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Abstract
Objectives Social validity (SV) is a concept used in intervention research and is concerned with the overall acceptability,
relevance, and utility of an intervention to all intervention stakeholders. SV not only takes into account efficacy in respect of
the pre-defined study outcomes, but also participants’ perceptions of the intervention as well as the wider social context in which
it will be applied. There are a growing number of mindfulness-based educational programs (MBEPs) being empirically evaluated
and implemented in educational settings. However, due to a lack of scientifically validated instruments that can assess SV in
MBEPs, a systematic evaluation of SV in such programs has not been undertaken to date. The aim of this study was to investigate
the psychometric properties of the Social Validity Scale of Mindfulness-Based Programs for Adolescents (Escala de Validez
Social de Programas de Mindfulness para Adolescentes—EVSPM-A), composed of 20 items.
Methods The sample comprised 512 compulsory secondary education and high school students (mean age = 14.5; SD = 1.57)
from three Spanish educational centers that had completed an MBEP known as the TREVA Program.
Results The final version of the scale showed good psychometric properties and factor analyses yielded five factors: global
impact-satisfaction, acceptance and viability, individual perceived effectiveness, perceived classroom climate; training
feasibility, and applicability of techniques.
Conclusions The EVSPM-A appears to be a suitable means of assessing SV in MBEPs delivered to adolescents. Using the
EVSPM-A to evaluate SV can help improve the implementation and long-term efficacy of MBEPs.
Keywords Assessment . Social validity . Mindfulness-based interventions . Educational programs

Mindfulness is reported to be beneficial for adolescents in
clinical (Tan 2016), health promotion (Greenberg and Harris
2012), social (Beauchemin et al. 2008), substance abuse
(Himelstein 2016), judicial (Leonard et al. 2013), and human
performance contexts (Baltzell 2016). Mindfulness is also reported to have applications in adolescent educational contexts
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(Wisner 2017) where it can promote healthy brain functioning
(Davidson et al. 2012), heighten attentional skills (Sanger and
Dorjee 2015), and improve executive functioning (Flook et al.
2010). Accordingly, mindfulness-based interventions (MBIs)
and mindfulness-based education programs (MBEPs) are increasingly being employed in adolescent educational contexts
(Shonin et al. 2012). In fact, there is estimated to be at least 30
different mindfulness programs for children and adolescents
around the world (Ager et al. 2015). In the UK, nearly 50% of
school-age children engage in some form of mindful activity,
and approximately 50% of secondary school teachers use
mindfulness with children in their classes (Stone 2014). This
is in line with a global trend reflecting an increase of interest
into the applications of mindfulness in school-based settings
(Sapthiang et al. 2019; Stone 2014).
Although interest into the applications of MBIs for adolescent learners is growing, several meta-analytical studies indicate that there are major shortcomings that undermine research
outcomes in this respect (Kallapiran et al. 2015; Klingbeil
et al. 2017a, b; Zenner et al. 2014). Firstly, most studies of
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this nature focus on the effects of isolated MBIs which means
that it is difficult to pool outcomes due to different models of
mindfulness being taught (Pallozzi et al. 2016). There are also
issues relating to the reliability, validity, and general suitability
of many of the measures employed in MBI adolescent
education-focused studies (Bluth and Blanton 2015; Shonani
and Slone 2013). Furthermore, very few studies have sought
to assess the impact of mindfulness on aspects of the learning
environment including, for example, classroom climate, learning culture, bullying, and academic performance (Dariotis
et al. 2016). An additional issue relates to the pedagogic quality of MBIs that is often not evaluated in terms of the suitability of a given MBI (or MBI instructors’ teaching style) for a
particular population of adolescent learners (Sainio et al.
2018; Semple et al. 2017).
Consequently, before delivering MBIs/MBEPs to adolescent learners, it would be prudent to comprehensively assess
the suitability, effectiveness, risks, and limitations of these programs (Eklund et al. 2017; López-González et al. 2018a).
Indeed, educational interventions should ideally respond to a
pre-intervention needs detection or analysis, which is practically non-existent in most education-focused MBIs (LópezGonzález et al. 2016a; Rennekamp and Arnold 2009;
Schonert-Reichl and Roeser 2016). Conversely, MBEPs are
typically designed specifically for children and adolescents
and include an assessment of needs based on an educational
setting (context). The MBEP is then designed to meet these
needs (process), and the intervention is subsequently evaluated, including with reference to its wider social validity (product). Furthermore, the design, implementation, and evaluation
of MBEPs is typically based on both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, as well as on an evaluation of the classroom climate, stakeholder satisfaction, instructor style, and
whether users feel equipped to continue practicing mindfulness
following completion of the intervention (López-González
et al. 2016a; Worthen and Luiselli 2017). Given the unique
design and evaluation considerations of MBEPs, they should
arguably be considered a specific sub-group of MBIs. Indeed,
relating to MBEPs in such a manner would likely increase
cohesion across MBEPs as well as foster a better understanding
of how to evaluate the wider utility of MBEPs in order to
maximize benefit to young learners (Forman and Soloff 2014).
At present time, two important questions that remain unanswered are whether mindfulness-based educational programs
have utility and, are they effective? Social validity (SV), which
relates to whether the intervention is effective and has utility in
real-world contexts (Carter 2009), is a means of holistically
evaluating a given intervention in a specific setting. Rather than
solely focusing on efficacy in respect of a small number of predefined outcomes, SV takes into account participants’ perceptions of the intervention as well as the wider social context in
which it will be applied (Kern and Manz 2004; Marchant et al.
2013). According to Wolf (1978), social validity has three

essential facets: utility, social appropriation of results, and relevance. In addition to using psychometric scales (Carroll and
St. Peter 2014) and qualitative techniques, SV is also measured
by evaluating the maintenance of the program through time as
well as its acceptability among direct and indirect stakeholders
(Hanley 2012; Jennings et al. 2017).
Aspects of SV have been used to guide the development
and assessment of several MBEPs delivered in elementary
schools (Shababi 2014), special education centers (Hokke
et al. 2014), and sports performance contexts (Baltzell
2016). More specifically, feasibility, acceptability, and effectiveness were evaluated in a Stress Reduction and Mindfulness
Curriculum as well as in a Mindful Moment initiative implemented in an elementary school in Baltimore (Mendelson
et al. 2010). Examples of additional mindfulness-informed
programs in which different aspects of SV have been evaluated include the (i) Master Mind and Moment Program (Parker
and Kupersmidt 2016) where feasibility, acceptability, and
low cost were assessed; (ii) Mindfulness and Mind-Body
Skills for Children (MMBS) (Sheinman et al. 2011) where
feasibility and acceptability were measured; (iii) Mindful
Schools (Liehr and Diaz 2010) where acceptability was
assessed; (iv) Still Quiet Place were feasibility was assessed
(Saltzman and Goldin 2008); (v) Inner Explorer program
where viability was evaluated; (vi) Wellness and Resilience
Program where effectiveness and sustainability were assessed
(Semple et al. 2017); and (vii) Spanish-based TREVA
Program where impact, effectiveness, acceptability, feasibility, sustainability, and transportability were measured (López
González 2010; López-González et al. 2016a).
Findings from studies evaluating the aforementioned
TREVA Program (López-González et al. 2016a) support the
view that teachers themselves should teach mindfulness to
students, thus confirming the need to include an evaluation
of teacher effectiveness and training as part of MBEP implementation (Emerson et al. 2017; Zenner et al. 2014). The
TREVA is based on nine different taught components, comprising seven relaxation, meditation and mindfulness skills
(attention, letting go [relaxation], breathing, visualization,
sensory awareness, postural awareness and energy awareness), and two special competencies (emotional management,
and mindfulness [including body awareness]). The program
trains teachers for a total of 20 h over the course of 10–
12 weeks, plus an additional 10 h of online training. The first
phase of the TREVA program is devoted exclusively to the
learning of relaxation-mindfulness (REMIND) techniques as
well as their application to the conscious management of the
classroom (López-González et al. 2018a). The second phase
focuses on how students can learn and apply the REMIND
techniques. A third phase, called Action Plan, specifically
focuses on how to tailor the mindfulness program to the student population in question, which is in line with evaluating
SV and the wider utility of MBEPs. The fact that the teachers
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themselves (i.e., rather than external experts) oversee students’ training, encourages more teachers and pedagogy
stakeholders to become involved in program delivery. The
TREVA program represents one of the few attempts to integrate mindfulness practice into the educational curricula rather
than offering it as an isolated component.
Although research in the MBEP field has been expanding
over the last two decades, the empirical evaluation of SV in
MBEPs remains underdeveloped. Furthermore, only a limited
number of MBI studies have evaluated specific components of
SV (e.g., Kuyken et al. 2013), and a purpose-designed SV
assessment instrument for MBIs or MBEPs is yet to be developed. Indeed, most studies have included an assessment of SV
as a non-primary outcome and often via the inclusion of just
one or two SV-related items (Luiselli et al. 2017; Worthen and
Luiselli 2017). Furthermore, some of these studies used
unvalidated questionnaires that were designed by the corresponding study authors, which meant that in some cases, the
psychometric properties of the scale were not known (Metz
et al. 2013). In other cases, studies have used generic SV
questionnaires that have not purposely sought to assess the
SV construct in the specific context of mindfulness practice
(Felver et al. 2016). A means of rigorously assessing SV in the
context of MBEPs is necessary not only to enhance intervention design, effectiveness, and acceptability to participants,
but because perceptual changes and reappraisal processes elicited during mindfulness can change how participants relate to
and evaluate a given experience or intervention. Furthermore,
these perceptual changes triggered by mindfulness are understood to be different between adults and individuals
transitioning through the developmentally demanding period
of adolescence (Sapthiang et al. 2019). Therefore, a measure
of SV that is sensitive to the evaluative processes of mindfulness practitioners, and in particular adolescent mindfulness
practitioners, would lead to a more accurate understanding
and appraisal of SV in the context of MBEPs.
Consequently, the purpose of this study was to assess the
psychometric properties of the Social Validity Scale of
Mindfulness-Based Programs for Adolescents (Escala de
Validez Social de Programas de Mindfulness para
Adolescentes; EVSPM-A). The instrument is the first SV tool
that is specifically designed for Spanish adolescents (in early
and late adolescence) receiving mindfulness training.

Method
Participants
The sample comprised 512 students (male = 54.5%, female =
45.5%) aged between 12 and 18 years old (M = 14.54; DT =
1.57). A total of 10.5% of participants were completing the
first year of High School/Baccalaureate and the remainder of

participants—all of whom were aged between 12 and
16 years—were completing Compulsory Secondary
Education (first year = 20.1%, second year = 25.2%, third
year = 21.3%, fourth year = 22.9%). Participants were recruited from three different Spanish education centers (two public
institutes of Barcelona and one semi-public center in Bilbao),
which had taken part in the TREVA Program. Participation
was on a voluntarily basis and all participants provided informed consent.

Procedure
The final scale, which sought to assess SV of intervention
procedure (i.e., in terms of users´ perceptions of design and
development, as well as acceptability of the intervention), was
the product of a set of preliminary steps. After an exhaustive
review of the SV literature, SV terms most frequently used by
researchers were selected. Key SV terms were deemed to be
effectiveness, impact, satisfaction, election, choice,
maintenance, importance, completeness, acceptability,
viability, feasibility, and sustainability. The following six SV
terms were then short-listed based on their relevance to the
implementation of MBIs and MBEPs: effectiveness, impact,
viability, feasibility, acceptance, and applicability. The following criteria were subsequently applied during the course of
integrating these terms into scale items: (a) items must explicitly refer to SV key features of MBIs/MBEPs and (b) items
must reflect users’ perceptions of design and development
(i.e., and not just the program effects).
The original scale was composed of 22 items and was developed during the course of a Doctoral Dissertation
(psychometric properties were not investigated at that point;
López-González 2010). All items were independently
reviewed by three mindfulness experts. Next, a pilot study
was conducted on a sample of students (n = 35) to rule out
items that duplicated assessment components or that were too
difficult for participants to understand. Two items were eliminated following the pilot study, and a total of 20 items were
included in the revised version of the scale.

Measures
The present study was conducted following completion of
three different intervention delivery iterations of an MBEP
known as the TREVA Program (López-González et al.
2016a). In order to validate the scale, various instruments that
are administered during the standard delivery of the TREVA
Program (i.e., as a means of evaluating its effectiveness in
school and adolescent settings) were administered in conjunction with the EVSPM-A.
Social Validity Scale of Mindfulness-Based Programs for
Adolescents (Escala de Validez Social de Programas de
Mindfulness para Adolescentes—EVSPM-A). The 20-item
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EVSPM-A measures five factors of SV in MBEPs and MBIs
programs that have been adapted to educational contexts. The
scale utilizes four possible answers (1 = nothing, 2 = a little,
3 = quite a lot, 4 = a lot) to measure the effectiveness of an
intervention or program not only in terms of the individual
effects, but also the impact on the entire classroom. To our
knowledge, this is the first instrument that evaluates both individual and group social validity effects. The validity and
reliability of the scale is the subject of this study and the
development of the scale is described below.
Relaxation-Mindfulness Skills and states Questionnaire for
Adolescents (Escala de Habilidades y Estados de RelajaciónMindfulness para Adolescentes—EHERM-A; LópezGonzález et al. 2016b). The EHERM-A features 19 items
(e.g., BI have followed the exercise very carefully^) that measure the focusing and passivity-receptivity dimensions of relaxation and mindfulness. The scale also evaluates REMIND
states (e.g., BHappiness,^ BDisengagement,^ BEnergy^).
Items are scored against four possible responses (1 = never,
2 = sometimes 3 = frequently, 4 = always), and overall reliability is very good (α = .90).
School Relaxation and Mindfulness Habits Brief
Questionnaire (Cuestionario de Hábitos de Relajación y
Meditación Escolar—CBHRME; López-González et al.
2016c). The scale comprises 11 items and evaluates habits
relating to relaxation and mindfulness in terms of personal
habits (e.g., BI look for peace calm and tranquility
sensations^), family habits (e.g., BThere is a peaceful and calm
atmosphere at home^), and school habits (e.g., BWe do some
rest or relaxation exercises in class^). Items are scored on a 4point Likert scale (1 = never, 2 = sometimes 3 = frequently,
4 = always). The psychometric properties and internal consistency (α = .72) are good (López-González et al. 2016c).
Relaxation and Mindfulness Scale for Adolescents (Escala
de Relajación y Mindfulness para Adolescentes - EREMINDA) (López-González et al. 2018b). This 18-item Likert-type
scale measures three different factors of relaxation and mindfulness for adolescents: (i) attention and concentration in the
present moment (F1) (e.g., BIn the classroom my mind is
unoccupied^), (ii) relaxation(F2) (e.g., BI am scare of relaxing
totally^), and (iii) sensory awareness, contemplation/
interiority (F3) (e.g., BI like to pay attention to doing simple
things and fully feeling them^). The scale demonstrates a reliability of α = .72, and there are four possible responses (1 =
nothing, 2 = a little, 3 = quite, 4 = a lot).
Classroom Climate Brief Scale (Cuestionario Breve de
Clima de Clase—CBCC; López González and Bisquerra
2013). The CBCC is an 11-item Likert scale with four possible
responses: never, sometimes, often, and always. Items are
clustered into two dimensions of group cohesion (satisfaction,
involvement, and cohesion among students) and group
leadership (order and organization, task orientation, and the
relationship between teacher and learners). Sample items

include BThere is a good atmosphere in class^ and BThere is
the necessary silence for each subject^). The internal consistency of the scale is good (α = .83).

Posture
Participants’ level of attention to posture and its suitability for
the task at hand (e.g., writing) was evaluated through a questionnaire designed for the purposes of this study. A template
with five levels (1 = very incorrect; 2 = incorrect; 3 = not incorrect nor correct; 4 = correct; 5 = very correct.) was used.
Following a process of discussion and standardization involving several of the present authors, the test was independently
performed by direct observation by one member of the research team (i.e., who was not involved in facilitating the
TREVA program). The observation was based on Da
Fonceca’s (1998) criteria and included the observation of
two essential aspects: (i) optimal degree of muscular tone
and (ii) global posture for the task (both feet on the floor, back
straight without tension, arms well supported on the table
while writing). The observer evaluated the students’ posture
to the extent that it met these criteria.

Closed-Eyes Test
This involved using a timer to measure the time students had
their eyes shut while they undertook a 5-min relaxation
exercise.

Disciplinary Sanctions
Information relating to disciplinary sanctions and expulsions
was obtained from the official records of educational centers.
This was obtained at the end of the program.

Data Analyses
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted using a sample of 420 students. The EFA was carried out through a parallel analysis (PA) using the software Factor 9.2 (LorenzoSeva and Ferrando 2013). The method for factor extraction
was the Robust Diagonally Weighted Least Squares, which
suggested the existence of 5 factors that accounted for the
63.40% of the variance. In order to confirm the initial factorial
structure of the EVSPM-A, a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was performed (n = 512). The CFA was conducted
using Lisrel 8.80 software (Jöreskog and Sörbom 1997), and
it followed the Robust Diagonally Weighted Least Squares
method for estimating parameters. This is the most recommended method when multivariate normality is not guaranteed, as in the case with Likert-type items (Mîndrilă 2010).
Following this, the results of the CFA were interpreted through
the global fit of the model, considering the following six fit
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indexes: (i) the quotient between χ2 and the degrees of freedom of the model, which should be lower than 3 to be considered a good fit (Carmines and McIver 1981); (ii) the root
mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA); (iii) the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), which should be
close to 0.06 (Hu and Bentler 1999; Steiger 2007); (iv) the
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI); (v) the Comparative Fit Index
(CFI); and (vi) the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), which should
be above 0.95 (Hu and Bentler 1999).
Once a final factorial solution was established, factor loadings and error of estimation of the items were represented in a
path diagram. Internal consistency (Cronbach’s α), construct
reliability (CR), and average variance explained (AVE) of the
factors were also calculated. Descriptive statistics of both
items and factors were also performed, including mean, standard deviation, skewness, and item-factor correlations.
Convergent criterion validity was calculated (n = 420) by
correlating the mean of the scale with the means of the
EREMIND-A, CBHRME, Posture observation test, and the
CBCC. Divergent validity was obtained using a subsample of
335 students by correlating the mean of the scale with the
number of disciplinary sanctions and penalties. In addition,
discriminant validity of the five factors was calculated through
the comparison of AVE with the shared variance between each
pair of factors. If the root square of the AVE of X factor is
higher than the correlation coefficient between X and Y factors, then the discriminant validity of the X factor is supported
(Fornell and Larcker 1981).
Predictive validity was obtained 2 months later using a
sample of 342 students by measuring how much the five factors and the global mean of the scale could predict the acquired level on REMIND skills using the EHERM-A. This
was performed after a 15-min mindfulness exercise based on
the TREVA Program (López-González et al. 2016a).
Regression analyses were run to measure the predictive validity of each factor, after controlling for gender and academic
level.
Furthermore, incremental validity was analyzed through two
regression models by hierarchical approximation and analyzing
zero, partial and semi-partial correlations between predictive variables and criterion. The level of abilities and states of REMIND
measured with the EHERM-Awere adopted as criterion. Gender
and academic level were checked and the scale was compared
with two other instruments measuring REMIND: the CBHRME
and the EREMIND-A. Thus, in the first regression model, the
variable EHERM-A was taken as the criteria after controlling for
gender and academic level (step 1). Then, EREMIND-A and
CBRME were introduced (step 2) followed by the mean
EVSPM-A in step 3. In the second regression model, steps 1
and 2 above were followed, but in step 3, the five factors were
introduced. If a statistical change of R2 was observed through
ANOVA, its practice utility was analyzed by interpreting the
semi-partial correlation as the unique absolute improvement of

this variable, where the minimum value should be between 0.15
and 0.20 (Husley and Meyer 2003).
Finally, differences due to gender and academic level were
analyzed using a 2 (gender) × 5 (academic level) MANOVA.
Then, both gender and academic level were taken as independent variables, whereas the individual factors of the EVSPM-A
were included as dependent variables. Multivariate and univariate comparisons were conducted, and both significance and
effect size (η2) were analyzed. Cohen’s criteria were employed
to interpret effect sizes (where 0.01 to 0.04 = small effect, 0.05
to 0.14 = medium effect, greater than 0.14 = large effect).

Results
EFA yielded five factors that corresponded to the key SV terms
most frequently used by researchers in the literature (LópezGonzález 2010): (i) Global Impact-Satisfaction, Acceptance
and Viability (F1: items 1, 3, 7,9,13, 15, and 18; e.g., BI liked
to do relaxation-mindfulness before starting some classes^); (ii)
Perceived Individual Effectiveness (F2: items 2, 10, 12; e.g., BI
had more energy in class after practicing relaxation and
mindfulness^), which measures concentration and taskoriented energy; (iii) Perceived Classroom Climate (F3: items
4, 14 and 17; e.g., BAfter doing relaxation/mindfulness the
atmosphere in class is more enjoyable.^), which relates to aspects such as the learning environment and relationship with
the teacher; (iv) Training Feasibility (F4: items 5, 11 and 19;
e.g., BThe time devoted to each practice was adequate^), which
focuses on didactic aspects as well as the teaching style of the
instructor (Semple et al. 2017; Jennings et al. 2017); and (v)
Applicability of Techniques (F5: items 6, 8, 16, 20; e.g.,
BTechniques are easy to be learned^).
For the CFA, three models were constructed and compared.
The first was a five-factor model, according to the empirical
result outlined above. The second was a one-factor model,
given that the five factors were supposed to be correlated to
each other. The third model was a bifactorial model, combining the previous two models. This option was included instead
of a high-order model because in the bifactorial model, the
second-order factor is made from the first-order factors, rather
than from the individual items. Furthermore, the introduction
of a second-order factor does not reflect usually relevant
changes in goodness-of-fit indices. A bifactor model permits
the generation of both a five-factor structure and a one-factorstructure at the same time, analyzing the specific amount of
variance that each item loads in the first part (regarding the
five factors) and the second part (one-factor) (Wiesner and
Schanding 2013). In this last scenario, the five factors were
conserved, and a sixth new factor was introduced. Each item
loaded both on its respective factor and the new factor.
The five-factor solution showed a good fit to the data according to all of the goodness-of-fit indexes that were assessed
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AVE = 0.46), and F5 (α = 0.84; CR = 0.85; AVE = 0.59). The
overall reliability of the scale was good (α = 0.84).
Results relating to discriminant validity are shown in Table 2.
Perceived Classroom Climate Effectiveness (F3) and Training
Feasibility (F4) did not demonstrate discriminant validity as their
correlation (r = .82) was higher than the root square of the AVE
(F3: 0.70; F4: 0.68). Global Impact-Satisfaction, Acceptance
and Viability (F1) showed a partial overlap with Perceived
Individual Effectiveness (F2) and Applicability of Techniques
(F5), as the AVE of the F1 was lower than the correlation with
the variables F2 and F5. However, the AVE of both F2 and F5
was higher than their respective correlations with F1.
Results regarding convergent validity are detailed in
Table 3. In general, the five factors of the EVSPM-A correlated positively and significantly with the CBCC, CBHRME,
EREMIND, EHERM-A, and closed-eyes test. Global
Impact-Satisfaction, Acceptance and Viability (F1) was the
factor with the highest significant correlation coefficients.
Furthermore, it was the only factor that was associated with
disciplinary sanctions and academic level.
The predictive validity of the scale on REMIND, as measured using the EHERM-A after controlling for sex and academic level, was considerable (r = .49; p < .001) and related to
three of the five factors: F1 (Global Impact-Satisfaction,
Acceptance and Viability) [β = 0.29; t (325) = 4.45; p < .001],

through CFA. Conversely, both the one-factor solution and the
bifactorial solution did not fit satisfactorily. In the case of the
one-factor solution, only the GFI met the cut-off. In the case of
the bifactorial model, it showed an overfit to the data, as the
value of the degrees of freedom of the model was higher than
the chi-square value, and the RMSEA had a value of 0.000
(90% I.C. = 0.000–0.000) (Bollen and Curran 2005).
Furthermore, this model showed very low (non-significant) factor loadings in the case of the new (i.e., sixth) common factor
for almost all of the items. As shown in Fig. 1 (goodness of fit
indices for the models and path-diagram for the final five-factor
solution), factorial loadings were above 0.30 (between 0.37 and
0.83), meaning that all of the items had a relevant effect on the
construct validity of the respective factors. Factors were subsequently labeled according to the original theoretical model.
Descriptive statistics for items and factors are showed in
Table 1. Mean scores ranged between 3.08 (item 11) and 4.27
(item 13), and all items and factors were symmetrically distributed as the skewness was between + 1.5. Finally, in all cases,
the correlation item-factor was above 0.30, which implies a
relevant contribution of the item to the reliability of its factor.
Regarding reliability and AVE, results showed good internal consistency across all factors: F1 (α = 0.82; CR = 0.83;
AVE = 0.42), F2 (α = 0.82; CR = 0.82; AVE = 0.61), F3
(α = 0.73; CR = 0.74; AVE = 0.49), F4 (α = 0.70; CR = 0.72;
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Fig. 1 Path diagram: fit indices and confirmatory factor analysis for the five-factor solution
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics
(mean, standard deviation,
asymmetry, and correlation
between item and total scale) of
items and factors of the EVSPMA.

Item/factor

M

SD

Sk

Correlat.
itemtotal

Global Impact-Satisfaction, Acceptance, and Viability
1. I liked to do relaxation-mindfulness before starting some classes.

4.10
4.34

0.59
0.77

− 1.21
− 1.14

–
.58

3. Overall, I have managed to relax.
7. I know more about mindfulness than before.

3.94
3.81

0.88
0.92

− 0.98
− 0.79

.67
.47

9. I found it easy in general.

4.04

0.95

− 1.04

.35

13. I think it’s useful to do relaxation-mindfulness before class.
15. I have been interested in doing relaxation-mindfulness and
participated with positive attitude.
18. I usually felt calmer after doing relaxation-mindfulness
Perceived Individual Effectiveness

4.27
4.21

0.99
0.82

− 1.43
− 1.24

.55
.43

4.10
3.76

1.00
0.80

− 1.26
− 0.88

.61
–

2. I had more energy in class after practicing relaxation-mindfulness
10. After making relaxation-mindfulness, I was more excited and happy.

3.53
3.69

1.04
0.96

− 0.41
− 0.55

.69
.60

12. I had more concentration after doing relaxation-mindfulness.

3.74

0.93

− 0.76

.65

Perceived Classroom Climate
4. There is more silence in the classroom after we practice
relaxation-mindfulness.
14. After doing relaxation-mindfulness the atmosphere in class is
more enjoyable.
17. Improved relationship with teacher who taught it.
Training Feasibility
5. The time devoted to each practice was adequate.
11. The number of times (sessions) we have done is enough.
19. I am satisfied with the training style of the teacher.

3.71
3.77

0.67
0.89

− 0.43
− 0.54

–
.54

3.89

0.75

− 0.51

.56

3.47
3.60
3.83
3.08
3.89

0.92
0.75
0.92
1.04
0.93

− 0.30
− 0.39
− 0.62
− 0.14
− 0.83

.38
–
.53
.40
.51

Applicability of Techniques
6. I know enough about each relaxation-mindfulness techniques.
8. Techniques are easy to be learned.
16. We practiced the number of sessions planned.
20. I am satisfied with the proposed techniques.

3.83
3.96
3.76
3.76
3.82

0.60
0.71
0.71
0.78
0.70

− 0.67
− 0.90
− 0.55
− 0.74
− 0.64

–
.71
.66
.66
.74

M mean; SD standard deviation; Sk. skewness. The score of each factor corresponds to the average of the items
that compose it

F2 (Perceived Individual Effectiveness) [β = 0.16; t (325) =
2.61, p = .009], and F5 (Applicability of Techniques) [β = 1.49;
t (325) = 2.62, p = .009]. F3 (Perceived Classroom Climate) and
F4 (Training Feasibility) showed no predictive value.
As for incremental validity, in the first regression model, a
statistically significant change was observed (ΔR2 = .17, p
< .001; F(2,297) = 20.01; p < .001). When verifying the zero,
partial, and semi-partial correlations, a greater magnitude was
observed in this predictor, which showed less fluctuation and a

Table 2

considerable semi-partial correlation [β = .44; t(297) = 8.157;
p < .001; rsp = .41]. According to Husley and Meyer (2003), a
semi-partial correlation of 0.15 to 0.20 can be considered as
good. In the second regression model, a statistically significant
change was observed (ΔR2 = .20; F(2,291) = 12.11; p < .001).
When analyzing which of the factors contributed to the prediction increase, it was observed that factor 1—Global ImpactSatisfaction, Acceptance and Viability (β = .30; t(291) = 4.07;
p < .001; rsp = .21) and factor 5—Applicability of Techniques

Discriminant validity of the EVSPM-A factors
F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

F1–F2

R.S.-AVE 0.65 0.78 0.70 0.68 0.77 Correlation
0.78
coefficient

F1–F3

F1–F4

F1–F5

F2–F3 F2–F4 F2–F5 F3–F4 F3–F5 F4–F5

0.60

0.53

0.68

0.67

0.59

0.59

0.82

0.64

0.65

R.S-AVE root square of the AVE, F1 global impact-satisfaction, acceptance and viability, F2 perceived individual effectiveness, F3 perceived classroom
climate effectiveness, F4 training feasibility, F5 applicability of techniques
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−.02
.05
−.03
.04
−.06
.02
−.08
.21***
−.22***
.15**
Penalties
CBHRME

.42***
.09
.47***
.25***

*p < .05; *p < .01; ***p < .001

–

−.13*
.14*
−.15**
.47***

- .23***
.01

Discussion

−.12* −.13*
.24*** .14*

–
.28***
–

.28***
.18**
.49***
.16**
.18**
.14*

.39*** .35***
.16**

.36***
.15*
.19***
.03

.11*
.34***
.39***
EREMIND-A

EHERMA
Closed-Eyes Test

.18**

–
.33*** –
–
.22***
.68***
–
.30***
.11*
.62
–

.53***
.30***
.17**
.63***
.32***
.37***
.30***
.80***
.26***
.48***
.32***
.81***
F4
F5
CBCC
EVSPM-A

–
.37***
.63***
.27***
F2
F3

.23***
.02

EREMIND-A
Global impact(F1) Perceived individual Perceived classroom Training
Applicability
CBCC EVSPM-A
effectiveness (F2)
climate (F3)
feasibility(F4) techniques(F5)

Correlation coefficients (Pearson’s r) among the variables
Table 3

(β = .15; t(291) = 2.60; p = .010; rsp = .13) showed significant
values and a lower variability among the correlation types
(Table 4).
Analyses of differences by gender and academic level did
not show a significant multivariate interaction effect, F(20,
1304) = 0.74, p = .783. When analyzing gender and academic
level (course group) separately, gender did not show a significant multivariate effect, F(5, 323) = 1.46, p = .204. However,
in the case of academic level, a multivariate significant effect
was attained, F(20, 1304) = 4.05, p < .001, η2 = .06. As shown
in Table 5, the univariate analyses demonstrated that there
were significant differences in Classroom Climate, Training
Feasibility, and Applicability of Techniques. More specifically,
the youngest participants scored lower than the other groups.

–
.02

EHERMA Closed-eyes test Penalties

Mindfulness

This study demonstrates that the psychometric properties of
the EVSPM-A are good and that the scale presents a clear
factorial structure as well as good internal consistency and
validity. The obtained validation coefficients likewise
strengthen the overall suitability of the scale for assessing
SV in MBEPs and MBIs delivered to adolescents in Spanish
educational settings.
The observed factorial structure was shown to align with
the main authors’ theoretical model of SV implicit within the
TREVA Program (López-González 2010; López-González
et al. 2016a). Of particular note is factor 1 (Global ImpactSatisfaction, Acceptance and Viability) that demonstrated the
highest correlation coefficients overall and was the only factor
that correlated with discipline and academic performance. It is
plausible that students with better behavior and academic acumen are more open to new techniques, such as mindfulness,
which can influence their academic performance. Similarly,
adolescent students who are less focused on their studies
may reject approaches that require additional effort from their
part. However, it should be noted that the observations relating
to factor 1 could, in part, have arisen due to the broad aspect of
this factor that comprises a range of sub-dimensions.
The predictive validity of the EVSPM-A in respect of various assessment variables (e.g., relaxation and mindfulness)
supports the idea that SV taps into a broad range of psychotherapeutic change and acceptability outcomes. Findings from
this study also indicate that the EVSPM-A can enrich other,
more efficacy-focused, outcome data (Barret et al. 2001;
Marchant et al. 2013). Indeed, the validation of this scale is
in line with the view of researchers who advocate the need for
evaluating SV as a complement to other quantitative assessments (Luiselli et al. 2017; Worthen and Luiselli 2017). This
study also supports research that advocates evaluating the
wider impact and accessibility of MBIs, including the viability
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Table 4 Hierarchical regression
predicting EHERM-A for the
analysis of the incremental
validity of the EVSPM-A

B

SE B

β

Gender
Grade

−0.07
0.02

.08
.03

−.53
.58

−.90
.65

−.05
.04

Step 2
Gender

−.01

.07

−.01

−.13

−.01

Grade

.05

.03

.10

1.70

.09

4.03***

.22

Model 1

t

rsp

Step 1

EREMIND-A

.46

.11

.26

.11

.12

.07

.09

.05

−.05
.03

.07
.03

−.04
.70

−.80
1.21

−.04
.06

EREMIND-A

.16

.1

.09

1.55

.07

CBHRME
EVSPM-A

.10
.60

.1
.07

.06
.44

.88
8.15***

.04
.41

−.07

.07

−.05

−1.07

−.05

Grade
EREMIND-A

.04
.12

.03
.11

.08
.07

1.33
1.06

.07
.05

CBHRME
Global impact satisfaction
Individual effect

.09
.33
.09

.12
.08
.06

.05
.30
.10

.72
4.07***
1.50

.03
.20
.07

Classroom climate effective

.38

.06

.04

Training feasibility

.01

.05

Applicability of techniques

.17

.06

CBHRME
Step 3
Gender
Grade

Model 2
Step 3 (steps 1 and 2 such as model 1)
Gender

.60

.03

.01

.06

.00

.15

2.60**

.13

Social Validity Scale of Mindfulness-Based Interventions for Adolescents: Model: 1 R2 = .004 (ns) for step 1;
ΔR2 = .08 (p = .000) for step 2; ΔR2 = .17 (p = .000) for step 3. Model 2: R2 = .005 (ns) for step 1; ΔR2 = .08
(p = .000) for step 2; ΔR2 = .20 (p = .000) for step 3]
B non-standardized beta, SE B standard error for beta, β standardized beta, t t test for the beta effect, rsp semipartial correlation coefficient
*p < .05; *p < .01; ***p < .001.

Table 5

Univariate differences by academic level in each factor of the EVSPM-A

Course group

F

η2

1st ESO (n = 38)

2st ESO (n = 43)

3th ESO (n = 35)

4th ESO (n = 37)

1st Baccalaureate (n = 16)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

F1
F2

4.19
3.92

0.61
0.74

3.99
3.69

0.69
1.00

4.17
3.72

0.64
0.86

4.15
3.81

0.45
0.65

4.03
3.65

0.42
0.61

1.64
1.22

.02
.02

F3
F4
F5

3.54c,d
3.50c
3.79

0.59
0.65
0.66

3.52c,d
3.63
3.75

0.76
0.82
0.63

3.96a,b
3.86a,d
3.72d

0.64
0.67
0.67

3.88a,b
3.49c
4.00c

0.65
0.89
0.49

3.77
3.50
3.92

0.44
0.49
0.42

6.98**
3.29*
2.63*

.08
.04
.03

Differences by academic level, being 1° ESO (a), 2° ESO (b), 3° ESO (c), 4° ESO (d) and 1° Baccalaureate (e), according to the Bonferroni Post Hoc test
F1 global impact-satisfaction, acceptance and viability, F2 individual effect, F3 classroom climate effects, F4 training feasibility, F5 applicability of
techniques, ESO Compulsory Secondary Education
*p < .05; **p < .001
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of instruction and teaching techniques (Sainio et al. 2018;
Crane et al. 2013).
More specifically, the EVSPM-A appears to be an effective
and tailored means of evaluating SV in MBEPs, where adolescents undergoing mindfulness training can experience perceptual changes in terms of how participants relate to and
evaluate a given interventional approach (Sapthiang et al.
2019). It is for this reason that the EVSPM-A, an MBEPspecific measure of SV, should lead to a more accurate appraisal of the wider utility of MBEPs among adolescents and
other key intervention stakeholders (Metz et al. 2013). The 20item EVSPM-A may also open possibilities to reduce the
number of self-report questionnaires used in MBEP evaluation studies, which can be burdensome to participants when
used excessively (Bergomi et al. 2013; Kuby et al. 2015).
The measurement of SV using the EVSPM-A should help
in the identification of integration issues early on in the development and evaluation of the MBEPs, including key intervention assessment considerations such as cost-effectiveness, intervention integrity, competence of the trainer, training model
suitability, and adherence to practice (Crane and Hecht 2018).
Furthermore, since the scale is inspired by the TREVA program which draws on design factors used in both MBSRbased approaches as well as second-generation mindfulnessbased interventions (Van Gordon et al. 2015), the EVSPM
should have utility for evaluating SV across a broad range of
MBEPs and could contribute in the transition of MBIs from
clinical settings to school settings.

Limitations and Future Research
Although the present study yielded additional support for the
validity of the EVSPM-A, findings should be viewed in light
of the study limitations. Firstly, discriminant validity was not
observed for all factors of the scale when viewed separately.
However, it should be noted that discriminant validity was
partial among some pairs of factors, but logical and sustainable from a theoretical point of view. Secondly, the fact that
there is a degree of overlap in meanings between some of the
factors could limit internal consistency. Thirdly, the EFA and
CFA were carried out with two partially overlapping samples
(CFA was conducted with the same sample as EFA after including 92 extra participants). Therefore, in future research, it
would be useful to investigate if the current results replicate
across different samples. Finally, the sample only included
students from three private and public Spanish education centers, meaning that the generalizability of findings to specific
student groups (e.g., special needs students) or non-Spanish
students needs to be explored further.
In terms of future directions, additional studies are recommended to further evaluate the psychometric properties
and utility of the EVSPM-A. It would also be useful to
validate the scale in other languages as well as develop

adaptations for use with different adolescent age groups
(i.e., 12–14 years—early adolescence, and 15 to 18).
Finally, it would be appropriate to carry out some comparative studies of the EVSPM-A with different qualitative
measures to reinforce its validity and reliability.
The present research represents a promising development
in the evaluation of SV in MBEPs. The EVSPM-A has acceptable reliability and validity for evaluating the utility and wider
acceptability of mindfulness interventions and programs in
educational settings. A lack of research into the wider
effects—that are often implied (i.e., but not empirically supported) in MBEP and MBI intervention studies (Eklund et al.
2017)—makes the EVSPM-A particularly valuable. More
specifically, the EVSPM-A can complement other types of
measurement that are mainly focused on assessing a small
number of pre-defined intervention effects.
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