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Social, emotional and intercultural competencies: a literature review with a
particular focus on the school staff

Birgitte Lund Nielsen, Hilmar Dyrborg Laursen, Lise Andersen Reol, Helle Jensen, Ana Kozina, Masa
Vidmar, Maria Rasmusson, Iris Marusi¢, Albert Denk, Nina Roczen, Svetlana Jurko and Ales Ojstersek

Abstract

Framed by the EU-project Hand in Hand focusing on Social, Emotional and Intercultural (SEI) competencies among
students and school staff the paper discusses implementation and professional competencies based on a literature
review. Five themes were identified: 1) Intercultural/transcultural competency is not often referred to in the same
research as social-emotional learning, though socio-emotional aspects appear to be “in the core’, 2) it is crucial to be
aware of agency among school staff in a SEl-implementation, 3) successful implementation is about more than the
activities in the specific program, it is rather about elements in synergy and professional learning over time, 4) the
subtle balance between adaptation and fidelity might best be addressed in an adaptive curriculum emphasizing active
ingredients, and 5) this is a field with many intervention studies, but it is urgent to consider if the psychometric
measures are sufficiently sensitive to catch the subtle changes related to SEI-competencies.

Keywords: Teacher student relationship; cultural awareness; professional development

Introduction

A dynamic change is shaping our globalizing world with numerous challenges to society and citizens in relation to
poverty, disparity, climate change, resource depletion, demographic change and migration, referred to as the Grand
Societal Challenges by the European Commission. Schools are required to have a renewed focus on the way we interact
with and relate to each other, and several large-scale research projects have contributed with evidence about the
importance of social emotional learning (SEL) (Domitrovich et al. 2017; Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki Taylor, and
Schellinger 2011; Greenberg et al. 2003; Rucinski, Brown, and Downer 2017). We also know from research that
supporting teachers in developing professional competencies in using SEL-approaches, and support for the
implementation, can be critical for these potential accordances (Durlak and DuPre 2008; Durlak 2016). So, in-service
teacher education can be crucial for the effects of a SEL-implementation, and based on the background literature it seems
that some designs of activities for school staff are more likely to support a successful implementation than others; "A
whole school approach’, working locally with both school staff like teachers and school leaders as well as students, is
emphasised (Jennings and Greenberg 2009).

The present review is conducted in the frame of an EU-project ‘Hand in Hand” running 2017-2020 in five European
countries: Croatia, Denmark, Germany, Slovenia and Sweden. Project aims are to design and test a generic whole school
approach for supporting teachers and students’ social, emotional and intercultural (SEI) competencies. Including also
intercultural competencies the project is targeting the need experienced in Europe and internationally for building more
respectful and inclusive school environments appreciating diversity (e.g. Taylor and Siddhu 2012). We know that there is
a need for qualifying and using more time and resources on teacher professional development (TPD) when implementing
SEL-approaches (Jennings and Frank 2015). We would furthermore hypothesize based on experiences from former
projects (Jensen, Skibsted, and Christensen 2015) that the teachers’ thorough and reflective work with factors such as
empathy, compassion, cooperation and cohesion is needed in order to create an inclusive learning environment.

So, we have in the Hand in Hand project an evidence and experience-based rationale for working explicitly with
teacher competencies. The literature review presented in this paper has been used to inform the iterative development of
program activities, i.e. how to involve and support the teachers during implementation (see more about the specific
program at the Hand in Hand website). The findings are here presented and discussed in a more generic sense to
contribute to the international knowledge base, where more knowledge in this field of implementation of SEL programs
and teacher professional competencies is asked for (Durlak 2016).

Background

Social-emotional competencies and the intercultural aspects

A substantial amount of scientific work points to the positive impact of SEL on children’s social, emotional and cognitive
development (Durlak et al. 2011; Greenberg et al. 2003; Payton et al. 2008). Social-emotional competencies are often
defined by the five interacting fields of: 1) self-awareness (the ability to understand one’s own emotions, personal goals
and values), 2) self-management (the ability to regulate affect and calming oneself down, 3) social awareness (the ability
to understand others and take the perspective of those with different backgrounds and cultures, and to act with empathy
and compassion), 4) relationship skills (the ability to communicate clearly, to negotiate and to seek help, when needed)
and the ability to 5) take responsible decisions (Durlak et al. 2015). This is known as the CASEL framework
(Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning).

As referred to in the introduction SEL will be more and more important the more our world is globalizing.
Additionally, globalization calls for intercultural competencies, since people with different societal backgrounds meet
and collaborate in their daily lives and also in schools. As Nussbaum (2012, 301) states:



[Tt is...] very urgent right now to support curricular efforts aimed at producing citizens who can take charge of their own

reasoning, who can see the different and foreign not as a threat to be resisted, but as an invitation to explore and

understand, expanding their own minds and their capacity for citizenship.
Intercultural competence and SEL can be seen as interrelated, for example is awareness of culture an element in the
definition of social awareness in the CASEL framework, however not with a specific focus on intercultural competencies
in the SEL research so far. Empathy, self-awareness, self-management and good communication skills are often referred
to as crucial parts of intercultural competence (Stier 2003). Stier (2003) refers to emotional coping and interpersonal and
situational sensitivity in the definition of intercultural competence. Furthermore, the overcoming of what is called the
self/other-binary is emphasized in research on intercultural competence including e.g. skills of interpreting and relating
(Blell and Doff 2014). In addition to these socioemotional aspects intercultural competence also refers to essential
knowledge-based elements like knowledge about one’s own and other’s culture, discrimination and cultural conflicts
(Deardorff 2006). For now, we will in the paper refer to SEI competencies as SEL including socioemotional aspects of
intercultural competence. In the results, we will return also to the differences e.g. in the research traditions.

Teachers’ SEI competencies

The CASEL framework has been used to discuss teachers’ competencies (Schonert-Reichl et al. 2015), but most SEL-
studies have focused on children’s competencies. More and more scientific findings however points to implementation,
and teachers’ active role, as crucial for effect from programs in general (Adelman and Taylor 1997; Berkel et al. 2011),
and specifically in relation to SEL programs (Abry et al. 2013; Durlak 2016; Durlak and DuPre 2008). Awareness of the
teachers’ own social-emotional competencies is also growing (Cornelius-White 2007; Jennings and Greenberg 2009). A
meta-analysis found that person-centred teacher variables have an above-average finding-level association with positive
student outcomes (Cornelius-White 2007, 130). The Dutch-Canadian pedagogue Max van Manen (2015) states inspired
by Herbart (1851/1957) that teachers’ ability to act with tact is the foremost quality of a good teacher. Pedagogical tact is
the teacher’s ability to meet the student with respect, with tactfulness. The concept of tact is related to the word “tactile”
and tact therefore connotes the teacher’s ability to “touch” the student ("touch” as mental sensitivity and responsivity). But
it does also refer to the teacher’s ability to let himself be ‘touched” by the student guided by the students’ reactions and
states of being in the concrete situation. Also, the American philosopher Nel Noddings (2012) points to the importance of
teachers’ sensitivity, openness, and responsivity. According to Nodding (2012) attentiveness (receptiveness and listening)
is a core-quality of the good teacher, who should be aware of the students expressed needs and not their assumed needs.
Van Manen and Noddings primarily points to the teacher’s sensitivity to their students, but other educational researchers
have stressed the importance of the teacher’s sensitivity toward himself and his own emotional life (e.g. Hargreaves
1998; Malm 2009). Teaching is "an emotional practice” (Hargreaves 1998, 835), and feelings as anxiety, guilt,
uncertainty, commitment and vulnerability has a major impact on the teacher’s practice and has to be recognised and
dealt with as fundamental part of teachers’ professional work (Malm 2009). Professional dialogues, education in social-
emotional development and emotional responses and mindfulness-meditation has been suggested as tools for professional
development of social-emotional competencies (Jennings and Greenberg 2009).

So, teaching is an emotional practice, but also a social and relational practice, and former Danish/European projects
inspiring the Hand in Hand project have specifically used the conceptualization "relational competence” defining this as:

The professional’s ability to ‘see” the individual child on its own terms and attune teacher behaviour accordingly without
giving up leadership, as well as the ability to be authentic in the contact with the child. And as the professional’s ability and
will to take full responsibility for the quality of the relation (Juul and Jensen 2017).

The relational competence of the teachers is seen as the foundation for creating an inclusive environment in the classroom,
where it is possible to develop SEI-competencies for both students and teachers (Jensen, Skibsted, and Christensen 2015;
Juul and Jensen 2017).

Summing up, based on the background literature high-quality TPD seems important when implementing SEI-programs,
but so far there has not been much research looking into TPD connected to the various programs for students (Jennings
and Frank 2015), and there is a need to condense what is known from research looking into specifically SE+I and teacher
competencies.

Research question

What central aspects and elements can based on a review of the research literature be identified concerning successful
implementation, and school staff’s development of professional competencies, in the particular field of supporting
students’ social, emotional and intercultural (SEI) competencies?

Methodology

So far, most reviews in the field have been drawing on experimental studies of effect (e.g. Cornelius-White 2007; Durlak
et al. 2011; Greenberg, Domitrovich, and Bumbarger 2001). But the idea that a systematic review can and shall include
only effect-studies and using statistics, following a pre-specified linear path is challenged (Gough, Oliver, and Thomas
2017; Snilstveit, Oliver, and Vojtkova 2012). Depending on the focus of the review and the research area narrative
synthesis relying primarily on the use of words and text to summarise and explain the findings might be better suited
(Snilsveit et al. 2012; Popay et al. 2006). The present review is not aimed for synthesising evidence focusing on the
effectiveness of some particular kind of intervention, but on developing a new/refined model merging SE+I and identifying
aspects relevant in TPD and implementation. We are interested in what picture emerge more than if something works and
how well. Teachers’ SEI competencies is not a well-researched area. We therefore expected to include research from



diverse fields applying a wide range of quantitative and qualitative methods. Aligned to these aims a narrative synthesis
was best suited (Gough, Oliver, and Thomas 2017; Popay et al. 2006). The analysis consisted of producing a summary
from each study under the headlines in the review template of: rationale, themes discussed, aims and research questions,
methodology and main results. In the next step of analysis themes were identified across studies, this was beside the
literature on narrative synthesis informed by the analytical approach thematic analysis widely used in qualitative and
mixed methods research (Braun and Clarke 2006). Themes were identified in an iterative analytical approach including the
three main researchers identifying and refining overarching themes across papers following the procedure of e.g. collating
initial notes from the first readings into potential themes followed by gradually refining the specific of each theme and the
overall story the analysis tells, as described by Braun and Clarke (2006, 87).

One of the potential pitfalls when working with thematic synthesis, where summaries of the findings from the
included studies are arranged in cross cutting themes, is that all studies are treated equally, whether they have two
or 200 participants. Tabulating results might help to mitigate this problem (Gough, Oliver, and Thomas 2017). In
the last section of the results, we provide a tabulated overview of and discuss specifically the methodology in the
reviewed papers. Furthermore, we have aimed for transparency by producing a catalogue with all included studies
elaborating on methodology in each study and condensing the results (the catalogue is published on the Hand in
Hand website).

Review procedure

The systematic search for international peer-reviewed research was conducted in march 2017 in three databases
ERIC, PsycINFO and Teachers Reference Centre. We searched for research published in the period from 2000-
2017. Across three key concept areas the following search terms were combined: (‘professional development” OR
‘professional learning” OR ‘in service teacher training” OR ‘in service education” OR ‘professional competencies”)
AND (‘social and emotional learning” OR ‘intercultural” OR ‘mindful-ness” OR ‘Self awareness” OR ‘Self
management” OR ‘social awareness” OR ‘relationship skill” OR ‘responsible decision making” OR ‘Emotional
contagion”) AND (‘teacher”). 238 peer-reviewed papers were found. We had several initial searches and e.g.
realizing that no papers referred to both ‘intercultural” and ‘implementation” in the search string above we included
an additional search without ‘intercultural competence” but with ‘implementation” combined with the other search
words.

The next step was manual sorting of all identified studies with the inclusion criteria of the research having a
transparent methodology and a specific focus on teachers’ professional development of social and emotional and/or
intercultural competence as general teacher competencies. Studies focusing on a particular subject like second
language teaching or intercultural competencies from e.g. staff mobility programs were excluded. From this
process 36 papers were identified as included and suitable for full text study. A summary of each was made using
the review template, leading to the catalogue used in the collaborative analysis. Exclusion criteria were furthermore
thoroughly discussed for each paper.

Results and discussion

From the iterative process of condensing key-points in each of the identified papers, combined with a thematic analysis
across papers, five major themes were identified. Each theme is presented below first condensing from the reviewed
literature and then moving gradually into a discussion.

Theme 1: SEL, intercultural competency and intercultural sensitivity

From the background-literature it was evident that the socioemotional aspects of intercultural competencies are
central like when Stier (2003) refers to emotional coping and interpersonal and situational sensitivity as aspects in
the definition of intercultural competence. It has been argued that culture defines SEL, and that there is an
intimate connection between cultural sensitivity, social structures and social emotional competencies (Hecht and Shin
2015). Reviewing the research, it was however also clear that in spite of this, SEL research and research referring
to intercultural competencies follow each their research traditions, with few or no cross-references and not often
referring to the same theoretical background. A main part of the research using the conceptualization intercultural
competence appears to be about initiatives for particular groups e.g. initiatives with student, teacher and
researcher exchange or international schools (Ateskan 2016; Heyward 2002), or about teaching in a specific subject,
e.g. language teaching. Most of these studies were not passing the manual sorting as they were out of the scope of
the review, but some studies though referring to specific communities did highlight TPD in a generic sense. An
example is a project showing promising results by involving both Jewish and Arab Israeli teachers fostering
dialogue by participating teachers telling defining life stories as a mean to develop empathy and understanding
(Elbaz-Luwisch and Kalekin-Fishman 2006). Another example is from a Greek minority school with 100% non-Greek
students inquiring into if action-research in an intercultural context can improve teachers’ treatment of otherness in
the classroom (Magos 2007). The analyses revealed that the beliefs and attitudes of the teachers changed so that
they were more pleased with their relationship with students and more satisfied in their jobs, and that they changed
their general accommodation of otherness compared with teachers from control-group.

The review also included a theoretical paper arguing about a three-stage approach to TPD with an aim of the
in-service education of promoting teachers as changing agents (Li 2013). This approach is emphasizing teachers’
developing knowledge and skills about diversity, changing their attitudes towards self and students, and developing
intercultural educational practice through the processual stages of 1) cultural reconciliation, 2) cultural translation
and 3) cultural transformation.



Opposite to research and development about intercultural competence often targeting specific groups the largest part
of the SEL studies are researching into specific programs like CARE, PATHS or RULER (more on these programs
under theme 3). There are however in the review an example of SEL-research including the particular target-group of
immigrant students with behavioural problems (Doikou-Avlidou and Dadatsi 2013). Outcomes on social functioning
and social position were found in this small-scale intervention of a SEL programme. The psychometric measures
showed a tendency for better peer relations, and the teachers referred to positive changes as the students were less
distracted, expressing thoughts and feeling more openly and were becoming less aggressive. So, there are positive
results with this specific groups, but in general the generic approach targeting all students is recommended (Durlak et
al. 2015).

The studies highlighting both social emotional elements and intercultural competencies refer to various definitions
and terms e.g. intercultural sensitivity. Intercultural sensitivity can be defined as critical consciousness of own
cognitive, affective, and behavioural responses to cultural difference that reflects how individuals construe intercultural
differences (Bennett 2013). There are studies presenting evidence that TPD interventions focusing on intercultural
sensitivity have an effect of teachers’ intercultural competence measured using a specific Intercultural Development
Inventory (IDI1) (DeJaeghere and Zhang 2008; DeJaeghere and Cao 2009). The TPD approaches took various forms
based on the teachers” specific needs, but all were focused on developing cultural self-awareness, values and identity
through activities revealing one’s cultural assumptions and behaviours.

So, intercultural sensitivity is used as a conceptualization in the rare research focusing both on socioemotional and
intercultural aspects and TPD. Intercultural sensitivity is however not the same as intercultural competency. Hammer,
Bennet, and Wiseman (2003) attempted to overcome some of the murkiness of definitions by drawing a distinction.
From their perspective, intercultural sensitivity is the ability to discriminate and experience relevant cultural differences
whereas intercultural competence is the ability to think and act in intercultural appropriate ways (Hammer, Bennett, and
Wiseman 2003, 422). Their distinction between knowing and doing in intercultural competent ways offers a fitting
prelude to the themes that have emerged from most contemporary work on intercultural competencies. Referring back
to Nussbaum (2003) and Blell and Doff (2014) it can be argued that there is a need for more research and development
focusing on intercultural competence as a generic competence for all school-students preparing them for citizenship and
involving (teachers and) students’ recognition of diversity overcoming the self/other-binary and developing critical
cultural and transcultural awareness, skills and attitudes. Based on this we suggest to expand the description of social
awareness, from e.g. the CASEL framework referred to in the background section, to emphasize SE+I competencies:

The ability to take perspective of and to have empathy and compassion with others from diverse backgrounds and
cultures, to understand, accept and recognize social and ethical norms for behaviour, to be aware of cultural synergies
overcoming the self/other binary and making space for different point of views recognizing also the influence and
importance of family, school and community (definition of social and transcultural awareness used in the Hand in
Hand project)

Theme 2: agency among school staff: beliefs, emotions and the ability to navigate in complexity

Teachers are the primary implementers of specific programs, and both their beliefs about and support for SEL, and
their confidence, can likely influence program delivery, evaluation and outcomes (Brackett Reyes, Elbertson, and
Salovey 2012; Cornelius-White 2007). But still, as stated by Kimber, Skoog, and Sandelic (2013), the situation
is that there so far has been an extensive body of research looking into SEL, but no clear answer to how teachers
should be trained. Based on teachers’ diaries along the process of implementing the program SET (social and
emotional training) in Sweden it is concluded that training of the teachers generates both general teacher
improvement and better implementation of the program (Kimber, Skoog, and Sandelic 2013). The results point
among other things to a need for teacher collaboration and to work specifically with teachers’” unease in relation to
SEL as part of in-service teacher education.

Issues about teacher beliefs, attitudes and emotions, like teacher unease, is raised using a wide range of
concepts and theoretical framings. Anyon (2016) concludes on three main factors influencing implementation
fidelity: 1) Intervention-characteristics like compatibility with staff members’ beliefs, 2) organizational capacity,
e.g. ability to integrate the intervention into existing structures and routines, and 3) the intervention support system.
Brackett et al. (2012) refer based on factor analysis to three reliable scales, with the three C’s: 1) Teacher Comfort
with teaching SEL, 2) Commitment to learning about SEL, and 3) perceptions about whether their school Culture
supports SEL. Teachers who had low expectations for SEL efforts or felt uncomfortable teaching SEL were less
likely to implement the program with quality and fidelity (Brackett et al. 2012).

The importance of teacher beliefs is also raised in relation to the potential for teachers keeping up
developing their practice after a specific program is finished. Martinez (2016) concludes that experience of
teaching SEL had a positive impact on the teachers’ pedagogical thinking about SEL. Continuous
implementation of SEL develops teachers’ pedagogy and deepens their commitment to the whole child. The
implications highlighted is that teachers would benefit from in-service training models, that include their
concrete enactment of SEL teaching, such as coaching, that involve reflecting, observing, and receiving feedback
(Martinez 2016).

A concept frequently used across studies is self-efficacy (Bandura 1997), for example in a Norwegian study
looking into teachers experience from a SEL program in relation to their classroom practice (Larsen and Samdal
2011). Participating teachers claimed that the program had made them more sensitive and conscious about the
importance of social competence training and more democratic, context-sensitive and student-centred. Students were
experienced as calmer and more harmonious and collaboration with parents was positively affected (Larsen and
Samdal 2011). Emerson et al. (2017) in a systematic review and narrative synthesis about mindfulness-based



interventions for school teachers also refer to the effects on teachers’ self-efficacy. They emphasize reducing
teacher stress as a main outcome, supporting gains in emotion regulation and self-efficacy as intermediary effects and
mindfulness and self-compassion as mechanisms of action.

Teachers’ belief about SEL has been investigated also using quantitative methodology (Buchanan, Gueldner,
Tran, and Merrell 2009). Findings show that 98,9% of the teachers reported, that they believe SEL to be important,
noting however that a majority (67,4%) of these US teachers also reported that a SEL curriculum was being
implemented in their classrooms. So, the situation might be different in European countries where SEL programs are
less frequent (national catalogues: Hand in Hand website). It is concluded that schools should take an active role
during implementation, and that receiving support from a variety of professionals would be helpful for teachers.
Furthermore, it is concluded that contemporary policy focus on academic demands decrease the opportunity for
SEL (Buchanan et al. 2009).

So, it is crucial in TPD related to a SEI-implementation to work explicitly with teacher beliefs, emotions and
abilities, and to include supervised classroom implementation to support teacher agency. Morgan et al. (2014)
refer explicitly to teachers’ ability to be holding complexity and in general this is a field with a high level of
complexity. These aspects emphasised across the reviewed research is very much about teacher motivation. Ryan
and Deci (2017) refer to the three main aspects of (teacher) motivation: feeling competent, i.e. teacher-efficacy, but
also having some autonomy and not at least connectedness, i.e. working in a school culture supporting collaboration
among school staff.

Theme 3: the specific program or rather elements in synergy and processes over time?

Many of the reviewed studies refer to particular SEL programs for students, including the CARE program (Emerson
et al. 2017; Jennings et al. 2011, 2014, 2017; Schussler et al. 2016), the RULER approach (Brackett et al. 2012;
Castillo, Fernandez-Berrocal, and Brackett 2013), The Responsive Classroom (Abry, Rimm-Kaufman, and Curby 2017;
Anyon 2016), CALM (Harris et al. 2016), ERIS (Freeman, Wertheim, E.H. and Trinder 2014; White et al. 2013), PATHS
(Hamre, Pianta, Mashburn and Downer 2012) and OPEN CIRCLE (Kress et al. 2004). Many of those are programs
specifically using the CASEL-framework and some additional studies refer to this framework at an overall level
(Martinez 2016; Meyers, Tobin, and Huber 2015). Specific CASEL programs are also mentioned when discussing
implementation. Durlak (2016, 339-40) refers to "The child development project’, Responsive Classroom, PATHS
and SEAL. There are also specific programs just referred to by one author like SET (social and emotional training) in
Sweden (Kimber, Skoog, and Sandelic 2013), the Second Step program in Norway (Larsen and Samdal 2011) and the
FRIENDS program in Australia (Lizuka et al. 2014).

Explaining in details about the aims and content in all those programs are out of scope of this paper, but it is an
interesting issue that so much research refers to specific programs for students, also when searching specifically for
teacher competencies and TPD. There are in the reviewed research examples of convincing results at student level,
so evidently some SEL-programs have shown to be more effective than others. According to Durlak et al. (2011,
2015) effective SEL approaches often incorporate the four elements: 1) Sequenced: connected and coordinated set
of activities to foster skill development; 2) Active: active forms of learning, 3) Focused: at least one component
that emphasizes developing personal and social skills, and 4) Explicit: targeting specific social and emotional
skills. But referring to the research question in the present review the key point is that some of the important
issues related to TPD and implementation actually appear not to be first and foremost program dependant. To be
recommended by CASEL the programs have to offer TPD before implementation, and ongoing support is also
recommended. But the actual TPD in the CASEL-programs ranges from online self- directed instruction, to short
one-day workshops, to more sustained and intensive activities (Jennings and Frank, 2015). Knowing that meta-
analyses have shown a considerable difference in student gains comparing programs that are considered well
implemented and those with implementation problems (Durlak 2016) the emphasis on specific programs in the
research might be misinterpreted: it could lead to the false conclusion at a school or in a municipality of
anticipating convincing results at student level if just choosing the right program. Based on this review it is evident
that successful programs must work specifically with TPD not just making (online) materials available for the
teachers. And as emphasised above in-service teacher education with processes over time supporting the teachers in
(collaboratively) trying out and reflecting on the new approaches. Castillo, Fernandez-Berrocal, and Brackett (2013)
compared teachers who attended the RULER training with teacher having eLearning training. The teacher
participating in thoroughly designed TPD activities had more positive scores on several outcomes related to
teacher engagement, positive interactions with students, and burnout than those using e-resources. These findings
remained statistically significant after controlling for trait affect and personality, dimensions traditionally related to
engagement and burnout among teachers. It is also evident that generic teacher pedagogical and relational
competencies are crucial. Collie, Shapka, and Perry (2011) refer to a range of school climate variables and among
those ‘student-teacher relation” was the most consistent predictor of effect on e.g. professional commitment.

Summing up, successful implementation is about much more than the activities in the specific program, it is
rather about elements in synergy and professional learning processes over time, supported by well-designed
TPD.

Theme 4: implementation: adaptation, fidelity, and active ingredients

As mentioned the average student gains from SEL-programs evidenced in reviews and meta-studies do differ
much depending on implementation quality:



We should not think about SEL programs as being effective; it is well-implemented SEL programs that are effective (Durlak et
al. 2015, 12).

The important role that adaptation can play in program implementation might be the most provocative finding of this review
(Durlak and Du Pre 2008, 341).

Beside the crucial need for outside assistance and the conclusion that professional development for school staff is crucial
for effect Durlak (2015, 2016) points to different components of implementation, e.g. fidelity, quality, dosage, adaption,
participant engagement, program reach, program differentiation and control or comparison conditions. Two factors are in
particular highlighted: 1) teachers who emerged as positive role models for others seemed to be influential in sustaining
the schools’ commitment and motivation, and 2) programmes that were integrated and became part of the entire school
and its daily practices were more likely to be continued opposed to programs in only some classrooms, (Durlak 2016).
Anyon (2016) emphasise three main factors influencing implementation fidelity: 1) Intervention characteristics like
compatibility with staff members’ beliefs, 2) organizational capacity, e.g. ability to integrate the intervention into existing
structures and routines, and 3) the intervention support system. Freeman et al. (2014, 853) presents a synthesized model of
facilitators of implementation based on interview research. Major components are: 1) Ensuring a whole schools vision
and process, 2) pre-programme engagement confirming commitment and alignment of researcher and teacher visions, 3)
facilitative programme structure and processes such as linking the current programme to existing programmes and
processes at the school, 4) leadership and support for staff in the change process, 5) the nature of the program content and 6)
monitoring and feedback processes to sustain motivation.

So, ownership is important at both teachers and school level. In particular Durlak (2016) and Durlak and DuPre
(2008) refer to the subtle balance between program fidelity and adaptation. Thus it is important to maintain the
active ingredients in a certain program, but also that the teachers have the professional competence for adapting
program activities to the particular students, at a specific school, teaching certain content in a specific context. The
subtle balance between adaptation and fidelity might best be addressed by thinking in an adaptive SEI-curriculum
describing explicitly the active ingredients in the curriculum, and areas where adaptation could be suggested.

Theme 5: methodology in the reviewed research

The character of this last theme is a little different from the others, as it is not perspectives raised in the
research, but rather a theme appearing in the analysis across studies. In the process, we gradually grew to see the
various methodological approaches in the reviewed research as raising implications in relation to the research
questions.

Except from two survey-studies (Buchanan et al. 2009; Collie, Shapka, and Perry 2011) the rest of the 26 identified
studies were studies of intervention: Three defined as action-studies, one as a case study and twenty-one as
intervention-studies (Table 1). Of the twenty-one intervention-studies, nine had randomised control group, the rest of
the intervention-studies relied on pre-and-post intervention-measures. Most studies used a mixed method design, but
with a small trend to older studies using only quantitative measures.

Some of the studies found significant impact at e.g. teacher competencies from programs and TPD focused on
social, emotional and intercultural aspects (Castillo, Fernandez-Berrocal, and Brackett 2013; DeJeghere and Zhang
2008; DelJegehere and Cao 2009; Harris et al. 2016; Jennings et al. 2014, 2017; Porsche et al. 2014). But in
general, the studies reviewed here found moderate effects. Several studies found that teachers reported about
positive changes e.g. in qualitative semi-structured interviews, though the same studies only found trends and no
general significant effect when using psychometric measures. Teachers for example reported about less student
distractedness and aggressiveness and that students grew to be better at expressing their thoughts (Doikou-Avlidou,
And, and Dadatsi 2013), that they themselves had become more tolerant and aware of cultural diversity (Dolev
and Leshem 2016), and they also referred in self-reports to positive changes in their practice (Jennings et al.
2011). Some recent studies have used classroom observation as an outcome measure (Abry, Rimm-Kaufman, and
Curby 2017; Anyon 2016; Jennings et al. 2011, 2014, 2017; Murray, Rabiner, and Carrig 2014; Magos 2007).
Though classroom observation is a time-consuming method it has the obvious advantage compared to self-rating-
scales, that the possible ‘blind-spots’ in the teachers’ self-awareness is addressed by looking at their actual
practice. Interestingly only two of the studies reviewed addresses students’ perceptions of changes following
implementation (Doikou-Avlidou, And, and Dadatsi 2013; Lizuka et al. 2014). Students perspectives on e.g.
classroom climate and teacher-student-relationship would be obvious fields of investigation in the future.

So, teachers in general believe that social emotional competencies are important (Buchanan et al. 2009) and there
are many studies reporting about perceived positively changes (Jennings et al. 2011). This is however a field with many
intervention studies, using a range of different scales and measures. There seems to be a need for methodological
development and a thorough mix of methodologies could be recommended bearing in mind the complexity of the field.
And it is urgent to consider if the psychometric measures are sufficiently sensitive to catch the subtle changes related to
teachers’ SEI-competencies, their beliefs and their professional relational competencies to support students in developing
SEI competencies.



Methodology in the reviewed research.

Quantitative measures Qualitative measures

Mixed method

Intervention studies — randomised controlled
Murray, Rabiner, and Carrig

2014 Brackett et al. 2012

White et al. 2013

Intervention studies — pre-post-measures

DeJaeghere and Zhang Schussler et al. 2016

2008 DeJaeghere and Cao Freeman, Wertheim, and

2009 Trinder 2014
Larsen and Samdal 2011
Kimber, Skoog, and Sandelic
2013

Action research
Magos 2007
Martinez 2016
Morgan et al.
2014

Case-studies
Mevers, Tobin, and Huber
2015

Surveys

Buchanan et al. 2009

Collie, Shapka, and Perry

2011.

Other, e g reviews and theoretical discussions

Durlak 2016

Elbaz-Luwisch and Kalekin-Fishman 2006
Emerson et al. 2017

Jennings and Greenberg 2009

Kress et al. 2004

Li 2013

Malm 2009

Roeser et al. 2012

Sameshima 2007

Abry, Rimm-Kaufman, and Curby
2017 Castillo, Femandez-Berrocal,
and Brackett
2013
Harris et al. 2016
Jennings et al.
2017 Jennings et
al. 2014 Jennings
et al. 2011

Doikou-Avlidou, And. and Dadatsi
2013 Dolev and Leshem 2016
Anvon 2016

Jennings 2013

Porsche et al.

2014 Lizuka et

al. 2014




Conclusion

A range of central aspects and elements have been identified concerning successful implementation, and school staff’s
development of professional competencies, in the field of supporting students’ SEI-competencies. From the iterative process
of condensing key-points in each of the identified research papers, combined with a thematic analysis across papers, five
major themes were identified. First of all, intercultural competencies are not often conceptualized referring to the same
research base as SEL, but socio-emotional aspects appear to be a central aspect of intercultural competence, and based
on the review a definition of social and transcultural awareness is suggested. This definition illustrates how a focus on
SEl-competencies refer to, but also further elaborate on the insights from the solid research base on social emotional
learning (SEL). Furthermore, based on the reviewed research it seems crucial to be aware of ownership and agency
among school staff, when preparing for a SEI-implementation, and to work explicitly with teacher beliefs, emotions and
abilities to navigate in complexity. Successful implementation is about more than the activities in the specific SEL/SEI
program, it is rather about elements in synergy and professional learning over time, and the subtle balance between
adaptation and fidelity might best be addressed by thinking in an adaptive curriculum emphasizing active ingredients. Finally,
looking at the methodology across studies it is concluded that this is a field with many intervention studies, but that the
psychometric measures might not be sufficiently sensitive to catch the subtle changes related to SEI and teacher
competencies.

Looking forward, it can be suggested to focus specifically on the implementation processes, i.e. supporting
teacher agency and ownership, when working with social, emotional and intercultural competences in in-service
teacher education programs. Teachers’ professional competence for adapting program activities to their particular
students have to be acknowledged, thinking more about implementation as a co-creation process between teachers
and researchers/program-developers.

Note

1.IDI measures individual’s construction of cultural difference along a continuum from monocultural to intercultural worldviews
using the five scales: denial/defence scale, reversal scale, minimization scale, acceptance/adaptation scale and encapsulated
marginality scale. The scale refers to the development of intercultural sensitivity highlighted by Bennett (2013) where, differences
first are denied, then people act defensive, then differences get minimized, then differences are accepted, people learn to
adapt to differences in their communication, and finally they understand that culture is something constructed non-essential and
they manage to free themselves from cultural influences to a certain extent and learn to switch between different cultural
frames.

Funding

This work was supported by the EU, Erasmus+ Programme Key action 3, 582939-EPP-1-2016-2-SI- EPPKA3-PI-POLICY



Notes on contributors

Birgitte Lund Nielsen (PhD in Educational Research) holds a position as senior associate professor at VIA
University College. She has a background as teacher and teacher educator. Her research interests include
teachers’ professional learning, professional development programs for teachers and implementation related to this,
student teachers’ inquiries into professional practice, professional learning communities and co-creation projects in
professional practice. She is a research leader in VIAs program for professional education and a project leader in the
Danish team in the Hand in Hand project.

Hilmar Dyrborg Laursen, MA in Educational Studies, holds a position as associate professor. He has a background
as teacher, teacher educator and CFM Qualified MBSR Teacher, and he has participated in research activities at
VIA University College since 2008 in the areas of inclusion, blended learning, students’ autonomy, professional
development among others. Currently his research focus is on building communities in the classroom and social
and emotional competence.

Lise Andersen Reol, (MA in psychology), holds a position as associate professor in teacher education at VIA
University College. She has in her research and teaching a main focus on the bodily embedded, relational
aspects of teaching and education.

Helle Jensen, Psychologist (MA in psychology), specialist in psychotherapy and supervision, family-therapist.
Cofounder of the Danish Society for the Promotion of Life Wisdom in Children. Teacher of relational competence
and how to develop presence, awareness and empathy for professionals working with children and youth. Is
working in many different European Countries and she is a leading teacher of a two-year International Education
situated in Germany (www.trainingempathy. com). Also lead trainer for a developmental and research project called
“The Relational Competence Project” at the VIA University College, for student teachers, as well as for the Hand
in Hand school staff program.

Ana Kozina (PhD in psychology) is a research associate and assistant professor. Her research work presents
interplay between educational and developmental psychology, focusing on the interplay between social and
emotional learning and outcomes on the level of individuals (aggression, anxiety) and schools (school climate,
classroom climate), and in recent years also positive psychology (positive youth development perspective, well-
being). She is an active member of focused research group Educational studies (2015-2020) and a member of
Editorial board: Educational research Institute Press. From 2017 she is leading the Slovenian Educational
Research Association (SLODRE).

Masa Vidmar (PhD in Psychology) is a researcher at the Educational Research Institute and a docent (assistant
professor) of psychology at the University of Maribor. Her expertise lay in the role of students’ and teachers’ social
and emotional competences and its relation to different outcomes. Recently, her work focuses also on education of
disadvantaged students (e.g. children with autism). Her research interests include also early childhood education and
care. She is member of national research program group and is currently involved in several national and
international projects. As national expert she has prepared national reports for OECD and Eurydice.

Maria Rasmusson (PhD in Education) is a senior lecturer at Mid Sweden University and Uppsala University.
She has a background as a teacher and teacher educator. Her main research interest is in education on a system
level as well as on an individual level in e.g. the field of reading and writing development. Currently her
research is focused on investigating socio-emotional and intercultural competencies in school contexts and the
effect of a science education program on students’ outcomes in Sweden.

Iris Marusi¢ (PhD in psychology), is scientific adviser at the Institute for Social Research in Zagreb. She is a
researcher with primary interests in the field of teacher motivation and personality. She has been a member of
various international networks in her field of interest. She is a project leader of Croatian Hand in Hand Team.

Albert Denk is a social scientist and a research associate at Technische Universitdt Miinchen (TUM). Moreover, he
is a PhD candidate and a lecturer at Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitit Miinchen (LMU). Before, he worked as a
research assistant for the Centre for International Student Assessment at the TUM. In his doctoral thesis, he is
focusing on the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

Nina Roczen (PhD in Psychology) is a research associate at DIPF | Leibniz Institute for Research and Information
in Education. Her research interests include Education for Sustainable Development, Global Learning, and Large
Scale Assessment. Currently, her research is focused on developing an indicator for measuring outcomes of
education for sustainable development and on evaluating the effectiveness of the Hand in Hand programme.

Svetlana Jurko is the Executive Director of the Network of Education Policy Centers (NEPC) an international
non-governmental membership organization of education policy centers. Since the inception of NEPC in 2006,
she has managed numerous international projects and publications in educational access, inclusion and policy.
She also sits at the Board of SIRIUS Policy Network for Migrant Education.

Ales Ojstersek, works in the field of EU cohesion policy and the development of human resources in Slovenia at
the Slovenian Ministry of Education Science and Sport.



References

Abry, T., S. E. Rimm-Kaufman, and T. W. Curby. 2017. “Are All Program Elements Created Equal? Relations between Specific Social
and Emotional Learning Components and Teacher-Student Classroom Interaction Quality.” Prevention Science 18 (2): 193-203.
doi:10.1007/s11121-016-0743-3.

Abry, T., S. E. Rimm-Kaufman, R. A. Larsen, and A. J. Brewer. 2013. “The Influence of Fidelity of Implementation on
Teacher—Student Interaction Quality in the Context of a Randomized Controlled Trial of the Responsive Classroom
Approach.” Journal of School Psychology 51 (4): 437-453. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2013.03.001.

Adelman, H. S., and L. Taylor. 1997. “Toward a Scale-Up Model for Replicating New Approaches to Schooling.” Journal of
Educational & Psychological Consultation 8 (2): 197-230. doi:10.1207/s1532768xjepc0802_6.

Anyon, Y. 2016. “Contextual Influences on the Implementation of a Schoolwide Intervention to Promote Students’ Social,
Emotional and Academic Learning.” Children & Schools Advance Access 1 (8): 81-88. doi:10.1093/cs/cdw008.

Ateskan, A. 2016. “Pre-Service Teachers’ Cultural and Teaching Experiences Abroad.” Journal of Education for Teaching 42 (2):
135-148. doi:10.1080/02607476.2016.1144634.

Bandura, A. 1997. Self-Efficacy: The Exercise of Control. New York: Freeman.

Bennett, M. J. 2013. Basic Concepts of Intercultural Communication. 2nd ed. Boston: Intercultural Press.

Berkel, C., A. M. Mauricio, E. Schoenfelder, and I. N. Sandler. 2011. “’Putting the Pieces Together: An Integrated Model of
Program Implementation™.” Prevention Science 12: 23-33. doi:10.1007/s11121-010-0186-1.

Blell, G., and S. Doff. 2014. “It Takes More than Two for This Tango: Moving beyond the Self/ Other-Binary in Teaching
about Culture in the Global EFL-classroom.” Zeitschrift fiir Interkulturellen Fremdsprachenunterricht 19: 77-96.

Brackett, M. A., M. R. Reyes, N. A. Elbertson, and P. Salovey. 2012. “Assessing Teachers’ Beliefs about Social Emotional
Learning.” Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment 30 (3): 219-236. doi:10.1177/0734282911424879.

Braun, V., and V. Clarke. 2006. “Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology.” Qualitative Research in Psychology 3: 77-101.
doi:10.1191/1478088706qp0630a.

Buchanan, R., B. A. Guledner, O. K. Tran, and K. W. Merrell. 2009. “Social and Emotional Learning in Classrooms: A Survey of
Teachers’ Knowledge, Perceptions and Practices.” Journal of Applied School Psychology 25 (2): 187-203.
doi:10.1080/15377900802487078.

Castillo, R., P. Fernandez-Berrocal, and M. A. Brackett. 2013. “Enhancing Teacher Effectiveness in Spain: A Pilot Study of
the RULER Approach to Social and Emotional Learning.” Journal of Education and Training Studies 1 (2): 263-272.
doi:10.11114/jets.v1i2.203.

Collie, R. J., J. D. Shapka, and N. E. Perry. 2011. “Predicting Teacher Commitment: The Impact of School Climate and
Social Emotional Learning.” Psychology in the Schools 48 (10): 1034—1048. doi:10.1002/pits.20611.

Cornelius-White, J. 2007. “Learner-Centered Teacher-Student Relationships are Effective: A Meta-Analysis.” Review of
Educational Research 77 (1): 113—143. doi:10.3102/003465430298563.

Deardorff, D. K. 2006. “Identification and Assessment of Intercultural Competence as a Student Outcome of Internationalization.”
Journal of Studies in International Education 10 (3): 241-266. doi:10.1177/1028315306287002.

DelJaeghere, J. G., and Y. Cao. 2009. “Developing U.S. Teachers’ Intercultural Competence: Does Professional Development
Matter?” International Journal of Intercultural Relations 33 (5): 437-447. doi:10.1016/j.ijintrel.2009.06.004.

DelJaeghere, J. G., and Y. Zhang. 2008. “Development of Intercultural Competence among US American Teachers: Professional
Development Factors that Enhance Competence.” Intercultural Education 19 (3): 255-268. doi:10.1080/14675980802078624.

Doikou-Avlidou, M., K. And, and K. Dadatsi. 2013. “Enhancing Social Integration of Immigrant Pupils at Risk for Social,
Emotional And/Or Behavioural Difficulties: The Outcomes of a Small-Scale Social-Emotional Learning Programme.”
Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties 18 (1): 3-23. doi:10.1080/13632752.2012.675137.

Dolev, N., and S. Leshem. 2016. “Teachers’ Emotional Intelligence: The Impact of Training.” The International Journal of
Emotional Education 8 (1): 75-94.

Domitrovich, C. E., J. A. Durlak, K. C. Staley, and R. P. Weissberg. 2017. “Social-Emotional Competence: An Essential
Factor for Promoting Positive Adjustment and Reducing Risk in School Children.” Child Development 88 (2): 408—416.
doi:10.1111/cdev.12739.

Durlak, J. A. 2015. “What Everyone Should Know About Implementation.” In Handbook of Social and Emotional Learning,
edited by J.A. Durlak, C.E. Domitrovich, R.P. Weissberg and T.P. Gulotta, 395-405. New York: Guilford Press.

Durlak, J. A. 2016. “Programme Implementation in Social and Emotional Learning: Basic Issues and Research Findings.”
Cambridge Journal of Education 46 (3): 333-345. doi:10.1080/0305764X.2016.1142504.

Durlak, J. A., C. E. Domitrovich, R. P. Weissberg, and T. P. Gullotta. 2015. Handbook of Social and Emotional Learning. New
York: Guilford Press.

Durlak, J. A., and E. Du Pre. 2008. “Implementation Matters: A Review of Research on the Influence of Implementation on
Program Outcomes and the Factors Affecting Implementation.” American Journal of Community Psychology 41 (3—4): 327—
350. doi:10.1007/s10464-008-9165-0.

Durlak, J. A., A. B. Dymnicki, R. D. Taylor, R. P. Weissberg, and K. P. Schellinger. 2011. “The Impact of Enhancing Students*
Social and Emotional Learning: A Meta-Analysis of School-Based Universal Interventions.” Child Development 82 (1): 405—
432. doi:10.1111/5.1467-8624.2010.01564.x.

Elbaz-Luwisch, F., and D. Kalekin-Fishman. 2006. “’Professional Development in Israel: Fostering Multicultural Dialogue among
Jewish and Arab Israeli Teachers”.” Journal of In-Service Education 30 (2): 245-264. doi:10.1080/13674580100200318.

Emerson, L. M., A. Leyland, K. Hudson, G. Rowse, P. Hanley, and S. Hugh-Jones. 2017. “Teaching Mindfulness to Teachers:
A Systematic Review and Narrative Synthesis.” Mindfulness 8 (5): 1136-1149. doi:10.1007/s12671-017-0691-4.

Freeman, E., E. H. Wertheim, and M. Trinder. 2014. “Teacher Perspectives on Factors Facilitating Implementation of Whole
School Approaches for Resolving Conflict.” British Educational Research Journal 40 (5): 847-868. doi:10.1002/berj.3116.

Gough, D., S. Oliver, and J. Thomas. 2017. An Introduction to Systematic Reviews. 2nd ed. London: Sage.

Greenberg, M. T., C. Domitrovich, and B. Bumbarger. 2001. “The Prevention of Mental Disorders in Schoolaged Children:
Current State of the Field.” Prevention & Treatment 4 (1): 1-62. doi:10.1037/1522-3736.4.1.41a.

Greenberg, M. T., R. P. Weissberg, M. U. O’Brien, J. E. Zins, L. Fredericks, H. Resnik, and M. J. Elias. 2003. “Enhancing
School-Based Prevention and Youth Development through Coordinated Social, Emotional, and Academic Learning.”
American Psychologist 58 (6-7): 466—474. doi:10.1037/0003-066X.58.6-7.466.

Hammer, M. R., M. J. Bennett, and R. Wiseman. 2003. “Measuring Intercultural Sensitivity: The Intercultural Development
Inventory.” International Journal of Intercultural Relations 27 (4): 421-443. doi:10.1016/S0147-1767(03)00032-4.

Hamre, B. K., R. C. Pianta, A. J. Mashburn, and J. T. Downer. (2012). “Promoting young children's social competence
through the preschool PATHS curriculum and MyTeachingPartner professional development resources”. Early Education &


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-016-0743-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2013.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532768xjepc0802_6
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532768xjepc0802_6
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdw008
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2016.1144634
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-010-0186-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-010-0186-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734282911424879
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1080/15377900802487078
https://doi.org/10.11114/jets.v1i2.203
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20611
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298563
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298563
https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315306287002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2009.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/14675980802078624
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632752.2012.675137
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12739
https://doi.org/10.1080/0305764X.2016.1142504
https://doi.org/10.1080/0305764X.2016.1142504
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9165-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13674580100200318
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0691-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3116
https://doi.org/10.1037/1522-3736.4.1.41a
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.6-7.466
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0147-1767(03)00032-4

Development 23 (6): 809-832. doi:10.1080/ 10409289.2011.607360.

Hand in Hand website http://handinhand.si

Hargreaves, A. 1998. “The Emotional Practice of Teaching. Teaching and Teacher Education.” An International Journal of Research
and Studies 14 (8): 835-854. doi:10.1016/S0742-051X(98)00025-0.

Harris, A. R., P. A. Jennings, D. A. Katz, R. M. Abenavoli, and M. T. Greenberg. 2016. “Promoting Stress Management and
Wellbeing in Educators: Feasibility and Efficacy of a School-Based Yoga and Mindfulness Intervention.” Mindfulness 7 (1):
143—154. doi:10.1007/s12671-015-0451-2.

Hecht, M. L., and Y. Shin. 2015. “Culture and Social Emotional Competencies.” In Handbook of Social and Emotional Learning,
edited by J. A. Durlak, C.E. Domitrovich, R.P. Weissberg and T.P. Gulotta, 50-64. New York: Guilford Press.

Herbart, J. F. 1851/1957. Umrif3 pddagogischer Vorlesungen — Rede bei Eréftnung der pddagogischen Vorlesungen — Aphorismen
zur Pddagogik. Verlag Ferdinand Schoningh: Paderborn.

Heyward, M. 2002. “From International to Intercultural - Refining the International School for a Globalized World.” Journal of
Research in International Education 1 (9): 9-32. doi:10.1177/147524090211002.

Jennings, P. A. 2015. ““Early Childhood Teachers’ Well-Being, Mindfulness, and Self-Compassion in Relation to Classroom
Quality and Attitudes Towards Challenging Students”.” Mindfulness 6 (4): 732—743. doi:10.1007/s12671-014-0312-4.

Jennings, P. A., J. L. Brown, J. Frank, R. Tanler, S. Doyle, D. Rasheed, and M. Greenberg. 2014. “Promoting Teachers*
Social and Emotional Competence: A Replication Study of the Cultivating Awareness and Resilience in Education
(CARE) Program”. Society for Research on Educational Effectiveness. Presented at SREE spring conference.

Jennings, P. A., J. L. Brown, J. L. Frank, S. Doyle, Y. Oh, R. Davis, and M. T. Greenberg. 2017. “Impacts of the CARE for Teachers
Program on Teachers’ Social and Emotional Competence and Classroom Interactions.” Journal of Educational Psychology 109
(7): 1010-1028. doi:10.1037/edu0000187.

Jennings, P. A., and J. L. Frank. 2015. “Inservice Preparation for Educators.” In Handbook of Social and Emotional Learning,
edited by J.A. Durlak, C.E. Domitrovich, R.P. Weissberg and T.P. Gulotta, 422-437. New York: Guilford Press.

Jennings, P. A., and M. T. Greenberg. 2009. “The Prosocial Classroom: Teacher Social and Emotional Competence in Relation
to Student and Classroom Outcomes.” Review of Educational Research 79 (1): 491-525. doi:10.3102/0034654308325693.
Jennings, P. A., K. E. Snowberg, M. A. Coccia, and M. T. Greenberg. 2011. “Improving Classroom Learning Environments
by Cultivating Awareness and Resilience in Education (CARE): Results of Two Pilot Studies.” The Journal of Classroom

Interaction 46 (1): 37-48. doi:10.1037/spq0000035.

Jensen, E., E. B. Skibsted, and M. V. Christensen. 2015. “”’Educating Teachers Focusing on the Development of Reflective and
Relational Competencies”.” Education Research Policy Practice 14 (3): 201-212. doi:10.1007/s10671-015-9185-0.

Juul, J., and H. Jensen. 2017. Relational Competence. Towards a New Culture of Education. Windberg: Mathias Voelchert GmbH
Verlag.

Kimber, B., T. Skoog, and R. Sandelic. 2013. “Teacher Change and Development during Training in Social and Emotional
Learning Programs in Sweden.” The International Journal of Emotional Education 5 (1): 17-35.

Kress, J. S., A. Norris, D. A. Schoenholz, M. J. Elias, and P. Seigle. 2004. “Bringing Together Educational Standards and Social
and Emotional Learning: Making the Case for Educators.” American Journal of Education 111 (1): 68-89.
doi:10.1086/424720.

Larsen, T., and O. Samdal. 2011. “The Importance of Teachers’ Feelings of Self-Efficacy in Developing Their Pupils’ Social
and Emotional Learning: A Norwegian Study of Teachers’ Reactions to the Teachers’ Reactions to the Second Step
Program.” School Psychology International 33 (6): 631-645. doi:10.1177/0143034311412848.

Li, G. 2013. ““Promoting Teachers of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CLD) Students as Change Agents: A Cultural
Approach to Professional Learning”.” Theory into Practice 52 (2): 136-143. doi:10.1080/00405841.2013.770331.

Lizuka, C. A., P. M. Barrett, R. Gilles, C. R. Cook, and W. Marinvic. 2014. “A Combined Intervention Targeting Both
Teachers’ and Students’ Social-Emotional Skills: Preliminary Evaluation of Students’ Outcomes.” Australian Journal of Guidance
and Counselling 24 (2): 152—-166. doi:10.1017/jgc.2014.12.

Magos, K. 2007. “The Contribution of Action-Research to Training Teachers in Intercultural Education: A Research in the Field of
Greek Minority Education.” Teaching and Teacher Education 23 (7): 1102—1112. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2006.09.001.

Malm, B. 2009. “Towards a New Professionalism: Enhancing Personal and Professional Development in Teacher Education.” Journal
of Education for Teaching 35 (1): 77-91. doi:10.1080/02607470802587160.

Martinez, L. 2016. “Teacher’s Voices on Social Emotional Learning: Identifying the Conditions that Make Implementation
Possible.” The International Journal of Emotional Education 8 (2): 6-24.

Meyers, A. B., R. M. Tobin, and B. J. Huber. 2015. “Interdisciplinary Collaboration Supporting Social-Emotional Learning in Rural
School Systems.” Journal  of  Educational & Psychological ~ Consultation 25  (2-3): 109-128.
doi:10.1080/10474412.2014.929956.

Morgan, A., D. Pendergast, R. Brown, and D. Heck. 2014. “The Art of Holding Complexity: A Contextual Influence on Educator
Identity and Development in Practice in a System of Alternative ‘Flexi’ Schools.” Reflective Practice 15 (5): 579-591.
doi:10.1080/14623943.2014.900020.

Murray, D. W., D. L. Rabiner, and M. M. Carrig. 2014. “Grade Level Effects of the Incredible Years Teacher Traning Program
on Emotion Regulation and Attention.” Society for Research and Educational Effectiveness Presented at SREE spring
conference.

Nussbaum, M.C. 2003. Cultivating humanity. Cambridge: Harward University Press. Noddings, N. 2012. “The Caring Relation
in Teaching.” Oxford Review of Education 38 (6): 771-781. doi:10.1080/03054985.2012.745047.

Payton, J. W., R. P. Weissberg, J. A. Durlak, A. B. Dymnicki, R. D. Taylor, K. B. Schellinger, and M. Pachan. 2008. The
Positive Impact of Social and Emotional Learning for Kindergarten to Eighth-Grade Students: Findings from Three Scientific
Reviews. Chicago: Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning.

Popay, J., H. Roberts, A. Sowden, M. Petticrew, L. Arai, M. Rodgers, N. Britten, K. Roen, and S. Duffy. 2006. Guidance of the
Conduct of Narrative Synthesis in Systematic Reviews: A Product from the ESRC Method Programme. Lancaster: The ESRC
Methods Programme Lancaster University.

Porche, M., J. Grossman, N. Biro, N. MacKay, and S. Rivers. 2014. “Collaboration to Achieve Whole School SEL across a
Large, Urban District.” Society for Research on Educational Effectiveness. Presented at SREE fall conference.

Roeser, R. W., E. Skinner, J. Beers, and P. A. Jennings. 2012. “Mindfulness Training and Teachers’ Professional
Development: An Emerging Area of Research and Practice.” Child Development Perspectives 6 (2): 167-173.
doi:10.1111/j.1750-8606.2012.00238 .x.


https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2011.607360
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409289.2011.607360
http://handinhand.si/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(98)00025-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0451-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/147524090211002
https://doi.org/10.1177/147524090211002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-014-0312-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000187
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325693
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000035
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10671-015-9185-0
https://doi.org/10.1086/424720
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034311412848
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2013.770331
https://doi.org/10.1017/jgc.2014.12
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607470802587160
https://doi.org/10.1080/10474412.2014.929956
https://doi.org/10.1080/14623943.2014.900020
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2012.745047
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2012.00238.x

Rucinski, C. L., J. L. Brown, and J. T. Downer. 2017. “Teacher-Child Relationships, Classroom Climate, and Children’s Social-
Emotional and Academic Development.” Journal of Educational Psychology 110 (7): 992-1004. doi:10.1037/edu0000240.
Ryan, R. M., and E. L. Deci. 2017. Self-Determination Theory - Basic Psychological Needs in Motivation, Development and
Wellness. New York: Guilford Press.

Sameshima, P. 2007. “Seeing Shadows in New Light: A Procatalepsis on Narrative Inquiry as Professional Development.” New
Horizons in Education 55 (3): 10-21.

Schonert-Reichl, K. A., E. Oberle, M. S. Lawlor, D. Abbott, K. Thomson, T. Oberlander, and

A. Diamond. 2015. “Enhancing Cognitive and Social-Emotional Development through A Simple-To-Administer Mindfulness-
Based School Program for Elementary School Children: A Randomized Controlled Trial.” Developmental Psychology 51 (1):
52-66. doi:10.1037/a0038454.

Schussler, D. L., P. A. Jennings, J. E. Sharp, and J. L. Frank. 2016. “Improving Teacher Awareness and Well-Being through
CARE: A Qualitative Analysis of the Underlying Mechanisms.” Mindfulness 7 (1): 130-142. doi:10.1007/s12671-015-0422-7.

Snilstveit, B., S. Oliver, and M. Vojtkova. 2012. “’Narrative Approaches to Systematic Review and Synthesis of Evidence for
International Development Policy and Practice”.” Journal of Development Effectiveness 4 (3): 409-429.
doi:10.1080/19439342.2012.710641.

Stier, J. 2003. “Internationalisation, Ethnic Diversity and the Acquisition of Intercultural Competencies.” Intercultural Education
14 (1): 77-91. doi:10.1080/1467598032000044674.

Taylor, S., and R. K. Siddhu. 2012. “Supporting Refugee Students in Schools: What Constitutes Inclusive Education?”
International Journal of Inclusive Education 16 (1): 39-56. doi:10.1080/13603110903560085.

Van Manen, M. 2015. Pedagogical Tact. New York: Routledge.

White, A. J., E. H. Wertheim, E. Freeman, and M. Trinder. 2013. “Evaluation of a Core Team Centred Professional Development
Programme for Building a Whole-School Cooperative Problem Solving Approach to Conflict.” Educational Psychology 33 (2):
192-214. doi:10.1080/01443410.2012.708321.


https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000240
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038454
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0422-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/19439342.2012.710641
https://doi.org/10.1080/1467598032000044674
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603110903560085
https://doi.org/10.1080/13603110903560085
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2012.708321

