R ELLHEF R A

2025 £ 6 A 755 6 H

HKEEAL 2P S W DA AT N &R

AT T
R RN ORIE Y e

1. BHREAFHTESQEZER, R
2. BRRZAXHHME SR EMTE RA K2 OBRS TR, &

i Z | RNREASETTMUSFAROACENXR, BRENASEUAEBNPNER, NRMBIENEDIE
o XBZREMSETIIEN . ENMMSIEUSRIBDFFRMLSMOEERN1173ZEDFHRTEE. BF
POPNBAASTR Y, EMESHTAEREL ST SFRASTAZBREBPNER, HaEmX—
PNMEBROBEHER, BIENMZENISFRMRTANKKAESEPER. AMAFTBR T LN IS
FEATEFINSEDERM ST ABNPINE, FRINTMIETIER, NIERHZETTINIZI0N%E
HRITABINERY ISR T HEIRCIANKER B R,

K | REASETION; BTN FERTA; M3 BOF
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1 5I§

Mo (PR SR ET 3 “Hos i
7 ) , RiAMARR YR XA RS AR A
B B RIR I (Kraus et al., 2012) o #h&Z 5 b
{738 B WA 255 v (socioeconomic status, SES)
FIFEWAL 20 (subjective social status, SSS) BIF52H
AL, FEATHIRIN G (Komdorfer et al., 2015; Piff et al.,
2010) o FEEFESBEOISAAREIR R, MHir 3R
WS SETERF I 25 A 5 8 AL 2 22 e b vr AN AL 45
wA: (FokE 4, 2015) o AT, SEAUFFEARIT 0

FE SR B AT 2 26 BT M 5 3R AT 54T M SC R M
FEPA B AN, DAASE P Tr %t 354 AT
AR T 2 B TR, XS AR R A X
B, Wk, HIT RS2 T 55 AR R AT
R FR, LU AL S A 7 R AT REAC S A A1
JH, R EPERIR TR, XRE A S 4R
FAL AT A BRI X,

MAETREI, SN RS FE ST R
FERA IS (Yuan et al., 2019) . Huin, H¥H
a1 A 1= S N AR AR T = LSS T I 2

RIS 2024FEHRAREAFASFELIF NI ITIEHIIE-ROAREEM (5HSX202510656522) ; 2024FE0) |14

BN SNSIEFETINE (SCI24ND316) o

BIWES: XIig, FAEREASHESSIVESSHRAIN, HREE: MNEERES.
WE&S|A: Rt SUIRRS, [BE, XUI18. (2025) REHSSTFTA SEDMFRHSTANER: —TERTNPMER. 2E02EF

B8, 716), 715-720.
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. & FEMBARAT N, SORFE R E A4
i) T4 P45 S AW (Piff et al., 2010) o k=2
4% (Durante et al., 2017 ) X8, SALSME M RE S
BN R TESRAE R AN AR, MARAL B 2 A AR
IR TS TRE ST SRnT, JCALRIF I Rk A
LB LS B B AR B B 20 ek s
47} (Van Doesum et al., 2017) . FAt&BEAMAAR
R AR I TE Z 03RS AT (AR 55,
2018) , BlansE £ iy IR AR S5 M & 5418 ( Korndorfer
etal., 2015) o DI, AHFTORE LAAP T DA NI
%, Wt SN2 (REREMM AT 5 E FE
WAt Sty ) SARASAT IR R, IR P IE W)
T AR R AT (L)

BT SR B E T AR WAt 2 2 B s

( Kraus & Stephens, 2012) , SEDENE, REASS

et ) BARSEFR AR FIEWOA . SCRFHE KT RIS EE
B (X394, 2020) o MR A MR AMASE T
St NGRS LA AR B A O AR 2 AR AL
BRI (Kraus & Stephens, 2012) . A EWAE
WUSESLIAHTR] ) J5 2 >4 . BREN BE AT ( Kraus
& Stephens, 2012) , HFFNEFZEAMIE (Adler et al.,
2000; Goodman et al., 2001 ) , HFWkhox (x4 k
AT AR TR L 2200 T2 WAt 255 s (Hu et al.,
2014; Johnson et al., 2011) . FEEFERBRITLIS ( Conger
et al., 2010; Conger & Donnellan, 2007 ) #§H, [ 3Yan
LTI DA 2 R BTE (IATTEA
ACEERE PRI IR] . UL A B IR ITEE ), RS BHEA BT
FALSAT AR THRFEH 2T ALY T D4R
JEGHREANRT R, AR TR LAT AR, SRR
BRI, EWAE A A AR N WA 2 2 G 5 B
ZEEFNMEH ( Demakakos et al., 2008) , FEEK:
EREAL AT S A S Z R IE T AER (B
40 AF, 2014) o L, ARBFTUHEN 0TS T e
PR RER LTINS DA ST IRCR (R
#2) .

PRI 2 R TR 4R (R E 1 U f AT M AE
28, AR ANBRE 3 447 AR A BRI M (Kraus
& Stephens, 2012) . Leln, P HAIZEHAL (Cross &
Madson, 1997 ) &3, MHHEF I, LtSREEFAEE
IRPERAT AR =4 o SSUEFST R, Lkt B PETE
ELopsth 2t (Loke et al., 2011; Zimmer—Gembeck et al.,
2005) , ZCPERYSEALSAT 0 E AR I O R AL, T
BN TAT SRR R (Eagly, 2009) o 1t
Hb, BV DN B BTEAR T T S A 1 AN A
R T tEE4E (Joffer et al., 2019) o KL, AWF5E
DU T BEFE AL 2 T2 AL 2 A Y A B A v T
YRR (R3) o

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0706114

2 HRFA*E

21 HARWRSER

SRR BRI, AHEE DU )18 5 e sp i 22
—PEH CEPEHIER) o TR —ARRRERT, fad il
WFFE A B R 2 A AR 9T H Y, JR3RIE A RS 5 AR
[ 22 R A = R I o Sl I 2 S S Nk
117345 /4E, Hh B a4:482 A (41.1% ) , LH691A
(58.9% ) . VI MI13E18% (FHFEIK15.01%,
SD=0.67)

22 WRIA

221 REHSZFHAL

A R WAL AT, AT T 0
R IR . R . CRZHERE . &
BRI . SRR AR . BFFT LA BReg AR
TEAGIE (PISA 2009; OECD, 2012) Ak, JE#s4
JEIBEREMER A (2013) Bkt LA S 23
PiFEE, FEEFWARA RS 1= “500000 K L
T Fle= “10JiTe KA B o CEHEE R R 4R E
W (1= “/NFERLIT 4= “KRERUE" ), L8
WOl &g R 1020 2 (1= “We Il Jl, 2k
Kl ERZ" $10= “ERICHHSEHMERZ" )
(Bh=2s, 2002) o B e BSR40 H 2T S5 R
WA i B A AR . R SR B A
SJobriESy, Bt E RN R R EA S 2B A PR R
(X85 4%, 2020) o, AWPGR, HOEREGSET
AT HR AT R -2.28 2.9,

222 EWHELHNL

KT AME EWAL S 2P R (T A,
2012) . ERATHAEIEEI (T ER et &%
FR RN . P AR B PSS E N ), B—
B ~ 1043314, Horh 1 3R EMMA AL, 103R
T B o A AT A B, e R
T T . AT, EE M Cronbach’s o &
HUM0.71,

223 EHETH

KB AR AW R R GGk 45, 2007) . &
FROE26NITH, AR ER: AT, BAR.
FIMLE . MR, TSR Z 20, RAS I
X, M= “EEAFE" 8l5= “ZEaFE” . K261
WA O E, B0l R IAEE ST il . AR
53, BRI Cronbach’s a REUCH0.87,

224 HIESH

K FASPSS 26.03E 4T R A FEAN AT, BT
BAOIGHEB ST T . AH DA TR I8 1 A R8s

K6
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23 WRER
2.3.1 RS FIAE=HH
RGN E VTR, REEFE 25

A AL R SRR A AT O 22 TR 4 4 2 TR A O
(r=009~034, p<001) . 3k, WIS =FHH
FEAE B AHIG

F 1 BEENERGITREXSITER

Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the main study variables
M SD 1 2 3 4

L. FhEtt o2 Gr 0.00 1.00 —
2. FWak o 5.34 1.13 0.34™
3. AT 3.47 0.49 0.09” 0.15™ —
4. 4 15.01 0.67 -0.05 0.03 -0.04 —
5. — — -0.10" -0.117" 0.10" ~-0.107"

E: CMARAEMBS (0= A, 1=J4) ; *p<0.05, *Fp<0.01, #FFp<0.001,

232 HABNELE AT H (B =0.134, p<0.001) . M, &

K Process ZZREF (Model 4 ) PEATH AN AL o
WK, FEAS 2B AL 25 1E (7 T 32 WA 4
Hifii (B =0.343, p<0.001) , EWshEHf7 BT

BE Ak 2 22 35 i S XoF 2 A 234 DA 11 4 0 A5, AN 8
(B =0038, p>005) , EXAEEHAT A H AN
(95%CI=0.018, 0.078) .

* 2 ENAMSUAIE PR

Table 2 Testing the mediation effect of family SES on prosocial behavior

R 1 (ERESAT
s RO 1 (GREFESATN)

A 2 (WAL )

B3 (GRAE2AT )

B t B t B t
REER 2T 0.085 2.904" 0.343 12.492™ 0.038 1.251
F A2 AT 0.134 4366
R 0.007 0.118 0.023
F 8.430" 156.059" 13.812"

E: B ARARENFZIG *p<0.05, ¥Fp<0.0], ¥¥p<0.001,

233 FRTHHANBLAL

K ProcessZZREF ( Model 59 ) #4778 ¥ A
RN AR AN E3FTR, MR AR R AL S 2
T Hi A U SR A S AT I E BN (B = - 0.005,
p > 0.05) , PEBIHASEETE Y WAL 2 A A sk
NEIRTEBEHAE (B = - 0.050, p > 0.05) . #RiMi,

P 51 BE A% R 1T 3 004 2 57 H A KON Y 2 B B AR

(B =-0.077, p<0.05) . #E— KRR
SN E R, B E WAL S SRR ST
FKRMEERT LA (By=0240, p<0.001; B 4,=
0.083, p <0.05) , ALEMRESITRKFHEET
BA:,

=3 HIEWHRA R

Table 3 Testing the moderated mediation effects of family SES on prosocial behavior

[R5 TS G R F B t
0.126 56.293""
R | " SES 0.339 12.300 i
531 -0.077 -2.800
SES x 5 -0.050 - 1.809
0.043 104617
SES 0.049 1.597
5 SSS 0.131 4219
i 2 FALSAT R
531 0.119 4.128
SES x 5 -0.005 -0.149
SSS x P -0.077 -2553"

E: B ALAAFEN R, SES= REASZHHAL, SSS = EWALS AL, WA KRR EMSEA (0= A, 1=%4); *p<0.05, ¥ p<0.01,

#EEp < 0.001,
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Figure 1 Simple slope analysis graph
4 itip W, RGBT AETEIR | ARG

AHRFE AR IER GBI I A48, RIUA AT
ARG, RN T D ER A S AT A S R
SATRIIRER, LR AL S 7 (4 Hr AV A B A
FEEM. TR, FEASEUHA S ks
PSR AT N B B IEAC, WA 264t
SAT AR TNE S TR WA K Ert S & vr i, £
TR R BEAL S AT AL 5 AL AT 2 A i
AERT, LRSS TR B b A AR . X
UEB 8 DR R EAt 22 B U M 5 AT 2 (] 0
o ALV L BTSE . ATFR S R ST T R
WHRERIPES (Conger et al., 2010; Conger & Donnellan,
2007 ) , FRFAEBIHEBEE IR DR AT R
BT B A R, TS A s, I
BRI RS,

W R MK At 23 20 M 5 E W s M 7 R I
o] B 7 AR R AT, XSRS T R . BT
FEEIBE T KIEALFHETY ( Conger et al., 2010; Conger
& Donnellan, 2007 ) , F53A MRABIREE RAH—2
(#X1EmH 4%, 2018; Korndorfer et al., 2015) o AR5
ZEREY], BRI E T DEI RN S 2
HF AT HoRh e, X SRRER TR SRR — 2
( Durante et al., 2017; Piff et al., 2010) . FeHEZERA
JRETTRETE T, BI6, mREL AT D4
AR FEWRERT TR . SR TIAbmsE . BB
AR R AT N R R A . M2 T, k4t
LGV KIERE DERERABNEZ, A RERHA
FORE AT R . K, SRR ST N B AR A G

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0706114

PERITHIE R Z , XA S At AT A A
T R R AL S A T M T AR S
BT, ASERANHBER, B TR R ST AR ) S
1] ( Korndorfer et al., 2015; Oakes & Rossi, 2003) . %
J&, W AT CERAR O B B il i R At S 4 T
i H R T L5544 2517 (Zhengetal., 2015)

FMA SRR BEA S AP 5 F DR S
TTAZEREZEPAEN, X — RIS T ki, &
o, R SEUA S EMAt S LT 2 A
REEARSE, X HRMAMET R 2 (Adler et al., 2000;
Goodman et al., 2001 ) , FIHZEEEMZ T SLTTHLA
5% /D4 FMERZ N S — e R EA —E
PEo ok A it ST R IE R T AAETE 5 o 5 &
A A AN AN E 2, FEARAR At S R Y
[, AT AT e A T 2 08 Wy A SRR,
AT B e B ISR I 2R ST . MLk
T, ARt S LT A R 5 AR AR 1
Ao bR, BRI AT A TR ST RO EE . WA
MATRERE D MREAER, MR MK EM S
e LX) 7 A AE SRS AT R S I A Z50E 1o I AE A FRIA
R (RDRWAL s ) A RESEEl, MEMERA R
TR AL S, AT A T ] TR T ot
B

AR LTI, E S HAAE R EEA ST A
S AR T R Z IR A 800 3Z B P R
TP TR R R RAE DA T2 004 2 M BSR4 54T R R
B I, SR T R4, BT, A Ssh
DEXS B A EAL AT ISR T Lok, i AL
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PIRERTE, AR SAT BB W3 e T A
X F ] AL S A, 0T A 23 T A 0 T 28007 S22 90 5 A
BAEB L BB G RME R, Z4m
ST RBREETEA, X —ERSRERR 2
(Loke et al., 2011; Zimmer—Gembeck et al., 2005) . iX
FERIE A ER, ATREES RT3 AR A . BhAL.
TR B AL AT R TAEAE N A TR 225 (Cross & Mad-
son, 1997) o MEFHA, LAX¥ I ARG SR
SR, ORI S e HoEAE S AR (Loke et
al.,, 2011) o N, ZePESRIPBTBRAILTE S (Kret
& De Gelder, 2012; Skoe et al., 2002) , MIE A& 35414
TR L, BARGEMSAT RS F WA 2 M A ¢
RO, LR SR AR S AT O AT fig 5 A S5 A AR
i IR R T R D)

whE, M TREMMEESETHAL, At
A 5 AR A AT AA G S B, HierERE
TS AV A 55 DA R ST A Z AR B EE AR
o Bk, 0t AR IR K AL S B ML 7 4
RIEMEEPER R, A 2T B WAL,
HEBIT A ST KT . ARt &8, 0
Fh 2B RS BVAT (52 10 R KA T E R B
BEARIFT A (Kraus et al., 2013) o BEAh, 7EXT
A S A B AL S D AEEAT T B, W S E 4k
EOJEER Uk o e 1Y A B TN S b= A o A e e S E S = = ¢
A7, HF WAL A 5 A AT R 0 R Ty
=Y.

RFFRANAEAE =R, B, MATprR It
REWIRSY , MELUEWTRIROCR, RRMFR R A0 5L
BRI, LA HER A I AR BRI REROC R . H
W, TR EHRARREVS B E D AR R R B, Kt
B EEIR A B HARTF SR RANTE R T AR SMEAR, AOk
WRBEY REARFRM . B5, AHRETHESLT
SOFE, SR ARG R H A SR AT
— LIk,

S
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The Association between Family Socioeconomic Status
and Prosocial Behavior among Chinese Adolescents: A
Moderated Mediation Model

Lu Yaru” Kong Xinyu"” He Siyao™” Liu Guangzeng’

1. School of Education and Psychology, Southwest Minzu University, Chengdu;

2. Key Research Institute of Humanities and Social Sciences of State Ethnic Affairs Commission, Southwest Minzu

University, Chengdu

Abstract: Previous studies have found inconsistent associations between socioeconomic status (objective and subjective

socioeconomic status) and prosocial behavior. Little research has examined the possible underlying mechanism of

effects of subjective socioeconomic status on the association between objective socioeconomic status and prosocial

behavior. Additionally, subjective socioeconomic status and prosocial behavior may be influenced by gender. The

current study sought to extend the literature by examining the role of a family’s objective socioeconomic status on

prosocial behavior and the potential influences of subjective socioeconomic status and gender. Participants were 1173

Chinese adolescents (58.9% female; M,,= 15.02 years). As hypothesized, highly family socioeconomic status adolescents

reported more prosocial behavior. Further, subjective socioeconomic status fully mediated the relationship between

family socioeconomic status and prosocial behavior. The association between subjective socioeconomic status and

prosocial behavior was stronger for boys than for girls. The current study adds to our understanding of the impact of

socioeconomic status on prosocial behavior.

Key words: Family socioeconomic status; Subjective socioeconomic status; Prosocial behavior; Gender; Adolescents
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