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TITLE OF THE REVIEW 

Anti-Cyberbullying Interventions for Reducing Cybervictimization in Youth: A Systematic 

Review 

BACKGROUND 

Highly visible tragedies involving cyberbullying in the recent news media have raised 

awareness and attention to the victimization that occurs in virtual contexts (The New York 

Times: for the case on Tyler Clementi, see Hu, 2010; for the case on Rebecca Sedwick, see 

Alvarez, 2013). Recent statistics showed cyberbullying prevalence rates at 25% across a 10-

year period with an all-time high of 36.4% in 2014 (Patching & Hinduja, 2014). Statistics of 

youth in the U.K. reported even higher rates, citing seven out of 10 teenagers experiencing 

being cyberbullied at least once (Ditch the Label, 2013). 

 

Bullying is defined as an aggressive act in which one or more individuals with relatively 

higher power harm an individual with relatively lower social power in an intentional and 

systematic way (Olweus, 1993). Research has overwhelmingly supported the negative effects 

on the social, emotional, academic, and physical development of victims of bullying (see 

Copeland et al., 2014; Reijntes et al., 2011; Ttofi, Farrington, Losel, & Loeber, 2011). In light 

of such detrimental effects of bullying and victimization, a large corpus of research has 

developed on the reduction of bullying; however, meta-analytic reviews of the effectiveness 

of anti-bullying interventions reported modest effects at best (see Merrell, Geuldner, Ross, & 

Isava, 2008; Smith, Schneider, Smith, & Ananidaou, 2011; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011). A 

recent meta-analysis on anti-bullying programs by Yeager, Fong, Lee, and Espelage (2015) 

found that bullying appeared to be effectively prevented with younger adolescents (i.e., age 

12 and younger), but with older adolescents (i.e., age 13 and older) there was a sharp drop to 

an average of near zero. Yeager et al. attributed such a decline in program effectiveness for 

older adolescents to changes in the manifestation of problematic behaviour, the underlying 

causes of the problematic behaviour, and the efficacy of behaviour-change techniques. In 

particular, they discussed how older adolescents tend to not engage in observable bullying 

such as hitting or insulting as younger adolescents would, but instead use more indirect 

forms such as social exclusion or rumours.  

 

In addition, the social structure or setting of bullying changes as adolescents become older. 

One unique characteristic of the adolescent context is greater access to technology and 

thereby engagement in online forms of bullying. The last two decades have seen rapid 

advancement in the field of computers, information technology, and social networks. 

Because of this progress, a social environment known as the cyberspace has emerged, 

resulting in intense human activity and interpersonal interactions. One interaction prevalent 

among cyber-users is cyberbullying (see Lapidot-Lefler & Dolev-Cohen, in press; Hinduja & 

Patchin, 2008; Huang & Chou, 2010).  
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Cyberbullying is defined in a similar fashion to bullying but in the context of a virtual space, 

using applications intended for technological platforms that enable interpersonal 

communication such as the Internet or cellular phones (Tokunaga, 2010). With an emphasis 

on the use of electronic devices, cyberbullying can take many forms. Willard (2006) 

documented the following manifestations of cyberbullying: ridiculing the victim, offending, 

humiliating, intimidating, threatening, blackmailing, slandering, spreading malicious 

rumours about the victim, public outings of sexual minorities, exclusion or removal from 

social groups, or stalking. Much like traditional forms of bullying, cyberbullying has been 

shown to cause a staggering host of harmful and maladaptive outcomes for youth (see Smith 

et al., 2008; Tokunaga, 2010). 

 

The prevalence of cybervictimization has contributed to mandated anti-bullying prevention 

programs and other initiatives. A recent meta-analysis conducted by Modecki, Minchin, 

Harbaugh, Guerra, and Runions (2014) found a strong correlation between cyberbullying 

and traditional bullying and suggested intervention efforts to focus on “poly-aggression” 

prevention. Thus, understanding what works in reducing cyberbullying can also inform our 

current understanding of traditional anti-bullying and their related school-based policies 

and practices. Given the changing nature of bullying and victimization for older adolescents 

in a growing digital age (Yeager et al., 2015), better evidence is needed for understanding the 

programs that really work in reducing the kind of victimization that occurs on and offline. 

 

Therefore, the focus of this systematic review and meta-analysis will be to address critical 

questions of whether the extant literature indicates that anti-cyberbullying interventions 

effectively reduce cyber-bullying and victimization and which specific types of programs are 

most effective. 

 

OBJECTIVES 

What is the effectiveness of anti-cyberbullying interventions on cyberbullying and 

cybervictimization? 

Is the effectiveness of these interventions moderated by the following variables: age, gender, 

country of origin, outcome, and program features and elements (e.g., duration, curriculum)? 

EXISTING REVIEWS 

There is a considerable number of reviews of anti-bullying program effectiveness (e.g., 

Brown, 2009; Evans, Fraser, & Cotter, 2014; Farrington & Ttofi, 2011; Merrell et al., 2008; 

Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott, 2012; Smith et al., 2004; Vreeman & Carrol, 2007). However, 

none of the previous reviews explicitly included programs targeted to reducing cyberbullying 

and measured its related cyber- outcomes. Moreover, many of these reviews limited their 
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scope of school-based K-12 programs, which may exclude cyberbullying programs occurring 

outside of the school setting and with older adolescents beyond secondary school. To our 

knowledge, no existing reviews on anti-cyberbullying programs have been attempted or 

completed. Another Campbell review (Mishna et al., 2009) examined interventions targeted 

against “cyberabuse” mainly focused on study outcomes of Internet safety and online risky 

behaviour such as revealing one’s identity. They only located one included study that 

evaluated cybervictimization outcomes, a dissertation conducted ten years ago (Salvatore, 

2006). In contrast, our systematic review will not only include recent studies that 

incorporate the advent of cyberbullying research but also outcomes that directly relate with 

cyberbullying. Lastly, although narrative reviews of anti-cyberbullying interventions have 

been discussed (see Patching & Hinduja, 2012), a quantitative synthesis of these 

interventions has yet to be conducted. 

 

INTERVENTION 

The eligible interventions include any programs that target anti-cyberbullying. These 

interventions occur in many forms and address the needs of two groups: cyberbullies and 

cybervictims. In addition, parents, teachers, administrators, and employers of the first two 

groups may be the participants in interventions, particularly in “whole-school” approaches. 

Programs are often implemented by researchers or practitioners, who either provide the 

program components directly or provide trainings to teachers, administrators, and 

employers to deliver program components. These interventions can range in time from one 

hour using short videos or interactive online activities to curricula that can span over a year. 

Content can take the form of training (assembly lectures, online activities or video games, 

role play), counseling (individual and small groups for both victims and bullies), and policy 

(zero tolerance policies, punishment). Comparison groups typically consist of classes or 

schools that do not participate in the anti-cyberbullying programs (or business-as-usual; e.g. 

Williford et al., 2013).  

Anti-bullying programs that do not measure specific outcomes of cyberbullying or 

cybervictimization will not be included. Although these programs may discuss cyberbullying 

in their program components, we cannot assume their impact on traditional forms of 

bullying or victimization necessarily include their virtual counterparts. 

POPULATION 

The types of populations include youth with equivalent ages to students in primary, 

secondary, or postsecondary education. Specifically, the included population consists of 

individuals between the ages of 5-25, the typical range of the beginning of formal schooling 

and the end of some form of higher education, and within the developmental period of 

childhood and adolescence. Individuals within the determined age range, but not attending 

any schooling, will not be excluded.  
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OUTCOMES 

The primary outcomes include cyberbullying and cybervictimization. Secondary outcomes 

include overall well-being, social and academic adjustment when available.  

STUDY DESIGNS 

The types of study designs include randomized controlled trials (RCTs) and quasi-

experimental designs (QEDs); however, pre-post designs without any comparison group will 

be excluded. Qualitative data will not be included in the systematic review. 
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