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Case Study 1. An Evidence-Based Practice Review Report
Theme: School Based Interventions for Learning

Is the KiVa Anti-bullying Programme an Effective School-based Intervention for
Reducing Bullying and Victimisation?

Summary

KiVa is a research based anti-bullying intervention originating in Finland. It is a
whole-school intervention, which stems from research on the social standing of
aggressive individuals and the participant role approach to bullying. KivVa aims to
stop ongoing bullying, prevent new bullying incidents from occurring and reduce the
harmful effects of victimisation through changing bystanders’ behaviour towards
bullying. Until now, there has not been a systematic review of the evidence for KivVa
in Finland or worldwide, highlighting a need for this. Thus, a systematic literature
review was conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of KiVa on levels of bullying and
victimisation. Four databases were searched yielding five studies from Finland, Italy
and the United Kingdom (UK). These were assessed for quality and relevance using
Gough’s (2007) Weight of Evidence Framework. All five studies showed that KivVa
reduced levels of bullying and victimisation. However, the results were only
consistently significant for ages 7-12 and effect sizes were small. Limitations and

future research are discussed.
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Introduction

KiVa Anti-bullying Programme

KiVa is a whole-school anti-bullying programme that has been developed at the
University of Turku, Finland. KiVa stands for ‘Kiusaamista Vastaan’ which means
‘against bullying’ in Finnish (Salmivali, Karna, & Poskiparta, 2010). The programme
has been developed for children aged 7-15 and has three different versions: Unit 1
(ages 7-9), Unit 2 (ages 10-12) and Unit 3 (ages 13-15). The programme involves
universal and indicated actions that aim to stop ongoing bullying, prevent new
bullying incidents from developing and decrease the harmful consequences of

victimisation (Salmivali, Karn&, & Poskiparta, 2010).

Universal components

Lessons are used to raise awareness of how the class may influence bullying, they
also aim to increase children’s empathy towards victims, provide safe strategies for
supporting victims and improve victims’ coping skills (Haataja et al., 2014; Karna et
al., 2011a; Salmivali, Karna, & Poskiparta, 2010). Throughout the year, classroom
teachers carry out 20 hours of lessons involving discussion, role-play, video-clips
about bullying, group work and written tasks (Karna et al., 2011a). Lessons focus on
the topic of bullying; children learn what bullying is, its different forms, consequences
and how individuals and groups can reduce it. The lessons also focus on social
skills; children learn about emotions, respecting others, being part of a team and
group dynamics (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015; Karna et al., 2013; Salmivali, Karna, &

Poskiparta, 2010).
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In addition to lessons, KiVa utilises online activities that are linked with the lesson
topics (Salmivali, Kéarnd, & Poskiparta, 2010). The objectives of the online
components are to provide children with knowledge, incentive and the ability to
change their behaviour around bullying (Doll, Pfohl & Yoon, 2010). Units 1 and 2
include an anti-bullying computer game and Unit 3 includes an internet forum ‘KiVa

Street’.

Universal components also include the use of KiVa materials and parent resources.
KiVa posters are displayed around the school and staff are encouraged to wear high
visibility vests at break and lunchtimes to remind children to use behaviour that
adheres to KiVa principles (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015). Parents are sent a guide
with information about KiVa, bullying and practical advice on how to identify whether
their child might be a bully or victim (Nocentini & Menesini, 2016; Salmivali, Karna, &

Poskiparta, 2010).

Indicated actions

KiVa includes detailed actions that should be carried out by the ‘KivVa team’ to
address confirmed cases of bullying. The team usually includes teachers, other
members of school staff and/or EPs (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015). The team first
talks with the victim(s), then the bully(ies) and subsequently carries out a follow up
meeting with the victim(s) to establish whether bullying has stopped. In addition, the
class teacher meets two to four pro-social and high-status classmates to encourage
them to support the victim(s) (Karna et al., 2011a; Salmivali, Karna, & Poskiparta,

2010).
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Psychological Basis

Kiva’'s theoretical underpinning stems from social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1989)
and views bullying as a social behaviour. Within the social-cognitive framework, the
programme is based on two key strands of research; the social standing of
aggressive individuals (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; Juvonen & Galvan, 2008; South &
Wood, 2006) and the participant role approach to bullying (Salmivalli, Lagerspetz,

Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996).

It has been suggested that a desire to achieve high social status within a peer group
may contribute to bullying (Salmivali, Karna, & Poskiparta, 2010; South & Wood,
2006) and that aggressive behaviour towards peers can facilitate the maintenance of
social status (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; Juvonen & Galvan 2008). In addition,
bullying can be regarded as a group process in which bystanders are not neutral
(Salmivalli et al.,, 1996). Research suggests that bystanders’ reactions to bullying
incidents can maintain or decrease the bully’s behaviour (Salmivalli et al., 1996). If
the bystander chooses to reinforce the bully, this can support the bully to achieve
high social status, which maintains the bullying behaviour. In contrast, if the
bystander chooses to defend the victim, the bully does not attain these social
rewards and this decreases the likelihood of bullying behaviour (Salmivalli, Voeten, &

Poskiparta, 2011).

KiVa therefore focuses on changing bystanders’ attitudes and behaviours towards
bullying with a view to decrease the social rewards received through the bullying
process and subsequently an individual's desire to bully (Nocentini & Menesini,

2016; Karna et al., 2013).
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Rationale

Bullying is described as aggressive behaviour that is intentional, conducted
repeatedly over time and involves an discrepancy of power (Olweus, 1997). Bullying
has been identified as an international problem (Olweus, 2010) which has substantial
negative effects on the victim, bully and peers witnessing the incidents. Victims of
bullying are likely to experience anxiety, depression, low self-esteem, loneliness and
lowered academic achievement (Card & Hodges, 2008; Graham & Juvonen, 1998;
Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Isaacs, Hodges, & Salmivalli, 2008). Bullies are also likely
to suffer from depression (Salmon, James, & Smith, 1998) and are at greater risk of
becoming involved in alcohol abuse and being unemployed later on in life (Kaltiala-
Heino, Rimpeld, Rantanen, & Rimpel&d, 2000; Kokko & Pulkkinen, 2000). In addition,
research suggests that witnessing bullying incidents can have a negative impact on
children’s mental health (Rivers, Poteat, Noret, & Ashurst, 2009). Therefore, there is
a clear need for evidence-based interventions that prevent and reduce levels of

bullying and victimisation.

A recent meta-analysis on bullying interventions highlighted that whole-school
interventions are the most effective at reducing bullying and victimisation (Ttofi &
Farrington, 2011). KiVa is a recently developed anti-bullying programme that utilises
a whole-school approach. The programme is used in over 90% of comprehensive
schools in Finland (Saarento, Boulton, & Salmivalli, 2014) and is beginning to be
implemented around the world (KiVa International, n.d). In particular, the Bangor
Centre in the UK is a licenced training centre for KiVa and offers training for Units 1
and 2 (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2016). Since Ttofi and Farrington’s (2011) review,

studies on the effectiveness of KiVa have emerged globally. KiVa has a promising
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evidence base in Finland (Karna et al., 2011b) and an emerging evidence base in
the Netherlands, Estonia, Italy and the UK (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015; KiVa

International, n.d; Nocentini & Menesini, 2016; Veenstra, 2014).

EPs play a key role in supporting schools to reduce levels of bullying and
victimisation. To do this, it is important that EPs recommend interventions that are
evidence-based. If KiVa is found to be an effective intervention in reducing bullying
and victimisation in schools then this will help to inform EP practice in this area.
There is yet to be a systematic review of the evidence for KiVa in Finland or

worldwide, highlighting a need for a systematic review of the research in this area.

Review Question
Is the KiVa anti-bullying programme an effective school based intervention for

reducing bullying and victimisation?



Doctorate in Educational and Child Psychology Louisa Reynolds

Critical Review of the Evidence

Literature Search

A comprehensive literature search was conducted on 8" January 2017 using four
electronic databases: PsychINFO, Medline, ERIC (EBSCO) and Web of Science.

The exact search terms used to locate the studies are presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Search Terms Entered into Databases

1 2 3
KiVa AND bully* OR AND school* OR
victim* child* OR
student* OR
adolescen*

The initial search yielded 116 studies in total. 62 duplicates were identified and
subsequently removed. Following this, the titles and abstracts of 54 studies were
screened for suitability using inclusion/exclusion criteria (see Table 2). This left 17
studies, which were screened at full text. During the full text screening, a further 12
studies were removed which left five studies eligible for the review (see Figure 1 for
a flow diagram of the study selection process; see Appendix A for the list of removed

studies alongside reason for exclusion).

Table 2
Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria
Criterion Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria  Rationale
1. Publication Peer reviewed Not a peer Peer reviewed journal articles ensure
Type journal articles. reviewed journal.  a level of quality checks have been
completed.
2. Language The study is The study is not So that the paper can be read and

3.

written in English.  written in English.  understood the paper needs to be
written in English.

Intervention  The intervention The intervention The review question is specifically
must be KiVa. used is not KiVa.  looking at the effectiveness of Kiva.
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Criterion Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria  Rationale
4. Participants  Children must be Children aged This is the age range that is targeted
aged between 7 —  younger or older by KiVa.
15 years old. than defined age
range.
5. Study Design a) The study a) The study a) Collecting pre- and post-test data

6. Measures

7. Setting

8. Geographical
Context

9. Date

design must
have pre and
post
measures.

b) The study
must contain
primary data.

a) The study
must use the
original or
revised
Olweus Bully/
Victim
guestionnaire.

b) The outcomes
must measure
school based
bullying.

The intervention
must be carried
out within a school
setting.

Any geographical
context.

Studies published
on or before 8"
January 2017.

design does
not have pre
and post
measures.
b) The study
does not
contain
primary data.

a) The study
does not use
the original or
revised
Olweus Bully/
Victim
guestionnaire.

b) The outcomes
are not
measuring
school based

bullying (e.g.

cyberbullying).

The intervention
is not carried out
within a school
setting.

None.

Studies published
after 8" January
2017.

b)

b)

enables the comparison of effects
to previous studies using similar
assessment methods.

This will allow the review to
examine the effectiveness of the
KiVa anti-bullying programme.

The review question is evaluating
the effectiveness of KiVa on levels
of victimisation and bullying. The
original and revised Olweus
Bully/Victim questionnaire
measures specifically this. It is
used by researchers worldwide
and has acceptable construct
validity and reliability (Kyriakides,
Kaloyirou, & Lindsay, 2006). Using
the same outcome measure allows
comparisons.

The review question is specifically
looking at bullying behaviour within
a school setting.

The review question is specifically
examining the effectiveness of school-
based interventions.

The review question is looking to
review effectiveness of KiVa worldwide
as it is being used globally.

This was the final search date before
the analysis and write up was
conducted.
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Figure 1

Flow Diagram for Study Selection
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Searches for additional relevant studies were conducted by reviewing reference lists
and carrying out a citation search for the five identified studies. Authors with
published studies in the area (Judy Hutchings & Susan Clarkson; Hutchings &
Clarkson, 2015) were contacted to ensure relevant studies had not been missed. It
was noted that a random control trial examining the effectiveness of KiVa for children
aged 7-11 was carried out in the UK in 2012. Results from this trial are in the
process of being published so were not available to review. The research section of
the KiVa anti-bullying website was also searched for additional studies. No additional

relevant studies were identified.

Overall, five studies were deemed eligible for critical review (see Table 3). A
summary table, which includes detailed characteristics of each study, can be found
in Appendix B.

Table 3

List of Studies Identified as Suitable for Critical Review

Eligible Studies

1 Karna, A., Voeten, M., Little, T. D., Poskiparta, E., Kaljonen, A., & Salmivalli, C.
(2011a). A Large-Scale Evaluation of the KiVa Antibullying Program: Grades 4-6.
Child Development, 82(1), 311-330.

2 Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016). KiVa Anti-Bullying Program in Italy: Evidence
of Effectiveness in a Randomized Control Trial. Prevention Science, 17(8), 1012—
1023.

3 Karna, A., Voeten, M., Little, T. D., Alanen, E., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C.
(2013). Effectiveness of the KiVa Antibullying Program: Grades 1-3 and 7-9.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(2), 535-551.

4 Hutchings, J., & Clarkson, S. (2015). Introducing and piloting the KiVa bullying
prevention programme in the UK. Educational and Child Psychology, 32(1), 49-61.

5 Karna, A., Voeten, M., Little, T. D., Poskiparta, E., Alanen, E., & Salmivalli, C.
(2011b). Going to scale: A nonrandomized nationwide trial of the KiVa antibullying
program for grades 1-9. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 79(6),
796-805.

10
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Evaluation Process
Weight of Evidence

The five studies were assessed for quality and relevance using Gough’'s (2007)
Weight of Evidence (WoE) framework. This framework can be used to appraise
studies on four key dimensions: methodological quality (WoE A), methodological

relevance (WoE B), topic relevance (WoE C) and overall assessment (WoE D).

WOoE A of each study was determined using the adapted version of Kratochwill's
(2003) APA Task Force coding protocol for group designs. Adaptions made to
Kratochwill’'s (2003) protocol are outlined in Appendix C, and one example of a
completed coding protocol is detailed in Appendix D. Criteria for appraising WoE B
were created based on the Guyatt et al. (1995) hierarchy of evidence. Criteria for
WoE C were based on how relevant each study was to the review question (details
on criteria and the rationale for all WoE ratings are outlined in Appendix E). The
weightings for each area were averaged to produce WoE D. Table 4 provides a
summary of the weightings given to each study and Table 5 provides the

classification of scores.

Table 4

Summary of Weight of Evidence Judgements

Study WOoE A WoE B WoE C WoE D
Methodological Methodological Topic Overall weight
Quality Relevance Relevance of evidence
Kéarna et al. 15 2 3 2.17
(2011a) Medium Medium High Medium
Nocentini & 1.38 2 2 1.79
Mensini (2016) Low Medium Medium Medium
Kéarna et al. (2013) 15 2 3 2.17
Medium Medium High Medium
Hutchings & .88 1 2 1.29
Clarkson (2015) Low Low Medium Low

11
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Karna et al. 1.25 2 3 2.08
(2011b) Low Medium High Medium
Table 5

Classification of Scores

WoE D Averaged Scores
Overall weight of evidence
High 225
Medium 14-25
Low <14

Participants

The five studies chosen for review include data from 331,839 pupils ranging from 7-
15 years-old. Three studies looked into the effectiveness of KiVa for pupils aged 9-
12' (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015; K&rna et al., 2011a; Nocentini & Mensini, 2016),
one study looked at pupils aged 7-9 and 12-15 (Karna et al., 2013) and one study
looked at pupils aged 7-15 (K&rna et al., 2011b). Sample sizes varied across studies,
with one study including 297,728 pupils (Karna et al., 2011b) and one including 473
(Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015). All sample sizes were adequate for the statistical

analysis carried out.

Three studies were conducted in Finland (Karna et al., 2011a; Karna et al.,2011b;
Karna et al., 2013), one in the UK (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015) and one in Italy
(Nocentini & Mensini, 2016). The studies judged to be the highest quality came from
Finland, followed by Italy then the UK, scoring ‘medium’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’

respectively.

! Hutchings and Clarkson (2015) looked at pupils aged 9-11 but used Unit 2, which was developed for
pupils aged 10-12. Kérna et al. (2011a) and Nocentini & Mensini (2016) looked at pupils aged 10-12.

12
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The percentage of males and females was reported for four studies (Hutchings &
Clarkson, 2015; Karna et al., 2011a; Karna et al.,2011b; Nocentini & Mensini, 2016)
and was roughly equal. Karna et al. (2013) did not explicitly reference the
percentage of males and females in their study but accounted for and evaluated
gender differences in the analysis. The three Finish studies noted that they
considered their sample representative of the intended population (Finnish
comprehensive schools). The UK study provided limited information regarding pupil
demographics and the Italian study noted that children were not necessarily
representative of the population (see Appendix B for detailed characteristics of each
study). Information regarding demographics was reflected in the scores given in

WoE C.

Intervention Details

Three studies implemented the original version of KivVa (Karna et al., 2011a; Karna
et al.,, 2011b; Karna et al., 2013) and one study adapted the language but kept all
elements of the intervention the same (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015). One study
adapted the language alongside making changes to pictures and stories, substituting
vests with badges and excluding the online components (Nocentini & Mensini, 2016).
Although the core components of KiVa were kept the same, it was thought that this
version did not accurately reflect the KiVa intervention and only scored a ‘medium’

on WoE C because of this.

Fidelity was considered an important factor for the evaluation of the studies in WoE
A. If schools are provided with high quality training, support and supervision to carry

out the programme, then this will ensure that the intervention is carried out as

13
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intended. Four studies noted that they had ongoing supervision alongside training
manuals and training days (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015; Kéarna et al., 2011a; Karna
et al., 2013; Nocentini & Mensini, 2016). One study did not make reference to any
ongoing supervision (Karna et al., 2011b), which is reflected in its ‘low’ score for

WoE A.

Outcome Measures

All five studies utilised the revised Owleus Bully/Victim Questionnaire or key global
guestions from the Owleus Bully/Victim Questionnaire to measure bullying and
victimisation. This measure is deemed a valid and reliable measure of bullying and
victimisation (Kyriakides et al., 2006). However, use of this measure independently,
without any additonal measures was deemed a weakness in the methodology
section of WoE A, as self-report measures can be affected by social-desirability bias
(Barker, Pistrang & Elliott, 2016). The use of additional measures utilising different
methods or sources allows triangulation of data and therefore reduces bias. Three
studies only used self-report methods (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015; Karna et al.,
2011b; Nocentini & Mensini, 2016). Two studies used both peer and self-report
methods (Kéarna et al., 2011a; Karna et al., 2013). None of the studies utilised data
collection from multiple sources, which prevented any of the studies from achieving a

weighting of ‘high’ for WoE A.

Study Design
In line with evidence hierarchies (Guyatt et al., 1995), randomised control trials were
judged to be the highest quality for WoE B. ‘No intervention’ control groups withhold

potentially beneficial interventions from a group, therefore an ‘active’ control group

14
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design was deemed more ethical and thus higher quality for WoE A. Three studies
used randomised control trial study designs with ‘no intervention’ control groups
(Karna et al., 2011a; Karna et al., 2013; Nocentini & Mensini, 2016). One study
made use of a non-randomised design (cohort longitudinal design with adjacent
cohorts; Karna et al., 2011b). The design ensured that group equivalence was
established through post-hoc analysis, which enabled it to score a ‘medium’ on WoE
B. One study did not have a control group (Hutchings & Clarkson, 2015). Studies
without control groups risk having confounding variables influence bullying and
victimisation scores, therefore the study design was not deemed high quality and

scored ‘low’ on WoE A and B.

None of the studies included in the review incorporated a follow-up assessment.
Absence of follow-up assessments within the studies reviewed means that they can
only report the short-term effects of KiVa, over one year. This weakness is reflected

in the scores for WoE A.

Findings

Table 6 summarises the results and corresponding effect sizes for the primary
outcomes of all five studies. Positive effects of KiVa have been noted in all five
studies. However, the effectiveness appears to be mediated by age and some
gender differences were noted. Effect sizes ranged from ‘not practically significant’ to

‘large’.

For ages 7-9 (Unit 1), K&rn& et al. (2011b) and Karna et al. (2013) found a significant

decrease in self-reported victimisation and bullying. The effect sizes for significant

15
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findings consistently favoured the intervention but were classed as ‘not practically

significant’ as they were below .2 (Cohen, 1992).

For ages 10-12% (Unit 2), Karna et al. (2011a), Karna et al. (2011b), Nocentini and
Mensini (2016) and Hutchings and Clarkson (2015) all found a significant decrease
in self-reported victimisation and bullying. In addition, Karna et al. (2011a) found that
peer-reported levels of victimisation significantly decreased, but peer-reported levels
of bullying did not. The effect sizes for these findings varied between ‘not practically
significant’ to ‘large’. Karna et al. (2011a) found a ‘small’ effect size for peer-reported
victimisation and ‘not practically significant’ effect sizes for all other significant
findings. Karna et al. (2011b) found ‘not practically significant’ effect sizes for all
significant outcomes. In the Italian school system, grades 4 and 5 are in Elementary
School and grade 6 is in Middle School. Nocentini and Mensini (2016) found ‘not
practically significant’ effect sizes on key global questions from the Olweus
Bully/Victim Questionnaire and ‘small’ effect sizes from the Florence Bully-
Victimization scale for both Primary and Middle Schools. The effects sizes were
largest in Elementary Schools. Hutchings and Clarkson (2015) found a ‘medium’
effect size for self-reported victimisation and a ‘large’ effect size for self-reported
bullying. However, caution should be exercised when interpreting these results as
the study was evaluated as having a ‘low’ weighting. In particular, the lack of a

control group may have biased the results.

For ages 13-15 (Unit 3), Karn& et al. (2013) found a significant decrease in peer-

reported victimisation, but not for self-reported victimisation and bullying or peer-

2 Hutchings and Clarkson (2015) looked at pupils aged 9-11 but used Unit 2, which was developed for
pupils aged 10-12. Kérna et al. (2011a) and Nocentini & Mensini (2016) looked at pupils aged 10-12.

16
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reported bullying. The effect size found was ‘not practically significant’. Karna et al.

(2011b) did not find a significant decrease in self-reported victimisation or bullying.

The majority of the effect sizes yielded from the studies reviewed were small or too
weak to be considered meaningful. However, these effect sizes fit in with the current
literature on the effectiveness of anti-bullying interventions. Ttofi and Farrington’s
(2011) meta-analysis highlighted that the average odds ratio (OR) for anti-bullying
programmes was 1.29 (95% CI [1.17,1.41]) for victimisation and 1.36 (95% CI [1.26,
1.47]) for bullying. The corresponding standardised mean difference (d) values were
.14 for bullying and .17 for victimisation. In line with Cohen (1992) and Ferguson
(2009) these would be considered ‘not practically significant’. This suggests that the

effect sizes yielded by KiVa are a similar size to other anti-bullying interventions.

17
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Summary of Results and Effect Size

Louisa Reynolds

Study Participant ~ Primary outcomes Outcome measure Analysis Measure of effect  Effect size Descriptor® WoE D
numbers size and
calculation
Karndet Total Self- and peer- Self-reported Multilevel  Extracted from Self-reported victimisation Medium
al. sample reported victimisation regression the article. At 4 months: d = 0.03 NPS®
(2011a) size: 8166  victimisation (b = - Revised Olweus Bully/ Cohen’s d was At 9 months: d = 0.17 NPS
Study ID: 0.154, p <.001, b =- Victim Questionnaire calculated by
1 Intervention 0.085, p <.05) and (Olweus, 1996) dividing the Self-reported bullying
group: self-reported bullying adjusted group At 4 months: d = 0.05 NPS
4201 (b =-0.309, p <.001) Self-reported bullying mean difference At 9 months: d = 0.10 NPS
significantly Revised Olweus Bully/ by the pooled
Control decreased for pupils  Victim Questionnaire within-group Peer-reported victimisation
group: in KiVa schools, (Olweus, 1996) standard At 4 months: d = 0.18 NPS
3965 compared to control deviation (Morris, At 9 months: d = 0.33 Small
schools. Peer- Peer-reported 2008).
reported bullying did  victimisation Peer-reported bullying
not significantly Participant role Extracted from At 4 months: d = 0.10 NPS
decrease (b= - Questionnaire the article. Odds At 9 months: d = 0.14 NPS
0.130, p = ns). (Salmivalli et al., 1996) ratios (OR) were
calculated using Victimisation (9 months)
Peer-reported bullying LOR logarithm OR =1.47 (95% CI [1.10-
Participant role (Ttofi & 1.96)) NPS
Questionnaire Farrington, 2011). Bullying (9 months)
(Salmivalli et al., 1996) OR =1.22 (95% CI [0.78- NPS

1.90])
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Study Participant ~ Primary outcomes Outcome measure Analysis Measure of effect Effect size Descriptor®  WoE D
numbers size and
calculation
Nocentini  Total Elementary School Self-reported Linear Extracted from Self-reported victimisation Medium
& Mensini sample Victimisation and victimisation mixed- the article. (9 months)
(2016) size: 2042  bullying significantly  The Florence Bullying-  effect Cohen’s d was Elementary school: d =0.38  Small
Study ID: decreased for pupils  Victimization Scale model calculated by Middle school: d =0.24 Small
2 Intervention in KiVa schools, (Palladino et al., 2016) dividing the
group: compared to control adjusted group
1039 schools (B =-0.027, mean difference Self-reported bullying
p <.001, B =-0.012, Self-reported bullying by the pooled Elementary school: d =0.23  Small
Control p <.05). The Florence Bullying- within-group Middle school: d = 0.21 Small
group: Victimization Scale standard
1003 Middle School (Palladino et al., 2016) deviation (Morris,
Victimisation and 2008). Self-reported victimisation
bullying significantly  Self-reported Elementary school: OR =1.93
decreased for pupils  victimisation (95% CI [1.744-2.125]) NPS
in KiVa schools, Key global questions For this measure, Middle school: OR =1.22
compared to control  from Olweus Bully/ the mean and (95% CI[0.938 — 1.576]) NPS
schools (B =-0.023, Victim Questionnaire standard
p <.001, B=-0.013, (Olweus, 1996) deviation were Self-reported bullying
p <.001). not published so Elementary school: OR =1.31
Self-reported bullying it was not (95% CI[0.930 — 2.125]) NPS
Key global questions possible to Middle school: OR = 1.33
from Olweus Bully/ calculate Cohen’s (95% CI [0.927 — 1.892]) NPS

Victim Questionnaire
(Olweus, 1996)

19

d. Odds ratios
(OR) were
extracted from
the article and
calculated using
LOR logarithm
(Ttofi &
Farrington, 2011).



Doctorate in Educational and Child Psychology

Louisa Reynolds

Study Participant ~ Primary outcomes Outcome measure Analysis Measure of effect Effect size Descriptor®  WoE D
numbers size and
calculation
Karnaet Total Grades 2—3 Self-reported Multilevel  Cohen’s d was Self-reported victimisation Medium
al. (2013) sample Self- reported victimisation regression calculated by Grades 2-3
Study ID:  size: 23430 victimisation and Revised Olweus Bully/ dividing the At 4 months: d = 0.06 NPS
3 bullying significantly  Victim Questionnaire adjusted group At 9 months: d = 0.09 NPS
Intervention decreased for pupils (Olweus, 1996) mean difference Grades 8-9
group: 76 in KiVa schools, by the pooled At 4 months: d = 0.03 NPS
schools compared to control within-group At 9 months: d = 0.03 NPS
schools (b =-0.49, p standard
Control <.01,b=-0.36,p deviation (Morris, ~ Self-reported bullying
group: 71 <.05). Self-reported bullying 2008). Grades 2-3
schools Revised Olweus Bully/ At 4 months: d = 0.04 NPS
Grades 8 -9 Victim Questionnaire At 9 months: d = 0.08 NPS
Peer reported (Olweus, 1996) Grades 8-9
victimisation At 4 months: d =0.04 NPS
decreased At 9 months: d = 0.04 NPS
;Ej;?illgciinlgi)(/g)r Peer-reported Peer-reported victimisation
schools, compared victimisation Grades 8-9
to control schools (b Participant role At 4 months: d = 0.01 NPS
=-0.10, p <.001). Questionnaire At 9 months: d = 0.01 NPS
Self re}aorted (Salmivalli et al., 1996)
victimisation (b = - . Peer-reported bullying
0.04, p = ns) and Peer—r_eported bullying Grades 8-9
peer1and self - Part|C|_pant r_ole At 4 months: d = 0 No effect
reported bullying (b~ Questionnaire At9 months: d =0 No effect
=0,p=ns, b= - (Salmivalli et al., 1996)
0.08, p = ns) did not Victimisation (9 months)
decrease grRa‘ief §43
significantl -
cc?mpared }[/0 control (95% CI [1.07-1.61]) NPS
schools. grRaO_'els 349
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Study Participant ~ Primary outcomes Outcome measure Analysis Measure of effect Effect size Descriptor®  WoE D
numbers size and
calculation
the article. Odds  (95% CI [0.86-1.22]) NPS
ratios (OR) were  Bullying (9 months)
calculated using Grades 2-3
LOR logarithm OR =143
(Ttofi & (95% CI [1.10-1.77]) NPS
Farrington, 2011). Grades 8-9
OR =1.08
(95% CI [0.88-1.28]) NPS
Hutchings Total Self- reported Self-reported Repeated Cohen’s d was Self-reported victimisation Low
& sample victimisation and victimisation measures calculated by d=0.62 Medium
Clarkson  size: 473 bullying significantly  Revised Olweus Bully/  t-test dividing the
(2015) decreased (t = Victim Questionnaire difference
Study ID:  No control  2.147,p <.05,t= (Olweus, 1996) between pre and  Self-reported bullying
4 group 2.791, p <.01). post means by d=1.41 Large
Self-reported bullying the pre-test
Revised Olweus Bully/ standard
Victim Questionnaire deviation score
(Olweus, 1996) (Becker, 1988).
Karndet Total Grades 1-6 Self-reported Intraclass  For this measure, Self-reported victimisation Medium
al. sample Victimisation and victimisation correlation the mean and Grades 1-9
(2011b) size: bullying significantly =~ Revised Olweus Bully/ s standard OR=1.22
Study ID: 297728 decreased (ICC = Victim Questionnaire deviation were (95% CI[1.19, 1.24)) NPS
5 0.06, p<.001, ICC = (Olweus, 1996) not published so  Grades 1-3
Intervention 0.09, p <.001). it was not OR=121
group: Intervention effects possible to (95% CI [1,11, 1.32)) NPS
156634 increased from calculate Cohen’s Grades 4-6
Grade 1 until Grade d. Odds ratios OR=1.28
Control 4. After Grade 4 the (OR) were (95% CI [1.16, 1.42]) NPS
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Study Participant ~ Primary outcomes Outcome measure Analysis Measure of effect Effect size Descriptor®  WoE D
numbers size and
calculation
group: effects decreased. extracted from
141103 Grades 7-9 the article and Grades 7-9
Victimisation and calculated using OR=1.13 NPS
bullying did not LOR logarithm (95% CI [0.98, 1.30])
significantly (Ttofi &
decrease. Self-reported bullying Farrington, 2011). Self-reported bullying
(ICC=0.03,p=ns, Revised Olweus Bully/ Grades 1-9
ICC=0.04,p=ns). Victim Questionnaire OR=1.18
Effects only reached (Olweus, 1996) (95% CI [1.15, 1.21)) NPS
statistical Grades 1-3
significance for OR=1.24
victimisation in (95% CI [1.11, 1.40)) NPS
Grade 8.There was Grades 4-6
a larger drop in OR =1.25
programme (95% CI [1.08, 1.45]) NPS
effectiveness for Grades 7-9
bullying than for OR =1.06
victimisation. (95% CI1[0.91, 1,22)]) NPS

%Cohen’s d interpretations based on 0.2 ='small' effect size, 0.5 = 'medium' effect size and 0.8 = 'large’ effect size (Cohen, 1992). Odds ratio

interpretations based on 2.0 = ‘recommended minimum’ effect size, 3.0 = ‘moderate’ effect size and 4.0 = ‘strong’ effect size (Ferguson, 2009).

®Not practically significant (NPS).

‘No data presented for peer-reported victimisation or bullying for grades 2-3.
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Section 4: Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

The purpose of this review was to evaluate the effectiveness of KivVa for reducing
levels of bullying and victimisation. The five studies included in the review were
deemed to have weight of evidence scores ranging from ‘low’ to ‘medium’. Four
studies were rated as ‘medium’ and achieved effect sizes that ranged from ‘not
practically significant’ to ‘small’. One study rated as ‘low’ achieved effect sizes that

ranged from ‘medium’ to ‘large’.

All five studies noted that KiVa reduced levels of bullying and victimisation. However,
the results were only consistently significant for ages 7-12 (Unit 1 and 2) and effect
sizes were largest for ages 10-12 (Unit 2). This suggests that the intervention is most
effective in children up to age 12, which adds to the mixed literature around age and
anti-bullying interventions. It fits in with Smith’s (2010) findings that anti-bullying
interventions have a lager impact on younger children, and contradicts Ttofi and
Farrington’s (2011) findings that anti-bullying interventions have a larger impact on
older children. Reasons for KiVa'’s differential effect on age may be due to individual
factors; as the child gets older, bullying behaviour is thought to become more stable
and therefore harder to influence (Monks, Smith, & Swettenham, 2005).
Organisational factors have also been proposed as reasons why anti-bullying
interventions are more effective for younger children (Smith, 2010). However, from
this review there is insufficient evidence to look at organisational factors as most of
the studies were conducted in Finland where children attend the same school from

age 7-16.
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Findings suggest that KiVa can reduce bullying and victimisation levels in Finland
and other countries; significant results were found in Finland, Italy and the UK.
Studies from Finland were deemed the highest quality, followed by Italy then the UK.
The UK’s pilot study showed promising results, but due to weaknesses in the

methodology, results should be interpreted with caution.

In conclusion, although KiVa can be seen to decrease levels of bullying and
victimisation in children aged 7-12, it is likely that this change is small and in some
cases too small to be considered meaningful. This is in line with the effectiveness of
other anti-bullying interventions and raises questions around the impact of anti-
bullying interventions. In relation to practice, EPs should be recommending
interventions that are evidence-based. The evidence from this review highlights that
KiVa can reduce bullying and victimisation in children aged 7-12. However, EPs
should be mindful that KiVa may only produce small effects and consider the cost

effectiveness of implementing a whole-school intervention.

Recommendations for Future Research
It was not within the scope of this review to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of Kiva.
Implementing interventions that are cost effective is of importance to schools and

policy makers, which highlights the need for a cost-benefit analysis of KiVa.

In addition, the results from the studies reviewed all relied solely on questionnaire
data, which can be affected by social desirability bias and pose a threat to the
validity of the results obtained (Barker, Pistrang & Elliott, 2016). Furthermore, none

of the studies collected follow up data so it was not possible to determine whether
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KiVa is effective in the long term. Future research should therefore use outcome
measures which utilise multi-method techniques and study designs which

incorporate a follow-up assessment.

Three of the five studies were conducted by the same research team (Karna et al.),
which includes four researchers who are from the University where KiVa was
developed. This research team may have an investment in endorsing the
effectiveness of KiVa, which could possibly bias conclusions drawn across these
studies. It could be beneficial for further research to be carried out by different

research teams in order to remove this potential bias.

Finally, the review only looked at a small number of studies, five, which means that
generalisations should be made with caution. In particular, there was only one study
from the UK, which was deemed to have ‘low’ weighting. In order to make confident
generalisations of KivVa’'s effectiveness in the UK, high quality studies are needed.

Publication of the recent random control trial in the UK may provide this.
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Appendix A
Excluded Studies

Excluded paper: Abstract Search

Rationale for Exclusion

Adams, R., Taylor, J., Duncan, A., & Bishop, S. (2016). Peer Victimization and Educational
Outcomes in Mainstreamed Adolescents with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). Journal of
Autism and Developmental Disorders, 46(11), 3557-3566.

Ahtola, A., Haataja, A., Karna, A., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2013). Implementation of
anti-bullying lessons in primary classrooms: How important is head teacher support?
Educational Research,55(4), 376-392.

Ahtola, A., Haataja, A., Karna, A., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2012). For children only?
Effects of the KiVa antibullying program on teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education, 28(6),
851-859.

Bradshaw, C. P. (2015). Translating research to practice in bullying prevention. The American
Psychologist, 70(4), 322-32.

Chaux, E., Velasquez, A. M., Schultze-Krumbholz, A., & Scheithauer, H. (2016). Effects of the
cyberbullying prevention program media heroes (Medienhelden) on traditional bullying.
Aggressive Behavior, 42(2), 157-165.

Clarkson, S., Axford, N., Berry, V., Edwards, R. T., Bjornstad, G., Wrigley, Z., & Hutchings, J.
(2016). Effectiveness and micro- costing of the KiVa school-based bullying prevention
programme in Wales: study protocol for a pragmatic definitive parallel group cluster
randomised controlled trial. BMC Public Health, 16(1), 104.

Costable, A., & Spears, B. (2012). The Impact of Technology on Relationships in Educational
Settings. Routledge/ Taylor & Francis Group.

Doll, B., Pfohl, W., & Yoon., J. S. (2010). Handbook of Youth Prevention Science. (pp. 484).
Routledge/ Taylor & Francis Group.

Elledge, C. L., Williford, A., Boulton, A. J., DePaolis, K. J., Little, T. D., & Salmivalli, C. (2013).
Individual and Contextual Predictors of Cyberbullying: The Influence of Children’s Provictim
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3: not KiVa.

6a: did not use original or revised Olweus
Bully/ Victim questionnaire as a measure.

6a: did not use original or revised Olweus
Bully/ Victim questionnaire as a measure.

5b: not primary data.

3: not KiVa.

5b: not primary data.

3: not KiVa.

3: not KiVa.

6b: not looking at school based bullying.
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Excluded paper: Abstract Search Rationale for Exclusion

Attitudes and Teachers' Ability to Intervene. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42(5), 698—

710.

Fox, K. A., & Shjarback, J. A. (2016). What Works to Reduce Victimization? Synthesizing 5b: not primary data.

What We Know and Where to Go From Here. Violence and Victims, 31(2), 285-319.

Garandeau, C. F., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2014). Tackling acute cases of school 6a: did not use original or revised Olweus
bullying in the KiVa anti-bullying program: A comparison of two approaches. Journal of Bully/ Victim questionnaire as a measure.

Abnormal Child Psychology, 42(6), 981-991.

Haataja, A., Ahtola, A., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). A process view on 6a: did not use original or revised Olweus
implementing an antibullying curriculum: How teachers differ and what explains the variation.  Bully/ Victim questionnaire as a measure.
School Psychology Quarterly, 30(4), 564-576.

Kim, S. K., & Kim, N. S. (2013). The role of the pediatrician in youth violence prevention. 3: not KiVa.
Korean Journal of Pediatrics, 56(1), 1-7.

Mayes, S. D., Baweja, R., Calhoun, S. L., Syed, E., Mahr, F., & Siddiqui, F. (2014). Suicide 3: not KiVa.
ideation and attempts and bullying in children and adolescents: Psychiatric and general
population samples. Crisis, 35(5), 301-309.

Menzer, M. M., & Torney-Purta, J. (2012). Individualism and socioeconomic diversity at 3: not KivVa
school as related to perceptions of the frequency of peer aggression in fifteen countries.
Journal of Adolescence, 35(5), 1285-1294.

Nocentini, A., Zambuto, V., & Menesini, E. (2015). Anti-bullying programs and Information and 5b: not primary data
Communication Technologies (ICTs): A systematic review. Aggression and Violent Behavior,
23, 52-60.

Noland, B. (2011). Effects of the KiVa Anti-Bullying Program on Adolescents’ Perception of 1: not peer reviewed study.
Peers, Depression, and Anxiety. Universiry of Kansas.

Olweus, D. (2013). School Bullying: Development and Some Important Challenges. In
Annual Review of Clinical Psychology. (pp. 751-780). 5b: not primary data
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Excluded paper: Abstract Search Rationale for Exclusion

Ostrov, J. M., & Kamper, K. E. (2015). Future Directions for Research on the Development of  5b: not primary data
Relational and Physical Peer Victimization. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology,
4416, 1-11.

Pecorini, A., Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016). A Systemtic Review on Virtual Environment  3: not KiVa.
Projects to Prevent School Bullying. Psicologia Clinica Dello Sviluppo, 20(1), 27-54.

Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2012). Kiva Antibullying program: Overview of Education 5b: not primary data
Studies Based on a Randomized Controlled Trial and National Rollout in Finland.
International Journal of Conflict and Violence, 6(2), 294-302.

Ryan, A., & Ladd, G. W. (2012). Peer relationships and adjustment at school. (pp. 279-305). 5b: not primary data.
IAP Information Age Publishing; US.

Saarento, S., Garandeau, C. F., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). Classroom- and School-Level 5b: not primary data
Contributions to Bullying and Victimization: A Review. Journal of Community & Applied Social
Psychology, 25, 204-218.

Saarento, S., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). The Role of Classroom Peer Ecology and Bystanders’ 5b: not primary data.
Responses in Bullying. Child Development Perspectives, 9(4), 201-205.

Saarento, S., Boulton, A. J., & Salmivalli, C. (2014). Reducing Bullying and Victimization: 5b: not primary data.
Student- and Classroom-Level Mechanisms of Change: A Review. Journal of Abnormal Child

Psychology, 1-16.

Salmivalli, C., & Poskiparta, E. (2012). Making bullying prevention a priority in Finnish 5b: not primary data.
schools: The KiVa antibullying program. In Evidence-based bullying prevention programs for

children and youth. (pp. 41 — 53). Jossey-Bass; US.

Salmivalli, C., & Poyhonen, V. (2012) Cyberbullying in Finland. In Cyberbullying in the global 5b: not primary data.
playground: Research from the international perspectives. (pp. 57 — 72). Wiley-Blackwell.

Salmivalli, C., Garandeau, C. F., & Veenstra, R. (2012). KiVa anti-bullying program: 5b: not primary data.
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Excluded paper: Abstract Search

Rationale for Exclusion

Implications for school adjustment. In Peer relationships and adjustment at school. (pp.279-
305). IAP Information Age Publishing; US.

Salmivalli, C., Karna, A., & Poskiparta, E. (2010). From peer putdowns to peer support: A
theoretical model and how it translated into a national anti-bullying program. In Handbook of
bullying in schools: An international perspective. (pp. 441-454). Routledge/ Taylor & Francis
Group: US.

Salmivalli, C., Peets, K., & Hodges, E. V. E. (2011). Bullying. In The Wiley-Blackwell
Handbook of Childhood Social Development Second Edition. (pp. 510— 528). Blackwell
Publishing.

Salmivalli, C., Poskiparta, E., Ahtola, A., & Haataja, A. (2013). The implementation and
effectiveness of the KiVa antibullying program in Finland. European Psychologist, 18(2), 79—
88.

Sentse, M., Veenstra, R., Kiuru, N., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). A Longitudinal Multilevel study of
Individual Characteristics and Classroom Norms in Explaining Bullying Behaviors. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 43(5), 943—-955.

Smith, P. K., Salmivalli, C., & Cowie, H. (2012). Effectiveness of school-based programs to
reduce bullying: A commentary. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 8(4), 433—-441.

Stronhmeir, D., & Noam, G. G. (2012). Evidence-based bullying prevention programs for
children and youth. Jossey-Bass; US.

Veenstra, R., Verlinden, M., Huitsing, G., Verhulst, F. C., & Tiemeier, H. (2013). Behind
bullying and defending: Same-sex and other-sex relations and their associations with
acceptance and rejection. Aggressive Behavior, 39(6), 462—-471.

Williford, A., Elledge, L. C., Boulton, A. J., DePaolis, K. J., Little, T. D., & Salmivalli, C. (2013).

Effects of the KiVa Antibullying Program on Cyberbullying and Cybervictimization Frequency
Among Finnish Youth. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 42(6), 820-833.
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5b: not primary data

5b: not primary data.

3: not KiVa.

6b: not looking at school based bullying.
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Excluded paper: Abstract Search

Rationale for Exclusion

Williford, A., Boulton, A., Noland, B., Little, T. D., Karna, A., & Salmivalli, C. (2012). Effects of
the KiVa anti-bullying program on adolescents’ depression, anxiety, and perception of peers.

Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 40(2), 289-300.

6a: did not use original or revised Olweus
Bully/ Victim questionnaire as a measure.

Excluded paper: Full paper search

Rationale for Exclusion

Garandeau, C. F., Lee, I. A., & Salmivalli, C. (2014). Differential
effects of the KiVa anti-bullying program on popular and unpopular
bullies. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 35(1), 44-50.

Haataja, A., Sainio, M., Turtonen, M., & Salmivalli, C. (2015).
Implementing the KiVa antibullying program: recognition of stable
victims. Educational Psychology, 3410(January), 1-17.

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.

Juvonen, J., Schacter, H. L., Sainio, M., & Salmivalli, C. (2016). Can
a School-Wide Bullying Prevention Program Improve the Plight of
Victims? Evidence for Risk ¥ Intervention Effects. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 84(4), 334—-344.

Saarento, S., Boulton, A. J., & Salmivalli, C. (2014). Reducing
Bullying and Victimization: Student- and Classroom-Level
Mechanisms of Change. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 1—
16.

Sainio, M., Veenstra, R., Huitsing, G., & Salmivalli, C. (2012). Same-
and Other-Sex Victimization: Are the Risk Factors Similar?
Aggressive Behavior, 38(6), 442—455.

Salmivalli, C., Karna, a., & Poskiparta, E. (2011). Counteracting

5b: not primary data. Data from (Kérné et al., 2011).

6a: did not use original or revised Olweus Bully/ Victim questionnaire

as a measure.

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karna et al., 2011a & 2013).

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karné et al., 2011a).

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karné et al., 2011a).

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karna et al., 2011a & 2013).

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karna et al., 2011a).
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Excluded paper: Full paper search

Rationale for Exclusion

bullying in Finland: The KiVa program and its effects on different
forms of being bullied. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 35(5), 405-411.

Sentse, M., Kiuru, N., Veenstra, R., & Salmivalli, C. (2014). A social
network approach to the interplay between adolescents’ bullying and
likeability over time. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 43(9), 1409—
1420.

Strohmeier, D., Karng, A., & Salmivalli, C. (2011). Intrapersonal and
interpersonal risk factors for peer victimization in immigrant youth in
Finland. Developmental Psychology, 47(1), 248—-258.

Veenstra, R., Lindenberg, S., Huitsing, G., Sainio, M., & Salmivalli, C.

(2014). The Role of Teachers in Bullying: The Relation Between
Antibullying Attitudes, Efficacy, and Efforts to Reduce Bullying.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 106(4), 1135-1143.

Yang, A., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). Effectiveness of the KiVa
Antibullying Programme on Bully-Victims, Bullies and Victims.
Educational Research, 57(1), 80-90.

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karna et al., 2011a).

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karné et al., 2011).

6a: did not use original or revised Olweus Bully/ Victim questionnaire
as a measure.

5b: not primary data. Data from (Karné et al., 2011).
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Appendix B
Summary of Studies

Study Study Sample characteristics @ Intervention Outcome measures Duration  Country Key findings
design details

Karnd et Random Total sample size: 8166 pupils KiVa: Unit 2 Revised Olweus Bully/ Victim 1 school  Country: Self- and peer- reported

al. assignment across 70 schools Questionnaire (Olweus, year Finland victimisation and self-reported

(2011a) to Intervention: 4201 pupils, 39 1996) (August bullying significantly decreased

Study ID: intervention schools . _ . —May) Language  for pupils in KiVa schools,

1 or control Control: 3965 pupils, 32 Participant role Questionnaire of _ compared to control schools.
condition at  schools (Salmivalli et al., 1996) Instruction: -
the school ~ Age: 9-12 years (Grades 4-6) 20-item Provictim scale Swedish. Peer- reported levels of assisting
level. Gender: 50.1% girls, 49.9% (Rigby & Slee, 1991) and Finnish and reinforcing the bully :

boys goy ’ significantly decreased for pupils

Ethnicity: Most students native 7-item empathy scale in KiVa schools, compared to

Finns (Caucasian), 2.4% (Poyhonen, Kéma & control schools.

g"rtrt‘_'grams Salmivalli, 2008) Self- reported self-efficacy for

=€ting _offi i defending and wellbeing at school

Comprehensive schools Self-efficacy for defending erenaing an g _
scale (Poyhonen et al., 2010) significantly increased for pupils

Considered representative of : in KivVa schools, compared to

Finnish comprehensive Wellbeing scale controls.

Ih ' I P v (Metsamuuronen & Svedlin,

schools 2004)

Nocentini Random Total sample size: 2042 pupils KiVa: Unit2 The Florence Bullying- 1 school Country: Elementary School

& assignment across 13 schools (Adapted Victimization Scale (Palladino year Italy Victimisation and bullying

Mensini  to Intervention: 1039 pupils, 7 version: et al., 2016) (Septem significantly decreased for pupils

(2016) intervention  schools changes _ ber — Language  j,'kjva schools, compared to

Study ID: orcontrol  Control: 1003 pupils, 6 schools made to Key questions from Olweus ¢ of _ control schools. Pro-victim

2 conditon at  Age: 9-12 years (Grades 4-6) language, ~ Bully/ Victim Questionnaire Instruction:  ayitudes and empathy towards
the school  Gender: 51% girls, 49% boys  pictures and (Olweus, 1996) Italian the victim significantly increased
level. Ethnicity: 92% from Italian stories; Revised version of the for pupils in KiVa schools,

background vests Questionnaire on Attitudes compared to control schools.
schools — low with ying ( Middle School

al., 2003)
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Study Study Sample characteristics * Intervention Outcome measures Duration  Country Key findings
design details
Setting badges; _ Victimisation and bullying
Elementary and Middle online 7-item empathy scale significantly decreased for pupils
Schools components (Poyhonen, Kama & in KiVa schools, compared to
_ _ were Salmivalli, 2008) control schools. Pro-victim
Not considered representative gy oy ded) attitudes significantly increased
of Italian population: all for pupils in Kiva schools,
schools for control and compared to control schools.
intervention volunteered, does
not account for very low risk or
very high risk schools
Karnd et Random Total sample size: 23430 Kiva: Unit 1 Revised Olweus Bully/ Victim 1 school Country: Grades 1-9
al. assignment  pupils across 147 schools and 3 Questionnaire (Olweus, year Finland Comparison of means revealed
(2013) to b Within the 1996) (August an overall decrease in levels of
Study ID: intervention CGrades 1-3 indicated _May) Lanauage  ving and victimisation.
3 or control Total sample size: 6927 across actions Participant role Questionnaire of
condition at 74 schools schoolé (Salmivalli et al., 1996) instruction:  Grades 2—3 °
the school Intervention: 38 schools were Swedish Self- reported victimisation and
level. Control: 36 schools randomly and Finnish buIIying si_gnifi_cantly decreased
Age; 7-9 years assigned to for pupils in KiVa schools,
Setting: Elementary school (@) compared to control schools.
Grades 7 -9 confronting Grades 8 — 9
Total sample size: 16503 approach Peer reported- victimisation
across 74 schools "r’]‘gﬁ (b) a decreased significantly for pupils
Intervention: 38 schools - in KiVa schools, compared to
Control: 35 schools confronting control schools. P
Age: 13-15 years approach Self- reported victimisation and
Setting: Lower Secondary peer and self -reported bullying
Considered representative of did not decrease significantly
Finnish schools compared to control schools.
Hutching Quasi- Total sample size: 473 pupils KiVa: Unit 2 Revised Olweus Bully/ Victim 1 school  Country: Self- reported victimisation and
S & experiment  across 13 schools Version Questionnaire (Olweus, year England bullying significantly decreased.
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Study Study Sample characteristics * Intervention Outcome measures Duration  Country Key findings
design details
Clarkson al design: Age: 9-11 years (Years 5-6) translated 1996) (Septem  Language Gender differences: girls showed
(2015) one group Gender: 48.2% girls, 51.8% into English ber — of reductions in victimisation and
Study ID: pre-test boys Teachers reported on the July) instruction:  bullying but boys only showed
4 post-test Setting experience of delivering the English reductions in bullying.
design. Primary school programme on an online .
survey Teachers reported high levels of
pupil acceptance and
engagement with lessons.
Karnd et Quasi- Total sample size: 297,728 KiVa: Unit Revised Olweus Bully/ Victim 1 school  Country: KiVa programme is more effective
al. experiment  pupils across 888 schools 1,2and 3 Questionnaire (Olweus, year Finland in Grades 1-6 than in Grades 7-9.
(2011b)  al design: Intervention: 156,634 pupils 1996) (August
Study ID: Cohort Control: 141, 103 pupils — May) Language G_ra_dgs 1-.6 .
5 longitudinal  Age: 7- 15 years (Grades 1-9) .O—f . V_|Ct|_n_1|sat|0n and bullying
design with ~ Gender: 49% girls, 51% boys instruction:  significantly decreased.
adjacent Ethnicity: Most students native Swedl_sh_ Intervention effec_ts increased
cohorts Finns (Caucasian), 3% and Finnish  from Grade 1 until Grade 4. After

immigrants

Setting

Elementary schools (70.8%),
Lower secondary schools
(13.3%), both Elementary and
Lower secondary grade
schools (15.9%)

Considered representative of
Finnish schools

#Sample characteristics calculated at time of analysis.
®Only collected post-test measures for Grades 1 and 7 as they were not in the schools at the time of pre-test. Grades 2-3: 4704 students (74
schools). Grades 8-9: 11070 students (73 schools).

“‘Multilevel

regression

analysis

only

included

39

Grades

2-3

Grade 4 the effects decreased.

Grades 7-9

Victimisation and bullying did not
significantly decrease. Effects
only reached statistical
significance for victimisation in
Grade 8.There was a larger drop
in programme effectiveness for
bullying than for victimisation.

and 8-9.
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Appendix C

Adaptions to Kratochwill’s (2003) APA Task Force Coding Protocol for Group

Section Excluded

Designs

Rationale

I. B7. Coding for qualitative research
methods.

II. C. Primary/ Secondary Outcomes Are
Statistically Significant.

II. D. Educational/ Clinical Significance.

Il. G Replication.

II. H. Site of Implementation.

II. A2. Participant characteristics specified
for treatment and control groups.

II. A4.Receptivity/ acceptance by target
participant population.

All studies are using quantitative data.

This will be evaluated in other sections of
the review through written commentary,
tabulation of key findings, effect sizes and
WOoE D.

Participants were not from a clinical sample.
Educational significant is being evaluated
as part of the main review.

Not relevant to the review question.

Not relevant as the review is only looking at
school-based interventions.

Information already gathered and provided
in summary table (Appendix B).

Not relevant to the review question, just
looking at effectiveness.
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Appendix D

Example of a Completed Coding Protocol

Frocedural and Coding kanual 45
Coding Protocol: Group-Based Design

Dormain; [] 8choal- and community-basad intarvantion programes for social and behavioral problems
[ ] Academic intervention programe

(] Famiky and parent intarvention programe
[ | chool-wide and classroom-basad programe

[ Comprahansive and coordinatad achool haalth sarvices

Mams of Codsr|s): Dgte: 2090147

Full Study Rafarence in APA formal: Fama A, Woelen, M, Litds, T. 0., Poskiparta, E., Haloren, A, & Saleivali, C. (2011). A
Large-Scale Evaluahon of the KiVa Antibulbying Program: Grades 4-0. Thild Development, 5271, 311-330.

Inter<antion Mame {dascription from study]: Kiva Artbullying Progrsm
Fudy ID Mumbar {Unigus |dentifier]: 1
Type of Publication: [Check one)

[] BockMonagraph
[ Joumnal article
| | Book chapter

[] Other {specify):
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Frocedursl =nd Coding Menusl 46
L Ganeral Characteriatica

A& Ganaral Dezign Characiarsdics
A1, Random assignment dasigns (if rendom a=sgnmant cesign, s=edd one of hia following]

A1 [[] Completety randomized design

A1.2 [] Randonized bhock d2sin |2 meen-subRos anaton) Sactes By scanok: siafzd by province 38d Bngeage.
A13 || Randomaed biock design jafhin-subjecs vanation

A14 || Randomizad hiersrchical design

A2, MonrEndoTized designs (f nonrsndam assgnmant design, sect one of tha foliowing]

A2.1 ] Nonrandomized design

£2.2 [ ] Nonrangomized bicck design (betwean-participants vaniation)
823 |_| Nonrargiomized bicck design [witin-pericipants variation]
BZ.4 || Monrardomized hierarchical desion

A25 || optional coding of Quasexpermental desiges [see Appesdiz ¢}

A3, Cuwsal confidancs Of judgment on how pamicipants wene assioned [s2iect one of the flowing)

A3 [ ery kow (itte basis)

A3.2 [ Low jguess)

£33 [ nioderate (weak nferenca)
A3.4 [ High [strong inference)
A3.5 [ | very high [eepiicitly stated)
R IARET

A3T [ | Uninoan‘unabie 1o code

E. 3tafistical TraztmantiDats Anatysis (anseer B through B8)

B1. Approprizie unil of analyss [_Ino hieranchical mosel used
EZ. Familyase mof rle comtrolied [ne [ mea
B3. Suficentty lage N _ Llna

Statiztical Tast mulilessl regrasson analysis

0 leval: 0.05

ES: edium

M requinedt 67
B4, Tots] 522 o Sampie [Start of the study 3237 [dropped 1o 5155 at anahysis)
BS. Imervention group sample size: 4207 ::12;1 at analyss)
BE. Conal group s3Tple sine: i-:ﬁ::nj??ﬁﬁ&atana;si;]
h

For sfudiea uging qualitative ressarch methods, code BT and B3

STLoaig
E7.4 Codi . , . . . s o
E7.1 PeoCedures S0 ansurng conEstency of coding s uied Gakcions] [ v (.t

Lpccnig Pmr.‘u‘lllrﬁ:
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Procadural and Coding RManual 47

[ b== [ we

Eecanbe-pepaass:
i Typa of Program (5edect ohe)

1. [ 1 iniversal prevention program with indicated sctions for cases of bullying which arise within the school
cz [[] Selactive preverion program

ca [ Targelzd prevention program

4. [T Imerveriion Treatmeant

5. [ Unkeown

0. Stage of the Program [z=lect one)
01.[ | Modelidemonstration programe first evaluation F KiVa
oz Eany =tage programs
03[ | Extablished insthuioralzed programs
D4|j Unkriowm

E. Concurrent or Historical Intarvantion Exposure (select one)
E1. [ | Cument exposwee

E2. [] PR escposure
E3. [ ] Unknown not stated
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Frocedurdl snd Coding Manual 43

. Key Featurea for Coding Studies and Rating Level of Evidencel Support
(F=3trompg Evidance 2=Promizming Evidance 1=Weak Evidence 0=Nio Evidence)
A Maasurament [3rswer A1 theough Ad)

A1. Use of outcome measwes that produce reliable scores for the majority of pamary oulcomes. The f=bke for
PrimarySecondary Dwicomes Statistically Sigrificant allows fori=fing separsie outcomes ard will facilitate decision
making regarding measwernent (select ore of the followirg)

Al Yes

212 Ha

A1.3[ | Unknoaniunable fo code
Fewsed Oiweus Suwily’ Wim Cuasponnare g= 635 [nof sl3ied in paoer hut napsr made rafermnce [0 p0er whete 503 has bean
ayauisd). FRMnpant Rioe Cuestonnare: by soae 0= 9, SRR seale 0 = 9, reinioms seale 0 = 85, dafender scale = 01, wionm
ECals 0= B4 20-Dam Proinim seafer O T8, Seven-Ten ennaity seale o= 54 Satafpany for defending scale g = 69 Wakbeing
EFrake o= 56

A2 NMulti-rethod [s2lzet one of the following)
A2 ] Yes
222 INo
A2.3[ i
Al 4 :| Unknoar'unable fo code
Baar and Saf-raonT JUESIORNEVES
Ad Multi-zource (select one of the following)
R3] Yes
A3z INo
A3.3 T i
Aﬁ.#D Unknoarm'unable to code
Paar and saif- T
Ad. Wabdity of measures reported [select one of the following)
#5111 Yes validated with specific target group
A5.2[ | In part, valdated for general population orly
A5.3[ Mo
FLS.#D Unknoarurable fo code

Rating for Measursment (sslect0 1,2 oe3): [ 3] 21 1 Jo

B. Comparison Group
B1. Type of Comparison Group (select one of the fallowing)

B1.1 [ Typical contact

B1.2 [ | Typical contact (other) specify:

B1.3 ] Attention placebo

B1.4[ | intesvention elements placsbo

B15[ | Aemafive inbervention

815 | PharmacoierspyEd 1

B1.7 ]| Mo intervention

B1.8 1 | Wait listidslayed intarention

1.9 | Minimal contact

B1.400 | Unable to ideri®y comparison groug

Rating for Comparison Group (select 0,1, 2 003 [ 3] 200 400
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Srocedural and Coding Manual 49

B2. Cweral confidence rating in judgment of type of comparson group {selact one of the followang)

B2 1 [ 1viery low [itte basis)
B2 2] | Low [guess)
823 | Moderate (weak inference)
B2 4| | High [strang inferencs)
B2 5] | Wery high [explicifly stated)
825 [ | Unimown/Unable to code
Schools siranfed by prouwince and languags than randamly assgnad

B3, Counterhalarcing of Change Agenis (answer B31 fo B3.3)
23.1[ | By change agent
£3.2[" | Statistical
23.3] | Other

Hior FTa0ed, infeneEnion recailed by sehood ST i eanh schoo! fodowing KVYE rainng.

B4, Group BEquivalence Estshiished (select ohe of the following)
241 Rardom sssipnment
B4.2[ | Posthoc matched set
B4.3[ | Statistical matching
22.4[ | Post hoo test for group eguivalence

BS. Equivalent Moty (snswer 351 theough BS.3)
ES.1[ | Low Attrifion (less than 20% for Post)
E5.2 [ | Low Attrisian (less than 307 for follow-up)
E5.3 [ Infert fo imervene analysis carmed out

Firding=

Arinn o sty sTaned & S237- dropped I TSE4 gue 1D RONSEnt — T Wioie Schoal dropped our hefre Siudy — TTUQROLE Sy 257
STLTENTS bt SEhoos and 436 joined schools — fom WY 1o WE 2 coverg! Sehoos dropped out (51 siugents) — from WE 1o WS 5 contois
Echonls gropoed U (640 SILTEnrs) - AVSEIng J313 inpumed Uaing 545 Proc M) — conduciad 1083 imoutanans wsing ihe Markow Chaln Moms
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Ggup-Desgr =
I f Diats Effipct o Eocad Confid Raing in EL.L .
ohack ol 3 n I y i ollcaing:
S T L [ Hgrrmmrcalbe g cocbpa oo plg
E } ez 0 _ - - -
Eieagaan LS . : - h"." -: it
|:|I PRS- OF prae0 t.' - '““"“". (35 L, . . .
0 I PRSREC i_' R a"'l"". h"*.i"'“ RS g i
LII:IiI. PR [ o satmaticn. | dascrictios datai .
B EdusatensiClinies Siend
Cuscame Yariablac: L P2 S
S Carscnacal Dizonces E"“’“’“"M - ) 4 . Ii"b"l.‘h'.“.' ; ; ; ; ; .
[FEETT Selowuzc
[ zes ] e [ Wakeaws
~ . . ,
o :"““""”'“IT cad-a A = I I! i = I I!
rpmvenad-Bom cortissl io follca
[T 2w [T B [ Uskeegues =,

- -
- “I'":I“I hli"'m h".'."'ﬂl "'Hi-.ml""'.'"d h"II“.I II:-“; HII“I P -

indhidenls in drect co=inci ] Eaa ] B[] Mekeswn EECT RECEY 19 THE TR Aikn e i padicpant
wih s casicicach

[ zaa] e[ Uskeows

[ zes [ Bs [ Uskeowe

Behweprsfpardicpani-#l S-rernaiaa-dain T prehpeaiast Scmparbastbollcaupwhan
iaa—sbrcal el [ Zas [ Ba [ Wekeaws O Zes[] Ha[] Uskesws

E. identifizbls Components (znswer E4 through E7)
£1. Evigence for primary outcomes (rate frompreviews code}[ | 3[1 2 [J1 [Jo
£2. Design allows for analysis of identifisble components (selectone] | ves I no

E3. Tofal number of comporenis: 5
(Urniversal componsenis: shadert [essons, computer game, KiWs symbols’ posters arownd school, parent guide. Indisated aclions:
KiVa team responding to hulldng moident]. Althowgh fhe main component is the shadent lessons
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Procedural and Coding Manual 54
E4. MNumber of components linked to primary ouficomes: 5
Additioral crtedia fo code descrptvely:

E5. Clear documentafion of esserfial components (selectone) [ Tyes[ Tno

6. Procedures for adapting the irderverfion are described in detail (sslectonel | yes[ 1o
ET. Cordextual features of fre interveniion are documented [select ane) [ Iyes[ 1no
Rating for Identifiable Components (select 0,1, Zoe3: [ 1231 127 11 1 10
F. Implemantation Fidelity
F1. Evidence of Accepisble Adherence (ansaer F1.1 fhrowgh F1.3)

F1.1[ | Ongring supervision/consultation
F1.2[7] Coding intzreenion sessions/lessoms or procedumss
F1.3D Audiciiden taps implemeristion (select F1.31 or F1.3.2)

F1.3.1[ | Entire inbenvention
F1.3.2[ | Part of interenion

F2. Maruslization (select sl that apply)

F2.1 ] Wiithen material ivolving a detailed accourd of the exact procedures and
the sequence i which they ans to be w=ed

F2.2[ | Foemal trsiring session that incudes a detsiled sccourd of the
exact procedures and the sequence in which they are fo be v=ed

F2.3[_| Wiithen materal imvolving an overview of broad principles and a description
of the inferventon phases

F24[ | Fommal orinformal trsining session imvolving an ovesview of broad
prrciples and @ desorplion of the inferveniion phases

3. Adsptafion procadures are specified (select one)[ | yes[] no [ unknows
Rating for Implementation Fidelity (select0, 1,2 or3)- | (31 121 [41 |0

-

GL [ Samelwiemcrdion
GL || SameTamet Feblem
G3: [ | Indopendentcvaluaton
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EEREEEEEET FERER

i

 Follow Up Assessment
D'I'lm'rl; of foliow up asseszment: specify MA no follow up assessment

D Hurmber of padicipants inclwded in the follow wp asseszment; specify WA no follow wp 3ssessment
[ 1 Consistency of assessment method used: specify MiA ro follow up assessment

Rating for Follow Up Assessment jselect 1, 2 ce3c [ 13 [ 12T 14 [ 10
ki fokow LE camed OUT, GUTEOMMSE MESSWES & 4 Mamhs, 7-0 morns and 12 months.

lll. Other Descriptive or Supplamental Critena to Consider
A External Validity Indicators

Ai. Sampling procedures descrbedindetall yes [ no [
Specify afionale for selection: the TH panicipating schools represanted all five
provinces in mamiand Finland. Schools were stratifed by prowince and language.
Participating schools focated throughout Eiliand rhsbmbled comprefensive schools
throughout the counfry in such characleristics a5 cfass size and progardion of
imimigrant siedents

Specify rationzle for sample size: Nof mentioned
A1 AInchusion/exciusion criferia specified [ yes [Che
1.2 nchusionlexclusion crteda similar o school practice [[Tves [ ro
B1.3 Specified crteria related to concem [lyes [no

Linfversal immeriennan S0 included all pupls i @ school. Sullyimg 5 thougit o be @ probien in al schools, 50 aV schos wouwd
haye & Goal 10 reduce burng.
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Peoosduml ang Toding Renusl &5

A3dd Herésexizvence @ Rchelon oiters I::.'ﬂ |__n:

Specly: age gender, sitnichy, seding

z!
i
|

B pecacapariadila ooy goinnd

O

O

[ Rasccaria-mpcrind-baralisg sl

O

] Rasicicuriy mgoriad rot baraficg cusngd

EEEEE EEEEE rggﬁ
|

AS. Ganassieation af ENecly
AS.1 Gares=iz=iion awer inme

A5.1.1 Evience = prvided regend ing the 3u=izinabiily of osizomes ster mersenbon
b ermiseted | | yes | liso

Spaciy; mof e oion e
#4517 Frooedurss for rairisining outzomes e azeciad [ Jyen [m
Spachy; mof mantosed

A5 Gsrpmomizeiinn moroas wsiinge

#5214 Evdenos = provided reagend ing The sxient da weich osioomey s manfersd inocomery
et mre dfeeant from the intenvenfion coslat [yer T

Specily, whad sohos! Mansofias: jish akcussieg aaleaoies I sofcol cosisat Mol hasie .5
cyBerboen

E5.2.3 Dooumenistios of =iforb: Jo @psyues apnliovdon of inkersesEon o oiher
settrga| Iyes| Iso
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Procedural and Coding Manusl 58

Specify: whole schod! intenvertion.
£5.2.3 Impact on implemeniers or context i sustamed[_yves [ no
Specify- No folow up sated.
A3} Gererslzation scross persons
Evidencs is peovided regarding the degres to which outcomes sre marifested with paHicipsnts
whia are differsnt tham the orginal growp of participarts for vith the irzpeerdion was evaluated
[lyes [ o
Specify- Sample groug thought fo rasemble comprahensive schools in Fnfang.
B. Langth of Imtarrantion (select B or BZ)
B, [ | Unkmowmirsufficient infoemation provided
B2. [ | infoemation prowided (if infiarmation is provided, specify ore of the following:)

B2 1 vzl
H

22.2 months
N

B2 dvears inbersention was 1 school vear (kowever inbersantion is intended as 5 long term solution which

would be carved ouf a5 3 whole school spprasch indefinitely)
N

B2 2 pfher

. Infensity'doeage of Intarvention (select C1 ar C2)
CA1 1 Urkcwninsufficient infomnation provided
EE.D Infarmafion provided (i mformation is provided, specifiy bath of the following')

C21 lepgth of intereerfion session 20 how of (eszons, ather componants nod specifed.
N
C2 2 frequency of mtesvention session 10 doubie lessons throughout the schoo! pear
K
0. Dosage Responss (select D o 02)

01 [ ] Unknownfnsufficient information provided
DED Irformation provided [ mfoemalion is provided, arswer DZ2.1)

021 Descrbe posifive oulcomes associsied with higher dosages:
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Frocedural and Coging Manual 59

E. Program Implemantsr (s=lzct all thai apphy)

E1.[ | Research Siaf

£2. [ School Spacialty S2af

£3.[ | Teachers

£4. [ | Educational Assistants

£5.[ | Parents

6. [ | Callege Shudents

E7.[ | Pears

28, [ Other

£8. [ | UnknownfinsufSicient information provided

F. Charactedistics of the Intarvenar

F1.| | Highly similar to target paricipants on key vanables (2., rece, gendar, SES)
F2.["] Somewhat similar o tanget paricipants on key varables
F3.[_| Different from targst participants on key variables

Mot stated

. Imtarvention Styla or Orisntation (select &l that apply)

1. [_| Behaviaral

2. [ Cogritive-behavioral

3. [ | Expesiertial

. Humanistizinterpersonal

5. [ | Psychodynamicinsight orizrd=d

GA. [ | other (specify): Mulifaceted theoretical background: shadies on social starding of agoressive children and
research on the participant rolz of bulling. Social cognitive fheory i= used 3= the framework for understEmding the
process of social behaviowr,

7. [ | Urkowmsinsuicierd infomation provided

H. Cost Analysia Data [select G1 or G2)

H1 [ Unknovmiinsuffizient imformation provided
HE.D Informiation providied (if infommalion is provided, arswer H2.1)

HZ2.1 Esfmaled Cost of Implementation:

L Training and Suppaort Resources (=elect &l that apply)

H.[] Simgle orentation giver o change agent=
12.["] Training workshops conducted

#af Workshops provided 2
Bearage length of framing full day
Y¥ho comducied traming (select &l that apply)

121 [ 1 Project Direcior
122[ | Graduateipmiect assistarts
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Procedural and Coding Manual 60

12.3] | Dther [please specify)
1231 1 Uinknawn

13. [ 1 Ongoing technical support nefwork of school feams were created, consisting of 3 schoo! teams each. The
nehwork met 3 himes gunmng e school wear with one person from the K'Va project quiding the nebwork,

4. |_|F'rl:-;|mm miatenials oblained 20 hows of studenf lesson plans, spmbols (brght vesls, posfars), presantabon
orghics, parert quide incding information sbowt bultarg and advice.

15. [ Special Faciities

5. [ | Chher (speciiy):

J. Feaibility

J1. Lewel of difficulty in draining intervertion agents (select one of the following)

J1.1 [ IHigh
112 [ | Moderate
313 Low
J14 [ | Urknown

J2 Cosd o train inferventon agerls (specify if knowr]: nof kmoan

J3.  Ralng of cost fo train inbervention aosels [select one of the following)

J3.1 [ THigh
132 [ 1Moderate
1330 TLow
132 [ | Urkmvoum
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Frocedursl and Coding kanual &1

Summary of Evidence for Group-Based Design Studies

Indicator

Cwarall
Evidanes Rating

HNR = Mo
rumesical rating

Dascription of Evidenca

Simneg
Promizing
Yieak
Mollimiled evidence

ar
or
n-3
Diescriptive ratings
Ganaral Charactaristics
LWoiLmresnng schoods in Fnlend complaa)y
Genztal Dzsign Charscienstics [ B ranuamized expanman
Sampe 22 5232 Sulciend) iarge W for
Statistical Treatmerd mueEd modaing.
N
Type of Progrsm Lindsersal progranme Wi indicatsd acnans,
[N
Firs latpe scale evalusnion of e Kiva
Stage of Progrsm (ORI,
N
CorcwreritHelofcal Infersantion Exposwe Mo limited evidence.
L 4
Key Faaturss
Frommising evidence
Fe\abity coefcians above 7 i &l BuT one
maarure, vall messures referanced in the
Mizaswement z MEraluTe, pasr and ST,
Comparsan Group Fromising evidence
Fandamly assgned conim grows. MEsng
Z o3 mpuTed ey SAS Broc .
Errrmsdiancapdoms: Dadnopaos qan
T m
S 5|,|§. e
NIA
Baa limites evidence.
HE CiESF WINGH COMponent of e
[rogrERYTR [ed 0 decreass i bullng’
ldentifizble Components 0 VT MEEnan
Fromising evidence.
Fomoa maining and K3 resourmas given
Irplzmeriation Fidelity 2 NETWOAT DROLDS Or DNGOINg Suppon
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Fepliasbes NI HiA
SHeof brploarembation MiA,
NI

Mo limited evidence.

Mo TONOW L SEESESTENT conguttad D3

codected af 3 sagas (1) 4 mamhs (2| 7-9
Faliow Up Aszessment Conducizd 0 mavehs (3] 12 manths,

Dascriptive or Supplamental Criteria

Sxternal validity indicators Camed out i1 comprahansive schools in

Finland a5 rewewing e efeciensss of
KB Ki'¥3 in thase 13nget 50h00s.

Length of Intzrention 1 yegr /akhough pupis oy in school for 3

manEhs of e year Jue i holidays)
Ll

Intemsitydosans 20 haws 70 doubls jessons| of student

MEESONS BOMSE e paar DuNar COMpNISTs
Lt o=

Crosage Response Same dose for each school whive schoo!

iPTErVEnnon With Ousinad Components
KA
Program Implemerizsr TEaher o AT{NEmEnt U0 EEE0ns,
OEhar COMPONETS Camed ouf by 2 range of
Ll Ehod! F1al
Charsctesistics of the Inizreener
NIMR, Mo/ limited evidence.

Intervention ShleORentation Adunfacened eorEical backpround;
ETLOTEE OV S00ET Standing Of 300/essle
chigien and resaarch on the pamoipan
rode of bunTping. Social cognisie theary /s
used 55 the ranmesont for wndamandng

[ the procass of Socia benaliour,

Cost Analysis Dats Prowvided Mo/ imited evidence.

Lt

Trairiryg and Supiport Flesources 2 fuN days of face-i-ace TENY days.
Traanig nesworks of Seh00Y feams crasad
wha mest with ona pesso fam Kiva

[ proisct F DmEs & Vear.

Feazibility RO/ mitEd EvIEncE.

M,
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Appendix E
Details on Criteria and the Rationale for all WoE Ratings

WoE A: Methodological Quality

WOoE A is the generic judgement about the quality of the study in line with quality
standards for that type of design (Gough, 2007). In this case, group design studies.
In order to establish the methodological quality of each study, the amended version
of Kratochwill's (2003) APA Task Force coding protocol for group designs (See
Appendix B and C) was used to appraise each study. Numerical values for four key
dimensions ‘measurement’, ‘comparison group’, ‘implementation fidelity’ and ‘follow
up assessment’ were produced using the criteria outlined in Kratchowill’'s (2003)
coding manual. Each dimension received a numerical value (0-3) depending on how
well it met the criteria. A score of 3 indicated ‘strong evidence’, 2 indicated ‘promising
evidence, 1 indicated ‘weak evidence’ and O indicated ‘no/ limited evidence’. The
average score from each section was then calculated to provide an overall measure
of methodological quality (WoE A). Table 1 provides the classification of each score

achieved in WoE and Table 2 outlines the scores for WoE A.

Table 1

Classification of Score

Classification of Score Averaged Scores
High 225
Medium 14-25
Low <14
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Table 2
Scores for WoE A
Authors Dimensions Overall
Measurement Comparison Implementation Follow up WoE A
(0-3) Group (0-3) Fidelity (0-3) Assessment
(0-3)
Karnéa et al., 2 2 2 0 1.5
(2011a) Medium
Nocentini & 15 2 2 0 1.38
Mensini (2016) Low
Kéarna et al. (2013) 2 2 2 0 15
Medium
Hutchings & 15 0 2 0 .88
Clarkson (2015) Low
Karna et al., 15 2 15 0 1.25
(2011b) Low

WOoE B: Methodological Relevance

WOoE B is a specific judgement about how suitable the research design is for
answering the review question (Gough, 2007). In this case, whether the research
design is appropriate for evaluating the effectiveness of the KiVa anti-bullying
programme in reducing levels of bullying and victimisation in schools. The criteria for
WOE B are based on evidence hierarchies (Guyatt et al., 1995). Guyatt et al’s.
(1995) hierarchy of evidence suggests that the best research designs for addressing
questions about intervention effectiveness will usually require methodological
designs which use control groups and random allocation. In contrast to this, research
designs using cohort studies, case control studies, cross sectional studies or single
case designs are noted to be weaker evidence in which to guide the strengths of
recommendations for clinical practice. In other words, research designs with minimal
threats to internal validity are thought to provide better evidence than research
designs with higher threats to internal validity. Criteria for WoE B are provided in

Table 3 and scores are outlined in Table 4.
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Table 3
Criteria for WoE B
Weighting Criteria
High (3) The study must have an ‘active’ control group.
Participants must be randomly allocated to condition group.
The study must collect pre and post measurements for primary outcomes.
The study must have a sample size that is adequate for all statistical analysis®.
Medium (2) The study must have a ‘no intervention’ control group.
Participants must be randomly allocated to condition group or group equivalence
must be established through post-hoc analysis.
The study must collect pre and post measurements for primary outcomes.
The study must have a sample size that is adequate for all statistical analysis.
Low (1) The study does not include a control group.
The study must collect pre and post measurements for primary outcomes.
The study may have a sample size that is lower than required for statistical
analysis.
Zero (0) The study does not meet any of the criteria outlined above.

% Adequate sample size was calculated from Cohen (1992) based on a medium effect size and alpha

level of 0.05.

Table 4

Scores for WoE B

Authors Overall WoE B
Karna et al., (2011a) 2
Medium
Nocentini & Mensini (2016) 2
Medium
Karna et al. (2013) 2
Medium
Hutchings & Clarkson (2015) 1
Low
Kéarna et al., (2011b) 2
Medium
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WOoE C: Topic Relevance

WOoE C is a review specific judgement about how suitable the study is for answering
the review question (Gough, 2007). In this case, evaluating whether the KiVa anti-
bullying programme is an effective intervention to decrease levels of bullying and

victimisation in schools. Judgements were made based on the following rationale:

- Topic: The review is evaluating the effectiveness of the KiVa anti-bullying
programme, so the study should utilise the original KiVa anti-bullying programme.
If an adapted version of KiVa is used then this will not accurately reflect the
effectiveness of the programme.

- Sample: Findings can be generalised more widely if the range of demographics in
the sample are deemed representative of the intended population.

- Evidence gathering: The research question refers to levels of bullying and
victimisation, therefore outcome measures that measure these key constructs
should be used. The use of valid and reliable measures gives the reader
confidence that they are measuring the intended constructs and that these results
are accurate over time. Validation requires demonstration that the measure has
evidence and theory to support the interpretation of test scores, and a reliability
score of above .85 provides strong evidence, .7 provides promising evidence and

above .5 provides weak evidence (Kratochwill, 2003).

Criteria for WoE C are provided in Table 5 and scores are outlined in Table 6.
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Table 5
Criteria for WoE C
Weighting Criteria
High (3) - The study must use the original version of the KiVa anti-bullying programme
(no adaptions; except language).

- The study’s sample is deemed representative of the intended population and
must include at least two of the following demographics (gender, age,
ethnicity, socio economic status).

- The study must use outcome measures that measure bullying and
victimisation.

- The study provides evidence that the outcome measures used have a high
validity and reliability (r = .85 or higher) for all primary outcome measures.

Medium (2) - The study must use the KiVa anti-bullying programme.

- The study must include at least two of the following demographics (gender,
age, ethnicity, socio economic status).

- The study must use outcome measures that measure bullying and
victimisation.

- The study provides evidence that at least 75% of the primary the outcome
measures used are valid and have a reliability above r = .7.

Low (1) - The study uses KiVa anti- bullying programme.

- The study must include at least one of the following demographics (gender,
age, ethnicity, socio economic status).

- The study must use outcome measure that measure bullying and
victimisation.

- The study provides evidence that the outcome measures used are valid or
have a reliability above r = .5.

Zero (0) - The study does not meet any of the criteria outlined above.
Table 6
Scores for WoE C
Authors Overall WoE C
Karna et al., (2011a) 3
High
Nocentini & Mensini (2016) 2
Medium
Kéarna et al. (2013) 3
High
Hutchings & Clarkson (2015) 2
Medium
Karna et al., (2011b) 3
High
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WOoE D: Overall assessment

WOoE D is the combination of Woe A, WoE B and WoE C to form an overall
assessment score, which represents the extent to which a study provides evidence
to answer the review question (Gough, 2007). This was calculated by averaging the

values of WoE A, WoE B and WoE C. Scores for WoE D are outlined in Table 7.

Table 7
Scores for WoE D
Authors WoE A WoE B WoE C WoE D
Methodological Methodological Topic Relevance Overall weight
Quality Relevance of evidence
Karna et al., 1.5 2 3 2.17
(2011a) Medium Medium High Medium
Nocentini & 1.37 2 2 1.79
Mensini (2016) Low Medium Medium Medium
Karna et al. (2013) 15 2 3 2.17
Medium Medium High Medium
Hutchings & .88 1 2 1.29
Clarkson (2015) Low Low Medium Low
Kéarna et al., 1.25 2 3 2.08
(2011b) Low Medium High Medium
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