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Appendix A.
Full search string used for the collection of the featured studies.

Component #1 Proximal outcome
social skills/ OR social skills training/ OR (((social* OR socio* OR intrapersonal OR 
interpersonal) ADJ3 skill*) OR interpersonal competenc* OR intrapersonal competenc* 
OR social competenc* OR soci* emotional learning OR peer relations).ti,ab,id.

Component #2 Distal outcome
assertiveness/ OR test anxiety/ OR performance anxiety/ OR emotional control/ OR anger 
control/ OR prosocial behavior/ OR (assertive* OR coping strateg* OR (test ADJ3 anxiety) 
OR resilience OR prosocial OR performance anxiety OR emotional control OR anger 
control).ti,ab,id.

Component #3 Type of training
intervention/ OR social skills training/ OR training/ OR school based intervention/ OR 
group intervention/ OR (training* OR intervention* OR program*).ti,ab,id.

Component #4 Target audience
(school age 6 12 yrs OR adolescence 13 17 yrs).ag. OR elementary school students/ OR 
primary school students/ OR middle school students/ OR junior high school students/ OR 
high school students/ OR (child* OR kid OR kids OR prepubescen* OR prepuberty* OR 
teen* OR young* OR youth* OR juvenile* OR girl* OR boy* OR preadolesc* OR adolesc* OR 
elementary school* OR primary school* OR K-12* OR K12 OR 1st-grade* OR first-grade* 
OR grade 1 OR grade one OR 2nd-grade* OR second-grade* OR grade 2 OR grade two OR 
3rd-grade* OR third-grade* OR grade 3 OR grade three OR 4th-grade* OR fourth-grade* 
OR grade 4 OR grade four OR 5th-grade* OR fifth-grade* OR grade 5 OR grade five OR 6th-
grade* OR sixth-grade* OR grade 6 OR grade six OR intermediate general OR secondary 
education OR secondary school* OR 7th-grade* OR seventh-grade* OR grade 7 OR grade 
seven OR 8th-grade* OR eight-grade* OR grade 8 OR grade eight OR 9th-grade* OR ninth-
grade* OR grade 9 OR grade nine OR 10th-grade* OR tenth-grade* OR grade 10 OR grade 
ten OR 11th-grade* OR eleventh-grade* OR grade 11 OR grade eleven OR 12th-grade* OR 
twelfth-grade* OR grade 12 OR grade twelve OR junior high* OR highschool*).ti,ab,id.
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Component #5 Type of study
(followup study OR systematic review OR meta analysis OR "treatment outcome/clinical 
trial").md. OR followup studies/ OR (random* OR longitud* OR ((follow up OR followup) 
ADJ3 (study OR studies)) OR ((interaction OR direct OR indirect OR causal OR generali#ed 
OR treatment) ADJ1 (effect OR effects)) OR (control ADJ3 group*) OR repeated measure* OR 
treatment condition* OR control condition* OR quasi experiment* OR quasiexperiment* 
OR RCT).ti,ab,id.

Search syntax:
(1 OR 2) AND 3 AND 4 AND 5		
Limit to 1990-..				  
Limit to peer review OR dissertations
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Appendix B. 

Study protocol.

Working title review: Effective characteristics and training components of social skills 
training programs for children and adolescents: a multilevel meta-analysis.

Anticipated starting date: 09-2016

Expected completion date: 31-12-2018

Funding sources/sponsors: ZonMw “Effectief werken in de Jeugdsector”, project 
729300011

Conflicts of interest: None.

Review question: How are different training components of social skills training 
programs for children and adolescents related to program effects?

Searches: All published articles in English retrieved from major databases: PsycINFO, 
MEDLINE, Scopus, ERIC and Google Scholar.

Search strategy: see Appendix A.

Participants/population: Children and adolescents up to 18 years old from a general 
population. Special populations (e.g., children with ASD or ADHD) are excluded.

Interventions(s), exposure(s): Structured programs aimed at improving any or all types 
of social skills directly.

Comparator(s)/control: Comparison conditions included "care as usual", "no treatment" 
or "attention control".

Types of study to be included: Randomized controlled trials and quasi-experimental 
studies with a comparison group.

Context: Social skills (e.g., SSIS, SDQ).

Additional outcomes: All other outcomes, such as social anxiety (e.g., RMACS, SCAS), 
bullying behavior and academic outcomes.

Data extraction: The titles and abstracts will be retrieved using the search strategy and 
screened by the first and second authors. The full text of potentially eligible studies will be 
retrieved and assessed by the first author. Any doubt over eligibility will be discussed with 
the second author. Authors of eligible studies will be contacted to retrieve the manuals 
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of the programs under review. Data extracted from the studies will include study setting, 
study population, participant demographics, details of the training and control condition, 
recruitment information and all outcomes and times of measurement. A second reviewer 
will extract data independently for 15% of the studies and discrepancies will be discussed. 
Data extracted from the program manuals will include the aim and duration of individual 
exercises and overall treatment information, such as the target population, the setting 
and trainer characteristics.

Risk of bias (quality) assessment: The quality of studies will be assessed using Quality 
Assessment Tool For Quantitative Studies (Effective Public Health Practice Project, 1998), 
which includes assessment of the study design, treatment allocation methods, description 
of confounders, blinding, data collection methods and withdrawals and drop-outs.

Strategy for data synthesis: A quantitative synthesis of the aggregate findings from the 
included studies will be used.

Analysis of subgroups or subsets: Subgroups of outcomes (based on the main target of 
the program) will be assessed.

Language: English.

The country in which review is being carried out: The Netherlands

Keywords: Meta-analysis; Social skills; Training components; Children; Adolescents; 
Social-emotional development.



154

APPENDICES

Appendix C.
Articles included in the meta-analysis. 

Note. Articles indicated with an asterisk (*) were included in the main analyses of SST 
program effects on interpersonal and emotional skills. 
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Avci, D., & Kellici, M. (2016). Effects of the Anger Coping programme based on cognitive behavioural 
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Journal of Nursing Practice, 22, 189–196. doi: 10.1111/ijn.12410. 

Beidel, D. C., Turner, S. M., & Morris, T. L. (2000). Behavioral treatment of childhood social phobia. 
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68(6), 1072–1080. doi:10.1037//0022-006X.68.6.1072  

*Berry, K., & Hunt, C. J. (2009). Evaluation of an intervention program for anxious adolescent 
boys who are bullied at school. Journal of Adolescent Health, 45(4), 376 –382. doi:10.1016/j.
jadohealth.2009.04.023 

*Berry, V., Axford, N., Blower, S., Taylor, R. S., Edwards, R. T., Tobin, K., … Bywater, T. (2016). The 
effectiveness and micro-costing analysis of a universal, school-based, social-emotional learning 
programme in the UK: A cluster-randomised controlled trial. School Mental Health, 8(2), 238–
256. doi: 10.1007/s12310-015-9160-1 

*Bosworth, K., Espelage, D., DuBay, T., Daytner, G., & Karageorge, K. (2000). Primary evaluation of a 
multimedia violence prevention program for adolescents. American Journal of Health Behavior, 
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Individual Differences, 22(2), 218–224. doi: 10.1016/j.lindif.2010.10.002 

*Bundy, P. T. McWhirter, & J. J. McWhirter (2011). Anger and Violence Prevention: Enhancing 
Treatment Effects through Booster Sessions. Education and Treatment of Children, 34(1), 1–14.  
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014-0490-2 
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Appendix D. 
Studies and social skills training programs included in the analyses.

Table D.1. Social Skills Training Programs and Corresponding Studies Included in the Meta-analysis, Including Study 
Characteristics.

Program 
type

Program Author(s) (year) Study 
location

Design No. 
Exp.

No. 
Ctrl.

Outcome 
domains

SEL programs 4Rs Program 
(Reading, Writing, 
Respect, and 
Resolution)

Jones et al. (2010) North 
America

RCT 515 427 IS, INT, EX

Jones et al. (2011) North 
America

RCT 630 554 IS, INT, EX

Check, Connect, 
Expect

Cheney et al. (2009) North 
America

RCT 73 86 IS, INT, EX

Giant Leap Correia & Marques 
Pinto (2016)

Western 
Europe

QE 79 84 IS, ES, PP

Coping Power Muratori et al. (2016) Western 
Europe

RCT 100 62 IS, PP, INT, 
EX

Mushtaq et al. (2016) Asia RCT 52 61 IS, EX
Peterson et al. (2009) North 

America
RCT 63 56 IS, INT, EX

Going for Goals Humphrey et al. 
(2010)

Western 
Europe

QE 102 80 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

TIGER Training Vliek et al. (2014) Western 
Europe

QE 185 39 PP, INT, EX

New Beginnings Humphrey et al. 
(2010)

Western 
Europe

QE 45 17 ES, IS, PP, 
INT, EX

Promoting Alternative 
Thinking Skills 
(PATHS)

Arda & Ocak (2012) Eastern 
Europe

RCT 51 44 IS, ES, INT, 
EX

V. Berry et al. (2016) Western 
Europe

RCT 2203 1801 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

Goossens et al. 
(2012)

Western 
Europe

QE 674 631 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

Humprey et al. 
(2016)

Western 
Europe

RCT 2423 2075 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

Malti et al. (2011) Western 
Europe

RCT 357 342 IS, EX

Novak et al. (2016) Eastern 
Europe

RCT 280 288 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

Shek et al. (2008) Asia RCT 3792 4044 INT
Raising Healthy 
Children (The Get 
Alongs)

Catalano et al. (2003) North 
America

RCT 497 441 IS, EX

RULER Brackett et al. (2012) North 
America

RCT 155 118 IS, INT, EX

Second Step Espelage et al. (2013) North 
America

RCT 1940 1676 PP, EX

Frey et al. (2005) North 
America

RCT 620 615 IS, INT, EX

Hart et al. (2009) North 
America

QE 23 42 IS

Holsen et al. (2008) Western 
Europe

QE NS NS IS, INT, EX

Low et al. (2015) North 
America

RCT 3583 3496 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX
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Program 
type

Program Author(s) (year) Study 
location

Design No. 
Exp.

No. 
Ctrl.

Outcome 
domains

Taub (2002) North 
America

RCT 54 33 IS, EX

Van Schoiack-
Edstrom et al. (2002)

North 
America

QE NS NS PP, EX

Skills for Life Fekkes et al. (2016) Western 
Europe

RCT 1107 481 PP, EX

Gravenstijn et al. 
(2004)

Western 
Europe

QE 311 437 IS, ES

Rahmati et al. (2010) Middle 
East

RCT 20 20 IS, PP

Slowly but Steadily Raimundo et al. 
(2013)

Western 
Europe

QE 213 105 IS, PP

S.S.GRIN DeRosier (2004) North 
America

RCT 187 194 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

Harrell et al. (2009) North 
America

RCT 40 34 ES, INT, EX

Sanchez et al. (2017) North 
America

RCT 33 36 ES, PP, INT

Strong Kids Graves et al. (2016) North 
America

RCT 31 30 IS, ES, EX

Grossman et al. 
(1997)

North 
America

RCT 372 314 IS, ES, EX

Kramer et al. (2014) North 
America

QE 348 266 IS, INT

Strong Teens Castro-Olivo (2014) North 
America

QE 49 53 ES, INT

Together at School Kiviruusu et al. 
(2016)

Western 
Europe

RCT 2036 1668 IS, ES

We Have Skills Marquez et al. (2014) Eastern 
Europe

QE 314 104 IS

Zippy's Friends Clarke et al. (2014) Western 
Europe

RCT 267 212 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

Mishara & Ystgaard 
(2006)

Eastern 
Europe

QE 314 104 IS, ES, EX

Monkeciene et al. 
(2006)

Eastern 
Europe

QE 140 106 ES, PP, EX

Anti-bullying 
programs

Anger Coping Training Avci & Kelleci (2016) Eastern 
Europe

RCT 30 30 INT, EX

Fung (2008) Asia RCT 12 6 IS
Confident Kids K. Berry & Hunt 

(2009)
Western 
Europe

RCT 2203 1801 ES, PP, INT

Fair Play for Kids Gibbons et al. (1995) North 
America

RCT 146 140 IS, ES

Hassandra et al. 
(2007)

Western 
Europe

RCT 60 60 IS, ES

Promoting Positive 
Peer Relationships 
(P3R)

Renshaw & Jimerson 
(2011)

North 
America

QE 320 316 PP

Peace Education Kabasakal et al. 
(2015)

Eastern 
Europe

QE 46 48 IS, EX

Sagkal et al. (2012) Eastern 
Europe

QE 158 123 ES

Preventing Relational 
Aggression In Schools 
Everyday (PRAISE)

Leff et al. (2010) North 
America

RCT NS NS IS, PP, EX
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Program 
type

Program Author(s) (year) Study 
location

Design No. 
Exp.

No. 
Ctrl.

Outcome 
domains

Programs 
that target 
(social) 
anxiety

Cognitive bias 
modification training

Sportel et al. (2013) Western 
Europe

RCT 86 70 INT

Cool Kids Mifsud & Rapee 
(2004)

Australia RCT 50 41 ES, INT, EX

Cool Teens Rapee et al. (2012) Australia RCT 24 19 INT
Wutrich et al. (2012) Australia RCT 24 19 INT

Intervention for test 
anxiety

Yeo et al. (2016) Asia QE 58 57 INT

Music Performance 
Enhancement 
Program

Osborne et al. (2007) Australia RCT 14 9 INT

Test anxiety 
intervention

Weems et al. (2015) North 
America

RCT 203 165 INT

Social Effectiveness 
Therapy for Children 
(SET-C)

Beidel et al. (2000) North 
America

RCT 30 20 INT

Öst et al. (2015) Western 
Europe

RCT 32 23 INT, EX

SHY program Donovan et al. (2015) Australia QE 21 19 IS, INT
Skills for Academic 
and Social Success

Masia-Warner et al. 
(2007)

North 
America

RCT 19 17 INT

Solution Focused 
Approach Training

Kvarme et al. (2010) Western 
Europe

QE 91 65 ES

Programs 
that target 
disruptive 
behavior

Aggression 
Replacement Training

Koposov et al. (2014) Eastern 
Europe

RCT 145 90 IS, EX

Friend2Friend Leff et al. (2015) North 
America

RCT 73 71 IS, PP, EX

Group Mentoring 
program

Jent & Niec (2009) North 
America

RCT 45 41 IS, INT, EX

Individual Social Skills 
Training

Kjøbli & Ogden 
(2014)

Western 
Europe

RCT 99 99 IS, INT, EX

Learning How To Deal 
With Angry Feelings

Cole et al. (2013) Western 
Europe

RCT 35 35 IS, ES, PP, 
INT, EX

Social Problem solving 
Training Program

Seçer & Ogelman 
(2011)

Eastern 
Europe

RCT 15 15 EX

Student Created 
Aggression Regulation 
Education Program 
(SCARE)

Bundy et al. (2011) North 
America

RCT 20 17 IS, EX

SMART Talk Bosworth et al. 
(2000)

North 
America

RCT 321 195 ES, EX

Stop Now And Plan 
(SNAP)

Burke & Loeber 
(2015)

North 
America

RCT 130 122 INT, EX

Social Cognitive 
Intervention Program 

van Manen et al. 
(2004)

Western 
Europe

RCT 42 15 IS, ES, INT, 
EX

Muris et al. (2005) Western 
Europe

QE 31 11 IS, EX

Self-management 
Training And 
Regulation Strategy 
(STARS)

Thompson (2014) North 
America

RCT 60 48 IS, EX
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Program 
type

Program Author(s) (year) Study 
location

Design No. 
Exp.

No. 
Ctrl.

Outcome 
domains

Programs 
that target 
resilience and 
self-esteem

Aussie Optimism 
program

Roberts et al. (2010) Australia RCT 237 191 IS, ES, INT, 
EX

Fun FRIENDS Essau et al. (2012) Western 
Europe

RCT 302 336 IS, INT

Lock & Barrett (2003) Australia RCT 442 295 IS, INT
Lowry-Webster et al. 
(2003)

Australia RCT 432 162 INT

Matsumoto et al. 
(2016)

Asia QE 93 59 INT

Miller et al. (2011) North 
America

RCT 65 126 INT

Girls First Leventhal et al. 
(2015)

India RCT 1832 900 ES, INT

Girls on the Go! Tirlea et al. (2016) Australia RCT NS NS ES
Resourceful 
Adolescent Program 
(RAP)

Rose et al. (2014) Australia RCT 104 165 IS, INT

Programs 
that target 
prosocial 
interactions

Circle Time Cefai et al. (2014) Western 
Europe

QE 37 37 IS, PP, INT, 
EX

Dinosaur Program 
Incredible Years

Hutchings et al. 
(2011)

Western 
Europe

QE 12 12 IS

Webster-Stratton et 
al. (2004)

North 
America

RCT 30 26 IS, EX

Mate Tricks O’Hare et al. (2015) Western 
Europe

RCT 304 285 IS, ES, PP, 
EX

Open Circle Hennesey (2007) North 
America

QE 66 81 IS, EX

PALS Ogden et al. (2007) Western 
Europe

QE 37 12 IS, ES, INT, 
EX

Sørlie & Ogden 
(2007)

Western 
Europe

QE 363 372 IS

Sørlie & Ogden 
(2015)

Western 
Europe

QE 3285 2094 IS, EX

PMIP Romersi et al. (2011) Western 
Europe

QE 128 70 IS

SPRinG the Water 
Game

Kutnick (1997) Western 
Europe

QE 30 30 IS

STER camp van Vugt et al. (2012) Western 
Europe

QE 86 75 ES, PP, INT, 
EX

Tools for Getting 
Along

Daunic et al. (2006) North 
America

RCT 38 27 IS, ES, EX

Daunic et al. (2012) North 
America

RCT 708 579 IS, ES, EX

Smith et al. (2014) North 
America

RCT 362 347 IS, ES, INT, 
EX

Note. RCT = randomized controlled trial, QE = quasi-experimental, No. Exp. = number of participants in the 
experimental group,  
No. Ctrl. = number of participants in the control group, NS = not specified, IS = Interpersonal skills, ES = Emotion 
skills, PP = Peer problems, INT = Internalizing problem behavior, EX = Externalizing problem behavior. 



166

APPENDICES

Table D.2. Training Components of the Featured Social Skills Training Programs.

Program Category of the training component
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Social-emotional learning (SEL) 
programs

4Rs program • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Check, Connect, Expect • • • • • • • •

Coping Power Program • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Giant Leap • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Going for Goals • • • • • • • • •

TIGER (Topper) training • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

New Beginnings • • • • • • • • •

Promoting Alternative 
Thinking Strategies 
(PATHS)

• • • • • • • • • •

Raising Healthy Children 
(The Get Alongs)

• • • • • • • • • • • • •

RULER • • • • • • • •

Second Step – Grade 4 • • • • • • • • • •

Second Step –  Grade 5 • • • • • • • • • •

Second Step – Grade 6 • • • • • • • • • • •

Second Step – Grade 7 • • • • • • • • •

Skills for Life • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Slowly but Steadily • • • • • • • • • • • •

Social Skills Group 
Intervention (S.S.GRIN)

• • • • • • • • • • • •

Strong Kids • • • • • • • • • •

Strong Teens • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Together at School • • • • • • • •

We Have Skills • • • • • • • •

Zippy's Friends • • • • • • • • • •
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Program Category of the training component
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Anti-bullying 
programs

Anger Coping Training • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Confident Kids 
program

• • • • • • • • • • • •

Fair Play for Kids • • • • • • •

Promoting Positive 
Peer Relationships 
(P3R)

• • •

Peace Education • • • • • • • • • • • •

Preventing Relational 
Aggression In Schools 
Everyday (PRAISE)

• • • • • • • • • •

Programs that target (social) 
anxiety

Anxiety CBT • • • • • • • • •

Anxiety program • • • • • • • • • •

Cool Kids • • • • • • • • • • • •

Music Performance 
Enhancement Program

• • • • •

Cognitive bias 
modification training

• • • • • • • •

Social Effectiveness 
Training for children 
(SET-C)

• • • • • • •

SHY program • • • • • • • • • • •

Skills for Academic and 
Social Success (SASS)

• • • • • •

Solution Focused 
Approach training

• • • • • •

Programs that target disruptive behavior

Aggression 
Replacement Training 
(ART)

• • • • • • • • • • •
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Program Category of the training component
Psycho

education 
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physical 

components
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Friend2Friend • • • • • • • • • • •

Group Mentoring 
program

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Individual Social Skills 
Training

• • • • • • • •

Learning How To Deal 
With Angry Feelings

• • • • • • • • •

Social Problem solving 
Training Program

• • • • • • • • • • • • •

Student Created 
Aggression Regulation 
Education Program 
(SCARE)

• • • • • • • • • • • •

Students Managing 
Anger Resolution 
Together (SMART Talk)

• • •

Stop Now And Plan 
(SNAP)

• • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Social Cognitive 
Intervention Program 

• • • • • • • • • • • • •

Self-management 
Training And 
Regulation Strategy 
(STARS)

• • • • • • •

Programs that target resilience and self-
esteem

Aussie Optimism 
program

• • • • • • •

Fun FRIENDS • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Girls First

Girls on the Go! • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Resourceful Adolescent 
Program

• • • • • • • • • •



169

Appendices

A

Program Category of the training component
Psycho

education 
Psycho-
physical 
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Cognitive-
emotional 

components
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Programs that target prosocial 
interactions

Circle Time • • • • • • • • • • •

Dinosaur Program 
Incredible Years

• • • • • • • • • • •

Mate Tricks • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

Open Circle • • • • • • • • • • • • •

PALS program • • • • • • • • • •

Programa Minimo de 
Incremento Prosocial 
(PMIP)

• • • • • • •

Star camp • • • • • • • • • • • • • •

The Water Game • • • • • • • • •

Tools for Getting Along • • • • • • • • •
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Appendix E.
Moderator analyses of research design characteristics.

Table E.1. Results of Moderator Analyses of Research Design Characteristics For the Effect of SST Programs on 
Interpersonal and Emotional Skills Using a Three-way univariate model.

Moderator Category # p # k # ES Estimate 95% CI Q p
Quality of the study Weak 13 14 92 .534*** .375 - .692 F (2, 366) 

= 9.243
< .001

Moderate 30 36 138 .455*** .348 - .563

Strong 19 27 139 .167** .051 - .282

Sample size 50 77 369 .431*** .346 - .516 F (1, 367) 
= 9.464

.002

Time between pretest and 
first reported post-test

< 6 months 39 63 196 .400*** .297 - .504 F (3, 361) 
= 1.397

.243

7 – 12 months 16 22 101 .363*** .224 - .503

13 months – 2 
years

7 9 54 .234* .031 - .437

> 2 years 3 3 14 .063 -.337 - .463

Type of informant Self-report 37 48 155 .381*** .286 - .475 F (2, 354) 
= .886

.413

Behavior rating 
(others)

32 45 192 .333*** .242 - .424

Behavioral 
observation

4 5 19 .264** .067 - .460

Note. # p = number of SST programs; # k = number of studies; # ES = number of effect sizes; Estimate = estimate 
of effect size; CI = confidence interval; Q = Q-test of heterogeneity. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Appendix F.
Analyses performed with peer relationship problem outcomes.

Table F.1. Results of Moderator Analyses Using a Three-way Univariate Model with Peer Relationship Problems 
Outcomes Only.

Moderator Category # p # k # ES Estimate 95% CI Q p
Psychoeducation Not included in the 

program 
4 5 15 .170 -.163 - .503 F (1, 54) 

= .348
.558

Included in program 15 22 41 .282** .097 - .468

Psychophysical 
components

Not included in the 
program 

7 12 23 .172 -.068 - .413 F (1, 54) 
= .850

.361

Included in program 12 15 33 .321** .106 - .536

Skill-building 
components

Not included in the 
program 

2 2 3 .286 -.364 - .936 F (1, 54) 
= .009

.924

Included in program 17 25 53 .254** .086 - .422

Cognitive-emotional 
components

Not included in the 
program 

1 1 2 - - - -

Included in program 18 26 54 - -

Note. # p = number of SST programs; # k = number of studies; # ES = number of effect sizes; Estimate = estimate 
of effect size; CI = confidence interval; Q = Q-test of heterogeneity. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Appendix G.
Analyses performed with internalizing behavior problem outcomes.

Table G.1. Results of Moderator Analyses Using a Three-way Univariate Model with Internalizing Problem Behavior 
Outcomes Only.

Moderator Category # p # k # ES Estimate 95% CI Q p
Psychoeducation Not included in the 

program 
6 8 18 .199* .013 - .384 F (1, 180) 

= .158
.691

Included in 
program

29 44 164 .239*** .159 - .320

Psychophysical 
components

Not included in the 
program 

17 26 97 .244*** .138 - .350 F (1, 180) 
= .080

.778

Included in 
program

18 26 85 .223*** .119 - .326

Skill-building components Not included in the 
program 

4 4 8 .017 -.281 - .315 F (1, 180) 
= 2.162

.143

Included in 
program

31 48 174 .246*** .171 - .321

Cognitive-emotional 
components

Not included in the 
program 

1 2 25 - - - -

Included in 
program

34 50 157 - -

Note. # p = number of SST programs; # k = number of studies; # ES = number of effect sizes; Estimate = estimate 
of effect size; CI = confidence interval; Q = Q-test of heterogeneity. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Appendix H.
Analyses performed with externalizing behavior problem outcomes.

Table H.1. Results of Moderator Analyses Using a Three-way Univariate Model with Externalizing Problem Behavior 
Outcomes Only.

Moderator Category # p # k # ES Estimate 95% CI Q p
Psychoeducation Not included in 

the program 
9 11 44 .099 -.116 - .315 F (1, 230) 

= .548
.460

Included in 
program

30 49 188 .189*** .085 - .294

Psychophysical 
components

Not included in 
the program 

18 31 133 .214** .083 - .346 F (1, 230) 
= .825

.365

Included in 
program

21 29 99 .128 -.006 - .262

Skill-building 
components

Not included in 
the program 

3 3 6 .243 -.215 - .700 F (1, 230) 
= .097

.756

Included in 
program

36 57 226 .169*** .073 - .265

Cognitive-emotional 
components

Not included in 
the program 

1 1 1 - - - -

Included in 
program

38 59 231 - -

Note. # p = number of SST programs; # k = number of studies; # ES = number of effect sizes; Estimate = estimate 
of effect size; CI = confidence interval; Q = Q-test of heterogeneity. 
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Appendix I.
The overall estimated effects of subgroups of SST programs on the different outcome 

domains.

Table I.1. Effects of Subgroups of Social Skills Training Programs on the Different Outcome Domains.

Outcome domains by type of 
SST program # p # k # ES Mean d 95% CI p σ2

level 2 σ2
level 3

SEL programs

Interpersonal skills 18 36 144 .290 .187 - .393 < .001 .008*** .093***

Emotional skills 11 20 77 .249 .142 - .355 < .001 .014*** .048***

Peer relationship problems 11 19 40 .171 .000 -.342 .050 .069*** .091**

Internalizing behavior problems 12 24 44 .128 .065 - .191 < .001 .002** .014***

Externalizing behavior problems 14 31 123 .095 -.007 - .197 .067 .016*** .077***

Programs targeting (social) anxiety

Interpersonal skills 1 1 4 .259 -.248 - .766 .203 .000 .033

Emotional skills 2 2 10 .264 .082 - .446 .010 .000 .003

Peer relationship problems 0 0 0 - - - - -

Internalizing behavior problems 8 10 74 .384 .134 - .634 .003 .221*** .107**

Externalizing behavior problems 2 2 2 .420 -1.852 - 2.692 .256 .000 .000

Anti-bullying programs

Interpersonal skills 4 7 20 .709 .367 - 1.050 < .001 .124*** .131

Emotional skills 3 4 9 .864 .742 - .987 < .001 .007 .000

Peer relationship problems 3 3 10 .666 -.010 - 1.342 .053 .059 .350*

Internalizing behavior problems 2 2 7 .846 .583 - 1.110 < .001 .000 .000

Externalizing behavior problems 3 3 22 .774 .099 - 1.448 .027 .000 .500***

Programs targeting disruptive behavior

Interpersonal skills 8 9 27 .253 .127 - .378 < .001 .041 .000

Emotional skills 3 3 5 .494 -.316 - 1.304 .166 .005 .213

Peer relationship problems 2 2 3 .219 -.740 - 1.179 .429 .000 .066

Internalizing behavior problems 5 5 11 .348 .092 - .603 .013 .000 .040

Externalizing behavior problems 11 12 39 .245 .086 - .405 .004 .011* .051**

Programs targeting resilience and self-esteem

Interpersonal skills 3 4 14 -.006 -.094 - .083 .893 .016*** .000

Emotional skills 3 3 13 .287 .015 - .559 .040 .003 .054**

Peer relationship problems 0 0 0 - - - - -

Internalizing behavior problems 4 8 41 .112 .046 - .178 .001 .030*** .000

Externalizing behavior problems 2 2 2 .165 -.795 - 1.125 .273 .000 .000

Programs targeting prosocial interactions
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Outcome domains by type of 
SST program # p # k # ES Mean d 95% CI p σ2

level 2 σ2
level 3

Interpersonal skills 8 13 30 .660 .273 - 1.048 .002 .329*** .274

Emotional skills 4 6 16 .098 -.088 - .284 .281 .000 .037**

Peer relationship problems 3 3 3 .149 -.373 - .670 .344 .011 .011

Internalizing behavior problems 4 4 5 .198 .028 - .369 .032 .000 .000

Externalizing behavior problems 4 10 44 .045 -.145 - .235 .638 .043*** .069**

Note. # p = number of SST programs; # k  = number of studies; # ES = number of effect sizes; Mean d = mean 
effect size (d); 95% CI = confidence interval; σ2

level 2 = variance within studies;  σ2
level 3 = variance between studies; % 

Var. = percentage of variance explained at level.  
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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APPENDICES CHAPTER 3 

Appendix A.
Information about the implemented intervention modules.

Table A.1. Session Overview of the Implemented Modules.

Session Exposure module	 Cognitive restructuring 
module

Combination module

1. •	 Introduce yourself (step 
one of starting and joining a 
conversation).

•	 Establish group rules
•	 Education about and 

normalization of anxiety
•	 Introduction of the “anxiety 

thermometer”.
•	 Explanation of how avoidance 

leads to the maintenance of 
anxiety.

•	 First step on the stepladder 
of asking and answering a 
question.

•	 First step of the stepladder of 
giving a presentation.

•	 Closure of the session.

•	 Introduce yourself.
•	 Establish group rules.
•	 Education about and 

normalization of anxiety.
•	 Introduction of the Thoughts-

Feelings-Behavior-model using 
a story, connection between 
thoughts and feelings.

•	 Practice with the Thoughts-
Feelings-Behavior-model. 

•	 Closure of the session.

•	 Introduce yourself (step 
one of starting and joining 
a conversation).

•	 Establish group rules.
•	 Education about and 

normalization of anxiety.
•	 Introduction of the “anxiety 

thermometer”.
•	 Explanation of how 

avoidance leads to the 
maintenance of anxiety.

•	 Explain two strategies to 
decrease anxiety: change 
thoughts (cognitive 
restructuring) and face the 
situation (exposure).

•	 First step of the stepladder 
of giving a presentation.

•	 Closure of the session.

2. •	 Introduction of the session.
•	 Short game to practice with 

stepladder.
•	 Second step of asking and 

answering a question.
•	 Second step of starting and 

joining a conversation.
•	 Second step of giving a 

presentation.
•	 Closure of the session.

•	 Introduction of the session.
•	 Introduction on the “anxiety 

thermometer”.
•	 Practice identifying helpful and 

non-helpful thoughts.
•	 Practice transforming non-

helpful thoughts into positive 
thoughts.

•	 Use Thoughts-Feelings-
Behavior-model on 
hypothetical situation asking 
and answering a question 
and starting and joining a 
conversation.

•	 Closure of the session.

•	 Introduction of the session.
•	 Short game to practice with 

stepladder.
•	 Introduction of the 

Thoughts-Feelings-
Behavior-model using a 
story, connection between 
thoughts and feelings.

•	 Practice with the Thoughts-
Feelings-Behavior-model 
with situation the first step 
of giving a presentation. 

•	 Further explanation 
about Thoughts-
Feelings-Behavior-model: 
connection between 
thoughts, feelings and 
behavior.

•	 Second step of the 
stepladder of starting and 
joining a conversation.

•	 Closure of the session.
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Session Exposure module	 Cognitive restructuring 
module

Combination module

3. •	 Introduction of the session.
•	 Practice making a stepladder 

for making a new friend.
•	 Third step of asking and 

answering a question.
•	 Third step of giving a 

presentation.
•	 Closure of the session.

•	 Introduction to the session.
•	 Further explanation about 

Thoughts-Feelings-Behavior-
model: connection between 
thoughts, feelings and 
behavior.

•	 Practice with Thoughts-
Feelings-Behavior-model for 
two situations: answering a 
question and joining an on-
going conversation.

•	 Closure of the session.

•	 Introduction to the session.
•	 Practice identifying helpful 

and non-helpful thoughts.
•	 Practice transforming 

non-helpful thoughts into 
positive thoughts with third 
step of starting and joining 
a conversation.

•	 Second step of giving a 
presentation.

•	 Closure of the session.

4. •	 Introduction of the session.
•	 Step four of giving a 

presentation.
•	 Review of all sessions.
•	 Closure of the module with a 

certificate.

•	 Introduction of the session.
•	 Short game to recap 

transforming non-helpful 
thoughts to helpful thoughts.

•	 Use Thoughts-Feelings-
Behavior-model for giving a 
presentation. 

•	 Review of all sessions.
•	 Closure of the module with a 

certificate.

•	 Introduction of the session.
•	 Practice with Thoughts-

Feelings-Behavior-model 
for third step of giving a 
presentation.

•	 Step four of giving a 
presentation.

•	 Review of all sessions.
•	 Closure of module with a 

certificate.

Table A.2. Social Situations Broken Down Into Steps.

Situation Steps
Asking and answering a question 1.	asking and answering premade, simple questions (such as 

“What is your name? How many siblings do you have?”) in 
pairs;

2.	asking and answering a self-conceived question in the group 
and;

3.	asking and answering a self-conceived question in the group 
and asking follow-up questions. 

Starting and joining a conversation 4.	 introducing yourself to your peers;
5.	starting a conversation with two peers and;
6.	 joining an on-going conversation.

Giving a presentation 7.	 talking about a familiar subject (e.g. their pet, hobby or 
bedroom) for half a minute whilst sitting down in a circle;

8.	 talking about your family or weekend for one minute, 
whilst standing firmly in front of their chair and making eye 
contact with peers;

9.	 talking about your last holiday for two minutes, whilst 
standing firmly in front of their chair and making eye 
contact with peers and;

10.standing in front of the group and talking about your 
favorite movie for three minutes
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Table A.3. Steps Used To Restructure Negative Thoughts Into Positive Thoughts.

Step Instructions
1 First, children were asked to reflect on the situation (“What is happening in this situation?”).

2 Next, children were asked to write down what their first thought in this situation would be (“What 
am I thinking?”) and rate their level of anxiety.

3 Children then identified if this thought is helpful or unhelpful. To help participants transform 
negative thoughts into positive thoughts, children were taught two strategies.

4 The first strategy is to formulate a counter thought, which is the direct opposite of the negative 
thought. The second strategy is to reflect on what they would say to their best friend in this 
situation if they wanted to be supportive.

5 After this, the participants wrote down their positive thought and rated their level of anxiety again

6 Finally, participants were asked to reflect on how this positive thought could change their behavior.
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Appendix B.
Mplus syntax for unconstrained and constrained latent change models.

MPlus syntax for the unconstrained model with pretest 2 as the intercept.

GROUPING = Group (0=Condition1 1=Condition2 2=Condition3);

MODEL:
intercptpre by Time1- Time4@1;
intercptpre difpre1pre2 | Time1@1 Times2@0 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpre difpre2post | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@1 Time4@0;
intercptpre difpre2fu | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@1;
Time1@0;
Time3@0;
Time4@0;
difpre1pre2 with difpre2post@0;
difpre1pre2 with difpre2fu@0;
intercptpre difpre1pre2 difpre2post difpre2fu on Ethnicity;

Mplus syntax for the constrained model with posttest as the intercept used to assess the 
difference between condition 2 and condition 3 on the change from pretest 2 to posttest.

GROUPING = Group (0=Condition1 1=Condition2 2=Condition3);

MODEL:
intercptpost by Time1- Time4@1;
intercptpost difpre1post | Time1@1 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpost difpre2post | Time1@0 Time2@1 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpost difpostfu | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@1;
Time1@0;
Time2@0;
Time4@0;
difpre2post with difpostfu@0;
difpre1post with difpostfu@0;
intercptpost difpre1post difpre2post difpostfu on Ethnicity;
[difpre2post](100);
MODEL Condition2:
[difpre2post](1);
MODEL Condition3:
[difpre2post](1);
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Figure B.1. Latent Change Model with Pretest 2 as the Intercept and Ethnicity as the Covariate.
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Appendix C.
Correlation matrices.

Table C.1. Correlations Between Outcomes at Pretest 1 (Above the Diagonal) and Pretest 2 (Below the Diagonal).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.
1. Social anxiety - .525** .339** .321** -.203** -.207** .660** .577** -.300** -.093 -.335**

2. Anxious behaviour .646** - .528** .442** -499** -.435* .541** .420** -.531** -.256** -.354**

3. Distress .598** .709** - .439** -.560** -.328** .335** .351** -.557** -.240** -.212**

4. Avoidant behaviour .428** .550** .600** - -.441** -.314** .289** .315** -.469** -.284** -.345**

5. Approach behaviour -.391** -.590** -.696** -.622** - .462** -.257** -.308** .693** .429** .316**

6. Positive thoughts -.502** -.564** -.619** -.539** .611** - -.282** -.257** .672** .482** .547**

7. Negative thoughts .605** .612** .509** .424** -.342** -.485** - .569** -.559** -.108* -.517**

8. Internalizing behaviour .509** .519** .409** .495** -.350** -.470** .625** - -.513** -.184* -.530**

9. Self-efficacy -.537** -.692** -.769** -.647** .789** .543** -.324** -.386** - .561** .469**

10. Social skills -.281** -.257** -.305** -.245** .433** .499** -.245** -.262** .464** - .577**

11. Self-perceived  
      competence

-.473** -.411** -.433** -.518** .430** .609** -.578** -.633** .554** .516** -

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table C.2. Correlations Between Outcomes at Posttest (Above the Diagonal) and Follow-up (Below the Diagonal).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.
1. Social anxiety - .717** .672** .554** -.633** -.487** .675** .504** -.657** -.279** -.547**

2. Anxious behaviour .719** - .729** .600** -.601** -.487** .610** .540** -648** -.175** -.454**

3. Distress .684** .724** - .616** -.768** -.480** .441** .381** -.773** -.181* -.346**

4. Avoidant behaviour .519** .581** .542** - -.636** -.429** .456** .423** -.586** -.353** -.480**

5. Approach behaviour -.574** -.594** -.686** -.641** - .568** -.367** -.305** .743** .341** .362**

6. Positive thoughts -.498** -.505** -.415** -.489** .439** - -.430** -.382** .505** .500** .542**

7. Negative thoughts .708** .631** .463** .534** -.388** -.474** - 589** -.441** -.233** -.613**

8. Internalizing behaviour .461** .451** .376** .581** -.359** -.481** .580** - -.373** -.138 -.601**

9. Self-efficacy -.567** -.655** -.710** -.613** .694** .586** -.547** -.436** - .333** .489**

10. Social skills -.239** -.098 -.109 -.383** .317** .490** -.324** -.233** .235** - .524**

11. Self-perceived    
      competence

-.398** -.290** -.297** -.405** .359** .607** -.534** -.543** .393** .564** -

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Appendix D.
Fit statistics for the evaluated models.

Table D.1. Model Fit Statistics for the Unconstrained Latent Change Models.

Outcome χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI
Social anxiety 1.41 3 .70 .00 .00 - .15 1.00

Anxious behavior 1.40 3 .70 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Distress .06 1 .81 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Avoidant behavior 2.86 3 .41 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Approach behavior 1.99 3 .57 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Positive thoughts 2.87 3 .41 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Perceived social threat 1.40 3 .71 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Internalizing behaviour 2.22 3 .53 .00 .00 - .19 1.00

Self-efficacy 2.82 3 .42 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Social skills 1.51 3 .68 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Self-perceived competence 7.65 6 .26 .07 .00 - .19 .99

Note. Pretest 2 is the intercept in the unconstrained models; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 
95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative Fit Index 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.



183

Appendices

A

Table D.2. Model Fit Statistics for the Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Within 
Conditions.

Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI ∆χ2

Social anxiety Unconstrained model 1.41 3 .70 .00 .00 - .15 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 18.66 4 .00 .24 .14 - .36 .94 17.25***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 38.42 4 .00 .36 .27 - .48 .87 37.01***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 2.59 4 .63 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 1.18

Anxious behavior Unconstrained model 1.40 3 .70 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 5.73 4 .22 .08 .00 - .22 .99 4.33*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 28.68 4 .00 .31 .21 - .42 .91 27.28***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 3.24 4 .52 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 1.84

Distress Unconstrained model .06 1 .81 .00 .00 - .21 1.00 .06

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 8.90 1 .003 .35 .17 - .58 .97 8.84**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 16.81 1 .00 .50 .31 - .72 .94 16.75***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 6.10 1 .01 .28 .10 - .52 .98 6.04*

Avoidant behavior Unconstrained model 2.86 3 .41 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 5.94 4 .20 .09 .00 - .22 .99 3.08

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 22.13 4 .00 .27 .16 - .38 .93 19.27***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 3.19 4 .53 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .33

Approach behavior Unconstrained model 1.99 3 .57 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 7.96 4 .09 .12 .00 - .25 .99 5.97*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 17.29 4 .002 .23 .12 - .34 1.00 15.30***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 3.24 4 .52 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 1.25

Positive thoughts Unconstrained model 2.87 3 .41 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 18.08 4 .001 .23 .13 - .35 .95 15.21***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 14.19 4 .007 .20 .09 - .32 .97 11.31**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 2.90 4 .59 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .03

Perceived social threat Unconstrained model 1.40 3 .71 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 12.88 4 .01 .19 .08 - .30 .97 11.48***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 10.77 4 .03 .16 .05 - .28 .97 9.37**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 2.17 4 .70 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .77

Internalizing behaviour Unconstrained model 2.22 3 .53 .00 .00 - .19 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 8.47 4 .08 .13 .00 - .26 .98 6.25*
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Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI ∆χ2

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 11.79 4 .02 .17 .06 - .29 .97 9.57**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 6.77 4 .15 .11 .00 - .24 .99 4.55*

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 2.82 3 .42 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 4.91 4 .30 .06 .00 - .21 1.00 2.09

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 16.29 4 .003 .22 .12 - .34 .95 13.47***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 4.40 4 .35 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 1.58

Social skills Unconstrained model 1.51 3 .68 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 15.74 4 .003 .21 .11 - .33 .97 14.23***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 6.40 4 .17 .09 .00 - .23 .99 4.89*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 1.51 4 .82 .00 .00 - .13 1.00 .00

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 7.65 6 .26 .07 .00 - .19 .99

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in EX 16.04 7 .02 .14 .05 - .24 .97 8.39**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 16.82 7 .02 .15 .06 - .24 .96 9.17**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CM 9.37 7 .23 .07 .00 - .18 .99 1.72

Note. Pre-test 2 is the intercept in the unconstrained models. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; Δ2-1 = pre-intervention period; 
Δ3-2 = intervention period; EX = Exposure condition; CR = Cognitive restructuring condition; CM = Combination 
condition.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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Table D.3. Model Fit Statistics for the Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Between 
Conditions.

Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI ∆χ2

Social anxiety Unconstrained model 1.41 3 .70 .00 .00 - .15 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 2.43 4 .66 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 1.02

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 4.44 4 .35 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 3.03

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 6.71 4 .15 .10 .00 - .23 .99 5.30*

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 1.50 5 .91 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 .09 a

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 1.43 5 .92 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .02 a

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 1.56 5 .91 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 .15 a

Anxious behavior Unconstrained model 1.40 3 .70 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 1.66 4 .79 .00 .00 - .12 1.00 .26

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 1.48 4 .83 .00 .00 - .11 1.00 .08

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 1.84 4 .76 .00 .00 - .13 1.00 .44

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 3.08 4 .54 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 1.68

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 1.54 4 .82 .00 .00 - .12 1.00 .14

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 1.78 4 .78 .00 .00 - .13 1.00 .38

Distress Unconstrained model .06 1 .81 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR .40 2 .82 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 .34

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM .06 2 .97 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .00

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM .26 2 .89 .00 .00 - .12 1.00 .20

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 3.07 2 .21 .09 .00 - .28 1.00 2.32 b

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 2.38 2 .30 .05 .00 - .26 1.00 1.63 b

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM .80 2 .67 .00 .00 - .19 1.00 .05 b

Avoidant behavior Unconstrained model 2.86 3 .41 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 2.94 4 .57 .02 .00 - .16 1.00 .08

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 3.10 4 .54 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .24

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 3.36 4 .50 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .50

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 11.94 4 .02 .18 .07 - .30 .97 9.08**

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 3.49 4 .48 .00 .00 - .18 1.00 .63

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 4.13 4 .39 .02 .00 - .19 1.00 1.27

Approach behavior Unconstrained model 1.99 3 .57 .00 .00 - .18 1.00
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Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI ∆χ2

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 3.95 4 .41 .00 .00 - .19 1.00 1.96

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 2.73 4 .60 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .74

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 2.07 4 .72 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .08

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 3.62 4 .46 .00 .00 - .18 1.00 1.63

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 2.26 4 .69 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .27

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 2.27 4 .69 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .28

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 2.82 3 .42 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 3.21 4 .52 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .39

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 3.88 4 .42 .00 .00 - .19 1.00 1.06

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 3.05 4 .55 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .23

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 5.56 4 .23 .08 .00 - .22 .99 2.74

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 3.28 4 .51 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .46

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 3.77 4 .44 .00 .00 - .18 1.00 .95

Positive thoughts Unconstrained model 2.87 3 .41 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 2.96 4 .56 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .09

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 5.82 4 .21 .08 .00 - .22 1.00 2.95

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 6.37 4 .17 .10 .00 - .23 .99 3.50

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 3.64 5 .60 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 .70 c

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 2.95 5 71 .00 .00 - .13 1.00 .01 c

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 3.45 5 .63 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .51 c

Perceived social threat Unconstrained model 1.40 3 .71 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 1.47 4 .83 .00 .00 - .11 1.00 .07

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 5.57 4 .23 .08 .00 - .22 .99 4.17*

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 6.16 4 .19 .09 .00 - .23 1.00 4.76*

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 1.49 4 .82 .00 .00 - .11 1.00 .09

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 1.72 4 .79 .00 .00 - .12 1.00 .32

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 1.96 4 .74 .00 .00 - .13 1.00 .56

Internalizing behavior Unconstrained model 2.22 3 .53 .00 .00 - .19 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 2.73 4 .60 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .51

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 3.43 4 .49 .00 .00 - .18 1.00 1.21
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Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI ∆χ2

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 2.32 4 .68 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 .10

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 2.29 4 .68 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .07

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 6.85 4 .14 .11 .00 - .24 .99 4.63*

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 7.54 4 .11 .12 .00 - .25 .98 5.32*

Social skills Unconstrained model 1.51 3 .68 .00 .00 - .16 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 2.38 4 .66 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 1.32

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 5.95 2 .20 .08 .00 - .22 .99 4.44*

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 3.26 4 .51 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 1.75

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 1.69 5 .89 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .06 d

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 1.68 5 .89 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .05 d

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 1.63 5 .90 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .00 d

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 7.65 6 .26 .07 .00 - .19 .99

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CR 7.81 7 .35 .04 .00 - .16 1.00 .16

Δ3-2 equal in EX & CM 8.40 7 .30 .06 .00 - .17 .99 .75

Δ3-2 equal in CR & CM 7.96 7 .34 .05 .00 - .17 1.00 .31

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CR 12.08 4 .02 .18 .07 - .30 .97 4.42* e

Δ4-3 equal in EX & CM 8.56 4 .07 .13 .00 - .26 .98 .90 e

Δ4-3 equal in CR & CM 10.22 4 .04 .15 .03 - .28 .98 2.56 e

Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; Δ3-2 = intervention period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period; EX = Exposure condition; CR = Cognitive 
restructuring condition; CM = Combination condition.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
a Unconstrained post-test model: χ2 (4) = 1.41, p = .84, RMSEA = .00 [.00 - .11], CFI = 1.00; b Unconstrained post-test 
model: χ2 (1) = .75, p = .39, RMSEA = .00 [.00 - .31], CFI = 1.00; c Unconstrained post-test model: χ2 (4) = 2.94, p = 
.57, RMSEA = .00 [.00 - .17], CFI = 1.00; d Unconstrained post-test model: χ2 (4) = 1.63, p = .80, RMSEA = .00 [.00 - 
.12], CFI = 1.00; e Unconstrained post-test model: χ2 (3) = 7.66, p = .05, RMSEA = .16 [.00 - .30], CFI = 1.00.
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APPENDICES CHAPTER 4.

Appendix A. 
Detailed overview of the interventions used in the psychophysical condition and the 

cognitive restructuring condition.

Table A.1. Session Overview of the Psychophysical and Cognitive Restructuring Intervention.

Session Psychophysical intervention Cognitive restructuring intervention
1. •	 Introduction and acquaintance.

•	 The golden rooster (energizer): participants 
practice balance by standing on 1 leg, introduction 
to standing firmly.

•	 Stand like a rock: learn to stand firmly and reflect 
on how this makes you feel using 5 rules.

•	 A good friend: participants pair up, one stands 
firm and the other gently tries to push him/her 
over. Participants reflect on what it is like to feel 
strong. 

•	 Balance on a pillow: participants stand on a pillow 
and another participant gently tries to unbalance 
him/her.

•	 Participant folder: participants are handed a 
personal folder with the information on the first 
lesson. 

•	 Reflection on the session and closure.

•	 Introduction and acquaintance.
•	 Identify positive and negative thoughts.
•	 Ferris wheel of thoughts: practice 

formulating positive thoughts.
•	 The turtle: learn to reflect on how thoughts 

and how this influences feelings.
•	 Closure of the session.

2. •	 Review the previous session.
•	 Running with numbers: energizer.
•	 A good friend: participants pair up, one stands 

firm and the other gently tries to push him/her 
over. Participants reflect on what it is like to feel 
strong.

•	 Breathe high and low: children learn about 
stomach breathing and how this provides 
confidence and relaxation.

•	 Chinese boxing: participants gently box against 
each other and try to unbalance each other. 
Participants use stomach breathing and standing 
firm to keep balance.

•	 Beach stance and tunnel stance: participants 
experience how posture influences how they feel.

•	 Reflection and closure.

•	 Review the previous session.
•	 Fill in the Thoughts-Feelings-Behavior-model 

with a situation from your own experience.
•	 Write down thoughts that emerge when 

hypothetical situations are mentioned (e.g. 
a party where you do not know anybody). 
Thoughts are then discussed and added to 
the “positive” or “negative” poster.

•	 Closure of the session
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Session Psychophysical intervention Cognitive restructuring intervention
3. •	 Review the previous session.

•	 Commando: game of “Simon says” to practice 
stomach breathing, standing firmly and speaking 
clearly.

•	 Kiai: participants do a kiai, a warrior battle cry, to 
channel energy and make them feel strong. In the 
second round, children call out a positive quality 
they have instead of a sound.

•	 Practice punches: participants practice a karate 
punch and experience that self-defense can have 
a positive influence on their confidence.

•	 Punches on the pillow: participants practice 
punching a pillow in pairs, to experience their 
strength.

•	 Saying stop: participants practice showing 
boundaries using posture, stomach breathing and 
speaking firmly.

•	 Reflection on the session and closure.

•	 Review the previous session.
•	 Create awareness that people generally 

notice negative things or faults in each 
other, learn about giving compliments and 
practice giving compliments.

•	 Gossip lovingly: gossip about 1 child that 
is in front of the class in a loving way, only 
stating positive things. Following this, 
discuss how this made the child feel using 
the Thoughts-Feelings-Behavior-module.

•	 Closure of the session.

4. •	 Recapitulation of the previous session.
•	 Commando: game of “Simon says” to practice 

stomach breathing, standing firmly and speaking 
clearly.

•	 Avert punches: self-defense exercise to make 
children feel strong and resilient.

•	 Kick the pillow: participants learn a self-defense 
kick, which makes them feel strong and confident.

•	 Building a bridge: participants work together to 
make a human pyramid and experience strength 
and trusting each other.

•	 Closure of the intervention with a certificate.

•	 Recapitulation of the previous session.
•	 Sell yourself: participants reflect on their 

own qualities and all participants present 
these to the group.

•	 Closure of the intervention with a certificate.
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Appendix B. 
Mplus syntax for the unconstrained and constrained latent change models.

MPlus syntax for the unconstrained model with pretest 2 as the intercept.

GROUPING = Group (0=Condition1 1=Condition2 2=Condition3);

MODEL:
intercptpre by Time1- Time4@1;
intercptpre difpre1pre2 | Time1@1 Times2@0 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpre difpre2post | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@1 Time4@0;
intercptpre difpre2fu | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@1;
Time1@0;
Time3@0;
Time4@0;
difpre1pre2 with difpre2post@0;
difpre1pre2 with difpre2fu@0;
intercptpre difpre1pre2 difpre2post difpre2fu on CohortB CohortC 
Ethnicity;

Mplus syntax for the constrained model with posttest as the intercept used to assess the 
difference between condition 2 and condition 3 on the change from pretest 2 to posttest.

GROUPING = Group (0=Condition1 1=Condition2 2=Condition3);

MODEL:
intercptpost by Time1- Time4@1;
intercptpost difpre1post | Time1@1 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpost difpre2post | Time1@0 Time2@1 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpost difpostfu | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@1;
Time1@0;
Time2@0;
Time4@0;
difpre2post with difpostfu@0;
difpre1post with difpostfu@0;
intercptpost difpre1post difpre2post difpostfu on CohortB CohortC 
Ethnicity;
[difpre2post](100);
MODEL Condition2:
[difpre2post](1);
MODEL Condition3:
[difpre2post](1);



191

Appendices

A

Figure 2. Latent Change Model with Pretest 2 as the Intercept and Cohort and Ethnicity as the Covariates.
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Full correlation matrices for all outcomes at pretest 1, pretest 2, posttest and follow-up.

Table C.1. Correlations Between Outcomes at Pretest 1 (Above the Diagonal) and Pretest 2 (Beneath the Diagonal).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.

1. Self-worth - .711** .415** -.800** .039 .120

2. Self-perceived competence .804** - .496** -.814** .217** .139

3. Self-efficacy .565** .419** - -.408** .308** .214**

4. Automatic thoughts -.777** -.837** -.533** - -.214** -.329**

5. Social skills .185* .294** .324** -.087 - .461**

6. Assertiveness .328** .337** .314** -.092 .509** -

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

 

Table C.2. Correlations Between Outcomes at Posttest (Above the Diagonal) and Follow-Up (Beneath the Diagonal).

1. 3. 2. 4. 5. 6.

1. Self-worth - .773** .492** -.786** .383** .353**

2. Self-perceived competence .771** - .602** -.840** .487** .392**

3. Self-efficacy .603** .433** - -.403** .494** .412**

4. Automatic thoughts -.786** -.876** -.600** - -.518** -.459**

5. Social skills .349** .607** .528** -.388** - .674**

6. Assertiveness .432** .540** .418** -.376** .685** -

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Appendix D.
Fit statistics for the evaluated models.

Table D.1. Fit Statistics for the Unconstrained Latent Change Models Controlling for Cohort and Ethnicity.

Outcome χ2 df p RMSEA 90%-CI CFI

Self-worth .24 3 .97 .00 .00 - .00 1.00

Self-perceived competence 2.72 3 .44 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Self-efficacy 1.85 3 .60 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Automatic thoughts 5.49 3 .13 .12 .00 - .27 .99

Social skills 4.35 3 .23 .09 .00 - .25 1.00

Assertiveness 5.78 3 .12 .12 .00 - .27 .99

Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; 

Table D.2. Model Fit Statistics for the Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Within 
Conditions.

Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Self-worth Unconstrained model .24 3 .97 .00 .00 - .00 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in PP 1.64 4 .80 .00 .00 - .12 1.00 1.40

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in PP 4.53 4 .34 .05 .00 - .20 1.00 4.29*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 4.49 4 .34 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 4.25*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CR 15.74 4 .003 .22 .11 - .34 .97 15.50***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CO 8.56 4 .07 .14 .00 - .26 .99 8.23**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CO 6.47 4 .17 .10 .00 - .24 .99 6.23*

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 2.72 3 .44 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in PP 7.29 4 .12 .12 .00 - .25 .99 4.57*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in PP 5.98 4 .20 .09 .00 - .23 .99 3.26

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 25.94 4 .00 .30 .20 - .42 .95 23.22***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CR 18.44 4 .001 .24 .14 - .36 .96 15.72***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CO 12.06 4 .02 .18 .07 - .30 .98 9.34**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CO 8.69 4 .07 .14 .00 - .27 .99 5.97*

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 1.85 3 .60 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in PP 2.08 4 .72 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .23

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in PP 2.00 4 .74 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .15
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Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 6.28 4 .18 .10 .00 - .23 .99 5.00*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CR 13.59 4 .009 .20 .09 - .32 .95 10.74***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CO 3.55 4 .47 .00 .00 - .18 1.00 1.70

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CO 2.42 4 .66 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 .57

Automatic thoughts Unconstrained model 5.49 3 .13 .12 .00 - .27 .99

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in PP 10.21 4 .03 .16 .04 - .27 .98 4.72*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in PP 5.86 4 .21 .09 .00 - .23 .99 .37

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 24.09 4 .00 .29 .18 - .40 .95 13.88**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CR 18.74 4 .001 .25 .14 - .36 .96 13.25***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CO 12.19 4 .02 .18 .07 - .31 .98 6.70**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CO 6.38 4 .17 .10 .00 - .24 .99 .89

Social skills Unconstrained model 4.35 3 .23 .09 .00 - .25 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in PP 4.35 4 .36 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 .25

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in PP 4.72 4 .32 .05 .00 - .21 1.00 .40

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 9.92 4 .04 .16 .03 - .28 .99 5.60*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CR 7.09 4 .13 .11 .00 - .25 .99 2.74

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CO 6.60 4 .16 .10 .00 - .24 .99 2.25

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CO 4.53 4 .34 .05 .00 - .20 1.00 .18

Assertiveness Unconstrained model 5.78 3 .12 .12 .00 - .27 .99

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in PP 6.11 4 .19 .09 .00 - .23 .99 .33

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in PP 6.48 4 .16 .10 .00 - .24 .99 .70

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CR 17.33 4 .002 .23 .13 - .35 .94 11.55***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CR 10.39 4 .03 .16 .04 - .29 .97 5.15*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CO 20.27 4 .00 .26 .15 - .38 .93 14.49***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CO 5.78 4 .22 .09 .00 - .23 .99 .00

Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; Δ2-1 = pre-intervention period; Δ3-2 = intervention period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period; PP = psychophysical 
condition; CR = cognitive restructuring condition; CO = control condition.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Table D.3. Model Fit Statistics for the Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Between 
Conditions.

Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Self-worth Unconstrained model .24 3 .97 .00 .00 - .00 1.00

Δ2-1 equal in CO and PP .32 4 .99 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .08

Δ2-1 equal in CO and CR 1.29 4 .86 .00 .00 - .10 1.00 1.05

Δ3-2 equal in CO and PP .28 4 .99 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .04

Δ3-2 equal in CO and CR .49 4 .97 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .25

Δ3-2 equal in PP and CR .25 4 .99 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .01

Δ4-3 equal in CO and PP 2.31 4 .68 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 2.07

Δ4-3 equal in CO and CR 4.36 4 .37 .03 .00 - .20 1.00 4.12*

Δ4-3 equal in PP and CR .52 4 .97 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .28

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 2.72 3 .44 .00 .00 - .21 1.00

Δ2-1 equal in CO and PP 3.08 4 .54 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .36

Δ2-1 equal in CO and CR 4.34 4 .35 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 1.62

Δ3-2 equal in CO and PP 3.20 4 .52 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .48

Δ3-2 equal in CO and CR 2.72 4 .61 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .00

Δ3-2 equal in PP and CR 3.19 4 .53 .00 .00 - .17 1.00 .47

Δ4-3 equal in CO and PP 3.44 4 .49 .00 .00 - .18 1.00 .72

Δ4-3 equal in CO and CR 7.21 4 .12 .11 .00 - .25 .99 4.49*

Δ4-3 equal in PP and CR 2.79 4 .59 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .07

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 1.85 3 .60 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Δ2-1 equal in CO and PP 2.20 4 .70 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 .35

Δ2-1 equal in CO and CR 2.00 4 .74 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .15

Δ3-2 equal in CO and PP 2.03 4 .73 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .18

Δ3-2 equal in CO and CR 2.53 4 .64 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .68

Δ3-2 equal in PP and CR 2.55 4 .63 .00 .00 - .16 1.00 .70

Δ4-3 equal in CO and PP 2.22 4 .69 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 .37

Δ4-3 equal in CO and CR 5.22 4 .26 .07 .00 - .22 .99 2.36

Δ4-3 equal in PP and CR 1.94 4 .75 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .09

Automatic thoughts Unconstrained model 5.49 3 .13 .12 .00 - .27 .99

Δ2-1 equal in CO and PP 6.75 4 .15 .11 .00 - .24 .99 1.26
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Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Δ2-1 equal in CO and CR 7.54 4 .11 .12 .00 - .25 .99 2.05

Δ3-2 equal in CO and PP 5.67 4 .22 .08 .00 - .22 1.00 .18

Δ3-2 equal in CO and CR 5.66 4 .22 .08 .00 - .22 1.00 .17

Δ3-2 equal in PP and CR 5.53 4 .24 .08 .00 - .22 1.00 .04

Δ4-3 equal in CO and PP 5.50 4 .24 .08 .00 - .22 1.00 .01

Δ4-3 equal in CO and CR 13.75 4 .01 .20 .09 - .32 .97 8.26**

Δ4-3 equal in PP and CR 7.38 4 .12 .12 .00 - .25 .99 1.89

Social skills Unconstrained model 4.35 3 .23 .09 .00 - .25 1.00

Δ2-1 equal in CO and PP 4.46 4 .35 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 .11

Δ2-1 equal in CO and CR 4.36 4 .36 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 .01

Δ3-2 equal in CO and PP 4.40 4 .35 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 .05

Δ3-2 equal in CO and CR 4.42 4 .35 .04 .00 - .20 1.00 .07

Δ3-2 equal in PP and CR 5.18 4 .27 .07 .00 - .22 1.00 .83

Δ4-3 equal in CO and PP 5.27 4 .26 .07 .00 - .22 1.00 .92

Δ4-3 equal in CO and CR 5.57 4 .23 .08 .00 - .22 1.00 1.22

Δ4-3 equal in PP and CR 4.78 3 .31 .06 .00 - .21 1.00 .43

Assertiveness Unconstrained model 5.78 3 .12 .12 .00 - .27 .99

Δ2-1 equal in CO and PP 6.80 4 .15 .11 .00 - .24 .99 1.02

Δ2-1 equal in CO and CR 6.03 4 .20 .09 .00 - .23 .99 .25

Δ3-2 equal in CO and PP 6.44 4 .17 .10 .00 - .24 .99 .66

Δ3-2 equal in CO and CR 6.08 4 .19 .09 .00 - .23 .99 .30

Δ3-2 equal in PP and CR 6.88 4 .14 .11 .00 - .24 .99 1.10

Δ4-3 equal in CO and PP 8.08 4 .09 .13 .00 - .26 .98 2.30

Δ4-3 equal in CO and CR 8.37 4 .08 .13 .00 - .26 .98 2.59

Δ4-3 equal in PP and CR 6.56 4 .16 .10 .00 - .24 .99 .78

Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; Δ2-1 = pre-intervention period; Δ3-2 = intervention period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period; PP = psychophysical 
condition; CR = cognitive restructuring condition; CO = control condition.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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APPENDICES CHAPTER 5.

Appendix A.
Overview of the modules used.

Table A.1. Overview of the Exercises in the Social Skills Intervention and the Social Skills Intervention Including the 
Autonomy Affirmation Component.

Session Exercises in the social skills 
intervention

Exercises in the social skills intervention 
with autonomy affirmation

1. 1.	 Introduction of the intervention. 
2.	 Connecting with the trainer in a trusting 

way.*
3.	 Exercise to practice looking others in the 

eye.*
4.	 Exercise to practice standing tall and with 

confidence.
5.	 Vocalization exercise to allow children to 

experience their vocal range and to teach 
them to speak at a clear, appropriate level.

6.	 Introducing yourself to others, during 
which they keep in mind what they have 
learned about looking others in the eye, 
standing with confidence and speaking 
clearly.

7.	 Closure of the session.

1.	 Introduction of the intervention.
2.	 Connecting with the trainer in a trusting way.
3.	 Caps exercise to teach children that there 

are four types of behavior (black: aggressive 
and dominating; yellow: shy and anxious; 
red: annoyingly funny and careless; white: 
authentic and trustworthy).

4.	 Explanation of importance of being authentic 
and trustworthy (white cap).

5.	 Exercise to practice looking others in the 
eye.*

6.	 Self-reflection exercise asking children to 
evaluate their own behavior in the classroom.

7.	 Explanation of worksheet with caps that 
children complete with their parents.

8.	 Closure of the session.

2. 1.	 Opening of the session.
2.	 Review of exercises from the previous 

session.*
3.	 Exercise aimed at increasing children’s 

emotion vocabulary. Distinguish between 
positive and negative emotions.

4.	 Exercises acting out emotion-words, 
aimed at teaching children that body 
language reflects emotions.

5.	 Exercise to practice giving and receiving 
compliments in an appropriate way.

6.	 Exercises to increase children’s 
awareness of what a person’s qualities 
can be and to teach children that 
everybody has positive qualities.

7.	 Explanation of a worksheet that 
children fill in with their parents, listing 
the positive qualities that make them 
unique.

8.	 Closure of the session.

1.	 Opening of the session.
2.	 Review of exercises from the previous 

session.*
3.	 Exercise to teach children how their behavior/

attention can encourage negative and 
unacceptable behavior in others. 

4.	 Exercise to practice standing tall and with 
confidence.*

5.	 Exercise to practice giving and receiving 
compliments in an appropriate way.*

6.	 Trust exercises aimed at teaching children 
they have social responsibility and to 
physically interact with each other in a 
respectful way. 

7.	 Closure of the session.
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Session Exercises in the social skills 
intervention

Exercises in the social skills intervention 
with autonomy affirmation

3. 1.	 Opening of the session.
2.	 Review of the exercises from the 

previous session.*
3.	 Discuss the qualities worksheet that 

children completed with their parents. 
4.	 Exercise aimed at teaching children 

a conversations technique to show 
an interest in others: asking short 
questions.*

5.	 Exercise aimed at teaching children a 
conversation technique to get to know 
others better: listening to others well and 
asking in depth questions.*

6.	 Exercise to stimulate teamwork and 
practice with both leading and following 
another person.

7.	 Closure of the session.

1.	 Opening of the session.
2.	 Review of the exercises from the previous 

session.*
3.	 Exercise aimed at teaching children to show 

their boundaries and saying “no” to others.*
4.	 Exercise using statements to reflect on what 

it means to be a good friend (stimulate each 
other to behave in a prosocial way).

5.	 Exercise to practice behaving in a authentic, 
trustworthy manner, even when others 
behave negatively. 

6.	 Explanation of strategy to handle a situation 
in which the child has indicated it’s boundary, 
but a peer continues negative behavior.

7.	 Feedback exercise aimed at children 
becoming aware of how peers view them.

8.	 Closure of the session. 

4. 1.	 Opening of the session.
2.	 Review of the exercises from the 

previous session.
3.	 Exercise aimed at teaching children 

to show their personal boundaries by 
saying “no” to others.*

4.	 Exercise aimed at teaching children to 
control their impulses. 

5.	 Explanation of strategies to stay calm 
when children need to control their 
emotions/impulses.

6.	 Exercises aimed at allowing children to 
practice with impulse control strategies.

7.	 Trust fall exercise aimed at increasing 
children’s trust in each other.

8.	 Closure of the intervention program with 
a certificate.

1.	 Opening of the session.
2.	 Review of exercises from the previous 

session.
3.	 Exercise to stimulate children to talk about 

their feelings, especially when they feel sad or 
lonely.

4.	 Feedback exercises aimed at children 
becoming aware of how peers view them.

5.	 Stage dive exercise aimed at increasing 
children’s trust in each other.

6.	 Closure of the intervention program with a 
cetrificate.

Note. Exercises indicated by an asterix (*) were the same in both intervention modules.
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Explanation of the caps-exercise (SS-AA-intervention exercise 3, session 1)
An example of a key exercise in the intervention with the autonomy affirmation component 
(SS-AA-condition) is the caps-exercise. This is an exercise that stimulates children to 
reflect on their behavior using caps that represent three qualities of behavior and three 
pitfalls. The white cap represents trust and authenticity. This combination builds on the 
vision that by far the most people have the (authentic) desire to be trusted and to find 
solutions that increase well-being of the self and others. When the white cap is combined 
with the other coloured caps, people show trustworthy behavior according to their 
desires: (white-black: trustworthy with power, white-yellow: trustworthy with empathy 
and white-red: trustworthy with humour). When trust is gone (in the group) or one does 
not act upon one’s own autonomous (prosocial) desires, the white cap moves away and 
one shows the pitfall of each strength: too powerful behavior (black cap: bossy, bullying), 
too sensitive behavior (yellow cap: shy, anxious, pittyful) or too funny behavior (red cap: 
laughing at others, supporting the black cap behavior). In this exercise, children become 
aware of their own and others behavior and of the consequences of their behavior (in 
feedback exercises). They become motivated to act upon their positive intentions and 
learn that they can choose how to behave (which cap(s) you choose to wear). 
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Appendix B. 
Mplus syntax for the unconstrained and constrained latent change models.

MPlus syntax for the unconstrained model with pretest 2 as the intercept.

GROUPING = Group (0=Condition1 1=Condition2 2=Condition3);
ANALYSIS:
TYPE = COMPLEX;
ESTIMATOR = MLR;

MODEL:
intercptpre by Time1- Time4@1;
intercptpre difpre1pre2 | Time1@1 Times2@0 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpre difpre2post | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@1 Time4@0;
intercptpre difpre2fu | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@1;
Time1@0;
Time3@0;
Time4@0;
difpre1pre2 with difpre2post@0;
difpre1pre2 with difpre2fu@0;

Mplus syntax for the constrained model with posttest as the intercept used to assess the 
difference between condition 2 and condition 3 on the change from pretest 2 to posttest.

GROUPING = Group (0=Condition1 1=Condition2 2=Condition3);
ANALYSIS:
TYPE = COMPLEX;
ESTIMATOR = MLR;

MODEL:
intercptpost by Time1- Time4@1;
intercptpost difpre1post | Time1@1 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpost difpre2post | Time1@0 Time2@1 Time3@0 Time4@0;
intercptpost difpostfu | Time1@0 Time2@0 Time3@0 Time4@1;
Time1@0;
Time2@0;
Time4@0;
difpre2post with difpostfu@0;
difpre1post with difpostfu@0;
 [difpre2post](100);
MODEL Condition2:
[difpre2post](1);
MODEL Condition3:
[difpre2post](1);
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Figure B.1. Latent Change Model with Pretest 2 as the Intercept.
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Appendix C.
Correlations between outcome measures at all measurement occasions.

Table C.1. Correlation Between Outcomes at Pretest 1 (Above the Diagonal) and Pretest 2 (Below the Diagonal).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
1. Prosocial behavior - .67** .30** .49** .40** .27** -.12** -.35**

2. Social skills .66** - .34** .61** .52** .25** -.20** -.47**

3. Self-esteem .35** .36** - .45** .64** .14** -.52** -.34**

4. Self-efficacy .50** .60** .50** - .54** .26** -.30** -.33**

5. Self-perceived competence .43** .50** .72** .54** - .18** -.56** -.47*

6. Class climate .26** .24** .13** .25** .17** - -.02 .03

7. Internalizing behavior -.20** -.18** -.61** -.35** -.60** -.03 - .42**

8. Externalizing behavior -.39** -.46** -.33** -.35** -.50** .10* .49** -

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table C.2. Correlations Between Outcomes at Posttest (Above the Diagonal) and Follow-up (Below the Diagonal).

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8.
1. Prosocial behavior - .69** .44** .54** .48** .33** -.24** -.43**

2. Social skills .64** - .39** .61** .52** .32** -.26** -.47**

3. Self-esteem .35** .40** - .48** .71** .15** -.63** -.47**

4. Self-efficacy .53** .62** .44** - .53** .32** -.30** -.36**

5. Self-perceived competence .47** .55** .68** .50** - .19** -.62** -.56**

6. Class climate .33** .30** .12** .26** .19** - -.04 .05

7. Internalizing behavior -.28** -.33** -.59** -.35** -.61** -.03 - .55**

8. Externalizing -.45** -.50** .41** -.35** -.54 .04 .65** -

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Appendix D.
Fit statistics for the evaluated models.

Table D.1. Fit Indices for the Unconstrained Latent Change Models.

Outcome χ2 df p Scaling 
corrector RMSEA 95%-CI CFI

Prosocial behavior 4.98 3 .17 1.3934 .05 .00 - .13 1.00

Social skills 7.35 3 .06 .9452 .07 .00 - .14 .99

Self-esteem 4.01 3 .26 1.8852 .04 .00 - .12 1.00

Self-efficacy 1.68 3 .64 1.2978 .00 .00 - .08 1.00

Self-perceived competence 4.48 3 .21 1.6862 .04 .00 - .12 1.00

Class climate 2.91 3 .40 1.0477 .00 .00 - .10 1.00

Internalizing behavior 1.58 3 .66 1.2738 .00 .00 - .08 1.00

Externalizing behavior .60 3 .89 1.1829 .00 .00 - .05 1.00

Note.  RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index.

Table D.2. Model Fit Statistics for Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Within Conditions.

Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Prosocial behavior Unconstrained model 4.98 3 .17 .05 .00 - .13 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 5.78 4 .22 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 .80

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS 6.17 4 .19 .05 .00 - .11 1.00 1.19

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 25.68 4 .00 .14 .09 - .20 .96 20.70***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 6.26 4 .18 .05 .00 - .11 1.00 1.28

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 11.49 4 .02 .08 .03 - .14 .99 6.51**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL 8.93 4 .06 .07 .00 - .13 .99 3.94*

Social skills Unconstrained model 7.35 3 .06 .07 .00 - .14 .99

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 10.79 4 .03 .08 .02 - .14 .99 3.44

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS 11.60 4 .02 .09 .03 - .14 .99 4.25*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 30.04 4 .00 .16 .11 - .21 .97 22.69***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 12.81 4 .01 .09 .04 - .15 .99 5.46*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 36.54 4 .00 .18 .13 - .23 .96 29.18***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL 5.37 4 .25 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 1.98

Self-esteem Unconstrained model 4.01 3 .26 .04 .00 - .12 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 10.76 4 .03 .08 .02 - .14 .99 6.75**
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Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS 6.38 4 .17 .05 .00 - .11 1.00 2.37

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 26.60 4 .00 .15 .10 - .20 .97 22.59***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 14.15 4 .01 .10 .05 - .16 .98 10.14**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 16.29 4 .00 .11 .06 - .17 .98 12.28***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL 15.95 4 .00 .11 .06 - .16 .98 11.94***

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 1.68 3 .64 .00 .00 - .08 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 8.69 4 .07 .07 .00 - .13 .99 7.01*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS 2.94 4 .57 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 1.26

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 13.01 4 .01 .09 .04 - .15 1.00 11.33**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 1.91 4 .75 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .23

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 32.36 4 .00 .16 .11 - .22 .96 30.68***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL 19.29 4 .00 .12 .07 - .18 .98 17.61***

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 4.48 3 .21 .04 .00 - .12 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 15.26 4 .00 .10 .05 - .16 .98 11.14***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS 6.24 4 .18 .05 .00 - .11 1.00 1.76

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 35.98 4 .00 .18 .13 - .23 .94 31.50***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 7.08 4 .13 .05 .00 - .12 .99 2.60

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 11.70 4 .02 .09 .03 - .15 .99 7.22**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL 13.87 4 .01 .10 .04 - .16 .98 9.39**

Class climate Unconstrained model 2.91 3 .40 .00 .00 - .10 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 3.26 4 .51 .00 .00 - .09 1.00 .35

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS 2.51 4 .64 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .40

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 3.21 4 .52 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .30

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 4.39 4 .36 .02 .00 - .10 1.00 1.48

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 3.71 4 .45 .00 .00 - .09 1.00 .80

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL 5.45 4 .24 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 2.54

Internalizing 
behavior

Unconstrained model 1.58 3 .66 .00 .00 - .08 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 10.10 4 .04 .08 .02 - .14 .99 8.52**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS 1.74 4 .78 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .16
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Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 33.52 4 .00 .17 .12 - .22 .93 31.94***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 14.22 4 .00 .10 .05 - .16 .98 12.64***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 20.03 4 .00 .12 .07 - .18 .96 18.45***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL 1.77 4 .78 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .19

Externalizing 
behavior

Unconstrained model .60 3 .89 .00 .00 - .05 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS 6.49 4 .16 .05 .00 - .11 1.00 5.89*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS .66 4 .96 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .06

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA 22.89 4 .00 .13 .08 - .19 .97 22.29***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA 7.33 4 .12 .06 .00 - .12 .99 6.73**

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in CTRL 2.07 4 .72 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 1.47

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in CTRL .65 4 .96 .00 .00 - .00 1.00 .05

Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; Δ2-1 = pre-intervention period; Δ3-2 = intervention period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period; SS-condition = social 
skills intervention; SS-AA-condition = social skills intervention with autonomy affirmation; CTRL = no-treatment 
control condition. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table D.2. Model Fit Statistics for Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Between Conditions.

Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Prosocial behavior Unconstrained model 4.98 3 .17 .05 .00 - .13 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 8.64 4 .07 .07 .00 - .13 .99 3.66*

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 5.25 4 .26 .03 .00 - .10 1.00 .30

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 7.93 4 .09 .06 .00 - .12 .99 2.95

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL 5.49 4 .24 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 .51

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 5.83 4 .21 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 .85

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 5.52 4 .24 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 .54

Social skills Unconstrained model 7.35 3 .06 .07 .00 - .14 .99

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 6.87 4 .14 .05 .00 - .12 1.00 .48

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 7.17 4 .13 .05 .00 - .12 1.00 .18

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 7.12 4 .13 .05 .00 - .12 1.00 .23

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL 6.23 4 .18 .05 .00 - .11 1.00 1.12

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 8.11 4 .09 .06 .00 - .13 .99 .76



206

APPENDICES

Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 6.65 4 .16 .05 .00 - .12 1.00 .70

Self-esteem Unconstrained model 4.01 3 .26 .04 .00 - .12 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 4.92 4 .29 .03 .00 - .10 1.00 .91

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 5.13 4 .27 .03 .00 - .10 1.00 1.12

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 4.84 4 .30 .03 .00 - .10 1.00 .08

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL 5.47 4 .24 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 1.46

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 4.74 4 .31 .03 .00 - .10 1.00 .73

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 5.12 4 .27 .03 .00 - .10 1.00 1.11

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 1.68 3 .64 .00 .00 - .08 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 2.24 4 .69 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 .56

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 2.14 4 .71 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 .46

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 1.89 4 .76 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .21

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL 2.47 4 .65 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 .79

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 4.56 4 .33 .02 .00 - .10 1.00 2.88

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 2.35 4 .67 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 .67

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 4.48 3 .21 .04 .00 - .12 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 5.72 4 .22 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 1.24

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 5.15 4 .27 .03 .00 - .10 1.00 .67

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 6.31 4 .18 .05 .00 - .11 1.00 1.83

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL 5.49 4 .24 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 1.01

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 7.97 4 .09 .06 .00 - .12 .99 3.49

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 5.78 4 .22 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 1.30

Class climate Unconstrained model 2.91 3 .40 .00 .00 - .10 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 2.96 4 .56 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .05

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 3.62 4 .46 .00 .00 - .09 1.00 .71

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 2.89 4 .58 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .02

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL 3.49 4 .48 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 .58

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 3.46 4 .48 .00 .00 - .09 1.00 .55

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 4.43 4 .35 .02 .00 - .10 1.00 1.52

Internalizing behavior Unconstrained model 1.58 3 .66 .00 .00 - .08 1.00
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Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 2.16 4 .71 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 .58

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 1.88 4 .76 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .30

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 1.72 4 .79 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .14

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL 1.84 4 .76 .00 .00 - .06 1.00 .26

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 8.76 4 .07 .07 .00 - .13 .99 7.18**

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 5.94 4 .20 .04 .00 - .11 1.00 4.36*

Externalizing 
behavior

Unconstrained model .60 3 .89 .00 .00 - .05 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in SS & CTRL 1.06 4 .90 .00 .00 - .04 1.00 .46

Δ3-2 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 2.26 4 .69 .00 .00 - .07 1.00 1.66

Δ3-2 equal in SS & SS-AA 2.55 4 .63 .00 .00 - .08 1.00 1.95

Δ4-3 equal in SS & CTRL .98 4 .91 .00 .00 - .04 1.00 .38

Δ4-3 equal in SS-AA & CTRL 12.98 4 .01 .09 .04 - .15 .98 12.38***

Δ4-3 equal in SS & SS-AA 13.76 4 .01 .10 .04 - .15 .98 13.16***

Note.  RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; Δ3-2 = intervention period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period; SS-condition = social skills intervention; SS-AA-
condition = social skills intervention with autonomy affirmation; CTRL = no-treatment control condition.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Appendix E. 
Results from additional analyses with a subgroup of children from the SS-AA-condition 

scoring +1SD on externalizing behavior at pretest 1.

Table E.1. Fit Indices for the Unconstrained Latent Change Models. 

Outcome χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI

Prosocial behavior 10.58 2 .005 .19 .09 - .31 .93

Social skills 23.60 2 .00 .30 .20 - .41 .95

Self-esteem .89 2 .64 .00 .00 - .14 1.00

Self-efficacy 1.89 2 .38 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Self-perceived competence 3.09 2 .21 .07 .00 - .20 1.00

Class climate 41.73 2 .00 .40 .30 - .51 .84

Internalizing behavior 2.51 2 .28 .05 .00 - .19 1.00

Externalizing behavior 2.57 2 .27 .05 .00 - .19 1.00

Note.  RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; 

Table E.2. Model Parameters for the Unconstrained Latent Change Models.

LOW (n = 206) HIGH (n = 37)

intercept Δ2-1 Δ3-2 Δ4-3
intercept Δ2-1 Δ3-2 Δ4-3

Outcome µ (SE) µ (SE) µ (SE) µ (SE) µ (SE) µ (SE) µ (SE) µ (SE)
Self-esteem 21.84 

(.30)
.79* 
(.36)

.83** 
(.29)

.04a 
(.22)

18.44 
(.88)

-1.03 
(.71)

.38 
(.75)

2.64**
a 

(.86)

Self-efficacy 31.29 
(.50)

.52 
(.40)

.65*  
(.27)

-.38
(.36)

28.70 
(.51)

.80 
(.65)

.09 
(.98)

-.29 
(.58)

Self-perceived 
competence

61.76 
(.56)

1.49** 
(.53)

1.35** 
(.47)

-.62 
(.33)

55.79 
(1.14)

3.91* 
(1.79)

-1.47 
(1.28)

2.11 
(1.24)

Internalizing 
behavior

16.88 
(.40)

-1.51*** 
(.33)

-.65 
(.40)

-.35 
(.25)

20.80 
(1.39)

-2.56*** 
(.62)

-.78 
(1.31)

-1.60 
(1.49)

Externalizing 
behavior

21.27 
(.27)

-1.34** 
(.33)

-.13 
(.41)

-.43a 
(.31)

3571 
(.68)

-4.87*** 
(.84)

1.71 
(.90)

-4.48***
 a

 

(.70)

Note. LOW = children scoring <+1SD on externalizing behavior at pretest 1; HIGH = children scoring ≥ + 1SD 
on externalizing behavior at pretest 1; Intercept = pretest 1; Δ2-1 = pre-intervention period; Δ3-2 = intervention 
period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period. Latent means in bold differ significantly from the within-group (pre-)intervention 
period at p < .05. Latent means that share subscripts differ at p < .05. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Table E.3. Model Fit Statistics for the Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Within 
Subgroups.

Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Self-esteem Unconstrained model .89 2 .64 .00 .00 - .14 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in LOW 22.07 3 .00 .23 .15 - .32 .94 21.18***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in LOW 6.87 3 .08 .10 .00 - .21 .99 5.98*

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in HIGH 3.01 3 .39 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 2.12

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in HIGH 10.55 3 .01 .14 .06 - .34 .98 9.66**

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 1.89 2 .38 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in LOW 12.91 3 .00 .16 .08 - .26 .98 11.02**

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in LOW 2.99 3 .51 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 1.10

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in HIGH 2.51 3 .47 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .62

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in HIGH 2.18 3 .53 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .29

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 3.09 2 .21 .07 .00 - .20 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in LOW 54.78 3 .00 .38 .29 - .47 .85 51.69***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in LOW 5.39 3 .14 .08 .00 - .19 .99 2.30

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in HIGH 3.93 3 .27 .05 .00 - .17 1.00 .84

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in HIGH 2.82 3 .42 .00 .00 - .15 1.00 .27

Internalizing 
behavior

Unconstrained model 2.51 2 .28 .05 .00 - .19 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in LOW 33.14 3 .00 .29 .20 - .38 .88 30.63***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in LOW 14.29 3 .00 .18 .09 - .27 .96 11.78***

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in HIGH 5.31 3 .15 .08 .00 - .19 .99 2.80

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in HIGH 5.01 3 .17 .07 .00 - .18 .99 2.50

Externalizing 
behavior

Unconstrained model 2.57 2 .27 .05 .00 - .19 1.00

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in LOW 18.05 3 .00 .20 .12 - .30 .92 15.48***

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in LOW 4.81 3 .19 .07 .00 - .18 .99 2.24

Δ2-1 and Δ3-2 equal in HIGH 8.01 3 .05 .12 .01 - .22 .97 5.44*

Δ3-2 and Δ4-3 equal in HIGH 18.03 3 .00 .20 .12 - .30 .92 15.46***

Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; Δ2-1 = pre-intervention period; Δ3-2 = intervention period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period; LOW = children 
scoreing <+1SD on externalizing behavior at pretest 1; HIGH = children scoring ≥ + 1SD on externalizing behavior 
at pretest 1.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Table E.4. Model Fit Statistics for the Latent Change Models Used to Assess the Equality of Parameters Between 
Subgroups.

Outcome Model χ2 df p RMSEA 95%-CI CFI Δχ2

Self-esteem Unconstrained model .89 2 .64 .00 .00 - .14 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in LOW & HIGH 1.27 3 .74 .00 .00 - .11 1.00 .38

Δ4-3 equal in LOW & HIGHa 11.56 3 .00 .15 .07 - .25 .97 10.12***

Self-efficacy Unconstrained model 1.89 3 .38 .00 .00 - .18 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in LOW & HIGH 2.39 3 .49 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .50

Δ4-3 equal in LOW & HIGH 2.33 3 .51 .00 .00 - .14 1.00 .44

Self-perceived 
competence

Unconstrained model 3.09 2 .21 .07 .00 - .20 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in LOW & HIGH 5.58 3 .13 .08 .00 - .19 .99 2.49

Δ4-3 equal in LOW & HIGH 5.41 3 .14 .08 .00 - .19 .99 2.32

Internalizing behavior Unconstrained model 2.51 2 .28 .05 .00 - .19 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in LOW & HIGH 2.14 3 .54 .00 .00 - .13 1.00 .37

Δ4-3 equal in LOW & HIGH 3.55 3 .31 .04 .00 - .16 1.00 1.04

Externalizing behavior Unconstrained model 2.57 2 .27 .05 .00 - .19 1.00

Δ3-2 equal in LOW & HIGH 5.48 3 .14 .08 .00 - .19 .99 2.91

Δ4-3 equal in LOW & HIGH 21.30 3 .00 .22 .14 - .32 .90 18.73***

Note.  RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; 95%-CI = 95% confidence interval; CFI = Comparative 
Fit Index; Δ3-2 = intervention period; Δ4-3 = follow-up period; LOW = children scoreing <+1SD on externalizing 
behavior at pretest 1; HIGH = children scoring ≥ + 1SD on externalizing behavior at pretest 1. aCompared to a 
model with model fit: χ2 (2) = 1.47, p = .48, RMSEA = .00 [.00 - .16], CFI = 1.00. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Sociaal-Emotionele Vaardigheden: Onderzoek 
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Sociale en emotionele vaardigheden dragen bij aan ons succes in interpersoonlijke 
interacties. Denk hierbij aan interacties als het durven beginnen van een gesprek, het 
aangeven van grenzen, oplossen van problemen of het vragen om hulp. Dergelijke 
alledaagse taken vragen om een geraffineerd samenspel van vaardigheden zoals het 
reguleren van je emoties, verplaatsen in de emoties van anderen, juist interpreteren van 
sociale signalen en adequate communicatieve vaardigheden. Om dit soort vaardigheden 
te stimuleren en versterken, hebben sociaal-emotionele vaardigheidstrainingen 
en interventies voor kinderen en adolescenten het afgelopen decennia aan terrein 
gewonnen. De opkomst van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheidsinterventies werd mede 
gestimuleerd door wetenschappelijke kennis over het belang van deze vaardigheden 
voor een gezonde ontwikkeling. Zo liet onderzoek zien dat een tekort aan sociaal-
emotionele vaardigheden gerelateerd is aan een tal van ongunstige uitkomsten. Zo is 
een tekort aan sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden gerelateerd aan internaliserende en 
externaliserende gedragsproblemen, en problemen in de interacties met leeftijdgenoten. 
Verminderde sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden hebben niet alleen op de korte termijn 
een negatieve invloed, ook op de lange termijn is dit ongunstig. In volwassenheid is 
een tekort aan sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden gerelateerd aan gedragsproblemen, 
risicovol gezondheidsgedrag (zoals middelenmisbruik en delinquentie), en verminderd 
succes op de arbeidsmarkt. 

Interventies met als doel sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden te versterken kunnen zich 
richten op verschillende niveaus van preventie bij verschillende subgroepen kinderen en 
adolescenten. Het gaat hierbij om universele interventies (ontworpen om alle kinderen 
en adolescenten te dienen, ook als er nog geen problemen zichtbaar zijn), selectieve 
interventies (gericht op kinderen en adolescenten met beginnende problemen) 
en geïndiceerde interventies (gericht op kinderen en adolescenten met specifieke 
problematiek). Universele en selectieve interventies worden vaak in de school-context 
uitgevoerd en zijn het onderwerp van dit proefschrift.  

Met de opkomst van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheidstrainingen en interventies werd ook 
een onderzoeksveld in beweging gebracht waarin de effecten van dit soort interventies 
wordt onderzocht. Dergelijk onderzoek liet zien dat sociaal-emotionele interventies, 
over het algemeen, een gemiddeld positief effect hebben op de sociaal-emotionele 
vaardigheden van kinderen. Tot nu toe richtte dergelijk onderzoek zich echter vooral 
op de effecten van interventies als geheel. Hoewel dit ons informatie verschaft over de 
effecten van een interventie als compleet pakket weten we nog onvoldoende wat maakt 
dat dit soort interventies werken. 

Nu we weten dat sommige interventies effecten sorteren, is een volgende vraag die zich 
opdient: 

Welke “ingrediënten”, ook wel interventie componenten genoemd, zijn verantwoordelijk 
voor de effecten die worden gevonden voor interventies gericht op het versterken van 
sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden? 



214

NEDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING

Dit proefschrift richt zich op het beantwoorden van die vraag, en wel om verschillende 
redenen. Kennis over de effectiviteit van individuele interventie componenten maakt 
het mogelijk efficiëntere interventies te ontwikkelen. Daarnaast maakt dergelijke kennis 
het voor professionals in de praktijk mogelijk om beter geïnformeerde beslissingen te 
nemen wanneer een interventie gekozen moet worden. Onderzoek naar de effectiviteit 
van interventies is bovendien duur en tijdrovend, en in vergelijking is onderzoek 
naar de effecten van individuele interventie componenten goedkoper. Tenslotte 
kan kennis over effectieve interventie componenten nieuwe inzichten bieden in het 
veranderingsmechanisme van deze interventies.

Studies in dit Proefschrift

Het onderzoek in dit proefschrift bestaat uit twee delen. In het eerste deel van dit 
proefschrift is door middel van een multilevel meta-analyse (Hoofdstuk 2) bekeken 
of individuele interventie componenten gerelateerd zijn aan de in nationale en 
internationale literatuur gerapporteerde effecten van deze interventies. We includeerden 
97 gecontroleerde studies, die tezamen 60 unieke interventies gericht op sociaal-
emotionele vaardigheden onderzochten onder in totaal N = 71226 kinderen van twee 
tot 17 jaar oud. Deze 97 studies rapporteerden in totaal 839 effect groottes. Voor de 
meta-analyse werden op basis van de handleidingen de afzonderlijke oefeningen van 
alle geïncludeerde interventies gecodeerd. Oefeningen werden gecategoriseerd in vier 
hoofdcategorieën: psychoeducatie (oefeningen gericht op het overbrengen van kennis 
over gedrag of sociale processen), psychofysieke componenten (oefeningen gericht op 
het verbeteren van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden middels lichamelijke bewegingen), 
vaardigheidscomponenten (gericht op het oefenen van doelgedrag), en cognitief-
emotionele componenten (oefeningen gericht op het begrijpen of veranderen van emoties 
en cognities). De resultaten van de meta-analyse lieten zien dat interventies gericht op 
het versterken van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden een significant, klein effect hebben 
op de interpersoonlijk en emotionele vaardigheden van kinderen (d = .369, 95% CI 
[.292,.447], p < .001). Verder kwam naar voren dat interventies die psychoeducatie en het 
oefenen van doelgedrag bevatten grotere interventie effecten laten zien in vergelijking 
met interventies die deze componenten niet bevatten. Ook vonden we dat de dosis van 
interventie componenten uitmaakt. Om precies te zijn, laten interventies met drie tot zes 
psychoeducatie oefeningen en 11 tot 20 vaardigheidsoefeningen de grootste effecten 
zien op de interpersoonlijke en emotionele vaardigheden van kinderen. Psychofysieke 
oefeningen daarentegen waren niet gerelateerd aan interventie effectiviteit. 

In het tweede deel van dit proefschrift werd dieper in gegaan op de effecten van 
individuele interventie componenten. In dit deel van het proefschrift richtten wij ons op 
specifieke uitkomstmaten waar veel van de huidige interventies om sociaal-emotionele 
vaardigheden te versterken zich op richten, en welke zeer relevant zijn voor schoolgaande 
kinderen: sociale en spreekangst, zelfvertrouwen en prosociaal gedrag. 

De drie studies in dit deel van het proefschrift gebruikten een microtrial benadering. 
Een microtrial is een kortdurend, gerandomiseerd experiment waarmee onderzocht kan 
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worden of geïsoleerde interventie componenten leiden tot significante verbeteringen 
van vaardigheden en gedrag. Alle drie de microtrials onderzochten de effecten van 
kortdurende interventies (vier sessies van 60 minuten) die door ervaren professionals 
werden gegeven aan leerlingen uit de groepen 6, 7 en 8 van de deelnemende basisscholen. 
Verspreid over de 3 microtrials namen 54 basisscholen voor regulier onderwijs deel. Om 
de effecten van de interventies van elkaar te kunnen onderscheiden (en spill-over effects 
te voorkomen), konden scholen aan slechts één microtrial studie deelnemen in slechts 
één conditie. Kinderen met actieve toestemming voor deelname aan de respectievelijke 
studies vulden vier keer een vragenlijst in. Voormeting 1 vond ongeveer vijf weken voor 
het begin van de interventie plaats, voormeting 2 vond een week voor het begin van de 
interventie plaats, de nameting vond een week na afloop van de interventie plaats en de 
follow-up meting vond drie maanden na afloop van de interventie plaats.

Hoofdstuk 3 beschrijft een microtrial waarin de effecten van kortdurende interventies 
gericht op het verbeteren van sociale en spreekangst werden onderzocht. Eén interventie 
omvatte exposure oefeningen (blootstelling aan de angstopwekkende stimulus; n = 82, 
Mleefdtijd = 10.32 jaar, SD = .95), één interventie omvatte cognitieve herstructurering (het 
aanpassen van niet-helpende gedachten; n = 73, Mleefdtijd = 10.64 jaar, SD = 1.12) en één 
interventie bestond uit een combinatie van deze componenten (n = 36, Mleefdtijd = 10.53 
jaar, SD = 1.18). Kinderen werden uitgenodigd deel te nemen aan de interventie als zij 
op voormeting 1 hoger dan gemiddeld (in vergelijking met hun klasgenoten) scoorden 
op sociale angst. De resultaten van deze microtrial lieten zien dat zowel de interventie 
met exposure als de interventie met cognitieve herstructurering effect hadden op sociale 
angst en angst-gerelateerd gedrag van deze kinderen. De effecten voor beide interventie 
componenten bleven bestaan tot drie maanden na afloop van de interventies. De 
interventie waarin de combinatie van exposure en cognitieve herstructurering werd 
onderzocht bleek geen directe of follow-up effecten te hebben die groter waren dan de 
effecten van de individuele componenten.

Hoofdstuk 4 beschrijft een microtrial waarin de effecten van kortdurende interventies 
gericht op het verbeteren van zelfvertrouwen werden onderzocht. Eén interventie 
omvatte cognitieve herstructurering (n = 63, Mleefdtijd = 10.69 jaar, SD = .92) en één interventie 
omvatte psychofysieke oefeningen (n = 60, Mleefdtijd = 10.61 jaar, SD = 1.06), welke werden 
vergeleken. Beide interventies werden ook met een controlegroep vergeleken die geen 
interventie kreeg (n = 63, Mleefdtijd = 10.67 jaar, SD = 1.07). Kinderen in de experimentele 
groepen werden uitgenodigd deel te nemen aan de interventie als zij op voormeting 1 
lager dan gemiddeld (in vergelijking met hun klasgenoten) scoorden op zelfvertrouwen en 
assertiviteit. De resultaten van deze microtrial lieten zien dat cognitieve herstructurering 
bij de follow-up meting effecten had op de gedachten en het gedrag van deze kinderen: 
drie maanden na de interventie met cognitieve herstructurering rapporteerden kinderen 
meer zelfwaardering, een groter gevoel van competentie en minder negatieve gedachten 
vergeleken met kinderen in de controlegroep. In tegenstelling tot de interventie met 
cognitieve herstructurering had de interventie met psychofysieke oefeningen geen 
directe of follow-up effecten op zelfvertrouwen of uitkomstmaten gerelateerd aan 
zelfvertrouwen vergeleken met kinderen in de controlegroep.
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Hoofdstuk 5 beschreef een microtrial waarin het additieve effect van een autonomie 
component (kinderen stimuleren op authentieke en respectvolle manier met zichzelf en 
anderen om te gaan) op prosociaal gedrag bij kinderen werd onderzocht. Deze microtrial 
week iets af van de hiervoor beschreven microtrials. Het betrof hier een universele 
interventie die in de klas werd gegeven, in plaats van in een subgroep kinderen met 
specifieke symptomen (sociale angst en weinig zelfvertrouwen). De interventies die in deze 
microtrial werden getoetst, richtten zich op de hele klas en bevatten zowel oefeningen 
om doelgedrag te oefenen als cognitief-emotionele oefeningen. Een sociaal-emotionele 
vaardigheden interventie met autonomie component (n = 243, Mleefdtijd = 10.46 jaar, SD 
= 1.04) werd vergeleken met een sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden interventie zonder 
autonomie component (n = 157, Mleefdtijd = 10.47 jaar, SD = .86) en een controlegroep die 
geen interventie kreeg (n = 379, Mleefdtijd = 10.76 jaar, SD = .86). De resultaten van deze 
microtrial gaven aan dat de interventie gericht op het versterken van sociaal-emotionele 
vaardigheden met autonomie component effectiever was dan zowel de interventie zonder 
autonomie component als de controlegroep. Drie maanden nadat de interventie met 
autonomie component was afgelopen rapporteerden kinderen minder internaliserend 
en externaliserend gedrag vergeleken met kinderen die deelnamen aan de interventie 
zonder autonomie component en kinderen in de controlegroep. 

Belangrijkste Conclusies

Op basis van de bevindingen van dit proefschrift komen we tot twee belangrijke 
conclusies. Ten eerste laat dit proefschrift zien dat niet alle componenten van interventies 
gericht op het versterken van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden even goed werken. Onze 
bevindingen suggereren dat (i) psychoeducatie gerelateerd is aan grotere effectiviteit 
van interventies gericht op het versterken van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden, 
(ii) psychofysieke oefeningen niet lijken bij te dragen aan het verbeteren van sociaal-
emotionele vaardigheden, (iii) het oefenen van doelgedrag en cognitieve herstructurering 
wel bijdragen aan de sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden en gedrag van kinderen, en 
dat (iv) het stimuleren van de autonomie in interventies gericht op het versterken van 
sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden bijdraagt aan een afname van internaliserend en 
externaliserend probleemgedrag.

Een tweede belangrijke conclusie van dit proefschrift is dat de dosis waarin interventie 
componenten worden aangeboden van belang is voor de effectiviteit van interventies. 
Middels de meta-analyse (Hoofdstuk 2) vonden we dat specifieke dosering van 
interventie componenten gerelateerd waren aan optimale effecten, waarbij zowel een 
hogere als een lagere dosering gerelateerd was aan kleinere effecten. Wanneer we het 
optimale aantal oefeningen van interventie componenten naast de in de microtrials 
uitgevoerde interventies leggen, zien we dat de interventies waarvan het aantal 
interventie component oefeningen binnen de optimale range lag meer significante 
(gedrags)veranderingen teweeg brachten dan de interventies waarbij de dosis van 
interventie componenten lager dan optimaal was. Om precies te zijn lieten de exposure 
interventie en cognitieve herstructurering interventie gericht op het verminderen van 
sociale angst (Hoofdstuk 3) en de cognitieve herstructurering interventie gericht op het 
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vergroten van zelfvertrouwen (Hoofdstuk 4) significante resultaten zien, en deze bevatten 
allen voldoende vaardigheidsoefeningen en cognitief-emotionele oefeningen om effect 
te sorteren, zoals uit de meta-analyse naar voren kwam. Ter vergelijking vonden de 
interventie met de combinatie van exposure en cognitieve herstructurering gericht op 
het verminderen van sociale angst (Hoofdstuk 3) en de sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden 
interventies met en zonder de autonomie component (Hoofdstuk 5) minder positieve 
effecten en deze bevatten allen minder vaardigheidsoefeningen en cognitief-emotionele 
oefeningen dan zou worden aangeraden op basis van onze meta-analyse.

Al met al suggereren de bevindingen van dit proefschrift dat het behalen van de 
beoogde effecten wordt belemmerd als de dosis van interventie componenten te 
gering is. Het is mogelijk niet bevorderlijk voor de effectiviteit van interventies gericht 
op het verstreken van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden om meerdere gedragsmatige en 
cognitieve aspecten tegelijkertijd aan te pakken met meerdere interventie componenten. 
Het onderzoek uit dit proefschrift suggereert dat het effectiever is om in interventies 
specifiek gedrag aan te pakken met een toereikende dosis van een specifieke interventie 
component.

Suggesties voor Vervolgonderzoek

Er zijn een aantal vervolgstappen te nemen om kennis en onderzoek naar effectieve 
componenten van interventies gericht op sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden naar 
het volgende niveau te tillen. Zo is het niet alleen van belang om naar inhoudelijke 
componenten van interventies te kijken, maar ook naar gemeenschappelijke 
componenten (bijvoorbeeld de therapeutische relatie) en ecologische componenten 
(bijvoorbeeld betrokkenheid van ouders bij de interventie). Bovendien is het van belang 
te weten hoe interventie componenten elkaar beïnvloeden. Vermoedelijk bestaan er 
combinaties van interventie componenten die een additief of synergetisch interactie 
effect hebben en zodoende de effectiviteit van interventies vergroten. Naast onderzoek 
naar wat werkt is het tevens van belang te achterhalen voor wie interventie componenten 
goed of juist minder goed werken. Onderzoek waarin bestaande data wordt gekoppeld 
(zoals met een individual participant data benadering) kan het effect van (combinaties van) 
interventie componenten voor verschillende subgroepen kinderen onderzoeken. Verder 
is de complexiteitsbenadering een interessant pad voor interventie onderzoek. In plaats 
van sociaal-emotionele vaardigheden (en de interventie componenten die zich daarop 
richten) te beschouwen als losstaande bouwstenen van sociaal-emotioneel gedrag, 
kan middels netwerk analyse het gehele gedragssysteem in kaart worden gebracht. 
Onderzoek naar de manier waarop psychologische variabelen samenhangen die sociale-
emotionele competentie bepalen, kan informatie verschaffen over de meest centrale 
(en dus bepalende) variabelen in het systeem. Wanneer de centrale vaardigheden in 
het netwerk bekend zijn, kunnen interventie componenten gericht worden ingezet. Zo 
kan doormiddel van één interventie component mogelijk het gehele netwerk worden 
aangepakt. Potentieel zou dit interventies die meerdere interventie componenten 
bevatten (zoals nu vaak het geval is) zelfs overbodig maken.  
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