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In recent years, there has been increasing awareness on the benefits of social-emotional
competencies (SEC) on Israeli students. A self-report SEL measure tailored to the Israeli
context, however, has yet to be developed. This research aims to validate the Social-
Emotional Questionnaire for Grades 4-6 (SEQ [G4-6]), a new self-report questionnaire
derived from culturally and developmentally appropriate social-emotional learning
standards in Israel. Three studies were undertaken, with the first study using EFA with
1,232 students and the second study making use of CFA with 2, 464 students. Both studies
indicated that the questionnaire consists of five factors: self-management, emotion
recognition, relationship skills, social-awareness, and responsible decision-making.
Study 3 compared the SEQ (G4-6) to the Strengths and Difficult questionnaire (SDQ) to
examine discriminant validity; the results show the two questionnaires represent different
theoretical constructs. The results’ theoretical and practical implications are considered
in terms of advancing the development of the SEQ (G4-6) as a self-report assessment
tool.
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Introduction

Social-emotional learning (SEL) has often been used as an umbrella term for a wide range of social-emotional
competencies (SEC) (Jones et al., 2013). Although SEL could be defined in many ways, most current research
adopts the definition the Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) formulated,
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namely SEC related to an individual’s ability to understand, manage, and effectively navigate their emotions
and behaviour, adeptly deal with challenges, and establish and maintain healthy relationships (CASEL, 2022).
CASEL’s framework comprises five main competencies: self-management, self-awareness, social awareness,
relationship skills, and responsible decision-making (CASEL, 2022).

The contribution of well-developed SEC to children’s lives is undeniable, as can be seen by their
positive influence on mental health (Zhou, 2023), academic achievement, behaviour and potential
contributions to society and the economy (Muiiiz, 2020). Proficiency in managing emotions and robust social
competencies correlate with higher academic accomplishments (Barnes et al., 2021), better learning
environments (Kaspar & Massey, 2023), enhanced workplace success (Belfield et al., 2015), healthier
interpersonal relationships (Demirci et al., 2022), and better mental well-being (Kasikc1 & Ogiilmiis, 2023).
Given these far-reaching implications and to identify students' expected social-emotional needs, there is a need
for a tool measuring what children are expected to know and do. Furthermore, since SEC vary from culture to
culture (CASEL, 2015; Temko et al., 2023), a SEC assessment tool should be tailored to the specific culture.
For example, research has found significant differences between North American and East Asian students (Lee
& Junus, 2024). Current tools for measuring SEC have been largely designed with a focus on English-speaking,
Western societies (e.g., Petrides & Furnham, 2009).

In education, developmental standards are influential and significant, fostering a common language
and clear communication among educational stakeholders (Dusenbury et al., 2011), while simultaneously
clarifying pedagogical expectations (Eklund et al., 2018). Validating social-emotional standards can enhance
effective teaching and learning. Similar to learning objectives in various academic disciplines guiding
instructional strategies, SEC standards facilitate teaching SEC and designing corresponding curricula (Eklund
et al., 2018). According to Dusenbury et al., (2014), learning standards also provide an outline of priorities and
enable defining efficient, achievable goals. When programmes and practises are tailored to impart specific
competencies and developmental standards, assessment becomes indispensable for determining what should
be taught to each student and whether they are successfully acquiring the targeted competencies (Assessment
Work Group, 2019).

As expected, SEC assessment tools primarily concentrate on assessing students’ SEC (e.g., Wallender
et al., 2020). At present, there are limited assessment tools for student SEC that have been deemed both
sufficiently concise and psychometrically sound (Lee et al., 2023). Several assessment approaches are used to
measure and evaluate SEC (Assessment Work Group, 2019). One approach is direct assessment, where
students demonstrate their SEC by tackling complex social and emotional tasks. This approach has several
strengths, including its ability to provide an objective measurement of competencies and produce reliable,
valid scores for various uses. However, its technical complexity makes it expensive to develop and validate
(Scott et al., 2023).

Another commonly used approach is a rating scale for which an evaluator fills out a questionnaire on
a particular student (Lee et al., 2023). This is straightforward and practical form of assessment (Anthony et al.,

2020). Furthermore, teachers are less influenced by social desirability biases than students (Assessment Work
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Group, 2019) since they have a wealth of experience to draw from when evaluating student competencies
(Duckworth & Yeager, 2015). However, this approach can be burdensome for teachers who need to complete
multiple ratings and it may introduce biases like “halo” effects, where teachers rate students they favour more
positively than others (Scott et al., 2023).

Another option is self-report, with students completing questionnaires to assess their own
competencies (Manzano, 2022). These can be efficiently administered to large groups of students using readily
available online survey platforms. However, they are susceptible to students providing answers they believe
are socially desirable (Bowman & Hill, 2011), rely on students’ awareness of their actual competence levels
(Kanopka et al., 2020), and assume students have sufficient reading skills (Assessment Work Group, 2019).
Despite their inherent limitations, self-report questionnaires are widely used to evaluate students’ SEC
(Kanopka et al., 2020).

In recent years, more and more self-report questionnaires for addressing SEC have been developed,
mainly in the US (Dermody & Dusenbury, 2022). However, since these competences must be not only
developmentally appropriate, but also culturally appropriate (Assessment Work Group, 2019) there was a need
to develop such standards for use in Israel. Despite the increasing focus on SEL in Israel, standardisation of
assessment tools is still in its infancy, and there is a lack self-report SEC questionnaires for students of all ages.
The report of the consensus committee on Social Emotional Learning in Schools of the Initiative for Applied
Education Research at the Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities (Benbenishty & Friedman, 2020),
which serves as the foundation for promoting SEL in Israel, highlights the need to better understand SEC of
Israeli children and thus to develop measures designed for the Israeli context. Hence, Sagie and colleagues
(2024) utilised a collaborative action research method (Brydon-Miller et al., 2020) to develop a framework of
local SEL standards informed by the CASEL model. Sagie et al. (2024) subsequently articulated several SEL
standards tailored specifically to Israeli culture from birth to 18 years in three-year increments, namely 0-3
years old, 3-6 years old, 1st-3rd grade, 4th-6th grade, 7th-9th grade, and 10th-12th grade (Sagie et al., 2024).

As highlighted in a recent comprehensive review, the CASEL framework has a significant impact on
the creation of numerous SEC measures across diverse cultural settings (Martinez-Yarza et al., 2023). The
current questionnaire builds on the process of developing and articulating developmentally appropriate,
culturally responsive SEL standards for the Israeli cultural context by developing a self-report questionnaire
for students in grades 4-6 (Sagie et al., 2024). This age group was selected both due to developmental
considerations and because it is the youngest age group able to read and answer a questionnaire independently,

without requiring teacher intervention.

Study 1

Methodology

Participants and Procedure

A total of 1,232 students from eight Israeli schools participated in the study. Students were asked about their
SEC in class and outside the school setting. Of the sample, 29% were 4th-graders (n = 360), 32% were 5th-
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graders (n = 395), and 39% were 6th-graders (n = 477). Students’ ages ranged from 9 to 13 years old (M =
10.40, SD = .96), and 52% were female. Approximately 85% of the students reported their parents were
married and 98% said they have at least one sibling.

The ethics committees of X University’s School of Psychology and the Israeli Ministry of Education
approved this study. School principals were randomly approached to enquire if they were interested in
participating in the study and written informed consent was obtained from schools that expressed interest in
participating. The research team visited the respective schools, explained the study’s purpose and then
administered the questionnaires to students via Qualtrics. Students were assured their identity would remain

confidential and anonymous.

Measure

Social-Emotional Questionnaire (SEQ [G4-6]) — The questionnaire was developed as part of a comprehensive
project to develop and implement SEL standards in an Israeli city (the research to articulate the conceptual
framework and standards is beyond the scope of this paper). First, the SEL standards that served as the basis
of the questionnaire were rephrased and divided into items for the current questionnaire. Second, a pilot was
conducted among students from grades 4-6 in different regions of the country. Third, the items were revised
based on feedback from the pilot study. The final questionnaire includes five main clusters of competencies

and 47 items. Students were required to state the extent they agree with each item using a 5-point Likert scale.

Data Analysis

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with Promax rotation was used with IBM SPSS V.27 (IBM Corp, 2020). To
determine the number of factors, parallel analysis was computed. Items were retained if their loading exceeds
40 on the main factor; cross-loadings of no more than .20; and theoretical considerations. The EFA was
repeated until a final model that met the abovementioned quality criteria was obtained. Cronbach's o and

McDonald's Q) were used to assess the factors’ reliability.

Results

The factor analysis yielded five factors according to parallel analysis. Items were excluded due to low loadings
on the main factor (10 items), cross-loadings (8 items), and theoretical incompatibility (5 items). A reanalysis
of the remaining 23 items indicated a clear five-factor solution reflecting relationship skills, self-management,
responsible decision-making, social awareness, and emotion recognition. Table I presents factor loadings using
Promax rotation. All items had acceptable loading (>.40) on their primary factor and low cross-loadings (<.30).
The five-factor solution accounted for 52.9% of the common variance. Correlations among the factors were
significant, positive, and moderate (see Table II). Cronbach's a and McDonald's Q coefficients reflected
adequate internal consistency. In sum, in line with CASEL’s SEL framework, the EFA suggests a five-factor
model of social-emotional functioning comprising relationship skills, self-management, responsible decision-

making, social-awareness, and emotion recognition.
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Studies 2 and 3

Methodology

Participants and Procedure

A total of 464 students from eight Israeli schools participated in the second study. Students were asked to refer
to their SECs in class and outside the school setting. Of the sample, 36% were 4th-graders (n = 167), 29%
were Sth-graders (n = 136), and 35% were 6th-graders (n = 161). Of the students, 49% were female.
Participants filled out the SEQ (G4-6) and provided sociodemographic background information. Ethics

approval was obtained as in the first study.

Measures

The Social-Emotional Questionnaire (SEQ G4-6) — Five SEC were represented by 23 items selected
from Study 1 (see Table I). Relationship skills were measured by six items, self-management was measured
by five items, responsible decision-making was measured by three items, emotion recognition was measured
by four items, and social-awareness was measured by five items.

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire — The emotional and behavioural outcomes of children were
evaluated by the self-report SDQ (Goodman et al., 2010). The 25 SDQ items assess five areas: conduct
problems, emotional symptoms, hyperactivity, peer relationships, and prosocial behaviour. Each item is scored
on a three-point scale. The score for each scale is generated by adding up the individual scores, generating a
scale score ranging from 0 to 10. The scores for hyperactivity, emotional symptoms, conduct problems, and
peer problems can be added to generate a total SDQ score ranging from O to 40. It is not uncommon that the
self-report yields low Cronbach’s a (emotional problems .66, conduct problems .58, hyperactivity .64, peer
problems .49, and prosocial behaviour .69), yet the overall difficulties score (.79) had reasonable reliability
(Richter et al., 2011; Vugteveen et al., 2022).

Data Analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using AMOS27 with Maximum Likelihood estimator
(Arbuckle, 2020). Each item was constrained in the measurement model to load on the factor it was designed
to estimate. Sagie et al. (2024) did not correlate residual terms for the items or impose equality constraints on
factor loadings. Model fit was evaluated using the chi-square statistics and three additional goodness of fit
indices: Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA). CFI and TLI > .90 combined with RMSEA < .08 reflect a reasonable model—data
fit while CFI and TLI > .95 with RMSEA < .06 indicate excellent fit (Kline, 2016; Marsh et al., 2004).

To ensure that the SEQ (G4-6) exhibited robust psychometric properties across different grades and
genders, an invariance analysis was performed. This analysis evaluates whether each item similarly contributes
to the latent construct across various groups and whether the correlations between factors are equivalent among
these groups. The invariance procedure involves testing and comparing models with progressively stricter

constraints on model parameters (Pendergast et al., 2017). Initially, the unconstrained model allowed all
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parameters to be freely estimated across groups (configural invariance). Subsequently, a more restrictive model
was used, where factor loadings were constrained to be equal across groups (metric invariance). A further
restrictive model was then used in which the intercepts were constrained (scalar invariance). Finally, in the
most restrictive model, factor covariances were constrained to be equal across groups (covariance invariance).
Invariance is usually confirmed when the chi-square difference between nested models is not statistically
significant. However, since the chi-square can be overly sensitive to large samples, Chen (2007) suggested a

criterion of ACFI <.01 along with ARMSEA < .015 to indicate invariance.

Results

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

To further establish the psychometric properties of the five dimensions of the SEQ (G4-6), all 23 relevant items
were subjected to CFA. Results revealed that the five-factor solution fit the data well: ¥*(220) = 418.91, p <
.001, TLI = .92, CFI = .94, RMSEA = .04. All items had adequate and significant loadings (ranging from .49
to .70, p <.001) on their intended latent factor. Standardised factor loadings are presented in Appendix 1. As
illustrated in Table III, the factors presented good internal consistency and moderate to strong intercorrelations.
The five-factor model of the SEQ (G4-6) was further compared to an alternative model in which all items were
loaded on a single factor. The one-factor model yielded a less than adequate model fit (¥*(230) = 720.47, p <
.001, TLI = .82, CFI = .85, RMSEA = .07); model comparison indicated that the five-factor model better fit
the data (Ay*(10) = 301.56, p <.001).

Invariance Analysis across Grades and Genders

To establish grade invariance, the fit indices of the unconstrained and constrained models were compared
across the three grades (4™, 5" and 6" grade). As indicated in Table IV, the results support the metric, scalar,
and covariance invariance of the measures. The three models did not differ significantly, nor did the ACFI
exceed .01 or ARMSEA exceed .015, hence indicating measurement invariance across the three grades. Similar
results were obtained for gender. Although the Ay? indicated a significant difference between the configural
and the metric models, the ACFI and ARMSEA did not indicate gender differences. Scalar and covariance
invariance did not show significant difference. Taken together, the invariance analysis indicates that the

measurement model of the SEQ (G4-6) is equivalent across gender and 4™ to 6™ grades.
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Table Il

Study 1: Means, standard deviations, Pearson’s correlations between factors, and Cronbach's

o/McDonald's Q reliabilities.

1 2 3 4 5
1. Relationship skills .83/.83
2. Self-management 55 .76/.76
3. Responsible decision-making 56" AT .66/.67
4. Social-awareness 59 40" 27 .60/.60
5. Emotion recognition 25" ST 547 39" .75/.74
Mean 3.81 3.76 4.05 3.24 3.87
SD 75 77 .87 .84 71
Note: *** p < .001. Cronbach’s o and McDonald's Q coefficients are presented in italics on the diagonal.

Table 111
Study 2: CFA — intercorrelations and reliability

1 2 3 4 5
1. Relationship skills .82/.82
2. Self-management .60 T71.77
3. Responsible decision-making .59 46 .69/.70
4. Social-awareness 42 .53 42 .65/.65
5. Emotion recognition .65 .59 .52 49 .76/.76
Mean 3.69 3.66 4.07 3.33 3.87
SD 17 .82 .88 .86 .76
Note: All correlations are significant at p < .001. Cronbach’s a and McDonald's Q coefficients are presented
in italics on the diagonal.

Developmental and Gender Differences in SEC

A series of independent-sample t-tests were carried out to test for gender differences in the five SEC
dimensions. As shown in Table V, girls scored significantly higher than boys on the overall SEQ (G4-6) score
and all five dimensions. One-way Analyses of Variance (ANOVA) testing for differences in SEC between the
three grades, indicates no significant differences between the 4™ 5% and 6™ grades in the overall social-

emotional score and the five SEC dimensions (Table V).
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Table IV

Study 2: Invariance analysis across school grades and gender

Model fit Model comparison
e df p CFI TLI RMSEA Ay?/ df p
School grade
invariance
Configural invariance ~ 996.04 660 <.001 .90 .88 .03 -- --
Metric invariance 1030.07 696  <.001 .90 .88 .03 34.03/36 563
Scalar invariance 1070.57 732  <.001 .90 .89 .03 40.50/36 297
Covariance invariance  1093.84 752  <.001 .90 .89 .03 23.27/20 275
Gender invariance
Configural invariance ~ 695.09 440 <001 .92 90 .04 -- --
Metric invariance 733.50 459 <001 .92 .90 .04 38.41/19 .005
Scalar invariance 745.56 470 <001 .92 .90 .04 12.06/11 359
Covariance invariance  762.86 480 <001 91 .90 .04 17.30/10 .068
Table V
Study 2: Gender and grade differences in SEC
Gender Grade
Male  Female t p 4t 5 6t F p
grade grade grade
Relationship skills 3.58 3.80 2.95 .003 3.74 3.76 358 250 .083
(.81) (.72) (.84) (7)) (.77)
Self-management 3.58 3.76 2.37 .018 364 367 368 .07 .937
(.85) (.77) (.84) (.79 (.81)
Responsible decision- 3.89 4.25 454 <.001 398 415 408 134 .263
making (.93) (.77) (2.01) (.80) (.78)
Social-awareness 3.19 3.47 3.54 <.001 3.25 3.33 342 159 .205
(.90) (.79) (.95) (.85 (.77)
Emotion recognition 3.80 3.96 2.26 .024 3.79 391 393 172 .181
(-80) (.70) (.86) (.69) (.70)
Overall social-emotional ~ 3.60 3.84 4.05 <.001 367 375 374 60 551
skills (.69) (.58) (.74 (.60) (.60)

Note: Standard deviations are presented in parentheses.

Convergent and Discriminant Validity (Study 3)

Study 3 sought to assess the convergent and discriminant validity of the SEQ (G4-6) by examining its

correlates with the well-known SDQ. As seen in Table VI, the overall SEQ (G4-6) score is negatively

associated with the SDQ overall difficulties score and positively associated with the SDQ prosocial dimension.

Correlations were moderate, indicating that the SEQ (G4-6) assesses a different theoretical dimension than the
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SDQ. An examination of the correlations at the sub-scale level indicates that aside from a few exceptions, four
out of five dimensions of the SEQ (G4-6) showed moderate and significant association with four out of five
dimensions of the SDQ in the expected directions. More specifically, relationship skills, self-management,
responsible decision-making, and emotion recognition of the SEQ (G4-6) were positively related to the SDQ
prosocial behaviour and negatively related to conduct problems, hyperactivity, and peer problems. These four
SEQ (G4-6) dimensions were weakly associated with the SDQ emotional problems. The SEQ (G4-6) social-
awareness dimension was moderately and significantly associated with the SDQ prosocial and only weakly

associated with emotional problems but was not associated with the other SDQ dimensions.

Table VI
Study 2: Correlations between SEQ and SDQ

SDQ

Prosocial Emotional Conduct Hyper- Peer Overall

behaviour problems  problem activity problems  difficulties
Relationship skills 54" -.09 -28" -317 -25 =327
Self-management 37 -.10" -207 -26™" =217 -.26™"
Responsible decision- gy .06 T 7 S R
making
Social-awareness 25" 10" -.05 -.06 -.03 -.01
Emotion recognition 447 -.03 -17 -.18™ -.29™" =227
OYETa” SOClal'emOtlonal .53*** _'01 _.25*** _.24*** _.24*** _.24***
skills

Discussion

The EFA and CFA results indicate that the SEQ (G4-6) questionnaire has five factors, namely self-
management, emotion recognition, relationship skill, social-awareness, and responsible decision-making. The
five factors align with CASEL’s theoretical model of social-emotional learning, and show a moderate degree
of differentiation. The 23-item questionnaire was found to have good fit indices and high loadings. In
examining an alternative model with a single general SEC, it was observed that this model performed less well
than the five factors model identified in the study. Moreover, the SEQ (G4-6) showed reasonable discriminate
validity from the SDQ, which indicates that it measures different theoretical dimensions than SDQ. Results of
invariance analyses indicated that the five-factor model holds true within the same age group and gender,
suggesting that in each age group and gender, students understood the concept in the same way and the
distinction between concepts was maintained across grades and genders.

These findings have important theoretical and practical implications. On the theoretical level, this
study has shown that the SEC dimensions, except for emotion recognition, are identical to the CASEL model.

The results indicate that specific aspects of the self-awareness dimension (as presented in the CASEL model)
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belong to a single factor that was found in the current study, namely emotion recognition. The similarity
between the structures of CASEL and the theoretical construct of the current questionnaire indicates that the
CASEL model may also be valid outside the US.

This nuanced understanding has also implications for practitioners and researchers. The findings of
the present study indicate that the SEQ (G4-6) could serve as a suitable tool for educators to assess the social-
emotional functioning of each student in their class. In today’s constantly changing world, integrating SEC
standards with technology will enable teachers to develop a precise profile of each student. This will also allow
teachers to tailor practises to their class’s specific needs. School principals will also be able to obtain a
situational overview of each age group’s unique needs, which intervention programme is suitable, and similar
considerations. Furthermore, researchers and professionals working to develop intervention programmes will
be able to use this questionnaire to examine the effectiveness of SEL initiatives.

Despite these important implications, this study has several limitations. Firstly, the reliability of the
social-awareness and responsible decision-making dimensions were not found to be high. Secondly, the
research sample included only Jewish students in grades 4 to 6 in demographic areas with average-to-high
socioeconomic status. Finally, the convergent and the discriminant validity analysis was conducted only with
SDQ. Further research in these areas is clearly needed. While the initial steps have been taken to develop and
validate a self-report SEL questionnaire in Israel, future studies should continue investigating the
questionnaire. For example, they could examine how the SEQ (G4-6) compares to other instruments to
strengthen its predictive validity. In addition, future studies could facilitate better generalisability of the
questionnaire by administering it among different populations such as students in other age groups, students
from regions with low socioeconomic status, and students from Arab society.

This research study has validated a new self-report questionnaire to evaluate developmentally and
culturally appropriate social and emotional competencies in a non-Western context. Such a tools helps to
improve understanding of what students in grades 4-6 can be expected to know and do in relation to SEL. It
also contributes to the creation of a common language among educators and accurate measurement for
researchers and school staff implementing and evaluating SEL interventions. We hope that the theoretical
structures found to be valid in this questionnaire will serve as a theoretical base for future interventions aimed

to develop developmental SEL standards for this age group suitable to the Israeli culture.
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Appendix 1 - Study 2: Standardized Factor Loadings for the CFA Model

my room).

Item Loading
Relationship skills
1. Even when I don’t agree with someone, | express my opinion clearly and in a manner that 0.70
will not insult or hurt others. '
2. During group activities, | know how to explain what other group members did and how
; , 0.61
they contributed to the group’s success.
3. During a disagreement or argument, | also listen to the other side. 0.63
4. When working in a group, | make an effort so the group will succeed. | participate, and |
also let others express themselves (e.g., | read the directions out loud, make suggestions, and 0.69
listen to other group members’ ideas).
5. | contribute socially (e.g., | remind everyone to phone a sick classmate who was absent 0.66
from school). '
6. To end a disagreement nicely, | propose solutions and also accept solutions that the other 0.69
side proposes. '
Social-awareness
7. When | argue with a friend, | am able to describe how both my friend and | feel (e.g. | am 0.63
angry, and my friend is insulted). '
8. When | hear or read a story or when | see a movie, | know if the characters are in distress. 0.55
9. | know when a specific behaviour harms other people, animals, or property. 0.64
10. I understand how other children feel in different situations (e.g., when | see a child sitting
. . - 0.68
alone in class and not looking at anyone, | know that child feels sad).
11. I know how a certain situation will cause other children to feel (e.g., | know that if I give 0.64
friends something they like to eat, they will be happy). )
Responsible decision-making
12. T don’t participate in risky situations that could harm me or others (e.g., I don’t participate 073
when there is hitting; if someone sends me a personal picture, I don’t share it with others). '
13. I oppose peer pressure that could hurt me or others (e.g., if a child in my class is
: . . 0.61
ostracised, | try to stop it or tell a teacher about it).
14. 1 don’t participate in behaviour that hurts other people, animals, or property and I try to
put a stop to such behaviour (e.g., I go to a party even if I don’t really want to so that I don’t 0.64
insult the person who invited me; I don’t participate in shaming or I report it to an adult).
Self-management
15. I succeed in setting goals for myself that are important to me to achieve (e.g., preparing a 0.60
presentation on a topic | researched or being accepted to a specific committee). '
16. I’'m working on improving in some areas (e.g., I practise dance moves to be a better
dancer; | practise playing computer games with a friend who is more skilled than me; I 0.69
practise scoring goals with a friend).
17. 1 know what parts of achieving my goals will be difficult and how to cope with this
difficulty (e.g., when I want to improve my grade in literature, I’m aware it will be hard for 0.69
me to study alone, so | arrange to study with a friend).
18. I know how I succeeded in achieving a goal | set for myself (e.g., | succeeded in
: . X .9 o . 0.60
improving a video that | made by reviewing and checking it several times).
19. I know what helps me learn and what is less helpful (e.g., | need quiet or music to
o ! . 0.56
concentrate; it helps me to study with a friend).
Emotion recognition
20. I know how I feel in different situations (e.g., I noticed that I’'m excited when I answer a 0.49
question in class). '
21. Sometimes, I feel multiple emotions at once (e.g., I’'m excited and scared). 0.62
22. When I feel a physical sensation, I know what emotion it is related to (e.g., when I’'m 053
stressed, my stomach hurts). '
23. | know how my emotions are related to my behaviour (e.g., when | feel sad, I sit alone in 0.60
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