R E IR ZETR

2021 £ 7 A% 35FE 7H

oy M R 5 R 2T I AR -
2R R AT

TR ELK

AT RS, #HAFIK

=2)

B

i ZE | RRAZENENERRD. RUARTHNHESHESFRRR, N AZENFARITAREREIBISK
Bo ERABEDEFRARITNER. ZREVIENER. WEUTZHER, WHEGFHH) 269 BERKZ L
TIOR8 FUSTARBRKER S ENFRB MBS FARTAMMEEZBIEEESEEX;
ENME BB FARIT AT EEODERSOFUER, ENERRN RS EEQ R T S0IIER.
PNBUDITET, HEseRHEINERBBIFMRITAPERTEP MR, AZEFARTASENFE
BAHSSRIIER, B ENFBRSFIRTNZBRETEPMER,

KR | FHRTN; DUERR; (MR PNMER; K324E

Copyright © 2021 by author (s) and SciScan Publishing Limited
This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International

License. https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

1 3§

k22470 (prosocial behavior ) E—MFFaHt I | FITMA . BHASGESRT N, Bt
M EE I, I APRSSHE PRI Sl R I TR B o Ha e I, FRE A RAR TR
HAHEZ ., MBS, WARZBORER AT R, R e 7y Sk . TR B 55 TARS
RIS . B TARE BN S SRR, I T IR IR A MO i, i, FRFE DR A o B4R 4
2L, S SRR EIVET D), KBRS RSN B4, KeEA it 247 JK-F- iy 2
WIRAE PR 3R S M R R AT AT o 7 IR O B TR UG TE Y B A

PATENFSE 3 B2 B St A7 R RS R R TT . WFFE R B, St 7 o RERS SO A i 1 25
AP RIS R, SR AT Ko B, AR A AR RO LR R
FHF OO R, FEAS KO A, A AT RSB kT T A RER I B A

HERINE: TIEHESNFEESIME HB19JY025,

EEEN: TR, &, MIHARE, TERRDANINMNEEES,

BITWES: 8K, &, #g, TERRHDENARINMNES

YESIA: R, £418 AFETMEERBEFHAITHINRR: dSSISHPMER [J] . PEVESERS, 2021, 3 (7) @ 748-755.
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Horr, LSRR AR AT N EERER o EUSEAEE (Subjective Well-being ) 2 MA
XA VS SR 47 TS SR | DT AT, DARAERE A i i SO
TR, OB S R SRR AT T o NI, BT 6000 24 m R AL SN T
FRIL, ATAEIB R A T 2 Be st A o — RPN DL T LR I B 7, r Rt P R 2R 12 742728
il 1 2000 Hoh 25 F BT AL RDLBE B -+ 0 XEER 22 ARFIH O E 487, i T REFFR &%
Bk A4, HARAAER R 2 AT o RO W SERR RN T 7 =38 Z Rl A SR R AT 7 BORASBIEFE S
E R

HPIFERL, e SHS BRSO R E AR S . H2 30K (social support ) 14
FRACHE SRS A A MRS sl A 05 T 25 T MO B, ok FLREE . A S LAV B SR Y
by o BRI, AR SR AT N BEAMDE, BRI SRS, IMARRE 5 A SR 2
FHAATARBREZ 0 o MH, HASRCREBI I E R RS T T, AR S
KA A MR AT R s TR SETN, B 2 SRR MA, SRR AT R RIBAIE © o K
PSR 2 SCRFRES UUE ANPRCR, MRS 224, IFJmIE . 6 AR 2, 4+t se
FRSARR R A 7 IR A, SR A SR AR AT S BRI A e R
BORARMITERTE R AR

gi b, AITTEIEBAERLR AL MR G, FEBEER A A 24T 05 TS A R BUR A 2R |
DB o SRR AT N 5 BRI AR o DS R AT B T R LR AR B 1t
SAT S EMEAARIE,  JF R R A B 2 A T R SR R R A — S B B AR

2 WMRE5AFX

21 #Hax

BEMLEIR 259 44 i T mA 2R o IR REEATFGZOR, AR 9 (3 lals , S 250 A 28
I A F 96.53% ., Horp, 477 4 (30.80% ) , L1734 (69.20% ) 5 T2 101 44 (40.40% ) ,
SCHIZE 149 44 (59.60% ) o PRI B UL IR A N A X B, FrA s A B EA S IR . 55
ST ok—aE .

22 BEREAE

22.1 EHEBHER

RATRPMS (2011) BT EAE S MR FE 3 (Prosocial Tendencies Measure ) , XF K24 (1364143
IR 7 o SRR . A ZR M . SCRMERRR M U, o 21 NH . &
FERH 5 ST, S RIVPEA SO R . AT iz R A B R 0.88.

222 EBBRRYEER

K FH Campbell 5 A (1976 ) i i B9 57 48 J&& 45 20 & & (Index of Well-Being, Index of General
Affect) , XFAMAR H AT FT AL B AR R JEA TN PP o R AR SR B B R R R
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FERIEPIFRSY, SR 7 5015, Bk, 2R SR AR EOK ST . A AT R R R A N — Bk
fEEERECH 0.93,

223 HEHESXHER

KHMTERA (1999) Fitfil f4EFE 2 R (Perceived Social Support Scale, PSSS) , Xt K2g4
M2 SCREE B TIPE 7 o R RIE SRR . AR AL SR = e, A 12 AH
ANYERE 4 N5 H . R 7 ST, BB RIS SO R . ARBIFSE R  PE— BOE(E E
4 0.93,

2.3 GO

IS JH] SPSS 24.0 F1 Amos 23.0 #ATEIE I S5t . KM 1 K050 . Pearson FHSCF AL, Bootstrap J7 ik

3 MIRGR

\

31 REENFHSTAREIN=RRSUSZHNED REERLR
BT HFRF I FALAT NG EWFEAE A S BUR, SRR AT AT,
R TE S LS 1,

F1 FHETAREVUEER, HESIHESEEZRRE
Table 1 Prosocial behavior, subjective well-being, social support total score and difference test

Y el 2
B (M+SD) @wH (M+SD) t X (M+SD) BB (M+SD) t

F 19.42 + 0.38 19.84 +0.19 -1.01 19.41 +0.27 19.92 £ 0.23 -1.44
PR £5 P 2271 £ 047 23.10 £ 0.23 -0.74 2244 +0.31 23.36 +0.29 —2.09

KF M 18.17 £ 0.41 18.55£0.18 -0.84 18.08 £ 0.28 18.67 +0.23 -1.65

R 18.81 £0.36 19.03 +0.18 -0.55 18.83 +0.26 19.05 £ 0.22 -0.63

FAESATH 79.10 + 1.43 80.53 + 0.65 -0.90 78.75 + 0.93 80.99 + 0.84 -1.75
EEp e 8.63 +0.20 833 +0.12 1.36 8.11+0.17 8.63 +0.13 -2.50

KUEL ¥ 19.48 +0.47 19.93 +0.38 -0.70 19.13 £ 0.55 20.24 +0.33 -1.74

A S 19.64 + 0.49 20.45 + 0.33 -1.37 19.75 + 0.45 20.50 + 0.34 -1.34
HAb 74 18.35 £ 0.49 19.18 +0.35 -1.35 18.00 + 0.49 19.56 + 0.34 261"
Ay 57.47 £ 1.30 59.56 + 0.94 -1.27 56.88 + 1.34 60.30 + 0.89 -2.12"

E: ¥ R p<0.05, ** T p<0.01, TR,

/|

e L AT, KRR SRR ST A (80.09 £9.97 ), 4% 4k FEFS 43 s BMIRAR Y A > 25 1k
(2298 +344) | FlltE (19.71+2.77) | FFitE (18.96 +2.64) FICHEME (18.43+£2.80)

E— 25 AN N R A A AT R, SR A, BRAENFEM ST AERARE . WER
FIZAISF A SRR AT, SRR, KA SIT N BMOR B LW N R FAAEh &% 25,
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p=0.081. TERIHA R MFALSATH FEN2ZEFBE, p<0.05, FRHE MR ST RIS E = T 30RE
EEFME . ERM . R AT =M AL |, R REES .

FEFAE N W AR RS, (8.42+1.63) = FHIS A, VLR FEM EW SRR R . BAEMRD
mT L, HERARE, p>0.05, HEVEMS M ETIRE, 2583, p<0.05.

AT AR (58.92 + 12,07 ) , BYEREIR/ WAREE L (19.79 £4.70 ) . A 4 (2020+ 431 ) |
HAbSZFF (18.93+4.52) o HMZEF G FE L. BIRARFERHE A2 3R S MR R T
RIAF G HAMSFF R THAE, B RAEMS B 5 HAM R 2 R BARITHE L, p<0.05.

3.2 REEFUFRRE. HESSHFIGRHSITREMERIEDT

BRI B, EWSERR S 4 AR R IEH G, RS b ST 2Z B & IEAH G,
A TS AL ST A Z AR IEA G . B S S SRS e R . ST A R 2Z A A
T EAG2AE L (p<0.01) o Wk 2,

F2 EVERR. HLXFHSFHATHNEXMES T

Table 2 Correlation analysis of subjective well-being, social support and prosocial behavior

HRSE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 24T R -

2 Filfb: 0.87" -

3R 0897 0.70™ -

4 KFM 0.84" 0.67" 064" -

5 FRRE 0.82" 0.60"  0.65" 0.58" -

6 WM 0.287 025" 020" 0.22" 0317 -

RIS R 0.51" 0.43" 0.40™ 0.46" 047" 043" -

8 Kt S H¥ 041" 0.35" 0.32" 0.38" 0.38" 039" 0.88" -

9 WA 7 HE 0.50" 043" 038" 0.43" 048" 039" 0.90" 0.67" -

10 HAth#: 046”0387 0377 0427 0407 0367 0907 066" 0757 -

3.3 REEMSSHFAEEINFEBRS FRH ST RENPMER

WAL A F6h8, x /df=1.29, RMSEA=0.03, CFI=0.99, IFI=0.99, GFI=0.97, AGFI=0.95, ixiHfiR!
ARG/ INE e R 2y

RGN SRR IR B S 4E S SRR S EA T IR A 40 7 7 e AR A SRR B
FARRE AL AT R TR . 55 120, DoEARESAT o AR G, L3 aie oy A AR kA7 1l
O3, FRUEAL IR R BCH GiiraE L (B =0.28, p<0.01) , P SRR SE A2 AT A IF ) TR
M 5220, UAba Sy AR, DAFWam@ oy A28 st T mlR 20T, dndEfnl A R A gt
SC(B=0.43, p<0.01) , VEBAFWEAREOAL 23 SRR IR R BUNGERT; 268 3 25, DR AR &,
DLW A RN At 23 SRR B AR S HEAT IR 200, AR S SRR Ak AT A R m SNAE T (B =048,
p<0.01) , {HFWSAARBR R AT A BINE S22 L (B=0.08, p=0.19) , BEHIHE2 SR AE
FWEARER S AL AT N AR SE 2 h A RO . WL 3,
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#3 HEITBEFWERBRMELSITAZENFNTERS T

Table 3 Analysis of the mediating role of social support between SWB and prosocial behavior

e N, BIRLE TR FrifEfk EIH 225
Wt AR e em F| Pl B (i i o
SFASAT R B 0.080 0.076 21.43 <0.01 0.28 4.63 <0.01
ey EWEEME 0181 0.178 54.95 <0.01 0.43 7.41 <0.01
FHSITH HER 0.264 0.258 4431 <0.01 0.48 7.87 <0.01
T AR IR 0.08 1.34 0.19

RHEEH T BB A 2 SR B TR A A TR, (RO 2 S o rp e i, DA SR AR
FASH, DUORH AT RN RS &, e LA 1. RS a R R, FWSEAR I # 25 SCRp i B AR
MEAGHEES (p<0.01) , #aSZ XA AT AR BN A S8 X (p<0.01) , HIEW
SEAR IR SEAL AT N BV E I TCGE 243 L (p=0.19) , BEBAHES SORFTE AR S R h 217 R )
FAESE TN RO

A2 S

0.48™

T AR At N

Y

0.08 (0.28)
F1 HEZFHNRTRNERREY
Figure 1 Path coefficient of the mediating effect of social support

4 itig

AR B, KRB A ST, TLAOHa A TS b, Aot h A 4E s
o3 RO IR A 25 e . A L RRBTRE . SRR, AR S A R 8, R
A SRR ST B R RITITROR, SRR CBR)GT AR TR A 2 Y
A G ZB L2, ATRES HEIRET, AFAATEEARBIE F, —UI#ILOE, Fifth
HSEA AT IR AR T B 2, WA R F TG R RN IR 2. Hs, sl A iy R ik
BT HAENTE 2 BB A AT K. JATER], SEfEiiE, R A Re O 2 5
W, I PMEXER . SIS THARCHRE. RIOhzZ. B, KA B asssy M
FIOARM G, RS SR A X HTE, KITE AR, R A SR TR Rt 247 5
KM RELMB AR 25 0, RS SRR BE, FahZINTER I b/ N A R Bl Al 5, R ILH A
MPER AL 21T R R A A E P A ST AN e b X R, HIES SR FGEERIBN, 7EHIBA
HRER ZOCTEMNT R, RILCRIER A 24T RO AR RES AL, B R IR I A A 0 JsZ
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S8, XN A T E, REUAFRIER RS . WIF SRR REENTFERE MR bk
TR R AR B SrTHERIR . RS AR EAGTEIR, (AR E 28
FALEAT N BRI, WRER MR A E E 2 BA BRI S THE IR, BHEREWE /N, JTCRAIRSS A

AWFRAERIE IR, KFA A DAT AN 22 57 . X S UEERIEEA -2 7 7 o Bk
ABAMTEURE, BRI B, [BAeRt AT b, B A T M 2 R, a2 HE B R
B AURAAE R B B, ARV I b, AL, BERME R A s VAT o 2w ToORE, H
A =S AN W . X TR S SO A F T B B e ER A K. BAREE )
it — L IRARIT

ABFFER AL, KA i AR S At AT W IEAR G . X S LIRS R A 3 o AT,
EW AR, OB 5y KL SR AT s MOBURESFIE R, BB SRR Rk
KATRER AN, AR WU E B E AR ROk iy, BB R BB AR T 2T, R B A by
FAFAT R, ¥ F BB SRR AN 5 T SRR B Y SEAR RS B AR, AR TTRE © HBUANIRY
HXHARSREY,  “OARMAARR” , TBEEE “FE WA AR .

MH., #ha3 SRAERAL AT AW R EADC, X GRS EA 80 7 o Xuil], ok
AR & SRR BB , R B A ) RBL At A7 B, RS A R At A7 il 2
A DA RAFIBRIC R | MO T RESRAS B2 AL 2 S8 WA FTE R, MRS R A B I+
RIS SRR T R AR R, SEMRAE AT R TR T o R, ACRE. WA, A2y
BT RAEREBR S MR, KA i e =M . DR, BRI R 2T .

AT A, AR IEA DO A AT D A, (Rl SRR TS AR A 217
ZIE SR xR, AR RGE n] i A 2 SR A 2 AT o AR, AR
R Y S LS AR BRA A S SCRFRERS ELHRE M A A S 2 AT AT, AR Y S A 5 AR
AT LA NMARPAT 2 50 F 5 5 500, XOCRHR FEAMARM AT 7 ATl SR S A2 508
X RAALE AL LAT R AN AR T B “1+1=27 2L,

AHIFE BB EE T KA R A 247 LA SR AL 2 SRR o DR R IR A LR ) 2 A
SAT IR R, I H SR AR NI 2 SRR B T3 R R PR 2 AT K X R ERATT, W]
DA b B i R A ) L SERR UK o IR A A AR SRR, $RTH R AT K. Rt
oK, BEAT B TR R A B DR RUKF, AR A AN A i
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The Relationship between College Students’ Subjective Well-
being and Prosocial Behavior: The Mediating Effect of Social
Support

Wang Shumin Cui Zhanling

Hebei Normal University, College of Education

Abstract: To explore the relationship between subjective well-being, prosocial behavior and social
support, and to provide reference for promoting prosocial behavior of college students. A total of 259
college students were investigated online with Index of Well-Being, Index of General Affect, Perceived
Social Support Scale and Prosocial Tendencies Measure. The overall level of prosocial behavior is higher,
subjective well-being and prosocial behavior are both significantly and positively related to social support.
Subjective well-being has a positive and significant predictive effect on prosocial behavior. Subjective
well-being has a positive and significant predictive effect on social support. The mediating effect analysis
showed that social support plays a full mediating role in subjective well-being and prosocial behavior.
Prosocial behavior of college students is related to both subjective well-being and social support, social
support plays a full mediating role between subjective well-being and prosocial behavior.

Key words: Prosocial behavior; Subjective well-being; Social support; Mediating effect; College student
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