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B.C.D 45053, AN TC 2 4 T S50 3T 1~4
5155 6.7 ZR Q1 TCAT AT R P57 3t 0 43, 8124
YR A JLE R Ly . RIS 3
R A e, DA S SRR BT A
5% % #2 1 Cronbach's a4 0. 798, H A &A1l
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£1 AEAOF4FETEFerti-QoL L= R LE
Tab.1 Comparison of the differences of different demographic
characteristics in Ferti-QoL

Variable Population Ferti-Qol. i/F value P value
[n(%)] (x5)

Total 680 (100.0) 52.61+12.25

Age (years) -0.257 0.797
<34 408 (60.0)  52.52+12.24
>34 272 (40.0)  52.76+12.28

Urban/Rural 1.375 0.170
Urban 549 (80.7)  52.93x12.19
Rural 131 (19.3)  51.29+12.04

Education 1.012  0.400
Junior high school
and below 95 (14.0)  50.93x12.19
High school/techni-
cal secondary school 134 (19.7)  52.37+12.07
Junior college 185 (27.2) 52.16+12. 11
Undergraduate 242 (35.6)  53.64+11.32
Master’s degree or
sbove 24 (3.5) 53.85+11.32

Personal monthly

income (¥) 2o 0.0
<4 000 141 (20.7)  51.18+13.03
4 000-6 999 288 (42.4)  51.98+12.31
7 000-9 999 148 (21.8)  53.17+11.29
=10 000 103 (15.1)  55.54+11.95

Reproductive history 6.315  0.002
None 598 (87.9)  52.04+12.26
First child 65 (9.6) 55.98+1. 46
Second child 17 (2.5)  60.00+9.24

BMI (kg/m?) 1.363 0.257
<18.5 11 (1.6) 49.43+10.33
18.5-<24 190 (27.9) 51.61£12.44
=24 479 (70.4) 53.09+12.20

Smoking 0.874 0.382
Yes 327 (48.1) 53.04+11.96
No 353 (51.9) 52.22+12.51

Drinking -1.129 0.260
Yes 216 (31.8) 53.40+12.45
No 464 (68.2) 52.25+12.15

FEFI B \MAAS 1353 ToAH M (P>0. 05) Z 40, Hidr
FAE R Z MR A (P<0.05) . BRI 2,

2.4 IE&.PR+NPE# S F#5 5 Ferti-QoL Z I8
MIFITRARB S EHT A bz, #17
T ZE AL 2 Wi . ¥ BT A B A & (SSRS.
MAAS . PR+PN) 44 A [a] 9 #5554 DL 50 Ferti-QoL B,
77 2% Wk B T (B 7E 1. 000~1. 081 Z 7] , ¥k T 5
(I S, 22 B AR i 2 (RIS AR A6 ™ 1 1Y) 2 R4

BT, CRAIE T [0 25 SR A R MR AT Sk

TER AT IE B AT, DL Ferti-QoL 1543
K78, DL MAAS 733 F PR+NP 7K Ry Hi A A8 i
PRI 1 H AR RN SSRS B 543, BRI 2 [ AR AN A
S A AR Y B 3 AR A B S R
JEAT o R 4 1 AR g g A SRR A AR 4
FEFE AR R AR 2 E KT HIA AEF S
IR 22 R R L T T A O A g . 25 R
7 AR 1R 3 T AR R AR 3, MAAS £ 4 f
PR+NP /K- 7E SSRS & 43 Al Ferti-QolL 353 2 [H] /& %
B A E R, BN 5 LR 68. 85% , MAAS 15
53 PR+NP 7K (4 AR08 o B 435510 28. 42% Fil
2. 73% , Ja A FE R o5 HE A 31, 15% ; MAAS 343 il
PR+NP 7K 78 & W 32 3545 43 Fl Ferti-QolL 75 43 2 [1]
RIEThAAER BN 5 R 67.52%,
MAAS 75 53 #1 PR+NP 7K~ 09 A A 200 o b 43 0
28. 78% 1 3. 70% , LA HRLN (5 LR 32. 58% ; 1i 78!
2 WS HRAS 20X Ferti-QoL A543 A4 4328400 5 1L
H 66. 95% , MAAS 1535375 F W S 745 53 Fll Ferti-QoL
1593 Z 8] e 88 o3 A AR L, o A RO L
31. 36% (P<0. 05) , PR+PN 7K V- 7E 3 Wi 32 131543 F01
Ferti-QoL 15 73 Z [H] A& & 4 th /- EH (P>0. 05) . 45
I 4 v S R FH EE A543 X5 Ferti-QoL A573 Y B 325000
hi H oM 62, 85% , MAAS 15 43 16 2 3¢ Al FH B 45 43 Fl
Ferti-QoL 1573 Z [] ZAEH 73 AR, A 2800
Ft ok 32. 77%, [ FE PR+PN 7K - 78 32 5 5] F 154
Hl Ferti-QoL 15 43 2Z [A] A& A& #5 th 4 /E HH (P>0. 05) ,
W3,

3 itig

AWEFESE R WoR 5 EE N H A R RE ST
FE , ASHIF 5 5 PE N B B Ferti-QoL K IR,
H5 MAAS K- RIEM K . RIE&K AT BT
TEO L FJRE] B M (ERFR AR, A7 b T BER B
PSR DGR T B AL, AT 2L Ferti-QoL. M. 73
AN F1 S T FE S AN E B PE Ferti-QoL R 1EAH ¢, 5%
T —2 Y AF RS RER A AR e R
R BREE T A R T B RO B A
DXFFRGAFA BN, YET Ferti-QoL fEAEAF A 2|
P25 . Hayden et al' "' tH3F B, X T 2K 4l Bh A= 7 B
AR EERUL L B THRYT I 252 0% AT i AR R |
22 9l e A ) o X A L H B BHAE 4
7 A BT B I, X AT BE 23 BE A IR R) F RS A A1 A 477
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F2 SSPSH4.MAAS 4 .PR+NP J Ferti-QoL #8145 #7
Tab.2 Correlation analysis of SSRS point, MAAS point, PR+PN and Ferti-QoL

Variable Xks SSRS Subjective support  Objective support ~ Support utilization MAAS PR+PN  Ferti-QoL
SSRS 38.42+7. 81 1. 000
Subjective support 22.72+4. 84 0. 848"
Objective support 8.52+3.45 0.719™ 0.332"
Support utilization 7.19+2. 13 0.577" 0.302™ 0.266"
MAAS 61.21+16.41 0.274™ 0.226™ 0.201° 0.166™
PR+PN 41.96+24.25  0.077° 0. 036 0. 082" 0. 068 0.039
Ferti-QoL 52.61+12.25  0.350" 0.279" 0.274" 0.206™ 0.434™ 0.155" 1. 000
"means correlation coefficient P<0. 05, “means correlation coefficient P<0. 01.
&3 ERX.PR+NPHEARBE B HE LS T Ferti-QoL Z E Y Bootstrap F1 7\ R #3%
Tab.3 Bootstrap mediating effect test of mindfulness and PR+NP between social support and Ferti-QoLin infertile men
Bootstrap 95%CI Effect proportion
Model Effect Effect value SE
Lower limit Upper limit (%)
Total effect 0. 549 0. 056 0. 439 0. 660 100. 00
Direct effect 0.378 0. 054 0.272 0. 484 68. 85
Model 1 Total indirect effect 0.171 0. 029 0.118 0.229 31. 15
SSRS—MAAS—Ferti-QoL. 0. 156 0.029 0.103 0.216 28.42
SSRS—PR+NP—Ferti-QoL 0.015 0. 008 0. 001 0.033 2.73
Total effect 0. 708 0. 093 0.525 0. 891 100. 00
Vodel 2 Direct effect 0.474 0.087 0.303 0. 645 66. 95
Total indirect effect 0.234 0. 049 0. 141 0.336 33.05
Subjective support=>MAAS—Ferti-QoL 0.222 0. 049 0.132 0.322 31.36
Subjective support—=PR+NP—Ferti-QoL 0.012 0.013 -0.013 0. 040 -
Total effect 0.973 0.131 0.716 1.231 100. 00
Direct effect 0. 657 0.122 0.417 0. 896 67.52
Model 3 Total indirect effect 0.317 0. 067 0.193 0.455 32.58
Objective support—MAAS—Ferti-QoL 0.280 0. 063 0.162 0.412 28.78
Objective support—PR+NP—Ferti-QoL. 0.036 0. 020 0. 003 0. 080 3.70
Total effect 1.187 0.216 0.762 1.612 100. 00
Direct effect 0. 746 0.198 0. 357 1. 135 62. 85
Model 4 Total indirect effect 0. 441 0. 108 0.239 0. 666 37.15
Support utilization—>MAAS—Ferti-QoL 0. 389 0. 105 0. 196 0.613 32.77
Support utilization—>PR+NP—Ferti-QoL 0.051 0.032 -0. 002 0.125 -

(A 06 . RIS, ACHIF ST 45 SR B, PR+NP /K-
5RE HAE Ferti-QoL S 1EA ¢ o BRAMFSY O UE 5L
TG TR SR T AR 1 A Ferti-QoL R BRI G [
NZE, ZR R RS EmOAT BT h TR
R 7 5 B MR 5T A2 48 T R RO BB R
PRALF TUATIRZS 5 R S 2R 0 43 06, i A B T 3R
K- ZE L A 1 T R

i A AR A i — P KB T MAAS 18 43 7F
SSRS 1543l Ferti-QoL XEK Ay AEH . HoE. 5
BEAEAFFE 2Bl 2 L MAAS 1843 5 Ferti-QoL. 56 &
Al o 4k 2 THEA T AW & B MAAS 1557
1 SSRS 1543 5 Ferti-QoL 22 18] & 4%t /- VR T, B 4k
RHE B TR AR, B 2 A9 B I A 4

DA TR AR P TSN, NI P BUE &
KA . EISMIESE ™ o, BV B IR B A
SRR MR R ZA RFEEREA S
AT RDE , L 2w B AP TAR R A A 5
B FILIE T A R A ek a R 2,
Li et al ™ AT 58 R B IE & 5 Ferti-QoL Ay 4% 0 4k
AR T 46 L P 2 S TE AR G , T i i el A
FeVATY L A 32 A5 07 B B A A S Ferti-
QoL

AHIFFE 45 H 22 B PR+NP 7K SP-78 B 1 AR 0 £
B SR BT M SRR 5 Ferti-QoL Z [A] 2
HAAERT . BIFFE R 00 B 0 2 52 e 53 MRS R
Jo it B BURAR B O B ) g | R SRR L 2
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J 1 5 R I S 5 e, DA T 0 R VR T A, R
—Jg PR+NP [, Ferti-QoL FE A SRR T, — I
FEXTEE RS2V HLIX 37 694 44 F % 5 MG WA A 2 B0,
2015—2023 4F [a] & §F 3 %% 46.78% T B &=
41.86%. R, B R E B s 55 N D1 RE LG A= 7
FRAR, OB R O B B , AU R4 AT 5
BHEMOIAM SRR, W BB O T
P 2 B A0 3L 5, DT A B TR SR TT A R
T2 5 Ferti-QoL.

SR, ASHIF5E PR+NP (1 AR  FLEAIG,
B m] BE A9 J5E PR T4 25 SCREXT Ferti-QoL Y 52 M) A
RERZMIEN . BT PRNP ZAM 44 ik ] R
T A B O B A O A SR AR R . R
RN A7 AN (A AR 58 AR B -0 3 E 47 R A
AR K AR e RS T AR & S HE 5 PR+
NP, 3] Ferti-QoL B 52 8 B 45 . 31X — K LA 250
PRR R 5 A 58 A W) 48 SO Ferti-QoL R R i
e, KA -0 B - AE 2 BR AR A AL T S0
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Research on the relationship between social support
and fertility quality of life in male infertility patients:

the parallel mediating roles of mindfulness and total sperm motility
Zhi Lihuan', Jumanali Mireyi', Mai "erhaba Abulizi*, Xu Hua®, He Lijuan1
(" School of Public Health , Xinjiang Medical University , Urumgi 830017 ; > Hematology Center,
* Reproductive Assistanceand Male Infertility Specialized Clinic, The First Affiliated Hospital of
Xinjiang Medical University, Urumqi  830054)

Abstract Objective To investigate the relationship between social support and fertility quality of life in male in-
fertility patients, and to analyze the parallel mediating roles of mindfulness and total sperm motility, thereby pro-
viding a theoretical basis for interventions aimed at improving fertility quality of life in this population. Methods
This study conducted a survey using anonymized electronic questionnaires among 680 infertile men from 2021 to
2024. The social support rating scale, mindful attention awareness scale, and fertility quality of life scale were
used to assess social support, mindfulness, and fertility quality of life, respectively. Total sperm motility was
evaluated through routine semen analysis. Pearson correlation analysis was performed to examine the relationships
among scale scores, and the PROCESS macro was used to analyze the mediating effects of mindfulness and total
sperm motility between social support and fertility quality of life. Results Pearson correlation analysis showed that
The fertility quality of life score was significantly positively correlated with the social support score (r=0.350) ,
subjective hosting score (r=0.279) , objective support score (r=0.274) , support utilization score (r=0.206) ,
mindfulness score (r=0.434), and total sperm motility level (r=0.155) (P<0.05). Mediation analysis demon-
strated that both mindfulness and total sperm motility partially mediated the relationship between social support
scores and fertility quality of life, with mediation effect proportions of 28. 42% and 2. 73%, respectively. Addition-
ally, mindfulness scores and total sperm motility partially mediated the relationship between objective support (a
subdimension of social support) and fertility quality of life, accounting for 28. 78% and 3. 70% of the effect, re-
spectively. However, total sperm motility did not show significant mediation effects between subjective support,
support utilization (other social support subdimensions) , and fertility quality of life. Conclusion ~ Mindfulness
and total sperm motility are potential mediating factors through which social support influences fertility quality of
life in male infertility patients. Clinically, mindfulness-based interventions to cultivate positive psychological
traits, along with strategies to improve sperm motility, may enhance fertility quality of life in this population.

Key words infertility; social support; mindfulness; total sperm motility; fertility quality of life; parallel media-
tion
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