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Abstract. Bullying is a serious problem in schools, and school authorities need
effective solutionsto resolve this problem. Thereis growing interest in the whole-
school approach to bullying. Whole-school programs have multiple components
that operate simultaneously at different levels in the school community. This ar-
ticle synthesizes the existing evaluation research on whole-school programs to
determine the overall effectiveness of this approach. The majority of programs
evaluated to date have yielded nonsignificant outcomes on measures of self-re-
ported victimization and bullying, and only asmall number have yielded positive
outcomes. On the whole, programs in which implementation was systematically
monitored tended to be more effective than programs without any monitoring.

Bullyingisaparticularly viciouskind of
aggressive behavior distinguished by repeated
acts against weaker victimswho cannot easily
defend themselves (Farrington, 1993; Smith &
Brain, 2000). Its consequences are severe, es-
pecialy for those victimized over long peri-
ods of time. Bullying is a complex psychoso-
cial problem influenced by a myriad of vari-
ables. The repetition and imbalance of power
involved may bedueto physica strength, num-
bers, or psychological factors.

Both bulliesand victims evidence poorer
psychological adjustment than individual s not
involved in bullying (Kumpulainen,
Raesaenen, & Henttonen, 1999; Nansel et dl.,
2001). Children who bully tend to beinvolved
in alcohol consumption and smoking, have
poorer academic records than noninvolved stu-
dents, display astrong need for dominance, and

show little empathy for their victims (Roberts
& Moratti, 2000). Bullying may be ameans of
increasing one's social status and access to
valued resources, such as the attention of op-
posite-sex peers (Pellegrini, 2001). Victims
tend to be socially isolated, lack social skills,
and have more anxiety and lower self-esteem
than studentsin general (Olweus, 1997). They
also tend to have a higher than normal risk for
depression and suicide (e.g., Sourander,
Helstelae, Helenius, & Piha, 2000). A subgroup
of victimsreactsaggressively to abuse and has
a distinct pattern of psychosocial maladjust-
ment encompassi ng both the antisocial behav-
ior of bulliesand the social and emotional dif-
ficulties of victims (Glover, Gough, Johnson,
& Cartwright, 2000). Bullying is a relatively
stable and long-term problem for those in-
volved, particularly childrenfitting the profile
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of a bully-victim (Olweus, 1994). Problems
with abusive and antisocial behavior during
childhood often extend into adulthood
(Farrington & Hawkins, 1991).

Parents and home environmentsalso can
promote bullying (Smith & Myron-Wilson,
1998). Children who bully tend to come from
homes where aggression is afavored problem-
solving method, negative emotiona attitudes
(e.g., lack of warmth and involvement) are com-
mon, and the children are encouraged to fight
back when harassed (Glover et a., 2000; Rob-
erts& Morotti, 2000). Conversaly, children can
be protected against serious problemsassociated
with bullying by authoritative parentswho com-
muni cateloveand warmth, set appropriatelim-
its, and use nonphysical punishment to correct
misbehavior (e.g., Olweus, 1993).

Bullying isagroup processthat involves
and is enabled by many playersin addition to
the individual bullies and victims. Bullying
usually occurs in the presence of peers, who
can adopt avariety of roles, such asremaining
neutral during abullyingincident, assisting and
encouraging the bully, or aiding or consoling
thevictim. Unfortunately, thislast roleisrarely
adopted by children. The actions of peers in
thevicinity of bullying incidentstypically sup-
port the bullying behavior rather than stop it
(Samivalli, 1999; Sutton & Smith, 1999). It
has been argued within a social learning per-
spective that bullies are reinforced for their
actions by the attention and encouragement
they receive from the onlookers and that peers
are more likely to imitate rather than censure
bullies' behavior becausethey seetherewards
that accrueto the bullies (Craig, Pepler, & At-
las, 2000). The social processes underlying
bullying are not, however, the exclusive do-
main of children. Adultsin theimmediate en-
vironment (e.g., teachers) can have a direct
effect on the bullying process. For example,
they may become vigilant and intervene when
appropriate or, aternatively, overlook or ignore
bullying when it occurs. The group process
associated with bullying bol stersthe argument
for a systemic approach to its correction.

The multiple causes of bullying suggest
multiple avenuesfor possibleintervention. One
avenue of intervention is designated aswhol e-

school. The whole-school approach is predi-
cated on the assumption that bullying isasys-
temic problem, and, by implication, an inter-
vention must be directed at the entire school
context rather than just at individual bulliesand
victims. One advantage of the whole-school
approach isthat it avoids the potentially prob-
lematic stigmatization of either bullies or vic-
tims. It also circumventsthe potential for cross-
fertilization of beliefsthat aggressionislegiti-
mate among aggressive children brought to-
gether for intervention in someformsof group
counsealing and socia skillstraining. Thisnega-
tive side effect has occurred in some programs
intended for adolescentsin the U.S. (Dishion,
McCord, & Poulin, 1999).

The OlweusBullying Prevention Program
(Olweus, 1993) was the first comprehensive
whole-school intervention implemented on a
large scale and systematically evaluated. The
interventions examined in our review share the
core features of the original Olweus program.
Within this approach, it is considered essentia
that al members of the school community, in-
cluding school staff, pupils, and parents, be sen-
sitized with basi ¢ information about what bully-
ing isand how they should respondtoit. A clear,
consistent policy involving nonphysical conse-
quences for bullying needsto be devel oped and
implemented. This entails communication
among theadultsinthevictims' livesand among
the adults in the school, who must supervise
children’s interactions actively and react as a
team. Curricular activitiesaredesigned toingtill
antibullying attitudes in all children and assist
themindeveloping prosocial conflict resolution
skills. Findly, individualized interventions are
developed for children directly involved in bul-
lying aseither victimsor bullies. Whole-school
interventions often have not been applied to
more general aspects of school climate, such
asgeneral quality of communication, interper-
sonal relationships, organization, and academic
emphasis. Ortega and Lera (2000) have sug-
gested that these ecological factors influence
bullying, but they are not usually incorporated
into systemati ¢ i ntervention packagesthat have
been subjected to empirical scrutiny.

The purpose of the present research syn-
thesisisto assessthe evidence for the efficacy
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of whole-school antibullying programs. This
study began with the most basic question that
probably occurs to practitioners, namely
whether the whole-school approach leadsto a
reductionin bullying and victimization. To the
limited extent permitted by the origina re-
search reports, we investigated whether ef-
fectiveness depended on the age of the students,
the characteristics of the intervention, or char-
acterigtics of the research design. In answering
these broad questions, we averaged across stud-
iesthat share the general whole-school philoso-
phy, but that differ in some featuresthat may be
important in guiding practice. The option of bas-
ing thereview only on studiesproviding the best
empirical evidence was regjected because this
would have resulted in the elimination of most
of the database. Unfortunately, random assign-
ment to treatment and appropriate control con-
ditions and multimethod outcome assessment
using measures with proven validity and reli-
ability are the exception rather than the rule.
This article concludes by considering these
limitations in more detail and discussing their
implications for practice and future research.

Method
Document Search Strategy

Criteriafor inclusioninthisreview were:
(8) The study pertained to a systematic evalu-
ation of awhole-school antibullying interven-
tion; (b) the report provided quantitative out-
come data on victimization and/or bullying in
schools; and (c) the study was conducted in
more than one classroom. These research re-
portswerelocated by searching relevant data-
bases (PsychINFO, ERIC, and Dissertation
Abstracts). Unfortunately, theterm “bullying”
is not in the thesaurus of these databases. Al-
though “victimization” isarecognized subject
term, it is not specific to victims of bullying.
Therefore, the search terms “bullying and in-
tervention” and “anti-bullying” were used to
perform a keyword search. The first term
yielded a total of 241 documents across the
three databases, and the term “anti-bullying”
yielded atotal of 82 documents. All documents
identified in this search were individually ex-
amined to determine whether or not they met

inclusion criteria for the study. Documents
identified in this part of the search comple-
mented several unpublished research reports
aready located. In addition to this strategy, an
attempt was made to identify al researchersin
North Americaand Europe who have conducted
research on bullying generally and/or
antibullying interventions in particular. These
researcherswereidentified by consulting recent
conference programs of the International Soci-
ety for Research on Aggression and recent vol-
umesof thejournal AggressiveBehavior. Findly,
the reference lists of al relevant documents at
hand were scanned to find researchers not iden-
tified through other search strategies. Thesearch
continued until the point of saturation was
reached and no new names were appearing. All
researchersidentified through this processwere
contacted directly and asked to furnish a copy
of any research report, published or unpublished,
they had authored that evaluated an intervention
programintended to reducetheincidence of vic-
timization and/or bullyingin schools. Thissearch
for pertinent documents ended in December
2002 at which point 14 studies had been located
that met inclusion criteria.

Coding of Study Features

Each study was coded for rel evant meth-
odological and program features designated by
theauthors. Theseincluded (a) the components
of theinterventions(e.g., school policy, teacher
workshops), (b) the design of the studies
(whether they were controlled or uncontrolled,
and randomness of group assignment), (c) the
nature of outcomedata(e.g., observations, self-
reports of bullying), (d) participants agesand
grades, and (e) the timeintervals for data col-
lection. Two independent research stants
coded each document included in this study
(with the exception of two studies not writtenin
English). Interrater agreement for coding of
methodol ogi cal featuresand study outcomeswas
94% and for intervention componentswas 85%.

Results
Characteristics of Studies Reviewed

The methodological features of the 14
reviewed studies are reported in Table 1. As

549




550

School Psychology Review, 2004, Volume 33, No. 4

shown, 8 were controlled studies, of which 4
featured random assignment of either classes
or schools to intervention and control condi-
tions. A further 6 were uncontrolled studies.
Self-reported bullying and victimization (see
Table 2) were included as outcome measures
in al but one study and are consequently the
focus of our analysis. Table 3 summarizesthe
intervention components of the whole-school
programs examined in our research synthesis.
Whole-school programs by their nature have
multiple components that usually operate si-
multaneoudly at different levelsin the school
context. As shown in Table 3, the intervention
programs comprised components at a mini-
mum of three program levels to a maximum
of five levels.

Overall Program Effects

The data from the original studies were
generally of three types: (a) percentages of
participants reporting involvement in bullying
before and after the intervention (10 studies),
(b) scores on abullying or victimization scale
(3 studies), and (c) narrative descriptions (2
studies; one study contained both narrative and
guantitative data). Table 2 lists the results of
the 14 studies as r values.! To compute these
values, standardized mean differences (i.e., z
values) were calculated for percentage and
score data from the original studies and then
using MetaWin 2.0 were transformed into r
valueswith the formula, r = Z/VN (Rosenthal,
1994). Ns within studies having unequal
samplesfrom pretest to posttest were averaged,
and finally, all aggregated r values were
weighted by sample size.

In 3 of the 14 studies, antibullying pro-
grams were implemented in both primary and
secondary schools. Although the available data
were not sufficient for ayear-by-year calcula-
tion of age or grade effect, separate effects are
reported for primary and secondary schools
where appropriate. (It should be remembered,
however, that thetransition to secondary school
does not come at exactly the sasme agein each
country. Therefore, this distinction is, at best,
arough one.) For purposes of comparing the
overall effectivenessof antibullying programs,
datafrom programsin primary and secondary

schools within the same study are treated as
congtituting different programs.

Several studies reported effects for in-
tervention conditions in addition to the basic
pretest/posttest evaluation. Three such studies
included a follow-up evaluation at intervals
ranging from 5 monthsto 1 year post-program.
One presented effects of anintervention at two
levels of program implementation. One study
included atotal of three pretest/posttest evalu-
ations, each with adifferent cohort of students
over 3 consecutive years. One reported bully-
ing and victimization outcomes for different
time frames (i.e., within the last 5 days and
within thelast 2 months). For these studies, an
average effect was calculated for all interven-
tion conditions within the given study
(weighted by Ns within conditions) and was
used as one of the primary statistics in the
analyses. In some studies, this could represent
adeceptive average because it might combine
conditions considered optimal and lessthan op-
timal. For example, in the study by Stevens,
DeBourdeaudhuij, and Van Oost (2000), there
were two implementation conditions—with
and without intensive support and consultation
by professionals. In some studies, it is argued
that the effects of the intervention become ap-
parent only after they had penetrated school
culture and therefore might be apparent at fol-
low-up measurement but not immediately af -
ter treatment. To test the limits of the program
effectiveness represented in the data, Table 2
presents the r values corresponding to the
single best intervention effects.

Table 4 summarizes the effects of the
intervention programs on self-reported victim-
ization and bullying across five levels of ef-
fect size, using categories proposed by Cohen
(1988). Effects fell amost exclusively in the
categories of small, negligible, and negative.
Only 7% of thetotd effectsreportedinthetable
(i.e., only one condition in one study) were
categorized as medium and none as large.
Looking at the effects corresponding to the
averaged intervention conditions for the vic-
timization outcomes, 93% were negligible or
negative. For self-reported bullying outcomes,
92% were negligible or negative. Considering
only the best intervention effects, 67% of stud-
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Table 3
Program Components
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ies revealed small effect sizes for victimiza-
tion outcomes and the remaining 33% reveal ed
negligibleeffects. For bullying outcomes, 33%
of reported effectswere small, and 67% negli-
gible or negative. The study designs permitted
comparison of intervention and control groups
(i.e., “program conditions”) for seven
antibullying programs. This is arguably the
most rigorous test of program effectiveness
permitted by our analysis. Under these more
discerning evaluation conditions, 86% of vic-
timization outcomes were negligible or nega-
tive and the remaining 14% of reported effects
were positive (albeit small). For self-reported
bullying, 100% of the reported effects were
negligible or negative.

Table5 provides additional detail onthe
self-reports. It is important to note that the
percentages reported in this table should not be
compared across studies, because they are not
based on the same question and do not necessar-
ily pertain to the sametimeinterval (e.g., previ-
ous week, previous month, previous school
term). Therefore, each posttest percentage is
properly compared only with the correspond-
ing pretest percentage from the same study.

Treatment integrity. AsshowninTable
2, 7 of the 14 studies incorporated some sys-
tematic verification that the intervention was
delivered with integrity. Two levelsof program
monitoring (categorized as present or absent)
were cross-tabul ated with intervention effects
(averaged) for victimization and bullying out-
comes (categorized as statistically significant
improvement vs. no improvement). Thistabu-
lation revealed that programs with a monitor-
ing component yielded more positive outcomes
than programs lacking any formal monitoring
procedures. The link between program moni-
toring and outcomesreached statistical signifi-
cancefor victimization self-reports, x2=5.33,
p = .02), but it fell short of significance for
bullying self-reports, x?= 2.86, p = .09.

Age effects. School level (primary and
middle schools vs. secondary schools) was
cross-tabulated with victimization and bully-
ing outcomes (statistically significant improve-
ment vs. no improvement). Although only pro-
gramsin primary and middle schools (Grades
1 through 8 or approximately ages 7 to 14

years) yielded any positive outcomes and pro-
grams in secondary schools (N = 4) yielded
only null effects, the trends did not reach sta-
tistical significancefor either bullying, x2=.94,
p = .33, or victimization, x*= 1.61, p = .21.

Discussion

Before contemplating the results and
their implications, it is important to comment
on the adequacy of the available evidence. Al-
though most of the studies contained the core
elements of the whole-school approach intro-
duced by Olweus (1993), implementation of
the approach varied considerably. This makes
the results difficult to synthesize. Moreover,
although there are many commonalitiesin the
outcome measures, there is not enough simi-
larity among them to compare the resultswith
the confidence that would emerge in compar-
ing data from identical measures.

A number of drawbacks in the studies
themselvesfurther complicateinterpretation of
thisliterature. Control conditions were absent
in many studies, and, in a number of others,
school s self-selected for experimental and con-
trol conditions, with the more motivated
schools (or those motivated to begin the pro-
gram earlier) opting for the experimental con-
dition. Only some of the studies incorporated
systematic procedures to ensure that the
planned interventions were implemented with
integrity, and in several casesimplementation
of some of the program components was op-
tional for the schools involved.

The most common outcome measures
were self-reports of victimization and bully-
ing. These are not strictly comparable across
studies because they refer to incidents occur-
ring at different periods of time (i.e., the past
week, the past month, the past 3 months). In
any case, recent research has illustrated that
self-reports of bullying and victimization, al-
though not necessarily inaccurate, do not cor-
respond to information about bullying and vic-
timization obtained from peers or teachers or
from observations (Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000).
An added confounding issue is the effect that
sensitization to information about bullying can
have on students’' reports of their experiences
of bullying. Antibullying programs obviously



Whole-School Antibullying Programs

‘S| aA1Iadsal BuineIyde saipnis Jo afieiusdiad aeoipul s3Il 910N

€e 19 0 0 0 Buik|ing
6¢ 1S 14" 0 0 UOIRZIWIDIA S3IpNIS P3|01UOI U1 SUOIIPUOI Welbold
LT 0S €e 0 0 Buik|ing
0 €e 19 0 0 UOIIeZ IWIIA 1599 'SUO1IPUOD UOHUBABIU
GT LL 8 0 0 Buik|ing
T 08 0 / 0 UOIIRZIWNDIA afe oAy SUOIIIPUOD UoUBARIU|
00" > 6000 62—0T 67 —0¢" 05 <
anlefeN a|q161BoN [ews wnipa N abre 8W0oINO uonipuod Apnis

$92I§ 199)J4 JO Arewruung
¥ SI98L

555



School Psychology Review, 2004, Volume 33, No. 4

‘|2 8yl ulanfeA paiyi sy se eadde Aoyl ‘a|qe|ene alom

erep dn-mo| (o} sy uedsed 1sensod ey si puodss au ‘uedsed 1sepid syl s [[ed ydes utanfeA sii4ay L ‘Bulk|ng ui lusweAjoAul Buiiodss usip|iyo Jo abeiusosed syl areoipulsanbi- ‘810N

4 A G0T< 6
STy < 6¢v 66 <~ 9YE
8¢9 < ¢¢S 695 < GvE

L'8C < LVE <~ Gy LET < 8LT < CTT

G9 < G€T
G0T < G€T

€ < 8¢

ST < ¢l

€V < ¥E

vy < 8¢

G0T < ¢T

8'6¢ <~ 8'9%¢
2'€S < €69

TO0E < L'9€ < 80V

TG < 67T
00T < 67T

TC <91

6 <L

6T < €'.€

0€ < ¥¢

€T < g¢t

2'G¢ < 09¢
Sve < L'LE

80¢ <~ 0T < 90T

:Aubaul welboud ybiy
:Aubaul welboid mo|

(€002) e 1 lIPAIES

'sAep G sed

Syjuow g sed (¥66T) "l © P|ded
(e66T) sSMPeM|O
(686T) NN

(T00Z) Ienoues e/ = JoXes|v

:Arepuodss
:Arewnd (¥66T) "[e 1B Aounym

(2002) Zoyoues 7 Yin|qussoy

6T — 2 2z < 61 IT <= 61 < G2 GZ < 0C < ¢ (866T) "Ie ® UOIP
Ly < L9y €TS < LTS LTy < €LY €Ly < €T (866T) 1JOWS 7 100N1D
uoIRZIWIDIA Buikiing UoIRZIWIDIA Buik|ing
[0Ju0D uonuaABU| Apnis

sawodnQ Apmg ur saguey)
S 9l9&L

556



Whole-School Antibullying Programs

increase awareness of the phenomenon, which
may cause students to more frequently report
bullying incidentsat school and essentially mask
apositive effect of the whole-school program.

Despite these limitations some conclu-
sions can be drawn with caution. It isclear that
the whole school approach has led to impor-
tant reductionsin bullying inanumber of cases,
but the results are simply too inconsistent to
justify adoption of these proceduresto the ex-
clusion of others. The widespread enthusiasm
for the whole-school approach, and its enact-
ment into law in some jurisdictions, can be
based only on the perceived urgent need toin-
tervene and on the few studies indicating suc-
cess. The dramatic success of the Olweus pro-
gram in Norway has not been replicated else-
where. There are afew instances of significant
improvement following program implementa
tion, though not nearly as striking, and there are
many nonsignificant findings and some results
opposite to the expected direction. This pattern
of modest resultsisconsistent with other reviews
of school-based primary prevention programs
(e.g.,Howard, Flora, & Griffin, 1999). The ques-
tion of the clinica significance of the findings
cannot be answered readily from the data at
hand because such informationisnot available
in the original studies. This approach may be
useful in future research, but would require a
considerable investment to establish, for ex-
ample, thresholds at which areduction in bul-
lying and victimization can be deemed to have
reduced the risk of long-term maladjustment
or stable patterns of externalizing or internal-
izing problems.

We propose several possible explana-
tionsfor the lack of consistency in the evalua-
tion findings. One possibility isthat Olweus's
impressive success relates to the high quality
of Scandinavian schools, which have small
classesand well-trained teachers, together with
the well-ingrained Scandinavian tradition of
state intervention in matters of social welfare.
The smaller but nonethel ess successful results
in Finland and Italy could also relate to the
quality of the schoolsthere. If thisisthe case,
more attention might be devoted to interven-
tionsthat addressthe broader aspects of school
climate, such as the general atmosphere and

interpersonal relationships of the school, as
discussed in some recent writings on bullying
by Fernandez (2001). The success of the
Olweus program may be related in part to its
historical context, perhaps making it a unique
and unreplicable case. The program was intro-
ducedinto schoolson anationd scaleinthewake
of severd highly publicized suicides that were
linked publicly to bullying (Olweus, 1993). It
seems plausible that this could have increased
the seriousness and urgency with which school
officialsand studentsinvested themselvesin the
initiative, which subsequently had a positive
effect on the program outcomes.

Another interpretation of genera find-
ingsin this article isthat the results, inconsis-
tent asthey are, reflect areasonablerate of re-
turn on the investment inherent in low-cost,
nonstigmatizing primary prevention programs.
Thismight be of particular importance because
bullying and other forms of aggression are
probably highly refractory to intervention of
any type, and the importance of small, signifi-
cant findings should not be dismissed (see
Schneider, 1992, 1993). The possibility that
Olweus and his Norwegian colleagues devel-
oped a unique package of intervention com-
ponents that is ineffective when diluted or
modified cannot be ruled out. The benefits of
implementing interventionswith fidelity versus
adapting them to local conditions have been de-
bated (e.g., Dane & Schneider, 1998). Most of
the studies reviewed herein have entailed sub-
stantia modifications to the original program.
Although such changes may be justified, they
typically are not described in the research re-
portsin sufficient detail for readers to ascertain
what possibleinfluence these adaptations might
have had on outcomes. Additionally, when re-
searchersinadequately describetheinterventions
and implementation proceduresin their reports,
thetransportability of programsis undermined.
Thisleaves school professionalsunableto rep-
licate the interventions with fidelity.

A tabulation of best effects across stud-
ies suggests that the whole-school approach
may have more potential than the evaluation
data indicate. In some studies, effectiveness
was not apparent until follow-up; in others,
effectiveness was attenuated at follow-up (see
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Tableb). It isimpossibleto identify theingredi-
entsof asuccessful implementation in these stud-
ies. Consistent, methodica effort is needed to
determine exactly which components or condi-
tions are key to making the approach effective.

In conclusion, only a cautious recom-
mendation can be made that whole-school
antibullying interventions be continued until
they are evaluated further. This recommenda-
tion isbased not on solid evidence that the pro-
grams work, but rather on the logical links
between programs and theories about the ori-
ginsof bullying and because in someinstances
(and under the most favorable conditions re-
searchers have been ableto contrive) they have
been effective. Thisisnot to say that any other
form of intervention appearsto be more effec-
tive than these. Indeed, there is no evidence
that other forms of intervention are superior to
the whole-school approach in dealing with
bully-victim problems.

Implications for Research

Future research should include rigorous
monitoring of program implementation in the
schools to ensure that schools are actually re-
ceiving the intended programs. The synthesis
inthisarticle has revealed that program moni-
toring is linked to at least one important pro-
gram outcome (i.e., victimization). Research-
ersshould collect data.on outcomesfrom other
sources in addition to students' self-reports,
such asobservationsfrom teachers, classmates,
administrators, and even parents. Thisis par-
ticularly important in the light of findings on
thedivergence of perceptionsamong thosewho
witness bullying (Pellegrini & Bartini, 2000).

Implications for Practice

Despitethe limited empirical support for
the effectiveness of antibullying programs,
thereisnot sufficient evidenceto conclude that
these programs should be abandoned. On the
other hand, there is no basis for psychologists
and educatorsto participate in a campaign ad-
vocating the resolution of bully/victim prob-
lems by means of the whole-school approach
to the exclusion of any other modality. The
overarching message is that intervention can

succeed, but not enough is known to indicate
exactly how and when. Psychol ogists should be
proactive in promoting carefully evaluated in-
terventionsin which thewhole-school approach
is implemented with precision and compared
with other potentially useful interventions.

Footnote

1The two studies reporting effects only with
narrative descriptorsyielded nonsignificant results,
and these effectsare estimated asr = .00 in thetable.
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