
Introduction
In all societies, students are an important group whose 
physical, mental, and social health is of great importance. 
Entering a university means starting a dynamic transition 
period (1), but many mental health problems have been 
reported in this period (2-4). These problems, on the one 
hand, endanger the general health of the students (2) and, 
on the other hand, cause a drop in academic performance, 
leading to adverse consequences such as dropout (3). In 
such a situation, it is necessary to place special importance 
on their mental health (4). 

Subjective well-being is one of the important pillars 
of mental health, and overlooking it may bring about 
various mental illnesses for students because important 
aspects such as the meaning of life (5) and establishing 

compliance with new situations (6,7) are provided in the 
shade of optimal subjective well-being.

Subjective well-being refers to a range of mental 
phenomena from a person’s overall satisfaction with 
life to pleasant and unpleasant feelings and satisfaction 
in specific areas such as career, leisure time, and 
marriage. Subjective well-being includes two emotional 
components and one cognitive component. People with 
a strong sense of subjective well-being experience more 
positive emotions and have a positive self-evaluation 
of the surrounding events, while those with a low level 
of well-being perceive events and their life situations as 
unfavorable and experience more negative emotions such 
as anxiety, depression, anger, and suicide (8,9). Many 
variables are related to subjective well-being, including 
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Abstract
Background: Considering the change in the life situation during the student period, attention to their 
health, especially the subjective well-being of students, is of particular importance. Social support is 
very important in this era and the aim of this study is to examine a model between subjective well-
being and personality traits and irrational beliefs with the mediation of social support.
Methods: The statistical population included all the students of Hacettepe University in Turkey, and 
296 people were selected as a sample using a multi-stage random method. To measure subjective 
well-being, social support, personality traits and irrational beliefs, Subjective Well-Being Scale (Tuzgöl 
Dost, 2005a); Perceived Social Support Scale (PSSS) (Yıldırım, 2004); Adjective-Based Personality Test 
(Bacanlı, İlhan, & Aslan, 2009) and the Irrational Beliefs Scale Short Form (Türküm, 2003) scales were 
used, respectively, which were psychologically conducted in Turkey for Turkish samples and had good 
validity and reliability.
Results: The model test through structural equations showed that there is a significant relationship 
between neuroticism and conscientiousness both directly and indirectly through social support and 
subjective well-being. In this model, the indirect relationship of agreeableness with subjective well-
being through social support was significant, but extroversion, interpersonal communication, and 
relational self-perception could not show a significant relationship through the mediation of social 
support on subjective well-being.
Conclusion: Neuroticism and conscientiousness are both directly and indirectly related to subjective 
well-being through social support. The indirect relationship of agreeableness with subjective well-
being was confirmed through social support, but extroversion and interpersonal communication and 
self-view showed a direct relationship with well-being and the mediation of social support was not 
confirmed in their case.
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personality type (10), social support (11), and irrational 
thinking (12). 

Given that social support has a high capacity for change, 
this study examined a model regarding the effect of 
personality traits and irrational beliefs on subjective well-
being via the mediating effect of social support.

Five big personality traits have been defined by Goldberg 
as follows:
1. Extraversion includes such traits as being interested 

in social presence, talking a lot, seeking excitement, 
enjoying the company of others, and being full of 
energy.

2. Openness to experience includes such traits as being 
curious, being adventurous, looking for new ideas, 
and being creative.

3. Conscientiousness includes such attributes as 
conscientiousness, regularity, and high efficiency.

4. Agreeableness includes such attributes as trusting 
others, being friendly, and exhibiting friendly 
behavior.

5. Neuroticism includes such traits as hot temperament, 
vulnerability to the behaviors of others, the lack of 
emotional stability, and anxiety (13). 

Irrational beliefs are demands that appear as mandatory 
preferences, and if they are not fulfilled, they cause anxiety, 
confusion, and low social performance in people. The 
belief that there is no justice in the world, which can be 
used as a generalization, is an example of irrational belief. 
This specific one is called excessive (14).

Any kind of help to others to deal with biological, 
psychological, and social stress is called social support. 
Support may come from an individual or community 
such as family members, friends, neighbors, religious 
institutions, colleagues, caregivers, or support groups. 
It may take the form of practical support (e.g., doing 
household chores, offering advice), tangible support (e.g., 
giving money or other direct material assistance), and/
or emotional support which allows the individual to feel 
valued, accepted, and understood (15). 

It is obvious that the meaningfulness of the model 
can be used as a guide in improving the subjective well-
being of students in planning to improve their mental 
health. The present study aimed to determine the level 
of students’ well-being, social supports, personality 
traits, and irrational beliefs to test the hypothesis about 
the mediating role of social support in the relationship 
between subjective well-being and personality traits as 
well as irrational beliefs.

Materials and Methods
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is more powerful 
than other multivariate statistical methods that test the 
relationships between more than one variable (16). In 
addition, it was decided to use SEM since the variables 
examined were of both observed and implicit types, and 
we know that SEM is suitable for variables of all natures. 
This study was carried out using data collected from 296 

undergraduate students studying at various faculties of 
Hacettepe University. The statistical population included 
all the students of Hacettepe University in Turkey, of 
which 296 students were sampled by the multi-stage 
random method.

The random stratified technique was used to sample 
students from various faculties of Hacettepe University 
based on the type of faculty and field of study. Sampling 
from each class was randomly based on a list of student 
numbers. After randomly selecting the sample from 
the list, if the student was willing to participate in the 
study, he or she was included in the project to fill out the 
questionnaire; otherwise, the next person was selected 
from the list of students.

The inclusion criteria were being a university student 
and being present in the classroom when completing the 
questionnaire. The exclusion criteria were rejecting the 
invitation to participate in the program and postponing 
the completion of the questionnaire for times other than 
attending the class.

Data Collection Tools
Various measurement tools were used to measure the 
variables in the present study, including: Subjective Well-
Being Scale (SWBS) (17); Perceived Social Support Scale 
(PSSS) (18); Adjective-Based Personality Test (ABST) (19) 
and the Irrational Beliefs Scale Short Form (IBSSF) (20) 
scales. Information on the psychometric properties of the 
measurement tools used in this study is given below.

Subjective Well-Being Scale
The 46-item Subjective Well-Being Scale (SWBS) (17) 
determines the well-being of individuals based on the 
frequency and intensity of experiencing positive and 
negative emotions, based on individuals’ cognitive 
evaluations of their lives. This measurement tool includes 
various personal expressions related to the areas of life 
expressed as positive and negative. This scale is a Likert 
type scale graded between 1-5. The scale includes 26 
positive and 20 negative statements. Items 2, 4, 6, 10, 13, 
15, 17, 19, 21, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 38, 40, 43 and 45 
are negatively worded items. Reverse scoring is done for 
negative statements. The highest score to be obtained 
from the 46-item scale is 230) and the lowest score is 46. 
An increase in the scale score is interpreted as having a 
high subjective well-being. The Cronbach Alpha reliability 
coefficient calculated by using the 46 items obtained from 
the factor analysis and the data in this application was 
determined as 0.903 (17).

Perceived Social Support Scale
In this study, the Perceived Social Support Scale (PSRS-R) 
revised by Yıldırım (18) was used. This scale was first 
developed by Yıldırım and then revised by the author 
himself in another study. The scale, which includes 50 
items in total, consists of three factors: “Family Support 
(FS)”, “Friend Support (FrS)”, and “Teacher Support (TS). 



J Educ Community Health, 2023, Volume 10, Issue 3130

Momeni Shabani et al 

Items 17, 29, and 44 in the scale are the only negative 
statements included in the FS, and these items are related 
to the dimensions of my family, friends, and teachers, 
respectively. Negative items were scored inversely. An 
increase in the scores obtained from the scale is interpreted 
as an increase in the level of perceived social support. 
Alpha=0.91, rxx= 0.85 for all family social support scale 
(FSSS) ; Alphaa = 0.93, rxx = 0.86 for teacher social support 
scale (TSSS) . According to these results, it can be said that 
the scores obtained from the FSSS and its subscales are 
reliable, and that these scales can be used safely to measure 
the social support that students receive from various 
sources, including family, friends and teachers (18).

Adjective-based Personality Test 
This measurement tool was developed by Bacanlı, İlhan, 
and Aslan (19) and is a Likert-type scale containing 40 
adjective pairs scored between 1 and 7. ABST includes 
5 factors and these factors are named as extraversion, 
agreeableness, responsibility, emotional instability and 
openness to experience. Items 2.7.12.17.22.27.32.37.39 
items Extraversion, 3.8.13.18.23.28.33.36 items 
Openness to Experience, 4.9.14.19.24.29.34.38.40 items 
agreeableness/agreeableness and 5.10.15.20 Articles 
.25.30.35 explain the dimension of Responsibility. The 
lowest internal consistency coefficient calculated for 
the sub-dimensions of Adjective-Based Personality Test 
(ABST) was 0.73; it is seen that the highest coefficient is 
0.89. The reliability coefficients in the context of stability 
obtained by the test-retest method are higher than the 0.70 
coefficient, which is accepted as a criterion. Based on this, 
it can be said that the scores obtained from the ABST are 
reliable (19). 

Irrational Beliefs Scale Short Form 
In this study, the 15-item Irrational Beliefs Scale-Short form 
(IBSSF), developed by Türküm (20), was used to measure 
participants’ irrational beliefs. The scale consists of three 
dimensions called “need for approval”, “interpersonal 
relations” and “me”. This scale is a Likert-type scale rated 
between 1 and 5, and an increase in scores is interpreted 
as an increase in irrational beliefs, and a decrease in a 
decrease in these beliefs. The reliability of the 15-item scale 
was examined by the application of Cronbach’s Alpha and 
test-retest methods. In addition to the reliability methods, 
item-total test correlations of the items were also evaluated. 
It was stated that these correlations ranged between 0.50 
and 0.52, and the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was 0.75 
for the overall scale. The correlation of the scores obtained 
from the two applications performed ten weeks apart was 
calculated as 0.81 (20). 

Data for the research were collected by the researcher 
in charge of data collection in the classroom by 
administering the scales to the volunteer students. The 
participants have already been given instructions on the 
purpose of the research, how to respond to the scales, 
and the fact that the information obtained from the scales 

will be used within the scope of a scientific study, so they 
did not need to provide any identifying information. It 
took 45-55 minutes to fill out the questionnaire. The data 
obtained from the participants were transferred to the 
computer environment. First of all, descriptive statistics 
(minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation) 
were calculated to determine the level of subjective well-
being, personality, irrational beliefs, and social support. 
The Pearson correlation coefficient was then used to 
determine the relationships between the variables and 
their sub-dimensions. Then, confirmatory factor analysis 
was calculated through the AMOS 18.0 software suite to 
determine the extent to which the values   obtained from 
the sub-scores of the scales accounted for the total score. 
Afterward, the confirmatory factor analysis was performed 
for personality (five sub-dimensions), irrational beliefs 
(three sub-dimensions), and social support (three sub-
dimensions). The research also employed SEM since it 
aimed to examine the mutual and complex relationships 
between more than one variable and to test a model with 
more than one variable. Moreover, to determine the 
participants’ subjective well-being levels, three different 
models were created, and the results were interpreted by 
testing the models.

Results
In terms of the gender distribution of the samples, there 
were 219 girls (74%), 76 boys (25.7%), and one missing 
person. In terms of the distribution of the Hacettepe 
participants among different faculties, 91 people were in 
the Faculty of Education (30.74%), 49 people in the Faculty 
of Fine Arts (16.6%), 75 people in the Faculty of Literature 
(25.3%), 79 people in the Faculty of Engineering (26.7%), 
and 2 people were missing. Regarding age, 10 people were 
17 years old (3.3%), 96 people were 18 years old (32.4%), 
89 people were 19 years old (30%), 52 people were 20 
years old (17.5%), 15 people were 21 years old (5.06%), 8 
people were 22 years old (2.7%), 9 people were 23 years old 
(3.04%), 6 people were 24 years old (2.02%), 5 people were 
25 years old (1.68%), 4 people were 26 years old (1.35%), 
and 2 people were 27 years old (.68%).

Evaluation of the Hypothetical Model Developed within 
the Scope of the Research
First of all, to determine the extent to which the subjective 
well-being of the participants was explained by their social 
support perceptions and personality traits, a model was 
created with five personality traits and three sources of 
social support and was subjected to path analysis. Figure 1 
displays the path diagram created by the analysis.

The model established to explain the students’ subjective 
well-being is depicted in Figure 1. The total scores of 
personality were included in the model as latent and the 
social support scores as observed scores in the model. In 
addition, the relationships between social support and 
personality traits were defined. Table 1 presents the values 
obtained from the calculations.
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According to Table 1, affirmation, self, and interpersonal 
relations could not significantly account for social support, 
and there were no relationships between these variables 
(P > 0.05). It was also found that social support and self-
beliefs did not significantly explain the participants’ 
subjective well-being levels (P > 0.05). On the other hand, 
It was found that personality traits significantly explain 
social support (R2 = 0.61; P < 0.05). Similarly, the students’ 
subjective well-being levels were significantly explained 

by the students’ personality traits (R2 = 0.60; P < 0.05). 
Therefore, there were both significant and non-significant 
relationships in the model, which is the reason for the 
low model-data fit indices (χ2/sd = 5.13; RMSEA = 0.11, 
CFI = 0.87; IFI = 0.87; GFI = 0.92). In this regard, non-
significant relationships were removed from the model, 
and a new model was created. The path diagram resulting 
from the calculation of the newly created model is 
presented in Figure 2.

As seen in Figure 2, the new model was created with the 
observed variables. Table 2 presents the values calculated 
for the model created with the direct and indirect 
relationships to explain the participants’ subjective well-
being level.

According to Table 2, there are significant and non-
significant relationships similar to the first model. 
Extraversion, openness to experience, personality 
traits, approval, interpersonal relationships, and self-
beliefs did not significantly explain the social support 
mediator variable (P > 0.05). However, it was observed 
that extraversion is the best variable in accounting for 
the participants’ subjective well-being levels (R2 = 0.28; 
P < 0.05). It was revealed that the second model does 
not provide model-data fit because the variables in the 
model did not meet the linearity assumption. Similarly, by 
removing the non-significant relationships in the model, 
the final model was created, and calculations were carried 
out. Figure 3 depicts the path diagram created as a result 
of the calculations.

Based on Figure 3, the final model was developed by 
eight observed variables. In the last model, subjective 
well-being was defined as the dependent variable, social 

Figure 1. The First Model Created to Explain the Subjective Well-Being of the Students

Table 1. Values Calculated in the First Model Created to Explain Subjective 
Well-Being Levels (N = 296)

Relationships
Non-

standardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

P 
Value

Personality- Social support 1.64 0.61 0.001

Confirmation- Social support 0.33 0.09 0.07

Interpersonal relationships- Social 
support

-0.06 -0.01 0.76

Self-social support -0.0009 -0.002 0.97

Personality- Conscientiousness 1.00 0.60 0.001

Personality- Agreeableness 0.94 0.61 0.001

Personality- Openness to experience 0.97 0.61 0.001

Personality- Extroversion 0.99 0.61 0.001

Personality- Neuroticism -0.60 -0.43 0.001

Personality- Subjective wellbeing 2.28 0.60 0.001

Social support- Subjective wellbeing 0.16 0.09 0.11

Self- Subjective wellbeing 0.41 0.04 0.29

Interpersonal relationships- 
Subjective wellbeing

-1.51 -0.23 0.001

Agreeableness- Personality 0.23 0.03 0.001
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support as the mediator variable, and emotional stability, 
extraversion, agreeableness, responsibility, interpersonal 
relations, and self variables as the independent variables. 
The values resulting from the calculations are presented 
in Table 3.

Table 3 shows that all relationships in the final 
model were significant (P < 0.05). Emotional instability 
(R2 = -0.34; P < 0.05), compatibility (R2 = 0.25; P < 0.05), and 
responsibility (R2 = 0.24; P < 0) of social support defined 
as a mediator variable in the model were determined 
to be significantly explained by personality traits. 
Students’ subjective well-being levels were extraversion 
(R2 = 0.30; P < 0.05), emotional instability (R2 = -0.25; 
P < 0.05), interpersonal relationships (R2 = -0.22; P < 0.05), 
responsibility (R2 = 0.21; P < 0.05), and social support 
(R2 = 0.19; P < 0.05). Moreover, self (R2 = 0.10; P < 0.05) 
) was found to be significantly explained by calculated 
values for the evaluation of model-data fit in the final 
model created, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4 exhibits that the model-data fit of the final model 
is at a perfect level (21, 22). Based on the results, there was 
a negative relationship between the students’ emotional 
instability levels and social support levels. Similarly, there 
was a negative relationship between subjective well-being 
and emotional instability and a positive relationship 
between the students’ adaptability and responsibility 
and their social support levels. Responsibility is a direct 
predictor of subjective well-being, while agreeableness 
explains subjective well-being through social support. At 

Figure 2. The Second Model Created to Explain the Subjective Well-Being of the Students

Table 2. Values Calculated in the Second Model Created to Explain Subjective 
Well-Being Levels (N = 296)

Relationships
Non-

standardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

P

Neuroticism- Social support -0.66 -0.34  > 0.001

Extroversion- Social support 0.04 0.02 0.63

Openness to experience-Social 
support

0.19 0.11 0.051

Agreeableness- Social support 0.32 0.18  > 0.001

Conscientiousness- Social 
support

0.31 0.19  > 0.001

Confirmation- Social support 0.43 0.12 0.16

Interpersonal relationships- Social 
support

-0.33 -0.09 0.08

Self- Social support 0.28 0.05 0.23

Interpersonal relationships- 
Subjective wellbeing

1.52 -0.23  > 0.001

Confirmation- Subjective 
wellbeing

0.11 0.01  > 0.66

Conscientiousness- Subjective 
wellbeing

0.57 0.19  > 0.001

Agreeableness- Subjective 
wellbeing

0.10 0.03 0.50

Openness to experience- 
Subjective wellbeing

0.03 0.01 0.81

Extroversion- Subjective 
wellbeing

0.85 0.28  > 0.001

Neuroticism- Subjective 
wellbeing

-0.86 -0.25  > 0.001

Social Support- Subjective 
wellbeing

0.32 0.18  > 0.001

Self- Subjective wellbeing 0.86 0.09 0.01
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the same time, it was found that the subjective well-being 
levels of extroverted students are high. Furthermore, 
there was a negative relationship between beliefs about 
interpersonal relationships and subjective well-being, and 
this variable had a positive relationship with self-belief.

Discussion
The present study indicated that the personality traits 
of neuroticism, extroversion, conscientiousness, and 
agreeableness can improve subjective well-being through 
the mediation of social support, but other personality 
types could not show the mediating role of social support 
on subjective well-being. Furthermore, the direct effect of 
irrational beliefs on subjective well-being was observed in 
the present study, but social support could not mediate the 
relationship between subjective well-being and irrational 

beliefs.
Extraversion and responsibility as personality traits 

explain subjective well-being directly and positively. 
Emotional instability also explains subjective well-being 
directly but in a negative relationship. It was found that 
emotional instability, compatibility, and responsibility 
sub-dimensions of personality traits predict subjective 
well-being through the variable of social support. The 
literature review demonstrated that people’s personality 
traits are significant explanatory factors of their 
psychological/subjective well-being (23, 24). In a study 
conducted by Eryılmaz and Öğuldu (25), extroversion, 
emotional instability, and conscientiousness were found 
to be among the five personality traits that significantly 
explain subjective well-being, which agrees with our 
results. Malkoç (26) observed that extraversion and 
conscientiousness as personality traits explain subjective 
well-being. Eryılmaz and Ercan (27) who carried out their 
study on different age groups reported that subjective 
well-being in the age group of 19-25 was explained by all 
personality traits (i.e., emotional instability, responsibility, 
compatibility, and extroversion) except openness to 
experience. In adults aged 26-45, only emotional instability 
and conscientiousness were found to be significant 
predictors of subjective well-being. In other words, as the 
age of the individuals increased, the personality traits that 

Figure 3. The Final Model Created to Explain the Subjective Well-Being of the Students

Table 3. Values Calculated in the Final Model Created to Explain Subjective 
Well-Being Levels (N = 296)

Relationship
Non-
standardized 
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

P Value

Neuroticism- Social support -0.66 -0.34  < 0.001

Agreeableness- Social support 0.43 0.25  < 0.001

Conscientiousness- Social support 0.40 0.24  < 0.001

Interpersonal relationships- 
Subject wellbeing

-1.45 -0.22  < 0.001

Conscientiousness- Subject 
wellbeing

0.61 0.21  < 0.001

Extroversion-Subject wellbeing 0.88 0.30  < 0.001

Neuroticism- Subject wellbeing -0.86 -0.25  < 0.001

Social support- Subject wellbeing 0.34 0.19  < 0.001

Self- Subject wellbeing 0.91 0.10 0.009

Table 4. Fit Values Calculated in the Last Model Created to Explain Subjective 
Well-Being Levels (N = 296)

Model Indices X2 df χ2/df RMSEA CFI IFI GFI

Value 7.28 4 1.82 0.05 0.99 0.99 0.99

Note. RMSEA: Root mean square error of approximation; CFI: Comparative fit 
index; IFI: Incremental fit index; GFI: Goodness-of-fit index.
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explained their subjective well-being changed. Contrary 
to all these research findings, the study conducted by 
Jovanovic (28) indicated that the subjective well-being of 
individuals is not significantly explained by personality 
traits.

It was also found that the students’ perceptions of social 
support significantly explain their subjective well-being 
levels both indirectly and as a mediator variable. The 
positive relationship obtained between the perception of 
social support and subjective well-being indicates that as 
the students’ levels of receiving social support increase, 
their subjective well-being tends to increase as well. In 
Gouders et al’ s study, the relationship between mental 
well-being and social support was well established (11).

We found that the irrational beliefs of interpersonal 
relationships and self-beliefs significantly explain 
subjective well-being. On the other hand, it was determined 
that the need for validation belief was not a significant 
predictor of subjective well-being. In this direction, it was 
displayed that the belief in interpersonal relationships 
explains subjective well-being negatively and self-belief 
positively. Many researchers have considered irrational 
beliefs as a whole and reported that these behaviors are a 
negative predictor of subjective well-being (29, 30).

People’s emotions and thought structures are essentially 
in interaction. Individuals begin to feel something the 
way they think about it. In this regard, it can be said that 
thoughts direct people’s lives in a significant way because 
people’s reactions are also shaped by the things and 
situations they think and especially feel. Conversely, one 
of the most effective ways of coping with the emotional 
difficulties and troubles experienced by people is to 
channel their thoughts in a good direction. In line with 
all this information, individuals’ irrational beliefs and 
thoughts will expectedly affect their emotions negatively. 
In the study carried out by Hamarta et al (31), the 
decrease in irrational beliefs increased problem-solving 
behaviors. Göller (32) also revealed that irrational beliefs 
are negatively related to academic achievement. The effect 
of social support on subjective well-being can be seen in 
such crises as the COVID-19 pandemic, which has been 
significantly effective in improving subjective well-being, 
enhancing positive emotions, and reducing negative 
emotions (33).

There is more robust documentation about the effect 
of social support on subjective well-being, and research 
on the details of social support to improve the well-being 
of students is one of the new research topics in this field 
(34). Personality traits and their impact on subjective well-
being have also been demonstrated during the COVID-19 
pandemic, and for this reason, the factor of personality 
traits should be considered in providing support during 
crises (35). The role of irrational beliefs in subjective 
well-being has been well clarified through the creation 
of emotional consequences and the impact on negative 
emotions (36). 

As a result of this study, the fact that irrational beliefs are 

inversely related to subjective well-being shows the effect 
of thoughts on emotions. The findings are in agreement 
with many published studies and provide a good basis for 
future research on subjective well-being in students.

Conclusion
Neuroticism and conscientiousness are both directly and 
indirectly related to subjective well-being through social 
support. The indirect relationship between agreeableness 
and subjective well-being was confirmed through social 
support, but extroversion, interpersonal communication, 
and self-view showed a direct relationship with well-being, 
and the mediation of social support was not confirmed. It 
was also found that the students’ perceived social support 
is a significant and positive predictor of their subjective 
well-being levels. With the education programs that can 
be prepared in this direction, the social support provided 
to the students by the teachers, friends, and family can 
be increased. The present study provides suitable data 
for designing and implementing experimental studies on 
the methods of improving the subjective well-being of 
students as well as its effect on academic achievements 
in the future. Moreover, psychology counseling and 
guidance units of universities can foster good inter-
departmental cooperation to promote the subjective well-
being of students and their academic achievement, which 
requires research to investigate the effectiveness of inter-
departmental interventions.
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