

[image: image1]
Towards an Integrative Taxonomy of Social-Emotional Competences












	
	CONCEPTUAL ANALYSIS
published: 11 March 2021
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.515313






[image: image2]

Towards an Integrative Taxonomy of Social-Emotional Competences

Ingrid Schoon*

Institute of Education, University College London, London, United Kingdom

Edited by:
Daniel Danner, University of Applied Labour Studies of the Federal Employment Agency, Germany

Reviewed by:
Lisa Wagner, University of Zurich, Switzerland
 Kate E. Walton, ACT, Inc., United States

*Correspondence: Ingrid Schoon, i.schoon@ucl.ac.uk

Specialty section: This article was submitted to Personality and Social Psychology, a section of the journal Frontiers in Psychology

Received: 27 November 2019
 Accepted: 19 February 2021
 Published: 11 March 2021

Citation: Schoon I (2021) Towards an Integrative Taxonomy of Social-Emotional Competences. Front. Psychol. 12:515313. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.515313



Social-emotional competences are critical for positive development and significantly predict educational and occupational attainment, health, and well-being. There is however a lack of consensus about the number of core competences, and how these are defined and operationalized. This divergence in approach challenges future research as well as the scientific usefulness of the construct. In an effort to create an integrative framework, this focused review evaluates different approaches of conceptualizing and assessing social-emotional competences. Building on shared conceptions, an integrative taxonomy “DOMASEC” is introduced, specifying core domains and manifestations of social-emotional competences that bridge across frameworks focusing on social and emotional learning, personality traits (such as the Big Five) and self-determination theory. Core domains include intrapersonal, interpersonal and task-oriented competencies, differentiating between affective, cognitive, and behavioral manifestations of competences across these domains. It is argued that the integrative taxonomy facilitates the conceptual specification of key constructs, that it helps to better organize the multitude of terms and definitions used, and to guide the conceptualization and operationalization of social-emotional competences and their various facets.

Keywords: social-emotional competences, integrative taxonomy, conceptualization, core domains, manifestations, self-determination


INTRODUCTION

Social and emotional competences are increasingly recognized as important predictors of valued life outcomes, such as educational and occupational attainment, health and wellbeing (OECD, 2015). They are considered to be essential in tackling key developmental tasks, such as succeeding in education, in the workplace, in social relationships, and life in general (Gutman and Schoon, 2016). Moreover, social-emotional competences are relevant in enabling individuals exposed to numerous risk factors, such as poverty or family adversity, to succeed against the odds (Elias and Haynes, 2008; Domitrovich et al., 2017; Schoon and Lyons-Amos, 2017). Indeed, they are thought to be as important as cognitive competences in shaping one's life (Heckman and Kautz, 2012). There is however no consensus yet about the number of core competences, and how these are defined and operationalized. The lack of shared definitions and approaches in assessment poses challenges to future empirical research and raises questions regarding the usefulness of social-emotional competences as a scientific construct (Pellegrino and Hilton, 2012). To advance the field, there is thus a need to more clearly delineate and distinguish core domains and manifestations of social-emotional competences. The aim of this focused review is to introduce an integrative framework for the study of social-emotional competences, building on shared conceptions in the field. First, a summary of the overarching terms and shared attributes underlying different conceptualizations of social-emotional competences is provided. Next, an integrative taxonomy of core domains and manifestations of social-emotional competences is introduced, highlighting in particular the role of the individual as an agent in their own development. Then different approaches for assessing the different domain and manifestations of social-emotional competences are discussed and suggestions for possible avenues for future research are made.



CONCEPTUALIZING SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL COMPETENCES

The conceptualization and measurement of social-emotional competences is not a straightforward task, because the term refers to a set of more specifically delineated competences. The notion of social-emotional competences is generally used as an umbrella term, referring to a range of capabilities that enable individuals to express, regulate and understand their thoughts, emotions, behaviors in every-day situations and interactions with others, and to adjust to changing conditions. Moreover, social-emotional competences are known under different terms, such as “non-cognitive,” “character” or “soft” skills, contrasting them to the more directly assessable cognitive competences (Duckworth and Yeager, 2015; Abrahams et al., 2019). The terms skill and competence are sometimes used interchangeably, although there is potentially a difference in scope, with competence being the broader term, incorporating a set of skills (National Research Council, 2012; OECD, 2015). In empirical research, approaches to operationalize social-emotional competences and skills vary across laboratories and across disciplines.

There is considerable variability in the number and nature of the social-emotional competences included in different approaches and frameworks (Abrahams et al., 2019; Jones et al., 2019). Many authors differentiate between intrapersonal competences (such as self-control and emotion regulation) and interpersonal competences (such as perspective taking, and relationship skills) enabling effective functioning and interactions with others (Malti and Noam, 2016; Domitrovich et al., 2017). Some use the Big Five personality dimensions as a guidepost (De Fruyt et al., 2015; Abrahams et al., 2019), while others focus on distinct competences or skills, such as the ability for self-regulation (Blair, 2002; Moffitt et al., 2011), or goal-directed efforts such as grit or persistence (Duckworth et al., 2007). In addition, there are approaches to bundle different indicators into a composite, not differentiating between distinct dimensions (Liu, 2019).

Efforts to specify the communalities of social-emotional competences can be grouped into three major approaches: First, classifications related to the development of screening instruments such as the Achenbach System of Empirically-Based Assessment (Achenbach, 2019), or the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Goodman et al., 2000) derived from clinical observations. These instruments have strong psychometric properties and are used for the identification of emotional and behavioral adjustment in general population and clinical samples. They are however, mostly focused on the identification of adjustment problems instead of strengths or competences.

Second, conceptual approaches adopted by the Collaborative for Academic, Social Emotional Learning (CASEL) aim to enable the development of core social and emotional competencies that contribute to children's school success and life outcomes. Rooted in theories of progressive education, transactional models of human development, and the emotional intelligence literature (Osher et al., 2016), fundamental goals of the CASEL framework are to promote positive learning environments that are supportive and engaging and to foster the development of five interrelated sets of competencies comprising intrapersonal skills (such as self-awareness, self-management), interpersonal skills (social awareness, relationship skills), and task performance (responsible decision-making). These core competences are considered to enable student's capacity to integrate emotion, reflection and behavior across everyday personal and social challenges (Durlak et al., 2015). A major aspect of the SEL approach is its developmental-contextual focus, accounting for developmental processes involved in socio-emotional learning and the associated empirical evidence confirming the role of interventions and contextual influences in promoting the development of key skills and competences (Durlak et al., 2011; Jones et al., 2019). Notable gaps in the SEL research framework are the need for practical, reliable and valid assessments of specific SEL skills, and the need to clarify terminology and align language and frameworks (Osher et al., 2016). Yet, there have been recent advances in the development of valid and reliable assessment scales, and the factor structure of SEL framework could be confirmed (Mantz et al., 2018; Gresham et al., 2020). This evidence is mirrored in findings confirming the factor structure underlying the assessment of emotional intelligence along indicators of self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationship management, and problem solving (Boyatzis, 2018).

Third, data-driven efforts such as the use of psycholexical analysis aim to group different descriptions of personality into a smaller number of overarching constructs. Resulting frameworks, such as the Big Five model, reflect personality traits comprising self-management (conscientiousness), engaging with others (extraversion), collaboration with others (agreeableness), negative emotion regulation (neuroticism), and open-mindedness (openness to experiences) (John et al., 2008; Abrahams et al., 2019). Terms such as personality traits are used refer to relative stable dispositions that account for consistencies in behavior, thought and feeling across situations and over time (Costa et al., 2019). There is however also evidence of developmental processes (Caspi et al., 2005), suggesting that personality traits are both stable and malleable (Damian et al., 2019), pointing to the role of environmental factors, such as life events (Bleidorn et al., 2018), as well as interventions (Roberts et al., 2017) to contribute to that change. The underlying five factor personality structure, derived from the exploration of English lexical personality terms, has been confirmed across many cultures (McCrae et al., 2005). However, approaches using indigenous lexical study could not fully replicate the five factor personality structure (De Raad et al., 2010). Moreover, indigenous lexical studies conducted in Asia identified an additional factor of interpersonal relatedness (Cheung et al., 2008, 2011) which is not represented in the Big Five Framework. In addition, the Big Five Framework as such does not account for competences reflecting self-awareness, such as self-concepts, or the ability to correctly understand the social cues of others (John et al., 2008), and a broader approach is needed to comprehensively classify key competences.

Advancing the field is however hampered by the situation, that despite considerable overlap and similarities in the constructs derived from these different approaches. The conceptualization of social and emotional competences has been afflicted by what some authors call the “jingle and jangle fallacy” (Borghans et al., 2008; Jones et al., 2016). The “jingle fallacy” refers to the use of a same term for different constructs, while the “jangle fallacy” refers to the use of different terms for similar constructs. Moreover, variability in terms can be justified due to processes of developmental maturation and change over time. For example, initially reactive forms of self-control in children develop into more intentional and flexible forms of self-regulation (Montroy et al., 2016; Booth et al., 2018). There are thus multiple challenges in moving forward toward a consensual definition, including differences in terminology (which can vary according to discipline or field of study), differences in focus, and aspects of developmental change.

Despite differences in terminology and assessment, there is agreement in that social and -emotional competences refer to individual-level capabilities involved in understanding and accepting oneself, in negotiating every-day situations and interactions with others, to deal with challenges and to adjust to changing conditions. Social-emotional competences (1) are conceptually different from academic abilities and subject-matter achievement; (2) originate through reciprocal interactions between biological predispositions and contextual influences; (3) develop progressively as children mature; (4) are shaped through socialization experiences and learning (in formal and informal settings) and are thus understood to be malleable and responsive to intervention; (5) are manifested in more or less consistent patterns of thoughts, feelings and behaviors, although they can vary across contexts and over time; (6) are dependent on situational factors for their expression; and (7) are crucial to success in school, across a wide range of socio-economic outcomes in later life, as well as health and wellbeing (Blair, 2002; De Fruyt et al., 2015; Duckworth and Yeager, 2015; Gutman and Schoon, 2016; Domitrovich et al., 2017; Bailey et al., 2019).



TOWARD AN INTEGRATIVE TAXONOMY OF SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL COMPETENCES

Previous efforts to create an integrated taxonomy of social-emotional competences argued for the alignment of all existing constructs within a single existing framework, such as the Big Five (Abrahams et al., 2019), which would help to reduce complexity and generate a common language. However, as argued above, the Big Five Framework is not broad nor specific enough to capture competences relevant across different cultural contexts. The evidence suggests that models with fewer factors are more robust, in particular when replicated across different cultural contexts (De Raad et al., 2010). In addition, some have argued that it is necessary to differentiate between skills and traits (Duckworth and Yeager, 2015) and to draw a clear conceptual distinction between traits that reflect what someone tends to do, and capacities that reflect what someone is capable of doing (Soto et al., 2020). Other integrative efforts to create new frameworks are based on a review of existing research on social-emotional competences, including taxonomies derived from Social and Emotional Learning (SEL) and Big Five frameworks (National Research Council, 2012; OECD, 2015). For example, the framework developed by the National Research Council (National Research Council, 2012) identified three core 21st century skill clusters comprising intrapersonal, interpersonal, and cognitive competences—the latter also including information literacy, i.e., using knowledge effectively. The OECD Definition and Selection of key Competences (DESECO) Framework (which was developed in collaboration with a wide range of experts from different academic disciplines, countries and international organizations) also identified three core skill domains, comprising social, emotional as well as cognitive skills including the ability to act autonomously, to interact in socially heterogeneous groups, and to use tools interactively (Rychen and Salganik, 2003). These competences are considered necessary to enable full participation in society, in particularly regarding participation in the work force—with relevance also in developing and transition countries. However, including skills that reflect the effective use of tools or information/knowledge moves these conceptual frameworks beyond the focus of social-emotional core competences.

Focusing on competences commonly found in SEL-focused frameworks, the Harvard-based “Taxonomy Project” aimed to identify areas of overlap and distinction between different personality and SEL-focused frameworks (Berg et al., 2017; Jones et al., 2019). The objective of the Taxonomy Project was not to develop a new framework or privileging one framework over another—but to generate a taxonomy of social-emotional skills designed to link terms across frameworks. This work resulted in the development of an online repository, including a tool (Explore SEL) that connects over 60 conceptual frameworks, illustrating how different social and emotional constructs are related to one another and across disciplines. The taxonomy groups skills into six domains (cognitive, emotional, social, values, perspectives, and self-image/identity) and their domain-specific facets. For example, terms within the emotional domain are grouped into subdomains of empathy/perspective taking, emotional knowledge and expression, and emotional, and behavioral regulation. These domains and subdomains have been empirically identified, yet there is no conceptual specification of them and the coding is described as a work in progress.


The DOMASEC Classification

Building on this previous work, I propose a two-level taxonomy of key domains and manifestations of social-emotional competences (DOMASEC) which serves to better organize the multiple terms and constructs used in the study of social-emotional competences across disciplines. The DOMASEC model is not intended as a new framework, but as an integrative approach linking across existing frameworks, such as CASEL, the Big Five and others, aligning language with the aim to offer conceptual clarity and to help with the identification and classification of constructs, and where applicable to assess and measure social and emotional competences. The model is guided by developmental-contextual approaches (Bronfenbrenner and Morris, 2006), acknowledging that human development does not take place in a social vacuum and recognizing the bi-directional influences between a developing individual and a changing context that produce continuity and change in individual characteristics over time (Sameroff, 2010). It also builds a bridge to self-determination theories (SDT) (Ryan and Deci, 2017) which emphasize the human need to learn, to extend oneself, and to apply one's talents.

Core domains of the DOMASEC model comprise orientations toward the self (intrapersonal competences), toward others (interpersonal competences), and toward developmental tasks (such as succeeding in education, making decisions about employment, or adapting to changing conditions). The core domains reflect the ways in which individuals perceive themselves, interact with others, and engage with their environment, e.g., the challenges or tasks they encounter, or the goals they set themselves. Together these domains emphasize the role of the individual as an actor, and the need to engage in and to adapt to different and changing challenges and demands over the life course. At the second level, a differentiation is made between the affective, cognitive, and behavioral manifestations of functioning across different domains. Affective manifestations reflect the positive or negative feelings about the self, others, or different tasks. Cognitions indicate the believes, thoughts and knowledge about the self, others, or different tasks, and behavior the manifest conduct and approach.

It is important to take into account different domains and manifestations of social-emotional competences, since some individuals might show effective task-performance and act in correspondence with socially accepted norms and expectations, despite being emotionally unbalanced. Or, they might be well attuned in regulating their interactions with others, but not in concentrating their commitment to specific tasks. The identification of different core domains and manifestations of emotions, thoughts and behaviors within and across these domains is considered necessary to facilitate the conceptual specification of key constructs, directing focus to the most salient aspects of their expression. Considering the multiple domains and manifestations of social-emotional competences enables the assessment of variations in adjustment and the identification of potential competence profiles.

Table 1 gives examples of prototypical competences for each of the manifestations across domains. The taxonomy differentiates variations in emotional response toward the self (such as feelings of self-esteem), toward others (empathy), or toward specific tasks (such interest or valuing them). Moreover it takes into account cognitions or believes about the self (self-concept), about others (perspective taking), or specific tasks (foresight), as well as behavioral manifestations, such as self-regulation, ways of regulating one's interaction with others (cooperation), and efforts to achieve a task or goal. These manifestations change or can vary depending on developmental maturity or different socio-cultural contexts. Nonetheless, the differentiation of the three manifestations facilitates conceptual clarity when trying to classify different constructs, including multi-dimensional constructs, such as grit. Grit comprises passion (an affective aspect) and perseverance, i.e., task-focused behavior directed at the achievement of longer-term goals (Duckworth et al., 2007). Both facets can be captured within the DOMASEC framework, facilitating a better understanding of multiple competences necessary to pursue and achieve a task.


Table 1. Domains and manifestations of socio-emotional competences (DOMASEC).
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The aim of the DOMASEC taxonomy is to be broad enough to integrate social-emotional competences studied across different disciplines, and to be specific enough to enable the grouping of social-emotional competences according to their core domains and their most central manifestations. In particular, the DOMASEC specification of core domains will facilitate the classification of competences recognized across different fields.



Integration of Different Frameworks

The DOMASEC taxonomy is not intended to be a grand theory of human development, it rather aims to facilitate the classification of social-emotional competences studied across different disciplines within an integrative framework. One of the central goals of scientific taxonomies is the specification of overarching domains within which large numbers of specific instances can be understood in a simplified way. It is hoped that the DOMASEC framework, as a generally accepted taxonomy, would facilitate the accumulation and communication of empirical findings by offering a standard vocabulary, or nomenclature.

Table 1 illustrates how the DOMASEC model maps onto different frameworks, such as the Big Five, the CASEL constructs, and other competences specified in prominent classification frameworks (see the Explore SEL online tool). For instance, the DOMASEC framework maps onto the Big Five factors (Abrahams et al., 2019; Costa et al., 2019) which can be grouped as aspects of affective responses toward the self (neuroticism); as behavioral orientations toward the self (conscientiousness) or others (extraversion); or a cognitive response toward a task (openness). Agreeableness also reflects an orientation toward others, but is more difficult to allocate, as it involves a more or less even balance of affective, cognitive and behavioral aspects (Wilt and Revelle, 2015). It's defining facets comprise modesty, trust, and empathy (John et al., 2008) which can be considered as reflections of affective (empathy), cognitive (trust) or behavioral (modesty) aspects of other-orientation. Here agreeableness is grouped as a behavioral aspect of other-orientation, given the centrality of the modesty facet across different Big Five frameworks, such as the lexical approach, the NEO-PI-R and the CPI-Big Five. Notably, the DOMASEC model enables the classification of different sub-facets within each of the Big Five factors and facilitates a more differentiated understanding and conceptualization of key competences. Take another example, the construct of openness, which has been defined as “the breadth, depth, originality, and complexity of an individual's mental and experiential life.” (John et al., 2008). Within the DOMASEC framework different facets of openness could be grouped as cognitive orientations toward a task, while others might be considered as cognitive orientations toward the self or others. The first decision in the classification process will be the identification of the core domain, i.e., the focus of orientation toward the self, toward others or a task, followed by a consideration of the most salient form of manifestation, i.e., the affective, cognitive, or behavioral expression.

The DOMASEC model also maps onto a range of other frameworks, such the five competence clusters of the CASEL framework (Durlak et al., 2015), differentiating between cognitive and behavorial manifestations of orientations toward the self (self-awareness, self-management), toward others (social awareness, relationship skills), and toward developmental tasks (responsible decision making). In addition, the two-level DOMASEC taxonomy facilitates a clearer distinction between the core domains and associated feelings, cognitions and behaviors, which do not necessarily have to be consistent across the different domains.

In addition, the three DOMASEC domains capture the central dimensions of internalizing (orientation toward the self) and externalizing adjustment problems as well as prosocial behavior (both reflecting orientation toward others) generally assessed in widely used screening instruments (Goodman et al., 2000; Achenbach, 2019). The three DOMASEC domains also emulate the core skill clusters identified in previous research, i.e., intrapersonal, interpersonal, and cognitive competences (National Research Council, 2012; OECD, 2015), yet the focus is on social-emotional competences not including academic or knowledge skills—instead emphasizing task-oriented competences. The three domains of the DOMASEC taxonomy also correspond to the three-component model of virtue or character strength comprising self-control, caring, and inquisitiveness (McGrath et al., 2018). Self-control can be understood to reflect self-orientation, caring as an aspect of other-orientation, and inquisitiveness as an aspect of task-orientation. The three components of virtue show a considerable degree of overlap with the VIA Classification of Strengths and Virtues (McGrath et al., 2018) and also the Big Five Framework. Despite this overlap the classifications of virtues and personality are however not redundant, highlighting the limitations of a global measure of personality aiming to include all potentially important components of that construct (McGrath et al., 2020).

Moreover, the specification of the three core domains builds a bridge to self-determination theory (SDT) (Ryan and Deci, 2017), opening up new dialogues between interlinked fields of inquiry concerned about the study of human development and wellbeing. SDT specifies a set of innate, universal basic psychological needs for experiencing autonomy, relatedness, and competence. The fulfillment of these basic needs is essential for psychological growth and effective functioning. Autonomy refers to the need to manage one's emotions and behavior, to be able to self-determine what to do. Relatedness refers to the need to care about and be cared about by others, and competence refers to the need to contribute to a cause, to feel challenged and being effective. Within self-determination theory the term competence does not refer to an attained skill or capability, but rather is understood as a felt sense of being effective in interactions with the wider environment, to experience opportunities to exercise and express one's capacities (Ryan and Deci, 2017). Within the DOMASEC classification this aspect denotes engagement with the environment, orientation toward the different tasks encountered, and the way individuals approach, adapt to or change their environment to address their needs.

Linking the DOMASEC framework to self-determination theory highlights the role of the individual as an active agent in their own development, and the fact that social-emotional competences develop over time, in interaction with significant others and changing contextual influences. It has been argued that SDT has the capacity to integrate different personality models, including the Big Five framework (Prentice et al., 2019; Ryan et al., 2019), and has the capacity to coordinate complex research findings concerning personality development, motivation, and wellbeing (Ryan et al., 2019). In particular, aspects of self-determination are relevant to understand the person as agent, as a motivated being making choices and planning their lives (McAdams and Olson, 2010), and can thus be helpful to inform strategies for building up social-emotional competences and the design of effective interventions. The development and maintenance of social-emotional competences can be facilitated if the needs for autonomy, relatedness and competence are met. For example, there is evidence to suggest that interventions aiming to support feelings of autonomy, relatedness and belonging can promote learning performance and persistence among students (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Skinner et al., 2009), or persistence in and adherence to physical exercise practice (Van den Berghe et al., 2014; Rodrigues et al., 2018). Linking the DOMASEC taxonomy to theories of self-determination and personality development thus facilitates recommendations for the design of developmentally appropriate interventions aiming to promote the development of social-emotional competences.

The DOMASEC taxonomy is designed to be broad enough to capture key aspects of different sets of constructs, to classify social-emotional competences studied across different disciplines, and to be specific enough to enable the grouping of social-emotional competences according to their core domains and their most central manifestations. Comparing the DOMASEC taxonomy with some of the frequently used frameworks used in the study of social-emotional learning, personality and character strengths illustrates its potential as an integrative tool. Future research should aim to link the DOMASEC framework to other classification tools with the objective to specify the core constructs and their different facets within the different cells of the grid in more detail, minimizing or eliminating overlap. Good examples of how this can be achieved can be found in the already mentioned online search tool (Explore SEL: http://exploresel.gse.harvard.edu/about/), or recent work mapping processes associated with executive functioning, a key feature of self-regulation, which also takes into account variations in expression across different developmental stages (Bailey et al., 2018). In addition, the taxonomy is useful to identify potential evidence gaps in current research. For example, relative many studies address issues related to the pre-cursors and long-term outcomes of self-control or self-regulation. There are, however, fewer studies examining the antecedents, development and outcomes associated with empathy or prosocial behavior, possibly due to the lack of strong measures for their assessment (Jones et al., 2016).



Assessment of Social-Emotional Competences

The DOMASEC taxonomy also informs the assessment of social-emotional competences. Indeed, the grid structure could serve as a blueprint to facilitate test specification, or the cataloging of existing measurement tools (see also Bailey et al., 2018). There is a wide range of instruments, tapping into the different components and facets of social-emotional competences. Yet, while instruments to assess self-oriented competences such as self-regulation or self-concept are relatively common, there are fewer instruments to assess emotional competences that are, for example relevant for interaction with others, such as empathy (Halle and Darling-Churchill, 2016; Jones et al., 2016). A comprehensive assessment of social-emotional competences, however, should provide information about a range of different competences across different domains, involving different manifestations. Having information on multiple competences also enables the assessment of how these competences combine in individuals, giving insights into variations in competence profiles.

In developing new assessment instruments aiming for a more comprehensive appraisal of competence profiles, the standard requirements for a reliable and valid assessment should be fulfilled, as well as a number of practical considerations (Campbell et al., 2016; Jones et al., 2016): (a) measures should be developmentally appropriate in scope and content; moreover, they should enable researchers to assess the development of competences at earlier and later ages; (b) should be culturally appropriate; (c) should cover a comprehensive set of domains; (d) the administration of the assessment should not take too long, and should not put too much burden on the respondents; (e) to ensure consistency in administration there should not be too many training requirements for the administrator or observer; (f) there should be consideration for contextual issues of assessment, taking into account the setting of the assessment, as well as variations in expression across subgroups in the population or across different cultures.

Many available assessment instruments were developed for use in small-scale or specialized studies (Halle and Darling-Churchill, 2016). However, only a relative small number of these measures are suitable for administration in different types of studies, such as studies conducted across diverse populations and cultures, large scale surveys, studies focusing on social-emotional competences among very young children, or those aiming to assess continuity and change in social-emotional competences over time (Jones et al., 2016). For example, there is a scarcity of measures that are suitable for use with small children, instruments that cover a comprehensive range of competences, or enable the assessment of growth and development (Halle and Darling-Churchill, 2016).

Nonetheless, a key message is that social-emotional competences can be measured with relative precision and accuracy. Methods used to quantify the way individuals feel, think and behave across different situations have advanced considerably, in particular through the use of new technologies or involving multi-method multiple-informant approaches (Duckworth and Yeager, 2015; Abrahams et al., 2019). For example, computer-based problem scenarios (Rausch et al., 2019), interactive computer games (Day et al., 2019), or opportunistic measures derived from observing and coding the behaviors of individuals engaged in standardized assessment programs (Zamarro et al., 2018) can be used to balance the strengths and limitations of self-reports and direct assessments of social-emotional competences. Information about differences in behavior in different settings enables a better assessment of the multiple ways in which social-emotional competences manifest, how they develop over time, and how they vary across different contexts. Ideally, future assessments of social-emotional competences should provide information not only on single competences, but on a broader range of competences assessed across multiple domains and manifestations. A more comprehensive assessment would enable a more holistic understanding of how competences combine in individuals, and their relative and combined effect in shaping important life outcomes. Moreover, assessment tools that capture multiple components of social-emotional competences can be helpful to inform the planning of effective interventions, addressing specific strengths and deficits.




CONCLUSION

Socio-emotional competences are critical for positive development and attainment across multiple domains, including education, employment, health and wellbeing (OECD, 2015). However, progress in empirical studies regarding the antecedents, correlates and long-term benefits of social-emotional competences is hampered by the lack of consensus about the number of key competences, how they are defined and operationalised. The conceptualization and measurement of social-emotional competences is not a straightforward task, because the term refers to a set of different capabilities. The proposed integrative taxonomy “DOMASEC” is understood as a framework supporting collaborative efforts to clearly delineate and distinguish core domains and manifestations of social-emotional competences and to facilitate conceptual clarity. Core domains include intrapersonal, interpersonal and task-oriented competencies, which are manifested in associated feelings, cognitions and behaviors. The DOMASEC typology helps to better organize the multitude of terms and definitions used, and to guide the conceptualization and operationalisation of social-emotional competences and their various facets. Providing a bridge between existing frameworks of social and emotional learning, personality traits (such as the Big Five), and the 21st century skill clusters the DOMASEC framework aims to generate a new dialogue between interlinked yet till now separated strands of investigation and to achieve a much needed consensus. Moreover, linking the DOMASEC specification of core domains to self-determination theories highlights the role of the individual as an active agent in their own development, and the fact that social-emotional competences develop over time, in interaction with significant others and changing contextual influences. This in turn, facilitates recommendations for the design of developmentally appropriate interventions aiming to promote the development of social-emotional competences.

It is hoped that the proposed taxonomy serves to connect different approaches regarding conceptualization and measurement, and hopefully bring about a consensus regarding the specification and delineation of core socio-emotional competencies and their assessment. Future work should focus in more detail on the specification of the different facets of socio-emotional competences, their comprehensive assessment across cultures, and review variations in the manifestation of distinct socio-emotional competences over time to reflect their formation, growth and possible changes.
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