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 Abstract. Abstract.   This meta-analys  This meta-analysis is synthesisynthesized zed bullying prevention programs’ effec-bullying prevention programs’ effec-

tivetivenesness s at at incincreareasing sing bystbystandeander r inteinterverventiontion n in in bullbullying ying situsituatioations. ns. EvidEvidencencee

from 12 from 12 school-school-based programsbased programs, , involvininvolving g 12,874 students, indicated that overall12,874 students, indicated that overall
the programs were successful (Hedges’sthe programs were successful (Hedges’s  g g  .20, 95% confidence interval [CI].20, 95% confidence interval [CI] 

.11 to .29,.11 to .29,  p p  .001), with larger effects for high school (HS) samples compared.001), with larger effects for high school (HS) samples compared

to kindergarten through eighth-grade (K-8) student samples (HS effect size [ES]to kindergarten through eighth-grade (K-8) student samples (HS effect size [ES]

 0.43, K-8 ES0.43, K-8 ES  0.14;0.14; p p  .05). A .05). A secondsecondary synthesis from eight of ary synthesis from eight of the studiesthe studies

that reported empathy for the victim revealed treatment effectiveness that wasthat reported empathy for the victim revealed treatment effectiveness that was

positive but not positive but not significsignificantly differeantly different from nt from zero (zero (gg  .05, 95% CI.05, 95% CI  .07 to .17,.07 to .17,

 p p       .45  .45). ). NevertNevertheless, this heless, this meta-meta-analysianalysis s indicateindicated d that that prograprograms ms increaincreasedsed

bystandebystander r interveintervention both ntion both on a on a practicpractical and al and statististatistically significancally significant t level. Theselevel. These

results suggest that researchers and school administrators should consider imple-results suggest that researchers and school administrators should consider imple-

menting programs that focus on bystander intervention behavior supplementary tomenting programs that focus on bystander intervention behavior supplementary to

bullying prevention bullying prevention prograprograms.ms.

Bullying perpetration often occurs whenBullying perpetration often occurs when
bysbystantanderders s are are prepresensent t (Ha(Hawkiwkins, ns, PepPeplerler, , &&

Craig, 2001; Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Bertz, &Craig, 2001; Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Bertz, &

King, 1982). In fact, some research has indi-King, 1982). In fact, some research has indi-

cated that more than 80% of the time an ob-cated that more than 80% of the time an ob-

serserver ver witwitnesnesses ses vicvictimtimizaizatiotion n (O’(O’ConConnelnell,l,

Pepler, & Craig, 1999). Despite the presencePepler, & Craig, 1999). Despite the presence

of of wiwitntnesesseses s anand d bybyststanandedersrs, , neneararly ly 1 1 in in 33

children report victimization by a bully in thechildren report victimization by a bully in the

past 2 months (Frey, Hirschstein, Edstrom, &past 2 months (Frey, Hirschstein, Edstrom, &

Snell, 2009; Nansel et al., 2001; Wang, Ian-Snell, 2009; Nansel et al., 2001; Wang, Ian-

notti, & Nansel, 2009). Consequentially, bul-notti, & Nansel, 2009). Consequentially, bul-
lylyining g ococcucurs rs wiwith th an an auaudidienence ce of of memembmbererss

who who plaplay y mulmultiptiple le rolroles es (Sa(Salmalmavalvalli, li, LagLager-er-

spespetz, tz, BjoBjorkqrkqvisvist, t, OstOstermerman, an, & & KauKaukiakianennen,,

1996) and often fail to intervene on behalf of 1996) and often fail to intervene on behalf of 

the victim with regularity. These bullying in-the victim with regularity. These bullying in-

cidcidentents s havhave e laslastinting g negnegatiative ve effeffectects s on on thethe

bully, victim, and bystanders (Olweus, 2002;bully, victim, and bystanders (Olweus, 2002;

SweSwearearer, r, EspEspelaelage, ge, VilVillanlancoucourt, rt, & & HymHymel,el,

2010; Sweeting, Young, West, & Der, 2006;2010; Sweeting, Young, West, & Der, 2006;

Stevens, Oost, & Bourdeaudhuij, 2004).Stevens, Oost, & Bourdeaudhuij, 2004).
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The past 20 years have seen a burgeon-The past 20 years have seen a burgeon-

ing of bullying prevention programs (Fergu-ing of bullying prevention programs (Fergu-

son, Miguel, Kilburn, & Sanchez, 2007; Ryanson, Miguel, Kilburn, & Sanchez, 2007; Ryan

& & SmSmitith, h, 20200909; ; TtTtofi ofi & & FaFarrrriningtgtonon, , 20200909,,

2011). Researchers, school administrators, and2011). Researchers, school administrators, and

teachers have used myriad designs, theories,teachers have used myriad designs, theories,

and techniques in an attempt to mitigate theand techniques in an attempt to mitigate the

preprevalvalencence e of of bulbullyilying ng (As(Astortor, , MeyMeyer, er, BenBen--

benishty, Marachi, & Rosemond, 2005). Ttofibenishty, Marachi, & Rosemond, 2005). Ttofi

and and FarFarrinringtogton’s n’s (20(2011) 11) recrecent ent larlarge-ge-scascalele

meta-analysis of over 90 studies found that themeta-analysis of over 90 studies found that the

majority of these programs have been success-majority of these programs have been success-

ful at slowing the rate of bullying.ful at slowing the rate of bullying.

Although successful bullying programsAlthough successful bullying programs

remain important accomplishments, Ttofi andremain important accomplishments, Ttofi and

FarFarrinringtogton n (20(2011) 11) foufound nd thathat t few few proprogragramsms

specifically target the behavior of bystandersspecifically target the behavior of bystanders

(i.e.(i.e., , an an indivindividual who idual who witnewitnesses bullying)sses bullying)..

As such, prevention programs deemphasize aAs such, prevention programs deemphasize a

population that constitutes between 60% andpopulation that constitutes between 60% and

70% of primary or secondary school students70% of primary or secondary school students
(Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kerntic, 2005;(Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kerntic, 2005;

Rivers, Poteat, Noret, & Ashurst, 2009). ThisRivers, Poteat, Noret, & Ashurst, 2009). This

program oversight is unfortunate because ob-program oversight is unfortunate because ob-

servational research has found that when by-servational research has found that when by-

ststanandeders rs inintetervrvenene e on on bebehahalf lf of of ththe e vivictctimim,,

thethey y sucsuccescessfusfully lly abaabate te vicvictimtimizaizatiotion n mormoree

than 50% of the time (Craig, Pepler, & Atlas,than 50% of the time (Craig, Pepler, & Atlas,

2000; O’Connell et al., 1999).2000; O’Connell et al., 1999).

SupSupporported ted by by the the knoknowlewledge dge thathat t by-by-

standers can successfully intervene on behalf standers can successfully intervene on behalf 

of the victim, a small amount of literature hasof the victim, a small amount of literature has

focused recently on increasing this behavior.focused recently on increasing this behavior.

These programs explicitly emphasize the im-These programs explicitly emphasize the im-
portaportance nce of of bystabystander nder interinterventivention on behavbehaviorior

and measure this construct. Given these con-and measure this construct. Given these con-

ditions, the purpose of this meta-analysis is toditions, the purpose of this meta-analysis is to

synthsynthesize esize schooschool-basl-based ed bullybullying ing prevepreventionntion

progrprograms’ ams’ effeceffectiventiveness ess to to changchange e bystabystandernder

intervention behavior. We also aggregated theintervention behavior. We also aggregated the

program’s influence on empathy for the victimprogram’s influence on empathy for the victim

as as a a sesecocondndarary y sysyntnthehesisis s bebecacaususe e it it hahas s rere--

ceiceived ved recrecent ent invinvestestigaigatiotion n (Gi(Gini, ni, AlbAlbieriero,o,

Benelli, & Benelli, & AltoeAltoè, `, 2007). The 2007). The following sum-following sum-

mamaririzezes s ththe e rerelelevavant nt liliteteraratuturere, , prprovovidides es aa

comprcomprehensehensive ive examiexaminationation n of of the the synthsynthesisesis

proceprocess ss and and quantquantitatiitative ve analyanalysis sis outcooutcomes,mes,and elucidates moderator analysis and publi-and elucidates moderator analysis and publi-

cation bias results. Suggestions for future re-cation bias results. Suggestions for future re-

search and policy are also provided.search and policy are also provided.

Bullying in the SchoolsBullying in the Schools

DefinitionDefinition

OlweuOlweus s (1973(1973) ) first described bullyingfirst described bullying

as as “m“mobobbibingng” ” whwherere e a a grgrououp p or or inindidivividudualal

teases or harasses another individual. As such,teases or harasses another individual. As such,

early research focused solely on the physicalearly research focused solely on the physical
aspects of school environment (e.g., teacher–aspects of school environment (e.g., teacher–

student ratio), but found little connection tostudent ratio), but found little connection to

perpetration or victimization (Swearer et al.,perpetration or victimization (Swearer et al.,

2010). Recently, Frey et al. (2009) described2010). Recently, Frey et al. (2009) described

bulbullyilying ng as as a a socsocial ial conconstrstruct uct thathat t disdisrupruptsts

social connections among students. Ross andsocial connections among students. Ross and

HorHorner ner (20(2009) 09) sumsummarmarizeized d the the pleplethothora ra of of 

definitions:definitions:

Common definitions of Common definitions of  bullying bullying   involve re-  involve re-
peated acts of aggression, intimidations, orpeated acts of aggression, intimidations, or
coercion against a victim who is weaker incoercion against a victim who is weaker in
terms of physical size, psychological or so-terms of physical size, psychological or so-
cial power, or other factors that result in acial power, or other factors that result in a

notable power differential. (p. 748)notable power differential. (p. 748)

The bully construct has received muchThe bully construct has received much

rereseseararch ch anand d hohoststs s of of dedefinfinititioions ns reremamainin..

Taken togetherTaken together, , the the bully generally involvesbully generally involves

an individual or group who incites physical oran individual or group who incites physical or

ememototioionanal l ababususe e on on ananototheher r inindidivividudual al oror

group. Although other research exists on In-group. Although other research exists on In-

ternet and workplace bullying (Mishna, Cook,ternet and workplace bullying (Mishna, Cook,

Saini, Wu, & MacFadden, 2010), this reviewSaini, Wu, & MacFadden, 2010), this review

focuses on school bullying.focuses on school bullying.

PrevaPrevalence and lence and NegatNegative ive EffecEffectsts

School bullying is not a problem local toSchool bullying is not a problem local to
ththe e UnUnitited ed StStatateses; ; raraththerer, , it it is is rerecocogngnizizeded

worldwide (Espelage & Swearer, 2003). Re-worldwide (Espelage & Swearer, 2003). Re-

poportrts s frfrom om EuEurorope pe to to NoNortrth h AmAmerericica a hahaveve

indicated that anywhere from 1% to 50% of indicated that anywhere from 1% to 50% of 

students had been bullied or victimized withinstudents had been bullied or victimized within

the last 2 months (Wang et al., 2009). Somethe last 2 months (Wang et al., 2009). Some

observations have shown that as many as 30%observations have shown that as many as 30%

of students were involved in bullying as eitherof students were involved in bullying as either

the bully or victim (Frey et al., 2009). Hymelthe bully or victim (Frey et al., 2009). Hymel

and Swearer (2010) recently reported that 35%and Swearer (2010) recently reported that 35%

of of stustudendents ts indindicaicated ted beibeing ng bulbullielied d at at lealeastst

once in the last 2 months with as many as 11%once in the last 2 months with as many as 11%

of those sampled reported being bullied moreof those sampled reported being bullied morethan 2 or 3 times in the last 2 months. More-than 2 or 3 times in the last 2 months. More-

over, some research has found that bullyingover, some research has found that bullying

roles remain relatively stable across time. In aroles remain relatively stable across time. In a

School Psychology Review, 2012, Volume 41, No. 1School Psychology Review, 2012, Volume 41, No. 1
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sample of 516 middle school students, Espel-sample of 516 middle school students, Espel-

age, Bosworth, and Simon (2001) found thatage, Bosworth, and Simon (2001) found that

indivindividualiduals s who who perpeperpetratetrated d bullybullying ing conticontin-n-

ued to across multiple years. This finding hasued to across multiple years. This finding has

been replicated from other settings and popu-been replicated from other settings and popu-

lationlations s (McDo(McDougal, Hymel, ugal, Hymel, & & VaillVailliancoiancourt,urt,

2002009; 9; SchScholtolte, e, EngEngelsels, , OveOverberbeek, ek, KemKemp, p, &&

HaselHaselager, ager, 2007; Sourander2007; Sourander, , HelstHelstela, ela, Hele-Hele-

nius, & Piha, 2000).nius, & Piha, 2000).

AltAlthouhough gh bulbullyilying’ng’s s perpervasvasiveivenesness s isis

cause for concern, the negative consequencescause for concern, the negative consequences

relrelateated d to to bulbullyilying ng remremain ain tantantamtamounount. t. Re-Re-

seseararchcherers s hahave ve inindidicacateted d ththat at bubullllyiying ng hahass

beebeen n linlinked ked to to anganger er and and mismisconconducduct t (Bo(Bos-s-

worth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999), criminal orworth, Espelage, & Simon, 1999), criminal or

delinquent behavior (Olweus, 2002), and sui-delinquent behavior (Olweus, 2002), and sui-

cicidadal l idideaeatitionons s (K(Kalaltitialala-a-HeHeinino, o, RiRimpmpelela,a,

Marttunen, Rimpela, & Rantanen, 1999). Vic-Marttunen, Rimpela, & Rantanen, 1999). Vic-

timization, on the other hand, has been linkedtimization, on the other hand, has been linked

to to poopoor r phyphysicsical al heahealth lth (Ri(Rigbygby, , 1991999), 9), lowlow

self-esteem (Rigby & Slee, 1993), depressionself-esteem (Rigby & Slee, 1993), depression
(Sweeting et al., 2006), anxiety (Craig, 1994),(Sweeting et al., 2006), anxiety (Craig, 1994),

and school avoidance (Kochenderfer & Ladd,and school avoidance (Kochenderfer & Ladd,

1996). Indeed, the negative effects of bullying1996). Indeed, the negative effects of bullying

aannd d bbeeiinng g bbuulllliieed d aarre e ppeerrssiisstteennt t  aanndd

problematic.problematic.

Bystander Bystander 

Definition, Roles, and Negative EffectsDefinition, Roles, and Negative Effects

A A signisignificant proportioficant proportion n of of indivindividualidualss

within school systems are considered individ-within school systems are considered individ-

uals who are bystanders of bullying (Glew etuals who are bystanders of bullying (Glew et

alal., ., 20200505). ). TwTwememlolow, w, FoFonanagygy, , anand d SaSaccccoo
(20(2004) 04) defidefined ned a a bysbystantander der as as an an indindiviividuaduall

who lacks participation in bullying scenarioswho lacks participation in bullying scenarios

as either the bully or victim. The bystanderas either the bully or victim. The bystander

may actively intervene to stop the bully, en-may actively intervene to stop the bully, en-

courage the bully to continue, or view bullyingcourage the bully to continue, or view bullying

paspassivsivelyely; ; bysbystantanderders s can can be be eiteither her boyboys s oror

gigirlrls s (C(Cowowieie, , 20200000; ; SmSmitith, h, TwTwememlolow, w, &&

Hoover, 1998).Hoover, 1998).

ThTherere e arare e spspececifiific c roroleles s ththat at ththe e byby--

stander can demonstrate. Some authors referstander can demonstrate. Some authors refer

to the bystander as a passerby, observer, wit-to the bystander as a passerby, observer, wit-

ness, or participant (Salmivalli, Kaukianinen,ness, or participant (Salmivalli, Kaukianinen,

& Voeten, 2005; Twemlow et al., 2004); oth-& Voeten, 2005; Twemlow et al., 2004); oth-ers described roles in relation to sustaining orers described roles in relation to sustaining or

preventing the bullying behavior such as rein-preventing the bullying behavior such as rein-

forcer (e.g., laughing or seeing what is hap-forcer (e.g., laughing or seeing what is hap-

pening), assistant (e.g., follower of the bully),pening), assistant (e.g., follower of the bully),

defender (e.g., being supportive of the victim),defender (e.g., being supportive of the victim),

or or outoutsidsider er (e.(e.g., g., remremainaining ing awaaway y frofrom m thethe

bullying situation; Salmivalli et al., 1996). Forbullying situation; Salmivalli et al., 1996). For

the purpothe purposes of ses of thithis s revreviewiew, , we we defidefined thened the

bystander generally as any student who wit-bystander generally as any student who wit-

nessed a bullying episode, with the operation-nessed a bullying episode, with the operation-alializinzing g chacharacracterterististic ic beibeing ng the the witwitnesnessinsingg

prpresesenence ce of of bubullllyiyingng, , reregagardrdleless ss of of ototheherr

characteristics.characteristics.

DesDespitpite e thethese se litliteraeraturture e disdiscorcordandancesces,,

few few disdisagragree ee aboabout ut the the advadverserse e effeffectects s witwit--

nessing bullying can have on the bystander.nessing bullying can have on the bystander.

Bystanders felt significantly more uncomfort-Bystanders felt significantly more uncomfort-

able in bullying situations compared to bulliesable in bullying situations compared to bullies

(Stevens et al., 2004), and reported feelings of (Stevens et al., 2004), and reported feelings of 

anxiety and insecurity (Rigby & Slee, 1993).anxiety and insecurity (Rigby & Slee, 1993).

This anxiety due to witnessing bullying hasThis anxiety due to witnessing bullying has

been linked to aggressive retaliation (Musher-been linked to aggressive retaliation (Musher-

Eizenman et al., 2004), and the fear of beingEizenman et al., 2004), and the fear of being

bullied often prevented bystanders from seek-bullied often prevented bystanders from seek-

ing adult help (Unnever & Cornell, 2003). Aing adult help (Unnever & Cornell, 2003). A

rerececent nt lalargrge-e-scscalale e ststududy y cocondnducucteted d in in ththee

United Kingdom found that compared to per-United Kingdom found that compared to per-

petrators, bystanders were at elevated risk forpetrators, bystanders were at elevated risk for

nonclinical outcomes (i.e., interpersonal sen-nonclinical outcomes (i.e., interpersonal sen-

sitivity), and compared to victims bystanderssitivity), and compared to victims bystanders

were more likely to have elevated levels of were more likely to have elevated levels of 

substance abuse (Rivers et al., 2009).substance abuse (Rivers et al., 2009).

Evidence of the Bystanders’ Effects onEvidence of the Bystanders’ Effects on

BullyingBullying

Individuals who are bystanders remainIndividuals who are bystanders remain
present more than 80% of bullying situationspresent more than 80% of bullying situations

(O’Connell et al., 1999), and therefore some(O’Connell et al., 1999), and therefore some

resresearearch ch has has focfocuseused d on on a a socsocialial-ec-ecoloologicgicalal

model of bullying prevention and interventionmodel of bullying prevention and intervention

(Frey et al., 2009; Swearer & Espelage, 2004).(Frey et al., 2009; Swearer & Espelage, 2004).

The social presence and pervasiveness of theThe social presence and pervasiveness of the

bystander fosters myriad opportunities to in-bystander fosters myriad opportunities to in-

tervetervene. ne. For For exampexample, le, bystabystanders nders supposupportedrted

vicvictimtims s by by repreportorting ing bulbullielies s to to aduadults lts whewhenn

participating in a setting specifically designedparticipating in a setting specifically designed

to change bullying behavior patterns throughto change bullying behavior patterns through

bystanders (Sharp, Sellors, & Cowie, 1994).bystanders (Sharp, Sellors, & Cowie, 1994).

Ross and Horner (2009) recently implementedRoss and Horner (2009) recently implementeda school-wide bullying intervention programa school-wide bullying intervention program

that resulted in a decrease in reinforcing by-that resulted in a decrease in reinforcing by-

stastandender r behbehaviavior or and and bulbullyilying ng perperpetpetratrationion

A Meta-Analysis of School-Based BullyingA Meta-Analysis of School-Based Bullying
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overall. Moreover, interventions that focusedoverall. Moreover, interventions that focused

on dealing with conflict through peers insteadon dealing with conflict through peers instead

of direct interventions with adults led to pos-of direct interventions with adults led to pos-

itive effects (Cowie & Hutson, 2006), and anitive effects (Cowie & Hutson, 2006), and an

individual’s willingness to intervene in bully-individual’s willingness to intervene in bully-

ining g sisitutuatatioions ns wawas s ininveversrselely y rerelalateted d to to ththee

amoamount unt of of peepeer-gr-grouroup p bulbullyilying ng perperpetpetratrationion

(Espelage, Green, & Polanin, 2011).(Espelage, Green, & Polanin, 2011).

Bystander Intervention ProgramBystander Intervention Program

CharacteristicsCharacteristics

To date, best practice guidelines to pro-To date, best practice guidelines to pro-

mote effective bystander intervention behav-mote effective bystander intervention behav-

iors remain undefined because research find-iors remain undefined because research find-

ings varied widely with regard to their imple-ings varied widely with regard to their imple-

menmentattation ion focfocuseuses s and and appapproaroacheches. s. SevSeveraerall

mediums for interventions have been studiedmediums for interventions have been studied

to to teateach ch chichildrldren en aboabout ut bysbystantander der behbehaviavior,or,

incincludluding ing claclassrssroomoom-ba-based sed dradrama ma (Me(Merrerrell,ll,

2004), media such as videotaped reenactments2004), media such as videotaped reenactments
(McLaughlin, 2009; Schumacher, 2007), and(McLaughlin, 2009; Schumacher, 2007), and

individualized computer-adaptive software toindividualized computer-adaptive software to

track students’ progress within social scenar-track students’ progress within social scenar-

ios ios and and proprovidvided ed feefeedbadback ck on on effeffectective ive by-by-

stander behavior (Evers, Prochaska, Van Mar-stander behavior (Evers, Prochaska, Van Mar-

ter, Johnson, & Prochaska, 2007). However,ter, Johnson, & Prochaska, 2007). However,

all of these programs focus on bystander be-all of these programs focus on bystander be-

hahavivior or peperhrhapaps, s, bebecacaususe e ththerere e seseemems s to to bebe

some support for targeting peer-group behav-some support for targeting peer-group behav-

iors to mitigate individual bullying (Salmivalliiors to mitigate individual bullying (Salmivalli

et et al., al., 1996)1996). . Peer-Peer-group intervegroup interventionntions s oftenoften

encouencourage rage bystabystander nder interinterventivention on (Andr(Andreou,eou,

DiDidadaskskalalouou, , & & VlVlacachohou, u, 20200808; ; FrFrey ey et et alal.,.,

20200909; ; StStevevenens s et et alal., ., 20200000) ) or or enenhahancnce e byby--

stastandender r empempathathy y for the for the vicvictim tim (Gi(Gini ni et et al.al.,,

2007; Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008).2007; Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008).

However, few studies have examined the ef-However, few studies have examined the ef-

fects of peer-group interventions on previctimfects of peer-group interventions on previctim

empempathathy y (Me(Merrerrell, ll, GueGueldnldner, er, RosRoss, s, & & IsaIsava,va,

2002008) 8) and and thethere re are are resresultulting ing guiguideldelineines s toto

promote this behavior.promote this behavior.

Previous Meta-Analyses on BullyingPrevious Meta-Analyses on Bullying
Prevention ProgramsPrevention Programs

A number of recent quantitative meta-A number of recent quantitative meta-

analyses (Ferguson et al., 2007; Ttofi & Far-analyses (Ferguson et al., 2007; Ttofi & Far-riringngtoton, n, 20200909, , 20201111; ; MeMerrrrelell l et et alal., ., 20200808;;

Smith, Schneider, Smith, & Ananiadou, 2004)Smith, Schneider, Smith, & Ananiadou, 2004)

and and quaqualitlitatiative ve syssystemtematiatic c revreviewiews s (Ry(Ryan an &&

Smith, 2009) have been conducted regardingSmith, 2009) have been conducted regarding

bulbullyilying ng and and vicvictimtimizaizatiotion n intinterverventention ion andand

prevention programs. However, none of theseprevention programs. However, none of these

memetata-a-ananalylyseses s fofocucusesed d spspececifiificacalllly y on on byby--

stander intervention constructs. Merrell et al.’sstander intervention constructs. Merrell et al.’s

(2008) review included three studies that mea-(2008) review included three studies that mea-

sured “intervesured “intervene ne to to stop bullying behaviorstop bullying behavior,”,”
which resulted in a mean effect size of 0.17,which resulted in a mean effect size of 0.17,

but this was a secondary analysis of a smallbut this was a secondary analysis of a small

number of studies. Therefore, the goal of thenumber of studies. Therefore, the goal of the

present study was to conduct a meta-analysispresent study was to conduct a meta-analysis

thathat t wouwould ld dirdirectectly ly addaddresress s bysbystantander der intinter-er-

vention behavior and empathy attitudes.vention behavior and empathy attitudes.

GivGiven en thithis s goagoal, l, two two priprimarmary y resresearearchch

questions are addressed:questions are addressed:

1. 1. WhWhat is at is ththe e avavereragage e trtreaeatmtmenent t efeffefectct,,

across the current literature, of bullyingacross the current literature, of bullying

preveprevention programs on ntion programs on bystabystander in-nder in-

tervention behavior?tervention behavior?

2. 2. What sWhat study chtudy charactaracteristieristics prodcs produced tuced thehe
largest treatment effect?largest treatment effect?

A A sesecocondndarary y rereseseararch ch ququesestition on adad--

dressed bystander empathy for the victim:dressed bystander empathy for the victim:

3. 3. WhWhat is at is ththe e avavereragage e trtreaeatmtmenent t efeffefectct,,

across the current literature, of bullyingacross the current literature, of bullying

prevention programs on bystander em-prevention programs on bystander em-

pathy for the victim?pathy for the victim?

MethodMethod

Search StrategySearch Strategy

We used a comprehensive search to re-We used a comprehensive search to re-

trieve articles from the international researchtrieve articles from the international research

liliteteraratuture re wiwiththin in ththe e lalast st 30 30 yeyearars s (1(1989800 ––

2010). We searched primarily five online da-2010). We searched primarily five online da-

tabastabases: es: DisseDissertatirtation on AbstrAbstracts acts InterInternationational,nal,

EdEducucatatioion n ReResosoururceces s InInfoformrmatatioion n CeCentnterer

(ERIC), PsycINFO, Medline, and Science Di-(ERIC), PsycINFO, Medline, and Science Di-

rerectct. . CoCombmbininatatioions ns of of ththe e fofollllowowining g tetermrmss

werwere e useused: d: “by“bystastandender r or or parparticticipaipant nt or or de-de-

fender or other, ” “bully or victim, ” “school,fender or other, ” “bully or victim, ” “school,

school program, or program, ” “prevention orschool program, or program, ” “prevention or

intervention, ” “aggression, ” and “not higherintervention, ” “aggression, ” and “not higher

education or not cyber-bully.” To ensure thateducation or not cyber-bully.” To ensure that

the the ideidentintified fied stustudiedies s focfocuseused d on on bysbystantanderder

behavior as the primary goal, these terms werebehavior as the primary goal, these terms were

searched in the abstract of the study. In addi-searched in the abstract of the study. In addi-
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titionon, , we we seseararchched ed ththe e bibiblblioiogrgrapaphihies es of of alalll

articles selected for relevant studies.articles selected for relevant studies.

The search retrieved 360 total articles,The search retrieved 360 total articles,

but only 83 were unique and compared to thebut only 83 were unique and compared to the

criteria listed in the next section. Of those 83,criteria listed in the next section. Of those 83,

53 were 53 were deemdeemed irrelevaned irrelevant, 13 t, 13 did not did not addreaddressss

the intervene construct, 6 failed to include athe intervene construct, 6 failed to include a
control group, and 1 was a repeat of a previouscontrol group, and 1 was a repeat of a previous

study. Finally, we corresponded with a num-study. Finally, we corresponded with a num-

ber of experts in the field to ensure inclusionber of experts in the field to ensure inclusion

of of all all relevrelevant ant articarticles. This les. This correcorrespondspondenceence

prprododucuced ed 1 1 rerelelevavant nt ststududy. y. HeHencnce, e, we we rere--

viewed and included 11 studies total.viewed and included 11 studies total.

Criteria for Considering Studies for Criteria for Considering Studies for 

Review Review 

The The prepresensent t stustudy dy focfocuseused d on on schschoolool--

based interventions that emphasized changingbased interventions that emphasized changing

the bystander’s intervention behavior. To as-the bystander’s intervention behavior. To as-

sesess ss ththe e efeffefectcts s of of ththesese e prprogograramsms, , we we cocol-l-

lected peer-reviewed studies published or con-lected peer-reviewed studies published or con-

ducted from 1980 to 2010, based solely withinducted from 1980 to 2010, based solely within

a school system and intended purposefully toa school system and intended purposefully to

modify bystander intervention behavior. Sub-modify bystander intervention behavior. Sub-

sequently, we excluded studies that focused onsequently, we excluded studies that focused on

chachanginging ng bulbullyilying ng behbehaviaviors ors priprimarmarily ily andand

collected a bystander measure only as a sec-collected a bystander measure only as a sec-

ondary procedure. The review included inter-ondary procedure. The review included inter-

ventions from the United States and Europe,ventions from the United States and Europe,

but but we we limlimiteited d incincluslusion ion to to EngEnglislish-wh-writrittenten

studies.studies.

We reviewed studies that included par-We reviewed studies that included par-

ticipants from the kindergarten through 12th-ticipants from the kindergarten through 12th-

grgradade e popopupulalatitionon, , bubut t inintetervrvenentitionons s wiwithth

school-aged children based outside the schoolschool-aged children based outside the school

sesettttining g wewere re exexclclududeded. . In In adaddidititionon, , we we atat--

tempted to collect studies that included “at-tempted to collect studies that included “at-

risk” students and the general population, butrisk” students and the general population, but

nonone ne of of ththe e ststududieies s didiststininguguisishehed d bebetwtweeeenn

these populations. It should be mentioned thatthese populations. It should be mentioned that

one one stustudy dy attattempempted ted to to decdeconsonstrutruct ct the the by-by-

ststanandeder r ininto to seseveveraral l tytypepes s of of bybyststanandeders rs toto

observe treatment effects (Evers et al., 2007).observe treatment effects (Evers et al., 2007).

Although the deconstruction was informative,Although the deconstruction was informative,

it it wawas s ththe e ononly ly ststududy y to to imimplplememenent t susuch ch aa

procedure. As such, for that study we used theprocedure. As such, for that study we used the

avavereragage e inintetervrvenentition on efeffefectcts s acacroross ss alall l byby--

stander types.stander types.

FurthFurthermorermore, e, we we incluincluded ded only studiesonly studies

that used a treatment-control research design.that used a treatment-control research design.

These designs included true experimental ran-These designs included true experimental ran-

domly assigned groups, nonrandom quasi-ex-domly assigned groups, nonrandom quasi-ex-

peperirimementntal al dedesisigngns, s, anand d nononrnranandodomlmly y asas--

signed matched group. We also included allsigned matched group. We also included all

control group types; these included wait list,control group types; these included wait list,
treattreatment-ment-as-usas-usual, ual, and and “stra“straw-manw-man.” .” How-How-

eveever, r, sinsinglegle-gr-group oup prepre/po/post-st-testest t (e.(e.g., g., gaigainn

scores) and cohort designs were excluded.scores) and cohort designs were excluded.

OutcomesOutcomes

Studies must have included a bystanderStudies must have included a bystander

intervention measure. We operationalized thisintervention measure. We operationalized this

outcome as a measure that assessed the con-outcome as a measure that assessed the con-

tribution of the bystander to a bullying situa-tribution of the bystander to a bullying situa-

tion (Frey et al., 2005, 2009). Therefore, wetion (Frey et al., 2005, 2009). Therefore, we

incincludluded ed stustudiedies s thathat t meameasursured ed intintentention ion toto

intinterverveneene, , intintentention ion to to stostop p bulbullyilying, ng, dirdirectect

intintervervententionion, , or or conconververselsely, y, difdifficuficulty lty in in re-re-

spospondinding ng assassertertiveively ly to to a a bulbullyilying ng sitsituatuationion..

For example, Andreou et al. (2008) includedFor example, Andreou et al. (2008) included

items that assessed students’ intention to in-items that assessed students’ intention to in-

tervene on a 5-point Likert scale. We includedtervene on a 5-point Likert scale. We included

iteitems ms thathat t conconcercerned ned stustudendents’ ts’ intintentention ion toto

“seek teacher’s help,” “react against bullying,”“seek teacher’s help,” “react against bullying,”

and “support the victims of bullying” (p. 241).and “support the victims of bullying” (p. 241).

TaTablble e 1 1 prprovovidides es ththe e memeasasurures es ususeded, , ththee

stustudy’dy’s s stastated ted conconstrstructuct, , and and the the numnumber ber of of 

items combined to create the measure.items combined to create the measure.

In addition to the intervention outcome,In addition to the intervention outcome,

we collected results of the program’s effectswe collected results of the program’s effects

on changes in attitudes of empathy toward theon changes in attitudes of empathy toward the

victim. We operationalized the empathy out-victim. We operationalized the empathy out-

come as a measure that indicated empathy forcome as a measure that indicated empathy for

the victim. For instance, Stevens et al. (2000)the victim. For instance, Stevens et al. (2000)

used an empathy measure that included “feel-used an empathy measure that included “feel-

ing sad about students who are bullied” anding sad about students who are bullied” and

“unpleasantness when another student is being“unpleasantness when another student is being

bullied” (p. 26). Measures that included itemsbullied” (p. 26). Measures that included items

similar to this construct constituted an empa-similar to this construct constituted an empa-

thy scale. We should also mention that thisthy scale. We should also mention that this

ououtctcomome e coconsnstititututeted d a a sesecocondndarary y ououtctcomomee

measure and thus was not a criterion for syn-measure and thus was not a criterion for syn-

thethesis sis incincluslusionion. . StuStudiedies s thathat t incincludluded ed a a by-by-

stastandender r intinterverventention ion behbehaviavior or meameasursure e butbut

failed to include a measure of empathy werefailed to include a measure of empathy were

included.included.
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AAs s sshhoowwn n iin n TTaabblle e 11, ,  110 0 oof f tthhe e 8833

unique articles met the inclusion criteria andunique articles met the inclusion criteria and

were included in the meta-analysis. We dis-were included in the meta-analysis. We dis-

concontintinued ued the the litliteraeraturture e seasearch rch on on May May 20,20,

2010, but added 1 article brought to our atten-2010, but added 1 article brought to our atten-

tion 3 months later, which brought the totaltion 3 months later, which brought the total

number to 11 studies.number to 11 studies.

CodingCoding

Study details, appropriate program, andStudy details, appropriate program, and

sample information were coded directly intosample information were coded directly into

an an EXCEXCEL EL (20(2010) 10) datdatabaabase. se. ThiThis s incincludludeded

pubpubliclicatiation on yeayear, r, pubpubliclicatiation on typtype, e, funfundindingg

proviprovided, country of ded, country of origiorigin n and and publipublicatiocation,n,

program location, treatment and control sam-program location, treatment and control sam-

ple ple chacharacracterterististics ics (e.(e.g., g., ageage, , gengenderder, , racrace,e,

SESSES, , disdisabiabilitlitiesies), ), proprogragram m chacharacracterterististicsics

(e.g., length of time, intervention details), and(e.g., length of time, intervention details), and

progrprogram am facilfacilitatoitator. r. In In additaddition, ion, intervinterventioentionnand and empempathathy y outoutcomcome e meameasursures es werwere e tratran-n-

scribed. By coding directly into the EXCELscribed. By coding directly into the EXCEL

database, we eliminated errors that might havedatabase, we eliminated errors that might have

occurred during the normal transcription phaseoccurred during the normal transcription phase

(Lipsey & Wilson, 2001).(Lipsey & Wilson, 2001).

The first author coded all 12 studies, butThe first author coded all 12 studies, but

one independent rater coded a randomly se-one independent rater coded a randomly se-

lected portion of studies (5) for reliability pur-lected portion of studies (5) for reliability pur-

poses. The two raters agreed 92% of the time.poses. The two raters agreed 92% of the time.

The coders came to an agreement for all dis-The coders came to an agreement for all dis-

crepancies prior to completion.crepancies prior to completion.

AnalysisAnalysis

Quantitative synthesis, or meta-analysis,Quantitative synthesis, or meta-analysis,

is a statistical technique that combines relatedis a statistical technique that combines related

research studies to estimate an overall treat-research studies to estimate an overall treat-

menment t effeffect ect (Co(Coopeoper, r, HedHedgesges, , & & ValValententineine,,

2002009; 9; GlaGlass, ss, 1971976; 6; HedHedges ges & & OlkOlkin, in, 1981985).5).

Often, and in the case of the present review,Often, and in the case of the present review,

metmeta-aa-analnalysiysis s aggaggregregateates s tretreatmatment ent effeffectect

sizes to assess an intervention’s effectiveness.sizes to assess an intervention’s effectiveness.

ThThe e pupurprposose e of of a a memetata-a-ananalylysisis, s, ththenen, , is is toto

generalize findings across multiple treatmentgeneralize findings across multiple treatment

and setting types, participants, and times (Mattand setting types, participants, and times (Matt

& Cook, 2009). We conducted analyses using& Cook, 2009). We conducted analyses usingSPSS (2010) and Comprehensive Meta-Anal-SPSS (2010) and Comprehensive Meta-Anal-

ysiysis s (Bo(Borenrenstestein, in, HedHedgesges, , HigHiggingins, s, & & RotRoth-h-

stein, 2005) software.stein, 2005) software.

IndepIndependenendent t findinfindings.gs.   A   A parparamoamountunt

meta-analytic assumption is independence of meta-analytic assumption is independence of 

findings. Cooper (2010) discussed several oc-findings. Cooper (2010) discussed several oc-

currences that constitute nonindependence andcurrences that constitute nonindependence and

their effects on subsequent findings. Thus, wetheir effects on subsequent findings. Thus, we

conducted several common procedures to en-conducted several common procedures to en-

sure independent findings. To ensure that onlysure independent findings. To ensure that onlyone effect size was derived from each inter-one effect size was derived from each inter-

vention, we used only the first treatment out-vention, we used only the first treatment out-

come reported for studies that reported multi-come reported for studies that reported multi-

ple post-treatment outcomes (see Andreou etple post-treatment outcomes (see Andreou et

al.al., , 2002008). 8). If If stustudiedies s impimplemlementented ed intinterverven-en-

titionons s wiwith th twtwo o grgrououps ps bubut t ononly ly onone e cocontntroroll

grogroup, up, we we synsynthethesizsized ed the the tretreatmatment ent effeffectectss

prior to calculating the study effect size (seeprior to calculating the study effect size (see

McLaughlin, 2009). Finally, if one author im-McLaughlin, 2009). Finally, if one author im-

plemented an intervention and published mul-plemented an intervention and published mul-

titiplple e arartiticlcles es on on ththe e sasame me sasampmplele, , ththen en wewe

reviewed only the first article published (seereviewed only the first article published (see

Frey et al., 2005, 2009).Frey et al., 2005, 2009).

EffEffect ect sizsize e metmetricrics.s.   Th  The e majmajoriority ty of of 

effect sizes calculated used a continuous scale.effect sizes calculated used a continuous scale.

As such, the appropriate effect size metric wasAs such, the appropriate effect size metric was

the the standstandardizardized ed mean mean diffedifference (Equationrence (Equation

1):1):

d d 
 X  X GG11 X  X GG22

S S  p p
(1(1))

where the numerator is the mean differ-where the numerator is the mean differ-

enence ce bebetwtweeeen n trtreaeatmtmenent t anand d cocontntrorol l grgrououpp

posttests, and the denominator is the pooledposttests, and the denominator is the pooled

stastandandard rd devdeviatiation ion for for the the intinterverventention ion andand

comparison groups. Further, allcomparison groups. Further, all d  d  metrics were metrics were

biabias s corcorrecrected ted usiusing ng HedHedgesges’s ’s (19(1981) 81) smasmallll

sample correction (sample correction (gg). This correction as well). This correction as well

as as ththe e sasampmpliling ng vavaririanance ce is is rereprpresesenenteted d byby

Equations 2 and 3:Equations 2 and 3:

gg 11     33

44 N  N  99
**d d     (2(2))

Var Var gg  nnGG11 nnGG22

nnGG11nnGG22



gg22

22nnGG11 nnGG22
   (3(3))

wherewhere    N N   is   is the total the total samsampleple,,    d d   is   is ththee

original standardized mean difference, andoriginal standardized mean difference, and n n
G1G1
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andand    nnG2G2   rep  represenresent t the the treattreatment and ment and contrcontrolol

group sample sizes, respectively.group sample sizes, respectively.

In addition, we calculated logged oddsIn addition, we calculated logged odds

ratio effect sizes for two studies that used aratio effect sizes for two studies that used a

catcategoegoricrical al outoutcomcome e meameasursure e (Ev(Evers ers et et al.al.,,

2007; Merrell, 2004). Both measures were ob-2007; Merrell, 2004). Both measures were ob-

serservatvationions s of of tretreatmatment ent and and concontrotrol l parpartictici-i-panpants ts durduring ing frefree e perperiod iod timtimes. es. The The autauthorhorss

observed how many times treatment childrenobserved how many times treatment children

intervened (or intended to intervene) in a bul-intervened (or intended to intervene) in a bul-

lyilying ng sitsituatuation ion comcomparpared ed to to chichildrldren en in in thethe

control group. Standard odds ratio calculationscontrol group. Standard odds ratio calculations

were first used (Sanchez-Meca et al., 2003).were first used (Sanchez-Meca et al., 2003).

We then converted the logged odds ratio intoWe then converted the logged odds ratio into

a standardized mean difference as outlined bya standardized mean difference as outlined by

Lipsey & Wilson (2001) (Equations 4 and 5):Lipsey & Wilson (2001) (Equations 4 and 5):

d d 
  3 3 ** ln lnOROR


   (4(4 ))

SE SE 
  3 3 ** SE  SE lnlnOROR

22

33    (5(5 ))

whewhere re ln(ln(OR) OR) reprepresresentents s the the orioriginginalal

logged odds ratio and SElogged odds ratio and SEln(OR)ln(OR)   represents the  represents the

original sampling variance.original sampling variance.

Missing data.Missing data.   Only one of the studies  Only one of the studies

failed to provide appropriate descriptive sta-failed to provide appropriate descriptive sta-

tistics. Schumacher (2007) provided only atistics. Schumacher (2007) provided only a    t t 

stastatististictic, , as as welwell l as as samsample ple sizsizes, that es, that comcom--

pared the treatment and control groups. Lipseypared the treatment and control groups. Lipsey

and and WilWilson son (20(2001) 01) proprovidvided ed an an appappropropriariatete
conversion (Equation 6):conversion (Equation 6):

 ES  ES smsm t t nn11 nn22

nn11nn22

(6(6 ))

wherewhere    t t   repr  representesents s thethe    t t   sta  statistitistic c thethe

study provided,study provided,   nn11  represents the sample size represents the sample size

of the treatment group, andof the treatment group, and   nn22   represents the  represents the

sample size of the control group.sample size of the control group.

Random effects model.Random effects model.   We assumed  We assumed

that the treatments were derived from a ran-that the treatments were derived from a ran-

dom sample of the literature but lacked a com-dom sample of the literature but lacked a com-mon effect size. Given this assumption, Bo-mon effect size. Given this assumption, Bo-

rerensnsteteinin, , HeHedgdgeses, , HiHigggginins, s, anand d RoRoththststeieinn

(2010) posited that the random effects model(2010) posited that the random effects model

was was mosmost t appappropropriariate. te. We We furfurthether r assassumeumedd

that an underlying distribution of effect sizesthat an underlying distribution of effect sizes

was plausible; thus our goal, given the randomwas plausible; thus our goal, given the random

effects framework, was to estimate the distri-effects framework, was to estimate the distri-

bution’s mean and confidence interval.bution’s mean and confidence interval.

To estimate a random effects mean andTo estimate a random effects mean and

coconnfidfidenence ce inintterervaval, l, wwe e cacalclcululatateed d ththeeweighted treatment effect of each study. Theweighted treatment effect of each study. The

weighweighted ted effeceffect t estimestimation ation synthsynthesizeesized d bothboth

within-study error variance and common be-within-study error variance and common be-

twetween-en-stustudy dy varvarianiance. ce. We We reprepresresentented ed thithiss

weight calculation as Equation 7:weight calculation as Equation 7:

W W ii
11

V V ii T T 22
   (7(7))

wherewhere W  W  represents the represents the i ith study weight,th study weight,

V V 
ii   indi  indicates cates the the withiwithin-stun-study dy error error variavariance,nce,

andand T  T 22 represents the between-study variance.represents the between-study variance.

We used these weights then to estimate theWe used these weights then to estimate the
combined treatment effect. This can be repre-combined treatment effect. This can be repre-

sented by Equation 8:sented by Equation 8:

 M  M 
W W ii * *  g gii

W W ii
(8(8))

wherewhere M  M  represents the combined effect, represents the combined effect,

W W 
ii

  repre  represents sents thethe    iith th ststududy y weweigightht, , anandd    gg
ii

indicindicates ates HedgeHedges’s s’s effeceffect t sizesize    gg   fo  for r ththee    iithth

study. Further, we calculated confidence inter-study. Further, we calculated confidence inter-

vals andvals and  pp  values by taking the square root of  values by taking the square root of 

the inverse of the sum of the weights.the inverse of the sum of the weights.

ModerModerator ator analyanalysis.sis.   A   A crcrititicical al nenextxt

step to the investigation of effect size distri-step to the investigation of effect size distri-

butbution ion is is modmoderaerator tor anaanalyslysis. is. We We stastarterted d byby

calculating the homogeneity statisticcalculating the homogeneity statistic   QQ. This. This

statistic provided information about the distri-statistic provided information about the distri-

bution of effect sizes, and a large test statisticbution of effect sizes, and a large test statistic

(i.(i.e., e., rejrejectecting ing the the nulnull l hyphypothothesiesis s of of stustudydy

homogeneity) indicated that moderator analy-homogeneity) indicated that moderator analy-

ses ses werwere e appappropropriariate te (Ra(Raudeudenbunbush, sh, 2002009).9).

GivGiven en thithis s stastatististictical al conconfirmfirmatiation, on, we we useusedd

procedures analogous to analysis of varianceprocedures analogous to analysis of variance

(ANOVA), where one attempts to model ef-(ANOVA), where one attempts to model ef-

fect-fect-size size heterheterogeneogeneity ity assocassociated iated with with cate-cate-gorical study-level variables. Further, becausegorical study-level variables. Further, because

of the small number of studies that constitutedof the small number of studies that constituted

the review, we calculated the variance compo-the review, we calculated the variance compo-
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nenent nt acacroross ss alall l grgrououps ps rarathther er ththan an wiwiththinin

groups as is generally conducted (Hedges &groups as is generally conducted (Hedges &

Vevea, 1998).Vevea, 1998).

Lipsey (2009) discussed three types of Lipsey (2009) discussed three types of 

indepindependenendent t variavariables bles commcommon on to to meta-meta-ana-ana-

lytic practice: extrinsic variables, method vari-lytic practice: extrinsic variables, method vari-

ables, and substantive variables. Extrinsic andables, and substantive variables. Extrinsic and
method variables relate to the study’s dissem-method variables relate to the study’s dissem-

ininatatioion n (i(i.e.e., ., pupublblisishehed d or or ununpupublblisishehed) d) oror

methomethodologdological ical constconstraintraints s (i.e(i.e., ., randorandomizedmized

or nonrandomized). Substantive variables, onor nonrandomized). Substantive variables, on

the other hand, should be regarded as variablesthe other hand, should be regarded as variables

of interest and generally include characteris-of interest and generally include characteris-

tics of the population or treatment. For thistics of the population or treatment. For this

revreviewiew, , we we codcoded ed subsubstastantintive ve indindepeependendentnt

variables to reflect the participant’s age, lengthvariables to reflect the participant’s age, length

of treatment, and treatment type (e.g., individ-of treatment, and treatment type (e.g., individ-

ual or group).ual or group).

Finally, we conducted a moderator anal-Finally, we conducted a moderator anal-

ysysis is prprococededurure e ananalalogogouous s to to reregrgresessisionon,,weighted meta-regression. This statistical pro-weighted meta-regression. This statistical pro-

cedure allows for the simultaneous estimationcedure allows for the simultaneous estimation

of study-level effects, but shares the problemsof study-level effects, but shares the problems

of typical regression (Cooper, 2010). For thisof typical regression (Cooper, 2010). For this

revreviewiew, , we we modmodeleeled d two two indindepeependendent nt varvari-i-

ablables es simsimultultaneaneousously, ly, tretreatmatment ent poppopulaulatiotionn

(categorical variable) and the percent of males(categorical variable) and the percent of males

in the treatment group.in the treatment group.

SensiSensitivittivity y analyanalysis.sis.   Tw  Two o of of ththe e rere--

viviewewed ed ststududieies s cocontntriribubuteted d a a memeasasurure e ththatat

used an odds ratio. To ensure that study find-used an odds ratio. To ensure that study find-

ings were not biased by including these mea-ings were not biased by including these mea-

sures, we conducted a sensitivity analysis. Thesures, we conducted a sensitivity analysis. The
analysis consisted of removing the 2 studiesanalysis consisted of removing the 2 studies

(Evers et al., 2007; Merrell, 2004) and recal-(Evers et al., 2007; Merrell, 2004) and recal-

culating the weighted effect size. We hypoth-culating the weighted effect size. We hypoth-

esized that no difference would be found be-esized that no difference would be found be-

tween the two types of measurements.tween the two types of measurements.

Publication bias.Publication bias.   Publication bias re-  Publication bias re-

mained an important consideration during themained an important consideration during the

liliteteraratuture re seseararch ch anand d ananalalysyseses. . RoRosesentnthahall

(1979) introduced the “file-drawer problem,”(1979) introduced the “file-drawer problem,”

which stated that studies with small or nonsig-which stated that studies with small or nonsig-

nificant effect sizes tended to remain unpub-nificant effect sizes tended to remain unpub-

lished. To combat this problem, we includedlished. To combat this problem, we includedunpunpublublishished ed worworks ks frofrom m thrthree ee disdissersertattationionss

and one master’s thesis (Rothstein, Sutton, &and one master’s thesis (Rothstein, Sutton, &

Borenstein, 2005).Borenstein, 2005).

To avoid and interpret the overestima-To avoid and interpret the overestima-

tion of the random-effects estimate, we usedtion of the random-effects estimate, we used

the nonparametric trim and fill procedure (Du-the nonparametric trim and fill procedure (Du-

val & Tweedie, 2000) to assess the sensitivityval & Tweedie, 2000) to assess the sensitivity

of results to publication bias. This procedureof results to publication bias. This procedure

estimates the number of publications theoret-estimates the number of publications theoret-

ically missing because of funnel plot asymme-ically missing because of funnel plot asymme-try, and then recalculates the random-effectstry, and then recalculates the random-effects

mean and confidence interval to include themean and confidence interval to include the

impimputeuted d mismissinsing g stustudiedies. s. We We alsalso o repreportorteded

RoRosesentnthahal’l’s s fafailil-s-safafe e N N (1(197979) 9) anand d EgEggeger,r,

Davey Smith, Schnieder, & Minder’s (1997)Davey Smith, Schnieder, & Minder’s (1997)

regression coefficient.regression coefficient.

ResultsResults

Meta-Analysis LiteratureMeta-Analysis Literature

Table 1 provides characteristics for eachTable 1 provides characteristics for each

study included in the review. The studies re-study included in the review. The studies re-

viewed include 7 published journal articles, 1viewed include 7 published journal articles, 1book chapter, and 3 unpublished papers (twobook chapter, and 3 unpublished papers (two

dissertations and one master’s thesis). Sevendissertations and one master’s thesis). Seven

of the 11 studies were conducted within theof the 11 studies were conducted within the

United States and the other 4 were conductedUnited States and the other 4 were conducted

in Belgium, Finland, Greece, and Italy, respec-in Belgium, Finland, Greece, and Italy, respec-

tivtivelyely. . All All stustudiedies s werwere e comcomplepleted ted betbetweeweenn

2000 and 2010.2000 and 2010.

One article contributed two effect sizesOne article contributed two effect sizes

becbecausause e it it incincludluded ed two two mutmutualually ly excexcluslusiveive

interinterventiventions ons from from two two separseparate ate populpopulationationss

(Stevens et al., 2000). Therefore, we synthe-(Stevens et al., 2000). Therefore, we synthe-

sisizezed d a a tototatal l of of 12 12 inintetervrvenentitionons. s. EaEach ch of of 

the 12 interventions included a treatment andthe 12 interventions included a treatment and

control group; 4 of the 12 programs used qua-control group; 4 of the 12 programs used qua-

si-experimental design and the other 8 used asi-experimental design and the other 8 used a

rarandndomomizized ed exexpeperirimementntal al dedesisigngn. . A A tototatall

of of 1212,8,874 74 ststududenents ts papartrticicipipatated ed in in ththe e 1212

interventions.interventions.

Outcome Effect SizesOutcome Effect Sizes

Bystander intervention outcome.Bystander intervention outcome. As As

delineated in Lipsey and Wilson (2001), wedelineated in Lipsey and Wilson (2001), we

estimated the random effects weighted meanestimated the random effects weighted mean

by using Equation 8. The results revealed aby using Equation 8. The results revealed a

statistically significant positive weighted aver-statistically significant positive weighted aver-

age (age (gg


.20,.20,    pp


.001, 95% CI.001, 95% CI


.11 to .29)..11 to .29).In In othother er worwords, ds, the the tretreatmatment ent incincreareased sed by-by-

stander intervention behavior 20% of one stan-stander intervention behavior 20% of one stan-

dardard d devdeviatiation ion mormore e thathan n indindiviividuaduals ls in in thethe
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control group. Table 2 provided a forest plot of control group. Table 2 provided a forest plot of 

the random-effects model’s relevant statistics.the random-effects model’s relevant statistics.

EmpatEmpathy hy outcooutcome.me.   Of   Of ththe e 12 12 ininteter-r-

ventions used to calculate the bystander inter-ventions used to calculate the bystander inter-

vention outcome weighted average, 8 includedvention outcome weighted average, 8 included

a measure on victim empathy. As previouslya measure on victim empathy. As previously

conducted, we used a random effects model toconducted, we used a random effects model to

estestimaimate te the the weiweightghted ed tretreatmatment ent meamean. n. TheThe

results revealed a very small, nonstatisticallyresults revealed a very small, nonstatistically

signisignificant result ficant result ((gg       .05,  .05,    pp       .38) with a  .38) with a

conconfidefidence nce intinterverval al thathat t incincludluded ed zerzero o (95(95%%

CICI      .0.07 7 to to .1.17)7). . ThThe e smsmalall l nunumbmber er of of 

stustudiedies s thathat t incincludluded ed a a meameasursure e of of empempathathyy

mamay y nonot t prprovovidide e enenouough gh popowewer r to to dedetetect ct aa

small effect. Therefore, the results of this anal-small effect. Therefore, the results of this anal-

ysiysis s shoshould uld be be conconsidsidereered d incinconconcluslusive ive (se(seee

Table 3).Table 3).

Moderator AnalysisModerator Analysis

We categorized the effect sizes into sev-We categorized the effect sizes into sev-

eraeral l relrelevaevant nt grogroups ups and and conconducducted ted the the ranran--

dom-effects ANOVA-like analysis (Table 4).dom-effects ANOVA-like analysis (Table 4).

A A statisstatisticaltically ly signisignificantficant    QQ   value   value indicindicatedated

appropriate heterogeneity between studies thatappropriate heterogeneity between studies that

Table 3Table 3
Summary Statistics for Empathy Effect SizesSummary Statistics for Empathy Effect Sizes

SSttuuddy  y  NNaamme  e  HHeeddggeess’’   gg

StandardStandard

ErrorError

LowerLower

LimitLimit

UpperUpper

LLiimmiit  t  ZZ--VVaalluuee    pp-Value-Value

AndreouAndreou    ..119  9  ..1100    ..338  8  ..0011    11..990  0  ..0066

FonagyFonagy    ..223  3  ..0099    .40.40    .07.07    22..775  5  ..0011

FFrreey  y  ..118  8  ..007  7  ..005  5  ..331  1  22..772  2  ..0011

KKaarrnna  a  ..115  5  ..002  2  ..110  0  ..119  9  66..662  2  ..0011

McLaughlinMcLaughlin    ..117  7  ..3322    ..880  0  ..4455    ..005  5  ..5599

SScchhuummaacchheer  r  ..229  9  ..007  7  ..115  5  ..443  3  44..113  3  ..0011

Stevens “A”Stevens “A”    ..005  5  ..1122    ..228  8  ..1188    ..440  0  ..6699

SStteevveenns  s  ““BB”  ”  ..114  4  ..1100    ..006  6  ..333  3  11..335  5  ..1188

OOvveerraalll  l  ..005  5  ..0066    ..007  7  ..117  7  ..774  4  ..4466

Table 2Table 2
Summary Statistics for Bystander Intervention Effect SizesSummary Statistics for Bystander Intervention Effect Sizes

SSttuuddy  y  NNaamme  e  HHeeddggeess’’   gg

StandardStandard

ErrorError

LowerLower

LimitLimit

UpperUpper

LLiimmiit  t  ZZ--VVaalluuee    pp-Value-Value

AndreouAndreou    ..001  1  ..1100    ..220  0  ..1199    ..004  4  ..9977

EEvveerrs  s  ..446  6  ..009  9  ..227  7  ..664  4  44..888  8  ..0011

FFoonnaaggy  y  ..005  5  ..0088    ..111  1  ..222  2  ..662  2  ..5544

FFrreey  y  ..111  1  ..0077    ..002  2  ..224  4  11..668  8  ..0099

KKaarrnna  a  ..114  4  ..002  2  ..110  0  ..119  9  66..551  1  ..0011

MMccLLaauugghhlliin  n  ..221  1  ..3322    ..442  2  ..883  3  ..665  5  ..5522

MMeennssiinni  i  ..003  3  ..1122    ..221  1  ..226  6  ..222  2  ..8822

MMeerrrreelll  l  ..660  0  ..9900    11..117  7  22..224  4  ..666  6  ..5511

SScchhuummaacchheer  r  ..443  3  ..007  7  ..229  9  ..557  7  66..008  8  ..0011

SStteevveenns  s  ““AA”  ”  ..006  6  ..1122    ..117  7  ..229  9  ..553  3  ..6600

SStteevveenns  s  ““BB”  ”  ..339  9  ..110  0  ..119  9  ..559  9  33..889  9  ..0011

WWhhiittaakkeer  r  ..225  5  ..005  5  ..115  5  ..334  4  55..116  6  ..0011

OOvveerraalll  l  ..220  0  ..004  4  ..111  1  ..228  8  44..554  4  ..0011
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measured the bystander intervention constructmeasured the bystander intervention construct

((QQ  39.81,39.81,   df df  11,11,   pp  .001;.001;   I I 22  72.36).72.36).

However, because of the relatively small num-However, because of the relatively small num-

ber of studies that included an empathy mea-ber of studies that included an empathy mea-

sure, we sure, we chose not to chose not to conduconduct moderator anal-ct moderator anal-

yses to protect against findings of chance.yses to protect against findings of chance.

The results of these analyses were de-The results of these analyses were de-

composed into substantive and methodologi-composed into substantive and methodologi-

cal characteristics. Samples that consisted of cal characteristics. Samples that consisted of 

high school students only generated a signifi-high school students only generated a signifi-

cancantly tly gregreateater r tretreatmatment ent effeffect ect (ES(ES       0.43,  0.43,

CICI       .3  .33 3 to to .5.52) 2) cocompmparared ed to to sasampmpleles s of of 

primary schools only (ESprimary schools only (ES  0.14, CI0.14, CI  .11 to.11 to
.18). We further assessed sample differences.18). We further assessed sample differences

by conducting an analysis to evaluate locationby conducting an analysis to evaluate location

didiffffererenenceces. s. ThThe e reresusultlts s rerevevealaled ed ththat at prpro-o-

grams located in the United States (US) didgrams located in the United States (US) did

not differ significantly from those located innot differ significantly from those located in

Europe (EU; US ESEurope (EU; US ES     0.26, EU ES 0.26, EU ES     0.13, 0.13,

 p p  .17)..17).

AnoAnothether r subsubstastantintive ve modmoderaeratortor, , tretreat-at-

menment t lenlengthgth, , faifailed led to to proproducduce e sigsignifinificancantlytly

grgreeatater er trtreaeatmtmenent t eeffffecects ts (1(1––2 2 momonnththss

ESES  0.31, 6–12 months ES0.31, 6–12 months ES  0.16;0.16; p p  .09)..09).

Similarly, treatments that included a parentalSimilarly, treatments that included a parental

component (e.g., parent guides, parent trainingcomponent (e.g., parent guides, parent training

sessions) failed to influence the treatment sig-sessions) failed to influence the treatment sig-

nificantly compared to programs without thenificantly compared to programs without the

component (parent included EScomponent (parent included ES  0.19, parent0.19, parent
excluded ESexcluded ES  0.20,0.20,  pp  .92)..92).

We We alalso so grgrououpeped d ththe e ststududieies s by by whwhoo

facilitated the treatment programs. The teach-facilitated the treatment programs. The teach-

Table 4Table 4
Moderator & Meta-regression Analysis of Bystander InterventionModerator & Meta-regression Analysis of Bystander Intervention

Effect SizesEffect Sizes

MMooddeerraattoor  r  K  K  HHeeddggeess’’   gg    95% 95% C.I.C.I.    pp-value-value

PopulationPopulation

33rdrd–8–8thth GGrraadde  e  8  8  ..114  4  ..1111,  ,  ..118  8  ..0044

99thth–12–12thth GradeGrade    4  4  ..443  3  ..3333,  ,  ..5522

LocationLocation

UUnniitteed  d  SSttaattees  s  7  7  ..226  6  ..1144,  ,  ..338  8  ..1177

EEuurrooppe  e  5  5  ..1133    .01, .26.01, .26

TreatmTreatment ent lengthlength

11––2  2  mmoonntthhs  s  5  5  ..331  1  ..1166,  ,  ..445  5  ..0099

66––112  2  mmoonntthhs  s  7  7  ..116  6  ..0066,  ,  ..2255

Parent ComponentParent Component

YYees  s  5  5  ..119  9  ..0088,  ,  ..331  1  ..9922

NNo  o  7  7  ..220  0  ..0077,  ,  ..3344

FacilitatorFacilitatoraa

TTeeaacchheer  r  7  7  ..115  5  ..0099,  ,  ..222  2  ..0011

OOtthheer  r  4  4  ..443  3  ..3300,  ,  ..5566

AssignmentAssignment
NNoonn--RRaannddoom  m  4  4  ..1177    ..0011,  ,  ..335  5  ..7744

RRaannddoom  m  8  8  ..221  1  ..1100,  ,  ..3311

PublicaPublication tion typetype

PPeeeerr--rreevviieew  w  8  8  ..116  6  ..0066,  ,  ..225  5  ..0077

NNoonn--ppeeeer  r  rreevviieew  w  4  4  ..332  2  ..1177,  ,  ..4488

Meta-RegressionMeta-Regression       S  S..EE.  .  ZZ--ssccoorre  e  pp--vvaalluuee

PercePercent nt MaleMale    ..001  1  ..00009  9  11..004  4  ..1155

HS (1HS (1  YYeess)  )  ..225  5  ..113  3  11..998  8  ..0022

  p p  .05; a-Menesini et al. (2003) did not indicate the facilitator; HS.05; a-Menesini et al. (2003) did not indicate the facilitator; HS  High School sample.High School sample.
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ers implemented a significant portion of theers implemented a significant portion of the

programs for 7 of the 12 programs. Four otherprograms for 7 of the 12 programs. Four other

programs were facilitated by the researcher, aprograms were facilitated by the researcher, a

counselor, or in one case (Evers et al., 2007),counselor, or in one case (Evers et al., 2007),

with computer software. One study failed towith computer software. One study failed to

indicate who implemented the program (Me-indicate who implemented the program (Me-

nesnesiniini, , CodCodecaecasa, sa, BenBenellelli, i, & & CowCowie, ie, 2002003).3).
The results of this moderator analysis revealedThe results of this moderator analysis revealed

significantly greater treatment effects for pro-significantly greater treatment effects for pro-

grams that implemented the program with fa-grams that implemented the program with fa-

cicililitatatotors rs ototheher r ththan an ththe e teteacacheher r (t(teaeachcherer

ESES  0.15, other ES0.15, other ES  0.43,0.43,  pp  .01). How-.01). How-

ever, serious caution should be given to thisever, serious caution should be given to this

finding because two of the four programs thatfinding because two of the four programs that

used researchers as facilitators had the small-used researchers as facilitators had the small-

est sample sizes, and therefore this could be aest sample sizes, and therefore this could be a

reflection of imprecision or biased effects be-reflection of imprecision or biased effects be-

cacaususe e of of smsmalall l sasampmpleles s (L(Levevinine, e, AsAsadada, a, &&

Carpenter, 2009).Carpenter, 2009).

Finally, we conducted moderator analy-Finally, we conducted moderator analy-
ses ses with two with two methomethodologdological groupingical groupings. s. WeWe

first observed mean group differences betweenfirst observed mean group differences between

randomly assigned (RA) and nonrandomly as-randomly assigned (RA) and nonrandomly as-

signed treatments (NRA) groups. The resultssigned treatments (NRA) groups. The results

indicated that there were no statistically sig-indicated that there were no statistically sig-

nifinificancant t difdifferferencences es (RA (RA ESES       0.2  0.21, 1, NRANRA

ESES  0.17,0.17, p p  .74). We also estimated group.74). We also estimated group

diffedifferencerences s betwebetween en peer-peer-reviereviewed wed (PR) (PR) andand

nonpeer-reviewed studies (NPR). The resultsnonpeer-reviewed studies (NPR). The results

of of this calculatithis calculation on revearevealed led that nonpeer-rthat nonpeer-re-e-

viewed studies did not produce a greater treat-viewed studies did not produce a greater treat-

ment effect (PR ESment effect (PR ES  0.16, NPR ES0.16, NPR ES  0.32,0.32,

 p p  .07)..07).
In addition to the ANOVA-like model-In addition to the ANOVA-like model-

ing, we conducted a weighted regression anal-ing, we conducted a weighted regression anal-

yses. This analysis allowed us to estimate theyses. This analysis allowed us to estimate the

effeceffects ts of of severseveral al predipredictors ctors simulsimultaneotaneously.usly.

We hypothesized that the percentage of malesWe hypothesized that the percentage of males

in in the the tretreatmatment ent intintervervententionions s and and proprogragramsms

conducted in a high school would be signifi-conducted in a high school would be signifi-

cacantntly ly rerelalateted d to to ththe e trtreaeatmtmenent t efeffefect ct (i(i.e.e.,.,

Hedges’sHedges’s  gg). The results of this analysis again). The results of this analysis again

revealed that, after controlling for the percent-revealed that, after controlling for the percent-

agage e of of mamaleles s in in ththe e trtreaeatmtmenent t grgrououp, p, hihighgh

school samples produced a greater treatmentschool samples produced a greater treatment

efeffefect ct cocompmparared ed to to mimiddddle le or or elelememenentataryryschooschool l interinterventiventions ons ((     0.25,  0.25,    Z Z       1.98,  1.98,

 p p  .05). These results bolstered the previous.05). These results bolstered the previous

findings.findings.

To ensure that the overall effect size wasTo ensure that the overall effect size was

not not upwupwardardly ly biabiased sed by by incincludluding ing difdifferferentent

meameasursuremeementsnts, , we we conconducducted ted a a sensensitsitiviivityty

analysis removing studies that used a dichot-analysis removing studies that used a dichot-

omoomous us outoutcomcome. e. The The resresultults s of of the the anaanalyslysisis

foufound nd thathat t the the oveoveralrall l weiweightghted ed effeffect ect sizsizee

decreased slightly (original ESdecreased slightly (original ES      0.20, mod- 0.20, mod-ified ESified ES  0.18). The overall effect remained0.18). The overall effect remained

statistically and practically significant.statistically and practically significant.

Publication BiasPublication Bias

We applied Duval and Tweedie’s (2000)We applied Duval and Tweedie’s (2000)

trim and fill procedure to address publicationtrim and fill procedure to address publication

bias. This procedure revealed that one nega-bias. This procedure revealed that one nega-

tivtive e resresult ult was was mismissinsing g frofrom m the the bysbystantanderder

intervention outcomes. However, the imputedintervention outcomes. However, the imputed

missing values would only slightly change themissing values would only slightly change the

oveoveralrall l fixefixed d effeffect ect sizsize e (ES(ES       0.20)  0.20); ; moremore

important, it remained practically and statisti-important, it remained practically and statisti-

cally significant (see Figure 1). We also usedcally significant (see Figure 1). We also used
Rosenthal’s fail-safe N procedure; the resultsRosenthal’s fail-safe N procedure; the results

of of thithis s calcalculculatiations ons indindicaicated ted thathat t 236 236 nulnulll

studies would be required to result in a non-studies would be required to result in a non-

signisignificant ficant findinfinding. g. EggerEgger’s ’s regreregression ssion interinter--

cept coefficient calculation also produced non-cept coefficient calculation also produced non-

significant results (significant results (
00

 0.57,0.57, p p  .26). Taken.26). Taken

together, we concluded that the review’s re-together, we concluded that the review’s re-

sults were not affected significantly by publi-sults were not affected significantly by publi-

cation bias.cation bias.

DiscussionDiscussion

The purpose of this quantitative synthe-The purpose of this quantitative synthe-

sis was sis was to to exaexaminmine e the treatthe treatmenment t effeffectects s of of 
bullying prevention programs on bystander in-bullying prevention programs on bystander in-

tervetervention behaviontion behavior. r. EmpatEmpathy hy for the for the victivictimm

was also synthesized as a secondary outcome,was also synthesized as a secondary outcome,

but was not of primary purpose for the currentbut was not of primary purpose for the current

review. In total, we reviewed 11 studies (12review. In total, we reviewed 11 studies (12

effect sizes) from the United States and Eu-effect sizes) from the United States and Eu-

rope that included 12,874 children.rope that included 12,874 children.

Using meta-analytic techniques, the re-Using meta-analytic techniques, the re-

sults revealed that the intervention behavior of sults revealed that the intervention behavior of 

bysbystantanderders s incincreareased sed (i.(i.e., e., bysbystantanderders s indindi-i-

cated greater intervention behavior in bullyingcated greater intervention behavior in bullying

sisitutuatatioionsns) ) cocompmparared ed to to cocontntrorol l grgrououps ps ((gg

.2.20)0). . ThThe e reresusultlts s of of a a sesecocondndarary y ananalalysysisis
revrevealealed ed thathat t intinterverventention ion proprogragrams ms did did notnot

have a similar effect on empathy for the victimhave a similar effect on empathy for the victim

((gg  .05), but this finding should be viewed as.05), but this finding should be viewed as
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inconclusive because of the small number of inconclusive because of the small number of 

studies that reported this outcome and its sec-studies that reported this outcome and its sec-

ondary nature.ondary nature.

These overall results mirrored the find-These overall results mirrored the find-

ings of a previously conducted small synthe-ings of a previously conducted small synthe-

sis. Merrell et al. (2008) synthesized bullyingsis. Merrell et al. (2008) synthesized bullying

prevention programs to investigate the effectsprevention programs to investigate the effects

of the programs on bullying perpetration, butof the programs on bullying perpetration, but

alalso so ininclclududed ed seseveveraral l sesecocondndarary y memeasasurureses

(e.g., bystander intervention behavior, empa-(e.g., bystander intervention behavior, empa-
thythy). ). The The autauthorhors s repreportorted ed smasmall ll but but sigsignifinifi--

cant treatment effects for bystander interven-cant treatment effects for bystander interven-

tion behavior (tion behavior (k k  3,3,  gg  .17) and nonsignif-.17) and nonsignif-

icant negative effects with regard to empathyicant negative effects with regard to empathy

((k k         3,3,    gg      .10.10). ). TakTaken en togtogethether, er, thethesese

replications results provided evidence againstreplications results provided evidence against

mono-operation bias and thus greater validitymono-operation bias and thus greater validity

(Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).(Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).

ModerModerator analyses also ator analyses also revearevealed led sev-sev-

ereral al finfindidingngs s of of inintetererestst. . ReResusultlts s of of bobothth

ANOVA-like and weighted-regression analy-ANOVA-like and weighted-regression analy-

ses ses revrevealealed ed thathat t the the tretreatmatment ent effeffectects s werweree

greater for high school only samples. This isgreater for high school only samples. This is
somewsomewhat hat surprsurprising because ising because some some scholscholarsars

have postulated that bullying prevention pro-have postulated that bullying prevention pro-

grams are more effective for middle school-grams are more effective for middle school-

aged children (Williford et al., 2011). Theseaged children (Williford et al., 2011). These

results may indicate that bystander interven-results may indicate that bystander interven-

tion behavior is a developmental process andtion behavior is a developmental process and

programs may not influence younger studentsprograms may not influence younger students

as intended.as intended.

The purpose of meta-analytic research isThe purpose of meta-analytic research is

to to gegeneneraralilize ze finfindidingngs s acacroross ss popopupulalatitionons,s,

tretreatmatmentents, s, outoutcomcomes, es, and and desdesignigns s (Ma(Matt tt &&

Cook, 2009). Cook, 2009). AlthoAlthough ugh this synthesis aggre-this synthesis aggre-

gated a smaller number of studies, its findingsgated a smaller number of studies, its findings
rendered generalizability of bullying preven-rendered generalizability of bullying preven-

tion program’s effects on the bystander inter-tion program’s effects on the bystander inter-

vention construct. A few factors bolster thisvention construct. A few factors bolster this

belief.belief.

The populations assessed varied acrossThe populations assessed varied across

ageages, s, loclocatiationsons, , and and tretreatmatmentents. s. The The larlargesgestt

effects were found for high school only sam-effects were found for high school only sam-

ples; however, an overall significant treatmentples; however, an overall significant treatment

efeffefect ct wawas s alalso so fofounund d fofor r ththe e tototatal l sasampmplele..

With regard to location, no significant differ-With regard to location, no significant differ-

ences were found between U.S. and Europeanences were found between U.S. and European

samples. In addition, the studies employed asamples. In addition, the studies employed a

wiwide de vavaririetety y of of trtreaeatmtmenent t prprogograrams ms ththatat
proveproved d efficaefficaciouscious. . ModerModerator ator analyanalyses ses alsoalso

suggested that study design, publication type,suggested that study design, publication type,

and and parparentental al comcomponponentents s proproducduced ed simsimilailarr

--22..0  0  --11..5  5  --11..0  0  --00..5  5  00..0  0  00..5  5  11..0  0  11..5  5  22..00

00.0.0

00.2.2

00.4.4

00.6.6

00.8.8

11.0.0

   S   S
   t   t  a  a
  n  n
   d   d
  a  a
  r  r
   d   d
   E   E
  r  r
  r  r
  o  o
  r  r

Funnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges’s gFunnel Plot of Standard Error by Hedges’s g

Hedges’sHedges’s g g 

FiFigurgure e 1. 1. TriTrim m and fill and fill fufunnennel l plplot of ot of intintererveventntioion n efeffefect ct sisizezes. s. ThiThis s figfigureure
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findings across studies. These results consti-findings across studies. These results consti-

tututeted d a a tetest st of of efeffefectcts s hoholdldining g “a“acrcrososs s prpre-e-

sumed irrelevancies” (Shadish et al., 2002, p.sumed irrelevancies” (Shadish et al., 2002, p.

455) and increases the findings’ external va-455) and increases the findings’ external va-

lidity. Further investigation and evaluation islidity. Further investigation and evaluation is

cercertaitainly nly reqrequiruired, ed, but but thethese se resresultults s shoshoulduld

cautiously suggest program generalizability.cautiously suggest program generalizability.

LimitationsLimitations

SeSeveveraral l lilimimitatatitionons s shshouould ld be be nonoteted.d.

First, this meta-analysis included only 11 stud-First, this meta-analysis included only 11 stud-

ieies s anand d 12 12 efeffefect ct sisizezes. s. AlAlththouough gh we we totook ok 

precautions to ensure unbiased effect sizes andprecautions to ensure unbiased effect sizes and

findings, a great deal of caution should be usedfindings, a great deal of caution should be used

whewhen n intinterperpretreting ing the the findfindingings. s. The The findfindingingss

from a small collection of studies, no matterfrom a small collection of studies, no matter

the statisticathe statistical l techntechnique or ique or numbnumber er of of studestudentsnts

surveyed, should not enact immediate policysurveyed, should not enact immediate policy

and and prapractictical cal chachangenges. s. ThiThis s becbecomeomes s espespe-e-

cially clear when one considers the effect of cially clear when one considers the effect of 
stustudiedies s acracross oss timtime. e. RecRecent ent resresearearch ch in in thethe

field of meta-analysis publication bias has in-field of meta-analysis publication bias has in-

dicated that as programs increase in size anddicated that as programs increase in size and

fidelity, effect sizes tend to decrease (Trikali-fidelity, effect sizes tend to decrease (Trikali-

nos & Ioannidis, 2005). Therefore, we plan tonos & Ioannidis, 2005). Therefore, we plan to

update these results periodically to observe theupdate these results periodically to observe the

effect of time.effect of time.

Second, because of the nature of meta-Second, because of the nature of meta-

anaanalyslyses, es, caucausal sal infinfereerencences s shoshould uld be be stastatedted

caucautiotiouslusly. y. QuaQuantintitattative ive metmeta-aa-analnalysiysis, s, al-al-

thougthough h statistatisticastically lly sophisophisticasticated ted and and imporimpor--

tatantnt, , reremamainins s esessesentntiaialllly y an an obobseservrvatatioionanall

ststududy y (L(Lipipsesey y & & WiWilslsonon, , 20200101; ; CoCoopoper er &&
Hedges, 2009). On the other hand, the sampleHedges, 2009). On the other hand, the sample

of studies we synthesized contained only thoseof studies we synthesized contained only those

that used a treatment and control group, andthat used a treatment and control group, and

these research designs constitute the most ef-these research designs constitute the most ef-

ficient measure of treatment effect (Shadish etficient measure of treatment effect (Shadish et

al.al., , 2002002). 2). TheTherefreforeore, , the the synsynthethesis sis of of thethesese

results should partially reflect the nature of theresults should partially reflect the nature of the

primary studies.primary studies.

ThThirird, d, bebecacaususe e of of ththe e lolow w nunumbmber er of of 

studies per factor, the ANOVA-like moderatorstudies per factor, the ANOVA-like moderator

anaanalyslyses es gengeneraerated ted relrelatiativelvely y low low stastatististicticalal

powpower er and and the the resresultults s shoshould uld be be intinterperpretreteded

with caution (Hedges & Pigott, 2004). More-with caution (Hedges & Pigott, 2004). More-
ovoverer, , ththe e lolow w nunumbmber er of of ststududieies s peper r grgrououpp

cocoululd d eaeasisily ly cacapipitatalilize ze on on chchanancece, , or or ththee

groupings may reflect some other unforeseengroupings may reflect some other unforeseen

variable. This becomes especially clear withvariable. This becomes especially clear with

regregard ard to to the the stustudiedies s grogroupeuped d by by tretreatmatmentent

length. As alluded to previously, a majority of length. As alluded to previously, a majority of 

the studies grouped in the 1–2 month categorythe studies grouped in the 1–2 month category

were the smallest of studies. Smaller studieswere the smallest of studies. Smaller studies

tend to produce larger and more unstable ef-tend to produce larger and more unstable ef-

fect sizes (Levine et al., 2009), and thereforefect sizes (Levine et al., 2009), and therefore
the grouping could reflect this phenomenon.the grouping could reflect this phenomenon.

Fourth, although we made efforts to col-Fourth, although we made efforts to col-

leclect t all all priprimarmary y stustudiedies s thathat t focfocuseused d on on by-by-

stander intervention behavior, it is quite pos-stander intervention behavior, it is quite pos-

sible that studies failed to be included. Newsible that studies failed to be included. New

matermaterial ial publipublished shed postspostsearchearch, , misspmisspecifieecifiedd

search terms, or simple human error couldsearch terms, or simple human error could

all cause inadvertent omission of extant lit-all cause inadvertent omission of extant lit-

erature. As such, we must temper our infer-erature. As such, we must temper our infer-

ences with regard to the extrapolation of thisences with regard to the extrapolation of this

information.information.

Implications for Future Policy andImplications for Future Policy and

PracticePractice

ThThis is memetata-a-ananalylysisis s shshouould ld hehelp lp cacau-u-

titiououslsly y to to shshifift t ththe e ememphphasasis is of of popolilicy cy anandd

practice. The results of this meta-analysis re-practice. The results of this meta-analysis re-

vealed two implications for policy. First, statevealed two implications for policy. First, state

and national bullying legislation should imple-and national bullying legislation should imple-

ment and evaluate programs that address bul-ment and evaluate programs that address bul-

lying behaviors as a group process. Preventionlying behaviors as a group process. Prevention

frframamewewororks ks anand d prprogograrams ms ththat at atattetempmpt t toto

abate bullying within schools are increasinglyabate bullying within schools are increasingly

empemphashasiziizing ng chachangenges s in in schschool ool cliclimatmate e thathatt

desist reinforcing bystander behavior or bul-desist reinforcing bystander behavior or bul-

lying perpetration (Cohen, 2006). The resultslying perpetration (Cohen, 2006). The results
of of ththis is ststududy y susupppporort t ththesese e efeffofortrts s to to raraisisee

awareness about the participant roles, to en-awareness about the participant roles, to en-

courage active and prosocial behavior, and tocourage active and prosocial behavior, and to

provide opportunities to role-play and practiceprovide opportunities to role-play and practice

bystander intervention in vivo.bystander intervention in vivo.

Second, the results of this meta-analysisSecond, the results of this meta-analysis

revrevealealed ed thathat t bulbullyilying ng preprevenventiotion n proprogragramsms

migmight ht be be effeffectective ive at at encencourouragiaging ng prepresocsocialial

bystabystander nder interinterventivention on when when the the frameframework,work,

progrprogram, am, and/oand/or r curricurriculum culum expliexplicitly citly targetargett

bystabystander attitudes and nder attitudes and behabehaviorsviors. . It It is is simplsimplyy

nonot t susuffifficicienent t to to ononly ly dedefinfine e prprososocociaial l byby--

ststanandeder r bebehahaviviorors, s, susuch ch as as wawalk lk awawayay, , gegett
help, or stand up to those engaged in bullying.help, or stand up to those engaged in bullying.

PolPolicy icy musmust t encencourourage age the the adoadoptiption on of of propro--

gragrams ms and and intintervervententionions s thathat t shishift ft attattituitudesdes
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supportive of intervention (willingness to in-supportive of intervention (willingness to in-

tertervenvene) e) and and behbehaviaviors ors thrthrougough h a a conconsissistententt

message about intervention and ample supportmessage about intervention and ample support

from adults and administrators.from adults and administrators.

Future ResearchFuture Research

This research suggests important futureThis research suggests important future
projects. First, primary research should focusprojects. First, primary research should focus

on designing programs, implementing change,on designing programs, implementing change,

and and meameasursuring ing the the bysbystantander der conconstrstructuct. . AsAs

mentioned previously, researchers should fo-mentioned previously, researchers should fo-

cus on changing the behavior of the bystander.cus on changing the behavior of the bystander.

Second, further work is required to evaluateSecond, further work is required to evaluate

the effects of bystander behavior on bullying.the effects of bystander behavior on bullying.

This meta-analysis merely demonstrated thatThis meta-analysis merely demonstrated that

explicitly stated bystander programs have theexplicitly stated bystander programs have the

ability to increase bystander intervention be-ability to increase bystander intervention be-

havhaviorior. . HowHoweveever, r, futfuture ure resresearearch ch musmust t concon--

titinunue e to to asassesess ss hohow w bybyststanandeders rs imimplplememenentt

these processes and the direct effects on activethese processes and the direct effects on activebullying. Third, the results from the empathybullying. Third, the results from the empathy

review revealed inconclusive findings. Futurereview revealed inconclusive findings. Future

research is required to elucidate the effects of research is required to elucidate the effects of 

prevention programs on this outcome. Finally,prevention programs on this outcome. Finally,

continued quantitative syntheses that focus oncontinued quantitative syntheses that focus on

bysbystantander der behbehaviavior or are are reqrequiruired. ed. CerCertaitainlynly

only 11 studies from the last 10 years cannotonly 11 studies from the last 10 years cannot

accaccuraurateltely y desdescricribe be the the scoscope pe of of thithis s ississue.ue.

FuFututure re memetata-a-ananalylyseses s shshouould ld inincocorprpororatate,e,

hopefully, new relevant literature.hopefully, new relevant literature.

FootnoteFootnote

*Article used in meta-analysis.*Article used in meta-analysis.
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