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Abstract

This study examines the relationship between family socioeconomic status and consumption deci-
sion-making style of college students, and the mediating role of self-esteem between the two. A
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total of 349 college students were surveyed using family socioeconomic status questionnaires,
self-esteem questionnaires and consumption decision questionnaires. Results: 1) There were dif-
ferences in the consumption decision-making style of college students in gender, grade, family lo-
cation and whether they were only children, and the difference in loyalty orientation of senior stu-
dents was significantly higher than that of other grades. 2) There was a significant positive corre-
lation between family socioeconomic status and self-esteem and consumption decision-making
style. There was also a significant positive correlation between self-esteem and consumption deci-
sion-making style. 3) Self-esteem partially mediates the relationship between family socioeco-
nomic status and consumption decision-making style. Conclusion: The family socioeconomic status
of college students can positively predict the consumption decision-making style, and self-esteem
plays a mediating role between the two.
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1. 518

BEEAMSARTTIRIE, KFEMNFENH ST HFE 2 B4k, FRE KA MM R EE3sm, Kt
TR KR T PR B G B . T 2 TR S XS & — O BRI m), FE 9 9% 38 e 4577 i 7 =X 72K (Sproles
& Kenda, 1986)3X i XU 2 B 1 VH 21 38 0F WP 26 I FR) 45 196 ST A SRR ], T 3% 8 A R B ) 45 R P g S
179 B B A3 (Wang et al., 2004; Wesley et al., 2006; Park & Gretzel, 2010) . ¥ 2t 58 KK AN 32 P B R 25
AMEFERIR . ST E . NGO DL S S5 R R IS (W05 55, 2021 URibelbe, 20155 ZEIGs, 6
otk 2020); ESZBISMHIAEL: SCAGLERE . SRS MMANE T 3R 7255 & 12 (Bikram & Sunpreet, 2019;
Islam & Chandrasekaran 2020; Efigenia & Grafton, 2020). 50 KB, 8 9 & 10 I 4 Fh i e 1 ok SR A48
F I — Sk 5 X% (Durvasula, Lysonski, & Andrews, 1993; Evans, Christiansen, & Gill, 1996). X1, 1t
AT PR RS AT AR A N A BE T S oA, XA DR 3 72 ok 2 A 94 38 1) ok SR XU 7 T A
R HIYEH (Sharifah & Anyanwu, 2018). #ilt1, R H S #2CRE I I S5 XUk 5 ST 48 5 0k B 22 1 5
AN NASIRL . [FIRE,  E AR A T KR )T 2 I S 07 s AE 22 o DRI, A0 SRBE TN T 2
)AL ETP R

MR YR TH %% &+ Ak BB (Ward, 1974; Moschis & Churchill, 1978), # &b AT A £ 5EMAMA I 2% 0
PRI 1), ANTIT TR AN [ (A3 2 A AU I o B ROAR B N R 4B S0 BE. AR ERA R AR AL B (Moschis &
Churchill, 1978). MA& R FEfh A +E 2 AREE Nl /2 FACRE, BRI, QB TAMAR T BB A RO F ikt 2
42 52 ()78 247 9 & < B B (Moschis & Churchill, 1978; Moschis & Moore, 1984). MEFRERET, Xt
RFBER FER R, FEEA S5 (socioeconomic status, SES)/2 FililANMA K e 2 51 B B &,
ESRIE T REER R RS MR B, 8 DAACBEZ BRI L SQBESZ 208 R B2 A1 A BEHRNV B JZ 1R 9l 48 A,
RFT FBERAE S TR IR 154, 2020). A BIZFAE G0 2E 2 RS0 HE 8 (Ecosystem  theory) s H
AN AR BB, E AR Wt S2 B AR SRS (I 5K RE « AR s (G DT, JAESR, 2011). T K EE A2
AU R A A R B A, anaiome H g ol BET L A AR S MR AL
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TAFRMREL SETHAR, SR KT E 20, W 0BT =L EEZ g, JLHE
Fer A ER .

F| % (Self-Esteem) FEAMAXT H & 8 11 S E RS PEAIFTERAAR B R 1295 (Rosenberg, 1965). [ 4+
OV Z IR TR B, 3 A 2 W7 5 0 BRAg B K 25 I AH G, 2 WAt 2 i 57 7T DATR o BRAgE J3E 7K o
BT LA R A 2 2 Ge A iy, MR B BEKCPm (BHE, JE % 4E, 2018). MREE1E(2000)FEH, HE
ST B BRSNS FE RS BAALS o a0 XTSRRI TE M PR B S A T R 2 R . v
TPRH WG BZ RGN, 9 N B RNMETE R LR, AT AR WP g, Fithaxt
TH PR AN P A R (e I, AR Au e, 2020). AR S HTE TR EERIL: UAMRIEARY) R T RS
WRR, BESZHHEEASHI. UM EEFEN AR, Mt B 5 &t BN R,
IWNH OIS RS T | SN, A — st A (El i, DR, 50, 2003). Hke LA H,
N HE AR R 28 S LEVASES R SSUSY PR

H AT CA B MW TR T PR S WU, (H G T KA 22 R UF HLAT 538 9 PSR UK 2 TR ¥ 06 R 1
AW, H AR R R A AT S KA S O AN 200008 A A F A8 4 T LT
WRFAT NP R RE K. B, T RFAERFEZ S AN B BT 2RI I 9 e sk KU,
TR R BEAL S GG A X S A T B e SR XS (RS o EER S 2 T B IR N B AR 2 1 5 KU 1 R A
BLEI (YR 55, 2022), 7RSI Z AT DO SRR R K 51 58703 R A 109 2 AN E RS2 L4 5
ZE b, R FREE AL TR RERS 1 17) T 9 Dok KA, H BRI — i R B R A EH .

2. AR GE
2.1. BAEHR

W ERBURAERTE, WA TR . AR A LU RRUR 2 403 4y, AR A5 349 4y,
AR 86.6%. A 5tk 75 44, LMk 274 4 FKEELL TR 200 44, AL TR 149 44 phA:1
%124 %, MAET L2254, K—244, K484, K=294, KIU120 %, W7t 128 4. XFF
TSN 312 4, BB N 37 4 (C A1 6 4H XBREMII ).

22. fiRIE

2.2.1. REHSZFH{IE]%(Social Economic Status, SES)

AW FAE LS ITARE L F4k52(2007) FERIIE(2016) I SCAR R, K AERIBE R BRI N 5
NEGIFEr: ONFRUURT WY L YR (th R e . CRTT L YRR L “ERRAET
SCRABEERME RN 08 5 ANERIE 7 “RNSFAE” « U5 si(CAN). #HT, Meg” . “—
FOE BN R — A ARN IR BB SRR TAE N R (B A #m)” .
R RE TN RN RARHG . AFIGHYE)” s KA RIS A 12 ASKFE 5 “2000
JLEAR” . “2000~3000 JC” +e-e “12 B K UL B S ST, BB B E AT SEEMFIR
G pE HWN =05 Fe A bR 73 AT TH 5, AR SES = (0.82 x B2 HE AL +0.81 x SCREHIA
W+ 0.76 x FKEEWLA)0.63 (L4725, 2010), fFH KEEM 2L FFHALINZE 51555 SES. AW Fi#ik SES
1553 JEHI7E 6.38~40.35 Z [A]. SES 1371k, REFKEEHE L TFHAE S .

2.2.2. HRE I E

AW FHH Sproles Al Kendall (1986)Zw ], K142 F14ETHA(2012) 11T BITH 2% 3t 35 XUE 1) 46 . TH 2R E 1)
TSRS R 004G 38 T H , LA \ANMERE, BIG BT W MhahFm . s m . Swsm . R min
Sm. B BT AFEMERS . WERE 5 MG, N CEERARRT B “EEEET
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ATE 1~5 53, 1950 P R SR AR R B o %R R AEASHIE T I P — M R % o 9 0.85.

22.3. BHEE

H %K FH B Rosenberg i, 17 55 A (2010 BT s SR B SR, iIZERAH 10 B8 H, R
H 4 fadsr, W “RAREE” 8] “AEm/ET 2l 1~4 4y, KAr{E 10~40 Z 18], 5r8m, HEEGER
e AWFFHIZERNNE SRS o N 088, HHRIFNERE.

2.3. HiEALIE

K ) AT i, ER A E LS W, IR RAEE R 05 . ] SPSS
23.0 BAF, XMPAFRESEBATIFTAMERR . MRS RREREEL MRS BEHT
HEREMERL; R Hayes %t (1) Process A& P41 i2E AT Hr A ORI AG B6: o

3. R oH
3.1. XREFEREKE

K Harman A3 20 ridont A D S Bt it A7 T IR R VR 70, 85 ROREL, 36 14 DMRAIEIR K
T L AR TR R, B R3S R Ry 15.02%, /N T 0% bk, w0, AWTFEALE
8 B S (K 3 [ 7 i 22

32. REEAOGHFZEAHBRRNIE LOFS R

DA CAER . B FEEFTEMARE BOIAE T 2OV BAR R, W R AT R SRR P 8 AN
BEAT 30T, WA Lo R ARTH O R SRR OIS 1 3 ) AVRT [RD 5 2 [ 4 FEAE VR ) PAFFE B35 2, Utk
I 3 [F) P A 0w T Ik, DRV T 1Y 20 3 R A5 0 4R BE v T otk o KSR AR T SR SRS 1 3l 2
[, BT RMRER L R EER, KTEFERK, EhshFad, REM0TFH6E5RE
THAME ABWIFF, KPP A R E TR KB L ERERS I, KM
PR R T A R AT R G A AR B SRR 1) it L TR 4 3 17 2 5K P A2 1 _E A7
R E 22, SRR R E AP IR 0 3w T AN o KA AR S SR 1R 58 58 3 R A2 75 Ak
AT LR AR RE SR, WET LMD B s TAmAE T &,

Table 1. Differences in consumption decision-making styles of different college students’ demographic variables (n, X+ s)

=1L FRXFEAOGHFLEEAHBRENZ LNEREEN, X+5)

i ROESR MHSE RMSE GRS %ﬁgﬁ o1 “EZ% SE S
3.46+053 3.50+045 3.52+0.44 358+0.70 3.58+0.70 3.04+0.66 3.07£0.70 3.70 £0.52
P 3.48+0.40 3.50+0.40 3.62+0.45 3.75+0.68 3.75+0.68 3.27+0.67 2.79+0.70 3.63+0.57
t -0.30 0.01 1.20 -1.74 -1.91 —2.66** 3.00** 1.00
K— 3.40+0.46 3.42+040 2.81+0.85 3.42+0.53 3.79+0.70 2.86+0.65 2.82+0.69 3.55+0.51
K= 3.37+0.43 351+044 290+0.75 350+0.36 3.65+0.70 3.14+0.62 2.91+0.73 3.60+£0.50
R K= 351+055 3.66+048 3.09+0.73 3.71+0.48 3.77+0.65 3.33+0.85 2.99+0.91 3.82+0.55

Ky 3.49+0.43 356+0.42 293+0.77 3.74+0.47 3.85+0.66 3.25+0.72 2.86+0.68 3.73+0.61
A 351+040 3.40+0.36 2.87+0.75 352+0.42 3.57+0.68 3.27+0.58 2.80+0.67 3.57 +0.54
F 1.18 3.82** 0.64 6.66*** 2.87* 2.32 0.51 2.31
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Continued

FEE  gfili 3.47+045 3.49+040 3.02+0.75 359+0.44 3.66+0.72 3.30+0.70 2.82+0.71 3.67+0.56
ﬁif A 347042 350+043 2.75+0.75 3.62+0.45 3.78+0.64 3.11+0.62 2.89+0.69 3.63+0.57
t 0.004 -0.176 3.23%* -0.79 -1.63 2.59% -0.96 0.66
pp MET 2 349+044 3541042 298+0.76 3.66+0.43 376+0.70 3.31+0.73 2.81+0.80 3.78 £0.54
T ek T4 3.474043 3.47+041 2.86+0.76 3.57 %046 3.69+068 3.17+0.63 2.88+0.65 3.58+0.56

t 0.43 1.53 1.41 1.83 0.94 1.93 —-0.91 3.25**

JE: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, F[d.

33. RKEERELFMA, BESHBRRRIMEZEREXS T

e 2 iR, FEMSGUAL. E S ST RIS P L (B B3 IR . M, RgEtt s
LB L5 B SR A R IR R D PRElF R SRR I S R 8 58 AT A AT A 1A
Ko HEPFE . RFINDET A AT (E 5L R E 5 TR SRS B0\ A B A7 A 2%
ARG FKEM AT S B SAFE R % R R

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of the variables of household socioeconomic status, self-esteem and
consumption decision-making style

=2 KEMASZFME. BESHERENESTENERSEITIEX S

M SD 1 2 3 a b c d e f g h

15z
Heg 2118 761 1

Hofir

2H% 2656 241 0.14** 1
3%?;? 129.86 13.06 0.18%% 045%* 1

T

aé”rg 347 043 0.17%% 0.21%%* 0.66*** 1

bgrjj 349 041  0.13% 0.43%%* .83%** 0.47** ]

¢ A 291 076 0.26%** (.22%** (55*** (20%** (41*** ]

d ‘q‘—‘]‘ﬁ *kKk *kKk *kKk *kKk *

ey 360 045 0.08 0.29%*%* 0.67*** 0.39*** (.51 0.11 1

e Ik

Wt 371 0.69  —0.00 0.38*** 0.61*** 0.29%** 0.60*** 0.13* 0.38*** 1

5

f Hﬂ- '\éj *kk *k*k *k*k *k*k *k*k *k*k *k*k *kk

s 322 0.67 0.20%** 0.27%** .65%*** 0.31%** 0.46*** 0.47*** (.34*** (.23 1
ggg; 285 071 -0.04 0.12* 0.29*** 0.03 0.23*** 0.17** -0.09 0.24*** 0.04 1
hl;é% 365 056 0.14** 0.38%*%* (.72%** 0.46%** 0.49%** 0.20%** 0.50%** 0.43*** 0.36*** 0.10 1
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34. BEEEREM LA SIHERRERR BB RNBR S

K F Hayes J1 4 1) PROCESS #2518 i Bootstrap J775:i#EAT AR NGB, %52 H BAE K At S 4050
HOAT 578 3% PSR IS 2 TR R A RS E F o FLHRREAR R IR 5000, E(E X IRN 95%, 1% 3 fim.

Table 3. Regression analysis of family socioeconomic status, self-esteem and consumption decision-making style

3. KEMSBFMA. BES5HERENEELEENEADH

SRR oA

TH TR RS FBEAL T HAL

B FBEA T
FBEA T HAL
TH PSR RS
SRS

BRI G TR
R R?
0.18 0.03
0.14 0.02
0.46 0.22

E
12.22%**
7.16**
47.65*%**

i [ V9 22 55
B t
0.32 3.50%**
0.45 2.68%*
0.21 2.56%
2.33 8.96%**

SRR, FEEAE G GRS 9 R SRR T 45 SR B 2 (F = 12.22, p < 0.001); KEH 405
Hiu A7 AT AIE ) Nk 224 E 2K (B = 0.45, p = 0.008), [ A% IE [ TIY 2 v 35 XA (B = 2.33, p <

0.001).

HA RIS R INE 4 PR, T ERARIE 1o G5REIR: BN T REA ST HALAIE RN
RPN R 25 . e, BT B R KUK B B RN B35, TR AONE o S RN T R D 34.4%,
BEXAAEE 0. B, HEMEFREEASZ TS W Ptk 58X W 7 th A R

Table 4. The mediating effect value of self-esteem on the relationship between family socioeconomic status and consump-

tion decision-making style

=4 BEEREASEFMASHBRR NS B H NN E

Bootstrap95%ClI
TiH BRSLAE o B b A
s TR
HEMN 0.21 0.01 0.05 65.6%
[543 RONE 0.11 0.02 0.20 34.4%
SR 0.32 0.00 0.14
A
3:0.05** \Q***
E AR L DA MEE RN s
¢'=0.21*
Figure 1. The mediating model of self-esteem in family socioeconomic status and
consumption decision-making style
1. BEAEREHSEFMNSHBERK NP NEE
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4. g
4.1, REXHBARNBHWAOZEEER

B, T R RE U T I T AN R 20 3 AR EAAE R E 2R, XS Ritu (2020) 7T
GERFEA B, DM WS RG ST BN, XAREN BT L B ST . AR s T
SRR AT L) RIE 2w T otk XA ReR S B A SCR i I BOESR PR SRR sy ok, XAl
15 55 L0 AR B DR SRR PRI 0¥ 3 R0 R [R5 20 S 150 7 THIAF AR 22 57

Hk, ASFEGER AL T B SRS T (SR A A RS IR P A AR 22 5%, X5 Liu 55
(01N KIRT FL A RIEA —B . FGRIRES REI, MHBIARES, K=55 HIrhsh T, XA aen
PN K =R AR R — K I RS K2 S GRS R 7 — 2554, AN K Y i) 2228 AR 2% 18
BV R AR ZACR I G, AR AT T AR iy RIS o3l — 28 R4k Oz AT B0 (1 A 7 W 5K
B e, 2 HBICT BRA LI SE B SRR R &, R TE ST T A E s R A
T R AN 2 (I YT, AR ATTAE D ST i 2% RE BIAE AR IR RE S A5 iz b, BT DAFE RN IL
TR T HAEL.

B, SRR AR AR IR T PR 2 A A B3 ) I B 16 O T e T R AR AE AR (222, A T AR 5
KA TARMA T L XEERARE S ZEMATOROLZERA K ZUE BRI 122 A4 foph A
T MR FER GERGUAIT AP (GRS, A Fnth, 2020), FAELEM T AE S T 2 WA LRl B8 208
SR A AN [ F7  (Chen, 2015); fEFR AR 2 SCAC 5, AT KM MRRER R, RS
AT I 5838 T

42, REEREMALEFMA,. BESHBRRRARZERXHR

RSB Hra R BN, KRR K EEAL S 2 T AL 5T 28 R SRR 2 828 IEAH G . oy,
FBEA LB AL P SR P I S R A PRB R SRR A IS R 58 58 T 1 LA O 1)
ER . XU, R AEMFREA LU AnBm, X T RIS, AR M. SERRER M, &
WLRAT I R 218 i DU I N S o (e /D 55, 2009), I B4 58 2 1] SO B 4 26 AT 1
NEH

FpErt 2T 5 B8 W R R E B, HFHRERSGF A B A IR R FNEM,
4505 AR AR (2018) U T4 R — 8. REp A R E A R BF AL B I, Al TR B Bt e, AL
FIEA AT BARI R AR, AT (R 8, W2 i, A 2 A 8w
B R AT, FKAKAERE R Z XTI E o 22 A AT B A DB ] 3, I8 LRI B w5, Bl
FEAE R I AR R A& 7 AR 2 (D B 7

H 5 VH B RS ARG S S LR 2 TR AR B I OG . Ferhy, B TN Z0 e, R Bk
SRR 0 At 38 248 P2 AR A AE B35 O IE 1R B . X AT RER RN 2 R AR AFE B R i B B0, S8
5 NHEAT B L LLIRCERAS B iR A DA T, DIV 90 ok SRR A gt 2 Fre B0 b B 3L 3 P 28 R SR XA
43 BEEEXRFEREGZLFMASHERRIEHHNER

AWK, KEEA AR SRR 2 QU AL 5 S SR Z R thA AR L. i1 BB Ay
RERAG s RAAE SR BE AL 22 0 R AN BE S B 12 1E 1) THEI VA 2l ok SRXUMG , 3B T DU R B 5 1) 42 T 000 7
PR AM . X —EE R, M REENFRER G AR R, ER5ZE BN T, Mifiik
TAREVERE AT 8. HATH QB AW AR, IBA KA B B8O RIS I 2 W REiLHEae B3l
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BT IO, T 2A0 E B SBR G BRI R . BTLL, SR 6 BT K 2 A AT B 1 2 0 B
HE, WIFFRE “WARM R RGN, 26 WA 20 S EhA, DAk RS A AR T
TERTE PG, T3 — 538 RO R ST B0, AT RS BN & 52 hR . A HE 1 2% .
5. &g
1) KB R P g AR LA TR FE, It 2R p s 1) 8 A4 i 35 B AT 53 1F 1A T 76 FH
2) KL MR REAE 2% DF ML A S e e RS LA BOE T, ok, RBEAE S 2B M6 3 2 p s
R S PSR SRS I RS R 5 2 S LA T 1 TR PR B
3) HRTER A LG T A 59 B e KUK 2 TR R AR

SE
W, SR (01)). R AEERERE S S TN A —— ST AES REWBNMA ST, HHHFL, ©)
146-148.

MR75, MidkEr, FBRKNL, 2RIR(2021). #HIBTE R A SR L AT N 5 V8 B s KA (RIS AR . 0 1 e 00 P 5 5
# 29(10), 1566-1570.

Wriwe R, PR, FMPET (2022). K28R KB AL 22 2 U AL 5 HAMY R SRR A (K 56 | 7 &0 2 124 5, 36(11),
987-992.

FRRI(2016). 5EE4E 226G b (AT AE S HE N ORI, SUHE AL 2 B h AP, 54 FEFT5%, 36(4), 30-45.
PREH8(2000). B FULHLAH 2 12 A 0 0 L LA R (2), 58-60,

X8, BAH, RBOE, %(2020). FEEHE 2285 ML 4 LT RO R, 52 BER BRI A1 26 TE HESRS &
BER P AMER. OHK L HE, 36(2), 240-248.

RN, 5 A (2020). KA T B UL S B v SR MO LB A RO A B e, 28(6),

925-929.
RRBHE, 0% 40 (2018). K pErt e DR hr . O BEBEACKS ARON B 7 LB B SO RO . A7 [ i 00 P 5, 26(6),
1182-1185.

(FH%(2010). 24 K EEA L5 AL (SES) I B LR, # F 547K, 6(5), 77-82.
ITRIE, H4k52(2007). KEthagptthin . BOMPINLSIEEN R R, OHELRS5#HE, 23(1), 30-34.
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