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Abstract
This article makes the case for shifting the national focus from bullying prevention to the systemic integration of evidence-based
practices of social and emotional learning (SEL) into US school programs and policies. Several meta-analyses demonstrate that
SEL is a promising approach for reducing a range of disruptive behaviors in schools. The data also show that SEL enhances
school engagement and climate, interpersonal relationships, well-being, and academic achievement. We critically analyze
existing approaches to bullying prevention in the USA and, from a bioecological perspective, describe their limitations, in
addition to the importance of emotions in the organization of children’s development. We discuss why schools should address
the social and emotional development of children and adults in order to decrease harmful behaviors, form positive relationships,
support psychological health, and offer more effective education. The bioecological perspective provides a framework for
successfully integrating whole-school, evidence-based approaches to SEL, including statewide adoption of SEL standards and
increased focus on school climate.
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Research throughout the last decade has established that con-
trary to conventional wisdom, bullying1 is not a normal rite-
of-passage preparing children for the harsh realities of adult-
hood. It can be a traumatic experience with adverse conse-
quences in all areas of a child’s life, persisting well into adult-
hood (Wolke et al. 2013).

Bullying prevention policies have been adopted throughout
the USA, state by state (see U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services 2017a). These policies have focused public
attention on the importance of preventing violence and aggres-
sion, supporting positive youth development, and improving

the school climate. However, data from the U.S. Department
of Education shows that bullying rates remained stable in the
last decade2 (Lessne and Yanez 2016), and research on bully-
ing prevention programs shows that their effects range from
contraindicated to modestly positive.

Among the potential reasons for the mixed effects may be:
(1) a mechanistic emphasis on campaigns, assessment,
reporting, and consequences in traditional bullying prevention
programs; (2) the lack of a developmental perspective; and (3)
an emphasis on intervention, rather than the promotion of
skills and capacities that support psychological health, inter-
personal relationships, and a positive school climate. In addi-
tion, focusing on a narrow definition of bullying omits other
harmful behaviors, such as violence, aggression, conflicts,
micro-aggressions, and rudeness.

Prevention requires a shift in all levels of a child’s ecosys-
tem. At the macro level, we need to examine the commitment
the USA is willing to make to children’s healthy social and
emotional development. At the mid-level, we must invest in
developing skilled adults with proximal relations to children.

2 The most recent survey by the U.S. Department of Education (Lessne and
Yanez 2016) showed a decrease in overall bullying, but middle school rates
stayed the same. Other negative indicators such as verbal abuse of teachers,
sexual harassment, and student fear decreased slightly.

1 Bullying is a repetitious, intentionally aggressive pattern of behavior
involving a power imbalance. It may inflict physical, psychological, social,
or educational harm. It can be physical or verbal and may occur face-to-face or
via technology (Gladden et al. 2014).
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At the micro-level, we need to address children’s individual
needs, including those who engage in bullying behavior, as
well as the targets of, and witnesses to bullying.

The goal of this article is to propose a shift in US policy focus,
from bullying prevention to the systemic integration of evidence-
based practices of social and emotional learning (SEL) into
school programs and policies. SEL involves the teaching of
skills, including self-awareness, self-management, social aware-
ness, responsible decision-making, and relationshipmanagement
(CASEL 2015). A meta-analysis of 213 school-based SEL pro-
grams involving 270,034 kindergarten through high school stu-
dents reported significant positive effects of SEL programs on
students’ social and emotional skills (mean effect size
(ES) = .57), attitudes toward self and others (ES = 0.23), and so-
cial behaviors (ES = 0.24). In addition, significant reductions oc-
curred in conduct problems (ES = 0.22) and emotional distress
(ES = 0.24). (Conduct problems included bullying and a range of
other disruptive behaviors.) Academic performance, assessed in
a subset of studies involving 135,396 students, significantly im-
proved an average of 11 percentile points (ES = 0.27). These
significant effects continued an average of at least one and one-
half years according to a subset of 33 studies, though the effect
sizes diminished over time (EF = .32 to .11) (Durlak et al. 2011).
A second major review of five meta-analyses of universal
school-based SEL programs also showed modest promise for
promoting positive skills and reducing behavioral risk.
Examining 300 studies and involving more than 300,000 stu-
dents, the review showed that SEL programming significantly
reduced measures of aggression and disruptive behavior, though
effect sizes were modest (ES = 0.21 to 0.26). Intervention effects
were comparable, regardless of gender, ethnicity, or school set-
ting. Socioeconomic level did not make a difference, or slightly
favored those from a lower economic class; age was a moderator
in only one of the five reviews (Domitrovich et al. 2017). A
meta-analysis of 82 SEL studies showed that the positive effects
of SEL on social and emotional skills (ES = 0.23) and disruptive
behaviors including bullying (ES = 0.14) remained small but sig-
nificant at a mean two-year follow-up (Taylor et al. 2017).
Indeed, a meta-analysis of 18 studies showed that: self-oriented
personal competencies were protective against becoming a vic-
tim of bullying; social competence and academic performance
were protective against becoming a bully; and positive peer in-
teractions were protective against becoming a bully/victim (Zych
et al. 2018). In addition, a cost-benefit analysis of six SEL pro-
grams found them to be good investments, with $11 saved for
every $1 spent (Belfield et al. 2015). In other words, while SEL
shows compelling promise for cultivating positive social and
emotional skills, it also confers modest, but significant positive
impact on a wide range of behavioral issues and academic per-
formance, making it a cost-effective approach supporting stu-
dents’ psychological health.

In this article, we begin with a critical analysis of current
bullying prevention programs (BPP) and policies throughout

the USA, and describe their limitations from a bioecological
perspective. Next, we present a case for addressing the social
and emotional skills of children and adults in order to decrease
bullying, form positive relationships, and provide effective
teaching and learning. Finally, we employ the bioecological
perspective to present a framework and recommendations for
successfully integrating whole-school, evidence-based ap-
proaches to SEL. Recommendations include statewide adop-
tion of SEL standards, an increased focus on school climate,
SEL training dedicated to developing educator and family
member skills to facilitate co-construction, modeling, and de-
livery of effective SEL practices; and implementation of de-
velopmentally and culturally responsive SEL interventions for
children and youth.

Bullying Prevention Programs: Mechanisms
of Change and Outcomes

In the last decade, every state in the USA has passed legisla-
tion outlawing bullying or provided school districts with mod-
el policies designed to prevent it. Laws and policies vary
widely, yet the majority focus on definitions, sanctions, refer-
rals, reporting, and recording (Sacco et al. 2012; U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services 2017a).

Bullying rates began to decrease in the early 1990s, when
BPPs were initiated, but since then, the rates have remained
largely stable. The most recent national survey reported a
slight decrease in overall bullying, but bullying among middle
schoolers remained stubbornly consistent (see Zhang et al.
2016). And, bullying incidents are likely underreported; one
evaluation found that 64% of students who experienced bul-
lying did not report it (Petrosino et al. 2010).

Approximately one decade ago, six major reviews or meta-
analyses of the effectiveness of BPPs drew cautionary conclu-
sions: effects ranged from iatrogenic (bullying increased)
(e.g., Baldry and Farrington 2007; Vreeman and Carroll
2007; Smith et al. 2004; Ttofi and Farrington 2011), to negli-
gible or Btoo small to be practically significant^ (e.g.,
Ferguson et al. 2007; Merrell et al. 2008; Smith et al. 2004),
to small positive effects (e.g., Vreeman and Carroll 2007).
Baldry and Farrington (2007) found that eight of the 16 stud-
ies they included produced desirable effect sizes (a 10 % or
greater reduction in bullying), but mostly in other countries.
Among the US studies, one showed a 6% reduction in bully-
ing; the other revealed a 1% increase in bullying behavior.

Additional meta-analyses have found more positive effects
of anti-bullying programs. One meta-analysis including 44
evaluations found programs effective for reducing bullying
by 20–23% (odds ratio (OR) = 1.36), and victimization by
17–20% (OR = 1.29) (Farrington and Ttofi 2009; Ttofi and
Farrington 2011). A second study of 100 evaluations conclud-
ed that programs reduced perpetration by 19–20% (OR =
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1.209–1.324) and victimization by 15–16% (OR = 1.244–
1.248) (Gaffney et al. 2018a). A third meta-analysis of six
anti-bullying programs showed that programs were effective
in reducing victimization by 17% (OR = 0.83) (Langford et al.
2015). The most promising features of effective programming
include schoolwide approaches combined with targeted inter-
ventions; a public health, three-tiered model (response to in-
tervention model); procedures ensuring higher dosage, greater
fidelity, and sustainability; multiple activities engaging many
stakeholders at multiple levels; parent training; and consistent
supervision, classroom management, and discipline
(Bradshaw 2015; Cohen et al. 2015).

Numerous BPPs are currently used with varied mecha-
nisms of change. Earlier programs tended to rely on punish-
ment, consequences, or classic behavior management; more
recent initiatives teach social cognition, rely on the peer group,
focus on relationship repair, add a component of SEL, or at-
tempt school-wide climate change. Many programs rely on
mechanisms of change that are activated after-the-fact; hence,
they are based on intervention, rather than prevention. Only
programs that proactively build skills, teach replacement be-
haviors, and focus on creating a positive school climate should
be considered preventative.

Examples of popular approaches, their mechanisms of
change, and the evidence for their effectiveness follow. It
should be noted that some programs specifically address bul-
lying, while others address childhood aggression in general.
We include the entire continuum, since the degree to which the
etiologies, prognoses, or targeted interventions overlap is not
well understood, yet schools are charged with addressing the
full range of problematic behaviors.

Operant Conditioning and Information Dissemination The
first widely used initiative was the Olweus Bullying
Prevention Program (OBPP) and its offshoots. The mecha-
nisms of change are primarily school-wide information dis-
semination about a new no-bullying stance at the systems
level and improved supervision, identification, and
punishment/consequences at the individual level (Olweus
and Limber 2010b). In the New National Initiative project,
Olweus (2005) reports that bullying reduced 42% among boys
and 48% among girls, and victimization decreased 32% and
35% for boys and girls, respectively. Though successful in
Norway where it originated, research efforts with elementary
and middle school students in Seattle, South Carolina, and
Philadelphia in the USA failed to yield significant results
(see Olweus and Limber 2010a).

Positive Behavioral Intervention and Support (PBIS) uses
behavior modification to reward good behavior and impose
consequences for unwanted behavior. In addition, individual-
ized interventions are created for at-risk students. Behavioral
analysis approaches often employ an elaborate system for
tracking behavior and communicating throughout the

educational setting (Bradshaw et al. 2015; Sugai et al. 2011).
A four-year, randomized control trial of PBIS of more than
12,000 elementary children in 37 Maryland public schools
found it effective for reducing general disciplinary problems
among high-risk students (ES = 0.12 to 0.39) (Bradshaw et al.
2015). PBIS had some impact on bullying behavior among
younger children, but this result was based on teacher reports
that tend to underrepresent bullying (Waasdorp et al. 2012).
Calling the program Bdisempowering^ and Bauthoritarian,^
Cohen et al. (2015) critique PBIS for being too focused on
disciplinary problems, and failing to focus enough on building
positive skills, relationships, and environments.

Social Cognitive Processing Another approach focuses on at-
risk children, rather than the whole school, and is based on
childhood aggression and social cognition research. These
programs teach social information processing skills, such as
how to accurately appraise intentions, assess goals, and
choose constructive behavioral responses. For example, the
Fast Track program teaches elementary school children social
information processing and problem-solving skills, emotional
understanding, and self-control in short weekly meetings. In a
ten-year study with approximately 900 at-risk kindergarten
children, Fast Track significantly reduced conduct problems
among the most high-risk children (ES = 0.2 to 0.4) (Lochman
and Wells (2004); delinquent offenses reduced 27%; and par-
ticipants were 39% more likely never to be arrested as a juve-
nile, and 34% more likely to never be arrested as an adult
(Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group 2011;
Sorensen and Dodge 2015). The Coping Power Program for
at-risk boys entering middle school showed short-term reduc-
tions in delinquency and substance use (ES = 0.25 and 0.31,
respectively), and improvements in school behavior (ES =
0.38) (Lochman andWells 2004). One multi-site investigation
of social cognitive models for violence prevention among
more than 5500middle school students showed mixed results,
with increased aggression in some cases (Simon et al. 2009).
One program aimed at reducing hostile attribution bias among
20 aggressive third- to fifth-grade boys showed significant
reductions in bias, and in the endorsement of hostile retaliation
following a 12-lesson intervention. However, the assessments
were hypothetical scenarios presented in a laboratory setting,
and while teachers rated the boys as less aggressive after treat-
ment, they still accounted for the largest proportion of office
referrals. In addition, bias was not reduced to levels compara-
ble to nonaggressive peers (Hudley and Graham 1993).

None of the above social cognitive processing interven-
tions specifically assessed bullying behavior. Critics of these
approaches point out that bullies may not be deficient in social
information processing. In fact, they can be quite skilled at
theory of mind, reading social dynamics, and exploiting peo-
ple and situations (see Sutton et al. 1999). In addition, social
cognitive approaches frequently overlook the victims of
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aggression who often need help with self-blaming attributions
and heightened rejection sensitivity (Juvonen and Graham
2014; Zimmer-Gembeck 2016).

One suggested prevention for potential victims of bullying
is based on implicit theories of personality (Dweck 2006).
Yeager et al. (2011) showed that ninth- and tenth-grade stu-
dents who were targets of bullying and held a fixed mindset
(e.g., BI’m a loser,^ BI must not be a likable person^) were
more likely to want to get revenge than students with a growth
mindset (e.g., Bpeople can change^). A randomized field
study showed that a six-session mindset intervention with
ninth- and tenth-grade students was effective in reducing
vengeful desires (ES = 0.48), vengeful intentions (ES =
0.44), and vengeful behaviors (ES = 0.47). It also increased
prosocial responses in the intervention group compared to
controls (ES = 0.86) (Yeager et al. 2013). The study did not
address participants other than potential bully-victims, and the
ecological validity of a growth mindset approach to bullying
prevention has not been fully explored.

Psychodynamic Interventions Children experiment with their
growing sense of personal power. This process can include de-
veloping a sense of agency and self-efficacy, attempting to influ-
ence others, trying to control resources or the thoughts and ac-
tions of others, and inflicting harm through bullying, aggression,
and violence. Psychodynamic interventions treat bullying as one
symptom of a dysfunctional approach to expressing power in the
school environment (Fonagy et al. 2009). For example, in one
study of 10,000 third- through ninth-grade students, 10–20%
experienced a Bvicarious thrill^ when watching someone being
bullied (Twemlow et al. 2001). Schools demonstrate their orien-
tation to power through their approach to discipline, use of coer-
cion, and definitions of academic achievement. Psychodynamic
interventions create new Bmental models^ about power for
school administrators, principals, and students.

Two programs utilize a psychodynamic approach. The
School Psychiatric Consultation Model offers outside psychi-
atric consulting to high-needs children with disruptive behav-
ior problems. The Creating Peaceful School Learning
Environment (CAPSLE) uses multiple strategies, including
training teachers to replace punitive discipline with
relationship-based strategies, adult mentoring, respectful
problem-resolution training, and student martial arts training.
A three-year intervention study showed that CAPSLE posi-
tively impacted peer reports of aggression (ES = 0.20) and
victimization (ES = 0.20), as well as achievement scores
among third- to fifth-graders (ES not reported), but the
School Psychiatric Consultation Model, alone, did not
(Fonagy et al. 2009). Again, bullying behavior was not indi-
vidually specified.

Peer-to-Peer Interventions Peer-mediated strategies in which
the perpetrator and victim attend the same meeting for

corrective action can be ineffective, or worse, can backfire,
and may be clinically contraindicated. Several meta-analyses
and reviews draw cautious conclusions about peer-based ap-
proaches. For example, a review of 19 randomized control
trial studies showed that grouping high-risk children or youth
together for treatment yielded adverse effects across a wide
variety of settings (e.g., schools, classrooms, group homes,
wilderness camps), for a wide range of problems (e.g., behav-
ior disorders, aggression, substance abuse, eating disorders),
and a wide variety of ages (e.g., kindergartners to college
freshmen) (Dodge et al. 2006). Though bullying behavior
was not specifically identified in that review, another study
showed that the presence of bullying prevention programs
was negatively related to peer victimization (OR = 1.24)
(Jeong and Lee 2013). Another meta-analysis reported that
Bwork with peers^ was associated with a nonsignificant in-
crease in bullying and a significant increase in victimization
(OR = 1.13) (Ttofi and Farrington 2011). Dodge et al. (2006)
recommend the rigorous evaluation of all interventions for
peer aggregation effects.

Two popular peer-focused bullying intervention ap-
proaches are restorative justice (RJ) and bystander interven-
tion. RJ uses peer- and community-group processes to repair
relationship harm. RJ practices have been adopted rapidly by
schools in the last two years in reaction to the punishments,
sanctions, school expulsions, and school-to-prison pipelines
that disproportionately target African-American children by
nearly four-to-one (U. S. Department of Education 2016).
Anecdotal reports suggest some positive impact on expulsions
and suspensions, school climate, and some disciplinary prob-
lems, but the adoption rate appears far ahead of an evidence
base (Fronius et al. 2016; Song and Swearer 2016).

A bystander intervention approach to bullying presumes
that everyone in the social context has the ability and respon-
sibility to disable bullying. Ameta-analysis of more than 9000
New Zealand high school students found that when students
take action against bullying, it is more effective than when
teachers are responsible (Denny et al. 2015). A randomized
control trial of Finland’s successful KiVa anti-bullying pro-
gram showed stronger effect sizes for bullying and victimiza-
tion in lower grades (OR = 1.33 to 1.53) than grades seven
through nine (OR = 1.13 and 1.21 for victimization and bul-
lying, respectively). KiVa’s success has not been replicated in
US schools (Kärnä et al. 2013).

However, standing up to bullying is not appropriate for ev-
eryone. Successful bystander intervention requires taking risks
and is associated with a sense of high self-efficacy, high empathy
for victims, moral engagement, and high social status (Thornberg
and Jungert 2013). Even among adults, the ability to intervene is
correlated with altruism, extraversion, peer acceptance, emotion
regulation, and autonomous sense of self (Moisuc et al. 2018).

In sum, increased monitoring, rule-making, punishment and
operant conditioning, and social information-processing, as well
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as peer-to-peer, psychodynamic, and bystander interventions,
have not created a reliable impact on bullying behavior, and some
have even been counter-productive. In the next section, we pro-
vide a bioecological perspective to explore possible reasons why
these approachesmay be ineffective, andwhy SEL as a universal
primary prevention is promising.

From Bullying Prevention to Evidence-Based
Social and Emotional Learning:
a Bioecological Perspective

Numerous reviews of BPPs have examined the ecology of im-
plementation and critical roles of micro- and mesosystems for
making BPPs work, such as classroom climate, peer group dy-
namics, teacher-student relationships, and home-school links
(e.g., Espelage and De La Rue 2012; Swearer and Doll 2001).
These reviews were based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) earliest
formulation of the ecological model of human development.
However, Bronfenbrenner (2005) Breassessed, revised,
extended,^ and even Bregretted and renounced^ parts of the ear-
lier model (p. 106). Here, he added the developing individual
(Person), the period of historical and developmental time
(Time), and interpersonal relationships (Process) to the better-
known environmental settings (Contexts). Notably,
Bronfenbrenner called proximal processes, or one-to-one rela-
tionships the Bprimary engines of development.^ Their power,
however, remains Ba function of the characteristics of the devel-
oping Person, of the immediate and more remote environmental
contexts, and time periods, in which the proximal processes take
place^ (Bronfenbrenner and Morris 2006, p. 795). In other
words, developmental outcomes arise through the joint charac-
teristics of the developing person and the environment, in which
relationships play a critical delivery role. This updated model is
the Process-Person-Context-Time (PPCT) model; to obtain a tru-
ly bioecological interpretation, all four elements should be
present.

In this section, we review Bronfenbrenner’s four properties
of Person, Process, Context, and Time, and their implications
for bullying prevention. A consideration of proximal process-
es is interwoven throughout the discussions of Person and
Contexts. We also offer a rationale for a paradigm shift that
would place SEL at the center of bullying prevention.

The Developing Person

The characteristics of the person at a given time in his
or her life are a joint function of the characteristics of
the person and of the environment over the course of
that person’s life up to that time (Bronfenbrenner
2005, p. 108).

Beginning in utero, emotions and their contexts are impor-
tant organizers of developmental systems. A pregnant
woman’s emotions can affect the growth of the fetus’ stress
regulation physiology through epigenetic changes that have
behavioral, emotional, and cognitive consequences into child-
hood (Monk et al. 2012), and physical health consequences in
adulthood (Godfrey and Barker 2001). Quality of care for
newborns continues to shape their stress regulation system
well into adolescence (Curley and Champagne 2016). The
infant’s quality of attachment with caregivers impacts self-
regulation and exploration of the environment, a foundation
for cognitive and intellectual growth. Attachment quality has
consequences for academic achievement, as well as social,
emotional, and cognitive development into adolescence and
early adulthood (Sroufe et al. 2009). Numerous life course
studies link childhood emotional health and social compe-
tence to positive adult outcomes, such as education, employ-
ment, mental and physical health, and life satisfaction (e.g.
Heckman et al. 2006; Moffitt et al. 2011). The reverse also
is well-documented; early childhood adversity predicts poor
social and emotional developmental as well as health out-
comes (see Shonkoff et al. 2012). In sum, emotions are deeply
interwoven with human development.

Early environments are impactful and require less effort
and cost to effect change than remedial efforts later in life
(Center on the Developing Child 2007), emphasizing the im-
portance of early positive scaffolding. This section highlights
key social and emotional developmental capabilities by age
and shows how some SEL programs support these emerging
competencies, while reducing problematic behaviors.
Currently, 11 states are creating developmental benchmarks
for SEL (Dusenbury and Weissberg 2017).

Early Childhood, Ages 0–5 Infants vary in their ability to self-
regulate (auto-regulate) or regulate with the help of another
person (Schore 2015). By age 2, these differences are predic-
tive of later autonomy and adjustment (Eisenberg et al. 2004;
Lawson and Ruff 2004). With increasing language facility,
preschoolers are better able to name feelings, as well as their
causes and consequences. The hallmark of preschoolers’ emo-
tional development is the rapid growth of neural structures
supporting advances in executive function, in addition to be-
havioral and emotional regulation (Diamond 2013).

The roots of prosocial development appear in infancy. A
rudimentary capacity for empathy is evident in newborns, and
during the first two years of life, concern for others, prosocial
helping behavior, and an understanding of others’ motiva-
tions, intentions, and states gradually increase (Eisenberg
et al. 2015). By preschool age, young children respond more
to others’ feelings (Denham et al. 2011).

Numerous SEL programs for young children facilitate the
development of emotional and social skills, create positive
classroom climates, and reduce aggression (see McClelland
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et al. 2017, and casel.org for reviews). For example, based on
neurological developmental processes, Promoting Alternative
Thinking and Learning Strategies (PATHS) teaches SEL con-
structs like emotion recognition, self-control, and interperson-
al problem-solving. PATH has positive effects on internalizing
and externalizing behavior problems as mediated by enhanced
inhibitory control and verbal fluency (Riggs et al. 2006).

RULER is an empirically based approach to SEL based on
emotional intelligence (Mayer and Salovey 1997) and
Ecological Systems Theories (Bronfenbrenner and Morris
2006). RULER teaches preschool to high school students
and adults the skills to recognize, understand, label, express,
and regulate emotions (Brackett et al. 2015) through four se-
quential, developmentally scaled BAnchor Tools.^ For exam-
ple, the Mood Meter enables educators and students to check
in with their bodies and minds to identify and name their
emotional experiences and learn effective strategies to manage
them. RULER’s BFeeling Words Curriculum^ integrates SEL
into the standard curriculum and teaches emotion concepts
through storytelling, character analysis, engaging families,
and cooperative learning exercises focused on emotion regu-
lation. In one evaluation, 3- to 5-year olds in RULER class-
rooms showed a greater knowledge of emotions, including
recognizing and naming emotions, compared to children in
control classrooms (ES = 0.52, 1.39, respectively)
(Nathanson et al. 2016).

Elementary School, Ages 6–10 Social and emotional skills
develop in tandem with cognitive ability. For example,
school-age children increasingly differentiate internal from
external experiences and can gradually intersect multiple cog-
nitive dimensions. Similarly, children come to understand that
their internal thoughts, not just external events, can create their
feelings (Flavell et al. 2001), and they use external problem-
solving and internal coping strategies to manage emotions
(Saarni 2000). They start to understand mixed and multiple
simultaneous emotions, and self-conscious emotions like
shame and guilt (Tracy et al. 2005; Zajdel et al. 2013), in
addition to gaining a more nuanced vocabulary (Harter
1999). They learn display rules and are better able to mask
emotions (Misailidi 2006). Their ability to take others’ feel-
ings into account improves (McDowell and Parke 2000).

Many SEL programs have demonstrated effectiveness in
elementary schools, though the emphasis is more on social
skills than emotional development. For example, the 4Rs
(Reading, Writing, Respect, and Resolution) uses literature
to teach pre-k through fifth-grade students about interpersonal
relationships and conflict resolution. Target outcomes include
handling anger, listening actively, cooperating, being asser-
tive, celebrating differences, reducing bias, and building com-
munity (Brown et al. 2010). The 4Rs has been effective for
improving hostile attributional bias, aggressive interpersonal
negotiation strategies, ADHD, and depressive symptoms in

children. In addition, students at greater behavioral risk (ag-
gression and conduct disorder) showed higher improvements
in math and reading achievement scores (ES = 0.56 and 0.60,
respectively) compared to students with lower baseline behav-
ioral risk (ES = 0.14 and 0.06, respectively) (Jones et al.
2011). Similarly, PATHS reduces aggressive behavior and
conduct problems and improves social information process-
ing, prosocial behavior, and academic engagement. It is effec-
tive for children with disabilities, and those children in more
disadvantaged schools. (Effect sizes were mild to moderate,
ranging from .1 to .4) (Bierman et al. 2010; Crean and
Johnson 2013).

Early Adolescence, Ages 11–15 In puberty, sex hormone
changes impact brain structure and function (Casey and
Caudle 2013). Reward circuitry and social-affective circuitry
are remodeled, accompanied by changes in dopamine, seroto-
nin, and testosterone, making affective and social processes
highly salient. This social reorientation increases the need to
belong, activates concerns about status, and stimulates identity
formation (Crone and Dahl 2012; Yeager et al. 2017). While
these changes prepare teens to transition into adulthood, they
also make them more emotional; more sensitive to belonging,
social inclusion-exclusion, and peer evaluation; more stress-
sensitive; and more reward- and sensation-seeking (Crone and
Dahl 2012; Yeager et al. 2017). During this stage, bullying
peaks, and psychiatric disorders emerge.

Often, this is also when programs once effective with youn-
ger students no longer work, with the break point around the
eighth-grade (Yeager et al. 2015). The rise in testosterone (in
boys and girls) fuels status- and respect-seeking, making them
especially sensitive to threats to their agency and autonomy
(Yeager et al. 2017). Autonomy threat can be triggered by the
manipulation of rewards, punishments, imposed goals, sur-
veillance, or choice constraints (Ryan and Deci 2000). Thus,
programs that are overly prescriptive or disrespect teens may
trigger their disengagement. However, programs that leverage
teen agency, interest in relationships, and desire for prestige
and social competence will be more effective.

At the upper elementary and middle school levels, stu-
dents in RULER classrooms take an active role in their
learning by conducting real-world experiments about
emotion themes and concepts. In one study of fifth- and
sixth-graders, compared with control classrooms, students
in RULER classrooms achieved higher end-of-year aca-
demic performance, as well as higher teacher-rated social
and emotional competence (eta2 = 0.05 and 0.04, respec-
tively) (Brackett et al. 2012). But implementation quality
is a moderator. In a separate study, RULER classrooms
with the highest quality implementation resulted in stu-
dents with greater emotional intelligence (E = 0.16), social
competence (ES = 0.23), and conflict resolution skills
(ES = 0.19) after one year (Reyes et al. 2012).
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Used in the eighth-grade, Second Step is designed to facil-
itate emotion regulation and reduce aggression and violence
(Committee for Children 2008). Improvements were shown in
anger management, impulse control, empathy, social compe-
tence, prosocial goals and behaviors, and externalization of
behaviors and hyperactivity (ES ranged from 0.039 to
0.249) (Edwards et al. 2005). A randomized controlled trial
of Second Step in 61 schools from five districts found the
program most effective among students with the least social
and emotional competence and greater conduct problems and
aggression, based on teacher reports (Low et al. 2015).

High School, Ages 16–18Older teenagers’ psychological tasks
include greater autonomy and identity formation, formation of
affiliative peer groups, and exploration of romance, compe-
tencies, and commitments to beliefs, goals, and activities.
Effective high school programs align with youths’ desire to
Bmatter,^ and to be respected, accountable, and autonomous.
According to Yeager (2017), BThese programs do this both in
how they talk to young people—by offering opportunities for
authentic choice and input—and in what they teach—e.g., by
helping young people envision a desirable future….^ (Yeager
2017, p. 79). Effective programs engage youths’ emerging
value systems and support their genuine desire to understand
how the real world works (Yeager 2017; Yeager et al. 2017).
For example, the SEL program, Facing History and
Ourselves, incorporates into curricula discussions about social
justice, racism, religious intolerance, and other themes. The
program demonstrated numerous benefits for high school stu-
dents, such as improved empathy, greater maturity in social
conflicts, reduced racist attitudes, and fewer conduct problems
(Facing History and Ourselves 2015).

Children Are Different Developmental scientists refer to tem-
perament (Goldsmith et al. 1987), inhibition and shyness
(Kagan et al. 1988), biological sensitivity to context (Boyce
and Ellis 2005), or differential susceptibility (Belsky and
Pluess 2009) to explain how individual children respond dif-
ferently in similar environments. For example, children with
low-reactive phenotypes may thrive in most any condition,
shy children may be fearful in social situations, and sensitive
children may be more easily overwhelmed by stimulation.
Biologically sensitive children often experience more harm
in adverse circumstances, while also reacting more positively
in supportive environments (Boyce and Ellis 2005).

A program with a singular mechanism of change extrinsic
to the child, like those that employ operant conditioning, zero-
tolerance, or punishment as behavior change levers, may be
ineffective simply because it fails to acknowledge individual
differences. For example, research shows that children bully
for diverse reasons, including social status (Pellegrini 2002),
social control (Merten 1997), poor modeling (Espelage et al.
2000), marginalization (e.g. Warburton et al. 2006), or even

sadism (Jacobson 2012). Targets of bullying also vary. Most
recently, the top reason given for being bullied was physical
appearance (Lessne and Yanez 2016). Other victimized chil-
dren may bewithdrawn, inhibited, and passive. Some children
fight back, and others are inclined to ignore the bullying or
seek support (Waasdorp and Bradshaw 2011). Witnesses also
vary. Some may be popular and find it easy to intervene as an
upstander, but children who are sensitive, introverted, with-
drawn, or anxious may have difficulty becoming an upstander
or speaking up in a restorative justice circle. A shy child may
be able to befriend a victim later, but a socially withdrawn or
anxious child is more likely to be victimized by helping
(Rubin et al. 2006). Groups also have different stressors
(e.g., poverty, trauma, discrimination); thus, prevention prac-
tices should be sensitive to the individual and context, as well
as using an equity lens (Simmons et al. 2018).

SEL programs vary in the degree to which they ac-
commodate individual differences. Some programs teach
one or two emotion regulation strategies (e.g., mindful-
ness or deep breathing), while others offer more granu-
lated strategies. For example, an outgoing child might
seek out a friend to deal with stress; an introverted
child might read a book, listen to music, or regroup in
solitude. Personality traits are neither hindrances nor
boosters—they are guides toward helpful strategies.
RULER supports students in discovering approaches
that work best for each one, allowing strategies to be
emotion- and context-specific, personalized, and cultur-
ally responsive. This requires unconventional flexibility
in the classroom environment.

In sum, many BPPs tend to omit Bthe Person.^ In contrast,
a bioecological approach to embedding SEL would acknowl-
edge emotional development as central to human life, be spe-
cific to developmental processes, begin early in life, and facil-
itate differentiation for unique contexts and individuals. Most
SEL programs foster students’ academic, social, and emotion-
al growth, while supporting children to learn positive replace-
ment behaviors for aggression, power assertion, and bullying.

Context: Microsystem

Amicrosystem is a pattern of activities, social roles, and
interpersonal relations experienced by the developing
p e r s on i n a g i v e n f a c e - t o - f a c e s e t t i n g…
(Bronfenbrenner 2005, p. 147).

Primary caregivers and the family setting have the
most prominent role in co-constructing children’s early
development, but as children grow, other microsystems,
such as teachers, neighborhoods, and peers, become in-
creasingly influential.
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The Family Research has established that certain parenting
practices are linked to positive child outcomes, while others
are linked to challenges such as aggression, school bullying,
and victimization.

Parenting for a secure attachment (Sroufe et al. 2009) and
authoritative parenting (Baumrind 1978) are associated with
lower behavioral risk and positive child outcomes, including
increased prosocial behavior and improved social skills;
healthier friendships and closer relationships; autonomy and
self-agency; self-esteem; responsibility, creativity, and leader-
ship; and achievement and academic success. Specific care-
giving behaviors, or proximal processes, contribute to
sculpting an infant’s stress reactivity and emotion regulation.
Sensitive caregiving and serve-and-return interactions help to
organize hierarchical neural circuitry that processes, commu-
nicates, and regulates social and emotional information.
Effective caregivers modulate their own emotions to avoid
inducing excessively high or low levels of arousal in their
infants, and they accurately read their baby’s signals to upreg-
ulate pleasant feelings and downregulate unpleasant feelings.
Parents’ emotions also create a family atmosphere that pro-
vides a background of well-being for children’s development
(Schore 2015). Later, proximal processes co-construct chil-
dren’s emotional knowledge and behaviors, like emotion vo-
cabulary and regulation, as well as empathy and prosocial
tendencies. For example, children’s emotional understanding
and vocabulary are associated with parents’ emotion skills
(Fivush and Haden 2005; Laible and Thompson 2002).
Caregivers also teach children to manage their feelings inter-
nally and externally; navigate social interactions; manage con-
flict; and continue to cultivate positive emotions, empathy,
and prosocial tendencies (Eisenberg et al. 2013).

By contrast, family violence and parenting practices that
are overly controlling, harsh, or lacking in discipline or super-
vision are associated with bullying perpetration. Victimization
is associated with negative family interactions, or child mal-
treatment that creates rejection sensitivity, low confidence,
and poor self-esteem in children (see Hong and Espelage
2012). Perpetration of aggression and victimization by sib-
lings also increases the chances of bullying perpetration and
victimization at school. However, the quality of parenting me-
diates sibling relationships. When parents use harsh practices
with children, sibling aggression increases; when parents use
positive practices, sibling aggression decreases (see Tippett
and Wolke 2015).

Effective bullying prevention and the co-construction of
positive replacement behaviors should involve the entire fam-
ily. Numerous evidence-based interventions improve parent-
ing practices and child outcomes (see Teti et al. 2017), from
universal parenting education programs that teach authorita-
tive parenting to time-limited, structured counseling with par-
ents at risk for violence (e.g., Cowan et al. 2009). It is note-
worthy that focusing on the co-parents’ relationship can be

more effective than teaching parenting skills (Cowan and
Cowan 2015). SEL interventions like RULER offer develop-
mentally and culturally informed practices enabling parents to
learn the same SEL skills their children learn in schools.

Teachers Teachers can knowingly or unknowingly enable bul-
lying. Studies have shown that teachers miss most incidents of
bullying (Swearer and Cary 2003). Some fail to help students
when asked (Twemlow et al. 2006), bully students themselves
(Twemlow et al. 2006), reinforce gender-based and sexual
orientation–based bullying (Kosciw et al. 2012), or show a
lack of empathy toward victims (Tettegah and Anderson
2007). They can overreact by confusing normal developmen-
tal conflicts with bullying, or over relying on harsh interven-
tions, especially with preschool children (Gilliam 2005) and
African-American boys (Gilliam et al. 2016).

Teachers with higher SEL have better relationships with
their students. They display more positive emotions toward
students and have higher job satisfaction (Brackett et al.
2010). They also create a more emotionally supportive learn-
ing environment and have fewer problems with classroom
management (Brown et al. 2010). They use more strategies
that cultivate creativity, choice, and autonomy (Jones et al.
2013). A study of 36 first-grade teachers showed that when
teachers were more emotionally supportive of students, chil-
dren were less aggressive and had greater behavioral self-con-
trol. Interestingly, behavior management was not related to
student self-control (Merritt et al. 2012).

Neighborhoods Neighborhoods that are unsafe or lack paren-
tal supervision frequently have schools with higher rates of
bullying, violence, and school suspensions (see Swearer and
Hymel 2015). Numerous neighborhood-level interventions
(e.g., community gardens, social vigilance, graffiti reduction
efforts) improve quality of life, yet community and school
interventions rarely engage directly with each other
(Shonkoff and Phillips 2000). Neighborhoods are unique,
complex systems, making a one-size-fits-all approach as inap-
propriate as it is for individuals. For example, in a study of the
Coping Power program, parent support developed more suc-
cessfully in the more advantaged neighborhoods, but chil-
dren’s aggression reduced more in neighborhoods with poorer
social organization (Lochman et al. 2013).

Peers Peer relationships become increasingly salient with de-
velopment and they track changes in cognitive, neurological,
emotional, and social growth. To prevent peer maltreatment, it
is helpful for educators to understand the normal developmen-
tal trajectory of peer relationships and specific issues that arise
during sensitive periods. Some examples follow.

Most toddlers experiment with aggression, so caregiving
requires positive tactics like redirection and teaching construc-
tive, alternative communication strategies. In early childhood,
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young children’s play, though rich in emotional and social
exploration, vacillates between solitary, parallel, and cooper-
ative modes (Meyers and Berk 2014; Rubin et al. 1983).
However, a long day with large groups of children in a struc-
tured setting can challenge a child’s self-control, since their
executive function and emotion regulation are just emerging.
However, preschool aggression is very responsive to positive
social problem-solving strategies (Vaughn et al. 2003).
Persistent aggression at this age is predictive of later adjust-
ment problems (Crick et al. 2006).

In elementary school, children sort themselves into stable
friendship groups based on the psychological qualities of mu-
tuality, reciprocity, interests, sensitivities, and trust. This
sorting is ripe for skills development as new relationships
are formed and others are reorganized (Cairns et al. 1998;
Hartup and Abecassis 2002). Children demonstrate prevailing
attitudes about power, privilege, dominance, and status, and
some begin to use aggressive tactics toward low-status peers,
socially awkward children, and those who simply appear
Bdifferent^ (Buhs et al. 2010). This is an important period
for children’s emerging moral development, perspective-
taking abilities, and internalization of social rules; it offers
valuable opportunities to teach emotional awareness and in-
terpersonal skills.

With the onset of puberty and its significant social reorien-
tation, peer dynamics are highly salient for better and worse.
On the one hand, teens can be more inclusive, sensitive to
others, community-minded, and idealistic (see Twenge
2017). On the other hand, the presence of peers can degrade
attention, decision-making, and performance (Blakemore and
Robbins 2012). The intensity and range of young teens’ emo-
tions change, e.g., they show heightened responses to others’
facial expressions (Thomas et al. 2007), and an increase in
self-conscious emotions like humiliation, pride, and guilt
(Burnett et al. 2009). Teens’ social groups become more com-
plex (see Brown and Larson 2009), and aggression, dating
violence, and physical, relational, and online bullying peak
in middle school (e.g., Card et al. 2008). Thus, middle school
is a critical period to address issues of power and respect, as
well as healthy relationship skills and decision-making. Later,
high school students navigate a deepening sense of self in the
context of relationships, raising relevant questions about indi-
viduality, identity, intimacy, and autonomy.

Numerous SEL programs have shown modest promise
for improving peer-to-peer relationships. For pre-
schoolers, programs like PATHS (Bierman et al. 2010),
Incredible Years Training Series (Webster-Stratton et al.
2008), Tools of the Mind (Barnett et al. 2008), and
RULER (Nathanson et al. 2016) demonstrate small-to-
modest effectiveness for developing preschoolers’ emo-
tional, social, problem-solving, and conflict resolution
skills, along with reducing conduct problems and improv-
ing pre-academic skills.

Children’s social relationships increase dramatically in ele-
mentary school. A systematic review of 11 SEL programs for
elementary school showed Brobust^ effects on SEL skills, and
small, Bbut important^ effects on aggression, depression, and
academic outcomes (Jones et al. 2017, p. 62). A randomized
controlled trial of RULER showed that it created stronger emo-
tional climates and better relationships in the classroom com-
pared with the control schools (Rivers et al. 2013). Steps to
Respect (STR) reduced observed bullying (Frey et al. 2005)
and other forms of aggression, while improving students’ social
skills (Shetgiri et al. 2015). Other programs like MindUP im-
proved empathy and perspective-taking. PATHS reduced hostile
attribution biases and the use of aggression in social conflicts,
and 4Rs improved social processes in classrooms (Brown et al.
2011).

More research is needed regarding the effectiveness of SEL
programs in improving teen social skills and reducing aggres-
sion, bullying, and harmful behavior. The Second Step program
positively impacted homophobic name-calling and sexual ha-
rassment in one of two states tested, but did not show the desired
declines in bullying, physical aggression, and victimization
(Espelage et al. 2015). Promising programs focus on group-
level dynamics such as changing social norms, training influen-
tial adults, and increasing respect in schools (Yeager 2017;
Yeager et al. 2017). Efforts to improve social problem-solving
and mindsets about others are also promising (Yeager et al.
2018).

Context: Mesosystem

The mesosystem is comprised of Bthe linkages and pro-
cesses taking place between two or more settings con-
taining the developing person…a system of
microsystems^ (Bronfenbrenner 2005, p. 148).

Bronfenbrenner cautioned that a breakdown of mesosystem
connections risks making schools Bbreeding grounds of
alienation^ (Bronfenbrenner 1979, p. 231). Children have better
outcomes when their mesosystem connections are continually
and densely linked, especially through personal relationships.
Developmentally supportive mesosystems have common goals,
positive orientations, emotional and trusting relationships, bi-
directional communication, and an evolving balance of power
in favor of the child. Three mesosystems relevant for bullying
reduction and the cultivation of SEL are school climate, home-
school partnerships, and mental health partnerships.

School ClimateA school’s climate reflects its Bheart and soul^
(Freiberg and Stein 1999, p. 11) and its Bquality and
character^ (National School Climate Center n.d.). School cli-
mate can be operationalized in a variety of ways, e.g., as the
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sum of students’, parents’, and educators’ experiences of the
norms, values, relationships, pedagogy, and even the organi-
zational structures they encounter; or the quality of teaching,
learning, and relationships. In practice, though, it often simply
refers to safety. Schools with a positive climate foster healthy
development among all students, while a negative school cli-
mate is associated with higher rates of student bullying, ag-
gression, victimization, and lack of feeling safe (Cohen et al.
2015).

Social norming in schools can be achieved in a variety of
ways and can modify a school’s culture so desired behaviors
and feelings are positively identified and cultivated. BPP and
SEL research shows that stakeholder support at every level is
critical, and student input is essential to leverage peer dynam-
ics and create positive peer pressure (Hinduja 2018). The
Italian anti-bullying program, No Trap!, leverages peer edu-
cators to affect norms, behaviors, and climate to reduce tradi-
tional bullying and cyberbullying, though to our knowledge
this has not been replicated in the USA (Palladino et al. 2016).
Though elements of school climate vary among different in-
stitutions, the following are important considerations:

& Norms about feelings and relationships: Traditionally,
schools communicate lists of unwanted behaviors, but
they do not cultivate replacement behaviors or strategies.
An embedded SEL approach leads with its explicit value
on feelings, and strategies for intra- and interpersonal
emotion regulation.

& Norms about power: The peer social fabric includes complex
power dynamics involving popularity, rejection, discrimina-
tion, social scripts, crowds, cliques, teams, clubs, social mo-
bility, inclusion, exclusion, and more. Individual children
occupy roles varying by status, influence, and prognosis.
For example, popular prosocial children are socially compe-
tent, friendly, and admired and have good social problem-
solving skills. Although neglected children have low rates of
interactions and may be shy, they are also socially skilled,
satisfied with their social life, and not at developmental risk
(see Newcomb et al. 1993). Popular antisocial children with
social power and high statuswho behave poorly and have the
power to lead others astray, along with rejected aggressive/
withdrawn and controversial children, are at risk for poor
outcomes and in need of support (Dijkstra et al. 2009;
Lieberman 2013). Power is also held unequally between
groups of children, based on gender, class, ethnicity, sexual
orientation, etc. For example, a recent survey of 80,000 stu-
dents in grades 5 through 12 across 24 states found that a
majority of students rated their school climate negatively, and
most felt that discipline was especially unfair for African-
American students (García 2016).

& Norms about media: Video games and pornography saturate
teen culture and detrimentally skew cognition, beliefs, feel-
ings, physiologies, and behaviors of children, depending on

their exposure (American Psychological Association 2007;
American Psychological Association 2015). Cyberbullying
(and research on it) is a recent phenomenon, though there is a
significant overlap between online and offline bullying
(Olweus and Limber 2018). The most recent meta-analysis
of 24 published studies showed that anti-cyberbullying pro-
grams reduced perpetration by 10–15% (OR= 1.233), and
vicitimization by 14% (OR= 1.233) (Gaffney et al. 2018b).
More effective programs address social skills training; use
peer educators; share information about wise internet use
among teachers, staff, and families (Espelage and Hong
2017); confer clear consequences; support student resilience
(Hinduja and Patchin 2017); and improve school climate
(Patchin and Hinduja 2012).

Almost all school leaders believe school climate is important.
Eighty percent of teachers who consider negative school climate
a problem view SEL as the preferred solution. Reforming school
climate involves forming a council of students, parents, and
teachers to lead a bottom-up process responding to the specific
needs of a school (Cohen et al. 2015).

Home-School Partnerships Traditional BPPs are more effec-
tive when policies are communicated to parents (Ttofi and
Farrington 2011), and the same is true for SEL programming.
When parents are educated about, and involved in their chil-
dren’s SEL, children benefit (Albright and Weissberg 2010).
This is especially true when the relationship involves two-way
communication between home and school, when families are
involved in activities at home and school, and when the activ-
ities are child-centered, constructive, clear, concrete, continu-
ous, and proactive.

In the RULER approach, for example, families, like class-
rooms, are encouraged to create a Bcharter^ in which family
members decide together how they want to feel in the family
and identify behaviors that will cultivate those feelings
(Brackett 2019). Children are also assigned homework with
their families, such as interviewing parents or other significant
adults about their experiences with different feeling words
(e.g., alienation, elation). This fosters sharing and psycholog-
ical closeness and contributes to a shared emotion vocabulary
at home.

Mental Health Partnerships Students who are bullied or wit-
ness bullying are frequently advised to seek help from a safe
adult; thus, mental health practitioners with expertise in child
development should be available at schools. Pediatricians,
nurses, and psychologists receive continuing education in bul-
lying prevention and intervention, and are well-positioned to
screen for bullying and victimization during routine physicals,
especially for students with diagnoses or qualities known to be
at greater risk for bullying (e.g., LGBTQ students, students
with disabilities). However, families of students who
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experience bullying report that coordination of services be-
tween schools, families, and health practitioners is often lack-
ing. Barriers include inaction by school personnel, poor inves-
tigation procedures, inadequate follow-up with parents, and
inadequate screening and counseling by medical providers
(García 2016).

Context: Exosystem

The exosystem comprises the linkages and processes
taking place between two or more settings, at least one
of which does not contain the developing person, but in
which events occur that influence processes within the
immediate setting that does contain that person (e.g., for
a child, the relationship between the home and the par-
ents’ workplace….) (Bronfenbrenner 2005, p. 148).

Exosystems are settings that do not involve the child directly,
but whose effects penetrate the microsystems. Exosystems rele-
vant to bullying prevention include policies and laws, teacher
training, and parent workplaces.

Policy and LawsAnti-bullying policies in the USAwere adopted
following the Columbine High School massacre in 1999. They
were predominantly piecemeal, biased in favor of schools, and
punitive rather than preventative. An analysis of 166 school-
based bullying suits showed that among adjudicated cases, the
final rulings favored schools over families (see Cornell and
Limber 2015). School policies emphasize the careful definition
of the term bullying, awareness of school training, reporting,
investigating, and disciplining. One-third of states recommend
counseling for involved students (Cornell and Limber 2015;
U.S.Department ofHealth andHumanServices 2017b), but they
are increasingly taking a law-enforcement approach, applying
criminal sanctions for cyberbullying, harassment, and bullying
(Levick and Moon 2010). Meaningful bullying prevention poli-
cies should arise from collaborations between developmental
scientists, educators, and lawmakers.

Other kinds of policies are also important. For example,
bullying is more common in schools with greater income in-
equality (Due et al. 2009). Some policies concentrate vio-
lence, school violence, and bullying into particular neighbor-
hoods, a kind of Bsocial apartheid^ that is devastating for
youth (see Spike 2015). Even the nation’s political climate
can permeate schools. In the last presidential election, a poll
of 2000 school leaders nationwide showed a rise in school-
based aggression against students whose cultures were also
verbal targets of national political candidates (Costello 2016).

Parents’ Work Adult bullying in the US workplace mirrors
school-based bullying. Approximately 37% of adults say they

have experienced workplace bullying, 44% have witnessed
bullying (Namie et al. 2014), and similar to school absentee-
ism, 80% of workers said they would rather work alone be-
cause of hostile work environments (Mental Health America
n.d.). Workplace bullying is also associated with suicidal ide-
ation (Nielsen et al. 2015).

The prevalence of adult bullyingmay explain the belief that
bullying is normal, and the hope that Bstanding up to it^ in
childhood might somehow prepare one for adulthood.
However, the continuity suggests that it is not a childhood
problem; it is a human problem. Therefore, the expectation
that children alone can fix the problem is misplaced. A com-
prehensive approach to prevention would also address the
embedded problem of adult bullying.

Teacher Preparation

A majority of teachers feel unprepared to deal with classroom
bullying (Flower et al. 2017). Teachers traditionally receive
little pre-service training in classroom management (Mason
and Downing 2014). They are unlikely to interfere between
students (Mason and Downing 2014), or they base their dis-
ciplinary strategies on the discipline they experienced in their
families of origin (Kaplan 1992).

A review of 70 articles (1985–2014) showed seven
areas of SEL functioning in which teachers wanted more
support, including burnout, their students’ feelings, and
their own SEL skills (Uitto et al. 2015). Numerous SEL
programs emphasize teacher training, especially teachers’
SEL skills and classroom routines (Jones et al. 2013).
For example, RULER training begins with building teach-
er, leader, and staff member emotional intelligence skills
prior to student programming (Nathanson et al. 2016).
When teachers use SEL programs, they feel better
(Domitrovich et al. 2016), and their social and emotional
competencies improve (see Schonert-Reichl 2017).

However, there is a growing disconnect between the offer-
ings of teacher training programs in colleges and universities,
and what teachers are expected to know about SEL in the
classroom. A survey of teacher certification requirements
throughout the USA showed that all states require some teach-
er SEL competencies, like social awareness and relationship
skills, but few require personal emotional skills such as build-
ing teacher’s own emotion regulation skills. Slightly more
than one-half require student SEL (Schonert-Reichl et al.
2017).

Context: Macrosystem

The macrosystem consists of the overarching pattern of
micro-, meso-, and exosystems characteristic of a given
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culture, subculture, or other broader social context…
with particular reference to the developmentally instiga-
tive belief systems, resources, hazards, lifestyles, oppor-
tunity structures, life course options and patterns of so-
cial interchange that are embedded in each of these sys-
tems… (Bronfenbrenner 2005, p. 149–150).

More than one decade ago, Bronfenbrenner criticized the
USA for its Bnational neglect of children,^ a stance Bso deep
and pervasive as to threaten the future of our nation…^
(Bronfenbrenner 2005, p. 211). In order to make true progress
on bullying prevention, the USA needs to change its mindset
about children in some important ways.

Prioritize Children’s Well-being The USA is singular among
industrialized nations in its poor treatment of children: It ranks
26 of 29 rich countries onUNICEF’s measures of overall child
well-being. US teens have lower life satisfaction compared to
teens in other wealthy nations, and they rank 27 of 28 nations
in their quality of relationships with peers and parents
(UNICEF Office of Research 2013). Childhood bullying in
the USA ranks in the middle among most international com-
parisons (Musu-Gillette 2017). Stress, depression, anxiety,
and psychopathology among US teens are at an all-time high,
and have increased steadily in the last six years (Center for
Collegiate Mental Health 2016; Twenge 2017). The USA
ranks in the middle of other OECD countries on teen suicides
(The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development Family Database 2017), but the incidences are
increasing (Curtin et al. 2017). When a country’s youth trail
the world on measures of school achievement, but are among
the world leaders on youth risk, Bit’s time to admit that some-
thing is wrong with the way that country is raising its young
people^ (Steinberg 2014, p. 1).

Enact Evidence-Based Policies That Support Children’s Well-
being The USA lags worldwide in enacting policies that sup-
port families and children. It is the only UN member nation
that refused to ratify the UN Convention on the Rights of the
Child (UNCRC), and one of the world’s few developed coun-
tries without a comprehensive family policy. The USA lacks
paid parental leave (Addati et al. 2014), support and standards
for early childcare (OECD 2017), and measures to combat
child poverty, despite increasing evidence of its link to adverse
brain development and self-regulatory processes (Evans and
Kim 2013). The UNCRC and the U.S. Department of
Education stipulate that students have the right to a safe edu-
cational environment (U.S. Department of Education 2001),
yet children in the USA are frequently forced to return to the
site of their abuse day after day (Dwyer 2006).

Drop a BSpare the Rod^ Orientation and Co-Construct
Positive Behaviors The USA has a long history of employing

harsh practices toward children (Pinker 2011). Corporal pun-
ishment in schools remains legal in 19 states, and in 2014, an
estimated 838 children were hit each day in public schools
(The Children’s Defense Fund 2014). About ten years ago,
two-thirds of US parents reported spanking their toddlers
(Regaldo et al. 2004), and 85% of teenagers reported that they
had been hit (Bender et al. 2007). Globally, 53 nations have
banned spanking at home and corporal punishment in schools
(Global Initiative 2015). The tide is finally beginning to turn
in the USA. A recent study showed a decline in spanking of
kindergarteners by almost one-half across all socioeconomic
levels (Ryan et al. 2016).

Invest in Prevention The 19th US Surgeon General, Vivek
Murthy, observed that the USA prefers to spend more
money on responding to social ills, rather than preventing
them (Murthy 2017). The federal government spends less
on children now than 30 years ago, and the USA ranks
ahead of only Mexico and Turkey in spending on children
(Hoynes and Whitmore Schanzenbach 2018). The USA
incarcerates more youth than any other developed nation,
thus reducing the likelihood of high school graduation and
increasing the probability of later criminal involvement
(Aizer and Doyle 2013). Spending on incarceration over
the last 40 years increased at three times the rate of K-12
educational spending (Stullich et al. 2016). Nearly every
forecaster, from economists (e.g., Deming 2015; Heckman
et al. 2006) to futurists (Prince and Swanson 2017), in-
cluding the World Economic Forum (Soffel 2016), calls
for the development of SEL skills in young people in
order to prepare them for future workplaces. As men-
tioned, the price tag for bullying is extremely high, but
the cost savings of implementing an SEL program is $11
for every $1 spent on students, schools, and communities
(Belfield et al. 2015).

Chronosystem/Historical Time

The life course of individuals is embedded in and
shaped by the historical times and events they experi-
ence over their lifetime (Bronfenbrenner and Morris
2006, p. 821).

Historically, the dominant view of children was to consider
them property—inherently evil, ill-behaved, and in need of
subjugation in order to become functioning adults.
Maltreatment was normalized and legal. Child abuse was
not outlawed in the USA until 1974 (Malousek et al. 2016),
and as late as the 1980s, surgeries were performed on infants
without anesthesia or pain medication (Johnston and Strada
1986). In 1928, the President of the American Psychological
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Association, John B. Watson, warned that love is dangerous
for children (Watson 1928). True empathy for children is a
Blate historical achievement^ (deMause 2002, p. viii).

As recent as the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, sci-
ence has shown conclusively that children grow best with
loving care and acknowledgement that their feelings matter.
Bowlby’s work on attachment (1969), Harlow’s research on
the power of comfort (1959), and Rutter’s work on failure to
thrive among institutionalized children deprived of caregiving
(Rutter et al. 2007) show how crucial warmth, responsive
care, and children’s feelings are to their long-term outcomes.
The direct study of children’s emotions began in the late twen-
tieth century (e.g., Lewis 2013; Harris 1989; Saarni 1999;
Campos et al. 1989), and charted the development, differenti-
ation, and relevance of children’s emotions. Asmethodologies
improved, research revealed the emotional, social, and cogni-
tive biases in pre-verbal infants, and how environmental con-
ditions can amplify these tendencies (Bloom 2013). The
growing field of developmental affective neuroscience con-
firms the relationships between early experience, emotions,
and brain and nervous system development. The
Collaborative for Academic and Social and Emotional
Learning (CASEL), a policy and advocacy organization, was
established in 1994 to support research, policy, and evidence-
based practices to make social and emotional learning an in-
tegral part of children’s education. The history of childhood,
then, is bending away from power-assertive approaches, and
toward helping children to flourish with emotionally positive,
evidence-based practices.

Summary and Recommendations

Bullying has often been called a problem in the peer relation-
ship network (Salmivalli 2010), but Bronfenbrenner’s
bioecological model of human development shows that it is
rooted in multiple levels of the human ecology. While previ-
ous ecological analyses focused predominantly on school-
level dynamics, this examination adds important levels of
the developing person, and the larger exo-, macro-, and
chronosystems where intervention efforts must also take
place. Such a bioecological analysis leads to several
recommendations.

First, the USA needs to decide to take the needs of children
seriously. Our poor international standing suggests that the
declining mental health of our students is due, at least in part,
to the choices we make as a nation. The USA should make
children’s well-being central to policy decisions. This is fis-
cally beneficial and more sustainable for the society and the
economy.

Second, we must acknowledge that emotions and feelings
matter. Research across multiple fields increasingly places the
emotion system at the heart of development. Evidence shows

that the environment has a role in shaping children’s emotion
systems, and in turn, altering the life course into adulthood,
and that SEL can be taught effectively in schools (Aspen
Institute 2018).

Third, schools should take on the responsibility of inten-
tionally co-constructing children’s emotional and social lives
from pre-k through the 12th-grade. Even in its nascent state,
the research on a universal approach to SEL suggests that it
can boost a school’s Bimmune system^ by improving some
aspects of children’s mental health and learning, preventing
some problems from occurring, and helping a classroom or
school to function more efficiently and positively.

Fourth, an SEL approach should balance the development
of personal emotional and interpersonal social skills. SEL
should not be a Trojan horse for increasing classroom man-
agement and social control, but should focus on authentically
cultivating the positive, full development of the child and the
adult educator, including caregivers. This requires reframing
classroom management from emphasizing behavioral control
to cultivating psychological health. Two reviews of SEL pro-
grams for preschool and elementary school show that many
more programs focus on social skills, social problem-solving,
conflict resolution, academic skills, and conduct issues, rather
than improving individual emotion skills (CASEL 2013;
Jones et al. 2017). Emotional intelligence in children and
adults enhances their thinking and learning, relationships, de-
cision-making, and mental and physical health (Brackett et al.
2016). Personal emotional skills are also fundamental to de-
veloping agency and autonomy required for resilience, so
when bullying or other stressful life events occur, ill effects
can be mitigated (Hinduja and Patchin 2017).

Fifth, the adoption of a universal SEL approach should
occur in the context of a tiered public health model. This
means that in addition to universal SEL education in tier 1,
schools should coordinate with more skilled local mental
health professionals for tier 2 and tier 3 interventions for at-
risk children and families. At tier 1, a universal SEL approach
will promote the skills that foster intra- and interpersonal well-
being and will address normal challenges and difficult feelings
and behaviors that arise in children that do not require outside
intervention. These issues may include managing unpleasant
feelings and impulses, friction from changing friendships, ac-
cidentally hurting someone’s feelings, and experimenting with
power, micro-aggressions, manipulations, and humiliations.
However, once bullying, harassment, or school violence oc-
curs, a more differentiated response is required at a tier 2 or
tier 3 level of intervention. This broader focus will require
coordination between previously separate practitioners,
teachers, and educational leaders.

Sixth, adult development should be prioritized before child
development. Children’s development is co-constructed and
scaffolded through interactions with others, and proximal pro-
cesses with others are the Bengines of development.^ Children
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can learn some SEL skills in a didactic, de-contextualized
format, but they also need to have the lived experience of
emotional and social skill building via real-time relationships.
Therefore, adults need to be competent in their own emotional
and social skills, including self-awareness, interpersonal prob-
lem-solving, and conflict resolution in order to model the
skills, and co-construct skills in others. Therefore, SEL should
be incorporated upstream into pre-service teacher training, as
well as ongoing professional development. It also should be
infused district-wide and embodied by everyone from leaders
to transportation staff. Families (including siblings) should
have access to ongoing training and support, but this compo-
nent needs further research, as it has not been well-explored in
any SEL program.

Seventh, programs should be developmentally wise. This
means not simply scaling a one-size-fits-all to different ages,
but tailoring curriculum to the salient emotional and social
issues that arise during sensitive developmental phases, and
basing pedagogy on cognitive, emotional, social, and moral
development accordingly. This may mean that programs are
qualitatively different at different ages. Programs should also
be flexible and specific to allow diverse individuals and com-
munities to adapt different but relevant means to the same
ends. Programs may have a didactic component, but at a min-
imum SEL goals and skills should be continually enacted and
refined in the everyday, lived experience of school life.

Eighth, SEL approaches need to be culturally sensitive.
SEL practices developed and implemented within a Western
culture may not sufficiently address cultural subgroups and
might alienate students from different backgrounds (CASEL
2013). For example, more than 160 different languages are
spoken by students and their families in New York City public
schools, and norms related to social and emotional skills vary
greatly by culture. This includes the rules related to social
interactions and relationships that vary according to race, eth-
nicity, language, and religion (see Simmons et al. 2018; Aspen
Institute 2018).

Ninth, more research is needed on the intersection of bul-
lying prevention and SEL program implementation. For ex-
ample, limited research exists on effective practices that pro-
mote school leader, teacher, and parent buy-in for SEL pro-
gramming as a method to decrease bullying. More research
also is necessary on the key ingredients of high-quality imple-
mentation of SEL practices to prevent bullying, aggression,
and other negative behaviors. This only can be established
with a comprehensive research agenda focusing on SEL prac-
tices, SEL program fidelity, long-term sustainability in
schools and districts, and demonstrated impact on bullying
behavior and other key outcomes such as improved school
climate.

Schools cannot do this alone. Systems outside the schools,
particularly in the meso-, exo-, and macro-systems, need to
align with these developmental goals for children. This may

mean that schools become a Bhub^ of meso-system networks
including education for families, coaches, teachers, and more,
as well as navigators for local professionals and social services
for tiers 2 and 3 care. It may mean changing university edu-
cation department curricula to develop teachers as whole peo-
ple. It may mean fostering adult emotional skill competence in
workplaces, and raising awareness about workplace bullying,
aggression, and harassment. It may mean providing extra re-
sources to neighborhoods and communities in need. It may
mean changing mindsets about how children grow and
develop—that they become better adults through positively
cultivating their capabilities, rather than harshly punishing
their imperfections. It may mean improving harmful cultures
of masculinity, feminine objectification, Bdifferentness,^ and
violence-saturated media. And it may mean paying attention
to the unintended consequences of US macro-level policies
that contribute to rising inequality, as well as other policies
undermining the ability of families and educators to tend to the
Bgardens^ in which our children grow. Bronfenbrenner point-
ed out that BThere is no more critical indicator of the future of
a society than the character, competence, and integrity of its
youth^ (Bronfenbrenner 1996, p.1).

Acknowledgments The authors wish to thank Katherine Kimura for her
research assistance on this article.

References

Addati, L., Cassirer, N., & Gilchrist, K. (2014). Maternity and paternity at
work: Law and practice across the world. In International Labour
Organization Retrieved from https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/
public/%2D%2D-dgreports/%2D%2D-dcomm/%2D%2D-publ/
documents/publication/wcms_242615.pdf.

Aizer, A., &Doyle, J. J. (2013). Juvenile incarceration, human capital and
future crime: Evidence from randomly-assigned judges: National
Bureau of Economic Research. The Quarterly Journal of
Economics, 130(2), 759–803.

Albright, M. I., & Weissberg, R. P. (2010). School-family partnerships to
promote social and emotional learning.Handbook of School-Family
Partnerships, 246–265 Retrieved from http://www.casel.org/the-
handbook-of-school-family-partnerships-for-promoting-student-
competence/.

American Psychological Association (2007). Report of the APA task force
on the sexualization of girls. Retrieved from https://www.apa.org/pi/
women/programs/girls/report-full.pdf.

American Psychological Association (2015). Stress in America: Paying
with our health. Retrieved from https://www.apa.org/news/press/
releases/stress/2014/stress-report.pdf.

Aspen Institute. (2018, January 23). How learning happens: Supporting
students’ social, emotional, and academic development. Retrieved
from https://www.aspeninstitute.org/publications/learning-happens-
supporting-students-social-emotional-academic-development/.

Baldry, A. C., & Farrington, D. P. (2007). Effectiveness of programs to
prevent school bullying. Victims and Offenders, 2(2), 183–204.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564880701263155.

Barnett, W. S., Jung, K., Yarosz, D. J., Thomas, J., Hornbeck, A.,
Stechuk, R., & Burns, S. (2008). Educational effects of the tools
of the mind curriculum: A randomized trial. Early Childhood

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/%2D%2D-dgreports/%2D%2D-dcomm/%2D%2D-publ/documents/publication/wcms_242615.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/%2D%2D-dgreports/%2D%2D-dcomm/%2D%2D-publ/documents/publication/wcms_242615.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/%2D%2D-dgreports/%2D%2D-dcomm/%2D%2D-publ/documents/publication/wcms_242615.pdf
http://www.casel.org/the-handbook-of-school-family-partnerships-for-promoting-student-competence/
http://www.casel.org/the-handbook-of-school-family-partnerships-for-promoting-student-competence/
http://www.casel.org/the-handbook-of-school-family-partnerships-for-promoting-student-competence/
https://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/girls/report-full.pdf
https://www.apa.org/pi/women/programs/girls/report-full.pdf
https://www.apa.org/news/press/releases/stress/2014/stress-report.pdf
https://www.apa.org/news/press/releases/stress/2014/stress-report.pdf
https://www.aspeninstitute.org/publications/learning-happens-supporting-students-social-emotional-academic-development/
https://www.aspeninstitute.org/publications/learning-happens-supporting-students-social-emotional-academic-development/
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564880701263155


Research Quarterly, 23(3), 299–313. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecresq.2008.03.001.

Baumrind, D. (1978). Parental disciplinary patterns and social compe-
tence in children. Youth & Society, 9(3), 239–267. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0044118X7800900302.

Belfield, C., Bowden, B., Klapp, A., Levin, H., Shand, R., & Zander, S.
(2015). The economic value of social and emotional learning.
Journal of Benefit-Cost Analysis, 6(3), 508–544. https://doi.org/10.
1017/bca.2015.55.

Belsky, J., & Pluess, M. (2009). Beyond diathesis stress: Differential
susceptibility to environmental influences. Psychological Bulletin,
135(6), 885–908. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017376.

Bender, H. L., Allen, J. P., McElhaney, K. B., Antonishak, J., Moore, C.
M., Kelly, H. O. B., & Davis, S. M. (2007). Use of harsh physical
discipline and developmental outcomes in adolescence.
Development and Psychopathology, 19(01), 227–242. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0954579407070125.

Bierman, K. L., Coie, J. D., Dodge, K. A., Greenberg, M. T., Lochman, J.
E., McMahon, R. J., & Pinderhughes, E. (2010). The effects of a
multiyear universal social–emotional learning program: The role of
student and school characteristics. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 78(2), 156–168. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0018607.

Blakemore, S. J., & Robbins, T. W. (2012). Decision-making in the ado-
lescent brain. Nature Neuroscience, 15(9), 1184–1191. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nn.3177.

Bloom, P. (2013). Just babies: The origins of good and evil. New York,
NY: Crown.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Attachment; John Bowlby. NY,
NY: Basic Books.

Boyce,W. T., & Ellis, B. J. (2005). Biological sensitivity to context: I. An
evolutionary–developmental theory of the origins and functions of
stress reactivity. Development and Psychopathology, 17(2), 271–
301. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579405050145.

Brackett, M. (2019). Permission to feel: Unlocking the power of emotions
to help our kids, ourselves, and our society thrive. New York:
Celadon Books.

Brackett, M. A., Palomera, R., Mojsa-Kaja, J., Reyes, M. R., & Salovey,
P. (2010). Emotion-regulation ability, burnout, and job satisfaction
among British secondary-school teachers. Psychology in the
Schools, 47(4), 406–417. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20478.

Brackett, M. A., Rivers, S. E., Reyes, M. R., & Salovey, P. (2012).
Enhancing academic performance and social and emotional compe-
tence with the RULER feeling words curriculum. Learning and
Individual Differences, 22(2), 218–224. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
lindif.2010.10.002.

Brackett, M. A., Elbertson, N. A., & Rivers, S. E. (2015). Applying theory
to the development of approaches to SEL (pp. 20–32). Research and
Practice: Handbook of Social and Emotional learning.

Brackett, M. A., Rivers, S. E., Bertoli, M. C., & Salovey, P. (2016).
Emotional intelligence. In L. Feldman Barrett, M. Lewis, & J.
Haviland-Jones (Eds.), Handbook of emotions (4th ed., pp. 513–
531). New York: Guilford Press.

Bradshaw, C. P. (2015). Translating research to practice in bullying pre-
vention. American Psychologist, 70(4), 322–332. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0039114.

Bradshaw, C. P., Waasdorp, T. E., & Leaf, P. J. (2015). Examining vari-
ation in the impact of school-wide positive behavioral interventions
and supports: Findings from a randomized controlled effectiveness
trial. Journal of Educational Psychology, 107(2), 546–557. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0037630.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development:
Experiments by design and nature. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1996). The state of Americans: This generation and
the next. New York, NY: Simon and Schuster.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (2005).Making human beings human: Bioecological
perspectives on human development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Bronfenbrenner, U., & Morris, P. A. (2006). The bioecological model of
human development. In R. M. Lerner & W. Damon (Eds.),
Handbook of child psychology (pp. 793–828). Hoboken, New
Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. ht tps: / /doi .org/10.1002/
9780470147658.chpsy0114.

Brown, B. B., & Larson, J. (2009). Peer relationships in adolescence. In
R. M. Lerner & L. Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of adolescent
psychology (pp. 74–103). Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley &
Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470479193.adlpsy002004.

Brown, J. L., Jones, S. M., LaRusso, M. D., & Aber, J. L. (2010).
Improving classroom quality: Teacher influences and experimental
impacts of the 4rs program. Journal of Educational Psychology,
102(1), 153–167.

Brown, E. C., Low, S., Smith, B. H., & Haggerty, K. P. (2011). Outcomes
from a school-randomized controlled trial of Steps to Respect: A
bullying prevention program. School Psychology Review, 40(3),
423–443.

Buhs, E. S., Ladd, G. W., & Herald-Brown, S. L. (2010). Victimization
and exclusion: Links to peer rejection, classroom engagement, and
achievement. In S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer, & D. L. Espelage
(Eds.), Handbook of bullying in schools: An international
perspective (pp. 163–172). New York: Routledge/Taylor & Francis
Group.

Burnett, S., Bird, G., Moll, J., Frith, C., & Blakemore, S. J. (2009).
Development during adolescence of the neural processing of social
emotion. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 21(9), 1736–1750.
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2009.21121.

Cairns, R., Xie, H., & Leung, M. C. (1998). The popularity of friendship
and the neglect of social networks: Toward a new balance. New
Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 1998(81), 25–
53. https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219988104.

Campos, J. J., Campos, R. G., & Barrett, K. C. (1989). Emergent themes
in the study of emotional development and emotion regulation.
Developmental Psychology, 25(3), 394–402. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0012-1649.25.3.394.

Card, N. A., Stucky, B. D., Sawalani, G.M., & Little, T. D. (2008). Direct
and indirect aggression during childhood and adolescence: A meta-
analytic review of gender differences, intercorrelations, and relations
to maladjustment. Child Development, 79(5), 1185–1229. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01184.x.

CASEL. (2013). 2013 guide to effective social and emotional learning
programs: Preschool and elementary (school ed.). Chicago, IL:
Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning
Retrieved from http://casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2013-
casel-guide-1.pdf.

CASEL. (2015). 2015 guide to effective social and emotional learning
programs. Chicago, IL: Collaborative for Academic, Social, and
Emotional Learning Retrieved from https://secondaryguide.casel.
org/casel-secondary-guide.pdf.

Casey, B. J., & Caudle, K. (2013). The teenage brain. Current Directions
in Psychological Science, 22(2), 82–87.

Center for Collegiate Mental Health. (2016, January). 2015 Annual
Report (Publication No. STA 15–108).

Center on the Developing Child (2007). The Science of Early Childhood
Development (In Brief). Retrieved from www.developingchild.
harvard.edu.

Children’s Defense Fund (2014). The state of America’s children.
Retrieved from http://www.childrensdefense.org/library/state-of-
americas-children/gun-violence.html.

Cohen, J., Espelage, D., Twemlow, S., Berkowitz, M., & Comer, J.
(2015). Rethinking effective bully and violence prevention efforts:
Promoting healthy school climates, positive youth development, and
preventing bully-victim-bystander behavior. International Journal

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2008.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2008.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X7800900302
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X7800900302
https://doi.org/10.1017/bca.2015.55
https://doi.org/10.1017/bca.2015.55
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017376
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579407070125
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579407070125
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018607
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018607
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3177
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3177
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579405050145
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039114
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039114
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037630
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037630
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470147658.chpsy0114
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470147658.chpsy0114
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470479193.adlpsy002004
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2009.21121
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219988104
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.25.3.394
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.25.3.394
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01184.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01184.x
http://casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2013-casel-guide-1.pdf
http://casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2013-casel-guide-1.pdf
https://secondaryguide.casel.org/casel-secondary-guide.pdf
https://secondaryguide.casel.org/casel-secondary-guide.pdf
http://www.developingchild.harvard.edu
http://www.developingchild.harvard.edu
http://www.childrensdefense.org/library/state-of-americas-children/gun-violence.html
http://www.childrensdefense.org/library/state-of-americas-children/gun-violence.html


of Violence and Schools, 15, 2–40 Retrieved from https://www.
researchgate.net/publication/281593701.

Committee for Children. (2008). The second step SEL program.
Retrieved from. http://www.cfchildren.org/programs/social-
emotional-learning/.

Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group. (2011). The effects of the
Fast Track Preventative Intervention on the development of conduct
disorder across childhood. Child Development, 82(1), 331–345.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01558.x.

Cornell, D., & Limber, S. P. (2015). Law and policy on the concept of
bullying at school. American Psychologist, 70(4), 333–343. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0038558.

Costello, M. B. (2016). The Trump effect: The impact of the presidential
campaign on our nation’s schools. Southern poverty law center.
Retrieved from https://www.splcenter.org/20161128/trump-effect-
impact-2016-presidential-election-our-nations-schools.

Cowan, C. P., & Cowan, P. A. (2015). Focus on the co-parenting couple:
A new approach to encourage father involvement and strengthening
parent-child relationships. International Journal of Birth and Parent
Education, 2(3), 31–35.

Cowan, P. A., Cowan, C. P., Pruett, M. K., Pruett, K., & Wong, J. J.
(2009). Promoting fathers’ engagement with children: Preventive
interventions for low-income families. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 71(3), 663–679. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.
00625.x.

Crean, H. F., & Johnson, D. B. (2013). Promoting Alternative Thinking
Strategies (PATHS) and elementary school aged children’s aggres-
sion: Results from a cluster randomized trial. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 52(1–2), 56–72. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10464-013-9576-4.

Crick, N. R., Ostrov, J. M., & Werner, N. E. (2006). A longitudinal study
of relational aggression, physical aggression, and children’s social–
psychological adjustment. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology,
34(2), 127–138. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-005-9009-4.

Crone, E. A., & Dahl, R. E. (2012). Understanding adolescence as a
period of social–affective engagement and goal flexibility. Nature
Reviews Neuroscience, 13(9), 636–650. https://doi.org/10.1038/
nrn3313.

Curley, J. P., & Champagne, F. A. (2016). Influence of maternal care on
the developing brain:Mechanisms, temporal dynamics and sensitive
periods. Frontiers in Neuroendocrinology, 40, 52–66. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2015.11.001.

Curtin, S. C., Hedegaard, H., & Minio, A. (2017). Suicide rates for teens
aged 15-19 years, by sex—United States, 1975-2015.Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Report, 66(30), 816.

deMause, L. (2002). The emotional life of nations. London: Karnac
Books.

Deming, D. J. (2015). The growing importance of social skills in the labor
market. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 132(4), 1593–1640.
https://doi.org/10.3386/w21473.

Denham, S., Warren, H., von Salisch, M., Benga, O., Chin, J. C., &
Geangu, E. (2011). Emotions and social development in childhood.
In P. K. Smith & C. H. Hart (Eds.), The Wiley-Blackwell handbook
of childhood social development (2nd ed., pp. 413–433). Hobeken,
New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/
9781444390933.ch22.

Denny, S., Peterson, E. R., Stuart, J., Utter, J., Bullen, P., Fleming, T.,
et al. (2015). Bystander intervention, bullying, and victimization: A
multilevel analysis of New Zealand high schools. Journal of School
Violence, 14(3), 245–272. https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.
910470.

Diamond, A. (2013). Executive functions. Annual Review of Psychology,
64, 135–168. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-
143750.

Dijkstra, J. K., Lindenberg, S., Verhulst, F. C., Ormel, J., & Veenstra, R.
(2009). The relation between popularity and aggressive, destructive,

and norm-breaking behaviors: Moderating effects of athletic abili-
ties, physical attractiveness, and prosociality. Journal of Research
on Adolescence, 19(3), 401–413. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-
7795.2009.00594.x.

Dodge, K. A., Dishion, T. J., & Lansford, J. E. (2006). Deviant peer
influences in intervention and public policy for youth. Society for
Research in Child Development Social Policy Report, 20(1).

Domitrovich, C. E., Bradshaw, C. P., Berg, J. K., Pas, E. T., Becker, K. D.,
Musci, R., et al. (2016). How do school-based prevention programs
impact teachers? Findings from a randomized trial of an integrated
classroom management and social-emotional program. Prevention
Science, 17(3), 325–337.

Domitrovich, C. E., Durlak, J. A., Staley, K. C., & Weissberg, R. P.
(2017). Social-emotional competence: An essential factor for pro-
moting positive adjustment and reducing risk in school children.
Child Development, 88(2), 408–416. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.
12739.

Due, P., Merlo, J., Harel-Fisch, Y., Damsgaard, M. T., Soc, M. S.,
Holstein, B. E., et al. (2009). Socioeconomic inequality in exposure
to bullying during adolescence: A comparative, cross-sectional,
multilevel study in 35 countries. American Journal of Public
Health, 99(5), 907–914. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2008.
139303.

Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., &
Schellinger, K. B. (2011). The impact of enhancing students’ social
and emotional learning: A meta-analysis of school-based universal
interventions. Child Development, 82(1), 405–432. https://doi.org/
10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x.

Dusenbury, L., & Weissberg, R. P. (2017). State efforts to promote social
and emotional learning in students. A publication of the collabora-
tive for academic, social, and emotional learning. Retrieved from
https://www.casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/State-Efforts-
to-Promote-Social-and-Emotional-Learning-Jan-2017-1-16-17.pdf.

Dweck, C. S. (2006). Mindset: The new psychology of success. New
York, NY: Random House Incorporated.

Dwyer, J. G. (2006). The relationship rights of children. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Edwards, D., Hunt, M. H., Meyers, J., Grogg, K. R., & Jarrett, O. (2005).
Acceptability and student outcomes of a violence prevention curric-
ulum. Journal of Primary Prevention, 26(5), 401–418.

Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., Fabes, R. A., Reiser, M., Cumberland, A.,
Shepard, S. A., et al. (2004). The relations of effortful control and
impulsivity to children’s resiliency and adjustment. Child
Development, 75(1), 25–46. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.
2004.00652.x.

Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., & Morris, A. S. (2013). Prosocial develop-
ment. In P. D. Zelazo (Ed.), Oxford handbook of developmental
psychology: Self and other (Vol. 2, pp. 300–325). New York, NY:
Oxford University Press.

Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T., & Knafo-Noam, A. (2015). Prosocial devel-
opment. In M. Lamb & R. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child psy-
chology and developmental science (Vol. 3). Hoboken, NJ: John
Wiley & Sons.

Espelage, D. L., & De La Rue, L. (2012). School bullying: Its nature and
ecology. International Journal of Adolescent Medicine and Health,
24(1), 3–10. https://doi.org/10.1515/ijamh.2012.002.

Espelage, D. L., & Hong, J. S. (2017). Cyberbullying prevention and
intervention efforts: Current knowledge and future directions. The
Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 62(6), 374–380. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0706743716684793.

Espelage, D. L., Bosworth, K., & Simon, T. R. (2000). Examining the
social context of bullying behaviors in early adolescence. Journal of
Counseling & Development, 78(3), 326–333. https://doi.org/10.
1002/j.1556-6676.2000.tb01914.x.

Espelage, D. L., Low, S., Polanin, J. R., & Brown, E. C. (2015). Clinical
trial of Second Step©middle-school program: Impact on aggression

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/281593701
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/281593701
http://www.cfchildren.org/programs/social-emotional-learning/
http://www.cfchildren.org/programs/social-emotional-learning/
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01558.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038558
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038558
https://www.splcenter.org/20161128/trump-effect-impact-2016-presidential-election-our-nations-schools
https://www.splcenter.org/20161128/trump-effect-impact-2016-presidential-election-our-nations-schools
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.00625.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.00625.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-013-9576-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-013-9576-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-005-9009-4
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3313
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3313
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2015.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2015.11.001
https://doi.org/10.3386/w21473
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444390933.ch22
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444390933.ch22
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.910470
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2014.910470
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143750
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143750
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2009.00594.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2009.00594.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12739
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12739
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2008.139303
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2008.139303
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01564.x
https://www.casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/State-Efforts-to-Promote-Social-and-Emotional-Learning-Jan-2017-1-16-17.pdf
https://www.casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/State-Efforts-to-Promote-Social-and-Emotional-Learning-Jan-2017-1-16-17.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00652.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00652.x
https://doi.org/10.1515/ijamh.2012.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743716684793
https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743716684793
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2000.tb01914.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2000.tb01914.x


& victimization. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 37,
52–63. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2014.11.007.

Evans, G. W., & Kim, P. (2013). Childhood poverty, chronic stress, self-
regulation, and coping. Child Development Perspectives, 7(1), 43–
48. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12013.

Facing History and Ourselves. (2015, November 6). How do we know it
works? Retrieved from https://www.facinghistory.org/sites/default/
files/How%20Do%20We%20Know%20It%20Works%20Master%
20Eval%20Summary%2011_6_2015.pdf.

Farrington, D. P., & Ttofi, M. M. (2009). School-based programs to
reduce bullying and victimization. The Campbell Collaboration, 6,
1–148. https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2009.6.

Ferguson, C. J., SanMiguel, C., Kilburn, J. C., & Sanchez, P. (2007). The
effectiveness of school-based anti-bullying programs: A meta-
analytic review. Criminal Justice Review, 32(4), 401–414. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0734016807311712.

Fivush, R., & Haden, C. A. (2005). Parent-child reminiscing and the
construction of a subjective self. In B. D. Homer & C. S. Tamis-
LeMonda (Eds.), The development of social cognition and
communication (pp. 315–335). Mahwah, NJ, US: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Flavell, J. H., Flavell, E. R., & Green, F. L. (2001). Development of
children’s understanding of connections between thinking and feel-
ing. Psychological Science, 12(5), 430–432. https://doi.org/10.1111/
1467-9280.00379.

Flower, A., McKenna, J. W., & Haring, C. D. (2017). Behavior and
classroom management: Are teacher preparation programs really
preparing our teachers? Preventing School Failure: Alternative
Education for Children and Youth, 61(2), 163–169. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1045988X.2016.1231109.

Fonagy, P., Twemlow, S. W., Vernberg, E. M., Nelson, J. M., Dill, E. J.,
Little, T. D., & Sargent, J. A. (2009). A cluster randomized con-
trolled trial of child-focused psychiatric consultation and a school
systems-focused intervention to reduce aggression. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 50(5), 607–616. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1469-7610.2008.02025.x.

Freiberg, H. J., & Stein, T. (1999). Measuring, improving and sustaining
healthy learning environments. In H. J. Freiberg (Ed.), School cli-
mate: Measuring, improving and sustaining healthy learning
environments (pp. 11–29). London: Falmer Press.

Frey, K. S., Nolen, S. B., Edstrom, L. V. S., & Hirschstein, M. K. (2005).
Effects of a school-based social–emotional competence program:
Linking children’s goals, attributions, and behavior. Journal of
Applied Developmental Psychology, 26(2), 171–200. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.appdev.2004.12.002.

Fronius, T., Persson, H., Guckenburg, S., Hurley, N., & Petrosino, A.
(2016 February). Restorative justice in US schools: A research
review. San Francisco, CA: WestEd Justice and Prevention
Training Center.

Gaffney, H., Farrington, D. P., Espelage, D. L., & Ttofi, M. M. (2018a).
Are cyberbullying intervention and prevention programs effective?
A systematic and meta-analytical review. Aggression and Violent
Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.002.

Gaffney, H., Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2018b). Evaluating the
effectiveness of school-bullying prevention programs: An updated
meta-analytical review. Aggression and Violent Behavior. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001.

García, T. M. (2016, December 6). Only one-third of students rate their
school culture positively. Education Dive. Retrieved from https://
www.educationdive.com/news/only-one-third-of-students-rate-
their-school-culture-positively/431760/.

Gilliam, W. S. (2005). Prekindergarteners left behind: Expulsion rates in
state prekindergarten systems. Foundation for Child Development
Policy Brief, 3. Retrieved from http://challengingbehavior.fmhi.usf.
edu/explore/policy_docs/prek_expulsion.pdf.

Gilliam, W. S., Maupin, A. N., Reyes, C. R., Accavitti, M., & Shic, F.
(2016, September 28). Do early educators’ implicit biases regarding
sex and race relate to behavior expectations and recommendations of
preschool expulsions and suspensions? In Research Study Brief.
New Haven, CT: Yale Child Study Center.

Gladden, R.M., Vivolo-Kantor, A.M., Hamburger, M.E., & Lumpkin,
C.D. (2014). Bullying surveillance among youths: Uniform defini-
tions for public health and recommended data elements, version 1.0.
Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury and Prevention and Control,
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and U.S. Department of
Ed u c a t i o n . R e t r i e v e d f r om h t t p s : / /www. cd c . g o v /
violenceprevention/pdf/bullying-definitions-final-a.pdf.

Global initiative to end all corporal punishment of children (2015).
Retrieved from. http://www.endcorporalpunishment.org/.

Godfrey, K., & Barker, D. (2001). Fetal programming and adult health.
Public Health Nutrition, 4(2b), 611–624. https://doi.org/10.1079/
PHN2001145.

Goldsmith, H. H., Buss, A. H., Plomin, R., Rothbart, M. K., Thomas, A.,
Chess, S., et al. (1987). Roundtable: What is temperament? Four
approaches. Child Development, 58(2), 505–529. https://doi.org/
10.2307/1130527.

Harlow, H. F. (1959). Love in infant monkeys. San Francisco, CA: WH
Freeman.

Harris, P. L. (1989). Children and emotion: The development of psycho-
logical understanding. New York, NY: Basil Blackwell.

Harter, S. (1999). The construction of the self: A developmental
perspective. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Hartup, W. W., & Abecassis, M. (2002). Friends and enemies. In I. P. K.
Smith & C. H. Hart (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of childhood social
development (pp. 286–306). Hoboken, NJ: Blackwell Publishing.

Heckman, J. J., Stixrud, J., & Urzua, S. (2006). The effects of cognitive
and noncognitive abilities on labor market outcomes and social be-
havior. Journal of Labor Economics, 24(3), 411–482. https://doi.
org/10.1086/504455.

Hinduja, S. (2018, June 22). Federal commission on school safety.
Cyberbullying Research Center. Retrieved from https://
cyberbullying.org/federal-commission-on-school-safety.

Hinduja, S., & Patchin, J. W. (2017). Cultivating youth resilience to
prevent bullying and cyberbullying victimization. Child Abuse &
Neglect, 73, 51–62. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.09.010.

Hong, J. S., & Espelage, D. L. (2012). A review of research on bullying
and peer victimization in school: An ecological system analysis.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17(4), 311–322. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.003.

Hoynes, H.W., &Whitmore Schanzenbach, D. (2018). Safety net invest-
ments in children (NBERWorking Paper No. 24594). The National
Bureau of Economic Research. Cambridge, MA. Retrieved from
https://www.nber.org/papers/w24594.pdf.

Hudley, C., & Graham, S. (1993). An attributional intervention to reduce
peer-directed aggression among African-American boys. Child
Development, 64(1), 124–138. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.
1993.tb02899.x.

Jacobson, R. B. (2012). Rethinking school bullying: Dominance, identity
and school culture (Vol. 90). London: Routledge Press. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780203069646.

Jeong, S., & Lee, B. H. (2013). A multilevel examination of peer victim-
ization and bullying preventions in schools. Journal of Criminology,
2013, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1155/2013/735397.

Johnston, C. C., & Strada,M. E. (1986). Acute pain response in infants: A
multidimensional description. Pain, 24(3), 373–382. https://doi.org/
10.1016/0304-3959(86)90123-5.

Jones, S. M., Brown, J. L., & Aber, J. L. (2011). Two-year impacts of a
universal school-based social-emotional and literacy intervention:
An experiment in translational developmental research. Child
Development, 82(2), 533–554. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.
2010.01560.x.

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2014.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12013
https://www.facinghistory.org/sites/default/files/How%20Do%20We%20Know%20It%20Works%20Master%20Eval%20Summary%2011_6_2015.pdf
https://www.facinghistory.org/sites/default/files/How%20Do%20We%20Know%20It%20Works%20Master%20Eval%20Summary%2011_6_2015.pdf
https://www.facinghistory.org/sites/default/files/How%20Do%20We%20Know%20It%20Works%20Master%20Eval%20Summary%2011_6_2015.pdf
https://doi.org/10.4073/csr.2009.6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016807311712
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016807311712
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00379
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00379
https://doi.org/10.1080/1045988X.2016.1231109
https://doi.org/10.1080/1045988X.2016.1231109
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2008.02025.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2008.02025.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2004.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2004.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001
https://www.educationdive.com/news/only-one-third-of-students-rate-their-school-culture-positively/431760/
https://www.educationdive.com/news/only-one-third-of-students-rate-their-school-culture-positively/431760/
https://www.educationdive.com/news/only-one-third-of-students-rate-their-school-culture-positively/431760/
http://challengingbehavior.fmhi.usf.edu/explore/policy_docs/prek_expulsion.pdf
http://challengingbehavior.fmhi.usf.edu/explore/policy_docs/prek_expulsion.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/bullying-definitions-final-a.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/bullying-definitions-final-a.pdf
http://www.endcorporalpunishment.org/
https://doi.org/10.1079/PHN2001145
https://doi.org/10.1079/PHN2001145
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130527
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130527
https://doi.org/10.1086/504455
https://doi.org/10.1086/504455
https://cyberbullying.org/federal-commission-on-school-safety
https://cyberbullying.org/federal-commission-on-school-safety
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.03.003
https://www.nber.org/papers/w24594.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1993.tb02899.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1993.tb02899.x
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203069646
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203069646
https://doi.org/10.1155/2013/735397
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3959(86)90123-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3959(86)90123-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01560.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01560.x


Jones, S.M., Bouffard, S. M., &Weissbourd, R. (2013). Educators’ social
and emotional skills vital to learning. Phi Delta Kappan, 94(8), 62–
65. https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171309400815.

Jones, S. M., Barnes, S. P., Bailey, R., & Doolittle, E. J. (2017).
Promoting social and emotional competencies in elementary school.
Future of Children, 27(1), 49–72.

Juvonen, J., & Graham, S. (2014). Bullying in schools: The power of
bullies and the plight of victims. Annual Review of Psychology, 65,
159–185. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115030.

Kagan, J., Reznick, J. S., & Snidman, N. (1988). Biological bases of
childhood shyness. Science, 240(4849), 167–171. https://doi.org/
10.1126/science.3353713.

Kaplan, C. (1992). Teachers’ punishment histories and their selection of
disciplinary strategies. Contemporary Educational Psychology,
17(3), 258–265. https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-476X(92)90064-6.

Kärnä, A., Voeten, M., Little, T. D., Alanen, E., Poskiparta, E., &
Salmivalli, C. (2013). Effectiveness of the KiVa Antibullying
Program: Grades 1–3 and 7–9. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 105(2), 535–551. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030417.

Kosciw, J. G., Greytak, E. A., Bartkiewicz, M. J., Boesen, M. J., &
Palmer, N. A. (2012). The 2011 National School Climate Survey:
The experiences of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender youth in
our nation’s schools. New York: GLSEN.

Laible, D. J., & Thompson, R. A. (2002). Mother–child conflict in the
toddler years: Lessons in emotion, morality, and relationships.Child
Development, 73(4), 1187–1203. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8624.00466.

Langford, R., Bonell, C., Jones, H., Pouliou, T., Murphy, S., Waters, E.,
et al. (2015). The World Health Organization’s health promoting
schools framework: A Cochrane systematic review and meta-anal-
ysis. BMC Public Health, 15(1), 130. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s12889-015-1360-y.

Lawson, K. R., & Ruff, H. A. (2004). Early attention and negative emo-
tionality predict later cognitive and behavioural function.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 28(2), 157–165.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000361.

Lessne, D., & Yanez, C. (2016). Student reports of bullying: Results from
the 2015 School Crime Supplement to the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCES 2017-015). National Center for
Education Statistics. Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/
2017015.pdf.

Levick, M., & Moon, K. (2010). Prosecuting sexting as child pornogra-
phy. Valparaiso University Law Review, 44(4), 1035–1054.

Lewis, M. (2013). The rise of consciousness and the development of
emotional life. New York, NY: Guilford Publications.

Lieberman, M. D. (2013). Social: Why our brains are wired to connect.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lochman, J. E., & Wells, K. C. (2004). The coping power program for
preadolescent aggressive boys and their parents: Outcome effects at
the 1-year follow-up. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 72(4), 571–578. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.
72.4.571.

Lochman, J. E., Wells, K. C., Qu, L., & Chen, L. (2013). Three year
follow-up of coping power intervention effects: Evidence of neigh-
borhood moderation? Prevention Science, 14(4), 364–376. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0295-0.

Low, S., Cook, C. R., Smolkowski, K., & Buntain-Ricklefs, J. (2015).
Promoting social–emotional competence: An evaluation of the ele-
mentary version of second step®. Journal of School Psychology,
53(6), 463–477. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.09.002.

Malousek, J. R., Colburn-Malousek, L. K., & Brown, K. S. (2016). Child
abuse in the United States. In C. L. Shehan (Ed.), The Wiley
Blackwell encyclopedia of family studies. https://doi.org/10.1002/
9781119085621.wbefs244.

Mason, S. A., & Downing, B. L. (2014). First year teachers’ perception
on their self-efficacy in bullying intervention: Teacher preparation

programs. In A. Esmail (Ed.), Alleviating bullying: Conquering the
challenge of violent crimes (pp. 70–87). Lanham, MD: UPA.

Mayer, J. D., & Salovey, P. (1997). What is emotional intelligence? In P.
Salovey & D. J. Sluyter (Eds.), Emotional development and emo-
tional intelligence: Educational implications (pp. 3–34). New York,
NY: Basic Books.

McClelland, M.M., Tominey, S. L., Schmitt, S. A., & Duncan, R. (2017).
SEL interventions in early childhood. Future of Children, 27(1), 33–
47.

McDowell, D. J., & Parke, R. D. (2000). Differential knowledge of dis-
play rules for positive and negative emotions: Influences from par-
ents, influences on peers. Social Development, 9(4), 415–432.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00136.

Mental Health America. (n.d.). Workplace culture & bullying. Retrieved
from http://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/workplace-culture-
bullying.

Merrell, K.W., Gueldner, B. A., Ross, S.W., & Isava, D. M. (2008). How
effective are school bullying intervention programs? A meta-
analysis of intervention research. School Psychology Quarterly,
23(1), 26–42. https://doi.org/10.1037/1045-3830.23.1.26.

Merritt, E. G., Wanless, S. B., Rimm-Kaufman, S. E., Cameron, C., &
Peugh, J. L. (2012). The contribution of teachers’ emotional support
to children’s social behaviors and self-regulatory skills in first grade.
School Psychology Review, 41(2), 141–159.

Merten, D. E. (1997). The meaning of meanness: Popularity, competition,
and conflict among junior high school girls. Sociology of Education,
175–191. https://doi.org/10.2307/2673207.

Meyers, A. B., & Berk, L. E. (2014). Make-believe play and self-regula-
tion. In L. Booker, M. Blaise, & S. Edwards (Eds.), The SAGE
handbook of play and learning in early childhood (pp. 43–55).
London: SAGE Publications Ltd.. https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781473907850.

Misailidi, P. (2006). Young children’s display rule knowledge:
Understanding the distinction between apparent and real emotions
and the motives underlying the use of display rules. Social Behavior
and Personality: An International Journal, 34(10), 1285–1296.
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2006.34.10.1285.

Moffitt, T. E., Arseneault, L., Belsky, D., Dickson, N., Hancox, R. J.,
Harrington, H., et al. (2011). A gradient of childhood self-control
predicts health, wealth, and public safety. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 108(7), 2693–2698. https://doi.org/
10.1073/pnas.1010076108.

Moisuc, A., Brauer, M., Fonseca, A., Chaurand, N., & Greitemeyer, T.
(2018). Individual differences in social control: Who ‘speaks up’
when witnessing uncivil, discriminatory, and immoral behaviours?
British Journal of Social Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.
12246.

Monk, C., Spicer, J., & Champagne, F. (2012). Linking prenatal maternal
adversity to developmental outcomes in infants: The role of epige-
netic pathways. Development and Psychopathology, 24(4), 1361–
1376. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579412000764.

Murthy, V. (2017). One nation under stress: How social connection can
heal us. Retrieved from https://www.commonwealthclub.org/
events/2017-05-16/one-nation-under-stress-how-social-connection-
can-heal-us.

Musu-Gillette, L. (2017, May 17). International comparisons of school
crime and safety. In National Center for education statistics
Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/blogs/nces/post/international-
comparisons-of-school-crime-and-safety.

Namie, G., Christensen, D., & Phillips, D. (2014). U.S. workplace bully-
ing survey. Retrieved from http://workplacebullying.org/multi/pdf/
WBI-2014-US-Survey.pdf.

Nathanson, L., Rivers, S. E., Flynn, L. M., & Brackett, M. A. (2016).
Creating emotionally intelligent schools with RULER. Emotion
R e v i ew, 8 ( 4 ) , 3 0 5–3 10 . h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 11 7 7 /
1754073916650495.

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171309400815
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115030
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3353713
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3353713
https://doi.org/10.1016/0361-476X(92)90064-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030417
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00466
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00466
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-015-1360-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-015-1360-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000361
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017015.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2017/2017015.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.72.4.571
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.72.4.571
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0295-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0295-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2015.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119085621.wbefs244
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119085621.wbefs244
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00136
http://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/workplace-culture-bullying
http://www.mentalhealthamerica.net/workplace-culture-bullying
https://doi.org/10.1037/1045-3830.23.1.26
https://doi.org/10.2307/2673207
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473907850
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781473907850
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2006.34.10.1285
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1010076108
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1010076108
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12246
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12246
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579412000764
https://www.commonwealthclub.org/events/2017-05-16/one-nation-under-stress-how-social-connection-can-heal-us
https://www.commonwealthclub.org/events/2017-05-16/one-nation-under-stress-how-social-connection-can-heal-us
https://www.commonwealthclub.org/events/2017-05-16/one-nation-under-stress-how-social-connection-can-heal-us
https://nces.ed.gov/blogs/nces/post/international-comparisons-of-school-crime-and-safety
https://nces.ed.gov/blogs/nces/post/international-comparisons-of-school-crime-and-safety
http://workplacebullying.org/multi/pdf/WBI-2014-US-Survey.pdf
http://workplacebullying.org/multi/pdf/WBI-2014-US-Survey.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073916650495
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073916650495


National School Climate Center. (n.d.). Retrieved from https://www.
schoolclimate.org/.

Newcomb, A. F., Bukowski, W. M., & Pattee, L. (1993). Children’s peer
relations: A meta-analytic review of popular, rejected, neglected,
controversial, and average sociometric status. Psychological
Bulletin, 113(1), 99–128. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.113.1.
99.

Nielsen, M. B., Nielsen, G. H., Notelaers, G., & Einarsen, S. (2015).
Workplace bullying and suicidal ideation: A 3-wave longitudinal
Norwegian study. American Journal of Public Health, 105(11),
e23–e28. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302855.

OECD. (2017). Starting strong 2017: Key OECD indicators on early
childhood education and care. Paris: OECD Publishing. https://
doi.org/10.1787/9789264276116-en.

Olweus, D. (2005). A useful evaluation design, and effects of the Olweus
Bullying Prevention Program. Psychology, Crime & Law, 11(4),
389–402. https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160500255471.

Olweus, D., & Limber, S. P. (2010a). Bullying in school: Evaluation and
dissemination of the Olweus Bullying Prevention Program.
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 80(1), 124–134. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.2010.01015.x.

Olweus, D., & Limber, S. P. (2010b). Olweus Bullying Prevention
Program. In S. R. Jimerson, S. M. Swearer, & D. L. Espelage
(Eds.), The handbook of bullying in schools: An international
perspective (pp. 377–401). New York, NY: Routledge.

Olweus, D., & Limber, S. P. (2018). Some problems with cyberbullying
research. Current Opinion in Psychology, 19, 139–143. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.04.012.

Palladino, B. E., Nocentini, A., & Menesini, E. (2016). Evidence-based
intervention against bullying and cyberbullying: Evaluation of the
no trap! Program in two independent trials. Aggressive Behavior, 42,
194–206. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21636.

Patchin, J. W., & Hinduja, S. (2012). School-based efforts to prevent
cyberbullying. The Prevention Researcher, 19(3), 7–10.

Pellegrini, A. D. (2002). Bullying, victimization, and sexual harassment
during the transition to middle school. Educational Psychologist,
37(3), 151–163. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3703_2.

Petrosino, A., Guckenburg, S., DeVoe, J., & Hanson, T. (2010, August).
What characteristics of bullying, bullying victims, and schools are
associated with increased reporting of bullying to school officials?
Issues & answers (REL 2010-No. 092). Regional Educational
Laboratory Northeast & Islands. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences,
National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional
Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory Northeast and
Islands. Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/ edlabs.

Pinker, S. (2011). The better angels of our nature: Why violence has
declined. New York, NY: Penguin Books.

Prince, K., & Swanson, J. (2017, January 12). The future of learning:
Redefining readiness from the inside out. KnowledgeWorks.
Retrieved from http://www.knowledgeworks.org/redefining-
readinesFs.

Regaldo,M., Sareen, H., Inkelas, M.,Wissow, L. S., &Halfon, N. (2004).
Parents’ discipline of young children: Results from the National
Survey of Early Childhood Health. Pediatrics, 113(6), 1952–1958.

Reyes, M. R., Brackett, M. A., Rivers, S. E., Elbertson, N. A., & Salovey,
P. (2012). The interaction effects of program training, dosage, and
implementation quality on targeted student outcomes for the
RULER approach to social and emotional learning. School
Psychology Review, 41(1), 82–99.

Riggs, N. R., Greenberg, M. T., Kusché, C. A., & Pentz, M. A. (2006).
The mediational role of neurocognition in the behavioral outcomes
of a social-emotional prevention program in elementary school stu-
dents: Effects of the PATHS curriculum. Prevention Science, 7(1),
91–102. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-005-0022-1.

Rivers, S. E., Brackett, M. A., Reyes, M. R., Elbertson, N. A., & Salovey,
P. (2013, June). Improving the social and emotional climate of class-
rooms: A clustered randomized controlled trial testing The RULER
Approach. Prevention Science, 14(1), 77–87. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s11121-012-0305-2.

Rubin, K. H., Fein, G. G., & Vandenberg, B. (1983). Play. In P. Mussen
(Ed.), Handbook of child psychology (Vol. 4, pp. 693–774).
Hobeken, New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons, Inc..

Rubin, K. H., Wojslawowicz, J. C., Rose-Krasnor, L., Booth-LaForce, C.,
& Burgess, K. B. (2006). The best friendships of shy/withdrawn
children: Prevalence, stability, and relationship quality. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 34(2), 139–153.

Rutter, M., Beckett, C., Castle, J., Colvert, E., Kreppner, J., Mehta, M.,
et al. (2007). Effects of profound early institutional deprivation: An
overview of findings from a UK longitudinal study of Romanian
adoptees. European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 4(3),
332–350. https://doi.org/10.1080/17405620701401846.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the
facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-
being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0003-066X.55.1.68.

Ryan, R. M., Kalil, A., Ziol-Guest, K. M., & Padilla, C. (2016).
Socioeconomic gaps in parents’ discipline strategies from 1988 to
2011. Pediatrics, e20160720. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-
0720.

Saarni, C. (1999). The development of emotional competence. New York,
NY: Guilford Press.

Saarni, C. (2000). Emotional competence: A developmental perspective.
In R. Bar-On & J. D. A. Parker (Eds.), The handbook of emotional
intelligence: Theory, development, assessment, and application at
home, school, and in the workplace (pp. 68–91). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Sacco, D.T., Silbaugh, K., Corredor, F., Casey, J., & Doherty, D. (2012,
February, 23). An overview of state anti-bullying legislation and
other related laws. In d. boyd, & J. Palfrey (Eds.), The Kinder and
Braver World Project: Research series. Retrieved from http://cyber.
harvard.edu/sites/cyber.harvard.edu/files/State_Anti_bullying_
Legislation_Overview_0.pdf.

Salmivalli, C. (2010). Bullying and the peer group: A review. Aggression
and Violent Behavior, 15(2), 112–120. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.
2009.08.007.

Schonert-Reichl, K. A. (2017). Social and emotional learning and
teachers. Future of Children, 27(1), 137–155.

Schonert-Reichl, K. A., Kitil, M. J., & Hanson-Peterson, J. (2017). To
reach the students, teach the teachers: A national scan of teacher
preparation and social and emotional learning. In Collaborative for
academic, social, and emotional learning. Vancouver, B.C.:
University of British Columbia Retrieved from http://www.casel.
org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/SEL-TEd-Full-Report-for-
CASEL-2017-02-14-R1.pdf.

Schore, A. N. (2015). Plenary address, Australian childhood foundation
conference childhood trauma: Understanding the basis of change
and recovery early right brain regulation and the relational origins
of emotional wellbeing. Children Australia, 40(02), 104–113.
https://doi.org/10.1017/cha.2015.13.

Shetgiri, R., Espelage, D. L., & Carrol, L. (2015). Practical strategies for
clinical management of bullying. New York, NY: Springer
Publishing Co.. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-15476-3.

Shonkoff, J. P., & Phillips, D. A. (Eds.). (2000). From neurons to neigh-
borhoods: The science of early childhood development.
Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.

Shonkoff, J. P., Garner, A. S., the Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of
Child and Family Health. Committee on Early Childhood, &
Adoption, and Dependent Care, and Section on Developmental
and Behavioral Pediatrics. (2012). The lifelong effects of early

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://www.schoolclimate.org/
https://www.schoolclimate.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.113.1.99
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.113.1.99
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302855
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264276116-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264276116-en
https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160500255471
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.2010.01015.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-0025.2010.01015.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21636
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326985EP3703_2
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/%20edlabs
http://www.knowledgeworks.org/redefining-readinesFs
http://www.knowledgeworks.org/redefining-readinesFs
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-005-0022-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0305-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0305-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405620701401846
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-0720
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2016-0720
http://cyber.harvard.edu/sites/cyber.harvard.edu/files/State_Anti_bullying_Legislation_Overview_0.pdf
http://cyber.harvard.edu/sites/cyber.harvard.edu/files/State_Anti_bullying_Legislation_Overview_0.pdf
http://cyber.harvard.edu/sites/cyber.harvard.edu/files/State_Anti_bullying_Legislation_Overview_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007
http://www.casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/SEL-TEd-Full-Report-for-CASEL-2017-02-14-R1.pdf
http://www.casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/SEL-TEd-Full-Report-for-CASEL-2017-02-14-R1.pdf
http://www.casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/SEL-TEd-Full-Report-for-CASEL-2017-02-14-R1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/cha.2015.13
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-15476-3


childhood adversity and toxic stress. Pediatrics, 129, e232–e246.
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2011-2663.

Simmons, D. N., Bracket,M. A., &Adler, N. (2018, June 1). Applying an
equity lens to social, emotional, and academic development. The
Pennsylvania State University. Retrieved from https://www.rwjf.
org/content/dam/farm/reports/issue_briefs/2018/rwjf446338.

Simon, T. R., Ikeda, R. M., Smith, E. P., Reese, L. R. E., Rabiner, D. L.,
Miller, S., et al. (2009). The ecological effects of universal and
selective violence prevention programs for middle school students:
A randomized trial. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology,
77(3), 526–542. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014395.

Smith, J. D., Schneider, B. H., Smith, P. K., & Ananiadou, K. (2004). The
effectiveness of whole-school antibullying programs: A synthesis of
evaluation research. School Psychology Review, 33(4), 547–560.

Soffel, J. (2016, March 10). What are the 21st-century skills every student
needs? World economic forum. Retrieved from https://www.
weforum.org/agenda/2016/03/21st-century-skills-future-jobs-
students/.

Song, S. Y., & Swearer, S. M. (2016). The cart before the horse: The
challenge and promise of restorative justice consultation in schools.
Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 1–12.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10474412.2016.1246972.

Sorensen, L. C., & Dodge, K. A. (2015). How does the fast track inter-
vention prevent adverse outcomes in young adulthood? Child
Development, 87(2), 429–445. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12467.

Spike (2015, August 26). Violence and stress in Oakland’s neighborhood.
Urban Strategies Council. Retrieved from https://urbanstrategies.
org/violence-and-stress-in-oaklands-neighborhoods/.

Sroufe, L. A., Egeland, B., Carlson, E. A., & Collins, W. A. (2009). The
development of the person: The Minnesota study of risk and adap-
tation from birth to adulthood. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Steinberg, L. (2014). Age of opportunity: Lessons from the new science of
adolescence. New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Stullich, S., Morgan, I., & Schak, O. (2016, July). State and local expen-
ditures on corrections and education. U.S. Department of Education,
Policy and Program Studies Service. Retrieved from https://www2.
ed.gov/rschstat/eval/other/expenditures-corrections-education/brief.
pdf.

Sugai, G., Horner, R., & Algozzine, B. (2011, April 19). Reducing the
effectiveness of bullying behavior in schools 12. OSEP center on
positive behavioral interventions and supports. Retrieved from
http://www.pbis.org/common/cms/files/pbisresources/PBIS_
Bullying_Behavior_Apr19_2011.pdf.

Sutton, J., Smith, P. K., & Swettenham, J. (1999). Bullying and ‘theory of
mind’: A critique of the ‘social skills deficit’ view of anti-social
behaviour. Social Development, 8(1), 117–127. https://doi.org/10.
1111/1467-9507.00083.

Swearer, S. M., & Cary, P. T. (2003). Perceptions and attitudes toward
bullying in middle school youth: A developmental examination
across the bully/victim continuum. Journal of Applied School
Psychology, 19(2), 63–79. https://doi.org/10.1300/J008v19n02_05.

Swearer, S. M., & Doll, B. (2001). Bullying in schools: An ecological
framework. Journal of Emotional Abuse, 2(2–3), 7–23. https://doi.
org/10.1300/J135v02n02_02.

Swearer, S. M., & Hymel, S. (2015). Understanding the psychology of
bullying: Moving toward a social-ecological diathesis–stress model.
American Psychologist, 70(4), 344–353. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0038929.

Taylor, R. D., Oberle, E., Durlak, J. A., & Weissberg, R. P. (2017).
Promoting positive youth development through school-based social
and emotional learning interventions: A meta-analysis of follow-up
effects. Child Development, 88(4), 1156–1171. https://doi.org/10.
1111/cdev.12864.

Teti, D. M., Cole, P. M., Cabrera, N., Goodman, S. H., & McLoyd, V. C.
(2017). Supporting parents: How six decades of parenting research
can inform policy and best practice. Social Policy Report, 30(5).

Tettegah, S., &Anderson, C. J. (2007). Pre-service teachers’ empathy and
cognitions: Statistical analysis of text data by graphical models.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 32(1), 48–82. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2006.10.010.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development Family
Database. (2017, October, 17). CO4.4: Teenage suicides (15–19
years old). Retrieved from https://www.oecd.org/els/family/CO_4_
4_Teenage-Suicide.pdf.

Thomas, L. A., De Bellis, M. D., Graham, R., & LaBar, K. S. (2007).
Development of emotional facial recognition in late childhood and
adolescence. Developmental Science, 10(5), 547–558. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00614.x.

Thornberg, R., & Jungert, T. (2013). Bystander behavior in bullying
situations: Basic moral sensitivity, moral disengagement and de-
fender self-efficacy. Journal of Adolescence, 36(3), 475–483.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.02.003.

Tippett, N., & Wolke, D. (2015). Aggression between siblings:
Associations with the home environment and peer bullying.
Aggressive Behavior, 41(1), 14–24. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.
21557.

Tracy, J. L., Robins, R. W., & Lagattuta, K. H. (2005). Can children
recognize pride? Emotion, 5(3), 251–257. https://doi.org/10.1037/
1528-3542.5.3.251.

Ttofi, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2011). Effectiveness of school-based
programs to reduce bullying: A systematic and meta-analytic re-
view. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 7(1), 27–56. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11292-010-9109-1.

Twemlow, S. W., Fonagy, P., Sacco, F. C., & Jellinek, M. S. (2001). An
innovative psychodynamically influenced approach to reduce
school violence. Journal of American Academy of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry, 40(3), 377–379.

Twemlow, S. W., Fonagy, P., Sacco, F. C., & Brethour, J. R. (2006).
Teachers who bully students: A hidden trauma. International
Journal of Social Psychiatry, 52(3), 187–198. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0020764006067234.

Twenge, J. M. (2017). IGen: Why today’s super-connected kids are grow-
ing up less rebellious, more tolerant, less happy–and completely
unprepared for adulthood–and what that means for the rest of us.
New York, NY: Simon and Schuster.

U. S. Department of Education (2016, November 28). 2013–2014 Civil
rights data collection: A first look. Retrieved from https://www2.ed.
gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/2013-14-first-look.pdf

U.S. Department of Education (2001). No Child Left Behind. Retrieved
from https://www2.ed.gov/nclb/landing.jhtml

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (2017a, September 8).
Laws & policies. Retrieved from https://www.stopbullying.gov/
laws/index.html.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (2017b, September 12).
StopBullying.gov. Retrieved from https://www.stopbullying.gov.

Uitto, M., Jokikokko, K., & Estola, E. (2015). Virtual special issue on
teachers and emotions in teaching and teacher education (TATE) in
1985–2014. Teaching and Teacher Education, 50, 124–135. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.05.008.

UNICEF Office of Research. (2013). Child well-being in rich countries:
A comparative overview. In Innocenti report Card 11. Florence:
UNICEF Office of Research Retrieved from https://www.unicef-
irc.org/publications/pdf/rc11_eng.pdf.

Vaughn, B. E., Vollenweider, M., Bost, K. K., Azria-Evans, M. R., &
Snider, J. B. (2003). Negative interactions and social competence for
preschool children in two samples: Reconsidering the interpretation
of aggressive behavior for young children. Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly, 49(3), 245–278. https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2003.0017.

Vreeman, R. C., & Carroll, A. E. (2007). A systematic review of school-
based interventions to prevent bullying. Archives of Pediatrics &
Adolescent Medicine, 161(1), 78–88. https://doi.org/10.1001/
archpedi.161.1.78.

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2011-2663
https://www.rwjf.org/content/dam/farm/reports/issue_briefs/2018/rwjf446338
https://www.rwjf.org/content/dam/farm/reports/issue_briefs/2018/rwjf446338
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014395
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2016/03/21st-century-skills-future-jobs-students/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2016/03/21st-century-skills-future-jobs-students/
https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2016/03/21st-century-skills-future-jobs-students/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10474412.2016.1246972
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12467
https://urbanstrategies.org/violence-and-stress-in-oaklands-neighborhoods/
https://urbanstrategies.org/violence-and-stress-in-oaklands-neighborhoods/
https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/other/expenditures-corrections-education/brief.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/other/expenditures-corrections-education/brief.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/other/expenditures-corrections-education/brief.pdf
http://www.pbis.org/common/cms/files/pbisresources/PBIS_Bullying_Behavior_Apr19_2011.pdf
http://www.pbis.org/common/cms/files/pbisresources/PBIS_Bullying_Behavior_Apr19_2011.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00083
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00083
https://doi.org/10.1300/J008v19n02_05
https://doi.org/10.1300/J135v02n02_02
https://doi.org/10.1300/J135v02n02_02
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038929
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038929
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12864
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12864
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2006.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2006.10.010
https://www.oecd.org/els/family/CO_4_4_Teenage-Suicide.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/els/family/CO_4_4_Teenage-Suicide.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00614.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00614.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21557
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21557
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.5.3.251
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.5.3.251
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-010-9109-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-010-9109-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764006067234
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764006067234
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/2013-14-first-look.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/2013-14-first-look.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/nclb/landing.jhtml
https://www.stopbullying.gov/laws/index.html
https://www.stopbullying.gov/laws/index.html
http://stopbullying.gov
https://www.stopbullying.gov
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.05.008
https://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdf/rc11_eng.pdf
https://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdf/rc11_eng.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2003.0017
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.161.1.78
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.161.1.78


Waasdorp, T. E., & Bradshaw, C. P. (2011). Examining student responses
to frequent bullying: A latent class approach. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 103(2), 336–352. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022747.

Waasdorp, T. E., Bradshaw, C. P., & Leaf, P. J. (2012). The impact of
Schoolwide Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports on bul-
lying and peer rejection: A randomized controlled effectiveness trial.
JAMA Pediatrics, 166(2), 149–156. https://doi.org/10.1001/
archpediatrics.2011.755.

Warburton, W. A., Williams, K. D., & Cairns, D. R. (2006). When ostra-
cism leads to aggression: The moderating effects of control depriva-
tion. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42(2), 213–220.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.005.

Watson, J. B. (1928). Psychological care of infant and child. New York,
NY: W W Norton & Co..

Webster-Stratton, C., Jamila Reid, M., & Stoolmiller, M. (2008).
Preventing conduct problems and improving school readiness:
Evaluation of the incredible years teacher and child training pro-
grams in high-risk schools. Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry, 49(5), 471–488. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.
2007.01861.x.

Wolke, D., Copeland,W. E., Angold, A., & Costello, E. J. (2013). Impact
of bullying in childhood on adult health, wealth, crime, and social
outcomes. Psychological Science, 24(10), 1958–1970. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0956797613481608.

Yeager, D. S. (2017). Social and emotional learning programs for adoles-
cents. Future of Children, 27(1), 73–94.

Yeager, D. S., Trzesniewski, K. H., Tirri, K., Nokelainen, P., &Dweck, C.
S. (2011). Adolescents’ implicit theories predict desire for ven-
geance after peer conflicts: Correlational and experimental evidence.
Developmental Psychology, 47(4), 1090–1107. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0023769.

Yeager, D. S., Trzesniewski, K. H., & Dweck, C. S. (2013). An implicit
theories of personality intervention reduces adolescent aggression in

response to victimization and exclusion. Child Development, 84(3),
970–988. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12003.

Yeager, D. S., Fong, C. J., Lee, H. Y., & Espelage, D. L. (2015). Declines
in efficacy of anti-bullying programs among older adolescents:
Theory and a three-level meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 37, 36–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
appdev.2014.11.005.

Yeager, D. S., Lee, H. Y., & Dahl, R. E. (2017). Competence and moti-
vation during adolescence. In A.J. Elliot, C.S. Dweck, & D.S.
Yeager (Eds.), Handbook of competence and motivation: Theory
and application, 100, pp. 431–448.

Yeager, D. S., Dahl, R. E., & Dweck, C. S. (2018). Why interventions to
influence adolescent behavior often fail but could succeed.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 13(1), 101–122.

Zajdel, R. T., Bloom, J. M., Fireman, G., & Larsen, J. T. (2013).
Children’s understanding and experience of mixed emotions: The
roles of age, gender, and empathy. The Journal of Genetic
Psychology, 174(5), 582–603. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.
2012.732125.

Zhang, A., Musu-Gillette, L., & Oudekerk, B.A. (2016). Indicators of
school crime and safety: 2015. (NCES 2016-079/NCJ 249758).
Washington, DC.: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S.
Department of Education, and Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office
of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice.

Zimmer-Gembeck, M. J. (2016). Peer rejection, victimization, and rela-
tional self-system processes in adolescence: Toward a transactional
model of stress, coping, and developing sensitivities. Child
Development Perspectives, 10(2), 122–127. https://doi.org/10.
1111/cdep.12174.

Zych, I., Farrington, D. P., & Ttofi, M. M. (2018). Protective factors
against bullying and cyberbullying: A systematic review of meta-
analyses. Aggression and Violent Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.avb.2018.06.008.

Int Journal of Bullying Prevention

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022747
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.755
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2011.755
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2007.01861.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2007.01861.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613481608
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613481608
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023769
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023769
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2014.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2014.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2012.732125
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2012.732125
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12174
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12174
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.06.008

	Rethinking School-Based Bullying Prevention Through the Lens of Social and Emotional Learning: a Bioecological Perspective
	Abstract
	Bullying Prevention Programs: Mechanisms of Change and Outcomes
	From Bullying Prevention to Evidence-Based Social and Emotional Learning: a Bioecological Perspective
	The Developing Person
	Context: Microsystem
	Context: Mesosystem
	Context: Exosystem
	Teacher Preparation
	Context: Macrosystem
	Chronosystem/Historical Time

	Summary and Recommendations
	References


