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* % 44 (Meta-Analysis) *

R E & EoR T B F s R & 5200 X 2
TS HF GRADE IFIERE"

MR BWE? Mud ' RAER? EFH’

RN KA RE 2B, fEM 350108) (35 /4R R 48O B 54T B B T A S 2,
RO E AR, Bldba AR RSO BER EEERE, I 430079)

W OE A3 RE ek, RRT 43 AMBEKANTFRARL, 148 CMA 3.0 o FHRARAH @ RE £,
1% GRADE % %3t BT A 48 B 46 AT 0 E B T 2 #AT P46, SR ET, 480 T8 BA F F4R
F(g=0.57, p<0.05); 4 HRAZEHOTIRED T EEGZTHEATHRY (9= 0.42, p<0.05), g
BAFE| L E(g = 0.40, p< 0.01); 43T FiA 34 693k F 0 B 2 R BAATH AR g=0.17 (p<0.001), 31
ZRATAKR g=0.19 (p<0.001), THAEEMBE, FASEREHZR g=040 (p<0.01). BT EE
HEIEEREAFEF, LT HIAFIEEH A RAEMRRE. S TFHAFATFRRE, FRAHNT 1
FHOBREXTTFRAHRKRT | FHNEREZ, XF THRRAARZ N TRAATHARE, FENFRK
REXRTHAS BT, AR R A S RER AL TLOTRAARETE, RAMASTY, E2F—F 05
FAEE X F AT TR FAGBATRAD BRMAREK, ERAMBERFEREXL, ABRE23TRAHFT
F4FAE 69 vh .

XKiBIE RERMKE;, TSR, T4 4H; GRADE

SEE  Bs44

1 EE TR | 9% BEPER L TR 17 0
Bk TG T Ak 80 U S
5 el e T S S AN 2 A g ok [ A i
e e T AR AT (AR
%JF:;\ i m*%%?éggj‘;?iégxi@ HAKE] 34.5%, MLHUEHEN 15.5% (Modecki,
e QL:T E' 'ﬁfa j ) Ebf P - Minchin, Harbaugh, Guerra, & Runions, 2014), —
s SUAATEROR RSO 0; MR IR g o f . el AT = s
(Olweus, 1994a). B AL A UL HE ELE Y B 0
BHIEN, G ARENE; WAy o WO R RS 68%,
> ’ =2 |y vk He s BoEr 9
PRI DUBT S B R, 3 R IR ] 6% (Chan & Wong
W, BRI , X RN o VAT R T
o s gy SRR, B, KI5
G A S T4 ok i gt TS SR AT R (L, R, 1l
= N N 7 Z A HY 7 2 A<

) (Havik, Bru, & Ertesvdg, 2015; McCuddy &
i, AR HFHEE . A . A (Kowalski,
] ] b fF h Esbensen, 2017; Ttofi, Farrington, Losel, Crago, &
Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner, 2014),

Theodorakis, 2016), T2 EHSMAE, K
- ARMEREME, BASAEEE. WA, AR
e FIB: 2018-04-13 BT B (Kelly et al., 2015). P& MR il kv

* AR EE R4 BB (FI2017B028). W ge AT W 3 v Wi W
WAEEH: AEE&ME, E-mail:ren@mail.ccnu.edu.cn IBACHI, JF HIE ™ E G5k, 2 T,
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v 1Y T R TR G | RS BUR . R ER TR
AREEM

FI 1983 4, Olweus 7EMREBLIT 148 — KM
B A el B T it H ke, 205 B E BORTTEAL
R EIRE/ZERRZTET 21%~50%4L 47
(Olweus, 1994b, 2005), FfiJ5, HRMEEWIIEHE R
P e BT TR R T H, IF8 2 R
AT /N2 vh o S T H ¥ R A A28
EREW . RERE®E, JhEMH XMt S 2
(Farrington, Gaffney, Lésel, & Ttofi, 2016), 7E/~4
R, BT AR )RR S E AR TE
AR R, W —E R, B T B s Ab
PRI F s AEZEE SR T, 8 S A X R Y TA
W, W R K MW E S, k2w, filE
AF RN 1) ISR IO o) e A

ET 0 H Z )5, K SEuEmE o8 X 4 i
R E BT IACR AT TR, A5 g
RIFA—3, BELER T LT T I
B, Vreeman Fl Carroll (2007)H49 71 1996 F &
2004 4F 3t 26 A 2E AL IR TS, g h 9 T
TFER 45 5 R T TR 28 M I e sl 32 ke
174 Evans, Fraser Fll Cotter (20145 53 5 8 &)
2013 4F, RIMENGETT AR 22 M5, HA
50% TR TR E AR, W2 27 AT
HH 67% I8 R Z AT N B E AL, Merrell,
Gueldner, Ross Fll Isava (2008)/)JC it & 1T
el e T TR AR B, 98 1 RO I H BOR B 1R
3 % To (Merrell et al., 2008), {Ht1H —L6 T4
B A5 AR [l 38R %2 T 1012 A R Y (Jiménez-Barbero,
Ruiz-Hernandez, Llor-Zaragoza, Pérez-Garcia, & Llor-
Esteban, 2016; Ttofi & Farrington, 2011), AN % FH,
XLETEAT AT A SR A — ST REVR TN A HERR AR RN
BMOREITA NS, BT ILERER S5,

i, WARWEZRBTAFHIE, 50
WEWFFE R, — A R BEALXT HE 525 (random  control
trial, RCT)HAT B BU(F AU o SRS T4 42 T il
ME, BEEEERER, BMELIMIL 5
Beo BOERENLAL, X2 5 5050 1Y 5 80 A 5L
R 1 SEPR_EARZ RCT B35 313k KRR 1Y
TS, FREIF AR BN ROR . B
M —Fi e T, RO RCT#FSE, AT 165 HF
5, BR—EBE FRIET WEAE, HAZM
T H A A SZUEIE R (Jiménez-Barbero et al., 2016).

THTE S g 4~ h 4 dE RCT Bt 1 NS
HAERLKT EMESR, —ERE L Lk
BEHILAT o (4 B sy, XA PIESR R A, ]
WA ITLHNATIE RCT BXTIBIFFE, {HRE7E
THRARCR R RHEZ LR T EIEE, 20T
PILH ) BE LR KT b S Tk o 5 18T TR I B,
ARG E MAS L e AR L 22 57, NG
P05 R A 7 2 (Hoyt & Del Re, 2017), Bjifd
X RCT WFRINS, AilJa i 52 M & AE s A 2L
PSR AR 1 (Carlson & Schmidt, 1999).
8, XTI H SRR A, RIET
W%, B TWar LRl =28, —FREH
AR IR, B AEW AT B B P i R
1720 (Sahin, 2012); —28J& EH 48 mIRE 2 H 5,
WAt P A A S E I SR A S AT
Oy BRAE K, AR AZ I % (Fox & Boulton,
2003); A —EEF N ZIRE T B, X557
A4, e . o, MRRKEXNEES
HvR A A X IR, R TR BB ER, #Em
2F 4 B ASBE MIAT M (Saarento et al., 2015), DA E=
BT WA, M TREMNEHTHRMmME, T HMN
EHGE E A BARX S, SREAAETWAT#HITA
ARG o X TR TR0 S, I R R T
2, BT+ TS A B, EiRseR
AR, =AM TR0 A S E I
5=, R R T 5 R AL 5 P A
A0, B ITC TR LR A IR S R A S TR,
ARIFAEITA W POR R A B W, XTF
UEHE BT i 0958 B (PP R B . SCER TR IE MY
B LT H, Hlin Cochrane AU I far PEAl . Jadad
AR, XA EE AL D TR R T A
(Zeng et al., 2015), GRADE TAE41T 2004 4F1F 2
e — B G IR S UE R PR A R R A, A
AT LLFAL RCTIESE, ] A TPk RCT W5
YR, CalhEREZNREZ — ENRS
PE 1 —3B4, GRADE A H M5 a4 R BR 1,
EMF A — B . B EEIESE . 45 R A
. kR AR, BEINA T A X I0 5 B 45 R R
SRR TIEAY, A AT 48 SR K 32 B (Alonso-Coello
et al., 2016), 4P, GRADE £ G MUY e B —
I, O A RO AR AR . B, A
RPN TIRBEAT R . ZIREAT N DR .
2 B 4 R A VR S o S R T T H U 1 45
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JRI$8 5 (outcome variables),

Zi b, AVERT EH A MR R E T
5%, BT Y AT S DU ST g6 20 — 4 i 24 T T Ak
W, 2 F AT S TR E 4T T T8 AR = I
S AR X R, FRATT 4 B R X
BHEMNTI, xR ZEEN T, REXET
BB TIRCR, JRH GRADE E4E % 4940T
T T AT 1 55 SR AR i 1 TE AR B e 0 BE R AT e 0T
flio WAk, FATEHZ RPN . T I
TIAHE . SEHG BTN T USRI RZ i

2 WMRAE

21 XHEER

TEYE LK EF PubMed, ISI Web of Science .
EMBASE . Science Direct, ProQuest H, {8 F 5 ix]
204 (Bully*/cyberbully*/anti-bully*) and (school) and
(intervention/prevention/program/outcome/evaluation/
effect/tackling) TR R . [FIRTAEFEAM . 5
DIE S E L LN WP A TTEERE € Lo J0® e/ 3
Do £ 3 2 /385 2 /AR B And 2288 /8 Fel And T 390/75 B
IR E . KR BB E] Y 2018 4F 2 A o
2.2 CERANHERR

XFF R R BN SCHR, RIELLT 9 SbniEidiA T
i FIHERR . BARA O AHEBR AR ULIA 1

(DA TR R e + 1 B i 8CR—R 05T
o8 Al 2% 3 A S (91 S A S A ) 35 H W5 T
PLHERR o

()M Hha 3 1y B A o o B T AL 46 113k
. B ECE OB Sy, AR B i — A
B, (HRAAESE 2[R T Bodi s A b 75

Q)T @R FAEX . 22k, BEg . “#4
A, SRR AE R IR AT N A
S N2 BB AT B AE A

(4) AL X B 50 6 B0 A S R i, AL R
il .

(5)45 RAL AL A AR EAT WIS, LA
R IR B 2 AT R . SRR T X
BRI . AR . BOmEE KR
B AT A

(6)XoF 234 SR A S 1) N gk N I 3 22 /0 6 45 TR
m, s .

(MYWFFE 20805 BEE TS RCR /M B
THEE, WREA, PEMbREZE, F A, p %,
AR AR S, We s R A, T AEk
WOGHEAS ST

(8) Al 1 [A] — M F 5 100 H v ] — s %
RIAFIITIESC, MFRMEERAHELZNA

(9) T 3 BF 5 AN LA B 4% ) A7 9 1 38 11038 5
ARSI, BT
2.3 XH#k4mHS

20 B 135 0 25 B 45— e 49 A TT 0 BT B9 SCRR,
AHELUMEE . (DHRHE . HARAEDY; (2) T
FEAE: FHUAN; TG BH; b ARG T,
AT ELHE, K. FEETE); Q)T HXR:
AR BCE AR, TR G (a KB 2 E S b IR
c TR (OSBRI Z5R M 7 (a. AT
b AU, AR, BT, K H L),

X A RAR R, AT T BT 3 x5 B
PRI QAT Iy o A B RO T B0 H BB
W A Y 32 R, X MR RL N R iy
T EAR, AR T TR o D) o —ge g
XTI A B T PO, R, A
HRARRBOR B, (AR BOA N AR, Ko
TE 3 B A 2 A v R AR AT S B4 LB AR
BARA . AT M B BRI 7 AN TR 28 AL i
WU, W] BEIRYE RO T IRCR - N, A7

KA E (n = 5490)
EA LR FITTA TR (n = 109)

i EHE ., PMETHIHLL

A
‘ E3CHBEEn = 186)
|

v

HEBRBFIE (n = 133)
o ESURBERRIFF (n = 57)
o LRSI LR - R A B (n = 47)

HAEER(n=5)

« GORISE SR BRI (n = 24)

v

YAIABIF (n = 43)
« SRR E BT Hi(n = 2)
o SIRHREZEH T Bi(n =5)
o EFXF TR AR T Bi(n = 36)

1 SCHRAHEBR e &
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ST T AR 3 0 T S E O R AT
WOEEE AL, BRI 52 3 T 100 H X 2 IR
Rt BRABERRE A0 s X I A % A2 9 T T 5 X
JRUAT R AN IRBAT R T TRCR
2.4 BURESH

B IR R IR A S5 R AR AR AL Yy
47 (standard mean difference, SMD). F1 LA K HR
3 ICAT TN R B SR, T S B 2 A o) 4 A
LK 2Z5R, ABEF N4 & il 40 Hi s D
5B (pre-post with control, PPWC) (Hoyt &
Del Re, 2017), 15350 5 18 B 25 1 T T 10000 00 (14 4%
P, STt MRS R AR B AT S AR b Y
255, TS ETIEE bR 25 3 — B hr itk (a),
Hrfr Sye FRARMZATINAYG I 22, T SL5 A

FIUGT BB A R A i AR 1 22 5K A5 (b) o
Toog = Tore) = (Crog —C
dPPWC:( post pre)s( post pre) (a)
pre
5 5 \03
_ nr —1S7 - (ne 1) S,
Spre = (b)
N +ne—2

BFEA RN, SMD A TE 2, Hedges
U AR E 5 BAR AL X B2 1R O R i, B
Hedges’ g {H(Cooper, Hedges, & Valentine, 2009),

AWFFER I CMA 3.0 FAF XIS S B A TR 4,

P15 Hedges® g, [RIRTHEAT Hh M f 22 220 7347
SRR R Q MBI 12 Ak 98 ABIF 5 25 R
1 22 5 P (Huedo-Medina, Sanchez-Meca, Marin-
Martinez, & Botella, 2006), Q 4t i1 &% &= 1N
BUESFJ5F, IR F R BE R k=1 B9-R 54370, Q
EEER, p(EM/DN, BLBTTA T N AT 55 1 5 ok
MR 12 R TS TR A N P R A AR
R L — A p < 0.05 BiE 12> 50%HT
TR ENF . ARIERRKWELT,
FEUTT S A% R A B R BE AL 500 A A (Hedges &
Vevea, 1998), J T it — 25 /0 Hrasft R 2 1 5 Bt ok
U8, X IC A B g S dE AT T U 43 B A2 43
BT o BUBRAE 53 BT 2R BUE — B B A 90 BT 5% T
AT RN & B A I, T LR RO B S E B F
o A A ATT DI R S5 O 1 A v 4 = T 1 A
FESRAR T 7 B AR IR . ARG 43 AT A 40 AR
AFETWR S . THARHE . #alEl, STlsit,
KA P8 0 AR MR s, BHPRSS SR
WO SC L B PE S5 B B8 ST A B w40 52 R e R i R

%, XU R HET BA EE R, AR
K FH R = # (funnel plots) X & R far #E47 ¥EAG o %
S PR AR A O B, AR AR R O G AR O
o B B /INEEATIF ST AL T A SR i 22 i
K, Sr8ECrEd - B R S, KERAR B0 52 9
AR A R SRR AR, R T R AR A T
ST a0 SRR 2} AR E RN 52 2 0] 35 B
TCA AT A R REAEAE R I E el far o BT w3}
BB R o MRS, e, Nt —
K 55 42 (trim and filLKG 3645 5 1958 E P (Duval
& Tweedie, 2000), LAk, Egger’s ¥ 5 thh iz F
R FMARIE IR, TR, T3, 2009).
2.5 GRADE RA#tiEiERE

GRADE AR —EIEE M RS, 2 2400
UEHE T A2 FHHE A7 08 8 43 94 1) [ B 1f 22— (Alonso-
Coello et al., 2016), H T AHXT T HABLIESE T R
g A REE, RGN . DABAREA XIS
BhE 125 . GRADE $3FESE 5 & 73 1y
ANEY L, R AR BT e R R R
— PSR A5 23 R U ORI T AR I ITAG 5 2R

Tt GRADE 1, 3T RCT 18 BiER#E
Wi, 9E RCT #F5t)E TR =ik . H2 =3
TE 3 B A5 A BAR R bR AT R . Hop,
Al REREARIESE BT B R AT 44 (DIFRA
BRPE; Q)ZRAA—EG Q) LIRSS (DB R BIHE
WHRE;, (S)EFMmM. MREIESIFIREMHE N
e (D) KRBUNAE; (2) P HE BITR AL IR 2 & FARIT R
QYVFAEFIE R R -

X EEEMIEHE TR RS, R
GRADEpro 3.6 #{4x A5x4 A F= 1 RCT
WFFEAESE & AE RCT WS IEYE 25 R BE AT 1A, S8
TCAATEE A UE B 2

3 H#R

31 PAMREARER

Gy 43 A B T BROCR BT I, A RREA
514, BFEAE 41363 A(SE64H N = 23582, Fathl
21 N=17781) Hrf, HsCsCiik 4 5, 53030k 39
T o BT R T TREA 4 4, BEALXT R A 2
A xR 2 FE THREA 6 A, B AR
A3 AN BEXF TR 2 T IOREA 42 4, BEALXT IR
FEAR 20 4>, FHARRY 6~16 % 2 00], 3R/ NFAE
A AR A, HEAME R 1,
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32 REUEmB TR

SERPER IR AS R WoR, RO T U 5T () 22 5
PER . WA T HREA, uith Q =
48.23 (p<0.001), 1 =93.79, %t T4 Mk 52 F #
T IREA, 2T Q = 18.45 (p < 0.01), I* =
73.04, O Q=7.95 (p>0.05), I =49.66 (i
£ 2) EM A AR IR TEREA S, B
TR Q= 131.79 (p < 0.001), I = 93.05; 1T
FFHIHFFE Q = 330.23 (p< 0.001), 1% = 87.58; H:
HREAT S Q = 123.96 (p < 0.001), 1> =
70.15; ZHEARBLBUER Q = 354.73 (p < 0.001),
1 =89.57 (W3 3). MUEME T 45 T BoR, RIETE
BT H I,

B X T W H R AT T sk
Hg=10.57 (95%CI: 0.08, 1.05; Z = 2.30, p < 0.05);
B Wk 7 5 3 T B O A2 IR AT R T sk
g =0.42 (95%CL: 0.10, 0.74; Z = 2.30, p < 0.05),
Xof FOO PRAEERE T HUSUER g = 0.40 (95%CI: 0.14,
0.65; Z=3.04, p<0.01) (WL 2), X F A 241
TWHH, ¥EEMNZMBE g= 040 (95%CL
0.19, 0.61; Z = 3.79, p < 0.001), %47 KB BAE%L
B g=0.21 (95%CI: 0.15, 0.26, Z = 7.09, p < 0.001),
HAp X FIOEAT HIIRR g = 0.17 (95%CL: 0.12,
0.22; Z=6.91, p<0.001), % TZMEITHHZR
g =0.19 (95%CI: 0.12, 0.26; Z = 5.27, p < 0.001)
(3% 4),

33 A %RE
TSP 2~181 4 43 BURE 56 T 51X BT A 2245 1 )

e T A XS L AT M2 IR AT R
T IROR 5T AR R R e % BT A %4
T 5T 7R, 220 2 R AR O S T 28 2 BT b
BREE, BP0, 45 RE R E, L) 0.05
Fk B K HE, Egger’s Fii(p = 0.100)2/7R AR
AWFE 0 R RAMBT RN, s 2| B B BT #h ik 43 b7
SR, R, AERRBAT NS EZIREAT
R ) S B AT FR, JREAT RO 2 BT A A AL
S, BiEIEsR 14 4, KIEFHPLEN g = 0.08
(95%CIL: 0.03, 0.14); SZIREAT ARG 5Y AN EAL
EJE, Brwrss 13 4, RIEEREPLEN g = 0.05
(95%CI: —0.02, 0.12), UiBH 2 Al A7 AE WL I
#, Egger’s K (p ws = 0.000, p zws = 0.003)42
IRAR YN AT SEIR AT T2 IR AT R el AR 5 R
WIS AE R R A, T 2| B 5 BT bk 4t 25
B3,
34 A

m*E 4 Pw, WAHASPEERBR, MIKET
R SORE, TR, T HURRE R W
BOREME R THES/NT 1 st i =
0.26, p < 0.00 1) T T T BT 1 2 0 i R =
(g=0,11,p<0.001), A G L(p<0.05).
LK T W R (g = 0.30, p < 0.001)5 T8
AMEKEF (g = 0.10, p< 0.001), RSt -
BEP<0.01), IEFEHLIFFRR (=0, 28, p<
0.001) = FRHLAT BB SR i (g = 0, 12, p <
0.01), 5B < 0.05), [AFEH, Wk 5 PR,
XTI AT, TR AT SRR Dy 25

R2 HMPRESHEZTEENTRYR

THA 4 45 N G 95%CI z Q 12
W WAt R 4 0.57 0.08, 1.05 2.30° 48.23™ 93.79
Wz EHE ZHRGAT R 6 0.42 0.10, 0.74 2,607 18.55™ 73.04

AL B fle R 5 0.40 0.14, 0.65 3.04” 7.95 49.66

H: *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p < 0.001, FI[A

®3 HNMBEFEMNRICZIE T FRBR

(S N G 95%CI z Q 12
A 11 0.40 0.19, 0.61 379" 13179 94.41
11k 42 0.21 0.15,0.26 7.09"" 330237 87.58

Wk 38 0.17 0.12,0.22 6.91"" 123.96™" 70.15

TR 38 0.19 0.12,0.26 527" 354737 89.57
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Funnel plot of standard error by Hedges’s g
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B3 XA A AT T R e L 35 b
BEFT = 14, BEHLELY g = 0.08, 95%CI: 0.03, 0.14

WATAR I, TR/ 1 2R B (g =
0.31, p<0.001)@m T F A IR T 1 200 RCR &=
(9=0.10, p<0.001), HA ST X (p<0.01).
B AR K FBUCER (g = 0.10, p < 0.001)fi
TLAKFETHi(g=0.39, p<0.001), ZR5%it¥

B (p=0.001), IEFEHLIFF SR (9=0,28,p<
0.001) T REHLAT BB FE R (g = 0, 12, p <
0.01), ZHBE (P < 0.05). P& FPHIRAYT R
Rm F/ANEAERTERCR, (HEZERARAST
EANETE S -9
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3.5 GRADE FEREREEFR

R4 GRADE Z 5ot 2 e 0T (1 UE 4 o e ik
TToRAl, g5 RER, XFFIEHE T TR U
P O ARAR . BRI 2 E I T IORCR, A
42 RCTIF4E A J2 3 RCT WFFIE 44 5 1 48 M A
EEX A AT E, Mot ok E 2
178 RCT JEHE ML &, dE RCT BT A RAL R
B, A ASERCE RCT WF5E BYIE I 5 & Sy rh 45
(3 6).

R4 BRTHNBRITANELRENTHD

V£ AR N G 95%CI z Q 12 p
L 0.228
/N 17 0.14 0.09, 0.18 6.18"" 21.37 25.14
B 21 0.20 0.11,0.29 427" 100.77"" 80.15
T 0.004
<=1 20 0.26 0.18,0.35 596" 64.08""" 70.35
> 1% 18 0.11 0.05,0.17 3.69™" 45.60"" 62.72
T HURHE 0.001
ZIKF 22 0.30 0.20, 0.40 597" 26.89" 44.22
AR KT 16 0.10 0.07,0.17 473" 62.90"" 66.61
Edaraay 0.016
Rl 19 0.12 0.08,0.17 5.08™" 47.99™" 62.49
AEBEDL 19 0.28 0.16, 0.39 4.67" 60.86" 70.43
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x5 HETFAMNZEEITANETHREMLHE S
V20 7E b N G 95%CI z Q 12 p
YL 0.457
AN 18 0.21 0.14,0.28 593" 63.73"" 73.33
B 20 0.16 0.04,0.28 272" 234,53 91.90
T 0.003
<=1 %= 17 0.31 0.20, 0.42 559" 98.35™" 83.73
>1 2] 21 0.10 0.02,0.18 2.38" 170.90™" 88.30
T HURHE 0.001
%K 24 0.39 0.24,0.55 4.88"" 52,19 77.09
AN K 14 0.10 0.03,0.18 278" 232.15™" 90.12
St 0.042
AEBEHL 20 0.28 0.15, 0.41 429" 130.97" 85.49
R4 18 0.12 0.04,0.21 277" 198.72" 91.45
*k 6 HRLTEILE GRADE B4k
Tl ol S 4 sEELEY AR 4 S - 4
Wved Wk TA RCT 2 mET X MEY X 24 24 0.96(-1.04,2.95) ®000 Xf#
ZoHE ZETHN RCT 2 JUE 2 T X X 209 216 0.79(-0.56,2.14) @®®O0 ikt
JERCT 3 ¥ Tk Jo 104 63  0.33(0.07,0.59) @@®0O0 Kk
DEERE  RCT' 2 J S ¥ 209 216 0.57(-0.13,127) @®®00 Xt
JERCT 2 ¥ X Kk T 93 49 0.49(0.15,0.84) @®O0 Xt
zi W4T RCT' 14 [ S VN o R 1110 1101 0.12(0.08,0.17) ®®00 Kk
4ERCT 10 JeE 2 Jo wE W@l 1505 1776 0.28(0.20,0.40) @000 X
AT RCT' 13 ME?OK mET Ok 12630 10731  0.12(0.04,0.21) @®®00 K4
ERCT 12 mEE B TE’ O ™E 7697 3791 0.28(0.15,041) @000 K
B RCT' 6 ¥ Xk b 1479 1589  0.34(0.06,0.61) ©@®0 HEHE

TE: 1 E BRI 2 TR | Bl il 22 5 2 B R A — 80 3 B — [l B IV A 4 ol /b

4 Vg

ABEFHE T T O A WITAHT, 3R IR H
() T W BE T AT T RGA7, 4550 % Bk
T IR AR, A ) YR30 T SR T %
St WA BT R T BUR MG, THUK RS,
3 T BUSCR M . A 3 HE— 25 [ UE R T
M S BT ST SE IR R A5 2

PR RO # ko Wk B TR E B
O . TR T UL A SR I 4
FFRRIE, AL T R v 2 10 Tt M R v

47 M (Garandeau, Vartio, Poskiparta, & Salmivalli,
2016; Sahin, 2012), %K% 32 % KT B FHH
TR . AR A . RO S RE, H
PR T 9 e 2 R I A7 THEC 3R R, O HL R
MEMAZZRE S . BAEL . SRBIRE S S DIRRAR3Z
B HR 2 B9 40 K (Elledge et al., 2010; Fox & Boulton,
2003; van der Ploeg et al., 2016), REWFF B RIX
ST H AR, B2 TR EAE R,
TCAHTEE T AR, T R RS A T T S0P
R EA LU LA — 7, i, fER
PR A F e —E R, i FiF 2 2
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WA SRS, R A B BOM R B S |
i IR B % 4 IR e 3% 5 (Hymel & Swearer,
2015), Ji—J5 M, XETHZHETH, EHHE
TN A B RS T B 2 AT M I K A (Zych, Ortega-
Ruiz, & Del Rey, 2015). 4 —Fol s AN, HRuz
ERERAT R, S WE S E IR AT R R (A
AT 4t 3 56 F E (Forsberg et al., 2018),

PRI, X B A 24 25 1 T 00 E @ils T R
AT, 10 X AN R R 5 sl 2 i
WAAFEZWE . KK BONSE, TN
WHFH . BEEW., 28, FRS5%, 2EH
H UL SR 5 H (Evans et al., 2014), JC/0 T
AN, ()T IO 2 A A B th S M ROR B, W T
B H ZIEAT HNEORE/ME R E . QB
AR = TAT MU SR & MR T AT,
A5 & AR 7 7F (Maio & Haddock, 2014), 5
Gh, XTI T, RS H ZIREATH
1) FE LR KA Bt A%, B T HiE /928 T
/N, Jiménez-Barbero % A (2016)1 %5 S AT 58
AR 3, HEBURE AR, RER IR BEAE T A
WF I TH B0 A80CR o 09 B i 25 08 T R AR, AR
Carlson Al Schmidt (1999)f9H:46, H e %
TR E AT RE S IUE B IEMECR . (Bt
HREAT N R 32 IR AT N U ORI 2200 .
Merrell 2(2008) & BLAS A& T H T, #HE MR
BEERMZ IR R IFAMR . AR R o]
AT A BUTIEH . IO . WEEE, B
SR AR BIF 5T 2R A2 1P 5, TR A )
1 TR — P4, XA ResS ik Tk
AR AN Z R AU Z I 2 57 .

XA 2R T TR R B R, i — 20
WA AT s, T 350 A T TR IR 2 30 /32 ik
AT HUUE R B E R AR, M—ACAMT
SR —FE, TR e, TSR R, Xl
ik N SEHE 35 i B8 (Jiménez-Barbero et al., 2016),
Bt ds i, RIRE T W0 A7 AE 8 30U N
(dose-response), <8l bk 4, i B g 1) T
Wi H, #ORMIH(Ttofi & Farrington, 2011), 1] HEXT
TR R AT, TIREE &, EHLE. I
Ak, b TR L TR AR A ST, AT REAE T
B, R B EE B SO A, IR, B
BHHFAERIER, SR 082 L, S EUR
R EH LA

REZ KW T 5 H 8O- 5 T 5 KCF
MEE T, Wt EBRARE, HE UL
JE M M2 EEZ B, BT AR A
AR 178, KIE . FfE. #RERGH 5K
WAT M & A % UIAH ¢ (Hong, Lee, Lee, Lee, &
Garbarino, 2014). ZHAHE T TEN A=K
MRIR . SEERMAT R, BAEAMARIKP T T3,
TR B 22 1 T 100 H AU MASE A %, 38
FEMPEI2EAE . REE ., FEXEEEREE . Hln
Y2 Kiva SURB I E AL ) 22 A JR AL S K
VRURBRE, I ) UM AL S B bR, 55
W WA, AR IRERE S, BE SR
VATTE A, TR X P28 v 45 48, AN TR
JKE-FEAT T Hi(Yang & Salmivalli, 2015), A KT
T H A B 2> WAL 6 S 0 17 B (Albayrak
etal., 2016). ik, Z7KF-H T R X AT 24 A
W2 I T, R RO FokUG,
SEA B IR (W TR AN

R ML S B0 B T AN AR AL SE 30 153 T 1 B
WH TSR WA RE2ES ., AR LA
BILSE B0 BT B8 BAF BT 0 8O 2 v T ™ i Y
SE T, SR TR B Lf7 B (Ttofi & Farrington,
2011), TR 7 ALK 22 5 5, AW A
AEBEHLAT BT TR RO B0 . T RE Y B R R
Rt AL 3 T A BIF 5% PR 2H Bl AT B AN TR BT A, TR
AT PLAL P S B S LT, 4 5 3RS
“UFRCR (Hoyt & Del Re, 2017).

ANEEA R R R A R T TR R AR T 220
AR EBR ZHEAREER, SEAMRERAN
[E] i) J2, Lee, Kim F1 Kim (2015)%] 13 M5 el kv
I H B IC 43 A v A X b AR T BRCR L T
A, BRI A AR JRTE A, A S
ez T, 1 o) — e 58 AR H X /N A T T
Y& SR SRPS bR (I 2R i O A SR U g
#Y3E (Jiménez-Barbero et al., 2016), G457 7E
PN A 3 B8 5T 43 BT A A — B00T BB AE T4 TR Se bt
AR RN A B B I A o Yeager, Fong, Lee
Ml Espelage (2015)1A A3 Fi i 53 ) 1) 3 26 43 A7
(between-study) & A i 22/, MATX 19 A4~ kee
WUEHBEFER I T 2K T br, Hoh 4R 1E N
BRI, SRR I T WA B B 2 A0
BT R

AR5 REME, RIE GRADE IR/
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RGN A GER AL N TR EOR R, A
JEoK FI B AL X 1 S 86 i S B ML ) B 5 UE 3 T o
ZRAREE AR, RASEYCL R RCT IEHE i
A o A B A T ORI R 2 588 S A7 A
—EMZE S, FEREXT T RMBL AR T3, BEAL
X HE L 8 ARG TR, S A 0 U0 R BE  J ic
B, (HEMIEE NZEC TR AT RER A 4
W, RS g it #2, JFR Al Ber (L s2 56
it Bz, TRV T IR, B 2 2t
TN HCR AT R 5

5 RRFREE

ARIFRAAEILD R . (D)W REFELE K A0 3L
R RS, QM T E R EEL AR E,
WA N5 AR AT A4y, I TE ] e
MR I P R 22— (3) TR SE i S B AR G,
RETANHEE T EmSCR R &, |
S FTREAATE S 22 (52 M0 R 3 Rp il — 2B E A TR 56

MBI RAKE, KoKk WFIE T 2t — 2%
2 HLAR R4 B 2 5 i W0 H B9RCR, [RIEHR Ar
RETR T SRR T, T T H N B 2
PR NBE, JEARE SRR BL AT R . O
H, fERHFmm En, RATgE M A KE &,
T4 R R 5 b X TR R T TR oAb, FRIE
e el MR et 28 8 R A (R ST, 2002), SRR 22 119
BT 9 38 5 1 3 A Tl B PR AS L Ji SRR XU PR 2R (7R
7, Tie, BAR, K&, 2004), {HETHHRIL
XL, Rl E— 455 B A BIWFST SR, %
A6 TR B S I BRI, I TR A5

SE Rk

(NN TC 5 BT SRR
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Abstract: School bullying has become a public health issue in the past several decades which caused
physical and psychological harm on bullies, victims as well as bystanders. Therefore, a series of
anti-bullying programs were designed to reduce the bullying or the harmfulness of bullying, but the
effectiveness of these programs was inconsistent. Forty-three pre-post randomized controlled trail studies
were selected to examine the effect of school-based anti-bullying programs. The evidence quality was
screened under the GRADE protocol. Results suggested a significant effect for anti-bullying programs
which targets bullies (g = 0.57, p < 0.05), while those who target victims, victimization decreased (g = 0.40,
p < 0.05), and overall metal health improved (g = 0.40, p < 0.01). The pooled effect size indicated that
school-based anti-bullying programs have a small effect on bullying and victimization (g = 0.17, p < 0.001)
and influenced by publication bias. Attitude changed moderately (g = 0.19, p < 0.001). The evidence of
attitude change was moderate, other outcome variables have a very low or low evidence quality according to
GRADE protocol. For the programs targeting universal students, programs which was less than one semester
performed better, and the global intervention showed more effective than education. The effect size of
anti-bullying programs targeting bullies or victims was moderate, but more research is needed. Though
school-based anti-bullying programs which target universal students have a relatively small effect size,
however, they are practical for real-world applications. The dose of intervention and the feature of programs
have influence on the effect of anti-bullying programs.
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