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Mainland Chinese students’ self-appraisals of their psychological dispositions at school 
 

Abstract 

This paper reports mainland Chinese students’ self-appraisals about their psychological 

dispositions whilst at school. Increasing interest has turned to factors such as resilience, 

wellbeing, flourishing, happiness and satisfaction, which in turn are predicted to be associated 

with factors such as emotional stability, achieving personal goals, social fulfilment and quality 

of life. Such psychological dispositions are developed in conjunction with the influences of 

social systems such as schools. Although a number of researchers have collaborated with schools 

to investigate students’ dispositions in English speaking countries, similar research in mainland 

China is in its infancy. This is particularly the case for studies that seek students’ own 

perspectives. We administered a questionnaire about resilience, flourishing, wellbeing, self-

concept, school satisfaction, mental health, and happiness at school to 2756 students in Years 5 – 

9 in mainland China. As expected with a non-clinical population, most students reported 

positively across the various scales. However, dividing the sample into subgroups enabled the 

creation of stratified visual profiles that showed significant differences between students with 

different backgrounds, such as gender, age, and mental health. This study illustrates the 

importance of subgroup analyses to identify potential areas of concern for different types of 

students, which in turn may inform differentiated school-based intervention programs to support 

students to flourish. 

Key words: Mainland Chinese students; Psychological dispositions; Wellbeing and mental 

health; School satisfaction; Resilience; Happiness 

  



1. Introduction 
 

Nurturing and developing young people’s cognitive, emotional, and social capabilities are now 

mainstream concerns in many developed and developing nations. Accordingly, attention has 

turned to identifying, measuring and enhancing young people’s dispositions such as, inter alia, 

resilience (Connor and Davidson, 2003), flourishing (Diener et al., 2009), happiness (Chen and 

Davey, 2008; Helliwell, Huang, and Wang, 2015), wellbeing and mental health (Liddle and 

Carter, 2010; Roeser, Eccles, and Strobel, 1998; Weare and Gray, 2003; WHO, 2014), school 

satisfaction (Gilman and Huebner, 2003) and self-concept (Marsh, 1990a). Since the Ottowa 

Charter (WHO and Health and Welfare Canada, 1986), substantial focus has been placed upon a 

settings-based approach, which in this case refers to schools, as universal and longitudinally 

available settings in which students can be supported to develop their cognitive, emotional, and 

social capabilities. 

Whereas research into the above concepts has proceeded with vigour, in many cases for a 

generation or more in countries such as the US, UK and Australia, this is not the case in 

mainland China where such research is in its infancy (Chen and Davey, 2008). In particular, 

although seeking students’ own perspectives is now a well-established approach in western 

research literature (e.g., see Askell-Williams and Lawson, 2015), ‘student-voice’ types of 

research seem relatively novel in mainland China. Importantly, Ben-Arieh (2006) argued that 

asking students themselves about their wellbeing observes principles inherent in the United 

Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, whereby direct consultations with young people 

is “both a prerequisite and a consequence of the changing field of measuring and monitoring 

child well-being” (p.17). Listening to young people’s self- perspectives can lead to better 

understanding about what is working, and what is not working, from their point of view, and is 

more likely to lead to policies and practices that value young people’s understanding of their 



own wellbeing (Cefai and Cooper, 2011; Cooper and McIntyre, 1996; Fattore, Mason, and 

Watson, 2009; Lanskey and Rudduck, 2010; Rudduck, Day, and Wallace, 1997; Rudduck and 

Flutter, 2000).  

Meanwhile, well-validated instruments that have been refined for measuring factors 

about students’ dispositions have not been readily available in mainland China, although there 

does seem to have been more attention paid to measuring happiness, perhaps given its 

fundamental position in the Confucian tradition (Chen and Davey, 2008; Helliwell et al., 2015; 

Zeng and Guo, 2012). We have in preparation, papers that detail the translation into simplified 

Chinese characters (as used in mainland China) and psychometric validation of instruments to 

measure a range of psychological constructs. However, the current paper has a more descriptive 

purpose, whereby we present visual profiles that portray mainland Chinese students’ self-

appraisals about their Resilience, Satisfaction with School, Happiness at School, Wellbeing, 

Flourishing, and Self-Concept. 

1.1. Mainland Chinese school settings 

A typical mainland Chinese school day for primary and middle-school students commences at 

around 7:40 am with an exercise program, checking of homework and self-directed preparation 

for the day’s lessons. Formal lessons usually start at about 8:30 am and finish at 3:30 pm to 5 

pm. Students study about 10 or 11 compulsory subjects and three or four elective subjects. The 

teaching style is largely didactic, with class sizes ranging from 30-40 students. School 

achievement is highly competitive, with a view to gaining entry into prestigious senior high 

schools and universities. Private tutoring and cram classes are common for students whose 

families can afford to pay.  

Our collaborative research project involving mainland Chinese and Australian 

researchers identified a number of school-based initiatives to promote students’ wellbeing. For 



example, our site visits to primary and secondary schools in Beijing encountered processes for 

reporting students’ progress that focus upon not only their academic achievement, but also upon 

their emotional wellbeing and social capabilities. Intervention programs in the Beijing schools 

include ‘wellbeing rooms’ that enable students to play stress-reduction games, and schools’ 

focus, in the Confucian tradition, on the development of emotional regulation and cultivation of 

harmony and wellbeing. However, the demands of Chinese schooling have raised concerns about 

students’ wellbeing, such as having many different topics to master, long study hours, and 

academic competition (e.g., see Sun, Dunne, and Hou, 2012; Wei, 2014). 

1.2. Psychological dispositions 
 
Following a review of the literature and our previous research (e.g., Skrzypiec, Askell-Williams, 

Slee, and Rudzinski, 2014) we identified scales available in the western literature suitable for 

measuring a range of constructs associated with students’ psychological wellbeing. Although a 

number of scales have been translated into Chinese, typically these have been into traditional 

Chinese characters, suitable for use, for example, in Hong Kong (e.g., SDQ: Goodman, 2005). 

Only one of our selected scales (Resilience: Connor and Davidson, 2003) was already available 

in simplified Chinese characters suitable for use on the Chinese mainland. Accordingly, 

following approval from the scales’ authors, we commissioned independent forward and 

backward translations of the following selected scales from English into simplified Chinese 

characters.  

1.2.1. School Satisfaction Scale 

The School Satisfaction scale comprises 12 items adopted from the School Life Questionnaire 

(ACER, 2015). This scale has been extensively used, such as in the Longitudinal Study of 

Australian children (AIFS, 2009). Responses are on a Likert scale rating of Strongly Disagree to 

Strongly Agree (1-6). A sample item is: 



I enjoy being at school 

我享受在学校里 

1.2.2. Happiness at School 

We sought an indication of respondents’ Happiness at School with a single item, which is an 

adaptation of Andrews’ and Withey’s (1976) emoticons scale, scored 1 to 7, as shown below. 

Respondents are asked: 

Which is most like you when you are at school? 

经常不高兴、情绪低落或哭泣 

 

1.2.3. Flourishing  

Diener and colleagues’ (Diener et al., 2009; Diener et al., 2010) Flourishing scale grows from 

the positive psychology perspective (Seligman and Csikszentimihalyi, 2000). It provides an 

indication of whether a person is psychologically flourishing (presence of optimal general 

psychological well-being). The items require a selection from a 7-point Likert Scale, ranging 

from “very strongly disagree” to “very strongly agree”. A sample item is: 

My life is purposeful and meaningful 

我的生活有目标、有意义 



1.2.4. Wellbeing 

The Stirling Children’s Well-being Scale (Liddle and Carter, 2010), also from the field of 

positive psychology, was developed by the Stirling Council Educational Psychology Service 

(UK) as a holistic, positively worded measure of emotional and psychological well-being in 

children aged eight to 15 years (Liddle and Carter, 2015). It provides an overall measure of 

positive outlook and a positive emotional state. Respondents are asked how they have been 

thinking and feeling “over the past couple of weeks” with response items of “never’, “not much 

of the time”, “some of the time”, “quite a lot of the time”, and “all of the time”. A sample item 

is: 

I think many people care about me 

我认为很多人关心我 

1.2.5. Self-Concept 

Marsh’s (1990b) Self-Description Questionnaire includes a number of context-specific 

dimensions, as well as a global dimension that measures the proportion of time that respondents 

hold a positive perspective about themselves and their general capabilities. This global self-

concept dimension comprises 11 items, that respondents answer along a 5-point scale of “never”, 

“rarely”, “sometimes”, “most of the time” or “always”. A sample item is: 

I can do things as well as most of the people 

我做事情能和大多数人一样好 



1.2.6. Resilience 

The Connor and Davidson (2003) Resilience Scale (long-form; already available in a simplified 

Chinese character version) uses 25 items in 17 theoretical domains of resilience, such as the 

ability to bounce back from, and adapt to, stressful life events. It asks respondents to consider 

how each statement applies to them over the last month on a 5-point scale of “not true at all”, 

“rarely true”, “sometimes true”, “often true”, and “true nearly all the time”. A sample item is: 

Even when things look hopeless, I don’t give up 

纵然看起来没有希望，我仍然不放弃” 

1.3. Grouping variables 

In order to investigate subgroup differences, we also collected data about students’ gender, age 

and the following two characteristics: 

1.3.1. Peer Relations 

The Peer Relations Scale of 16 items developed by Rigby and Slee (Rigby and Slee, 1991; Slee 

and Rigby, 1993; Skrzypiec, Slee, Askell-Williams, and Lawson, 2012) provides an indication 

of whether the respondent is a bully, a victim, a bully-victim or not-involved in bullying. 

Responses range from “never”, “once in a while”, “pretty often” to “very often”. A sample item 

is: 

I like to make others afraid of me 

我喜欢让别人怕我 



1.3.2. Mental Health 

The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Goodman, 2005) is a screening instrument for 

mental ill-health that includes subscales of emotional symptoms, conduct problems, 

hyperactivity, peer problems and pro-social behaviour (this final subscale is not included in the 

total ill-health score). The 25 items are on a 3-point scale ranging from “not true”, “somewhat 

true” to “certainly true”. A sample item is: 

I am nervous in new situations. I easily lose confidence 

我在新的环境中会感到紧张，很容易失去自信 

2. Method 

2.1. Ethics 

Ethical approval to undertake this project was granted by the Beijing Academy of Educational 

Sciences and the Flinders University Social and Behavioural Research Ethics Committee. Heads 

of Schools gave permission to undertake the study in their schools. Parents could choose to 

withdraw their child from research studies conducted at their child’s school. Student 

participation was voluntary and anonymous. 

2.2. Participants 

The Beijing Academy of Educational Sciences (BAES) is commissioned to undertake research 

in Beijing schools. Staff of the BAES approached the Heads of School of eight primary and 

eight secondary schools in metropolitan Beijing, who each agreed to their school’s involvement 

with the research project. BAES researchers introduced the research project, and administered 

the questionnaires to students whilst they were located in their regular classes, thus involving all 

2756 students present in 64 classes in Grades 5 to 9. The students’ ages ranged from 10 to 15 



years. A very small number of students who were absent from class on the day of questionnaire 

administration were excluded from the study.  

2.3. Data Analysis 

Slightly more boys than girls completed the questionnaires: boys, 1458; girls, 1286. This 

possibly reflects the unequal gender distribution in the broader Chinese population (males, 

51.23%: females, 48.77% National Bureau of Statistics of China, 2015). Questionnaires that 

were substantially incomplete, showed little variance in responses, or received high scores on 

three social desirability indicators were discarded, leaving a final sample of 2201. There was a 

low level of missing data (< 2% per item; < 5% per scale), which was not replaced, leading to 

slightly different sample sizes for each analysis. 

The questionnaire used in this study contained scales that originated in English–speaking 

countries such as the US, UK and Australia. In order to determine their suitability for use with 

Chinese school students, the scales were each subjected to Confirmatory Factor Analysis using 

MPlus (Muthén and Muthén, 2007) and also to Reliability analysis using Coefficient H 

(Hancock and Mueller, 2001). On the whole, the scales reflected their original theoretical 

constructs with our Chinese student sample, with some slight modifications. Modifications 

included deletion of a small number of items with very low path coefficients, and permitting 

some theoretically justifiable correlations of residuals. Appendix A provides a summary table of 

the Confirmatory Factor Analyses and Reliabilities of the scales used in this study, including 

usual measure of model fit such as RMSEA, CLI, TFI and SRMR.  

3. Results 

Overall, students’ responses on each scale were strongly positive, as expected in a non-clinical 

population, and as has been found in other samples (e.g., Skrzypiec et al., 2014). These generally 

positive responses generated a highly skewed data set. By way of example, Table 1 shows all 



students’ responses to the Flourishing scale. It can be seen from the mean, median and mode that 

most students selected the most positive response options.  

Place about here Table 1: Descriptive statistics for the Flourishing scale 

The generally positive responses to the range of measures in this study are encouraging 

with respect to the indicated psychological dispositions of the sample of mainland Chinese 

students. However, averages calculated across the whole group might mask individual 

differences (Shute and Slee, 2015). Accordingly, we hypothesised that within the whole sample 

there might be subgroups of students whose responses showed different profiles. In the next 

section we provide visual profiles and associated non-parametric statistical analyses that 

highlight different patterns of responses for selected participant subgroups. 

3.1. Gender 

As each of the six indicators was measured on different numerical scales, we standardised the 

scores across all scales so that comparative profiles could be drawn. The profiles for boys and 

girls on the six scales are shown in Figure 1. It can be seen that boys’ and girls’ standardised 

mean scores are approximately the same for Resilience and School Satisfaction. However, girls’ 

scores are higher than boys’ for the remaining four scales.  

Place about here Figure 1: Boys’ and Girls’ standardised mean scores on six scales 

Next, to accommodate the skewed distribution of the data, we used non-parametric 

Mann-Whitney U tests to indicate if the differences between boys’ and girls’ total 

(unstandardised) scores on each scale were significant. Because we tested multiple scales, we 

applied a Bonferroni correction to the usual p < .05, and adopted p < 0.008 as the level of 

acceptable significance (Field, 2006). It can be seen from Table 2 that the Mann-Whitney U tests 



indicated that girls in this sample are significantly more Happy, have more positive Wellbeing, 

and higher Self-concept than boys. Effect sizes (r) for the significant differences were small, 

namely 0.07, 0.07 and 0.11 respectively. The final two rows of Table 2 show the median 

(unstandardized) scores for boys and girls on each scale, confirming the small effect sizes, but 

nevertheless pointing to a consistent trend in this large sample. (Kirk 1996) 

Place about here Table 2: Tests for differences between boys and girls on six scales 

3.2. Age 

The standardised score profiles for students of different ages on the six scales are shown in 

Figure 2. There appears to be a consistent trend across all scales, with scores becoming less 

positive as students grow older. 

Keeping in mind that the data in this study were strongly skewed, a non-parametric test is 

more suitable than ANOVA. The non-parametric Jonckheere-Terpstra Trend test (SPSS) enables 

investigation not only of differences between median scores, but also whether the order of the 

group medians (in this case students’ age) is meaningful. In other words, the Jonckheere-

Terpstra Trend test investigates whether there is a linear trend across groups in the dependent 

variable(s). Based on the profiles displayed in Figure 2, we hypothesised that the medians would 

significantly decrease from age 10 through to age 15. 

Place about here Figure 2: Students’ standardised mean scores on six scales by age 

Table 3 shows that the Jonckheere-Terpstra Trend tests revealed significant trends for all 

six scales. As predicted, as students grew older, they reported significantly less desirable 

responses to the six scales. Effect sizes were small for all scales. 



Place about here Table 3: Jonckheere-Terpstra Tests for six scales by students’ aged 10 – 15 

years 

3.3. Mental Health 

We used Goodman’s (Youth-in-Mind, 2013) recommended method for categorising students’ 

scores on the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire into three groups of mental health 

difficulties, namely, normal, borderline and abnormal. Next, we compared the three categories of 

mental health on the six scales of interest in this study. Figure 3 shows that the profiles for 

students classified into the borderline and abnormal mental health groups appear substantially 

lower than for the normal group on all indicators. Whereas this result might be intuitively 

expected for the indicators manifestly related to mental health, such as Resilience, Wellbeing, 

Flourishing and Self-concept, it is notable that the School Satisfaction and Happiness at School 

indicators are also low for the borderline and abnormal mental health groups. 

Place about here Figure 3: Standardised mean scores on six scales for the normal, borderline 

and abnormal categories of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire 

Based on the profiles displayed in Figure 3, we hypothesised that the median scores for 

each of the six indicator scales would significantly decrease across normal, to borderline, to 

abnormal mental health difficulties. Table 4 shows the results of the Jonckheere-Terpstra Trend 

tests. As predicted, all scales show significant trends from normal to abnormal Strengths and 

Difficulties Questionnaire scores. Effect sizes were small for five of the six scales, with the scale 

mostly associated with mental health, namely wellbeing, approaching a medium effect size. 



Place about here Table 4: Jonckheere-Terpstra Tests for six scales by students’ Strengths and 

Difficulties Questionnaire category (normal, borderline, abnormal) 

3.4. Involvement in Bullying 

We used students’ scores on the Peer Relations Questionnaire to classify students into four 

groups, namely, not-involved in bullying, victim, bully-victim, and bully. Next, we compared 

the four categories of involvement in bullying on the six scales of interest in this study. Figure 4 

shows that the profiles for students classified into the not-involved group are substantially more 

positive than the other three groups on all indicators. In contrast, the bully-victim and bully 

groups show the least positive scores. 

Place about here Figure 4: Standardised mean scores on six scales for not-involved, victim, bully 

and bully-victim categories of the Peer Relations Questionnaire 

Based on the profiles displayed in Figure 4, we hypothesised that the median scores for 

each of the six indicator scales would significantly decrease in the order of not-involved through 

to victim, bully-victim and bully. Table 5 shows the results of the Jonckheere-Terpstra Trend 

tests. As predicted, all scales show significant trends from not-involved to bully. Effect sizes 

were small.  

Place about here Table 5: Jonckheere-Terpstra Tests for six scales by students’ classification 

according to their involvement in bullying (not-involved, victim, bully-victim, bully) 

4. Discussion 

This paper presents profiles of mainland Chinese students’ self-perceptions of their 

psychological dispositions. The significance of these findings is three-fold. Firstly, the 

background Confirmatory Factor Analyses and Reliability tests indicate that the six constructs 

measured with western scales, namely Resilience, Satisfaction with School, Happiness at 



School, Wellbeing, Flourishing, and Self-Concept, when translated into simplified Chinese 

characters, were salient to our large sample of mainland Chinese middle-school students. This 

presents an opportunity to use, and further refine, these scales in future studies in mainland 

China. 

Secondly, our study provides a baseline of descriptive information about the 

psychological dispositions of a large sample of mainland Chinese students. At the whole group 

level students’ responses were in the desired directions on all scales. However, subgroup 

analyses showed significant differences. Girls reported more positive dispositions than boys. In 

addition, there were decreasing trends from positive to negative dispositions as students grew 

older, as they experienced greater mental health difficulties, and according to the type of their 

involvement in bullying. These findings can support policy makers and practitioners to make 

decisions about differentiating intervention programs to promote students’ well-being and to 

prevent bullying. For example, similar baseline studies in Australia have supported initiatives to 

support students’ mental health (e.g., beyondblue, 2015; Slee et al., 2012) and to prevent 

bullying (Slee, Murray-Harvey, and Wotherspoon, 2008; Slee and Rigby, 1993). 

Thirdly, the findings of our study have the potential to be compared to findings from 

other samples, particularly, other cultures. For example, 60.7% of students in the present study 

could be classified as Flourishing on Diener et al’s (2010) Flourishing scale, compared to 53.7% 

of a sample of similarly aged Australian students reported by Skrzypiec et al. (2014). 

Furthermore, the finding from our Chinese sample that their wellbeing diminishes as they grow 

older is similar to reports about teenagers’ diminishing wellbeing in the Longitudinal Study of 

Australian Youth (NCVER, 2016). 



Diener, Oishi and Ryan (2013) also argued that although there are differential cultural 

and national economic influences on subjective wellbeing, overall, East Asians consistently 

score above the midpoint in measures of subjective wellbeing. However, our study also 

demonstrates that within a particular setting within a culture, in the present case, mainland 

Chinese schools, it is possible to identify subgroups of participants whose profiles are not so 

strongly positive. The grouping of students according to their gender, age, mental health and 

involvement in bullying indicates that some subgroups of students are at particular risk, and thus 

warrant additional attention to their psychological and social needs.  

4.1. Limitations 

The data collected in this study were from a sample of students attending metropolitan schools in 

Beijing. Caution must be exercised if considering how our findings might apply to students from 

different geographical and socio-economic regions of China. The participants provided self-

reports, which may be subject to personal blind-spots, unintentional bias and a desire to satisfy 

researchers or teachers. However, self-report data plays an important role in providing 

information about respondents’ psychological states. 

4.2. Conclusion 

In summary, our study provides an initial mapping of mainland Chinese students’ 

psychological dispositions at school from the students’ own perspectives. This study adds to the 

available instrumentation for measuring constructs related to Chinese students’ psychological 

development and can provide baseline data to underpin future studies. We highlight that broad 

sampling of participants, and broad cross-cultural country-level comparisons, might mask the 

different experiences and interpretations of participant subgroups within broad country 

groupings. 



 The immediate practical implication of this study is that it provides pointers towards 

areas of need that can be addressed through school-based interventions to promote student 

wellbeing in mainland China. For example, it is notable that the School Satisfaction and 

Happiness at School indicators were lower for the borderline and abnormal mental health 

groups. Similarly, students exposed to bullying, which is increasingly emerging as being 

endemic in school environments, showed poorer scores on our range of measures. The 

interaction between students’ dispositions and the structural and social conditions that define a 

student’s life at school are worthy of explicit attention.  

(Kirk, 1996) 
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for the Flourishing scale 

Number of participants Valid 2140 

Missing 61 

Number of scale items 8 

Response Anchors Strongly disagree 1 

 Strongly Agree 6 

Range  48.00 

 Minimum Score 8 

 Maximum Score 56 

Mean (SD) 45.38 (8.29) 

Median 46.00 

Mode 56.00 

 
  



Table 2: Tests for differences between boys and girls on six scales 

  
Resilience School 

satisfaction 

Happiness Wellbeing  Flourishing Self concept 

N  1993 2057 2177 2093 2131 2085 

Mann-Whitney U 489377.50 517972.50 538023.50 499127.00 539831.50 471642.00 

Z -.304 -.510 -3.397 -3.098 -1.585 -4.873 

Sig. (2-tailed) .761 .610 .001 .002 .113 .000 

r (effect size) -0.01 -0.01 -0.07 -0.07 -0.03 -0.11 

Median - boys 67 51 6 43 46 44 

Median - girls 66 50 6 44 46 45 

Effect sizes: small = r > 0.1; medium = r > 0.24; large = r > 0.37  (Kirk, 1996) 

  



Table 3: Jonckheere-Terpstra Trend Tests for six scales by students’ aged 10 – 15 years 

 Resilience School 

satisfaction 

Happiness Wellbeing Flourishing Self-concept 

Levels of Age 6 6 6 6 6 6 

N 1987 2053 2171 2088 2125 2079 

Observed J-T  682562.00 647313.00 787896.50 735994.00 772989.00 762974.00 

Mean J-T  805202.50 859626.00 960860.50 889930.50 920526.00 880478.00 

Std. Dev of J-T  14493.43 15208.25 15904.30 15606.70 16001.16 15497.69 

Std. J-T  -8.46 -13.96 -10.88 -9.86 -9.22 -7.58 

Asymp Sig. 2-tail .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Tau_b (effect) -0.14 -0.23 -0.19 -0.16 -0.15 -0.12 

Score Range 0-88 11-66 1-7 11-55 8-56 11-55 

Medians       

age 10 69 57 6 46 49 46 

age 11 72 56 6 47 49 46 

age 12 66 51 6 44 46 45 

age 13 66 50 6 43 45 44 

age 14 62 45 6 41 43 42 

age 15 62 44 5 40 42 42 

Effect sizes: small = T-b > 0.1; medium = T-b > 0.24; large = T-b > 0.37 (adapted from Kirk, 1996) 

 

  



Table 4: Jonckheere-Terpstra Trend Tests for six scales by students’ Strengths and Difficulties 
Questionnaire category (normal, borderline, abnormal) 

  
Resilience School 

satisfaction 

Feelings at 

school 

Wellbeing Flourishing Self 

concept 

Levels of Mental 

Health 
3 3 3 3 3 3 

N 1988 2052 2172 2088 2125 2080 

Observed J-T  187215.00 225533.00 226281.50 182684.50 196467.50 187563.50 

Mean J-T  287106.00 322320.00 360872.50 329330.50 341788.00 325826.00 

Std. Dev. of J-T 9579.38 10285.75 10772.69 10498.44 10773.90 10419.35 

Std. J-T  -10.43 -9.41 -12.49 -13.97 -13.49 -13.27 

Asymp Sig. 2-tail .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Tau_b (effect) -0.19 -0.17 -0.241 -0.25 -0.24 -0.24 

Score Range 0-88 11-66 1-7 11-55 8-56 11-55 

Medians       

Normal SDQ 68 52 6 45 48 45 

Borderline SDQ 58 45 5 37 40 39 

Abnormal SDQ 52 47 5 37 40 37 

Effect sizes: small = T-b > 0.1; medium T-b > 0.24; large T-b > 0.37 (adapted from Kirk, 1996) 

  



Table 5: Jonckheere-Terpstra Trend Tests for six scales by students’ classification according to 
their involvement in bullying (not-involved, victim, bully & victim, bully) 

  
Resilience School 

satisfaction 

Feelings at 

school 

Wellbeing  Flourishing Self 

concept 

Levels of 

Bullying 

4 4 4 4 4 4 

N 1932 1986 2099 2022 2057 2016 

Observed J-T  139810.50 141056.50 158345.50 127649.50 121054.50 131164.00 

Mean J-T  186942.50 202630.50 232239.00 212478.00 223138.00 211777.50 

Std. Dev of J-T  7700.90 8114.84 8590.06 8385.39 8656.47 8358.15 

Std. J-T  -6.12 -7.59 -8.60 -10.12 -11.79 -9.65 

Asymp. Sig. 2-tail .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Tau_b (effect) -0.11 -0.14 -0.17 -0.19 -0.22 -0.178 

Score Range 0-88 11-66 1-7 11-55 8-56 11-55 

Medians       

Not-involved 67 51 6 44 47 45 

Victim 57 46 5 38 40 39 

Bully & Victim 60 44 4.5 37 37 44 

Bully 55 42 4.5 34 35 37.5 

Effect sizes: small = T-b > 0.1; medium = T-b > 0.24; large = T-b > 0.37 (adapted from Kirk, 1996) 

 

 
 



  



Fig. 1 
Boys’ and Girls’ standardised mean scores on six scales 

 
  



Fig. 2 
Students’ standardised mean scores on six scales by age 

 
  



 
Fig. 3 
Standardised mean scores on six scales for the normal, borderline and abnormal categories of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire 
 

 
  



 
Fig. 4 
Standardised mean scores on six scales for not-involved, victim, bully and bully and victim categories of the Peer Relations Questionnaire 
 

 
 

 

 
  



APPENDIX A 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses and Reliabilities of Scales 

Scale Sample 

size 

Sample 

clusters 

No. of 

items 

Chi 

Square 

DF P value CFI TLI RMSEA 90%  

CI 

Prob. 

RMSEA 

<= .05 

SRMR Co-

efficient 

H 

Items 

re-

tained 

Items 

deleted 

Resilience 2189 91 25 1460.599 266 .000 .942 .935 .045 .043 -

.048 

1 .035 .898 22 3 

(3; 18; 20) 

Flourishing 2200 91 8 98.929 19 .000 .988 .982 .044 .035 -

.052 

.879 .019 .918 8  

Self concept 2200 91 11 213.535 36 .000 .983 .974 .047 .041 -

.054 

.751 .032 .889 11  

School 

Satisfaction 

2200 91 12 199.671 38 .000 .986 .980 .044 .038-

.050 

.948 .020 .935 11 1 

(12) 

Children’s 

Wellbeing 

2201 91 12 192.084 41 .000 .983 .977 .041 .035- 

.047 

.995 .022 F1: .732 

F2: .868 

11 1  

(3) 

Strengths & 

Difficulties 

 

2174 91 20 660.169 127 .000 .910 .891 .044 .041- 

.047             

.999 .040 F1: .663 

F2: .727 

F3: .590 

F4: .514 

18 2  

(7, 23) 

Peer Relations 2199 91 16 334.285 98 .000 .961 .953 .033 .029 -

.037 

1 .036 F1: .863 

F2: .690 

F3: .745 

16  
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