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ABSTRACT
Many children across the world are exposed to school violence, 
which undermines their right to education and adversely affects their 
development. Studies of interventions for school violence suggest 
that it can be prevented. However, this evidence base is challenging 
to navigate. We completed a systematic review of interventions to 
reduce four types of school violence: (a) peer violence; (b) corporal 
punishment; (c) student-on-teacher violence and (d) teacher-on-
student violence. Reviewers independently searched databases 
and journals. Included studies were published between 2005 and 
2015; in English; considered school-based interventions for children 
and measured violence as an outcome. Many systematic reviews 
were found, thus we completed a systematic review of systematic 
reviews. Only systematic reviews on interventions for intimate partner 
violence (IPV) and peer aggression were found. These reviews were 
generally of moderate quality. Research on both types of violence was 
largely completed in North America. Only a handful of programmes 
demonstrate promise in preventing IPV. Cognitive behavioral, social-
emotional and peer mentoring/mediation programmes showed 
promise in reducing the levels of perpetration of peer aggression. 
Further research needs to determine the long-term effects of 
interventions, potential moderators and mediators of program 
effects, program effects across different contexts and key intervention 
components.

Introduction

School violence undermines children’s right to education and adversely affects their devel-
opment. The long term consequences are also costly for broader society (Burton & Leoschut, 
2013). Worryingly, children across the world report exposure to violence at school (Due, 
Holstein, & Soc, 2008).

Although bullying is a major focus of school violence research, violence in schools encom-
passes much more. Bullying is defined as repeated aggressive episodes where there is a power 
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imbalance between the bully and his/her victim (Menesini & Salmivalli, in press). Bullying 
is thus a subset of peer violence, a broader group of behaviors that include ‘the intentional 
use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, …. that either results in or has a high 
likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment, or depriva-
tion’ (Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi, & Lozano, 2002, p. 4). School violence thus includes 
any violence between students, corporal punishment of students by teachers (Burton & 
Leoschut, 2013), other forms of violence directed at students by teachers such as verbal 
aggression or rape (Lee, 2015), and violence directed by students at teachers (Dzuka & 
Dalbert, 2007; Wilson, Douglas, & Lyon, 2011). Furthermore, school violence is specifically 
defined as violence occurring on school premises, while traveling to or from school, or 
during a school-sponsored event (http://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/youthviolence/
schoolviolence/).

A number of interventions have been tested for their potential to prevent school violence. 
These may be universal (all students participate; Mrazek & Haggerty, 1994). Others may 
target students at increased risk for violence or those already demonstrating violent behav-
iors, known respectively as selected and indicated interventions (Mrazek & Haggerty, 1994). 
Additionally, interventions using a whole-school approach intervene at multiple levels within 
a school (Gevers & Flisher, 2012), whereas discrete interventions work only with a particular 
aspect of the school, for example just the students (Gevers & Flisher, 2012). Comprehensive 
programmes address a range of risk behaviors, whereas specific programmes address a par-
ticular problem (Gevers & Flisher, 2012). Such complexity can make it challenging to deter-
mine exactly which interventions are the most effective for different types of school violence.

A number of reviews of school violence interventions have synthesized the literature 
and so addressed a variety of these issues; thus, following Mikton and Butchart’s (2009) 
approach to understanding interventions to prevent child maltreatment, we aimed to com-
plete a systematic review of systematic reviews that addressed the question: What do we 
know about preventing school violence?

Methods

Search strategy

Pairs of research assistants each independently searched 49 electronic databases, 3 clinical 
trial registries and 10 online journals for articles on school violence (see Appendix A). 
Searches were limited to papers in English and in publication years 2005–2015, except for 
those addressing corporal punishment. Two searches of abstracts were conducted. The 
first used search terms: school AND (violen* OR aggress* OR bully* OR bulli*), while the 
second used the search terms school AND ‘corporal punishment’. Literature on corporal 
punishment was sought from 1980 to 2015, because of the small body of work completed 
on this type of violence in schools (there is a large body of work on parental corporal 
punishment; Gershoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016). Experts in the field who were part of the 
kNOw Violence in Childhood Project School’s Learning Group were also consulted about 
relevant studies.

Studies were considered relevant if they:

(1) � �  Were in English;

http://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/youthviolence/schoolviolence/
http://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/youthviolence/schoolviolence/
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(2) � �  Included change in violent behavior or one of its synonyms (such as aggression, 
externalizing behavior/problems, conduct behavior/problems or intimate partner 
violence [IPV]) as an outcome;

(3) � �  Addressed an intervention for violent behavior that was implemented at, or 
recruited participants from, school; and

(4) � �  Included pre-primary, primary or secondary school students.

We focused on change in behavior because changes in knowledge and attitudes alone are not 
sufficient to change behavior (De La Rue, Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott, 2014; Whitaker, Murphy, 
Eckhardt, Hodges, & Cowart, 2013). In addition, articles with (a) suicide, (b) school shootings 
and (c) teacher-on-teacher violence as an outcome were excluded. Information and communi-
cation technology interventions (which relate more to cyberbullying), psychopharmacological 
interventions, and interventions which extended across multiple domains like multisystemic 
therapy (Henggeler, Melton, Brondino, Scherer, & Hanley, 1997), were also excluded.

The initial search identified a large number of relevant systematic reviews, and we there-
fore decided to do a systematic review of systematic reviews, rather than a systematic review of 
primary studies (Mikton & Butchart, 2009). Research assistants then screened the full text of 
reviews to determine whether they met an additional inclusion criterion: the review included 
at least three primary studies about interventions which were implemented at school or 
recruited participants from school (see Appendix B and C respectively, for included and 
excluded reviews).

Data extraction

The quality of the relevant reviews was assessed, and descriptive information captured (see 
Appendix D for extraction document).

We used the AMSTAR tool to assess methodological quality of each review (Shea et al., 
2009). AMSTAR scores between 0 and 4 indicate that a review is of poor quality, scores 
between 5 and 8 indicate moderate quality, and scores of 9–11 indicate high quality (Mikton 
& Butchart, 2009). A second reviewer checked 42% of the AMSTAR scores. An intra-class 
correlation coefficient of above .80 was achieved, indicating a good level of coding consist-
ency (Aspland & Gardner, 2003).

Results

Our initial screening identified over 400 systematic reviews. A second round of screening 
found 36 that were eligible for inclusion (see Figure 1). These only addressed interventions 
for IPV and peer aggression.

A small number of narrative reviews and primary studies (which were excluded) were 
identified on student-on-teacher violence, teacher-on-student violence and corporal pun-
ishment in schools.

IPV

Five reviews of interventions for IPV were identified. On average, these were of moderate 
quality (see Table 1).
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Descriptions of programmes to prevent IPV
Since a number of school-based IPV prevention programmes have been studied using 
randomised controlled trials (RCTs) – the strongest evaluation design – we report only on 
these 11 programmes (see Table 2).

All programmes were universal and largely specific to IPV, and barring two (the building-
based version of Shifting Boundaries, which targeted the whole school; Taylor, Stein, 
Mumford, & Woods, 2013; and the Safe Dates poster and theatre elements; Foshee et al., 
2005) were discrete. Interventions were aimed at high school students of both genders, 
with the lone exception of Coaching Boys into Men, which focused only on boys (Miller 
et al., 2013).

All but one of the primary studies included in the reviews were completed on the North 
American continent (10 studies), and largely in the USA. One study by Jewkes et al. (2008) 
was conducted in the African region (South Africa), and none in any other region. Yet rates 
of IPV are highest in Africa, the Eastern Mediterranean and South East Asia, followed by 
the Americas (Stöckl, Devries, & Watts, 2015). Most programmes have thus been tested in 
contexts that need them least.

Records identified through database 

searching 

Additional records identified through other 

sources (i.e., trial registries & hand searches) 

Records after duplicates removed 

(n = 21778) 

Reviews screened 

(n = 430) 

Reviews excluded 

(n = 354) 

Full-text articles assessed for 

eligibility 

(n = 76)

Full-text articles excluded 

(n = 40) 

Studies included in qualitative 

synthesis 

(n = 36)

Primary studies and 

narrative reviews excluded 

Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart.
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Table 1. Quality of reviews on intimate partner violence.

Review AMSTAR score 
No. of studies 

included in review

No. of school-based 
interventions 

included

No. of school-based 
interventions stud-

ied in RCTs
DeGue et al. (2014) 4 35 6 6
De Koker et al. (2014) 6 8 8 8
De La Rue et al. (2014) 10 23 23 10
Whitaker et al. (2006) 6 11 10 4
Whitaker et al. (2013) 4 9 4 4

Table 2. Intimate partner violence programmes assessed in RCTs with behavioral outcomes.

Programme
Target population, type of 

program and country of study
Imple-
menter

No. of sessions 
and duration Delivery mechanism

1. Dating Violence 
Prevention Program 
(Avery-leaf, Cascardi, 
O’Leary, & Cano, 1997)

11th and 12th grade students Teachers 1 week Psychoeducation on 
‘courtship’ aggressionUniversal, discrete, specific

Study conducted in New York

2. Safe Dates (Foshee  
et al., 1998, 2005, 
2000, 1996)

8th and 9th grade students Teachers 10 45-min 
sessions

Lecture, poster contest, peer 
theatre production;

Universal, whole school, specific Also includes a community 
component (crisis line, 
support groups, material 
for parents, training of 
service providers)

Study conducted in North 
Carolina

3. Safe Dates with  
booster (Foshee et al., 
2004)

This is a trial within the original 
trial, provided to randomly 
selected participants after the 
2-year follow-up

Health 
educa-
tor

– Newsletter containing 
information drawing on 
the Safe Dates curriculum; 
personal telephone call

Universal, whole school, specific
4. Ending Violence  

(Jaycox et al., 2006)
9th grade students Attorneys 3 days Lecture and discussion of 

legal issuesUniversal, discrete, specific
Study conducted in California

5. Stepping Stones  
(Jewkes et al., 2008)

Secondary school students Project 
staff

50  for 
6–8 weeks out-
side of school 

hours

Discussion, role-plays, drama
Universal, discrete, compre-

hensive
Study conducted in rural South 

Africa 
6. Fourth R: Skills for 

Youth Relationships 
(Wolfe et al., 2009)

9th grade students Teacher 21 sessions over 
7 weeks

Videos, handouts, role-play
Universal, discrete, compre-

hensive
Study conducted in Canada

7. Law and Justice  
Curriculum (Taylor  
et al., 2010a, 2010b)

6th and 7th grade students – 5 sessions Knowledge-based curriculum
Universal, discrete, specific
Study conducted in Ohio

8. Interaction-based 
Treatment (Taylor  
et al., 2010a, 2010b)

6th and 7th grade students – 5 sessions Identifying unwanted  
behavior, setting 
boundaries, bystander 
intervention

Universal, discrete, specific
Study conducted in Ohio

9. Shifting Boundaries 
classroom-level 
(Taylor, Stein, Woods, & 
Mumford, 2011; Taylor 
et al., 2013)

6th and 7th grade students Teachers 8 weeks Lecture and discussion about 
identifying unwanted 
behavior and setting 
boundaries

Universal, discrete, specific
Study conducted in New York

10. Shifting Boundaries 
school-level (Taylor  
et al., 2011, 2013)

6th and 7th grade students – 8 weeks ‘Building-based restraining 
orders’; school violence 
protocols with emphasis 
on reporting to teachers; 
awareness posters;  
student-created ‘hotspot’ 
map

Universal, whole-school,  
comprehensive

Study conducted in New York

11. Coaching Boys Into 
Men (Miller et al., 2013, 
2012)

Male middle-school students in 
sports teams

Sports 
coaches

11 brief 
discussions 
(10–15 min) 

during sports 
season

Discussion

Universal, discrete, specific
Study conducted in the USA
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Evidence for programmes to prevent IPV
Safe Dates (Foshee et al., 2005), the Fourth R (Wolfe et al., 2009), Stepping Stones (Jewkes 
et al., 2008) and the building-level version of Shifting Boundaries (Taylor et al., 2013) 
stand out as the only programmes that achieved positive effects (see Table 3). Teachers, 
project staff and health educators implemented these programmes. The duration of the 
latter three programmes seemed to average around 7 weeks. However, number of sessions 
ranged from 10 to 21. Safe Dates (Foshee et al., 2005), the Fourth R (Wolfe et al., 2009) and 
Stepping Stones (Jewkes et al., 2008) are also conspicuous as having been studied in trials 
with the strongest methods for determining evidence of effect in that they have the longest 
follow-up periods (3, 2.5 and 2 years, respectively). The Safe Dates trial was also strong in 
that it measured the widest range of forms of dating violence, and was able to show that 
effects for several forms of violence persisted over time (Foshee et al., 1998, 2004, 2005, 
2000, 1996). Two programmes – the Law and Justice Curriculum (Taylor, Stein, & Burden, 
2010a) and Interaction-Based Treatment (Taylor et al., 2010a) – were identified as possibly 
doing harm, in that they led to increased reporting of perpetration.

No program had been studied in more than one RCT, and so the evidence for any pro-
gram can at best only be considered promising by two of the current standards for preven-
tion science: Blueprints for Healthy Youth Development (http://www.blueprintsprograms.
com), and those of the Society for Prevention Research (Gottfredson et al., 2015). Many 
of the trials reviewed also had some risk of bias (De Koker, Mathews, Zuch, Bastien, & 
Mason-Jones, 2014; Whitaker et al., 2006).

Moderation effects are also key in understanding programmes (Gottfredson et al., 2015): 
Safe Dates has produced evidence that there is no difference in effectiveness by gender, by 
white vs. other ethnicity, or by whether students had previous experience of dating violence; 
but the trial of the Fourth R showed that the effect was present only for boys (Whitaker  
et al., 2013).

Safe Dates thus appears to be the most effective school-based program for preventing 
dating violence, but the evidence base in general needs much more development.

Peer aggression

We identified a total of 31 reviews addressing effectiveness of interventions to prevent 
peer aggression. AMSTAR scores (see Table 4) had a mean of 6, indicating that on average 
the reviews were of moderate quality. Nearly 40% (387) of the primary studies on school-
based interventions evaluated the interventions in RCTs, and 213 (22%) utilized quasi-
experimental designs. However, many reviews did not provide information on study design.

Descriptions of programmes to prevent peer aggression
Universal interventions were much more commonly included in the reviews than selected 
and indicated interventions, as were discrete rather than multi-level or whole-school inter-
ventions (see Table 5). There were also more specific than comprehensive programmes. 
Nearly half of all the interventions targeted children of primary school age. Interventions 
were also generally delivered to both genders.

Most of the interventions were studied in North America, specifically within the USA 
(see Table 6 and Figure 2). This is exceptionally problematic as countries outside the USA 

http://www.blueprintsprograms.com
http://www.blueprintsprograms.com
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Table 4. Quality of reviews on peer aggression.

aIf the number of studies utilizing a randomised controlled trial design and quasi-experimental design do not equal the 
number of studies on school-based interventions for the same reviews, this study design information was not specified.

bFigures based on the number of comparisons instead of the number of studies.
cFigures based on the number of outcome measures instead of studies.
dTotal of column/total number of studies with school-based interventions.

Review AMSTAR score

No. of 
studies 

included 
in review

No. of studies with 
school-based inter-
vention and effects 

for violencea

No. of school-
based stud-

ies using 
randomised 

controlled trials

No. of school-
based studies 
using quasi- 

experimental 
designs

Allen-Meares, Montgomery, 
and Kim (2013)

3 18 3 1 2

Barnes, Smith, and Miller 
(2014)

4 25 20 13 7

Blank et al. (2010) 3 37 6 4 –
Bond, Woods, Humphrey, 

Symes, and Green (2013)
6 38 5 0 5

Bonell, Wells, et al. (2013) 7 10 4 3 1
Durlak, Weissberg, Dymnicki, 

Taylor, and Schellinger 
(2011)

5 213 112 – –

Dymnicki, Weissberg, and 
Henry (2011)

4 26 26 – –

Fagan and Catalano (2013) 4 18 9 7 2
Farahmand, Grant, Polo, Duffy, 

and DuBois (2011)
8 21 5 5 0

Gansle (2005)b 4 27 22 – –
Gavine, Donnelly, and Williams 

(2016)
7 16 12 7 5

Hahn et al. (2007) 7 65 65 – 14
Hale, Fitzgerald-Yau, and Mark 

Viner (2014)
6 50 8 8 –

Leff, Waasdorp, and Crick 
(2010)

4 10 9 7 2

Limbos et al. (2007) 5 41 22 – –
Moestue, Moestue, and 

Muggah (2013)
5 18 4 3 1

Mytton, DiGuiseppi, Gough, 
Taylor, and Logan (2006)

8 51 34 34 0

Oliver, Reschly, and Wehby 
(2011)

4 12 4 4 0

Park-Higgerson, Peru-
mean-Chaney, Bartolucci, 
Grimley, and Singh (2008)

5 26 26 26 0

Reddy, Newman, De Thomas, 
and Chun (2009)

9 29 22 4 18

Reese, Prout, Zirkelback, and 
Anderson (2010)c

4 188 59 – –

Sancassiani et al. (2015) 8 22 3 3 0
Schindler et al. (2015) 6 31 31 – –
Sklad et al. (2012) 6 75 35 – –
Stoltz et al. (2012) 6 24 24 18 6
Tolan et al. (2013) 9 46 3 – –
Vidrine (n.d.) 6 10 10 8 2
Vreeman and Carroll (2007) 4 26 11 2 9
Wilson and Lipsey (2006a) 9 47 47 40 7
Wilson and Lipsey (2006b) 9 73 73 32 41
Wilson and Lipsey (2007) 9 399 249 158 91
Total - 1692 963 387 213
Mean 5.93
Percentaged 39.77% 21.89%
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Table 5. Characteristics of school-based programmes with effects on peer aggression.

Review
Prevention 

target (n; %)a–c

Intervention 
approach  
(n; %)a,b,d

Intervention 
content  
(n; %)a,b,e

School level  
(n; %)a,b,f

Participant  
gender  

(n; %)a,b,g

Allen-Meares et al. 
(2013)

U (2; 67%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (1; 33%) M(0) S (0) P (2; 67%) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (3; 100%) H (0) B (3; 100%)
U & S (0) NS (3; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (1; 33%)
S & I (0) NS (0)
NS (0)

Barnes et al. (2014) U (14; 70%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (1; 5%)
S (5; 25%) M (0) S (11; 55%) P (19; 95%) F (0)
I (1; 5%) D (20; 100%) NS (9; 45%) H (0) B (19; 95%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (1; 5%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Blank et al. (2010) U (6; 100%) W (6; 100%) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (1; 17%) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (5; 83%) H (1; 17%) B (5; 83%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (1; 17%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (2; 33%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (3; 50%)

Bond et al. (2013) U (0) W (0) C (3; 60%) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (3; 60%) S (2; 40%) P (3; 60%) F (0)
I (5; 100%) D (2; 40%) NS (0) H (0) B (5; 100%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (1; 20%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (1; 20%)

Bonell, Wells, et al. 
(2013)

U (4; 100%) W (1; 25%) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (3; 89%) P (2; 50%) F (0)
I (0) D (3; 75%) NS (1; 11%) H (0) B (4; 100%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (1; 

25%)
NS (0)

U & I (0)
S & I (0) C – P & H (1; 25%)
NS (0) C – (0)

NS (0)
Durlak et al. (2011) U (112; 100%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)

S (0) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (112; 100%) H (0) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (112; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (112; 100%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (112; 100%)

Dymnicki et al. 
(2011)

U (26; 100%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (26; 100%) H (0) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (26; 100%) C – PP & P (26; 

100%)
NS (26; 100%)

U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Fagan and 
Catalano (2013)

U (2; 22%) W (0) C (0) PP (2; 22%) M (1; 11%)
S (3; 33%) M (7; 78%) S (2; 22%) P (6; 67%) F (0)
I (1; 12%) D (2; 22%) NS (7; 78%) H (0) B (8; 89%)
U & S (3; 33%) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (1; 11%)
S & I (0) C –(0)
NS (0) NS (0)

(Continued)
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Review
Prevention 

target (n; %)a–c

Intervention 
approach  
(n; %)a,b,d

Intervention 
content  
(n; %)a,b,e

School level  
(n; %)a,b,f

Participant  
gender  

(n; %)a,b,g

Farahmand et al. 
(2011)

U (2; 40%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (3; 60%) M (0) S (5; 100%) P (4; 80%) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (0) H (1; 20%) B (5; 100%)
U & S (0) NS (5; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Gansle (2005) U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (22; 100%) H (3; 15%) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (22; 100%) C – PP & P (7; 

35%)
NS (20; 100%)

U & I (0) C – P & H (10; 
50%)

S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (22; 100%) NS (0)

Gavine et al. 
(2016)

U (12; 100%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (5; 42%) S (0) P (5; 42%) F (0)
I (0) D (7; 58%) NS (12; 100%) H (2; 36%) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (21; 100%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (5; 42%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Hale et al. (2014) U (7; 78%) W (2; 43%) C (8; 100%) PP (0) M (0)
S (1; 12%) M (3;37) S (0) P (7; 87%) F (0)
I (0) D (3; 37%) NS (0) H (0) B (8; 100%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (1; 13%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Hahn et al. (2007) U (65; 100%) W (1; 2%) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (34; 52%) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (65; 100%) H (4; 6%) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (64; 98%) C – PP & P (6; 9%) NS (65; 100%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (21; 

33%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (53; 100%)

Leff et al. (2010) U (6; 67%) W (1; 11%) C (0) PP (1; 11%) M (6; 67%)
S (0) M (2; 22%) S (9; 100%) P (5; 56%) F (3; 33%)
I (3; 33%) D (6; 67%) NS (0) H (0) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (2; 

22%)
NS (0)

U & I (0) C – P & H (1; 11%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Limbos et al. 
(2007)

U (17; 77%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (5; 23%) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (22; 100%) H (2; 9%) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (22; 100%) C – PP & P (3; 

14%)
NS (22; 100%)

U & I(0) C – P & H (16; 
73%)

S & I (0) C – (1; 4%)
NS (0) NS (0)

Moestue et al. 
(2013)

U (3; 75%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (1; 25%) S (3; 75%) P (1; 25%) F (0)
I (1; 25%) D (3; 75%) NS (1; 25%) H (0) B (4; 100%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (1; 

25%)
NS (0)

U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (2; 50%)

Table 5. (Continued).
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Review
Prevention 

target (n; %)a–c

Intervention 
approach  
(n; %)a,b,d

Intervention 
content  
(n; %)a,b,e

School level  
(n; %)a,b,f

Participant  
gender  

(n; %)a,b,g

Mytton et al. 
(2006)h

U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (12; 35%)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (22; 65%) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (34; 100%) H (0) B (22; 65%)
U & S (0) NS (34; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (12; 

35%)
S & I (34; 100%) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Oliver et al. (2011) U (4; 100%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (1; 25%) S (4; 100%) P (4; 100%) F (0)
I (0) D (3; 75%) NS (0) H (0) B (3; 75%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (1; 25%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Park-Higgerson  
et al. (2008)

U (7; 27%) W (0) C (7; 27%) PP (0) M (3; 11%)
S (17; 65%) M (10; 39%) S (19; 73%) P (19; 73%) F (0)
I (1; 4%) D (16; 61%) NS (0) H (3; 11%) B (23; 89%)
U & S (1; 4%) NS (0) C – PP & P (2; 8%) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (2; 8%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Reese et al. (2010) U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (59; 100%) H (0) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (59; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (59; 100%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (59; 100%) NS (59; 100%)

Reddy et al. (2009) U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (8; 36%) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (14; 64%) D (0) NS (22; 100%) H (0) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (22; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (22; 100%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (22; 100%)

Sancassiani et al. 
(2015)

U (3; 100%) W (3; 100%) C (2; 67%) PP (0) M (3; 100%)
S (0) M (0) S (1; 33%) P (2; 67%) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (0) H (1; 33%) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Schindler et al. 
(2015)

U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (31; 100%) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (31; 100%) H (0) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (31; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (31; 100%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (31; 100%) NS (0)

Sklad et al. (2012) U (35; 100%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (0) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (35; 100%) H (0) B (0)
U & S (0) NS (35; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (35; 100%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (35; 100%)

Table 5. (Continued).

(Continued)
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Review
Prevention 

target (n; %)a–c

Intervention 
approach  
(n; %)a,b,d

Intervention 
content  
(n; %)a,b,e

School level  
(n; %)a,b,f

Participant  
gender  

(n; %)a,b,g

Stoltz et al. (2012) U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (2; 8%) M (6; 25%)
S (0) M (13; 54%) S (0) P (15; 63%) F (0)
I (24; 100%) D (11; 46%) NS (24; 100%) H (0) B (18; 25%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (5; 

21%)
NS (0)

U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (2; 8%)

Tolan et al. (2013) U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (0)
S (2; 67%) M (2; 67%) S (0) P (1; 33.33%) F (0)
I (1; 33%) D (1; 33%) NS (3; 100%) H (1; 33.33%) B (2; 67%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (1; 33%)
U & I (0) C – P & H (1; 

33.33%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Vidrine (n.d.) U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (6; 60%) M (0)
S (0) M (0) S (10; 100%) P (4; 40%) F (0)
I (0) D (0) NS (0) H (0) B (10; 100%)
U & S (0) NS (10; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (10; 100%) NS (0)

Vreeman and 
Carroll (2007)

U (5; 46%) W (3; 27%) C (2; 18%) PP (0) M (0)
S (3; 27%) M (2; 18%) S (9; 82%) P (6; 55%) F (1; 9%)
I (1; 9%) D (6; 55%) NS (0) H (1; 9%) B (10; 91%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (1; 9%) C – P & H (4; 36%)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (1; 9%) NS (0)

Wilson and Lipsey 
(2006b)

U (73; 100%) W (0) C (0) PP (14; 19%) M (8; 11%)
S (0) M (0) S (0) P (47; 64%) F (6; 8%)
I (0) D (0) NS (73; 100%) H (12; 16%) B (59; 81%)
U & S (0) NS (73; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Wilson and Lipsey 
(2006a)

U (0) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (14; 30%) 
S (17; 36%) M (0) S (0) P (31; 66%) F (1; 2%)
I (30; 64%) D (0) NS (47; 100%) H (16; 34%) B (32; 68%)
U & S (0) NS (47; 100%) C – PP & P (0) NS (0)
U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (0) C – (0)
NS (0) NS (0)

Wilson and Lipsey 
(2007)

U (89; 36%) W (0) C (0) PP (0) M (43; 17%)
S (0) M (21; 8%) S (0) P (178; 72%) F (17; 7%)
I (0) D (228; 92%) NS (249; 100%) H (50; 20%) B (179; 72%)
U & S (0) NS (0) C – PP & P (21; 

8%)
NS (10; 4%)

U & I (0) C – P & H (0)
S & I (117; 47%) C – (0)
NS (43; 17%) NS (0)

Table 5. (Continued).

(Continued)
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show comparable, if not higher; levels of peer aggression (for instance, see; Chen & Avi 
Astor, 2010).

Evidence for programmes to prevent peer aggression
We analyzed effectiveness in reducing peer victimization (see Table 7) and perpetration 
of peer aggression (see Table 8) separately. Less than half the studies used RCTs to exam-
ine program effects, thus some caution is required when interpreting findings relating to 
effectiveness of interventions.

Prevention of victimization.  Only eight reviews considered program effectiveness for 
reducing peer victimisation. The specific type of victimization explored in evaluations was 
not often specified, but when it was, the focus was on physical and relational victimization. 
The vast majority of programmes were universal in terms of target, and the majority of 
these scored poorly in terms of effectiveness. The single selective intervention was found 
to be ineffective. Most were discrete interventions and of these, only cognitive behavioral 
programmes showed promise for preventing victimization. Violence prevention programmes 
showed some promise in preventing victimization only when implemented as a whole-
school intervention. No harmful effects were noted in this area overall. These findings 
tentatively suggest that discrete, cognitive-behavioral programmes that specifically target 
the prevention of victimisation show promise, and that consideration should be given to 
ways they can be included in whole-school interventions.

Programmes to prevent perpetration.  All 31 reviews considered the capacity of school-
based interventions to reduce perpetration of peer aggression. Intervention effects on the 
perpetration of aggression or violence (verbal or physical) in particular were considered in 

a% = number of studies on school-based interventions with effects for peer aggression with characteristic/total number of 
studies on school-based interventions with effects for peer aggression.

bNS = not specified.
cU = universal, S = selected, I = indicated.
dW = whole-school, M = multilevel, D = discrete.
eC = comprehensive, S = specific.
fPP = pre-primary school, P = primary school, H = high school.
gF = female-only participants, M = male-only participants, B = participants of both genders.
hAll descriptives and effects reflect studies using measures of the level or extent of actual aggressive behavior or physical 

acts of aggression, either observed or reported only.

Review
Prevention 

target (n; %)a–c

Intervention 
approach  
(n; %)a,b,d

Intervention 
content  
(n; %)a,b,e

School level  
(n; %)a,b,f

Participant  
gender  

(n; %)a,b,g

Total across 
reviews

U (494; 51.30%) W (17; 1.77%) C (22; 2.28%) PP (56; 5.82%) M (88; 9.14%)
S (65; 6.75%) M (70; 7.27%) S (79; 8.20%) P (417; 43.30%) F (28; 2.91%)
I (81; 8.41%) D (311; 32.29%) NS (862; 89.51%) H (94; 9.76%) B (440; 45.69%)
U & S (5; 0.52%) NS (565; 58.67%) C – PP & P (68; 

7.06%)
NS (407; 42.26%)

U & I (1; 0.10%) C – P & H (69; 
7.17%)

S & I (151; 
15.68%)

C – (1; 0.10%)

NS (166; 17.24%) NS (258; 26.79%)

Table 5. (Continued).
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nearly every review, followed by studies that assessed broader outcomes that may include 
aggression, such as externalizing behavior.

Universal interventions seem to have undergone the most testing, followed by selected 
interventions, interventions where this information was not specified, and then indicated 

Table 6. No. of studies by country, by WHO regions.

aWe decided to split the Americas region into two: North (USA and Canada) and South (all other countries in the Americas), 
because of the vastly disproportionate amount of research typically conducted in North America.

WHO regions No. of studies
North America (total)a 562
USA 527
Canada 35
Europe (total) 14
UK 6
Italy 2
Norway 2
Israel 1
Netherlands 1
Finland 1
Spain 1
South America (total) 7
Argentina 2
Columbia 2
Brazil 1
Jamaica 1
Mexico 1
Western Pacific (total) 7
Australia 6
China 1
South East Asia (total) 1
India 1
Africa (total) 0
Eastern Mediterranean (total) 0
Not Specified 372
Total Relevant Studies 963

North America 
(562; 58.36%)

South America 
(7; 0.73%)

Western Pacific
(7; 0.73%)

Europe (14; 1.45%)

Not Specified 
(372; 38.63%)

Eastern 
Mediterranean

(0; 0.00%)

Africa (0; 0.00%)South East Asia
(1; 0.10%)

North America

South America

Western Pacific

Europe

Not Specified

Eastern Mediterranean

Africa

South East Asia

Figure 2. WHO regions covered by peer aggression programmes.



PSYCHOLOGY, HEALTH & MEDICINE﻿    201

Ta
bl

e 
7.

 E
ffe

ct
iv

en
es

s o
f p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
pr

og
ra

m
m

es
 to

 p
re

ve
nt

 v
ic

tim
is

at
io

n.

a 1 
– 

Vi
ct

im
is

at
io

n 
(s

pe
ci

fic
 ty

pe
 n

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ed
); 

2 
– 

Ph
ys

ic
al

 v
ic

tim
sa

tio
n;

 3
 –

 V
er

ba
l v

ic
tim

is
at

io
n;

 4
 –

 R
el

at
io

na
l v

ic
tim

iz
at

io
n.

b Po
st

-t
es

t e
ffe

ct
s.

c Fo
llo

w
-u

p 
eff

ec
ts

.
d Po

st
-t

es
t o

r f
ol

lo
w

-u
p 

m
ea

su
re

m
en

t w
as

 n
ot

 sp
ec

ifi
ed

 in
 re

vi
ew

.
e Eff

ec
tiv

en
es

s r
at

in
g 

ba
se

d 
on

 ru
br

ic
. W

e 
ra

te
d 

th
e 

eff
ec

tiv
en

es
s o

f i
nt

er
ve

nt
io

ns
 re

vi
ew

ed
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

ru
br

ic
: (

1)
 F

ou
nd

 o
ve

ra
ll 

to
 b

e 
eff

ec
tiv

e 
(i.

e.
 p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
re

du
ce

d 
in

 1
00

%
 o

f 
th

e 
eff

ec
ts

, o
r a

s r
ep

or
te

d 
by

 a
 m

et
a-

an
al

ys
is

); 
(2

) F
ou

nd
 to

 b
e 

m
os

tly
 e

ffe
ct

iv
e 

(i.
e.

 p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 7

5%
 o

r m
or

e 
of

 th
e 

re
vi

ew
ed

 st
ud

ie
s’ 

eff
ec

ts
 a

s a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n)
; (

3)
 F

ou
nd

 
to

 b
e 

sl
ig

ht
ly

 e
ffe

ct
iv

e 
(i.

e.
 p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
re

du
ce

d 
in

 5
6–

74
%

 o
f t

he
 re

vi
ew

ed
 s

tu
di

es
’ e

ffe
ct

s 
as

 a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n)
; (

4)
 O

ve
ra

ll 
m

ix
ed

 e
ffe

ct
s 

(i.
e.

 p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 4

5–
55

%
 

of
 th

e 
re

vi
ew

ed
 s

tu
di

es
’ e

ffe
ct

s 
as

 a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n)
; (

5)
 A

 m
in

or
ity

 o
f s

tu
di

es
 fo

un
d 

an
 e

ffe
ct

 (i
.e

. p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 2

6–
44

%
 o

f t
he

 re
vi

ew
ed

 s
tu

di
es

’ e
ffe

ct
s 

as
 a

 re
su

lt 
of

 th
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n)

; (
6)

 F
ou

nd
 to

 b
e 

m
os

tly
 in

eff
ec

tiv
e 

(i.
e.

 p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 2

5%
 o

r l
es

s o
f t

he
 re

vi
ew

ed
 st

ud
ie

s’ 
eff

ec
ts

 a
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 th
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n)

; (
7)

 F
ou

nd
 o

ve
ra

ll 
to

 b
e 

in
eff

ec
tiv

e 
(i.

e.
 n

o 
eff

ec
ts

/c
ha

ng
e 

on
 p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
ov

er
al

l, 
or

 a
s r

ep
or

te
d 

by
 a

 m
et

a-
an

al
ys

is
).

f N
um

be
r o

f p
rim

ar
y 

st
ud

ie
s u

se
d 

in
 c

al
cu

la
tin

g 
eff

ec
t.

g Ba
se

d 
on

 e
ffe

ct
 d

er
iv

ed
 fr

om
 m

et
a-

an
al

ys
is

.
h In

te
rv

en
tio

n 
ty

pe
: 1

 –
 V

io
le

nc
e 

pr
ev

en
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
m

es
 (a

ls
o 

in
cl

ud
es

 c
on

fli
ct

 t
ra

in
in

g,
 m

od
ifi

ed
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e,
 a

ng
er

 m
an

ag
em

en
t)

; 2
 –

 C
la

ss
ro

om
 m

an
ag

em
en

t 
pr

og
ra

m
m

es
; 3

 –
 L

ife
 s

ki
lls

 p
ro

-
gr

am
m

es
 (a

ls
o 

in
cl

ud
es

 p
ro

bl
em

 s
ol

vi
ng

 s
ki

lls
 t

ra
in

in
g,

 p
er

sp
ec

tiv
e 

ta
ki

ng
 s

ki
lls

 t
ra

in
in

g 
an

d 
co

pi
ng

 s
ki

lls
 t

ra
in

in
g)

; 4
 –

 S
oc

ia
l-e

m
ot

io
na

l p
ro

gr
am

m
es

 (a
ls

o 
in

cl
ud

es
 s

oc
ia

l s
ki

lls
 p

ro
gr

am
m

es
);  

5 
– 

Co
gn

iti
ve

 b
eh

av
io

ra
l i

nt
er

ve
nt

io
ns

 (a
ls

o 
in

cl
ud

es
 c

og
ni

tiv
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

 a
nd

 in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

 fo
r b

eh
av

io
r m

od
ifi

ca
tio

n)
 o

r s
oc

ia
l c

og
ni

tiv
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

; 6
 –

 P
ee

r m
ed

ia
to

rs
 o

r m
en

to
rin

g;
 7

 –
 

ECD


/ECE


; 8
 –

 C
om

bi
ne

d;
 9

 –
 O

th
er

; 1
0 

– 
N

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ed
.

i M
an

y 
st

ud
y 

ou
tc

om
es

 w
er

e 
no

t c
le

ar
. O

nl
y 

th
e 

st
ud

ie
s t

ha
t e

xp
lic

itl
y 

di
sc

us
se

d 
sc

ho
ol

-b
as

ed
 in

te
rv

en
tio

ns
 fo

r t
he

 o
ut

co
m

es
 o

f i
nt

er
es

t w
er

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

.
j Co

ns
er

va
tiv

el
y 

co
de

d 
as

 m
ul

til
ev

el
 in

st
ea

d 
of

 w
ho

le
-s

ch
oo

l b
ec

au
se

 th
ey

 d
id

 n
ot

 in
di

ca
te

 a
t w

hi
ch

 le
ve

ls
 th

ey
 in

te
rv

en
ed

.
k Eff

ec
ts

 fo
r v

ic
tim

iz
at

io
n 

w
er

e 
on

ly
 e

xt
ra

ct
ed

 fo
r s

tu
di

es
 w

hi
ch

 d
id

 n
ot

 a
ls

o 
ha

ve
 e

ffe
ct

s o
n 

bu
lly

in
g 

as
 it

 w
as

 a
ss

um
ed

 th
e 

vi
ct

im
iz

at
io

n 
w

ou
ld

 re
la

te
 to

 b
ul

ly
in

g 
in

st
ea

d 
of

 p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n.

Re
vi

ew

Pr
ev

en
tio

n 
ta

rg
et

In
te

rv
en

tio
n 

ap
pr

oa
ch

H
ar

m
fu

l 
eff

ec
ts

O
ut

co
m

e 
be

ha
vi

or
a

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

m
od

er
at

or
s

U
ni

ve
rs

al
: 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g

Se
le

ct
ed

: 
PT

b /F
U

c /
N

Sd : E
e  

(n
)f/

g

In
di

ca
te

d:
 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  (n
)f/

g

N
ot

 s
pe

c-
ifi

ed
: P

Tb /
FU

c /N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g

W
ho

le
-

sc
ho

ol
: P

Tb /
FU

c /N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  –

 IT
h  

M
ul

ti-
le

ve
l: 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  –

 IT
h  

D
is

cr
et

e:
 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  (n
)f/

g  
– 

IT
h  

N
ot

 s
pe

c-
ifi

ed
: P

Tb /
FU

c /N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  –

 IT
h

Ba
rn

es
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

4)
NS

:
1 

(1
)f

NS
:

1 
(1

)f  –
 5

N
o

4
Pr

ev
en

tio
n 

ta
r-

ge
t (

un
iv

er
sa

l 
vs

 se
le

ct
ed

)
Bl

an
k 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
0)

i
NS

:
 7

 (1
)f

NS
:

 7
 (1

)f  –
 1

0
N

o
1

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

Bo
ne

ll,
 W

el
ls

, e
t a

l.(
20

13
)

PT
: 5

 (2
)f

PT
: 5

 (2
)f  –

 9
N

o
1;

 2
; 3

; 4
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
FU

: 7
 (1

)f
FU

: 7
 (1

)f  –
 9

G
av

in
e 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
6)

j
FU

: 7
 (1

)f  
FU

: 7
 (1

)f  –
 1

NS
:

 6
 (2

)f  –
 1

N
o

1;
 2

; 3
; 4

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

NS
:

 5
 (3

)f
NS

:
 4

 (1
)f  –

 1
H

al
e 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
4)

FU
: 4

 (1
)f

FU
: 4

 (1
)f  –

 9
N

o
2

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

Le
ff 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
0)

NS
:

 1
 (2

)f
NS

:
 1

 (1
)f  –

 1
NS

:
 1

 (1
)f  –

 1
N

o
2;

 4
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
Sa

nc
as

si
an

i e
t a

l. 
(2

01
5)

PT
: 7

 (1
)f

PT
: 7

 (1
)f  –

 4
N

o
1

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

Vr
ee

m
an

 a
nd

 C
ar

ro
ll 

(2
00

7)
k

PT
: 7

 (1
)f

PT
: 7

 (1
)f  –

 4
N

o
1

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d



202   ﻿ S. LESTER ET AL.

Ta
bl

e 
8.

 E
ffe

ct
iv

en
es

s o
f p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
pr

og
ra

m
m

es
 to

 p
re

ve
nt

 p
er

pe
tr

at
io

n.

Re
vi

ew

Pr
ev

en
tio

n 
ta

rg
et

In
te

rv
en

tio
n 

ap
pr

oa
ch

H
ar

m
fu

l 
eff

ec
ts

O
ut

co
m

e 
be

ha
vi

or
a

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

m
od

er
at

or
s

U
ni

ve
rs

al
: 

PT
b /F

U
c /N

Sd : 
Ee  (n

)f/
g

Se
le

ct
ed

: 
PT

b /F
U

c /
N

Sd : E
e  (n

)f/
g

In
di

ca
te

d:
 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  

N
ot

 s
pe

c-
ifi

ed
: P

Tb /
FU

c /N
Sd : 

Ee  (n
)f/

g

W
ho

le
-s

ch
oo

l: 
PT

b /F
U

c /N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  –

 IT
h

M
ul

ti-
le

ve
l: 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  (n
)f/

g  
– 

IT
h

D
is

cr
et

e:
 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  (n
)f/

g  
– 

IT
h

N
ot

 s
pe

c-
ifi

ed
: P

Tb /
FU

c /N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  –

 IT
h

Al
le

n-
M

ea
re

s  
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

3)
NS

:
1 

(2
)f

PT
: 1

 (1
)f

NS
:

 1
 (2

)f  −
5

N
o

1;
 4

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

PT
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 9
Ba

rn
es

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
4)

NS
:

3 
(1

5)
f

NS
:

 3
 (6

)f
NS

:
 3

 (2
0)

f  –
 5

Ye
s

1;
 2

; 4
Pr

ev
en

tio
n 

ta
r-

ge
t (

un
iv

er
sa

l 
vs

 se
le

ct
ed

)
Bl

an
k 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
0)

i
NS

:
 3

 (6
)f

NS
:

 1
 (2

)f  –
 3

N
o

1
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
NS

:
 3

 (4
)f  –

 1
0

Bo
nd

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
3)

i
PT

: 2
 (5

)f
PT

: 2
 (3

)f  –
 9

PT
: 1

 (2
)f  –

 9
N

o
1;

 4
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
FU

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 9

FU
: 1

 (3
)f

FU
: 1

 (2
)f  –

 9
Bo

ne
ll,

 W
el

ls
,  

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
3)

PT
: 5

 (2
)f

FU
: 7

 (1
)f  –

 9
PT

: 5
 (2

)f  –
 9

N
o

1;
 2

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

FU
: 6

 (3
)f

FU
: 5

 (2
)f  –

 9
D

ur
la

k 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

1)
PT

: 1
 (1

12
)g

FU
: 1

 (2
1)

g
PT

: 1
 (1

12
)g  

– 
4

N
o

3 
(in

cl
ud

-
in

g 
1)

N
on

e

FU
: 1

 (2
1)

g  
– 

4
D

ym
ni

ck
i e

t a
l. 

(2
01

1)
PT

: 1
 (2

6)
g

PT
: 1

 (2
6)

g  –
 1

Ye
s

1
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d

Fa
ga

n 
an

d 
Ca

ta
la

no
 

(2
01

3)
j

PT
: 4

 (3
)f

FU
: 3

 (4
)f

PT
: 4

 (1
)f

PT
: 1

 (1
)f

FU
: 3

 (2
)f  –

 7
PT

: 4
 (1

)f  –
 1

Ye
s

1
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
PT

: 4
 (3

)f  –
 8

FU
: 4

 (1
)f

FU
: 3

 (3
)f  –

 8
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 4

Fa
ra

hm
an

d 
 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
1)

i
PT

: 4
 (2

)f  
PT

: 6
 (3

)f
PT

: 5
 (5

)f  –
 9

Ye
s

4
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
FU

: 7
 (1

)f
FU

: 7
 (1

)f
FU

: 7
 (2

)f  –
 9

G
an

sl
e 

(2
00

5)
 k

PT
: 1

 (2
2)

g
PT

: 1
 (2

2)
g  –

 
1;

 4
; 5

N
o

4 
(in

cl
ud

-
in

g 
1 

an
d 

3)

Ra
nd

om
 

as
si

gn
m

en
t 

an
d 

tr
ea

tm
en

t 
du

ra
tio

nl
FU

: 1
 (9

)g
FU

: 1
 (9

)g  –
 1

; 
4;

 5
G

av
in

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

6)
m

PT
: 5

 (2
)f

PT
: 7

 (1
)f  –

 1
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 1

Ye
s

1
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
FU

: 5
 (4

)f
FU

: 6
 (2

)f  –
 1

NS
:

 4
 (3

)f  –
 1

NS
:

 5
 (7

)f
NS

:
 5

 (3
)f  –

 1
FU

: 3
 (1

)f  –
 3

FU
: 6

 (1
)f  –

 9
NS

:
 1

 (1
)f  –

 9
H

ah
n 

et
 a

l. 
(2

00
7)

n
NS

:
 1

 (6
5)

g
NS

:
 1

 (3
0)

g  
– 

4
N

o
1;

 2
; 3

; 4
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d

NS
:

 1
 (6

)g  –
 5

NS
:

 1
 (2

)g  –
 6

NS
:

 1
 (2

5)
g  

– 
9



PSYCHOLOGY, HEALTH & MEDICINE﻿    203

H
al

e 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

4)
PT

: 1
 (2

)f
PT

: 1
 (1

)f
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 4

PT
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 5
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 4

N
o

1
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
FU

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 9

FU
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 8
FU

: 1
 (4

)f
FU

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 9

FU
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 9
Le

ff 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

0)
PT

: 5
 (4

)f  
NS

:
 1

 (3
)f

NS
:

 1
 (2

)f  –
 5

PT
: 4

 (2
)f  –

 1
N

o
1;

 2
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
NS

:
 1

 (1
)f  –

 1
NS

:
 1

 (1
)f

PT
: 7

 (1
)f  –

 2
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 4

NS
:

 1
 (1

)f  –
 5

Li
m

bo
s e

t a
l. 

(2
00

7)
o

NS
:

 5
 (1

7)
f

NS
:

 5
 (5

)f
NS

:
 5

 (2
2)

f  –
 1

N
o

1
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d

M
oe

st
ue

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
3)

 
PT

: 1
 (3

)f
NS

:
 1

 (1
)f

PT
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 1
NS

:
 1

 (1
)f  –

 2
N

o
1;

 3
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 4

PT
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 9
M

yt
to

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
00

6)
p

PT
: 1

 (3
4)

g
PT

: 1
 (1

8)
g  –

 1
N

o
1

Sc
ho

ol
 le

ve
l

FU
: 1

 (2
)g  –

 1
PT

: 1
 (7

)g  –
 

4/
6

FU
: 1

 (7
)g

FU
: 7

 (2
)g  –

 
4/

6
PT

: 1
 (7

)g  –
 8

FU
: 7

 (3
)g  –

 8
O

liv
er

 e
t a

l. 
(2

01
1)

q
PT

: 6
 (4

)f
PT

: 7
 (1

)f  –
 2

 
PT

: 5
 (3

)f  –
 2

N
o

1;
 3

; 4
N

ot
 a

na
ly

ze
d

Pa
rk

-H
ig

ge
rs

on
 

et
 a

l. 
(2

00
8)

r
PT

: 2
 (4

)f
PT

: 4
 (1

6)
f

PT
: 4

 (1
)f

PT
: 5

 (4
)f  –

 5
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 1

N
o

1;
 2

; 4
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
FU

: 5
 (2

)f  –
 5

PT
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 2
PT

: 7
 (1

)f  –
 8

FU
: 7

 (1
)f  –

 3
FU

: 7
 (1

)f  –
 8

PT
: 4

 (4
)f  –

 5
FU

: 5
 (4

)f
FU

: 5
 (4

)f
FU

: 4
 (1

)f
PT

: 1
 (2

)f  –
 9

FU
: 5

 (3
)f  –

 5
PT

: 7
 (1

)f  –
 1

0
PT

: 2
 (3

)f  –
 8

FU
: 5

 (1
)f  –

 8
PT

: 1
 (5

)f  –
 9

Re
dd

y 
et

 a
l. 

(2
00

9)
PT

: 1
 (8

)g  
 P

T:
 1

 (1
2)

g  
PT

: 1
 (2

2)
g – 

10
 

N
o

4
N

o 
an

al
ys

is
 

co
m

pl
et

ed
FU

: 1
 (3

)g
FU

: 1
 (3

)g
FU

: 1
 (2

2)
g – 

10
Re

es
e 

et
 a

l. 
(2

01
0)

s
PT

: 1
 (5

9)
g

PT
: 1

 (5
9)

g  –
 9

N
o

4
N

o 
an

al
ys

is
 

co
m

pl
et

ed
Sa

nc
as

si
an

i  
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

5)
PT

: 3
 (2

)f
PT

: 7
 (1

)f  –
 3

N
o

1;
 3

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

PT
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 4
Sc

hi
nd

le
r e

t a
l. 

(2
01

5)
PT

: 7
 (3

1)
g  

PT
: 7

 (3
1)

g  –
 7

N
o

4 
(in

cl
ud

-
in

g 
1)

Ex
te

nt
 o

f f
oc

us
 

on
 so

ci
o-

em
ot

io
na

l 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
(C

on
tin

ue
d)



204   ﻿ S. LESTER ET AL.

Re
vi

ew

Pr
ev

en
tio

n 
ta

rg
et

In
te

rv
en

tio
n 

ap
pr

oa
ch

H
ar

m
fu

l 
eff

ec
ts

O
ut

co
m

e 
be

ha
vi

or
a

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 

m
od

er
at

or
s

U
ni

ve
rs

al
: 

PT
b /F

U
c /N

Sd : 
Ee  (n

)f/
g

Se
le

ct
ed

: 
PT

b /F
U

c /
N

Sd : E
e  (n

)f/
g

In
di

ca
te

d:
 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  

N
ot

 s
pe

c-
ifi

ed
: P

Tb /
FU

c /N
Sd : 

Ee  (n
)f/

g

W
ho

le
-s

ch
oo

l: 
PT

b /F
U

c /N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  –

 IT
h

M
ul

ti-
le

ve
l: 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  (n
)f/

g  
– 

IT
h

D
is

cr
et

e:
 

PT
b /F

U
c /

N
Sd : E

e  (n
)f/

g  
– 

IT
h

N
ot

 s
pe

c-
ifi

ed
: P

Tb /
FU

c /N
Sd : E

e  
(n

)f/
g  –

 IT
h

Sk
la

d 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

2)
t

PT
: 1

 (3
5)

g
PT

: 1
 (3

5)
g  –

 
4/

5
N

o
1;

 4
D

ur
at

io
n 

of
 

pr
og

ra
m

, 
sc

ho
ol

 le
ve

l.
FU

: 1
 (3

5)
g

FU
: 1

 (3
5)

g  –
 

4/
5

St
ol

tz
 e

t a
l. 

(2
01

2)
u

PT
: 1

 (2
4)

g
PT

: 1
 (1

3)
g  –

 5
PT

: 1
 (1

1)
g  –

 5
Ye

s
4 

(in
cl

ud
-

in
g 

1,
 2

 
an

d 
3)

Ag
e 

of
 

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

To
la

n 
et

 a
l. 

(2
01

3)
NS

:
 4

 (2
)f

NS
:

 7
 (1

)f
NS

:
 4

 (2
)f  –

 6
NS

:
 7

 (1
)f  –

 6
N

o
1

N
ot

 c
on

si
de

re
d

Vi
dr

in
e 

(n
.d

.)v
FU

: 1
 (1

0)
g

FU
: 1

 (1
0)

g  
– 

3
N

o
4 

(in
cl

ud
-

in
g 

1 
an

d 
2)

Ag
e 

of
 

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

Vr
ee

m
an

 
an

d 
Ca

rr
ol

l 
(2

00
7)

w

PT
: 3

 (4
)f

PT
: 1

 (2
)f  

NS
:

 7
 (1

)f
PT

: 1
 (1

)f
PT

: 2
 (2

)f  –
 6

PT
: 7

 (1
)f  –

 5
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 3

Ye
s

1;
 2

; 4
N

ot
 c

on
si

de
re

d
PT

: 4
 (2

)f  –
 4

Co
m

bi
na

-
tio

n 
U

&
I

PT
: 1

 (1
)f  –

 6
NS

:
 7

 (1
)f  –

 6
NS

:
 7

 (1
)f

NS
:

 7
 (1

)f  –
 1

0
PT

: 1
 (1

)f  –
 9

PT
: 5

 (1
)f

W
ils

on
 a

nd
 

Li
ps

ey
 

(2
00

6b
)x

PT
: 1

 (7
3)

g
PT

: 1
 (7

3)
g  –  5

N
o

1;
 3

; 4
So

ci
oe

co
no

m
ic

 
st

at
us

, r
ou

tin
e 

pr
ac

tic
e,

 
fr

eq
ue

nc
y 

of
 

se
ss

io
ns

, i
m

-
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
qu

al
ity

W
ils

on
 a

nd
 

Li
ps

ey
 

(2
00

6a
)y

PT
: 1

 (4
7)

g
PT

: 1
 (4

7)
g  –

 5
N

o
1;

 3
; 4

At
tr

iti
on

, s
pe

ci
al

 
ed

uc
at

io
n

S.
 J.

 W
ils

on
 a

nd
 

Li
ps

ey
 (2

00
7)

z
PT

: 1
 (7

7)
g

PT
: 1

 (1
08

)g
PT

: 7
 (4

3)
g

PT
: 7

 (2
1)

g  
–  4

/5
/6

/9
PT

: 3
 (2

28
)g  

–  4
/5

/6
/9

N
o

1;
 3

St
ud

en
t s

o-
ci

o-
ec

on
om

ic
 

st
at

us
, a

tt
ri-

tio
n,

 st
ud

en
t 

ris
k 

le
ve

l, 
im

pl
em

en
ta

-
tio

n 
qu

al
ity

 

Ta
bl

e 
8.

 (C
on

tin
ue

d)



PSYCHOLOGY, HEALTH & MEDICINE﻿    205

a 1 
– 

Ag
gr

es
si

on
 a

nd
/o

r v
io

le
nc

e 
(p

hy
si

ca
l a

gg
re

ss
io

n/
vi

ol
en

ce
, p

hy
si

ca
l fi

gh
ts

 o
r a

tt
ac

ks
, v

er
ba

l a
gg

re
ss

io
n)

; 2
 –

 R
el

at
io

na
l a

gg
re

ss
io

n;
 3

 –
 C

on
du

ct
 p

ro
bl

em
s/

di
so

rd
er

; 4
 –

 E
xt

er
na

liz
in

g 
be

ha
vi

or
s.

b Po
st

-t
es

t e
ffe

ct
s.

c Fo
llo

w
-u

p 
eff

ec
ts

.
d Po

st
-t

es
t o

r f
ol

lo
w

-u
p 

m
ea

su
re

m
en

t w
as

 n
ot

 sp
ec

ifi
ed

 in
 re

vi
ew

.
e Eff

ec
tiv

en
es

s r
at

in
g 

ba
se

d 
on

 ru
br

ic
. W

e 
ra

te
d 

th
e 

eff
ec

tiv
en

es
s o

f i
nt

er
ve

nt
io

ns
 re

vi
ew

ed
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

ru
br

ic
: (

1)
 F

ou
nd

 o
ve

ra
ll 

to
 b

e 
eff

ec
tiv

e 
(i.

e.
 p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
re

du
ce

d 
in

 1
00

%
 o

f 
th

e 
eff

ec
ts

, o
r a

s r
ep

or
te

d 
by

 a
 m

et
a-

an
al

ys
is

); 
(2

) F
ou

nd
 to

 b
e 

m
os

tly
 e

ffe
ct

iv
e 

(i.
e.

 p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 7

5%
 o

r m
or

e 
of

 th
e 

re
vi

ew
ed

 st
ud

ie
s’ 

eff
ec

ts
 a

s a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n)
; (

3)
 F

ou
nd

 
to

 b
e 

sl
ig

ht
ly

 e
ffe

ct
iv

e 
(i.

e.
 p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
re

du
ce

d 
in

 5
6–

74
%

 o
f t

he
 re

vi
ew

ed
 s

tu
di

es
’ e

ffe
ct

s 
as

 a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n)
; (

4)
 O

ve
ra

ll 
m

ix
ed

 e
ffe

ct
s 

(i.
e.

 p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 4

5–
55

%
 

of
 th

e 
re

vi
ew

ed
 s

tu
di

es
’ e

ffe
ct

s 
as

 a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

e 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n)
; (

5)
 A

 m
in

or
ity

 o
f s

tu
di

es
 fo

un
d 

an
 e

ffe
ct

 (i
.e

. p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 2

6–
44

%
 o

f t
he

 re
vi

ew
ed

 s
tu

di
es

’ e
ffe

ct
s 

as
 a

 re
su

lt 
of

 th
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n)

; (
6)

 F
ou

nd
 to

 b
e 

m
os

tly
 in

eff
ec

tiv
e 

(i.
e.

 p
ee

r a
gg

re
ss

io
n 

re
du

ce
d 

in
 2

5%
 o

r l
es

s o
f t

he
 re

vi
ew

ed
 st

ud
ie

s’ 
eff

ec
ts

 a
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 th
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n)

; (
7)

 F
ou

nd
 o

ve
ra

ll 
to

 b
e 

in
eff

ec
tiv

e 
(i.

e.
 n

o 
eff

ec
ts

/c
ha

ng
e 

on
 p

ee
r a

gg
re

ss
io

n 
ov

er
al

l, 
or

 a
s r

ep
or

te
d 

by
 a

 m
et

a-
an

al
ys

is
).

f N
um

be
r o

f p
rim

ar
y 

st
ud

ie
s u

se
d 

in
 c

al
cu

la
tin

g 
eff

ec
t.

g Ba
se

d 
on

 e
ffe

ct
 d

er
iv

ed
 fr

om
 m

et
a-

an
al

ys
is

.
h In

te
rv

en
tio

n 
ty

pe
: 1

 –
 V

io
le

nc
e 

pr
ev

en
tio

n 
pr

og
ra

m
m

es
 (a

ls
o 

in
cl

ud
es

 c
on

fli
ct

 t
ra

in
in

g,
 m

od
ifi

ed
 d

is
ci

pl
in

e,
 a

ng
er

 m
an

ag
em

en
t)

; 2
 –

 C
la

ss
ro

om
 m

an
ag

em
en

t 
pr

og
ra

m
m

es
; 3

 –
 L

ife
 s

ki
lls

 p
ro

-
gr

am
m

es
 (a

ls
o 

in
cl

ud
es

 p
ro

bl
em

 s
ol

vi
ng

 s
ki

lls
 t

ra
in

in
g,

 p
er

sp
ec

tiv
e 

ta
ki

ng
 s

ki
lls

 t
ra

in
in

g 
an

d 
co

pi
ng

 s
ki

lls
 t

ra
in

in
g)

; 4
 –

 S
oc

ia
l-e

m
ot

io
na

l p
ro

gr
am

m
es

 (a
ls

o 
in

cl
ud

es
 s

oc
ia

l s
ki

lls
 p

ro
gr

am
m

es
);  

5 
– 

Co
gn

iti
ve

 b
eh

av
io

ra
l i

nt
er

ve
nt

io
ns

 (
al

so
 in

cl
ud

es
 c

og
ni

tiv
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

 a
nd

 in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

 fo
r 

be
ha

vi
or

 m
od

ifi
ca

tio
n)

 o
r 

so
ci

al
 c

og
ni

tiv
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

; 6
 –

 P
ee

r 
m

ed
ia

to
rs

 o
r 

m
en

to
rin

g;
  

7 
– 

ECD


/ECE


; 8
 –

 C
om

bi
ne

d;
 9

 –
 O

th
er

; 1
0 

– 
N

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ed
.

i M
an

y 
st

ud
y 

ou
tc

om
es

 w
er

e 
no

t c
le

ar
. O

nl
y 

th
e 

st
ud

ie
s t

ha
t e

xp
lic

itl
y 

di
sc

us
se

d 
sc

ho
ol

-b
as

ed
 in

te
rv

en
tio

ns
 fo

r t
he

 o
ut

co
m

es
 o

f i
nt

er
es

t w
er

e 
co

ns
id

er
ed

.
j Eff

ec
ts

 in
 n

ot
 sp

ec
ifi

ed
 c

ol
um

n 
re

pr
es

en
t c

om
bi

ne
d 

un
iv

er
sa

l a
nd

 se
le

ct
iv

e 
pr

og
ra

m
m

es
.

k Fi
gu

re
s b

as
ed

 o
n 

th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f c
om

pa
ris

on
s i

ns
te

ad
 o

f t
he

 n
um

be
r o

f s
tu

di
es

.
l N

ot
 st

ric
tly

 m
od

er
at

or
s, 

bu
t c

on
si

de
re

d 
th

ei
r c

or
re

la
tio

n 
w

ith
 e

ffe
ct

 si
ze

.
m

Co
ns

er
va

tiv
el

y 
co

de
d 

as
 m

ul
til

ev
el

 in
st

ea
d 

of
 w

ho
le

-s
ch

oo
l b

ec
au

se
 th

ey
 d

id
 n

ot
 in

di
ca

te
 a

t w
hi

ch
 le

ve
ls

 th
ey

 in
te

rv
en

ed
.

n In
 th

is
 re

vi
ew

, v
io

le
nc

e 
re

fe
rs

 to
 b

ot
h 

vi
ct

im
iz

at
io

n 
an

d 
pe

rp
et

ra
tio

n.
 P

la
ce

d 
eff

ec
ts

 in
 p

er
pe

tr
at

io
n 

ta
bl

e 
on

ly
 a

s t
he

se
 se

em
ed

 to
 b

e 
m

or
e 

co
m

m
on

, a
nd

 th
ei

r s
tu

di
es

 li
ke

ly
 fo

llo
w

ed
 th

is
 tr

en
d.

o Re
vi

ew
 p

ro
vi

de
s u

nc
on

se
rv

at
iv

e 
es

tim
at

es
 o

f a
 st

ud
y’

s e
ffe

ct
iv

en
es

s. 
Ea

ch
 st

ud
y 

on
ly

 n
ee

de
d 

on
e 

po
si

tiv
e 

eff
ec

t t
o 

be
 c

on
si

de
re

d 
eff

ec
tiv

e 
ov

er
al

l.
p Al

l d
es

cr
ip

tiv
es

 a
nd

 e
ffe

ct
s r

efl
ec

t s
tu

di
es

 u
si

ng
 m

ea
su

re
s o

f t
he

 le
ve

l o
r e

xt
en

t o
f a

ct
ua

l a
gg

re
ss

iv
e 

be
ha

vi
or

 o
r p

hy
si

ca
l a

ct
s o

f a
gg

re
ss

io
n,

 e
ith

er
 o

bs
er

ve
d 

or
 re

po
rt

ed
 o

nl
y.

q U
til

iz
ed

 th
e 

eff
ec

ts
 o

f t
he

 ICC
.

10
 a

na
ly

si
s o

nl
y 

in
 d

et
er

m
in

in
g 

eff
ec

tiv
en

es
s.

r Se
le

ct
ed

 in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

 se
em

ed
 to

 in
cl

ud
ed

 in
di

ca
te

d 
sa

m
pl

es
 a

t t
im

es
, w

e 
re

lie
d 

on
 th

ei
r c

la
ss

ifi
ca

tio
n.

s Fi
gu

re
s b

as
ed

 o
n 

th
e 

nu
m

be
r o

f o
ut

co
m

e 
m

ea
su

re
s i

ns
te

ad
 o

f s
tu

di
es

.
t Po

st
-t

es
t c

on
si

de
re

d 
eff

ec
ts

 u
p 

to
 a

nd
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

6 
m

on
th

s a
ft

er
 c

om
pl

et
io

n 
of

 th
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
n.

 F
ol

lo
w

-u
p 

in
cl

ud
ed

 o
ut

co
m

es
 m

ea
su

re
d 

at
 le

as
t 7

 m
on

th
s a

ft
er

 c
om

pl
et

io
n 

of
 a

n 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n.
u Th

e 
m

ul
til

ev
el

 n
um

be
r m

ig
ht

 b
e 

in
fla

te
d 

du
e 

to
 th

is
 re

vi
ew

 n
ot

 se
pa

ra
tin

g 
w

ho
le

-s
ch

oo
l i

nt
er

ve
nt

io
ns

.
v Eff

ec
ts

 b
as

ed
 o

n 
m

os
t d

is
ta

l r
es

ul
ts

.
w

Co
de

d 
po

st
-t

es
t a

nd
 fo

llo
w

-u
p 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 th
ei

r s
tu

dy
 d

es
ig

n 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n.
x O

nl
y 

74
%

 o
f t

he
 in

cl
ud

ed
 st

ud
ie

s h
ad

 e
ffe

ct
s a

t i
m

m
ed

ia
te

 p
os

t-
te

st
, t

hu
s o

ur
 re

su
lts

 a
re

 c
od

ed
 a

s p
os

t-
te

st
 o

ve
ra

ll.
y Re

su
lts

 th
ou

gh
t t

o 
be

 m
os

t r
efl

ec
tiv

e 
of

 p
os

t-
te

st
 fi

nd
in

gs
, a

nd
 s

el
ec

te
d 

an
d 

in
di

ca
te

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

n 
eff

ec
ts

 w
er

e 
co

m
bi

ne
d.

 T
he

re
 w

er
e 

m
or

e 
in

di
ca

te
d 

th
an

 s
el

ec
te

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

ns
, s

o 
eff

ec
ts

 w
er

e 
pl

ac
ed

 u
nd

er
 th

e 
fo

rm
er

 c
ol

um
n.

z Co
ul

d 
no

t i
so

la
te

 a
ll 

eff
ec

ts
 fo

r u
ni

ve
rs

al
 p

ro
gr

am
m

es
 a

nd
 se

le
ct

ed
/in

di
ca

te
d 

pr
og

ra
m

m
es

. A
s s

ub
je

ct
 ri

sk
 w

as
 se

le
ct

ed
 (4

2%
) a

nd
 in

di
ca

te
d 

(1
9%

), 
eff

ec
ts

 fo
r s

el
ec

te
d/

in
di

ca
te

d 
in

te
rv

en
tio

ns
 w

er
e 

th
ou

gh
t t

o 
be

 m
or

e 
re

fle
ct

iv
e 

of
 se

le
ct

iv
e 

in
te

rv
en

tio
ns

, t
hu

s t
he

y 
w

er
e 

pl
ac

ed
 u

nd
er

 th
is

 c
at

eg
or

y.
 E

ffe
ct

s w
ith

 p
 <

 .1
0 

w
er

e 
no

t c
on

si
de

re
d 

eff
ec

tiv
e 

in
 o

ur
 a

na
ly

si
s.



206   ﻿ S. LESTER ET AL.

interventions. The majority of these were scored as effective, with 58% of the unspecified 
interventions scoring a 1 and 89% of the indicated interventions scoring 1. There is some 
evidence that the effects of universal interventions endure beyond the immediate post-test. 
For selected and indicated interventions, these effects were largely only found at post-test. 
Interventions which did not specify their prevention target demonstrated more mixed effects 
for reducing peer aggression immediately after program completion; however longer-term 
follow-up effects were largely positive.

With regards to intervention approaches, discrete programmes had the most evidence for 
effectiveness, followed by multi-level and whole-school programmes – although it should 
be noted that approach was specified in less than half of the reviews. Socio-emotional pro-
grammes have been found to be one of the most promising approaches, while cognitive 
behavioral and peer mentoring/mediation interventions have also fairly consistently demon-
strated positive results. There was a broad range in the duration of these programmes. Socio-
emotional programmes generally seemed to offer around 16 sessions. Unfortunately, session 
number information was often not specified. Program sessions were also implemented at a 
varying rate; once or twice a week seemed fairly common. Various school (mostly teachers) 
and research personnel were often involved in their implementation as well. Other types of 
intervention were effective in some studies but ineffective or harmful in others. Very few 
studies considered the effectiveness of whole-school programmes, suggesting the need for 
further research on these types of interventions. Promisingly, across all reviews, harmful 
effects (i.e. increased reports of perpetration) were reported in very few studies.

Only a handful of the reviews considered moderators of program effects. Well imple-
mented cognitive behavioral interventions and those with more sessions each week were 
found to be beneficial (Wilson & Lipsey, 2006b). Considering socio-emotional and cognitive 
behavioral programmes together there was mixed evidence for short program duration 
to be associated with positive effects (Gansle, 2005; Sklad, Diekstra, De Ritter, Ben, & 
Gravesteijn, 2012), however a trend towards younger students benefiting more from these 
types of interventions was found in two reviews (Sklad et al., 2012; Stoltz, van Londen, 
Dekovic, de Castro, & Prinzie, 2012).

Discussion

There is very little literature on prevention of teacher-on-student violence (including corpo-
ral punishment) and student-on-teacher violence, even though these forms of violence seem 
quite common (see, for instance; Burton & Leoschut, 2013; Chen & Wei, 2011; Lee, 2015). 
More promisingly, there is a great deal of literature addressing prevention of IPV and even 
more dealing with peer aggression at school, although there are substantial gaps even here.

One key gap in the field is that studies often only measure one outcome, even where 
a program is theoretically likely to reduce more than one form of violence. For instance, 
peer aggression and dating violence share common risk factors (Smallbone & McKillop, 
2015), and reductions in dating violence are thus highly likely to follow from interven-
tions to reduce peer violence. Similarly, victimisation is seldom measured as an outcome. 
Importantly, the field of violence prevention will only be advanced if specific effects on 
aggressive behavior are reported separately from other forms of externalizing behaviors.

More high quality studies are also needed: RCTs with longer follow-up periods, lower risk 
of bias, and which explore mediation and moderation effects, will allow us to understand 
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which programmes have sustained effects, what theoretical perspectives drive effective 
programmes (and so to understand not only what programmes work, but also why they 
work), and which programmes are generalizable to which groups (Gottfredson et al., 2015; 
Whitaker et al., 2006, 2013).

Another bias in the literature is that research on the effectiveness of interventions was 
almost exclusively completed in wealthier regions, particularly in the USA. This is exception-
ally problematic, as school violence is a global problem (see, for instance; Burton & Leoschut, 
2013; Chen & Avi Astor, 2010; Due et al., 2008; Fernandez-Fuertes & Fuertes, 2010; Wubs 
et al., 2009). More studies in high-violence, low-resource contexts are urgently needed.

Some interventions were identified as harmful, in that they led to increasing reports 
of aggression. This may be because programmes increased awareness and thus increased 
reporting (Taylor et al., 2010a; Taylor, Stein, & Burden, 2010b), but it may also have been 
because of adverse reactions to the intervention (DeGue et al., 2014). It may also be an 
artefact of study design: studies with short follow-up periods will be unable to differentiate 
an increase in response to heightened awareness from those that actually cause increased 
aggression, as it takes time for reporting to stabilize in response to awareness and then to 
decline in response to an effective program.

Another important focus for new studies should be components of effective interven-
tions (Whitaker et al., 2013). This could be done either through developing and testing new 
programmes that build on what has been learned about effective interventions (Whitaker 
et al., 2006), or through meta-analytic studies of successful programmes (see, for instance; 
Kaminski, Valle, Filene, and Boyle, 2008). Studies of this nature assist in identifying the 
‘active ingredients’ in programmes (Embry & Biglan, 2008).

This review does have some limitations. Firstly, we included only systematic reviews, 
and the information we were able to extract from each review was dependent on what was 
reported. This strategy means that promising interventions that had not yet been included 
in a review would have been missed. Secondly, we were unable to determine the extent of 
primary study duplication across the reviews on peer aggression. Therefore, the true size 
of the evidence base on school-based violence prevention interventions remains somewhat 
unclear. Thirdly, we only included studies published in English. Thus, our results do not 
reflect the findings of any possible reviews on school violence interventions published in 
other languages.

Despite these limitations, it is clear that a number of violence prevention initiatives 
have been successfully delivered at school. Several promising interventions to prevent IPV 
could be identified. Cognitive behavioral, social-emotional and peer mentoring/mediation 
programmes were effective for preventing perpetration of peer violence, and cognitive 
behavioral and whole-school violence prevention programmes show promise for preventing 
peer victimisation. While the field needs considerable development in order to be regarded 
as having a strong evidence base, the existing literature does provide us with a good foun-
dation for tackling this serious problem.
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Part C: Extraction
Please extract the descriptive information from each study first. Information relating to each field 
needs to be marked with an ‘X’ if relevant to the review. If a field is relevant, please also specify the 
number of primary studies in the review this information pertains to. If the information in a particular 
field is not specified please specify this using the NS (not specified) option.

Descriptive information

1. No. of studies in review Not specified
2. No. of studies on school-based interventions with violent behavior as an outcome Not specified
3. No. of studies on school-based interventions with ONLY attitudes towards violence as an outcome Not specified

Prevention target Characteristic relevant No. of primary studies
1 Universal only
2 Selected only
3 Indicated only
4 Combination
5 Not specified
Approach
1 Whole-school only
2 Discrete only
3 Combination
4 Not specified
Content
1 Comprehensive only
2 Specific only
3 Combination
4 Not specified
School level
1 Pre-primary only
2 Primary only
3 High only
4 Combination PP + P
5 Combination P + H
6 Combination all
7 Not specified
Participant gender
1 Female-only
2 Male-only
3 Mixed
4 Not specified
Study design
1 Randomised controlled trial
2 Quasi-experimental
3 Not specified
WHO regions Characteristic relevant No. of primary studies for each country in region
1 North America
2 South America
3 Western Pacific
4 Europe
5 Eastern Mediterranean
6 Africa
7 South East Asia
8 Not specified
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Effects information
1. For meta-analyses with school-based interventions which have effects on violence overall please 

mark the appropriate column in the table below with an ‘X’.

Reduction in violence (effective) No effect on violence (ineffective) Increase in violence (harmful)

2. For reviews where primary studies’ effects need to be individually extracted, please add the name 
of each primary study which needs to have their effects extracted first. Then, for each of these 
relevant primary studies mark the appropriate column in the table below with an ‘X’.

No.
Primary study 

name
Reduction in violence 

(effective)
No effect on violence 

(ineffective)
Increase in violence 

(harmful)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Sub-totals:
Grand total number of effects:

3. Were harmful effects reported or found?
Yes/No

4. Did the reviews include individual primary studies with effect sizes on relevant outcomes?
Yes/No

5. Specific type of outcome behavior considered in review (e.g. physical aggression): ____________
_____________________________________________________________________
6. Specific type of intervention considered in review (e.g. social-emotional program): ___
_______________________________________________________________________
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