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Social Emotional Competence (SEC) was one of the essential competencies in 21st-
century education, playing a crucial role in students’ personal and social development.
However, valid and reliable instruments for assessing SEC for high school students in
Indonesia were still limited. The instrument used in this study was adapted from the
CASEL framework, which encompassed five core competencies: self-awareness, self-
management, social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible decision-making.
The adaptation process involved contextual and linguistic adjustments to align with the
characteristics of Indonesian students. This study aimed to examine the validity and
reliability of the adapted SEC assessment instrument. The research subjects consisted
of 220 high school students in Demak who responded to a questionnaire. This study
was categorized as descriptive quantitative. Construct validity was tested using CFA,
while reliability was estimated using Cronbach’s alpha. The construct validity test
produced model feasibility indices with CFI = 0.928, TLI = 0.9109, SRMR = 0.0534,
and RMSEA = 0.0601. These results indicated that the measurement model
demonstrated good feasibility. Based on the CFA analysis, 25 items were declared
valid. Of these, 22 items had loading factor values greater than 0.5, while three items
had loading factor values below 0.5. Despite the lower factor loadings, these three

? ; items were retained because they represented essential indicators. However, the item

d 1 statements were revised to improve clarity and better represent the intended construct.
E The internal consistency reliability test showed a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.942.
Since the coefficient value exceeded 0.70, the instrtument could be considered reliable.
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INTRODUCTION

Social-Emotional Competence (SEC) is a crucial skill in 21st-century education because it
enables students to regulate their emotions, understand others’ perspectives, and establish healthy
social relationships. These competencies foster prosocial behaviors such as cooperation,
empathy, and social responsibility (Taylor et al., 2017). Conversely, adolescents who fail to master
social and emotional skills may experience feelings of inferiority, social exclusion, deviant
behavior, or even severe mental health problems such as delinquency, criminal acts, and violence
(Wafroturrohmah & Sulistiyawati, 2018). Strengthening SEC has been shown to reduce
problematic behaviors, including aggression, misconduct, and disciplinary violations (Durlak et
al., 2020). Skills in emotional regulation and self-control also directly influence student discipline
in learning, rule compliance, and task completion (Morris et al., 2021). Furthermore, SEC
contributes to the overall classroom climate: when students demonstrate healthy social behavior,
learning becomes more orderly and conducive (O’Conner et al., 2017).
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Social-Emotional Learning (SEL) is a promising approach to reduce risky behaviors,
address discipline problems, and foster positive development (Ching et al., 2015). The benefits of
SEL for students include: (1) more positive attitudes toward themselves and others, including
improved self-efficacy, self-confidence, perseverance, empathy, and goal achievement; (2) more
positive social behavior and relationships with peers and adults; (3) reduced behavioral problems;
(4) decreased emotional distress; and (5) improved academic achievement and school attendance
(Dutlak et al., 2011). Research also confirms that SEL positively influences students’ social-
emotional outcomes, behavior, academic achievement, and classroom climate (McCormick et al.,
2015). Students who participate in SEL programs experience significant improvements in
academic functioning, social-emotional skills, attitudes, behaviors, and perceptions of school
climate and safety (Cipriano et al., 2024).

Despite these benefits, many students in Indonesia still struggle to regulate emotions,
respect differences, avoid social conflict, and cooperate in groups. Teachers and schools also face
challenges in assessing students’ social and emotional aspects due to the limited availability of
valid and culturally appropriate instruments. Existing instruments are either empirically invalid or
unsuitable for the Indonesian context (Astuti et al., 2021). Findings from international studies
confirm that SEC can be effectively shaped through school-based programs in collaboration with
families and communities (Mahoney et al., 2018). Access to reliable SEC assessment data is
crucial for educators because it informs program design, resource allocation, student needs, and
policy decisions (Assessment Work Group, 2019). However, such assessment data are often
unavailable in practice.

Several models and approaches guided the development of SEC assessment instruments.
The Emotional Intelligence model developed by Goleman (2006) emphasized emotional and
social skills such as self-awareness, self-regulation, empathy, and social competence. Rose-
Krasnor’s (1997) model of social competence focused on the adaptive functions of social
behavior, including cognitive, emotional, and behavioral aspects. Zins et al. (2004) highlighted the
importance of developing SEC as a foundation for students’ academic success. The Collaborative
for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) provided the most comprehensive
framework, specifically designed for school contexts. CASEL identified five core domains of
SEC: self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible
decision-making (CASEL, 2020). Other frameworks included the Big Five Personality Traits
(John et al, 2008; Soto & John, 2017), the SEAL framework in the UK (Department for
Education and Skills, 2005), and the OECD’s Social and Emotional Skills Framework (OECD,
2021).

Among these, the CASEL framework was considered the most appropriate for instrument
development for several reasons. First, it had served as the basis for numerous school-based
interventions proven effective in improving prosocial behavior, academic achievement, and
reducing problem behaviors (Taylor et al, 2017). Second, CASEL’s five domains
comprehensively covered both intrapersonal and interpersonal dimensions and had been
conceptually validated across educational contexts (CASEL, 2020). Third, the framework was
specifically designed for school implementation, making it highly relevant for developing SEC
assessment instruments for students (Mahoney et al., 2018). Fourth, although it was developed in
the United States, the framework was flexible and adaptable for integration into other cultural
contexts, including Indonesia, while allowing localization of indicators without losing its core
principles (Cipriano et al., 2020). Finally, CASEL had been internationally recognized as a
standard reference for SEL, and major organizations such as the OECD and UNESCO referred
to it in policy guidelines and SEL measurement development (OECD, 2015).

Several assessment methods for SEC have been developed, such as self-reports, rating
scales, direct assessments, report cards, and administrative data (Assessment Work Group, 2019;
Atwell & Bridgeland, 2019). These assessments must be developmentally appropriate, as
children’s social and emotional needs vary across developmental stages. Zhou and Ee (2012)

Page 200 - Copyright © 2025, REID (Research and Evaluation in Education), 11(2), 2025
ISSN: 2460-6995 (Online)


https://doi.org/10.21831/reid.v11i2.89685

@ 10.21831/reid.v11i2.89685
Sri Rejeki Setiyorini, Wiwi Isnaeni, & Saiful Ridlo

developed the Social Emotional Competence Questionnaire (SECQ), based on the five CASEL
competencies, to assess adolescents’ SEC. The instrument has demonstrated validity and
reliability in Eastern and Asian populations (Petric & Szamoskozi, 2018; Rahayu & Mustikasari,
2020). However, the number of SEC measurement tools remains limited worldwide (Zych et al,,
2018; Martinez-Yarza et al., 2023).

Previous adaptations of the SECQ (Zhou & Ee, 2012) have not been validated for
Indonesian adolescents using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA); thus, the construct validity of
this instrument within the Indonesian cultural context remains untested. Considering that social
and emotional competencies may manifest differently across cultures, it is essential to ensure that
the instrument’s structure and indicators align with the characteristics of Indonesian students.
Therefore, this study aims to adapt and validate the SEC assessment instrument for high school
students in Indonesia, using the CASEL framework as the theoretical foundation for the
adaptation. The study involves testing the construct validity and reliability of the adapted
instrument through CFA and internal consistency analysis. The results are expected to provide
empirical evidence supporting the use of the adapted SECQ in the Indonesian context and to
contribute to the development of a culturally appropriate and theoretically grounded tool for
assessing students’ social and emotional competencies.

Given these gaps, this study seeks to test the construct validity and reliability of the SEC
instrument for high school students in Indonesia. The goal is to ensure that the instrument is
both valid and reliable for assessing students’ social-emotional competencies.

METHOD

Research Aims

This study aimed to measure the validity and reliability of a social-emotional competency
assessment instrument for high school students. Construct validity was analyzed using CFA,
while internal consistency reliability was analyzed using Cronbach's Alpha. This study was a type
of descriptive quantitative study. Descriptive quantitative research is designed to describe trends,
attitudes, or opinions of a population by studying a sample and analyzing quantitative data
statistically (Creswell, 2014).

Sample and Data Collection

Table 1. Distribution of Indicators and Items of the SEC Assessment Instrument

Sub-Variables Indicators Item
Self-awareness Emotional awareness 1,12, 15
Self-perception 4,7, 35,51
Optimism 8,9,10, 11
Self-management Self-control 2,3,29,33
Goal setting and achievement 13,17,18
Adaptability 19, 20, 21, 22
Social awareness Empathy 24, 25,28
Respect for people 27, 36, 43, 50
Appreciation of diversity 30, 31
Social contribution 23,32
Relationship skills Communication 6, 26, 52
Conflict management 16, 39, 48
Collaboration and teamwork 40, 47, 54
Ability to build relationships 6, 34
Responsible decision making Problem identification and condition analysis 38,41, 45
Solution to problem 46, 49
Evaluation and reflection 5,42, 44, 53,55
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Data were collected using a questionnaire consisting of 55 statements measured on a five-
point Likert scale, namely always (5), often (4), sometimes (3), rarely (2), and never (1). The
variables examined in this study were the SEC of high school students. The test subjects
consisted of 220 high school students in Demak. The variables were measured based on five
social-emotional competencies in accordance with the CASEL framework. More detailed
information is presented in Table 1.

Data Analysis

Data from observations and interviews were analyzed using descriptive statistics. The
construct validity of student responses was verified using the CFA method, while reliability
estimation was carried out using the Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency method. The
researchers conducted CFA and Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency analyses using the Jamovi
2.6.44 program.

In proving construct validity, the test conducted was CFA using the Jamovi program. The
CFA method was used to confirm the theory in measuring the accuracy of the parameters
(Rahmi, 2015). The initial step was to test the model's suitability index. One of the indicators
used to test model suitability was the chi-square. Chi-square measured the difference between
observed data and the hypothesized model (Schumacker & Lomax, 2015). In addition to chi-
square, model suitability indicators were obtained from four measures, namely the Comparative
Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). A model was considered
appropriate if its model fit test values met the established criteria (Rahmi et al., 2022). The model
fit test criteria are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Model Feasibility Test Criteria

No. Model Feasibility Test Criteria
1 CFl1 >0.90
2 TLI >0.90
3 RMSEA <0.08
4 RMSR < 0.08

(Source: Hair ez a/ ., 2010)

In estimating reliability, the Cronbach's Alpha internal consistency model was used. The
internal consistency method was the most widely applied because the test was conducted without
the need for repetition, thereby avoiding problems that might arise during repeated testing
(Khumaedi, 2012). The formula for Cronbach's Alpha reliability is presented in Formula (1).

Information :
o = Cronbach's Alpha Reliability
k = Number of grains

E51 “= Total number of item variants

.
5t = Total score variance

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Findings

Testing of the instrument construct validity was carried out using the CFA method. The
results of the analysis of the SEC assessment instrument using CFA are presented as follows. The
first CFA test analysis result was the model feasibility test. The model feasibility test was
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conducted using chi-square along with CFI, TLI, SRMR, and RMSEA indices. The results of the
model feasibility test using chi-square obtained the value of y* = 478, df = 264, p < 0.01. A chi-
square value with p < 0.01 was considered less significant, since a significant chi-square value is
indicated when p > 0.05 (Hair et al., 2010). The chi-square value showed insignificant results;
however, because chi-square is highly sensitive to large sample sizes, it was necessary to consider
other model feasibility indices (Ghozali, 2017). The other model feasibility index values
demonstrated good results, namely CFI > 0.90, TLI > 0.90, SRMR < 0.08, and RMSEA < 0.08,
which were included in the good and acceptable criteria (Hair et al., 2010). The model feasibility
indices were statistical measures used to evaluate how well a theoretical model reflected the
collected data. Thus, overall, the measurement model in this study showed good feasibility and
could be used to measure the intended construct validly and reliably.

Table 3. Loading Factors Value of the SEC Assessment Instrument

Factors Indicator Estimate SE Z P
Self-awareness Item 4 0.708 0.0564 12.55 <0.01
Ttem 9 0.730 0.0616 11.85 <0.01
Ttem 12 0.784 0.0519 15.10 <0.01
Item 35 0.811 0.0516 15.72 <0.01
Self Management Item 2 0.434 0.0840 5.16 <0.01
ITtem 13 0.713 0.0613 11.64 <0.01
Ttem 18 0.751 0.0695 10.81 <0.01
Ttem 20 0.883 0.0455 19.40 <0.01
Ttem 21 0.867 0.0427 20.30 <0.01
Social Awareness Ttem 23 0.424 0.0767 5.53 <0.01
Ttem 27 0.857 0.0558 15.37 <0.01
Ttem 28 0.861 0.0692 12.45 <0.01
Item 31 0.831 0.0618 13.45 <0.01
Ttem 36 0.813 0.0650 12.52 <0.01
Ttem 43 0.784 0.0702 10.65 <0.01
Relationship Skills Ttem 34 0.746 0.0751 9.94 <0.01
Ttem 47 0.950 0.0728 13.06 <0.01
Ttem 48 0.924 0.0697 13.26 <0.01
Ttem 52 0.752 0.0649 11.59 <0.01
Responsible Decision Making Item 38 0.703 0.0714 9.85 <0.01
Ttem 42 0.816 0.0685 11.92 <0.01
Ttem 44 0.762 0.0662 11.52 <0.01
Ttem 49 0.413 0.0742 5.56 <0.01
Ttem 54 0.857 0.0659 13.00 <0.01
Ttem 55 0.771 0.0703 10.96 <0.01

Based on Table 3, the loading factor values ranged from 0.413 to 0.950. The lowest value
was 0.413 and the highest 0.950. According to Umar and Nisa (2020), indicators with loading
factor values above 0.50 are considered strong contributors to the construct. Of the 25 items, 22
items had loading factor values greater than 0.50 and were significant at the p < 0.01 level,
indicating that these indicators validly represented their respective constructs.

Three items (item 2, item 23, and item 49) had loading factor values below 0.50, suggesting
weaker relationships with their constructs. However, these items were retained for theoretical
reasons. Each represented a unique and essential behavioral indicator within its domain: item 2
captured self-control under stress in the self-management domain, item 23 reflected sensitivity to
others’ emotional cues within social awareness, and item 49 represented moral reasoning in
everyday decision-making. Although these indicators showed lower statistical loadings, their
theoretical significance and empirical distinctiveness supported their inclusion (Hair et al., 2010;
Byrne, 2016). Nevertheless, their item statements were revised to improve clarity and contextual
relevance for future validation studies.
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Figure 1. Path Diagram of SEC Assessment Instrument

Figure 1 illustrated the relationship between indicators (statement items) and the five latent
constructs (hidden factors). In the diagram, five latent constructs were generated, namely self-
awareness (KsD), self-management (MnD), social awareness (KsS), relationship skills (KtB), and
responsible decision-making (PKyB). Arrows from the indicators (e.g., 1t4, 1t9, 1t12, It35) to the
constructs indicated that each indicator measured a particular construct. For example, It4, It9,
It12, and It35 measured KsD, showing that each construct was measured by more than one
indicator, in accordance with the CFA principle. Furthermore, the two-way arrows between
constructs indicated correlations among the constructs. For instance, the KsD construct had
relationships with other constructs, namely MnD, KsS, KtB, and PKyB. Based on Figure 1, it was
concluded that the model demonstrated correlations between latent constructs and the indicators
that measured them.

The scores of the 25 items of the SEC assessment instrument for high school students
were then estimated for reliability using the Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency model, with
the criteria for a reliability coefficient value of = 0.70. The results of the score analysis obtained
from students are presented in the table. The analysis of the 25 items of the SEC assessment
instrument using the Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency model showed a reliability coefficient
value of 0.942. Since the index obtained was = 0.70, it could be stated that the SEC assessment
instrument for high school students was reliable.

Discussion

The item was declared valid based on the construct validity test that had been carried out
using the model feasibility value. The results of the instrument construct validity analysis using
the CFA model showed that most indicators had loading factor values greater than 0.5 and were
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significant at the p < 0.001 level. The results of the model feasibility test indicated that the CFA
model fit the empirical data, as shown by the values of CFI = 0.928, TLI = 0.919, SRMR =
0.0534, and RMSEA = 0.0601. Construct validity demonstrated the extent to which the
indicators contained in an instrument were able to reflect the construct being measured
(Sugiyono, 2017). In CFA, attention needed to be paid to the model feasibility index and the
loading factor value. A loading factor value = 0.50 indicated that each indicator could be
considered valid in measuring the intended construct (Hair et al., 2010; Ghozali, 2017).

The chi-square value showed significant results; however, because chi-square was sensitive
to large sample sizes, other model fit indices needed to be considered (Ghozali, 2017). An
RMSEA value below 0.08 indicated a fairly good model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1992), while an
SRMR value below 0.08 indicated very good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). In addition, CFI
and TLI values above 0.90 each showed that the model had good goodness-of-fit (Hair et al.,
2010). For comparison, research by Sriyono and Purwoko (2022) found that the self-confidence
factor had a loading factor value of 0.72, while the weakest factor was honesty, with a value of
0.57. Research by Rahmi et al. (2022) also showed the results of the goodness-of-fit test in which
the latent variable of social support had a CFI (0.976) and TLI (0.953) greater than 0.90, with
RMSEA (0.064) and RMSR (0.037) values below 0.08, meeting the model fit criteria.

The results of the construct validity analysis further indicated that out of the 55 items
developed, only 25 items were construct valid. These items consisted of: self-awareness (item 4,
item 9, item 12, item 35), self-management (item 2, item 13, item 18, item 20, item 21), social
awareness (item 23, item 27, item 28, item 31, item 306, item 43, item 50), relationship skills (item
34, item 47, item 48, item 52), and responsible decision-making (item 38, item 42, item 44, item
49, item 54, item 55). Items 2, 23, and 49 had loading factor values below 0.5 but were still
significant at the p < 0.01 level, indicating that the relationship with the construct was statistically
significant but weak. These indicators were therefore less effective in measuring the construct
unless supported by a strong theoretical justification. For this reason, changes to the wording of
these items were needed to improve clarity and strengthen their relationship with the construct
being measured.

According to Hair et al. (2010), indicators with loading factor values below 0.5 could be
retained if they had strong theoretical justification and substantive relevance to the construct
being measured. Thus, even if an item had a loading factor below 0.5, it was retained if it
represented important aspects not captured by other indicators. However, such items required
improvement or revision in terms of wording and content to increase clarity and construct
validity. Byrne (2010) also argued that indicators with low loading factors should be revised rather
than eliminated, while Fornell and Larcker (1981) noted that such indicators could still be
meaningful if they represented specific aspects of a construct not represented by other items.

The reliability analysis of the 25 items of the SEC assessment instrument using Cronbach’s
Alpha internal consistency model produced a reliability coefficient of 0.942. Internal consistency
tested instrument reliability by examining item homogeneity, meaning that the items consistently
measured the same construct (Azwar, 2015). A high Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient indicated that
the instrument had good reliability. An instrument was considered reliable if the coefficient
exceeded 0.70 (Sugiyono, 2019). This finding was consistent with prior research: Syafitri (2017)
reported a Cronbach’s Alpha value of 0.94, indicating reliable questionnaire items; Sriyono and
Purwoko (2022) found reliability (CR = 0.98) for a social science attitude instrument; Rahmi et al.
(2022) reported a CR wvalue of 0.7088 (> 0.70); and Prawita and Heryadi (2023) found a
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 0.887 for a resilience scale, which also indicated good internal
consistency.

Despite the strong construct validity and high reliability results, this study has several
limitations. The sample was limited to 220 high school students from Demak, which may not
fully represent the diversity of cultural, social, and educational contexts across Indonesia.
Therefore, the generalizability of the findings is limited. Additionally, although the CFA results
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showed an acceptable model fit, three items still had relatively low loading factors, suggesting the
need for further refinement and validation. Future studies should involve larger and more diverse
samples from different regions to test the measurement invariance and cross-cultural applicability
of the SEC instrument. It is also recommended to conduct longitudinal and multi-method
validation (e.g., teacher ratings, behavioral observations) to strengthen the evidence of the
instrument’s construct validity and ensure its broader applicability in educational settings.

CONCLUSION

The construct validity test obtained model feasibility values of CFI = 0.928, TLI = 0.9109,
SRMR = 0.0534, and RMSEA = 0.0601. These results indicated that the measurement model in
the study demonstrated good feasibility, since CFI > 0.90, TLI > 0.90, SRMR < 0.08, and
RMSEA < 0.08. Of the 25 items retained, 22 items had loading factor values above 0.5, while 3
items had values below 0.5. Although the latter were weaker, they were retained because they
represented important indicators. The items were revised to improve clarity and strengthen their
representation of the constructs. The internal consistency reliability analysis produced a
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 0.942. As this value exceeded 0.70, the SEC assessment
instrument for high school students could be declared reliable.
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