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Objectives: The consequences of long-lasting restrictions related to the COVID-19 pandemic have become a topical question in the latest research. The present study aims to analyze longitudinal changes in adolescents’ social emotional skills, resilience, and behavioral problems. Moreover, the study addresses the impact of adolescents’ social emotional learning on changes in their resilience and behavioral problems over the course of seven months of the pandemic.

Methods: The Time 1 (T1) and Time 2 (T2) measuring points were in October 2020 and May 2021, characterized by high mortality rates and strict restrictions in Europe. For all three countries combined, 512 questionnaires were answered by both adolescents (aged 11-13 and 14-16 years) and their parents. The SSIS-SEL and SDQ student self-report and parent forms were used to evaluate adolescents’ social emotional skills and behavioral problems. The CD-RISC-10 scale was administered to adolescents to measure their self-reported resilience. Several multilevel models were fitted to investigate the changes in adolescents’ social emotional skills, resilience, and behavioral problems, controlling for age and gender. Correlation analysis was carried out to investigate how changes in the adolescents’ social emotional skills were associated with changes in their resilience and mental health adjustment.

Results: Comparing T1 and T2 evaluations, adolescents claim they have more behavioral problems, have less social emotional skills, and are less prosocial than perceived by their parents, and this result applies across all countries and age groups. Both informants agree that COVID-19 had a negative impact, reporting an increment in the mean internalizing and externalizing difficulties scores and reductions in social emotional skills, prosocial behavior, and resilience scores. However, these changes are not very conspicuous, and most of them are not significant. Correlation analysis shows that changes in adolescents’ social emotional skills are negatively and significantly related to changes in internalized and externalized problems and positively and significantly related to changes in prosocial behavior and resilience. This implies that adolescents who experienced larger development in social emotional learning also experienced more increase in resilience and prosocial behavior and a decrease in difficulties.

Conclusion: Due to its longitudinal design, sample size, and multi-informant approach, this study adds to a deeper understanding of the pandemic’s consequences on adolescents’ mental health.
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Introduction

In 2020 and 2021, the Coronavirus disease of 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, whose causative agent is the SARS-CoV-2 virus, disrupted people’s lives worldwide. Although SARS-CoV-2 infections among children and adolescents cause less severe illness and fewer deaths than in adults, direct and indirect consequences of preventive measures against the virus were nonetheless felt by these groups. The measures adopted by governments, such as forced social lockdowns and the closure of public facilities to prevent the spread of the virus, caused multiple restrictions on human activities and physical interactions and a growing recognition of the effects on children and adolescents’ mental health (1–3).

Adolescence is a period of increased social and emotional development (4, 5). One of the major tasks in this period is the development of a cohesive personal identity. During the first years of adolescence, it is possible to see a significant self-understanding growth that sets the stage for critical elements of identity: self-awareness, the definition of own values, goals and future aspirations (6). Adolescence is also a crucial social expansion period, where the development of social cognitive skills is vital for healthy integration with others and in society (7). Relationships with social contexts show significant changes. Adolescents question parental authority and demand autonomy which can lead to conflicts (6). Parent-child conflicts during adolescence had been pointed out in the literature as normative. A meta-analysis on this scope also suggests that conflict and aggression in parent–child relationships negatively impact adolescent development (8). Nevertheless, Smetana and Rote (9) refer that these conflicts are temporary difficulties in parent-child relationships that help families redefine relationships from a more hierarchical to a more democratic dynamic. In this stage, adolescents’ peers and friends’ relationships also gain particular importance (8). The warmth, reciprocal understanding, and trustworthiness present in friendships are especially important for positive social and emotional development (6). Being with friends is one of adolescents’ favourite leisure activities (10). Nowadays, being with friends happens also through digital channels. The HBSC international report of 2018 (11) report that one in seven adolescents prefer to communicate online with their friends to discuss intimate matters.

Over the last two years, adolescents have been heavily confronted with social isolation, online learning, and routine disruptions for extended periods (12). Since the pandemic’s beginning, multiple studies regarding its impact on mental health have been published. Increased internalizing problems, such as anxiety and depression, and externalizing problems, such as anger, and reduced life satisfaction have been reported in school-aged children (1, 13–16). In addition, sleep problems, sadness, boredom, isolation, separation from peers, increased use of social media, reduced academic adjustment, and conflicts have been reported by other researchers (13, 15, 17–19). Systematic reviews have been consistent regarding adverse effects on adolescents’ well-being and mental health. These reviews also refer to a high prevalence of the COVID-19-related fear, fatigue, and distress in comparison with pre-pandemic estimates (20–23) and post-traumatic stress (22), with older adolescents and girls being more affected by these problems (2, 14, 16). Moreover, in a cross-cultural study with data from Italy, Spain and Portugal, including parents of 1,480 children from 3 to 18 years old, data showed an increased screen time and reduced physical activity (24).

Children and adolescents who experienced pre-pandemic vulnerabilities, namely lower socio-economic status, lower family support, and lower social emotional skills, experienced more significant mental health problems due to a reduction in the family income, problems with connectivity for online schooling, family conflicts, and neglect (16, 17, 20, 25, 26). Also, children and adolescents with neurodevelopmental and/or chronic physical conditions (3, 23) and youth living in rural areas were more likely to experience worsening mental health (27).

In the United Kingdom, the Co-SPACE Study (COVID-19: Supporting Parents, Adolescents and Children during Epidemics Study), which collected data monthly from over 9,000 parents/carers of 4-16-year-olds and over 1,300 adolescents (11-16-year-olds), found that participating children’s mental health worsened during lockdowns and school closures and improved as restrictions eased (28). In this study, it was also found that primary school-aged children (4-10-year-olds) were more likely than secondary school-aged children (11-16-year-olds) to have persistently poorer or worsening behavioral and concentration symptoms (29).

Nevertheless, positive outcomes were also identified. For example, online schooling that allowed the continuation of the learning process was associated with less academic and social stress (17). However, it is important to highlight that internet access is not equal, and those with connectivity issues, mainly from the poorest and remote areas, had their learning process compromised (16). Another example of a positive outcome is the decreased exposure to some risks at school, such as bullying, since children became more protected with the imposed restrictions and online classes (16). Being able to spend time with family members and having more time for homework and personal development were other positive outcomes pointed out by students (18). Along with this, the increased use of social media to maintain social contacts with peers and family members once children and adolescents were removed from their social contexts, like school (16), with the lockdown could also function as a protective factor.

To add to the pandemic outcomes discussion, a critical aspect in this scope is the variability in the pandemic’s effects (17, 30, 31). For example, Branje and Morris (17) report that despite its negative impact, many adolescents were able to face this adversity, and some even increased their social, emotional, or academic adjustment. In the same line, the study conducted by Salmela-Aro (31) found five different profiles of change in well-being, presenting the increasing well-being profiles as a growth in their intrapersonal social emotional competencies.

These results highlight the adolescents’ and their proximal systems’ ability to cope with this unexpected adversity. As Cefai et al. (32) mentioned, the pandemic presented an opportunity to obtain more insight into developing more resilient systems – in society, schools, and families – and find out which strategies contributed to their resilience and mental health and well-being using appropriate facilities, resources, and interventions (32). In this scope, previous evidence shows that social and emotional competencies are critical protective factors impacting the decrease in internalizing and externalizing problems and improvements in academic achievement (32).

During the pandemic, some studies reported that individual and family coping abilities and social support were significant predictors of positive mental health outcomes (33, 34). The available evidence identifies aspects of adolescents’ resilience to COVID-19, protecting against the mental health problems caused by the pandemic (34, 35). Some studies on aspects of adolescent resilience during the pandemic found that variables such as cognitive appraisal and humor (36) or task-oriented and avoidance-oriented coping styles (35) seem to protect against the mental health problems caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. A study conducted in Italy (37) found a significant positive association between social emotional skills and resilience skills. In turn, social emotional skills explained externalizing problems and prosocial behavior, and resilience skills explained internalizing and externalizing problems. Also, Deng et al. (38) found that emotion regulation strategies were effective for positive outcomes during the pandemic, but primarily for youth with lower COVID-19 stress-related factors.

Although these relevant data were gathered during recent times, many authors warned that caution is needed when interpreting the results and the importance of not generalizing since each country’s pandemic situation will influence how participants perceive themselves or others (13, 14, 39). Interestingly, transcultural and longitudinal data for Portugal, Spain, and Italy reported higher anxiety values in Spain and higher depression scores in Italy and Spain than in Portuguese children and adolescents (40). Another important aspect that further research needs to consider is the need to pay attention to the impact on different age groups since developmental timing is a critical variable in this context (41). The evidence in this scope presents other challenges since studies are mainly cross-sectional, retrospective, and longitudinal, comparing data collected before the pandemic (19, 31, 42, 43). Cross-sectional studies help to understand the immediate or short-term impact of the pandemic only at a particular time point, lacking insight into the long-term consequences (44). In addition, some longitudinal studies were carried out during the pandemic (40) but only for a short period (45, 46). Given the rapidly evolving nature of the COVID-19 pandemic and the methodological challenges involved with identifying its impact, interdisciplinary and longitudinal research cohorts conducting repeated assessments of mental health (ideally with baseline measures) have been referred to as a key to understanding the long-term impacts of the pandemic (47).

As far as the conceptual and methodological issues affecting the mental health assessment of children and adolescents are concerned, previous studies have drawn several recommendations. These recommendations are based on the understanding, identification, evaluation, and treatment of youngsters recovering from disaster contexts, such as the need to use standardized batteries and to focus on the cultural sensitivity of measures (48), as well as the value of using multi-informant data.

Before this specific pandemic period, a widely cited meta-analytic review had already stated that the level of agreement across studies on internalizing and externalizing symptomatology as reported by children, parents, mental health workers, teachers, and peers should be considered (49). This need is based on the fact that correlations between similar types of informants (e.g., mother, father) are usually higher than correlations between different types of informants (e.g., parents, teachers) or self-other correlations and that all are commonly in a low-to-moderate range. Given the low level of agreement, several investigators have recommended using multisource and multimethod data to assess children and adolescents [e.g., (49–51)]. More recently, the importance of multisource information so that it is possible to minimize constrictions arising from a single self-report assessment has been underlined (52).

The challenge of determining whether the result is about the construct itself or the evaluation method that may condition the question has also been reported (53). Particularly at the level of self-report instruments, the authors reinforce the difficulty of discerning issues such as vulnerability to faking, responding in a socially more desirable way, or ecological validity.

Although research during the COVID-19 pandemic with adolescents relied mainly on online self-report data (44), studies including pre-adolescents focused mostly on parents’ reports [for a meta-analysis, see (54)], with these reiterating the data obtained through self-reports. Regarding to self-report measures, namely the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ), some authors state that caution is needed when assessing the mental health of children and adolescents. Although this measure shows validity and reliability (55, 56), it requires some caution as far as its suitability for cross-country comparisons is concerned due to the lack of a common acceptable model across countries, that is, its dimensional invariance (57).

As such, it seems that the need for identifying reliable data on changes in different adolescents’ mental health variables during the pandemic and the latter’s relationship with social emotional and resilience skills and behavioral problems is evident to provide evidence-based conclusions. Studies published on mental health indicators during the pandemic focus more on younger ages and more clinical perspectives, and evidence on the dynamic of resilience and the possible protective role of social emotional skills is very limited. Therefore, the present study aims to add to the existing evidence by addressing some of the gaps mentioned in the literature, namely the need for longitudinal studies with multi-informants, inclusion of older adolescents and addressing a positive perspective, namely resilience and social emotional skills.

Therefore, we posed two research questions for this study:

(1). What changes were there in adolescents’ self-reported and parents’ reported social emotional skills, resilience, and behavioral problems among age and gender groups in three European countries during the COVID-19 pandemic?

(2). Did social emotional learning relate to adolescents’ resilience and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic?



Method


Research context

This research is part of the Erasmus + Key Action 3 funded international project “Promoting mental health at schools” (PROMEHS). The project’s goal is to develop, implement, and evaluate an evidence-based universal curriculum focused on students’ and teachers’ mental health and propose recommendations for innovative educational policies. In total, seven European countries were involved in the project: Latvia, Italy, Portugal, Croatia, Romania, Greece, and Malta. The PROMEHS program included activities for students aged from 3 to 18 years to promote their social emotional learning and resilience, as well as to prevent social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties. To evaluate the efficacy of the program, a quasi-experimental study design was applied. Four age groups of students from preschool to high school (3-6, 8-10, 11-13, and 14-16 years) were selected and randomly divided into experimental and waiting-list control groups. Data were collected from three sources – students (with the exception of the preschool group), their parents, and teachers. The PROMEHS program was implemented and tested in the 2020/21 school year, which coincided with the time of the COVID-19 pandemic, affecting almost every aspect of life globally. It provided the opportunity to obtain longitudinal data from two measure points (T1 and T2) within the control group, which did not receive any intervention during the school year. Data from the control group of 11-16-year-old students and their respective parents from Latvia, Italy, and Portugal were used for the current study to test the dynamic of adolescents’ social emotional learning, resilience, and behavioral problems during the pandemic.

A longitudinal research design was used, following 512 adolescents through the 2020/21 school year. The selected period was characterized by strict social distancing measures, including remote learning due to no vaccinations for this age group being available, allowing us to evaluate the dynamic of the mental health indicators among adolescents going through this very tense phase of the pandemic. This broadens evidence published so far, which is mainly based on cross-sectional or retrospective designs or where pre-test data were collected before the beginning of the pandemic.

Additionally, we used a multi-informant approach, including both students’ and parents’ self-reports, to evaluate broad indicators related to mental health – namely social emotional learning, resilience, and behavioral problems – in three European countries. This provides a more reliable and valid estimation considering internal and external difficulties and important resources for adolescents’ healthy development and mental health.



National regulations due to the COVID-19 pandemic during the 2020/21 school year in the three countries

This study took place in one of the waves of the COVID-19 pandemic in Europe (see Table 1), specifically characterized by different types of restrictions (see Table 2) (e.g., remote learning, prohibited gatherings, or even lockdown), high mortality rates due to the high prevalence of infection, and increasing but insufficient vaccination coverage.


TABLE 1    Daily new confirmed COVID-19 cases per million people, 7-day rolling average/cumulative confirmed COVID-19 deaths per million people 2020/2021 in Italy, Latvia, and Portugal.
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TABLE 2    Policy responses to COVID-19 (number of days with certain policy) and vaccination rates (% of population partly/fully vaccinated) between 1 November 2020 and 1 May 2021 in Italy, Latvia, and Portugal.
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Latvia

The prevalence of COVID-19 infections rapidly increased between October and December 2020 and remained relatively stable until May 2021. Considering the low infection rates in the first wave of the pandemic, Latvia started with a relatively low number of cumulative confirmed COVID-19 deaths on 1 November 2020 (39.64 per million people), but there was a rapid increase, and 1,145.73 deaths per million were reached on 1 May. Vaccinations started on 28 December 2020, but on 1 May, only 15% of the population had received at least one dose, and only 3% were fully vaccinated. At the same time in Portugal, 25% had received at least one dose and 9% were fully vaccinated, while in Italy, these figures were 24 and 10%, respectively. There was no vaccination available for adolescents in Latvia (similar to Italy) until June 2021.

In Latvia, there was a state of emergency due to the COVID-19 pandemic from 9 November 2020 to 7 April 2021, and a distancing policy was in place. Children (aged 10 and younger) continued on-site learning until January 2021, whereas remote learning was introduced for older students (in December 2020 for students aged 11-13, and in October 2020 for students 14 and above). Remote learning continued mostly in all age groups until the end of the school year in May 2021. There was individual support available on-site for students who needed assistance from February 2021, and in some regions with lower infection prevalence, some of the older students were able to return to some activities at school on-site from April 2021. Overall, almost all the adolescents learned remotely. Classes were organized according to curricula; at least 30% of them ought to have been online interaction, and the remaining time was used for independent learning and individual tasks. Extracurricular activities were implemented remotely or individually on-site, and outdoor activities (e.g., sports training) were allowed in groups of up to 10 students.

Parents were encouraged to work from home whenever it was possible to carry out duties remotely, and employers were instructed by the government to actively encourage and support teleworking. Gatherings outside the household were prohibited, and a curfew during which individuals had to stay at their place of residence between 22:00 and 05:00 except for emergencies and work-related matters was introduced during the holidays (from 30 December 2020 to 4 January 2021) and weekends (from 8 January to 7 February 2021).



Italy

Italy was heavily hit by the pandemic from its beginning. Despite the strong health system, it was the hardest-hit European country for months, setting records in terms of cases and deaths (58). The Italian government declared a state of emergency from January 2020, then prolonged it until the end of March 2022. This challenging situation negatively affected both parents and students of every school grade (40) because the negative feelings (e.g., fear, helplessness, etc.) triggered by the pandemic were combined with nationwide lockdowns and the obligation of distance learning, which was protracted until the end of the 2019/20 school year.

In autumn 2020, contagions precipitously increased due to the COVID-19 variants. Thus, in October 2020, the government set curfews and strict rules concerning leisure and social activities, toughening rules on social distancing and home confinement. Based on contagion percentages, Italian regions were divided into red, orange, and yellow zones. Distance learning was required for all high schools, as well as second and third grades of middle schools located in red zones.

After a winter holiday break during which there were restrictions, in January 2021, middle and high secondary schools located in non-red zones gradually started to provide on-site learning, with between 50-75% of the students being present in the classroom and the remaining continuing distance learning. When on-site, masks and social distancing were compulsory. Nevertheless, single classrooms or whole schools often experienced forced closures due to students and/or teachers testing positive for COVID-19. At a national level, movements across regions were prohibited, with the exception of those related to work and health reasons.

This situation continued until April 2021, when the government imposed a national lockdown on the occasion of the Easter holidays to limit the spread of the contagion. Access to schools depended on the seriousness of the contagion in the specific zone and the school’s grade: in red zones, middle (with the exception of the first grade) and high schools kept on providing distance learning; in orange and yellow zones, middle schools provided on-site learning, while high schools adopted the 50-75% learning approach. Since then, control measures have been progressively loosened, in parallel with the successful vaccination campaign and a decrease in cases.



Portugal

The first COVID-19 case in Portugal was confirmed on 2 March 2020, and the first pediatric case on 7 March 2020 (59). The pandemic in Portugal forced two lockdowns, one in March 2020, when the World Health Organization declared a pandemic situation, and another in January 2021. Regarding health, a huge level of hospital demands were observed due to the increased number of cases with severe illness and required hospitalization caused by COVID-19 infections and increased stress on health services was observed. According to the Direção-Geral da Saúde (59), the highest rate of deaths due to a COVID-19 infection (200 per day) occurred in January 2021. Nonetheless, children and adolescents presented a lower risk of developing a severe form of the disease and required less hospital care (60).

These confinements caused significant changes in the functioning of schools. The majority were rapidly modernized for online learning provision, taking into account the moment’s needs. Although there was a shortage of online education resources and a lack of a culture of autonomous work among the students, most teachers, students, and families organized themselves relatively efficiently to adapt to this period of mandatory physical distancing, social confinement, and school closure. However, Portuguese society’s social and economic inequalities became an obstacle to education. Some children could not follow the classes, missing curricular objectives. However, an effort was made to equip students from lower social and economic groups with the necessary technology so as to cover a large part of this population during the confinement periods.

The creation of a support website, digital terrestrial television classes, the creation of five channels on YouTube, and distance learning online training in schools using the MOOC (Massive Open Online Course) format occurred between February and July 2021, and there was also the implementation of digital textbooks (PDT) and the production of digital educational resources (61).





Participants

The sample of 512 adolescents consisted of 245 boys with a mean age of 13.16 years and a standard deviation of 1.67 years and 267 girls with a mean age of 13.12 years and a standard deviation of 1.76 years. The mean age and standard deviations were calculated by taking their average age between T1 and T2. The participants were selected from Italy (n = 102, 19.9%), Latvia (n = 284, 55.5%), and Portugal (n = 126, 24.6%) and were stratified by gender and age group (11-13 and 14-16 years). The mean ages of Italian, Latvian, and Portuguese boys (13.27, 13.17, and 13.03 years, respectively) and girls (13.21, 13.03, and 13.12 years, respectively) varied marginally by country and gender.

Table 3 represents the demographic characteristics of both the national samples and the whole sample of the study.


TABLE 3    Characteristics of the sample.

[image: Table 3]


Procedure

The process of data collection took place twice: at the beginning and at the end of the 2020/21school year in October 2020 and May 2021, respectively. To ensure the participants’ privacy and to match T1 and T2 data, every participant received a unique anonymized code to be used when filling in the survey. Parents were assigned the same code as their children to enable comparisons between the two time points. Only adolescents and their parents who completed their respective questionnaires in both phases were included in the study. Figure 1 displays the flowchart of enrollement of participants in each country. The initial sample of 1,059 adolescents and their parents was reduced to 512 either because one informant or both informants did not provide the requested information. Nevertheless, a sample of 512 participants still guaranteed a maximum margin of error of 4.3%, assuming a 95% confidence level. Moreover, when the responses of single informants were added to data set the changes in the mean pre- and mean post-test scores were insignificant. This indicates that dropouts occurred across the whole range of social emotional skills, behavioral problems and resilience scales and had no impact on the findings.
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FIGURE 1
Flowchart of enrollment in each country.


In Latvia, researchers organized informative campaigns in eight schools in the Sigulda region. This region is a project partner, so all schools in the region were invited to participate. Initially, agreements with school principals and teachers regarding participation in the project were reached. Then informative letters with an invitation to participate in the survey were sent to parents. Parent surveys with informed consent placed on the main page were put into envelopes, coded, and delivered to every school by researchers. The envelopes were distributed among parents by a class teacher. Parents were asked to sign the informed consent, fill in the survey, and return them in sealed envelopes to the class teacher. The sealed envelopes were collected by the researchers, who opened them and checked if the informed consent of the parent had been given. Then the researchers attended the school and invited those adolescents with signed parental informed consent to take part in the survey. Before students completed the survey, they also gave their own written informed consent to participate. Students filled in their self-report surveys in paper form at school, in the presence of the researcher, who answered questions and collected all completed surveys immediately. Finally, the researchers input all the answers into an electronic data file. Only surveys of students who had, together with their parents, given their informed consent were included in the research. The Ethics Committee for Humanities and Social Sciences Research Involving Human Participants of the University of Latvia granted permission for the research on 12 December 2019.

In Italy, researchers contacted schools located in northern Italy, namely in the Lombardy and Piedmont regions, explaining the objectives and methodology of the project. After exploring teachers’ willingness to be involved in the research, school principals were asked to sign an agreement. All participants completed the survey online, with the exception of those parents who explicitly required it in a paper version. At the beginning of the survey, parents were required to provide their informed consent for themselves and their children. Before students completed the survey, they were also asked to give their informed consent to participate. The research was approved by the Ethical Committee of the University of Milano-Bicocca on 21 July 2020.

In Portugal, researchers organized meetings with local policymakers and wellness observatory organizations to present the project to them. Then those organizations contacted school principals who might be interested in participating in the project. Each school principal subsequently contacted and selected teachers interested in being part of the project. Meetings with principals, teachers, and school psychologists were held to present the project and the evaluation procedure. The researchers sent informed consent forms to the teachers, who then sent them on to the parents. After the teachers collected the parents’ consent form, they sent them a link to the online survey or, in some cases, they sent a paper version. Students completed the self-report forms in class. However, some students did theirs at home due to the distancing restrictions. An assent form was also given to the students. Students gave their consent in the online survey or, in some cases, in the paper version. When paper versions were used, they were sent by the teachers to the researchers, who input the data into the database. The Ethics Committee of the Environmental Health Institute at the University of Lisbon approved the research on 20 March 2020.



Measures

Both the adolescents and their parents participating in the study were asked to complete the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) and the Social Skills Improvement System Social-Emotional Learning Brief Scales (SSIS-SEL), while the adolescents were also asked to complete the Connor-Davidson Brief Resilience Scale (CD-RISC-10).

The SDQ (62, 63) is a widely used tool to measure the mental health of children and adolescents. It consists of 25 items (5 per scale), allowing the researcher to evaluate difficulties in four areas of difficulty (emotional, conduct, hyperactivity, and peer problems) and one strength (prosocial behavior). In this questionnaire, a 3-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (not true) to 2 (certainly true) is used, and higher scores indicate more social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties or a greater intention to help others, respectively. The model with a summed score for internalized and externalized difficulties, as well as for total difficulty and prosocial behavior, was used in the current study.

The SSIS-SEL (64, 65) evaluates students’ social emotional learning. The measure consists of 20 items that allow one to estimate five domains of social emotional skills: self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible decision-making. Each item is measured on a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (never) to 3 (almost always), and higher scores correspond to greater social emotional competence.

The CD-RISC-10 (66) is a self-report measure used to explore resilience among adolescents and adults. The short version of the scale (67) consists of 10 items on a 5-point Likert scale, from 0 (not true at all) to 4 (true nearly all the time), where higher scores indicate a greater ability to handle stress and to be more resilient.

The SDQ parent form was previously validated in the Latvian, Italian, and Portuguese languages. The Latvian SDQ self-report form and CD-RISC-10 were translated according to recommendations in the literature (68), namely translation, review, back-translation, review by experts, piloting in the target group, and final agreement among the experts’ committee to reach appropriate cultural, semantic, and conceptual equivalence with the original measure. The same procedure was applied to the Brief SSIS-SEL scales for their Latvian, Italian, and Portuguese versions (see Table 4).


TABLE 4    Reliability of SDQ, SSIS-SEL, and CD-RISC-10 scales (Cronbach’s alpha).
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The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was computed to assess the internal consistency of the items measuring each scale, where values exceeding 0.7 indicate good internal consistency and values ranging from 0.5 to 0.7 indicate acceptable internal consistency. The SSIS-SEL summed score reached good internal consistency in both parent and child self-reports, and SDQ difficulty scales were characterized as good in terms of their reliability in both parent and child self-report forms. The reliability of the prosocial behavior scale was acceptable in both parent and child self-report forms. Similarly, four out of the five SSIS-SEL scales in the child self-report forms reached an acceptable level of consistency; only social awareness reached a good level of consistency. This was similar to the parent forms, where only social awareness and responsible decision-making could be characterized as having good reliability in all languages.



Data analysis

Descriptive statistics tables were generated to display the mean subscale scores for the SDQ, SSIS-SEL, and CD-RISC-10 questionnaires, where adolescents’ and parents’ evaluations were grouped by the adolescents’ gender, age, and country of residence. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used to determine whether mean scores in behavioral problems, social emotional skills, and resilience varied significantly between October 2020 and May 2021. A limitation of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test is that it does not investigate the impact of other explanatory variables on behavioral problems, social emotional skills, and resilience. To address this limitation, several multilevel models were fitted, using both the adolescents’ and parents’ evaluations, to determine whether the changes in social emotional skills, resilience, and behavioral problems between October 2020 and May 2021 varied significantly between gender and age-groups. Multilevel models are hierarchical linear mixed models and were used to accommodate the nested structure of the data, where adolescents are nested in schools, which in turn are nested in countries. Besides identifying the significant explanatory variables, multilevel models also measure the variance at each level of nesting. Finally, correlation analysis was used to investigate the strength of the relationships between changes in SSIS-SEL and changes in SDQ and CD-RISC-10. These analyses were carried out for each country separately and for all countries combined.




Results


Changes in adolescents’ social emotional skills, resilience, and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic

One way to measure changes in social emotional skills, behavioral problems and resilience scale scores is by computing the difference between the pre- and post-test scores and using this change score as the dependent variable. In this part of analysis, pre- and post-test scores were used rather than change scores to compare the parents’ perceptions with perceptions of adolescents on their social emotional skills, behavioral problems and prosocial behavior. Table 5 displays the mean scores of adolescents’ self-reported evaluations in behavioral problems, social emotional skills, and resilience in October 2020 and May 2021. These scores were calculated by clustering the adolescents by age (11-13 years, 14-16 years), gender (boys, girls), and country (Italy, Latvia, Portugal).


TABLE 5    Mean SDQ, SSIS-SEL, and CD-RISC-10 scores as reported by adolescents (n = 512).
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The parents’ reported changes in their adolescent children’s behavioral problems, social emotional skills, and resilience in the two phases are in Table 6.


TABLE 6    Mean SDQ, SSIS-SEL, and CD-RISC-10 scores as reported by parents (n = 512).
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For each gender and age-group combination, adolescents report higher internalizing, externalizing, and total difficulties and lower prosocial behavior than perceived by their parents. Moreover, for each gender and age-group combination, adolescents report comparable levels of social emotional learning (self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship skills, responsible decision-making) to those perceived by their parents (see Tables 5, 6). These trends are also visible across countries.

The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to investigate the normality assumption of each scale’s score distribution, and this was carried out separately for each gender, age group, and country. Non-parametric tests were used to analyze the data further, since all the scale distributions were skewed and violated the normality assumption.

For each participant, the changes in their social emotional skills, internalizing/externalizing difficulties, and prosocial scores were generated by subtracting the scores recorded in October 2020 from the scores recorded in May 2021. The Wilcoxon signed-rank test was also used to determine whether the scores differed significantly between the two phases. Table 7 displays the changes in the mean scores or change scores of these eleven scales for each country, gender, and age-group combination (significant changes are marked with an asterisk*).


TABLE 7    Adolescent and parent-reported changes in mean SDQ and SSIS-SEL scores and adolescent self-reported CD-RISC-10 scores (n = 512), October 2020 (T1) – May 2021 (T2).

[image: Table 7]

Table 7 shows that some of the changes in the mean internalizing, externalizing, and total difficulty scores and in the mean social emotional learning, resilience, and prosocial behavior scores do not agree in their direction when comparing adolescents’ and parents’ evaluations. Moreover, most of these changes are not significant. This implies that there were few changes in adolescents’ social emotional learning, difficulties, resilience, and prosocial behavior across the whole sample between October 2020 and May 2021. At the same time, several significant changes could be observed in certain age and gender groups when data were analyzed at the country level.

In Italy, adolescents’ self-reports demonstrated a significant decrease in summed social emotional skills, more specifically in self-management and relationship skills among 11-13-year-old boys and responsible decision-making among all 14-16-year-old students and girls aged between 11 and 13. Regarding self-awareness, adolescents’ self-report scores did not show any significant difference, whereas parents reported an increase in this skill in their 11-13-year-old boys and a decrease in 14-16-year-old girls. Contradicting results were also found regarding the social awareness of 14-16-year-old boys, which was self-evaluated as having increased but as having decreased in parents’ reports. Parents also indicated a decreased level of social awareness among both age groups of girls. Parents observed increased total difficulties among girls of all ages, especially externalized difficulties; however, self-report data indicated that externalized difficulties increased among 11-13-year-old boys and internalized difficulties increased among 14-16-year-old boys. Both 11-13-year-old girls and 14-16-year-old boys reported decreased resilience. All students aged 14-16 reported a decrease in their prosocial behavior, which was also observed by parents of 11-13-year-old girls.

In Latvia, all significant changes observed were among girls. In their self-reports, 11-13-year-old girls evaluated a decrease in total social emotional learning, self-awareness, and prosocial behavior. Both 11-13-year-old and 13-16-year-old girls also reported a decrease in relationship skills. Parents observed a decrease in decision-making among 11-13-year-old girls and self-management among 14-16-year-old girls.

In Portugal, according to adolescents’ self-reports, there was a decrease in prosocial behavior, self-management, and social awareness among 11-13-year-old boys and self-awareness among 11-13-year-old girls. Parents also reported decreased self-management among 11-13-year-old boys. Interestingly, parents observed that the dynamic of responsible decision-making was negative for boys and positive for girls in the 11-13-year-old age group. Parents and adolescents only simultaneously perceived a decrease in self-management among 11-13-year-old boys.

Several multilevel models were fitted to relate the difficulties, prosocial behavior, social emotional learning, and resilience scales to three predictors (age, gender, and phase). The aliased terms are age (14-16 years), gender (girl), and phase (October 2020). The model fits included three main effects and two pairwise interaction effects, and these were applied to both the adolescents’ and parents’ evaluations. Table 8 displays the regression coefficients, standard errors, and p-values of each model. We fitted appropriate models to investigate how these change scores vary between phase (2020, 2021), gender (boys, girls) and age (11-13, 14-16).


TABLE 8    Regression coefficients, standard errors, and p-values of the models for SSIS-SEL, SDQ, and CD-RISC-10 with age, gender, and phase as predictors.
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The main effect of age and gender reached statistical significance; however, inconsistent results were obtained from parents’ and adolescents’ reports. Adolescents, but not their parents, agree that, on average, boys score lower than girls and that adolescents aged 11-13 years score lower than their older counterparts on internalizing difficulties. At the same time, parents, but not adolescents themselves, evaluated boys’ scores higher than girls and younger adolescents lower than older ones on externalizing difficulties.

Both sets of informants agreed that adolescent boys score lower than girls on prosocial behavior and social emotional learning. Boys demonstrated higher resilience scores compared to girls.

The main effect of the phase was not significant, demonstrating that, on average, changes between October 2020 and May 2021 were not significant when individual factors (age and gender) were controlled.

No pairwise interaction effects were significant either, indicating that no particular age or gender groups were identified in the sample as a whole as being more affected by the pandemic experience.

Multilevel models are hierarchical linear mixed models that facilitate the analysis of hierarchical data particularly when observations are nested within higher levels of classification. These models are extensions of regression models and accommodate well the levels of our clustered data set in which individuals (adolescents or parents) are nested within school levels (lower and higher secondary) and schools are nested within countries (Italy, Latvia, and Portugal). Tables 9, 10 display the variances and intraclass correlations at each level of nesting for the multilevel models fitted to the difficulty, prosocial, resilience and SEL subscale scores. The STATA GLLAMM routine was used to fit these multilevel models.


TABLE 9    Variances and Intraclass correlations at levels 1, 2 and 3 (Adolescent Evaluations).
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TABLE 10    Variances and Intraclass correlations at levels 1, 2 and 3 (Parent Evaluations).
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For the parent and student evaluations, the intra cluster correlations at individual level ranged from 0.8674 to 0.9767; the intra cluster correlations at school level ranged from 0.0113 to 0.0511; while the intra cluster correlations at country level ranged from 0.0120 to 0.0900.



Relationship of social emotional learning to adolescents’ resilience and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic

Using the adolescents’ evaluations, the Spearman correlation test using change scores between T1 and T2 was used to measure the strength of the relationships between changes in social emotional learning scores and changes in difficulty, prosocial behavior, and resilience scores. Table 11 shows that for each country, gender, and age-group combination, changes in social emotional learning scores are negatively related to changes in difficulty scores but positively related to changes in prosocial behavior and resilience scores. Moreover, most of these relationships are significant at the 0.05 level of significance. This implies that the adolescents who had the largest reductions in their social emotional learning scores between October 2020 and May 2021 had the largest reductions in their prosocial behavior and resilience scores and had the largest increments in their internalizing and externalizing scores. On the other hand, adolescents who experienced a greater development of their social emotional learning skills also experienced a larger increase in resilience and prosocial behavior and a decrease in difficulties.


TABLE 11    Correlation between changes from T1 to T2 in SSIS-SEL and changes in SDQ and CD-RISC-10.
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Discussion


Changes in social emotional skills, resilience, and difficulties among adolescents during the pandemic

The first aim of the current study was to explore the changes in social emotional skills, resilience, and behavioral problems among different age and gender groups of adolescents in three European countries during the COVID-19 pandemic using data from both adolescents’ self-reports and their parents’ reports.

Addressing changes in adolescents’ social emotional skills, most of them did not increase, and some of them even demonstrated a decrease. It is to be expected that social emotional skills should increase following normative developmental trajectories [e.g., (4, 5)]. However, a significant decrease in adolescents’ self-management skills was reported by 11-13-year-old boys and 14-16-year-old girls’ parents. This finding demonstrate that the pandemic experience has raised significant obstacles to the healthy development of the adolescents, given that social emotional learning is a crucial component of their social maturity.

This can be explained by the fact that educational practices during the pandemic were affected to a large extent in many countries. It was estimated that the school routine changed rapidly, starting from the beginning of the pandemic, and did not provide the necessary support for social emotional learning. Remote learning was used as an alternative to traditional education practice but was implemented with great variety and encountered several obstacles and challenges. First, the necessity to switch to remote learning was demanding for all involved in the education process – students, teachers, and parents [e.g., (37, 69)]. Remote learning was a challenge for the self-management skills of early adolescents. At the same time, it can be assumed that certain social emotional skills received more attention (e.g., self-management and responsible decision-making) because they became salient, especially during self-guided or independent learning, and parents had more opportunities to observe them because both adolescents and parents spent more time at home. Second, during this stage of the pandemic, schools were not a supportive environment for social emotional learning. Even before the pandemic, social emotional learning was often not perceived as a routine in the education curricula, and therefore it was not perceived as a priority within other fields (e.g., mathematics) in situations when teachers were faced with increased demands and stress. Third, restrictions related to social distancing decreased interaction possibilities both at school and in extra-curricular activities, limiting necessary space for practicing relationship skills. The aforementioned could be perceived as challenging for a normative development during adolescence [e.g., (6–9)]. Even those adolescents with no previous vulnerabilities were faced with situation, when optimal course of development of their identity, healthy separation from families and skills of social communication was jeopardized. From the one side, the COVID-19 pandemic requested more strong social emotional skills to overcome challenges, but from the other side, it worked as a mitigating force against the social emotional learning.

Addressing changes in adolescents’ resilience, no positive dynamic was observed. This can be explained by the necessity to grow through difficulties to develop resilience. By T2, there had probably not yet been sufficient time for the growth of the experience of the pandemic to reach its potential. On the contrary, resilience decreased among 14-16-year-old boys, and the decrease was more notably expressed in the Italian sample. Comparing these results with other resilience measures obtained to date, it is known that social emotional skills are positively related to resilience [e.g., (37)]. If social emotional skills decreased between the first and second measure points of this research, then it is plausible that resilience also decreased. The decrease in adolescent boys’ resilience observed in the Italy sample provides insights that negative dynamics can be observed, and research on resilience changes during pandemics should be continued.

Addressing social, emotional, and behavioral difficulties, it was found that both internalized and externalized difficulties showed a tendency to increase and prosocial behavior to decrease; however, none of them across the whole sample reached a level of statistical significance.

This finding does not replicate results from previous studies [e.g., (15)] but is in line with results from one previous study (31). Studies demonstrating the pandemic’s effect on adolescents have mostly used clinical indicators such as depression and anxiety. It can be assumed that the SDQ measures used in this study, albeit useful for screening purposes, were not sensitive enough to estimate potential threats to the mental health of adolescents during the pandemic. For example, Bignardi and colleagues (45) found weak, non-significant changes in the SDQ emotional difficulties scale but a medium to large increase in depression (measured with the Revised Child Anxiety and Depression Scale). Another explanation could be linked to the longitudinal design and timing of the current study. Significant changes can be observed when baseline rates are compared with those observed after the short period of pandemic exposure. At the same time, the mental health indicators can be observed to fluctuate in longitudinal studies with several repeated measures over a longer period. For example, in their 12-month study, Shum and colleagues (28) observed an increase in mental health issue symptoms when restrictions were at their highest as well as a decrease when restrictions eased. In light of this finding, we can speculate that even if there was a fluctuation between T1 and T2 with the peak rates around the time of the strongest restrictions, it was followed by a decrease related to loosened restrictions in spring 2021 at the time of the T2 measure. This allows us to assume that the pandemic influenced certain vulnerable groups who experienced rapid damage to their mental health (also observed by an increased need for psychiatric care) and had an immediate effect on them, but there is also the issue of adaptation.

The multilevel models demonstrate that the individual level-1 variance explains more than 90% of the total variation in the data, which implies that changes in adolescents’ social emotional learning, prosocial behavior, difficulties and resilience varied more between individuals than between schools and countries. No age or gender group was more affected than the others when considering changes during the pandemic in social emotional learning, resilience, and internalized and externalized difficulties. However, average non-significant changes over the whole sample and contradictory findings within different age and gender groups cover huge individual differences and variety, assuming that specific groups could be considered as more vulnerable when facing pandemic-related difficulties. At the same time, several significant changes were observed in certain age and gender groups when data were analyzed at a country level, and most of the significant changes were observed in the Italian sample. This highlights the necessity to analyze environmental factors to explain the country-level differences, considering that the epidemiological situation was different in Italy, Latvia, and Portugal during this period of the pandemic, as were the restriction policies and adaptation of the learning environment.


Italy

Italy was characterized by the most intense pandemic experience compared to Portugal and Latvia. It was exposed to the pandemic intensively from the beginning of 2020 and entered this study with higher prevalence and cumulative death rates, characterizing prolonged exposure to the stress of the global pandemic.

There were more significant changes in Italy compared with other countries considering social emotional learning, resilience, and behavioral difficulties and more diverse results. For instance, resilience was only reported as having decreased by adolescents. However, if we consider the total Italian scores for social emotional skills and prosocial behavior in both informant reports, the scores have mostly the same trend, which is a decrease; emotional and behavioral difficulties tended, instead, to increase, as found in previous studies (1, 13, 15, 40). It could be explained that because social emotional learning decreased, resilience decreased as well due to their strong and positive association [e.g., (37)], and total difficulties increased in turn. Students were exposed to prolonged social isolation and intense negative feelings and experiences, which may explain lower scores in social emotional learning and resilience at T2. The result that prosocial behaviors decreased emphasizes the actual situation during the pandemic when adolescents did not have many opportunities to demonstrate their prosocial skills. Indeed, students in the 11-16-year-old age range were heavily penalized during the pandemic as restrictions were strict for them across the whole school year. Italian adolescents used to go out with friends, do group sports activities, and have many social opportunities to be with peers. Prolonged distance learning, social distancing, and the closure of many leisure/sports centers represented a loss of opportunities to meet peers, which may have been detrimental to the development and practice of both social emotional skills and prosocial behavior.



Latvia

There were low prevalence and cumulative death rates in Latvia at the beginning of this study in October 2020. However, there had been a rapid increase in both prevalence and mortality rates by May 2021, demonstrating growing and consistently high exposure to the stress of the pandemic and epidemiological measures. During the current study, most participants experienced a period of remote learning (from 4 to 7 months). Remote learning was characterized by an increased proportion of independent tasks, a decreased number of topics, and a great variety of interaction opportunities, and it was evaluated by parents in Latvia as a significant source of stress (69, 70).

Differences found in the Latvian sample were gender asymmetric, and all significant changes observed were exclusively among girls. This is in line with findings from other studies (2, 14, 16) indicating that girls are more affected by the adverse experience of the pandemic. An explanation for this could be related to environmental factors. There is evidence that the educational environment in Latvia was more supportive for girls than boys, including important gender disparities in terms of the level of attainment up to tertiary education (71). It can be assumed that rapid changes in educational routine probably affected girls to a larger extent than boys. Another possible explanation is related to available resources. Extracurricular activities have been recognized as a significant resource for the development and well-being of adolescents (72); however, the observed effect is stronger for boys. During the period of restrictions during the pandemic, outdoor group sports activities were allowed in Latvia, but art, dance, and music classes (taking place indoors) were eliminated. Traditionally, more boys are involved in sports activities than girls, resulting in gender asymmetry in available resources for successful coping mechanisms and healthy development (communications, support, and physical activity). This could be assumed as one possible explanation for gender differences in changes observed during the pandemic in the Latvian sample. Nevertheless, the protective role of extra-curricular activities especially for boys would be as a direction for further research.

A significant protective factor that could be assumed in the Latvian sample is related to the availability of outdoor space, as most of the adolescents involved in the study live in small towns or in the countryside where there is a low population density. Outdoor leisure activities such as cycling, walking, hiking, and gardening were available to them, providing a valuable resource for maintaining physical and mental well-being (73). However, these activities are more characteristic for boys than girls.



Portugal

Portugal was characterized by a moderately high exposure to the pandemic at the beginning of the study in October 2020 and by a rapid increase and then a significant decrease in its prevalence, albeit with high death rates.

As far as the results obtained in the Portuguese sample are concerned, it can be assumed that most adolescents were able to maintain their social and emotional competencies through the pandemic, as mentioned in other studies (2, 74). Such results may also be related to protective factors related to the various school measures adopted in Portugal, which allowed more flexible and less distracting learning arrangements and self-paced and independent learning models, enabling the development of individual agency, self-advocacy, and time-management skills (75).

Despite this, the results show a worsening of social emotional learning among younger boys, which can be explained by an increased vulnerability of boys that is related to the later development of such competencies in boys compared with girls (76).

In sum, these results are in line with previous findings. A systematic review (2) reported that 93% of children could cope with lockdown measures. However, it also highlighted the need to recognize protective factors and resources.




The protective role of social emotional learning

The second aim of our study was to explore the relationship between social emotional learning and adolescents’ resilience and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Results both across the whole sample and at a country level demonstrate a clear pattern – changes in social emotional learning were related to changes in internalized and externalized difficulties. That means that those adolescents who experienced a larger increase in social emotional learning were better protected from the possible adverse effects of pandemic-related stress and vice versa – those students who had not succeeded in acquiring social emotional skills were faced with larger threats to their mental health and resilience development. Correlation coefficients ranged from weak to moderate, demonstrating that such skills as self-management, self-awareness, empathy, relationship skills, and responsible decision-making play a protective role when facing a global source of stress at an adolescent age.

This finding contributes to previous evidence supporting the protective and resource role of social emotional learning on the resilience of adolescents (37) and academic outcomes, even at a preschool level (77).

Our findings are in line with those observed in a study in Finland (31), where it was found that the majority of adolescents demonstrated no changes in social emotional skills; however, those who experienced growth also reported more stable or even increased academic well-being (in terms of engagement and chance of burnout).

The current study demonstrates the necessity to pay special attention to social emotional learning in the context of the global stress of the pandemic, as it has a protective role against emotional and behavioral difficulties and a promotional effect on resilience development. The “Promoting mental health at schools” (PROMEHS) program, including a ready-to-use activity plans for children and adolescents, fostering their social emotional learning and resilience, and mitigating development of behavioral problems, was designed to be provided in existing contexts without a pandemic. However, it proved to be a protective factor for both students and their teachers during the time of the COVID-19 pandemic (78, 79), thus contributing to the protection of mental health during this extreme situation.




Conclusions and implications

It can be concluded that, in the general sample, we observed minor changes in adolescents’ social emotional learning and resilience and no significant changes in their internalized and externalized difficulties. At the same time, it can be concluded that, in specific age and gender groups, there are significant differences, demonstrating the large variability of the pandemic’s effect and the need for an individualized perspective emphasizing age and gender differences. This study provides evidence that prolonged intensive exposure to the pandemic can have a more significant effect on adolescents’ mental health than in case of a less prolonged or intensive experience of the pandemic. Our findings confirm the protective role of social emotional learning, even in the context of the global stress related to the COVID-19 pandemic. Some contradictory results demonstrate the huge individual differences and diversity involved when adapting to pandemic-related stress and restrictions.

The practical implications emphasize the necessity to recognize individuals and groups for whom social emotional learning is difficult and to make an effort to strengthen them through training and support. Another practical implication is related to schools – social emotional learning should be prioritized during times of adversity and when considering limitations of resources.



Strengths and limitations

This study emphasizes the significance of longitudinal, multi-informant, cross-country research on the dynamic of adolescent social emotional learning, resilience, and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic. The three countries involved in the study experienced different dynamics during the pandemic and different epidemiological situations at the beginning of the study. However, the situation was comparable in terms of the restrictions and learning routines implemented in each country, providing solid ground for cross-country comparisons.

The limitations of the study are related to the reliability of the self-report form of SDQ and SSIS-SEL. However, reliability estimates in the current study are comparable with those obtained in previous research. Another limitation may be associated with the selection of the sample, which was based on convenience sampling; however, the recruitment strategy was population-based, although the initial response rate was high (e.g., 95% in Latvia), the rate of excluded cases, where only one informant (either the adolescent or the parent) answered the questionnaire, was considerable in all participant countries.

In this study, variables such as presence of a family conflict or availability of social support, known as having impact on emotional development and behavioral difficulties of adolescents were not measured. These aspect must be considered when drawing conclusions about consequences of the pandemic on adolescents’ mental health.



Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



Ethics statement

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by the Ethics Committee for Humanities and Social Sciences Research Involving Human Participants of the University of Latvia. The Ethics Committee of the Environmental Health Institute at the University of Lisbon. The Ethical Committee of the University of Milano-Bicocca. Written informed consent to participate in this study was provided by the participants’ legal guardian/next of kin.



Author contributions

BM: lead writer, arranging the research in Latvia, and collecting data. ISt: contributing to writing. ID and IS: arranging the research in Latvia and collecting data. CS: arranging the research in Portugal and contributing to writing. EC: a key contribution in arranging the research in Italy, collecting data, and writing and revising the manuscript. VC: contributing to designing the research, arranging the research in Italy, and collecting data. AA and SG: arranging the research in Italy and collecting data. IG and VO: a key contribution to designing the research and revising the manuscript. LC: data analyses, contributing to writing. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



Funding

This study was conducted as part of the EU-funded Erasmus + KA3 research project “Promoting Mental Health at Schools” (No. 606689-EPP-1-2018-2-IT-EPPKA3-PI-POLICY).



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



References

1. Luijten MAJ, van Muilekom MM, Teela L, Polderman TJC, Terwee CB, Zijlmans J, et al. The impact of lockdown during the COVID-19 pandemic on mental and social health of children and adolescents. Qual Life Res. (2021) 30:2795–804. doi: 10.1007/s11136-021-02861-x

2. Panchal U, Salazar de Pablo G, Franco M, Moreno C, Parellada M, Arango C, et al. The impact of COVID-19 lockdown on child and adolescent mental health: systematic review. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. (2021) 1:1–27. doi: 10.1007/s00787-021-01856-w

3. O’sullivan K, Clark S, Mcgrane A, Rock N, Burke L, Boyle N, et al. A qualitative study of child and adolescent mental health during the COVID-19 pandemic in Ireland. Int J Environ Res Public Health Art Public Health. (2021) 18:1062. doi: 10.3390/ijerph

4. Dahl RE, Allen NB, Wilbrecht L, Suleiman AB. Importance of investing in adolescence from a developmental science perspective. Nature. (2018) 554:441–50. doi: 10.1038/nature25770

5. Patton GC, Sawyer SM, Santelli JS, Ross DA, Afifi R, Allen NB, et al. Our future: a lancet commission on adolescent health and wellbeing. Lancet. (2016) 387:2423–78. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(16)00579-1

6. Berk LE. Development Through the Lifespan. 7th ed. London: Pearson (2018).

7. Crone EA, Fuligni AJ. Self and others in adolescence. Annu Rev Psychol. (2020) 71:447–69.

8. Weymouth BB, Buehler C, Zhou N, Henson RA. A meta-analysis of parent-adolescent conflict: disagreement, hostility, and youth maladjustment. J Fam Theory Rev. (2016) 8:95–112.

9. Smetana JG, Rote WM. Adolescent–parent relationships: progress, processes, and prospects. Annu Rev Dev Psychol. (2019) 1: 41–68.

10. Gaspar de Matos M, Equipa Aventura Social. Relatório do estudo HBSC 2018: A Saúde dos Adolescentes Portugueses após a Recessão – Dados nacionais do estudo HBSC 2018. Cruz Quebrada: Equipa Aventura Social, Faculdade de Motricidade Humana – Universidade de Lisboa (2018).

11. Inchley J, Currie D, Budisavljevic S, Torsheim T, Jåstad A, Cosma A, et al. Spotlight on adolescent health and well-being. Findings from the 2017/2018 Health Behaviour in School-aged Children (HBSC) survey in Europe and Canada. International report. Key findings. (Vol. 1), Copenhagen: WHO Regional Office for Europe (2020).

12. UNESCO. Nurturing the Social and Emotional Wellbeing of Children and Young People During Crises. London: UNESCO (2020).

13. Forte A, Orri M, Brandizzi M, Iannaco C, Venturini P, Liberato D, et al. “My life during the lockdown”: emotional experiences of European adolescents during the COVID-19 crisis. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:7638. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18147638

14. Mohler-kuo M, Dzemaili S, Foster S, Werlen L, Walitza S. Stress and mental health among children/adolescents, their parents, and young adults during the first COVID-19 lockdown in Switzerland. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:4668. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18094668

15. Nearchou F, Hennessy E, Flinn C, Niland R, Subramaniam SS. Exploring the impact of COVID-19 on mental health outcomes in children and adolescents: a systematic review. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2020) 17:8479.

16. Sharma M, Idele P, Manzini A, Aladro C, Ipince A, Olsson G, et al. Life in Lockdown: Child and Adolescent Mental Health and Well-Being in the Time of COVID-19. Florence: UNICEF Office of Research Innocenti (2021).

17. Branje S, Morris AS. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on adolescent emotional, social, and academic adjustment. J Res Adolesc. (2021) 31:486–99.

18. Branquinho C, Caetano Santos A, Gaspar de Matos M. A COVID-19 e a voz dos adolescentes e jovens em confinamento social. Psicol Saúde & Doenç. (2021) 21:624–32.

19. Magson NR, Freeman JYA, Rapee RM, Richardson CE, Oar EL, Fardouly J. Risk and protective factors for prospective changes in adolescent mental health during the COVID-19 pandemic. J Youth Adolesc. (2021) 50:44–57.

20. Elharake JA, Akbar F, Malik AA, Gilliam W, Omer SB. Mental health impact of COVID-19 among children and college students: A systematic review. Child Psychiatry Hum Dev. (2022) 1–13. doi: 10.1007/s10578-021-01297-1 [Epub ahead of print].

21. Jones EAK, Mitra AK, Bhuiyan AR, Dankulincova Z. Impact of COVID-19 on mental health in adolescents: a systematic review. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:2470. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18052470

22. Ma L, Mazidi M, Li K, Li Y, Chen S, Kirwan R, et al. Prevalence of mental health problems among children and adolescents during the COVID-19 pandemic: a systematic review and meta-analysis. J Affect Disord. (2021) 293:78–89.

23. Samji H, Wu J, Ladak A, Vossen C, Stewart E, Dove N, et al. Review: mental health impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on children and youth-a systematic review. Ment Health Child Adolesc Ment Health. (2022) 27:173–89. doi: 10.1111/camh.12501

24. Francisco R, Pedro M, Delvecchio E, Espada JP, Morales A, Mazzeschi C, et al. Psychological symptoms and behavioral changes in children and adolescents during the early phase of COVID-19 quarantine in three European countries. Front Psychiatry. (2020) 11:1329. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2020.570164

25. Marques de Miranda D, da Silva Athanasio B, Sena Oliveira AC, Simoes-e-Silva AC. How is COVID-19 pandemic impacting mental health of children and adolescents? IntJ Disast Risk Reduct. (2020) 51:101845. doi: 10.1016/j.ijdrr.2020.101845

26. Đapić MR, Flander GB, Prijatelj K. Children behind closed doors due to COVID-19 isolation: abuse, neglect and domestic violence. Arch Psychiatry Res. (2020) 56:181–92.

27. Caffo E, Asta L, Scandroglio F. Predictors of mental health worsening among children and adolescents during the coronavirus disease 2019 pandemic. Curr Opin Psychiatry. (2021) 34:624–30.

28. Shum A, Skripkauskaite S, Pearcey S, Waite P, Creswell C. Report 10: Children and adolescents’ mental health: One year in the pandemic [Internet]. (2021). Available online at: https://cospaceoxford.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/Report-10_05May2021.pdf (accessed May 4, 2022).

29. Raw JAL, Waite P, Pearcey S, Shum A, Patalay P, Creswell C. Examining changes in parent-reported child and adolescent mental health throughout the UK’s first COVID-19 national lockdown. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. (2021) 62:1391–401. doi: 10.1111/jcpp.13490

30. Dvorsky MR, Breaux R, Becker SP. Finding ordinary magic in extraordinary times: child and adolescent resilience during the COVID-19 pandemic. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. (2021) 30:1829–31. doi: 10.1007/s00787-020-01583-8

31. Salmela-Aro K, Upadyaya K, Vinni-Laakso J, Hietajärvi L. Adolescents’ longitudinal school engagement and burnout before and during COVID-19—the role of socio-emotional skills. J Res Adolesc. (2021) 31:796–807. doi: 10.1111/jora.12654

32. Cefai C, Skrzypiec G, Galea N. The resilience of Maltese children during COVID-19. Msida: University of Malta. Centre for Resilience and Socio-Emotional Health (2021).

33. Cao C, Wang L, Fang R, Liu P, Bi Y, Luo S, et al. Anxiety, depression, and PTSD symptoms among high school students in china in response to the COVID-19 pandemic and lockdown. J Affect Disord. (2022) 296:126–9. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2021.09.052

34. Guessoum SB, Lachal J, Radjack R, Carretier E, Minassian S, Benoit L, et al. Adolescent psychiatric disorders during the COVID-19 pandemic and lockdown. Psychiatry Res. (2020) 291:113264.

35. Orgilés M, Morales A, Delvecchio E, Francisco R, Mazzeschi C, Pedro M, et al. Coping behaviors and psychological disturbances in youth affected by the COVID-19 health crisis. Front Psychol. (2021) 12:845.

36. Kuhlman KR, Straka K, Mousavi Z, Tran ML, Rodgers E. Predictors of adolescent resilience during the COVID-19 pandemic: cognitive reappraisal and humor. J Adolesc Health. (2021) 69:729–36. doi: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2021.07.006

37. Grazzani I, Agliati A, Cavioni V, Conte E, Gandellini S, Lupica Spagnolo M, et al. Adolescents’ resilience during COVID-19 pandemic and its mediating role in the association between SEL Skills and mental health. Front Psychol. (2022) 13:801761. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.801761

38. Deng W, Polack RG, Creighton M, Kober H, Joormann J. Predicting negative and positive affect during COVID-19: a daily diary study in youths. J Res Adolesc. (2021) 31:500–16.

39. Bhatia R. Editorial: effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on child and adolescent mental health. Curr Opin Psychiatry. (2020) 33:568–70.

40. Orgilés M, Espada JP, Delvecchio E, Francisco R, Mazzeschi C, Pedro M, et al. Anxiety and depressive symptoms in children and adolescents during COVID-19 pandemic: a transcultural approach. Psicothema. (2021) 33:125–30. doi: 10.7334/psicothema2020.287

41. Benner AD, Mistry RS. Child development during the COVID-19 pandemic through a life course theory lens. Child Dev Perspect. (2020) 14:236–43. doi: 10.1111/cdep.12387

42. Munasinghe S, Sperandei S, Freebairn L, Conroy E, Jani H, Marjanovic S, et al. The impact of physical distancing policies during the COVID-19 pandemic on health and well-being among Australian adolescents. J Adolesc Health. (2020) 67:653–61. doi: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.08.008

43. van der Laan SEI, Finkenauer C, Lenters VC, van Harmelen AL, van der Ent CK, Nijhof SL. Gender-specific changes in life satisfaction after the COVID-19–related lockdown in dutch adolescents: a longitudinal study. J Adolesc Health. (2021) 69:737–45. doi: 10.1016/j.jadohealth.2021.07.013

44. Meherali S, Punjani N, Louie-Poon S, Rahim KA, Das JK, Salam RA, et al. Mental health of children and adolescents amidst COVID-19 and past pandemics: a rapid systematic review. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:3432. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18073432

45. Bignardi G, Dalmaijer ES, Anwyl-Irvine AL, Smith TA, Siugzdaite R, Uh S, et al. Longitudinal increases in childhood depression symptoms during the COVID-19 lockdown. Arch Dis Child. (2020) 106:791–7.

46. Green KH, van de Groep S, Sweijen SW, Becht AI, Buijzen M, de Leeuw RNH, et al. Mood and emotional reactivity of adolescents during the COVID-19 pandemic: short-term and long-term effects and the impact of social and socioeconomic stressors. Sci Rep. (2021) 11:11563.

47. Hotopf M, Bullmore E, O’Connor RC, Holmes EA. The scope of mental health research during the COVID-19 pandemic and its aftermath. Br J Psychiatry. (2020) 217:540–2. doi: 10.1192/bjp.2020.125

48. Saylor C, DeRoma V. Assessment of children and adolescents exposed to disaster. In: WK La Greca, E Silverman, M Vernberg, MC Roberts editors. Helping Children Cope with Disasters and Terrorism. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association (2002). p. 35–53.

49. Achenbach TM, McConaughy SH, Howell CT. Child/adolescent behavioral and emotional problems: implications of cross-informant correlations for situational specificity. Psychol Bull. (1987) 101:213–32.

50. Achenbach TM. Advancing assessment of children and adolescents: commentary on evidence-based assessment of child and adolescent disorders. J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. (2005) 34:541–7.

51. Cantwell DP, Lewinsohn PM, Rohde P, Seeley JR. Correspondence between adolescent report and parent report of psychiatric diagnostic data. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. (1997) 36:610–9. doi: 10.1097/00004583-199705000-00011

52. Kotsou I, Mikolajczak M, Heeren A, Grégoire J, Leys C. Improving emotional intelligence: a systematic review of existing work and future challenges. Emot Rev. (2018) 11:151–65. doi: 10.1177/1754073917735902

53. Fiori M, Vesely-Maillefer AK. Emotional intelligence as an ability: theory, challenges, and new directions BT - emotional intelligence. In: Keefer KV, Parker JDA, Saklofske DH editors. Education: Integrating Research with Practice. Cham: Springer International Publishing (2018). p. 23–47. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-90633-1_2

54. Bussières EL, Malboeuf-Hurtubise C, Meilleur A, Mastine T, Hérault E, Chadi N, et al. Consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic on children’s mental health: a meta-analysis. Front Psychiatry. (2021) 12:691659. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2021.691659

55. Muris P, Meesters C, Eijkelenboom A, Vincken M. The self-report version of the strengths and difficulties questionnaire: its psychometric properties in 8- to 13-year-old non-clinical children. Br J Clin Psychol. (2004) 43:437–48. doi: 10.1348/0144665042388982

56. Saur AM, Loureiro SR. Qualidades psicométricas do questionário de capacidades e dificuldades: revisão da literatura. [Psychometric properties of the strengths and difficulties questionnaire: a literature review. Estudos Psicol. (2012) 29:619–29.

57. Stevanovic D, Urbán R, Atilola O, Vostanis P, Singh Balhara YP, Avicenna M, et al. Does the strengths and difficulties questionnaire - self report yield invariant measurements across different nations? Data from the international child mental health study group. Epidemiol Psychiatr Sci. (2015) 24:323–34. doi: 10.1017/S2045796014000201

58. WHO. An Unprecedented Challenge Italy’s First Response to COVID-19. Venice: Areagraphica SNC di Trevisan Alberto e Paolo (2020).

59. Direção-Geral da Saúde. COVID-19: Ponto de situação atual em Portugal. (2020). Available online at: https://covid19.min-saude.pt/vacinacao (accessed April 20, 2022).

60. Vieira de Melo J, Valsassina R, Garcia AM, Silva T, Gouveia C, Brito MJ. Multisystem inflammatory syndrome in children associated with COVID-19 in a tertiary level hospital in Portugal. Acta Méd Port. (2022) 35. doi: 10.20344/amp.17797 [Epub ahead of print].

61. Eurodyce. Protection, safety and health measures for COVID-19. (2020). Available online at: https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/content/national-reforms-school-education-53_en (accessed May 2, 2022).

62. Goodman R. The strengths and difficulties questionnaire: a research note. J Child Psychol Psychiatry. (1997) 38:581–6.

63. Goodman R, Meltzer H, Bailey V. The strengths and difficulties questionnaire: a pilot study on the validity of the self-report version. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. (1998) 7:125–30.

64. Elliott SN, DiPerna JC, Anthony CJ, Lei P, Gresham FM. SSIS SEL brief scales-student form. Scottsdale, AZ: SAIL CoLab (2020).

65. Elliott S, DiPerna J, Anthony C, Lei P, Greshman FM. SSIS SEL brief scales – parent K-12. Scottsdale, AZ: SAIL Colab (2020).

66. Connor KM, Davidson JRT. Development of a new resilience scale: the connor-davidson resilience scale (CD-RISC). Depress Anxiety. (2003) 18:76–82. doi: 10.1002/da.10113

67. Campbell-Sills L, Stein MB. Psychometric analysis and refinement of the connor–davidson resilience scale (CD-RISC): validation of a 10-item measure of resilience. J Traumat Stress. (2007) 20:1019–28. doi: 10.1002/jts.20271

68. Krach SK, McCreery MP, Guerard J. Cultural-linguistic test adaptations: guidelines for selection, alteration, use, and review. Sch Psychol Int. (2016) 38:3–21. doi: 10.1177/0143034316684672

69. Martinsone B, Stokenberga I. Parents’ perspective on distance learning during the COVID-19 pandemic in Latvia. In: Daniela L, Visvizi A editors. Remote Learning in Times of Pandemic: Issues, Implications and Best Practice. London: Routledge (2021). p. 226–39.

70. Martinsone B, Tzivian L. Differences in stress and coping during the COVID-19 pandemic in families with and without children with developmental disorders or chronic conditions. Front Public Health. (2021) 9:704577. doi: 10.3389/fpubh.2021.704577

71. OECD. Education Policy Outlook. Latvia: OECD (2020).

72. Farb AF, Matjasko JL. Recent advances in research on school-based extracurricular activities and adolescent development. Dev Rev. (2012) 32:1–48.

73. Rosen ML, Rodman AM, Kasparek SW, Mayes M, Freeman MM, Lengua LJ, et al. Promoting youth mental health during the COVID-19 pandemic: a longitudinal study. PLoS One. (2021) 16:e0255294.

74. James M, Jones H, Baig A, Marchant E, Waites T, Todd C, et al. Factors influencing wellbeing in young people during COVID-19: a survey with 6291 young people in Wales. PLoS One (2021) 16:e0260640. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0260640

75. CRPE Reiventing Public Edication. How has the pandemic affected students’ social emotional well-being? A review of the evidence to date [Internet]. (2021). Available online at: https://crpe.org/wp-content/uploads/SEL-report-2021-final-8-10.pdf (accessed May 4, 2022).

76. Simões C, Santos AC, Canha L, Matos MG. Resiliência na adolescência: género e a idade fazem a diferença? J Child Adolesc Psychol. (2019) 10:29–40.

77. Martinsone B, Supe I, Stokenberga I, Damberga I, Cefai C, Camilleri L, et al. Social emotional competence, learning outcomes, emotional and behavioral difficulties of preschool children: parent and teacher evaluations. Front Psychol. (2022) 12:6403.

78. Cefai C, Camilleri L, Bartolo P, Grazzani I, Cavioni V, Conte E, et al. Evaluating the impact of a school-based, universal mental health programme in six European countries. Front Psychol. (2022).

79. Cavioni V, Conte E, Grazzani I, Ornaghi V, Agliati A, Gandellini S, et al. A Multi-Component Curriculum to Promote Teachers’ Mental Health: Findings From the Promehs Program. (in press).



OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Adolescent social emotional skills, resilience and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic: A longitudinal study in three European countries



		Introduction



		Method



		Research context



		National regulations due to the COVID-19 pandemic during the 2020/21 school year in the three countries



		Latvia



		Italy



		Portugal











		Participants



		Procedure



		Measures



		Data analysis







		Results



		Changes in adolescents’ social emotional skills, resilience, and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic



		Relationship of social emotional learning to adolescents’ resilience and behavioral problems during the COVID-19 pandemic







		Discussion



		Changes in social emotional skills, resilience, and difficulties among adolescents during the pandemic



		Italy



		Latvia



		Portugal







		The protective role of social emotional learning







		Conclusions and implications



		Strengths and limitations



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		References

















OPS/images/fpsyt-13-942692-t011.jpg
Subscale

Internalizing difficulty

Externalizing difficulty

Total difficulty

Prosocial behavior

Resilience

*p < 0.05.

Age

11-13

14-16

11-13

14-16

11-13

14-16

11-13

14-16

11-13

14-16

Gender

Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female

Italy

—0.315*
—0.185
—0.126
—0.138
—0.133
—0.196
—0.223

—0.428*

—0.232*
—0.189
—0.192

—0.364*

0.320*
0.523*
0.430*
0.303*
0.386*
0.463*
0.442*
0.466*

Latvia

—0.147
—0.271*
—0.129
—0.188
—0.227*
—0.348*
—0.518*
—0.285*
—0.159
—0.369*
—0.351*
—0.249*
0.407*
0.554*
0.320*
0.377*
0.270*
0.273*
0.228*
0.239*

Portugal

—0.158
—0.339*
—0.130
—0.355*
—0.287*
—0.358*
—0.285*
—0.167
—0.273*
—0.390*
—0.267*
—0.318*
0.631*
0.380*
0.259*
0.294*
0.611*
0.306*
0.293*
0.396*

Whole Group

—0.186
—0.273*
—0.117
—0.232*
—0.222*
—0.330*
—0.344*
—0.252*
—0.207*
—0.353*
—0.293*
—0.289*
0.482*
0.476*
0.278*
0.318*
0.464*
0.372*
0.342*
0.374*





OPS/images/fpsyt-13-942692-t010.jpg
Dependent Variable Individual Level 1 School Level 2 Country Level 3

Variance Intraclass correlation Variance Intraclass correlation Variance Intraclass correlation

Internalizing Difficulty 0.2521 0.9553 0.0063 0.0239 0.0055 0.0208
Externalizing Difficulty 0.2597 0.9654 0.0042 0.0156 0.0051 0.0190
Total Difficulty 0.2487 0.9580 0.0033 0.0127 0.0076 0.0293
Prosocial 0.2349 0.9767 0.0014 0.0058 0.0042 0.0175
Self-Awareness 0.3593 0.9721 0.0024 0.0065 0.0079 0.0214
Self-Management 0.4085 0.9582 0.0052 0.0122 0.0126 0.0296
Social Awareness 0.4163 0.9581 0.0049 0.0113 0.0133 0.0306
Relationship Skills 0.3671 0.9567 0.0049 0.0128 0.0117 0.0305
Responsible Decision Making 0.3885 0.9597 0.0065 0.0161 0.0098 0.0242

Social Emotional Learning 0.2721 0.9511 0.0074 0.0258 0.0066 0.0231





OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Psychiatry

Adolescent social emotional
skills, resilience and behavioral
problems during the COVID-19
pandemic: A longitudinal study

in three European countries












OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Psychiatry







OPS/images/fpsyt-13-942692-g001.jpg
Original sample of Italian
adolescents and their parents

N =291

Original sample of Latvian
adolescents and their parents

N =442

Original sample of Portuguese
adolescents and their parents

N =326

Number of excluded Italian
informants since information
was provided by one informant

n=189

Number of excluded Latvian
informants since information
was provided by one informant

n=158

Number of excluded Portuguese
informants since information
was provided by one informant

n=200

Number of Italian participants
since information was provided
by both informants

N-n =102

Number of Latvian participants
since information was provided
by both informants

N-n =284

Number of Portuguese participants

since information was provided
by both informants

N-n =126






OPS/images/cross.jpg
@ Check for updates.





OPS/images/fpsyt-13-942692-t004.jpg
Subscale Informant

Internalized difficulty

Externalized difficulty

Total difficulty

Prosocial behavior

Self-awareness

Self-management

Social awareness

Relationship skills

Responsible decision making

Social emotional learning

Resilience

Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report
Parent report
Child self-report

Parent report

Italy

0.724
0.740
0.702
0.745
0.796
0.797
0.607
0.675
0.543
0.617
0.586
0.693
0.743
0.785
0.539
0.675
0.643
0.759
0.842
0.917
0.840

Country

Latvia
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Italy

53(10.3%)
49 (9.6%)
52 (10.2%)
50 (9.8%)

Country

Latvia

136 (26.6%)
148 (28.9%)
148 (28.9%)
136 (26.6%)

Portugal

56 (10.9%)
70 (13.7%)
55 (10.7%)
71 (13.9%)

Total

245 (47.8%)
267 (52.2%)
255 (49.8%)
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Policy/Time point Italy Latvia Portugal

School policy (remote 131/50 181/0 35/57
learning at home):

partly/fully

Workplace policy 66/115 130/51 127/54

(closing or work from
home): partly/fully

Stay-at-home policy 181 0 152
Partly/Fully vaccinated (% of population)

1 January 2021 0/0.33 0/0.05 0/0.13
1 March 2021 2.4/2.7 0.94/1.6 2.9/3.5
1 May 2021 10/14 3/12 9.3/17

Data source: Official data collated by Our World in Data; Oxford COVID-19 Government
Response Tracker, Blavatnik School of Government, University of Oxford.

Notes.

School policy:

Partly - Policy requires on-site school closing only at some levels or categories, e.g.,
just high school.

Fully - Policy requires on-site school closing at all levels.

Workplace policy:

Partly - Policy requires closing or work from home for some sectors or categories of workers.
Fully - Policy requires closing or work from home all but essential workplaces (e.g., grocery
stores, doctors).

Stay at home policy:

Policy requires not leaving house with exceptions for daily exercise, grocery shopping, and
“essential” trips.
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Portugal

360.45/250.20
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Data source: COVID-19 Data Repository by the Center for Systems Science and Engineering

(CSSE) at Johns Hopkins University.
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Subscale Age Gender Italy Latvia Portugal Whole Group

Child Parent Child Parent Child Parent Child Parent

Internalizing difficulty 11-13 Male 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.02
Female 0.04 0.18 0.06 0.02 0.09 —0.03 0.07 0.03
14-16 Male 0:13% —0.10 0.04 0.06 —0.01 —0.01 0.05 0.01
Female —0.06 0.11 0.03 —0.03 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.02
Externalizing difficulty 11-13 Male 0.13* 0.00 —0.05 0.00 0.08 0.07 0.02 0.01
Female —0.08 0.10 0.08 0.03 0.01 —0.09 0.04 0.01
14-16 Male —0.02 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04 —0.03 0.03 0.01
Female —0.03 0.19* 0.07 0.00 —0.06 0.05 0.01 0.04
Total difficulty 11-13 Male 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01
Female —0.02 0.14* 0.07 0.02 0.05 —0.06 0.05 0.02
14-16 Male 0.06 —0.04 0.05 0.04 0.02 —0.01 0.04 0.01
Female —0.04 0.15* 0.05 —0.01 —0.02 0.05 0.01 0.03
Prosocial behavior 11-13 Male —0.09 —0.05 —0.01 —0.02 —0.12* 0.04 —0.05 —0.01
Female 0.04 —0.15* —0.13* 0.02 0.04 —0.06 —0.06 —0.03
14-16 Male —0.25* —0.01 0.06 —0.04 —0.04 —0.01 —0.02 —0.03
Female —0.20* —0.11 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.03 —0.02 —0.01
Self-awareness 11-13 Male —0.11 0.13* 0.05 —0.03 —0.07 —0.08 —0.01 0.00
Female —0.01 —0.02 —0.11 —0.01 —0.14* 0.12 —0.10 0.01
14-16 Male 0.02 0.01 0.01 -0.05 -0.02 0.03 0.00 -0.01
Female —0.06 —0.37* —0.08 —0.09 0.00 0.00 -0.05 -0.12
Self-management 11-13 Male —0.29* —0.07 —0.07 —0.03 —0.19* —0.15* —0.15* —0.07
Female 0.16* —0.14 —0.10 0.03 0.04 0.04 —0.02 0.00
14-16 Male —0.11 0.06 0.03 0.01 —0.09 —0.04 —0.02 0.01
Female 0.19* —0.28* 0.03 —0.14* —0.07 —0.03 0.04 —0.13%
Social awareness 11-13 Male —0.07 0.04 0.04 —0.06 —0.14* —0.04 —0.02 -0.04
Female -0.02 -0.22* -0.17* 0.01 0.04 0.04 —0.10 —0.02
14-16 Male 0.20* —0.19* 0.04 —0.02 0.05 —0.05 0.07 —0.06
Female 0.10 —0.35* 0.00 —0.04 0.01 —0.02 0.02 —0.09
Relationship skills 11-13 Male —0.12* 0.02 —0.05 —0.05 —0.04 —0.06 —0.06 —0.03
Female 0.00 0.00 —0.14* —0.01 —0.03 0.16* —0.09 0.03
14-16 Male —0.09 —0.14* -0.06 0.00 0.02 —0.10 —0.04 —0.05
Female 0.00 —0.22* —0.13* —0.07 —0.09 0.06 —0.09 —0.06
Responsible decision-making 11-13 Male 0.04 0.07 0.00 —0.08 —0.04 —0.12% 0.00 —0.05
Female —0.21* —0.05 0.00 —0.12* —0.03 0.16* —0.05 —0.05
14-16 Male —0.21* —0.01 0.01 0.05 —0.06 —0.06 —0.05 0.01
Female —0.19* —0.02 0.03 —0.07 —0.04 0.02 —0.03 —0.03
Social emotional learning 11-13 Male —0.11* 0.04 —0.01 —0.05 —0.09 —0.09 —0.05 —0.04
Female —0.02 —0.09 —0.11* —0.02 —0.02 0.10 —0.08 —0.01
14-16 Male —0.03 —0.05 0.01 —0.01 -0.02 —0.05 —0.01 —0.02
Female 0.01 —0.25* —0.03 —0.08 —0.04 0.00 —0.02 —0.09
Resilience 11-13 Male —0.02 —0.06 0.07 —0.02
Female —0.16* —0.09 0.05 —0.07
14-16 Male —0.48* —0.08 0.03 —0.14*
Female —0.06 —0.10 0.03 —0.05

*p < 0.05.
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Dependent Variable Individual Level 1 School Level 2 Country Level 3

Variance Intraclass correlation Variance Intraclass correlation Variance Intraclass correlation

Internalizing Difficulty 0.2562 0.9599 0.0075 0.0281 0.0032 0.0120
Externalizing Difficulty 0.2308 0.8674 0.0136 0.0511 0.0217 0.0815
Total Difficulty 0.2220 0.9254 0.0064 0.0267 0.0115 0.0479
Prosocial 0.2448 0.9241 0.0093 0.0351 0.0108 0.0408
Resilience 0.4121 0.9324 0.0153 0.0346 0.0146 0.0330
Self-Awareness 0.2968 0.9416 0.0064 0.0203 0.0120 0.0381
Self-Management 0.3393 0.9089 0.0084 0.0225 0.0256 0.0686
Social Awareness 0.4031 0.9126 0.0097 0.0220 0.0289 0.0654
Relationship Skills 0.3113 0.8894 0.0072 0.0206 0.0315 0.0900
Responsible Decision Making 0.3415 0.9232 0.0088 0.0238 0.0196 0.0530

Social Emotional Learning 0.3005 0.9530 0.0046 0.0146 0.0102 0.0324





