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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
Karalyn M. Tom
Doctor of Philosophy
Department of Special Education and Clinical Sciences
June 2012

Title: Measurement of Teachers’ Social-Emotional Competence:l@muent of the
Social-Emotional Competence Teacher Rating Scale

The significant role that teacher social-emotional competence (SEQ)lenyay
the classroom environment through classroom management, forming positive-teacher
student relationships, and implementation of social-emotional learning (SEicutar
as well as the influence SEC may have on teachers’ overall well-bequires an
assessment that is able to reliably measure this construct in a manhrevtd for
research and applied purposes. This study investigated the development of a scale
measuring teacher SEC, the Social-Emotional Competence Teacher Ratag S
(SECTRS). The SECTRS was created and evaluated by an expert panelingathaw
content validation process and follow-up revisions, the scale was administered to a
sample of teacherd(= 302) and the scale’s factor structure was explored, along with
basic elements of the scale’s reliability and validity. Finally, agraphic characteristics
were assessed to determine if relationships to SEC scores existesltaese
characteristics.

Results of the factor analysis revealed a four-factor solution thatreegbla
37.93% of the variance. The four factors identified measured aspects of teadbat-st
relationships, emotion regulation, social-awareness, and interpersonahlstigds.

Internal consistency reliability estimates ranged from .69 to .88. Comiergjedity

iv



results revealed that the SECTRS factor and total scores had significantgposi
correlations (.44 to .65) with a scale measuring emotional intelligence and lowy@ega
correlations with a scale measuring teacher burnout (.01 to -.34). Teatwhgs on the
SECTRS did not demonstrate differences across gender, ethnicity, and communit
setting. Teacher ratings on the SECTRS differed based upon yearshaigeac
experience, age, teacher setting, and grade-level. Finally, the SE@3Rfound to have
significant, positive correlations with perceptions of teacher-studetibredhips (.40 to
.64), controlling behavior management styles (.17 to .22), as well as positive school
climate. The SECTRS had significant, negative correlations with authaita
instructional styles (-.31 to -.55). Overall, results suggest that the SECTRS8dtpmte
psychometric properties and provides an initial version of a scale that nseiesofeer
SEC; however, the results of the factor analysis are far from conclusialditidbnal
research is required to refine and validate the SECTRS tool before it is ussehirtine

and practice.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Educators are increasingly recognizing that student successriegjifees more
than simply passing standardized tests and acquiring academic knowlddgatidh
must also encompass social and emotional skills that will allow students tiveffec
deal with the challenges that life brings them (Buchanan, Gueldner, Tran,r&llMer
2009). Wang, Haertel, and Walberg (1997) examined instructional variables &nd the
effect on student learning and found that some of the most influential learning factor
were social and emotional factors, such as motivation, the ability to selétegahd
application of self-control strategies. Other important factors tetatsocial-emotional
adjustment were the quality of teacher and student interactions and theortassr
environment. Likewise, the National Center for Education Statistics (2002) found tha
some of the reasons students reported dropping out of school were related to social-
emotional factors, including not getting along with teachers or peersigéeti out, and
not feeling safe in school. Schools are increasingly emphasizing meritalgreanotion
given that lifelong mental disorders begin as early as age 14 and affeclyréighl
million children (Greenberg et al., 2003). Thus, schools may take on the respiynsibili
providing mental health services regardless of whether they have suffesentces to
do so.

It is common for schools across the United States to have some mental health
services available for children, such as a social skill group or a school lImsunse
(Hoagwood et al., 2007). School systems are uniquely poised to promote mental health

given that they can target young children when prevention efforts are mostsfukce



(e.g., Merrell, 2010). Furthermore, schools can reach a large population of children who
may be at-risk for developing future mental health disorders. Unfortunatesate
problems exist with current mental health services in the schools. First,stdubto be
reactive because they frequently do not provide services until children have been
identified for special education services or been through juvenile court (Greemlagrg
2003). Second, schools are limited in their resources to meet the needs of all the students
that may need mental health services (Greenberg et al, 2003). Third, schoelsseray
not be well coordinated, with services existing in isolation, or are episodteim t
delivery (Farmer & Farmer, 1999; Greenberg et al., 2003). Lastly, thereyiktiler
information on types of treatments administered in schools and they often vary from
general education consultation to interventions carried out by counselors, school
psychologists, and social workers. These types of interventions are umidihked to
other outcomes that are meaningful to the school (i.e. academics), resultiagkro& |
accountability (Greenberg et al., 2003).

To address these limitations many schools are starting to adopt social and
emotional learning (SEL) as a means to link prevention efforts with schoa-base
interventions (Merrell, 2010). SEL has been defined by the Collaborative foemoad
Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) group as “the process of acquiring and
effectively applying the knowledge, attitudes, and skills necessary to reecgmd
manage emotions; developing caring and concern for others; making responsible
decisions; establishing positive relationship; and handling challengingaisiaapably”

(p- 1, Zins & Elias, 2006).



Positive outcomes from SEL can be categorized into three main areas: attitudes
behavior, and performance (Zins, Payton, Weissberg, & O’Brian, 2007). Changes in
student attitudes include improvement in students’ motivation and commitment toward
school and stronger feelings of belongingness and safety in the school andntymm
(Zins et al., 2007). Student participation in SEL programs may also have posguets eff
on student behavior, including reductions of internalizing problems (e.g., anxiety and
depression; Merrell, 2010) and reductions in externalizing problems (e.g., ayyeess
student interpersonal violence; Grossman et al., 1997). Other positive changes in
behaviors include increases in communication skills and fewer absences and school
dropouts (Zins, Bloodworth, Weissberg, & Walberg, 2004; Zins et al., 2007). Student
performance outcomes include academic outcomes such as higher grades and gains i
standardized academic measures (Elias, 2006; Hoagwood et al, 2007) that heay be t
result of linking SEL skills such as problem solving and goal setting and apptgsg
skills to academic endeavors (Zins et al., 2004). Students participating in SELnpsogra
also display large increases in social-emotional knowledge (e.g., Merrell, Zli€ye
positive school outcomes are important and illustrate the need to educate students beyond
academic skills. Ample evidence suggests that social and emotional featerslear
benefits that reduce barriers to accessing education and promote skillothatadlents
to engage in academic and social activities.

State and national policy makers are also beginning to recognize the benefits of
incorporating SEL programs into the larger framework of schools and are takimgta
ensure that schools are teaching social-emotional skills. lllinois was tme fofst states

to pass comprehensive legislation for this purpose, with the lllinois ChildreraMent



Health Act in 2003. This legislation required schools in the state to incorp&hatetd
their school mission and take definitive steps toward developing the social and emotiona
competencies of their students (O’'Brien & Resnik, 2009). More recentlydageic,
Social and Emotional Learning Act of 2011 (HR 2437) was proposed to Congress, and if
passed, will allow the Secretary of Education to award funding toward creating a
National Technical Assistance and Training Center that will provide traamdgupport
to states and local educational agencies that want to adopt and promote evidehce-base
SEL learning as well as create social and emotional learning staadargsograms.

These new developments are paving the way for SEL implementation in schools.
It is now essential that research focus on the finer details of eff@tiplementation that
will allow schools to adopt SEL practices successfully. One overlooked ateaapa
affect the implementation of SEL programs is the social-emotional comp¢&Ce of
teachers. Teachers’ SEC influences important components of SEL progreenydslich
as teachers’ ability to implement behavior management strategtesirage problem
solving and cooperation among students, design appropriate instruction, and develop
supportive and encouraging relationships with their students (Jennings & Greenberg,
2009). Understanding the relationship between teacher SEC and SEL programming will
become important as more states start following Illinois’ lead and begin tmren8&L
programs in schools.

Jennings and Greenberg (2009) highlighted the importance of teacher SEC by
presenting a model of a prosocial classroom environment. They proposed that teach
SEC was related to teacher-student relationships, effective classranagement, and

successful SEL implementation. Jennings and Greenberg argue that tbaskigti



between high teacher SEC on these three variables may contribute to a possi®oia
climate, which in turn results in greater student social, emotional, and academ
outcomes.

Social-emotional competence is a broad construct that is typically vtk est
being the equivalent of the desired outcome of SEL programs. Therefore, $e@bber
are socially and emotionally competent will exhibit the core competeogtiésed by the
CASEL group: self-awareness, self-management, social awareslaisnship skills,
and responsible decision-making with the added ability to apply these skills irntdo sc
setting (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009). It is often assumed that teachersdialve s
emotional skills upon entering the teaching profession. As a result of thre@ssn,
many teachers do not receive the type of social and emotional support andesttategi
help them cope and manage their emotions in effective ways. Therefore, Jamuings
Greenberg proposed that deficits in SEC or lack of appropriate social-emastippalts
may contribute to the high burnout and attrition rate seen in the teaching profession.
Teachers are constantly exposed to emotionally provocative situations but h&ae limi
options for self-regulation when situations cause strong emotional reactionsigefani
Greenberg, 2009). This constant exposure to negative emotionally charged egbhts m
reduce a teacher's intrinsic motivation and feelings of self-effieaxiinig to high rates
of teacher burnout (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009).

An added burden on teachers is readying their students to meet the increased
academic standards introduced with the passing of the No Child Left B&timd 2001.
As teacher demands increase, so does the need for additional social-emotionatsupport

help teachers manage and cope with these additional responsibilities. T&heedaal



and emotional competencies may serve as a buffer for teachers andieeralie
successfully navigate raised expectations through finding effective twaggulate their
emotions and prevent feelings of low self-efficacy and motivation.

Teacher SEC not only affects teachers’ well-being, but also may atycal
role in student outcomes. There is considerable literature to support the importdiece i
quality of the relationship and interaction between students and teachers to student
outcomes (e.g., Wang et al., 1997). A teacher’s ability to listen and support students’
feelings and ideas has been shown to have an impact on student attention, learning, and
brain development (Kusche & Greenberg, 2006). A supportive teacher-student
relationship is also important because having more positive social intesacteates a
learning environment that facilitates student displays of appropriate behawtbe
classroom and allows for better acquisition of academic concepts (Merrell, 2010).

Teacher SEC can have a large impact in creating a warm, nurturing ergttonm
not only through building supportive interpersonal relationships, but also in teachers’
abilities to manage a classroom. Jennings and Greenberg (2009) hypothesized that
socially-emotionally competent teachers are able to manage classtwoogh
motivating students intrinsically rather than through the use externatdswand
punishments to control behavior. In addition, teachers with high SEC are hypothesized t
create community classrooms that are oriented toward cooperation and emphasiz
perspective taking. These types of classrooms have been related to stuithgstdée
school connectedness, self-reports of academic engagement, and positivesoriatper

relationships. Jennings and Greenberg hypothesized that teachers whoa&re soci



emotionally competent would foster these types of social and emotional skills and
thereby create positive classroom climates.

Finally, teacher SEC may also influence the implementation of SELgmsgr
When schools adopt an SEL program, teachers seldom receive the pre-serviae traini
that is necessary to implement the SEL program. Many teachers regart [&re-service
training as a barrier to SEL implementation (Buchanan et al., 2009). When tedzhers
receive pre-service training, activities primarily focus on famiiag teachers with the
SEL program and key components of SEL program delivery (Buchanan et al., 2009).
Seldom does training address the SEC of teachers, which may be an impoamt fact
SEL implementation.

Specifically teacher SEC may affect three critical implentemtacomponents of
SEL programs: delivery of SEL, role modeling of concepts, and active reanferd of
skills throughout the day. The quality of teacher implementation of SEL program
delivery (engaging and modeling) has been related to greater changessimai
aggression above and beyond the number of lessons taught (Conduct Problems
Prevention Research Group, 1999). Teachers are role models for SEL skills thritugh da
demonstrations pro-social behaviors such as effective coping, problem solving, and
decision-making processes in the classroom (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009¢rJ each
with high SEC have a greater awareness of their emotions and provide a gaoddel
to students on appropriate social-emotional skills. The ability to demonstratskiisse
has been shown to relate to implementation quality of SEL programs (Buss, 2007).
Teachers also play a critical component in generalizing the SEL Iskitised by

reinforcing and applying SEL skills when conflicts arise or students expreger,



frustration, or sadness in the classroom (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009). Teachees who a
socially-emotionally competent will have an easier time recognizirsg thiguations and
understanding how to apply appropriate SEL techniques to resolve problems.

Arguably, teacher-student relationships and classroom management alsaflue
teachers’ ability to adequately implement a SEL programs. In their Bockal and
Emotional Learning in the ClassrooMerrell and Gueldner (2010) noted the importance
of both teacher-student relationships and behavior management in successful
implementation of SEL programs. The relationship between teacher SEC dret-teac
student relationships, classroom management, and SEL implementation may all be
interrelated, rather than being thought of as separate outcomes of teaCher SE

The assumption that teachers possess adequate SEC skills upon entering the
teaching profession may in many cases be incorrect, and may have negative
consequences for both teachers and students. Supporting teacher well-being and
expanding our knowledge base on teacher SEC is an important next step for SEL
programming and student outcomes. By understanding the teacher SEC we can better
examine its relation to teacher burnout, teacher-student relationshipsyaassr
management, and ultimately implementation of SEL programs.

As researchers begin studying teacher SEC, it is important for meesre
methods in this field to follow. Currently there am@ known assessment tools that are
specifically designed to addresses the social and emotional competence of teachers
Measures in previous studies often examined constructs such as psychological coping
burnout, stress, cognitive appraisals of classroom demands and school resdfirces, se

efficacy, self-critical attitudes, and emotional intelligence. Althoall these factors are



important in understanding the mental health of teachers, they are limited isctyesr

and design to address all the social and emotional factors that may be speedahers.

Based on the importance of understanding whether teachers possess adequate

social and emotional competence, and to begin analyzing the effects thata$HE@va

on teachers, students, and class climate, new measures are needed thablerefca

reliably and efficiently assessing teacher SEC. Such new measures deallid i

incorporate the core components of a SEC teacher and also be specific to thg teachin

profession and context. This study was aimed at addressing tleeisehyeestablishing a

teacher self-report scale to measure teacher SEC.

Research Questions:

1.

What are important teacher SEC domains that would make up a teacher self-
report scale of teacher SEC?

What potential items would be appropriate representations of these SEC domains?
Using an exploratory factor analysis technique with a national sample,sithat |
likely underlying factor structure of the social-emotional competencbéeac
rating scale (SECTRS)?

Using Cronbach’s alpha, what is the internal consistency reliability of the
SECTRS on a large sample of teacher self-report ratings?

What is the convergent validity between the SECTRS and other similar rating
scales?

Are there differences in SEC based upon teachers demographic charesterist

such as gender, classroom setting (general education vs. special education,



elementary school vs. middle school vs. high school), and years of teaching
experience?
Is there a relationship between teacher SEC and teacher perceptions of teache

student relationship, classroom management, and school climate?

10



CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

This brief review focuses on topics relating to the influence of teacher SEC on
various personal and academic outcomes. Prevalence rates, costs of mehtdidezee
in the United States, and the recognition that schools have the unique ability to
implement low-cost SEL programs as primary prevention efforts are reviewed fi
Literature on SEL programming is summarized to reveal the positivd®ffeat these
programs have on students’ academic, behavioral, and emotional outcomes. Tdie critic
role of teachers as implementers of SEL programs is then described and loonalitlye
of SEL implementation by teachers is related to positive outcomes. Suelien
summarized that highlight how teacher SEC may be related to classrawatecind
student outcomes through teacher-student relationships and classroom management.
Finally, the rationale for the development of a teacher SEC self-repastireaa
discussed as a way to further explore whether teacher SEC is the underlyingctonst
across these instructional factors and how a measure may also be usetiilen tea
training programs. Books, articles, and book chapters for this brief literatee/ neere
retrieved from PsycINFO, Google Scholar, the CASEL website, and through the

University of Oregon library catalogue system.

Mental Health Statistics
It is estimated that one in four individuals worldwide will develop a mental or
behavioral disorder throughout their lifetime and the cost of mental health disorders

the United States alone is around 75 billion dollars (Greenberg et al., 2003, Wotld Heal
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Organization [WHOQO], 2004). The prevalence and cost of mental health disordersnboth
society and to the people that suffer from the debilitating nature of these tssondeit
research in the area of prevention and early intervention of mental health disbraey
mental health symptoms present themselves during childhood and adolescenss, but le
than a quarter of children receive appropriate, targeted interventionsgdnessthese
manifestations when they arise (Greenberg et al., 2001; Greenberg et al., 2003).

Merrell (2008) contended that the prevalence of externalizing disordersssuch a
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), Oppositional Defianisbrder
(ODD), and Conduct Disorder (CD) vary, but are quite common in children and
adolescents. The American Psychiatric Association (APA, 20804-1V-TR estimates
that ADHD occurs in 3% to 5% of school age children; ODD occurs in 2% to 16% of
school age children; and CD occurs in 6% to 16% of boys and 2 — 9% of girls. Merrell
(2008) stated that prevalence rates for internalizing disorders, such ag angiet
depression, are difficult to compute because these disorders, unlike exitegnali
disorders, are not as readily identifiable. Merrell and Gueldner (2010ja¢stl that the
prevalence rates for internalizing disorders may be as high as 4% to 6Boolfage
children.

These statistics reveal that many mental health disorders appearytarie
age, and the reported prevalence rates might be a conservative approxifrthgon o
actual number of children who may be experiencing a mental health disorder. Both
externalizing and internalizing disorders have the best prognosis if chddradentified
early and receive appropriate interventions (Merrell, 2008). However, the probilem wi

the current mental health system is that it is primarily reactiveingaintil the
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individual has suffered a magnitude of problems, including school dropout, incancerati
job loss, and relationship difficulties, before receiving any type of supportefdher
the key to addressing mental health disorders must be through preventativeleftorts t
respond to individuals’ needs before severe symptoms are present (Greenberg,
Domitrovich, & Bumbarger, 2001; WHO, 2004).
Schooling as a Center for Preventative Interventions

The movement toward addressing student mental health through prevention
efforts is starting to take place at schools. School systems are movangl towiding the
capacity to support prevention efforts through the adaptation of the public health model
(Merrell & Buchanan, 2006) in academics, behavior, and mental health. This model has
been represented through a three-tiered model of support that divides prevéntisn ef
into three different levels: primary, secondary, and tertiary (Merr&@u&hanan, 2006).
This model unifies the efforts through a seamless coordination of interventionsatich
the intensity of the intervention to the severity of the child’s need, as disptajfeglire
1.
At the primary level, all children receive a general mental healthvertgdon with the
goal being to prevent the development of mental health problems and exacerbation of
existing problems (Greenberg et al., 2001). At the secondary level, childrerimg
additional services due to higher risk and failure to respond to primary prevembids, ef
receive additional interventions in smaller groups that are targetedratabds
(Greenberg et al., 2001). At the tertiary level, service is targeteditoerhivho are
identified as displaying early signs of mental health disorders and who have not

responded to primary and secondary levels (Greenberg et al., 2001). These children
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receive individualized interventions provided by the school or community-based mental
health providers (Merrell & Gueldner, 2010). Adelman and Taylor (2000) noted that a
tiered system of coordinated service delivery is essential in degdhsifragmentation

that currently plagues many mental health initiatives and primary prenexiforts.

Tertiary Level
(about 5% of students)
1. Individual treatment
2. Special education services
3. Referral to and collaboration with
communit-based mental heal

Secondary Level
(15% - 20% of students)
1. Targeted SEL programming
2. Small group counseling and skills /

training
3. Evidenc«based aroup interventic /

Primary Level
(all students)
1. Structured SEL curricula
2. Effective school policies (e.g.,
Positive Behavior Supports)

3. Effective classrom routine

Figure 1.Three-tiered model of systematic coordination of mental health prevention

interventions. Adapted frofreventive Interventions for Students with Internalizing
Disorders: Effective Strategies for Promoting Mental Health in Schogl&.W. Merrell
and B.A. Gueldner. Copyright 2010 by National Association of School Psychologists.

In regard to promoting mental health in schools, Merrell and Gueldner (2010)
suggested that SEL programs may be conceptualized as efforts at thvy prenantion
level, noting, “mental health promotion is focused on a common goal — the well-being of

children” (p. 804). SEL programs focus on meeting the mental health needs of children
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and adolescents by teaching emotional knowledge and skills to effectivelyarthrag
emotions, create meaningful relationships, and apply problem-solving skills

SEL focuses on five core competencesf-awareness, self-management, social
awareness, relationship skillandresponsible decision-makit@ASEL, 2011). Self-
awareness is defined as the ability to recognize one’s feelings, thoughésnations, as
well as the ability to identify one’s strengths and the strengths in otlefsvEreness
also includes having an appropriate level of self-confidence. Self-managenhetésnc
the ability to manage one’s emotions, deal with stressful situations, andvefieset
and work towards established goals. Social awareness is defined as théoaiaikie
other people’s perspective, empathize, and having respect for individual differen
Relationship skills involve the ability to cooperate with others and estdtdadthy,
meaningful relationships. Finally, responsible decision-making is the process of
accurately assessing and evaluating social and academic situatiocc@@ng to
decisions that are ethical and appropriate.

Therefore, at the primary prevention level, proponents of SEL programs
emphasize weaving these core values and competencies of SEL curtatite inoroader
mission of the school. One way that SEL supporters conceptualize doing this is through
teaching SEL programs in general education classrooms. By intedgs&ilngrograms
into general education, coordination of mental health programs increases through
unifying SEL learning and academic learning (Merrell & Gueldner, 2010).

SEL and Positive Student Outcomes
Schools may be reluctant to take on SEL initiatives when many schools teday a

facing the pressure of improving students’ academic scores. Howevarcleseidies
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support incorporating SEL curricula in schools to aide in student achievemacker
et al. (2009) asserted that schools that have seen decreases in problem behaasesinc
in academic achievement, and increases in quality relationships haweafspromoting
SEL. Findings also suggest that children and adolescents who have social and émotiona
skills typically have more “positive relationships, are less likely tqage in risk-taking
behaviors such as using drugs and alcohol, and experience fewer emotional symptoms
and perform better academically” (p. 335, Brackett et al., 2009). Furthertmeacbers
perceive socially-emotionally competent students more positiveigllsodehaviorally,
and emotionally with fewer anxious and depressive symptoms. Likewise, md@gef t
social-emotional factors are barriers for many students to adequatesatiucation
successfully.

Durlak and Wells (1997) conducted a meta-analysis of 177 primary prevention,
social-emotional learning curricula and found that programs implemented irhthedssc
had positive outcomes, such as significantly reducing behavior problems andimgcreas
social-emotional competencies. Specifically, reductions in extermglaid internalizing
symptoms were found in many of these programs as well as increases miacade
performance (e.g., grades and achievement tests), with resultsiniagna follow up
studies. Significant positive effects were found (effect sizes rgrigpm .24 to .93) and
follow up analyses across all dependent measures revealed that studensioag in
primary prevention program surpassed students in the control group by 59 — 82%.

The Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group (2010) studied the effects of a
multiyear primary prevention social-emotional learning program and foundti@usim

aggression and increases in prosocial behavior as reported by teachers and pedrs, a
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as improved academic engagement. The study followed 2,937 students from grades 1
through 3 and concluded that, when implemented well, a multi-year SEL program
prevented rates of aggression, increased social competence, ancdaeczaemic
engagement in the elementary years. During the third year of implérenstudents in
the intervention group had significantly lower problem behaviors than children in the
control group jp < .001). The results also revealed that students who started the
intervention with higher initial aggressive and oppositional behavior demonstrated m
robust treatment effectp € .001,ES=.24). Peer sociometric nominations revealed that
boys in the control group received significantly higher ratings of aggee§s< .001,ES
=.20) and hyperactivep (< .05,ES= .12) behaviors.

In a more recent meta-analysis, Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, Tayldr, a
Schellinger (2011) investigated the effects of school-based primargrmiiron social-
emotional learning programs on a broad range of student outcomes. Theheyseaere
particularly interested in six student outcomes: social and emotiona) akillsdes
toward self and others, positive social behaviors, conduct problems, emotionasdistres
and academic performance. Studies from January 1, 1970 to December 31, 2007 were
included, with a final sample of 213 studies involving 270,034 students. Results
suggested that student outcomes across all six categories improved. Stispdenyed an
increase in their social and emotional skiES(= 57), improved attitudes towards
themselves and otherlS%= .23), demonstrated positive social behavi&iS< .24),
lower levels of conduct problemE$= .22) and emotional distreds%= .24), and higher
academic score&6=.27), compared to students who did not participate in an SEL

program. Fifteen percent of the studies collected follow up data an average of 92 weeks
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later and found that effect sizes remained significant across all studemhestc
Another important finding from this meta-analysis is the superior impl&atien of SEL
programs by school personnel as compared to non-school personnel. SEL interventions
implemented by school personnel resulted in positive effects across alldsxts
outcomes, whereas interventions implemented by non-school personnel only had positive
effects across three student outcomes (i.e., SEL skills, prosocial attitadesdaced
conduct problems). The results suggested that schools at all levels (i.entatgme
middle, and high school) are capable of implementing SEL programs without having to
hire outside personnel, and that the added benefit of using school personnel may be seen
in improved student attitudes about themselves, lower emotional distress, and higher
academic scores.

SEL is not only important for students’ academic success in school, but also has
benefits in preparing students for the future by providing them with skills thagnable
them to be successful in the workforce and in society. To that end, Cherniss andrGolem
(2006) found that many of the skills that employers were looking for included thg abili
to create and work toward goals, the ability to adapt and overcome obstacles, personal
self-management, interpersonal skills, cooperation, and problem-solving with the mos
desirable skills being communication skills, interpersonal skills, and imgiakhis
finding clearly displays the importance of instilling in children social@mdtional
competencies in addition to academic knowledge.
Teachers and SEL Outcomes

Teachers are a critical component to SEL outcomes because they@imtrg

implementers of SEL curricula (Elbertson, Brackett, & Weissberg, 201@)survey
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conducted by Buchanan et al. (2009), about 67.4% of surveyed teachers were the primary
implementers of the SEL curriculum. Jennings and Greenberg (2009) hypedhtbsiiz
teacher SEC may influence the implementation of SEL programs. Tinbeesadefined
teacher SEC as the ability to exhibit core SEL competencies with theadigpl of these
skills to the school setting. For example, Jennings and Greenberg suggestdhats
who are self-aware will be able to recognize their own emotions and understand how
different classroom situations influence their emotions. Self-awarkersaare more
conscious of their emotional strengths and limitations. These teachaisaable to use
their emotions, such as enthusiasm, to motivate their students to learn (Jennings &
Greenberg, 2009).

Socially and emotionally competent teachers are also able to managatbgons
and behaviors in the classroom, especially when emotionally provocative sitwaisens
such as having to handle student misbehavior (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009). L.ikewise
teachers who are socially and emotionally competent are aware of tlena#lof their
emotions and behaviors on students. These teachers display social awareneass in thei
sensitivity to differences in perspectives and are able to recognize andtandénow
this influences behaviors in students, staff, and parents. Teachers with highv@EC ha
distinct advantage in building positive social relationships with students, coteaand
parents by being supportive and utilizing their skills in cooperation and perspective
taking to facilitate relationships. Finally, teachers who are SEC suahle to make
responsible decisions because they can effectively problem-solve and considentow the

decisions affect others, are willing to compromise, and take ownership ofhbeies.
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Jennings and Greenberg (2009) asserted that the quality of SEL impleameistati
affected by teacher SEC. They suggest that teachers with low SEC iesishéely to
generalize SEL concepts and will not provide a good role model of socialeeadoti
skills. Likewise, Jennings and Greenberg argued that teachers with low 8EC wi
experience higher burnout and stress, and that these factors may also affect SE
implementation. Research in the area of teacher implementation of SELnpsogra
supports the relationship between teacher psychological experiences suctoas bur
stress, self-efficacy, and self-awareness on SEL implementatiose phgchological
experiences are conceptualized as being related to teacher SEC.

Han and Weiss (2005) discussed the impact that teacher self-efficatyausayn
SEL program implementation. They noted that teacher beliefs about teaciaagyeff
(i.e., the extent to which teachers believe they have an influence on students) have a
strong influence on the motivation behind their interest in adopting a new instructional
program. Han and Weiss found that teacher self-efficacy was relategachaits ability
to persevere despite facing setbacks as well as the amount of effort teayiliveg to
expend on a new program initiative. Teachers who had high self-efficxeyalso more
motivated to obtain student outcomes and were willing to exert greater leedlerofo
achieve results.

Teacher burnout may also affect the quality of teachers’ implemamttiSEL
curricula. It is hypothesized that teachers with low SEC will expezieacnout more
frequently and with greater intensity than teachers with higher SEC.rndaWwaiss
(2005) found that teacher burnout influenced the implementation of new SEL programs

because teachers who were experiencing burnout had lower engagemeanteacthang
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activities, less interest in new practices, and negative attitudes tawgniesnenting a
new program.

The Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group (1999) found that quality of
teacher implementation was significantly related to student outcomesmATHe
curriculum. In their randomized clinical study involving 198 intervention classsaord
180 control classrooms in four different states, the researchers investigatenpact of
a primary prevention, social-emotional learning curriculum. The researcieee
interested in how dosage and quality of implementation affected student behavior and
classroom atmosphere. They found that the quality of teacher implementatien of t
social-emotional curriculum as measured by their skill in teaching theptsc
managing the classroom, and modeling and generalizing the concepts, Wassitni
related to decreases in classroom aggre$4ipi67) = 9.90p < .001;F(l, 167) =16.54
p <.001; and~(l, 167) = 9.22p < .001, respectively. These three quality measures were
also related to higher scores on positive classroom cliff{at&37) = 4.95p < .01;F(l,

137) = 8.87p < .01; and~(l, 137) = 4.94p < .01, respectivelyThese effects remained
significant even after controlling for the number of lessons taught. Thealesea
concluded that both implementation quantity and quality of social-emotional learning
curricula are important in producing positive outcomes (The Conduct Problems
Prevention Research Group, 1999).

Likewise, Ransford, Greenberg, Domitrovich, Small, and Jacobson (2009)
investigated the influence of teacher burnout and sense of efficacy on their
implementation dosage and quality of a SEL curriculum. Results revealedatttere

who reported high levels of burnout and low levels of administrative support
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implemented fewer supplemental activitigd, 97) = 3.77p < .05. The authors found
that teachers who reported high levels of burnout and low levels of curriculum and
coaching support, implemented fewer lessons than other tedefierdy) = 7.32p < .01
andF(1, 96) = 5.83p < .05, respectively. Lastly, teachers who reported higher burnout
and lower training implemented lessons with lower quality and fewer gergiaiz
activities,F(1, 98) = 10.31p < .01, and~(1, 97) = 4.75p < .05. Ransford et al.
concluded that psychological experiences of teachers influence SEL impégiore
quality.
Teacher SEC and Its Influence on Instructional Outcomes

Jennings and Greenberg (2009) acknowledged that teacher SEC may also
influence other classroom climate variables, such as classroom mamage teacher-
student relationships. As Merrell and Gueldner (2010) pointed out, classroom
management and teacher-student relationships also contribute to successful
implementation of SEL programs. Figure 2 summarizes this relationswpdretactors
that create a healthy classroom climate and ultimately influen@g&/patudent
outcomes. In addition to teacher factors, the model recognizes that school and cgmmunit
factors also influence this relationship at all levels. Research suppihingfluence of
teacher SEC on teacher-student relationships and classroom managemenbedles
next and linked to student academic and behavioral outcomes. In additiorlubede
of school climate and community factors across all levels of the modealiefly
summarized.

Miller and Wiltse (1979) discussed how the emotional state of the classroom is

influenced by the mental health of the teacher, suggesting that the poshitad nealth
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of a teacher is critical in creating a positive classroom atmospherepohitgd that the
continuous responsibility of having to be a good example, the pressure of preparing
students academically, and the frequency of dealing with interpersonal andbahavi
problems in teaching profession creates a great deal of stress. fdwes dwypothesized
that these inherent stressors of the teaching profession impact teachare &task for
mental health problems, leading “maladjusted” teachers to act out usingdrshhbat

are detrimental to students’ well-being.

Research on teachers’ psychological well-being supports the relationshgebet
teacher self-efficacy and teacher self-awareness to instrudbieimaviors and student
outcomes. Hamre and Pianta (2004) analyzed self-reported depression in ndnfamilia
caregivers across various daycare settings and found that daycare preyidgisg
high levels of depressive symptoms displayed less sensitive beh##o18.00,p <
.0001) such as limited positive verbal interactions with children as well ascagitiy
fewer interactionsf = 0.09,p < .001) with children. Thus the quality of interactions
between caregivers and children were related to the level of depressioerecgrtby

the daycare provider (Hamre & Pianta, 2004).
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Effective
Classroom
Man*e ment
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Teacher SEC and Effective SEL | o Healthy Classroom Emotional and
well-being ]mplnlxnmtiml D Climate Academic

Healthy Teacher-
Student
Relationships
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School and Community Context Factors

Figure 2 A model of teacher social and emotional competemckclassroom ar
student outcomes. Adapted fr “The Prosocial Classroom: Teacher Social €
Emotional Competence in Relation to Student ang<ttam Outcom,” by P. Jenning
and M. Greenberdgreview of Educational Resea, 79,p. 494. Copyright 2009 by tt

American Educational Research Associa

Forehand, Jones, Brody, and Armistead (i) explored the interaction betwe
self+eported levels of depression in mothers and teadrethe adjumentof African
American children agestd 15 years old. Using separate hierarchical meltipgressin
analyses, the authors found that mothers repohiigigy levels of depressive sympto
predicted child depressive symptoms when thoseéremls teachers also reported h
depressive symptomg € 0.30p < .01).The authors also fouadsimilar risk fo younger
children such that younger children exhibited more exterimg symptoms when bot

teachers and mothers endorsed high levels of da@peesymptoms. This effect \s not
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found for older children and the authors hypothesized that this may be because older
children are less reliant on teachers for support, and find comfort from pstead.

Lastly, Han and Weiss (2005) found that teacher’s sense of self-efficacy was
related to instructional variables such as their persistence in teachingliffickit
situations, commitment to teaching, openness to new ideas, and willingngss to tr
alternative teaching methods to meet the needs of their students. Teacbkicaelf
was also related to student outcomes such as achievement, motivation, and students’ own
sense of efficacy. Han and Weiss reported that teachers who experiercbdrhigut
were more likely to have intensions on leaving the teaching profession, a ttaitghef
absenteeism, somatic problems, and negative interactions with studentsoréhénete
studies suggest that the psychological well-being of teachers’noftsgpersonal factors
(e.q., their school attendance and personal health) and has consequencest stude
academic and behavioral outcomes.

Teacher-student relationshipsYoon (2002) investigated the relation between
teacher characteristics (e.g., teacher stress, negative affect)fagificacy) and student-
teacher relationships. Yoon found that teachers’ reports of stress and nefativeee
significantly related to negative student-teacher relationships. Howeverphtme
teacher characteristics were related to the number of positive testictient
relationships. Overall, teacher stress was found to be the main predictonafither of
negative relationships with students, above and beyond negative affect and catireffi

Hamre, Pianta, Downer, and Mashburn (2007) found similar results in their study
of 2,282 preschoolers and 567 teachers. Results indicated that teachers who reported low

self-efficacy and high levels of depression also expressed higherdéwelsflict with
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studentsf = -.01,p< .05 angp = .01,p < .01, respectively). These teachers were also
found to report more conflict than would be predicted by the number of children
displaying significant problem behaviors in their classroom. Conversely, teache
displayed emotional support reported lower levels of confliet {.04,p < .05) between
students than would be predicted by their reported behavioral problems in the classroom.

The relation between teacher stress and teacher-student relationspexiallys
important given that teacher-student relationships in kindergarten have been shown to
predict children’s outcomes through eighth grade (Hamre & Pianta, 2001)etdach
Pianta (2001) found that teachers’ report of high conflict and dependency with children i
kindergarten correlated significantly with poor academic outcomes for boys i
elementary school and eighth grade (.22 tor = .30,p < .05). High levels of teacher-
student conflict for both boys and girls also predicted lower work-habit renmarks
elementary schoof(= .34,p < .01) and more discipline violations in later elementary
grades £ = .03,p < .05). Interestingly, the authors also found that for children with high-
levels of problem behaviors, having negative relationships with teachers became a
stronger predictor of low work-habit ratings and disciplinary violations. Tharfg
suggests that forming early, positive relationships with teachers megyasea buffer for
future academic difficulties irrespective of the level of problem behavetild displays
(Hamre & Pianta, 2001).

Cornelius-White (2007) synthesized 119 studies on learner-centered teacher-
student relationships and found a moderate degree of assodiatia3t) between
positive teacher-student relationships and positive student outcomes (e.g,, grades

perceived achievement, motivation, self-efficacy, attendance). The algbdound that
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some of the strongest relations among teacher variables and positive studenesutc
were related to teachers’ displays of empathy and warmth.

Similarly Baker, Grant, and Morlock (2008) examined how teacher-student
relationships characterized by trust, warmth, and low conflict, predicted school
adjustment with students with significant externalizing and internalizimgptms.

Positive teacher-student relationships were found to be positively related to school
adaptationrn(= .46,p < .001). For example, children who demonstrated externalizing
behaviors problems but had a close relationship with the teacher had higher reading
scores than children who displayed a similar degree of externalizing bepestlems

but did not have a close relationship with the teacher. Likewise, students ideagified
having internalizing behavior problems and a positive relationship with the teadher ha
better work habits than similar peers with internalizing behavior problems but dho di
not have positive relationships with the teacher. Overall, the quality of tedaabents
relationships independently predicted student adjustment outcomes (Bake?@d&).

Positive classroom climate and classroom managemeriru, Stephens, and
Torsheim (2002) focused on the relation between students’ perception of class
management and reports of their own misbehavior in a sample of 3,834 Norwegian 6th
and 9th grade students. The dimensions of class management included emotional support,
academic support, monitoring, and student influence. Overall, the researcherh&iund t
student perceptions of class management had the strongest relationshipdk off-t
behavior and opposition to the teacher compared to bullying. The researchers also found
that the strongest predictor of desired behavior was student perception of emotional

support. These findings support Hirschi’'s (1969) theory that attachment to a person

27



increases the probability that the person will be more compliant and adhere to apgropri
norms. Bru et al. also discussed the importance of emotional support as a way to improve
student motivation and create positive learning experiences.

Emotional support has also been found to be important to middle school students’
success. Malecki and Demaray (2003) investigated which types of teappertqi.e.,
emotional, instrumental, informational, appraisal, etc.) related to studeaitl, s
behavioral, and academic outcomes. The authors found that all four types of support
explained significant variance in social skills (10%), academic compeed%e, and
school maladjustment (30%). However, emotional support, support given in the form of
trust and love, was a significant predictor of social skills and academic ostgore
.001) and contributed the most unique variance to the model.

Providing emotional support to students was also found to be important to middle
school students’ reports of happiness or subjective well-being. Suldo et al. (2009)
examined the relationship between students’ report of happiness and type of support
provided by teachers (i.e., emotional, informational, appraisal, and instrumaifted)
controlling for the shared variance across the four types of teacher suppmibnam
support and instrumental support each explained significant portions of unique variance
(8 = .24,R% = 2% and} = .19,R? = 1%, respectively) contributing to student happiness.
These results indicated that teachers who created environments thamedmnally
supportive (e.g., caring, loving, and fair) as well as provided instrumental s(@port
showed investment in student understanding of concepts) contributed to student life

satisfaction and happiness.
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At the elementary school level, Hamre and Pianta (2005) found that emotional
and instructional support in the first grade moderated risk in school achievement. They
identified kindergarten students who displayed both demographic risk and functional risk.
Demographic risk was defined as mothers with less than four years of caliecpgion;
functional risk was defined as one standard deviation below the norm in academic and
behavior. Children with demographic and functional risk factors in first-gradercoms
in classes that provided high instructional and emotional support had simHaf-#red
year achievement scores as children without demographic risk. In termshartea
student relationships, children displaying high functional risk, but placed in eoclass
with high levels emotional support, had similar levels of conflict with theiheracas
their low-risk peers. On the other hand, children with high functional risk in low
emotionally supportive classrooms had higher levels of conflict with teachbes
results of this study revealed that having an emotionally and instructisoglbprtive
classroom reduces functional and demographic risk and enhances academic outcomes
(Hamre & Pianta, 2005).

To further investigate the mechanisms underlying a positive classrooateclim
and teacher well-being, Klusmann, Kunter, Trautwein, Ludtke, and Baumert (2008)
researched whether teacher’'s engagement in self-regulatorygesasiich as their
engagement in the teaching profession, their ability to emotionally distaemoselves,
and their ability to cope with failure, would be associated with occupationiabeial,
instructional performance, and favorable student outcomes. Dependent measares w
student ratings of their teachers’ classroom management, tempo, and cogtiitateoa,

as well as student mathematic achievement. the relation between twthegulation
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and teaching engagement was mediated by students’ perceived perppoéai & =
4.68,p < .05) and teacher cognitive activatiav(2.87,p > .05). Students also reported
feeling more competent and autonomous in classes that were taught by te@bhers
higher teaching engagement and self-regulatory abilies (02).

Research in the area of teachers’ psychological well-being retaalsatrious
aspects of teachers’ psychological processes can influence SEL progr@memtation
by determining a teacher’s willingness to adopt a new program, the goakitych the
program is delivered and reinforced, as well as through student-teachenstigas and
classroom climate. At an individual level, Brackett et al. (2009) reportétetnzhers
who were more skilled at regulating their emotions experienced less burmaiérgob
satisfaction, were more likely to display more positive affect, and have ongpers
from principals. Jennings and Greenberg (2009) hypothesized that teachesrtB&C
underlying psychological process that contributes to teachers’ emotion reigyaati
promotion of teacher well-being. As illustrated in Figure 2, higher tead&@raBows for
better SEL implementation because social-emotional skills enalptetthiee more
willing to adopt a new program, serve as positive role models of social-emotidisal s
and identify and reinforce students more frequently for using SEL skillch@esawith
high levels of SEC will also develop more positive teacher-student redafpsnand
effective classroom management, which not only enhance SEL program imfdeore
but also creates a healthy classroom climate (e.g., Cornelius-White J20@ihgs &
Greenberg, 2009; Malecki and Demaray, 2003; Yoon, 2002). In sum, the likelihood of
positive academic and behavioral student outcomes increases when teaeters cre

classrooms with high-levels of emotional and instructional support, markeddayisy,
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openness, and a care for student success (e.g., Hamre et al., 2007; Hamra, & G0ant
Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2002; Suldo et al., 2009).

School climate and community The role that school climate and community
factors play in supporting teacher SEC is next discussed next. As Bronfenl{f&3vw8r
notably stated in his article on human development, the understanding of a person must
take into account the immediate setting as well as the larger contelxicim the person
functions. This ecological framework posits that the relationship betweenca @ers
his or her environment is bidirectional and equally impacts both. Thereforégtiondo
this study, it is important to understand that school climate and community faetprs m
also impact many levels of this relationship. For example, in a critieedture review on
teacher retention and attrition in special and general education, Billing91@$)(found
that district and school environments such as administrative support, collegial and parent
support, teacher autonomy, teaching assignments, role demands, class size, and work
rewards all influenced teacher decisions to remain in the field. The Alfané&xcellent
Education (2005) reported that among the top reasons for teachers leaving the &eld wer
related to school climate factors such as the lack of planning time (65%gcknaf
influence over school policy (52%).

Aelterman, Engels, Van Petegum, and Verhaeghe (2007) found that at the
elementary school level, approximately 7% of the total variance of teaelidreing
was attributed to school differences, with 5% explained by school differantee
secondary level. A mixture of teacher, school climate, and community facteasouad

to influence teacher well-being. In particular, self-efficacy, expeed pressure of work,
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support from principal, support from colleagues, attitude towards innovations, and
relationship with parents explained about 54% of the variance of teacher wejl-bei

Kam, Greenberg, and Walls (2003) investigated factors that contributed to SEL
program implementation. Three hundred fifty first graders in six differentqsitihools
and three schools were assigned to the intervention condition that implemented a SEL
program. Two factors were found to have contributed significantly to the sunic8&L
program implementation — principal support and quality of program implementation.
Interestingly, the study found a significant interaction between prinaipalost and
guality of program implementation across four areas of student outcomes: A\ggres
(F[3, 157] = 3.69p = .01); behavior dysregulatioR[@3, 157] = 4.62p < .005); social-
emotional competencé& (3, 157] = 2.52p < .06); on-task behavior&[3, 157] = 3.44p
=.01). The authors concluded that a combination of both high principal support and high
guality program implementation were necessary for SEL program imptetioa.

Battistich, Solomon, Kim, Watson, and Schaps (1995) examined the influence of
school climate on various student outcomes, such as academic achievement.omotivati
social and personal attitudes, and behaviors. Twenty-four elementary scoootsx
different districts across the United States were studied. Student’pt@ncaf a positive
school climate was found to have a statistically significant effect aneth@yment of
class ES=.48), liking for schoolES= .47), and task orientation toward learni&g €
.38). However, there was not a significant effect for academic performance.

These studies highlight the intricate nature between teachers, classstahents,
and the school/community, and reveal how all these factors may contribute to various

student and teacher outcomes. It is hypothesized that teacher SEC is butaone flais
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larger model that may help explain the relation between teacher wedj; iheialthy
classroom climate, and positive student outcomes. SEC may also servelanayes
factor when teachers are faced with difficult school/community enmients. Therefore,
teacher SEC may be worth investigating to broaden our understandingeof the
relationships.

Need for a Teacher SEC Assessment

A teacher SEC assessment is necessary in order to investigateubedafbf
teacher SEC on SEL program implementation and other academic outcom&EChis
assessment need is not a new idea. In 1979, Miller and Wiltse advocated for the
incorporation of classes on self-discovery and personal development in teacher
preparation programs. Miller and Wiltse also supported the use of a screeletify i
teachers who may be at-risk for developing mental health problems in the clggsroom
order to provide additional support for these teachers.

In 2006, a similar appeal was made by Patti, who advocated that teacher
preparation include social-emotional curricula and provide teachers withtopipies to
practice social-emotional skills. Patti noted that teacher educatiorapredpad
historically been inadequate in developing teachers’ abilities in commuamicatinflict
resolution, and managing their emotions. Patti called for the use of an assegpoN
entering the teaching profession to measure teacher SEC in areas puostiiee
emotional expression, “accurate self-assessment, self-regulatidh¢tcnanagement,
collaboration skills, (and) empathy” (p.74). Then, based upon the assessment, goals
could be created, progress monitored, and growth evaluated through a posttest

assessment. According to Patti, the advantage of an assessmentathaemeeacher
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SEC is to better prepare teachers’ social-emotional knowledge and skiisherte
training programs. Frequently it is assumed that teachers have sociaraiskills; by
creating a measure to assess teacher SEC, teacher trainiregmogay begin to realize
that social-emotional skills are not inherent and must be addressed pramtterse
entering the field.

Therefore, there appears to be a need for a scale to measures teachet!EEC
the impact of teacher SEC on SEL program implementation, positive classrawatecli
teacher-student relationships, student outcomes, and teacher well-being can be
investigated. Educational professionals, who recognize that these skills mddtdssad
in teacher preparation programs and cultivated before teachers enteldthe o
endorse the development of an assessment measuring teacher SEC.

Self-Report Rating Scales

One method of assessing social-emotional constructs is through self sgaiets
(Merrell, 2008). Social-emotional self-report measures are typicaligrisbsto measure
specific social-emotional characteristics and behaviors based on the peespicitie
individual. DeVellis (2003) asserted that self-report measures offethvami@ge of being
able to measure theoretical constructs that are not directly observaldéyoolke@ined
through direct measurement. The advances over the past couple of decadespodelf-
development have created many self-report assessments that are higtaqdgdrovide
a lot of useful information (Merrell, 2008). Some of the challenges of self-rejadesss
are the instability of social-emotional constructs and the nature of nongegesponses
being specific to the situation (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Another challengéft@gort

assessments are response biases that can take the form of acquiese&nce, wh
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respondents respond to items in one direction; social desirability, when respondsnts sel
items that are socially desirable; faking, where respondents attemdbitshs that

create a more positive picture of themselves; and deviation, where the respondent
endorses items in a haphazard or unusual manner.

Despite the challenges that face self-report assessment,INRO68) noted that
self-report measures of social-emotional behaviors are useful for gjairgreater
understanding of the individual, screening for prevention and intervention purposes, and
making decisions on further assessment. Self-report measures may alde provi
information that would not be possible through direct observation or other sources of
social-emotional assessment. Therefore, self-report measures areyarfeolvi@ining
unique information on theoretical constructs such as the construct of interest in this
research study, teacher SEC. A self-report measure of teacher $BE aeleloped and
investigated.

Current Scales

Currently a few self-report measures are available to measaakeer well-being,
such as teacher self-efficacy, teacher stress, and burnout. Howeveréhere arain
limitations to the current measures available. First, many teapleeific measures assess
a narrow band of social-emotional constructs that do not represent all adpgeather
SEC. Second, measures used in assessing teacher SEC were not speeisicaied for
teachers. The following three scales described below are scales thaigleavused in
studying teacher well-being.

The Classroom Appraisal of Resources and Demands (CARD; Lambert,

McCarthy, & Abbott-Shim as cited in Lambert, McCarthy, O’Donnell, & Wa@D9)
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measures teacher stress through examining the difference betwaeher’s perception

of school-provided resources and demands of the classroom environment. This scale is
based upon the transactional model of stress that conceptualizes teashearssieing

the result of perceived classroom demands exceeding available resdhec€ARD is
composed of 65-items, the Demands scale consists of 35 items and the Resderies sca
consists of 30 items. The items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 £JWeejpful or

Not Demanding; 5 = Very Helpful or Extremely Demanding). A total steesre is
computed by subtracting the Demand subtest from the Resources subtest. Studies on the
CARD revealed strong internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha = .92 to .95) andheeide

for criterion validity (e.g., Lambert, McCarthy, O’'Donnell, & Melensir@007; Lambert,
O’Donnell, Kusherman, & McCarthy, 2006; Jazaar, Lambert, and O’'Donnell, 2007). The
benefit of the CARD is that it was created specifically to addressssirs in the teaching
profession; however, it does not measure teacher SEC.

Yoon (2002) created a 6-item questionnaire to measure teacher self-afficacy
establishing positive teacher-student relationships with students with diffethgviors.
Teachers rate this 7-point scale on how true an item is for them (1 = natath& &
very true). Example items include, “I can build a good relationship with even thie mos
difficult student,” “I can successfully handle the situation when one of my stugietsts
disruptive and oppositional”’, and “I have positive characteristics that are vpfylhel
when there is a problem with a student”. In Yoon'’s study, internal consistenc§3vas
No other psychometric property of this scale was studied. Like the CAB&n'¥ scale
was created specifically as a teacher self-report measure, butiagaioo narrow in

scope and focuses specifically on teacher self-efficacy as ggdtat teacher’s ability to
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handle students with challenging behaviors. This scale also lacks psychomédémnce
to support its reliability and validity.

Another frequently administered self-report scale is the Maslach Burnout
Inventory (MBI; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1997), which measures burnous and i
composed of three scales: Emotional Exhaustion (EE, 9 items), Depersonal2&tjdén (
items), and Personal Accomplishment (PA, 8 items). Iltems relating to &rabti
Exhaustion ask how frequently respondents feel fatigue, frustration, and irdegers
stress. Items on the Depersonalization scale ask respondents how oftervéhey ha
negative interactions with colleagues. Items that categorize the Heksoneplishment
subscale focus on how frequently respondents feel a sense of competence and personal
achievement. The assessment uses a 7-point frequency scale that ran§enéoen’
to 6 “everyday”. Reliability estimates of the MBI scale on a sample of 1,31i6ipants
revealed a Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of .90 for the Emotional Exhaustien .g&for
the Depersonalization scale, and .71 for the Personal Accomplishment scatesies
reliability ranging in time spans from 2-weeks to a year, obtainedabore coefficients
ranging from .50 to .82. The MBI also obtained high convergent validity on studies
investigating the relationship between burnout and the amount of workload, desires to
leave one’s job, and interpersonal relationships. Discriminant validity studies biBthe
also supported the MBI as a valid measure that was different from job dissetnséand
depression (Maslach et al., 1997).

The MBI Educators Survey (MBI-ES) adapts the scale by repla@ntsitvith the
word recipientto student(Maslach et al., 1997). Studies of this adapted scale received

similar internal reliability estimates across each subscatgngifrom .72 - .90, and

37



studies on its factor structure revealed it to be similar to the MBI. Althdnuiglvérsion
of the MBI is suitable for the education setting, and teacher burnout is hypeth&sibe
related to teacher SEC, the MBI-ES is not a measure of teacher SEC. E)ehesdorief
review of teacher self- report scales reveals that there aret@dimimber of validated
teacher self-report scales available to use and supports the development e$smerss
specifically on teacher SEC.

An expanded analysis on teacher self-reporBtudies examining teacher well-
being and demographic differences revealed that there are a fewyrdeimo differences
such as age, education level, gender, number of years teaching, and clasatttiayg t
influence teacher well-being. For example, Griffith, Steptoe, and Cral39@)
examined coping strategies associated with job stress in teachers.eégrehes
distributed 1,459 questionnaires to teachers across London and 780 questionnaires were
returned. The questionnaires assessed aspects of teacher stress, psathofogg,
negative affect, and social support. The results indicated that female teagioetsd
higher levels of stress across the 4 subscales: work pressure and refaijmtabdent
behavior, career problems, and time/resources difficulties, compared to athlerte
(means 1.79 + .056 versus 1.60 + 0/6(1,,702) = 14.9p < .001). The source of teacher
stress that had the largest differences between male and femalest®ahen the
subscale measuring work pressure and relationships. After accounting dffettie of
gender, stress scores were found to be higher among younger teachet2 (p <
.002), teachers with larger class sizes (14,p < .001), and teachers at the primary
grade level as opposed to the secondary grade Mvell(81,SD= 0.56 versu$/ =

1.66,SD= 0.58,F(1, 702) = 12.9p < .001).
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Zabel and Zabel (2001) investigated the relationship between age, experahce
preparation to special education teachers’ report of burnout. The authors obtained a
sample of 301 questionnaires from special education teachers in Kansas. No age
differences between high (defined as one standard deviation above the mean) and low
(defined as one standard deviation below the mean) scores across any of tlesohsc
the MBI-ES were found. There was also no significant correlation betweamithent of
teaching experience and burnout across the three MBI-ES subscales. The repibrbed
the correlations on the emotional exhaustion subscale approached significante,
= .08) and differences between extremely high and low scoring groups on this subscale
also approached significande £ 3.18,p = .08). Teachers with master’s degrees had
significantly higher scores on the Personal Achievement dealel.8;p < .01), but did
not have significantly different scores from teachers with bachelorekegrethe
Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization scales.

This brief analysis of current teacher assessments calls attentlenlimitations
of current measures available to researchers and practitioners who raseate
studying teacher SEC. This analysis also reveals that a psychofltyetioced measure
of teacher SEC does not appear to exist. Interestingly, studies on tedthepat
measures also reveal that there may be demographic charactéhatiofluence teacher
reports of well-being.

In summary, SEL programs are beginning to be implemented across schools
throughout the United States as primary prevention mental health initiativesoras
schools begin to adopt SEL programs, research on SEL programming must also advance

in understanding critical features in program delivery. Currently thetiire on SEL
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implementation indicates that teachers play a significant role in théieffeess of the

SEL program on student outcomes. Jennings and Greenberg (2009) hypothesized that
teacher SEC may be an important factor in SEL implementation and classnoate.

In order to further investigate teacher SEC, there is a need to cesdteeport measure

to assess core SEL competencies that make up teacher SEC. This measditgeshoul
specific to the teaching profession, in order to recognize the unique chalénigss
environment and the social-emotional skills necessary to promote a positiveatassr

climate.
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CHAPTER Il

METHOD

Social-Emotional Competence Teacher Rating Scale (SECTRS) waskz\/eks
a teacher self-report measure of SEC in order to identify those teadhe may be in
need of developing their social-emotional skills. In addition to assessment @Jrpose
researchers can use this scale to understand the relationship betweerSie@ched
positive classroom climate, teacher well-being, and SEL program iraptation.
SECTRS scale development consisted of six main steps that were suppdhted b
literature in scale development (e.g., DeVellis, 2003; Merrell, 2008; Spector; {PP2)
define construct, (2) design scale, (3) pilot test and expert review, (ddfaihistration,
(5) evaluate items, and (6) validate. The development of the scale cbdist® phases
as illustrated in Figure 3. Phase 1 included creating and refiningtav@ikion of the
scale. Phase 2 consisted of pilot testing the scale with a diverse saipgigogiants in
order to evaluate scale items and conduct reliability and validity eisalf/the scale.
Phase 1: Development of the SECTRS

Defining the construct Self-report scales can be developed to be reliable and
valid measures when there is strong theoretical support on the relation bdtaveen t
phenomena of interest and other constructs. Merrell (2008) described this apprbach as t
rational-theoretical approach. This approach starts with a description ohalxstraits
and behaviors that can be measured and the creation of items that are sttitable wi
those domains. Merrell stated that the benefit of using the rational-theoagipcabch is
that items in the scale will have strong face validity and be “psycholtgioabningful

and theoretically unified” (p. 204). Therefore, the first step in developing the SECTR
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was to clearly define the construct(s) of interest. The construct ofshterghis
research study was teacher SEC. As defined by the CASEL group and Jendings a
Greenberg (2009), SEC consists of five core competencies: self-avearszes
management, social awareness, relationship skills, and responsible de@king-m
These constructs were clearly defined and answered research questihatere
important teacher SEC domains that would make up a teacher self-report scale of
teacher SEC?”

SECTRS constructs. Self-Awareness was defined as the ability to accurately
assess one’s feelings, emotions, interests, and values. Teachers wheaavarself
recognize their emotional patterns “and know how to generate and use emotiorss such a
joy and enthusiasm to motivate learning in themselves and others” (Jennings &
Greenberg, 2009, p.495). Teachers also have a good understanding of their emotional
strengths and weakness as well as have a realistic sense of selfraenfide

Social awareness was defined as the ability to take the perspective of and
empathize with students, family, and staff members. Teachers who aity socsae
“build strong and supportive relationships through mutual understanding and
cooperation” (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009, p.495). They are sensitive to cultural
diversity and appreciate different perspectives of parents, studentshaotifgErsonnel.
This sensitivity allows them to effectively problem solve conflicts betwstudents and
school personnel.

Responsible decision-making was defined as the ability for teachers ¢o mak
decisions based on consideration of “ethical standards, safety concerns, agpsopiahit

norms, respect for others, and likely consequences of various actions” (CA&HL,
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p.1). As such, teachers take into account their decisions will impact the scho
students, and/or staff members, as well as talsptmesibility for their decisions ar

actions” (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009, p.4'

s N

Define Construct

& J

I
Phase 1 3

Design Scale

Pilot & Expert
Review

Evaluate ltems

Phase 2 L | )

Validate

Figure 3.A model of the rating scale development processitittdudes two phase
phase one, scale creation and phase two, scalaiathation and validation. Adaptt
from Summate Rating Scale Construc, by P. Spector. Copyright 1992 by S:

Publications.

Teachers demonstrate smanagement through their abilitytegulate thei
emotions and impulses when faced with emotiondiBllenging situatior (Jennings &
Greenberg, 2009 eachers are able to express and channel thetiars in healthy
ways thatcontribute to a positive classroom climate positiverelationships with othe

staff members. They are able to handle misbehawilonly and effectively. Teachers ¢
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comfortable with student autonomy and encourage students to discover things on their
own (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009). Teachers set and monitor progress toward@cademi
goals (CASEL, 2011).

Lastly, having good relationship skills was defined as the ability fohézaco
encourage and develop healthy and rewarding relationships with staff, withttitgnts,
and between others. Teachers with good relationships skills are able to prearagem
and resolve interpersonal conflict (CASEL, 2011), as well as seek help when needed.
Figure 4 illustrates this theoretical model with example items thatsepted the five
constructs.

Designing the scaleltems included in this scale were generated to reflect the five
core competencies of SEC. In some instances items were adapted friomy egaes.

Item generation was used to answer research questionwhat ‘potential items would

be appropriate representations of these SEC domain$®e final item pool consisted of
53 items. Nine items were adapted from the following scales: SociaidfrabAssets

and Resiliency Scales — adolescent version (SEARS-A; Merrell, 2011), Sodml Ski
Rating System-secondary version (SSRS; Gresham & Elliot, 1990), and the Situational
Self-Awareness Scale (SSAS; Govern & Marsch, 2001). Fifty-three oritgnas were
created based upon the theoretical constructs hypothesized to encompessSieac

Figure 4 exhibits example items from the SECTRS scale (pleasiees@ppendix for a

copy of the full scale).

SECTRS used a Likert scale because this type of scale is commonly used in
assessments that measure opinions, beliefs, and attitudes (DeVellis, 2003), &md is of

used in behavioral, social, and emotional self-report assessments (Merrell, 2008)
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Teachers werasked the degree to which they agreed or disagvélhdn item.
Responses were rated on-pdint scale. Item values ranged from 1 (strongbadree) tc

6 (strongly agree); higher scores on the SECTRfsepted higher levels of teacl

SEC.
Teacher Social-
Emotional
Competence
[ |
Self- Social Self- Relationship Regpo_n_mble
Awareness A M t Skills ecision
(. | vy \\§ W?reness J A an’agemen J (. J (. Maklng J
e N N N N N
I frequently ['kn omm;how Ig’;\fjgg’
get upset in emotional I nearly I create a consic)ller
the expressions always stay sense Of ethical and
classroom calm when a community
affect my : legal factors
and do not . . student in my
interactions before
understand ith upsets me. classroom. .
why. wi coming toa
student. decision.
\. J \ J/ N J N J - J

Figure 4.The five core competencies that constitute teaSE&€® along with exampl

items that reflect the competency of intel

Pilot testing and expert review. Once the initial pool of items and scale forr
were designed, experts reviewed the po items. A convenience sample of exp,
eitherknowledgeable in the content areewith practical experience working
educationwere requested to provide feedback on the relevahthe item to the

construct of interest, the clarity and conciserf items, and additional items to consi
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including (DeVellis, 2003). These experts came from a variety of professioihl
backgrounds in education and psychology.

Expert panelists with knowledge in the content area (e.g., school psychologists,
counseling psychologists, school counselors, clinical psychologists, etc.) haemsgpe
or knowledge in scale development, a minimum of two years experience watking
schools, and a basic understanding of teachers’ roles and responsibilitiessiBraiis
from education (e.g., teachers, school psychologists, principals, speech language
pathologists, reading specialists, etc.) had minimum of two years afiexgeworking
in an elementary, middle, or high school setting. A total of six experts reviaeed t
SECTRS scale: three school psychologists (two master-level schobbjisyists and
one doctorate-level school psychologist) and three teachers (two specatladuc
teachers and one general education teacher).

Experts were invited by email to participate in the study and sent theg@ikion
of the SECTRS assessment with space beside each item for comments aodsgddse
experts had two weeks from the time they received the form to provide feedbaai. Bas
upon expert feedback, items were revised and one item was removed bectamse of i
ambiguity. Readability analysis conducted on Microsoft Word (Microsoft Caipara
2010) indicated that the SECTRS had a Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level lggdabre of
6.8, and a Flesch Reading Ease score of 62I94s, the readability of the items

appeared appropriate for the population (DeVellis, 2003).
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Phase 2: Full Administration and Analysis of ltems and Scale Psychornie
Properties

Participants. A convenience sample of teachers participated in this study.
Participants were recruited from schools across the United Statesrtiapa@d in a
previous nationwide study that was carried out by the research team thatitre st
researcher has been a member of for four years. Additional participating seko®ls
invited based upon personal connections.

Five schools participated in the previous study and agreed to participate in the
current study. These schools included four public schools in Northern California (three
high schools and one elementary school) and one K-12 private school in Honolulu,
Hawaii. Of the four schools in Northern California, two schools were in samietdsstd
requested permission from the district superintendent to participate in tige dted
superintendent replied to the request via email and copied all other schools itritte dis
providing all of them with permission to participate in the study. Following thésleam
additional seven schools from this California school district agreed to patéan the
study. A total of five elementary schools, two middle schools, and four high schools
participated from California using this “snowball recruitment” technique.

In addition to the K-12 private school in Hawaii, the three additional Hawaii
schools were recruited through personal contacts. All three schools ¢@wergary and
one high school) were located on the Western side of Oahu and were public schools.
Lastly, one elementary school in Oregon was recruited through a personat.dantac
sum, a total of 16 schools participated in the study from three different statégr(ta

n =11, Hawaiin = 4; Oregom = 1). Of these schools, eight were elementary schools,
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two were middle schools, five were high schools, and one was a K-12 school. Although
diverse, this sample can be best conceptualized as a convenience sample that is not
representative of public schools across the United States.

A total of 381 teachers opened the link to the SECTRS survey, however, 61 cases
were deleted because all assessment items were incomplete; Hessenasnts were not
included in any analyses. The remaining 320 participants completed at ledSCHRS
survey; the information from these teachers was used to run EFA analyses on the
SECTRS. Following the EFA, 18 additional cases were removed because one or more
additional assessment (e.g., MBI-ES, SREIT, etc.) was incomplete. Thadiheases
were used to run reliability, validity and group differences analyses. Tham@e size
of 302 was used as the complete data set, although a sample of 320 teacherd fwas use
analyses that involved SECTRS data only (see Results for additional ititorroa
missing data). Statistical analyses revealed that there werenif@aig group
differences between the= 320 dataset and tlme= 302 dataset across any demographic
feature. Demographics describing the participating teachers from dtaitets are

presented in Table 1 and Table 2.
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of 320 Participating Teachers

Demographic Category n %
Gender Female 235 73.4
Male 85 26.6
Grade-level Primary (grade K - 2) 44 13.8
Elementary (grade 3 — 5) 48 15.0
Middle (grade 6 — 8) 46 14.4
High school (grade 9 — 12) 181 56.6
Teacher setting General education teacher 249 77.8
Special education teacher 35 10.9
Ger_leral education teacher 2 0.6
assistant
Spepial education teacher 5 1.6
assistant
Resource teacher 29 9.1
School community Urban 91 28.4
Suburban 171 53.4
Rural 57 17.8
Ethnicity White/ Caucasian 185 57.8
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Table 1 (continued)

Black/ African American
Hispanic/ Latino
Asian/ Pacific Islander

American Indian/ Native

American
Multiracial

Other

Number of students in

classroomif = 314)

Age (h = 319)

Years (= 320)

2

15

89

1

19

0.6
4.7
27.8

0.3

5.9

2.8

M = 30.37
(SD= 19.32)

M =41.95
(SD= 10.85)

M =14.05
(SD=9.21)
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of 302 Participating Teachers

Demographic Category n %
Gender Female 225 74.5
Male 77 25.5
Grade-level Primary (grade K - 2) 42 13.9
Elementary (grade 3 — 5) 47 15.6
Middle (grade 6 — 8) 44 14.6
High school (grades 9 — 12) 168 55.6
Teacher setting General education teacher 234 77.5
Special education teacher 34 11.3
Ger_1era| education teacher 2 0.7
assistant
Spe_cial education teacher 5 1.7
assistant
Resource teacher 27 8.9
School community Urban 88 29.1
Suburban 159 52.6
Rural 54 17.9
Ethnicity White/Caucasian 174 57.6
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Table 2 (continued)

Black/African American
Hispanic/ Latino
Asian/ Pacific Islander

American Indian/ Native
American

Multiracial

Other

Number of students in
classroomif = 296)

Age (n=301)

Years teachingn(= 302)

15

84

18

0.7
5.0
27.8
0.3
6.0
2.6
M =30.10
(SD= 19.13)
M = 41.97
(SD =10.86)
M = 14.07
(SD= 9.25)

Measures Along with the developed SECTRS scale, five additional scales were

administered to teachers to provide convergent and discriminant validity evidence

measure school climate, teacher-student relationship, and behavioral mamtageme

Although no scale currently exists that measures teacher SEC, a saalgingea related

construct, emotional intelligence, was included with the SECTRS. Likewrssaaure

for discriminant validity was also included. Three additional measuresinauded to

assess teacher-student relationships, classroom management, and schtm!lbicause
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these variables were hypothesized to relate to teacher SEC. All sssiaent forms took
approximately 20 — 25 minutes to complete.

Emotional intelligence. The self-report El test (SREIT; Schutte et al., 1998) is a
33 item self-report assessment that measures emotional intelliganta. &nalyses on
the SREIT supports a one-factor solution. This scale has strong internatesursis =
.90) and test-retest reliability. Strong internal consistency of the wes supported with
the present sample € .93). Schutte et al. found that the SREIT correlated with
theoretically similar constructs such as attention to feelings,yctdrfeelings, mood
repair, optimism, less impulsivity, as well as to the openness of feelaigsftthe big
five personality dimensions. Likewise, Brackett and Mayer (2003) foundhith&REIT
significantly correlated with many of the Big Five personalitytdr@.e., neuroticism,
extraversion, openness, and conscientiousness), and with the£@B[, and measures
of well-being ¢ = .70). Because of the overlap that the SREIT has with measures of
personality and well-being, Brackett and Mayer (2003) argue that thETSRay be best
conceptualize as a “mixed” model of emotional intelligence that encompabseadth
of traits including “well-being, persistence, and good interpersonal skll$1%7), rather
than emotional intelligence as a measured by actual ability. Although GERSEIs not
specifically a scale of emotional intelligence as it is genedafined, it was
hypothesized that there would be a moderate positive correlation between the t
constructs measured by these scales.

Teacher burnout. The Maslach Burnout Inventory — Educators Survey (MBI -
ES; Maslach et al., 1997) measures burnout and consists of 22 items in three scales

Emotional Exhaustion (EE, 9 items), Depersonalization (DP, 5 items), and Personal
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Accomplishment (PA, 8 items). Items relating to Emotional Exhaustion ask how
frequently respondents feel fatigue, frustration, and interpersonal steess.composing
the Depersonalization scale ask respondents how often they have negatiggantera
with colleagues. Items that categorize the Personal Accomplishmenakufsus on

how frequently respondents feel a sense of competence and personal achievsnent. T
assessment uses a 7-point frequency scale that ranges from 0 “neéb/égVveryday”.

The MBI-ES adapted the original MBI scale by replacing items with trel wecipient to
student (Maslach et al., 1997). The scale received internal reliabtlitya¢ss across

each subscale ranging from .72 - .90, and studies on its factor structure remveabed i
similar to the MBI. It was hypothesized that teacher burnout as measuies MBI-ES
Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization subscales would have a moderate negative
correlation with the SECTRS. It was hypothesized that there would be &gosit
correlation between the SECTRS and the MBI-ES Personal Accompliseoiesdale.
Internal consistency reliability scores obtained on the MBI-ES subsnoales present
study were as follows: = .78 for Personal Accomplishment;= .90 for Emotional
Exhaustion, and = .65 for Depersonalization.

Behavior and instructional management. The Behavior and Instructional
Management Scale — 12-item version (BIMS, Martin & Sass, 2010) assesdeg e
behavior management and instructional management. The BIMS -12-item veision is
shortened version of a 24-item scale, with 6 items comprising the Belamagement
subscale and 6 items comprising the Instructional Management subscalgaltes
range from 1, “not at all”, to 6, “very well/very clear”. Higher scores on ttates

“indicate a more controlling, interventionist approach while lower scores aoaiive of
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a less controlling belief " in the respective subscale (p. 1126, Martin & Sass, 2010)
confirmatory factor analysis of the 12-item version of the BIMS conducted on 550
participants established an adequate to good model fit. The model fit was addwprate w
residuals were assumed to not to corregté28) = 126.271, p < .001, CFI = .932, TLI =
949, RMSEA = .100, WRMR = 1.14@nd good when the residuals for two items were
allowed to correlate;” (28)= 106.637p < .001, CFI= .945, TLI= .959, RMSEA=
.090, WRMR= 1.040. Reliability analysis displayed good internal consistency for the
Behavior Management subscade<.77) and the Instructional Management subseale (
=.77). In the present study similar internal consistency scores aerd for both
subscalesx = .83 for Behavior Management and .62 for Instructional Management.
Convergent and discriminant validity were established with the Ohio StatbeFeac
Efficacy Scale (OSTES) with values ranging from -.19 tor = -.65. It was
hypothesized that the SECTRS would have a moderate negative correlatidmewith t
BIMS because teachers with high SEC would have a less controlling and intematnt
approach to handling behavior and instruction.

School climate. The Psycho-Social Environment Profile Questionnaire (PSE, The
World Health Organization, 2003) is a measure of school environment. The 114-item
scale measures various aspects of school climate that are divided into gaastguch
as bullying and harassment, home-school connections, equal participation opportunities,
types of discipline, etc. For the purposes of this study only the Providing a Friendly,
Rewarding, and Supportive Atmosphere quality area was utilized (from herieoade
to as PSE-P). The PSE-P consists of 18 items with item values ranging), fiiot at

all”, to 4, “Very Much”. Higher values on the PSE-P indicated a more positive school
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climate. The PSE-P was created by reviewing 650 international resetiotes and was
reviewed by schools in 20 different countries. Information on the reliability dititya
of this scale was not available. However, there was strong internastemasi reliability
coefficients for the PSE-P in the present study (93). It was hypothesized that the
SECTRS would have a moderate positive correlation with PSE-P.

Teacher-student interactions. The Inventory of School-Climate — teacher version
(ISC-T, Brand, Felner, Seitsinger, Burns, & Bolton, 2008) is rating scalentegures
teachers’ perceptions of classroom atmosphere. The ISC-T consiststEm2%&nd six-
subscales that measure Respect and Sensitivity to Peers and Cultur@sivBrsss,
Positive Teacher-Student Interactions, Achievement Orientation, and Support for
Diversity, and Safety. For this research study, only the Positive TeStldent
Interactions subscale was utilized. This subscale consists of five itenasdtrated on a
5-point Likert scale, with item values ranging from 1, “Strongly Disagto 5, “Strongly
Agree”. Higher values on this subscale indicated positive perceptions of tetadtemt
interactions. A study examining the psychometric properties of this sabsealaled
good internal consistency € .76) and stable test-retest reliability at one year.46)
and two-yearrn= .48) intervals (Brand et al., 2008). In the present study the internal
consistency reliability coefficient for this subscale was (84). Investigations on the
convergence between teacher and student report on classroom climatel eigiale
correlations between teacher-student interactions and similar subsagleEgacher
Support, Negative Peer Interactions, Disciplinary Harshness, etc.) vahgesirfronr =
-.05 tor = -.33. It was hypothesized that the Positive Teacher-Student Interaction

subscale would have a moderate positive correlation with the SECTRS.
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Procedure

Participation in this study was voluntary, and personally identifyingnmdtion
was not collected. School administrators were contacted and given anet@ail
detailing the purpose of the study and consent procedures. School administratxls ag
to participate in the study by signing and completing a letter of consentitpadet in
the study.

Once a school agreed to participate, teachers were emailed axpkaémiag the
study, directions on how to complete the assessments, a consent form, a link and to an
IRB approved survey website (i.e., Qualtrics), and instructions for rageavi
compensation honorarium. Each teacher that participated received a $15 gdt card t
Target. Teachers consented to the study by clicking the “accept” butomesitling the
consent form. Teachers could elect not to participate by either not going telikitey
selecting “decline” after the consent form, or stopping at anytime throutiteut
assessment.

Teachers first completed the demographic section and SECTRS assessment
Then, to control for order effects, the last five assessments were presentaddora
order. Individual SECTRS items were displayed in a random order as wedl t€auhers
completed the online assessment, their answers were stored on a secusstyafver
Oregon survey website. As soon as the researcher achieved 300 completecassessm

data were transferred to SPSS 19.0 (SPSS, 2010) for analyses.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Data Screening

Missing data composed a very small percentage of the data in both datasets;
0.12% for theN = 320 dataset and 0.05% for tNe= 302 dataset. No participant had
more than two missing data points across all assessments and there were th@amor
one missing data point per assessment question. In other words, no participant skipped
the same question and no participant skipped a question more than twice. Missing values
were replaced with the responder’s assessment mean. Although this method of handling
missing data may artificially attenuate variance estimatesalilésto preserve the data
and may be defensible when the percentage of missing data is less than 10% (Roth,
1997). No errors were found in the data.
Exploratory Factor Analysis

Research questions one and two involved scale development and were reported on
in the Methods. Research question three askéging an exploratory factor analysis
technique with a national sample, what is the likely underlying factor structure of the
SECTRS?’ An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to address this research
guestion. The EFA was estimated using principal axis factoring (PAF) wibblague
rotation (direct oblimin). PAF was utilized as opposed to principal components analysis
(PCA) because the goal of the analysis was to reveal latent variahksthan reduce
item content (e.g., Costello & Osborne, 2005, Preacher & MacCallum, 2003). An oblique
rotation was used for the estimation as it was hypothesized that dimensiaci®af

describing the structure would be intercorrelated (Costello & Osborne, 2005). All
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assumptions were met for running a PAF. Below are the steps taken to detereni
factor structure of the SECTRS. The process was iterative and involved both th@use of
priori criteria (e.g., use of Kaiser’s Rule, Scree Plot visual analgstsresearcher
judgment based on interpretability of findings.

Step 1.Using Kaiser-Guttman'’s criterion (hereon referred to as Kaisers)Rf
extracting factors with an eigenvalue equal to or greater than 1.0, the swealyacted
13 factors accounting for 45.61% of the variance of the 52 items (Kaiser, 1960).
Communalities were generally low and ranged in value from .06 to .47. Communalities
measure the percent of variance explained by a single item. Thus, higheuarmalityn
scores indicate that the item is strongly related to the underlying lateaiilegFloyd &
Widaman, 1995). Examination of the 13 factors revealed an uninterpretable factor
solution and the pattern matrix rotation failed to converge. The factor pattein mat
displays coefficients that represent the contribution of each item to edch fa

Step 2.Visual interpretation of the scree plot, wherein the components retained
are determined by where eigenvalues drop off sharply, revealed that six cotspone
should be retained. All items were run using forced six-factor solution based en'¥«ais
Rule (Kaiser, 1960). The subsequent six-factor solution accounted for 35.87% of the
variance with communalities ranging frdi= .08 toh? =.54; however, this solution
failed to converge and produce a pattern matrix. Next, a five-factor solution was
attempted based on Kaiser's Rule (Kaiser). The five-factor solution acddonte
33.87% of the variance with communalities ranging ftémns .06 toh? =.53; however,

this again failed to produce a pattern matrix.
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Step 3.Finally, four-factor solution was forced using Kaiser’'s Rule (Kaiser,
1960). The four factors accounted for 31.67% of the variance. Communalities ranged
from h? = .06 toh? = .53 with 11 communalities belok? = .25.

Step 4. Based upon researcher judgment, five items that had low communalities
(less tharh?= .20) were removed (items 8, 12, 22, 33, 37), 14 items with low factor
loadings (less than .35) were also removed (items 41, 9, 1, 20, 3, 23, 44, 52, 32, 2, 6, 40,
7, 15), and finally one item was eliminated because of high double loading (item 51).
The remaining 33 items were rerun using principal axis factoring wittbkgue rotation
(direct oblimin), and forcing a four-factor solution. Using Kaiser's Rule, tiadyais
extracted four factors accounting for 35.96% of the variance. Only threehteins
communalities below® = .25 with the lowest beinkf = .20.

Step 5.Three items were removed because of low factor loading (items 39, 21,
and 38) and three more items were removed because of high double loading (items 48,
26, 20). The subsequent 27-items were rerun through an EFA using principal axis
factoring with an oblique rotation (direct oblimin), and forcing a four-factor isolut
Using Kaiser’s Rule, the analysis extracted four factors accountir3y 187% of the
variance. Only one item had a communality beléw .25, the item’s communality was
h* = .24,

Step 6.Lastly, one item was removed for clinical interpretability (item 3be
25-items were rerun through an EFA using principal axis factoring with agquebli
rotation (direct oblimin), and forcing a four-factor solution. Using KaiseuleRhe
analysis extracted four factors accounting for 37.93% of the variance. Tagrmeow

communality belovh? = .25. Overall, all but nine of the items had communalities above
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h? = .40, a minimum communality guideline (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Generally in
cases like this where communalities are low (between .20 and .40), obtaining good factor
congruence depends upon having a larger sample size (Hogarty, Hines, Kramay, F
& Mumford, 2005). Therefore, because the sample size was above 300 these items were
retained in the analysis despite having low communality scores.

The final four-factor model is presented in Table 3 with the percent of variance
explained by each factor as well as the cumulative percent of varigoleses by the
factors. The first factor contained seven-items and explained the maijaitity variance,
25.43%, the second factor contained six-items and explained 5.54% of the variance, the
third factor contained six-items and explained 3.88% of the variance, and lastlyrthe fou
factor contained six-items and explained 3.08% of the variance.
Table 3

Percent of Variance Explained by Retained Factors (N = 320)

Factor % of Variance Explained Cumulative %
1 25.43 25.43
2 5.54 30.97
3 3.88 34.85
4 3.08 37.93

An Oblimin oblique rotation was utilized in the analyses because it was
hypothesized that the factors, representing aspects of teacher SEC, woldteddae
one another (Costello & Osborne, 2005). The factor correlations ranged fr@#% tor
= .42, and therefore provide support for the use of an Oblimin oblique rotation.

The sorted pattern factor loadings are presented in Table 4. The identifeed fact
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were labeled as follows: Factor 1, Teacher-Student Relationshipsr Ea&motion-
Regulation; Factor 3, Social Awareness; Factor 4, Interpersonal RetgbienBhe factor
loadings were fairly low to moderate. Costello and Osborne (2005) suggest a minimum
guideline of at least .32 and Stevens (2002) suggest a minimum loading value of .30 for a
sample size of 300. All factor items obtained factor loadings above these suggested
values. Factor 1 and 2 were robust factors with at least five items loading at .§Beor hi
(Costello & Osborne, 2005). Factors 3 and 4 had lower factor loadings, possibly
suggesting weak or unstable factors (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Although Faatdrs 2 a

3 were weaker, they were retained because the sample size was lar@tii&tevens,

2002) and these factors demonstrated clinical relevance in measuring ®&ache

Descriptive statistics for factor and total scores are displayecdbie ba
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Table 4
Pattern Coefficients for the Four Factors of the Social Emotional Competence Teacher

Rating Scale with Oblimin Oblique Rotation (N = 320)

Factor 1 2 3 4

1. Teacher-Student Relationships

43. Close relationship with students 71 -.06 .01 .01
18. Aware of student feelings .60 -.01 .00 .06
47. Understand student feelings 57 .09 A2 .05
50. Students come to me with problems 52 -.04 14 A1
49. Difficult to build relationship with students .50 19 -.07 -.07
42. Create a community in classroom 49 .06 19 16
45. Positive relationship with families 46 -.03 A1 22

2. Emotion-Regulation

30. Calm when upset -.03 72 -.00 -.01
34. Clam when addressing misbehavior .04 .67 .08 .03
36. Get upset when students provoke me .05 .65 -.14 .03
24. Think before | act -.07 .61 .18 .04
4. Get upset and do not understand why .07 .59 -.01 -.01
31. Manage emotions in healthy ways -01 .45 A1 13

3. Social-Awareness

10. Appreciate individual and group differences .10 14 .58 -.10
28. Student safety is important A1 .06 .56 -.14
26. Consider ethical and legal factors -.09 -.04 53 14

63



Table 4 (continued)

14. Ensure instruction is culturally sensitive .06 -.08 .52 .09
11. Understand how my emotion affect students 19 17 .38 -.04
27. Consider student well-being in decisions A1 A7 .34 A3

4. Interpersonal Relationships

29. Staff members seek my advice .18 .01 -15 .67
5. Easy to tell people how | feel .09 .01 -.03 .46
17. Effectively negotiate solutions with staff -.13 A5 13 .43
46. Staff members respect me .06 16 .06 .40
13. Pay attention to emotions of staff A1 -.06 22 .40
16. Comfortable talking to parents .20 22 -2 .33

Note.Bold item correlations denote items that are part of the corresponding factor.
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics of the SECTRS Factor and Total Scores for each Dataset

N=320 N=302
SECTRS Min Max M SD Min Max M SD
1. Teacher-Student Relationships 22.00 42.00 33.85 4.04 22.00 42.00 33.85 4.07
2. Emotion-Regulation 15.00 36.00 29.06 3.38 15.00 36.00 29.08 3.40
3. Social Awareness 23.00 36.00 31.35 2.68 23.00 36.00 31.36 2.70
4. Interpersonal Relationships 15.00 36.00 27.94 3.46 15.00 36.00 27.98 3.46
Total score 88.00 146.00 122.20 10.50 88.00 146.00 122.27 10.61

Note.Min = Minimum reported score; Max = Maximum reported score
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Internal Consistency Reliability

To answer research question folsing Cronbach’s alpha, what is the internal
consistency reliability of the SECTRS on a large sample of teacher self-report?atings
internal consistency reliability for the SECTRS factor and total scozes ealculated
using SPSS 19.0 for Macs (SPSS, 2010) with the full salypte320). Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients were as follows: Factor 1 (Teacher-Student Reldpeng items) =
.81; Factor 2 (Emotion Regulation, 5 items) = .80; Factor 3 (Social Awarenesssh #
.71; Factor 4 (Interpersonal Relationships, 6 items) = .69; total score (25 #e8%s)
With the exception of Factor 4, all factor scores demonstrated adequate targ&oma
consistency, with the alpha for Factor 4 falling slightly lower than the ar@atd for
adequate reliability (Bland & Altman, 1997). This indicates that Factor 4sssborild
be interpreted with caution and generalization of this factor may be limitadaSal
Ysseldyke, 2007).
Validity Based on Convergent and Discriminant Evidence

To answer research question fit/hat is the convergent and discriminant
validity between the SECTRS and other similar rating scalas®ries of bivariate
correlations were conducte@ne way to establish test validity is through calculating
correlations between assessments that purport to measure the sametd@astrpbell
& Fiske, 1959, Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2007). In this way, higher correlations repiese
similarity in constructs. Conversely, to demonstrate that a test is nmgagwnique or
different construct, lower or negative correlations between tests hypattiésimeasure

different constructs are evidence of discriminant validity (Campbell Bef-i5959).
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To establish convergent validityivariate Pearson product-moment correlations
were calculated between total and factor scores on the SECTRS andl theotetan the
SREIT (see Table 6). Results from this analysis revealed positive anacsigni <
.001) correlations between the total and subscales scores on the SECTRS and SREIT
Correlation coefficients ranged from .44 to .65, with the highest correlation betweeen t
SECTRS total score and the SREIT total score. The strength of thedatmrsesupport
the convergent validity of the SECTRS, however the magnitude of these correlations
would not suggest that they are measuring the same construct.

To establish discriminant validitipjvariate Pearson product-moment correlations
were calculated between total and subscale scores on the SECTRS and-&® (d&:
Table 6). The MBI-ES includes one positive subscale, Personal Accomplishment, which
was hypothesized as having higher, positive correlations compared to the two eab-scal
measuring Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization. As expected, the Personal
Accomplishment subscale had moderate, positive correlations that weteathtis
significant < .001). Correlation coefficients ranged from .26 to .46 with the highest
correlation between the SECTRS total score and the Personal Accomplishonent sc
The two negative subscales on the MBI-ES, Emotional Exhaustion and
Depersonalization, resulted in lower, negative correlations that were alinost a
statistically significantf < .01 andp < .001). Correlations among the negative subscales
on the MBI-ES and the SCETRS ranged from .01 to -.34. The lower, negative
correlations found between SECTRS scores and MBI-ES scores provide evidence to

support the discriminant validity of this scale.
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Table 6
Correlations Between SECTRS Scores and Scores from the Self-Report El Test and the

Maslach Burnout Inventory (N = 302)

SECTRS

Teacher—  Emotion Social Interpersonal
Student Regulation Awareness Relationships Total
Relationships

SREIT
Total B1x** A46%F* A4xx* 58*** .65***
MBI-ES
Personal

_ A3 37 .26%** .34%x* A6
Accomplishment
Emotional _16% 25k 01 X L
Exhaustion
Depersonalization -.30%** - 31x** -.16** -.26%** - 34x**

Note.SREIT = Self-Report El Test; MBI-ES = Maslach Burnout Inventory — Edugat
Survey.
**p <.01. **p<.001
Group Comparisons
In order to answer research question sixg“there differences in SEC based
upon teachers’ demographic characteristics such as gender, classroom setting, and years
of experience?’a series of multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and
multivariate analysis of covariate (MANCOVA) were performed andyaed using

SPSS 19.0 (SPSS, 2010). Prior to running analyses, data were evaluated foalstatist
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assumptions; all statistical assumptions were met. All alpha levedssetto .05.
Results are presented by demographic category.

Gender. A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed with
SECTRS factor and total scores as the dependent variables and teacbeagdine
independent variable. Gender had two levels, female and male. Using Wilk’s test of
multivariate significance, gender was not statistically relateldeoveighted multivariate
combination of SECTRS factor and total scorgs, 0.97,F(4, 297) = 2.12p = .08, 7* =
0.03. These results indicate that significant group differences were ncieddbetween
male and female teachers across SECTRS subscale and total scores.isalanar
univariate results are presented in Table 7 and descriptive statistiisaged in Table

8.
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Table 7

MANOVA Results for Gender and SECTRS Scores with Follow-Up Univariate Analyses

Multivariate® Univariate
Source A F p 5 df SS MS p
Gender .97 2.12 .08 .03 Teacher-Student
Relationships
Gender 1 129.49 129.49 7.99 .01
Error 300 4864.84 16.22
Total 301 4994.32
Emotion Regulation
Gender 1 3.95 3.95 0.34 .5¢
Error 300 3470.60 11.57
Total 301 3474.54
Social Awareness
Gender 1 15.47 15.47 2.14 1t
Error 300 2172.19 7.24
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Table 7 (continued)

Total

Interpersonal
Relationships
Gender

Error
Total
Total score
Gender
Error

Total

301

300

301

300

301

2187.66

21.93

3575.95

2187.88

483.21

33409.95

33893.16

2193 1.8

11.92

483.21 4.3¢

111.37

.18

.04

°df = (4, 297)
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Gender across SECTRS Subscales and Total Scores

Female Male

(n=225) (n=77)
Measure M SD M SD
Teacher-Student Relationships 34.23 0.27 32.73 0.46
Emotion Regulation 29.15 0.23 28.88 0.39
Social Awareness 31.49 0.18 30.97 0.31
Interpersonal Relationships 28.14 0.23 27.52 0.39
Total 123.01 0.70 120.10 1.20

Ethnicity. A MANOVA was performed with SECTRS factor and total scores as
the dependent variables and ethnicity as the independent variable. Ethnicity imad seve
levels: White/Caucasian, Black/African American, Hispanic/Latinaai®acific
Islander, American Indian/Native American, Multiracial, and Other. @8Wilk’s test of
multivariate significance, ethnicity was not statistically wdatio the weighted
multivariate combination of SECTRS factor and total scotes0.92,F(24, 1019.88) =
1.06,p = .38, 772 = 0.02. These results indicate that there are no significant group
differences between ethnic groups across SECTRS factor and toes. ddattivariate
and univariate results are presented in Table 9. Descriptive statistmeseated in

Table 10.
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Table 9

MANOVA Results for Ethnicity and SECTRS Scores with Follow-Up Univariate Analyses

Multivariate®

Univariate
Source A F p 7 df SS MS p
Ethnicity .92 1.06 .38 .02 Teacher-Student
Relationships
Ethnicity 6 35.09 5.85 0.35 .91
Error 295 4959.24 16.81
Total 301 4994 .32
Emotion Regulation
Ethnicity 6 53.49 8.91 0.77 .6eC
Error 295 3421.05 11.60
Total 301 3474.54
Social Awareness
Ethnicity 6 39.44 6.57 0.90 .4¢
Error 295 2148.22 7.28
Total 301 2187.66
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Table 9 (continued)

Interpersonal
Relationships
Ethnicity

Error
Total
Total score
Ethnicity

Error

Total

295

301

295

301

59.26

3538.62

3597.88

201.38

33691.78

33893.16

9.88 0.8-

12.00

33.56 0.2¢

16.81

.55

.94

2df = (24, 1019.88)
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Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for SECTRS Subscale and Total Scores by Ethnicity

American
Black/ Asian/ Indian/
White/ African  Hispanic/  Pacific Native Multiracial
Caucasian American Latino Islander American (n=18) Other
(n=174) (n=2) (n=15) (n=84) (n=1) (n=28)
Measure M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Teacher-Student 33.75 36.00 34.00 33.98 34.00 34.39 32.38
Relationships (0.31) (2.90) (1.06) (0.45) (4.10) (0.97) (1.45)
Emotion 29.17 33.00 28.93 28.69 31.00 29.33 29.75
Regulation (0.56) (2.41) (0.88) (0.37) (3.41) (0.80) (1.20)
Social 31.40 33.00 31.20 31.05 30.00 32.50 31.38
Awareness (0.29) (2.91) (0.70) (0.29) (2.70) (0.64) (0.95)
Interpersonal 28.20 24.00 27.40 27.76 30.00 28.06 27.13
Relationships (0.26) (2.45) (0.89) (0.38) (3.46) (0.82) (1.23)
Total 122.52 126.00 121.53 121.48 125.00 124.28 120.63
(0.81) (7.56) (2.76) (1.17) (10.69) (2.52) (3.78)
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Community setting. A MANOVA was performed with SECTRS factor and total
scores as the dependent variables and community setting as the indepenalaet vari
Community Setting had three levels: Rural, Suburban, and Urban. Using Witki$ tes
multivariate significance, community setting was not statisticaligted to the weighted
multivariate combination of SECTRS factor and total scotes0.98,F(8, 590) = 0.62,
p=.76,7° = 0.01. These results indicate that there are no significant group differences
between community settings across SECTRS factor and total scores. Naitiamd
univariate results are presented in Table 11. Descriptive statisticeaentad in Table

12.
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Table 11

MANOVA Results for Community Setting and SECTRS Scores with Follow-Up Univaabtee&

Multivariate® Univariate
Source A df SS MS F
ggtrgrr]zunity .98 Tea_cher-_Student
Relationships
Community Setting 2 2.94 1.47 0.09 .92
Error 298 4964.74 16.66
Total 300 4967.68
Emotion Regulation
Community Setting 2 3.23 161 0.14 .87
Error 298 3462.75 11.62
Total 300 3465.98
Social Awareness
Community Setting 2 13.11 6.55 0.90 41
Error 298 2171.86 7.29
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Table 11 (continued)

Total

Interpersonal
Relationships

Community Setting
Error
Total

Total score
Community Setting
Error

Total

300

298

300

298

300

2184.96

9.66

3584.13

3593.79

33.70

33721.32

33755.02

4.82 0.40

12.03

16.85 0.15

113.16

.67

.86

adf = (8, 590)
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics for Community Setting across SECTRS Subscales and Total Scores

Urban Suburban Rural

(n=88) (n=159) (n=54)
Measure M SD M SD M SD
Teacher-Student 33.72 0.44 33.92 0.32 33.74 0.56
Relationships
Emotion 29.15 0.36 29.10 0.27 28.85 0.46
Regulation
Social 31.63 0.29 31.16 0.21 31.48 0.37
Awareness
Interpersonal 28.25 0.37 27.87 0.28 27.82 047
Relationships
Total 122.74 1.13 122.06 0.84 121.89 1.45

Years experienceA MANOVA was performed with SECTRS factor and total
scores as the dependent variables and years of teaching experiencedeptradent
variable. Years of teaching experience was transformed into a catégariable by
dividing the participants into two groups using a median split. This method of
dichotomizing variables has its limitations such as loss of individual diffesemok
potential for erroneous interpretation of variable relationships; howevesg firectice
that is widely used in order to simplify independent variables and analyzesitaga
ANOVAs and MANOVAs (MacCallum, Zhang, Preacher, & Rucker, 2002). The median
years of teaching experience was 12 years. The number of years t¢éagtersanged
from O to 45 yearsM = 14.07;SD = 9.25). Using Wilk’s test of multivariate significance,

years of teaching experience was statistically related to the wdighiltivariate
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combination of SECTRS factor and total scorés, 0.97,F(4, 297) = 2.5 = .04,n° =

0.03. These results indicate that there are significant group differencezbet@ars of
teaching experience across SECTRS factor and total scores. Mulévasatts are
presented in Table 13. Descriptive statistics are presented in TableHaugklithe
multivariate test revealed significant results, follow-up univariat®©XKMs on each of

the five SECTRS measures did not reveal statistically significant miaredces

between teachers with experience above and below the median. Thus, having more or
less teaching experience, did not influence levels of teacher SEC. Alplzajwsied for
multiple testing using the Bonferroni alpha adjustment (i.e. .05/5 = .01) to maintain the

probability of Type | error at .05.
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Table 13

MANOVA Results for Years of Teaching Experience and SECTRS Scores with Followds@mtdnnalyses

Multivariate® Univariate
Source Y F p 7 df SS MS F
Years 97 257 .04 .03 Teacher-Student
Experience Relationships
Years Experience 1 84.48 84.48 5.16 .02
Error 300 4909.84 16.37
Total 301 4994.32
Emotion Regulation
Years Experience 1 2.59 259 0.22 .64
Error 300 3471.95 11.57
Total 301 3474.54
Social Awareness
Years Experience 1 9.11 9.11 1.25 .26
Error 300 2178.55 7.26
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Table 13 (continued)

Total

Interpersonal
Relationships
Years Experience

Error
Total
Total score
Years Experience
Error

Total

301

300

301

300

301

2187.66

52.51

3545.37

3597.881

318.48

33574.68

33893.16

52.51 4.4¢

11.82

318.48 2.8t

111.92

.04

.09

2df = (4, 297)
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Table 14

Descriptive Statistics for Years of Teaching Experience across SECTRS&I&ibad

Total Scores

Below 12 years

Above 12 years

(n = 153) (n = 149)
Measure M SD M SD
Teacher-Student Relationships 33.33 4.32 34.38 3.74
Emotion Regulation 29.17 3.60 28.98 3.18
Social Awareness 31.19 2.80 31.54 2.58
Interpersonal Relationships 27.57 3.59 28.40 3.28
Total 121.25 11.22 123.31 9.88

Age.A MANOVA was performed with SECTRS factor and total scores as the

dependent variables and age of teacher as the independent variable. Age of teacher wa

transformed into a categorical variable by dividing the participants into oupgusing

a median split. The median age was 42 years and ranged from 20 to 70/eat$.97;

SD=10.86). Using Wilk’s test of multivariate significance, teacher age wastistlly

related to the weighted multivariate combination of SECTRS factor and totastar

0.96,F(4, 296) = 2.79 = .03, 7> = 0.04. These results indicate that there are significant

group differences between the age of the teacher across SECTRS factoalsswbtes.

Multivariate results are presented in Table 15.

Follow-up univariate ANOVAs on each of the SECTRS scores comprising the

multivariate composite revealed statistically significant meanrdiffges between the age

of teachers on one SECTRS factor score. Older teachers had a higheMmeaa.b1,
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SD=4.02) than younger teachekd € 33.12,SD= 4.04),F(1, 299) = 8.9 MSE=
4847.50p = .003, Teacher-Student Relationships (Factor 1). In order to determine the
magnitude of this difference, effect-size calculations were conductegl @slmen’sD
procedure (Cohen, 1992). This procedure compares the difference between mean scores
as a proportion of the standard deviation from the normal curve. Effect size magnitudes
are typically categorized as being large (above .80), medium (above .50), lojatonat
.20). The calculation for Cohen¥indicated the difference between older and younger
teachers on the Teacher-Student Relationships factor was E®all34). Follow-up
univariate results are presented in Table 15, and descriptive statisticssimbe
analyses are presented in Table 16. Alpha was adjusted for multiple testinthasing
Bonferroni alpha adjustment (i.e. .05/5 = .01) to maintain the probability of type bérro
.05.

A multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was performed torocbhbr
the potential effect of years of experience on the multivariate resultg&r run this
analysis, SECTRS total score was removed because of its high corratierother
dependent variables (i.e., SECTRS factor scores). The covariate was natagityaifithe
alpha level of .054 = 0.98,F(4, 295) = 1.3% = .26, indicating that after controlling for
years of experience, the effects of teacher age on Teacher-StudeionRleips (Factor

1) remained statistically significant.
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Table 15

MANOVA Results for Teacher Age and SECTRS Scores with Follow-Up Univariate &nalyse

Multivariaté® Univariate
Source A F p 5 df SS MS F p
Age 96 2.79 .03 .04 Teacher-Student
Relationships
Age 1 145.40 145.40 8.97 .00
Error 299 4847.59 16.21
Total 300 4992.99
Emotion Regulation
Age 1 1.60 1.60 0.14 71
Error 299 3464.38 11.59
Total 300 3465.98
Social Awareness
Age 1 27.02 27.02 3.75 .05
Error 299 2153.65 7.20
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Table 15 (continued)

Total

Interpersonal
Relationships
Age

Error
Total
Total score
Age
Error

Total

300

299

300

299

300

2180.67

52.19

3544.65

3596.84

662.91

33170.24

33833.15

52.19 4.40

11.86

662.91 5.98

110.94

.04

.02

adf = (4, 296)
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Table 16
Descriptive Statistics for Years of Teaching Experience across SECTRS &ibadal

Total Scores

1. 2.
Below 12 Above 12
years years

(n=153) (n=149)
Measure M SD M SD
Teacher-Student 33.33 4.32 34.38 3.74 2>1
Relationships
Emotion Regulation 29.17 3.60 28.98 3.18 ns
Social Awareness 31.19 2.80 31.54 2.58 ns
Interpersonal Relationships 27.57 3.59 28.40 3.28 ns
Total 121.25 11.22 123.31 9.88 ns

Teacher setting.A MANOVA was performed with SECTRS factor and total
scores as the dependent variables and classroom setting of the teacherdepémaent
variable. Classroom setting had five levels: General Education TeacheglSpeci
Education Teacher, General Education Teacher Assistant, Special EducatiberTe
Assistant, and Resource Teacher. Using Wilk’s test of multivariatdisaqce,
classroom setting was statistically related to the weighted mgiigacombination of
SECTRS factor and total scores= 0.91,F(16, 898.82) = 1.7p = .04, * = 0.02. These
results indicate that there are significant group differences betweemathertsetting

across SECTRS factor and total scores. Multivariate results aref@cge Table 17.
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Follow-up univariate ANOVAs on each of the SECTRS scores revealed
statistically significant mean differences between teache@ngett only one dependent
variable, SECTRS total score (see Table 17). Alpha was adjusted for migiifnheg)
using the Bonferroni alpha adjustment (i.e. .05/5 = .01) to maintain the probability of
type | error at .05.

Post-hoc analyses using Tukey HSD were conducted to locate significamt me
differences between each teacher setting on SECTRS total score. TaReydsd used in
order to reduce familywise type | error (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). Post-hoc esalyd
descriptive statistics are presented in Table 18. There were signifieantdifferences
on SECTRS total score between special education teacher assistanthagahbral
education teachers and resource teachers. Results were significamt at@heevel.

To examine the magnitude of these differences, effect-size calculagoas
conducted using Cohen® procedure (Cohen, 1992). These analyses indicated that the
difference between special education teacher assistants and geneatbedaachers
and the difference between special education teacher assistants and reachass tvas
large ES=4.37 ancES= 4.11, respectively). However, these results should be
interpreted with great caution considering the small sample sizes foalsgpaacation

teacher assistants and resource teachers.
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Table 17

MANOVA Results for Teacher Setting and SECTRS Scores with Follow-Up Univariateg&nalys

Multivariaté® Univariate
Source A F p 5 df SS MS F
Teacher 91 1.70 .04 .02 Teacher-Student
Setting Relationships
Teacher Setting 4 194.99 48.75 3.02 .02
Error 297 4799.33 16.16
Total 301 4994.32
Emotion Regulation
Teacher Setting 4 123.12 30.78 2.73 .03
Error 297 3351.42 11.28
Total 301 3474.54
Social Awareness
Teacher Setting 4 56.96 14.24 1.99 .10
Error 297 2130.70 7.17
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Table 17 (continued)

Total

Interpersonal
Relationships

Teacher Setting
Error
Total

Total score
Teacher Setting
Error

Total

301

297

301

297

301

2187.66

90.71 22.68 1.92

3507.17 11.81

3597.88

1443.626 360.91 3.03

32449.53 109.26

33893.16

A1

.01

adf = (16, 898.82)
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Table 18

Descriptive Statistics and Post-Hoc Analyses for Teacher Setting across SE@ER&EES and Total Score

1. 2. 3. 4. 5.

GENED SPED GENED SPED Resource

Teacher Teacher TA TA Teacher

(n=234) (n=34) (n=2) (n=05) (n=27)
Measure M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) Post-hoc test
Teacher-Student 33.53 35.24 35.00 38.40 33.89 ns
Relationships (0.26) (0.69) (2.84) (1.80) (0.77)
Emotion 28.96 29.97 28.50 33.00 28.33 ns
Regulation (0.22) (0.58) (2.38) (1.50) (0.65)
Social 31.26 32.27 30.00 33.20 30.89 ns
Awareness (0.18) (0.46) (1.89) (1.20) (0.52)
Interpersonal 27.85 27.94 31.00 31.60 28.30 ns
Relationships (0.23) (0.59) (2.43) (1.54) (0.66)
Total 121.59 125.41 124.50 136.20 121.41 4>15

(0.68) (1.79) (7.40) (4.68) (2.01)

Note GENED = General Education Teacher; GENED TA = General Education TeadistaAt; SPED = Special Education

Teacher; SPED TA = Special Education Teacher Assistant
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Grade level. A MANOVA was performed with SECTRS factor and total scores
as the dependent variables and teacher grade-level as the independeet anaale-
level was composed of four levels: primary (grades K-2), elementary (@dg)emiddle
(grades 6-8), and high school (grades 9-12). Using Wilk’s test of multivariate
significance, grade-level was statistically related to the htedgmultivariate
combination of SECTRS factor and total scores;, 0.96,F(12, 778.14) = 2.4p = .004,
1” = 0.03. These results indicate that there are significant group differencesrbétevee
grade-level setting across SECTRS factor and total scores. Mulvesgatlts are
presented in Table 19.

Follow-up univariate ANOVAs on each of the SECTRS scores revealed
statistically significant mean differences between grade-let@hg on three SECTRS
scores: SECTRS total score, Factor 1 (teacher-student relationshipSacamd4
(interpersonal relationship) (see Table 19). Alpha was adjusted for mdispieg using
the Bonferroni alpha adjustment (i.e. .05/5 = .01) to maintain the probability of type |
error at .05.

Post-hoc analyses using Tukey HSD were conducted to locate significamt me
differences between each grade-level on SECTRS total score. Tukew&tSiBed in
order to reduce familywise type | error (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). Post-hoc esayd
descriptive statistics are presented in Table 20. There were signiiieant differences
on Factor 1(teacher-student relationship) between high school teachers and bath prima
and elementary school teachers. High school teachers displayed signifilifhetgnt
scores from primary school teachers and middle school teachers on Factor 4

(interpersonal relationship). Lastly, on SECTRS total, high school teacHersediif
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significantly from and primary and elementary school teachers. High selamblers
received lower SECTRS scores across these three scales. Rexikgyniéicant at the
< .05 level. In order to determine the magnitude of these differences, efeect-siz
calculations were conducted using Cohdh’grocedure (Cohen, 1992). All effect-sizes
were medium, indicating a meaningful difference between these groupdtRee

presented in Table 21.
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Table 19

MANOVA Results for Grade-Level and SECTRS Scores with Follow-Up Univariatsémaly

Multivariate® Univariate

Source A F p 7 df SS MS F

Grade-level 91 247 .00 .03 Teacher-Student
Relationships

Grade-level 3 339.25 113.08 7.30
Error 297 4603.73 15.50
Total 300 4942.90

Emotion

Regulation

Grade-level 3 71.16 23.72 2.09
Error 297 33.68.21 11.34
Total 300 3439.36

Social

Awareness

Grade-level 3 50.90 16.97 2.37
Error 297 2123.47 7.15

.00

.10

.07
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Table 19 (continued)

Total

Interpersonal
Relationships

Grade-level
Error
Total

Total score
Grade-level
Error

Total

300

297

300

297

300

2174.37

176.88

3395.72

3572.60

2078.63

31340.60

33419.23

58.96

11.43

692.88

105.52

5.16

6.57

.00

.00

&f = (12, 778.14)
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Table 20

Descriptive Statistics and Post-Hoc Analyses for Grade-Level across SEGh&al8s and Total Score

1. 2. 3. 4.
Primary Elementary Middle High
(n=42) (n=47) (n=44) (n=168)
Measure M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) Post-hoc test
Teacher-Student 35.73 35.00 33.95 32.98 1,2>4
Relationships (4.04) (3.30) (3.30) (4.06)
Emotion Regulation 29.83 29.74 29.05 28.68 ns
(3.18) (2.92) (3.49) (3.49)
Social Awareness 32.19 31.70 31.32 31.04 ns
(2.54) (2.42) (2.51) (2.80)
Interpersonal Relationships 29.05 28.40 28.98 27.30 1,3>4
(3.49) (3.32) (2.74) (3.52)
Total 126.80 124.85 123.30 120.01 1,2>4
(10.96) (8.82) (10.18) (10.55)

Note.ns = not significant.

96



Table 21

Effect Size of Post Hoc Pairwise Comparisons of the Effect of Grade-Level oal&ibsd Total Scores of the SECTRS

Comparison Teacher-Student  Emotion Social Interpersonal Total
Relationships Regulation Awareness Relationships Score

High — primary 0.68 (medium) ns ns 0.56 (medium) 0.63 (medium)

High — elementary 0.55 (medium) ns ns ns 0.50 (medium)

High — middle ns ns ns 0.53 (medium) ns

Note ns= not significant.
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Number of students in classroomThe number of students in the classroom
variable was not included in the analyses because respondents appeared to ingerpret thi
guestion in at least two different ways. The question was intended for teaclegrsrto r
the average number of students per class period; however, some teachers teported t
total number of students that they interact with across all their classesisBexf these
two different interpretations severe outliers were found with 24 teachersimgpzass
sizes of 50 — 100 students. This variable was not included in analyses because of potential
problems with interpreting findings.

Relationship to Prosocial Classroom Variables

The last research questidis there a relationship between teacher SEC and
teacher perceptions of teacher-student relationship, classroom management, and school
climate?”, was analyzed by conducting Person product-moment correlations between the
factor and total scores on the SECTRS and three different scales: Invaratyool
Climate — teacher version (ISC-T; Brand et al., 2008), Behavior and Instraict
Management Scale — 12 item version (BIMS; Martin & Sass, 2010), and Psycho-social
environment scale (PSE-P; The WHO, 2003). All analyses were run on SPSS 19.0 for
Macs (SPSS, 2010).

Teacher-student relationship.The relation between teacher perceptions of
teacher-student relationships and teacher SEC was analyzed by running Peahscin pr
correlations between the ISC-T Teacher-Pupil Interactions subBealed(et al., 2008)
and SECTRS factor and total scores. The results of these analysedreigrafieant,
positive correlations ranging from .40 - .@4 .001. The highest correlation occurred

between SECTRS Factor 1 (Teacher-Student Relationship) and the Teacher-Pupi
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Interactions subscale on the ISC-T. Results are displayed in Table 22. Qhesall
correlations suggest that higher levels of teacher SEC are related tol &gt of
healthy teacher-student relationships.

Classroom managementTo determine the relation between classroom
management and teacher SEC, Pearson product-moment correlations were @an betw
the two subscales composing the BIMS (Martin & Sass, 2010) and SECTRS factor and
total scores. Results are presented in Table 22. The BIMS Behavior Management
subscale displayed significant, positive correlations with almost all fantbtotal scores
on the SECTRS, with the exception of Factor 2 (Emotion Regulation). The significant
correlations ranged from .17 to .22< .001. Conversely, the relation between the BIMS
Instructional Management subscale and the SECTRS factor and total scores was
significant and negative with correlations ranging from -.31 to p55,001. That is,
higher levels of teacher SEC were associated with higher levels ofrallbogtehavior
management style and lower levels of an authoritative instructional style.

School climate.To explore the relation between teacher SEC and school climate,
Pearson product-moment correlations were conducted between SECTRS factaland tot
scores and quality area one of the PSE-P (The WHO, 2003). Quality area one of-the PSE
P measures the extent to which a school creates a caring and supportive aemospher
Results are exhibited in Table 22. Correlation coefficients were sigrtitacal positive
with values ranging from .29 to .4@ < .001. The highest correlation occurred between
SECTRS total score and PSE-P quality area one total score. Thus, higleolégather

SEC were related to higher levels of positive school climate.
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Table 22

Correlations Between SECTRS Total and Subscale Scores and Scores from the Teacher-
Pupil Interaction subscale of the Inventory of School Climate — Teacher version,

Behavior and Instructional Management Scale — 12 Item Version, and Quality Area One

of the Psycho-Social Environment Profile (N = 302)

SECTRS

Teacher-
Student Emotional Social Interpersonal
Relationships Regulation Awareness Relationships Total

ISC-T

Teacher-Pupil
B4k Ak A0+ 430 63%**
Interactions

BIMS

Behavioral A7 .07 21%* 22*F* 21 %%
Management

Instructional - 48*** =31 - 48*** - 46%** -.55%**
Management

PSE-P

Quality Area 37FF* 2AS Lo .33+ .35%** A 4Fx*
One

Note.ISC-T = Inventory of School Climate — Teacher version; BIMS = Behawidr a
Instructional Management Scale; PSE-P = Psycho Social Environment.Profile

*kp <001
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to develop a scale that measured teacher SEC,
examine its psychometric properties, and determine its relationship torayes that
have been hypothesized to relate to teacher SEC. The first research quedtararaVv
important teacher SEC domains that would make up a teacher self-repodfdealcher
SEC?” was addressed by delineating the five core competencies outlitted @4SEL
group (CASEL, 2011) as well as described by Jennings and Greenberg (2009).vEnhese fi
core competencies were self-awareness, self-managementasamiahess, relationship
skills, and responsible decision-making. The second research question pertained to
identifying appropriate items that represented the SEC domains. Based uporethe ¢
competencies identified previously, items for the SECTRS were dreatelapted from
other scales. These items were evaluated by an expert panel and reseskedgdom
expert feedback.
Factor Analysis

A convenience sample of teachers completed the SECTRS as well as additional
scales to provide data to address research question three, “Using an explac&tory
analysis technique with a national sample, what is the likely underlyingy fetaticture of
the social-emotional competence teacher rating scale (SECTRS)7&slis of the
factor analysis revealed four factors consisting of 26-items. Factpeheed to be
measuring behaviors relating to the relationship between teachers and staeots2
appeared to be measuring the ability for teachers to manage their emotias in t

classroom and across school settings. Factor 3 appeared to be meapeatsgycds
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cultural sensitivity and a consideration of others in decision-making. Facpedrad to
be measuring the relationships between teachers and staff membellsaasetveen
teachers and parents. These factors appear to be appropriate representahanhthef w
scale was intended to measure, teacher SEC.

Interestingly Factor 1, Teacher-Student Relationships, was the largkestost
robust factor. This appears consistent with the literature on the importancéigépos
interactions between students and teachers in creating an emotionally sepporti
classroom atmosphere (e.g., Hamre et al., 2007; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Suldo et al.,
2009). Not surprisingly, teacher interactions with students may be altetbédiby
psychological state; evidence suggests that teacher depression irflesutesr-student
conflict (Hamre et al., 2007; Hamre & Pianta, 2004). Therefore, having gadtktea
student relationships is an important indicator of teacher SEC. Early, pos#ohet-
student relationships appear particularly important for children who aré &tecause
supportive teachers provide appropriate academic and behavioral feedback thaskelp the
students acclimate to the classroom environment (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Thus, the
degree to which students are able to access important “instructional andaborali
resources of the classroom environment” (p. 636, Hamre & Pianta, 2001) may be
somewhat dependent on the relationship between teacher and student.

Factor 2, Emotion-Regulation, contained items that represented the ability for
teachers to manage their emotions in the classroom and remain calm durieggohel|
situations. This construct is similar to the hypothesized construct of sedgmaent, but
more specific to emotion-management as opposed to a broader definition of self-

management that includes the ability to manage behaviors to reach a purpadeful go
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Sutton (2007) reported that the most common negative emotion experienced by teachers
is frustration. Such negative emotions, including anger and frustration, caarmtsith
the quality of teaching (Garner, 2010). Expressions of negative emotions by $daacher
response to problem behaviors or negative emotions of students has been shown to
worsen teacher mood (Garner, 2010) and may in fact contribute to feelings of burnout
(Brackett et al., 2010). However, when teachers express their negative emadtions ca
students perceive this type of expression positively (Garner, 2010). L&estislents in
classrooms that are characterized by emotional warmth have desditeys of happiness
(Suldo et al., 2009), build the capacity for students to regulate their own emotions
(Hamre & Pianta, 2005), and may also be linked to long-term positive academic and
behavioral outcomes (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Teachers that are able to regirlate the
emotions also serve as good role models for children and set social-emotional
expectations for students. Therefore, emotion regulation appears to be aamnport
construct related to teacher SEC.

Factor 3, Social Awareness, included items that reflected sensitivity tsithve
and an awareness of how personal actions and decisions influence students. Although this
was a hypothesized construct, it differed slightly in that it not only includedditlity &0
empathize with people from diverse backgrounds, but also included the ability to make
responsible-decisions through the consideration of others and ethical and legaiegiidel
Rimm-Kaufman et al. (2002) explored a similar construct that they calleldetea
sensitivity and examined how displays of positive, warm interactions assvell a
responsiveness to children’s social-emotional cues would help to develop appropriate

classroom behaviors. The authors described that a teacher who was sensitive and
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responsive would structure the environment in ways that matched their students’
interactive style and would recognize a “child’s needs for autonomy, independahce, a
mastery” (p. 460, Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2002). Rimm-Kaufman et al. found thaggrea
displays of teacher sensitivity resulted in fewer negative classbebiawiors by children

who were socially bold (showed high amounts of off-task behavior and talk-outs). Thus it
appears that social awareness and sensitivity are important aspeathef EC.

Factor 4, Interpersonal Relationships, consisted of items relating to the
relationships that teachers had with school staff and parents. ltencsecktiee ability to
recognize and communicate emotions, problem-solve, and respect towardsdstaff a
others. Although relationship skills was the hypothesized to be a singleunbistctor
analysis results of the SECTRS suggested that this construct be divideddharygea
relationships with students and teachers’ relationships with staff and faniie
separation of these two types of relationships seems logical considetiteptiters
must be able to form relationships with adults (i.e., parents and school staff) as wel
with students when operating in a school context. These adult relationships and
interactions would most likely differ from relationships that teachers faitmstudents.
Billingsley (1993) reported that support from colleagues and parents was thectab
reasons that teachers remained or left the field. Thus, interpersonahetlgds with
adults, similar to teacher-student relationships, are important in creatiegotionally
supportive climate for teachers (and arguably students as well) and requliers to be
socially-emotionally competent in order to navigate these professional refhgpomgth

adults.
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Despite the highly relevant constructs that were extracted from tloe &actlysis,
the difficulty in producing distinct factors, the low communality scores, aridriawith
low factor loadings, suggest that the total scale and factors should be iet&xpitat
caution. There are many different reasons that might have contributed todimg fi
First, the construct of teacher SEC was defined without a strong theory suppa@tidg
may have been inaccurately defined. Another potential reason for the wiak fac
solution may be attributed to the item selection and generation proces&rrssl {2008)
cautioned, utilizing a rational-theoretical approach when developing itesrikdna
potential to create a scale with strong face validity. However, the segleohbe
psychologically meaningful or theoretically unified (Merrell, 2008). Futtudies may
explore alternate definitions of teacher SEC as well as the generation néms. Aside
from creating new items, obtaining a larger sample of teachers couldfatladditional
analyses such as confirmatory factor analysis to determine whetloemisteucts were
valid and consistent with the findings from the exploratory factor analysis.
Psychometric Properties of the SECTRS

Reliability. Analyses investigating internal consistency reliability of the
SECTRS suggest adequate reliability for three factors and the totel Bactor 4,
Interpersonal Relationships, did not meet the .70 standard for adequate re(@lahty
& Altman, 1997), but was very close. Internal consistency reliability etdshe
stability of the items in measuring the latent construct. Thereforenifigrtant that the
SECTRS demonstrate reliability in order to adequately assess otbbopsatric
properties (i.e., validity) of the assessment and provide correct inteigretbt

subsequent analyses (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2007). The lower reliabilitiycoeaf found
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for Factor 4 (Interpersonal Relationships), could be the result of lower faathnds
obtained for that factor. Again, a larger sample size would have provided the opportunity
to assess the adequacy of the four different factors, but was beyond the scope of the
study.

Validity. Validity is also an important factor in establishing the psychometric
properties of an assessment. Validity examines whether a test medsatréspurports
to measure (Salvia & Yessldyke, 2007). Results from the validity analyses tstigpor
SECTRS construct because it obtained significant, positive correlationei8REIT,
an assessment measuring a similar construct of emotional intelligewes. dissumed
that having knowledge and awareness of emotions would be related to higher levels of
teacher SEC. Likewise, the SECTRS obtained weak and negative correlatiothsonatf
the MBI-ES subscales: Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization, supporting the
hypothesis that teachers with higher levels of SEC would experience &=iiag$é of
burnout (Brackett et al., 2010). Again, validity scores for Factor 4 should also be
interpreted with caution because reliability scores were low and thisehsezalidity
(Salvia & Yessldyke, 2007).
SEC by Teacher Demographics

Several analyses were conducted to examine group differences actodiiRSE
factor and total scores. These results should be interpreted on a group levéhaatiaer
individual level and are not intended to make generalizations about how all individuals
within a group perform. Furthermore, differences within groups tend to be theger
differences between group differences. The results for each independiaievare

summarized below.
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Gendetr. It is clear from the results that male and female teachers repartidar si
levels of teacher SEC. It would not be expected that male and female teachlers
report differing levels of teacher SEC. Studies on gender differencesaating scales
on teacher well-being and social-emotional functioning have been mixed (éfigh,Gr
Steptoe, Cropley, 1999; Zabel & Zabel, 2001) and varied depending on the construct of
interest (Wilgenbusch & Merrell, 1999). Hargreaves (2000) found in their study of
elementary school teachers that female teachers were equétiyaas male teaches to
express and articulate their anger. The author hypothesized that this theychse
because of the position of power that teachers have over their students, such that the
targets of their anger (i.e., students) do not pose a large threat or harm to them.

Ethnicity . Statistically significant differences in reported teacher SEC sicros
ethnicities were not detected. Again, it was not expected that teachesentinige
different ethnicities would have differing levels of SEC. Findings from tineent study
are aligned with findings from studies that examine teacher burnout suggest-
significant differences in reported feelings of emotional exhaustion and degkzation
across ethnic groups (Billingsley, 2004; Lackritz, 2004).

Community setting. Findings indicated that there was no significant difference in
reported teacher SEC across the various community settings (urban, suburban, rura
Again there was no a priori hypothesis regarding differences acrosdiffesent
settings. However, Garner (2010) noted that different teaching contexts andscultur
require different approaches to expression of emotions, giving the example of how
intense expressions of negative emotion may be interpreted as caringi¢aoretiority

children. If this were the case for the teachers in the study, the differerycleave been
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reflected in Factor 2, Emotion Regulation; however, no significant diffensasdound
on this factor or across any other factor.

Years of experienceThe results revealed that there were no significant
differences between teachers with more or fewer years of teactpagence across
SECTRS factor and total scores. Other research has also failed to finatargnifi
correlations between teaching experience and burnout (Zabel & Zabel, 2001) and
between years of teaching experience and the quality of teacher-chidttiotes (Pianta,
La Paro, Payne, Cox & Bradely, 2002). Thus, although it would appear that having more
teaching experience would help develop social-emotional competencies, presenting
findings were consistent with other studies suggesting no significanedites in
teacher SEC by years of experience.

Age. The results clearly indicate that older teachers reported more positive
relationships with their students than younger teachers. Interestinglyy gjitbcial
education, the relationship between demographic variables such as gendety emaici
age, found that only age provided a significant predictor of attrition. Younger special
education teachers were more likely to leave the field than older teaBhiemggley,
2004). Potential reasons for this difference may be that younger teaaheaftocd to
switch careers with limited consequences (i.e., loss tenure, salaryf, thiey) decide that
they do not enjoy teaching. Younger teachers may also be less invested and cbtomitte
their occupation and location and more likely to leave for family-related reésons
deciding to stay at home to take care of their children) (Billingsley, 20045, This
difference between younger and older teachers may be reflective ofeddeers’

commitment to the field of education that requires a larger investment in building
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relationships with their students. This difference may also be attributeel tpethter age
difference that older teachers have with their students. This greateeiitfein age may
allow them greater classroom power, which in turn helps them feel more con&ortabl
forming close relationships with students (Hargreaves, 2000).

Teacher setting The results demonstrated that special education teacher
assistants had significantly higher scores as compared to general@dtezathers and
resource room teachers on the SECTRS total score. In general, it appespsedizt
education teachers have a higher turnover rate than general educatiors tzmhe
Bobbitt, & Cook, 1997). The higher rate of attrition and burnout has been linked to a
number of school-based factors such as paperwork load, job stress, lack of support from
principals, lack of proper professional development, and lack of planning time (Fore,
Martin, & Bender, 2002). Although the same reasons are cited for generdi@uuca
teachers, there are still significantly more special education tedtia¢ieave the field
compared to general education teachers. This research is highlighted ito anaggest
that perhaps special education teachers who decide to remain the field or whHedelf se
to become special education teachers, do so because they have higher levdisrof teac
SEC that serves as a resiliency factor when faced with the demands ssawtswes
working in a special education environment.

Grade level Results indicate that high school teachers differed significantly from
primary school teachers and from middle and elementary school teachers. These
differences were on the SECTRS total score and both relationship skillslesbsca
Teacher-Student Relationships and Interpersonal Relationships. This feding i

interesting in light of a study conducted by Hargreaves (2000) who found that dégrenc
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in the physical and professional closeness between elementary school teadhers
secondary teachers (high school). The authors hypothesized that the “gréatemabt
between teachers and students in age, physical size and strategic stiphisfra819,
Hargreaves, 2000) affords elementary school teachers greateo@magsswer compared

to secondary teachers, which allows elementary school teachers tonfidaitable with
physical and emotional closeness with their students. Secondary teacherstundghielt

as though they wanted to be supportive towards students’ emotions, however found that
students’ emotional states were intrusive to learning and caused deviatioisdrom
classroom learning.

Hargreaves (2000) also noted that the organization of secondary schooling
impedes the ability to form emotional connections with students because of the large
number of students high school teachers are in contact with in addition to the fedyment
class schedules. Therefore, this difference between high school teachtrachers of
lower grades could be a function of the inherent structure of the high school wbitirey
there are greater professional and personal boundaries between studentsdstaff, a
parents as well as more formal, episodic encounters (Hargreaves, 2000). Taken, togethe
these factors may have contributed to the lower scores on the Teacher-Student and
Interpersonal Relationship subscales and the SECTRS total score.

Class sizeThis variable was not analyzed because of inconsistency in data
reporting. During data cleaning, it was noted that there were atweadtfferent ways
respondents answered this question. Some teachers reported the total number of students
they taught, while other teachers reported on the average class sizeat Whaas

determined that results using class size would be difficult to interpet the
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inconsistencies in teacher responding. Class size would have been interestalgz® a

given the research base suggesting that classroom quality is relatchter{student

ratios and not related to other factors like teaching experience and leahioigtr

(Pianta et al., 2002). Classroom size has also been shown to contribute to tedcher wel
being and decisions to remain in the field of education (Fore et al., 2002). Future studies
may examine both methods in which teachers responded in order to ascertain which type
of contact with students plays a larger role in teacher SEC and well-beinthé

number of students in a classroom or the total number of students that teachers are in
contact with).

Teacher-Student Relationship, Classroom Management, and School Climate

Overall results from correlational analyses confirmed the hypothedies of
relationship between teacher SEC, teacher-student relationships, classaoagement,
and school climate, with the one exception of a significant, negative correlatiegebe
authoritarian behavioral management styles and teacher SEC. It shoulddothabte
these relationships are purely correlational and should not be interpretacakic
nature.

Teacher-student relationshipsThe significant, positive correlation between the
SECTRS and the Teacher-Pupil Interaction subscale suggests that havindehigjsenf
teacher SEC relates to higher positive teacher-student relationshiperattdation of
the SECTRS scale comes from the finding the SECTRS Teacher-Studditrikblip
subscale obtained the highest correlation with the Teacher-Pupil Interatlmstsle.

The relationship between teachers and students cannot be overemphasize bevause of t

considerable amount of literature indicating that emotionally supportivieoredaips
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between teachers and students creates positive classroom environmengs that ar
conducive to learning (e.g., Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Hamre & Pianta, 2005; Rimm-
Kaufman, 2002; Suldo et al., 2009). Thus, it appears that higher levels teacher SEC is
related to teacher perceptions of positive teacher-student relationships.

Classroom managementClassroom management, as measured by the BIMS
(Martin & Sass, 2010), assessed the degree to which teachers held a contrdlling a
interventionist approach to instruction and behavioral management. It was higeathes
that teachers with higher SEC would have less controlling attitudes towarctiims
and would manage classrooms through motivating students intrinsically. In terms of
instructional management, this hypothesis was supported. Higher levelshait&&C
were related to lower levels of controlling instructional practices. Suldb €009)
found that sensitive teachers who used instructional practices that promotedeadoles
well-being used diverse teaching practices, provided responsive feedback mbssiaie
created a classroom that encouraged student questions. Likewise, teacheit\sbasi
been related to greater self-reliance, more positive affect, and fevaivedgehaviors
from socially bold children. Current findings suggested that higher teaBl@enfay be
related to teachers’ abilities to be responsive, sensitive, and use a mor¢ivetstge of
teaching that promotes positive teacher-student relationships and classmata. cl

On the other hand, higher teacher SEC was related to significantly highsrdevel
a controlling and interventionist approach to behavioral management. Literatiise in t
area has been mixed with research suggesting that differing viewsavidral
management style may be a function of the culture of the school and community. For

example, one study found that authoritarian beliefs were related to lesstdmetiieen
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teachers and students with high level of problem behaviors (Hamre et al., 2007). In
addition, students from a predominately urban, economically disadvantaged, African
American background were found to perceive teachers as caring whenetieestruct

and tightly controlled student misbehavior. Future studies could investigatééow t
interplay between culture and demographic features relates to téaetiefs on
behavioral management styles.

School climate.Lastly, higher levels of teacher SEC were related to higher levels
of positive school climate. Having a positive work environment has been established as
being an essential component to teacher well-being (e.g., Boe et al., 199@s@W,

1997, Littrell, Billingsley, & Cross, 1994). Therefore, it was expected thahfpa more
positive workplace would relate to higher levels of teacher SEC. School ¢limate
including administrative support, has been related to teachers remainingpethe
education field and decreases in reported stress (Fore et al., 2002). In fathelial.

(1994) found that work-related variables were better predictors of teacherigbhcsian

than demographic variables like age, gender, and years of teaching ecgadnen

particular the study found that principal support was the most important contributor to
teachers' physical and psychological well-being. Principals who providetibea and
instrumental support to teachers predicted teachers’ commitment to renterfieid

and high job satisfaction. An emotionally supportive environment also motivates geacher

to perform well because they feel connected to the school (Littrell et al., 1994).
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Limitations

There are several limitations to the current study that should be considered when
interpreting these results. Limitations include a small samplethize
underrepresentation of demographic groups, weak factor structure, andaster bi

Sample sizeThe sample size of roughly 300 was determined based on the
minimum number of participants required to run a factor analysis. In additioncptacti
aspects, such as financial and time constraints of the researcher, limaitezet of the
sample. Although a sample of 300 was determined to be adequate to perform an
exploratory factor analysis, this analytical method is considered adangele statistical
technique. Thus, the results of the factor analysis may be limited based upangle sa
size.

Underrepresentation of demographic groupsLikewise, a convenience sample
of teachers was utilized in this study. Teacher participants weretlfimiVest coast of
the United States (Hawaii, Oregon, and California). Thus, there is a regionhal the
sample, with some groups over or underrepresented. A national sampling from regions
across the United States would have been ideal, but were out of the scope of tluk resea
project. The limited sample size also resulted in underrepresentation of certa
demographic groups. For example, in comparison to the national census data there were
considerably fewer people from Black/ African American, Hispanic/ Latincgrdgan
Indian/ Native American backgrounds represented in the sample. Therefoi@) caut
should be taken when interpreting the results between demographic features and the
SECTRS scores. Although the small representation of certain demographic grgups (

smaller number of male teachers and in comparison to female teachets may
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representative of the true population ratio, in order to accurately compare groups
differences it would be important to obtain similar group sizes across all dephagr
features.

Weak factor structure. The factor analysis results contained nine communalities
with scores below .40, a minimum communality guideline. Although these
communalities were low, the items were retained because of theirmedetathe scale
and clinical interpretability. However, it suggests that these itemsne¢i@ntributing
much variance to the total scale. The factor analysis also revealed thaléhe s
accounted for about 38% of the variance, indicating that the majority of the vasfance
the scale was not explained. It is hypothesized that construct definition anmbitéant
may have contributed to these findings. The weakness of the factor structure is a
limitation in interpretability of the findings.

It is also important to note that factor four, Interpersonal Relationships, ca@htaine
only one item (item 16) assessing teacher-family relationships 16emad the lowest
communality of the factor, .33, and therefore may be conceptualized as fittin ia wi
separate factor rather than combined with factor four. If item 16 were rdpfacéeor
four would best be described as a measure of teacher-staff relationshipsstudiaee
may examine psychometric properties of this factor with item 16 removed.

Teacher setting.Another limitation in this study is the applicability of the items
in the SECTRS to teachers working in different grade levels and setigrysrél
education vs. special education, teacher assistant vs. teacher). As mentibeed i
discussion section, these different settings have very different culhdesistoms. For

example, special education classrooms typically have smaller testadent ratios that
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may afford them the ability to develop closer relationships to studen&wisi&, the way
that an elementary teacher forms relationships with students differshadof ta high
school teacher and middle school teacher because of the differences in students’
developmental sophistication and the nature and structure of the these different school
settings. Therefore, results across teacher setting and grade-leaelesashould be
interpreted with caution as they may be reflective of the inherent differensekaol
structure and job responsibilities, and not necessarily a function of having hidgbweeo
teacher SEC.

Rater bias.As with any self-report scale, the SECTRS was subject to response
biases. Thus, it is important to remember that the results obtained in this stady we
based upon teacher perceptions, which may differ from actual behavioral pederma
For example, teachers may have endorsed items that were sociallipldefaleed
responses, or deviated in unusual directions or patterns (Merrell, 2008).

Future Directions

Further investigation of psychometric properties.Future studies can continue
to examine the psychometric properties of the SECTRS scale. A largeredigenple of
teachers across the United States would provide the opportunity to rerun an EFA as well
as a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the SECTRS scale. Furtleeraniairge,
diverse sample could also confirm or disconfirm the relationships found in this study
especially between teacher demographic features and SECTRS sceeascRe this
area may also explore Differential ltem Functioning and Item ResporseyTh
procedures to determine if varying demographic groups consistently respon@eaisto it

differently. Future reliability studies could examine the stability ofSBE€TRS across
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time through test-retest studies. Validity studies could examine how gertisgi
SECTRS is to interventions focused on developing teacher SEC, investigatiafidity
through multiple sources of information such as direct observations and ratirg) scale
completed by students and staff, and investigating the predictive validitg 8ECTRS
scale to teacher performance, teacher well-being, and classroom esitcom

SEC construct definition. The weak factor structure of the SECTRS may also
suggest that the construct of teacher SEC be redefined and/or new SECTRI&item
developed in order to produce a more psychometrically and clinically sound measure of
teacher SEC. Garner (2010) points out that the problem with understanding teacher
emotions is that much of the work in this area is not well linked to theory, thus additional
explorations into developing a solid construct is a necessary first step to developing
scale of teacher SEC. Along these lines, the weak factor structurasonagdicate that
additional items are warranted to run a factor analysis and capture the Bigsathe
teacher SEC construct. Future studies may want to include more itemenépgethe
teacher SEC construct.

Examination of culture and community. The unexpected significant, positive
relationship between authoritarian behavioral management approaches had $&4¢C
highlights the impact that school and community culture plays on teaching pactice
Therefore, future research could investigate how teachers in differenturoties and
cultures view the role of emotions in the classroom. These views may influence the
relationships in the model proposed by Jennings and Greenberg (2009) and illustrated in
Figure 2. Likewise, it may be useful to understand student perspectives on the role of

teacher emotions in the classroom and whether that differs based upon school setting
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(e.g., primary, elementary, high school), community culture (e.g., urban, subunady, r
or personal culture (e.qg., ethnicity).

Teacher SEC and SEL implementationlt was previously noted that teacher
SEC may have a profound effect on the implementation of SEL curricula in school
Investigation of this relationship was beyond the scope of the current study; however,
future studies could explore whether a relationship exists between te&than8 the
guality of SEL implementation. For example, researchers could examirgdtenship
between teacher SEC and teachers’ ability to provide examples of SEptoand
generalize SEL skills throughout the day. If such a link were establigtwddn teacher
SEC and quality of SEL implementation, enhancing teacher SEC may be an important
target in enhancing the fidelity of SEL intervention implementation.

Limiting teacher bias. As mentioned in the limitations, rater bias is a potential
weakness with all self-report scales. One way to investigatebiateis through the
inclusion of a social desirability scale along with the SECTRS to detekmhiather a
teacher is responding in a fashion that he or she believes to be ideal. A second way to
limit teacher bias is through direct observations of teacher behavior to netevhether
teacher self-report ratings corroborate with actual behavior. Directvalissis are often
considered the “gold standard” of assessment, but are difficult in praetiaade they
are time consuming and costly (Merrell, 2008). In terms of this study, it wouldbleawve
difficult to follow up with all 320 teachers across the 16 participating schools ae thr
states. Thus, one possible alternative would be to have teachers at each schaol obser
another teacher for 20 minutes and then complete a behavior rating scale basedrupon the

observation, and examine the correlations between both ratings. Future studiesntnay
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to examine these methods in order to investigate the extent to which raterdyidave
influenced teacher behavior.

Linking SEC assessment to interventionA measure like the SECTRS should
also be conceptualized within a model that supports the development of teacher SEC. As
Merrell (2008) poignantly states, the role of assessment is to help sobi@lenpand is
thus a part of a larger process involving interventions and data-based dewiog:
Therefore, if the SECTRS is to have treatment utility, assessmerisrasolld inform
interventions that provide opportunities for teachers to develop their social-emotional
skills (e.g., through teacher education programs and continuing education pjograms
Currently teachers report that they receive very little training on mamn#geir own
emotions in the classroom (Garner, 2010) and this can have negative consequences for
both teachers and students.

A few studies have investigated interventions that have shown to influence
teacher SEC. For example, mindfulness practices may help develop teaChey SE
developing the core competencies that compose the construct of teacher SEC: self
awareness, self-management, social-awareness, relationship skillss@otsiiele
decision-making. The fundamental goal of mindfulness practices is to tramrteo
become more aware and present, freeing the mind from usual responses and thought
(Kristeller & Johnson, 2005). Through training the mind to become consciously aware
and inhibiting automatic responses, mindfulness practices promote both phydical a
psychological self-regulation while at the same time enhancing respotsdieon-

making through more cognizant choices.
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Specific mindfulness studies with teachers have found decreases irpseté-re
stress and increases in well-being (e.g., Winzelberg & Lusking, 1999).o-Manas,
Cangas, Moreno and Gallego (2010) implemented a 10-week mindfulness intervention
with 68 secondary teachers. The results of their intervention included largasdscie
psychological distress specifically in the areas of somatizatiomparsonal sensitivity,
and hostility, as well as smaller reductions in obsessive-compulsion, depressiiety,
psychosis, phobic anxiety, and paranoid ideation as compared to a control group. These
results were observed at the four-month follow up. Likewise, Gold, Smith, Hopper,
Herne, Tansey, and Hulland (2010) investigated the use of a Mindfulness-Based Stress
Reduction (MBSR) intervention on primary school teachers and found significant
improvements in teacher report of anxiety, depression, and stress. Teahespaited
positive feelings towards the intervention noting benefits such as increaseditiimg
the day, enjoyment of present moments, decreases in stress, and improvements in
responding to difficult situations (Gold et al., 2010). These interventions illubtratan
assessment measuring teacher SEC maybe used within a system that sgupats t
SEC through interventions such as MBSR or other social-emotional development
activities. In this way, an assessment like the SECTRS could be used toteacdeers
at-risk to provide additional support as well as to monitor social-emotionatlgrow
following a social-emotional intervention.

Conclusion

In summary, a scale measuring teacher SEC is still in its infancy. Thaters

to be learned regarding a strong theoretically supported construct dn&ke@ and

development of items that would represent this construct. The SECTRS may provide a
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first step in understanding what a scale of teacher SEC might be composed baaiid w
may measure. A scale like the SECTRS may be useful to teacher poppragrams as
a way to target and develop social-emotional skills prior to teachers enterfrejdher

as a way to measure social-emotional outcomes within a school system thatsprovide
interventions to support teacher SEC. It is clear through this researcratierte
social-emotional health is a crucial component to a prosocial classroom, pdsitieets
outcomes, and teacher well-being. Therefore, future research should continuete expl
and further refine a construct of teacher SEC, the mechanisms in placeltiesicefand
promote teacher social-emotional health, how it impacts student outcomes, as tivell

influence of culture across these variables.
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APPENDIX
SECTRS ASSESSMENT

What grade-level best describes the setting you work with children?
Primary (grades K-2)

Elementary (grades 3 - 5)
Middle School (grades 6 - 8)
High School (grades 9 - 12)

In what capacity best describes your work with students?
General Education Teacher

Special Education Teacher

General Education Teacher Assistant
Special Education Teacher Assistant
Resource Teacher

Approximately how many students are in your classroom?

What would best describe your school community?
Urban

Suburban
Rural

Gender
Female

Male
What is your age?
How many years have you been teaching?

What is your racial identity?
White/ Caucasian

Black/ African American

Hispanic/ Latino

Asian/ Pacific Islander

American Indian/ Native American
Multiracial

Other

The statements below describe your thoughts, feelings, and actions in theooteasd

in situations at your school. For each item, please indicate the extent toyothialgree

or disagree with the statement provided. There are no right or wrong answers, &o pleas
be as honest as possible.
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1. I nearly always use my positive emotions such as joy and enthusiasm to help me
motivate my students.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

2. | know exactly what type(s) of school situations make me upset.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

3. I know my emotional strengths.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

4. | frequently get upset in the classroom and do not understand why.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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5. It is easy for me to tell people how | feel.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

6. | am nearly always conscious of my inner most thoughts.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

7. 1 am able to articulate my core beliefs, ideals, and personal philosophies andgew the
related to my teaching goals.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

8. | often wish | were a better teacher.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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9. | would want a teacher like me.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

10. | appreciate individual and group differences (e.g., cultural, linguistic,-socio
economic, etc.).

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

11. I know how my emotional expressions affect my interactions with students.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

12. It is difficult for me to understand opinions that differ from mine.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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13. | pay attention to the emotions of staff members at my school.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

14. 1 make an effort to ensure that my instruction is culturally sensitive.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

15. It is easy for me to understand perspectives that are different from mine.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

16. | feel comfortable talking to parents.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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17. In conflict situations with staff members, | can effectively netgptalutions.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

18. I am aware of how all of my students are feeling.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

19. | frequently acknowledge accomplishments of students.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

20. | take responsibility for my decisions
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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21. | make good decisions.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

22. | often make decisions without considering its effect on others.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

23. Staff members at school view me as someone who is dependable.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

24. | think before | act.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree

Somewhat Disagree
Somewhat Agree
Agree

Strongly Agree
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25. | nearly always consider ethical and legal factors before coming toséode
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

26. | problem-solve with students when there is a problem or argument.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

27. | consider my students' well-being when making decisions.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

28. My students' safety is an important factor in the decisions | make.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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29. Staff members seek my advice when resolving a problem.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

30. I nearly always stay calm when a student upsets me.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

31. | am able to manage my emotions and feelings in healthy ways.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

32. | effectively set limits with students firmly, yet respectfully.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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33. I am comfortable with having students figure things out for themselves.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

34. | remain calm when addressing student misbehavior.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

35. | can disagree with school staff without fighting or arguing.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

36. | frequently get upset when students provoke me.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

131



37. When life is hard, | don't let things get to me.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

38. | take criticism without getting angry.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

39. | use my free time in a good way.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

40. | always set professional goals at the beginning of the school year.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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41. | take proactive steps to discourage misbehavior.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

42. | create a sense of community in my classroom.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

43. | have a close relationship with my students.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

44. | work well with students of diverse backgrounds.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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45. | build positive relationships with my students’ families.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

46. Staff members at my school respect me.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

47. 1 am good at understanding how my students' feel.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

48. | am good at listening to students.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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49. It is very difficult to for me to build relationships with students.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

50. Students come to me with problems.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

51. | frequently give compliments to people at my school.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree

52. | feel okay asking for help when | need it.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat Disagree

Somewhat Agree

Agree

Strongly Agree
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