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Utilizing the principle of “learning by doing,” service-learning (SL) course provides a platform for university students to apply academic knowledge in serving the community, reflecting on the serving experiences, deepening their understanding of the knowledge, and further improving their competence, responsibility, wellbeing, and meaning in life (MIL). This study reported university students' changes in psychological wellbeing (positive youth development attributes), subjective wellbeing (life satisfaction), and MIL after taking a SL subject during the COVID-19 pandemic through a one-group pretest-posttest design. Based on the data collected from 229 students (mean age = 20.86 ± 1.56 years, 48.0% females), repeated-measures multivariate general linear model (GLM) analyses revealed that students showed significant positive changes in wellbeing and MIL. In addition, pretest MIL scores positively predicted posttest scores of the two wellbeing measures but not vice versa. As predicted, improvement in MIL among students was closely associated with the positive changes in both psychological and subjective wellbeing measures. These findings suggest that SL participation during the pandemic may promote students' life meaning and foster their wellbeing. Furthermore, MIL and wellbeing may improve simultaneously, and MIL enhancement may further contribute to improvement in psychological and subjective wellbeing. The findings further prove that SL is an effective pedagogy in higher education settings in promoting youth positive development.
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INTRODUCTION


Promoting Students' Meaning in Life and Wellbeing in Higher Education

In recent years, promoting university students' positive and holistic development has become an increasing concern in higher education. University students are in emerging adulthood, which can be considered a transition from late adolescence to adulthood. When entering university, students need to adapt to a less structured learning environment, fulfill demanding academic requirements, and become more independent in more complicated social and learning environments. They also face the developmental challenge of taking on new civic roles and greater responsibilities and finding meaning and purpose in these roles (1). Those who ineffectively cope with stress and challenges may suffer from dysfunctional outcomes, such as loss of meaning, emotional distress, low wellbeing, and behavioral problems (2–4). This concern for university students' development has been further intensified by the spreading of COVID-19 since early 2020, which has a significant impact on higher education. Due to the interruption of normal university life, the sudden transition to online studies, and the social distancing measures, university students tend to feel more depressed, stressed, and less satisfied (5, 76). Students may also feel a loss of meaning due to social isolation as interpersonal relationships and connections with others are important factors contributing to their sense of meaning (6, 7).

Despite the challenges and difficulties, youths have the potential to develop and flourish. This possibility has been increasingly emphasized by researchers and educators with the paradigm shift from focusing on treating mental illness and psychological problems to cultivating youths' strengths, potentials, and wellbeing (8). In line with this paradigm shift, there has also been a trend highlighting the promotion of positive functioning and holistic development among university students (80). Among different indicators, meaning in life (MIL) and wellbeing are two essential indicators being increasingly highlighted. Thus, how to promote MIL and wellbeing among university students becomes vital in current higher education settings.

MIL refers to “people's beliefs that their lives are significant and that they transcend the ephemeral present” (9). It includes “a sense of coherence” and “a sense of purpose,” providing people with motivation and directions and helping them realize their worth and values, thus eventually leading to better human functioning (9). Research findings showed that higher MIL is closely associated with less psychological distress, higher subjective wellbeing (e.g., life satisfaction), and better psychological functioning such as emotional competence and hope (10–13). Conversely, a lack of MIL is linked to a broad range of psychological disorders (e.g., anxiety, depression, stress, addiction) and even disruptive behaviors such as substance abuse and suicidal behavior (11, 14, 15).

A concept related to MIL is purpose in life, which has been considered “a stable and generalized intention to accomplish something that is meaningful to the self and leads to engagement with some aspect of the world beyond the self” (16). As the two constructs are conceptually relevant, some scholars even used the terms “purpose in life” and MIL interchangeably (17–19). Nevertheless, some researchers proposed that they are different. While MIL refers to the significance of one's life such that life matters and is worthwhile, purpose of life may vary among individuals, from a focus on benefiting self or emphasis on others' needs to the discovery of the world (20). As Heng et al. (21) remarked, “the meaning of life is to find one's gift. The purpose of life is to use this gift for the benefit of both self and others” (pp. 303–304). According to this conceptualization, purpose in life is an important contributor to MIL, which is consistent with Steger's conceptualization of MIL. In this study, we used the term MIL according to Steger's definition.

Wellbeing, which refers to an individual's “optimal psychological functioning and experience” (22), has also become an increasing concern of researchers, university administrators, and healthcare professionals as students need to excel in academic domains and beyond (23). Wellbeing is conceived as including two aspects: psychological and subjective wellbeing. Psychological wellbeing adopts the perspective of eudaimonia and emphasizes a set of psychological wealth (e.g., personal growth, competence, social connections) that underlies human fully functioning (24, 25). Subjective wellbeing, on the other hand, concentrates on hedonic experiences in the form of pleasant feelings in the physical, emotional, spiritual, and cognitive domains (22). These two aspects have been operationally indexed by different measures. For example, positive youth development (PYD) competence (e.g., emotional and social skills and resilience) are considered measures of psychological wellbeing (26, 27) while life satisfaction has been frequently used to indicate subjective wellbeing (22, 28). Noteworthy, in some models, such as those proposed by Ryff and Waterman and their collaborators (29, 30), MIL is one of the components of psychological wellbeing. To avoid conceptual overlap, we focused on PYD competence as an indicator of psychological wellbeing that reflects an individual's potential and growth (25, 79). Empirically speaking, higher levels of psychological and subjective wellbeing are associated with better academic performance, and fewer emotional and behavioral problems (4, 31).

Recognizing the importance of MIL and wellbeing among university students, higher education institutions worldwide have devoted considerable efforts and resources to promoting students' MIL and wellbeing through designing and implementing credit-bearing curriculums and/or non-credit-bearing youth programs or services. For example, a wide range of higher-impact educational practices, such as collaborative projects, learning communities, community-based learning, and service-learning, have been effectively incorporated into universities' general education curriculums to facilitate students' growth in psychological and spiritual domains in addition to academic achievement [e.g., (32–34)]. Among different pedagogical approaches, service-learning (SL) is a form of “higher-impact educational practice” that aims to facilitate students' overall healthy development (33). It is believed that serving others and contributing to community welfare through SL help students gain a sense of meaning and foster wellbeing (35).



Promoting Students' MIL and Wellbeing Through SL Pedagogy

Grounded in experiential learning theory (36, 37), SL is a “learning by doing” pedagogy. In doing SL, students not only learn academic theories and concepts but also apply their knowledge and skills in providing community services and then further reflect on the serving experiences (38, 39). In essence, students go through a learning circle of doing, reflecting, learning, and improving in SL (36, 40). This learning circle enables them to deepen their understanding of the academic concepts, put theories into practice, make contributions to the community, and enhance a wide range of generic competence (e.g., problem-solving, caring, and responsibility). Unlike volunteering activities that typically aim to benefit service recipients and do not have well-articulated educational components for service providers, SL holds a core philosophy of “reciprocity,” or in other words, providing benefits for both service providers and service recipients (38).

By committing to satisfying community needs and fulfilling their own educational goals, students have opportunities to reflect on the purpose of learning and serving during SL. Zhang et al. (41) remarked that “to accomplish one's aspirations and actualize one's potential” and “to contribute to society and to adhere to moral principles” are two important sources of MIL among university students. Obviously, SL participation provides such foundations for forming MIL. As argued by Welch and Koth (42), students may experience a sense of connection with self, others, and the whole community in SL that contributes to their reflection on and construction of MIL. According to Moran (43), “life purpose” is a “correlational outcome” and “mediator” of SL participation as it helps students to reflect on their professional and civil roles in community settings. Empirical evidence is in line with these theoretical propositions. For example, Barrett (35) found that SL participation promoted the spiritual development of college students. Another study showed that SL experience leads to changes in life meaning among student-teachers (44). Moreover, a recent study demonstrated that a sense of belonging and supportive relationships derived from the SL process predicted the development of MIL in students (45).

The unique learning process involved in SL is also expected to unleash students' potential, and enhance their overall development, thus improving wellbeing (39). Empirical studies have demonstrated positive impacts of SL on university students' psychological wellbeing (e.g., self-efficacy, leadership, PYD qualities) and subjective wellbeing (e.g., life satisfaction) (46, 47). However, there is also research showing a limited increase or even a decrease in psychological wellbeing or subjective wellbeing after joining a SL program [e.g., (48, 49)]. Possible explanations include that students might have a more “realistic and objective view of themselves” after the SL experience (49), or they may feel unhappy after understanding the predicament and problems of underprivileged people in the SL process (48). Nevertheless, meta-analyses generally suggest that students would achieve significant gains in multiple areas (e.g., self-worth, social skills, academic learning, and civic engagement) after joining SL programs (40, 50). Despite the general positive evaluation findings in the existing literature, more research is needed to clarify the equivocal findings and further understand the impacts of SL on students' wellbeing during the pandemic.



Research Gaps

Existing studies on SL effectiveness are based primarily on the “traditional” face-to-face SL. Hence, there is a need to understand how SL participation is related to MIL and wellbeing during the COVID-19 pandemic when there is a significant change in SL implementation mode. With the advancement of information technology in recent decades, SL programs in some universities have been implemented through a virtual mode during the pandemic (51–53). However, traditional SL involves much interpersonal interaction and experiential learning, which might not be effectively achieved through virtual SL. In essence, it is hard for students to provide direct on-site face-to-face services to people in need when everyone has to follow mandatory social distancing measures. For example, students were found to feel highly stressed in conducting online SL activities due to unfamiliarity, a feeling of helplessness, and being out of control during the pandemic; students also had low motivation in an online environment as they did not know how the services they provided may influence the service recipients (54). While online teaching and remote non-face-to-face services are feasible during the COVID-19 pandemic, the benefits of participating in SL in such a way become questionable.

Nevertheless, a handful of available studies showed that online SL is still beneficial. One study revealed that students taking online SL programs during the pandemic showed similar gains in leadership attributes, PYD qualities (e.g., self-identify and social competence), and life satisfaction as did those students taking traditional face-to-face SL programs pre-pandemic (52). Leung et al. (55) also reported that students demonstrated significant improvements in their competence after completing an online SL program during the pandemic. In a case study on virtual SL activities during the pandemic, students expressed that they gained spiritual development such as a sense of belonging, gratitude, and love (53). As evaluation studies on online SL are not rich and the findings are not entirely consistent, whether and how online SL may influence students' MIL and wellbeing deserve further investigation.

Moreover, while previous studies have assessed MIL or wellbeing as outcomes of SL participation, limited attention has been devoted to the relationship between MIL change and wellbeing change. SL may impact students' MIL and wellbeing simultaneously, as students may achieve satisfaction, a sense of growing, and life meaning at the same time when they engage in SL. It is also possible that MIL and wellbeing reinforce each other. MIL and wellbeing have been found to be robustly associated with each other (10). On the one hand, meaning plays a central role in an individual's life that makes one “being directed and motivated by valued goals” (56). Thus, MIL may serve as a prerequisite for living a good and happy life (i.e., psychological and subjective wellbeing). Indeed, MIL has been long considered one of the key components of psychological wellbeing (29, 57). On the other hand, feeling good (subjective wellbeing) may broaden one's cognitive and emotional scope and capabilities (58), which are essential resources for an individual to pursue meaningful goals. As aforementioned, some elements of psychological wellbeing, such as self-development and self-actualization are important building blocks of MIL (41). Despite all these possibilities, to our best knowledge, no studies to date have empirically tested these mechanisms.



The Present Study

To address the above-mentioned research gaps, the present study endeavored to investigate whether students had positive changes in their wellbeing and MIL after taking a SL subject entitled “Promotion of Children and Adolescent Development” (“Promotion Subject”) offered by the authors' university during the pandemic. In this study, wellbeing measures included both psychological and subjective wellbeing. Based on previous findings suggesting beneficial impacts of SL (55, 59), we hypothesized significant positive changes in students' wellbeing (Hypothesis 1) and MIL (Hypothesis 2) after their SL participation. Given the possibility that MIL and wellbeing may reinforce each other and change simultaneously, we expected reciprocal associations between MIL and wellbeing (Hypothesis 3). We also expected a parallel improvement in wellbeing and MIL (Hypothesis 4), which can be indicated by a significant inter-correlation between students' changes in wellbeing and MIL (27).




METHODS


Overview of the “Promotion Subject” During the COVID-19 Pandemic

In the academic years of 2019–2020 and 2020–2021, the 3-credit “Promotion Subject” was offered to students in two consecutive semesters (i.e., the first and second semesters) at the authors' university. This SL course was designed based on both developmental theories and SL approaches, such as the PYD and ecological models as well as the experiential learning framework mentioned earlier. After taking this course, students would be able to (i.e., the intended learning outcomes):

a) “understand different perspectives of child and adolescent development and apply the concepts in understanding the needs and potentials of underprivileged children and adolescents in the community,”

b) “integrate knowledge on child and adolescent development into real-life situations through critical thinking and service delivery,”

c) “apply the knowledge and skills they have acquired in university education to deal with complex issues in the service setting and pursue continual self-improvement,”

d) “reflect on their roles and responsibilities both as a professional in their chosen discipline and as a responsible global citizen,”

e) “develop the sense of care and compassion toward other people, especially the underprivileged children and adolescents in the community,” and

f) “enhance psychosocial competence such as self-confidence, innovative problem solving, decision-making capabilities, interpersonal skills, self-leadership, and teamwork.”

To achieve these outcomes, students were required to spend 135-h study effort in this course. First, students needed to complete a 10-h e-learning module that introduced the basic concepts and benefits of SL and promoted students' positive attitudes toward service projects. Second, there were 30 h of lecturing (10 lessons, 3 h per lesson) on the theoretical foundations of the subject (e.g., strength-based approaches, PYD models, SL theory), characteristics of service targets (i.e., underprivileged children and adolescents from single-parent or poor families or with adjustment problems), principles, attitudes, and skills in serving. Third, students provided 40-h direct services. Finally, students spent 37 h on service preparation and post-service integration and reflection, and 18 h on reading and self-study. During the course period, students completed the e-learning module, attended the seven lessons, and worked out service plans in groups (5–6 students per group) in the first semester.

Each group of students carried out their services across two semesters, mainly from October to March next year. More specifically, students provided services to underprivileged children and adolescents (e.g., those from single-parent or poor families or with adjustment problems) with the purpose to promote their academic and holistic development. The services mainly took the form of workshops on both academic and non-academic knowledge and skills, as well as large-scale activities such as university visits and day camps. Three lessons were scheduled in the second semester to facilitate students' reflection on and consolidation of their service experience, with the first two during the service provision period and the last one after the completion of the service.

Given the campus lockdown and related renovation from November to December 2019 and the COVID-19 pandemic since early 2020, online teaching and learning mode was adopted most of the time when the “Promotion Subject” was offered in the 2019–2020 and 2020–2021 years. Since early February 2020 (i.e., the outbreak of COVID-19), the mode of service has also been adjusted and changed to non-face-to-face service provided through different online platforms and tools (e.g., online workshops, video teaching, and virtual university campus tour). In other words, some of the services in the 2019–2020 year and all the services in the 2020–2021 year were non-face-to-face.



Study Design

To achieve our reach aims and test the hypotheses, this study adopted a pre-experimental research design, i.e., a one-group pretest-posttest design. Although this research design suffers intrinsic limitations due to the lack of a control group (60), it is practically preferred. Sophisticated experimental research with control groups and random grouping is very demanding in financial and human resources, thus it is practically very difficult to be employed in educational contexts. As remarked by Thyer (61), “you must control for the most relevant threats to internal validity” or “you must randomly assign clients to various control and experimental groups” are myths in assessing educational impacts. As such, scholars still regard the one-group pretest-posttest design as a valuable research design that can be meaningfully applied in educational and other human service settings, such as the social work field (61, 62). This research design has been widely adopted in studies examining educational effectiveness [e.g., (27, 55, 63)].



Participants and Procedures

The pretest-posttest assessment was one of the evaluation components incorporated in the “Promotion Subject,” and the evaluation plan had been approved by the Institutional Review Board (and its Delegate) at the authors' university. Students enrolled in the subject were invited to complete the same survey at the beginning of the first lecture (the pretest) and after completing all services (the posttest). A total of 92 (43.5% female students, mean age = 20.84 ± 1.37 years) and 137 (50.7% female students, mean age = 20.87 ± 1.68 years) students were matched for the two academic years, respectively. The mean age of the whole matched sample (N = 229) was 20.86 ± 1.56 years and 48.0% of the students were female.



Instruments

The pre-test and post-test questionnaires contained three major measures, including MIL, psychological wellbeing indexed by multiple PYD competence reflecting healthy functioning in different domains, and subjective wellbeing indexed by life satisfaction reflecting an overall subjective assessment of one's quality of life.

PYD competence was assessed by ten subscales of the “Chinese Positive Youth Development Scale” (64), with each subscale assessing one PYD attribute, such as “emotional competence,” “resilience,” “social competence,” “clear and positive identity,” and so forth. These attributes were grouped into three higher-order factors, including (a) “cognitive and behavioral competence” covering three subscales (“cognitive competence,” “behavioral competence,” and “self-determination”); (b) “positive identity” covering two subscales of “clear and positive identity” and “belief in future”; and (c) “general PYD competence” covering five subscales (e.g., “social competence,” “emotional competence,” and “resilience”). Students rated their PYD competence on a 6-point reporting scale (“1” = “strongly disagree,” “6” = “strongly agree”). In the current study, we used four composite scores computed based on the three higher-order factors and a total score of all the ten subscales (i.e., the total average score). These scales demonstrated adequate internal consistency in the current study (see Table 1).


Table 1. Reliability and overall changes in different outcome indicators between the pretest and posttest.

[image: Table 1]

Life satisfaction was assessed by the Chinese version of the “Satisfaction with Life Scale” (65), which included five items, such as “the conditions of my life are excellent” and “In most ways, my life is close to my ideal.” Students reported their agreement with these statements also on a 6-point scale (“1” = “strongly disagree,” “6” = “strongly agree”). The scale showed adequate internal consistency in this study (see Table 1).

MIL was measured by the 5-item subscale of “presence of meaning” in the “Meaning in Life Questionnaire” (12), which has been translated into Chinese and widely employed in different Chinese samples (2, 28). Students reported the degree of their agreement with the five statements about the presence of meaning (e.g., “My life has a clear sense of purpose”) on a 6-point scale (“1” = “strongly disagree,” “6” = “strongly agree”). In the current study, the scale demonstrated adequate internal consistency (see Table 1).



Data Analysis

Before formal data analysis, the internal consistency of each measure was checked. To ensure correct longitudinal comparisons, the longitudinal invariance tests (including configural, metric, and scalar invariance) were performed for each measure following the procedures in previous studies (66, 81). In the present study, the structures of PYD competence (i.e., a latent PYD factor indicated by the three higher-order factors), life satisfaction (i.e., latent life satisfaction indicated by the five items), and MIL (i.e., latent MIL indicated by the five items) were longitudinally invariant. Specifically, the changes in “comparative fit index” (i.e., ΔCFI) were <0.01 in both metric (PYD: ΔCFI = 0.002; life satisfaction: ΔCFI = 0.006; MIL: ΔCFI = 0.004) and scalar invariance tests (PYD: ΔCFI = 0.005; life satisfaction: ΔCFI = 0.001; MIL: ΔCFI = 0.004). The changes in “root mean square error of approximation” (i.e., ΔRMSEA) were <0.015 in both metric (PYD: ΔRMSEA = 0.001; life satisfaction: ΔRMSEA = 0.009; MIL: ΔRMSEA = 0.006) and scalar invariance tests (PYD: ΔRMSEA = 0.012; life satisfaction: ΔRMSEA = 0.003; MIL: ΔRMSEA = 0.005).

A series of repeated-measures multivariate general linear model (GLM) analyses were performed using SPSS Version 25.0 (IBM Corp., Somers, NY, USA) to investigate whether there were significant changes in students' PYD competence, life satisfaction, and MIL after taking the “Promotion Subject” (i.e., from the pretest to posttest). For PYD competence, the aforementioned four composite scores were used as outcome indicators and the Bonferroni procedure was employed to reduce inflated Type I error. If the omnibus time effect (pretest vs. posttest) for PYD competence was significant, follow-up univariate analyses would be performed for each PYD composite score. To check whether there were any differences regarding students' changes across the academic year and gender, we first run the repeated-measures GML analyses with the academic year and gender as two between-subject variables. As there were no significant main effects of the two variables nor the interactions (F ranged between 0.003 and 2.29, ps > 0.05). The final analyses used the whole sample (N = 229) while treating academic year, gender, and age as control variables.

A cross-lagged path analysis was also performed using AMOS Version 25.0 (IBM Corp., Somers, NY, USA) to investigate the cross-lagged effects among PYD competence (the total PYD score was used), life satisfaction, and MIL as well as the relationship between changes in these outcome measures. As presented in Figure 1, there were four types of paths in the cross-lagged path model, including (1) three concurrent associations among the pretest scores; (2) three autoregression paths modeling the temporal stability; (3) six cross-lagged effects showing the effect of one variable's pretest score on a different variable's posttest score; and (4) the correlated change indicated by the association between every two variables' posttest scores. As the first three types of associations between the variables were statistically controlled in the model, a correlated change can be interpreted as a reliable estimation of how individual change in one variable over time was associated with the change in another variable (27, 67, 68). More specifically, the three correlated changes modeled among the three outcome measures answered the question as to whether students' wellbeing and MIL developed simultaneously (e.g., students' life satisfaction increased as their MIL increased). Because all variables in the cross-lagged model were associated with each other, the degree of freedom was zero and the model was a saturated one with perfect fitness.


[image: Figure 1]
FIGURE 1. Cross-lagged panel model among positive youth development, life satisfaction, and meaning in life in pretest and posttest.





RESULTS

As shown in Table 1, there were significant positive changes from the pretest to the posttest in PYD competence (omnibus effect: F = 11.56, p < 0.001, [image: image] = 0.20), life satisfaction (F = 15.26, p < 0.001, [image: image] = 0.07), and MIL (F = 4.12, p < 0.05, [image: image] = 0.02). For the PYD competence, follow-up tests revealed that students gained positive changes in all four compositive measures (F ranged between 24.89 and 46.05, ps < 0.001, [image: image] ranged between 0.11 and 0.19). In general, students demonstrated significant improvements in their psychological wellbeing, subjective wellbeing, and MIL, thus supporting Hypotheses 1 and 2.

Regarding the cross-lagged effects (see Table 2), MIL at pretest significantly and positively predicted posttest PYD competence (β = 0.17, p < 0.05) and life satisfaction (β = 0.19, p < 0.05), while other cross-lagged effects were not significant. Thus, Hypothesis 3 (i.e., reciprocal relationships between wellbeing and MIL) was not supported.


Table 2. Results of the cross-lagged path analysis.
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The three correlated changes were statistically significant (PYD competence and life satisfaction: r = 0.60, p < 0.001; MIL and PYD competence: r = 0.57, p < 0.001; MIL and life satisfaction: r = 0.56, p < 0.001), suggesting parallel improvements in students' wellbeing and MIL after the SL participation. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported.



DISCUSSION

Due to advances in information technology, there is growing adoption of online teaching and learning modes (e.g., blended learning and e-learning) in higher education settings in recent years. However, e-learning components have been less popular in service-learning (SL), possibly because SL is built upon an experiential learning pedagogy incorporating considerable interpersonal interactions. Nevertheless, mandatory social distancing measures against the spreading of COVID-19 have “forced” the transition of face-to-face teaching and learning to a non-face-to-face mode in SL. However, limited effort has been devoted to testing the effectiveness of online SL. It remains open as to whether the non-face-to-face SL experience involving online services during the COVID-19 pandemic is beneficial to student development. This study serves as a timely response to address this question and to explore the pathways underlying potential changes in wellbeing and MIL after non-face-to-face SL participation.

In the present study, students displayed significant positive changes in wellbeing, including life satisfaction and the overall PYD quality and its components such as cognitive and behavioral competence and positive identity. In line with most previous studies (50, 77), our results provide additional evidence for the hypothesis that SL experience would have a positive impact on students' wellbeing. Meanwhile, students also showed significant improvement in MIL, which is in line with the limited available literature on the role of SL participation in students' construction of MIL (35, 44, 45). The present findings may be explained by the argument that SL participation allows students to achieve self-development, social commitment, and deep reflection on life experience, which are important sources of MIL (41, 42).

The theory of SL highlights students' application of their professional knowledge and skills in serving the community, which would eventually benefit both the community and themselves (38). In traditional face-to-face SL, students provide face-to-face service in the community where they have deeper and closer interactions and relationships with their service recipients. However, during the COVID-19 pandemic, students could only conduct online services which might limit the effectiveness of their interaction with service recipients and their application of knowledge. Nevertheless, our findings suggest that SL participation in an online mode during the pandemic is also beneficial for university students' MIL and wellbeing. In other words, transforming SL from face-to-face mode to non-face-to-face mode may not necessarily hinder student learning achievement and development. This is consistent with previous studies showing adapted online subjects, including SL courses during the pandemic, remained as effective as pre-pandemic (52, 55, 82). In the current case, students interacted with teachers, service partners, and service targets through multiple platforms (e.g., email, phone calls, and social networking media) and they also committed to service design and delivery as previous students engaging in face-to-face SL. Such engagement and commitment may largely ensure the achievement of learning outcomes including both knowledge acquisition and skill application. In short, online SL is also beneficial for students' wellbeing and MIL.

Moreover, the improvement in MIL, life satisfaction, and PYD competence was significantly correlated with each other, suggesting that MIL and wellbeing improved hand in hand during the SL process. In the current non-face-to-face SL, students not only learned academic knowledge and service skills but also applied their knowledge and skills in serving children and adolescents in need through virtual learning platforms, during which they also had to deal with challenges and unexpected problems, such as technical issues, communication with different parties, and conflicts between group members. All these experiences may entail self-improvement, social commitment, a sense of helpfulness, feelings of self-worth and satisfaction, and deep reflection on life experience, which serve as essential sources of wellbeing and MIL (42, 69).

Despite a recent study showing significant reciprocal effects between MIL and wellbeing among Chinese university students (13), we only observed one-way significant cross-lagged effects of MIL on the two wellbeing indicators. Based on our findings, it seemed more likely that the enhancement in MIL during SL further contributed to the improvement in students' wellbeing rather than the opposite way. One possible explanation is that during the pandemic where there are uncertainties, suffering, death, and separation, life meaning is the foundation of wellbeing. At the same time, feeling satisfied with life and having positive mental health such as psychosocial competence may not be able to provide adequate meaning during the pandemic. As the present findings are not entirely consistent with the previous findings, it would be helpful to examine the issue and compare the findings during the pandemic and non-COVID-19 conditions further.

Two mechanisms may help explain the role of MIL in wellbeing. Primarily, according to the meaning maintenance model, the cognitive and emotional elements (e.g., clear and meaningful goals) integrated into an individual's sense of meaning and purpose directly promotes a feeling of wellbeing (70). On the other hand, MIL may promote other factors that contribute to one's wellbeing. For example, challenges and difficulties are inevitable during life transitions from adolescence to adulthood, and in transcending oneself in terms of focusing more on spiritual pursuit (e.g., cultivating oneself and helping others) rather than material urges. A clear sense of life meaning can serve as a strong intrinsic motivation that drives students to positively cope with these life challenges, hence enhancing university students' wellbeing (56, 71). Given limited evidence is available, more longitudinal studies are warranted to verify our speculations and explore the causality of the relationship between MIL and welbeing.

The present findings have important implications. Most scholars agree that SL (traditional face-to-face SL) is an important learning pedagogy that benefits not only needy people as service targets but also university students as service providers [i.e., the reciprocity of SL (38)]. This study provides additional evidence suggesting that non-face-to-face teaching and learning elements can be meaningfully incorporated into SL or other higher education curricula to effectively nurture students' life skills, life meaning, and wellbeing, even though these courses may involve intensive interpersonal interactions (52, 72, 78). The present findings inspire educators and youth workers to go beyond the traditional SL pedagogy and expand the scope of student engagement in community services.

First, non-face-to-face SL could be implemented even after the pandemic because of its convenience and cost-effectiveness. In particular, online SL makes it feasible to serve people living in remote places or overseas without traveling. For example, it would be exciting to develop SL projects for the left-behind children in developing countries where parents move to the city to earn a living. Likewise, people with reduced mobility can benefit from services at home, as long as these service targets have internet access. Moreover, such a pedagogy could be extended from the university sector to secondary school or even primary school settings. Indeed, SL has been empirically supported as a powerful teaching pedagogy for fostering students' intellectual, personal, social, and civic development from elementary school children to college students in the United States (40, 73). However, in Chinese communities such as Hong Kong, SL is a focus only in higher education. In the future, research efforts should be devoted to further investigating the effectiveness of online SL after the pandemic as well as beyond the higher education sector.

Despite the encouraging findings and potential implications, it is also important to note different challenges encountered in implementing non-face-to-face SL during the pandemic. For example, additional efforts are required to adjust curricula and train both teachers and students. In addition, service partners should be more involved to provide extra support as university students are not able to observe and communicate with service targets on-site. Moreover, online services might be less accessible for those needy people from low-income families who may be unable to afford digital devices and for those who lack digital literacy. In this case, support at the policy and institutional levels is essential for the future successful implementation of SL (both face-to-face and online SL) in all sectors related to education. For example, government sectors can set policies and guidelines to encourage schools to strategically incorporate SL in their school curricula and provide necessary resources and support. Meanwhile, government sectors, universities, and youth service sectors can jointly provide training programs for teachers to help them better understand SL and youth development theories as well as master SL teaching skills. Furthermore, extra support or resources should be deployed to both potential service providers and service recipients to increase the availability of online services.

The present study has several limitations. First, as the present study only focused on university students (i.e., service providers), educators and researchers need to further investigate whether other stakeholders (e.g., service targets) can also benefit from non-face-to-face SL and in what ways, such as testing the reciprocity view of SL and possible mechanisms involved (38). Second, without a control group, the present findings derived from the one-group pretest-posttest design might be attributable to alternative explanations (e.g., maturation) rather than the effect of the course. Future studies will certainly benefit from utilizing a quasi-experiment study that is more feasible than a randomized controlled trial in educational settings (74, 75).

Third, as we only included positive measures of wellbeing, it will offer illuminating insights if negative indicators, such as mental health problems (e.g., depression), are also included. Previous studies have indicated that a sense of meaning is a robust protector of youth mental health symptoms (14). Future research can examine whether SL experience in both face-to-face and non-face-to-face approaches can also help mitigate psychological distress among university students. Fourth, the effect size of the positive changes in MIL was not large and it was relatively lower than that of the increase in wellbeing. Some elements incorporated in SL, such as making contributions to community and society, may be especially essential for helping students find meaning (41). However, students might perceive less contribution in providing online services during the pandemic, which may hinder the increase in MIL. Nevertheless, more research is needed to identify what factors in SL experience are essential for promoting MIL. Finally, as the present data were obtained from self-report measures, findings might be affected by reporting bias. For example, students with better grades may tend to report higher self-evaluation on the measures. Although this is not necessarily the case as students did not know their course grades when they completed the questionnaires, future research can benefit from collecting additional data and investigating whether students' grades would affect the findings.



CONCLUSION

Despite the limitations, the present study adds significant value by showing the positive impacts of online SL participation on university students' MIL and wellbeing during the COVID-19 pandemic. The findings reiterate that SL participation is beneficial for students despite the change of implementation mode from face-to-face to online. Together with previous positive findings obtained from traditional face-to-face SL programs, our findings suggest that SL is a promising method to promote participants' healthy development in normal times and in times of crisis such as during the pandemic in higher education and beyond. Furthermore, the current study expands the research scope by identifying simultaneous improvement in students' MIL and wellbeing as well as a significant contribution of MIL to wellbeing. This finding helps explain the mechanisms underlying the benefits of SL participation and further highlights the essential role of having a sense of meaning in living a good life.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



ETHICS STATEMENT

The studies involving human participants were reviewed and approved by the Human Subjects Ethics Sub-committee (HSESC) (or its Delegate) of The Hong Kong Polytechnic University. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

XZ contributed to the design of the project, data interpretation, and drafting and revising of the work. WC drafted and revised the work. DS conceived the project, obtained the funding, and edited the manuscript. LL collected data. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



FUNDING

The preparation of this article is financially supported by Wofoo Foundation.



REFERENCES

 1. Shek DTL, Wong KK. Do adolescent developmental issues disappear overnight? Reflections about holistic development in university students. Sci World J. (2011) 11:353–61. doi: 10.1100/tsw.2011.5

 2. Lin L, Shek DTL. Meaning-in-life profiles among Chinese late adolescents: associations with readiness for political participation. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:5765. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18115765

 3. Sharp J, Theiler S. A review of psychological distress among university students: pervasiveness, implications and potential points of intervention. Int J Adv Couns. (2018) 40:193–212. doi: 10.1007/s10447-018-9321-7 

 4. Yu L, Shek DTL, Zhu X. The influence of personal well-being on learning achievement in university students over time: mediating or moderating effects of internal and external university engagement. Front Psychol. (2018) 8:Article 2287. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02287

 5. Son C, Hegde S, Smith A, Wang X, Sasangohar F. Effects of COVID-19 on college students' mental health in the United States: interview survey study. J Med Int Res. (2020) 22:e21279. doi: 10.2196/21279

 6. Hill CE, Bowers G, Costello A, England J, Houston-Ludlam A, Knowlton G, et al. What's it all about? A qualitative study of undergraduate students' beliefs about meaning in life. J Human Psychol. (2013) 53:386–414. doi: 10.1177/0022167813477733 

 7. Hu Q, Liu Q, Wang Z. Meaning in life as a mediator between interpersonal alienation and smartphone addiction in the context of Covid-19: a three-wave longitudinal study. Comp Human Behav. (2022) 127:Article 107058. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2021.107058

 8. Shek DTL, Dou D, Zhu X, Chai W. Positive youth development: current perspectives. Adol Health Med Therap. (2019) 10:131–41. doi: 10.2147/AHMT.S179946

 9. Steger MF. Meaning in life: a unified model. In: Snyder CR, Lopez SJ, Edwards LM, Marques CS, editors. Oxford Handbook of Positive Psychology 3nd ed. New York, NY: Oxford University Press (2020). p. 959–967. 

 10. Li, J.-B., Dou K, Liang Y. The relationship between presence of meaning, search for meaning, and subjective well-being: a three-level meta-analysis based on the meaning in life questionnaire. J Hap Studies. (2021) 22:467–89. doi: 10.1007/s10902-020-00230-y 

 11. Schnell T. The sources of meaning and meaning in life questionnaire (SoMe): relations to demographics and well-being. J Posit Psychol. (2009) 4:483–99. doi: 10.1080/17439760903271074 

 12. Steger MF, Frazier P, Oishi S, Kaler M. The meaning in life questionnaire: assessing the presence of and search for meaning in life. J Couns Psychol. (2006) 53:80–93. doi: 10.1037/0022-0167.53.1.80 

 13. Yu Y, Yu Y, Lin Y. Cross-lagged analysis of the interplay between meaning in life and positive mental health during the COVID-19 epidemic. Asian J Psychiatry. (2020) 54:102278. doi: 10.1016/j.ajp.2020.102278

 14. Lew B, Chistopolskaya K, Osman A, Huen JMY, Abu Talib M, Leung ANM. Meaning in life as a protective factor against suicidal tendencies in Chinese University students. BMC Psychiatry. (2020) 20:73. doi: 10.1186/s12888-020-02485-4

 15. Li, J.-B., Wang, Y.-S., Dou K, Shang, et al.-F. On the development of meaning in life among college freshmen: social relationship antecedents and adjustment consequences. J Happ Studies. (2022) 23:1709–35. doi: 10.1007/s10902-021-00470-6 

 16. Damon W, Menon J, Bronk KC. The development of purpose during adolescence. Appl Dev Sci. (2003) 7:119–28. doi: 10.1207/S1532480XADS0703_2 

 17. Çevik C, Cigerci Y, kiliç I, Uyar S. Relationship between smartphone addiction and meaning and purpose of life in students of health sciences. Perspect Psychiatric Care. (2020) 56:705–11. doi: 10.1111/ppc.12485

 18. Kim J-Y, Lee YW, Kim H-S, Lee H. The mediating and moderating effects of meaning in life on the relationship between depression and quality of life in patients with dysphagia. J Clin Nurs. (2019) 28:2782–9. doi: 10.1111/jocn.14907

 19. Shek DTL. Life meaning and purpose in life among Chinese adolescents: what can we learn from Chinese studies in Hong Kong? In: Wong PTP, editor. The Human Quest for Meaning: Theories, Research, Applications. New York, NY: Routledge (2012). p. 335–355. 

 20. Blau I, Goldberg S, Benolol N. Purpose and life satisfaction during adolescence: the role of meaning in life, social support, and problematic digital use. J Youth Studies. (2019) 22:907–25. doi: 10.1080/13676261.2018.1551614 

 21. Heng MA, Fulmer GW, Blau I, Pereira A. Youth purpose, meaning in life, social support and life satisfaction among adolescents in Singapore and Israel. J Educ Change. (2020) 21:299–322. doi: 10.1007/s10833-020-09381-4 

 22. Ryan RM, Deci EL. On happiness and human potentials: a review of research on hedonic and eudaimonic well-being. Ann Rev Psychol. (2001) 52:141–66. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.141

 23. Marks LI, Wade JC. Positive psychology on campus: creating the conditions for well-being and success. About Campus. (2015) 19:9–15. doi: 10.1002/abc.21174 

 24. Huta V, Waterman AS. Eudaimonia and its distinction from hedonia: developing a classification and terminology for understanding conceptual and operational definitions. J Happ Studies. (2014) 15:1425–56. doi: 10.1007/s10902-013-9485-0 

 25. Ryan RM, Huta V, Deci EL. Living well: a self-determination theory perspective on eudaimonia. J Happ Studies. (2008) 9:139–70. doi: 10.1007/s10902-006-9023-4

 26. Josefsson K, Cloninger CR, Hintsanen M, Jokela M, Pulkki-Råback L, Keltikangas-Järvinen L. Associations of personality profiles with various aspects of well-being: a population-based study. J Affect Dis. (2011) 133:265–73. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2011.03.023

 27. Zhu X, Shek DTL. Promoting service leadership qualities and well-being among university students: evaluation findings in Hong Kong. Appl Res Quality Life. (2021) 16:2475–95. doi: 10.1007/s11482-021-09922-w 

 28. Lin L, Wang S, Li J. The association between the search for meaning in life and adolescent well-being in Chinese adolescents. Appl Res Quality Life. (2021) 16:2291–309. doi: 10.1007/s11482-021-09913-x 

 29. Ryff CD, Keyes CLM. The structure of psychological well-being revisited. J Person Soc Psychol. (1995) 69:719–27. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.719 

 30. Waterman AS, Schwartz SJ, Zamboanga BL, Ravert RD, Williams MK, Bede Agocha V, et al. The questionnaire for eudaimonic well-being: psychometric properties, demographic comparisons, and evidence of validity. J Posit Psychol. (2010) 5:41–61. doi: 10.1080/17439760903435208

 31. Yubero S, de las Heras M, Navarro R, Larrañaga E. Relations among chronic bullying victimization, subjective well-being and resilience in university students: a preliminary study. Curr Psychol. (2021). doi: 10.1007/s12144-021-01489-x 

 32. Kilgo CA, Sheets JKE, Pascarella ET. The link between high-impact practices and student learning: some longitudinal evidence. Higher Educ. (2015) 69:509–25. doi: 10.1007/s10734-014-9788-z 

 33. Kuh GD. High-Impact Educational Practices. Washington, DC: The Association of American Colleges and Universities (2009). 

 34. Pike GR, Kuh GD, McCormick AC. An investigation of the contingent relationships between learning community participation and student engagement. Res Higher Educ. (2011) 52:300–22. doi: 10.1007/s11162-010-9192-1 

 35. Barrett MS. Fostering undergraduate spiritual growth through service-learning. Int J Res Serv Learn Commun Eng. (2016) 4:291–308. doi: 10.37333/001c.29627 

 36. Kolb AY, Kolb DA. Learning styles and learning spaces: enhancing experiential learning in higher education. Acad Manag Learn Educ. (2005) 4:193–212. doi: 10.5465/amle.2005.17268566 

 37. Kolb DA. Experiential Learning: Experience as the Source of Learning and Development 2nd ed. Upper Saddle River, NJ: FT Press (2014). 

 38. Henry SE, Breyfogle ML. Toward a new framework of “server” and “served”: De (and re) constructing reciprocity in servicelearning pedagogy. Int J Teach Learn Higher Educ. (2006) 18:27–35. Available online at: https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1068073.pdf 

 39. Mooney LA, Edwards B. Experiential learning in sociology: service learning and other community-based learning initiatives. Teach Soc. (2001) 29:181–94. doi: 10.2307/1318716 

 40. Celio CI, Durlak J, Dymnicki A. A meta-analysis of the impact of service-learning on students. J Exp Educ. (2011) 34:164–81. doi: 10.1177/105382591103400205 

 41. Zhang H, Sang Z, Chan DKS, Teng F, Liu M, Yu S, et al. Sources of meaning in life among Chinese university students. J Happ Studies. (2016) 17:1473–92. doi: 10.1007/s10902-015-9653-5

 42. Welch M, Koth K. A metatheory of spiritual formation through service-learning in higher education. J Coll Stud Dev. (2013) 54:612–27. doi: 10.1353/csd.2013.0089 

 43. Moran S. Youth life purpose: evaluating service learning via development of lifelong “radar” for community contribution. In: Aramburuzabala P, Mcllrath L, Opazo H, editors. Embedding Service Learning in European Higher Education. London: Routledge (2019). p. 51–66. 

 44. Opazo H, Aramburuzabala P, Ramírez C. Emotions related to Spanish student-teachers' changes in life purposes following service-learning participation. J Moral Educ. (2018) 47:217–30. doi: 10.1080/03057240.2018.1438992 

 45. Maples AE, Williams-Wengerd A, Braughton JE, Henry KL, Haddock SA, Weiler LM. The role of service-learning experiences in promoting flourishing among college-student youth mentors. J Posit Psychol. (2022) 17:131–42. doi: 10.1080/17439760.2020.1858333 

 46. Leung H, Ma CMS, Shek DTL, Law MYM. Nurturing service leaders through service learning for university students. Int J Child Adol Health. (2016) 9:211–21. Available online at: https://www.proquest.com/openview/2b0e69ae0957567d35f9d35b67483027/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=2034872 

 47. Tee PLK, Kalidas CS. Positive impacts of service learning on students' personal outcomes social outcomes. In: Tang SF, Logonnathan L, editors. Assessment for Learning Within and Beyond the Classroom. Singapore: Springer (2016). p. 211–223. 

 48. Chiva-Bartoll O, Montero PJR, Capella-Peris C, Salvador-García C. Effects of service learning on physical education teacher education students' subjective happiness, prosocial behavior, professional learning. Front Psychol. (2020) 11:331. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00331

 49. Yorio PL, Ye F. A meta-analysis on the effects of service-learning on the social, personal, and cognitive outcomes of learning. Acad Manag Learn Educ. (2012) 11:9–27. doi: 10.5465/amle.2010.0072 

 50. Salam M, Awang Iskandar DN, Ibrahim DHA, Farooq MS. Service learning in higher education: a systematic literature review. Asia Pacific Educ Rev. (2019) 20:573–93. doi: 10.1007/s12564-019-09580-6 

 51. Burton C, Winter MA. Benefits of service-learning for students during the COVID-19 crisis: two case studies. Schol Teach Learn Psychol. (2021). doi: 10.1037/stl0000292 

 52. Lin L, Shek DTL. Serving children and adolescents in need during the COVID-19 pandemic: evaluation of service-learning subjects with and without face-to-face interaction. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:2114. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18042114

 53. Tian Q, Noel Jr. T. Service-learning in catholic higher education and alternative approaches facing the COVID-19 pandemic. J Catholic Educ. (2020) 23:184–96. Available online at: https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1278602.pdf 

 54. Kodancha P, Sajnani KS, Raut A, Baboo S. Service-learning in Indian higher education: experiences of adaptation to the COVID-19 pandemic. J Serv Learn Higher Educ. (2020) 11:5–29. Available online at: https://journals.sfu.ca/jslhe/index.php/jslhe/article/view/309 

 55. Leung H, Shek DTL, Dou D. Evaluation of service-learning in project WeCan under COVID-19 in a Chinese context. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:3596. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18073596

 56. George LS, Park CL. Meaning in life as comprehension, purpose, and mattering: toward integration and new research questions. Rev General Psychol. (2016) 20:205–20. doi: 10.1037/gpr0000077 

 57. Huta V, Ryan RM. Pursuing pleasure or virtue: the differential and overlapping well-being benefits of hedonic and eudaimonic motives. J Happ Studies. (2010) 11:735–62. doi: 10.1007/s10902-009-9171-4 

 58. Fredrickson BL, Joiner T. Positive emotions trigger upward spirals toward emotional well-being. Psychol Sci. (2002) 13:172–5. doi: 10.1111/1467-9280.00431

 59. Shin J, Kim M-S, Hwang H, Lee B-Y. Effects of intrinsic motivation and informative feedback in service-learning on the development of college students' life purpose. J Moral Educ. (2018) 47:159–74. doi: 10.1080/03057240.2017.1419943 

 60. Campbell DT, Stanley JC. Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research on Teaching. In: Gage NL editor. Handbook of Research on Teaching. Chicago, IL: Rand McNally (1963). 

 61. Thyer BA. Evaluation of social work practice in the new millennium: myths and realities. In: Shek DTL, Lam MC, Au CF, JL J, editors. Advances in Social Welfare Service and Research. Hong Kong: New Asia College and the Chinese University Press, The Chinese University of Hong Kong (2002). p. 3–18. 

 62. Shek DTL, Zhu X. Pretest-posttest designs. In: Frey B editor. The SAGE Encyclopedia of Educational Research, Measurement, and Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications (2018). p. 1293–1295. 

 63. McElwain A, Finnegan V, Whittaker A, Kerpelman J, Adler-Baeder F, Duke A. Evaluation and lessons learned from an undergraduate service learning course providing youth-focused relationship education. Eval Prog Plann. (2016) 58:116–24. doi: 10.1016/j.evalprogplan.2016.06.002

 64. Shek DTL, Ma CMS. Dimensionality of the Chinese positive youth development scale: confirmatory factor analyses. Soc Ind Res. (2010) 98:41–59. doi: 10.1007/s11205-009-9515-9 

 65. Sun RCF, Shek DTL. Life satisfaction, positive youth development, and problem behaviour among Chinese adolescents in Hong Kong. Soc Ind Res. (2010) 95:455–74. doi: 10.1007/s11205-009-9531-9

 66. Chan MHM, Gerhardt M, Feng X. Measurement invariance across age groups and over 20 years' time of the negative and positive affect scale (NAPAS). Eur J Psychol Assess. (2020) 36:537–44. doi: 10.1027/1015-5759/a000529 

 67. Allemand M, Martin M. On correlated change in personality. Eur Psychol. (2016) 21:237–53. doi: 10.1027/1016-9040/a000256 

 68. Klimstra TA, Bleidorn W, Asendorpf JB, Van Aken MA, Denissen JJ. Correlated change of Big five personality traits across the lifespan: a search for determinants. J Res Person. (2013) 47:768–77. doi: 10.1016/j.jrp.2013.08.004 

 69. To S-m, Sung W-l. Presence of meaning, sources of meaning, and subjective well-being in emerging adulthood: a sample of Hong Kong community college students. Emerg Adulthood. (2017) 5:69–74. doi: 10.1177/2167696816649804 

 70. Heine SJ, Proulx T, Vohs KD. The meaning maintenance model: on the coherence of social motivations. Person Soc Psychol Rev. (2006) 10:88–110. doi: 10.1207/s15327957pspr1002_1

 71. Li J-B, Salcuni S, Delvecchio E. Meaning in life, self-control and psychological distress among adolescents: a cross-national study. Psychiatry Res. (2019) 272:122–9. doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2018.12.033

 72. Shek DTL, Li X, Yu L, Lin L, Chen Y. Evaluation of electronic service-learning (e-service-learning) projects in mainland China under COVID-19. Appl Res Quality Life. (2022). doi: 10.1007/s11482-022-10058-8

 73. Scott KE, Graham JA. Service-learning: implications for empathy and community engagement in elementary school children. J Exp Educ. (2015) 38:354–72. doi: 10.1177/1053825915592889 

 74. Lin L, Shek DTL. Does service leadership education contribute to student well-being? A quasi-experimental study based on Hong Kong university students. Appl Res Quality Life. (2019) 14:1147–63. doi: 10.1007/s11482-018-9644-x 

 75. Zhu X, Shek DTL. Impact of a positive youth development program on junior high school students in mainland China: A pioneer study. Child Youth Serv Rev. (2020) 114:105022. doi: 10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105022 

 76. Genç E, Arslan G. Optimism and dispositional hope to promote college students' subjective well-being in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. J Posit School Psychol. (2021) 5:87–96. doi: 10.47602/jpsp.v5i2.255 

 77. Shek DTL, Lin L, Ma CMS, Yu L, Leung JTY, Wu FKY, et al. Perceptions of adolescents, teachers and parents of life skills education and life skills in high school students in Hong Kong. Appl Res Quality Life. (2021) 16:1847–60. doi: 10.1007/s11482-020-09848-9 

 78. Shek DTL, Yang Z, Ma CMS, Chai CWY. Subjective outcome evaluation of service-learning by the service recipients: scale development, normative profiles and predictors. Child Ind Res. (2021) 14:411–34. doi: 10.1007/s12187-020-09765-1 

 79. Vittersø J, Oelmann HI, Wang AL. Life satisfaction is not a balanced estimator of the good life: evidence from reaction time measures and self-reported emotions. J Happ Studies. (2009) 10:1–17. doi: 10.1007/s10902-007-9058-1 

 80. Williams N, Horrell L, Edmiston D, Brady M. The impact of positive psychology on higher education. William Mary Educ Rev. (2018) 5:Article 12. Available online at: https://scholarworks.wm.edu/wmer/vol5/iss1/12 

 81. Zhu X, Shek DTL, Chan CHM. Promoting service leadership qualities and well-being among university students through an online course during COVID-19 pandemic. Int J Environ Res Public Health. (2021) 18:8162. doi: 10.3390/ijerph18158162

 82. Zhu X, Shek DTL, Dou D. Factor structure of the Chinese CES-D and invariance analyses across gender and over time among Chinese adolescents. J Affect Dis. (2021) 295:639–46. doi: 10.1016/j.jad.2021.08.122

Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher's Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Zhu, Chai, Shek and Lin. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.



OPS/images/inline_2.gif





OPS/images/inline_3.gif





OPS/images/fpubh-10-924711-t002.jpg
Concurrent associations at the pretest
Positive youth development @ < lfe satisfaction
Positive youth development < meaning in life
Life satisfaction <> meaning in life

Temporal stability from the pretest to posttest
Positive youth development ®

Life satisfaction

Meaning in life

Cross-lagged effects from the pretest to posttest
Positive youth development # —life satisfaction
Positive youth development * — meaning in life
Life satisfaction — positive youth development
Life satisfaction — meaning in life

Meaning in life — positive youth development
Meaning in life —life satisfaction

Correlated changes at the posttest

Positive youth development # < lfe satisfaction
Positive youth development # < meaning in life
Life satisfaction <> meaning in life

@Total score of positive youth development was sued.

Estimates/covariances

0.35
0.38
0.52

0.52
0.48
0.50

0.1
0.1
0.002
0.04
0.11
021

0.23
0.18
0.32

S.E.

0.05
0.05
0.07

0.08
0.08
0.08

014
0.12
0.04
0.07
0.06
0.09

0.03
0.03
0.06

Standardized estimates (r/8)

061
0.69
0.58

0.52
0.45
0.53

0.06
0.07
0.002
0.05
017
0.19

0.60
057
0.56

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001

0.46
0.38
0.97
0.51
0.03
0.02

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001





OPS/images/inline_1.gif





OPS/images/inline_4.gif





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Promotion of Meaning in Life and Wellbeing Among University Students During the COVID-19 Pandemic via a Service-Learning Subject



		Introduction



		Promoting Students' Meaning in Life and Wellbeing in Higher Education



		Promoting Students' MIL and Wellbeing Through SL Pedagogy



		Research Gaps



		The Present Study







		Methods



		Overview of the “Promotion Subject” During the COVID-19 Pandemic



		Study Design



		Participants and Procedures



		Instruments



		Data Analysis







		Results



		Discussion



		Conclusion



		Data Availability Statement



		Ethics Statement



		Author Contributions



		Funding



		References

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Public Health

Promotion of Meaning in Life and
Wellbeing Among University Students
During the COVID-19 Pandemic via a

Service-Learning Subject





OPS/images/fpubh-10-924711-g001.gif
Toal e o posive
ety

P
[

P






OPS/images/fpubh-10-924711-t001.jpg
Variables

Positive Youth Development

Gognitive and behavioral
competence

Positive identity

General positive youth
development competence

Total score of positive youth
development competence

Life satisfaction
Meaning in life

2Adjusted bonferroni valu

M (SD)

4.62(0.66)

4.42(0.82)
455 (0.57)

4.54 (0.60)

3.95(0.98)
4.00(0.93)

013. *p < 0.05. **'p < 0.001.

Pretest
« (Mean
inter-item

correlation)

091 (0.54)

086 (0.54)
088 (0.35)

0.95 (0.40)

0.90 (0.66)
089(0.64)

M (SD)

4.93(0.61)

467 (0.84)
4.75(0.58)

4.79 (0.60)

4.21(1.08)
4.14(0.88)

Posttest

« (Mean
inter-item
correlation)

092 (0.56)

089 (0.63)
089 (0.40)

0.96 (0.47)

0.94(0.75)
085 (0.56)

F value

11.56™2
46.05"

24.89
27.04

40,63

15.26***
412"

0.20
0.19

0.1
0.12

0.17

0.07
0.02









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Public Health





