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Preface

For some two decades now, bullying in schools has been widely recog-
nised as a societal problem, which can seriously and negatively affect
the lives and career paths of many schoolchildren. Following the work
of Olweus in Norway in the 1980s, educationists and researchers have
been inspired to try out programmes of intervention against bullying in
schools. An appreciable number of such interventions have now taken
place, in Europe, North America, and Australasia. This is an opportune
moment to take stock of what has been achieved, and critically to evalu-
ate these interventions so as to pass on advice to the next generation of
educational practitioners and researchers.

There have been some successes, but also some less successful studies.
Working on the principle that we can learn from both successes and fail-
ures, this book for the first time compiles a detailed account of the major
intervention projects against school bullying. It examines the processes as
well as the outcomes, and critically assesses the likely reasons for success
or failure.

Criteria for inclusion were that a project should have intervened against
bullying in more than one school; that there should be a description of the
process of intervention; and that there should be some evaluation of the
outcome, including some quantitative data on pupil experiences and/or
on actual reported incidences of bullying.

The opening chapter summarises the history of research on bullying
and makes the case for why interventions are important. We follow this
with a new chapter from Dan Olweus, the ‘father’ of bullying research;
this is succeeded by another thirteen chapters of accounts of independent
intervention studies; we have encouraged authors to follow a standard
format here, describing first the impetus for the intervention, and early
stages of planning and funding; then the selection of schools, and the char-
acteristics of schools and students; the components of the intervention
programme; evaluation framework and procedures; and then, crucially,
what actually happened – the achievements and difficulties in implement-
ing the intervention; this is followed by the results of the evaluation; any

xvii



xviii Preface

longer term effects or evaluation of the programme; and any dissemina-
tion and impact beyond the programme schools. These thirteen chapters
cover three continents and eleven countries.

In our final chapter, we try to summarise the main lessons we have
learned from this now substantial body of research. What advice can we
give now to teachers, schools, education authorities, regional and national
governments? What help can we give to pupils involved in victimisation
at school? We do not know all the answers, but we do believe that our
knowledge is advancing – as always, through failures as well as successes,
so long as we learn from them. Our hope is that this book will carry
forward the current debate on ways of best tackling school bullying, and
contribute to this gradual but cumulative process of applying empirical
research to one important area of human experience.



1 Working to prevent school bullying:
key issues

Ken Rigby, Peter K. Smith, and Debra Pepler

A brief historical background

Over the last two decades, bullying in schools has become an issue of
widespread concern (Smith, Morita, Junger-Tas, Olweus, Catalano and
Slee, 1999). This is not to say that in earlier times bullying in schools
was ignored. There was much animated public discussion of bullying in
English private schools in the mid-nineteenth century following the pub-
lication of the famous novel Tom Brown’s school days (Hughes, 1857). This
book evoked strong expressions of abhorrence towards, and condemna-
tion of, the practice of bullying, and various suggestions were made on
how it could be countered (see Rigby, 1997). However, the systematic
examination of the nature and prevalence of school bullying only began
with the work of Olweus in the 1970s in Scandinavia.

The volume of research since then has clarified much about the nature
of bullying, and the suffering it can cause (see Rigby, 2002; Smith,
2004). Certain pupils are clearly more at risk of being involved as bul-
lies or victims, or sometimes both (bully/victims), by virtue of personal-
ity, family background factors, characteristics such as disability, and the
nature and quality of friendships and peer-group reputation. Also, there
is considerable evidence that the experience of being a victim can exac-
erbate outcomes such as low self-esteem, anxiety, depression, mistrust of
others, psychosomatic symptoms, and school refusal (Hawker and
Boulton, 2000). In addition, a career as a bully in school predicts in-
creased risks of violence and abuse in later life. There is now a clear
moral imperative on teachers and educators to act to reduce bullying in
schools; and a moral imperative on researchers to try to give the most
informed advice in this respect.

The most tragic outcome of victimisation is suicide. It was the sui-
cide, within a short interval, of three boys in Norway that led in 1983 to
the first major anti-bullying intervention by schools, at a national level.
The reports of an evaluation of this intervention in Bergen, with sup-
plementation by the developing Olweus Bullying Prevention programme

1



2 Rigby, Smith, and Pepler

(see chapter 2; and Olweus, 1993, 1999), indicated reductions of 50%
in bullying and alerted many educationists to the possibility that inter-
ventions to counter bullying could be effective. However, the evaluation
of the national Norwegian programme in Stavanger produced near-zero
results (Roland, 1989). Since then there have been numerous attempts in
many countries to demonstrate that intervention programmes to counter
bullying can result in significant reductions in bullying behaviour. On the
whole, evaluative reports (written by researchers largely responsible for
the anti-bullying programmes) have indicated some consequent improve-
ment in children’s peer relations, but generally much less than the reduc-
tion of 50% in Bergen (Olweus, 1993); this includes some programmes
based on the Bergen project (chapters 4 and 5). Some interventions have
been much less successful or even failed to show any significant improve-
ment.

What can explain this diversity of outcomes? These programmes have
typically contained some common and some distinctively different ele-
ments. Hence, it is difficult at this stage to identify the crucial elements in
the anti-bullying programmes or to say which programmes are the most
effective. Most of the programmes to counter bullying have resulted in a
degree of success, at least on some outcome measures. This is encourag-
ing. But the task of describing what is ‘the best practice’ for schools to
follow on the basis of evaluative studies of interventions remains.

The nature of programmes to counter bullying:
general features

Anti-bullying programmes generally contain some common elements.
They recognise the need for the school community and especially the
teaching staff to be aware of the prevalence and seriousness of the problem
of bullying in schools. To this end, time is spent discussing these matters
with teachers and in some cases with parents and students.

It is widely accepted that countering bullying requires a ‘whole school
approach’ in which the elements and initiatives in a programme are care-
fully co-ordinated. Co-ordinated action, it is often said, is needed at differ-
ent levels: namely, the school, the classroom, and the individual student.
How this is to be done is typically incorporated in a school anti-bullying
policy that describes the stand that is being taken against bullying and
the procedures and actions that are to be taken in its implementation.
This is sometimes described as the indispensable core feature of an anti-
bullying policy. The policy may also provide guidelines on how bullying
behaviour is to be discouraged and how victims of school bullying can be
helped.
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Variations in anti-bullying programmes

There have been considerable variations in anti-bullying policies in what
is actually included and what is most emphasised. In some programmes
a great deal of attention has focused upon motivating teachers to address
the problem of bullying and providing them with relevant training. Given
that relatively little (if any) content about bullying is included in the pre-
training of teachers (Nicolaides, Toda, and Smith, 2002), addressing the
problem through ‘in-servicing’ prior to implementing a programme is
regarded as essential, and may include numerous sessions conducted by
those directing the programme. Some programmes make use of anony-
mous questionnaires completed by students (and sometimes also by
teachers and parents) to provide reliable data on the prevalence and
nature of the bullying that has been taking place in the school. Discussing
such data is seen as a preliminary step to engaging in the development of
a well-supported anti-bullying policy.

Programmes typically include both preventative and interventive pro-
cedures. However, the emphasis on one or the other may vary widely.
Some programmes place major emphasis upon developing a positive
classroom climate on the assumption that, if classrooms are charac-
terised by positive relations between teachers and students and among
students, children will not be inclined to engage in bullying (Roland and
Galloway, 2002; and chapter 3). Curriculum work plays a major part in
some anti-bullying programmes. This may include providing informa-
tion about what constitutes bullying, the harm it does to victims, and
the help children can receive from their school if they are victimised. In
some programmes, emphasis has been placed on countering social prej-
udice and undesirable attitudes such as racism and sexism. Specific tech-
niques thought to be relevant to countering bullying may be taught, such
as assertiveness, anger management, and helpful bystander behaviour
(Rigby, 2003). Discussions may be encouraged among students, leading
to them formulating rules about how they believe they should behave in
relating to each other (Olweus, 1993). Literature, film, and role plays
may be used to develop more empathic and insightful ways of interacting
with each other.

Emphasis may also be placed upon surveillance and monitoring of stu-
dent behaviour outside classrooms. It is known that most bullying occurs
during breaks from lessons and that bullying tends to be lower when
there is more supervision by adults. Peer support programmes such as
befriending are becoming common. Some programmes involve students
who have been trained as peer mediators to assist in identifying and resolv-
ing conflicts. Such involvement is, however, controversial with some edu-
cators maintaining that in cases of bullying, adult authority is needed.
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Dealing with cases of bullying

The area in which there is most variation between programmes is that of
working with students who have been identified as bullies. The most com-
monly used procedure employs rules against bullying and consequences
for breaking them. These may take the form of non-physical penalties
or sanctions, such as the withdrawal of privileges or, in extreme cases,
suspension from school. Parents of the bullies may be asked to come to
the school to discuss how the bully’s behaviour can be changed. This
approach has been incorporated into anti-bullying programmes adopted
in a number of European countries and in North America. In some
programmes responsibility for investigating charges of bullying and rec-
ommending sanctions has been delegated to students who function as
members of so-called bully courts (Mahdavi and Smith, 2002). Such
punitive measures are seen by some as not only likely to discourage bul-
lying behaviour but also to ‘send a message’ to deter others who might
otherwise engage in bullying. However, it is often difficult to devise and
apply clear rules relating to some forms of bullying such as excluding
individuals from groups and rumour spreading. A miscarriage of justice
resulting in resentment on the part of the bully may lead to a redoubling
of efforts to continue the bullying in less detectable but equally damaging
ways.

In cases of extreme bullying, community conferences are sometimes
held. Victims are encouraged to express their grievances in the presence
of those who had bullied them, and also with the relatives, friends, or
supporters of those involved in the bullying incidents in attendance. Here
the aim is to evoke in the perpetrator(s) a sense of shame about what they
had done; but to do so in circumstances in which they feel accepted as
persons by their supporters and can be effectively reintegrated into a
caring community (Hyndman, Thorsborn, and Wood, 1996).

In contrast to methods that, in varying degrees, employ a punitive
approach, some anti-bullying policies promote non-punitive problem-
solving approaches. These include the use of mediation between students
in conflict, conducted either by staff or appropriately trained students.
Where there is a notable imbalance of power between the individuals in
conflict, it is frequently argued that mediation is of limited value, since
the mediator cannot reasonably act in a neutral manner.

Some programmes make use of the No-Blame approach developed
by Robinson and Maines (1997). The teacher or person conducting the
intervention first meets with the person who has been victimised and
obtains a vivid picture of how the victim has been harmed. Subsequently
a meeting is convened which includes the bullies and the victim, and also
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other students who are expected to influence the outcome of the meeting
in a positive way. The teacher explains to the group how the victim has
been hurt by the bullying and seeks proposals on how the situation can
be improved. Responsibility for solving the problem is then left to the
students; the outcomes, however, are carefully monitored.

A more complex process for dealing with bully/victim cases, espe-
cially among adolescent students, is that of the Shared Concern Method
devised by Pikas (1989, 2002). Directed towards resolving problems of
group bullying, this approach seeks initially through meetings with indi-
vidual bullies to communicate and elicit a concern for the plight of the
victim and also to acknowledge that each member of a bullying group
is, to some degree, concerned that other members might turn on him or
her. Further meetings are conducted, first with the victim, then with the
bullying group, and finally with the bullying group together with the vic-
tim to ensure that acceptable relations are established. Although there is
some evidence of its effectiveness (Smith and Sharp, 1994), this approach
requires that its practitioners are thoroughly trained in its application and
in some quarters it remains controversial (Ross, 1996, 2002).

Other approaches aimed at effecting positive behavioural changes in
students involved in bully/victim problems include providing training in
social skills and anger management, and actions directed towards raising
self-esteem. To date there is little evidence that such measures can reform
bullies; however, training aimed at developing assertiveness skills among
victims appear to have greater chances of reducing the victimisation of
some students (Field, 1999).

Measuring bullying and related phenomena

Defining bullying

There is no universally agreed definition of bullying. Some authorities
have viewed bullying as essentially the desire to hurt or put someone under
pressure (Tattum, 1993). However, increasingly researchers have come to
agree that bullying involves negative or hurtful behaviour (Olweus, 1993);
and the majority add that – as distinct from wider definitions of aggres-
sion or violence – bullying must also involve an imbalance of power with
the less-powerful person or group being repeatedly and unfairly attacked
(Rigby, 2002; Ross, 2002). This could be summarised as ‘the systematic
abuse of power’ (Smith and Sharp, 1994).

It is common to distinguish between physical, verbal, and indirect
forms of bullying. Examples of the latter category include deliberate
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exclusion and rumour spreading that is intended to damage some-
one. Sexual and racial harassment are sometimes viewed as types of
bullying.

Outcome measures to assess the effects of interventions

In evaluating interventions, researchers are generally most interested in
changes in bullying behaviour. Sometimes global indicators encompass-
ing physical, verbal, and indirect forms have been employed. More com-
monly, separate indices have been created, and it has been reported
at times that significant changes occur in one type of bullying but
not another. Data from which measures are derived may come from a
variety of sources. These include self-reports from students answering
questionnaires anonymously or (less commonly) elicited in face-to-face
interviews.

Further information may be obtained through teacher and/or parent
ratings of individual students. Students are sometimes asked to nominate
which of their peers are most involved in bullying others and/or being
targeted as victims. Finally, direct observational methods may be used
to assess the prevalence of bullying behaviour in a school; in some cases
video recordings have been used (Pepler and Craig, 1995).

Some degree of standardisation in the use of questionnaires has been
established, for example using the Olweus questionnaire, although there is
still much variation in the questions being asked by different researchers.
Some favour the use of single-item measures whilst others employ reli-
able multi-item scales (Petersen and Rigby, 1999). Typically, the severity
of the bullying is assessed by questions that require students to report
the frequency with which they have bullied others and/or have been vic-
timised by others, using such categories as daily, weekly, monthly, or
never, and also the period over which the victimisation has occurred. In
addition to behavioural indicators, use has also been made of measures of
attitude, for example, feelings towards victims and readiness to intervene
as bystanders when bullying occurs (Sanchez et al., 2001).

Research design

Different methods have been used to infer the effects of interventions, and
again some variety is present in the chapters in this book. Most commonly,
researchers have used a basic pre-test, post-test design and have assessed
the direction and degree of changes that occurred over the period when
the intervention programme was applied.

It is recognised that changes could be due to extraneous factors,
such as the effect of the pre-testing (increasing awarenesss of bullying),
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the maturation of students over the period of intervention (rendering
them more inclined or less inclined to becoming involved in bully/victim
problems), and historical events that could influence bullying behaviour
(such as an anti-bullying media campaign or a highly publicised suicide
due to bullying). Accordingly, many studies have made use of control
groups to take into account such effects (see Cook and Campbell, 1979).
Selecting suitable control schools equivalent to the intervention schools
presents difficulties because researchers can normally only draw upon
schools that opt to be in the study.

There have been two main methods used in comparing pupil outcomes
before and after an intervention. One is the more obvious: this is a longitu-
dinal study, following the same pupils over the course of the intervention.
A major issue in interpreting such data is that age-related changes can
occur, independently of the intervention. Large-scale surveys based on
self-report questionnaires consistently show that reports of being bullied
decline rather steadily over the late primary and secondary age ranges
(Smith, Madsen, and Moody, 1999). Thus, simple main effects for the
intervention group over time are difficult to interpret. However, if it is
possible to use well-matched control groups, then differential changes
over time between the intervention and control groups should clarify
what are intervention effects.

The other research procedure that has some practical advantages (not
requiring control groups from other schools) is the cohort time-lagged
design, or selection cohorts design, in which data for children who have
experienced an intervention are compared with data from ‘untreated’
children who were in the same age/year group as them at an earlier time
(see Olweus, 1993; and chapter 2). This quasi-experimental design has
the disadvantage of comparing children who may have been subjected
to different historical events. However, it does control for age-related
changes in victimisation.

Designs sometimes differ in the time period over which measurements
are taken; some studies have used repeated measures to assess both short-
and longer term effects. Some studies have utilised retrospective reports,
for example, students and teachers have been asked to give their judge-
ments of what changes they have noticed in student behaviour and atti-
tudes, and to what causes the changes may be ascribed. Clearly, this
procedure relies on subjective impressions and has questionable relia-
bility. Finally, studies have differed according to the number of schools
included in the intervention programme and whether analyses have been
conducted based on results from individual schools or pooled data from
all the involved schools.

In this book, we have included only relatively large-scale studies in
preference to studies using data from one or two schools; at the same
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time, it is acknowledged that some useful small-scale evaluations have
been conducted. We mention briefly here four examples.

Some smaller scale evaluation studies

Styria, Austria

This small-scale programme took place for ten weeks in Austria between
February and April 1997 (Singer, 1998; Spiel, 2000). Four classes from
two different schools participated; out of these, 2 acted as the experimen-
tal (intervention) group and 2 as controls. A total of 97 pupils aged 12
and 14 years participated.

The intervention was a shortened version of the Olweus programme,
with measures at school, class, and individual level, mostly focusing on
the class level (setting up class rules) because of the short time scale
of the programme and because only two classes from each school par-
ticipated (Singer, personal communication). A German version of the
Olweus questionnaire was used for data collection before and after the
implementation of the programme. Outcomes for victimisation, and for
bullying, showed no reduction in the intervention schools; also there were
no significant differences in either victimisation or bullying rates between
intervention and control schools. The authors suggest the short dura-
tion of the programme and the low level of commitment on the part of
some of the participants as possible reasons for the programme’s lack of
effectiveness.

Kansas, USA

This study took place in 2 inner-city elementary schools (1 intervention,
1 control) over 3 school years from 1995 to 1998 (Twemlow et al., 2001).
Matched age groups of third graders (numbers from 26 to 64) were com-
pared over successive years on disciplinary referrals and suspension rates.
The programme had 4 components: zero tolerance for behavioural dis-
turbances such as bullying; a discipline plan for modelling appropriate
behaviour; a physical education plan designed to teach self-regulation
skills; and a mentoring programme for adults and children to avoid
involvement in bullying and violence.

There were significant drops in disciplinary referrals, and for suspen-
sions, in the intervention school, compared to little change in the control
school. Teacher reports and academic results in the intervention school
were also encouraging. A larger scale randomised study of elementary
schools in Kansas is in progress.
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New South Wales, Australia

A small-scale intervention aimed at reducing bullying in a single co-
educational high school in New South Wales, Australia, was conducted
between 1995 and 1997 (Petersen and Rigby, 1999). Students from years
7, 9, 10, and 11 participated, there being 758 students in 1995 and 657
students in the same years in 1997.

The programme emphasised student participation in an anti-bullying
committee which advised upon and implemented a range of anti-bullying
initiatives. In addition, cases of bullying were addressed using a non-
punitive method of dealing with bullying problems: the Method of Shared
Concern of Pikas (1989). A pre-test/post-test design was employed with-
out a control group. The programme was evaluated using the Peer Rela-
tions Questionnaire (PRQ) self-report measure (Rigby and Slee, 1995),
and by retrospective reports from students who rated the effectiveness
of specified components of the intervention. The results indicated that,
while there was no overall reduction in bullying in 1997, there was a
significantly lower proportion of year 7 students reporting being bullied
by peers than previously. Student evaluations of the effectiveness of the
methods indicated that the activities of the student anti-bullying com-
mittee were rated highest, especially the work of the ‘school welcomers
programme’ for new enrolments.

Evaluations of school interventions in Italy

Menesini has reported on a number of interventions to reduce bully-
ing in Italian schools (Menesini and Modiano, 2002). An example is a
small-scale study conducted with third-grade students at an elementary
school in Modena over one school year. The participants consisted of 101
children in an experimental group and 76 in a control group. Emphasis
was placed on curricular activities, which included the discussion and
sharing of personal experiences, role-playing activities, and the use of lit-
erature, video, and movie stimuli. An adapted Olweus questionnaire was
used to assess changes in ‘being bullied’. As is common, there was an
increase in the control group in reportedly being bullied by others over
time; by contrast, the proportion of students reporting being bullied in
the experimental group decreased over the same time period. There were
corresponding positive findings for reports of bullying others.

A further study conducted in two middle schools in Tuscany over a
6-year period included the creation of a school counselling service and a
whole school policy against bullying (Menesini, 2000). A sharp decline
in being bullied was reported between 1993 and 1996 and thereafter a
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levelling off. No significant change was found in the level of bullying
others before 1996, but a significant decline in bullying others did occur
between 1996 and 1999.

A more recent study has been carried out between 1999 and 2002
in schools in Venice (Menesini, 2003; Menesini et al., 2003). Teacher
training, curricular work, and peer support in 2 primary and 4 middle
schools produced some decline in being bullied in experimental relative to
control classes. In three secondary schools the emphasis was on enhanc-
ing good communication between teachers and students about bullying
and relational problems. Student ratings (N = 263) of the presence of
bullying at each of the three schools was lower in each school after this
intervention.

Plan of the book

In this book we attempt to take forward the process of understanding
best practice, by including reports from 13 major intervention projects –
in Norway, Finland, England, Ireland, Canada, Belgium, Switzerland,
Germany, the United States, Spain, and Australia. These provide an
array of different projects, methods, and outcomes, in different coun-
tries, but with a common objective: to reduce or prevent school bullying.
It is important to learn from both their successes and their less-successful
outcomes. In our final chapter, we summarise what might be learned and
suggest important themes for future research and practice.
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2 The Olweus Bullying Prevention
Programme: design and implementation
issues and a new national initiative in Norway

Dan Olweus

The need for evidence-based intervention programmes

As bully/victim problems have gradually been placed on the official school
agenda in many countries, a number of suggestions about their han-
dling and prevention have been proposed. Some of these suggestions and
approaches seem ill-conceived or maybe even counter-productive, such as
an excessive focus on changing the victims’ behaviour to make them less
vulnerable to bullying. Others appear meaningful and potentially useful.
A key problem, however, is that most of them have either failed to docu-
ment positive results or have never been subjected to systematic research
evaluation. Therefore it is difficult to know which programmes or mea-
sures actually work and which do not. Yet it is the results with the students
that count, not how adults might feel about using the programme (user
satisfaction).

The situation is well illustrated by the following facts. Recently, a US
expert committee under the leadership of a respected criminologist, Pro-
fessor Delbert Elliott, made a systematic evaluation of more than 400
presumably violence- (or problem-behaviour) preventing programmes
according to certain minimum-level criteria (Elliott, 1999). These cri-
teria were:! that the programme had had positive effects on relevant target groups

(students in this case) in a relatively rigorous scientific evaluation;! that the effects had lasted for at least one year; and,! that the programme had produced positive results in at least one site
beyond the original one.
Only ten of the programmes (four of which are school-based and only

one focusing on bully/victim problems) satisfied the specified criteria.
These so-called ‘Blueprint’, or evidence-based or model, programmes
are now being implemented in a number of sites with financial support
from the US Department of Justice (OJJDP) and other sources.

A similar evaluation by an officially appointed, departmental commit-
tee was recently made in Norway. In this case, 56 programmes designed

13
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to counteract and/or prevent ‘problem behavior’ and in use in Norwe-
gian schools were evaluated (Rapport, 2000). Only one programme was
recommended for further use without reservations.

The Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme is one of the 10 (now 11)
Blueprint programmes (Olweus and Limber, 1999), and was the pro-
gramme selected by the Norwegian committee. This is likely to be an
important background for the recent government-funded national initia-
tive in Norway, described at the end of the chapter.

Before presenting this initiative, I outline and discuss a design for eval-
uating the effects of an intervention programme, for example against
bullying, that may be useful both for researchers and practitioners. This
design was used in the first evaluation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention
Programme and the same design has been employed in three recent eval-
uations of the programme, in one of them with some modifications. As it
has become more and more clear to me that the effects of an intervention
are to a great extent dependent on the quality and fidelity of programme
implementation, I later present some recent research on teacher- and
school-level factors that affect implementation of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Programme. This research gains particular importance due
to the fact that little research has been conducted on such issues.

A useful evaluation design

A researcher or practitioner interested in evaluating the effects of an
intervention programme is very often faced with a situation where it is
not possible or desirable to use a traditional experimental design. This
means that the observational units such as students or classes/schools are
not randomly assigned to the various treatment conditions (intervention
versus no intervention/control, or various degrees of intervention versus
no intervention/control). In such situations, the investigator usually must
turn to what is called a quasi-experimental design. How can the investi-
gator then evaluate the effects of an intervention in a reasonably rigorous
way?

There is a large literature on various quasi-experimental designs (see
Cook and Campbell, 1979, and a number of standard textbooks in design
and statistics), the strengths and weaknesses of which will not be discussed
in the present context. However, here I will focus brief attention on one
design that I have found particularly useful and which is relatively easy
to use, also for investigators who are not primarily researchers. The gen-
eral structure of this design, sometimes called a selection cohorts design, is
described in Cook and Campbell’s classic book (1979); but there are few
examples of it in the literature, in particular not the ‘extended’ version
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of the design (below) that I recommend and have used in several inter-
vention studies. Important aspects of this variant of the design are that it
consists of several adjacent or contiguous cohorts and that there is a one-year
(or possibly, two-year) interval between measurement occasions.

A concrete illustration

I will give a brief description of this extended design version as it was
used in the ‘First Bergen Project Against Bullying’ (Olweus, 1991, 1993a,
1994). Since this project was part of a nationwide campaign against bul-
lying, it was not possible to set up a strictly experimental study with ran-
dom allocation of schools or classes to treatment and control/comparison
conditions.

Evaluation of the effects of the intervention programme was based
on data from approximately 2,500 students who were followed over a
period of two and a half years. The students originally (at Time 1, below)
belonged to 112 grade 4–7 classes (corresponding to grades 5–8 in the
new grade system) in 42 primary and junior high schools in Bergen.
Each of the four grade/age cohorts (with modal ages of 11, 12, 13, and
14 years, respectively, at Time 1) consisted of 600–700 students with a
roughly equal distribution of boys and girls. In the present context, the
students belonged to a ‘cohort’ in the sense that they were joined together
in distinct classes within a particular grade level and were approximately
the same age. The first time of data collection (Time 1) was in May/June
1983, approximately four months before the intervention programme was
introduced, in October. New measurements were taken in May 1984
(Time 2) and May 1985 (Time 3). The intervention programme was
(more or less) in place for the whole 20-month period from October
1983, until May/June 1985. The basic structure of the design is shown in
fig. 2.1 (for ease of exposition and understanding, the figure uses fictitious
and idealised data which to some extent reflect the general trends of the
empirical findings for ‘being bullied’; however, with regard to ‘involve-
ment in antisocial behaviour’, for example, the expected developmental
curves would go upwards).

For three of the cohorts (C5, C6, and C7), data collected at Time 1
were used as a baseline with which data for age-equivalent cohorts at
Time 2 could be compared. The latter groups had then been exposed to
the intervention programme for about 8 months. To exemplify, the data
for the grade 5 cohort at Time 1 (modal age 12 years) were compared
with the Time 2 data for the grade 4 cohort, which at that time had
reached approximately the same age as the baseline group. The same
kind of comparisons were made between the grade 6 cohort at Time 1



16 Olweus

Time 1
Y

Time 2 (1 year later)

Time 3 (2 years later)
T1 – T2

T1– T2
T1– T3

T1– T3

T1– T2

Time
X

Grade 5 

Grade 6 

Grade 7 

Grade 4 

Intervention
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Fig. 2.1 Selection cohorts design.

and the grade 5 cohort at Time 2, and between the grade 7 cohort at
Time 1 and the grade 6 cohort at Time 2.

Comparison of data collected at Time 1 and Time 3 permitted an
assessment of the persistence or possible decline or enhancement of the
effects over a longer time span. For these comparisons data for only two of
the cohorts could be used as a baseline: those of the grade 6 and grade 7
cohorts, which were contrasted with data collected at Time 3 on the grade
4 and grade 5 cohorts, respectively. The latter groups had been exposed
to the intervention programme during approximately 20 months at that
time.

Additional characteristics of the design

In any study designed to establish or make probable the effects of some
factor such as an intervention programme, it is mandatory that the inves-
tigator examines, and ideally is able to rule out, most or all alternative
explanations of the findings in terms of possible confounding, ‘irrelevant’
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factors. This is true whether the study is experimental or quasi-
experimental, although some alternative interpretations can be more eas-
ily eliminated if the units of sampling have been allocated to the various
conditions by a random procedure. Accordingly, it is very important to
be aware of common possible ‘threats to the internal validity’ (Cook and
Campbell, 1979) of any design, and to examine to what extent and in
what ways such threats or sources of confounding can be eliminated or
counteracted. Here I only give a brief discussion of these issues in rela-
tion to the present design; for more detailed and technical discussions of
certain aspects, see Olweus and Alsaker (1991) and Olweus (1991).

A key aspect of this design is that the relevant groups or cohorts com-
pared are the same age. This is necessary in order to take care of, or rule
out, explanations of the results in terms of differences in age or ‘mat-
uration’. It is well documented that changes in bully/victim problems
occur as a function of age (Olweus, 1993a; Smith, Madsen, and Moody,
1999; Solberg and Olweus, 2003). Such developmental changes must be
‘controlled’, and this is done by comparison of age-equivalent groups at
various time points.

By controlling for age in this way, the time of the year when the outcome
or dependent variable(s) is being measured is also ‘held constant’. In some
areas such as bully/victim problems, this may be important in order to
control for possible seasonal variations due to the amount and nature of
outdoor activities, typical interaction patterns, and the like.

A major problem in many quasi-experimental studies relates to the
fact that the intervention group(s) and control or comparison groups may
differ in known or partly unknown ways in important aspects, before the
intervention is introduced. As has been pointed out in the statistical lit-
erature (Pedhazur, 1982; Porter and Raudenbush, 1987), the common
strategy of using Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) to control for ini-
tial differences among pre-existing groups is often an inappropriate or
risky enterprise. It is a great advantage if the investigator can get hold of
naturally occurring groups that are reasonably similar or equivalent with
regard to the outcome variable (and dimensions related to the outcome
variable), before the intervention is administered to one or more of the
groups.

When the groups to be compared belong to the same schools (for exam-
ple, the grade 5 cohort at Time 1, with no intervention, compared with
the grade 4 cohort at Time 2, with 8 months of intervention, recruited
from the same schools), there are often good grounds for assuming that
one cohort differs in only minor ways from its contiguous cohort(s). Usu-
ally, the majority of the members in the various grade cohorts have been
recruited from the same relatively stable populations and have also been
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students in the same schools for several years. In some cases, in particular
in more research-oriented studies, it may be possible actually to check
out the similarity of the groups compared with regard to presumably
important dimensions.

In spite of the fact that cohorts selected from the same schools can
often be assumed to be reasonably equivalent in important respects, it is
possible that some kind of selection bias can occur. Such bias could be the
result of inadvertent changes in the recruitment of students to the various
cohorts, so that the cohorts, in fact, represent populations with partly
different characteristics, including different growth rates. If present, such
bias complicates interpretation of the time-lagged comparisons.

The extended selection cohorts design with adjacent cohorts does,
however, provide partial protection against such selection bias, due to
the fact that several of the cohorts serve as a baseline group in one set of
comparisons and as an intervention group in another. This is the case,
for example, with the grade 5 cohort at Time 1, the data for which are
used as a baseline in comparison with the grade 4 cohort data collected
at Time 2 (after 8 months of intervention; see fig. 2.1). At the same time,
the grade 5 cohort data obtained at Time 2 serve to evaluate the possi-
ble effects of 8 months of intervention when they are compared with the
data for grade 6 cohort at Time 1. The same situation applies to grade 6
cohort in comparisons with grade 5 and 7 cohorts, respectively.

The considerable advantage of this aspect of the design is that a possible
bias in the composition of the cohorts would operate in opposite direc-
tions in the two sets of comparisons, thus making it difficult to obtain
apparent ‘intervention effects’ across cohorts as a consequence of such
selection bias. This feature of the design also provides protection against
faulty conclusions in case the baseline data for one or both of these cohorts
were unusually high or low simply as a function of chance. The protection
against selection bias is partial in the sense that both the youngest and
the oldest cohort, in the present illustration the grade 4 cohort and the
grade 7 cohort, serve only as an intervention group (grade 4 cohort at
Time 2) or a baseline group (grade 7 cohort at Time 1) with regard to
the Time 1–Time 2 comparisons.

Sometimes conclusions may be erroneous due to possible selective attri-
tion; for example, more extreme or deviant individuals may be more likely
to drop out in longitudinal studies. To safeguard against this, analyses can
be restricted to students for whom there are valid data at both time points
in a particular comparison (given that the identity of the participants is
secured).

In addition, it should be mentioned that selection of groups/subjects in
this design is typically not based on some kind of extreme score criterion.
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Accordingly, the problem with regression toward the mean, which looms
large in many evaluation studies, is not at issue here.

Possible effects of repeated measurement and history

There are two other potential confounds to be considered. One relates to
possible ‘testing’ or repeated measurement effects. As evident from fig. 2.1,
the scores for the baseline (Time 1) data usually represent a first-time
measurement, whereas the Time 2 data come from a second wave of
measurement. Although it may not appear very likely that a second mea-
surement, separated by a whole year from the first measurement occa-
sion, would result in some kind of systematic change in the students’
responses, it may, as a precaution, be valuable to examine whether such
changes have occurred and in what directions they might go. If such
(non-trivial) effects were found, this might complicate interpretation of
the results. One way of examining such effects would be to let half of
the students/classes in the youngest cohort skip the first measurement
occasion, and then compare the two halves of this cohort at Time 2.
In the First Bergen Project Against Bullying, the possibility of repeated
measurement effects was investigated in a slightly different way (Olweus,
1991: 442) and such effects were found to be small and non-systematic.

With a selection cohorts design, one has also to be aware of the possi-
bility that registered changes in the outcome variable are a consequence
of some ‘irrelevant’ factor concomitant to the intervention programme, imply-
ing that the results may be given a ‘history’ interpretation (see Cook and
Campbell, 1979). For example, the intervention groups may have been
exposed, in addition to the intervention programme, to some kind of
changes in the educational, administrative, or other school routines that
affected their behaviour and response at Time 2. It may be important for
the investigator to examine if such parallel changes have occurred during
the intervention period(s) and, if so, whether they can be meaningfully
linked to systematic changes in the outcome variable(s).

A similar argument can be made with regard to general time trends in
the outcome variable or related dimensions, that is, historical societal
changes, often due to unknown causes, which happened to coincide with
the intervention (Olweus, 1994b: 120–21). Although such ‘history expla-
nations’ frequently appear fairly unlikely, particularly in consideration of
the relative abruptness of the changes often observed, the investigator can
get additional help in ruling out, or possibly incorporating, such inter-
pretations if he or she can include in the design some equivalent units
(schools/classes) without any intervention at all, that is, some control
units.
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Although this extended selection cohorts design has many attractive
features, there are also some limitations that deserve mention. First, some
of the collected data cannot be used in the evaluation of the programme
effects. This is true of the grade 4 cohort data at Time 1 and the grade 7
cohort data at Time 2, for example, with regard to the Time 1–Time 2
comparisons. Also, although the design is longitudinal, this aspect cannot
be taken into account in the statistical analyses. Therefore, the advantage
of having repeated measurements on the same subjects is not translated
into a reduced error term. Accordingly, the design is likely to have less
statistical power or precision than if a repeated-measures design had been
used. However, these two concerns may not be very important in the
context of a selection cohorts design where large amounts of data can
often be collected without great effort.

These possible alternative explanations, in addition to potential under-
and over-reporting of the systematic reductions in bully/victim problems
and related behaviour patterns, were carefully examined in the First
Bergen Project Against Bullying, and generally found to be deficient
in explaining the results obtained (Olweus, 1991, 1993a; Olweus and
Alsaker, 1991).

Some of the arguments presented above may appear somewhat subtle
and technical. They are, however, important to consider in a research
study, whether experimental or quasi-experimental, aiming to document
the possible effects of an intervention programme. In addition, for an
adequate statistical treatment, the hierarchical or ‘nested’ nature of the
data must be taken into account (Olweus, 1991; Olweus and Alsaker,
1991). The extended selection cohorts design has a number of attractive
features and built-in safeguards which should facilitate interpretation of
the results.

Practitioners such as the school leadership or the school board can
probably take most of the validity concerns discussed fairly lightly, pro-
vided that the intervention situation is reasonably ‘clean’. By this I mean
that preferably no other intervention programmes or similar activities or
events are introduced in the participating schools in the same time period
that the programme at issue is being evaluated. (In preparation of possible
implementation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme at a par-
ticular school, we very strongly advise the school leadership not to start
implementation of some other programme at the same time, because of
the necessary time and energy resources, possible negative interactions
among programmes, and likely ambiguities with regard to interpretation
of possible ‘intervention effects’. In case the school concerned already has
in place a programme which in any way is in conflict with the principles
and general approach of the Olweus programme, the school leadership



The Olweus Bullying Intervention Programme 21

is strongly recommended to postpone implementation of the Olweus
Programme to a later point in time.)

Summing up, with use of an extended selection cohorts design, chances
are good that conclusions about the effects or non-effects of an interven-
tion programme will be roughly correct in most cases. This easy-to-use
design is a natural step in the monitoring of what goes on in schools
involved in anti-bullying work. The design can prove useful for practi-
tioners and researchers alike, and in my view, it is clearly underused.
Nevertheless, the many positive aspects of the design cannot exempt us
from the responsibility of using other available data, and our heads, in
making a balanced evaluation of the results obtained.

Components of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Programme

The programme has been fully described in several previous publica-
tions (Olweus, 1993a, 2001b; Olweus and Limber, 1999). The inter-
vention package consists of the book Bullying at school – what we know
and what we can do (Olweus, 1993a), Olweus’ core program against bullying
and antisocial behavior: A teacher handbook (Olweus, 2001b), the ‘Revised
Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire’ (Olweus, 1996) with accompany-
ing PC-program, the publication Blueprint: Bullying prevention program
(Olweus and Limber, 1999) and the video cassette Bullying (see Olweus
and Limber, 1999). An overview of the programme is presented in
table 2.1 (see also the note at the end of chapter).

Evaluation of the effects of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Programme

As described above, an extended selection cohorts design was used to
evaluate the effects of the intervention programme in the First Bergen
Project Against Bullying, running from 1983 to 1985. Variants of the
same design have also been used in three more recent evaluation projects,
two of which will be briefly described here. (Detailed results for the third
evaluation project, running from 2002 to 2003, are not yet available.)

The New Bergen Project Against Bullying ran from 1997 to 1998. It
comprised some 3,200 students in grades 5–7 and grade 9 (modal ages
11–13, and 15 years) from 14 intervention and 16 comparison schools
(Olweus, 1999a). The label ‘comparison schools’ does not in any way
imply a lack of intervention work against bullying; such work is actually
expected from all schools in present-day Norway; however, they were not



22 Olweus

Table 2.1. Overview of the Olweus
Bullying Prevention Programme

General prerequisites
Awareness and involvement on the part of adults

Measures at the school level
Questionnaire survey
School conference day
Effective supervision during break times
Establishment of staff discussion groups
Formation of co-ordinating group

Measures at the class level
Class rules against bullying
Class meetings with students
Meetings with parents of the class

Measures at the individual level
Serious talks with bullies and victims
Serious talks with parents of involved students
Development of individual intervention plans

part of the intervention project involving the Olweus Bullying Prevention
Programme.

The Oslo Project Against Bullying ran from 1999 to 2000. Oslo is the
capital of Norway with about 500,000 inhabitants. Some of the schools
in the Oslo area have large percentages of children of immigrant back-
grounds. In this project there were 10 intervention schools with a total of
some 2,300 students in grades 5–7 and 9 (Olweus, 2001a). (There were
no comparison schools in this project.)

Here I will give only a brief summary of the results from these three
projects. For the two recent projects, I restrict the reporting to data from
the elementary grades (5–7), where important components of the pro-
gramme were more fully implemented.

First Bergen Project Against Bullying

The main results from this project can be summarised as follows (and
see Olweus, 1991, 1993a; Olweus and Alsaker, 1991):! There were marked (and statistically highly significant) reductions –

by 50% or more – in self-reported bully/victim problems for the peri-
ods studied, with 8 and 20 months of intervention, respectively. By and
large, the results applied to both boys and girls, and to students from all
grades studied. Similar results were obtained for a kind of aggregated
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peer-rating variables and teacher ratings. However, the effects were
somewhat weaker for the teacher ratings.! There were also clear reductions in general antisocial behaviour such as
vandalism, fighting with the police, pilfering, drunkenness, and truancy.! In addition, there was marked improvement in various aspects of the
‘social climate’ of the class: improved order and discipline, more pos-
itive social relationships, and a more positive attitude to schoolwork
and the school. Also, there was an increase in student satisfaction with
school life.
In the majority of comparisons for which reductions were reported

above, the differences between baseline and intervention groups were
quite marked and highly significant. Detailed analyses of the quality of
the data and the possibility of alternative interpretations of the findings
led to the general conclusions that it is very difficult to explain the results
obtained as a consequence of (a) under-reporting by the students; (b)
gradual changes in the students’ attitudes to bully/victim problems; (c)
repeated measurement; and (d) concomitant changes in other factors,
including general time trends (Olweus, 1991).

In addition, a clear ‘dosage-response’ relationship (r = .51, N = 80) was
established in analyses at the class level (the natural unit of analysis in this
case). Those teachers/classes that had larger reductions in bully/victim
problems had implemented three presumably essential components of the
intervention programme (including establishment of class rules against
bullying and use of regular class meetings) to a greater extent than had
those with smaller changes. This finding provides corroborating evidence
for the hypothesis that the changes observed were a consequence of the
intervention programme and not of some other ‘irrelevant’ factor.

Stevens, de Bourdeaudhuij, and Van Oost (2000, and this book) have
raised the question of whether the positive results of the First Bergen
Project Against Bullying could be a so-called Hawthorne effect: a con-
sequence of general attention from the media and the general public
rather than an effect of the intervention programme itself. As detailed
in a publication written in Swedish (Olweus, 2002), I argue that this
hypothesis is highly unlikely to be true, the main reasons focusing on (a)
the timing of the media attention to the project; (b) the interpretation of
allegedly contradictory results from a study by Roland (1989; Olweus,
1999b); (c) the nature of a possible Hawthorne effect; (d) the breadth of
the programme effects; and (e) the documentation of a dosage-response
relationship mentioned above. Their hypothesis is further contradicted
by the positive results from the two recent intervention studies, on which
there was no media attention at all, until the results of the interventions
were reported to the media.
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New Bergen Project Against Bullying

In this project (1997–98), we again found clear reductions with regard
to bully/victim problems in the intervention schools; but the effects were
somewhat weaker than those in the first project, with averages varying
between 21% and 38%. However, the intervention programme had been
in place for only 6 months or less when the second measurement was
made (at Time 2). In addition, this particular year (1997–98) was a very
turbulent one for the teachers, with the introduction of a new national
curriculum which made heavy demands on their time and emotional
resources.

For the comparison schools, there were very small or no changes in
‘being bullied’ and actually a 35% increase in the level of ‘bullying other
students’. Before having analysed the questionnaire information obtained
from the teachers in the comparison schools, we are not prepared to give a
detailed explanation of this result. However, it is certainly consistent with
other findings of ‘negative’ effects of interventions intended to counter-
act delinquent and antisocial behaviour (Dishion, McCord, and Poulin,
1999; Gottfredson, 1987; Lipsey, 1992).

Oslo Project Against Bullying

In this project, we found an average reduction across the three grade
levels of some 40% for ‘being bullied’ and about 50% for ‘bullying other
students’. These results are shown in figs. 2.2 and 2.3.

Similar, though somewhat weaker, results have been obtained in partial
replications in the USA, Germany, and the UK (Olweus and Limber,
1999; Smith and Sharp, 1994; and chapters 4, 5, and 6).

Factors affecting implementation of the programme

The programme effects described above represent a kind of aggregate
result, reflecting the overall effects of an intervention package with several
different components. To get more detailed information about the nature
and mechanisms of these effects, there are several key issues that need to
be pursued and researched in more detail.

One of these issues concerns differences or variability in implementation of
the programme. As preliminary analyses of our implementation data for
the ‘First Bergen Project Against Bullying’ showed, most of the teachers
participating in the project had actually put some part of the programme
into practice. However, the degree of implementation varied considerably
both among teachers and schools. What, then, were the characteristics of
the teachers and schools that could predict or explain these differences
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in implementation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention programme? This
was the main focus of a study that one of my doctoral students, Jan Helge
Kallestad, and I have recently reported on (Kallestad and Olweus, 2003).

To the best of our knowledge, empirical, quantitative research on fac-
tors affecting differences in implementation of a circumscribed interven-
tion programme in the personal/social-development area is very scarce.
However, systematic research on this issue can be very useful, helping
improve implementation of a programme and thereby making it more
effective. Such knowledge may also contribute to the establishment and
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development of a ‘science of effective implementation’. As emphasised by
Biglan (1995: 15): ‘the adoption of an effective practice is itself a behavior
in need of scientific research’.

The data on which our analyses were based came from 89 teachers who
responded to comprehensive questionnaires at two time points, October–
November 1983 and May–June 1984. The teachers were distributed
across 37 schools. Two measures of implementation were constructed,
but I present here results mainly for one of them, the Classroom Interven-
tion Measures index. This is an additive index consisting of seven specific
intervention measures, such as establishment of classroom rules against
bullying; use of regular classroom meetings and role plays; showing and
discussing a video about bullying, etc. There were also three questions
about the degree to which the individual teacher, in his or her own view,
had involved himself/herself, the students in the class, and their parents
in counteracting bullying during the past spring term (4–5 months in the
Norwegian school system).

For the main statistical analyses, we used multi-level techniques (Bryk
and Raudenbush, 1992; Goldstein, 1987) because of the hierarchical
structure of the data and our interest in identifying factors related to
implementation both at the teacher/classroom and the school levels. The
major results for the Classroom Intervention Measures index are sum-
marised in figs. 2.4 and 2.5, where the figures close to the arrows are
standardised beta coefficients. I want to stress the importance of using
adequate statistical models such as multilevel techniques for these kinds
of issues and data. They may help in shaping the questions addressed
and, in particular, will definitely affect the answers obtained.

Teacher-level predictors

The five predictors shown in fig. 2.4 account for a substantial 53% of
the variance in implementation. The strongest predictor was Perceived
staff importance, with a standardised beta coefficient of .47. This find-
ing implies that teachers who saw themselves, their colleagues, and the
schools as important agents of change for counteracting bully/victim
problems among their students were more likely to involve themselves
in anti-bullying efforts and to introduce specific classroom measures.
This is clearly in line with previous research concerning ‘teacher efficacy’
(Smylie, 1990; Kallestad and Olweus, 2003). This result may also imply
a belief on the part of teachers that it was actually possible to reduce the
level of such problems through systematic classroom and school activities.

Perceived staff importance may not only measure teachers’ perceived
influence but probably also reflects their perceived responsibility for doing
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something about bullying in their own classrooms. With such an interpre-
tation, this result also implies that teachers who saw it as their own, and the
school’s, task and professional responsibility to counteract bully/victim
problems among their students were more likely to involve themselves
in anti-bullying efforts and to introduce specific classroom measures.
Forceful legislation in this area, with responsibility for preventing and
counteracting bullying problems being clearly placed with the teachers
and the school leadership, is certainly one of several worth-while means of
increasing teachers’ perceived importance and responsibility on this point
(Smith, Morita, Junger-Tas, Olweus, Catalano and Slee, 1999; Olweus,
1999c).

Another important predictor of Classroom Intervention Measures was
the variable Read programme information, with a standardised beta coef-
ficient of .36. The informational materials, the teacher booklet and the
parent folder, had two key aims: to provide some research-based knowl-
edge about bully/victim problems; and to give guidelines for how to deal
with such problems. A straightforward interpretation of this finding is
that teachers who read more of the programme information became
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more motivated to do something about the problem and, in particular,
acquired more knowledge about how to counteract the problems through
suggested classroom activities. It is, however, also possible that teach-
ers who were highly involved and motivated at the outset read more of
the programme materials, and were likely to implement proposed class-
room activities to a greater extent than were less-motivated colleagues.
If the second interpretation is also true (for some teachers), the possible
implicated mechanisms are likely to be more complex and may involve
reciprocal causal processes between the Read programme information and
the unmeasured motivation variable. Nonetheless, and irrespective of the
underlying mechanisms, having read the available programme materials
and acquired knowledge about the various programme components can
be seen as an important general prerequisite to implementation of the
programme.

The information about the programme and its components provided
to the teachers can, in principle, be made more or less stringent and
directive with regard to guidelines and other requirements. Teachers’
general attitude to ‘experts’ and highly structured programmes seems to
vary across time periods (Cochran-Smith and Lytle, 1999; Fullan, 1982,
1998). The relative lack of detailed advice and how-to-do-it information
was probably an advantage for the project at the time when it was initiated
in the first half of the 1980s. The Zeitgeist has changed markedly over the
past 15–20 years, however, and nowadays teachers ask for more detailed
instructions, guidelines, and ready-made work materials to be able to
fit a new programme or educational innovation into their busy work
schedules.

Following up on this change in overall climate, a new teacher man-
ual (Olweus, 1999a, 2001b), which elaborates the essential components
of the programme and gives a good deal of practical advice and guide-
lines, has been developed for our recent intervention projects (Olweus,
1999b, 2001a; Olweus and Limber, 1999). Also, in order to secure bet-
ter understanding and knowledge of the programme and its implemen-
tation, we usually establish staff discussion groups at each intervention
school, under the leadership of teachers who have received special train-
ing about the programme. These groups are expected to meet regularly
for 1.5 hours at a fixed time, for example every other week, for review
and discussion of the core elements of programme on the basis of the
new teacher handbook (Olweus, 2001b) and the book Bullying at school
(Olweus, 1993a).

These activities and other quality control measures are likely to enhance
programme fidelity, resulting in more uniform implementation of the
programme. There should then be less teacher and school variability in
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implementation, which is probably considered a desirable goal by most
designers of intervention programmes for our time, and is certainly my
own position.

Degree of implementation was also predicted by the variable Perceived
level of bullying (in own class), with a standardised beta weight of .25. It
is quite understandable that teachers who perceived bullying problems
among their own students were more likely to introduce various class-
room measures to counteract and prevent escalation as compared with
teachers who did not (or did not want to) see such problems in their own
classrooms. In a sense, the demand characteristics of the classroom situ-
ation in this respect, as perceived by the teacher, likely influenced their
readiness to address the problems.

As seen in the uppermost part of the programme overview in table 2.1,
awareness and involvement on the part of adults are seen as important
general prerequisites to effective implementation of the programme. In
our recent intervention work, systematic use of the Olweus Bully/Victim
Questionnaire (Olweus, 1996, 2004; Solberg and Olweus, 2003) with the
associated PC program for processing the data, is considered an impor-
tant vehicle for raising awareness and involving the adults at school, in
particular. To assess the level of problems, we strongly recommend that
schools carry out a survey with the questionnaire in an early phase as part
of the intervention package. This survey will give teachers a reasonably
realistic picture of the situation with regard to bully/victim problems in
their own school and thereby increase their readiness to engage in anti-
bullying work, where needed (which is actually needed in most schools,
as of today). We also recommend schools to administer the questionnaire
one year after the first assessment (and at regular intervals thereafter) to
find out what may have been achieved or not achieved, and what needs
continuing or new efforts.

The two remaining predictors of Classroom Intervention Measures were
Affective involvement and Self-victimised as a child. These variables concern
the teacher’s general emotional responsiveness and empathic identifica-
tion with victims of bullying. Teachers with a high score on Affective
involvement reported feeling upset and uncomfortable about bullying
among students, and such reactions seem to have resulted in imple-
mentation of more intervention measures in their own classrooms. Also,
teachers who reported having been bullied themselves as children were
more likely to implement suggested classroom intervention measures.
Very naturally, such an experience will make it easier for a teacher to
identify in an empathic way with victims of bullying, and increase their
motivation to counteract the problem in their own classrooms. Although
the relationship of these two variables with Classroom Intervention
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Measures was somewhat weaker than was the case with the three predic-
tors discussed above, the results point to the importance of the teachers’
affective involvement for a successful result, here defined as a relatively
high degree of implementation of the programme.

This finding may have some implications for teachers who reported
weak emotional reactions to bullying among students. Judging from
reports by parents, it seems reasonable to believe that at least some teach-
ers see victims of bullying in a fairly negative light as a kind of ‘nuisance’,
just creating problems and giving them extra work. It is important to
try to change such detached or even hostile views of victims, if present.
Research results on the typical characteristics of victims may be of some
help in giving the teachers a more realistic picture of the degrading and
distressing situation of most victims and the long-term consequences of
persistent victimisation (Olweus, 1993a,b). Maybe even more important,
use of detailed real-life or literary case descriptions or a well-designed
video (such as the Norwegian Bullying: Scenes from the everyday lives of
two bullied children from 1983 or its American counterpart Bullying from
1996) may increase empathic responding and help teachers (and stu-
dents) to see the situation at least in part from the perspective of the
victim. As suggested by our empirical analyses, such affective involve-
ment is likely to increase the teachers’ readiness to counteract bullying in
their own classrooms.

School-level predictors

Our school-level analyses focused primarily on work-related aspects of the
school climate (Kallestad, Olweus, and Alsaker, 1998) and the schools’
attention to bully/victim problems. The three predictors shown in fig. 2.5
account for almost 50% of the variance in school-level implementation.
A major finding was that schools with a higher degree of Openness in
communication among the teachers, implemented more of the Classroom
Intervention Measures (with a standardised beta-coefficient of .49). Also,
considering the zero-order correlations, the climate variable Orientation
to change was substantially related to the Classroom Intervention Measures
variable (r = .48); much of the variance predicted by Orientation to change,
however, was also predicted by the Openness in communication variable,
thereby reducing the contribution of the Orientation to change variable to
a non-significant level in the between-school model. Due to the sizeable
correlation between these two school climate predictors (r = .52), we
found it reasonable to extend the previous conclusion to the effect that
schools characterised by openness in communication among staff and a
generally positive attitude to change were particularly likely to implement
the programme (see Kallestad and Olweus, 2003, for details).
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An interesting between-school finding was the negative relation-
ship between the Teacher–teacher collaboration variable and degree of
implementation (although the negative regression coefficient was non-
significant due to the small number degrees of freedom, there was a
zero-order correlation of !.34). This result implies that schools char-
acterised by ‘good collaboration’ among the teachers actually tended to
implement less of the intervention programme. High general satisfaction
with the working relationships with other teachers may not always pro-
mote an active approach to problems and new challenges; it may even be
the other way around as the negative relationship suggests, implying that
teachers actually try to avoid changes in schools where the collegial col-
laboration is ‘particularly good’. Such an interpretation is strengthened
by the negative correlation of !.40 between Teacher–teacher collaboration
and (positive) Orientation to change.

Although somewhat unexpected, these results are actually consis-
tent with statements made by educational researchers such as Lit-
tle (1990: 524): ‘to promote increased teacher-to-teacher contact may
be to intensify norms unfavorable to children’. Similar views can be
found in Hargreaves’ (1994) description of ‘individualistic’ school cul-
tures. At the very least, our findings do not support the common view
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that improvement of the situation for the students in a school must
start by creating a better quality of working relationships among the
teachers.

Based on earlier research, we expected to find a relationship between
principal leadership and implementation. Thus, we were somewhat sur-
prised to find that Teacher-leadership collaboration did not predict imple-
mentation of the programme. However, this climate variable was based
on items formulated in fairly general terms, so we had very little informa-
tion in this study about the degree of support or relative lack of support
of the programme provided by the principal/leadership group. It is rea-
sonable to believe that the role of the principal/leadership group would
have been more prominent in our prediction models if such more specific
information had been available and included among the predictors.

The third school predictor in the between-school model was School
attention to bullying problems (with a standardised beta-weight of .41;
fig. 2.5). It appears that schools with more bullying-related activities
for all or most of the staff generated an interest in the programme and
increased motivation among the teachers to implement key programme
components. This interpretation is based on the likely assumption that
most of the activities included in this index took place in the early stages
of the implementation process.

Relating to the previous discussion of the role of the principal, the
positive relationship between School attention to bullying problems and the
outcome variable may be an indirect indication of the principal’s influ-
ence on teacher implementation of the intervention programme. A prin-
cipal can influence staff attitudes and behaviour by putting anti-bullying
work on the school’s official agenda, initiating plenary meetings with staff
and parents, and providing clear guidelines about the organisation of the
supervisory system during break periods, for example. For anti-bullying
work to get official recognition, it is also important that the principal allo-
cates time and financial resources to such activities, in addition to giving
psychological support.

In summary, the results from our study indicate that the teachers were
undoubtedly the key agents of change with regard to adoption and imple-
mentation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme in school. Sub-
stantial amounts of variance in implementation could be predicted on the
basis of our teacher- and school-level variables. Generally, we think our
study has shed light on several factors of importance and contributed
to a better understanding of the process of programme implementation.
The empirical results have also suggested ways in which implementation
of the programme can be improved, and several of these amendments
have already been incorporated in the programme and its dissemination
(Olweus, 2001b, 2004).
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The Oslo class

Instructor No.1

School 1
3--5 key staff

Teacher
discussion group
(all teaching staff)

…School 5
3--5 key staff

....Instructor No.15

The Bergen class The Narvik class

The Olweus-group
HEMIL Center

Fig. 2.6 Training of instructors.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

A new national initiative against bullying in Norway

Against the background described in the introductory section, the Min-
istry of Education and Research (UFD) and the Ministry of Children
and Family Affairs (BFD) decided in late 2000 that the Olweus Bully-
ing Prevention programme was to be offered on a large-scale basis to
Norwegian elementary and junior high schools over a period of years. In
building up the organisation and infrastructure for this national initiative,
we use a four-level strategy of dissemination, a kind of ‘train-the-trainer’
model. The Olweus Group Against Bullying at the HEMIL-center at
the University of Bergen trains and supervises specially selected instructor
candidates who each train and supervise ‘key persons’ from several schools
(typically five schools or less). The key persons are then responsible for
leading recurrent staff discussion groups at each participating school (see
above). The basic structure of the model is shown in fig. 2.6.

The training of the instructor candidates consists of 10–11 whole-day
assemblies distributed over a period of some 16 months. Between these
meetings the instructor candidates receive ongoing consultation via tele-
phone or e-mail with members of my group. In implementing this ‘train-
the trainer’ model in the USA, some modifications have been made to
accommodate cultural differences and practical constraints. In particular,
the number of whole-day assemblies have been reduced to four or five,
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and the ‘Bullying Prevention Co-ordinating Committees’ at the individ-
ual schools have been accorded somewhat greater responsibility than in
Norway.

Up to now, some 120 instructor candidates have been trained or
are in training, and more than 375 schools from all over Norway partici-
pate in the programme. In late 2001, the government decided to increase
the funding of the whole enterprise in order to enable us to offer the
programme to a greater number of schools from 2003. We perceive all of
this as a breakthrough for the systematic, long-term, and research-based
work against bully/victim problems in school and hope to see similar
developments in other countries.
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3 Is the direct approach to reducing bullying
always the best?

David Galloway and Erling Roland

Introduction

Projects to reduce bullying have had some notable successes, both at local
level (e.g. Smith and Sharp, 1994) and in local evaluations of national pro-
grammes (e.g. Olweus, 1993, Roland, 2000; Roland and Munthe, 1997).
However, the gains have often been short term. When they have been
maintained at two-year follow-up, as in the project in Bergen, Norway,
it seems probable that progress was maintained by the researchers visit-
ing schools in the follow-up period to give them feedback and to discuss
further work with staff (Olweus, 1991, 1993; Roland, 2000; Roland and
Munthe, 1997). While adopting a range of procedures, the primary focus
of these projects was on bullying as a psychosocial problem. They sought
to raise awareness of it among pupils and teachers, to convince everyone
in the school community that it was unacceptable, and to describe meth-
ods to stop ongoing bullying. The 1996–97 project in Norway (Roland,
2000; Roland and Munthe, 1997) broadened the scope to emphasise the
quality of day-to-day classroom management.

The mainly bullying-focused approach described above is consistent
with a large body of literature, which has investigated characteristics of
bullies and their victims. Thus Olweus (1993) argued that bullying results
from adverse home conditions, which create a stable aggressive trait
within some pupils. Crick and Dodge (1994) saw a social-skills deficit as
the origin of bullying. In contrast, Sutton, Smith, and Swettenham (1999)
found empirical evidence that bullies are socially skilled and competent
manipulators; this is consistent with other evidence that school bullies are
not necessarily unpopular with their peers (Olweus, 1993). The common
theme is that the dominant variables relate to relatively stable aspects of
personality and/or family circumstances (Olweus, 1980, 1993; Roland
and Idsøe, 2001).

We believe that some redirection of focus may be desirable for three
related reasons. First, bullying, in common with all other behaviour, is
likely to be influenced by the quality of the social and educational climate
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of the school and classroom. It may be that the best way to raise teachers’
awareness of bullying is to raise their knowledge and understanding of
the full range of problem behaviours and their own role in responding
to problems. Second, attempts to reduce bullying should be based on
an explicit theory of professional development. Third, they should also
be based on an explicit theory of pedagogy and school improvement.
We describe a small-scale pilot project based on our argument that some
redirection of focus may be profitable. Finally, we discuss the possible
implications of our results.

Impetus for the intervention

School influences on bullying

The case for programmes to reduce bullying is simple: the emotional
and educational damage to victims is enormous; the patterns of bullying
behaviour which start at school often become ingrained and associated
with serious social problems in adult life (Olweus, 1993). Clearly, every-
thing possible should be done to reduce bullying. We agree, but argue that
the direct bullying-focused approach is not necessarily the most effective
in the long term. It is not clear that an explicit focus on bullying can
address all the factors that may contribute to the problem. For exam-
ple, the behaviour of bullies and victims may be influenced by aspects of
school and classroom management that appear at first sight unrelated to
bullying. Thus, erratic and inconsistent marking of students’ work is not
directly related to bullying but may contribute to a climate that makes it
more likely to occur. A more holistic approach is needed.

The classroom behaviours consistently reported by teachers as most
troublesome are not bullying but talking out of turn and hindering other
children’s progress (Wheldall and Glynn, 1989; Gray and Sime, 1989).
Surprisingly, bullying seldom seems to attract attention in surveys of
problem behaviour at school. That is a powerful argument for cam-
paigns to raise teachers’ awareness of bullying and its damaging effects.
Numerous studies have identified bullying as the hidden behaviour prob-
lem, frequently unrecognised by teachers (Olweus, 1993; Roland, 1998).
However, agreement on the often hidden nature of bullying and on its
destructive impact does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that high
profile, bullying-focused campaigns are the best way to reduce it. Before
reaching such a conclusion we have to ask two questions. First, are we
convinced that bullying is independent of weaknesses in general school
or classroom management? If not, the long-term outlook for a bullying-
focused programme would not be good, since the underlying causes
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would remain unresolved. Second, how much can teachers reasonably be
expected to do? At a time of increasing pressure to demonstrate higher
standards, how much extra will they be willing or able to take on? We
return to this second question in the section on professional development.

If, as suggested by a large body of literature, the origins of bullying
lie in family background and personality, we should expect to find the
prevalence of bullying fairly evenly distributed across schools. We might
find bullying to be more frequent in certain areas, for example in areas
of social disadvantage, but among schools in such areas the distribution
should be reasonably even. Unfortunately there is not a lot of research
testing this hypothesis. It is clear, though, at least in Norway, that dif-
ferences between schools in levels of bullying exist and are independent
of the degree of urbanisation and of school size (Olweus, 1993; Roland,
1989). At classroom level, too, they are independent of size. Moreover,
substantial school and classroom level differences remain after control-
ling for family issues (Roland, 1998; Roland and Galloway, 2002). In
Sheffield, UK, Whitney, Rivers, Smith, and Sharp (1994) reported evi-
dence of significant differences between schools in the amount of bully-
ing reported by pupils, with a modest relationship to social deprivation.
However, none of these studies reported sufficiently detailed evidence on
the backgrounds of pupils in schools with differential rates of bullying to
justify firm conclusions. Within primary schools in Norway, Roland and
Galloway (2002) found evidence that aspects of classroom management,
as perceived by pupils, had a direct effect on the frequency of bullying,
and also exerted an indirect effect via their impact on the social structure
of the class. We return to this point later, but note here that in this study
family relations were not associated with bullying. Neither the size nor
the location of the schools were considered, but these variables have not
been linked to bullying in previous research in Norway.

Regarding bullying as one aspect of troublesome behaviour in school,
albeit a particularly disturbing and often unrecognised one, opens up a
number of possibilities. There is clear evidence of substantial differences
between schools in the proportion of pupils showing significant behaviour
problems. The most comprehensive data on pupil behaviour were gath-
ered in the classic study of Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, and Ouston
(1979). As well as large differences between London secondary schools,
they also found clear evidence that behaviour on entry to these schools
at age 11 did not predict behaviour at age 14. Moreover, the correlation
between behaviour at school and parents’ occupation was very low, close
to zero. The explanation of the differences lay within the schools them-
selves and not in the pupils or their family backgrounds. In their study of
London primary schools, Mortimore, Sammons, Stoll, Lewis, and Ecob
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(1988) also found significant school influences, though not as strong as
in the secondary-school study. The more notable result in the primary
study was that teachers rated about 30% of pupils as showing significant
behaviour problems in each of three consecutive years, but only 3% were
so rated in all three years. The pupils and their families had not changed,
but they had a different class teacher each year, implying that, although
there is overall agreement on the proportion considered troublesome,
teachers do not agree nearly as well on which children are disruptive.

School influences on the most extreme minority of pupils whose
behaviour results in exclusion appear just as important. Galloway, Ball,
Blomfield, and Seyd (1982) found that excluded pupils were a highly
vulnerable group on cognitive, educational, family, and constitutional
grounds. A large majority had a low IQ, were educationally backward,
came from stressful families, and were much more likely to have a his-
tory of serious illnesses and/or accidents than the norm. Yet they were
unevenly distributed across the city’s secondary schools and an exhaustive
search failed to find any demographic factors to explain the school dif-
ferences (Galloway, Martin, and Wilcox, 1985). Again, the explanation
seemed to lie in the schools.

Probably due to the preoccupation of many governments and funding
agencies with literacy and numeracy, most of the recent school effective-
ness studies have neglected the school’s impact on pupils’ psychosocial
development. Indeed, they have largely overlooked behaviour in general,
let alone bullying as an example of deviant or aggressive behaviour. The
case for regarding bullying within the overall context of such behaviour,
and hence as being as susceptible to the school’s influence as other prob-
lem behaviour, is nevertheless strong.

We have traced no evidence from school effectiveness studies that
teachers in schools with the lowest rates of problem behaviour are more
likely to have undergone training in behaviour management, let alone
that they are more likely to have taken part in anti-bullying programmes.
Rather, it seems likely that teachers demand such programmes when the
social climate permits widespread problem behaviour and impedes pupils’
educational progress. The problem is that many programmes which aim
to change behaviour, including anti-bullying programmes, tend to regard
the problem behaviour as the primary problem: deal with this and every-
thing else will be all right.

Yet the evidence suggests that school effectiveness and classroom man-
agement are infinitely more complex than eliminating or reducing prob-
lem behaviour. Certainly that is important, but it cannot sensibly be seen
in isolation from school organisation and management, nor from the qual-
ity of teaching in the class. In other words, a more holistic approach is
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needed. Rutter et al. (1979) drew on the important, though slippery,
concept of school climate to describe the interactions among pupils and
teachers, among teachers, and among pupils that explained why some
schools had such widely varying rates of problem behaviour. Others have
used the equally nebulous concept of the hidden curriculum (Galloway,
1990). The point is that school climate affects the quality of teaching and
learning, as well as the quality of relationships in the classroom and in
other parts of the school. So how can teachers create this climate?

A basis for professional development

No one doubts the importance of professional development. It is needed
to keep abreast of advances in technology, knowledge, and ideas. It is also
needed to respond positively to changes in public expectations, whether
in safety standards or in the educational standards that pupils should
be expected to reach by a certain age. Teachers’ jobs are complex and
they have to address many problems besides bullying. Epidemiological
studies have made it clear that teachers face a wide range of problem
behaviour in the classroom (Rutter, Tizard, and Whitmore, 1970). Other
problems also have a valid claim on teachers’ time and, arguably, are
even more explicitly linked to educational under-achievement. Boys’ poor
educational progress relative to that of girls, for example, is a source of
international concern and seems to be linked to their attitudes towards
education (Myhill, 2002; Arnot, David, and Weiner, 1996). Similarly,
anxious or withdrawn children are less likely to be noticed by teachers
than are pupils who are disruptive, though they are not less likely to be
a source of concern to their parents (Rutter et al., 1970). Perhaps there
should be a campaign to raise awareness of these pupils too.

Given the range of tasks facing teachers, perhaps it is unsurprising
that agreement on a rational basis for professional development remains
elusive. In England, the government’s preferred approach has been to
identify priorities, for example literacy, link them to targets, prescribe
a long list of ‘standards’ that teachers are required to demonstrate in
order to attain a target, provide money for professional development, and
finally draw up accountability procedures with draconian penalties for
non-compliance. Few educational concerns illustrate better than bullying
why this approach is intellectually vacuous in theory and ineffective in
practice. There are two problems.

First, the word ‘development’ in professional development implies the
importance of building on existing practice with an existing knowledge
base. The core tasks of teaching are to create a social climate which pupils
value and in which they want to learn, and to create an educational
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climate which enhances pupils’ learning. Hargreaves (2001) has sum-
marised these core tasks as enhancing social and cognitive capital. Suc-
cess is evaluated against outputs, namely evidence about the quality of
teaching and learning and about the school as a social community. The
latter, of course, includes the quality of relationships and is therefore
directly relevant to bullying. A sound basis for any professional develop-
ment must, therefore, include both the social and the cognitive aspects
of teachers’ work.

Second, the interrelated professional development tasks of enhancing
the quality of learning and the quality of the class and school as a social
community are not helped by the apparent government policy, at least in
England, of ‘management by new initiative’. The tendency of ministers
to rush breathlessly from conference to conference, announcing a new
major initiative at each one, betrays a deep indifference to how knowledge
is acquired and professional practice changed. The plethora of initiatives
has had an entirely predictable effect. Local education authorities and
headteachers concentrate on the most high profile initiative, in which the
consequences of non-compliance are most severe. Usually, these involve
targets in literacy or numeracy, or, in secondary schools, improvement
in public examination results. Targets in the social aspects of schooling
are harder to set. Preoccupied with the high-stakes cognitive targets, a
headteacher’s solution for all other educational issues, including bullying,
is to produce a policy statement, which will satisfy inspectors. To be
absolutely safe, a junior member of staff can be allocated the task of
recording ‘evidence’ about the policy’s implementation.

This solution is not entirely cynical. Most initiatives, including those
on bullying, are perceived by teachers and often presented by ministers,
perhaps unintentionally, as ‘add-on extras’, rather than as an integral part
of the teachers’ work. Most teachers, however, are already working hard,
and indeed many are close to exhaustion. This feature of teaching was
eloquently described by Hargreaves (1982) in his observation that while
other professionals get tired, teachers get exhausted. Too often, the core
aspects of the job are all consuming. Teachers can take on something
extra for a short time, but are unlikely to be able to sustain the increased
load in the long term. The challenge for professional development is to
find ways ‘to work smarter, not harder’ (Hargreaves, 2001).

The prescriptive approach linking professional development to
whichever initiative a minister currently favours leads to another prob-
lem. Management by initiative and by accountability produces a climate
of fear. Fear elicits compliance but the compliance is based on anxiety and
underlying resentment. The chances of beneficial changes in children’s
classroom experience are minimal. Nowhere is this better illustrated than
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Output quality/quantity

Low High

Short-term effectiveness but 
unsustainable due to burn-outEnergy input 
High leverageLow

High

Cynicism and apathy

Frustration and/or
exhaustion

Fig. 3.1 Energy input and quality and quantity of output (adapted from
Hargreaves, 2001).

in Hargreaves’ (2001) model showing the impact of high- and low-energy
inputs when introducing a new initiative (fig. 3.1). The quantity and
quality of output can be high or low, but if the initiative has a high-profile
(high-energy) input, high-quantity and quality output will be unsustain-
able due to burnout. Only a low-profile (low-energy) input when intro-
ducing a new initiative has the potential for ‘high leverage’, i.e. for levering
up standards through sustainable change. This model is unlikely to find
favour with government ministers, nor with enthusiasts for any particu-
lar project. Yet it illustrates vividly why teachers cannot successfully be
bullied into implementing a new initiative, whether on bullying or on
anything else. (They can, of course, be bullied, but the impact will be
short term at best.)

Pedagogy and school improvement

We have argued that the core tasks of teaching are to increase social
and cognitive capital. Few things are more destructive of social rela-
tionships than bullying. Necessarily short-term programmes to tackle
behaviour problems, whether bullying or talking out of turn in the class-
room, though, do not usually achieve supportive relationships between
pupils. They are more likely to be achieved by improving teachers’ com-
petence in the classroom, including their understanding of interactions
between pupils. Bullying should be addressed, and addressed explicitly,
but within the wider context of social interaction and the learning tasks
of the classroom.

The precise focus will vary from programme to programme, but we
can identify four common themes. First, the programme should build
on teachers’ existing knowledge and skills. Second, it should be seen by
teachers as helping them to work more effectively and efficiently; in other
words it should help them to work smarter not harder. Third, it should
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result in demonstrable change in the classroom. Fourth, the emphasis
should be on improving the quality of teaching and social relationships
rather than on complying with some externally imposed directive.

These four criteria are consistent with well-known work on school
improvement. Fitz-Gibbon (1996) emphasises the importance of reg-
ular monitoring in order to identify change in the classroom. She also
draws attention to the negative consequences of policy decisions that are
imposed on teachers without negotiation. She is scathing about much
current practice in educational management, contrasting it with the expe-
rience of Max Perutz, a Nobel prize winning scientist who describes how
‘the MRC [Medical Research Council in the UK] still operates a system
in which individual researchers are in contact with individual adminis-
trators who become familiar with their work and “do everything possible
to help them with their research”’ (Fitz-Gibbon 1996: 184).

Priorities will inevitably vary from country to country and from school
to school. Nevertheless, it is possible to identify aspects of teaching meth-
ods and classroom improvement which are of particular relevance to bul-
lying. In planning research on class-level effects on bullying, Roland and
Galloway (2002) identified four potential influences on bullying. First,
teachers provide a model for pupils in the quality of care they show for
them as individuals. Pupils who believe that their teacher has a caring
attitude towards them are less likely to bully others. Second, the way in
which teachers implement routines for task-oriented work sends a pow-
erful indirect message about their control of the class as well as an explicit
one about their expectations of the class’s success in the task. Pupils who
recognise their teacher’s competence and feel secure in their ability to
succeed may be less likely to bully. Third, children are quick to notice
how the teacher monitors their progress in curriculum tasks and their
social relationships. From the teacher’s skill in monitoring their work
and their social interactions, students learn what is expected of them,
socially as well as intellectually. Fourth, the manner and effectiveness of
interventions when problems occur, whether bullying or other behaviour
problems, not only maintains learning but also shows the teacher’s ability
to generate a climate of security and maintain constructive social relation-
ships in the face of obstacles.

A notable feature of these four aspects of a potential school improve-
ment programme is that each can be as relevant to bullying as to other
aspects of classroom life. Hence, any initiative to reduce bullying can
be multi-dimensional, and we would argue that it should be. School
improvement implies improvement in the social and cognitive aspects
of teachers’ work. As an example of damaging social relations, bullying
cannot be seen in isolation from the core tasks of teaching. The benefit
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of such an holistic approach is not only that the quality of teaching may
be raised across subject areas through a programme to reduce bullying;
in addition, it may be possible to incorporate explicit attention to bul-
lying in programmes whose primary focus is on the cognitive aspects of
teaching.

A pilot project

Planning and funding The implications of the argument pre-
sented above are that attempts to reduce bullying can, and should, form
an integral part of wider ranging attempts to improve the quality of teach-
ing and learning. Teachers should perceive an anti-bullying initiative as
assisting them in their core work, from which they derive their job sat-
isfaction and for which they are rightly held accountable. Anti-bullying
strategies should be introduced with a low profile simply because high-
profile introduction is likely to divert teachers from their core work, which
includes monitoring social interactions among students. In the short term
high-profile introduction may have an impact but it is most unlikely to be
sustainable beyond the short to medium term. With these considerations
in mind, one of us (ER) planned a professional development programme
for teachers with the limited aim of investigating its impact on bullying.
Funding was provided by the Center for Behavioural Research, Univer-
sity College Stavanger, Norway.

Selection of schools

The project took place in a town in the south of Norway with over 50,000
inhabitants and with 18 primary schools. In 9 of these schools, a profes-
sional development programme for teachers was initiated. The schools
were chosen independently by an education officer who knew all the
schools in the area and agreed to select a representative sample. The
remaining 9 were invited to take part in the survey as comparison schools,
and 6 of these agreed to do so. A subsequent check revealed no differ-
ences between the experimental and the comparison schools in terms of
size. The remaining 3 schools refused to take part for various reasons,
such as pressure on staff from other projects.

Characteristics of schools and students

The programme took place from 1992 to 1994. Two comparison samples
were selected and two experimental samples.
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Comparison Sample 1 consisted of first-grade pupils (aged 6–
7 years) in 9 primary schools the year before the profes-
sional development programme started (year 1 of the pro-
gramme). None of these pupils or their teachers was subse-
quently involved in the programme.

Experimental Sample 1 was the following year’s intake of first-
grade pupils in the same 9 primary schools as Comparison
Sample 1. This was year 2 of the programme. The desig-
nated class teachers of these pupils, 1 per class, formed the
first cohort (N = 20) of the professional development pro-
gramme. (In Norway each primary class may be taught by
three or four teachers, one of whom is the designated class
teacher and teaches the class for a majority of lessons).

Experimental Sample 2 was the next year’s intake of first-grade
pupils (year 3 of the programme), at the same 9 primary
schools. These pupils’ designated class teachers formed the
second cohort of the professional development programme
(N = 20). There was no overlap between teachers in cohorts
1 and 2.

Comparison Sample 2 consisted of first-grade pupils in 6 schools
in the same town, which had not taken part in the professional
development programme (year 3 of the programme).

Each sample had 300–350 pupils, except Comparison Sample 2, which
had 151.

Components of the intervention programme

The professional development programme was based on the argument
outlined above that four critical influences on the quality of teaching and
learning in a primary school are: the quality of care for individual pupils;
implementation of routines for task-oriented work; monitoring children’s
progress and social interactions; and intervening when problems occur.
There were explicit references to the causes and prevention of bullying,
but only as part of the wider programme.

For the 20 teachers in each cohort the programme consisted of 4 in-
service days over a 9-month period. A handout summarising the content
was distributed on each occasion. In addition, there were 15 2-hour peer
supervision sessions on lines described by Dalin and Rolft (1993); and
Handal (1991). These were held in groups of 6–7 and were led by a
colleague trained by the Centre for Behavioural Research. Their aim was
to give teachers an opportunity to discuss the practical implications of
the theoretical concepts introduced on the in-service days.
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Evaluation framework and procedures

An anonymous pupil questionnaire was designed to evaluate the project,
with 10 items to answer on a 3- or 4-point scale (the full questionnaire can
be obtained from the authors). The first 7 items asked about children’s
feelings about school and their social behaviour while there, for example,
‘Do you help other pupils when they need it?’ and ‘Do you sometimes
not want to go to school?’ These were designed to assess the impact of the
programme on attitudes and behaviour, which were not directly related
to bullying. The eighth, ‘Do you feel sad at home?’ was included as an
item that should not be affected by any change in classroom climate at
school; no significant difference between the experimental and compar-
ison samples was expected on this item. A heading ‘about bullying’ was
followed by a standard description of bullying as used in previous studies
(Roland and Galloway, 2002): ‘It is bullying when a pupil is being hit,
kicked or pushed by other pupils. It is also bullying when a pupil is teased
a lot by others, or when a pupil is no longer allowed to be with the others,
when a pupil is isolated by the others.’ The final two items then asked
‘Does it happen that you are bullied by other pupils at school?’ and ‘Does
it happen that you take part in bullying other pupils at school?’, with
response options: never; now and then; weekly; several times a week.

The experimental samples completed the questionnaires towards the
end of years 2 and 3, on completion of their teachers’ professional devel-
opment course. The comparison sample completed them towards the
end of years 1 and 3. Administration was by the class teacher, who read
each item aloud and gave explanations on request.

Because all participants in all four samples were first-grade children, no
baseline assessment was practical so there are no pre-test/post-test com-
parisons. Asking children about their experience of schooling in their first
month at school is most unlikely to produce reliable data. The justification
for focusing on the first year of schooling was that this has been shown
to be a reliable predictor of subsequent progress (Tymms, Merrell, and
Henderson, 2000).

What actually happened: achievements and difficulties
in implementing the intervention

The programme did not increase the teachers’ overall workload. The
four in-service days were part of their standard entitlement to time for
professional development, as were the peer supervision sessions. In other
national school systems, such as the English system, the course would
be considered time-intensive. In this sense it could be considered high
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Table 3.1. Mean ratings, number of pupils, t-values, and levels of
significance for 10 variables: experimental and control groups

Experiment Control

Variables Mean N Mean N t p

1. Like it in class 1.48 673 1.40 476 2.36 .01
2. Like subjects 1.63 675 1.45 477 4.70 .00
3. Help other pupils 1.29 673 1.19 476 3.16 .00
4. Not want to go to school 0.61 672 0.77 477 3.14 .00
5. Noise and disruption 1.21 673 1.50 477 6.00 .00
6. Disruptive yourself 0.60 643 0.67 475 1.83 .04
7. Sad at school 0.56 674 0.66 476 2.70 .01
8. Sad at home 0.75 672 0.78 477 0.83 .41
9. Bully others 0.34 672 0.40 475 1.66 .04

10. Being bullied 0.87 675 1.07 475 4.29 .00

profile. On the other hand, no targets were set and the reputation of
the teachers and the school did not depend on any stated outcome. The
emphasis was solely on professional development. In that sense it was
clearly low profile.

Results of the evaluation

Our first task was to compare the results from the two experimental sam-
ples and the two comparison samples. T-tests (two tailed) were used to
compare the mean ratings on each item. Comparison Samples 1 and 2
differed significantly on only one item, ‘helping other pupils’, in which
Comparison Sample 2 had a higher mean rating. Similarly, Experimental
Samples 1 and 2 had significantly different mean ratings on only one item,
‘noise and disruption in class’, in which Experimental Sample 2 had a
higher rating. For all other items, including the two questions about bul-
lying and being bullied, the mean ratings of the two comparison samples
were very close, and not significantly different; the same applied to the
two experimental samples. We therefore felt justified in merging the two
comparison samples into a single sample, and likewise the two experi-
mental samples.

The most interesting analysis involved comparing responses of pupils
whose teachers had not taken part in the professional development pro-
gramme (the merged comparison sample) with those whose teachers had
taken part (the merged experimental samples). The results are shown in
table 3.1. Here one-tailed t-tests were used, as the hypothesis was that
the results would be in favour of the experimental sample; except for
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item 8, ‘sad at home’, where a two-tailed test was used. As predicted, the
experimental group’s ratings were significantly more positive than those
of the control samples, except for ‘sad at home’, for which there was no
significant difference. This supported the view that the other items were
investigating aspects of children’s experience, which had been affected
by their class teacher’s participation in the professional development
programme. The significance levels were consistently high (p < .01 on
7 items and p < .04 on 2). In relation to the final 2 items on bullying and
being bullied, the mean of the experimental group was 15% below that
of the comparison group for bullying others, and 18.7% below for being
bullied.

Discussion and conclusions

This pilot study was based on our argument that some redirection may be
desirable in anti-bullying programmes; specifically, that a more holistic
approach to bullying would see it in the context of the range of behaviours
that teachers encounter in the classroom, and that intervention should be
based on a clear theory of professional development and a clear theory of
pedagogy and school improvement. The procedures used to assess bully-
ing were identical to those used in numerous other studies (e.g. Roland
and Galloway, 2002). Although the experimental groups reported sig-
nificantly less bullying, the reduction was less dramatic than in Olweus’
(1991, 1993) local evaluation in Bergen of a Norwegian national project,
and in the Sheffield project (Smith and Sharp, 1994). It was better, how-
ever, than the reduction found in another local evaluation of the national
project in Norway (Roland, 2000; Roland and Munthe, 1997). These
projects all investigated the effects of campaigns against bullying that
focused directly on bullying, even in aspects of the programme that con-
centrated on prevention rather than on identifying and responding to
bullying when it occurred.

Hargreaves’ (2001) theory would predict that the reduction in bully-
ing reported here should be more sustainable than reductions resulting
from programmes with a more direct focus on the problem. That requires
further investigation. Nevertheless, the general picture has been one of
considerable difficulty in maintaining the impact of anti-bullying pro-
grammes (Roland and Munthe, 1997; Thompson, 2003). If gains are not
maintained it may be that programmes have not adopted a sufficiently
holistic approach by integrating them into core aspects of teachers’ day-
to-day work.

A project with first-grade pupils makes baseline data on bullying
and other social behaviour impractical, although this does have the
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disadvantage of not having pre-test/post-test comparisons, which most
projects in this field have reported. Within these constraints, we are con-
fident that the comparison between the experimental and control samples
was legitimate. There were no grounds for suspecting that extraneous fac-
tors such as parental income or socio-economic status could have biased
the results in favour of the experimental sample. That said, we were clear
about the limitations in what could be achieved in a small-scale pilot
study.

The data on bullying were based on similar procedures to those in larger
scale projects. Like them, we had to rely on self-report data. It is difficult to
see the alternative when investigating a problem that, notoriously, teach-
ers often fail to recognise. In addition, we obtained other data showing
that pupils’ perceptions of schooling were more positive if their teachers
had taken part in the professional development programme. However, we
were not able to obtain observational data about pupils’ actual behaviour
in class. Nor were we able to show whether pupils’ improved perceptions
were reflected in better educational progress. More information about
the reliability of the questionnaire would be desirable, and it would be
preferable for someone other than the class teacher to administer it. None
of this necessarily invalidates our results. Nevertheless it does provide a
powerful argument for larger scale studies that include reduction in bul-
lying in other age groups as part of wider ranging school improvement
programmes, and evaluate their impact on a wider range of educational
and social variables.

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

This was a small-scale pilot project and it has not been possible to follow
it up. Hargreaves’ (2001) argument suggests that teachers should be more
likely to continue using the professional development outlined above than
training aimed more narrowly at bullying. Similarly, it would also suggest
that bully and victim rates should remain lower than in more narrowly
focused programmes. Unfortunately, resources did not allow the kind of
follow-up that would have enabled us to test these hypotheses.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

It has not been possible to follow up this pilot project with a larger scale
study with more schools and a wider age range of students. However,
together with the ongoing work of Olweus (2003; and chapter 2), it has
contributed to awareness of bullying at school level and at political level in
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Norway. Evidence of political awareness came in a 2002 announcement
by the prime minister of a further national campaign with ‘zero tolerance’
of bullying. Olweus (2003) has provided a framework for annual monitor-
ing of bullying levels and, with the large sample provided by participation
in the national programme, this will undoubtedly make a significant con-
tribution to understanding the impact of large-scale initiatives.

It has to be said, though, that the programmes encouraged by the
Norwegian government are focusing very strongly on bullying rather than
on the more holistic approach advocated in this chapter. This is true of
Olweus’ programme and, to a lesser extent, of Roland’s programme in
Stavanger. While the latter explicitly recognises the importance of school-
and class-level variables that may only indirectly be related to bullying,
the emphasis is still on bullying as the primary problem. A larger and
more rigorous replication of the pilot project reported here remains an
urgent priority.

There is one other way in which the programme has had an impact.
The Center for Behavioural Research in Stavanger provides numerous
short in-service courses to help teachers in the management of problem
behaviour (Midthassel and Bru, 2001). Research on school and class-
room influences on bullying (Roland and Galloway, 2002), together with
the pilot project reported here, has provided a strong indication that prob-
lem behaviour in general may be tackled most effectively, and sustainably,
by courses which aim to improve the quality of day-to-day classroom
teaching (see Galloway, 2003). This approach is a far cry from the nar-
rowly behavioural courses on assertive teacher behaviour that are cur-
rently favoured by many authorities, for example in the UK. Yet here,
too, there is an urgent need for rigorous studies comparing alternative
approaches with long-term follow-up. Until such studies are carried out,
teachers will continue to work in the dark.
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4 Implementation of the Olweus Bullying
Prevention programme in the Southeastern
United States

Susan P. Limber, Maury Nation, Allison J. Tracy,
Gary B. Melton, and Vicki Flerx

Impetus for the intervention study, early stages of
planning, and funding

In 1994 the Institute for Families in Society at the University of South
Carolina received a grant from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (within the US Department of Justice) to undertake a
3-year project to conduct research related to violence among rural youth.
A critical component of this grant was the implementation and eval-
uation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme in rural schools
in South Carolina. Faculty at the Institute for Families in Society were
familiar with the success of the programme in Norwegian schools, from
reading published summaries of the programme (Olweus, 1991; 1993)
and from discussions with Professor Olweus. Recognising that no other
violence-prevention programme to date had produced such impressive
results, faculty were anxious to test the programme in an American
setting.

Early planning and preparation for the implementation of the pro-
gramme involved the hiring of staff, extensive consultation with Professor
Olweus, and the selection and preparation of participating schools. With
the receipt of the Justice Department grant, the Institute hired a project
director and part-time faculty, staff, and graduate students to support the
implementation of the project. The principal university project team con-
sisted of the principal investigator (Melton), a three-quarter time project
director (Limber), three part-time PhD-level faculty at the Institute and
at the Medical University of South Carolina who were responsible for
providing ongoing technical assistance to schools, a part-time consultant
for the project’s evaluation, and several graduate research assistants to
collect, input, and collate data from participating schools.

Several strategies were undertaken to help to ensure that programme
staff implemented the Norwegian programme with fidelity. One faculty
member attended a several-day workshop provided by Professor Olweus
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and colleagues in Bergen, Norway. The workshop provided a detailed
description of the Olweus programme and its research base. In addi-
tion, Professor Olweus was engaged to provide consultation throughout
the implementation of the programme. He visited South Carolina in the
Spring prior to the implementation of the programme and modelled a
day-long training in the programme for local school personnel (whose
schools would not be participating in the programme). After viewing
this modelled training, programme staff then conducted a trial training
for staff members from several additional schools that were not partic-
ipating in the formal programme. Based upon feedback from training
participants and Professor Olweus, programme staff refined their train-
ing agenda, materials, and techniques in preparation for the subsequent
training of staff from participating schools.

Selection of schools

The intervention was targeted at children in middle schools. The
university-based project staff identified six participating school districts
based upon the following criteria: (a) school districts were located in
non-metropolitan regions of the state; (b) districts were matched with
another participating school district in a neighbouring county on the basis
of student and community demographics; (c) districts were distributed in
various regions of the state; and (d) the school district’s superintendent
expressed an interest in, and willingness to take part in, the project. In
each pair, one school district was selected to receive the intervention for
both years of the project (Group A schools). The other school district in
each pair served as a comparison group for the first year of the project
and received the intervention during the second year (Group B schools).

With the agreement of the superintendent to take part in the project,
university-based project staff scheduled meetings with relevant district
and school-level administrators (typically the principal from each partic-
ipating school, the superintendent, and other relevant personnel invited
by the superintendent). This meeting provided an opportunity for project
staff to describe the programme in detail, answer questions, and make
initial plans to conduct the pre-test survey of students. No principals
declined participation in the project following these meetings.

Characteristics of schools and students

In all, 18 South Carolina schools were identified to take part in the
intervention component of the project. (Several other schools assisted
by administering pre-test measures to students in 4th grade but were
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Table 4.1. Sample sizes of students in each group of
intervention schools, by year of intervention participation
and gender

Group A schools Group B schools

Girls Boys Girls Boys

Baseline year 587 526 788 748
One year 625 550 1,056 942
Two years 479 404

not part of the intervention.) Participating schools included all middle
schools in the identified 6 school districts. Although there are no fixed
grade ranges for middle schools in South Carolina, most included grades
6, 7, and 8 (approximately, ages 11, 12, and 13 years). During the first
year of the project, there were 11 Group A schools identified to imple-
ment the programme. During the second year of the project, 7 Group B
schools began the programme, and the 11 Group A schools continued
the intervention.

For purposes of statistical analysis, we restricted the sample to schools
with at least 50 students rated at each of the time points of interest (pre-
intervention baseline year and post-tests following each year of participa-
tion). The final analysis sample contained data from 12 schools: 6 schools
in Group A and 6 in Group B. Table 4.1 shows the number of students in
each of these treatment groups by year of participation in the programme
and by gender.

School-level demographic data were not available to researchers, but
district-wide demographic data indicated that the ethnicity of students
ranged from 46% to 95% African-American, and from 4% to 53% White.
In 5 of the 6 school districts, the percentage of students receiving free or
reduced lunches (a measure of poverty) ranged from 60% to 91%, sub-
stantially exceeding the state average of 47%. The percentage of students
receiving free or reduced lunches in the sixth district was 47%. All dis-
tricts were in counties that ranked in the top 15% in the state for rates of
juvenile arrest in 1994.

Components of the intervention programme

Like the original Norwegian model, the South Carolina programme
embraced an ecological model. Its goal was to reduce bullying and related
antisocial behaviour among middle-school children by intervening at
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multiple levels of a child’s environment. The South Carolina programme
remained true to the principles of the original Norwegian model, recog-
nising that to reduce bullying, it was critical to create a school atmosphere
characterised by! warmth, caring, and involvement by adults towards students;! firm limits for unacceptable behaviours; and! application of non-hostile, non-physical consequences, when rules are

violated and/or behaviours are unacceptable.
It was the intent of the planners for the South Carolina project to imple-

ment all of the core components of the Olweus programme at the school,
classroom, and individual levels (as outlined in Olweus, 1993). Modifi-
cations and additional supports were planned, however, to help to ensure
that the programme met the needs of our rural, American, middle-school
population and to involve the larger community in bullying-prevention
activities. Two primary modifications were made to the original Olweus
Bullying Prevention Programme model: the development of school-wide
rules against bullying (as opposed to classroom rules); and the engage-
ment of the broader community in bullying-prevention activities.

School-wide rules against bullying

A core component of the Norwegian model was the establishment of
classroom rules against bullying. Within the American middle-school
context, it was decided that it would be preferable to encourage schools
to develop school-wide rules against bullying rather than develop rules
within each classroom. Of primary consideration in this decision was the
fact that American middle-school students usually change classes several
times throughout the school day. Unlike their Norwegian counterparts,
these students also typically have multiple teachers. Thus, the develop-
ment of school-wide rules against bullying was thought to encourage uni-
formity of rules within a school and minimise confusion among students
and staff. In recent publications, Olweus (2001), too, has recommended
the development of school-wide, as opposed to classroom, rules against
bullying.

Community involvement

Olweus’ original model focused exclusively on school-level, classroom,
and individual interventions (Olweus, 1993). In recognition of the effect
that the broader community environment has on children and families,
we sought to broaden the focus of our intervention to include efforts
targeted at community members, and the programme team planned to
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encourage members of each school’s co-ordinating committee to engage
the broader community in bullying-prevention efforts.

Materials

Programme staff planned for the development of several materials to
assist with the implementation of the programme, and for personnel sup-
port. We also recognised that it was likely that additional materials would
need to be developed once the programme was launched and feedback
was received. With extensive consultation from Dan Olweus, an English
version of Olweus’ Bully/Victim Questionnaire was developed (Olweus,
1996). Programme staff also worked with Professor Olweus to develop a
questionnaire to assess related antisocial behaviours.

A short video entitled Bullying was developed and produced by
South Carolina Educational Television (1995), in collaboration with Dan
Olweus and project staff. The 11-minute video includes four vignettes
featuring middle-school-aged children and their experiences with bul-
lying. Like the Norwegian video after which it was patterned, it was
intended to be used to initiate discussions with students. A Teacher Guide
(Institute for Families in Society, 1995) was developed by programme
staff for use with the video. It provides background information about
bullying, a suggested framework for showing the video to students, and
a variety of classroom activities related to the video (e.g. questions for
discussion, ideas for role-play activities, written exercises).

Project staff also developed a brief pamphlet for distribution by partic-
ipating schools. The tri-fold pamphlet provided background information
about the problem of bullying, described the Olweus Bullying Prevention
Programme, noted some warning signs of bullying behaviour and bully
victimisation, and encouraged parental involvement in the programme.

Ongoing consultation by university-based project staff

Recognising the difficulty of implementing and sustaining a comprehen-
sive prevention programme in schools that already were under-staffed
and under-funded, project staff planned to provide ongoing consultation
to schools throughout the project.

On-site support from school-based mental health professionals

Since the university-based members of the project team were located
some distance from each of the participating schools (2–4 hours dis-
tance), we recognised the importance of developing needed personnel
support within the schools themselves, which also could help to sustain
the programme after its initial grant funding ceased. School-based mental
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health professionals were hired by local mental health centres, as part
of a separate programme developed by the South Carolina Department
of Mental Health and the Institute for Families in Society, to provide
school-based mental health services to students and families. Staff asso-
ciated with the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme planned to meet
on several occasions with these mental health professionals to introduce
them to the programme and garner their support for the initiative. We
envisioned that these individuals would serve as an on-site co-ordinator
for the programme and also initiate interventions with children who bul-
lied, with those who were bullied by their peers, and with parents of
affected students.

Evaluation framework and procedures

Evaluation procedures and findings will be described only summarily
in this chapter, as a detailed description of the evaluation currently is
being prepared (Limber et al., in preparation). The evaluation involved
surveying students at three time points: March 1995 (pre-test), March
1996, and March 1997. In year 1 (March 1995) students in grades 4, 5,
and 6 (modal ages 10–12) were administered the Olweus Bully/Victim
Questionnaire (Olweus, 1996) and a questionnaire assessing related anti-
social behaviours. In year 2 (March 1996), students in grades, 5, 6, and
7 completed the survey. The final survey was administered during year
3 (March 1997) with students in grades 6, 7, and 8. After restricting
the sample to those individuals with complete data on critical variables,
the final analysis sample contained data from 5,317 students at baseline,
5,137 during year 2, and 3,855 during year 3.

Participation in the study was entirely voluntary. Letters were sent
home to parents to inform them about the anonymous student survey
and consent procedures. Parents who did not want their child to partici-
pate in the study were asked to notify the school office. No parents asked
to exclude their children from the study. Teachers administered the sur-
vey to their classes during a single class period. After instructing students
that the survey was both voluntary and anonymous, they read aloud the
survey instructions, the definition of bullying, and each question in turn.
Students followed along in questionnaire booklets and marked answers
that best described their feelings or behaviours.

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implanting the plan of intervention

With support from programme personnel, schools were encouraged
to implement all core components of the Olweus Bullying Prevention
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programme and to use creativity in developing additional activities con-
sistent with the principles of the programme. Our collective efforts to
implement the programme will be described below. Several changes to
the planned intervention occurred and also will be discussed.

School-level interventions

School-wide survey The English version of Olweus’ Bully/Victim
Questionnaire (and a questionnaire to assess related antisocial beha-
viours) was administered to students the March prior to the implementa-
tion of the programme, and for the next two years during the same week
in March.

School-wide staff training School-level data from the survey were
compiled and presented to school administrators, teachers, and other
school staff as part of a training day during August, prior to the start
of the school year. One training was held for each of the 6 school dis-
tricts involved in the project. As the number and size of schools from
each district varied significantly, so too did the number of staff at each
training. The smallest training included approximately 20 staff from 1
middle school; the largest included approximately 150 staff members
from 5 schools. The purpose of the training was to raise awareness about
the problems associated with bullying at school, discuss core elements of
the programme, and begin to discuss ways of implementing programme
elements at each school. Trainings were conducted by 2–3 programme
staff, who had observed Dan Olweus in conducting a similar training for
school staff.

Bullying Prevention Co-ordinating Committees In order to facil-
itate the development of each programme, Bullying Prevention Co-
ordinating Committees were formed at each school. Typically, the group
comprised 6–8 members and included a school administrator (i.e. a prin-
cipal or assistant principal), a teacher representative from each grade, a
guidance counsellor, a school-based mental health professional (if present
within the school), and other staff representatives (e.g. physical education
teacher, school attendance officer). This group was encouraged to meet
regularly throughout the year (ideally monthly) to plan specific compo-
nents of the programme and to act as programme liaisons between the
university consultants and the entire school staff. A programme consul-
tant from the university typically helped to facilitate the first several meet-
ings of this committee and met periodically with the group throughout the
school year. Committees functioned well and met consistently in some
schools. Others met fairly inconsistently and/or infrequently.
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School-wide events to launch the programme After the initial plan-
ning for the implementation of the programme was completed, schools
held a special event to announce formally and explain the new pro-
gramme to staff and students. In many schools, principals and/or mem-
bers of the Bullying Prevention Co-ordinating Committee introduced
the programme during a school assembly. Several other schools used
other means of launching the programme, including announcing it via
a student-produced news programme that broadcast information about
the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme throughout the school on
closed-circuit television.

Supervision of student behaviour Increased supervision of stu-
dents was a key element of schools’ efforts. Co-ordinating committees
examined data from the school survey regarding the most prevalent loca-
tions for bullying within their school. Committees then developed plans to
increase monitoring of students in these ‘hot spots’. Commonly, commit-
tees developed plans for increased supervision during recess, in hallways
and bathrooms during the changing of classes, and during the loading
and unloading of the school buses.

Development of school rules against bullying School rules were
developed by each school’s co-ordinating committee, posted throughout
the school (e.g. in classrooms, the cafeteria, hallways), and discussed with
students in classroom meetings during the first several weeks of the pro-
gramme. Although the wording of the rules varied somewhat from school
to school, they typically captured the following messages, as proposed by
Olweus (1993):! we will not bully other students;! we will try to help students who are bullied;! we will make a point to include students who are easily left out.

All adults in the school were enlisted to help to enforce the rules. Each
co-ordinating committee also was asked to develop a plan for sanctioning
students who violated the first school rule (we will not bully other stu-
dents). Typically, the plans consisted of a graduated system of intervening
with children who bullied their peers. Initial bullying incidents frequently
were addressed by having individual discussions with students. Subse-
quent violations commonly were met with the loss of privileges and/or
meetings between school personnel, the student, and his or her parents.
In some instances, children were referred to the school-based mental
health counsellor for more intensive individual or family intervention to
address their bullying behaviour.



South Carolina Programme 63

Reinforcement of pro-social behaviour Co-ordinating committees
also were encouraged to develop plans to reinforce students for prosocial
behaviour, such as including students in social activities, standing up
for students who were bullied, and being a ‘buddy’ to younger students.
Several schools rewarded students by distributing coupons that could be
redeemed at the school store. Others compiled names of students who
had been observed engaging in prosocial behaviour and held a monthly
drawing for prizes or privileges.

Parent involvement Parents were notified of the programme
through a variety of strategies. Within the first month of the programme,
schools distributed informational pamphlets to all parents (as described
above). Most schools also highlighted the programme during regular
parent–teacher events, such as Parent–Teacher Association meetings,
school open-houses, and special violence prevention events. For exam-
ple, one school convened a special discussion session that included school
staff, project personnel, and parents of children who had been bullied.

Classroom interventions

An important component of the Norwegian programme involved hold-
ing regular classroom meetings on the topic of bullying. Schools in our
programme also were strongly encouraged to schedule classroom meet-
ings (at least once every two weeks for 20–30 minutes per session), dur-
ing which students and teachers could focus on issues of bullying and
peer relations in their school. The co-ordinating committees worked with
school administrators to try to ensure that the meetings were scheduled
regularly. The actual frequency of meetings varied considerably between
schools and within schools.

Early in the programme’s implementation, class meetings provided a
forum for discussion of the nature and prevalence of bullying at their
school, harm caused by bullying, the school’s rules against bullying, and
sanctions for bullying behaviour. Teachers were encouraged to use the
video, Bullying, and accompanying Teacher Guide as tools to engage chil-
dren in discussions, role playing, and other activities (e.g. creative writing,
artistic expression) to help children to understand the seriousness of bul-
lying, support victims of bullying, and help to prevent bullying at their
school.

During the course of the first year of the programme, teachers in par-
ticipating schools requested additional resources to assist them in hold-
ing classroom meetings. Supplemental lesson plans were developed by
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project staff, together with a resource guide of books, videos, and other
resources on bullying.

Individual interventions

Each school was encouraged to develop strategies for intervening with
children who bullied other children and for supporting children who
were victims of bullying. The goal of interventions with bullies was to end
their bullying behaviour by registering immediate awareness of, and dis-
approval for, their actions and administering appropriate sanctions. The
goals of interventions with victims of bullying were to guarantee their pro-
tection from harassment by their peers and to enhance their social skills
and friendships with peers. Teachers and other staff were encouraged to
assume responsibility for intervening in every bullying situation that they
were aware of, and to involve school administrators, mental health pro-
fessionals, counsellors, and parents as needed to resolve the situations
and provide ongoing monitoring.

Community interventions

Each school’s co-ordinating committee was encouraged to develop plans
to engage the broader community in bullying-prevention efforts. The
form of these interventions varied from community to community, but
typically included efforts: (a) to make the programme known among a
wide range of residents in the local community (e.g. convening meet-
ings with community leaders to discuss the school’s bullying-prevention
programme, encouraging local media coverage of the school’s efforts,
engaging students in efforts to discuss the school’s programme with infor-
mal leaders in the community); (b) to engage community members in
the school’s bullying-prevention activities (e.g. soliciting material assis-
tance from local businesses to support aspects of the programme, involv-
ing community members in ‘Bully-Free Day’ events); and (c) to engage
community members, students, and school staff in bullying-prevention
efforts within the broader community (e.g. introducing core programme
elements into summer church school classes).

Programme support

Approximately half of the schools involved in the project had assistance
from a full-time school-based mental health professional (and in several
cases, one or more graduate student assistants). Staff associated with
the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme met on several occasions
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with these mental health professionals to introduce them to the pro-
gramme and garner their support for the initiative. Although several of
these school-based mental health professionals were quite supportive of,
and engaged in, the Bullying Prevention programme, as a group, they
were less involved in the preventive aspects of the project than had been
anticipated, largely due to heavy demands on their time and pressures to
bill for their services with identified clients.

In addition to providing initial training to school staff and meeting on
several occasions with school-based mental health professionals, project
staff provided ongoing consultation to schools throughout the project
(one staff member was assigned to each school district). One project
consultant was assigned to each of the three school districts in Group A
schools (those receiving the programme during year one) during the first
year of the project. Consultants provided intensive on-site consultation
during the first two months of the project, holding introductory meetings
with school administrators assisting with initial staff in-services, and facil-
itating early meetings with members of the school’s co-ordinating com-
mittees. For the remainder of the school year, consultants typically spent
several hours per week at each school, meeting with teachers, school-
based mental health professionals, and administrators; and assisting with
the development of community activities.

During the second year of the project, the three project consultants
were responsible for assisting with the development of programmes in
Group B schools (those beginning the programme in year two), as well as
providing ongoing consultation to all Group A schools. Necessarily, the
time that consultants spent in each school and community during year 2
was significantly less than during the first year of the programme.

Supportive materials

In addition to support provided through ongoing consultation, distribu-
tion of several materials had been planned by the project staff, and others
were developed midway through the implementation of the programme,
in response to perceived need of sites. Supportive materials included:! The yearly surveys of bullying and antisocial behaviour. Written sum-

maries of the school-specific data (including charts and graphs of
data by grade and gender) were presented annually to staff at each
school.! The book, Bullying at school: What we know and what we can do (Olweus,
1993), which describes in detail the elements of the Olweus Bully-
ing Prevention Programme and problems associated with bullying, was
provided to all staff members at participating schools.
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vision, 1995) and accompanying Teacher Guide (Institute for Families
in Society, 1995), was provided.! The informational pamphlet for parents, which was personalised by
each participating school, was distributed to all parents and to selected
members of the community.! Two supplementary lesson guides provided suggestions for numerous
classroom and community-based activities to engage children in efforts
to reduce bullying and related antisocial behaviours.! The resource guide of books, videos, and other resources on bullying;
this included an annotated bibliography of several hundred resources
and was provided to all teachers in participating schools.! Programme newsletters – a newsletter entitled Bully-Free Times was
developed and distributed each semester to all staff in participating
schools. The newsletter featured creative programme activities in par-
ticipating schools and communities and described upcoming project
activities.

Implementation challenges

Establishing and sustaining a comprehensive, school-wide approach to
the prevention of bullying is inherently challenging. Several particular
challenges in the implementation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention
Programme in middle schools in South Carolina will be discussed.

Commitment of school staff As Olweus notes (Olweus, 1993;
Olweus, Limber, and Mihalic, 1999), a necessary prerequisite to the
effective implementation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme
is commitment of the school administrator and a majority of the school
staff to addressing problems associated with bullying. Although pro-
gramme staff discussed the programme with district superintendents and
principals of participating schools, and although all of these administra-
tors expressed support for the programme, we did not take any further
steps during our preparation for the project to assess the interest of teach-
ers and other staff to implement the programme. Had we done so, we
likely would have found strong support for the programme among faculty
in some schools but more tepid reactions from others. Lack of enthusiasm
for implementing the programme among some staff may have reflected a
lack of concern regarding problems of bullying at their school (and within
society at large), a lack of time and energy on the part of already-stressed
staff, and/or a lack of comfort with or understanding of this particular
model.
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At the time that this programme was introduced to schools, there
had been little attention paid to problems of bullying by the American
media, educators, health or mental health practitioners, or researchers.
As a result, although administrators and their staff commonly expressed
concerns about fighting and weapon possession and use among their
students, they were less convinced that bullying was a serious issue for
their school or for American youth in general. Some were swayed by the
findings from their school-level student surveys (e.g. showing that 1 of
4 students reported being bullied ‘several times’ or more often within a
3-month period), but others remained sceptical about the seriousness of
bullying problems at their school. The current national attention to bul-
lying has resulted in significantly heightened awareness among educators
of problems associated with bullying. Consequently, teachers and admin-
istrators are considerably more receptive to the topic and the programme
than was the case in the mid-1990s.

Many staff in participating schools also expressed feeling overwhelmed
by the current demands of their jobs and unable to expend the time and
energy necessary to implement aspects of the programme. Unlike the
adoption of purely curricular or other more narrow approaches to bul-
lying prevention, the adoption of the Olweus Bullying Prevention pro-
gramme requires a significant and sustained commitment by teachers to
read programme materials, prepare for and conduct regular classroom
meetings, be vigilant in monitoring students for overt or subtle bully-
ing, intervening consistently and effectively with affected students, and
engage parents in bullying-prevention efforts, among other activities.

Project staff noted particular implementation challenges among Group
B schools, which appeared, overall, less diligent in implementing the
Olweus programme. It is possible that initial enthusiasm for the pro-
gramme on the part of administrators may have waned in the year dur-
ing which the Group B schools served as control sites for the Group A
schools.

Provision of ongoing consultation In order to provide support for
teachers and other staff in the adoption and institutionalisation of the
Olweus programme, university-based programme staff spent consider-
able time consulting with schools during the first year of the project.
Weekly visits by consultants proved important means of sharing par-
ticular intervention strategies, problem-solving, and encouraging staff.
Moreover, consultants frequently provided the extra ‘legwork’ needed
to engage parents and community members in the school’s efforts. The
work of the consultants was more critical than originally anticipated, as
the school-based mental health professionals were not able to spend as
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much time as originally anticipated in co-ordinating the programme at
several schools, and as commitment to the programme was somewhat
lacking in several sites. As a result, consultants were heavily relied upon
by staff in several schools to help to guide the work of the co-ordinating
committees and keep the programme vital. During the second year of the
project, the time that consultants could spend with any given school was
essentially reduced by half, as new schools began the project. Some of the
new Group B schools likely did not receive sufficient on-site consultation
to launch the initiative effectively, and several continuing programmes
may have lost momentum without significant ongoing consultation.

Adoption of the Olweus programme as a short-term strategy for bul-
lying prevention Despite efforts by the programme consultants

and a number of school personnel to institutionalise the principles and
core elements of the programme within schools, many staff nevertheless
viewed the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme as a year-long cur-
riculum, of sorts. Once the video had been viewed and discussed and
once teachers had engaged students in the various anti-bullying activities
described in the supplemental resources, many staff felt that they were
finished with the programme and were ready, at the start of the next
school year, to move on to try other violence-prevention programmes
such as conflict resolution programmes and peer mediation strategies.

It is, in fact, quite common in the United States for schools to adopt a
‘programme du jour’ approach to violence prevention, whereby they adopt
a successive list of prevention programmes or strategies. Unfortunately,
not only does such an approach frequently sap the enthusiasm and energy
of staff, parents, and students but it fails to take into account that changes
in the climate of the school and in norms for behaviour come only with
a consistent, sustained, effort on the part of staff.

Conflicts with other approaches to prevention Another challenge
that we encountered in implementing the Olweus programme involved
staff members’ embracing prevention strategies or philosophies that were
contradictory to the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme. For exam-
ple, at least one school decided to group children who were identified
as ‘bullies’ within one classroom for educational purposes. Several others
grouped children who bullied in therapeutic groups that focused on anger
management, skill-building, empathy-building, or the enhancement of
bullies’ self-esteem. Although well intentioned, such strategies likely are
counter-productive, even with skilful teachers and/or adult facilitators, as
students in such settings are likely to reinforce each other’s bullying and
antisocial behaviours (Limber, 2004).
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Moreover, therapeutic efforts focused on boosting the self-esteem of
children who bully or teaching anger management skills to such chil-
dren may be somewhat misguided. For example, current research sug-
gests that children who bully typically have average or above-average self-
esteem (Olweus, 1993; Rigby and Slee, 1991; Slee and Rigby, 1993;
but see Duncan, 1999; O’Moore and Kirkham, 2001). Improving their
self-esteem may help to create more-confident bullies but likely will not
decrease their bullying behaviour. Anger management training is likely to
be equally ineffective, as anger is not a common motivation for children
who bully (Olweus, 2001).

Difficulty in holding classroom meetings One programme compo-
nent, classroom meetings, created particular angst among some teach-
ers, who expressed discomfort in engaging students in discussions
about (and other activities related to) bullying. In response, several
consultants, counsellors, and school-based mental health professionals
offered assistance to teachers in modelling classroom meetings. Pro-
gramme staff also developed the supplemental lesson plans and anno-
tated resource guide that could be used by teachers to facilitate classroom
meetings.

Another challenge for teachers in holding classroom meetings involved
carving out a consistent time within the hectic middle-school week to hold
the meetings (Limber, 2004). Unlike students in American elementary
schools, who have one primary teacher, American middle-school students
change classes several times during the course of a day, and commonly
have 4 or 5 teachers. Within this structure, their weekly schedules typically
are fairly inflexible. Some schools in the South Carolina project held class-
room meetings during a student activity period, which occurred once per
week; others carved out time from social studies or health classes. Admin-
istrative commitment to the classroom meeting concept proved particu-
larly crucial in our middle schools, as the principal needed to approve
changes to the students’ schedules and actively encourage teachers to
hold meetings.

The middle school structure not only makes it more challenging to
find a time to discuss issues of bullying and peer relations but it also
makes it somewhat more difficult for teachers and students to get to
know each other and to develop a supportive classroom community
that is vigilant against possible bullying. Teachers frequently are respon-
sible for instructing 80–100 students and cannot be expected to be
as intimately familiar with the social relationships of students as ele-
mentary school teachers would be, who are responsible for 20–25 stu-
dents. Within a middle-school setting, effective communication among
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grade-level teachers becomes critical to the identification of potential
bullying problems.

Results of the evaluation

The analysis strategy incorporated a complex sampling frame, in which
students were clustered within schools and the assessment of the schools
was repeated over three time points. Various analytic techniques have
been developed to account for nested designs, such as repeated measures
ANOVA and hierarchical linear modelling (HLM). However, since the
true level of analysis is the school rather than individual students (i.e.
repeated measures are collected from each school without following indi-
vidual students over time), we did not use these modes of analysis for this
application. Since individual students were not uniquely identified from
one time to the next, the analysis strategy must aggregate the responses at
the lowest level of analysis while accounting for clustering in the sampling
strategy and then compare these aggregates across time at a higher level
of analysis. We used the Mplus statistical package (Muthén and Muthén,
1998) to estimate the means of students’ reports simultaneously for 5
separate groups, representing baseline (year 1 for Group A schools and
year 2 for Group B schools), the year 1 follow-up (year 2 for Group A
schools and year 3 for Group B schools), and the year 2 follow-up (year 3
for Group A schools only). In these models, the effects of grade level and
sampling design on the group means were statistically controlled. These
models were fit to the data of female and male students separately.

Analyses focus on 7 key outcome variables: self-reported bullying of
others; self-reported victimisation; reporting of victimisation to parents;
student isolation; perceptions of bystander engagement; adult respon-
siveness to bullying (i.e. students’ reports of adults addressing individ-
ual students who are being bullied or victimised); and student attitudes
towards bullying.

Self-reported bullying was measured with one question from the Olweus
Bully/Victim Questionnaire (1996). Students were asked to consider their
experiences and behaviours during the current spring semester (i.e. from
the end of winter break until the second week in March) and respond to
the question ‘How often have you taken part in bullying other students
at school?’ Self-reported victimisation was measured using two questions:
one question about students’ experiences of being bullied during the
semester and students’ estimations of the frequency with which they had
been bullied in the previous week. We measured students’ reporting of vic-
timisation experiences using a scale consisting of two questions that assessed
the frequency with which students reported their victimisation to teachers
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and to a parent during the current semester. Student isolation was mea-
sured by developing a scale consisting of three questions that assessed:
(a) the frequency with which students reported being alone at recess or
break times; (b) students’ perceptions of the frequency with which they
felt lonely at school; and (c) the frequency with which they reported
feeling less well liked than their classmates. Participants’ perceptions of
bystander engagement were measured using scores from two questions that
assessed the frequency with which teachers or other adults try to put a
stop to bullying and the frequency with which other students try to stop
bullying that they are aware of. Adult responsiveness to bullying was assessed
using scores from two questions that asked whether staff members had
talked with the student about being bullied or about bullying others.
Finally, student attitudes toward bullying were measured using a scale com-
posed of five items that assessed how participants felt about bullying and
children who bully.

Although students also completed a survey assessing related antiso-
cial behaviours (e.g. frequency of engagement in fights, vandalism),
these data are not discussed in this chapter. The primary goals of the
Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme involve the reduction of bul-
lying behaviour among students (Olweus, 1993). A reduction of related
antisocial behaviours is a secondary outcome and discussion of these data
was determined to be beyond the scope of this chapter.

The findings presented here focus on Group A schools only. No positive
programme effects were observed for Group B schools, which were intro-
duced to the Olweus programme in year 2 of the study. Although the lack
of programme effects among Group B schools is not entirely clear, the
most likely explanation has to do with a lack of fidelity to the programme
among these schools, many of which failed to embrace the Olweus model
and resembled ‘control schools’. These concerns were noted previously
in our discussion of implementation challenges.

The results of the models for Group A schools for the seven key out-
come variables are discussed in detail below and several are presented
visually in figs. 4.1–4.4. Differences in standardised mean scores were
designated as a large effect if they were greater than or equal to 0.8, mod-
erate if they were between 0.5 and 0.8, and small if they were between
0.2 and 0.5.

Bullying others

There was a large decrease in students’ reports of bullying others from
the baseline to the year 1 follow-up for both boys and girls (see fig. 4.1).
The means estimated for the year 2 follow-up were not as low as for the
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Fig. 4.1 Group-level means of students’ reports of bullying others, by
years of participation in the intervention programme, and gender.
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Fig. 4.2 School-group means of students’ reports of being bullied, by
years of participation in the intervention programme, and gender.

first year of the intervention and were not significantly different from the
baseline means, although they were somewhat lower than the baseline lev-
els. As was discussed previously, these findings may reflect the decrease
in consultation provided to schools during the second year of implemen-
tation and the inherent difficulty of sustaining programmes over time.
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Fig. 4.3 School-group means of student social isolation, by years of
participation in the intervention programme, and gender.
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Fig. 4.4 School-group means of students reporting being bullied to a
parent, by years of participation in the intervention programme, and
gender.

Victimisation

We observed a large significant decrease in boys’ reports of having been
bullied by the end of year 1 but observed a slight (although not significant)
increase among girls (see fig. 4.2). Differences from the baseline means
estimated for the year two follow-up were not significant for either boys
or girls.
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Student isolation

As bullied students are likely to be socially isolated among their peers
(Olweus, 1993), we examined students’ self-reports of social isolation.
We noted a large decrease in boys’ reports of isolation from baseline to
year 1 (see fig. 4.3). This difference was somewhat attenuated by year
2, although the standardised programme effect was still large and more
homogeneous. Reports of isolation decreased only slightly, if at all, among
girls across both years of the programme.

It is unclear why decreases in self-reported victimisation and social
isolation were observed for boys and not for girls. It is possible that the
programme was more effective in reducing some forms of bullying (e.g.
overt physical and verbal bullying) than others (e.g. subtle forms of bul-
lying such as exclusion or friendship manipulation) that may have been
more commonly experienced by girls in this study. The revised version of
the Olweus Bully-Victim Questionnaire (1996), which was not available
for use in the present study, now assesses the frequency with which stu-
dents engage in, and experience, a variety of different forms of bullying.
Studies using this revised measure will be able to shed light on this issue
by assessing the effectiveness of the programme in reducing various types
of bullying.

Reporting bullying incidents to parents

We observed a large decrease in students’ reporting of bullying experi-
ences to parents among boys and a moderate decrease among girls after
one year of the programme (see fig. 4.4). This initial decrease was attenu-
ated somewhat by the year 2 follow-up among boys. The year 1 decrease
remained rather stable through year 2 among girls. Indeed, although the
decrease from baseline levels among girls after the first year was not sta-
tistically significant, the difference from baseline at year two was clearly
significant, indicating a more homogeneous effect across individuals
during the second year than during the first.

Plausibly, this decrease in reports of bully victimisation to parents
reflects a decrease in actual bullying experiences among students. It is
curious, however, that girls reported less bullying to parents after tak-
ing part in the Olweus programme, but they did not report reductions
in bully victimisation. Future research that examines in more detail the
types of bullying that children report that they experience and the types
of bullying that they report to parents may help to shed light on this
finding.
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Bystander intervention

Interestingly, the reported incidence of bystander interventions in bully-
ing behaviour decreased significantly from baseline during year 1 and, to
a somewhat lesser extent, during year 2 among both boys and girls. Effect
sizes for boys and girls were large. This seemingly counter-intuitive find-
ing may reflect a decrease in the actual number of instances of bullying
observed by students and adults. It is interesting to note that the year
2 estimates, while less strong in terms of effect size, increase in statisti-
cal significance for both boys and girls, suggesting that there is a more
homogeneous effect across students as the programme progresses.

Adult response to bullying

From baseline to the end of year 1, there was a moderate decrease in boys’
and girls’ reports of adults addressing individual students who were bul-
lying or being victimised. This may be the result of fewer instances of bul-
lying behaviour once the programme had begun. However, this decrease
was attenuated to non-significance by year 2 for boys but increased in
strength by year 2 for girls.

Attitudes towards bullying

We did not observe statistically significant differences in boys’ attitudes
towards bullying behaviour during years 1 and 2. Among girls, an initial
slight change towards less tolerance of bullying behaviour (albeit non-
significant) during the first year yielded to a large increase in tolerance
by year 2. It is unclear why girls in year 2 would reflect attitudes of
increased tolerance to bullying. It is possible that girls’ attitudes reflected
a somewhat diminished focus on bullying prevention of Group A schools
to the programme during its second year. It also is plausible that the
findings reflect a historical effect of exposure to increased violence and
bullying in the media. Because we did not have a true control group for
year 2 of the project, it could be that the intervention group showed a
less sharp attitude change towards tolerance of bullying than they would
have if they were not in the programme.

Limitations of the study

Although a detailed discussion of the study’s limitations are beyond the
scope of this chapter, several are worth highlighting. First, as noted
above, students’ reports of bullying and bully-victimisation were assessed
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through global questions about students’ experiences. Because the ques-
tionnaire did not assess the frequency with which students engaged in, or
experienced, different types of bullying, we were unable to note possible
differential effects of the programme on various forms of bullying or to
explain some gender differences observed.

Second, due to political and logistical considerations, we were not
able randomly to assign schools to conditions. As a result, Group A
likely included school administrators and staff that were more enthusias-
tic about, and committed to, implementing a comprehensive bullying-
prevention programme. This may help to account for differences
observed in the success of Group A and Group B schools.

Third, because we lacked a true control group in this study, we were
unable to rule out the possibility that naturally occurring historical change
(e.g. increased media attention to violence and bullying in schools, or
changes in rates of bullying or school violence over time) may have
affected our findings. Future studies that address these issues will be
important in our future assessments of the Olweus Bullying Prevention
Programme in the USA.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

In light of some promising findings from the initial evaluation of the
programme and increasing attention to the issue of bullying in the USA,
there has been a great deal of interest in dissemination of the Olweus
Bullying Prevention Programme to elementary and middle schools across
the country. The programme has now been implemented in schools in
more than a dozen states and many sites are in the process of conduct-
ing process and/or outcome evaluations of their efforts. The states of
Massachusetts and Pennsylvania showed particular interest in the pro-
gramme in the late 1990s, and have helped to support dissemination of
the model to numerous schools.

Based upon cumulative experiences of the authors, Olweus, and other
colleagues in implementing the programme in sites in the USA and in
Norway, some additional modifications are now recommended to new
schools that are interested in implementing the programme.

Training and ongoing consultation

In the original implementation of the programme in South Carolina,
one day of training was provided for all school staff involved in the pro-
gramme. As some school districts wished to conduct a single training for
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all participating schools, the number of participants could exceed 150.
Experience suggests that such trainings are likely to be less effective than
smaller, more personalised, training sessions. In order to help to ensure
that a core team at each school receives intensive and effective training as
well as ongoing consultation, a modified training and consultation model
was developed.

Under the new model of training, a school’s Bullying Prevention Co-
ordinating Committee receives at least 1.5 days (and preferably 2 full
days) of training, during which participants engage in a variety of interac-
tive activities designed to increase their familiarity with research related to
the nature and prevalence of bullying, and the philosophy and core com-
ponents of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme (Olweus, Limber,
and Mihalic, 1999). During the training, a half day is devoted to devel-
oping detailed written plans to implement the various components of the
programme at each school (including plans for the co-ordinating com-
mittee to introduce the programme to the remainder of the staff at the
school). The number of participants at the trainings are limited in order
to ensure that the sessions are interactive and personalised (particularly
in regard to the development of plans to implement the programme at
each school). One to three co-ordinating committees participate in any
given training, depending upon the number of trainers present.

In addition to providing initial training, trainers also provide approxi-
mately 1 hour per month of telephone consultation to a contact person
at each school. Consultants help to ensure fidelity to the programme,
assist with solving problems that may arise, and direct school person-
nel to resources that may be of assistance in the implementation of
programmes.

On-site co-ordinator

In recognition of the demands of implementing and sustaining a compre-
hensive prevention programme, it is strongly recommended that partici-
pating sites designate an on-site co-ordinator for the programme (Olweus,
Limber, and Mihalic, 1999). Sites with more than three schools are
encouraged to employ a full-time co-ordinator; those with fewer schools
may employ a part-time co-ordinator. The role of the on-site co-ordinator
is to orchestrate the administration of the Bully/Victim Questionnaire and
the processing of results; order and maintain a library of necessary and
optional programme materials; schedule and take an active role in meet-
ings of the Bullying Prevention Co-ordinating Committee; schedule and
assist with the planning of staff trainings, engage in ongoing consultation
from a certified programme trainer, assist teachers in conducting effective
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classroom meetings, lead a staff discussion group (if appropriate), and,
with other members of the committee, plan and oversee all interventions.
From experience, the on-site co-ordinator fills a critical role in helping to
successfully launch and sustain a programme over time. If it is not possible
to hire a full- or part-time co-ordinator for the programme, a volunteer
co-ordinator or members of the school’s co-ordinating committee must
assume these duties.

Staff discussion groups

Programme implementers (within South Carolina as well as in other sites
in the US and abroad) have been concerned about maintaining pro-
gramme fidelity over time. The establishment of staff discussion groups
is viewed as one important means of doing so, by helping to increase
the competence, confidence, and enthusiasm of staff members (Olweus,
Limber, and Mihalic, 1999). Staff discussion groups involve relatively
small groupings of teachers and other school staff (6–12), who meet reg-
ularly to review and discuss core elements of the programme, share chal-
lenges and successes in implementing the programme, and co-ordinate
their activities. Experience in the US context suggests that, although it
can be somewhat challenging for schools to co-ordinate such meetings
of their staff on a regular basis, the benefits for individual staff members
(and for the programme) can be significant.

Dissemination model

In order to meet effectively the growing demand for the programme in the
USA, a national train-the-trainer model has been developed, with some
financial assistance from the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention
and the Center for Mental Health Services (US Department of Health
and Human Services). Trainers receive certification after participating
in an initial 3-day intensive training by programme experts, engaging in
monthly telephone consultation with programme experts for at least one
year, and participating in at least one 2-day booster training. To date, 85
nationally trained trainers from 26 states have received provisional or full
certification in the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme.

The implementation of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme
in South Carolina and subsequent dissemination of the programme in
schools throughout the USA have provided valuable insights into the
development of training, supportive materials, and strategies to help
ensure that the programme is implemented effectively and sustained over
time. Ongoing outcome and process research within the USA will be
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helpful to assess the success of the programme with a variety of popula-
tions and to ascertain those school- and classroom-level factors that best
predict positive outcomes.
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5 Prevention of bullying in German schools:
an evaluation of an anti-bullying approach

Reiner Hanewinkel

Impetus for the intervention study, early stages of
planning, and funding

Within the last decade several epidemiological studies on school bully-
ing have been carried out nationally as well as internationally (Olweus,
1991; Smith, Morita, Junger-Tas, Olweus, Catalano, and Slee, 1999). In
Germany a number of cross-section studies were published (Holtappels,
1987; Tillmann, 1994; Todt and Busch, 1994). However, in contrast
to the wide number of descriptive correlational studies on bullying and
aggression, there are relatively few longitudinal studies that allow us to
assess possible changes in bullying.

This chapter presents the conception, implementation, and evaluation
of an intervention study to prevent bullying and aggression in German
schools. In 1993 a survey was commissioned by the Ministry of Edu-
cation of the Land Schleswig-Holstein to assess the extent of bullying
and victimisation in schools in Schleswig-Holstein. From the results of
the survey, recommendations for school-based violence prevention were
derived (Niebel, Hanewinkel, and Ferstl, 1993). The Ministry of Educa-
tion formed the networking group ‘violence prevention in schools’ which
consisted of school staff, parents, as well as experts from different work-
ing areas. The working group decided to adapt and implement an anti-
bullying programme in schools in Schleswig-Holstein which is based on
the concepts and ideas of Dan Olweus (1993).

Selection of schools

In April 1994, the information brochure ‘Prevention of Violence and
Aggression in Schools’ was distributed to all schools in Schleswig-
Holstein (N = 1,055), introducing the idea of, as well as offering par-
ticipation in, the programme. In total, 47 schools (4.45% of all schools
in Schleswig-Holstein) applied for participation in the programme and
were included in the study.
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Table 5.1. Sample sizes by grade, pre-test and post-test (T1, T2), and gender (per cent female pupils)

School grade

Primary Secondary

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Number of pupils T1 1,022 966 1,592 1,563 1,681 1,597 1,377 669 292 293
T2 1,028 982 1,595 1,616 1,638 1,475 1,254 479 304 239

Per cent female T1 45.5 49.8 48.5 50.0 49.0 49.4 48.2 49.2 52.1 49.5
T2 46.7 49.5 50.4 47.2 49.6 51.2 50 52.6 49.7 44.3
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Characteristics of schools and students

The German school system is quite complex. Each of the 16
Bundesländer (German states) has the right to set up their own school
system. In Schleswig-Holstein, primary school is from grades 1 to 4
(around 6–10 years); this is followed by four different types of schools,
depending on the intellectual capacity of the students: Hauptschule are
from grades 5 to 9 (this is the basic form of education in Germany);
Mittelschule (middle school): from grades 5 to 10 (at a slightly higher
academic level); and Gymnasium (grammar school) from grades 5 to 13
(leading to university entrance qualifications); the Gesamtschule com-
bines the Hauptschule, the Mittelschule, and the Gymnasium. In addi-
tion there are special schools for children with disabilities.

All schools had been informed before the beginning of the project that
they would be invited to participate in the first data assessment without
having to take part in the intervention and the post-test. The original sam-
ple consisted of 14,788 pupils (2,219 in primary school; 12,569 in sec-
ondary school). During the implementation phase, 10 schools dropped
out from the second data assessment: 3 Hauptschule; 1 combined
primary/Hauptschule; 2 Mittelschule; 3 Gymnasia; and 1 special school.
The reasons mainly mentioned by schools for not taking part in the post-
test were that they had not planned to do so, further, a small number were
dissatisfied with the questionnaire. In the final sample 11,052 pupils from
37 schools were assessed at baseline, and this fell to 10,610 at post-test
(2,010 in primary school and 8,600 in secondary school).

Of the 37 schools, 6 were primary schools, 14 were Hauptschule
(11 combined with a primary school), 8 were Mittelschule (one com-
bined with a Hauptschule; and one combined with a primary school),
6 were Gymnasia, and 3 were Gesamtschule. A full breakdown of num-
bers at pre-test and post-test, by grade and gender, is given in table 5.1.
Grades 3 and 4 (ages 9–10 years) belong to primary school. Secondary
schools start at grade 5 and go to up to grade 13 (ages 11–19). With
regard to the grades 3–9 the sample size is large, whereas in grade 10,
and especially grades 11–12, the sample size is considerably smaller.

Components of the intervention programme

According to Olweus (1991: 413) the term ‘bullying’ can be defined in the
following manner: ‘A person is being bullied when he or she is exposed,
repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or more
other persons.’
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In this definition negative actions can be carried out by:! words (threatening, calling nasty names, other forms of verbal harass-
ment)! physical contact (hitting, punching, kicking, pinching)! other ways (making faces, dirty gestures, exclusion from the group,
refusing to comply with another pupil’s wishes).
The term ‘bullying’ is not used when two pupils who are of approx-

imately the same strength physically or psychologically fight or quarrel.
The term ‘bullying’ is appropriate when there is an imbalance of strength
where the one who is exposed to bullying is physically and/or psycholog-
ically weaker than her/his opponent.

The targets of the programme are to increase adults’ and students’
awareness of problems of bullying and victimisation, and to reduce as
much as possible existing bully/victim problems in and out of the school
setting as well as to prevent the development of new problems. The
programme tries to encourage active involvement of adults and peers
in resolving bully/victim incidents in school. In so doing it represents
a ‘whole school policy approach to bullying’ (Olweus, 1993). The core
element of the programme is to restructure the social environment by
implementing clear rules against bullying behaviour so that the posi-
tive reinforcement of bullying is reduced while the negative outcomes
decrease. Moreover, it enhances the network building with more spe-
cialised services outside school.

Four components are crucial for the programme:
(i) general prerequisites: awareness raising and involvement on the part

of the adults;
(ii) measures taken at the school level: questionnaire survey; school con-

ference day; supervision during the breaks; meetings of staff and
parents of victims and bullies, when bullying occurred;

(iii) measures at class levels: class rules against bullying; class meeting;
(iv) measures at the individual level: serious talks with bullies and victims,

serious talks with parents of involved students; teacher and parent
use of imagination.

Evaluation framework and procedures

The study had a quasi-experimental field design with a pre-test and
post-test. Due to ethical limitations, it was not possible to carry out a
control-group study. Questionnaires were administered to all participat-
ing schools in 1994 for the pre-measurement.
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Data assessment at pupil level

In the present analysis three measures described below were of partic-
ular interest, since they illustrate the central aspects of the bully/victim
problem. This procedure has also been reported by Olweus (1991) and
permits a comparison with surveys of other countries. The following three
items in the questionnaire measured indirect victimisation, direct victim-
isation, and bullying:
(1) How often does it happen that other students don’t want to spend

recess with you and you end up being alone?
(2) How often have you been bullied in school since last Christmas?
(3) How often have you taken part in bullying of other students in school

since last Christmas?
For each item there were five response options: ‘no, never’, ‘once

or twice’, ‘sometimes’, ‘about once a week’, or ‘several times a week’.
Pupils were classified as ‘indirect victims’, ‘direct victims’, and/or ‘bullies/
perpetrators’, if they responded to the relevant question that this had
happened to them at least sometimes (up to several times a week). The
following two levels of response were distinguished for analysis:
(1) low-level definition (sometimes up to several times a week)
(2) high-level definition (once a week up to several times a week)

Pupils had to refer to the specific period from last Christmas half-term
until the date of investigation. This time period ‘from Christmas until
now’ was also applied by Olweus (1991). While for Olweus this corre-
sponded to five months, in the present investigation this corresponded
to six months (with data collection in June). However, this slight differ-
ence between the periods of time should not be of great concern and
should not affect the comparability of the different investigations for two
reasons: first, Olweus (1993) is of the opinion that bullying is an ongo-
ing problem, and therefore the minor differences in the time periods are
of negligible importance; and second, this definition of a time period in
relation to an important time-marker such as Christmas is more under-
standable than using a phrase like ‘for the last three months’ or ‘for the last
12 weeks’.

Administration of pupil questionnaires

The administration of the questionnaires was carried out at the same
time at each school by the class teacher. To conduct the whole pro-
cedure no more than two lessons were required. The teacher received
detailed written instructions beforehand regarding the procedure of the
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data collection. In the first lesson teachers were asked to explain to pupils
the reason for the survey. Further, they were asked to explain the meaning
of bullying to pupils in an age-appropriate manner. During the second
lesson pupils were asked to fill in the questionnaire. For classes in primary
schools a slightly modified version of the questionnaire was adapted in
order to make it easier for pupils to understand the questions. In those
classes the whole questionnaire was read aloud by the teacher, including
the possible answers. Before pupils were asked to fill in the question-
naire they were told that it was not obligatory to put their names on the
questionnaire and that nobody would know who had filled it in. After
completion, the questionnaires were placed in an envelope in front of the
pupils and sealed. It was important to inform pupils about this proce-
dure prior to filling in the paper, in order to stress the anonymity of the
investigation. On the envelope the date of data collection, the name of
the school and class, as well as the number of boys and girls taking part
and the number of absentees were recorded.

This procedure was repeated at the same time of year (June), two years
later. In order to examine the effects of the program, !2 – tests were car-
ried out on numbers of pupils. The data assessment was not a repeated
measurement carried out as a pre-post-measurement analysing the effects
in the same pupils. In the first measurement all participating pupils from
grade 3 to 12 grade were assessed. The same procedure was done in the
final measurement. Therefore, pupils being in the same grades at the two
data assessments are compared (e.g. 5-graders and 5-graders).

School context assessment by headteachers

To determine co-relations among the changes of the victim/bully prob-
lems and different variables, the following 13 context variables were rated
by the headteachers: size of the school; size of the schoolyard; quality of
the schoolyard (assessed through school marks ranging from 1 = very
good to 6 = very bad); proportion of male and female teachers; propor-
tion of male and female pupils; ethnic mix of the pupils; average size of
the class; average age of teaching staff; number of inhabitants in the geo-
graphical area; and size of the catchment’s area; ‘engagement of the staff
in the beginning and during the implementation of the project’ (mea-
sured via a percentage of engagement that had to be indicated); and
‘external support’ (measured via yes/no). The variables were co-related
to the outcome variables of the pupils’ questionnaire direct and indirect
victimisation, and bullying, in the schools.
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Evaluation data from teachers

At the end of the programme, teachers and headteacher received a ques-
tionnaire, assessing the measures that were carried out in their schools as
well as degree of co-operation with parents and the occurrence of prob-
lems. The purpose of these data was to find out about possible factors for
a successful implementation or any barriers that occurred during imple-
mentation of the programme.

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties
in implementing the intervention

The project was carried out between 1994 and 1996. Participating
schools were provided with the German adaptation of the anti-bullying
manual developed by Olweus (1993). During the implementation, three
central one-day-project meetings were conducted involving all schools
participating in the programme.

Preparation for the programme

Before the implementation of the programme schools were asked to carry
out three central measures:
(1) A questionnaire survey assessing indirect and direct bullying: Pupils

filled in the questionnaire before the start of the programme, in order
to get baseline data on the extent of the bullying problem in their own
school. A second assessment after the programme implementation
served to evaluate changes in the bullying behaviour in school. This
enabled the schools to receive a direct feedback on their activities. All
participating schools conducted the first survey.

(2) Pedagogic day: The meeting served to interpret the results of the base-
line data assessment and the preparation of anti-bullying-measures
in the school. The pedagogic day was conducted by the school psy-
chologist and project staff. There was only one school that did not
carry out a pedagogic day on the subject of prevention of bullying.

(3) School conference day: Schools were asked to carry out a school
conference after the pedagogic day, to adapt the anti-bullying-
programme in their own school. This procedure served to enhance
commitment of the teachers and inform pupils and parents about
the programme. In Germany, school conferences are held about four
times a school year. Teachers and a delegation of pupils and parents
meet in order to discuss school-relevant issues, such as the adaptation
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of an anti-bullying programme. In all, 23 of the schools (62.2%) car-
ried out a school conference. The other schools informed parents and
pupils about the results of the pre-test survey.

Co-ordination groups in the schools

In 19 of the schools, teachers and the headteacher formed a co-ordination
group; in 10 schools teachers formed a group without the headteacher’s
support; and in 5 schools only the headteacher was responsible for the
programme implementation. Moreover, most of the schools involved par-
ents actively in the programme. In only 1 of the participating schools did
the responsibility change during the implementation phase. From 2 of
the schools no information on the organisation was available.

External support

Schools were offered the opportunity to involve external experts, such
as social workers in school internal-teacher-training days. They had the
possibility to contact the project team if they faced problems or if they had
questions regarding the implementation of the programme; 54% of the
schools used the offer of external support and advice very often, often, or
sometimes. There were only 3 schools (8.1%) that did not contact exter-
nal professionals during the implementation phase. The main tasks of
the external professionals were to help the schools with the data analyses
and interpretation of the first survey; the organisation of workshops and
teachers’ training; and general supervision. The teachers’ training and
supervision during the project phase involved courses on communica-
tion skills, conflict moderation, working with rules and sanctions, as well
as how to implement concrete measures in the schools. In all, 33 single
days of teacher training were carried out in different schools.

Difficulties during implementation

It was planned that the programme would be implemented for 1 year
in the participating schools. During the implementation, it became very
clear that schools that reported internal problems, such as low motivation
or conflicts among the staff, lack of sufficient co-operation, or organisa-
tional problems, also reported difficulties with the implementation of
the programme. Therefore, the 1-year timetable was only possible in
2 schools. In 5 schools the programme was carried out over a period of
1.5 years and in 30 schools over 2 years.
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From the majority of the 10 schools that dropped out from the inter-
vention study, it is known that they were not able to implement the pro-
gramme properly due to lack of support from the colleagues and/or the
headteacher.

Main activities during the implementation

According to the headteachers, the main activities in the schools during
the programme were (in order): restructuring of the school yard; class
rules against bullying; teacher training courses; communications between
victims and bullies; regular classroom discussions on the subject; bet-
ter supervision during recess; talks with parents of involved students;
co-operative learning; common class activities; and co-operation among
teachers and parents. Olweus considers the development of class rules
against bullying as the main part of the programme. The list of activ-
ities shows that this activity was an important part of the programme in
the school; however it was not the most common activity in the schools.

Results of the evaluation

Effects of the programme on bullying and victimisation
at the pupil level

Table 5.2 illustrates the main results for the three variables assessing
direct and indirect victimisation as well as bullying, separately for the low-
level and the high-level definition of bullying, for pupils differentiated by
grades. For the analyses differences in reported victimisation and bullying
were calculated and tested for significance via !2-tests.

The results show that low levels of direct victimisation could be reduced
in grades 3–10 to varying extents, significant at grades 3, 5, 6, and 7.
Only the grades 11 and higher could not benefit from the programme,
and, indeed, levels of direct victimisation increased at grade 12.

The results are in line with the assumption that older pupils are less
likely to be bullied since in school they come upon situations less often
in which they are physically weaker than their opponent. This, how-
ever, is more likely for younger students. Consequently, it seems that if
younger pupils are at the same school, older pupils bully the younger ones,
since the older ones are physically stronger in comparison to the younger
ones.

With regard to indirect victimisation, no effect of the intervention could
be shown in reducing it; at grade 4 an increase was found (it could be
possible that this is a chance finding). Indirect victimisation is perhaps



Table 5.2. Prevalence rates for indirect victimisation, direct victimisation, and bullying, by grade. Analyses by
chi-square tests

School grade

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Direct victim
Low level

Pre- (%) 29.1 25.0 27.0 25.1 22.5 19.2 15.2 11.8 9.6 6.8
Post- (%) 24.8 22.5 21.7 21.1 18.9 17.6 13.4 8.4 9.2 13.4
% change !14.8 !10.0 !19.7 !16.0 !16.0 !8.4 !11.8 !28.8 !4.2 +97.0
p < 0.05 n.s. 0.001 0.01 0.05 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 0.05

High level
Pre- (%) 14.9 10.8 13.0 11.7 9.5 7.6 5.0 3.9 2.7 1.0
Post- (%) 12.7 9.5 10.2 9.9 9.0 7.9 5.9 3.5 6.9 7.1
% change !14.8 !12.1 !11.6 !15.4 !5.3 +3.9 +18.0 !10.3 +155.5 +710.0
p < n.s. n.s. 0.05 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 0.05 0.001

Indirect victim
Low level

Pre- (%) 19.1 13.6 14.0 12.5 10.7 9.7 8.8 6.7 5.9 9.6
Post- (%) 20.4 16.9 12.6 14.7 10.7 9.1 6.5 8.4 8.3 8.9
% change +6.8 +24.2 !10.0 +17.6 0.0 !6.2 !26.2 +25.3 +40.6 !7.3
p < n.s. 0.05 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s

.

High level
Pre- (%) 8.9 6.7 6.8 5.0 4.6 3.6 2.8 2.7 1.7 2.4
Post- (%) 9.9 8.1 6.0 6.4 5.3 3.5 2.9 3.5 5.0 3.8
% change +11.2 +20.8 !11.8 +28.0 +15.2 !2.8 +3.5 +29.6 +94.1 +58.3
p < n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 0.05 n.s.

Bullying
Low level

Pre- (%) 10.8 16.7 16.8 21.7 27.8 28.0 28.1 25.9 18.3 12.8
Post- (%) 11.7 13.1 13.5 18.9 22.5 29.9 26.0 24.4 23.3 25.7
% change +8.3 !21.6 !19.7 !13.0 !19.1 +6.7 !7.5 !5.8 +27.3 +100.7
p < n.s. 0.05 0.05 n.s. 0.001 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 0.001

High level
Pre- (%) 3.7 6.3 5.9 8.8 10.9 11.6 12.4 11.0 6.9 4.9
Post- (%) 5.2 4.8 4.8 7.8 11.2 13.0 12.8 12.7 11.3 12.2
% change +40.5 !13.9 !8.7 !12.5 +2.7 +4.8 +3.2 +15.4 +63.7 +148.9
p < n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 0.01
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Fig. 5.1 Changes in low-level direct victimisation, for individual
schools, from pre-test to post-test.

more difficult to influence, because it is not an expressive behaviour, and
is not always so visible to teachers or others who might intervene.

Regarding bullying, there are significant reductions in grades 4, 5, and
7. Again, it is obvious that the older age groups especially – grades 11 and
12 – did not seem to benefit from the programme, with some increase at
grade 12.

High levels of direct and indirect victimisation as well as bullying were
not so significantly affected by the programme. There is a reduction in
direct victimisation at grade 5, but an increase at grades 11 and 12; an
increase in indirect victimisation at grade 11; and an increase in bullying
at grade 12.

Effects of the programme at the school level

Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 illustrate the results of the programme as found
at the different schools in the project, for low levels of direct and indi-
rect victimisation, and bullying. Due to the co-relation of bullying and
pupils’ age, 13 combined schools that consisted of a primary as well as
a secondary part, were analysed separately. This is sensible, since the
pupils in the different school parts (primary or secondary) also have
different teachers. Therefore, the analysis is not based on 37, but on
50 schools. As can be seen from fig. 5.1, there are clear differences among
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the schools. In 18 of the schools, direct victimisation was reported to have
even increased, while in 32 schools, direct victimisation decreased over
time. In 8 of the schools the decrease in direct victimisation is more than
10% with regard to the total number of pupils in the schools. Regarding
increases of direct victimisation in schools, only 1 school reported an
increase of more than 10%. When examining the corresponding figures
for indirect victimisation (fig. 5.2) and for bullying (fig. 5.3), there were
also very clear differences among the different schools; however, the range
of difference is smaller than that seen for direct victimisation.

Correlates of context variables and victim/bully problems

Correlations of the context variables were done over the 50 schools. There
were no significant correlations (p < 0.05) between the changes in indirect
and direct bullying and any of the context variables.

Discussion: the experiences of the schools with the Olweus programme

When reading Olweus’ anti-bullying manual, one might get the impres-
sion that the suggested measures are easy to implement in schools. How-
ever, schools reported that the implementation of the programme in
schools is not that easy. Schools that had problems, e.g. low motiva-
tion or conflicts in the staff, lack of sufficient co-operation, could only
implement the programme partially. From our experiences, we suggest
that the following prerequisites are necessary in order to enable schools
to implement the programme successfully:! the head of the school should be motivated and also able to encourage

the staff;! the staff should have a consensus about what they want to change;! a co-ordination group should be established;! concrete and for the whole school visible measures (e.g. teachers on
duty during the breaks).

Teachers’ workshops on communication skills, conflict moderation, work-
ing with rules and sanctions proved especially helpful for the teachers.

The effects of the programme at the pupil level

The main outcome variables were the occurrence of indirect and direct
victimisation and the participation in bullying. With regard to the high
levels of indirect victimisation, direct victimisation, and bullying, there
are hardly any significant differences. Regarding low level of direct vic-
timisation, in grades 3, 5, 6, and 7 significant differences could be found,
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while for indirect victimisation, there is only in grade 4 a significant dif-
ference that goes unexpectedly in the direction that pupils reported more
indirect victimisation. With regard to low-level bullying, significant dif-
ferences could be found for grades 4, 5, and 7. Some unexpected effects
were found at higher grades (grades 11 and 12, especially), but the smaller
sample numbers at these grades need to be borne in mind (table 5.1).

The effects of the programme at different schools

A detailed analysis at the school level showed clear differences among
the schools. While the majority of schools could reduce the number of
direct and indirect victims as well as bullies, in a few of the schools, there
was even an increase of direct and indirect victims as well as bullies.
One possible explanation could be that during the implementation of the
programme, pupils developed an over-sensitive perception of bullying and
over-estimated the prevalence of bullying, when they were assessed for the
second time. In addition, it is known from some of the schools that a very
persistent group of bullies constantly worked against the programme –
with some success, as it seems.

In general, the effects go in the same direction as the results from the
evaluation study Olweus carried out in Bergen, at least so far as younger
pupils are concerned, but was much less successful. In the Olweus study,
the prevalence of indirect as well as direct bullying could be reduced to
a much larger scale than in the German study. In none of the grades was
there any significant reduction in high-level bulling. In fact in 4 out of
7 years there was a percentage increase. One reason for the overall more
positive results in Bergen could be the age of the pupils: in Olweus’ study,
the pupils were 11–14 years old, while in the German study, the children
were aged 9–18. In both of the studies, the effects were most visible in
younger grades.

This study has some methodological limitations. The sample is not rep-
resentative of all schools, since the participating schools were not drawn
randomly from the pool of all schools in the Land Schleswig-Holstein,
Germany, but consisted of schools that had applied for participation in
the project for the prevention of violence and aggression in schools. This
is important with regard to the generalisation of the reported results to
the whole population of pupils. Since in this investigation one can find a
self-selected process that can be interpreted differently, one interpretation
could be that schools with a pronounced bullying problem particularly
chose to participate in the project and are therefore highly motivated in
preventing those problems. Hence, one might surmise, a representative
sample would show less improvement.
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With regard to the validity of the pupil’s self-reports, it should be reit-
erated that all participating pupils were reassured the investigation would
be anonymous, in order to encourage truthful responses. For example,
the administration of the questionnaires was carried out without asking
any personal data of the pupils. Moreover, the teachers did not have the
opportunity to view pupils’ answers on the questionnaires; therefore in
the self-assessment of pupils it is not assumed that they had response ten-
dencies. With regard to the internal validity of the programme, it has to
be pointed out that schools had great flexibility in carrying out the inter-
vention. Therefore, the implementation of the programme in the schools
varied, which makes it difficult to say to which elements the success or
failure of the programme can be put down to.

Overall, the results indicate that the programme might be a suitable
measure to prevent school-based bullying, especially when taking into
account that not all participating schools placed the main emphasis on
the core elements of the programme, the creation of rules against bullying
in class, but concentrated mainly on elements of secondary interest, such
as the restructuring of the school yard (e.g. planting trees).

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

In Germany the book written by Olweus is very successful and the third
edition has already been published. Despite the wide interest in the
study and the need for suitable measures for anti-bullying programmes
in Germany, the project has not had any impact on school-related anti-
bullying politics and even in Schleswig-Holstein the Ministry of Educa-
tion did not carry on with the programme.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

The implementation of the programme received a high level of inter-
est from the media, and a number of newspapers reported regularly on
the results of the project. In fact, even nowadays, we receive requests
across Germany from journalists when cases of bullying in schools are
reported in the media. There is still a great demand for the questionnaire
that was used in the programme. Even though this study was carried
out eight years ago, it remains the study with the highest participation
rate in Germany; some smaller studies were conducted, e.g. in Bremen,
only applying the questionnaire, but not implementing the programme
(Jugert, Scheithauer, Notz, and Petermann, 2000).
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Despite awareness of the fact that German schools need suitable mea-
sures to deal with bullying in schools, the programme had neither local nor
national impact; it did not influence national policy on anti-bullying mea-
sures. The programme has been adapted by single schools that decided
to deal with bullying problems, however from our experience the feeling
of not receiving help from politicians is frustrating and demotivating for
schools and leaves them with the feeling of being a ‘lonely fighter’. The
consequence is that schools try out various single measures that have not
been evaluated and which they get offered from institutions, such as at
in-service courses given by institutes for teachers. What they need is a
programme which is based on theory and evaluated, as well as explicit
support from policy-makers, in order to convince parents and colleagues
at school to co-operate and so as to integrate useful and effective preven-
tion measures in their own school systems.
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6 England: the Sheffield project

Peter K. Smith, Sonia Sharp, Mike Eslea, and
David Thompson

Impetus for the intervention, early stages of planning,
and funding

During 1989–90 school bullying started to become a topic of media atten-
tion and focused public concern in the UK. News was filtering through of
the success of the Bergen evaluation in Norway. Several books on bullying
appeared. The human rights issues involved in school bullying began to
get a sympathetic hearing. The Gulbenkian Foundation (UK) started a
10-year period of making the topic of school bullying a priority area for
funding and supported many important initiatives.

One project supported by Gulbenkian funds was the development of
a ‘survey service’ for schools, at the University of Sheffield (Ahmad,
Whitney, and Smith, 1991). This was based on a form of the Olweus
questionnaire, modified for use in English schools. We piloted this ques-
tionnaire in several schools (Boulton and Underwood, 1992; Yates and
Smith, 1989) and then carried out a survey of 24 schools in the Sheffield
area, to give the first figures, based on a large-scale survey, of the extent
of school bullying in English schools (Whitney and Smith, 1993).

At this time the Department for Education (DFE, as it then was: now,
DfES or Department for Education and Skills) was not taking specific
action on bullying. It had not been regarded as a major issue. The 1989
Elton Report on Discipline had raised it as one issue for schools to be
concerned with, but the DFE had not acted specifically on this sec-
tion of the report. However, one of our early studies, a survey in two
secondary schools, attracted unusual publicity. Our findings (Yates and
Smith, 1989) suggested that rates of being bullied were considerable; in
these two schools they were about twice the rate reported in Norway
(Olweus, 1991). A press release (for the book in which this study was to
be a chapter) pointed this out, and asked ‘Is Britain the bullying capital
of Europe?’ This was picked up by the media, and the phrase ‘Britain is
the bullying capital of Europe’ appeared in newspapers and on television
programmes! The statement was totally unjustified based on the very
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limited evidence at that time, but it was helpful in the sense of rousing
public opinion. Questions were asked in Parliament, and the DFE was
responsive to suggestions for an intervention campaign to tackle bullying.
This led to the ‘Sheffield Project’ – the first and still the most substantive,
monitored, intervention project in the UK (Smith and Sharp, 1994). The
project approved for funding was to take the 1990 survey as a pre-test of
levels of bullying, carry out interventions in these schools, do a post-test,
evaluate the success of interventions, and produce a pack for schools as
a result of the lessons learned.

Selection of schools

The 24 schools that had taken part in the 1990 survey were contacted
early in 1991 with details of the project and an invitation to take part
further. Only 1 primary school from this original survey did not wish to
continue with interventions. This left 7 secondary schools and 16 primary
schools taking part; they agreed to implement interventions, allow them
to be monitored by the research team, and take a post-test survey after
four terms (two years after the initial survey).

The one school that declined to take part was willing to act as a ‘control
school’, just taking the second ‘post-test’ survey. In fact, the idea of a pure
‘control’ school is difficult, if not impossible, in this domain. Schools not
in the project were still affected by what was happening nationally (for
example, they would have received a national circulation of anti-bullying
materials in 1993) and might have taken various actions against bullying.
Indeed, even the fact of having participated in a first survey and received a
portfolio describing the findings in their school, was itself likely to produce
some action. Nevertheless, it seemed desirable to have a few comparison
schools that were not in the project. Besides the 1 junior school, we were
able to use results from 3 ‘comparison’ secondary schools which had
taken part in the earlier surveys and which were willing to be surveyed
again two years later.

Characteristics of schools and students

All the schools were publicly funded. While the majority of pupils were
White, all schools had some ethnic minority pupils, sometimes very
sizeable minorities, mainly Asian (Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi) and
African-Caribbean in origin. Brief details of all project and comparison
schools are given in table 6.1. A total of 7,043 pupils took part in the sur-
veys in the project schools (2,389 primary, 4,654 secondary); together
with 1,841 taking part in the comparison school surveys, a total of 8,884
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Table 6.1. Details of schools in the project (P = primary, S = secondary),
and comparison (COM) schools

School
Pupils in
school

Pupils in
surveys WS CV CD CL CQ AT PM PC PT PE

P1 240 192 X X X
P2 420 178 X own interventions
P3 230 86 X X X X
P4 581 235 X X X X
P5 150 100 X X
P6 420 162 X X X
P7 394 142 X X X X X
P8 240 53 X X X
P9 230 166 X X X X X
P10 350 146 X X X X X X
P11 304 159 X X X X X
P12 406 212 X X X X X
P13 174 64 X X
P14 430 276 X X X X
P15 255 107 X X X
P16 316 111 X X X
S1 400 250 X X X
S2 483 287 X X
S3 1,447 953 X X X X X X
S4 1,000 794 X X X X X
S5 781 611 X X X X X
S6 1,000 839 X X
S7 1,118 920 X X X
COM P1 198 99 (X)
COM S1 729 333 (X)
COM S2 1,179 623 (X)
COM S3 1,000 786 (X)

WS = whole school policy; CV = video; CD = drama; CL = literature; CQ = quality
circles; AT = assertiveness training; PM = Pikas method; PC = peer counselling; PT =
playground supervisor training; PE = playground environment

pupils provided data for analysis. Ages of pupils ranged from 8 to 16
years. All schools were in the Sheffield area, except for the comparison
secondary schools (1 in Yorkshire, 2 in the London area).

Components of the intervention programme

An orientation day in February 1991 launched the project. An overview
of the project aims and the interventions available was provided. School
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representatives were provided with details of support available for the
interventions, in the summer term, via staff training days, in-service train-
ing days, and provision of resource materials. This orientation day was
the first of a series of termly meetings, which provided a forum for schools
to share ideas with each other.

All schools participating were asked to agree to a Core Intervention
comprising a basic ‘whole school policy’ on bullying. Previous work,
including that by Foster, Arora, and Thompson (1990); and Thompson
and Arora (1991), indicated that having a whole school policy was likely to
be an essential framework within which other interventions could operate
successfully and maintain continuity. In addition, some Optional Inter-
ventions would be supported by project resources. We selected interven-
tions that were available at the time, targeted to bullying, and suitable in
a UK context. These fell into three categories: curriculum-based strate-
gies; direct work with pupils; and making changes to playgrounds and
lunch breaks.

Whole school policy development (all 23 project schools)

At the time of the onset of the project (1991), hardly any schools had
policies on bullying, although a few had policies on broader issues of dis-
cipline or positive behaviour. Both the DFE and the project team saw
the development of an anti-bullying policy (either on its own, or at least
explicitly mentioned within a broader policy) as essential as a guiding
framework for action in the school. The project produced a leaflet outlin-
ing major stages in policy development: awareness raising about the issue;
consultation through the school; developing the policy content; dissemi-
nating the policy widely; implementation of the policy; and evaluation of
the effectiveness of the policy.

Curriculum-based strategies (15 schools)

These were materials and activities that could be used within the curricu-
lum, to raise awareness of bullying, enhance awareness of the feeling of
victims, and encourage pupils to feel able to talk about bullying and what
should be done about it.

Video: ‘Sticks and Stones’ (5 schools) This videofilm from Cen-
tral Television featured interviews with pupils, simulated examples of
bullying, and clips from the operation of a bully court. We prepared a
package to accompany the video, containing ideas for discussion, drama,
and creative writing activities for teachers to use. For schools particularly
concerned with racial harassment another video available was ‘White
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Lies’. It covered many racist issues and was intended to stimulate dis-
cussion amongst young White people. Both videos were used only at
secondary level.

Drama: ‘Only Playing, Miss’ by Neti Neti Theatre Company (11
schools) This play about bullying was available on video. The

theatre company ran a half-day workshop to explore how drama tech-
niques could be harnessed to develop anti-bullying work with pupils.
This intervention was supplemented in the spring term by a visit from
the Armadillo Theatre Company, who ran a workshop and worked with
secondary- and primary- age pupils in some project schools.

Literature: ‘The Heartstone Odyssey’ (4 schools) This is a story
for primary pupils that tackles issues of racial harassment and bullying.
A training day helped teachers to develop ways of using the materials
through ‘story circles’, dance, and mime.

Quality Circles (4 schools) The concept of the Quality Circle
comes from industry but has been adapted for use in education (Cowie
and Sharp, 1992). A group of pupils meets together regularly to iden-
tify common problems, evolve solutions, and present these solutions to
the class teacher or senior management team. The participants are intro-
duced to useful skills and strategies for problem solving and effecting
change: skills for generating ideas, observation and data collection, devel-
oping strategies or solutions, and communication both within the circle
and when presenting to management.

Direct work with pupils (12 schools)

The aim of these approaches is to work directly with pupils involved in
bully/victim problems.

Assertiveness training for victims (7 schools) These techniques
encourage the pupils to interact with others in an assertive rather than
aggressive or submissive way. They also encourage the development of
conflict resolution skills, ways of improving self esteem and enhancing
social skills in joining in games and making friends. The training sessions
for teachers covered basic assertiveness techniques that might be helpful
in coping with or preventing bullying, as well as guidelines on how to run
groups for children.

Working directly with bullies (5 schools) Anatol Pikas, a Swedish
psychologist, trained project members and teachers in his method of
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working directly with bullies, ‘The Method of Shared Concern’. This
employs a carefully structured script to guide discussion with each pupil
involved in a bullying incident (Pikas, 1989). It aims to stop the bullying
behaviour and encourage tolerance.

School tribunals or ‘Bully courts’ (0 schools) This approach was,
at the time, advocated by Kidscape as part of a whole school approach
to bullying (Elliott, 1991). Pupils are elected to sit on a ‘court’ with
one or more members of staff. When an incident of bullying is reported
the ‘court’ listens to all parties concerned and then makes a decision as
to what action should be taken in response to the incident. Although
2 schools in the project showed initial interest in this intervention, no
school actually set up a bully court.

Peer counselling (2 schools) In 2 schools, pupils established a ‘lis-
tening line’ for other pupils. This involved pupils from across the age range
undertaking some training in basic counselling skills. The pupils worked
in small teams, comprising 2 or 3 ‘counsellors’ and 1 ‘receptionist’. Each
team was on duty one lunchtime per week and the pupils also attended
their own support and supervision meeting on another lunchtime. The
supervision was provided by a specific member of staff and there was also
always a teacher ‘on call’ for the duty team each day. The pupils did not
intervene in bullying situations themselves – they were purely a listening
service; if appropriate they might suggest going to talk to a teacher.

Making changes to playgrounds and lunch breaks (18 schools)

The aim here was to improve the quality of children’s break time and
playtime experiences, bearing in mind the large proportion of bullying
which had been found to occur in playgrounds.

Working with lunchtime supervisors (16 schools) Schools were
offered a range of activities, including: raising the status of lunchtime
supervisors; training lunchtime supervisors; encouraging positive
behaviour in the playground; improving the quality of play; building rela-
tionships between supervisors and pupils; building relationships between
supervisors and teachers; responding to aggressive behaviour in the play-
ground; and improving provision for wet playtimes. Within each activity
domain, there were a number of practical strategies that schools chose to
implement.

Redesigning the playground environment (6 schools) For schools
with uninteresting outside areas, a radical possibility was to redesign and
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improve the playground environment. An all-day session on the play-
ground environment was led for interested schools, in collaboration with
colleagues from the Department of Landscape Architecture. This work
was extended by means of a grant from the Calouste Gulbenkian Foun-
dation to support work on playground design.

Evaluation framework and procedures

Standardising interventions

From a research perspective, we wished to be able to identify the mecha-
nisms for change within the school. However, there was no way that the
team could control events to produce standard interventions in all the
schools. All schools were coping with staff changes, the impact of resource
reduction from current educational funding policies, varying school num-
bers, school mergers, meeting the national curriculum demands, and the
demands of the new assessment procedures. They had differing mixes
of pupils, both in terms of ethnic origins, mother-tongue languages, and
social class.

Our solution to the problem was to provide a common framework
for the interventions, in terms of training procedures and materials. All
schools began with a common baseline upon which they imposed their
own interpretation and adapted the intervention to fit the needs of their
own institution. From the adaptations made by schools, we were able to
understand possible flaws in the interventions themselves and how they
could be overcome.

A key principle was that the outcomes should be replicable by other
schools throughout the country. Other schools would not have access to
an energetic research team, keen to see the project succeed. A decision
was taken that support by the project team would be minimal, and would
be based upon requests from the schools and at a level that might easily be
replicated by a Local Education Authority (LEA). The project team could
offer training, information, and advice, but would only do so if asked. In
this way, the project was similar to the usual support services available to
schools, such as educational psychology services and behaviour support
services.

Monitoring the actual process of change

Quantitative and qualitative data were collected via staff and pupil inter-
views as well as a parent questionnaire, all of which helped to explain
why and how any change occurred. Each half term, the project co-
ordinator in each school was interviewed to track developments. Each of
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the interventions had its own monitoring procedures. These involved a set
of specifically designed pupil questionnaires and/or interviews intended
to identify whether or not the interventions were perceived to be appropri-
ate; whether or not they led to any perceived change in behaviour and/or
attitude (both personally and in peers). Staff were also interviewed to dis-
cover how they felt about the intervention; how they had implemented the
intervention; and whether or not they felt any change in pupil behaviour
or attitude had resulted from its implementation.

In 18 of the schools, pupils in certain year groups were involved in mon-
itoring for 5 consecutive days in each half term. During these periods,
each pupil in the class completed a short questionnaire on return from
lunchtime that asked ‘Have these things happened to you today?’ followed
by a list of 8 bullying behaviours (answers being on 3-point scales). These
helped to identify changes over time in rates of bullying, seasonal varia-
tions in bullying behaviour, and which children in particular were being
persistently bullied.

The major source of outcome effectiveness was the second survey of
levels of bullying in all the project schools. This survey took place in
November–December 1992, exactly two years after the first survey. For
3 comparison secondary schools (see table 6.1), the surveys were done
in March 1990/92 in COM S1; in May 1990/92 in COM S2, and in
March 1991/93 in COM S3. Thus, in all cases time-of-year effects were
constant between the two surveys. Results for particular schools could be
compared before, and after, the monitored interventions.

The comparisons we planned were for whole schools, comparing chil-
dren of equivalent ages at two time points, as in the Bergen study analyses
(Olweus, 1991). These comparisons were often complicated by organi-
sational changes. In addition, some amalgamations and catchment area
changes in several schools resulted in changes in the number of classes
in a year group. To ensure comparability, it was necessary to have equiv-
alent numbers of classes and, hence, approximately, pupils in each year
group, at the two survey points. In order to achieve this, certain class
and year groups who did the survey were omitted from our calculations;
the actual pupil numbers contributing to the data analyses are shown in
table 6.1.

The questionnaires were administered as they had been for the first sur-
vey. Teachers other than the pupils’ usual teacher supervised the comple-
tion of questionnaires. Confidentiality was stressed. The questionnaires
included two extra questions asking whether pupils thought the school
had done much to try and stop bullying over the last year or so, and
whether they thought that bullying in the school had generally got better
or worse over the last year or so.
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What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implementing the intervention

Sheffield schools had undergone a major review during 1991–92, with
the abolition of the middle-school system. The financial situation within
the LEA also led to rationalisation in most schools and many lost staff
in the spring or summer term, 1992. This reduction had an effect on
staff morale. Within the project, 3 middle schools changed to being
junior schools, with year 7s (11-year-olds) transferring to secondary
school a year earlier than previously; and 3 junior schools were amal-
gamated with adjacent infant schools. Five project schools had a change
of headteacher during the process of the project, and in four of these,
the headteacher had been the original motivating force for involvement
in the project. Fortunately, the new headteachers were generally sup-
portive of the project continuing, although this meant a shift in priori-
ties and a reduction in momentum within the schools. Despite profes-
sional uncertainty about the future, most schools still made the bullying
project a priority. These changes did, however, delay the progress of the
project.

The format of providing support to schools only when requested was
helpful and clear for both schools and the project team most of the time.
Problems arose when there was a communication difficulty within the
school, such as following a change in project co-ordinator, and this infor-
mation was not passed on directly, or when one person in the school knew
that support was available but had not informed other colleagues. For the
project team, it was hard to resist more overt direction in inactive schools
or schools which were introducing approaches which were at odds with
the philosophy of the project. In fact, some more direct action was taken
by the project team on whole-school policy development after the first
year.

Results of the evaluation

In looking at the changes in the schools over the two-year period, we
examined three main aspects of our data.
(1) What had the schools done? We devised a number of measures of

each school’s ‘INPUT’ into the project, in terms of time and effort
invested in anti-bullying interventions.

(2) What had the schools achieved? We similarly devised a number of
measures of each school’s ‘OUTPUT’, in terms of improvements or
not in indicators of bullying.
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(3) Why had schools varied? Here we looked at relations between
input and output measures, that is whether schools which did more
achieved more; and at differences between primary and secondary
schools, as well as particular factors affecting individual schools.

What had the schools done?

‘Whole-school policy’ development: A grading system was devised that
recorded whether schools had achieved particular aspects of the devel-
opment process, and the degree of effort invested. Each school could
score up to 65 marks for the development process, plus an additional 8
marks for the amount of time the policy had been completed (2 points
per term). Inter-marker reliability was established at 0.78. All 27 schools
could be scored as having made some steps towards producing a whole-
school policy over the two years – including the 4 comparison schools,
which had been affected by national initiatives during the period. Details
of the total policy scores for each school are given in table 6.2.

Staff involvement: As part of the evaluation of whole-school policy devel-
opment, interviews with teaching staff were carried out in each school. In
primary schools, these interviews took place with two-thirds of staff, ran-
domly selected; in secondary schools, with one-third of teachers. Teach-
ers were asked to describe exactly how they had been involved in the
process of policy development. This information was coded on a 4-point
scale. Scores were summed and divided by the number of people inter-
viewed in that school to derive a ‘staff involvement’ score for each school.
This measure correlated only weakly (not significantly) with the total pol-
icy score: 0.32 for primary schools; and 0.27 for secondary schools. It
was therefore analysed separately; scores are given in table 6.2.

Scoring of optional interventions: These were grouped under three
general headings; curriculum, direct work with pupils, and playground.
Curriculum reflected work done in the classroom through videos, drama,
literature, and quality circles. Direct work with pupils included assertive-
ness training, the Pikas Method of Shared Concern, and peer counselling.
Schools received a score for playground interventions if lunchtime supervi-
sors had participated in training sessions or if they had taken some action
to enhance the environment of the schoolyard. Based on our records
and interviews, schools were graded on a 5-point scale according to the
amount of effort they put into the implementation of each of these broad
fields of intervention, during each of the 4 intervention terms. Inter-rater
reliability averaged 0.67. The Options total is the sum of these, rang-
ing from 1 to 31 (and 0 in the Comparison schools); scores are given in
table 6.2. (Comparison schools had not used these optional interventions
and were assigned a score of 0).
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Total input scores Scores for the Policy total and Options
total correlated highly (0.78 for primary schools; 0.67 for secondary
schools). Thus, we added them to make a TOTAL INPUT measure, see
table 6.2.

What had the schools achieved?

Using the comparable, age-equivalent samples from the first and second
surveys, we selected certain items or composite measures which could be
taken as indicators of success in tackling bullying:

Being bullied! the likelihood of being bullied oneself during the term; we combined all the
responses ‘I haven’t been bullied at school this term’ in the question-
naire (7 items; 2-point scale on each) and calculated the mean number
of responses as a percentage.! the frequency of being bullied oneself during the term (1 item, 5-point
scale)! the number of children in the class who had been bullied (1 item, 7-point
scale).

Bullying others! the likelihood of bullying others during the term; we combined all the
responses ‘I haven’t taken part in bullying others at school this term’
in the questionnaire (3 items, 2-point scale on each) and calculated the
mean number of responses as a percentage! the frequency of bullying others oneself during the term (1 item, 5-point
scale)! the number of children in the class who had bullied others (1 item, 7-point
scale).

Breaktime experiences! frequency of being alone at playtime (1 item, 5-point scale)

Bystander behaviour! how likely were they to not join in bullying others (1 item, 5-point scale)

Perceived role of adults! how often teachers were seen as stopping bullying (1 item, 5-point scale)! how likely a bullied child was to tell anyone; teacher or someone at
home (2 items, 2-point scale on each)! how likely a bullied child was to tell a teacher (1 item, 2-point scale)



Table 6.2. Scores for each school on main Input variables, and percentage change scores on and Output variables
(mean scores for Perceived action and Perceived change)

School
Staff
involvement

Policy
total

Options
total

Input
total

Been
bullied

Bullied
others Not join in

Tell
teacher

Perceived
action

Perceived
change

P1 2.125 24 7 31 !15.4 !13.2 6.7 49.7 0.54 0.50
P2 3.750 15 1 16 !15.0 !15.1 !5.3 4.9 0.76 0.17
P3 2.600 50 23 73 !36.0 !63.5 18.9 15.3 1.73 1.18
P4 3.100 34 13 47 !12.0 !8.1 12.9 8.4 1.03 0.49
P5 3.000 16 5 21 !54.2 !43.8 5.3 !13.3 1.21 0.85
P6 2.500 24 13 37 !17.9 !41.8 13.8 !5.1 1.16 0.91
P7 2.080 22 22 44 17.0 16.0 !10.8 !2.0 1.01 0.47
P8 2.870 22 6 28 !24.7 !5.6 !6.6 !11.6 1.21 0.88
P9 3.076 41 22 63 !23.2 30.8 !4.9 10.5 0.90 0.73
P10 2.330 43 16 59 !1.0 22.5 !4.2 54.8 1.40 0.97
P11 3.077 61 30 91 !8.4 12.2 !10.6 !16.5 1.45 1.04
P12 2.000 18 14 32 2.8 !20.7 9.9 65.5 1.10 0.63
P13 3.500 32 4 36 !29.4 !37.2 14.9 0.3 1.16 0.44
P14 1.500 26 15 41 19.0 31.0 !6.7 !18.9 1.04 0.41
P15 2.580 38 22 60 !13.5 !32.7 18.1 !23.4 1.47 0.94
P16 2.800 36 13 49 !14.9 !17.2 !3.3 !15.0 1.59 0.84
S1 1.500 21 9 30 !7.8 12.8 !1.3 !6.3 1.02 1.82
S2 0 50 10 60 11.1 !21.2 22.0 13.9 1.12 0.85
S3 1.909 40 31 71 !7.7 !10.0 0.6 25.9 0.58 0.53
S4 2.660 57 22 79 4.4 !2.6 7.2 79.1 1.13 0.81
S5 3.125 42 22 64 !20.5 !7.4 0 60.8 1.39 0.85
S6 2.710 14 6 20 !22.7 !37.2 20.8 31.4 0.62 0.63
S7 1.100 23 6 29 !4.4 !16.7 13.9 22.5 0.89 0.64
COM P1 0 14 0 14 11.5 44.8 !13.3 11.8 0.96 0.38
COM S1 0 26 0 26 !13.4 !38.0 8.2 29.9 0.03 !0.09
COM S2 0 10 0 10 13.7 10.4 !10.8 !1.6 0.31 0.24
COM S3 0 30 0 30 !19.6 !21.2 1.8 !1.4 1.00 0.92

P = Primary; S = Secondary; COM = Comparison



The Sheffield project 111! what proportion of children who had taken part in bullying others, had
been talked to by a teacher about it (1 item, 2-point scale).

Perceived action and change! whether the school had done much to try and stop bullying (1 item,
5-point scale)! whether bullying in school had generally got better or worse (1 item,
5-point scale)

Differences between the first and second surveys, for the output
indicators We calculated change scores for the above variables,

comparing first and second surveys. For the first 12 of these output mea-
sures, we calculated percentage change over baseline. The last two mea-
sures had no prior baseline, so we report the mean scores at the second
survey, which ranged from !2 to +2. Table 6.2 shows scores on these
indicators, for each school.

Table 6.3 shows mean raw scores on the same variables, at T1 (first
survey) and T2 (second survey), for our project sample (N = 23); and the
t-value and probability level for the percentage difference scores between
T1 and T2 on one-sample t-tests. These significance tests take schools as
a unit. A lack of significance on some of these measures implies that the
schools generally did not improve on this measure; it might still be the
case that some individual schools showed appreciable improvement, but
we did not attempt calculations of significance of change for individual
schools.

Being bullied. Project schools showed a significant increase in pupils
who had not been bullied, and a significant decrease in the frequency
with which pupils were bullied. This change is appreciable in the project
primary schools, averaging around 15%, and ranging up to 80%. In the
secondary schools, however, there was not much change; although 5 of
the 7 project secondary schools showed an increase in pupils who had
not been bullied, the average becomes a decrease due to a large decrease
in one school, S2. There was no significant change in the number of
classmates who were reported to be bullied.

Bullying others. Most schools showed positive changes on all three indi-
cators – an increase in pupils who had not bullied others; and a decrease in
the frequency of bullying others and in the number of classmates thought
to bully others. Only the result for frequency of bullying others was sig-
nificant across schools, however; here, the change averaged about 12%
for both primary and secondary schools.

Breaktime experiences. Surprisingly, in most schools (especially primary)
more pupils reported spending breaktime alone at the second survey.
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Table 6.3. Change in mean raw scores in Output variables,
from Time 1 to Time 2

Output measure Time 1 Time 2 Significance (t, p)

Haven’t been bullied 50.6 53.9 2.12"

Frequency been bullied 0.9 0.7 3.40""

Number bullied 3.9 3.8 0.02 ns
Haven’t bullied others 65.9 68.3 1.65 ns
Frequency bullied others 0.5 0.4 2.26"

Number bullied others 3.5 3.4 1.09 ns
Alone at breaktime 3.1 3.2 2.76"

Not join in bullying 1.9 2.0 2.20"

Teacher stops bullying 1.5 1.5 0.12 ns
Telling someone 69.3 72.3 1.84(")
Telling teachers 47.0 50.5 2.32"

Someone talked to you 32.8 35.4 2.22"

School action Assumed zero 1.1 17.06"""

School change Assumed zero 0.8 11.04"""

(") = .10; " = .05; "" = .01; """ = .001

(This may reflect the experiences of re-organisation that many schools
went through.)

Bystander behaviour. Project schools showed a significant increase in
pupils reporting that they wouldn’t join in bullying others at the second
survey. This was more marked in secondary schools, where the increase
averaged 9%.

Perceived role of adults. There were no significant changes in perceptions
of teachers stopping bullying. However, project schools showed increases
in pupils telling someone, and especially teachers, if they were being
bullied, and in reporting that someone had talked to them if they had
bullied anyone. These increases were modest in primary schools, but
very substantial, around 30%, in secondary schools.

Perceived action and change. All the mean scores for each school were
positive (above midpoint). In the project schools, the Action scores ranged
from 0.54 to 1.59, and the Change scores from 0.17 to 1.82. In all but
2 schools, however, Change scores were lower than Action scores.

Why had schools varied?

Project schools and comparison schools: We only had one primary comparison
school, COM P1. It had done less whole-school policy work than any
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project school (table 6.2). It had relatively low perceived Action, and
the lowest perceived Change score, from pupils. It also had the worst
or near-worst scores on all the change measures of being bullied, and
bullying others (table 6.2). On these main measures, it appeared to have
done less than most project schools, was perceived to have done less by
pupils, and had considerably less impact on bullying; in fact, bullying
had generally got worse in this school (though there was an increase in
the likelihood of bullied pupils telling someone, or bullied pupils being
spoken to). In general, this pattern of findings supports the implication
that the results in the project schools are due to the interventions.

In the secondary schools the picture was more complicated. Two
schools, COM S1 and COM S3, had done some work on whole-school
policy, within the range of project schools (table 6.2). COM S3 had high
scores on Action and Change too, though COM S1 had very low val-
ues. These schools had as good or better results as project schools on
indicators of being bullied and bullying others, and in addition COM
S1 showed many more bullied pupils telling teachers, while COM S3
had many more bullying pupils being talked to. In most respects, these
schools were like project schools in terms of Input and Output. School
COM S2 was more like a traditional control school, with the least work
on whole-school policy (table 6.2), and low Action and Change scores. It
also had among the worst results on the indicators for being bullied and
bullying others. As with the results for school COM P1, this supports the
general finding relating intervention to positive outcomes.

Relationships between input and output measures: To what extent does
the amount of effort put in by a school (Input) predict results obtained
(Output)? We calculated a correlation matrix between Input and Out-
put measures. To limit the number of correlations, we used for Input
measures: (1) Input Total (the sum of Whole-school policy total plus
Option total), (2) Staff involvement, and (3) Perceived action. We used
as Output measures: (1) Been bullied, (2) Bullied others, (3) Not join-
ing in (bullying), (4) Tell teacher (if you are bullied), and (5) Perceived
change.

There were four significant correlations (those above r = 0.48) for the
primary schools. The Input Total, and the Perceived Action, correlated
to Perceived change (0.64, p < .01 and 0.79, p < .001, respectively).
Schools which did more as judged by our ratings, or by pupil ratings,
were thought by pupils to show more improvement in bullying generally.
These inputs did not predict to the other Output measures. However the
Input measure of Staff involvement did correlate significantly with the
Output measures of changes in Been bullied (0.62, p < .01) and Bullied
others (0.61, p < .01).
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There were three significant correlations (those above r = 0.63) for
the secondary schools. Both the Staff involvement measure and the Input
total related to increases in pupils Telling teacher (0.70, p < .05 and 0.82,
p < .01 respectively). Perceived action by pupils predicted to Perceived
change by pupils (0.72, p < .05). None of the Input measures predicted
significantly to the Output measures of Been bullied, Bullied others, and
Not join in.

Interim monitoring

Analysis of results from playground monitoring – short questionnaires
given daily for a week, each half-term, to certain year groups – provided
another source of information on change. The results for the 10 days in
each term were accumulated, to give composite scores over each of the
four terms. Analyses of variance examined changes over time for each
type of bullying. There were appreciable reductions in all types of bul-
lying, averaging 46% between the first monitoring period in November
1991 and the final period in November 1992. Reductions were statisti-
cally significant for 4 of the 8 types of bullying assessed: direct physical
violence (p < .01); threats or extortion (p < .001); being teased repeatedly
(p < .0014); and having nasty rumours spread (p < .011). For all forms
of bullying, the biggest reductions occurred between the latter part of the
spring term and the first half of the summer term, coinciding with the
most active period in whole school policy development and intervention
work in the schools.

Summary

The results strongly suggest that the interventions had a positive impact,
though the nature of the impact varied between primary and secondary
schools. In general, schools improved on most measures of bullying –
relating to reports of being bullied, bullying others, not joining in, telling
someone if you were bullied, having someone talk to you if you bullied
others. However, the main impact on the likelihood and frequency of
being bullied was in primary schools, with some schools getting quite
substantial reductions. These effects were smaller in secondary schools,
which did, however, register substantial increases in the proportion of
bullied pupils who would seek help, for example by telling a teacher.

Were these changes due to the interventions? The changes were better
in the project schools than in comparison schools, which did not do
much work on bullying (we count schools COM S1 and COM S3 as
being more like project schools, in that they did quite a lot of work on
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bullying policies after they had received their first survey results). This
suggests that the improvements in project schools are not just due to
historical effects – indeed, if anything, COM P1 and COM S2 showed the
problem getting worse in schools that were doing little about the problem.
However, having only two comparison schools of this type obviously limits
this conclusion.

The correlational analyses showed some significant Input–Output rela-
tionships; that is, those schools which made more effort with interven-
tions achieved more reductions in bullying. School Input total (based on
teacher reports and our own records) correlated significantly with Per-
ceived action (the pupils’ perception of how much the school had done);
correlations were 0.53 (p < .05) in primary schools, and 0.63 (p < .05) in
secondary schools. These are quite independent sources of information,
and their agreement supports the validity of both measures.

In primary schools, both these Input measures also predict the amount
of change generally perceived by pupils (Perceived change); while in sec-
ondary schools, the Input total measure predicts strongly to increases
in bullied pupils telling teachers (Tell teacher), which is where the main
improvements in secondary schools are found.

As compared to the general measure of school bullying assessed by
Perceived change, the measures Been bullied and Bullied others are indi-
cators of personal experiences of bullying, and of perceptions of bullying
in one’s class. These do not correlate significantly with the Input mea-
sures, with the exception of Staff involvement in primary schools. That the
other correlations are not significant is surprising, but there is one plau-
sible explanation: that schools which have taken a lot of action against
bullying may have brought about heightened awareness of what bullying
is among their pupils, and led more pupils to recognise that they were
experiencing some form of bullying which they might previously have
discounted.

The suggestion that some of these survey results under-estimate actual
change would also be consistent with the finding that our other assess-
ments produced generally larger indications of change. This is true of
our interim monitoring in the playground; this had its own problems,
being longitudinal, and thus liable to be confounded by age. However,
after allowing for an average reduction of 15% for age effects over this
time period (based on Whitney and Smith, 1993), this still leaves an esti-
mated ‘real’ reduction of 31%, appreciably larger than the survey average
of around 15%.

In summary, there is considerable evidence of success in the actions
of schools against bullying, though this varies greatly between schools
and takes a somewhat different form in primary and secondary schools.
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If primary schools put effort into policy development and anti-bullying
work, this will be perceived by pupils. Pupils will soon perceive a change
in general bullying, and self-report levels will fall, especially when all staff
are involved in the work. In secondary schools, staff involvement and
general effort will first have an impact on the willingness of bullied pupils
to seek help from a teacher. Also, school action will be noticed by pupils,
and they will consider that general levels of bullying are falling.

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

The development of school anti-bullying policies often took a long time:
up to two years in schools that maximised consultation and commu-
nity involvement. In some cases the 1992 follow-up study was completed
only a few months into the operation of the new procedures. We were,
therefore, interested in how successfully these schools might reduce bul-
lying in the longer term. We also wanted to know whether schools would
maintain their anti-bullying activities once the project support was with-
drawn. Follow-up studies were conducted in 1993, both in primary and
secondary schools.

Follow-up in the primary schools (see Eslea and Smith, 1998)

Interviews: Interviews were conducted with headteachers and/or anti-
bullying co-ordinators in 11 of the 16 project primary schools, approxi-
mately one year after the end of the interventions. Nine schools had suc-
cessfully produced a document: 6 had developed dedicated anti-bullying
policies, taking between one year (P3 and P15) and three years (P6) to
complete the process; two schools (P7 and COM P1) had incorporated
anti-bullying measures into a wider Positive Behaviour programme and
P8 had addressed bullying through a more general Code of Conduct.
The remaining two (P1 and P14) had produced only vague anti-bullying
statements (for example: Always treat others how you would like to be
treated). Of the 9 schools that had developed policies, all except P7 and
P12 had circulated their document widely, and all except P12 had suc-
cessfully implemented their chosen procedures. All 9 felt that their efforts
had had a positive impact on reducing bullying.

All schools had made some improvements to the playground environ-
ment except P1, which blamed lack of money, and P5, which was under
threat of closure. Many of the others, notably P3, P7, and P15, had made
a major effort in this area. Extra supervision had also been provided in
many cases. Classroom and curriculum resources (used extensively dur-
ing the DFE-supported intervention) had been used more sporadically in
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Table 6.4. Percentage of pupils reporting (a) being bullied, and (b) bullying
others, at least ‘sometimes’ in each school in each survey

School P3 School P6 School P7 School P10

All Girls Boys All Girls Boys All Girls Boys All Girls Boys
% % % % % % % % % % % %

(a) being bullied
1990 23.2 25.5 20.6 27.3 25.1 29.6 23.4 19.4 27.9 26.9 23.3 31.1
1992 15.4 4.8 24.5 22.5 14.8 30.1 25.6 30.1 23.1 25.3 24.6 26.6
1993 30.5 42.2 19.5 20.1 20.4 19.9 27.7 36.1 24.1 17.1 22.4 12.5

(b) bullying others
1990 12.8 8.4 18.4 11.8 8.9 14.7 10.8 4.5 17.8 8.3 8.4 8.2
1992 2.4 0 4.8 8.9 6.3 11.7 12.1 6.4 16.9 9.1 7.8 10.3
1993 5.5 0 11.1 10.1 11.4 9.0 12.5 6.5 18.9 6.1 5.2 7.0

1992–93, often where individual teachers had taken a particular interest
rather than being applied at a whole-school level. The various strate-
gies for dealing with bullies and victims were not widely used; most
schools preferred to tackle subjects like assertiveness through their PSE
curriculum and in assemblies. A few other interventions took place here
and there. P6 conducted a video survey of playground behaviour, while
P12 did a questionnaire survey of parents. P10 and P14 had provided
assorted play equipment, but without long-term success. P5 used a pos-
itive rewards ‘points’ system in addition to their bullying policy.

Questionnaire surveys: 4 of the 11 schools (P3, P6, P7, and P10) volun-
teered to administer the modified Olweus questionnaire for a third time.
In total, 657 children completed the questionnaires, following the same
procedure as earlier, but one year after the post-test survey.

Results for each school were compared to the two previous surveys in
the same schools. Table 6.4 shows how the percentage reporting being
bullied ‘sometimes’ or more had changed since the start of the project.
Two schools (P6 and P10) experienced a consistent decline in reports
of being bullied; in P7 it had risen consistently; and P3 had initially
reduced bullying but had since seen a rise. A clear sex difference is evident.
Between 1992 and 1993, the number of boys being bullied in P6, P3,
and P10 had fallen considerably; and while P7 had seen a slight rise
the incidence there was still lower than their original 1990 results. For
girls, however, the frequency of being bullied had risen in P6, P7, and
particularly P3. Only P10 had seen a fall in the number of girls being
bullied, smaller than was found for the boys.
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Although most victims said they had told somebody about being bul-
lied, they were more likely to have told someone at home than someone
at school, and a sizeable minority had told nobody. This was as true in
1993 as it had been in 1990: even after three years of anti-bullying work,
the proportion of victims who told school staff about being bullied had
remained almost exactly the same. Nevertheless, the vast majority of chil-
dren did recognise the efforts that their schools had made, and 68% felt
that there had been an improvement since the previous year.

Conclusions: primary schools follow-up: Three main issues are suggested
by the findings. First, schools need to be aware of the importance of
maintaining the momentum of anti-bullying work. The two schools with
thorough and continuing policy development and implementation had
continued to reduce bullying; the two schools with older policies and less
active had not done so. It is important to ensure that a school policy on
bullying remains alive and active after the initial impetus has receded.

Second, there may need to be more focused efforts on girls’ experiences
of being bullied. All the schools in this study successfully reduced bully-
ing among boys, but were less able to succeed with girls. Efforts must be
made to ensure that anti-bullying work is not skewed by a male stereo-
type of bullying behaviour, and that it properly reflects and addresses the
problems experienced by girls.

Third is the issue of reporting bullying when it happens. None of the
four schools had managed to increase the proportion of self-reported
victims who had told a member of staff about being bullied. However,
this may not be the indictment it at first seems: if the staff are more
vigilant and the children more assertive, then perhaps the need to report
bullying is reduced by anti-bullying work.

Follow-up in the secondary schools (see Thompson, 1995)

Five of the 7 project secondary schools agreed to take part in a follow-up
survey, two years after the post-test survey of the project. The same ques-
tionnaire was used, plus one further question about the length of time the
bullying had been going on for those children reporting bullying taking
place. At the same time, an interview study was carried out of selected
teachers in each of the 5 schools: a member of the senior management
team who had been present during the anti-bullying project, a teacher
closely involved in implementing the project, a main-grade teacher who
had been working in the school during the project but who had not been
specifically involved in the project implementation, and a new mem-
ber of staff who had joined after the end of the project. The focus of
the study was to describe and reflect on the experiences of school staff
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Table 6.5. Changes in percentage of secondary school pupils reporting being
bullied this term, after two and four year follow-up from time of the start of the
intervention project; comparison between ‘effective policy maintenance’ school
and average of 4 ‘ineffective policy maintenance’ schools

Effective policy
maintenanceschool (N = 1)

Ineffective policy
maintenance schools (N = 4)

T + 2yrs T + 4 yrs T + 2yrs T + 4yrs

Not bullied 70 78 68 62 (all decreased)
Mild

bullying(once–twice
a term)

19 14 23 27

Moderate–severe
bullying(once per
two weeks to several
times a week)

11 7 9 11

and children in the two years since the formal end of the intervention
project.

Quantitative findings: The finding of most interest was the relative suc-
cess of the schools in continuing to reduce the level of bullying, as reported
by the students. The 5 schools split into two sets: 4 schools where the
incidence of bullying had increased over the follow-up period in spite of
the efforts of the schools; and 1 school where the incidence had contin-
ued to go down over the follow-up period. The comparative percentages
of students responding are presented in table 6.5.

In the school that succeeded in continuing to reduce bullying, the pro-
portion of students reporting they were not bullied rose from 70% to
78%; and in the schools that had experienced an increase in bullying in
the follow-up period the average proportion of students reporting they
were not bullied fell from 68% to 62%. The difference between the two
sets of schools at the end of the follow-up period was significant at the
p < 0.01 level (t-test).

Another interesting finding was that, in all the schools, there was an
increase in the proportion of students reporting that they would be pre-
pared to tell a teacher if they were aware of bullying taking place, and an
increase in the proportion of students reporting that they would trust the
staff to take effective action. This was true of the 4 schools where bullying
had increased as well as the school where it had reduced. The continued
efforts of the schools had clearly had some effect on the dynamics of
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the anti-bullying process, although further research will be necessary to
understand the full complexity of the process.

Qualitative findings: The views of staff gathered by interviews and the
views of the students gathered in the questionnaire gave some additional
information that added to our understanding of the process. Virtually all
the staff interviewed in the ‘ineffective maintenance’ set of schools judged
that their schools were paying less attention to the anti-bullying work than
in previous years. They regretted the change, and most could easily find
various attributions as to why this was so, ranging from staff changes to
needing to respond to new central government initiatives. The student
questionnaire results indicated that the students also judged that less
anti-bullying work was taking place. All the leaders of the original project
groups in the school had moved on, and all the staff interviewed who
had known the original project group regretted the changes. However, in
none of them had the school management appointed anyone else to fulfil
the role. There was no evidence of schools collecting continuing data
or other evidence of the levels of bullying going on in the school, and
no review or reporting back procedures appeared to be operating. There
was no evidence of any induction process for the staff that had joined the
schools after the end of the original project, which gave them any idea of
the anti-bullying policy.

These data were collected in 1994–95, and at that time there was less
nationally disseminated concern to establish and maintain anti-bullying
policies in the UK than at the present time. It is likely that staff moving
into these secondary schools in the period after the project would have
had very little appreciation of anti-bullying work, and senior staff moving
in would have been very likely to have come with their own priorities
for school development, which would have been unlikely to include anti-
bullying work.

In the ‘effective policy maintenance’ school the picture given by the
staff interviews was very different. The staff all agreed that no decrease
had occurred in the amount of anti-bullying work (again supported by
the questionnaire data from the students) and the staff knew of the anti-
bullying policy and how it worked. In particular, the new member of
staff was well aware of the policy, and described an effective induction
policy for new members of staff. In this school also the leader of the orig-
inal anti-bullying project team had left the post, but had remained in the
school and was currently the headteacher. The priorities for the school
in the pastoral care area had been maintained, and the school was still
actively supporting the policy. From the qualitative data gathered at the
time it could be said that there were clear differences between the two
sets of schools in terms of the knowledge of the policy and activities
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of the school in supporting the anti-bullying work identified in the
policy.

Conclusions: secondary schools follow-up: One of the major questions con-
cerning the continued success of anti-bullying work is the organisational
priority given to it by the school and its senior management. There is
a host of variables influencing schools and their effectiveness in various
areas, and these 5 schools will undoubtedly have other differences and
similarities between them apart from the extent of anti-bullying work.
However, it certainly was the case that the ‘effective policy maintenance’
school was not different from the others in the general social class of
its intake, or the resources it had available. The general management of
whole-school anti-bullying policies is discussed in greater detail elsewhere
(Thompson and Sharp, 1994, Thompson, Arora, and Sharp, 2002).
More research into the policy-maintenance aspects of anti-bullying work
is needed to clarify further ways effectively to maintain policies, and to
ascertain how low bullying rates can be reduced, given consistent work
over time. At present all we know is that bullying can continue to decline
in schools committed to the programme after a period of 4 years. For the
time being, however, a greater focus on organisational priority of such
work in schools generally would be very welcome. Until this happens, as
table 6.5 shows for this sample of schools, many students will continue
to experience bullying, even in schools where effective anti-bullying work
has taken place in the past.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

The initial Sheffield-based anti-bullying project had far-reaching effects
across the UK. One main outcome of the project was a guidance pack,
made available free of charge to all state-funded schools in England and
Wales in October 1994. This described to schools the kinds of actions
that could be taken to tackle bullying, including illustrative case studies. It
was updated and re-issued by the DfES in December 2000. Additionally,
other publications, including a practical handbook for school teachers,
were published and have sold worldwide. All members of the project
team have been active in providing training and consultancy to Local
Authorities and schools. The National Association for Pastoral Care in
Education has set up a library of materials and publications relating to
bullying behaviour.

It is now typical for most Education Authorities in the UK to have
an anti-bullying policy or statement, supported by locally relevant guid-
ance materials and training and support for schools. Some authorities,



122 Smith, Sharp, Eslea, and Thompson

for example Derbyshire and Birmingham, have published a set of stan-
dards that schools can use to self-evaluate their anti-bullying practice.
Leicestershire have appointed an anti-bullying manager to ensure that
there is continued impetus to challenge bullying behaviour.

In the early 1990s, when the anti-bullying project was initiated, there
was often a reluctance to admit that bullying occurred in schools. Ten
years on, all schools have anti-bullying policies that are examined during
the school inspection process and there is recognition of the widespread
nature of bullying along with a general willingness to take it seriously and
intervene. The national government has specified in both legislation and
guidance to schools that it is the headteacher’s responsibility to ensure
effective action against bullying behaviour. This does not mean, however,
that all schools and Local Authorities are successful in tackling bullying.
There are still too many reports of children and young people suffer-
ing significant physical and/or psychological duress at the hands of their
peers.
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7 Making a difference in bullying: evaluation
of a systemic school-based programme
in Canada

Debra J. Pepler, Wendy M. Craig, Paul O’Connell,
Rona Atlas, and Alice Charach

Impetus for the intervention study, early stages
of planning, and funding

Over the past decade, Canadians have become increasingly aware of the
extent and consequences of bullying problems. Recently, there have been
several high-profile cases of Canadian children who have suffered from
prolonged victimisation, with severe consequences of suicide, revenge
attacks, or death at the hands of peers. These cases have highlighted the
need for empirically based prevention and intervention programmes. We
will describe a school-based intervention programme developed prior to
the recent surge in interest in the problem of bullying in Canada.

This anti-bullying initiative emerged from a survey conducted in the
early 1990s by the Toronto Board of Education in collaboration with
researchers from York University. The questionnaire used for the survey
was modelled after the Olweus self-report questionnaire (Olweus, 1989),
with some adaptations for the Canadian context. The survey indicated
that bullying and victimisation were pervasive problems. During the past
two months, 24% of the grade 3–8 students reported that they had bullied
other students at least once or twice, and 15% more than once or twice.
Half of the students (49%) indicated that they had been victims of bully-
ing at least once, 20% more than once or twice, and 8% reported being
victimised weekly or more often during the past two months (Charach,
Pepler, and Ziegler, 1995).

We worked collaboratively with the Board of Education on developing
a framework for school-based interventions within Toronto schools, fash-
ioned closely after the Norwegian intervention as developed by Olweus in
Bergen, which had demonstrated effectiveness in reducing the prevalence
of bullying and victimisation (Olweus, 1991, 1993). The anti-bullying
programme was piloted in 4 schools within the Toronto Board, then a
full-scale evaluation was conducted in 3 elementary schools (kindergarten
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to grade 6) within the city. The programme implementation was funded
by the Board of Education, and the evaluation component of the pro-
gramme was funded through a research grant from the Ontario Mental
Health Foundation.

Selection of schools

The design for the evaluation programme was quasi-experimental. In
the first year of the programme, one school (School A) started the pro-
gramme, with a second school (School B) serving as a waiting-list control.
In the second year, School A continued the programme, School B for-
mally initiated the programme, and a third school (School C) served
as a waiting-list control. In the third year, Schools A and B continued
with the intervention, and School C began its formal involvement in the
anti-bullying programme. The schools were identified for inclusion in the
programme because of the principals’ and teachers’ willingness to par-
ticipate. We believed that without the commitment of the leadership and
staff, the programme would not get off the ground.

Characteristics of schools and students

The schools were drawn from diverse areas of the city, which is the largest
metropolitan centre in Canada and richly multi-cultural. All 3 schools had
children from kindergarten to grade 6 (ages 5–11). School A was located
in a disadvantaged area of the inner city and had an enrolment of approxi-
mately 800 students. The school was multi-culturally diverse, with about
70% of the students having a first language other than English. A large
proportion of the students came from immigrant families, with approx-
imately 30% of the children having immigrated within the past 5 years.
The students were from primarily working-class families. School B was
located in the centre of the city and had approximately 500 students. For
approximately 40% of the children, English was not their first language;
10% of the students had immigrated within the past 5 years. Children in
this school came from a range of working class through to professional
families. School C was also located in the city and was similar to School
B in the socio-economic levels of the families. It had an enrolment of
approximately 400 students. Approximately 15% of the students had a
first language other than English and about 2% had immigrated within
the past 5 years.
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Components of the intervention programme

The Canadian anti-bullying intervention was based on an understanding
of bullying as a problem that extends far beyond the individual children
involved as aggressors or victims. As we were developing the interven-
tion, we were coding observations of bullying on the playground and
in the classroom. Preliminary analyses of our observational and survey
research informed the development of a whole-school intervention. Our
observations on the playground and in the classroom indicated that bul-
lying consistently unfolds within the context of a peer group (Atlas and
Pepler, 1998; Craig and Pepler, 1997). Addressing the children’s under-
standing of bullying and their responses to it was a central feature of the
interventions.

The administrators and teachers also influence the nature of bullying
within the school setting. They set the standards for behaviour and are
responsible for supporting children who are having difficulties. Our obser-
vational research indicated that teachers seldom intervened in bullying:
we observed teacher intervention in only 4% and 18% of the episodes
on the playground and in the classroom, respectively (Atlas and Pepler,
1998; Craig and Pepler, 1997). The anti-bullying initiatives included
many activities to raise the awareness and responsiveness of the school
staff to bullying problems.

Finally, parents are implicated in addressing the problems of bullying.
In our surveys, more students indicated that they had talked to parents
than to teachers about problems relating to bullying and victimisation
(Charach et al., 1995). Parents’ communication with the school is, there-
fore, essential in establishing support for students who are involved in
bullying, either as perpetrators or victims.

The interventions within the Toronto programme varied somewhat
across the 3 schools; however, all schools introduced 3 critical elements:
staff training; codes of behaviour; and improved playground supervision.
There were specific interventions implemented at the school level, parent
level, classroom level, and with individual children experiencing problems
with bullying and/or victimisation (for a fuller description, see Pepler,
Craig, Ziegler, and Charach, 1994).

The focus at the school level was on developing a code of behaviour,
engaging teachers, and promoting positive playground interactions. At
the parent level, information nights were held and communications were
sent home related to the programme and its objectives. At the classroom
level, children were involved in developing class rules, as in the Bergen
intervention (Olweus, 1993). In addition, activities were introduced to
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change students’ attitudes and to promote communication and support
of peers. At the individual child level, those children who were experienc-
ing problems of bullying and/or victimisation received specific interven-
tions. Concerns about bullying were communicated to the children, their
parents were contacted, and follow-up was implemented to ensure that
bullying did not continue. Schools were encouraged to develop a system
to document and track the children involved in bullying and the steps
taken to correct the problems. In School B, a behaviour-management
programme was implemented for a small group of children who had per-
sistent problems with bullying.

Evaluation framework and procedures

The evaluation framework for the Toronto intervention reflected the sys-
temic model of interventions required at many levels of the school system.
There were evaluations at various levels of the programme implemen-
tation: with teachers, with students, with identified children, and with
parents. For this evaluation, we relied on questionnaires (at all 3 schools)
and observational data (at schools A and B only). As indicated above, the
intervention implementation was lagged across three years to provide a
waiting-list control comparison. The study started in fall 1992 and ended
in 1995. Data collection for Schools A and B was conducted in the fall
and spring of each of the three years; data collection for School C was
conducted in the fall and spring of years two and three. Comparisons
were of age-matched cohorts.

Participants

Because the data collection was intense, with playground and classroom
observations, we did not have the capacity to include all of the children
in the schools. Therefore, we randomly selected two classes from each of
grades 1–6 (12 classes in all) from each school to participate in the evalua-
tion research. Parental consent was obtained for participation in both ele-
ments of the evaluation: questionnaires and observations. Approximately
80% of the children in the chosen classes had consent to participate in
the evaluation. In the first year of data collection, this comprised 319
children from School A and 300 children from School B. As children left
the school and other children entered over the following two years, we
recruited additional grade 1 and 2 classrooms into the evaluation. In the
second year, there were 325 children in School A, 240 children in School
B, and 303 children in School C, which became part of the evaluation.
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In the final year, there were 306 children in School A, 163 students in
School B, and 289 students in School C.

For the observations, we included children who were identified by two
of three respondents (self, peer, and teacher) either as bullies, victims,
bully-victims, or comparison children. Children from the comparison
group were matched on grade and gender with the children in the bully,
victim, and bully-victim groups. On average across the three years, there
were 13 bullies, 25 victims, 15 bully/victims, and 65 comparison children
observed. In total, 125 hours of video and remote audio recordings of
playground behaviour were collected at Schools A and B. To maximise
the numbers of children in the observational component of the study,
we continued to observe all children who were in the earlier phases and
replaced those children who had left the school (each year, the grade 6
class moved on to a junior high school).

Measures

The self-report questionnaire used in the original Toronto survey and
adapted from Olweus’ questionnaire (1989) was used to assess children’s
experiences of bullying, victimisation, intervention, teacher responses,
and communication with teachers and parents. Observations on the
school playgrounds at schools A and B were conducted for the sub-
samples of children identified as described above. Cameras were set up on
the school playground in the fall and the spring, shortly after the question-
naire administration (for fuller details on the observational methods, see
O’Connell, Pepler, and Craig, 1999; Hawkins, Pepler, and Craig, 2002).

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implementing the intervention

There were many challenges in our implementation of the anti-bullying
programme and its evaluation. First, our waiting-list control design was
ineffective. We learned that it is difficult to use one school as a control
for another because schools differ dramatically in terms of their lead-
ership, culture, and student population. Given that the implementation
of an anti-bullying programme is prolonged and complex, School A was
still developing the programme when School B started to implement their
programme at the beginning of year two. Another challenge that we faced
was that School B and School C teachers, students, and parents became
sensitised to the issues of bullying with the initial data collection at the
beginning of years 1 and 2, respectively. Even though no official interven-
tions were implemented, the process of change appears to have started
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in School B and School C during the assessment-only phase. Therefore,
our data analyses were conducted within school rather than between the
intervention and control schools. A strength of our intervention evalu-
ation was the inclusion of observations on the playground and in the
classroom at Schools A and B.

The implementation of the interventions varied significantly across
schools, largely dependent on the leadership of the school principals.
At School A, a committee was established to guide the implementation,
and the research team was invited in several times per year for staff train-
ing. There was a significant challenge in involving parents at School A
because a large proportion of the parents were recent immigrants with lit-
tle understanding of English and the school system. At School B, however,
parents were actively involved in the development of the whole-school pol-
icy, which incorporated a focus on bullying. There were regular parent
nights at School B at which parents were educated about the problems
of bullying and about the programme that the school was implementing.
School B also held regular sessions for teachers to engage them in the anti-
bullying interventions. School C had the least amount of time to mount
the programme. During the first year, there was an information night for
the parents at School C and a staff-training session. All schools were sup-
ported in their anti-bullying efforts by the educational consultants and
school social workers with the Board of Education. The drama consul-
tant was particularly active in supporting the teachers and students in
role-playing activities related to peer involvement in bullying. The school
social workers were involved with some of the individual children who
were experiencing difficulties with bullying and/or victimisation.

Results of the evaluation

In reporting the results of the evaluation, we will focus on different levels
of the systemic intervention, starting with changes in individual children’s
involvement in bullying and victimisation, moving to teacher interven-
tion, and finally peer intervention to stop bullying. The figures provide
data from all 6 waves of data collection to reveal changes over the entire
evaluation. The analyses, however, are conservatively conducted from
the time that the intervention was formally initiated through the follow-
ing 30 months for School A; 18 months for School B; and 6 months for
School C.

Addressing the prevalence of bullies and victims

Our questionnaire data include two questions on the prevalence of bully-
ing and victimisation: ‘Have you bullied others (or been victimised) in the
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Fig. 7.1 Percentage of children reporting bullying others at least once
in past 2 months.

past 5 days?’ and ‘Have you bullied others (or been victimised) in the past
two months?’ Taking the latter criterion, the patterns for reports of bul-
lying others are shown in fig. 7.1, and they differ somewhat from those of
victimisation (being bullied), shown in fig. 7.2. In addition, observational
data from the playground and classroom contribute to our understanding
of the effectiveness of the anti-bullying intervention (table 7.1).

Bullying At School A, there was no decrease in the reports of
bullying over the past 2 months, from the onset of the programme to the
30-month data collection point (fall 1992–spring 1995). At the outset,
only 16% of children reported bullying others, which increased to 28% at
the 6-month point, and returned to levels between these two rates for the
subsequent 24-month period. The students’ reports of bullying in the past
5 days reflected a similar stability in reports of bullying. At School B, the
rates of bullying during the past 2 months showed a steady decline from
the initiation of the programme (fall 1993: 27%) through the 18-month
evaluation (spring 1995) and were significantly lower at the 12- and 18-
month data collection points. The reports of bullying over the past 5 days
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also decreased significantly from the outset to the 18-month evaluation.
The percentage decrease in the proportion of children reporting bullying
at School B was similar to the 50% decrease reported by Olweus in the
Bergen intervention. At School C, the rates of bullying were lower than
at the other schools and did not show any decline over the first 6 months
of programme implementation.

Victimisation At School A, there was a decline in the number of
children reporting being victimised in the past 2 months, with a significant
difference between the reports at the beginning of and after 30 months of
the anti-bullying programme (fall 1992 to spring 1995). There was also
a steady decline in the numbers of children reporting victimisation over
the past week, with significant differences between the initial reports and
reports at 18, 24, and 30 months. In the pre-intervention testing at School
B (fall 1993), over half of the students reported being bullied at least once
during the past 2 months, with a significant decrease after 12 (fall 1994)
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Table 7.1. Observations of bullying on the playground and in the classroom

Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
Observed Behaviour 1992 1993 1993 1994 1994 1995

Rate of bullying on playground per hr
School A 2.76 1.42 1.61 1.44 2.18 0.84
School B 5.83 1.98 2.64 1.65 1.88 2.04

Rate of bullying in classroom per hr
School A 2.77 1.66 0.99 2.41 2.28 2.09
School B 2.43 3.42 5.06 3.10 3.67 1.62

Teacher intervention on playground %
School A 16 13 4 10 7 1
School B 6 22 7 11 14 5

Teacher intervention in classroom %
School A 12 16 20 14 18 19
School B 9 7 21 25 23 8

Peer intervention on playground %
School A 29 13 21 10 22 40
School B 18 22 28 26 29 16

Peer intervention in classroom %
School A 5 5 0 6 3 2
School B 6 7 0 5 3 5

and 18 months (spring 1995) of the anti-bullying programme. There
was a similar significant decrease in the percentage of students reporting
victimisation in the past five days from the outset to 6, 12, and 18 months
of the programme. The percentage decrease in the reports of victimisation
at Schools A and B were between 30% and 37%, which is slightly lower
than the 50% decrease reported in the Bergen study (Olweus, 1991). At
School C, the rates of victimisation were stable over the first six months
of the programme.

Observations of bullying on the playground and in the classroom
The observational data (table 7.1) provide another perspective on

bullying and victimisation in addition to the students’ reports. The
rates of bullying observed on the playground and in the classroom
showed a general decrease over the implementation of the anti-bullying
programme. For example, at School A, the rate of bullying on the play-
ground declined by 48% from the initiation (fall 1992) to the 18-month
period (spring 1994) and by 70% from initiation to the 30-month
period (spring 1995) The rate of bullying observed in the classroom
declined by 13% and 24% from initiation to 18-month and 30-month
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Fig. 7.3 Percentage of students indicating that teachers almost always
intervene to stop bullying.

periods, respectively. At School B, the rates of bullying observed on the
playground and in the classroom declined by 23% and 68%, respectively
over the first 18 months of the programme (fall 1993–spring 1995).

A systemic intervention: the roles of teachers and peers

As with most interventions to address bullying problems, the Canadian
intervention focused not only on the children who were bullying others
and being victimised but also on the role of teachers and peers in inter-
vening to stop bullying. From a systemic perspective, we expected that
changes for the children involved in bullying and victimisation would
depend on a concurrent change in the awareness and responsiveness of
the school staff and of the peers who are always present during bullying
episodes.

Teacher intervention Data from the children’s reports of teach-
ers’ responses to bullying are shown in fig. 7.3. At School A, there was a
significant increase from the outset (fall 1992) to the 18-month (spring
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1994) and 30-month (spring 1995) evaluations in the number of chil-
dren reporting that teachers almost always intervened to stop bullying.
At School B, however, the number of students reporting that teachers
almost always intervened dropped slightly from the beginning (fall 1993)
to 18 months (spring 1995) into the anti-bullying intervention. At School
C, there was no significant change in the reports of teacher intervention
over the first 6 months of the programme.

Our observations of teacher intervention indicated a marked decrease
at School A in the proportion of episodes in which teachers intervened
on the playground; however, there was a 50% increase in proportion of
episodes in which teachers intervened in the classroom (table 7.1). At
School B, the rate of teacher intervention on the playground did not
change significantly; the rate of intervention in the classroom, however,
decreased from the onset of the intervention (fall 1993) to 18 months
into the programme (spring 1995). The two contexts provide a some-
what different picture of teacher responses to bullying consistent with
our previous observations (Craig, Pepler, and Atlas, 2000): teachers are
more likely to intervene in bullying that unfolds in the classroom com-
pared to the playground context. Presumably, teachers can more readily
observe the aggressive interactions in the constrained classroom context
than on a large school playground.

Peer intervention A major element of the Canadian anti-bullying
programme was to raise awareness of, and responsiveness to, bullying by
peers. Nevertheless, there were no significant increments in students’
reports of peers almost always intervening at any of the schools and, in
fact, the rates decreased in each school. At School A, 14% of students
reported that children almost always intervened at the outset (fall 1992)
and the rate was 11% after 30 months of the programme (spring 1995). At
School B, the rates were 16% and 12% for the outset and 18-month eval-
uations, respectively. At School C, the initial rate was 20% and dropped
to 14% over the 6-months of programme implementation. According to
the students’ reports, the focus on the roles of peers was an aspect of the
programme that did not live up to the expectations for mobilising children
to be concerned for victimised children and come to their defence.

Our observations of the rates of peer intervention on the play-
ground indicate considerable variability over the 6 waves of observation
(table 7.1). At School A, the percentage of episodes in which peers inter-
vened at the start of the programme (fall 1992) was high at 29% and
was lowest at the 18-month wave (spring 1994), but rose again to the
highest observed rate of 40% at the final observation 30 months after the
programme began (spring 1995). At School B, the rates of peer interven-
tion from the start of the intervention (fall 1993) to 12-months follow-up
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were relatively stable, ranging from 26% to 29%, then dropping to 16% at
the end of the evaluation (spring 1995). The rates of peer intervention
in the context of the anti-bullying programme were generally higher than
the 12% rate found in our initial observational study of bullying (Craig
and Pepler, 1997).

In the classroom, the percentages of episodes in which peers intervened
were considerably lower than those on the playground, and showed little
improvement with the programme (table 7.1). At School A, peer inter-
vention was observed in 5% of the episodes in the initial phase (fall 1992)
and ranged between 0% and 6% for the subsequent 5 observation phases.
At School B, the percentages were relatively stable, ranging from 0%
to 7% until the 18-month wave (spring 1995), when there was inter-
vention in 25% of the observed episodes. The difference between the
initial and final rates was significantly different, but should be considered
cautiously, because the final rate was anomalous with the rates at other
times. The rates of peer intervention that we observed within the con-
text of an anti-bullying programme were consistent with the 10% rate
that we observed in the classroom in our initial study (Atlas and Pepler,
1998).

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

The evaluations of the anti-bullying interventions in Canada lasted 30
months, 18 months, and 6 months at Schools A, B, and C, respectively.
The data indicate that it takes more than 6 months to effect change in bul-
lying problems in elementary schools. There was little evidence of change
in the first phase of the programme implementation and some indica-
tors suggested that the problems may have worsened during the initial
months. For example, at School A, the percentage of children reporting
bullying and victimisation over the past 2 months increased from 16%
to 28% and from 43% to 47%, respectively. The increases in students’
reports of bullying may relate, in part, to their increased awareness of the
problem and their ability to identify circumstances of bullying. Teachers
frequently complained that the very act of completing the questionnaires
had increased the prevalence of bullying among the students because
more students were reporting bullying problems. Our observational data
suggest that over the first 6 months, the actual incidence of bullying on the
playground and in the classroom at School A had decreased by 49% and
40%, respectively, rather than increased. It is advantageous, therefore,
to gather data from multiple informants and through multiple methods
to determine the effectiveness of an anti-bullying intervention. Although
observational data, such as those we collected, are both expensive and
labour intensive, less-elaborate methods, such as asking the children to



Evaluation of a systemic school-based programme in Canada 137

make a brief report of bullying following regular lunchtime or recess peri-
ods, can be used as an alternative assessment.

The long-term data on programme implementation suggest that sig-
nificant improvements in bullying problems can be identified over 18- to
30-month periods. The challenge is to ensure that the concerns for, and
responses to, bullying are kept alive among the school and that teachers
do not become complacent about having addressed the problem once and
for all. In fact, the evaluation data on peer intervention indicate little or no
improvement, even after 2.5 years of programming at School A. If school
is a place where all children are to feel safe and included, considerably
more work needs to be done on establishing the peer culture and skills to
promote interventions to stop bullying. Our analyses of the interventions
in the present study indicate that peers are effective in stopping bullying:
when a peer intervened, bullying stopped within 10 seconds in 57% of
the episodes (Hawkins, Pepler, and Craig, 2001).

The opportunity to implement and evaluate a systemic school-based
anti-bullying programme has provided an unprecedented learning experi-
ence. We have started to understand the central challenges and essential
elements of a programme to reduce bullying. First, adults are essen-
tial in addressing bullying problems. From a systemic perspective, we
recognise all adults involved in children’s lives as important, including
teachers, parents, as well as community leaders such as sports coaches,
recreation leaders, and the police. Adults are responsible for leadership
in the anti-bullying programme and for creating interest and support for
maintaining the programme. Adults are also responsible for being role
models. When adults take a concern for the problem and respond to
address bullying, they validate children’s experiences and model solu-
tions. Teachers and parents are needed to intervene and support both
children who bully and those who are victimised. There was considerable
variability among schools in the extent and success of the intervention
implementation. This variability may relate to the different demographic
characteristics of the schools and the extent to which teachers and parents
became actively involved. Evaluations of the process of intervention, such
as those conducted by Olweus and Alsaker (chapters in this volume), pro-
vide guidance to critical elements in the implementation of anti-bullying
interventions.

Secondly, because peers form the audience for bullying, they are essen-
tial to addressing bullying problems within a school context. Students can
contribute in many important ways. They serve as role models for other
students, especially when they intervene to stop bullying among children.
Students can also serve as leaders in the anti-bullying initiatives, serving
as essential members of safe-school committees and collaborating with
teachers and parents in supporting and maintaining the initiative.
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Finally, our evaluation highlighted the importance of different meth-
ods of assessment in examining change associated with anti-bullying
programmes. A comprehensive evaluation of a bullying-prevention pro-
gramme needs to include assessments of change at different levels of the
system: with the students who bully and/or are victimised, with the peer
observers, with the teachers, and with the parents. It is likely that change
in one element of the system depends on change within another element.
The longitudinal data indicate that evaluation of a bullying initiative is
an ongoing process. The variability in various perceptions of bullying
problems over time and among respondents and methods highlights the
domains in which additional efforts need to focus. As the longitudinal
data indicate, mounting an effective anti-bullying programme is an ongo-
ing, rather than a one-time-only, process.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

In the past decade, there has been a marked increase in concern about
violence within Canadian schools. The concerns for bullying have
emerged particularly for elementary and junior high schools, and pro-
grammes have been implemented as a potential means of preventing
the serious incidents of violence in high school. Educational policy is
a provincial mandate in Canada and there has been a wide variety of
responses to concerns of bullying in the different jurisdictions across
the country. In one way or another, there has been attention to the
problems of bullying within all of the provinces; however, much of the
movement on this front has emerged at a local level, with specific pro-
grammes being developed to address the problems in a wide variety
of ways (e.g. Bully Beware: www.bullybeware.com; League of Peace-
ful Schools: www.leagueofpeacefulschools.ns.ca, Focus on Bullying – A
Resource for Elementary Schools, Government of British Columbia).
Most programmes are based on an understanding of bullying as a problem
that unfolds in the context of the peer group and that requires attention
and responses from the adults in children’s lives.

There is a groundswell of interest in bullying and a movement towards
building a national awareness of the problem. Several of our diverse
national organisations, such as the Family Services Association, the
Canadian Parks and Recreation Association, the Canadian Association
of Public Health, and the Canadian Safety Council, have identified
bullying as a significant concern for children, and have developed materi-
als to raise awareness about the issue. The federal government’s National
Crime Prevention Centre (NCPC) has encouraged the development of
local community-based programmes to respond to bullying and prevent
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juvenile crime. Our concern is that few of these programmes appear to be
evidence-based and rigorously evaluated. In 2002, the NCPC provided
funds for a national strategy to raise awareness and to provide appro-
priate assessment tools and empirically based intervention strategies to
address these problems across this vast country. Canada lags behind many
European countries on addressing problems of bullying; however, some
highly publicised cases of bullying are serving as a catalyst for renewed
interest and activity.
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8 Interventions against bullying in Flemish
schools: programme development and
evaluation

Veerle Stevens, Paulette Van Oost, and
Ilse De Bourdeaudhuij

Impetus for the intervention, early stages of planning,
and funding

The development and evaluation of the Flemish anti-bullying interven-
tion programme was based on the results of a prevalence study among
primary and secondary school students on the extent of bullying and vic-
timisation at school, as well as on previous research on bully/victim prob-
lems. Especially, the work done by Olweus (1994) and the information
drawn from the DFE Sheffield anti-bullying project (Smith and Sharp,
1994) were a trigger for programme development and further evaluation.
Two successive projects were carried out. Funding was obtained from the
Department of Social Affairs and from Ghent University, respectively.
The first project developed an anti-bullying intervention programme
adapted to the Flemish educational context. The second project aimed
at implementing and evaluating the programme outcomes of the Flemish
anti-bullying intervention. Following a description of these projects, we
will give an overview of some critical issues related to the programme
outcomes observed.

The first project: Programme development

The development of the Flemish anti-bullying intervention programme
was founded on the principles of health education research (Green and
Kreuter, 1991; Damoiseaux et al., 1993; Bartholomew et al., 1998) and
included four successive steps for programme development. The first step
consisted of a prevalence study to analyse the seriousness and characteris-
tics of bully/victim problems in Flemish schools. The second step aimed at
identifying the behavioural determinants of bully/victim problems. Con-
ducting prevention and/or intervention programmes to improve child and
adolescent well-being assumes that such programmes are based on a clear
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insight into the causal relationship between the problem behaviour and
relevant risk or protective factors involved, and that they provide evidence
about how they are supposed to improve the health conditions towards
which the intervention is directed (Kazdin, 1996; Valente and Dodge,
1997). The third step focuses on the production of the intervention.
Activities include discussion with programme users and pre-testing of the
intervention as well as the final production of the programme materials.
Finally, the programme has to be evaluated to see whether programme
outcomes are linked with programme objectives. This evaluation included
the measurement of programme impact and an examination of the imple-
mentation process.

A prevalence study on bully/victim problems in Flemish schools

Bully/victim problems in Flanders were measured in a representative sam-
ple of 9,983 children aged 10–16 at 84 Flemish schools, using Olweus’
self-report Bullying questionnaire (Stevens and Van Oost, 1994). Based
on this survey, 23% of 10–12-year-olds and 15% of 13–16-year-olds
reported being bullied ‘sometimes or more frequently’. Indirect victimisa-
tion (social isolation and exclusion from a group) had a prevalence of 3%.
In primary and secondary schools, 16% and 12%, respectively, reported
that they had bullied others ‘sometimes or more frequently’. Bullying and
peer victimisation in Flemish schools was clearly a significant problem. Its
prevalence was in line with rates of bullying and victimisation observed
in other countries (Smith et al., 1999). Frequencies of bullying varied
from 3.5% to as much as 23% in primary schools, and from 4% to 19%
in secondary schools. Levels of victimisation ranged from 8.5% to 46%
in primary schools, and from 5% to 29% in secondary schools. These
findings revealed a need for specific interventions in schools that would
deal effectively with problems of bullying and victimisation.

Determinants of bullying and victimisation

Different factors may explain the occurrence of bully/victim problems at
school. Individual characteristics of bullies and victimised children con-
tribute to the emergence and maintenance of the problem. In particular,
bullies’ social cognitions about the use of aggression and their positive
evaluation and outcome beliefs regarding aggressive strategies (Olweus,
1994; Slee and Rigby, 1993; Smith et al., 1993; Boulton and Underwood,
1992, Coie et al., 1991), along with the poor social skills and more anx-
ious or dependent attention-seeking behaviour of victims (Van Lieshout
et al., 1992; Smith et al., 1993; Olweus, 1994), have been identified as
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salient predictors of peer aggression. Next to personal characteristics,
relationships are crucial factors. Peer-group characteristics such as atti-
tudes towards peer aggression, perception of a student’s social position,
willingness to provide help, and their actual intervention skills are impor-
tant (Rigby and Slee, 1991; Boulton and Underwood, 1992; Whitney and
Smith, 1993; Stevens and Van Oost, 1994; Pepler et al., 1998). More-
over, group characteristics, particularly negative interactions among stu-
dents, low cohesion, and high levels of competitive play, affect bully/victim
problems (Olweus, 1984, 1994; Smith et al., 1993; Scholte et al., 1997;
Haselager, 1997). A third and fourth group of predictors external to
the individual are the school and home environments. Peer aggression is
positively associated with methods that adults use to handle aggression
and group processes, teaching strategies, and supervision during play-
time (Mooij, 1998; Baker, 1998; Olweus, 1984). Parental monitoring
and support emerge as important determinants in the home (Rican et al.,
1993; Bowers et al., 1994; Rigby, 1994; Olweus, 1984, 1994; Oliver
et al., 1994).

Individual characteristics of children involved in bully/victim problems
are the most salient risk factors for being involved in bullying conflicts
(Olweus, 1978, 1984; Haselager, 1997; Mooij, 1998). However, the peer,
home, and school environments contribute in their own way to, and
increase, the risk of peer aggression and victimisation at school. Taken
together, the underlying mechanisms of bully/victim problems can be
understood as follows. Bullying behaviour is considered to be a form
of proactive aggression, the goal of which is to gain social outcomes, in
this case dominance or status among peers. When peers join in bullying
acts, form an audience, or refuse to help victims of peer abuse, they con-
sistently reinforce the bully’s behaviour (Olweus, 1984, 1994; Schwartz
et al., 1993). Moreover, bullying behaviour intensifies when bullies expe-
rience no, or few, negative consequences from parents or teachers follow-
ing their aggressive act.

As a consequence, anti-bullying intervention programmes should
restructure the social environment by implementing clear rules against
bullying behaviour, so that the positive consequences of bullying are
reduced, while the negative behavioural outcomes increase (Olweus,
1994). An awareness of peer conflicts and their damaging outcomes and
an active involvement of adults in constructive peer interactions are pre-
requisites for a supportive school environment. According to Olweus,
the intervention should be founded upon ‘an authoritative adult–child
interaction’ (Olweus, 1992: 116) that aims at instilling a warm and pos-
itive climate as well as introducing clear rules against unacceptable peer
interactions.
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Initially, efforts in the educational context to prevent emotional and
behavioural problems in children and adolescents mainly focused upon
the individual determinants of children’s psychosocial problems (Felner
and Felner, 1989), thus ignoring the impact of factors external to the
individual. Research on programme effectiveness revealed that prevention
efforts turned out to be more effective when they took into account the
social environment (Bond and Compas, 1989; Weissberg et al., 1991;
Kazdin, 1993).

Programme development, pre-testing, and final production

From the 1980s on, several countries started interventions to deal with
bullying problems at school, with the anti-bullying intervention in Nor-
way, in particular the work done around Bergen by Dan Olweus (1978,
1984, 1994), forming a trigger for this. Olweus observed a reduction of up
to 50% in bullying and in being bullied after 2 years of intervention. There
was no displacement from bullying at school to bullying on the way to
and from school. Moreover, the results revealed more positive social rela-
tionships and a significant drop in rates of vandalism, theft, and truancy,
thereby strongly confirming the extra benefits of involving the school
environment in the overall equation. Because of its positive outcomes on
bullying and victimisation, the Norwegian anti-bullying intervention pro-
gramme was considered to be a good model for other countries to develop
anti-bullying interventions within schools. However, model programmes
cannot merely be copied as they may affect other educational settings in
a different way (Price et al., 1993; Roberts and Hinton-Nelson, 1996;
Elias, 1997), which implies the need to adapt the intervention to the new
setting. Although programme adaptation is encouraged, it includes the
risk of changing the core features of the intervention. As a consequence,
adapting model programmes involves a process of solving the dilemma
of remaining true to the model programme while at the same time thor-
oughly changing the intervention in order to fit the new setting.

In Flanders, the development of the intervention programme (Stevens
and Van Oost, 1994) was inspired by the Norwegian model programme
and the DFE Sheffield Anti-Bullying Project. To face the problem of
programme adaptation, the intervention was additionally based on con-
tacts with programme developers in the Netherlands and the experiences
of Flemish schools and school psychological services. Moreover, inter-
views with 100 children and focus-group discussions within 10 classes
provided information about how children perceived bully/victim prob-
lems. Based on these experiences, a video was produced for children and
adults (How was your day?), to increase awareness of peer-victimisation
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problems. A draft of the programme was developed that describes the
intervention objectives and strategies designed to involve parents, peers,
teachers, non-teaching staff members, bullies, and victims. This draft was
pre-tested during a pilot phase. In all, 18 schools (7 primary schools and
11 secondary schools) participated in the pilot phase. A linkage system
with all programme users provided opportunities for programme adap-
tation and re-invention. During the process of programme implementa-
tion, schools could adapt programme components to their own situation.
The research team monitored the process of programme development
and implementation intensively, making sure that essential parts of the
programme were incorporated in an appropriate way. After 6 months
of implementation, the project co-ordinator, the school principal, and
another teacher of each school were interviewed about programme feasi-
bility, barriers to implementation, and training needs. Results (Van Oost
and Stevens, 1995) revealed a need for training in active teaching meth-
ods, like problem-solving techniques and role play, and in communica-
tion skills in order to manage individual talks with bullies and victims.
Based on this information, a final version of the programme was drawn
up. Additional training sessions were then provided for another group
of schools for the second project, in which the intervention programme
would be implemented and evaluated.

Selection of schools

The second project aimed at examining the behavioural outcomes of the
Flemish anti-bullying intervention and their relationships with process
variables: 24 schools – 13 primary and 11 secondary – were recruited for
this evaluation study. These schools were drawn randomly from a pool of
50 schools willing to participate in the research. Of these, a subset of 18
schools was used for some analyses.

Characteristics of schools and students

All schools were part of the regular educational system. The secondary
schools provide general as well as vocational education. The main
research sample of 24 schools had 719 primary and 1,013 secondary
school students, aged 10–16 years. The sample of 18 schools used in the
main analyses of bully and victim prevalence rates had 392 primary- and
712 secondary-school students (total 1,104): respectively 151 and 284
(total 435) in 6 schools in a Treatment with Support group; 149 and 277
(total 426) in 6 schools in a Treatment without Support group; and 92
and 151 (total 243) in 6 schools in a Control group.
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Components of the intervention programme

Like the Norwegian programme, the Flemish anti-bullying intervention
programme consists of three modules that focus on the social system
(adults and peers) as well as on students directly involved in bully/victim
problems. A manual was provided that describes the intervention objec-
tives and strategies for each module. In addition, the video ‘How was your
day?’ shows one day in the school-life of two students (one girl, one boy)
who are victims of bullying.

Intervention in the school environment

The first module deals with intervention in the school environment. Its
main objective is the development of a whole-school anti-bullying pol-
icy. School staff are recommended to develop clear rules against bullying
behaviour, including a clear description of bully/victim problems, while
making it clear to all students that bullying will not be tolerated. This is
the core intervention activity (Olweus, 1984; Smith and Sharp, 1994).
The programme additionally aims at increasing adults’ and students’
awareness of bully/victim problems and enhancing active involvement
in solving bullying incidents.

The development and implementation of a whole-school policy
towards bullying involves three successive phases. The first phase focuses
on increasing awareness of bully/victim problems among students, par-
ents, teaching and non-teaching staff, consultation of the entire school
community on the content of the policy, and completion of a final draft.
The phase that follows aims at informing the school community about
the final policy; the last phase provides specific training sessions for all
target groups, which are intended to enhance the social skills needed to
respond to bully/victim incidents.

Intervention within the peer group

The second module describes the curriculum-based activities for the peer
group. The intervention within the peer group aims at enhancing posi-
tive attitudes towards children who are bullied and encouraging peer
involvement in reducing bully/victim problems. The programme consists
of four group sessions directed at students who are not actively involved
in problems with bullying, based on a social cognitive orientation and
using cognitive perspective-taking, problem-solving strategies, and social
skills training.
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The first session starts with the video ‘How was your day? ’ (Stevens and
Van Oost, 1994). The aim of this session is to increase students’ involve-
ment in problems with bullying and to introduce rules against bullying
behaviour. To reach these goals, attention is given to the role peers can
play in reinforcing bullying behaviour. The positive and negative effects
for the bully, the victim, and for themselves are progressively discussed
within the group. Afterwards, clear class rules are formulated, indicating
that bullying will not be tolerated.

The second session deals with inventing adaptive ways of reacting
to bully/victim incidents. Peers themselves are encouraged to tackle
bully/victim problems. As most peers are not used to taking any action
against bullying (Stevens and Van Oost, 1994), alternative solutions are
generated, including reactions against bullies, support for victims, and
seeking help from teachers. The advantages and disadvantages of possi-
ble peer intervention are discussed among students.

The third session deals with specific training to help peers to find their
own solutions to bully/victim incidents, using modelling techniques and
role play.

Session four aims at implementing these solutions by means of intensive
feedback and additional training. Each session takes about 100 minutes,
thus resulting in a training course of about 8 teaching periods. Addition-
ally, booster sessions are encouraged throughout the school year.

Support for bullies and victims

The third module focuses on the students directly involved in peer aggres-
sion, either as bullies or as victims. This module is based on social learning
theory and primarily aims at changing a bully’s behaviour by using repair
procedures and behavioural contracting. An extensive procedure is pro-
vided to manage bully/victim problems in the playground. When bullying
is observed, teaching and non-teaching staff are prepared to react imme-
diately in order to stop bully/victim incidents. Teachers then discuss the
bullying incident separately with bully and victim. When the class rules on
bullying have been violated, students are encouraged to understand other
children’s feelings and to make up for the consequences of their aggressive
behaviour by doing something for the victim or the class group. Contract-
ing is used between bully and teacher to formulate the agreement and as
a basis for follow-up. If helpful, self-control sessions or problem-solving
training are organised for aggressive children.

Furthermore, the module focuses on intensive support for the victims
of bullying. When bully/victim incidents are observed, the teacher also
discusses the incident with the victim him/herself. Victims are supported
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intensively by means of emotional help and discussion about strategies
for handling bullying incidents more effectively. The intervention also
aims at enhancing social skills, like group entry and assertive behaviour
in peer conflict situations.

Evaluation framework and procedures

The second anti-bullying project that aimed at implementing and eval-
uating the programme outcomes of the Flemish intervention lasted for
2.5 years. Pre-test assessment was carried out in September 1995. Stu-
dents participated at post-test measurements at the end of the school year
(June 1996: post-test1) and one year afterwards (June 1997: post-test2).
This longitudinal procedure has the same pupils in pre-test and post-test
(for a full description of dropout analyses see Stevens et al., 2000). Main
effects of ‘Time’ are thus partly age-related changes; but the use of con-
trol schools permits an evaluation of what are intervention, rather than
age, effects, through examining Condition ! Time interactions.

The evaluation study had three main aims. First was to assess changes
in rates of bullying and victimisation (being bullied). Second was to assess
changes in the peer group (making non-involved students more aware of
bully/victim problems and enhancing students’ support to intervening
in bullying incidents). Third was to assess the process of programme
implementation; impaired programme implementation is often defined
as a major threat to programme success (Resnicow et al., 1996; Valente
and Dodge, 1997; Black et al., 1998).

Besides examining whether bullies and victims would benefit from an
anti-bullying intervention that includes the social environment (Stevens
et al., 2000), we additionally evaluated the impact of external support on
programme effectiveness. Training and support for schools during pro-
gramme implementation have been suggested to be essential in obtaining
positive programme outcomes (Smith and Sharp, 1994). Therefore, it
was hypothesised that the Flemish anti-bullying intervention programme
would be effective in reducing levels of bullying and victimisation in
schools and that schools obtaining additional help from the research
group would obtain larger reductions in bullying and victimisation due
to the intervention.

To examine these research hypotheses, a quasi-experimental pre-
test/post-test comparison was used, including a control group (Windsor
et al., 1984; Parry and Watt, 1989). The experimental conditions
included two treatment conditions. The first treatment condition involved
students from schools that implemented a school-based anti-bullying
intervention with additional support from the research group. Schools
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within this condition participated in an extensive training programme
and could rely on the research group for additional help during the
implementation of the anti-bullying intervention. The second treat-
ment condition also involved students from schools that implemented
a school-based anti-bullying programme. However, this group of schools
could not appeal to the research group for additional help nor did they
receive specific training sessions on the anti-bullying programme. The
third condition involved students from schools that did not implement
the anti-bullying programme; these served as a Control condition. Of
the 24 schools participating, 12 schools were randomly assigned to the
Treatment with Support condition, 6 schools to the Treatment without
Support condition, and 6 schools to the Control condition.

Measures: effects on bullying and victimisation

The instrument for assessing this consisted of three scales, based on the
self-report Bullying Inventory (Olweus, 1989; Liebrand et al., 1991) and
the Life in School Checklist (Arora, 1994). They measure levels of bul-
lying (8 items, Cronbach alpha .82), victimisation (8 items, Cronbach
alpha .81), and positive interactions among students (6 items, Cronbach
alpha .68).

We found that the unequal number of students in each of the conditions
strongly affected the homogeneity of variances in the ANOVAs used for
analyses of this data. Therefore, 6 schools in the Treatment with Support
group (3 primary and 3 secondary schools) were randomly excluded.
As a consequence, only 18 schools were included in the analyses of these
measures. Condition ! Time interactions from the ANOVAs were crucial
for the hypothesis testing.

Measures: effects on the peer group

In addition, the intervention programme focused on changing the peer
environment. Only non-involved students were selected for these anal-
yses. The students were selected by means of the Bullying Inventory
(Olweus, 1989). Students who reported ‘not or rarely being bullied’ or
‘not or rarely having bullied others’ at pre-test, post-test1, and post-test2
were identified as non-involved students. This sample consisted of 374
primary-school students and 548 secondary-school students from all 24
schools.

Five scales were constructed based on the available literature (Olweus,
1991, Rigby and Slee, 1991; Boulton and Underwood, 1992) and on
the programme objectives, to measure student attitudes towards bullies’
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behaviour (9 items, Cronbach alpha .69), their attitudes towards victims
of bullying (7 items, Cronbach alpha .62), their self-efficacy in interven-
ing in bully/victim problems (3 items, Cronbach alpha .54), their inten-
tion to intervene (3 items, Cronbach alpha .62), and their actual level
of intervention, including reactions against bullying, support for victims,
and seeking teachers’ help (3 items, Cronbach alpha .65). Repeated mea-
sures analysis of variance was used to investigate this research hypothesis.
Again, Condition ! Time interactions from the ANOVAs were crucial
for the hypothesis testing.

Measures: issues of programme implementation

In the first place, the intention was to describe the process of programme
implementation. For this a qualitative description was used by means
of a cross-case analysis. Semi-structured interviews with project leaders
from schools within the Treatment with Support condition (N = 12)
were conducted at the end of the first year and at the end of the sec-
ond year. Secondly, the study also intended to examine the relationship
between programme implementation and programme effectiveness. The
interviews were coded using a descriptive analysis system based upon the
coding schedule developed by Smith and Sharp (1994). A total imple-
mentation score for each school (minimum = 0, maximum = 36) was
computed by simply aggregating all parts of the programme that were suc-
cessfully implemented. Inter-rater reliability from two independent raters
was r = .95. Levels of implementation were related to rates of effect sizes
(eta-squared). It was hypothesised that successful programme implemen-
tation would be related to better outcomes.

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implementing the intervention

The cross-case analysis that was carried out to describe variations
between schools in the process of implementing the anti-bullying pro-
gramme resulted in a summary of the parts that schools succeeded in
(for a detailed overview, see Stevens et al., 2001). Regarding the core
intervention, the results of the cross-case analysis revealed that schools
(primary and secondary) succeeded in developing a policy against bul-
lying for their school. They all informed students, teaching staff, non-
teaching staff, and parents about this anti-bullying document and made
it known that it would be applied. The policies clearly indicated that
bullying behaviour would not be tolerated. At primary-school level,
most schools provided extensive information for teaching staff on how
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they could react to bullying incidents. For the secondary-school level,
the analysis revealed that the policies primarily provided information
about students’ actions against bullying behaviour. Few schools indi-
cated responses for non-teaching staff and parents. One may conclude
that most difficulties in implementing the anti-bullying programme are
related to these parts of the programme.

Results of the evaluation

Effects on bullying and victimisation

Effects on bullying and victimisation in primary schools The find-
ings for rates of bullying and victimisation revealed a mixed pattern of
positive results and no change (Stevens et al., 2000). Significant dif-
ferences were found between the primary- and secondary-school level.
At the primary-school level, significant effects of the programme were
observed in bullying behaviour (table 8.1), with no change over time or
a slight decrease in both treatment conditions (Treatment with Support,
and Treatment without Support), while mean scores of the Control group
increased over time. For victimisation, mean scores slightly decreased in
all conditions.

Effects on bullying and victimisation in secondary schools In sec-
ondary schools, the data revealed significant differences between condi-
tions over time for bullying and for victimisation (table 8.1); but with
a more complex pattern of outcomes. After 1 year of intervention, a
slight increase emerged on bullying in the Treatment with Support con-
dition and the Control condition. For victimisation, a slight increase was
observed within the Treatment with Support condition only. One year
afterwards, at post-test2, mean scores on the bully scale differed in all con-
ditions. A slight increase was observed within the Treatment with Support
condition while a slight decrease emerged in the Treatment without Sup-
port condition. Mean scores on victimisation showed a slight decrease
in the Treatment without Support condition and the Control condition.
Series of planned contrasts analyses between pairs of conditions revealed
significant differences between the Treatment with Support condition
and the Treatment without Support condition. However, both treatment
conditions did not differ significantly from the Control group.

One can conclude that in primary schools the intervention was success-
ful in reducing levels of bullying behaviour and that external help from
the research group did not result in more positive outcomes. The impact
on victimisation was affected by a strong main effect of time, which is



Table 8.1. F-ratios, mean scores, and standard deviations of primary- and secondary-school students on bullying
and victimisation

Treatment with
Support
condition

Treatment
without Support
condition

Control
condition

Condition !
Educational
Level ! Time

Condition !
Time Time

Mean (sd) Mean (sd) Mean (sd) F-ratio F-ratio F-ratio

Bullying 3.44"" 3.97"" 3.46"

Primary schools
pre 1.02 (.11) 1.12 (.14) 1.05 (.12)
postl 1.02 (.11) 1.12 (.13) 1.07 (.12)
post2 1.02 (.10) 1.10 (.14) 1.10 (.15)

Secondary schools
pre 0.99 (.09) 1.02 (.11) 1.02 (.12)
postl 1.02 (.11) 1.02 (.10) 1.03 (.13)
post2 1.00 (.10) 1.01 (.12) 1.02 (.12)

Being bullied 2.84" 0.94 15.68"""

Primary schools
pre 1.09 (.13) 1.16 (.15) 1.14 (.15)
postl 1.08 (.15) 1.16 (.14) 1.14 (.13)
post2 1.06 (.13) 1.10 (.15) 1.11 (.15)

Secondary schools
pre 1.02 (.11) 1.04 (.12) 1.03 (.12)
postl 1.05 (.14) 1.03 (.11) 1.04 (.13)
post2 1.02 (.12) 1.03 (.13) 1.02 (.13)

"p < .05, ""p < .01, """p < .001
Reproduced with permission from the British Journal of Educational Psychology, C# The British Psychological Society
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in line with the findings relative to the prevalence of victimisation by
age (Olweus, 1984; Rigby and Slee, 1991; Hoover et al., 1992; Whitney
and Smith, 1993; Stevens and Van Oost, 1994). In secondary schools,
the programme did not succeed in achieving the expected outcomes on
bullying or on victimisation. External help was not able to increase the
impact on the behavioural outcomes.

Effects on the peer group

Effects on the peer group in primary schools Comparing the Treat-
ment classes (combining with and without Support) and Control classes,
the Condition ! Time interaction did not reach significance for the atti-
tudes to bully scale, the attitudes-to-victim scale, the self-efficacy scale,
or the intention-to-intervene scale. Mean differences on the actual level
of intervention scale were not significant after 1 year of intervention; how-
ever, after 2 years a slight trend emerged, indicating a smaller decrease in
rates of intervening for pupils within the Treatment classes as compared
to students within the Non-Treatment classes.

Additional analyses on students’ strategies for solving bully/victim
problems showed higher rates after 2 years of intervention for students
of the Treatment classes with regard to supporting victims and seeking
teachers’ help, but not on reacting against bullies themselves.

Effects on the peer group in secondary schools After 1 year of inter-
vention, there were significant Condition ! Time interactions for the atti-
tudes to bully, attitudes to victim, self-efficacy, and actual level of inter-
vention scales. There was also a trend for significance regarding intention
to intervene. Compared to students in the Control classes, students in the
Treatment classes had more negative attitudes towards bullies, more pos-
itive attitudes towards victims, higher rates of self-efficacy, and actually
intervened to a larger degree.

However, after 2 years of intervention the results indicated no signifi-
cant Condition ! Time interactions for the attitudes to bully, attitudes to
victim, self-efficacy, intention to intervene, or extent of intervening scales.
For both Treatment and Control groups, mean scores on all dependent
variables did not differ significantly from each other after two years of
intervention.

Additional analyses on pupils’ strategies in solving bully/victim prob-
lems, showed higher rates for students within the Treatment classes on
reacting against bullies and seeking teachers’ help, and a slight tendency
to support the victim more.
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The results of these analyses suggest that programmes that focus on
the peer environment in tackling bully/victim problems can successfully
change the attitudes and behaviour of non-involved children, in the short
term, and especially at secondary-school level.

Programme implementation and outcome measures

Finally, the study related levels of implementation with programme effec-
tiveness. In line with our hypothesis, we found a positive dosage–response
relationship between programme implementation and outcome measure-
ments at primary-school level. The more actively and intensively students,
parents, teaching and non-teaching staff were involved in the anti-bullying
activities in primary schools, the larger the behavioural outcomes. Given
the empirical findings, the consultation phase was identified as the most
critical part of the programme.

At secondary-school level, no positive programme outcomes on bul-
lying and victimisation were observed and effect levels equalled zero.
However, in comparison to primary schools, no significant differences
were found, related to level of implementation (t = 0.50, p > .05). At the
primary-school level, implementation scores ranged from 14 to 30. For
secondary schools, a variation of 8–20 was found. Secondary schools did
not obtain positive programme outcomes in spite of the same amount of
intervention efforts.

Additional analyses revealed less consultation activities but more multi-
disciplinary anti-bullying working groups in secondary schools. These
analyses confirm that the consultation phase is an essential part for pro-
gramme success. Moreover, they indicate that secondary schools might
fall into the trap of representativeness of multi-disciplinary working
groups, indicating that discussion among working-group members could
become a ‘replacement’ for thorough consultation within the whole-
school community.

Discussion of the programme outcomes

The central question underlying our study is whether anti-bullying inter-
ventions at school are able to reduce levels of bullying and victimisa-
tion. Positive programme outcomes were expected in this study; however,
in contrast with the very positive outcomes observed in the Norwegian
study, other evaluations of the adapted interventions have yielded mod-
erate (Smith and Sharp, 1994) to small, zero, or even inconsistent results
(Munthe and Roland, 1989; Pepler et al., 1994).
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Our findings illustrated that the adapted anti-bullying interventions
were not as effective in reducing peer aggression and victimisation as the
model programme. Other evaluations of anti-bullying activities that differ
from the Norwegian model programme in goals, methods, or timing,
and in their evaluation instrument or design, also revealed less-positive
outcomes compared to the Norwegian programme (Smith et al., l999).
In general, health interventions yield moderate programme outcomes,
which nevertheless have to be considered as quite substantial from a
health-promotion perspective (Kok et al., 1997). The amount of change
that was observed by Smith and Sharp (1994) as well as in our study at
the primary-school level (varying from small through moderate to large
programme outcomes) indicates that these results are in line with what
can be expected from health-promotion interventions.

However, given these mixed findings, further consideration deserves to
be given as to why the beneficial outcomes of the anti-bullying campaign
in Bergen (Olweus, 1984, 1992) were not replicated elsewhere. We sug-
gest that the variance found in programme outcomes may be explained
by several factors, including: (1) aspects of programme adaptation;
(2) characteristics of children directly involved in bully/victim problems;
(3) characteristics of the peer group; (4) problems related to the imple-
mentation process; and (5) limitations of the methodological designs
selected.

Aspects of programme adaptation

In order to discuss the impact of programme adaptation on the outcomes
of the interventions, we have compared the adapted anti-bullying inter-
vention programmes to the Norwegian model programme (Stevens et al.,
2001). Extensive analyses of the programmes revealed that the adapted
interventions largely succeeded in incorporating the core components of
the Norwegian programme. We concluded that poor programme adap-
tation was not the main explanation for the differences observed in pro-
gramme outcomes.

However, it is possible that the weaker outcome results in the adapted
interventions (Pepler et al., 1994; Smith and Sharp, 1994; Stevens et al.,
2001) were caused by cultural influences in the programmes. As Olweus
reported, his research was part of a nationwide campaign on bully/victim
problems. The suicide of three children who had been bullied at school
caused a storm of indignation, and problems with bullying became a mat-
ter of great public concern. As a result, the intervention was encouraged
by this nationwide attention, and the convincingly positive outcomes of
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the Bergen project may be confounded by the so-called ‘Hawthorn effect’.
If so, the work of Olweus in the Bergen area combined with the nation-
wide attention may explain why Roland (Munthe and Roland, 1989) at
the same time did not succeed in confirming positive results after 3 years
of intervention, and also why the other countries, where bullying had not
become a nationwide concern, failed to replicate the strong effects.

Characteristics of children directly involved in bully/victim problems

The findings of different studies support the idea that anti-bullying inter-
ventions at school affect younger and older students in different ways.
More than one moderator can be found that helps us to understand
the more-positive outcomes on primary-school students and the zero-
outcomes at the secondary-school level. To explain this finding, the
results are primarily considered from a developmental perspective.

During childhood, children tend to conform to the rules of figures of
authority such as their teachers or parents (Durkin, 1995). Adults’ rein-
forcement or disapproval of students’ (non)compliance with these rules is
of great importance in sustaining or limiting their behaviour. In the case
of anti-bullying interventions, clear rules against bullying acts are imple-
mented. Students develop their own anti-bullying rules together with
their classroom teacher, who can consistently observe their interactions.
When the class rules are violated, the teacher’s disapproval is considered
to be a substantial negative consequence. All these factors taken together
may have diminished the probability of continued bullying and can clar-
ify why the intervention programme was successful in reducing problems
with bullying in primary schools.

In contrast, adolescents consider the rules of such figures of author-
ity as changeable agreements between people, and conflicts can possi-
bly arise when an incongruence is observed between their own needs
and those of adults (Durkin, 1995). The implementation of clear rules
against bullying behaviour in secondary schools may cause an imbalance
between teachers’ and bullies’ needs, as the school staff aims to reduce
problems with bullying, whereas most bullying behaviour is proactive
and is intended to gain social rewards from peers (Olweus, 1984, 1991;
Dodge, 1991; Schwartz et al., 1993). During adolescence, the peer group
becomes more important and plays a central role. If bullies change their
behaviour, this implies a drop in social rewards. The implementation of
an anti-bullying policy in secondary schools may create an adverse sit-
uation for bullies in which the disadvantages of losing peer rewards are
of considerable importance and definitely of more importance than in
primary school.
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Moreover, the implementation of an anti-bullying policy in secondary
schools may be confounded by organisational characteristics. Secondary
schools are usually characterised by having a more complex timetable
compared to primary schools. It is reasonable to assume that secondary-
school teachers find it more difficult to react with contingent negative
consequences. This results in less impact on a bully’s behaviour.

Next to explanations based on principles of operant learning, social
cognitive deficits among the adolescents concerned may also have affected
the results. The implementation of clear rules against bullying behaviour
in secondary schools assumes that students have the social cognitive skills
to take into account other students’ well-being when reflecting on, and
accepting, these rules. This assumption is not confirmed in anti-bullying
studies; little perspective-taking and understanding of victims’ suffer-
ing have been reported among bullies (Boulton and Underwood, 1992;
Olweus, 1994). Accordingly, interventions against bullying behaviour at
school should focus more intensively on a bully’s perspective-taking skills,
especially at the secondary-school level.

These factors, the risk of losing peer rewards combined with less-
contingent reinforcement, and less commitment to the rules of figures
of authority along with less understanding of the reasons for these rules,
may explain why the data did not reveal the same amount of change in
secondary schools when compared to the primary-school level.

Characteristics of the peer group

The results of our study confirm that programmes that focus on the peer
environment in tackling bully/victim problems can successfully change
the attitudes and behaviour of non-involved children, in particular in
secondary-school children, although only for a limited period of time.
These short-time effects among secondary-school students were observed
on intervening in bully/victim incidents and on reacting against the
aggressor in particular. The results also revealed a small effect on encour-
aging primary-school children to seek teachers’ help and in heightening
their support for victims, though no changes were observed with regard
to reacting against bullies.

More detailed research on bystanders’ responses to peer victimisa-
tion (Tisak and Tisak, 1996) has revealed a difference in younger and
older students’ reactions to bully/victim incidents. Younger students (10-
year-olds) feel more comfortable with involving an adult when witnessing
peer victimisation, whereas older students (14-year-olds) prefer to react
against the aggressors themselves. These findings are in line with the
results of our own study, and indicate that primary-school students do
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not feel competent enough to react against the aggressor in bully/victim
incidents. Maybe it is unrealistic to think intervention programmes can
change this at such a young age.

Finally, the observation that non-involved peers’ behaviour in bully/
victim incidents has been successfully changed while bullying behaviour
did not decrease among the same age group (as indicated by secondary-
school students’ self-reports) deserves further consideration. Two expla-
nations may help us to understand the findings. The results may be
affected by the mechanism of intermittent reinforcement. In response
to the loss of a positive reinforcer, some behaviour temporarily increases
because the actor still hopes to get the desired outcome. The results
indicate that, especially in secondary schools, peer reward has decreased
and bullies may have attempted to receive the desired outcomes by over-
reaction. Another explanation could be related to the characteristics of
aggressive behaviour in general. It is known that the overt aggressive
pathway, including bullying behaviour (Loeber and Hay, 1997; Olweus,
1984) is rather stable, indicating that obtaining behavioural changes in
adolescents are more difficult than with younger children and probably
need a more-intensive intervention strategy.

Problems related to the implementation process

Another explanation for the lack of overall positive programme outcomes
involves the inadequate implementation of the intervention programme,
the so-called type III error (Resnicow et al., 1996; Elias, 1997; Black et al.,
1998). The cross-case analyses in our evaluation study revealed qual-
itative differences in implementation between primary and secondary
schools. This finding can be explained in different ways. Firstly, pro-
gramme implementation in secondary schools is usually found to be
more difficult (Weissberg et al., 1989). Secondary schools have more
complex timetables, more complicated organisational structures, larger
organisational sizes, and more people to get involved (Weissberg et al.,
1989). Moreover, extensive multi-year intervention programmes are hard
to integrate into the curriculum (Weissberg et al., 1991).

Secondly, the quality of the implementation process is affected by
teachers’ training and technical assistance (Kazdin, 1993; Gottfredson
et al., 1997). In our study we did not find better programme outcomes
due to additional training sessions. We did indicate that the training was
unable to bring about the expected outcomes and that other or addi-
tional aspects need to be included. However, empirical findings show
that training on its own is not enough to explain the variation in pro-
gramme implementation and related outcomes, and that other factors,
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like organisational characteristics, may influence the quality of the imple-
mentation process (Gottfredson et al., 1997). In line with this finding,
it can be argued that the training sessions in the Flemish anti-bullying
programme did not take into account the organisational characteristics
of each school.

However, another explanation may account for the findings, as schools
that received help from the research group did not ‘own’ the interven-
tion as was intended, and this might affect the implementation pro-
cess. Finally, although training needs were derived from a previous study
among teachers implementing the Flemish anti-bullying programme dur-
ing the pilot phase (Stevens and Van Oost, 1994), one may argue that
schools received the wrong sort of help.

Limitations of the methodological designs selected

The statistical analyses deserve further consideration as multi-level anal-
yses can be recommended. Typically, in educational research data are
characterised by the dependency of the observational units (Bryk and
Raudenbush 1992; Paterson and Goldstein, 1992; Uhl, 1999), with mul-
tiple measurements within individual students, who are nested within
classes, which are nested within schools. Hierarchical linear models have
the advantage that they explain the variation of a dependent variable by
a set of independent variables that are analysed at different levels, thus
providing information about the effects of personal characteristics as well
as about how these are influenced by class or school characteristics.

It is of particular importance to analyse the influence of class character-
istics, like group cohesion, degree of conflict, and amount of competitive
play, and of changes in these characteristics reflected in the programme
outcomes (Olweus, 1978, 1984; DeRosier et al., 1994). The same reason-
ing is valid for school characteristics, including aspects of concentration
of power at school, teachers’ and students’ observance of rules, the organ-
isational atmosphere, leadership variables, and the mission of the school
(Rogers, 1983; Gottfredson et al., 1997).

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

The second anti-bullying project had its focus on an extensive assess-
ment of the intervention outcomes. This evaluation phase lasted 2.5 years
and resulted in the findings described above. At the end of that project,
research activities on programme outcomes were finished and no further
measurements on behavioural changes were carried out. No follow-up
measurements were made.
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Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

The Flemish anti-bullying programme has been widely implemented at
the primary- and secondary-school level. Teachers clearly observed a
need to tackle bully/victim problems. For that reason we planned a proac-
tive implementation strategy in which primary- and secondary-school
teachers were informed about the strategy and methods used in the inter-
vention. In addition to these information sessions, members of school ser-
vice centres were intensively trained in using the anti-bullying programme
and giving support to schools that asked for it. As the programme became
well known and was more and more disseminated, it encouraged other
organisations to develop additional anti-bullying materials for schools,
like books for children, an anti-bullying exposition, and drama. Most of
these materials had a focus on awareness-raising activities. Currently the
issue of bullying and victimisation has become part of a wider concern
on students’ well-being at school.

Implications for school-based anti-bullying interventions

Anti-bullying evaluation studies have shown that involving the social envi-
ronment, including the implementation of an anti-bullying policy, seems to be
a potentially powerful means of arriving at the desired outcomes. How-
ever, because both positive and zero-outcomes were observed in this
study, as well as in the other adapted interventions, we have provided
several explanations that help us to understand the complex pattern of
findings. Based on this information, some recommendations have been
made to further the programme content and outline of the Flemish anti-
bullying intervention.

First, we observed differences in the reactions of bullies from pri-
mary and secondary schools to the core components of the intervention.
It was concluded that behaviour modification in secondary schools is
more complicated and needs more time. Accordingly, more attention to
bullies’ perspective-taking skills would encourage beneficial programme
outcomes, especially in secondary schools. Additionally, in the light of
effective health promotion, aspects of positive reinforcement were con-
sidered. Schools are not used to reinforcing students who try to change
their behaviour in a positive way. However, when children try to alter their
behaviour, they need to be given full support and positive encouragement
by their teachers.

Second, the data revealed a difference in attitudes and rates of inter-
vention in bully/victim problems between non-involved children from
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primary and from secondary schools. The behavioural changes observed
were affected by students’ age-related competence to intervene in prob-
lems of peer aggression. Given these findings, the benefits of a rule-focused
approach for younger students has been confirmed. Moreover, one may sug-
gest the importance of adapting anti-bullying interventions to children’s
developmental phases. It seems that younger children may benefit from
training programmes that focus on active listening skills and on giving
support to victims of bullying, whereas an older student may benefit
more from acquiring competence in assertiveness towards aggressors.

Finally, the findings have uncovered some barriers to programme
implementation. In particular, a risk for effective implementation was
detected when consultation of staff, students, and parents about the anti-
bullying rules was limited. To increase the impact of the anti-bullying
intervention, the programme has to stress the importance of the con-
sultation phase, by labelling it as the most critical part for programme
success.
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9 SAVE model: an anti-bullying intervention
in Spain

Rosario Ortega, Rosario Del Rey, and
Joaquı́n A. Mora-Merchán

Impetus for the intervention, early stages of planning,
and funding

The first thing we should say about educational programmes against bul-
lying in Spain is that, in the beginning, they ran up against the absence of
information about the nature of bullying in our culture. Spanish schools,
which are mainly public, have developed a very academic educational
tradition that has left the aspects of social and emotional development
to one side. They have taken little account of interpersonal relationships
and the problems that arise within them (including bullying). Teachers
were trained to focus their work on the teaching of basic disciplines, such
as languages, sciences, or mathematics, within the compulsory education
period from 6 to 14 years. As a result, neither our teachers nor our society
had been sensitive to the interpersonal problems that we now recognise in
our schools. In fact, the word bullying still does not have an accepted trans-
lation in our language. This has been one of the most serious problems
that we have encountered: the need to explain to teachers and students
what constitutes this type of violence, which some students can exer-
cise over others. However, in recent years we have been attempting to
develop a global education where socio-emotional aspects and concern
for the world of interpersonal relationships have a place, even though this
process is still unfinished.

This growing preoccupation has been reflected in the number of inves-
tigations carried out on the topic of bullying in our country in the last
decade (Vieira, Fernández, and Quevedo, 1989; Ortega, 1992, 1994a,b;
Cerezo, 1997; Ortega and Mora-Merchán, 1997, 1999, 2000; Defensor
del Pueblo, 2000; Ortega, Del Rey, and Mora-Merchán, 2001). How-
ever, none of these studies made any systematic attempts at intervention
except for the SAVE project (Ortega, 1997; Ortega and Lera, 2000; Del
Rey and Ortega, 2001).

SAVE stands for Sevilla Anti-Violencia Escolar (Seville Anti-Violence
in School). It was the first project to come up with a global process of
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intervention linked to research work. This link between intervention and
research is the defining factor of the SAVE project. In this intervention
model, funded by the national government and applied in primary and
secondary schools, we aim to involve staff in the slow process of making
decisions about the problem, to help teachers distinguish and pay atten-
tion to bullying phenomena, to incorporate violence prevention in their
educational objectives, to be conscious that we cannot tolerate violence,
and that we cannot consider it as an individual problem (bully or victim)
but as a problem for the whole educational community. In this chapter,
we analyse the principal trends in the SAVE project, and its most relevant
outcomes.

Selection of schools

In collaboration with the local education administration we selected, in
the 1995–96 academic year, some primary and secondary schools from
Seville and its province of Andalucia which were situated in areas of spe-
cial need because of their socio-cultural characteristics: low earnings, high
unemployment, and high social conflict. To establish contact we held a
seminar about bullying to which we invited the headteachers, at least three
other teachers from the staff of each school, and the school counsellors.
Following this meeting, 23 schools agreed to participate in the first stage
of the project, which aimed to collect information about bullying through
a questionnaire (Ortega, Mora-Merchán, and Mora, 1995). Three more
schools joined the project, because they were interested in knowing about
bullying in their schools. In the end we gave the questionnaire to 4,914
students between 8 and 18 years old, in 26 schools. Of these, only 10
schools became involved in the intervention model, because they had
to comply with two requirements: that there would be the involvement
of a minimum of four teachers; and that this project would have to be
approved of, and included in, the school policy by the whole staff, even
if they were not going to be involved in it. And, of these, only 5 schools
completed both pre-test and post-test questionnaires; another 4 schools
took part as post-test only controls. All were from deprived areas.

Characteristics of schools and students

Of the 5 schools doing both pre-test and post-test, 3 were primary (8–12
years) and 2 were secondary (12–16 years). There were 731 pupils in
intervention schools at pre-test (36.5% primary and 63.5% secondary)
and 901 at post-test (25.4% primary and 74.6% secondary). The 4
control schools comprised two primary and two secondary, with 440
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Table 9.1. Sample distribution (numbers of boys and girls) for
intervention schools (pre-test–post-test) and for control schools

Intervention schools Control schools

Pre-test Post-test Post-test only

Boys Girls Boys Girls Boys Girls

School A
(secondary)

62 57 102 100 School CA
(primary)

58 49

School B
(primary)

96 85 62 52 School CB
(primary)

47 51

School C
(primary)

82 64 61 54 School CC
(secondary)

40 30

School D
(secondary)

66 64 164 161 School CD
(secondary)

84 81

School E
(primary)

78 77 73 72

! Missing sex data are not included.

pupils (45.1% primary and 54.9% secondary). See table 9.1 for details
by school. No significant differences were found between pre-test and
post-test groups, or between intervention and control groups, in terms
of age or sex composition.

Components of the intervention programme

In the SAVE project, we have proposed an educational intervention
model, starting with ecological analysis, which goes further than the
personal perspective, attempting to uncover the system of rules, values,
feelings, and behaviours which lie behind violence in all its forms.

The model proposes, as a starting-point, the design of an educational
project about interpersonal relationships in two dimensions: the dimen-
sion of convivencia; and the dimension of activity. The Spanish term
convivencia can be translated as coexistence, but it is used to signify not
merely sharing time and space nor merely tolerance of others (though
that obviously is part of the concept), rather, convivencia has to do with a
spirit of solidarity, fraternity, co-operation, harmony, a desire for mutual
understanding, the desire to get on well with others, and the resolution
of conflict through dialogue or other non-violent means.

These two linked dimensions give us a vision of the social, psychologi-
cal, and academic reality of the schools as real communities of convivencia
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where we learn not only what is planned through the curriculum but also
that which is not planned and yet which becomes a hidden or implicit cur-
riculum (Ortega, 1997). We have used the community model, imported
from other scientific and professional areas, such as anthropology and
health sciences, for our proposal of educational and research work.
From this intervention perspective, every school is presented as a unit of
convivencia, where, for better or worse, the different people who partici-
pate in the school (teachers, students, and families) are linked together.

Programmes and tools of the SAVE model

Students go to school to learn and teachers to instruct. Teachers have
certain curriculum objectives, contents, and evaluations that they have
to achieve as part of their role within the educational system. Notwith-
standing, both students and teachers should also attempt to construct
convivencia. Clearly, teaching and learning can be done in many differ-
ent ways. In the Spanish education system, teachers have some freedom
to choose the contents and evaluation methods they use. In addition,
teachers can decide how to manage the social rules, the communication
channels, and the degree to which power is shared by pupils within both
the classroom and the school. They have to carry out specific objectives,
but can reach these in different ways.

The insertion of instructive activity within the development of the cur-
riculum gives rise to a process that allows differentiation between school
communities (i.e. teachers, pupils, and families). This process, like the
previous one, emerges from the consideration of the wider school envi-
ronment that has to be borne in mind when we analyse the convivencia of
a school with the intention of improving it.

In this respect, we find three processes that, in our view, become rele-
vant when we want to design an anti-bullying project. These are:
1. management of the social environment, and the ways in which children

interact, within the classroom;
2. the specific method of instructive action: teaching and learning; and
3. activities geared towards feelings and values education.

Democratic management of interpersonal relationships To be con-
scious that the activity in the classroom can be managed in different ways,
either democratic or authoritarian, is the first step towards developing a
classroom that is more, or less, participatory. Thus, the first thing is to
realise that life within the classroom requires management and that it can,
indeed should, be democratic, as without this teachers risk losing their
moral authority.
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Attending to the democratic management of both the class and the
school includes the analysis of all the events related to daily convivencia.
This is necessary for students and teachers to progress towards co-
operative and democratic participation together.

To create a progressive way for teachers and pupils to approach one
another, there has to be a task that is common for all since convivencia
comes from the group and not from a specific person. With this in mind,
there should be an elaboration of clear and explicit rules, including the
setting up of an easy and transparent model of discipline. Equally impor-
tant is agreement from everyone regarding rules about what is acceptable
and unacceptable behaviour, and a positive emphasis on liberty, solidar-
ity, and equality among everybody in the school.

The description and comprehension of the management of social life
in each classroom permits us to establish a profile of what usually hap-
pens. This, in turn, allows prediction of what is possible in the future in
terms of the relationships among all those participating: among pupils and
teachers, but also, and more importantly, among the peer microsystem.

The analysis of management systems of convivencia has become a nec-
essary conceptual tool to tackle the problems that can appear in school.
We have to consider the management of convivencia as this is an important
factor in understanding life within the school. Some proposals inside this
programme are: assemblies, establishment of rules by consensus, debates,
conflict resolution, suggestion boxes, design of specific materials by teach-
ers, and the encouragement of participation in school life.

Co-operative group work To work in co-operative groups includes
acceptance that some subjects could be learned better if work is carried
out not only in the company of others but also with their co-operation.
To approach classroom activity through the co-operative model involves
consideration of the overall communicative process, including both the
teaching and the learning process, and in this way it becomes a common
task that can improve all those involved.

Co-operation has been identified as one of the most successful ways of
covering all the teaching objectives (Ortega and Fernández, 2000), not
only for those who are helped by others but also for more able students
who help the less-able pupils. Co-operation is sharing ideas, activities,
criticisms, and evaluations in a joint task.

The ways in which people work and interact in school are impregnated
with values regardless of whether or not this is intentional. Work aiming to
prevent school violence demands that the ways of teaching and learning be
changed towards a co-operative model that encourages communication
and negotiation. Only in this way will students have experiences that
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improve the affective climate, the attitudes, and the positive values that
guide their behaviour towards each other.

Education of feelings, attitudes, and values All teaching and learn-
ing activity is based on motivations and interests, which teachers and
students alike develop, and these motivations basically depend on their
emotional and attitudinal states. Everything that happens in the class-
room, as with all that is human, has emotional connotations that could
be pleasant or unpleasant. These feelings may provoke in us a positive
or enthusiastic attitude, or a negative, rejected, or unpleasant attitude, if
not one of fear or anger.

Although our curriculum proposes an education of attitudes and values
in a transverse way that may be unspecific, it is of greater interest, from
our point of view, to develop a concrete work programme whose contents
refer to emotions, feelings, attitudes, and values. It tries to work directly
with interpersonal and psychological knowledge; to explore more about
one’s self and others in all their dimensions, but especially with those
whose emotions and feelings affect social relations; to recognise that we
can damage others if we do not understand them and respect them; and
also to learn to appreciate our own feelings and values to avoid injuring
our personal rights.

Some examples of techniques from our proposal are: the use of play,
stories, role playing, analysis of communication media, case studies,
design of specific materials by the teachers about solidarity, respect, self-
esteem, and self-concept.

Direct intervention with students at risk or involved in bullying
Although the SAVE project highlights prevention, it does not mean that
we forget that there are children who, because of their personal, family,
and social conditions, are at risk of involving themselves in bullying, or
are already involved. So, our educational centres must implement direct
intervention systems. In this sense the SAVE project offers them specific
lines of intervention directed towards helping these students through
programmes that, necessarily, are outside the developed curriculum,
although they can, and must, be implemented with a view to establishing
coherence between the two.

For those children we propose, among others, 6 programmes: quality
circles (Sharp, Cowie, and Smith, 1994), conflict mediation (Fernández,
1998), peer support (Cowie and Wallace, 1998), Pikas Method (Pikas,
1989), assertiveness training (Ortega, 1998), and empathy training
(Ortega, 1998).
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The shared aim of the first three programmes is to offer the children
social support, in the majority of the cases from their peers, to solve
situations where before they felt insecure. In this sense, experience has
taught us that peers can carry out an important task, assisting the social
development of these children, because they share conventions, values,
and a moral reciprocity with their peers that is not possible for adults.

The last three programmes are characterised by very specific objectives
and are very systematic. We see the objective of the Pikas Method as
the destructuralisation of the social networks that support the bullying
situation, and their replacement with help systems. Also with victims
we need a direct intervention, focused on the development of their lost
assertiveness and damaged self-esteem. Finally, a lot of bullies need a
special process to re-educate their capacity to be sensitive towards others’
feelings. Programmes of empathy training are designed for them.

Evaluation framework and procedures

The evaluation of the SAVE model has been made from two different
perspectives. We used a pre-test / post-test model to evaluate changes in
the number of students involved in bully or victim roles, as well as pos-
sible changes in attitudes and other related aspects. For this we used an
anonymous questionnaire about bullying (Cuestionario sobre intimidación
y maltrato entre iguales; Ortega, Mora-Merchán, and Mora, 1995). This
instrument was given twice in classrooms without the presence of teach-
ers: once before starting the intervention (1995–96) and again four years
later (1999–2000), in 5 schools; classes were of equivalent age. It was also
given, during the post-test period, to 4 control schools; see table 9.1.

We also explored the effectiveness of the programmes developed within
the SAVE model. To do this, we used a short questionnaire asking stu-
dents what the teachers have done to improve relations between peers;
how long they have been doing it; and (for each intervention component)
what effects these interventions have had.

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties
in implementing the intervention

The first phase, to raise awareness and to involve people, was carried
out through a series of seminars, where we presented the project and the
bullying issue to Local Education Authorities. The aim of these meetings
was not only to get permission from the administration to contact the
schools but also to raise awareness among the people who affect educa-
tional policy about the importance of bullying as an issue. In a model
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to raise awareness which tries to involve different people in a common
project, it is necessary to give to each group a role in the process. We
tried not only to inform but also to ask people for their thoughts on the
project, and to ask which schools were most appropriate for the project.

Approaching the schools

The second group whose help we needed to raise awareness was the
teachers. We achieved this using the same procedure. Selected schools
were sent a letter describing the project and were invited to a seminar,
in which we talked about the bullying problem with representatives from
each school (the headteacher, some teachers, and the counsellor).

The seminars, held over a 3-week period, took a total of 20 hours, and
finished with the decision, in the majority of the cases to participate in the
first stage of the project: giving questionnaires at the pre-test phase. After
collecting data, the staff from each school had to decide about their par-
ticipation in the intervention, while we analysed the information. During
this time, we maintained contact with the educational psychologists who
worked with the schools involved, and also with the teacher teams if they
asked us. In any case, to continue their participation in the project they
needed to tell us, or to accept an invitation to a new meeting when the
reports from each school were made.

The second phase: working together

When the SAVE project entered its second phase, there was also at that
time large-scale reform in the Spanish education system which included
two more years of compulsory schooling. During this period there was
a great deal of change in the way in which schools were organised. The
majority of the SAVE schools were affected by this change, and some of
their teachers were transferred to other schools. However, despite this,
10 schools still asked to be involved in the second phase of the project.

Starting was a difficult task, as teachers needed to design their own
anti-bullying projects, in an autonomous way, yet according to our inter-
vention model. Furthermore, the social characteristics of the students,
who lived in marginalised areas with a variety of social problems, meant
this aim had to be achieved within a stressful academic environment. Dur-
ing the 1996–97 academic year, our team had to visit each school several
times to establish the intervention programmes. We also held some for-
mative seminars, in some of which we had the presence and participation
of colleagues from the Sheffield Project (Smith and Sharp, 1994), who
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gave us the benefit of their experiences. Finally, we received official recog-
nition regarding the SAVE project.

In June 1997, at the end of an intensive period of work, we held a large
meeting, at which 75 teachers shared their impressions, thoughts, and
opinions about the development of the SAVE project in their schools.
The main conclusion arrived at was the importance of continuing what
was perceived to be a valuable programme of work.

There were groups of teachers within schools who had progressed
quickly in their own projects; others worked more slowly. But even the
slowest had met to discuss the project at least every 2 weeks, for 2 hours.
These meetings provided the opportunity to share worries, initiatives,
and encouragement, and improved the group cohesion and the motiva-
tion to continue together. All groups started to realise two things: first,
that SAVE was a long-term project, which implied a slow change in their
ideas and attitudes towards the bullying problem; second, that we needed
to improve the social climate and the management of the interpersonal
relationships in the school through more co-operative and more demo-
cratic curricular work where we attended not only to ‘teaching’ but also
to the students’ feelings and values. This reflection process made the
majority of teachers think about their own behaviours which, although
not intentionally promoting interpersonal violence, may have appeared
to condone such behaviours via intolerant or ambiguous attitudes.

We finished the meeting with the decision to continue the work during
the next academic year, though only if the restructuring of the educational
system allowed the creation of groups with at least 4 or 5 teachers in the
same school. This was indeed the case and, despite changes in some
teams, the work was able to continue. The groups of teachers established
new challenges for their work, which caused, in some cases, a change in
the intervention proposals of the school.

The project has maintained the same dynamic up to the present time:
each group meets once every 2 weeks, and the chairs of these school-
working groups meet with our team once every 2 months. At the end of
each academic session, all the staff involved in the SAVE project meet to
assess the progress and design the next year.

During the implementation of the SAVE project, it has experienced
some changes, above all due to the movement of teachers. This move-
ment has created two separate dynamics of change: first, the groups which
were working are often split up and so need to recruit new members to
continue; and second, members moving to new schools want to continue
the work and so organise new groups. In table 9.2, we show the inter-
vention programmes developed in each of the 10 SAVE schools during
these 4 years of work (the 5 schools taking both the pre-test and post-test



Table 9.2. Programmes of intervention developed by each of the 10 SAVE schools (schools A–E, in bold, are those in the
pre-test/post-test assessments)

Programmes of Intervention

Schools
Democratic management
of social relationships

Education of
feelings and
values

Working in
co-operative
groups

Direct intervention
with bullies, victims

Working with
families

Teacher
training Others

B (primary) X X X X
C (primary) X X X X X
E (primary) X X X ‘Comprehending and

transforming’
F (primary) X X
G (primary) X X X
H (primary

+secondary)
X X X

I (primary
+secondary)

X X X X Social abilities
training

A (secondary) X X
D (secondary) X X X X
J (secondary) X X X
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assessments are schools A–E). These interventions were not necessarily
simultaneous, since teacher groups could tailor their objectives to respond
better to their needs and interests.

Results of the evaluation

We have structured the assessment of the SAVE model’s impact around
three different indicators which, although in some ways independent,
are clearly related and allow us to examine the effects of the interven-
tion. The first is an exploration of the number of students involved and
their distribution into the different roles that they can assume (bullies,
victims, bully/victims, and bystanders). The second is related to the dif-
ferent aspects assessed in the questionnaire used (risky places, types of
bullying, etc.). Both of these indicators were planned to evaluate the dif-
ferences between pre-test and post-test. The third measurement, from a
retrospective approach, aimed to assess the students’ perceptions of the
intervention programmes developed in their schools.

Chi-squared tests were used in all the analyses reported in this chap-
ter. In every case, we tested all the responses included in each question,
although only the most relevant results are pointed out in the text.

Numbers of students involved

This indicator is the most important for gauging the success of the inter-
vention with regards to the bullying problem. We asked students: ‘How
often have you been bullied by other students?’ and ‘How often have you
bullied other students?’ In both cases, the questions referred to the last
term.

After analysing the pre-test data in the experimental schools, and com-
paring these with the answers collected 4 years later, we found that the
participation of the students has significantly changed. The number of
pupils involved as victims (who respond that they have been a victim
more than a few times and aggressor less than a few times), bullies (who
respond that they have been an aggressor more than a few times and vic-
tim less than a few times), and bully/victims (who respond that they have
been aggressor, and victim, each more than a few times) decreased, see
fig. 9.1. The number of victims more than halved, from 9.1% (N = 83)
to 3.9% (N = 35), and the same is true for the bully/victim group, which
decreased from 0.7% (N = 6) to 0.3% (N = 3). There was a less dramatic
decline for bullies, from 4.5% (N = 41) to 3.8% (N = 34). Correspond-
ingly, the bystander or non-involved group (who respond that they have
been aggressor, and victim, each less than a few times) increased from
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Fig. 9.1 Percentages of pupils involved as victims, bullies, or bully/
victims, at pre-test and post-test.

85.7% (N = 780) to 92.1% (N = 838). The differences in the number
of students involved in bullying problems are significant at chi-squared
(p < 0.001) between pre-test and post-test.

The post-test results from the 5 intervention schools were compared
with the 4 control schools in the same or similar areas, in which we did not
apply the SAVE project. The intervention schools had a lower incidence
of bully/victim problems than control schools (p < 0.01 over all 4 roles),
see fig. 9.2. Again, this is especially marked for victims and bully/victims,
less so for bullies. Of course, the control schools were assessed only at the
post-test period, so we do not know what changes they had experienced
over the period.

Aspects of bullying from the questionnaire

We organised the information of these indicators into aspects that help
us to understand the effects that the intervention had produced: first,
relationships between pupils in the school and the level of satisfaction
that they have; second, information about the victimisation experience
(duration and help looked for); third, analysis of differences in attitudes
towards bullying; finally, an analysis of changes relating to types, places,
and causes of bullying.
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Fig. 9.2 Percentages of pupils involved as victims, bullies, or bully/
victims, at pre-test and post-test, in intervention and control schools.

The quality of interpersonal relationships is an effective protector in
the social life of an individual. It is, therefore, an important topic and
of special interest to us. Pupils were asked: ‘How do you get along with
the majority of your schoolmates?’ The results were encouraging; after
the intervention, pupils showed more satisfaction with relationships with
peers (p < 0.001); the positive response increased from 66.4% at pre-test
to 77.2% at post-test, while the negative response decreased from 2.2%
to 1.8%. When asked: ‘How is it going in your school?’, there was an
increased satisfaction with school life in general (p < 0.01); the positive
response increased from 61.8% at pre-test to 66.6% at post-test; while the
negative response decreased from 4.8% to 4.1%. The number of students
stating that they felt alone or isolated during breaktime a lot of the time
decreased from 6.6% to 3.5%, and those who said that they felt that
way occasionally, from 31.5% to 15.2%; these differences are significant
(p < 0.001).

The intervention was also found to affect the experience of victimi-
sation, in two main respects. Regarding duration, there was a reduction
of the number of long-term victims (options ‘from the beginning of the
year’ or ‘forever’) from 25.4% at pre-test to 15% at post-test (p < 0.001).
These data are complemented by the changes in active looking for help
from victims. The number of pupils who decided not to say anything
about their victimisation decreased (p < 0.01) from 12.4% to 9.3%. The
most chosen option is to tell peers (19.1%), the next family or relatives
(17.8%), and the last teachers (13.5%); this did not change appreciably
between pre-test and post-test.
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Table 9.3. Changes from pre-test to post-test in
types of bullying (percentages)

Pre-test Post-test
% %

Verbal 51.8 51.6
Physical 27.0 30.6
Steal property 4.3 5.9
Threaten 21.8 27.8
Social exclusion 12.1 17.8
Other types 1.7 0.8

Regarding attitudes towards bullying, we also found significant differ-
ences between pre-test and post-test (p < 0.001). The number of students
who judge bullies in a negative way (I do not like people who bully others)
increased from 6.7% to 7.9%. On the other hand, the number of pupils
who justified or approved of bullying events (I think bullying others is a
normal thing or I think people who bully others have reasons to do it)
decreased from 13% to 8.8%. There was also a significant change among
the students when asked if they would ever bully others (p < 0.001);
the number of students that said they would never bully others increased
from 43.4% to 52.2%, and the number of pupils who recognised that
they might bully others decreased from 35.8% to 27.3%.

Concerning types, places, and causes of bullying, we asked three dif-
ferent questions: ‘In your opinion, which are the two ways most used to
bully others?’; ‘In which places does bullying happen more often?’; and
‘Why do you think some students bully others?’ Regarding types of bully-
ing (see table 9.3), we found that direct forms of aggression (physical and
verbal) maintained the same levels as in the pre-test, but indirect or social
aggression increased significantly (p = 0.015). These data might seem to
contradict the results that bullying declined. From our point of view, this
transformation reflects a greater awareness of the less-visible forms of
bullying, perhaps because pupils identify as bullying some events that
before the intervention they did not recognise as such.

When pupils were asked about the main places of risk, we found that
after the intervention the classroom became a safer place (p < 0.001):
from 37.8% at pre-test to 27.6% at post-test. There were also changes
in relation to the perceived causes (p < 0.001). The number of answers
that indicated previous provocation (38.9% to 30.4%) or desire to make a
joke (28% to 22.5%) decreased, whereas responses related to the bullies’
intention to gain social status increased (1.2% to 15.5%). Possibly, these
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variations are due to improved accuracy on the part of students at distin-
guishing reasons for bullying events.

Perceived effectiveness of interventions

To evaluate further the effectiveness of the interventions carried out in
their schools against bullying, we asked students: ‘What have your teach-
ers done to improve the relationships among pupils?’ All aspects of the
SAVE project (as shown in table 9.4) were evaluated, by those pupils
who had some direct knowledge through it having been carried out in
their schools. For each aspect of intervention, students could respond in
three main ways: ‘it didn’t help’, ‘the problem has got better’ (with three
possibilities: ‘bullying decreased’, ‘peer relations got better’, and/or there
were ‘unspecified improvements’) and ‘the problem has got worse’ (with
three possibilities: ‘bullying increased’, ‘peer relations got worse’, and/or
there were ‘unspecified deteriorations’, although this last category was
actually never used).

In examining these data, we did not find significant differences between
the bullies, victims, and bystanders, so in the results we do not distinguish
among roles (see table 9.4). The row totals amount to more than 100%
because a pupil could respond with more than one positive, or negative,
effect.

All aspects of the project were assessed positively by students, although
not always in the same way. Most aspects scored highly on improving
relations within the peer group. The democratic management of social
relationships intervention was given the best evaluation, and direct inter-
vention with victims got the highest rating for reducing bullying. Educa-
tion in feelings and values was also evaluated very positively, although a
considerable number of students thought that it had no effect. The least-
effective strategies were seen as direct intervention with bullies, and work
on co-operative groups; however, both of these still had positive overall
ratings.

We examined gender differences in responses; the only appreciable
differences were more positive evaluations by girls of education in feelings
and values (60.5% girls, 39.5% boys; p < 0.01) and of direct interventions
with bullies (52.5% girls, 47.5% boys; p < 0.01).

Conclusions

In relation to the aim of reducing bullying, the data permit us to be
optimistic. Certainly, the problem has not disappeared, but it has signif-
icantly decreased, particularly with respect to the number of victims. We



Table 9.4. Effectiveness of the interventions as perceived by pupils (percentage of pupils responding to each category)

Positive effects No effect Negative effects

Decrease in
bullying

Improved
relationships

Unspecified
improvements It didn’t help

Increase in
bullying

Worse
relationships

% % % % % %

Democratic management of social
relationships

21.3 83.6 19.7 2.2 0 1.6

Education of feelings and values 22.2 73.2 22.2 16.2 1.0 0
Working in co-operative groups 13.6 63.6 22.7 31.8 0 0
Direct intervention with bullies 16.9 64.9 16.3 22.4 0.6 0.6
Direct intervention with victims 28.8 70.4 19.0 9.7 1.6 0
Intervention during conflicts 16.0 72.0 9.3 5.9 0 0
Working with families 11.9 71.4 21.4 6.5 1.2 1.2
Other interventions 13.8 73.2 18.8 14.6 0 0
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think that the work designed to improve interpersonal relationships in
the schools functioned as a protective factor, and the students seemed to
agree. This was possible, we feel, because of the nature of the teachers’
autonomous position which, as proposed in the SAVE model, involved
their active participation in solving the problem. Indeed, the project pro-
poses programmes and the resources to develop them, but teachers have
the right to decide to adapt them in the way they consider best.

Equally, the evaluation of the SAVE model gives us valuable infor-
mation about the elements which should be promoted when we design
intervention programmes in the future. Perhaps the best example is the
‘democratic management of social relationships’, as this was perceived
by students as the most effective way to improve relationships among
them. However, there needs to be more work carried out to determine
with more certainty the influence of each programme on bully/victim
problems. One of the difficulties we had in comparing the relative merits
of each intervention, and perhaps this is a part of our success, was the
freedom that teacher groups had in deciding which combination of pro-
grammes to use. This is a problem which future intervention evaluation
work will have to address.

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

At the time of writing, we are planning a new assessment of the SAVE
programme to establish the maintenance of intervention effects 5 years
after the first post-test. Some indicators in our contacts with the schools
where SAVE was applied, although not yet systematically explored, sug-
gest that they are continuing preventive work against bullying and other
problems that affect school climate. In the new study, we will focus our
attention on teachers’ memories regarding the original programmes that
they implemented in their schools and how these memories affect their
educational activities now.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

Our objectives of making society, and in particular the educational
community, more aware of the need for research and intervention in
bully/victim problems, has had some success. In fact, there are now
demands made of our team from many different groups: schools who
want to begin SAVE programmes ask for our support; centres dealing
in continuous teacher training and development ask us to help them to
design courses relating to tackling bullying; and the public administration
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has asked for help setting up broader programmes which will also include
these processes and more.

An additional indication of our success is the agreement between the
Andalucian Public Administration and the University of Seville to explore
the extent of the bullying problem in our region of Andalucia; to design
a teacher and counsellor training programme; to make Andalucian peo-
ple more aware of the problem; and to develop existing and future pro-
grammes of intervention (as part of this objective we have started a tele-
phone helpline).

The SAVE project clearly indicates that we need to go forward in two
distinct directions: intervention and research. However, we also feel that
the ways in which we can continue action against bullying are a little
clearer than before, although there is much work still to be done.
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escolares. Revista interuniversitaria de Formación del Profesorado, 41, 95–113.

Ortega, R., Mora-Merchán, J. A., and Mora, J. (1995). Cuestionario sobre intimi-
dación y maltrato entre iguales. Universidad de Sevilla.

Pikas, A. (1989). The Common Concern Method for the treatment of mobbing.
In E. Munthe and E. Roland (eds.), Bullying: An international perspective.
London: David Fulton.

Sharp, S., Cowie, H., and Smith, P. K. (1994). Working directly with pupils
involved in bullying situations. In P. K. Smith and S. Sharp (eds.), School
bullying: Insights and perspectives. London: Routledge.

Smith, P. K. and Sharp, S. (eds.) (1994). School bullying. London: Routledge.
Vieira, M., Fernández, I., and Quevedo, G. (1989). Violence, bullying and coun-

selling in the Iberian Penı́nsula. In E. Roland and E. Munthe (eds.), Bullying:
An international perspective. London: David Fulton.





10 Australia: the Friendly Schools project

Donna Cross, Margaret Hall, Greg Hamilton,
Yolanda Pintabona, and Erin Erceg

Impetus for the Friendly Schools intervention study

In Australia, approximately 1 in 6 school students reports being bullied
at least once a week, and 1 in 20 reports bullying others in the past 6
months (Rigby, 1997; Zubrick et al., 1997). Slee and Rigby (1993; Slee,
1995) found that while most of these episodes of bullying last for a day or
two, 17% last for 6 months or more. Australian primary-school children
of both genders report being bullied more often than secondary-school
students, with more boys than girls bullying others and being bullied
(Rigby and Slee, 1991; Rigby, 1997; Rigby and Slee, 1998).

Despite Australian schools’ increasing need systematically to address
bullying, prior to 1999 no system-level, evidence-based recommenda-
tions or state curriculum materials to help to reduce bullying were avail-
able. Many school staff reported that they were unsure of the effectiveness
of the strategies they utilised, and often did not know what actions could
be taken at a whole-school level to reduce, or prevent, the harm from
student bullying.

In response to this situation, in 1999, the Curtin University, West-
ern Australian Centre for Health Promotion Research, applied for and
received funding extensively to review and synthesise international pub-
lished empirical and theoretical evidence of successful school-based
strategies to reduce the harm experienced by children from being bullied
or bullying others. This systematic review provided a set of ‘successful’
practice principles and exemplar case studies to develop a whole-school
approach to reduce bullying. The findings from this review were used
in 2000 to conceptualise and design a 3-year randomised control trial
of these ‘successful practices’ in Western Australian schools. This pro-
gramme was called the Friendly Schools project.

Early stages of planning and funding

In 1999 a year-long formative research project used a meta-evaluation of
published empirical literature and a systematic validation of these findings
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using international experts and practitioner case studies to provide guide-
lines, legitimacy, and a focus for whole-school actions to reduce bullying.
The findings from this formative research provided a set of Principles
of Successful Practice to Reduce Bullying in Schools that included recom-
mendations for school policy and practice; classroom management and
curriculum; school ethos; school–home and community links; student
services and the physical environment.

The Friendly Schools project

In 2000, a 3-year randomised control trial, called the Friendly Schools
project, was funded by the Western Australian Health Promotion Foun-
dation. This project used the Principles of Successful Practice for Bullying
Reduction in Schools to design, implement, and assess a multi-level and
multi-component whole-school bullying reduction intervention. While
the ultimate goal of the project was to reduce bullying in primary schools,
this intervention also aimed to build both the school’s capacities to
respond to bullying and to empower teachers, parents, and students to
cope more effectively with these situations. This universal intervention
provided a variety of whole-school strategies linked to each component of
the Health Promoting School model (World Health Organization, 1996).

Grade 4 students (8–9 years), their teachers, and parents formed the
project’s primary cohort. Primary-school students were previously found
to be more amenable to bullying behaviour change, as they are often
more supportive of a student who has been bullied than are older children
(Smith, 1991; Slee and Rigby, 1992; Slee, 1994; Zubrick et al., 1997).
Primary-school students also tend to be more prosocial and are more
likely to want bullying to stop (Slee and Rigby, 1992). Further, social
skills-based interventions to ameliorate the effects of, or to reduce, bully-
ing in schools have been found to be more successful with this age group
(Smith, 1991; Slee and Rigby, 1992; Olweus, 1994). The secondary tar-
get group comprised all other school staff, students, and parents.

Selection of schools

Government primary schools in the Perth, Western Australia, metropoli-
tan area (population 1.3 million) were stratified according to size (based
on the number of grade 4 students enrolled) and socio-economic status
(SES). Individual schools with a grade 4 enrolment of 50 or more
students were classified into tertiles of socio-economic disadvantage.
The tertiles were named ‘low socio-economic status’ (most disadvan-
taged), ‘middle socio-economic status’, and ‘high socio-economic status’
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Table 10.1. Stratified random sampling procedure for study schools

Intervention N = 15 Control N = 14

Sizea Sizea

50–65 >65 50–65 >65
Total number
of schools

Low SES 2 3 2 3 10
Middle SES 2 3 2 2 9
High SES 2 3 2 3 10

Total 6 9 6 8 29

a Number of students enrolled in grade 4 at the school
SES = socio-economic status

(least disadvantaged). Schools were randomly selected from each socio-
economic and size stratum for participation and randomly assigned to
either the intervention or control group (table 10.1): 29 intervention and
control primary schools were randomly selected to participate.

The number of schools selected was based on power calculations using
the primary outcome variable; the proportion of children who report
being bullied at least once a week. In Western Australia, parents and
teachers report that approximately 14% of schoolchildren are bullied at
least once a week (Zubrick et al., 1997). Using this estimate, with simple
random sampling, comparisons between samples of 350 children in each
group had 80% power, at a (two-sided) significance level of 0.05 to detect
a difference of 8% in the proportion of children who report being bullied
(Murray and Hannan, 1990). Since the unit of analysis was the student
and the unit of assignment the school, the sample size calculations were
inflated to account for the clustering of student responses within schools.
The sample was adjusted using a conservative intracluster correlation of
0.02 (Murray, 1998), and a 20% projected attrition over the two years.
The project needed to recruit 1,396 grade 4 students (698 to each of
the intervention and control conditions) to yield the requisite number of
students to detect the projected effects.

The principal of each randomly selected intervention and control
school was sent a letter outlining the project and inviting him/her to par-
ticipate. As an incentive for participation, control schools were offered,
free of charge, road-safety education materials and teacher training. Every
school approached agreed to participate. Within each school the grade 4
students, their teachers, and parents, and a ‘whole-school committee’ of
4–6 interested teachers and parents were recruited using passive consent
procedures.
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Characteristics of schools and students

Of the 29 schools, 15 were intervention and 14 control. At baseline, 91
grade 4 teachers (50 intervention, 41 control), 2,068 grade 4 students
and their parents (1,087 intervention, 981 control) and 174 whole-school
committee members (90 intervention, 84 control) were recruited for the
2-year study.

Of the student respondents 50% were female, with the majority (44%)
residing in middle SES suburbs. Mean age was 8.6 years. Although
schools were stratified by socio-economic status prior to their random
selection, significantly more control students were found to reside in
higher SES suburbs than intervention students (p < 0.001).

At baseline significant differences were found between the intervention-
and control-group students for only 3 variables: ‘number of friends’;
‘feeling safe at school’; and ‘telling if they were bullied’. For each of these
variables the control group was significantly more likely to feel safer at
school (p = 0.02), have more good friends (p = 0.02), and was signifi-
cantly more likely to tell if they were bullied (p = 0.033). No significant
differences were found at baseline between the intervention and control
students for the bullying-related outcome variables.

Student response rates

Of the 2,068 students available, 1,968 (95.2%) (1,046 intervention,
922 control) completed the baseline questionnaire. At post-test1, 94%
(N = 1847; 983 intervention, 864 control) completed the questionnaire,
and by post-test2, 82% (N = 1609; 847 intervention, 762 control) had
completed both follow-up questionnaires and comprise the longitudinal
student cohort. Of those students lost to follow-up, 8% moved to other
non-study schools and the remaining 10% whose names were still on
class lists, were sick or did not complete the questionnaire during its
administration and follow-up.

The representation of the longitudinal student cohort was assessed
both within and between intervention groups to determine selective
and differential attrition. Selective attrition was assessed by comparing
the demographic and outcome data for the longitudinal student cohort
(N = 1,609) with data for the lost to follow-up students (students who did
not complete the two follow-up questionnaires, N = 359). The cohort
and lost to follow-up students differed on three characteristics: how fre-
quently they were bullied last term; some of the ways they were bullied;
and the number of good friends they had. The lost to follow-up group
reported significantly fewer good friends (p = 0.001), were more likely
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to report being bullied frequently (p = 0.031), and were more likely to
report they were called names, had things taken, and had nasty stories
told about them than did the longitudinal student cohort.

Differential attrition was examined by comparing the demographic and
outcome data for the intervention- and control-group students lost to
follow-up. The intervention (N = 199) and control (N = 160) group stu-
dents who were lost to follow-up were similar for all characteristics except
their willingness to tell someone if they were bullied. The control group
students lost to follow-up were significantly more likely to tell someone
(p = 0.044) than were the lost to follow-up intervention students.

This longitudinal procedure has the same pupils in the pre-test and
post-test groups. This evaluation procedure differs from that used in
some other evaluation studies, for example in Bergen (chapter 2) or
Sheffield (chapter 6), where different children from age-matched cohorts
were compared. However, the comparison of randomly selected interven-
tion and control students permits an evaluation of what are intervention,
rather than age, effects.

Components of the intervention programme

The Friendly Schools intervention was provided for the first 2 years of
this 3-year study, when the student cohort were in grades 4 and 5. The
intervention was based on contemporary educational and behavioural
research as well as several theoretical models of how young children learn
and how learning influences their health behaviour.

Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1977), the Health Belief Model
(Janz and Becker, 1984), and Problem Behaviour Theory (Jessor, 1987)
were used to develop cognitive-based teaching and learning activi-
ties addressing social support, reinforcement, and outcome expectan-
cies. Also derived from these theories, classroom strategies addressed
empathy building for individuals being bullied and self-efficacy related
to psychosocial and cognitive skills outcomes (e.g. co-operation skills,
friendship-building skills, conflict-resolution skills, self-esteem building,
decision-making, assertiveness training, and encouraging and support-
ing the reporting of bullying). The Friendly Schools programme incor-
porated educational techniques derived from these theories, including
drama activities, stories, role modelling, skills training, and observational
learning.

To reduce bullying and to enhance students’ social skills, the Friendly
Schools intervention programme targeted three levels:! the whole-school community as part of building their commitment

(through policy) and capacity to address bullying;
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efficacy activities; and! grades 4–5 students and their teachers through the provision of teacher
training and comprehensive teaching and learning support materials.

Whole-of-school intervention component

The whole-of-school intervention component centred on a Friendly
Schools committee comprising key staff (selected by the school) who co-
ordinated and facilitated their response to bullying. These committees
typically included the school health education co-ordinator, a represen-
tative from administration, a parent representative, allied health staff such
as the school nurse and school psychologist, and other teaching staff.

The committees were provided with a 4-hour training designed to build
the committees’ commitment and capacity to address bullying more com-
prehensively within their schools. Also, with the aid of detailed planning
and strategy manuals plus trainer support, the committee members used
the training to identify, plan, and prepare for the whole-school strate-
gies they decided to implement within each of the 6 domains of the
Health Promoting School Model (World Health Organization, 1996).
The Whole-school planning and strategy manual provided a step-by-step
guide to help the committees to review, disseminate, actively implement,
and monitor school activity to reduce bullying. The manual also included:! case-study examples from the Principles of successful practice for bullying

reduction in Schools document;! sample school-bullying reduction policies;! whole-of-school strategies to mobilise peer-group pressure effectively
to discourage school bullies;! ideas to enhance the quality of playtimes and lunch breaks;! strategies for peer support and social problem-solving;! example responses to bullying incidents, including the Pikas ‘Method
of Shared Concern’(Pikas, 1989), and the ‘No Blame’ approach; and! suggestions for case management.
Schools were also provided with data reports that summarised their

school’s grade 4 (2000) and grade 5 (2001) students’ and their parents’
knowledge and attitudes to bullying behaviour as well as students’ self-
report of behaviours associated with bullying.

Family intervention component

The Friendly Schools intervention for families included home activities
linked to each classroom-learning activity. These were used to rein-
force and to help students to practise skills learned in the classroom.
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Additionally, 16 skills-based newsletter items (8 for each year of the inter-
vention) targeting all parents of children in the intervention schools were
developed. Each newsletter item provided parents with a brief overview
of research information with actions and tips to help them to deal more
effectively with issues, such as what to do if their child is being bullied
and/or bullying other children.

Grades 4 and 5 classroom curriculum

The grades 4 and 5 Friendly Schools curriculum comprised 9-learning
activities (approximately 8 hours) per year, implemented with the cohort
in each of the 2 years of the intervention (2000–2001). Trained classroom
teachers taught the learning activities in 3 blocks of 3 60-minute lessons,
over a 3-school-term period. The Friendly Schools learning activities were
designed to promote:! understanding of what behaviours constitute bullying and why bullying

is an unacceptable behaviour;! students’ ability to talk about bullying with each other and adults;! adaptive responses to being bullied, including reporting bullying, seek-
ing support, and responding assertively;! peer and adult support for students who are being bullied; and! peer and adult discouragement of bullying behaviour.
The learning activities provided many opportunities for students to

build empathy for individuals being bullied and to practise social and
intrapersonal skills, including making friends, conflict resolution, self-
efficacy to cope with bullying incidents, decision-making, and assertive
communication. Other cognitive-based strategies addressed social sup-
port, reinforcement, and outcome expectancies.

The classroom teacher manuals were designed to be entirely self-
contained to maximise the likelihood of teacher implementation. The
manuals included background information, teachers’ notes, cross-
curricular learning activities, and key learning outcomes. Associated
teacher-support materials such as game pieces, resource sheets, and
videos were also provided. Students each received a booklet compris-
ing resource sheets, review and reflection logs, and family activities to
take home. These student booklets were also used as a criterion measure
of teacher implementation of the classroom materials. In the second year
of the study, 6 additional cross-age learning activities were developed to
support the teaching of social skills and strategies to deal with bullying
in grade levels other than 4 and 5.

In each year of the study the Friendly Schools project staff provided a
6-hour training for all intervention teachers. The teacher training incor-
porated information about the prevalence and effects of bullying, utility



194 Cross, Hall, Hamilton, Pintabona, and Erceg

Table 10.2. Friendly Schools study design

Study
condition

Baseline
grade 4
(Mar. 2000)

Intervention
phase 1

Post-test1
grade 4
(Nov. 2000)

Intervention
phase 2

Post-test2
grade 5
(Nov. 2001)

Intervention O1 X1 O2 X2 O3
Control O1 X3 O2 X4 O3

O = Observation
X = Intervention
X1,2 = Whole-school bullying intervention
X3,4 = Road-safety curriculum

information for children about bullying – e.g. identifying bullying situa-
tions, action planning, identifying their support group, plus teacher skill
development for classroom teaching and strategies effectively to respond
to bullying incidents. Interactive modelling was used to enhance teacher
comfort with these skills.

Both the control and intervention schools received the standardised
state health education curriculum, which included some activities related
to mental health and skill development. Intervention teachers were asked
to substitute the Friendly Schools learning activities for those related to
mental health from the state curriculum.

Evaluation framework and procedures

Study design

Data were collected from all intervention and control grade 4 students,
their teachers, and their parents. The study design and the timing of the
intervention delivery and data collection are summarised in table 10.2.
Four instruments (for teachers, students, parents, and whole-school com-
mittee members) were developed for this study. The student instruments
were administered by trained project staff at baseline (March 2000), post-
test1 (November 2000) and post-test2 (November 2001).

Instrumentation

The student questionnaire items were based on other bullying question-
naires developed for use in primary schools (Olweus, 1996; Rigby, 1998;
Rigby and Slee, 1998). All items were designed to enable comparison
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with other studies of bullying behaviour. The items were divided into
3 sections measuring bullying-related behaviours, perceptions/attitudes,
and outcome expectancies if they bullied others.

Bullying-related behaviours These included the frequency of
being bullied and bullying others, the types of bullying experienced, and
the reporting of bullying if bullied or a bystander. Items were based on
The Peer Relations Questionnaire (Rigby, 1998; Rigby and Slee, 1998),
a measure developed for use with Australian primary- and secondary-
school students, and the bullying measure designed by Olweus (Olweus,
1996) that has been used extensively in international research.

Perceptions of social support/attitudes towards victims Student atti-
tudes towards the victims of bullying were examined using a 9-item Likert
scale, based on the pro-victim scale developed by Rigby and Slee (1991).
Factor analyses yielded two factors: dislike of bullying behaviour; and
dislike of children who are bullied.

A loneliness scale was included to measure students’ satisfaction with
their peer relationships. This 7-item Likert scale was adapted from the
Loneliness and Social Dissatisfaction Questionnaire designed by Asher
and Wheeler (Asher and Wheeler, 1985). Factor analyses revealed one
principal factor on which all loneliness items load.

The perceptions of peer-support scale were modified from the Ladd,
Kochenderfer, and Coleman (1996) Friendship Features Interview for
Young Children. This 17-item Likert scale aimed to measure children’s
perceptions of the quality of their classroom friendships. Factor analysis
resulted in one factor.

The Students’ Social Competence with Peers Pupil Questionnaire
developed by Spence (1995) was used to measure the consequences of
social behaviour. The 10 items formed one factor. To measure how many
good friends students have in their school, 4 items from the Peer Relations
Questionnaire (Rigby and Slee, 1998) were adapted. One other 4-item
Likert scale was developed by the project to measure to what extent stu-
dents like school.

Outcome expectancies if bullied others An outcome-expectancy
scale was based on a similar questionnaire developed by Rigby (Rigby,
1997) to measure students’ perceptions of what might happen to someone
if they bullied another child. Factor analyses revealed two factors: one
related to the perceived positive outcomes for the person bullying; and
the other indicating negative outcomes for the person bullying.
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Other questionnaires Parent, teacher, and whole-school commit-
tee questionnaires were also developed to assess knowledge, attitudes,
and skills in these groups, along with process measures of programme
satisfaction and implementation. Results from these questionnaires will
be published elsewhere. Validity measures included the assessment of
face and content validity, using expert and target group review (Windsor
et al., 1994).

Procedure

All questionnaires were pilot tested, in 3 primary schools, with groups
similar to the study cohort. The pilot schools were randomly selected from
schools that were not part of the study cohort, and represented each of the
three socio-economic status strata. The pilot test with the target groups
and the expert review resulted in changes to the length, organisation, and
wording of items. In particular, the definition of bullying was identified
as being too difficult for the majority of students (and some parents)
to understand. To address this, illustrations were used to enhance the
understandability of the definition and different types of bullying.

The test–retest procedure was used to determine the reliability of the
student questionnaire. Students completed the questionnaires on 2 occa-
sions, separated by 2 weeks. The intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC)
was used as an approximation of a weighted kappa statistic (Peat, 2001)
to determine the reliability of the questionnaire. Similar to other primary
school-based research, the reliability analysis was lower than would be
expected in older children or adults (Rivara et al., 1991; Parcel et al.,
1995; Cross et al., 2000). The coefficients for the student questionnaire
ranged from 0.1 to 0.97, with a mean of 0.49. Limited variability in stu-
dent responses increased the percentage of agreement by chance, which
led to a lower-than-desirable ICC for some items. Individual items found
to be unreliable were excluded from the analyses.

Trained research staff administered the questionnaire to all students
in each group at baseline and at both post-tests in November 2000 and
2001. Because of the students’ age (9 years) and associated reading level,
the administrators read all items on the questionnaire slowly and aloud to
students. Staff who administered the questionnaire received an adminis-
tration guide and attended a 2-hour prior training. To maintain student
attentiveness, the questionnaire was divided into two parts (each taking
30–40 minutes) and administered either side of a recess break.

Prior to the questionnaire administration, all grade 4 students in the
study schools received an information letter and a passive consent form
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to take home to their parents. Those students whose parents indicated
no consent were excluded from the data collection. Parents and teachers
were asked to sign a consent form that formed part of their questionnaires.

To secure high response rates, teachers were trained to administer
follow-up questionnaires to students who were absent on the day of the
initial administration. Research staff collected these late questionnaires
from the schools. The administration procedure for the parent question-
naire involved the students. They were asked to write a letter to the parent
who talked to them the most about bullying, asking them to complete the
questionnaire the students carried home in an unsealed envelope. A cover
letter asked parents to return the questionnaire, either completed or blank
(to indicate they received it but have chosen not to participate) by sealing
it in the envelope in which it came and returning it to class. To enhance
response rates parents were given a small incentive (a chance to win one of
three $50 shopping vouchers) and teachers were provided with reminder
letters and asked to give these to students who did not return a parent
questionnaire.

The grades 4–5 teacher questionnaires and the whole-school commit-
tee questionnaires were distributed to the school staff involved in the
project when the student questionnaires were being administered. Staff
were asked to complete these and return them with late student ques-
tionnaires or in reply-paid envelopes.

Data analysis

As the response variables were ordinal and continuous, ordinal logis-
tic regression, multi-nomial logistic regression models, and Analyses of
Covariance (ANCOVA) were used. Normality tests were performed using
the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test of normality. All data were significantly
different to the normal curve.

Logistic regression models and ANCOVA models were used to deter-
mine if differences between groups existed at the final post-test while
controlling for any baseline differences. These models incorporated the
final post-test data as the response variable with the baseline data, sub-
group (intervention or control), and sex as factors, the total number
of students in the school, and the students’ socio-economic status as
covariates. Within the ordinal regression, a test of parallel lines was per-
formed to determine if the parameters were equivalent across all levels of
the response variable. If the parameters were not equivalent, then multi-
nomial logistic regression was used to analyse the data. Future analysis of
the student quantitative data will include multi-level modelling (MLwiN
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and Mplus) to address the nested structure of these data (Rowe and Hill,
1998).

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implementing the intervention

While it was not implemented as comprehensively as intended, prelimi-
nary analyses reveal the Friendly Schools programme was successful. Eval-
uation of teachers’ and the whole-school committees’ implementation of
the project found that programme components were modified to suit stu-
dent needs as well as time constraints and other demands of the schools.
The following provides an overview of the barriers and enabling factors
associated with the project’s implementation:

Differential programme and implementation

The Friendly Schools intervention components were based on consid-
erable evidence that comprehensive/multi-component programmes are
more effective than those that address only classroom curriculum (Puska
et al., 1982; Vartiainen et al., 1986; Flay, 2000). However, intervention
schools were able to provide a higher ‘dose’ of the classroom programme
than the other whole-school activities. According to process data collected
from members of the whole-school committees, the majority of interven-
tion schools, by the end of the 2 years, had completed less than 30% of
the recommended whole-school programme. In contrast, the mean pro-
portion of classroom activities implemented over the 2 years of the project
was 67%. A lack of time and, in some cases, a lack of capacity (e.g. skills,
structures, resources, and commitment) appears to have contributed to
the under-implementation of the whole-school (and some parts of the
classroom-curriculum) intervention.

Involving parents in whole-school strategies

Whole-school strategies to engage parents were described by intervention
schools as the most difficult to implement. Similar to other school-based
parent research (Hahn et al., 1996), several barriers appeared to discour-
age the intervention schools from involving parents. These included a lack
of resources (especially for parents for whom English was not their first
language), time to build a rapport with parents to make them feel welcome
to engage in whole-school activities, poor appreciation by both teachers



Australia: the Friendly Schools project 199

and parents of the potential benefits, and perceptions that parents were
not motivated to be involved or interested in school programmes.

Loss of trained staff

Although a 3-hour training was provided for the whole-school committees
for each year of the Friendly Schools project, the transfer of trained staff
and administrators (principals and deputy principals) to other schools
challenged the momentum, commitment, and effectiveness of the whole-
school committee. This was especially true with the changing of principals
in intervention schools. As would be expected, the principal’s involvement
was pivotal to the success of the project’s implementation, particularly the
whole-school activities. The most promising gains in policy implemen-
tation initiatives were made in intervention schools where the principals
attended the training and were actively involved in their whole-school
committee.

Increase in reported bullying of students and staff

A heightened awareness of bullying, as a result of the introduction of
a school-based initiative to address it, has contributed in some cases
to initial increases in reported bullying by students (Eslea and Smith,
1998; Naylor and Cowie, 1999). Intervention schools were informed
of this potential phenomenon at the pre-intervention training, and later
reported that this did occur and that they felt prepared to respond appro-
priately. An unanticipated programme effect, however, was the request
by some teachers for support to deal with bullying by other teach-
ers or their school’s administration. Schools reported being unable to
provide adequate support to deal with these situations, although sev-
eral staff reported that they found the strategies suggested to students
useful.

Time required to teach learning activities

Many teachers reported that while the classroom programme was excel-
lent, the learning activities took more class time than they had planned.
Whereas these activities were designed to take approximately 40–60
minutes to implement, most teachers indicated that some took nearly
double that time. The interactive nature and the amount of interest
shown by students in the learning activities (especially those address-
ing co-operation and bystander problem-solving) were among the most
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common reasons provided by teachers for needing extra time. Teach-
ers who integrated their teaching of this programme across a variety of
curriculum areas, versus treating it as a categorical component of their
health-education programme, were able to complete more of the learning
activities.

Schools wanted the materials for other age groups

While grade 4 students were selected for the 2-year study cohort, nearly all
intervention schools requested additional support materials for teachers
in other grade levels. In response to this demand, in the second year of
the study, five cross-age learning activities (called the Teachers’ Starter
Pack) that addressed the nature of bullying, protective responses, and
social-skill development were developed for use by grades 1–3 and 6–7
intervention teachers.

Home activities

The whole-school committees and teachers at the training welcomed the
self-help Friendly Schools home activities designed to reinforce classroom
learning. However, teachers found that the majority of these activities
were completed and returned by less than one-third of parents. Some
teachers commented that the time and energy taken to follow up with
parents to complete the home activities discouraged them from sending
further copies home. To overcome problems of parental completion in
the second year of the study, 6 additional inserts for the popular parent
newsletter items were developed.

Demand from non-study schools

Information about the Friendly Schools project disseminated by the fund-
ing organisation to its clients and the local media generated much inter-
est in the intervention materials from non-study schools. This increasing
interest threatened to ‘contaminate’ the results of this study, as these
schools (including some control schools) tried to obtain copies of the
intervention from study schools and project staff. Non-study schools were
asked to wait until the intervention study had completed, when copies
were made available to them. This demand may have encouraged the
study schools to value the Friendly Schools resources more highly than
might otherwise have been the situation.
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Results of the evaluation

The following summary of the results from the longitudinal student
cohort describes the extent to which the Friendly Schools intervention
reduced bullying behaviour and perceptions of social support and com-
petence among a cohort of grade 4–5 students.

Behaviours

From baseline to post-test2, in both the intervention and control groups,
there was a slight increase in the percentage of students who reported
they were bullied (table 10.3). For those intervention and control stu-
dents who reported they bullied others at least once or twice last term,
an increase of 28% and 30%, respectively, was evident from baseline to
post-test2 (baseline–13%, 15%, post1–16%, 15%, and post2–41%, 45%
for intervention and control students, respectively). While a larger pro-
portion of students in the control group reported being bullied at post-
test2 (50%) compared to the intervention group (47%), this difference
was not significant. Of those who reported being bullied at post-test2,
32% of intervention and 36% of control students reported being bullied
only once or twice. Also at post-test2, 9% of intervention and control
students reported being bullied about once a week/every few weeks, with
6% of intervention and control students reporting being bullied almost
every day.

A figure of 59% of intervention students and 55% of control students
reported at post-test2 that they did not bully another student during the
previous term (table 10.3), however, this difference was not significant.
After controlling for baseline differences, socio-economic status, size of
school, and gender, logistic regression analyses at post-test2 revealed no
difference between intervention and control groups for being bullied or
bullying others (table 10.4).

The majority of children in both the intervention and control groups
reported being teased or called hurtful names more often than any other
type of bullying (table 10.5). For all types of bullying at post-test2, except
having things taken and being made afraid that they would get hurt, con-
trol students were significantly more likely to report being bullied some-
times, than intervention students. Table 10.4 shows that intervention
students had significantly diminished odds, compared with the control
group, of reporting being bullied at post-test2, for most types of bullying
behaviour.

At post-test2 the majority of intervention and control students reported
they would tell someone if they saw another student being bullied at



Table 10.3. Proportion of reported bullying behaviour in the longitudinal student cohort from baseline to post-test2
(percentage unless otherwise stated with number in parentheses)

How often last term did another student How often last term did you on your own
or group of students bully you? or in a group bully another student?

Almost
every day

Once every
1–2 weeks

Once or
twice Not at all

Almost
every day

Once every
1–2 weeks

Once or
twice Not at all

Intervention
Baseline 7.8 (77) 8.4 (82) 25.3 (248) 58.6 (575) 1.3 (13) 1.3 (14) 10.4 (108) 87.0 (903)
Post1 5.2 (52) 7.9 (79) 29.1 (288) 57.7 (571) 1.9 (19) 2.1 (21) 12.4 (123) 83.6 (829)
Post2 6.0 (52) 8.7 (76) 31.9 (277) 53.4 (464) 2.3 (18) 3.1 (24) 35.4 (277) 59.3 (464)

Control
Baseline 6.6 (57) 9.1 (78) 24.5 (211) 59.8 (514) 1.3 (12) 1.7 (16) 12.1 (111) 84.9 (780)
Post1 5.5 (48) 8.4 (74) 35.1 (309) 51.0 (449) 0.8 (7) 2.1 (19) 12.2 (107) 84.8 (742)
Post2 5.6 (44) 9.1 (72) 35.5 (281) 49.9 (395) 2.6 (19) 3.2 (23) 39.1 (281) 55.0 (395)

Total
Baseline 7.2 (134) 8.8 (160) 25.0 (459) 59.2 (1,089) 1.3 (25) 1.5 (30) 11.2 (219) 86.0 (1,683)
Post1 5.4 (100) 8.1 (153) 31.9 (597) 54.5 (1,020) 1.3 (26) 2.2 (40) 12.3 (203) 84.1 (1,571)
Post2 5.8 (96) 8.9 (148) 33.7 (558) 51.6 (859) 1.0 (16) 1.5 (23) 10.9 (173) 86.6 (1,372)
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Table 10.4. Summary of regression analysis results adjusted for baseline
differences, socio-economic status, size of school, and gender

Intervention group

Odds ratio 95% confidence interval p value

Frequency of Bullying
How often did another group of students bully you? (N = 835; control group 758)
Bullied at some stage 1.1 1.0–1.4 0.194
This term, how often did you, on your own or in a group, bully another student?
(N = 825; control group 759)
Bullied at some stage 1.0 0.8–1.3 0.754

Types of Bullying
I was made fun of and teased in a hurtful way (N = 804; control group 736)
Lots of times 1.3 0.7–2.4 0.414
Sometimes 0.7 0.6–1.0 0.041!

I was called mean and hurtful names (N = 802; control group 730)
Lots of times 0.4 0.2–0.7 0.001!

Sometimes 0.6 0.4–0.8 0.001!

Kids ignored me, didn’t let me join in, or left me out of things on purpose (N = 803;
control group 727)
Lots of times 0.3 0.1–0.5 <0.001!

Sometimes 0.4 0.3–0.6 <0.001!

Bullied by being hit, kicked, or pushed around (N = 807; control group 728)
Lots of times 0.3 0.2–0.6 <0.001!

Sometimes 0.5 0.3–0.7 <0.001!

Kids told lies or spread nasty stories about me and tried to make other kids not like me
(N = 797; control group 722)
Lots of times 0.3 0.2–0.5 <0.001!

Sometimes 0.6 0.4–0.8 0.005!

I had money or other things taken away from me or broken (N = 799; control group 723)
Lots of times 0.2 0.1–0.6 <0.001!

Sometimes 0.6 0.3–1.2 0.333
I was made afraid that I would get hurt (N = 790; control group 725)
Lots of times 1.2 0.9–1.7 0.175
Sometimes 1.2 0.9–1.7 0.175

Reporting
If you saw another student being bullied at school would you tell someone? (N = 828;
control group 753)
I would tell someone 3.5 1.5–8.2 0.005!

I might tell someone 3.7 1.3–10.7 0.015!

Last term did you tell anyone that you were being bullied? (N = 828; control group 758)
Wasn’t bullied 1.1 0.9–1.4 0.455
Told no one 0.9 0.6–1.2 0.412

! Significant at p < 0.05
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Table 10.5. Proportion (%) of types of reported bullying behaviour in the
longitudinal student cohort from baseline to post-test2

Intervention Control

Baseline
(N = 1,046)

Post1
(N = 997)

Post2
(N = 876)

Baseline
(N = 922)

Post1
(N = 883)

Post2
(N = 793)

Hurtful teasing
Lots 5.0 4.8 6.0 6.2 5.1 5.4
Sometimes 24.4 24.1 25.2 22.4 27.8 29.8
Never 70.6 71.1 68.8 71.4 67.1 64.8

Hurtful names
Lots 6.9 6.4 7.1 6.8 6.2 5.7
Sometimes 25.6 23.2 26.1 25.6 25.3 30.4
Never 67.5 70.4 66.8 67.6 68.5 63.9

Ignored, left out
Lots 8.0 5.1 4.4 6.9 5.0 3.2
Sometimes 23.2 16.4 14.7 20.5 19.1 17.9
Never 68.8 78.5 80.9 72.6 75.9 78.9

Pushed, hit, kicked
Lots 5.4 4.9 3.4 5.7 3.5 4.4
Sometimes 19.0 16.8 16.2 17.7 19.7 15.8
Never 75.6 78.3 80.4 76.6 76.8 79.8

Nasty stories
Lots 8.5 6.3 4.6 8.0 6.6 4.5
Sometimes 19.7 16.5 18.2 16.4 17.3 20.5
Never 71.8 77.1 77.2 75.5 76.2 74.9

Things taken
Lots 4.0 2.8 1.9 3.3 2.4 2.1
Sometimes 10.8 9.0 7.8 9.2 11.5 7.8
Never 85.2 88.1 90.3 87.4 86.1 90.1

Made afraid
Lots 4.7 2.6 3.1 5.4 3.3 2.9
Sometimes 16.7 14.5 10.8 15.4 15.6 13.1
Never 78.6 82.9 86.1 79.1 81.0 84.0

Another way
Lots 3.2 2.0 2.7 2.1 2.1 2.0
Sometimes 5.3 6.5 4.5 6.2 6.6 9.0
Never 91.4 91.4 92.8 91.8 91.3 88.9
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Table 10.6. Summary of ANCOVA regression analysis results, adjusted for
baseline differences, socio-economic status, size of school, how often student
was bullied, and how often student bullied others and gender

Unstandardised 95% confidence
coefficients interval for B

Intervention group Std Lower Upper
(N = 847) B error T p value bound bound

Loneliness scale "0.017 0.046 "0.383 0.702 "0.11 0.07
Friendship scale 0.059 0.046 "1.272 0.204 "0.15 0.03
Peer support scale "0.114 0.048 "2.370 0.018! "0.21 "0.02
Pro-victim scale

(attitude to bully)
"0.062 0.052 "1.188 0.235 "0.16 0.04

Pro-victim scale
(attitude to victim)

0.020 0.049 0.409 0.683 "0.08 0.12

Social competence
scale

"0.053 0.048 "1.105 0.269 "0.15 0.04

Liking of school scale "0.099 0.045 2.193 0.028! 0.01 0.19
Negative outcome

expectancies if
bully scale

0.115 0.049 2.332 0.020! 0.02 0.21

Positive outcome
expectancies if
bully scale

0.042 0.053 0.795 0.427 "0.06 0.15

Reference: control group (N = 762)
! Significant at p < 0.05

school (72%). Of those students who were bullied, 70% reported they
told someone when they were bullied. As shown in Table 10.4, students
in the intervention group had significantly increased odds from base-
line to post-test2 of telling someone if they saw another student being
bullied.

Perceptions of social support/attitudes towards victims

For all perceptions and attitudes scales except liking of school and peer
support, no significant differences were detected between the interven-
tion and control students from baseline to post-test2 (table 10.6). Inter-
vention students were only significantly more likely to report they found
school to be a nice place and liked coming to school than control group
students. Control students, however, were significantly more likely to
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report greater peer support than the intervention groups from baseline to
post-test2.

Outcome expectancies if bully others

From baseline to post-test2 students were asked to indicate what they
think might happen if they were to bully another student. This outcome-
expectancies scale was divided into two factors: positive outcomes from
bullying others; and negative outcomes from bullying others. For positive
outcome expectancies such as ‘other kids would like me and think I was
tough’, there were no significant differences between intervention- and
control-group students (table 10.6). However, intervention students were
significantly more likely than control students to indicate they would
expect negative consequences such as ‘I would get into trouble’ and ‘I
would feel bad about myself ’, if they were to bully other students.

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

Given the Friendly Schools project concluded its third-year follow-up data
collection in October 2002, a longer term evaluation of the programme is
not yet available. This follow-up will be used to determine to what extent
the whole-of-school activity to address bullying has been continued and
to what extent the behavioural effects observed in intervention students
in 2001 have sustained or decayed.

A new research project called the Friendly Schools Friendly Families
project was funded and began in 2002 to build on the intervention and
outcomes of the Friendly Schools project. This project is also a 3-year ran-
domised control trial designed to address two particular weaknesses of
the Friendly Schools project: the intervention schools’ capacity to manage
whole-school change to address bullying; and more-expansive strategies
involving parents. The target audience is again the whole primary-school
community, a representative committee, grades 2, 4, and 6 students, and
their teachers and parents. The study schools were randomly selected
from all those schools that were not involved in the Friendly Schools
project.

The Friendly Schools Friendly Families project has a cohort of 4,000
grades 2, 4, and 6 students, and their parents and teachers from 20 ran-
domly selected schools in the Perth metropolitan area. This cohort is to be
tracked from April 2002 until November 2003. Schools were randomly
assigned to 1 of 3 intervention conditions, to test the effect of differ-
ing levels of a comprehensive whole-school programme on staff, student,
and parent responses to bullying. The high-intervention schools have
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received a whole-school programme manual (revised and improved from
the Friendly Schools project), incorporating intensive parent involvement
through the use of home activity sheets, newsletter items, and other activ-
ities designed to enhance students’ social skills and to reduce bullying.

Schools in the moderate-intervention condition also received a whole-
school programme similar to the high intervention, but without the
expanded parent component. The whole-school programme for both
high- and moderate-intervention schools encourages the review and
refinement of schools’ current bullying or behaviour management pol-
icy and procedures, and provides strategies and activities for schools to
implement this policy actively to engage staff, students, and parents to
help reduce bullying. In both intervention conditions teachers from pre-
primary grades to grade 7 receive a set of introductory learning activities
about bullying and social-skill development for use in their classrooms.

The two intervention groups are also receiving innovative capacity-
building strategies for staff and parents to enhance the likelihood of imple-
mentation success (9 hours in each of the 2 intervention years).

The low-intervention condition received only a framework with infor-
mation about strategies that they could utilise to address bullying, based
on the Principles of successful practice for the reduction of bullying. These
schools received a brief (15-minute) meeting with project staff who talked
about the framework and associated information. No other training or
support was provided.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

A potential confounding factor during the Friendly Schools intervention
trial was the interest in, and demand from, non-study schools to obtain
copies of the project’s intervention materials. Schools were assured that
at the conclusion of the study in 2002, if the results were promising, the
intervention materials would be available nationally for purchase. Due to
this ongoing demand, in April 2002 the materials were released for sale to
government and non-government schools throughout Western Australia.
Following the official launch of the project’s results in September 2002,
information about the project and the intervention materials are to be
disseminated for sale to schools throughout Australia.

Rarely, prior to the release of educational materials for schools are edu-
cators given empirical evidence of the materials’ effectiveness. Resound-
ingly educators, who have seen or used the materials, have commented on
the value of the extensive formative work to construct the Principles of suc-
cessful practice for bullying reduction in schools and the extent to which these
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match and are easily integrated with schools’ experiences and practices.
The release of the formative research process and findings has largely
contributed to the current demand for the Friendly Schools materials.

The timing of this bullying-related research has been fortuitous for
the dissemination of the Friendly Schools project intervention materials.
Since the late 1990s in Australia, there has been a greater commitment
by government and non-government agencies to enhance the mental and
emotional health of children, and a desire for evidence-based programmes
for this to be achieved.
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11 The Expect Respect project: preventing
bullying and sexual harassment in US
elementary schools

Barri Rosenbluth, Daniel J. Whitaker, Ellen Sanchez,
and Linda Anne Valle

Impetus for the intervention, early stages of
planning, and funding

The Expect Respect project was developed by SafePlace, the sole provider
of comprehensive sexual and domestic violence prevention and interven-
tion services in Austin, Texas. Since 1989, SafePlace has been provid-
ing school-based counselling and support groups for students who have
experienced dating, sexual, or domestic violence, and educational pro-
grammes in schools for students, parents, and school staff. These services
began in response to requests from school counsellors who were aware of
young women in physically abusive dating relationships. SafePlace coun-
sellors initiated weekly support groups at several local high schools and
middle schools to help abused girls to increase their personal safety, social
support, and skills for healthy relationships. Over the years, additional
counselling and support-group services were added to respond to the
needs of boys and girls in grades K-12 who had experienced dating, sex-
ual, or domestic violence. In an effort to reduce the incidence of dating
violence SafePlace began in 1995 to investigate strategies for promoting
safe and respectful relationships among younger children, with the intent
of raising their expectations and skills for respectful behaviour in future
dating relationships.

Discussions with elementary school teachers and counsellors revealed
that children as young as 11 years were already engaging in dating
behaviours, and that frequently these relationships involved behaviours
that could be described as bullying and sexual harassment, including
hitting, pushing, unwanted touching, name-calling, and put-downs. A
review of the research on bullying and sexual harassment revealed sim-
ilarities with the dynamics seen in abusive dating relationships. The
terms bullying, sexual harassment, and dating violence all refer to aggres-
sive acts that are intended to hurt or control another person, are often
repeated over time, and occur in the context of a relationship in which

211



212 Rosenbluth, Whitaker, Sanchez, and Valle

the bully/harasser/abuser has more physical or social power than the
target/victim. The effects of these hurtful and intimidating behaviours
impact not only the targeted individual but also contribute to a hostile
school environment, one that teaches all students that abusive behaviour
is acceptable in peer relationships. It has been asserted that

Indeed, if school authorities sanction the students who sexually harass by not
intervening, the schools may be encouraging a continued pattern of violence in
relationships. This encouragement goes beyond those directly involved; it also
conveys a message to those who observe these incidents that to engage in such
behavior is acceptable. Other bystanders may receive the message that they may
be the next to be harassed, and no one will do anything to prevent it. (Stein, 1995:
148)

With these theoretical linkages in mind, SafePlace, in partnership with
the Austin Independent School District (AISD) and researchers from the
University of Texas (UT), received funding from the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention in 1997 to develop, implement, and evaluate a
programme for the primary prevention of intimate partner violence. The
previous decade of collaboration between SafePlace and AISD provided a
strong foundation for an effective partnership for conducting the project:
12 AISD schools participated.

The Expect Respect project targeted the involvement of all mem-
bers of the school community in recognising and responding to bully-
ing and sexual harassment among students. The project’s design was
based upon the previous research of Olweus and his colleagues (Olweus,
Limber, and Mihalic, 1999), who demonstrated significant reductions
in bullying and improvements in school climate following a multi-level
intervention programme. To achieve reductions in bullying and sexual
harassment behaviours and improvement in campus climate, the Expect
Respect project utilised 5 programme components, including classroom
curriculum; staff training; policy development; parent education; and
support services. The intervention was delivered for 2 consecutive years.

Selection of schools

Elementary schools were selected because they were believed to provide
greater opportunity for changing social norms among young children
and the adults in their lives. Only fifth-grade students were selected for
the curriculum component because staff resources were not sufficient to
provide curriculum to all grade levels. Fifth-grade students were selected
for the curriculum component because they were the oldest students in
the school and thus might provide role models for younger children on
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campus. Project staff also believed fifth-graders would benefit most from
the project because they would soon be exposed to more serious forms
of bullying and sexual harassment in middle school and, for many, new
roles as boyfriend or girlfriend. With the support of the AISD Director of
Guidance and Counseling, 6 pairs of schools representing a cross-section
of the AISD were selected.

Characteristics of schools and students

The pairs of schools were located in 4 distinct geographic areas of
Austin that served ethnically and economically distinct communities. The
school pairs were matched and similar on variables including ethnicity,
limited-English proficiency, and the socio-economic status of students,
the school’s passing rates on the statewide academic skills test (TAAS),
total school population, and fifth-grade population. Through random
assignment, 1 school in each pair was placed in the intervention group
and 1 school was placed in the comparison group.

At the beginning of the intervention, there were 929 and 834 stu-
dents in the intervention and comparison schools, respectively, aged 10–
11 years. The sample was evenly split between boys (50.3%) and girls
(48.3%); 55% self-identified as White, 27.6% as Hispanic, and 15.4% as
African American. Ethnic distributions were nearly identical across the
intervention (54.9% White, 27.1% Hispanic, 15.9% African American)
and comparison schools (55.1% White, 28.0% Hispanic, 15.0% African
American).

Components of the intervention programme

Classroom curriculum

Twelve weekly sessions, adapted from Bullyproof: a teachers’ guide on
teasing and bullying for use with fourth and fifth grade students (Stein and
Sjostrom, 1996), were provided to all fifth-grade students in the interven-
tion schools. The Bullyproof curriculum was selected because it focused
on increasing the ability and willingness of bystanders to intervene, and
thus might reduce the social acceptance of bullying and sexual harass-
ment. In addition, Bullyproof, a joint publication of the Wellesley College
Center for Research on Women and the National Education Associa-
tion Professional Library, had been developed and piloted in classrooms
by teachers, and was designed to be taught in conjunction with litera-
ture typically read by students in the fifth grade. Because Bullyproof best
fit the project’s goals and was designed to integrate easily into existing
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classroom lessons, it was selected by project staff despite the absence of
a completed programme evaluation.

In 3 of the 6 intervention schools, the intervention was conducted in
the fall semester, and in the other 3 intervention schools, it was con-
ducted in the spring semester. The Bullyproof lessons were designed to
help students to distinguish playful teasing and joking around from hurt-
ful teasing and bullying, enhance students’ knowledge about bullying and
sexual harassment, and develop students’ skills for responding as a tar-
get or bystander of bullying or harassment. Students were encouraged
to become ‘courageous bystanders’ by speaking up or getting help from
an adult when they witnessed someone being mistreated. The lessons
included writing assignments, role plays of how to intervene upon wit-
nessing bullying, and class discussions.

Staff training

At the beginning of the project, the author of Bullyproof provided a
6-hour training to administrators, counsellors, and fifth-grade teachers.
In addition, 3-hour training sessions were provided once per semester
at each campus for all personnel, including bus drivers, cafeteria work-
ers, hall monitors, and office staff. A combination of lecture, discussion,
and experiential activities from the curriculum was used. Training was
designed to raise awareness of bullying and sexual harassment and to pre-
pare school personnel to respond effectively to witnessed or reported inci-
dents. The training presentation included research on bullying and sexual
harassment; strategies for building a consistent response at the individual,
classroom, and school-wide levels; strategies to enhance mutual respect
among students; practice in using lessons from the curriculum; and meth-
ods for integrating the lessons into other subject areas including social
studies, language arts, and health.

Policy development

The project staff encouraged administrators to develop a campus policy to
ensure consistent responses by all staff members to incidents and reports
of bullying and sexual harassment. To facilitate this process, project staff
developed a policy template that was provided to campus administrators.
The template included a statement of philosophy, working definitions of
bullying and sexual harassment, expectations for actions in response to
incidents and reports, and a statement of commitment to maintaining
the confidentiality of targets, witnesses who report incidents, and stu-
dents accused of bullying or harassing others. Principals were urged to
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solicit input from school staff and create a policy document that would be
approved by the Campus Advisory Council (consisting of staff and par-
ent representatives) at each school. Principals were expected to present
the policy to school staff, students, and parents, and to provide training
as needed for implementation. The extent to which this happened varied
between schools.

Parent education

Project staff attempted to build support for the project and its objectives
among parents through educational presentations and newsletters. Edu-
cational presentations were offered twice each year in the evening at each
school, with parent attendance varying by site. The presentations pro-
vided information about the project, the vocabulary being used to discuss
bullying and sexual harassment at school, strategies for helping children
who are bullied, bully others, and witness bullying, tips for responding
to and preventing bullying among siblings, and school and community
resources for children and families experiencing bullying, sexual harass-
ment, and dating, sexual, or domestic violence. Each semester, parent
newsletters were sent home with students in participating schools. The
newsletters contained updates on the project activities, students’ Bul-
lyproof class work, strategies for helping children with bullying problems
and for responding to bullying behaviour among siblings, summer read-
ing lists of children’s books dealing with the subject of bullying, and
information about relevant school and community resources.

Support services

SafePlace counsellors were available to assist school counsellors by pro-
viding school-based counselling and advocacy for victims of sexual and
domestic violence. A specialised session was also provided to school coun-
sellors to help them to respond effectively to students who repeatedly are
targets or perpetrators of bullying or harassment. This exposure provided
information on concrete strategies that reduced victim vulnerability (e.g.
alternatives to conflict resolution and miscommunication approaches),
as well as legal issues. At the beginning of the project, all school coun-
sellors received a comprehensive resource manual containing reading
and resource materials for bullying, sexual harassment, and dating, sex-
ual, and domestic violence. The manual was intended to help school
counsellors in their efforts to link children and families with community
resources. The extent to which counsellors used the manual was not for-
mally assessed, albeit anecdotal evidence obtained through requests to
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(not used)

Fig. 11.1 Intervention and assessment schedule for the fall and spring
cohorts.

SafePlace for additional training and support suggests that some coun-
sellors used the materials.

Evaluation framework and procedures

This chapter reports the results of a student survey that was administered
in all participating schools at the beginning of the fall semester, at the end
of the fall semester, and at the end of the spring semester. This longitudi-
nal evaluation procedure differs from the age-matched cohort procedure
found in some other evaluation studies, such as in Bergen (chapter 2)
or Sheffield (chapter 6). However, the comparison of randomly selected
intervention and control schools permits an evaluation of what are inter-
vention, rather than age, effects.

The first survey administration (at the beginning of the fall semester)
was considered the baseline datum-point for all students. The post-
intervention datum-point differed, however, according to when the inter-
vention was delivered. At schools in which the intervention was delivered
in the fall semester and the corresponding comparison schools, the post-
intervention datum-point was the second survey administration (i.e. end
of the fall semester). At schools in which the intervention was delivered
in the spring semester, the post-intervention datum-point was the third
survey administration (i.e. the end of the spring semester); see fig. 11.1.
Students at fall-intervention schools thus completed the baseline assess-
ment approximately 3 weeks before the intervention began, whereas stu-
dents at spring-intervention schools completed the baseline assessment
about 5 months before the intervention began. Semester of intervention
delivery was statistically controlled in analyses involving post-intervention
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survey results. Only students from schools in which the intervention was
delivered in the fall and their corresponding comparison schools were
considered to have completed the follow-up survey. For these students,
the follow-up assessment was completed approximately 5 months after
the end of the intervention. A total of 1,763 students completed the
baseline survey, 1,406 completed the post-intervention survey, and 700
completed the follow-up survey.

Several variables were measured at each assessment point. Analyses
were focused on variables congruent with the goals of the curriculum,
including reports of bullying behaviours and students’ reactions to dif-
ferent bullying behaviours, students’ intentions to act in specific ways
upon witnessing bullying behaviours (name-calling and physical vio-
lence), students’ perceptions of the actions of adults who witness bullying
behaviours, and students’ awareness of bullying and sexual harassment
behaviours. Indices were constructed via factor analyses of baseline data
whenever possible and the students’ scores on the various factors were
analysed.

Bullying behaviour and student responses

At baseline students were asked if they had ever been bullied, and at
post-intervention and follow-up students were asked if they had been bul-
lied in the past 3 months. Students who indicated they had experienced
bullying were asked what the bully did (i.e. name calling, threatening,
hit/kick/shove) and what they did when it happened. Two categories of
bullying behaviours were created: physical bullying (i.e. hit/kick/shove)
and verbal bullying (i.e. name-calling, threats). Students’ responses to
being bullied were factor analysed and 3 factors were derived: told an
adult (2 items: told a parent; told an adult at school); made a verbal
response (3 items: told the bully to stop; asked friends for help; said
something to make the bully stop); and ignored the bullying (2 items:
ignored the behaviour or hit, kicked, or shoved the bully (reverse scored)).
Finally, students reported how often they had witnessed bullying in the
past week (never, once or twice, almost every day), and this measure was
dichotomised into witnessed or did not witness bullying.

Student intentions to act upon witnessing bullying behaviour

Students were asked to select specific actions they intended to take if
they witnessed a student beating up on another student or calling another
student names. Two factors were derived: telling someone (2 items: telling
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a parent; telling an adult at school); and directly intervening (2 items:
telling the bully to stop; helping the student to get away).

Student perception of adult action

Students reported the actions they believed adults at their school would
take if they witnessed a student beating up on another student. Two fac-
tors were derived: intervention (5 items: calling the parent; sending the
bully to the office; punishing the bully; telling the bully to stop; send-
ing the bully to an alternative school); and, no intervention (3 items).
Students also reported the actions they believed adults at their school
would take if they heard name-calling. The 3 derived factors were mild
intervention (3 items: telling the bully to stop; punishing the bully; telling
the victim to ignore the bully); strong intervention (3 items: calling the
parents; sending the bully to the office; sending the bully to an alternative
school); and, no intervention (2 items).

Bullying and sexual harassment awareness

For each of 14 behaviours, students indicated if they believed the
behaviour constituted bullying - 9 items consisted of bullying behaviours
(e.g. pushing, taking things, threatening); and 5 items did not (e.g. telling
someone to leave you alone, not sharing). The measure of bullying aware-
ness was the number of behaviours students correctly identified as a bul-
lying or non-bullying item (range 0–14). Similarly, students indicated
if they believed each of 9 behaviours constituted sexual harassment - 6
items consisted of sexual harassment behaviours (e.g. pressuring some-
one for sex), and 3 did not (e.g. telling someone you like him or her). The
measure of sexual-harassment awareness was the number of behaviours
students correctly identified (range 0–9).

Attitudes

Students responded to 21 attitude items using a 3-point agree–disagree
scale. (Students in year 2 used a 5-point scale, but responses were recoded
to a 3-point scale to combine the data.) Items were factor analysed and
fell into five factors: (1) positive attitudes about bullies (6 items: e.g.
I would be friends with someone who bullies others; A boy is weak if
he doesn’t fight a bully); (2) feeling safe at school (3 items: I feel safe
at school, The adults at my school do a good job of stopping bullying);
(3) bullying is OK in relationships (6 items: e.g. It’s okay for a boyfriend
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to hit his girlfriend if she calls him mean names; Someone who hits his or
her girlfriend or boyfriend is a bully); (4) beliefs that sexual harassment
happens only to adults and girls (2 items); (5) attitude about asking for
help if bullied (3 items: A boy is brave if he asks an adult for help with a
bully).

Hypotheses

Based on the goals of the project, we hypothesised that students in the
intervention schools, compared to students in the comparison schools,
would demonstrate greater increases in their levels of awareness of
behaviours that constitute bullying and behaviours that constitute sex-
ual harassment. We also hypothesised that, compared to students in the
comparison schools, students in the intervention schools would report a
greater increase in the appropriate actions they would take upon being
bullied or witnessing another student being bullied, and would perceive
adults as taking a more active role upon witnessing bullying behaviours,
and would change their attitudes to be less tolerant of bullies.

No hypotheses were generated about the impact of the intervention on
students’ reports of bullying or harassment behaviours (witnessing, being
a victim, or being a perpetrator of bullying). Because the intervention was
designed to increase students’ awareness, identification, and willingness
to report bullying and sexual harassment, the intervention conceivably
could be associated with an increase in reported bullying behaviour. In
contrast, the intervention emphasised that bullying was not acceptable
and conceivably could be associated with a decrease in the frequency of
reported bullying behaviour. It was thus unclear how to interpret changes
in reported bullying behaviour, and analyses were exploratory.

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties
in implementing the intervention

To complete the project, staff had to be flexible and able to adapt activities
and schedules to meet the unique needs of each school, resulting in some
modifications to the original design and materials. The modifications are
described below.

Participating schools

Of the 6 intervention schools, 2 declined to participate in the project
during the second year. One of the schools became the focus of the
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state education agency’s response to serious educational and manage-
ment problems that precluded continuation in the project. At the other
school, the principal felt the first year of intervention was sufficient to
reduce bullying and chose to use staff time for other priorities. The two
corresponding comparison schools also were removed from the study in
the second year.

Classroom curriculum

All classes in the intervention schools received the same lessons and
utilised the same materials. Project educators facilitated the lessons with
varying involvement of school staff. Although teachers and school coun-
sellors were expected to co-facilitate the lessons, many preferred to have
the lessons facilitated solely by the project’s educators.

At the beginning of the project, staff selected lessons from Bullyproof
to include in a 12-session facilitator’s guide to ensure all students in the
project received the same lessons. Project staff created one additional
lesson to address the influence of gender roles on boys and girls, and
their expectations for dating relationships. Based on focus-group data
at the end of the first year, project staff replaced one of the Bullyproof
lessons with a new lesson on healthy relationships. In addition, one of
the Bullyproof lessons was modified at the beginning of the second year
at the request of several parents who objected to the content of a sce-
nario included in the lesson about sexual harassment. The parents were
concerned that the scenario, based on a real-life peer sexual harassment
case, might frighten fifth-graders. To maintain consistency across schools,
project staff used the revised version in all classes during the second year.

Monolingual Spanish-speaking students presented additional chal-
lenges. Although materials were translated into Spanish, there is no
Spanish term that is equivalent to the English word ‘bully’ or ‘bullying’,
and neither the term nor the concept translates accurately. Although some
project staff spoke Spanish (e.g. project co-ordinator, SafePlace coun-
sellors), the project educators did not, and depended on the classroom
teacher to facilitate the lessons. These limitations raise concerns about the
consistency with which the programme was implemented for Spanish-
speaking students, and their data were excluded from the evaluation.
In addition to language, there were concerns regarding cultural differ-
ences in gender role expectations and definitions of healthy relationships.
Thus, the cultural sensitivity and cultural relevance of the programme
for Spanish-speaking students have not been established, indicating the
need for additional modifications and evaluation before implementing
the programme with monolingual Spanish-speaking groups.
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Staff training

Year 1 trainings were conducted as previously described. During the sec-
ond year, however, training time was limited due to increased emphasis
district-wide on raising standardised test scores. In some schools, the
project’s staff training was divided into two parts and presented after
school hours at regularly scheduled faculty meetings. Teachers were often
tired at the end of the day, and some may have been resentful at hav-
ing to stay late for the training. In some schools, non-teaching staff and
staff not regularly on duty during training hours did not receive the
training.

Policy development

The development and implementation of school-wide policies and proce-
dures varied with the commitment of the principal on each campus. Prin-
cipals who were supportive of the project arranged for adequate training
time and involved their faculty in policy development. During the second
year, 2 of the 4 principals involved faculty members in writing policies
and procedures. The other principals adopted the template provided to
them by project staff without significant discussion or involvement of their
staff.

Results of the evaluation

Dependent variables were analysed using hierarchical modelling using the
SAS Proc Mixed for normally distributed dependent variables and the
SAS macro GLIMMIX for dependent variables lacking a normal distri-
bution. Two sets of analyses were done for each variable. The first tested
changes from baseline to post intervention, and the second tested changes
from baseline to follow-up. For each variable, the statistical model crossed
Group (intervention vs. comparison), Time (baseline vs. post or baseline
vs. follow-up), and Gender (male vs. female). Year (1 vs. 2) and Semester
of intervention (fall vs. spring) were included as control variables. (Note:
semester was controlled only in post-intervention analyses. Analyses indi-
cated Year and Semester did not moderate interactions between Group,
Time, and Gender for most dependent variables.) The primary effect of
interest was the Group ! Time interaction, so the discussion focuses on
variables for which this was significant.

Table 11.1 shows the means (standard deviations in parentheses) or
percentages for the relevant dependent variables by Group (intervention
vs. comparison) and Time (baseline, post intervention, follow-up). The



Table 11.1. Baseline, post-intervention, and follow-up means (standard deviations) or percentages for intervention and
comparison groups

Intervention Comparison Significant effects

Variable Baseline Post Follow-up Baseline Post Follow-up
Baseline
to post

Baseline to
follow-up

Behaviours
Victim of any bullying 40.8% 36.7% 30.1% 47.5% 34.7% 28.7% T, G!T T
Victim of physical bullying 15.2% 11.1% 7.8% 19.5% 13.4% 7.9% G, T T, S
Victim of verbal bullying 31.2% 29.8% 19.0% 36.8% 26.8% 17.0% T, G!T T, S
Response to physical bullying:

Told an adult
0.77 (.82) 0.87 (.71) 074 (.85) 0.83 (.80) 0.55 (.79) 0.62 (.82) G!T S!G!T

Boys 0.70 (.70) 0.96 (.86) 0.84 (.90) 0.73 (.81) (0.44) (.73) 0.44 (.78) — G!T
Girls 0.85 (.72) 0.73 (0.75) 0.58 (.79) 0.97 (.77) 0.69 (.86) 1.16 (.75) — T

Response to physical bullying:
Verbal response

0.84 (.87) 1.04 (.80) 0.93 (.77) 0.90 (.83) 0.77 (.79) 0.71 (.81) S!G!T None

Boys 0.87 (.93) 1.04 (.86) 0.95 (.78) 0.90 (.84) 0.54 (.65) 0.61 (.70) G!T —
Girls 0.81 (.81) 1.03 (.72) 0.92 (.67) 0.90 (.82) 1.08 (.87) 1.00 (1.09) None —

Response to physical bullying:
Ignored

1.06 (.61) 1.14 (.60) 1.00 (.68) 0.93 (.65) 1.00 (.74) 1.17 (.76) S!G!T None

Boys 1.01 (.59) 1.06 (.62) 1.00 (.67) 0.83 (.67) 1.10 (.79) 1.22 (.81) T —
Girls 1.11 (.63) 1.26 (.57) 1.00 (.74) 1.07 (.60) 0.86 (.64) 1.00 (.63) G!T —

Reaction to verbal bullying:
Told an adult

0.59 (.69) 0.44 (.66) 0.50 (.69) 0.64 (.75) 0.48 (.72) 0.61 (.77) S, T T, S

Reaction to verbal bullying:
Verbal response

0.59 (.76) 0.60 (.68) 0.63 (.69) 0.70 (.75) 0.58 (.72) 0.75 (.59) S S

Reaction to verbal bullying:
Ignored

1.34 (.60) 1.33 (.59) 1.28 (.59) 1.34 (.59) 1.39 (.64) 1.36 (.59) none none



Witnessed bullying in past week 38.4% 60.6% 53.8% 47.3% 53.0% 42.4% T, G!T T, G!T,
S!G!T

Boys 35.7% 58.4% 47.6% 45.7% 49.6% 47.0% — T, G!T
Girls 40.2% 63.2% 60.5% 49.1% 55.8% 38.7% — T, G ! T

Bullied another student in the
past week

10.6% 17.0% 20.8% 11.2% 17.8% 13.7% T, G S, G!T

Intended self-action if
witnessed physical (beating
up on) or verbal (name
calling) bullying

Physical bullying: Tell an adult 1.06 (.75) 1.21 (.78) 1.22 (.77) 1.02 (.75) 1.14 (.80) 1.19 (.81) T, S T, S
Physical bullying:

Directly intervening
0.90 (.81) 1.26 (.81) 1.23 (.81) 0.94 (.81) 1.06 (.83) 1.02 (.83) T, G!T T, G!T

Verbal bullying: Tell an adult 0.85 (.78) 0.88 (.86) 0.89 (.84) 0.80 (.78) 0.88 (.83) 0.90 (.84) T, S!T!G None
Boys 0.70 (.76) 0.67 (.83) 0.77 (.85) 0.67 (.76) 0.79 (.82) 0.78 (.84) G!T —
Girls 1.00 (.76) 1.09 (.84) 1.00 (.84) 0.93 (.78) 0.96 (.83) 1.01 (.81) T —

Verbal bullying:
Directly intervening

0.86 (.75) 1.08 (.76) 1.06 (.77) 0.93 (.76) 0.92 (.80) 0.93 (.75) T, G!T S, T, S!
G!T

Boys 0.79 (.73) 0.99 (.77) 0.89 (.74) 0.86 (.73) 0.80 (.78) 0.83 (.76) — None
Girls 0.92 (.77) 1.17 (.74) 1.23 (.77) 1.00 (.78) 1.03 (.80) 1.02 (.74) — T, G!T

Students’ perceptions of adults’
likely reactions to witnessing
physical (beating up on) or
verbal (name calling)
bullying

Physical bullying: Intervention 2.50 (1.46) 2.91 (1.51) 2.87 (1.47) 2.59 (1.49) 2.88 (1.53) 2.94 (1.47) T T
Physical bullying: No

intervention
0.19 (.44) 0.26 (.49) 0.22 (.45) 0.17 (.41) 0.20 (.44) 0.20 (.43) G, T T

Verbal bullying: Strong
intervention

0.94 (1.00) 0.85 (1.04) 0.89 (1.02) 0.97 (1.02) 0.97 (1.06) 1.00 (1.07) None None

Verbal bullying: Mild
intervention

0.95 (.74) 1.20 (.75) 1.25 (.75) 1.04 (.78) 1.17 (.78) 1.24 (.77) T, G!T T

(cont.)



Table 11.1. (cont.)

Intervention Comparison Significant effects

Variable Baseline Post Follow-up Baseline Post Follow-up
Baseline
to post

Baseline to
follow-up

Verbal bullying: No
intervention

0.11 (.34) 0.14 (.37) 0.12 (.33) 0.07 (.27) 0.13 (.35) 0.10 (.30) G, T None

Awareness
Bullying awareness score 11.16 (2.77) 11.66 (2.27) 11.83 (2.30) 11.19 (2.74) 11.46 (2.45) 11.40 (2.52) T, S T
Sexual harassment awareness

score
7.11 (1.53) 8.09 (1.18) 8.09 (1.17) 7.13 (1.52) 7.85 (1.30) 7.68 (1.43) T, G!T T, G!T

Attitudes
Pro-bully attitude 2.97 (2.12) 3.23 (2.36) 3.26 (2.30) 3.05 (2.17) 3.50 (2.47) 3.32 (2.34) T, S,

S!G!T
T, S

Boys 3.27 (2.32) 3.80 (2.71) 3.66 (2.58) 3.34 (2.36) 3.75 (2.68) 3.77 (2.60) none —
Girls 2.63 (1.79) 2.63 (1.76) 2.80 (1.80) 2.72 (1.95) 3.19 (2.26) 2.82 (2.00) T, T!G —

Feeling safe at school 5.64 (1.43) 5.26 (1.83) 5.42 (1.74) 5.82 (1.41) 5.49 (1.66) 5.56 (1.61) T S!G!T
Boys 5.75 (1.39) 5.33 (1.86) 5.61 (1.67) 5.93 (1.33) 5.51 (1.67) 5.56 (1.71) — T
Girls 5.57 (1.46) 5.20 (1.80) 5.22 (1.81) 5.73 (1.46) 5.50 (1.65) 5.59 (1.55) — T

OK to bully in relationship 11.09 (1.91) 11.28 (1.74) 11.50 (1.53) 11.27 (1.88) 11.36 (1.76) 11.56 (1.81) T, S T, S
Only girls/adults sexually

harassed
2.49 (1.43) 1.82 (1.04) 1.85 (1.07) 2.28 (1.32) 1.89 (1.12) 1.88 (1.08) T, S, T!G T, S

OK to ask for help if bullied 5.30 (0.45) 4.99 (0.43) 4.99 (0.46) 5.28 (0.46) 5.01 (0.46) 4.85 (0.47) T, S T, S

Effects: T = Time (baseline vs. post), G = Group (intervention vs. comparison), S = Gender (male vs. female).
Only Time and Group effects that are significant at p < .05 are shown. All analyses included Gender as a factor in the model and controlled for
year and semester of intervention.
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final two columns list the significant effects for Group (G), Time (T), and
Gender (S). Where Gender moderated the Group ! Time interaction,
analyses were conducted separately for boys and girls.

Bullying behaviour

For the percentage of students reporting having been bullied in any way,
there was a Group ! Time interaction. Students in the intervention
schools reported equal amounts of bullying at baseline and post inter-
vention (p = .10), whereas students in the comparison schools reported
having been bullied less at post intervention than at baseline (p < .001).
There was a significant Group ! Time interaction for verbal bullying, but
not for physical bullying, suggesting that the decrease in bullying from
baseline to post intervention in comparison schools was primarily due to
the decrease in verbal bullying. Students in intervention schools reported
no differences in being verbally bullied from baseline to post intervention
(p = .60), whereas students in comparison schools reported a decrease
(p < .001). The Group ! Time interaction from baseline to follow-up
was not significant for any type of bullying behaviour.

Because reactions to physical and verbal bullying were expected to
differ, students’ responses to being bullied (i.e. told an adult, verbal
response, ignored the bullying) were analysed separately for students
who were physically bullied and students who were verbally bullied. The
Group ! Time interaction for telling an adult was significant for responses
to physical bullying (p < .001), with students in intervention schools indi-
cating a similar likelihood of telling an adult at baseline and post interven-
tion (p = .49), and students in comparison schools reporting a decrease
in telling an adult (p = .01). At follow-up, this significant decrease was
present only for boys. There was a significant Gender ! Group ! Time
interaction for students’ verbal responses to physical bullying. Analy-
ses by gender indicated the effect was limited to boys. In intervention
schools, boys’ verbal responses to being physically bullied did not change
from baseline to post intervention (p = .11), whereas boys in comparison
schools reported a decrease in verbal responses (p = .009). Analyses of
baseline to follow-up differences were not significant. There was a Gen-
der ! Group ! Time interaction for ignoring physical bullying (p = .02).
Follow-up analyses indicated that Group effects were limited to girls. In
intervention schools, girls’ reports of ignoring physical bullying did not
change from baseline to post intervention (p = .42), whereas girls in
comparison schools reported a decrease in ignoring bullying (p = .04);
the baseline to follow-up comparison was not significant. None of the



226 Rosenbluth, Whitaker, Sanchez, and Valle

students’ responses to verbal bullying (i.e. told an adult, made a verbal
response, ignored) demonstrated a significant Group ! Time interaction
at post intervention or at follow-up.

There was a significant Group ! Time interaction for the frequency of
witnessing bullying. Students in intervention schools reported an increase
in witnessing bullying (p < .001), whereas students in comparison schools
did not (p = .06). The interaction was significant at follow-up, but was
moderated by Gender. Follow-up analyses indicated the difference was
larger for girls than it was for boys. In analyses of bullying other students,
the Group ! Time interaction was non-significant at post intervention,
but significant at follow-up. Students in intervention schools reported an
increase in bullying others at follow-up (p < .001), whereas students in
comparison schools did not change (p = .73).

Students’ intended responses to witnessing bullying

Analyses of students’ intentions to tell an adult if they witnessed a student
beating up on another student resulted in only Gender and Time main
effects at post intervention and follow-up. Analyses of responses that stu-
dents intended to directly intervene revealed a Group ! Time interaction.
Students in both intervention (p < .001) and comparison schools (p =
.003) reported greater intentions to directly intervene at post intervention
than at baseline, but the mean difference was larger for students in inter-
vention schools than in comparison schools. The Group ! Time inter-
action was significant at follow-up, but only for students in intervention
schools (p < .001) and not for students in comparison schools (p = .28).
Analyses of students’ intentions to tell an adult or directly intervene upon
witnessing name calling revealed a Gender ! Group ! Time interaction
for telling an adult. Data were analysed separately for boys and girls, with
no significant results for girls. For boys, there was a Group ! Time inter-
action. In intervention schools, boys’ intentions to tell someone did not
change from baseline to post intervention (p = .71), whereas in compar-
ison schools, boys’ intentions to tell someone increased (p = .006). The
results of analyses of baseline to follow-up analyses were not significant.
Students’ intentions to intervene directly upon witnessing name-calling
revealed a Group ! Time interaction with increases from baseline to post
intervention observed for students in intervention schools (p < .001), but
not in comparison schools (p = .60). At follow-up, this Group ! Time
interaction was moderated by Gender, and subsequent analyses indicated
significant effects only for girls in the intervention group.
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Perceptions of adults’ actions upon witnessing bullying

Of the 5 dependent variables assessing students’ beliefs about what adults
would do upon witnessing a student beating up on another student or
overhearing name-calling, the only Group ! Time interaction that was
significant was adults’ mild intervention for name-calling. Although both
the intervention and comparison groups were more likely to believe adults
would respond with a mild intervention (ps < .001), the change from
baseline to post intervention was greater for students in intervention
schools than in comparison schools.

Bullying and sexual-harassment awareness

The Group ! Time interaction for bullying awareness was not signif-
icant. There was a significant Group ! Time interaction for sexual-
harassment awareness from baseline to post intervention and from base-
line to follow-up. Students in both intervention and comparison schools
reported increases in sexual-harassment awareness (ps < .001), but the
increase was greater for students in intervention schools than in compar-
ison schools.

Attitudes

For the 5 attitudes measures, only two Group ! Time interactions were
significant from baseline to post intervention, and one Group ! Time
interaction was significant from baseline to follow-up. For pro-bully atti-
tudes, there was a Gender ! Group ! Time interaction from baseline
to post intervention. Separate analyses for males and females showed
that a Group ! Time interaction was found for females only. Attitudes
of girls in intervention schools did not change baseline to post (p =
.95), whereas attitudes of girls in control schools became more pro-bully
(p < .001). The second baseline to post effect was for beliefs about who
is bullied, which revealed a significant Group ! Time interaction. Both
groups showed a decrease in beliefs that only girls get bullied from base-
line to post (both p < .001), but the decrease was larger for students in
intervention schools. Last, the baseline to follow-up analyses of feeling
safe at school showed a Gender ! Group ! Time interaction. Follow-up
analyses showed a similar pattern for boy’s and girl’s data. For both boys
and girls, there was only a main effect of Time with both feeling less safe
over time, and no significant Group ! Time interaction (both p > .19).
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Discussion

The Expect Respect project was designed to promote awareness of bully-
ing and sexual harassment behaviours and to increase students’ ability and
willingness to intervene on behalf of targets by speaking up themselves or
getting help from an adult. The overarching goal of the programme was
to create a positive school climate in which bullying and sexual harass-
ment are not tolerated, and school staff respond consistently to incidents
and reports.

Although no significant differences in students’ bullying awareness
were observed, students who participated in the intervention, relative
to students in the comparison schools, showed a greater increase from
baseline to post intervention in their awareness and accurate identifica-
tion of behaviours constituting sexual-harassment. However, both groups
of students increased their sexual-harassment awareness over time. The
absence of significant results in bullying awareness may be associated, in
part, with the design of the student survey. The survey asked students
to identify behaviours that constituted bullying and sexual harassment
from a simple listing of behaviours, whereas the curriculum focused on
discriminating bullying and sexual-harassment behaviours within spe-
cific contexts that were absent in the survey. The mismatch between the
curriculum content and the survey questions may obscure the potential
impact of the curriculum.

With respect to appropriate responses to hypothetical bullying scenar-
ios, students in the intervention schools also were more likely to report
intending to intervene directly when witnessing another student being
physically or verbally bullied. In contrast, boys in the comparison schools
were more likely to report intending to tell an adult if they witnessed verbal
bullying. The intervention students, relative to the comparison students,
were also less likely to demonstrate a decrease over time in appropriate
responses to being bullied. Students in intervention schools, relative to
comparison students, were more likely to show an increase in their beliefs
that adults in their school would intervene upon witnessing verbal bully-
ing. The programme appeared to impact girls’ attitudes towards bullies,
as girls at intervention schools did not change their attitudes over time,
while girls at control schools became more pro-bully. The programme
did not appear to impact perceptions of safety, with all students feeling
less safe at school over time.

The impact of the intervention on reported bullying behaviours (being
a victim, witnessing bullying, bullying others) are difficult to interpret.
At baseline the survey asked about lifetime victimisation, whereas at post
intervention and follow-up the survey asked about victimisation over the
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past 3 months. A decrease is therefore expected, with no readily inter-
pretable explanation for the greater decrease in reports of being bullied
over time that was reported in the comparison schools. There was an
increase in reported bullying in the intervention schools relative to the
comparison schools for witnessing bullying (girls in particular) and per-
petrating bullying (at follow-up). As already noted, it is difficult to know
whether the increase was due to actual increases in bullying behaviours or
greater vigilance and willingness to report bullying behaviours on the part
of students in the intervention schools. One evaluation strategy that can
provide help here is the use of in-depth debriefings following the imple-
mentation of a curriculum. Asking open-ended questions to students
who receive such a curriculum can allow a researcher to understand stu-
dents’ reactions to that curriculum that quantitative surveys may miss.
Although focus groups and interviews were conducted with fifth-graders
at participating schools, the results of those sessions are not included in
this chapter.

The difficulty in interpreting the results is increased by the fact that
no independent criteria for assessing bullying or sexual harassment
behaviours (e.g. school disciplinary reports, direct observation) were
included. All results reported here are based on students’ self-reports,
which may be subject to demand characteristics, particularly in the inter-
vention schools. This represents a major flaw in the evaluation, particu-
larly if the ultimate goal of the programme is to decrease tolerance for,
and incidents of, bullying and sexual harassment. The lack of behavioural
data limits the conclusions that may be drawn regarding the efficacy of
the programme. Similarly, the measures used in the evaluation did not
permit adequate assessment of the programme goals of improving school
climate and staff consistency in responding to incidents, albeit students’
perceptions of the safety of their schools, as assessed by the questionnaire
used in the study, did not change.

Several additional limitations should be noted that suggest caution in
interpreting the evaluation results. Although statistical analyses focused
on theoretically based hypotheses, there was no correction for multiple
analyses, and some of the observed group differences may have been due
to chance. Many analyses were conducted with few significant effects,
particularly at follow-up. Finally, the mean differences, standard devi-
ations, and percentages presented in table 11.1 suggest relatively small
changes and substantial overlap among the intervention and comparison
students’ responses at pre-test and post-test. Students’ responses in the
intervention and comparison schools appeared to change similarly over
time. In spite of statistically significant differences on some variables, the
practical significance of the observed changes appears to be limited.



230 Rosenbluth, Whitaker, Sanchez, and Valle

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

In 2003 the Austin Independent School District in collaboration with
SafePlace developed and adapted district-wide policies and procedures
concerning the intervention and prevention of bullying, sexual harass-
ment, and dating violence. However, these have not yet been further
evaluated.

Dissemination and impact beyond
the programme schools

Media coverage

During the two years of implementation (1998–2000), local media cov-
ered project activities on 6 occasions (3 television, 1 radio, 2 print), and
6 state and national pieces were produced (1 television, 4 satellite broad-
casts, 1 print). Media coverage typically included information about the
incidence of bullying and sexual harassment in schools, and the relation-
ship of these behaviours to other forms of school violence. The television
and satellite broadcasts included footage of project activities including
staff training and classroom sessions. In some pieces, students, teach-
ers, principals, and project staff were interviewed about their role in the
project and the impact of the project’s activities. SafePlace utilised copies
of these videotapes and articles to illustrate project activities to funding
sources, for training, and to increase awareness and support for SafePlace
programmes.

Presentations and training

By the end of the first year of implementation (1999), 10 non-
participating schools had requested staff and parent training and class-
room presentations for students. In response, project staff provided an
abbreviated version of the services consisting of 1 staff training session,
1 parent session, and 2 classroom presentations per fifth-grade class. By
the end of the second year of implementation (2000), project staff had
presented at 17 local, state, and national conferences. These presenta-
tions typically addressed the research on bullying and sexual harassment,
intervention and prevention strategies, and the project’s results. In Austin,
training also was provided for all school bus drivers, and school guidance
counsellors, and numerous Parent Teacher Associations.

In June 2001, SafePlace hosted 2 consecutive trainings serving a total
of 80 school and agency personnel from across the USA. Entitled ‘From
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bullying to battering: School-based programs for preventing bullying, sexual
harassment, and gender violence’ each 2-day session was conducted by the
author of Bullyproof, the director of school-based services at SafePlace,
and featured a panel of local-school personnel. Participants learned a
variety of school-based intervention and prevention strategies, including
how to implement selected curriculum, provide school staff training, cre-
ate disciplinary responses, and conduct counselling and support groups.
This training was conducted again in June 2002, serving 50 participants
from throughout the USA.

During the 2001–02 school year, SafePlace worked closely with the
Austin Council of Parent Teacher Associations (ACPTA) to provide a
series of trainings on stopping bullying and sexual harassment for parents
throughout AISD. These sessions were attended by parents of children
in K-12 schools as well as school administrators, counsellors, and school-
board members. In January 2003 the ACPTA, in conjunction with a local
foundation, will host a 3-part series on bullying prevention for the Austin
community.

Summer Teen Leadership programme

The Summer Teen Leadership programme (STLP) was developed by
project staff to build teenagers’ leadership skills for confronting the prob-
lems of bullying, sexual harassment, and dating violence in their lives,
among peers, and in their communities. Each summer since the project
ended, SafePlace has provided an average of 13 teenagers with intensive
leadership training and work experience. Teenagers are recruited from
local schools and paid by the City of Austin’s Summer Youth Employ-
ment programme, with additional funds provided by SafePlace. Serving
as role models and educators for younger children, the Teen Leaders
facilitate bullying- and harassment-prevention programmes for children
at SafePlace and at summer recreation sites throughout Austin.

The National Resource Center on Domestic Violence

The Expect Respect programme (referring to all of SafePlace’s school-
based services) was selected in 2002 as a ‘Promising Practice’ by the
National Resource Center on Domestic Violence. A document entitled
‘Expect respect: A school-based programme promoting safe and healthy rela-
tionships for youth’ describing the programme’s development, implementa-
tion, evaluation, and replication guidelines can be obtained by contacting
the National Resource Center on Domestic Violence at (800) 537–2238
or on the website. (www.vawnet.org)
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Recent and future activities

Although the original Expect Respect Elementary School project ended
in 2000, the lessons learned have been helpful in further developing a
school-based model for intervening and preventing bullying and sexual
harassment. The collaborative relationship between AISD and SafePlace
continues to grow, benefiting students and families experiencing abuse,
and increasing access to specialised training for school staff on these
issues. In 2002 SafePlace was awarded a grant from the Criminal Justice
Division of the Governor’s Office under the Safe and Drug-Free Schools
and Communities Act Fund to establish school-wide bullying prevention
programmes in 4 Austin elementary schools. This project and its evalu-
ation plan have been designed to build on the lessons learned from the
original project and to overcome some of the limitations identified. Safe-
Place continues to work with additional local schools with the financial
support of individuals, schools, and community groups.

Conclusions

The substantial interest in, and implementation of, the Expect Respect
project demonstrates the broad recognition of bullying and sexual harass-
ment as a problem requiring intervention early in childhood. School
officials chose to participate in this project despite the absence of a pub-
lished programme evaluation. This demonstrates the clear need both
for the development of programmes that address bullying and sexual
harassment for young children, and the careful evaluation of those pro-
grammes. Although this project positively impacted children’s awareness
of sexual harassment and intentions to intercede upon witnessing bully-
ing, observed changes were often small and appeared to diminish over
time, and the impact of the project on other outcomes, such as school
climate, staff responses to bullying and sexual harassment, and actual inci-
dence rates of bullying and sexual harassment could not be determined
with the existing data. Finally, the cultural relevancy of the programme
has not yet been demonstrated.

The current evaluation provides lessons in conducting future evalua-
tions of school-based and other prevention programmes; it most notably
speaks to the importance of selecting well-designed and valid assessment
tools that adequately measure programme goals and objectives, and of
obtaining independent assessments of behaviours targeted for change.
Follow-up assessments need to be conducted across time to determine
the long-term efficacy of interventions. In addition, attention to ele-
ments of process evaluation (e.g. training-programme implementers to
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predetermined performance criteria, adherence to intervention proto-
cols, collection and interpretation of qualitative data) is essential in inter-
preting the outcomes of evaluations.
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12 A follow-up survey of anti-bullying
interventions in the comprehensive schools
of Kempele in 1990–98

Maila Koivisto

Impetus for the intervention study, early stages of
planning, and funding

In Finland, the increase of violent behaviour and the more and more
brutal forms of violence by children and adolescents were widely dis-
cussed in the 1980s. The tone of the discussion was often accusing. At
times, it was the parents who were held responsible for causing this unde-
sirable development, at other times the blame was put on schools and
teachers, or it was felt that society in general was at fault by neglect-
ing children and adolescents. To counteract this negative development,
two national Finnish civic organisations, the Mannerheim League for
Child Welfare (briefly Mannerheim League) and the Finnish Red Cross,
launched a nationwide campaign against violence, the Non-Violent Cam-
paign. Preparations for the campaign began in 1989, and the campaign
itself was conducted in 1990. The campaign was aimed at the whole pop-
ulation of Finland, but the work done by Mannerheim League involved
children and adolescents. One of the goals of the campaign was to raise
awareness of the violence and bullying that takes place at schools, and to
find ways to reduce and prevent violence. The campaign was based on
a solution-oriented model, which does not so much aim to find causes
and guilty parties, but rather concentrates on solving problems through
constructive discussions (Pikas, 1987).

Inspired by the Non-Violent Campaign, the local Kempele associa-
tion of Mannerheim League, together with the Mannerheim League dis-
trict organisation, decided to carry out a survey of the prevalence and
patterns of school bullying in the Kempele comprehensive schools in
1990. The representatives of the Kempele schools and the local school
authorities had a very positive attitude towards the suggested project.
As president of the local Kempele Mannerheim League association, the
present author undertook to conduct this survey on this topic, which she
found very interesting, partly through her work at the paediatric clinic
of Oulu University Hospital. The 1990 survey set out to provide a basis
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for discussion and anti-bullying action in the Kempele comprehensive
schools, and the initial project was later extended to include a follow-up
process. The following report will discuss the effects of the 1990 survey
and the resulting school policies and strategies on the occurrence of bul-
lying in the Kempele comprehensive schools during the 8-year follow-up
period.

No special funding was provided for the survey. The Mannerheim
League and its district organisation trained and employed a full-time
project manager for the 1-year campaign (1990) and a part-time man-
ager for the following 2 years to organise the work in Northern Finland,
which has a population of about 500,000. After the follow-up survey, a
report was published in Finnish. The costs of printing and distribution
were paid by the Research Foundation of the Mannerheim League for
Child Welfare, the Kempele local government, and the district organisa-
tion of Mannerheim League.

Selection of schools

The Finnish comprehensive-school system provides children of all abil-
ities a 9-year education, and school is started at the age of 7. The co-
educational comprehensive school is divided into a 6-year Lower stage
(elementary grades 1–6) and a 3-year Upper stage (junior high grades
7–9). School legislation has been amended recently, and the division
between the Lower and Upper stages will be eliminated in the future.
In the Lower stage, the instruction in each grade is mainly given by a
class teacher. The change from the Lower to the Upper stage is usually
of major significance in the pupils’ lives, as in most cases they move from
the familiar neighbourhood school to a big central school. The teach-
ing system is also different, as instruction in the Upper stage is given by
subject teachers. All the comprehensive schools in Kempele municipality
were chosen to participate in this survey.

Characteristics of schools and students

At the time of the initial survey in 1990, the northern Finnish town of
Kempele, situated near the city of Oulu (population 120,000), had a
population of 10,000. By the end of the follow-up period in 1998, the
population had increased by 10%, mainly due to immigration. At the time
of the survey, there were 4 Lower-stage schools and 1 Upper-stage school
in Kempele. In 1990, two Lower-stage schools provided education for all
elementary grades 1–6, and two schools only for the first four grades
1–4. Since 1992 3 schools, and since 1996 all the 4 Lower-stage schools
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Table 12.1. Number of the pupils participating in
the survey

Year and grade Girls Boys Total

1990 4th 82 90 172
6th 85 93 178
7th 65 70 135

1992 4th 81 95 176
6th 79 88 167
7th 74 107 181

1994 4th 99 95 194
6th 78 98 176
7th 94 98 192

1996 4th 93 93 186
6th 97 88 185
7th 86 93 179

1998 4th 110 114 224
6th 92 93 185
7th 104 95 199

Total 1,319 1,410 2,729

in Kempele have provided education for all elementary grades 1–6. In
1998, the smallest Lower-stage school had about 100 pupils, whereas the
biggest Lower-stage and the Upper-stage school had about 600 pupils
each.

All the participants in this survey were pupils in the Kempele com-
prehensive schools. The first survey was carried out in 1990 and the
follow-up evaluations in 1992, 1994, 1996, and 1998. All the fourth-,
sixth-, and seventh-graders present on the appointed day in each sur-
vey year took part in the study by completing the questionnaire. There
were some key considerations that affected the choice of pupils to be sur-
veyed. Fourth-graders (aged 10–11) were thought to be mature enough to
understand the topics and questions the survey was about. Sixth-graders
(aged 12–13) are the oldest pupils in the Lower stage, and this posi-
tion was considered a possible factor in becoming a school bully. It was
also believed that the position of seventh-graders (aged 13–14) as the
youngest age group in the Upper stage could make them more liable to
bullying. The number of pupils completing the questionnaire each year
grew slightly during the follow-up period, as the population of Kempele
increased. During the 8-year follow-up period, 2,729 pupils aged 10–14
completed the questionnaire. The distribution of pupils according to the
survey year, grade, and sex is presented in table 12.1.
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Baseline survey

The pupils filled in a 23-item questionnaire anonymously under the
supervision of their teacher. The questionnaire was completed during
one lesson in April in each survey year. The questionnaire was based on a
Finnish version of the questionnaires used in Scandinavian surveys, and
the version was further modified to suit the purposes of this survey. No
consistent verbal information on how to interpret the terms was given,
as the present writer was not able to administer the questionnaires per-
sonally, but written examples were provided to clarify some questions
(Olweus, 1973, 1978, 1991).

The questionnaire asked, for instance, how pupils spent their break
time (‘in a big group’, ‘in a small group’, ‘alone’). The pupils were asked
to give peer evaluation about the occurrence of bullying during breaks,
during lessons, and on the way to or from school (‘never’, ‘seldom’, ‘some-
times’, ‘fairly often’, ‘very often’). They were also asked to judge whether
they had been victims of bullying themselves or had bullied others during
the previous 3 months (‘never’, ‘sometimes’, ‘fairly often’, ‘almost every
day’, ‘every day’).

The pupils who had been victims of bullying were asked about where
and by whom they had been bullied, and what the bullying had been
like (‘physical’, ‘psychological’, or ‘both’). The bullies were asked the
same questions as the victims. At the end of the questionnaire, the pupils
were invited to assess some suggested solutions to the bullying problem
and to indicate what they would do to reduce bullying.

In the analysis of the questionnaire, bullying was considered prevalent
if the pupil had chosen ‘very often’ or ‘fairly often’ in the peer evaluation
section. The pupils who had chosen the alternatives ‘fairly often’, ‘almost
every day’, or ‘every day’ in the self-evaluation section were classified as
victims or bullies.

Components of the intervention programme

The results of the initial 1990 survey gave a realistic starting-point for
developing strategies that could be used against bullying and for making
these strategies more effective. The results of the initial survey were dis-
cussed by the school staff and in parent–teacher (PTA) meetings. Even
though the ways in which the school community reacts to bullying varied
slightly from school to school and changed over the years, the basic prin-
ciple remained unchanged in all the participating schools: bullying is not
tolerated. The school staff intervene in all incidents of bullying without
delay.
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In co-operation with the parents, the school communities tried to
make the school climate more open, more respectful of others, and more
encouraging by arranging parent–teacher meetings, various campaigns
and action days, and by distributing information in leaflets and face-to-
face meetings. The pupils, too, were involved in improving the school
climate. They participated in the process by working out a set of school
rules together, which helped them to learn good manners as well. The
schools paid attention to how and where the pupils spent their break time,
to have the younger and older pupils in the Lower-stage schools spend
their time in different parts of the playground. The largest Lower-stage
school increased the number of teachers responsible for supervising the
children during breaks.

To make the transition from the Lower to the Upper stage easier, it was
agreed that sixth-graders should familiarise themselves with the customs
and rules of the new school while they were still attending the Lower
stage. As seventh-graders, the pupils continued learning the rules mainly
with the help of their own group teacher in the Upper stage. Even before
this study and outside this project, the Upper-stage school community
in Kempele had provided, and continues to provide, peer tutoring and
counselling for pupils to create and foster a sense of belonging and solidar-
ity. A number of peer-counsellor and tutor pupils are elected and trained
each year to act as a peer-support group for all Upper-stage pupils. The
Mannerheim League supports this type of work in Finnish schools.

To prevent bullying, the schools implemented curricular measures, and
anti-bullying strategies were incorporated in the annual work plans of the
schools as well as in the pupil-welfare system. Individual cases of bul-
lying were discussed in mutual understanding and in a positive atmo-
sphere with the people concerned. The pupil-welfare group, including
the headteacher, a representative of the teaching staff, the school psy-
chologist, the school welfare officer, the school doctor, and the school
nurse, participated in solving the most difficult cases. Sometimes experts
from outside the school were consulted. If the pupils who were victimised
or who resorted to bullying behaviour failed to adapt to normal classroom
teaching, it was possible to transfer them to a special small group unit
parallel to the mainstream classes, in which they were able to continue
their education.

Evaluation framework and procedures

In 1990 the Non-Violent Campaign prepared the ground for this project.
In that year, the problem of school bullying was frequently discussed in
the media, and several educational events on the topic were arranged for
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teachers. The Mannerheim League had collected information about ways
to prevent bullying and to solve problems in line with a solution-oriented
model. No detailed instructions were issued to schools, however.

Although the actual campaign only lasted for 1 year, the participating
schools were followed up at 2-year intervals for 8 years. The results of
the questionnaire surveys were reported to the schools after each follow-
up year. The results were compared to the results of the corresponding
age-graders over time, and there were no control schools for comparison.
Because the sample size was quite small, only a few statistical significances
were analysed, and this was done with the help of the Chi-squared test.

One weakness of the study is that no consistent verbal instructions
were given to the classes on how to interpret the terms used before the
questionnaires were first administered, and the questions concerning the
frequency of bullying could also have been more specific. It is possible
that, because of this, the significance of indirect bullying especially, which
is more frequently used by girls than boys, was under-estimated. Since,
however, the same method was used throughout the follow-up period, the
comparison of findings was not distorted, though the overall prevalence
of bullying may actually have been slightly too low.

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implementing the plan of intervention

The primary purpose of this study was to evaluate the prevalence of school
bullying at a local level in the comprehensive schools of Kempele and, in
co-operation with the schools and homes, to find ways to prevent bullying
and to solve bully/victim problems. What, then, actually happened at the
schools? Discussions with the heads of schools and individual teachers
indicated that the baseline survey provided realistic information of bul-
lying at each school and motivated a change in attitudes. The teachers
became more solidly committed to anti-bullying action. They agreed that
all bullying was unacceptable and required immediate intervention. The
topic was discussed at different levels (school staff, children, and par-
ents), and children, therefore, found it easier to tell their teachers and
parents about bullying.

How effectively and how soon the changes came about at different
schools could not be determined within this survey, except indirectly
with the questionnaires presented to the pupils. External changes, which
can be taken to reflect attitudinal changes took place gradually over
the years. Here are a few examples. In 1990, a non-violence commit-
tee was set up in the municipality, and the chief education officer was
appointed its chair. The committee continued its work for 2 years. School
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bullying (unacceptable, immediate intervention) began to be recorded
in the annual curricula from 1994 onwards. At the largest Lower-stage
school, the playgrounds were divided between the younger and older
pupils in 1995, and the number of supervising teachers during breaks
was simultaneously increased. At the same school, nearly all parents have
signed a written co-operative agreement since 1997. The agreement iden-
tifies such situations as bullying, truancy, vandalism, etc., after which the
parents involved will be contacted. By signing the agreement, parents
undertake to consider such contact the teacher’s right and obligation,
not an accusation.

The school staff were extremely positive about the project and con-
sidered it important, which is why the implementation of the plan was
unproblematic, but both the planning and the follow-up of the project
could have been better organised.

Results of the evaluation

Peer evaluation of the occurrence of bullying at school

According to peer evaluation, bullying was most common during breaks.
In 1990, 20–25% of the pupils surveyed said that they had witnessed
bullying ‘fairly often’ or ‘very often’ at breaks (and almost everybody had
witnessed bullying during breaks at least occasionally). Bullying during
lessons has been witnessed by 10–14% of pupils surveyed and on the way
to or from school by 3–7%. The questionnaire in 1992 established that
the occurrence of bullying had decreased during breaks, during lessons,
and on the way to or from school. The difference between the years 1990
and 1992 was statistically significant concerning bullying during breaks
(p < 0.001), during lessons (p < 0.01), and on the way to or from school
(p < 0.05), when all the studied grades were analysed together. Bully-
ing remained at the 1992 level, or continued to decrease throughout the
follow-up period (fig. 12.1). The follow-up survey revealed no signifi-
cant differences between the answers of boys and girls, with one notable
exception. In 1994, the girls in the fourth grade had witnessed bullying
equally as often as the pupils questioned in the initial survey in 1990, and
twice or three times as often as the boys. Peer evaluation did not reveal
significant differences between the answers of pupils in different grades.

Self-reports of being a victim of bullying

According to the self-reports, being a victim of bullying was on the
decrease during the follow-up period among both boys and girls in all
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Fig. 12.1 Peer evaluation of the occurrence of bullying ‘fairly often’ or
‘very often’ during breaks (top), during lessons (middle), and on the
way to and from school (bottom) (boys and girls combined).
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Fig. 12.2 Self-report of being a victim of bullying ‘fairly often’ or ‘very
often’ during the last 3 months, among boys and girls (all studied grades
combined).

grades surveyed, except among the fourth-grade children in the year
1994. In 1990, 9.3% of the boys and 7.3% of the girls who responded had
been victims of bullying ‘fairly often’ or ‘very often’ during the previous
3 months. In 1992, the corresponding percentages were 6.2 (ns) and 1.3
(p < 0.01); and at the end of the survey in 1998, they were 3.6 and
2.0 (p < 0.01 in both) (fig. 12.2). No significant differences emerged
between the answers of pupils in different grades (with the exception of
the year 1994, see fig. 12.3), although there appeared to be a slight overall
decrease in the number of victims in the upper grades. When the number
of victims in all the studied grades combined in 1990 was compared to
that in 1992 and with the numbers of victims in the following years, the
differences were statistically significant (p < 0.025 – 0.001).

Analogously with the results of peer evaluation, the victim self-report
data showed that being a victim was most often reported during breaks
in the playground, where about 85% of the victimised boys and about
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Fig. 12.3 Self-report of being a victim of bullying ‘fairly often’ or ‘very
often’ during the last 3 months, by grade (boys and girls combined).

75% of the victimised girls had been bullied. Even though being a victim
showed a decreasing trend during the follow-up period, the percentages
of the most common locations remained the same. Being bullied on the
way to or from school was not common, and became even less common
among the older pupils. Only a few pupils (3–7% in the fourth, 1–5% in
the sixth, and 0–4% in the seventh grade) spent their break time mainly
alone without peer support, but such pupils fell victims of bullying about
10 times more often than those spending the break time in groups. Over
half of the victims, girls slightly more often than boys, said they had been
bullied psychologically (verbally or indirectly). Being bullied in only a
physical way was quite uncommon, and appeared to decrease even further
in the seventh grade. When asked about the bully, the victims mainly
reported that they had been bullied by a classmate or an older pupil.
About 20% reported that they had been bullied by a group of pupils, and
about 30% by always the same pupil, while the rest said that they had
been bullied by different people at different stages.
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Fig. 12.4 Self-report of bullying others ‘fairly often’ or ‘very often’ dur-
ing the last 3 months, among boys and girls (all studied grades com-
bined).

Self-reports of bullying others

According to the self-reports, fewer pupils had been involved as bullies
than ones who had been involved as victims. During the follow-up period,
the number of pupils who admitted having bullied others decreased in
all grades surveyed. At the beginning of the survey in 1990, 5.3% of
the boys and 3.0% of the girls who responded said that they had bullied
others ‘fairly often’ or ‘very often’ in the previous 3 months, and the
corresponding percentages in 1992 were 2.4 (ns) and 0.4 (p < 0.05),
while in 1998 they were 0.7 in both groups (among boys p < 0.001, girls
p < 0.05) (fig. 12.4). There were no significant differences between the
answers of pupils in different grades, even though there were fewer of
those who admitted having bullied others among the fourth-graders than
among the older pupils (fig. 12.5). When the total number of bullies in
all the studied grades in the year 1990 was compared with that in 1992
and with those in the following years, the differences were statistically
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Fig. 12.5 Self-report of bullying others ‘fairly often’ or ‘very often’ dur-
ing the last 3 months, by grade (boys and girls combined).

significant (p < 0.05 – 0.001). The bullies’ self-report data concerning the
locations and types of bullying were analogous to that of the victims.

Ways to reduce bullying suggested by pupils

When the pupils were asked to suggest ways to reduce bullying, one alter-
native was clearly more popular than the others. At the beginning of the
follow-up in 1990, about 65% of the pupils said that bullying could be
reduced by discussions and/or by seeking solutions together. In 1992 and
later, this alternative was proposed by about 80% of the pupils, slightly
more often by girls than by boys. In addition to that, very many pupils sug-
gested that bullying could be prevented or reduced by working together
even outside school. They hoped for more action days and camps, for
example. Heavier penalties were proposed by slightly less than 10% of
girls and slightly more than 15% of boys, and these percentages remained
roughly unchanged throughout the follow-up. The following other alter-
natives were mentioned: forget about it, respond by bullying yourself, do
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nothing, or drop out of school. The last two alternatives were no longer
mentioned after 1994.

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

The nationwide Non-Violent Campaign in 1990 prompted the Kempele
local association of the Mannerheim League to carry out this follow-
up survey. The results of the initial questionnaire survey in 1990 raised
awareness of the bullying problem in the comprehensive schools of Kem-
pele. The results of the follow-up survey showed that the school can
reduce and prevent new bullying cases by adopting firm anti-bullying
attitudes and by co-operating with the parents. To counteract bullying,
the school personnel have tried to create a positive, warm, school cli-
mate. The attitudes of the teachers as well as those of the whole peer
group play a key role in tackling the bullying problem (Galloway, 1994;
Olweus, 1994; Salmivalli, 1999).

According to the pupils’ evaluation, the number of both victims and
bullies decreased from 1990 to 1992 and remained more or less at the
1992 level throughout the 8-year follow-up period. The figures were
of the same magnitude as in some other intervention studies (Olweus,
1994; Tikkanen, 1997). Although the campaign itself was short, the effect
seemed to be long-lasting. Since 1998, no more pupil evaluations have
been made, but according to a discussion with the chief education offi-
cer in 2002, the topic of bullying is discussed even when recruiting new
teachers. According to feedback from headteachers of schools, strict anti-
bullying principles have been permanently adopted by schools.

This study did not use a control group to gather reference information,
but the surveys carried out in other parts of Finland at approximately the
same time have established that bullying has not decreased in a similar
fashion elsewhere (Kannas et al., 1995; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Tikkanen,
1997). Systematic intervention in bullying situations has been a clear
signal that bullying is not tolerated. The open and encouraging school
climate has made it easier to discuss the bullying problem as well as other
important issues. Earlier studies have shown that victims keep quiet about
bullying and avoid telling their teachers or parents about it (Olweus,
1994). Either they do not dare to tell (for fear of what the bullies will
do to them if they tell) or they do not want to tell anybody, feeling that
it will not help anyway or feeling ashamed of the situation (Boulton and
Underwood, 1992; Whitney and Smith, 1993). Peer evaluation showed
that fellow pupils and classmates were well aware of bullying, but parental
or teacher awareness was not studied in this survey.
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One of the shortcomings of this survey is that no consistent verbal
instuctions were given to the classes on how to interpret the terms used
before the questionnaires were first administered. It is possible that the
significance of indirect bullying especially, which is a method utilised
more frequently by girls than by boys, was under-estimated (Olweus,
1994; Salmivalli, 1998). An indication of this might be the fact that, in
the self-report section, very few girls admitted to having bullied others
compared with other Finnish studies (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Kaltiala-
Heino et al., 1998). The research team realised this after analysing the
results of the initial questionnaire, but decided to use the same method
and questionnaire throughout the follow-up period to facilitate compar-
ison of the results over time. Thus, the results concerning the prevalence
of bullying obtained in this survey should be evaluated by keeping this
deficiency in mind. The results of the follow-up survey were promising,
however.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

The study has been published earlier only in Finnish in the Finnish Medical
Journal (Suomen lääkärilehti). A more comprehensive report was printed
in the University of Oulu in 1999 and distributed through the Man-
nerheim League of Child Welfare organisation throughout Finland. The
Finnish National Board of Education has also expressed their interest in
the study. Moreover, the author has presented and discussed the findings
in different media. No evaluation of the significance of the project out-
side the participating schools has been made. It can be assumed, however,
that it has, at least in the surrounding communities, encouraged open dis-
cussion about bullying and made school staff more convinced about the
possibility of reducing bullying.
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13 Targeting the group as a whole: the Finnish
anti-bullying intervention

Christina Salmivalli, Ari Kaukiainen, Marinus Voeten,
and Mirva Sinisammal

Impetus for the intervention study, early stages of
planning, and funding

Why is there bullying in schools? How should we try to reduce it? Our
answers to the former question have implications for our ideas about the
latter. The Finnish intervention project was inspired by the increasing lit-
erature, as well as our own studies, stressing the group nature of bullying.

It has recently been pointed out, and also empirically shown, that
peer bystanders play an important role in encouraging and maintain-
ing bullying, and, therefore, they should also be targeted by intervention
programmes (Cowie and Sharp, 1994; O’Connell, Pepler, and Craig,
1999; Olweus, 2001; Sutton and Smith, 1999; Stevens, Van Oost, and
de Bourdeaudhuij, 2000). In our research group, the different partic-
ipant roles the bystanders or students who are neither bullies nor vic-
tims take in the bullying process have been in the focus for several
years (Salmivalli, 2001a; Salmivalli, Huttunen, and Lagerspetz, 1997;
Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, Österman, and Kaukiainen, 1996;
Salmivalli, Lappalainen, and Lagerspetz, 1998; Salmivalli and Voeten,
2004). Our own studies, as well as the literature at large, point to the
direction of trying to affect the bystanders’ reactions to bullying, and
also to study such changes in a systematic way.

Besides the increasing literature on the group involvement on bullying,
our intervention project was inspired by the previous large-scale inter-
ventions, especially the most famous ones at the time when the planning
of our project started, i.e. studies carried out in Bergen (Olweus, 1991)
and in Sheffield (Whitney, Rivers, Smith, and Sharp, 1994; Eslea and
Smith, 1999).

The most notable funding for the project came from the Academy
of Finland, in the form of a post-doctoral research fellowship to the first
author (1999–2002). The Academy of Finland provided additional fund-
ing for some expenses of the project as well, which enabled us to have
assistants for data collection and coding. Smaller research grants were
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received from the Finnish Cultural Foundation, the Jenny and Antti
Wihuri Foundation, and the Foundation of the University of Turku.
Further financial support was received from the city of Helsinki.

Beyond the bully–victim dyad: The participant roles

The participant roles in bullying refer to students’ ways of being involved
in bullying, such as being a peer bystander. Besides victims, who are sys-
tematically attacked by others, and bullies, who have an active, initiative-
taking ‘ringleader’ role in the process, assistants of bullies can be iden-
tified as those who eagerly join in the bullying when someone else has
started it. Reinforcers of bullies, on the other hand, offer positive feedback
to the bully by laughing, by encouraging gestures, or just by gathering
around as an audience. Outsiders withdraw from bullying situations, with-
out taking sides with anyone. The behaviour of defenders is clearly anti-
bullying: they may comfort the victim, or actively try to make others stop
bullying.

Although anti-bullying attitudes are common (Menesini et al., 1997;
Rigby and Slee, 1991), few students actually express such attitudes to
their peers or try to intervene in bullying (Pepler, Craig, Ziegler, and
Charach, 1994). At least in pre-adolescence, as many as 35–40% of
school-aged children and adolescents take on the roles of bully, assis-
tant, or reinforcer, and the frequency of those who withdraw and silently
witness the bullying is around 25–30% (Salmivalli, 2001a). Many stu-
dents thus behave in ways that incite rather than discourage the bully. It
was shown in a recent study (Salmivalli and Voeten, 2004) that, while
individual students’ attitudes are moderately associated with their partic-
ipant role behaviours, group norms predict additional variance in these
behaviours at the classroom level.

The participant-role approach provides educators with a new perspec-
tive for preventing and intervening in bullying: we should try to effect
changes in the dynamics of the whole group. In addition to trying to make
the bully behave differently, we should be able to affect the behaviour of
peer bystanders. For instance, with this approach, we should encourage:
reinforcers and assistants to stop what they are doing; outsiders to show
that they actually do not approve of bullying; and more students to take on
the role of defender. Changing attitudes might be a good starting-point,
but perhaps an even more critical issue in prevention and intervention
work is how to help students cope with the social pressure from the peer
group and thus convert the anti-bullying attitudes into behaviour in actual
bullying situations. This was the central focus in planning our intervention
project.



The Finnish anti-bullying intervention 253

Selection of schools

The first 16 schools (8 from Helsinki and 8 from the Turku area) that
volunteered to participate on the basis of an announcement sent to the
education bureau of each town were included in the programme. The
intervention was based on teacher education, and the only precondition
for inclusion was that, from each project school, 3 classes (1 from grade
4, 1 from grade 5, and 1 from grade 6), along with their class teachers,
participated in the programme. The idea was that the ‘team of 3’ would
provide not only support for each other but would also be a resource for
the whole school in its anti-bullying work. Since 3 classes from each school
participated, we ended up with 48 school classes and their homeroom
class teachers involved in the intervention programme.

Characteristics of schools and students

As stated, of the participating schools, 8 were from Helsinki, the capital
of Finland, and 8 were from 4 small to mid-sized towns in the area of
Turku, on the west coast of Finland. According to the pre-test, 16.2% of
students reported being systematically victimised by their peers at school,
which suggests that, although volunteers, the project schools were not
exceptionally ‘good’ ones with no bully–victim problems to begin with.
When the project started, the total number of students in the 48 classes
was 1,220 (600 girls, 620 boys). They were from grades 4, 5, and 6,
corresponding to 9–10, 10–11, and 11–12 years of age. The class sizes
varied from 19 to 33, mean class size being 25 students. In all classes,
there were both boys and girls, but the proportions of each gender varied
across classes. The teachers involved were the homeroom teachers of the
participating classes: 31 were female; 17 were male. Most of them had
been working as teachers for several years (on average, for 14 years; only
4 had just started, in autumn 1999).

Components of the intervention programme

Intervention training for teachers

Teachers are the natural group to intervene in bullying. Our intervention
programme was based on teacher training for a number of reasons. First,
much of the bullying going on remains unidentified, not only because it
is well hidden within the peer group but because many teachers, as well
as other adults, may have a working definition of bullying that involves
only direct aggression or physical violence, or they may not distinguish
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systematic bullying from occasional conflicts and teasing (Hazler, Miller,
Carney, and Green, 2001). Second, adults often perceive bullying as
a problem of an individual child, or of the bully–victim dyad, not as
a phenomenon involving the whole group. Consequently, the focus of
interventions is on individual children, the aggressors. Third, although
intervention methods have been developed to tackle bullying, they have
not come to the full attention of the educators. Finally, teachers need
support from their colleagues in their efforts to tackle bullying.

The 48 teachers involved in the project attended a 1-year training
course. There were two separate training groups, one in Helsinki and
the other in Turku, with 24 teachers in each. The training consisted of
4 meetings during the school year 1999–2000, 2 (whole) days in the
autumn term, and 2 (1 whole day, 1 half-day) in the spring term. The
training was carried out by the first and second authors.

During the training, the teachers were provided with:
(1) feedback about the situation in their own classes, based on the pre-

intervention data collected in October 1999;
(2) facts about bullying: research findings on the phenomenon and its

mechanisms;
(3) information about alternative methods of intervening in bullying at

individual, class, and school level, with emphasis on class-level inter-
ventions;

(4) freedom to discuss and share experiences about effective ways of
intervening, and to plan further interventions; and

(5) consultation on individual cases they found difficult to deal with.
Rather than having a clearly defined standard intervention to be accom-

plished in each classroom, our aim was to provide general information,
research findings, and ideas about bullying and its effective prevention, as
well as intervention strategies that the teachers would adapt and further
develop to meet their own needs.

The intervention strategies presented during the teacher training cov-
ered, however, the three systemic levels that have been considered impor-
tant in previous literature (Olweus, 1991; Mooij, 1999a,b): school, class,
and individual-student level. The main emphasis was, however, on the
group mechanisms of bullying and, therefore, on intervening at the class
level.

Class-level interventions

The participant role approach provided a common framework for
teachers to utilise in curriculum-based, class-level work. Three gen-
eral principles to be adapted in such work in classrooms were stressed:
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awareness-raising; self-reflection; and commitment to anti-bullying
behaviour.

It has been previously suggested (Salmivalli, 1999, 2001b) that raising
awareness about bullying in general, and the group mechanisms involved
in it in particular, is a starting-point for effective curriculum-based inter-
vention work. This approach involves discussing bullying with the whole
class, starting with themes such as what bullying is (for instance, how it
differs from occasional teasing or conflicts between students) and how it
feels to be bullied, and moving on to the group mechanisms involved.

Second, students should be encouraged to reflect on their own behaviour
in bullying situations. Introducing the different participant roles to stu-
dents provides conceptual tools for such self-reflection. Most students
have attitudes against bullying, yet in actual bullying situations they may
behave in ways that encourage and maintain bullying in the class. There-
fore, making students aware of the discrepancy between their attitudes
and behaviour is important.

Third, fostering commitment to anti-bullying behaviour means helping
the students find, and commit themselves to, alternative ways of behav-
ing as individuals and as a group in order to put an end to bullying. For
instance, it is possible and often beneficial to rehearse positive roles in
drama and role play wherein students perform differently from how they
might ordinarily (see Cowie and Sharp, 1994). Role-play exercises pro-
vide a safe context in which to rehearse anti-bullying behaviours that the
students have not tried before, such as telling others to stop bullying, and
to explore the feelings associated with these strategies.

As has been pointed out, developing class rules against bullying, together
with students themselves, is one way to enhance commitment to anti-
bullying behaviours (Olweus, 1991). In accordance with our view of bul-
lying as a group phenomenon, it was emphasised in the training that the
class rules should not be just about bullying behaviours (such as Don’t
bully others), but cover bystander behaviours as well (such as When you
see bullying, show that you don’t accept it or Try to help the bullied
children).

Some concrete examples of working out the participant role theme
with the class (by discussions, through role play and drama exercises,
utilising literature, and so on) were introduced, and the teachers them-
selves developed these ideas further during the training. In Finland, some
materials have been prepared to aid curriculum-based work on the par-
ticipant roles in bullying. These include a package with overhead trans-
parencies and suggestions for discussions prepared by the first author, as
well as role-taking exercises developed by a group of drama pedagogues,
Theatre in Education. These were introduced to the teachers, and they
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were utilised as auxiliary materials in their class-level work by some of
them.

Individual-level interventions

Curriculum-based, class-level intervention work is important, but prob-
ably not sufficient to reach all children. Acute cases of bullying that come
to the attention of the teacher require work with individual students, such
as having serious discussions with the bully or offering support to the vic-
tim. Such interventive discussions can be found in the literature, but they
are not widely known among teachers in Finland.

During the teacher training, we introduced individual discussion meth-
ods with pupils involved in bullying; the Pikas method (Pikas, 1975), the
No Blame Approach by Maines and Robinson (see Sharp and Smith,
1994), and the Farsta method (Ljungström, 1990), all of which stem
from a very similar understanding of the nature of bullying and follow a
rather similar format. Regardless of the method used, the role of systematic
follow-ups after the intervention discussions was very much emphasised.

School-level interventions

The role of whole-school policies in tackling bullying has been high-
lighted especially by Smith and colleagues in their intervention project
in Sheffield (see Whitney et al., 1994; Sharp and Thompson, 1994). In
our training course, the role of a whole-school policy against bullying was
stressed, and guidelines were given for developing such a policy (based on
Sharp and Thompson, 1994). The teachers were encouraged to ‘take the
message’ to their schools and foster the process of developing a whole-
school anti-bullying policy. As it turned out, 6 schools already had such a
written policy; some of these schools started developing it further during
the intervention programme.

Evaluation framework and procedures

Multiple quantitative measures were used to evaluate the outcome of the
intervention, based on a set of questionnaires the students filled in at each
time point. The analyses from the project that have been conducted so
far (Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, and Voeten, in press), which we review here,
were based on two measurement points: the pre-test measurement in
October 1999; and the post-test measurement 12 months later, in Octo-
ber 2000. We have data collected in April 2000 as well (after 6 months
of intervention) and we intend to conduct further analysis utilising the
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complete data set in order to examine the process of change in more
detail.

The primary design utilised in evaluating the programme success was
a cohort-longitudinal design with adjacent cohorts (Olweus and Alsaker,
1991), which we describe in more detail later (and see table 13.3). The
data were also explored longitudinally, examining the pre-test/post-test
differences in our measures. We give only a brief overview of the question-
naire measures here; a more detailed description of the measures, along
with their psychometric properties, can be found elsewhere (Salmivalli,
Kaukiainen, and Voeten, in press).

Outcome measures

In the questionnaire, the students were first presented with the follow-
ing definition of bullying: ‘(It is bullying when) . . . one child is repeat-
edly exposed to harassment and attacks from one or several other chil-
dren. Harassment and attacks may be, for example, shoving or hitting the
other one, calling him/her names or making jokes about him/her, leaving
him/her outside the group, taking his/her things, or any other behaviour
meant to hurt the other one.’ It was further pointed out that ‘It is not
bullying when two students with equal strength or equal power have a
fight, or when someone is occasionally teased, but it is bullying when the
feelings of one and the same student are hurt repeatedly and on purpose.’

Victimisation and bullying

The students were asked to give a forced-choice, i.e. yes/no response to
the following questions: ‘Have you been bullied in a way described in the
definition (repeatedly) during this term?’ and ‘Have you bullied others
during this term?’ Students’ answers to these questions served as dichoto-
mous variables of being victimised and bullying others. The students were
also asked: ‘Who in your class gets bullied? Write the names of the bullied
students here.’ Based on students’ answers, scores for peer-reported victim-
isation, ranging from 0.00 to 1.00, were calculated by dividing the number
of nominations received by each child by the number of evaluators, i.e.
peers in the classroom.

Observed and experienced bullying

Students evaluated, on a scale ranging from 0 = never to 3 = almost every
day, the extent to which they had (1) observed and (2) experienced (being
targets of ) 9 different types of bullying in their class during the ongoing



258 Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, Voeten, and Sinisammal

term: hitting; shoving; kicking; name-calling; ridiculing, embarrassing,
or making fun of; leaving out of the group; slandering; spreading nasty
rumours; and taking, hiding, or breaking other’s possessions.

Anti-bullying attitudes

Students’ bullying-related attitudes were measured by asking them to
evaluate on a 5-point scale (from 0 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly
agree) the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with 10 statements
about bullying, such as: ‘One should try to help the bullied victims’,
‘Bullying may be fun sometimes’ (reverse coded) and ‘Joining in bully-
ing is a wrong thing to do’. A high score on the attitude scale (formed
by averaging the students’ scores on the items) indicated anti-bullying
attitudes.

Efficacy beliefs

Students’ efficacy beliefs (beliefs about their ability to do something about
bullying) were measured as their mean score of 2 items: ‘I can affect
whether or not there is bullying in my class’ and ‘It is not my business to
do anything about bullying’ (reverse coded). Again, students evaluated
their agreement with the items on a 5-point scale (0 = strongly disagree,
4 = strongly agree) and the efficacy scale was the mean score of the items,
high scores indicating higher efficacy beliefs.

Behaviour in bullying situations: The participant-role questionnaire

In the Participant Role Questionnaire (PRQ), the students were asked
to think of situations in which someone in their class was bullied. They
were presented with 15 items describing different ways to behave in such
situations, and they indicated, on a 3-point scale (blank space = never,
1 = sometimes, 2 = often) how often each of their classmates, including
themselves, behaved in ways described. The names of all students in
the class were printed in the questionnaire beforehand. The items form
5 sub-scales reflecting different participant role behaviours associated
with bullying. There are 3 items on each scale, such as ‘Starts bullying’
(bully scale), ‘Joins in the bullying, when someone else has started it’
(assistant scale), ‘Comes round to see the situation’, ‘Laughs’ (reinforcer
scale), ‘Tries to make the others stop bullying’ (defender scale), and ‘Stays
outside the situation’ (outsider scale).

In a class of 30 students, the PRQ procedure yields 29 peer-evaluations
of each student, reflecting his or her behaviour with various peers in
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numerous situations, along with the self-reports of the corresponding
behaviours. Each student’s peer-reported item scores are divided by the
number of evaluators (the number of classmates present), and averaged
to yield continuous scores ranging from 0.00 to 2.00 for each student on
each scale. Self-reported scores on each scale are the mean scores of the
three self-report item scores, also ranging from 0.00 to 2.00.

What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implementing the intervention

Four times during the school year, reports were collected from the teach-
ers about the concrete actions they had taken in order to reduce bullying
in their classes. What the teachers had actually done varied considerably
from class to class and school to school. In some schools, it was obvi-
ous that the intervention strategies presented had not been fully accom-
plished, but the teachers had done something else, or they had done
nothing at all. Other teachers described very general curriculum-based
exercises to improve the class atmosphere, without really addressing bul-
lying. In other schools, the teachers seemed to have fully utilised their
‘anti-bullying team’ of 3 and planned and carried out the interventions
in co-operation.

The teacher reports were scored by two independent raters according to
pre-established criteria. Based on all 4 reports from each teacher, a score
was given for curriculum-based, class-level work (min. = 0, max. = 3)
and for handling acute cases of bullying (min. = 0, max. = 3). In case of
class-level work, the scores were based on whether there had been general
discussions about bullying with the whole class, whether group mecha-
nisms and participant roles involved in bullying had been addressed in
such discussions, and whether these issues had really been worked out
in the class by means of role play, or by developing class rules in which
bystander behaviours were also addressed. The scores were given not only
on the basis of what had been done, but also for how it seemed to be done,
for instance, whether or not there was continuity in the actions taken.
With respect to acute cases, the scores were based on whether the teach-
ers had intervened in such cases, whether they had discussed with dif-
ferent parties, whether or not follow-up discussions had been organised,
and whether there was co-operation with parents, school psychologists,
etc.

As a result, each class had a total score from 0 to 6 reflecting the
degree of implementation of the programme by the class teacher. These
scores were aggregated to the school level, and an additional school-level
implementation score (min. = 0, max. = 3), reflecting the degree of
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Table 13.1. Distribution of implementation scores
across schools; numbers of schools with each score
out of a total of 16 (8 in Helsinki, 8 in Turku)

Implementation score Helsinki Turku All

4 0 2 2
5 2 1 3
7 2 1 3
8 0 1 1
9 1 1 2

10 1 0 1
11 1 0 1
12 1 0 1
14 0 1 1
21 0 1 1

Table 13.2. Numbers of classes (out of a total of 48), across different grade
levels (16 classes in each), in which various core components of the
programme were implemented

Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 All

Class level:
Class meetings with discussions 13 14 15 42

with participant roles addressed 9 10 8 27
Drama/role play 5 5 6 16
Class rules 3 3 2 8

Individual level:
Individual discussions (e.g. Pikas method) 10 11 9 30

with follow-ups 3 3 1 7
Co-operation with parents 9 6 7 22

implementation of the programme at the school level, was given for each
school. The schools received scores for starting the whole-school policy
development, for further developing their policy if they already had one,
for communicating their policy within the school and/or to the parents,
and also for some other school-level action taken, such as discussing bul-
lying problems in a whole-school meeting with all teachers and students
present. The possible maximum score for a school (actually received by
1 school!), was thus (3 ! 6) + 3 = 21. The distribution of the total
implementation scores is summarised in table 13.1.

To give a more concrete idea of what was actually behind the imple-
mentation scores, table 13.2 displays the frequencies of classes in which
several core components of the programme were implemented.
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Table 13.3. Design of the intervention project;
see text for details

Cohort October 1999 Intervention October 2000

1 grade 4 grade 5
2 grade 5 grade 6
3 grade 6 not available

Results of the revaluation

Design

In order to analyse the effects of the intervention programme we applied
a cohort-longitudinal design with adjacent cohorts (Olweus and Alsaker,
1991). This matches groups of students of equivalent age, who have, or
have not, experienced the intervention. The basic structure of the design
is displayed in table 13.3.

Two data sets were prepared for the analyses: the post-test data from
cohort 1 (grade 5, October 2000) and the pre-test data from cohort 2
(grade 5, October 1999) were included in the first set. Similarly, the
other file consisted of the post-test data of cohort 2 and the pre-test data
of cohort 3. The first data file was used to evaluate the intervention in
grade 4, after these students (from cohort 1) had been exposed to the
intervention for 12 months. The pre-test scores from cohort 2 (grade 5)
were used as a baseline. Similarly, the second data file was used to evaluate
the intervention in grade 5, and now the pre-test scores from cohort
3 (grade 6) were used as a baseline. In this way, post-test data from
students in 2 cohorts (1 and 2) were always compared with baseline data
from same-aged students from the same schools, who had not yet been
exposed to intervention. The students from cohort 2 were used twice in
these comparisons, once as a baseline group and once as an intervention
group; therefore, separate analyses were performed.

The implementation data were utilised in the analyses as well. The
classes in both data files were categorised into 3 groups: first, the base-
line group, always including the pre-test data (fifth-graders of cohort 2
in the first data file, sixth-graders of cohort 3 in the second). The second
group consisted of intervention schools with a low degree of implementa-
tion (with total implementation scores of 0–9). In the third group, there
were intervention schools with a high degree of implementation (imple-
mentation scores 10–21) – 11 schools were in the low-implementation
group; only 5 in the high-implementation group.
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Data analyses

For the estimation of intervention effects on the outcome variables, multi-
level modelling was applied. This method is especially appropriate when
analysing school-based data, which is hierarchical in nature (students
are nested within classes, which are nested within schools). In studies of
school bullying, however, the data are often treated as if they consist of
independent observations, i.e. students. Multi-level modelling takes into
account not only the variability between students but also the variability
between classes – and this is important, if we take the ‘group nature’ of
bullying seriously. Furthermore, in multi-level modelling we can intro-
duce predictor variables that characterise the school or classroom con-
text, such as the implementation variables in intervention studies. (For
an introduction to multi-level modelling, see Lee, 2000; Snijders and
Bosker, 1999.)

In specifying the models, predictor variables were introduced at 2 lev-
els: the individual level; and the classroom level. The school was not
introduced as a level in our analyses because there were only 16 schools,
and only 2 classes from each school (1 baseline, 1 intervention class) in
each data set. At the individual level, gender was included in the models
because it is a strong predictor of bullying behaviour. In our models, gen-
der was the only predictor variable that could explain individual variation.
Next to average effects of gender on the outcome variables, we explored
whether the gender difference within a classroom differs over classrooms.
Such differences were found in Salmivalli and Voeten (2004) for the peer
reports on participant role behaviours. In addition, the possibility of het-
erogeneous variances at the individual level, associated with gender, was
taken into account. Furthermore, we wanted to assess whether the inter-
vention had different effects for boys and girls. As control variables at
the classroom level, we introduced city (Helsinki/Turku), proportion of
boys in the classroom, and school’s previous commitment to anti-bullying
work: these variables could explain variation only at the class level.

The intervention effects were represented in the regression equations
by 2 dummy variables: the first indicating whether or not the class
belonged to the ‘low-implementation’ group; the other one indicating
whether the class belonged to the ‘high-implementation’ group. The
dummy variables were introduced at the classroom level, so they could
explain variation only at the classroom level. Also, 2 dummy variables
were used to test for gender by intervention interaction. In some cases
the outcome variable was dichotomous; then multi-level logistic regres-
sion was used. The results will be summarised in the following section. A
more detailed description of the multi-level modelling itself (models were
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constructed for the 2 age groups, and for each outcome variable sepa-
rately) with regression coefficients and standard errors for each predictor
variable can be found elsewhere (Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, and Voeten, in
press).

Intervention effects

Intervention effects were explored while controlling for gender effects
(at the individual level) and for city, proportion of boys in classroom,
and previous commitment to anti-bullying work in the school (at the
classroom level). Class-level control variables were removed from the
analysis, when they showed no statistically significant relationship with an
outcome variable. Statistically significant intervention effects were found
for several outcome variables.

Anti-bullying attitudes were higher in the intervention as compared with
the baseline classes. This finding was consistent across both age groups.
The mean scores of the baseline-, low-implementation, and-high imple-
mentation groups are displayed in fig. 13.1 separately for the 2 grade
levels. In grade 4, the intervention effect was statistically significant for
the low level of implementation. The effect was larger, however, for classes
from schools in which the intervention was better implemented, i.e. the
high-implementation group. In grade 5 classes, there was a significant
intervention effect only for classes from schools with high levels of imple-
mentation.

For efficacy beliefs, i.e. students’ beliefs concerning their ability to
do something about bullying, a similar pattern of findings emerged
(fig. 13.1). In both age groups, efficacy beliefs were higher in the inter-
vention as compared with the baseline classes, but significantly different
only in the high-implementation group.

There were several outcome variables indicating the extent of bully–
victim problems in classes. These were the dichotomous variables self-
reported bullying and self-reported victimisation, as well as peer-reported
victimisation, the latter being based on peer nominations. Significant
intervention effects were found, but only for the 2 self-report vari-
ables, and only for grade 4. Again, the effects were larger for the
high-implementation group, although they were significant for the low-
implementation group for self-reports of bullying others. In grade 5
classes, similar trends could be detected but the effects were not sta-
tistically significant (fig. 13.2). For peer-reported victimisation, no inter-
vention effects were found in either age group. The proportion of students
being nominated as victims by their peers was equal in the baseline, ‘low-
implementation’, ‘as well as’ ‘high-implementation’ groups.
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Fig. 13.1 Average effect of intervention on the means of anti-bullying
attitude and of beliefs about one’s efficacy to do something about the
bullying.

For observed bullying and experienced bullying the pattern of findings
was similar as for the above variables. However, the intervention effects
reached the level of significance only for the high-implementation classes
in grade 4.

When it comes to participant-role behaviours, which were of particular
interest to us, only a few significant intervention effects were found. These
effects emerged more often in the self-reports than in the peer-reports. In
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Fig. 13.2 Average effect of intervention on proportion of children bul-
lying others and proportion of children being victimised.

grade 4, self-reported reinforcing the bully and assisting the bully were lower
in the intervention, as compared with the baseline classes. For reinforcing,
this effect was significant only in the high-implementation group. In grade
5, on the other hand, we found a significant positive intervention effect for
self-reported defending the victims – again, the difference was significant
only in the high-implementation classes.

In summary, most of the intervention effects were in the positive direc-
tion. There were, however, a few effects that were less welcome. In the
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low-implementation group in grade 5, peer-reported bullying was signif-
icantly higher than it was in the baseline – this was not true for the high-
implementation group, however. For withdrawing from bullying situations
(outsider on the PRQ), there were inconsistent effects across the differ-
ent implementation groups and grade levels. In grade 5, peer-reported
withdrawing from bullying situations was significantly lower in the low-
implementation group, as compared with the baseline. The opposite was
the case in grade 4, where there was more peer-reported withdrawing in
both ‘low’- and ‘high’- intervention groups, than there was in the baseline
classes.

Discussion

Taken together, the findings suggest that there were positive intervention
effects for attitudes and efficacy beliefs, for the extent of bullying oth-
ers and being victimised (at least in grade 4), and for some bystander
behaviours (in grade 4, less assisting and reinforcing bully; in grade
5, more defending of the bullied victims after the intervention). Were
these effects really caused by the intervention programme, or can they be
accounted for by some other factors?

In our design, the baseline, or control, data must be considered only
quasi-comparable with the post-intervention data. The fact that the base-
line and intervention classes came from the same schools makes them
more comparable. However, selection effects (having, just by chance, a
cohort with exceptionally low or high degrees of bully–victim problems)
or genuine cohort effects (historical effects) might still be responsible for
finding ‘intervention effects’ in this kind of design (see also Olweus and
Alsaker, 1991).

We have some evidence, however, supporting the plausibility of inter-
vention effects rather than such alternative explanations. First, the effects
were associated with the degree of implementation. In most cases, the
intervention effects were larger for the ‘high-implementation’ group,
and often they reached significance only in this group, i.e. when the
intervention was well implemented. The link between improvement and
the degree of implementation contributes evidence to the plausibility of
intervention effects rather than alternative explanations such as cohort
(historical) effects or sampling effects.

Second, one of the cohorts (cohort 2) served as a baseline group in
one data set and as an intervention group in another. As pointed out by
Olweus and Alsaker (1991), a sampling bias would operate in opposite
directions in the two data sets. We found similar trends in both data
sets for several outcome variables, and for some variables (anti-bullying
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Fig. 13.3 Mean changes from pre-test to post-test in attitude and effi-
cacy beliefs as a function of level of implementation of the interventions
in grades 4 and 5.

attitudes, efficacy beliefs) the findings were completely parallel in both
age groups. This means that cohort effects can hardly be responsible for
our findings (although we cannot rule out the possibility that they have
an effect in some cases).

Third, our preliminary explorations of the pre-test/post-test differences
within the low- and high-implementation groups seem to support the
findings from the cohort-longitudinal approach. Figures 13.3 and 13.4
display the pre-test and post-test mean scores for the bullying-related
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beliefs (anti-bullying attitudes and efficacy beliefs), and the self-reported
degrees of bullying others and victimisation in the low- and high-
implementation classes from different grade levels. As can be seen from
fig. 13.3, there was a pre-test to post-test change in a positive direction,
especially for the high-implementation classes, and especially in grade 4.
Fig. 13.4 shows that bullying and victimisation went down more strongly
for the high-implementation classes.
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Another observation that can be gleaned from figs. 13.3 and 13.4 is
that, for some outcome variables, the values of the high-implementation
group were already more positive at the time of the pre-test. This may
mean that the teachers in the high-implementation group had been
doing more prevention/intervention work before participating in our
programme and, therefore, were more inclined to implement the pro-
gramme as well. Our findings regarding the intervention effects cannot
be explained away by pre-test differences between the high- and low-
implementation groups, however. First, as shown in figs. 13.3 and 13.4,
the change was generally more marked in classes with high implementa-
tion of the programme. Second, there were also many outcome measures
in which the pre-test situation was worse for the high-implementation
group; however, it improved after the intervention. In the frequencies of
students who reported being bullied by others, for instance, there was
an overall reduction from 14.9% to 10.5% in the low-implementation
group (percentage change of "29.5% overall, being "50% in grade 4
and +5.5% in grade 5 classes), while the corresponding frequencies were
21.7% and 6.7% in the high-implementation group (percentage change
of "69% overall, "75% in grade 4 and "62% in grade 5 classes).

In grade 5, only a few intervention effects reached significance when
multi-level models were utilised to assess such effects. Observations of
pre-test–post-test differences also suggest that the impact of the inter-
vention was more substantial in grade 4. It has been found by previ-
ous studies that bullying interventions tend to be more influential among
younger students (Whitney et al., 1994; Stevens et al., 2000) at least when
primary and secondary schools are being compared. In our case, how-
ever, all classes were from primary schools and there was only a one-year
age difference between the younger and the older students. It is possi-
ble, however, that even such a small age difference affects the effective-
ness of a bullying intervention. Anti-bullying attitudes and group norms
are known to be more common among younger students (Menesini
et al., 1997; Salmivalli and Voeten, 2004). It is possible that when the
‘message’ delivered is initially acceptable to students, it has more effect
on their behaviour, or the effects take less time and can be detected after
12 months of intervention. Furthermore, younger students are more
likely to respect the authority of adults, such as class teachers. Our fifth-
graders, who were 10–11 years old when the project started and 11–12
years at time of the post-test measurement, were reaching adolescence
and may have been less willing to conform to the rules of their teachers
than the students in the younger age group.

The effects of anti-bullying interventions probably vary markedly not
only in different age groups and from one class to another but also from
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one student to another. As part of our analyses, we tested for gender
by intervention interaction effects, which were hardly ever found. Fur-
ther analyses are needed to determine, who is really affected by interven-
tions and in which ways. It is possible that students’ attitudes, as well as
their typical participant role behaviours before the intervention, help to
predict the changes that will take place during the intervention. To be
able to interpret some changes, it is important to know for which stu-
dents these changes take place. For instance, the meaning of intervention
effects for withdrawing from bullying situations (i.e. taking on the role of
outsider) can only be understood by knowing which students are chang-
ing in this respect. If there is an increase in withdrawing among former
assistants or reinforcers of bullies, it could be interpreted as a positive
trend. If, on the other hand, it reflects a general increase in passivity
with respect to bullying going on in the classes, it is certainly a negative
finding.

The overall degree of implementation of the intervention by the schools
was lower than we expected. If we look at our project from this point
of view (i.e. implementation being part of the programme success), the
results were rather disappointing. Only 5 of the 16 schools belonged
to the ‘high-implementation’ group, and many schools had very low
implementation scores (table 13.1). Introducing a more clearly struc-
tured intervention programme might have facilitated its implementation.
Even though there was a clear theoretical background or ‘framework’
in our programme, adapting it to classroom work was very much the
responsibility of the teachers. Some teachers did a lot of work tailoring
the intervention components to their needs, planning and carrying out
curriculum-based work and role-play exercises together with their ‘team
of three’ participating in the programme – others were more passive (table
13.2). Perhaps more support could have been given to teachers in the
form of visits to schools, or consultations between the meetings.

In addition, getting teachers really involved in an intervention pro-
gramme probably demands better back-up from part of the school man-
agement. It is not clear to us how much support and resources the teach-
ers received from their colleagues in general and the school principals
especially. Even though the schools in our project volunteered to par-
ticipate, this may not have guaranteed commitment to implementing
the programme adequately. Educating teachers for anti-bullying work
is not sufficient as such, if they lack either motivation to implement the
programme, or resources to do so. Furthermore, it might be a draw-
back to our programme that there were only 3 classes from each school,
instead of including whole schools; a whole-school approach might have
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had a more positive impact on both programme implementation and its
effects.

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

Since the evaluation in fall 2000, no longer term evaluation of the effects
has been either carried out or planned.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

It remains to be seen how much impact the intervention programme
described in this chapter will have in Finnish schools at large. Both during
and after the project, the first and second author have been lecturing quite
extensively about intervening in bullying in various further education
courses for teachers and school psychologists. A Finnish book, written
by the first author, describing the intervention programme and its effects
was recently published (Salmivalli, 2003).

In general, there is quite a lot of concern about bullying problems in
Finland, and several national initiatives for promoting safety in schools
have taken place during the past few years. It is stated in article 29 of the
Finnish Basic Education Act, which came into force in 1999, that every
student has the right to a safe school environment. Education providers
have the responsibility of making sure that students do not experience
acts of violence or bullying while at school. The legislation concerns all
educational levels.

The laws amending the Finnish Comprehensive School Act (453/2001)
and the Senior School Education Act (454/2001) introduced health edu-
cation as an independent subject in comprehensive schools and senior
secondary schools. One goal of health education is to ‘foster physical,
mental and social health and well-being and the students’ acquisition
of good manners. The students shall be educated for responsibility and
co-operation and activities that pursue tolerance and trust among ethnic
groups, peoples, and cultures. The education shall also promote growing
up as responsible members of society and provide capabilities to function
in a democratic and equal society as well as uphold sustainable growth . . .’
(from section 2 of the latest decision on comprehensive schools educa-
tion, issued in December 2001). There has been discussion about the
potential of the new obligatory health education courses in preventing
and dealing with bullying problems, too. This is a possibility that will,
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it is hoped, be taken by many Finnish teachers: class-level anti-bullying
work now has its place in the curriculum!
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14 Ireland: The Donegal Primary Schools’
anti-bullying project

Astrid Mona O’Moore and Stephen James Minton

Impetus for the intervention, early stages of planning,
and funding

A nationwide study of bullying behaviour in Irish schools was under-
taken in 1993–94. Covering 20,442 pupils (9,599 pupils aged 8–12 years,
drawn from 320 primary schools, and 10,843 pupils aged 11–18 years,
drawn from 211 second-level schools), the sample comprised 10% of
the primary schools in each of the 26 counties, and 27% of all post-
primary schools in the Republic of Ireland. It revealed that the prob-
lem of bullying was widespread throughout primary and post-primary
schools in Ireland. Indeed, 31.3% of primary-school pupils and 15.6%
of post-primary pupils reported having been victimised within the last
term; 26.5% of primary-school pupils and 14.9% of post-primary pupils
reported that they had bullied others within the last term (O’Moore,
2000; O’Moore, Kirkham, and Smith, 1997).

In light of these and similar findings in earlier, smaller scale Irish studies
(Byrne, 1987; O’Moore and Hillery, 1989), the publication of the Guide-
lines on preventing and countering bullying in primary and post-primary schools
(Department of Education, 1993), and research undertaken elsewhere in
Europe, in particular Scandinavia (Olweus, 1978, 1993; Roland, 1989,
1993; Roland and Munthe, 1997) and the United Kingdom (Smith and
Sharp, 1994), it was felt that Irish schools could benefit from a nationwide
anti-bullying programme that incorporates the training of school manage-
ment, teaching staff, parents, and pupils (O’Moore and Minton, 2001;
O’Moore, Kirkham, and Smith, 1997). As co-ordinator of Trinity Col-
lege Dublin’s Anti-Bullying Research and Resource Centre (established
January 1996), Dr O’Moore submitted proposals to the Department of
Education and Science, and the Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation, stat-
ing an initial intention to conduct pilot work with a sample of the primary
schools within the county of Donegal.

In studies that have preceded this in Europe, when a ‘whole-school’
approach has been applied to the issue of countering and preventing
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bullying in schools – in Norway (Olweus, 1993, and chapter 2; Roland,
2000; Roland and Munthe, 1997), England (Smith and Sharp, 1994,
and chapter 6), and Andalucia (Ortega and Lera, 2000, and chapter 9) –
varying levels of success have been observed. The proposed nationwide
programme to prevent and counter bullying behaviour in Irish schools is
based around such an approach – one that, quite naturally, was reflected
in the work undertaken in Donegal primary schools.

Selection of schools

All 100 primary schools in Area 1 of the county of Donegal (for the
purposes of administration, Donegal is split into two areas) were invited
to participate in the study; in total, 42 schools were actually involved.
Donegal is a predominantly rural county; just 4 of the schools served
small towns (1,000–5,000 inhabitants), the rest being situated in villages
(<1,000 inhabitants) or open country.

Characteristics of schools and students

The number of pupils in the 42 schools ranged from 21 to 410, the average
being 108 per school. Most of the schools can be considered to be small:
just 3 exceeded 200 pupils; 20 schools had less than 100 pupils enrolled,
with 10 of these schools having less than 50 pupils. The average class
size ranged between 4 and 30; the mean was 18.2 pupils per class; 8 of
the schools had been designated as serving areas of disadvantage by the
Department of Education.

At the time of analysis (see below), it was possible to match pre-test
and post-test data from only 22 schools. It is those data that are reported
in this chapter. The number of pupils in these 22 schools ranged from
21 to 280; the mean was 92. Most of these schools could be considered
to be small, as just one exceeded 200 pupils; 15 schools had less than
100 pupils enrolled, with 9 of these schools having less than 50 pupils. In
most of the schools, school grades 1–6 (ages 6–11 years) were represented
by a single class, with 3 of the smallest schools combining grades within
a single teaching class. The average teaching class size ranged between
three and 28; the mean was 13.9 pupils per class. Just one of the schools
served a small town (1,000–5,000 inhabitants), the rest being situated
in villages (<1, 000 inhabitants) or open country. The socio-economic
backgrounds of the pupils varied widely between, and indeed within, the
schools.
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Components of the intervention programme

The proposed Irish national schools programme is based on the second
nationwide programme to prevent and manage bullying in Norwegian
schools (Roland, 2000; Roland and Munthe, 1997; Roland and Vaa-
land, 1996; Roland, Bjørnsen, and Mandt, 2001). Four key elements
appear in this 1996 Norwegian programme that are to be included in the
Irish national programme; thus, these were applied in this study. These
components are as follows:

Training of a network of professionals

Eleven teachers were trained, through a programme of workshops and
seminars, to provide training and support for boards of management,
staff, pupils, and parents in the prevention and countering of bullying in
their school communities.

Teachers’ resource pack

A pack containing information about bullying behaviour (drawing on
the Department of Education Guidelines and the nationwide survey (O’
Moore, Kirkham, and Smith, 1997) was given to each member of the
trained network, for use in the provision of training and support for the
network member’s allocated schools. The material in the pack contained
information provided to the network member during her or his own train-
ing, and had an overall emphasis on classroom management, the devel-
opment of a positive atmosphere in class and school, staff leadership, and
parent–teacher co-operation.

Parents’ resource pack

An information leaflet, entitled ‘Bullying: What parents need to know’, was
produced by the first author especially for this project. This leaflet was
distributed to the parents of every pupil in the schools involved in this
project; it provided information on the prevalence, types, causes, effects,
and indicators of bullying behaviour, as well as how to deal with alleged
or actual incidents of bullying.

Work with pupils

Schools were assisted, through the intervention of the trained teachers
that formed the professional network, in creating a climate that does
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not accept bullying. As part of a general awareness-raising campaign,
pupils had access to age-related handbooks, which included ideas for the
prevention and countering of bullying in their class and school. Pupils
were encouraged, through peer leadership, to support children whom
they witnessed being bullied.

Evaluation framework and procedures

An evaluation of the effectiveness of the programme was made via the
pupils’ completion of pre-test/post-test modified Olweus Bully/Victim
Questionnaires (Olweus, 1989; Whitney and Smith, 1993). The class
teachers administered these questionnaires in normal school time; steps
were taken by the schools’ principals to ensure, as far as possible, that
different classes within the school filled in the questionnaires simultane-
ously. Class tutors were instructed to ascertain that pupils understood
that they could make their questionnaire responses anonymously and in
confidence. Pupils were to be seated separately, in order that no con-
ferring, talking, or copying could take place, and were to be asked to
respond truthfully; pupils were to be instructed to ‘treat it like you would
a test’. After giving these instructions to the pupils, the class teachers
were to ask the pupils to fill in the name of their school, class, and the
date, and the teacher was to work through how they might answer the
first few questions with them.

The overall effectiveness of the programme was ascertained by a com-
parison of the pre-test and post-test questionnaire responses from the
22 schools. The sampling was designed so that those pupils who had
answered as third-class pupils in the pre-test questionnaire should answer
the post-test questionnaire as fourth-class pupils the following year, and
those who appeared as fourth-class pupils in the pre-programme sample
should answer the post-programme questionnaire as fifth-class pupils.
This procedure does have an advantage of having the same pupils in the
pre-test and post-test groups; however, a disadvantage is a confound with
age effects (as reports of victimisation, for example, generally decrease
with age; see chapter 2). In this respect, the evaluation procedure differs
from that used in many other evaluation studies, for example in Bergen
(chapter 2) or Sheffield (chapter 6).

Pre-test: prior to the implementation of the programme, in the first two
terms of the school year 1998–99 (when the training of the professional
network was taking place), data were obtained from 527 third- and fourth-
class pupils.

Post-test: 1 year after the implementation of the programme, in sum-
mer 2000, data were obtained from 520 fourth- and fifth-class pupils.
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What actually happened; achievements and difficulties in
implementing the intervention

The training of the professional network was of 12 full days’ duration,
and was undertaken at weekends at the local (Donegal) Centre of Edu-
cation. Training input was provided upon definitions of bullying; profiles
of children who bully, and children who are bullied; diagnostic criteria
of victimisation and bullying; adverse effects of bullying; whole-school
approaches to bullying; classroom and individual intervention strategies;
dealing with parents of children who bully, and those of children who are
bullied; and presentation skills.

These 11 trained teachers then took responsibility for 3–5 schools each.
They held an in-service day for teachers (a total of 197 teachers partici-
pated in these in-service days) and an after-school meeting for parents in
their respective schools. The members of the professional network also
acted as an adviser/support to schools in relation to bullying problems
thereafter. The awareness days organised by the members of the profes-
sional network included advice and assistance to the schools in developing
an anti-bullying policy within the overall framework of the school code
of behaviour and discipline.

The difficulties experienced in this project came in the evaluation pro-
cess, and primarily sprang from the devolvement of the administration of
evaluation materials to the schools themselves. Although all 42 schools
were invited to participate in both the pre-test and post-test phases of the
evaluation, due to differential responses to the pre-programme and post-
programme questionnaires by the schools, and anomalies in the adminis-
tration of the questionnaires by the schools to the correct class groupings,
it was possible to match data from only 22 schools in terms of pupils who
had responded to both the pre-test and post-test questionnaires according
to the planned design.

Results of the evaluation

In tables 14.1–14.7, data are presented from the pupils’ responses to the
Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire, administered at pre-test (labelled
‘before’) and post-test (labelled ‘after’).

The extent of having been victimised

In terms of lowering the incidence of pupils’ involvement in bullying
behaviour, as evidenced by their own responses to the pre-programme
and post-programme Olweus questionnaires, the programme would
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Table 14.1. Percentage of pupils who reported
being bullied during the last school term

How often Before After

Not at all 63.3 70.5
Occasionally (once or twice) 18.6 17.4
Moderately (sometimes) 10.7 8.5
Frequently (once a week or more) 7.3 3.6

Table 14.2. Percentage of pupils who
reported being bullied in the last 5 school
days before the survey

How often Before After

Not at all 77.9 87.4
Once 9.3 6.2
Twice 6.8 2.9
Three or four times 3.0 2.1
Five or more times 2.9 1.2

appear to have been successful (tables 14.1–14.2). There was a signif-
icant reduction of 19.6% in reports of being victimised in the last school
term, from 36.7% of all pupils prior to the implementation of the pro-
gramme to 29.5% after (!2 = 5.77, 1 df, p < 0.02). There was also a
statistically significant decrease of some 43.0% in the number of pupils
reporting that they had been bullied within the last 5 school days, from
22.1% of all pupils prior to the programme to 12.6% after (!2 = 16.99,
1 df, p < 0.001).

The extent of bullying others

Fewer pupils reported bullying at all within the last school term after the
implementation of the programme than before, a reduction of 17.3%,
from 27.1% to 22.4% (table 14.3); this was only of marginal statistical
significance (!2 = 2.89, 1 df, p < 0.10). However, there was a strongly
significant reduction of 51.8% of reports of having taken part in bullying
of others within the last 5 school days, from 13.7% to 6.6%, (!2 = 14.13,
1 df, p < 0.001) (see table 14.4).
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Table 14.3. Percentage of pupils who reported taking
part in bullying other pupils during the last school term

How often Before After

Not at all 72.9 77.6
Occasionally (once or twice) 17.7 18.2
Moderately (sometimes) 6.7 3.3
Frequently (once a week or more) 2.7 0.8

Table 14.4. Percentage of pupils who reported
taking part in bullying other pupils during the
last 5 school days before the survey

How often Before After

Not at all 86.3 93.4
Once 7.2 4.3
Twice 4.0 1.4
Three or four times 1.9 0.4
Five or more times 0.6 0.6

Who is told about bullying?

Sadly, the implementation of the anti-bullying programme had no positive
effect on the reporting of bullying behaviour by victims of it; in fact, there
was a slight decrease in reporting apparent in the responses of pupils to
the second questionnaire. This was the case whether those being ‘told’
were teachers (from 48.7% before the programme, to 52.0% after indi-
cating ‘no, I haven’t told them’) or people at home (from 31.2% before
the programme, to 34.8% thereafter).

Who tries to prevent bullying?

Pupils’ estimations of the frequencies of their teachers’ attempts to put
a stop to bullying (table 14.5) improved slightly with the implementa-
tion of the programme: 52.6% of pupils responded that their teachers
‘sometimes’ or ‘almost always’ did so before the programme, whereas
58.4% responded in such a way after. This finding was of only marginal
statistical significance (!2 = 3.70, 1 df, p < 0.10).

There was no significant change in pupils’ estimations of the likelihood
of their peers attempting to put a stop to bullying (table 14.6). Before the
programme, 45.9% responded that other pupils ‘sometimes’ or almost
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Table 14.5. Percentages of pupils’ perceptions
as to how often teachers try to put a stop to it
when a pupil is being bullied at school

How often Before After

I don’t know 39.4 34.6
Almost never 8.0 7.0
Sometimes 17.2 12.8
Almost always 35.4 45.6

Table 14.6. Percentages of pupils’ perceptions
as to how often other pupils try to put a stop to
it when a pupil is being bullied at school

How often Before After

I don’t know 40.3 40.3
Almost never 13.7 14.5
Sometimes 32.0 32.3
Almost always 13.9 12.8

Table 14.7. Percentages for what pupils responded that they usually
do when they see a pupil of their own age being bullied at school

Response Before After

Nothing, it’s none of my business 15.9 9.2
Nothing, but I think I ought to help 22.2 19.2
I try to help her or him in some way 61.8 71.4

always’ tried to put a stop to bullying; in the post-programme sample,
45.1% did so.

In contrast, pupils were significantly more likely to report that if they
saw a pupil of their own age being bullied that they would ‘try and help her
or him in some way’ after (71.4%) than before (61.8%) the implemen-
tation of the anti-bullying programme (!2 = 10.72, 1 df, p < 0.01). Just
9.2% of pupils reported that in such a situation they would do ‘nothing,
it’s none of my business’ after the programme, whereas prior to it, this
figure had been 15.9%; this finding, too, reached statistical significance
(!2 = 10.58, 1 df, p < 0.01) (table 14.7).
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Discussion of the pre-test and post-test changes

In terms of lowering the incidence of pupils’ involvement in bullying
behaviour in school, the programme would appear to have been suc-
cessful. Similar studies that have preceded ours, conducted elsewhere
in Europe, have found disparate levels of programme success (Olweus,
1997, 1999; Roland, 1989, 1993; Roland and Munthe, 1997). It should
also be noted that Roland, among others (notably Eslea and Smith,
1998) has suggested that a heightened awareness of bullying and bul-
lying behaviour among pupils might have led to an elevation in levels
of reporting. In other words, the implementation of a programme may
produce an over-vigilance concerning episodes which, rightly or wrongly,
might not have been categorised as incidents of bullying beforehand.

In the Sheffield Anti-Bullying Project (Smith and Sharp, 1994; Smith,
1997; and chapter 6), reductions of 17% in reports of victimisation, and
7% in reports of bullying others were obtained at the primary level. The
Donegal schools project evaluation findings – of a reduction of 19.6%
in reports of being victimised in the last term (from 36.7% before the
programme to 29.5% thereafter), and a reduction of 17.3% in reports of
bullying others in the last term (from 27.1% before the programme to
22.4% thereafter) – are therefore, we believe, indicative of a reasonable
level of success. In the admittedly rather less robust ‘last 5 days’ category,
reduction rates indicate still greater success – here we see a reduction in
reports of being victimised of 43.0% (from 22.1% before the programme
to 12.6% thereafter) and of 51.8% in reports of bullying others (down
from 13.7% to 6.6% thereafter).

However, in comparing these results with the Norwegian and English
projects, the different evaluation procedures have to be borne in mind.
These projects used age-equivalent groups for pre-test and post-test com-
parison, thus avoiding the age confounds that are likely given the natural
age-related decrease in reports of being victimised found consistently
in large-scale surveys (O’ Moore, Kirkham, and Smith, 1997; Smith,
Madsen, and Moody, 1999).

Nevertheless, age-related decreases in involvement in bullying
behaviour did not appear in either our pre-programme or post-
programme samples. Chi-squared analyses showed that differences
between third- and fourth-class pupils’ reports in the pre-programme
sample of having been bullied within the last school term, having been
frequently bullied within the last school term, having been bullied within
the last 5 school days, having taken part in bullying others within the
last school term, having frequently taken part in bullying others within
the last school term, and having taken part in bullying others within the
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last 5 school days did not reach statistical significance (!2 = 1.47, 0.05,
3.07, 0.27, 1.37, and 3.00, respectively; all below the critical value of
!2 = 3.84, p < 0.05, 1 df).

Similarly, in the post-programme sample, differences between fourth-
and fifth-class pupils’ reports of having been bullied within the last school
term, having been frequently bullied within the last school term, having
been bullied within the last 5 school days, having taken part in bullying
others within the last school term, and having taken part in bullying others
within the last 5 school days did not reach statistical significance (!2 =
0.81, 0.08, 0.04, 0.38, and 0.06, respectively).

An area in which the Donegal schools programme met with rather
less success was in the attempt to increase levels of reporting of bullying
behaviour, by those who are victims of it, to teachers and parents. Eslea
and Smith (1998: 217) suggest that the issue of anti-bullying programmes
failing to increase the reporting rate of bullying ‘is not the indictment it
at first seems’. They argue that anti-bullying programmes foster both
increased teacher vigilance (the pupils have less need to report incidents)
and increased pupil assertion (as bullying is taken seriously in a school
running an anti-bullying programme, the mere threat of ‘telling’ works).

Whether Eslea and Smith are over-optimistic in assuming the existence
of these masking phenomena, though, remains to be seen – the data
in their (and our) evaluation study pointing to stasis in reporting rates
are firm, whereas the evidence for a increased consciousness of teacher
vigilance and greater assertive qualities amongst pupils is rather less so.
This being noted, however, in terms of pupils’ perceptions of the efficacy
and willingness of those who stop bullying, it seems from the results that,
as Eslea and Smith (1998) suggested, pupils are aware of the teachers’
commitment to the anti-bullying programme. This is evidenced by a
slight increase in the proportion of pupils responding that they think
that their teachers ‘sometimes’ or ‘almost always’ put a stop to incidents
of bullying (table 14.5). Perhaps the non-resolution of this particular
point is a further demonstration of the fact that the need for the further
development and careful implementation of evaluation studies of anti-
bullying interventions is absolutely imperative.

The rather more negative view of their peers’ attempts or willingness
to stop bullying, though (table 14.6), is less easy to interpret optimisti-
cally. It is possible that the programme prompts a certain mindfulness, or
awareness, of both past successes and past shortcomings in stopping bul-
lying among the pupils. Furthermore, it might be reasonable to speculate
that successes will be ‘claimed’ by the individual pupil (hence the positive
increases in table 14.7), whereas the shortcomings will be disavowed, and
be subjectively experienced as more typical of their peers.
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Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

There have been no further evaluations of bullying behaviour in the Done-
gal primary schools since the post-programme evaluation in summer
2000. However, it should be possible to gather such data over the com-
ing years, as a second nationwide survey of bullying behaviour in Irish
schools (to include the pre-programme evaluation phase of the forthcom-
ing nationwide intervention programme) is due to commence in summer
2004.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

Whilst the Donegal schools anti-bullying project has shown itself to be
successful in reducing the incidence of pupils’ involvement in bullying
behaviour as both perpetrators and victims, there remain, with a view to
the development and future implementation of the proposed nationwide
programme to counter and prevent bullying in schools, some areas of
concern.

It is evident that increasing levels of reporting of bullying behaviour
among primary pupils is a tough nut to crack. However, it may well be
the case that pupils might not report bullying because they do not feel
confident in the school’s ability to deal adequately with bullying. Pupils
know that they should report bullying; they also need to believe that it will
be safe for them to do so. If the school has a clear anti-bullying policy,
with provisions made for detecting, reporting, and dealing with bullying,
upon which all staff are agreed and act, then the pupils can feel confident
in reporting the bullying behaviour that they witness and experience. For
as long as this is not always the case, reporting may always seem to carry
a risk.

Generally, in terms of programme success, Smith and Sharp (1994)
feel that their research in England demonstrates that ‘those [schools that]
did the most, achieved the most’; in Norway, Roland and Munthe (1997)
indicate ‘continuity’, and the integration of the anti-bullying programme’s
principles into the day-to-day school management are key factors. In the
evaluation of their 1996 nationwide programme for Norwegian schools,
Roland et al. (2001) stated that ‘. . . the broad profile of the programme
and the material were well received by the schools, but the system of local
assistance has to be improved’ (Roland, Bjørnsen, and Mandt, 2001: 7).
This in itself, and the fact that a substantial amount of the anti-bullying
programme evaluation research to date has demonstrated the impor-
tance of the internal and external organisational support in underpinning
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anti-bullying intervention efforts and preventing bullying in schools, pro-
vides food for thought. In other words, it may well be possible to attend to
such areas of concern via increased attention to the professional network
aspect of our programme.
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15 Bernese programme against victimisation in
kindergarten and elementary school

Françoise D. Alsaker

Impetus for the intervention, early stages of planning,
and funding

Despite the growing interest in victimisation problems in school (see
Smith et al., 1999), studies that have addressed this issue in the pre-
school years are extremely rare. The existence of victimisation in pre-
school children, however, had been systematically studied and demon-
strated in earlier studies: in day-care centres in Norway (Alsaker, 1993a,
1993b); in the United States with kindergarten children (Kochenderfer
and Ladd, 1996); and in kindergarten in Switzerland (Alsaker, 2003;
Alsaker and Valkanover, 2001). All three studies showed that the extent
to which victimisation occurs in the early childhood years is comparable
with that in grade school and that it has an immensely stressful effect on
young children.

Studies from Australia (Slee and Rigby, 1993), Finland (Lagerspetz,
Björkqvist, Berts, and King, 1982), Ireland (Neary and Joseph, 1994),
the United Kingdom (Boulton and Smith, 1994), Norway (Alsaker and
Olweus, 2002; Olweus, 1993), Sweden (Olweus, 1978), and Switzerland
(Alsaker, 2003) have all shown detrimental effects of victimisation on
self-esteem. Repeated victimisation experiences may elicit intense emo-
tional experiences, including feelings of helplessness, worthlessness, and
shame. In addition, they may result in highly stable negative expecta-
tions for peer relationships and negative self-evaluations, even after the
victimisation has stopped (Alsaker and Olweus, 2002; Olweus, 1991).
Such negative perceptions of self and peers may, in turn, influence the
child’s behaviour in school, thus making him or her more vulnerable to
victimisation. Therefore, it is important that prevention of victimisation
starts in pre-school contexts. The conditions in kindergartens are ideal
for the implementation of preventive programmes against victimisation,
given the generally high adult to child ratio, flexibility as to scheduling
and teaching, and last, but not least, the admiration of many children for
their teachers.

289
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With this understanding, I applied for funding within the framework
of the ‘National Programme on Daily Violence and Organised Crime’
(financed by the Swiss National Science Foundation), a national research
programme launched to respond to the increasing awareness of violence
in Swiss daily life (including school). In addition to an in-depth study of
victimisation in pre-school children (Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker and Valka-
nover, 2001), the project set out to develop, implement, and evaluate a
prevention programme against victimisation in kindergarten.

The development of the Bernese programme against victimisation in
kindergarten and elementary school was based on well-known principles
used in school programmes against bully/victim problems (e.g. Olweus,
1993; Sharp and Smith, 1993) and in various programmes for social–
cognitive skills. These programmes had, by and large, been designed for
school settings with the associated challenges of implementation. There-
fore, in recognition of the special context of kindergarten, we designed the
Bernese prevention programme against victimisation in kindergarten and
elementary school (Be-Prox). This programme was flexible and adaptable
to the very different situations and needs encountered by teachers, and
focused on enhancing and maintaining teachers’ motivation to prevent
victimisation (Alsaker, 2003).

Selection of schools

A pre-test/post-test design with a control group was used to evaluate the
effects of the Be-Prox programme. The programme was implemented
in 8 kindergarten classes. Another eight kindergarten classes comprised
the control group; nothing was done in the control groups, except for
teachers making notes of educational work with children, in logbooks.
Each class was in a different school or institution. The project took place
over 7 months, from November 1997 (pre-test) to June 1998 (post-test).

Because we wanted the study to reflect a real situation, we let teachers
‘self-select’, as would be the case if a counselling office or a teachers’
educational institution offered special training in tackling bully/victim
problems. All kindergarten teachers in Berne received information about
the prevention project, except those who had participated in the in-depth
study on victimisation and teachers from kindergartens within the imme-
diate neighbourhood of the previously investigated kindergartens. We
described the purpose of the programme, the kind of co-operation it
would require, and our intention to implement the programme in some
kindergartens immediately and to make the same offer one year later to the
other kindergartens. Teachers were also informed about how much time
supervision meetings and programme evaluation would ‘cost’ them. Of
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the 88 kindergarten teachers provided with information, and after several
phone calls and an information meeting for all teachers who were inter-
ested in the endeavour, 18 teachers (from 16 kindergartens) indicated
that they were interested. Teachers who wanted to participate immedi-
ately (10 teachers from 8 kindergartens) were selected as the intervention
group. The other teachers (8 kindergartens) preferred to wait another year
and were therefore selected as the control group.

The self-selection to the prevention and control groups introduced a
(real-life) bias. The teachers who wanted to participate immediately were
experiencing bullying problems in their classrooms to a greater extent
than their control colleagues. In fact, 50% of the teachers in the inter-
vention group indicated an ‘urgent need’ for implementing a prevention
programme compared to only 25% of teachers in the control group.

Characteristics of kindergartens and students

In all, 319 parents allowed their children to participate in our evaluation
study (99.4% of all children in the 16 kindergartens). There were 152
children (50% girls) in the prevention group and 167 children (50.9%
girls) in the control group. The children’s ages varied between 5 years
and 7 years 11 months (M = 6.2, SD = .59), and 31% of the children
were foreign citizens.

Components of the prevention programme

The basic principle of the prevention programme was to enhance teach-
ers’ capability of handling bully/victim problems. Kindergarten teachers in
the intervention group were offered an intensive focused supervision for
approximately 4 months. The design of the general procedure is illus-
trated in fig. 15.1.

In 8 meetings, issues central to the prevention of bullying were
addressed. All meetings followed the same basic schedule: information
about specific topics regarding victimisation and its prevention (step 1, 1a,
etc. in fig. 15.1) and implications of the new information were discussed
(step 2); then specific implementation tasks were introduced (step 3) and
the teachers worked in groups on the preparation of the practical imple-
mentation (step 4). During the 2 or 3 weeks between meetings teachers
were encouraged to implement some specific preventive elements (step
5). The next meeting then started with a discussion of teachers’ experi-
ences with the implementation of the task (step 6).

As noted earlier, one of the central characteristics of Be-Prox is flex-
ibility. Teachers who take part in the prevention courses are assumed
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Fig. 15.1 Overview of the structure of the prevention programme
Be-Prox.

to be motivated to prevent victimisation. Therefore, everything is done
to maintain and even enhance their motivation. In my opinion, this can
only be done when individual needs, resources, and limitations are taken
into account. This, in turn, means that the prevention process should be
allowed to follow different paths and to occur at different paces in the
various classes.

Another central feature of Be-Prox is its emphasis on co-operation. The
consultants and the teachers work together on the concretisation of the
programme. The consultants are defined as experts regarding knowledge
about victimisation and prevention; the teachers are experts regarding
educational techniques and knowledge about the children in their classes
and their own personality. Co-operation between teachers and parents is
also emphasised.
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Another feature of the programme regards expectations: expectations
and goals have to be realistic. That is, teachers have to learn to define
intermediate goals, to recognise that prevention of (or intervention against)
victimisation is a long-term process characterised by small steps and to
acknowledge success even when the achievements seem trivial.

Finally, we emphasise the usefulness of group discussions and mutual
support. Following these principles, 8 meetings were planned. An outline
of the factual contents of these meetings is given below.

What actually happened; achievements and
difficulties in implementing the intervention

First meeting: sensitisation

The main purpose of the first meeting was sensitisation. Specific aspects
of victimisation were presented and the kindergarten teachers were asked
to give an account of the situation in their kindergarten regarding aggres-
sive behaviour in general and victimisation in particular. An emphasis
was put on early diagnosis of victimisation patterns and the differentia-
tion between conflicts and victimisation.

Also, the main principles of the programme were presented and dis-
cussed including expectations both of teachers and consultants, and the
importance of contact between kindergarten and parents.

At the end of the meeting, the teachers were assigned an observation
task. Different approaches were discussed, but they were free to choose a
method they felt comfortable with. They were also invited to start prepar-
ing a meeting with parents. The purpose of this meeting was threefold:
first, to sensitise them to bully/victim problems; second, to inform them
about the major elements of the programme in order to increase their
co-operation; and third, to improve communication patterns between
teachers and parents when difficult situations arise.

Second meeting: sensitisation of the children and behaviour code

The second meeting started with teachers’ reports from their observations
(step 6 in fig. 15.1). The teachers talked about their own reactions during
these episodes, and alternative reactions were discussed.

The importance of rules, limits, and structure for children’s devel-
opment was discussed. Using recommendations and experiences from
various programmes (Battistisch et al., 1989; Bierman, Greenberg, and
CPPRG, 1996; Olweus, 1993; Smith and Sharp, 1994), the value of
discussions about victimisation in the class and of the elaboration of a
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behaviour code in collaboration with the children was stressed. The teach-
ers were invited to come back with the rules that they had agreed upon
with the children in their classes. The usefulness of co-operation with
parents was highlighted once more, and the concrete organisation of a
parent meeting was given as a homework task.

Several teachers felt uncomfortable about talking about victimisation
with the children, when they themselves had not directly observed sys-
tematic or harsh bullying. Therefore, many possible ways were discussed
to address the issue of victimisation, including stories, books, films, etc.
Several teachers chose to start the discussion with the children addressing
the issue of good and bad feelings, that is, what they knew about good
and bad feelings and what triggered such feelings. Our experience, also
with other groups of teachers, is that children nearly automatically report
on bullying experiences when they start explaining what bad feelings are.

We learned that the discussion and implementation of rules against
victimisation occurred too early because teachers felt somewhat over-
whelmed. Therefore, in our present work with Be-Prox, we use one addi-
tional meeting on the presentation and discussion of specific aspects of
victimisation and reserve a 3-week period for the teachers to work on sen-
sitisation of the children. We also give the teachers more time during the
meeting to prepare how to discuss aggressive behaviour and victimisation
with the children.

The third meeting is then reserved to work intensively on the impor-
tance of limits and rules, and the time between the third and fourth
meeting is used to implement the behaviour code.

Third meeting: making use of the behaviour code

Feedback on discussions with the children and the implementation of
rules was highly positive. Children were very eager to work on such rules,
and produced many suggestions and drawings. In most kindergartens,
the teachers then used the children’s drawings to illustrate and concretise
the behaviour code. Many teachers reported that the children were very
proud of the behaviour code they had produced.

The topic of the third meeting was the importance of consistent teacher
behaviour, positive and negative sanctions, and the use of basic learning
principles. The issue of reporting on bullying behaviour or requesting help
from the teacher versus tattling on peers was addressed. In fact, tattling on
peers was a very sensitive issue. Many teachers were very concerned about
introducing a tattling culture in their classes if children were encouraged
to report on rule transgressions regarding bullying behaviour.
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Myths and stereotypes regarding victims and bullies and teachers’ ten-
dencies to excuse aggressive behaviour because of possible inner conflicts
were intensely discussed during this meeting. In addition, the role of the
teacher as socialisation agent and many teachers’ reluctance to use negative
sanctions were discussed. The task for the next implementation period
was to note transgressions against the behaviour code and to reflect about
and describe reinforcement patterns around victims and bullies in the
class.

By that time all teachers had organised meetings with the parents.
They all had taken the opportunity to ask the consultants to participate in
these meetings. This again shows how insecure they felt when considering
telling parents about their work with the children, and particularly in
soliciting parents’ co-operation about the behaviour code. This, in turn,
highlights the need for emphasising the importance of structure, limits,
and rules in the socialisation of children today.

Fourth meeting: the non-involved children

The main focus of the fourth session was on the role and responsibility of
the so-called non-involved children and bystanders. Teachers were asked
to draw some kind of personality profiles of passive and aggressive vic-
tims and of bullies. Research findings on characteristics of involved and
non-involved children were then discussed, and emphasis was put on the
immense resources that empathic, non-aggressive, and socially compe-
tent children represent in the prevention of victimisation. The teachers
also reported on their behaviour towards different children, and particu-
larly towards bullies and victims. Their task until the next meeting was to
observe the so-called non-involved children and to develop some means
of involving them in the prevention of victimisation.

Fifth meeting: body awareness and concrete goals

Research-based knowledge on motor development and body awareness
among pre-school children was presented. Findings from our own kinder-
garten study were discussed. An examination of children’s self-perception
of strength, of peers’ perceptions of the strength of victims and bullies
and of factual measures of strength and other motor characteristics of the
children yielded important insights. As expected, victims perceived them-
selves as weaker than others. Also their peers perceived them as weak.
In contrast, bullies reported being stronger than other children in their
class, and this corresponded to the perception of their peers. However,
analyses of the measures tapping various actual motor skills revealed no
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significant differences between the groups of children: passive victims,
aggressive victims, bullies, and non-involved children did not differ in
motor skills, such as strength (Alsaker, 2003; Valkanover, 2003).

Several possibilities of enhancing victims’ awareness of their own phys-
ical competence and strength and to provide all children with a more
realistic perception of the strength of bullies were discussed. Also, we
addressed the importance of offering children opportunities to differen-
tiate aggression and strength, as well as the use of physical exercises and
games helping children to set limits, to define their own territory, and to
increase self-assertiveness.

The teachers were asked to choose some common tasks they should
work on in their classes until the next meeting. They decided to work on
four major issues: empathy training using body-oriented tasks and games;
active participation of the non-involved children; talks with the children
about their experiences of victimisation in the class; and preparation of
materials that were used with the children regarding the prevention pro-
gramme and that should be presented to the other teachers at the next
meeting.

Sixth meeting: consolidation through own prevention goals

Time was reserved to reflect on the goals formulated by the teachers
at the beginning of the prevention programme, and the issues they had
agreed upon at the end of the fifth meeting, that is especially: training of
empathy and body awareness, participation and involvement of the non-
involved children, and talks with the children about the situation in the
kindergarten. Also, teachers had time to discuss their attitudes towards
aggression, towards victims, and their expectations for kindergarten chil-
dren in general.

Many teachers reported having encountered difficulties in behaving
consistently in case of transgressions. Therefore, we decided to come
back to this issue during the next meeting, which had been defined as
‘open’ in order to respond to the needs and wishes of the teachers. The
task for the next implementation period was to work on the issues that
still needed more attention.

Seventh meeting: ‘open’

Following the wish of a majority of the teachers, sanctions in cases of
transgressions and the application of learning principles, especially posi-
tive reinforcement, were discussed one more time. The teachers reported
facing a dilemma between feeling intolerant and rigid, on the one hand,
and behaving inconsistently, on the other. Much attention was given to
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the unwanted positive reinforcement of negative behaviour and strategies
to avoid it.

The teachers reported that they worked intensively on the expression
of emotions (e.g. using pictures of children’s faces displaying various
emotional states) and on the improvement of social skills. During this
meeting teachers identified individual goals that they wanted to work on
until the end of the school year.

Eighth meeting: feedback and further use of the programme

For the teachers, the last meeting was an opportunity to evaluate their own
work on prevention of victimisation and to give feedback about the whole
programme to the consultants. The teachers’ feedback was highly posi-
tive, even if they had experienced many challenges and worked intensively
on several issues. As one teacher noted: ‘Sometimes it is good to have
someone holding a mirror in front of you.’ They evaluated the amount of
time spent on the programme as suitable, but they also reported that the
upper limit was reached. They were very satisfied with the combination
of research-based knowledge and practical tasks.

Our experience with further use of Be-Prox, however, is that it is diffi-
cult to motivate teachers – and schools – to meet as many as 8 times, as
we did in the project. On the other hand, the difficulties that these kinder-
garten teachers experienced, such as consistent behaviour, sanctions, and
addressing difficult issues, are quite common. Therefore, we believe that
it is essential to follow teachers over an extended period of time, in order
to support them and to challenge them, so that they have an opportunity
to experience their own competence in handling victimisation situations.
I will come back to this issue at the end of the chapter.

Evaluation framework and procedures

The design was a longitudinal one. Changes over time could be con-
founded with natural age changes, so the interest is in differential changes
between the intervention and control groups. In both groups (preven-
tion and control), the teachers completed questionnaires and children
were interviewed individually before and after the programme was imple-
mented. Teachers’ questionnaires and children’s interviews included for
the most part questions directly related to victimisation.

Teacher reports

Teachers rated each child, indicating the extent to which he or she was
victimised and/or bullied other children. They rated 4 items on bullying
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and 4 items on victimisation (physical, verbal, property-related, and
exclusion), using a 5-point rating scale (never, seldom, once or several
times a month, once a week, or several times a week). Furthermore,
a set of questions was used at both pre-test and post-test on teachers’
attitudes towards victimisation, perceptions of the possibilities to pre-
vent victimisation, readiness to contact and work with children’s par-
ents, and about the children’s behaviour in the peer group when bullying
occurred.

Also, the implementation of some ‘easy-to-use’ elements of the pro-
gramme was assessed. In Switzerland, kindergarten teachers are used to
keeping a logbook of their educational activities. Therefore, by the end
of the school year we asked all teachers (prevention and control) to use
these logbooks to complete a questionnaire about their activities against
victimisation during the project period. For the evaluation, we split the
period of time between the beginning of the prevention programme and
the end of the school year into 3 phases of about 6 weeks. We called these
3 phases implementation, consolidation, and further use.

Child interviews

As a result of earlier experiences with interviewing children about vic-
timisation (Alsaker, 1993a,b), efforts were made to define victimisation,
including power imbalance and recurrence. The intention of being mean
to others was also explicitly discussed with the children. After some open-
ended questions on bullying, the interviewer explained clearly what we
meant by bullying, using pictures showing physical, verbal, and property-
related bullying and a situation of isolation/exclusion. The children were
then asked to pick out the photographs of peers who bullied other chil-
dren and to tell who were the victims of these children. Peer nominations
were transformed into percentages of possible nominations (see Alsaker
and Valkanover, 2001).

Results of the evaluation

Teacher ratings of children’s bullying and victimisation

Due to the self-selection procedure, teachers in the prevention group were
highly motivated to participate in the programme and they invested much
time. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that their answers could be
biased towards improvement. However, they were also highly sensitised
to victimisation and especially to subtle aggressive behaviour. Hence,
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Fig. 15.2 Changes in 4 types of victimisation from pre-test to post-test
according to teacher questionnaires.

we could also expect them to report much more victimisation at post-test
than at pre-test. The control group had not been sensitised, but the teach-
ers had also spent some time completing questionnaires, organising our
interview visits, etc. Consequently, they could also have been motivated
to show that they managed well even without our programme. There-
fore, we considered teachers’ data regarding reports on victimisation at
post-test as somewhat problematic. The strength of our evaluation is
the multi-informant design: well aware of these possible sources of error,
data from the teachers are complemented with results based on children’s
interviews.

From the teacher data we found no changes in reported bullying
behaviour for either the prevention group or the control group. Results on
being victimised, however, showed significant interaction effects (a differ-
ential change in the prevention and control groups), regarding 3 of the 4
types of victimisation. In the control group, property-related victimisation
had increased significantly. In the prevention group, scores on physical
and indirect victimisation had dropped significantly. Verbal victimisation
yielded no significant results, even though it had become slightly more
frequent in the prevention group. To sum up, data from the teachers in
the prevention group yielded two significant positive changes, whereas
data from the teachers in the control group yielded one significant nega-
tive change (see Alsaker, 2003; Alsaker and Valkanover, 2000, 2001 for
details). The findings for all four types of victimisation are illustrated in
fig. 15.2.

The discrepant results obtained for bullying, on the one hand,
and victimisation, on the other, as well as the concurrent drop and
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(non-significant) increase in different forms of victimisation in the pre-
vention group, point to the absence of a general bias in the teachers’
answers. The improvement in physical and indirect victimisation indi-
cates some general positive effects (there is more significant improvement
than aggravation of the situation in the prevention group). Our focus on
non-involved children may have led to a better integration of all chil-
dren in the class (leading to less exclusion and isolation). The decrease in
children being regularly physically harassed corresponds to the goals of
the programme. The reported slight increase in verbal victimisation in the
prevention group was not significant, but may indicate some sensitisation
effects. Bullying behaviour in general may have decreased, but the teach-
ers could have become extremely aware of less obvious verbal aggressive
behaviours. Before the prevention programme was implemented, teach-
ers may have considered verbal harassment as not serious or even ignored
it. Being subsequently sensitised to all forms of victimisation, they may
have learned to recognise verbal harassment as such, but they might also
have been over-sensitised and have interpreted some tough verbal inter-
actions as harassment.

Child interviews

We transformed the peer nominations for bullies and victims, respec-
tively, into percentages of nominations (on the basis of the number of
children who had been interviewed in the various classes). There was no
change in the prevention group as to percentage of children nominated as
a bully or victim. In the control group there was a small increase in bully
nominations and a larger and significant increase in victim nominations.
This finding is complementary to the results obtained on the basis of the
teachers’ questionnaires, suggesting either a decline in victimisation in
the prevention group or an increase in the control group.

On the basis of raw peer nominations as victims, we also created a
dichotomous variable (0 = no or 1 nomination received, 1 = at least 2
nominations) as an indication of ‘risk of victimization’. At pre-test, 88
children were assigned to the risk category in the prevention group; at
post-test, 75 children met this criterion. This represents a decrease of
15%. In the control group, there were 55 children in the risk category at
pre-test and 85 at post-test, an increase of 55% (fig. 15.3). We interpreted
the increase reported by the children in the control group as a ‘normal’
pattern when nothing is done to prevent or stop bullying. When nothing
was done, the risk for some children of becoming a victim was one and a
half times higher by the end of the school year than in the beginning.
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Teacher logbooks

Reports from the teachers’ logbooks clearly showed that the teachers
in the prevention group had worked according to the tasks they were
assigned during the various meetings. Some interesting and sometimes
paradoxical findings are described below.

First, the teachers in the control group noted during all 3 phases of the
project that they had notified the children about behaviour rules in the
class. The teachers from the prevention group did it only in the first phase
and noted at the same time that they had discussed rules with the children.
Even if the teachers from the control group reported having talked about
victimisation with the children, the teachers in the prevention group had
used a greater variety of methods, including body-oriented methods (par-
ticularly when teaching children to set limits) and individual talks with
children. Also, the children in the prevention group reported that they
had class discussions of victimisation significantly more often than chil-
dren in the control group, and they were more likely to mention concrete
rules against bullying than the children from the control kindergartens.

The pre-test/post-test comparisons also demonstrated that teachers in
the prevention group felt more secure about how to handle bullying situ-
ations. Interestingly, teachers in the control group reported more often at
post-test than at pre-test that they told the children to report on bullying and
call for their help in case of harassment. The contrary was observed in
the prevention group (see fig. 15.4). The prevention teachers also agreed
more frequently with the statement children have to learn to handle bullying
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Fig. 15.4 A sample of teachers’ answers regarding attitudes towards
victimisation and children’s opportunities to cope with victimisation.

situations at post-test, whereas the contrary was true for control teach-
ers (see fig. 15.4). These paradoxical findings only make sense when we
also know that the teachers from the prevention group reported that the
children helped one another more at post-test than at pre-test. That is,
they had experienced that children could be active in the prevention of
victimisation and they were confident that children could learn to handle
such situations.

Teachers in the prevention group agreed to a lesser extent with the
statements some children are born to be victims (see fig. 15.4) and victim-
isation always occurs behind my back at post-test than at pre-test and less
than teachers from the control group, who showed the opposite trend.
Here also, their answers reflected a heightened feeling of ‘being in con-
trol’. Victims can leave the victim role. Victimisation is a phenomenon
teachers can be aware of and stop.

Another encouraging finding was that teachers in the prevention group
developed positive attitudes towards working with the parents of the
kindergarten children during the project time. They agreed almost unan-
imously that it was very important to work together with the parents and
that it made sense to talk with parents. During this same period of time,
teachers from the control group had become rather negative towards
parents (Alsaker, 2003).

In sum, the results demonstrated that the central elements of the pro-
gramme had been implemented and that children were aware of it. They
also showed that important attitudes had changed in the expected direc-
tion in the prevention group, and that the increase in harassment episodes
(children’s reports) in the control group was accompanied by an increase
in teachers’ endorsement of pessimistic and self-defeating attitudes as
compared with the prevention group.



Bernese programme against victimisation 303

At first glance, the relatively modest decrease in victimisation in the
prevention group (even if significant) was somewhat disappointing. How-
ever, the similarity of the findings based on teachers’ questionnaires and
on children’s reports indicate high reliability of the findings. Also, con-
sidering that some sensitisation effect may have influenced the results,
and that teachers were much more aware of the bullying episodes in the
prevention group (they agreed to a lesser extent than control teachers
that bullying occurred behind their back), the results are very encourag-
ing. In addition, the protocols from all meetings clearly indicated positive
changes in teachers’ handling of bullying situations. During the course of
the project, the teachers became more confident in their own competence
in handling these situations, they felt much more relaxed in the presence
of aggressive behaviour, and they addressed the problems as soon as they
occurred. Also, the fact that they made contact with parents of bullies
and victims indicates that they felt much more in control of the situation
and acted competently (Alsaker, 2003).

Longer term effects or evaluation of the programme

An attempt was made to do a follow-up of the intervention effects 2 years
later. Unfortunately, this was at a time of industrial unrest by the teachers;
and, despite efforts at various levels, further evaluation of the programme
has not yet been possible.

Dissemination and impact beyond the
programme schools

Several interviews in local and national newspapers as well as on radio
helped to disseminate general information about the work we had done
in the project kindergartens. In the meantime, some psychologists were
trained to use the prevention programme and also a large number of
schools (not only kindergartens) and communities have made contact
with the author and her team. Teachers’ organisations and parents’ organ-
isations also work intensively to give teachers an opportunity to take part
in our courses. A film and a workbook for teachers are published, spon-
sored through the Swiss National Research Council and the Educational
Ministers of around 10 of the Swiss federal states. The purpose of these
two instruments is to enable teachers to work in groups (with or without
supervision) following the principles that were used during the project.
The workbook includes a concrete schedule for meetings, suggestions of
discussions and reflection, and many examples of materials and meth-
ods used by the teachers in the project. We are currently working with
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parents’ and teachers’ organisations in several communities to set up
courses for parents.

We have encountered two general problems in the implementation of
Be-Prox. First, schools often have difficulties raising funds to pay profes-
sionals to supervise groups of teachers for longer periods. Second, many
teachers still would like experts to come into their class and solve the
problems, or endow them with a ‘very-easy-to-use-technique’ that would
work immediately. In fact, many teachers in higher grades seem to be
afraid of the reactions of their students. This, in turn, makes it difficult to
believe that teachers can learn to handle victimisation situations without
any supervision, some pressure, and considerably more support. There-
fore, at present we are experimenting with several alternative procedures
that could reduce the costs for the schools and still include some super-
vision.
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16 Looking back and looking forward:
implications for making interventions
work effectively

Debra Pepler, Peter K. Smith, and Ken Rigby

This volume represents an unprecedented opportunity to reflect on inter-
ventions to address bullying problems at school. The contributors have
been generous in their willingness to be part of this collective reflection.
We benefit from their honesty in not only sharing the highlights of suc-
cessful outcomes but also in providing rare glimpses of the challenges
and disappointments in their well-crafted attempts to reduce problems
of bullying among school children. From this vantage-point, we can look
back on the efforts in many countries to address this universal problem,
and look forward to sketch out intervention, evaluation, and policy strate-
gies for a more-informed and effective collective effort to reduce bullying
problems and support healthy relationships among children and youth.

With ongoing research efforts, the theoretical framework for under-
standing bullying is constantly being refined; however, developmental
and systemic perspectives comprise its essential foundation. These per-
spectives relate to underlying causes of bullying which may involve indi-
vidual risk characteristics of children, problems within the family, dynam-
ics within the peer group, and problems within the classroom and larger
school climate.

Developmental perspective

By considering bullying problems from a developmental perspective, we
can recognise different developmental capacities, motivations, and vul-
nerabilities, as well as different peer-group dynamics of children at various
stages. A developmental perspective also reveals that effective bullying
interventions must be ongoing throughout children’s school careers.

Developmental differences

There is great variability in the types of children who are involved in per-
petrating bullying and being victimised. The interventions for bullying
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can be tailored to meet the specific developmental needs and capacities
of children. At the extreme ends of the continuum, there are children with
serious psychosocial problems which contribute to their involvement as
bullies, victims, or both bullies and victims. These children and their
families will require more intensive support from the school; however,
their needs may be beyond the school’s capacity and require clinical sup-
port from a community agency. Some of the programmes described in
this volume, such as that of Koivisto in Finland (chapter 12) and Limber
and colleagues in the USA (chapter 4), established specific links with
professionals and community agencies to provide this type of additional
support to children experiencing severe problems associated with, and
contributing to, the problems of bullying and victimisation. The inter-
ventions provided for children must be matched to their developmental
needs. As Limber and colleagues (chapter 4) note, anger-management
programmes may not be suitable for most children who bully, because
anger is seldom the motivation for bullying (Olweus, 2001).

Developmental timing

A developmental perspective also points to timing prevention efforts early
in children’s school careers. With development, both an individual child’s
behaviours as well as the ways in which others react to the child become
increasingly consolidated and resistant to change. Research on the sta-
bility of victim-and-bully status suggests that few pupils enter into stable
victim roles before 8–9 years (Kochenderfer and Ladd, 1996; Monks,
Smith, and Swettenham, 2003). Intervention programmes that focus on
children younger than 8 or 9 years may be able to prevent vulnerable
children from developing interactional patterns of bullying or being sys-
tematically targeted and stereotyped into a stable victim role from which
it may be difficult to escape. Several of the interventions in this vol-
ume focused on early prevention of bullying and victimization. Alsaker
(chapter 15) found evidence for programme effects in reducing teacher
ratings of victimisation with the Berne, Switzerland, anti-bullying pro-
gramme in kindergarten schools. In evaluating interventions within Irish
primary schools, O’Moore and Minton (chapter 14) found decreases in
students’ reports of bullying peers and being victimised.

A number of contributors describe interventions in both primary- and
secondary-school contexts. Efforts to intervene to support healthy rela-
tionships across childhood and adolescence are important, because the
children who are involved in bullying and victimisation at a serious level
may be at risk for continuing these patterns into adulthood. Consistent
with the developmental recommendation for early interventions, there
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appear to be stronger positive effects on bullying problems within pri-
mary schools, compared with secondary schools. This was found both in
the Sheffield study (Smith and colleagues, chapter 6) and in the Flemish
study (Stevens and colleagues, chapter 8). In the Schleswig-Holstein
project (chapter 5), Hanewinkel found that students’ reports of victim-
isation (for direct bullying) decreased less for older children after the
intervention and, in fact, increased for adolescents aged 17–18 years.

Developmental characteristics of older children and organisational fea-
tures of secondary schools have been suggested as explanations (Stevens,
de Bourdeaudhuij, and Van Oost, 2000). Younger children are generally
more willing to accept teacher authority and curriculum activities and
school policies that reflect teacher influence. Therefore, the strategy to
increase communication about bullying between students and teachers
may sit more comfortably with younger than with older students. Older
children – especially those involved in bullying and other antisocial activ-
ities – may explicitly reject teacher influence and values advocated by
the school (Rigby and Bagshaw, 2003). In implementing bullying pro-
grammes, there is a challenge to develop more-effective ways of com-
municating with older students. The general peer climate and attitudes
towards victims become somewhat more negative in early adolescence,
particularly among boys (Olweus and Endresen, 1998; Rigby, 1997). In
later adolescence, however, more positive attitudes towards victims re-
emerge (Rigby, 1997). With the size and organisational structure of sec-
ondary schools, teachers are less likely to be familiar with individual stu-
dents because they do not have opportunities to observe and interact with
them throughout the school day, as is the case in primary schools. There-
fore, opportunities both to detect and intervene in bullying problems
are somewhat fewer in secondary than in primary schools. Secondary
schools are larger and organised by year group rather than by class, mak-
ing whole-school processes more difficult to promote effectively (Arora,
1994).

As new developmental stages and challenges arise, new forms of bul-
lying require renewed attention (Connolly et al., 2000; McMaster et al.,
2002). The interventions by Rosenbluth and colleagues in the USA
(chapter 11) focus specifically on the emerging forms of bullying in early
adolescence, such as sexual harassment and dating violence.

Gender differences

Gender is also an important consideration in developing anti-bullying
interventions. Boys and girls use and experience different types of bully-
ing: boys’ bullying is more likely than that of girls to comprise physical
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attacks. Girls’ bullying tends to be more indirect or relational, and
includes social exclusion. The Sheffield project follow-up concluded that
girls’ experiences of being bullied may be more difficult to tackle: boys’
reports of being bullied continued to fall in the follow-up assessments in
3 of 4 primary schools, but girls’ reports of being bullied fell in only
1 school (chapter 6). There are difficulties in tackling relational bul-
lying among adolescent girls (Owens, Shute, and Slee, 2000). On the
other hand, Olweus (1999) found more substantial reductions in girls’
than in boys’ reports of bullying and victimisation, suggesting that girls
are more receptive to anti-bullying interventions. Girls generally have
more favourable attitudes to victims, especially in adolescence (Menesini
et al., 1997; Olweus and Endresen, 1998). Girls are also significantly more
willing to play an active part in challenging school bullying, for example
through participation in peer-support interventions (Cowie, 2000). In
programmes such as peer mediation and peer counselling, there is a gen-
der imbalance in the peer supporters who are recruited, with about 80%
being girls; the sex balance of teachers in charge of peer-support systems
is similarly weighted. Policies and curriculum interventions may be able
to build on the prosocial orientations of girls and target the more covert
forms of indirect and relational bullying, as well as direct bullying.

Systemic perspective

The interventions described in this volume generally derive from a sys-
temic perspective. Since the first efforts in Norway (Olweus, 1993),
interventions for bullying problems have focused broadly on systemic
change rather than limiting the focus to controlling a child with aggressive
behaviour problems or fortifying a child who is victimised. An example
of a comprehensive systemic model is that of Ortega and her colleagues
in Spain (chapter 9). They developed interventions for schools and com-
munities based on the experience of convivencia, learning together with a
‘spirit of solidarity, fraternity, co-operation, harmony, a desire for mutual
understanding, the desire to get along well with others, and the resolu-
tion of conflict through dialogue or other non-violent means’ (p. 169).
The systemic perspective highlights the need for changes in awareness
and behaviour strategies for children, their teachers, their parents, and
beyond in the broader community.

Peer processes

Against the background of research on peer processes (e.g. O’Connell,
Pepler, and Craig, 1999; Salmivalli, 1999), the focus on bullying has been
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not only on the problem in the relationships between children involved
as perpetrators and victims but also on the contingencies in the social
dynamics surrounding bullying. With a recognition of the salient role of
peers in bullying, interventions must be inclusive and reshape the interac-
tions and social experiences of bullies, victims, and peers. This reshaping
entails a focus on the peers who form the audience for bullying, as well
as on the adults who can provide supportive interventions for the chil-
dren involved. Salmivalli and colleagues’ intervention (chapter 13) had a
specific focus on the roles that peers play in bullying problems.

Teachers and principals

Successful school-based interventions for bullying depend on teach-
ers and principals to create a climate that discourages bullying and
encourages peer processes that support and include vulnerable children.
Analyses of the implementation processes in this volume highlight the
importance of teachers’ and principals’ commitment to the intervention.
Olweus (chapter 2) notes that in the Bergen intervention teachers ‘were
the key agents of change with regard to adoption and implementation of
the Olweus Bullying Prevention programme in school’ (p. 32). The extent
to which schools attended to bullying problems, through bullying-related
activities, was also related to implementation. The time and resources
committed to bullying problems within the school most likely repre-
sent strategic commitment and decisions made by the school principal.
Alsaker (chapter 15) focused on process changes at the teacher level:
kindergarten teachers who had participated in the bullying prevention
programme felt more confident about handling bullying problems; had
more supportive attitudes about victims; and felt more positively about
working with parents regarding bullying problems. Salmivalli and col-
leagues (chapter 13) also found that the degree of programme imple-
mentation related to the extent of change in the indicators of bullying.

The interventions in this volume have all included opportunities for
teacher training to orient them to the concerns and strategies for bul-
lying problems. There is a pressing need for this type of education
during pre-service teacher training in college education programmes
(Nicolaides, Toda, and Smith, 2002). Given the essential importance of
teachers in establishing a collaborative and respectful classroom climate,
effective classroom management, open communication, and appropri-
ate responses to children involved in bullying, such training cannot be
left to the chance that a principal or school system will see fit to imple-
ment a programme. Pre-service teacher-training programmes can inform
teachers of the complex social dynamics in children’s peer relations and
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create awareness of the social, emotional, and educational advantages of
addressing these problems. With such awareness, teachers may be able
to recognise bullying more readily, and intervene early to make a dif-
ference in bullying problems before they become part of the classroom
fabric.

Parents

Parents are also essential partners in addressing bullying problems at
school. Parents of victims are often aware of their children’s distress-
ing experiences long before the school is. They can raise the concerns
with teachers and participate in finding ways to support their children in
social interactions. Parents of children who bully are also important in
the interventions; however, they may not be as easy to engage. Talks with
the parents of children who bully has been an essential element of the
initial Bergen programme (Olweus, 1993), as well as many others.

Community

Although bullying problems unfold most frequently within the school
system, they are not just school problems. Therefore, efforts to extend
an understanding of bullying and strategies to address bullying problems
into the broader community may enhance the potential for change. The
original Bergen intervention, led by Olweus, was part of a nationwide
campaign. Some of the interventions described in this volume, such as
those by Hanewinkel in Schleswig-Holstein (chapter 5) and Limber and
colleagues in South Carolina (chapter 4), were part of large-area cam-
paigns. Other projects, such as those described by Pepler in Toronto
(chapter 7) and Alsaker in Berne (chapter 15), focused on a few schools
or a few classes in a local area. Large-scale comprehensive programmes
can benefit from more support and resources and from associated media
publicity. Nevertheless, while the success of the Bergen project may have
been influenced by participation in a nationwide Norwegian campaign,
other large-scale studies modelled on it, in South Carolina and Schleswig-
Holstein, had less successful outcomes. The intervention in Andalucia
described by Ortega and colleagues (chapter 9) did not have the founda-
tion of a nationwide campaign, but the results reported were similar to
those in Bergen.

A final comment with respect to the systemic nature of interventions
relates to the socio-cultural sensitivity of the approach to bullying. Some
of the interventions have been implemented in regions with diverse and
multi-cultural populations. The concern for racial bullying may also be
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addressed through bullying interventions that promote respect for differ-
ences among all children.

Intervention strategies

A consistent response to bullying and harassment problems within the
school serves several purposes: it signals support for the child or youth
being victimised or harassed; it highlights the need for interventions to
support the individual who has been harassing; and it conveys a pub-
lic message that bullying and harassment will not be tolerated within
the school or organisation, with the aim of promoting a positive and safe
climate. At this stage in the development and refinement of bullying inter-
ventions, the research is not at the point where we can reliably point to
specific elements of interventions that are known to be the active and
essential elements associated with change. It is with caution, therefore,
that we provide a summary of the common elements of the interventions
which specifically focus on the problems of children who bully, children
who are victimised, classmates who are likely to be the peer bystanders in
bullying, parents, and broader school initiatives. In adopting any of these
elements for a bullying-prevention programme, the reader is advised that
there remains a need for further evaluation of the effectiveness of the
various components.

What to do with children who bully

It is a challenge to shift the motivations and behaviours of children who
bully because their bullying behaviours can afford them a position of
power and status among some peers, albeit through antisocial means.
The interventions described in this volume employed a wide variety of
strategies to shift the aggressive behaviour of children who bullied, rang-
ing from providing support, redirection, and formation through to rules,
consequences, zero tolerance, and suspension.

Interventions also vary in intensity. The least-intensive step is to edu-
cate students about bullying and the impact of their aggressive behaviour
on others. This can be accomplished through talks with individual stu-
dents who bully, as advocated, for example, by Olweus (chapter 2),
Limber (chapter 4), and Hanewinkel (chapter 5). Alternative approaches
which also involve working with groups of children who have bullied
others are the Pikas Method of Shared Concern (see chapters 5, 6, 9, 12,
and 13) and the No Blame or Support Group approach (see chapters 5,
9, and 13).
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If the education approach is insufficient in shifting the behaviours of
children who bully, then the intensity of intervention strategies can be
increased. Counselling and support may be the next level of intervention
provided. Additional interventions may still be required to reduce stu-
dents’ aggressive behaviours. Schools can turn to behaviour-management
approaches, applying non-punitive sanctions such as withdrawing priv-
ileges (Olweus, chapter 2). These can be accompanied by some form
of intervention that enhances the student’s understanding of the prob-
lem (e.g. perspective-taking skills and empathy) and use of appropriate
non-aggressive behaviours (Pepler and Craig, 2000). The intensity of the
interventions will depend on the severity of the student’s psychosocial
problems. For the most seriously involved students, referral to a commu-
nity clinic for child and family counselling may be indicated. When the
school has established formal links with community agencies, these types
of referrals are more readily accomplished.

Punitive steps at the far end of the continuum of intervention strategies
have not been recommended within any of the interventions described in
this volume. They are, however, part of some jurisdictions’ educational
policies. Zero-tolerance policies that employ exclusion responses, such as
expelling students from the educational system or placing them in homo-
geneous classes of aggressive students, should be seen as a last resort.
They may protect other children in the original school they are expelled
from, but exclusion not only fails to provide opportunities to develop the
relationship capacity that these children lack but also may place them
at increased risk for association with similarly aggressive peers. Rather
than promoting the goals of education for responsible social engagement,
these contexts can promote problem behaviours through deviancy train-
ing (Dishion, McCord, and Poulin, 1999).

What to do with children who are victimised

In several of the interventions, the rates of victimisation showed a greater
improvement than the rates of bullying. This may be attributable to the
motivation of victimised children to protect themselves from this form
of peer abuse by making use of the help being offered. It is critical to
provide protection and support for children who have been victimised,
with care and attention being paid to integrating and not further isolating
the child. It is necessary to monitor and follow through the effectiveness
of such interventions.

One set of strategies involves structuring peer-group experiences to
provide supportive peer contexts. These include ‘circles of friends’, desig-
nated groups of same- or mixed-age students who provide a support group
of peers to work with a vulnerable pupil (Newton and Wilson, 1999); and
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befriending or buddying, in which a pupil or pupils are assigned to ‘be
with’ or ‘befriend’ a peer (Cowie and Sharp, 1996).

Some form of social-skills interventions may be indicated for victimised
children who lack the social skills to build friendships, integrate into peer
activities, and speak out for themselves. Assertiveness training has been
recommended as one way of helping victimised children to cope in non-
passive, but also non-aggressive, ways. These techniques can be taught to
pupils and appear to provide some advantage (Smith and Sharp, 1994;
Ross, 2003). Working with parents of victimised children, it may be pos-
sible to identify a couple of prosocial children in the class who could be
invited individually to visit with the child for an interesting activity; in this
way, the teacher and parents can collaborate to provide some support for
the victimised child to develop friendship skills (Pepler and Craig, 2000).

Additional supports may be required for children who are bully-victims
or provocative victims. These students, who are caught up in both being
aggressive and being victimised in the peer group, are most at risk in terms
of psychosocial-adjustment problems (Craig, 1998; Schwartz, Proctor,
and Chien, 2001). Similar to children with serious bullying problems,
these children may require more support than most educational systems
are able to provide. Hence, the links with communities are critical in
ensuring the appropriate level of counselling support for at-risk children
and their families.

What to do in classrooms

A consistent theme through many of the chapters is that the implementa-
tion depends on teachers’ commitment to an anti-bullying programme.
Several researchers have included measures of teachers’ involvement in
the process of programme delivery. The importance of teachers’ com-
mitment to the programme and concern for issues of bullying has been
highlighted in the process analyses by a number of contributors to this
volume, such as Alsaker, Olweus, Salmivalli, and Smith.

Beyond the teachers’ commitment to the process, their abilities to cre-
ate a warm and inclusive class climate are also seen as important to efforts
to reduce bullying. The SAVE intervention (chapter 9) placed a major
focus on promoting a collaborative class climate to develop attitudes and
values that were supportive of victimised children. One of the success
indicators for this programme was the improvement in attitudes against
bullying and for supporting victimised peers. Galloway and Roland
(chapter 3) highlight the substantial differences among Norwegian classes
and schools in levels of bullying and victimisation, pointing to differential
effectiveness in teachers’ classroom management. They found that the
quality of classroom management (that is, teacher–pupil relationships)
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and the social structure of the class (that is, pupil–pupil relationships) sub-
stantially predict rates of reported victimisation (Roland and Galloway,
2002).

There is much still to be learned about the specific role of teachers
and the most effective classroom strategies to reduce bullying. Several
studies have taken classroom effects into account through hierarchical
modelling. We may be able to learn more through analyses that focus on
processes that differentiate classes on levels of bullying and victimisation.

The interventions in this volume suggest a variety of measures at the
classroom level. In general, these strategies are designed to engage stu-
dents in addressing problems of bullying when they see them, and to
encourage action by the majority of pupils who do not like bullying. One
derived from Olweus (chapter 2) is to develop a set of rules together with
the children that will shape and guide behavioural expectations in the
class. Others are co-operative approaches to classroom learning (Cowie
et al., 1994), and regular classroom discussions, often structured as circle
time, during which classes address relationship issues such as fighting and
bullying (Mosley, 1996). Teaching basic relationship values can be inte-
grated into many aspects of primary- and secondary-school curricula. If
this integration is accomplished, both teachers and students may recog-
nise that addressing bullying problems is integral to the school climate
rather than a short-lived additional programme.

What to do with bystanders, and peer support

Cowie has been instrumental in developing active-listening or
counselling-based approaches, which employ pupil helpers trained and
supervised to use active-listening skills to support peers in distress. These
peer-based strategies within the school were an important element in the
SAVE programme (chapter 9). Such methods hold promise, and eval-
uations to date find that peer supporters themselves benefit and that
the school climate improves generally; however, specific benefits for vic-
tims of bullying remain to be proven (Cowie, 2000; Cowie and Wallace,
2000). Where peer helpers are not regularly supervised, where there are
not enough peer supporters to tackle the problem, or where the problem
is particularly severe the system is less likely to be effective (Cowie and
Olafsson, 2000).

What to do at school level

Some programmes, such as that by Alsaker (chapter 15) and Cross
and colleagues (chapter 10), target specific grades for the intervention
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(kindergarten, and grades 4 and 5, respectively). Other programmes
have involved all grades within a school in the intervention efforts, with
the understanding that bullying occurs within various systems within the
school and that all members of the school community must be aware of
bullying problems and be responsive to them. Some specific interven-
tions, such as conflict resolution or mediation programmes, use a struc-
tured process wherein a neutral third party assists voluntary participants
to resolve their dispute.

Drawing from the work of Smith and colleagues (chapter 6) in the
Sheffield project, some programmes developed a whole-school policy as
a starting-point for the bullying intervention. A whole-school policy is a
written document that sets out the school’s aims in relation to bullying
behaviour, together with a set of strategies to be followed. The document
is supported by systems and procedures within the school to ensure that its
aims and strategies are effectively implemented, monitored, maintained,
and reviewed. The policy is often developed by a committee consisting
of teachers, students, and parents. The whole-school approach usually
emphasises the democratic involvement of all school members in devising
and maintaining the policy, and has the potential advantage of integrating
numerous components of an anti-bullying strategy (Suckling and Tem-
ple, 2002; Thompson and Sharp, 1999). Leadership by the principal or
headteacher in the school has been identified as critical in this process.

What to do at a broader community level

Although bullying is a problem that unfolds most frequently at school,
it can occur in other aspects of children’s lives. Therefore, the success
of transforming the social interactions of children at risk for bullying
and victimisation, as well as the social dynamics around bullying, may
depend on the extent to which this problem is understood and dealt
with outside the school context, in families and community settings.
Some of the programmes had evening meetings to inform parents about
the problem of bullying and about programme plans (Limber and col-
leagues, chapter 4; Pepler and colleagues, chapter 7). Although parent
involvement is an important step in extending the conversation of bul-
lying beyond the schools, attendance at parent meetings tends to reflect
only a small portion of the school community; the audiences may have
an over-representation of parents of victimised children and an under-
representation of parents of children who bully.

A number of programmes had specific strategies for outreach to engage
parents. Limber and colleagues (chapter 4) sent home a bullying newslet-
ter several times a year. The newsletters developed by Rosenbluth and
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colleagues (chapter 11) highlighted the issues of concern in bullying, the
elements of the programme that students were involved in at school, and
strategies for parents who recognised that their children were involved
either in perpetrating bullying or in being victimised.

Some of the outreach to communities extended beyond the home. In
the original Norwegian nationwide campaign, there was associated media
coverage. Many of the programmes described in this volume were accom-
panied by some media attention, even if it was not a specifically planned
media campaign. Other programmes extended the contact to commu-
nity agencies and professionals, who could provide ancillary support for
the schools’ efforts. The problems of bullying are greater than can be
addressed by the school, which is an essential, but single, system in chil-
dren’s lives. As networks are established among the important systems
for children, the support that can be provided to them and their families
will be strengthened.

Controversies in intervention strategies

There has been an ongoing debate in the field of bullying interventions as
to whether consequences and sanctions are the most appropriate inter-
ventions or whether educative and supportive strategies, such as the No
Blame approach or the Method of Common Concern, are more appro-
priate to reduce bullying problems. The choice of methods depends, in
part, on one’s perception of the problem. If one considers bullying to be
a problem that resides primarily within the aggressive behavioural pat-
terns of perpetrators, then a specific focus on providing consequences for
transgressions might be indicated. Conversely, if one considers bullying
to be a problem that arises not only from an individual child’s propen-
sity to be aggressive but also from the dynamics in peer groups, then
this suggests an approach that alters the behaviours of many children
involved in the dynamic of bullying. This ongoing debate does reflect
deep philosophical differences relating to perceived developmental needs
of children and how to change behaviour; in practice, any resolution most
likely lies between the two extreme camps. Research that evaluates not
only the effectiveness of the method but also the match of the method to
the nature of the problem may help to untangle this dilemma.

There are still important questions as to whether intervention efforts
should focus on addressing cases of bullying directly or whether it is more
effective to emphasise less-direct means of reducing bullying through
universal strategies that improve classroom climate, increase supervision,
and enhance children’s understanding and behaviours regarding social
relations, prejudice, and interventions in bullying (chapter 3). These are
essential issues for future intervention evaluations.
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Finally, there is some debate about the best means to support inter-
ventions within schools. There is no question that it is a challenge to
create and sustain commitment for an anti-bullying intervention with
school staff who are already overwhelmed with responsibilities. In future
interventions, it will be important to determine effective ways of motivat-
ing school staff and supporting them to maintain a concern for bullying
problems among their students. At this point, the jury is out on whether
additional support from outside experts, such as university researchers, is
important and effective. On the one hand, it has been suggested that the
much greater apparent success of the nationwide Norwegian campaign in
Bergen, as compared to Stavanger, may have been due to the researchers’
visits to the Bergen schools to give feedback and discuss further work
(Smith and Ananiadou, 2003). On the other hand, the Flanders’ assess-
ment (chapter 8) suggests that a high level of engagement by researchers
in the programme may not improve outcomes and can reduce the feel-
ing of autonomy and the commitment of school staff. The approach in
Sheffield (chapter 6) of having some elements in an intervention manda-
tory, such as producing a policy document, and some optional elements
represents a compromise.

Research and methodology: Issues for the future

We now know that intervention programmes to reduce bullying can pro-
duce some positive results. A major challenge at this point, however, lies
in determining what elements should be included in anti-bullying pro-
grammes and how programmes should be implemented. This requires
the use of research designs that enable one to identify in a systematic
way the effects of specific elements. It would be useful to shed light on
the controversy about interventions with children who bully. Are inter-
ventions that rely primarily on the application of rules and consequences
for breaking rules more effective in reducing bullying than those that rely
on problem-solving approaches or focus upon effecting positive changes
to classroom climate? It might be found that the appropriateness of the
procedure depends upon the age level and the gender of the students.

Another issue relates to where the effectiveness of the intervention lies.
Is it primarily in shifting the perceptions and behaviours of the majority of
students, or in addressing the needs of the high-risk children involved in
bullying or victimisation? Identifying differential effectiveness in changing
students’ behaviours and attitudes is difficult with an analytic approach
that relies on central tendency data, such as changes in mean scores
over time or across cohorts. Longitudinal designs in which a person-
oriented approach can be used will help to elucidate the different patterns
of change or stability among students. This type of analysis, such as a
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mixture model or group-based modelling (Nagin and Tremblay, 2001),
can reveal the different developmental pathways that children follow
through the course of an intervention.

For example, among students initially identified as bullies (or victims),
there may be some who do not deviate from their initial role; others who
quickly decline in risk; and yet others who waver – moving in and out
of roles over time. The elegant feature of these analytic techniques is
the ability to identify risk variables that are related to continuity along a
bullying or victimisation pathway, compared to protective variables asso-
ciated with moving off into a less-troubled social dynamic. According to
the developmental-systemic framework, we should expect these risk and
protective processes to lie not only within the child’s individual make-up
but also within the systems in which that child interacts. For example,
children may be at risk for continued victimisation if they have an anx-
ious temperament but also if they are isolated and unsupported within the
classroom peer group. Once the risk and protective processes are identi-
fied, intervention strategies can be implemented to reduce the exposure
to risk and to promote opportunities to experience protective processes.
Through this dynamic assessment and iterative intervention design, we
can become increasingly strategic in providing for children’s developmen-
tal needs within relevant social systems.

These research designs with person-oriented analyses, however,
require specific methodologies which are present in several of the inter-
vention studies within this volume but absent in others. There must
be some method to track individual children over time, which cannot
be done with anonymous surveys. There is evidence from intervention
research projects with longitudinal designs that students can be reassured
about confidentiality. In evaluation studies, students can be encouraged
to complete sensitive questionnaires that are encoded with an encrypted
identification number which masks their identity.

Some broader issues remain in the research methodologies used to
evaluate bullying interventions. Currently, inquiry is hampered by a
lack of consensus on how the possible effects of bullying can be most
reliably assessed. Programmes can have differential effects on different
kinds of bullying behaviour, so this should be reflected in the choice of
outcomes (behaviours and attitudes) targeted. Ideally, multiple sources
of data should be used, drawing upon nominations or ratings of peers
provided by fellow-students, the judgements of teachers and parents,
as well as reports from students completing anonymous questionnaires
(Pellegrini and Bartini, 2000). Longitudinal designs and repeated testing
is needed to identify long-term as well as short-term effects.

Important issues centre on the practicalities of implementation of pro-
grammes in schools. Several studies have shown that the extent to which
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schools implement a programme is a significant factor determining out-
comes. A thorough implementation is often difficult for schools, in part
because of the inroads it makes upon staff time, with teachers confronted
by other priorities. Reports from researchers frequently indicate that
schools dropped out of a study after having agreed to be involved. Hence,
much attention needs to be given to motivating schools to continue their
participation and to implement programmes as fully as possible. This may
require that schools are given less direction but more encouragement in
the implementation of a programme, so that they come to own it and
become committed to it.

There are also issues relating to how data for the studies are obtained
and how the outcomes are evaluated and reported upon. Investigating
bullying behaviours between students is clearly a sensitive matter and
methods of acquiring relevant data, for example through the use of peer
nominations of bullies, can, in some countries, raise ethical questions
that need to be addressed. There are issues concerning the adequacy
of intervention assessments (chapters 1, 2). Interventions in this book
vary considerably; while all except chapter 3 report pre-test and post-
test data, some have experimental and comparison groups, some do
not; and some have a straightforward longitudinal design, others use
age-matched controls. Finally, it is evident that evaluations of interven-
tions have generally been conducted by the initiators of the programme,
with a consequent possibility of experimenter bias. By minimising the
degree of subjectivity in the data upon which judgements are based
and involving external evaluators, the credibility of the findings can be
enhanced.

Policy

Those who work in the field of bullying have no doubt that this is an
essential issue in the development and well-being of children and youth,
but this perspective is not held by all. Despite the strong evidence of
negative effects of severe and long-term victimisation (chapter 1), some
people still hold to myths about bullying: ‘It is just kids being kids’, ‘They
will grow out of it’, and ‘It prepares you for life’ (even though some
bullying results in death through suicide). There is still work to be done to
convince educators, parents, policy-makers, and children themselves that
this is a central concern for development and education. At this point, the
solutions are getting closer. We need to find ways of linking current social
policies to the extant research. There is also a need and an opportunity
to continue learning about the nature of bullying across cultures, and
the effective strategies for addressing the problems in various regions of
the world (Smith et al., 1999). This volume represents another step in
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building bridges to strengthen cross-cultural exchanges and advances in
addressing bullying problems among children and adolescents.

The international interventions have generally provided evidence that
bullying can be reduced. Achievements to date, however, have been mod-
est in scale, most substantially below the 50% mark, with some projects
showing negligible improvements. Even though there has been only
modest progress, intervention efforts and associated evaluations must
continue to provide a foundation for identifying effective strategies and
developing strong social policies to promote broad-based change.

To promote change, researchers will need to participate actively in
the knowledge-transfer process. To stimulate broad-based concerns for
bullying, it is important to share our understanding about the short-
term and long-term effects associated both with perpetrating bullying and
being victimised. From an evaluation standpoint, it is incumbent on us to
measure outcomes that are relevant to the educational system as it now
exists. Principals and teachers are pressed to ensure that their students
meet academic standards. Those of us who work in the field of bully-
ing have no doubt that these negative interactions impact on academic
performance.

At this point, we have not been comprehensive in our evaluation strate-
gies. Successful education requires the success of all students, even those
who are marginalised. Measurements of school attendance, engagement,
motivation, and academic attainment for the at-risk students might pro-
vide convincing evidence for bullying interventions. It is the role of soci-
ety to educate all children to ensure they develop positive attitudes and
behaviours and avoid using their power to bully or harass others. This
societal function is the responsibility of parents, teachers, and other adults
in the community who are in contact with children and youth. With a
focus on social relations as they provide the essential foundation for learn-
ing within the school and other contexts in children’s lives, we may be
able to elicit a broader view of education that supports children’s healthy
development and protects their welfare at home, at school, and in their
communities.
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