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Bullying among youth at school continues to be a global challenge. Being exposed to bullying may be especially hurtful
in adolescence, a vulnerable period during which both peer group belonging and status become key concerns. In the
current review, we first summarize the effectiveness of the solutions that were offered a decade ago in the form of
anti-bullying programs. We proceed by highlighting some intriguing challenges concomitant to, or emerging from
these solutions, focusing especially on their relevance during adolescence. These challenges are related to (1) the rela-
tively weak, and highly variable effects of anti-bullying programs, (2) the complex associations among bullying, victim-
ization, and social status, (3) the questions raised regarding the beneficial (or possibly iatrogenic) effects of peer
defending, and (4) the healthy context paradox, that is, the phenomenon of remaining or emerging victims being worse
off in contexts where the average levels of victimization decrease. We end by providing some suggestions for the next
decade of research in the area of bullying prevention among adolescents.
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Bullying is a pervasive global problem that has
attracted researchers’ attention for five decades. It
is typically defined as repeated, intentional hurting
of a person who is weaker or less powerful than
the perpetrator(s) (e.g., Olweus, 1978; Salmivalli &
Peets, 2018). Bullying can be direct, such as physi-
cal or verbal attacks, indirect (also referred to as
relational bullying), such as social exclusion and
rumor-spreading, or it can happen online.

Although systematic bullying of selected peers
already exists at a young age (e.g., Perren & Alsa-
ker, 2006), adolescence is a period when the impor-
tance of peers—in terms of both belonging and
prominence in the peer group—is pronounced
(LaFontana & Cillessen, 2010; Newman & New-
man, 2001). It is also a period of elevated risk for
the onset of anxiety and depression, and peer vic-
timization is predictive of both (Stapinski, Araya,
Heron, Montgomery, & Stallard, 2015). Being bul-
lied affects the development of personal identity as
well (van Hoof, Raaijmakers, van Beek, Hale, &
Aleva, 2008)—a key developmental task of adoles-
cence. Victimization can be even directed at one’s
(ethnic, sexual, etc.) identity: bias-based bullying
targeted at youth with marginalized identities is

common (Gal�an, Stokes, Szoko, Abebe, & Culyba,
2021). Peer-victimized adolescents have often expe-
rienced victimization for a long time (Troop-
Gordon, 2017), are less likely than younger chil-
dren to tell adults about it (Blomqvist, Saarento, &
Salmivalli, 2020), and have little trust in adults’
capability to help solve the problem (Elledge et al.,
2013). Aggressors tend to become more popular
(Cillessen & Borch, 2006; Cillessen & Mayeux,
2004) and peer group norms are increasingly
approving of bullying (Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004)
in (pre)adolescence. Peer-victimized adolescents’
plight certainly deserves attention.

The present review focuses on bullying and vic-
timization among (pre)adolescents in the school context,
with an eye to prevention and intervention. Rather
than systematically reviewing research from the
past decade and ending with implications for inter-
ventions, we start the current paper with a sum-
mary of the effectiveness of the solutions that were
offered a decade ago (i.e., implementing school-
based anti-bullying programs) and then selectively
focus on a few timely topics that represent either
enduring challenges in the field of bullying preven-
tion, or new challenges raised by the solutions that
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have been developed and implemented. Although
research on cyberbullying has grown exponen-
tially, we chose to exclude it from the current
review, due to the massive amount of research
and reviews recently published on the topic (in-
cluding a “mapping review of systematic reviews”
(Kwan et al., 2020). Also, aggression and victim-
ization in the romantic/dating context (Wincentak,
Connolly, & Card, 2017) are beyond the scope of
the present article. Finally, the decade ended with
the covid-19 pandemic, which affected many
aspects of adolescents’ lives, including schooling
and social contacts overall. This bears conse-
quences for peer relations, including bullying and
victimization. Studies have only started to emerge
around this topic, and it is not the time to review
them, yet.

The decade started with (at least modest) opti-
mism regarding bullying prevention, which was
soonmitigated by findings showing that not all youth
benefited from school-based prevention and inter-
vention. First, adolescents, in particular, did not respond
to interventions in the hoped-for manner. Second, inter-
ventions continue to face challenges in reducing bul-
lying in part related to the associations among bullying
perpetration, victimization, and peer status that are not
fully understood. Third, some interventions were
based on elements involving unforeseen complexi-
ties; in our review, we ask whether peer defending, an
important component of many anti-bullying programs,
might have some iatrogenic effects—either for the
defenders themselves or for the victimized students
they defend. Fourth, we review evidence regarding
the healthy context paradox: even in the context of suc-
cessful interventions, youth who remain victimized
(or become new victims) might be even worse off
than victimized students in contexts where the over-
all level of victimization remains high.

Our review concerns bullying prevention, rather
than the prevention of aggression in general. When
we refer to studies that looked at aggression more
generally, we explicitly say this.

PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION

With respect to bullying prevention, the past dec-
ade started with good news. The largest-so-far
meta-analysis on the effects of school-based anti-
bullying programs was published (Ttofi & Farring-
ton, 2011; based on Farrington & Ttofi, 2009) and
concluded that such programs are, on average,
effective. The programs led to significant average
reductions in the proportion of students who were
bullied, as well as those bullying others. Other

reviews and meta-analyses echoed this finding
(Fraguas et al., 2021; Jimenes-Barbero, Ruiz-
Hern�andez, Llor-Zaragoza, P�erez-Garc�ıa, & Llor-
Esteban, 2016; Lee, Kim, & Kim, 2015; Ng, Chua, &
Shorey, 2020). Some of them included—in addition
to the prevalence of perpetrators and victimized
youth—outcomes such as attitudes about bullying,
school climate, and mental health problems (Fra-
guas et al., 2021; Jimenez-Barbero et al., 2016) or
bystander intervention (Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott,
2012). The positive effects were welcome, as previ-
ous reviews (Ferguson et al. 2007; Merrell, Gueld-
ner, Ross, & Isava, 2008) had made more
pessimistic conclusions regarding the effectiveness
of anti-bullying programs.

The good news were, however, accompanied
with bad news: the average effects were disap-
pointingly modest and there was large variation in
effects across studies and programs. Both conclu-
sions are still valid today. The updated meta-
analysis by Gaffney, Ttofi, and Farrington (2019),
now including 100 program evaluations—almost
twice as much as in the original work by Farring-
ton and Ttofi—showed that the average reduction
in the prevalence of bullying perpetrators and vic-
tims was 19–20% and 15–16%, respectively. These
prevalence changes are slightly smaller than the
ones reported 10 years earlier (20–23% and 17–20%
for bullying and victimization, respectively). For
adolescents, the conclusions might be even more
pessimistic.

Effects of School-Based Prevention and
Intervention among Adolescents

An important debate from the past decade con-
cerned the effects of anti-bullying programs on
adolescents versus younger children. Based on the-
oretical considerations and empirical findings,
Smith (2010) argued that adolescents are more dif-
ficult to influence with school-based interventions.
More evidence was emerging; for instance, the
KiVa anti-bullying program was evaluated in all
grade levels in Finnish elementary and middle
schools (age range of 7–15 years), not only once
but twice: in a massive randomized controlled trial
(RCT) involving almost 30 000 students (K€arn€a
et al., 2013; K€arn€a, Voeten, Little, Poskiparta, Kaljo-
nen, et al., 2011) and during the first year of
nationwide implementation using a cohort-
longitudinal design (K€arn€a, Voeten, Little, Poski-
parta, Alanen, et al., 2011). The findings consis-
tently showed the weakest effects among 13- to 15-
year-old middle school students.
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In light of the above, it was somewhat surpris-
ing that the first Ttofi and Farrington meta-analysis
(2011) found larger effects among older (>11 years)
students, suggesting that programs work better
among adolescents than among younger children.
The age effect found in another meta-analysis,
including only RCTs (Jim�enez-Barbero et al., 2016)
was opposite to that of Ttofi and Farrington (2011):
the interventions had a significantly greater impact
on bullying perpetration among children younger
than 10 years.

Yeager, Fong, Lee, and Espelage (2015) pointed
out that previous analyses comparing program
effects across age groups were all between-study
(and thus, between-program) tests of moderation.
A more correct strategy would be to analyze
within-study moderation of efficacy by age (compar-
ing the effects of the same programs in various age
groups) to estimate age trends in responsiveness to
interventions. Their multilevel meta-analysis using
this approach showed that bullying behavior was
effectively reduced in youth younger than 14 years,
after which the effect sizes dropped sharply.

Besides testing the effects of school-based multi-
component programs, some studies looked specifi-
cally into indicated interventions targeting students
who had been directly involved in bullying (i.e.,
teachers or other school adults addressing the bul-
lying case by discussions with students). The first
study comparing the effects of such discussions
across school levels (Garandeau, Poskiparta, &
Salmivalli, 2014) found them equally effective in
elementary and middle schools and across different
forms of bullying. In this study, however, success
(whether bullying had stopped) was reported to
school adults in a follow-up discussion 2 weeks
after the intervention. Based on a large data set col-
lected with anonymous annual questionnaires
over6 years in more than 1,200 schools implement-
ing the KiVa program in Finland, Johander, Turu-
nen, Garandeau, and Salmivalli (2020) found that
the success rate of intervention discussions—a
component of the program—was higher in elemen-
tary school grades (students with 10–12 years of
age) than in middle schools (students with 13–
15 years of age). This effect was consistently pre-
sent, whether success was reported by the teachers
doing the intervention or the students who had
been victimized. Another study (E. Johander, T.
Turunen, J. Trach, C. Garandeau & C. Salmivalli,
unpublished data) found that being in a higher
grade did in and of itself make it less likely that
bullying stopped after an intervention, regardless
of how long it had lasted. This time, the finding

was confirmed by both victim and perpetrator
reports.

Program Components Contributing to Effects:
“What Works?”

In the past 10 years, researchers started to pay
attention to disentangling the “effective ingredi-
ents” of anti-bullying programs from less effective
(or even iatrogenic) ones. Ttofi and Farrington
(2009) took an important first step in this direction.
They coded the whole-school anti-bullying pro-
grams involved in their meta-analysis with respect
to whether or not they included 20 components,
and investigated the association between program
effects and the presence of each component. These
efforts were followed by other meta-analyses focus-
ing on effective components (Huang et al., 2019;
Jimenez-Narbero et al., 2016; Ng et al., 2020).

The most recent work in this area, also including
the largest number of studies, is the updated meta-
analysis by Gaffney, Ttofi, and Farrington (2021).
The findings indicated that two components were
effective in reducing the prevalence of bullying as
well as victimization: information provided for par-
ents, and informal peer involvement. In addition,
several components were effective in reducing bul-
lying perpetration only: whole-school approach,
anti-bullying policies, classroom rules, and work
with victims. There was no association between the
effectiveness of a program and the number of inter-
vention components included in it, contrary to
what was found in the 2011 analysis.

With respect to the role of parental involvement,
Gaffney et al. (2021) concluded that providing
information for parents is more effective than
involving parents in meetings and discussions.
However, another recent meta-analysis by Huang
et al. (2019) synthesized evidence regarding the
effects of bullying prevention programs involving a
parental component (e.g., information meetings,
workshops for parents, or communication sent
home). They found that these programs were over-
all effective in reducing bullying and victimization,
and their effects were not moderated neither by the
degree of parental involvement nor by school level.
It is worth noting that the programs included
many other components besides parental involve-
ment, and the authors did not compare the effects
with those of programs not involving parents (as
in Gaffney et al., 2021).

“Work with peers”, which had originally been
found counterproductive (Ttofi & Farrington, 2011),
was in the more recent analysis by Gaffney et al.
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(2021) divided into three components which were
coded as present or absent in the programs.
These were “informal peer involvement” (small
group or whole-class discussions and activities
related to bullying experiences and attitudes, thus
targeting bystanders indirectly rather than
directly), “formal peer involvement” (such as
peer-led anti-bullying activities, peer-mentoring
schemes, or training students to provide active
support to participants experiencing bullying),
and “encouraging bystanders”. The findings now
suggested that informal peer involvement was the
only of the three components that contributed sig-
nificantly to reductions in both bullying perpetra-
tion and victimization. It is not completely clear,
however, when a component was coded as “infor-
mal peer involvement” versus “encouraging
bystanders”. The names of the categories may be
misleading, as many anti-bullying programs aim
at mobilizing bystanders to behave constructively
when witnessing bullying (not reinforcing bully-
ing but rather supporting the peers who are vic-
timized) exactly by whole-class discussions and
activities around this topic, that is, through infor-
mal peer involvement.

It is not surprising that the findings of the 2011
and 2021 meta-analyses were somewhat different;
the more recent one included a theoretically better
justified, more precise coding and a substantially
larger number of studies. The differences in results,
as well as discrepancies in the findings from other
meta-analytic studies (e.g., Huang et al., 2019;
Jimenez-Narbero et al., 2016; Ng et al., 2020) show,
however, that the search for the most effective
components is still at an early stage and clear pol-
icy implications may not yet be warranted.

Overall, although analyses on effective compo-
nents are an important step toward understanding
“what works”, it involves several pitfalls. First,
analyses are correlational, and thus inferring
causality is a stretch. Experimental work testing the
effects of different components is needed, but also
very costly. Second, researchers are coding compo-
nents that are included in program manuals, rather
than components that were actually implemented
by schools. Some components may not have been
implemented at all, or perhaps were being imple-
mented in rare cases (e.g., “disciplinary methods”
targeted at very few identified bullies; anti-bullying
lessons delivered in a limited number of class-
rooms) or implemented differently than recom-
mended (Johander et al., 2020). Third, some
components may only work, or work better, in the
presence of other component(s), and the

examination of unique contributions of components
might hide such interactive effects. Fourth, and
most relevant for the present article, findings
regarding the components associated with larger
effect sizes may radically change when the effects
of different components are examined in various
subgroups, for instance, young children versus
adolescent samples.

Altogether different strategies might be needed
when preventing and intervening in bullying
among adolescents, as compared with younger
children. For instance, bullying is likely to be
increasingly driven by the need to gain or demon-
strate peer status in adolescence; yet, many preven-
tion programs focus on factors, such as social-
emotional learning or theory of mind skills, which
may not play a major role in bullying during this
developmental period (Yeager et al., 2015). In addi-
tion, the effects of parental and peer involvement
in bullying prevention might well be age specific.
It is conceivable that while parental involvement is
a key in early and middle childhood, involvement
of peers turns out more effective among adoles-
cents, due to the role of peer bystanders in bullying
(Pouwels, Lansu, & Cillessen, 2016), adolescents’
heightened sensitivity to peer feedback (Albert,
Chein, & Steinberg, 2013), as well as their tendency
to mimic the aggressive behavior of their popular
peers (Juvonen & Ho, 2008). So far, effective com-
ponents have not been studied separately in differ-
ent age groups, and the decisions regarding
relevant components to include have not been
developmentally informed.

What (Might) Work Among Adolescents

Thus far, most of the available evidence seems to
support the view that adolescents are less respon-
sive to school-based interventions (whether preven-
tive programs as a whole or their specific, targeted
components) than younger students. There are both
developmental and contextual factors that might
explain this trend.

Developmental changes include puberty-related
hormonal changes and maturation of the brain.
Increased testosterone levels, for instance, have
been associated with a higher activation of the neu-
ral systems regulating reward and social motiva-
tion (Murray-Close, 2012). Brain areas processing
emotional experiences change more rapidly than
those mediating cognitive regulation (Albert et al.,
2013). All these changes may contribute to adoles-
cents’ self-focus, risk-taking, and sensitivity to peer
feedback, as well as to their status needs and
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socially dominant behaviors (Albert et al., 2013;
Murray-Close, 2012).

With respect to contextual changes, adolescents
transfer from small elementary schools to larger
middle schools. The transition involves re-shuffling
of the peer landscape, which may create increasing
concerns about peer relationships and status.
Although empirical evidence of the effect of middle
school transition on bullying is mixed (Farmer,
Hamm, Leung, Lambert, & Gravelle, 2011; Pelle-
grini, 2002; Pellegrini et al., 2010), and difficult to
disentangle from developmental changes, the tran-
sition is often assumed to influence the prevalence
as well as prevention of bullying. Besides changes
in classroom compositions, friendships, and peer
group dynamics, the transition brings along a more
complex organizational structure and changing role
of teachers (who may feel less responsible for anti-
bullying work in middle, as compared with ele-
mentary school)—such changes might make the
implementation of anti-bullying programs espe-
cially demanding.

Adolescence is also characterized by strains in
relationships with adults, especially those in
authority positions. Attempts to control youth’s
behavior may, therefore, lead to psychological reac-
tance against adult injunctions to think or behave
in a certain way, leading even to behaviors opposite
to the adult suggestions. Teacher-led lessons or
suggestions to change one’s behavior may indeed
be counterproductive among adolescents. Yeager
et al. (2015) suggest using autonomy-supportive
approaches and language, rather than direct injunc-
tions (e.g., “you might” instead of “you should”).
They provide an example from smoking preven-
tion: campaigns directly telling youth they should
not smoke are less effective than campaigns por-
traying tobacco companies as the “authority” seek-
ing to manipulate adolescents, and non-smoking
youth as rebellious for standing up to them.
Another example, also from smoking prevention, is
the ASSIST program, where influential students are
identified and trained to act as peer supporters
during informal interactions, encouraging their
peers not to smoke. The intervention successfully
reduced the likelihood of being a smoker among
12- to 13-year-old adolescents.

The idea of avoiding adult-imposed rules or
injunctions to behave in certain ways has also been
applied in the context of preventing conflict, vio-
lence, and bullying. One approach is to identify
highly influential students who will generate solu-
tions and initiatives, make these solutions visible to
others, and take a public stance against problem

behaviors (Paluck, Shepherd, & Aronow, 2016).
Bowes et al. (2019) utilized students as change-
makers in their schools in the ROOTS Indonesia
adolescent bullying intervention, where highly
influential students led activities and sessions
around themes, such as violence prevention and
constructive bystander behaviors. The intervention
also included a teacher-training component. The
program was considered feasible, but the effects on
bullying and victimization were mixed.

Another example of mobilizing peers in bullying
prevention is the Italian NoTrap! program, which
has produced promising effects on both traditional
and cyberbullying among 14- to 15-year-old adoles-
cents (Palladino, Nocentini, & Menesini, 2016).
After an adult-led phase, trained peer educators
lead both online and offline activities around
empathy, problem-solving, and bullying, including
positive bystander behaviors. The Meaningful
Roles intervention (Ellis, Volk, Gonzalez, & Embry,
2015), currently under evaluation in the Nether-
lands, acknowledges adolescents’ goals for status
and attempts to work with, rather than against,
such goals in preventing bullying. Students are
assigned to roles in which they can fulfill their sta-
tus goals in prosocial ways, taking social responsi-
bility—this is expected to reduce bullying
behaviors, as it provides youth with alternative
ways of gaining status.

Moderators of Prevention Effects

Research on moderators of anti-bullying program
effects is scarce in adolescent samples. With respect
to gender, a recent meta-analysis suggested that
anti-bullying programs overall work slightly better
among boys than among girls (Kennedy, 2020).
Among adolescents in particular, there is some
indication of stronger anti-bullying program effects
among boys, as well as in classrooms with a larger
proportion of boys (K€arn€a et al., 2013), but also
studies that found no gender moderation of effects
between (pre-)adolescent boys and girls (Gradin-
ger, Yanagida, Strohmeier, & Spiel, 2015; Palladino
et al., 2016). Research on other moderators consists
of single studies (mostly done in middle school/
preadolescent samples) that await replication. They
have looked, for instance, at environmental sensi-
tivity (Nocentini, Menesini, & Pluess, 2018), tem-
perament (Nocentini, Palladino, & Menesini, 2019),
and popularity among peers (Garandeau, Poski-
parta, et al., 2014).

Building on the frameworks of differential sus-
ceptibility and vantage sensitivity tested whether
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individual differences in environmental sensitivity
moderated the effects of a bullying prevention pro-
gram. The study was conducted in the context of a
large (> 2000 fourth and sixth graders) RCT of the
KiVa program in Italy. The findings provided some
evidence that highly sensitive children (especially
boys) benefited more from the intervention, show-
ing larger decreases in victimization. In a sample
of sixth graders (12-year-old early adolescents)
from the same trial, Nocentini et al. (2019) exam-
ined whether temperament moderated the effects
of the program on bullying perpetration and vic-
timization. Both effortful control and negative emo-
tionality moderated the effects of the KiVa
program on bullying perpetration: effects were
only seen among youth with high effortful control
and those with low and medium levels of negative
emotionality. Positive emotionality, on the other
hand, strengthened the intervention effects on vic-
timization.

Garandeau, Lee, and Salmivalli (2014) catego-
rized 10- to 12-year-old preadolescents into three
groups (low, moderate, and high) on the basis of
their perceived popularity among classmates. They
found that popularity moderated the effect of the
KiVa program on students’ peer-reported bullying
behavior, such that intervention effects were only
found among low- and medium-popular, but not
among the highly popular students. This finding
might be particularly relevant among adolescents,
as bullying is believed to be increasingly driven by
status needs in this developmental period. Whereas
the Meaningful Roles intervention described above
assumes that popular students (or the ones aiming
for high popularity) will decrease bullying when
they gain popularity by other means (Ellis et al.,
2015), the finding by Garandeau, Lee, et al. (2014)
suggests that popular students’ bullying behavior
is especially hard to change. Rather than refraining
from aggression, these adolescents may end up
using both prosocial and aggressive strategies to
maximize their status (Hawley, 2003; Laninga-
Wijnen et al., 2020).

Intervention trials targeted at adolescents should
carefully consider the role of peer status, as well as
goals, and investigate moderation of intervention
effects by these factors. Also other, developmen-
tally relevant factors such as psychological reac-
tance have not yet been assessed in the context of
anti-bullying interventions. There are also potential
contextual moderators of intervention effects, such
as school climate (see Low & van Ryzin, 2014, for a
study in elementary schools). From the develop-
mental perspective, the most relevant contextual

moderators of intervention effects in adolescence
might have to do with peer group norms. Peer
dynamics may be difficult to change in classrooms
where bullying is rewarded by popularity (Dijkstra
& Gest, 2015) or by encouraging gestures from
bystanders (Pouwels, van Noorden, Lansu, & Cil-
lessen, 2018).

THE ROLE OF STATUS IN BULLYING AND
VICTIMIZATION

A challenge to anti-bullying programs (particularly
in adolescence) is that bullies may be rewarded
with high status, which is increasingly important
to adolescents (e.g., LaFontana & Cillessen, 2010).
Given the importance of peer relationships and
peer status (e.g., popularity, peer acceptance/rejec-
tion) in adolescence, a substantial amount of stud-
ies have examined the associations between
bullying, victimization, and status among youth.
One of the key contributions of this research has
been a shift in the conceptualization of bullying
perpetrators from maladjusted and socially isolated
to socially adept and skilled. Through this lens,
research in the last decade has increasingly recog-
nized bullying as a strategic, goal-directed behavior
(e.g., Hawley, 2015; Volk, Dane, & Marini, 2014),
and has led to important advances in the field. In
this section, we review three key questions related
to bullying and status: 1. how bullying and status
are related to one another over time, 2. how
youth’s status cognitions and goals are related to
bullying, and 3. whether high status is always a
protective factor against victimization. We primar-
ily consider two forms of status: popularity (i.e.,
social visibility, prestige, and/or dominance) and
peer acceptance/rejection (i.e., the extent to which
adolescents are (dis)liked by peers).

Longitudinal Associations between Bullying and
Status

Numerous studies have demonstrated a positive
concurrent association between bullying perpetra-
tion and popularity (e.g., de Bruyn et al., 2010),
and between bullying and peer rejection (e.g., Pou-
wels et al., 2016). Based on these cross-sectional
findings, a common perspective is that perpetrators
are generally popular, but disliked. At the potential
cost of being disliked, adolescents with high status
(particularly popularity) may use aggression over
time to maintain their status, such that they demon-
strate their dominance to their peers (e.g., van den
Berg, Burk, & Cillessen, 2019). Likewise, bullying is
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thought to be one tool that youth may use to gain
popularity (e.g., by acquiring material and/or
social resources; Volk, Camilleri, Dane, & Marini,
2012). However, research from the past decade has
resulted in a more complex picture of the direction
of this association over time.

Although there are reasons to expect bidirec-
tional associations between bullying and status, the
extant literature is quite inconsistent. In a large Fin-
nish sample of early adolescents, no significant lon-
gitudinal associations were found between bullying
and popularity (Sentse, Kretschmer, & Salmivalli,
2015; Sentse, Veenstra, Kiuru, & Salmivalli, 2015).
In contrast, a recent study found a positive, bidi-
rectional association between bullying and popular-
ity over the span of 1 year in a sample of Italian
early adolescents (Pozzoli & Gini, 2021). Other
studies have found evidence that popularity is
more likely to predict aggression over time, rather
than aggression predicting popularity (e.g., Lu, Li,
Niu, Jin, & French, 2018; Malamut, van den Berg,
Lansu, & Cillessen, 2020; Ojanen & Findley-Van
Nostrand, 2014). Furthermore, Pouwels et al. (2016)
found that youth who belonged to a stable popular
group in late childhood/early adolescence were
more likely to be bullies later in adolescence. A dif-
ferent study using joint trajectory analysis of bully-
ing, popularity, and peer acceptance concluded
that stable high levels of bullying often overlapped
with stable high levels of popularity, but that bul-
lying was not a prerequisite to achieving popular-
ity (Reijntjes et al., 2013). They found that most
early adolescents who belonged in the high-
bullying group also belonged to the high-
popularity group, whereas less than half of those
in the high-popularity group were simultaneously
high in bullying. de Vries, Kaufman, Veenstra,
Laninga-Wijnen, and Huitsing (2021) found that
bullies had higher popularity than other groups,
but belonging to a bully group did not predict
changes in popularity over time. Thus, popularity
generally appears to be a robust predictor of
aggression, whereas less consistent evidence has
been found for aggression predicting popularity.
Similar patterns have been found for both physical
(e.g., hitting others) and indirect/relational (e.g.,
excluding others) forms of aggression (e.g., Lu
et al., 2018; Malamut, Berg, Lansu, & Cillessen,
2020; Ojanen & Findley-Van Nostrand, 2014).

Our understanding of the longitudinal links
between bullying and status is further complicated
by the fact that peers may not have a uniform reac-
tion to bullying. Indeed, person-centered
approaches have found that some subgroups of

bullies are rejected by peers, whereas other sub-
groups of bullies have average social acceptance
(e.g., Reijntjes et al., 2013), or even have high levels
of acceptance and number of friends (e.g., De Vries
et al., 2021). These findings are consistent with a
cross-sectional study that found that bullies (and
victims) were not particularly disliked by their
classmates—instead, bullies’ and victims’ reputa-
tions for being disliked were primarily driven by
mutual antipathies between bullies and victims
(Hafen, Laursen, Nurmi, & Salmela-Aro, 2013). In
one longitudinal study, limited prospective associa-
tions were found between bullying and rejection:
for adolescent boys, peer rejection predicted higher
levels of bullying 5 months later, but bullying did
not predict becoming more rejected by peers
(Sentse, Kretschmer, et al., 2015; Sentse, Veenstra,
et al., 2015). Similarly, Pozzoli and Gini (2021)
found a weak, negative association between social
preference (i.e., being well-liked) and subsequent
bullying, but did not find that bullying was a sig-
nificant predictor of social preference over time.
Taken together, these studies suggest that bullies
may not incur as many social costs amongst peers
(in terms of likeability or affection) as previously
suggested by most cross-sectional research.

Therefore, somewhat surprisingly, the extent to
which bullying and status reinforce each other over
time remains unclear, despite years of research on
this topic. One challenge to disentangling the tem-
poral associations of bullying and status is the high
stability of status (particularly popularity). Thus, it
may be more difficult to identify the impact of bul-
lying on popularity over time; especially as popu-
larity has many behavioral and personality
correlates other than aggression (Vaillancourt &
Hymel, 2006). Another challenge is that bullies rep-
resent a heterogenous group (Peeters, Cillessen, &
Scholte, 2010)—some bullies may be high in status,
whereas others are low in status. For example, bul-
lies who are also victimized by peers (i.e., bully-
victims) are generally lower in popularity and
social preference than “pure” bullies (e.g., Guy,
Lee, & Wolke, 2019). Yet, longitudinal studies on
the associations between bullying and status often
do not take this into account.

Moreover, a growing body of research in the
past decade has highlighted that the extent to
which bullying and aggression are normative or
rewarded with status varies across contexts (e.g.,
schools, classrooms; Dijkstra & Gest, 2015; Garan-
deau, Laninga-Wijnen, & Salmivalli, 2011; Laninga-
Wijnen et al., 2017). Following the social misfit
model (Wright, Giammarino, & Parad, 1986),
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adolescents experience social sanctions if they
behave in ways that are inconsistent with the
norms or values of their peer group. Indeed, peer
norms appear to impact how accepted or rejected
bullies are in the peer group (Dijkstra & Gest,
2015). Still, these studies have been primarily cross-
sectional, and the few longitudinal studies (e.g.,
Berger & Caravita, 2016; Sentse, Kretschmer, et al.,
2015; Sentse, Veenstra, et al., 2015) have not found
a consistent pattern of results in adolescence. Fur-
ther research is still needed to understand how the
peer norms influence the bidirectional, longitudinal
associations between bullying and status.

Due to these challenges, it is difficult to evaluate
the extent to which interventions can impact the
associations between bullying and status. Impor-
tantly, and contrary to common conceptions, there
is little to no evidence that bullying is costly in
terms of peer acceptance or social preference over
time. This poses a challenge for intervention
efforts, as it may be difficult to persuade adoles-
cents to cease bullying if they do not perceive there
to be any social costs to their behavior. In adoles-
cence, being reprimanded by teachers or adults
may not be seen as a salient “cost” to the same
extent as low peer status. Furthermore, more tai-
lored intervention strategies may be needed for
classrooms or schools with differing bullying
norms.

Bullying and Status Goals

Another challenge to understanding the link
between bullying and status is that adolescents
vary in the extent to which they value popularity
and peer acceptance. Although research on the
impact of adolescents’ status goals on aggression
and bullying originated a long time ago (e.g., Haw-
ley, 1999; Pellegrini, 2002), the shift in focus to bul-
lying as a strategic, goal-directed behavior in the
last decade corresponded with an increased inter-
est in the underlying goals, motivations, and status
cognitions of youth who bully.

The idea that bullying may be used strategically
to gain status presumes that the individual engag-
ing in bullying wants to gain status, which suggests
that status goals should be a unique predictor of
aggression. Cross-sectional studies have found that
status goals (e.g., popularity goals, agentic goals,
social demonstration goals, and social dominance
goals) are positively related to bullying (e.g., van
den Broek, Deutz, Schoneveld, Burk, & Cillessen,
2016) and aggression more generally (e.g., Cil-
lessen, Mayeux, Ha, de Bruyn, & LaFontana, 2014).

In a sample of Canadian high schoolers, high pop-
ularity motivations in the beginning of the school
year were associated with elevated levels of indi-
rect/relational aggression at the end of the school
year (Dumas, Davis, & Ellis, 2019). Moreover, ado-
lescents high in bullying are more likely to find it
more important to be popular than well-liked
(Garandeau & Lansu, 2019). Although status goals
related to popularity or dominance may be one
explanation for why adolescents bully, not all
youth will be equally equipped to act on those
goals. Several studies suggest that aggression and
popularity are more likely to be longitudinally
associated when youth have high motivation to be
popular or socially dominant (e.g., Dawes & Xie,
2014). For example, in a sample of Finnish early
adolescents, both physical and indirect/relational
aggression only predicted elevated popularity over
time when youth had higher agentic goals (Ojanen
& Findley-Van Nostrand, 2014). Still, not all studies
have found a significant interaction between status
and status goals in predicting aggression (e.g.,
Dumas et al., 2019).

In addition to individual characteristics, there
are also contextual factors to consider that may
impact the association between status goals and
bullying. In a study of Chinese early adolescents,
Pan et al. (2020) found that social dominance goals
were only associated with increasing bullying per-
petration across 1 year in classrooms where popu-
larity was asymmetrically distributed (i.e., high
status hierarchy). This further suggests that adoles-
cents strategically use aggression: adolescents with
high social dominance goals were more likely to
bully in contexts where there are likely to be social
benefits to bullying.

Victimization and Status

Insofar as bullying in adolescence is strategic, goal-
directed behavior, youth should also be strategic
about who they target with aggression. In keeping
with this perspective, research has traditionally
conceptualized victims of aggression as low status,
socially marginalized youth—in other words,
“easy” targets. Through this lens, bullies would
presumably not be taking a large risk of losing
affection or facing retaliation (e.g., Veenstra, Lin-
denberg, Munniksma, & Dijkstra, 2010). However,
even though targeting low-status peers may be
seen as “low risk”, it also may not be seen as “high
reward”. From a strategic standpoint, there is more
to potentially gain by strategically targeting a social
competitor (i.e., instrumental targeting) than a peer
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who is already low in the social hierarchy (e.g.,
normative targeting) (e.g., Andrews, Hanish, &
Santos, 2017; Faris, 2012).

Although many victims of bullying do have low
status (e.g., de Bruyn et al., 2010), growing evi-
dence has highlighted that youth with high status
can also be victims of bullying and aggression (see
Dawes & Malamut, 2020 for a review). This idea
originated in the 1990s (e.g., see Adler & Adler,
1995; Merten, 1997; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003), but
research in the last decade has increasingly called
attention to this phenomenon. For example, Sainio,
Veenstra, Huitsing, and Salmivalli (2012) found
that being seen as highly popular by other-sex
peers increased the likelihood of being bullied by
other-sex peers. High-status victims were also
found in a recent study using latent profile analysis
to identify different subtypes of victimized youth
(Malamut, Dawes, et al., 2021). Although there is
evidence of popular youth being targeted with
multiple forms of victimization (Dawes & Mala-
mut, 2020), they are particularly likely to be tar-
geted with indirect/relational forms of
victimization (e.g., Badaly, Kelly, Schwartz, &
Dabney-Lieras, 2013; Closson, Hart, & Hogg, 2017;
Dyches & Mayeux, 2012; Malamut, Dawes, & Xie,
2018; Malamut, Luo, & Schwartz, 2020).

Consistent with ideas of instrumental targeting,
popular bullies are more likely to target high-status
peers (Malamut, van den Berg, Lansu, & Cillessen,
2020; Peets & Hodges, 2014), and targeting peers
with higher status (e.g., social centrality) can lead
to increased social network prestige for the aggres-
sor (Andrews et al., 2017). Moreover, bistrategic
youth who engage in both aggressive and prosocial
behavior (Hawley, 2003) were more likely to target
popular peers with social aggression (Wurster &
Xie, 2014). There is also some indication that popu-
lar youth are likely to be victimized within the con-
texts of friendships (e.g., Closson & Watanabe,
2018); perhaps, because friends (and friends-of-
friends) are likely direct social competitors (see
Faris, Felmlee, & McMillan, 2020).

This growing body of research challenges long-
standing assumptions that high status is always a
desirable characteristic associated with positive
outcomes, as popular youth appear to be more at
risk for negative outcomes than previously thought
(e.g., Dawes & Malamut, 2020; Schwartz & Gor-
man, 2011), including psychosocial maladjustment
(e.g., lower social satisfaction and social self-
concept, poorer best friendship quality: Ferguson &
Ryan, 2019). High-status victims were found to
have larger increases in internalizing symptoms

compared to low-status victims, possibly because
they have “more to lose” (Faris & Felmlee, 2014).
Moreover, the overlap between high status and vic-
timization may be one factor contributing to
aggression in the peer group. Highly popular ado-
lescents who reported high levels of indirect vic-
timization were more indirectly aggressive 1 year
later (Malamut, Luo, et al., 2020).

Thus, it is critical to understand the conse-
quences of victimization amongst popular youth;
however, there are some methodological challenges
to identify high-status victims. Other informants
(e.g., peers, teachers) may not always recognize or
report popular youth as being victimized, because
these youth do not fit the idea of a typical victim
(e.g., Bjereld, Daneback, & Mishna, 2021; Dawes,
Norwalk, Chen, Hamm, & Farmer, 2019). Distin-
guishing between specific forms of victimization,
examining curvilinear associations between status
and victimization, and measuring victimization via
dyadic nominations all may assist with identifying
victims with high status (Dawes & Malamut, 2020).
It is essential to account for the victimization expe-
riences of popular adolescents to have a compre-
hensive understanding of victimization dynamics,
and their experiences may also have important
implications for intervention efforts. For example,
there is already evidence that interventions are less
effective for popular bullies (Garandeau, Poski-
parta, et al., 2014)—popular adolescents’ experi-
ences with, or their perceptions of, being the target
of aggression may partially explain the limited
effectiveness of interventions on popular bullies.

CONSEQUENCES OF DEFENDING

Bullying is not solely a matter between bullies and
victims—it often is a group process in which multi-
ple peers are involved (Salmivalli, 2010). Some
peers may assist the bully whereas others merely
observe the situation. Prior work shows that peers
are present in 80% of bullying episodes on average
(e.g., Craig & Pepler, 1997; Jones et al., 2015), and
even though most students disapprove of bullying
(Pouwels, Lansu, & Cillessen, 2017), often only a
minority of bystanders (10–25%) reaches out to
help victims (Trach et al., 2010; Quirk & Campbell,
2015). The silence of passive bystanders can hurt
even more than the bullying itself (Jones et al.,
2015).

The observation that most peers remain passive
in bullying situations has led various anti-bullying
programs to adopt the encouragement of peer
defending as a central component in combatting
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bullying (Gaffney et al., 2021). Defending can be
defined as a type of prosocial behavior that is
shown in response to bullying situations. Studies
have recently started to distinguish two main types
of defending: direct, bully-oriented defending (such
as publicly confronting bullies) and indirect,
victim-oriented defending (comforting victims or
asking help from adults; often occurring more pri-
vately; Lambe & Craig, 2020; Reijntjes et al., 2016;
Yun & Juvonen, 2020).

Adolescents are assumed to undertake several
sequential steps before they decide upon defending
a victimized peer (bystander intervention model;
Latan�e & Darley, 1968). These steps include: 1)
noticing the event, 2) interpreting it as an emer-
gency situation, that is, someone is suffering and in
need of help, 3) feeling personally responsible for
defending, 4) knowing how to defend, and 5)
endorsing this defending behavior. Interventions
tap into these steps in various ways. For instance,
they might aim to raise empathy for victims
(Garandeau et al., 2021), or increase individuals’
feelings of responsibility for defending (Peets,
P€oyh€onen, Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 2015). Moreover,
regarding the fourth and fifth steps, the various—
direct and indirect—ways in which individuals can
defend are brainstormed and discussed with youth,
and practiced in online environments or role-play
sessions (e.g., Salmivalli, 2014).

Theoretically, it can be argued that encouraging
defending is beneficial for victims: psychological
stress-buffering theories posit that receiving help in
stressful circumstances promotes adaptive apprai-
sal and coping, which should buffer against psy-
chosocial problems (Cohen & Wills, 1985).
Moreover, social protection theory suggests that
bullies are less likely to target children who are
protected by peers, due to fear of retaliation
(Hodges & Perry, 1999). Thus, peer defending
should reduce bullying and promote victims’ psy-
chosocial adjustment. Despite the theorized benefits
of defending, researchers have started to ask
whether—under some circumstances—defending
can be risky for defenders or even for victims.

Is Defending Risky for Defenders?

It has been theorized that intervening in favor of
victims could have detrimental social and psycho-
logical consequences for defenders (Meter & Card,
2015; Pozzoli & Gini, 2012). In terms of social conse-
quences, it has been argued that defending can
result in a loss of social status, or increase the risk
of becoming a victim oneself. Bullies are powerful

peers who often do not operate on their own.
Preventing aggressors from reaching their goals
(Pozzoli & Gini, 2012) and challenging the status
and power of perpetrators (Salmivalli, Voeten, &
Poskiparta, 2011) can be risky and result in retalia-
tion—particularly if defending proves to be unsuc-
cessful (retaliation hypothesis; Spadafora et al.,
2018). In qualitative studies, one of the main rea-
sons why adolescents are hesitant to defend a vic-
timized peer is that they are afraid they will lose
status or become the target of bullying themselves
(Strindberg, Horton, & Thornberg, 2020). This fear
is not wholly unfounded: some studies have sug-
gested that defending can result in a decrease in
social preference (Meter & Card, 2015; Pozzoli &
Gini, 2012). A social network study on an elemen-
tary school sample also indicated that defenders
ran the risk of becoming victimized by the bullies
of the peers that they defended (Huitsing, Sni-
jders, Van Duijn, & Veenstra, 2014). It is likely
that this risk of defending is particularly present
during adolescence. First, compared to childhood,
adolescent bullies are more powerful and have
higher status (Dawes & Xie, 2014)—which makes
it riskier to stand up against them. Moreover, if
defending is encouraged by adults in interven-
tions, defending may be seen as less genuinely
driven by a feeling of moral injustice (Healy,
2020) and rather “soft”, teacher-obedient behavior,
and hence may be sanctioned with lower status
among peers.

Besides these social consequences, defending
may have psychological costs, perhaps because
defenders actively intervene in bullying—a stress-
ful and potentially traumatic situation (Lambe
et al., 2017). Prior work on other stressful experi-
ences, such as interparental conflict, has shown that
youth who actively intervened experienced more
internalizing and externalizing problems than
youth who just passively observed it (Jouriles
et al., 2014). Similarly, youth who actively try to
stop a bullying episode could suffer more from
psychosocial consequences than youth who just
observe passively. Moreover, often, defenders are
higher on affective empathy, which could also
make them more susceptible to feel along with
how victims feel (Olivia et al., 2014). Accordingly,
several studies detected a positive concurrent asso-
ciation between defending and psychosomatic and
internalizing problems among defenders (e.g., Cal-
laghan et al., 2019; Jenkins & Fredrick, 2017; Lambe
et al., 2017; Malamut, Trach, Garandeau, & Salmi-
valli, 2021). These studies point to potential
adverse consequences of defending which poses a
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dilemma: should peer defending be encouraged if
it is risky for defenders themselves?

In response to this emerging debate, an increas-
ing number of studies started examining whether
defending indeed is risky for defenders longitudi-
nally, as there were also reasons to assume that
defending could work out positively for them on
the longer term. Specifically, defending could
enhance someone’s popularity, because defenders
show that they are powerful and brave enough to
take a stance against bullying, which may foster
respect and admiration among other peers (Reijnt-
jes et al., 2016). Defending may also increase social
preference among peers because they undertake
prosocial actions that are helpful for others (Pronk
et al., 2020). Indeed, qualitative work indicated that
students believe defending may also result in
higher social status (social preference and popular-
ity) over time (Spadafora et al., 2018). Further,
being able to help somebody in times of harass-
ment may improve defenders’ self-views and well-
being.

Most longitudinal work indicates that defending
can promote social status. Two studies found that
defending positively predicted social preference,
but not popularity (Pronk et al., 2020; Pozzoli &
Gini, 2021). Another study showed that defending
predicted popularity 1 year later (Van der Ploeg,
Kretschmer, Salmivalli, & Veenstra, 2017). An
experimental study found that adolescents
regarded defenders as most favorable compared to
bullies, bystanders, or victims: actual and hypothet-
ical defenders received more “liking” nominations;
and in a computerized reaction task, defenders
were evaluated more positively implicitly (Pouwels
et al., 2017). Regarding psychological consequences,
a longitudinal investigation (Malamut, Trach, et al.,
2021) found that, in general, defending was unpre-
dictive of future internalizing problems. Impor-
tantly, initial victimization status of defenders
appeared to play a role in the extent to which
defending related to internalizing symptoms:
defending was associated with elevated depressive
symptoms for low-status, highly victimized youth,
whereas defending related to lower levels of
depressive symptoms for high-status youth. Two
intervention studies found that high school female
students who were trained in a brief, bystander
bullying intervention reported a greater decrease in
internalizing symptoms over a 3-month time span
compared to female students in a control group
(Dumas et al., 2019; Midgett & Doumas, 2019).
However, these studies did not assess whether this
decrease in internalizing symptoms could be

explained by an increase in actual defending
behavior as a result of this intervention.

To conclude, the preliminary longitudinal evi-
dence suggests that defending is generally not a
risky behavior for defenders, which means that
most youth presumably can defend safely. How-
ever, more research is needed to further under-
stand whether all youth can defend safely under
all circumstances. For instance, victimized youth
were more likely to develop internalizing symp-
toms when defending others (Malamut, Trach,
et al., 2021), thus for some youth, defending may
pose an additional risk. Moreover, classroom
norms may affect the extent to which defenders are
regarded favorably by their peers or not (Pouwels,
van Noorden, & Caravita, 2019). Consequently,
more research is needed to identify moderators of
the effects of defending on adjustment and deter-
mine why and when defending may be risky for
defenders. Even though qualitative studies indicate
that some students fear the negative social conse-
quences of defending, an important area for
research is to which extent defenders actually care
about a potential drop in status—students vary in
the extent to which they strive for popularity or
being liked (Dawes & Xie, 2017), and may predom-
inantly defend because they feel empathy for the
victim or because they consider bullying as morally
wrong (Pouwels et al., 2019).

Is Defending Risky for Victims?

Theoretically, it seems plausible that being
defended would be beneficial for victims. Bullies
are less likely to target youth who are protected by
other peers presumably for fear of retaliation
(Hodges & Perry, 1999) and defending may signal
to victims that others care about them and do not
condone the bullying, which may be comforting for
victims and help them cope with their plight
(McDougall & Vaillancourt, 2015; Scardera et al.,
2020). Thus, being defended by peers should logi-
cally reduce bullying and promote victims’ psy-
chosocial adjustment over time.

Despite these clear theoretical arguments, empir-
ical findings on the role of being defended in
diminishing bullying and improving victims’ psy-
chosocial functioning vary considerably across
prior studies, and most studies have been con-
ducted on elementary school samples—leaving it
unknown whether defending can be helpful in ado-
lescence. With regard to decreases in bullying, one
longitudinal study found higher classroom levels
of defending to relate to lower levels of bullying
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perpetration (Saarento, Garandeau, & Salmivalli,
2015; Saarento, Boulton, & Salmivalli, 2015. How-
ever, not every defending attempt effectively ends
bullying episodes: a naturalistic observation study
showed that this was true in about two-third of the
cases (Hawkins, Pepler, & Craig, 2001). Moreover,
an intervention study on children and preadoles-
cents found victims without a support group to
report decreased victimization at the end of the
school year, whereas victims with a support group
did not report such a change. A support group
was a teacher-assigned group of six to eight stu-
dents, including bullies and their assistants,
defenders or friends of the victim, and prosocial
classmates, designed to create mutual concern for
the well-being of victims and to encourage bullies
to alter their behavior. Strikingly, a third of victims
with a support group even reported that their vic-
timization levels had increased—despite having
more defenders (van der Ploeg et al., 2016). A lon-
gitudinal study indicated that defended and non-
defended victims (at the start of the school year)
had comparable levels of victimization at the end
of the school year (Laninga-Wijnen, van den Berg,
Garandeau, Mulder, & de Castro, in press).

Studies examining the role of being defended on
victims’ psychological functioning also report mixed
findings. Two cross-sectional studies on (pre-)
adolescents demonstrated that defended victims
had lower anxiety and depression (Ma et al., 2019;
Sainio, Veenstra, Huitsing, & Salmivalli, 2011) and
higher self-esteem (Sainio et al., 2011) than non-
defended victims. Another study, however,
detected no effect of being defended in victims’
distress (Jones et al., 2015) —even though this
study also indicated that victims were particularly
hurt if bystanders did nothing to intervene. Longitu-
dinal work on the role of being defended in vic-
tims’ adjustment is scarce. Three longitudinal
studies have examined the moderating effect of a
related construct, namely, friendship support—
such as having friends one can trust and rely on—
in the association between victimization and future
psychological adjustment. One study did not detect
any significant role of friendship support in
changes in victims’ psychological functioning
(Burke, Sticca, & Perren, 2017). Results from the
two other longitudinal studies were counter-
intuitive; receiving emotional support from friends
increased victims’ depressive symptoms (Des-
jardins & Leadbeater, 2011) and enhanced mal-
adaptive coping and distress among victimized
girls (but not among victimized boys; Thompson &
Leadbeater, 2013). To our knowledge, the impact of

being defended on victims’ adjustment has been
examined longitudinally only in one study. This
study demonstrated that defended victims were
higher on their feelings of connectedness to the
classroom, but did not differ from non-defended
victims in terms of depressive symptoms or self-
esteem at the end of the school year (Laninga-
Wijnen et al., in press). Lastly, a recent meta-
analysis indicated that interventions that included
informal peer involvement (such as group discus-
sions) and encouragement of defending were effec-
tive in reducing victimization; however,
interventions that did not include encouragement
of peer defending were more effective than inter-
ventions that did include it (Gaffney et al., 2021).

These findings may indicate that tackling bully-
ing by encouraging defending can be difficult, and
that the benefits of defending for victims may be
more limited than once assumed. As with every
intervention, defending may go together with both
positive and negative consequences. A recent com-
mentary (Healy, 2020) theorizes that defended vic-
tims may be even worse off than non-defended
victims because defending could disempower vic-
tims by making them dependent on their helpers
and encouraging the belief that they cannot solve
problems themselves. Defending could also pro-
voke additional bullying attempts if this defending
is enacted in inappropriate or aggressive ways—
this could elicit retaliation of bullies, or stigmatize
victims by making them stand out from other peers
as the ones needing special treatment in contrast to
those who can stand up for themselves.

Even though the literature does not provide
strong evidence for the statement that defending
would work out adversely, it is clear that more
research is needed to inform interventions on how
to increase the effectiveness of defending attempts.
This requires knowledge on the factors that may
explain why defending can work out adversely ver-
sus beneficially (i.e., mediators), as well as on
victim-, defender-, and contextual characteristics
that may either exacerbate or mitigate the effective-
ness of defending attempts (i.e., moderators).

Underlying reasons on why being defended
either helps or hurts victims may be both internal
and external to the victim. One internal reason for
adverse effects of defending could be that being
defended promotes maladaptive cognitions in vic-
tims about the solution for the bullying issue. For
instance, defending may undermine victims’ feel-
ing of autonomy; it can enhance victims’ beliefs
that they are powerless to stand up against bullies
themselves and that they need others to make the
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bullying stop (i.e., learned helplessness; Healy,
2020). Moreover, indirect forms of defending such
as providing comfort or listening to the victims’
story may stimulate co-rumination processes in
which victims dwell on negative affect and repeat-
edly think about their negative experiences
together with their defenders (Schacter & Juvonen,
2020). These maladaptive cognitions and rumina-
tion processes put victims at risk for further psy-
chological maladjustment. On the other hand, an
internal reason explaining why defending pro-
motes victims’ adjustment is because defending
promotes adaptive appraisal and adequate coping
styles within victims, which, in turn, helps them to
restore their self-esteem or diminishes symptoms
of depression (Cohen & Will, 1985).

External reasons why defending may work out
adversely is that it can set victims even more apart
from others: these victims are not only considered
as weak because they are victimized, but also
because they apparently are the ones in need of
help. Because of this deviation from others, class-
mates may start blaming victims for their plight or
see these victims as “social misfits”, which may
backfire in victims’ psychological functioning
(Healy, 2020). An external reason for why defend-
ing may work out beneficially for victims is that it
clearly signals that the bullying is not condoned by
other peers, which could discourage bullies in their
behaviors.

The extent to which these internal or external
processes occur after being defended may depend
on the type of defending that is enacted, as well as
on victim-, defender-, and contextual characteris-
tics. For instance, regarding the type of defending,
victims were found to have better psychosocial
adjustment in classrooms where it was more com-
mon to defend victims in direct ways (i.e., by con-
fronting the bully; Yun & Juvonen, 2020). It could
be that these direct ways of defending signal to the
victim that others blame the bully for the situation,
which could diminish victims’ self-blame (Yun &
Juvonen, 2020). Furthermore, regarding victim char-
acteristics, gender may play a role: victimized girls
who received support from their victimized friends
were found to have more internalizing problems
compared to victimized boys who received support
from their victimized friends (Schacter & Juvonen,
2020). It could be that girls tend to discuss emo-
tions frequently, which may result in co-
rumination processes. Regarding defender character-
istics, defending may be more effective if defenders
possess sufficient popularity to deflect the bully’s
dominance. Accordingly, a former study in

classrooms where defending is endorsed by popu-
lar peers rather than by unpopular peers, all stu-
dents—including victims—have higher well-being
at school and regard the classroom as more posi-
tive (Laninga-Wijnen et al., 2021). At last, contextual
factors such as the context of the bullying may play
into how helpful defending is viewed to be by the
victim. For instance, victims’ perceptions of the
effectiveness of defending may depend upon
whether there is an audience to the bully, or on the
severity of the bullying. Broader classroom factors,
such as how teachers react to bullying or classroom
norms, may also play a role, because they deter-
mine the value of defending behaviors among
youth. If teachers are strongly disapproving of the
bullying and if classmates consistently consider
bullying as an inappropriate behavior (an anti-
bullying norm), defenders may be more likely to
be regarded favorably by their classmates and bul-
lies may be more likely to comply to their anti-
bullying messages.

To conclude, more research is needed to under-
stand which factors play a role in the effectiveness
of defending in diminishing victimization and pro-
moting victims’ adjustment. Teaching students to
defend other peers is of vital importance: victims
should not be left alone in their plight and previ-
ous studies have shown that having passive
bystanders hurts victims even more than the bully-
ing itself (Jones et al., 2015). Moreover, standing up
for others in general (i.e., when somebody is being
discriminated or threatened) is a general citizen
skill which should be transferred to youth. Defend-
ing does not only have the potential to benefit vic-
tims, but also defenders, particularly in adolescence:
a growing body of research indicates that adoles-
cents are driven by a strong desire to contribute to
society and to others’ well-being, and that they
reap emotional benefits from helping others (see
Fuligni, 2019 for review). Thus, it is essential to
gain more insights in the factors that contribute to
the effectiveness of defending for victims, not only
for victims themselves, but also for their defenders.

THE HEALTHY CONTEXT PARADOX

The past 20 years have seen increased recognition
of the importance of the social environment in bul-
lying and significant advances in the identification
of contextual factors that promote bullying behav-
ior (e.g., Saarento, Boulton, et al., 2015; Saarento,
Garandeau, et al., 2015). This has led prevention
efforts to increasingly focus on improving the class-
room or school context as a whole. In the past
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decade, however, new findings have emerged to
suggest that desirable or sought-after features of
the social context, such as low levels of victimiza-
tion, could in fact have adverse effects on the
adjustment of victimized youth (Garandeau &
Salmivalli, 2019). The idea that “healthier” (i.e.,
more prosocial or less aggressive) classrooms may
paradoxically increase maladjustment risks for vul-
nerable students was suggested in earlier research
(e.g., Bellmore, Witkow, Graham, & Juvonen, 2004;
Sentse, Scholte, Salmivalli, & Voeten, 2007), but the
last 10 years have witnessed a renewed interest in
this issue and a growing number of studies from
different countries on a phenomenon that has come
to be known as the healthy context paradox (Salmi-
valli, 2018; Huitsing et al., 2019).

Victimized adolescents have been found to have
lower self-esteem (Huitsing, Veenstra, Sainio, &
Salmivalli, 2012) and higher levels of depressive
symptoms (Yun & Juvonen, 2020), somatic com-
plaints (Gini, Holt, Pozzoli, & Marino, 2020), and
externalizing problems (Liu et al., 2021), in class-
rooms with lower levels of victimization. Verbally
victimized fifth graders were also found to have
more negative self-views in low-aggression than in
high-aggression classrooms (Morrow, Hubbard, &
Sharp, 2019). These concurrent findings have been
further supported by longitudinal research interna-
tionally. In a Finnish sample, youth who remained
victimized across 1 year felt more depressed, more
socially anxious, and were less liked at the end of
the year in classrooms where the proportion of vic-
tims had decreased compared to stable victims in
other classrooms (Garandeau, Lee, & Salmivalli,
2018). In a Chinese sample, victimized students
had higher depression, lower self-concept, and
fewer opportunities for friends after 1 year in class-
rooms where victimization was less prevalent (Pan
et al., 2021). Moreover, in an ethnically diverse
sample of American adolescents, victimized youth
showed stronger increases in characterological self-
blame (i.e., beliefs that they deserve their plight)
one semester later in schools with lower levels of
victimization (Schacter & Juvonen, 2015).

Empirical support for the healthy context para-
dox is not limited to evidence of a moderating
effect of the average level of victimization in the
classroom or school. Mean classroom levels of
defending behavior were also found to be associ-
ated with victims’ maladjustment in adolescence.
Research has shown that highly victimized youth
had lower feelings of belonging and perceived less
cooperation and cohesion in classrooms where
defending was more common (Laninga-Wijnen,

Van den Berg, Mainhard, & Cillessen, 2021). More-
over, victimized youth may be worse off in schools
implementing anti-bullying interventions. In a
study by Huitsing et al. (2019), chronic victims, as
well as newly victimized students, had lower self-
esteem and higher depressive symptoms after
1 year in schools implementing an effective anti-
bullying program than their counterparts in control
schools. It should be noted, however, that the inter-
vention helped decrease bullying and was, there-
fore, beneficial for most students who were
victimized at baseline.

These findings are obviously concerning, as
they bring to light possible iatrogenic effects of
successful anti-bullying interventions for those
who remain or become victimized despite the
intervention. It is urgent to understand why
improved social contexts may exacerbate the psy-
chological and social difficulties that victims of
bullying experience. So far, only one study has
tested potential mechanisms accounting for the
adverse effects of low-victimization classrooms on
the development of internalizing problems in vic-
timized students (Pan et al., 2021). First, they
demonstrated that such classrooms exacerbated
victims’ depressive symptoms by reducing their
opportunities for friendships. Indeed, victims tend
to affiliate with other victims (Huitsing et al.,
2014) and their non-victimized peers are often
reluctant to form friendships with them (Sentse,
Dijkstra, Salmivalli, & Cillessen, 2013; Sijtsema,
Rambaran, & Ojanen, 2013). Moreover, individuals
who are dissimilar from the rest of the group
—“social misfits” —are more likely to be rejected
by their peers (Sentse et al., 2007; Wright et al.,
1986). For these reasons, being in a social environ-
ment with fewer victims likely makes victimized
students more socially isolated, with fewer
friends, which, in turn, increases their depressive
symptoms (Pedersen, Vitaro, Barker, & Borge,
2007). Second, the effect of lower levels of class-
room victimization on future depressive symp-
toms was partly explained by its negative effect
on victimized students’ self-concept (Pan et al.,
2021). When few peers in the classroom are sub-
jected to bullying, youth who are bullied should
be more apt to engage in upward social compar-
isons (Wills, 1981), which can be damaging to
their self-regard (Tesser, Millar, & Moore, 1988).
Another likely mechanism for these effects is the
increase in characterological self-blame that con-
texts of lower victimization have been shown to
promote (Schacter & Juvonen, 2015), since self-
blame tends to play an important role in
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depressive disorder (e.g., Zahn et al., 2015). With
regard to the moderating effect of classroom vic-
timization level on the link between victimization
and externalizing problems, one cross-sectional
study has suggested that increased hostile attribu-
tion bias was at play (Liu et al., 2021). In class-
rooms with lower levels of victimization, frequent
victims of bullying were more likely to attribute
hostile intent to peers, which was associated with
higher levels of externalizing problems.

A growing body of studies conducted with a
diversity of samples is providing support for a
healthy context paradox. However, it is important
to keep in mind that these findings are not unani-
mous; for instance, one study with middle school-
ers found that friendless victims felt less anxious,
lonely, and unsafe after 1 year in schools with
stronger peer prosocial norms (Schacter & Juvo-
nen, 2018). Also, many of the above-mentioned
studies were conducted with pre- or early adoles-
cents, and therefore it remains uncertain whether
the healthy context paradox is still occurring later
in adolescence. More longitudinal studies using
samples from older age groups and examining
different types of healthy contexts are needed for
a better understanding of the phenomenon.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Bullying prevention programs have desirable
effects, as compared with treatment as usual. How-
ever, the effects are modest, and they seem to be
especially weak in adolescence. Furthermore,
research carried out in the past decade has shown
that some of the solutions proposed may rest on
shaky assumptions—especially when targeted at
adolescent populations—or involve components
that pose new challenges, such as potential iatro-
genic effects for some youth in some circum-
stances.

Several explanations have been proposed for
why adolescents are less responsive to prevention
and intervention efforts than younger children.
However, few studies have directly tested whether
factors such as strong status needs (Sijtsema, Veen-
stra, Lindenberg, & Salmivalli, 2009), or psycholog-
ical reactance (Yeager et al., 2015) undermine the
effects of school-based prevention programs in
adolescence. Even evidence regarding the much-
discussed effect of school transition on bullying is
mixed (Farmer et al., 2011; Pellegrini, 2002; Pelle-
grini et al., 2010), and there are no studies investi-
gating whether transition affects the success of
interventions.

Analyses on effective components of anti-
bullying programs emerged 10 years ago and so
far, they have not been done separately among
younger versus older youth. Decisions regarding
relevant components to include should be consid-
ered through a developmental lens. We acknowl-
edge, however, that, for instance, autonomy
supportive intervention components were not
taken into account in meta-analyses aiming to iden-
tify effective ingredients of programs, simply
because there were not enough of them.

Due to the importance of peers, as well as the
difficulty of accepting adult injunctions in adoles-
cence, mobilizing peers in prevention work seems
like a fruitful approach. But even then, it is neces-
sary to first get the influential peers on board. In
addition, it is critical to increase our knowledge
about the kind of peer involvement that is most
beneficial in interventions (see Gaffney et al., 2021).
For instance, the consequences of defending for
both defenders and victims need to be better
understood. Even though there are strong reasons
to assume that refraining from defending is hurtful
for victims (Jones et al., 2015), more insight is
needed in the relative effectiveness of different
types of defending and the moderators of their
effects (which victim-, defender-, and contextual
factors may mitigate or even turn around the bene-
ficial effects of peer defending for victimized
youth).

There is some indication that popular youth
might not respond to existing interventions by
decreasing their bullying behavior. A recently
developed Meaningful Roles intervention attempts
to utilize adolescents’ need for status by providing
prosocial, constructive roles for youth to gain sta-
tus, rather than trying to stop them from doing
something (bullying) that is rewarded with status.
It is not clear, however, whether alternate ways to
gain status would make youth refrain from aggres-
sion; in contrast, they may end up using both
prosocial and aggressive strategies to maximize
their status (Hawley, 2003; Laninga-Wijnen et al.,
2020). Overall, the longitudinal associations among
high status, status goals, bullying behavior, and
victimization are not as clear as one might think
they are; this is an area in need of further inquiry.

Besides age, other moderators of the effects of
anti-bullying programs have been identified, such
as students’ temperament, or their popularity
among peers. These findings raise new challenges,
especially the question of whether (and to what
extent) tailoring interventions is realistic. Universal
interventions can be adapted to better fit the
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classroom, school, and broader context, but even
such adaptations should be informed by evidence.
Tailoring targeted interventions for different indi-
viduals and situations is even more complex, and
would need some kind of a decision model for
adults. Kaufman et al. (2021) recently provided a
preliminary process model for this; however, in
their model the actual “tailoring” (deciding what
should be done in a particular case) is still up to
individual teachers. Future research will hopefully
inform evidence-based recommendations regard-
ing intervention approaches that are most likely to
be effective among specific subgroups of youth
(such as popular bullies) or across different class-
rooms.

We argue that extensive focus on the average pro-
gram effects no longer moves the field forward, even
when based on stringent RCTs. We hope to see an
increase in adolescence-specific interventions mod-
els and studies investigating the moderators and
mediators of their effects. The outcomes of pro-
gram effects could be widened to look at different
forms of bullying and victimization, including bul-
lying in online contexts (see Salmivalli et al., 2011;
Williford et al., 2013) and identity-based bullying
(Earnshaw et al., 2018). Very little is known about
individual- and group-level moderators of inter-
vention effects in decreasing bullying and victim-
ization, especially in adolescence. Also, despite the
attention to the importance of studying mediation
in intervention trials (e.g., Bradshaw, 2015; Eisner
& Malti, 2013), studies doing this are almost non-
existent (for an exception, see Saarento, Boulton,
et al., 2015; Saarento, Garandeau, et al., 2015).

Besides intended effects, intervention trials
should examine both positive and negative side
effects of prevention programs, including mental
health outcomes (e.g., Williford, Noland, Little,
K€arn€a, & Salmivalli, 2012). Specifically, we call for
more longitudinal tests of the mechanisms explain-
ing the adverse effects of “healthy contexts” on vic-
tims’ adjustment. Researchers should examine
different types of “healthy” contexts, such as aver-
age levels of classroom defending, or implementa-
tion of a particular anti-bullying intervention.
Future studies should also seek to identify mitigat-
ing factors for the healthy context paradox. In other
words, are there individual or contextual character-
istics that can make victims less susceptible to the
adverse influence of healthier contexts? The strong
practical implications of the healthy context para-
dox make this research particularly important.
School professionals should not be discouraged
from aiming for less aggressive and more prosocial

classroom climates; however, a higher awareness
and better understanding of these effects should
make it easier to counteract them and better protect
students who remain victimized.

It should be noted that preventing adolescent
bullying and victimization does not only need to
happen in adolescence; quite the contrary, it may
be critical to start much earlier. If programs imple-
mented at a younger age (e.g., elementary school)
had long-term effects, their implementation would
be another way to reduce bullying and victimiza-
tion in adolescence. Whether this is the case is not
established, as most program evaluations to date
are short-term trials. However, there are reasons to
believe that intervention work started early on lays
the foundation for successful anti-bullying work in
adolescence.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Writing of the current review was supported by
the Academy of Finland Flagship Program (deci-
sion number: 320162), ERC Advanced Grant for the
first author (ERC AdG 2019 Challenge, 884434),
and in part by the Eunice Kennedy Shriver
National Institute of Child Health & Human Devel-
opment of the National Institutes of Health under
Award Number F32HD100054 for the third author.
The content is solely the responsibility of the
authors and does not necessarily represent the offi-
cial views of the funding organizations.

REFERENCES

Adler, P. A., & Adler, P. (1995). Dynamics of inclusion
and exclusion in preadolescent cliques. Social Psychol-
ogy Quarterly, 58, 145–162. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2787039

Albert, D., Chein, J., & Steinberg, L. (2013). The teenage
brain: Peer influences on adolescent decision making.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 22, 114–120.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412471347

Andrews, N. C. Z., Hanish, L. D., & Santos, C. E. (2017).
Does an aggressor’s target choice matter? Assessing
change in the social network prestige of aggressive
youth. Aggressive Behavior, 43, 364–374. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ab.21695

Badaly, D., Kelly, B. M., Schwartz, D., & Dabney-Lieras,
K. (2013). Longitudinal associations of electronic
aggression and victimization with social standing dur-
ing adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42,
891–904. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9787-2

Bellmore, A. D., Witkow, M. R., Graham, S., & Juvonen,
J. (2004). Beyond the individual: The impact of ethnic
context and classroom behavioral norms on victims’

1038 SALMIVALLI, LANINGA-WIJNEN, MALAMUT, AND GARANDEAU

https://doi.org/10.2307/2787039
https://doi.org/10.2307/2787039
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412471347
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21695
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21695
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9787-2


adjustment. Developmental Psychology, 40, 1159–1172.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.6.1159

Berger, C., & Caravita, S. C. (2016). Why do early adoles-
cents bully? Exploring the influence of prestige norms
on social and psychological motives to bully. Journal of
Adolescence, 46, 45–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
adolescence.2015.10.020

Bjereld, Y., Daneback, K., & Mishna, F. (2021). Adults’
responses to bullying: The victimized youth’s perspec-
tives. Research Papers in Education, 36(3), 257–274.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2019.1646793

Blomqvist, K., Saarento, S., & Salmivalli, C. (2020). Tell-
ing adults about one’s plight as a victim of bullying:
Student- and context-related factors predicting disclo-
sure. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 61, 151–159.

Bowes, L., Aryani, F., Ohan, F., Herlina Haryanti, R.,
Winarna, S., Arsianto, Y., . . . Minnick, E. (2019). The
development and pilot testing of an adolescent bully-
ing intervention in Indonesia – The ROOTS Indonesia
program. Global Health Action, 12, 1656905. https://doi.
org/10.1080/16549716.2019.1656905

Bradshaw, C. P. (2015). Translating research to practice
in bullying prevention. The American psychologist, 70(4),
322–332. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039114

Burke, T., Sticca, F., & Perren, S. (2017). Everything’s
gonna be alright! The longitudinal interplay among
social support, peer victimization, and depressive
symptoms. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46, 1999–
2014. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0653-0

Callaghan, M., Kelly, C., & Molcho, M. (2019). Bullying
and bystander behaviour and health outcomes among
adolescents in Ireland. Journal of Epidemiology and Com-
munity Health, 73, 416–421. https://doi.org/10.1136/
jech-2018-211350

Cillessen, A., & Borch, C. (2006). Developmental trajecto-
ries of adolescent popularity: A growth curve mod-
elling analysis. Journal of Adolescence, 29, 935–959.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.05.005

Cillessen, A. H. N., & Mayeux, L. (2004). From censure
to reinforcement: Developmental changes in the associ-
ation between aggression and social status. Child Devel-
opment, 75, 147–163. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2004.00660.x

Cillessen, A. H. N., Mayeux, L., Ha, T., de Bruyn, E. H., &
LaFontana, K. M. (2014). Aggressive effects of prioritiz-
ing popularity in early adolescence. Aggressive Behavior,
40, 204–213. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21518

Closson, L. M., Hart, N. C., & Hogg, L. D. (2017). Does
the desire to conform to peers moderate links between
popularity and indirect victimization in early adoles-
cence? Social Development, 26, 489–502. https://doi.
org/10.1111/sode.12223

Closson, L. M., & Watanabe, L. (2018). Popularity in
the peer group and victimization within friendship
cliques during early adolescence. Journal of Early Ado-
lescence, 38, 327–351. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0272431616670753

Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support,
and the buffering hypothesis. Bulletin, 98, 310–357.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.310

Craig, W. M., & Pepler, D. J. (1997). Observations of bul-
lying and victimization in the schoolyard. Canadian
Journal of School Psychology, 13, 41–60. https://doi.org/
10.1177/082957359801300205

Dawes, M., & Malamut, S. (2020). No one is safe: Victim-
ization experiences of high-status youth. Adolescent
Research Review, 5, 27–47. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s40894-018-0103-6

Dawes, M., Norwalk, K. E., Chen, C. C., Hamm, J. V., &
Farmer, T. W. (2019). Teachers’ perceptions of self-and
peer-identified victims. School Mental Health, 11, 819–
832. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-019-09329-x

Dawes, M., & Xie, H. (2014). The role of popularity goal
in early adolescents’ behaviors and popularity status.
Developmental Psychology, 50, 489–497. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0032999

Dawes, M., & Xie, H. (2017). The trajectory of popularity
goal during the transition to middle school. Journal of
Early Adolescence, 37(6), 852–883. https://doi.org/10.
1177/027243161562630

de Bruyn, E. H., Cillessen, A. H., & Wissink, I. B. (2010).
Associations of peer acceptance and perceived popu-
larity with bullying and victimization in early adoles-
cence. The Journal of Early Adolescence, 30(4), 543–566.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431609340517

de Vries, E., Kaufman, T. M., Veenstra, R., Laninga-
Wijnen, L., & Huitsing, G. (2021). Bullying and victim-
ization trajectories in the first years of secondary edu-
cation: Implications for status and affection. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 50, 1995–2006. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10964-020-01385-w

Desjardins, T. L., & Leadbeater, B. J. (2011). Relational vic-
timization and depressive symptoms in adolescence:
Moderating effects of mother, father, and peer emotional
support. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40, 531–544.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9562-1

Dijkstra, J. K., & Gest, S. D. (2015). Peer norm salience
for academic achievement, prosocial behavior, and bul-
lying: Implications for adolescent school experiences.
Journal of Early Adolescence, 35(1), 79–96. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0272431614524303

Dumas, T. M., Davis, J. P., & Ellis, W. E. (2019). Is it
good to be bad? A longitudinal analysis of adolescent
popularity motivations as a predictor of engagement
in relational aggression and risk behaviors. Youth &
Society, 51, 659–679. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0044118X17700319

Dyches, K. D., & Mayeux, L. (2012). Functions, targets,
and outcomes of specific forms of social aggression: A
daily diary study. The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 173,
63–89. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2011.573026

Earnshaw, V. A., Reisner, S. L., Menino, D., Poteat, V. P.,
Bogart, L. M., Barnes, T. N., & Schuster, M. A. (2018).
Stigma-based bullying interventions: A systematic

BULLYING PREVENTION: SOLUTIONS AND CHALLENGES 1039

https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.6.1159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2019.1646793
https://doi.org/10.1080/16549716.2019.1656905
https://doi.org/10.1080/16549716.2019.1656905
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039114
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0653-0
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2018-211350
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2018-211350
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00660.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00660.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21518
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12223
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12223
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431616670753
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431616670753
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.310
https://doi.org/10.1177/082957359801300205
https://doi.org/10.1177/082957359801300205
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40894-018-0103-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40894-018-0103-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-019-09329-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032999
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032999
https://doi.org/10.1177/027243161562630
https://doi.org/10.1177/027243161562630
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431609340517
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01385-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01385-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9562-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431614524303
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431614524303
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X17700319
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X17700319
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2011.573026


review. Developmental Review, 48, 178–200. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.dr.2018.02.001

Eisner, M., & Malti, T. (2013). The Future of Evidence-based
Bullying and Violence Prevention in Childhood and Adoles-
cence. Strasbourg: European Science Foundation.

Elledge, C., Williford, A., Boulton, A., DePaolis, K., Little,
T., & Salmivalli, C. (2013). Individual and contextual
predictors of cyberbullying: The influence of children’s
provictim attitudes and teachers’ ability to intervene.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 42, 698–710. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9920-x.

Ellis, B. J., Volk, A., Gonzalez, J. M., & Embry, D. D.
(2015). The meaningful roles intervention: An evolu-
tionary approach to reducing bullying and increasing
prosocial behavior. Journal of Research on Adolescence,
26, 622–637. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12243

Faris, R. (2012). Aggression, exclusivity, and status attain-
ment in interpersonal networks. Social Forces, 90, 1207–
1235. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sos074

Faris, R., & Felmlee, D. (2014). Casualties of social com-
bat: School networks of peer victimization and their
consequences. American Sociological Review, 79, 228–257.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414524573

Faris, R., Felmlee, D., & McMillan, C. (2020). With friends
like these: Aggression from amity and equivalence.
American Journal of Sociology, 126, 673–713. https://doi.
org/10.1086/712972.

Farmer, T. W., Hamm, J. V., Leung, M.-C., Lambert, K.,
& Gravelle, M. (2011). Early adolescent peer ecologies
in rural communities: Bullying in schools that do and
do not have a transition during the middle grades.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40, 1106–1117. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9684-0

Farrington, D. P., & Ttofi, M. M. (2009). School-based
programs to reduce bullying and victimization. Camp-
bell Systematic Reviews, 6, 1–148. https://doi.org/10.
4073/csr.2009.6

Ferguson, C. J., Miguel, C. S., Kilburn, J. C., & Sanchez,
P. (2007). The effectiveness of school-based anti-
bullying programs: A meta analytic review. Criminal
Justice Review, 32(4), 401–414. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0734016807311712

Ferguson, S. M., & Ryan, A. M. (2019). It’s lonely at the
top: Adolescent students’ peer-perceived popularity
and self-perceived social contentment. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 48, 341–358. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10964-018-0970-y

Fraguas, D., D�ıaz-Caneja, C. M., Ayora, M., Dur�an-
Cutilla, M., Abreg�u-Crespo, R., Ezquiaga-Bravo, I., . . .
Arango, C. (2021). Assessment of school anti-bullying
interventions: A meta-analysis of randomized clinical
trials. JAMA Pediatrics, 175, 44–55. https://doi.org/10.
1001/jamapediatrics.2020.3541.

Fuligni, A. J. (2019). The need to contribute in adoles-
cence. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 14(3), 331–
343. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691618805437

Gaffney, H., Ttofi, M., & Farrington, D. (2019). Evaluating
the effectiveness of school-bullying prevention

programs: An updated meta-analytical review. Aggres-
sion and Violent Behavior, 45, 111–133. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001

Gaffney, H., Ttofi, M., & Farrington, D. (2021). What
works in anti-bullying programs? Analysis of effective
intervention components. Journal of School Psychology,
85, 37–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.12.002

Gal�an, C., Stokes, L., Szoko, N., Abebe, K., & Culyba, A.
(2021). Exploration of experiences and perpetration of
identity-based bullying among adolescents by race/
ethnicity and other marginalized identities. JAMA Net-
work Open, 4(7), e2116364. https://doi.org/10.1001/
jamanetworkopen.2021.16364

Garandeau, C., Laninga-Wijnen, L., & Salmivalli, C.
(2021). Effects of the KiVa antibullying program on
affective and cognitive empathy in children and ado-
lescents. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychol-
ogy. Advanced Online Publication, https://doi.org/10.
1080/15374416.2020.1846541

Garandeau, C. F., & Lansu, T. A. (2019). Why does
decreased likeability not deter adolescent bullying per-
petrators? Aggressive Behavior, 45, 348–359. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ab.21824

Garandeau, C. F., Lee, I. A., & Salmivalli, C. (2014). Dif-
ferential effects of the KiVa anti-bullying program on
popular and unpopular bullies. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 35, 44–50. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.appdev.2013.10.004

Garandeau, C. F., Lee, I. A., & Salmivalli, C. (2018).
Decreases in the proportion of bullying victims in the
classroom: Effects on the adjustment of remaining vic-
tims. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 42,
64–72. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416667492

Garandeau, C. F., Poskiparta, E., & Salmivalli, C. (2014).
Tackling acute cases of school bullying in the KiVa
anti-bullying program: A comparison of two
approaches. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 42,
981–991. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9861-1

Garandeau, C. F., & Salmivalli, C. (2019). Can healthier
contexts be harmful? A new perspective on the plight
of victims of bullying. Child Development Perspectives,
13, 147–152. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12331

Gini, G., Holt, M., Pozzoli, T., & Marino, C. (2020). Peer
victimization and somatic problems: The role of class
victimization levels. Journal of School Health, 90, 39–46.
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12844

Gradinger, P., Yanagida, T., Strohmeier, D., & Spiel, C.
(2015). Prevention of cyberbullying and cyber victim-
ization: Evaluation of the Visc social competence pro-
gram. Journal of School Violence, 14, 87–110. https://doi.
org/10.1080/15388220.2014.963231

Guy, A., Lee, K., & Wolke, D. (2019). Comparisons
between adolescent bullies, victims, and bully-victims
on perceived popularity, social impact, and social pref-
erence. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 10, 868. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00868

Hafen, C. A., Laursen, B., Nurmi, J. E., & Salmela-Aro, K.
(2013). Bullies, victims, and antipathy: The feeling is

1040 SALMIVALLI, LANINGA-WIJNEN, MALAMUT, AND GARANDEAU

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9920-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-013-9920-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12243
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sos074
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414524573
https://doi.org/10.1086/712972
https://doi.org/10.1086/712972
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9684-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-011-9684-0
https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2009.6
https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2009.6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016807311712
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016807311712
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-018-0970-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-018-0970-y
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2020.3541
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2020.3541
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691618805437
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2020.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.16364
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.16364
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21824
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21824
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416667492
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9861-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12331
https://doi.org/10.1111/josh.12844
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.963231
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.963231
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00868
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00868


mutual. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 41, 801–
809. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9720-5

Hawkins, D. L., Pepler, D. J., & Craig, W. M. (2001). Nat-
uralistic observations of peer interventions in bullying.
Social Development, 10, 512–527. https://doi.org/10.
1111/1467-9507.00178.

Hawley, P. H. (1999). The ontogenesis of social domi-
nance: A strategy- based evolutionary perspective.
Developmental Review, 19, 97–132. https://doi.org/10.
1006/drev.1998.0470

Hawley, P. H. (2003). Prosocial and coercive configura-
tions of resource control in early adolescence: A case
for the well-adapted Machiavellian. Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly, 49, 279–309. https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.
2003.0013

Hawley, P. H. (2015). Social dominance in childhood and
its evolutionary underpinnings: Why it matters and
what we can do. Pediatrics, 135(Supplement 2), S31–
S38. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-3549D

Healy, K. L. (2020). Hypotheses for possible iatrogenic
impacts of school bullying prevention programs. Child
Development Perspectives, 4, 221–228. https://doi.org/
10.1111/cdep.12385

Hodges, E. V. E., & Perry, D. G. (1999). Personal and
interpersonal antecedents and consequences of victim-
ization by peers. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 76, 677–685. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.76.4.677

Huang, Y., Espelage, D., Polanin, J., & Hong, J. S. (2019).
A meta-analytic review of school-based anti- bullying
programs with a parent component. International Jour-
nal of Bullying Prevention, 1, 32–44. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s42380-018-0002-1

Huitsing, G., Lodder, G. M. A., Oldenburg, B., Schacter,
H. L., Salmivalli, C., Juvonen, J., & Veenstra, R. (2019).
The healthy context paradox: Victims’ adjustment dur-
ing an anti-bullying intervention. Journal of Child and
Family Studies, 28, 2499–2509. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10826-018-1194-1

Huitsing, G., Snijders, T. A. B., Van Duijn, M. A. J., &
Veenstra, R. (2014). Victims, bullies, and their defend-
ers: A longitudinal study of the coevolution of positive
and negative networks. Development and Psychopathol-
ogy, 26, 645–659. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0954579414000297.

Huitsing, G., Veenstra, R., Sainio, M., & Salmivalli, C.
(2012). “It must be me” or “It could be them?”: The
impact of the social network position of bullies and
victims on victims’ adjustment. Social Networks, 34,
379–386. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2010.07.002

Jenkins, L. N., & Fredrick, S. S. (2017). Social capital and
bystander behavior in bullying: internalizing problems
as a barrier to prosocial intervention. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 46(4), 757–771. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10964-017-0637-0

Jim�enez-Barbero, J., Ruiz-Hern�andez, J., Llor-Zaragoza,
L., P�erez-Garc�ıa, M., & Llor-Esteban, B. (2016). Effec-
tiveness of anti-bullying school programs: A meta-

analysis. Children and Youth Services Review, 61, 165–
175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.12.015

Johander, E., Turunen, T., Garandeau, C., & Salmivalli,
C. (2020). Different approaches to address bullying in
KiVa Schools: Adherence to guidelines, strategies
implemented, and outcomes obtained. Prevention
Science, 22, 299–310. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-
020-01178-4

Johansson, A., Huhtam€aki, A., Sainio, M., Kaljonen, A.,
Boivin, M., & Salmivalli, C. (2020). Heritability of bul-
lying and victimization in children and adolescents:
Moderation by the KiVa antibullying program. Journal
of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.
2020.1731820

Jones, L. M., Mitchell, K. J., & Turner, H. A. (2015). Vic-
tim reports of bystander reactions to in person and
online peer harassment: A national survey of adoles-
cents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 44, 2308–2320.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0342-9

Jouriles, E. N., Rosenfield, D., McDonald, R., & Mueller,
V. (2014). Child involvement in interparental conflict
and child adjustment problems: A longitudinal study
of violent families. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology,
42, 693–704. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9821-1

Juvonen, J., & Ho, A. Y. (2008). Social motives underlying
antisocial behavior across middle school grades. Jour-
nal of Youth and Adolescence, 37, 747–756. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10964-008-9272-0

K€arn€a, A., Voeten, M., Little, T., Alanen, E., Poskiparta,
E., & Salmivalli, C. (2013). Effectiveness of the KiVa
antibullying program: Grades 1–3 and 7–9. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 105, 535–551. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0030417

K€arn€a, A., Voeten, M., Little, T., Poskiparta, E., Alanen,
E., & Salmivalli, C. (2011). Going to Scale: A nonran-
domized nationwide trial of the KiVa antibullying pro-
gram for comprehensive schools. Journal of Consulting
and Clinical Psychology, 79, 796–805. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0025740

K€arn€a, A., Voeten, M., Little, T., Poskiparta, E., Kaljonen,
A., & Salmivalli, C. (2011). A large-scale evaluation of
the KiVa anti-bullying program: Grades 4–6. Child
Development, 82, 311–330. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-8624.2010.01557.x

Kaufman, T., Huitsing, G., Bloemberg, R., & Veenstra, R.
(2021). The systematic application of network diagnos-
tics to monitor and tackle bullying and victimization
in schools. International Journal of Bullying Prevention, 3,
75–87. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-020-00064-5

Kennedy, R. (2020). Gender differences in outcomes of
bullying prevention programs: A meta-analysis. Chil-
dren and Youth Services Review, 119(C), https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105506

Kwan, I., Dickson, K., Richardson, M., MacDowall, W.,
Burchett, H., Stansfield, C., . . . Thomas, J. (2020).
Cyberbullying and children and young people’s men-
tal health: A systematic map of systematic reviews.

BULLYING PREVENTION: SOLUTIONS AND CHALLENGES 1041

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9720-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00178
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00178
https://doi.org/10.1006/drev.1998.0470
https://doi.org/10.1006/drev.1998.0470
https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2003.0013
https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2003.0013
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-3549D
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12385
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12385
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.4.677
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.4.677
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-018-0002-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-018-0002-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1194-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1194-1
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579414000297
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579414000297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socnet.2010.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0637-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0637-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-020-01178-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-020-01178-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1731820
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1731820
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0342-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9821-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9272-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9272-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030417
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030417
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025740
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025740
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01557.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01557.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42380-020-00064-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105506


Cyberpsychology, Behavior and Social Networking, 23, 72–
82. https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2019.0370.

LaFontana, K. M., & Cillessen, A. H. (2010). Developmen-
tal changes in the priority of perceived status in child-
hood and adolescence. Social Development, 19, 130–147.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00522.x

Lambe, J. L., & Craig, W. M. (2020). Peer defending as a
multidimensional behavior: Development and valida-
tion of the defending behaviors scale. Journal of School
Psychology, 78, 38–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.
2019.12.001

Lambe, L. J., Hudson, C. C., Craig, W. M., & Pepler, D. J.
(2017). Does defending come with a cost? Examining
the psychosocial correlates of defending behaviour
among bystanders of bullying in a Canadian sample.
Child Abuse & Neglect, 65, 112–123. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.chiabu.2017.01.012

Laninga-Wijnen, L., Harakeh, Z., Dijkstra, J. K., Veenstra,
R., & Vollebergh, W. A. M. (2020). Who sets the
aggressive popularity norm? It’s the number and
strength of aggressive, prosocial and bi-strategic ado-
lescents in classrooms. Journal of Abnormal Child Psy-
chology, 48, 13–27. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-019-
00571-0

Laninga-Wijnen, L., Harakeh, Z., Steglich, C., Dijkstra, J.
K., Veenstra, R., & Vollebergh, W. (2017). The norms
of popular peers moderate friendship dynamics of
adolescent aggression. Child Development, 88, 1265–
1283. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12650

Laninga-Wijnen, L., van den Berg, Y. H. M., Garandeau,
C. F., Mulder, S., & de Castro, B. O. (in press). Does
being defended relate to decreases in victimization
and improved psychosocial adjustment among vic-
tims? Journal of Educational Psychology.

Laninga-Wijnen, L., Van den Berg, Y. H. M., Mainhard,
T., & Cillessen, A. H. N. (2021). The role of defending
norms in victims’ classroom climate perceptions and
psychosocial maladjustment in secondary school.
Research on Child and Adolescent Psychopathology, 49,
169–184. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-020-00738-0.

Latan�e, B., & Darley, J. M. (1968). Group inhibition of
bystander intervention in emergencies. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 10, 215–221. https://doi.
org/10.1037/h0026570

Lee, S., Kim, C.-J., & Kim, D. H. (2015). A meta-analysis
of the effect of school-based anti-bullying programs.
Journal of Child Health Care, 19, 136–153. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1367493513503581

Liu, X., Pan, B., Chen, L., Li, T., Ji, L., & Zhang, W.
(2021). Healthy context paradox in the association
between bullying victimization and externalizing prob-
lems: The mediating role of hostile attribution bias.
Acta Psychologica Sinica, 53, 170–181. https://doi.org/
10.3724/SP.J.1041.2021.00170

Low, S., & Van Ryzin, M. (2014). The moderating effects
of school climate on bullying prevention efforts. School
Psychology Quarterly, 29, 306–319. https://doi.org/10.
1037/spq0000073

Lu, T., Li, L., Niu, L., Jin, S., & French, D. C. (2018). Rela-
tions between popularity and prosocial behavior in
middle school and high school Chinese adolescents.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 42, 175–
181. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416687411

Ma, T. L., & Chen, W. T. (2019). The benefits of being
defended: Perceived bystander participant roles and
victims’ emotional and psychosocial adjustment. Jour-
nal of School Violence, 18, 77–91. https://doi.org/10.
1080/15388220.2017.1387132

Ma, T. L., Meter, D. J., Chen, W. T., & Lee, Y. (2019).
Defending behavior of peer victimization in school
and cyber context during childhood and adolescence:
A metaanalytic review of individual and peer-
relational characteristics. Psychological Bulletin, 145,
891–928. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000205

Malamut, S. T., Dawes, M., van den Berg, Y. H. M.,
Lansu, T. A. M., Schwartz, D., & Cillessen, A. H. N.
(2021). Adolescent victim types across the popularity
status hierarchy: Differences in internalizing symp-
toms. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10964-021-01498-w.

Malamut, S. T., Dawes, M., & Xie, H. (2018). Characteris-
tics of rumors and rumor victims in early adolescence:
Rumor content and social impact. Social Development,
27, 601–618. https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12289

Malamut, S. T., Luo, T., & Schwartz, D. (2020). Prospec-
tive associations between popularity, victimization,
and aggression in early adolescence. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 49, 2347–2357. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10964-020-01248-4

Malamut, S., Trach, J., Garandeau, C. F., & Salmivalli, C.
(2021). Examining the potential mental health costs of
defending victims of bullying: A longitudinal analysis.
Research on Child and Adolescent Psychopathology, 49,
1197–1210. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-021-00822-z

Malamut, S. T., van den Berg, Y. H., Lansu, T. A., & Cil-
lessen, A. H. (2020). Bidirectional associations between
popularity, popularity goal, and aggression, alcohol
use and prosocial behaviors in adolescence: A 3-year
prospective longitudinal study. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 50, 298–313. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10964-020-01308-9.

Malamut, S. T., van den Berg, Y. H., Lansu, T. A., & Cil-
lessen, A. H. (2020). Dyadic nominations of bullying:
Comparing types of bullies and their victims. Aggres-
sive Behavior, 46, 232–243. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.
21884

McDougall, P., & Vailliancourt, T. (2015). Long-term
adult outcomes of peer victimization in childhood and
adolescence: Pathways to adjustment and maladjust-
ment. American Psychologist, 70, 300–310. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0039174.

Merrell, K., Gueldner, B., Ross, S., & Isava, D. (2008).
How effective are school bullying intervention pro-
grams? A meta-analysis of intervention research. School
Psychology Quarterly, 23, 26–42. https://doi.org/10.
1037/1045-3830.23.1.26

1042 SALMIVALLI, LANINGA-WIJNEN, MALAMUT, AND GARANDEAU

https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2019.0370
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00522.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-019-00571-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-019-00571-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12650
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-020-00738-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0026570
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0026570
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367493513503581
https://doi.org/10.1177/1367493513503581
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2021.00170
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2021.00170
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000073
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000073
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025416687411
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2017.1387132
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2017.1387132
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000205
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01498-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01498-w
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12289
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01248-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01248-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-021-00822-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01308-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01308-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21884
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21884
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039174
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039174
https://doi.org/10.1037/1045-3830.23.1.26
https://doi.org/10.1037/1045-3830.23.1.26


Merten, D. E. (1997). The meaning of meanness: Popular-
ity, competition, and conflict among junior high school
girls. Sociology of Education, 70, 175–191. https://doi.
org/10.2307/2673207

Meter, D. J., & Card, N. A. (2015). Effects of defending:
The longitudinal relations among peer-perceived
defending of victimized peer, victimization, and liking.
Social Development, 24, 734–747. https://doi.org/10.
1111/sode.12129

Midgett, A., & Doumas, D. M. (2019). Witnessing bully-
ing at school: The association between being a bystan-
der and anxiety and depressive symptoms. School
Mental Health, 11(3), 454–463. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12310-019-09312-6

Morrow, M. T., Hubbard, J. A., & Sharp, M. K. (2019).
Preadolescents’ daily peer victimization and perceived
social competence: Moderating effects of classroom
aggression. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psy-
chology, 48, 716–727. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.
2017.1416618

Murray-Close, D. (2012) Psychophysiology of adolescent
peer relations I: Theory and research findings. Journal
of Research on Adolescence, 23, 260–273. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.biopsycho.2017.10.005

Newman, B. M., & Newman, P. R. (2001). Group identity
and alienation: Giving the we its due. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 30, 515–538. https://doi.org/10.1023/
A:1010480003929

Ng, E. D., Chua, J. Y. X., & Shorey, S. (2020). The effec-
tiveness of educational interventions on traditional
bullying and cyberbullying among adolescents: A sys-
tematic review and meta-analysis. Trauma, Violence, &
Abuse, https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020933867

Nocentini, A., Menesini, E., & Pluess, M. (2018). The per-
sonality trait of environmental sensitivity predicts chil-
dren’s positive response to school-based antibullying
intervention. Clinical Psychological Science, 66, 848–859.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702618782194

Nocentini, A., Palladino, B., & Menesini, E. (2019). For
whom is anti-bullying intervention most effective? The
role of temperament. International Journal of Environ-
mental Research and Public Health, 16, 388. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph16030388

Ojanen, T., & Findley-Van Nostrand, D. (2014). Social
goals, aggression, peer preference, and popularity:
Longitudinal links during middle school. Developmental
Psychology, 50, 2134–2143. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0037137

Olweus, D. (1978). Aggression in schools: Bullies and whip-
ping boys. Washington, DC: Hemisphere.

Olivia, A., Parra, A., & Reina, C. (2014). Personal and
contextual factors related to internalizing problems
during adolescence. Child Youth Care Forum, 43(4), 505–
520. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-014-9250-5

Palladino, B. E., Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016).
Evidence-based intervention against bullying and
cyberbullying: Evaluation of the NoTrap! program in

two independent trials. Aggressive Behavior, 42, 194–
206. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21636

Paluck, E., Shepherd, H., & Aronow, P. (2016). Changing
climates of conflict: A social network experiment in 56
schools. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America, 113, 566–571. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1514483113

Pan, B., Li, T., Ji, L., Malamut, S., Zhang, W., & Salmi-
valli, C. (2021). Why does classroom-level victimization
moderate the association between victimization and
depressive symptoms? The “Healthy Context Paradox”
and two explanations. Child Development, 92, 1836–
1854. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13624

Pan, B., Zhang, L., Ji, L., Garandeau, C. F., Salmivalli, C.,
& Zhang, W. (2020). Classroom status hierarchy mod-
erates the association between social dominance goals
and bullying behavior in middle childhood and early
adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 49, 2285–
2297. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01285-z

Pedersen, S., Vitaro, F., Barker, E. D., & Borge, A. I.
(2007). The timing of middle-childhood peer rejection
and friendship: Linking early behavior to early-
adolescent adjustment. Child Development, 78, 1037–
1051. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01051.x

Peeters, M., Cillessen, A. H., & Scholte, R. H. (2010).
Clueless or powerful? Identifying subtypes of bullies
in adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 39,
1041–1052. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9478-9

Peets, K., & Hodges, E. V. E. (2014). Is popularity associ-
ated with aggression toward socially preferred or
marginalized targets? Journal of Experimental Child Psy-
chology, 124, 112–123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.
2014.02.002

Peets, K., P€oyh€onen, V., Juvonen, J., & Salmivalli, C.
(2015). Classroom norms of bullying alter the degree
to which children defend in response to their affective
empathy and power. Developmental Psychology, 51, 913–
920. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039287

Pellegrini, A. D. (2002). Bullying, victimization, and sex-
ual harassment during the transition to middle school.
Educational Psychologist, 37, 151–163. https://doi.org/
10.1207/S15326985EP3703_2

Pellegrini, A. D., Long, J. D., Solberg, D., Roseth, C.,
Dupuis, D., Bohn, C., & Hickey, M. (2010). Bullying
and social status during school transitions. In S. R.
Jimerson, S. Swearer, & D. L. Espelage (Eds.), Handbook
of bullying in schools: An international perspective (pp.
199–210). Abingdon: Routledge/Taylor & Francis
Group.

Perren, S., & Alsaker, F. (2006). Social behavior and peer
relationships of victims, bully-victims, and bullies in
kindergarten. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry,
47, 45–57. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.
01445.x

Polanin, J., Espelage, D., & Pigott, T. (2012). A meta-
analysis of school-based bullying prevention pro-
grams’ effects on bystander intervention behavior.

BULLYING PREVENTION: SOLUTIONS AND CHALLENGES 1043

https://doi.org/10.2307/2673207
https://doi.org/10.2307/2673207
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12129
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12129
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-019-09312-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12310-019-09312-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2017.1416618
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2017.1416618
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2017.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2017.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010480003929
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010480003929
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020933867
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702618782194
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16030388
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16030388
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037137
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037137
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-014-9250-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21636
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1514483113
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1514483113
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13624
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01285-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01051.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-9478-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039287
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3703_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3703_2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01445.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2005.01445.x


School Psychology Review, 41, 47–65. https://doi.org/10.
1080/02796015.2012.12087375

Pouwels, J. L., Lansu, T. A., & Cillessen, A. H. (2016).
Participant roles of bullying in adolescence: Status
characteristics, social behavior, and assignment criteria.
Aggressive Behavior, 42(3), 239–253. https://doi.org/10.
1002/ab.21614

Pouwels, J. L., Lansu, T. A. M., & Cillessen, A. H. N.
(2017). Adolescents’ explicit and implicit evaluations of
hypothetical and actual peers with different bullying
participant roles. Journal of Experimental Child Psychol-
ogy, 159, 219–241. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.
02.008

Pouwels, J. L., van Noorden, T. H., & Caravita, S. C.
(2019). Defending victims of bullying in the classroom:
The role of moral responsibility and social costs. Jour-
nal of Experimental Social Psychology, 84, 103831.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103831

Pouwels, J. L., van Noorden, T. H. J., Lansu, T. A. M., &
Cillessen, A. H. N. (2018). The participant roles of bul-
lying in different grades: Prevalence and social status
profiles. Social Development, 27, 732–747. https://doi.
org/10.1111/sode.12294

Pozzoli, T., & Gini, G. (2021). Longitudinal relations
between students’ social status and their roles in bully-
ing: The mediating role of self-perceived social status.
Journal of School Violence, 20(1), 76–88. https://doi.org/
10.1080/15388220.2020.1850462

Pozzoli, T., Gini, G., & Vieno, A. (2012). The role of indi-
vidual correlates and class norms in defending and
passive bystanding behavior in bullying: A multilevel
analysis. Child Development, 83, 1917–1931. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01831.x

Prinstein, M., & Cillessen, A. (2003). Forms and functions
of adolescent peer aggression associated with high
levels of peer status. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 49, 310–
342. https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2003.0015.

Pronk, J., Olthof, T., Aleva, E. A., van der Meulen, M.,
Vermande, M. M., & Goossens, F. A. (2020). Longitudi-
nal associations between adolescents’ bullying-related
indirect defending, outsider behavior, and peer-group
status. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 30, 87–99.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12450

Quirk, R., & Campbell, M. (2015). On standby? A compar-
ison of online and offline witnesses to bullying and their
bystander behaviour, Educational Psychology, 35, 430–448.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2014.893556

Reijntjes, A., Vermande, M., Olthof, T., Goossens, F. A.,
Aleva, L., & van der Meulen, M. (2016). Defending vic-
timized peers: Opposing the bully, supporting the vic-
tim, or both? Aggressive Behavior, 42, 585–597. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ab.21653.

Reijntjes, A., Vermande, M., Olthof, T., Goossens, F. A.,
Van De Schoot, R., Aleva, L., & Van Der Meulen, M.
(2013). Costs and benefits of bullying in the context of
the peer group: A three wave longitudinal analysis.
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 41, 1217–1229.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9759-3.

Saarento, S., Boulton, A. J., & Salmivalli, C. (2015).
Reducing bullying and victimization: Student- and
classroom-level mechanisms of change. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 43, 61–76. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10802-013-9841-x

Saarento, S., Garandeau, C. F., & Salmivalli, C. (2015).
Classroom- and school-level contributions to bullying
and victimization: A review. Journal of Community &
Applied Social Psychology, 25, 204–218. https://doi.org/
10.1002/casp.2207

Sainio, M., Veenstra, R., Huitsing, G., & Salmivalli, C.
(2011). Victims and their defenders: A dyadic
approach. International Journal of Behavioral Develop-
ment, 35, 144–151. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0165025410378068

Sainio, M., Veenstra, R., Huitsing, G., & Salmivalli, C.
(2012). Same- and other-sex victimization: Are the risk
factors similar? Aggressive Behavior, 38, 442–455.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21445

Salmivalli, C. (2010). Bullying and the peer group: A
review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 15, 112–120.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007

Salmivalli, C. (2014). Participant roles in bullying: How
can peer bystanders be utilized in interventions? The-
ory Into Practice, 53(4), 286–292. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00405841.2014.947222

Salmivalli, C. (2018). Peer victimization and adjustment
in young adulthood: commentary on the special sec-
tion. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 46, 67–72.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-017-0372-8

Salmivalli, C., & Peets, K. (2018). Bullying and victimiza-
tion. In K. Rubin, W. Bukowski, & B. Laursen (Eds.),
Handbook of peer interactions, relationships, and groups.
New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Salmivalli, C., & Voeten, M. (2004). Connections between
attitudes, group norms, and behaviors associated with
bullying in schools. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 28, 246–258. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01650250344000488

Salmivalli, C., Voeten, M., & Poskiparta, E. (2011). Bys-
tanders matter: Associations between reinforcing,
defending, and the frequency of bullying behavior in
classrooms. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psy-
chology, 40, 68–676. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.
2011.597090

Scardera, S., Perret, L. C., Ouellet-Morin, I., Gari�epy, G.,
Juster, R.-P., Boivin, M., . . . Geoffroy, M.-C. (2020).
Association of social support during adolescence with
depression, anxiety, and suicidal ideation in young
adults. JAMA Network Open, 3, e2027491. https://doi.
org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.27491.

Schacter, H. L., & Juvonen, J. (2015). The effects of
school-level victimization on self-blame: Evidence for
contextualized social cognitions. Developmental Psychol-
ogy, 51, 841–847. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000016

Schacter, H. L., & Juvonen, J. (2018). You’ve got a friend
(ly school): Can school prosocial norms and friends
similarly protect victims from distress? Social

1044 SALMIVALLI, LANINGA-WIJNEN, MALAMUT, AND GARANDEAU

https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2012.12087375
https://doi.org/10.1080/02796015.2012.12087375
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21614
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21614
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103831
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12294
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12294
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2020.1850462
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2020.1850462
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01831.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01831.x
https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2003.0015
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12450
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2014.893556
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21653
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21653
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9759-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9841-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9841-x
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2207
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2207
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025410378068
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025410378068
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2014.947222
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2014.947222
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-017-0372-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000488
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000488
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2011.597090
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2011.597090
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.27491
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2020.27491
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000016


Development, 27(3), 636–651. https://doi.org/10.1111/
sode.12281

Schacter, H. L., & Juvonen, J. (2020). When do friend-
ships help versus hurt? Perceived bestfriend victimiza-
tion and support as moderators of peer victimization-
related distress. The Journal of Early Adolescence. 40,
804–827. https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431619874402

Schwartz, D., & Gorman, A. H. (2011). The high price of
high status: Popularity as a mechanism of risk. In A.
H. N. Cillessen, D. Schwartz, & L. Mayeux (Eds.), Pop-
ularity in the peer system (pp. 245–270). New York, NY:
Guilford Press.

Sentse, M., Dijkstra, J. K., Salmivalli, C., & Cillessen, A.
H. N. (2013). The dynamics of friendships and victim-
ization in adolescence: A social network perspective.
Aggressive Behavior, 39, 229–238. https://doi.org/10.
1002/ab.21469

Sentse, M., Kretschmer, T., & Salmivalli, C. (2015). The
longitudinal interplay between bullying, victimization,
and social status: Age-related and gender differences.
Social Development, 24, 659–677. https://doi.org/10.
1111/sode.12115

Sentse, M., Scholte, R., Salmivalli, C., & Voeten, M.
(2007). Person-group dissimilarity in involvement in
bullying and its relation with social status. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 35, 1009–1019. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10802-007-9150-3

Sentse, M., Veenstra, R., Kiuru, N., & Salmivalli, C.
(2015). A longitudinal multilevel study of individual
characteristics and classroom norms in explaining bul-
lying behaviors. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology,
43, 943–955. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9949-7

Sijtsema, J. J., Rambaran, J. A., & Ojanen, T. J. (2013).
Overt and relational victimization and adolescent
friendships: Selection, de-selection, and social influ-
ence. Social Influence, 8, 177–195. https://doi.org/10.
1080/15534510.2012.739097

Sijtsema, J., Veenstra, R., Lindenberg, S., & Salmivalli, C.
(2009). An empirical test of bullies’ status goals:
Assessing direct goals, aggression, and prestige.
Aggressive Behavior, 35, 57–67. https://doi.org/10.1002/
ab.20282.

Smith, P. K. (2010). Bullying in primary and secondary
schools: Psychological and organizational comparisons.
In S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer, & D. L. Espelage
(Eds.), Handbook of bullying in schools: An international
perspective. Abingdon: Routledge/Taylor & Francis
Group.

Spadafora, N., Marini, Z., & Volk, A. (2018). Should I
defend or should I go? An adaptive, qualitative exami-
nation of the personal costs and benefits associated
with bullying intervention. Canadian Journal of School
Psychology, 35, 23–40. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0829573518793752

Stapinski, L., Araya, R., Heron, J., Montgomery, A., &
Stallard, P. (2015). Peer victimization during adoles-
cence: Concurrent and prospective impact on symp-
toms of depression and anxiety. Anxiety, Stress &

Coping, 28, 105–120. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.
2014.962023

Strindberg, J., Horton, P., & Thornberg, R. (2020). The
fear of being singled out: Pupils’ perspectives on vic-
timisation and bystanding in bullying situations. Bri-
tish Journal of Sociology of Education, 41, 942–957.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2020.1789846

Tesser, A., Millar, M., & Moore, J. (1988). Some affective
consequences of social comparison and reflection pro-
cesses: The pain and pleasure of being close. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 49–61. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.1.49

Thompson, R., & Leadbeater, B. J. (2013). Peer victimiza-
tion and internalizing symptoms from adolescence
into young adulthood: Building strength through emo-
tional support. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 23,
290–303. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2012.
00827.x

Trach, J., Hymel, S., Waterhouse, T., & Neale, K. (2010).
Bystander responses to school bullying: A cross-
sectional investigation of grade and sex differences.
Canadian Journal of School Psychology, 25, 114–130.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573509357553

Troop-Gordon, W. (2017). Peer victimization in adoles-
cence: The nature, progression, and consequences of
being bullied within a developmental context. Journal
of Adolescence, 55, 116–128. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
adolescence.2016.12.012

Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. (2009). What works in pre-
venting bullying: Effective elements of anti-bullying pro-
grammes. Journal of Aggression, Conflict and Peace Research,
1, 13–24. https://doi.org/10.1108/17596599200900003

Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2011). Effectiveness of
school-based programs to reduce bullying: A system-
atic and meta-analytic review. Journal of Experimental
Criminology, 7, 27–56. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-
010-9109-1

Vaillancourt, T., & Hymel, S. (2006). Aggression and
social status: The moderating roles of sex and peer-
valued characteristics. Aggressive Behavior, 32, 396–408.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20138

van den Berg, Y. H., Burk, W. J., & Cillessen, A. H.
(2019). The functions of aggression in gaining, main-
taining, and losing popularity during adolescence: A
multiple-cohort design. Developmental Psychology, 55,
2159–2168. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000786

van den Broek, N., Deutz, M. H. F., Schoneveld, E. A.,
Burk, W. J., & Cillessen, A. H. N. (2016). Behavioral
correlates of prioritizing popularity in adolescence.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 44, 2444–2454. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0352-7

van der Ploeg, R., Kretschmer, T., Salmivalli, C., & Veen-
stra, R. (2017). Defending victims: What does it take to
intervene in bullying and how is it rewarded by peers?
Journal of School Psychology, 65, 1–10. https://doi.org/
10.1016/J.JSP.2017.06.002

van der Ploeg, R., Steglich, C., & Veenstra, R. (2016). The
support group approach in the Dutch KiVa anti-

BULLYING PREVENTION: SOLUTIONS AND CHALLENGES 1045

https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12281
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12281
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431619874402
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21469
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21469
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12115
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12115
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-007-9150-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-007-9150-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9949-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510.2012.739097
https://doi.org/10.1080/15534510.2012.739097
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20282
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20282
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573518793752
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573518793752
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2014.962023
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2014.962023
https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2020.1789846
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.54.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2012.00827.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2012.00827.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0829573509357553
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1108/17596599200900003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-010-9109-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-010-9109-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20138
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000786
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0352-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0352-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JSP.2017.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JSP.2017.06.002


bullying programme: Effects on victimisation, defend-
ing and well-being at school. Educational Research, 58
(3), 221–236. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2016.
1184949

van Hoof, A., Raaijmakers, Q. A. W., van Beek, Y., Hale,
W. W., & Aleva, L. (2008). A multi-mediation model
on the relations of bullying, victimization, identity,
and family with adolescent depressive symptoms. Jour-
nal of Youth and Adolescence, 37, 772–782. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10964-007-9261-8

Veenstra, R., Lindenberg, S., Munniksma, A., & Dijkstra,
J. K. (2010). The complex relation between bullying,
victimization, acceptance, and rejection: Giving special
attention to status, affection, and sex differences. Child
Development, 81, 480–486. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-8624.2009.01411.x

Volk, A. A., Camilleri, J., Dane, A., & Marini, Z. A.
(2012). Is adolescent bullying an evolutionary adapta-
tion? Aggressive Behavior, 38, 222–238. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ab.21418

Volk, A. A., Dane, A. V., & Marini, Z. A. (2014). What is
bullying? A theoretical redefinition. Developmental
Review, 34, 327–343. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2014.
09.001

Williford, A., Elledge, L., Boulton, A., DePaolis, K., Little,
T., & Salmivalli, C. (2013). Effects of the KiVa Antibul-
lying Program on cyberbullying and cybervictimiza-
tion frequency among Finnish youth. Journal of Clinical
Child and Adolescent Psychology, 42, 820–833. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.787623

Williford, A., Noland, B., Little, T., K€arn€a, A., & Salmi-
valli, C. (2012). Effects of the KiVa Antibullying Pro-
gram on adolescents’ perception of peers, depression,

and anxiety. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 40,
289–300. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-011-9551-1

Wills, T. A. (1981). Downward comparison principles in
social psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 90, 245.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.90.2.245

Wincentak, K., Connolly, J., & Card, N. (2017). Teen dat-
ing violence: A meta-analytic review of prevalence
rates. Psychology of Violence, 7, 224–241. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0040194

Wright, J. C., Giammarino, M., & Parad, H. W. (1986).
Social status in small groups: Individual-group similar-
ity and the social “misfit”. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 50, 523–536. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.50.3.523

Wurster, T., & Xie, H. (2014). Aggressive and prosocial
behaviors: The social success of bistrategic preadoles-
cents. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 38,
367–377. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025414531463

Yeager, D. S., Fong, C., Lee, H., & Espelage, D. (2015).
Declines in efficacy of anti-bullying programs among
older adolescents: Theory and a three-level meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 37,
36–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2014.11.005

Yun, H. Y., & Juvonen, J. (2020). Navigating the healthy
context paradox: Identifying classroom characteristics
that improve the psychological adjustment of bullying
victims. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 49, 2203–2213.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01300-3

Zahn, R., Lythe, K. E., Gethin, J. A., Green, S., Deakin, J.,
Young, A. H., & Moll, J. (2015). The role of self-blame
and worthlessness in the psychopathology of major
depressive disorder. Journal of Affective Disorders, 186,
337–341. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2015.08.001

1046 SALMIVALLI, LANINGA-WIJNEN, MALAMUT, AND GARANDEAU

https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2016.1184949
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2016.1184949
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-007-9261-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-007-9261-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01411.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01411.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21418
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21418
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2014.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2014.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.787623
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2013.787623
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-011-9551-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.90.2.245
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0040194
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0040194
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.3.523
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.3.523
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025414531463
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2014.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01300-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2015.08.001

