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The purpose of the study was to investigate the role hope, life satisfaction, and motivation, in
predicting bullying statuses of adolescents who experienced the Van earthquake in 2011. Participants
were 317 secondary school students from the province of Van. of 317 students, 168 were female (53%),
and 149 males (47%). The Bully/Victim Questionnaire, The Satisfaction with Life Scale, The Children’s
Hope Scale, The Academic Motivation Scale and a demographic information form were used to
collect data. Data were analyzed via multiple logistic regression. The results revealed that the
increase in life satisfaction and motivation decreased the likelihood of being categorized as
‘bully/victim’. Some suggestions for intervention were made based on the findings.
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Introduction
Bullying, one of the most common problems in today’s schools, is a serious issue that negatively
influences not only adolescents’ academic, social, and emotional development, but also their physical health
and positive psychological functioning (Veenstra, Lindenberg, Oldehinkel, De Winter, Verhults, & Ormel,
2005). Despite this, bullying in schools is steadily increasing (Rigby, 2012), in parallel with its negative effects
on the future expectations of victims (Lane, 1989; Olweus, 2005). It is noted that anxiety disorder, depression,
and post-traumatic stress disorder are amongst the potential consequences of bullying exposure, as well as
hopelessness (Beane, 2008). Moreover, adolescents with one of the roles in bullying, such as bully, victim, or
bully/victim, are at risk in terms of psychosomatic problems, compared to their non-affected peers. All the
evidence suggests that bullying can hinder psychological well-being.
Defining and determining bullying require a professional specification and focus on this specific topic.
Bullying can be defined as repeated deliberate aggression towards victims, in the presence of a considerable
power imbalance between the bully and the victim (Olweus, 1993). By definition, a typical case of bullying
behavior consists of repetitive actions towards the victim. Bullying is also defined as a student’s exposure to
physical, verbal or emotional abuse by one or more students (Gordon Murphy, 2009). Another definitive factor
for the bullying behavior is that verbal or emotional actions as well as physical actions, could be considered
destructive. According to Fleming and Jacobsen's study (2010), exposure to bullying among adolescents can
vary internationally; however, it was found that, across 19 developing and underdeveloped countries,
between 2 and 6 out of every 10 middle schools students were exposed to bullying. According to Ttofi,
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Farrington, and Lösel (2012), there is a 66 percent likelihood that student bullies will display similar behaviors
in their later life and the same likelihood that they will show violent behavior in their later lives. In other
words, two out of every three bullies continue these behaviors in later years. These findings highlight that
bullying behavior is a continuing risk in later years.
Hope is negatively related with bullying (Leung, 2010), and defined as the cognitive patterns which
involve pathways by which individuals can attain their aims (Snyder, 2002), and different approaches to the
process of attaining the desired aim, and perceptions of enabling motivation to reach solutions (Rand &
Cheavens, 2009). Atik (2009) compared secondary school students’ hope levels with their bullying status, and
found that increased age contributed to likelihood of being bullied, whereas being female decreased it. He also
found that hope was not a significant factor among student bullies, while an increase in the hope level reduced
the likelihood of students being categorized as victim or bully/victim. Involvement in bullying may decrease
motivation (Skues, Cunningham, & Pokharel; McLean, 2005). Exposure to bullying was emphasized to
negatively affect the motivation and creativity (Hoel, Sheehan, Cooper, & Einarsen, 2011); and with lower
motivation, it can be more difficult to take on fundamental life responsibilities. (Schwickerath & Zapf, 2011).
Hiloğlu and Cenksever-Önder (2010) found that as a part of life satisfaction, social environment and school
were the negative predictors of being bullied, school environment was the negative predictor of being
victimized, and school was a contributor to victimization. A study conducted by You, Furlong, Felix, Sharkey,
and Tanigawa (2003) found that the effect of life satisfaction on the level of hope was stronger among victims
of bullying compared to unaffected students.
Compared to previous research on bullying in relation to hope, life satisfaction, and motivation, this
study offers several unique characteristics. First, hope, life satisfaction, and motivation were discussed in terms
of all their roles among participants from Van, a city in eastern Turkey hit by a disastrous earthquake in 2011,
i.e. all participants had undergone a traumatic experience. Bullying might be considered a similar traumatic
experience (Leymann & Gustafsson, 1996, Carney, 2008; Leung, 2010). Furthermore, it is possible that exposure
to bullying leads to post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) (Mikkelsen & Einarsen, 2002). According to DSMIV-TR (2001) A1 diagnosis criteria for PTSD, are either the presence of a psychological pressure caused by a
life threatening issue, or the witnessing of or exposure to anothers’ risk of death. A2 criterion specifies that the
individual should be burdened with emotions and feelings such as fear and hopelessness. These criteria
suggest that students’ negative experiences following physical, verbal, social, or cyber bullying could involve
destructive feelings, an ongoing pain and feelings of being unsafe (Sullivan, 2011). In addition, exposure to
bullying at times leads individuals to the feelings of hopelessness (Olweus, 1996), thus, arguably, showing
parallels between the effects of bullying and the effects of PTSD, which is characterized with the feelings of
hopelessness according to DSM-IV. Thus, this study has claims to being unique, since participants’ experiences
involve both earthquake and potential bullying.
School guidance systems are responsible for planning interventions, and the prevention of bullying,
since the negative impacts of victimization are known to have long term psychological and social
consequences (Smith & Brain, 2000), and earthquake experience is considered to have similar long-term
consequences (Yöndem & Eren, 2008; Smith & Brain, 2000). Factors affecting mental health and well-being in
bullying have long been emphasized (Rigby, 2003; Young, & Sweeting, 2004). Therefore, outputs in relation to
students' hope, life satisfaction, and educational motivation, taking into account their bullying status,
potentially provide new perspectives for school counselling and guidance services in regard to preventive,
educational, and interventional efforts.
Method
Participants
Participants were obtained from two different middle schools in Van, using non-random sampling
method. Of 317 participants, 168 were females (53%), and 149 were males (47%). 147 (46.4%) were in their first
year, 105 (33.1%) in their second-year, and 65 (20.5%) in their third-year of the national three-year secondary
school system (x= 12.8). 178 (86.2%) of the participants' mothers were educated to primary school level, 25
(7.9%) to middle school, 2 (0.6%) to high school level, whereas 203 (64%) of the participants' fathers were
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educated to primary school level, 63 (19.9%) to secondary school, 21 (6.6%) to high school, and 5 (1.6%) to
undergraduate level.
Data Collection Instruments
The olweus bully/victim questionnaire (OBVQ). Was originally developed by Olweus, but the current
form, revised by Solberg and Olweus (2003), is the widely used version. The 40-item questionnaire was
appropriate for middle school students. It had 5-level Likert type items (A- It hasn't happened to me in the last
two months; B- It has happened to me only once or twice; C- It has happened to me 2 to 3 times a month; DIt has happened to me once a week; E- It happened to me several times a week). 7 items were in victim category,
measuring victimization, and another 7 items were in bully category, measuring bullying status. Those who
were assigned to both categories were categorized as bully/victim, while those not involved in either were
categorized as "not involved", based on their responses. The Turkish version, adapted by Dölek (2002), was
reported to have reliability coefficients of .71 and .75 for the bully and victim sections, respectively (Atik, 2006).
Similarly, Yöndem and Totan (2008) reported reliability coefficients of .82 and .76 for the bully and victim
sections of the scale respectively. In this study, internal consistency calculations were found to be .78 for the
victim, and .86 for the bully sections.
The satisfaction with life scale (SWLS). The 5-item 7-level Likert type scale that was developed by
Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin (1985) aimed to measure general life satisfaction levels of individuals.
Higher scores indicated higher life satisfaction levels. The alpha coefficient for the reliability of the scale was
reported as .87 (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). Validity and reliability study of the Turkish form
of the scale conducted by Yetim (1991) reported an alpha of .85, and a split-half coefficient of .75. Another
study conducted among university students (Köker (1991) indicated .81 as internal consistency coefficient. A
study with middle school students reported the reliability coefficient as .69 (Kırtıl, 2009), and a study with
high school students, .84 (Çeçen-Eroğlu & Dingiltepe, 2012). In this study, the reliability coefficient was
reported as .71.
The children's hope scale (CHS). CHS was originally developed by Snyder et. al. (1997), and adapted
to Turkish by Atik and Kemer (2009). The 6-item 6-level Likert type scale was appropriate for 6-18 year olds.
Coefficients for the reliability of the original form ranged from .72 to .86,and its split-half reliability was
reported to be .71 (Snyder et. al., 1997). The scale was reported to have .74 for the internal consistency, and .57
for the test-retest reliability (Atik & Kemer, 2007). In addition, the scale showed a single-factor construct based
on the confirmatory factor analysis, and positively correlated with self-esteem and academic achievement
among secondary school students (Atik & Kemer, 2007). Futhermore, Atik and Kemer (2009) found no
significant difference between male and female participants in terms of hope, but there were statistically
significant differences between the grade levels for hope scores, which were higher for 6th grade students
compared to the 7th and 8th grades. In this study, the internal consistency alpha coefficient was .74.
The academic motivation scale (AMS). Originally developed by Vallerand, Blais, Brière, and Pelletier
(1989) in French, and adapted to Turkish by Kara (2008), AMS aimed to measure the students' academic
motivation levels. AMS consisted of 12 items with a 5-level Likert type rating. The Turkish version has four
subscales: amotivation, intrinsic motivation, external regulation, and introjected regulation: however, it gives
a single total score extracted from these constructs that measure student motivation in the educational process.
In the Turkish adaptation study of the scale, a four-factor model was reached with the factor loadings over .38,
and eigenvalues over 1, accounting for 63.48% of the data variance (Kara, 2008). Item total correlations were
over .60, internal consistency for the four subscales ranged from .78 to .84 and was .84 for the whole scale. In
this study, the reliability coefficient was calculated as .78.
Data Collection and Data Analysis
Data were collected from participants in two schools in central Van 6 months after the 7.2 (Richter)
earthquake on the 23rd October, 2011, which killed 644 (Erdik, Kamer, Demircioğlu, & Sesetyan, 2012).
Multiple categorical logistic regression was selected for data analysis since the dependent variable was
categorical. 21st version of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used. Level of significance was
accepted as .05 in this study.
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Findings
A multiple categorical (multinomial) logistic regression analysis was used to analyze the contribution
of gender, life satisfaction, hope, and motivation in explaining the likelihood of being categorised as a bully,
or victim, or both. Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics related to the variables in the equation model.
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables
x̅

Variables
Gender (male) [1]
Life Satisfaction [2]
Hope[3]
Motivation[4]
Bully-Victim [5]
Victim[6]
Not involved[7]
**

.47
26.26
24.32
40.46
.20
.38
.42

s.d.

Minimum

Maximum

6.13
6.44
9.09

0
6
6
12

0
35
36
60

Correlations (n= 307)
1
2
3

4

.01
-.02
.05
.20**
-.07
-.09

-.15**
.13**
-.01

.21**
.04
-.23**
.00
.19**

.38**
-.17**
.08
.06

p < .001

As shown in Table 1, 20% were categorized as bully/victim, 38% as victim, and 42% as not involved.
Those in the bully category (n= 8) were excluded from the data set due to the inadequate number. In addition,
there were statistically significant positive correlations between being male and being in the bully/victim
category (r = .20), and statistically significant negative correlations between being male, and life satisfaction
(r= -.23), hope (r= -.17), and motivation (r = -.15). Being a victim revealed no significant correlation with the
predictor variables, other than a significant positive correlation observed between being not involved and life
satisfaction (r= .19). Then, a multiple categorical logistic regression analysis was run to find out how the
observed variables contributed to the participants' likelihood of being classified in one of the bullying
categories. The results were given below in Table 2.
Table 2. Results of logistic regression parameter estimates
Statusa

Bully-Victim

Victim

Constant
Life satisfaction
Motivation
Hope
Male
Constant
Life Satisfaction
Motivation
Hope
Male

B

SE

3.61
-.12
-.04
-.03
1.21
.16
-.04
.02
.00
.03

1.07
.03
.02
.03
.34
.88
.02
.02
.02
.26

Wald sd
11.42
16.83
2.96
1.00
12.50
.04
3.44
1.72
.01
.02

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

p
.00
.00
.09
.32
.00
.86
.06
.19
.92
.90

Exp(B)

%95 C. I. for Exp (B)
Lower Bound Upper Bound

.89
.97
.97
3.37

.84
.93
.92
1.72

.94
1.00
1.03
6.60

.96
1.02
1.00
1.04

.91
.99
.96
.62

1.00
1.05
1.05
1.73

a. The reference category is: Not involved
As seen in Table 2, hope did not significantly contribute to being in the not involved category, and did
not significantly contribute to distinguish being in one of the victim categories (bully/victim or victim), from
being in the not involved category (B = -.03 and .00, respectively; p> .05). Moreover, the role of hope in
explaining the overall interaction between the dependent and independent variables in the equation model
was not statistically significant (-2 log likelihood coefficient odd ratio = 37.21). Results also showed that
motivation did not significantly contribute to distinguishing the two bullying categories; however, it
contributed to decreasing the unexplained variation (-2 log likelihood coefficient odd ratio = 22.97). For this
reason, hope was excluded in the repetition of the analysis of the equation model, shown in Table 3.
Table 3 revealed that an increase in the life satisfaction contributed to a decline in the likelihood of being
in the bully/victim category, and a greater likelihood of being in the not involved category. Every one unit
increase in the life satisfaction scores caused a decrease in the likelihood of being in bully/victim rather than
in the not involved category, in the condition that all other predictor variables remained constant. In other
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words, an increase in the life satisfaction contributed to an 11% decrease in the odds ratio [(.89-1.00)*100], that
is, in the likelihood of being in the bully/victim category. The range of the participants' life satisfaction scores
was 29 (35 to 6). A 29-point difference indicated a 52% decrease [exp (b) 29]. Similarly, one unit increase in the
motivation score indicated a 4% decrease (.96-1.00) in odds ratio of being categorized as bully/victim. Being
male increased by 3.40 times (340%) the risk of being in the bully/victim category. In other words, being male
increased the likelihood of being categorized as bully/victim (77%) (1/[1+exp(-B)]). In this vein, a regression
equation model for bully/victim would be given as follows:
L= In(P/(1-P))= 3.43-.12*life satisfaction-.04*Motivation+1.22*Male
P=1/(1+e(3.43-.12*Life satisfaction-.04*Motivation+1.22*Male))
Table 3. The results of the multinomial logistic regression parameter estimates after the exclusion of
hope variable
Statusa

Bully-Victim

Victim

Constant
Life satisfaction
Motivation
Male
Constant
Life satisfaction
Motivation
Male

B

SE

3.43
-.12
-.04
1.22
.19
-.04
.02
.03

1.05
.03
.02
.34
.85
.02
.01
.26

Wald sd
10.61
19.48
5.33
12.76
.05
3.51
2.10
.01

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

p
.00
.00
.02
.00
.83
.06
.15
.90

Exp(B)
95% C.I. for Exp (B)
(odds
Lower Bound Upper Bound
ratio)
.89
.96
3.40

.84
.92
1.74

.94
.99
6.65

.96
1.02
1.03

.91
.99
.62

1.00
1.05
1.73

a. The reference category is: Not involved
Therefore, for the female and male participants, who had low, moderate, and high life satisfaction and
motivation, the equation above predicted the likelihood as .97, .90, and .47; and .21, .12, and .04, of being
bully/victim respectively. In other words, according to the equation model predictions, the rates at which
students would be bully/victims are as follows: 97% of males and 90% of females with lower life satisfaction
and motivation scores; 47% of the males and 21% of the females with moderate scores in life satisfaction and
motivation; and 12% of the males and 4% of females with higher scores in life satisfaction and motivation. In
addition to these results, none of the predictor variables significantly accounted for being in the victim
category.
Consequently, being bully/victim was negatively related with higher life satisfaction, and positively
related with being male and having lower motivation. Model fit coefficient was found to be high (-2 log
likelihood) 560.18, 𝑥62 = 44.28, 𝑝 = .00). A model fit coefficient that shows the relationship level among the
dependent and independent variables, combination was high (-2 log likelihood) 560.18, (𝑥62 = 44.28, 𝑝 = .00).
The variance that the predictors explained for the bullying categories was significant, however, their levels
were low (Nagelkerke R2=.15). The contribution of all variables in the last model was statistically significant
in explaining the bullying statuses, and the model’s likelihood in the accuracy of categorization was 44.3%.
However, it is important to note that the accuracy of this result might be influenced by outlier and influential
observations. In order to test this effect, a binomial logistic regression analysis was run between the not
involved and victim groups, but no outlier or influential observation was found. The same analysis conducted
for the bully/victim and not involved groups identified 3 outliers or influential observation, based on Cook’s
distance and standardized values. The analysis was conducted again following the removal of those
observations, with no major change (44.1%), and therefore, those observations were returned to the data set.
In addition, the estimation over the likelihood should not have a higher value than the estimation caused by
chance. For this purpose, the accuracy rate for the proportional chance ratio was 45%
(%20+%38+%42=%36*1.25) and for maximum chance accuracy ratio was 53% (%42*1.25). In the final step of
the analysis, the split-sample validation was conducted and results are shown below in Table 4.
Table 4 showed that accuracy ratios obtained from the cross validation analysis (.40 and .38) were below
the ratios revealed by the original model’s accuracy ratios (.56 and .47). According to Table 4, life satisfaction
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had a stable role in predicting the bullying statuses. However, motivation and gender (being male) varied
based on the two validation applications. Therefore, it is necessary to be cautious when interpreting the role
of gender and motivation for results that were not replicated in validation sample, and also due to the chance
criteria.
Table 4. The results of the validation analyses
Model 𝑥 2
Nagelkerke R2
Accuracy Rate
for
Learning
Sample
Accuracy Rate
for
Validation
Sample
Significant
Coefficients
(p < 0.05)

Full Model
44.28
.15

Life satisfaction
Motivation
Male

Split= 0 (n= %20)
13.94
.28

Split=1 (n= %80)
39.20
.16

.56

.47

.40

.38

Life Satisfaction

Life satisfaction
Motivation
Male

Discussion and Conclusion
In this study, it was aimed to predict the bullying status of a group of adolescent participants with
earthquake experience, using the combination of a set of variables, including hope, life satisfaction, and
motivation, in addition to gender. Olweus’s (Solberg & Olweus, 2003) categorization of bullying was used,
among the four categories; however, the category of bully was so limited as to require the exclusion of its
data, and the three remaining categories for the examination of the data were bully/victim, victim, and not
involved.. Statistical process showed that out of 10 participants, 2 were bully/victims, and 4 each were in the
victims and not involved group.
Studies of adolescent bullying from different locations of Turkey show that the ratios for not being
involved in bullying range from 6 out of 10 (Atik, 2009; Totan & Kabakçı, 2010; Atik, Özmen & Kemer, 2012),
to 7 out of 10 (Atik & Kemer, 2008; Yöndem & Totan, 2008), and even to 8 out of 10 (Atik, 2009). In this study,
surprisingly 6 out of 10 participants were involved in at least one of the bullying categories. It is known that
traumatic experience increases the risk of victimization (Carney, 2008), and that post-traumatic negative
symptoms can raise the psychotic symptoms when the bullying is statistically kept controlled (Campbell &
Morrison, 2007).
The relationship between the bullying and traumatic experience can also be observed in adult
professional life. For instance, Tehrani (2004) reported that almost half of babysitters were victimized, and
more than half witnessed bullying in their work settings. Furthermore, she found that victimization can cause
an increase or recurrence in the negative effects of trauma. Similarly, Matthiesen and Einarsen (2004)
concluded that 3 of every 4 participants exposed to bullying showed PTSD symptoms. From this point of view,
the observed increase (in comparison with related research reported in Turkey) in the involvement in bullying
among the participating adolescents of Van may be connected with their traumatic earthquake experience.
Bullying statuses vary according to gender, and some bullying categories might even be characterized
as gender-specific (Salmivalli & Peets, 2009). For example, in the past, involvement as a bully or bully/victim
in mid-childhood or adolescence may have been considered a source of pride among males; however, in the
present, bullying is perceived as destructive among adolescent females (Salmivalli & Peets, 2009). Young and
Sweeting (2004) stated that victimization positively correlated with the increase in the males’ adoption of
typical gender roles. They also stated that gender role engagement played an important role only in becoming
a bully; their study did not support the assumption that whether one becomes a victim or bully could be
differentiated based on the gender. In addition, psychological well-being can be affected by the increase in the
gender roles, though its significance was low (Young & Sweeting, 2004). In this vein, Turkish studies tended
to focus on the prevalence of bully/victim status among male students (Atik, 2006-2009; Atik & Kemer, 2008;
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Totan & Yöndem, 2007, Totan, 2008). Supporting the previous findings, the findings of the current study
revealed a positive correlation between being male and being bully/victim. In other words, being male
increased the likelihood of being bully/victim almost three times, while being female decreased it.
Findings of this study revealed that higher life satisfaction contributed to decrease the likelihood of
being in bully/victim category, rather than not being involved. Similarly, the higher motivation scores
indicated a decreased likelihood of being categorized as bully/victim. Although hope facilitates the recovery
from traumatic experiences (Leung, 2010), in this study, it was not found to be a significant predictor. In
addition, none of the predictors significantly explained being in the victim category rather than not involved.
The recent earthquake experience may be the reason for this finding. Leung (2010) found that victimization
was negatively related to hope, and also that hope and happiness were significant predictors of growth
following an involvement in bullying experience. Atik (2009) concluded that hope contributed to the decrease
in being categorized in the victim and bully/victim groups.
The findings in this study showed that being bully/victim was negatively related to life satisfaction and
hope, but positively related to lower motivation and being male. Psychological well-being might be combined
with positive functioning as an individual, and avoiding unfunctional stress and negative feelings (Forrest,
Bevans, Riley, Crespo, & Louis, 2013). In contrast, victimization was related to general stress, mental stress
responses, lower levels of self-confidence (Vartia, 2001). Also exposure to bullying negatively contributed to
mental health, and therefore, was emphasized as negatively affecting psychological well-being (Rigby, 2000;
2003). O’Moore (2000) stated that exposure to bullying increased feelings of loneliness and rejection. Bullies
and adolescent bully/victims with peer acceptance had positive attitude toward their psychological well-being
(Felipe, Garcia, Babarro, & Arias, 2011). Studies examining either motivation or bullying in isolation are quite
limited, and of the few that relate these two concepts, most focused on the motivation underlying factors in
the bullying involvement (Oliver, Hoover, & Hazler, 1994; Rigby, 1995). According to a study conducted
among Australian high school students, exposure to peer bullying predicted the lower self-esteem, lower
levels of connectedness with the peers, teachers, and with their schools, and lower levels of their motivation
to academic achievement (Skues, Cunningham, & Pokharel, 2005). Students categorized in bully/victim status
are considered to be at greatest risk, since they were characterized with lower levels of hope, life satisfaction,
and motivation.
Proportional and maximum chance accuracy ratios higher than the model’s accuracy ratio indicate that
results should be treated with caution. This could be regarded as a limitation of the study. It is difficult to
make clear inferences about tendency in bullying because of limited previous knowledge of the prevalence of
bullying in Van. Life satisfaction and motivation were found to have significant roles in explaining the
decrease in being bully/victim, regardless of the lack of clarity about the role of the earthquake in the
prevalence of bullying. Therefore, the role of satisfaction and motivation should be considered by school
counselors in their prevention-focused attitudes and action for dealing with bullying in schools.
References
Atik, G. (2006). The role of locus of control, self-esteem, parinting style, loneliness, and academic achievement in
predicting bullying among middle school students. Unpublished master’s thesis, Middle East Technical
University, Ankara.
Atik, G. (2009). Zorbalığı yordayıcı bir değişken olarak umut. Ankara Üniversitesi Eğitim Bilimleri Fakültesi
Dergisi, 42(1), 53-68.
Atik, G. & Kemer, G. (2008). İlköğretim ikinci kademe öğrencileri arasındaki zorbalığı yordamada problem
çözme becerisi, sürekli öfke-öfke ifade tarzları ve fiziksel özyeterliğin rolü. Dokuz Eylül Üniversitesi Buca
Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 23, 198-206.
Atik, G., Özmen, O., & Kemer, G. (2012). Bullying and submissive behavior. Ankara Üniversitesi Eğitim Bilimleri
Fakültesi Dergisi, 45(1), 191-208.
Beane, A. L. (2008). Protect your child from bullying. Expert advice to help you recognize, prevent and stop bullying
before your child gets hurt. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

397

International Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 2017, 9 (2), 391 - 400

Carney, J. V. (2008). Perceptions of bullying and associated trauma during adolescence. Professional School
Counseling, 11(3), 179-188.
Campell, M. L. C. & Morrison, A. P. (2007). The relationship between bullying, psychotic-like experiences and
appraisals in 14-16 year olds. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 45(7), 1579-159.
Çeçen-Eroğul, A. R. & Dingiltepe, T. (2012). Parçalanmış ve tam aileye sahip ergenlerin yaşam doyumu
düzeyleri ile yaşam kalite düzeylerinin karşılaştırılması. İlköğretim Online, 11(4), 1077-1086.
Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with life scale. Journal of Personality
Assessment,49, 71–75.
Dölek, N. (2002). İlk ve orta öğretim okullarındaki öğrenciler arasında zorbaca davranışların incelenmesi ve “Zorbalığı
önleme tutumu geliştirilmesi programı”nın etkisinin araştırılması. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Marmara University, İstanbul.
DSM-IV-TR (2001). DSM-IV tanı ölçütleri başvuru elkitabı. (E. Köroğlu, Çev.), Ankara: Hekimler Yayın Birliği.
Erdik, M., Kamer, Y., Demircioğlu, M. B., & Sesetyan, K. (2012). Report on 2012 Van (Turkey) earthquakes.
Proceedings of the International Symposium on Engineering Lessons Learned from the 2011 Great East
Japan Earthquake, March 1-4, 2012, Tokyo, Japan. Retrieved on http://www. eqclearinghouse.org/201110-23-eastern- turkey/files/2011/12/Erdiketal_2012.pdf.
Felipe, M. T., Garcia, O., Babarro, J. M., & Arias, R. M. (2011). Social characteristics in bullying typology:
Digging deeper into desription of bully-victim. Procedia – Social Behavioral Sciences, 29, 869-878.
Fleming, L. C. & Jacbosen, K. H. (2010). Bullying among middle-school students in low and middle income
countries. Health Promotion Internationa, 25(1), 73-84.
Forrest, C. B., Bevans, K. B., Riley, A. W., Crespo, R., & Louis, T. A. (2013). Health and school outcomes during
children’s transition into adolescence. Journal of Adolescent Health, 52, 186-194.
Gordon Murphy, A. (2009). Character education: Dealing with bullying. New York, NY: Chelsea House.
Hiloğlu, S. & Cenksever-Önder, F. (2010). İlköğretim ikinci kademe öğrencilerinde zorbalığı yordamada sosyal
beceri ve yaşam doyumunun rolü. İlköğretim Online, 9(3), 1159-1173.
Hoel, H., Sheehan, M. J., Cooper, C. L., & Einarsen, S. (2011). Organisational effects of workplace bullying. In
S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf ve C. L. Cooper (Eds.). Bullying and harassement in the workplace.
Developments in theory research and practice, (pp. 129-148). London/New York: CRC Press, Taylor &
Francis Group.
Kara, A. (2008). İlköğretim birinci kademede eğitimde motivasyon ölçeğinin Türkçe’ye uyarlanması. Ege
Eğitim Dergisi, 9(2), 59-78.
Kırtıl, S. (2009). İlköğretim ikinci kademe öğrencilerinin duygusal zeka düzeyleri ile yaşam doyumu düzeylerinin
incelenmesi. Unpublished master’s thesis, Dokuz Eylül University, İzmir.
Köker, S. (1991). Normal ve sorunlu ergenlerin yaşam doyum düzeylerinin karşılaştırılması. Unpublished master’s
thesis, Ankara University, Ankara.
Lane, D. A. (1989). Bulliying in school. The need for an integrated approach. International School Psychology
Association, 10(3), 211-215.
Leymann, H. & Gustafsson, A. (1996). Mobbing at work and the development of post-traumatic stress
disorders. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 5, 119-126.
Leung, W. B. (2010). Can hope buffer the negative effects of bullying on psychological well-being and promote growth?
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong.
Matthiesen, S. B. & Einarsen, S. (2004). Psychiatric distress and symptoms of PTSD among victims of bullying
at work. British Journal of Guidance & Counselling, 32(3), 335–356
McLean, A. (2005). The motivated school. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

398

Tarık Totan, Arif Özer & Onur Özmen

Mikkelsen, E. G. & Einarsen, S. (2002). Basic assumptions and symptoms of post-traumatic stress among
victims of bullying at work. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 11(1), 87-111.
Oliver, R., Hoover, J. H., & Hazler, R. (1994). The perceived roles of bullying in small-town Midwestern
schools. Journal of Counseling and Development, 72(4), 416-419.
Olweus, D. (1993). Bullying at school. What we know and what we can do. Malde, MA: Blackwell Publishing.
Olweus, D. (1996). Bullying at school: Knowledge base and an effective intervention programs. Annals of the
New York Academy of Sciences, 794(1), 265–276.
Olweus, D. (2005). A useful evaluation design, and effects of the olweus bullying prevention
program. Psychology, Crime & Law, 11(4), 389-402.
O’Moore, M. (2000). Critical issues for teacher training to counter bullying and victimisation in Ireland.
Aggressive Behavior, 26, 99-111.
Rand, K. L. & Cheens, J. S. (2009). Hope theory. In C. R. Snyder & S. J. Lopez, (Eds.). Oxford handbook of positive
psychology (pp. 323-344). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Rigby, K. (1995). The motivation of Australian adolescent schoolchildren to engage in group discussions about
bullying. Current Problems and Resolutions, Journal of Social Psychology, 135(6), 773-774.
Rigby, K. (2000). Effects of peer victimization in schools and perceived social support on adolescent well-being.
Journal of Adolescence, 23(1), 57-68.
Rigby, K. (2003). Consequences of bullying in schools. Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 48(9), 583-590.
Rigby, K. (2012). Bullying interventions in schools six basic approaches. West Sussex, UK: John Wiley & Sons Ltd.
Salmivalli, C. & Peets, K. (2009). Bullies, victims and bully-victim relationships in middle childhood and early
adolescence. In K. H. Rubin, W. M. Bukowski, B. Laursen, (Eds.). Handbook of peer inteactions,
relationships, and groups (pp. 322-340). New York, NY: Guilford Press.
Schwickerath, J. & Zapf, D. (2011). Bullying and harassement in the workplace. Developments in theory
research and practice. In S. Einarsen, H. Hoel, D. Zapf ve C. L. Cooper, (Eds.). Intipatient treatment of
bullying victims (pp. 397-422). Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group.
Skues, J. L., Cunningham, E. G., & Pokharel, T. (2005). The influence of bullying behaviours on sense of school
connectedness, motivation and self-esteem. Australian Journal of Guidance and Counselling, 15(1), 17-26.
Snyder, C. R. (2002). Hope theory: Rainbows in mind. Psychological Inquiry, 13(4), 249-275.
Snyder, C. R., Hoza, B., Pelham, W. E., Rapoff, M. Ware, L., Danovsky, M. et. al… (1997). The development
and validation of the Children’s Hope Scale. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 22(3), 399-421.
Smith, P. K. & Brain, P. (2000). Bulliyng ın school: Lessons from two decades of research. Aggressive Behaviour,
26(1), 1-9.
Solberg, M.E., & Olweus, D. (2003). Prevalence estimation of school bullying with The Olweus Bully-Victim
Questionnaire. Aggressive Behavior, 29(3), 239–268.
Sullivan, K. (2011). The anti-bullying handbook. Londra: SAGE Publications Ltd.
Tehrani, N. (2004). Bullying: a source of chronic posttraumatic stress? British Journal of Guidance and Counselling,
32(3), 357-366.
Totan, T. (2008). Ergenlerde zorbalığın anne, baba ve akran ilişkileri açısından incelenmesi. Unpublished master’s
thesis, Abant İzzet Baysal University, Bolu.
Totan, T. & Kabakçı, Ö. F. (2010). İlköğretim ikinci kademe öğrencilerinde sosyal duygusal öğrenme
becerilerinin zorbalığı yordama güc. Uludağ Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi Dergisi, 23(2), 575-600.
Totan, T. & Yöndem, Z. D. (2007). Ergenlerde zorbalığın anne, baba ve akran ilişkileri açısından incelenmesi.
Ege Eğitim Dergisi, 8(2), 53-68.

399

International Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 2017, 9 (2), 391 - 400

Ttofi, M. M., Farrington, D. P., & Lösel, F. (2012). School bullying as a predictor of violence later in life: A
systematic review and meta-analysis of prospective longitudinal studies. Aggression & Violent Behavior,
17(5), 405-418.
Vartia, A. (2013). Consequences of workplace bullying with respect to the well-being of its targets and the
observers of bullying. Scandinavian Journal of Work, Environment & Health, 27(1), 63-69.
Vallerand, R. J., Blais, M. R., Brière, N. M., & Pelletier, L. G. (1989). Construction et validation de l’echelle de
motivation en èducation (EME). Revue Canadienne des Sciences du Comportement, 21, 323-349.
Veenstra, R., Lindenberg, S., Oldehinkel, A. J., De Winter, A. F., Verhults, F. C., & Ormel, J. (2005). Bullying
and victimization in elementary schools: A comparison of bullies, victims, bully/victims, and
uninvolved preadolescents. Developmental Psychology, 41(4), 672-682.
Yetim, Ü. (1991). Kişisel projelerin organizasyonu ve örüntüsü açısından yaşam doyumu. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Ege University, İzmir.
You, S., Furlong, M. J., Felix, E., Sharkey, J. D., & Tanigawa, D. (2008). Relations among school connectedness,
hope, life satisfaction, and bully victimization. Psychology in the Schools, 45(5), 446–460.
Young, R. & Sweeting, H. (2004). Adolescent bullying, relationships, psychological a gender diagnosticity
approach. Sex Roles, 50(7-8), 525-537.
Yöndem, Z. D. & Eren, A. (2008). Deprem stresi ile başetme stratejileri ölçeğinin geçerlik ve güvenirlik
çalışmaları. Türk Psikolojik Danışma ve Rehberlik Dergisi, 30, 60-75.
Yöndem, Z. D. & Totan, T. (2008). Ergenlerde stresle başetme ve zorbalık. Çukurova Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi
Dergisi, 35(3), 28-37.

400

