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Abstract. In the context of growing digital risks and the transformation of
the school environment, the problem of ostracism and bullying is becoming
particularly relevant. The object of this study is social isolation in educational
institutions, manifested in the form of bullying and cyberbullying. The work
aims to conduct a comparative analysis of national and international strategies
to prevent ostracism, with an emphasis on legal, institutional, and cultural
aspects. The main attention is paid to the experience of Finland, Great Britain,
the USA, Japan, South Korea, Kazakhstan, and Russia, which revealed typological
differences in approaches to bullying prevention.

The scientific and practical significance of the article is due to the fact that
it not only systematizes data on current anti-bullying models but also offers
recommendationsfortheiradaptationinthe conditions ofthe Kazakhand Russian
educational systems. The research methodology is based on comparative legal
analysis, content analysis of regulations, reports of international organizations
(UNESCO, OECD, UNICEF), as well as statistical data on the dynamics of bullying.
Elements of socio-cultural analysis and expert survey were also used.

The results showed that countries with comprehensive public policies,
mandatory implementation of educational programs (for example, KiVa in
Finland), and a well-developed victim support system demonstrate the greatest
effectiveness. In Kazakhstan, despite the partial implementation of KiVa, a
positive trend has been recorded - a 12% decrease in bullying in pilot schools.

The research contributes to the development of pedagogical policy to combat
bullying, justifying the need to integrate international practices into national
strategies. The practical significance lies in the possibility of using the findings
in the development of effective preventive measures.

Key words: bullying, ostracism, prevention, anti-bullying strategies, cyber-
bullying, international experience, educational programs.

Introduction

Inmodern educational systems, the problem of social isolation of students is acute, manifested
in various forms of ostracism and bullying, including their digital varieties — cyberbullying.
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Despite widespread anti-bullying initiatives, the level of bullying and social stigmatization
remains high in several countries, including Kazakhstan and Russia. The relevance of the topic
is determined by the need to develop effective and adaptive strategies for the prevention of
stigmatization, capable of taking into account both institutional and socio-cultural features of
the national context. At the same time, international experience shows the high effectiveness
of comprehensive government programs that combine legislative regulation, mandatory
implementation of educational initiatives, and victim support.

The problematicsituation lies in the absence of a unified, effective,and mandatory mechanism
for countering bullying in a number of post-Soviet countries. Despite the pilot implementation
of the KiVa program in Kazakhstan, its coverage is limited, and measures remain fragmented.
While in countries with a high level of government regulation (Finland, Great Britain), there is a
significant decrease in bullying, in countries with disparate measures, this effect is significantly
lower. This study proceeds from the assumption that identifying and adapting the most
successful components of international anti-bullying strategies can help construct a viable
solution tailored to the legal, institutional, and cultural realities of Kazakhstan and Russia.

The object of the study is a system of national strategies for the prevention of ostracism
and bullying. The subject of the study is the institutional, legal, and cultural parameters of the
effectiveness of anti-bullying programs in various countries.

The purpose of the study is to conduct a comparative analysis of international and national
models for preventing ostracism and bullying, identify their effectiveness factors, and develop
practical recommendations for adapting best practices for the Kazakh and Russian educational
environments.

The hypothesis of the study is that countries thatimplement integrated approaches combining
legislative regulation, mandatory participation of educational institutions, and consideration of
cultural factors achieve significantly better results in reducing bullying.

In accordance with the purpose, the following tasks are formulated:

- to analyze existing international programs and strategies;

- determine the role of educational institutions in the implementation of anti-bullying
measures;

- to investigate the influence of cultural norms on the perception of ostracism;

- compare the scale of program implementation in selected countries;

- to propose specific recommendations to enhance the effectiveness of anti-bullying
initiatives in Kazakhstan and Russia, based on tested and adaptable components such as the
KiVa program.

The research methodology includes comparative legal and institutional analysis, analysis
of statistical and regulatory data, as well as elements of cultural and expert approaches. The
empirical basis was compiled by official documents, government programs, reports from
international organizations (UNESCO, OECD, UNICEF), as well as data on the dynamics of
bullying in schools.

The scientific novelty of the study lies in a comprehensive comparative assessment of anti-
bullying strategies, taking into account cultural factors that were previously insufficiently
covered in research on the post-Soviet space. The practical significance lies in the possibility
of using the findings to modernize national programs for the prevention of bullying and social
exclusion of students, including through the expansion of KiVa and similar initiatives.
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An analysis of the existing literature shows that the effectiveness of anti-bullying strategies
dependsonacombination oflegislative measures, educational initiatives, accessibility of support
mechanisms, and consideration of cultural characteristics. The introduction of mandatory
government programs in schools and the active involvement of public organizations are key
success factors. A comparative analysis will allow us to identify the most effective approaches
and propose strategies for adapting international experience into a context-sensitive and
sustainable model of national implementation.

1. Conceptual foundations and typology of bullying

In contemporary scientific discourse, bullying is conceptualised as a form of interpersonal
violence that manifests within educational and socio-cultural interactions. It is typically defined
as intentional, repetitive, and frequently covert behaviour aimed at inflicting psychological,
social, or physical harm upon an individual in a vulnerable position. Among students, bullying
assumes specific forms, including verbal aggression, social exclusion, cyberbullying, and
academically motivated intimidation.

The classical definition of bullying, developed in the context of school-based research,
remains applicable in higher education but requires further specification. Core indicators of
bullying include a power asymmetry between the parties involved, as well as systematic and
unprovoked aggressive conduct. These criteria continue to be relevant within the university
environment, where hierarchies, peer pressure, and behavioural dominance persist despite
the relative maturity of students (Stevens & De Bourdeaudhuij, 2001). Current analyses
of intervention strategies enable the classification of bullying into four dominant types
observed across both secondary and tertiary educational settings: physical, verbal, social,
and cyberbullying. Cyberbullying, in particular, poses heightened risks in the digital age, as it
transcends the boundaries of physical space, is facilitated by anonymity, and propagates rapidly
through online platforms (Silva et al., 2017). In the context of Kazakhstan, local researchers
highlight the underdeveloped terminological and methodological framework for addressing
bullying in the country’s higher education institutions. It is often interpreted through the lens
of interpersonal conflict or disciplinary infractions, complicating its timely identification and
prevention. Emphasis is placed on the necessity of establishing a unified conceptual foundation
and adapting international classifications to the specific educational and cultural realities of
Kazakhstan (Akimbekova & Kulekenova, 2023).

Thus, the definition of bullying in the student environment requires an interdisciplinary
approach combining psychological, sociological and pedagogical perspectives, as well as taking
into account the specifics of university communication, structural hierarchy and the increasing
role of digital interaction.

2. The consequences of bullying and the impact of the educational environment

Bullying among students, as well as among schoolchildren, has a significant impact on the
psycho-emotional state and academic activity of students. It can manifest itself in the form of
social isolation, bullying in classrooms, in groups on social networks, as well as in the form of
academic pressure and discrimination. As noted by Hall and Chapman, the negative atmosphere
in an educational institution contributes to the entrenchment of violent forms of communication,
especially in conditions of insufficient administrative response and informal norms (Hall &
Chapman, 2018).
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A study by Li, Chen, and Chen shows that the level of safety and a supportive climate within
a study group has a direct impact on bullying levels. The university environment, with greater
autonomy and less formalized control, creates conditions for both latent bullying and resistance
to it through student initiatives, psychological services and mentoring systems (Li, Chen &
Chen, 2017). The work of Prakapas and Dudaite demonstrates that educational institutions,
where a culture of mutual respect, dialogue and engagement is consciously built, record not
only a decrease in violence, but also an increase in academic performance, as well as a stable
identification of students with the university as a social space of trust (Prakapas & Dudaite,
2024).

Thus, the formation of a healthy educational climate is a key condition for neutralizing
bullying and creating a favorable environment for the personal and professional development
of students.

3. Effectiveness of anti-bullying programs: a comparative analysis

The development and implementation of bullying prevention programs in the educational
environment over the past two decades has been the subject of extensive empirical and meta-
analytical research. Numerous reviews demonstrate that the effectiveness of interventions
depends on the complexity of the approach, the target orientation and the level of institutional
support. For example, a meta-analysis by Dong, Huitsing, and Veenstra notes that the most
effective programs are those that integrate individual, group, social, and organizational levels
of impact. The authors emphasize the importance of sustained administrative support and
involvement of the student community as key success factors (Dong, Huitsing & Veenstra, 2025).

Thework of Fraguas etal.,based on datafromrandomized clinical trials, indicates a statistically
significantdecrease in the level of aggression and victimization in educational institutions where
formalized anti-bullying protocols were implemented. The role of preliminary diagnosis and
the stage-by-stage implementation of such programs is especially emphasized, which avoids
formalization and increases the level of acceptance among students (Fraguas et al., 2021). The
KiVa program, developed in Finland, remains one of the most studied and adaptable models
of bullying prevention. According to a systematic review by Hikmat et al,, its effectiveness is
particularly high among younger adolescents, but adaptation to the university level requires
significant modification of the content and methodological components (Hikmat et al., 2024).
The Olweus program, in turn, is focused on the purposeful transformation of the school climate,
which can be reinterpreted in the context of universities as working with the corporate culture
of the university, the involvement of administration and student leaders (Gaffney, Ttofi &
Farrington, 2021). An important component of effective programs is the behavior of bullying
witnesses. As the study by Chu, Zhou and Campbell shows, it is the position of neutral observers
- classmates, eyewitnesses of situations on social networks or in classrooms - that can either
enhance the victimization effect or serve as a factor of resistance to the normalization of
violence. Interventions aimed at activating these groups are considered as a promising and
still insufficiently implemented resource (Chu, Zhou & Campbell, 2024). An additional resource
for improving the effectiveness of prevention is the participation of parents and teachers. The
Espelage and Polanin meta-review shows that programs that include a parent component and
work with teachers demonstrate significantly more sustainable results in the long term. At the
same time, informal interaction between students and teachers plays a special role, based on
trust, recognition of boundaries and emotional responsiveness (Espelage & Polanin, 2019).
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Thus, a comparative analysis shows that there are no universal solutions in the fight against
bullying: the effectiveness of programs is determined by their correspondence to the age group,
cultural context and organizational culture of the educational institution.

4. Cultural adaptation and legal approaches in the fight against bullying

The problem of bullying in educational institutions becomes particularly difficult in
multinational and multicultural societies, where differences in values, communication styles,
and social norms can increase the risk of misunderstanding, alienation, and conflict. A study by
Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger etal. emphasizes thatstandard anti-bullying programs developed within
the framework of Western paradigms require careful cultural adaptation when implemented
in educational systems with other ethno-confessional structures. Migrant students, ethnic
minorities, and students who do not speak the official language of instruction at a sufficient level
are particularly vulnerable (Gutzwiller-Helfenfinger et al.,, 2024). Sarnovska and Falko express a
similar position, considering the process of cross-cultural adaptation of anti-bullying programs
as an integral part of their successful implementation. The authors insist on the need to take
into account local socio-cultural concepts of violence, authority, subordination and «normality»
in interpersonal relationships. Unadapted methods, on the contrary, can cause alienation on the
part of students and lead to the formalization of preventive work (Sarnovska & Falko, 2024).
Along with the cultural aspect, the legal regulation of bullying remains relevant. As shown in
the review by Valerie and Pudjiastuti, despite the existence of formal anti-discrimination and
anti-bullying regulations in most countries, the practical implementation of legal mechanisms
faces a number of obstacles: from the lack of special response procedures at universities to
the ambiguity in the interpretation of the very concept of «bullying» in the legal system. In
the context of higher education, it is especially important to develop internal regulations that
provide both prevention and a clear procedure for responding to student complaints (Valerie
& Pudjiastuti, 2024). An interesting area of analysis is the study by Zhou, Liu and Ye, which
draws a parallel between bullying in educational and labor collectives. The authors consider
both phenomena as manifestations of a dysfunctional institutional culture, where there are no
stable mechanisms of feedback, horizontal support and ethical leadership. This perspective
allows us to consider student bullying not as an isolated phenomenon, but as part of a broader
problem of interpersonal violence in hierarchically organized systems (Zhou, Liu & Ye, 2025).
Thus, the fight against bullying in the university environment is impossible without taking into
account cultural differences, the legal context and institutional responsibility. The effectiveness
of preventive and corrective measures depends on the ability of educational organizations not
only to borrow international experience, but also to adapt it taking into account the value and
regulatory specifics of a particular society.

One of the most convincing examples of such successful adaptation of international experience
is the Finnish KiVa program, which has become a benchmark in anti-bullying strategies
worldwide. Its comprehensive design integrates classroom instruction, digital modules, teacher
involvement, and bystander activation - making it particularly effective across age groups. As
demonstrated in a large-scale national study by Karna et al., the program led to a 30% reduction
in bullying cases in Finland (Karna et al., 2011). Salmivalli, Kdrna, and Poskiparta emphasize
that this effect was achieved through a whole-school approach, where consistent participation
of students, educators, and administrators created a supportive institutional culture (Salmivalli,
Kdrna & Poskiparta, 2011). These findings highlight the importance of not only borrowing
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successful foreign models, but of thoroughly embedding them into the national educational
context, adjusted to local cultural and regulatory frameworks.

Methods

The object of this study is government strategies for preventing ostracism in the education
system. The subject of the study is the legislative, institutional and cultural components of
the effectiveness of anti-bullying programs in international and Kazakh practice. The study
used a comprehensive methodology, including legal, socio-cultural, and statistical analysis.
The main method used was a comparative analysis of national anti-stigma strategies in seven
countries: Finland, Great Britain, the USA, Japan, South Korea, Kazakhstan, and Russia. The
choice of these States is due to differences in their approaches to solving the problem of social
exclusion, including in terms of legislative regulation, the content of educational programs, and
the availability of institutionalized support mechanisms for victims of bullying. The purpose of
the study is to identify the key factors of the effectiveness of national anti-bullying strategies
and their possible adaptation to the educational system of Kazakhstan and Russia. Based on the
obtained results, the study aims to propose a comprehensive and context-sensitive model of
institutional implementation, drawing on proven international practices such as KiVa. Research
question: Which specific elements of anti-bullying strategies are most effective in reducing
bullying and social exclusion of students in international practice, and how can they be adapted
within the national systems of Kazakhstan and Russia?

Hypothesis: The study proceeds from the hypothesis that strategies based on mandatory
legislative regulation, the coverage of educational institutions with targeted programs, the
availability of psychological and social support mechanisms, as well as consideration of cultural
differences and values of society, demonstrate the greatest effectiveness. These elements, when
implemented in a coordinated manner, contribute to systemic improvements in the educational
climate and reduce the prevalence of bullying-related behaviors.

The study was carried out in several interrelated stages. Initially, criteria were defined for
selecting countries with varying levels of systemic anti-bullying measures. This was followed by
the collection and systematization of national regulations, government programs, reports from
UNESCO, OECD, UNICEF, and relevant academic publications. A qualitative and quantitative
analysis was conducted to assess national contexts and implementation mechanisms. Further,
the effectiveness of anti-bullying strategies was evaluated through comparative indicators such
as legislative availability, program coverage, reduction in bullying cases, accessibility of victim
support services, and the presence of cyberbullying prevention tools. Finally, results were
interpreted with attention to cultural differences, leading to practical recommendations for
national-level implementation.

The empirical base included regulatory documents, educational policy frameworks, statistical
reports, and scientific literature. Key data sources encompassed anti-bullying legislation,
educational initiatives, official statistics on bullying dynamics, availability of support services
for victims, and levels of institutional involvement. To assess the effectiveness of preventive
strategies, a criteria-based analytical approach was applied. Evaluation focused on the
presence and enforceability of anti-bullying laws, the scope of institutional program coverage,
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measurable reductions in bullying, access to victim support mechanisms, and the development
of cyberbullying countermeasures.

Data on the effectiveness of prevention programs were collected from reports of international
organizations (UNESCO, OECD, UNICEF), scientific research, as well as from statistical bulletins
of ministries of education and human rights organizations in the countries under review. In
the Kazakh context, special attention was paid to the results of the pilot implementation of the
KiVa program and the analysis of its impact on the level of bullying in participating schools.
Additionally, methods of analyzing expert opinions and official reports were used, which made
it possible to more accurately determine the influence of cultural factors on the perception and
implementation of anti-bullying strategies. The study pays particular attention to the distinction
between individualistic and collectivistic societies and the role of national traditions, values,
and communication norms in shaping attitudes toward bullying and social exclusion. These
cultural dimensions were considered key variables in assessing the transferability of foreign
models to the local context.

Statistical data processing was performed using descriptive statistics methods, including
calculating average bullying reduction rates, the degree of involvement of educational
institutions, and analyzing the availability of support mechanisms. To visualize the results,
graphical methods were used - diagrams and tables of comparative analysis.

Thus, the applied methods made it possible to conduct a comprehensive assessment of the
effectiveness of international anti-bullying strategies, identify key differences in approaches to
the prevention of stigmatization, and formulate recommendations for improving educational
policies in the field of social safety of students in Kazakhstan and Russia. The methodological
design was purposefully oriented not only toward the identification of successful interventions
but also toward the development of scalable, adaptable frameworks that can inform national
policy design.

Ethical aspects: During the research, only open and official sources were used. No personal
data was collected. The analysis of statistical reports and expert publications was carried out
in compliance with the principles of anonymity and confidentiality. There was no provision for
respondents to participate or interfere in the learning process, and therefore, coordination with
the ethics committee was not required.

Results and discussion

This study provides a comparative analysis of international practices aimed at preventing
ostracism and bullying in Finland, the United Kingdom, the United States, Japan, South Korea,
Russia, and Kazakhstan. The selection of these countries reflects a wide range of legislative
approaches, institutional resources, and socio-cultural environments. One of the most well-
documented examples of effective prevention is the Finnish KiVa program, developed by the
University of Turku. Since 2018, Kazakhstan has initiated its gradual adaptation within its own
education system. According to pilot project data, schools that implemented KiVa reported a
12% decrease in bullying cases, demonstrating the program's potential adaptability and efficacy.

To ensure structural clarity, Table 1 outlines key parameters of prevention strategies:
(1) legislative regulation, (2) national and local governmental programs, (3) the degree of
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educational institutions' involvement, (4) mechanisms to prevent cyberbullying, and (5) the
availability of support services, including psychological assistance and legal recourse.

Table 1. Comparative analysis of preventive measures against ostracism in selected countries

Country | Legislative norms | Government | Educational | Cyberbullying Support
programs involvement prevention | mechanisms
Finland Mandatory KiVa National Full-scale Digital ethics Accessible,
regulation funding, integration of | training, online | systematized
continuous KiVa monitoring support
school-level
monitoring
United Nationwide anti- National Mandatory Legal Helplines,
Kingdom bullying laws strategy, NGO | teacher regulation of  |legal and
partnerships training, digital content | psychological
accountability aid
United State-level Grants for Varies by Anti- Medium-level
States legislation prevention state, with cyberbullying | access, state-
and school state-specific | campaigns and | dependent
counselors mandates tech sanctions
Japan [jime Prevention School-level Official Weak Limited
Act (2013) oversight, frameworks mechanisms institutional
limited state exist, but for digital support
enforcement stigmatization |aggression
persists
South Comprehensive Strict Parental Harsh Institutio-
Korea national policy sanctions, notification is | penalties nalized
administrative | mandatory for online counseling
penalties harassment services
Kazakhstan | Law «On Child School media- | Selective National cyber- | Partial access
Rights Protection», |tion programs, |implemen- security curri- | to support
KiVa pilot limited KiVa tation in pilot | culum under services
rollout schools development
Russia Local regulations Ministry guide- | Embedded in | Minimal Poor
only, no federal lines, frag- educational enforcement availability of
framework mented imple- | standards, low | mechanisms legal support
mentation coverage

Note: Data summarized from sources [4], [9], [10], [11], [13].

As illustrated in Table 1, Kazakhstan has launched initial implementation of KiVa; however,
its application remains limited to pilot schools, thereby reducing its systemic effectiveness.
Expanding the program nationally could potentially yield results similar to those achieved in
Finland.

Overall, the most effective strategies are observed in countries with strong legal regulation,
clear governmental frameworks, active involvement of educational institutions, and robust
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digital protection — namely Finland, the United Kingdom, and South Korea. Conversely, in Japan,
Russia, and to a certain extent Kazakhstan, the lack of full-scale implementation and limited
institutional support still hinder the success of prevention models. These contexts highlight the
need for expanded adaptation mechanisms, legal standardization, and integration of support
services within the educational infrastructure.

Legislative regulation and institutional support constitute critical pillars in the development
of effective strategies to combat ostracism and bullying in educational environments. These
mechanisms ensure legal protection, formalize anti-bullying protocols, and define the degree
of institutional responsibility. Comparative international data show that in countries with well-
developed regulatory frameworks, preventive measures yield higher results, while in contexts
with fragmented or discretionary legislation, protective strategies often remain ineffective or
symbolic.

Globally, three main legislative-institutional models of ostracism prevention can be
distinguished. The first model, exemplified by Finland and the United Kingdom, is characterized
by a centralized and compulsory approach, with strict legal regulation and government-
controlled educational programs. The second model - a hybrid framework - combines formal
legal regulation with decentralized implementation at the level of regions or individual
institutions, as seen in the United States and Kazakhstan. The third model involves partial or
inconsistent regulation, where the prevention of bullying is not institutionalized as a national
priority; such patterns are observed in Russia and Japan.

A key feature of the Finnish system is the mandatory implementation of the KiVa program
in all schools, which has led to a documented 30% reduction in bullying incidents nationwide.
In the United Kingdom, the legislative framework obliges schools to conduct systematic
monitoring, early detection, and response procedures. In the United States, the absence of a
single federal anti-bullying law is offset by individual state statutes - each with varying degrees
of enforcement and clarity. South Korea’s system places particular emphasis on cyberbullying,
enforcing strict sanctions, such as administrative fines and social media account suspension.

InJapan,despitetheexistence oftheljime Prevention Act (2013),lawenforcementmechanisms
are underdeveloped, and social stigma toward victims severely limits the accessibility of
protection measures. Kazakhstan, beginning in 2018, became the first country in Central Asia
to pilot the KiVa program. Initial evaluations of the pilot implementation revealed encouraging
trends in reducing bullying levels within participating schools. Additionally, Kazakhstan
amended its Law «On the Protection of the Rights of the Child», obligating schools to adopt
anti-bullying policies. However, experts note that monitoring procedures and enforcement
instruments remain insufficient, limiting the effectiveness of legal interventions.

In Russia, the absence of a national anti-bullying law leaves preventive efforts to the discretion
of local education authorities. Some regions have implemented localized educational programs
and teacher training, but the non-binding nature of these measures results in inconsistent and
often ineffective outcomes.

To provide a structured overview of current legislative regulation, Table 2 summarizes the
presence of national anti-bullying laws, coverage of mandatory educational programs, and
perceived law enforcement efficacy (on a scale from 1 to 10).
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Table 2. Degree of legislative regulation of ostracism prevention in selected countries

Country Anti-bullying legislation Mandatory Effectiveness of law
educational programs | enforcement (1-10)
Finland KiVa program enshrined Universal 10
in law implementation
in schools
United Kingdom | Statutory regulation with Mandatory monitoring 9
school accountability and training
United States 50 distinct state-level laws Varies by state
South Korea Legal framework focused Parental notification
on cyberbullying required
Japan [jime Prevention Act (2013), | Weak victim protection 6
low enforceability mechanisms
Kazakhstan Amendments to Child Partial program 7
Protection Law, KiVa pilots coverage
Russia No unified federal regulation, | Local initiatives only 4
regional disparities

Note: compiled based on sources [2], [11], [13], [16].

As demonstrated in Table 2, Finland (10) and the United Kingdom (9) lead in terms of
legislative coverage and institutional enforcement. The United States (7) and South Korea (8)
reflect moderately high regulation with targeted emphasis - particularly in digital environments.
Kazakhstan (7), through the integration of KiVa and recent legislative reforms, exhibits
significant progress compared to Russia (4) and Japan (6), where the lack of clear enforcement
and low prioritization of the problem undermine systemic responses. These findings reinforce
the conclusion that strong legal backing, supported by compulsory institutional practices and
monitoring mechanisms, plays a decisive role in shaping the efficacy of anti-bullying policies.

To assess the effectiveness of the fight against ostracism, it is important to take into account
not only legislative measures but also the scale of the introduction of preventive programs.
In Finland and the UK, there is 100% coverage of educational institutions with government
programs that monitor and protect victims. In Kazakhstan, KiVa has so far been implemented
only in individual schools, which limits its influence. In South Korea and Japan, the fight against
bullying remains predominantly formal: laws have been passed, but in practice, control over
their implementation is weak. In Russia, educational initiatives are fragmented and are not
included in the compulsory program of most schools.

To provide a clearer picture of how widely government anti-bullying programs are
implemented in the educational systems of the studied countries, Table 3 presents comparative
data on the coverage of schools, the types of programs in place, and their relative effectiveness.
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Table 3. Coverage of government anti-bullying programs in the studied countries

Country Main program School coverage (%) Effectiveness (1-10)
Finland KiVa 100% 10
United Kingdom | National Strategy 100%
United States Varies by state 60-80%
South Korea Government educational 70%
initiatives
Japan Legislative measures, 60% 6
but weak implementation
Kazakhstan KiVa (pilot schools) 20%
Russia Local educational projects 30%

Figure 1 illustrates the comparative level of coverage of schools with government anti-
bullying programs across the selected countries, based on the data presented in Table 3.

LU LUy

30
: '
Finland United USA South Japan Kazakhstan Russia
Kingdom Korea

Figure 1. Coverage of government anti-bullying programs

As can be seen, Finland (100%) and the United Kingdom (100%) provide full coverage of
educational institutions with national anti-bullying programs. In the USA (70%) and South
Korea (80%), programs are in operation, but their implementation depends on the region or
educational initiatives. Kazakhstan (20%), despite the introduction of KiVa, has not yet covered
the majority of schools, which explains its relatively low level of enrollment. In Russia (30%),
local initiatives are developing, but there is no unified federal program. The analysis shows that
the countries where anti-bullying programs are mandatory (Finland, Great Britain) demonstrate
the greatest effectiveness. In Kazakhstan, the implementation of KiVa in individual schools has
produced positive results, but the lack of commitment to this program at the national level
limits its effectiveness. Russia and Japan remain among the countries with the least strict
control over the implementation of anti-bullying measures, which reduces their effectiveness.
The effectiveness of preventive measures of ostracism is determined by a combination of
factors, including law enforcement practice, the level of involvement of educational and public
institutions, the availability of support for victims, as well as the dynamics of cases of bullying
and social isolation. Different countries show heterogeneous results, which are associated
not only with legislative and institutional factors, but also with cultural characteristics of the
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perception of the problem. One of the most objective indicators of the success of preventive
programs is a decrease in the level of bullying and social isolation after their implementation.
In Finland, where the comprehensive KiVa program operates, over the past 10 years, it has been
possible to reduce the level of bullying by 30%. In the UK, thanks to the national anti-bullying
strategy, there has been a 25% reduction in school bullying.

In the United States, where regulation is carried out at the state level, the level of bullying has
decreased by an average of 10%, but significant differences between regions reduce the overall
effectiveness. In South Korea, despite tough penalties for cyberbullying and social isolation, a
15% reduction in bullying cases was achieved. In Japan, the adoption of the law on combating
ijime (2013) led to only a 5% decrease in bullying, which is associated with conservative norms
of behavior and insufficient openness of the law enforcement system. In Kazakhstan, since the
pilotintroduction of KiVa in individual schools, there has been a 12% decrease in bullying, which
is a positive indicator. However, nationally, the program has not yet reached most educational
institutions, limiting the overall effect. In Russia, despite the launch of educational initiatives and
the growth of public interest in the problem, the decrease in cases of social isolation remains at
the level of 3%, which indicates the need for deeper integration of preventive programs.

To visualize the measurable outcomes of national anti-bullying policies and programs,
Figure 2 presents comparative data on the percentage reduction in bullying cases after the
implementation of preventive strategies across the studied countries.

Figure 2 illustrates the comparative impact of national anti-bullying strategies, showing the
percentage decrease in bullying cases reported in each country after program implementation.

-

Finland m United Kingdom 1 USA South Korea
M Japan Kazakhstan M Russia

Figure 2. Reducing the level of bullying after the introduction of preventive programs

As can be seen, Finland (30%) and the United Kingdom (25%) show the most significant
reduction in cases of social isolation and bullying due to an integrated approach that includes
legislative measures, educational programs, and psychological support. In the United States (10%),
the effect varies by state, and in South Korea (15%), improvements were achieved thanks to strict
regulation of cyberbullying. In Japan (5%), Kazakhstan (12%), and Russia (3%), the decline remains
more moderate, which indicates the need for deeper integration of preventive strategies.

As part of the preparation of the article, additional empirical observation was conducted
among first- and second-year students of pedagogical specialties at the L.N. Gumilyov ENU
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participating in bullying prevention and digital hygiene programs. In the course of project
seminars and optional trainings (autumn 2024), the elements of the KiVa program adapted
to the Kazakh university context were tested. Following the results of two semesters, the
teachers of the Department of Pedagogy recorded a steady decrease in the number of conflict
situations in the educational environment (according to the results of the student survey - by
18%), as well as an increase in awareness in the prevention of cyberbullying. The students
noted that participating in interactive trainings helped them learn how to recognize forms of
hidden pressure, as well as develop strategies for nonviolent interaction in student groups.
The data obtained suggest that even partial implementation of anti-bullying practices at the
higher education level contributes to the formation of a safe educational environment and can
be integrated into the national strategy for the prevention of stigmatization.

An equally important factor in the success of prevention is the availability of assistance for
victims of ostracism. Finland and the UK have national hotlines, school psychological support
services, and legal protection mechanisms. In the U.S., aid programs vary from state to state,
but major cities operate specialized centers. In South Korea, the emphasis is on counseling and
supportwithin educational institutions, but the problem of public condemnation of victims is still
relevant. In Japan, psychological assistance is provided, but fear of possible social consequences
reduces its demand. In Kazakhstan and Russia, support mechanisms are developing, but their
availability remains limited due to insufficient government funding and a lack of qualified
specialists.

To evaluate the systemic capacity of countries to support victims of ostracism, Table 4
presents comparative data on the availability of helplines, psychological services, and legal
protection, accompanied by a general availability rating.

Table 4. Availability of support mechanisms for victims of ostracism

Country Helplines Psychological Legal protection Availability
support rating (1-10)
Finland Yes (national) Yes (in all schools) Yes 10
United Kingdom Yes Yes (free) Yes 9
United States Partially (varies by Yes Partially
state)
South Korea Yes Partially Yes
Japan Limited Partially Formal
Kazakhstan Partially (in KiVa Developing Partially
schools)

Russia Partially Limited Partially 4

Kazakhstan (6), thanks to partial integration of KiVa, demonstrates a higher level of support
availability than Russia (4), but is still inferior to European countries. Comparative analysis
shows that the effectiveness of preventive measures of ostracism depends on several factors.
An integrated approach combining legislation, educational initiatives, and social programs
demonstrates the highest effectiveness, which is confirmed by the results of Finland and the UK.
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At the same time, the harsh sanctions measures applied in South Korea and Japan do not always
lead to a significant reduction in bullying cases unless accompanied by a well-developed victim
support system. The lack of a unified strategy, typical for Kazakhstan and Russia, slows down
progress in combating stigmatization, as measures remain fragmented and do not provide
the necessary level of protection for victims. The most successful countries are those where
the fight against stigmatization is considered a national priority and includes comprehensive
support measures. In Kazakhstan, the further expansion of the KiVa program, the development
of educational initiatives, the integration of digital solutions, and the strengthening of social
protection mechanisms remain promising areas.

Conclusion

The present study has confirmed the hypothesis that strategies based on the integration
of legislative regulation, mandatory coverage of educational institutions, accessible victim
support mechanisms, and consideration of cultural factors are the most effective in preventing
ostracism and bullying. A comprehensive comparative analysis of the models of combating social
exclusion in seven countries has demonstrated that it is precisely such systemic and coordinated
approaches - as exemplified by the KiVa program in Finland or the national strategy in the
United Kingdom - that ensure a sustainable reduction in bullying (by 25-30%) and contribute
to the creation of an integrated support infrastructure within the educational environment. At
the same time, countries with fragmented or optional implementation of anti-bullying measures
(such as Russia and Japan) or those with pilot-level coverage (such as Kazakhstan) show
significantly lower levels of systemic effectiveness. In particular, although Kazakhstan's KiVa
pilot schools have recorded a 12% reduction in bullying, the national protection framework
remains underdeveloped due to the irregularity of program implementation, limited human
and methodological resources, and the absence of a binding regulatory mandate for nationwide
adoption.

The study identified and analyzed the key structural elements that determine the success of
national strategies: a clearly articulated legal and institutional framework, obligatory inclusion
of anti-bullying content in school programs, involvement of public and expert organizations,
the development of digital response mechanisms, and continuous support services for victims.
Cultural context has also proven to be a decisive factor: in countries with elevated levels of
social stigmatization (e.g., Japan, Russia), informal barriers, distrust of protection mechanisms,
and weak institutional feedback loops significantly limit the impact of formal interventions.

The scientific novelty of this study lies in its integrated and comparative approach to
evaluating anti-ostracism strategies within the context of post-Soviet educational systems,
accounting for legal, institutional, and sociocultural dimensions. This research expands the
theoretical understanding of what constitutes an effective anti-bullying strategy and provides
an empirically grounded foundation for constructing national-level policies aimed at ensuring
school safety, psychological well-being, and inclusive educational environments.

From a practical standpoint, the study presents a structured proposal for the modernization
of anti-bullying frameworks in Kazakhstan and Russia. The following areas are identified as
high-priority recommendations: (1) the national-scale expansion of proven initiatives such
as the KiVa program; (2) the mandatory integration of preventive educational modules into
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the curriculum; (3) the development and institutionalization of school-based psychological
services; (4) the deployment of digital monitoring systems to address cyberbullying; and (5) the
cultivation of tolerant educational cultures, rooted in international best practices but adapted
to national realities.

Thus, the confirmation of the research hypothesis and the results of the cross-national
comparative analysis allow us to conclude that comprehensive governmental measures -
grounded in intersectoral cooperation, cultural sensitivity, and institutional consistency -
represent the most effective model for combating bullying and social exclusion. The findings
of the study not only substantiate this model empirically but also establish a conceptual
framework for further applied research and policy innovation in the field of educational social
safety. The proposed model can serve as a basis for national program development, piloting,
and institutional integration across post-Soviet educational systems.

Limitations and directions for future research: Although the present study relies on a broad
corpus of legal, institutional, and statistical sources, it is limited by its dependence on secondary
data and publicly available government and NGO reports. In particular, there is insufficient
access to longitudinal and school-level microdata, especially for the Russian and Japanese
contexts. Further research may benefit from fieldwork-based approaches, including surveys
and interviews with school staff and students, to evaluate the practical implementation of anti-
bullying measures. Additionally, future studies could examine how intersectional factors - such
as gender, disability, or ethnicity - affect students' vulnerability to bullying and their access to
protection in different institutional systems.
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M.II. Aceii6ekoRra’, *U.B. lllaiixeimypaToBa?, JK.E. Mykanosa3, T. Atmajka*
L23J1.H. T'ymusee amviHdarsbl Eypasus yammolK yHugsepcumemi, Acmaua, Kazakcmax
*/Tro30ice yHusepcumemi, /Jro3dxce, Typkus

OcTpaku3MHiH a/1AbIH aJyAaFbl XaJdbIKapaJIbIK TOKipuoe

AnpaTna. Ocin KeJse )KaTKaH UUQPPJIBIK TOyeKeIep MeH MeKTel OPTAaChIHbIH 63Tepyi KaFqailbiHaa
OCTpPaKU3M MeH KOPKBITY MaceJieCi epekilie 83eKTi O0JIbIN OThIP. By 3epTTeyaiH, 060 beKTiCI-KOPKBITY
*KoHe KUOEepOYJJIMHT TYPiH/le KOPIHETIH OKY OpPbIHJAPbIH/AFbI dJIeyMETTIK OKliay/aHy. 2KyMbICTbIH,
MaKCaThI-KYKbIKTBIK, THCTUTYIIMOHA//ABIK, KOHE M3/I€HU aclleKTisiepre 6aca Hasap ayzapa OThIPHIII,
OCTPaKU3MHIH aJiblH aJyAbIH YITTHIK }XoHE Xa/blKapaJlblK CTpaTerusaaapblHa CaJblCThIpMaJibl TAJNAAY
Kyprisy. Punaauausa, ¥aeioputanusa, AKII, Xanouus, OuTyctik Kopes, KasakcTtaH »xoHe PeceiifiiH,
TaKipubeciHe 6acTbl Hazap ayAapbLIa/bl, OHJ1a KOPKBITYAbIH aJIIbIH Ay TICI/IIepiHiH TUTIOJTOTUSJIBIK
allbIpMallbLIbIKTAphl aHBIKTAAAbI.

MaxkaJ/iaHblH FBLIBIMU-NPAKTUKAJIBIK, MaHbI3AbLIbIFbl OHbIH KOPKBITYFa KapcChbl KOJIJAHBICTaFbI
MoJiesibJlep TypaJibl AepeKTepAi xKyiesen KaHa KoliMai, COHbIMEH KaTap 0J1ap/ibl Ka3aKCTaH/bIK XKoHe
peceitnik 6is1iM 6epy xkyHesepi xkargaiibiHja 6ediMaey 60MbIHIIA YChIHbICTAp 6epyiMeH 6allJIaHbICTHI.
3epTTey aAicTeMeci CaJbICTBIpMaJsbl KYKBIKTBIK, TaJllayFa, HOPMATHBTIK akKTijepAiH Ma3MyHbIH
TaJIIayFa, XxaJablKapasblk yibiMaapabiH (OHECKO, 3bI1Y, HHUCE®) ecenrtepiHe, coHan-aK KOPKBITY
JUHaMUKacChl TypaJbl CTATUCTUKAJIBIK MaJjiMeTTepre Heri3jenareH. CoHJlali-aK a/1eyMeTTiK-MaeHU
Ta/1[jay XoHe capanTaMaJblK 3epTTey 3J1eMeHTTePI KOJIJaHbLI/IbI.

HaTumxenep kepceTKeH e, :KaH-KaKTbl MEMJIEKETTIK casicaThl bap, 6ijiM 6epy 6afAap/iaManapbiH
MiHZeTTi TypAe )Ky3ere acbipaThiH esifiep (Mbicanbl, PuHAsHAUAAaFbI KHMBa) )koHe 3apAan LieKKeHAepAi
KOJIAAyAblH JaMbIFaH Kyieci eH »Xofapbl THIMAiMIKTI kepceTeni. Kasakcranga KuBaHblH illiHapa
eHTi3isyiHe KapamacTaH, oH, yYpAic 6alKaagbl — MUJIOTTHIK MeKTenTep/eri 6y3aKkblIbIKThIH 12% - Fa
TeMeH/eyi.

3epTTey XaJblKapasblK TOHKIpUOEHI YITTHIK CTpaTerdsilapFa MHTerpanys/iay KaKeTTiIriH Herisgen
OThBIPbIMN, 6Y3aKbIIBIKIEH KYpeCy/liH MearoruKanblK casicaTblH acayFa blKnaJ etefli. [[pakTUKaIbIK
MaHBbI3/IbIIBIFbl HOTHOKEJIEPAl THIMAI NpOoHUIAKTUKABIK IIapasapAbl a3ipseyae KoJJaHy MYMKiH-
JAirigze »aTblIp.

TyiiH ce3aep: OY/UIMHI, OCTPAKU3M, aJJIbIH a1y, aHTUOYJJIMHT CTpaTerusaapbl, KUOEpOYJIJIUHT,
XasbIKapaJiblK TaKipHbe, 6i1iM 6epy 6armapsiamMaiapsbl.
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M.II. Aceii6ekoRBad, *U.B. lllaiixeimypaToBa?, JK.E. Mykanosa3, T. Atmajka*
L23Fegpasutickuli HaYUOHA/IbHbIU yHUgepcumem umenu J1.H. 'ymunesa, Acmana, Kazaxcman
*Yuueepcumem /[J1o3doice, Jrozdxce, Typyus

Mem/:(y}lapom{aﬂ NpaKTHUKA IO NMpeJOTBPAIl€HUI0 OCTPAKU3Ma

AHHOTanusa. B ycioBUsx pacTyuux 1HUPpPOBBIX PUCKOB U U3MeHEHHUs HIKOJbHOW cpej/ibl Mpoo6-
JleMa OCTpaKM3Ma U 3alyruBaHUs CTAaHOBUTCA OCOOEHHO aKTyaJbHOU. O6GBEKTOM JAaHHOIO
UCCIe[J0BaHUA $sIBJSETC COLMaJbHAas H30JALMA B Yy4eOHBIX 3aBeJleHUAX, MNPOSBAAKIAACA B
BUJle U3/leBaTe/bCTB M KubOep3amyruBaHus. llesb pa6oTbl - MPOBECTH CpPAaBHUTEJbHbIM aHaIU3
HaLlMOHAJbHBIX M MEX/AYHAPO/JHBIX CTPATErnil NpopUIaKTUKHU OCTPAKHU3Ma C aKLIEHTOM Ha PaBOBbIE,
MHCTUTYLHOHAJIbHbIE U KYJbTYpHbIe acneKkTbl. OCHOBHOe BHUMaHUe yjenseTcsl onblTy OUHASHANY,
Benuko6puTtanuuy, CllIA, Anonuu, FOxHoi Kopeu, Kazaxcranau Poccuy, r/ie BbIsIBJIEHbI TUIIOJIOTUYECKHE
pas3/nyuA B ciocobax npefoTBpalleHUs U3/ eBaTe bCTB.

HaydHo-npakTH4eckass 3HaUMMOCTb CTaTbY 00yC/I0B/IeHa TeM, YTO OHA He TOJIbKO CUCTEMATHU3UPYET
JlaHHble O CYLIeCTBYOIHUX MO/ZeJIAX NIPOTUBOAENCTBUSA U3JleBaTe/bCTBaM, HO U AaeT peKOMeHAal U
00 MUX aJaNTalMU B YCJAOBUAX Ka3axXCTAaHCKUX M POCCHMCKUX cHUCTEM 0Opa3oBaHHUs. MeToauka
HcCle,0BaHMs OCHOBaHa Ha CPaBHUTEJbHOM IPAaBOBOM aHaJIU3€, aHaJIM3e CoepKaHUsl HOPMAaTUBHBIX
aKTOB, OTUeTax Mex/yHapoaHbix opranusanui (KOHECKO, 03CP, HHUCE®), a Takke cTaTUCTUYECKUX
JaHHBIX 0 JMHAMHUKe yrpo3. Takxe ObLJIM HCIIOJIb30BaHbl 3J1EMEHThI COLMOKYJBTYPHOTO0 aHa/I13a U
3KCIEPTHOTO UCCIeJOBAHUS.

Pe3ysibTaThl MOKAa3bIBAalOT, YTO CTPaHbl CO BCEOOBEMJIOIIEH TOCYJapCTBEHHOW MOJIUTHUKOH,
06s13aTeJIbHBIMU peasu3alusiMU 06pa3oBaTesbHbIX nporpamMMm (Hanpumep, KuBa B ®uuHasaHauu) U
Pa3BUTOM CcUCTEMOM NOAAEPKKHA MOCTPAAABIIMX JAEMOHCTPUPYIOT HAUOOJIbUIYI0 3)PEKTUBHOCTb.
HecMoTps Ha yacTuyHoe BHejapeHHe KuBbl B KazaxcTaHe, oTMeueHa NOJIOXKHUTeJIbHAsA TeHJEeHL WS —
CHM)KEHHMe XyJIM[aHCTBa B MWJIOTHBIX 1IKoJ1aX Ha 12%.

HccnenoBaHue cnoco6CTBYeT BbIpabOTKe Nearoruueckoi noJMTHKY 60pbObI C U3/leBaTebCTBaMH,
060CHOBBIBasl HEOOXOJUMOCTb MHTErpalUu MeXJYHAapOJHOro OMNbITa B HAlMOHAJIbHbIE CTPATETUH.
[IpakTHyeckass 3HAUUMOCTb 3aKJ/I04aeTcsl B BO3MOXKHOCTH NpPHMeHEeHUs pe3y/IbTaTOB B pa3paboTke
3pdekTUBHBIX NPOPUTAKTUUECKUX MeD.

Kiro4yeBble c/10Ba: 6YJIJIMHI, OCTPaKU3M, IpeJ0TBpallleHHe, aHTUOY/IJIMHTOBbIe CTpaTeruy, kKubep-
OYJIJIMHT, MeX/yHapOJHbIH ONBIT, 00pa3oBaTe/bHble IPOrPaMMBl.
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