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Figure S1. 
Recruitment and participation of schools and children in the study
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Note. Twenty-three schools were excluded before randomization due to high contamination risk (being from the city where the program was developed or serving as a pilot school) or excessive training costs (13 very small schools and four remote rural schools). After randomization, seven schools (three intervention and four control) declined participation for reasons such as economic constraints and personnel shortages.

Table S1
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics for Facial Emotion Recognition, Parenting Styles, and Social-Emotional Functioning
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	31
	32

	1. Happy Accuracy T1
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Anger Accuracy T1
	.46
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Fear Accuracy T1
	.58
***
	.40
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Sadness Accuracy T1
	.50
***
	.58
***
	.48
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Happy Bias T1
	-.08
***
	-.19
***
	-.19
***
	-.04
*
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Anger Bias T1
	.09
***
	.46
***
	-.04
*
	.04
*
	-.40
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Fear Bias T1
	.20
***
	.07
***
	.31
***
	-.01
	-.40
***
	-.01
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Sadness Bias T1
	.08
***
	-.32
***
	.04
*
	.20
***
	-.15
***
	-.45
***
	-.30
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Happy Accuracy T2
	.33
***
	.29
***
	.29
***
	.28
***
	-.11
***
	.07
***
	.10
***
	.02
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Anger Accuracy T2
	.31
***
	.55
***
	.27
***
	.38
***
	-.11
***
	.28
***
	.04
*
	-.16
***
	.46
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Fear Accuracy T2
	.30
***
	.26
***
	.38
***
	.29
***
	-.11
***
	.02
	.12
***
	.04
*
	.55
***
	.38
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Sadness Accuracy T2
	.33
***
	.39
***
	.29
***
	.41
***
	-.05
**
	.11
***
	.04
*
	-.01
	.48
***
	.61
***
	.48
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Happy Bias T2
	-.11
***
	-.14
***
	-.12
***
	-.07
***
	.27
***
	-.15
***
	-.12
***
	-.02
	-.12
***
	-.19
***
	-.24
***
	-.11
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. Anger Bias T2
	.09
***
	.34
***
	.04
*
	.13
***
	-.14
***
	.32
***
	.00
	-.17
***
	.14
***
	.56
***
	.00
	.14
***
	-.33
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Fear Bias T2
	.08
***
	.05
**
	.15
***
	.03
	-.16
***
	.02
	.23
***
	-.04
*
	.19
***
	.02
	.36
***
	-.01
	-.41
***
	-.08
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Sadness Bias T2
	.03
	-.19
***
	.01
	-.02
	-.01
	-.18
***
	-.04
*
	.26
***
	.08
***
	-.35
***
	.07
***
	.16
***
	-.18
***
	-.48
***
	-.24
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Happy Accuracy T3
	.31
***
	.26
***
	.27
***
	.24
***
	-.07
***
	.06
**
	.09
***
	.00
	.33
***
	.28
***
	.29
***
	.28
***
	-.12
***
	.10
***
	.09
***
	.01
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18. Anger Accuracy T3
	.29
***
	.49
***
	.26
***
	.35
***
	-.10
***
	.23
***
	.06
**
	-.14
***
	.31
***
	.56
***
	.27
***
	.38
***
	-.13
***
	.34
***
	.03
	-.20
***
	.44
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19. Fear Accuracy T3
	.26
***
	.19
***
	.31
***
	.23
***
	-.05
**
	.00
	.10
***
	.02
	.25
***
	.22
***
	.36
***
	.25
***
	-.10
***
	.03
	.12
***
	.02
	.55
***
	.32
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20. Sadness Accuracy T3
	.30
***
	.35
***
	.26
***
	.36
***
	-.05
**
	.10
***
	.06
***
	-.03
	.29
***
	.37
***
	.26
***
	.39
***
	-.08
***
	.15
***
	.03
	-.03
	.45
***
	.60
***
	.43
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. Happy Bias T3
	-.12
***
	-.15
***
	-.11
***
	-.07
***
	.18
***
	-.10
***
	-.10
***
	.01
	-.12
***
	-.15
***
	-.11
***
	-.10
***
	.27
***
	-.16
***
	-.13
***
	-.01
	-.18
***
	-.24
***
	-.29
***
	-.15
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22. Anger Bias T3
	.16
***
	.37
***
	.12
***
	.18
***
	-.13
***
	.29
***
	.04
*
	-.18
***
	.15
***
	.40
***
	.09
***
	.18
***
	-.17
***
	.38
***
	.03
	-.22
***
	.18
***
	.67
***
	.03
	.25
***
	-.38
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23. Fear Bias T3
	.07
***
	.01
	.10
***
	.00
	-.08
***
	-.02
	.14
***
	-.03
	.06
***
	.02
	.13
***
	.00
	-.14
***
	.01
	.23
***
	-.05
**
	.26
***
	.01
	.46
***
	.00
	-.44
***
	-.06
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24. Sadness Bias T3
	.00
	-.17
***
	-.01
	-.03
	.01
	-.14
***
	-.03
	.19
***
	.00
	-.22
***
	-.02
	-.01
	.00
	-.21
***
	-.07
***
	.29
***
	.04
*
	-.38
***
	.07
***
	.12
***
	-.18
***
	-.47
***
	-.20
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25. Warmth a
	.04
*
	.02
	.05
*
	.03
	-.01
	.01
	.03
	-.01
	.00
	.03
	.03
	.06
**
	.01
	.00
	-.02
	.01
	.03
	.02
	.04
*
	.02
	.01
	-.01
	.01
	.01
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26. Behavioral Control a
	.03
	.02
	.01
	.02
	-.03
	.03
	.02
	-.01
	.01
	.04
*
	.04
*
	.04
*
	-.03
	.02
	.00
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.04
*
	.00
	.03
	.00
	-.02
	.44
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	
	

	27. Psychological Control a
	-.02
	-.01
	-.01
	-.02
	-.02
	.01
	.01
	.00
	-.02
	-.01
	-.02
	-.01
	-.03
	.01
	.01
	.01
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	-.02
	.00
	.01
	-.01
	-.01
	-.01
	.26
***
	–
	
	
	
	
	

	28. Emotional Problems a
	-.07
***
	-.05
**
	-.05
**
	-.05
*
	.01
	-.01
	-.04
*
	.02
	-.07
***
	-.08
***
	-.06
***
	-.06
***
	.01
	-.04
*
	-.02
	.05
**
	-.06
***
	-.07
***
	-.05
**
	-.03
	.00
	-.04
*
	-.02
	.04
*
	-.03
	-.07
***
	-.01
	–
	
	
	
	

	29. Peer Problems a
	-.13
***
	-.11
***
	-.10
***
	-.11
***
	.01
	-.02
	-.03
	.02
	-.10
***
	-.12
***
	-.08
***
	-.12
***
	.00
	-.03
*
	-.02
	.03
*
	-.13
***
	-.12
***
	-.09
***
	-.10
***
	.03
	-.06
**
	-.04
*
	.00
	-.06
**
	-.05
**
	.02
	.43
***
	–
	
	
	

	30. Conduct Problems a
	-.08
***
	-.06
**
	-.08
***
	-.07
***
	-.04
*
	.00
	-.02
	.04
*
	-.10
***
	-.08
***
	-.06
***
	-.10
***
	-.05
**
	-.01
	.00
	.01
	-.12
***
	-.10
***
	-.09
***
	-.08
***
	.00
	-.02
	-.04
*
	.01
	-.16
***
	-.01
	.09
***
	.24
***
	.35
***
	–
	
	

	31. Hyperactivity a
	-.17
***
	-.13
***
	-.14
***
	-.14
***
	-.05
*
	.00
	-.04
*
	.04
*
	-.17
***
	-.13
***
	-.13
***
	-.16
***
	-.05
**
	-.01
	-.03
	.01
	-.15
***
	-.13
***
	-.14
***
	-.13
***
	-.01
	-.03
	-.05
*
	.02
	-.16
***
	-.02
	.10
***
	.25
***
	.35
***
	.69
***
	–
	

	32. Prosocial Behavior a
	.13
***
	.12
***
	.11
***
	.11
***
	.04
*
	.01
	.03
	-.04
*
	.14
***
	.16
***
	.11
***
	.15
***
	.02
	.04
*
	.03
	-.04
*
	.16
***
	.15
***
	.13
***
	.14
***
	.00
	.05
**
	.04
*
	-.03
	.08
***
	.03
	-.06
**
	-.21
***
	-.47
***
	-.52
***
	-.49
***
	–

	M
	0.71
	0.47
	0.60
	0.65
	0.55
	0.14
	0.21
	0.39
	0.75
	0.56
	0.67
	0.70
	0.51
	0.15
	0.23
	0.37
	0.77
	0.62
	0.72
	0.74
	0.49
	0.16
	0.24
	0.37
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	SD
	0.15
	0.24
	0.22
	0.20
	0.20
	0.12
	0.16
	0.21
	0.14
	0.24
	0.20
	0.18
	0.19
	0.13
	0.16
	0.21
	0.14
	0.23
	0.17
	0.17
	0.19
	0.13
	0.15
	0.20
	0.33
	0.30
	0.56
	1.04
	1.29
	1.33
	2.36
	1.84

	Skewness
	-1.66
	-0.12
	-1.04
	-0.99
	-0.58
	 1.96
	 1.20
	 0.27
	-2.48
	-0.46
	-1.41
	-1.29
	-0.49
	 1.98
	 1.11
	 0.41
	-3.44
	-0.77
	-1.65
	-1.91
	-0.34
	 1.66
	 1.06
	 0.39
	-0.53
	-0.37
	 0.24
	 2.01
	 1.57
	 2.11
	 1.04
	-0.34

	Kurtosis
	 3.72
	-0.68
	 0.67
	 1.03
	-0.54
	 4.75
	 1.01
	-0.99
	10.88
	-0.45
	 2.22
	 2.23
	-0.69
	 5.30
	 0.71
	-0.85
	19.97
	 0.12
	 3.56
	 5.37
	-0.83
	 3.55
	 0.65
	-0.90
	-0.03
	-0.36
	 0.03
	 4.69
	 2.84
	 4.55
	 0.16
	-0.50


Note. a Factor scores reflecting mean scores across time points. Correlations with *, **, and *** are significant at p < .05, p < .01, and p < .001, respectively. M = mean, SD = standard deviation.
Missing Data Analysis
Given the skewness of facial emotion recognition (FER) variables, we did not assume the data to be multivariate normal. Therefore, to assess the plausibility of missing completely at random (MCAR), we used the mcar function in the mice package to run a non-parametric Anderson–Darling k-sample test (Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011; Jamshidian & Jalal, 2010). The test result (T = 79.36, p < .001) suggested that the missingness was dependent on the observed values; thus, the MCAR assumption was rejected.
Next, we explored the correlates of missingness for our key variables, that is FER (DANVA-2), parenting styles (CRPR), and social-emotional functioning (SDQ), to assess the plausibility of a missing at random (MAR) mechanism, which is assumed when using multiple imputation or full information maximum likelihood (FIML) to account for missing data (Enders, 2022). We conducted multiple regression analyses using the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012), in which all potential auxiliary variables were regressed on a binary indicator of missingness (e.g., missing the DANVA-2 task at T1).
[bookmark: X25b6a14e44a824f8e57f42cfeee4ad4085d9402]Correlates of FER Missingness and Auxiliary Variable Selection
At each time point, we used the most proximal DANVA-2 scores (e.g., T2 scores for T1 analyses) as well as CRPR scores, SDQ scores, SES, and academic skills measured concurrently to assess missingness. Child’s age, sex and intervention group were included at all time points.
Tables S2–S4 present the multiple regression results for DANVA-2 missingness. At T1, missingness was associated with lower emotion recognition accuracy and higher happiness bias at T2, greater emotional and hyperactivity problems, lower academic skills, and being in the intervention group. At T2, FER missingness was significantly associated only with greater hyperactivity. At T3, missingness was related to higher conduct problems, greater hyperactivity, lower academic skills, and lower SES. Children in the control group were also more likely to have missing FER data. These findings suggest that the MAR mechanism is plausible, supporting the use of multiple imputation in the time point–specific latent profile analyses (LPAs).


[bookmark: table-s2.]Table S2.
Correlates of DANVA-2 Missingness at T1
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	-.04
	-.02
	0.02
	.152

	Child's Age
	-.03
	-.01
	0.02
	.425

	SES T1
	.07
	.02
	0.02
	.268

	Academic Skills T1
	-.08
	-.04
	0.02
	.014

	Intervention b
	.05
	.03
	0.02
	.049

	Happy Accuracy T2
	-.03
	-.06
	0.02
	<.001

	Angry Accuracy T2
	-.04
	-.06
	0.02
	<.001

	Fear Accuracy T2
	-.03
	-.05
	0.02
	.001

	Sad Accuracy T2
	-.02
	-.04
	0.02
	.033

	Happy Bias T2
	.03
	.05
	0.02
	.005

	Angry Bias T2
	-.01
	-.02
	0.02
	.193

	Fear Bias T2
	-.00
	-.01
	0.02
	.566

	Sad Bias T2
	-.01
	-.01
	0.02
	.526

	Warmth T1
	-.03
	-.02
	0.02
	.264

	Behavioral Control T1
	-.05
	-.04
	0.02
	.088

	Psychological Control T1
	-.05
	-.02
	0.02
	.246

	Emotional Problems T1
	.25
	.05
	0.02
	.004

	Peer Problems T1
	.07
	.01
	0.02
	.446

	Conduct Problems T1
	.14
	.03
	0.02
	.125

	Hyperactivity T1
	.34
	.04
	0.02
	.024

	Prosocial Behavior T1
	-.04
	-.01
	0.02
	.740


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. DANVA-2 = Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy 2. a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.


[bookmark: table-s3.]Table S3.
Correlates of DANVA-2 Missingness at T2
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	.01
	.01
	0.02
	.740

	Child's Age
	.01
	.00
	0.02
	.933

	SES T2
	.06
	.01
	0.03
	.635

	Academic Skills T2
	-.04
	-.01
	0.02
	.439

	Intervention b
	.01
	.01
	0.02
	.753

	Happy Accuracy T1
	-.02
	-.03
	0.02
	.122

	Angry Accuracy T1
	-.01
	-.01
	0.02
	.769

	Fear Accuracy T1
	-.03
	-.02
	0.02
	.173

	Sad Accuracy T1
	-.00
	-.00
	0.02
	.835

	Happy Bias T1
	.00
	.00
	0.02
	.826

	Angry Bias T1
	-.00
	-.01
	0.02
	.647

	Fear Bias T1
	-.02
	-.03
	0.02
	.084

	Sad Bias T1
	.02
	.02
	0.02
	.337

	Warmth T2
	-.07
	-.04
	0.03
	.152

	Behavioral Control T2
	-.07
	-.03
	0.03
	.231

	Psychological Control T2
	-.12
	-.03
	0.03
	.196

	Emotional Problems T2
	.24
	.03
	0.02
	.083

	Peer Problems T2
	.26
	.03
	0.02
	.104

	Conduct Problems T2
	.29
	.04
	0.02
	.051

	Hyperactivity T2
	.62
	.05
	0.02
	.011

	Prosocial Behavior T2
	-.32
	-.03
	0.02
	.143


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. DANVA-2 = Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy 2. a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.


[bookmark: table-s4.]Table S4.
Correlates of DANVA-2 Missingness at T3
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	-.05
	-.03
	0.02
	.061

	Child's Age
	.07
	.02
	0.02
	.142

	SES T3
	.25
	.07
	0.03
	.009

	Academic Skills T3
	-.17
	-.09
	0.03
	<.001

	Intervention b
	-.07
	-.04
	0.02
	.007

	Happy Accuracy T2
	.01
	.02
	0.02
	.328

	Angry Accuracy T2
	.02
	.03
	0.02
	.100

	Fear Accuracy T2
	.00
	.01
	0.02
	.773

	Sad Accuracy T2
	.01
	.02
	0.02
	.270

	Happy Bias T2
	-.02
	-.03
	0.02
	.150

	Angry Bias T2
	.01
	.03
	0.02
	.082

	Fear Bias T2
	-.01
	-.02
	0.02
	.294

	Sad Bias T2
	.01
	.01
	0.02
	.601

	Warmth T3
	-.05
	-.04
	0.03
	.151

	Behavioral Control T3
	.01
	.01
	0.03
	.738

	Psychological Control T3
	.06
	.02
	0.03
	.376

	Emotional Problems T3
	.15
	.03
	0.03
	.276

	Peer Problems T3
	.13
	.02
	0.03
	.346

	Conduct Problems T3
	.33
	.07
	0.03
	.007

	Hyperactivity T3
	.45
	.05
	0.03
	.036

	Prosocial Behavior T3
	-.15
	-.02
	0.03
	.461


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. DANVA-2 = Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy 2. a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.


For selecting auxiliary variables for multiple imputation, it is recommended to use semi-partial correlations as a primary criterion (Enders, 2022). However, because a method for calculating semi-partial correlations was not directly applicable to LPA, we instead calculated bivariate correlations between FER indicators and potential auxiliary variables. Variables that significantly correlated with one or more FER indicators with at least medium effect size (|r| ≥ .20), were selected as auxiliary variables (Funder & Ozer, 2019; Woods et al., 2024).
The examination of correlations suggested that FER accuracy scores were most strongly associated with same-emotion accuracy scores at the adjacent time point (range: .33–.56) but also showed moderate associations with other accuracy scores (range: .22–.39). Additionally, anger bias demonstrated a strong association with anger bias scores at the adjacent time point (range: .28–.34). Among other correlates of missingness, only age showed a relatively strong association with accuracy indicators at T1 (range: .21–.23). At later time points, correlations between accuracy scores and age were weaker but remained significant (T2 range: .18–.19; T3 range: .09–.15).
As a result, we selected FER accuracy scores and the anger bias score to include in multiple imputations for all time points. Although age showed the strongest correlations with FER accuracy indicators at T1, it was included as an auxiliary variable at all time points to maintain consistency across imputations. Multiple imputation was conducted in Mplus 8.11 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998) separately for each time point. For each model, 100 imputed datasets were generated. Potential scale reduction values were under 1.02, indicating good convergence (Gelman & Rubin, 1992). Pooled means and variances closely resembled those from the observed data.
[bookmark: Xc21418f924f0b803572045c7dd6a5e0d0559c6c]Correlates of Parenting Styles and Social-Emotional Functioning Missingness
To assess CRPR missingness, we included scores on warmth, behavioral control, psychological control, and parent-reported SES from the closest time point, as well as concurrent measures of social-emotional functioning and academic skills. For SDQ missingness, we included adjacent-timepoint SDQ scores and academic skills. The child’s age, sex, and intervention group were included as predictors at all time points.
Tables S5–S7 present the multiple regression results for parenting styles missingness. Missingness was most commonly associated with lower scores on warmth and behavioral control, higher psychological control and higher SES at adjacent time points, lower child social-emotional functioning and academic skills measured concurrently, and older child age.


[bookmark: table-s5.]Table S5.
Correlates of CRPR Missingness at T1
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	.04
	.03
	0.02
	.037

	Child's Age
	.18
	.10
	0.02
	<.001

	SES T2
	.09
	.04
	0.03
	.145

	Academic Skills T1
	-.10
	-.08
	0.02
	<.001

	Intervention b
	-.06
	-.05
	0.02
	.001

	Warmth T2
	-.03
	-.04
	0.03
	.189

	Behavioral Control T2
	-.03
	-.03
	0.03
	.221

	Psychological Control T2
	.10
	.06
	0.03
	.027

	Emotional Problems T1
	.20
	.06
	0.02
	<.001

	Peer Problems T1
	.14
	.04
	0.02
	.030

	Conduct Problems T1
	.09
	.03
	0.02
	.146

	Hyperactivity T1
	.21
	.04
	0.02
	.036

	Prosocial Behavior T1
	-.11
	-.02
	0.02
	.204


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. CRPR = Block’s Child Rearing Practices Report. a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.


[bookmark: table-s6.]Table S6.
Correlates of CRPR Missingness at T2
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	-.01
	-.01
	0.02
	.480

	Child's Age
	.09
	.05
	0.02
	.001

	SES T1
	.13
	.06
	0.02
	.013

	Academic Skills T2
	-.11
	-.09
	0.02
	<.001

	Intervention b
	-.01
	-.01
	0.02
	.386

	Warmth T1
	-.06
	-.07
	0.02
	.002

	Behavioral Control T1
	-.00
	-.00
	0.02
	.965

	Psychological Control T1
	.05
	.04
	0.02
	.125

	Emotional Problems T2
	.19
	.06
	0.02
	<.001

	Peer Problems T2
	.12
	.04
	0.02
	.038

	Conduct Problems T2
	.25
	.08
	0.02
	<.001

	Hyperactivity T2
	.41
	.07
	0.02
	<.001

	Prosocial Behavior T2
	-.16
	-.03
	0.02
	.054


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. CRPR = Block’s Child Rearing Practices Report.  a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.


[bookmark: table-s7.]Table S7.
Correlates of CRPR Missingness at T3
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	-.01
	-.01
	0.02
	.710

	Child's Age
	.09
	.05
	0.02
	<.001

	SES T2
	.19
	.09
	0.02
	<.001

	Academic Skills T3
	-.13
	-.11
	0.02
	<.001

	Intervention b
	-.00
	-.00
	0.02
	.871

	Warmth T2
	-.04
	-.05
	0.02
	.026

	Behavioral Control T2
	-.05
	-.06
	0.02
	.009

	Psychological Control T2
	.06
	.04
	0.02
	.057

	Emotional Problems T3
	.12
	.04
	0.02
	.032

	Peer Problems T3
	.14
	.04
	0.02
	.019

	Conduct Problems T3
	.19
	.06
	0.02
	<.001

	Hyperactivity T3
	.47
	.09
	0.02
	<.001

	Prosocial Behavior T3
	-.26
	-.05
	0.02
	.003


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. CRPR = Block’s Child Rearing Practices Report. a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.


As shown in Tables S8–S10, missingness in teacher-reported SDQ was primarily related to being in the control group and older child age, but also to lower child social-emotional functioning at other time points. These results indicate that missingness in CRPR and SDQ data was related to other observed variables, further supporting the plausibility of a MAR mechanism and the use of FIML in subsequent analyses.
[bookmark: table-s8.]Table S8.
Correlates of SDQ Missingness at T1
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	.04
	.02
	0.02
	.157

	Child's Age
	.17
	.06
	0.02
	<.001

	Academic Skills T2
	-.02
	-.01
	0.02
	.688

	Intervention b
	-.07
	-.04
	0.02
	.010

	Emotional Problems T2
	.21
	.04
	0.02
	.085

	Peer Problems T2
	.15
	.02
	0.02
	.295

	Conduct Problems T2
	.29
	.05
	0.02
	.022

	Hyperactivity T2
	.43
	.05
	0.02
	.045

	Prosocial Behavior T2
	.17
	.02
	0.02
	.366


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire.  a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.


[bookmark: table-s9.]Table S9.
Correlates of SDQ Missingness at T2
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	-.03
	-.02
	0.02
	.333

	Child's Age
	.12
	.04
	0.02
	.027

	Academic Skills T3
	.06
	.02
	0.02
	.295

	Intervention b
	-.17
	-.09
	0.02
	<.001

	Emotional Problems T1
	.08
	.01
	0.03
	.623

	Peer Problems T1
	-.09
	-.01
	0.03
	.606

	Conduct Problems T1
	-.03
	-.00
	0.03
	.862

	Hyperactivity T1
	-.28
	-.03
	0.02
	.291

	Prosocial Behavior T1
	.68
	.07
	0.02
	.003


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire. a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.

[bookmark: table-s10.]Table S10.
Correlates of SDQ Missingness at T3
	Correlate
	B
	β
	SE
	p

	Child's Sex a
	-.02
	-.02
	0.02
	.282

	Child's Age
	.02
	.01
	0.02
	.627

	Academic Skills T2
	-.06
	-.04
	0.02
	.029

	Intervention b
	-.36
	-.27
	0.01
	<.001

	Emotional Problems T2
	.24
	.06
	0.02
	<.001

	Peer Problems T2
	.27
	.06
	0.02
	.002

	Conduct Problems T2
	.22
	.05
	0.02
	.005

	Hyperactivity T2
	.40
	.06
	0.02
	.002

	Prosocial Behavior T2
	-.05
	-.01
	0.02
	.671


Note. Significant correlates (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. SDQ = Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire.  a Male = 0, Female = 1.  b Control group = 0, Intervention group = 1.
[bookmark: Xa2791d384a6ba08527a557da9a6d2e15fa6c178]Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Parenting Styles and Social-Emotional Functioning Variables
Initially, we preregistered using time-varying scores from the SDQ and CRPR scales as predictors. However, including time-varying scores added excessive complexity to the already intricate model. To simplify the analyses, we calculated factor scores for each scale using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). All three time points were included as indicators for each scale in the CFA models, with factor loadings constrained to 1 to ensure that the resulting factor scores reflected the mean scores across time while preserving variability associated with individual time points. For consistency, the same procedure was applied to derive factor scores for academic skills and SES, which were initially planned to be calculated as simple means across time. Model fit for CFAs was evaluated using the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), following recommended cutoffs for good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
The CFA models generally demonstrated a good fit to the data (see Table S11). Models for academic skills, peer problems, conduct problems, hyperactivity, and prosocial behavior exceeded the RMSEA threshold (.06), with values ranging from .08 to .11. However, these models met the SRMR criterion (≤ .08). The model for behavioral control had an SRMR value slightly above the recommended cutoff (.10) but demonstrated excellent fit based on RMSEA (.03). Importantly, all models met the acceptable thresholds for CFI (≥ .95) and TLI (≥ .95).
[bookmark: table-s11.]Table S11.
Model Fit Results for Confirmatory Factor Analyses
	Scale
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	CFI
	TLI
	χ2
	df
	p

	Academic Skills
	0.085
	0.063
	0.988
	0.982
	54.02
	2
	<.001

	SES
	0.057
	0.042
	0.992
	0.988
	21.08
	2
	<.001

	Warmth
	0.000
	0.027
	1.000
	1.000
	0.68
	2
	.713

	Behavioral Control
	0.040
	0.106
	0.993
	0.990
	11.36
	2
	.003

	Psychological Control
	0.034
	0.034
	0.997
	0.995
	8.63
	2
	.013

	Emotional Problems
	0.062
	0.050
	0.977
	0.965
	29.45
	2
	<.001

	Peer Problems
	0.101
	0.074
	0.973
	0.960
	75.62
	2
	<.001

	Conduct Problems
	0.082
	0.068
	0.979
	0.968
	49.96
	2
	<.001

	Hyperactivity
	0.093
	0.052
	0.983
	0.975
	64.50
	2
	<.001

	Prosocial Behavior
	0.111
	0.077
	0.972
	0.958
	90.65
	2
	<.001


Note. RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index.
[bookmark: sensitivity-analyses]Sensitivity Analyses
The LPA results based on observed data, which relied on listwise deletion, are presented in Table S12. As with the MI data, the fit indices (AIC, BIC, aBIC) decreased as the number of profiles increased. The Lo-Mendell-Rubin (LMR) values suggested a 6-profile solution at T1, and 4-profile solutions at T2 and 1-profile solution at T3.
Profile mean comparisons of the 5-profile solution revealed generally similar patterns between the observed and imputed data, with some differences emerging at T1 and T3, which had larger amounts of missing data (12.6% and 10.8%, respectively). In the observed data at T1, a profile with strong fear bias emerged in the 5-profile solution, whereas in the multiple imputed data, an Anger Bias group was identified. At T3, the Sadness Bias group in the observed data showed more pronounced difficulties in recognizing anger, and the Balanced Accuracy and Positively Biased groups were more similar to each other compared to the multiple imputed solution. Despite these differences, the overall similarity in profile patterns across methods reinforces the robustness of the findings.




[bookmark: table-s12.]Table S12.
Latent Profile Models for Observed Data
	Model
	Par
	LL
	AIC
	BIC
	aBIC
	LMR p
	Entropy
	Smallest profile

	T1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 profile
	16
	7,112.50
	-14,193.00
	-14,095.64
	-14,146.47
	
	
	100% (3247)

	2 profiles
	25
	9,024.18
	-17,998.37
	-17,846.23
	-17,925.67
	<.001
	.893
	18.9% (615)

	3 profiles
	34
	9,899.31
	-19,730.62
	-19,523.71
	-19,631.74
	<.001
	.888
	15.1% (491)

	4 profiles
	43
	10,485.74
	-20,885.48
	-20,623.80
	-20,760.43
	<.001
	.877
	13.5% (438)

	5 profiles
	52
	11,013.73
	-21,923.45
	-21,607.01
	-21,772.23
	.004
	.870
	4.3% (141)

	6 profiles
	61
	11,519.35
	-22,916.71
	-22,545.49
	-22,739.32
	<.001
	.845
	4.2% (136)

	7 profiles
	70
	11,922.27
	-23,704.54
	-23,278.56
	-23,500.98
	.064
	.851
	4.2% (136)

	8 profiles
	79
	12,193.73
	-24,229.45
	-23,748.70
	-23,999.72
	.109
	.850
	2.6% (84)

	T2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 profile
	16
	8,766.43
	-17,500.87
	-17,402.06
	-17,452.90
	
	
	100% (3553)

	2 profiles
	25
	10,862.98
	-21,675.96
	-21,521.57
	-21,601.00
	<.001
	.933
	11.9% (423)

	3 profiles
	34
	12,078.68
	-24,089.36
	-23,879.39
	-23,987.42
	.015
	.846
	6.3% (224)

	4 profiles
	43
	12,848.36
	-25,610.72
	-25,345.18
	-25,481.81
	.035
	.846
	3.3% (116)

	5 profiles
	52
	13,487.88
	-26,871.76
	-26,550.63
	-26,715.86
	.130
	.866
	2.9% (103)

	6 profiles
	61
	13,992.63
	-27,863.26
	-27,486.55
	-27,680.38
	.100
	.871
	1.2% (43)

	7 profiles
	70
	14,398.60
	-28,657.21
	-28,224.92
	-28,447.34
	<.001
	.867
	1.2% (43)

	8 profiles
	79
	14,926.94
	-29,695.88
	-29,208.01
	-29,459.03
	.123
	.899
	0.3% (10)

	T3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1 profile
	16
	9,281.76
	-18,531.53
	-18,433.83
	-18,484.67
	
	
	100% (3315)

	2 profiles
	25
	11,448.83
	-22,847.66
	-22,695.00
	-22,774.44
	.180
	.981
	5.5% (182)

	3 profiles
	34
	12,868.37
	-25,668.75
	-25,461.14
	-25,569.17
	<.001
	.873
	3.1% (103)

	4 profiles
	43
	13,643.03
	-27,200.07
	-26,937.50
	-27,074.13
	.011
	.870
	1.9% (64)

	5 profiles
	52
	14,367.98
	-28,631.96
	-28,314.44
	-28,479.66
	.519
	.929
	2.5% (82)

	6 profiles
	61
	15,008.97
	-29,895.93
	-29,523.45
	-29,717.28
	.652
	.924
	1.4% (45)

	7 profiles
	70
	15,438.36
	-30,736.72
	-30,309.29
	-30,531.71
	.364
	.939
	1.3% (43)

	8 profiles
	79
	16,026.17
	-31,894.34
	-31,411.95
	-31,662.97
	.265
	.939
	0.2% (7)


Note. Par = Number of parameters; LL = Log-likelihood; AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; aBIC = Adjusted BIC; LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood-ratio test.

[bookmark: X7a8b38537a6f1379d844fad878fe8c2fa0bfcf9]Random Intercept Latent Transition Analysis
[bookmark: measurement-invariance-across-time]Measurement Invariance Across Time
Since the comparison between fully invariant and non-invariant models indicated variation across time points, we examined partial invariance by freeing one indicator mean across all time points one at a time (B. Muthén, 2021). As shown in Table S13, model fit improved based on all fit indices when constraints were relaxed from Model 1 to 6.
Beyond Model 6, freeing the anger bias mean (Model 7) failed to replicate the best log-likelihood, despite very large starting values (STARTS = 10000 5000), suggesting model instability or an overly flexible model. Further relaxing constraints in Models 8 and 9 (i.e., freeing fear and sadness bias means) did not lead to meaningful improvements. These models showed poorer fit based on higher BIC values and smaller increases in log-likelihood and AIC. Model 9 also showed worse fit according to aBIC. Additionally, the estimated means for fear and sadness bias across time varied only minimally (0.00–0.05). Thus, Model 6, in which four accuracy scores and the happiness bias mean were freed, appears to adequately capture longitudinal changes while avoiding unnecessary complexity.

[bookmark: table-s13.]Table S13.
Measurement Invariance Tests for Random Intercept Latent Transition Models Across Time
	Model
	Par
	LL
	AIC
	BIC
	aBIC
	Comparison
	SB χ2
	df
	p

	M1. Fully Invariant RI-LTA
	116
	41,963.53
	-83,695.06
	-82,973.46
	-83,342.05
	
	
	
	

	M2. M1 + Fear Accuracy Mean Freed
	126
	42,160.28
	-84,068.57
	-83,284.76
	-83,685.13
	1 vs 2
	223.02
	10
	<.001

	M3. M2 + Happiness Accuracy Mean Freed
	136
	42,360.85
	-84,449.69
	-83,603.68
	-84,035.82
	2 vs 3
	253.68
	10
	<.001

	M4. M3 + Anger Accuracy Mean Freed
	146
	42,585.79
	-84,879.57
	-83,971.35
	-84,435.27
	3 vs 4
	400.73
	10
	<.001

	M5. M4 + Sadness Accuracy Mean Freed
	156
	42,972.51
	-85,633.01
	-84,662.59
	-85,158.28
	4 vs 5
	609.21
	10
	<.001

	M6. M5 + Happiness Bias Mean Freed
	166
	43,061.87
	-85,791.74
	-84,759.10
	-85,286.57
	5 vs 6
	119.68
	10
	<.001

	M7. M6 + Anger Bias Mean Freed¹
	176
	43,069.98
	-85,787.96
	-84,693.13
	-85,252.37
	6 vs 7
	5.56
	10
	.850

	M8. M6 + Fear Bias Mean Freed
	176
	43,097.47
	-85,842.94
	-84,748.10
	-85,307.35
	6 vs 8
	53.65
	10
	<.001

	M9. M6 + Sadness Bias Mean Freed
	176
	43,080.18
	-85,808.36
	-84,713.52
	-85,272.77
	6 vs 9
	24.05
	10
	.007


Note. Par = Number of parameters; LL = Log-likelihood; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; aBIC = Adjusted BIC; SB χ² = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-squared test for nested models. ¹Freeing anger bias means failed to replicate the best log-likelihood, even with very large starting values.

[bookmark: comparison-with-traditional-lta]Comparison with Traditional LTA
We compared the final RI-LTA model to traditional LTA with the same constraints. As shown in Table S14, the RI-LTA showed substantially better fit across all indices (AIC, BIC, and aBIC), supporting the inclusion of random intercepts to account for stable between-person differences.
[bookmark: table-s14.]Table S14.
Model Fit Comparisons for traditional LTA and RI-LTA
	Model
	Par
	LL
	AIC
	BIC
	aBIC

	Partially Invariant LTA
	158
	39,682.41
	-79,048.83
	-78,065.96
	-78,568.01

	Partially Invariant RI-LTA
	166
	43,061.87
	-85,791.74
	-84,759.10
	-85,286.57


Note. LTA = Latent transition analysis; RI-LTA = Random intercept latent transition analysis; Par = Number of parameters; LL = Log-likelihood; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; aBIC = Adjusted BIC.

[bookmark: Xf3f055b6e4b589e52b6647be6cbc426fbf7e57e]Effects of Parenting, Social-Emotional Functioning, and Covariates
[bookmark: measurement-invariance-across-time-1]Measurement Invariance Across Time
[bookmark: table-s15.]Table S15.
Measurement Invariance Testing for Key Predictor and Covariate Effects
	Model
	Par
	LL
	AIC
	BIC
	aBIC
	SB χ2
	df
	p

	Baseline Model
	341
	-6,079.47
	12,840.94
	14,962.19
	13,878.65
	
	
	

	Demographic Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	333
	-6,083.26
	12,832.52
	14,904.00
	13,845.89
	7.30
	8
	.505

	Age
	333
	-6,099.68
	12,865.35
	14,936.84
	13,878.73
	41.26
	8
	<.001

	SES
	333
	-6,082.58
	12,831.17
	14,902.65
	13,844.54
	5.93
	8
	.655

	Academic Skills
	333
	-6,083.08
	12,832.16
	14,903.65
	13,845.53
	8.06
	8
	.428

	Intervention¹
	337
	-6,081.72
	12,837.45
	14,933.81
	13,862.99
	3.96
	4
	.411

	Parenting Styles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Warmth
	333
	-6,085.95
	12,837.90
	14,909.39
	13,851.28
	12.70
	8
	.123

	Behavioral Control
	333
	-6,084.05
	12,834.10
	14,905.59
	13,847.47
	9.05
	8
	.338

	Psychological Control
	333
	-6,083.05
	12,832.10
	14,903.58
	13,845.47
	7.10
	8
	.526

	Social-Emotional Functioning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Emotional Problems
	333
	-6,080.41
	12,826.83
	14,898.31
	13,840.20
	1.78
	8
	.987

	Peer Problems
	333
	-6,083.87
	12,833.75
	14,905.23
	13,847.12
	9.27
	8
	.320

	Conduct Problems
	333
	-6,082.92
	12,831.85
	14,903.33
	13,845.22
	6.63
	8
	.577

	Hyperactivity
	333
	-6,083.54
	12,833.08
	14,904.56
	13,846.45
	8.04
	8
	.430

	Prosocial Behavior
	333
	-6,081.03
	12,828.07
	14,899.55
	13,841.44
	3.13
	8
	.926

	Final Constrained Model
	249
	-6,126.28
	12,750.56
	14,299.51
	13,508.31
	92.10
	92
	.477


Note. Par = Number of parameters; LL = Log-likelihood; AIC = Akaike Information Criterion; BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion; aBIC = Adjusted BIC; SB χ² = Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-squared test for nested models. ¹Only T2 and T3 effects were constrained.

[bookmark: multinomial-logistic-regression-results]Multinomial Logistic Regression Results
[bookmark: table-s16.]Table S16.
Effects of Parenting, Social-Emotional Functioning, and Covariates on FER Profile Membership and Transitions
	Predictor
	Balanced Accuracy
	Sadness Bias
	Anger Bias
	Low Accuracy

	
	Logit
	SE
	p
	OR [95% CI]
	Logit
	SE
	p
	OR [95% CI]
	Logit
	SE
	p
	OR [95% CI]
	Logit
	SE
	p
	OR [95% CI]

	Female
	0.36
	0.07
	<.001
	1.44 [1.26, 1.65]
	-0.09
	0.06
	.126
	0.91 [0.81, 1.03]
	0.39
	0.12
	.002
	1.47 [1.15, 1.88]
	-0.54
	0.13
	<.001
	0.58 [0.45, 0.76]

	Child's Age T1
	0.07
	0.06
	.186
	1.08 [0.97, 1.20]
	-0.08
	0.05
	.076
	0.92 [0.84, 1.01]
	-0.22
	0.12
	.051
	0.80 [0.64, 1.00]
	-0.75
	0.10
	<.001
	0.47 [0.39, 0.57]

	Child's Age T2
	0.08
	0.05
	.127
	1.08 [0.98, 1.20]
	-0.00
	0.05
	.945
	1.00 [0.90, 1.10]
	-0.01
	0.10
	.914
	0.99 [0.82, 1.20]
	-0.20
	0.15
	.170
	0.82 [0.61, 1.09]

	Child's Age T3
	0.17
	0.05
	.001
	1.19 [1.08, 1.32]
	-0.04
	0.05
	.413
	0.96 [0.87, 1.06]
	0.13
	0.10
	.195
	1.14 [0.94, 1.39]
	0.02
	0.14
	.857
	1.02 [0.78, 1.34]

	SES
	-0.01
	0.04
	.795
	0.99 [0.92, 1.07]
	0.00
	0.03
	.905
	1.00 [0.94, 1.07]
	-0.10
	0.07
	.165
	0.90 [0.78, 1.04]
	-0.08
	0.08
	.312
	0.93 [0.80, 1.08]

	Academic Skills
	-0.01
	0.07
	.870
	0.99 [0.87, 1.13]
	0.07
	0.06
	.255
	1.08 [0.95, 1.22]
	-0.31
	0.12
	.012
	0.73 [0.57, 0.93]
	-0.88
	0.14
	<.001
	0.42 [0.32, 0.54]

	Intervention T1
	0.42
	0.12
	.001
	1.52 [1.20, 1.93]
	0.06
	0.09
	.501
	1.06 [0.89, 1.28]
	0.12
	0.20
	.559
	1.13 [0.75, 1.69]
	0.07
	0.17
	.654
	1.08 [0.78, 1.50]

	Intervention T2&T3
	0.04
	0.07
	.573
	1.04 [0.90, 1.20]
	0.14
	0.07
	.034
	1.15 [1.01, 1.32]
	0.32
	0.13
	.017
	1.38 [1.06, 1.78]
	0.11
	0.20
	.564
	1.12 [0.76, 1.65]

	Warmth
	-0.00
	0.11
	.989
	1.00 [0.80, 1.24]
	0.12
	0.10
	.247
	1.13 [0.92, 1.38]
	-0.45
	0.20
	.030
	0.64 [0.43, 0.96]
	-0.06
	0.23
	.784
	0.94 [0.60, 1.47]

	Behavioral Control
	0.14
	0.13
	.275
	1.15 [0.89, 1.49]
	-0.10
	0.13
	.451
	0.90 [0.70, 1.18]
	0.39
	0.22
	.081
	1.48 [0.95, 2.29]
	-0.17
	0.28
	.537
	0.84 [0.49, 1.46]

	Psychological Control
	-0.03
	0.06
	.634
	0.97 [0.86, 1.09]
	0.01
	0.06
	.833
	1.01 [0.90, 1.13]
	-0.11
	0.12
	.357
	0.90 [0.71, 1.13]
	-0.02
	0.11
	.857
	0.98 [0.79, 1.22]

	Emotional Problems
	-0.01
	0.03
	.747
	0.99 [0.93, 1.06]
	0.03
	0.03
	.285
	1.03 [0.97, 1.10]
	-0.02
	0.06
	.771
	0.98 [0.87, 1.11]
	-0.01
	0.06
	.916
	0.99 [0.88, 1.12]

	Peer Problems
	-0.06
	0.03
	.071
	0.95 [0.89, 1.00]
	0.01
	0.02
	.717
	1.01 [0.96, 1.06]
	-0.18
	0.06
	.001
	0.84 [0.75, 0.93]
	0.04
	0.05
	.415
	1.05 [0.94, 1.16]

	Conduct Problems
	0.01
	0.04
	.692
	1.01 [0.95, 1.09]
	0.00
	0.03
	.882
	1.00 [0.95, 1.06]
	-0.01
	0.06
	.844
	0.99 [0.88, 1.11]
	0.09
	0.06
	.173
	1.09 [0.96, 1.24]

	Hyperactivity
	0.04
	0.02
	.108
	1.04 [0.99, 1.08]
	0.01
	0.02
	.461
	1.01 [0.98, 1.05]
	0.05
	0.04
	.234
	1.05 [0.97, 1.13]
	0.00
	0.03
	.981
	1.00 [0.94, 1.07]

	Prosocial Behavior
	-0.01
	0.02
	.765
	0.99 [0.95, 1.04]
	-0.01
	0.02
	.592
	0.99 [0.96, 1.03]
	-0.09
	0.04
	.023
	0.91 [0.84, 0.99]
	-0.06
	0.04
	.188
	0.95 [0.87, 1.03]


Note. The Positively Biased profile was used as the reference category. Odds ratios (OR), 95% confidence intervals (CI), and raw p-values are reported. Significant effects (p < .05) are highlighted in bold. Predictor effects were constrained to be equal across time, except for age and the T1 intervention effect, which varied across time points.
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Invitation was sent toall Finnish primary schools to

participate in the study. Inclusion criteria required a

‘commitment from a minimum of two first to third-
grade teachers for the entire study period.
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109 schools were willing to

participate. f—= 23 non-eligible schools were excluded.
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The remaining 86 schools were randomized into
intervention (n = 43) and control groups (n =43).
After drop-outs (3 intervention, 4 control), 79 schools
(40 intervention, 39 control) participated in the study.
In total, 136 classes were assigned to intervention and
114 classes to control groups.
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All parents received an information letter describing the|
study project and data collection. They were also asked
toinform their child about the study and provide an
opportunity to refuse. The children could also decline
participation in test situation if they wanted. Overall,
3952 parents gave concent for data collaction.

!

T Data collection (Autumn 2013) Intervention classes integrated the

intervention into their normal school
) curriculum, while control schools

2 Data collection (spring 2014) participated in data collection only.
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T3 Data collection (Spring 2015)





