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Abstract:Adolescents involved in school violence, as bullies, victims or bystanders, 

experience problems in multiple areas. They reported lower life satisfaction and 

psychological well-being and others unfavourable consequences. This study aims to 

analyse relationships between perception of violence, well-being, satisfaction at 

school, and teachers support, using a correlational approach. The findings show 

that the reported well-being (mental and social), school satisfaction, student grades 

and teachers’ support are directly associated. Aggression, victimization, indirect 

exposure to violence and violence in the community are negatively associated with 

teachers’ support. Satisfaction at school can be explained by gender, student-

teacher relationships, student form-teacher relationship and violence in 

community. Adolescents’ social well-being is poor explained by investigated 

variables. Mental well-being, expressed by negative indicators, may be explained 

by father education level, age, student-teacher relationships, student form-teacher 

relationship and violence in community. 
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1. Introduction 

 
 Adolescence is a period of life characterized by changes in pleasure seeking and 

reward processing, intensification of emotional experiences and decision-making, 

organization, and impulse control. Adolescents’ thinking about present and the future 

evolving and these changes affect the perception of risk, as increasing self-harm or socially 

disruptive behaviours. In addition, adolescence is not only a critical stage, but it is 

characterized by accumulation of risks (Casey et al., 2010). 

 

1.1. School violence 
 

 Being a very public health issue, school violence, named some time bulling, is 

associated with direct consequences on the school environment, personal and social impacts 

for students (Flynn, McDonald, D’Alonzo, Vicky Tam & Wiebe, 2018). Past and recent 

studies found that adolescents who are involved in school violence experiences problems in 

multiple areas, as family, peer group, school, and neighbourhood or community (Swearer & 

Espelage, 2004). Victimization, violent behaviour and exposure to violence at school are 

associated (Flannery, Wester, & Singer, 2004). 

Some studies showed an association between being a victim of bullying and lower 

health, poor quality of life, symptoms of depression and a lower self-esteem (Van Ouytsel, 

Ponnet, &Walrave,2017) higher odds of physical relationship abuse, low school satisfaction 

(Rivara & le Menestrel, 2016). Contrary, lower odds of adolescent relationship abuse are 

associated with increased school connectedness, caring relationships with adults and 

perceived safety in school (Jain et al., 2018). The victims of school violence reported 

emotional instability, lower energy and vitality, limitations in physical activities, lower 

psychological wellbeing (Analitis et al., 2009). They are more anxious compared with not 

bullied students (Flaspohler, Elfstrom, Vanderzee, Sink, & Birchmeier 2009; Frisén & 
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Bjarnelind, 2010; Foody, Samara, &O’Higgins 2017). Recent findings indicate that 

victimization was positively associated with aggression and internalizing symptoms, and 

negatively with self-esteem and future optimism (Evans, Smokowski, Rose, Mercado-Crespo, 

& Marshall, 2018). 

 The violentbehaviour has been investigated in associations with individual 

characteristics (gender, age, personality traits, and education level), family’s socio-economic 

status, and school location. Many studies reported that boys are more likely to engage in 

bullying than girls (Steward, 2008; Varjas et al., 2009), while others indicated a little gender 

difference in relational aggression (Goldstein, Young, A., & Boyd, 2008).A decrease of 

school violence is reportedwith age (Rivara & le Menestrel, 2016; Flannery et al., 2004), and 

from the early to the middle stage of adolescence (Troop-Gordon, 2017). Researchers found 

that the frequency of violence increases during middle school years and decreases during high 

school years. Middle school students are more likely than elementary school students to 

experience violence and perceive their school as unsafe (Dinkes, Kemp, Baum, & Snyder, 

2009) but there are the opposite results (Varjas, et al., 2009).Others studies showed thatthe 

majority of schools across country experience different levels of violence (Flynn et al., 

2018).In a multilevel study of socio-economic inequality and school violence among youth, 

findings indicated that youth from families of low socio-economic status reported becoming 

frequently a bullying victim(Due et al., 2009).  

 The perpetrators of school violence are irritable, have frequently a negative mood and 

lower life satisfaction, have difficulties in emotional regulation and impulse control (Foody, 

Samara, & O’Higgins, 2017; Kerestes, 2006; Flannery et.al., 2004). 

 Psychological well-being is defined as satisfaction or desirable state of being happy 

and health and is considered a component of quality of life (Borgonovi & Pal, 2016). Well-

being is associated with strength of personality, and an optimistic self-concept and self-

esteem (Ben-Arieh et al., 2014). The well-being in school is related to achievement 

motivation, perseverance, and can predict academic performance (Cocorad�, F�rca� & Orzea, 

2018; Soutter, 2011) and can be predicted by relationships with teachers(Ratnik, & Rüütel, 

2017).  

 Satisfaction with school seems to be higher in the older age group (Ratnik & Rüütel, 

2017). Some studies suggest that school satisfaction is directly related to satisfaction with 

teachers and classmates, but is poorly associated with general life satisfaction (Casas, 

Bal��tescu, Bertran, Gonzalez, & Hatos, 2012). Well-being, aggression behaviours and 

victimization correlate negatively, while social support and satisfaction at school correlate 

positively (Alcantara et al, 2017). Past and recent studies show that the higher quality of 

teacher–student relationships can predict lower levels of violence and is associated with a 

greater subjective well-being (Suldo, Friedrich, White, Farmer, Minch, & Michalowski, 

2009).  

School violence affects one in three children in US (Smokowski, & Kopasz, 2005). 

The prevalence rates for traditional violence in school are higher than cyber bullying, and the 

both are highly correlated (Rivara & le Menestrel, 2016). Differences between countries in the 

prevalence of victims of bullying have also been found in studies. It has been argued that 

these differences may be attributed to cultural and social differences and distinct 

implementation of policies and programs related to bullying prevention (Craig et al., 2009). 

 In this context, our research aims to analyse relationships between well-being, social 

status, school satisfaction, violence, gender, academic outcomes and student-teacher 

relationships among Romanian adolescents in the urban area. The frame for the analyses is the 

ecological model that presents the interplay of individual and contextual factors: micro 

level(school connectedness, and school environment), meso level (teacher involvement), and 
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exo level - (exposure to violence, neighbourhood environment) (Bronfenbrenner, 1994; La 

Salle, Meyers,Varjas, & Roach, 2015).  

 

2. Methods 

 

 To achieve proposed objectives, we have designed a quantitative study.  

 

2.1. Hypotheses 
 

 The research hypotheses are as follows: (H1) reported well-being (mental and social), 

school satisfaction, student grades, and violence are associated; (H2) well-being, school 

satisfaction, student grades, and violence vary according to gender; and (H3) well-being and 

satisfaction at school can be explained by student-related variables, family, teachers 

relationships and violence in school and community. 

 

2.2. Tools 
 

 Six scales are used to validate the research hypotheses. 

The Well-Being Scale (Birleson, 1980) contains 18 items, measured on a 4-point Likert-type 

scale (1 = almost never to 4 = almost always). The factorial analysis identified two factors: (i) 

Well-being positive indicators (regarding joy, enthusiasm and positive social relations with � 

=0.93 for 10 items) and (ii) Well-being negative indicators (regarding crying, loneliness, 

sadness or physiological ailment, with � = .0.89 for seven items). The first factor explains 

70% of the variance, the second – 30% (Cocorad�, F�rca�, & Orzea, 2018). 

 School Satisfaction Scale (experiencing positive emotions, school belonging) contains 

eight items and has a good internal consistency (alpha Cronbach coefficient = .88). Examples 

of items: ‘I'm happy to go to school.’ and ‘I like school.’  

 Student–Teacher Relationships Scale (admiration for the professionalism of teachers, 

valorization of students by their teachers, attractiveness of teaching hours) includes 14 items 

and a higher alpha Cronbach coefficient (.92).  

 Scale of Headmaster’s Involvement in School Life (headmaster involved in school 

life, available for students) contains seven items and has a good alpha Cronbach coefficient 

(.87). 

 Student–Form Teacher Relationships Scale (empathy, involvement in solving 

students’ socio-emotional problems) include seven items and has a good alpha Cronbach 

coefficient (.86).  The last four scales have the items measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale 

(1 = (totally untrue) to 5 = (totally true). They have been extracted from the School Climate 

Questionnaire - SCQ (Cocorad�, Cazan & Orzea, 2018).  

 School Violence Questionnaire - SVQ (Cocorad� & Cazan, 2013) contains 21 items, 

measured on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 = almost never to 4 = almost always). The items 

regard the presence of different violent behaviours in the last 4 weeks. SVQ has four scales: 

Others Aggression (7 items and Cronbach coefficient = .84), Victimisation (5 items and 

Cronbach coefficient = .73), Indirect Exposure to Violence (6 items and Cronbach coefficient 

= .82). All these scales regard verbal and physical altercations in school settings. Perception 

of Verbal Violence in the Community contains 3 items (i.e. ‘How polite are the individuals in 

…’) and have an acceptable alpha Cronbach coefficient (.69). 

 Socio-demographic questions regard age, gender, school level, school grades in the 

semester prior to the survey. All data has been collected by the author. Tools were 

administrated in pencil-paper format, during the school day, after the oral informed consent of 

school manager and students. The participation was anonymous and unpaid. 
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2.3.Participants 

 

 The conventional sample comprise 289 students, girls (56.1%) and boys, mean age 

16.8 (SD = 1.22). They are enrolled in secondary education, in urban area. 

 

3. Findings 
 

 To test the first hypothesis we computed the Pearson correlation between the 

investigated variables (table 1).  

 

Table 1. Correlations between the investigated variables 

 

 1 2 3 4  5  6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13  

1. Others 

aggressions  
1             

2. Victimization 
.698
**

 
1            

3. Indirect 

exposure to 

violence 

.510
**

 

.512
**

 
1           

4. Violence in 

school (total 

score) 

.863
**

 

.825
**

 

.847
**

 
1          

5. Verbal  

violence in the 

community 

.209
**

 

.238
**

 

.209
**

 

.257
**

 
1         

6. Student-

teacher 

relationships 

.001 .013 
-

.104 

-

.059 

-

.270
**

 

1        

7. Student form-

teacher 

relationships 

-

.167
**

 

-

.132
*
 

-

.263
**

 

-

.242
**

 

-

.278
**

 

.592
**

 
1       

8. Headmaster 

involvement 

-

.069 

-

.019 

-

.171
**

 

-

.114 

-

.236
**

 

.831
**

 

.510
**

 
1      

9. Teachers’ 

involvement 

(total score) 

-

.066 

-

.042 

-

.189
**

 

-

.136
*
 

-

.329
**

 

.971
**

 

.693
**

 

.914
**

 
1     

10. Grades 

mean in the 

research 

previous 

semester 

-

.161
**

 

-

.090 

-

.144
*
 

-

.174
**

 

-

.133
*
 

.09 .09
*
 .056 

.091
*
 

1    

11. Social well-

being 

-

.069 

-

.085 

-

.026 

-

.064 

-

.205
**

 

.071 
.148
**

 
.073 

.102
*
 

.184
**

 
1   

12. Mental well-

being (negative 

indicators) 

.050 .043 .072 .064 
.151
*
 

.225
**

 

-

.065 

.174
**

 

.166
**

 

-

.088 

-

.490
**

 

1  
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13. Satisfaction 

at school  

-

.143
*
 

-

.183
**

 

-

.255
**

 

-

.232
**

 

-

.308
**

 

.665
**

 

.501
**

 

.571
**

 

.671
**

 
.08 

.116
*
 

.08

7 
1 

              

Note: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

            ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Coefficients in italic fonts are identified between the scales of the same tool. 

 

 To verify the second hypothesis, we use the test t. Results show gender statistically 

significant differences only for violence, the scores being higher for boys compared with 

girls, and satisfaction with school, which girls score higher. For the most part of the 

significant differences, the effect size is medium, with the exception of satisfaction at school, 

having a small effect size(Table 2).  

 

Table 2. Gender differences 

 

 
Gender Mean Std. 

Dev. 

t p Cohen's d 

Others aggression 
M 9.96 3.95 

2.87 .002 .37 
F  8.72 2.70 

Victimization 
M 6.79 2.52 

3.5 .001 .44 
F  5.85 1.64 

Indirect exposure to violence 
M 10.18 3.99 

2.56 .01 .32 
F  9.00 3.44 

Violence in school (total score) 
M 27.04 9.02 

3.56 <.001 .46 
F  23.45 6.46 

Violence in the community  
M 8.25 1.96 

2.84 .01 .35 
F  7.54 2.14 

Satisfaction at school  
M 20.07 6.71 1.967 

.05 .18 
F  21.26 6.64  

 

 To test the third hypothesis, the three hierarchic regressions are computed for the 

three dependent variables, using a set of variables organized in four blocks: 1. age, gender; 2. 

age, gender, mother and father education level; 3. age, gender, mother and father education 

level, others aggression, victimization, exposure to violence, violence in community. For the 

4
th

 model, we added student-teacher relationships, student-form teacher relationship, 

headmaster involvement (Table 3). Although the regression models for mental well-being 

and social well-being are statistically significant, the variables used explain only 13% and 

6%, respectively, of the total variance. 

 

Table 3. Regression for variable well-being and satisfaction at school 

 

 Dependent variables 

 Mental well-being Social well-being Satisfaction at school  

Models Summary 

R  .37 .34 .69 

R
2
 .14 .11 .48 

� R
2
 .13 .06 .47 

F and sig. F change 20.07*** 4.05** 129.12*** 
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Independent variables for 

4
th

 model 

	 t 	 t 	 t 

Gender .001 .015 -.033 -.76 .07 1.97* 

Age  -.08 -1.93* .234 5.5** -.015 -.45 

Mother education level  .03 .597 .057 1.13 .014 .36 

Father education level -.09 -1.98* .026 .53 -.026 -.69 

Others aggression -.01 -.182 -.021 -.35 .013 .3 

Victimization -.02 -.358 -.07 -1.11 -.05 -1.17 

Indirect exposure to 

violence 
.02 .39 .081 1.58 -.066 -1.68 

Violence in community -.13 -2.9** -.150 -3.4** -.080 -2.34* 

Student-teacher 

relationships 
.40 5.2*** -.041 -.526 .509 8.49** 

Student form-teacher 

relationship 
-.29 -5.45** .16 3.01** .13 3.2** 

Headmaster involvement -.007 -.01 .03 .39 .07 1.28 

 

Note: * sig. < .05; **;  sig. < .01; *** sig. < .001 

 

4. Discussions and conclusion  
 

 This paper presents the relationships between well-being, school satisfaction, violence, 

gender, and student-teacher relationships among adolescents, using the framework of the 

ecological model. The more findings are convergent with other studies, another are divergent. 

 

4. 1. Significant correlations 
 

 Our study confirms the association between the violent behaviour, victimization and 

exposure to violence in school and high perception of violence in community as past 

researches (i.e. Varjas et al., 2009). In other words, being victim or bystander at violence may 

be intensifying aggressive behaviour(Flannery et al., 2004). The violence perpetrators obtain 

poor grades and have lower satisfaction at school. Students that report higher victimization 

have lower satisfaction at school convergent with recent studies (e.g. Foody et al., 2017). In 

the Romanian sample, they have poor relationships with their form-teacher. Probably these 

adolescents are weak interpersonal relationships, negative emotions and feel themselves 

lonely (Lennarz et al., 2016).  

 The students that report a good teachers’ involvement in school life report lower 

school violence, and higher social well-being and satisfaction at school. In line with other 

studies, we can highlight that the students’ well-being is affected by the school’s social 

support (e.g. Alcantara et al, 2017). The students that reported mental problems (as stomach 

pain, tendency to cry, nightmares, or the impulse to run away from home) have a higher 

perception of violence in community, lower social well-being and poor grades. They reported 

good relationships with their form-teachers. We must highlight the special position of the 

form-teachers in the Romanian school: they provide emotional support for students, help them 

overcome some problems, and are an interface between students and other teachers. In some 

cases, they can contribute to the attenuation of student-parent conflicts (M. E. C. I., 2009). 

 Scholl satisfaction is lower for the students being violence perpetrators, victims and 

bystander, but is higher for the students that declare them having higher social well-being. 

Unexpected, school satisfaction and students’ grades is not associated. 
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4.2. Gender differences 
 

 Gender differences concern all dimensions of violence: male students report more 

aggressions, victimizations, indirect exposure to violence, and perception of violence in 

community. Female students obtain higher scores only to school satisfaction confirming 

others studies, but not for well-being. Hypothesis concerning gender-related perception of 

student-teachers relationships is not supported by the data. 

 

4.3. Explanatory variables for well-being and satisfaction at school 
 

 Mental well-being, social well-being and satisfaction at school can be explained in 

various proportions by the different students’ and environment traits. Mental well-being is 

explained, in our study, by student-teacher relationships, student form-teacher relationship 

and perception of the violence in community. Social well-being is few explained by age, 

perception of the violence in community and student form-teacher relationship. Regarding the 

students social well-being, it is reasonable to assume that there exist other variables which are 

not been included in the model, such as relationships with colleagues and parents, or 

personality traits. 

 Satisfaction at school is explained by student-teacher relationships, followed by the 

student form-teacher relationship, and gender. Perception of the higher violence in community 

negatively influences students’ satisfaction at school.  

 The perception of verbal violence in community is present, as predictor, in all forms of 

well-being, general and at school. Concluding, it can be seen that well-being and satisfaction 

at school are explained by the individual and contextual factors that belong to the micro-, 

meso- and macro- levels, according to the ecological model. 

 Although they bring new information, these results should be viewed with caution: the 

data collection is done through self-reports and can be biased by social desirability and self-

awarenessdeficiencies. The comparisons with others studies may be difficult because they 

differ with regard to the reference period used in measuring violence (last four, last six weeks, 

last month, last 12 months etc.). The well-being is by excellence subjective and the 

participants responses depend on personal standards and perceptions of school and life 

experiences.  

 

4.4. Conclusion 
 

 The findings confirm the connection between subjective well-being, school 

satisfaction, violence, and student-teacher relationships. These findings are important to 

design public policies at interventions in violence diminishing and well-being and school 

satisfaction increasing in adolescence. To increase the school satisfaction for learners should 

pay attention to the support of significant adults in school life, teachers, and form-teachers 

and to the headmaster involvement in school life.  

 

References  

 

Alcantara, S. C., González-Carrasco, M., Montserrat, C., Viñas, F., Casas, F. & Abreu, D. P 

(2017). Peer violence in the school environment and its relationship with subjective well-

being and perceived social support among children and adolescents in North-eastern Brazil. 

Journal of Happiness Studies,18(5), 1507–1532.  

Analitis, F., Velderman, M. K, Ravens-Sieberer, U., Detmar, S., Erhart, M., Herdman, M, 

Berra, S…  Rajmil, L. (2009). European Kid screen Group. Being bullied: associated factors 



Journal Plus Education, ISSN: 1842-077X, E-ISSN (online) 2068-1151 Vol XXI (2018), Special Issue. pp. 94-103 

102 

 

in children and adolescents 8 to 18 years old in 11 European countries. Pediatrics [Internet]. 

2009. Retrieved from http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19171624.  

Ben-Arieh, A., Casas, F., Frønes, I., & Korbin, G.K. (2014). Multifaceted Concept of Child 

Well-Being. In Ben-Arieh et al. (eds.), Handbook of Child Well-Being. Springer 

Netherlands. 

Birleson, P. (1980). The validity of Depressive Disorder in Childhood and the Development 

of a Self-Rating Scale; a Research Report. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 22, 

73–88. 

Borgonovi, F., & Pál, J. (2016). A Framework for the Analysis of Student Well-Being in the 

Pisa 2015 Study: Being 15 in 2015, OECD Education Working Papers, 140. Paris: OECD 

Publishing.  

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1994). Ecological models of human development. In T. Husen, & T. N. 

Postlethwaite (Eds.), The international encyclopedia of education, vol. 3 (2
nd

 ed., pp. 1643–

1647). Oxford, England: Elsevier. 

Casas, F., Bal��tescu, S., Bertran, I., Gonzalez, M., & Hatos, A. (2012). School satisfaction 

among adolescents: Testing different indicators for its measurement and its relationship 

with overall life satisfaction and subjective well-being in Romania and Spain. Social 

Indicators Research, 111(3), 665-681.  

Casey, B., Jones, R. M., Levita, L., Libby, V., Pattwell, S., Ruberry, E., …, Somerville, L. H. 

(2010). The Storm and Stress of Adolescence: Insights from Human Imaging and Mouse 

Genetics. Developmental Psychobiology, 52(3), 225–235.  

Cocorad�, E. & Cazan, A. M. (2013). Violen�� verbal�, agresivitate, impulsivitate �i nucleul 

autoevalu�rii la elevii adolescen�i din mediul urban. In O. Clipa & G. Cramariuc (eds.), 

Cercetare si practic� în Stiin�ele Educa�iei (pp. 179-185). Bucure�ti: Editura Didactic� �i 

Pedagogic�. 

Cocorad�, E., Cazan, A. M., & Orzea, I. E. (2018). School climate and school achievement in 

the Romanian secondary education. Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 36(5), 516-

522. 

Cocorad�, E., F�rca�, A. D., & Orzea, I. E. (2018). From resilience to wellbeing at school 

among Romanian students - examining the role of social-economic status. The XIXth 

Congress of the AMSE-AMCE-WEAR, 4–7 June 2018, Stefan cel Mare University of 

Suceava, Romania. 

Craig, W., Harel-Fisch, Y., Fogel-Grinvald, H., Dostaler, S., Hetland, J., …., & Pickett W. 

(2009). A cross-national profile of bullying and victimization among adolescents in 40 

countries. International Journal of Public Health,54(2), 216-224. 

Dinkes, R., Kemp, J., Baum, K., & Snyder, T. D. (2009). Indicators of school crime and 

safety: 2008. (NCES 2009-022/NCJ-226343). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 

Education and Justice. (pp. 1643–1647). (2nd ed.). New York: Elsevier Sciences. 

Due, P., Merlo, J., Harel-Fisch, Y., Damsgaard, T., Holstein, B. E., Hetland, J…. Lynch, J.  

(2009). Socioeconomic inequality in exposure to bullying during adolescence: A 

comparative, cross-sectional, multilevel study in 35 countries. American Journal of Public 

Health, 99, 907-914. 

Evans, C., Smokowski, P. R., Rose, R. A., Mercado-Crespo, M. C., & Marshall, K. J. (2018). 

Cumulative Bullying Experiences, Adolescent Behavioral and Mental Health, and 

Academic Achievement: An Integrative Model of Perpetration, Victimization, and 

Bystander Behavior.  Journal of Child and Family Studies, 27(12), 1-14.  

Fidalgo, T. M., Sanchez, Z. M., Caetano, S. C., Andreoni, S., Sanudo, A., Chen, Q., & 

Martins, S. S. (2018). Exposure to violence: Associations with psychiatric disorders in 

Brazilian youth, Revista Brasileira de Psiquiatria, 40(3), 277-283. 



Journal Plus Education, ISSN: 1842-077X, E-ISSN (online) 2068-1151 Vol XXI (2018), Special Issue. pp. 94-103 

103 

 

Flannery, D. J., Wester, K. L., & Singer, M. I. (2004). Impact of exposure to violence in 

school on child and adolescent mental health and behavior. Journal of Community 

Psychology, 32, 559-573.  

Flaspohler, P. D, Elfstrom, J. L, Vanderzee, K. L, Sink, H. E, & Birchmeier, Z. (2009). Stand 

by me: The effects of peer and teacher support in mitigating the impact of bullying on 

quality of life. Psychologyin the Schools,46(7), 636-649. 

Flynn, K., McDonald, C. C., D’Alonzo, B. A., Vicky Tam, V., & Wiebe, D. J. (2018). The 

Journal of School Nursing, 34(4), 263-269.  

Foody, M., Samara, M., & O’Higgins, N. J. (2017). Bullying and cyberbullying studies in the 

school-aged population on the island of Ireland: A meta-analysis. British Journal of 

Educational Psychology,87(1) DOI:10.1111/bjep.12163 

Frisén, A., & Bjarnelind, S. (2010). Health-related quality of life and bullying in adolescence. 

Acta Paediatrica, 99(4), 597-603. 

Goldstein, S. E., Young, A., & Boyd, C. (2008). Relational aggression at school: Associations 

with school safety and social climate. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 37, 641–654. 

Jain, S., Cohen, A. K., Paglisotti, T., ..., Chopel, A., Miller, E. (2018). School climate and 

physical adolescent relationship abuse: Differences by sex, socioeconomic status, and 

bullying. Journal of Adolescence, 66, 71-82. 

Keresteš, G. (2006). Children's aggressive and prosocial behavior in relation to war exposure. 

International Journal of Behavioral Development, 30, 227-239. 

La Salle, T. P., Meyers, J., Varjas, K., & Roach, A. (2015). A cultural-ecological model of 

school climate. International Journal of School & Educational Psychology, 3, 157-166. 

Lennarz, H. K., Roekel, E., Kuntsche, E., Lichtwarck-Aschoff, A., Hollenstein, T., Engels, R. 

C. M. E., & Granic, I. (2016). Associations between interpersonal relationships and negative 

affect in adolescents: An experience sampling study on the role of trait coping. Swiss 

Journal of Psychology, 75(2), 71-79. 

M. E. C. I. (2009). Prevederi metodologice privind organizarea �i desf��urarea activit��ilor 

specifice func�iei de diriginte, Ordinul 5132/10.09.2009 privind activit��ile specifice func�iei 

de diriginte. Retrieving from http://oldsite.edu.ro/index.php/articles/12800 

Ratnik, M., & Rüütel, E. (2017). School factors affecting Estonian students’ subjective well-

being at the basic school, Problems of education in the 21st century, 75(6), 599-611. 

Rivara, F., Le Menestrel, S. eds. (2016). Preventing Bullying Through Science, Policy, and 

Practice. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, Washington (DC): 

National Academies Press (US). Retrieving from: 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK390409/ 

Smokowski, P. R., & Kopasz, K. H. (2005). Bullying in school: An overview of types, 

effects, family characteristics, and intervention strategies. Children and Schools, 27(2), 101-

109.  

Soutter, A. K. (2011). What can we learn about wellbeing in school? Journal of Student 

Wellbeing, 5(1), 1–21. 

Stewart, E. B. (2008). School Structural Characteristics, Student Effort, Peer Associations, 

and Parental Involvement: The Influence of School and Individual-Level Factors on 

Academic Achievement. Education and Urban Society, 40, 179-204. 

Suldo, S. M., Friedrich, A. A., White, T., Farmer, J., Minch, D., & Michalowski, J. (2009). 

Teacher support and adolescents’ subjective well-being: A mixed-methods investigation. 

School Psychology Review, 38, 67-85.  

Swearer, S. M., & Espelage, D. L. (2004). Introduction: A social–ecological framework of 

bullying among youth. In D. L. Espelage, & S.M. Swearer (Eds.), Bullying in American 

schools: A social–ecological perspective on prevention and intervention (pp. 1–12). 

Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers. 



Journal Plus Education, ISSN: 1842-077X, E-ISSN (online) 2068-1151 Vol XXI (2018), Special Issue. pp. 94-103 

104 

 

Troop-Gordon, W. (2017). Peer victimization in adolescence: The nature, progression, and 

consequences of being bullied within a developmental context. Journal of Adolescence, 55, 

116-128. 

Van Ouytsel, J., Ponnet, k., &Walrave, M. (2017). The associations of adolescents' dating 

violence victimization, well-being and engagement in risk behaviors,Journal of 

Adolescence, 55, 66-71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2016.12.005 

Varjas, K., Henrich, C. C., & Meyers, J. (2009). Urban middle school students' perceptions of 

bullying, cyberbullying, and school safety. Journal of School Violence,8, 159–176. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


