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The possibility that the school can academically pre-
pare students whilst promoting their psychological 
well-being is an ambitious goal, with such goals been 
often considered as not fully compatible (Marchesi & 
Martín, 2002). However, in the last two decades, pro-
posals have been made that claim that the develop-
ment of socio-emotional competences and academic 
success can go hand in hand (Zins, Weissberg, Wang, & 
Walberg, 2004).

Nowadays, the Positive Youth Development approach 
has driven the study of the positive aspects of psycho-
logical functioning among young adults and adoles-
cents. This approach insists on the need to study two 
key aspects in order to understand a good personal 
development: the personal strengths or resources that 
contribute to such development and the positive char-
acteristics or assets of the contexts or institutions that 
promote it (Lerner, 2009; Oliva, 2015).

Firstly, and in relation to the study of personal 
strengths of importance within the school environ-
ment, the role played by the maintenance of a solid 

commitment to learning by students is noteworthy 
(Benson, Scales, Hamilton, & Sesman, 2006). This com-
mitment would be directly related to a fundamental 
educational goal, such as academic success, achieved 
through a good academic performance.

Secondly, it is also important to analyze the resources 
or assets present in the contexts in which adolescent 
life takes place and that can promote their positive 
development. Some examples of school assets could 
be: good relationships with peers, clarity of rules and 
values, empowerment and positive development 
opportunities, perceived teacher support, or the links 
created with the school itself.

Nevertheless, the Positive Youth Development model 
has not only shown interest in the analyses of the inter-
nal and external assets that optimize such develop-
ment, but it has also aimed to study the goals that 
define a successful and healthy development during 
adolescence (Oliva et al., 2010). The present study focuses 
on two of these goals which the school should promote, 
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that is, students’ life satisfaction and their academic 
performance.

Life satisfaction is an indicator of subjective well- 
being, which can be conceptualized as a cognitive esti-
mation of the quality of one’s own life, a sort of global 
judgment that each person makes of his/her life as a 
whole, based on his/her own standards or criteria, 
regarding whether he/she likes the life he/she is living 
or whether he/she is achieving his/her aspirations 
(Diener, Scollon, & Lucas, 2009).

The relevance of life satisfaction as a positive psy-
chological indicator is beyond doubt, as high satisfac-
tion has been associated with multiple benefits, both at 
a personal and socio-emotional level (better self-esteem, 
emotional intelligence, social competence, etc.) and at 
a school level (greater satisfaction and school adjust-
ment, among others). Likewise, life dissatisfaction has 
been consistently related to various indicators of  
adolescent maladjustment (Gilman & Huebner, 2006; 
Huebner & Diener, 2008).

In particular, it is noteworthy that several previous 
studies have suggested strong positive associations, 
both between student commitment to learning and 
subjective well-being (Lewis, Huebner, Malone, & 
Valois, 2011; Suldo, Shaffer, & Riley, 2008) and a consis-
tent relationship between life satisfaction and aca-
demic performance (Gilman & Huebner, 2006; Proctor, 
Linley, & Malby, 2010).

Obviously, in addition to the promotion of life satis-
faction among students, it is also necessary to evaluate 
how schools contribute to the achievement of academic 
performance. Performance can be assessed either through 
standardized tests - objective academic performance - which 
allows for comparison between students, schools and 
countries; or through school grades, which, although 
their reliability and validity are questioned as a crite-
rion for comparison, represent the real indicator of 
academic success (Martínez-Otero, 2009).

Among the resources and personal strengths of ado-
lescents which contribute to explain their academic 
success, the role of their commitment to learning should 
be emphasized. Such student commitment should be 
considered not only as a fundamental process and pre-
dictor of academic success, but also as a school result 
in itself. In fact, commitment to learning is an increas-
ingly important construct in North American and 
European education research as it is considered a key 
element for the improvement of school results (Furlong & 
Christenson, 2008). However, despite its international 
relevance, students’ commitment to learning is a scarcely 
researched construct hardly studied in Spain (Ros, 
Goikoetxea, Gairín, & Lekue, 2012).

There are several proposals to conceptualize student 
commitment, among which Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and 
Paris’ (2004) proposal can be highlighted. These authors 

considered three components for this commitment to 
learning: cognitive, behavioral and affective compo-
nents. The present study focused on the cognitive dimen-
sion of commitment, which involves a psychological 
investment of students into school learning, and 
includes aspects such as the student’s own perception 
of his/her effort, the assessment of the importance of 
studying as a goal, the persistence, and the desire to 
improve with his/her learning and to continue their 
studies in the future.

Beyond the importance of commitment to learning 
in the promotion of both life satisfaction and academic 
performance, a key purpose of the present research is 
to clarify the specific contribution of school assets to a 
positive adolescent development. That is, to clarify the 
characteristics that schools have that promote such 
development. We consider that the fundamental char-
acteristics that characterize schools which can function 
as true promoters of the positive development of their 
students are:
 
 a.  The creation of a “positive environment” that rep-

resents a warm and secure climate among peers as 
a basis for coexistence within the school.

 b.  The establishment of a “school connectedness”, 
which involves the development of a sense of 
belonging to the school and the development of 
links with the school’s educators.

 c.  The construction of “a structured, organized and 
coherent educational environment about rules and 
values”, which entails a clear guide for the regula-
tion of students’ behavior within the school.

 d.  The offer of “positive opportunities” for the devel-
opment of skills and for the “empowerment” of 
adolescents.

 
A school with such positive traits or school assets, that 

is, with a good social climate, capable of bringing 
together positive people, places or environments 
and opportunities not only promotes good academic 
results (Starkman, Scales, & Roberts, 2006), but also 
constitutes a context that promotes students’ well-being 
and positive adolescent development (Gardner, Roth, & 
Brooks-Gunn, 2008).

Regarding the literature on the prediction of adoles-
cent well-being, the two most important school factors 
have been the close relationships between students 
and teachers and the links established with other stu-
dents (Natvig, Albrektsen, & Qvranstrom, 2003; Suldo, 
Riley, & Shaffer, 2006). Such linkage is influenced, as 
some studies suggest, by characteristics of school func-
tioning, such as the provision of positive opportunities 
or the perception of an educational coherence about 
rules and values (Gilman & Huebner, 2006; Loukas, 
Suzuki, & Horton, 2006). In this sense, we believe that 
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positive links with the school can be a clear mediator 
between other perceived school assets and the achieve-
ment of life satisfaction (Tomyn & Cummins, 2011).

Examining the research literature on school climate 
and performance, it can be concluded that school con-
nectedness represents a key variable for predicting 
performance (Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 
2009). But it is mainly in the studies that analyze school 
connectedness where it appears as a decisive asset in 
the commitment to learning and in academic perfor-
mance. Thus, students who feel attached to their school 
are more engaged with their studies and end up per-
forming better (Blum, 2005).

The present study aims to empirically hypothesize 
and contrast how educational institutions, through 
their assets, can contribute to the joint achievement of 
two educational goals such as life satisfaction and aca-
demic performance. The importance of the mediating 
role of school connectedness in the relationship between 
other school assets and such goals is suggested. On the 
other hand, the study highlights how commitment to 
learning can mediate the relationship between school 
connectedness and academic performance.

Proposed initial model and hypotheses

Thus, as shown in Figure 1, the model initially pro-
posed contemplates the following hypotheses:
 

H1: The exogenous variables, three school assets 
(clarity of rules and values; social climate; and em-
powerment and positive opportunities) will have a 
positive direct effect on the school connectedness.
H2: Positive school connectedness will in turn show a 
positive direct effect on adolescent life satisfaction.
H3: The social climate among peers will also have 
a positive direct effect specifically on adolescent life 
satisfaction.
H4: School connectedness will have a positive indi-
rect effect on academic achievement through com-
mitment to learning.

H5: School connectedness will have a positive indi-
rect effect on life satisfaction through academic 
performance.
H6: Life satisfaction will have a direct impact on 
academic performance.

 
It should be noted that the figures only show the 

structural part of the model, as the part that refers to 
the measures has already been published.

Method

Participants

The sample of this study consisted of 1944 adolescents, 
1051 girls (54.1%) and 893 boys (45.9%) aged between 
12 and 17 years (M = 14.40; SD = 1.13) who were 
enrolled in compulsory secondary education in 20 
schools across Western Andalusia.

An intentional sampling was used to select the 
schools taking part in the study in order to match dif-
ferent qualities of the sample units and to obtain the 
most diverse sample possible (Hernández, Fernández, & 
Baptista, 2010). Therefore, sampling was carried out 
through quotas according to the following variables: 
a) size of the school (small: less than 600 students, 
large: more than 600 students), b) socioeconomic 
level of the area (medium-low and medium-high),  
c) size of the population where it is situated (small: 
less than 30,000 inhabitants, large: more than 30,000 
inhabitants), and (d) ownership of the school (public 
or private). The distribution of the sample was bal-
anced for all of the mentioned variables, with the 
exception of the ownership of the schools (80% were 
public schools and 20% were private-semiprivate 
schools).

Variables and instruments

Next, the instruments that evaluate the constructs 
included in the model are presented, among which 
positive relationships were expected in all cases.

Figure 1. Graphic representation of the theoretical model initially proposed.
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Scale for evaluating school assets for positive adolescent 
development

This scale has been previously validated in our context 
with satisfactory goodness of fit indexes (Pertegal, 
Oliva, & Hernando, 2015). It allows to evaluate the per-
ception that adolescents have on different dimensions 
of the school in which they study. It consists of 30 items 
that must be scored on a scale between 1 and 7. The scale 
offers, apart from the overall score, four partial scores:

Social Climate. This dimension includes six items 
referring to both the degree to which adolescents per-
ceive the relationships between peers as good and to 
the perception of safety within the school. Reliability 
as indicated by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .78.

School connectedness. This dimension evaluates through 
its seven items two aspects related to the connected-
ness to the school on behalf of the students: the degree 
to which adolescents have a sense of belonging and 
satisfaction with their own school, and the assessment 
of the support perceived from the teachers. The reli-
ability obtained for this dimension was .81.

Clarity of rules and values. This subscale consists of 
seven items. On the one hand, this dimension assesses 
the degree to which adolescents perceive the clarity of 
the limits regarding the existing rules of the school. On 
the other hand, it evaluates the perception of the coher-
ence in the promotion of values in the school by the 
teachers with three other items. Reliability as indicated 
by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .82.

Empowerment and positive opportunities. It involves 
evaluating, through ten items, the resources and facil-
ities of the school as opportunities; the offer of activ-
ities for the students, and the perception of student 
participation and its influence on the life of the school 
(“empowerment”). The reliability, as indicated by 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, for this dimension was .83.

Commitment to learning evaluation scale

Given the lack of a specific instrument in our context 
that was easy to administrate, this scale was created 
and validated for this research with satisfactory good-
ness of fit indexes (χ2 = 7.61; gl = 3; p = .055; RSMEA = 
.03; CFI = .99; NNFI = .98). It evaluates the cognitive 
commitment to learning and studies on behalf of the 
students through five items (e.g., “I want to get through 
my studies” or “At school, I try to do my work as best 
I can”), scored on a scale between 1 and 7. The scale 
offers a single overall score and obtained a Cronbach’s 
alpha reliability coefficient of .81.

Life satisfaction assessment scale

This instrument allows to evaluate adolescents’ life 
satisfaction. It was developed and validated by 
Huebner in 1991 and the Spanish version has been 

validated recently (Galíndez & Casas, 2010). It consists 
of a Likert scale (range = 1–7) composed of seven items. 
It reached a reliability coefficient, with a Cronbach’s 
alpha of .81 (M = 5.22; SD = 1.09; range = 1–7).

Academic performance

Academic achievement was assessed through the 
collection of information on the grades obtained by the 
students in the course year prior to that of the study. 
These scores were coded on a scale of 1 to 6, where  
1 = ”very poor”, which normally meant several fails;  
2 = ”insufficient”, which usually meant one or two fails, 
3 = equivalent to a general pass, and so on, 4 = good, 5 = 
remarkable and 6 = outstanding.

Procedure

This study followed a cross-sectional, non-experimental 
and correlational design (Hernández, Fernández, & 
Baptista, 2010). Once the study was designed and 
approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of 
Seville, the participating schools were selected and 
visits were made to explain in detail the objectives  
of the study and the procedure to be carried out. The 
schools, in turn, informed families of the participation 
and characteristics of the study so as they could express 
their possible disagreement.

In each school, two classrooms of 2nd year of  
compulsory secondary school (“Educación Secundaria 
Obligatoria, ESO” in Spanish), 2 classrooms of 3rd year 
of ESO and 2 classrooms of 4th of ESO were randomly 
chosen. The inclusion of groups from 1st year of ESO 
was discarded as it was considered that the fact that 
the majority of 1st year students had just started in that 
school and thus, made it highly unlikely that the school 
variables analyzed in the study had already had some 
influence on the students.

All participants were informed of the study’s objec-
tive, and that it was voluntary. The confidentiality of 
responses and data management was assured. A pas-
sive consent procedure was used to obtain parental 
approval. The evaluation instruments were completed 
in two hour-long group sessions in which students 
were emphasized that they should answer with the 
utmost sincerity and honesty. These sessions were 
always conducted by at least one member of the 
research team.

Data analyses

Firstly, it should be noted that with regard to the treat-
ment of missing data, the starting point was that if the 
number of invalid items on one of the scales exceeded 
25%, such data would be excluded from the analysis. 
As the missing values were less than that percentage, 
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they were imputed using a regression model from the 
other valid items.

Subsequently, the descriptive statistics (mean and 
standard deviation) of the variables included in the 
study were calculated, as well as the bivariate correla-
tions using the Pearson coefficient. For all of these 
previous analyzes, the SPSS 22.0 statistical package 
was used.

A structural equations analysis was chosen to be 
able to explore the possible relationships between 
the variables contemplated in the study. A multilevel 
analysis was not performed as when the intraclass 
correlations were calculated to evaluate the possible 
school effect for both academic performance and life 
satisfaction variables, these values were less than .10 
(Hox, 2010).

The well-known Model Development Strategy in 
Statistics (Abad, Olea, Ponsoda, & García, 2011) was 
followed. This strategy consists of starting from the 
conceptual model and adding, if it is necessary to 
achieve a good development and global fit, those  
effects that have theoretical sense. The final objective is 
that the adjusted model be as close to the conceptual 
model as possible and as parsimonious as possible.

In order to verify the appropriateness of the hypoth-
esized model, the AMOS 22.0 program was used and 
the most used and recommended method of maximum 
likelihood was chosen, even if multivariate normality 
was not observed (Abad et al., 2011), as occurred in this 
case. At the same time, the possible existence of multi-
collinearity between variables was verified, yielding 
VIF values lower than 2, both in relation to academic 
performance and life satisfaction.

Subsequently, the adjustment of the models was ver-
ified, firstly, from the absolute adjustment measures, 
χ2, the ratio between χ2 and degrees of freedom (χ2/gl); 
SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Residual) and RMSEA 
(Root Mean Square Error of Approximation), and 
secondly, through the most commonly used relative 
fit indexes: NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index) and CFI 
(Comparative Fit Index). For all of them, values above 

.90 were set as acceptance threshold, .95 for CFI and 
less than .05 for RMSEA, according to the recommen-
dations of Abad et al. (2011).

Results

Firstly, both the descriptive statistics of the variables used 
in this study and the correlations obtained between 
school assets and the different dependent variables of 
the study: commitment to learning, academic achieve-
ment and life satisfaction are presented.

As can be observed in Table 1, the school context was 
perceived by students as being rich in assets, being 
the school connectedness and the clarity of rules and 
values the most valued assets. At the same time, the 
data showed that school assets correlated more with life 
satisfaction than with academic performance. Thus, on 
the one hand, it is worth noting that a complex struc-
ture of correlations of life satisfaction with all school 
assets was found, and on the other hand, that commit-
ment to learning was the variable that most correlated 
with academic performance.

The analysis of the fit of the proposed model to the 
empirical data matrix was performed with the AMOS 
22.0 program, following the phases usually proposed 
(identification, assessment of fit, re-specification and 
model improvement). After verifying that none of the 
infringing estimates would invalidate the estimate, the 
analysis using the maximum likelihood estimation (ML) 
method was performed, in order to test the set of explan-
atory relationships hypothesized in the initial model.

Firstly, when the analysis with AMOS was per-
formed, the model was identified. In Figure 2, the ini-
tially proposed model and its standardized coefficients 
for the direct and indirect effects - all of which were 
significant (p < .01) are presented. These effects will 
not be discussed here, as first the adjustment indexes 
obtained were examined to assess the need to re-specify 
this model for its possible improvement.

The initial model obtained a value of χ2 = 110.97;  
gl = 10; p < .001; χ2/gl = 11.09. It should be noted that 
this statistic is very sensitive to the size of the sample. 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the different variables of the study

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Range M SD

Social climate – 1–7 4.29 .99
School connectedness .31** – 1–7 5.28 1.042
Clarity of rules and values .22** .53** – 1–7 5.37 1.01
Empowerment and opportunities .25** .56** .56** – 1–7 4.48 1.01
Commitment to learning .06** .28** .26** .16** – 1–7 5.58 .83
Academic performance .00 .09** .05* .03 .27** – 1–6 3.41 1.80
Life Satisfaction .18** .23** .13** .16** .20** .14** – 1–7 5.23 1.09

*p < .05; **p < .01.
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Figure 3. Standardized coefficients of the re-specified model.

Therefore, in the case of large samples, such as this 
one, it usually leads to rejection of the proposed model, 
having an associated p less than .05.

The model initially proposed also obtained the fol-
lowing fit indexes: SRMR = .045; RSMEA = .07; NNFI = 
.91; CFI = .96. Despite obtaining values that indicated a 
good fit in most indices, the RSMEA, which is the most 
recommended indicator, only presented an acceptable 
fit, as it was not below .05, which would represent an 
optimal fit. Therefore, the modification indexes (M.I.) 
suggested by the AMOS program in the output were con-
sidered in order to evaluate the need for re-specification 
of the model to improve its fit, provided that it had 
theoretical sense.

After verifying the magnitude and significance of 
these indexes, these were taken into account to re-specify 
another model. This led to test the inclusion, first, of 
a positive direct effect of the asset of clarity of rules 
and values on commitment to learning (M.I. = 50.96; 
P.C. = .20) and, subsequently, another positive direct 
effect of commitment to learning on life satisfaction 
(M.I. = 27.16; P.C. = .09).

The re-specified model and its parameters can be 
examined in Figure 3, which in their entirety obtained 
significance at level p < .01.

The fit indices of the two models presented for com-
parison can be examined in Table 2.

The second proposed model obtained the following 
absolute fit measures: χ2 = 16.32; df = 8; p = .038. In the 
case of large samples, it is more useful to use the χ2/df 
ratio to compare plausible models and to evaluate the 
significance of the variation in χ2. The χ2/df value was 
2.04 and the chi squared variation was statistically sig-
nificant, following the usual recommendation of being 
less than 2 or 3.

In addition, this proposed model obtained a SRMR = 
.018 and a RSMEA with a value of .023 (95% Confidence 
Interval = .005; .040). These values were lower than 
.05, which is considered a good fit, and even by other 
authors, such as Steiger (2007), is qualified as an excel-
lent fit when the RSMEA is below .03.

In order to finish elucidating which model is best, 
the incremental fit measures usually used for the com-
parison of plausible models were examined. The second 

Figure 2. Standardized coefficients of the theoretical model initially proposed.
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model obtained the following values in these indexes: 
NNFI = .98; CFI = .99.

First, the CFI index, the most recommended by Hu 
and Bentler, (1999) was considered. The CFI obtained 
from the re-specified model was .99, resulting in a 
favorable increase to it, clearly significant as the increase 
was higher than .01.

It is also convenient to examine the NNFI index, being 
one of the factors less affected by sample size and that 
penalizes non-parsimonious or complex models, such 
as this one, better than the CFI. An obtained NNFI of 
.98 is an excellent fit of the model.

At present, none of these indices alone is sufficient 
to justify and determine if a model fits the data ade-
quately. Authors such as Abad et al. (2011) consider 
that an adequate combination of indices, which depend 
less on sample size and is adequate given the com-
plexity of this model is: NNFI; RMSEA and CFI. Based 
on this combination, the re-specified model seems to be 
better due to its better fit and by its greater theoretical 
sense.

After choosing the second model, the coefficients 
obtained are discussed next, disaggregating the direct 
and indirect and total effects with respect to the depen-
dent variables of the study.

Figure 3 presents the final model with the standard-
ized coefficients, in which all effects were positive and 
with a p < .01. This model explains a variance of 9.9% 
with respect to life satisfaction and of 9.3% in relation 
to academic performance.

In this figure, it can be observed how three school 
assets (the clarity of rules and values, γ = .30; the per-
ception of positive opportunities, γ = .35; and to a lesser 
extent, the social climate, γ = .17), are shown as positive 
predictors of connectedness with the school (R2 = .43). 
School connectedness, which plays a central role in our 
model as a mediator variable, proved to be a direct 
positive predictor of both life satisfaction (β = .15) 
and commitment to learning (β = .19), and indirectly, 
through the latter (β = .28) on academic performance.

On the other hand, there were two direct effects of 
another school asset, not mediated by school connect-
edness. One is the influence of good social climate 
amongst peers on life satisfaction (γ = .13) and the 
other, which was added in the re-specified model 

about the influence of the school asset “clarity of rules 
and values” on commitment to learning (γ = .16). To 
complete the model, it should be noted that there 
would be a positive direct effect of commitment to 
learning on life satisfaction (β = .17), and a final direct 
effect of the influence of life satisfaction on improving 
academic performance (β = .11).

Discussion

The main purpose of this study was to test the plausi-
bility of a structural model on the specific contribution 
of school assets to the promotion of life satisfaction 
and academic performance during adolescence. In this 
sense, the goodness of absolute and relative of fit indi-
ces confirmed the validity of the re-specified model. 
This validation of the model shows that, at least in 
the schools of our sample, some assets present in the 
school context were related to the achievement of both, 
the life satisfaction and academic performance objec-
tives that should not be understood as antagonistic, 
but as complementary and interrelated (Marchesi & 
Martín, 2002).

The results of the study corroborate that a part of the 
observed variance of both academic performance - 9.3 %- 
and life satisfaction - 9.9% -was explained by school 
assets. These findings can lead to the hypothesis that 
“school matters” as a positive development context, as 
these results exceed the usual relative magnitude of 
school effects found in some studies - around or below 
5% - both on academic performance and on the vari-
ables related to the socioemotional development of 
students (Murillo, 2005; Pertegal, 2014). Therefore, 
these results are in line with the empirical evidence, 
mainly from the USA, which increasingly emphasizes 
the connection between academic performance, the 
development of socio-emotional competences and the 
well-being of adolescents, in the sense that the promo-
tion of positive development has the indirect effect of 
improving school performance (Zins et al., 2004).

However, the main finding of this study, at least 
from a theoretical point of view, is the centrality of the 
positive school connectedness, as a school asset that 
would mediate the relationship between the other three 
school assets (social climate among peers, perceived 

Table 2. Comparison of the fit indexes for the two possible models

Fit indexes χ2 Df χ2/df SRMR RMSEA NNFI CFI

Initial model 110.97 10 11.09 .045 .07 .91 .96
Re-specified model 16.32 8 2.04** .018 .023 .98 .99

**p < .01; Note: χ2 = chi squared; df = degrees of freedom; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Residual; RMSEA = Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation; NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index; CFI = Comparative Fit Index.
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clarity of rules and values, and the perception of posi-
tive opportunities and empowerment) and life satis-
faction and commitment to learning. The establishment 
of positive connectedness is not only one of the five 
dimensions or Cs that characterize adolescent positive 
development, according to Lerner (2009), but its study 
has taken a leading role in the last decade, making very 
suggestive proposals around the school connectedness 
construct (Blum, 2005; McNelly, 2004). The connected-
ness with adults have been widely considered to be a 
protective factor in adolescents’ development (Roth & 
Brooks-Gunn, 2003), but more and more empirical 
evidence is accumulating on their contribution to 
both adolescents’ well-being (Huebner & Diener, 2008; 
Suldo et al., 2006) and academic success (Blum, 2005; 
Starkman et al., 2006).

Another relevant empirical finding was the inclu-
sion in the definitive model of two additional path-
ways: the positive direct effect of the asset of clarity of 
rules and values on academic performance and the 
positive direct effect of commitment to learning on life 
satisfaction. These hypotheses were contrasted and 
accepted by having a great theoretical sense, although 
they were not contemplated initially. It is congruent 
with the literature on school climate, that a good eval-
uation of the educational action of teachers (the percep-
tion of the clarity of rules and values by the students) 
has a positive influence on the development of a greater 
commitment to learning and studies (Cohen et al., 
2009), and that this also results in improving life satis-
faction, if it is considered as a vital and developmental 
task specific and essential to adolescence (Lerner, 2009).

Among the limitations of this study, the cross- 
sectional nature of our research is noteworthy, but 
above al, its correlational design, which does not allow 
us to draw any conclusions on the causal relations 
hypothesized in the model. In addition, another limita-
tion inherent to the purpose of the study is that we 
have sought to isolate and exclusively contemplate the 
influence of school assets on adolescents’ well-being 
and school success, but this does not deny the decisive 
contribution of other developmental contexts, such as 
family assets, to such indicators of positive adolescent 
development.

In short, the present work aims to highlight the rela-
tive but important contribution of certain assets that 
characterize the school as a context of positive devel-
opment for the promotion of adolescents’ well-being 
and school success. Among these assets, the positive 
links with the school and with teachers could play  
a central and decisive role. Therefore, we consider it 
necessary that the development of school connected-
ness and the promotion of well-being are contem-
plated as goals and educational aims in themselves, 
beyond academic performance. On the one hand, the 

development of positive links with the school contrib-
utes to a greater commitment to learning and this, in 
turn, leads to a better academic performance. On the 
other hand, the development of greater links with the 
school will result in an increase in life satisfaction of 
our adolescents, which will have an added effect of 
improving their academic performance. Nevertheless, 
we believe that the school’s contribution to the adoles-
cent’s well-being and development could be increased 
and optimized with the implementation of certain 
intervention strategies and programs that seek, with a 
positive approach, to promote competences and ado-
lescent development (Oliva, 2015).
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