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Dissertation Director: 

Maurice J Elias, Ph.D. 

 

Teachers’ feelings about, attitudes towards, and perceptions of their ability to implement 

a particular program (called concerns by Hall, George, & Rutherford, 1977) are often 

assumed to influence program delivery and, thereby, student outcomes. In this study, a 

conceptual model of implementation (Greenberg, Domitrovich, Graczyk, and Zins, 2005) 

helped elucidate how teacher concerns might influence student outcomes in a social-

emotional learning (SEL) program. Specifically, this process could occur through the 

dosage, timing, and quality of program delivery, through teachers’ psychological 

“readiness” to implement the program, and through the environment they establish in 

their classrooms, which may or may not support program principles. Three main 

hypotheses were generated for study: that teacher concerns would change over time, that 

student outcomes would vary with different profiles of teacher concerns, and that certain 

teacher concern types could have cumulative effects on students over two years of 

program implementation.  
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Over the course of two years, approximately 100 teachers in a disadvantaged, 

urban, and ethnic minority school district in central New Jersey completed the Stages of 

Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) describing their attitudes about the program, and student 

and teacher ratings of student behavior were gathered. Approximately 2,300 second-, 

third-, and fourth-grade students participated. Cluster analyses of teachers’ responses to 

the SoCQ yielded four distinct concerns profiles in each year. Analyses regarding 

developmental patterns of teacher concerns and their relationships to student outcomes 

yielded mixed results that did not clearly support or detract from the proposed 

relationships among these variables.  

This study illustrated the importance of measuring a wide variety of 

implementation details when examining questions of this kind, using objective ratings 

instead of (or in addition to) student- and teacher-rated measures of behavior change, and 

employing multilevel modeling techniques (as opposed to traditional analyses of 

variance) when analyzing data nested within classrooms and schools. In addition, 

analyses suggested organizational effects on teacher concerns, certain profiles of teacher 

concerns that may be unique to disadvantaged districts, and varying rates of change 

among different aspects of student behavior as SEL skills are being acquired.  
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TEACHER CONCERNS AND ELEMENTARY STUDENT OUTCOMES 

IN A SCHOOL-BASED PREVENTIVE INTERVENTION 

A widely held assumption in educational reform holds that teachers serve as 

lynchpins for the spinning gears of change (e.g., Hall & Hord, 2006; Spielmann & 

Radnofsky, 1997).  This assumption is founded on common observations:  students spend 

most of their school day in the classroom, and most classroom activities are initiated and 

guided by teachers.  It therefore stands to reason that, should educational leaders decide 

that some or many of their systems’ aspects need improvement, a significant amount of 

resources – financial, temporal, personnel – need to be directed to training and generating 

support for the change from teachers.  Indeed, based on this assumption, one could argue 

that, without orienting and gaining buy-in from teachers, any educational reform effort 

would break down quickly.   

This process may be especially important in one type of educational reform – 

programs that improve students’ character and social–emotional competencies, and 

thereby prevent bullying, substance abuse, and other problem behaviors.  This is thought 

to be so because of how little background in these interventions teachers receive as part 

of their professional development (Cohen, 2006).  As a result of this deficit, many 

educators resist such initiatives because they have an incomplete understanding of how 

critical these programs are to an effective educational system.  This resistance is often 

presumed to undermine their implementation of the program and thereby student 

outcomes.  Hence arises another widely held assumption that educational systems 

planning to implement such programs must adequately address and resolve unsupportive 

feelings among their staff. 
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Making the assumption that teachers and their feelings are central to educational 

change efforts, however, leaves unexplored questions about the extent to which teachers’ 

perceptions of, attitudes about, and capacities to support a preventive intervention 

(hereafter called concerns,1 as in Hall & Hord, 2006) are actually related to their 

students’ outcomes.  Without data to demonstrate empirically the link between teachers’ 

concerns and their students’ behavioral improvement, school systems will have little 

justification for devoting their limited resources to addressing teachers’ responses to a 

new intervention – even though much anecdotal and “best practice” evidence suggests 

that those factors are significant forces in implementation processes (Kress & Elias, 

2006).   

Opening the “Black Box” – Studies of Program Implementation 

On a broader scale, the assumptions that implementers and program developers 

make about the importance of teachers concerns in effective program implementation and 

student improvement merely hint at how much there is left to discover about the complex 

mechanisms of change in preventive interventions.  Though there is solid evidence of the 

overall effectiveness of preventive programs in terms of their ability to ameliorate a wide 

variety of problem behavior and to facilitate an equal range of healthy behavior (e.g., 

such reviews as Durlak & Wells, 1997, and Greenberg et al., 2003, as well as the Durlak 

& Weissberg’s recent unpublished meta-analysis summarized in Weissberg, 2005), less is 

known about how programs achieve their effects.  Studies of preventive interventions 

                                                 
1 Note that Hall and Hord’s use of the term concerns is distinct from its common usage, where it typically 
denotes worry or some other type of negative affect or cognition.  In this study, concerns simply describes 
states of heightened arousal, usually in the form of perceptions or attitudes, which can take on positive 
and/or negative emotional valence.  See section Teacher Variables within Systems Impacting 
Implementation for further explanation.  
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have tended to be of the “black box” variety; they presented a broad overview of program 

characteristics, and they often compared the outcomes achieved by an experimental group 

to those of a control group.  Typically, however, they have revealed very little about how 

the program was purported to achieve these results and they almost never identified the 

components critical to program success or the required quantity and quality of exposure 

to those elements (Domitrovich & Greenberg, 2000; Forgatch, 2003; National Institutes 

of Health [NIH], 2005).   

Studying the implementation of preventive interventions has begun to fill in many 

of these missing details (Greenberg, Domitrovich, Graczyk, & Zins, 2005; Fixsen, 

Naoom, Blase, Friedman, & Wallace, 2005).  Implementation studies (and evaluations of 

programs’ efficacy or effectiveness that provide implementation information) assess and 

examine the effects of varying levels of, among other things, adherence and exposure to a 

program, its content and affective quality when delivered, and the resulting 

responsiveness of participants.  Such research also provides important information about 

the systemic forces (at the classroom, school, district, community, and national levels) 

that affect program delivery.  In short, implementation studies provide details about the 

degree to which the program – as delivered – matched the ideal scenario that typically is 

described in efficacy research and achieved the results found in those studies.   

Examining how student outcomes vary with differences in implementation details 

contributes to at least two aims relevant to better understanding program mechanisms 

(Greenberg et al., 2005).  First, variation in implementation across classrooms, schools, 

or districts can reveal the true “active ingredients” (e.g., role-playing, guided practice, 

didactics, literacy support), the “effective dose” (e.g., amount of time spent or number of 
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activities offered), or the structural components (e.g., administrative supervision and 

support, regular consultant contact) essential to the effectiveness of a particular program.  

For example, comparisons of student outcomes among variations in implementation 

levels within a school may illustrate that regular reminders of program principles during 

academic work time make a substantial difference in student outcomes; likewise, 

comparisons of student outcomes among several schools may indicate that principals who 

provided and responded proactively to a reporting and accountability structure for 

program implementation led schools where the intervention was more successful.  

Second, studies of implementation can also provide support (or lack thereof) for 

underlying program theory.  This process relies on intervention developers articulating 

how program components are purported to affect student outcomes.  Assuming that is in 

place, when an implementation study demonstrates that expected results are achieved 

even when certain intervention components are adapted or neglected entirely, program 

theory can be refined accordingly.  This process can improve and streamline program 

design.  In this way, implementation research can provide important information about 

how interventions can most efficiently be enacted in real world systems, with less than 

ideal amounts of time, money, and human resources (Domitrovich & Greenberg, 2000). 

An example of such a study may demonstrate these points.  Skara and her 

colleagues (2005) compared student outcomes and teacher ratings of two versions of a 

high school drug-use prevention program, one that relied exclusively on “cognitive” 

techniques (such as awareness building and education) and one that combined 

“behavioral” techniques (such as skill practice and role plays) with cognitive techniques.  

They found that students’ gains in drug-related knowledge (as measured by a pencil-and-
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paper test) were statistically equivalent across the two versions, but students preferred the 

combined program.  Though the researchers had not yet conducted analyses of students’ 

actual drug use, they predicted that students’ behavior might depend on an interaction 

between the type of high school (typical vs. continuation, or ‘high-risk’) and program 

type (cognitive only vs. cognitive and behavioral) – even though gains in knowledge 

were equivalent across school types in the study.  This study therefore offered some 

evidence to support the use of a streamlined version of the program in relatively low-risk 

environments while leaving open the possibility that the full version might prove most 

beneficial to students in higher risk environments.  Because Skara and her colleagues had 

measured implementation details, they were able to determine much more than the 

effectiveness of their program:  they were able to determine some “active” ingredients 

(i.e., behavioral techniques) that were relevant to student engagement but not necessarily 

knowledge, and they were left with some informed hypotheses that could ultimately 

refine the program’s underlying theory about mechanisms of behavior change in high vs. 

low-risk environments.  

When more studies like this are published, the preventive programming field will 

be better able to articulate and demonstrate empirically the importance of the myriad 

processes involved in implementing these frequently complex interventions.  This 

evidence will help program implementers to garner support for addressing many barriers 

to full scaling-up, even within systems challenged by limited resources.  If sufficient 

evidence were to support the strength of the effects of certain aspects of implementation 

(for example, in this study, teachers’ concerns) over others (say, delivery of the 

curriculum in one subject vs. another), school districts would be able to better prioritize 
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where they focus their efforts as they introduce a program in their school.  Increased 

attention to the most influential aspects of implementation (and decreased use of 

resources to relatively unimportant aspects) would maximize student and school climate 

improvements, thereby greatly assisting the district in gathering support for the program 

and bringing it to scale.  

Organizing the “Black Box” – a Conceptual Model of Implementation 

Studying implementation may be important to understanding better how 

preventive programming works; the question then arises as to how best to study the topic 

– consisting as it does of seemingly innumerable forces interacting.  The findings of the 

existing body of studies in the prevention field that have focused on implementation has 

been challenging to apply in practice because they lacked a unifying paradigm through 

which to examine and discuss relevant processes.  To fill this need, Greenberg and a team 

of experienced school-based prevention individuals (2005) developed a conceptual model 

of implementation.  This model encourages programs to identify two types of theory, 

causative and prescriptive; the former is to articulate the mechanisms of change proposed 

to produce improved student outcomes, and the latter is to provide details about how 

educational systems are to design, enact, and assess 1) the intervention itself, 2) 

implementation support systems, and 3) contextual factors that affect program 

implementation.  In short, the causative theory describes how program mechanisms 

should work, and the prescriptive theory articulates how a program should be configured 

and delivered to enable its mechanisms to work.   

Through the Greenberg model, the myriad processes involved in implementing 

school-based interventions can be enumerated and categorized (see Figure 1), thereby 
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laying the foundation for comparing related information from different studies.  Further, 

by specifying the ideal or planned program and implementation supports through the 

Greenberg model and measuring them as they were actually delivered, implementation 

researchers using this framework can identify the discrepancies that 1) might account for 

failure to achieve expected student outcomes and/or that 2) might require an amendment 

and streamlining of underlying program theory. 

The discussion now turns to the application of the Greenberg model to the current 

purposes of examining how teachers’ concerns about a school-based preventive 

intervention might ultimately impact student outcomes.  The causative theory underlying 

the intervention will first be articulated in order to clarify how the preventive program 

studied here is purported to change student behavior; that will be followed by a 

discussion of the portions of the prescriptive theory most relevant to analysis of teacher-

related processes (as a full discussion of all of the prescriptive elements in Figure 1 

would be beyond the scope of this project).  This will both consolidate existing research 

related to the topic at hand and form an argument as to why one might expect teacher 

concerns about an intervention to impact their implementation of it and/or be detectable 

in student outcomes.  

Causative Theory 

The current study seeks to examine aspects of implementation related to teachers 

in a particular type of preventive intervention, a social–emotional learning (SEL) 

program.  This type of intervention seeks to promote healthy behavior as much as prevent 

negative outcomes by helping students build a core set of emotion-regulation and social 

skills, which commonly include: self awareness (e.g., self-efficacy, identifying and 
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recognizing emotions; accurately recognizing one’s strengths, needs, and values), social 

awareness (e.g., respect for diversity; perspective-taking and empathy), self management 

(e.g., impulse control; stress management; self-motivation and discipline; goal-setting; 

organizational skills), relationship management (e.g., working cooperatively; seeking and 

providing help; communication, social engagement, and building relationships; 

negotiation, refusal, and conflict management), and problem-solving / decision-making 

(including problem identification and analysis; generating solutions; evaluation and 

reflection; personal, moral, and ethical responsibility) (CASEL, 2003; Zins, Bloodworth, 

Weissberg, & Walberg, 2004). These skills are typically fostered in SEL programs 

through a framework based on psychological theories of learning and emotion regulation 

and with the goal of producing “knowledgeable, responsible, caring adults” (Elias et al., 

1997, p. 1).  

SEL skills acquisition subsequently improves individuals’ ability to manage the 

challenges of relationships and academic learning (Weissberg, 2005).  For example, a 

child who has poor understanding of how to effectively manage interactions with people 

at school may be unable to communicate appropriately her needs to teachers or to others 

in the classroom environment; this will likely hinder her establishing social bonds and 

accumulating academic knowledge.  SEL curricula are also based on evidence that 

students’ emotional experiences affect their learning, their demonstration of that learning, 

and their relationships with others in the academic environment.  This is illustrated by 

contrasting the differences in information acquisition between a child who is enthusiastic 

about a topic and one who is not, or the differences in test results between a child who 

can use her anxiety about an exam to improve information recall and a child who is 
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overwhelmed by his fear of assessment.  It has been demonstrated in numerous individual 

studies that, with improved social and emotional skills, students exhibit more positive 

social and academic behaviors (for a review, see Zins et al., 2004).  In further support of 

this, Durlak and Weissberg’s recent meta-analysis of nearly 380 studies found that 

students in schools with general preventive SEL programs not only had a 7.5 percent 

decrease in aggressive behaviors and 8 percent decrease in school disciplinary actions, 

they also had a 14 percent increase in achievement test scores (Weissberg, 2005).   

Though these connections are somewhat intuitive, SEL programs’ causative 

theory specifies how students acquire SEL skills and how that acquisition results in 

increased levels of knowledgeable, responsible, and caring behavior.  This process was 

originally explained through Bandura’s theories based on observations of social learning; 

recent work in social information processing (SIP) has provided a more precise and 

technical model of how programs might produce changes in how individual students 

encode, interpret, and respond to social cues.  Both approaches will be reviewed here in 

order to provide a comprehensive description of program mechanisms at both individual 

and system levels.   

Social Learning Theory 

The ways in which students are believed to gain SEL skills through the curricula 

were described by Bandura’s social learning theory (e.g., 1973, 1986), which has been 

supported by an extensive array of studies.  He demonstrated that humans learn many of 

their contingent behaviors through observation of models.  Bandura also emphasized the 

importance of the reciprocal interaction between individuals’ behavior and their 

environment, finding evidence that a person’s aggressive behavior usually creates an 
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environment that elicits further aggression.  Bandura’s proposed solution to aggressive 

behavior, then, was to not only help an individual develop new behavioral patterns but 

also to change the environmental contingencies that supported aggressive behavior in the 

first place.  The former component was important because, Bandura proposed, without 

providing an individual with more effective skills, it would be very unlikely that 

aggressive or antisocial behavior would change because it would inevitably, if 

infrequently, be reinforced by the environment.  To this end, Bandura proposed that 

preventive or treatment programs be implemented in the individual’s natural setting and 

be carried out by individuals with whom the aggressive person would have extensive 

contact (e.g., teachers or parents); this would increase the likelihood that new behavior 

patterns would be elicited and reinforced by the individual’s everyday context.  Finally, 

Bandura believed that aggression was frequently a function of how groups of people 

interacted; because of this, he suggested that entire groups receive violence-prevention 

interventions so that specific aggressive behavior could be altered even as the social 

forces enabling it would be reduced (Bandura, 1973).   

Based on Bandura’s findings, effective SEL programs adopt a two-pronged 

approach to SEL:  intervention components are aimed at individual student behavior and 

at the school climate in general.  While it is critical that students learn about, practice, 

and regularly perform new thinking and behavior patterns in their everyday interactions 

at school, it is equally important to SEL program success that teachers and administrators 

develop their own social and emotional skills and incorporate SEL paradigms and 

techniques on a broad level throughout the school (e.g., within the disciplinary and 

evaluative structure) (Elias et al., 1997).  As these processes take hold, the classroom and 
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school become contexts in which social and emotional matters are openly discussed, 

practiced, and valued.  When the educational culture changes this way, it is much more 

likely that any new skills being attempted by students will be noticed and reinforced.   

SEL programs therefore put in place many pedagogical strategies to increase 

skills acquisition and practice, based on Bandura’s ideas.  The curricula rely on modeling 

by both adults in the educational environment (e.g., teachers and administrators) and by 

peers (e.g., fellow students and/or mentors) to convey and reinforce newly acquired 

social and emotional skills.  Bandura demonstrated that individuals’ learning of prosocial 

behavior patterns from models was facilitated by their motivation to pay attention to the 

model’s actions, their ability to focus on salient aspects of the modeled behavior, and 

their familiarity with and use of all of the component responses comprising the modeled 

behavioral chain (Bandura, 1973).  These facilitators are well integrated into effective 

SEL programming.  Programs will, for example, put incentives in place for students to 

observe and practice new, more skilled behavior (in the particular program studied here, 

for example, videos are used to increase motivation to observe SEL skills); provide 

observation opportunities to help students focus on a specific set of skills or responses; 

and help teachers guide students’ practice of new skills so that they can put together 

complex chains of socially or emotionally skilled behavior and responses (Elias & 

Clabby, 1992).   

The Arsenio–Lemerise Model 

Bandura’s ideas have much empirical support, but they do leave unspecified the 

details of how learning through models and altered reinforcement contingencies produce 

altered behavior.  Arsenio and Lemerise (2004) filled in this gap by pulling together 
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models from the social information processing (SIP) and moral domain fields (Nucci, 

2001) in order to account for how children’s thoughts, emotions, and decision-making 

processes interact in online SIP to produce prosocial behavior (Figure 2 provides a 

graphical representation of the following discussion).  Drawing from the SIP field, they 

proposed that social behavior is the result of six SIP steps – encoding of cues, 

interpretation of cues, clarification of situational goals, response construction, response 

decision and evaluation, and behavior production.  In their model, these SIP steps are 

influenced by latent mental structures (cognitive schema).  Drawing from the moral 

domain field, Arsenio and Lemerise propose that moral domain categories (i.e., whether 

a person classifies a particular social behavior as a personal concern, societal convention, 

or general moral issue) become part of the latent mental structures underlying the six SIP 

steps.  These cognitive schema may be made more salient in a given information 

processing event by their learned association with certain social stimuli.  Incorporating 

Dodge’s belief that cognitive processing is fundamentally generated and guided 

emotionally (Dodge & Rabiner, 2004) and Nucci’s (2001) conclusion that moral 

reasoning and judgment occur within and are affected by an emotional context, Arsenio 

and Lemerise’s SIP model also includes emotional variables (physiological arousal, 

moods, temperament, and regulation), which exercise a strong influence on the six SIP 

steps along with the latent mental structures.   

This model is helpful in understanding the effects of SEL programs because it 

articulates the interactions between cognitive and emotional processes and their 

combined and individual effects on social information processing.  It also depicts how 

behavioral strategies in preventive programs, for example, rehearsing alternatives to 
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common social interactions, can result in improved social skills.  The Arsenio–Lemerise 

model therefore specifies at least eight points of intervention by an SEL program within 

the process of social behavior:  in any of the six SIP steps, the cognitive schema/moral 

domains of social information, and the emotional processes involved in SIP.  These eight 

sites are identified by a variety of symbols (one for each type of SEL skill, and one for 

behavioral techniques) in Figure 2.  In regards to the six SIP steps, SEL curricula can 

alter how individuals encode social cues because they provide guidance on interpreting 

others’ facial expression and body language (social awareness) as well as recognizing 

one’s own emotional state (self-awareness).  SEL programs can also affect how 

individuals interpret social cues; increasing skills in empathy (social awareness), for 

example, can facilitate interpreting aversive or aggressive social cues in a more neutral 

and less personally relevant manner.  The SEL curriculum can also change the kinds of 

goals that students use to direct their behavior; for example, improved understanding of 

teamwork and its benefits (relationship management) may help students prioritize group 

goals over their own.  Problem-solving and decision-making skills learned through SEL 

programs have the potential to also change the types of responses to social input that 

children access; instead of generating aggressive reactions to aversive stimuli, they might 

access more prosocial behavior choices, such as requesting help or expressing feelings, 

through improved problem-solving skills.  With improved emotion regulation, 

relationship management, and decision-making skills, students may make different 

choices from among the behaviors they generate as possible solutions.  For example, a 

behavioral choice that involves managing anger might be chosen over a more explosive 

one.  SEL skills also may facilitate easier behavior enactment; repeated rehearsals of 
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assertive or prosocial behavior through the curriculum may increase the likelihood that 

production of such behavior is more fluid in everyday social interactions.   

In addition to altering processes within the six basic SIP steps, SEL programs can 

also foster change at the deeper cognitive and emotional structures that influence them.  

In the Arsenio–Lemerise model, habitual behavior is explained by the activation of latent 

mental structures (including moral domain classifications) and emotional processes that 

are more accessed because of their ease of retrieval in association with an increasing 

variety and number of social cues.  The emphasis on role-playing and other forms of 

skills practice in SEL programs is proposed, therefore, to make stronger the cognitive and 

emotional links between a variety of school situations and prosocial behavior, thereby 

increasing the likelihood that a student will respond with constructive, socially skilled 

behavior when she encounters a challenge in her environment.  The incorporation of 

emotion regulation and identification skills in SEL programs can also improve the 

emotional context in which SIP takes place, helping students manage and use strong 

emotions in a productive manner.  Finally, in addition to skills rehearsal and emotion 

regulation skills, SEL programs encourage teachers to help students reflect on their social 

and emotional decisions.  This process can also alter the emotional and cognitive 

environment in which social decisions are made; instead of unconsciously responding in 

habitual ways, students are encouraged to evaluate their assumptions, their decisions, the 

consequences of their actions, and how they classify morally relevant material.  This is 

proposed to allow different emotional and cognitive responses to arise and inform future 

SIP.   
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The Arsenio–Lemerise model describes in elegant detail the potential of SEL 

curricula to produce improved student outcomes.  However, in order for any of these 

mechanisms to occur, it would seem necessary that teachers deliver curriculum content in 

a way that engages students in the frequently complex process of skills acquisition and 

practice that will alter their cognitive schema, emotional states, and SIP steps.  Further, 

SEL skills practice and students’ reflection on their social behavior rely on teachers’ 

initiative and expertise in the classroom and other school environments.  In support of 

these claims, Durlak and Weissberg’s recent meta-analysis found that variables related to 

teachers strongly influenced (an effect size 0.85) students’ outcomes in the 11 studies of 

SEL programs in which they were measured (Weissberg, 2005).  This is why the current 

topic of study – teacher concerns about an intervention – is especially relevant to 

understanding SEL program mechanisms.  Presumably, teachers’ cognitive and 

emotional experiences have some effect on their delivery of a program.  The ways in 

which this might occur and be expressed is discussed in more detail in the following 

sections, which provide the prescriptive – or “how to” – theory behind SEL interventions 

that enables the mechanisms described above to function. 

Prescriptive Theory 

In Greenberg and colleagues’ (2005) model, prescriptive theory specifies the 

planned intervention and the planned implementation support, as well as the contextual 

factors that will affect both the actual intervention and implementation support.  The 

exhaustive list of program and contextual aspects that are included in these three 

categories (see Figure 1) serves as a useful guideline for researchers and practitioners in 

assessing at the implementation of a program; further, the discrepancies between the 
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planned and the actual intervention and supports are measured as a way of determining 

whether they might account for variation in student outcomes.  The following discussion 

uses the model in a more narrow way – to identify the ways in which teachers likely 

affect implementation of a program.  As a result, the following sections will focus solely 

on those aspects of the intervention, implementation support, and contextual factors that 

involve classroom educators, in order to make more clear the connection between their 

concerns and student outcomes.  

Teacher Variables Within the Planned Intervention 

The first division of the prescriptive theory that Greenberg and his colleagues 

suggest be described is the planned intervention itself, including the program’s model, 

quality of delivery, target audience, and participants’ responsiveness.  In a comprehensive 

implementation study, each of these aspects would be specified and measured; only the 

processes most likely to be impacted by teacher concerns – specifically the program 

model and quality of delivery – will be explored here.   

Program model.  Implementation elements relevant to the program model include 

the program’s structure, content, timing, and dosage.  While teachers often have little 

input into the structure and content of an intervention, they may have significant control 

over when, how, and how much of the program is delivered, inasmuch as it is presented 

in the classroom.  One particularly important dimension, the proportion of the total 

program content that actually gets delivered – also called dosage – can have significant 

impact on intervention effects (Wilson et al., 2001).  In a study of the program under 

examination here, it was found that second and third graders who experienced higher 

levels of intervention components demonstrated improved ratings of social skills and 
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lower levels of problem behaviors, while the opposite pattern was true of children whose 

teachers provided low levels of implementation (Mokrue, Elias, & Bry, 2005).  In a study 

of long-term effects of an SEL program that was a precursor to the TJ curriculum studied 

here (Elias, Gara, Schuyler, Branden-Muller, & Sayette, 1991), the sample was divided 

into those who had been in “high implementation” and “moderate implementation” 

schools (based on dosage).  Only those who had been in the high implementation group 

outperformed their control group peers in measures of language arts and math 

achievement and number of absences, 6 years after the original intervention.  These 

studies specifically point to the importance of teachers delivering enough of the 

curriculum that the mechanisms specified in Causative Theory, above, can function.  

In addition to dosage, teachers often have some control over the timing of 

delivery, including the point of the school year at which a program is presented, as well 

as the frequency and length of sessions.  In many ways these factors are related to dosage, 

and would be important for the same reason – that sufficient program components had 

been delivered so that the alterations in online SIP described previously might occur.   

Timing can be important for another reason:  Programs that are delivered over 

longer periods of time yield cumulative benefits for students by offering opportunities to 

practice and to be reinforced for enacting SEL skills in newly-encountered contexts (Elias 

et al., 1997).  As described by Bandura (1973) and Arsenio and Lemerise (2004), skills 

generalization to an increasing variety of social contexts is important to lasting, improved 

student behavior.  Furthermore, development unfolds as a dynamic process over time and 

offers critical junctures at which an intervention is most needed and effective (e.g., the 

transition to middle school); each program participant might experience those junctures at 
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his or her unique moment in time, but prevention programming that is implemented over 

longer periods of time is likely to reach a greater number of students at such sensitive 

points (Durlak & Wells, 1997; Nation et al., 2003).  Therefore, through their control over 

the dosage and timing of the program intervention, teachers may have significant impact 

on whether enough of the program is delivered – and delivered at the right time – in order 

for it to produce the desired effects (Elias et al., 1991).  

Ultimately, teachers’ feelings and attitudes towards a particular curriculum might 

be expected to impact the program model in terms of the dosage and timing that are 

actually delivered to students.  This may be especially so when that curriculum is quite 

complex (such as the one studied here) and has the potential to be seen as “less 

important” than the traditional academic lessons they have been asked to deliver.  On one 

hand, if teachers’ concerns reflect strong support for the curriculum, they might be more 

likely to make the lessons a priority in the school day and to deliver as much of the 

program as possible within the allotted time.  They also might invest more energy to 

emphasizing SEL principles outside of lesson time, which would result in a higher dosage 

and ideal timing of new skills practice.  On the other hand, if teachers’ feelings and 

attitudes about the program are less than supportive, or if they are primarily concerned 

with managing the complexity of the curriculum, they might consistently prioritize other 

subjects during the week and spend less energy in reinforcing fledgling SEL skills 

outside of lesson time, thereby resulting in lower dosage and less than ideal timing of 

curriculum delivery and skills practice. 

Quality of delivery.  Another aspect of the intervention implementation for which 

teachers have responsibility is the quality of program delivery (again, assuming that the 
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program relies on them to deliver its content).  In general, educators’ affective and 

interpersonal characteristics have been shown to affect their students’ outcomes in ways 

that are consistent with intuitive expectations (den Brok, Brekelmans, & Wubbels, 2004; 

Goh & Fraser, 2000).  In fact, in den Brok et al.’s study, the interpersonal behavior of 

teachers was found to account for up to more than half of the variance in student 

outcomes (at the teacher / class level in a multilevel analysis) in an examination of 45 

physics and 32 English as a foreign language high school teachers.  This suggests that a 

teacher’s style of teaching and interacting with students may explain more than half of 

their influence on student outcomes. 

In addition to affective quality that influences students’ engagement, in a skills-

based SEL curriculum, it is particularly important for teachers to use the intervention 

techniques (e.g., role-plays, cooperative learning, games, reinforcement of principles 

throughout the school day, and reflection / discussion) that help students acquire skills.  

As detailed above, and demonstrated empirically, such techniques have been found to 

support students’ learning of the material:  Durlak and Wells’ (1997) meta-analysis, for 

example, found that mental-health preventive programs that relied on developing 

competencies through behavioral or cognitive-behavioral methods (e.g., modeling, role-

playing, self-control strategies) yielded effect sizes nearly twice as large as those 

employing other techniques (e.g., traditional didactics, non-directive counseling, group 

discussion); these results were replicated in several other meta-analytic reviews (Springer 

et al., 2004; Wilson et al., 2001; see also Caplan, Weissberg, Grober, Sivo, & et al., 

1992).  Several of these reviews also highlighted the importance of ensuring that teachers 

provided opportunities for practicing new skills that were varied enough to enable 
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students to generalize their new competencies to settings other than the one in which the 

program was implemented (CASEL, 2003; Elias et al., 1997; Weissberg et al., 2003).  

Most every SEL curriculum, including the one described here, emphasizes the 

generalization of skills into contexts other than within the lesson plan.  Teachers are 

primarily responsible for guiding this process – also known as “teachable moments” – in 

the classroom.  An effective teacher who is concerned about fully implementing an SEL 

program will identify those naturally occurring situations when he might help his students 

understand the salience of SEL skills by using them to cope more effectively than they 

might ordinarily.  For example, a teacher might guide students in using self-management 

techniques when taking exams or social problem-solving skills to resolve classroom 

conflicts or bullying. 

This is not to imply that traditional didactics or the provision of prevention-related 

information are unimportant, however.  On the contrary, effective teaching techniques – 

for example, collaborative and constructivist approaches to teaching competency-related 

subject matter – are necessary for sustaining students’ curiosity and interest, which 

themselves are prerequisites for skills acquisition (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005).  As one of 

the founders of the Character Education Partnership, Thomas Lickona, has often said, “it 

is just as important to preach what you practice as it is to practice what you preach” 

(Berkowitz & Bier, 2005, p. 19).  All preventive programs ultimately rely on effective 

pedagogy; however, good didactics are made more effective when they are combine 

empirically supported teaching methods of social–emotional competencies with a focus 

on practicing the new skills in specific, relevant social tasks that help students employ 

them to cope with stressors (Caplan et al., 1992).  Should teachers’ concerns interfere 
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with their ability to connect emotionally with their students, or prevent them from using 

cooperative learning techniques or help their students with guided skills practice, it would 

seem likely that student outcomes would suffer. 

Teacher Variables Within Planned Implementation Support 

In addition to aspects of the program dosage, timing, and delivery over which 

teachers have direct control, they also play important roles in supporting the 

implementation of the program in their classrooms and schools.  Through these roles, 

they may have a significant effect on a program’s ability to produce improved student 

outcomes. 

Implementer readiness. Greenberg and his colleagues (2005) explained that an 

important set of processes related to implementer “readiness” is crucial to supporting the 

implementation of an intervention.  These processes include some variables that are 

directly assessed by this study:  whether teachers think that have the required skills to 

deliver the program as intended, the extent to which they understand the program’s 

theoretical rationale, their affective response to the program and its contribution to the 

educational experience, and their commitment to its goals.  

How these variables might impact teachers’ delivery of a program makes intuitive 

sense.  If a teacher were uncomfortable engaging children in role-plays, or did not 

understand the link between SEL and improved academic and behavioral performance, or 

were resistant to the program’s methods or content or disagreed with teaching such topics 

in school, she might neglect or resist program implementation.  In addition to this 

intuitive argument, some research has suggested links between teachers’ psychological 

processes, their ability to deliver interventions effectively, and student outcomes.   
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In general, it is acknowledged in both the medical and educational fields that 

cognitive and affective processes influence individuals’ selection and implementation of 

innovations (Clark & Elliott, 1988; Elliott, 1988; Elliott & Treuting, 1991; Gagnon, 

Sanchez, & Pons, 2006; George, Hall, & Uchiyama, 2000; Kallestad & Olweus, 2003; 

Sladek, Phillips, & Bond, 2006).  Elliott (1988, 1991) and colleagues (Clark & Elliott, 

1988) found that teachers’ assessments of a program’s acceptability and effectiveness 

predicted their use and implementation of it.  This trend was confirmed by a recent 

review of variables related to teacher implementation of school-based mental health 

programs (Han & Weiss, 2005).  The authors identified that teachers’ perceptions of the 

compatibility of the program with their existing beliefs, their perceptions of its 

acceptability, and their views of the program’s likely effectiveness determined the extent 

to which teachers implemented an educational innovation.  Perhaps not surprisingly then, 

others have found that, when educational reform efforts are initiated with insufficient 

attention to teacher readiness and support, they do not succeed (Nastasi, 2002).  The 

construct of teacher concerns, which will be further elucidated in the following section, 

incorporates teacher readiness, and can therefore be expected to influence their program 

implementation, as well. 

A concept closely related to readiness, teacher efficacy – based on the more 

commonly discussed construct of self-efficacy described by Bandura (1986) – is the 

belief that a teacher has about his/her ability to achieve the goals s/he sets.  In a review of 

teacher efficacy literature, Ross (1995) found that the construct was positively correlated 

with students’ cognitive and affective development, as well as their academic 

achievement.  It was also found to predict teachers’ attitudes towards incorporating 
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cooperative teaching in their classrooms (Ghaith & Yaghi, 1997).  Teacher efficacy has 

also correlated with student outcomes in a large-scale school improvement process in 

Louisiana (Lofton, Ellett, Hill, & Chauvin, 1998) and to teacher implementation of a 

bullying reduction program (Kallestad & Olweus, 2003).   

This evidence suggests that the psychological preparedness with which teachers 

greet a new educational innovation may have significant impact on the extent to which 

they implement it, and, as a result, the outcomes of their student-participants.  Such 

evidence provides a strong argument that teachers’ concerns, which comprise a partial 

measure of their readiness to implement a program and their self-efficacy about that 

implementation, might be found to be related to the effects of the SEL program being 

studied here.  

Teacher Variables Within Systems Impacting Implementation 

Greenberg and his colleagues (2005) enumerated four nested system forces that 

impact intervention implementation.  They specified classroom, school, district, and 

community variables that would be important to examine when studying a program’s 

incorporation into an educational environment.  This section will discuss the first set of 

variables in light of the current study’s focus on teacher concerns.  In addition to 

classroom factors, however, another ecological/system force will be addressed in this 

discussion:  time.  In the original Bronfenbrenner model of ecological systems, the 

chronosystem represented the forces of time and development on the system being 

studied.  Similarly, time functions as a force of change in preventive program 

implementation.  Many interventions are slowly introduced into an educational system 

over the course of years, often starting with small pilot projects with limited teachers or 
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grades and moving on to encompass whole schools, grade levels, districts, and even 

states.  Over time, the planned intervention, implementation supports, and contextual 

factors change, so continual assessment of teacher attitudes over time may be important 

to understanding the processes of change.  

Classroom factors.  Teachers are primarily responsible for establishing the 

classroom context in which students learn.  As discussed in the Causative Theory section, 

successful SEL programming relies on educational environments that are safe, caring, 

well managed, and participatory (CASEL, 2003; Elias et al., 1997; Lickona et al., 2003).  

Ideally, the school itself becomes such an environment, but individual classrooms could 

themselves become havens within a less supportive context; teachers clearly would play 

an important role in that process.  This type of supportive educational climate fosters 

more positive, nurturing relationships between students and teachers (Lickona et al., 

2003; Springer et al., 2004), which have been widely acknowledged as protective factors 

against negative youth outcomes.  Further, a healthy and well-managed learning 

environment can promote student bonding to their schools (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005; 

Greenberg et al., 2003; NIH, 2005), which is another powerful protective factor against 

academic failure, delinquency, and a host of other problem behaviors.  Classroom 

educators may have little say in whether their schools acquire such ideal qualities, but 

they are able to impact their own classrooms’ level of safety, caring, boundaries, and 

participation in order to provide an environment that encourages learning of both 

academic and social and emotional matters. 

Crucial to this process is adequate professional development and support both 

before and during program implementation to help teachers develop their own SEL 
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competencies and to create an educational community that supports the same SEL skills 

and prosocial behavior that the program fosters within students (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005; 

CASEL, 2003; Elias et al., 1997; Lickona et al., 2003; Nation et al., 2003; NASP, 2003). 

Not only does this help staff handle their own professional challenges more effectively, it 

increases the likelihood that they will model program principles through their own 

behavior and reinforce such behavior when they witness it (Berkowitz & Bier, 2005; 

Lickona et al., 2003).  In these ways, the climate of the classroom becomes more 

supportive of students’ fledgling social–emotional skills.  It would make intuitive sense 

that, for optimally successful SEL programming, teachers’ concerns must be focused on 

more than simply delivering the program to their students; for full SEL program effects, 

educators must commit to incorporate SEL throughout the curriculum and into their 

classroom environment.  It seems likely that such a significant dedication of time and 

energy would rely on teachers’ attitudes and feelings.  Therefore, teacher concerns may 

be an important influence among the classroom contextual factors affecting program 

implementation. 

Developmental course.  A significant body of research has demonstrated that 

teachers’ attitudes and perceptions towards an educational innovation change over the 

course of its implementation (Hall & Hord, 2006).  This holds true of preventive 

programs, as well; in a study of the Life Skills Training SEL curriculum, for example, it 

was found that teachers’ sense of work environment and efficacy changed as a result of 

participating in the program, but not until after two years (Shechtman, Levy, & 

Leichtentritt, 2005).   
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In order to describe how teachers’ attitudes change over time, the discussion turns 

now to “the change-based model of adaptation” (CBAM) developed by educational 

psychology researchers Hall and Hord (2006) and their colleagues.  This model, which is 

based on more than 20 years of school-based research, describes how organizations 

implement innovations (educational improvements).  Hall and Hord propose that several 

general principles guide system change.  The most important of these is that “change is a 

process, not an event” (p. 4), specifically a 3- to 5-year process that occurs along several 

system dimensions.  CBAM principles also specified that an organization “does not 

change until the individuals within it change” (p. 7), a subprocess that is influenced by 

human factors, such as concerns, within the school context.  Therefore, Hall and Hord’s 

principles of change emphasize the importance of developmental and psychological 

processes in school change.  In their view, system transformation occurs over time and 

cannot happen without significant changes within the teachers and administrators 

themselves; without such changes, they argue, there will be no adequate implementation, 

and without implementation, they reminded their readers, “there will be no change in 

outcomes” (p. 9).  One element of these required system changes are the teachers’ 

perceptions and attitudes toward the program, including their capacity to support it (Hall, 

George, & Rutherford, 1977).  It was Hall and Hord who first called these perceptions, 

attitudes, and capacities concerns, which they further explained: 

To be concerned means to be in a mentally aroused state about something. 
The intensity of the arousal will depend on the person’s past experiences 
and associations with the subject of the arousal, as well as [on] how close 
to the person and how immediate the issue is perceived as being. Close 
personal involvement is likely to mean more intense (i.e., more highly 
aroused) concern which will be reflected in greatly increased mental 
activity, thought, worry, analysis, and anticipation. Through all of this, it 
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is the person’s perceptions that stimulate concerns, not necessarily the 
reality of the situation. (Hall et al., 1977, p. 5) 

Hall and Hord (2006), based on Fuller’s (1969) work, proposed that teachers’ 

concerns can develop through a series of stages.  More specifically, they described how 

teacher concerns initially would be unrelated to the particular curriculum they had been 

asked to implement, then might change to concerns about the Self in relation to the 

curriculum (e.g., how the demands of the program might affect their workload and 

success in the classroom), and subsequently to Task concerns about the logistics of 

implementing a curriculum, and, finally, to Impact concerns about how the program 

would affect student outcomes.  Within these original four categories, Hall and Hord 

(2006) further defined seven stages of concern they commonly found among teachers 

who were asked to implement educational innovations (Table 1 provides a summary of 

the following with Fuller’s original categories for easy reference): Awareness (an 

‘unrelated’ concern in which educators lack knowledge or feelings about the innovation), 

Informational and Personal concerns (Self concerns in which teachers are primarily 

gathering information about the program and evaluating how it will affect their teaching 

practice), Management (a Task concern, as described previously in Fuller’s work), 

Consequence, Collaboration, and Refocusing concerns (Impact concerns in which 

teachers are focused on how the innovation affects their students, how they might adapt 

the innovation to their particular circumstances in order to improve it, and – quite rarely – 

how they might coordinate their actions with those of their colleagues).  

Hall and Hord proposed that, although teachers’ primary concerns might progress 

through the stages over time, going from Self, to Task, to Impact concerns, they would 

likely do so only under ideal conditions in which the innovation fit the school context, the 
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leadership fully supported the innovation, and the change process was supported.  They 

noted that such conditions might not generally prevail, and that instead, some teachers 

would remain with high levels of Management concerns or even regress to Self concerns; 

some educators would be expected also to have simultaneously high levels of Self and 

Refocusing concerns – indicating resistance to the program.  The especially useful aspect 

of Hall and Hord’s model is its capacity to categorize the types of concerns teachers have 

and inform the ways in which educational leadership might respond to them to facilitate 

implementation.  For example, Hall and Hord emphasized that all individuals confronted 

with change experience Self concerns; therefore, they encouraged organizations seeking 

to implement an innovation to address these concerns directly while being sympathetic to 

them, rather than treating them as unjustified or irrelevant.   

The model is not without a few limitations, however.  There is some debate as to 

the number and nature of the stages of concern, and not all researchers have verified the 

original seven stages (Anderson, 1997; Cheung, Hattie, & Ng, 2001).  Higher order levels 

of concern are proposed to be related to increasing levels of effectiveness in using the 

innovation, and therefore improved student outcomes (George et al., 2000), but this 

particular claim has not been evaluated in the preventive field.  Such limitations give rise 

to the need, within this particular study, to assess whether teacher concerns in this context 

conform to the seven-stage model, whether teachers’ concerns, in fact, change over time, 

and whether they are related to variations in student outcome. 
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Lynchpins and Gears:  

A Proposed Model of Teacher Concerns and Student Outcomes 

The discussion thus far has elucidated some of the many ways that teachers can 

affect student outcomes in preventive interventions, namely, through the timing, dosage, 

and quality of their curriculum delivery, through their “readiness” to enact a program, 

and through the environment they establish in their classrooms (which may or may not 

support program principles).  These teacher-related processes can, when functioning well, 

facilitate the operation of the change mechanisms described in the Causative Theory 

section, thereby contributing to improved student outcomes.  What follows next is a 

specification of the varied and indirect pathways through which different types of 

teachers’ concerns might ultimately influence student behavior.  The Greenberg et al. 

model is used to organize this discussion, as illustrated in Figure 3.   

Briefly, and as suggested by the previous discussion, there are three primary 

implementation processes in which teacher concerns might play an important role:  in the 

planned intervention (through teacher concerns’ effects on dosage, timing, and their 

quality of delivery), in the planned intervention supports (more directly, as teachers’ 

concerns are an indication of their readiness to implement a program), and in the teacher 

characteristics operating classroom context that influence program implementation (of 

which teacher concerns might be an important component).  

Specifically, within the planned intervention, there is evidence to suggest that 

different types of teacher concerns profiles would be associated with different amounts of 

dosage and quality of delivery.  For example, teachers who express primarily Self 

concerns might have difficulty delivering the curriculum as planned, with their concerns 
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that they do not know enough about SEL theory, or that delivering the intervention might 

have a negative impact on their own professional status (through, for example, taking 

time away from purely academic subject instruction).  Their dosage and quality of 

delivery might therefore be expected to suffer.  Similarly, when compared to teachers 

with Impact concerns, teachers with primarily Management concerns, because they are 

likely mostly focused on delivering the basic curriculum, might be expected to have 

acceptable execution of lessons, but less frequent guided practice of new prosocial 

behaviors, and fewer “teachable moments” within the school day that would otherwise 

encourage generalization of SEL skills.  On the other hand, teachers with higher order 

concerns might be expected to be especially invested in maximizing the curriculum’s 

relevance to students, and might direct their energy to finding numerous opportunities 

during the school day to help their students practice fledgling SEL skills, and would 

commit to delivering as much of the curriculum lessons as possible.  Therefore, it seems 

reasonable to expect that students in classrooms with teachers expressing higher order 

concerns might make more gains in SEL skills than would their peers with teachers who 

have lower order concerns.  In this aspect of the model, the impact of these concerns 

might be mediated by the teacher’s dosage, so this variable will be included in this 

study’s analyses as a covariate. 

In the second Greenberg model component, planned implementation support, 

teacher concerns can be seen as a reflection of the readiness a teacher feels to carry out a 

curriculum in his/her classroom (Hall & Hord, 2006).  In Hall and Hord’s work, 

educators who express primarily lower order concerns (such as Awareness, Information, 

Personal, and Management) would be expected to feel less ready to incorporate an 
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innovation into their teaching strategies, while teachers who express higher order 

concerns (such as Consequence and Collaboration) would be expected to feel fluent 

enough in the program to want to maximize the program’s effects both within their own 

classroom and within the school or district.  Hall and Hord frequently discuss how 

leadership can elicit teachers’ feelings and help them resolve lower order concerns so that 

they feel more prepared to implement the new program.  In this model, then, it would be 

expected that individuals with higher order concerns (or, more ‘readiness’) would be 

more adept at program implementation than those with lower order concerns (or, less 

‘readiness’), and that their students’ outcomes would reflect that level of competence and 

preparedness.  

Finally, teacher concerns are proposed to play a significant role in influencing the 

contextual, classroom climate in which the program is implemented2.  A student will 

likely have a different experience of the SEL curriculum and the classroom context when 

teachers’ concerns about it are more supportive or less supportive.  In an SEL program, 

the teacher models for the class how important SEL skills are, by enacting strategies 

him/herself, by frequently reinforcing prosocial classroom behavior and program 

principles, and by fostering a supportive and participatory classroom atmosphere.  A 

teacher’s concerns could profoundly affect those behaviors.  Students might pick up on a 

teacher’s primarily Information or Awareness concerns in the ways that he seems unsure 

of the point of lessons, seems uncomfortable facilitating skills practice, and treats 

prosocial behavior as an important topic only during SEL lesson time.  They might also 

respond to a teacher’s Management concerns, if those thoughts and perceptions were to 

                                                 
2 It is likely also true that a teacher’s concerns are influenced by the classroom climate.  This possibly 
important pathway is not discussed at length here but should be considered while interpreting the results of 
this correlational study. 
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result in the lesson feeling pressured, or the teacher regularly skipping SEL lessons or 

skills practice in order to fit in more academic instruction time.  On the other hand, the 

climate of the classroom of a teacher with Impact concerns about the curriculum might be 

experienced by students as quite different:  teachers with these concerns might be 

expected to fulfill the role of SEL skills model, to support students’ skills practice in 

varied settings, to prioritize the curriculum within the school day, and to establish a 

participatory classroom based on SEL principles.  Because of the way that teachers 

concerns could be reflected in the classroom climate and context, in this aspect of the 

model, again, it is expected that teachers with higher order concerns will lead classrooms 

of students with greater improvements in SEL skills than their colleagues expressing 

lower order concerns.  

Current Study Aims 

The foregoing sections suggest that a large number and variety of variables might 

impact the relationship between teacher concerns and student outcomes.  Ideally, these 

variables would be available for entry in this study’s analyses, so that models proposing 

mediating and moderating and direct effects might be tested.  However, there is no 

published research that makes explicit the links between teachers’ concerns and student 

outcomes in a preventive intervention, nor is there any study examining how those 

relationships might change over time, especially in a low-income, highly challenged 

school district.  The purpose of this study, therefore, is to explore whether there is any 

broad, detectable relationship between students’ outcomes and teacher concerns; should 

relationships be found, they might suggest important topics of future studies, and would 
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contribute to knowledge and practice in an area where there are many assumptions but 

little empirically based understanding. 

The following analyses will focus on how different profiles of teacher concerns 

are related to student outcomes over a two-year period of program implementation.  

Findings from these analyses could not only bolster the ability of school districts to 

justify resources spent on teacher training when introducing an educational innovation, 

but they may also help them identify what form that training might take and what 

function it might serve.  More importantly, however, this process could illuminate a small 

portion of the “black box” of preventive programming by answering questions to which 

answers are yet unknown.  In this way, the preventive intervention field can continue to 

elucidate the mechanisms necessary for program success. 

In general, based on the discussion of the theoretical model above, it is expected 

that students’ outcomes will vary by their teachers’ concerns:  those in classrooms led by 

teachers with higher order concerns are hypothesized to show greater improvements in 

SEL skills than their peers in classrooms led by teachers expressing lower order concerns.  

It may be that teachers’ data do not yield such a wide variety of concerns, in which case, 

it is still hypothesized that teachers with relatively higher levels of concerns will lead 

classrooms with better student outcomes than those with relatively lower levels of 

concerns.  Because the current dataset is longitudinal, this study aims to explore two 

other questions related to this basic hypothesis.  It will examine whether teachers’ 

concerns change in any systematic way over the course of two years of program 

implementation.  It will also explore the effects on student outcomes of exposure over 

time to teachers with different types of concerns profiles, thereby answering questions 
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about how benefits might accrue to students who are assigned to teachers with higher 

level concerns two years in a row, or to how a teacher with lower level concerns might 

impact students who had experienced one year of the program delivered by a teacher with 

higher level concerns (and vice versa), and whether students who worked with teachers 

with low levels of concern two years in a row demonstrate worse outcomes than their 

peers.   

 The proposed relationships between teacher concerns and student outcomes are 

also predicted to be influenced in some way by certain student characteristics, such as 

gender and socioeconomic need.  Though it is not the goal of this study to specify or 

examine the nature of this influence, previous studies have found that teachers and 

students rate the social skills of males and females quite differently (Chaplain, 2000; 

Taylor, Liang, Tracy, Williams, & Seigle, 2002).  Furthermore, studies demonstrating the 

relationship between increasing financial need and decreasing social and emotional skills 

(Clements, Reynolds, & Hickey, 2004; Pellegrini, 1985) suggest that, for the most 

economically and socially disadvantaged students, interventions must be particularly 

intense in order to counterbalance the cumulative effects of multiple sources of risk and 

the strong forces working against program principles in these students’ lives.  Therefore, 

to control for variability among teachers’ and students’ ratings of social skills that can be 

accounted for by gender and SES, and thereby maximize statistical power to detect the 

possible effect of teacher concerns on student outcomes, a female gender indicator and 

students’ free lunch status will be entered into all analyses where these are found to 

correlate significantly with student outcomes.  
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METHOD 

Data for the current study were collected as part of a longitudinal, action-research 

project evaluating the impact of an SEL curriculum, which was delivered in part using 

Hallmark Corporation’s video series, Talking with TJ (Dilworth, Mokrue, & Elias, 2002).  

The video program was originally designed to prevent youth violence among elementary 

school children and emphasizes teamwork and group planning, as well as appreciation of 

individual and group differences.  The SEL curriculum in this study also targeted a 

broader range of social and emotional skills, as discussed in the introduction to this study, 

and generally sought to increase prosocial behavior and effective anger management, 

improve home–school partnerships in regards to SEL skills, and foster literacy (Romasz, 

Kantor, & Elias, 2004).   

Participants and Setting 

Approximately 2,334 (or 90.43 percent of) second-, third-, and fourth-grade 

students attending 10 elementary schools in a disadvantaged, urban school district in 

central New Jersey participated in this study during the 2000–2001 and 2001–2002 

school years3.  The ethnic composition of the sample was approximately 70 percent 

African American and 28 percent Latino.  Fifty-one percent of the sample was male, and 

the average age of the participants was 7.8 years during the 2000–2001 academic year.  

Approximately 67 percent of the sample received free or subsidized lunch, and the 

district was classified by the state as “special needs” because of its underperformance 

relative to its suburban peers, as well as its high rates of poverty and problem behavior 

                                                 
3 The program was implemented in the second and third grades in the 2000–2001 academic year, and was 
implemented in the second, third, and fourth grades in the 2001–2002 academic year.  In the second year of 
the study, most third- and fourth-grade students had participated in a TJ program previously, while the 
second-grade students were new to the curriculum. 
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among students.  For example, only 42 percent and 43.5 percent of elementary students in 

this district were able to demonstrate proficiency in their grade-level mathematics and 

language arts assessments, respectively (Tarr, 2001).  This special needs designation 

allotted extra state funding to this district in order to improve its services to students; that 

support contributed to the implementation of the SEL program studied here. 

Procedure 

Because Talking with TJ was implemented in the school district as part of its 

policy and mandate, passive consent for study participation was obtained from students’ 

guardians through letters sent home prior to each school year informing them of the 

nature and purpose of the project.  Guardians were able to deny consent for student 

assessments by submitting a mail-in form or contacting the district by telephone; 

approximately five adults did so each year.  No incentive for students or their families 

was offered for participation, but teachers were paid at an hourly rate for their completion 

of assessments of students on their own time.  

Intervention Program 

The current project employed the Social Decision Making / Social Problem 

Solving (SDM/SPS) program (Dilworth et al., 2002; Elias & Bruene-Butler, 2005), 

adapted for an urban population via the multicultural Talking with TJ series (Hallmark 

Corporate Foundation, 1994).  The SDM/SPS approach helps students develop three 

empirically supported skill-sets – peer-acceptance and cooperative work, emotional 

recognition and monitoring, and problem-solving and decision-making – and apply them 

in a variety of contexts.  Students acquire skills through structured lessons and practice 

using them in a number of exercises tailored for generalization.  The curriculum 
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examined in this project combines both programs but will be called Talking with TJ in the 

interest of simplicity and consistency with the name by which the program was known in 

the district. 

Talking with TJ employed a TVDRP (television, discussion, rehearsal, and guided 

practice) format, which has been found to maximize children’s learning in SEL programs 

(Elias & Tobias, 1996).  Competencies such as listening, empathy, recognizing one’s 

emotions, problem-solving, cooperation, and self-control were addressed.  The videos 

consisted of three main story themes involving an adolescent Black woman who responds 

to students’ call-in questions on a radio program.  Each story line was explored through 

four or five units in each academic year (see Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4 for full 

descriptions of the curricula); second and third grade curricula focused on teamwork, 

while fourth grade curriculum focused more on conflict resolution (Romasz et al., 2004).  

Each unit included a video clip, power phrase (slogan), teamwork tips, family activity 

project, and a corresponding comic book.  In addition, each unit included at least two 

activities that were designed to help students apply their SEL skills in different social 

situations.  A final session allowed for review of previous lessons and a culminating 

group activity.  Lessons and competencies were also reinforced through visual aids 

displayed in the classroom (e.g., posters depicting power phrases).  More importantly, 

teachers were trained to incorporate the language and content of the curriculum in their 

daily classroom management techniques and to encourage students to apply the skills 

they learned in relevant contexts (e.g., group projects, class debates, student conflicts).  In 

particular, teachers were instructed to integrate the Talking with TJ teamwork tips into the 
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pedagogy of their daily literacy block lessons and to highlight themes in literature that 

related to teamwork, cooperation, and other “TJ skills.” 

At the beginning of the school year, classroom teachers were provided with all 

curriculum materials and trained in their implementation in two, two-hour sessions.  

These were led by one of the developers of SDM/SPS, the district’s SEL coordinator, and 

two district staff development personnel; the district’s literacy coordinator provided 

significant input, as well.  Trained graduate and undergraduate assistants provided 

optional structural support for teachers, including assistance in lesson preparation and 

delivery, and were often present during lesson time; they also completed observation 

summaries of program delivery after each visit.  Teachers implemented their grade’s 

curriculum over a period of approximately 4 months during their health periods; during 

this time, teachers were expected to use TJ concepts in everyday classroom situations, 

prompt the use of “TJ Skills,” and review the video clips, comics, and other lesson 

components as reminders, when relevant.  

This SEL curriculum was implemented in accordance with district and state 

standards in order to maximize administrative support for its implementation (Romasz et 

al., 2004).  Further, a multi-level support system was put in place, with district and 

school-level personnel dedicated to the implementation of the Talking with TJ program. 

This support system included external graduate and undergraduate consultants from a 

university-based research team, which was able to form ongoing supportive relationships 

with seven of the 10 schools.  
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Measures 

Data in this project were collected from several sources:  district records, student 

self-report measures, teacher self-report measures, and teacher assessments of student 

behavior.  

One of the primary aims of the Talking with TJ program was the development of 

students’ social and emotional skills; in order to measure this process within the 

budgetary and time constraints of the current project, one student-rated measure of 

behavior and attitudes (EQ-i:YV[s]) and one teacher-rated measure of student behavior 

(SSRS) were used.  Neither of these measures was specifically designed to assess SEL 

skills; instead, they measure constructs closely linked to the development of those skills: 

emotional intelligence (EQ-i:YV[s]) and social skills and problematic emotional behavior 

(SSRS).  Both measures were included in the analyses to provide more than one 

perspective on student outcomes.  These scales are described in detail below. 

BarOn Emotional Intelligence Inventory: Youth Version – Short Form (EQ-i:YV[s]) 

The EQ-i:YV is the most widely used measure of children’s emotional 

intelligence; the short form of the measure was used in this project to reduce the burden 

of questionnaire completion on young students.  Items on the EQ-i:YV(s) ask children to 

rate the degree to which experiences related to many SEL skills – including recognition 

of feelings in self and others, anger management, prosocial actions, and problem-solving 

– are true of them (Table 5 provides a list of items on the measure, arranged by subscale).  

The EQ-i:YV(s) was completed at the beginning of each school year to control for any 

baseline differences in SEL skills. 
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 The EQ-i:YV(s) yields a total emotional intelligence score as well as four 

standardized subscale scores: intrapersonal, interpersonal, adaptability, and stress 

management. In addition, the EQ-i:YV(s) provides a positive impression scale that can be 

used to adjust the standardized subscale scores (Bar-On & Parker, 2000).  Normative 

testing on the EQ-i:YV was conducted using a sample of approximately 10,000 children 

and adolescents (including a sub-sample of approximately 2,500 7- to 9-year-olds).  

Separate norms were developed for males and females.  Scoring for total emotional 

intelligence and for each of the subscales is based on a standard score of 100 with a 

standard deviation of 15.  Interpretation of scores is based on the following categories: 

130 +:  Markedly High, atypically well-developed emotional and social 
capacity 

120–129:  Very High, extremely well-developed emotional and social 
capacity 

110–119:  High, well-developed emotional and social capacity 
90–109:  Average, adequate emotional and social capacity 
80–89:  Low, underdeveloped emotional and social capacity with some 

room for improvement 
70–79:  Very Low, extremely underdeveloped emotional and social 

capacities with considerable room for improvement 
Less than 70:  Markedly Low, atypically impaired emotional and social capacity 
(Bar-On & Parker, 2000, p. 18) 
 
The scale’s psychometric properties make it appropriate for use with this age of 

respondent.  Among the different subscales on the EQ-i:YV(s), internal consistency for 

children ages 7–9 ranged from 0.65 to 0.81.  Internal reliability for the subscales 

generally increased with the age of the respondents; for example, older adolescent 

responses to these subscales yielded internal reliability coefficients of between 0.75 and 

0.87.  Test–retest reliability for the short version scores generally fell between 0.81 and 

0.88 (Bar-On & Parker, 2000).  Scores on the EQ-i:YV correlate significantly with scores 

on the full version of the scale.  Studies have also found a moderate to strong negative 
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correlations between EQ-i:YV subscales and those of the Connor’s Adolescent Self-

Report Emotional Problems Scale (e.g., a measure of problems relating to family, 

emotions, conduct, cognition, anger control, and hyperactivity) (Bar-On & Parker, 2000). 

Social Skills Rating Scale (SSRS) 

The SSRS (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) helps teachers identify students at risk for 

social behavior difficulties and poor academic performance.  Its three scales include 

social skills, problem behaviors, and academic competence (Table 6 provides a list of 

items on the SSRS, arranged by scale).  The social skills measured by the SSRS among 

elementary school students include cooperation, assertion, and self-control.  The problem 

behaviors assessed are externalizing, internalizing, and hyperactivity.  Each of these 

scales yields a score standardized by age and gender.  Finally, teachers are asked to rate 

each student’s academic competence on a five-point scale (lowest 10 percent, next lowest 

10 percent, middle 40 percent, next highest 20 percent, highest 10 percent).  In this study, 

teachers were paid for their completion of these surveys for each of their students. 

The psychometric properties of the SSRS suggest it to be a valid and reliable 

measure of students’ social skills and problem behaviors.  The internal consistency of the 

overall SSRS has been found to be high, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.96.  The internal 

consistencies for the various subscales ranged from 0.83 to 0.94.  Correlations among the 

scales of the SSRS were found to be highly consistent in a theoretically expected pattern.  

For instance, social skills subscales correlated positively with one another and negatively 

with each of the problem behavior subscales.  Moreover, the test–retest reliability 

measure was also in the high range, with Person’s coefficients in the range of 0.68 to 

0.87.  External validity of the teacher form of the SSRS with corresponding scores on 
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Achenbach’s Child Behavior Checklist ranged from 0.75 (externalizing behavior score) 

to 0.81 (total score) (Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 

Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) 

A 24-item version of Hall and Hord’s pencil-and-paper SoCQ (Hall, George, & 

Rutherford, 1977) was used to assess teachers’ concerns about the Talking with TJ 

curriculum.  The full, 35-item version has good internal consistency (alphas range from 

0.64 to 0.86) and test–retest reliability (ranging from 0.65 to 0.86) (Hall & Hord, 2006).  

The full version was reduced to 24 items following a request from the district to shorten 

the length of time teachers were involved in completing surveys; shortening the measure 

was also done to increase the likelihood that teachers would participate in data collection.  

Because the program was already implemented in the schools, many of the items 

measuring stages 0 and 1 were irrelevant; therefore, three (of five) items from both of 

those stages were removed.  One item from each set that assessed stages 2 through 6 were 

also eliminated from the survey before it was distributed to teachers; items chosen for 

deletion were ones that did not significantly affect scale scores when eliminated, based on 

prior internal consistency studies.  The final list of items, organized by stage subscale, are 

listed in Table 7.  Teachers could choose responses to items that ranged from 0 to 5, with 

0 indicating that they thought the question was irrelevant, 1 indicating that it was “not 

true of me,” and scores 2 through 5 indicating increasing levels of applicability for the 

teacher.   

Traditional interpretation of the SoCQ typically employs a process similar to that 

used in IQ tests.  Raw scores on each of the seven SoCQ stage subscales are converted to 

percentile scores; these percentile scores are then plotted for each individual teacher on a 
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graph that depicts the intensity of each concern stage relative to others (Hall et al., 1977).  

Just as a profile plot of an IQ test might indicate strengths in processing speed and spatial 

perception, profile plots for the SoCQ indicate which types of concerns are most intense 

for a specific teacher.  Though many educators express primarily high or low concerns at 

a given time of assessment, it would not be unusual for a teacher to express both high and 

low concerns – for example, from both Personal and Refocusing stages; such a pattern 

tends to indicate resistance to program implementation (Hall & Hord, 2006).  Because 

previous research has not always confirmed Hall and Hord’s model, teachers’ responses 

to the SoCQ in this study were entered into cluster analyses to determine empirically the 

types of concerns profiles reflective of this particular sample.   

Implementation Data 

The intervention curriculum was organized into discrete teaching components.  In 

the spring of students’ second-, third-, and fourth-grade years, teachers participated in a 

survey assessing their level of satisfaction with the intervention program.  As a part of 

this survey, teachers were asked to report the number of curriculum components they 

completed over the school year, as well as their perceived effectiveness.  The percentage 

of components (out of the total possible available for implementation) teachers reported 

to have implemented in a student’s classroom was used as a measure of intervention 

dosage.  Teachers drew their responses from notes they recorded after each lesson and 

unit, as well as their overall recollections.  Such ratings have been found to be reliably 

related to those made by independent observers (e.g., Shochet et al., 2001).  In this 

portion of the survey, teachers were asked other questions about their feelings towards 

and implementation of Talking With TJ; these items are listed on the right-hand side of 
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Table 8 and were used in this study to help interpret the characteristics of some of the 

teacher concerns clusters. 

Demographic Information 

Information regarding student’s age, gender, ethnicity, and socio-economic (free- 

or reduced-price school lunch) status was collected from district records.  Students’ free-

lunch status was coded as a 3-point ordinal variable, with 0 indicating that the student had 

never applied to the program or their application for free or reduced lunch services was 

not approved, a 1 indicating that they qualified for reduced price lunch, and 2 indicating 

that they qualified for free lunch.  Students’ gender was coded to indicate female, 

designated as a 1 (as opposed to a 0 for males). 

Student Survey Administration 

All student-report measures were administered before and after the intervention.  

Pairs of trained research assistants formed smaller groups (of about seven or eight 

students) within each classroom.  Each assistant administered the survey to one group in 

two, 30-to-45–minute sessions. Before beginning the questionnaires, the survey 

administrators read the following statement: 

Hi, my name is …  I’m a student from … and I will be asking you to fill out some 
questionnaires today. The information you fill out on these questionnaires will be 
looked at by me and some other students at … who are interested in finding out 
what kids your age think about different things. I will not show your completed 
questionnaires to your teacher or other students in your class, so you can be 
honest when you fill them out.  When you’re filling out these questionnaires, 
please remember this is not a test, and there are no right or wrong answers.  Are 
there any questions? Let’s get started. 

Questions were read aloud to each group of students. Students were asked to keep 

their answers to themselves and not to peek at their classmates’ answers.  Completed 

questionnaires were collected.  Students were informed that their participation was 
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voluntary.  Alternate activities were provided for those students who chose not to 

participate as well as those whose guardians had refused consent. 

Teacher Survey Administration 

Implementation and concerns data were collected through surveys administered to 

classroom teachers.  At the close of the program, teachers completed brief questionnaires 

rating their overall satisfaction with the curriculum, the number of program components 

they completed, and perceived effectiveness of each of the lessons.   

They also filled out the SSRS two weeks before and two weeks after the program 

for each student during their personal time.  For that activity, they were reimbursed at the 

district’s hourly rate at the time of assessment.  
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RESULTS 

This study used data from four assessment time points: at the beginning and end 

of the 2000–2001 school year and at the beginning and end of the 2001–2002 school year 

(a.k.a., T1 and T2 [Year 1] and T3 and T4 [Year 2]).  Student and teacher ratings of 

student behavior were collected at all four time points4, while surveys of teachers’ 

concerns and implementation data were collected at T2 and T4 only.   

A series of analyses were conducted to explore the questions of interest in this 

study.  First, teacher concerns types for each year were created empirically by grouping 

teachers according to their responses to the SoCQ in cluster analyses.  Patterns of these 

clusters by school and over two years of the study were examined, though the n was too 

small to enter these data into statistical analyses.  Teacher concerns clusters were then 

used in analyses of variance and covariance in students’ gain scores to determine the 

existence within each year of the study of relationships between different types of 

teachers’ concerns and students’ outcomes (and, where there were relationships, the size 

of the possible effect of teacher concerns on those outcomes).  These analyses were then 

repeated using multilevel modeling in order to provide a more conservative and accurate 

estimate of the possible relationships among teacher concerns clusters and student 

outcomes.  Finally, a variable representing a two-year pattern in teacher concerns was 

created for each student, and this variable was used in analyses of variance and 

covariance in students’ two-year gain scores to determine whether their might be a 

cumulative effect of teacher concerns over time (and the size of this possible effect).  

                                                 
4 Teacher ratings of students who were in both years of the program occurred at three points (T1, T2, and 
T4), with T2 ratings serving as ‘preassessments’ for the second year).  Students new to the program in the 
second year were assessed by their teachers at T3 and T4; for the purposes of analyses, T3 and T2 teacher 
ratings of students were combined into “Year 2 preassessment” scores and treated as if they had occurred at 
the same point in time. 
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These analyses were not repeated with multilevel modeling techniques because of the 

formidable challenges in executing and interpreting multiple membership models (which 

would have been required to analyze a database comprised of students who stay with the 

same teacher and school, students who change teachers but not schools, and students who 

change both teachers and schools over the course of two years) within this study setting.  

Teacher Concerns Clusters 

In order to determine the profiles of teacher concerns within the two years of this 

study, responses to the SoCQ were entered into hierarchical cluster analyses procedures 

using SPSS 14.0.  First, each teacher’s responses to items within each “stage-scale” were 

averaged to yield his / her mean level of concern for six stages of Hall and Hord’s 

model5.  These mean concern levels for each stage were then standardized (transformed 

into z-scores) within each teacher, in order to produce relative rates of concern for each 

individual.  This strategy eliminated response effects (a distortion caused by people who 

tend to respond exclusively positively or negatively [Hair & Black, 2000]) and 

approximated the methods used by Hall and Hord (2006; Hall et al., 1977) to examine 

individual SoCQ results.  These standardized scores were then treated as interval data and 

entered into a hierarchical cluster analysis procedure using Ward’s method because doing 

                                                 
5 Scores from Stage 0, ‘Awareness,’ were left out of all analyses for several reasons:  first, only two of the 
original five items from the subscale on the SoCQ had been included in the survey (namely: ‘I don’t even 
know what the innovation is’ and ‘I am not concerned about this innovation’), and these items did not 
appear to assess the same construct, as demonstrated by the low correlation of teachers’ responses to them 
(Pearson’s r = 0.11 in Year 1 and 0.00 in Year 2, both ns); second, by and large, alpha reliability 
coefficients for the whole Stage 0 subscale in studies – other than Hall and Hord’s original 1977 work – 
have been quite low (ranging from 0.12 to 0.45 – indicating problems with its ability to measure a single 
underlying construct [Cheung, Hattie, & Ng, 2001]); and third, teachers were required to attend training 
workshops and teach TJ in their classrooms during both years of this study, and therefore necessarily had at 
least a basic level of Awareness of the curriculum.  Finally, Stage 0 scores did not differ significantly 
among teacher concerns clusters when they were included, and therefore often confused the interpretation 
of cluster characteristics.  Therefore these scores were excluded from the cluster analyses, as suggested by 
Hair and Black (2000) in these situations.  
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so has performed most reliably with finding commonalities among data similar to that 

yielded by the SoCQ (Overall, Gibson, & Novy, 1993; Ziberna, Kejzar, & Golob, 2004).  

A separate cluster analysis using the same methods was conducted for each year of the 

study in order to facilitate analyses of longitudinal trends in teacher concerns.   

The data were described at an adequate level of homogeneity by four clusters in 

each year of the study; the characteristics of these clusters – including their mean ratings 

for each stage scale and other relevant attitudinal and dosage items from the teacher 

surveys – are summarized in Table 8.  Those other items included the average number of 

curriculum elements delivered by the teachers within each cluster (i.e., dosage), as well 

as teachers’ mean ratings of the effectiveness and value of TJ lessons, the degree to 

which the lessons helped teachers and students interact with each other, and the extent to 

which they used TJ principles at times other than during curriculum delivery.  These 

extra items were sometimes used to clarify cluster characteristics; for example, with the 

Consequence & Refocusing concerns cluster in Year 1, dosage and teacher ratings 

provided suggestions as to the characteristics of teachers within that group.  Their dosage 

was average, but they reported some reservation about the program’s effectiveness, as 

compared to other clusters.  Because it can also be helpful to conceptualize differences 

among the teacher concerns clusters through visual aids, bar charts of the mean responses 

to each stage subscale within clusters from both years of the study appear in Figure 5 

through Figure 12.   

Shorthand names for each cluster whose concerns followed a “classic” Hall and 

Hord pattern were taken from their work; shorthand names for clusters whose concerns 

patterns had not been specifically studied by Hall and Hord were left as a neutral 
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description of the one or two strongest concerns levels.  In Year 1, for example, the first 

cluster identified Information and Personal stage concerns most strongly, and was 

therefore called Self in reference to Fuller’s original work; the second cluster identified 

Consequence & Refocusing concerns most strongly, and was referred to accordingly; the 

third cluster identified Consequence and Collaboration concerns most strongly, and was 

therefore called Impact (because Hall and Hord had identified and studied this pattern); 

and the fourth cluster identified Personal and Collaboration concerns most strongly, and 

was therefore called Self & Staff.  In Year 2, the first cluster identified Management 

concerns most strongly, and its name was specified by those concerns; the second cluster 

reported strongest concerns in the Personal, Consequence, and Collaboration stages, and 

was therefore called Self & Impact; the third cluster identified Consequence & 

Refocusing concerns most strongly and was, as in Year 1, termed accordingly, and 

finally, the fourth cluster identified Consequence and Collaboration concerns most 

strongly and was, as in Year 1, called Impact. 

It may be evident that, from this process and from the summaries in Table 8 and 

Figure 5 through Figure 12, two cluster types appeared in both Year 1 and Year 2, while 

both years had two clusters unique to those points in program implementation.  

Specifically, in the first and second years of the study, there were clusters that reflected 

primarily what Hall and Hord referred to as an “impact concerns profile” (2006, p. 150) – 

namely, that the teachers endorsed concerns primarily in the Consequence and 

Collaboration stages, with lower intensity in the Refocusing stage concerns.  The lower 

intensity of Refocusing relative to Consequence and Collaboration is important in Hall 

and Hord’s model because, when it is of higher intensity than those stages (a 
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phenomenon Hall and Hord describe as tailing up), it typically indicates a feeling of 

resistance.  While speaking to teachers who exhibit tailing up, one might hear them say, 

“I have ideas about how we could do this better” (Hall & Hord, 2006).   

That tailing up pattern was found in a cluster type that appeared in both Year 1 

and Year 2 of this study, in which the highest concerns endorsed were in the stages of 

Consequence and Refocusing.  This pattern was different than the classic resistant profile 

identified by Hall and Hord, in which teachers tended to express high Personal concerns 

along with a tailing up in Refocusing concerns.  They described that profile as a “warning 

sign” to leaders and facilitators of organizational change (Hall & Hord, 1987, p. 292).  In 

this study, the resistance pattern took a slightly different form, but may have expressed 

the same kind of warning.  In both years, for example, these clusters expressed relatively 

low ratings of the curriculum and its ability to help teachers.  Teachers within these 

clusters, because they endorsed both Consequence and Refocusing concerns, might have 

felt doubtful about whether the program was helping students and had ideas about how 

they might achieve the program’s goals through different means.   

Each year also yielded clusters unique to that point of implementation.  In Year 1, 

for example, one cluster seemed to represent teachers who were primarily concerned with 

Self concerns from the Hall and Hord model:  they responded most strongly to items 

within the Information and Personal stages.  That this cluster appeared in Year 1 but not 

Year 2 would be consistent with Hall and Hord’s developmental model, which proposes 

that earlier years of a project will be implemented by individuals who have primarily 

lower order concerns, but that those individuals’ concerns will progress to higher order 

concerns over time, given adequate support.  That prediction would also be supported by 
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the presence of a cluster profile unique to the second year of this study, in which teachers 

primarily responded strongly to items in the Management stage subscale.  Notably, 

however, this cluster is characterized by a tailing up in Refocusing stage concerns, which 

might have indicated some resistance towards the curriculum.  That idea that is supported 

by the Management cluster’s relatively low dosage rate and low ratings of the curriculum 

and how well it helped teachers and students.  Teachers within this cluster might have 

been saying:  “The demands this curriculum places on the school day concern me, and I 

have ideas about how we can do this better.”   

Two clusters that were unique to both Year 1 and Year 2 also did not commonly 

appear in Hall and Hord’s work.  The last cluster in Year 1, for example, endorsed 

relatively high concerns in both Personal and Collaboration stages.  This unique profile 

was also typified by low concerns in both Management and Consequence stage subscales, 

and a tailing down in the Refocusing stage; as a result, it likely indicated general support 

for the program (an idea consistent with their relatively high ratings of the lessons’ 

effectiveness), but perhaps also concerns about the level of support from administration 

and other teachers, as well as a wish for reassurance that the curriculum’s implementation 

would have minimal negative impact on the teachers themselves.  This cluster pattern 

reappeared to some extent in Year 2, where Consequence concerns were endorsed highly, 

in addition to Personal and Collaboration concerns.  Again, teachers within this cluster 

seemed relatively supportive of the intervention – as indicated by relatively high rates of 

dosage and strong positive ratings of the effectiveness of the lessons and their ability to 

help teachers.  Such clusters, in which both Personal- and Impact-level (other than 

Refocusing) concerns are endorsed strongly, were not specifically discussed in Hall and 
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Hord’s work.  The implications of their existence within this dataset will be explored 

further in the Discussion section. 

Cluster membership tended to vary by school, as detailed in Table 9 and Table 10.  

In Year 1, some schools were more likely to be comprised of teachers endorsing 

primarily lower order, Self concerns (e.g., School 7 and School 8), other schools were 

more likely to consist of teachers endorsing Hall and Hord’s ideal Impact concerns 

profile (e.g., School 2 and School 4), and still other schools had a predominance of 

teachers endorsing a Consequence & Refocusing pattern (e.g., School 1).  These 

differences were supported by an uncertainty coefficient of 0.30 (p = .05, meaning that 

when school was used as a predictor, variance in teacher cluster membership was reduced 

by 30 percent).  In Year 2, certain schools were more likely to consist primarily of 

individuals with Management concerns (e.g., School 7 and School 8), while others 

consisted primarily of teachers with a more resistant concerns pattern (e.g., School 4 and 

School 5).  These differences were also significant, as indicated by an uncertainty 

coefficient of 0.26 (p < .001, indicating that when school was used as a predictor, 

variance in cluster membership was reduced by 26 percent).   

A comparison of Table 9 and Table 10 provides some evidence that teacher 

concerns progressed over time at the organizational level.  School 3, for example, was 

typified by Consequence & Refocusing concerns during the first year, but by Impact 

concerns in the second.  School 7 and School 8, which were both typified by Personal 

concerns in the first year, were comprised primarily of teachers with relatively higher 

order (Impact, Consequence & Refocusing, and Self & Impact) concerns during the 

following year.  Other schools, such as School 6 and School 9, did not have a dominant 
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type of teacher concerns during the first year, but were typified by Impact concerns in the 

second year.  Such patterns in the data suggest that organizational-level factors may have 

some impact on teachers’ concerns within some schools.  

Student Outcomes by Teacher Concerns Clusters 

Students’ responses to the EQ-i:YV(s) at each of four points of assessment were 

summed within subscale and standardized according to gender and age using published 

norm tables (Bar-On & Parker, 2000)6; gain scores in the standardized subscale scores 

were completed for each year by subtracting the preassessment subscale scores from the 

postassessment subscale scores.  Missing data within a subscale was only imputed (as the 

mean of the student’s other responses to subscale items) when more than half of the items 

were completed within the subscale.  This process generated four gain scores for each 

year of the study in intrapersonal, interpersonal, stress management, and adaptability 

skills for approximately 960 students in Year 1 (range: from 953 for intrapersonal 

subscale to 964 for interpersonal scale) and approximately 1,420 students in Year 2 

(range: from 1,413 for adaptability subscale to 1,426 for interpersonal subscale).  

Approximately 700 of these students completed the EQ-i:YV(s) at all four assessment 

points.   

Teacher assessments of students on the SSRS were similarly treated, resulting in 

two gain scores for each year of the study in the areas of social skills and problem 

behaviors.  Each SSRS scale consisted of three subscales (i.e., assertiveness, cooperation, 

                                                 
6 Approximately a dozen second graders in each year of study were 6 years old at assessment; they were 
treated as being 7 years old for the purposes of standardizing EQ-i:YV(s) scores because Bar-On did not 
norm the scale with children younger than that age and it was important that they be retained in the dataset 
so it was as representative of this population as possible.  It was reasoned that these 6-year-old second 
graders were at approximately the same point developmentally as their 7-year-old classmates and their 
responses could be standardized accordingly. 
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and self-control subscales comprised the social skills scale, and hyperactivity, 

externalizing, and internalizing subscales comprised the problem behaviors scale); data 

within subscales were imputed as the mean response to all other subscale items if no 

more than one item was missing within the subscale; scale scores were only computed if 

all of their constituent subscales were present (e.g., the problem behavior subscale score 

was computed only if the hyperactivity, externalizing, and internalizing subscales were 

valid).  This process yielded gain scores for 1,045 students in Year 1 and 1,342 students 

in Year 2.  Approximately 780 students were rated by teachers at three time points.   

Not all of the students for which there were complete EQ-i:YV(s) or SSRS data 

could be included in the following analyses because of failure of teachers to return their 

SoCQs.  In Year 1, while 672 students were led by teachers whose concerns cluster 

membership could be determined, 266 were not; students whose teachers submitted 

SoCQs rated themselves as improving less on the stress management (0.19 vs. 3.61 

points, F[1, 936] = 7.45, p = 0.01) and adaptability (-0.87 vs. 2.02 points, F[1, 936] = 

4.77, p = .03) subscales of the EQ-i:YV(s) than did their peers whose teachers did not 

return the survey.  In Year 2, while 1,083 students were led by teachers who completed 

the SoCQ, 245 were not.  Teachers who did not return the survey reported that their 

students lost points on the Social Skills scale of the SSRS (-3.45 vs. 0.43, F[1, 1326] = 

9.21, p = .002) and gained points on the Problem Behavior scale (3.20 vs. 0.81, F[1, 

1326] = 5.15, p = .02) , relative to the ratings of teachers who did return the survey.  All 

other differences in ratings of student behavior between groups whose teachers did or did 

not complete the SoCQ were statistically equivalent, but caution should be exercised 

when interpreting some of the findings within the following sections because some 
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subsamples may not accurately reflect the larger population of students within this 

district.  

Both traditional – analysis of variance – and newer – hierarchical linear modeling 

– techniques were used to examine students’ gain scores over the course of the study.  

The former were conducted because of their familiarity and ease of interpretation (as well 

as their generation of effect sizes) and will be presented first in the following discussion.  

The latter were employed because they control Type I error when violations of the 

independence assumption are present (as they often are in data collected from students 

who are nested within teachers, all of whom are nested within schools); results of 

hierarchical analyses will be presented second. 

Detecting Differences Through Analysis of Variance 

There is some debate about how best to determine statistically whether and how 

groups of individuals change in different ways over time (see, for example, discussions in 

Rausch, Maxwell, & Kelley, 2003, and Weinfurt, 2000).  To begin with, gain scores were 

used as the dependent variable in all of the following analyses because they more 

parsimonious and easily interpreted than are repeated measures of each assessment point 

when the question of interest is how rates of change might vary among different groups 

(Rausch, Maxwell, & Kelly, 2003; Weinfurt, 2000).  The remaining question then was 

whether to use ANOVA or ANCOVA with pretest a covariate.  Including pretest as a 

covariate in the model uses a degree of freedom (and thus reduces the test’s power to 

detect differences), yet it can account for a significant proportion of the random 

variability in gain scores (as it did in each of the ANCOVAs reported in this study).  

Therefore, ANCOVA using pretest as a covariate usually increases a test’s power to 

 



 56

detect differences among groups in the remaining variability and has been described (in 

Weinfurt, 2000) as the test of choice in most pre-post design studies.   

However, Weinfurt noted that ANCOVA using pretest as a covariate is 

inappropriate if the study design does not involve random assignment to groups and there 

are differences among groups at pretest.  The purpose of an ANCOVA is to detect a 

difference among groups after removing the random variability due to a covariate.  When 

that variability is no longer random – because it is related to group membership – 

removing it can result in misleading conclusions.  Therefore, Weinfurt argued that 

ANOVA of gain scores is a better test in those situations as it still answers whether 

different groups have different rates of change over time, but does not force groups to be 

statistically equal on a measure on which they were unequal at the start.   

As a result, tests reported here are ANCOVAs of the gain scores using pretest as a 

covariate, unless the pretest scores differed among teacher concerns clusters, in which 

case ANOVAs on the gain scores are reported7.  Descriptive statistics of pretest scores by 

teacher concerns clusters for both years of the study, along with F-statistics for 

significant differences among group means, can be found in Table 11 and Table 12.  

Significant differences were found on the intrapersonal and interpersonal subscales of the 

EQ-i:YV(s) and the problem behavior scale of the SSRS in Year 1.  No significant 

differences among students within different teacher concerns clusters were found at 

preassessment in Year 2 of the study.  Therefore, all F-statistics reported in the following 

                                                 
7 In actuality, even some of the ANOVAs on gain scores in this study were, in fact, ANCOVAs because 
covariates such as a female gender indicator, free lunch status, and teacher dosage were entered in the 
analyses where those variables were found to account for significant variance in gain scores.  This 
discussion retained the distinction between ANOVA and ANCOVA for the sake of conceptual clarity.  In 
all cases where students’ pretest scores differed significantly among teacher concerns clusters, they were 
not entered as covariates into the analyses – whether they were ANOVAs or ANCOVAs. 
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were generated from ANCOVAs using the preassessment score as a covariate, other than 

on those three (sub)scales in Year 1.  

Year 1 Results 

Descriptive statistics for students’ gain scores on both self- and teacher-rated 

measures during Year 1 are presented in Table 13.  Most scores remained stable (or 

dropped slightly) over the course of the year.  Indeed, any change that occurred was not 

large: the most any group changed from T1 to T2 was by gaining or losing approximately 

5 or 6 points on a standardized, IQ-type scale (i.e., with a mean of 100 points and a 

standard deviation of 15 points).  An ANOVA of students’ gain scores on the 

intrapersonal subscale indicated a trend toward significant differences among teacher 

concerns clusters in students’ mean gain scores on this subscale (p = .06), but post hoc 

tests with Bonferroni correction revealed no significant differences among groups8; for 

reference, Figure 13 provides a depiction of the differences in mean gain scores on this 

measure among different teacher concerns clusters.  An ANOVA of differences among 

teacher concerns clusters on the intrapersonal subscale found yielded no significant 

effect.  ANCOVAs, using T1 scores as a covariate, of the differences among teacher 

concerns clusters in terms of mean student gain scores on stress management and 

adaptability subscales yielded no significant differences.  Table 15 provides details of the 

F-tests yielded by these analyses.  The overall implication from these tests is that, in Year 

1, differences among teachers’ concerns about the Talking with TJ program were not 

related in a significant way to how students rated their behavior. 

                                                 
8 It should be noted that, for reasons that are unknown, students with teachers who reported Self & Staff 
concerns in Year 1 rated themselves as 5 points higher in intrapersonal skills at the beginning of the year 
than did many of their peers; that the ANOVA detected a “near difference” among groups here may simply 
be an artifact of this group regressing to the mean over the course of the year – they reported a loss of 
approximately 7 points, while the mean loss for all students that year was approximately 3 points. 
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AN(C)OVAs for both SSRS scales – social skills and problem behaviors – 

yielded significant differences among teacher concerns clusters in mean gain scores over 

the course of Year 1 (again descriptive statistics and summaries of F-tests appear in Table 

13 and Table 15; graphic depictions of these differences, in order to clarify trends for the 

reader, appear in Figure 14 and Figure 15).  Teachers with primarily Self & Staff 

concerns reported that their students improved an average of 5.6 points in terms of 

cooperation, assertiveness, and self-control, while teachers in other clusters reported little 

change at all (this pattern was verified by post hoc analyses using Bonferroni correction).  

These results varied according to both gender and free lunch status; female students were 

rated, on average more than 2 points higher than their male peers on this measure, while 

each increment of socioeconomic need (as measured by none, reduced, or free lunch 

status) was related with a reduction of more than 2 points in teachers’ ratings of their 

students’ gain in social skills.  The η2 for teacher concerns clusters’ possible effect on 

student outcomes was 0.045, indicating a small effect according to Cohen’s (1977) 

guidelines.  A binomial effect size display (BESD) (calculation method from Weinfurt, 

2000) determined that teachers who reported Self & Staff concerns viewed their students 

as having improved 21 percent more over the course of the year than did teachers with 

other concerns.   

Teachers with both Consequence & Refocusing and Impact concerns reported 

increases in problem behaviors among their students (by 5.2 and 3.4 points, respectively), 

as opposed to teachers with Self & Staff concerns, who rated their students as having 

maintained their levels of problem behaviors over the course of the year.  This result 

varied with free lunch status; each increment of increased socioeconomic need was 
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associated with teachers rating the student as having gained an additional point on the 

problem behavior scale.  The η2 for the possible effect of teacher concerns cluster on 

student outcomes was 0.023, suggesting another small effect.  The BESD indicated that 

teachers who reported Impact and Consequence & Refocusing concerns viewed their 

students as increasing 15 percent more in problem behaviors over the course of the year 

than did teachers with Self & Staff concerns.  These results imply that teachers who 

reported Self & Staff concerns reported a greater increase and social skills and no 

increase in problem behaviors over the course of Year 1, while other groups saw no 

increase in social skills and some increase in problem behaviors. 

Year 2 Results 

These analyses were repeated for data from both student- and teacher-rated 

measures from the second year of the study (although there were no differences among 

teacher concerns clusters on preassessments during this year, so all F-tests were 

generated by ANCOVAs of the differences among teacher clusters in terms of students’ 

gain scores using their pretest scores as a covariate).  Descriptive statistics of student gain 

scores on these measures are presented in Table 14, while summaries of F-tests of 

differences in mean group gain scores are presented in Table 16.  Again, as with the first 

year of the study, even the largest changes in scores were small in magnitude, with the 

largest change a drop of approximately 5 points on the intrapersonal subscale of the EQ-

i:YV(s).  As with Year 1, most analyses of differences in group means on subscales of the 

EQ-i:YV(s) did not yield significant differences in Year 2; however, students in 

classrooms led by teachers expressing Management concerns rated themselves as having 

lost approximately 2 points on the adaptability measure, while students in classrooms 
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with teachers endorsing Consequence & Refocusing concerns reported having gained 

nearly 3 points on that measure (Figure 17 provides a line graph to clarify these patterns).  

This difference was confirmed as statistically significant by post hoc comparisons using 

Bonferroni correction, though the effect size was quite small (η2 = 0.008).  This suggests 

that students in classrooms led by teachers with Consequence & Refocusing concerns 

rated themselves as gaining 9 percent more in adaptability skills over their peers in 

classrooms led by teachers with primarily Management concerns.  

An ANCOVA of the gain scores on the teacher-rated measure, the SSRS, using 

pretest scores as a covariate (which were derived either from T3 ratings or T2 ratings, if 

the latter were unavailable), indicated that there were significant differences among 

student outcomes within different teacher concerns clusters on the social skills scale, and 

a trend towards significant differences on the problem behavior scale9.  Specifically, 

teachers who expressed primarily Management concerns reported a decrease of nearly 4 

points on the social skills scale in their students, in contrast to teachers expressing all 

other types of concerns that year, who either reported that students’ scores remained 

stable or increased somewhat (these differences were supported by post hoc comparisons 

using Bonferroni correction).  These results varied by gender, free lunch status, and 

dosage – in general, teachers who taught higher percentages of the TJ curriculum rated 

their students as having lost fewer social skills, and they rated their female students as 

having had less of a decrease on this subscale than their male students, and their less-

advantaged students as having lost more social skills over the course of the year than 

their more-advantaged peers.  The possible effect of teacher concerns clusters on student 

                                                 
9 The lack of significant differences here may owe, in part, to the increased random variance introduced by 
using two different teachers to conduct the pre- and postassessments for the great majority of students 
during Year 2 (whereas they were completed by a single teacher during Year 1).   
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outcomes on the social skills scale was estimated by η2 to be 0.025, which is again a 

small effect in Cohen’s classification.  This indicates that teachers endorsed primarily 

Management concerns rated their students as losing 16 percent more of their skills in 

assertion, cooperation, and self-control than did their counterparts expressing other 

concerns (Figure 18 provides a line graph to illustrate this pattern).  Although the overall 

F-test indicated a trend towards significant differences among teacher concerns clusters 

on teachers’ ratings of students’ problem behavior, there were no significant differences 

among clusters detected by post hoc comparisons using Bonferroni correction. 

Detecting Differences in Student Outcomes Using Multilevel Analyses 

Because ANOVA techniques rely on the assumption that observations are 

independent of each other, and because it is widely acknowledged that the actions of 

students within classrooms and within schools are not independent of each other (i.e., 

they are likely to be more similar than those of students chosen at random, especially 

when students within a class are rated by a single teacher), the above statistical analyses 

may have inflated the possibility of Type I error.  As a result, hierarchical, two-level 

linear modeling was used to examine how patterns in student change scores might differ 

according to class/teacher and/or school, in addition to teacher concerns clusters.  Twelve 

models were run, in total:  four for each year of the study on the change scores of the four 

subscales of the EQ-i:YV(s) and two for each year of the study on the change scores of 

the two scales of the SSRS (see Figure 4 for a depiction of the structure of these 

analyses).   

HLM first partitions the variance in students’ change scores into that related to 

school, that related to teacher, and that related to individual differences and other sources 
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of random error; it does this through the use of school and teacher indicator variables 

entered into a various levels in an unconditional model (unconditional because it uses no 

predictors related to the study hypotheses).  Variability estimates (and F-tests to 

determine whether adding conditions – or, in this case, the teacher cluster variable – to 

the model significantly reduced variability at the teacher / class level) for Year 1 are 

presented in Table 17, while variability estimates (and the associated F-tests) for Year 2 

are presented in Table 18.  In several cases variability at the school level was 0 (meaning 

there was no significant difference among students’ mean gain scores among schools), 

which invalidated the results of conditional models (as between-school variability is used 

as a denominator in the analyses); as a result, the school level was removed from those 

models, and variance was partitioned by class and random error only.  Analyses in which 

this occurred are marked accordingly in the tables. 

The intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) for school and for teacher / class10 

are also presented in Table 17 and Table 18.  Unconditional ICCs are a measure of the 

amount of variance explained by the teacher or school level, sometimes also defined as 

the extent of similarity among students’ responses within the same classroom (or school).  

Conditional ICCs are a measure of the amount of variance left unexplained at the teacher 

or school level once the teacher concerns cluster has been entered into the model; it can 

also be understood as a measure of similarity among students’ responses within classes 

that have been matched on teacher cluster.  Teacher concerns cluster was determined to 

                                                 
10 These may appear to be quite small in magnitude, but they are fairly typical for studies using gain scores 
(rather than repeated measures) in multilevel modeling.  Using gain scores increases residual variance 
(relative to using repeated measures), and that larger residual variance is used as a denominator when 
calculating the ICCs. 
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be a statistically significant predictor if it produced a large enough decrease in the 

teacher/class-level ICC from the unconditional to the conditional model.  

Dummy-coded teacher concerns cluster variables were added to the analyses to 

create 12 conditional models; the variability estimates and ICCs for these models are 

presented adjacent to the unconditional models in Table 17 and Table 18.  Covariates 

such as SES, gender, and TJ curriculum dosage were also entered in the conditional 

models if they had been found to be significantly associated with the change score in the 

AN(C)OVA procedures described above (namely, female gender was entered into the 

analyses of differences in the Interpersonal, Adaptability, and Social Skills gain scores in 

Year 1, and to the Interpersonal, Social Skills, and Problem Behavior gain scores in Year 

2; free lunch status was entered into the analyses of the Social Skills and Problem 

Behavior scales for Years 1 and 2, and dosage was entered into the analyses for Stress 

Management and Social Skills in Year 2).  In all 12 analyses, the residual variance was 

significant at the p < .05 level, indicating that there were predictors left out of the model 

that would have been helpful in explaining the differences in students’ gain scores, and in 

one model (predicting gain scores in Year 2 intrapersonal subscale of the EQ-i:YV[s]), 

the intercept (the grand mean of all gain scores on this variable) was significantly 

different at the p < .05 level from 0. This simply reflected the fact that, overall, students 

described themselves as having dropped approximately 3 points on this measure over the 

course of the year. 

Teacher cluster, along with SES, explained a significant (at the p < .05 level) 

amount of variance in mean student gain scores on the SSRS social skills scale in Year 1.  

In addition, there were tendencies towards significance (at the p < .10 level) in three other 
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models:  on the other SSRS scale (problem behavior, when SES covariate was included) 

in Year 1, and on the change scores in the EQ-i:YV(s) intrapersonal and adaptability 

subscales in Year 2.  Finally, gender as a covariate significantly accounted for some of 

the variance in change scores in the SSRS problem behavior scale in Year 2.  These 

results are explained in the following paragraphs, while their details and estimates for the 

models’ intercepts and regression weights for different teacher concerns clusters are 

summarized in Table 19.   

In Year 1, student outcomes on teacher-rated measures of change appeared to 

vary by teacher concerns cluster.  Specifically, teachers with Self & Staff concerns rated 

their students as gaining, on average, 8.86 points (about ½ of a standard deviation) on the 

social support scale, though this gain was attenuated by students’ SES.  Those with a “0” 

SES (meaning that they never applied or their application for free or reduced lunch 

services was not approved) were described by their teachers as having the highest gains, 

while each increasing unit of socioeconomic need (as measured by either reduced or free 

lunch qualification) reduced the gain by 2.2 points on the social skills scale.  Teachers 

who expressed other types of concerns rated their students as improving less, with 

teachers with primarily Self concerns reporting some improvement and teachers with 

both Consequence & Refocusing and Impact concerns reporting little or no change, along 

with decrements in behavior related to increased socioeconomic need across the board.  

These results are consistent with those from the previously reported ANCOVAs, in which 

the mean gain score of students of teachers expressing Self & Staff concerns was 

significantly higher (and, indeed, the only change in a positive direction) than all other 

group means. 
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The model of the relationship of teacher concerns clusters to change in the 

problem behavior scale of the SSRS in Year 1 also provided tentative support for the 

findings of the ANOVA results discussed previously.  Again, only teachers expressing 

Self & Support concerns reported overall decreases in problem behavior over the course 

of that academic year, while teachers expressing other kinds of concerns identified 

increases in problem behavior.  These results were again influenced across the board by 

the students’ SES, with students with less economic need improving more than their 

relatively disadvantaged counterparts.  Specifically, teachers expressing Self & Support 

concerns rated their students as having decreased 2.57 points (about 1/6 of a standard 

deviation) in terms of problem behavior over the course of the year, an improvement that 

was reduced by 1.64 points for each increment of socioeconomic need.  Teachers 

expressing Consequence & Refocusing concerns reported the highest level of increase in 

problem behavior among their students over the course of Year 1; they noticed a 2.87-

point increase in problem behavior, with additional increases according to socioeconomic 

need.   

Differences among gain scores in the teacher-rated measure were not replicated in 

Year 2 (unlike the results of the ANCOVAs reported previously, which indicated that 

teacher concerns clusters were significantly related to student gains in teacher-rated 

social skills).  As mentioned in a footnote 9, this lack of findings may accurately reflect 

an absence of differences in student change among teacher concerns clusters over the 

course of the year, or it may have occurred in part because of the increased and 

unexplainable variance introduced in the variable of interest by having two different 

teachers complete the pre- and postassessments.   
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Despite the lack of findings among teacher ratings in Year 2, differences in gain 

scores on two of the student-rated EQ-i:YV(s) subscales – intrapersonal and adaptability 

– did indicate trends towards significant relationships with teacher concerns clusters.  

Specifically, students taught by teachers reporting primarily Self & Impact and 

Consequence & Refocusing concerns described the least decrease in their intrapersonal 

skills over the course of Year 2, indicating, on average, a decrease of 1.49 and 1.36 

points, respectively. On the other hand, students in classrooms led by teachers reporting 

primarily Management and Impact concerns described the greatest decreases in 

intrapersonal skills over the course of the year, with 4.86- and 5.18- point decreases, 

respectively (these differences are illustrated in a line graph in Figure 16).  These 

differences were supported by a trend towards significance at the p < .07 level.   

Though differences among teacher concerns clusters on the intrapersonal subscale 

had not found through the ANCOVA reported previously, some support for the 

ANCOVA results was generated by the HLM of gain scores on the adaptability subscale 

of the EQ-i:YV(s) in Year 2.  Students whose teachers primarily reported Self & Impact 

and Consequence & Refocusing concerns reported gains in their adaptability scales (of 

2.74 and 2.14 points, respectively), while students in classrooms led by teachers 

expressing primarily Impact and Management concerns described themselves as either 

retaining the same skills or losing approximately 1.97 points on this subscale, 

respectively, over the course of the year.  These differences were not large enough to be 

confirmed by post hoc analyses, however. 

Two findings are of special note here, in reference to using hierarchical methods 

to analyze data gathered in schools.  First, though the differences in gain scores in Year 2 
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on the SSRS social skills scale appeared to be related to teacher concerns clusters in the 

ANCOVAs, this result was not replicated through HLM, perhaps because the 

interdependence of observations when one is using teacher ratings of student behavior 

might be expected to be quite high, and therefore the probability of Type I error might 

have been inflated significantly.  Second, the p-values for the F-tests for three of the four 

models discussed above were higher than they had been in the previously reported 

AN(C)OVAs.  This provides significant impetus for using multilevel modeling to 

examine data from schools and teachers, as the danger of inflating Type I error based on 

the non-independence of responses can clearly lead researchers to make conclusions 

incorrectly.  This may be especially true when using teacher-rated measures as outcomes. 

Changes in Teacher Concerns Over Program Implementation 

Originally questions about the developmental progression of teachers’ concerns 

over time were to be explored using latent transition analysis (LTA).  However, the 

dataset included two years of concerns cluster identification for only 29 teachers, which 

was an insufficient n for use in LTA.  Chi-square tests were then used to determine the 

probability that a teacher who reported one type of concern at one point might tend to 

report another type at another time.  However, with the small n entered into the analyses, 

many of the expected cell counts were less than 5, rendering those tests unreliable and the 

data inappropriate for that type of analysis.  Instead, and similar to the discussion above 

about patterns of teacher concerns clusters across schools, an uncertainty coefficient was 

used to examine trends in the change of teachers’ concerns over time.  It indicated a trend 

towards significance when predicting Year 2 concern clusters from Year 1 concerns 

clusters (0.20, p = .07).  This suggests that as much as 20 percent of the variance among 
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Year 2 teacher concerns cluster membership could be reduced by using teachers’ Year 1 

concerns as a predictor.  This is not a statistically significant finding and therefore should 

be treated cautiously; Table 20 provides details about how many teachers with one type 

of concern in Year 1 reported a particular type of concern in the next year of the study. 

A few patterns appeared in that data that are worth mentioning here; teachers who 

expressed Self concerns during Year 1 were most likely to express Self & Impact 

concerns in the following year, though some also expressed Consequence & Refocusing 

concerns.  Most teachers expressing Consequence & Refocusing concerns during Year 1 

expressed other kinds of concerns in the following year, though they were divided 

equally among teachers expressing Management and Impact concerns.  While half of 

those expressing Hall and Hord’s ideal Impact concerns during Year 1 continued to 

express those concerns in Year 2, the other half expressed Consequence & Refocusing 

concerns, instead.  And, finally, those teachers who expressed Self & Staff concerns (and 

who had rated their students as doing comparably well in terms of social support and 

problem behavior on the SSRS) during Year 1 later expressed Consequence & 

Refocusing, Self & Impact, and Impact Concerns in the second year.  These results 

largely do not appear to be consistent with Hall and Hord’s model of developmental 

progression of teacher concerns, though the nuances and possible implications of these 

transitions will be examined further in the Discussion. 

Identifying Potential Cumulative Effects of Teacher Concerns on Student Outcomes 

Once concerns clusters had been identified and used to examine whether different 

types of teacher concerns were related to variations in changes in student behavior over 

the course of single years, and once changes in teacher concerns clusters over time had 
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been examined, one set of analyses remained:  the examination of whether teacher 

concerns have a cumulative effect on student behavior over the course of two years. 

Creating a Cumulative Teacher Concerns Variable 

Hall and Hord’s work proposed that teachers can progress through stages of 

concern, beginning with Awareness and Information concerns, through Personal and 

Management concerns, and finally into Impact concerns such as Consequence, 

Collaboration, and, after years of implementation, Refocusing.  However, this dataset 

yielded somewhat different types of teacher profiles, in which teachers often reported 

both lower order and higher order concerns simultaneously.  The original intent of this 

study was to compare the ratings of students who had been taught by teachers with 

primarily lower order concerns to those who had been taught by teachers with primarily 

higher order concerns over the course of two years, to determine whether there were 

cumulative effects of teacher concerns over time.  However, given the more complicated 

concerns profiles of teachers in this study, that strategy no longer seemed logical, and an 

alternate one was sought.   

Teacher concerns clusters were able to be grouped into two categories within each 

year:  those whose responses to stage 6 Refocusing items were lower in intensity than 

their answers to other Impact concern items (‘tail down’), and those whose responses to 

those items were higher in intensity than their answers to other Impact concern items 

(‘tail up’)11.  This pattern, as described before in the Teacher Variables Within Systems 

Impacting Implementation and Teacher Concerns Clusters sections, is important in 

                                                 
11 While teachers who expressed primarily Self concerns in Year 1 did not endorse a Tail Up pattern (see 
Figure 5), per se, their overall lack of engagement with the program – as indicated by their lower order 
concerns, low dosage, and low ratings of the program overall – seemed to merit their inclusion in the Tail 
Up, or resistant, group for the purposes of these longitudinal analyses. 
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detecting resistance to a particular program.  As the aim of this study was to examine 

whether different types of teacher concerns were detectable in student outcomes, and 

because resistance to a curriculum seemed an important and possibly quite influential 

variable within teacher concerns, this “resistance” indicator seemed a logical place to 

begin constructing a variable that described students’ longitudinal experience of teacher 

concerns clusters. 

Therefore, students who had been taught by teachers in Year 1 with primarily Self 

and Consequence & Refocusing concerns were distinguished from those who had been 

taught that year by teachers with primarily Impact and Self & Staff concerns; similarly, 

students who had been taught in Year 2 by teachers with primarily Management and 

Consequence & Refocusing concerns were distinguished from those who were in 

classrooms led by teachers with primarily Self & Impact and Impact concerns.  A 

categorical variable was created in the dataset that identified four types of students: 1) 

those who had been taught by teachers during both years who indicated a resistant, Tails 

Up pattern in their concerns profile, 2) those who had been taught by a teacher in year 1 

who indicated resistance but in year 2 did not indicate resistance (a.k.a., Tails Up, Tails 

Down), 3) those who had been taught by a teacher in year 1 who did not indicate 

resistance but by a teacher in year 2 who did indicate resistance (a.k.a., Tails Down, Tails 

Up), and 4) those who were taught by teachers in both years who did not report any 

pattern of resistance in their concerns profile (a.k.a., Tails Down).   

Using Analysis of Variance to Detect Possible Cumulative Effect of Teacher Concerns 

This categorical variable was used as a predictor in ANOVAs or ANCOVAs 

using pretest (at T1) as a covariate and longitudinal gain scores (T4 – T1) as a dependent 
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variable.  Using longitudinal gain scores rather than repeated measures of all assessment 

points minimized the potential for missing data, which might have occurred at any of the 

four time points and eliminated a student from the analysis.  Missing data was still an 

issue, however; because this test was only able to use data from students who had 

complete assessments at both of those time points and who were in classrooms led by 

teachers who completed the SoCQ at both opportunities, many students within this 

district were left out of the following analyses.  Approximately 438 students were entered 

into the analysis of student-rated outcomes and approximately 511 students were entered 

into the analysis of teacher-rated outcomes.  Encouragingly, however, statistical 

comparisons of the means on student- and teacher-rated measures between groups of 

students who had complete data and those who had one or more teachers who did not 

submit a SoCQ indicated no significant differences.  

There was one pre-existing difference among longitudinal teacher concerns 

groups on the intrapersonal subscale of the EQ-i:YV(s).  Those in the Tails Down, Tails 

Up group rated themselves about 6 points higher on this subscale at T1 than did those in 

the Tails Up, Tails Down group (no other differences among group means on the 

intrapersonal subscale were significant at the p < .05 level).  As a result, an ANOVA on 

the change score on the intrapersonal scale of the EQ-i:YV(s) was performed rather than 

an ANCOVA using pretest as a covariate (as done previously in single-year analyses of 

gain scores; see explanation for this in Detecting Differences Through Analysis of 

Variance, above).  Descriptive statistics of longitudinal gain scores, along with 

summaries of the F-tests of group differences and their significance levels, appear in 

Table 21.  
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On the student-rated EQ-i:YV(s), there were two trends towards a significant 

relationship between students’ gain scores and the types of “tailing up” or “resistance” 

patterns in their teachers’ concerns over two years of program implementation – on the 

intrapersonal and adaptability subscales.  Specifically, there was a trend towards a 

significant difference between those students with Tails Down, Tails Up teachers and 

students in all other groups.  Post hoc analyses using the Bonferroni correction did not 

indicate any significant differences among those groups, however, and the difference 

seen in Table 21 may be an artifact of regression towards the mean – this same group at 

T1 reported a mean that was approximately 6 points higher than that of their peers – and 

this difference had simply disappeared at T4.  This pattern in the data is depicted in a line 

graph in Figure 19, with the mean gain score for students whose teacher concerns cluster 

data were missing included as a point of comparison.  

The trend towards significance in the change score on the adaptability subscale of 

the EQ-i: YV(s) may be more meaningful, although post hoc analyses using Bonferroni 

correction again detected no significant (at the p < .05 level) differences among groups.  

The results do point to a possible difference between student outcomes among Tails 

Down teachers and Tails Down, Tails Up teachers.  This is the only example of an EQ-

i:YV(s) subscale that indicated the possibly positive effects of having successive teachers 

who expressed few concerns about needing to change the program.  The data in this 

regard summarized in a line graph in Figure 20, which includes as a reference point the 

mean longitudinal gain score on the adaptability subscale for students whose teachers’ 

concerns clusters were missing. 
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The relationships between the patterns in teacher resistance to the curriculum over 

time and student outcomes were better supported on the teacher-rated SSRS.  Change 

scores on both scales – social skills and problem behaviors – were significantly related to 

the different patterns of resistance expressed by students’ teachers.  In the social skills 

scale, for example, post hoc tests relying on the Bonferroni correction indicated that 

students with Tails Down teachers were rated by their second-year teacher as having 

improved between 6.86 and 9.65 points more than their counterparts over the course of 

two years (all differences significant at p = .06 or less; this pattern is depicted in a line 

graph in Figure 21, which includes for comparison the mean gain score on the social 

skills scale of students whose teachers’ concerns data were unavailable).  The possible 

effect of longitudinal resistance patterns on teacher ratings of student behavior was small, 

with η2 of 0.035.  This indicated that the year 2 teacher whose students had been in 

classrooms led by Tails Down teachers identified a 19 percent increase in their students’ 

gains in social skills relative to their counterparts. 

Significant differences in students’ gain scores on the problem behavior scale of 

the SSRS also appeared to vary with types of teacher concerns over the course of two 

years; post hoc analyses using Tamhane’s T2 (because variance in the dependent variable 

was not equal among groups) indicated that year 2 teachers rated students who were 

taught by Tails Up, Tails Down teachers as increasing in problem behaviors by between 

6.29 and 6.97 points over two years relative to those students with Tails Up or Tails 

Down teachers.  The possible effect of longitudinal resistance patterns on teacher ratings 

of student problem behavior was small, with η2 of 0.019.  Based on the BESD, this 

indicated that the year 2 teacher whose students had been in classrooms led by Tails Up, 
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Tails Down teachers identified an increase in problem behaviors that was 14 percent 

more than year 2 teachers whose students had been in classrooms led by consistently 

Tails Up and Tails Down teachers.  Though these results are less interpretable given the 

models discussed previously, they do point to the possibility that teachers’ concerns over 

time may be related to teacher ratings of students’ problem behaviors.  These results are 

summarized in a line graph in Figure 22, which includes for comparison the mean gain 

scores in teacher ratings of the problem behavior of students whose teacher concerns data 

were unavailable.   

As demonstrated with the analysis of the single-year data, using non-hierarchical 

techniques with data gathered within schools can inflate the Type I error and lead to 

erroneous conclusions.  Caution should therefore be used when interpreting these results 

because the lack of independence of observations.  Despite this limitation, ANCOVAs 

(and one ANOVA) was used to examine these data because of the complexity of 

executing and interpreting multiple membership models; however, it is possible that the 

significant effects found here would not be replicated using those methods.   
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DISCUSSION 

Owing to the general lack of research on the relationship between teachers’ 

concerns and students’ outcomes in preventive programs, the hypotheses informing this 

study relied primarily on existing theory rather than empirical evidence.  Therefore, the 

purpose of this study – especially given its reliance on correlational data – was to explore 

whether relationships found among these variables might justify further study.  The 

analyses summarized in the Results section hint at such relationships, but perhaps more 

importantly, they bring up several important questions and issues that warrant and could 

inform additional research in this area.  The lack of simplicity and consistency among 

statistical findings merits a quick summary of the results of each study question.  These 

summaries will be followed by a discussion of issues raised for this and future research, 

drawn from the questions that remain unanswered and the limitations of the current 

study’s design. 

Summaries of Findings 

Teacher Concerns Clusters 

Cluster Analyses 

A few of the clusters determined by empirical techniques yielded concerns 

profiles that were commonly found in Hall and Hord’s work:  namely, the Self cluster in 

Year 1, the Management cluster in Year 2, and the Impact clusters in both Year 1 and 

Year 2.  Perhaps not surprisingly, however, teachers within this district comprised 

primarily of low-income students and challenging school environments also reported 

concerns profiles that were not specifically discussed in Hall and Hord’s work.  Those 

included the Self & Staff cluster in Year 1 and Self & Impact cluster in Year 2.  Within 
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Hall and Hord’s framework, individuals expressing strong Self concerns might be 

expected to implement the curriculum less effectively and therefore lead classrooms in 

which students respond in a more limited way.  That prediction was not supported by the 

analyses in this study, which indicated that, if anything, teachers expressing Self concerns 

– that were combined with Impact concerns (such as Collaboration and/or Consequence) 

and a tailing down in Refocusing concerns – reported that their students improved in 

social skills and showed no increases in problem behavior.  

Finding that the teacher concerns clusters did not comply neatly with Hall and 

Hord’s seven-stage model of concerns was not surprising.  Several researchers (Bailey & 

Palsha, 1992; Cheung et al., 2001) have failed to confirm the stage structure that Hall and 

Hord proposed in the 1970s, and have published their own alternative versions (which 

were not used here because they have not been replicated by other published studies and 

the settings in which they collected their data were quite different from that of this study).  

Further, the teachers operating within this school district operate under conditions that – 

though they may have been included in Hall and Hord’s original samples – did not 

predominate within them.  This special needs district is comprised of a student population 

who struggles with significant financial and social disadvantages.  Furthermore, staff and 

leadership turnover, frequent programming changes, failing physical plants, extensive 

standardized testing, and rigid academic curricula comprise a frequently stressful 

environment for educators.  Under these conditions, one would expect teachers’ concerns 

about a curriculum that is commonly perceived as ancillary to academic work to reflect 

their unique and challenging situation. 
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That three of the four clusters in both years of the study expressed strong concerns 

in the Impact (Consequence, Collaboration, and Refocusing) stages – whether they 

endorsed a Resistant tail up or down – again supported the idea that teachers within this 

district had concerns that were quite different than those in Hall and Hord’s studies.  Hall 

and Hord found that Impact concerns profiles were “very rare” (Hall & Hord, 2006, p. 

150), and found them only when “change truly has been treated as a process, that there 

has been a principal with an Initiator Change Facilitator Style, and that the innovation … 

was significant and matched the school’s vision well” (p. 150).  Though there may have 

been some contexts in this study in which this confluence of factors existed, it seems 

unlikely that they predominated.  Other explanations may be needed here.   

Even when teachers simultaneously expressed strong Personal concerns (as Hall 

and Hord would predict for teachers implementing an educational innovation within 

stressful, unsupportive environments), they were also clearly thinking about the effects of 

the TJ curriculum on their students.  Many explanations might account for this finding; 

perhaps the district’s special needs designation, and/or the push for results-focused and 

empirically based programs within the No Child Left Behind era has created a culture of 

critical consumerism among teachers in districts that are under the accountability 

microscope.  They might therefore be concerned about a curriculum’s demonstrated 

impact on students at a level not commonly seen 30 years ago.  That so many teachers 

expressed strong concerns about the impact of this curriculum on their students – 

regardless of whether they felt resistance towards or support for the program overall – is 

also likely a testament to their dedication to their profession and to the disadvantaged 

students and settings with whom they chose to work. 
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Also unusual in this study was the finding that many teachers (two out of four 

clusters in both years), expressed concerns about collaboration, a pattern again identified 

as relatively rare by Hall and Hord.  This finding suggests several possibilities about 

teachers within this special needs district.  It may reflect a desire for more support from 

colleagues and/or a desire to facilitate their colleagues’ use of the program.  It may also 

have arisen from how this program was framed during the program’s training sessions, in 

which interdependence among teachers and the creation of an SEL community was 

stressed as factors important to successful student outcomes in Talking with TJ.  

Regardless of the underlying reason, this finding suggests that teachers were interested in 

improving collegial efforts related this curriculum, and that they may have recognized the 

importance of having the curriculum consistently implemented throughout their 

organization.  

Developmental Progression 

It appears that most teachers’ concerns changed over the course of two years, 

though – perhaps predictably – not in the idealized way discussed in Hall and Hord’s 

work.  There was little evidence to support the idea that a teacher in this district with 

lower-level concerns in the first year (e.g., with Self concerns in Year 1) endorsed higher-

level concerns during the next year (e.g., Management or Impact concerns in Year 2).  

Instead, teachers seemed to move over the course of two years from lower order to higher 

order and from higher order to lower order concerns clusters in no systematic way.  Hall 

and Hord (2006) frequently described the developmental progression through the 

concerns stages as only likely to occur in ideal situations – “If the innovation is 

appropriate, if the leaders are initiating, and if the change process is carefully facilitated” 
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(p. 141, emphasis theirs) and over the course of 3 to 5 years.  Therefore, the seemingly 

random movement among types of concerns about the TJ curriculum may simply reflect, 

in a few of the schools, teachers’ perceptions of a lack of stability in school leadership 

and/or wavering levels of support for the program among their principals and fellow 

professionals.  More plausibly, it could result from wide variations in implementation 

levels during the first year that resulted in students with equally varying background in 

SEL principles during the second (which would have, at random, made implementation in 

the second year easier or more difficult).  More likely, however, the result may simply be 

an artifact of the relatively short (2-year) time period of this study; had the analyses 

drawn on data from a 3- to 5-year period, as typically studied by Hall and Hord, a clearer 

pattern of teachers moving from lower order to higher order concerns might have 

emerged.  In the short-term, the developmental course of teacher concerns may be more 

spiral (Kress & Elias, 2006) or characterized by “two steps forward, one step back,” 

rather than appearing as a linear, straightforward progression. 

Hall and Hord tended to find that, when ideal conditions for program 

implementation did not occur (i.e., when the program was not particularly appropriate for 

the setting, when leaders were not particularly active, and/or when change was treated as 

an event rather than a process needing significant ongoing support), teachers often were 

stymied in their developmental progression, expressing primarily Management concerns 

or even regressing into primarily Personal concerns (Hall & Hord, 2006).  Again, perhaps 

because of the short time-frame of this study, that observation was not explicitly 

supported by the data in this study – most teachers’ concerns changed over time, though 

not in a consistent way.  This has, perhaps, both positive and negative implications for 
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implementing preventive programming in struggling districts:  on one hand, teachers 

seemed not to be entrenched in their negative (or positive) views about this curriculum; 

on the other hand, the state of flux in their attitudes may reflect the challenging levels of 

adjustments and innovations they are asked to incorporate into their practice.  The often 

random longitudinal patterns in teacher concerns may also have resulted from the wide 

variation in students’ SEL skills that teachers likely encountered in the second year of the 

study.  No doubt, some teachers found most of their students well-versed in TJ principles 

and skills, had an easier time implementing the program in the second year, and their 

concerns may have reflected that – regardless of their feelings about the curriculum the 

previous year.  Other teachers may have found the majority of their students to have little, 

if any, foundation in SEL skills and strategies, have experienced more difficulty and 

challenge in implementing the program, and therefore have concerns that reflected that 

situation, regardless of how they had felt about the TJ program the year before.  These 

possibilities suggest that future studies might explore the effects of students’ responses to 

the curriculum and their SEL skills on teacher concerns, which may be as important a 

process in implementation as the effect of teacher concerns on students’ outcomes. 

There was some suggestion within the data that the developmental progression 

through the stages might happen on an organizational, rather than teacher, level.  In 

School 7 and School 8, for example, while most teachers in Year 1 expressed Self 

concerns, they tended to express Management or Impact concerns in Year 2, thereby 

demonstrating a progression towards higher-level concerns over time.  This finding needs 

further exploration, however, as this pattern only occurred in two schools.  It is also not 

immediately clear why there would be progression through the stages on an 
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organizational rather than individual level, though the finding that some schools were 

comprised primarily of teachers endorsing a particular concerns profile may support ideas 

about the influence of institutions and leadership their constituents’ perception of a 

curriculum. 

Relationship Between Student Outcomes and Teacher Concerns Clusters 

Single-year Analyses 

Based on the theoretical models discussed in the introduction to this study, it was 

proposed that students in classes led by teachers with higher order (i.e., Impact) concerns 

would make more gains in SEL skills than their peers in classrooms led by teachers with 

lower order or resistance (i.e., Self, Management, Refocusing) concerns, because, 

presumably, teachers with the former type of concerns would deliver the curriculum in a 

way that would allow the mechanisms of change specified in the Causative Theory to 

work.  This expected pattern was, to a great extent, not supported by this dataset. 

In the majority of analyses, a significant relationship between teacher concerns 

and measures of SEL skill gain was not found.  The sole exception to this rule in the 

HLM analyses occurred in the model of gain scores on the teacher-rated measure of 

social skills during Year 1, in which teachers who expressed Self & Staff concerns rated 

their students as having gained social skills such as assertion, cooperation, and self-

control over the course of the year (as opposed to teachers with other types of concerns, 

who reported little change in their students in these domains).  Given the resilience of 

HLM analyses to interdependence of observations within schools and teachers, this result 

can be viewed as accurately representing patterns of student behavior change in this 

dataset.  The meaning of this result is not entirely clear, given the theoretical framework 
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of this study.  It brings up questions about why certain teachers, who expressed concerns 

about how the curriculum will affect their personal teaching and professional status and 

about collaborating with other staff members, reported the most change in their students’ 

social skills over the course of the first year of this study.  This result are unlikely to be 

explained by a particular type of school climate, as teachers expressing Self & Staff 

concerns were in almost every school in the district, and there were never more than two 

teachers with these concerns in any given school.   

The result raises the possibility that, within high-risk districts, effective teachers 

of SEL may be those who focus on self-care and on reaching out for support from (and 

giving support to) other teachers.  Given some of the most basic premises of SEL 

programming – that one identifies and regulates one’s own emotional state, and that 

social relationships are crucial to most forms of success in the academic, social, and 

professional domains – it may be that the SEL program was particularly resonant with 

these teachers’ perspective.  This match may have enhanced their teaching of this 

curriculum, and thereby, resulted in improved student outcomes, a conclusion that would 

agree with the findings of Han and Weiss’s (2005) exploration of teacher-executed 

mental health programs.  This explanation is clearly speculative within this context, 

however, and needs further empirical support.  It does bring up questions about the match 

of teachers’ personal choices to their professional responsibilities, and the synergy that 

may be found therein. 

Other trends in the relationship between teacher concerns clusters and student 

outcomes are tentative, at best, but point to questions that may be explored in future 

studies.  Analyses of variance and covariance yielded significant differences among 
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teacher concerns clusters in students’ self-rated gains in intrapersonal and adaptability 

skills, and in teacher-rated gains in both social skills and problem behaviors.  These 

patterns were somewhat supported by HLM analyses that yielded trends towards 

significant differences among teacher concerns clusters in students’ gain scores in 

problem behavior and adaptability and intrapersonal skills.  In Year 1, for example, 

teachers who expressed primarily Self & Staff Concerns, in addition to rating their 

students as having made gains in social skills, appeared to be the only teachers to 

describe their students as having remained consistent in their level of problem behavior 

rather than acquiring new internalizing, externalizing, and hyperactivity behaviors over 

the course of the year (teachers with other types of concerns seemed to report increases in 

these behaviors among their students).   

Students whose teachers reported either primarily Impact or Management 

concerns tended to describe themselves as losing more ground in their intrapersonal and 

adaptability skills over the course of the second year of this study, when compared to 

their peers in classes led by teachers with Self & Impact or Consequence & Refocusing 

concerns.  This pattern supports the hypothesis in some respects – it does not seem 

unreasonable that students in classrooms led by teachers expressing primarily 

Management concerns might lose ground on skills targeted by the curriculum, but that 

students in classrooms with teachers expressing Hall and Hord’s ideal Impact concerns 

also described themselves as losing ground over the course of the year is inconsistent 

with what was predicted.  Interestingly, that pattern was belied to some extent by teacher 

ratings of students’ social skills:  while teachers with Management concerns rated their 

students as losing social skills over the course of that year (which would generally agree 
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with the students’ ratings of their behavior that year), all other teachers (including those 

in the Impact concerns cluster) reported that their students retained or gained skills in that 

domain.  In other words, although students in classes with teachers expressing primarily 

Impact concerns rated themselves as losing skills (in the intrapersonal and adaptability 

domains), their teachers rated them as having retained the skills (in the domains of self-

control, cooperation, and assertion) they had at preassessment.  

Though there were some significant relationships found among different types of 

teacher concerns and student outcomes, it appears that neither lower order concerns (such 

as those about the effects of the curriculum on the teacher him/herself) nor Consequence 

& Refocusing concerns were consistently related with poorer student outcomes than other 

types of concerns, though there was some evidence to suggest that students in classrooms 

led by teachers with primarily Management concerns might not reap as many benefits 

from the curriculum.  In this study, teachers who expressed Self concerns in combination 

with higher order concerns (such as Impact or Collaboration) noticed significant gains in 

their students’ social skills.   

Longitudinal Analyses 

There were some significant differences among the different trajectories of 

“Resistance Tails” in teachers’ ratings of students’ social skills and problem behavior 

change over two years.  Those students who were members of classes led by teachers 

who reported Tails Down for both years were rated by their Year 2 teacher as having 

made significant improvements in social skills, when compared to students rated by other 

teachers.  At the same time, students within both the solely Tails Up or solely Tails Down 

trajectories were rated by their Year 2 teachers as having maintained their problem 
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behavior levels, rather than increasing those levels (as occurred in Year 2 teacher ratings 

of students in the Tails Up, Tails Down group).   

These results must be interpreted cautiously because they are based on traditional 

analysis of variance and covariance techniques that rely on assumptions of independence 

of observations, and the risk of Type I error may be higher than indicated by the p-values.  

However, the idea that students with two consecutive tails down teachers would show 

improvements in social skills and a maintenance (rather than increase) in problem 

behaviors relative to most of their peers is consistent with this study’s hypothesis that 

certain types of teacher concerns may have a cumulative – and, in this case, positive – 

effect on student outcomes.  This finding may have been the result of a process whereby 

solid grounding in SEL learning from one year can be capitalized on the following year – 

while teachers in other classrooms (who are teaching children who had a less solid 

foundation, or who are resistant to the program themselves) may not be able to tap into 

the synergy of starting out with a classroom of students who have a basic understanding 

of SEL principles.   

That 60 percent of these Tails Down students were from two schools, School 6 

and School 9, and another 25 percent of this group attended School 2 and School 10, 

raises important questions about the effects of school context on this process.  It seems 

unlikely that teachers alone are responsible for the gains among this group of students.  

The data in Table 9 and Table 10 indicate that School 6 and School 9 were the only two 

schools to have a majority of teachers who endorsed Tails Down concerns in both Year 1 

and Year 2, raising the possibility that these were schools in which leaders were actively 

facilitating the TJ program and the school climates were less conducive to Refocusing 
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concerns than others.  It is possible to imagine, for example, how easily resistant 

concerns about an intervention can spread and grow within a context where the majority 

of teachers have such concerns; such attitudes and feelings might be casually discussed 

among colleagues and formally introduced in meetings when they are seen to reflect the 

“general opinion.”  On the other hand, in a school where the majority of teachers are 

mostly supportive of the curriculum, the atmosphere would be less responsive to 

individuals expressing resistant concerns, and the formal response to those kinds of 

feelings and attitudes might be to facilitate implementation.  The possibly cumulative 

effect of Tails Down teacher concerns may therefore rely not only on the classroom 

context, but also a wider school environment that is supportive of the intervention and 

enhances the program’s effects on students.  Such a conclusion is consistent with SEL 

causative and prescriptive theory, but clearly needs further exploration and empirical 

support. 

Implications and Directions for Future Study 

The implications of this study draw more from what was not found than what was 

found in the data, as the few significant findings were inconsistent across years and 

sometimes difficult to explain given the theoretical framework of this project.  

Specifically, the findings that teachers’ concerns did not generally follow a progression 

through Hall and Hord’s stages, that lower order and even resistant concerns were not 

consistently related to detriments in student outcomes, and that the evidence for the 

positive impact of one or even two years of higher order concerns was tentative, at best, 

point to several important issues and directions for future research. 

 



 87

Understanding Teacher Concerns within Challenging Environments 

 As mentioned previously, though some clusters’ concerns profiles corresponded 

to common profiles discussed by Hall and Hord, others seemed unusual.  Furthermore, 

one of those atypical clusters was related to significant gains in students’ social skills 

(according to teachers), and the expected pattern of lower order concerns being related to 

poorer student outcomes (and higher order concerns being related to improved student 

outcomes) was generally not supported by this data.  It is difficult to explain this pattern 

of results, but it does raise the possibility that important variables to the constructs 

explored here were left unmeasured or were measured inaccurately.  Specifically, though 

the additional attitudinal ratings and dosage variables available in this study helped to 

shed some light on the characteristics of teachers within the concerns clusters with 

unusual profiles, it became apparent through the analyses that either teachers’ attitudes 

about, perceptions of, and perceived ability to carry out the intervention are mostly 

irrelevant to students’ outcomes, or that the SoCQ did not accurately measure those 

thoughts and feelings or only measured a proportion of the important thoughts and 

feelings in this domain.   

 The findings of this study suggest that teachers’ concerns – as measured by the 

SoCQ – about preventive interventions within disadvantaged school districts, may take 

forms uncommonly found elsewhere.  Because teachers’ concerns have been found 

generally to correspond to their implementation of a curriculum (Hall & Hord, 2006), 

there is still impetus for better understanding their concerns within this context.  

Therefore, significant work needs to be conducted to determine the important variables 

impacting teachers’ attitudes towards, perceptions of, and perceived ability to carry out 
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innovations, as well as other variables that impact their ability to carry out preventive 

intervention work.  In addition to the existing items on the SoCQ, these variables might 

include, for example, the number of years they have spent in the district (and/or school), 

the fidelity with which they implemented the program within their classroom, and their 

perception of school climate and support from administration and colleagues.   

Without measuring these additional variables, it was difficult in this study to 

determine the characteristics of teachers expressing atypical concerns profiles; with them, 

more a more accurate understanding of the implementation processes could have been 

generated.  These additional variables might have helped explain, for example, why the 

Consequence & Refocusing profiles identified in this study were not related to 

decrements in students’ outcomes.  It may be that teachers implementing preventive 

programming in these districts who express strong Consequence and Refocusing 

concerns are not less likely to implement the program well, but are, instead, distinguished 

from those expressing an ideal Impact concerns profile only by their strong desire to do 

something about their concerns (as argued by Bailey & Palsha, 1992, in their study of the 

concerns of clinicians learning a new intervention for working with at-risk families with 

new infants).  That might help to explain why students with teachers expressing 

Consequence & Refocusing concerns, in some analyses, seemed to have better outcomes 

than some of their peers.   

Future studies of teacher concerns and student outcomes in preventive 

interventions, therefore, should not assume that the SoCQ is a thorough measure of the 

relevant educator attitudinal variables related to program implementation and student 

response.  Referring back to the Greenberg et al. model may aid in the selection of 
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variables assessed in future studies; for example, the study might incorporate other 

measures of implementer readiness, the quantity/quality/fidelity of program delivery, and 

implementer characteristics such as the amount of time spent in the school or district, 

their ethnic or socioeconomic status relative to their students, match of their own outlook 

on social and emotional management to SEL program principles, and their perceptions of 

student, peer, administrative, and community support for the program.  Measuring such 

variables would yield a more complete understanding of the teacher’s role in facilitating 

student change through SEL program implementation. 

Researchers – especially those operating in a challenging educational context – 

who plan to use the SoCQ as a measure of teacher concerns should also conduct their 

own psychometric analyses of the instrument (provided the sample of teachers is 

sufficiently large).  Part of the difficulty in identifying the relationships between student 

behavior change and teacher concerns in this particular study may have arisen because 

SoCQ items would not have clustered together in this sample as they did in the samples 

Hall and Hord used to validate the instrument in the 1970s.  Psychometric analyses might 

have revealed different clusters of SoCQ items in this low-income, highly challenging 

environment, and these new stages of concern might have more accurately described the 

teachers in this sample.  Concerns clusters based on these unique stages may have been 

found more reliably to predict differences in students’ outcomes in the TJ curriculum, 

than did the clusters based on Hall and Hord’s original psychometric analyses. 

Measuring Student Behavior Change in Preventive Programs 

 Most significant findings in this study arose in analyses of teacher concerns 

clusters and teacher ratings of student behavior rather than students’ ratings of their own 
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change.  One way to interpret these findings is that teachers with certain profiles of 

concerns about a program are more likely to look for certain kinds of change within their 

students because they are supportive (or not supportive) of the intervention.  Another way 

to interpret these findings is that students are less adept at noticing and reporting on their 

prosocial and SEL tendencies than are teachers.  Looking at items on the EQ-i:YV(s), for 

example, one might be struck by how difficult it might be for children – and especially 

young children of age 6 through 8, for example – to notice and report changes in 

frequency on the behaviors covered.  Their feelings might have to change quite 

significantly in order for them to notice that they “get angry” or “upset” less easily, or are 

more likely to feel bad when other people’s feelings are hurt. 

 Indeed, there is considerable debate over the validity of self-report measures of 

social and emotional skills – even for adults.  In two studies, Brackett and his colleagues 

found little agreement between self-rated and performance measures of emotional 

intelligence tasks in studies of predominantly Caucasian college students (Brackett & 

Mayer, 2003; Brackett, Rivers, Shiffman, Lerner, & Salovey, 2006).  Significant 

differences between demographic characteristics of those samples and the one in this 

study notwithstanding, the data they presented argued that self-report measures of social 

and emotional skills may be inaccurate because people have limited ability to rate their 

social and emotional skills.  However, other reasons for the lack of agreement in those 

studies are notable, including that the self-rated and performance measures assessed 

completely different constructs within emotional intelligence (Brackett & Mayer, 2003) 

and a tendency of the self-report measures to ask about social and emotional skills rather 
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than about their actual use (as would be assessed by a performance measure; Brackett et 

al., 2006). 

 In any case, the discrepancies in the number of significant findings on teacher- 

versus student-rated measures of behavior change bring up important issues about 

measuring change in SEL programs.  As in many types of studies, it may be particularly 

important in SEL programs with young children to assess behavior change through 

neutral observers, and compare those assessments with those of teachers and students.  

This may help ensure that teachers do not overestimate change (they may generally report 

an increase in problem behavior over the course of the year because they have had simply 

more time to observe internalizing, externalizing, and hyperactive behavior among their 

students, or may report an increase in social skills because they have worked hard to 

deliver the SEL curriculum) and that students do not underestimate change (by failing to 

notice when their behavior has improved).   

Maximizing External Validity 

 Implementation studies are particularly important because they are conducted in 

real-world settings and their results can be extrapolated to school districts facing real-

world challenges.  It is therefore important that the methods used in designing and 

analyzing the data from implementation studies focus on maximizing external validity, 

and several findings from this study inform how future research can achieve this aim.   

First, the clear tendency for HLM to be a more conservative test of differences 

among student outcomes by teacher concerns clusters than the ANOVA / ANCOVA 

techniques was of particular note within this study.  It serves as a caveat emptor to those 

relying on the outcomes of school-based research that employs traditional analysis of 
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variance techniques.  Though the variability attributable to school-level effects was quite 

low in this study, there was significant variability in student outcomes attributable to the 

class / teacher, and this resulted in an underestimation of the probability of Type 1 error 

in the analyses of variance.  Ongoing and future studies gathering data from schools 

would be of most service to their audience if they employed multilevel modeling 

techniques, thereby ensuring that their conclusions are likely to apply to the larger 

population. 

 Another statistical issue in this study that possibly impacted its external validity 

was the missing data that arose when examining questions related to both students and 

their teachers simultaneously.  This dataset, despite drawing from two (in Year 1) or three 

(in Year 2) grades from an entire district over the course of two years, lacked the number 

of teachers necessary to examine whether there were longitudinal trends in teachers’ 

expression of concerns.  Further, because teacher variables distinguished the groups of 

students from each other, when a teacher failed to return his/her SoCQ, a significant 

amount of student data had to be left out of the analyses.  Though this did not appear to 

be problematic in the analysis of the longitudinal effects of resistance patterns in teacher 

concerns (in that there were no systematic differences in gain scores between students 

whose teachers returned the survey and those who did not), there were significant 

differences between students whose teachers returned the SoCQ and those whose 

teachers did not on both measures of student- and teacher-rated change in the subsamples 

used in the Year 1 and Year 2 analyses.  Future studies that seek to examine issues of 

teachers’ attitudes and student outcomes simultaneously and over time would be well-
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advised to be particularly attentive to how dramatically and rapidly missing data can 

accumulate due to the normal process of attrition and failure to return surveys.   

 This study also generated some questions about how best to classify teachers’ 

concerns in a way that would generalize to a larger population.  The technique used here 

– cluster analysis relying on the original Hall and Hord subscales – may not have been 

the one that was best able to detect differences in student outcomes or that was most 

representative of teachers’ concerns about preventive interventions within special needs 

districts.  Future studies, for example, might be better advised to conduct their own 

psychometric analyses of the SoCQ data they have gathered in order to determine the 

subscales most relevant to their own dataset, and to conduct the cluster analyses based on 

those subscales.  That may ensure that the teacher concerns clusters profiles accurately 

reflect those of a sample of teachers who are contemporaries of today’s educators and 

likely face more similar types of demands and students than those faced by teachers 30 

years ago. 

 In the real world, SEL and other preventive programs are implemented over time 

– in part because it takes significant dedication and practice to achieve fluent delivery and 

in part because they are intended to have cumulative effects on students over the course 

of their development.  In this regard, future studies in this area might take a few lessons 

from the current work.  First, in the single-year analyses of the relationship between 

teacher concerns clusters and student outcomes, students who had at least one year of 

exposure to the curriculum previously were not analyzed separately from those who were 

new to the program, and student attendance was not a variable entered into these 

analyses.  The causative and prescriptive theories underlying SEL programming make a 
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strong argument that students with different levels of exposure to the programming would 

not be equivalent, so future studies should – at the very least – plan include these 

variables in their analyses.   

Further, future studies should note that not all domains of SEL skills may be 

expected to change at the same pace, and some might take several years to respond to the 

curriculum and to be detectable to the students themselves.  While there is some 

indication that some skills– namely, cooperation, assertion, and self control – and 

problem behaviors – namely, externalizing, internalizing, and hyperactivity – may be 

amenable to change during the period of a year, other skills (namely, interpersonal and 

stress management) did not seem as responsive to possible differences curriculum 

implementation.  The EQ-i:YV(s) scales on which there were even trends towards 

relationships between student outcomes and different teacher concerns clusters were 

those assessing intrapersonal and adaptability skills.  The former primarily asked students 

to rate the ease with which they could open up to other people, and the later asked them 

to comment on their ability to solve problems and answer questions creatively.  

Assuming these results are supported by further studies, it may be possible that these 

kinds of skills are the most amenable to relatively short-term change, while interpersonal 

(caring about other people) and stress management (including anger management) skills 

may take longer or may be harder for students to detect in themselves.  Studies that 

account for this in their hypotheses will be of more use to their audience than will those 

that propose that all domains of SEL skills are likely to change at the same rate and 

within the same timeframe. 
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Generating More Questions than Answers 

This study’s aim was to begin the exploration of one aspect of preventive program 

implementation – teachers’ concerns – and its relationships to student outcomes in an 

attempt to understand better one element of the complex process of organizational and 

individual change.  Because results were inconsistent and tentative, at best, very little was 

found that would strongly support (or not support) the underlying causative and 

prescriptive theories discussed in the introduction to this paper.   

At the same time, some illumination was cast on how best to study the myriad 

processes involved in program implementation.  Indeed, in many respects, the most 

useful outcome of this study was the implication that the field knows less than previously 

assumed about the mechanisms of change in preventive interventions implemented in 

school districts comprised of disadvantaged students.  Even a relatively common finding 

in other studies – that program dosage accounts for a significant amount of variance in 

student gain scores – was confirmed in only two of the numerous analyses within this 

study.  Ultimately, it is clear that, although teachers concerns could play an important 

role in program implementation and thereby influence students’ outcomes, there are 

many more questions to be answered before there is a solid understanding of what form 

those concerns take and the routes through which they exert their effects.   
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Table 1.  

Overview of Stages of Concern 

Fuller category Hall & Hord stage Concern or question

Unrelated 0     Awareness Unconcerned with innovation 

1     Informational ‘What is this program?’ 

Self 

2     Personal ‘What will this program require of me?’ 

Task 3     Management ‘How will I incorporate this into my practice?’ 

4     Consequence ‘What effect is this program having on students?’

5     Collaboration ‘Would it be better if I worked with others on 

this?’ 
Impact 

6     Refocusing ‘How can I improve this program?’ 

 

 



 97

Table 2.  

“Talking with TJ” Lessons and Focal Skills (Second Grade) 

Unit Power Phrase Teamwork Tips

What’s the Plan? 

(Group planning and 

Problem solving) 

“Can we do it? Yes, we can! 

First, we have to make a 

plan!” 

Take turns talking. 

Keep trying. 

Do your part. 

Pre-lesson: Sorting game 

Lesson 1: Warm-up/TJ intro; Video; Discussion; Puzzle activity 

Lesson 2: Party planning; Saying the power phrase 

Lesson 3: ‘Baseball Boo Boo’ activity 

Lesson 4: Reading TJ Comic; Reviewing power phrase and teamwork tips; Signing 

power phrase poster 

All together now! 

(Appreciating differences) 

“Everything is better when 

we do it together!” 

Smile and say, “Hi!” 

Don’t hurt feelings. 

Invite others to join in. 
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Table 2. (Continued) 

Unit Power Phrase Teamwork Tips

Lesson 5: Warm-up/Review; Blue-Green word play; Video; Discussion 

Lesson 6: What matters is on the Inside 

Lesson 7: ‘Number cheers’ activity 

Lesson 8: Reading TJ Comic; Reviewing power phrase and teamwork tips; Signing 

power phrase poster 

Team Spirit! 

(Cooperative team play) 

“Satisfaction guaranteed, 

when we help our team 

succeed!” 

Help your teammates. 

Say, “You an do it!” 

Say, “Nice job!” 

Lesson 9: Warm-up/Review; Video; ‘Car Wash’ game; Discussion 

Lesson 10: ‘Calling TJ’ activity 

Lesson 11: ‘Put-up Flower’ game 

Lesson 12: Reading TJ Comic; Reviewing power phrase and teamwork tips; Signing 

power phrase poster 

Being a Good Team Member

Lesson 13: Review of power phrases and teamwork tips; ‘Giving Your Best’ activity 

Lesson 14: ‘Being a Team Member’ activity 

Lesson 15: ‘Strengths and Things to Improve on’ activity 

Lesson 16: Wacky Olympics; Reviewing TJ teamwork and power phrases 
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Table 3.  

“Talking with TJ” Lessons and Focal Skills (Third Grade) 

Unit Power Phrase Teamwork Tips

What’s the Plan? 

(Respect for others) 

“Can we do it? Yes, we can! 

First, we have to make a 

plan!” 

Take turns talking. 

Keep trying. 

Do your part. 

Pre-lesson: Coloring activity; Video introduction 

Lesson 1: Warm-up/TJ intro; Video; Respect discussion 

Lesson 2: ‘Speaker power’ activity (‘Learning to listen’ activity) 

Lesson 3: ‘Thank you’ game (‘Being helpful’ activity)

Lesson 4: Reading TJ Comic; Reviewing power phrase and teamwork tips; Signing 

power phrase poster; Unit review 

All together now! 

(Self-awareness & 

Individual differences) 

“Everything is better when 

we do it together!” 

Smile and say, “Hi!” 

Don’t hurt feelings. 

Invite others to join in. 
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Table 3. (Continued) 

Unit Power Phrase Teamwork Tips

Lesson 5: Warm-up/Review; Video; Discussion 

Lesson 6: ‘We are the same and we are different’ activity 

Lesson 7: ‘Inside and outside differences’ activity 

Lesson 8: Reading TJ Comic; Reviewing power phrase and teamwork tips; Signing 

power phrase poster; Unit review 

Team Spirit! 

(Friendship) 

“Satisfaction guaranteed, 

when we help our team 

succeed!” 

Help your teammates. 

Say, “You an do it!” 

Say, “Nice job!” 

Lesson 9: Warm-up/Review; Video; Discussion; ‘Friendship’ activity 

Lesson 10: ‘Sharing scenarios’ activity 

Lesson 11: ‘Trusting friends’ activity 

Lesson 12: Reading TJ Comic; Reviewing power phrase and teamwork tips; Signing 

power phrase poster; Unit review 
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Table 3. (Continued) 

Unit Power Phrase Teamwork Tips

Teamwork Involves Cooperation and Honesty
 

Lesson 13: ‘Honesty makes teams strong’ activity (moved to Lesson 16 in 2001–2002 

school year); Practice working cooperatively; ‘Lessons from the geese’ or 

‘Human knot’ activities; Hassle log discussion 

Lesson 14: ‘Puppet making’ activity; Conflict discussion 

Lesson 15: ‘When purple meets green’ activity 

Lesson 16: Review TJ teamwork tips and power phrases; Previous lessons review 

Previewing conflict resolution & Wrapping up teamwork (2001–2002 school year only) 

Lesson 17: ‘Practicing cooperation’ activity 

Lesson 18: ‘Conflicts that happen in a day’ activity 

Lesson 19: ‘Resolving Alexander’s conflicts’ activity 

Lesson 20: Creating power phrase posters 

Note. Additions to curriculum during second year of study are underlined. 
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Table 4.  

”Talking with TJ” Lessons and Focal Skills (Fourth Grade) 

Unit Power Phrase Troublestoppers

Preparing the class
  

Lesson 1:  Introduction to TJ techniques (‘Speaker power,’ ‘Listening position,’ and 

‘Sharing circles’) 

Lesson 2:  Introduction to TJ; Video; ‘TJ Says’ game 

Keep Your Cool! 

(Managing conflict) 

“Keep your cool!” Calm Down 

Say, “Let’s work this out” 

Walk Away 

Ask for Help 

Lesson 1: Video; Discussion 

Lesson 2: ‘Troublestoppers freeze frame’ activity & discussion 

Lesson 3: ‘Troublestoppers freeze frame’ activity & discussion with troublestoppers 

application 

Lesson 4: TJ Comic reading; Reviewing power phrase and troublestoppers; Signing 

power phrase poster; Unit review 
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Table 4. (Continued) 

Unit Power Phrase Teamwork Tips

Take a New Look! 

(Perspective taking) 

“Take a new look” Say, “Here’s how I see it” 

Say, “How do you see it?” 

Show you’re listening 

Lesson 5: Video; ‘Troublebugs’ Discussion 

Lesson 6: ‘Footprints’ activity (Troublestopper rehearsal) 

Lesson 7: ‘Instrument’ activity (generating Win-Win solutions 

Lesson 8: TJ Comic reading; Reviewing power phrase and troublestoppers; Signing 

power phrase poster; Unit review 

Say the Right Thing! “Say the right thing!” Use friendly words 

Work out a win-win 

Lesson 9: Video; Discussion; ‘Friendly Word Fix-up’ activity 

Lesson 10: ‘Survey Says’ activity; Troublestoppers presentation 

Lesson 11: Freeze frame activity (troublestoppers application) 

Lesson 12: TJ Comic reading; Reviewing power phrase and troublestoppers; Signing 

power phrase poster; Unit review 
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Table 4. (Continued)  

Unit Power Phrase Teamwork Tips

Reviewing all Troublestoppers

Lesson 13: ‘Multiple Solutions’ story activity 

Lesson 14: ‘Common student problems’ activity; Discussion 

Lesson 15: ‘Different solutions have different consequences’ activity 

Lesson 16: ‘It’s important to have a Plan B’ activity; Reviewing power phrase and 

troublestoppers 

Applying TJ Skills to Health, Safety, & Social Issues

Lesson 17: Social action activity / Advertisements (part A) 

Lesson 18: Social action activity / Advertisements (part B) 

Lesson 19: TJ skills for drug resistance (‘The Slumber Party’) 

Lesson 20: ‘Hassle logs’ activity 

Lesson 21: ‘Using TJ to confront bias’ activity (‘Accepting People who are 

Different’) 

Lesson 22: ‘Why frog and snake don’t play together’ activity 

Lesson 23: ‘When to ask for help’ activity 
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Table 5.  

EQ-i:YV(s) Items by Subscale 

Subscale Item 

Intrapersonal 

It’s hard to talk about my feelings. 

It’s easy to tell people how I feel. 

It’s easy for me to tell people what I feel. 

I have trouble telling other people about my feelings. 

I can talk easily about my feelings. 

I can easily describe my feelings. 

Interpersonal 

I care what happens to other people. 

I like doing things for others. 

I feel bad when other people have their feelings hurt. 

I can tell when one of my close friends is unhappy. 

I know when people are upset, even when they say nothing. 

I am able to respect others. 
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Table 5. (Continued) 

Subscale Item 

Stress 

Management 

I get angry easily. 

I get upset easily. 

When I get angry, I act without thinking. 

I get too upset about things. 

I fight with people. 

I have a temper. 

Adaptability 

I can understand hard questions. 

I can come up with good answers to hard questions. 

I can come up with many ways to answering a hard question 

when I want to. 

I can easily use different ways of solving problems. 

When answering hard questions, I try to think of many 

solutions. 

I am good at solving problems. 

 

 



 107

Table 6.  

SSRS Items by Scales and Subscales 

Subscale Item 

Social Skills Scale 

Assertion 

Volunteers to help peers with classroom tasks. 

Says nice things about himself or herself when appropriate. 

Invites others to join in activities. 

Initiates conversations with peers. 

Self-Control 

Controls temper in conflict situations with peers. 

Responds appropriately when pushed or hit by other children.

Compromises in conflict situations by changing own ideas to 

reach agreement. 

Controls temper in conflict situations with adults. 

Cooperates with peer without prompting. 

Cooperation 

Ignores peer distractions when doing class work. 

Attends to your instructions.  

Finishes class assignments within time limits. 

Puts work materials or school property away. 
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Table 6. (Continued) 

Subscale Item 

Problem Behavior Scale 

Externalizing 

Fights with others. 

Threatens or bullies others. 

Talks back to adults when corrected. 

Gets angry easily. 
 

Internalizing 

Has low self-esteem. 

Appears lonely. 

Shows anxiety about being with a group of children. 

Acts sad or depressed. 

Hyperactivity 

Is easily distracted. 

Interrupts conversations of others. 

Disturbs ongoing activities. 

Fidgets or moves excessively. 
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Table 7.  

SoCQ Items by Subscales  

Stage Items 

I don’t even know what the innovation is. Stage 0 

Awareness I am not concerned about this innovation. 

I have a very limited knowledge about the innovation. Stage 1 

Information I would like to know what the use of the innovation will require in the 

immediate future. 

I would like to know the effect of reorganization on my professional 

status. 

I would like to know who will make the decisions in the new system. 

I would like to know how my teaching or administration is supposed 

to change. 

Stage 2 

Personal 

I would like to have more information on time and energy 

commitments required by this innovation. 
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Table7. (Continued) 

Stage Items 

I am concerned about conflict between my interests and my 

responsibilities. 

I am concerned about my inability to manage all the innovation 

requires. 

I am concerned about time spent working with nonacademic problems 

related to this innovation. 

Stage 3 

Management 

Coordination of tasks and people is taking too much of my time. 

I am concerned about students’ attitudes toward this innovation 

I am concerned about how the innovation affects students. 

I am concerned about evaluating my impact on students. 

Stage 4 

Consequence 

I would like to use feedback from students to change the program. 

I would like to help other faculty in their use of the innovation. 

I would like to develop working relationships with both our faculty 

and outside faculty using this innovation. 

I would like to familiarize other departments or persons with the 

progress of this new approach. 

Stage 5 

Collaboration 

I would like to know what other faculty are doing in this area. 
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Table 7. (Continued) 

Stage Items 

I now know of some other approaches that might work better. 

I am concerned about revising my use of the innovation. 

I would like to revise the innovation’s instructional approach. 

Stage 6 

Refocusing 

I would like to modify our use of the innovation based on the 

experiences of our students. 

 
 

 



 

Table 8.  

Teacher Concerns Clusters and Associated Characteristics, Year 1 and Year 2 
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Year 1 

1 3.0* 2.9 2.0*       2.6* 1.6* 1.6* 57* 3.0* 3.6 2.0* 2.0 1.9 Self Concerns NA

2 1.7*   2.6 2.4* 3.5*  2.0* 2.8* 72* 2.6*      3.3 2.0* 2.4 1.7 Cons. & Ref. Concerns Up

3  1.9* 2.2 1.9* 3.9* 3.2* 2.3* 80* 3.3*       4.5 1.7* 1.9 1.6 Impact Concerns Down

4 2.4* 2.8 1.3*  1.6* 3.1* 2.3* 72* 3.1*       3.9 1.6* 1.7 1.8 Self & Staff Concerns Down
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Table 8. (Continued) 
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Year 2 

1 1.9  2.3 3.0*       2.6 1.6* 2.2* 69 2.8 3.1* 2.1* 2.4* 2.2 Management Concerns Up

2  2.2 2.8 1.8* 2.5 2.5*       1.5* 83 3.1 4.5* 1.5* 1.8* 1.6 Self & Impact Concerns Down

3   2.2 2.0 2.0* 2.7 1.6* 2.7*         79 2.7 3.5* 1.8* 2.1* 2.0 Cons. & Ref. Concerns Up

4   2.1 2.4 1.7* 3.1 3.3*          2.7* 76 3.1 3.4* 1.5* 1.9* 1.9 Impact Concerns Down

Note. Underlined items are extremes within cluster used to determine cluster concerns type. 

* = Highest means within column are different from lowest means within at p < .05 level 
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Table 9.  

Number of Teachers Within Clusters By School, Year 1 

School 
Self 

Concerns 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Self & 

Staff 

Concerns 

Total no. of 

Teachers 

Responding

School 1 0 3 0 0 3 

School 2 2 1 3 1 7 

School 3 1 2 1 1 5 

School 4 1 0 2 0 3 

School 5 0 2 1 1 4 

School 6 1 2 2 2 7 

School 7 4 1 0 1 6 

School 8 5 0 0 0 5 

School 9 1 2 2 2 7 

School 10 0 0 1 1 2 
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Table 10.  

Number of Teachers Within Clusters by Schools, Year 2 

School 
Management 

Concerns 

Self & 

Impact 

Concerns 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Total no. of 

Teachers 

Responding

School 1 3 2 1 0 6 

School 2 5 0 3 3 11 

School 3 0 0 1 2 3 

School 4 1 1 4 1 7 

School 5 1 1 5 1 8 

School 6 0 6 1 2 9 

School 7 3 4 4 0 11 

School 8 0 3 0 0 3 

School 9 3 2 2 5 12 

School 10 2 2 0 1 5 
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Table 11.  

Differences Among Students’ Pretest Scores By Teacher Concerns Clusters, Year 1 

 Self 

Concerns 

Cons. & Ref. 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Self & Staff 

Concerns 

Totals 

EQ-I:YV(s) (student / self-rated) 

Intrapersonal 

F(3, 677) = 

2.86, p = .04 

n =  202 

M =  97.30° 

SD = 15.55 

n =  211 

M = 97.25° 

SD = 16.15 

n =  171 

M =  99.51 

SD =  15.43 

n =  97 

M =  102.29° 

SD =  17.26 

n =  681 

M =  98.55 

SD =  16.02 

Interpersonal 

F(3, 684) = 

3.00, p = .03 

n =  204 

M =  90.42* 

SD = 16.51 

n =  216 

M =  93.53 

SD = 17.08 

n =  171 

M =  91.26 

SD =  17.08 

n =  97 

M =  95.98* 

SD =  16.24 

n =  688 

M =  92.39 

SD =  16.87 

Stress Mgmt 

F(3, 681) = 

0.18, p = .91 

n =  204 

M =  95.95 

SD = 15.50 

n =  215 

M =  95.60 

SD = 15.81 

n =  169 

M =  96.04 

SD =  15.34 

n =  97 

M =  97.01 

SD =  15.25 

n =  685 

M =  96.01 

SD =  15.50 

Adaptability 

F(3, 687) = 

1.01, p = .39 

n = 205 

M =  95.47 

SD = 16.19 

n =  216 

M =  97.28 

SD = 15.52 

n =  173 

M =  97.77 

SD =  15.12 

n =  97 

M =  98.15 

SD =  14.96 

n =  691 

M =  96.99 

SD =  15.55 
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Table 11. (Continued) 

 Self 

Concerns 

Cons. & Ref. 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Self & Staff 

Concerns 

Totals 

SSRS (teacher-rated) 

Social Skills 

F(3, 790) = 

0.93, p = .43 

n =  224 

M = 100.51 

SD = 19.74 

n =  198 

M =  100.21 

SD =  17.61 

n =  197 

M =  102.77 

SD =  17.89 

n =  175 

M =  102.30 

SD =  19.28 

n =  794 

M = 101.39 

SD =  18.67 

Prob. Beh. 

F(3, 788) = 

3.52, p = .02 

n =  223 

M = 103.32* 

SD = 16.01 

n =  199 

M =  100.62 

SD =  13.04 

n =  197 

M =  102.59 

SD =  15.33 

n =  173 

M =  98.85* 

SD =  14.92 

n =  792 

M = 101.48 

SD =  14.97 

* Indicates higher mean(s) significantly different at p < .05 level from lower mean(s) via 

post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni (or Tamhane’s T2, in the case of Problem 

Behavior scale because of the inequality of variances in the dependent variable among 

teacher clusters) correction (within rows, unasterisked means were not found to differ 

significantly from any other means). 

° Indicates higher mean(s) significantly different at the p < .07 level from lower means(s) 

via post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni correction (within rows, unmarked means were 

not found to differ significantly from any other means). 
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Table 12.  

Differences Among Students' Pretest Scores By Teacher Concerns Clusters, Year 2 

 Management 

Concerns 

Self & 

Impact 

Concerns 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 
Totals 

EQ-i:YV(s) (student / self-rated) 

Intrapersonal 

F(3, 1119) = 

2.43, p = .06 

n = 264 

M =  99.70 

SD = 15.97 

n = 312 

M = 97.63 

SD = 16.43 

n = 331 

M = 96.72 

SD = 18.20 

n = 216 

M = 99.88 

SD = 15.22 

n = 1123 

M = 98.28

SD = 16.68

Interpersonal 

F(3, 1126) = 

1.14, p = .33 

n = 270 

M = 92.78 

SD = 16.87 

n = 310 

M = 92.87 

SD = 16.66 

n = 331 

M = 94.95 

SD = 16.38 

n = 219 

M = 93.40 

SD = 16.69 

n = 1130 

M = 93.56

SD = 16.64

Stress Mgmt 

F(3, 1117) = 

1.95, p = .12 

n = 266 

M = 99.09 

SD = 17.49 

n = 309 

M = 100.73 

SD = 17.16 

n = 330 

M = 97.98 

SD = 17.51 

n = 216 

M = 101.04 

SD = 17.61 

n = 1121 

M = 99.59

SD = 17.45

Adaptability 

F(3, 1114) = 

1.40, p = .24 

n = 265 

M = 98.48 

SD = 17.67 

n = 310 

M = 95.54 

SD = 17.50 

n = 328 

M = 97.00 

SD = 16.83 

n = 215 

M = 96.95 

SD = 16.56 

n = 1118 

M = 96.93

SD = 17.18
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Table 12. (Continued) 

 Management 

Concerns 

Self & 

Impact 

Concerns 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 
Totals 

SSRS (teacher-rated) 

Social Skills 

F(3, 1088) = 

0.02, p = 1.00 

n = 267 

M = 101.22 

SD = 20.68 

n = 296 

M = 101.36 

SD = 18.46 

n = 293 

M = 101.04 

SD = 20.45 

n = 236 

M = 101.43 

SD = 17.56 

n = 1092 

M = 101.26

SD = 19.36

Prob. Beh.  

F(3, 1094) = 

1.57, p = .19 

n = 265 

M = 102.80 

SD = 16.19 

n = 294 

M = 104.32 

SD = 16.05 

n =  296 

M = 104.80 

SD = 17.00 

n = 243 

M = 102.19 

SD = 14.92 

n = 1098 

M = 103.61

SD = 16.12

Note. There were no significant differences found among any groups via post hoc 

comparisons with Bonferroni correction. 
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Table 13.  

Descriptive Statistics of Gain Scores by Teacher Concerns Clusters, Year 1 

 Self 

Concerns 

Cons. & Ref. 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Self & Staff 

Concerns 
Totals 

EQ-i:YV(s) (student / self-rated) 

Intrapersonal 

 

n =202 

M = -0.74 

SD = 20.57 

n = 211 

M = -2.46 

SD = 17.85 

n = 171 

M = -4.75 

SD = 20.96 

n = 97 

M = -6.63 

SD = 20.29 

n = 681 

M = -3.12 

SD = 19.89 

Interpersonal 

 

n = 204 

M = 1.12 

SD = 18.57 

n = 216 

M = 1.02 

SD = 20.63 

n = 171 

M = 1.31 

SD = 18.81 

n = 97 

M = 1.08 

SD = 18.05 

n = 688 

M = 1.13 

SD = 19.19 

Stress Mgmt 

 

n = 204 

M = 0.61 

SD = 17.05 

n = 215 

M = -0.68 

SD = 17.85 

n = 169 

M = 0.51 

SD = 17.44 

n = 97 

M = -0.41 

SD = 16.59 

n = 685 

M = 0.04 

SD = 17.31 

Adaptability 

 

n = 205 

M = -0.60 

SD = 18.19 

n = 216 

M = -0.49 

SD = 17.76 

n = 173 

M = -1.83 

SD = 18.79 

n = 97 

M = -1.45 

SD = 16.50 

n = 691 

M = -0.99 

SD = 17.95 
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Table 13. (Continued) 

 Self 

Concerns 

Cons. & Ref. 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Self & Staff 

Concerns 
Totals 

SSRS (teacher-rated) 

Social Skills 

 

n = 224 

M =  -0.68*

SD =  17.63

n = 198 

M =  -1.83*

SD =  13.41 

n = 197 

M = -1.43*

SD = 16.87 

n = 175 

M = 5.63* 

SD = 15.85 

n = 794 

M = 0.24 

SD = 16.31 

Prob. Beh. n =  223 

M =  2.97

SD =  13.21

n =  199 

M =  5.20*

SD =  12.05 

n = 197 

M = 3.42*

SD = 14.10 

n = 173 

M = -0.43* 

SD = 12.99 

n = 792 

M = 2.90 

SD = 13.23 

* Indicates higher mean(s) significantly different at p < .05 level from lower mean(s) via 

post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni correction (within rows, unasterisked items were 

not found to differ significantly from any other value). 
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Table 14.  

Descriptive Statistics of Gain Scores by Teacher Concerns Clusters, Year 2 

 Management 

Concerns 

Self & 

Impact 

Concerns 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 
Totals 

EQ-i:YV(s) (student / self-rated) 

Intrapersonal 

 

n = 264 

M = -4.87 

SD = 18.77 

n = 312 

M = -1.49 

SD = 18.66 

n = 331 

M = -1.29 

SD = 19.95 

n = 216 

M = -5.21 

SD = 18.27 

n =1123 

M = -2.94 

SD = 19.06 

Interpersonal 

 

n = 270 

M = 0.71 

SD = 18.20 

n = 310 

M = -0.28 

SD = 18.53 

n = 331 

M = -1.07 

SD = 16.80 

n = 219 

M = -1.81 

SD = 19.12 

n =1130 

M = -0.57 

SD = 18.08 

Stress Mgmt 

 

n = 266 

M = -0.19 

SD = 18.00 

n = 309 

M = 1.29 

SD = 15.85 

n = 330 

M = 1.53 

SD = 17.25 

n = 216 

M = -0.67 

SD = 18.10 

n =1121 

M = 0.63 

SD = 17.23 

Adaptability 

 

n = 265 

M = -2.00*

SD = 19.63 

n = 310 

M = 1.91 

SD = 19.60 

n = 328 

M = 2.64* 

SD = 18.30 

n = 215 

M = -0.07 

SD = 17.87 

n =1118 

M = 0.81 

SD = 18.97 
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Table 14. (Continued) 

 Management 

Concerns 

Self & 

Impact 

Concerns 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 
Totals 

SSRS (teacher-rated) 

Social Skills n = 267 

M = -3.92*

SD = 18.68 

n = 296 

M = 2.20*

SD = 17.50 

n = 293 

M = 0.37* 

SD = 18.62 

n = 236 

M = 2.93* 

SD = 15.57 

n =1092 

M = 0.37 

SD = 17.88 

Prob. Beh. n = 265 

M = 2.53 

SD = 15.59 

n = 294 

M = 0.05 

SD = 15.91 

n = 296 

M = 0.20 

SD = 14.72 

n = 243 

M = 0.79 

SD = 13.43 

n =1098 

M = 0.85 

SD = 15.00 

* Indicates higher mean(s) significantly different at p < .05 level from lower mean(s) via 

post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni correction (within rows, unasterisked items were 

not found to differ significantly from any other value). 
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Table 15.  

Significance of Differences Among Gain Scores on Self- and Teacher-rated Measures, 

Year 1 (with Covariates, when Significant in the Model) 

Dependent variable / covariate df F Sig.

EQ-i:YV(s): Intrapersonalª 3, 677 2.45 0.06

EQ-i:YV(s): Interpersonalª 3, 684 0.01 1.00

EQ-i:YV(s): Stress Management 3, 680 0.50 0.68

EQ-i:YV(s): Adaptability 

Female (B = -3.67**, SE = 1.13) 

3,683

1, 683

0.39 

10.20 

0.76

0.00

SSRS: Social Skills 

Free lunch (B = -2.26**, SE = 0.61) 

Female (B = 2.48*, SE = 1.04) 

3, 786

1, 786

1, 786

12.46 

11.63 

6.93 

0.00

0.00

0.01

SSRS: Problem Behaviorª 

Free lunch (B = 1.11*, SE = 0.55) 

3, 785

1, 784

6.22 

4.05 

0.00

0.05

ª F-test through ANOVA on gain scores rather than ANCOVA on gain scores with 

pretest as a covariate because of significant differences among groups at pretest. 

* Regression weight significant at p < .05 level, ** Regression weight significant at p < 

0.01 level 
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Table 16.  

Significance of Differences Among Gain Scores on Self- and Teacher-rated Measures, 

Year 2 (with Covariates, when Significant in the Model) 

Dependent variable or covariate df F Sig. 

EQ-I:YV(s): Intrapersonal 3, 1118 1.49 0.21 

EQ-I:YV(s): Interpersonal 

Female (B = 2.01*, SE = 0.90) 

3, 1108 

1, 1108 

1.01 

4.61 

0.39 

0.03 

EQ-I:YV(s): Stress Management 

Dosage (B = 3.30, SE = 2.13) 

3, 1099 

1, 1099 

1.02 

4.07 

0.39 

0.04 

EQ-I:YV(s): Adaptability 3, 1113 2.97 0.03 

SSRS: Social Skills 

Female (B = 2.24**, SE = 0.99) 

Free lunch (B = -1.68**, SE = 0.55) 

Dosage (B = 5.53*, SE = 2.57) 

3, 1067 

1, 1067 

1, 1067 

1, 1067 

9.10 

5.13 

9.28 

4.63 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.03 

SSRS: Problem Behavior 

Female (B = -1.90*, SE = 0.91) 

Free lunch (B = 1.08*, SE = 0.50) 

3, 1070 

1, 1070 

1, 1070 

2.44 

4.39 

4.64 

0.06 

0.04 

0.03 

* Regression weight significant at p < .05 level, ** Regression weight significant at p < 

0.01 level 
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Table 17.  

Unconditional and Conditional Models for Partitioning Variance Among Change Scores 

on Self- and Teacher-rated Measures, Year 1 

EQ-i:YV(s) – Intrapersonal subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 43) = 2.04, p = .12 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

6.99 

388.72* 

 

NA (0) 

0.018 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

3.53 

389.93* 

 

NA (0) 

0.0090 

EQ-i:YV(s) – Interpersonal subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 15) = 0.01, p = 1.00 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

School + Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

2.66 

3.89 

361.82* 

 

0.0072 

0.011 

0.018 

Conditional 

2.98 

5.71 

362.37* 

 

0.0080 

0.015 

0.023 
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Table 17. (Continued)  

EQ-i:YV(s) – Stress Management subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 43) = 0.26, p = .86 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

0.28 

299.45* 

 

NA (0) 

0.00095 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

1.64 

299.21* 

 

NA (0) 

0.0054 

EQ-i:YV(s) – Adaptability subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 15) = 0.12, p = .95 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

School + Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

8.60 

1.63* 

312.81* 

 

0.027 

0.0051 

0.032 

Conditional 

8.90 

2.99 

311.99* 

 

0.027 

0.0092 

0.037 
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Table 17. (Continued) 

SSRS – Social Skills scale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 42) = 2.82, p = .05 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

31.36* 

232.93* 

 

NA (0) 

0.12 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

28.39* 

229.77* 

 

NA (0) 

0.11 

SSRS – Problem Behavior scale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 42) = 2.37, p = .08 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

13.36* 

161.19* 

 

NA (0) 

0.077 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

12.74* 

159.09* 

 

NA (0) 

0.074

* Variance term differs from 0, p < .05 
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Table 18.  

Unconditional and Conditional Models for Partitioning Variance Among Change Scores 

on Self- and Teacher-rated Measures, Year 2 

EQ-I:YV(s) – Intrapersonal subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 68) = 2.34, p = .08 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

11.39* 

352.16* 

 

NA (0) 

0.031 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

9.30* 

352.24* 

 

NA (0) 

0.026 

EQ-I:YV(s) – Interpersonal subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 68) = 0.61, p = .61 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

8.71 

318.27* 

 

NA (0) 

0.027 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

9.23* 

318.50* 

 

NA (0) 

0.028 

 



 130

Table 18. (Continued) 

EQ-I:YV(s) – Stress Management subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 18) = 1.12, p = .37 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

School + Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

2.73 

5.74 

287.72* 

 

0.0092 

0.019 

0.029 

Conditional 

3.48 

5.37 

287.44* 

 

0.012 

0.018 

0.030 

EQ-I:YV(s) – Adaptability subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 68) = 2.26, p = .09 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

16.21* 

344.06* 

 

NA (0) 

0.045 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

14.43* 

343.94* 

 

NA (0) 

0.040 
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Table 18. (Continued) 

SSRS – Social Skills subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 67) = 1.42, p = .24 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

NA (0) 

76.77* 

251.00* 

 

NA (0) 

0.23 

Conditional 

NA (0) 

73.14* 

251.11* 

 

NA (0) 

0.23 

SSRS – Problem Behavior subscale 

Between-school variability 

Between-class variability 

Random variability 

F(3, 18) = 0.47, p = .71 

School ICC 

Teacher ICC 

School + Teacher ICC 

Unconditional 

7.32 

56.64* 

171.03* 

 

0.031 

0.24 

0.27 

Conditional 

10.95 

58.37* 

170.01* 

 

0.046 

0.24 

0.29 

* Variance term differs from 0, p < .05 
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Table 19.  

Regression Weights from Conditional HLMs with Significant (or Trends Towards 

Significant at p < .10) Relationships Between Teacher Concerns Clusters and Student 

Gain Scores 

Year 1 Teacher Cluster 

Scale Self Concerns 
Cons. & Ref. 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Self & Staff 

Concerns 

-6.07 

t(42) = -2.18* 

-7.28 

t(42) = 3.7** 

-7.22 

t(42) = -2.54* 

8.86 (intercept) 

 SSRS:  

Social Skills 

Free lunch = -2.20, F(1,746) = 10.46, p = .00 

3.10 

t(42) = 1.54 

5.43 

t(42) = 2.62** 

3.84 

t(42) = 1.86° 

-2.57 (intercept)

 

SSRS: Problem 

Behavior 

Free lunch  = 1.63, F(1, 745) = 8.49, p = .00 
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Table 19. (Continued) 

Year 2 Teacher Cluster 

Subscale 
Management 

Concerns 

Self & Impact 

Concerns 

Cons. & Ref. 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

EQ-i:YV(s): 

Intrapersonal 

0.33 

t(68) = 0.16 

3.69 

t(68) = 1.86° 

3.83 

t(68) = 1.95° 

-5.18 (Intercept)

 

EQ-i:YV(s): 

Adaptability 

-1.99 

t(68) = -0.9 

2.12 

t(68) = 1.0 

2.73 

t(68) = 1.3 

0.02 (Intercept)

 

° trend towards significance at p < .07 level; * significant at p < .05 level; ** significant 

at p < .01 level. 
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Table 20.  

Longitudinal Trends in Teacher Concerns Clusters 

  Year 2 Cluster Membership 

  Management 

Concerns 

Self & 

Impact 

Concerns 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

Impact 

Concerns 

Self 

Concerns 
1 4 2 1 

Cons. & 

Refocusing 

Concerns 

3 0 1 3 

Impact 

Concerns 
1 0 3 3 

Y
ea

r 1
 C

lu
st

er
 M

em
be

rs
hi

p 

Self & Staff 

Concerns 
0 2 3 2 
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Table 21.  

Descriptive Statistics of Longitudinal Student Gain Scores by Two-year "Resistance 

Tails" Teacher Concerns Patterns 

 Tails up 

Y1&Y2 

Y2 up,  

Y3 down 

Y2 down, 

Y3 up 

Y1&Y2  

Tails down 
Totals 

EQ-i:YV(s) (student / self-rated) 

Intrapersonal⌂ 

F(3, 435) = 

2.35, p = .07 

n = 146 

M =  -4.19 

SD =  20.81 

n = 132 

M =  -4.40 

SD =  21.30 

n = 99 

M = -10.58 

SD = 20.17 

n = 62 

M = -4.06 

SD = 21.31 

n = 439 

M = -5.68 

SD = 20.98 

Interpersonal 

F(3, 432) = 

0.78, p = .50 

n =  145 

M =  0.30 

SD =  18.51 

n =  130 

M =  0.27 

SD =  19.64 

n = 100 

M = -1.16 

SD = 18.95 

n = 62 

M = 3.85 

SD = 19.50 

n = 437 

M = 0.46 

SD = 19.09 

Stress Mgmt 

F(3, 432) = 

0.49, p = .69 

n =  144 

M =  2.44 

SD =  20.69 

n =  132 

M =  3.66 

SD =  18.87 

n = 99 

M = 5.38 

SD = 19.78 

n = 62 

M = 5.95 

SD = 23.41 

n = 437 

M = 3.97 

SD = 20.34 

Adaptability 

F(3, 434) = 

2.52, p = .06 

n =  145 

M =  1.70 

SD =  18.79 

n =  131 

M =  -0.72 

SD =  20.46 

n = 100 

M = -1.83 

SD = 20.35 

n = 63 

M = 4.10 

SD = 20.74 

n = 439 

M = 0.52 

SD = 19.97 

 



 136

Table 21. (Continued) 

 Tails up 

Y1&Y2 

Y2 up,  

Y3 down 

Y2 down, 

Y3 up 

Y1&Y2  

Tails down 
Totals 

SSRS (teacher rated) 

Social Skills 

F(3, 503) = 

6.15, p = .00 

n = 152 

M = 1.93° 

SD = 21.40 

n = 146 

M = -0.86* 

SD = 20.09 

n = 115 

M = -0.77* 

SD =18.32 

n = 95 

M = 8.79* 

SD = 22.07 

n = 508 

M = 1.80 

SD = 20.74 

Prob. Beh. 

F(3, 509) = 

3.21, p = .02 

n = 154 

M = -0.47* 

SD = 17.50 

n = 146 

M = 5.82* 

SD = 16.57 

n = 116 

M = 3.34 

SD =15.06 

n = 98 

M = -1.15* 

SD = 19.76 

n = 514 

M = 2.04 

SD = 17.37 

⌂ F-statistic derived from one-way ANOVA rather than ANCOVA with pretest as a 

covariate because of pre-existing differences in student responses among longitudinal 

teacher concerns clusters at pretest. 

* Significant difference between highest and lowest mean(s) at the p < .05 level using 

post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni (or, in the case of Problem Behavior scale, 

Tamhane’s T2 because of inconsistent variance in the dependent variable across teacher 

concerns clusters) correction. 

° Significant difference between highest and lowest means(s) at the p < .07 level using 

post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni correction. 

 

 



 

Figure 1.  

The Greenberg, Domitrovich, Graczyk, & Zins (2005) Model, after (Chen, 1998) 
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Figure 2.  

Arsenio and Lemerise (2004)'s Integrated Model of Moral Domain Issues, Emotion 

Processes, and Cognition in Social Information Processing, with Proposed Sites for SEL 

Program Intervention 
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Figure 3.  

Proposed Model of Teacher Concerns and Student Outcomes, after Greenberg et al. 
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Figure 4.  

Representation of Two-level HLM for Examining Relationships Among Teacher Concerns Clusters and Student Gain Scores, with Covariates 
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Figure 5.  

Concerns Profile for Year 1 Cluster 1, “Self” Concerns 
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Figure 6.  

Concerns Profile for Year 1 Cluster 2, “Consequence & Refocusing” Concerns 
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Figure 7.  

Concerns Profile for Year 1 Cluster 3, “Impact” Concerns 
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Figure 8.  

Concerns Profile for Year 1 Cluster 4, “Self & Staff” Concerns 

RefocusingCollaborationConsequenceManagementPersonalInformation

3.00

2.00

1.00

0.00

M
ea

n

 
 1 

 



 145

Figure 9.  

Concerns Profile for Year 2 Cluster 1, “Management” Concerns 
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Figure 10.  

Concerns Profile for Year 2 Cluster 2, “Self & Impact” Concerns 
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Figure 11.  

Concerns Profile for Year 2 Cluster 3, “Consequence & Refocusing” Concerns 
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Figure 12.  

Concerns Profile for Year 2 Cluster 4, “Impact” Concerns 
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Figure 13.  

Mean Intrapersonal Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by Year 1 

Teacher Concerns Clusters 
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Figure 14.  

Mean Social Skills Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by Year 1 

Teacher Concerns Clusters 
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Figure 15.  

Mean Problem Behavior Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by Year 1 

Teacher Concerns Clusters 
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Figure 16.  

Mean Intrapersonal Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by Year 2 

Teacher Concerns Clusters 
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Figure 17.  

Mean Adaptability Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by Year 2 

Teacher Concerns Clusters 
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Figure 18.  

Mean Social Skills Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by Year 2 

Teacher Concerns Clusters 
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Figure 19.  

Mean Longitudinal Intrapersonal Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by 

Cumulative "Resistance" Teacher Concerns Pattern 
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Figure 20.  

Mean Longitudinal Adaptability Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by 

Cumulative "Resistance" Teacher Concerns Pattern 
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Figure 21.  

Mean Longitudinal Social Skills Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence Intervals) by 

Cumulative "Resistance" Teacher Concerns Pattern 
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Figure 22.  

Mean Longitudinal Problem Behavior Gain Scores (with 95 Percent Confidence 

Intervals) by Cumulative "Resistance" Teacher Concerns Pattern 
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