Supplementary Materials 
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I. A-priori power analyses
Procedure
For the a-priori power analyses, we conducted three Monte Carlo simulations for the five RI-CLPMs in Mplus version 8.0. The specified between-person effects, stabilities, and within-wave associations were based on the results of the previous research that is reviewed in the introduction section of the current manuscript. Because no study to date has examined the relationships between social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer experiences (namely peer victimization and peer acceptance), the cross-paths were set to .10 in simulation 1 because this was the smallest effect we would consider relevant for interpretation. The second simulation, simulation 2, was conducted after results from simulation 1 indicated that the cross-paths bordered on having sufficient power (about 50% of the cross-paths had power < .80). For simplicity, we assumed the same estimated effects for self-reported social withdrawal and for parent-reported social withdrawal in the models that also included peer variables (e.g. RI-CLPM 2 and RI-CLPM 3 use the same power analysis). Missing data patterns based on the TRAILS attrition rates (T1 = 0%; T2 = 5.84%; T3 = 19.4%) were accounted for in the power analyses. Notably, as discussed by Masselink et al. (2018), the missing data pattern specified was completely at random, meaning that in the Monte Carlo simulation, having missing data at one wave had no influence on the probability of having missing data on the other waves and missing data patterns within wave were also random (i.e. an individual may have missing social withdrawal data but present social anxiety data, despite a greater likelihood of having missing data on both variables).
Results and Conclusions
	Results for the power analyses for the RI-CLPMs are depicted in Tables S1-S3. Our power analyses indicated that our sample size of 2,772 was sufficiently large for all RI-CLPMs when the estimated between-person effects were between .40 and .60, the stability effects were .15-.35, within-wave associations were .15-.35, and cross-paths were .10-.11. Keeping the between-person, stability, and within-wave associations the same, it appeared that power for all cross-paths increased to > .80 somewhere between the estimated cross-path effects of .10 and .11. Importantly, the effects specified for all models in both simulations are hypothetical predictions based on previous research, and may be imprecise. Because of this, for our analyses, we decided to interpret only effects that were ≥ .10 (or explaining at least 1% of variance).
Table S1


Power analysis for RI-CLPM 1 (self-reported social withdrawal, parent-reported social withdrawal, and social anxiety)
	
	
	Simulation 1
	
	Simulation 2

	
	
	Estimated effect
	Power
	
	Estimated effect
	Power

	Between-person
	Ws-SA
	.60
	1
	
	.60
	1

	
	Wp-SA
	.60
	1
	
	.60
	1

	
	Ws-Wp
	.40
	1
	
	.40
	1

	Stability
	T1-T2  Ws-Ws
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  Ws-Ws
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T2  SA-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  SA-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T2  Wp-Wp
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  Wp-Wp
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	Within-wave
	T1-T1  Ws-SA
	.35
	1
	
	.35
	1

	
	T2-T2  Ws-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T3-T3  Ws-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T1  Ws-Wp
	.25
	1
	
	.25
	1

	
	T2-T2  Ws-Wp
	.15
	.99
	
	.15
	.99

	
	T3-T3  Ws-Wp
	.15
	1
	
	.15
	1

	
	T1-T1  SA-Wp
	25
	1
	
	.25
	1

	
	T2-T2  SA-Wp
	.15
	.99
	
	.15
	1

	
	T3-T3  SA-Wp
	.15
	1
	
	.15
	1

	Cross-paths
	T1-T2  Ws-SA
	.10
	.76
	
	.11
	.84

	
	T2-T3  Ws-SA
	.10
	.84
	
	.11
	.91

	
	T1-T2  SA-Ws
	.10
	.79
	
	.11
	.86

	
	T2-T3  SA-Ws
	.10
	.84
	
	.11
	.91

	
	T1-T2  Ws-Wp
	.10
	.74
	
	.11
	.82

	
	T2-T3  Ws-Wp
	.10
	.82
	
	.11
	.89

	
	T1-T2  Wp-Ws
	.10
	.77
	
	.11
	.84

	
	T2-T3  Wp-Ws
	.10
	.83
	
	.11
	.90

	
	T1-T2  SA-Wp
	.10
	.78
	
	.11
	.85

	
	T2-T3  SA-Wp
	.10
	.83
	
	.11
	.90

	
	T1-T2  Wp-SA
	.10
	.78
	
	.11
	.85

	
	T2-T3  Wp-SA
	.10
	.84
	
	.11
	.91


Note. Ws = self-reported social withdrawal; Wp = parent-reported social withdrawal SA = social anxiety.




Table S2
Power analysis for RI-CLPM 2 and RI-CLPM 3 (self- or parent-reported social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer victimization)
	
	
	Simulation 1
	
	Simulation 2

	
	
	Estimated effect
	Power
	
	Estimated effect
	Power

	Between-person
	W-SA
	.60
	1
	
	.60
	1

	
	W-V
	.40
	1
	
	.40
	1

	
	SA-V
	.40
	1
	
	.40
	1

	Stability
	T1-T2  W-W
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  W-W
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T2  SA-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  SA-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T2  V-V
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  V-V
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	Within-wave
	T1-T1  W-SA
	.35
	1
	
	.35
	1

	
	T2-T2  W-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T3-T3  W-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T1  W-V
	.25
	1
	
	.25
	1

	
	T2-T2  W-V
	.15
	.99
	
	.15
	.99

	
	T3-T3  W-V
	.15
	1
	
	.15
	1

	
	T1-T1  SA-V
	25
	1
	
	.25
	1

	
	T2-T2  SA-V
	.15
	.99
	
	.15
	.99

	
	T3-T3  SA-V
	.15
	1
	
	.15
	1

	Cross-paths
	T1-T2  W-SA
	.10
	.76
	
	.11
	.84

	
	T2-T3  W-SA
	.10
	.84
	
	.11
	.90

	
	T1-T2  SA-W
	.10
	.77
	
	.11
	.85

	
	T2-T3  SA-W
	.10
	.84
	
	.11
	.91

	
	T1-T2  W-V
	.10
	.75
	
	.11
	.83

	
	T2-T3  W-V
	.10
	.82
	
	.11
	.89

	
	T1-T2  V-W
	.10
	.76
	
	.11
	.84

	
	T2-T3  V-W
	.10
	.83
	
	.11
	.90

	
	T1-T2  SA-V
	.10
	.75
	
	.11
	.82

	
	T2-T3  SA-V
	.10
	.82
	
	.11
	.89

	
	T1-T2  V-SA
	.10
	.76
	
	.11
	.83

	
	T2-T3  V-SA
	.10
	.83
	
	.11
	.90


Note. W = self- or parent-reported social withdrawal; SA = social anxiety; V = peer victimization.
















Table S3
Power analysis for RI-CLPM 4 and RI-CLPM 5 (self- or parent-reported social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer acceptance)
	
	
	Simulation 1
	
	Simulation 2

	
	
	Estimated effect
	Power
	
	Estimated effect
	Power

	Between-person
	W-SA
	.60
	1
	
	.60
	1

	
	W-P
	-.40
	1
	
	-.40
	1

	
	SA-P
	-.40
	1
	
	-.40
	1

	Stability
	T1-T2  W-W
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  W-W
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T2  SA-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  SA-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T2  P-P
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T2-T3  P-P
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	Within-wave
	T1-T1  W-SA
	.35
	1
	
	.35
	1

	
	T2-T2  W-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T3-T3  W-SA
	.20
	1
	
	.20
	1

	
	T1-T1  W-P
	-.25
	1
	
	-.25
	1

	
	T2-T2  W-P
	-.15
	.99
	
	-.15
	.99

	
	T3-T3  W-P
	-.15
	1
	
	-.15
	1

	
	T1-T1  SA-P
	-.25
	1
	
	-.25
	1

	
	T2-T2  SA-P
	-.15
	.99
	
	-.15
	.99

	
	T3-T3  SA-P
	-.15
	1
	
	-.15
	1

	Cross-paths
	T1-T2  W-SA
	.10
	.77
	
	.11
	.84

	
	T2-T3  W-SA
	.10
	.84
	
	.11
	.90

	
	T1-T2  SA-W
	.10
	.77
	
	.11
	.85

	
	T2-T3  SA-W
	.10
	.84
	
	.11
	.90

	
	T1-T2  W-P
	-.10
	.74
	
	-.11
	.83

	
	T2-T3  W-P
	-.10
	.82
	
	-.11
	.88

	
	T1-T2  P-W
	-.10
	.77
	
	-.11
	.84

	
	T2-T3  P-W
	-.10
	.83
	
	-.11
	.90

	
	T1-T2  SA-P
	-.10
	.74
	
	-.11
	.82

	
	T2-T3  SA-P
	-.10
	.81
	
	-.11
	.88

	
	T1-T2  P-SA
	-.10
	.77
	
	-.11
	.85

	
	T2-T3  P-SA
	-.10
	.82
	
	-.11
	.90
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Note. W = self- or parent-reported social withdrawal; SA = social anxiety; P = peer acceptance.
II. Longitudinal measurement invariance

Procedure
	A series of increasingly constrained confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) models systematically tested if the social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer acceptance items were measurement invariant over time. Assessing longitudinal measurement invariance can inform us if individuals interpreted these items in the same way over time. Three types of measurement invariance, at increasing strength, were examined: configural invariance (baseline), metric invariance (weak), scalar invariance (strong). The following goodness of fit cutoffs were considered to indicate a good model fit: comparative fit index (CFI) ≥ .90, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .06, and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) ≤ .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Differences in model fit were examined using change-in-fit indices following the Chen (2007) criteria: ΔCFI ≥ -.010, ΔRMSEA ≥ .015, and ΔSRMR ≥ .030 for metric invariance, and ΔSRMR ≥ .010 for scalar invariance, because SRMR is less sensitive to noninvariance in intercepts than noninvariance in item loadings. 
	For the configural invariance model, factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variances were allowed to vary, factor variances were all fixed to 1, and all factor means were fixed to 0 for model identification. For the metric model, factor loadings were constrained to be equal over time, the social anxiety variance at T3 was fixed to 1 and all factor means were fixed to 0 for identification. Finally, in the scalar model, factor loadings and item intercepts were constrained to be equal, the T3 factor variance was fixed at 0, and the factor mean at T1 was fixed at 0 to allow model identification. When the scalar model fit significantly worse than the metric model, up to 20% of intercepts were allowed to vary until the model fitted the data as well as the metric model. When this happens, partial scalar invariance is established.
Results and Conclusions
Results from the longitudinal measurement invariance models of social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer acceptance are depicted in Table S4 and the factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variances of the configural, metric, and scalar models are depicted in the Tables S5-S8. Longitudinal measurement invariance could not be tested for the two peer victimization items because there are too few items to investigate model fit via structural equation modelling.
Self-reported social withdrawal. For the four self-reported social withdrawal items, results indicated that the configural and metric models had excellent fit to the data, and the metric model fit the data no worse than the configural model. The scalar model fit the data significantly worse than the metric model. Using modification indices (MIs) to determine which factor loadings needed to be freed to improve model fit, we freed intercepts one-by-one to test partial scalar invariance. Comparisons were made between the partial scalar and metric models until the partial scalar model fit the data as well as the metric model (i.e. met the Chen criteria). We freed three item intercepts: T1 item “I am secretive or keep things to myself”; T1 item “I would rather be alone than with others”; and T3 item “I refuse to talk”. All invariant intercepts were lower for these items at the respective time point than during the other two time points. Results indicated that adolescents generally interpreted social withdrawal items consistently over time.
Parent-reported social withdrawal. For the four parent-reported social withdrawal items, results indicated that the configural and metric models had excellent fit to the data, and the metric model fit the data no worse than the configural model. Using MIs, we found partial scalar invariance when we freed the item intercept for T3 item “Is secretive or keeps things to his/herself”, which had a higher intercept at T3 than at T1 and T2. Results indicated that parents reported social withdrawal items consistently over time.
Social anxiety. For the RCADS Social Phobia scale, results indicated that the configural and metric invariance models had excellent fit to the data, and the metric model was no worse than the configural model. The scalar invariance model fit the data significantly worse than the metric model. Using MIs, we found partial scalar invariance when we freed four item intercepts: T1 “I feel nervous when I have to take a test”; T1 “I’m worried about making mistakes”; T2 “I am worried that I might look stupid”; and T3 “I’m afraid if I have to say something in class.” All invariant intercepts were higher for these items at the respective time points than at the other two time points. Results indicated that youth interpreted most RCADS Social Phobia items in the same way across the three time points.
Peer acceptance. Results from the longitudinal measurement invariance testing of the 8-item peer acceptance scale indicated that the configural and metric models had excellent fit to the data and the metric model fit the data no worse than the configural model. The scalar model fit the data significantly worse than the metric model, so using modification indices, intercepts were freed one-by one to test for partial scalar invariance. Two items were freed to achieve partial scalar invariance: T1 “Many classmates like it when I help them” and T3 “I can really trust my classmates.” The non-invariant T1 intercept was higher than at T2/T3 while the T3 non-invariant intercept was lower than at T1/T2. Results indicate that youth interpreted the large majority of peer acceptance items consistently across the three measurement waves. 
Table S4
Results from the assessment of longitudinal measurement invariance of social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer acceptance items
	
	Model
	X2 (df)
	CFI
	ΔCFI
	RMSEA [90% CI]
	ΔRMSEA
	SRMR
	ΔSRMR

	Self-reported
Social Withdrawal
	Configural
	104.259 (39)
	.976
	
	.025 [.019, .030]
	
	.021
	

	
	Metric
	120.229 (45)
	.972
	-.004
	.025 [.019, .030]
	.000
	.023
	.002

	
	Scalar
	502.717 (51)
	.833
	-.139
	.057 [.052, .061]
	.032
	.045
	.022

	
		Scalar partial 1 a
	205.111 (50)
	.943
	-.029
	.033 [.029, .038]
	.008
	.029
	.006

	
	Scalar partial 2 a
	158.127 (49)
	.960
	-.012
	.028 [.024, .033]
	.003
	.026
	.003

	
	Scalar partial 3 a
	133.255 (48)
	.968
	-.004
	.025 [.020, .031]
	.000
	.024
	.001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Parent-reported
Social Withdrawal
	Configural
	284.161 (36)
	.957
	
	.051 [.045, .056]
	
	.052
	

	
	Metric
	312.885 (42)
	.953
	-.004
	.049 [.044, .054]
	-.002
	.053
	.001

	
	Scalar
	392.371 (48)
	.940
	-.013
	.052 [.047, .056]
	.003
	.055
	.002

	
	Scalar partial 1 a
	352.026 (47)
	.947
	-.006
	.049 [.044, .054]
	.000
	.054
	.001

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social anxiety
	Configural
	1470.703 (294)
	.934
	
	.038 [.036, .040]
	
	.033
	

	
	Metric
	1491.610 (310)
	.933
	-.001
	.037 [.035, .039]
	.001
	.034
	.001

	
	Scalar
	2163.028 (326)
	.897
	-.036
	.045 [.043, .047]
	.008
	.041
	.007

	
	Scalar partial 1a
	1991.387 (325)
	.906
	-.027
	.043 [.041, .045]
	.006
	.039
	.005

	
	Scalar partial 2a
	1853.589 (324)
	.914
	-.019
	.041 [.039, .043]
	.004
	.038
	.004

	
	Scalar partial 3a
	1754.508 (323)
	.919
	-.014
	.040 [.038, .042]
	.003
	.037
	.003

	
	Scalar partial 4a
	1676.351 (322)
	.924
	-.009
	.039 [.037, .041]
	.002
	.036
	.002


	Peer acceptance
	Configural
	1186.818 (225)
	.958
	
	.039 [.037, .042]
	
	.026
	

	
	Metric
	1249.430 (239)
	.956
	-.002
	.039 [.037, .041]
	.000
	.034
	.008

	
	Scalar
	1785.417 (253)
	.933
	-.023
	.047 [.045, .049]
	.008
	.036
	.002

	
	Scalar partial 1 a
	1611.231 (252)
	.941
	-.015
	.044 [.042, .046]
	.005
	.035
	.001

	
	 Scalar partial 2 a
	1441.781 (251)
	.948
	-.008
	.041 [.039, .044]
	.002
	.033
	-.001


Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean residual. 
a Model comparisons are made with the respective metric invariance model.




Table S5
Self-reported social withdrawal (YSR) configural, metric, and partial scalar invariance model unstandardized factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variances
	
Item number and content
	Loadings
	
	Intercepts
	
	Residual Variances

	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3

	Configural Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42: I would rather be alone than with others
	0.269
	0.322
	0.328
	
	0.415
	0.395
	0.445
	
	0.264
	0.209
	0.214

	65: I refuse to talk
	0.208
	0.176
	0.197
	
	0.250
	0.183
	0.154
	
	0.173
	0.147
	0.110

	69: I am secretive or keep things to myself
	0.324
	0.318
	0.386
	
	0.356
	0.536
	0.615
	
	0.226
	0.270
	0.292

	111: I keep from getting involved with others
	0.184
	0.226
	0.269
	
	0.374
	0.318
	0.313
	
	0.313
	0.216
	0.178

	Metric Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42: I would rather be alone than with others
	0.285
	0.285
	0.285
	
	0.415
	0.395
	0.445
	
	0.257
	0.217
	0.211

	65: I refuse to talk
	0.175
	0.175
	0.175
	
	0.250
	0.183
	0.153
	
	0.181
	0.145
	0.108

	69: I am secretive or keep things to myself
	0.316
	0.316
	0.316
	
	0.356
	0.536
	0.615
	
	0.231
	0.263
	0.296

	111: I keep from getting involved with others
	0.213
	0.213
	0.213
	
	0.374
	0.319
	0.313
	
	0.308
	0.217
	0.183

	Partial Scalar Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42: I would rather be alone than with others
	0.285
	0.285
	0.285
	
	0.415
	0.501
	0.501
	
	0.257
	0.217
	0.211

	65: I refuse to talk
	0.175
	0.175
	0.175
	
	0.249
	0.249
	0.189
	
	0.181
	0.145
	0.108

	69: I am secretive or keep things to myself
	0.319
	0.319
	0.319
	
	0.356
	0.664
	0.664
	
	0.230
	0.262
	0.295

	111: I keep from getting involved with others
	0.209
	0.209
	0.209
	
	0.375
	0.375
	0.375
	
	0.309
	0.218
	0.184


Note. Non-invariant parameters are indicated in boldface.












Table S6
Parent-reported social withdrawal (CBCL) configural, metric, and partial scalar invariance model unstandardized factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variances
	
Item number and content
	Loadings
	
	Intercepts
	
	Residual Variances

	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3

	Configural Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42: Would rather be alone than with others
	0.330
	0.410
	0.439
	
	0.435
	0.407
	0.417
	
	0.229
	0.171
	0.154

	65: Refuses to talk
	0.169
	0.153
	0.171
	
	0.205
	0.189
	0.213
	
	0.157
	0.147
	0.169

	69: Secretive, keeps things to self
	0.365
	0.313
	0.354
	
	0.476
	0.516
	0.615
	
	0.261
	0.276
	0.275

	111: Withdrawn, doesn’t get involved with others.
	0.280
	0.276
	0.317
	
	0.150
	0.143
	0.183
	
	0.075
	0.074
	0.101

	Metric Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42: Would rather be alone than with others
	0.371
	0.371
	0.371
	
	0.434
	0.407
	0.417
	
	0.217
	0.180
	0.159

	65: Refuses to talk
	0.154
	0.154
	0.154
	
	0.205
	0.189
	0.213
	
	0.159
	0.147
	0.168

	69: Secretive, keeps things to self
	0.323
	0.323
	0.323
	
	0.476
	0.516
	0.615
	
	0.274
	0.272
	0.270

	111: Withdrawn, doesn’t get involved with others.
	0.272
	0.272
	0.272
	
	0.150
	0.143
	0.183
	
	0.078
	0.073
	0.101

	Partial Scalar Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	42: Would rather be alone than with others
	0.370
	0.370
	0.370
	
	0.414
	0.414
	0.414
	
	0.218
	0.180
	0.160

	65: Refuses to talk
	0.154
	0.154
	0.154
	
	0.200
	0.200
	0.200
	
	0.159
	0.147
	0.168

	69: Secretive, keeps things to self
	0.323
	0.323
	0.323
	
	0.498
	0.498
	0.589
	
	0.275
	0.273
	0.271

	111: Withdrawn, doesn’t get involved with others.
	0.273
	0.273
	0.273
	
	0.152
	0.152
	0.152
	
	0.077
	0.072
	0.101


Note. Non-invariant parameters are indicated in boldface.













Table S7
Social anxiety (RCADS) configural, metric, partial scalar invariance model unstandardized factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variances
	
Item number and content
	Loadings
	
	Intercepts
	
	Residual Variances

	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3

	Configural Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4: I worry when I think I have done poorly at something
	0.380
	0.467
	0.512
	
	1.045
	0.867
	1.041
	
	0.477
	0.322
	0.340

	7: I feel scared when I have to take a test
	0.324
	0.371
	0.376
	
	1.176
	0.905
	0.823
	
	0.656
	0.411
	0.425

	8: I feel worried when I think someone is angry with me
	0.419
	0.471
	0.551
	
	1.024
	0.905
	1.103
	
	0.437
	0.380
	0.445

	12: I worry that I will do badly at my school work
	0.361
	0.402
	0.428
	
	0.708
	0.620
	0.688
	
	0.384
	0.281
	0.351

	20: I worry I might look foolish
	0.428
	0.445
	0.478
	
	0.543
	0.568
	0.432
	
	0.268
	0.227
	0.190

	30: I worry about making mistakes
	0.369
	0.399
	0.433
	
	0.753
	0.526
	0.570
	
	0.279
	0.221
	0.222

	32: I worry what other people think of me
	0.469
	0.493
	0.563
	
	0.660
	0.558
	0.622
	
	0.276
	0.217
	0.229

	38: I feel afraid if I have to talk in front of my class
	0.334
	0.378
	0.423
	
	0.643
	0.632
	0.664
	
	0.416
	0.387
	0.485

	43: I feel afraid that I will make a fool of myself in front of people
	0.428
	0.429
	0.463
	
	0.574
	0.501
	0.462
	
	0.244
	0.193
	0.184

	Metric Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4: I worry when I think I have done poorly at something
	0.419
	0.419
	0.419
	
	1.044
	0.867
	1.041
	
	0.470
	0.325
	0.343

	7: I feel scared when I have to take a test
	0.328
	0.328
	0.328
	
	1.176
	0.905
	0.823
	
	0.654
	0.413
	0.424

	8: I feel worried when I think someone is angry with me
	0.439
	0.439
	0.439
	
	1.024
	0.905
	1.104
	
	0.432
	0.380
	0.452

	12: I worry that I will do badly at my school work
	0.364
	0.364
	0.364
	
	0.708
	0.620
	0.688
	
	0.383
	0.282
	0.350

	20: I worry I might look foolish
	0.414
	0.414
	0.414
	
	0.543
	0.568
	0.431
	
	0.273
	0.227
	0.188

	30: I worry about making mistakes
	0.367
	0.367
	0.367
	
	0.753
	0.526
	0.570
	
	0.279
	0.221
	0.222

	32: I worry what other people think of me
	0.465
	0.465
	0.465
	
	0.660
	0.558
	0.622
	
	0.278
	0.215
	0.230

	38: I feel afraid if I have to talk in front of my class
	0.346
	0.346
	0.346
	
	0.643
	0.632
	0.665
	
	0.415
	0.387
	0.485

	43: I feel afraid that I will make a fool of myself in front of people
	0.401
	0.401
	0.401
	
	0.574
	0.501
	0.461
	
	0.251
	0.191
	0.182

	Partial Scalar Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4: I worry when I think I have done poorly at something
	0.422
	0.422
	0.422
	
	1.033
	1.033
	1.033
	
	0.469
	0.329
	0.349

	7: I feel scared when I have to take a test
	0.325
	0.325
	0.325
	
	1.173
	0.935
	0.935
	
	0.655
	0.416
	0.428

	8: I feel worried when I think someone is angry with me
	0.440
	0.440
	0.440
	
	1.016
	1.106
	1.173
	
	0.432
	0.380
	0.452

	12: I worry that I will do badly at my school work
	0.365
	0.365
	0.365
	
	0.717
	0.717
	0.717
	
	0.383
	0.282
	0.351

	20: I worry I might look foolish
	0.415
	0.415
	0.415
	
	0.518
	0.667
	0.518
	
	0.273
	0.227
	0.188

	30: I worry about making mistakes
	0.367
	0.367
	0.367
	
	0.753
	0.620
	0.620
	
	0.279
	0.221
	0.222

	32: I worry what other people think of me
	0.465
	0.465
	0.465
	
	0.674
	0.674
	0.674
	
	0.278
	0.215
	0.231

	38: I feel afraid if I have to talk in front of my class
	0.341
	0.341
	0.341
	
	0.686
	0.686
	0.686
	
	0.418
	0.389
	0.487

	43: I feel afraid that I will make a fool of myself in front of people
	0.399
	0.399
	0.399
	
	0.566
	0.566
	0.566
	
	0.252
	0.193
	0.184


Note. Non-invariant parameters are indicated in boldface.
Table S8
Peer acceptance (SPF) configural, metric, and partial scalar invariance model unstandardized factor loadings, intercepts, and residual variances
	
Item number and content
	Loadings
	
	Intercepts
	
	Residual Variances

	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3
	
	T1
	T2
	T3

	Configural Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	58: Many classmates like to do things together with me
	0.728
	0.619
	0.578
	
	3.532
	3.497
	3.496
	
	0.353
	0.305
	0.254

	59: Many classmates help me if there is something I need help with
	0.771
	0.676
	0.597
	
	3.678
	3.751
	3.703
	
	0.374
	0.299
	0.274

	60: Many classmates take my feelings into account
	0.753
	0.695
	0.625
	
	3.251
	3.433
	3.464
	
	0.572
	0.478
	0.355

	61: Many classmates like to be with me
	0.750
	0.689
	0.633
	
	3.244
	3.324
	3.399
	
	0.391
	0.274
	0.199

	62: Many classmates think that I am well behaved
	0.651
	0.475
	0.407
	
	3.486
	3.438
	3.533
	
	0.420
	0.487
	0.433

	63: Many classmates like it when I help them
	0.666
	0.602
	0.489
	
	3.898
	3.727
	3.717
	
	0.451
	0.386
	0.325

	64: I can really trust my classmates
	0.765
	0.661
	0.576
	
	3.633
	3.644
	3.400
	
	0.572
	0.560
	0.482

	65: Many classmates are happy with me as I am
	0.732
	0.650
	0.555
	
	3.699
	3.773
	3.731
	
	0.413
	0.373
	0.309

	Metric Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	58: Many classmates like to do things together with me
	0.724
	0.724
	0.724
	
	3.532
	3.497
	3.495
	
	0.353
	0.303
	0.259

	59: Many classmates help me if there is something I need help with
	0.771
	0.771
	0.771
	
	3.678
	3.751
	3.703
	
	0.373
	0.300
	0.274

	60: Many classmates take my feelings into account
	0.781
	0.781
	0.781
	
	3.251
	3.433
	3.464
	
	0.566
	0.480
	0.359

	61: Many classmates like to be with me
	0.782
	0.782
	0.782
	
	3.244
	3.324
	3.399
	
	0.386
	0.274
	0.206

	62: Many classmates think that I am well behaved
	0.592
	0.592
	0.592
	
	3.486
	3.438
	3.533
	
	0.431
	0.485
	0.429

	63: Many classmates like it when I help them
	0.664
	0.664
	0.664
	
	3.898
	3.727
	3.717
	
	0.453
	0.389
	0.320

	64: I can really trust my classmates
	0.757
	0.757
	0.757
	
	3.633
	3.644
	3.400
	
	0.573
	0.560
	0.479

	65: Many classmates are happy with me as I am
	0.731
	0.731
	0.731
	
	3.699
	3.773
	3.731
	
	0.415
	0.375
	0.305

	Partial Scalar Invariance Model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	58: Many classmates like to do things together with me
	0.721
	0.721
	0.721
	
	3.471
	3.471
	3.471
	
	0.358
	0.304
	0.262

	59: Many classmates help me if there is something I need help with
	0.771
	0.771
	0.771
	
	3.671
	3.671
	3.671
	
	0.373
	0.301
	0.275

	60: Many classmates take my feelings into account
	0.784
	0.784
	0.784
	
	3.345
	3.345
	3.345
	
	0.576
	0.481
	0.361

	61: Many classmates like to be with me
	0.783
	0.783
	0.783
	
	3.286
	3.286
	3.286
	
	0.388
	0.274
	0.209

	62: Many classmates think that I am well behaved
	0.591
	0.591
	0.591
	
	3.458
	3.458
	3.458
	
	0.432
	0.489
	0.429

	63: Many classmates like it when I help them
	0.665
	0.665
	0.665
	
	3.897
	3.670
	3.670
	
	0.453
	0.389
	0.320

	64: I can really trust my classmates
	0.757
	0.757
	0.757
	
	3.613
	3.613
	3.335
	
	0.573
	0.561
	0.479

	65: Many classmates are happy with me as I am
	0.731
	0.731
	0.731
	
	3.695
	3.695
	3.695
	
	0.415
	0.375
	0.306


Note. Non-invariant parameters are indicated in boldface.


III. Path coefficients, standard errors, and p-values for RI-CLPMs 1-5


Table S9
Standardized path coefficients for RI-CLPM 1: Self-reported social withdrawal, parent-reported social withdrawal, and social anxiety
	
	Estimated path
	β  [95% CI]
	SE
	p-value

	Between-person
	Ws-SA
	0.40 [0.28, 0.52]
	.07
	<.001

	
	Ws-Wp
	0.59 [0.49, 0.70]
	.06
	<.001

	
	SA-Wp
	0.15 [0.05, 0.24]
	.06
	.012

	Stability
	T1-T2  Ws-Ws
	0.08 [0.01, 0.15]
	.05
	.075

	
	T2-T3  Ws-Ws
	0.21 [0.14, 0.28]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T1-T2  SA-SA
	0.10 [0.00, 0.19]
	.06
	.109

	
	T2-T3  SA-SA
	0.37 [0.31, 0.43]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T1-T2  Wp -Wp
	0.12 [0.00, 0.23]
	.07
	.098

	
	T2-T3  Wp-Wp
	0.21 [0.13, 0.30]
	.05
	<.001

	Concurrent 
	T1-T1  Ws-SA
	0.30 [0.23, 0.36]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T2-T2  Ws-SA
	0.32 [0.26, 0.38]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T3-T3  Ws-SA
	0.28 [0.24, 0.32]
	.03
	<.001

	
	T1-T1  Ws-Wp
	0.02 [-0.06, 0.10]
	.05
	.724

	
	T2-T2  Ws-Wp
	0.14 [0.06, 0.21]
	.05
	.003

	
	T3-T3  Ws-Wp
	0.19 [0.14, 0.24]
	.03
	<.001

	
	T1-T1  SA-Wp
	0.02 [-0.07, 0.10]
	.05
	.762

	
	T2-T2  SA-Wp
	-0.02 [-0.1, 0.06]
	.05
	.658

	
	T3-T3  SA-Wp
	0.04 [0.00, 0.09]
	.03
	.122

	Cross-paths
	T1-T2  Ws-SA
	0.06 [-0.01, 0.12]
	.04
	.173

	
	T2-T3  Ws-SA
	0.03 [-0.02, 0.09]
	.03
	.282

	
	T1-T2  SA-Ws
	0.12 [0.05, 0.20]
	.05
	.009

	
	T2-T3  SA-Ws
	0.07 [0.02, 0.13]
	.03
	.035

	
	T1-T2  Ws-Wp
	0.01 [-0.07, 0.08]
	.05
	.875

	
	T2-T3  Ws-Wp
	0.07 [0.01, 0.14]
	.04
	.072

	
	T1-T2  Wp-Ws
	0.06 [-0.03, 0.14]
	.05
	.270

	
	T2-T3  Wp-Ws
	0.05 [-0.01, 0.10]
	.04
	.208

	
	T1-T2  SA-Wp
	-0.01 [-0.09, 0.07]
	.05
	.840

	
	T2-T3  SA-Wp
	-0.09 [-0.16, -0.03]
	.04
	.020

	
	T1-T2  Wp-SA
	-0.09 [-0.17, -0.01]
	.05
	.072

	
	T2-T3  Wp-SA
	-0.05 [-0.09, 0.00]
	.03
	.130


Note. Ws = self-reported social withdrawal; Wp = parent-reported social withdrawal; SA = social anxiety. Paths in boldface are significant at p < .05.


Table S10
Standardized path coefficients of RI-CLPM 2 and RI-CLPM 3: Self- or parent-reported social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer victimization
	
	
	RI-CLPM2
Child-reported Social Withdrawal
	
	RI-CLPM3
Parent-reported Social Withdrawal

	
	Estimated path
	β  [95% CI]
	SE
	p-value
	
	β  [95% CI]
	SE
	p-value

	Between-person
	W-SA
	0.36 [0.22, 0.50]
	.09
	<.001
	
	0.11 [0.01, 0.21]
	.06
	.068

	
	W-V
	0.34 [0.23, 0.45]
	.07
	<.001
	
	0.38 [0.31, 0.44]
	.04
	<.001

	
	SA-V
	0.24 [0.16, 0.32]
	.05
	<.001
	
	0.25 [0.16, 0.33]
	.05
	<.001

	Stability
	T1-T2  W-W
	0.09 [0.01, 0.17]
	.05
	.054
	
	0.14 [0.02, 0.25]
	.07
	.046

	
	T2-T3  W-W
	0.24 [0.18, 0.31]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.24 [0.15, 0.32]
	.05
	<.001

	
	T1-T2  SA-SA
	0.10 [0.00, 0.20]
	.06
	.105
	
	0.11 [0.01, 0.21]
	.06
	.060

	
	T2-T3  SA-SA
	0.37 [0.31, 0.44]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.39 [0.33, 0.44]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T1-T2  V-V
	0.28 [0.21, 0.34]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.27 [0.21, 0.33]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T2-T3  V-V
	-0.13 [-0.35, 0.10]
	.14
	.352
	
	-0.07 [-0.28, 0.15]
	.13
	.613

	Concurrent 
	T1-T1  W-SA
	0.32 [0.26, 0.38]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.05 [-0.04, 0.13]
	.05
	.364

	
	T2-T2  W-SA
	0.33 [0.27, 0.39]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.01 [-0.07, 0.08]
	.05
	.851

	
	T3-T3  W-SA
	0.28 [0.24, 0.33]
	.03
	<.001
	
	0.05 [0.00, 0.09]
	.03
	.083

	
	T1-T1  W-V
	0.27 [0.23, 0.31]
	.03
	<.001
	
	0.21 [0.15, 0.26]
	.03
	<.001

	
	T2-T2  W-V
	0.20 [0.14, 0.26]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.11 [0.04, 0.19]
	.04
	.010

	
	T3-T3  W-V
	0.15 [0.06, 0.24]
	.06
	.007
	
	0.22 [0.13, 0.31]
	.06
	<.001

	
	T1-T1  SA-V
	0.27 [0.22, 0.32]
	.03
	<.001
	
	0.26 [0.21, 0.31]
	.03
	<.001

	
	T2-T2  SA-V
	0.11 [0.05, 0.17]
	.04
	.002
	
	0.12 [0.06, 0.18]
	.04
	.002

	
	T3-T3  SA-V
	0.14 [0.05, 0.23]
	.06
	.009
	
	0.14 [0.05, 0.23]
	.05
	.008

	Cross-paths
	T1-T2  W-SA
	0.07 [0.01, 0.14]
	.04
	.077
	
	-0.07 [-0.15, 0.01]
	.05
	.165

	
	T2-T3  W-SA
	0.04 [-0.01, 0.10]
	.03
	.186
	
	-0.03 [-0.08, 0.02]
	.03
	.327

	
	T1-T2  SA-W
	0.11 [0.03, 0.19]
	.05
	.018
	
	-0.01 [-0.1, 0.07]
	.05
	.784

	
	T2-T3  SA-W
	0.07 [0.02, 0.13]
	.03
	.027
	
	-0.06 [-0.12, 0.01]
	.04
	.133

	
	T1-T2  W-V
	0.03 [-0.02, 0.08]
	.03
	.372
	
	0.05 [-0.01, 0.12]
	.04
	.177

	
	T2-T3  W-V
	0.15 [0.03, 0.28]
	.08
	.044
	
	-0.02 [-0.13, 0.1]
	.07
	.818

	
	T1-T2  V-W
	0.13 [0.07, 0.19]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.12 [0.06, 0.18]
	.04
	.002

	
	T2-T3  V-W
	0.05 [-0.01, 0.12]
	.04
	.149
	
	0.11 [0.03, 0.18]
	.04
	.016

	
	T1-T2  SA-V
	0.00 [-0.06, 0.06]
	.04
	.943
	
	0.00 [-0.06, 0.06]
	.04
	.985

	
	T2-T3  SA-V
	-0.04 [-0.16, 0.08]
	.07
	.603
	
	0.00 [-0.11, 0.11]
	.07
	.974

	
	T1-T2  V-SA
	0.02 [-0.05, 0.08]
	.04
	.665
	
	0.04 [-0.02, 0.10]
	.04
	.298

	
	T2-T3  V-SA
	-0.02 [-0.08, 0.03]
	.03
	.504
	
	-0.01 [-0.06, 0.04]
	.03
	.734


Note. W = self- or parent-reported social withdrawal; SA = social anxiety; P = peer acceptance. Paths in boldface are significant at p < .05.





Table S11
Standardized path coefficients of RI-CLPM 4 and RI-CLPM 5: Self- or parent-reported social withdrawal, social anxiety, and peer acceptance
	
	
	RI-CLPM 4
Child-reported Social Withdrawal
	
	RI-CLPM 5
Parent-reported Social Withdrawal

	
	Estimated Path
	β  [95% CI]
	SE
	p-value
	
	β  [95% CI]
	SE
	p-value

	Between-person
	W-SA
	0.40 [0.28, 0.53]
	.08
	<.001
	
	0.15 [0.06, 0.25]
	.06
	.008

	
	W-P
	-0.42 [-0.56, -0.29]
	.08
	<.001
	
	-0.32 [-0.41, -0.22]
	.06
	<.001

	
	SA-P
	-0.21 [-0.34, -0.08]
	.08
	.008
	
	-0.23 [-0.36, -0.1]
	.08
	.003

	Stability
	T1-T2  W-W
	0.07 [0.00, 0.15]
	.05
	.118
	
	0.11 [0.00, 0.22]
	.07
	.101

	
	T2-T3  W-W
	0.21 [0.15, 0.28]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.20 [0.12, 0.29]
	.05
	<.001

	
	T1-T2  SA-SA
	0.09 [-0.01, 0.19]
	.06
	.122
	
	0.11 [0.01, 0.2]
	.06
	.073

	
	T2-T3  SA-SA
	0.37 [0.31, 0.43]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.38 [0.32, 0.44]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T1-T2  P-P
	0.23 [0.17, 0.29]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.22 [0.16, 0.28]
	.04
	<.001

	
	T2-T3  P-P
	0.15 [0.07, 0.23]
	.05
	.002
	
	0.16 [0.08, 0.24]
	.05
	<.001

	Concurrent
	T1-T1  W-SA
	0.30 [0.23, 0.36]
	.04
	<.001
	
	0.01 [-0.07, 0.1]
	.05
	.805

	
	T2-T2  W-SA
	0.32 [0.25, 0.38]
	.04
	<.001
	
	-0.03 [-0.11, 0.05]
	.05
	.604

	
	T3-T3  W-SA
	0.28 [0.24, 0.32]
	.03
	<.001
	
	0.04 [0.00, 0.09]
	.03
	.125

	
	T1-T1  W-P
	-0.16 [-0.21, -0.1]
	.03
	<.001
	
	-0.08 [-0.14, -0.02]
	.04
	.035

	
	T2-T2  W-P
	-0.19 [-0.24, -0.14]
	.03
	<.001
	
	-0.13 [-0.19, -0.06]
	.04
	.002

	
	T3-T3  W-P
	-0.21 [-0.26, -0.16]
	.03
	<.001
	
	-0.09 [-0.15, -0.04]
	.03
	.005

	
	T1-T1  SA-P
	-0.08 [-0.14, -0.02]
	.04
	.039
	
	-0.07 [-0.13, 0]
	.04
	.085

	
	T2-T2  SA-P
	-0.06 [-0.11, 0.00]
	.04
	.117
	
	-0.05 [-0.11, 0.01]
	.04
	.149

	
	T3-T3  SA-P
	-0.08 [-0.12, -0.03]
	.03
	.009
	
	-0.08 [-0.12, -0.03]
	.03
	.009

	Cross-paths
	T1-T2  W-SA
	0.06 [-0.01, 0.12]
	.04
	.169
	
	-0.10 [-0.18, -0.01]
	.05
	.055

	
	T2-T3  W-SA
	0.04 [-0.02, 0.09]
	.03
	.282
	
	-0.04 [-0.09, 0.01]
	.03
	.184

	
	T1-T2  SA-W
	0.12 [0.04, 0.20]
	.05
	.009
	
	-0.01 [-0.10, 0.07]
	.05
	.780

	
	T2-T3  SA-W
	0.06 [0.01, 0.12]
	.03
	.058
	
	-0.08 [-0.15, -0.02]
	.04
	.042

	
	T1-T2  W-P
	-0.02 [-0.08, 0.03]
	.03
	.501
	
	-0.03 [-0.11, 0.04]
	.04
	.435

	
	T2-T3  W-P
	-0.12 [-0.18, -0.05]
	.04
	.004
	
	-0.01 [-0.08, 0.05]
	.04
	.780

	
	T1-T2  P-W
	-0.09 [-0.15, -0.04]
	.03
	.004
	
	-0.01 [-0.08, 0.05]
	.04
	.737

	
	T2-T3  P-W
	-0.08 [-0.13, -0.02]
	.03
	.022
	
	-0.10 [-0.16, -0.03]
	.04
	.015

	
	T1-T2  SA-P
	-0.03 [-0.09, 0.04]
	.04
	.503
	
	-0.02 [-0.08, 0.04]
	.04
	.565

	
	T2-T3  SA-P
	0.04 [-0.03, 0.10]
	.04
	.322
	
	0.01 [-0.05, 0.07]
	.04
	.779

	
	T1-T2  P-SA
	0.02 [-0.04, 0.08]
	.04
	.590
	
	0.01 [-0.04, 0.07]
	.04
	.687

	
	T2-T3  P-SA
	0.03 [-0.02, 0.08]
	.03
	.287
	
	0.02 [-0.03, 0.07]
	.03
	.438


Note. W = self- or parent-reported social withdrawal; SA = social anxiety; V = peer victimization. Paths in boldface are significant at p < .05
IV. Population-based cohort only sensitivity check

We decided to combine data from a population-based and a clinically-referred cohort for two reasons. First, the two cohorts are a part of a larger survey and comparable in most demographic characteristics, geographic location, and the time intervals between measurement waves. Second, large sample sizes are needed to detect small within-person associations in RI-CLPMs, and our power analyses indicated that the sample size is sufficiently large to detect small effects only when combining data from both cohorts. Excluding participants from the clinically-referred cohort lowered power considerably, but results were similar to the combined RI-CLPMs reported in the current manuscript (Figures S1-S3). Likely due to low power in the population-only models, we found fewer significant within-wave associations that were ≥ .10 in these models than in the combined models. Furthermore, in the population-only models, there were no cross-lagged paths from T2 self-reported withdrawal to T3 victimization in RI-CLPM 2 nor from T1 peer acceptance to T2 self-reported withdrawal in RI-CLPM 4. In the population-only RI-CLPM 3 there was, however, a cross-path that was not present in the combined RI-CLPM 3: T1 victimization predicted T2 social anxiety.
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Figure S1. Population-only RI-CLPM 1 standardized estimates (standard errors) for self-reported social withdrawal, parent-reported social withdrawal, and social anxiety; Model depicts only paths > .10 that were significant. Paths < .10 are not interpreted except for when the path was > .10 and significant in other models, for consistency. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Figure S2. Population-only RI-CLPM 2 standardized estimates (standard errors; left) for child-reported social withdrawal, victimization, and social anxiety; and population-only RI-CLPM 3 standardized estimates (standard errors; right) for parent-reported social withdrawal, victimization, and social anxiety; Models are depicting only paths > .10 that were significant. Paths < .10 are not interpreted except for when the path was > .10 and significant in other models, for consistency. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 +p = .056
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Figure S3. Population-only RI-CLPM 3 standardized estimates (standard errors; left) for child-reported social withdrawal, peer acceptance, and social anxiety; and population-only RI-CLPM 4 standardized estimates (standard errors; right) for parent-reported social withdrawal, peer acceptance, and social anxiety; Models are depicting only paths > .10 that were significant. Paths < .10 are not interpreted except for when the path was > .10 and significant in other models, for consistency. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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