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Abstract
Data were collected from __ early childhood professionals to determine the psychometric properties of an experimental instrument designed to operationalize emotional intelligence (EI) in four and five year-old children, the Scales of Emotional Functioning: Preschool and Kindergarten, or SEF:PAK: Teacher Form. Data analyses relied in part on item-scale correlations, and results from exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses provided evidence for a three-factor instrument. Reliability estimates (i.e., Cronbach’s alphas) for the Emotional Awareness, Emotional Management, and Interpersonal Relations subscales are __, __, and __, respectively. Correlation coefficients between these three scales and the Behavior Assessment System for Children – 3rd Edition (BASC-3): Behavioral and Emotional Screening System (BESS) range from ___ to ___, providing _____. Implications and future applications of the SEF:PAK are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Educators are not only motivated to help children succeed academically, but to ensure that their social, emotional, and behavioral needs are addressed as well. Both formative and summative assessments are administered routinely to determine current ability levels and to monitor progress. For example, implementation of multi-tiered systems of support such as the Response to Intervention Model (RtI) within schools has introduced a universal and efficient screening method and intervention for children who are falling behind academically. Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) provides an emerging resource within schools and is considered RtI’s behavioral counterpart. In these multi-tiered systems, ultimately, students who do not make acceptable academic progress and/or who exhibit social/emotional difficulties are identified for in-depth psychoeducational assessment, which may include individualized, standardized academic, cognitive, or personality tests. 
Although academic achievement is, unsurprisingly, the most critical focus for most educators, in-depth psychoeducational assessment often reveals linkages between academic and social/behavioral functioning. For example, in some cases students who exhibit significant academic limitations and are frustrated about their lack of progress compared to peers develop behavior problems and poor academic self-concepts (Bracken, 2009). Some of these students may act out for the attention that they fail to obtain for academic success. These students need to learn more adaptive strategies to express their frustration and anger, and of course, to request help. In many cases, these students have not learned effective social/emotional/interpersonal skills, sometimes characterized as emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1995; Rivers et al., 2007; Ulutas & Omeroglu, 2007; Trentacosta & Izard, 2007). 	
Unfortunately, many schools are ill-equipped to assess or address these skills. This is likely because the linkages between academic and emotional skill acquisition have not been addressed adequately by many in the academic community, or at least transmitted into the day-to-day operations of schools. In the next section we define emotional intelligence (EI), convey the importance of linking EI to academic and social success in schools, describe the developmental trajectory of EI and how acquisition of early EI skills lay the foundation for acquiring EI skills later, and how those may be related to success in schools. Finally, we note that there are no EI instruments currently available to assess EI in preschool children and how that gap relates to the purpose of this study. 
Defining Emotional Intelligence
Intelligence is assumed to underlie the ability to reason, appreciate logic, understand relationships, and encode, remember, and retrieve information; it is predictive of many real-world outcomes including academic and workplace success. Social or emotional skills are not typically assessed in traditional intelligence tests, even though they are considered an important component. Edward Thorndike even noted the importance of social skills as one of the three primary building blocks of intelligence back in the 1920’s (Thorndike, 1971). Consequently, test authors have developed operationalizations of cognitive and emotional intelligence with little overlap. Cognitive intelligence has been variously defined, but Wechsler’s definition is widely accepted and is: “the ability to think rationally, act purposefully, and adapt to the environment” (Wechsler, 1944). On the other hand, one of the most widely accepted definitions of EI was provided by Mayer and Salovey and is: “the ability to perceive and express emotion, assimilate emotion in thought, understand and reason with emotion, and regulate emotion in the self and others” (Mayer et al., 2011). Even though there is not significant overlap between the definitions, both require the ability to understand complex behavioral patterns, apply reason and logic in pursuit of important goals, and to adapt to environmental challenges. Perhaps one reasonable strategy for conceptualizing the overlap between cognitive and emotional definitions is to assume that average or better cognitive ability is a necessary but not sufficient condition for emotional intelligence.
As noted above there is some overlap in the definitions of cognitive and emotional intelligence, but there are salient distinctions as well. Both types of intelligence are necessary for survival as they require the ability to adapt to the environment, but the ultimate foci differ; one focuses on the abilities that underlie cognition (e.g., logic, memory, visual and auditory processing, processing speed) ) and the other on abilities that undergird social/emotional functioning (e.g., understanding/interpreting verbal and nonverbal social cues, appreciating social mores, developing social/emotional relationships, attending to and understanding interpersonal/social interactions and goals). So, EI characterizes a narrower range of abilities. Below is more specific history and the current context for EI as an important construct within psychology. 
Current Conceptualizations of Emotional Intelligence
Although EI has been a critical contributor to evolutionary selection and the success of humans, the academic study of emotional intelligence in the modern era began relatively recently, when the term was included within a doctoral dissertation by Wayne Payne in 1985 (Matthews, Zeidner, and Roberts, 2007; Windingstad et al., 2011). This dissertation was not converted to a published article, and the idea of EI didn’t gain traction until some years later. Howard Gardner defined a similar construct in his book Frames of Mind slightly earlier in 1983, introducing EI underpinnings to academia but with different descriptors. He argued the presence of multiple intelligences and included interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligences as important. Gardner challenged the idea of general intelligence, or “g”, and argued for the relative independence of several “intelligences.” He posited that these somewhat independent abilities contributed to academic and workplace success. These included interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligence as well as non-interactional intelligences (e.g., visual-spatial intelligence). 
The notion that complex human abilities/intelligences such as cognition and affect are independent has its origins in the traditional belief that thoughts and feelings are controlled by distinct biological organs (Izard, 1991). This influence pervaded many of the literary works of Western civilization, from Plato to Shakespeare; that is, it was assumed that the heart (presumed to be the locus of emotionality) and the head (presumed locus of rationality) guided different trajectories of action and often conflicted (Brackett et al., 2013). This perspective gradually gave way to an appreciation of the central nervous system’s role in guiding behavior, and in particular the role of the brain. In the 1990s, three books by prominent neuroscientists crystallized this point of view (LeDoux, 1996; Panksepp, 1998; and Damasio, 1994). Relying primarily on animal research and case studies, these authors concluded that damage to emotion-producing regions of the brain, even in the context of intact cognitive abilities, results in problematic decision making, impulsivity, and reckless personal interactions and behaviors. In addition, emotional functioning can and does in some cases lead to helpful decision making, particularly within the context of threatening events.   
Peter Salovey and John D. Mayer also challenged the notion that emotions are often antithetical to intelligent and adaptive functioning in 1990, suggesting that they are complex, organized forces that are largely tied to cognition and can be positively related to adaptive functioning (Salovey and Mayer, 1990). They developed several increasingly sophisticated definitions of EI over the following years. Even so, the climate of the times was still characterized by some references to the belief that emotion was a hijacking of reason and logic, rather than as a contributor to an individual’s adaptive intelligence. Gradually this view has changed, and the current perspective is that emotions and cognitions are inextricably linked and are both expressed in the service of adaptive human goals. As Brackett et al. (2013) concludes (after Izard, 2009) from a brief analysis of the current literature, “…cognition and emotion, in our view, can be distinguished but do nonetheless interact with each other in multiple ways (p 7).”
Salovey and Mayer continued to refine the contributions of EI to effective cognitive functioning during the 1990s. First, they defined emotional intelligence as “the ability to monitor one’s own and others’ feelings and emotions, to discriminate among them and to use this information to guide one’s thinking and actions” (1990). This definition was later revised to reflect Salovey and Mayer’s belief that emotional intelligence also consisted of the ability to think about one’s own emotions, not only regulate and perceive them. This definition has been revised a number of times, the latest being, “Emotional intelligence involves the ability to perceive accurately, appraise, and express emotion; the ability to access and/or generate feelings when they facilitate thought; the ability to understand emotion and emotional knowledge; and the ability to regulate emotions to promote emotional and intellectual growth” (1997). Their latest definition is largely accepted as the most inclusive, gaining credibility after a mention in Daniel Goleman’s books, Emotional Intelligence: Why It Can Matter More Than IQ (1995; 2005). 
Mayer et al.’s (2011) updated definition includes four dimensions: a.) perception and expression of emotion, b.) assimilating emotion in thought, c.) understanding and analyzing emotion, and d.) reflective regulation of emotion. Perception and expression of emotion is the ability to show and read emotions in others. Assimilating emotion in thought is the ability to utilize appropriate emotions needed to achieve a task. Understanding and analyzing emotion is the ability to analyze your own emotions and understand them, as well as express your thoughts about them. The fourth and final dimension, reflective regulation of emotion, is the ability to regulate one’s emotions and reflect on them. 
	While Salovey and Mayer’s definition is widely accepted, Bar-On’s 5-dimensional definition is also popular. He suggests EI is, “the ability to perceive emotions, to access and generate emotions so as to assist thought, to understand emotions and emotional knowledge, and to reflectively regulate emotions so as to promote emotional and intellectual growth” (Bar-On, 1997). Bar-On’s definition includes five dimensions, and these are included in his EI tests/operationalizations: IntRApersonal EQ, IntERpersonal EQ, Stress Management EQ, Adaptability EQ, and General Mood EQ. 
	An important distinction between the perspectives of Mayer et al. and Bar-on is that one focuses on an individual’s abilities and the other on traits (Kirkpatrick, 2020; Brackett et al., 2016; Mayer & Salovey, 1999). An ability orientation, such as Salovey and Mayer hold, focuses on an individual’s intrapersonal skills and tests of this construct includes objectively scored items, with correct answers to items determined based on commonly occurring responses and theoretically and culturally derived conceptualizations of socially approved definitions of emotions. In contrast, a trait perspective of EI focuses on individuals’ perceived abilities and often relies on self-reports (Rivers et al., 2012), capturing an interaction between emotion and personality (Bar-On, 1997; Bar-On, 2006). In the next section is discussion of the several operationalizations that have been developed for adults based on the trait and ability models (see Table 1). 
Operationalizations of Emotional Intelligence in Adults
EQ-i
The previously mentioned Bar-On definition was developed alongside its own measure: the EQ-i (Bar-On, 1997; Dawda & Hart, 2000). Now in its second version (EQ-i 2.0), the measure consists of a self-report of 133 questions developed to estimate social-emotional intelligence (SEI) and has been widely used since publication (Bar-On, 2006). The EQ-i 2.0 is a trait measure involving a Likert-type scale where individuals can rate themselves in 15 different areas, contributing to 5 major areas: self-perception, self-expression, interpersonal skills, decision-making, and stress management (Dolev et al., 2019). Computer-generated scores are converted to standard scores with a mean of 100 and standard deviation of 15, purposely mirroring the intelligence quotient (IQ). 
MSCEIT
Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso have likewise developed their own tool to measure emotional intelligence (2002). The MSCEIT, or Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test contains 141-items designed to measure the four dimensions of their model: a.) perceiving emotions, b.) using emotions to facilitate thought, c.) understanding emotions, and d.) managing emotions (Mayer et al., 2003). Unlike the Bar-On measure, the MSCEIT is not an individual rating scale but instead a more traditional direct-assessment measure, with examiner/examinee interaction, and is considered an ability-based operationalization. Mayer et al. (2011) argued that an ability measure is best because self-reports (such as Bar-On’s measure) are too subjective. They noted that experts would not accept an individual’s self-report on their own general cognitive intelligence and similarly, experts should not accept self-report of EI. 
SREIT
 Another measure used in research is the SREIT, or Schutte et al.’s Self-Report EI Test (Schutte et al., 1998). The SREIT is a self-report tool that comprises 33 items. The measure was heavily influenced by the work of Mayer and Salovey and includes themes of their early model of EI (Brackett & Mayer, 2003). It is also similar to the EQ-i and involves metacognitive reports about individuals’ emotions, social skills, optimism, etc. A criticism of both the SREIT and EQ-I is that they measure personality rather than emotional intelligence. These accusations stem from similarities of EQ-i and SREIT to pre-existing scales for personality traits, such as SCL-90, which is an anxiety measure. Just as there are theoretical differences between the ability and trait view of EI, there are also differences in their operationalizations.
TEIQue
The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue) was developed to reflect the trait model of EI (Petrides, 2009). The most recent version of the TEIQue integrates 15 facets into four factors through 153 items, though there is a short version available as well with fewer items. The measure is well used and has been translated into over a dozen languages. Petrides has argued that ability measures are inherently flawed due to their scoring systems, and stated there are not clear correct and incorrect emotions and behaviors in many situations. The EQ-I has been criticized as well, as individuals cannot reliably rate their own intelligence. The resulting TEIQue includes items pertaining to self-perceptions and personality, with results reflecting personality traits. Absorbing areas of EI into pre-existing forms of “intelligences” changes how the results are interpreted and provides information about the individuals strengths and weaknesses.
Differences between Trait and Ability Models
As noted previously there are now two generally accepted models of EI: a mental ability model and a mixed model (Brackett and Mayer, 2003). The mixed model is named such because it consists of both personality traits and intellect (Windingstad et al., 2011). The ability and mixed models are assumed to reflect EI ability, but are operationalized differently. The ability-based MSCEIT is the only direct assessment instrument available; examinees’ responses are compared to those of experts’ who presumably understand culturally derived examples of emotional expression. Mixed models are measured largely through self-report and are now considered to include some measures that were previously considered trait measures, such as the EQ-i. As with many self-reports, a common criticism of these measures is the high potential for subjective response and faking. Both perspectives permeate the literature, but the mixed model of EI and operationalizations of this view have been more successfully linked to real-world outcomes in the literature. According to Mayer et al. (2011) ability measures are better at determining an examinee’s ability to solve a problem correctly; they do not rely on the examinee's subjective reports. Consequently, authors build validity scales into their measures to address this. 
Results of the Brackett and Mayer (2003) study are helpful in determining the pros and cons associated with different EI measures. They investigated the relation of the MSCEIT, EQ-I, and SREIT to personality traits and well-being and assessed their predictive power of future outcomes. As the authors predicted, the MSCEIT produced different results than either the EQ-i or SREIT: mixed models that generated similar results. They also found that the MSCEIT had little overlap with the EQ-i and SREIT. The MSCEIT was deemed the most robust measure because of its independence of personality traits and link to future outcomes (e.g., academic achievement, social deviance, etc.) They also suggested the ability model is superior to the mixed model because it presents EI as a specific construct, whereas the mixed model seems to combine diverse and seemingly unrelated traits (Brackett et al., 2016). The EQ-i and SREIT seem to cover many areas of an already well-established base of knowledge on personality. While these measures do correlate to important traits like agreeableness, Brackett and Mayer argued these traits should be left out of the construct of EI.
Windingstad et al. (2011) studied the youth versions of the MSCEIT and EQ-i to investigate the correlation among constructs and how they correspond to a sociometric in upper elementary school classrooms. As predicted, the trait model was the only measure to have scales correlated significantly with the sociometric. This may be because the trait model is more closely related to psychopathy (e.g., anxiety, depression, etc.) while the ability model refers to emotion-related abilities that are tied to cognition. The ability model has been criticized due to its scoring methods, with concerns that it undermines the subjective experience by having established correct answers to items (Mavroveli et al., 2008). Similar to the results from Brackett and Mayer (2003), relationships within the measures were strong, but the measures themselves proved to have little overlap and were largely independent of each other, i.e., the correlation coefficients between them were low. This difference may be due largely to the difference in underlying model and assessment method, as trait models utilize self-report while ability models often use direct assessment. Youth measures will be discussed later in detail.
	Although there are some EI measures available to assess the construct in adults and children, there is not an instrument available to operationalize EI in very young children, specifically pre-K or kindergarten-aged children. Below we describe some of the instruments currently available for assessing EI in children and adolescents and their uses in the literature (see Table 2). These instruments are described as they might provide some guidance as to how EI could be assessed in four- and five-year-olds who are entering school. This information may inform teachers how to help examinees learn to better express themselves, control how they react to stressful situations, develop empathy, and better recognize emotions in themselves and others (Elias et al., 1997; Ulutas and Omeroglu, 2007). 
Operationalizations of Emotional Intelligence in Childhood
EQ-i: YV
The Bar-On Emotional Quotient-inventory: Youth Version, or EQ-i: YV (Bar-On & Parker, 2007) is considered to have “excellent psychometric properties” (Operto et al., 2019, p. 2) and is used often in identifying psychological disorders in children. Internal reliability on both the short and long forms range were acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.65 to 0.90) (Ballard & Leong, 2003). It also provides the General Mood Scale, a Positive Impression Scale, and an Inconsistency Index to assist with score interpretation. This assessment was based on the earlier mentioned adult version, following the assumption that the composition of EI does not change over time. The EQ-i: YV was developed for children ages 7-18 and has been used in several studies (Said et al., 2013). The EQ-i: YV is, like the EQ-i, a self-report measure with Likert-style responses. The youth version contains 60 items, generating a general emotional quotient (EQ) and scores on four subscales: a.) intrapersonal skills, b.) interpersonal skills, c.) stress management, and d.) adaptability. Bar-On suggested this is a reliable measure for assessing EI pre- and post-intervention and could be an important tool in implementing EI interventions for children, helping researchers to determine which aspects are most effective. 
MSCEIT-YV
The 101-item MSCEIT-Youth Version was developed for children and adolescents ages 10 to 18 years old and corresponds to Mayer and Salovey’s four-branch model of EI, with Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.61 to 0.84 for the four factors and 0.81 to 0.90 for total EI scores (Mayer et al., 2014; Ballard & Leong, 2003). Acknowledging the need for a youth measure of EI, Peters, Kranzler, and Rossen (2009) provided a review of the scale soon after its development (Mayer et al., 2014). In their study, Peters et al. (2009) examined the relationships between the MSCEIT, EQ-i: YV, and the Coping Inventory for Stressful Situations (CISS; Endler & Parker, 1990). They found a negative correlation between EI and discipline referrals as well as EI and CISS scores. These results suggest what many believe: lower levels of EI correspond with lower levels of emotion regulation and an increased risk for behavioral issues (Brackett and Mayer, 2003). The MSCEIT- YV has been described as a tool worth further exploration and considered by some to be a better measure of EI than the EQ-I: YV (Peters et al., 2009). It should be noted, however, that structural validity of the MSCEIT-YV has not been established, and the authors have acknowledged that there are inconsistent factor structures across the different versions of the MSCEIT (Ballard & Leong, 2003).
TEIQue-CF
Mavroveli and colleagues created the Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire, or TEIQue-CF (2008). Critics of ability-based measures of EI, Mavroveli et al. argued that the subjective nature of emotions is not suited to the traditional scoring methods of IQ. They developed the TEIQue-CF to be a comprehensive evaluation of the dimensions of personality related to emotion. This measure was developed for children aged 8 to 12 years old and includes 88 statements about emotions with Likert-style answers. To date, two studies have been conducted using this measure. 
In their first study, Mavroveli et al. (2008) determined the psychometric properties of the TEIQue-CF. They found acceptable internal consistency (x = 0.76, x = 0.72, respectively) as well as test-retest reliability over 3 months (r = 0.79, r = 1.00, respectively). They then examined the link between EI and academic achievement as measured by a national standardized exam and verbal intelligence scale. They hypothesized there would be no correlation between EI and exam scores or verbal intelligence. The EI of 139 children between the ages of 11 and 12 were assessed using the TEIQue-CF. As predicted, they found no correlation between TEIQue-CF results and verbal intelligence, but academic achievement correlations were not clear. They did find statistically significant correlations between EI scores and spelling scores in all students, and analysis between genders showed a correlation with math scores in boys. In closing comments the authors maintained that EI, at least based on self-report, cannot be definitively linked to academic achievement.
Study two considered how students’ self-perceptions impact their behavior at school and thus teachers’ ratings of them and academic performance (Mavroveli et al., 2008). They hypothesized that students with high EI would likely exhibit behaviors preferred by the teacher while students with low EI would be more apt to display negative behaviors. They also predicted attendance to be a predictor of EI: students with several absences or expelled from school would have lower EI scores. Mavroveli et al. administered questionnaires to teachers and the TEIQue-CF to 188 male students with a mean age of 10.18 years. Results showed Children’s EI scores correlated positively with teacher ratings and achievement scores. There was also a negative correlation between EI scores and teacher ratings of emotional symptoms, conduct problems, peer problems, and hyperactivity. 
Utility of Emotional Intelligence Measures
If measures of EI can identify strengths and weaknesses in constructs comprising EI, then they may also be useful in evaluating whether an EI-focused intervention is successful. In one study, Ulutas and Omeroglu (2007) used three measures recently developed as part of a dissertation (see Sullivan, 1999) to assess the EI of children before and after receiving EI instruction. The first was the Sullivan Emotional Intelligence Scale, which includes four sections: Faces, Stories, Understanding, and Managing. For each section, the examiner reads and asks questions of the examinee, who then answers “yes”, “no”, or “I don’t know.” Next was the Sullivan Brief Empathy scale, a measure utilizing the same response style which was developed to determine the empathy development of a child. Finally, the Sullivan Teacher Rating Scale of Emotional Intelligence for Children consists of 11 items and includes a section for both the teacher and researcher to reduce bias. Ulutas and Omeroglu (2007) found that the experimental group experienced significant improvements across all three scales following the program. They asserted that nurturing a child’s development of emotional intelligence would also boost their academic performance, providing them a life-long benefit. 
Similarly, Trentacosta and Izard used two measures to determine how emotional awareness and regulation related to academic success in a group of first graders (2007). First, they used the Assessment of Children’s Emotion Skills, or ACES. Developed by Schultz and Izard in 1998, ACES has historically produced scores relevant to attention regulation and social functioning. The measure consists of three subscales. The facial expressions subscale includes 26 items, or photos of children displaying different expressions. The child’s score is dependent on how accurately they identify the emotions portrayed in the photos. The second and third subscales are social situations and social expressions. Both subscales (15 items each) are administered in the form of vignettes displaying situations or emotions where the child is tasked with identifying how the character felt. 
Trentacosta and Izard (2007) also administered the Emotion Regulation Checklist, or ERC (Shields & Cicchetti, 1997). This Likert-scale measure is completed by parents and teachers. Two subscales - emotion regulation and liability/negativity - address aspects like mood swings, response to emotions, and impulsivity. Trentacosta and Izard predicted that a child’s ability to regulate and manage emotions would predict teacher-student relationships because emotional exchange and self-reliance are important factors in forming positive teacher-child relationships (Pianta, 1999). In this study, teacher ratings of attention and emotion regulation were predictive of academic success. Data also suggested teachers may believe they have closer relationships with children who have greater emotional knowledge, but these children do not necessarily perform above average academically.   
Context for Operationalizing Emotional Intelligence in Young Children
	Emotional intelligence develops throughout childhood, beginning at birth (Trentacosta & Izard, 2007). Children can regulate their own emotions and understand the emotions of others by the end of early childhood. They are also able to control adaptive behaviors in the service of important goals, such as bathing and grooming themselves, cleaning, and making friends. Many of these adaptive skills are related to EI. However, there is no psychometrically sound measure of EI for very young children; those in pre-K and kindergarten classes. Several relevant literature bases exist that could help inform development of such a measure and that literature is reviewed below. 
Related Constructs to Emotional Intelligence in Young Children
It is widely accepted that early emotional experiences have lasting effects in the lifespan (Goleman, 2005; Mayer and Salovey, 1997). Describing conversations with neuroscientist Joseph LeDoux, Goleman states in Emotional Intelligence: Why It Can Matter More Than IQ the relationships between infants and caretakers continue to influence emotional responses later in life. The amygdala, hippocampus, and areas within the frontal lobes are engaged during the encoding of these early memories, creating a sort of “wordless blueprint” that remains in our minds and shapes how we respond to stimuli throughout life (Goleman, 2005, p. 22). Varying levels of temperamental traits can also contribute to adaptive and nonadaptive behaviors, which may be captured through a measure of EI. Temperament has a biological basis, is present early in life, and continues to impact behavior throughout the lifespan (Ball et al., 2001). According to the literature, and particularly twin studies, approximately 20% to 60% of the variance in temperament scores likely comes from multiple-gene pairs, i.e., DNA. Certainly, environmental factors contribute to the remaining variance. (Power & Pluess, 2015; Rettew, 2013). 
There is an obvious link between the child-rearing environment and that child’s behavior. Thomas and Chess (1977) argued that children with certain temperamental profiles respond better to some home and school environments than others. Further, a poor fit between the child and their environment can result in the exacerbation of maladaptive behaviors. Caretaker response styles can elicit a range of behaviors from a child, reflecting varying levels of temperamental traits. Resulting positive or negative patterns of caretaker/child interaction may impact the child’s overall relationships with the adults in their life. 
A more specific example is mother-daughter synchrony, or the communication, support, and harmony between a mother and her daughter (Gross & McCallum, 2000). The Mother-Daughter Synchrony Scale (MDSS) was developed to measure synchrony through separate but yoked forms for the mother and daughter. The three scales of the MDSS were administered to 212 mother/daughter pairs in 2000 to determine psychometric properties, as well as to determine the relationship between synchrony and the daughter’s self-esteem and academic success. The study resulted in good psychometric properties for the MDSS and a significant relationship between mother-daughter synchrony, which affected positively both the self-esteem and academic performance of the daughter. Additional analyses suggested synchrony also predicted GPA, even after controlling for self-esteem. Thus, temperament and related constructs are powerful predictors of behavior as they interact with environmental variables in meaningful ways. The results of these interactions contribute to the development and presentation of EI.
The Relationship Between Emotional Intelligence and Temperament
The temperament literature is helpful in understanding early development of EI and its trajectory. Decades ago, early efforts to understand the building blocks of personality relied on the study of temperament as survival rates of children increased and the importance of identifying and nurturing intelligence early in childhood was recognized (Guerin et al., 2003). Just as various definitions emerged for defining EI, experts also considered various definitions of temperament. These definitions varied depending on the perspective of a given expert; some thought temperament to be a rigid trait that isn’t easily altered by the environment and examined how this underlying predisposition impacted aspects of personality (Rettew, 2013). Others believed temperament is the interaction of many traits. Others still believed biological and behavioral traits are at odds, with temperament being the result. Despite these differences, scholars agreed necessary commonalities must be present to be accepted as a temperamental trait: it must occur early in life, have a genetic influence, and be stable over time. Many believe the core truth of temperamental traits is stability over time (Guerin et al., 2003).
Much like Goleman popularized emotional intelligence in the 1990s, the work of Alexander Thomas and Stella Chess brought temperament into the academic mainstream in the 1950’s and 1960’s (Rettew, 2013). Thomas and Chess were highly influential in temperament research following their decades-long New York Longitudinal Survey (NYLS) which began in 1956 (Thomas & Chess, 1977; Earls & Garrison, 1987). They focused heavily on the role of genetics and biology in temperament as a behavioral style, largely in “how” behaviors emerge, rather than “why” (Thomas & Chess, 1977; Rettew, 2013). This important distinction isolated temperament as something other than a result solely of ability or motivation. This debate continues today. 
Decades of research with subjects from infancy through adolescence resulted in nine categories of early childhood temperament which are described below, as well as outcomes linked with each (Thomas and Chess, 1977). These profiles and categories were developed by linking early temperament to behavior in middle school (Guerin et al., 2003). While many criticize the reliability of the subjective manner in which children were categorized, links between temperament traits have been replicated. These links were generated through a collection of instruments integrating and triangulating information gathered from parents, teachers, and adolescent self-reports.
The nine temperaments exist on continua and define a range of behaviors from very early in an infant’s life (Thomas and Chess, 1977; Guerin et al., 2003; see Table 3). These temperaments have been characterized as: activity, rhythmicity, approach-withdrawal, adaptability, quality of mood, persistence/attention, negativity/positivity, intensity of reaction, and threshold of response. Activity level refers to the child’s motor activity (e.g., level, tempo, and frequency) and is one of the most stable traits over time (Guerin et al., 2003; Rettew, 2013; Earls & Garrison, 1987). Biological rhythmicity is a construct of how regular or predictable a child’s biological functions are, such as sleeping, eating, and bladder function. Approach/withdrawal is how a child responds to novelty (e.g., food, people, toys). Adaptability represents the opposite of withdrawal in a sense, looking at how quickly a child warms up to novelty or changes their behavior according to their caretakers wishes. An example of this would be adapting to a new schedule and how quickly or slowly that takes a child. Intensity of reaction defines how strong that response is, rather than negativity/positivity. Quality of mood is the ratio of positive to negative emotions or behavior displayed by a child. Persistence/attention span consists of two related traits. Persistence is a representation of grit and how the child persists with an activity despite obstacles. Attention span is how long a child pursues an activity. Distractibility is how quickly or easily a child engages with external stimuli, interfering with their current behavior or activity. Finally, threshold of responsiveness relates to how much stimuli it takes before the child responds, regardless of whether that response is positive or negative. 
A review of the temperament literature, particularly how temperamental traits cluster, can inform which traits are predictive of social, behavioral, and academic outcomes (Thomas et al., 1968). Thomas and Chess developed three temperament categories to describe similar groups of children in the New York Longitudinal Study (NYLS) (Thomas & Chess, 1977; Rettew, 2013). The “easy” child group included about 40% of participants and was positive, adaptable, displayed high regularity, and had average to high mood intensity. The second group was categorized as “difficult” and comprised 10% of children. This category was described as having low mood and regularity, high levels of withdrawal and low adaptability. The “slow to warm up” group were similar to the “difficult” group but were less intense, made up of 15% of children. These children could adapt and become more like the “easy” child group over time. Roughly 35% of children could not be categorized easily.
Based loosely on the temperament research the Teacher Temperament Questionnaire (TTQ; Keogh et al., 1982) was developed to assess student behavior and yields three factors: Task Orientation, Personal/Social Flexibility, and Reactivity. Task Orientation includes traits such as activity level, persistence, and positive mood. Personal/Social Flexibility reflects the adaptability, approach/withdrawal, and positive mood of children. The Reactivity subscale includes intensity, threshold of response, and negative mood. Keogh (1994) utilized the TTQ (Keogh et al., 1982) to determine perceptions of teachability. Teachers completed the scale for 360 students across four groups and data suggested links between temperamental traits and teacher perceptions of student teachability (Kornblau, 1982). Task Orientation correlated with school appropriate behaviors (r = 0.72, 0.71, 0.58, and 0.78, respectively). Reactivity ratings were significantly associated with Personal/Social Flexibility, with interactions between mood and intensity of reaction relating most to teachability.  
The Temperament Assessment Battery for Children (TABC; Martin, 1998, see Table 4) produces similar groupings of temperamental traits and can also be linked to relevant outcomes. Built on the nine dimensions identified by Thomas and Chess, the TABC originally included 48 items measuring six temperament dimensions in children between the ages of three and seven. The number of dimensions was intentionally reduced to improve the reliability and validity of the work done by Thomas and Chess (Ball et al., 2001). Subsequent revisions and factor analyses reduced the teacher form of the TABC to four factors: Activity Level, Negative Emotionality, Task Persistence, and Inhibition (Presley & Martin, 1994; Martin, 1998). A later factor analysis found Activity Level is best integrated into the Inhibition factor, rather than left independent, leaving three factors (Presley & Martin, 1994). These factors and associated outcomes are described next.
The Negative Emotionality factor includes traits such as intensity, threshold of response, and negative mood (Presley & Martin, 1994). Children who have high levels of Negative Emotionality may be sensitive and have unreasonable responses to undesirable stimuli. This factor relates to the emotional awareness aspect of EI, which involves recognizing and understanding emotional changes in the self and others (Mayer et al., 2011). Children who are high in Negative Emotionality, and thus low in emotional awareness, likely have difficulty recognizing the degree of their own and others’ responses, labeling and predicting emotional reactions, and communicating their feelings (Presley & Martin, 1994). 
The Task Persistence factor of the TABC includes such traits as activity level, persistence, and distractibility (Presley & Martin, 1994). The Task Persistence factor includes children’s ability to exhibit effortful control; that is, to regulate their attention, emotions, and behavior (Liew, 2011). Effortful control has been linked to social and academic outcomes as it allows children to behave in ways conducive to learning (Blair & Razza, 2007) and harmonious peer interactions (Valiente et al., 2011). Task Persistence is like emotional management in that it reflects a child’s ability to regulate their emotions in the service of goals (Mayer et al., 2011). Children who exhibit strong emotional management are not easily overwhelmed and can resist distraction in the service of task completion. In one study, Martin et al. (1994) used the TABC Teacher form and found linkages between this factor and academic achievement. A moderate, negative correlation was found between reading and math achievement and activity level and distractibility. A moderate, positive correlation was found between task persistence and reading and math achievement.
The Inhibition factor of the TABC relates to adaptability, approach/withdrawal, and positive mood (Presley & Martin, 1994). Similar to the interpersonal skills included in EI, these groupings reflect a child’s interest in and ability to adjust to social situations, their ability to understand others’ feelings and use this information in a social context, and the quality of their mood generally speaking (Mayer et al., 2011). A child who exhibits low amounts of all three areas would likely fall into the “difficult child” category, making them at risk for externalizing disorders (Rutter 1994; Ball et al., 2001), particularly when parents use dysfunctional discipline methods (Maziade, 1994). 
Obviously, there are theoretical linkages between temperaments and EI. Similarly, there are theoretical and empirical linkages between EI and academics and other classroom behaviors, though the literature is mixed. There is growing evidence that aspects of emotional intelligence contribute to some of the unaccounted variance between achievement and cognitive ability (Guerin et al., 2003; Petrill & Thompson, 1993). For example, social emotional learning (SEL) programs have been implemented in classrooms and produced promising results. These programs have produced better social and emotional skills in students as well as improved academic success and attitudes about school. 
One such program developed by researchers at Yale is RULER, which stands for recognizing, understanding, labeling, expressing, and regulating emotion (Brackett et al., 2016). This program aims to develop emotional intelligence in students in preschool through 12th grade through interpersonal communication between students, teachers, and families and by teaching students about emotions, including labeling and regulating them. Based on the ability model, RULER has shown positive results so far and evidence continues to grow. After year-long participation in RULER, for example, classroom environments were characterized as having better organization, and instructional, and emotional support (Hagelskamp et al., 2013). 
There is also evidence showing linkages among temperament, academic performance, and EI. Over time, the nine categories and three profiles characterized by Thomas and Chess (1977) have been linked to outcomes both in childhood and adulthood, and in many aspects of life, including EI and academic performance. Research has shown that persistence/attention span, distractibility, adaptability, approach/withdrawal, and activity level can predict success on academic achievement measures and grades in preschool and primary grade children after controlling for intelligence (Guerin, et al., 2003; Martin, Drew, Gaddis, & Moseley, 1988; Martin & Holbrook, 1985; Martin et al., 1983; Palisin, 1986). The link between certain temperamental traits (students who were less active, more persistent, less distractible, and quicker to adapt) and good grades in math and reading was especially strong (Martin et al., 1983; Guerin et al., 2003). These elevations in performance were still found four years later. 
Research suggests cognitive links as well. Four aspects of temperament were consistently linked to IQ in toddlers, preschoolers, and children: negative mood, persistence/attention span, approach/withdrawal, and adaptability (Guerin et al., 2003, p.155). Three dimensions (rhythmicity, intensity, and threshold of response) did not relate significantly to intelligence but may to be tied to EI. Both intensity and threshold have a connection with the ability to manage emotions. For example, children who respond easily and over-react likely exhibit less adaptive behaviors than reserved children whose reactions are mild. Low rhythmicity is associated with children in the “difficult” group, who are at risk for externalizing behaviors due to a mismatch of temperament between the child and the caretakers and inappropriate discipline methods (Thomas & Chess, 1977). 
School readiness and temperament have been linked and found to affect school entry skills (Guerin et al., 2003) and parents often consider temperament profiles to predict school readiness when making decisions about their children’s school entry. High ratings in persistence and low ratings in activity and distractibility can better equip a student to begin learning to read, and this student is more likely to benefit from school than children with inverse ratings. Temperament and classroom behavior have also been linked, specifically constructive self-directed behavior and gross-motor inappropriate behavior (Guerin et al., 2003, p. 42). Teacher reports of children working hard and behaving appropriately in school were correlated with parent reports of temperament, specifically in dimensions of persistence, predictability, and adaptability (p. 43).  
Despite the aforementioned links which have been replicated, there remains no universal framework for temperament that is widely accepted (Rettew, 2013). There are, however, three generally agreed upon universal or core dimensions of temperament. The first of these is negative emotionality, or how easily a child experiences negative emotion like anxiety, sadness, or anger (p. 24). This dimension is also called harm avoidance by those who focus on underlying motivational systems. Some believe this dimension can be broken down further, into negative responses to external controls (such as frustration or irritability) and negative responses to novelty (shyness) (p.25). The second core dimension is extraversion, which is also known as novelty seeking, extraversion, surgency, and approach (Rettew, 2013, p. 25). This dimension refers to an individual’s tendency to engage others and the world. It encompasses characteristics like impulsivity and spontaneity. Interpersonal ability is often included in this dimension as well, as outgoing or even attention-seeking individuals often display many of the included characteristics. The third and final dimension is regulatory ability (Rettew, 2013). This dimension can be broken down into regulation of attention and emotion, etc. and interacts with the first two dimensions. An individual’s level of regulatory ability often pertains to how well they can regulate their negative emotionality and extraversion. This dimension is not clearly accepted by all, as it exerts control of other dimensions. Those who reject it argue it is intertwined with the pre-existing dimensions.
Negative emotionality, extraversion, and regulatory ability capture constructs similar to those operationalized on the TABC and TTQ, both of which are used in the literature and suggest this type of operationalization is appropriate. There are other dimensions discussed in the literature that likely overlap with previously mentioned characteristics, but are not as pervasive (Rettew, 2013). These include activity level, sociability, shyness, and behavioral inhibition. Activity level and sociability are somewhat related, with activity level referring to how busy of a lifestyle someone maintains and sociability referring to the amount of extraversion in that life regardless of lifestyle. Behavioral inhibition is the level of fear or withdrawal individuals exhibit when confronted with novelty. 
In the first five years of life, research has shown there are significant changes in four of the nine temperament categories identified by Thomas and Chess (1977): rhythmicity, mood, adaptability, and intensity. That is, children in healthy environments seem to acquire more positive and adaptive behaviors over time on these dimensions. This trend continues, with lower activity and reactivity levels and increasing adaptability in children ages eight through twelve. These characteristics can be linked loosely to five temperament groups in adulthood (Rettew, 2013; Guerin et al., 2003). The “Big Five” as it is referred to are made up of neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, and conscientiousness (Guerin et al., 2013, p. 20). An immediate goal of conducting this literature review was to define the research that could inform best the constructs most related to development of EI in young children, and ultimately use this literature base to help develop an EI scale for this population.
Outcomes and Impacts
Mayer and colleagues (2011) reviewed current literature on EI, particularly emphasizing its importance in adults. First, they posited a positive correlation between EI and social competence and positive social relations and a negative correlation between EI and social deviance and poor social/interpersonal skills. They also reported a correlation between high levels of emotional intelligence and the tendency to be pleasant, empathetic, and successful in relationships with partners and family. Individuals with high levels of EI also perform better at work; are effective negotiators, and a source of positivity (Mayer and Salovey, 1997). 
	Emotional intelligence is linked to positive outcomes in childhood as well, to their academic and social success. For example, researchers suggest emotionally intelligent children are equipped to be more successful in school (Brackett, et al, 2003; Trentacosta & Izard, 2007), and in particular there is a link between EI and adaptive social behaviors and inappropriate interpersonal interactions. Children are less likely to display negative internalizing and externalizing behaviors if they are competent in regulating their own emotions. Also, children with a higher level of emotional understanding were more successful academically a few years later. According to the literature, people of all ages tend to have better social skills when their EI is also high (Mayer et al., 2008; Mayer et al., 2011). 
As the results from the studies above show students with good EI perform better in the classroom; conversely, those with low EI perform more poorly than their peers who display better EI. And importantly, according to Goleman (1995, 2005) a child’s emotional brain functioning under stress is linked to behavioral distress. Children whose brains do not learn to respond appropriately to emotional impulses are more prone to exhibiting distress as well as aggression and impulsivity. For example, trauma to the limbic system, particularly the amygdala, hippocampus, and cingulate gyrus, and an impaired prefrontal cortex predisposes a child to experience distress and affects their ability to learn. Goleman goes on to suggest that children with higher than average IQs but who display negative behaviors and perform poorly academically could be experiencing negative brain-behavior linkages. While they are above average academically, their inability to function well emotionally leads them to act out and experience aggression, anxiety, or another state that may impact their ability to succeed in school.  
Emotion-influenced thought is likely related to the development and use of interpersonal, intrapersonal, and adaptive skills necessary to succeed in school. This is evidenced by school-based programs that focus on cultivating emotion knowledge and success (Goleman, 2005). Quantification of EI in very young children (e.g., pre-K and kindergarten age children) could help determine the nature of relationships between EI and important precursors of academic and social functioning, and perhaps could inform interventions given that children who have better EI exhibit stronger social interactions, need less discipline, and are more successful academically than peers who have less well-developed EI (Stone-McCowan et al., 1997; Ulutas and Omeroglu, 2007). 
Statement of the Problem
According to the literature emotional intelligence is linked to social, academic, and workplace success, and is malleable in children (Bar-On, 2006; Elias et al., 1997; Ulutas and Omeroglu, 2007). Although there are scales that operationalize EI for school age students and adults, there is not a psychometrically sound scale for preschool and kindergarten students, despite its lifelong importance. If EI could be operationalized successfully in preschool- and kindergarten-aged children, those whose EI skills are limited and could benefit from intervention could more easily receive it early on, just as head start programs provide early academic skills. Petrides et al. (2004) state, “the quantity of empirical work carried out on the construct, including the development of appropriate measures, seems to bear an inverse relationship to the interest it has attracted in the scientific and popular literature.” Obviously, there is a need to carefully develop a scale for young children. In the service of that goal, the following research questions are address:
1. Do the Scales of Emotional Functioning: Preschool And Kindergarten (SEF:PAK; Emotional Awareness, Emotional Regulation, Interpersonal Skills) for Teachers have adequate reliability?
2. Do the scales of the SEF:PAK for Teachers have adequate construct validity?
3. Do the scales of the SEF:PAK for Teachers have adequate predictive validity?
















CHAPTER II
Methods
Participants and Setting
	Participants included __ four and five-year-olds in an after-school organization and public schools in the southeastern United States. Participants were ___% female and __% were male. The average age was ___, standard deviations, ___. ___ percent of the students were blank, ___% were blank, and ___% were blank (cont. as needed). Data were collected from the following scales: Scales of Emotional Functioning: Preschool and Kindergarten (SEF:PAK) for Teachers (Appendix B) and the Behavior Assessment Scale for Children -3rd Edition (BASC-3): Behavioral and Emotional Screening System (BESS; Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2015). Four additional questions were also asked, designed to determine teachers’ general perceptions of their students’ socioemotional, behavioral, and academic readiness for school.
Instruments
SEF:PAK. The Scales of Emotional Functioning: Preschool and Kindergarten (SEF:PAK) for Teachers is a 42-item rating scale of emotional intelligence developed for four and five-year old children (see Appendix A). The SEF:PAK was modeled after two scales: The Scales of Emotional Functioning: Medicine (SEF:MED; Kirkpatrick, 2020) and the Scales of Emotional Functioning: Pre-service Educators (SEF:PED; Anderson, 2021). Consequently, developmental details of these two instruments will be shared initially.
The SEF:MED was developed based on a review of EI literature and existing measures to assess the EI of resident physicians. The scale has three subscales, each with twelve items: Emotional Awareness (EA), Emotional Management (EM), and Interpersonal Relations (IR). A pilot study with 80 residents decreased the scale’s original 69 items to 36 items. Data analyses confirmed a three-factor solution and strong psychometric properties (e.g., Cronbach’s alphas of .82, .84, and .81 for EA EM, and IR, respectively). 
Concurrent validity of the SEF:MED was also present with two existing measures: the Profile of Emotional Competence (PEC; Brasseur et al., 2013) and the Maslach Burnout Inventory – Human Services Survey for Medical Personnel (MBI-HSS (MP); Maslach et al., 1986). The Total EI composite score of the SEF:MED was significantly positively correlated with the Global EI measure on the PEC (r = 0.68, p < 0.01,  r2 = 0.46). Total EI composite scores were significantly negatively correlated with Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization from the MBI-HSS(MP) (r = -0.50, p < 0.01, r2 = .25; r = -0.44, p < 0.01, r2 = 0.19, respectively). The Total EI composite scores also positively correlated with the Personal Accomplishment subscale of the MBI-HSS (MP) (r = .52, p<.01, r2 = .27). 
The Scales of Emotional Functioning: Pre-service Educators was built using the SEF:MED as a foundation and produces the same scores: a Total EI score as well as one for each of its three subscales: Emotional Awareness (EA), and Emotional Management (EM), and Interpersonal Skills (IS). Pilot testing with 88 undergraduate students confirmed the structure of the SEF:PED and provided strong psychometric support (Cronbach’s alphas of 0.86, 0.80, and 0.71, for EA, EM, and IS, respectively). These subscales each contain 15 items which were developed to target EI in teachers and to capture the various interactions had by teachers, such as with students, coworkers, and parents. Further analyses decreased each subscale to 10 items, with 30 items total. 
Two additional measures were given with the SEF:PED to assess concurrent validity. The first was the PEC, and the other was an edition of the Maslach Burnout Inventory specifically designed for educators, the MBI-ES (Maslach et al., 1986). The Total EI score of the SEF:PED and PEC Global EI score were significantly and positively correlated (r = 0.72, p < 0.01, r2 = 0.52). The Total EI score of the SEF:PED was analyzed in relation to the MBI-ES subscale scores as suggested by its authors. Significant, negative correlations were found between the Total EI score of the SEF:PED and the Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization subscales of the MBI-ES (r = -.39, p < .01, r2 = .15; r = -.52, p < .01, r2 = .27, respectively). Total EI was significantly positively correlated with the Personal Accomplishment subscale on the MBI-ES (r = .59, p < .01, r2 = .34). 
As noted above, SEF:MED and SEF:PED were used as a template for development of the SEF:PAK, and some items were retained for the SEF:PAK; however, those items were modified to reflect behaviors and scenarios relevant to four and five-year-old children in a classroom setting. Additional items were developed based on a review of the temperament literature. The groupings of temperamental traits appear similar to those from the EI literature and are relatively consistent across literature: that is, the three-factor structure of temperament that emerged from the TABC (Presley & Martin, 1994) and TTQ (Keogh et al., 1982) is similar to the groupings of “easy”, “slow to warm up”, and “difficult” children as described by Thomas and Chess (1977). Relevant temperament items were mapped onto areas of EI. The resulting three subscales of the SEF:PAK also mirrors the three subscales of the SEF:MED and SEF:ED: Emotional Awareness (EA), Emotional Management (EM), and Interpersonal Skills (IS).  
The three scales of the SEF:PAK teacher form include items characterizing behaviors likely to be exhibited by four and five year old children in the preschool and kindergarten setting. That is, the EA subscale concerns children’s’ ability to label their own and others’ emotions, as well as their ability to produce appropriate responses. The EM subscale focuses largely on self-regulation, particularly as it relates to goal-oriented behavior. As such, the subscale includes items assessing children’s’ ability to maintain focus, execute self-control, and to resist temptation in the service of goals. The IS subscale was developed to determine how children manage their relations with others; how they adapt to and approach social situations, cooperate with others, and their quality of mood. Additionally, how children understand the feelings of others’ as it relates to social interactions is included. 
In order to complete the SEF:PAK, teachers and other early childhood professionals are instructed to characterize the presence and extent of students’ behavior by rating items using  a 5-point Likert-like scale. Response choices include: Never, Rarely Sometimes, Often, or Always. Positively and Negatively worded items are alternated so that they are reverse scored: i.e., “Never” is scored 1 or 5, “Rarely” is scored 2 or 4, “Sometimes” is scored 3, “Often” is scored 2 or 4, and “Always” is scored 1 or 5. Fourteen items are written to reflect similar content within yoked pairs to allow calculation of a response consistency scale. Subscale scores are an average of raw scores for the corresponding construct. The average of all items is the Total EI score. 
	SEF:PAK Pilot Testing. A pilot version of the SEF:PAK was administered to a sample of early childhood professionals working with four and five-year-olds in 2022. The pilot sample consisted of ___ educators, reporting for ___ students. Cont.
INSERT: Item selection and factor confirmation information after pilot study
BASC-3: BESS. The Behavioral and Emotional Screening System (BESS; Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2015) is a rating scale developed from the Behavior Assessment for Children – 3rd Edition (BASC-3; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2015). The Preschool version of the BESS Teacher form is intended for children ages 3-5 and has 20 items. Educators are instructed to select the response that best describes how the child has behaved in the last several months on a 4-point Likert-like scale. Responses include N- “the behavior never occurs”, S- “the behavior sometimes occurs”, O- “the behavior often occurs”, and A- “the behavior almost always occurs.” 
The BESS yields a composite score: the Behavioral and Emotional Risk Index (BERI) and three subscale scores contributing to the BERI: the Externalizing Risk Index (ERI), Internalizing Risk Index (IRI), and Adaptive Skills Risk Index (ASI) (Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2015). Reported internal consistency is acceptable for the BERI (Spearman-Brown corrected split-half ranged from 0.91 to 0.96 across forms) as well as the sub scores (Cronbach’s alpha ranged from 0.72 to 0.93) (Hogan, Sink, & Carlisle, 2017). Reliability coefficients ranged from 0.87 to 0.93 for the BERI and 0.76 to 0.92 for sub scores. 
Additional Items. In addition to the SEF:PAK and BASC-3:BESS, four questions were asked to ascertain the social, emotional, and behavioral readiness of students as it pertains to school, as well as their literacy and mathematical readiness. These questions also employed a Likert-like response format. These items address how well a student regulates emotions to interact positively with others, regulates behavior in order to follow directions and engage in classroom behaviors, and to what degree they display age-appropriate reading readiness skills, and display age-appropriate math readiness skills. 
Procedure
	Permission was first obtained from school and district-level administrators and the University Institutional Review Board. All Preschool/ Kindergarten teachers and other early childhood professionals at participating districts and organizations were emailed and asked to participate. Each participating professional received between 5-7 packets, each containing a consent form, instructions, and the two scales. Participants than completed one packet for each student that was randomly selected from their class. The instruments were administered in counter-balanced order according to scripted directions printed on the test booklets. All responses were assigned a random identification number to preserve anonymity of students.
Data Analyses
Data analyses will include descriptive statistics initially (e.g., means, standard deviations, ranges, skewness, and kurtosis). Correlational analyses will also be conducted, yielding factor analytic solutions, item-scale correlation coefficients, reliability estimates, and coefficients showing the relationships between the SEF:PAK for Teachers and BASC-3: BESS. 
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Appendix A
Tables and Figures
Table 1
Measures of Emotional Intelligence for Adults
	Name of Measure
	Model
	Format
	Scores Yielded

	Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT; Mayer et al., 2002)
	Ability
	144 items
Four factors
	Four factors: 
1. Perceiving emotions 
2. Facilitating thought
3. Understanding emotions
4. Managing emotions


	Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-I; Bar-On, 1997)

	Trait
	133 items
Five composites comprised of 15 subscales
	Total EQ score
Five composites with 15 subscales:
1. Intrapersonal: self-regard, emotional self-awareness, assertiveness, independence, and self-actualization
2. Interpersonal: empathy, social responsibility, and interpersonal relationship
3. Stress Management: stress tolerance and impulse control
4. Adaptability: reality-testing, flexibility, and problem-solving
5. General Mood: optimism and happiness

	The Schutte Self-Report Emotional Intelligence Test (SREIT; Schutte et al.,1998)
	Trait
	33 items
One factor
	One-factor solution

	The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue; Petrides, 2009)
	Trait
	153 items
Four factors and 15 facets
	Global score
Four factors: well-being, self-control, emotionality, and sociability
15 facets: adaptability, assertiveness, emotion expression, emotion management, emotion perception, emotion regulation, low impulsiveness, relationships, stress management, self-esteem, self-motivation, social awareness, trait empathy, trait happiness, and trait optimism







Table 2
Emotional Intelligence Measures for Children
	Name of Measure
	Age
	Model
	Format
	Scores Yielded

	Mayer-Salovey-Caruso Emotional Intelligence Test Youth Research Version (MSCEIT- YRV; Mayer et al., 2014)
	10-18 years
	Ability
	102 items
Four factors
	Total EI score
Two areas: strategic and experiential
Four branches:
1. Facilitating Thoughts
2. Perceiving Emotions
3. Managing Emotions
4. Understanding Emotions

	Emotional Quotient Inventory (EQ-I: YV; Bar-On & Parker, 2000)
	7-18 years
	Trait
	60 items
Five subscales
	Total Emotional Quotient score
 and five subscales
1. Intrapersonal 
2. Interpersonal
3. Stress Management
4. Adaptability
5. General Mood

	The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue-CF; Mavrovelli et al., 2008)
	8-12 years
	Trait
	75 items
Nine facets
	9 facets: adaptability, affective disposition, emotion expression, emotion perception, emotion regulation, impulse control, peer relations, self-esteem, and self-motivation

















Table 3

Nine Dimensions of Temperament and Child Groups 
	Dimension
	Description

	Activity Level
	The level, tempo, and frequency of a child’s motor activity.

	Approach/Withdrawal
	How a child responds to novelty (e.g., food, people, toys).

	Adaptability
	How quickly a child warms up to novelty or changes their behavior according to caretaker or situational demands.

	Quality of Mood
	The ratio of positive to negative emotions or behaviors displayed by a child.

	Persistence/Attention Span
	Persistence is a representation of grit and how a child sticks with an activity despite obstacles. Attention Span is how long a child pursues an activity.

	Distractibility
	How quickly or easily a child engages with external stimuli, interfering with their current behavior or activity.

	Intensity of Reaction
	How strong the child’s response is, whether positive or negative.

	Threshold of Response
	How much stimuli is required before the child responds, whether that response is positive or negative.

	Rhythmicity
	How regular or predictable a child’s biological functions are (e.g., sleeping, eating, and bladder function).
















Table 4

Factors of the Temperament Assessment Battery for Children

	Factor
	Captured Temperamental Traits
	Description

	Task Persistence
	Distractibility, Persistence, and Activity Level
	Sustained attention to school-related tasks.

	Inhibition
	Approach/Withdrawal, Activity Level, Persistence, Adaptability
	Inhibited response to novel stimuli, including social situations.

	Negative Emotionality
	Intensity of Reaction and Quality of Mood (Negativity)
	Reaction-stye to stress or frustration.



















Appendix B
Pilot Version of the SEF:PAK
Scales of Emotional Functioning: Preschool and Kindergarten (SEF:PAK)
Teacher Format
R. Steve McCallum, Sherry M. Bell, & Rachel J. Gustafson

Date:______________	Age:______________  	 Date of Birth:______________

Educator Title (teacher, administrator, etc.): ____________________________________

Type of Classroom/Setting:________________________________    Grade: ___________

Please respond to the following items by circling the response that best characterizes the student’s behavior.

	    The child…
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Calmly completes an undesired activity when asked.  
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	2. Is loud or disruptive.
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	3. Maintains interest in one toy or activity for a long time.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 
	Always 


	4. Is easily distracted during instruction.
	Never 

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	5. Remains in seat during quiet activities. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 
	Often 
	Always 


	6. Becomes frustrated quickly with tasks.
	Never

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always


	7. Responds well to new methods of instruction or classroom routines. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	8. Has temper tantrums. 
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	9. Tries many ways to solve a problem. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 
	Always 


	10. Needs reminders to follow an instruction.  
	Never 

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	11. Has a steady mood.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	12. Has difficulty completing tasks in new ways.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 
	Often 
	Always 


	13. Is patient.
	Never

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always


	14. Is emotionally labile. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	15. Makes new friends easily.
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	16. Needs reassurance in social situations.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 
	Always 


	17. Tries to comfort upset peers. 
	Never 

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	18. Is shy with new peers and adults. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 
	Often 
	Always 


	19. Takes turns appropriately. 
	Never

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always


	20. Is more likely to observe a game than join in. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	21. Imitates social interaction with toys.
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	22. Is unhappy.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 
	Always 


	23. Is affectionate.
	Never 

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	24. Does not respond to others’ feelings. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 
	Often 
	Always 


	25. Is chosen by peers for work/play activities.
	Never

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always


	26. Dominates interactions with peers.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	27. Is eager to share with peers. 
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	28. Dislikes working with peers.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	29. Stays calm in upsetting situations.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 
	Always 


	30. Does not recognize the feelings of others.
	Never 

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	31. Labels emotions of others.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 
	Often 
	Always 


	32. Becomes physical when upset (e.g., stomps, yells). 
	Never

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always


	33. Relates to others easily. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	34. Displays limited facial expressions.
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	35. Handles disappointment well.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 
	Always 


	36. Has difficulty expressing themself.  
	Never 

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	37. Knows when others are upset with them.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 
	Often 
	Always 


	38. Experiences emotions intensely. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 
	Often 
	Always 


	39. Easily describes feelings.
	Never

	Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always


	40. Cries when separated from caregivers. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	41. Experiences a range of appropriate emotions. 
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 

	42. Strongly objects when asked to do something.
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 
	Always 








Additional Items About School Readiness:

Social, Emotional, and Behavioral Readiness:
Please respond to the following items by circling the response that best characterizes the student’s behavior.

	    The child…
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Regulates emotions in order to interact positively with others. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	2. Regulates behavior in order to follow directions and engage in classroom activities. 
	Never 
	 Rarely

	Sometimes

	Often

	Always 



Reading and Math Readiness:
Please respond to the following items by circling the response that best characterizes the student’s behavior.

	    The child…
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Displays age-appropriate reading readiness skills. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 


	2. Displays age-appropriate math readiness skills. 
	Never

	Rarely 

	Sometimes 

	Often 

	Always 








