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Case study 1: An Evidence-based practice review report. 

Theme: School/Setting Based Interventions for Social, Emotional and Mental 

Health. 

How effective is the body image intervention ‘Happy Being Me’ in improving 

body satisfaction for pre-adolescent and adolescent girls? 

Summary 

Body dissatisfaction among pre-adolescent and adolescent females can undermine 

academic achievement and hinder opportunities for success in society (Halliwell et al., 

2014). This review will evaluate the effectiveness of ‘Happy Being Me’ (HBM), a universal, 

school-based, preventative intervention for improving body satisfaction in pre-adolescent 

and adolescent girls (Richardson & Paxton, 2010). This is particularly relevant at a time 

when educational psychologists (EPs) are increasingly involved in recommending 

interventions for Social, Emotional and Mental Health (SEMH) (Hicks et al., 2014). A 

systematic literature search identified six studies which met the inclusion criteria for the 

review. The studies were critically appraised using Gough's (2007) Weight of Evidence 

(WoE) Framework. Following an in-depth evaluation of findings, it is concluded that the 

evidence f
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Jones et al. (2004) found a direct association between peer appearance criticism and body 

dissatisfaction in adolescent girls, suggesting appearance teasing is a risk factor for body 

dissatisfaction.  

Happy Being Me (HBM) 

HBM is a preventative, school-based, body image intervention, developed by Richardson 

and Paxton (2010). HBM targets psychological risk factors for body dissatisfaction including 

internalisation of the ‘thin ideal’, body comparisons, self-esteem, and environmental risk 

factors including appearance conversations and weight related teasing (Stewart et al., 2020). 

HBM was originally intended for adolescent girls, who were considered a high-risk group, 

and was delivered as three, 50-minute sessions. The content and aims of each session are 

outlined in Table 1.  

Table 1 

Aims, Content and Processes Involved in HBM (Summarised from Richardson and Paxton, 

2010) 

Session Aims Content Processes 

1 

 

To increase media 

literacy. 

To reduce internalisation 

of the thin ideal.  

 

The media’s 

manipulation of 

images. 

Appearance and value 

are not inherently 

linked. 

Ideal body differs 

between cultures and 

across time.  

 

Combination of 

worksheets, group 

discussion, 

brainstorming, 

reading and 

homework.  

 

2 To educate on 

appearance 

conversations. 

To highlight the impact of 

‘fat talk’ and appearance 

Exploration of the 

impact of fat talk and 

appearance teasing 

and of the strategies 

Combination of 

didactic presentation, 

role play, 

brainstorming, and 

group worksheets.  
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Session Aims Content Processes 

teasing and develop skills 

for these situations.  

To reduce fat talk and 

appearance teasing.  

that could be used in 

these situations. 

 

 

3 



Doctorate in Educational Psychology   Jessica Oliver 

5 
 

2014). International studies also show that girls who perceived themselves to be overweight, 

regardless of actual weight, had lower academic performance than girls who did not (Florin 

et al., 2011; Mikkilä et al., 2003). 
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Critical Review of the Evidence Base   

Literature Search 

A systematic literature search was carried out in November 2020 to identify articles relevant 

for the review. The search terms outlined in Table 2 were utilised to search across three 

online databases: PsychInfo, ERIC and the Web of Science.  

Table 2 

Search 
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these studies, based on inclusion and exclusion criteria, is outlined in Appendix A. The six 

studies identified as appropriate for the review are outlined in Table 4. The process used to 

select the final studies is depicted by Figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1 

A Flow Diagram Outlining the Selection Process  

 

 

&ŝŶĂů�ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ 

Eс�ϲ 
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Table 3 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for Literature Search  

 Criteria Inclusion Exclusion Rationale 

1. Intervention Original or 

adapted version 

of ‘Happy being 

me’ intervention 

Any intervention 

which is not an 

original or adapted 

version of ‘Happy 

being me’ 

This review focuses on an 

evaluation of the 

effectiveness of this 

specific body-image 

intervention 

 

2. Participants Aged between 

10-18 years 

Aged under 10 

years or over 18 

years 

The intervention is 

focused on pre-

adolescent/adolescent 

age group as this is a 

high-risk group  

 

3. Participants  Examines 

effectiveness of 

intervention for 

female 

participants 

Only examines 

effectiveness of 

intervention for 

male participants 

(study does not 

include females) 

Females have been found 

in the literature to be at 

highest risk of body 

dissatisfaction and 

therefore, the 

effectiveness for females 

is the focus of the review 

 

4. Setting School-based Any setting other 

than school for 

This intervention is 

designed to be 

implemented in schools 
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 Criteria Inclusion Exclusion Rationale 

example, clinic or 

home. 

 

 

5. Study design  Quantitative 

studies 

Qualitative studies  This will enable a review 

of the effectiveness of the 

intervention on outcomes 

in terms of effect sizes  

 

6. Study design  Contains primary 

empirical data 

Study does not 

contain primary 

empirical data 

 

The review examines 

primary empirical data  

7. Study design  Experimental 

design   

Non-experimental 

design 

To enable comparisons 

between groups and the 

generation of effect sizes  

 

8. Study design  Has a no-

intervention or 

active control 

group 

Studies with no 

control group or 

studies which do 

not include a 

control which 

receives non-active 

components of 

intervention 

 

This enables examination 

of effectiveness of the 

intervention specifically, 

as opposed to other 

variables 

9. Outcome 

measure 

Include an 

outcome measure 

of body 

dissatisfaction or 

body satisfaction 

Does not include 

an outcome 

measure of body 

dissatisfaction or 

body satisfaction 

This review investigates 

effectiveness of 

intervention in reducing 

body dissatisfaction or 

improving body 

satisfaction 

 

 

 



https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.20682
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2013.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/10640266.2020.1771165
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2016.03.016
https://doi.org/10.1017/S003329171400289X
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105316678668
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Mapping the Field 
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2020; Wilksch et al., 2015) and Stewart et al. (2020) 
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2010; Stewart et al., 2020), which are subject to selection bias (Barker et al., 2016). These 

studies therefore received med
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Table 6 

Adaptations Made to HBM Intervention 

Study  Number of Sessions Length Content Adaptations 

Bird et al. (2013) 3 60 minutes Adapted for delivery 

with males and 

females. 

 

Adapted for delivery 

with 10-11-year-olds. 

Dunstan et al. 

(2017) 

6 1 Lesson Adapted for delivery in 

co-educational 

environment with 

males and females 

(content on muscular 

ideal as well as thin 

ideal). 

 

Stewart et al. (2020) 6 1 Lesson Adapted for delivery in 

co-educational 

environment with 

males and females 

(content on muscular 

ideal as well as thin 

ideal). 

 

Wilksch et al. (2015) 8 1 Lesson Addition of content 

related to eating 

concerns and 

renamed the Helping, 

Encouraging, 

Listening and 

Protecting Peers 

Initiative (HELPP). 

 

McLean et al. (2019) 3 1 Lesson Dismantled original 

format into two 

separate 

interventions: HBM-

Media and HBM-

Comparison. 
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The fidelity of implementation was only assessed by McLean et al. (2019). Facilitators 

completed self-report checklists, and rated the proportion of activities delivered and their 

effectiveness as high. Despite the subjectivity and inherent bias of self-report measures, 

inclusion of a fidelity assessment contributed positively to WoE A ratings. The remaining five 

studies did not assess fidelity and received WoE A penalties (Bird et al., 2013; Dunstan et 

al., 2017; Richardson & Paxton, 2010; Stewart et al., 2020; Wilksch et al., 2015).  

In two studies, the researchers delivered HBM (Bird et al., 2013; Richardson & Paxton, 

2010) and in three studies, HBM was delivered by trained psychology assistants or students 

(Dunstan et al., 2017; McLean et al., 2019; Wilksch et al., 2015). These five studies received 

low 
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intervention control condition. Similar caution should therefore be taken when interpreting 

Bird et al.’s (2013) findings.  

Stewart et al. (2020) found a small, significant effect of HBM in improving girls’ body 

satisfaction post-intervention (𝜂𝑝
2=.01, p<.05). Effect sizes at follow-up were not provided 

separately by gender, however, the effect of HBM was no longer significant at 3-month 

follow-up (𝜂𝑝
2=.02, p>.05). This study received a medium WoE D rating, however, also used 

a quasi-experiment
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this study received a medium WoE D rating, with a high WoE B rating. This was due to its 

use of an RCT design, active comparison conditions, and power to detect small effect sizes.  

McLean et al.’s (2019) study 
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Author Measures Total 

Sample 

Size 

(Female N 

if different) 

Effect size 

pre-post 𝜂𝑝
2 

 

(group x 

time 

interaction) 

Descriptor  Finding 

(+positive 

impact of 

intervention

, -negative 

or no 

impact) 

Effect size 

pre-follow 

up 𝜂𝑝
2 

(group x 

time 

interaction) 

Descriptor  Finding 

(+positive 

impact of 

intervention

, -negative 

or no 

impact) 

WoE D 

Analogue 

Scaleª 

 

Stewart et 

al. (2020) 

(Compariso

n of 

intervention 

& Control) 

Extended 

Body 

Satisfaction 

Visual 

Analogue 

Scaleª 

 

369 (332) .01* Small  + .02 

(boys and 

girls as girls 

only not 

available 

for follow-

up) 

Small  + but no 

longer 

significant 

at follow-up 

2.2 

(Medium) 

Dunstan et 

al. (2017) 

9-item 

Eating 

Disorder 

Inventory – 

Body 

Dissatisfacti

on 

Subscaleᵇ 

200 NA NA NA .05* Small + significant 

intervention 

effect 

observed at 

post 

intervention 

but not 

maintained 

at follow-up 

 

2.5 

(High) 

Wilksch et 

al. (2015) 

9-item 

Eating 

Disorder 

1316 (840) NA NA NA NA NA -No 

significant 

interaction 

2.2 

(Medium) 
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Author 
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HBM, made minimal adaptations without increasing the number of sessions. McLean et al. 

(2019) also delivered three sessions, but dismantled the intervention, which may have 

negatively impacted the effectiveness of HBM. The remaining studies included additional 

sessions and content when implementing HBM. 
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HBM, they should provide formal training and supervision throughout implementation, 

involving discussions of the importance of balancing fidelity and adaptations. 

Limitations  

The decision to focus on the effectiveness of HBM for girls in this review was based on 

evidence that this population is a high-risk group (Dunstan et al., 2017). However, males are 

increasingly reporting body dissatisfaction, and three studies in the review included males 

(Bird et al., 2013; Stewart et al., 2020; Wilksch et al., 2015). Taking a broader approach, 

including males, females, 
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Appendices  

Appendix A: Articles Excluded at Full Text Screening  

Articles excluded at full text screening Excluded on criteria: 

 

Roberts-Parker, E. (2019). Evaluating a 

Mentalization Based Program for 

Addressing Eating Disorder Risk Among 

Young Adolescents (Doctoral dissertation, 

Alliant International University). 

 

 

8- The study’s control group also 

receives HBM with additional 

mentalisation component. 

9- The study does not include a 

measure of body 

dissatisfaction/satisfaction. 

McCabe, M. P., Connaughton, C., 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2016.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.22642
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Authors and Title Sample Size  Sample 
characteristics  

Study Design  Country  Intervention Control Body 
Dis/satisfaction 
Outcome 
Measure 

Primary Findings 

Authors: Stewart, 
Goddard, Cakir, 
Hall and Allen 
(2020) 
 
Title: Can more 
people be “Happy 
Being Me”? 
Testing the 
delivery of a 
universal body 
satisfaction 
program by 
clinicians and 
school staff 
 
(Study 1 
compares HBM 
and comparison 
group, Study 2 
compares 
clinician versus 
school staff 
delivery) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total= 369 
Treatment= 
172 
Control= 197 

Year 7 boys 
(N=37) and girls 
(N=332) (aged 
11–12 years) 
recruited from 8 
schools 
 
Mean age= 11.7 
SD= 0.33 

Quasi-experimental 
case-controlled 
comparison trial 

UK 6, weekly, 50-
minute HBM 
sessions 
delivered in 
PSHE lessons. 

No-
intervention 
control. 

Extended 
version of the 
Body 
Satisfaction 
Visual Analogue 
Scale (BSVA; 
Durkin & 
Paxton, 2002) 

Improvement in 
body satisfaction in 
HBM group for 
girls.  
Follow-up data not 
stratified by gender 
but no longer 
significant at follow-
up. 
 
Comparison of 
teacher versus 
clinician delivery 
found 
improvements in 
clinician delivery 
but not teacher.  
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Authors and Title Sample Size  Sample 
characteristics  

Study Design  Country  Intervention Control Body 
Dis/satisfaction 
Outcome 
Measure 

Primary Findings 

appearance 
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Table C2  

WoE A ratings for reviewed studies  

Summary of WoE A Ratings  

 Richardson 

and 

Paxton 

(2010) 

Bird et al. 

(2013) 

Stewart et 

al. (2020) 

Dunstan et 

al. (2017) 
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according to whether it was appropriately powered to detect a large, medium and small 

effect size. The respective input values suggested by G*Power for small, medium and large 

effects are outlined in Table C5.  

Table C3 

Criteria for WoE B with Rationale  

Criteria  Low: 1 Medium: 2 High: 3 Rationale 

Study Design  Cohort study 

design. 

Quasi-

experimental 

design. 

Randomised 

controlled trial 

design. 

RCTs are 

considered more 

methodologically 

appropriate than 

quasi-

experimental and 

cohort studies for 

investigating 

effectiveness 

(Petticrew & 

Roberts, 2003).
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Criteria  Low: 1 Medium: 2 High: 3 Rationale 
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WoE B 

Rating 

1.5 

(Medium) 

1.5 

(Medium) 

1.75 

(Medium) 

2.25 

(Medium) 

2.5 

(High) 

2.75 

(High) 

Note. WoE B ratings are described as ‘High’ for scores ≥ 2.5, ‘Medium’ for scores ≥ 1.5 and 
< 2.5, and ‘Low’ for scores < 1.5. 
Table C5 

G*Power Effect Size Input 

Effect Size f Label 

0.10 Small 
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Criteria Low: 1 Medium: 2 High: 3 Rationale 

the results to an 

English school setting. 

 

Intervention 

delivery 

Intervention is 

only delivered 

by external 

professional 

e.g. researcher. 

Intervention is 

partially 

delivered by 

school staff and 

partially by an 

external 

professional.   

Intervention is 

delivered by 

school staff or 

there is a 

comparison of 

delivery by 

school staff and 

researcher. 

As the intervention is 

designed to be 

delivered in schools, a 

study which utilises 

school staff is more 

reflective of how the 

intervention will be 

implemented in 

practice. 

 

Intervention 

implementation 

Intervention 

delivered does 

not include the 

key 

components of 

the original 

HBM 

intervention. 

Intervention 

delivered is an 

adapted version 

of original 

(either by 

increasing/ 

amending 

content or by 

dismantling 

intervention into 

component 

parts). 

Intervention 

delivered is the 

original HBM 

programme or a 

replication of 

the original 

HBM 

intervention. 

Studies which use the 

HBM intervention in its 

originally designed 

format answer the 

review question most 

appropriately. However, 

it is useful to include 

adaptations to 

understand whether 

these adaptations 

improve or reduce 

effectiveness.   

 

Setting 

generalisability: 

number of 

schools  

Participants are 

sampled from a 

single school
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Criteria Low: 1 Medium: 2 High: 3 Rationale 

co-educational 

or single sex 

setting 

from single sex 

schools or 

information is 

not available. 

from a co-

educational 

school.  

combination of 

single sex and 

co-educational 

schools. 

effectiveness of HBM 

for girls who attend 

single sex schools 

cannot provide results 

which generalise to girls 

attending co-

educational settings or 

evaluate whether the 

intervention delivered in 

one setting is more 

effective than the other. 

  

 

Table C7 

WoE C Ratings for Reviewed Studies  

Summary of WoE C Ratings 

Criteria Richardson 

& Paxton 

(2010) 

Bird et al. 

(2013) 

Stewart 

et al. 

(2020) 

Dunstan 

et al. 

(2017) 

Wilksch 

et al. 

(2015) 

McClean 

et al. 

(2016) 

Location 

 

2 3 3 2 2 2 

Intervention 

delivery 

 

1 1 3 1 1 1 

Intervention 

implementation 

 

3 2 2 2 2 2 

Setting 

generalisability: 

number of 

schools 

 

2 2 3 3 3 3 
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Summary of WoE C Ratings 

Criteria Richardson 

& Paxton 

(2010) 

Bird et al. 

(2013) 

Stewart 

et al. 

(2020) 

Dunstan 

et al. 

(2017) 

Wilksch 

et al. 

(2015) 

McClean 

et al. 

(2016) 

Setting 

generalisability: 

single sex or 

co-educational  

 

1 2 3 3 3 1 

WoE C Rating 1.8 

(Medium) 

2 

(Medium) 

2.8 

(High) 

2.2 

(Medium) 

2.2 

(Medium) 

1.8 

(Medium) 

Note. WoE C ratings are described as ‘High’ for scores ≥ 2.5, ‘Medium’ for scores ≥ 1.5 and 
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7. Was evidence of the criterion-related validity and construct validity of the measures 

provided? 

8. Did the research team assess not only surface features of fidelity implementation 

(e.g., number of minutes allocated to the intervention or teacher/interventionist 

following procedures specified), but also examine quality of implementation? 

9. Was any documentation of the nature of instruction or series provided in comparison 

conditions? 

10. Did the research report include actual audio or videotape excerpts {or examples of 

content} that capture the nature of the intervention? 

(Many papers include a session guide including an outline of the content of the sessions 

which could be deemed as appropriate evidence). 

11. Were results presented in a clear, coherent fashion? 
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5. Was the fidelity of implementation described and assessed? 

☐ Yes 

☒ No 

☐ Unknown/unable to code 

 

6. Was the nature of services provided in comparison conditions described? 

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unknown/unable to code 

 

Quality Indicators for Outcome Measures 

3. In addition to the primary outcome measure, were other relevant body image 

outcome measures utilised? 

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unknown/unable to code 

 

4. Were outcomes for capturing the interventions effect measured at the appropriate 

times? 

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unknown/unable to code 

 

Quality Indicators for Data Analysis 

3. Were the data analysis techniques appropriately linked to key research questions 

and hypotheses? Were they appropriately linked to the unit of analysis in the study? 
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☐ Unknown/unable to code 

 

4. Did the study provide not only internal consistency reliability but also test-retest 

reliability and interrater reliability (when appropriate) for outcome measures?  

☒ Yes 

☐ No 

☐ Unknown/unable to code 

 

5. Were data collectors and/or scorers blind to study conditions and equally (un)familiar 

to examinees across study conditions? 

☐ Yes 

☐ No 

☒ Unknown/unable to code 
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Author N 

(Females 

Only) 

Measures  Intervention Control  

 Pre 

Mean  

(SD) 

Post 

Mean 

(SD) 

Follow-

up 

Mean  

(SD) 

Pre 

Mean  

(SD) 

Post 

Mean 

(SD) 

Follow-

up 

Mean  

(SD) 

Wilksch et al. (2015) 840  9-
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Author N (Females only) Measure  HBM- media HBM-comparison HBM- eating (active 

control) 

   Pre 

Mean 

(SD) 

Post 

Mean 

(SD) 

Follow-

up 

Mean 

(SD) 

Pre 

Mean 

(SD) 

Post 

Mean 

(SD) 

Follow-

up 

Mean 

(SD) 

Pre 

Mean 

(SD) 

Post 

Mean 

(SD) 

Follow-

up 

Mean 

(SD) 

McClean et al. 

(2016) 

260 9-item Eating 

Disorder Inventory 

– Body 

Dissatisfaction 

Subscaleᵇ 

29.64 

(10.59) 

30.00 

(11.69) 

29.43 

(11.30) 

28.64 

(10.44) 

28.99 

(9.76) 

28.27 

(8.58) 

26.57 

(10.30) 

26.48 

(10.93) 

27.44 

(9.70) 

()*= SEM 

ª= Higher scores more desirable 

ᵇ= Lower scores more desirable 

NA= Not available 

 


