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What is Social and Emotional Learning?
The Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning (CASEL) organization defines social and
emotional learning (SEL) as: “a process for helping children and even adults develop the fundamental skills for life
effectiveness. SEL teaches the skills we need to handle ourselves, our relationships, and our work, effectively and
ethically.” - CASEL, 2011.
SEL Skills:
1) self-management, 2) responsible decision-making, 3) self-awareness,
4) social-awareness and 5) relationship skills.
SEL is increasingly discussed in education policies for children and youth and there are now many programs that
promote themselves as teaching SEL skills. Many programs are marketed as “evidenced-based”, although the quantity
and quality of the evidence is not always clear from program websites or materials. This creates challenges for school
administrators and school-board staff to choose programs that are effective and feasible.
Evaluation of Social and Emotional Learning
Several organizations have evaluated available SEL programs, and have created different recommendations
depending on their standards (e.g., What Works Clearing House, CASEL). They have been comprehensive - a plus in that
numerous programs have been evaluated – but have created a dilemma for the busy administrator who must sift through
many programs to find a suitable one. They also have not been explicit in their criteria for assessing the quality of the
evidence that show whether programs work, making it difficult to assess whether one is likely or not to see a real change if
implemented in one’s school.
We have taken a more focused approach and have deliberately restricted our toolkit to SEL programs that are used
in Nova Scotia schools, as well as additional programs we believe should be considered because of the evidence showing
that they work. We have explicitly and thoroughly evaluated the evidence for each program in this document. This toolkit
summarizes evidence-based and non-evidence-based school programs, along with implementation recommendations to
assist decision-makers in choosing programs for their schools that promote SEL.
For the purposes of this toolkit, the authors define ‘evidence-based programs’ as programs that were scientifically
evaluated using a study method that includes a comparison or control group, with the evaluation findings published in a
peer-reviewed scientific journal and reporting at least one SEL outcome. ‘Non-evidence-based’ programs include
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programs that, although based on SEL and psychological learning theories, have not had SEL outcomes formally
evaluated with the findings published in recognized scientific journals, or are currently in the preliminary stages of
evaluation. These programs are promising but have not yet been shown to work.
Selection of Programs
The programs included in this toolkit came from two sources. The most important was a preliminary list of programs
reported by 135 school officials from six of nine regional school boards across Nova Scotia as part of a larger survey
conducted from 2010 to 2012. Principals identified over 300 initiatives designed to improve SEL outcomes. We defined
28 programs as having a structured curriculum delivered over more than one session.
For this toolkit we selected and extensively reviewed 11 programs based on the following criteria: 1) the program
was identified by more than one survey respondent or was identified by the authors as being of potential relevance to
Nova Scotia schools, 2) the program must have the capacity to be implemented at the classroom or school level (e.g., we
excluded programs delivered solely in a community setting), and 3) the program must focus (or claim to focus) on at least
some of the SEL characteristics listed above. Two noteworthy programs were also included because they show potential
for indirect effects on the main components of SEL listed above. Although survey respondents identified Positive Effective
Behaviour Support (PEBS) as an SEL program, it was not included in this toolkit. PEBS is a school-wide system of
support that can include SEL programs such as those reviewed in this toolkit.
For each program, the toolkit provides a general overview, the specific outcomes evaluated, the strongest available
evidence we were able to find (if any), required resources (i.e., money, curriculum materials, classroom and teacher time),
as well as the targeted grade ranges and populations (i.e., universal programs vs. targeted programs). Universal
programs are delivered to all children in a setting, whereas targeted programs are delivered only to children or
adolescents who have been identified as having behavioural problems. Each evidence-based program also has a
summary chart that shows how we arrived at our overall recommendation. For programs without evidence, we make
suggestions to aid decision-makers in making informed decisions.
Evaluating the Strength of Evidence – The GRADE Approach
Our recommendations were developed using a structured analysis of published evidence. After assessing a
number of published tools and approaches to evaluating scientific evidence, we chose the Grading of Recommendations,
Assessments, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) approach developed by international guideline developers (e.g.,
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McMaster University, the World Health Organization, USA Centers for Disease Control and Prevention). The advantage
of the GRADE approach is that it is commonly used, internationally endorsed, and is outcome-based. The standard
GRADE approach implements a systematic review of all articles available for the program or intervention of interest,
followed by a qualitative and quantitative analysis of the main outcomes for the intervention. GRADE was initially
designed to help decision-makers choose specific interventions or treatments in a health care setting, and relies heavily
on study quality to arrive at recommendations. It gives greater weight to randomized controlled trials (RCTs) than to
observational studies, and almost no weight to expert opinion or anecdotal evidence.
Because of the nature of the evidence available for SEL outcomes, the authors made two changes to the GRADE
approach. First, we emphasized a type of study design commonly used in program evaluations but only briefly mentioned
in the GRADE literature: quasi-experimental designs. A quasi-experimental study is one where researchers have partial
control over the allocation of students or schools to intervention or control groups (to ensure maximum comparability
between groups) but true randomization is not possible under the given circumstances. Second, due to the limited
number of studies for each program, we were not able to quantify the impact of programs on SEL outcomes (e.g., effect
sizes). Therefore, all conclusions are solely descriptive in nature.
The modified GRADE approach was implemented as follows: 1) peer-reviewed journals were searched for any
papers reporting evaluations of the program of interest and the highest quality studies (e.g., RCTs, quasi-experimental
designs or longitudinal observational studies) were selected, 2) a list of main outcomes (i.e., SEL characteristics
postulated to improve due to program implementation) was created for each program, 3) two reviewers independently
evaluated each paper and abstracted information on the main outcomes, study design and execution, 4) the quality of
evidence for each of the main outcomes was assessed, considering factors that could improve or degrade the evidence
(e.g., risk of bias, blinding of participants or observers (i.e., participants and/or observers were not aware of group
assignment), attrition rates, large or small effect sizes, etc.), and 5) a program recommendation was established based on
the following scale used in the GRADE system:

Strong recommendation for
the program

Provisional recommendation
against the program

CPSC Atlantic: SEL Toolkit Excerpts for CPRI

Provisional recommendation
for the program

Strong recommendation
against the program

5

Following independent evaluation of each program, the reviewers outlined discrepancies and agreed upon one of the four
GRADE recommendations described above.
A strong recommendation in favour of the program implies that the reviewers feel confident that the benefits of a
program outweigh the risks. A provisional recommendation implies that the benefits probably outweigh the risks, but the
quantity or quality of evidence is insufficient to make a firm conclusion at this time. Note that a provisional
recommendation for a program does not necessarily indicate that the program is less effective than one with a strong
recommendation. The typical reasons for a provisional recommendation are that the program lacks evidence for the
outcomes of interest (e.g., focusing on bullying rather than SEL outcomes), the program has not been tested in a carefully
controlled experiment where alternative explanations for program effectiveness can be ruled out, or there is little research
available evaluating the effectiveness of the program and further investigation is required before making a stronger
recommendation. The implication for those choosing a program with a provisional recommendation is to consider carefully
why the program will be effective in their setting (e.g., a school or school board) and to take special care to evaluate the
program because its effectiveness is not assured given the available evidence.
Note that according to the GRADE approach, the quality of evidence is assessed for each outcome (e.g., social
competence, relationship skills, responsible decision-making), not for the program as a whole or even each study in
isolation. In accordance with the GRADE approach, ‘low quality evidence’ implies that few studies evaluated the
outcome(s) of interest, and/or there were many important limitations to the evaluation of the outcome(s). ‘Moderate
quality evidence’ implies that some evidence was available for the outcome(s), with limitations in study design (e.g., high
attrition rates, study samples that aren’t representative of the schools from which they come) that might affect the
conclusions. ‘High quality evidence’ implies that several studies evaluated the outcomes of interest, with positive (or
negative) outcomes that are unlikely to be changed even if there are some limitations in how some studies were designed
or implemented.
Information Provided for Evidence-Based Program Recommendations
The main factors influencing the evidence-based program recommendation are detailed in a recommendation chart
following the program’s summary chart. These charts detail three specific areas that were influential in the program
recommendation process including: `High or moderate quality evidence’, ‘Certainty about the balance of benefits versus
downsides’ and ‘Resource implications’. ‘High or moderate quality evidence’ describes the basic findings from the articles
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reviewed and details the effects of the outcomes according to these studies. Small effect sizes indicate small and
perhaps unimportant differences in SEL outcomes between schools that received and did not receive an SEL program
whereas large effect sizes indicate large differences between the two groups of schools. ‘Certainty about the balance of
benefits versus downsides’ includes information regarding how beneficial the program may be in improving aspects of
SEL, or if discrepancies between studies were found for the program outcomes. Finally, ‘Resource implications’ explains
factors relating to time and economic costs in relation to the reported program effects.
Where to Find the Articles Reviewed and Additional Information
All of the articles reviewed using the GRADE approach can be found in the ‘References by SEL Program’ section
at the end of this toolkit. Additional articles are also available for Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), Lion’s
Quest: Skills for Adolescence, Stop Now And Plan (SNAP) and the Good Behavior Game. The DARE and Lion’s Quest:
Skills for Adolescence programs are classified as non-evidence-based programs because no research is currently
available evaluating SEL outcomes for these programs. However, research evaluating the effectiveness of DARE and
Lion’s Quest: Skills for Adolescence as substance use prevention programs have been included as supplementary
articles. The SNAP program is classified as a non-evidence-based program because it has only been formally evaluated
in a community setting, although research in the school setting is forthcoming. The Good Behavior Game (a wellestablished program that decreases disruptive classroom behaviour) is included as a noteworthy program because it is a
potentially useful program that does not specifically target SEL outcomes, but could be combined with other programs that
do, and has extensive evaluation research available.
If you would like more information on the GRADE approach, social-emotional learning, or the Canadian Prevention
Science Cluster (CPSC), please see the ‘Resources’ page at the end of the toolkit. For more information about the toolkit
or the results of the Nova Scotia SEL scan, please contact Dr. John LeBlanc at John.LeBlanc@dal.ca.
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Evidence-Based Social and Emotional Learning
Programs for Schools
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Promoting Alternative Thinking Strategies (PATHS)
http://www.channing-bete.com/prevention-programs/paths/paths.html
Grade Range
&
Recommendation for SEL
General Description & Outcomes
Program Resources
Target
Outcomes
Population
Duration of Program:
 40 – 52 lessons
General Description:
(dependent upon grade
 Focus on improving interpersonal
Evidence:
level)
behaviours and reducing disruptive
High quality evidence for
 Approximately 20 – 40
behaviours
endorsing SEL behaviours
minutes per lesson
 Lessons on emotion awareness,
and reducing disruptive or
conflict resolution and self-control
Grades K – 6
aggressive behaviours
Financial Resources:




Outcomes:
Increases in problem solving skills,
emotional awareness and social
competence
Reductions in aggressive /
disruptive behaviours and
interpersonal disputes

Universal
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$399 - $700 for
curriculum (dependent
upon grade level)

Strong recommendation
towards the program for
SEL outcomes

Instructor:
Teacher-led using
available manuals and
materials
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Recommendation for PATHS:
Factors:
Decision:

High or moderate
quality evidence

Certainty about the
balance of benefits
versus downsides

Resource implications

Overall Strength:

Explanation:
EVIDENCE:
 Moderate to high quality evidence (see References 1 – 4).
 Two RCTs and one quasi-experimental study based in the USA. One
observational study conducted in the UK.
 Studies evaluated children from preschool to grade 3 from predominantly low
income families.
Yes 
 All of the SEL outcomes listed above were evaluated across the four studies.
No 
COMMENTS:
 Shown to be effective in both general and special education classrooms.
 Large program benefits were shown for most of the outcomes evaluated.
 No studies conducted a follow-up evaluation beyond 6 months after the end
of the program.
 Teachers were not blinded to PATHS implementation. This may have
influenced teacher-rated outcomes.
 There is reasonable certainty that PATHS provides benefits and improvements
Yes 
in SEL in children from low or middle income families.
No 
 There were no reported downsides to the implementation of the PATHS
program.
 PATHS requires structured lessons and material costs are moderately high.
However, evaluations have shown large improvements in SEL behaviours, and
Yes 
many of the materials can be re-used annually.
No 
 The program is teacher-led and does not require outside personnel except
possibly for training and skills maintenance.
STRONG recommendation TOWARDS using the PATHS program as a school-based SEL
program.
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Second Step










http://www.cfchildren.org/second-step/early-learning.aspx
Grade Range
&
General Description & Outcomes
Program Resources
Target
Population
Duration of Program:
 13 – 25 lessons
General Description:
(dependent upon grade
level)
Focus on promoting executive
functioning and self-regulation skills
 Approximately 30 – 60
minutes per lesson
Lessons on empathy,
communication, emotion
Financial Resources:
management and problem solving
 $279 - $339 each
Middle school programs also include
Grades K - 8
(dependent upon grade
lessons on bullying and substancelevel)
abuse prevention
Universal
 $1649 for K – 5
Outcomes:
package
Increases in empathy, social
 $919 for Gr 7 – 9
competence, anger-management
package
skills and impulse control
Instructor:
Reductions in aggressive or antisocial behaviours
 Teacher-led using
available materials and
manuals
CPSC Atlantic: SEL Toolkit Excerpts for CPRI

Recommendation for SEL
Outcomes

Evidence:
Moderate quality evidence
for improving SEL
behaviours and reducing
aggressive or anti-social
behaviours.
Strong recommendation
towards the program for
SEL outcomes
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Recommendation for Second Step:
Factors:
Decision: Explanation:
EVIDENCE:
 Low to moderate quality evidence (see References 5 – 9).
 One RCT, three quasi-experimental designs and one observational study
conducted in the USA and Canada.
 Studies evaluated students in Grades 2 – 8, predominantly from low
income families.
 All of the SEL outcomes mentioned above were evaluated across the five
High or moderate
Yes 
studies.
quality evidence
No 
COMMENTS:
 Many of the studies did not control for differences in school
implementation rates and one of the studies did not have a control group
(Reference 5).
 Teachers were not blinded to Second Step implementation. This may
have influenced teacher-rated outcomes.
 Only one study was well designed with sufficient follow-up data of 6
months (Reference 7). This study showed minimal effect sizes.
 Regardless of study quality, all studies agreed that Second Step had a
Certainty about the
Yes 
balance of benefits
positive influence on students’ behaviour
No 
versus downsides
 There were no reported downsides to Second Step program implementation.
 Second Step requires dedicated in-class lessons and specific materials;
Resource
Yes 
however, many of the materials can be re-used annually.
implications
No 
 The program is teacher-led and does not require outside personnel except
possibly for training and skills maintenance.
Overall Strength:
STRONG recommendation TOWARDS using Second Step as a school-based SEL program.
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Caring School Community (CSC)
http://www.devstu.org/caring-school-community
Grade Range
&
General Description & Outcomes
Program RESOURCES
Target
Population









General Description:
Focus on endorsing a sense of
community in the school
environment
Based on a universal school
implementation with class meetings,
cross-age buddy programs, as well
as school-wide and home-based
activities

Duration of Program:
 One school year
 The program can be
flexibly integrated into
the class curriculum
Grades K – 6
Universal

Outcomes:
Increases in a sense of school
community, prosocial skills and
academic motivation / achievement
Reductions in drug use, violence
and delinquency
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Financial Resources:
 $250 per grade
 $1605 for Grades K – 6
package



Instructor:
Teacher-led based on
manuals and materials
available

Recommendation for SEL
Outcomes

Evidence:
Low quality evidence
suggesting small positive
effects on SEL behaviours
Provisional
recommendation towards
the program for SEL
outcomes
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Recommendation for Caring School Community:
Factors:
Decision: Explanation:
EVIDENCE:
 Low quality evidence (see References 10 – 13).
 Two RCTs, one follow-up to an RCT, and one quasi-experimental study
all conducted in the USA.
 Studies evaluated students in Kindergarten – Grade 6, and one study
High or moderate
Yes 
followed up on students during middle school (Reference 11).
quality evidence
No 
 All SEL outcomes mentioned above were evaluated across the four
studies.
COMMENTS:
 All studies demonstrated small effect sizes in favour of the program.
 Teachers were not blinded to Caring School Community implementation.
This may have influenced some teacher-rated outcomes.
 All studies showed similar certainty in the effects of program
implementation, although all reported benefits were minimal.
Certainty about the
Yes 
 No reported downsides to implementation of the Caring School Community
balance of benefits
No 
program.
versus downsides
 Program effectiveness was influenced by differing rates of implementation
across schools included in the program evaluations (e.g., Reference 12).
 Cost of program implementation is moderate compared to other SEL
programs.
 Program can be incorporated into daily lessons or taught independently.
Resource implications
Yes 
No 
 Most materials can be re-used annually with minimal teacher training costs.
 The program is teacher-led and does not require outside personnel except
possibly for training and skills maintenance.
PROVISIONAL recommendation TOWARDS using the Caring School Community program
Overall Strength:
as a school-based SEL program.
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Roots of Empathy

General Description & Outcomes









General Description:
Focus on promoting social
competence and increasing empathy
Based on an experiential learning
approach by having students observe
the relationship between a
neighbourhood parent and infant who
come into the classroom
Program implemented on a
classroom by classroom basis

http://www.rootsofempathy.org
Grade Range
&
Program Resources
Target
Population
Duration of Program:
 27 weekly lessons
implemented across
the school year

Grades K - 8

Financial Resources:
 For financial details,
please contact the
program administrators

Universal

Outcomes:
Increases in prosocial behaviours
Reductions in aggressive or antisocial behaviours
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Instructor:
Teacher-led based on
available materials and
manuals
Additional visits from a
neighbourhood infant
and parent

Recommendation for SEL
Outcomes

Evidence:
Moderate quality evidence
demonstrating
improvements in prosocial
behaviours and decreases
in aggressive or anti-social
behaviours

Provisional
recommendation towards
the program for SEL
outcomes
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Recommendation for Roots of Empathy:
Factors:
Decision: Explanation:
EVIDENCE:
 Low to moderate quality evidence (see References 14 – 15).
 One RCT and one quasi-experimental study, conducted in Canada.
 Studies evaluated students in Kindergarten and Grades 4 – 8.
 All SEL outcomes mentioned above were evaluated in both studies.
High or moderate
COMMENTS:
Yes 
quality evidence
 Only 2 studies were available for review.
No 
 One of the studies (Reference 14) included a follow-up evaluation 3 years
post-intervention.
 Children in the intervention group were more likely to rate their peers as
more prosocial than children from control schools.
 Teachers were not blinded to Roots of Empathy implementation. This may
have influenced some of the teacher-rated outcomes.
 Both studies showed benefits for the Roots of Empathy program.
 Effect sizes of student and teacher-rated outcomes ranged from insignificant to
Certainty about the
Yes 
large. Most peer-rated prosocial behaviour outcomes were in the moderate to
balance of benefits
No 
large range.
versus downsides
 No reported downsides to the implementation of the Roots of Empathy
program.
Resource implications

Overall Strength:

Yes 
No 



Resource information is not readily available on the program website.

PROVISIONAL recommendation TOWARDS Roots of Empathy as a school-based SEL
program.
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The Fourth R

General Description & Outcomes






General Description:
Focus on improving relationship
skills to prevent peer and dating
violence and substance abuse
Lessons on assertiveness,
communication and problem-solving
Promotion of healthy sexuality

http://www.youthrelationships.org/
Grade Range
&
Program Resources
Target
Population
Duration of Program:
 21-30 lessons of 45- 75
minutes (dependent
upon grade level)

Grades 7 - 12
Universal




Outcomes:
Increases in negotiation skills and
delayed responding to pressure
Reductions in peer and dating
violence

Financial Resources:
 $65 – $200 for lesson
unit packages
 $200 - $695 for
curriculum and
comprehensive
packages
 All prices are
dependent upon grade
level and course
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Recommendation for SEL
Outcomes

Evidence:
Moderate quality evidence
that The Fourth R increases
positive relationship skills
and decreases peer and
dating violence.
Provisional
recommendation towards
the program for SEL
outcomes

Instructor:
Teacher-led using
available materials and
manuals
17

Recommendation for The Fourth R:
Factors:

High or moderate quality
evidence

Certainty about the
balance of benefits versus
downsides

Decision: Explanation:
EVIDENCE:
 Low to moderate quality evidence (see References 16 - 17).
 One RCT and one observational study based in Canada.
 Study evaluated students in Grade 9.
 Intervention students were more likely to show delay responses and
Yes 
negotiation skills, and were more likely to show lower rates of dating
No 
violence.
COMMENTS:
 The same overall sample was used for both studies.
 Some results (e.g., reductions in dating violence) were found mainly
for males with smaller effects for females.

Yes 
No 



No reported downsides to the implementation of the Fourth R program.



Resource implications

Overall Strength:

Program costs of training and materials are variable depending on the
grade and lesson.
Yes 
 The program can be interwoven into daily lessons, and has
No 
demonstrated some positive benefits to implementation.
PROVISIONAL recommendation TOWARDS using The Fourth R as a school-based
SEL program.
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Selected Non-Evidence-Based Social and
Emotional Learning Programs for Schools
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Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE)

General Description, Outcomes &
Evidence










General Description:
Focus on drug and violence
prevention and creating interpersonal
relationships with peers and police
officers
Outcomes:
Increases in drug knowledge, selfesteem and interpersonal
relationships
Reductions in alcohol use, cigarette
use and/or marijuana use as well as
violence
Evidence;
Moderate to high quality evidence
that there are no short- or long-term
effects on substance use prevention
(see References 18 - 22)
No empirical evidence is currently
available for SEL outcomes

http://www.dare.com/home/default.asp
Grade Range
& Target
Program Resources
Population

Additional Comments

Duration of Program:
 10 weekly lessons
 Approximately 45 – 60
minutes per lesson

Grades 5 - 8
Universal
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Financial Resources:
 Approximately $173 $268 per student
(American prices).
 Accurate Canadian
figures were not
available.



The DARE program was
revised after the cited
studies were done. No new
studies are available to
assess the impact of these
revisions.

Instructor:
Police officers
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Lion’s Quest: Skills for Adolescence

General Description, Outcomes &
Evidence











General Description:
Focus on promoting a supportive
relationship between parents, school
and community
Lessons on bullying, self-confidence,
communication, emotion
management, interpersonal
relationships, healthy living and
substance-abuse prevention
Outcomes:
Increases in personal and social
responsibility skills, service to others,
problem solving skills, healthy living
skills
Reductions in substance use
Evidence:
Low quality evidence for decreases
in marijuana consumption (see
References 23 - 24)
No empirical evidence is currently
available for SEL outcomes

http://www.lionsquest.ca
Grade Range
& Target
Program Resources
Population

Additional Comments

Duration of Program:
 80 lessons available
 22 additional sessions
available for multi-year
implementation

Grades 6 - 8
Universal
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Financial Resources:
 $6300 - $6500 for a 20teacher training seminar
 $145.99 for the
Teacher’s Curriculum
 $7.90 per student for
Student & Parent
Workbooks



Program originated in
Ontario, and has recently
been expanded to other
areas of Canada

Instructor:
Teacher-led using
available materials and
manuals
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General Description, Outcomes &
Evidence











General Description:
Focus on reducing anti-social and
aggressive behaviours and
promoting social competence
Cognitive-behavioural strategy that
emphasizes stopping, thinking and
planning before acting
Outcomes:
Increases in self-confidence,
prosocial behaviours and anger
management strategies
Reduction in aggressive and criminal
behaviours

Grade Range
& Target
Population

Grades K - 12
Targeted to
students with
aggression
problems

Evidence:
No empirical evidence is currently
available for SEL outcomes in a
school-based setting
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Program Resources

Additional Comments

Duration of Program:
 12 weekly lessons
 Approximately 20 – 45
minutes per lesson

Community-based program
has shown positive benefits
for SEL-related behaviours
and reductions in aggressive
behaviour (see References
25 - 30)

Financial Resources:
 $820 in set-up fees and
$250 - $370 for annual
fees per school



Instructor:
Facilitator-led program
with teacher and
principal training
available

The school-based program
is in the preliminary
evaluation stages (see
Reference 31)
Program originated in
Ontario, and has recently
been expanded to other
areas of Canada
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Resource Information
The Canadian Prevention Science Cluster – Atlantic Hub
Website: http://cpscatlantic.org/
Contact Email: cpscatlantic@gmail.com
Hub Director: Dr. John C. LeBlanc, MD, MSc
IWK Health Centre, 5850 University Avenue, Halifax, Nova Scotia, B3K 6R8
Associate Professor of Pediatrics, Psychiatry, Community Health & Epidemiology, Dalhousie University
The Canadian Prevention Science Cluster (CPSC): Atlantic HUB is one of four regional hubs across Canada. The Atlantic
hub focuses on bullying, cyberbullying and social and emotional learning in public schools across Nova Scotia. We
gratefully acknowledge the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council for funding this endeavour.
Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (CASEL)
Website: http://www.casel.org
Contact Email: info@casel.org
CASEL is an organization that aims to promote the scientific background of SEL as well as expanding SEL program
practice to enhance the field and impact of SEL across the lifespan. CASEL has also evaluated several SEL programs
(i.e., CASEL SELect programs), based on program instruction, evidence of effectiveness and professional development.
22 programs have been selected as CASEL SELect programs, some of which are evaluated throughout this toolkit.

Grading of Recommendations, Assessments, Development and Evaluations (GRADE)
Website: http://www.gradeworkinggroup.org
The Grading of Recommendations, Assessments, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) approach is a widely
recognized method used to evaluate the balance of outcomes for interventions (e.g., vaccinations, programs). GRADE
was developed by international guideline developers (e.g., World Health Organization, Centres for Disease Control and
Prevention) and uses a qualitative and quantitative approach to intervention evaluation.

What Works Clearinghouse
Website: http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
What Works Clearing House is an organization developed in association with the U.S. Department of Education's Institute
of Education Sciences. The purpose of the What Works Clearinghouse is to be a trusted source for scientific evidence for
education. What Works Clearinghouse has evaluated several SEL programs, some of which are included in this toolkit

