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* % 44 (Meta-Analysis) *

R E & EoR T B F s R & 5200 X 2
TS GRADE iFIERE"

MR BWE? Mud ' RAER? EF’

RN KA RE 2B, fEM 350108) (35 /4R R 48O B 54T 2 B T S S 2
B RITYE KA O BB, W08 AR & R 5.0 BB I A s 2, 5 430079)

W OE A3 REERRR, RRT 3 AMRBEKANTFRARL, 148 CMA 3.0 o FHRARAH @A £,
1% GRADE % %3t A 4 B 46 AT 0 E B T 2 #AT P46, SR ET, 48 T8 BA F F4R
F(g=0.57, p<0.05); 4 HRAZEHOT R RFZEEGZHEATHR Y (9= 0.42, p<0.05), ~EfE
JEAFE| B E(g=0.40, p< 0.01); 4HFFTA F A 698k TR B 3t L Box AT A 892 R g=0.17 (p<0.001), *FH
ZHEATAHHR g=0.19 (p<0.001), THALEEBIHE; FAREREHHR =040 (p<0.01). BT SE
BEIEEREAFF, L HIAFG BB A RIERRRE. S TFHAFATFRRED, FRAHNT 1
FHOHREZXTFRASBKT 1| FHOHRE, HEFRRAIAREDTAATRARE, FMAFR K
REX TS BAAR, AR R A HFRFRAZEFH G TRARRZTSF, IHFARZY, FR2HE—F 5
FAEE X F AT TR FA OB AT RAD ERBAREK, ERAMBERFEREXL, ABRE23TRAHFT

FRAFAE G om0

XgiE RE Rk, TR, THH; GRADE

%S Bs#M4

1 55 W, BE MR T TR T A

RAER —IERE T 2Bk 80 Wi & D AT
R R AR I/ BRI SRR G K
R IRE| 34.5%, MIEERHA 15.5% (Modecki,
Minchin, Harbaugh, Guerra, & Runions, 2014), —
WG TORRE . A AU IR R =i
BRI, R IRE R R IR E] 68%,
Z IR AE Rk E A H 66% (Chan & Wong,
2015), JREAT o BRI H | R ZEH
B SO R L e . AR R, IR EEA S A
T B Bt 247 (=, JRaR, B
) (Havik, Bru, & Ertesvag, 2015; McCuddy &
Esbensen, 2017; Ttofi, Farrington, Losel, Crago, &
Theodorakis, 2016), TMiu2EHSMALE, &
AR ERIERC, ERSAEE. M. AR
Wi F1: 2018-04-13 20 T ) B (Kelly et al., 2015). R el 30w
* R AR R4 BE B (FI12017B028). B G R AL, I L I kT

WAEIEH: AEE&ME, E-mail:ren@mail.ccnu.edu.cn

R Bel S T s SR — A B 2 A2 R )
AT ER . OB RO A E B R, B
AU AR R E M2 HE & LAY
S Wb AT AR iE R m RE kA
(Olweus, 1994a), Mz I XA ALEHE H
TN, WA RN BT N, NEERES
PRI (B 0 B 4T 25 B 1A 5% A7), H S (1
AN, WM ) S, OC BRI (B A ik
wa, MEMALE), SIRZHEETAY. JFH
B 2 I 245 R I R, X 4 R ok i 1) B 4%
8, HALFEHFIRAE . BAE . PSS (Kowalski,
Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner, 2014),
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w0 T TR T 7 22 S R EORT . R R T TR
AREEM

F 1983 4, Olweus TEM R BLIT T 45—~ KM
B A el B e T it H ke, 25 B ES SO TTEAL
R EIRE/ZERRZ T 21%~50%4L 4
(Olweus, 1994b, 2005), Fifi)5, MR Z I H R
PRI FE B T R R R T H, I 26
FF N2z X T 00 W R AR
EREW . REREE, HEMHXMiES 20
(Farrington, Gaffney, Losel, & Ttofi, 2016), ZE~&
SR, BEXF AR R R T EE;
AR, W R, Bl T B s b
IR A, TEREE)Z T, HG 0 ZAC XTI Bz (A
P, WM R KRN E S, k2w, filE
AH I 4 BSR4

TET 10 B Z )5, K S e o8 it £ i s
Wz H BT BUSCR T T %, 2 g
IR —B, RZ LR FIG AT AR HtE AT T i
¥, Vreeman F1 Carroll (2007)IH447T 1996 4F- &
2004 4 3L 26 oA AL IR TS, HobhA 9 I
TR 45 3 R T H0R A 5 3 WA e ol 3 32 s
11M . Evans, Fraser fll Cotter (2014 ¥t 7% 5 57 3]
2013 4F, KRB AT A 22 EgEh, HA
50% s TR AR, MEZIRE R 27 AR
HH 67% 8 R Z AT N B E AL, Merrell,
Gueldner, Ross Fll Isava (2008)/)JC/ it & 1T
Pel iz R AR B, 48 RO I H RUR &R
3 % To (Merrell et al., 2008), {Ht1 5 —SE T4
B A% H A58 el K 2 T T2 45 3111 (Jiménez-Barbero,
Ruiz-Hernandez, Llor-Zaragoza, Pérez-Garcia, & Llor-
Esteban, 2016; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011), AN % BH,
XLETCAT AT A R A — ST REVR TN A HERR AR RN
BMOREITA M2, AR IJLERE#—E5 K,

B—, MAMRWLB A FEE, E06
UEBFIE R, — A R BEALXT #E S5 (random  control
trial, RCT)HA B BI(E R o SRR T4 A2 1 il
M, X R ER, BMELIMAL 5
Beo BIMEREDLIL, X2 5 505 Y 7 80 A 5L
R ELK . T br EARZ RCT B8 - AE KA Y
T, FIREIF A R BRI RO . BT
f—FS oM, HOETE RCT BT, AT 16 F bt
5%, BAR— T RIE RRIE T NERALE, HEZ 0
T HoA A SEEUEE (Jiménez-Barbero et al., 2016).

A5 D0 52 g 4~ il 2 Al RCT b4l 1 K A2
WERLOKE E 2R, —E BE LA IR
BEAILAT A 1 Bk o, XA A IEE L R Y,
BAWA TCHT A T AE RCT B BEAFSE, (H27E
IR S B FOR T R S, 2T
PIAL I BEL KT 10 5 T o 25 58T TR o £icdie,
THE P T JE AR fE s bR AL 22 5, A
P RR 505 X (Hoyt & Del Re, 2017), i
XFF RCT WHEE T w, A i A% 25 42 T it RE RS A 5K
BB GO ARG 56 1 (Carlson & Schmidt, 1999).

5 XTI E W R i, AR T
WA 4, R T AR =2, —KEH
AR R, B AR AT B M B R
174 (Sahin, 2012); — 2872 B HAR MR 2 F &
BT ORI L1 (3 95 i K N W ak s ]| B2 o = R
PR AKF, FEARAZ I A% (Fox & Boulton,
2003); A —FHEH Rz IR T, AT
Ak, M HE . o, MERRKERNEES
B ~F A R IR, SR TESR B Y R, BET
2F A S B FIAT A (Saarento et al., 2015), DAL=
B S o T AP i R RO 0 1 < ol T = w17
AR E A T HARX &, W A TR AT A
SRR o TR T O T A A T
2k, SR+ TR G B, EI AR
RO R, =R T RS BT

55 =, AR UEHE B ke B VR T AL B0 IR
A0, R ITC TR LR A IR S R A S TR,
ERIF R T B B R OR B R L, T
TEE T A2 1Y) 5 B2 A TP R MY o SCHR BT TR
AR T H, #ldn Cochrane KU A -l . Jadad
RS, XA, AR R TR R
(Zeng et al., 2015), GRADE T/E4H T 2004 4E1F =
M — G B 2E R T RO R S, A
AT DAVEAS RCT UEHE, AT HF 74l 9E RCT BF5E
WEHE, © 480N H bR Z brifEZz —. 1E R RS
PEM 9 —34>, GRADE A H 51 0F 5 10 Jey B4,
W SR IE AR —BObE L RIS . 45 R ARG
PE R, T4 1 X I A G R 0 E A
WA TIEAY, AT 48 SR K 3L B (Alonso-Coello
et al., 2016), I4h, GRADE £ G AYUAY e B —
SEL, I OGRS AR AR I, A
WA TIRGAT R . S IRBAT R . O FRAEERRE |
75 S DR A A Dy A e S T O AR R 2
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JRI$8 5 (outcome variables),

Zi b, AVERT EH A MR E T
5%, BT YT S DU ST g 28 4 i 4 T Ak
RWFFE, 2 AT E B AT T TR
S AR X ORI, FRATT A B R R R
BHEWT I, FXREZEEN T, RE*ET
BB TIRCR, IR GRADE HEHE 40T
WX BT A 1 25 AR S Y IE U S 5 AT 4 T
flio Wb, FATEHZ RGO FEG . T
TIRHE . SEEG BTN T USRI RZ

2 WMRAE

21 XHEER

TEJESCEEFE PubMed, ISI Web of Science .
EMBASE . Science Direct, ProQuest H, {8 F 58 ix]
2f 4 (Bully*/cyberbully*/anti-bully*) and (school) and
(intervention/prevention/program/outcome/evaluation/
effect/tackling)# 47K . [RIAFAE = 0 . T3 07
A5 K df 2 ol O B R 21 (R / BUR /
DO £ 30 2 / 385 2 /4R B And 288 /8¢ Bel And T T90/75 B
IRCRK R o KR EOE Ry 2018 4 2 1 .
2.2 XHERANHERR

XA R B SR, ARAELLT 9 SRbrUEBEST
e FNHERR . EARRI N AHERR AR LI 1o

(A F R R e+ i B i8R
Bt xof Al 2% g A S (91 B S Ak ) 3 H BT
PLHERR o

(MR iy BT S S SR B A 48 11k
. B AR s OB T, R R B Y — b
e, (HRA RS 2[R T Bt s A b 2 )

G)y T B R H TR, 2ER . PR, FAE
HE R, R R A A X OR AT S
o 32 BN AT Y AL

(4) Bt AL HE S 00 ml 3 o SE B BT, AR
4 .

(5) 45 AR AR F A X B AT IS, A
B Ve N 2 IR AT AR . A RS T
LG A PEC . ARGy . O s R PR K
Sh AT SR .

(6) % 235 S AR S5 Ay ) gk s 1) o 2 /04 55 T TR
W, s,

(MHBEFE Th 250 & RE S TSR AR K/ 52
HER, AR, ¥WEMRERE, FE, p E%.
AR B ZAE R, WSS R E#H, RATEEIR
B AR T S E .

(8)F A ff FH [7]— N g2 3t v [] —Hik &5 &
TR RIS SC, RIS RAHEZHA

(9) T 3B 58 A AN A 465 ) A 37 17 393 1 S,
WA, BETTE,

23 kRIS

T 20 58] 13 R 2 B R — RS 99 A O 4 BT 1Y SCRR,
AL EE : (DML WMAE G, )T
FRAE: FHEUSR; FHiteEE; b R%E T,
R E LA, KK HEHFS), Q)T HiA 4.
IR ECH ARG, FEX G (0L ZHH; b R
A2 (HZERM . 4R X (a AT
b A, G FEEEAN, ZIRPEAY, L5 WER).

XFFEERAR E, FATRYE T W0 H &% 9 =
WXT G IATIX 4 A B9 RO+ Wi H E T X
e el R 2 A, X R R ALY T T A
T E bR, AR AR . 0 A — e
TR EFEAWTHORE, &Y AT, WEE
BRI ECR &, PR BOA BAR, Bh
T 3 T 2 A v & AR RV AT R I B BB A
BRI . B A TCA T HLART 4 AS ) 28 8 1) -+
T, AT AR RO TR . R, AT

KA E (n = 5490)
EA LR FITTA TR (n = 109)

i EHE ., PMETHIHLL

A
‘ E3CHBEEn = 186)
|

v

HEBRBFIE (n = 133)
o ESURBERRIFF (n = 57)
o LRSI LR - R A B (n = 47)

HAEER(n=5)

« GORISE SR BRI (n = 24)

v

YAIABIF (n = 43)
« SRR E BT Hi(n = 2)
o SIRHREZEH T Bi(n =5)
o EFXF TR AR T Bi(n = 36)

B 1 SCHRONAHEBR TR K
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ST B R R T X R AT o
WOEEE AL, BRI 52 % T 1O A W2 RE
RO BRAEBR MU RCR; A XT Ir 2448 1 T 1 B X
JRVEAT RN 2 IREAT I T HUSUR
2.4 BSOS

BT R AR TR A S R A AR k3
4 7% (standard mean difference, SMD). Fl LA fE KR
3 ICA TN R B R, T e S e 2 A ) 4 A
YOKT- 225, ABFF N4 & il 410w fs D
5Bt (pre-post with control, PPWC) (Hoyt &
Del Re, 2017) 11555 S i 2% 58 7 150 A5 90 (1) %
P, Jeit i A A Lh AR F 0TS AR Ak R Y
E5, S RATINEE rAR 2= — AR A (a),
Hrfr Sye FRARMZATI GG I 22, SR

XS HE AR AR 8RR 9 225K 753 (b)
Toos = Tore) = {Cpog —C
dpp:wc:( post pre)s( post pre) (a)
pre
0 2 \0:3
_[ 18 - (e - 1) S5
Spre = (b)
N +ne—2

YREA RN, SMD A& 7E e 2, Hedges
AU PR IE T bR AL X RO M RO 5, B
Hedges’ g {H(Cooper, Hedges, & Valentine, 2009),

AWFFER I CMA 3.0 FAFXHIFSE I S B E A TR 4,

T15 Hedges® g, [RIRTHEAT Hh W f 2 220 73477
SRR R Q MBI 12 Ak 98 A5 25 R
1 22 5 P (Huedo-Medina, Sanchez-Meca, Marin-
Martinez, & Botella, 2006), Q 4t il &% &= 1l
RO AFJ5F, IR B R BE R k=1 B9-R 54370, Q
EBER, p(EM/DN, L TTA T AT 55 0 5 vk
MR 12 R TS TR o A N P B A AR
P L — A p < 0.05 BiE 12> 50%HT
R RENF . ARIERRKWELT,
AT S A% R A B R BB AL 50 A A (Hedges &
Vevea, 1998). 4 T #F— L iU & 19 5 BTk ok
U8, X IC A B g S dE AT T UM 43 B R 2 43
Bt o SURAE TR BOE — S B B AR5
AT RN = B A I, T LR RO B S E R E
o A A3 ATT DI IR S5 O 1 A s 2 = T vk 1 A
FERARDT 7 BRI IR o ARG 43 AT B 40 A8
AFETHR B THAE . palaEl . Sttt
R AR 8 0 A R 2R s, BHPRES SR
YOS L B PR 25 R B8 SO A B w40 52 R e R ) R

%, XTI R A EE W, AR
K H ¥ 2} 18] (funnel plots) X} & F i & #E 17745 . s
S SR AR A O B, AR A R O 9 A R
o B E A /INEEARTF AL T A SOR i 22 iR
K, SrECE T - RS, KBRS B FE A 1
AR A R FE SRR AR, R T A AR A T
ST o An SRR S P AN X6 R B RS S ) 5 B
JLOT T A R T BB AR R R I R R fr o B T
P BB SR A O HLRE, A, Rk — 2
SR BU AN (trim and fill)KG 3645 SR /) £ 52 14 (Duval
& Tweedie, 2000), L5, Egger’s ¥ 5; thlis F T
RFMA RGP R, TR, T, 2009).
2.5 GRADE R#Ztifi#ER=E

GRADE R&E—EIEIEITM A%, =240
E B8 5 £ RN 08 BE 04 P [B) s 1 2 — (Alonso-
Coello et al., 2016), F T AHXT T HAWIESE TN R
GooE ELATINENE, TERGIMMY . TS ARIEAS K g
B Zi5 .. GRADE $AEYE B2 g
ANEEG L T, AR, AR, B SR R B
— ST TS 2 R B BRI T A PR 5 SR

7t GRADE 1, T RCT 18 iEE ¥ E N
w i, dE RCT WHoY @ AR Rt iEds . A2 =%
UEYE B i 0 B4 A BAR AR ME ST IR 8, =i,
Al REREARIESE ST B R I 44 (DIFRA
BRI ()45 R —2 Q)RS (445 R AR
WHRE;, S)KFMmE. PRI mSIEI RN HE N
o (D)KRBUNAE; (2) 7T fE BITR AL R 2 & FARIT R
ORI E KR,

WX ECEEWIEHE TR ERSE, R
GRADEpro 3.6 #{4Xf A5x4 A F= 1 RCT
WFFEAESE & AE RCT WS IEYE 45 b AT 174, 23
JCAI M A FE TR o

3 H#R

31 PAMREARER

YA 43 A B T BROCR BT I, A RREA
S1AS, MFEA R 41363 A(SE64H N = 23582, Fathl
21 N=17781) Hrp, HsCSCiik 4 %, 3030k 39
T o BTN IR T TREA 4 4, BEALXT BRERAR 2
A B 2 FHE THREA 6 A, BEHLY AR
A3 AN BEXBTA 2 T IREA 42 4, BEALXT IR
FEAR 20 4>, SFHARERE 6~16 % 2 06], A3E/ Nk
A AR A . TEAIE R 1,



2117

JTAMHTFI GRADE TE#E i &

FOR KSR K

%

R A Ml B e i H

%12 4

YAz
PN ek “PMOFE GREEMEE 419 /44 H 1o¥ vsn p~€ L6'8 HF 1 T 90T ¥10T~€10T S10T ‘yono)
CHEEVERIY WL PR R IR
A Q) IR R BT X RS
B CHGEH B CEGHE T HRNR
Br WL BRG] LM SR WrEE $0/600T 1107 ‘A&11933eH %
RN ET P EEEY (L) wadsey 03 sdas  lg A 10d vsn 9~¢ 68 Hl FE  06bT  ~TI/800T  “WIWS ‘MOT ‘Umorg
o O1~L)
. . m._‘wun%mmw_.ﬁ_ A1pU099s 9661 ‘uoiSurworg
TG HG@E (LT "souoIs pue SYONS | I | Mk #E 109 pueSug  [emrmwes  p[~[] [T FE oLl — 29 uojnog
CELNXTUN R REE R UMRY 01~ 329
FEEY KON MEGY FOYETE A EGR /44 H IOY cerensny  A1epuooss voer B8 24 9t 002 600 Yuny % A11og
SRS Y CEXE
TR "H MR ESE WO nH (9~) $00T “QRIUNS %
T332 (1) Tooyos Inox Sugooid Aqng 918D 0} 21Q #E  ID¥-uou  eupeqly  AIejuowod — K € FE 01 — ‘Apng, ‘uelsg
HFEXRY)
UL GH Y R 3R (€) © LY Bl I 3 R Y
‘RMEROQ IR Y WYY EE SUERN W L00Z ‘BIeATY %
Ty AT (1) weiSolg uonuaadld Sulk[ing SnIM[O #E  1Dy-uou vsn (8~9)epprn  — T F#& 8159 S00T~£00T ‘ourzo7] ‘1oneg
LrXEEER ©000dd #HEH  1OY-uou vsn (y) Arepuooos 9Tl M1 EZ =R 4 — 8007 “Aoneg
ey
#(6) ‘LFBHIEBET B(D) @M [ by g7 E(T) $00¢ ‘uoSunre
LR =D RSB — R € M #H 109 Aoyl ydmepprr 91~01 B € FELeT — 2% A1pleg
° i W W FE R h €
AT YR TR YR (9~) S0/%002 L00T “NOYDIE[A
#FE RN ENEBY A NN LE #E  1o¥y-uou  oosa1n Arewd cTor By T  pSy  ~TI/E00T  ‘nofeysepl( ‘nodIpuy
© WL G AC LY 32 G E oy I M e B ME SE 14
A.Vv .mﬁm\m%ﬁ%m_ﬂh\\ﬁmv a%mﬂmmﬁ%m%%ﬁ /ﬁﬂr Awlov SO0/110C 9102 JOum 2
HYWFTAQ SRy Wk LA N E LT #E  IO¥-uou mques] Amwewsp  gi~zl H T Fae  L9€  ~€0/110C ZIpIIA Yeikeqry
o iy e
| H it i =] =53 N Y Py o %
& H g 4 Sk HRSE 9w Wty Wy L KL IR WL My

S ERANY 1%



%26 &

O BB 2 g R

2118

° L3RR
YA CHNCLHE R IS X e e
‘BHMER WMSUORE ¥ SuA[ng-nue uoneonpd #H 104 ceensny  Amepuooss o[~ 1 T4 00 T00T~100T LOOT ‘Yuny
(e~D T10T ‘191e3qpes]
CIANIY T SEEWE ‘s mok Suisn #HEH  IDy-uou  epeue) Arewrtd €9 H9 FE  Ter  900T~000T 29 ‘uesoy ‘punjSoH
S10T ‘1o1ds %
90/010T “IeTouwrjons
DSIA #H 1DY ceensny  AIepuooss L1 Hwal T 6£91  ~60/6007  ‘epiSeuex ‘IoSurpein
g0 oL
0 BRI CliZmEREE ke Eing
T GEFFC RN 0 R LS TR R q R T L (9~¢)
e T [0 3 G G H fwerdord joadsay 0) sdayg #H 10¥ vsn Arewd - — EA F  Tste — S00T “Te 19 Ao1g
(8~9)
H(SAdg) 10090§ o & Sugoord A[ing #H  1oy-uou vSn  Arepuoosas s BEUWE 11 $007 “IoseIq
LI OB Aty BCLLFRBARIIE "5
B W] o S B ) Iy G IR R [ R 9'6) HEE €0/000 €007 ‘Tosnog
35 [} 1 25 g owureaSoxd (LSS) Sururer, s[oys [ero0g #EH  1Dy-uou vsn Areurtd 11~6 &8 E7 8C  ~T1/6661 % X0
9007 “JouoyueA
B $0/000T -3A00[I9A
¥ WL I WM 199 03 MO ([ooyds ur Suik[ng #H LOW UEHSUIRN  Arejuswope T~ Ha 1 T oL ~11/6661 2 ‘s1adfid ‘saied
oYL
By BICRZEY Y HE RS BEAEY W A (s~b) FEE 0107 JUoSMON 2
AR 25, — X iy 38, —:Sunojuey Appng young /Hf[H/4E  Lo¥-uou VSN  Amejuswale 9011 Hf&1 E2' vT — 9180 ‘Trear) 98payId
B 91 ‘avdT #H  1oy-uou vsn L 81~T1 Hf&1 T 9g€  010T~600T 110¢ ‘ourmo(q
CHLL AN CHETNIE
MG WL CUMRE TGN ANOGIE
WG ANBE AN WG ‘HE I 8T H 90/9107
W K G HZSROSIA ‘weidold sousedwo) [emog #E  1Oy-uou Loy S 9001 H 1 FE  11v ~60/5T0T L10Z “Te 32 uegoq
ety W MY I TR ik
HEY TRHROEY HWE WERARFEL
FZLH H(NMEO'S'S) uonusAsN] dnoyn s[p{s [0S #H hFo}S vsn Arewryd 98 8 FE I8¢ — $00T ‘1150Y2A
g by EIC
e = e 1 s R s 2
1 H e kY HRTEE R Wy Wy e B H e Ay

| 8-



2119

JTAMHTFI GRADE TE#E i &

FOR KSR K

%

R A Ml B e i H

%12 4

L A13-1%4 #H 1094 Aoymy  (9) Arewnd B11 FRY 9¢  010T~600T 710 ‘uryes
1102 ‘Aopym, %
werdo1g UONULARI] SUIA[[ng UONON UT sY)3uans #H  [oy-uwou  epeme) 8~F m HY8 FE €0l — ‘POOMION ‘BURMEY
S0/€10T 9107 ‘@HSUIMIA %
BAIY #H  Loy-uou gomng 9~T sT6 Hakl BEZE  ve1 ~01/T10T ‘ponseg So01d 1op ueA
910T ‘TUISSUSIAl 29
weaSoid jdesloN #E  1Oy-uou eIfel] 6 61 HE1 FE oSy TIOT~1T0T  ‘TURUAON ‘ompe[ied
(9~v) 910T ‘TUISSUSIA
BAD #H Ao} BRI Arewnd  — EZ2l T s06  ~S0/€10T 29 TUHUIION
ﬁ:ﬁvmmwmwz% Awlmv
TR & EFERKL T DI oQ ueD M0X "aAdI|0Y weI3old #E  10y-uon MAEFH sppprr — — FE et — ¥10T ‘ueaplog % uels
ey 0I/€10T  910T “IOJARL 79 ‘SOLA
HEEH #H 1oy @nog  Arepuoods 691 HY V¥ F&  66F  ~TO/SIOT 9P ‘SNUOJES “00PIEN
° wﬁ sw_m@maﬁ_ ﬁUmhuw<
@“9Y W4y FTHIE FWHEH LLWMEYE /4 H 10d ynos Aewud  91~z1 [ 01 ¥ u — 0007 ‘Y289 % 10K
E I <)
4l mmﬁﬁﬁ ,a.vwm# ﬁm&_ mmemﬁw.mn%maEw@_ﬁ" e (8~9) S0/6661 £00T 910D %3 “Hiousg
Y HEHME T REY MEEY MAER T 3y #E  1Oy-uou eIfe)] sppr pI~01 Ay 1 FE 6T ~01/8661  BSBOSPOD TUISSUSIN
F3 19D #E  1Oy-uou vsn 9 st By F& 89 — 600T ‘uIYSneToN
3 moN SwA[ng dojg :puey © puaT ‘puels B oL M 104 vSn  Arejuowope & [CId TE Ly — 0107 “‘108onry
(6~L)
A18pU099s
/(€~1) 4 $0/600T
BATY #H 104 Ppue[uif Arewnd  — 41 T 8601 ~50/300T €107 “Te 10 gwIgy]
CLIGARSE WMERER 110¢ “wednisod %
S ureago1d SWAIMANTE © T1/L00T BUIEY “N[BAII[ES
VR WU R H MY Twessord SmAARUe PATY #H 109 pueumg 9~r  zI~01 MfE1 FE 9918 ~S0/L00T 1107 “Te 10 BuIEY
ﬁ n n s 110Z “BUm3ppISY
g EREE T CH MY  8%E #E  1Oy-uou vsn S~ yor dysEl FE 91 — ‘up[uey ‘MU0 ‘USUOIOf
ol H g DU HEWE YW B W O gy gy MM 2k
L7 5180

| 8-



%26 &

O BB e g R

2120

CHYVHEEDY “HICVYE W

WY (P) SRIEHIE L) MU BRI L 6007 ‘Z LB
K@) Y LHBMEAERDET WA NOGH #H  1oy-uou rury) Arewnd  — B(S T vse — as
Arepuodas Y0/4001
WG T AN G HE LAY #H  1Oy-uou Live) /Arewnd  — B(L T Ss11 ~60/£00T v00T YA
HHIEL ERGHE WSIRENAE AN #H  LO¥-uou emy)  Arepuooss — — FE sic — LOOT ‘g i E)
Z1/010T
At #H  1oy-uou LLite) Arewnd  — (8 ES 79  ~01/0102 10T ‘i
90/0102 9107 ‘1o1ds %
OSIA #HEH  1O¥-uou  euwdrp  Azepuooss L1 HEe ] T 1ev ~60/6007 ‘UWyong ‘eprdeuex
S0/210T
DOSIA #H 10Y  erewoy 9 811 W] FE 1y ~01/110T S10T “e1e dup,
BREZE
Ya B0 “FIAERXT ST [0l 3%
MEOGTE VI RS E@ M
BHE W M) i B 000 9S00 UeA %
W WL =8 ‘Hifr snem[o LFF :owurerSord sjooyds  Arepuooas S0/L661 ‘fmgpnespinog
uonuaAIul  SUIANG-HUR Paseq-[ooYds SIS YL #H 109 ysmwelg /Arewnd  9[~0] HET FHE 0SS ~01/5661 ‘SULARYS
9107 ‘IoIouyong %
$0/€107  ‘epiSeue) ‘roSurpein
DSIA #HE  [oy-uwou  snidkp L STl HE1 F#&  €v€  ~01/TI0C ‘HNOJUNO-SOJUOWO[OS
N e Iy N JELNE
VE e S ] 2
#% 8 H it ¥ HIA%E YW Wy iy . it H el AT

L35



%12 4 AW A Ml SO T H T ORI R R . S0 T Al GRADE IR 5 i 2121

32 REUEmBFMHR

SERER IR AE R WoR, RO T U 5T (R 2 5
PER . WA H T IREA, it h Q =
48.23 (p<0.001), 1 =93.79, %t TAF Wk 52 F #
(T HREA, ZIEIT N Q = 18.45 (p < 0.01), I =
73.04, DI Q=7.95 (p>0.05), I =49.66 (i
£ 2) EM A AR IR TEREA S, BE
TR Q= 131.79 (p < 0.001), I = 93.05; 1T
FFHIHFSE Q = 330.23 (p< 0.001), 1% = 87.58; H:
HREAT S Q = 123.96 (p < 0.001), 1> =
70.15; ZIRBRBEAER Q = 354.73 (p < 0.001),
I =89.57 (W3 3). MM 45 T BoR, RIFETE
R FH I,

B T T H R AT i T sk
Hg=10.57 (95%CI: 0.08, 1.05; Z =2.30, p < 0.05);
EF R 57 T E X2 R AT o T sk
g =0.42 (95%CL: 0.10, 0.74; Z = 2.30, p < 0.05),
X FOO PRAEERE T HUSUER g = 0.40 (95%CI: 0.14,
0.65; Z=3.04, p<0.01) (WL 2), X F A 241
THWH, MEERZmHBR g = 0.40 (95%CL
0.19, 0.61; Z = 3.79, p < 0.001), X175 M A EERK
B g=0.21 (95%CI: 0.15, 0.26, Z = 7.09, p < 0.001),
Hp Xt FIOEAT HIRR g = 0.17 (95%CL: 0.12,
0.22; Z=6.91, p<0.001), % T ZIBEIT R HZR
g=0.19 (95%CI: 0.12, 0.26; Z = 5.27, p < 0.001)
(L 4,

33 AFRE
U ) T 2~ 4 43 BRI T 1 X BT A 2 A 0 R

JRwe T H XA EE L R AT R S IR AT R
TSR 5 R S AEAE R Ry . 5% TR %4
1T 5T 7R, 220 28 AR e = T 28 20 BT b
BRIEIG, Bl o, 45 RS E . LL0.05
sk i, Egger’s Kl (p = 0.100)E& /R4 k44
AWFFE I & T H /N, Fie = 1 B B9 42 43 b
SR AR, ANERIREAT NI R Z IR AT
)i S BT FR, JKEAT A ROR 28T A EAL
EJG, B 14 A, BIEJGREPLESN g = 0.08
(95%CIL: 0.03, 0.14); SZIREEAT RO G 5T AN EAL
EJG, FEsE 134, BIEJEHPLAN g = 0.05
(95%CIL: —0.02, 0.12), ¥t & W] Refr £ iR i
%, Egger’s K% (p ww = 0.000, p zws = 0.003)42
INARR AT BRI R AT R TN 32 SRR AT R e AR ROR
MBI FEAETE R R, e b B By #h %k o A 2
-3,
3.4 A

mE 4 PR, WHSTER LR, NREST
FMUERCRE, TR, T IR R L S
HOREME R THES/NT 1 s &g =
0.26, p < 0.00 1) T T HUE BT 1 2 B0 s R
(g=0,11,p<0.001), AL L(p<0.05),
Z KT R (g = 0.30, p < 0.001) T2k
AMAIK ST (g = 0.10, p< 0.001), #5352 E
BE P <0.01). JEFEHLHFFER R R(Q=0,28, p<
0.001)5 T-RANLXT FAF R AR F(g = 0, 12, p <
0.01), Z5EE(p < 0.05), [FIFEH, WL S iR,
X2 IR AT R, T TR R T BUREAE Sy i 2

R2 HMPRESHEZTEENTRYR

THA 4 45 N G 95%CI z Q 12
W AT R 4 0.57 0.08, 1.05 2.30° 48.23™ 93.79
Wz EHE ZHRGAT R 6 0.42 0.10, 0.74 2,607 18.55™ 73.04

AL B fle R 5 0.40 0.14, 0.65 3.04” 7.95 49.66

H: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p < 0.001, A

®3 HNMBFEMNRICETE T FRBR

(S N G 95%CI z Q 12
A 11 0.40 0.19, 0.61 379" 13179 94.41
11k 42 0.21 0.15,0.26 7.09"" 330237 87.58

Wk 38 0.17 0.12,0.22 6.91"" 123.96™" 70.15

TR 38 0.19 0.12,0.26 527" 354737 89.57
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Funnel plot of standard error by Hedges’s g
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B 3 &S A IR AT T ERCR e R B b
WHFT =14, BEHLEY g = 0.08, 95%CI: 0.03, 0.14

WATAR I, TR/ 1 2R B (g =
0.31, p<0.001)i T T HUA MR T 1 2RO &
(9=0.10, p<0.001), HASZIT¥E X (p<0.01),
B AMAR K FHUCR (g = 0.10, p < 0.001)ik
FLKFETHi(g=0.39, p<0.001), ZREiH¥

B3 (p=0.001), JEREHLAFR AR R(g=0,28,p<
0.001) 7 T REMLT B ST R E (g = 0, 12, p <
0.01), ZHWE P < 0.05). ¥ FPHIRAY TR
Rm T/AFEAER TR, (HEZERARASIT
EANTES -9
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3.5 GRADE FEREREEFR

R4 GRADE Z 5ot 2 e 0T (1 1F 4 o e ik
TToRAh, SR ER, XFFIREHE T TR
P AR . BRI 2 EH I T IORCR, A
4 2 RCT iF4R iF 2 3F RCT BF 58 i 4 I f 30 41K
EEX A AN T E, Mol ek 2
178 RCT JEHE M &, dE RCT BT A RAL
i, A SEWRAS RCT WS IEE B i h h 4
(# 6),

R4 BRTHNBRRITANELRENTHD

V£ AR N G 95%CI z Q 12 p
L 0.228
/N 17 0.14 0.09, 0.18 6.18"" 21.37 25.14
B 21 0.20 0.11,0.29 427" 100.77"" 80.15
T 0.004
<=1 20 0.26 0.18,0.35 596" 64.08""" 70.35
> 1% 18 0.11 0.05,0.17 3.69™" 45.60"" 62.72
T HURHE 0.001
ZIKF 22 0.30 0.20, 0.40 597" 26.89" 44.22
AR KT 16 0.10 0.07,0.17 473" 62.90"" 66.61
Edaraay 0.016
Rl 19 0.12 0.08,0.17 5.08™" 47.99™" 62.49
AEBEDL 19 0.28 0.16, 0.39 4.67" 60.86" 70.43
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x5 HETFAMNZEEITARNEYNREMLHE S
V20 7E b N G 95%CI z Q 12 p
73 0.457
AN 18 0.21 0.14,0.28 593" 63.73"" 73.33
B 20 0.16 0.04,0.28 272" 234,53 91.90
T 0.003
<=1 %= 17 0.31 0.20, 0.42 559" 98.35™" 83.73
>1 2] 21 0.10 0.02,0.18 2.38" 170.90™" 88.30
T HURHE 0.001
%K 24 0.39 0.24,0.55 4.88"" 52,19 77.09
AN K 14 0.10 0.03,0.18 278" 232.15™" 90.12
St 0.042
AEBEHL 20 0.28 0.15, 0.41 429" 130.97" 85.49
R4 18 0.12 0.04,0.21 277" 198.72" 91.45
*k 6 HRLTEIEE GRADE B4k
Tl ol S 4 sEELEY AR 4 S - 4
Wved Wk TA RCT 2 mET X MEY X 24 24 0.96(-1.04,2.95) ®000 Xf#
ZoHE ZETHN RCT 2 JUE 2 T X X 209 216 0.79(-0.56,2.14) @®®0O0 Skt
JERCT 3 ¥ Tk Jo 104 63 0.33(0.07,0.59) @@®00 Kk
DEERE  RCT' 2 J S ¥ 209 216 0.57(-0.13,127) @®®00 Xt
JERCT 2 ¥ X Kk T 93 49 0.49(0.15,0.84) @®0O0 X
zi W4T RCT' 14 [ S VN e R 1110 1101 0.12(0.08,0.17) ®®00 Kk
4ERCT 10 JeE 2 Jo wEY W@l 1505 1776 0.28(0.20,0.40) @000 X
AT RCT' 13 ME?OK MES Ok 12630 10731  0.12(0.04,0.21) @®®00 K4
ERCT 12 MEE B TE’ O ™E 7697 3791 0.28(0.15,041) @000 K
B RCT' 6 ¥ Xk b 1479 1589  0.34(0.06,0.61) ©@®0 HE

TE: 1 EEMCRRER 2 TR | Bl il 22 5 P 8 R A — 80 3 B — [l B IV 4 ol /)

4 Vg

ABEFHE T T O A WITA0T, 3R IR H
() T WU BE T AT T R G 007, 4550 % Bk
T IR A R, A ) YR30 T H SR T %
St WL AT R T BUR MM, THUK P,
3 T BUSCR M . A 3 HE— 25 (R I 4T
W R B ST R R A5 2

PR RO # Wk B TR H B
ORI 0 T B A SR I 45
FFRRIE, E AL T80 R v 2 10 Tt M R v

47 M (Garandeau, Vartio, Poskiparta, & Salmivalli,
2016; Sahin, 2012), %K% 32 % # KT B IHH
THERRII . AR AN . RO SRS, H
PR E T 980 e Al o I A7 THLC 3R R, O HL R e
MMEWAZZRE S . BAEL . SKRBIRE I S DIRRAR3Z
B #R w2 B9 4T K (Elledge et al., 2010; Fox & Boulton,
2003; van der Ploeg et al., 2016), EWF5 B RIX
ST H AR, B2 TR EAE R,
T MT S AT SRR . T B8 B A T TR sk
IR A DL LA . — T, it s
PO B A — RN, B TS RE F 2



2124 DI = N S S

%26 &

WA SRS, DR 2wl MR B e |
fiff b U e 2 R 32 5 # (Hymel & Swearer,
2015), Ji—J5 M, XEETHZHETH, SHHE
N B RS T B R AT 0 W K A (Zych, Ortega-
Ruiz, & Del Rey, 2015). A — ROl s IA Ky, HRug
EREARAT R, 5 E s E IR AT R DL (A
AT At F 56 F F (Forsberg et al., 2018).

PRI, X B A 24 25 0 T 10 H @ils T iR
AT, 10 X AN R e 3 sl B S IR 3,
WAFEZWE . ZE . BHE, THHNEWREA
HWHE ., BEPmW, 23, FKS55%, 2¥8 R
H UL RO 5 H (Evans et al., 2014), JC4HT i
N, (DT IO AR EA hENSUR &, XTI
B E ZIRBAT RO B /MAREE, QB
AR A TAT MU SR = . MR TAT O,
WA S KA 55 7F (Maio & Haddock, 2014), 3
Gh, XTI T, R SH ZIREAT A
1 KA Bt A%, R T HiE /Y A8 T
/INo Jiménez-Barbero % A (2016)1 45 F:AIASHIF 5%
AR — 2, HEBORE AR, FRER IR EAE T A
WF I TH S0 A8OCR B 0 I i 25 8 T B R, AR
Carlson Fl Schmidt (1999)A9KEE:, W o %k s
TR MFCRET RS G B ENECR . G)#tiY
JREAT N RN 32 IR AT N BRI 2200 .
Merrell %5(2008) & FLA A 2 T HT, & MK
B EE R Z R I A . RS A5 [R] if
AT B BOTTE . KPR . WEEE, H
JE R EB AR Y2 B PP o, R T A el
A EHE TR 2415, XTRess bk T
PR SR N 32 R I AR RO 2 ) 7 22 57

X R 2 A T A S S Bt R, i —25
WA AT s, T 350R AN T FURR IR 2 10 /32 i
AT HUE R B E R AR, M—ACAMT
SR —FE, TR e, TSR R, Xl
Til N AT 2ElE T L (Jiménez-Barbero et al., 2016),
Bt ds i, R T W0 AF AE 8 30 N
(dose-response), FI IR % 4L, TR BE I 19 T
WiH, R MIH(Ttofi & Farrington, 2011), 1] HEXT
TARLL R R M AT, T IR, BE%L4E. I
Ak, kTR L TR AR A ST, TTREAE T
W, R B0 EE B BRSO TR A, HR, B
FEHFERIER, X 0GR L, S EUR
A ER R

RGEZ AW T 0 B 8O- 8 S T 5KE
B T, Wt EBMARE, HEAUL
EmE ez EFRZMAHE, BT AKREA
MFERT . AT, KEE. FfE. 2RERGEH K
VAT NI &A% YIFHE (Hong, Lee, Lee, Lee, &
Garbarino, 2014), M EF T HE X 02K
FIER . AT, RAEAMERKE L7 T8l
Bk B 2 1 T F3 B AU AR KT e, i
REME] 2R KEE ., AEXEEEFEOR D, Flhn
YW Kiva OB B A AL 27 A R 4L 5
VEURBR, IO ) O R AL S B A bR, A 5
WH B fA 0, AR IRETE T, WE R
BB A, TR X R 28 v 45 48, R IR AY
JK-3E4T T HWi(Yang & Salmivalli, 2015), A KT
T H 34 B 28 SR AL R SO0 5 B (Albayrak
etal., 2016). ik, Z7KF-H T R X LT 24 A
B AN/ WA R B3 € R 3
SEA B IR (W TS AN

Rt HL 52 B s T AR BE LS B0 B 1T 0 R
WH TSR A W E 25, ARG AR
ML B T 30 A BT R & 2/ T
Se et SRRk R Lf7 B (Ttofi & Farrington,
2011)0 fEFE] T HLACFI2E 55, A5 A
AEBEPLN BT T A BOR S . AT RE AN SR B R
Rif AL T A BIF 5% PR 2 B U AT B AN R BT i, R T
Al AL T Al = B S LR, A5 R
YRR (Hoyt & Del Re, 2017),

INEAE R R R A A AT EH TR R A T 20
AR ER ZHEARFEES, SAMRLGRAS
[A]f 2, Lee, Kim F1 Kim (2015)% 13 M el 1k
I B BT 43 A v 2 B R AR R T RSCR E TFN
24, AP AN R R A, BAS
B THl. 1 0 — LE B 5T AR /N A 1Y T T
RORTEAE, A AT S A, s W 2 W
AY1 (Jiménez-Barbero et al., 2016), GLIEARWFFTFE
NI 3 B8 TE 43 BT A A — B0TT BB 7E Tk TR Se bt
AR RN FAE B W A S Yeager, Fong, Lee
F1 Espelage (2015)3A Jy 3k #h 8 53 [H) 1 M. 20 43 A7
(between-study) & A 21, MATX 19 A4S ku:
AR T 2K T, HhaEReEHA
BE—AK, G5 R I T WSO S B b B AR IS
) _E T R

EASEBEMNE, WRIE GRADE EHE 49
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RGN A GERAL R N TR R R, A
JEoK FI B AL X H S 86 i S| B ML ) B 5 UE 3 T o
ZRAREE BN, RASEYCE R RCT iEH i
A o A B Y T ORI R 2 588 SR A A
—EMZE S, REREXT T RMBL AR T3, BEAL
X L 22 ARG TR R, S T8 0T R0 88 0 TG
SFBT, (HREOIEE NIZEC TR AT REw A 40
W, EMU VS gd i, IRl ebr i fLsL 56
it Bz, RNV T IR, B 28 2™
I T HABCR AT R

5 RFRFRE

ARIFRAAEILD R . (D)W REFEAE K A7 3L
R RS, QM T E RN R AR E,
WA X4 A HE T A4y, T T AT B
MR I P R 22— (3) TR SE i S B PR G,
RETANHHE TWHAEmSCR B4 e, 3
2 P REAATE S 22 (52 M0 R 3 Rr il — 2B E A TR 56

MBI RAKE, KK WFIE T B — %
S RENGIER S S R SRS INE Ve S il AR
REFR T SR THR , f T T H N B 2
PRI NBE, JEARE SCBR G BL AT R, O
H, R mm En, RaTgE MK &,
T4 R R 8 b X T R T TR oAb, FRIE
e el MR et 28/ R A (R S, 2002), SRR 22 119
BT 9 3 5 T A Tl B RS R i SRR XU PR 2R (7R
7, Tae, BAR, K&, 2004), {HETHHRIL
AR D, Rl gt— A AR SR, &
A6 0 R I RO I, I TR A5

SE Rk

(NN TC 5 BT SRR

*EE. (2011). DFEAEH G 1T T HE (L 26018 50).
th K.

THE, EH, AR, 5KE. (2004). FEHAT RNTE A&
TREZIRAKR RPN Z 200, O 2R, 36(5),
563-567

ERRYR. (2007). 27474 2K 51 2 H9-T 70 L AL g
30). KA.

*FBRK. (2004). HT 1 FE il FEIT D 522K 50 17 4 B9 55
I T AR S0). 2 R T K

FRREZL, FREAE, FHE. (2009). Meta 53 Hr H & 8 i i 1)
Begg's % Egger's 46 /2 Macaskill's #:5%/) SAS 2
SBR[ IR 4, 9(8), 910-916.

FROCHT. (2002). H /N2 ARG/ 52 B R T A AR R

B D PR, 34(4), 387-394.

*EROOHT, BEER. (2009). /N A IR G B F BT 5T
o [E £ BRI (1), 95-99.

*Albayrak, S., Yildiz, A., & Erol, S. (2016). Assessing the
effect of school bullying prevention programs on reducing
bullying. Children and Youth Services Review, 63, 1-9.

Alonso-Coello, P., Schiinemann, H. J., Moberg, J., Brignardello-
Petersen, R., Akl, E. A., Davoli, M., ... Oxman, A. D.
(2016). GRADE evidence to decision (EtD) frameworks:
A systematic and transparent approach to making well
informed healthcare choices. 1: Introduction. BMJ, 353,
i2016.

*Andreou, E., Didaskalou, E., & Vlachou, A. (2007).
Evaluating the effectiveness of a curriculum-based
anti-bullying intervention program in Greek primary
schools. Educational Psychology, 27(5), 693-711.

*Baldry, A. C., & Farrington, D. P. (2004). Evaluation of an
intervention program for the reduction of bullying and
victimization in schools. Aggressive Behavior, 30(1),
1-15.

*Battey, G. J. L. (2008). Can bullies become buddies?
Evaluation of and theoretical support for an experiential
education bully prevention curriculum with seventh grade
students (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Oregon State
University.

*Bauer, N. S., Lozano, P., & Rivara, F. P. (2007). The
effectiveness of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program
in public middle schools: A controlled trial. Journal of
Adolescent Health, 40(3), 266-274.

*Beran, T. N., Tutty, L., & Steinrath, G. (2004). An evaluation
of a bullying prevention program for elementary schools.
Canadian Journal of School Psychology, 19(1-2), 99-116.

*Berry, K., & Hunt, C. J. (2009). Evaluation of an intervention
program for anxious adolescent boys who are bullied at
school. Journal of Adolescent Health, 45(4), 376-382.

*Boulton, M. J., & Flemington, I. (1996). The effects of a
short video intervention on secondary school pupils'
involvement in definitions of and attitudes towards
bullying. School Psychology International, 17(4), 331-345.

*Brown, E. C., Low, S., Smith, B. H., & Haggerty, K. P.
(2011). Outcomes from a school-randomized controlled
trial of steps to respect: A bullying prevention program.
School Psychology Review, 40(3), 423-443.

Carlson, K. D., & Schmidt, F. L. (1999). Impact of
experimental design on effect size: Findings from the
research literature on training. Journal of Applied Psychology,
84(6), 851-862.

Chan, H. C. O., & Wong, D. S. W. (2015). Traditional school
bullying and cyberbullying in Chinese societies: Prevalence
and a review of the whole-school intervention approach.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 23, 98-108.

Cooper, H., Hedges, L. V., & Valentine, J. C. (2009). The
handbook of research synthesis and meta-analysis, second



2126 DI = N S S

%26 &

edition. Russell Sage Foundation.

*Couch, L. (2015). The bullying literature project: An
evaluation of a class-wide bullying intervention program
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of California,
Riverside.

*DeRosier, M. E. (2004). Building relationships and
combating bullying: Effectiveness of a school-based social
skills group intervention. Journal of Clinical Child and
Adolescent Psychology, 33(1), 196-201.

*Dogan, A., Keser, E., Sen, Z., Yanagida, T., Gradinger, P.,
& Strohmeier, D. (2017). Evidence based bullying
prevention in turkey: Implementation of the ViSC social
competence Program. International Journal of Developmental
Science, 11(3-4), 93-108.

*Domino, M. B. (2011). The impact of take the LEAD on
school bullying among middle school youth (Unpublished
doctoral dissertation). Walden University.

Duval, S., & Tweedie, R. (2000). Trim and fill: A simple
funnel-plot-based method of testing and adjusting for
publication bias in meta-analysis. Biometrics, 56(2),
455-463.

*Elledge, L. C., Cavell, T. A., Ogle, N. T., & Newgent, R. A.
(2010). School-based mentoring as selective prevention
for bullied children: A preliminary test. The Journal of
Primary Prevention, 31(3), 171-187.

Evans, C. B. R., Fraser, M. W., & Cotter, K. L. (2014). The
effectiveness of school-based bullying prevention programs:
A systematic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior,
19(5), 532-544.

Farrington, D. P., Gaffney, H., Losel, F. A., & Ttofi, M. M.
(2016). Systematic reviews of the effectiveness of
developmental prevention programs in reducing delinquency,
aggression, and bullying. Aggression and Violent Behavior,
33, 91-106.

*Fekkes, M., Pijpers, F. 1., & Verloove-Vanhorick, S. P.
(2006). Effects of antibullying school program on bullying
and health complaints. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent
Medicine, 160(6), 638—644.

Forsberg, C., Wood, L., Smith, J., Varjas, K., Meyers, J.,
Jungert, T., & Thornberg, R. (2018). Students’ views of
factors affecting their bystander behaviors in response to
school bullying: A cross-collaborative conceptual qualitative
analysis. Research Papersin Education, 33(1), 127-142.

*Fox, C., & Boulton, M. (2003). Evaluating the effectiveness
of a social skills training (SST) programme for victims of
bullying. Educational Research, 45(3), 231-247.

*Fraser, C. M. (2004). Bully proofing your school: The
effectiveness of a school-wide prevention program with

middle school students (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).

Capella University.

*Frey, K. S., Hirschstein, M. K., Snell, J. L., Edstrom, L. V.
S., MacKenzie, E. P., & Broderick, C. J. (2005). Reducing
playground bullying and supporting beliefs: An experimental

trial of the steps to respect program. Developmental
Psychology, 41(3), 479-490.

Garandeau, C. F., Vartio, A., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C.
(2016). School bullies’ intention to change behavior
following teacher interventions: Effects of empathy
arousal, condemning of bullying, and blaming of the
perpetrator. Prevention Science, 17(8), 1034-1043.

*Gradinger, P., Yanagida, T., Strohmeier, D., & Spiel, C.
(2015). Prevention of cyberbullying and cyber victimization:
Evaluation of the ViSC social competence program.
Journal of School Violence, 14(1), 87-110.

Havik, T., Bru, E., & Ertesvag, S. K. (2015). School factors
associated with school refusal-and truancy-related reasons
for school non-attendance. Social Psychology of Education,
18(2), 221-240.

Hedges, L. V., & Vevea, J. L. (1998). Fixed-and random-
effects models in meta-analysis. Psychological Methods,
3(4), 486-504.

*Hoglund, W. L., Hosan, N. E., & Leadbeater, B. J. (2012).
Using your WITS: A 6-year follow-up of a peer
victimization prevention program. School Psychology Review,
41(2), 193-214.

Hong, J. S., Lee, C-H., Lee, J., Lee, N. Y., & Garbarino, J.
(2014). A review of bullying prevention and intervention
in south korean schools: An application of the
social-ecological framework. Child Psychiatry & Human
Development, 45(4), 433-442.

Hoyt, W. T., & Del Re, A. C. (2017). Effect size calculation
in meta-analyses of psychotherapy outcome research.
Psychotherapy Research, 28(3), 1-10.

Huedo-Medina, T. B., Sanchez-Meca, J., Marin-Martinez, F.,
& Botella, J. (2006). Assessing heterogeneity in meta-
analysis: Q statistic or 12 index? Psychological Methods,
11(2), 193-206.

*Hunt, C. (2007). The effect of an education program on
attitudes and beliefs about bullying and bullying
behaviour in junior secondary school students. Child and
Adolescent Mental Health, 12(1), 21-26.

Hymel, S., & Swearer, S. M. (2015). Four decades of
research on school bullying: An introduction. American
Psychologist, 70(4), 293-299.

Jiménez-Barbero, J. A., Ruiz-Hernandez, J. A., Llor-Zaragoza,
L., Pérez-Garcia, M., & Llor-Esteban, B. (2016).
Effectiveness of anti-bullying school programs: A meta-
analysis. Children and Youth Services Review, 61, 165-175.

*Joronen, K., Konu, A., Rankin, H. S., & AstedtKurki, P.
(2011). An evaluation of a drama program to enhance
social relationships and anti-bullying at elementary school:
A controlled study. Health Promotion International, 27(1),
5-14.

*Kérnd, A., Voeten, M., Little, T. D., Alanen, E., Poskiparta,
E., & Salmivalli, C. (2013). Effectiveness of the KiVa
antibullying program: Grades 1-3 and 7-9. Journal of



%12 4

BRI i A e el B S I T BACR M

Wi K% . I 47 Fl GRADE iE S i i 2127

Educational Psychology, 105(2), 535-551.

*Kérnd, A., Voeten, M., Little, T. D., Poskiparta, E.,
Kaljonen, A., & Salmivalli, C. (2011). A large-scale
evaluation of the KiVa antibullying program: Grades 4—6.
Child Development, 82(1), 311-330.

Kelly, E. V., Newton, N. C., Stapinski, L. A., Slade, T.,
Barrett, E. L., Conrod, P. J., & Teesson, M. (2015).
Suicidality, internalizing problems and externalizing

problems among adolescent bullies, victims and bully-victims.

Preventive Medicine, 73, 100-105.

Kowalski, R. M., Giumetti, G. W., Schroeder, A. N., &
Lattanner, M. R. (2014). Bullying in the digital age: A
critical review and meta-analysis of cyberbullying
research among youth. Psychological Bulletin, 140(4),
1073-1137.

*Krueger, L. M. (2010). The implementation of an anti-bullying
program to reduce bullying behaviors on elementary
school buses (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). D'Youville
College.

Lee, S., Kim, C-J., & Kim, D. H. (2015). A meta-analysis of
the effect of school-based anti-bullying programs. Journal
of Child Health Care, 19(2), 136-153.

Maio, G., & Haddock, G. (2014). The psychology of attitudes
and attitude change. Sage.

McCuddy, T., & Esbensen, F-A. (2017). After the bell and
into the night: The link between delinquency and traditional,
cyber-, and dual-bullying victimization. Journal of Research
in Crime and Delinquency, 54(3), 409—441.

*McLaughlin, L. P. (2009). The effect of cognitive
behavioral therapy and cognitive behavioral therapy plus
media on the reduction of bullying and victimization and
the increase of empathy and bystander response in a bully
prevention program for urban sixth-grade students
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). The University of
Toledo.

*Menesini, E., Codecasa, E., Benelli, B., & Cowie, H.
(2003). Enhancing children's responsibility to take action
against bullying: Evaluation of a befriending intervention
in Ttalian middle schools. Aggressive Behavior, 29(1),
1-14.

Merrell, K. W., Gueldner, B. A., Ross, S. W., & Isava, D. M.
(2008). How effective are school bullying intervention
programs? A meta-analysis of intervention research.
School Psychology Quarterly, 23(1), 26-42.

*Meyer, N., & Lesch, E. (2000). An analysis of the
limitations of a behavioural programme for bullying boys
from a subeconomic environment. Southern African
Journal of Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 12(1),
59-69.

Modecki, K. L., Minchin, J., Harbaugh, A. G., Guerra, N. G.,
& Runions, K. C. (2014). Bullying prevalence across
contexts: A meta-analysis measuring cyber and traditional
bullying. Journal of Adolescent Health, 55(5), 602—611.

*Naidoo, S., Satorius, B. K., de Vries, H., & Taylor, M.
(2016). Verbal bullying changes among students following
an educational intervention using the integrated model for
behavior change. Journal of School Health, 86(11), 813—822.

*Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016). KiVa Anti-Bullying
program in Italy: Evidence of effectiveness in a randomized
control trial. Prevention Science, 17(8), 1012—1023.

Olweus, D. (1994a). Bullying at school. Promotion &
Education, 60(6), 97-130.

Olweus, D. (1994b). Bullying at school: Basic facts and
effects of a school based intervention program. Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 35(7), 1171-1190.

Olweus, D. (2005). A useful evaluation design, and effects
of the olweus bullying prevention program. Psychology,
Crime & Law, 11(4), 389-402.

*Palladino, B. E., Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016).
Evidence-based intervention against bullying and
cyberbullying: Evaluation of the NoTrap! program in two
independent trials. Aggressive Behavior, 42(2), 194-206.

*Rawana, J. S., Norwood, S. J., & Whitley, J. (2011). A
mixed-method evaluation of a strength-based bullying
prevention program. Canadian Journal of School Psychology,
26(4), 283-300.

Saarento, S., Garandeau, C. F., & Salmivalli, C. (2015).
Classroom- and school-level contributions to bullying and
victimization: A review. Journal of Community & Applied
Social Psychology, 25(3), 204-218.

*Sahin, M. (2012). An investigation into the efficiency of
empathy training program on preventing bullying in
primary schools. Children and Youth Services Review,
34(7), 1325-1330.

*Salmivalli, C., Kérnd, A., & Poskiparta, E. (2011).
Counteracting bullying in finland: The KiVa program and its
effects on different forms of being bullied. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 35(5), 405-411.

*Solomontos-Kountouri, O., Gradinger, P., Yanagida, T., &
Strohmeier, D. (2016). The implementation and evaluation
of the ViSC program in cyprus: Challenges of cross-
national dissemination and evaluation results. European
Journal of Developmental Psychology, 13(6), 737-755.

*Stan, C., & Beldean, I. G. (2014). The development of
social and emotional skills of students-ways to reduce the
frequency of bullying-type events. Experimental results.
Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 114, 735-743.

*Stevens, V., Bourdeaudhuij, 1., & van Oost, P. (2000).
Bullying in flemish schools: An evaluation of anti-bullying
intervention in primary and secondary schools. British
Journal of Educational Psychology, 70(2), 195-210.

*Trip, S., Bora, C., Sipos-Gug, S., Tocai, I., Gradinger, P.,
Yanagida, T., & Strohmeier, D. (2015). Bullying prevention
in schools by targeting cognitions, emotions, and behavior:
Evaluating the effectiveness of the REBE-ViSC program.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 62(4), 732-740.



2128 DI = N S S

%26 &

Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2011). Effectiveness of
school-based programs to reduce bullying: A systematic and
meta-analytic review. Journal of Experimental Criminology,
7(1), 27-56.

Ttofi, M. M., Farrington, D. P., Lésel, F., Crago, R. V., &
Theodorakis, N. (2016). School bullying and drug use
later in life: A meta-analytic investigation. School
Psychology Quarterly, 31(1), 8-27.

*van der Ploeg, R., Steglich, C., & Veenstra, R. (2016). The
support group approach in the Dutch KiVa anti-bullying
programme: Effects on victimisation, defending and well-
being at school. Educational Research, 58(3), 221-236.

Vreeman, R. C., & Carroll, A. E. (2007). A systematic
review of school-based interventions to prevent bullying.
Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 161(1),
78-88.

*Yanagida, T., Strohmeier, D., & Spiel, C. (2016). Dynamic
change of aggressive behavior and victimization among

adolescents: Effectiveness of the ViSC program. Journal

of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 1-15.

Yang, A., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). Effectiveness of the KiVa
antibullying programme on bully-victims, bullies and
victims. Educational Research, 57(1), 80-90.

Yeager, D. S., Fong, C. J., Lee, H. Y., & Espelage, D. L.
(2015). Declines in efficacy of anti-bullying programs
among older adolescents: Theory and a three-level meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology,

37(1), 36-51.
Zeng, X., Zhang, Y., Kwong, J. S., Zhang, C., Li, S., Sun,
F., ... Du, L. (2015). The methodological quality

assessment tools for preclinical and clinical studies,
systematic review and meta-analysis, and clinical practice
guideline: A systematic review. Journal of Evidence-Based
Medicine, 8(1), 2-10.

Zych, 1., Ortega-Ruiz, R., & Del Rey, R. (2015). Systematic
review of theoretical studies on bullying and cyberbullying:
Facts, knowledge, prevention, and intervention. Aggression
and Violent Behavior, 23, 1-21.
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Abstract: School bullying has become a public health issue in the past several decades which caused
physical and psychological harm on bullies, victims as well as bystanders. Therefore, a series of
anti-bullying programs were designed to reduce the bullying or the harmfulness of bullying, but the
effectiveness of these programs was inconsistent. Forty-three pre-post randomized controlled trail studies
were selected to examine the effect of school-based anti-bullying programs. The evidence quality was
screened under the GRADE protocol. Results suggested a significant effect for anti-bullying programs
which targets bullies (g = 0.57, p < 0.05), while those who target victims, victimization decreased (g = 0.40,
p < 0.05), and overall metal health improved (g = 0.40, p < 0.01). The pooled effect size indicated that
school-based anti-bullying programs have a small effect on bullying and victimization (g = 0.17, p < 0.001)
and influenced by publication bias. Attitude changed moderately (g = 0.19, p < 0.001). The evidence of
attitude change was moderate, other outcome variables have a very low or low evidence quality according to
GRADE protocol. For the programs targeting universal students, programs which was less than one semester
performed better, and the global intervention showed more effective than education. The effect size of
anti-bullying programs targeting bullies or victims was moderate, but more research is needed. Though
school-based anti-bullying programs which target universal students have a relatively small effect size,
however, they are practical for real-world applications. The dose of intervention and the feature of programs
have influence on the effect of anti-bullying programs.
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