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Abstract
This paper describes the introduction of the KiVa anti-bullying program in New Zealand. KiVa is a whole-school program
developed in Finland that includes both indicated and universal actions for children aged 7 to 15 years. The program focuses on
the group context and seeks to alter the peer group culture by motivating bystanders to take action. There is a growing body of
evidence that suggests it is successful in reducing bullying and victimization in a range of countries outside its country of origin.
However, its impact in countries with a particularly heterogenous population such as New Zealand is yet to be determined. This
paper presents data after one year of implementation in 7 New Zealand schools. The sample included 1175 students from Years
2–6 (~ 6 to 10 years). The students completed an anonymous online survey prior to the implementation of the program and again
after one year. Significant reductions were reported after KiVa implementation in self-reported rates of bullying and victimization
as well as a reduction in experiences of being bullied via the internet. These reductions however varied by gender and year level in
that KiVa had a more significant effect on most girls and young boys. In addition, there was a significant increase in the number of
children feeling safer at school. Given the heterogeneity of the sample, these early results are promising, but the gender
differences also highlight the need for further evaluations and investigations regarding the implementation of KiVa in New
Zealand.
Keywords Bullying . Victimization . Intervention . KiVa . Gender differences

Bullying is a phenomenon that affects individuals across the
lifespan, across multiple contexts (Bradshaw et al. 2017; Craig
et al. 2009; Due et al. 2005; Monks et al. 2009) and impacts at
least 10–11% of school-age children throughout the world
( Ji m e rs o n e t al . 2 0 1 0 ; M e n e s i n i a n d S al m i v a l l i
2017; Salmivalli et al. 2012; Smith and Shu 2000; Smith
2014). Bullying can involve verbal or physical attacks as well
as relational manipulation (e.g., social exclusion, rumor
spreading) (Olweus 1993). It can also occur via the internet
through the use of a range of new technologies (Monks and
Smith 2006; Olweus 2013; Olweus and Limber 2017; Smith
et al. 2013). To be considered an act of bullying there is a

* Vanessa A. Green
vanessa.green@vuw.ac.nz
1

Faculty of Education, Victoria University of Wellington, Kelburn, P.
O. Box 600, Wellington 6140, New Zealand

2

The Faculty of Science, Victoria University of Wellington, Kelburn,
P. O. Box 600, Wellington 6140, New Zealand

general agreement in the research literature that the perpetrator
intends to harm the victim, it is repeated, and there is a power
imbalance between the perpetrator and the victim, that is perpetuated and magnified given the dynamic nature of bullying
and victimization (Hymel and Swearer 2015; Messini and
Salmivalli 2017; Olweus 1993).
Bullying is more likely to be perpetrated by boys than girls
(Smith et al. 2019) and is related to a range of negative outcomes for all those involved. Victims are at a greater risk of
mental health issues and peer rejection, and perpetrators have
a higher risk of delinquency and future unemployment
(Kokko and Pulkkinen 2000; Ttofi et al. 2014; Vaillancourt
et al. 2013; Vanderbilt and Augustyn 2010; van der Ploeg et al.
2016). Furthermore, those who witness bullying behavior may
also experience some negative effects such as anxiety and
depression (Nishina and Juvonen 2005; van der Ploeg et al.
2016; Werth et al. 2015). In addition, bullying and victimization also impact general school success as it associated with
significantly lower reading achievement (UNICEF 2018).
In line with international data, bullying appears to be relatively common in New Zealand schools (Carroll-Lind 2009;
Kljakovic et al. 2015; Slee et al. 2016). For example, Adair
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et al. (2000) found that in the course of a year, 58% of their
2066 students aged 14–18 years reported being victimized and
44% admitted to bullying others. Furthermore, data from
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study
2014/2015 (Mullis et al. 2016)—which is an international
survey that includes questions about student bullying—
showed that of the 6322 grade 4 students (~ 10 years old)
surveyed in New Zealand, 24% indicated that they had been
bullied “about weekly.” The international average for grade 4
students experiencing bullying weekly was 16%. With 60% of
10-year-old students indicating that they had been bullied,
New Zealand continues to be near the bottom of the international table (i.e., 46th out of 49 countries). This finding is
consistent with a report on inequalities in education from
UNICEF (UNICEF 2018), where New Zealand was ranked
last amongst the 30th wealthiest OECD nations as having the
highest rate of reported bullying amongst grade 4 children,
showing that about one child in two experiences bullying at
least once a month. Due to the negative effects of bullying and
its prevalence, researchers and practitioners from around the
globe have put considerable resources into the development of
a wide range of bullying prevention and intervention programs, with varied success (see Smith et al. 2016a). A recent
meta-analytic review has suggested that collectively anti-bully
programs reduce victimization by about 15–16% and perpetration by about 19–20% (Gaffney et al. 2018).
The initiatives that have been implemented in New Zealand
include Kia Kaha (meaning to stand strong in Māori) which
was launched in 1992 and developed by the New Zealand
Police. It adopts a whole-school approach by including parents, teachers, students, and school administrations. The focus
is on increasing self-esteem and assertiveness through specific
lessons that are implemented by classroom teachers and in
consultation with Police Education Officers (Carroll-Lind
2009). An evaluation of the program in 31 schools showed
that in comparison to a sample of 18 matched schools, who
were not implementing the program, there were lower levels
of victimization and bullying in Kia Kaha schools
(Raskauskas 2007). In 2013, Green et al. reported that approximately 30% of the 1200 teachers and principals who
responded to a national survey reported having used the Kia
Kaha program in the past or were currently using it in their
schools. Given its success and that it has been available for
free to schools since 1992, it is unclear why the program has
not had a more significant impact on reducing overall rates of
bullying in New Zealand or why it has not been maintained or
adopted more widely.
Given what is now known about the sustainability of
whole-school programs (Smith et al. 2016a), it is possible that
the uptake and sustainability of Kia Kaha were hindered by a
lack of staff training and ongoing school commitment. In addition, it has been established that a yearly data collection
process to monitor the ongoing effectiveness of a program

on students is important to ensure its sustainability (Ansary
et al. 2015). One limitation of the Kia Kaha is that despite its
focus on prevention, it does not appear to include a clear
process or set of actions for school to follow when bullying
incidents arise. The establishment of specific disciplinary
methods to tackle bullying has been recognized as an important intervention component related to reductions in both bullying and victimization (Ansary et al. 2015; Ttofi and
Farrington 2011).
Another anti-bullying initiative that was launched in 2001
by the Peace Foundation was the Cool Schools Mediation
Program, which has a peer mediation focus. The program
has a strong restorative justice focus in that it teaches children
to assess and resolve conflict and to then go on and practice
these skills as peer mediators in their schools (Smith et al.
2016b). An evaluation of 24 schools who were implementing
the program in 2004 revealed that despite some success in low
SES schools there were several factors that prevented a strong
commitment to the program. These included variable expectations amongst staff and an understanding that children do
not necessarily want to be the role models/mediators as it sets
them apart from their peers (Murrow et al. 2004; Smith et al.
2016b).
In their meta-analytic reviews on the effectiveness of antibullying programs, Ttofi and colleagues (Gaffney et al.
2018, 2019; Ttofi and Farrington 2011) have identified a number of programs that appear to be effective in reducing bullying and victimization. One of the most well-known of these is
the Olweus Bullying Prevention Programme (1991, 1993)
which was also the first to recognize that bullying is a multilevel problem and therefore needs a whole-school approach.
In addition to the recognition of the need for a wholeschool approach, there has been a growing recognition that
bullying is a group process (Salmivalli et al. 1996).
Therefore targeting bystanders has become an increasingly
common strategy in bullying prevention (Smith et al. 2012)
and is the focus of the KiVa program (Salmivalli et al. 2011a).
The program was developed at the University of Turku,
Finland, and is an intensive and systematic research-based
whole-school anti-bullying program. It aims to prevent bullying and victimization through universal actions targeted at all
children and to intervene with the targets and perpetrators of
bullying when incidents arise (Salmivalli et al. 2011a). KiVa
means kindness in Finnish, and the word is also an acronym
for “Kiusaamista Vastaan,” which means against bullying
(Salmivalli 2010). The program is based on the participant
role model, where bullying is seen as a group process involving a number of roles in addition to the bully and victim. In
particular, there are followers who can be divided into those
who assist the bully and those who reinforce. The assistants
may also attack the victim, while the reinforcers may laugh or
applaud the bullying behavior. In addition, there are defenders
who attempt to help the victim and the outsiders who do not
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participate (Salmivalli et al. 1996; Sutton and Smith 1999). As
noted by Salmivalli (2010), bullying is seen as a goal-directed
behavior in which the rewards are largely social. The social
reinforcement contingencies for bullying behaviors are determined at the group level, by the bystanders, whose attitudes
and subsequent behaviors can either reward the bully for their
actions or convey disapproval (Salmivalli 2010; Salmivalli
et al. 2011b, 2013). This group level should be the major target
for prevention and intervention (Salmivalli 2010; Salmivalli
et al. 2013).
The KiVa program has been designed to address attitudes
and behaviors relating to bullying at the group level in order to
position bullying as socially undesirable and defending others
from bullying as desirable, thereby changing the role of the
bystander and changing school climate. This is achieved
through the use of universal actions that are administered to
all students within a KiVa school. Salmivalli (1999) proposed
a three-step process to curriculum development and implementation based on the participant role model, whereby students have their awareness raised and have an opportunity to
reflect on what they would do in a bullying situation. The third
step is ensuring there is a commitment to anti-bullying behaviors (Salmivalli et al. 2005). The KiVa program contains three
units, each having a series of specific lessons. The lessons are
about diversity, inclusion, understanding emotions, group
interactions, empathy, respect, conflict resolution, and social responsibility. Although many of these skills are also
found in programs that focus on social and emotional
development and learning (Corcoran et al. 2018; CASEL
2015; Elias and Arnold 2006), the KiVa program has a
specific focus on teaching students how to be defenders.
In particular, the lessons are developmentally appropriate
and build upon each other as they seek to teach children
about how to recognize bullying, support victims, and
stand up against bullying. In this respect, they are specifically taught how to be a defender rather than a passive
bystander. To assist in the development of these skills,
students are given opportunities through interactive video
games to practice their responses to bullying incidents.
The program has a strong evidence base, with randomized control trials demonstrating significant decreases in
bullying and victimization after nine months of implementation, particularly for younger children aged 7 to
12 years (e.g., Kärnä et al. 2011a, b; Kärnä et al. 2013).
In addition, further studies outside of Finland are beginning to emerge, where equally positive results have been
reported in the UK (Clarkson et al. 2019; Hutchings and
Clarkson 2015) and Italy (Nocentini and Menesini 2016).
Furthermore, some studies have revealed additional positive side effects of the KiVa program, including a reduction in internalizing symptoms such as anxiety and depression (Salmivalli et al. 2012; Salmivalli and
Poskiparta 2012; Williford et al. 2012)

Studies based on Finnish samples have not revealed any
gender differences in terms of how effective the program is at
reducing bullying and victimization; however, Hutchings and
Clarkson (2015) reported gender differences in their sample of
748 9–11-year-old pupils from 17 schools in the UK. In particular, there was a significant reduction in bullying and victimization for girls, but only a reduction in bullying perpetration for boys. In a more recent study of 7–11-year-old children
from 41 schools in the UK, Clarkson et al. (2019) found that
KiVa had a positive impact on victimization and bullying and
there were no reported gender differences. There is evidence
to suggest that the effectiveness of KiVa may vary as a function of year level within schools. With lower year levels having more success than higher year levels (Kärnä et al. 2011a,
b, 2013). However, to date, there is limited knowledge of
whether these differences will also be apparent in countries
outside Finland.
With regard to the effectiveness of whole-school interventions, there is some evidence to suggest that they are
less successful in heterogeneous populations (e.g., USA)
compared with homogenous populations (e.g., Finland)
(Evans et al. 2014). New Zealand is currently ranked as
the fifth most ethnically diverse country amongst the
OECD countries, with 20% of the population identified
as indigenous (Māori) and 25% of the population being
born overseas (Office of Ethnic Communities 2016).
Although racism is an issue in New Zealand (Alton-Lee
et al. 1987; Crengle et al. 2012; Sullivan 2000), there appear to be some differences in the reported rates of ethnically based bullying. In their longitudinal sample of 1774
students aged 10, 12, and 14 years, Kljakovic et al. (2015)
found no differences based on ethnicity when students
were asked about bullying and victimization in the previous month. In contrast in their sample of 9080 13–17-year
olds, Crengle et al. (2012) found ethnic differences when
students were asked about bullying in the last year, and it
was highest for those students who identified as Asian.
Despite the cultural diversity, New Zealand is ranked as a
highly individualistic society when considered against
Hofstede’s model of national cultures (Hofstede 2011; Smith
et al. 2016a). However, one of the unique features of New
Zealand is that it has a strong commitment to recognizing its
bi-cultural history and the endorsement of multiculturalism
(Kljakovic et al. 2015) and this is also evident in the New
Zealand Curriculum (Ministry of Education 2007).
However, although there is a smaller divide between cultural
groups, there is still great disparity with regard to wealth
(Kljakovic et al. 2015; Ward and Masgoret 2008). As few
formal evaluations of anti-bullying programs have been published in peer-reviewed journals using New Zealand data, it is
unclear whether the heterogeneity of the sample and the
unique multicultural context will influence the effectiveness
of the KiVa program.
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In an attempt to address the issue of bullying in New
Zealand schools, a team of teacher professional development
specialists at Victoria University of Wellington began investigating possible anti-bullying programs. A main part of the
decision-making process was the cultural appropriateness of
the program and whether it would align with the New Zealand
curriculum; therefore, a detailed analysis was made of the
curriculum content prior to an agreement being finalized.
There were significant parallels in terms of the values underpinning the program. As a result, a decision was made by the
team to introduce the program into New Zealand. As part of
the KiVa training and ongoing consultation, school staff were
given instructions/permission on how the program could be
minimally adapted to suit the individual school context (i.e.,
appropriate changes to language and images).
In addition to evaluating the effectiveness of the KiVa program with regard to perceived levels of bullying and victimization (including cyber-victimization), it has been recognized
that bullying can have negative effects on bystanders who
witness acts of bullying. Therefore, bullying behaviors can
contribute to general feelings amongst students of feeling unsafe at school (Wolke and Lereya 2015). Given that both in
New Zealand and elsewhere it is considered a basic human
right for children and young people to access education in a
safe environment (Carroll-Lind 2009), the possible positive
side effects of increased school liking as a result of KiVa is
an important aspect of a whole-school approach to bullying
prevention and intervention. Therefore, the student’s perceptions of school safety are included in the current study.
Finally, regardless of the quality of the program itself, a
whole-school approach requires buy-in from teachers.
Studies have shown that teacher commitment can contribute
to dosage and fidelity of KiVa which in turn can have an
impact on whether or not bullying and victimization are reduced (Haataja et al. 2014; Swift et al. 2017). Therefore, as a
proxy fidelity check of the visibility of the program, students
perceptions of their teachers’ commitment to bullying reduction was assessed by asking them to indicate the extent to
which their teachers worked toward addressing bullying and
victimization.

Method
Data Source and Procedure
In accordance with New Zealand law, ethical approval was
obtained for this project from the Victoria University of
Wellington Human Ethics Committee (# 23658). Once
schools register with KiVa, they are given password access
to the standardized online survey. All KiVa school pupils complete an annual anonymous survey which measures bullying
and victimization. In particular, participating schools (those

who had implemented KiVa for at least a year) were provided
with information about the proposed project and given an
opportunity to choose whether or not they would like to
participate.
Schools that are registered with KiVa receive a report on
their own data; thus, in giving consent, they were allowing the
researchers to access and aggregate the historical data that had
already been collected as part of their involvement in the KiVa
program. Consent was given by all participating schools to
enable the researchers to access the historical anonymous data
that was collected as part of the program implementation.
This baseline data was collected during class time before
any information about KiVa had been presented to the children, and students were not advised about the survey beforehand. Staff were given a step-by-step guide on how to collect
the data. During data collection, the teachers ensured student
confidentiality by making sure the students did not confer with
each other when completing the survey. Given the age of the
students (6–10 years) and the variability in literacy, the
teachers guided them through the survey by reading aloud
the definition of bullying and reading through the questions
and response alternatives. After one year of KiVa implementation, the children completed a follow-up survey containing
the same questions, as well as additional questions regarding
their experience of the KiVa program. For consistency, this
typically occurred during the month of November.

Intervention
Implementation of KiVa in New Zealand involved a group of
professional development experts first undergoing intensive
training conducted by two members of the Finland KiVa team.
The program was then launched, and schools were informed
of its availability. Staff from interested schools then received
two days of training. In particular, all staff from each school
attended the first day of training (including Librarians and
other auxiliary staff). On the second day, those who had been
nominated to form the KiVa team (usually three staff, but
typically five) attended a more specialized training session.
These KiVa team staff were usually also accompanied by
members of the middle/senior management team within each
school.
To ensure the pedagogical validity of the program, the universal actions include a set of lessons. These lessons are
contained within specific units. The schools were provided
with multiple copies of the KiVa lesson units appropriate to
the year level of their school. There are 10 monthly 90-min
lessons that in practice are typically divided into 20 × 45-min
lessons, or smaller mini-lessons where needed. The lessons
are interactive (e.g., role plays), have associated video material, and involve large and small group discussion and online
games. In addition, there are parent guides, posters, and vests
worn by teachers, who are part of the KiVa team and are
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designed to be symbols of the school’s commitment to KiVa.
Alongside the universal actions, KiVa schools also have clear
set of guidelines and policies on how to address bullying incidents as they arise through the use of indicated actions for
both the bullies and victims (Caravita et al. 2009; Pöyhönen
et al. 2010).

Measure
The measure under investigation included a subset of
questions that are part of a larger online anonymous survey completed by students in participating schools as part
of the KiVa program (i.e., KiVa Student Survey). In addition to a question about gender and school year, a subset
of four questions formed the focus of this report. They
were related to bullying, victimization, internet victimization, and school safety (a fifth question about how much
the teacher had done to decrease bullying was used as a
proxy fidelity check on KiVa implementation). Three
questions about bullying and victimization were from
the Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ;
Olweus 1996). The OBVQ has been found to have satisfactory construct validity and reliability (Hutchings and
Clarkson 2015; Kyriakides et al. 2006) and has significant
correlations with a range of related constructs (Haataja
et al. 2014). One item asked the students “How often have
you been bullied at school during the past few months?”
The students were presented with five options (“I have not
been bullied during the past few months,” “once or
twice,”“2-3 times a month,” “about once a week,” “several times a week”). A similar set of options were provided for the question “Have you been bullied through the
internet during the past few months?” For the question
“How often have you bullied another student at school
during the past few months?” the options were as follows:
“I have not bullied anyone during the past few months,”
“only once or twice,” “2–3 times a month,” “about once a
week,” “several times a week.” A further question was
originally developed by the Finnish National Board of
Education. “To what extent do you agree or disagree with
the following statement - I feel safe at school” (5-point
scale from I disagree completely to I agree completely).
The fifth question used in the present study was created
by the KiVa program developers (Herkama and Salmivalli
2014). That is, “How much has your teacher done to decrease bullying this year?” (the options included very little
or nothing, rather little, some, a lot, very much). At the
beginning of the survey, the students were provided with a
definition of bullying as outlined in the Revised Olweus
Bully/Victim Questionnaire (OBVQ; Olweus 1996). They
were also provided with a brief definition before each
question.

Design and Analysis
Given that the data was anonymous and had been de-identified, it was not possible to determine whether each child
responded in one or two years, and therefore, we could not
follow individual children longitudinally. In this respect, the
current study is an opportunistic evaluation of data from seven
of the first co-educational schools to implement KiVa in New
Zealand for one year with an uncontrolled pre-post-test design. In the following analysis, the school level data were
aggregated to look for any changes in overall perceptions
and experiences of the children from baseline to after one year
of KiVa.
Data were analyzed using cumulative link mixed models
(clmm), using the ordinal package (Christensen 2019) for R
(Core Team 2019). This analysis was selected to account for
the ordinal nature of the responses to the questions as well as
the nesting of data within schools. Models were fitted using
the clmm function with gender, school year, and time-point
(i.e., pre-post KiVa) as fixed effects, random intercepts for
school, and random slopes for time-point within each school
(Barr et al. 2013). Full models, with a three-way interaction
between gender, school year, and time-point, were fitted, and
statistical significance determined using likelihood ratio tests
calculated according to the principle of marginality, that is,
testing the significance of each term after all others, ignoring
its higher-order terms. The emmeans package (Lenth 2019)
was then used to determine which groups differed before
and after KiVa by dichotomizing the response (e.g., comparing the probability that the frequency of bullying is at least
once or twice over the past few months).

Results
The participants in this study included 1175 school-aged children in years 2–6 (~ 6 to 10 years) who attended seven coeducational New Zealand schools that at the time of data collection had implemented KiVa for one year. The school rolls
ranged from 154 to 432 students (mean = 310) and were located in both rural and urban settings. As can be seen in
Table 1, there were a similar number of boys and girls and
the breakdown by year level was consistent. In New Zealand,
schools are given a decile rating. Decile provides an indication
of the proportion of students living in low socio-economic
communities. High decile schools are given a ranking of 8–
10, medium 4–7, and low decile 1–3 (Ministry of Education
2019). The present sample included 4 high, 2 medium, and 1
low decile school. While students did not specify their ethnicity, we can report school-level data. The overall ethnic diversity of New Zealand school children in 2017 was 50.3% NZ/
European, 23.9% Māori, 9.8% Pasifika, 11.8% Asian, and
2.7% other (including MELAA) (Education Review Office
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Table 1 Gender and
year level of participants
in 7 pre- and post-test
schools

Students

Gender
Female

Pre-KiVa
N = 1175

Post-KiVa
N = 985

589 (50.1%)

493 (50.1%)

Male
586 (49.9%)
School year

492 (49.9%)

Year 2

220 (18.7%)

154 (15.6%)

Year 3
Year 4

258 (22.0%)
246 (20.9%)

190 (19.3%)
262 (26.6%)

Year 5
Year 6

225 (19.2%)
226 (19.2%)

201 (20.4%)
178 (18.1%)

2019). The average percentage of children identified as belonging to a specific ethnic group across the schools in the
current sample was 58.1% NZ/European (range, 22.7–
77.5%), 20.1% Māori (range, 7.9–68.8%), 5.0% Pasifika
(range, 1.2–10.2%), 10.0% Asian (range, 1.7–13.4%), 2.5%
other (range, 0–6.9%). Thus, the current sample was largely
representative of the ethnic diversity of New Zealand school
children.

Victimization
The analysis revealed there was a significant difference in the
bullying frequency reported by students before and after the
KiVa intervention (X2(1) = 5.476, p = .0193). The difference
in bullying frequency between males and females differed
depending on the school level (X2(4) = 11.014, p = .0264).
Student responses to the question of whether they had experienced bullying or not in the previous few months were split
into two groups. Namely, no experience of being bullied and
experience of being bullied at least once or twice in the previous few months (the latter included the four options; once or
twice in the previous few months, 2 or 3 times a month, about
once a week, several times a week). As illustrated in Fig. 1, the
pairwise comparisons revealed males in year 2 were more
likely to have been bullied at least once or twice before
KiVa compared with after KiVa (p = .0467). In addition, females in years 2, 3, 5, and 6 were more likely to have been
bullied at least once or twice before KiVa compared with after
KiVa (p = .0275, p = .0032, p = .0137, and p = .0012 respectively). Interestingly, the difference in the probability of being
bullied before and after KiVa for females in year 4 was nonsignificant (p = .6494).

Victimization via the Internet
The analysis of victimization via the internet only includes
year 3–6 students (those in year 2 were not asked this question) and also revealed that there was a significant difference
in the bullying frequency reported by students before and after

KiVa (X2(3) = 18.454, p = .0004). The effect of time-point
(i.e., before and after KiVa) on the reported frequency that
the student had been bullied through the internet varied depending on the gender of the student (X 2 (1) = 5.367,
p = .0205).
The data was again split into two groups (never experienced bullying via the internet vs experienced bullying via
the internet at least once or twice in the last few months). As
illustrated in Fig. 2, the pairwise comparisons illustrate that
females in years 3, 4, and 5 before KiVa implementation were
more likely to have been bullied through the internet compared with after KiVa implementation (p = .0162, p = .0033,
and p = .0236 respectively). Note that Fig. 2 does indicate that
the probability of males having been bullied through the internet is lower in the year following KiVa implementation, but
this difference is not statistically significant (all p > .05).

Engaging in Bullying Behavior
The analysis on the probability of engaging in bullying
behavior revealed there was a significant effect of gender
on bullying others (X2(1) = 33.809, p < .0001). As shown
in Fig. 3, it appears that boys reported engaging in bullying
behavior at least once or twice in the previous few months
more than girls. The effect of KiVa on the reported frequency that the student had bullied others varied depending on the year level of the student (X 2 (4) = 13.158,
p = .0105). Females in years 2, 3, 5, and 6 before KiVa
implementation were more likely to have bullied others at
least once or twice compared with after KiVa implementation (p = .0001, p = .0320, p = .0001, and p = .0257, respectively). Males in years 2 and 3 before KiVa implementation
were more likely to have bullied others at least once or
twice compared with after KiVa implementation
(p < .0001 and p = .0112, respectively). Similar to the pattern for year 4 girls above, KiVa did not appear to have a
significant impact on bullying for this age group.

Feeling Safe at School
The effect of time-point (KiVa) on the degree to which
students feel safe at school depends on both the year level
and gender of the student (X2(4) = 10.146, p = .0380). To
help interpret what this means, we consider the probability that a student agreed or strongly agreed that they felt
safe at school. As illustrated in Fig. 4, females in years 2
and 5 were more likely to report feeling safe at school
after KiVa implementation (p = .0004 and p = .0156, respectively). It is important to note however that overall
students did feel safe at school (before KiVa 82.4% Agree
or Strongly Agree compared with 84.2% after KiVa).
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probability been bullied at least once or twice

Fig. 1 Probability of being
bullied at least once or twice in
the past few months (with 95%
confidence intervals) by gender,
year level, and experience of
KiVa
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Amount of Time Spent Addressing Bullying
As a proxy fidelity check on the implementation of KiVa
students were asked “how much their teacher had done to
decrease bullying this year” with the assumption that if
KiVa was being implemented and the training the teachers
had experienced was changing their classroom practices,
students would report an increase. As can be seen from
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Fig. 2 Probability of being
bullied via the internet at least
once or twice in the past few
months (with 95% confidence
intervals) by gender, year level,
and experience of KiVa

Fig. 5, the number of students indicating that their
teachers were doing a lot or very much to address bullying after KiVa appeared to increase for both males and
females across all school years apart from year 4 boys.
However, it is important to note there was a large percentage of students (~ 40–50%) indicating that their teachers
were already doing a lot or very much to decrease bullying prior to KiVa, particularly in year 3.
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Fig. 3 The probability of bullying
others at least once or twice in the
last few months (with 95%
confidence intervals) by gender,
school year, and experience of
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Discussion

overall males were engaging in more bullying behaviors than
females prior to KiVa and KiVa had a bigger impact on victimization and bullying for boys in the younger years. The
findings also showed that most children indicated feeling safe
at school and there was an increase after KiVa implementation. Again, this was however inconsistent across the year
levels and between genders.
The overall findings that after just one year, KiVa appears
to be having a positive impact on rates of victimization and

The findings from this evaluation showed that overall there
was a significant reduction in the rates of victimization (including via the internet) after one year of KiVa implementation; however, this was influenced by both year level and
gender. It appears that KiVa had a bigger impact on rates of
victimization for females and there was considerable variation
amongst the year levels. In addition, the results showed that
Fig. 4 The probability of feeling
safe at school (with 95%
confidence intervals) by gender,
year level, and experience of
KiVa
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Fig. 5 Percentage of male and female students within years 3–6 indicating how much their teacher had done to decrease bullying before and after KiVa
implementation

bullying are in line with previous studies (see Clarkson et al.
2019; Hutchings and Clarkson 2015). Furthermore, in the
Finnish studies to date, this trend has continued over the ensuing years (e.g., Herkama and Salmivalli 2014; Kärnä et al.
2011a, b, 2013). However, when the data in the present study
are broken down by year level, they reveal a more complex set
of findings. The current results are however similar to those
reported by Kärnä et al. (2011a, b), where intervention effects
increased from grades 1 to 4, which in New Zealand equates to
years 3–6 (7–10-year olds).
With regard to the gender differences in overall rates of
bullying behavior, it appears that boys in this sample were
engaging in more bullying behaviors than girls overall.
Although this finding is line with international data (Smith
et al. 2019), the KiVa program appeared to have a greater
impact on girls compared with boys—but not for girls in year
4 (8-year olds). These findings contrast most of the previous
KiVa evaluations to date, but it is similar with the findings
from Hutchings and Clarkson (2015), where there was a significant reduction in victimization and bullying for girls, but
only a reduction in bullying behavior for boys in their sample
of 9–11-year olds. Although for boys in the current study there
was an overall downward trend in the probability of being
victimized after KiVa, this was most prominent and significant
in year 2 (for traditional bullying). It is possible that younger
compared with older boys are more inclined to listen to their
teachers (Salmivalli et al. 2005).
The finding that KiVa does not appear to be as effective
with boys as it is with girls is an area worthy of further

investigation, to establish a plausible reason. It is possible that
the egalitarian nature of Nordic countries who score lower on
Hofstede’ masculinity index compared with predominantly
English speaking countries (Hofstede 2011) not only account
for gender differences in rates of bullying (Smith et al. 2016a),
but also the effectiveness of anti-bullying interventions on
boys. The anomaly for year 4 for girls is an interesting one
given that typically these children are around 8 years of age in
New Zealand. It is unlikely that implementation of KiVa is the
cause given that the year 4 data is from seven different
schools; however, further investigations of this age group
using qualitative methodologies may be relevant to understanding the reasons for this finding.
There are several limitations that need to be noted with the
current investigation. The first and most significant is the data
set itself. Due to the uncontrolled pre-post design and the
inability to track students, we were not able to account for
any cohort effects or establish any causal relationship for individual children related to the experience of KiVa. Future
evaluations need to utilize a quasi-experimental method where
students can be tracked across time using a cohort longitudinal
design with adjacent cohorts (Clarkson et al. 2019; Kärnä
et al. 2011a, b; Olweus and Alsaker 1991).
A further limitation is that the data set was not positioned
within an evaluation framework prior to data collection and as
such there were no monitoring procedures or fidelity checks in
place. With no information beyond the training procedures
with regard to how the program was actually delivered within
schools, we can only speculate as to whether this inevitable
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variation had a school/class level impact on the effectiveness
and visibility of KiVa. This is an important factor to be considered in future research given that fidelity has been shown to
be critical to the success of intervention and prevention programs (Dulak and DuPree 2008; Haataja et al. 2014). For
example, Salmivalli et al. (2005) in their study of 48 school
classrooms in 16 Finnish KiVa schools found reductions in
bullying and victimization corresponded with higher levels of
overall implementation. The authors suggested that the
support provided to schools in randomized control trials may
have contributed to the higher levels of fidelity. Furthermore,
Clarkson et al. (2019) also state that a lack of program support
in their sample of 41 schools appeared to show varying results
in outcome data.
It is evident the program does not only have a positive
impact on the students themselves but can also be highly beneficial to teachers. Previous research has shown that as a result
of the KiVa program teachers have higher levels of selfevaluated competence in dealing with bullying compared with
control schools (Ahtola et al. 2012). As noted by Green et al.
(2016), approximately 30% of teachers in a nationally representative sample indicated that they had not had any formal
training in how to deal with bullying or cyberbullying.
Furthermore, the vast majority endorsed the need for training.
Considering teacher training is a critical feature of an antibullying program’s ongoing success and sustainability
(Ansary et al. 2015), future research is required investigating
how New Zealand teachers have implemented KiVa and their
experiences of the program and self-evaluated competence in
dealing with bullying within their diverse school environments. This will inform the further development of the program in heterogeneous communities. Lastly, given that KiVa
is a whole-school approach, whereby parents and communities are included in the program’s implementation, the views
of parents of children within KiVa schools is a potential future
area of investigation that may have important implications for
the sustainability of KiVa within school communities.
As New Zealand is a highly multicultural, yet predominantly individualistic society, a further limitation with the dataset
is that we were not able to identify the ethnicity of individual
children in order to determine whether this impacted the effectiveness of KiVa. It is interesting to note that despite the
small number of schools involved in the present study the
ethnicity of the student population was in fact largely representative of the general school population, with a great deal of
heterogeneity across the schools. Future evaluation studies
that include ethnicity as a variable however would be
important.
In a recent meta-analysis of the effectiveness of schoolbullying prevention programs, Gaffney et al. (2018) concluded that anti-bullying programs do have a positive impact on the rates of bullying and victimization; however,
it is evident that the quality of the program is critical.

School-based bullying prevention requires a rigorous and
long-term commitment, and both the intensity and duration of the program can have a significant impact on its
success (Menesini and Salmivalli 2017; Ttofi and
Farrington 2011). It is interesting to note and most likely
not coincidental that in a recent OECD report (2015),
Finland is ranked 1st in that they have the lowest rates
of bullying amongst year 4 children amongst the 30
wealthiest nations included in the report. Finland has
had a national commitment to bullying prevention over
the last ten years. It remains to be seen whether New
Zealand is able to achieve these kinds of results; however,
there is an opportunity for all those involved in the New
Zealand education system to make bullying prevention
and intervention a key component of the curriculum,
thereby prioritizing the wellbeing of children and young
people in order to promote positive developmental and
academic outcomes.
Acknowledgments We would like to thank the school staff for allowing
us to use the data and to the students who completed the surveys.
Funding Information This project was supported by a small grant provided by the Faculty of Education to the first author.

Compliance with Ethical Standards
Conflict of Interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

References
Adair, V. A., Dixon, R. S., Moore, D. W., & Sutherland, C. M. (2000).
Ask your mother not to make yummy sandwiches: bullying in New
Zealand secondary schools. New Zealand Journal of Educational
Studies, 35(2), 207–221.
Ahtola, A., Haataja, A., Kärnä, A., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C.
(2012). For children only? Effects of the KiVa antibullying program
on teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 28, 851–859. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2012.03.006.
Alton-Lee, A., Nuthall, G., & Patrick, J. (1987). ‘Take your brown hand
off my book’: racism in the classroom, Set 1, item 81987,
Wellington. New Zealand Council for Educational Research.
Ansary, N. S., Elias, M. J., Greene, M. B., & Green, S. (2015). Guidance
for schools selecting antibullying approaches: translating evidencebased strategies to contemporary implementation realities.
Educational Researcher, 44(1), 27–36.
Barr, D. J., Levy, R., Scheepers, C., & Tily, H. J. (2013). Random effects
structure for confirmatory hypothesis testing: keeping it maximal.
Journal of Memory and Language, 68(3), 255–278.
Bradshaw, J., Crous, G., Rees, G., & Turner, N. (2017). Comparing children’s experiences of school-based bullying across countries.
Children and Youth Services Review, 80, 171–180. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.06.060.
Caravita, S. C. S., Di Blasio, P., & Salmivalli, C. (2009). Unique and
interactive effects of empathy and social status on involvement in
bullying. Social Development, 18(1), 140–163.

Author's personal copy
Int Journal of Bullying Prevention
Carroll-Lind, J. (2009). School safety: An inquiry into the safety of students at school. Wellington: Office of the Children’s Commissioner.
Christensen, R. H. B. (2019). Cumulative link models for ordinal regression with the R package ordinal (pp. 4–25). Retrieved May 14, 2019
from http://www.cran.r-project.org/package=ordinal/.
Clarkson, S., Charles, J. M., Saville, C. W. N., Bjornstad, G. J., &
Hutchings, J. (2019). Introducing KiVa school-based anti-bullying
programme to the UK: a preliminary examination of effectiveness
and programme cost. School Psychology International, 1–19.
Collaborative for Social and Emotional Learning. (2015). CASEL guide:
effective social and emotional learning programs. Retrieved
May 27, 2019 from http://secondaryguide.casel.org/caselsecondary-guide.pdf.
Corcoran, R. P., Cheung, A. C. K., Kim, E., & Xie, C. (2018). Effective
universal school-based social and emotional learning programs for
improving academic achievement: a systematic review and metaanalysis of 50 years of research. Educational Research Review, 25,
56–72.
Core Team. (2019). R: A language and environment for statistical
computing. Vienna: R Foundation for statistical computing.
Retrieved May 14, 2019 from https://www.R-project.org/.
Craig, W., Harel-Fisch, Y., Fogel-Grinvald, H., Dostaler, S., Hetland, J.,
Simons-Morton, B., ... & Pickett, W. (2009). A cross-national profile
of bullying and victimization among adolescents in 40 countries.
International Journal of Public Health, 54, 216–224. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00038-009-5413-9.
Crengle, S., Robinson, E., Ameratunga, S., Clark, T., & Raphael, D.
(2012). Ethnic discrimination prevalence and associations with
health outcomes :data from a nationally representative crosssectional survey of secondary school students in New Zealand.
BMC Public Health, 12(45), 1–11.
Due, P., Holstein, B. E., Lynch, J., Diderichsen, F., Gabhain, S. N.,
Scheidt, P., & Health Behaviour in School-Aged Children
Bullying Working Group. (2005). Bullying and symptoms among
school-aged children: international comparative cross sectional
study in 28 countries. European Journal of Public Health, 15(2),
128–132. https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/cki105.
Dulak, J. A., & DuPree, E. P. (2008). Implementing matters: a review of
research on the influence of implementation on program outcomes
and the factors affecting implementation. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 41, 327–350.
Education Review Office (2019). Ethnic diversity in New Zealand state
schools. Retrieved July 19, 2019, from https://www.ero.govt.nz/
footer-upper/news/ero-insights-term-1/ethnic-diversity-in-newzealand-state-schools/.
Elias, M. J., & Arnold, H. (2006). The educator’s guide to emotional
intelligence and academic achievement: Social-emotional learning
in the classroom. Thousand Oaks: Corwin Press.
Evans, C. B. R., Fraser, M. W., & Cotter, K. L. (2014). Effectiveness of
school-based bullying prevention programs: a systematic review.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 19, 532–544.
Gaffney, H., Ttofi, M., & Farrington, D. P. (2018). Evaluating the effectiveness of school-bullying prevention programs: an updated metaanalytic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 45, 111–133.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001.
Gaffney, H., Ttofi, M., & Farrington, D. P. (2019). Examining the effectiveness of school-bullying intervention programs globally: a metaanalysis. International Journal of Bullying Prevention, 1, 14–31.
Green, V. A., Harcourt, S., Mattioni, L., & Prior, T. (2013). Bullying in
New Zealand schools: a final report. Wellington: Victoria
University of Wellington Retrieved November 10, 2018 from
http://www.victoria.ac.nz/education/pdf/Bullying-in-NZ-Schools.
pdf.
Green, V. A., Johnston, M., Mattioni, L., Prior, T., Harcourt, S., & Lynch,
T. (2016). Who is responsible for addressing cyberbullying?

Perspectives from teachers and senior managers. International
Journal of School and Educational Psychology, 52(2), 100–114.
Haataja, A., Voeten, M., Boulton, A. J., Ahtola, A., Poskiparta, E., &
Salmivalli, C. (2014). The KiVa antibullying curriculum and outcome: does fidelity matter? Journal of School Psychology, 52(5),
479–493.
Herkama, S., & Salmivalli, S. (2014). KiVa antibullying program, implementation and training manual. Turku: Ministry of Education and
Culture, University of Turku.
Hofstede, G. (2011). Dimensionalizing cultures: Hofstede model in context. Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 2(1). https://doi.
org/10.9707/2307-0919.1014.
Hutchings, J., & Clarkson, S. (2015). Introducing and piloting the KiVa
bullying prevention programme in the UK. Educational and Child
Psychology, 32(1), 49–61.
Hymel, S., & Swearer, S. M. (2015). Four decades of research on school
bullying: an introduction. American Psychologist, 70, 293–299.
Jimerson, S. R., Swearer, S. M., & Espelage, D. L. (Eds.). (2010).
Handbook of bullying in schools. New York: Routledge.
Kärnä, A., Voeten, M., Little, T., Poskiparta, E., Kalijonen, A., &
Salmivalli, C. (2011a). A large-scale evaluation of the KiVa antibullying program. Child Development, 82, 311–330.
Kärnä, A., Voeten, M., Little, T., Poskiparta, E., Alanen, E., & Salmivalli,
C. (2011b). Going to scale: a nonrandomized nationawide trial of the
KiVa antibullying programme for grades 1-9. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 79(6), 796–805.
Kärnä, A., Voeten, M., Little, T., Alanen, E., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli,
C. (2013). Effectiveness of the KiVa anti-bullying program: grades
1-3 and 7-9. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(2), 535–551.
Kljakovic, M., Hunt, C., & Jose, P. (2015). Incidence of bullying and
victimization among adolescents in New Zealand. New Zealand
Journal of Psychology, 44(2), 57–67.
Kokko, K., & Pulkkinen, L. (2000). Aggression in childhood and longterm unemployment in adulthood: a cycle of maladaptation and
some protective factors. Developmental Psychology, 36(4), 463–
472. https://doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.36.4.463.
Kyriakides, L., Kaloyirou, C., & Lindsay, G. (2006). An analysis of the
revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire using the Rasch measurement model. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 76,
781–801.
Lenth, R. (2019). emmeans: estimated marginal means, aka least-squares
means. R package version 1.3.4. Retrieved May 14, 2019 from
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=emmeans.
Menesini, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2017). Bullying in schools: the state of
knowledge and effective interventions. Psychology and Health
Medicine, 22(1), 240–253.
Ministry of Education (2007). The New Zealand Curriculum Online.
Retrieved July 19, 2019 http://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/The-NewZealand-Curriculum
Ministry of Education (2019). School decile ratings. Retrieved July 19,
2019 from: http://www.education.govt.nz/school/running-a-school/
resourcing/operational-funding/school-decile-ratings/.
Monks, C., & Smith, P. K. (2006). Definitions of bullying: age differences
in understanding of the term, and the role of experience. British
Journal of Developmental Psychology, 24, 801–821. https://doi.
org/10.1348/026151005X82352.
Monks, C. P., Smith, P. K., Naylor, P., Barter, C., Ireland, J. L., & Coyne,
I. (2009). Bullying in different contexts: commonalities, differences
and the role of theory. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 14(2), 146–
156. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.01.004.
Mullis, I. V. S., Martin, M. O., Foy, P., & Hooper, M. (2016). TIMSS 2015
International results in mathematics. Retrieved November 15, 2018
from Boston College, TIMSS & PIRLS International Study Center
website: http://timssandpirls.bc.edu/timss2015/international-results/
Murrow, K., Kalafatelis, E., Fryer, M., Ryan, N., & Dowden, A. (2004).
Report to the Ministry of Education: An evaluation of three

Author's personal copy
Int Journal of Bullying Prevention
programs in the innovations funding pool – Cool schools.
Wellington: Research Division of the Ministry of Education.
Nishina, A., & Juvonen, J. (2005). Daily reports of witnessing and
experiencing peer harassment in middle school. Child
Development, 76(2), 435–450. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.
2005.00855.x.
Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016). KiVa anti-bullying program in
Italy: evidence of effectiveness in a randomized control trial.
Preventative Science, 17, 1012–1023.
Office of Ethnic Communities (2016). Flourishing ethnic diversity; thriving New Zealand. Strategic direction and intent for the Office of
Ethnic Communities 2016-2020. Retrieved May 15, 2019 from
https://www.ethniccommunities.govt.nz/assets/Resources/
26250b4a76/StrategicDirectionOct2016.pdf
Olweus, D. (1991). Bully/victim problems among school children: Basic
facts of a school based intervention program. In D. Pepler and K.
Rubin (Eds.), The development and treatment of childhood
aggression (pp. 411–448). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school: What we know and what we can
do. Oxford: Blackwell.
Olweus, D. (1996). The Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire.
Mimeo. Bergen: Research Centre for Health Promotion,
University of Bergen.
Olweus, D. (2013). School bullying: development and some important
challenges. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 9, 751–780.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-050212-185516.
Olweus, D., & Alsaker, F. (1991). Assessing change in a cohortlongitudinal study with hierarchical data. In D. Magnusson, L.
Bergman, G. Rudinger, & B. Torestad (Eds.), Problems and
methods in longitudinal research: Stability and change (pp. 107–
132). New York: Cambridge University Press.
Olweus, D., & Limber, S. P. (2017). Some problems with cyberbullying
research. Current Opinion in Psychology, 19, 139–143. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.04.012.
Pöyhönen, V., Juvonen, J., & Salmivalli, C. (2010). What does it take to
stand up for the victim of bullying? The interplay between personal
and social factors. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 56, 143–163.
Raskauskas, J. (2007). Evaluation of the Kia Kaha anti-bullying programme for students in years 5–8. Wellington: A report prepared
for The New Zealand police.
Salmivalli, C. (1999). Participant role approach to school bullying: implications for interventions. Journal of Adolescence, 22, 453–459.
Salmivalli, C. (2010). Bullying and the peer group: a review. Aggression
and Violent Behavior, 15(2), 112–120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.
2009.08.007.
Salmivalli, C., & Poskiparta, E. (2012). KiVa anti-bullying program:
overview of evaluation studies based on a randomized control trial
and national rollout of KiVa. International Journal of Conflict and
Violence, 6(2), 294–302.
Salmivalli, C., Lagerspetz, K., Björkqvist, K., Österman, K., &
Kaukiainen, A. (1996). Bullying as a group process: participant
roles and their relations to social status within the group.
Aggressive Behavior, 22(1), 1–15.
Salmivalli, C., Kaukiainen, A., & Voeten. (2005). Anti-bullying intervention: implementation and outcome. British Journal of Educational
Psychology, 75, 465–487.
Salmivalli, C., Kärnä, A., & Poskiparta, E. (2011a). 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. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025411407457.
Salmivalli, C., Voeten, M., & Poskiparta, E. (2011b). Bystanders matter:
associations between reinforcing, defending, and the frequency of
bullying behaviour in classrooms. Journal of Clinical Child &
Adolescent Psychology, 40(5), 668–676.
Salmivalli, C., Garandeau, C., & Veenstra, R. (2012). KiVa anti-bullying
program: Implications for school adjustment. In G. Ladd & A. Ryan

(Eds.), Peer relationships and adjustment at school. Charlotte:
Information Age Publishing.
Salmivalli, C., Poskiparta, E., Ahtola, A., Haataja, A., Salmela-Aro, K., &
Trautwein, U. (2013). The implementation and effectiveness of the
KiVa antibullying program in Finland. European Psychologist,
18(2), 79–88. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000140.
Slee, P., Sullivan, K., Green, V. A., Harcourt, S., & Lynch, T. (2016).
Research on bullying in schools in Australasia (pp. 55-72). In P. K.
Smith, K. Kwak, & Y. Toda (Eds.), School bullying in different
cultures: Eastern and western perspectives. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Smith, P. K. (2014). Understanding school bullying: its nature and prevention strategies. London: Sage. https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781473906853.
Smith, P. K., & Shu, S. (2000). What good schools can do about bullying:
findings from a survey in English schools after a decade of research
and action. Childhood: A Global Journal of Child Research, 7(2),
193–212. https://doi.org/10.1177/0907568200007002005.
Smith, P.K., Salmivalli, C. & Cowie, H. (2012). Journal of Experimental
Criminology, 8(4), 433–441. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-0129142-3
Smith, P. K., Steffgan, G., & Sittichai, R. (2013). The nature of
cyberbullying, and an international network. In P. K. Smith & G.
Steffgan (Eds.), Cyberbullying through the new media: Findings
from an international network. London: Psychology Press.
Smith, P. K., Kwak, K., & Toda, Y. (Eds.). (2016a). School bullying in
different cultures: Eastern and western perspectives. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Smith, P. K., Thompson, F., Craig, W., Hong, I., Slee, P., Sullivan, K., &
Green, V. A. (2016b). Actions to prevent bullying in western countries. In P. K. Smith, K. Kwak, & Y. Toda (Eds.), School bullying in
different cultures: Eastern and western perspectives (pp. 301–333).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Smith, P. K., López-Castro, L., Robinson, S., & Görzig, A. (2019).
Consistency of gender differences in bullying in cross-cultural surveys. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 45, 33–40.
Sullivan, K. (2000). Racist bullying: Creating understanding and strategies for teachers. In M. Leicester, C. Modgil, & S. Modgil (Eds.),
Education, Culture and Values — Volume II. Institutional issues:
Pupils, schools and teacher education (pp. 80–90). London:
Falmer Press.
Sutton, J., & Smith, P. K. (1999). Bullying as a group process: an adaptation of the participant role approach. Aggressive Behavior, 25(2),
97–111.
Swift, L. E., Hubbard, J. A., Bookhout, M. K., Grassetti, S. N., Smith, M.
A., & Morrow, M. T. (2017). Teacher factors contributing to dosage
of the KiVa anti-bullying program. Journal of School Psychology,
65, 102–115.
Ttofi, M., & Farrington, D. P. (2011). Effectiveness of school-based programs to reduce bullying: a systematic and meta-analytic review.
Journal of Experimental Criminology, 7, 27–56.
Ttofi, M. M., Farrington, D. P., & Lösel, F. (2014). Interrupting the continuity from school bullying to later internalizing and externalizing
problems: findings from cross-national comparative studies. Journal
of School Violence, 13(1), 1–4. https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.
2013.857346.
UNICEF. (2018). Innocenti Report Card 15 an unfair start: Inequality in
children’s education in rich countries. New York: UNICEF.
Vaillancourt, T., Brittain, H. L., McDougall, P., & Duku, E. (2013).
Longitudinal links between childhood peer victimization, internalizing and externalizing problems, and academic functioning: developmental cascades. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 41,
1203–1215. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9781-5.
van der Ploeg, R., Steglich, C., & Veenstra, R. (2016). The support group
approach in the Dutch KiVa programme: effects on victimization,

Author's personal copy
Int Journal of Bullying Prevention
defending and well-being at school. Educational Research, 58(3),
221–236.
Vanderbilt, D., & Augustyn, M. (2010). The effects of bullying.
Paediatrics and Child Health, 20(7), 315–320. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.paed.2010.03.008.
Ward, C., & Masgoret, A. (2008). Attitudes towards immigrants, immigration, and multiculturism in New Zealand : a social psychological
analysis. International Migration Review, 42, 227–248.
Werth, J. M., Nickerson, A. B., Aloe, A. M., & Swearer, S. M. (2015).
Bullying victimization and the social and emotional maladjustment

of bystanders: a propensity score analysis. Journal of School
Psychology, 53(4), 295–308. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.05.
004.
Williford, A., Boulton, A., Noland, B., Kärnä, A., Little, T., & Salmivalli,
C. (2012). Effects of the KiVa anti-bullying program on adolescents’
depression, anxiety and perception of peers. Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology, 40, 289–300.
Wolke, D., & Lereya, S. T. (2015). Long-term effects of bullying.
Archives of Disease in Childhood, 100, 879–885. https://doi.org/
10.1136/archdischild-2014-306667.

