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Platform  Sample use Almost Several times  Several times  Once a week Less than Never

constantly aday a week once a week
YouTube 919% 20% 26% 25% 10% 10% 9%
Snapchat 87% 43% 29% 9% 4% 3% 13%
Instagram 84% 14% 32% 24% 7% 6% 16%
TikTok 82% 44% 24% 8% 4% 3% 18%
WhatsApp 35% 5% 5% 9% 7% 9% 65%
Twitter 33% 3% 2% 7% 8% 13% 67%
Facebook 29% 3% 3% 5% 7% 12% 71%
Twitch 28% 2% 2% 5% 7% 12% 72%
Reddit 24% 2% 3% 3% 5% 9% 78%
Tumblr 9% 1% 1% 2% 1% 3% 91%
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X df RMSEA SRMR (o] TLI GFI NFI AIC ECVI

Constraint path model 149.804 82 0.045 0.714 0.958 0.954 0.932 0.912 205.804 0.495
(Model 4)
Unrestraint path model 140.914 73 0.047 0.654 0.958 0.958 0.937 0917 214914 0.517
(Model 4)
Constraint path model 186.659 82 0.055 0.077 0.945 0.939 0.891 0.906 242,659 0.583
(Model 5)
Unrestraint path model 180.597 73 0.060 0.071 0.943 0.930 0.881 0.909 254.597 0.612
(Model 5)

df, degrees of freedom; RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; SRMR, standardized root mean square residual; CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis Index; GFI,
goodness-of-fit index; NFI, normed fit index; AIC, akaike information criterion; and ECVI, expected cross-validation index.
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Skew Kurtosis

A-External blame 0.08 020 0.09 0.24 0.07 0.20 2.60 6.43 -
A-Internal blame 0.11 0.23 0.13 0.29 0.09 0.21 1.86 231 =
A-Neutral 0.39 0.36 039 0.36 0.36 033 036 —0.75 =
A-Prosocial 0.42 0.36 0.39 0.38 0.36 0.32 032 —0.66 -
E-Happy 229 1.00 2.00 0.90 2.15 0.97 0.58 —0.11 0.41
E-Sad 2.89 133 3.30 1.40 3.10 137 —0.12 -122 0.79
E-Anger 2.39 118 272 1.44 2.56 1.32 0.33 —1.07 0.85
E-Embarrassment 1.87 1.22 1.97 115 1.92 118 1.04 —0.05 0.87
C-Adult 1.82 122 178 1.24 1.80 123 1.41 0.84 0.73
C-Revenge 1.50 0.85 1.36 0.76 1.42 0.80 1.76 2.05 0.67
C-Active 3.94 1.04 3.78 1.10 3.85 1.07 —0.72 —028 0.47
C-Avoidant 1.86 1.06 1.55 0.86 1.69 0.96 132 1.01 0.63
C-Emotions 2.08 115 2.83 1.39 2.49 1.33 0.45 —0.95 0.73

A, attributions; E, emotional responses; C, coping strategies; data was collected at Time 1. ns = 144-132.
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Complete Downgrade Friendship Friendship

dissolution dissolution quantity quantity
T2 T1

Attributions
External blame-CD 0.33* —0.10 —0.02 —0.29*
Internal blame-CD 0.02 —0.08 —0.06 0.06
Prosocial-CD —0.01 0.00 0.03 0.12
Neutral-CD —0.10 0.15 0.02 —0.02
External blame-DD 0.15 0.14 —0.12 —0.07
Internal blame-DD —0.01 0.06 —0.13 —0.04
Prosocial-DD 0.04 —0.23* —0.05 —0.09
Neutral-DD —0.12 0.14 0.18* 0.19
Emotions
Happy-CD 0.09 —0.07 —0.11 —0.14
Sad-CD —0.13 —0.05 0.11 0.11
Anger-CD —0.12 —0.13 0.01 0.12
Embarrassment-CD —0.03 —0.08 0.10 —0.07
Happy-DD 0.01 —0.06 0.04 —0.02
Sad-CD —0.14 —0.02 0.01 0.15
Anger-DD —0.09 —0.12 —0.18* —0.01
Embarrassment-DD 0.09 0.01 —0.14 —0.07
Coping
Adult-CD 0.08 0.01 —0.17* 0.11
Revenge-CD 0.13 —0.04 —0.12 0.05
Emotions-CD 0.04 0.08 0.08 —0.06
Active-CD —0.01 0.05 0.11 0.09
Adult-DD 0.02 —0.12 —0.29%* 0.08
Revenge-DD 0.18 0.13 —0.16 —0.08
Emotions-DD —0.06 0.02 0.10 0.14
Active-DD —0.04 —0.09 0.15 0.00

CD, complete dissolutions; DD, downgrade dissolutions; all response variables were assessed at Time 1; T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2; *p < 0.0, **p < 0.001; ns = 165-81.
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1IC | 36538 | 12.678 -

2RD | 26067 | 6.870 | 0.257*** -

3BE | 19794 | 5704 0.053 —0.075 -

4ME | 9778 | 5310 | 0473*** | 0.379*** | 0.104* -

5PR 9.878 4918 | 0.296™* | 0.404*** | —0.059 | 0.510"** | -

IC, interpersonal curiosity; PR, peer rejection; RD, relative deprivation; BE, benign envy; ME,
malicious envy. *p < 0.05 and ***p < 0.001.
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ath Effect Boot LLCI Boot ULCI Ratio of indirect to total effect

Model 1 IC— PR 0.071 0.021 0.125 52.6%
IC— RD— PR 0.064 0.034 0.108 47.7%
Total effect 0.135 0.078 0.199

Model2 | IC— PR 0.117 0.061 0.186 99.2%
IC— BE— PR 0.001 —0.002 0.010 0.8%
Total effect 0.118 0.065 0.189

Model 3 IC— PR 0.013 —0.041 0.070 9.4%
IC— ME— PR 0.125 0.072 0.192 90.6%
Total effect 0.138 0.082 0.205

IC, interpersonal curiosity; PR, peer rejection; RD, relative deprivation; BE, benign envy; ME, malicious envy; Boot LLCI, bootstrap lower limit of confidence interval; Boot ULCI, bootstrap
upper limit of confidence interval.
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Skew Kurtosis

A-External Blame 012 0.25 0.10 019 0.08 017 190 282 -
A-Internal blame 0.15 0.21 0.16 0.23 0.14 0.20 1.21 116 -
A-Neutral 0.37 0.33 0.36 0.35 0.29 0.29 0.68 —0.41 -
A-Prosocial 0.36 0.32 0.38 0.32 0.31 0.29 0.56 —0.55 -
E-Happy 200 091 181 0.89 191 0.90 114 116 0.66
E-Sad 326 119 375 118 3.50 120 —053 —093 082
E-Anger 2.56 111 2.88 1.31 73 122 0.17 -0.98 0.81
E-Embarrassment 1.82 1.04 2.04 1.09 1.93 1.07 0.99 0.25 0.87
C-Adult 2.03 1.05 177 1.09 1.89 1.08 114 0.27 0.75
C-Revenge 165 0.85 129 0.59 145 0.74 167 213 0.67
C-Active 3.64 L1 3.67 L1 3.66 L11 —0561 —0.58 0.67
C-Avoidant 227 0.97 2.33 119 231 109 0.66 —032 026
C-Emotions 244 1.16 2.98 129 273 1.26 0.24 =117 0.69

A, attributions; E, emotional responses; C, coping strategies; data was collected at Time 1. ns = 173-161.
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aths Effect Boot LLCI ot ULCI

Model4 | IC— PR (direct effect) 0.070 0023 0.124
IC— RD—> PR 0.063 0.036 0.114 47.0%
IC— BE—> PR 0.000 —0.005 0.005 0.0%
IC— RD—> BE— PR 0.001 —0.002 0.003 0.8%
Total indirect effect 0.064 0.036 0.115 47.8%
Total effect 0.134 0.085 0200

Model 5 | 1C—> PR (direct effect) —0.005 —0.057 0.048 33%
IC— RD—> PR 0.042 0017 0077 28.0%
IC—> ME— PR 0.077 0.037 0.134 513%
IC— RD— ME— PR 0.026 0013 0.050 17.3%
Total indirect effect 0.145 0.086 0216 96.7%
Total effect 0.140 0.082 0208

IC, interpersonal curiosity; PR, peer rejection; RD, relative deprivation; BE, benign envy; ME, malicious envy; Boot LLCI, bootstrap lower limit of confidence interval; Boot ULCIL, bootstrap
upper limit of confidence interval.
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Reference (N) Child predictor = Assessment Years of age: Country YearatT1  Mediator®™ Adult adjustment
biological sex (%) construct (informant) child (sample) moderator™) (effect size: Pearson'’s r)
adult
Continuity in social withdrawal (N = 3 studies, N = 2 samples, N = 768 adult participants)
Asendorpf et al,, 2008 Inhibition Q-Sort 4-6 GER 1980s High parent-reported inhibition
(N = 147; 48% Q) (Teacher) 23 (LOGIC) (r=037,p < 0.001)
Denissen et al., 2008 Inhibition/ Q-Sort 1-6 GER 1980s High shyness
(N'=103;48% 9) Overcontrol (Teacher) 23 (LOGIC) {r=1035,p < 0.001).
Martin-Storey etal, 2012 | Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 Low extraversion
(N = 621; Sex unreported) (Peer) 30s (CLP) (A%r=0.20,p < 0.001).
Social Withdrawal weighted mean clustered effect size with bootstrapping r= 029, CI:0.17 — 052, z = 5.42,
P <0.0001
Social anxiety (N = 3 studies, N = 3 samples, N = 1,419 adult participants)
Bohlin and Hagekull, 2009 Shyness/ Inhibition EAS 10-15 month SWE 1985 Maternal Sensitivity™ More SAD sx
(N=85; (Parent) 21 (Social Phobia r = 0.42, p < 0.001;
Sex unreported) Social Interaction Anxiety r = 0.36,
p <0.001).
Stronger effects in the context of
low maternal sensitivity.
(Study r=0.39, p < 0.001).
Goodwin etal,, 2004 Anxious Withdrawal Created for study 818 NZ 1977 More SAD dx
(N =1,265 50% Q) (Parent/Teach) 21 (CHDS) (r=0.38, p < 0.001).
Kagan and Moss 1962 Social-Interaction Observation 0-6 USA 1930s More social anxiety sx (r = 0.64,
(N=69;51% ¢) Anxiety/Inhibition (Researcher) 19-29 p < 0.001).
Social Anxiety weighted mean random effect size with bootstrapping r= 047, CI:0.11 — 0.84, z = 5.35,
P <0.0001
Other anxiety disorders (N = 5¢ studies, N = 3% samples, N = 1,739 adult participants)
Fichter et al., 2009 SAD SPI 4-6,9-11 GER 1980s More adult anxiety disorders
(N'=269; 50% Q) (Social Phobia) (Parent/Child) 27-29 predicted from social phobia at age
9-11
(r =022, p < 0.001) and age 4-6
(r=0.25,p < 0.001).
(Study r = 0.24)
Gest et al., 2006 Social Withdrawal RCP 8-11 UsA 1993 No link to internalizing difficulties
(N =205; 56% Q) (Peer) 17-24 (r=0.09, ns).
Goodwin etal,, 2004 Anxious Withdrawal Created for study 8 NZ 1977 More anxiety
(N=1,265; 50% Q) (Parent/Teach) 18/21 (CHDS) (r=10.38, p < 0.001) and
specific phobia (r = 0.38,
p < 0.001).
(Study r = 0.38, p < 0.001)
Jakobsen et al., 2012 Anxious Withdrawal Created for study 7-9 NZ 1977 2.2 x higher anxiety rates
(N = 948; Sex unreported) (Parent/Teach) 18-25,30 (CHDS) (r =009, p < 0.05).
Monk et al., 2023 Anxiety/Withdrawal Created for study 7-9 NZ 1977 More anxiety disorder for men
(N = 1,044; 50% 9) (Solitude) (Parent/Teach) 18-40 (CHDS) (rp = 0.05) and women (r, = 0.02)
#Schwartzman etal, 2009 | Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 *Sex™ “For women more internalizing
(N=322;55% Q) (Peer) 20-40 (CLP) SESM disorder, indirect through low SES
Stress™ and higher stress load, when
(OTotal Indirect r = 0.44, p < controlling for youth aggression.
0.001)
Other Anxiety weighted mean clustered effect size with bootstrapping 0.17, CL:0.02 — 0.59, z = 2.81,
p=0.0.0431
Depression (N = 5% studies, N = 4% samples, N = 3,319 adult participants)
Bohlin and Hagekull, 2009 | Shyness/ Inhibition EAS 10-15 months SWE 1985 Maternal Sensitivity™ and Child More depressive sx
(N = 85; Sex unreported) (Parent) 21 Sociabil (r=0.22, p < 0.05). Stronger
effects in the context of low
‘maternal sensitivity combined
with low child sociability.
“Fichter et al., 2009 SAD SPI 4-6,9-11 GER 1980s “No link to adult depression.
(N =269; 50% Q) (Social Phobia) (Parent/Child) 27-29
Goodwin etal,, 2004 Anxious Withdrawal Created for study 8, NZ 1977 More MDD sx
(N = 1,265; 50% 9) (Parent/Teach) 18,21 (CHDS) (r =024, p < 0.001).
Jaffee et al.,, 2002 Solitary/Peer RCBS - 2 items 3-9 NZ 1972-73 *Adolescence-only and More MDD dx in adolescence only
(N =998; 48% Q) Rejected; Worried/ (Teacher) 18-26 adolescence - adult MDD reported | and adolescence - adulthood
fearful more peer problems in childhood (r=10.32, p < 0.001).
compared to adult-onset MDD
group
Jakobsen et al., 2012 Anxious Withdrawal Created for study 7-9 NZ 1977 1.7 x higher depression diagnosis
(N = 948; Sex unreported) (Parent/Teach) 18-25,30 (CHDS) rates
(r=0.05, ns).
Katz etal,, 2011 Social Withdrawal CBCL 5 AU 1981-84 Sex™ More MDD dx (direct effect
(N =702; 52% Q) (Parent) 20 Social Impairment™ r=0.03, ns) and depressive sx
(*Point Estimates = 0.29, CI:0.07 - | (direct effect r = 0.05, ns), indirect
0.51 and 2.76, CI:0.96 - 4.56) through social impairment at 15
yrs. of age (stronger for women).
(Study r = 0.04, 75)
Depression weighted mean cluster effect size with bootstrapping r=0.17, CI:0.06 — 0.28, z = 3.21,
P =0.0026
Internalizing weighted mean clustered effect size with bootstrapping r=0.24,CL:0.14 - 037, 2 = 4.67,
p=0.0020

M, Mediator; ™, Moderator; T1, First time point; ¢, female; CBCL, Child Behavior Checklist; SPI, Standardized Psychiatric Interview; EAS, Emotionality, Activity, and Sociability approach to identifying Temperament; RCBS, Rutter Child Behavior Scale; MDD, Major
Depressive Disorder; SAD, Social Anxiety Disorder; CHDS, Christchurch Health and Development Study; CLP, Concordia Longitudinal Project; LOGIC, Munich Longitudinal Study on the Genesis of Individual Competencies; rp, partial correlation; Social anxiety
weighted mean effect size was not clustered because all samples were independent; ?Effect not included in meta-analysis because it was not possible to obtain information to calculate effect size (The author of the reviewed article had passed away or authors were
not responsive); A the valence of the correlation displayed in the table was reversed scored so that it was scaled in the same direction as the other correlations in this table for analysis; *Point estimates are the mean over the number of bootstrapped samples (if zero
does not fall within the confidence intervals, there is a significant mediation effect); © effect size converted from R? value for entire model (peer-reported withdrawal was the only significant predictor, but this effect size includes additional predictors: peer-reported
aggression, peer-reported likability, self-reported aggression, self-reported withdrawal, and self-reported likability). Words in bold emphasize a biological sex difference, control variable, or indirect effects. Underlined words indicate direction of effect (e.g., more or
non significant).
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Crum et al., 2006 Shyness Interview 6-7 USA 1966-67 Sex™ Less alcohol-use disorder for
(N'=1,052;52% Q) (teacher) 32-33 (Ws) men
(r=—0.15, p < 0.001) (when
controlling for aggression).
Ensminger et al., 2002 Shy/withdrawn TOCA 6-7 USA 1966-67 Sex™ Less marijuana use for women
(N =952; 54% @) (Teacher) 30s (WS) (r=—0.35, p < 0.001) (when
controlling for aggression).
Foster et al., 2018 Social withdrawal CBCL 9-11 USA 1985 Externalizing Problems™ Less alcohol use
(N=1,216;51%Q) (Parent/Child) 21-23 (Total indirect effect r= 034, (r= —0.09, p < 0.01).
p<001) (externalizing problems
suppressor effect)
Fothergill and Shy/withdrawn TOCA 6-7 USA 1966-67 Sex™ Less substance use for men
Ensminger, 2006 (Teacher) 30s (WS) Parental Supervision™ (r=—0.09, p < 0.01). Less
(N=952;51% Q) Educational Attainment™ substance use for women
(Indirect effect r = —0.03, (direct effect r = —0.02, ns)
significance level not reported) through parental supervision
and higher education (when
controlling for aggression).
(Study r = —0.06, p < 0.10)
De Genna et al., 2006 Social withdrawal PEI (Peer) 6-12 CAN 1976-78 *Sex™ Less smoking for women (r =
(N'=114; 100% Q) 30s (CLP) —0.13, p < 0.10)
(when controlling for
aggression)
Martin-Storey et al., Social withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 *Sex™ Less drug (r = —0.15, p <
2011 (Peer) 28+ (CLP) 0.05) and alcohol (r = —0.16,

(N=676;57% Q)

P < 0.05) use/abuse/history for
men

(when controlling for
externalizing problems).
(Study r = —0.16, p < 0.001)

‘Weighted mean clustered effect size with bootstrapping

r=-0.16, CI: -0.39 - 0.08,
3.78, p =0.0041

z=

M, Mediator; ™, Moderator; T1, First time point; ¢, female; CBCL, Child Behavior ChecKlist; PEIL, Pupil Evaluation Inventory; TOCA, Teacher Observation of Classroom Adaptation; CLP, Concordia Longitudinal Project; WS, Woodlawn Study; *Biological sex

differences were described but biological sex moderation was not tested. Words in bold emphasize a biological sex difference or control variable. Underlined words indicate direction of effect (e.g,, less).
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De Genna et al., 2006 Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 More problems during
(N'=114; 100% ) (Peer) 305 (CLP) pregnancy for women
(r=0.19, p <0.05).
De Genna et al,, 2007 Social Withdrawal PEL 6-12 CAN 1976-78 More headaches for women
(N =745 100% Q) (Peer) 30s (CLP) (r=028,p <0.05).
Tang et al., 2022 Conflicted-Shyness AST 3-6 UK 1990s Higher BMI
(N=9,491; 48% Q) (Parent) 24 (compared
to avoidant-shyness
[r= 0.05, p < 0.001]), but
lower CRP (compared
to avoidant-shyness [
—0.02, p = 0.05)). (Study
r=0.015, ns)
Temcheff etal., 2011a Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 Less medical treatment for
(N =3,580;51% Q) (Peer) 30+ (CLP) men
(r=—005,p < 0.01).
Temcheff etal., 2011b Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 More dentist visits
(N'=3,913; Sex (Peer) 30+ (CLP) (Or=028,p <0.01).
unreported)

‘Weighted mean clustered effect size with bootstrapping

r=0.13, C[:=0.71 — 0.91,
z=2.04,p=0.1471

M, Mediator; ™, Moderator; T'1, First time point; ¢, female; PEI, Pupil Evaluation Inventory; AST, Activity Sociability Temperament Scale; CLP, Concordia Longitudinal Project; BMI, body mass index; CRP, C-reactive protein. Words in bold emphasize biological sex
differences. Underlined words indicate direction of effect (e.g,, more). OEffect size converted from R2 value.
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Reference (N) Maternal Assessment Years of age: Country Year at T1 Mediator®™) Mother and
moderator(™ offspring adjustm.

biological sex predictor (informant) child (sample)

(FA) construct adult (effect si'ze:
Pearson’s r)

De Genna et al., 2007 Social Withdrawal PEL 6-12 CAN 1976-78 For child offspring more

(N'=74;100% Q) (Peer) 30s (CLP) Ritalin

(r=0.55,p < 0.001) and
medication for respiratory
problems (r =031, p < 0.01).
(Study = 0.44, p < 0.001)

Grunzeweig et al., 2009 Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 *Sex™ More maternal  repeated
(N=74;100% Q) (Peer) 25-24 (CLP) *Intrusive Parenting™ requests to child offspring
(r=0.42, p < 0.001), requests
per minute (r = 0.35,

p < 0.01), no opportunity
requests (r = 0.26, p < 0.05),
physical requests (r = 0.30, p

<0.01).

More child offspring

noncompliance (Ar =033, p

< 0.01).

(Study r =033, p < 0.01)
Martin et al., 2012 Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 *Sex™ For both mother and child
(N =575 100% @) (Peer) 30s (CLP) offspring  poor  conflict

resolution

(r=038,p < 0.001).

Serbin et al.,, 1998 Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 Study 3: For child offspring
(Study 3 N = 89; 100% (Peer) 20s, 30s (CLP) more adverse behavior

Q) (r=10.18,p < 0.10).

Stack et al,, 2012 Social Withdrawal PEI 6-12 CAN 1976-78 For child offspring less
(N '=109; 100% Q) (Peer) 20s, 30s (CLP) responsive

(Or=0.32,p < 0.001) and
less involved (Or = 0.30,

p < 0.01) with their mothers.
(Study r = 0.31, p < 0.01)

‘Weighted mean clustered effect size with bootstrapping r=0.32, CI:0.24 — 0.40,
2=6.32,p < 0.0001

M, Mediator; ™, Moderator; T1, First time point; ¢, female; PEIL, Pupil Evaluation Inventory; CLP, Concordia Longitudinal Project. In the studies listed in this table biological sex was not tested as a moderator because only mothers were investigated; *Intrusive
parenting was discussed as a potential mediator, but mediation analyses were not conducted; 4 the valence of the correlation displayed was reversed scored so that it was scaled in the same direction as the other correlations for analysis; < effect size converted from
R? value. Words in bold emphasize maternal or child offspring effects. Underlined words indicate direction of effect (e.g., more, less or poor).
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D

Childhood/adolescent
predictor variable

alin

Inclusion criteria

Social withdrawal or related variable (anxious
withdrawal, shyness, behavioral inhibition, social
anxiety, and SAD/social phobia) was measured in
general, including with familiar peers (i.e., classmates).

Exclusion criteria

Social withdrawal or related
variable was only measured among
strangers and in novel contexts.

Rationale

To examine the adjustment of
adults with histories of childhood
and/or adolescent social
withdrawal among familiar peers.

Research design and analytic
approach

Prospective longitudinal studies using variable-centered
analyses.

Retrospective and cross-sectional
longitudinal studies. Studies using
person-oriented analyses (e.g.,
trajectory analyses).

To examine prospective links
between childhood and/or
adolescent social withdrawal and
adult adjustment. Means cannot
combine results from variable- and
person-oriented analyses.

Baseline age:

0-16 years of age.

More than 16 years of age.

To examine long-term links
between childhood and/or
adolescent social withdrawal and
adult adjustment.

Follow-up age:

17-40 years of age.

<17 years of age.

To ensure no overlap between
child and adolescent age range
versus adult age range.

Publication type

Empirical studies published in English in peer-reviewed
academic journals or books.

Studies were ot empirical, 7ot in
English, or not in peer-reviewed
academic journals or books.

To ensure studies’ accessibility and
scientific rigor.

Adult psychosocial adjustment
type

(1) adult developmental milestones
(2) internalizing difficulties
(a) social withdrawal
(b) SAD sx/dx
(¢) other anxiety disorder sx/dx
(d) depressive sx/dx
(3) substance use sx/dx
(4) physical health
(5) intergenerational difficulties

Other types of adjustment.

To focus on psychosocial
adjustment and health.

SAD, Social anxiety disorder; sx, symptoms; d, diagnoses.
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Asendorpf et al., 2008
(N=147;48% 9)

Inhibition

Q-Sort
(Teacher)

4-6
23

GER
(LOGIC)

1980s

Delay in romantic partnerships
(r=0.25,p < 0.01) and full-time
Jjobs (r =025, p < 0.01) (even
when controlling for education).
(Study r =025, p < 0.01)

Caspi et al., 1988
(N=182;52% Q)

Shyness

Shyness and Reserved
Scales
(Parent/Teacher)

8-10
304

USA
(BGS)

1920s

*Sex™

For men delay in marriage
(r=0.42, p < 0.001), procreation
(r=0.37, p < 0.001), career

(r= 027,p <0.05).

For women less work history and
more often leave workforce after
procreation (4 = 0.51, p < 0.001).
Husbands of shy women attain
higher occupational status (r = 0.40
p <0.001)

(Study r = 0.40, p < 0.001)

Caspi etal., 1989
(N=18252% Q)

Shyness

Shyness and Reserved
Scales
(Parent/Teacher)

8-10
30+

USA
(BGS)

19205
(BGS)

*Sex™

For men delay in marriage
(r=0.42, p < 0.001), procreation
.37, p < 0.001), career

27, p < 0.05).

For women less work history and
more often leave workforce after
procreation (47 = 0.51, p < 0.001).
Husbands of shy women attain
higher occupational status (r = 0.40
p <0.001)

(*Study r = 0.40, p < 0.001)

Denissen et al., 2008
(N'=103; 48% @)

Inhibition/
Overcontrol

Q-Sort
(Teacher)

4-6
23

GER
(LOGIC)

1980s

For men delay in establishing a
romantic partnership (r = 0.35,

p < 0.001) and moving out of
parents’ home (r= 031,

p < 0.001).

For both sexes delay in starting a
part-time job (me; 027,

p < 0.01; women: r = 0.31,

P <0.05).

(Study r =031, p < 0.001)

Kerr et al., 1996
(N=21242%9)

Shyness

Multiple
(Self/Par./Teach/
Psychologist)

1-16
35

SWE

1950

*Gexm

For men delay in marriage
(r=0.50, p < 0.001) and
procreation (r = 0.35, p < 0.001).
For women less education (Ar=
0.43, p < 0.001).

(Study r = 0.43, p < 0.001)

Serbin etal,, 1998
(Study 2 N = 428;
100% Q)

Social Withdrawal

PEI
(Peer)

6-12
20s, 30s

CAN
(CLP)

1976-78

*Sex™

School Achievement™

High School Dropout™

(Total Indirect = 0.17, p < 0.001)

Study 2: For women early (teen)
motherhood (direct effect r = 0.03,
19), indirect through low school
achievement and high school
dropout.

Serbin etal,, 2011
(N = 550; 60% @)

Social Withdrawal

PEI
(Peer)

6-12
20s, 30s

CAN
(cLp)

1976-78

Sex™

School Achievement™
High School Dropout™
(9Total Indirect r =027,
P <0.001)

For women early (teen) parenthood
(direct effect 7 = 0.05, ns), indirect
through low school achievement
and high school dropout

(r=0.02, ns)

Véronneau et al., 2015
(N =503 56% )

Social Withdrawal

PEL
(Peer)

6-12
30s

CAN
(cLP)

1976-78

Not linked to
educational attainment
(r=—0.07, ns).

‘Weighted mean clustered effect size with bootstrapping

r=0.20,C]
2=2.72p

005 —0.41,
.0481

M, Mediator; ™, Moderator; T1, First time point; 9, female; PEI, Pupil Evaluation Inventory; Q-Sort, California Child Q Sort; BGS, Berkeley Guidance Study; CLP, Concordia Longitudinal Project; LOGIC, Munich Longitudinal Study on the Genesis of Individual
Competencies; *Biological sex differences were described but biological sex moderation was not tested; 4 the valence of the correlation displayed in the table was reversed scored so that it was scaled in the same direction as the other correlations in this table for
analysis; * Results from Caspi et al. (1989) were not included in meta-analysis because they are identical to Caspi et al. (1988). © Eeffect size converted from R? value. Words in bold indicate biological sex differences or the lack thereof. Underlined words indicate the
timing of the adult developmental milestone (e.g., delayed, early, or non significant).





