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Abstract
Parenting programs are effective for children with externalizing problems, but not always easily accessible for parents. In 
order to facilitate accessibility, we developed a self-help parenting program, consisting of a manual and online part. The 
efficacy of the program in reducing children’s externalizing problems was compared to waitlist in a randomized controlled 
trial. In addition, two versions of the program were exploratively compared, one with and one without biweekly telephonic 
support. Candidate moderators (child and parent factors) and parental satisfaction were also examined. We randomly assigned 
110 families to one of the following three conditions: the support condition, the no support condition, or the waitlist condition. 
Intervention duration was 15 weeks. Outcomes were collected at baseline (T0), 8 weeks (T1), 15 weeks (T2), and 28 weeks 
(T3) and included daily telephonic measurements of parent-rated externalizing behavior and the Intensity scale of the parent-
rated Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI). Main analyses compared outcomes at T2, using longitudinal regressions with 
T0 as fixed factor. Results showed that children improved significantly more on both outcomes in the intervention condition 
compared to waitlist, with small to medium effect sizes. Parental satisfaction was high. Neither differences in efficacy nor 
in parental satisfaction were found between the support and no support condition. No moderators were detected. The newly 
developed self-help parenting program is effective in reducing children’s externalizing behavior problems and may help 
improve access to evidence-based care.
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Introduction

Parenting programs are effective first-line treatments for chil-
dren with externalizing behavior problems, such as hyperac-
tive, impulsive and disobedient behavior, temper tantrums, 
and irritability [1, 2]. Research has shown that these pro-
grams reduce parent-rated symptoms of attention-deficit/
hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) and oppositional defiant dis-
order (ODD) [3] with small to medium effect sizes [4, 5]. For 
ADHD symptoms, these effects are mixed when using masked 
assessments (for example, a home observation) [4–7], while 
for ODD symptoms, effects on parent-rated measures are cor-
roborated by (probably) masked informants [8–10]. Parenting 
programs are designed to teach parents behavioral techniques 
to modify the child’s behavior and are usually delivered face-
to-face (individually or in a group) by trained therapists [11] 
(e.g., [12]). However, parenting programs are often not easily 
accessible for parents, for example, due to a lack of qualified 
trainers, no availability of treatments nearby, or parental time 
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constraints [13]. Low accessibility may lead to no or ineffec-
tive treatment, escalation of mild problem behavior, or unnec-
essary medication use [14, 15].

A promising way to improve the accessibility of parent 
training is by offering self-help programs [16]. Two meta-
analyses showed that self-help parenting programs result in 
a small- to large-sized reduction of parent-reported exter-
nalizing child behavior [16, 17] and small to medium-sized 
improvement of parenting skills and parental well-being. 
These effects are comparable to the effects of face-to-face 
parenting programs [4, 5], but could not be confirmed in (a 
relatively scarce number of) studies using masked measures 
[16].

Self-help programs can be delivered with or without addi-
tional support, such as online feedback, reminders, or phone 
calls. Meta-analytic research on the effectiveness of such 
support shows conflicting evidence; one meta-analysis found 
some advantage of additional support consisting of either 
supportive phone calls or online feedback [16]. Another 
meta-analysis [17] found that programs that included 
reminders were more effective than programs without 
reminders, but that programs including telephonic coaching, 
were less effective than programs without this coaching. So 
far, no studies directly compared the effectiveness of a self-
help program with and without additional support.

For the current study, we developed a Dutch self-help 
program for parents of children with externalizing behavior, 
using elements of a Dutch program available in both face-
to-face and blended formats [12, 18], and a German self-
help parenting program [19]. The 15-week self-help parent-
ing program consists of a manual and online program. The 
primary aim of this study was to investigate the program’s 
efficacy in reducing parent-rated child behavioral problems, 
assessed with a questionnaire as well as through daily phone 
calls (which is considered a more ecologically valid method 
than commonly used questionnaires [20]). Efficacy was 
evaluated directly after the intervention and three months 
later. The secondary aim was to exploratively compare two 
versions of the program: a version with biweekly supportive 
telephone calls and a version without this additional support. 
Further, using parent-rated questionnaires, several possible 
moderating variables were explored, i.e., baseline severity 
of externalizing behavior [9], child’s age [8], sex and medi-
cation use, and parental age, sex and education level [21]. 
Finally, parents’ satisfaction was examined.

Methods

Design

We performed a non-masked, parallel, randomized con-
trolled trial with three conditions: a) the support condition 

(self-help parenting program with telephonic support); b) 
the no support condition (self-help parenting program with-
out telephonic support); and c) the waitlist condition. Main 
analyses combined both active conditions, from here on 
referred to as intervention condition. Allocation occurred 
by blocked randomization using three blocks (time peri-
ods) in which participants were pseudo-randomized to one 
of the three equally sized conditions. Randomization was 
performed by one of the authors (ML), who did not have 
contact with the participants, using a computer-generated 
random number list.

Participants in the intervention condition were instructed 
to complete the intervention in 15 weeks, while participants 
in the waitlist condition received the intervention after 
15 weeks. Assessment took place at baseline (T0), 8 weeks 
(T1), 15 weeks (T2), and three months of follow-up (at 
28 weeks, T3). T3 measurements were omitted for partici-
pants in the waitlist condition.

Participants

Participants were parents seeking support for their child’s 
externalizing behavior. Recruitment took place through 
local child support facilities, social media, schools, and a 
Dutch parent association for children with developmental 
problems.

Parents were included if (1) they were voluntarily seeking 
help for their child’s externalizing behavior; (2) their child 
was between 4 and 12 years old; (3) their child showed (sub)
clinical levels of externalizing behavior at home, as indi-
cated by a) a score above the 80th percentile (i.e., score > 6 
for children aged 4 or 5 years and > 7 for children aged 6–12) 
on the externalizing behavior scale of the Strengths and Dif-
ficulties Questionnaire (SDQ; [22]) and b) displaying at least 
three ADHD symptoms (either hyperactivity/impulsivity 
and/or inattention) and/or at least two ODD symptoms on 
the Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children fourth edi-
tion (DISC-IV; [3, 23, 24]); and (4) their child suffered from 
impairment due to externalizing behavior, as indicated by 
scoring ≥ 4 on one of the domains of the Impairment Rating 
Scale (IRS; [25]). Parents were excluded if (1) they were 
receiving other parent training during this study or in the 
preceding six months; (2) they received other parent coun-
seling, directed at externalizing behavior of the child at 
home, during this study; (3) their child started psychotropic 
medication or changed medication dose up to three months 
prior to this study; (4) their Dutch reading ability was not 
sufficient to understand the program materials; and (5) they 
went on holiday during this study for more than 2 weeks. 
Figure 1 displays the flow chart of participant inclusion.

 A power analysis (see [26]) for our main analyses com-
paring the intervention to waitlist, based on two measure-
ments (T1 and T2), two groups with a two-to-one ratio, and 
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Fig. 1   Flowchart (According to CONSORT Statement; [27]). Notes: ECBI Eyberg Child and Behavior Inventory; SDQ Strengths and Difficulties 
Questionnaire 
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a medium effect size (0.5; in line with effect sizes in com-
parable studies [16, 17]) resulted in a required sample size 
of 113.

Materials

Intervention

The self-help parenting program concerns a 15-week pro-
gram, consisting of a manual and online part. It offers some 
psycho-education and provides parents with behavioral 
parenting techniques to modify their child’s externalizing 
behavior, such as providing structure, praise appropriate 
behavior, ignoring unwanted behavior, and applying mild 
punishment  [11, 28]. The program consists of 11 modules 
(see supplementary materials A). Each module requires par-
ents to read a chapter of the manual, providing information 
about a particular technique. Using the online program, par-
ents are quizzed about the technique, make a plan to imple-
ment the technique, and monitor their child’s behavior and 
their parenting confidence. Parents were encouraged to use 
both the manual and online program, by referring from the 
manual to the online program and vice versa. Parents start 
the program by choosing three to five behaviors which they 
would like to see improved, based on frequency and sever-
ity, which they work  with and are monitored during the 
program. Some parts of the program, for example, a module 
about temper tantrums, are only offered if the child shows 
the particular behavior targeted in that part.

Two versions of the program were developed: one with-
out additional support and one with biweekly protocolized, 
telephonic support (see supplementary materials B). The 
goal of these calls was to motivate parents, monitor progress, 
and answer questions, without introducing new knowledge. 
Furthermore, for some specific techniques it was discussed 
whether parents used these techniques correctly and if neces-
sary, parents were provided with advice, using information 
from the manual. In case parents were more than two weeks 
behind schedule or indicated the desire to quit, they were 
motivated to continue. The phone calls were carried out by 
master level psychologists. The phone calls were recorded 
and ten percent of them were checked for completeness (in 
percentages) and protocol fidelity (0 = no protocol violation, 
1 = one minor protocol violation, 2 = one major protocol vio-
lation or multiple minor violations) by two of the authors 
(ML and BvdH). A protocol violation may be that advice is 
given outside the information provided in the program, or 
failing to answer a parent’s question according to protocol.

Measurements

Screening

Screening for externalizing behavior was done using the 
Externalizing scale of the Strengths and Difficulties Ques-
tionnaire (SDQ) [22], consisting of five ADHD and five 
behavior disorder-related symptoms, that parents evaluate 
by indicating how often their child shows this behavior on 
a three-point Likert scale (0 = not true, 2 = certainly true). 
The validity of the total SDQ was shown to be good and the 
reliability of the externalizing scale is considered acceptable 
[29, 30].

To screen for ADHD and ODD symptoms, the ADHD 
and ODD part of the structured Diagnostic Interview Sched-
ule for Children (DISC [24]) were administered to parents by 
telephone, in which parents are asked to indicate if a symp-
tom was present during the last six months. Psychometric 
properties of the ADHD and ODD sections of the DISC are 
moderate to excellent [31, 32].

The parent-rated Impairment Rating Scale (IRS [25]) 
was used to assess impairment due to externalizing behav-
ior problems on several aspects of the child’s life, such as 
the relationship with parents or siblings. The IRS is scored 
on eight 11-point Likert scaled items (0 = no impairment, 
10 = extreme impairment). Psychometric properties are con-
sidered good [25].

Outcome measures

Daily externalizing behavior was assessed using an Ecologi-
cal Momentary Assessment (EMA) method. EMA is consid-
ered ecologically valid, minimizing recall bias, and is taking 
into account fluctuations in behavior over time [20]. During 
3-min phone calls on four consecutive school days, parents 
were asked to indicate whether their child showed specific 
externalizing behavior in the past 24 h (for example “showed 
disobedience” or “was hyperactive or restless”). In case a 
particular behavior occurred, parents indicated the severity 
of this behavior on a five-point scale (1 = not severe, 5 = very 
severe). The behaviors (14 in total) were selected from an 
adapted version of a list of target behaviors (see [12]) and 
were identical to the behaviors that could be targeted during 
the intervention. The short phone calls were protocolized 
and conducted by trained research assistants, who were una-
ware of study condition. The mean of the four-day scores of 
all the items was used as outcome (daily measurements). If 
parents missed two or more measurements, measurements 
were taken the following week. If taking measurements also 
did not succeed the next week, they were considered miss-
ing. Parents who had missing data for three or more days 
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were excluded from that measurement week. When parents 
reported the child being ill or that they (almost) did not see 
the child on a particular day, the measurement of that day 
was omitted. Internal consistency during baseline in the 
current sample was averaged for all measurement days and 
showed good reliability (α = 0.83).

Externalizing behavior was further assessed with the 
parent-reported Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory, Intensity 
scale (ECBI [33]). This scale contains 36 items stating a 
certain problem behavior, of which frequency is indicated 
on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = never, 7 = always). Psy-
chometric properties of the Intensity scale are good. Pre-
vious research demonstrated excellent internal consistency 
(α = 0.92), good test–retest reliability (α = 0.84) and good 
convergent, divergent, and discriminative validity [34]. Reli-
ability in the present study was good (α = 0.81).

To assess parents’ satisfaction with the program, an adap-
tation of the Client Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSQ-8 [35]) 
was used. The CSQ-8 consists of eight questions on four-
point Likert scales, with higher scores indicating greater 
satisfaction. Psychometric properties are good [36]. Fur-
thermore, parents were asked an overall evaluation of the 
program on a scale from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 10 (very 
satisfied).

Demographic characteristics (i.e., child’s age, sex, and 
parent’s age, sex and educational level) and child’s medi-
cation use at baseline were assessed using a custom-made 
questionnaire (using guidelines for reporting educational 
level [37]). Likewise, a custom-made questionnaire was used 
for assessing consumption of (additional) mental health care 
regarding the child’s behavioral problems and medication 
switch between T0 to T2 and T2 to T3.

Procedure

This study was conducted between February 2019 and March 
2021. Parents could start this study at any week, except for 
the weeks in which measurement weeks would take place 
during school holidays. However, during the COVID-19-re-
lated school closings, participants were allowed to start any 
week, since the differences between school and holiday 
weeks were small during that time. Parents could participate 
either alone or together with their partner, if being part of 
the same household. The parent most involved in the inter-
vention was considered the primary parent and filled out 
the questionnaires (or optionally together with their partner, 
if being part of the same household). After commencing 
this study, all participants were allowed to seek and receive 
(additional) care.

Medical ethical approval of this study was waived for 
the medical research with human subjects act [38] by the 
Medical Ethical Committee of the VU Medical Centre 

(#2018.421). The trial was registered in the Netherlands 
Trial Register (https://​www.​trial​regis​ter.​nl/​trial/​8200). CON-
SORT guidelines were followed to describe this study [27].

Data analysis

Data were analyzed based on intention-to-treat. Statistical 
analyses were performed using the Statistical Package for 
Social Sciences (SPSS [39]) and STATA [40]. Outliers 
were detected by boxplots and winsorized [41] when they 
exceeded three standard deviations from the mean (which 
showed to be a maximum of one case per measure). Pos-
sible differences between conditions regarding child and 
parent demographic characteristics were assessed with 
t-tests (two conditions) or ANOVA’s (three conditions) 
for continuous/ordinal data or Fisher’s exact tests for cat-
egorical data. Furthermore, during T0–T2 it was checked 
whether the amount of additional care received (includ-
ing medication start or stop) did not significantly differ 
between the conditions. Likewise, it was checked whether 
the number of parents participating in the parenting pro-
gram and the number of parents that had a measurement 
week during the COVID-19-related school closing did 
not significantly differ between conditions. Furthermore, 
the number of modules that parents worked with in the 
online program was compared between the support and 
the no support condition. If parents entered at least one 
response in a particular module in the online program, we 
assumed that parents had worked with that particular mod-
ule. Inter-rater reliability of the ratings of the two authors 
for completeness and protocol fidelity of the supportive 
phone calls was assessed using B statistic, since nominal 
and ordinal categories were used [42].

Efficacy of the self-help program was analyzed by com-
paring (in separate analyses) Daily Measurements and ECBI 
scores in the intervention versus waitlist condition, using 
longitudinal mixed-model regression analysis. There were 
two hierarchical levels: observations (level 1) were nested 
in participants (level 2). Group was added as between sub-
ject variable and time (T1–T2) as within subject variable. 
Main outcome was the difference between groups at T2. To 
adjust for possible baseline differences in outcome measures 
between conditions, baseline measurement (T0) was added 
as fixed factor in the model [43]. Effect sizes of group dif-
ferences were calculated by dividing the mean differences 
by the pooled standard deviation of the outcome (Cohen’s 
d [44]).

To exploratively assess differences between the support 
and no support condition, longitudinal mixed-model analysis 
was repeated with three conditions for both Daily Measure-
ments and ECBI, also including T3. To test whether Daily 
Measurement and ECBI scores changed between T2 and T3, 

https://www.trialregister.nl/trial/8200
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two separate within group regressions were done in the sup-
port and the no support condition. To exploratively assess 
moderators, candidate variables (i.e., child symptom level, 
age, sex, and medication use at baseline, and parent age, sex, 
and education level) were added as a condition*moderator 
interaction to the two-condition models. In case of a signifi-
cant interaction, post hoc tests were carried out within each 
categorical group or within three equally sized groups for 
continuous data. Lastly, the difference in parental satisfac-
tion (CSQ and general satisfaction) between the support and 
no support condition was analyzed with t-tests.

Because we had two primary outcome measures, the sig-
nificance level for the analyses regarding ECBI and daily 
measurements was set at α = 0.025 (Bonferroni correction 
[45];). We used α = 0.05 for the moderator analyses and 
analyses regarding satisfaction and possible confounders.

Results

Participants

Children had a mean age of 8.17 years (SD = 2.29) and 80 
of them were boys (72.7%). Primary parents had a mean age 
of 40.56 years (SD = 5.31) and 101 (91.8%) of them were 
female. Baseline demographic variables of the intervention 
and waitlist condition are shown in Table 1. Baseline vari-
ables (i.e., child symptom level, age, sex, impairment, and 
medication use, and parent age, sex, education level, and 
household composition) did not significantly differ between 
the two conditions  (nor between the three conditions, see 
Table S1, supplementary materials C).

There were no significant differences between condi-
tions on any of the possible confounding variables between 
T0 and T2: amount of additional care (including medica-
tion start or stop) and number of parents participating dur-
ing the COVID-19-related school closing (see Table S2, 
supplementary materials D). Furthermore, there was no 

Table 1   Baseline child 
and parent demographic 
characteristics in the 
intervention and waitlist 
condition, and comparisons 
between the two conditions

ADHD attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder, DISC-IV Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children fourth 
edition, ODD oppositional defiant disorder, SDQ Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire
a Range: 0–10
b Range: 0–20
c Intervention condition: 13 methylphenidate, 1 dexamphetamine, 1 lisdexamfetamine, 1 aripiprazole; Wait-
list condition: 12 methylphenidate
d Percentage of parents with no education or primary education: 1.9%; lower or upper secondary education: 
26.7%; (under)graduate or postgraduate: 71.4%

Intervention condi-
tion (n = 74)

Waitlist condi-
tion (n = 36)

Condition comparisons

Baseline child characteristics
 Age in years, M (SD) 8.24 (2.32) 8.14 (2.26) t (108) = − 0.22, p = 0.829
 Sex: boys, n (%) 50 (67.6) 30 (83.3) Fisher’s exact: p = 0.110
 SDQ, M (SD)a 12.01 (2.24) 11.14 (2.17) t (107) = − 1.94, p = 0.054
 ADHD (DISC-IV), n (%) Fisher’s exact: p = 0.352
  Clinical 55 (74.3) 31 (86.1)
  Subclinical 18 (24.3) 5 (13.9)
  Non-clinical 1 (1.4) 0 (0)

 ODD (DISC-IV), n (%) Fisher’s exact: p = 0.403
  Clinical 57 (77.0) 31 (86.1)
  Subclinical 14 (18.9) 3 (8.3)
  Non-clinical 3 (4.1) 2 (5.6)

 Impairment, M (SD)b 6.23 (1.56) 5.93 (1.38) t (108) = − 0.25, p = 0.579
 Psychotropic medication, n (%)c 16 (21.6) 12 (33.3) Fisher’s exact: p = 0.244

Primary parent characteristics
 Age in years, M (SD) 40.68 (4.88) 40.32 (6.21) t (101) = − 0.32, p = 0.747
 Sex: females, n (%) 68 (91.9) 33 (91.7) Fisher’s exact: p = 1.000
 Education level, M (SD)d 5.15 (1.04) 4.88 (1.07) t (103) = − 1.25, p = 0.215
 Household composition: single par-

ent, n (%)
8 (10.8) 2 (5.6) Fisher’s exact: p = 0.493
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significant difference in the number of online modules 
that parents worked with between the support condi-
tion (M = 7.30, SD = 2.22) and the no support condition, 
although a trend toward more modules in the support con-
dition was found (M = 6.11, SD = 3.23), t (63.84) = 1.85, 
p = 0.070.

The mean number of phone calls per parent(s) was 6.11 
(SD = 1.74) and the average length of the phone calls was 
12 min. Inter-rater reliability was good for both covering 
the required protocol topics (B statistic = 0.88) and pro-
viding answers according to protocol (B statistic = 0.67). 
Protocol fidelity score was 95 percent for covering the 
required protocol topics. Regarding providing protocol-
ized answers, in 70 percent of the phone calls there were 
no protocol violations (score 0), in 30 percent there was 
one minor violation (score 1), and there were no phone 
calls with major or multiple protocol violations (score 2).

Comparison between intervention and waitlist

Results regarding the Daily Measurements are displayed 
in Fig. 2. At T2, a significantly lower Daily Measurements 
score was found for the intervention condition compared to 
the waitlist condition, (B (SE) = − 0.27 (0.11), p = 0.011), 
with a small effect size (d = − 0.43). Regarding long-term 
effects, within the intervention condition, no significant 

 

Notes: Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals; range: 0-5.  
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change was found between T2 and T3 (B (SE) = − 0.11 
(0.07), p = 0.125), indicating persistence of changes.

Results regarding the ECBI are displayed in Fig. 3. At 
T2, a significantly lower ECBI score was found in the inter-
vention condition compared to the waitlist condition, (B 
(SE) = − 9.81 (2.61), p < 0.001) with a medium effect size 
(d = − 0.51). Regarding long-term effects, within the inter-
vention condition, no significant change was found between 
T2 and T3 (B (SE) = − 3.48 (1.81), p = 0.055), indicating 
persistence of changes.

Exploratory analyses

Results regarding the support versus no support condition 
comparisons are displayed in Tables S3 and S4 (supple-
mentary materials E) and Figs. 4 and 5. Findings showed 
that there were no significant differences between the sup-
port condition and the no support condition at T2 or at T3. 
Within-group analyses revealed that, from T2 to T3, there 
was a significant decline in ECBI in the support condition 
only.

Moderator analyses showed that neither child and parent 
characteristics (i.e., child age, sex, and medication use, and 
parent age, sex, and education level) nor baseline levels of 
daily measurements and ECBI significantly moderated the 
differences between the intervention and waitlist condition 
(p > 0.056).

Program satisfaction and consumption of mental 
health care

Mean CSQ score was 3.20 (SD = 0.51) out of 4 and par-
ents valued the parenting program on average with 7.90 
(SD = 1.24) out of 10. There were no significant differences 
in parental satisfaction between the intervention conditions 
(CSQ: p = 0.299, overall evaluation: p = 0.214). Between 
T2 and T3 (after the intervention), 79.4 percent of the chil-
dren and/or parents in the intervention condition who filled 
out the questionnaire (n = 45, 61%) did not receive addi-
tional mental health care for child behavioral problems.

Discussion 

The present study showed that our newly developed self-help 
parenting program was efficacious in reducing child exter-
nalizing behavior compared to waitlist, with small to 
medium effect sizes. The behavior change observed directly 
after the program did not diminish up to three months later, 
suggesting perseverance of intervention gains. No differ-
ences were found between the program formats with and 
without additional support and no moderators of efficacy 
were detected.

Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals, range: 0-5.  

Fig. 4   Daily measurements scores for the support, no support, and 
waitlist condition 

Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals, range: 36-252.  

Fig. 5   ECBI scores for the support, no support, and waitlist condition
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The observed reductions in externalizing behavior are in 
line with previous research [16, 17]. Also in line with previ-
ous research was the persistence of changes three months 
after the intervention period [16], which might show that 
parents kept using the techniques after the intervention. 
In addition to previous research, we  used an ecologically 
valid measurement and had three measurement points, which 
added to the reliability and validity of the results.

As a proxy for clinical significance,  we checked whether 
children and/or parents received mental health care related 
to the child’s externalizing behavior after the intervention. 
It was found that of those families who received the self-
help program, 79.4 percent of children and parents did not 
receive additional care in the three months after the inter-
vention. This may suggest that the majority of the children 
improved to a level for which the use of mental health care 
w as no longer necessary. However, this finding should be 
interpreted with caution, because other explanations for not 
making use of further treatment may be possible, such as not 
wanting to seek further treatment immediately after receiv-
ing an intervention, time constraints, or lack of confidence 
in further treatment. Furthermore, only 61 percent of the 
parents who received the intervention filled out the follow-
up questionnaire. Moreover, we could not compare mental 
health care consumption of families that followed the inter-
vention to those assigned to waitlist, because participants on 
the waitlist received the parenting program between T2 and 
T3, and therefore did not fill out the follow-up questionnaire. 
Future research should take into account other measures to 
assess the clinical significance of findings, such as functional 
impairment.

Our study was the first to exploratively compare a self-
help parenting program with and without additional support 
and found no differences in efficacy, nor in parental satis-
faction. Previous meta-analyses on the difference in effec-
tiveness of programs with and without additional support 
were mixed. One meta-analysis showed a minor advantage 
for programs with additional support (either phone calls or 
online feedback) [16], while another found that programs 
with telephonic support were overall less effective than 
programs without this element. However, only taking the 
presence versus absence of this particular element within 
different parenting programs into account could have led to 
confounding factors influencing results, if the particular ele-
ment was not the only shared element [17]. The absence of 
differences between the two formats might have an important 
clinical implication, as without additional support, the acces-
sibility of the program increases. However, the comparison 
between the format with and without additional support was 
exploratory, and should be interpreted with caution, as our 
sample size may have been insufficient for this head-to-head 
comparison. Moreover, the mixed findings in existing lit-
erature regarding additional support might be due to a great 

variability in the kind of additional support (e.g., telephonic 
or online), as well as the frequency and the intensity of the 
offered support (e.g., written feedback or intense coaching 
sessions by telephone). Therefore, the optimal form of this 
support awaits further study.

Parent and child factors (child’s age, sex, and medication 
use, and parental age, sex, and education level) and base-
line problem severity did not moderate efficacy. Efforts were 
made to include a diverse group of parents in terms of SES 
and migration background, by recruiting participants via 
several channels, putting effort in reaching less accessible 
groups, and using clear and concise written information on 
this study. However, the education level of parents in our 
sample was relatively high (71 percent had followed higher 
education, versus an average of 30 percent in the Nether-
lands [46]. Moreover, parental education level tends to be 
lower in samples of children with externalizing behavior 
problems [47]). Furthermore, most parents in our sample 
had a non-migration background. Most previous research on 
self-help programs included similar samples [48–50], which 
might suggest that parents with a migration background or 
lower education level face difficulties finding their way to 
parenting programs. It is known that in general these parents 
have difficulties reaching mental health care for themselves 
or their children [51–53].

In terms of severity of behavior, our sample showed rela-
tively high (clinical) levels of externalizing behavior and 
few children with low levels of externalizing behavior. This 
might explain that we did not find severity of problem behav-
ior moderating efficacy, while other studies found larger 
efficacy of parenting programs when taking more severely 
disturbed children into account [9]. Although future studies 
may investigate the efficacy of self-help programs in a more 
diverse population and with a larger sample, the absence of 
moderators in the present study may suggest the program to 
benefit a broad population of children.

Finally, the current study relied solely on parent-reported 
outcomes. Obviously, parents were not masked for study 
condition and put substantial effort into the intervention, 
which may have led to overestimation of the intervention 
effects [7, 54]. It could be argued that when measuring the 
effects of an intervention for child externalizing behavior, 
a masked measure should be included in order to increase 
validity (e.g., [7]). However, the perception of parents might 
be more relevant than an objective measure of the child’s 
behavior. To increase validity within the current study, we 
used an EMA measure taken by masked assessors, which is 
more ecologically valid and less susceptible for recall bias 
than commonly used questionnaires [20].
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Limitations and further research

Some limitations of our study should be taken into account. 
First, since power calculations were based on expected 
medium-sized differences in efficacy between the interven-
tion versus waitlist, and a potential difference between the 
two formats of the parenting program might be small, power 
might have been insufficient for that comparison. Likewise, 
power was an issue for the moderator analyses. Future 
research should replicate the results with a larger sample 
and investigate whether there might be subgroups of par-
ents who benefit more from the program and/or benefit more 
from additional support. Second, in both parenting program 
versions, parents received progress questionnaires. Sending 
out these questionnaires might have stimulated parents to 
continue their participation in the program [17]. Without 
these reminders, efficacy of the two formats might have 
been meaningfully different. Third, results of the follow-up 
measurements of the ECBI should be interpreted with cau-
tion, since a relatively high proportion of data were missing. 
Finally, data were partly collected during the COVID-19-re-
lated school closing. This could have led to more variability 
in the data, because homeschooling could reduce or pro-
voke (other) externalizing behavior. However, this unlikely 
impacted our findings, because the number of families par-
ticipating during the COVID-19-related school closing did 
not differ between the conditions.

Implications/conclusion

The present study showed small- to medium-sized efficacy 
of our self-help parenting program aimed at reducing chil-
dren’s externalizing behavior problems. The intervention 
is aligned with clinical guidelines, which advises parent 
training as first-line treatment for externalizing behavior [1, 
2]. Our findings suggest that parents can use the program 
without additional support, although this needs to be con-
firmed in a larger sample. Our program can increase access 
to evidence-based care for parents and their children and 
it might safe costly child care resources. Further research 
should study if the program indeed prevents referral to more 
intensive interventions.

Supplementary Information  The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00787-​022-​02028-0.

Acknowledgements  The authors would like to thank the parents who 
participated in this study. Furthermore, they would like to thank Kay-
ley Koster, for her tremendous voluntarily assistance with providing 
the telephonic support during the intervention, and the students who 
voluntarily helped with the data collection: Lotte van Dijk, Tosca Does-
berg, Shanshan Jiang, Daan van Kempen, and Rick Osinga. Lastly they 

would like to thank the parent association for children with develop-
mental problems (“Landelijke Oudervereniging Balans”) for helping 
us with recruitment.

Funding  This work was supported by The Netherlands Organiza-
tion for Health Research and Development (ZonMw), grant number 
737200015, and by Stichting Kinderpostzegels.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest  Barbara van den Hoofdakker receives royalties as 
one of the editors of “Sociaal Onhandig” (published by Van Gorcum), 
a Dutch book for parents of children with ADHD or PDD-NOS that 
can be used in parent training. She is and has been involved in the 
development and evaluation of several parent and teacher training pro-
grams, without financial interests; she is and has been a member of 
Dutch ADHD guideline and practice standard groups. Marjolein Lu-
man is and has been involved in the development and evaluation of 
parent and teacher training programs, without financial interests, and 
has been an advisor for the Dutch ADHD guideline and practice stand-
ard group. Betty Veenman has been involved in the development and 
evaluation of parent and teacher training programs, without financial 
interests. Lianne van der Veen-Mulders receives royalties as one of the 
editors of “Sociaal Onhandig” (published by Van Gorcum), a Dutch 
book for parents of children with ADHD or PDD-NOS that can be 
used in parent training.

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

	 1.	 Matthys WCHJ, van de Glind G (eds) (2013) Richtlijn opposi-
tioneel-opstandige stoornis (ODD) en gedragsstoornis (CD) bij 
kinderen en jongeren. De Tijdstroom, Utrecht

	 2.	 Pliszka S, AACAP Work Group on Quality Issues (2007) Practice 
parameter for the assessment and treatment of children and ado-
lescents with attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder. J Am Acad 
Child Adolesc Psychiatry 46(7):894–921. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​
chi.​0b013​e3180​54e724

	 3.	 American Psychiatric Association (2013) Diagnostic and statisti-
cal manual of mental disorders, 5th edn. American Psychiatric 
Association, Washington

	 4.	 Groenman AP, Hornstra R, Hoekstra PJ et al (2021) An individual 
participant data meta- analysis: behavioral treatments for children 
and adolescents with attention- deficit/hyperactivity disorder. J 
Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jaac.​
2021.​02.​024

	 5.	 Mingebach T, Kamp-Becker I, Christiansen H, Weber L (2018) 
Meta-meta-analysis on the effectiveness of parent-based interven-
tions for the treatment of child externalizing behavior problems. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-022-02028-0
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e318054e724
https://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e318054e724
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2021.02.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2021.02.024


European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry	

1 3

PLoS ONE 13(9):e0202855. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​
02028​55

	 6.	 Furlong M, McGilloway S, Bywater T et al (2012) Behavioral 
and cognitive-behavioural group based parenting interventions 
for early-onset conduct problems in children age years. Cochrane 
Database Syst Rev. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​14651​858.​CD008​225.​
pub2

	 7.	 Sonuga-Barke EJ, Brandeis D, Cortese S et al (2013) Nonpharma-
cological interventions for ADHD: systematic review and meta-
analyses of randomized controlled trials of dietary and psycho-
logical treatments. Am J Psychiatry 170(3):275–289. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1176/​appi.​ajp.​2012.​12070​991

	 8.	 Daley D, Van der Oord S, Ferrin M et  al (2014) Behavioral 
interventions in attention- deficit/hyperactivity disorder: a meta-
analysis of randomized controlled trials across multiple outcome 
domains. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry 53(8):835–847

	 9.	 Menting AT, de Castro BO, Matthys W (2013) Effectiveness 
of the incredible years parent training to modify disruptive and 
prosocial child behavior: a meta-analytic review. Clin Psychol Rev 
33(8):901–913

	10.	 Sanders MR, Kirby JN, Tellegen CL, Day JJ (2014) The triple 
P-Positive parenting program: a systematic review and meta-anal-
ysis of a multi-level system of parenting support. Clin Psychol 
Rev 34(4):337–357

	11.	 Kaminski JW, Valle LA, Filene JH, Boyle CL (2008) A meta-
analytic review of components associated with parent training 
program effectiveness. J Abnorm Child Psychol 36(4):567–589. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10802-​007-​9201-9

	12.	 Van Den Hoofdakker BJ, Van der Veen-Mulders L, Sytema S et al 
(2007) Effectiveness of behavioral parent training for children 
with ADHD in routine clinical practice: a randomized controlled 
study. J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry 46(10):1263–1271. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​chi.​0b013​e3181​354bc2

	13.	 Koerting J, Smith E, Knowles MM et al (2013) Barriers to, and 
facilitators of, parenting programmes for childhood behaviour 
problems: a qualitative synthesis of studies of parents’ and profes-
sionals’ perceptions. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry 22(11):653–
670. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00787-​013-​0401-2

	14.	 Health Counsel of the Netherlands (2014) Gezondheidsraad], 
ADHD: medicatie en maatschappij. Advies aan de ministers van 
Volksgezondheid, Welzijn en Sport (VWS) en Sociale Zaken en 
Werkgelegenheid (SZW). Health Counsel of the Netherlands, Den 
Haag

	15.	 Hayden BM, Patterson BR (2018) Oppositional defiant disorder 
(ODD). In: Maragakis A, O’Donohue W (eds) Principle-based 
stepped care and brief psychotherapy for integrated care settings. 
Springer, Cham. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-3-​319-​70539-2_​26

	16.	 Tarver J, Daley D, Lockwood J, Sayal K (2014) Are self-directed 
parenting interventions sufficient for externalising behaviour prob-
lems in childhood? A systematic review and meta- analysis. Eur 
Child Adolesc Psychiatry 23(12):1123–1137. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s00787-​014-​0556-5

	17.	 Thongseiratch T, Leijten P, Melendez-Torres GJ (2020) Online 
parent programs for children’s behavioral problems: a meta-
analytic review. Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s00787-​020-​01472-0

	18.	 Breider S, de Bildt A, Nauta MH et al (2019) Self-directed or 
therapist-led parent training for children with attention deficit 
hyperactivity disorder? A randomized controlled non-inferiority 
pilot trial. Internet Interv 18:100262. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​
invent.​2019.​100262

	19.	 Döpfner M, Schürmann S, Lehmkuhl G (2011) Wackelpeter und 
Trotzkopf: Hilfen für Eltern bei ADHS Symptomen, hyperkineti-
schem und oppositionellem Verhalten. Mit Online- Materialien, 
Beltz

	20.	 Shiffman S, Stone AA, Hufford MR (2008) Ecological momentary 
assessment. Annu Rev Clin Psychol 4:1–32. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1146/​annur​ev.​clinp​sy.3.​022806.​091415

	21.	 Reyno SM, McGrath PJ (2006) Predictors of parent training effi-
cacy for child externalizing behavior problems–a meta-analytic 
review. J Child Psychol Psychiatry 47(1):99–111. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1111/j.​1469-​7610.​2005.​01544.x

	22.	 Van Widenfelt BM, Goedhart AW, Treffers PD, Goodman R 
(2003) Dutch version of the Strengths and Difficulties Ques-
tionnaire (SDQ). Eur Child Adolesc Psychiatry 12(6):281–289. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00787-​003-​0341-3

	23.	 Park S, Kim BN, Cho SC et al (2015) Prevalence, correlates, and 
comorbidities of DSM- IV psychiatric disorders in children in 
Seoul, Korea. Asia Pac J Public Health 27(2):NP1942–NP1951. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10105​39513​475656

	24.	 Shaffer D, Fisher P, Lucas C (2004) The Diagnostic Interview 
Schedule for Children (DISC). In: Hilsenroth MJ, Segal D L (eds) 
Comprehensive handbook of psychological assessment, Vol. 2. 
Personality assessment (pp. 256–270). John Wiley & Sons Inc.

	25.	 Fabiano GA, Pelham WE Jr, Waschbusch DA et al (2006) A 
practical measure of impairment: Psychometric properties of the 
impairment rating scale in samples of children with attention defi-
cit hyperactivity disorder and two school-based samples. J Clin 
Child Adolesc Psychol 35(3):369–385. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1207/​
s1537​4424j​ccp35​03_3

	26.	 Twisk JW (2013) Applied longitudinal data analysis for epide-
miology: a practical guide. Cambridge Univ Press. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1017/​CBO97​81139​342834

	27.	 Schulz KF, Altman DG, Moher D (2010) CONSORT 2010 
statement: updated guidelines for reporting parallel group 
randomised trials. Trials 11(1):1–8. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​
1745-​6215-​11-​32

	28.	 Dekkers TJ, Hornstra R, Van der Oord S et al (2021) Meta-anal-
ysis: which components of parent training work for children with 
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder? J Am Acad Child Adolesc 
Psychiatry. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jaac.​2021.​06.​015

	29.	 Maurice-Stam H, Haverman L, Splinter A et al (2018) Dutch 
norms for the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)–par-
ent form for children aged 2–18 years. Health Qual Life Outcomes 
16(1):1–11. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s12955-​018-​0948-1

	30.	 Di Riso D, Salcuni S, Chessa D et al (2010) The Strengths and 
Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ). Early evidence of its reliability 
and validity in a community sample of Italian children. Personal 
Individ Differ 49(6):570–575. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​paid.​2010.​
05.​005

	31.	 McGrath AM, Handwerk ML, Armstrong KJ et al (2004) The 
validity of the ADHD section of the diagnostic interview schedule 
for children. Behav Modif 28(3):349–374. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
01454​45503​258987

	32.	 Schwab-Stone ME, Shaffer D, Dulcan MK et al (1996) Crite-
rion validity of the NIMH diagnostic interview schedule for 
children version 2.3 (DISC-2.3). J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psy-
chiatry 35(7):878–888. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​00004​583-​19960​
7000-​00013

	33.	 Eyberg SM, Pincus D (1999) Eyberg child behavior inventory and 
Sutter-Eyberg student behavior inventory: professional manual. 
Psychological Assessment Resources, Odessa

	34.	 Abrahamse ME, Junger M, Leijten PH et al (2015) Psychometric 
properties of the Dutch Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI) 
in a community sample and a multi-ethnic clinical sample. J Psy-
chopathol Behav Assess 37(4):679–691. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10862-​015-​9482-1

	35.	 Larsen DL, Attkisson CC, Hargreaves WA, Nguyen TD (1979) 
Assessment of client/patient satisfaction: development of a gen-
eral scale. Eval Program Plann 2:197–207. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/​0149-​7189(79)​90094-6

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202855
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0202855
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD008225.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD008225.pub2
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2012.12070991
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.2012.12070991
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-007-9201-9
https://doi.org/10.1097/chi.0b013e3181354bc2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-013-0401-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-70539-2_26
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-014-0556-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-014-0556-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-020-01472-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-020-01472-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.invent.2019.100262
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.invent.2019.100262
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01544.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01544.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-003-0341-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1010539513475656
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3503_3
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp3503_3
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139342834
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139342834
https://doi.org/10.1186/1745-6215-11-32
https://doi.org/10.1186/1745-6215-11-32
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaac.2021.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12955-018-0948-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445503258987
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445503258987
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199607000-00013
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-199607000-00013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-015-9482-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-015-9482-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-7189(79)90094-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-7189(79)90094-6


	 European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry

1 3

	36.	 Attkisson CC, Zwick R (1982) The Client Satisfaction Ques-
tionnaire: Psychometric properties and correlations with service 
utilization and psychotherapy outcome. Eval Program Plann 
5(3):233–237. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0149-​7189(82)​90074-X

	37.	 CBS (2016) Standaard onderwijsindeling 2016 [The Dutch Stand-
ard Classification of Education]. Dutch Central Bureau of Statis-
tics, Den Haag

	38.	 Wet medisch-wetenschappelijk onderzoek met mensen (WMO) 
(2018), retrieved from: https://​wetten.​overh​eid.​nl/​BWBR0​009408/​
2021-​07-​01. Accessed 09 Aug 2021

	39.	 IBM Corp Released (2019) IBM SPSS statistics for windows, 
version 26.0. IBM Corp, Armonk

	40.	 StataCorp. (2019) Stata statistical software: release 16. StataCorp 
LLC, College Station

	41.	 Blaine BE (2018) Winsorizing. The SAGE encyclopedia of edu-
cational research, measurement, and evaluation, vol 1–4. SAGE 
publications, Inc., thousand Oaks, CA, pp 1817–1818. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​4135/​97815​06326​139

	42.	 Munoz SR, Bangdiwala SI (1997) Interpretation of Kappa and 
B statistics measures of agreement. J Appl Stat 24(1):105–112. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02664​76972​3918

	43.	 Twisk J, Bosman L, Hoekstra T et al (2018) Different ways to esti-
mate treatment effects in randomised controlled trials. Contemp 
Clin Trials Commun 10:80–85. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​conctc.​
2018.​03.​008

	44.	 Cohen J (2013) Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sci-
ences. Academic Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4324/​97802​03771​587

	45.	 Abdi H (2007) Bonferroni and Šidák corrections for multiple com-
parisons. Encycl Meas Stat 3:103–107

	46.	 CBS (2018) Cijfers en Onderwijs [Figures and education], 
retrieved from: https://​longr​eads.​cbs.​nl/​trend​s18/​maats​chapp​ij/​
cijfe​rs/​onder​wijs/. Accessed 16 Nov 2018

	47.	 McGrath PJ, Elgar FJ (2015) Effects of socio-economic status on 
behavioral problems. International encyclopedia of the social and 
behavioral sciences. Elsevier, Amsterdam

	48.	 Enebrink P, Högström J, Forster M, Ghaderi A (2012) Internet-
based parent management training: a randomized controlled study. 
Behav Res Ther 50(4):240–249. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​brat.​
2012.​01.​006

	49.	 Sanders MR, Dittman CK, Farruggia SP, Keown LJ (2014) A 
comparison of online versus workbook delivery of a self-help 
positive parenting program. J Prim Prev 35(3):125–133. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10935-​014-​0339-2

	50.	 Sourander A, McGrath PJ, Ristkari T et al (2016) Internet-assisted 
parent training intervention for disruptive behavior in 4-year-old 
children: a randomized clinical trial. JAMA Psychiat 73(4):378–
387. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jamap​sychi​atry.​2015.​3411

	51.	 Derr AS (2016) Mental health service use among immigrants in 
the United States: a systematic review. Psychiatr Serv 67(3):265–
274. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1176/​appi.​ps.​20150​0004

	52.	 Reiss F (2013) Socioeconomic inequalities and mental health 
problems in children and adolescents: a systematic review. Soc 
Sci Med 90:24–31

	53.	 Tulli M, Salami B, Begashaw L et al (2020) Immigrant mothers’ 
perspectives of barriers and facilitators in accessing mental health 
care for their children. J Transcult Nurs 31(6):598–605. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10436​59620​902812

	54.	 Cooper JOEL, Axsom DANNY (1982) Effort justification in psy-
chotherapy. Integr Clin Soc Psychol 214:12–98

https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-7189(82)90074-X
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0009408/2021-07-01
https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0009408/2021-07-01
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781506326139
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781506326139
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664769723918
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conctc.2018.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conctc.2018.03.008
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
https://longreads.cbs.nl/trends18/maatschappij/cijfers/onderwijs/
https://longreads.cbs.nl/trends18/maatschappij/cijfers/onderwijs/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2012.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2012.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-014-0339-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-014-0339-2
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2015.3411
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.201500004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043659620902812
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043659620902812

	The efficacy of a self-help parenting program for parents of children with externalizing behavior: a randomized controlled trial
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Design
	Participants

	Materials
	Intervention
	Measurements
	Screening
	Outcome measures

	Procedure
	Data analysis

	Results
	Participants
	Comparison between intervention and waitlist
	Exploratory analyses
	Program satisfaction and consumption of mental health care

	Discussion 
	Limitations and further research
	Implicationsconclusion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




