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communication technologies (such as email, text mes-
sages, instant messaging, and online survey sites) by an 
individual or group with hostile intent to harm others [3]. 
Cyber bullying involves the deliberate infliction of harm 
through electronic means such as text messaging, email, 
chatrooms, instant messaging, and webpages, making it 
challenging for victims to defend themselves [4]. It can 
involve provocation (deliberately inciting or goading 
someone into an emotional response) through aggres-
sive and rude messages, harassment through threatening 
messages, defamation, pretending to be someone else, 
disclosing personal information, and excluding individu-
als in an online environment. Cyberbullying has several 
distinct features that set it apart from traditional bully-
ing. Various forms of cyber victimization include flaming 

Introduction
Over the past two decades, researchers have conducted 
a substantial amount of research on the phenomenon of 
cyberbullying. Cyberbullying is characterized as a delib-
erate, repetitive act targeting a victim who is unable to 
adequately defend themselves [1]. This act is carried 
out continuously through electronic communication 
tools by an individual or group [1, 2]. Another defini-
tion describes it as the repetitive use of information and 
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Abstract
Background  Cyber victimization has emerged as a significant issue among adolescents, particularly gifted youths. 
This study examines the serial mediating roles of self-esteem and social support in the relationship between cyber 
victimization and subjective well-being.

Methods  A cross-sectional study design was utilized. Participants included 250 gifted Turkish adolescents who 
completed measures of cyber victimization, self-esteem, social support, and subjective well-being. Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) was used to test the proposed relationships.

Results  Findings revealed significant indirect effects of cyber victimization on subjective well-being through 
self-esteem and social support. Higher levels of self-esteem predicted greater perceived social support, which 
subsequently contributed to improved subjective well-being.

Conclusions  Self-esteem and social support are critical protective factors mitigating the negative effects of cyber 
victimization on the subjective well-being of gifted youth. The study underscores the importance of interventions 
targeting these factors to enhance the well-being of cyberbullying victims.
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(which is the act of posting hostile, inflammatory, or 
aggressive messages online with the intent to provoke, 
insult, or emotionally harm another person, harassment), 
outing (which is involves the non-consensual sharing of 
someone’s private, sensitive, or embarrassing informa-
tion online) and trickery (which is deceptive tactics used 
to persuade or coerce someone into revealing personal 
details or secrets), exclusion (which is the deliberate act 
of isolating or ostracizing an individual from an online 
community or social group), impersonation (which is 
pretending to be someone else online by using their iden-
tity, personal information, or photos without permission), 
cyber-stalking (which is characterized by the persistent 
and unwanted monitoring, harassment, or threatening 
of an individual through digital channels), and sexting 
(which is the exchange of sexually explicit messages, 
images, or videos via digital devices) [5, 6]. Cyberbullying 
can be direct (e.g., insulting via email) or indirect (e.g., 
excluding someone from online social networking sites 
or impersonating someone else) [7]. Cyberbullying offers 
increased invisibility and anonymity compared to tradi-
tional bullying. The absence of immediate social feedback 
may lead perpetrators to exhibit more aggression online 
as they feel less personally accountable [8, 9].

In the era of Information Technology, cyberbullying has 
emerged as a serious issue. The ability of perpetrators to 
remain anonymous online allows them to hide their true 
identities, making it easier for them to avoid account-
ability. This anonymity often encourages adolescents to 
engage in harmful behaviors, such as posting inappropri-
ate comments or provoking arguments with others, with-
out fear of immediate consequences [10]. It also creates 
psychological distance, making it easier for bullies to act 
aggressively without experiencing guilt or remorse. Addi-
tionally, victims often feel more vulnerable and powerless 
when they cannot identify the bully, amplifying the emo-
tional impact of the harassment. This perceived power 
emboldens cyberbullies, enabling them to manipulate 
interactions and exploit anonymity to intimidate or harm 
others more freely. This power motivates bullying behav-
iors, involving various psychological and social pro-
cesses. Individuals can become targets due to jealousy, 
intolerance, or organizing against someone [11]. Psycho-
logically, the anonymity of online interactions reduces 
feelings of accountability, leading to disinhibition—a 
state where individuals feel freer to act aggressively with-
out concern for consequences. This is often paired with 
projection, where bullies displace their insecurities or 
frustrations onto others. Socially, cyberbullying can stem 
from peer dynamics, such as the desire to gain social sta-
tus, fit into a group, or exert dominance over perceived 
rivals [8, 12]. The use of social networking sites further 
detaches psychological and emotional aspects, and when 
combined with a lack of accountability, the likelihood of 

making hurtful and harassing comments towards peers 
increases. On social networking sites, users often experi-
ence emotional detachment because they are not inter-
acting face-to-face, which diminishes empathy and the 
ability to see the immediate consequences of their actions 
[13]. The absence of direct contact between the bully and 
the victim reduces the emotional involvement of cyber-
bullies, lessening their remorse [14, 15].

Recent studies indicate that cyberbullying is a serious 
issue for youth. Research by Tokunaga and Aune [4] indi-
cates that approximately 20–40% of teenagers worldwide 
have experienced cyberbullying. Dilmac [16] found that 
approximately 55.3% of university students had been bul-
lied via electronic devices. Hinduja et al. [1] examined the 
findings of 35 studies and found that the prevalence of 
cyber victimization ranged from 5.5 to 72%, with an aver-
age rate of 24.4%. Kowalski et al. [17] found that the prev-
alence of cyber victimization ranged from 10 to 40%. The 
prevalence of cyberbullying worldwide ranges from 2 to 
56%, as documented by Wright [18]. Differences in sam-
pling methods and measurement tools lead to varying 
results regarding cyberbullying prevalence [19]. Factors 
such as digital media usage patterns and technological 
accessibility influence the wide range of rates. With the 
increasing pervasiveness of information technology and 
the Internet, there has been a notable rise in the rate of 
cyber victimization across the globe. Electronic technol-
ogies allow rapid communication, enabling many cyber-
bullies to target their victims more quickly [9, 20].

Individuals who experience cyberbullying develop 
various psychological, behavioral, and physical conse-
quences, including an increased likelihood of depres-
sion, headaches, and suicidal behaviors [21]. Researchers 
are concerned about mitigating the negative effects of 
cyberbullying, particularly victimization, perpetration, 
and witnessing, as well as their association with depres-
sion. Using electronic devices to share harmful images 
or offensive language to insult others leads to mental and 
psychological trauma [22]. Additionally, feelings of vul-
nerability and powerlessness emerge in victims of cyber-
bullying. Aggressive behaviors, sadness, fear for safety, 
various antisocial problems, and personality-related 
issues have been observed [23–25]. Negative thoughts 
about the recurrence of bullying among students cre-
ate problems in attending school and staying motivated, 
negatively affecting academic performance [26, 27]. It has 
been uncovered that cyber bullying results in negative 
consequences for its victims such as internalizing prob-
lems [28], posttraumatic stress disorders [29] psychoso-
matic symptoms such as eating disorders [30], depression 
and suicide tendency [31].

Researchers currently concentrate on protective factors 
that might decrease the negative impacts of cyberbully-
ing. Previous research consistently links cyberbullying 
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with negative psychological and social well-being out-
comes among youth [24, 32–36]. Few investigations have 
focused on subjective well-being (global and school-
related happiness). It is essential to reveal whether the 
relationship between subjective well-being and cyber-
bullying changes based on the serial mediation role of 
self-esteem and social support. Additionally, the role of 
age and gender might change when considering subjec-
tive well-being, often linked with mental health prob-
lems among youths. Therefore, the current research aims 
to investigate the serial mediation role of self-esteem 
and social support in the negative relationship between 
cyberbullying and subjective well-being (subjective hap-
piness and school-related happiness as indicators). The 
study also examines gender differences and the effect of 
age on these relationships.

Cyberbullying and subjective well-being
Individual’s self-determined happiness explained by sub-
jective happiness theory [37]. Subjective happiness the-
ory emphasizes the importance of subjective processes 
in increasing happiness levels. Subjective happiness is the 
level of well-being that emerges when individuals sub-
jectively evaluate their lives. In this context, “subjective” 
means that an individual’s assessment of happiness is 
based on their personal feelings, perceptions, and inter-
nal experiences rather than on objective or externally 
measurable criteria. Subjective well-being is often used 
interchangeably with happiness [38] and encompasses 
a general positive mood or an emotion that can vary 
depending on the circumstances [39]. Subjective hap-
piness can be considered as a comprehensive and broad 
indicator of subjective well-being defined from an indi-
vidual’s perspective [37]. Comparing happy individuals to 
unhappy individuals, it has been found that happier indi-
viduals tend to be more optimistic, have a higher sense 
of personal control, exhibit a greater tendency towards 
positivity, perceive and interpret the same events more 
positively, and are more inclined to evaluate experiences 
positively [40]. Previous studies have consistently dem-
onstrated a significant relationship between cyberbully-
ing and happiness. Victims of cyberbullying experience 
increased depression symptoms and reduced levels of 
happiness [41]. Padir et al. [42] identified a significant 
negative correlation between happiness and cyberbully-
ing victimization. Navarro et al. [43] observed a decrease 
in subjective well-being among both perpetrators and 
victims. Studies exploring the link between happiness as 
a general mood or emotion and school experiences have 
shown that children who are victimized or engage in dis-
ruptive behavior incline to exhibit lower levels of subjec-
tive happiness and reduced satisfaction at school [44].

Subjective happiness and school-related happiness are 
both vital components of subjective well-being. While 

subjective happiness captures an individual’s overall 
emotional and psychological state, school-related hap-
piness reflects their experiences and satisfaction within 
the school environment—a significant context for ado-
lescents [45]. Existing literature highlights the negative 
impact of cyber victimization on school satisfaction, aca-
demic engagement, and peer relationships, which are key 
determinants of school-related happiness. For instance, 
studies demonstrate that students who face cyberbully-
ing tend to report reduced school satisfaction and lower 
levels of happiness in their school experiences [43]. By 
integrating school-related happiness as an indicator, the 
present study provides a more nuanced understanding of 
how cyber victimization affects different aspects of ado-
lescents’ well-being. This dual focus allows us to explore 
both the broader emotional implications (subjective hap-
piness) and the specific contextual impact (school-related 
happiness) of cyber victimization.

The serial mediating roles of self-esteem and perceived 
social support
When considering adolescent characteristics, perceived 
social support and self-esteem have important roles in 
preventing adolescents’ mental health problems [46]. 
Social support and self-esteem remain crucial for pro-
tecting adolescents from possible negative effects of 
cyberbullying [24, 47–49]. First, it is vital to explain the 
directional relationship between social support and self-
esteem. Most cross-sectional studies indicate that both 
the quality of social relationships and perceived social 
support are linked to increased self-esteem [50]. Some 
researchers have also explored a reciprocal relationship, 
where each variable influences the other.

Marshall et al. [51] conducted a four-year longitudinal 
study comprising five waves with the objective of deter-
mining the directional relationships between adoles-
cents’ self-esteem and their perceptions regarding social 
support. The findings of the study demonstrated that 
self-esteem is linked with increased levels of social sup-
port quality and social support network size. This effect 
remained consistent throughout the five periods of study, 
showing the robustness of the data analysis. Authors also 
reported that this finding was the most reliable for the 
link between self-esteem and perceived quality of sup-
port, in comparison to individuals’ perceptions of the size 
of their support network [51]. Self-esteem as the stron-
ger predictor of social support quality might illustrate the 
enhanced significance of emotional closeness during this 
developmental period [52]. The presence of a positive 
self-concept in adolescence encourages the individual to 
proactively establish and sustain positive social networks. 
Adolescents with elevated self-esteem perceive to have 
social value so that they engage in behaviors that will 
establish social support. However, people who possess 
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low self-esteem may avoid social relationships to evade 
rejection and therefore unable to establish or sustain 
social support systems [51]. These results corroborated 
by previous longitudinal study of Kinnuen et al. [53]. 
They confirmed the assumption that which is also stated 
by Dekovic & Meeus [54]; feelings of self-worth impact 
the capacity to form social relationships throughout the 
lifespan, including during childhood, adolescence, and 
early to middle adulthood [53].

Self-esteem, defined as the respect and love individu-
als feel for themselves [55, 56], is not only a personal 
resource but also plays a critical role in social interac-
tions. Individuals with higher self-esteem are more likely 
to engage in behaviors that foster positive relationships 
and perceive greater social support. This positive asso-
ciation suggests that self-esteem acts as a catalyst for 
building and maintaining supportive networks. However, 
experiences of cyber victimization can erode self-esteem, 
and in turn, diminish an individual’s ability to perceive or 
attract social support. Thus, while self-esteem inherently 
promotes social support, cyber victimization can indi-
rectly reduce social support by first lowering self-esteem 
[47, 56].

Based on previous research, our study hypothesizes 
that self-esteem is positively related to perceived social 
support. In other words, gifted students with higher lev-
els of self-esteem are expected to report higher levels 
of social support. Furthermore, we posit that cyber vic-
timization undermines self-esteem, which subsequently 
reduces perceived social support. This sequential process 
implies that while self-esteem and social support are pos-
itively linked, the negative impact of cyber victimization 
on self-esteem can lead to a corresponding decrease in 
social support.

Self-esteem refers to the respect and love individu-
als feel for themselves. Rosenberg defines these feelings 
as general self-esteem, reflecting a person’s overall posi-
tive and negative attitudes toward oneself [55]. Other 
authors similarly describe self-esteem as an individual’s 
sense of being good enough or worthy [56]. Research 
indicates that experiences of bullying can significantly 
undermine self-esteem. Victims who are subjected to 
repeated threats, teasing, and exclusion often experience 
a decline in their self-worth. For instance, the experience 
of being bullied may lead to increased feelings of inse-
curity and passivity, as the victim internalizes negative 
messages about their value [57, 58]. The persistent fear of 
being disliked, excluded, or rejected by peers, often exac-
erbated by bullying experiences, further contributes to 
diminished self-esteem [59]. Overall, these findings sug-
gest that bullying not only inflicts immediate emotional 
distress but also has a lasting impact on an individual’s 
self-perception and well-being.

Self-esteem develops and rises if a person feels impor-
tant and valuable in their own life and in their relation-
ships with others. Various adversities that damage this 
perception can harm self-esteem. Additionally, children 
and adolescents with low self-esteem are more likely to 
become victims of cyberbullying even before experi-
encing cyberbullying. Research indicates that low self-
esteem is both a strong determinant for cyberbullying 
victimization and a negative outcome of cyberbullying 
victimization [60]. Brighi [61] state that cyberbullying 
victims report lower self-esteem scores and feeling more 
isolated compared to traditional bullying victims. In line 
with this finding, Cénat et al. [62] have indicated that 
young people exposed to bullying through the internet 
commonly report psychological problems and lower 
self-esteem compared to those exposed to other forms of 
bullying. Excessive exposure to harassment and humilia-
tion is shown as the reason for this prevalence. Excessive 
exposure brings with it subjective happiness and adjust-
ment disorders [63]. In fact, victimized young people, 
even in places where they would normally feel safe and 
away from bullies, can still be targeted by individuals 
through virtual networks. In this case, compared to tradi-
tional bullying, victims are likely to be further away from 
their peers who would support them in the online envi-
ronment. Therefore, informing peers about cyberbullying 
and raising awareness among parents about their chil-
dren’s online behavior can reduce loneliness, decrease the 
frequency of bullying behaviors, and lead to an increase 
in self-esteem due to the perceived support for the vic-
tims.” [64]. Self-esteem is influenced by family life, peer 
interactions, and significant life events [65]. It has been 
observed that adolescents who perceive their relation-
ships with their parents as warm and secure tend to have 
higher self-esteem [66, 67].

This study hypothesizes that the experience of cyber 
victimization lowers an individual’s self-esteem, which, in 
turn, reduces their perceived social support. While previ-
ous research suggests that children with low self-esteem 
are more vulnerable to becoming victims of cyberbully-
ing, the focus of this study is on the post-victimization 
effects, specifically how cyberbullying incidents influence 
an individual’s self-esteem and subsequent social interac-
tions. This distinction is critical: rather than examining 
how pre-existing low self-esteem contributes to cyber 
victimization, we investigate the impact of cyber victim-
ization on self-esteem as a dynamic, situational outcome. 
By clarifying this directionality, our hypothesis aligns 
with the assumption that cyber victimization acts as the 
initiating event, triggering a cascade of psychological and 
social consequences, including diminished self-esteem 
and reduced perceived social support.
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Age and gender
In examining the roles of age and gender in the relation-
ship between cybervictimization, self-esteem, perceived 
social support, and subjective well-being, it is crucial to 
consider the distinct influences these variables exert.

Previous research suggests that age is a significant 
factor in understanding the impacts of cybervictimiza-
tion, as developmental differences influence emotional 
regulation, coping strategies, and access to online plat-
forms [68]. For instance, younger adolescents may be 
more vulnerable to the psychological consequences of 
cyberbullying due to their limited coping mechanisms 
and heightened sensitivity to peer approval. Older ado-
lescents, on the other hand, may exhibit more resilience, 
though they remain susceptible to negative outcomes in 
severe cases [69–72].

In contrast, the role of gender in the context of cyber 
victimization and its associated outcomes has been less 
explicitly explored in this study, yet existing literature 
highlights its importance. Research indicates that girls 
are more likely to experience relational forms of cyber-
bullying, such as exclusion and rumor-spreading, while 
boys are more often subjected to direct forms, such as 
threats or insults [43]. These differing experiences may 
influence how self-esteem and perceived social support 
are affected. For example, studies suggest that girls may 
experience a stronger decline in self-esteem and well-
being due to the emotional nature of relational aggres-
sion, whereas boys may be more likely to externalize their 
distress through aggression or withdrawal [58].

By including both age and gender in this study, we 
aim to provide a more nuanced understanding of how 
demographic factors shape the psychological and social 
impacts of cyber victimization. This approach allows 
for the identification of gender-specific patterns in self-
esteem and social support dynamics, which can inform 
targeted interventions to mitigate the adverse effects of 
cyberbullying.

Gifted students and cyber bullying
Over the past two decades, a significant amount of litera-
ture has been accumulated about cyber bullying among 
general education students. The phenomenon of cyber 
bullying among gifted students remains largely unknown. 
Despite the complex nature of giftedness, scholars have 
agreed upon several basic criteria for giftedness. Gifted 
students according to McClain and Pfeiffer [73] are indi-
viduals who possess exceptional intellectual abilities 
and can achieve outstanding performance and accom-
plishments. Gifted students may demonstrate excellent 
memory and outstanding accomplishments on tests in 
comparison with non-gifted counterparts [32]. Previ-
ous studies have shown that many gifted children tend 
to conceal their talents to conform to their peers, often 

resulting in deliberate underachievement in academic 
settings [74–76]. Bullying and cyberbullying can exac-
erbate this situation, leading to peer pressure and aca-
demic underperformance [70, 77–79]. Research indicates 
a rising prevalence of cyberbullying victimization among 
gifted children and adolescents [80]. Moreover, high-
achieving students are more susceptible to verbal and 
relational bullying compared to their mainstream coun-
terparts [81, 82]. Additionally, gifted students are more 
likely to be excluded by their peers than students who 
have average academic abilities [83].

Existent research findings revealed that a great num-
ber of gifted students experienced traditional and cyber 
bullying [80, 84]. For instance, Peterson and Ray [85] 
examined the prevalence of bullying among a sample of 
432 gifted students in U.S.A. They found that 67% of the 
selected sample reported being bullied at least one type 
of bullying throughout their education lives. Similarly, 
Laffan et al. [86] reported that 31.3% of the surveyed 
195 gifted students were a victim of cyberbullying. It is 
evident that bullying is detrimental to the social, emo-
tional, and psychological development of gifted students. 
Moreover, similar to above mentioned studies, Martínez-
Monteagudo et al. [87] drew attention to the importance 
of bullying as an important research topic for the gifted 
student population, based on their meta-analysis that 
included research conducted between 2000 and 2020 on 
bullying among gifted students. Exploring cyber bully-
ing among gifted students is vital to uncover the risk and 
protective factors gifted students possess.

The present study
With the advancement of technology, the phenomenon 
of cyberbullying has become an urgent research subject 
for scholars with adverse impacts on mental health and 
well-being of individuals involved in it. However, the 
influence of cyber victimization on the subjective well-
being of gifted students has received only limited atten-
tion in recent research. Identifying mechanisms linking 
cyber victimization and subjective well-being among 
gifted youth is of paramount importance for the develop-
ment of school based and family related effective inter-
vention programs. The present study we tested a serial 
mediation model that specifies a pathway between cyber 
victimization and subjective well-being among gifted 
youth via self-esteem and social support. Additionally, 
we seek to examine gender differences and effect of age in 
these relationships. The hypotheses were:

 	• Cyber victimization will be negatively associated 
with self-esteem, social support, school-related 
happiness, and subjective happiness.

 	• Self-esteem will be positively associated with social 
support.
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 	• Social support will be positively associated with 
school-related happiness and subjective happiness.

 	• Self-esteem will be positively associated with school-
related happiness and subjective happiness.

 	• The relationship between cyber victimization and 
school-related happiness will be mediated by self-
esteem and social support.

 	• The relationship between cyber victimization and 
subjective happiness will be mediated by self-esteem 
and social support,

 	• Cyber victimization, self-esteem and social support 
predict subjective well-being when controlling age.

 	• The model of cyber victimization, subjective well-
being, self-esteem, and social support do not vary by 
gender.

Materials and methods
Study design
To test the relationships between cyberbullying self-
esteem, social support, and subjective well-being of 
gifted youth a cross-sectional study was used. Ethical 
Approval from the University Institutional Review Board 
was obtained, subsequently the data collection pro-
cess commenced during the 2023–2024 academic year. 
The purpose of the research was described to students. 
Informed consent form, demographic form, and scales of 
study completed with a paper-pen method. Scales were 
administered during school hours, a total of 250 students 
who obtained signed parental consent forms, along with 
their signed consent forms, were included in the present 
study.

Participants
A power analysis was performed using Soper’s [88] 
Sample Size Calculator. Moderate effect size (R =.3) 
was considered. Results of analysis showed that at least 
117 participants are needed with a significance level of 
α = 0.05 and a 95% confidence level [89]. The aim of the 
research was to reach maximum diversity and the expe-
riences of students in different fields. Gifted students 
studying between the 6th and 12th grades were reached. 
The study was carried out in " Science and Arts Educa-
tion Centers (BİLSEM)” which have been established by 
the Turkish Ministry of National Education. The aim of 
Science and Art Centers is to enable gifted students to 
uncover their talents, develop this potential and use it at 
the highest possible level, from pre-school to secondary 
education. The students nominated by the elementary 
school teachers and principals, following nomination 
the students passed through to assessment of academic 
achievement, cognition, and creativity through a battery 
of tests. They are then subjected to group screening and 
individual review processes. In line with the evaluation 

results, students who will enter BİLSEM are determined 
[90].

250 participants enrolled in this research from Anta-
lya BİLSEM and Elazığ BİLSEM in Türkiye. Gifted youth 
who were able to bring consent forms (individual and 
parental) participated in the research. The sample of 
gifted youth consisted of 121 (47.8%) females and 129 
males (52.2%). The mean age was 13.89 (SD = 1.8) rang-
ing between 11 and 17. Of these participants, 131 were 
middle school students in the 5th grade (9 total), 6th (14 
total), 7th (83 total), or 8th [25] grade; 119 were high 
school students in the 9th (53 total), 10th (20 total), 11th 
(28 total), and 12th (17 total) grades.

Measures
Subjective Well-Being Indicators: Subjective Happiness 
and School Happiness.

Subjective happiness
The Subjective Happiness Scale assessed global happiness 
[37]. Subjective Well-Being was evaluated using the Sub-
jective Happiness Scale (SHS) which is a self-report scale 
consisting of four items [91]. Participants were asked to 
rate the extent to which each item describes them on 
a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (a great deal). The total 
score on the SHS ranges from 4 to 28, with lower scores 
indicating lower subjective happiness levels. The SHS 
was adapted into Turkish by Dogan & Totan [92] who 
reported that it exhibits excellent internal consistency 
reliability (α = 0.86) and good structural validity. In this 
study, the coefficients were satisfactory, with Cronbach’s 
α coefficient of 0.74 and McDonald’s ω 0.77.

School happiness
In this study, we utilized the School Children’s Happi-
ness Inventory (SCHI) developed by Ivens [93] to assess 
subjective well-being among school children. The inven-
tory comprises 15 positive and 15 negative items related 
to thoughts and feelings experienced during the previ-
ous week at school. Participants were required to rate 
each item on a scale ranging from 1 to 4, with a higher 
score indicating a greater level of happiness. Turkish 
adaptation of the inventory was conducted by Telef [94]. 
The reliability of the inventory’s Turkish adaptation was 
calculated by employing Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. 
Obtained value for the entire inventory was 0.92, indicat-
ing high internal consistency and reliability. In terms of 
internal consistency, the scale score for the current study 
were Cronbach’s α 0.88 and McDonald’s ω 0.86.

Cyber victimization
The Revised Cyber Bullying Inventory (RCBI) was used to 
evaluate the occurrence of cyber victimization and cyber 
bullying among adolescents [95]. The RCBI consisted 
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of two versions, one for assessing cyber bullying and 
another for measuring cyber victimization. Participants 
were instructed to rate the frequency of their experi-
ences with each of the items over the past year using a 
5-point scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (more than ten 
times). The average score across all items was calculated, 
with higher scores indicating a greater extent of being 
a victim of cyberbullying. Topçu and Erdur-Baker [95] 
reported that the internal consistency of cyber victim-
ization in their study as 0.75. In this study, Cronbach’s α 
was 0.80 and McDonald’s ω was 0.82. The focus of this 
study was solely on the participants’ experiences as vic-
tims of cyberbullying, aligning with the primary research 
objective of understanding the psychological and social 
impacts of cyber victimization.

Perceived social support
The Perceived Social Support Scale [96] adapted for the 
Turkish culture by Eker et al. [97] was employed to evalu-
ate adolescents’ perception of social support. This scale 
comprised 12 items grouped into three support domains: 
family, teacher, and friend. These domains were averaged 
to generate a composite score representing the overall 
perceived social support [98]. Participants used a 7-point 
scale, ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7 (very 
strongly agree), to indicate their level of agreement with 
each of the 12 statements. A summary score was calcu-
lated, with higher scores indicating greater levels of per-
ceived social support. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 
reported as 0.89 by Eker et al. [97] The validity of the 
MSPSS (Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Sup-
port) has been established for use with adolescents [97], 
and in our data, both the family, peer and teacher sup-
port scale demonstrated good reliability, with Cronbach’s 
α 0.88, 0.91,0.90 and McDonald’s ω 0.86, 0.89, 0.88.

Self-esteem
The Self-Liking/Self-Competence Scale, originally devel-
oped by Tafarodi and Swann [99] and later adapted for 
the Turkish population by Doğan [100], was utilized in 
this study. The scale consists of 16 items that partici-
pants rate on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from “abso-
lutely disagree” to “absolutely agree.” It encompasses two 
dimensions, namely self-liking and self-competence. 
However, for the purposes of this study, only the self-lik-
ing dimension was utilized. Examples of items self-liking 
subscale of are: I feel that I am an equally worthwhile per-
son as others. I like myself just the way I am. The self-
liking subscale has shown strong correlations (0.78 and 
0.75) with measures of global self-esteem, such as the 
Self-Esteem Scale and Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale [100]. 
Previous research has found Cronbach’s α coefficient as a 
0.83 which demonstrates the scale’s satisfactory reliability 

[100]. In this study, the scale exhibited Cronbach’s α coef-
ficient of 0.84 and McDonald’s ω 0.83.

Analytic plan
In this study, we employed structural equation model-
ing (SEM) to examine latent variables such as cyber vic-
timization, self-esteem, social support, and subjective 
well-being, with subjective happiness and school-related 
happiness serving as indicators of subjective well-being. 
Before conducting the analysis, we performed checks on 
the assumptions of multivariate statistics. The normal-
ity of the variables was confirmed as the absolute values 
of skewness and kurtosis did not exceed ± 2 [100]. To 
address multicollinearity, we examined variance inflated 
factors (VIF), tolerance. The results showed that all VIFs 
were below 10, and tolerance values were above 0.10, 
suggesting no issues with multiple linearity. None of the 
Mahalanobis values exceeded cut off point, indicating 
the absence of outliers’ values. We assessed Common 
Method Bias using Harman’s single factor score, and the 
result indicated that one factor explained less than the 
cut-off score of 50% [101], confirming the absence of a 
Common Method Bias problem. To ensure acceptable 
internal consistency, all reliability coefficients above 0.70 
were considered.

Prior to investigating the causal paths in the structural 
model, it is essential to establish a well-fitting measure-
ment model [102, 103]. Age was controlled in the analysis 
by allowing it to predict all forms of cyberbullying. Con-
sequently, we assessed the measurement model to exam-
ine the impact of cyberbullying on subjective well-being 
through the mediation of self esteem and social support. 
The measurement model in this study included six latent 
constructs—cyber victimization, self-esteem, social sup-
port, subjective happiness, school-related happiness, 
and subjective well-being—with eighteen observed vari-
ables serving as indicators. To enhance the reliability and 
parsimony of the measurement model, item parceling 
was implemented, a widely used technique in Structural 
Equation Modeling (SEM). Specifically, items within each 
scale were grouped into parcels based on the strength of 
their correlations, ensuring that each parcel represented 
a balanced subset of the original items. This approach 
reduced the complexity of the model while maintaining 
its conceptual integrity [104].

For instance, the Subjective Happiness Scale, with four 
items, was used as individual indicators without par-
celing due to the limited number of items. In contrast, 
scales like the Revised Cyber Bullying Inventory (RCBI), 
Perceived Social Support Scale, and the Self-Liking/
Self-Competence Scale contained more items, allow-
ing for the creation of parcels to serve as indicators of 
their respective latent constructs. Each parcel was cre-
ated to reflect the theoretical dimensions and empirical 
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correlations within the scales, ensuring robust measure-
ment properties. This method enabled the inclusion of 
all eighteen observed variables in a way that supported 
both the statistical fit and the theoretical underpinnings 
of the study. Finally, to evaluate the goodness-of-fit, we 
employed indices such as Tucker Lewis’s Index (TLI) and 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) with a threshold of ≥ 0.90, 
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) with a 
threshold of ≤ 0.08 [104], and Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) with a threshold of ≤ 0.08 [105, 
106].

To measure the generalizability of the results, multi-
ple-group structural equation modeling (SEM) tests for 
invariance were employed. This involved examining sepa-
rate covariance matrices for males and females. Measure-
ment invariance across gender pertains to the extent to 
which a test measures the same construct across diverse 
groups. Gender was initially considered as a predictor 
for cyber victimization, self-esteem, social support, and 
subjective well-being. However, it was found to be non-
significant and was consequently excluded from further 
analyses. IBM SPSS Statistics 26, IBM AMOS and 24 
JASP 0.18.3. were used for the analysis.

Results
Descriptive statistics and preliminary analysis
The relationships between cyber victimization, subjective 
happiness, school-related happiness, social support and 

self-esteem and means, skewness and kurtosis of these 
variables given in Table 1.

Cyber victimization is negatively correlated with sub-
jective happiness (r = −.21, p <.01), school-related happi-
ness (r = −.21, p <.001), self-esteem (r = −.23, p <.001) and 
with social support (r = −.15, p <.05). The self-esteem is 
positively related to social support (r =.32, p <.001). The 
social support is positively associated with subjective 
happiness (r =.38, p <.001) and school-related happiness 
(r =.35, p <.001). Finally, self-esteem is positively corre-
lated with both subjective happiness (r =.28, p <.001) and 
school-related happiness (r =.51, p <.001).

The t-test results indicate that female had signifi-
cantly higher mean scores on social support t (248) = 
-2.66, p =.008, than male and effect size for gender dif-
ferences in social support was big (d = -0.34). There was 
no significant effect for gender in cyber victimization, 
t (248) = 0.33, p =.736, d = 0.04, subjective happiness t 
(248) = 0.15, p =.887, d = 0.02, school-related happiness 
t (248) = 0.85, p =.395, d = 0.10. and self-esteem t (248) = 
-1.17, p =.241, d = − 0.029.

Measurement model
There were six latent constructs (cyber victimization, 
subjective well-being (subjective happiness and school-
related happiness as second order variables), social sup-
port and self-esteem) and eighteen observed variables 
in the measurement model. Model goodness-of-fit indi-
ces were showed good fit (χ2/df = 1.89; SRMR = 0.06, 
RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.91,). The regression 
weights of constructs were between 0.65 and 0.87 and 
composite reliability (CR) were between 0.69 and 0.84. 
Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) showed that there 
is no problem in discriminant validity. Details of infor-
mation given in Table 2.

Structural model
Effects of cyber victimization on subjective well-being 
via self-esteem and social support were tested. Age was 
used as control variable. The model produced an accept-
able fit and hence we allowed correlated errors between 
items 1 and 2 in self-esteem. This created a good model 
fit (χ2/df = 1.9, CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.93, SRMR = 0.04, 

Table 1  Descriptive statistics and correlation analyses (n = 250)
Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. Subjective 
Happiness

—

2. School-related 
Happiness

0.24*** —

3. Cyber victimization − 0.21** − 0.21*** —
4. Self esteem 0.28*** 0.51*** − 0.23*** —
5. Social Support 0.38*** 0.35*** − 0.15* 0.32*** —
Mean 17.30 44.17 12.41 30.25 62.03
Std. Deviation 5.15 9.10 3.69 6.56 15.32
Skewness 0.37 -0.16 1.82 -0.27 -0.36
Kurtosis -0.36 -0.57 2.85 -0.77 -0.65
Minimum 4 20 10 13 20
Maximum 28 60 27 40 84
* p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001

Table 2  Composite reliability and HTMT
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RMSEA = 0.06). Standardized factor loadings are given in 
Fig. 1.

As shown in Fig. 1, cyber victimization is significantly 
negatively associated with self-esteem (β = -0.33, p <.001). 
Moreover, self-esteem shows a significant positive 

association with social support (β = 0.65, p <.001). Social 
support demonstrates significant positive associations 
with both subjective happiness (β = 0.76, p <.001) and 
school-related happiness (β = 0.64, p <.001).

Bootstrapping results of the mediation pathways to 
subjective happiness and school-related happiness
As shown in Table  3, the indirect effects (IEs) of cyber 
victimization on school-related happiness via self-
esteem and social support were significant. More 
specifically, self-esteem and social support path (IE 
self−esteem−> social support = -0.13, SE = 0.04, 95% CI = [LL=-
0.23, UL= -0.07]), significantly mediate the relationship 
between cyber victimization and school-related hap-
piness. This means that those victims of cyberbullying 
are likely to report significantly lower levels of school-
related happiness. On the other hand, an increased level 
of self-esteem and social support increase school-related 
happiness. The indirect effect of cyber victimization on 
subjective happiness was significant via self-esteem and 
social support (IE self−esteem−> social support = -0.16, SE = 0.04, 
95% CI = [LL=-0.24, UL= -0.09]). This means that those 
victims of cyberbullying are likely to report significantly 
lower levels of subjective happiness. On the other hand, 
an increased level of self-esteem and social support 
increase subjective happiness. Moreover, the total effects 
of cyber victimization on subjective happiness (-0.68, 
SE = 0.02, 95% CI = [LL=-1.12, UL=-0.34]) and school-
related happiness (-0.27, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = [LL=-0.49, 
UL=-0.13]) were significant.

Table 3  Bootstrap results for direct, total, and indirect effects of 
the structural model
Bootstrap results for Variable Value SE LL 

95% 
CI

UL 
95% 
CI

p

Direct effects
Cyber victimization ➔ Self esteem -0.32 0.07 -0.44 -0.20 0.001
Self-esteem➔ Social Support 0.64 0.06 0.52 0.75 0.001
Social Support ➔ Subjective 
Happiness

0.75 0.06 0.65 0.85 0.001

Social Support ➔ School-related 
Happiness

0.63 0.06 0.50 0.76 0.001

Total effects
Cyber victimization ➔ Subjective 
Happiness

-0.68 0.02 -1.12 -0.34 0.001

Cyber victimization ➔School-
related Happiness

-0.27 0.03 -0.49 -0.13 0.001

Indirect effects
Cyber victimization ➔ Self esteem 
➔ Social Support ➔Subjective 
Happiness

-0.16 0.04 -0.24 -0.09 0.001

Cyber victimization ➔ Self esteem 
➔Social Support ➔School-related 
Happiness

-0.13 0.04 -0.23 -0.07 0.001

LL, lower limit; UL, upper limit; CI, confidence interval, Bootstrap sample 
size = 5000

Fig. 1  Path diagram of subjective well-being model. ***p <.001
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Discussion
The purpose of this study was to ascertain whether the 
two distinct constructs of self-esteem and social sup-
port act as mediators in the potential relationship 
between cyber victimization and the subjective well-
being of gifted students. The findings not only identify 
self-esteem, and social support as a potential contribu-
tor to higher levels of subjective well-being in gifted stu-
dents but also showed how the impact of cyberbullying 
on mental health can vary depending on whether gifted 
students’ level of self-esteem, and their perceived social 
support. The results demonstrated that gifted students 
who experience higher levels of cyberbullying are likely 
to exhibit significantly lower subjective well-being. When 
we enter serial mediation effect of self-esteem and social 
support into equation these relationships changed for 
subjective well-being. Higher self-esteem increases social 
support and that relationships have protective role for 
subjective well-being against cyberbullying. The results 
of the present study corroborated the relevancy of cyber-
bullying on the well-being of gifted students. In other 
words, the subjective well-being of gifted students who 
have experienced cyber bullying is negatively affected. 
It was evident that cyberbullying plays a prominent role 
in the development of an increased risk of mental health 
problems for students who are involved in it, which has 
a direct impact on the subjective well-being of students.

Previous studies reported that cyber bullying is associ-
ated with depression [35], decline in school performance 
[81], anger [107]. Similarly, a study by Coelho & Romao 
[108] showed that students who were bullied online were 
more likely to exhibit anxiety and withdrawal than non-
involved students. Scientific inquiries investigating the 
subjective well-being of gifted students in the context 
of cyber bullying are rare. As an example, Gonzalez-
Cabrera et al. [80] indicated that gifted students involved 
in cyberbullying have lower subjective well-being scores 
than uninvolved gifted students. This is an important 
finding given the lack of research on this student popu-
lation and especially regarding the well-being of gifted 
students.

Our findings reveal that experiences of cyber bullying 
are significantly associated with lower self-esteem among 
gifted students, indicating that bullying plays a direct 
role in undermining self-worth. This result aligns with 
previous studies showing that students who are victims 
of cyber bullying tend to report diminished self-esteem 
compared to non-victims [109, 110]. For instance, Brighi 
et al. [61] found that cyber bullying victims experienced 
notable declines in self-esteem, while Lei et al. [111], in 
their meta-analysis of 37 studies, highlighted the cru-
cial impact of bullying on reducing self-esteem. Col-
lectively, these findings emphasize that cyber bullying 
can have a profound negative effect on an individual’s 

self-perception, underscoring the need for effective pre-
vention and intervention strategies to safeguard the self-
esteem of vulnerable student populations.

Our findings reveal a clear, positive relationship 
between self-esteem and social support. Specifically, stu-
dents with higher self-esteem reported greater perceived 
social support, underscoring self-esteem’s role as a pro-
tective factor. This result aligns with our hypothesis and 
previous studies (e.g., Marshall et al., 2014; Kinnunen et 
al., 2008), confirming that robust self-esteem enhances 
the perception and availability of social support. Impor-
tantly, our data also indicates that cyber victimization 
significantly diminishes self-esteem. This reduction in 
self-esteem, in turn, leads to lower levels of perceived 
social support, highlighting a sequential pathway in 
which cyber victimization indirectly undermines social 
support by eroding self-esteem [51, 53, 112]. By clarifying 
this directionality, we reconcile earlier discrepancies and 
affirm that the intrinsic relationship between self-esteem 
and social support is positive, with cyber victimization 
acting as a detrimental force through its negative impact 
on self-esteem.

Social support was also found to have a protective role 
in buffering the detrimental effects of cyberbullying on 
subjective well-being of gifted students. Previous studies 
have consistently indicated crucial role of social support 
in mitigating the impact of cyber bullying and promoting 
the subjective well-being across various student popula-
tions [113]. Wright [25] also highlights the importance of 
social support not only benefits the general population 
but also holds promise for different student populations 
experiencing cyber bullying. Although the clear associa-
tion social support with cyber bullying and its mediating 
role across different variables is well documented, to the 
best of our knowledge, there is no study that is directly 
concerned with the examination of the relationship 
between social support through self-esteem and cyber-
bullying among gifted students and the mediation role of 
social support in the link of cyber bullying with subjec-
tive well-being of gifted students.

The serial mediation effect: self-esteem and social support
The serial mediation analysis revealed that self-esteem 
and social support are associated with the relationship 
between cyber victimization and subjective well-being. 
Specifically, the results showed that cyber victimization 
is negatively associated with self-esteem, which in turn 
shows a negative relationship with perceived social sup-
port. Lower levels of social support are further associated 
with lower levels of subjective well-being, including both 
subjective happiness and school-related happiness. These 
associations are consistent with previous research that 
highlights the bidirectional relationship between self-
esteem and social support [51, 53]. However, the unique 
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contribution of this study lies in its focus on gifted 
youths, who may experience these relationships differ-
ently due to their heightened sensitivity and emotional 
intensity.

For example, gifted students with higher self-esteem 
are more likely to seek out and perceive social support, 
which can help them cope with the negative effects of 
cyber victimization. In contrast, those with lower self-
esteem may struggle to build and maintain support-
ive relationships, further isolating them from potential 
sources of help [51]. This suggests that interventions 
aimed at boosting self-esteem and fostering social sup-
port networks may be particularly effective for gifted 
youths, as these factors can help mitigate the negative 
psychological impacts of cyber victimization. This study 
fills an important gap in the research on cyberbullying 
among gifted students by identifying gifted students as an 
at-risk group and elucidating the impact of cyberbullying 
on their well-being [114]. Gifted adolescents frequently 
encounter cyberbullying. The focus on gifted students 
is both timely and important considering the increased 
risks that may be exacerbated by their unique personal-
ity characteristics, such as hypersensitivity and emotional 
intensity [115] and asynchronous development [116].

Implications for gifted youths
The findings of this study underscore the urgent need to 
develop targeted interventions and prevention programs 
for gifted youths experiencing cyber victimization. Gifted 
students face unique challenges, including peer exclusion, 
social isolation, and a propensity for relational forms of 
cyberbullying [75, 80, 85]. These factors heighten their 
vulnerability and necessitate tailored support strategies 
that address the role of self-esteem and social support in 
mitigating negative effects of cyberbullying.

School-based ınterventions
Design and implement school programs that focus on 
building self-esteem and fostering robust social support 
networks among gifted students. Introduce peer sup-
port initiatives that encourage gifted youths to connect 
with one another, thereby reducing feelings of isolation 
and promoting a sense of belonging. Train educators 
to recognize the specific signs of cyber victimization in 
gifted students and to respond with empathy and tar-
geted support. Incorporate cyberbullying awareness into 
the curriculum to educate students on responsible online 
behavior and the consequences of cyber aggression.Cre-
ate safe spaces for open discussions in classrooms to nor-
malize seeking help and support.

Parental and educator roles
Encourage open communication between parents, 
teachers, and students to ensure that gifted youths feel 

supported when facing online bullying. Advise parents 
and educators on the importance of providing consis-
tent emotional support to help these students navigate 
the challenges posed by cyber victimization [24, 27]. 
Promote awareness of the unique social dynamics affect-
ing gifted students so that interventions can be adapted 
to their specific needs. Support parents in responsibly 
monitoring online activities while respecting privacy, to 
identify potential risks without eroding trust. Help par-
ents create supportive home environments that model 
healthy emotional responses and celebrate achievements 
that build confidence and resilience.

Addressing unique challenges of gifted youths
Recognize that gifted students may be more susceptible 
to relational forms of cyber victimization, such as exclu-
sion and rumor-spreading, due to their advanced intel-
lectual abilities and complex social dynamics [80, 85]. 
Understand that the mediating role of self-esteem and 
social support is particularly critical in this population, 
as their heightened sensitivity and emotional intensity 
[117] can exacerbate the negative psychological impacts 
of cyberbullying, including depression and anxiety [115, 
116].

Policy ımplications
Policymakers should mandate school programs that 
address cyberbullying, with special focus on vulnerable 
groups like gifted students. Allocate resources for educa-
tor training and digital literacy initiatives for parents and 
students. Develop policies to incorporate cyberbullying 
prevention in school curricula. Support community pro-
grams promoting online safety and resilience.

Conclusions
This study highlights the detrimental impact of cyber vic-
timization on the subjective well-being of gifted adoles-
cents and underscores the protective roles of self-esteem 
and social support. Our findings indicate that cyber vic-
timization is associated with lower self-esteem, which, in 
turn, relates to reduced perceived social support, com-
pounding its negative relationship with subjective happi-
ness and school-related happiness.

The results of this study suggest several key insights:
Self-esteem and perceived social support of gifted ado-

lescents may be critical factors in the development of 
prevention and intervention programs designed to cope 
with cyber victimization. Higher self-esteem is associated 
with seeking social support, which serves as a protective 
factor for subjective well-being against cyber victimiza-
tion. Gifted students experiencing higher levels of cyber 
victimization tend to report significantly lower subjec-
tive well-being. By integrating school-based, familial, and 
targeted support strategies that boost self-esteem and 
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reinforce social support networks, stakeholders can bet-
ter safeguard the mental health and well-being of gifted 
youths.

These findings emphasize the importance of a coordi-
nated approach involving educators, parents, and poli-
cymakers to create environments where gifted students 
feel safe, valued, and supported both online and offline. 
Tailored interventions that address the unique challenges 
faced by gifted youth offer a promising path to mitigat-
ing the adverse effects of cyber victimization among this 
vulnerable group.

Limitations and future directions
It is important to consider the several limitations of this 
study when interpreting the findings. Since the study was 
cross-sectional, it is unclear whether the identified cor-
relates are antecedents or consequences of cyberbully-
ing victimization. Therefore, while the study indicates an 
association between cyberbullying victimization and sub-
jective well-being, the direction of this influence requires 
further investigation. Cross-sectional estimates of 
mediation might be biased when mediation occurs over 
time [118]. However, methodologists have noted that if 
cross-sectional relationships are informative about the 
temporal process or are well grounded in theories and 
supported by empirical research, they can still provide 
valuable insights [119].

Future research should continue to explore the unique 
experiences of gifted youths in the context of cyber vic-
timization, with a particular focus on the role of self-
esteem and social support. Longitudinal studies could 
provide further insights into the causal relationships 
between these variables, helping to clarify whether self-
esteem and social support act as protective factors or 
whether they are themselves influenced by cyber victim-
ization. Additionally, future research could explore the 
effectiveness of targeted interventions aimed at boosting 
self-esteem and fostering social support networks among 
gifted youths, providing valuable insights for educators, 
parents and policymakers. Future studies may enhance 
validity and reduce bias by utilizing a multi-method, 
multi-informant approach (e.g., child self-report, parent 
report).
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