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Abstract

Schools have been fighting cyberbullying through intervention programs, yet few interventions have been
empirically evaluated. This study evaluates the effectiveness of a Safe Surfing anti-cyberbullying intervention
program that is based on the theory of planned behavior in reducing bullying online and offline and improving
student-perceived popularity and self-esteem. It was hypothesized that from pre- to post-intervention online and
offline bullying rates will decrease; students’ negative perception of popularity will decrease; students’ self-esteem
will increase, and; in classrooms where there has been a greater decrease in online and offline bullying following
the intervention there will be a greater improvement in students’ negative perception of popularity and self-esteem.
Data were collected from 1,550 students (53% males) in 3™ to 11" grades from 69 classes in 19 primary (68%),
middle and high (32%) public schools in Israel. The students answered online questionnaires pre- and post-
intervention. Results indicated a significant decrease in bullying online and offline post-intervention. Also, a
significant improvement in perceived popularity and self-esteem was obtained among primary school students.
The decrease in bullying online and offline was significantly associated with an improvement in perceived
popularity and self-esteem. The study provides support for the positive role that school-based interventions against
cyberbullying can have, and demonstrates that schools can make a difference in the way their students consume
social networks. The findings also contribute to the debate about the co-occurrence between traditional bullying
and cyberbullying. The findings may encourage school principals to approach peer victimization with a broader
view and to develop intervention programs that capture students’ social experiences more holistically.
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Introduction

The development of information and communication technologies has brought many benefits for youth (O’Keeffe
et al.,, 2011), but also threats and risks (Aizenkot & Kashy-Rosenbaum, 2019). One such risk has been
conceptualized as cyberbullying (Tokunaga, 2010). Students involved in cyberbullying often know each other from
school (Hinduja & Patchin, 2008), and those of them who are bullied online are frequently bullied offline as well
(Twyman et al., 2010). In fact, studies have found continuity and co-occurrence between traditional bullying and
cyberbullying among classmates (e.g., Aizenkot, 2017a). Cyberbullying is therefore perceived as a school-based
problem, and achieving its sustainable reduction requires interventions that are implemented within the school
(Wolfer et al., 2014). However, while there has been an increase in research on cyberbullying-related issues,
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evaluation research on the effectiveness of school-based intervention programs in reducing cyberbullying is
needed (Ortega-Baron et al., 2019).

Cyberbullying victimization is negatively related to student well-being (Machimbarrena et al., 2018) and self-
esteem (Extremera et al.,, 2018), and traditional bullying victimization is negatively associated with student-
perceived popularity (Cook et al., 2010). To date, findings concerning the relation between cyberbullying
victimization and perceived popularity have been inconsistent (Badaly et al., 2013; Gradinger et al., 2012; Ranney
& Troop-Gordon, 2020; Wright, 2014, 2015).

Given the need for evaluation research of anti-cyberbullying intervention programs (Gaffney et al., 2019), as well
as the harmful consequences for the victims (Erdur-Baker & Tanrikulu, 2009), the present study aims to evaluate
the effectiveness of Safe Surfing, a widely implemented anti-cyberbullying intervention program for primary,
middle and high school students, in reducing bullying online and offline and improving student-perceived
popularity and self-esteem. The intervention program is based on the theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen,
1991), a theoretical framework that has been espoused to explain and intervene in cyberbullying research (Wolfer
et al., 2014).

The findings of this study may have implications for the development of intervention programs in the school
setting and may contribute to the debate about the co-occurrence between traditional bullying and cyberbullying.

Traditional Bullying and Cyberbullying Victimization

School bullying, conceptualized as repeated violence intentionally perpetrated by some students on other peers,
physically or psychologically weaker (Olweus, 1991), is present in schools all over the world (Craig et al., 2009) and
can take on many forms, including physical (punching or kicking, seizing or damaging other people's belongings),
verbal (ridiculing, insulting, repeatedly mocking someone, making racist remarks), relational (leaving one or more
peers out of aggregation groups) and indirect (spreading rumors or gossip about a student) (Olweus, 1993).

In recent years, as a result of information and communication technologies development and the widespread use
of smartphones and internet access, bullying has penetrated the cyberspace, conceptualized as cyberbullying, an
intentional aggressive behavior repeated over time through the use of electronic devices against victims who
cannot easily defend themselves (Tokunaga, 2010). Cyberbullying can be reflected in many forms, such as verbal
bullying (mockery, curses, insults, derogatory names, threats), doxxing (posting personal photos without consent,
publishing unsolicited content and posting personal and sensitive information about a student) and exclusion
(exclusion from a classmates’' group and group rejection) (Aizenkot, 2017a). Cyberbullying behaviors seem to be
learned through social relationships with family members and peers (Tanrikulu, 2019). In review research that
examined the potential resources that perpetrators use to learn how to cyberbully others, Tanrikulu (2019) found
that social relations with siblings and peers, as well as adults at home and at school, were the main resources that
school children use to learned cyberbullying perpetration. It was explained that a young person'’s social life is
generally formed by relationships at home and at school. Siblings, peers or adults, in either setting, who engage
in cyberbullying, can lead a young person to become aware of cyberbullying and act as a cyberbullying perpetrator.

Traditional bullying and cyberbullying have some features in common, such as the possible imbalance of power
between the aggressor and the victim, and the intentionality and repetition of the aggressive behavior (Navarro
et al., 2015). These similarities led some researchers to consider cyberbullying as a modality of traditional bullying
(Erdur-Baker, 2010; Li, 2007; Slonje et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2009; Ybarra et al., 2012). In fact, several studies have
found continuity between traditional bullying and cyberbullying (Aizenkot, 2017a; Kowalski et al., 2012; Lazuras et
al., 2017; Olweus, 2013), supported by the connection between the offline and online environments (Martinez-
Ferrer et al., 2018). It has therefore been argued that there is co-occurrence and functional similarity between
cyberbullying and traditional bullying, and that cyberbullying may be merely another form of bullying, supported
by technological tools and reflected in the cyberspace (Mitchell & Jones, 2015). Waasdorp and Bradshaw (2015)
supported this argumentation by finding that over 50% of the cybervictims had been victimized by traditional
bullying as well. Similarly, Hinduja and Patchin (2010) showed that over 60% of adolescents were involved in both
online and offline forms of bullying. Therefore, it is common for aggressive behavior emerging in the classroom
to continue outside of the schoolyard, through the smartphone and the internet (Aizenkot, 2017a).



Other researchers, however, argue that online and offline bullying are not overlapping (Law et al., 2012), and that
cyberbullying has some specific characteristics which differentiate it qualitatively from traditional bullying, such as
publicity, anonymity, and lack of supervision (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006). The notion of a power imbalance is also
different in the online and offline environments, as someone who is not socially influential can be technologically
dominant (Law et al., 2012). The opportunities for aggression are also distinct in online and offline social contexts
(Runions, 2013). The unique properties of the online environment, therefore, stress the importance of
distinguishing between traditional bullying and cyberbullying (Wong & McBride, 2018). The current study may
contribute to the debate about the co-occurrence between traditional bullying and cyberbullying by examining
the ability of an anti-cyberbullying intervention program to reduce traditional bullying.

The bullying in online and offline settings seems to produce a high level of psychological distress and behavior
problems for the victims (Machimbarrena et al., 2018). Victims of traditional bullying and cyberbullying have low
self-esteem (Extremera et al., 2018), feel socially rejected or isolated (Brown et al., 2005), and experience greater
social marginalization and lower social status (Olweus, 1994). They also have a significantly amplified risk of school
avoidance (Payne & Hutzell, 2017), anxiety, depressive symptoms (Erdur-Baker & Tanrikulu, 2009), and suicidal
ideation, more than children who are not bullied (Pham & Adesman, 2015). The increased awareness of mental
health problems that may stem from traditional bullying and cyberbullying victimization justify the importance of
designing and implementing school-based anti-bullying programs (Ortega-Barén et al., 2019).

Popularity and Self-Esteem in Adolescence

Peer relationships are critical for social and emotional development in adolescence, and have been associated
with school performance, delinquency, and psychological adjustment (Lonardo et al., 2009). Sullivan (1953)
theorized that group-level acceptance is important for development. Consistent with this notion, research shows
that popularity, as an important aspect of peer social status, is generally conceptualized as a shared recognition
among peers that a particular child has achieved prestige, visibility, or high social standing (Adler et al., 1992).
Sociometric and perceived popularity are distinct constructs, as sociometric popularity is a measure of how well-
liked (vs. disliked) a child is by peers, whereas perceived popularity reflects a child’s popularity (vs. unpopularity)
and dominance within the social hierarchy (Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998). Perceived popularity is considered
more predictive of adjustment in adolescence than sociometric popularity (Litwack et al.,, 2012), as growing
empirical and qualitative evidence indicates that perceived popularity is highly valued in adolescence (de Bruyn &
van den Boom, 2005), and prized above achievement, friendship and romantic relationships (LaFontana &
Cillessen, 2010).

The attainment of high popularity may contribute to a notable sense of accomplishment and satisfaction,
bolstering self-esteem (Litwack et al., 2012). Self-esteem, or individuals' subjective evaluation of their worth as
persons (Marsh & O'Mara, 2008), is an important aspect of development during adolescence. High self-esteem is
a particularly salient aspect of positive development during adolescence (Trzesniewski et al., 2006), while low self-
esteem places adolescents at risk for later maladjustment (Stice et al., 2004). Given that self-esteem is highly
responsive to social evaluation and external feedback (Hank & Baltes-Go6tz, 2019), research has shown that self-
esteem is related to perceived popularity (de Bruyn & van den Boom, 2005). For example, Litwack and colleagues
(2012) found that perceived popularity made a unique contribution to adolescent adaptation, predicting less
depressive affect and higher self-esteem. The great importance attributed to popularity during adolescence
(LaFontana & Cillessen, 2010) explains why perceived popularity makes a unique contribution to adolescents’ well-
being and self-esteem (Litwack et al., 2012). This may be explained given that high social status affords adolescents
peer reinforcement in which they are sought out as friends, provided support, admired, and emulated (Sandstrom
& Cillessen, 2006).

Research on the relation between cyberbullying victimization and self-esteem found reciprocal negative
associations between these factors (e.g., Extremera et al., 2018). Patchin and Hinduja (2010), for example, explored
the association between adolescents’ experience with cyberbullying and their self-esteem. Findings indicated that
victims of cyberbullying, when compared to none-victims, showed lower levels of self-esteem. Similar results were
found by Kowalski and Limber (2013). In the opposite direction, research found that students who experience
lower levels of self-esteem are at an increased risk of cybervictimization (Palermiti et al., 2017). This is explained
by the harmful implications of low self-esteem as a risk factor for young people (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). Self-



esteem has been found to be lower in adolescent victims of both traditional bullying and cyberbullying (Perren et
al., 2010). Research by Brighi and colleagues (2012) found that severe cyberbullying victimization was strongly
linked to lower levels of adolescent self-esteem more than only occasional cyberbullying victimization, with victims
who experienced both traditional bullying and cyberbullying reported the lowest levels. Based on these findings,
it is hypothesized that, following intervention program implementation, students’ self-esteem will increase. This
increase is expected due to the increase in self-esteem among cyberbullying victims that will improve the total
rate of student self-esteem.

A negative association was also found between traditional bullying victimization and perceived popularity (Cook
et al., 2010). de Bruyn and colleagues (2010), for example, found that low perceived popularity strongly increased
the likelihood of being victimized by peers. It was explained that bullying a peer who doesn "t have any friends
carries a low risk of retaliation, and therefore unpopular children are easier targets.

Popularity in adolescence predicts heightened prosocial behavior, but also aggression and peer victimization in
face-to-face contexts (de Bruyn & van den Boom, 2005). Therefore, perceived popularity is related to enhanced
adolescents’ ability to control and influence the resources and behaviors of their peer group (Mayeux et al., 2011).
Popular youth often display behaviors that enhance their social relationships and garner positive peer regard.
However, popular youth can also utilize antagonistic and aggressive behaviors, with little censure from the peer
group (Pellegrini et al., 2011). Consequently, popular adolescents are also at increased risk of peer victimization
(Closson & Wantanabe, 2018). Adolescents who are socially skilled in face-to-face environments demonstrate an
enhanced ability to exploit digital technologies to fulfill personal goals (Desjarlais & Willoughby, 2010). Accordingly,
perceived popularity has been found to be positively associated with various cyber behaviors such as cyber-
aggression and cyber-prosocial behaviors among middle school students (Wright, 2014, 2015), and has been found
to be positively correlated with cyber-aggression among secondary school students (Badaly et al., 2013). There is
also evidence that popularity is associated with higher levels of cybervictimization. Gradinger and colleagues
(2012) documented a positive concurrent association between popularity and cybervictimization for girls. In
contrast, Badaly and colleagues (2013) found that popularity was positively associated with cybervictimization for
boys, but not girls. Recent research that examined longitudinal associations between popularity and subsequent
cyber-prosocial behavior, cyber-aggression, and cybervictimization, indicated that popularity predicts higher levels
of cyber-prosocial behavior and cyber-aggression. However, findings also indicated that unpopular youth are at
increased risk of cybervictimization (Ranney & Troop-Gordon, 2020). Given the inconsistent findings regarding the
relation between perceived popularity and cyberbullying victimization, and the findings regarding the negative
relation between perceived popularity and traditional bullying victimization, and considering that a substantial
number of cyberbullying victims are bullied by peers they know from school (Juvonen & Gross, 2008), and that
cyberbullying victims are often the same individuals who are victims of traditional bullying (Twyman et al., 2010),
it is hypothesized that following the intervention program implementation students’ perceived popularity will
improve. This improvement is expected due to the improvement in perceived popularity among cyberbullying
victims that will improve the total rate of student perceived popularity.

Intervention Programs Against Cyberbullying

Whereas a prevention study of cyberbullying aims to prevent cyberbullying experiences before they occur, an
intervention study of cyberbullying aims to intervene in existing cyberbullying incidences and evaluate the
intervention program that was implemented (Tanrikulu, 2018). Given the worldwide prevalence and the negative
outcomes of cyberbullying, evaluation research of cyberbullying intervention programs that might increase the
generalizability of such programs is needed (Tanrikulu, 2018); however, evaluation research on the effectiveness
of intervention programs is needed (Ortega-Barén et al., 2019). Aiming to answer this challenge, Tanrikulu (2018)
conducted a systemic review that analyzed seventeen published studies of prevention and intervention programs
against cyberbullying in a school context. The review concluded that anti-cyberbullying programs are effective in
reducing cyberbullying among school-aged youth, with the intention to prevent or reduce cyberbullying being the
most significant element of these programs. Schools were found to be the main settings where prevention and
intervention efforts can be practically and effectively performed with school-age children. Another comprehensive
systematic review and meta-analysis that analyzed twenty-four published intervention programs against
cyberbullying found that school-based intervention programs against cyberbullying are effective in reducing both
cyberbullying perpetration and victimization (Gaffney et al., 2019).



One theory that has been espoused to explain and intervene in cyberbullying research is TPB (Ajzen, 1991). TPB
posits that people’s intention to perform a certain behavior is the best predictor of their actual behavior. The
behavioral intention, in turn, is determined by three belief-based concepts: (1) an attitude, i.e., a person’s global
affective evaluation of a behavior; (2) the subjective norm, the perception of what others think of the behavior;
and, (3) the perceived behavioral control that is defined as the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the
behavior. The more favorable the attitude and the subjective norm with respect to a behavior, and the greater the
perceived behavioral control, the stronger should be an individual's intention to perform the behavior considered.
Heirman and Walrave (2012) have demonstrated that TPB provides a useful model for studying cyberbullying. In
their study, the three main factors explained 44.8% of the total variance of adolescents’ intention to cyberbully.

Upon this theoretical perspective Wélfer and colleagues (2014) proposed a model of core principles for a
cyberbullying reduction intervention program that included: (1) social skill competencies and social knowledge; (2)
attitudes toward and awareness of possible cyberbullying consequences; (3) social responsibility and improving
classroom climate; and, (4) strategies for coping with cyberbullying and for positive online communication.
Aizenkot and Kashy-Rosenbaum (2018) followed these intervention themes in a wide-scale school-based
intervention program designed to reduce cyberbullying in WhatsApp classmate groups. Data were collected from
52 classes in 12 public schools in Israel. Results indicated significantly decreased WhatsApp cyberbullying and a
significantly improved classroom climate. However, traditional bullying victimization and other emotional and
social factors such as self-esteem and popularity were not measured. The current study is an intervention study
that evaluates the effectiveness of the updated version of the intervention program that was described by
Aizenkot and Kashy-Rosenbaum (2018) in reducing bullying online and offline and improving student perceived
popularity and self-esteem.

The debate concerning co-occurrence between cyberbullying and bullying may be partially answered by evaluating
the ability of intervention programs against cyberbullying to reduce traditional bullying as well (Chaux et al., 2016).
Some intervention programs aimed to reduce cyberbullying have also shown a decrease in traditional bullying.
For example, Garaigordobil and Martinez-Valderrey (2015) found that Cyberprogram 2.0, a program designed to
prevent cyberbullying, was able to significantly reduce traditional bullying perpetration and victimization. Similarly,
Chaux and colleagues (2016) reported that Media Heroes, a program developed to prevent cyberbullying, led to a
reduction in traditional bullying perpetration, although not victimization. Other intervention programs designed
to reduce bullying and victimization, online and offline, proved to be effective as well. For instance, Palladino and
colleagues (2016) reported about TheNoTrap! program, a school-based intervention that utilizes a peer-led
approach to prevent and combat both traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Intervention significantly predicted
a decrease in perpetration and victimization of traditional bullying and cyberbullying. Similarly, Ortega-Barén and
colleagues (2019) evaluated the effectiveness of the Prev@cib anti-bullying and cyberbullying intervention
program. Results showed a significant decrease in bullying and victimization, and cyberbullying and
cybervictimization, in the experimental group compared to the control group.

This evidence may suggest that traditional bullying and cyberbullying are related enough for prevention efforts
focused on cyberbullying to reduce traditional bullying as well. However, it has been suggested that further
research is needed in order to understand the various ways intervention programs against one form of bullying
are also effective in reducing the other (Ortega-Barén et al., 2019). Therefore, it is hypothesized that following
program implementation, traditional bullying and cyberbullying prevalence will decrease.

The Current Study

The current study is an intervention study that aims to evaluate the effectiveness of the Safe Surfing anti-
cyberbullying intervention program, based on TPB, for primary, middle, and high school students in Israel, in
reducing bullying online and offline and improving student perceived popularity and self-esteem.

This study may capture more fully the experiences of youth (Mitchell & Jones, 2015), and analyze the ways different
variables involved in the process of victimization online and offline are connected and affected by an intervention
program against cyberbullying (Cantone et al., 2015). The research may also contribute to the debate regarding
the co-occurrence between traditional bullying and cyberbullying and provide important insights for intervention
efforts.



The main hypotheses of this study are that from pre- to post-intervention: (1) cyberbullying prevalence among
classmates will decrease; (2) traditional bullying prevalence among classmates will decrease. This decrease will
indicate a transference effect of the intervention program contents from virtual class social life to the real one; (3)
students’ negative perception of their popularity will decrease. This decrease will indicate a distant transference
effect of the intervention program contents to the class social life; (4) students’ self-esteem will increase. This
increase will indicate a distant transference effect of the intervention program contents to the students’ emotional
state; and (5) in classrooms that there has been a greater decrease of cyberbullying and traditional bullying rates
following the intervention program, there will be a greater improvement in students’ negative perception of
popularity and in students’ self-esteem. The research hypotheses will be tested while controlling for student
gender and grade-level. Gender and grade-level variables are controlled in the current study due to differences
between gender groups and grade-levels in exposure to cyberbullying (Aizenkot & Kashy-Rosenbaum, 2019) and
in prosocial behavior (Van der Graaff et al., 2018).

Method

Participants

Data were collected from a total of 1,550 students (53% males) from 69 classes in 19 public, low to medium
socioeconomic level, schools. The students attended 3™ to 11t" grades (68% in primary school and 32% in middle
and high school; M =5.52, SD = 1.74). The participants were not asked about their age, but about their grade-level.
However, in Israel, children go to first grade at the age of six, so the participants' ages ranged approximately
between 8 to 17 years. The average number of children per class was 22.5 (SD = 5.5). There were no significant
differences in gender distribution within grade-level groups, t(67) = 0.52, p = .604. All of the schools participated in
the intervention program as part of the Ministry of Education policy. Since this study evaluates the effectiveness
of an intervention program that was implemented as part of the Ministry of Education policy, all students who
participated in the intervention program participated in the study. The study sample included only classes in which
the research questionnaire was administered twice, pre and post-intervention implementation, to at least 10
students in each class. Consequently, 3% of the classes in which the intervention program was implemented
dropped out. In addition, of the classes in which the questionnaire was administered in both measurements, a
small percentage of students (3%) were omitted from the sample due to non-serious or partial filling of the
qguestionnaire.

Since no identifying details were collected from the students, except for school name, grade level, class number,
and gender, it was not possible to enable linkage of pre- to post-intervention measurement for each student, only
for each class. Therefore, pairing between the measurements pre- and post-intervention was done at the class
level using aggregate means for all students within each class.

Measures

The following questionnaires were used to measure intervention effectiveness: (1) Exposure to cyberbullying
among classmates; (2) Exposure to bullying among classmates; (3) Student self-esteem; and (4) Student perceived
popularity in class. All questionnaires were administered pre-and post-intervention.

Exposure to Bullying Online and Offline

The questionnaire is based on previous questionnaires that examined cyberbullying and bullying (Aizenkot, 2017a;
Aizenkot & Kashy-Rosenbaum, 2018; Heiman & Olenik-Shemesh, 2015; RAMA, 2016; Willard, 2007). Bullying online
and offline among students was measured using 12 items divided into two types of bullying: (1) cyberbullying (6
items) and (2) bullying (6 items). For example: “Did it happen this school year that a student from school threatened
to hurt another student, at school or after school?” The answer options were: “| was hurt by that once” (1 Point); “I
was hurt by that more than once” (2 Points); “It didn’t happen to me this year” (0 Points). Two bullying scores were
calculated: (1) Score for a cyberbullying victim; (2) Score for a bullying victim. The score options ranged from 0 to
12, while the higher the score is, the higher the level of victimization. It is important to note that in the
qguestionnaire that was administered post-intervention, the wording of the questions was changed to “Did it



happen in the past month” instead of “this school year.” The pre-intervention questionnaire was administered one
month after the beginning of the school year, so the reference of time is similar for both measurements.
Cyberbullying was measured with reference to three types of cyberbullying: (1) verbal bullying; (2) doxxing, that is
posting personal photos without consent, publishing unsolicited content and posting personal and sensitive
information about a student; and, (3) exclusion, that is exclusion from a classmates’ group and group rejection.
This division was based on a taxonomy first proposed by Willard (2007) and structurally validated by Aizenkot
(2017a) and Aizenkot and Kashy-Rosenbaum (2018). Aizenkot and Kashy-Rosenbaum (2018) reported results for a
confirmatory factor analysis of the theoretical contraction of a 10-item questionnaire, based on a sample of N =
1407 elementary students. The exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation results validated the structural
division of the questions into distinct dimensions explaining 78% of the variance between items. Bullying was
measured with reference to two types of bullying: (1) verbal bullying; (2) physical bullying (RAMA, 2016). Thus,
guestions representing the entire dimension were included in the study questionnaire. In the current study,
principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation confirmed the distribution of items into two factors; one
included exposure to cyberbullying behaviors (6 items, eigenvalue Time 1 = 2.90; Time 2 = 2.89) and the second
included exposure to bullying behaviors (6 items, eigenvalue Time 1 = 3.25; Time 2 = 2.67), with a total of 48%
explained variance in Time 1 and 49% in Time 2 (Table 1).

Table 1. Factors Loads of Exposure to Bullying Online and Offline Questionnaire and Internal Reliability Results for Each Factor.

Time 1 Time 2

It happened to me:
Bullying Cyberbullying Bullying Cyberbullying

8. Did it happen this year that a student from class hit or kicked or

punched another student with the goal of hurting him? 826 101 831 114
10. Did it hgppen this year that a student from class gave a blow to 777 177 703 254
another child?

Zh:ll)(ljtj this year happen that a student from school pushed another 795 080 762 084
11. Did this year happen that a student from class threatened to hurt 642 309 581 917
another student at school or after school?

9. Did it happen this year that a s a student from class used a stick,

stone, chair, or other object to hurt another student? 27 402 483 449
12. Did this year happen that student blackmailed threats from a class 515 301 509 382
student for money, food, or valuables?

1. Did it happen this year that another student verbally hurt another

child on a social network? (Threats; curses; insults; ridicule; laughter). 409 408 255 487
5. Did it happen this year that another student posted personal

information about another child against his will and for the purpose of .073 741 118 .739
hurting?

4. Did it happen this year that a student from class called to boycott

another student on a social network, or started another group on a .235 717 219 .709

social network?

2. Did it happen this year that a student from class posted on another

social network pictures or videos of another student against his will to .059 .690 .105 .753
annoy him or her?

6. Did it happen this year that a student from class posted

embarrassing content (pictures; movies; stories) that didn't fit students .138 .556 117 .643
age?

3. Did it happen this year that a student from class started a social

networking group without a particular student who wanted to 244 .530 179 .624
participate, or did he remove a student from a group against his will?

Explained variance 24% 24% 22% 27%
Cronbach Alpha .70 .78

Perceived Popularity in Class

This questionnaire was taken from the popularity sub-scale (questions no. 1, 3, 11, 37, 39, 41, 47, 51, 57) of the
children’s self-concept scale (Piers & Harris, 2002). The questionnaire was originally developed to provide a brief,
self-report instrument for the assessment of self-concept in children and adolescents. Self-concept is a relatively
stable set of attitudes reflecting both description and evaluation of one’s own behavior and attributes (Piers &



Harris, 2002). Since its introduction, the Piers-Harris scale (2002) has enjoyed widespread acceptance among
clinicians and researchers. The questionnaire was translated into Hebrew by the Israeli Ministry of Education. The
original total popularity sub-scale included 12 items, of which 9 were selected for the current study that were
found to be appropriate for examining social class perceptions specifically for the classroom, and the formulation
of questionnaire items was adapted in the present study specifically to examine students’ perceived popularity in
the classroom. Items that refer to the student’s social competence perception were generally omitted, for
example, “I am shy.” A 5-point Likert scale from 1 (not true at all) to 5 (very true) was used to rate the questions,
for example, “I have many friends.” The results of principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation indicated a
structural division of the questionnaire items into two factors, one included a positive perception of students’
popularity in class (4 items, eigenvalue Time 1 =1.71; Time 2 = 1.54), and the second included a negative perception
of students’ popularity (5 items, eigenvalue Time 1 = 3.44; Time 2 = 1.54), with a total of 62% explained variance in
Time 1 and 56% in Time 2 (Table 2). Popularity negative and positive scales were mean scored, so that a higher
score indicated more agreement with the content of each scale. Between the two student perception scales of
their popularity in the classroom, negative correlations were obtained, with a moderate and significant intensity
of -.46 and -.40 for Time 1 and Time 2, respectively. These correlations validate the distinction between the positive
and negative scales.

Table 2. Factors Loads of Perceived Popularity Questionnaire and Internal Reliability Results for Each Factor.

Time 1 Time 2

Popularity scales : — : —
Negative Positive Negative Positive

Eigenvalue 3.85 1.71 3.44 1.54
My classmates make fun of me 0.80 -0.06 0.77 -.03
People pick on me 0.78 -0.01 0.76 .04
I'm among the last to be chosen for games and sports 0.74 -0.12 0.65 =21
I am unpopular 0.72 -0.25 0.59 -27
It is hard for me to make friends 0.61 -0.38 0.59 -33
I have a many friends -0.21 0.85 -0.19 .84
My classmates in school think | have good ideas -0.23 0.81 -0.02 74
During breaks, I'm usually with my classmates 0.12 0.74 -0.17 74
Most of my classmates like me -0.32 0.73 -0.20 .75
Explained variance 32% 30% 29% 27%
Cronbach Alpha .82 .82 .73 .80
Self-Esteem Scale

The self-esteem scale (Rosenberg, 1965) assesses normative feelings of self-worth. It contains 10 items such as
“On the whole, | am satisfied with myself,” rated on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. The
guestionnaire was translated into Hebrew by Weiss and Yalon-Chamovitz (2007). The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
presented high ratings in reliability areas; internal consistency was 0.77, and the minimum coefficient of
reproducibility was at least 0.90 (Hobfoll & Walfisch, 1984; Rosenberg, 1965). A varied selection of independent
studies, each using such samples as - parents, men over 60, high school students, and civil servants - showed
alpha coefficients ranging from 0.72 to 0.87. Internal reliability in the present study was .86 and .81 (Time 1 and
Time 2, respectively). Test-retest reliability for the 2.5-month interval was calculated at 0.85, the 7-month interval
was calculated at 0.63 (Silber & Tippett, 1965; Shorkey & Whiteman, 1978). The results of a principal axis factor
analysis indicated the convergence of the questionnaire items into one factor with a total of 79% and 72% (Time 1
and Time 2, respectively) explained variance. The self-esteem scale was mean scored, so that a higher score
represents more positive self-esteem.



Procedures

The intervention program and the follow-up survey were developed for internal use of the Israeli Ministry of
Education and monitored by a supervisor from the Ministry of Education. According to the Israeli Ministry of
Education regulations, internal data collected as part of the Ministry’'s regional and national surveys can be used
for research purposes (Israeli Ministry of Education, 2015). The first measurement was conducted one week before
the beginning of program implementation, and the second measurement one week after program
implementation had ended; thus, two and a half months elapsed between the two measurements.

Both pre-and post-intervention questionnaires were answered anonymously and voluntarily. The questionnaires
did not include mandatory questions, and penalties were not imposed on students who chose not to complete
the questionnaires or not to participate at all. A teacher was present in the classroom while students were filling
the questionnaires in order to supervise and keep order. Students’ privacy was strictly maintained, and the teacher
was instructed not to walk among the students while they completed the survey questionnaires and to respect
the privacy of the information provided. Students completed the survey online at school, and the few that were
absent from school on the day the questionnaires were administered were given the option to complete them
online at home.

The intervention program was implemented by the school's professional staff (school counselors and class
teachers). Prior to implementation, the school counselors received training in the intervention program by a
regional instructor that supervised the program on behalf of the Ministry of Education. The training included three
2-hour training sessions. School counselors were then requested to conduct the same training in the schools in
which they work, as they are used to do in other intervention programs. They conducted the training for the class
teachers whose classes would participate in the intervention program. The class teachers were required to
implement the program during “Life Skills” lessons. The school counselors submitted progress reports to the
regional instructor throughout the class teacher training and program implementation process. The intervention
was implemented during school hours, 1 hour per week over a 2-month period.

The Intervention Program

Schools that participated in the study were involved in a large-scale Safe Surfing intervention program with the
aim of reducing cyberbullying in WhatsApp classmate discourse. The design of the intervention program was
based on several existing Ministry of Education intervention programs against cyberbullying. Selected themes
were taken from these programs and modified according to evidence-based best practices described in the
literature (Barkoukis et al., 2016; Wolfer et al., 2014), and from the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991). The
rationale for choosing this theoretical approach derives from studies that successfully explained cyberbullying
behavior with the help of this model (Heirman & Walrave, 2012; Roberto & Eden, 2010).

The intervention program examined in this study was the second and updated version of a specific intervention
program first implemented in 2017 and described by Aizenkot and Kashy-Rosenbaum (2018). The current version
of the intervention program consisted of similar topics, but with updated lesson plans and contents.

The current program included eight weekly lesson plans that addressed the following topics: understanding the
definition of cyberbullying; expressions and implications of cyberbullying in general and WhatsApp cyberbullying
in particular; the role of bystanders, including developing personal and mutual responsibility; acquaintance with
state laws prohibiting cyberbullying; developing skills for judging and self-monitoring contents before
disseminating them online; and formulating school rules in workshops attended by the entire school population
(teachers, students, and parents). Each topic was covered in either one or two lesson plans.

The intervention program was implemented by the school's professional staff (school counselors and homeroom
teachers). Prior to implementation, the school counselors received training in the intervention program by a
regional instructor who supervised the program on behalf of the Ministry of Education. The training included three
1-hour training sessions. School counselors were then requested to conduct the same training in the schools in
which they work, in the same way they implement other intervention programs. They conducted the training for
the homeroom teachers whose classes would participate in the intervention program. The homeroom teachers



were required to implement the program during “Life Skills" lessons. The school counselors submitted progress
reports to the regional instructor throughout the homeroom teacher training and program implementation
process. The intervention was implemented during school hours, 1 hour per week over a 2-month period.

Intervention themes included the following:

1. Knowledge and competencies. Raise student awareness to relevant legislation and law-breaking involved in
cyberbullying; Develop and practice social skills that foster a positive atmosphere and positive
communication in WhatsApp classmate groups.

2. Attitudes toward WhatsApp cyberbullying. Change student attitudes towards cyberbullying by providing
information about WhatsApp cyberbullying expressions and harmful consequences.

3. Subjective norms. Increase classmate social responsibility in general and of bystanders in particular,
develop school rules regarding online communication and digital bullying, define usage norms in
WhatsApp classmate groups (including the number of WhatsApp groups in a class, frequency of WhatsApp
group turnover and WhatsApp classmate group composition) and encourage parental involvement. The
latter is achieved through workshops and lectures for parents conducted by the school psychologist and
designed to provide parents with tools for parental involvement and for monitoring their children s online
activity.

4. Perceived behavioral control. Develop strategies for self-behavior monitoring and control, and response
strategies in case of cyberbullying.

Various methods were used to effectively convey program content, among them short videos, dilemma-based
stories, interactive activities, group-discussion cards, and information provided and discussed (news items,
relevant laws, etc.). All lessons began with an informative segment followed by group activities and a discussion.
The students’ native language is Hebrew, and therefore the survey and the intervention program were both
administered in this language (for a full and detailed description of the intervention program see Aizenkot, 2017b).

Data Analysis

The independent study variables were: (1) measurement time (before and after the intervention program), and (2)
exposure to bullying in two spaces (physical and virtual). The independent controlled variable in the study was the
school grade-level (primary school and middle and high schools) and gender. The dependent variables in the
current study were: (1) exposure to bullying; (2) perceived popularity; and, (3) self-esteem.

Initial descriptive statistics and Shapiro-Wilk tests (Shapiro & Wilk, 1965) were conducted for variables in order to
test for normality of distributions. Results showed a normal data distribution for all pre-post variables scores
(p >.05). Accordingly, in order to examine the contribution of the intervention to reduce online and offline bullying
in the classroom, three-way (2x2x2) repeated measures MANCOVA was conducted. The first independent variable
in the analysis was the time of measurement (2: pre- and post-intervention, within-subject variable), the second
independent variable in the analysis was the space of exposure to bullying (2: cyberbullying vs. bullying, within-
subject variable), and the third independent variable was school grade-level (2: primary school vs. middle and high
schools, between- subject variable). The dependent variable was exposure to bullying online and offline, controlled
by gender (entered as a dummy variable). Then, in order to examine the contribution of the intervention in
improving perceived popularity and student self-esteem, two more analyses of two-way (2x2) repeated measures
MANCOVAs were conducted. The first independent variable in these analyses was the time of measurement (2:
pre- and post-intervention, within-subject variable), and the second independent variable in the analyses was the
school grade-level (2: primary vs. middle and high schools, between-subject variable). The dependent variables
were student perceived popularity and self-esteem, separately, controlled by gender (entered as a dummy
variable). To complete understanding of the effectiveness of the intervention for the degree of improvement in
online and offline bullying, student perception of popularity and self-esteem, difference scores were calculated
between variable measurements pre- and post-intervention. Difference scores were produced using an option of
regression analysis, which calculates the residual scores between the observations (the actual observed value)
and the predictions (the predicted value). Pearson correlations between variables residual Z scores to online and
offline bullying scores were calculated. After performing this procedure, partial Pearson correlations were
calculated between study difference scores, controlled by school grade-level and gender.



Results

Intervention Effects on Bullying Online and Offline

Figure 1. Bullying Online and Offline, Pre- and Post- Intervention (N = 69).
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Repeated measures MANCOVA results showed a significant main effect for time of bullying (online and offline)
measurement, F(1, 66) = 7.36, p = .008, y? = . 10. Additionally, a significant interaction was found between time of
measurement X type of bullying (online/offline), F(1, 66) = 8.26, p =.005, py2 = .11, after controlling for school grade-
level and gender. Simple main effect follow-up tests, using the t-test pairs to examine the source of the variance
in the significant interaction obtained, showed that there was a significant decrease in both types of bullying:
online, ¢(68) = 8.25, p <.001, and offline, t(68) = 10.21, p < .001, although there was a significantly larger decrease
in bullying compared to cyberbullying. Furthermore, the rate of bullying was found to be significantly higher than
the rate of cyberbullying, pre-intervention, t(68) = 16.11, p < .001, and post-intervention, #(68) = 10.95, p < .001.
However, the gap between bullying online and offline was reduced significantly from pre- to post-intervention.
The results are shown in Figure 1 below.

Intervention Effects on Student-Perceived Popularity and Self-Esteem

Negative Perception of Popularity

Repeated measures MANCOVA results showed no significant main effect for time of negative perception of
popularity measurement, F(1, 66) = 0.18, p =.892, u? = 0. However, on the limit of statistical significance, interaction
was found between time of measurement and school grade-level, A1, 66) = 3.90, p = .052, y? = .05, after controlling
for gender. Simple main effect follow-up tests, using the t-test pairs in each school level separately to examine the
source of the variance in the interaction obtained, showed that there was a significant decrease in negative
perception of popularity among primary school students, #(46) = 2.87, p = .003, while no similar decrease was
found among middle and high school students, t(21) = 0.33, p =.374. The results are shown in Figure 2 below.



Figure 2. Negative Perception of Social Popularity, Pre- and Post- Intervention (N = 69).
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Repeated measures MANCOVA results showed no significant main effect for time of positive perception of
popularity measurement, (1, 66) = 0.69, p = .411, y? = .01, and no significant interaction was found between time
of measurement and school grade-level, (1, 66) = 2.34, p = .131, p? = .03, after controlling for gender.

Self-Esteem

Repeated measures MANCOVA results showed no significant main effect for time of self-esteem measurement,
F(1, 66) = 0.73, p = .397, % = .01. However, a significant interaction was found between time of measurement and
school grade-level, A1, 66) = 10.54, p = .002, p? = .14, after controlling for gender. Simple main effect follow-up
tests, using the t-test pairs in each school level separately, showed that there was a significant increase in self-
esteem among primary school students from pre- to post-intervention, t(46) = 1.79, p = .041, while there was a
significant decrease in self-esteem among middle and high school students from pre- to post-intervention, t(21) =
2.81, p =.006. The results are shown in Figure 3 below.

Figure 3. Student Self-Esteem, Pre- and Post- Intervention (N = 69).
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Relationships Between the Effects of the Intervention Program

The correlations obtained between the difference scores indicate that the decrease in cyberbullying and bullying
was significantly associated with the decrease in the negative perception of popularity and the increase in self-
esteem. These findings support the research hypothesis. Furthermore, it was found that there was a significant
negative correlation between the extent of a decrease in negative popularity perception and the increase in
positive popularity perception. Subsequently, this increase has a positive and significant strong linear association
with the increase in self-esteem. The results are shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3. Pearson Partial Correlations Between Difference Scores, Controlled by School Grade Level and Gender (N = 69).

Difference scores 1 2 3 4

1. Cyberbullying 1

2. Bullying ATFFE 1

3. Negative popularity A5F*E 52%** 1

4. Positive popularity -19 .02 -36%* 1

5. Self-esteem -22%* -21%* - 42k 70**F*

Note. **p < .01; ***p < .001. One-tail.

Discussion

The aim of the present study was to examine the effectiveness of a Safe Surfing anti-cyberbullying intervention
program in reducing bullying online and offline and improving student-perceived popularity and self-esteem
among primary, middle, and high school students. This study is a response to the call for high-quality evaluations
of intervention programs against bullying across multiple environments, offline and online, that approach peers
victimization with a broad view and capture the full experiences of youth (Ortega-Baréon et al., 2019).

The results provide some support that the intervention goals were achieved. Following program implementation,
a significant decrease in bullying online and offline was obtained. Furthermore, student negative perception of
popularity decreased, and self-esteem increased post-intervention among primary school students. Also, the
decrease in bullying online and offline was significantly associated with the decrease in the negative perception of
popularity and the increase in self-esteem. Results were significant beyond gender, which indicates that gender
did not have a moderating effect on the program. These findings were in line with the study hypotheses. Overall,
this study provides some support for the positive role that school-based interventions against cyberbullying in
social networks can have, and demonstrates that schools can make a difference in the way their students
approach and consume social networks.

The findings may also contribute to the debate about co-occurrence between traditional bullying and
cyberbullying by indicating that an anti-cyberbullying intervention program is able to reduce traditional bullying
in addition to cyberbullying, similar to several previous studies (Chaux et al., 2016; Garaigordobil & Martinez-
Valderrey, 2015), and thus supporting the continuity and co-occurrence between bullying online and offline.
Another way to interpret these findings is by considering that when cyberbullying between classmates is
concerned, the classmates involved are socially related, since they know each other and spend time together,
physically during school hours and virtually after school (Aizenkot, 2017a). Furthermore, it has been argued that
school-based intervention programs cover a wide range of both interpersonal and intrapersonal factors and
therefore foster positive social relationships between classmates, online and offline (Durlak & DuPre, 2008). It,
therefore, seems logical that the impact of such intervention programs should be reflected in both online and
offline social environments. It is noteworthy, however, that the reduction in offline bullying post-intervention was
bigger than that of cyberbullying. This finding may be explained given that pre-intervention traditional bullying
was higher than cyberbullying, and thus the regression toward the mean in traditional bullying was more
prominent post-intervention. This gap between traditional bullying and cyberbullying has been observed in
previous research that reported that traditional bullying victimization is far more prevalent than cyberbullying
victimization (Payne & Hutzell, 2017). Yet, given the few studies on this topic (Chaux et al., 2016), more research is
needed in order to further understand the impact of intervention programs against cyberbullying on bullying
online and offline.



The findings also indicated a decrease in the negative perception of popularity and an increase in self-esteem
among primary school students post-intervention. Furthermore, the decrease in bullying online and offline was
associated with a decrease in the negative perception of popularity and an increase in self-esteem. These findings
mean that intervention programs against cyberbullying can have a significant contribution to students’ adjustment
and emotional and social functioning, as they improve two important aspects of positive development and
adjustment during adolescence, namely perceived popularity and self-esteem (Sullivan, 1953). These findings can
be explained given that popularity and self-esteem are predicted by bullying victimization. Previous research has
found that victims of traditional bullying and cyberbullying tend to have lower self-esteem (Extremera et al., 2018)
and that victims of bullying are lower in perceived popularity compared to non-victims (Cook et al., 2010; de Bruyn
et al., 2010). The present study contributes to our knowledge by pointing out the negative relation between
cyberbullying victimization and perceived popularity. This relation can be explained given that a substantial
number of cyberbullying victims are bullied by peers they know from school (Juvonen & Gross, 2008; Kowalski &
Limber, 2007; Slonje & Smith, 2008), and that cyberbullying victims are often the same students who are victims
of traditional bullying (Tokunaga, 2010; Twyman et al., 2010). It is, therefore, logical that as bullying online and
offline decreases, students’ self-esteem and perceived popularity would improve.

The improvement of self-esteem and perceived popularity was only found; however, among primary school
students. Middle and high school students showed no change in the negative perception of popularity and a
decrease in self-esteem post-intervention. Since bullying online and offline decreased at all school-levels, and the
relation between bullying victimization and popularity (Cook et al., 2010) and self-esteem (Extremera et al., 2018)
has been established in previous research, it can be assumed that other processes that were not measured in the
current study might have influenced middle and high school participants’ perceptions of popularity and self-
esteem. For instance, the academic load that typically characterizes middle and high schools more than primary
school (Telegina & Belicheva, 2016) has been found to be negatively correlated with self-esteem (Konkabaeva et
al., 2013). Since the second measurement was conducted towards the end of the second semester, a period loaded
with exams and educational requirements, the increased academic load might have affected students' perceptions
of self-esteem. More research is needed, however, in order to further reveal the possible factors that led to a
decrease in self-esteem among middle and high school students.

Implications

These findings have important implications for intervention and policy in the school setting. Understanding the
relations between traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and their connection to students’ perceived popularity
and self-esteem, may encourage school principals and counselors to approach peer victimization with a broader
view, and thus capture the full experiences of students. This can constitute the basis for the development and
implementation of intervention programs that capture students’ social experiences more holistically, and
consequently cover a wide range of students’ social experiences, online and offline. Such intervention programs
may promote students’ well-being multi-dimensionally.

In the current study, school counselors received training in the program and trained the class teachers. However,
there was no unified manual for training and monitoring program implementation. As noted by Tanrikulu (2018),
intervention programs necessitate step by step manuals explaining the systematic implementation procedure.
Only by such practical manuals will anti-cyberbullying intervention programs be able to become more widespread
and be effectively implemented in the school context. Therefore, it is recommended that practitioners working in
schools, and aiming to effectively implement anti-cyberbullying intervention programs such as the program
described in the current study, develop unified manuals for teacher training, program implementation and
monitoring program implementation.

School policy should also be broadened to include cyberbullying as a virtual form of bullying, and develop
regulations and norms prohibiting both forms of peer victimization and encouraging safe and respectful peer
communication. For instance, school policy regarding traditional bullying usually provides rules about proper
behavior followed by behavioral examples of violation of each rule and the suitable educational responses. The
same is advised for cyberbullying. In order for the policy to be implemented and followed through, several steps
should be taken. First, school policy should be published among all school population, i.e., students, teachers, and
parents. Additionally, lesson plans and workshops designed to assimilate the school policy should be developed



and implemented, beginning with the educational staff and then among the students. The intervention program
described in the current research includes examples of these suggestions, that is, lesson plans designed to develop
school policy concerning cyberbullying and to assimilate the school policy that was developed among the school
population.

Limitations and Recommendations for Future Research

Some limitations of the current study should be considered when interpreting the findings. The main weakness
of the current study is the lack of a control group due to the fact that the intervention program was implemented
in all classes of the schools that participated in the survey, as a policy of the Israeli Ministry of Education.
Consequently, an important aspect of the findings' validity is lacking. Nonetheless, research has shown that
aggressive behavior tends to escalate over time if no measures are taken against it. In recent research that
evaluated the effectiveness of an anti-cyberbullying intervention program, the control group showed increased
cyberbullying in the second measurement (Aizenkot & Kashy-Rosenbaum, 2018). Similarly, Beldean-Galea and
colleagues (2012) evaluated the effectiveness of an intervention program aimed to reduce aggressive behavior
among 4" to 8™-grade students. While results indicated a significant reduction of aggressive behavior in the
experiment group, the control group demonstrated the opposite trend (Beldean-Galea et al., 2012). The authors
concluded that if schools do not take active measures to eradicate aggressive behavior, it tends to increase.
However explicit, these findings do not redundant the need for a control group, and future research should
address this deficiency in order to validate the research findings by eliminating alternative explanations.

Furthermore, as part of the Ministry of Education policy, the questionnaires were anonymous and did not include
any means of identification apart from grade-level, grade number, and gender. This did not allow for the pairing
of questionnaires pre- and post-intervention. This limitation compelled us to measure the improvement at the
classroom level (class aggregate means) and not the student level. Consequently, individual changes post-
intervention may be better investigated in future research.

Another limitation derives from the short time that elapsed between the end of program implementation and the
second measurement. The second measurement was conducted one week after the program implementation
had ended. Consequently, the study can only assess the short-term effect of the program. It is therefore advised
that future research will measure the long-term program effect as well.

The measurement tool developed for the purpose of the survey, based on proposals made by Willard (2007) and
Aizenkot (2017a), may contribute to knowledge by presenting two parameters of measurement: type of bullying
(online/offline) and role (bully/victim). Nonetheless, the measurement tool did not enable an examination of the
data according to the underlying theory of the intervention program. Consequently, the findings could only be
interpreted according to the program goals and enabled an evaluation of the program'’s efficacy. It is therefore
advised that in future research, the measurement tool will be adapted to include the components underlying the

TPB, i.e., knowledge, competencies, attitudes, norms, and perceived behavioral control.

More broadly, the present multilevel evaluation design enabled us to examine the program'’s efficacy. However,
this conservative method lacks statistical power for more detailed forms of analyses that would allow verifying the
theoretically postulated factors by which the program is assumed to unfold its efficacy. In order to evaluate
whether the intervention program effectively addresses knowledge, competencies, attitudes, norms and
perceived behavioral control, which are assumed to lead to an intended and actual decrease in traditional bullying
and cyberbullying, further studies with different statistical approaches are needed for analyzing the operating
mechanisms of this program.

Finally, another recommendation for future research derives from the finding concerning the ability of an anti-
cyberbullying intervention program to reduce traditional bullying. It is recommended to examine the opposite
direction, that is, the prospect of intervention programs against traditional bullying to reduce cyberbullying as
well.



Conclusion

The current study demonstrates that a theory-based anti-cyberbullying intervention program is effective in
reducing cyberbullying among school-aged students. School seems to be a natural setting where intervention
efforts can be practically and effectively performed since, with the commitment of the school principal and the
educational staff, cyberbullying intervention programs can be implemented and easily reach the target
population.

Moreover, fighting cyberbullying within the school setting through intervention programs can yield wide positive
results in reducing not only cyberbullying but also traditional bullying, as well as improve student perceived
popularity and self-esteem and thus can make an important contribution to students’ positive emotional and
social development. The findings of this study may encourage school principals and counselors to implement
whole-school interventions that approach peer victimization with a broad view and capture the experiences of
youth holistically.
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