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Abstract
Objectives Though findings have been mixed, some primary or elementary school-based mindfulness and cognitive behav-
ioural interventions have been shown to improve aspects of emotion regulation. Age is suggested as a potential mediator 
but previous reviews have not addressed this comprehensively, making evaluation of impact unclear. The current review 
brought together the evidence surrounding the impact of mindfulness-based interventions (MBIs) or cognitive behavioural 
interventions (CBIs) on emotion regulation in children aged between 7 and 12 years.
Method Databases (British Education Index, Child Development and Adolescent Studies, CINAHL, Education Source, 
ERIC, MEDLINE, PsycINFO, PubMed, SAGE, Web of Science) were searched for published and unpublished randomised 
controlled trials evaluating the effect of primary school-based MBIs (n = 18) or CBIs (n = 12) on measures of emotional 
awareness, modulation and expression.
Results Analysis of the MBIs in this review indicated a significant improvement in emotional awareness, an increase in posi-
tive emotions and a reduction in depression. Sub-analyses found an effect of age, duration and universal delivery for MBIs. 
Analysis of the CBIs indicated significant improvement in child negative expressive behaviours as reported by parents. Risk of 
bias was low across domains of incomplete outcome data and selective outcome reporting but was unclear in other domains.
Conclusions Evidence from the MBI studies suggested that universal interventions with a shorter duration had more signifi-
cant effects, particularly for 10–12-year-old participants. Future research should investigate programme design features and 
the suitability of content and skill-focus for different age groups, employing qualitative techniques for analysis. This could 
lead to reconsideration of typical intervention formats for primary school children.
Pre‑registration PROSPERO #CRD42019139283.
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In 2022, 15.2% of children aged 7–10 years old were identi-
fied as having a probable mental disorder in England (NHS 
digital, 2022) and it is likely that less than two-thirds will 
have accessed professional help (Radez et al., 2021). School-
based support for mental health could help address this sig-
nificant gap. One-to-one services, collective discussions of 
emotions and well-being in a classroom setting have been 

shown to create a more inclusive, non-stigmatising envi-
ronment which may make it easier for children with more 
serious mental health problems to seek help (Weare & Nind, 
2011). School-based interventions can also be a welcome 
resource for schools, easing the requirement of specialist 
knowledge and lesson planning (Davies & Matley, 2020; 
Weare, 2015).

Metacognitive approaches, getting children to think about 
their thinking (Flavell, 1979), offer a way to generate curi-
osity of cognitive processes that can bring about greater 
understanding of evaluation and self-reflection (Larkin, 
2010). Metacognitive insight and strategies can be taught 
to primary age pupils (Perry et al., 2019) and can be inte-
grated into the curriculum, as evidenced with interventions 
such as the growth mindset (Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 
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2006). Two of the most prevalent school-based metacogni-
tive approaches are cognitive behaviour interventions (CBIs) 
and mindfulness-based interventions (MBIs). Creating an 
objective awareness and understanding of cognitions is a 
fundamental characteristic of both types of intervention 
(Crane et al., 2017; Fenn & Byrne, 2013).

A key difference between CBIs and MBIs is the theoreti-
cal basis of change. CBIs work from the principle of reap-
praisal: that if an individual gains control of dysfunctional 
cognitions, they (the individual) can change them to reduce 
emotional distress and maladaptive behaviours (Daunic 
et al., 2012). In MBIs, rather than giving values to thoughts 
(e.g. functional or dysfunctional), the aim is to facilitate 
non-judgemental awareness (Kabat-Zinn, 2003). As such, 
there is no attempt to change thoughts (e.g. from negative to 
positive), but rather to learn to observe without judgement, 
changing the relationship rather than the context (Roeser 
et al., 2022; Teasdale, 1999).

Although comparisons of these interventions have been 
conducted in previous reviews (e.g. Caldwell et al., 2019; 
Dray et al., 2017; Mackenzie & Williams, 2018), the prec-
edence has been to compare CBIs with a range of other 
interventions. However, the similarity in the application of 
CBIs and MBIs justifies a more direct comparison. Both can 
be integrated relatively easily into the school curriculum and 
delivered in a universal classroom setting. Teachers often 
need minimal training because the interventions are either 
delivered by external practitioners, or teachers are given rel-
evant resources/manuals (see reviews, e.g. Calear & Chris-
tensen, 2010; Felver et al., 2016). However, the theoretical 
assumptions that underpin these approaches may lead to dif-
ferences in several applied factors in a school setting such as 
the problem-focus of the intervention, appropriate partici-
pant group or the allocation of time and financial resources. 
Understanding these differences can help schools to make an 
informed choice regarding relevant programmes. In a com-
prehensive review of school-based interventions, Klingbeil 
et al. (2017) recognised the need for a comparison between 
well-established interventions to establish the effects of 
these differences in theory and application.

An important consideration when exploring the effects 
of school-based interventions is the age and cognitive abil-
ity of the participants (Porter et al., 2022). Significant neu-
rological changes in both the limbic system (the emotion 
centre of the brain) and the pre-frontal cortex occur during 
the pre-adolescent period, from around 7–8 to 11–12 years 
(Bunge et al., 2002; Urbain et al., 2017). At this stage 
in brain development, executive functions such as goal-
setting, inhibiting impulses and cognitive flexibility are 
still in the process of maturation (Ridderinkhof et al., 
1999) and the application of controlled regulation strate-
gies makes additional demands on cognitive capacity (Best 
et al., 2009; Grave & Blissett, 2004). Cognitive ability 

could differentially impact the efficacy of CBIs and MBIs 
with CBIs often emphasising controlled regulation and 
application of executive functions to control and change 
behaviour (Daunic et al., 2006; Diamond, 2013). This con-
trasts with MBIs where there is a focus on the application 
of executive functions to help create a pause between the 
response to emotional stimuli and the appraisal of that 
stimuli, which reduces the necessity for controlled regula-
tion strategies (Farb et al., 2013; Hölzel et al., 2011; Vago 
& Silbersweig, 2012). However, the level and focus of 
awareness that MBIs require could prove challenging for 
some children, especially those under the age of 7 years 
(Maynard et al., 2017).

Although a review of school-based depression and anxi-
ety prevention programmes for 5–19 year olds, where 84% of 
the interventions were CBIs, found no effect of age (Werner-
Seidler et al., 2017), others have reported that child age sig-
nificantly influences mental health outcomes related to emo-
tion regulation (Caldwell et al., 2019; Carsley et al., 2017; 
Dray et al., 2017; Porter et al., 2022). Dray et al. (2017) 
reported small but significant effects of CBIs on anxiety, 
depression and general psychological distress for children 
aged 5–18 years. A sub-group analysis for age indicated 
that anxiety and psychological distress were improved for 
children 5–10 years old but in adolescents aged 11–18 years 
improvement was seen for non-anxiety internalising prob-
lems only, such as self-regulation, coping, empathy and 
problem-solving. Similarly, Caldwell et al. (2019) found a 
small but significant beneficial impact of CBIs on anxiety 
for primary school children (4–11 years) but not for adoles-
cents supporting the growing evidence for the use of CBIs in 
younger age groups. These findings suggest that CBIs have 
a positive impact on anxiety in younger children and should 
be implemented prior to adolescence.

More MBI-focused reviews also suggest a greater impact 
for younger children than for adolescents. Porter et al. (2022) 
reported a significantly greater effect of MBIs on mental 
health symptoms for 3–10-year-olds in comparison with 
adolescents. Carsley et al. (2017) found improvements in 
measures of emotional health and well-being for late ado-
lescents (15–18 years) and middle childhood (6–10 years) 
but no effects for early adolescents (11–14 years). This 
indicates that there may be an interaction between the type 
of outcome that is investigated and the age of participants. 
Finally, Dunning et al. (2019) found that MBIs had larger 
effect sizes for improvements in negative behaviours asso-
ciated with younger ages when compared to adolescents. 
Collectively, this evidence suggests that metacognitive inter-
ventions may be most effective for primary schoolchildren. 
However, all the reviews mentioned identified different age 
ranges to represent younger children and none fully aligns 
with a specified educational stage such as upper primary/
elementary school.
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In terms of differential effects on aspects of emotion 
regulation, mindfulness programmes, although often show-
ing a more general approach to outcomes, are considered to 
have a moderate effect on the increase of emotional aware-
ness as evaluated using measures of attention and aware-
ness (Dunning et al., 2019; Klingbeil et al., 2017; Zoog-
man et al., 2014). Emotional modulation outcomes, such 
as anxiety and depression, have been shown to have small 
but significant reductions following both school-based CBIs 
(Caldwell et al., 2019; Calear & Christensen, 2010; Dray 
et al., 2017; Mackenzie & Williams, 2018; Werner-Seidler 
et al., 2017) and MBIs (Dunning et al., 2019; Klingbeil 
et al., 2017; Zoogman et al., 2014), though in the latter the 
effect was greater in the clinical population groups than in 
general classroom based groups. Other reviews have found 
no effect of MBIs in these outcomes (Ruiz-Íñiguez et al., 
2019; Zenner et al., 2014).

Regarding expression-based emotion regulation meas-
ures, CBIs have been shown to reduce anti-social and 
improve pro-social expressive behaviours (Dray, et  al., 
2017) but may not be effective in reducing negative expres-
sive behaviours in pre-adolescent populations (Dray et al., 
2017; Mackenzie & Williams, 2018). Although MBIs have 
been found not to significantly impact behaviour in school 
settings (Maynard et al., 2017), the positive effects of MBIs 
on negative behaviours have been shown in reviews by 
Klingbeil et al. (2017) and Dunning et al. (2019). However, 
it should be noted that both these reviews cover a broad age 
range of participants, from 3 to 17 years and 4 to 17 years, 
respectively.

Collectively, the findings from previous reviews, in terms 
of the impact of MBIs and CBIs in the areas of emotional 
awareness, modulation and expression, demonstrate the lack 
of consistency in reporting and an inability to draw any clear 
conclusion on the effectiveness of interventions for aged 
groups of particular development stages such as 7–12-year-
olds. Due to the inconsistent evidence, researchers have 
urged caution in the adoption of both CBIs (Caldwell et al., 
2019) and MBIs (Carsley et al., 2017; Maynard et al., 2017) 
as a method of addressing emotion-related well-being. How-
ever, it is often the broad range of outcomes, participant age 
ranges and intervention types in each review which may be 
contributing to the lack of clarity; therefore, more focused 
research is needed to inform future practice in this area.

Although comparison of interventions has been con-
ducted (e.g. Caldwell et al., 2019; Dray et al., 2017; Mac-
kenzie & Williams, 2018), there has been no direct compari-
son between CBIs and MBIs for primary age participants 
in terms of their effects on emotion regulation, or previous 
review focusing on the educational stage of upper primary/
elementary school. The stage of education is an impor-
tant factor when comparing the effects of school-based 
programmes as it impacts the content and delivery of the 

intervention (Porter et al., 2022). It is possible that some 
interventions respond more effectively to the educational 
requirements of this age group by teaching appropriate skills 
and knowledge. Therefore, this systematic review sought to 
provide a meta-analysis of interventions designed specifi-
cally for upper primary/elementary pupils through the fol-
lowing: (1) synthesising evidence regarding the effectiveness 
of school-based CBIs on emotion regulation outcomes of 
awareness, modulation and expression in typically develop-
ing children aged 7–12 years old; (2) synthesising evidence 
for the effectiveness of school-based MBIs on emotion regu-
lation outcomes of awareness, modulation and expression 
in typically developing children aged 7–12 years old; and 
(3) providing a comparative evaluation of the differences 
between these two approaches.

Method

This review was reported in accordance with the Preferred 
Reporting Items for Systematic review and Meta-Analysis 
(PRISMA) guidelines; see Supplementary Material: S1 
PRISMA Checklist. The inclusion criteria and methods of 
analysis were pre-specified and documented in a protocol 
(ID: CRD42019139283) which is available on the Interna-
tional Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (http:// 
www. crd. york. ac. uk/ PROSP ERO). Ethical approval for this 
study was granted by the University of Lincoln Research 
Ethics committee via the Lincoln Ethics Application System 
(LEAS), approval code: 2020–2322.

Eligibility Criteria

Studies were included if they were randomised controlled 
trials (RCTs), quasi-RCTs and non-randomised controlled 
trials, with 7–12-year-old children in primary or elemen-
tary mainstream schools. Interventions designed specifically 
for children in key stage 2 or upper elementary education 
were the main focus of this systematic review. Studies with 
12-year-old participants were excluded if they had gradu-
ated from primary/elementary level education. Studies were 
excluded if the majority of participants had special educa-
tional needs, clinical mental health disorders or if the inter-
vention had been delivered in a behavioural school. CBIs 
were included if they were identified by the original authors 
as being based on cognitive behavioural therapy (e.g. CBT-
informed, or developed from CBT practices). CBIs had no 
elements of mindfulness practice. Mindfulness programmes 
were included if they were identified by the original authors 
as being MBIs and they included mindfulness meditations, 
body scans and/or breath awareness. MBIs were excluded 
if they involved yoga. For inclusion, the intervention had to 
be school-based and delivered in a group setting by school 

http://www.crd.york.ac.uk/PROSPERO
http://www.crd.york.ac.uk/PROSPERO
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staff or external practitioners. All studies had a component 
of emotion regulation as an outcome measure. All journal 
publications were included, published in English language 
with no restrictions on date or country of publication.

Information Sources and Search Strategy

A total of 10 databases were searched from inception to 
August 2022 (British Education Index, Child Development 
and Adolescent Studies, CINAHL, Education Source, ERIC, 
MEDLINE, psycINFO, PubMed, SAGE, Web of Science). 
Database searching was supplemented with internet search-
ing (e.g. Google Scholar), and forward and backward cita-
tion tracking from systematic reviews and included studies. 
Key search terms for database searching included the follow-
ing: (cbt OR “cognitive behav* therapy” OR “contemplative 
education” OR mindfulness AND “elementary education” 
OR “primary education” OR classroom OR school).

Study Selection

Search results were downloaded to EndNote where duplicate 
citations were removed. Titles and abstracts were screened 
independently by four reviewers (LP, FC, CC, KM) against 
the inclusion criteria, with all references being screened by 
at least two reviewers. Where studies could not be excluded 
based on title and abstract, full texts were retrieved. The 
full texts were then assessed for eligibility by three review-
ers (LP, FC, CC) independently with reasons for exclusion 
recorded. Any discrepancies were resolved through discus-
sion with the wider review team.

Data Extraction

A data extraction form was developed and tested. The 
extracted data included information about the folloiwing: 
intervention characteristics and design (title, author, aim 
of study, country, design, inclusion/exclusion criteria, 
recruitment, randomisation, blinding of participants and 
study team, allocation concealment), participants (sample 
size, age, gender, and ethnicity), intervention components 
(description, type of intervention, comparator, screening of 
participants, mode of delivery, dose, time to follow up), and 
key findings (primary and secondary outcomes). The out-
come measures used in this review were categorised within 
the emotion regulation processes of awareness, i.e. creat-
ing awareness of thoughts, feelings or behaviour; modula-
tion, i.e. change or reappraisal of thoughts and feelings; and 
expression, i.e. reducing negative/anti-social behaviours or 
increasing positive/pro-social behaviours (Gross & Thomp-
son, 2007).

Risk of Bias Assessment

Three reviewers independently assessed risk of bias using 
the Cochrane Risk of Bias assessment tool on key criteria to 
include random sequence generation, allocation concealment, 
blinding and incomplete outcome data. Each domain was clas-
sified as adequate (low risk of bias), inadequate (high risk of 
bias) or unclear (not possible to determine risk of bias). An 
overall study risk of bias was not assessed and data for each 
domain are presented for readers to interpret in context with 
review findings. Risk of bias was not a reason for exclusion.

Data Analysis and Synthesis

All analyses were conducted using Review Manager version 
5.3. The primary outcome was emotion regulation. The sum-
mary measure of treatment effect was the between-groups 
difference in the post-intervention emotion regulation scores 
expressed as mean difference (MD). Random-effect mod-
els were used in all meta-analyses because they are more 
conservative than the fixed-effects models, as they incor-
porate both within- and between-study variances, resulting 
in confidence intervals for the summary effect. Statistical 
heterogeneity was assessed using the I2 test, which described 
the percentage of variability among effect estimates beyond 
that expected by chance. Potential sources of clinical and 
methodological heterogeneity were investigated through 
sub-group analyses where I2 values ≥ 40%.

Interventions were categorised into two groups: CBIs vs 
comparison control, and MBIs vs comparison control. Meta-
analyses were performed using a random-effects model in 
Review Manager version 5.3 (Review Manager, 2014) with 
a significance level of 0.05. Sub-group analyses were con-
ducted based on participant (age), intervention duration, 
teacher vs external delivery and targeted vs universal par-
ticipant group.

Results

The search strategy identified a total of 12,278 citations. The 
removal of duplicates left 11,128 distinct citations, of which, 
10,867 were excluded during the initial screening phase 
(Fig. 1). For the remaining 256 citations, full-text papers were 
obtained. Thirty studies met the inclusion criteria (Tables 1 
and 2). Twelve of these were CBI-based (i.e. Bernstein et al., 
2005; Daunic et al., 2006; Kato & Shimizu, 2017; Liber et al., 
2013; Loevaas et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2010; Miller et al., 
2011; Pophillat et al., 2016; Rose et al., 2009; Stallard et al., 
2015; Yamamoto et al., 2017; Yeo et al., 2015) and eighteen 
of these were mindfulness-based studies (i.e. Alampay et al., 
2020; Amundsen et al., 2020; Charest, 2015; de Carvalho et al., 
2017; Folch et al., 2021; Harpin et al., 2016, Jalón et al., 2022; 
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Keller et al., 2017, Meyer & Eklund 2020; Müller et al., 2021; 
Parker et al., 2014, Poli et al., 2022; Santos & Langill, 2018; 
Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015; Suárez-García et al., 2020; van de 
Weijer-Bergsma et al., 2014; Vickery & Dorjee, 2016; Wright 
et al., 2019). The reasons for exclusion are described in Fig. 1.

Characteristics of Included Studies

The twelve included CBI studies (see Table 1) were pub-
lished between 2005 and 2019. These were conducted in 
Canada (Miller et al., 2010, 2011; Rose et al., 2009), the 
USA (Bernstein et al., 2005; Daunic et al., 2006), Japan 
(Kato & Shimizu, 2017; Yamamoto et al., 2017), UK (Stal-
lard et al., 2015), Netherlands (Liber et al., 2013), Norway 
(Loevaas et al., 2019), Australia (Pophillat et al., 2016) 
and Singapore (Yeo et al., 2015). The twelve studies ran-
domised 3406 participants with intervention group sam-
ple sizes ranging between 61 and 1392 participants. The 

reported mean age of study populations ranged from 9.75 
to 10.2 years, with a range of 8–12 years old.

The eighteen included MBI studies (see Table 2) were 
published between 2014 and 2022. These were conducted 
in the USA (Charest, 2015; Harpin et al., 2016; Keller 
et al., 2017; Meyer & Eklund, 2020; Parker et al., 2014), 
Canada (Santos & Langill, 2018; Schonert-Reichl et al., 
2015), Spain (Folch et al., 2021; Jalón et al., 2022; Suárez-
García et al., 2020), UK (Amundsen et al., 2020; Vickery 
& Dorjee, 2016), Australia (Wright et al., 2019), Germany 
(Müller et al., 2021), Italy (Poli et al., 2022), Netherlands 
(van de Weijer-Bergsma et al., 2014), Portugal (de Car-
valho et al., 2017) and Philippines (Alampay et al., 2020). 
The study by Wright et al. (2019) was excluded from the 
meta-analysis as it delivered a CBI as a control condition.

The eighteen studies included 2247 participants with inter-
vention group sample sizes ranging between 28 and 454 partici-
pants. The reported mean age of study populations ranged from 

Fig. 1  PRISMA flow diagram 
of study selection. PRISMA 
Preferred Reporting Items for 
Systematic Reviews and Meta-
analyses (Moher et al., 2009)
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7.9 to 11.12 years, with a range of 7–12 years old. It should be 
noted that the study by Wright et al. (2019) included a 13-year-
old participant but this participant was a pupil in elementary 
education. Common participant exclusion criteria for both 
intervention types included participant age (not within 7–12 
range) or serious medical or mental health conditions.

Participants within all the included studies were required 
to be from universal, typically developing classroom set-
tings. One study was excluded (Cole et al., 2013) as the 
majority of participants (70%) had special educational 
needs. The CBIs targeted specific populations in four stud-
ies. Target populations were anxiety (Bernstein et al., 2005; 
Loevaas et al., 2019) and disruptive behaviours (Daunic 
et al., 2006; Liber et al., 2013). From the MBIs, only one 
study (Alampay et al., 2020) had a targeted population of 
children ‘at risk or probability for clinical diagnosis’ in the 
strengths and difficulties questionnaire screening measure.

Delivery of CBIs varied across the different studies. In five 
of the studies, the programme was led by external deliverers 
(Bernstein et al., 2005; Kato & Shimizu, 2017; Loevaas et al., 
2019; Yamamoto et al., 2017; Yeo et al., 2015), in six studies 
the programme was teacher led (Daunic et al., 2006; Liber 
et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2010, 2011; Pophillat et al., 2016; 
Rose et al., 2009) and one study had a combination of teacher 
and external delivery (Stallard et al., 2015). All but one (Yeo 
et al., 2015) were manualised programmes. The programmes 
ranged from 4 weeks to 3 months with a delivery rate of one 
(Bernstein et al., 2005; Kato & Shimizu, 2017; Liber et al., 
2013; Miller et al., 2010; Miller et al., 2011; Pophillat et al., 
2016; Rose et al., 2009; Stallard et al., 2015; Yamamoto 
et al., 2017; Yeo et al., 2015), two (Loevaas et al., 2019) or 
three (Daunic et al., 2006) sessions per week. Sessions lasted 
between 30 and 60 min. The lowest total intervention dosage 
was approximately 2 hr (Yeo et al., 2015) and the highest was 
approximately 17 hr (Loevaas et al., 2019).

Delivery of MBIs also varied across the different studies. 
In six of the studies, the programme was led by external deliv-
erers (Charest, 2015; Harpin et al., 2016; Müller et al., 2021; 
Poli et al., 2022; van de Weijer-Bergsma et al., 2014; Wright 
et al., 2019); in eight studies, the programme was teacher led 
(Amundsen et al., 2020; de Carvalho et al., 2017; Jalón et al., 
2022; Meyer & Eklund, 2020; Parker et al., 2014; Santos & 
Langill, 2018; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015; Vickery & Dor-
jee, 2016); three studies had a combination of teacher and 
external delivery (Alampay et al., 2020; Keller et al., 2017; 
Suárez-García et al., 2020); and one study provided an audio 
recording of the exercises (Folch et al., 2021). Seven of the 
mindfulness programmes were manualised (Alampay et al., 
2020; Amundsen et al., 2020; de Carvalho et al., 2017; Parker 
et al., 2014; Santos & Langill, 2018; Schonert-Reichl et al., 
2015; van de Weijer-Bergsma et al., 2014); three of the stud-
ies included separate mindfulness meditations (de Carvalho 
et al., 2017; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015; Suárez-García et al., 

2020); and seven studies used mindful meditation as the main 
intervention element (Folch et al., 2021; Jalón et al., 2022; 
Keller et al., 2017; Meyer & Eklund, 2020; Müller et al., 
2021; Poli et al., 2022; Wright et al., 2019). The programmes 
ranged from 2 weeks to 4 months. Delivery schedules tended 
to provide more sessions than CBIs but these were shorter in 
duration, for example, 36 sessions of between 5- and 15-min 
duration (Santos & Langill, 2018). The lowest total interven-
tion dosage was approximately 1.5 hr (Müller et al., 2021) and 
the highest was approximately 15 hr (de Carvalho et al., 2017; 
Wright et al., 2019).

The CBIs were targeted for specific emotion regulation 
issues. Eight studies were mood disorder focused (Bernstein 
et al., 2005; Kato & Shimizu, 2017; Miller et al., 2010; Miller 
et al., 2011, Loevaas et al., 2019; Rose et al. 2009; Stallard 
et al., 2015; Yeo et al., 2015). Two CBIs targeted anger and 
disruptive behaviour management (Daunic et al., 2006; Liber 
et al., 2013). One study focused on social and emotional com-
petence (Pophillat et al., 2016) and one on promoting resil-
ience (Yamamoto et al., 2017). The MBIs had more general 
outcomes. Five studies focused on social and emotional com-
petence (de Carvalho et al., 2017; Harpin et al., 2016; Santos 
& Langill, 2018; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015; Suárez-García 
et al., 2020). Four studies targeted general well-being and emo-
tion regulation (Amundsen et al., 2020; Charest, 2015; Folch 
et al., 2021; Vickery & Dorjee, 2016). Three explored the 
impact and feasibility of the intervention (Alampay et al., 2020; 
Keller et al., 2017; Parker et al., 2014). Two studies targeted 
internalising difficulties (Poli et al., 2022; Wright et al., 2019) 
and two explored elements of academic achievement (Meyer & 
Eklund, 2020; Müller et al., 2021). One study focused on stress 
(van de Weijer-Bergsma et al., 2014) and one study promoted 
pro-environmental attitudes (Jalón et al., 2022).

Meta‑analysis of CBIs

Analysis of awareness outcome data could not be carried out for 
CBIs as only one study reported awareness measures (Daunic 
et al., 2006). Modulation outcomes included separate analy-
ses of anxiety measures and depression measures. Analysis of 
self-reported anxiety outcomes favoured the control condition, 
but this was not statistically significant (0.02, 95% CI [− 0.08, 
0.11], p = 0.76, I2 = 0%) (see Fig. 2). Analysis of self-reported 
depression was not statistically significant (− 0.04, 95% CI 
[− 0.17, 0.09], p = 0.55, I2 = 0%) post CBI (see Fig. 3) with no 
indication of statistical heterogeneity.

Expression outcomes were grouped into teacher-reported 
measures and parent-reported measures. Teacher-reported 
measures were not significant (0.20, 95% CI [− 0.44, 0.84], 
p = 0.54, I2 = 98%) and substantial heterogeneity was evident 
(see Supplementary Material:S2). Sources of heterogeneity 
were explored and removing the Stallard et al. (2015) study 
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reduced the heterogeneity (− 0.07, 95% CI [− 0.24, 0.10], 
p = 0.43, I2 = 33%) though it was not possible to identify the 
potential cause (Fig. 4). Neither the initial analysis nor sen-
sitivity analysis indicated a significant effect of the CBIs on 
emotional expression as reported by teachers. Parent-reported 
measures (all Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire) showed 
a significant between-groups difference (Fig. 5) favour-
ing the experimental condition post CBI (− 1.69, 95% CI 
[− 3.08, − 0.30], p = 0.02, I2 = 0%). This suggests that CBIs 
had a small, significant positive effect on participant emo-
tion expression as reported by parents. Sub-analyses were 
conducted based on participant age, intervention duration, 
teacher vs external delivery and targeted vs universal partici-
pant group. They did not affect the outcome of the analyses.

Meta‑analysis of MBIs

An initial analysis of awareness outcomes identified sub-
stantial, significant heterogeneity (I2 = 52%, p = 0.036; see 
Supplementary Materials: S3). Sub-analyses were conducted 
based on participant age, intervention duration, teacher vs 
external delivery and targeted vs universal participant group. 
The sub-group analysis of intervention duration reduced het-
erogeneity among the remaining studies and showed a small, 
significant, positive effect of MBIs on emotional awareness 
for studies that ran for 12 weeks or less (0.17, 95% CI [0.03, 

0.32,] p = 0.02, I2 = 0%) (Fig. 6). The studies that were 
removed in this sub-group analysis were de Carvalho et al., 
(2017; 15 weeks’ duration) and Jalón et al., 2022; 4 months’ 
duration) (Table 2).

Effects on modulation outcomes were clustered as positive 
modulation measures (in which higher scores suggest better 
modulation), anxiety and negative modulation measures (in 
which higher scores suggest worse modulation), and meas-
ures of depression. An initial analysis of positive modula-
tion outcomes identified substantial, significant heterogeneity 
(I2 = 68%, p = 0.01; see Supplementary Materials: S4). Sub-
group analyses were conducted based on participant age, 
intervention duration, teacher vs external delivery and tar-
geted vs universal participant group. The sub-group analysis 
of age reduced heterogeneity among the remaining studies 
and showed a moderate, significant, positive effect of MBIs 
on positive modulation outcomes for participants with an 
average age of 10 years and above (0.48, 95% CI [0.22, 0.7], 
p < 0.001, I2 = 0%) (Fig. 7). The studies that were removed in 
this analysis were de Carvalho et al., (2017; M = 8.5 years) 
and Vickery and Dorjee (2016; M = 7.8–8 years) (Table 2). 
Analysis of anxiety and negative modulation indicated that 
there was no significant effect of MBIs on these outcome 
measures (− 0.02, 95% CI [− 0.16, 0.12], p = 0.80, I2 = 0%) 
(see Fig. 8). Sub-group analyses were conducted based on 
participant age, intervention duration, teacher vs external 

Fig. 2  Forest plot showing meta-analysis of self-report anxiety 
measures in CBI studies. Measures include Multidimensional Anxi-
ety Scale for Children (MASC), Spence Children’s Anxiety Scale 

(SCAS), Revised Child’s Anxiety and Depression Scale RCADS 
(anxiety subscale) and Children’s Test Anxiety Scale (CTAS)

Fig. 3  Forest plot showing meta-analysis of self-report depression measures in CBI studies. Measures include Depression Self Rating Scale for 
Children (DSRS), Child Depression Inventory (CDI) and RCADS (depression subscale)
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delivery and targeted vs universal participant group. They 
did not affect the significance of the outcome.

Analysis of depression measures identified considerable, 
significant heterogeneity (I2 = 75%, p = 0.008; see Supple-
mentary Materials: S5). The sub-group analysis of targeted 
vs universal participant group reduced heterogeneity among 
the remaining studies and showed a small, significant, posi-
tive effect of MBIs on depression outcomes for universal 
interventions (− 0.29, 95% CI [− 0.57, − 0.02], p = 0.04, 
I2 = 0%) (see Fig. 9). The study removed in this sub-group 
analysis was Alampay et al. (2020), which was the only 
study to include a targeted participant group (see Table 2).

Only one measure of expression outcomes could be ana-
lysed, those of teacher-reported measures. An initial analysis 
identified considerable, significant heterogeneity (I2 = 98%, 
p < 0.001) (Fig. 10). Sources of heterogeneity were explored 
but sensitivity analyses did not sufficiently reduce heteroge-
neity to allow confidence in the results (I2 = 67%, p = 0.08). 
Neither the initial analysis nor sub-group analyses indicated 
a significant effect of the MBI on emotional expression as 
reported by teachers.

Risk of Bias

Risk of bias for the domain random sequence generation was 
rated as unclear if randomisation was indicated in the study, 
but no detail was provided (Tables 3 and 4). Two CBIs (Daunic 
et al., 2006; Liber et al., 2013) and four MBIs (Alampay et al., 
2020; Poli et al., 2022; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015; Wright et al., 

2019) outlined specific randomisation processes. Four CBI stud-
ies (Kato & Shimizu, 2017; Rose et al., 2009; Yamamoto et al., 
2017; Yeo et al., 2015) and one MBI study (Müller et al., 2021) 
had only quasi-randomisation. The remaining studies identified 
either no randomisation or did not report a randomisation pro-
cess. Allocation concealment was not mentioned in all but one 
study (Wright et al., 2019) and therefore rated as unclear. The 
blinding of personnel was described in three MBI studies (Poli 
et al., 2022; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015; Wright et al., 2019) 
but not in any of the CBI studies. Three studies had low bias in 
the blinding of the outcome assessment (Bernstein et al., 2005; 
Poli et al., 2022; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015). All studies were 
considered to have low risk of bias for incomplete data reporting 
(≥ 80%). Again, all studies had a low rating for risk of bias in 
selective outcome reporting (Tables 3 and 4) except Jalón et al. 
(2022) which was rated as unclear.

Discussion

The aim of this systematic review was to synthesise evi-
dence regarding the effectiveness of school-based CBIs 
and school-based MBIs on emotion regulation in terms 
of awareness, modulation and expression of emotion in 
typically developing children aged 7–12 years old. Thirty 
school-based studies evaluating different domains of emo-
tion regulation were retrieved, twelve of these were CBI-
based and eighteen of these were MBI studies. Synthesised 

Fig. 4  Forest plot showing selective analysis of teacher-report nega-
tive expressive behaviour measures in CBI studies, removing Stallard 
(2015) due to high levels of heterogeneity. Measures include Behav-

ior Rating Inventory of Executive Function – teacher report (BRIEF-
T); Teacher Report Form (TRF)

Fig. 5  Forest plot of meta-analysis of parent-report negative expressive behaviour measures in CBI studies. Measures include Strength and Dif-
ficulties Questionnaire-Parent report (SDQ-P)
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data suggests that school-based CBIs do not have an effect 
on self-reported anxiety and depression levels. There was a 
statistically significant effect of CBIs in reducing the nega-
tive expressive behaviours of participants as reported by 
parents (− 1.69, 95% CI [− 3.08, − 0.30], p = 0.02, I2 = 0%) 
but teacher-reported measures showed no effect on expres-
sive behaviours. Analysis of the MBIs showed a small but 
significant effect of interventions that ran for 12 weeks or 
less in increasing self-reported levels of emotional aware-
ness (0.17, 95% CI [0.03, 0.32], p = 0.02, I2 = 0%). MBIs had 
a moderate, significant effect on positive emotion modula-
tion for participants with an average age of 10 years and 
above (0.48, 95% CI [0.22, 0.74], p < 0.001, I2 = 0%). There 
was also a small, significant effect on depression outcomes 
for universal interventions (− 0.29, 95% CI [− 0.57, − 0.02], 
p < 0.04, I2 = 0%). There was no effect of MBIs on anxiety 
and negative emotion modulation measures, or on measures 
of emotion expression.

The formats of the programmes in both the CBIs and 
MBIs were similar, providing either structured or manual-
ised programmes, and a mix of both teacher and external 
facilitator delivery. CBIs targeted precise issues such as anx-
iety or disruptive behaviour by focusing on coping and resil-
ience skills. In contrast, MBI studies tend to explore a range 
of outcomes, such as happiness (e.g. Charest, 2015), affect 
(e.g. de Carvalho et al., 2017) and general well-being (e.g. 
Vickery & Dorjee, 2016). All studies had a low risk of bias 
for incomplete outcome data. All studies except Jalón et al. 
(2022) had a low risk of bias for selective outcome report-
ing, with risk of bias predominantly assessed as unclear in 
relation to randomisation, allocation and blinding criteria.

There was no analysis of emotion awareness measures in 
CBI studies as only one study (Daunic et al., 2006) included 
a relevant measure. The results of the meta-analysis of 
awareness measures in mindfulness studies reflected previ-
ous review findings (Dunning et al., 2019; Klingbeil et al., 
2017; Zoogman et al., 2014), indicating that MBIs are an 
effective way to improve emotional awareness in children. 
Sub-group analysis of awareness measures identified that 

this small effect was only seen in interventions of 12 weeks 
or less. This contrasts findings from adult populations of 
the importance of sustained practice to improve mindful 
awareness. Experienced meditators have a greater ability to 
achieve mindful states than novice meditators (Keng et al., 
2011). While a high level of bias was evident for Amundsen 
et al. (2020), it was not possible to perform a sensitivity 
analysis to explore how this would change the results due 
to the low number of studies in the analysis.

It is unclear whether this effect of duration on levels of 
awareness in school-based studies can be supported by pre-
vious literature. The reviews of Dunning et al. (2019) and 
Zoogman et al. (2014) each include only one study with an 
intervention longer than 12 weeks. Klingbeil et al. (2017) 
reported dosage and number of sessions but not duration. 
Waters et al. (2015) found that interventions with durations 
of less than 6 weeks had a lower percentage of significant 
findings across a range of ER measures than interventions 
that lasted between 6 and 24 weeks. They did not report on 
interventions longer than 24 weeks. In the current review, 
the studies of longer duration (de Carvalho et al., 2017; Jalón 
et al., 2022) did not carry out follow-up measures so it is 
also unclear whether these studies may have had longer term 
effects that were not observed immediately after programme 
completion.

It is possible that children’s levels of motivation to sus-
tain practice are limited and programmes of longer duration 
may lead to demotivation, as disengagement increases over 
time (Skinner et al., 2008). In a recent, comprehensive ran-
domised controlled trial of a secondary school-based MBI 
(Montero-Marin et al., 2022), the issue of participant disen-
gagement was considered a factor which negatively affected 
outcomes for participants. An alternative explanation is that 
interventions that exceed the boundaries of school term-
times (e.g. 12 weeks) may be impacted by discontinuity in 
teaching. More research is needed to understand optimal 
duration in school-based interventions.

Initial analysis indicated that there was no significant 
effect of CBIs on student anxiety or depression. This finding 

Fig. 6  Forest plot of self-report emotion awareness measures in 
MBI studies, showing sub-group analysis of intervention duration 
of 12 weeks or less, removing de Carvalho (2017) and Jalón (2022). 

Measures include Child and Adolescent Mindfulness Measure 
(CAMM), Mindful Attention Awareness Scale for Children (MAAS-
C) and Emotion Awareness Questionnaire (EAQ)
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contrasts with the systematic review by Dray et al. (2017) 
which found that school-based interventions had a small 
effect on anxiety levels in children up to 11 years old. Mac-
kenzie and Williams (2018) also found that primary school 
students significantly reduced anxiety levels following 
CBIs. However, both these reviews included participants 
from 5 years old and 4 years old respectively. It is possible 
that the contrasting findings in the current review are due 
to the exclusion of younger participants. Werner-Seidler 
et al. (2017) included both CBIs and MBIs in their review 
of school-based prevention programmes. They found that 
programmes had small effects on anxiety and depression 
with no effect of age. However, their sub-analyses of age 
categories should be treated with some caution as heteroge-
neity ranged from I2 = 32% to I2 = 73%.

In the current review, an effect of age was found in the 
sub-group analysis of MBIs. Studies that included partici-
pants with a mean age of 10 years and older found improved 
levels of positive emotion modulation and reduced levels of 
depression. The age-related effect may explain the mixed 
results found in previous studies. Some reviews suggest 
there is no effect of mindfulness on depression in children 
(Ruiz-Íñiguez et al., 2019; Zenner et al., 2014) but Zoogman 
et al. (2014) did find a significant effect on depression with 
a mix of clinical and non-clinical populations. Werner-Sei-
dler et al. (2017) also found that targeted interventions had 

a larger effect than universal programmes on measures of 
depression. This is in direct contrast to the current findings 
as a sub-group analysis indicated that only universal MBIs 
showed a significant effect. The targeted study in the current 
review (Alampay et al., 2020) included children with behav-
ioural problems as the target group and these participants 
may not have experienced elevated levels of depression.

It is interesting that MBIs showed a small effect on posi-
tive affect and levels of depression but no effect on anxiety 
and negative affect. This contrasts previous reviews (Dunning 
et al., 2019; Klingbeil et al., 2017) which suggest that MBIs 
do improve outcomes such as internalising problems, nega-
tive emotions and subjective distress. The broad age ranges 
analysed in these previous reviews with no sub-group analy-
sis of age may impact on these findings. In addition, only 
the MBI studies, in the current review, that had participants 
with a mean age of 10 + years saw significant improvements 
in both awareness and modulation measures. Vickery and 
Dorjee (2016) included younger participants and they found 
a significant improvement in raising emotional awareness 
but not in emotion modulation. This suggests that younger 
children may not have the ability to develop more complex 
emotional appraisal skills. This complements developmental 
perspectives of intervention design (e.g. Porter et al., 2022; 
Vekety et al., 2022) which argue that the skills being taught 
should be adapted for different age groups.

Fig. 7  Forest plot self-report positive emotion measures in MBI stud-
ies, showing sub-group analysis of studies with participants with a 
mean age of 10–12 years removing de Carvalho (2017) and Vickery 

(2016). Measures include Emotion Regulation Questionnaire – Chil-
dren and Adolescents (ERQ-CA); Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale 
(RSE); and Resiliency inventory (RI)

Fig. 8  Forest plot of meta-analysis of self-report anxiety and negative 
emotion measures in MBI studies. Measures include State-Trait Anxi-
ety Inventory for Children (STAIC); Positive and Negative Affect 

Scale (PANAS); Children’s Daily Stress Inventory (IECI); and Test of 
Anxiety and Depression (TAD)
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Two of the studies in the sub-analysis of positive emotion 
measures had a high risk of randomisation bias (Amundsen 
et al., 2020; Müller et al., 2021). It was not possible to per-
form a sensitivity analysis to explore how bias would change 
the results due to the low number of studies in the analysis.

The results in the current review regarding emotional 
expression found that CBIs can reduce negative expres-
sive behaviours in pre-adolescents, as reported by parents. 
These findings were not observed in the analysis of teacher-
report. The difference in parent and teacher reports could be 
explained by parents observing different behaviours in the 
participants when they were at home compared to behav-
iours at school. Also, parents complete questionnaires for 
just one participant, whereas teachers consider numerous 
participants. The positive findings contrast with previous 
reviews (Dray et al., 2017; Mackenzie & Williams, 2018) 
which suggest that CBIs do not effectively reduce expressive 
behaviours for pre-adolescents. It is unclear which conduct/
expressive behaviour measures were used in the review by 
Dray et al. (2017), so parent, teacher and self-reports could 
have been combined in the analysis and thus explain the dif-
ference in findings in our current review of this area. Meta-
analysis was not carried out in the review by Mackenzie and 
Williams (2018) due to heterogeneity of the studies; how-
ever, their narrative review suggested no effect as reported 
by parents.

No expression measures could be analysed for the 
MBI studies, due to high levels of variation in study 

characteristics. The cause of this heterogeneity could be dif-
ferences in intervention duration, which varied from a 2-min 
session delivered 3 times each day (Meyer, 2020); a 15-min 
session delivered approximately 3 times per week (Santos & 
Langill 2018); and a 30-min session delivered twice a week 
(Harpin et al., 2016). Klingbeil et al. (2017) suggest that 
mindfulness interventions can reduce negative expressive 
behaviours and improve pro-social behaviours. In support of 
this, five of the studies in this current review showed signifi-
cant improvements in expressive behaviours (Harpin et al., 
2016; Parker et al., 2014; Santos & Langill, 2018; Suárez-
García et al., 2020; Wright et al., 2019), though five showed 
no effect (Alampay et al., 2020; Charest, 2015; Meyer & 
Eklund, 2020; van de Weijer-Bergsma et al., 2014; Vickery 
& Dorjee, 2016). A qualitative exploration of these studies 
did not reveal any discernible differences between the char-
acteristics of significant and non-significant studies.

Limitations and Future Research

The measures used in the studies were categorised within 
the regulation processes of emotional awareness, modulation 
of emotion and expression of emotion (Gross & Thompson, 
2007). The original studies included in the current review 
did not necessarily define their outcome specifically as emo-
tion regulation. The potential for inaccurate categorisation of 
regulation outcomes was addressed by reviewing existing lit-
erature and reaching consensus among the review team. The 

Fig. 9  Forest plot of sub-group analysis of self-report depression 
measures in MBI studies, showing only universal studies, remov-
ing Alampay (2020). Measures include Screening of Children’s 

Emotional and Behavioural Problems (SPECI); Test of Anxiety and 
Depression (TAD); and Seattle Personality Questionnaire for Chil-
dren (SPQ-C)

Fig. 10  Forest plot of meta-analysis of teacher-report emotion expres-
sion measures in MBI studies. Measures include Fast-track Teacher 
Social Competency scale (FTSC); My Class Inventory (classroom cli-

mate) – Teacher report (MCI-T); and Prosocial Behaviour of Children 
– Teachers’ perceptions (PBC-T)
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pooling of data based on these categorisations is limited due 
to the small number of studies providing data for inclusion 
within sub-group analyses. However, a strength of clustering 
the measures in this way has reduced issues of heterogeneity 
and therefore increases confidence in the findings. Due to the 
broad range of outcomes included in this review, the quality 
of evidence for each outcome was not evaluated. It would be 
recommended that the quality of evidence for each paper is 
evaluated in future reviews.

By including CBIs and MBIs, which are common school-
based interventions, this review provides a broad overview 
for effectiveness of these frequently used interventions, 
across the different domains of emotion regulation. A limi-
tation is the lack of comparative meta-analysis of CBIs 
and MBIs in outcome goals and measures. However, this 
highlights an important distinction in the way that the inter-
ventions address emotion regulation. CBIs appeared to pre-
cisely target the evaluation of modulation and expression 

Table 3  Risk of bias in CBI studies

Study ID Random sequence 
generation

Allocation 
concealment

Blinding of partici-
pants and personnel

Blinding of out-
come assessment

Incomplete 
outcome data

Selective 
outcome 
reporting

Bernstein et al., 2005 Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low Low
Daunic et al., 2006 Low Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Kato & Shimizu, 2017 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Liber et al., 2013 Low Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Miller et al., 2010 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Miller et al., 2011 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Loevaas et al., 2019 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Pophillat et al., 2016 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Rose et al., 2009 High Unclear High Unclear Low Low
Stallard et al., 2015 Unclear Unclear High Unclear Low Low
Yamamoto et al., 2017 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Yeo et al., 2015 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low

Table 4  Risk of bias in MBI studies

Study ID Random 
sequence gen-
eration

Allocation 
concealment

Blinding of partici-
pants and personnel

Blinding of out-
come assessment

Incomplete 
outcome data

Selective 
outcome 
reporting

Alampay et al., 2020 Low Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Amundsen et al., 2020 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Charest, 2015 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
de Carvalho et al., 2017 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Folch et al., 2021 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Harpin et al., 2016 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Jalón et al., 2022 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Unclear
Keller et al., 2017 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Meyer & Eklund 2020 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Müller et al., 2021 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Parker et al., 2014 Unclear Unclear High Unclear Low Low
Poli et al., 2022 Low Unclear Low Low Low Low
Santos & Langill 2018 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Schonert-Reichl et al., 2015 Low Unclear Low Low Low Low
Suárez-García et al., 2020 High Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
van de Weijer-Bergsma et al., 2014 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Vickery & Dorjee 2016 Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
Wright et al., 2019 Low High Low Unclear Low Low
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components of emotion regulation without perhaps appre-
ciating the importance of improved awareness. Conversely, 
MBIs tend to focus on awareness outcomes, with much 
more diversity in the measures of modulation and expres-
sion. In addition, it is evident in this review that CBIs are 
more likely to target mental health outcomes (such as anxi-
ety and depression), whereas MBIs tend to target more 
general aspects of well-being. This is reflected in measures 
of emotion regulation strategies: MBIs include positively 
framed measures (such as happiness or concern for others), 
whereas CBIs have a clinical framework and more often 
measure negative or disorder-based outcomes (such as anxi-
ety or disruptive behaviours). This differentiation could be 
an important factor for schools when deciding which style 
of intervention to include in their curriculum.

The results of the current review and meta-analysis indi-
cate age-related differences even with the limited bracket 
of 7–12-year-olds. Participants younger than 10 years may 
only be able to change their levels of emotional awareness 
but participants aged 10–12 show significant improvement 
in both awareness and modulation of positive and negative 
emotional states. Such a specific age bracket has not been 
explored in previous systematic review and demonstrates the 
need to research effects on precise populations rather than a 
broad-spectrum approach.

Finally, the findings indicate shorter programmes that 
run within one school term (a maximum of 12 weeks) are 
more effective. This may be because longer programmes 
lead to demotivation and disengagement, or it may be due 
to vacation periods causing a break in the routine of teach-
ing. Future research could investigate this further through 
the incorporation of longitudinal designs into studies of this 
type and/or considering the impact that school breaks may 
have on continuity of practice. Furthermore, qualitative data 
would provide insight from the children into factors that 
may affect their participation in the interventions. This could 
lead to reconsideration of typical intervention formats for 
primary school children.

Author Contributions

LEP: conceptualised the review, conducted initial data-
base searches, screened and selected studies, extracted and 
analysed data, assessed bias and wrote the initial draft of 
the manuscript. FC: conducted initial database searches, 
screened and selected studies, extracted data, assessed bias 
and collaborated with the initial draft of the manuscript. 
KP: extracted data, screened and selected studies and 
collaborated with the initial draft of the manuscript. CC: 
extracted data and assessed bias. KAM: extracted data and 
collaborated with the initial draft of the manuscript. All the 

authors contributed to editing the final manuscript and all 
the authors read and approved the final version of the manu-
script for submission.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12671- 023- 02131-6.

Data Availability The data that support the findings of this study are 
available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Declarations 

Ethics Approval Ethical approval was granted by the University of 
Lincoln Research Ethics Committee: UoL2020_2322. The manuscript 
does not contain clinical studies or patient data. No informed consent 
was required.

Conflict of Interest KP has received research funding from The Mind-
fulness Association.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by/4. 0/.

References    

Alampay, L. P., Galvez Tan, L. J. T., Tuliao, A. P., Baranek, P., Ofre-
neo, M. A., Lopez, G. D., Fernandez, K. G., Rockman, P., Villas-
anta, A., Angangco, T., Freedman, M. L., Cerswell, L., & Guintu, 
V. (2020). A pilot randomized controlled trial of a mindfulness 
program for Filipino children. Mindfulness, 11(2), 303–316. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12671- 019- 01124-8

Amundsen, R., Riby, L. M., Hamilton, C., Hope, M., & McGann, 
D. (2020). Mindfulness in primary school children as a route to 
enhanced life satisfaction, positive outlook and effective emotion 
regulation. BMC Psychology, 8(1), 71. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s40359- 020- 00428-y

Bernstein, G. A., Layne, A. E., Egan, E. A., & Tennison, D. M. (2005). 
School-based interventions for anxious children. Journal of the 
American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 44(11), 
1118–1127. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 01. chi. 00001 77323. 40005. a1

Best, J. R., Miller, P. H., & Jones, L. L. (2009). Executive functions 
after age 5: Changes and correlates. Developmental Review, 29(3), 
180–200. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. dr. 2009. 05. 002

Blackwell, L., Trzesniewski, K. H., & Dweck, C. S. (2007). Implicit theo-
ries of intelligence predict achievement across an adolescent transi-
tion: A longitudinal study and an intervention. Child Development, 
78(1), 246–263. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1467- 8624. 2007. 00995.x

Bunge, S. A., Dudukovic, N. M., Thomason, M. E., Valdya, C. J., & 
Gabrieli, J. D. E. (2002). Immature frontal lobe contributions to 
cognitive control in children: Evidence from fMRI. Neuron, 33(2), 
301–311. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0896- 6273(01) 00583-9

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-023-02131-6
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01124-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-020-00428-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-020-00428-y
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000177323.40005.a1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2009.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.00995.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0896-6273(01)00583-9


 Mindfulness

1 3

Caldwell, D. M., Davies, S. R., Hetrick, S. E., Palmer, J. C., Caro, P., 
López-López, J. A., Gunell, D., Kidger, J., Thomas, J., French, 
C., Stockings, E., Campbell, R., & Welton, N. J. (2019). School-
based interventions to prevent anxiety and depression in children 
and young people: a systematic review and network meta-analysis. 
The Lancet Psychiatry, 6(12), 1011–1020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 
S2215- 0366(19) 30403-1

Calear, A. L., & Christensen, H. (2010). Systematic review of school-
based prevention and early intervention programs for depression. 
Journal of Adolescence, 33(3), 429–438. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
adole scence. 2009. 07. 004

Carsley, D., Khoury, B., & Heath, N. L. (2017). Effectiveness of mind-
fulness interventions for mental health in schools. Mindfulness, 
9(3), 693–707. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12671- 017- 0839-2

Charest, A. M. M. (2015). Cultivating well-being in schools through 
embodied-mindfulness: an explanatory mixed method (Publication 
No. 3718163) [Doctoral dissertation, Sofia University]. ProQuest 
Dissertations and Theses Global.

Cole, R. L., Treadwell, S., Dosani, S., & Frederickson, N. (2013). 
Evaluation of a short-term, cognitive-behavioral intervention 
for primary age children with anger-related difficulties. School 
Psychology International, 34(1), 82–100. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
01430 34312 451062

Crane, R., Brewer, J., Feldman, C., Kabat-Zinn, J., Santorelli, S., Wil-
liams, J., & Kuyken, W. (2017). What defines mindfulness-based 
programs? The warp and the weft. Psychological Medicine, 47(6), 
990–999. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1017/ S0033 29171 60033 17

Daunic, A. P., Smith, S. W., Brank, E. M., & Penfield, R. D. (2006). 
Classroom-based cognitive–behavioral intervention to prevent 
aggression: Efficacy and social validity. Journal of School Psy-
chology, 44(2), 123–139. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsp. 2006. 01. 
005

Daunic, A. P., Smith, S. W., Garvan, C. W., Barber, B. R., Becker, 
M. K., Peters, C. D., Taylor, G. G., Van Loan, C. L., Li, W., & 
Naranjo, A. H. (2012). Reducing developmental risk for emo-
tional/behavioural problems: A randomized controlled trial exam-
ining the Tools for Getting Along curriculum. Journal of School 
Psychology, 50(2), 149–166. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsp. 2011. 
09. 003

Davies, E. L., & Matley, F. (2020). Teachers and pupils under pressure: 
UK teachers’ views on the content and format of personal, social, 
health and economic education. Pastoral Care in Education, 
38(1), 4–22. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02643 944. 2020. 17138 68

de Carvalho, J. S., Pinto, A. M., & Marôco, J. (2017). Results of a 
mindfulness-based social-emotional learning program on portu-
guese elementary students and teachers: A quasi-experimental 
study. Mindfulness, 8(2), 337–350. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s12671- 016- 0603-z

Diamond, A. (2013). Executive functions. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 64, 135–168. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ annur 
ev- psych- 113011- 143750

Dray, J., Bowman, J., Campbell, E., Freund, M., Wolfenden, L., Hod-
der, R. K., McElwaine, K., Tremain, D., Bartlem, K., Bailey, J., 
Small, T., Palazzi, K., Oldmeadow, C., & Wiggers, J. (2017). 
Systematic review of universal resilience focused interventions 
targeting child and adolescent mental health in the school setting. 
Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychia-
try, 56(10), 813–824. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jaac. 2017. 07. 780

Dunning, D. L., Griffiths, K., Kuyken, W., Crane, C., Foulkes, 
L., Parker, J., & Dalgleish, T. (2019). Research Review: The 
effects of mindfulness-based interventions on cognition and 
mental health in children and adolescents - a meta-analysis of 
randomized controlled trials. Journal of Child Psychology and 
Psychiatry, and Allied Disciplines, 60(3), 244–258. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1111/ jcpp. 12980

Dweck, C. S. (2006). Mindset: The new psychology of success. Ran-
dom House Digital Inc.

Farb, N. A. S., Segal, Z. V., & Anderson, A. K. (2013). Attentional 
modulation of primary interoceptive and exteroceptive corti-
ces. Cerebral Cortex, 23(1), 114–126. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ 
cercor/ bhr385.

Felver, J. C., Celis-de Hoyos, C. E., Tezanos, K., & Singh, N. N. 
(2016). A systematic review of mindfulness-based interventions 
for youth in school settings. Mindfulness, 7(1), 34–45. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12671- 015- 0389-4

Fenn, K., & Byrne, M. (2013). The key principles of cognitive 
behavioural therapy. InnovAiT, 6(9), 579–585. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1177/ 17557 38012 471029

Flavell, J. H. (1979). Metacognition and cognitive monitoring: A new 
area of cognitive-developmental inquiry. American Psycholo-
gist, 34(10), 906–911. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0003- 066X. 34. 
10. 906

Folch, A., Gasol, L., Heredia, L., Vicens, P., & Torrente, M. (2021). 
Mindful schools: Neuropsychological performance after the 
implementation of a mindfulness-based structured program in 
the school setting. Current Psychology. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s12144- 021- 02572-z

Grave, J., & Blissett, J. (2004). Is cognitive behavior therapy develop-
mentally appropriate for young children? A critical review of the 
evidence. Clinical Psychology Review, 24(4), 399–420. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cpr. 2004. 03. 002

Gross, J. J., & Thompson, R. A. (2007). Emotion regulation: Con-
ceptual foundations. In J. J. Gross (Ed.), Handbook of emotion 
regulation (pp. 3–24). Guilford Press.

Harpin, S. B., Rossi, A., Kim, A. K., & Swanson, L. M. (2016). Behav-
ioral impacts of a mindfulness pilot intervention for elementary 
school students. Education, 137(2), 149–156.

Hölzel, B. K., Carmody, J., Vangel, M., Congleton, C., Yerramsetti, 
S. M., Gard, T., & Lazar, S. W. (2011). Mindfulness practice 
leads to increases in regional brain gray matter density. Psychi-
atric Research: Neuroimaging, 191(1), 36–43. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. psych resns. 2010. 08. 006

Jalón, C., Montero-Marin, J., Modrego-Alarcón, M., Gascón, S., Nav-
arro-Gil, M., Barceló-Soler, A., Delgado-Suárez, I., & García-
Campayo, J. (2022). Implementing a training program to promote 
mindful, empathic, and pro-environmental attitudes in the class-
room: A controlled exploratory study with elementary school 
students. Current Psychology, 41(7), 4422–4430. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1007/ s12144- 020- 00962-3

Kabat-Zinn, J. (2003). Mindfulness-based interventions in context: 
Past, present and future. Clinical Psychology: Science and Prac-
tice, 10(2), 144–156. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ clipsy/ bpg016

Kato, S., & Shimizu, E. (2017). A pilot study on the effectiveness of a 
school-based cognitive-behavioral anxiety intervention for 8-and 
9-year-old children: A controlled trial in Japan. Mental Health & 
Prevention, 8, 32–38. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. mhp. 2017. 10. 001

Keller, J., Ruthruff, E., Keller, P., Hoy, R., Gaspelin, N., & Bertolini, K. 
(2017). “Your brain becomes a rainbow”: Perceptions and traits of 
4th-graders in a school-based mindfulness intervention. Journal 
of Research in Childhood Education, 31(4), 508–529. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1080/ 02568 543. 2017. 13432 12

Keng, S. L., Smoski, M. J., & Robins, C. J. (2011). Effects of mind-
fulness on psychological health: A review of empirical studies. 
Clinical Psychology Review, 31(6), 1041–1056. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. cpr. 2011. 04. 006

Klingbeil, D. A., Renshaw, T. L., Willenbrink, J. B., Copek, R. A., 
Chan, K. T., Haddock, A., Yassine, J., & Clifton, J. (2017). Mind-
fulness-based interventions with youth: A comprehensive meta-
analysis of group-design studies. Journal of School Psychology, 
63, 77–103. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsp. 2017. 03. 006

Larkin, S. (2010). Metacognition in Young Children. Routledge.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(19)30403-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(19)30403-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2009.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2009.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0839-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034312451062
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034312451062
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291716003317
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643944.2020.1713868
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0603-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0603-z
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143750
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143750
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2017.07.780
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12980
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12980
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr385
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr385
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0389-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0389-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1755738012471029
https://doi.org/10.1177/1755738012471029
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.34.10.906
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.34.10.906
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02572-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02572-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2004.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2004.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychresns.2010.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychresns.2010.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00962-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00962-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy/bpg016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mhp.2017.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2017.1343212
https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2017.1343212
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2011.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2017.03.006


Mindfulness 

1 3

Liber, J. M., De Boo, G. M., Huizenga, H., & Prins, P. J. (2013). 
School-based intervention for childhood disruptive behavior in 
disadvantaged settings: A randomized controlled trial with and 
without active teacher support. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 81(6), 975–987. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0033 577

Loevaas, M. E. S., Sund, A. M., Lydersen, S., Neumer, S. P., Martinsen, 
K., Holen, S., Patras, J., Adolfsen, F., & Reinfjell, T. (2019). Does 
the transdiagnostic EMOTION intervention improve emotion 
regulation skills in children? Journal of Child and Family Stud-
ies, 28(3), 805–813. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10826- 018- 01324-1

Mackenzie, K., & Williams, C. (2018). Universal, school-based inter-
ventions to promote mental and emotional well-being: what is 
being done in the UK and does it work? A systematic review. 
BMJ Open, 8(9), e022560. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bmjop 
en- 2018- 022560

Maynard, B. R., Solis, M.R., Miller, V.L., & Brendel, K.E. (2017). 
Mindfulness-based interventions for improving cognition, aca-
demic achievement, behavior, and socioemotional functioning 
of primary and secondary school students. Campbell Systematic 
Reviews, 13(1), 1–144.  https:// doi. org/ 10. 4073/ CSR. 2017.5

Meyer, L., & Eklund, K. (2020). The impact of a mindfulness inter-
vention on elementary classroom climate and student and teacher 
mindfulness: A pilot study. Mindfulness, 11(4), 991–1005. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12671- 020- 01317-6

Miller, L. D., Short, C., Garland, E. J., & Clark, S. (2010). The ABCs 
of CBT (cognitive behavior therapy): Evidence-based approaches 
to child anxiety in public school settings. Journal of Counselling 
& Development, 88(4), 432–439. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/j. 1556- 
6678. 2010. tb000 43.x

Miller, L. D., Laye-Gindhu, A., Bennett, J. L., Liu, Y., Gold, S., March, 
J. S., Olson, B. F., & Waechtler, V. E. (2011). An effectiveness 
study of a culturally enriched school-based CBT anxiety preven-
tion program. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 
40(4), 618–629. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 15374 416. 2011. 581619

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & PRISMA Group. 
(2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses: the PRISMA statement. Annals of Internal Medicine, 
151(4), 264–269. https:// doi. org/ 10. 7326/ 0003- 4819- 151-4- 20090 
8180- 00135

Montero-Marin, J., Allwood, M., Ball, S., Crane, C., De Wilde, K., 
Hinze, V., Jones, B., Lord, L., Nuthall, E., Raja, A., Taylor, L., 
Tudor, K.,  MYRIAD Team, Blakemore, S.-J., Byford, S., Dal-
gleish, T., Ford, T., Greenberg, M. T., Ukoumunne, O. C., ... 
Kuyken, W. (2022). School-based mindfulness training in early 
adolescence: What works, for whom and how in the MYRIAD 
trial? BMJ Mental Health, 25(3), 117–124. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1136/ ebmen tal- 2022- 300439

Müller, C., Otto, B., Sawitzki, V., Kanagalingam, P., Scherer, J.-S., & 
Lindberg, S. (2021). Short breaks at school:effects of a physical 
activity and a mindfulness intervention on children's attention, 
reading comprehension, and self-esteem. Trends in Neuroscience 
and Education, 25, 100160. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. tine. 2021. 
100160

NHS digital. (2022). Mental health of children and young people in 
England, 2022: Wave 3 follow up to the 2017 survey. Retrieved 
from https:// digit al. nhs. uk/ data- and- infor mation/ publi catio ns/ 
stati stical/ mental- health- of- child ren- and- young- people- in- engla 
nd/ 2022- follow- up- to- the- 2017- survey

Parker, A. E., Kupersmidt, J. B., Mathis, E. T., Scull, T. M., & Sims, 
C. (2014). The impact of mindfulness education on elemen-
tary school students: Evaluation of the Master Mind program. 
Advances in School Mental Health Promotion, 7(3), 184–204. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 17547 30X. 2014. 916497

Perry, J., Lundie, D., & Golder, G. (2019). Metacognition in school: 
What does the literature suggest about the effectiveness of 

teaching metacognition in schools? Educational Review, 71(2), 
1–18. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00131 911. 2018. 14411 27

Poli, A., Maremmani, A. G. I., Gemignani, A., & Miccoli, M. (2022). 
Randomized trial on the effects of a mindfulness intervention 
on temperament, anxiety, and depression: a multi-arm psycho-
metric study. Behavioral Sciences, 12(3), 74. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 3390/ bs120 30074

Pophillat, E., Rooney, R. M., Nesa, M., Davis, M. C., Baughman, 
N., Hassan, S., & Kane, R. T. (2016). Preventing internalizing 
problems in 6–8 year old children: A universal school-based 
program. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, 1928. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
3389/ fpsyg. 2016. 01928

Porter, B., Oyanadel, C., Sáez-Delgado, F., Andaur, A., & Peñate, W. 
(2022). Systematic review of mindfulness-based interventions 
in child-adolescent population: A developmental perspective. 
European Journal of Investigation in Health, Psychology and 
Education, 12(8), 1220–1243. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ ejihp 
e1208 0085

Radez, J., Reardon, T., Creswell, C., Lawrence, P. J., Evdoka-Burton, 
G., & Waite, P. (2021). Why do children and adolescents (not) 
seek and access professional help for their mental health prob-
lems? A systematic review of quantitative and qualitative stud-
ies. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 30(2), 183–211. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00787- 019- 01469-4

Review Manager [RevMan] [Computer program] (2014). Version 
5.3. Copenhagen: The Nordic Cochrane Centre, The Cochrane 
Collaboration.

Ridderinkhof, K. R., Band, G. P. H., & Logan, G. D. (1999). A study of 
adaptive behavior: Effects of age and irrelevant information on the 
ability to inhibit one’s actions. Acta Psychologica, 101, 315–337. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ s0001- 6918(99) 00010-4

Roeser, R. W., Mashburn, A. J., Skinner, E. A., Choles, J. R., Taylor, 
C., Rickert, N. P., Pinela, C., Robbeloth, J., Saxton, E., Weiss, E., 
Cullen, M., & Sorenson, J. (2022). Mindfulness training improves 
middle school teachers’ occupational health, well-being, and inter-
actions with students in their most stressful classrooms. Journal 
of Educational Psychology, 114(2), 408–425. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1037/ edu00 00675

Rose, H., Miller, L., & Martinez, Y. (2009). “Friends for Life”: the 
results of a resilience-building, anxiety-prevention program in a 
Canadian elementary school. Professional School Counseling, 
12(6), 2156759X0901200612. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 21567 
59X09 01200 612

Ruiz-Íñiguez, R., Germán, M. Á. S., Burgos-Julián, F. A., Díaz-Silvera, 
C., & Montero, A. C. (2019). Effectiveness of mindfulness-based 
interventions on anxiety for children and adolescents: A system-
atic review and meta-analysis. Early Intervention in Psychiatry, 
14(3), 263–274. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ eip. 12849

Santos, A., & Langill, C. (2018). Mindmasters 2: a 3-month evaluation 
of a physical activity-based resource on grade 3 children’s social 
and emotional skills. Journal of Exercise, Movement, and Sport 
(SCAPPS refereed abstracts repository), 50(1), 290–290.

Schonert-Reichl, K. A., Oberle, E., Lawlor, M. S., Abbott, D., Thom-
son, K., Oberlander, T. F., & Diamond, A. (2015). Enhancing 
cognitive and social–emotional development through a simple-
to-administer mindfulness-based school program for elementary 
school children: A randomized controlled trial. Developmental 
Psychology, 51(1), 52–66. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0038 454

Semple, R. J., & Lee, J. (2011). Mindfulness-based cognitive therapy 
for anxious children: A manual for treating childhood anxiety. 
Oakland, CA: New Harbinger Publications. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 07317 107. 2012. 684658

Skinner, E., Furrer, C., Marchand, G., & Kindermann, T. (2008). 
Engagement and disaffection in the classroom: Part of a larger 
motivational dynamic? Journal of Educational Psychology, 
100(4), 765–781. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ a0012 840

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033577
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-01324-1
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022560
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2018-022560
https://doi.org/10.4073/CSR.2017.5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01317-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01317-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2010.tb00043.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2010.tb00043.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2011.581619
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-151-4-200908180-00135
https://doi.org/10.1136/ebmental-2022-300439
https://doi.org/10.1136/ebmental-2022-300439
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tine.2021.100160
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tine.2021.100160
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/mental-health-of-children-and-young-people-in-england/2022-follow-up-to-the-2017-survey
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/mental-health-of-children-and-young-people-in-england/2022-follow-up-to-the-2017-survey
https://digital.nhs.uk/data-and-information/publications/statistical/mental-health-of-children-and-young-people-in-england/2022-follow-up-to-the-2017-survey
https://doi.org/10.1080/1754730X.2014.916497
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2018.1441127
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs12030074
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs12030074
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01928
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01928
https://doi.org/10.3390/ejihpe12080085
https://doi.org/10.3390/ejihpe12080085
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-019-01469-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0001-6918(99)00010-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000675
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000675
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X0901200612
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156759X0901200612
https://doi.org/10.1111/eip.12849
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038454
https://doi.org/10.1080/07317107.2012.684658
https://doi.org/10.1080/07317107.2012.684658
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012840


 Mindfulness

1 3

Stallard, P., Skryabina, E., Taylor, G., Anderson, R., Ukoumunne, O., 
Daniels, H., Phillips, R., & Simpson, N. (2015). A cluster ran-
domised controlled trial comparing the effectiveness and cost-
effectiveness of a school-based cognitive behavioural therapy pro-
gramme (FRIENDS) in the reduction of anxiety and improvement 
in mood in children aged 9/10 years. Public Health Research, 
3(14), 1–90. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3310/ phr03 140

Suárez-García, Z., Álvarez-García, D., García-Redondo, P., & Rod-
ríguez, C. (2020). The effect of a mindfulness-based intervention 
on attention, self-control, and aggressiveness in primary school 
pupils. International Journal of Environmental Research and Pub-
lic Health, 17(7), 2447. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ ijerp h1707 2447

Teasdale, J. D. (1999). Metacognition, mindfulness and the modifica-
tion of mood disorders. Clinical Psychology and Psychotherapy, 
6(2), 146–155. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ (SICI) 1099- 0879(199905) 
6:2% 3c146:: AID- CPP195% 3e3.0. CO;2-E

Urbain, C., Sato, J., Pang, E. W., & Taylor, M. J. (2017). The tempo-
ral and spatial brain dynamics of automatic emotion regulation 
in children. Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience, 26, 62–68. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. den. 2017. 05. 004

Vago, D. R., & Silbersweig, D. A. (2012). Self-awareness, self-
regulation and self- transcendence (S-ART): A framework for 
understanding the neurobiological mechanisms for mindfulness. 
Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 6, 296. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ 
fnhum. 2012. 00296

van de Weijer-Bergsma, E., Langenberg, G., Brandsma, R., Oort, F. 
J., & Bögels, S. M. (2014). The effectiveness of a school-based 
mindfulness training as a program to prevent stress in elementary 
school children. Mindfulness, 5(3), 238–248. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1007/ s12671- 012- 0171-9

Vekety, B., Kassai, R., & Takacs, Z. K. (2022). Mindfulness with chil-
dren: A content analysis of evidence-based interventions from 
a developmental perspective. Educational and Developmental 
Psychologist, 3(2), 231–244. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 20590 776. 
2022. 20810 72

Vickery, C. E., & Dorjee, D. (2016). Mindfulness training in primary 
schools decreases negative affect and increases meta-cognition 
in children. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 2025. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
3389/ fpsyg. 2015. 02025

Waters, L., Barsky, A., Ridd, A., & Allen, K. (2015). Contempla-
tive education: A systematic, evidence-based review of the 
effect of meditation interventions in schools. Educational 
Psychology Review, 27(1), 103–134. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10648- 014- 9258-2

Weare, K., & Nind, M. (2011). Mental health promotion and prob-
lem prevention in schools: What does the evidence say? Health 
Promotion International, 26(1), 29–69. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ 
heapro/ dar075

Weare, K. (2015). What works in promoting social and emotional 
well-being and responding to mental health problems in schools? 
Advice for Schools and Framework Document. Partnership for 
mental health and wellbeing in schools. https:// www. menta lheal th. 
org. nz/ assets/ Resou rceFi nder/ What- works- in- promo ting- social- 
and- emoti onal- wellb eing- in- schoo ls- 2015. pdf

Werner-Seidler, A., Perry, Y., Calear, A. L., Newby, J. M., & Chris-
tensen, H. (2017). School-based depression and anxiety preven-
tion programs for young people: A systematic review and meta-
analysis. Clinical Psychology Review, 51, 30–47. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. cpr. 2016. 10. 005

Wright, K. M., Roberts, R., & Proeve, M. J. (2019). Mindfulness-
Based Cognitive Therapy for Children (MBCT-C) for prevention 
of internalizing difficulties: A small randomized controlled trial 
with Australian primary school children. Mindfulness, 10(11), 
2277–2293. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12671- 019- 01193-9

Yamamoto, T., Matsumoto, Y., & Bernard, M. E. (2017). Effects of 
the cognitive-behavioral you can do it! Education program on the 
resilience of Japanese elementary school students: A preliminary 
investigation. International Journal of Educational Research, 86, 
50–58. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ijer. 2017. 08. 006

Yeo, L. S., Goh, V. G., & Liem, G. A. D. (2015). School-based inter-
vention for test anxiety. Child Youth Care Forum, 44(2), 10566. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10566- 015- 9314-1

Zenner, C., Herrnleben-Kurz, S., & Walach, H. (2014). Mindfulness-
based interventions in schools–a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 603. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ 
fpsyg. 2014. 00603

Zoogman, S., Goldberg, S. B., Hoyt, W. T., & Miller, L. (2014). Mind-
fulness interventions with youth: A meta-analysis. Mindfulness, 
6(2), 290–302. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s12671- 013- 0260-4

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.3310/phr03140
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17072447
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0879(199905)6:2%3c146::AID-CPP195%3e3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0879(199905)6:2%3c146::AID-CPP195%3e3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.den.2017.05.004
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00296
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00296
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-012-0171-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-012-0171-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/20590776.2022.2081072
https://doi.org/10.1080/20590776.2022.2081072
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.02025
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.02025
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-014-9258-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-014-9258-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dar075
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/dar075
https://www.mentalhealth.org.nz/assets/ResourceFinder/What-works-in-promoting-social-and-emotional-wellbeing-in-schools-2015.pdf
https://www.mentalhealth.org.nz/assets/ResourceFinder/What-works-in-promoting-social-and-emotional-wellbeing-in-schools-2015.pdf
https://www.mentalhealth.org.nz/assets/ResourceFinder/What-works-in-promoting-social-and-emotional-wellbeing-in-schools-2015.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2016.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2016.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01193-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2017.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-015-9314-1
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00603
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00603
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0260-4

	The Effectiveness of School-Based Mindfulness and Cognitive Behavioural Programmes to Improve Emotional Regulation in 7–12-Year-Olds: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis
	Abstract
	Objectives 
	Method 
	Results 
	Conclusions 
	Pre-registration 

	Method
	Eligibility Criteria
	Information Sources and Search Strategy
	Study Selection
	Data Extraction
	Risk of Bias Assessment
	Data Analysis and Synthesis

	Results
	Characteristics of Included Studies
	Meta-analysis of CBIs
	Meta-analysis of MBIs
	Risk of Bias

	Discussion
	Limitations and Future Research

	Author Contributions
	Anchor 23
	References


