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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between college students’ language imita-
tion and subjective well-being, and the mediating role of peer intimacy in it. A total of 406 college

AR

XESIH: XYW, BRiis, M, XK, 7h8(2022). KEHAE ST AN EM RN FERERRM
RAMER. OFF#ARE 12(5), 1565-1572. DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.125187


http://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125187
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.125187
http://www.hanspub.org

students were investigated with peer attachment questionnaire, subjective well-being question-
naire and self-designed language imitation behavior questionnaire. The results showed that: 1)
language imitation was positively correlated with subject well-being; 2) peer intimacy was posi-
tively correlated with subjective well-being; 3) language imitation was positively correlated with
peer intimacy; 4) peer closeness played an intermediary role between language imitation and
subjective well-being, accounting for 13.9% of the total effect. The results show that college stu-
dents’ language imitation can positively predict subjective well-being, and more language imita-
tion among people is beneficial to subjective well-being.
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HNKZF G, FHGEEERSE . 22207 Ao DL R G R G 2=k, K& AR AR BEALO 3 )
T ES TG PRAR . AT SOXTHRAR, 4ERF SRR, FEE BRI AR, BB KA R EE L
VE# RVEMI .

F AR SE TR VPG ARYE B 52 bR AR AR VE T B AR VAL, R EAN MR RS E
POERFRRR, BT FARMIAE S T RERE MRS (VR ik ary, JE 2 4%, 2003). HREFLRM, K4S HAhM
2 NBEHE F AR BT EAAE R 2 R, JUH IR AE RIS BRI S FE IR P AN B R AR R 2
E T AR NBE, tiEEA . U BRSSATIL N R (EER, 2019). BIF 70 A 3 T 27 A 5 0 S 48 B
TR, RN RTOIRILZE RS A AR BB (R PR, 2019; Z=UE, 2015). MJm&EtE
W SEAR AT B T RS 0, KUUAE A B A 3005 2 P AR R IR A, YA A1 I v (5 U
4k, 2015),

FEARAT N NAEAL A R M () — MR, MBI (5 153 2 BRI R, 3R1F ) R
DUIE REFRES (5 MK, 2011) . BRAAT R — PR I . BRGNS S d R, e IMES O RERE —E
SM(E LA, 2019). S ELC B K HEA R M0 AT o AATIHE S A It A% R L5 e ) — b 8 22 07 K0
WE B RS CIES WEIERG, BEAEXNZE S IR AR A I WS Rl 2 E (R E, 2009).
T (2014)IN R, TOEEE K S BUTEE IR AT LUE VR T AT, 5 RS A P AR A B 0 A ZE XS
TP X — A PP R BEAUN B VE— P FF IR TR B A =1 2, BRI R R T AMTME S A4
B2 SRATTE B CA = MG S P RN “AhE” 1EiE .

RERFRAMEMAEEAE RN HOF. AEBIFPRE AR —FL R, BErTRENKA.
A 22 R R (AR, 2010) DAERF ALK, S5 0% 005 5 B2 48 IMARTE XS BT J@ 215 25 0C 2 BN ) At b=k
(RS BEFWT (S 75 7555, 2019) ARFFUHEH, SRHERRZNRERIIZOIE, NMIHHEE—ARERH
18, WEEMNETHEREEERLR, DEERE LR, e RN TR ECIECSE, 2014). K
AR NBRASAE ) — B2, Hh AR AR SRS R N E Y], IR T R 22 4R (1 [F) £
SRR RIWELEIE N KFER A ORI RIVRE . PR LR R R AR B RO T 48
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Maister Fil Tsakiris (2016) 1A 7L &I, £ERE AR A =0 5 IR 18 ¢ R FIB BRI G &, RRAKAR
(5T AR RS, RIS AA BT R 2 . TR 5 IR I OC Rh, W2 5C R IR BBk 2, FERER
MRS R AT 1 A7 T RE M 0RO o AR R ST — R LAY AZ O B R 2 2 SRR, B BRI
SERHIE, E SRR SN N, R L, BEREFAATSNRSES . SUIMBL 2D he
DAL B SRR B DO RE (1T /N8, 2005)0 4% 55(2018) KIBF AL AR, IR - R BURIS , SR K- HISL
FrEMEI. B RS B R B = B4 LR O 5 xR A 77, RS - SRR mn, SRS 5HERM
SCRES R H RN 282 R s (T 2240 ) LARSL)7 S0 X 15 A s

WAL, MERE SRR, MFERR. MAKR. BERXRNERLKRRE, 20 E 00w
(bR, 2003). BHFARE, S5EA XAV AME, &FmiER R AR EREA R T HiF
FROTREIN, T AE BRI B 1) % R 5 2 [ SE AR R D% (Hudson et al., 2020). F0ES(2016)INH, FKEERHES
AR SR BB B4R . B EAR RO T 2O IEAR S, 10 5B 55 % 5 W M 3 H) 15 4
F2 W SE AR B BT AR G A R AR OC . SRR N E AR B BRI . PR
PSR HS (2015) B ST B, [R1AEOC R A WL SE AR IBAAAE 2 38 IEAHOC . 2% B RTiR, H RIA7E Cuk il 1A
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Figure 1. The mediating model of language imitative behavior, peer intimacy, subject well-being
E 1 IBERAGITA. BEEEXR. TR=E[RAPNIRE

2. &
2.1. HERMR

K 5 A BUREI [ R RS 22 A RO 48 1) 4, LR 406 43, W Ial 45 %%in) 6 365 4y, a4 2%
B A 89.9%., Hr 5 145 N, 4220 N, PR 19.33 % .
22. fFRIRE
22.1. RBEHEKTIOE

K A2 (2004) BB T o SCRR (S BF R AR AR 1] 5 (IPPA) ) I K 22 AR AR 7 Ok R R (1 TR £ 4
WRAER, H25ETH, w408 3ANGEE, SHNEE. Wil BiE. XA S PR B X — R T
STy, EREKH Likerts fiihar. AWFFHZ 0 2R N — 2k R ECN 0.85.
2.2.2. KEHEMEFEO)E

K, 4D EL(2006) w1 H) CRZEAETEMEREN LY , G 41 EBE, 58 NEE, 25
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e HBIGE L W IR R ST N R B SE  ANBRE R KRR, B3R KA Likerts
Ay . AT ZE R I — 30 RECh 0.88.
22.3. REEBSEBTHEE

K BRI R AE BT AN BT SO R AR TR, #ie 12 188 H 4R 4,
K H Likerts 5ty . 87 (F AL R )7 :03Rk43 388 13 i), S AT I F b, ARIERFAER KT 1 1)
Pk, REUHANE T, dr s H BT, RIEH FE R 7 B . R A SR
o 0.83,
2.3. Giitror4n

R SPSS25 HHATMSIFEA t K55 SRR T ZE /b KT MENE 54T, FIF process3.0 %
FEF AT A R
3. /R
31 REEFUEFER. FFEFEXAMESEMITANERSW

X TR AR AR, [RIPE % 00 RANE S AT AMIYER . 7 58 B 7E s R AR 7 4o 72 Seadk
ITMSIFEAR tRES0 . 5K, BAEERE R T LS BT LB (= -2.55, p < 0.01), 7&HFEE;
FRFES T AEG=1.97,p<.05); KEIHM A T WA AREEE & TR B AN 224 (t = 2.33, p < 0.05).
AR 7 I R AR AE R 22 5 o 0 TR A M SEAR R, RS 3 06 R RHE 5 B IR AE ) 22 S idk AT
BRI Z 0T S5 REW, ARERMNFAEEEE L FHEEZRF =301, p<0.05). &HEME RN,
K= EMEERER TR RIUMELE. HMRFEEEFESER, IL#k L.

Table 1. An analysis of differences in subjective well-being, peer intimacy and language imitation among college students

Tl AFEEUEER. FHFERXRTBSRMTANERIH(X £ D)

= & NHn (%) WA B ptapii] B BECE S/ Y2 )

il
Hol

145(39.7) 3.47x040 384x065 3.71x0.71 325+067 347x073 250+0.98

5
& 220(60.3) 342+033 393+x054 378+x056 342+064 330+x083 238x1.01

P

t1i 1.25 -1.38 -1.05 -2.55 1.97 1.04
p 0.21 0.17 0.30 0.01 0.05 0.30

W 196(53.7) 3.48+0.33 395+059 380+060 3.40+064 340+079 2.37+1.01

P R’F 169 (46.3) 3.40+0.39 3.83+058 3.69+0.64 3.30+0.68 3.34+0.80 2.50+0.99
riest B 2.33 1.86 1.69 1.34 0.79 -1.21
p1E 0.02 0.06 0.09 0.18 0.43 0.23

J&  155(425) 3.43+052 3.88+0.63 3.74+0.68 3.39+063 340+0.83 240%1.03

Py % 210(575) 345+0.37 3.90+055 3.77+£058 333+£068 335077 245%0.99
%i i -0.58 -0.33 -0.42 0.85 0.53 -0.48

p & 0.56 0.74 0.67 0.40 0.60 0.64
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Continued
K—  46(12.6) 3.40+0.41 3.90+0.60 3.70+0.62 3.48+0.70 3.32+0.94 2.40+1.05
K= 92(25.2) 347+027 394+054 382+055 3.43+061 3.24+0.80 2.30+0.98
g K= 132(36.2) 342+040 3.81+0.63 363+0.66 327+069 3.41+0.78 247+1.04
KPY  87(23.8) 348+0.34 397+054 390+060 3.34+063 346+0.70 2.52+0.96
F1E 0.69 1.24 3.01 1.34 1.09 0.61
p & 0.60 0.29 0.02 0.26 0.36 0.65

*

7: p<005 “p<0.01, “p<0.001.

32, REAEWEFERA. AEFBXRIESENITHREXS

HRDHTRY, KREAEEWEARRS RS RR L HERARZEMRG, FAERERREHEE
i BB, MW ST A RE MR, Wk 2,

Table 2. Correlation analysis of subjective well-being, peer intimacy and language imitation among college students (n =

252). REEFWERR, FEEBEXRFEEMESRAITANERXSH(n = 365)
X £SD ERIE e B Hapi] BB H 547 TH AR AEAT]
T AR K 3.44 £0.36 1.00
BT 3.90+0.59 0.47" 1.00
bapi] 3.75 £ 0.62 057" 0.85" 1.00
Bt 25 3.35 £ 0.66 -0.24" 025" 0.2 1.00
H A 3.37£0.79 0.30™ 030" 028"  -0.19" 1.00
THARAEAT 2.43+1.00 0.09 0.05 0.06 -0.35" 0.48™ 1.00

*: "p<0.05 “p<0.01, "p<0.001.

BEEGITH. FAEEBXAXFEE T UEERNEAS

PG [FfERZ A A e, DLEWERECARAE R, #TRIEH. &REH, Wil mE. H
RS 5 T RS 0 K S A 2 W SE AR RO B T E A . LRI RO AR = 0.344 * [H]
PESREE R AR +0.228 * B S EAGIT NEE 3).

3.3.

Table 3. Regression analysis of subjective well-being, peer intimacy and language imitation among college students (n =

365)
F 3. BERMITAH REEEXRSAEETWEREAMEYISTH(n = 365)
X3 & SRS R R? b SE B t p
_ FfERERR 0432 0.183 0.253 0.035 0.344 7.208 0.000
L A o
EEEAT RN 0.110 0.023 0.228 4,791 0.000

34, REEEUERR. RHFREXRAMESEGITHNDNAE S
LAE ST o AR, FMSRE R RN AR, TOERBOYKAE, @i, 450
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Figure 2. The mediating effects of subjective well-being, peer intimacy and language imitation among college students
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Table 4. The mediating effects of subjective well-being, peer intimacy and language imitation among college students

F 4 RFEFVUERZE. AHFREXRRBEMESEMITHBD N UL (n = 365)

Bootstrap 95% CI

T RS AE SE FEF e A 2R
TRR R
WEHRAT N - FIERE R R - T EER 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.08 13.9%
BRI 0.23 0.05
RN 0.27 0.05

4. g
41 REEBSHEMAITA. AEFEXRASEUE/BOA ORI FEERSH

KRWFFERYT, AR FEEZ G S B B BOE s, fEvaim e ok =A% F KRR DY
VA S AT RN H R B4R L L B M BOEAR, X IGUE T BAERF S (5 )5, 2014); Sk B3R 1)
K EEAEAE AR R I A TR B R SR I R PR R S AR = TR AR IR 222k, X5 LR AR AL (5K
FAE, KT, 2012). ZoMERTE S BT N B R E D, RN LRSS R R, HHEZS
(IE S AT AR T MR R AR R R IR R, AL RSFERR R 2 4230k, B E R RN
SRR R RAYRT MRS F AT E LR AR AT, Aedifih 21 58 22 1% S o 38 22 (R AR A
PR MR HARM A, HAARERZ AT T, KIS ACRE 85, PRIG 3 4t £ S RF B T 4 A 5 /D,
AR B 3T 1 2 A S T AR TR T RN R B R AR S (R, 20195 2RI, 2015).

42. REEBESEMAITA. AEFEXRSERUER/BRIOBX 24

AWFTAERM, KEFAEESET NS FEER SRR R IEMIC, KEEEE ST R IE i
I ) 255 50 R . X IGAIE T LME I 58 (Maister & Tsakiris, 2016), B k224 5 =) ) B B 4E,
B AR AT AR i R 2R A 3 T WA v 2 ) S AR BT, IR s 3 HoAh A A e B, AT
WERABIEACHFIERNA, a3 T ERRE, U ases s | wn il RO 5 FAE A Al 2 o B
FRf A, Y B, R RIS . KRFAEE ST NS F 0 AR B E R IERSE, BK
SRR T AT N IE [ TS R S 3 AR @Ry, MR T DB N 5E AE) B CEI2
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