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Abstract

To explore the influence of emotional regulation on junior middle school students’ school
well-being and the mediating effect of teacher-student relationship, a total of 737 junior middle
school students were surveyed by emotion regulation questionnaire, teacher-student relationship
scale and school well-being questionnaire. The results were as follows: (1) cognitive reappraisal
can significantly positively predict students’ school well-being, and expressive suppression can
significantly negatively predict students’ school well-being; (2) the relationship between cognitive
reappraisal and school well-being was mediated by the relationship of avoidance and friendliness
between teacher and student, but was not mediated by conflict and attachment; (3) only avoidance
mediated the relationship between expressive suppression and school well-being, the indirect ef-
fects of the other three types of teacher-student relationship were nonsignificant. These results
revealed that cognitive reappraisal can promote students’ school well-being through decreasing
avoidance and increasing intimate with teachers, and expressive suppression can lead to less stu-
dents’ school well-being through avoidance with teachers.
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1. 5|15

BEA 2= 808 O B A TR, A B R SEAR BGHR S2 BIE 011 S R (i O A A
VEREMFEARRIRA— AT, SREAR K (school well-being) & 45 75 S RS T 2 A 1 32 0 S S Ak 56y
B2 AR A R 2 A T e A AN AT R S LA I A5 A R A4 56 B AR A 1415 /% (Renshaw, Long, & Cook,
2015). AWFFHEH, 2 AETE AR BN B IR AR B2 i — 2D e L o R R B (8 n, (g it L BE b
J& th— R AN AEFR IR BRI RE /7, ARG 7 0 i) g e e )55 (Fredrickson, 2013). AR F0IE K I,
2 PR ) U S AR KR 1% T 2 0 ) T Tt L B e e . WROMRAZCIIE DA K R T P 2 fE AT N (S
B, F, Tk, 2019). BHEEETOL, S AR ) AR SEAR AR T D AR I K TR T S ORI () 7 €4 (Santibéaez
et al., 2020).

TEMERIE T, AR B AR IR 2 2 A AR S B p AR TR 0 25 ST N Sl RS 5
M (EC, G ERASE, 2018 XIFE{E, 2018). FAAATHIRLEFEm PR 2R DA K AT £ i 2 A= 2 AR S A IR R AT 5 )
FXFTRA (FE A, AR, B4, 2015). H g BITERS I 4R B D E LB R KRS R R & E
BRI, SEARBAMUR M RS RHE R B bR, R R AT R R I B (D1 H, 2020). %
Tk, FRATTA BN 2 AR 0 22 AR R B Ll DRI 2N DA 9, D B b 2 A ) 2 e AR SRR P A
12 2] 45 FEAR AL HR 2 R o] AT PR R 1L
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L1 BRI hFE FRERRARN

1% 25 i 715 (emotion regulation) & MAXT H B 175 45 10 & A8 L AR50 A1 08 it fin 52 i 1) 31 45 1L A2 (Gross,
2010). Gross AN, FEMXZ 1% I SmS S, KN E 1P (cognitive reappraisal) Fl3 ik # il (expressive
suppression) & FEA - 28 SR H i A2 Sl I B P AP SRmS o b, AN EE PP IE T 56T VR R 15 3R
W, AR I R VT A R A 17 4 1 17 5 1T 50 0o 17 A A R B R RS N SR . RIEH
TR VR B R WS, B ARSI IR LR A B B R AR I 2E ARk AT R, B B FRIE SRR S LA
il H U 24 KI5 (Gross, 1998). AWF7tfa i, AT H DEN KB EREE, BEITIRE MR
OISR SEAR B (Morrish et al., 2018). B LR B, A E PP ST AE A SRk NBRoC R 3R Am K
TR 3 i 7 B S RRURRG f14)00 T 435 SRR R 7 — 2 (Balzarotti et al., 2016; Gruber, Hay, & Gross, 2014). S1&3E4E
TRNBEAHLL, SRR I NA BRI FI =V S5, BT, At G BRI 28 B K E )
(Fk, wmHUL, 2012). SZARME, MHERERE B 5L E R . BEN SRS R R EMR
JRREE A7 1M 285 R AH 5% (Chervonsky & Hunt, 2017). /M SIS A8 FH I8 30 25 5 5 BOS T R 15 28 1R ie A2 m 22
IR A 2 1A S 17 - S S A IR PG (Chang et all., 2018). HIIEFT L, AZIEE PEAI R A HIHI£E OO FTh
Re_EARE T B s, BRI S VE 5 A0 BAE BRI AR Fa Ar 22 B35 TEAH DG, T RIS ] 5 Ao B A
R BTV Al b 2 S 3 IEAH D (0] S 55, 2020)0

12, X RERERTNERE=E/RZERRNER

JiAR 56 R AR RS T A S R TR R BB A BRoC R, HOX 2 A B A SR AR B R A BRI 5 MR (Samdial
et al., 1998). HHFFRI, B, WEEIIHAE R R0 AT BB, M EREHE CREGMER. #
B ARG OGBS, L2 S R RN 2 AR K PR 2 32 =1 (Ryan & Deci, 2000). TER] Az R B, A
KA RIS 2 A B i R 2P A S AR BN 2 ST AR M (e A 25, 2016), UEBH T RAFIIITAR ¢ R AR
FARTIE DR LSRR LB, F0ETE, MOPHE, 2019). B ATRRM, HrefAs ok E PR SRR AN
Jifid: 56 R 2 IR AEAE BB M IE A E,  HAAGN B AL O FE s A AR 56 R 2 Tl 32 rR A E T, B0 1A%
PSS T A 56 2 0 15 A FRINAE (K 555, 2020). fERE ST R B, KSR e IR A Bh T
WD 5B B 5, k2, RAFHITAC R W EE IR M g5 T B8 I 3 s (B, Ji7kAR, 2019).

g LR, AWFFUHEH DR R B (1) AN E PP RENS IE [ PO A I A AR R, Rk f e T
DT A R A SR AR B (2) AR SR R TENG 26 TR 1T R 22 SEAR R L R A o 25 R 31 1) 22 53 mT R it
SRS AR AR R, DR AR TR M s AR R
2. ARF=E
2.1. ik

KU HIFE I 770, FEDF T T VI S O] — RO B ANME 224, DABESRON B k4T 1)
LWL BRI 788 1y, HIBRAUERMEEZ IR E B2 MG, BICH RS 737 4y, A RUEWCE N
93.53%. Hr, ¥ — 22 422 N (57.3%), ¥] —2#2E 315 A (42.7%), %4 400 A (54.3%), F3 4 337 A(45.7%),
TEUSTEEAE 12~16 % 2 ], ~“FH44FEEN 13.61£0.68 % .

22. fiRIR

2.2.1. (FEERT NS
AHIEFER R E RN 25 N (2007) 08T 1 SRR 45 18715 171 4 (Emotion Regulation Questionnaire,
ERQ). ZIn44t 10 NI, 43 N INEEFAIRIEEI B A4ERE, R 7 it i, 1R “E e AR H
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X, 2

B, 7 MR e o e B, RIS HE AT 2 T {0 1)
5o EATTTTA, PSRRI A &S — 2k R 8077509 0.85 A10.71.

222 MEXHRER

K FH 7K 72 (2003) 4 i1l (1) i 4 2% %% B 2% (Teacher-Student Relationship Scale, TSRS), iz & %3t 22 M H ,
ARG MR SRR A BIEEEDUANERE . MR 5 Mtk Ti A, 1AER “Beffa” , 5K
CREAFE” o BORERNE, SREMEAEE IR, RN AR Rk ) TR, R R YRR
[ PR A P b A5 20 e, R B AR 5C Sl ) T i) o AT, B YA R FE I P — B R L
435 0.89. 0.68. 0.80 fll 0.65.

2.23. FRFERRIO)E

K 2515 (2016) 81T 1 2 A 76 188 5 W 32 47 8¢ 1) 45 (Student Subjective Wellbeing Questionnaire, SSWQ),
16 MBI, 3N CIRIR . FIEE BOE H IS ROER M AN . R 4 Sl 1
RE “TUFIA” , 4 RE TR, MEMEre, KRB LS. ERF R,
ZERIAH— I RN 0.92.
2.3. WIEALTE

K HI SPSS 23.0 AT HER MG 04T, iz H Mplus7.4 3EAT BT DR 2% 20 A7 R 82 435 4y 5 FEASE AR 11
WA, Ja K 25 1 1E 1¥) Bootstrap F& 7656 A/ RSz 1) S 35 12k

3. MIRER
3.1. XEFZERERE

AAGLIG i Wt I pR T R I AT L T H 15 58 LRI A B RIE A R BRI R R ST IR ZE R,
A RE LRSI 75 v e 222547 Harman SRR IR (05, JE0roe, 2004), S9URER, FERATR AR R
T 1HBTIE 8 4, B DARTHIT ZMEE R 28.61%, ekt )ny 13.82%, /Nl in fHE
40%. AL, EARBITTH, I FTTiS 2 RN .
3.2. BLENRMRGITTHFNEX S

YR AR ARG LT L DA SR R AN AR SRR IR R % N EBE A 2 BEAT AR SC 0MT, i3R 1 AT, BRR
IEANEN G P eNE L LRI AE OC RN SR AR A A AN 2 A, FUAt PP 4E T 2 A1 4 B 8 AR G
Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation coefficient matrix of each variable (N = 737)

1 BLERHERMSEITFIEX (N = 737)

M+ SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1INENE LT 29.00 + 7.07 —
2 ik 17.26+522 0.25" —
IR AR 21961884 —0.29" -0.01 —
4 [EEMETA KRR 7.98+£3.00 -0297 002 068" —
SRR R 1842+410 0407 0077 -047" -0.37" —
6 EHMIfiAEXRAR  1382+£369 050 007 -050" -057" 0.69” —
7 PR 1126+2.83 046 005 -0.36" -046" 041" 063" —
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Continued

* * wox * wox

8 “ERE B 11.74+2.90 0.39" -0.05 -0.34" -042" 0.35 0.54" 0.69 —

* * ok ek ok ok

IHEHM 11.25+2.82 0.517 0.03 -041" -044" 053 0.62 0.77 0.65 —

ek ok ok ok ok ok ke

10 2: 3 30RE 11.19+2.71 0.367 0.01 -0.18" -0.28 0.19 0.46 0.63 0.60 0.53 —

P *p<0.05, **p<0.0l, ***p<0001, F.

33 IEXREBEAD SHPEERERRZBPDNERKLE

i Mplus7.4 X AR BEAT U0, A0 DUFR 2 1 I AR 50 2R 75 PR P I 46 TR 1 SRS A AL e AR R
[T A RURE o 25 RS B 0l 22 S vl Be i SR g, WO M s h AR s . R BN, HRAAE] T RIF
LA FE 5 (Adf = 7.19, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.04, CFI = 0.95, ITL = 0.92), &% 2% E 04 1.

WX R ]

PRI

P =

“n\ j: %‘Uﬁﬂmq:?é/%

Figure 1. The mediating model of teacher-student relationship in the relationship between cognitive reapprais-
al, expressive suppression and school well-being

B 1 IEXRENANET. REIHSERERRZEXARNPNYNRE

TEEIEA b, {FH PROCESS % SCAHF3E47 H A RS S5 2 PEAS 5% (Preacher & Hayes, 2008), R F 2
FIE() Bootstrap J7i%, 455 BEALIHFE R B E Y 5000 K, 1HE 95% M E S X ], 4 E(E XA
T OR, WARRPNBPEE. SEREE 2 w7, NEEPAREG Y G BRI R AR, B
RUSE53 509 0.261 F1-0.027; NN EE VI I R8P 1T A2 5 F A28 25 1T AR 5% ZR IA) B M) R e AR B rh A
TEF L35, AR50 0.048 A1 0.253, 17y 2 M AR 78 P R b T £ 56 AR 7E W 00 VPR 22 8 S AR BRI
HOAAE FAAS L35 s RIS 38 5 e sl 1 T A G R R MR AL AR IR I R A VB 2, (A1 2408 90,015,
FoAth =P BUTAE O RAERIX DG AN AL AR BRI P A BN B2

Table 2. The significance test of mediating effect
=2 PNHEHNEE MR

A e Wl e BZS%E% : IELE
IER 2 NIV — 22 A% SE A I 0.261 0.034 0.196 0.327
FITE AN — AL SR AR -0.072 0.026 -0.124 -0.021

HE A W PP — PP IR A O R — AR AR I -0.006 0.013 -0.031 0.020
R VE — [l BRI AR OC R — 2R S AR I 0.048 0.014 0.021 0.075
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Continued
UNCE g N VIS e & reetintd -0.006 0.018 -0.042 0.030
IWEIE PSR B MR AR O R — 2 R SR AR 0.253 0.030 0.194 0.312
FIEAM ] — PR FRAEINAE IC R —~ EAR AR 0.001 0.003 —0.005 0.008
FEIE AN — [E] VR AR OC R — AR S AR I -0.015 0.007 -0.028 -0.002
LA — AN AR OC R — AR AR 0.000 0.002 -0.004 0.005
FIEANH] — S22 VI AR OC R — AR AR -0.026 0.018 -0.061 0.010

4. g

4.1, INAETFARIAANG PFEFRERBRNOTE

AW FAEERIVE R ISR, X e 228 (B b 25 TR 35 S 5IMAE G R AR AR IR RAAT T
RN S5 RIL, A IR0 EE VT BE % 5535 1 [ UM A4 2 AR UK, X 5 LAAE R 78 AH — E(Haines et
al, 2016; L4, ZBHREY, R, 2019), HESE 1IN EN S IERE 08 (Lt O PR FE T 52 e S AR R B R XL
B4, B E I IR 22T HO0 ) S5k 35 47 1) TN 2 A AR UK, X 5 T A FL 45 SR — 2 (Goldstein, Tamir, & Winner,
2013), (HEE Py LA —LLBF AR o 45 A — B iz 4, 2015). FLILRR, ARG SR 1)
SO ZE A K o FEBRAR 1 SO, FRATTEE 22 52 0 1 2 v RE AR L, S I e b | 5 2 i) 2B (e O LA
2014), AHVEF7 BN N E ST FEAS Sl AT 2R 400 i) S SR 5 1% 45 (Butler, Lee, & Gross, 2007).
by b, RIAIH] BIRIE—E R LT DR IE 2 /MER IR, (HA F IR SR MR 4 S E )
MHAFT. ARFFCHRH, U AMEIIGIE S RIAR, AL RRZ OB AR, 5= ERs7 . K E SR
A TE R AT AR ARG, TEANBR A FE T, IS B A A2, HOX P IR AR 2 FF
SR K — B E] (Cameron & Overall, 2017). Ik, KHIE R 6 EERIE, AMUASBRCIH WG %K
5, JR AT RE VARG 25 AW RAR, T ELXHRE 8 I AN RN AT [E g AN R AR B TR T AR 0 VRN
(Seleiz s, 2018). XK B, ANFFRBMHITE A N SO 32 BERAE U PIEF , fEAEAR 3 SO0,
FALINHIRE T REAHEARRAE A, AT RE = AR T AR B sEma ()52 45, 2016).

4.2. WX AEREFADNEREBRZEN P MERA

H RN EE SRR T, PRS2 R T ASOORT DUELE T rh 22 A (0 S A SR AR, IR REE I AR o6 & AR
FHTBIZSE M A A EAR R . — T, [BIEEPE A SR 3 VR T A R R AR B PP 2 A AR R R A, X
AR Fh A AT P DRI VSRS, gl v 1 A [ 8 L 2 Y3 ) T [ R 0 5 O SR AR AL,
M H AR AR =y . A WETOA B, RAF RO A 5% AR RE S B BT 2 A2 0 27 ST BN T 3 i e 3 0 =2 4
(A%, AOCAS, 29008, 2019). RIE -2 DIRBR AORL A 7 15 il 2 8] (0 TR 45 5 20, A MA IR
FAER AR I A= R R RN Ji B O i SR A AT S B MRE, ST A A PR A 1 5 SR 2 AR BN
PRk RAAT o 53— 71, BRI AR R R AR RIA I A AR e AR I R R, RIMACR IR
IR R e R, U B8 5 2 ITVA B ARSI, HA R R AR EOIR . SRR, AR ABL, W
i 155 4 2 0 e L 2 A A il 2 PR 8 07 ) 2L JF AN SR 35 (Soto et al, 2011) 0 SELRL AN — B S SR SR PR A]
REAE 32 H BRI RESIHIFEm,  Fh 5 28 B T39I B B A Rk AR AR RS 2 B B2 e U i 1 5 52
FiE g b, g BRI EREON IS S ENA SR ILRAR B (Wei et al., 2013).

4.3. MEFAPEEFRERBIBR
AHEFEABCAT AR BIEATT T A b 22 A SRR AR R R R R 3R, 3B ] 3R e P 2 R K A R AR IBOK T
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ROELUTRR: B, ETIEFR KA BT 9 p A R e iR e i, Btk 78 H W #ea A
FRAE T, FUTR A AERATIH R IR, B HIE AR IIA RT3, MBS R S it
MBS, Kk, 1P EZ 5RME. 20N ZREWEZNR, W RMERT G, HIar sk
LSy, SRl AR RS B ORI AT EAITAR,  DUE I S g A B e R 3R (R 2 R A e
Ho Wa, REFMINAERZZIRIIAEACEREEREEN P, BIAMIELZNOE, RS
FACA AR ORI 3, 48 TR R AISGL, JEHGE R H R RS R, BRI B 1 AT
(15 ST AA I L, A O O BRZEAT R IS

5. &g

AR FCE IS BT AR L L AR RN AR S AR KN S R EEAT 1 AT AR, AR R AR
R (1) AR VFRENS 525 15 (A T S A SR AR IR, 10 2B 4 ) S 28 0 T O S A e AR (2) NP
e 3 [ S AP R 256 A2 A o T A O 2% ) R T A A SR AR, (AN RE TR o SR AT (A DT A G 2R B 12 32 i
SRR (3) ARIKAM AL [FIBE R I O AR (R 2 R SEAR K, (HANREIE I ph Sk L ARAPE AR
PEITAE 5 28 T8 4 S MR 2 A SR AR R

Bk

%nﬂu;géz,eazoj‘z, 7K 18 (2019). 52 B #7777 2 K A W 3 AR IO ] HR A Ak R FE AT ORI A A T A, 35(12),
1666-1670.

Semeiz, FRIGTE, MPHE, XIRS, FRX(2018). 14K KRBT SN ) LB 3 W SEAR IR AR AL OB 1 e A
MEM. OEFF 41(11), 71-76.

BPY, 737k (2019). KR SF/NEAR N G R T R S R AN BROC RIGM S HER IS, H BT, 2(12), 96-97.

UL, BSE, BB FEIRQ014). thREEON: 1E A IR IERIE R, A E 20 PR, (2), 88-112.

DU (2020). AR sEAREG DUR, RMAER AR an——JE T pisa2018 o [H DY B I b, A B LKL, 40(6),
36-42.

ZEUF(2016). KF BT T IL BT FFEFERER A AT T IO W AR, Brad: R,

XTI, XIRTAE, 250, fHI(2015). KA TR E SRR AR W45 S OB R P A . BRI,
38(4), 889-895.

XISC, ke, T, sk, FEd(2020). BERTT S LES D EOIBRC RGO, FEIGK O FEFE,
28(5), 1002-1008.

G, Fbr, BT, TEHR, HFEQ016). fHHRIEMBITIRERI S ES:. LB F/ZiHFE, 24(10), 1647-1654.
HIFEAE(2018). RV BI XA )L 3 2 S BN B —— 2R SE I I Th R 155 # 7, (1), 52-57.
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