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Abstract Bullying is a problem for schools around the
world, and is an important topic for research because it has
been associated with negative outcomes on numerous
social, psychological, and academic measures. Antibullying
prevention and intervention programs have varied greatly in
their outcomes, with some studies reporting positive results
while others have reported little or no positive impacts.
Prompted by accountability demands, many agencies have
developed standards with which to assess whether social
programs are effective. Antibullying program evaluations
have not been systematically reviewed to determine
whether these types of standards are being applied. The
purpose of this study was to assess the rigor of recent peer-
reviewed antibullying program evaluations. Thirty-one
peer-reviewed evaluations of antibullying programs, pub-
lished within the last 10 years, were identified and coded
for study characteristics. Shortcomings were identified in
many of these program evaluations. In order to improve
evaluation practices, researchers should consider using
more rigorous designs to identify cause-effect relationships,
including control conditions and random assignment, using
more appropriate pre-post intervals, using more advanced
methods of analyses such as hierarchical linear modeling,
and systematically verifying program integrity to obtain
dosage data that can be used in the outcome analyses.
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Bullying is a subtype of aggressive behavior characterized
by the intent to harm, repetition of attacks, and abuse of
power over a weaker victim (Olweus 1991). Besides direct
physical or verbal aggression, bullying can include indirect
forms such as group exclusion or gossip (Crick and Bigbee
1998), and sometimes occurs through electronic means
such as email or cellular phones (Patchin and Hinduja
2006). Research evidence indicates clearly that involvement
in bullying is detrimental to children’s academic success
and their physical and mental health (Orpinas and Horne
2006). Victimized children tend to display internalizing
symptoms, including anxiety, depression, diminished self-
esteem, and social withdrawal (Nansel et al. 2001).
Children who bully as well as those who are victimized
appear to be more vulnerable to depression and suicidal
ideation than their non-involved peers (Roland 2002).

A worrisome consequence for children who bully others
is susceptibility to future problems of violence and
delinquency. For example, one study revealed that adoles-
cent bullies viewed their dating partners less equitably and
reported higher rates of aggression in those relationships
than non-bullies (Connolly et al. 2000). Childhood aggres-
sion and peer rejection, both of which are operative in
bullying, have been identified as the most powerful
predictors of future social and behavioral problems,
including adult aggression and criminality (Coie 2004).

It is not surprising in this context that educators, parents,
and students are very concerned about bullying and, as a
consequence, that schools have directed increasing amounts
of resources to reducing bullying (J. D. Smith et al. 2007).
In fact the problem is deemed to be so serious that many
U. S. states are required by law to implement antibullying
interventions (Limber and Small 2003).

The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program was the first
comprehensive “whole-school” antibullying program
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implemented on a large scale and systematically evaluated
(Olweus 1993), and many other antibullying programs have
been based on this model (see P.K. Smith, Pepler, & Rigby
2004). Whole-school programs include: information on
bullying for school staff, students, and parents; clear,
consistent school-wide policies for bullying; classroom
activities that promote antibullying attitudes and teach
prosocial methods of conflict resolution; and interventions
for students affected by bullying.

Despite the positive results shown by Olweus (1991) and
the widespread use of such programs, recent research
questions their effectiveness. J. D. Smith et al. (2004)
quantitatively synthesized the results of 14 evaluation
studies of whole-school antibullying programs. Outcomes
were mostly negligible (i.e., effect size r≤ .09) or negative.
Only one study yielded an outcome that was categorized as
medium (i.e., the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program),
and none was categorized as large. Two other reviews of
antibullying program evaluations have also shown mixed
results. Baldry and Farrington (2007) reviewed 16 anti-
bullying program evaluations and found that 8 yielded
desirable results, 4 produced small or negligible effects, 2
showed mixed results, and 2 produced undesirable effects.
In Vreeman and Carroll’s (2007) review, only 3 of the 21
studies that measured direct behavioral outcomes for
bullying and victimization yielded consistently positive
outcomes.

In this context, educators have the difficult task of
selecting bully prevention programs that have the best
chance of succeeding in their schools. The imperative to
use empirical evidence in school decision-making can be
linked to government initiatives that tie the allocation of
funding to the use of evidence-based educational interven-
tions; e.g., the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB 2002). As
a result, there have been many initiatives to develop criteria
for assessing the evidence underlying educational and
psychosocial programs. For example, The Prevention
Research Center for the Promotion of Human Development
at Pennsylvania State University has created a technical
assistance fact sheet on evidence-based programs, outlining
the standards that they use to judge programs (Kyler et al.
2005). The Society for Prevention Research has acknowl-
edged the wide variety of criteria for evaluating program
effectiveness, and has produced its own set of standards
specifically for evaluating the efficacy and effectiveness of
prevention programs and policies (Flay et al. 2005).

Demands for accountability have led several agencies in
the United States (e.g., Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, Center for Mental Health Services)
to review social programs and make assessments as to
whether they can be labeled “evidence-based.” Each of these
agencies has its own set of criteria and categories for
program effectiveness, which can make it difficult to assess

specific programs. In order to facilitate the search for an
evidence-based program, Mihalic (2007) from the Center
for the Study and Prevention of Violence Blueprints
Initiative, has compiled a matrix of approximately 300
social programs showing how these have been rated in
terms of effectiveness across 12 different agencies. Of the
300 programs reviewed only 2 of them, Steps to Respect: A
Bullying Prevention Program, and the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Program, specifically target bullying. This
paucity of ratings for antibullying programs is another
indication of the lack of evidence available to assist schools
with their programming decisions.

We believe that the limited rigor of evaluation studies on
antibullying programs conducted to date may constitute an
obstacle to making conclusive statements about the effec-
tiveness of bully prevention programs deployed in many
schools today. Both Vreeman and Carroll (2007) and J. D.
Smith et al. (2004) examined some aspects of the level of
rigor of studies reviewed, noting, for example, whether or
not studies were controlled and the methods of group
assignment. However, it was not the objective of their
reviews to assess the quality of evaluation methods per se,
so neither gives a comprehensive picture of the current state
of evaluation practices in bullying prevention programs.
The primary objective of this review study is to undertake
such a task. Such a review could provide a significant
impetus to advancing knowledge in this domain, which
seems critical at this time given the significant resources
being allotted to bullying prevention programs across North
America. We conclude with a series of recommendations to
researchers and educators about how the quality of evalua-
tion practices in antibullying programs can be improved and
knowledge advanced on this pressing social issue.

Methods

Document Search Strategy

In order to locate a comprehensive set of recent reports of
antibullying program evaluations, Medline, PsycInfo, and
ERIC databases were searched using the following key-
words: (bully* or antibullying or anti-bullying) and (program
or intervention or evaluat*) and school. This method yielded
550 articles. The reference lists of significant review papers
in the bullying prevention field as well as articles that
ultimately met inclusion criteria for this study were scanned
to identify other possible evaluation studies for consideration
for this study. The research reports were reviewed and
retained only if they (a) evaluated an intervention intended
to prevent bullying in schools, (b) reported data on student
outcomes directly related to bullying and/or victimization, and
(c) were published in English. Because our goal was to
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examine the current state of the art of evaluation practices in
this domain, we sought to assemble a database of the highest
quality evaluation studies. Consequently, we limited our
selection to written reports that had been subjected to peer
review as a standard part of the publication process.
Therefore, non peer-reviewed works, such as theses, dis-
sertations, and unpublished technical reports, were excluded
from our analyses. In a number of instances, multiple
published reports of the same evaluation study were located.
In these cases, the earliest published report with the most
complete description of the study was retained for analysis. In
several instances, a second report on the same evaluation was
consulted in order to attain all the necessary information for
the present review study. Finally, reports that were published
before 1997 and reports based on data collected before 1995
were excluded. Our search for relevant documents ended in
March 2007, at which time we had identified 31 bullying
prevention evaluation studies that met our criteria for
inclusion in this study.

Of the original 550 articles reviewed, 414 were excluded
because the article was not an evaluation of an intervention
intended to prevent/reduce bullying in schools; 63 were
excluded because the article was published before 1997 or
the data were collected before 1995; 6 were excluded
because the evaluation did not report outcomes directly
related to bullying or victimization; 9 were excluded
because the article was not published in English; and 11
were excluded because they were not peer reviewed (these
were dissertations). That left 47 articles, 16 of which were
duplicates, leaving us with 31 studies that met our criteria.

Coding Procedures

Because it would have been impractical and inefficient to
code for all of the standards of evidence described by Flay
et al. (2005), we selected features that we believe are most
relevant to antibullying program evaluators in order to
improve evaluation practices. See Table 1 for the method-
ological features that were coded for each article. Two
raters working independently double-coded the methodo-
logical features of five randomly selected reports to assess
inter-rater agreement. The kappa coefficient for inter-rater
agreement for this set of double-coded studies is .76.

Results

The 31 evaluation studies reviewed in this investigation
comprise a wide variety of different types of antibullying
programs. Most of the programs included a classroom
component (77.4%) and/or a school-wide component
(61.3%). Some programs included specific interventions
involving peers (38.7%), individuals (35.5%), parents

(35.5%), and/or the community (9.7%). About half of the
programs included at least three of these components, and,
as such, may be considered “whole-school” programs (J. D.
Smith et al. 2004). The mean number of components within
programs is 2.5 (SD=1.48), while the mode is 1.

Sample sizes in these 31 studies ranged from under 50
participants (two studies) to over 1000 participants (nine
studies). The most common sample size (characteristic of
11 studies) is in the range of 200–499 participants.

The program evaluation features for the 31 studies
identified for this review are presented under the following
headings: program monitoring, study design, outcomes,
statistical analyses and study type. Table 1 provides an
overview of these findings.

Program Monitoring

We used Dane and Schneider’s (1998) coding scheme for
program integrity promotion and verification in order to get
a more nuanced view of the scope of program monitoring
undertaken within the context of each evaluation. Integrity
promotion includes providing training manuals, training
facilitators, and supervising implementers. Integrity verifica-
tion is the systematic documentation of efforts to ensure that
a program is delivered as intended. This can take the form of
monitoring how closely implementers follow the procedures
outlined in the program manual (i.e., adherence), measuring
the level of exposure to the program (i.e., dosage), verifying
the quality of delivery, assessing participant responsiveness,
and determining the degree of diffusion of interventions
among treatment groups (i.e., program differentiation).

Program integrity promotion Some form of program
integrity promotion was reported in all but 1 of the 31
studies in our sample. Specifically, in 64.5% of the studies,
provision of a manual was mentioned; in 80.1% of the
studies, training was provided for those who were admin-
istering the program; and in 22.6% of the studies,
supervision of program implementers was undertaken. Only
16.1% of the studies included three forms of program
integrity promotion (manuals, training, and supervision).
The mean number of forms of integrity promotion across
the 31 studies in this review is 1.8 (SD=.72).

Program integrity verification Some form of program
integrity verification was reported in the majority of
studies; however, 38.7% of the studies did not report any
form of integrity verification. The mean number of methods
of integrity verification used within the set of studies is 1.1
(SD=1.09).

Adherence, the extent to which program components
were delivered as prescribed by program manuals, was the
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most commonly reported form of verification (i.e., reported
in 35.5% of studies). Exposure, a measure including the
frequency of program activities, and/or the number and
length of sessions implemented, was reported in 22.6% of
the studies. Quality of delivery, including implementer
attitudes toward program, preparedness, and perceptions of
session effectiveness, was reported in 22.6% of studies.
Participant responsiveness, including levels of participation
and enthusiasm, was reported in 19.3% of studies. Program
differentiation, a check to ensure that subjects in each
experimental condition received only planned interventions,
was reported in 6.4% of studies. Sources of verification
included questionnaires administered to teachers, students,
and/or facilitators; interviews with students and/or teachers;
observations; and diaries. Only three research teams (Mooij
2005; Salmivalli et al. 2004, 2005; Stevens et al. 2000,
2001, 2004) reported measuring degree of program imple-
mentation to use in their impact analysis.

Study Design

Of the 31 program evaluations included in this review, 22
were controlled studies and 9 studies were uncontrolled
studies. Eleven controlled studies featured random assign-
ment to intervention and control conditions, with seven
randomized at the school level and four randomized at the
individual student level.

Time to post-test/follow-up In two-thirds of the studies,
outcomes were reported for only one post-test. The time to
post-test ranged from 1 month to 108 months. The mode
was 6 months, and the mean (after removing the outlier of
108) was 8.6 months (SD=8.97). In one-third of the
studies, outcomes were reported for at least one additional
follow-up time. Using the longest post-test time for each
study, the time to post-test/follow-up was less than 6 months
in 25.8% of the studies, between 6–11 months in 29% of
the studies, between 12–23 months in 25.8% of the studies,
and 2 years or more in 19.3% of the studies.

Qualitative component Less than one-fifth of the studies
included a qualitative component to their design. Qualita-
tive components included interviews, diaries, observations,
and open-ended questionnaires. These were either used as
the main form of data or were included to supplement
quantitative data by providing richer details about the
context in which the antibullying program took place and
provide a means of triangulation. Gollwitzer et al. (2006)
used open-ended questions to measure quality of program
implementation and accomplishment of training principles.
They used students’ responses to hypothetical vignettes as a
measure of enrichment of behavioral repertoire. In the
Heydenberk et al. (2006) study, open-ended questionsT
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administered to teachers were used to gain additional data
on program effectiveness and changes in student behavior.
Edwards et al. (2005) used open-ended, semi-structured
interviews with students to collect data on the acceptability
and impact of the Second Step program. Jennifer and
Shaughnessy (2005) collected qualitative data using multiple
sources and multiple methods, for example, semi-structured
interviews with pupils, managers, and facilitators; observa-
tions of several aspects of school life; and facilitator diaries.
Cowie and Olafsson (2000) conducted interviews with
staff, peer supporters, users, and potential users of the peer
support service in order to supplement survey data in
assessing the impact of the peer support service. Stevens et
al. (2001) conducted semi-structured interviews with project
leaders in order to gain insights into the program implemen-
tation process at each school. Peterson and Rigby (1999)
collected written comments from students in order to
supplement survey data.

Outcomes

Types of outcome measures used in each study were divided
into three categories: 1) behavioral measures of involvement
in bullying/victimization; 2) measures of other behaviors, such
as aggression, prosocial behavior, and coping; and 3) non-
behavioral constructs such as attitudes or beliefs. Forty-eight
percent of the studies used two types of outcome measures,
22.6% of the studies used three types of outcomes, and 29% of
the studies used only one type of measure. All but one study
(Edwards et al. 2005) reported a behavioral measure of
involvement in bullying/victimization as an outcomemeasure.

Researchers used a wide variety of different surveys
to measure involvement in bullying. The most common
measure, used in 35.5% of studies, was a modified
version of the Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire. All but
one study (Newman-Carlson & Horne 2004) used student
self-reports as outcome measures. In 45.2% of studies,
reliability was reported for at least one measure. In 54.8%
of the studies, some evidence of the validity of at least one
measure was presented. Studies were also analyzed to
determine how many of the four possible informants (self,
peers, teacher, parent) were asked to provide data. More
than half (54.8%) of the studies used only one type of
informant, and 38.7% of the studies used two types of
informants. Only one study (Rahey and Craig 2002) used
all four types of informants, and one other study
(Gollwitzer et al. 2006) used three types of informants.

Statistical Analyses

In nearly all of the studies, descriptive statistics and
significance tests were reported. Effect sizes were reported

in only 35.5% of the studies. Multilevel statistical techni-
ques, such as hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), were
reported in only five studies.

According to Wolff (2000), randomized controlled trials
are based on the following assumptions: “standardized
interventions, equal groups and equal trial environments”
(p. 98). None of the randomized controlled trials in this
sample reported meeting all three of these assumptions. Six
of the 11 RCTs evaluated a standardized intervention.
Seven of the 11 reported checking for equal groups and 4 of
these presented evidence that this assumption was met.
Only one study reported equal trial environments. Further-
more, there were four studies (Cross et al. 2004; Frey et al.
2005; Hunt 2007; Rosenbluth et al. 2004) that randomly
assigned schools to conditions but conducted statistical
analyses at the level of the individual student.

Study Type

All studies included in this review were coded based on the
criteria for efficacy, effectiveness, and dissemination trials
developed by the Standards Committee of the Society for
Prevention Research (see Flay et al. 2005). By the strictest
application of the Standards, none of the 31 studies
included in this review meet the required criteria for an
efficacy, effectiveness, or dissemination study. To extract
additional information from the data that would be useful
for this review, a less stringent set of criteria was developed
for coding studies into these three categories. Operational
definitions of study type were developed by including only
the criteria from the Standards that can be met at the
inception of the evaluation study and excluding criteria that
in most cases could be met after data have been collected;
for example, type of statistical analyses and specification of
sample characteristics. Hence, the following criteria were
used for coding of study type:

1. Efficacy: a detailed program description that permits
program replication; measures of relevant behavioral
outcomes; a control condition; adequate procedures for
group assignment (randomization or matching groups);
psychometrically sound instruments; long-term follow-
up on outcomes.

2. Effectiveness: the previous efficacy criteria; program
delivered under real-world conditions (e.g., by school
personnel); measures of program fidelity and exposure.

3. Dissemination: implementation of an efficacious pro-
gram; complete program materials; monitoring and
evaluation tools; cost information.

The final column in Table 1 displays the results of
coding of study type on these criteria. Studies that did not
meet the criteria for any of these three categories were
coded as a pilot study. As these results show, only one
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study was coded as an efficacy study and two were coded
as effectiveness studies. The remaining 28 studies did not
meet criteria for efficacy, effectiveness, or dissemination
and were therefore classified as pilot studies.

Discussion

Governments world-wide have invested significant resources to
address bullying problems that afflict schools, and school
authorities want to use those resources effectively. Since 2004,
several reviews of antibullying program outcomes have been
published (e.g., Merrell et al. 2008; J. D. Smith et al. 2004) and
all point to the same conclusion: They have not been shown to
be effective in reducing bullying. Accepting this conclusion as
final presumes that the methods used to assess the program
effectiveness have been rigorous and comprehensive. We
tested the validity of this premise in a review of 31 studies,
selected following an exhaustive search for reports on
antibullying program effects. Because we were most interested
in assessing the current state of knowledge in this domain, we
limited our review to recent studies (1997–2007) published in
peer-reviewed journals, assuming that this is where we would
find the highest quality examples of this work.

The results of our analyses lead us to conclude that
antibullying program evaluations conducted to date are not
adequately rigorous and comprehensive in their design and
execution to accept their results as final. The current state of
knowledge about the effectiveness of bullying prevention
programs is perhaps best reflected in the fact that no
evaluation included in this review met the complete criteria
for an efficacy trial or an effectiveness trial, as defined by
the Standards of Evidence Committee (2004). Even after
coding studies on less stringent criteria, less than 10% of
the sample qualified as either efficacy or effectiveness
under these conditions. This suggests that the knowledge
base on bullying prevention is in an early phase of
development and much work remains to be done. This
conclusion evokes a number of important implications, two
of which we address in the remainder of this paper: How
can evaluation practices in the antibullying domain be
improved, and what steps must researchers take to generate
superior quality information on which school officials can
base their programming decisions?

Program Monitoring

The outcomes of a prevention program can really only be
interpreted accurately in light of information about how it
was implemented. Program integrity monitoring should be
standard in all evaluation studies so that one can distinguish
between programs that do not work from those that are
inadequately implemented (Greenberg et al. 2005). Dane

and Schneider (1998) discuss implementation in terms of
integrity promotion and integrity verification. While all
studies in this review reported at least some form of
program integrity promotion (i.e., manuals, training, super-
vision), there were some shortcomings in the area of
program integrity verification. Dane and Schneider (1998)
assert that each of the five aspects of integrity verification
(i.e., adherence, exposure, quality of delivery, participant
responsiveness, and program differentiation) is important to
monitor. However, more than one-third of studies in our
review reported no integrity verification strategies, and
across studies the average number of methods used for
integrity verification was approximately 1. Because pure
experimental research designs in school settings are always
impractical and often impossible, using program dosage
measures as covariates in impact analyses can bolster
arguments for causality of program effects in the context
of correlational studies. Results of this review indicate that
this technique is too infrequently used, as only 3 of the 31
evaluations used data on the degree of program implemen-
tation or a dosage measure in their analyses of outcomes.
Clearly, program monitoring is an aspect of antibullying
program evaluations that requires further attention. It is
recommended that researchers gather sufficient data on
program implementation, and use these data in impact
analyses. Linking outcomes to implementation and dosage,
particularly in the context of correlational designs, can
strengthen arguments of causality about program effects.

Study Design

For efficacy and effectiveness studies, the randomized
controlled trial (RCT) is considered the “gold standard”
for evaluating the impact of interventions, as it is the only
design that can adequately control for external confounding
factors (Torgerson and Torgerson 2001). However, many
studies using RCTs fail to conduct empirical checks on
assumptions such as group equivalence (Chatterji 2007). In
fact, research by Wolff (2000) indicates that evaluations of
“socially complex services,” which subsume antibullying
programs, often violate the assumptions of the RCT,
thereby drawing into question “the validity, reliability, and
generalizability of inferences of socially complex service
trials” (p. 97). RCTs are based on the assumptions of
standardized interventions, equivalent groups and trial
environments. None of the 11 RCTs in our sample met all
of these assumptions, which unfortunately undermines the
value of their findings. In order to verify whether or not
assumptions are met, it is important that interventions,
group characteristics, and trial environments are clearly
defined and systematically monitored throughout the trial.

Olweus (2005) argued that an “extended selection
cohorts quasi-experimental design” is a viable alternative
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when random assignment is not possible or desirable. This
design provides time-lagged comparisons between age-
equivalent groups: Pre-test measures are compared to data
collected from students at the same grade at subsequent
post-test and follow-up intervals. The design appears to
have sufficient rigor to make valid conclusions about the
effects of a school-based intervention. It is particularly
critical that implementation is thoroughly assessed to rule
out alternate explanations for outcomes beyond the effects
of the prevention program.

For programs without manuals or that are loosely
defined in conceptual terms (e.g., peer support initiatives),
efficacy and effectiveness trials are not possible, as the
programs cannot be replicated with precision. In fact, some
programs “involve a flexible, iterative and evolving
process” and have manuals that “make it clear that
programme components should be devised to suit local
conditions” (Pawson and Tilley 1998, p. 212). Since
randomized controlled trials are based on the assumption
of standardized interventions, such loosely defined inter-
ventions cannot be subjected to this type of evaluation.
However, evaluations of these types of programs can be
buttressed by qualitative methods that provide details about
the nature of the intervention and insights into what works
for whom under what circumstances. It is also important to
state the logic model that the intervention is based on, and
use data collected to provide evidence supporting or
refuting the program theory.

Qualitative data Qualitative data can provide rich descrip-
tion about environmental factors to improve the “meaning
and clarity of statistical effects” in experiments and quasi-
experiments (Chatterji 2007, p. 252). However, relatively
few studies (less than one-fifth) in this review included any
qualitative methods in their design. The qualitative data that
were collected took a variety of forms and served several
functions. Methods included open-ended questionnaires,
interviews, observations, and diaries; data were collected
from students, teachers, facilitators, project leaders, and
managers. In some cases, qualitative methods were used to
measure the quality of program implementation or to assess
program impact. In these studies, the addition of qualitative
data served to contextualize the results, and facilitated the
interpretation of evaluation data. Researchers should con-
sider integrating qualitative methods in their designs when
feasible to help contextualize quantitative results and to
probe implementation issues in more depth.

Time to post-test/follow-up Another weakness of many of
the antibullying program evaluations was that the length of
time to post-test was short. According to the Standards,
outcomes should be measured “at least 6 months after the
intervention” (Flay et al. 2005, p. 155). More than one-

quarter of the antibullying program evaluations reviewed
for this study failed to meet this standard. According to
some researchers it takes at least 2 years for measurable
change to occur as a result of program implementation,
suggesting that even the 6-month standard is rather short
(e.g., Hall and Hord 2006). In about one-fifth of the
evaluation studies, post-test or follow-up data were collected
2 years or more after program implementation. Short post-
test intervals can confound the interpretation of evaluation
data for several reasons. Firstly, the programs may simply
not have had enough time to produce change in the outcomes
being measured. Secondly, implementation issues in the
early phase of a program will likely affect outcomes and may
mask the potential of promising programs. Consequently, it
is usually more efficacious to do impact evaluations on
mature programs instead of new ones. Therefore, it is
recommended that longer pre-post intervals should be used
so that the antibullying program has time to take effect, and
its impacts should be assessed at subsequent follow-up
intervals. Ideally, data should be collected at annual intervals
over a 3-year period to control for seasonal effects on
outcomes. Annual follow-ups may not be necessary for pilot
studies and general implementations because these types of
evaluations generally aim to refine methods and explore
what works for whom under what circumstances.

Outcomes

Leff et al. (2004) recommend that evaluators use multiple
methods and multiple informants in order to get a clearer
picture of program effectiveness. In the current sample of
antibullying program evaluations, most studies used two or
more different outcome measures, but nearly a third
included only one type of measure. Additionally, more
than half of the evaluations included only one type of
informant. Data from multiple sources can increase confi-
dence in findings. This is particularly important in bullying
prevention studies, as research indicates that there are
systematic differences among informants (e.g., students,
parents, and teachers) on reporting rates of bullying and
victimization (Pellegrini and Bartini 2000). Therefore,
collecting data about bullying from a variety of informants
is necessary to construct a reasonably complete picture of
bully/victim problems in a school and, by implication, to
understand the influence of interventions in reducing their
occurrence. It is, therefore, recommended that antibullying
program evaluators use multiple methods and multiple
informants in collecting outcome data.

Researchers in our sample used a wide variety of
outcome measures, which increases the difficulty of making
comparisons across studies, particularly as small differences
in the scales (reporting bullying over the previous month
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versus the previous semester) can have large effects on
results. The field of bullying prevention would benefit from
a concerted and coordinated effort from researchers to
develop a common measure of bullying and victimization
for evaluation purposes and that is preferably available in
the public domain. Compounding the problem of numerous
measures, validity and reliability of these scales were too
infrequently addressed. In more than half of the studies, no
data on instrument reliability or validity were reported.
Clearly, antibullying program evaluators need to carefully
choose measures that are reliable and valid, and present
evidence of this in their reports.

Statistical Analyses

The American Psychological Association lists the failure to
report effect sizes as a common defect in reporting of
research results (APA 2001), and we found that our sample
of antibullying program evaluations is no exception. Effect
sizes were reported in only one-third of the evaluations
reviewed, and few of these reported confidence intervals.
Thompson (2002) promotes the reporting of confidence
intervals for effect sizes and argues that this practice
facilitates meta-analytic thinking. Effect sizes are particu-
larly important in describing program outcomes, as pro-
gram users are likely to be more interested in knowing how
much of a difference a program can make, rather than
simply if a program can make a difference.

Using multilevel statistical models such as hierarchical
linear modeling (HLM) is indicated in cases in which units
are nested within other units (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992).
Schools are a prime setting for using hierarchical statistical
models, given the nesting of students in classrooms and
classrooms within schools and so on. While hierarchical
modeling seems particularly appropriate for the evaluation
of bullying prevention programs in schools, it appears to be
infrequently used. Of the 31 studies reviewed for this paper,
only 5 studies used multilevel statistical modeling. Conse-
quently, it is recommended that researchers use these
techniques whenever feasible. Computer software is avail-
able to determine what sample sizes are necessary at each
level (school, class, individual) depending on the statistical
power and confidence intervals required (Okumura 2007).
Using multilevel statistical techniques can increase the
precision with which program effects are measured, and
may clarify where the net benefits of such prevention
efforts primarily accrue.

Conclusion

This review of recent bullying prevention studies suggests
that evaluation practices in this domain have not yet

reached a level of rigor that permits us to accept their
outcomes as conclusive. We encourage readers to consider
this conclusion in light of several limitations of this review.
The results of this review are limited to the evaluation
features selected by the authors for study. We selected
features that we believed would be most relevant to
antibullying program evaluators and that we felt are vital
to improving evaluation practices in this area. It is
nonetheless possible that other relevant features were
excluded that might have altered the findings of this review.
The review is also limited by its focus on published peer-
reviewed studies to the exclusion of all other evaluations of
antibullying programs including theses and dissertations.
The 11 dissertations that were excluded because of our
criteria may have included high quality evaluations of
antibullying programs, and it is possible that if these had
been included in our review our findings may have been
somewhat altered. However, we believe that given the
nature of the publication enterprise and the peer-review
system, our decision to exclude dissertations is a valid one,
and the chance is small that such evaluations would have
significantly altered our conclusions.

There are tremendous resources being committed to
antibullying programs in North American schools in the
absence of a body of compelling evidence in the prevention
literature that these programs are actually substantially
reducing bullying. In this context, program evaluators and
prevention scientists have a critical and pressing role to
provide clear and accurate information to inform public
policy on bullying prevention in schools. To this end, we
encourage evaluators and researchers to consider our
recommendations, which are recapped below, for future
evaluations of antibullying programs.

1. Use control conditions and random assignment where
possible, and consider a rigorous quasi-experimental
design (e.g., Olweus 2005) when an experimental
design is not feasible.

2. Collect baseline data before the intervention has been
introduced, and collect outcome data at least 6 months
after implementation. For efficacy and effectiveness
trials collect follow-up data annually thereafter for 2 or
more years.

3. Use multiple methods and multiple informants to assess
program impacts.

4. Report evidence of reliability and validity for instru-
ments used.

5. Collect qualitative data to contextualize implementation
and outcome data.

6. Systematically monitor program integrity and use
program dosage data in outcome analyses.

7. Use multilevel statistical modeling to analyze data that
have been collected from individuals from several
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classrooms, nested within several schools when sample
sizes are large enough.

We recognize that conducting research in schools
presents particular challenges, and that researchers often
work with constraints that can thwart their intentions to
conduct rigorous research. Therefore, evaluators should
routinely discuss these issues with school personnel and,
where appropriate, educate them about the importance and
value of methodological rigor. They should also work with
schools to devise ways to accommodate the research
requirements with the school’s mandate to provide services
to students. Researchers should also demonstrate how their
involvement with a prevention initiative adds value to the
program and can assist the school to achieve their
educational goals. In the end, complete and valid informa-
tion about school-based prevention programs is in every-
one’s best interest, and researchers can facilitate their work
by explaining this in accessible terms to all stakeholders in
prevention programs.
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