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Abstract

Self-management plays an important role for students transitioning from elementary to
secondary school, and yet many enter junior high lacking this ability. Although the problem
is well known, there are limited theoretical models to inform adequate intervention. We
tested the Socially Empowered Learning Framework (SELF) as a model for instructional
design, asking if contexts associated with increased social empowerment create conditions
for acquiring ability in self-management. We proposed that when social empowerment
is established across a group there will be a positive association with individual levels of
self-management within the group. To test this, we used a two-wave correlational pretest–
posttest design with international data from 691 students. Findings from linear regression
analyses support our hypothesis. Specifically, we found that social empowerment and
self-management were significantly positively associated, with the greatest effect seen in
students with low levels of self-management early in the year. Implications for theory and
practice are discussed with recommendations for teacher effectiveness and student success.

Keywords: self-management; student empowerment; adolescence; social-emotional learning;
junior high transition; socially empowered learning framework (SELF)

1. Introduction
Growing up in North America involves a socialization process of emerging individ-

ualization and independence. In Canada and the U.S., the pace of this quickens when
adolescents advance from elementary school to junior high, with increased expectations for
them to be more self-reliant and responsible for their own academic success. It is a time
of rapid transition, from a learning environment managed predominantly by the teacher,
to one where students largely manage themselves. This involves coordinating academic
priorities such as studying, homework, and weekend projects amidst other competing
interests such as athletics, part-time jobs, and family commitments. Ironically, adolescence
is also a time when social belonging becomes more important (Drolet & Arcand, 2013;
Lardier et al., 2019). Just when friends and social cohesion matter the most to students,
the system weans them away from interdependence (Farley & Kim-Spoon, 2014). Many
find this challenging, especially when facing the drastic decrease in teacher oversight often
in conjunction with increasing class sizes (Akos & Galassi, 2004; Feldlaufer et al., 1988;
Midgley et al., 1988; J. S. Eccles et al., 1991; Zimmerman, 2000).
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For teachers, this is a situation with a problem yet to be resolved: although we know
that academic independence requires an ability in self-management (Cleary & Zimmerman,
2004), teaching this ability is rarely included in public education curricula and there is
limited scholarly knowledge to inform classroom practices that promote it (CASEL, 2013;
Ross & Tolan, 2018; West et al., 2020). More alarmingly, scholars have found that as students
leave elementary school, there is a decline in perceived self-management and other social
emotional skills (Archambault et al., 2009; Symonds & Hargreaves, 2016; West et al., 2020).
One thing is certain: the education system is not set up for every student’s success. As it is
now, all students are essentially dropped into the deep end of the academic pool with many
lacking the required skills and abilities to succeed. The implicit message is sink or swim.
In this analogy, some capably swim off, perhaps through natural ability, experience, or
other supports that better prepared them for the drop; others sink to become disheartening
stats in a failing system. The rest flail and gasp for breath until they figure it out—or at
least learn to stay afloat. The point is that simply immersing someone in a challenge does
not teach them how to overcome it—at least not without a lot of unnecessary stress, lost
time, and confusion. Thus, we are confronted with a problem situation: self-management
is required in secondary school, yet we do not have any best practices for teaching it. There
is a need to better scaffold the acquisition of self-management ability, and a need to identify
theories for empirical research that better inform this.

Self-management is an important psychological construct, central to social-emotional
learning along with self-awareness, social awareness, responsible decision-making, and
relationship skills (CASEL, 2013). The five constructs of social-emotional learning are
complex (CASEL, 2013), each with its own broad lineage of scholarly work (Weissberg
et al., 2015). For this study we focus exclusively on self-management in order to first,
address the lack of supports for students who need it, and second, to address the lack
of empirically tested pedagogy for teachers to effectively teach it. Thus, this study is of
upmost importance, especially for the students at risk and their teachers lacking tools to
support them. Our purpose is to identify and test a pedagogical framework that might
promote self-management during the transition from elementary to junior high.

With the natural tendency in adolescence to gravitate toward socialization and peers,
there is an opportunity to leverage the power of the group. Returning to the previous
analogy, we propose that the group can serve as a metaphorical life raft for individuals
otherwise destined to sink (Drolet & Arcand, 2013; Lardier et al., 2019; Ryan, 2000). Put
another way, we wonder if group-based learning design can be leveraged to create the
conditions for individual success. To explore this possibility, we turn to social cognitive
theory and trending pedagogies designed to foster social empowerment (Bandura, 2000;
Martin, 2014, 2018).

1.1. Socially Empowered Learning and Self-Management

Socially empowered learning is a pedagogical model for instruction that integrates
group-based and agency-rich activities designed to address real-world issues and make
a positive social impact. The instructional design is informed by Martin’s (2018) Socially
Empowered Learning Framework (SELF1), a conceptual model of socio-cognitive effects
that occur when groups have perceivable agency to make a difference in the world (Martin
& Harris, 2022). The model is informed by interdisciplinary research on motivation and
engagement and the effects of three specific constructs, as seen in Figure 1: collective efficacy
(Bandura, 2000), group potency (Guzzo et al., 1993), and shared agency (Martin, 2018).
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Figure 1. The Socially Empowered Learning Framework (SELF), (Martin & Harris, 2022).

Together, the three factors of SELF, in Figure 1, each moderate levels of social empow-
erment based on individual perceptions about the group. This relationship has been tested
through structural equation modelling with a model that included empathy and ethical
mindset, finding a Goodness of Fit Index = 0.99 (Martin, 2018). Studies with adolescents
using the emerging scale for social empowerment reported very good scale reliability, with
internal consistencies assessed by Cronbach’s Alpha, α = 0.84, N = 359 (Martin, 2018); and,
α = 0.86, N = 354 (Burbidge et al., 2018). Efforts in scale development and psychometric
testing have produced a reliable, stable, and dependable measurement instrument for
assessing the level of social empowerment. The SELF Scale is an 18-item composite scale
composed of three subscales for collective efficacy, group potency, and shared agency
(see Appendix A).

Socially empowered learning is defined as, “group-based, creative and agency-rich
projects that address real-world issues and make a positive social impact,” (Martin &
Calvert, 2018, p. 28). This definition prescribes four requisite elements as criteria for
instructional design: (1) group-based, (2) agency-rich, (3) real-world, (4) social-impact.
Together, these elements create a learning context designed to trigger all three factors of
SELF with effects that aggregate into a perceivable sense of social empowerment.

Socially empowered learning is situated within the field of social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 2001), an interdisciplinary field that blends cognitive psychology, social psy-
chology, and education. The construct of social empowerment was originally informed
by research in positive psychology (Csikszentmihalyi & Csikszentmihalyi, 1988; Hunter &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2003), educational psychology (Bandura, 1977, 1994, 1982, 1997, 2000;
Baumeister & Finkle, 2010; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Fernández-Ballesteros et al., 2002; Reeve
& Tseng, 2011; Walls & Little, 2005), and social psychology (Fiske & Taylor, 2013; Guzzo
et al., 1993; Pavez et al., 2021; Wang & Eccles, 2012). These streams of research commonly
investigate interactions between group and individual perceptions, with the assumption
that changes in group perceptions can influence changes in self-perceptions (Bandura, 1997,
2001; Guzzo et al., 1993; Martin, 2018; Van Ryzin & Roseth, 2021). In a nutshell, social
empowerment assumes that when individuals work together to design and lead initiatives
that make a social impact, there are generative, motivational effects within group dynamics
that influence a sense of social empowerment (Gully et al., 2002; Klassen & Krawchuk, 2009;
Stajkovic et al., 2009).

Theoretically, the benefits of socially empowered learning can be realized when learn-
ing is designed to capitalize on the psychological effects of group processes in Figure 1. A
variety of classroom practices have been identified as optimal SELF contexts through their
associated positive effects on social empowerment, including service-learning (Martin &
Harris, 2022; Harris, 2025), arts-based collective creation, (Snook et al., 2020; Burbidge et al.,
2018; Martin & Calvert, 2018), and educational social enterprise (Martin & Calvert, 2018).
Thus, pedagogically, socially empowered learning is not limited to a specific type of learn-
ing activity—it simply provides a framework of criteria for teachers to design a learning
context that is optimized for social empowerment. Through this, there is opportunity to cap-
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italize on a range of research-informed effects, including the following: improved academic
performance (Snook et al., 2020); increased intellectual engagement, empathy, ethical mind-
set, entrepreneurial spirit (Burbidge et al., 2018; Martin & Calvert, 2018; Martin & Harris,
2022); and improved self-perceptions for social and mental well-being (Harris, 2025).

The basic premise of socially empowered learning is that there are benefits at the
group and the individual level. The assumption that individuals can hold two, distinct
expectations at the same time (one for their group’s performance, and one for their own
performance) aligns with social cognitive and other psychological theories that assume
effects at the group level influence effects at the individual level (Bandura, 2000; Guzzo
et al., 1993; Van Ryzin & Roseth, 2021). As seen in Figure 1, SELF theoretically activates
three socio-cognitive mechanisms (collective efficacy, shared agency, and group potency).
Over time, positive effects on each factor aggregate into a perceivable sense of social
empowerment (Martin & Calvert, 2018). Social empowerment, as a construct, is a state
of engagement where the group’s perceivable efficacy, agency, and potency can increase
through shared successes together (Martin & Harris, 2022). It is, thereby, logical to assume
that this shared perception of confidence-in-and-effectiveness-as a group may also manifest
at the individual level in specific abilities, such as self-management (Capone et al., 2018;
Smith et al., 2013).

In the literature, self-management is defined as, “the ability to regulate one’s emotions,
thoughts, and behaviors effectively in different situations,” (West et al., 2020, p. 282).
The construct of self-management includes managing stress, delaying gratification, and
motivating oneself to set and work towards academic goals (CASEL, 2013; West et al.,
2020). Although the term self-management is sometimes used interchangeably with self-
regulation (Lengua, 2003; Zimmerman, 2000), the latter is actually an umbrella term that
encompasses many more behaviors and constructs (e.g., planning, attention control, task
shifting, etc.), where self-management is a more specific, and often the preferred term when
referring to the classroom context (J. Eccles & Wang, 2012). Both constructs are recognized
as important to social-emotional learning (Durlak et al., 2011; Elliot & Dweck, 1988; Schunk,
1990; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994; West et al., 2020). They are also both important for
development in adolescence, central to the academic and social adjustments that take place
during this time (Checa et al., 2008; J. S. Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Farley & Kim-Spoon, 2017;
King et al., 2013; Lengua, 2003).

With its importance duly noted, self-management has yet to receive adequate the-
oretical or practical attention in terms of best practices for instructional design. In fact,
self-management is often wrongly assumed to be something that naturally manifests
through hard work, homework, and study (CASEL, 2013). If anything, the decreasing
levels of self-management found in adolescents entering junior high (West et al., 2020) are
a testament to the contrary. Not only do scholars need to better understand this complex
construct, but educators need to figure out better ways to teach it. Designing learning
contexts in alignment with SELF offers the possibility for disrupting the sink or swim
transition by providing a model for instructional design that harnesses peer support and
collaborative processes.

Returning to the assumption that individual effects can arise from group effects, we
wonder if individual empowerment in self-management can arise out of social empow-
erment, particularly within an educational context (Gehlbach & Hough, 2018; West et al.,
2020). Specifically, we ask the following: do contexts associated with increased social
empowerment create conditions for acquiring ability in self-management? Given the
social mechanisms of SELF, and the kinds of projects that socially empowered learning
engenders (i.e., making a social impact), we suggest yes, and propose SELF as a model for
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creating prime conditions for the acquisition and application of self-management skills
(Gehlbach & Hough, 2018).

The learning context has an enormous influence on student motivation and achieve-
ment (J. S. Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Stipek & Seal, 2002). Within SELF contexts, the steady
interdependence of group members provides fertile ground for the mutual sharing of
knowledge, skills, and abilities for academic success. Socially empowered students are
embedded in a context where they can learn from each other as they attempt to rise and
meet peer expectations. Unpacking the complexity of this group dynamic is well-beyond
the scope of this paper, and there is no doubt that group success, group norms, and group
abilities come into play. What matters here is the recognition that aspects of group empow-
erment influence aspects of individual empowerment. In terms of self-management, when
a group learns to be effective together, there is potential for individuals in the group to
learn how to be effective for themselves. Thus, we propose that, when social empowerment
increases across a group, this will positively associate with levels of self-management for
individuals within the group.

1.2. Self-Management in Socially Empowered Groups

Research reviewed previously has established that SELF-based pedagogies create
contexts that influence collective efficacy, shared agency, and group potency; and that,
together, these variables contribute to an overall perception of social empowerment. We
know that when students are socially empowered, they perceive a high sense of efficacy
in the task at hand; agency that they can control, oversee, and direct their work; and
potency in the group’s effectiveness together. Logically, as they work collaboratively
toward group-based goals, individual abilities in self-management can contribute to the
group’s success.

Within the group’s collective efforts, individual accountability comes into play, and we
suspect that self-management is an untested effect of socially empowered learning—one
that is particularly important for students in need of its development. Thus, we derive
a testable hypothesis: social empowerment will be positively associated with the development
of self-management. To test this, we studied students participating in a program that fits
the criteria of SELF (group-based, agency-rich, real-world, social impact) to measure the
effects of their changing social empowerment in relation to changes in self-management.
On an exploratory level, we were also interested in the relationship between each of the
subcomponents of social empowerment (collective efficacy, shared agency, group potency)
and self-management, as well as possible interaction effects. Hence, we derived a testable
hypothesis and a case for exploratory investigation to better understand the phenomenon.
Through this we sought empirical evidence of an effective framework to inform pedagogical
intervention for ill-prepared adolescents entering junior high.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants and Procedures

This study utilized a two-wave correlational pretest–posttest design, with participants
using online surveys administered at the beginning and end of one academic school year.
Data were collected in conjunction with an international non-profit education organization
offering a program that aligns with SELF criteria and focuses on classrooms in low socioeco-
nomic and/or remote rural areas.2 While 4726 students in grades 3–10 completed surveys
throughout the 2017–2018 implementation of the program, we narrowed our sample to
691 students in 6th and 7th grade to fit our research interest on effects at the point of transi-
tion from elementary to junior high. Approximately 66% (n = 454) of students were in 6th
grade with the remaining third (n = 237) in 7th grade. A total of 50% of students identified
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as boy. Just over half the student sample (58%) attended school in the United States and the
rest attended in Canada. All respondents were participants in the non-profit program as
part of the teacher’s delivery of curriculum. Data were collected prior to implementation,
in early fall (time 1) and after implementation in late spring (time 2) of the same school year.

All students participating in the nonprofit program were recruited into the study
through ethics certified protocols via an email to the teachers inviting their classes to
participate in the research at the beginning of the school year. Each teacher was provided
with information on the project to distribute to students’ parents with parental consent
forms. Students with signed, parental consent received a link to the survey from their
teachers to complete the electronic survey via computer. At the end of the school year,
students once again completed an online survey administered by the teacher. Focal items of
this study were embedded within a variety of other measures of interest to the researchers
and nonprofit partners.

2.1.1. Self-Management

Students reported on their perceptions of self-management using a scale developed
for use by California CORE districts (Gehlbach & Hough, 2018). Students responded to
six items assessing various aspects of their ability to manage themselves in the classroom
(e.g., “I came to class prepared”) using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1-Almost
Never” to “5-Almost All the Time.” This self-management scale has shown discriminant
and predictive validity (West et al., 2018; West et al., 2020) and in the present sample showed
acceptable internal consistency at both time 1 (α = 0.81) and time 2 (α = 0.84). Moreover,
these self-management items demonstrated no evidence of differential item functioning
(DIF) based on students’ gender, grade level (6th and 7th), race/ethnicity (White, African-
American, Hispanic), and English Language Learner (ELL) status (Meyer et al., 2018),
indicating that all items function similarly across each of these student subgroups. Although
we did not re-estimate invariance of the self-management items in this sample, prior
work has found no DIF by gender, grade, race/ethnicity, or ELL status, supporting their
comparability across student groups (Meyer et al., 2018).

2.1.2. Social Empowerment

Students reported on their perceptions of social empowerment at time 2 responding
to the 18 items of the Social Empowerment Scale. This scale is composed of three subscales:
5 items measure collective efficacy (e.g., “We can make a difference through our work”),
8 items measure group potency (e.g., “We feel there is no task too big for us”), and 5 items
measure shared agency (e.g., “We have opportunities for choice and input”). Students
indicated their agreement with each item using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1-Not
at all” to “5-Absolutely.” The Social Empowerment Scale showed high internal consistency
across all items (α = 0.96), as well as each subscale: collective efficacy (α = 0.86), shared
agency (α = 0.89), and group potency (α = 0.91). See Section 2.2 for results from testing
measurement invariance.

2.1.3. Social-Emotional Learning Practices

In order to control for potential overlap of socially empowered learning with other
evidence-based social-emotional practices, we controlled for teacher-reported use of social-
emotional practices by having teachers report on the frequency with which they imple-
mented them at time 1, using the 11-item Classroom Practices Frequency Scale (CPFS;
Nathanson et al., 2007). Teachers used an 8-point Likert scale ranging from “1–Almost
never” to “8–More than 1x per day” to respond to items like, “Students greet each other
by name during morning class meetings,” and “I provide opportunities for students to
choose how to do work, what kind of work to do, or both (e.g., in studying marine biology,
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students may choose the animal they want to study and/or students can demonstrate
knowledge about this animal through writing a report, drawing a picture book, crafting
a clay model).” The CPFS has shown construct and predictive validity (Rimm-Kaufman
et al., 2014) and showed acceptable internal consistency in the present study (α = 0.84).

2.1.4. Teacher and Student Demographics

Teachers and students reported on their demographic characteristics via electronic
survey at both time 1 and time 2.3

2.2. Analytic Plan

Measurement invariance of the Social Empowerment Scale across country (USA,
Canada), student gender (boy, girl), and grade (6th, 7th) was assessed in two ways: (1) a
single factor model in which all items loaded onto one latent factor representing social
empowerment and (2) a three-factor correlated model where specific items loaded onto
one of the three correlated latent factors, representing collective efficacy, group potency,
and shared agency. Students’ endorsement of response option “1–Not at all” was low and
at times zero, creating a barrier to invariance testing. As such, students who endorsed
response option “1–Not at all” for any of the social empowerment items were dropped
(n = 62, spread evenly across demographic subgroups). Mplus version 8 (Muthén &
Muthén, 2017) was used to examine invariance models specifying theta parameterization
and weighted least squares means and variances (WLSMV) estimation given the ordered
categorical data, and robust standard errors to account for the nested data.

Results supported scalar (strong) invariance for the social empowerment single factor
model across all three student subgroups (see Appendix B). However, the three-factor model
produced a Haywood case such that correlations among the three latent factors were greater
than one. Given the validity of data points on students who endorsed response option
one, we did not exclude them from analyses (see Section 3.2 for a description of sensitivity
analyses). We proceeded with our analytical plan to analyze social empowerment and its
three parts, despite the lack of differentiation found between them, with the assumption that
subcomponent results may help guide refinement of the conceptual model and associated
instrument of social empowerment as an emergent construct. We accept the limitations of
this approach, as discussed in Section Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research.

To test our hypothesis, a series of two-level (level 1 = students, level 2 = teacher/classroom)
random intercept models were run in Mplus version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). First, we
analyzed an unconditional two-level model to determine if dependency in the data needed
to be accounted for. Results showed 6% of the variation in students’ time 2 self-management
to exist between classrooms and the level-2 variance component was statistically significant.
We therefore proceeded with multilevel modeling and constructed two models to probe our
research inquiry.

Model 1 examined the main effects of students’ time 1 self-management and students’
social empowerment on students’ time 2 self-management. Model 2 included the interaction
between time 1 self-management and students’ social empowerment. All student-level
predictors were group mean centered and all teacher/classroom-level predictors were
grand mean centered (Enders & Tofighi, 2007; Yaremych et al., 2023). This allowed us to
appropriately partition the within- and between-variance and thus more precisely estimate
within-and between-effects. We then calculated a pseudo R2 as the proportion of total
variance explained by the full compared to the unconditional model and a semi-partial
R2 to estimate the unique variance explained by each focal predictor (i.e., the proportion
of total variance explained by the model including the focal predictor compared to one
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excluding it), to gain insight into the predictive power of each model and each focal
predictor (Snijders & Bosker, 2012, pp. 112–113).

An additional six models were constructed to examine our exploratory research
aims. These consisted of three main effects models—one for each subcomponent of social
empowerment (collective efficacy, group potency, shared agency)—and three models in
which interaction terms between each subcomponent and students’ time 1 self-management
were included. To isolate aspects of socially empowered learning that may overlap with
other relevant classroom practices, we controlled for teacher-reported use of evidence-
based social-emotional classroom practices (Nathanson et al., 2007). Missing data, the
prevalence of which ranged from 0–28%, were assumed to be missing at random. To recover
missing data, we generated twenty multiple-imputed datasets per outcome using Blimp
version 4.0 (Keller & Enders, 2026). Blimp allows for model-based multiple imputation,
which means random effects, covariates, and interactions can be accounted for when
estimating the imputed data (making this approach to multiple imputation more rigorous
than alternatives). Covariates included gender/sex, grade-level, country, and classroom-
level student self-management.

Two methods were used to probe significant interactions. We used the Johnson–
Neyman technique to identify the region(s) along the moderating variable’s scale where
the interaction is statistically significant; (Johnson & Neyman, 1936). This technique
provides greater detail about the interaction effect between social empowerment and
self-management. Regions of significance are identified by points at which the 95% con-
fidence interval bands do not cross the x-axis. We also plotted simple slopes to interpret
the interaction.

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics at the individual and class level (CL) and bivariate
correlations for key study variables. First, students reported moderate levels of social
empowerment (M = 4.05, SD = 0.77), as well as moderate levels of each subcomponent
(MCE = 4.15, MGP = 3.96, MSA = 4.07). These findings confirmed alignment of the
non-profit program with SELF and the context as socially empowered. Second, on average,
student-reported self-management decreased slightly from time 1 (M = 4.24, SD = 0.70)
to time 2 (4.09, SD = 0.77) and was moderately stable (r = 0.54, p < 0.001). This slight
change indicated that, while average levels of students’ self-management did not change
substantively across time, individual levels did.

Table 1. Univariate statistics and bivariate correlations among key study variables.

Variable T2 Self-
Management

T1 Self-
Management

T1 CL Self-
Management SELF Collective

Efficacy
Group

Potency
Shared
Agency

SEL
Practices

Mean 4.09 4.24 4.24 4.05 4.15 3.96 4.07 4.76
Std. Dev. 0.77 0.70 0.25 0.77 0.79 0.81 0.82 1.23
Minimum 1 1 3.42 1 1 1 1 2.73
Maximum 5 5 4.83 5 5 5 5 7.09
T2 Self-Management 1
T1 Self-Management 0.54 *** 1
CL Self-Management 0.18 *** 0.36 *** 1
SELF 0.61 *** 0.36 *** 0.13 *** 1
Collective Efficacy 0.58 *** 0.34 *** 0.14 *** 0.95 *** 1
Group Potency 0.58 *** 0.32 *** 0.10 * 0.97 *** 0.87 *** 1
Shared Agency 0.61 *** 0.39 *** 0.15 *** 0.96 *** 0.87 *** 0.89 *** 1
SEL Practices −0.07 −0.01 −0.02 0.07 0.05 0.09 * 0.07 1

Note. Sample size ranges from 545 to 691 depending on missing data. CL = classroom level; SELF = socially
empowered learning framework; SEL = social-emotional learning; Std. Dev. = standard deviation; T1 = time 1;
T2 = time 2. * p ≤ 0.05, *** p ≤ 0.001.
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Given the theoretical premise that group-based processes can pull up lower individ-
ual scores through collective social empowerment, we investigated the effects of social
empowerment specifically on individuals with low scores in self-management at time 1.
The following sections describe results from analysis investigating whether the associa-
tion between social empowerment and self-management is dependent on students’ initial
level of self-management, as well as exploratory analyses investigating similar moderating
associations for each subcomponent of social empowerment.

3.2. Primary Analysis

Table 2 shows results from the Model 1 testing main effects, finding time 1 self-
management (b = 0.37, p ≤ 0.001) and social empowerment (b = 0.49, p ≤ 0.001) to be
significantly positively associated with time 2 self-management. Models 1 and 2 explained
51% and 53% of the variance in time 2 self-management, respectively, whereas social
empowerment explained 28% of the total variance.

Table 2. Main and interaction results from models examining the link between social empowerment
and change in students’ self-management.

Variable
Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.37 (0.04) <0.001 0.32 (0.04) <0.001
Social Empowerment 0.49 (0.05) <0.001 0.48 (0.05) <0.001
T1 SM × SE −0.16 (0.05) 0.001
Student Boy −0.09 (0.05) 0.09 −0.09 (0.05) 0.06

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.49 (0.12) <0.001 0.50 (0.10) <0.001
SEL Practices −0.03 (0.04) 0.57 −0.03 (0.03) 0.06
Teacher Female −0.12 (0.10) 0.21 −0.13 (0.09) 0.15
Canada −0.05 (0.07) 0.50 −0.03 (0.05) 0.53
Grade 7 −0.23 (0.11) 0.58 −0.21 (0.07) 0.002

Total Variance Explained 0.51 0.53
Variance Explained: SE 0.28
Variance Explained: T1 SM × SE 0.03

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; SE = social empowerment; SM × SE = interaction
between self-management and social-empowerment, CL = classroom-level; SEL = social-emotional learning.

A one-point increase in time 1 self-management and social empowerment was as-
sociated with a 0.37- and 0.49-point increase in time 2 self-management, respectively. In
addition, Model 2 showed a significant interaction between time 1 self-management and
social empowerment (b = −0.16, p ≤ 0.001). The interaction explained 3% of the variance
in time 2 self-management.

Figure 2 illustrates the interaction, showing that it was statistically significant across all
values of time 1 self-management up to two standard deviations above the mean, at which
point social empowerment no longer significantly influenced change in self-management
across time (see Appendix C, Table A2a for numeric regions of significance).

Figure 3 presents a graph of the simple slopes, indicating that students’ perception
of social empowerment was associated with increases in self-management from time 1 to
time 2 for all students (see Appendix C, Table A2b). Importantly, the slope was steeper
for students who started the year with low levels of self-management relative to other
students in their classroom. Students who started the school year with low self-management
compared to their classroom peers and reported high social empowerment were estimated
to increase their ability to self-manage by 1.16 points compared to those reporting low social
empowerment. This result is nearly double the increase expected of students starting with
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high self-management (see Appendix C, Table A2b for marginal means). In other words,
social empowerment was particularly beneficial to the students who had the greatest need
for self-management support.

 

Figure 2. Johnson–Neyman plot presenting regions of significance over which group mean centered
time 1 social empowerment significantly moderates the association between time 1 and time 2
self-management.

 

Figure 3. Simple slopes for group mean centered time 1 self-management moderating the association
between social empowerment and time 2 self-management.
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3.3. Exploratory Analyses

Tables 3–5 show results from the exploratory analyses investigating similar moderating
associations for each subcomponent of social empowerment, namely collective efficacy,
group potency, and shared agency.

Table 3. Results from exploratory model examining collective efficacy and change in students’
self-management.

Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.39 (0.04) <0.001 0.34 (0.04) <0.001
Collective Efficacy 0.44 (0.06) <0.001 0.42 (0.05) <0.001
T1 SM × CE −0.19 (0.05) 0.001
Student Boy −0.09 (0.05) 0.10 −0.10 (0.05) 0.03

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.50 (0.11) <0.001 0.50 (0.10) <0.001
SEL Practices −0.03 (0.04) 0.51 −0.03 (0.03) 0.26
Teacher Female −0.13 (0.09) 0.17 −0.13 (0.08) 0.11
Canada −0.05 (0.07) 0.50 −0.03 (0.06) 0.58
Grade 7 −0.21 (0.09) 0.02 −0.19 (0.07) 0.01

Total Variance Explained 0.48 0.50
Variance Explained: CE 0.23
Variance Explained: T1 SM × CE 0.05

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; CE = collective efficacy; SM × CE = interaction
between self-management and collective efficacy, CL = classroom-level; SEL = social-emotional learning.

Table 4. Results from exploratory model examining group potency and change in students’
self-management.

Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.39 (0.04) <0.001 0.35 (0.04) <0.001
Group Potency 0.45 (0.05) <0.001 0.43 (0.11) <0.001
T1 SM × GP −0.13 (0.18) 0.45
Student Boy −0.10 (0.06) 0.08 −0.10 (0.05) 0.05

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.50 (0.11) <0.001 0.51 (0.20) 0.01
SEL Practices −0.02 (0.04) 0.54 −0.03 (0.07) 0.68
Teacher Female −0.13 (0.09) 0.13 −0.15 (0.11) 0.19
Canada −0.04 (0.06) 0.54 −0.03 (0.48) 0.96
Grade 7 −0.23 (0.09) 0.01 −0.22 (0.40) 0.40

Total Variance Explained 0.49
Variance Explained: GP 0.26

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; GP = group potency; SM × GP = interaction
between self-management and group potency, CL = classroom-level; SEL = social-emotional learning.

Results from Model 1 testing main effects indicated that the subcomponents of social
empowerment, namely collective efficacy (b = 0.44, p ≤ 0.001), group potency (b = 0.45,
p ≤ 0.001), and shared agency (b = 0.45, p ≤ 0.001), were all significantly positively associ-
ated with time 2 self-management, controlling for time 1. Model 2 found two significant
interactions, showing that collective efficacy (b = −0.19, p ≤ 0.001) and shared agency
(b = −0.15, p ≤ 0.001) each negatively moderated the association between time 1 and time
2 self-management. The Johnson–Neyman plots for collective efficacy and shared agency
are not depicted because they looked nearly identical to findings for social empowerment,
as seen in Figure 2. However, they can be found in Appendix D. The simple slopes results
are shown in Figures 4 and 5 (see Appendix C, Tables A3b and A4b).
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Table 5. Results from exploratory model examining shared agency and change in students’
self-management.

Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.37 (0.04) <0.001 0.32 (0.04) <0.001
Shared Agency 0.45 (0.04) <0.001 0.44 (0.04) <0.001
T1 SM × SA −0.15 (0.05) 0.001
Student Boy −0.05 (0.06) 0.43 −0.06 (0.05) 0.32

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.48 (0.09) <0.001 0.49 (0.10) <0.001
SEL Practices −0.03 (0.04) 0.49 −0.03 (0.08) 0.67
Teacher Female −0.13 (0.09) 0.16 −0.14 (0.09) 0.11
Canada −0.05 (0.06) 0.42 −0.03 (0.12) 0.80
Grade 7 −0.22 (0.08) 0.01 −0.20 (0.12) 0.09

Total Variance Explained 0.50 0.51
Variance Explained: SA 0.29
Variance Explained: T1 SM × SA 0.03

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; SA = shared agency; SM × SA = interaction
between self-management and shared-agency, CL = classroom-level; SEL = social-emotional learning.

 

Figure 4. Simple slopes for group mean centered time 1 self-management moderating the association
between collective efficacy and time 2 self-management.

Figures 4 and 5 show that, as with social empowerment, all students benefitted from
increased collective efficacy and shared agency. Again, students reporting low levels of
self-management at the outset of the school year experienced the greatest gains in self-
management, compared to students in their classroom (marginal means are reported in
Appendix C). We tested the invariance of social empowerment across student subgroups,
using a different sample which excluded students reporting the lowest levels of each social
empowerment item. As a sensitivity check, we estimated all two-level models using the
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invariance sample of students to compare results across both samples. Results generally
demonstrated the same trends as reported above (see Appendix E, Tables A5–A8) with the
exceptions of the interaction between group potency and time 1 self-management, and the
direct association between gender of student and sex of teacher (covariates) and change in
self-management, which both reached statistical significance.

 

Figure 5. Simple slopes for group mean centered time 1 self-management moderating the association
between shared agency and time 2 self-management.

4. Discussion
In the alignment of program with the design criteria for SELF (group-based, agency-

rich, real-world, social impact), the context of our study positioned us to test the association
of social empowerment as it relates to change in self-management. Results are encouraging
and make an important contribution in finding that social empowerment is associated
with self-management—but there is a twist. Our initial finding was that self-management
decreased slightly in the sample. While the finding itself was in line with other research in
the field (West et al., 2020), this was a signal that we were not asking the right question. The
moderate stability suggested to us that our inquiry was not actually about the association
of social empowerment and self-management in all students; but in the association of
social empowerment in students beginning the year with low self-management—those in
need of intervention. For those students (individuals who reported low self-management
at time 1), we found a significant positive association between social empowerment and
self-management. Thus, we make a novel contribution in identifying SELF as a theoretical
model for pedagogical design that positively associates with self-management acquisition.
Additionally, we make a contribution to the growing field of SELF research in adding
self-management as another, individual benefit of socially empowered learning.

Findings suggest that self-management ability is somehow socialized across the group
without being explicitly taught. In this, we also make a valuable contribution to practice
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in identifying SELF as a viable way for teachers to structure experiential learning with
predicted outcomes associated with improved self-management for students in need. Not
only were participants socially empowered, but the sub-group of individuals who started
out with low self-management were able to achieve major gains and catch up with their
peers. Although teacher-reported SEL practices were negatively (but not significantly) as-
sociated with students’ self-management in our models, the coefficients were very small in
magnitude. This pattern may reflect collinearity with social empowerment, compensatory
assignment of SEL practices to more struggling classes, or simply sampling variability;
however, given the non-significance, we do not interpret these coefficients substantively.

Given the immediate need for self-management upon entry to junior high, we rec-
ommend teachers in upper elementary and lower junior high consider employing socially
empowered learning, with a particular urgency for this in the sixth grade, prior to the
transition. This is not to say that conventional practices of more individual assignments
are not also useful, but findings here suggest that group-based projects designed for social
empowerment offer a potential, peer-supported intervention that might better prepare
adolescents for the self-managerial responsibilities to come. Without intervention, students
with low self-management are otherwise left to struggle on their own.

In practice, this means designing group-based projects that are infused with opportu-
nities for students to imagine and implement solutions to real-world issues with support
from teachers to manifest ideas into reality. This means designing agency-rich activities
that engage student input, invite student voice, and provide options for authentic choice.
It means asking students what matters to them and engaging their thoughts on how they
might make a social impact through their coordinated efforts. It means creating condi-
tions for students to collectively take the lead so they can witness their own influence in
the world, with concerted efforts by teachers and administrators to remove bureaucratic
barriers and facilitate community connections.

At the very least, findings here support teachers in re-thinking learning design so that
it better supports the transition to junior high, with an empirically tested option: socially
empowered learning. When learning is designed for students to be socially empowered,
there is opportunity to capitalize on the many empirically tested benefits that now include
self-management acquisition for students at risk. This is reinforced by findings from
our exploratory analyses, where we found that all three subcomponents of SELF were
significantly, positively associated with self-management. This is important because it
supports a call for more socially empowered learning in adolescence, beyond traditional
group-based and project-based learning practices (scholarly fields of their own). Socially
empowered learning is about being part of making a positive change in the world, and
findings suggest that adolescents respond positively to contexts where they are empowered
to take charge and do something meaningful as part of their education.

We also want to touch on the interaction effect of time 1 self-management moderating
collective efficacy and shared agency, but not group potency. We suspect this could have
something to do with the fact that group potency is a global construct (not task specific)
that increases through shared, repeated success on a variety of tasks. The significance
of the interactions illustrated in the Johnson–Neyman plots informed our adjustment
of perceptions at time 2 on these variables which were stronger for students with low
self-management at the beginning of the year.

Overall, findings encourage us to consider the possibility that there may be other
social-emotional benefits acquired in SELF contexts (CASEL, 2013; West et al., 2020), and
we suggest future research that investigates other social-emotional learning constructs in
association with social empowerment.

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16030419

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16030419


Educ. Sci. 2026, 16, 419 15 of 25

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research

One of the strengths of this study is its approach to measure the effects of a framework
that can fit a variety of classroom practices. SELF, as investigated here, aligns with practices
of the Responsive Classroom approach (NEFC, 2003, 2007) in its principle to focus on how
students learn over what they learn. Additionally, it is a strength that our sample is large
and diverse, with international representation from Canada and the United States, and
composed of students in 6th and 7th grade—a noted transition period for adolescents.

As in all studies, there are some limitations. Our moderator was measured before our
X variable, which is acceptable when piloting research on relatively new constructs, but
we note it as a limitation, with the caveat that it would have been impossible to identify
students at the greatest risk concurrently with social empowerment which develops over
time. Data captured support the idea that self-management increases as part of the social
empowerment process and aligns with our theory about how these effects transpire. That
stated, while the pattern found is consistent with a stronger association for low-T1 students,
it is not definitive, and more research is needed to rule out regression-to-the-mean as an
alternative explanation.

We were also limited in not having full access to SES data (due to constraints of
the data collection method), especially since our sample is partially identified as lower
SES. In retrospect, we see this as a limitation in not being able to assess whether or not
SES comes into play and/or if the strength of the effect is different between students of
different SES categories. We encourage future researchers to examine this effect using a
repeated measures design and survey items that capture fulsome SES data for a deeper
understanding in this regard. Also, we noted data were collected on gender for students
and sex for teachers. While these were not integral to our primary inquiry, we acknowledge
these constructs as not the same, but useful as covariates within the analyses. In line
with APA policy, we make no assumptions about gender on reported sex, or vice versa,
and results are reported as they were captured. We encourage future SELF research on
hypotheses specific to sex or gender differences to use parallel items across all samples.

Finally, we opted to analyze observed variables to discuss findings on the response
scale used by participants. We view this as a critical step in early research on social
empowerment. However, we also acknowledge that this approach results in an unknown
ratio of true score to measurement error and encourage future work to apply latent variable
modeling (e.g., latent change scores) to estimate differences in true scores. Students’
endorsement of lower response options suggests room for improvement. Future research
might explore creating a 4-point Likert scale that collapses response options one and two
and removes the neutral midpoint option, which may distribute item responses more
evenly. Relatedly, the psychometric properties of the social empowerment scale require
more, rigourous examination to bolster confidence in its use and/or refine items to improve
its overall functioning, with a need for studies that investigate directionality and explore
plausible third-variable explanations. This is particularly important in relation to the
hypothesized subcomponents of collective efficacy, group potency, and shared agency and
the need to better understand their distinguishing factors as part of the underlying theory
of social empowerment.

On a positive note, this was the first application and testing of the 18-item Social
Empowerment Scale with a large, international sample of adolescents, with added strengths
in finding excellent reliability in this sample (α = 0.96), acceptable model fit, and evidence
of scalar (strong) invariance across student subgroups (see Appendix B).
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5. Conclusions
Self-management is an ability that becomes increasingly more important for stu-

dent success, especially for adolescents transitioning into secondary school. To date, few
pedagogical interventions exist for teachers to effectively support students with low self-
management ability. Findings here support the Socially Empowered Learning Framework
as an evidence-based tool for teachers who want to design a learning context with posi-
tive effects on low self-management during this critical time. Through SELF’s requisite
elements, teachers can capably create the conditions for social empowerment with potential
to boost self-management ability for students in need.

In conclusion, this study reinforces SELF as an effective way for teachers to promote
student success—not only for the group, but also for individuals who might otherwise enter
junior high disadvantaged. Thus, we establish SELF as an empirically tested framework for
pedagogy that supports students entering junior high with low self-management ability,
and we position socially empowered learning as a metaphorical life raft for keeping all
students afloat.
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Appendix A. SELF Scale for Measuring Social Empowerment
The SELF Scale is an 18-item self-report instrument for measuring the level of social

empowerment perceived by a member of a group at a point in time. Higher scores indicate
a stronger level of social empowerment. Psychometric evaluation of the SELF scale has
consistently reported it as a reliable measurement instrument (i.e., α = 0.96, N = 691, Martin,
Corbin & MacDonnell, 2026). The scale was developed by Dr. Brittany Harker Martin
and is composed of three subscales adapted from Bandura (2000), Guzzo et al. (1993), and
Athayde (2009) for collective efficacy, group potency, and shared agency. Items each relate
to the group and are rated on a 5-point scale to indicate respondents’ degree of confidence,
frequency, or agreement as indicated with each sub-scale.

Collective Efficacy: 5-item subscale of items adapted from Bandura (2000). This
subscale scores the degree of confidence in items of perceived efficacy about the group.

Prompt: How confident are you in each statement about your group?
Rating Scale: 1—Not at all 2—Not really 3—Somewhat 4—Mostly 5—Absolutely

• My group can make change in the world.
• My group can make a difference.
• My group can help others.
• My group can solve problems.
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• My group can improve the lives of others.

Group Potency: 8-item subscale of items adapted from Guzzo et al. (1993). This
subscale scores degree of frequency in items of perceived potency as a group.

Prompt: How often does each statement apply to your group?
Rating Scale: 1—Never 2—Rarely 3—Sometimes 4—Often 5—Always

• My group is confident.
• My group knows how to work well together.
• My group feels it can solve any problem.
• My group can get a lot done when it works hard.
• There is no task too tough [or hard] for my group.
• My group can learn to do high-quality work.
• My group can make a difference in the world.
• My group expects to have a lot of influence in our world.

Shared Agency: 5-item subscale informed by Martin (2018) of items adapted from
Athayde (2009). This subscale scores degree of agreement in items of perceived agency in
the group.

Prompt: How much do you agree with each statement about your group?
Rating Scale: 1—Not at all 2—Not really 3—Somewhat 4—Mostly 5—Absolutely

• We can influence what we work on together.
• We are able to take responsibility for our own work.
• We have power to make change around us.
• We get to make suggestions as part of our learning.
• We have opportunities for choice in our activities.

Appendix B

Table A1. Results of testing invariance of the one-factor social empowerment measurement model
across grade, gender, and country.

Fit Indices

Factor Loadings CFI RMSEA SRMR X2 Diff. Test

Grade

Configural 6th = 0.71–0.86
7th = 0.68–0.92 0.99 0.06 0.05 N/A

Metric N/A 0.99 0.05 0.05 (df, N = 15) = 19.55, p = 0.19

Scalar N/A 0.99 0.05 0.06 (df, N = 34) = 40.81, p = 0.20

Gender

Configural Girl = 0.69–0.90
Boy = 0.73–0.87 0.98 0.06 0.05 N/A

Metric N/A 0.98 0.06 0.05 (df, N = 15) = 19.75, p = 0.18

Scalar N/A 0.00 0.05 0.06 (df, N = 34) = 46.11, p = 0.08

Country

Configural USA = 0.73–0.91
CAN = 0.66–0.95 0.99 0.06 0.06 N/A

Metric N/A 0.99 0.06 0.06 (df, N = 15) = 13.86, p = 0.54

Scalar N/A 0.99 0.06 0.06 (df, N = 34) = 29.50, p = 0.69

Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index, RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation, SRMR = standardized root
mean square residual, Diff. = difference, df = degrees of freedom, USA = United States of America, CAN = Canada.
Factor loadings are only presented for the configural model in which they are freely estimated.
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Appendix C

Table A2. (a) Johnson-Neyman regions of significance for Socially Empowered Learning. (b) Esti-
mated marginal means and simple slopes for the interaction between Socially Empowered Learning
and Time 1 Self-Management predicting Time 2 Self-Management.

(a)

Time 1
Self-Management

(GRPMC)

Predicted Time 2
Self-Management

Lower
Confidence

Interval

Upper
Confidence

Interval
Significant

−2.0 0.79 0.59 0.99 Yes
−1.5 0.71 0.55 0.88 Yes
−1.0 0.63 0.51 0.76 Yes
−0.5 0.56 0.45 0.66 Yes

0 0.48 0.39 0.57 Yes
0.5 0.40 0.30 0.49 Yes
1.0 0.32 0.20 0.44 Yes
1.5 0.24 0.09 0.39 Yes
2.0 0.16 −0.02 0.35 No

(b)

b (S.E.) p-Value

Simple Slopes

1 SD Below Mean Time 1 Self-Management 0.63 (0.07) <0.001

1 SD Above Mean Time 1 Self-Management 0.32 (0.07) <0.001

Marginal Means

Low Self-Management × Low Social Empowerment 3.18 (0.06) <0.001

Low Self-Management × High Social Empowerment 4.44 (0.11) <0.001

High Self-Management × Low Social Empowerment 4.13 (0.10) <0.001

High Self-Management × High Social Empowerment 4.77 (0.06) <0.001
Note. GRPMC = Group Mean Centered. SD = standard deviation; S.E. = standard error. Low = one standard
deviation below the mean, High = one standard deviation above the mean.

Table A3. (a) Johnson-Neyman regions of significance for Collective Efficacy. (b) Estimated marginal
means and simple slopes for the interaction between Collective Efficacy and Time 1 Self-Management
predicting Time 2 Self-Management.

(a)

Time 1
Self-Management

(GRPMC)

Predicted Time 2
Self-Management

Lower
Confidence

Interval

Upper
Confidence

Interval
Significant

−2.0 0.80 0.61 0.99 Yes
−1.5 0.71 0.55 0.87 Yes
−1.0 0.61 0.49 0.74 Yes
−0.5 0.52 0.41 0.62 Yes

0 0.42 0.33 0.52 Yes
0.5 0.33 0.23 0.43 Yes
1.0 0.24 0.11 0.36 Yes
1.5 0.14 −0.02 0.30 No
2.0 0.05 −0.15 0.24 No

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16030419

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16030419


Educ. Sci. 2026, 16, 419 19 of 25

Table A3. Cont.

(b)

b (S.E.) p-Value

Simple Slopes

1 SD Below Mean Time 1 Self-Management 0.61 (0.07) <0.001
1 SD Above Mean Time 1 Self-Management 0.24 (0.07) <0.001

Marginal Means

Low Self-Management × Low Social Empowerment 3.18 (0.06) <0.001

Low Self-Management × High Social Empowerment 4.41 (0.11) <0.001

High Self-Management × Low Social Empowerment 4.24 (0.10) <0.001

High Self-Management × High Social Empowerment 4.71 (0.07) <0.001
Note. GRPMC = Group Mean Centered. SD = standard deviation; S.E. = standard error. Low = one standard
deviation below the mean, High = one standard deviation above the mean.

Table A4. (a) Johnson-Neyman regions of significance for Shared Agency. (b) Estimated marginal
means and simple slopes for the interaction between Shared Agency and Time 1 Self-Management
predicting Time 2 Self-Management.

(a)

Time 1
Self-Management

(GRPMC)

Predicted Time 2
Self-Management

Lower
Confidence

Interval

Upper
Confidence

Interval
Significant

−2.0 0.73 0.54 0.92 Yes
−1.5 0.65 0.50 0.81 Yes
−1.0 0.58 0.47 0.70 Yes
−0.5 0.51 0.42 0.60 Yes

0 0.44 0.36 0.51 Yes
0.5 0.36 0.27 0.45 Yes
1.0 0.29 0.17 0.41 Yes
1.5 0.22 0.06 0.37 Yes
1.8 0.17 −0.01 0.35 No
1.9 0.16 −0.03 0.35 No
2.0 0.14 −0.05 0.34 No

(b)

b (S.E.) p-Value

Simple Slopes

1 SD Below Mean Time 1 Self-Management 0.58 (0.06) <0.001

1 SD Below Mean Time 1 Self-Management 0.29 (0.07) <0.001

Marginal Means

Low Self-Management × Low Social Empowerment 3.24 (0.07) <0.001

Low Self-Management × High Social Empowerment 4.40 (0.11) <0.001

High Self-Management × Low Social Empowerment 4.17 (0.11) <0.001

High Self-Management × High Social Empowerment 4.74 (0.06) <0.001
Note. GRPMC = Group Mean Centered. SD = standard deviation; S.E. = standard error. Low = one standard
deviation below the mean, High = one standard deviation above the mean.
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Appendix D

 
Figure A1. Johnson-Neyman plot presenting regions of significance over which group mean centered
Time 1 self-management significantly moderates the association between collective efficacy and
Time 2 self-management.

 

Figure A2. Johnson-Neyman plot presenting regions of significance over which group mean centered
Time 1 self-management significantly moderates the association between shared agency and Time 2
self-management.
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Appendix E. Sensitivity Checks

Table A5. Main and interaction results from models examining the link between social empowerment
and change in students’ self-management, excluding students who endorsed the first response option
for any social empowerment items.

Variable Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.36 (0.03) <0.001 0.36 (0.04) <0.001
Social Empowerment 0.45 (0.06) <0.001 0.46 (0.06) <0.001
T1 SM × SE −0.17 (0.06) 0.002
Student Boy −0.14 (0.05) 0.001 −0.14 (0.05) 0.003

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.57 (0.11) <0.001 0.57 (0.11) <0.001
SEL Practices −0.02 (0.03) 0.42 −0.02 (0.03) 0.38
Teacher Female −0.19 (0.08) 0.03 −0.19 (0.08) 0.02
Canada −0.02 (0.07) 0.80 −0.01 (0.07) 0.88
Grade 7 −0.15 (0.09) 0.09 −0.14 (0.09) 0.11

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; SE = social empowerment; CL = classroom-level;
SEL = social-emotional learning.

Table A6. Main and interaction results from models examining the link between collective efficacy
and change in students’ self-management, excluding students who endorsed the first response option
for any social empowerment items.

Variable Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.39 (0.04) <0.001 0.39 (0.04) <0.001
Collective Efficacy 0.39 (0.06) <0.001 0.40 (0.04) <0.001
T1 SM × CE −0.12 (0.05) 0.03
Student Boy −0.16 (0.05) 0.001 −0.15 (0.05) 0.001

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.56 (0.11) <0.001 0.56 (0.11) <0.001
SEL Practices −0.02 (0.02) 0.37 −0.02 (0.03) 0.35
Teacher Female −0.18 (0.10) 0.08 −0.18 (0.10) 0.07
Canada −0.02 (0.07) 0.15 −0.01 (0.07) 0.85
Grade 7 −0.14 (0.09) 0.10 −0.13 (0.10) 0.16

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; CE = collective efficacy; CL = classroom-level;
SEL = social-emotional learning.

Table A7. Main and interaction results from models examining the link between group potency and
change in students’ self-management, excluding students who endorsed the first response option for
any social empowerment items.

Variable Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.38 (0.04) <0.001 0.38 (0.04) <0.001
Group Potency 0.42 (0.05) <0.001 0.42 (0.05) <0.001
T1 SM × GP −0.14 (0.05) 0.01
Student Boy −0.18 (0.05) 0.001 −0.18 (0.05) 0.001

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16030419

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci16030419


Educ. Sci. 2026, 16, 419 22 of 25

Table A7. Cont.

Variable Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.60 (0.11) <0.001 0.60 (0.11) <0.001
SEL Practices −0.02 (0.02) 0.53 −0.02 (0.02) 0.45
Teacher Female −0.20 (0.09) 0.03 −0.21 (0.09) 0.02
Canada −0.02 (0.06) 0.78 −0.01(0.06) 0.84
Grade 7 −0.16 (0.09) 0.05 −0.15 (0.08) 0.06

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; GP = group potency; CL = classroom-level;
SEL = social-emotional learning.

Table A8. Main and interaction results from models examining the link between shared agency and
change in students’ self-management, excluding students who endorsed the first response option for
any social empowerment items.

Variable Model 1 Model 2

b (S.E.) p-Value b (S.E.) p-Value

Student-Level
T1 Self-Management 0.36 (0.04) <0.001 0.35 (0.03) <0.001
Shared Agency 0.42 (0.07) <0.001 0.43 (0.05) <0.001
T1 SM × SA −0.14 (0.06) 0.03
Student Boy −0.12 (0.05) 0.02 −0.12 (0.05) 0.02

Classroom-Level
CL Self-Management 0.59 (0.12) <0.001 0.59 (0.11) <0.001
SEL Practices −0.02 (0.03) 0.62 −0.02 (0.02) 0.44
Teacher Female −0.20 (0.16) 0.21 −0.20 (0.10) 0.05
Canada −0.02 (0.09) 0.80 −0.02 (0.06) 0.80
Grade 7 −0.16 (0.20) 0.62 −0.15 (0.09) 0.09

Note. S.E. = standard error; T1 = time 1; SM = self-management; SA = shared agency; CL = classroom-level;
SEL = social-emotional learning.

Notes
1 The acronym SELF is preferred over SEL to avoid confusion with Social-Emotional Learning while including the word “frame-

work” as a reminder that SELF is a pedagogical tool for effective instructional design in practice.
2 The non-profit provided services to only Title 1 schools during this implementation, suggesting that the sample is comprised of a

high percentage of children from low-income families. No standardized socioeconomic data is available in Canada, where no
similar standard exists.

3 The study team acknowledges that students’ poverty has been shown to meaningfully influence self-management (Piotrowski
et al., 2013; Raver, 2012); however, at the request of partnering districts, these data were not collected. We also note that teachers
identified sex and not gender. See Section Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research for a more detailed discussion of these
as limitations.
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