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Abstract

This study aims to examine the relationship between mindfulness and subjective well-being among
college students, and to test the parallel mediating roles of positive interpretation bias and negative
interpretation bias in this relationship. A survey was conducted using the Short Form of the Five
Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire, the Interpretation Questionnaire, and the Index of Well-Being
Scale on 848 college students from a university in Yunnan Province, China. The results showed that:
(1) Mindfulness significantly and positively predicted the level of subjective well-being among col-
lege students (p = 0.45, p < 0.001); (2) Both positive interpretation bias (g = 0.14, p < 0.001) and
negative interpretation bias (f§ = 0.08, p < 0.001) served as parallel mediators in the relationship
between mindfulness and subjective well-being, accounting for 31.11% and 17.78% of the total ef-
fect, respectively. These findings indicate that mindfulness significantly and positively predicts the
subjective well-being of college students, encompassing both direct effect and indirect effects me-
diated by positive and negative interpretation biases. This conclusion suggests that enhancing
mindfulness levels and correcting interpretation biases may be some effective strategies for im-
proving the subjective well-being and mental health of college students.
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EM ARG M T O T AR R, B AT DA SO 3 L G B R R T
S NI RIIE I, R AT A 2 B R 3 S B GRS 0 — R 42 & YR (Diener, 1984). 762444k

k

%
ey KA 2 R F 55l 5 4 H e 8K . B 7SR, JEEER, B X RS AH s M B2 (1 384
r LR 2 A 1) S AR SR AR V5 B S T R F%(Sun & Jiang, 2024).

SRR B MK IR R TN, BNV R B g i 2 P 7 SRR ARG Y — o gk
BifE JJ(Kabat-Zinn, 2003). AR, E&5 EWEMRKRE R EIEMHR, ESKFEE MRS E
W SEAR A AR ) VS IR (Zhu et al., 2024). [FIRF, AP RRE, HOE B IESINZRAT LR RS
KA BV SEARIE TE & /KT DA S SR A ) 8 [ K e 77 (de Vibe etal., 2018). FEF I, AHFIT IR &
e JET RLIE [ F000 K 27 A2 1) 2 W A B K P

PR AR 170 A2 AN 78 THD AR 7 P AR5 S5 s AR 155 B s A0 S 0 1 3 W o e R R P
A FM ] (Hirsch et al., 2016). A WHFFR, B8 2 09 IE & H 155 5 /A 78 AR AR O i) A1 B8 A1 /K P 0
AR RERAR G, HARR e e 2] 7 R A EFH (Mayer et al., 2019). F34b, 450 50 & B A% 1) R
i) 5 R AR R W E I A DG, HLAT DA B PO A B AR K P 1 sE AR (Blanco et al., 2021). &I, A
WA — D ER R 2 MR 1) 75 K 2% A6 TE R0 2 W AR I 2 [l S s A
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2. &
2.1. WRE5EF

AR = 0B e Em R AR AR R, 8 R &R AT SRR 255 T 27905
BLAR FiE, ERIEEFETT H . 0 E R B 4 AR R o 20 7T COl IR I K G B B 451
A AL UE . B &SRR 986 ANFEAS, FIBRAEZEiT ) 5 LA K S ELIE B REAS 5, )45 ZOFEAS 848 17,
B B RN 86%. Hirb 54 201 N, 5 23.70%, L4647 N, & 76.30%. #ORAITFEER 19.99 %
(SD=1.43). [FN, G EERZEE DK —8 & 46.11%, K M5 29.72%, K=KH 16.51%, KPUH S
7.67%. FERr AT, XE 53.66%, TR 46.34%.

22. TR
W e s SR E E L BRI AR . ER . ERMETNEANORTEER, REFHETHRLLT
) G

1. Ak LR % 1E & 8% (Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire-Short Form, FFMQ-SF)

AR LR & IE & B E£(Zhu et al., 2023)2 KT Baer 25(2006) 1K 2 1E & B R (FFMQ) I AL il B2
FFMQ-SF 5 15 Mk H, 8 nl R, k. A5 mATah . AAWFIA SRS 5 ASA R 4E R #E47 0
B, MERKH 1(“—REARE” )5 (“BRMFE7 N 5 Ftsr, H s mAT s AA K
PN R A5y, 3R IE SR Pl . AT, ZEEN o RECH 0.76.

2. B Rk 7] 7 4 (Interpretation Questionnaire)

AT ST R FH AR O 1) 1) 25 Dk N 6 K 2% 2 1) A8 N iR Al [71] (Beard & Amir, 2009). i 0] 45 H 22 MR
SORHEH RN AR ERAE 3 et 137 5 AN [\ f FE I B AR (R FE I A%/ AR AR T TR AR ), st e 1)
3 PhAFER AR R BEHLEATHEZI I . #OFR 2 B B S s, /a0 3 Fhides i nl Re v 44
HRAN 1T ( “ARANTTBE” )5 ( “RRA TR AT Vo W 7038 IR 49t 10T A 7] A A8 1) P 43 el 2 A B A
Fefi el e AT, B RN AR > R o R 99079 0.89. 0.86 A110.90.

3. SEAREGE £ E K (Index of Well-Being Scale)

AHIF 5K SEAR B R B0 % (Campbell & Suh, 1976) T HR SCIETT ARG 70 45, 1993) 3R &k 24 1) 3200
SEARBOKF . ZERAFER NS SAEEIEE, 8 MEH, NEN 1, AEWEERE 1 ATHE,
BER 1.1, BERA 1 (A8 )~7 70 (B o) 2 ke 7 it 7 7730, 6 R R 7043 70 247 AU
DB S ) T SE AR A AL, B SRR R By = SRS BRAE B 0 /8 + AT R RS > <
1.1, 340k R s W LB S . AR, ZERMN o RECN 0.94.

2.3. BuEAbE

AWFFRH SPSS 26.0 X &t A7 ks 1 3 A A B AT BN 3B o B e S IE 2K AR )
W S AR R 2 TR U AH 5 22 8. T3 Hayes JT & () PROCESS FEFF(HERY 4) 3T AT A AU 36, [
it R il Bootstrap 2% 1A R0 R 5 35 MK PR AT R G
3. &R
3.1. £REGERE

AHEFERH Harman SR ZAGIT7VE(E W, L0758, 2004), SiRER, FHEERT 1 BRE73L 21
A, BE AR TR Z TN 16.63%, /T 40%H)Im SHE, Bl EA R I R, SHIA
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3.2. RGT SHEX S

e 1 PR, IR BURRREOR IR A P AR i 17 A0 S 0L S A SR P 2 [R]85 2 0 3 R AR O, T IE RS
0 2 00 5 A SR I AR PR Al 1 P P 2 [ 2 B 35 A O . TR SR AR AR 0, DRI m e el )7y
B R SRR AE R

Table 1. Mean value, SD and correlation analysis of the variables

F 1. BLENTHE, MEEREXXE

B3 M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1 IE®& 2.97 0.42 1
2 W AR 10.16 2.18 0.45%%* 1
3 BB AR R A 1) 2.93 0.59 0.41%%* 0.47%%* 1
4 PR A 1) 3.38 0.53 0.18%+* 0.26%+* 0.74% 5 1
5 THARARRE A 17 2.26 0.59 —0.31%** —0.36%** —0.1 ¥ 0.08* 1

*p <0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

3.3. FURMERREAER R R EN AT RN S

FEFES T FERA NSO, /KR 3E H E m B 7 M SEARE, p=0.45, p<0.001,
BRI R* = 0.20, F(4,843)=53.66, p <0.001 o X5 R3CHF TR 1.

Table 2. Regression analysis between the variables

2. TEEMWEES

SR TR AR B t R R? F
P 0.03 0.90 0.41 0.17  42.86%**
E 0.02 0.58
RRAR AR s 1v1)
a4 0.02 0.49
E& 0.41 13.05%%*
531 0.07 2.04* 0.34 0.11  26.75%**
— F2 0.10 3.01%
BT ya4 0.00 0.15
& -0.31 —9.60%***
PE5 0.02 0.79 0.60 036  77.94%kx
E 0.02 0.69
a4 0.06 2.06*
F A
E& 0.23 7.10%%*
FARR PR AR 171 0.35 11.41%%*
TH AR AR 1) -0.25 —8.62%k*

e R EIEREBOVFREL IR RS, *p <0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001,
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W15 2 for, #H Hayes (2022)42tf SPSS i PROCESS (I 4, LLIE&/KFAEAE, LLE
W SEAR A R AR B, AR AR A i T ARV B A O 1) A~ AT F /AR 5, DA AR Rk s i A
AT ARG T . AR FREE, R® =0.36,F(6,841)=77.94, p <0.001 . H Bootstrap filiF¥: )77 12
PN AT RS, S5 R 3 FroR,  DARRARARE (i [ Dy v A A2 B 1) B AR [R] R RN A 014 (95% CI =
[0.11, 0.18]), LAVABR AR (i [r] Ay o A7 78 5 PR B A (] 42280 H 0.08 (95% CT = [0.06, 0.117), FrA [ 2805
11 0.22 (95% CI = [0.18, 0.27]). FABRARR: i 171 55 T AR AR 8 O 7] 6 10 806 3200 S A g2 e Hh (R~ P 47 Hh A
VEF AT o 3R — S5 S TGS 2. AR RS R 1 .
Table 3. The parallel mediating role of positive interpretation bias and negative interpretation bias between mindfulness and

subjective well-being

= 3. FRBRBRREFHRERREEE SN ENE=RBEEZWP A Th A UL S

A% BRRLAE Boot CI F[§ Boot CI L[§ RS Bl
SRR 0.45 0.39 0.51 100.00%
HAERN 0.23 0.16 0.29 51.11%
RN Ind] + Ind2 0.22 0.18 0.27 48.89%
A 25N Indl: X > M1l -»Y 0.14 0.11 0.18 31.11%
Ind2: X > M2 —» Y 0.08 0.06 0.11 17.78%
Ind1 - Ind2 0.06 0.02 0.11

Indl: IEZ—FIRMRE e — E A EARIR: Ind2: 1E&— T BRAERE i ] — 2 AR

TR R (R
0.41**/ w***
BHRT: 04555

iE > ENEER
BIEHR: 0.23%+*

-().3 ] *kk -0.25% %k
R R R

/ )

Figure 1. Model of the parallel mediating role of positive interpretation bias and negative interpretation bias between mind-
fulness and subjective well-being. ***p < 0.001

B 1. BRI S AR R AR R (1 7E A E B BEI h T Teh AMERIAERL, *rxp < 0,001
4. g

ARFFET ESEE, WET—ART “Ed. MRmEMEWERR" TR, HitT
TE K2 A RS AR R I B B AR U . 45 SR 0, ARBFTUR 1 2 MRS 8) T 2 S 1
YR TR LR 3 M K2R i AR BOK T, T R S R AR O 7 S AR O 7 £
AT A M NI BE R o X — BT 50 45 AN A 8 35 B IR AT o8 I s A IE & 5 K 2 2 AR R 2 R
(156 2 B H TR (O FIOMLIEE, 117 ELX ] A T 7 0 A 22 B Tk 2 2 2 X S A 3 1 412 Tk 22 0 38
{0 LA ) S A

W, B 1 R ES S EMEARRZ MEEEMY AR, X REEH T ER0RIE, SRER
AP, KR AR R . %4 S TG SR8, DU ST SE,  1E AT LA IF A T
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8K (Chang et al., 2015). FFH, FET IEERIFHINGRAT LLA BRI AR 28 F 32 T+ £ W EAR IR(Zheng et
al., 2022). EREESKPAME BRI B IEFEY T, AIPAME I RN — VI N IMEL: . [F]
BF, AR IS I 2R AT DU 2980 I 0 & O A FH (Davis et al., 2024), 314 5 25 00 3248 /8%

Hk, B 2 SRR R £ 1RSS5 M ERER MR B EH . ABF a7 TH R T
KFPATHA SRR, B RS R, TR I A, e (2) &K TlkeE,
PR AR A [ i s, SRR IR . (1) 5 DRI TG A — 2, TR 8K1 5 T AR AR g 1) 2 200 408 25 471
FHR (Mayer et al., 2019),  [FJI ¥ B A8 A ) 500 B SE AR B 2 6 3 B7AH D% (Godara et al., 2024). X 7] RE &
DA A TE KT (AN, R 0% 2 Wk o S AN IR 15 15, S /el 2 i RS AR RS 8o 2 N AT VR
(Hanley etal., 2015), KU aTiGs. BYERE FPE 2 NI L, FRAK 7O BRI b7 s b T AR A
P 1 (P ) o T AR B 4 28 A R (Beck & Haigh, 2014), 125 5O 1) 77 1) 2 B A VP I FE AT o e 19
AL ) PR PP 1o S HL 2 LSRR B sy . (2) 5 BMERIBT S50 A — 30, B2 BRI
FOVEAN, BUXARARAS B EINOGUE, I B A5 B A EIEAN 2 SE R (Hanley et al., 2014), [RIN A%
() FA R Al 1) SCAT DA IE [a) il 2 AR I (Kleim et al., 2014). MR4E A S IHEEFRR, ME I oz 2k
KT A A BRI, o B DIEAE S NN E bR S, B = A R G R N AL, ki
AN A A TR LA BRI S B, A BB N (Chowdhury et al., 2014) . [FI4fH,
IEEACEE At ZH B IR T4 R, G IRB 0 i i AMA IS AT 5 88, b S R SR A
2%, A= AE 7NN ERRARR SN, B8 22 MBSO 15 B AT AR R, DRI 32 W 2 A Bk Pt B

AT RIRYE: B, AHE TR A IR R W AR Fe s, G — MR i) A BT A4S 31 1) L
PR TR B 2 MR R, MGIESHERIK R Bk, BRI T & MR im0 0 e A 8 (]
BEMMKK R, ELEM XA SRR ERIRT . 5282008 70T DL R A m) B S8 &
772, DA e % 5 o 25 8 AR 2 A R PR oG & o LR, AR LI FEAA IR T-rb [ = B 4 B0 R S AR A
T AR P10 et 3 A R Tt 0 A 140 ) PR VT e 2> s e it 4510 IR A0 R o T 21T DLS5 REAE B 32 [ X R
PR HATIIAL, SR T AT, BE— 2P I0E A 18 I s

5. &

it L #r, TSR IS S RAEN B AR R IR AR, H AR AR i
[ RIS AR AP A 1) £EEL P2 2 1P AT P BRI, 1245 10R7R 1 2 AT RERISRERIE A, D
(1) TR 3 ol FR S A AP RS Al RO R T L SEAR IR (2) I3 B A o 38 e Ey BRI g R v 1)
RARTE AR K A% T2 A AT LA B 3RA S e B T 5 R AR SR AR R TR T R AR FE AL,
[7 B A B0 T AR SR A 0 R K2 A = U S A B 1O B R 0 AR ) 7 VA SR AL T B A SE B B TR S
7] o
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EMZAR(1993). LI DA EERFM. FPEHOH LS (BT, 83-84.
Jh, ars2004). SLFERIEME SRR S8 H 5. O BFIFEHRE 12(6), 942-950.

Baer, R. A., Smith, G. T., Hopkins, J., Krietemeyer, J., & Toney, L. (2006). Using Self-Report Assessment Methods to Explore
Facets of Mindfulness. Assessment, 13, 27-45. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191105283504

Beard, C., & Amir, N. (2009). Interpretation in Social Anxiety: When Meaning Precedes Ambiguity. Cognitive Therapy and
Research, 33, 406-415. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-009-9235-0

Beck, A. T., & Haigh, E. A. P. (2014). Advances in Cognitive Theory and Therapy: The Generic Cognitive Model. Annual
Review of Clinical Psychology, 10, 1-24. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-032813-153734

Blanco, 1., Boemo, T., & Sanchez-Lopez, A. (2021). An Online Assessment to Evaluate the Role of Cognitive Biases and

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.162073 161 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.162073
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191105283504
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-009-9235-0
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-032813-153734

WET, 2T

Emotion Regulation Strategies for Mental Health during the COVID-19 Lockdown of 2020: Structural Equation Modeling
Study. JMIR Mental Health, 8, €30961. https://doi.org/10.2196/30961

Campbell, A., & Suh, E. M. (1976). Subjective Measures of Well-Being. American Psychologist, 31, 117-124.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.31.2.117

Chang, J. H., Huang, C. L., & Lin, Y. C. (2015). Mindfulness, Basic Psychological Needs Fulfillment, and Well-Being. Journal
of Happiness Studies, 16, 1149-1162. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9551-2

Chowdhury, R., Sharot, T., Wolfe, T., Diizel, E., & Dolan, R. J. (2014). Optimistic Update Bias Increases in Older Age.
Psychological Medicine, 44, 2003-2012. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291713002602

Davis, K. M., Wojcik, C. M., Balillie, A. J., Foley, E., Goddard, T., Lau, M. A. et al. (2024). Mechanisms of Mindfulness: A
Longitudinal Study of a Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction Program. Mindfulness, 15, 1188-1207.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-024-02359-w

de Vibe, M., Solhaug, I., Rosenvinge, J. H., Tyssen, R., Hanley, A., & Garland, E. (2018). Six-Year Positive Effects of a
Mindfulness-Based Intervention on Mindfulness, Coping and Well-Being in Medical and Psychology Students; Results
from a Randomized Controlled Trial. PLOS ONE, 13, ¢0196053. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196053

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective Well-Being. Psychological Bulletin, 95, 542-575. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542

Godara, M., Hecht, M., & Singer, T. (2024). Training-Related Improvements in Mental Well-Being through Reduction in
Negative Interpretation Bias: A Randomized Trial of Online Socio-Emotional Dyadic and Mindfulness Interventions. Jour-
nal of Affective Disorders, 354, 662-672. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2024.03.037

Hanley, A., Garland, E. L., & Black, D. S. (2014). Use of Mindful Reappraisal Coping among Meditation Practitioners. Journal
of Clinical Psychology, 70, 294-301. https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.22023

Hanley, A., Garland, E., Canto, A., Warner, A., Hanley, R., Dehili, V. et al. (2015). Dispositional Mindfulness and Bias in
Self-Theories. Mindfulness, 6, 202-207. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0245-3

Hayes, A. F. (2022). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach
(3rd ed.). Guilford Press.

Hirsch, C. R., Meeten, F., Krahé, C., & Reeder, C. (2016). Resolving Ambiguity in Emotional Disorders: The Nature and Role
of Interpretation Biases. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 12, 281-305.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-021815-093436

Kabat-Zinn, J. (2003). Mindfulness-Based Interventions in Context: Past, Present, and Future. Clinical Psychology: Science
and Practice, 10, 144-156. https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bpg016

Kleim, B., Thoérn, H. A., & Ehlert, U. (2014). Positive Interpretation Bias Predicts Well-Being in Medical Interns. Frontiers
in Psychology, 5, Article No. 640. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00640

Mayer, B., Polak, M. G., & Remmerswaal, D. (2019). Mindfulness, Interpretation Bias, and Levels of Anxiety and Depression:
Two Mediation Studies. Mindfulness, 10, 55-65. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-0946-8

Sun, X., & Jiang, Y. (2024). Report on National Mental Health Development in China (2023-2024). Social Sciences Academic
Press (China).

Zheng, Y., Zhou, J., Zeng, X., Jiang, M., & Oei, T. P. S. (2022). A New Second-Generation Mindfulness-Based Intervention
Focusing on Well-Being: A Randomized Control Trial of Mindfulness-Based Positive Psychology. Journal of Happiness
Studies, 23, 2703-2724. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-022-00525-2

Zhu, H., Wang, H., Sun, D., & Zhou, Y. (2024). Mindfulness and Subjective Well-Being among Undergraduates: The Medi-
ating Role of Meaning in Life and the Moderating Role of Professional Type. China Journal of Health Psychology, 32,
1909-1914.

Zhu, T., Chen, C., & Chen, S. (2023). Validation of a Chinese Version of the Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire and
Development of a Short Form Based on Item Response Theory. Current Psychology, 42, 4212-4224.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01720-9

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.162073 162 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.162073
https://doi.org/10.2196/30961
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.31.2.117
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9551-2
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291713002602
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-024-02359-w
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0196053
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2024.03.037
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.22023
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0245-3
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-021815-093436
https://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bpg016
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00640
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-0946-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-022-00525-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-01720-9

	大学生正念与主观幸福感的关系：解释偏向的平行中介作用
	摘  要
	关键词
	The Relationship between Mindfulness and Subjective Well-Being among College Students: The Parallel Mediating Role of Interpretation Bias
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 方法
	2.1. 对象与程序
	2.2. 工具
	2.3. 数据处理

	3. 结果
	3.1. 共同方法偏差
	3.2. 描述统计与相关分析
	3.3. 积极解释偏向和消极解释偏向的平行中介效应分析

	4. 讨论
	5. 结论
	参考文献

