the standard, contentment, and performance of 
romantic partnerships [4, 5]. The appraisal of relationship quality has been the focus of the relationship science.

This has led to the development of more efficient methods to evaluate the quality of relationships. Previously, 
the measurement of marital quality has been constrained by several factors, including the assessment of quality 
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where one gives to receive future benefits and relationships based on genuine 
concern for one’s friend’s well-being [18].

Fowers et al. (2016) [1] posit that a comprehensive appraisal of relationship 
quality Necessitates the measurement of these constructs in addition to 
relationship satisfaction to capture a comprehensive understanding of the 
phenomenon. Fowers et al. (2016) [1] pointed out that the RFS sets itself apart 
from measures prioritizing satisfaction by focusing on the entire relationship 
rather than solely examining individual affective states. The RFS measures 
the level of happiness within a relationship and delves into the domains and 
behaviors that enhance relationship quality. Additionally, the RFS elucidates 
the underlying mechanisms that underpin thriving relationships. These scales 
have a higher degree of accuracy and ability to assess relationship flourishing 
than others. At the same time, they have good convergent and construct 
validity. This study aims to assess the psychometric properties of a 12-item 
scale for measuring relationship flourishing in studies conducted within the 
Emirates. As accurate measurement tools are crucial in this context, it is 
important to validate the Relational Flourishing Scale (RFS) specifically for use 
in the Emirate population. By evaluating the psychometric characteristics of 
the RFS, this study seeks to contribute to the existing literature by establishing 
its reliability and validity within the Emirate context.

Method

Participants

The original study aimed to recruit a diverse sample of participants comprising 
UAE national residing in seven cities in the Emirate. Seven hundred eight 
married individuals were stratified by age (18 years or older and sex). In this 
study, data collection was conducted through an online survey administered 
via Google Forms. The study’s description section clearly outlined the inclusion 
and exclusion criteria succinctly. These criteria were thoughtfully established 
to ensure that participants matched specific demographic and experimental 
prerequisites pertinent to the research objectives. Upon meeting the criteria, 
participants were enrolled in the study and invited to fill out the online survey, 
which was created using Google Forms. To achieve a satisfactory sample 
size, a comprehensive recruitment strategy was implemented, incorporating 
online advertisements, various social media platforms, and personalized email 
invitations. The survey was distributed via a weblink embedded in an email 
and remained open for responses from December 25, 2022, to February 17, 
2023. Using an online platform for data collection allowed for a broad and 
convenient method for obtaining a large and diverse sample of participants. 
They ranged in age from 18 to 69 (M= 31.77 years, SD= 9.79). They were 
selected by non-probabilistic sampling method, including 479 (68%) women 
and 229 (32%) men (Table 1). Nearly 70% of the participants were in the initial 
five years of their married life, and a substantial majority (69%) did have 1-2 
children. The sample was ethnically homogenous; all participants were of Arab 
descent and identified as Muslim.

Procedure

The cross-cultural validation and testing of the Arabic RFS involved a rigorous 
three-stage process. Firstly, the original version was translated, and secondly, 
the  pre-final Arabic RFS was tested to ensure its conceptual and linguistic 
equivalence to the source questionnaire. Finally, the psychometric properties 
of the Arabic RFS were assessed to determine its reliability and validity as a 
tool for measuring the relevant constructs. This comprehensive approach 
is standard practice for establishing an instrument’s cultural and linguistic 
appropriateness in a new population.

The original version of the scale was freely available on the web for research 
use. The initial phase of the survey presented contextual information about 
the research, out lining the participant’s privileges throughout the study, such 
as their voluntary involvement and ability to withdraw at any point without 
negative consequences. Additionally, the survey addressed matters relating 
to protecting participants’ privacy. It included the contact information of the 
lead researcher, which could be used to resuelve any quieres that arose before 
or after the survey. After being presented with an informed consent form on 
the screen, participants were required to consent to participate in the study 
by clicking to proceeds. Subsequently, they were directed to the assessment 
consistently presented in a predeterminad sequence (Table 1).

The measurement instruments utilized in the investigation underwent 
a rigorous translation procedure from English to Arabic using the well-
established five-step protocol devised by [19]. Initially, two separate teams 
were formed, each comprising a psychology and translation Bilingual native 
Arabic speaker. The teams translated the measurement items into Arabic 
separately, resulting in two discrete versions of the translated RFS. Next, 
following the first stage, a third team comprising individuals with equivalent 
knowledge and linguistic expertise conducted a comprehensive comparative 
evaluation of the two translation. The evaluation focused on analyzing the 
semantic and linguistic attributes of the translations, and any disparities were 
discussed among the three teams. The final translations of measurement item 

11 were selected based on a consensus among the teams. As a result of the 
comparative procedure, a solitary Arabic version of the scale was established. 
A bilingual psychology professor possessing considerable expertise in 
translating psychological assessment measures meticulously back translated 
this Arabic version into English. The leading author conducted a comprehensive 
examination of the Arabic-translated document and the corresponding back-
translated version and confirmed the absence of any noteworthy distinctions 
between the Arabic version of the measure and its original English counterpart. 
Significantly, all the measurement items were culturally appropriate and were, 
therefore, preserved in their original form. No items were found to warrant 
omission or substantial modifi of terminology beyond the linguistic translation.

Content Validity Index

A systematic validation approach was used based on evidence and best 
practices. Content validity refers to how the items in a measurement instrument 
accurately reflect the underlying variable being assessed [20]. The researchers 
collected evidence-based information to develop potential items for the RFS, 
and a panel of experts evaluated the translated version to assess its content 
validity. Gilbert and Prion (2016) [21] suggest that panels of 5-10 experts are 
ideal for content validation, while Lynn (1986) [22] indicates that more than ten 
experts are unnecessary. Each panelist was asked to evaluate the relevance 
of each item on a scale from 1 to 4. The CVI process is crucial in adapting and 
translating the RFS to ensure its validity and applicability in Arabic. There are 
two forms of CVI: content validity of individual items (I-CVI) and the overall 
scale (S-CVI) content validity. According to Polit et al. (2007) [23] an I-CVI value 
of 1 is required when there are five or fewer experts, while a value of at least 
0.78 is acceptable when more than five experts are involved. Items meeting 
these requirements can be considered evidence of good content validity, while 
those that are not should be removed from the assessment instrument. S-CVI 
can be calculated using either the average item levels I-CVIs (S-CVI/Ave) or the 
universal agreement among experts on items (S-CVI/UA). Table 2 provides 
further explanations of these terms.

Following the translation, cultural adaptation, and content validity of the RFS 
to Arabic, a pilot study was conducted to assess its conceptual, item, and 
operational equivalence to the original English version. A convenience sample 
of 30 samples was recruited to participate in the study. Participants completed 
the Arabic RFS questionnaire, and the results were analyzed to determine 
the extent to which the Arabic version was comparable to the original English 
version (Table 2).

This pilot study represents a crucial step in ensuring the validity and reliability 

Category N %
Gender 708  
Male 229 32.3
Female 479 67.6
Highest Education Level 708  
High School Diploma 135 19.2
Bachelor’s Degree 511 72.1
Master’s degree 39 5.5
Doctorate Degree 15 2.1
Other 8 1.1
Relationship Status 708  
Married 687 97
Divorce 3 0.4
Other 18 2.3
Relationship Length 708  
<1 year 117 16.6
A year or longer 591 83.4
Cities    
Abu Dhabi 397 56
Dubai 125 17.8
Sharjah 46 6.5
Ajman 34 4.8
Ras Al Khaimah 21 3
Fujairah 20 2.8
Umm Al Quwain 39 5.5
Other 26 3.7

Table 1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of Participants.
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participation. The form included information regarding the average completion 
time of the questionnaire, emphasized the anonymity of the survey, and 
assured that all collected personal data would be kept confidential and not 
disclosed, shared, or communicated to any third party.

Data analysis

Various data analysis methods were employed to assess the psychometric 
properties of the Relationship Flourishing Scale among married individuals 
in the United Arab Emirates. These methods included assessing its structural 
validity, reliability, and convergent validity. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
and the Chi-square test were utilized to assess the structural validity of the 
Relationship Flourishing Scale.

CFA is a statistical method commonly employed to examine the hypothetical 
relationship between ordinal variables, including Likert-type items [28]. The 
analysis was carried out using IBM SPSS and AMOS 28.0. The maximum 
likelihood estimation method was utilized via CFA. SPSS 28.0 was used to 
assess the reliability, and Cronbach’s a was utilized to measure internal 
consistency, as described by Schweizer (2011) [29] To evaluate the convergent 
validity, the four factors of the Relationship Flourishing Scale were correlated 
using two-tailed Pearson correlations with intimacy. To assess the criterion 
validity, a hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to investigate how 
age and gender affect the results.

Result

The Content Validity of RFS

The present investigation aimed to assess the content validation and kappa 
coefficient of the Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS), which consists of 12 
items. The analysis revealed that this version of the RFS attained a high content 
validity index (CVI), with an S-CVI/Ave of 1, indicating that the questions were 
relevant to the measured construct. In addition, the experts achieved a high 
level of universal agreement (S-CVI/UA = 1) and rated all items as relevant to the 
construct, resulting in an I-CVI value of 1 for all items. Further analysis showed 
that the kappa coefficient of all items was 1, and no items were removed in the 
first item reduction process. Overall, the evaluation indicated that all 12 items 
of the RFS were excellent, with one approval rating.

Normality data

The symmetry and distribution of the constructs were re-examined using SPSS 
28 software. Skewness and kurtosis coefficients were evaluated to ensure 
normal distribution of the data, with values close  to 0 or <1 indicating normal 
distribution, as Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) [30] suggested. The median 
and mean central tendency indicators were also analyzed to assess normal 
distribution. In a symmetrical distribution, the median and mean typically fall 
at the same point or are equal, with the mode value close to the median and 
mean Table 3 display the results, which showed that the skewness and kurtosis 
coefficients of the RFS were 1, indicating a normal distribution range for all 
constructs.

Correlation of the RFS

Table 4 display the correlation among the four RFS constructs, with correlation 
coefficients ranging from 0.50 to 0.86. Strong correlation were observed 
among all domains, indicating the presence of multi collinearity among the 
constructs. The VIF values s were supported, which were all < 3.

Note. TFLO: Total flourishing, ME: Meaning, RG: Relational giving, GS: Goal 
sharing, PG: Personal growth, IN: Intimacy

Principal-axis factor analysis of the RFS

The RFS data was found to be sufficiently factorable based on a significant 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity (X2= 3425.55, df= 66, p¡.001) and a Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) value of .89. The factor analysis revealed that four factors were 
necessary, with an eigenvalue of 4.97 and explaining 71.34% of the total 
variance (Table5).

Table 6 (Appendix A) presents data on constructs, eigenvalue, factor loadings, 

of the RFS in the target population. The survey was offered to participants 
voluntarily, without any indication of rejection in the study. The researcher 
provided instructions on completing the questionnaire and emphasized the 
importance of maintaining the confidentiality of their responses. Participants 
were not given a specific time limit to finish the survey and to ensure their 
privacy, and the questionnaires were anonymous.

Kappa Statistic Coefficient

Kappa statistic is a valuable complement to CVI, providing information on the 
degree of agreement beyond chance [24]. Although CVI is commonly used 
to assess content validity, it does not consider the possibility of a chance 
agreement that could affect validity. To address this issue, researchers can 
compute the kappa coefficient, which helps identify and remove chance 
agreement among experts. To calculate the kappa coefficient, researchers 
must first determine the probability of chance agreement (PC), which can be 
computed using the formula PC = [N!/A! (N -A)!] × 5N, where N represents the 
number of experts, and A represents the number of panellists who agree that 
the item is relevant.

After determining the I-CVI values, researchers can calculate the kappa 
coefficient using the formula K = (I-CVI–PC)/(1–PC). A kappa coefficient score 
of ¡0.39 may suggest a potentially problematic item, while a score within 0.40–
0.59 is considered moderate. A kappa coefficient score of 0.60–0.74 is rated as 
a good item, and a score of more than 0.74 is considered excellent [25]. Excel 
software was used in this study to calculate the critical responses. In summary, 
the kappa statistic is an essential complement to CVI, helping researchers 
identify and remove chance agreement among experts to ensure the validity 
of the assessment instrument.

Measures

Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS).

Fowers et al. (2016) [1] developed the Relationship Flourishing Scale (RFS) to 
gauge RF. The RFS comprises 12 items classified into four domains: meaning, 
relational giving, goal sharing, and personal growth. Participants were required 
to rate the extent of their agreement on a 5-point Likert Scale, with a response 
set from (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Examples of items in the 
RFS include (e.g., ”When making important decisions, I consider whether they 
will benefit our relationship” (meaning), (e.g., ”I am willing to share my most 
personal thoughts with my partner” (relational giving), (e.g., ”My partner’s 
support has helped me achieve my important goals” (goal sharing), and (e.g., 
”We actively seek out opportunities to grow as a couple” (personal growth). 
The items in RFS shall be divided into two groups: agreement items (items 1 
to 4) and frequency items (items 5 through 12). The RFS has previously been 
found to have high internal consistency, with Fowers et al. (2016) reporting a 
mean score of 46.36 (SD = 7.60) and an alpha coefficient of .93. In the current 
study, a mean score of 27.85 (SD= 6.67) and alpha coefficient of 87, (omega.88) 
were reported.

Intimacy in Relationship Scale

This scale was developed by Walker and Thomson in 1983 [26] and consists 
of 17 items (item example;” We want to spend time together, i.e., they come 
to the residential home and visit me, or we have a walk in the residential 
home.” Intimacy in relationship scale measures emotional closeness in 
affection, altruism, and satisfaction. To determine the subject’s score, add the 
item scores and divide the total by 17. Each item is rated on a scale of 1 to 7. 
Higher perceived scale scores indicate higher intimacy. It is a component of an 
instrument that evaluates various dimensions of intimacy, but its developers 
as an independent scale. In their original study, Walker and Thompson 
(1983) [26] noted that this scale had good reliability (from 0.91 to 0.97) using 
Cronbach’s alpha. Additionally, content and face validity were used to establish 
scale validity [27].

Ethical Considerations

The participants were provided with a consent form before accessing the 
questionnaire, which confirmed the study’s scientific intent and voluntary 

Term Description Acceptable  Values
CVI To determine how much a set of items on a test or questionnaire relates to the measured 

construct.
> .80

I-CVI Several experts rated  very relevant” for each item divided by the total number of experts. > .79 (Relevant)  .70 to .79 (Revi- sion) < .70 
(Elimi-nated)

S-CVI   S-CVI/UA Content validity of all items on the scale S-CVI/UA It is calculated by adding all items with I-CVI 
equal to 1 divided by the total number of items

> .80 (Excellent)

S-CVI/Ave The sum of the I-CVIs divided by the total number of items > .90 (Excellent)

Table 2. Explanation of the content validation terms.



THE DYNAMICS OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS: EVALUATING THE VALIDITY AND PSYCHOMETRIC PROPERTIES OF RELATIONSHIP 
FLOURISHING SCALE ACROSS DIVERSE POPULATIONS

Revista Iberoamericana de Psicología del Ejercicio y el Deporte. Vol. 19, nº 3 (2024) 284

total variance explained, and Cronbach’s a for each item, indicating that the 12 
remaining items of RFS were robust indicators of their respective constructs. 
Factor loadings ranged from 0.69 to 0.84, signifying their strength. To assess 
the internal consistency of construct-item correlation, Cronbach’s a was used, 
revealing that all constructs had values above 0.70, indicating high internal 
consistency. These high Cronbach’s a values suggest that RFS could be a 
dependable survey tool to measure flourishing.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Initial Model

Results of the initial RFS model demonstrated a significant Chi-square (X2[18] 
= 30.42, p = .063), indicating an unacceptable Model fit The RMSEA and SRMR 
were .09 and .08, and the GFI, AGFI, and NFI were .81, .79, and 81, respectively. 
All indices indicated a relatively unacceptable Model fit and all paths were 
significant (see Figure 1). The Model was modifi by adding a covariance 
between Meaning, Goal sharing, Relational giving, and Personal growth, as 
suggested by the modifi on indices and supported by previous research [31, 2].

Final Model

Figure 1 presented the constructs, and the model fit of RFS was analyzed. 
The results indicated that model fit was fulfilled because all of the fit indices 
had met the minimum requirements: Chi-square/degree of freedom (X2/df) = 
2.11, p = 0.00, comparative fit index (CFI) =.93, the Tucker–Lewis fit index (TLI) 
=.92, and root mean square of error approximation (RMSEA) = 0.012. At least 
three to four fit indices must confirm the model fit Usually, the researchers 
can affirm that their measurements have a good model fit when the X2/df is 
¡ 5, CFI is more than 0.9, TLI is more than 0.9, and RMSEA is ¡0.08 (as cited 

by Hadie et al., 2017). Table 8 presents the unstandardized and standardized 
parameter estimates of the RFS. All items are statistically significant, with a 
p-value of 0.001 (Figure 1).

The squared multiple correlations (R2) explained the amount of items’ variance 
explained by the respective constructs (see Table) (Figure 2).

Construct Item Skewness Kurtosis Mean Median Std. Deviation
Meaning 3 −0.104 −0.205 7.04 8 2.14
Relational giving 3 0.014 1.35 6.92 7 1.77
Goal sharing 3 0.351 1.65 6.63 7 1.74
Personal growth 3 −0.232 −0.479 7.26 8 2.21
RFS 12 −0.442 0.351 27.82 31 6.67

Table 3. The result of the normality of the RFS construct.

  TFLO ME RG GS PG IN VIF
TFLO 1            
ME 0.864 1         2.21
RG 0.793 0.62 1       1.89
GS 0.859 0.611 0.613 1     2.52
PG 0.865 0.657 0.505 0.718 1   2.45
IN 0.837 0.762 0.68 0.712 0.676 1  

Table 4. The result of the correlation matrix of the RFS.

Test Value
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.89
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx.  Chi-Square 3425.55
df 662
Sig. 0

Table 5. Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy test.

Figure 1. Initial Model and structural modeling relationships.

Meaning Unstandardized  Estimation Standardized  Estimation R2 SE CR Meaning
Item 5 1 0.735 0.48    
Item 9 0.892 0.813 0.61 0.067 16.46
Relational Giving          
Item 8 1 0.702 0.42    
Item 12 0.811 0.664 0.39 0.052 14.16
Goal Sharing          
Item 6 1 0.767 0.51   16.98
Item 10 0.714 0.531 0.33 0.049 13.1
Personal Growth          
Item 2 1 0.715 0.43    
Item 3 0.769 0.7 0.41 0.063 16.27
Item 7 0.82 0.754 0.49 0.068 17.02

Table 6. Estimations and Statistical Analyses of Construct Items.
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Discussion

Committed romantic relationships, such as marriage, are critical in adult 
lives, profoundly influencing physical and psychological well-being. Married is 
strongly linked to several mental and physical well-being markers and mortality 
rates [1, 32]. The current study measures the psychometric properties of the 
Arabic version of the RFS amongst older participants in the Emirates married 
population. Concerning our objectives, ten experts’ ratings on CVI indicated 
that each item must have a 100% agreement. The CVI and kappa coefficient 
results were excellent, and no item has been removed from the RFS. The 
results of the present study showed that the reliability tests (Cronbach’s alpha 
(a)) were in the acceptable ranges.

It is clear that when a is closer to 1, the internal consistency of the items will 
be more homogeneous. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were reported from .70 
to .77, within the acceptable range (above 0.7). Therefore, it can be assumed 
that the items of the scale assess a similar flourishing concept. Our findings 
regarding the adequate reliability of the translated version of the scale have 
been supported by early researchers in different countries, such as Japan 
[1]. In a study by [33], it was found that Urdu FS has Cronbach’s alpha of .91. 
While validating the flourishing scale with 608 Indian adolescents, Singh et al. 
(2017) [34] also found that FS has high reliability with Cronbach’s alpha ranging 
between .80 and .95.

While responding to our objective, which focused on determining the 
concurrent validity, it was found that the relationship flourishing scale score 
was significantly and positively associated with intimacy. The exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analysis (EFA), which was focused on exploratory factor 
analysis and CFA) methods, were used to investigate the underlying structure 
of the RFS scale. Based on the results of EFA, the instrument achieved four-
factor structures, and the measurement dimensions were aligned with the 
concept of the Model proposed by Fowers and colleagues (2010 and 2016) 
four branches of flourishing While exploring the factor structure of the 
Relationship Flourishing Scale, they also reported that based on principal 
component analysis with varimax rotation, the RFS had single factor loadings 
[35], while exploring the psychometric properties of the Turkish RFS, found 
that a one-factor solution for the RFS was also relevant in the Turkish version. 
Our findings were also coherent with the original study of [1, 31]. In their study, 
Fowers et al. (2016) [1] reported that the flourishing scale showed four strong 
factors. The factor loadings ranged from .64 to .79. Therefore, it was concluded 
that four strong factors characterize the flourishing scale. Octaviana and 
Abraham (2018) [2] reported that RFS demonstrated high internal consistency, 
as evidenced by a Cronbach’s Alpha value of.93. The corrected item-total 
correlations were also found to be strong, ranging from .54 to .81, indicating 
good item validity (rit ¿ .25).

Through the exploratory factor analysis (EFA), CB-SEM analysis. In model 2, the 
researchers concluded that the RFS’s reliability and validity were good over 
the minimum threshold level and good item fit for most items. Robust CFA 
supported prior findings for the multidimensionality of the scale. The finding 
evidenced that the assessment is suitable to apply in the Emirate context.

Figure 3 showed that the adapted English and Arabic versions of the RFS had 
a four-factor structure comprised of 9 items with 2 items for the meaning, 2 
items for relational giving, 2 items for goal sharing, and 3 items for personal 
growth.

Despite the current study shedding light on the adapted RFS instrument’s 
reliability and validity to apply in the Emirates context, it has several limitations. 

Figure 2. Modified model and structural modeling relationships.

Figure 3. Items reduction procedures of RFS.

Item M(SD) Factor 
Loading

α Variance 
Explanation 
(%)

Meaning (α = .73, Eigenvalue = 4.97, Variance = 41.42)
5.  When making important de-
cisions, I think about whether it
will be good for our relationship.

2.53(.971) 0.781  

9.  I really work to improve our 
relationship.

2.38(.946) 0.748  

11. We do things that are deeply 
meaningful to us as a couple.
Relational Giving (α = .72, Eigenvalue 
= 1.47, Variance = 12.28)

2.1(.968) 0.737  

4. It is worth it to share my most
personal thoughts with my part-ner.

2.38(.899) 0.818  

8. I make it a point to celebrate my 
partner’s successes.

2.42(.891) 0.695  

12. I make time when my partner
needs to talk.
Personal Growth (α = .70, Eigenvalue 
= 1.22, Variance = 10.17)

2.12(.916) 0.7  

1. I have more success in my im-
portant goals because of my part- 
ner’s help.

2.03(.754) 0.842  

6. It is natural and easy for me to
do things that keep our relation-
ship strong.

1.98(.895) 0.728  

10. My partner shows interest in
things that are important to me.
Goal Sharing (α = .77, Eigenvalue = 
.895, Variance = 7.46)

2.62(.946) 0.709  

2. We look for activities that help
us to grow as a couple.

2.33(.899) 0.682  

3. My partner has helped me to
grow in ways that I could not have
done on my own.

2.54(.871) 0.756  

7. Talking with my partner helps
me to see things in new ways.

2.39(.923) 0.704  

Table 7. Items of the Relationship Flourishing (RF) in English and Arabic, 
descriptive statistics, and item-factor loadings (n=708).
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First, for future research, the researchers recommended an investigation of 
the influence of age, study findings and gender on the results of the A-SEIS. In 
addition, it is advisable to re-examine the content validity of the A-SEIS in each 
country because the norms and interpretation of emotions are comprehensive 
and might be culturally  different. Last, the study highly recommended that EI 
researchers expand the implication of the A-SEIS among the young population 
in the United Arab Emirates and non-Western cultures (Figure 3).

Conclusion

In conclusion, the results of the present study demonstrate that the RFS 
has a multi dimensions structure, high reliability, and is a valid measure of 
psychological well-being. Based on the results of content validity, EFA, and CB-
SEM statistical analysis, the researchers concluded that the RFS is a reliable and 
valid measurement instrument that can be used to examine the relationship 
flourishing of the Emirati context. It has been established as a reliable and valid 
measure of psychological well-being in countries (such as Spain, Japan, Macau, 
Turkey, Pakistan, India, Russia, and Iran). The way we see and understand our 
life experiences influences our view of our well-being and happiness. In the 
older generation, people from different socio-economic statuses, ethnicities, 
cultures, or religions might view their happiness and well-being differently. 
The  findings suggest that the Arabic version of RFS can be used as a valid 
and reliable tool to gauge individuals’ psychological well-being. It would be 
interesting to explore the applicability of the RFS scale in the Arab context 
on other target populations, such as Professionals in various fields, different 
communities and ethnic groups, and family institutions.
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