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JUSTIFICATION

Some indicators

▪EUROSTAT (2019): 21.9% of Europeans at risk of social exclusion / 29.2% of young people. In Spain 26.1% of
Spaniards at risk of exclusion.

▪Spanish National Institute of Statistics (2019): In 2018, relative poverty reached 21.5% of the population,
affecting mostly young people aged 16-29 (28.3%).

▪OECD (2022): Deteriorating labour market conditions that have particularly affected those young people who
have not completed tertiary education, leaving most of them outside the labour market, unemployed, or in

precarious jobs.

▪Cruz Roja (2019): Some groups seem to be more vulnerable than others. Thus, the highest levels of
vulnerability seem to be related to different groups: women, young people (16-24), uneducated people,

foreigners and the unemployed.

▪European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (2022): Difficulties in participating in society, accessing
fundamental rights (health, education and employment), or experiencing harassment and discrimination.

▪Indicators of vulnerable urban contexts: inter-group conflict, organized crime and violent extremism ("no-go

zones") (Moyano et al., 2020; Moyano et al., 2022; Trujillo and Moyano, 2019).



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptualisation generates controversy and there is far from unity of criteria in its definition:
cultural aspects, socio-economic resources, problems derived from the impact of exclusion, polarisation, discrimination.....

Poverty ≠Social exclusion (Moyano et al., 2020).

Social exclusion-inclusion continuum

SOCIAL

EXCLUSION
SOCIAL 

INCLUSION

Multidimensional psychosocial process of engagement and effective participation in society as a means 
to meet basic needs, improve quality of life, reduce social isolation and enhance sense of belonging. 

(Moyano et al., 2020).



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Recently, our research team conducted an investigation to
develop the Social Inclusion Scale for Adolescents

(SIAS). Five psychosocial factors that potentially contribute
to social inclusion were proposed: (1) covered needs, (2)
self-efficacy, (3) social support, (4) job training, and (5)

social integration.

From these five factors, a set of items was created and
narrowed down through qualitative assessments.

The final set of items was used in three studies, with the
Spanish population (N = 1540) and the foreign population
(N = 460), to verify the psychometric properties of the
scale, its dimensional structure, the measure invariance
between Spaniards and foreigners, the reliability of the

instrument and the evidence of the validity.

How to measure exclusion-inclusion?
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How to measure exclusion-inclusion?



Social inclusion from the 3N model

NARRATIVES

NETWORK

NEEDS
(Personal 

significance).1Multifactorial psychosocial perspective.

.2There are common mechanisms rather than irregularity,
psychopathology or "socio-economic causal roots“.

3.Thesocial"exclusion-inclusion"continuumhasa
processual character.

.4It has applied implications.

.5It has provided remarkable empirical evidence over the
last decade.

(Kruglanski et al., 2009, 2013, 2014; Moyano, 2019)

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK



The 3N model applied to youth at risk of social exclusion

NARRATIVES

•Lack of realistic and constructive expectations: hopelessness.
•Ambivalent perception of the school context: absenteeism, dropout and school failure.
•Difficulty in accessing leisure and healthy lifestyle habits.
•Cultures and ideologies anchored in an external locus of control: subsidy, black economy, "narco" or delinquent culture.
•Fatalism (uncertainty, insecurity and helplessness).

NETWORK

•Families: Poor parental control / difficulties / single parent families / addictions / violence.
•Socialisation under ethnocentric cultural control and often anchored in gender roles. ↓ cultural intelligence.
•Absence of positive role models and presence of incompetent and/or risky role models.
•Inconsistent social support → dependent and/or manipulative relationships, youth gangs, negative leadership.
•Those young people who stand out → difficulties to develop due to social pressure and influence of the majority.

NEEDS

•Unmet living needs (housing, overcrowding, physical space for study, food, etc.).

•Relative deprivation, perceived humiliation, perceived discrimination. Enhanced by the need for cognitive closure.
•↓ Frustration tolerance, delayed gratification, impulsivity: emotional self-regulation.
•Mental health (social exclusion =risk factor): implications for diagnosis and treatment.
•Difficulty in being "successful": negative spirals, reproduction of social exclusion.
•ERGO → Loss of personal meaning (↓ self-esteem, ↓ self-efficacy, ↓ achievement motivation).

(Moyano, 2019; Moyano et al., 2020; Moyano et al., 2022)

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK



"Andalusian Regional Strategy for Social Cohesion and Inclusion (ERACIS, 2018)

INTERVENTION HORIZON



Principles of intervention of "Fénix Andalucía"

▪Early detection and intervention (primary/secondary prevention?)
▪Intervening on risk and protective factors
▪Duration: 6 weeks / 12 hours of intervention.
▪Evaluate impact and effectiveness

INTERVENTION HORIZON



THE PROJECT

Manuals and resources applied
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Inspirational Mentoring

▪Elena Salamanca (journalist)
▪SergioLópezSanz"Haze"  

Literature teacher)
(rapperandLanguageand

▪Ana Cambón Blanco (Police Commissioner)
▪Clara Grima (Mathematician and researcher)
▪Francisco Tous (actor)
▪Gervasio Iglesias (film director and producer)
▪Luis Miguel Bueno Padilla (diplomat, spokesperson for the 

EEAS Middle East and North Africa region)
▪Minerva Salas (football players' agent)
▪Los Aslándticos (music band)
▪Juan Pablo Escobar Henao (architect and writer)
▪Alfonso Sánchez Fernández (actor, screenwriter and film 

director)
▪Eva Pedraza (model, presenter and actress)

Zonal mentoring

+ 100 area mentors

▪Positive role models, local leaders,
personal success stories...

▪They are able to influence and have an
impact on young people, and sometimes

on their families and the community.
▪Theyareselectedwiththecentres,

whichhavethemostcontextualised
information.

Mentorships

THE PROJECT
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OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES

BEFORE STARTING...

AND WITH IMPLICATIONS 

FOR YOUR RESEARCH 

PROJECTS



QUANTITATIVE VERSUS QUALITATIVE

Two philosophical positions about the state of reality:
positivism and constructivism.

Quantitative research: holds a more positivist view of the world; it suggests that
reality is something tangible that can be objectively measured with the help of

observational and experimental (and quasi-experimental) methods.
They are also used to assess similarities, differences, and associations in the data

through statistical analysis.

Qualitative research: generally adheres to a constructivist view of the world, one

that suggests that reality is in the eye of the beholder; in other words, that there is no
single reality for a given phenomenon, but multiple, relative dimensions of reality

which can only be partially captured using subjective, naturalistic methods.



OBJECTIVES AND HYPOTHESES

General objective

To develop an action-research process in order to design, implement and evaluate an intervention programme to 
promote the inclusion of young people in vulnerable situations.

Hypothesis

After the implementation of the programme: the indicators of social inclusion, assessed through thethree  
psychosocial factors of the 3N model, will increase in a positive sense.

Phase 1. Design

Phase 1. Implementation

Phase 3. Evaluation and monitoring

Specific objectives:

▪To evaluate changes in the factors proposed by the 

3N model.

▪Toanalysetheperceptionsofstudentsand
professionals participating in the programme.

▪To detect weaknesses, strengths, opportunities, good 
practices and proposals for improvement.



Applied Psychology

▪Mixed methods action research (Lewin, 1946;
Ivankova and Wingo, 2018) → triangulation (multiple

methods to examine the same question or area).
▪Scientific monitoring and evaluation of the process

and its results. All this, theoretically guided and based
on previous scientific evidence.

▪With the empirical data obtained we aim to feed back
theavailableknowledge

mechanismsthatareat
onthepsychosocial
thebasisofthesocial

exclusion-inclusioncontinuumandofferkeysto 
improve practice.

METHOD



METHOD

EVALUTION AND MONITORING Study 1: quasi-experimental approach

Design

Quasi-experimental 
(pretest-posttest with  

control group).

Two treatment arms:  
experimental (N=2000)  
and control (N=2000).

Sample

≈4000 young people (10-
16 years).

The programme was 
implemented in 80  

schools.

Instruments

Questionnaire made up 
of a selection of items 

corresponding to different 
scales. Indicators of the 

3N. In the post-test  
application of the 

intervention group, 
satisfaction was 

evaluated (Likert scale 
from 1 to 7).

Procedure

The "Fénix Andalucía"  
programme was 

implemented (6 weeks, 
12 hours of intervention).
Collaboration of teachers,

previously trained.

Data analysis

Descriptive statistics, 
bivariate correlations 

(Pearson) and reliability 
indicators (Cronbach's 

alpha). Mixed analysis of 
variance. To assess  

satisfaction, descriptive 
statistics was calculated 

and different 
comparisons of means 

were carried out 
(analysis of variance, 

Student's t-test).
Significance level,

confidence intervals and  
effect size. SPSS v25.



Study 2: observational approach

Design

Direct observational
approach

Sample

Frontline practitioners:
≈100 practitioners

Instruments

Observational 
register: items related 
to the 3N model to 
assess impact and 

progress.

Open-ended  
questions.

Procedure

Collaboration of 
previously trained 

teachers before and 
after the programme.

Data analysis

Descriptive statistics, 
bivariate correlations 

(Pearson) and reliability 
indicators (Cronbach's 
alpha). Comparisons of 

means (analysis of 
variance, Student's t-test) 
assuming the indicators of 

the 3N model as 
dependent variables. Level  
of significance, confidence 
intervals and effect size.

SPSS v25. The qualitative
information was subjected  
to an inductive thematic 

analysis. MAXQDA.

METHOD

EVALUTION AND MONITORING



ETHICAL ISSUES

Human dignity, integrity and identity. Compliance with the guiding principles of respect for the integrity, autonomy and 
confidentiality of the data used will be a priority in the development of the project.

An informed consent document was provided, as well as an information sheet for participants.
As participants are minors, authorisation was requested from fathers, mothers and/or legal guardians.

Legislative framework:

▪The 1964 Declaration of Helsinki and subsequent amendments.
▪Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 April 2016 on the protection of

individuals with regard to the processing of personal data and on the free movement of such data and repealing
Directive 95/46/EC (General Data Protection Regulation).

▪Organic Law 15/1999 on the protection of personal data and Royal Decree 1720/2007 implementing its
Regulations.

▪Basic Law 41/2002 regulating patient autonomy and rights and obligations regarding clinical information and
documentation.

▪Law 14/2007 on Biomedical Research.
▪Organic Law 3/2018, of 5 December, on Personal Data Protection and guarantee of digital rights.

With regard to the processing of the data, they will be anonymised and grouped in databases. Only members of the 
research team will have access to this data.

This project received the authorisation of the Ethics Committee on Human Research (CEIH) of the UCO.



RESULTS

Some preliminary analyses

Study 1: quasi-experimental approach

The initial surveys of the intervention group were completed by 3348
participants and the final surveys by 1345 participants. By combining
the results of both, it was only possible to link the responses of 504
participants (258 ♀; 246 ♂). Of these, 448 are of Spanish

nationality. These participants are the ones used for the analyses.
The mean age of the intervention group is 12.9 years (SD = 1.89).

The 504 participants came from 38 schools.
The participants came from the following provinces: 268 from Seville,
69 from Cordoba, 50 from Malaga, 33 from Almeria, 25 from
Granada, 22 from Jaen, 22 from Huelva and 15 from Cadiz. 77 are in
the 5th year of Primary School, 124 in the 6th year of Primary
School, 193 in the 1st year of ESO and 110 in the 2nd year of ESO.
Regarding the area within the project, 178 worked in the artistic area,
146 in the scientific-technical area, 152 in the communicative area

and 28 in the entrepreneurial area.

The initial surveys of the control group were completed by 3234
participantsandthefinalsurveysby1599participants.

Combining the results of both resulted in 971 participants (466
♀; 505 ♂). Of these, 855 are of Spanish nationality. These

participants are the ones used for the analyses. The mean age
of the intervention group is 11.68 years (SD =1.28).
The 971 participants came from 41 schools. The participants
came from the following provinces: 251 from Granada, 212 from
Seville, 126 from Malaga, 126 from Jaen, 110 from Huelva, 83
from Cordoba and 63 from Cadiz. 276 are in 5th year of Primary
School, 409 in 6th year of Primary School, 152 in 1st year of
ESO and 131 in 2nd year of ESO.

Intervention group Control group



RESULTS

Independent variables:

▪Group (intervention group vs. control group).
▪Time (baseline survey vs. endline survey).

Dependent variables:

▪Needs (presence of meaning)
▪Needs (search for meaning)
▪Social inclusion

Some preliminary analyses

Study 1: quasi-experimental approach

Mixed ANOVAS



A significant simple effect was found for group (F(1,1446) = 12.93, p
< .001, η2 = .01) and for time (F(1,1446) = 7.05, p = .008, η2 =

.001).
The presence of meaning in the control group was higher (M = 4.13,
SD = .65) than in the intervention group (M = 4.02, SD = .66) while
the presence of meaning was higher in the final survey (M = 4.11,

SD =.66) than in the initial survey (M =4.08, SD =.65).
A significant interaction was found between group and time
(F(1,1446) = 4.52, p = .034, η2 = .001). This interaction indicates
that the presence of meaning increased after participating in the
programme for the intervention group (Minicial = 3.98, DTinitial =
0.67; Mfinal = 4.07, DTfinal = 0.66) while for the control group it
remained stable (Minicial = 4.13, DTinitial = 0.63; Mfinal = 4.14,

DTfinal =0.66).

Some preliminary analyses

Study 1: quasi-experimental approach

Mixed ANOVAS: presence of meaning

Interaction between group and time for presence of meaning

Intervention group (N=504)  
Control group (N=971)

RESULTS



No significant simple effect was found for group (F(1,1447) =0.57, 
p = .450, η2 = .0003) but significant for time (F(1,1447) =6.51, p =

.011, η2 =.001).
Search for meaning was higher in the initial survey (M = 2.28, SD

=1.00) than in the final survey (M =2.22, SD =1.02).

The interaction between the two variables was not significant 
(F(1,1447) =1.76, p =.085, η2 =.0003).

Mixed ANOVAS: search for meaning

Interaction between group and time for the search for meaning

Intervention group (N=504)  
Control group (N=971)

RESULTS

Some preliminary analyses

Study 1: quasi-experimental approach



A significant simple effect was found for group (F(1,1447) =4.66, p =
.031, η2 = .002) but not for time (F(1,1447) = 0.01, p = .918, η2 =
.000002). Specifically, social inclusion was higher in the control
group (M = 4.38, SD = .77) than in the intervention group (M = 4.30,

SD =.80).

The interaction between the two variables was not significant
(F(1,1447) =3.46, p =.063, η2 =.001).

Some preliminary analyses

Study 1: quasi-experimental approach

Mixed ANOVAS: social inclusion

Interaction between group and time for social inclusion

Intervention group (N=504)  
Control group (N=971)

RESULTS



Some preliminary analyses

Study 1: quasi-experimental approach

Assessment of the programme by the recipients

The six indicators included in the post-test to evaluate the programme indicated that the programme had
been satisfactory. A 5-point Likert-type response scale was used, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5

(strongly agree). Intervention group (N=504)

Participants rated above the mean of the scale:
▪Overall attractiveness of the programme (M =4.12, SD =1.02; t(488) =24.27, p <.001).
▪Usefulness of what they were learning (M =4.15, SD =1.12; t(486) =22.56, p <.001)
▪Attractiveness of activities (M =4.14, SD =0.94; t(486) =26.94, p <.001)
▪Zone mentors (M =4.05, SD =0.98; t(481) =23.52, p <.001)
▪Inspirational mentoring (M =3.92, SD =0.97; t(482) =20.99, p <.001)
▪Repeating the programme the following year (M =4.42, SD =0.98; t(486) =32.11, p <.001)

RESULTS



Some preliminary analyses

Study 2: observational approach

The participants (practitioners), through observation of the
trainees, responded to an online questionnaire before and

after implementing the programme.

The initial register was provided to the participants at the
beginning of the programme. The final register was
provided once they had completed the implementation of

the programme at their centre.

The initial observational register was completed by 447
participants and the final register by 239 participants. By
combining the results of both, only the responses of 63

participants could be merged.

RESULTS



Some preliminary analyses

Study 2: observational approach

Pre-post differences

Student's t-test for related samples was applied to compare possible differences in means in the initial
and final questionnaires in the three factors assessed (N=63).

The results showed significant results for all three factors.
▪Needs: less satisfied at baseline (M =2.86, SD =0.62) than at endline (M = 3.19, SD = 0.59; t(62) =

4.78, p < .001, d =0.55).
▪Narratives: less supportive of social inclusion at baseline (M =3.30, SD =0.97) than at endline (M = 

2.83, SD =0.96; t(62) =4.35, p < .001, d =0.49).
▪Networks: greater support for negative models at baseline (M = 3.32, SD = 0.86) than at endline (M

=2.80, SD =0.90; t(62) =5.20, p <.001, d =0.60).

RESULTS



Some preliminary analyses

Study 2: observational approach

Inductive thematic analysis

Using the responses from the open-ended
questionnaire, codes were generated inductively at

the semantic level.

Once the material was coded, we proceeded to
search for themes at a more interpretative level and
generate a thematic map from the relationships

between themes (Braun & Clarke, 2021).

RESULTS



CONCLUSIONS

▪Promising results: triangulation, applied relevance.
▪Complexity of the construct: but we should not stop acting.
▪The challenge is relevant (urgent and important): social problems overtake us from the right.
▪Importance of early detection.
▪3N model: needs, narratives and networks (importance of social models).
▪"It is not intended to be a "star" programme. Moderate expectations (ambitious, but realistic).
▪Universal prevention programmes and potentially transferable to other settings: juvenile offenders, prisons. 

But also, individualized and/or personalized attention.
▪Pay attention to transitions.
▪When there is cultural diversity: start from  what unites, common denominator (intergroup contact and

categorisation).
▪Avoid reactance → Offer alternatives, experiential contexts. More “do” than “say”. Not just “rules”. Work on 

motivation.
▪Professionals: structured programmes, resources, good practices. Very positive assessment by professionals.

Training, confidence, expectations, self-care, teamwork.
▪Moderate expectations (be ambitious, but realistic). Push in the opposite direction.
▪Families, community and local leaders: essential. Develop a network of alliances and proactive agents in 

vulnerable areas.
▪Continuity: strategic and long-term work. Push in the opposite direction, promote preventive culture, train 

professionals and community, create networks.
▪Develop a network of alliances and proactive agents in vulnerable areas.
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CODA

"Nothing is as practical as a good theory"

"If you really want to understand something, try to change it"

"Research that only produces books will not be enough"

(Kurt Lewin)



THANK YOU
Manuel Moyano 

(Universidad de Córdoba) 
mmoyano@uco.es
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