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Abstract. Bullying is a severe problem that affects students’ mental health. The number of
bullying incidents in Indonesia is still high, most likely because the country has not had
bullying prevention and intervention programs implemented holistically in all aspects at
school. Indonesia’s bullying prevention and intervention programs have been primarily
implemented sectorally, only for certain students when incidents have been observed.
Two bullying prevention intervention programs that have been tested multinationally,
the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program and KiVa, have been proven effective. The
aims of this study are twofold: to explain the effectiveness and evaluation of these two
stated programs and to give insights for Indonesian researchers interested in developing
comprehensive bullying intervention and prevention programs. Discussions are focused
on developing the prevention and intervention programs, the implementation of the
programs, and the evaluation to test program effectiveness. Results show the importance
of involving all school components, integration with the school curriculum, national
implementation, and using the programs over an extended period. Evaluation of the
programs’ effectiveness is also essential, with a randomized controlled trial recommended
for doing so.
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Introduction

Studies on school bullying originated in the Scandinavian countries with the publication of Olweus

(1978) book Aggression in the Schools: Bullies and Whipping Boys. Since then, research has expanded into

several European (i.e., Finland, the United Kingdom, and Ireland) and Asian countries (e.g., Japan)

(P. K. Smith & Brain, 2000). Studies on bullying have become more global due to the increasing

numbers of bullying incidents in many countries worldwide (Haner & Lee, 2017).

Although school bullying has become a global problem, researchers still debate the definition

of bullying (Volk et al., 2014; Younan, 2019). As a pioneer of the study, Olweus (1978, 1993) stated,

“a student is being bullied or victimized when he or she is exposed repeatedly and over time to negative actions

on the part of one or more other students. This definition is the most commonly used in bullying studies

(Volk et al., 2014). Researchers have agreed that bullying is an aggressive behavior intended to harm
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another person, that is done repeatedly in interpersonal relationships, characterized by an imbalance

of power between the perpetrator and the victim (Menesini & Salmivalli, 2017; Olweus & Limber,

2010a, 2010b; P. K. Smith, 2016; Ttofi & Farrington, 2010; Volk et al., 2014). Olweus (1993) emphasized

three characteristics in determining bullying behavior: intended harmful behavior, repetition of that

behavior, and an imbalance of power between the perpetrators and the victims. P. K. Smith (2016)

emphasized two defining criteria to separate bullying from the more ordinary aggressive behaviors,

such as fights between persons who are relatively equally matched.

Through a systematic literature review, Younan (2019) found that researchers consistently agreed

that to label behaviors as bullying, they need to be aggressive, intentional, repetitive, involve a power

imbalance, and be unprovoked—all in favor of the perpetrator. Although not all researchers included

all five characteristics in defining bullying, they all used at least one of the five in their definitions

(Younan, 2019).

Debate on the definition of bullying is also related to perspectives of participants in bullying

studies. Differences in definition could affect the results of studies (Younan, 2019). Younan (2019)

found that the definitions that come from younger participants (4–8 years old) are different from

definitions that come from older participants (14 years and older). Younger participants could only

differentiate aggressive and nonaggressive behavior, while older participants were able to differentiate

aggressive and nonaggressive behavior, physical and nonphysical bullying. Older participants could

also identify power imbalance and repetition.

Since there are different perspectives on the definition of bullying among researchers and

participants in bullying studies, it is essential to include the definition of bullying in the questionnaires

used in any given study (Younan, 2019). It is also recommended that researchers conduct bullying

interventions to assure participants’ understanding of the definition of bullying used in the study.

Therefore, researchers need to explain the definition of bullying and its characteristics to participants

(Younan, 2019).

Bullying is a severe problem for children worldwide. Studies have shown that bullying affects

individuals’ lives negatively. Bullying increases individual problems (Lebrun-Harris et al., 2018;

Reijntjes et al., 2010) and loneliness (Eslea et al., 2004; Juvonen et al., 2000; Schäfer et al., 2004),

decreases children’s self-esteem, causes a negative perception of the self (Boulton et al., 2010; Choi

& Park, 2021), lowers the subjective well-being of victims (Borualogo, 2021; Borualogo & Casas, 2021),

increases symptoms of post-traumatic stress (Baldry et al., 2018), and even increases suicidal ideation

(Baiden & Tadeo, 2020; Barzilay et al., 2017; Ford et al., 2017; Hinduja & Patchin, 2018).

Moore et al. (2017) explained the results of a systematic literature review and a meta-analysis

of 165 articles on the consequences of bullying on children and youths. They found that child and

youth bullying victims experience mental illness, including depression, anxiety, psychotic symptoms,

suicidal ideas and attempts, drug abuse, somatic symptoms (e.g., stomachache, headache, and sleeping

difficulties), and lower academic achievement. Children and youths who experienced victimization

more frequently showed a greater possibility (32.6%) of being depressed than those who were only

sometimes victimized (17.8%) (Moore et al., 2017). Suicide attempts increased by 37.7% in children
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and youths who experienced more frequent bullying victimization (Moore et al., 2017). These results

show how severe bullying can affect children’s and youths’ mental health; therefore, it is essential to

take steps to decrease the number of bullying incidents.

Bullying is also related to human rights. The Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC),

(United Nations Human Rights, 1989) article 19, paragraph 1 states, “States Parties shall take all

appropriate legislative, administrative, social and educational measures to protect the child from all forms of

physical or mental violence, injury or abuse, neglect or negligent treatment, maltreatment or exploitation,

including sexual abuse, while in the care of parent(s), legal guardian(s), or other person who has cares the care of

the child.”

The Finnish Basic Education Act of 1998 states that each and every student has the right to a safe

school environment (Herkama et al., 2017). In 2003, the law was further amended to specify that “the

education provider shall draw up a plan, in connection with curriculum design, for safeguarding pupils against

violence, bullying, and harassment, execute the plan, and supervise adherence to it and its implementation.”

(Finlex, 2010).

The Indonesian government also takes the number of school bullying incidents in the country

seriously, which is among the highest in Asia (Borualogo & Gumilang, 2019; Borualogo et al., 2020a).

The Indonesian government regulates prevention and overcoming violence in school through the

Regulation of Ministry of Education and Culture number 82 of 2015 (Indonesian Ministry of Education

and Culture, 2015). Moreover, Article 9 of Law Number 35 of 2014 concerning child protection

states that every child has the right to protection from sexual harassment and violence by teachers,

education staff, other students, and/or other parties in any educational institution (Setyawan, 2014).

These ministerial regulations and laws show that the Indonesian government is very serious about

preventing bullying.

Studies on bullying have been conducted for more than 40 years, following up on concerns of the

United Nations and several countries, including Indonesia, regarding child protection. But studies on

the effectiveness of intervention programs to overcome bullying are still scarce. Among these programs

are the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP; Olweus and Limber (2010a, 2010b), the Finnish

Anti-Bullying Program (Salmivalli et al., 2005), the Greek Anti-Bullying Program (Andreou et al., 2007),

the Kiusaamista Vastaan KiVa (Salmivalli et al., 2010a; Salmivalli et al., 2011) and the Respect program

(Ertesvåg & Vaaland, 2007).

Through a meta-analysis of 66 studies, Zych et al. (2015) uncovered inconsistent findings on the

effectiveness of anti-bullying programs. According to Gaffney et al. (2019), these inconsistent findings

were associated with differences in methodological designs, types of programs, and geographical areas

where the programs were implemented. A meta-analysis on the effectiveness of OBPP in Norway

and the United States by Gaffney et al. (2021) showed significant variations in effectiveness between

the US and Norway programs. Gaffney et al. (2021) found that cultural differences impacted the

success of anti-bullying programs, particularly OBPP and KiVa. According to Gaffney et al. (2021),

OBPP was designed and implemented in Norway; therefore, it is not surprising that the OBPP is very

effective in decreasing the number of bullying incidents in Norway, compared to the effectiveness of
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the program in the United States. OBPP did show effectiveness when implemented in the United

States; however, it decreased by only 11–25% the number of bullying incidents by perpetrators against

victims, significantly lower than the 29-35% reduction in cases of bullying in Norway (Gaffney et al.,

2021).

Gaffney et al. (2021) suspected that, in addition to cultural factors, these differences could be

attributed to different evaluation methodologies implemented to examine the effectiveness of OBPP

in these two countries. However, the discrepancies most likely reflect cultural and societal differences

between children and youths in Norway and the United States (Gaffney et al., 2021).

In contrast, studies on KiVa show different interesting findings. The evaluation of KiVa in

Finland (a country origin of KiVa) shows that the program was effective in decreasing by 4–6% the

number of bullying incidents for perpetrators and victims (Gaffney et al., 2021). However, when the

program was implemented in Italy, the effect sizes were much larger, with a decrease of 15–25% in the

number of bullying incidents for perpetrators and victims (Gaffney et al., 2021).

Gaffney et al. (2021) reported that OBPP and KiVa significantly decreased the number of

bullying incidents, with variation in the effect size because of different evaluation methodologies and

implementation. Therefore, according to Gaffney et al. (2021), further studies are needed to investigate

why OBPP and KiVa are more effective in certain sample groups than in others.

In a meta-analysis, Gaffney et al. (2021) examined four intervention programs (KiVa, NoTrap!,

OBPP, and ViSC) and found that, collectively, the OBPP is the most effective program in decreasing

the amount of school bullying perpetration by 26%. KiVa decreases the amount of school bullying

perpetration by 9% and school bullying victimization by 11%. NoTrap! decreases the amount of school

bullying perpetration by 22%; however, this result is not statistically significant (Gaffney et al., 2021).

In contrast, ViSC increases the number of cases by 4%, although it is also not statistically significant.

Zych et al. (2015) conducted a meta-analysis to investigate the effectiveness of the components

of several anti-bullying programs. According to Zych et al. (2015), the highly effective components

of anti-bullying programs for victims are programs that do not include working with peers

assignments, that use discipline methods, that include training and meetings with parents, that have

a teacher-training piece that lasts four or more days, that use videos, that include cooperative group

works, and that have a duration of 270 days or more for the children, an intensity of 20 hours or more

for the children, and an intensity for teachers of 10 hours or more. Lee et al. (2013) found elements with

a significant effect size for the anti-bullying program for victims: emotional control training, counseling

with peers, and a school’s anti-bullying policy.

Zych et al. (2015) also explained the effectiveness of program components for perpetrators.

Highly effective programs for perpetrators include training and meetings with parents, playground

supervision, intensity for children of 20 hours or more, intensity for teachers of 10 hours or more,

a duration for children of 270 days or more, use of discipline methods, a duration for teachers of

four days or more, incorporating classroom management, including training for teachers, applying

class rules and school policy, conducting school conferences, providing information to parents, and

including cooperative group works. Zych et al. (2015) noted that these high effect size components are
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found in OBPP and KiVa.

Based on studies by Gaffney et al. (2021) and Zych et al. (2015), it can be concluded that among

several anti-bullying intervention programs, OBPP and KiVa have high effect size and success in

decreasing the number of bullying incidents. This conclusion also supports studies conducted by

Olweus et al. (2019) and P. K. Smith (2016). They reported that two programs have been tested

internationally using randomized control trials (RCTs); they have effectively decreased by 50% of the

number of bullying incidents and have been implemented in many European countries and the United

States. These two programs are OBPP (Olweus & Limber, 2010a, 2010b) and KiVa (Herkama et al.,

2017; Salmivalli et al., 2010a; Salmivalli et al., 2011). Therefore, this paper aims to compare the two

programs, learn about their effective methods of decreasing the number of bullying incidents, and

implement them in developing anti-bullying intervention programs for Indonesian contexts.

Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (OBPP)

The Norway Ministry of Education initiated a national campaign against school bullying. Later,

Olweus developed the OBPP (Olweus & Limber, 2010a, 2010b) in 1983 to address bullying cases in

Norway. There are four critical principles of OBPP. Adults (both parents and teachers) should (1)

function as positive role models who (2) show warmth and positive interest in their students/children

but (3) also set firm limits regarding unacceptable behavior and (4) consistently use nonphysical and

non-hostile negative consequences when rules are broken (Olweus & Limber, 2010a, 2010b; P. K. Smith,

2016).

The OBPP was initially implemented in Bergen in the First Bergen Project Against Bullying.

Because this project was part of a national campaign, it was not possible to conduct an RCT

experimental study with schools randomly chosen as treatment and control groups (Olweus & Limber,

2010a, 2010b). Therefore, the initially implemented longitudinal study followed approximately 2,500

students for 2.5 years, from 1983 to 1985 (Olweus & Limber, 2010a). After eight months of intervention,

bullying victimization decreased by 62% and bullying perpetration decreased by 33%. After 20 months

of intervention, bullying victimization had decreased by 64% and bullying perpetration had decreased

by 52% (Olweus & Limber, 2010a). The results also show a decreasing amount of antisocial behavior

and improvement in the school climate, including improved student satisfaction with school life,

improved order and discipline, more positive social relationships, and a more positive attitude toward

school (Olweus & Limber, 2010a). These results indicate that OBPP effectively decreases the number of

bullying incidents (Ttofi & Farrington, 2010) dramatically and that researchers should be encouraged

to implement the program in the UK, Canada, and Belgium (P. K. Smith, 2016). OBPP is a multilevel

program implemented for students, schools, classrooms, and the community. OBPP was specifically

designed as a school bullying intervention program with three main goals: (1) decreasing the number

of bullying incidents between students at school, (2) preventing the new bullying incidents, and (3)

improving good relationships among peers at school (Olweus & Limber, 2010a, 2010b). These three

main goals can be achieved by restructuring the school environment to reduce opportunities for

bullying and strengthening relationships and togetherness between students and teachers and other
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adults in the school environment (Olweus & Limber, 2010a, 2010b).

OBPP is based on four main principles by which adults at school, as well as adults at home,

should (1) show warmth and positive interest in students, (2) set firm boundaries against unacceptable

behavior, (3) consistently use nonphysical consequences and harmless negative consequences when

rules are violated, and (4) demonstrate the function of authority and positive role models (Olweus &

Limber, 2010a, 2010b). These four principles have been translated into several specific interventions

at four levels, namely school, the classroom, individual, and community (Olweus & Limber, 2010a).

OBPP provides two pieces of intervention literature, namely manuals for teachers and information

for parents and families (Ttofi & Farrington, 2009). OBPP also provides: (1) CD program used to

conduct pre-test data assessment and analysis, so that specific intervention can be implemented; (2)

bullying videos; (3) perpetrator/victim questionnaire revised by Olweus; (4) a book by Olweus (1993)

on bullying in school (Ttofi & Farrington, 2009).

Table 1 presents components of the OBPP at each level as explained by Olweus and Limber

(2010a). Although these four principles and components are constants, several studies have been

conducted to adapt the program for different cultural contexts (Olweus & Limber, 2010a).

Table 1
Components of The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (Olweus & Limber, 2010a)

School-Level Components
Establish A Bullying Prevention Coordinating Committee (BPCC).

Conduct Training for The BPCC and All Staff.

Administer The Olweus Bullying Questionnaire (for students in grades 3–12).

Hold Staff Discussion Group Meetings.

Introduce The School Rules Against Bullying.

Review And Refine The School’s Supervisory System, For Example, Increasing Supervision in

Playground Areas, Supervising Break Times, and Improving Facilities in The Playground Areas.

Hold A School-Wide Event to Launch The Program.

Involve Parents in Discussing Bullying.

Classroom-Level Components
Deliver and Enforce School-Wide Rules Against Bullying.

Hold Regular (weekly) Class Meetings to Discuss Bullying and Related Topics.

Hold Class-Level Meetings With Students’ Parents.

Individual-Level Components
Supervise Students’ Activities.

Ensure That All Staff Intervene on The Spot When Bullying is Observed.

Meet With Students Involved in Bullying (separately for those who are bullied and who bully).

Meet With Parents of Involved Students.

Develop Individual Intervention Plans for Involved Students, as Needed.
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Table 1 (Continued)

Components of The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program (Olweus & Limber, 2010a)

Community-Level Components
Involve Community Members on The Bullying Prevention Coordinating Committee (BPCC).

Develop School-Community Partnerships to Support The School’s Program.

Help to Spread Anti-Bullying Messages and Principles of Best Practice in The Community.

Evaluation on OBPP

Results of a three-year longitudinal study by Olweus et al. (2019) with 30,000 students in grades 3–11

from 95 schools in Pennsylvania showed that OBPP significantly decreased the number of bullying

incidents in all bullying indicators (verbal, physical, relational, and cyberbullying).

KiVa

KiVa stands for Kiusaamista Vastaan, which is the Finnish for “against bullying” (Salmivalli & Poskiparta,

2012). KiVa was developed by Salmivalli and colleagues from the University of Turku in Finland in

2006 (Salmivalli et al., 2011).

KiVa was developed based on studies on the roles of peers as bystanders. Results of these studies

showed that the ways bystanders witness bullying affect and strengthen bullying perpetration (Sainio

et al., 2019). KiVa was developed to influence the entire peer group, reduce the social reinforcement

of bullies, and increase support for victims. Bullying should be discussed with all students to make

them aware that they may become involved in bullying, allow bullying to occur, or even increase the

incidence of bullying; therefore, all students need to make changes to stop bullying (Sainio et al., 2019).

KiVa includes universal interventions (for all students), targeted intervention (for students

involved in bullying), and monitoring the school climate (Sainio et al., 2019).

The universal intervention is for all school components, including all students, school staff,

teachers, and parents (Sainio et al., 2019). The universal intervention involves student lessons (for

primary school students) and theme days (for secondary school students), involving discussions,

videos, and exercises done in dyads or small groups (P. K. Smith, 2016). A KiVa lesson is delivered

to students three times during primary school: in the first grade (unit 1), in the fourth grade (unit

2), and in the seventh grade (unit 3) during the transition to secondary school (Sainio et al., 2019).

The lessons aim to improve awareness of bullying and that everybody has the responsibility to

provide constructive responses while witnessing bullying, to increase empathy toward victims, and

to support the victims (Sainio et al., 2019). Methods used are discussion, watching short videos,

exercise, and playing age-appropriate individual online games (Sainio et al., 2019). Students also use

an anti-bullying virtual learning environment (a computer game for primary school students) and

internet forum (for secondary school students) closely connected to the topics of the student lessons

(for primary school students) and themes (for secondary school students) (P. K. Smith, 2016). Each level

of the KiVa computer game includes three modules: (1) I know (students are presented with facts about
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bullying), (2) I can (students practice the skills they have learned), and (3) I do (encourages students to

transfer knowledge and skills acquired in the virtual environment into real-life interactions with their

peers) (P. K. Smith, 2016).

For teachers, KiVa provides online training to introduce the program. Schools recommend

routine teacher and school staff meetings to discuss how to implement KiVa. For parents, KiVa

provides a presentation that introduces the program, leaflets with information about KiVa, and online

and printed book guidelines (Sainio et al., 2019).

The targeted interventions utilize school-based KiVa teams of three adults who deal with

incidents referred to them. In addition, each classroom teacher meets with selected high-status

classmates of the victims, asking them to support the victims. The reasons for asking for support

from the high-status classmates are that they can have much more influence and impact as defenders

of the victims than those with a lower status (P. K. Smith, 2016).

KiVa uses the internet (including online questionnaires with a password and web-based forum

for teachers) and teaches about the environment visually (for example, computer games about

bullying) to change students’ attitudes toward bullying (Ttofi & Farrington, 2010). All materials are

well-structured and connected with learning activities with specific goals. The KiVa program includes

discussion in the classroom, teamwork, short movies about bullying, and role-playing. Teachers are

trained and wear a particular vest in school areas to increase their visibility (Sainio et al., 2019). The

program also involves peer support for victims and cooperative groups involving experts to assist in

dealing with students involved in bullying. Parents are informed and advised about bullying to guide

students to avoid bullying behavior (Sainio et al., 2019).

KiVa provides an online survey for students and teachers to monitor the program. The survey

for students asks about bullying and school well-being. Students and teachers are also asked about

how KiVa is implemented at school. The survey results are used for feedback for schools to improve

the anti-bullying program (Sainio et al., 2019).

Evaluation of KiVa

KiVa was examined using RCT in 2007–2008, and it managed to decrease the number of bullying

incidents nationally in Finland (P. K. Smith, 2016). This assessment involved 30,000 students from 117

schools as treatment groups and 117 as control groups (Sainio et al., 2019). The most significant effect

has been observed among fourth-grade students (aged 10). In addition, teachers also feel the impact

of the intervention and improve their competency in dealing with bullying, and students perceive that

teachers are more disapproving of bullying (Sainio et al., 2019).
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Discussion

Results show that OBPP and KiVa are two school bullying prevention programs that decrease

bullying incidents by more than 50% (P. K. Smith, 2016; Ttofi & Farrington, 2009). Although results

are inconsistent in several countries (Gaffney et al., 2021; Zych et al., 2015), several meta-analyses

and literature reviews show that OBPP and KiVa are two of the most successful bullying prevention

program internationally (Gaffney et al., 2021; P. K. Smith, 2016; Ttofi & Farrington, 2009, 2010; Vreeman

& Carroll, 2007; Zych et al., 2015) because they have already been implemented in many elementary

and secondary schools and analyzed using RCT. For example, KiVa has been put into practice in the

Netherlands (Huitsing et al., 2020), Chile (Gaete et al., 2017), Wales, the UK (Axford et al., 2020), New

Zealand (Green et al., 2019), and France (Garandeau & Salmivalli, 2018). OBPP is in use in Latin

America (Limber et al., 2018; Olweus et al., 2019) and Germany (Ossa et al., 2020). Even though media

reports may give the impression that the number of school bullying incidents is increasing, bullying

actually appears to be on decline in many countries that have implemented OBPP and/or KiVa

(P. K. Smith, 2016). This paper aims to discuss factors that contribute to OBPP and KiVa so that they

can be used as lessons for developing a bullying prevention intervention program in Indonesia. The

discussion will focus on developing the intervention programs, program implementation, intervention

components that are effective in reducing the number of incidents, and evaluation to test program

effectiveness.

Developing The Intervention Program

The Importance of Theoretical Background

Ttofi and Farrington (2009) criticized several anti-bullying programs developed without a strong

theoretical background. They noted that several anti-bullying programs use only common sense;

therefore, they fail to overcome bullying.

Ttofi and Farrington (2009, 2010) conducted a meta-analysis to evaluate 30 anti-bullying

programs. Their study identified OBPP and Kiva as two programs that had garnered positive reviews

(Ttofi & Farrington, 2009, 2010). These two programs are based on a solid theoretical background

and the results of bullying research conducted by researchers who designed the programs (Olweus &

Limber, 2010a; Sainio et al., 2019).

Olweus studied bullying since 1978, and based on those studies, he developed OBPP in 1983

(Olweus & Limber, 2010a). Ttofi and Farrington (2009) called OBPP the most effective bullying

intervention program because it is based on a strong theoretical background and supported by research

results. They suggested that OBPP can be used as the basis for developing anti-bullying programs in

the future.

OBPP is aligned with KiVa, which was developed using data from years of studies undertaken

by Salmivalli and colleagues, particularly studies on the role of peers as bystanders (Salmivalli et al.,

2010b; Salmivalli, 1999; Salmivalli et al., 2004; Salmivalli et al., 1998).

Based on these results, Indonesian researchers need to use a robust theoretical background on
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bullying and victimization when developing prevention and anti-bullying programs. Heirman and

Walrave (2012) suggested using the theory of planned behavior, while Bickmore (2010) recommended

using programming and policy theories. P. K. Smith (2017) proposed using the theory of mind to

explain the roles of students involved in bullying. This theory can explain antisocial behaviors and

student skill deficiencies that produce bullying victims.

Involving All School Components

Olweus and Limber (2010a) explained several causes of bullying: (1) characteristics of personality or

typical reaction patterns, (2) individual physical strengths or weaknesses, (3) environmental factors,

such as attitudes and behaviors of adults in a school that play essential roles in determining the

extent to which bullying will occur, and (4) peer attitudes and behavior as a manifestation of group

processes and mechanisms. Brewer et al. (2018) stated that fear of violence and observing hate words

and symbols are also predictors of school bullying. A meta-analysis Zych et al. (2015) also revealed

aligned results in which individual factors (such as empathy) and school climate are protective factors

of bullying.

OBPP and KiVa included these predictors in developing bullying intervention programs. OBPP

and KiVa are oriented to students and involve all school components and designing programs

for students, school staff, teachers, and parents (Olweus & Limber, 2010a; P. K. Smith, 2016).

A meta-analysis by Zych et al. (2015) also showed teachers’ and parents’ high effectiveness in

anti-bullying programs. Brewer et al. (2018) also emphasized the importance of the involvement of

all school components, communities, and all students to succeed in the prevention programs. Based

on a meta-analysis, Lee et al. (2013) found that including an anti-bullying school policy was one of the

elements that worked to help the program achieve success. A study in Indonesia also shows that

parents are a significant predictor of children’s involvement in bullying (Borualogo et al., 2020b).

Parenting styles and children’s perception that parents adequately hear them relate to children’s

involvement in bullying (Borualogo, 2021). A Study in Indonesia shows that perpetrators perceive their

parents rejected them, while victims perceive overprotective parents (Borualogo, 2021). Researchers are

encouraged to take these different parenting styles into account in developing anti-bullying programs

involving parents, mainly to provide parents with significant ways to contribute and to participate

actively in decreasing bullying incidents.

One factor that makes OBPP and KiVa successful is that these two programs are part of the

school curriculum (Olweus & Limber, 2010a; P. K. Smith, 2016). Ttofi and Farrington (2010) suggest

that researchers who develop bullying prevention programs should also consider the costs incurred in

implementing the programs into the school curriculum so that policymakers are willing to implement

the prevention program in the educational curriculum.

For Indonesian contexts, involving all school components in the anti-bullying programs is

essential. Involved parents are also needed in the programs so that parents can understand the problem

and stop their children from perpetrating bullying (Borualogo, 2021). Researchers need to include

anti-bullying school rules and make the programs a part of the school curriculum, or to at least make
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anti-bullying programs regular events that are evaluated regularly.

Action Against Perpetrators of Bullying

Apart from being designed to decrease the number of bullying incidents, OBPP and KiVa are

also intended to achieve a deterrent effect against perpetrators of bullying. There is still debate

about what to do with perpetrators when bullying occurs. Some researchers have agreed that

the perpetrators should be given negative sanctions for discipline, which is considered a natural

consequence. However, some psychologists and educators believe that giving punishment is

counter-productive, resulting in perpetrators hating schools and anti-bullying programs implemented

in schools (P. K. Smith, 2016). Rigby (2010) suggested another way, namely ignoring bullying

behavior. At the same time, Burger et al. (2015) stressed that victims need to act assertively toward

perpetrators and contact adults to get help when a bullying incident occurs. Farrington and Ttofi

(2009) explained that the imposition of sanctions can be accomplished by reprimanding perpetrators,

sending perpetrators to the principal, supervising perpetrators during break time by ensuring that they

are always close to the teacher, and revoking their privileges. In addition, Farrington and Ttofi (2009)

also suggested reporting incidents to parents. Perpetrators often do not communicate their problems

to parents because they feel that their parents do not listen to them (Borualogo, 2021), while parents

and teachers do not discuss the problems perpetrators face. Zych et al. (2015) also found that involving

parents in training and meetings in an anti-bullying program for perpetrators significantly decreased

the number of bullying incidents.

KiVa imposes sanctions by empowering peers, particularly classmates who have a high social

position in class, and inviting all students to stand up in helping victims so that the perpetrators will

not continue their bullying actions (Sainio et al., 2019). Seeing teachers in recognizable vests also

reminds students not to bully because they are constantly under supervision by teachers (Sainio et al.,

2019). The meta-analysis presented by Zych et al. (2015) also found that monitoring playground areas

provides a significant decrease in the number of acts of bullying.

Learning from this, in developing anti-bullying programs in Indonesia, researchers also need to

develop programs for perpetrators. Involving parents in the program is an essential component that

researchers need to consider in developing anti-bullying programs, including in Indonesia.

Help for Bullying Victims

Various studies have shown the negative effect of school bullying on students. Bullying has a direct

impact on students’ mental health, social relationships, and academic achievement (Moore et al., 2017;

Olweus & Breivik, 2014; Wolke & Lereya, 2015) and lowers subjective well-being (Borualogo & Casas,

2021; Savahl et al., 2018; Tiliouine, 2014). Programs also need to be designed to help victims overcome

psychological problems caused by victimhood.

This also underlies the OBPP and KiVa, which aim to decrease the number of bullying incidents

and help victims overcome their problems. OBPP designs activities at the individual level by holding

separate meetings with students involved in bullying (both perpetrators and victims) and also by

calling the parents of the students involved so that problems that arise can be handled individually
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and on a case-by-case basis (Olweus & Limber, 2010a). Similarly, KiVa provides targeted intervention

components for students involved in bullying (Sainio et al., 2019).

Concern about helping students overcome their psychological problems is essential in

developing a bullying intervention program in Indonesia. Students need to talk with someone they

trust, both at home and at school, and it is the responsibility of adults to help. OBPP and KiVa

emphasize the importance of a student becoming a victim. A meta-analysis by Lee et al. (2013) also

revealed the large effect size of emotional regulation training and peer counseling in helping victims.

Several studies also found that school bullying victims tend to become perpetrators if they are not

immediately assisted in overcoming their psychological problems (Kar, 2019; Walters & Espelage, 2018;

Zimmerman et al., 2017; Zych et al., 2018).

Implementation of The Program

Learning from OBPP and KiVa, bullying prevention programs cannot be implemented sectorally and

incidentally. The programs must involve all school components over an extended period. Intervention

programs that focus only on victims or perpetrators do not succeed in preventing bullying (da Silva

et al., 2017). Successful programs are school-based and involve all school components (Gaffney et al.,

2019, 2021; Lee et al., 2013; Zych et al., 2015). A three-year study implemented by Olweus et al. (2019)

with 30,000 students in grades 3–11 from 95 schools in Pennsylvania showed the effect of the programs

growing stronger as the programs are implemented over a longer period. The duration of the program

is one of the essential components for successful implementation (P. K. Smith, 2016; Ttofi & Farrington,

2009). Zych et al. (2015) explained the most effective duration for victims and perpetrators is 270 days

or more, with four or more days for teacher training.

One factor that makes OBPP and KiVa successful is that these two programs are part of the

national school curriculum in their respective countries (Olweus & Limber, 2010a; P. K. Smith, 2016).

Other researchers should involve decision-makers (both at the school level and country level) in

designing bullying prevention programs.

Sainio et al. (2019) explained that KiVa was initially implemented only sectorally in selected

schools and not nationally in Finland. The effort of each school to stop bullying was appreciated;

however, it was not enough to deal with bullying without good prevention programs (Sainio et al.,

2019). A collaboration between the Finland Ministry of Education and the University of Turku in 2006

responded to the need to develop a bullying prevention program. Therefore, KiVa was implemented

nationally in Finland (Sainio et al., 2019). Learning from KiVa, it is essential to develop a bullying

prevention program implemented nationally and included in the national school curriculum for the

Indonesian context.

All school components need to commit to implementing the program (Sainio et al., 2019). One

of the keys to success is the role of the school in combating bullying. Teachers play important parts

in implementing the program. Teachers need to understand that children’s subjective well-being at

school and good relationships with friends are essential elements to be built into the program.

In KiVa, students’ perception of teachers’ attitudes toward bullying significantly predicts the
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possibility of students being victimized (Saarento et al., 2013). In OBPP, the most critical school-level

predictor is teachers’ willingness to communicate to students and administrators their concerns about

bullying (Olweus, 2004). In comparison, the most important predictor at the class level is the teacher’s

assessment of bullying. These components revealed the importance of the teacher’s role in program

implementation success, both in OBPP and KiVa (P. K. Smith, 2016). Support from the school principal

is also essential because it determines policies, resources, and the direction of activities.

Learning from the importance of the roles of teachers in implementing OBPP and KiVa, it is

crucial to train teachers to improve their knowledge about school bullying and how to deal with

victims and perpetrators when the bullying occurs. It is essential to see bullying prevention programs

as long-term programs that are continuously implemented. It is also crucial to consider the school

schedule and teacher resources in implementing the program in the curriculum. A school needs

to set priorities in making decisions regarding empowering the school curriculum and the bullying

prevention program.

Indonesian researchers should consider the limitations of human resources and school

schedules. Therefore, it is essential to determine whether the school will incorporate the fundamental

components of an anti-bullying program or choose only the most relevant ones to be implemented, as

aligned with school needs.

Ttofi and Farrington (2009) proposed examining a program’s results for victims and perpetrators

at least twice or more each month. P. K. Smith et al. (2012) analyzed the effectiveness of OBPP and

KiVa. Their results showed that both programs were more effective while implemented in elementary

students, with decreased effectiveness for teenage groups. Yeager et al. (2015) found aligned results,

noting the program was effective for students until grade 7, with effectiveness dropping for students

in grade 8.

Evaluation and Testing of Program Effectiveness

The implementation of an anti-bullying program must be evaluated to determine its effectiveness. The

best way to conduct an evaluation is to use an RCT, in which schools and classes are randomly selected

as the treated group (intervention) and the untreated group (control) (P. K. Smith, 2016). RCT is the

most powerful research method for determining the causes and effects of interventions (Bhide et al.,

2018; Deaton & Cartwright, 2018; Fraguas et al., 2021; Kaul et al., 2021), so it can clearly explain the

differences that emerge in the two groups (Smith, 2016). However, RCT requires schools or classes

to follow all the procedures designed for the program. Therefore, schools cannot choose the class

independently, making the intervention process unnatural (P. K. Smith, 2016). In addition, according to

P. K. Smith (2016), difficulties in evaluation using RCT have caused many researchers to select schools

and classes nonrandomly.

If the researchers use RCT, they need to be concerned about ethical issues as they do not provide

the intervention to the control group. However, the intervention can be provided to the control groups

after the research is finished (P. K. Smith, 2016). In this case, researchers need to write in the informed

consent document that the respondents of control groups will still have the benefits of the intervention.
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To evaluate a program’s effectiveness, P. K. Smith (2016) suggested measuring not just the

decreasing number of bullying incidents, which can be ambiguous. In several studies, students

reported that the number of bullying victims decreases as students get older (Salmivalli, 2002;

P. K. Smith, 1999). Salmivalli (2002) recommended two alternative measurements to avoid the

ambiguity of decreasing bullying incidents. First, as Salmivalli (2002) indicated, researchers should

refer to peers’ and teachers’ reports. Second, they should use time-lagged contrasts between

age-equivalent groups as suggested by Olweus (P. K. Smith, 2016). For example, students who were in

grade 4 at time 1 and moved into grade 5 at time 2 had now experienced one year of intervention; they

could be compared with those who had been in grade 5 at time 1 before the intervention started.

Ryan and Smith (2009) also suggested using various assessment measures (for example, to

measure behavior and attitude) from multiple informants (for example, from the students themselves,

peers, and teachers), measuring sustainability, using qualitative data, and conducting multilevel

statistics for quantitative analysis (P. K. Smith, 2016).

Conclusion

In an effort to decrease bullying incidents in Indonesia, it is necessary to develop bullying

prevention programs based on scientific studies and relevant theoretical backgrounds. The programs

should be school-based and involve all school components, including students, teachers, school staff,

and parents. Policymakers should be involved in implementing the program. Researchers can take the

lessons learned from OBPP and KiVa in developing, implementing, testing, and evaluating programs.
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