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ABSTRACT 

 

Students' social-emotional abilities are associated with a variety of favorable life outcomes in 

several studies, including their academic success in the future (Payton et al., 2008). In addition to 

parents' contribution, children learn to cultivate empathy and understand others' desires and 

wishes through social and emotional learning (SEL) programs. There is widespread enthusiasm 

for introducing SEL programs in schools (CASEL, 2019); however, there is little evidence on the 

effect of universal SEL programs on students' academic success. Student's academic 

performance is assessed by state test results, which is a policy-relevant metric. Furthermore, state 

test results are readily accessible and appropriate for investigating the effect of universal SEL 

programming on student academic achievement. 

 

This paper investigates the connection between SEL programs in Georgia public schools and 

students' success on Georgia's state test, the Georgia Milestones Test. I merge Georgia 

Department of Education data on students in grades 3, 5, and 8 with survey data on the 

availability of universal SEL programming in a district to create my model. I compare the 

average test results of school districts that have adopted an SEL program to school districts that 

have not. Students' mean English and Math scores in Grades 3, 5, and 8 are the study's dependent 

variables. Schools with an SEL program have fewer low-income students, a higher proportion of 
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Black students, more students enrolled, and outperform districts without an SEL program on the 

ACT. 

 

While the results do not provide statistical evidence to suggest that SEL programs have a 

significant effect on student's state test scores, it cannot be concluded that SEL programs have no 

impact on student achievement (Merrell et al., 2008). Prospective research on this issue would 

benefit from identifying a particular form of SEL program for the study, restricting the categories 

of programs considered. The qualitative components of each SEL program adopted in Georgia 

schools should be analyzed to determine which programs are expected to have an impact on test 

results, opening the way for a tailored quantitative analysis to estimate those programs' impact. 
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Introduction 

 

Numerous studies have shown a connection between pupils' social-emotional abilities 

and a variety of good life outcomes. There is a direct correlation between kids' social and 

emotional abilities and their future academic success. Social and emotional learning (SEL) 

programs encourage students to acquire empathy and understand their peers' interests and needs. 

As part of SEL programs, children learn to recognize, name, and comprehend the emotions that 

drive their actions and to use these social-emotional and cognitive abilities to develop and sustain 

good interpersonal connections. There is broad support for adopting programs in schools that 

promote social and emotional development among children (CASEL, 2019). However, data on 

the effect of universal SEL programs on students' academic achievements are few. 

 

Scant attention has been given to relation between students test scores and social and 

emotional learning program. Only a few studies have examined students’ state test performance 

after exposure to a universal SEL program. This is surprising as state test scores are a policy-

relevant indicator of students’ academic achievement. Moreover, state test scores are easily 

obtainable and suitable for studying the impact of universal SEL programming on student 

academic achievement.  

 

In this paper, I investigate the relationship between students’ exposure to SEL 

programming in public schools in Georgia and their performance on Georgia’s state test, Georgia 

Milestones Test. I use data from the Georgia Department of Education on students in grades 3, 5, 

and 8 combined with survey data on the availability of universal SEL programming in a district. 
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I examine the differences in the average test scores between school districts that have 

implemented an SEL program and school districts that have not implemented such a program.  

The dependent variable in the study is the average score of students in a district in English and 

Mathematics. The key independent variable states whether a school district has an SEL program 

or not. I use an ordinary least squares regression analysis to measure the impact of SEL programs 

on district’s average score on the Georgia Milestones Test.  

 

There are presently few published studies that address the issue I am addressing in this 

article. I investigate the effect of SEL programs on changes in average state test scores using 

district-level data.  

  



3 

 

Previous Literature 

Children learn best in groups. Their social and emotional adjustment and academic 

accomplishment might be influenced by their capacity to comprehend and successfully navigate 

interpersonal interactions and disputes. Furthermore, classroom culture and school environment 

can influence students' willingness to learn, impacting their academic engagement, effort, and 

performance (Schonfeld et al., 2015). As a result, social and emotional learning programs and 

their function in enhancing academic performance have sparked much attention. The effect of 

universal social emotional learning programs on the state scores of children has been unresolved 

until now. Although the state test scores are an important indication of children's academic 

achievements throughout the US, only a few studies have explicitly investigated the results of 

state tests following exposure to universal SEL programs (Somers et al., 2011). The effect of 

SEL on distal results of students may be gained via state test scores and is also a focus topic for 

educators throughout the nation. Bridgeland et al. (2013) assert most instructors favor social and 

emotional education in schools. Still, critical issues remain, especially those related to limited 

time on “non-academic programming” due to budget limitations and an emphasis on improving 

test results. 

 

According to Rimm-Kaufman et al. (2014), SEL education helps children acquire 

fundamental problem-solving abilities such as recognizing a problem, establishing goals to 

resolve the issue, finding an acceptable solution, and evaluating the results. A common feature of 

universal SEL programs is the inclusion of scheduled classroom activities that allow instructors 

to build student-teacher relationships, encourage students to contact them for homework 
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assistance when needed, and increase students' enthusiasm and involvement in the educational 

process. Teaching genuine interpersonal skills and conflict resolution to students increases the 

likelihood that the teacher will be competent in classroom management techniques and that the 

students will behave in a less disruptive and more focused manner throughout the session. 

Because of this, these educators will be more equipped to offer thorough and effective academic 

instruction (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2014). 

 

Hunter et al. (2018) suggest that there is a need for studying the universal SEL program 

so that answers to offer the most effective education, which will improve the state test scores, 

can be determined. Whitehurst (2019) even wonders if universal SEL is the "distracting craze 

with high opportunity costs" which wastes time and resources (Whitehurst, 2019, p. 68). SEL 

may need the use of the time set aside for another kind of education on school days because of 

the restricted time available.  Accordingly, Hunter et al. (2018) state that it is because of 

universal SEL that children are receiving less productive education because of the costs that 

weaken the potential of parents and schools to achieve the best results out of the universal SEL 

programs. 

 

Given a choice to integrate SEL in the curriculum, school managers are faced with two 

questions (Huynh et al., 2021). Is it true that social-emotional learning (SEL) improves future 

outcomes of student testing by increasing student social-emotional skills and behaviors that 

improve the classroom's performance over time? Alternatively, may SEL adoption lead to future 

scores dropping due to a redeployment of academic time for social and emotional skills? These 
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questions are currently only answered by limited published research, most probably because this 

is a worry that has arisen after the requirements of the 2001 act: “No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB)” (Taylor, 2017). Taylor (2017) states that only two out of eight studies that provide 

academic support were published following NCLB's implementation. Both studies utilized the 

district or State test results, the only technique used for the other six studies. 

The findings from SEL's limited randomized controlled tests showed an incoherent 

impact on the state exams. Snyder et al. (2010) observed medium-to-large impacts on the 

Positive Action program's grade 4 state test results. Another research (Bavarian et al., 2013) 

showed moderate to medium impact sizes in evaluating school-level state exam performance. 

The state exam performance of students in grades 3-6 increased. While the PATHS (Promoting 

Alternative THinking Strategie) program had only little beneficial effects, the second step 

(Committee for Children in 2008) and 4R (Morningside Center for Social Responsibility 

Teaching in 2001) indicated modest impacts. However, the majority of amendments were 

identified as statistically insignificant (ps>.10) or marginally meaningful (.05 ps.10) at a 

threshold of 0.05. There is no apparent connection between universal SEL and state test 

improvements based on available data. 

 

On the other hand, several of these studies found differences in benefits based on the 

degree of student competence prior to the introduction of the program. S. M. Jones (2010) 

showed that the 4R program is most effective for children recognized as being at high risk for 

behavioral issues by teachers. Rimm-Kaufman et al. (2014) made a similar conclusion in the 

performance benefits of Responsive Clase: individuals with less starting academic qualifications 
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experienced the largest improvements. Students' fundamental levels of competence as a risk 

indicator are considered a crucial topic for the profession in which universal education benefits 

children (Greenberg & Abenavoli, 2017). 

 

The techniques used in SEL research differ widely in terms of State test results, which 

may at least explain the discrepancies in the reporting effects of studies on state test results 

(Cheung & Slavin, 2016). Exemplars included ongoing student-level testing results published by 

S. M. Jones (2010) and Rimm-Kaufman and colleagues (2014); other evaluated student or 

school-level proficiency results as well as student or school-level qualifications supplied by 

others. Although not yet thoroughly studied, these specific differences may influence the 

findings of research carried out in a number of contexts. 

 

Self-awareness is a skill that is nurtured in social-emotional learning programs. Self-

awareness is “understanding one’s emotions, personal values, and goals” (Durlak et al., 2011). 

Setting goals involves assessing an individual's strengths, as well as their weaknesses. Having 

goals improves the student’s mindset, and the student has a well-grounded sense of optimism and 

self-efficacy (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2014). Self-awareness is vital in improving the educational 

achievements of the student. According to a study by Moradi, Faghiharam & Ghasempour 

(2018), which evaluated a sample of approximately 1800 high schoolers, 60% of students 

indicated that they could develop self-awareness with social-emotional learning programs in 

their school. With a high level of self-awareness, students can understand how thoughts and 

actions are interconnected. In the same study by Moradi, Faghiharam & Ghasempour (2018), 
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26% of the students indicated that they could become more socially aware of their environment 

because their school had rolled out a social-emotional learning program, which helped them 

improve their test scores.  

Social-emotional learning increases the graduation rates for high school students 

(McCormick et al., 2015). High school graduation rates are low, partly because of a lack of 

interest in the students. However, with social-emotional learning, students develop cognitive, 

interpersonal, and intrapersonal skills. These skills allow them to show more interest in the 

classroom, which helps them understand different class concepts better, thus having higher 

graduation rates than their peers. 

Additionally, social-emotional learning also helps students in increasing their attendance 

rate. Attendance rates have risen significantly in schools where social-emotional learning has 

been implemented (Walker & Shinn, 2002). Social-emotional learning is designed to engage 

students, allowing them to engage more with their teachers and fellow students, which improves 

attendance. With increased attendance, students will be able to score more on tests.  

For social-emotional learning to be effectively implemented, teachers need to be well 

trained to use the SEL program's approaches (Durlak et al., 2011). Teachers deliver detailed 

lesson plans that help students enhance their social and emotional skills (Taylor et al., 2017). The 

instruction allows students to improve their academic performance, thus scoring more on their 

tests. 
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Additionally, a healthy learning environment needs to have a healthy relationship 

between the teachers and students built over time by creating mutual respect and trust (Diekstra 

& Gravesteijn, 2008). In a report by Khilmiyah (n.d.), out of a sample of 454 elementary school 

students, over 75% responded affirmatively that a good relationship with their teachers helped 

them improve their academic achievement. There are various aspects of this relationship that 

need to be nurtured. For instance, active listening, constructive negotiation of conflict, and 

cooperation are essential in building a healthy relationship (Walker & Shinn, 2002). When there 

is a healthy relationship, the students will be able to learn more from their teachers. Additionally, 

it makes students comfortable to seek help from teachers, which contributes to enhanced learning 

outcomes.  

Moreover, social-emotional learning allows students to evaluate the ethical standards and 

safety concerns in various situations. Students are able to consider the perspective of the people 

affected by their decision before making it (McCormick et al., 2015). This helps students make 

realistic evaluations of their actions and the consequences they might have. Through this 

responsible decision-making, students can avoid conflicts with others, which allows them to 

improve their academic performance (Durlak et al., 2011). Better academic performance will 

ultimately result in enhancing the student’s test scores.  

Furthermore, social-emotional learning helps in reducing emotional distress in students. 

Emotional distress can negatively impact students' educational achievement (Diekstra & 

Gravesteijn, 2008) as the student will be spending time thinking about things that affect them 
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emotionally. A student with emotional distress will also not engage with other students in 

discussing necessary learning materials (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2014). 

Students who attended schools that had implemented social-emotional learning become 

more competitive in the labor market after graduation. Angeles (2012) noted that over 60% of 

students found social-emotional learning more effective in sharpening their employment skills 

and preparing them for life after school. As stated above, social-emotional learning programs 

help the learners develop a mindset of developing solutions that can impact their surroundings 

(Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2014). This kind of mindset is also reflected in the students when they 

are taking a test. As a result, the students may improve their test scores.  

According to a study of teachers conducted by the National Association of School 

Psychologists, instructors think social and emotional skills (SEL) are teachable. SEL benefits 

children from all socioeconomic situations, whether wealthy or impoverished and from all kinds 

of schools and educational levels. Almost every teacher believes that SEL benefits their pupils in 

the classroom. 

Although classroom intervention is used most often in school based intervention directed 

at students, interventions directed at teachers are increasing. A study by Domitrovich et al. 

investigated whether child-centered classroom interventions resulted in teacher advantages. The 

results supported this theory in general, but only when a more thorough program was utilized 

(Domitrovich et al., 2016). 
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However, despite the critical role of social-emotional learning, the available research has 

shown that schools have not provided an enabling environment for these programs to be 

established. Results from a study by Durlak et al. (2011), from a national sample of 148,189 

sixth graders, approximately only 29% of the students indicated that their schools had Social 

Emotional Learning program.  

In previous studies, SEL programs have varying degrees of influence on kids' academic 

achievement. As per Durlak et al. (2011)'s meta-analysis, SEL program participants improved 

their academic performance by 11 percentiles on average. Despite this, the authors cite a lack of 

research as a major drawback. Only around 16% of the 213 papers examined included academic 

success outcomes, and only 15% provided follow-up data in any outcome category (Durlak et al., 

2011). A Randomized Control Trial (RCT) design was employed in just a few of these 

investigations. According to a meta-analysis by Taylor et al. (2017), following up on SEL 

programs resulted in a nearly 13-percentile increase in student success. Despite this, only around 

10% of the research included in the analysis reported any academic outcomes (Taylor et al., 

2017). 

A more recent meta-analysis of universal SEL programs examined just the effects on 

educational attainment (Corcoran et al, 2018). The meta-analyses found that different studies 

measured student performance results differently, with some using standardized achievement 

tests and others using course grades. Corcoran et al. (2018) compiled a list of 611 SEL 

assessments performed from 1970 to 2016. They discovered favorable impacts on academic 

performance in 40 of the studies that satisfied their inclusion criteria. Thirty-five studies included 
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dependent measures of reading ability, 33 included dependent measures of mathematical ability, 

and five included dependent measures of scientific ability. Overall, the mean impact sizes were 

+0.25, +0.26, and +0.19 for reading, mathematics, and science, respectively (Corcoran et al, 

2018). 

Alternatively, a broader strategy may be used to impact the attitudes and actions of all 

students in the general student population (Walker and Shinn 2002). So called universal methods 

are aimed at avoiding issues before they arise by addressing risk factors for problem behavior in 

adolescents and encouraging elements that promote good youth development (Walker and Shinn 

2002). 

Various theoretical traditions have informed universal school-based preventive 

initiatives. Through its curriculum, character education programs instill virtues and values in 

pupils and strive to foster an atmosphere of compassion and moral discipline (Walker and Shinn, 

2002). Social and emotional learning programs emphasize goal-planning, emotion-recognition, 

responsible decision-making, and successful interpersonal skills for pupils (Walker and Shinn, 

2002). Behavior management methods use positive reinforcement and consistent school-wide 

punishment to reduce disruptive and aggressive behaviors and enhance prosocial behaviors 

across every school type (Walker and Shinn, 2002). Primary methods to preventing adolescent 

violence focus on identifying the individual, interpersonal, and environmental variables that put 

kids at risk of participating in violent behaviors. They use techniques that alter those risk 

variables, such as limiting attitudes, beliefs, actions, and surroundings, in order to interrupt the 

developmental pathways leading to violence. The methods use cognitive-behavioral and social 
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skills training, attempt to improve peer group norms, train teachers, and establish new 

administration policies and regulations (Walker and Shinn, 2002). These universally applicable 

school-based methods aim to promote kids' social and emotional development while also 

decreasing problem behavior. These strategies are geared at enhancing students' social and 

emotional development. 

As the wide framework of the universal SEL has evolved to include a range of program 

goals and results, it is essential to address variables linked to intervention (S. M. Jones, 2017). 

The word "SEL" has developed to include a series of educational interventions aimed at 

individuals, student groups, and whole schools due to conceptual variations in the term's 

meaning. Some of the program's objectives include developing specific social skills such as 

cognitive and emotional regulation and prosocial conduct and building more general personality 

characteristics and provisions (Whitehurst, 2019). As stated in Taylor et al. (2017), a 

comprehensive school-wide review effort rather than more closely specified SEL programs was 

evaluated in 63% of the studies reporting academic follow-up. Although numerous unifying 

frameworks for explaining SEL ideas and theories of change have been established, there are still 

significant disagreements regarding what makes a successful SEL project. 

The results are mixed on the efficacy of universal school-based programs in fostering 

social and character development (Wilson and Lipsey 2007). Recent meta-analyses indicate that 

universal methods to reduce violent conduct in schools may benefit (Hahn et al., 2007). Other 

thorough research and meta-analyses have shown substantial beneficial impacts on a subset of 
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desired outcomes but unclear or non-statistically significant effects on others (e.g., Merrell et al. 

2008). 

Universal programs have put an emphasis on protective factors development via 

instruction in a variety of socioemotional competencies. These abilities include “problem-

solving, self-control, emotional awareness, stress management, peer interaction, and acceptable 

school conduct” (Diperna et al., 2016). Evidence shows that SEL treatments and programs have 

been successful at improving social and emotional skills (Encyclopedia of Primary Prevention 

and Health Promotion | Thomas P. Gullotta | Springer, n.d.). However, significant benefits are 

seen in terms of good self-perception or self-esteem (Payton et al., 2008). Reduced anxiety, 

sadness, or emotional discomfort; avoidance of behavior issues such as drug use; better attitudes 

about school; and greater academic performance are all indirect benefits. The "indirect" impacts 

are, on average, less than the anticipated effect on social and emotional skills. 

The majority of methods, programs, and treatments are intended to produce several 

beneficial results concurrently. Certain SEL treatments do not meet the definition of "program" 

since they lack a manual, a component sequence, implementation training, and monitoring and 

assessment. A strong theoretical foundation, well-defined objectives, a clear focus, and clear 

instructions led to the execution's outstanding quality. Adding to the intricacy, many 

methodological characteristics may vary across research examining the effect of SEL on state 

test results. These characteristics may account for at least part of the observed effect magnitude 

variability. For instance, some RCTs reported continuous test results at the school level, whereas 

others examined student competency scores (Bavarian et al., 2013; Snyder et al., 2010). 
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Recently researchers have been trying to find out which programs work best. For 

example, a study might be looking at whether one program is better than another, or whether it's 

just as good. The evaluators are often looking at different kinds of programs to see how well they 

work. However, they're comparing one kind of program with a different type of program that 

may not include social or emotional skills development or other things. 

The present study will focus only on universal school-based programs that prioritize 

growth above avoiding particular issues. To address the fundamental issue of whether universal 

SEL programs may help students improve their state test scores, it is necessary to assess the 

entire range of planned and actual outcomes.  
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The Present Study 

The dependent variable analyzed in this study is academic performance. The proximate 

determinants are conceptualized as the proximate pathways through which social and emotional 

programs contribute to student’s academic performance, as illustrated on the far-right side of 

Figure 1. Thus, for instance, student demographics, student characteristics, school characteristics 

affect a student’s academic performance.  

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual model for the impact of social and emotional learning programs on 

student academic achievement 

 Student’s demographic characteristics affect the social and emotional indicators of a 

student, such as emotional stress and classroom engagement. Demographics also impact students' 

academic characteristics, such as academic skills and attitudes about school. A student’s 

academic characteristics are impacted by school characteristics such as the learning environment 

within the school and teaching practices used by the school. The SEL program impacts the 
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academic performance of a student by targeting a student’s cognitive skills, mindset, and 

character.  
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Data and Methods 

The data on the availability of SEL programs in a school district were collected using a 

questionnaire sent to each school district in Georgia. Several primary data sources were used to 

answer these questions. District-level data on indicators such as teacher certification, the 

demographic composition of school districts, ACT scores, enrollment, and attendance was 

obtained from the Georgia Department of Education’s website. The data on students eligible for 

free and reduced lunch programs was obtained from an online tool developed by the Georgia 

Department of Education. All data used in the study are from the school year 2018-2019.      

Georgia Milestones Scores 

The dependent variable in this research is the Georgia Milestones Assessment System 

score, which is a comprehensive summative assessment program that encompasses all three 

levels of the state's educational system - elementary, middle, and high school (The Governor’s 

Office of Student Achievement, n.d.). Students are evaluated in four subjects: English, 

Mathematics, Social Studies, and Science. The dependent variables in this research are the mean 

English and math scores of children in Grades 3, 5, and 8. English and mathematics are the two 

topics that are assessed at each grade level. These two topics are also regarded as significant 

predictors of academic success by educators (Ashkenazi et al., 2013). Additionally, the majority 

of social-emotional learning programs are conducted in elementary and intermediate schools. 

Thus, grades 3, 5, and 8 were typical of the grades in which the majority of children are exposed 

to an SEL program. 
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Availability of Social and Emotional Learning Programs  

The key explanatory variable for this study is SEL, an indicator for whether a school 

district has an SEL program or not. School districts that had an SEL program were assigned a 

value of 1 for the variable SEL, while school districts that did not have an SEL program were 

assigned 0.  

The key explanatory variable was recorded by surveying school districts in Georgia. Any 

program classified by a school district as a social and emotional learning program was 

considered as an SEL program for this study. Examples of SEL programs implemented in 

Georgia school districts include Capturing Kids' Hearts, Zones of Regulation, 7 Habits of Happy 

Kids (Leader in Me), Second Step, Random Acts of Kindness, Skill Streaming, Nearpod, The 

Voyage, Habitudes, 7Mindsets, Renaissance, AIA Attitude is Altitude, and Georgia Department 

of Health Project Apex. Although each of the SEL programs utilized different learning 

approaches and focused on different underlying skills, they shared a common focus on teaching 

students to monitor their emotions and thoughts and handle them constructively. 

Other Explanatory Variables 

Apart from the key explanatory variables, I have added district characteristics, including 

absence rate, enrollment in grade 3, grade 5, and grade 8, free and reduced-price lunch-eligible 

students, graduation rate, and teachers with a master’s degree. Absence rate is measured as the 

proportion of students that missed more than five days of school in a school year. Enrollment in 

grade 3, 5, and 8 measures the number of students in each of these grades in a school district.  
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Free and reduced price lunch-eligible students measures the percentage of students who 

are eligible for free and reduced lunch in a school district, while graduation rate measures the 

percent of students graduating from high school in a district. The teachers with master’s degree 

variable measure the number of teachers with a master’s degree in a school district.  

I have also included demographic variables including the racial composition of the 

student body, students in special education, and students that are in English as a second language 

class. Race variables describe the percent of students who are Asian, Hispanic, Native American, 

Black, Multiracial, and White. I have also included variables called male and female, which 

indicate the percent of students who are male and female.  

Further, I have controlled for other academic indicators of a school district, including the 

average composite ACT score of all students in a school district, percent students enrolled in 

remedial classes, and percent of students enrolled in early intervention programs.  

Descriptive statistics for all of the variables included in this analysis are presented in 

Table 1. The standard deviation for the mean of English scores among grade 3 learners was 

16.35 and 15.03 for grade 5 students showing a high amount of variation in scores from different 

school districts. Similarly, there is a big variation in the number of students in a school district. 

Though the mean number of teachers with a master’s degree in a district is 173, there are districts 

that have only two teachers with a master’s degree. 

An extrapolation of the demographics reveals that, on average, Asian students constitute 

2.04% of the student population, Native American students comprised 0.02%, African 
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Americans 27.68%, Hispanic students 12.06%, and White Students 54.21%. The distribution 

roughly mirrors the racial distribution of the population in Georgia. At the same time, on 

average, 27.47% of the students were part of an early intervention program. Though, on average, 

more than half (64.20%) of all students were eligible for free reduced lunch, this did not 

influence graduation rates in respective districts. With a 49.62% absence rate, Georgia recorded a 

remarkable 88.38% graduation rate. 

Data Limitations  

The data suffers from a small sample size (i.e., 82) because of lower-than-expected 

responses to the questionnaire for collecting data on the availability of SEL programs in a school 

district. Data on variables such as disciplinary actions taken on students was unavailable for all 

school districts. Furthermore, district-level data on grades of students was not available publicly. 

The data used in this study is district-level, and therefore the analysis does not provide 

insights into within-district disparities in students’ academic achievement. An analysis using 

student-level data may provide more nuanced insights into the effects of social-emotional 

learning programs on individual students and insights into what type of students benefit more 

from SEL programs.     
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Methodology 

 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the effect of Social and Emotional Learning 

programs on student test results on Georgia's state examination. However, since year-to-year 

variations in student test performance may have occurred independently of the influence of SEL 

programs, comparing test results in school districts prior to and after implementation will not 

provide us with accurate estimations of the program's effect. As a result, we must use 

econometric methods to account for confounding factors like race, gender, socioeconomic 

position, and any wider patterns in graduation and student performance that may impact all 

Georgia school districts, regardless of their SEL status. In this paper, I rely upon an ordinary 

least squares model. Below, I present a basic version of the model:  

 

Test Score =  + SEL + District Characteristic Variables + Demographic Variables + 

Other Academic Characteristics +   

 

 

In the above equation, test score represents the academic outcome of interest, which is 

the mean of Math and English scores in a district for students in grades 3, 5, and 8. SEL is a 

dummy variable indicating whether a school has an SEL program in place. District Characteristic 

Variables include absence rate in a district, number of enrolled students in Grade 3, Grade 5, 

and Grade 8, percent of students eligible for the free or reduced-price lunch program, 

graduation rate, and number of teachers with a master’s degree. Demographic variables include 

the percent of students that are Asian, Native American, Hispanic, Black, and Multiracial, the 

percent of students in special education and percent of students in ESOL, and the percent of male 

students. Other Academic Characteristics include the mean ACT composite score of a school 



22 

 

district and percent of students in remedial classes and percent of students in early intervention 

programs.  

 

Obviously, more complex versions of this model are possible. For the purposes of this 

paper, the absence rate variable was constructed by subtracting the percent of students whom 

missed five or fewer school days from 100 to find the percent of students that missed more than 

five school days.  

Limitations 

The analysis may suffer from endogeneity as the school districts that are performing 

better on the state test scores are more likely to adopt an SEL program than districts that do 

poorly. Endogeneity is a problem because one of the most important OLS assumptions is that the 

errors are uncorrelated with the dependent variables. Where endogeneity is present, OLS can 

result in skewed and inconsistent parameter estimates. Hypotheses checks can be very deceptive.  

 

Instrumental variables (IV) methods are the perfect way to deal with endogeneity 

problems. Future research can search for variables that can act as an instrument for availability of 

SEL program in a district. Potential variables that can be used as an instrument are measurements 

of social skills of students and classroom emotional support. 
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Results 

 First, I examine the bivariate associations between the availability of SEL programs and 

the background characteristics of the school district and students (Table 2). Next, I examine the 

bivariate association between the state test scores of students and the district’s background 

characteristics (Tables 3-8). I then examine the bivariate relationship between the availability of 

an SEL program in a district and students’ state test scores (Table 9). 

 

I begin with the question of whether having an SEL program is associated with different 

levels of background characteristics in the district. In Table 2, school districts are classified 

according to whether they have an SEL program or not, and the mean of each background 

characteristic is presented. School districts with an SEL program outperform districts without an 

SEL program in terms of their ACT scores. The mean ACT score is close to 20 in districts with 

SEL while it is around 18 in districts without SEL. They also have fewer students that miss a 

high number of school days (49.34% compared to 50.71%) and students that rely on the school 

for food (61.14% compared to 65.19%). There are more black students in districts with an SEL 

program but fewer white students. The districts with an SEL program have fewer students taking 

remedial classes or who are part of an early intervention program. They also tend to have a larger 

student body than districts with no SEL program. The average Grade 3 enrollment is close to 

1595 in districts with SEL program while close to 955 in districts without SEL. Together, Table 

2 shows that districts with SEL program tend to have fewer lower-income students, have a high 

number of Black students, have more students enrolled, and outperform districts without an SEL 

program in terms of ACT scores.  



24 

 

In Tables 3 to 8, the districts are classified according to whether they fall within the 

lowest one-third of scores, middle one-third of scores, or the top one-third of scores among all 

districts in the sample. Districts with a high level of scores have a higher graduation rate and 

more teachers with master’s degrees as compared to districts with low and medium scores. For 

example, districts that score high on grade 8 English have average graduation rate of 92.13% 

while districts in the medium and low category have an average graduation rate of 88% and 

87.81% respectively. Districts in the high scoring category had a lower number of students 

eligible for free and reduced lunch and a smaller number of students enrolled overall. School 

districts in the low scoring category have a high number of Black and Hispanic students 

compared to high scoring districts (For grade 8 math, districts in the high category had an 

average of 19.71% Black students while districts in low category had 35.67% Black students).  

They have fewer Asian, White, and Multiracial students. The districts in the high scoring 

category have a lower number of students that are part of remedial classes and that are part of an 

Early Intervention Program compared to districts in the low and medium score category. As 

expected, the districts that have a high average English and Math score on the state test also have 

a higher average composite ACT score among their students.  

 

Table 9, presents average English and Math scores for Grades 3, 5, and 8 for school 

districts that did and did not adopt an SEL program. Among grade 3 students, there is no 

difference in average English scores between districts that had an SEL program and those that 

did not. In contrast, the average Grade 3 Math score for school districts that adopted SEL was 

528, compared to an average of 525 for their counterparts without SEL programs. There appears 
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to be a slight academic advantage of SEL programs for both English and Math scores for grade 5 

students. The average English scores were 517 and 515, respectively for school districts with and 

without SEL programs. The research hypothesis that SEL programs are associated with higher 

academic performance is even more strongly supported for Grade 5 Math scores, where we see a 

four-point advantage for school districts with SEL programs. Grade 8 English scores also support 

the research hypothesis. Among districts with SEL programs, the mean English score was 518, 

while comparable figure for their non-SEL counterparts was only 516. Turning to Math, we see 

the opposite pattern – average scores are higher among non-SEL districts.  

 

Next, we will look at the results of the ordinary least squares (Table 10) to examine the 

relationship between social-emotional learning programs and state test scores more closely. From 

Table 10, we can conclude that having an SEL program in the school district does not have a 

statistically significant impact on the Math and English scores among the school districts in the 

sample, net of controls for district characteristics, demographic characteristics, and academic 

characteristics of the school districts.    

 

While there is no evidence of a statistically significant effect of SEL programs, there is a 

statistically significant negative effect of percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price   

lunch. That is, the greater the share of students in the school who live in low-income households, 

the lower the average test scores. This is an expected result. 

Although not all demographic variables had a statistically significant relationship with 

state test scores, the percent of Black students has a negative and statistically significant effect on 
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English scores of students in grades 3 and 5, net of other factors. One percent increase in the 

average black student population in a district is associated with a decrease of 0.25 points in 

English test scores for students in grade 3 and a decrease of 0.19 points for students in grade 5. 

The percentage of Asian students in a district has a positive and statistically significant effect on 

the average math score of students in grades 3 and grade 5. One percent increase in the average 

Asian student population in a district is associated with an increase of 1.29 points in Math test 

scores for students in grade 3 and an increase of 1.63 points for students in grade 5.  

The R2 value for the models ranges from 0.44 to 0.77, which is relatively high and indicates that 

the models fit the data well.  

 

The average number of students enrolled in grades 3, 5, and 8 in the school districts, the 

absence rate of students, and graduation rates do not have a statistically significant effect on test 

scores. Percent of male students is a statistically significant predictor of English test scores in 

grade 5 but not for other test scores. Similarly, the percent of students in remedial classes and the 

composite ACT scores are also not statistically significant predictors of test scores.  
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Summary and Conclusions 

 

So far, no consideration has been paid to the effect of a universal SEL policy on students' 

state test scores. Only a few studies have looked at how students performed on state tests after 

being exposed to a universal SEL curriculum. This is unexpected, given that state test scores are 

an important policy predictor of students' academic achievement. Furthermore, state test results 

are readily available and appropriate for researching the effect of universal SEL programming on 

student academic achievement. 

 

In this paper, I investigated the connection between SEL programming in Georgia public 

schools and students' success on Georgia's state test, the Georgia Milestones Test. I compared the 

average test results of school districts that have adopted an SEL program to school districts that 

have not. Although the study does not provide clear statistical evidence to conclude that SEL 

programs substantially impact students' scores on the state test, it cannot be concluded that SEL 

programs do not impact student achievement. The reasons for the non-statistically significant 

results can be attributed to several factors. First, the sample set available for this study was not 

large enough to draw conclusions about SEL programs' impact on state test scores. Currently, the 

sample consists of 82 school districts, out of which 25 school districts have an SEL program 

while 57 do not.   

 

Additionally, data on an SEL program's availability was collected using a questionnaire 

sent to the school districts. Only about a third of the districts filled the questionnaire. There is a 

possibility of error in the data provided by the school districts. Moreover, there are a wide variety 
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of programs defined as an SEL program. A future study on this subject will benefit from setting a 

targeted definition of the SEL program for the study, which will narrow the types of the program 

considered by the study. 

 

One key conclusion from this study is that there is a need for analyzing the qualitative 

components of each SEL program implemented in Georgia schools. A qualitative study will 

inform researchers on what programs promise an impact on test scores. It will open up an avenue 

for a targeted quantitative analysis to estimate the impact of only those programs. 

 

Finally, the current study estimates the impact of having an SEL program in a school 

district on the district's average state test score compared to not having an SEL program. 

However, a study that estimates the impact of each different SEL program on state test scores 

might provide a better understanding of the impact of SEL programs. One way to analyze 

different SEL programs would be to classify SEL programs into subcategories based on the skills 

set the program targets and the curriculum of the program. This could help understand which 

SEL programs are better or have a higher impact on students and their education.  

 

Moreover, one of the keys to the effectiveness and long-term viability of social and 

emotional learning is high-quality delivery. There is a need for school districts to help schools 

adopt SEL effectively by providing advice in a number of areas, building on tools focused on 

district familiarity with the program, and input and suggestions from district administrators and 

teachers. 
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A future study will benefit by collecting detailed information on what SEL programs are 

available at each school district in Georgia and how they are being implemented. Data on SEL 

programs is currently not systematically collected and maintained, making it difficult to conduct 

a study to analyze SEL programs’ impact.  
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 Table 1. Operational definitions table 

Concept Operational 

Definition 

Raw 

Variable 

Transformation/

Recode 

Analysis 

Variable 

Description 

SEL 

program in 

the district 

Availability 

of SEL 

program in a 

district 

SEL - SEL Dummy variable coded one 

if a school district has an 

SEL program and coded zero 

otherwise. 

Average 

ACT Score 

Average 

composite 

ACT score  

DSTRCT_A

VG_SCOR

E_VAL 

 

- ACT Continues variable for 

average ACT composite 

score of students in a district. 

The ACT composite score is 

a combination of the 

component scores in English, 

mathematics, reading, and 

science reasoning. 

Composite and component 

scores range from 1 to 36 

Absence 

Rate 

Percentage of 

students 

missing more 

than five 

school days 

in a district 

FIVE_OR_

FEWER_PE

RCENT_A

LL 

 

Create a new 

variable called 

ATTENDNACE. 

 

ATTENDANCE = 

(1 - 

FIVE_OR_FEWE

R_PERCENT_AL

L) 

 

ATTENDA

NCE 

Continues variable for the 

percentage of students absent 

0 to 5 school days in a school 

year in a district.   

Certified 

personnel 

Number of 

teachers with 

a master’s 

degree 

MEASURE 

 

- TEACHER

CERTIFIC

ATE 

Continues variable for the 

number of teachers with a 

master’s degree in a school 

district. 

Grade 3 

English 

score on 

state 

standardize

d test  

 

Mean score 

for English 

on Georgia 

Milestones 

Test of all 

students in 

grade 3 in the 

district 

English 

Mean_Scale

_Score 

Create a new 

variable called 

English3 by 

subsetting the raw 

variable English 

Mean_Scale_Score

. 

English3 Continuous variable for 

weighted mean scale score 

for English on Georgia 

Milestones Test of all 

students in grades 3 in the 

district 
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Concept Operational 

Definition 

Raw 

Variable 

Transformation/

Recode 

Analysis 

Variable 

Description 

Grade 5 

English 

score on 

state 

standardize

d test  

 

Mean score 

for English 

on Georgia 

Milestones 

Test of all 

students in 

grade 5 in the 

district 

English 

Mean_Scale

_Score 

Create a new 

variable called 

English5 by 

subsetting the raw 

variable English 

Mean_Scale_Score

. 

English5 Continuous variable for 

weighted mean scale score 

for English on Georgia 

Milestones Test of all 

students in grades 5 in the 

district 

Grade 8 

English 

score on 

state 

standardize

d test  

 

Mean score 

for English 

on Georgia 

Milestones 

Test of all 

students in 

grade 8 in the 

district 

English 

Mean_Scale

_Score 

Create a new 

variable called 

English8 by 

subsetting the raw 

variable English 

Mean_Scale_Score

. 

English8 Continuous variable for 

weighted mean scale score 

for English on Georgia 

Milestones Test of all 

students in grades 8 in the 

district 

Grade 3 

Mathemati

cs score on 

state 

standardize

d test 

 

Mean scale 

score for 

Mathematics 

on Georgia 

Milestones 

Test of all 

students in 

grade 3 in the 

district 

Mathematic

s  

Mean_Scale

_Score 

 

Create a new 

variable called 

Math3 by 

subsetting the raw 

variable Math  

Mean_Scale_Score

. 

Math3 Continuous variable for 

weighted mean scale score 

for Mathematics on Georgia 

Milestones Test of all 

students in grade 3 in the 

district 
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Concept Operational 

Definition 

Raw 

Variable 

Transformation/

Recode 

Analysis 

Variable 

Description 

Grade 5 

Mathemati

cs score on 

state 

standardize

d test 

 

Mean scale 

score for 

Mathematics 

on Georgia 

Milestones 

Test of all 

students in 

grade 5 in the 

district 

Mathematic

s  

Mean_Scale

_Score 

 

Create a new 

variable called 

Math5 by 

subsetting the raw 

variable Math  

Mean_Scale_Score

. 

Math5 Continuous variable for 

weighted mean scale score 

for Mathematics on Georgia 

Milestones Test of all 

students in grade 5 in the 

district 

Grade 8 

Mathemati

cs score on 

state 

standardize

d test 

 

Mean scale 

score for 

Mathematics 

on Georgia 

Milestones 

Test of all 

students in 

grade 8 in the 

district 

Mathematic

s  

Mean_Scale

_Score 

 

Create a new 

variable called 

Math8 by 

subsetting the raw 

variable Math  

Mean_Scale_Score

. 

Math8 Continuous variable for 

weighted mean scale score 

for Mathematics on Georgia 

Milestones Test of all 

students in grade 8 in the 

district 

Number of 

students in 

grade 3 in a 

district 

Number of 

students 

enrolled in 

grade 3 in a 

district 

ENROLLM

ENT_COU

NT 

 

Create a new 

variable called 

ENROLLMENT3 

by subsetting the 

raw variable 

ENROLLMENT_

COUNT 

 

ENROLL

MENT3 

Continues variable for the 

number of students enrolled 

in grade 3 in a district 

Number of 

students in 

grade 5 in a 

district 

Number of 

students 

enrolled in 

grade 5 in a 

district 

ENROLLM

ENT_COU

NT 

 

Create a new 

variable called 

ENROLLMENT5 

by subsetting the 

raw variable 

ENROLLMENT_

COUNT 

 

ENROLL

MENT5 

Continues variable for the 

number of students enrolled 

in grade 5 in a district 
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Concept Operational 

Definition 

Raw 

Variable 

Transformation/

Recode 

Analysis 

Variable 

Description 

Number of 

students in 

grade 8 in a 

district 

Number of 

students 

enrolled in 

grade 8 in a 

district 

ENROLLM

ENT_COU

NT 

 

Create a new 

variable called 

ENROLLMENT8 

by subsetting the 

raw variable 

ENROLLMENT_

COUNT 

 

ENROLL

MENT8 

Continues variable for the 

number of students enrolled 

in grade 8 in a district 

Students in 

remidial 

classes   

Percentage of 

students in 

remidial 

classes in 

grades 

6,7,and 8. 

REMIDIAL

6_8 

 RemidialGr

ade6to8 

 

Continues variable for the 

percentage of students in 

remidial classes in grades 6 

to 8.  

Students in 

Early 

Interventio

n program 

Percentage of 

students in 

Early 

Intervention 

program in 

grades K to 

5. 

EARLYINT

ERVENTIO

N 

 EarlyInterv

entionK-5 

 

Continues variable for the 

percentage of students in 

Early Intervention program 

in grades K to 5. 

Asian 

Students 

Percentage of 

Asian 

students in a 

district 

ASIAN  Asian Continues variable for 

percentage of Asian students 

in a district 

Native 

American 

Students 

Percentage of 

Native 

American 

students in a 

district 

NATIVE 

AMERICA

N 

 Native 

American 

Continues variable for 

percentage of Native 

American students in a 

district 

Black 

Students 

Percentage of 

Black 

students in a 

district 

BLACK  Black Continues variable for 

percentage of Black students 

in a district 

Hispanic 

Students 

Percentage of 

Hispanic 

students in a 

district 

HISPANIC  Hispanic Continues variable for 

percentage of Hispanic 

students in a district 

Multiracial 

Students 

Percentage of 

Multiracialst

udents in a 

district 

MULTIRA

CIAL 

 Multiracial Continues variable for 

percentage of Multiracial 

students in a district 
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Concept Operational 

Definition 

Raw 

Variable 

Transformation/

Recode 

Analysis 

Variable 

Description 

White 

Students 

Percentage of 

White 

students in a 

district 

WHITE  White Continues variable for 

percentage of White students 

in a district 

Special 

Education 

Students 

Percentage of 

Special 

Education 

students in a 

district 

SPECIAL_

ED 

 SpecialED Continues variable for 

percentage of Special 

Education students in a 

district 

English to 

Speakers of 

Other 

Languages 

(ESOL) 

students 

Percentage 

students in a 

district 

enrolled in 

ESOL 

program 

ESOL  ESOL Continues variable for 

percentage of students in the 

ESOL program in a district 

Male 

Students 

Percent of 

male students 

in a district 

MALE  Male Continues variable for 

percentage of male students 

in a district 

Female 

Students 

Percent of 

female 

students in a 

district 

FEMALE  Female Continues variable for 

percentage of female 

students in a district 

Free and 

Reduced 

lunch 

students 

Percentage of 

students 

eligible for 

Free and 

Reduced 

Lunch 

program 

KK-12 % 

FRL 

 

 FRL Continuous variable for the 

percentage of students 

eligible for free and reduced 

lunch program in a district 

Graduation 

Rate 

The 

graduation 

rate in a 

district 

PROGRAM

_PERCENT 

 

 GRDRATE Continuous variable for the 

percentage of students 

graduating in a given year in 

each district. A graduated 

student is defined as a 

student who leaves high 

school with a Regular 

Diploma (this does not 

include Certificates of 

Attendance or Special 

Education Diplomas) in the 

standard time (i.e., 4 years). 

The graduation rate 
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calculation is the number of 

graduates divided by the 

number of students that 

attended the school.  
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Table 2. Descriptive statics for variables used in analysis of impact of SEL programs on 

state standardized test scores 

(N=82)  
Mean SD Min Max 

SEL Classification 
    

Availability of SEL Program 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 

State Standardized Test Scores 
    

Mean English Score Grade 3 511.96 16.35 479.00 562.00 

Mean English Score Grade 5 515.13 15.03 486.00 560.00 

Mean English Score Grade 8 516.68 14.92 486.00 559.00 

Mean Math Score Grade 3 525.68 12.91 500.00 562.00 

Mean Math Score Grade 5 516.40 16.01 488.00 568.00 

Mean Math Score Grade 8 513.57 17.06 484.00 564.00 

District Characteristics 
    

Absence Rate 49.62 7.15 33.90 74.20 

Enrollment Grade 3 1110.82 2080.54 23.00 12938.00 

Enrollment Grade 5 1180.21 2222.53 30.00 14343.00 

Enrollment Grade 8 1133.72 2156.56 21.00 14290.00 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students 

(%) 

64.20 19.45 11.16 94.16 

Graduation Rate (%) 88.38 6.20 67.67 100.00 

Teachers with master’s degree 173.71 286.72 2.00 2079.00 

Demographic Characteristics     

Asian Students (%) 2.04 3.08 0.00 22.00 

Native American Students (%) 0.02 0.16 0.00 1.00 

Black Students (%) 27.68 19.03 0.00 73.00 

Hispanic Students (%) 12.06 11.85 1.00 70.00 

Multiracial Students (%) 3.94 1.59 1.00 9.00 

White Students (%) 54.21 21.08 2.00 95.00 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.63 2.45 6.90 18.50 

Students in ESOL (%) 4.04 4.63 0.00 19.90 

Male Students (%) 51.28 0.98 49.00 56.00 

Female Students (%) 48.72 0.98 44.00 51.00 

Other Academic Characteristics     

Mean Composite ACT score 18.43 4.96 0.00 24.10 

Students in Remedial Classes (%)  19.88 12.42 0.00 54.70 

Students in Early Intervention (%) 27.47 10.51 7.20 53.70 
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Table 3. Bivariate distribution of district background characteristics by SEL status  
With 

SEL 

Without SEL 

District Characteristics   

Absence Rate (%) 49.34 50.71 

Teachers with master’s degree 206.95 162.98 

Enrollment Grade 3 1594.55 954.77 

Enrollment Grade 5 1658.75 1025.84 

Enrollment Grade 8 1544.30 1001.27 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students (%) 61.14 65.19 

Graduation Rate (%) 88.69 88.28 

Demographic Characteristics   

Asian Students (%) 3.20 1.66 

Native Students (%) 0 0.03 

Black Students (%) 31.80 26.35 

Hispanic Students (%) 10.45 12.58 

Multiracial Students (%) 4.20 3.85 

White Students (%) 50.40 55.44 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.61 12.63 

Students in ESOL (%) 3.31 4.27 

Male Students (%) 51.05 51.35 

Female Students (%) 48.95 48.65 

Other Academic Characteristics   

Mean Composite ACT score 19.64 18.04 

Students in Remedial Classes (%) 16.79 20.88 

Students in Early Intervention Classes (%) 25.33 28.16 
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Table 4. Do district background characteristics vary by the level of mean score in English 

of grade 3 students?  
Grade 3 English Score Level of the 

District  

 Low Medium High 

District Characteristics    

Absence Rate (%) 49.42 50.68 40.82 

Teachers with master’s degree 134.57 195.23 206.20 

Enrollment Grade 3 1022.07 1154.49 1232.80 

Enrollment Grade 5 1062.47 1245.53 1272.60 

Enrollment Grade 8 959.87 1227.19 1298.20 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students (%) 78.35 59.71 21.51 

Graduation Rate (%) 87.92 88.07 94.14 

Demographic Characteristics    

Asian Students (%) 1.37 1.87 7.60 

Native Students (%) 0.07 0.00 0.00 

Black Students (%) 39.73 21.60 12.60 

Hispanic Students (%) 13.27 11.28 12.20 

Multiracial Students (%) 3.77 4.00 4.40 

White Students (%) 41.70 61.26 63.00 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.34 13.16 9.36 

Students in ESOL (%) 4.38 3.79 4.34 

Male Students (%) 50.97 51.57 50.40 

Female Students (%) 49.03 48.43 49.60 

Other Academic Characteristics    

Mean Composite ACT score 16.76 19.04 22.74 

Students in Remedial Classes (%) 22.87 18.97 10.54 

Students in Early Intervention Classes (%) 31.63 26.40 12.58 
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Table 5. Do district background characteristics vary by the level of mean score in 

English of grade 5 students? 

 Grade 5 English Score Level of 

the District  
Low Medium High 

District Characteristics    

Absence Rate (%) 50.76 49.95 41.42 

Teachers with master’s degree 116.80 201.85 242.50 

Enrollment Grade 3 918.47 1201.93 1374.00 

Enrollment Grade 5 948.80 1299.39 1423.50 

Enrollment Grade 8 835.53 1288.30 1439.50 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students (%) 79.27 59.72 23.19 

Graduation Rate (%) 87.18 88.46 93.79 

Demographic Characteristics    

Asian Students (%) 1.17 1.96 7.00 

Native Students (%) 0.03 0.02 0.00 

Black Students (%) 39.43 21.80 14.00 

Hispanic Students (%) 9.53 13.72 12.00 

Multiracial Students (%) 3.97 3.80 4.83 

White Students (%) 45.70 58.74 62.00 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.73 13.00 9.32 

Students in ESOL (%) 3.15 4.63 3.92 

Male Students (%) 51.23 51.41 50.50 

Female Students (%) 48.77 48.59 49.50 

Other Academic Characteristics    

Mean Composite ACT score 16.10 19.40 22.62 

Students in Remedial Classes (%) 25.02 17.66 11.25 

Students in Early Intervention Classes (%) 32.09 26.05 15.28 
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Table 6. Do district background characteristics vary by the level of mean score in 

English of grade 8 students? 

 Grade 8 English Score Level of 

the District  
Low Medium High 

District Characteristics    

Absence Rate (%) 51.37 49.25 45.32 

Teachers with master’s degree 137.35 198.74 182.11 

Enrollment Grade 3 974.68 1228.64 1029.89 

Enrollment Grade 5 1009.87 1327.67 1078.78 

Enrollment Grade 8 903.71 1314.02 1084.56 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students (%) 75.48 61.74 36.83 

Graduation Rate (%) 87.81 88.00 92.13 

Demographic Characteristics    

Asian Students (%) 1.32 1.93 5.00 

Native Students (%) 0.00 0.05 0.00 

Black Students (%) 35.26 23.69 20.22 

Hispanic Students (%) 11.97 12.55 10.11 

Multiracial Students (%) 3.68 3.95 4.78 

White Students (%) 47.81 57.74 59.78 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.95 12.75 10.99 

Students in ESOL (%) 4.13 4.19 3.01 

Male Students (%) 51.32 51.26 51.22 

Female Students (%) 48.68 48.74 48.78 

Other Academic Characteristics    

Mean Composite ACT score 17.65 18.34 21.51 

Students in Remedial Classes (%) 23.91 18.77 11.21 

Students in Early Intervention Classes (%) 32.41 25.69 18.79 
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Table 7. Do district background characteristics vary by the level of mean score in Math 

of grade 3 students? 

 Grade 3 Math Score Level of the 

District  
Low Medium High 

District Characteristics    

Absence Rate (%) 50.13 50.48 44.61 

Teachers with master’s degree 140.71 196.71 198.50 

Enrollment Grade 3 1028.65 1197.21 1061.90 

Enrollment Grade 5 1075.65 1292.11 1110.50 

Enrollment Grade 8 983.79 1277.79 1096.00 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students (%) 76.77 59.11 40.82 

Graduation Rate (%) 86.38 88.94 93.10 

Demographic Characteristics    

Asian Students (%) 1.32 1.92 4.90 

Native Students (%) 0.03 0.03 0.00 

Black Students (%) 38.38 20.89 17.10 

Hispanic Students (%) 11.68 12.79 10.60 

Multiracial Students (%) 3.79 3.76 5.10 

White Students (%) 44.74 60.58 62.20 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.96 12.57 11.74 

Students in ESOL (%) 3.76 4.48 3.29 

Male Students (%) 50.97 51.55 51.30 

Female Students (%) 49.03 48.45 48.70 

Other Academic Characteristics    

Mean Composite ACT score 17.10 18.88 21.26 

Students in Remedial Classes (%) 20.68 21.20 12.15 

Students in Early Intervention Classes (%) 29.40 27.66 20.21 
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Table 8. Do district background characteristics vary by the level of mean score in Math 

of grade 5 students? 

 Grade 5 Math Score Level of the 

District  
Low Medium High 

District Characteristics    

Absence Rate (%) 50.22 49.32 47.10 

Teachers with master’s degree 134.68 217.70 160.40 

Enrollment Grade 3 933.55 1315.08 1017.40 

Enrollment Grade 5 975.73 1421.03 1034.00 

Enrollment Grade 8 898.50 1402.41 1027.20 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students (%) 75.56 56.11 33.17 

Graduation Rate (%) 87.24 88.79 94.58 

Demographic Characteristics    

Asian Students (%) 1.23 2.30 6.60 

Native Students (%) 0.05 0.00 0.00 

Black Students (%) 35.25 21.78 10.80 

Hispanic Students (%) 13.03 10.86 13.20 

Multiracial Students (%) 3.73 4.14 4.20 

White Students (%) 46.60 60.97 65.00 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.78 12.62 11.52 

Students in ESOL (%) 4.38 3.54 5.06 

Male Students (%) 51.15 51.43 51.20 

Female Students (%) 48.85 48.57 48.80 

Other Academic Characteristics    

Mean Composite ACT score 17.36 19.10 22.00 

Students in Remedial Classes (%) 23.38 17.28 11.16 

Students in Early Intervention Classes (%) 31.06 25.23 15.36 
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Table 9. Do district background characteristics vary by the level of mean score in Math of 

grade 8 students? 

 Grade 8 Math Score Level of the 

District  
Low Medium High 

District Characteristics    

Absence Rate (%) 50.76 48.85 47.20 

Teachers with master’s degree 200.90 157.11 107.57 

Enrollment Grade 3 1345.15 979.14 482.43 

Enrollment Grade 5 1431.00 1039.75 505.29 

Enrollment Grade 8 1347.23 1022.89 514.14 

Free Reduced Lunch Eligible Students (%) 71.58 59.75 46.00 

Graduation Rate (%) 85.92 90.63 90.55 

Demographic Characteristics    

Asian Students (%) 1.72 2.33 2.29 

Native Students (%) 0.00 0.06 0.00 

Black Students (%) 35.67 20.58 19.71 

Hispanic Students (%) 13.62 10.69 10.43 

Multiracial Students (%) 3.77 3.94 4.86 

White Students (%) 45.15 62.36 62.71 

Students in Special Education (%) 12.72 12.62 12.16 

Students in ESOL (%) 4.69 3.51 3.14 

Male Students (%) 51.03 51.50 51.57 

Female Students (%) 48.97 48.50 48.43 

Other Academic Characteristics    

Mean Composite ACT score 18.61 17.78 20.76 

Students in Remedial Classes (%) 20.35 20.15 15.91 

Students in Early Intervention Classes (%) 29.76 26.22 21.14 
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Table 10. Mean state test scores by availability of SEL program in the district 

School 

District 

Grade 3 

English 

Score 

Grade 3 

Math 

Score 

Grade 5 

English 

Score 

Grade 5 

Math 

Score 

Grade 8 

English 

Score 

Grade 8 

Math 

Score 

       

With SEL 511.9 527.7 516.4 519.4 517.6 510.9 

Without SEL 512.0 525.1 514.7 515.4 516.4 514.4 
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Table 11. OLS coefficients for models predicting the impact of SEL programs on 

students’ Math and English scores on Georgia Milestones Test, by grade  
Model 1 

DV=Eng

lish3 

Model 2 

DV=English5 

Model 3 

DV=Eng

lish8 

Model 

4 

DV=M

ath3 

Model 

5 

DV=M

ath5 

Model 

6 

DV=M

ath8 

       

SEL Classification       

SEL -2.93 -2.25 -0.39 -0.27 -0.07 -3.29 

District 

Characteristics 

      

Absence Rate (%) -0.17 0.09 -0.22 -0.02 0.04 -0.19 

Teachers with 

master’s degree 

0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.00 

Enrollment Grade 3 -0.01 0.00 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.02 

Enrollment Grade 5 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 0.02 0.02 -0.02 

Enrollment Grade 8 -0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 

Free Reduced Lunch 

Eligible Students (%) 

-0.48*** -0.47*** -0.30** -0.29** -0.35** -0.25 

Graduation Rate (%) -0.38 -0.30 -0.59* 0.13 0.10 0.20 

Demographic 

Characteristics 

      

Asian Students (%) 0.77 0.88 1.19 1.29* 1.63* 0.46 

Native Students (%) 4.28 3.94 19.27 2.39 -10.93 11.41 

Black Students (%) -0.25** -0.19* -0.14 -0.11 -0.18 -0.24 

Hispanic Students (%) -0.06 -0.01 -0.09 -0.02 -0.12 -0.11 

Multiracial Students 

(%) 

0.01 0.26 1.05 0.04 -0.86 0.81 

Male Students (%) -0.69 -2.50* -0.48 1.07 -0.13 3.23 

Students in Special 

Education (%) 

-0.51 -0.34 -0.76 -0.66 -0.47 0.06 

Students in ESOL (%) -0.51 -0.15 -0.41 -0.38 0.02 0.05 

Other Academic 

Characteristics 

      

Students in Remedial 

Classes (%) 

-0.09 -0.12 -0.15 -0.08 -0.14 -0.08 

Students in Early 

Intervention Classes 

(%) 

-0.28* -0.21 -0.13 -0.06 -0.27 -0.08 

Mean Composite ACT 

score 

0.11 0.01 -0.10 0.35 0.07 -0.16 
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Table 11 (Cont.) OLS coefficients for models predicting the impact of SEL programs on 

students’ Math and English scores on Georgia Milestones Test, by grade  
Model 1 

DV=Eng

lish3 

Model 2 

DV=English5 

Model 3 

DV=Eng

lish8 

Model 4 

DV=M

ath3 

Model 5 

DV=M

ath5 

Model 6 

DV=M

ath8 

       

       

(Intercept) 643.15*** 711.70*** 641.12**

* 

486.79*

** 

557.47*

** 

367.51*

* 

       

R2 0.75 0.77 0.58 0.65 0.67 0.44 

N 82 82 82 82 82 82 

 

Level of statistical significance:  * <.05; ** <.01; ***<.001 
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