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Abstract

This study focuses on the risk decision-making behavior of university students, with objective fam-
ily economic status as the independent variable and risk preference as the dependent variable. It
examines the effects of objective family economic status (SES) on the level of risk preference among
college students. Specifically, this study tests the mechanisms of whether subjective social status
(SSS) mediates the effects of objective family economic status on the level of risk preference and the
moderating role of social comparison tendency. In this study, the objective family socioeconomic sta-
tus scale, college students’ subjective social status, social comparison tendency questionnaire, and
Chinese Sensation Seeking Scale were used to sample 98 males (31.30%) and 215 females (68.69%)
in Jiangsu Province (Suzhou area). The age range was 18~33 years (MD = 21.07, SD = 1.89). The
results show that objective family economic status and its three dimensions have significant posi-
tive effects on college students’ risk preference level and subjective social status (SSS). In addition,
college students’ SSS has a significant positive effect on their risk preference level, and college stu-
dents’ social comparison tendency has a significant positive predictive effect on their SSS and their
risk preference level. College students’ social comparison tendency positively predicts their SSS and
their risk preference level. Finally, college students’ SSS mediates the effects of college students’
objective family SES on risk preference level, and such an effect was moderated by their social com-
parison.
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1. 51§

2017 SR DURZGH ARG E, PLAE « RIS O FL A A5 758 SCREFE IR 78 R 28 75 [ B
177 JH b — 207 B RO B 1 (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), KUK e 5 Rl vk S0 322485 31 1 tH AL IR AT
(Kahneman, Tversky, & Amos, 1979; Kahneman & Tversky, 1984; Kahneman, 2003). [FF£2 X—3K 200 Jo&
RIS, RIFERFRAS T 200 o, £33 200 ;oA LLKR T 200 7o T 58 A N B8 BRI S 2 1] 55 2 2 At
LAEFZE NATTE RS TR 5 2 Z2TokE IR, SN R AR ARZ . M Ethad 50 AR A, O T XU P sk 1) s
DRI 2T 6 M R 3 B AN 2 WL PR B DR 2%, 8] [R] B DV AN S W AR P RS DR 3%, XU 1 3 30 A R 0T B ol

X RS SR AT 9 A L o NATTHE 1A 1 s XU SRR IR 2R 05, i mT A R R R R — 24t
I AL B R 2, MM e . R, ik, HEREEEASERIENAS R, MEEM
HHRSEINS, AUACEZ A )2 AN N R] 2, SRR KR 2 4 52 B 520 o 550 AN AR XU o 352 1) JL DRI I 22 76
o, L MBS, I, v 7 A RO IR . RGN XU R SERE T, R XU SR S AT 5T R AT BB AN
IS E R

AR R LR, UK B SR B AL £ 257 Hufiz (Social Economic Status, f&jFK SES) A H 48
B, KM KE AR R, T 247 (Subjective Social Status, % SSS) N AR &, 4 Hhis i
A&, BIEFOR AR SR BE SES Xof H RS IR L], A LU R BER R QU A= S B 56, AT
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FORAT TIEREIEIHT . 2 ST T RS TR SR S M (R 2, B R R ERAE A G AR A L 17 4 b 5 TR SRS SR )
FAFE . TAHEFURYE K AERR R B SR i, RPN FER S —— % MK BE = 2P AL E 8 B AR
&, R I ERNLS . R, ABFFUMN T X RZAEAEAR S A &, A3 WAt A A
thos b, FAh o R N AR, Sl T o B e e 3 Ak et S () AR,
— PR R T KEE LT AL RS R I A R BJa, AWFFu@EdSHERSRY, F£5 7
o AR A B R SR KB A L 2 A B LA XS RS 7, R4 R R it R A .
2. Bl

AR OB 22 A 3 S0 R A TS UM AR VE 1) SES XX fh f A w3 R, BRI, M
A EHEREE . N EE SES, BF TG GEI T AR W BN, F XU i 223 DRt 52 3]
o, AMASTE A T A& $H XU (Ellis et al., 2017; Sheehy-Skefngton & Rea, 2017). 4R1fi, Amir 25 A (2018)
IWABET-Z R I AIRAK SES A KU (i 1o 77 A2 72 e PR 6 L DR 35 o AT 0 S 304 BH I 32 3R AN 22 A I 1)
FBE SES W H 2 J5 B RIS R EFAT A Z R R, & —FPAN € B B A X2 — AN A AR s s 3R
H ARG . (EIX PP, UL FUAEZR kT 0R . PRUHE (9 N AL ) 2 T H AN o P %) 87 T e A e /N 1)
Pl BPRESHUEE . QSR ANMARFIWT B CIRIE AR G 2 N KRB ISR, A AERLE— TR 46 I WA 23 4 1Y)
B, Bios ki SEOXL KT aetE, RUMEZKEE SES MM s m) T XU ke, 14 A =1 X B SES 1
AN 224 ) T B B vk o . AEXHIR AR (Barclay et al., 2018) 374 Amir (2018) i H (36 . S KE SES
AT AT RS (4 (Amir et al., 2016).

R EPTR, $RHE:

H1: R4 M RE SES SEMaH RS i /K1, s MK BE SES 1AM XU Al 17 /K ~F- 58 1wy IR M
FBE SES B/ RS i 4 7K T BE A o

H i 2 SR A BRI T 0/ MA SSS MK i 1 5C 2R o SSS F Bl it #E 2 LGRS, #haxbbi
FRYE LB T7 AT Lo o BAT LREL, AT BB AT ECER, 7l R AT A R B AMA S H E DS DL
FHEE . ZE RN ST HUR . AT E R A 2 LB A B A — PP AR RE I, s 2 B ASe A ) A5
) b EEBCHR S ST A, A AT BE 22 (R I i) T 7] N BL B (Buunk et al., 2001), 545577 4w SSS. A
FuAWIiE SSS A LU RTRHIMAMA RN R 48, W E 5. Wit a% (Destin et al., 2012); 17 4 MA5e43 H 2
A1 SSS i, AR, 1WiFk. ZEMRAEIE I 4 & Al b 7= 4= (Aslund et al., 2009; Chen et al., 2017; Safra
etal., 2017; Park et al., 2013; Randell, 2016; Subramanyam et al., 2012; Talavera et al., 2018). HWF R &R H
TH—FRERE AN A, RIS ED R B (Loewenstein etal., 2001), ZAB BRI 1 LE fO E I AT T Y
THIRIOVE o ARG IR A SRR H A0 B 2% 1 USRI T ST 2 I, %o S 60 75 00 PR 15 28 S AT AT 5 0 3K 8 X
WS A BN PEAS AN Rl o 220X Fh o BUR AR, B 28 IR BAE AR 2 DR BIAT g o PR BI85t R e A0t i B mT DA A RS
IR Z i NS5 3 SORIE ORI IR R o TRTESR UG, AN NI RS (i 47 /K- 2 RO IS R85 48 1 e g i
M. AMAR SSS KT S KRS, MERFIRES, HERS MR, 2 f2mAM A KRS sk
flf, X2 Slovic (2007)55 A4 H 15 &S & A S o

FER SRR, JORIEE R W S a8 B BAEH . A KR IR S 78— B
ERBEE A B A IR IR Simon (1978)4&id KREW T2 5, il AN ARk EERE /) K I
FIT AR R B0 AN A i ) B e S 1 o A 2 7 A EE K

H—IisLE (Mishra et al., 2014) 22 H P AR S 1) RS IR AR R ff X 26 [ . BT 55 SR IR TR
JIe SERWN: BT HRMBAEEY, BREESFLHNTY, 5REHEEMIEG 8. Daei ik
BRI, G AT EAA G NS B S B2 1 e T ERRE . B AT A S IR EECE R A E S E
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i, Al 2 5 B RKi(Mishraetal., 2017). A 782 B 4L 2 AL IR BB 0N 18 XU e 35 7 A 5 il (Er-
mer et al., 2008; Hill & Buss, 2010),

gr b, fRHERE:

H2: K% SSS 1ER MG BE SES o RS i 4 52 e AL | e & 2 PR 23 s AR o

H3: MK EE SES b RS i 1 P 52 W A7 CE A U8 15 R /A28, G rpo 2 UL [ 1 45 SSS A /A
IR — B B

W TR A AL A ] 1 B

F AL S HALSSS

2 BER A

WK BESES > PR i 477K~

Figure 1. Hypothetical model
B 1 RigRal

3. ARFE

(—) BHFAXER

ARWFFCR AL B GRE . MENLT (AR vk, DIERR S A (BFETE A L) N A &
WA EONEE 2, MBER AR EEE SES M, FEIERFENRBZHABIEE . KRR
WA B R EEMA = A e H O 4, R AR M R AL S A s fE S LB al a4, IS RS )
FE O] s AT AR R 3SR ) A, 0 R 2 AR 1 XURS: D 477K ST

AW TSN nl 103 331 4y, TELBREAGLIES . IUERIES . REIIINAES, ARUnEHE N 313 41,
F] 54 RN 94.56%. Hoh i 5 908 A (31.30%), % 215 A (68.69%), 4E#4iEFE N 18~33 %(MD =
21.07, SD = 1.89).

() FRALE

(1) FUHKEE SES &F

A 7R o ] 2 R 45 N (2018) 3R L SR BE SES VAL kAT 5. 5, T i B A 2
ARG ZHERE. PALMKEFEYER, XA ERE. b, SRR A HE 35 24
F 75 (2005) F2 AL 1K 2448 o BT R M 75 SR FR 0 B 4 s FLIR, 7 BVHRSC RERU TS 52 0 A 2 B AR b 75 R 45 43 B
B = ERX AR RIS, Bl AR RO, ARYEREE SES MTHE A X B
RIIZEKSE SES 1. FKEE SES 10 m KRB MK KE SES ks . AW RMIFKEE SES {EIX [F]2£-7.90~
427, AHEFEFEMKEE SES W45 115 5N 0.83.

(2) K= SSS %

I A AR A A (2015)189T, 3% 7 AN, FEH TIE K54 SSS /K, KA 10 siitsr. ZR
PR IR B R A E N B R B QRS RRZ . MG NGRS 7 Difabs. i FrA T E 1
MM IR SRR SSS KTl . AT T AR Sy B (15 FE N 0.84.

(3) A& HEMH a5

Fraz L ) 5% B Gibbons A1 Buunk (1999) 4w, MlE4t<s LbE MM AMAZ RER, B INCOM
BR. LUATH, AR G If R &R0 S ARSI L2 LU s . ABE 5t
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Fhox P A A v B 3R 1S FE D 0.81.

(4) FpER I RER—VUER

A iR o - 5K B8 —— 1B i (Brief Sensation Seeking Scale-Chinese Version, BSSS-C)Hi Chen %5 A
(2013)1I4‘iT, 8 NI, BT REAT N (B RS . R BRI SR AT ), SR 2
SRE 5 TS Ejﬁ%ﬁﬁi)\qﬁﬁ%% EERARE A CIEBRT N, EFEVUANGERE : 38 SROB AL
XEU”W$1H$/£ TESRFEER. B= BARE T, BT TIE (R S R R U i S . AR 5T

et F R ER IS N 0.80,

(D) Gt 53 mE 7wz

T2 B WSUE 247 N T AR IE IR #4E o 8 Excel MEAT FRALEEAN 434, {81 SPSS 23.0 %48
BT R RR ARG AT, 2 X BAA S A AL i s A ER], (8 PROCESS v3.0 #iffit
AT WA A RS 5

FERE iR A B I A R ik B, 5 803 B (A AH 5C SR 80052 B3 6] 07 V2 1R s e 2B ) AR At
Fe LR Tz . SR DT VE R 25 2 AR 7T 45 R 5 SB[ AR 2 -f-/ﬂl’]ﬁﬁnémm%ﬂ%lfﬁo FreA,
TEAT R RONAG G 2 /T, DAL R R 2 AT G sl (R 20 2, 9kER, 89, 2013).

AT R SPSS 23.0 1 Harman 8 K SR Bt AT LR 7 VA 22 A0 58, AR 1 s 20 i 0 45 R 2o,
B AR TR EMRBREE N 14.07%, AREFFAFE S E R SLFE Dk m ez, TH RS

(M0) WrugsR

1) #RG RS

Wi 1 PR, BWMKEE SES. T AL AT A2 B ) A XU T 4 2 B9 7 LE AR 5%

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis (N = 313)

= 1. kgt X 24 (N = 313)

G e M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 5 BE SES M4y 0.00 3.00 -
2 LB EH F IR 12.35 377 .821**
3 AXREERMI 60.18 1858  .822**  543*x -
4 R 11.54 278 .732**  398**  308** -
5 XS s 5 7K~ 22.58 543  .716**  543**  B06**  .558** -

6 A &A=y 40.48 11.66  .846**  .B56**  .694**  666**  712** --
7 A B R B 36.65 7.78 B16**  B77**  BT77**  585**  26**  723** -

7E: "p<0.05; “p<0.01.

2) FAPAL

Table 2. Regression analysis of the mediating role of subjective social status (N = 313)
2. ENH MR MEREASHERN = 313)

HE LR B"E®G FrAfEAk B E 77 72 SE t
b c Y = 0.716X 0.072 18.109%**
Bk a M = 0.846X 0.117 28.010%**

) _ 0.129 5,624%%*
s c'b Y =0.401X + 0 .373M 0,033 2 pogin

FE: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001.
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§db, MR SES M AR, KR RIACTE B R RN EE R, 553k, HEIE
BE SES fER AR, EMM MR AR RN BT, 8=, RS2 A 2 A
SERMERE AR, R R NI E. EIR AN S T ERE %, SREY, 5
50, LU AR KB SES AR (i AT A2 4 AR L. e /A FEL S R bl 2 7

TRo
SSS
©=0.726""
WA EE SES > IR i 1 7K~
c=1.297""

F: "p<0.05 "p<0.01, "p<0.001,

Figure 2. Mediation model

B2 N ERERE

3) AR HI P IRE

DNEGUEA W R AR, AR FUAE R Hayes 1) Process v3.0 FE5Y 7 (5 1T (1 R A RO AS B A5 AY)
T3 T E WAL AL “ B WS EE SES x A2 P[] 7 S FLAZ L, 6 KU (i 4 7K P IO R M o (¥ R A AR
DA R iF KPR AE &, DA LR BE SES el 73 M = ANEE (R BPR BE TR SRV A L R ™
Hem) B R, DA A A, Ak BB iR A&, BT I A T RO gy
B, AR 3 PoR:

Table 3. Test results of moderated mediation model (N = 313)
2 3. BETHFNRERIGLER(N = 313)

t p LLCI uLCl

FKBE SES -0.0912 0.9274 -0.0294 0.0268
B HE FIR -0.9388 0.3486 -0.0429 0.0152
SLBEHRMY R 2 -3.2070 0.0015 -0.0157 -0.0038
FREW P H -0.2381 0.8120 -0.0456 0.0357

A 2 P17 PR 15 RNL U 4 TR «

Table 4. Moderating effect of social comparison orientation (N = 313)

F* 4. HSEEBIEAIIETIHR(N = 313)

A2 LB 1) Effect BootSE BootLLClI BootULCI
f&7KF(M — 1SD) 0.0752 0.0117 0.0535 0.0993
FR A 7K (M) 0.0599 0.0100 0.0409 0.0803
/K (M + 1SD) 0.0395 0.0108 0.0182 0.0602
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M 4 AR, wh s PR A BT AR T R 2 A S REBRNY S BRI S R 2 A AR S A /KPP s . 5 SR
SR, kS LRI AR, TR R3S 2 2 (Indirect effect = 0.0752, LLCI = 0.0535, ULCI = 0.0993,
BEXBALEE); Yt M i s, A4 23 (Indirect effect = 0.0395, LLCI=0.0182, ULCI
=0.0602, BEEXEAEEE). SH% 38, AP BPBA R,

4. W1ig

AW FUEL 2R b ST R T, SR PR R SSS At 2 LIl i) 75 K 2% A5 FRBE SES S5 KUK fi
UFIRIE2 I 2 TR POV F ML . S5 BRI : KA IS BE SES. SSS. 42 LA M Ay 5 e XU i 17K ~F- 2 8] 3
SUFEB AR, BAARIA: (1) FKEE SES v LA RHMAMA SSS, Huang 45 A (2017) 38 it H A ) 2]
TR SES A1 SSS HIRF 7 SCRF TIX—45 5, BlivE SES Al LA RLHIMAMA R SSS; (2) KA BE SES.
SSS A LLA RIS AA XU 17 7K F, X BRAIE T Adamkovic AT Martoncik (2017)IBF 7T 45 5. SRR <0 A4
R = A g, Bk, RIKEE SES AMETEAZE Zy 40 R, SEA ] T4 R R kE, 8 G XU . (3)
SSS 1EZJE SES F RS fim i A S 5 35 v /AR, 3 5 7 g ot [XRJE 2 38 A0 9 485 SR — B 0T 4, 2019).
(4) #E e AT SSS HATERME —Mr B (EfF M2, ERRA TR AR, JAY
AR E R SRR 7 B, #h 2 PR A i R AR A R R . B FOACHTE B AR TR IR T,
FEVFAR — N MR % MK BE SES B, X BESZ20E MR AN BE I = B # 2 A 2 SRS 2., T SCBEARTHR
VT2 5 75 G AT LU — AR

ZxG Amir 55\ (2018) I ERR FNAHI TT 45 2R « 18 FXBE SES B/ A I8 I 4 25 LU B nT A4S 2l & SSS,
DAL SE ) T AT B B AT 3l RS BE SES MRt 4E 25 LU= 441 SSS, F N b i F e i A d0 451 2% 1)
S AR TEIR, A ATD S SR A6 XU R . AE IS AR RE R, KSR AR BT S E AR R 5, SRR 4 R
W RN R S W S R EEPA S SES, B Ui K 2% AR B2 IR =) SSS I, 7EM H I #E TR,
EROZE MR AT, AR E A M FE RN E H 5, R OB, N B
BHGEAT AT AU, RSB A B E s X T EE SES AR, 3# SSS K PEARMI R4k
Ui, WE BN ZIEE S IR R ETER G, RS, R RE, EEEREN AT UEY K
fE—1E” , DAk EEMHLE .

[F, A FLAAEAE A RSO AR N b 5

oG, BT AR R, BURER R BOS T4, PN BEORE i, BURER ] EBUREHIX S5 R 2
IR, WERBIRA R EHE R 313 4, HEARRMEC, TTRESHMIX . B, AR
WS R 7 AEREGE A I0E, HE AL TR EHE, WA S R s, R R R R AR R

HWR, Aot e THRE R T — 2 WRRE . AR 5T R MR RE Dy A rER, #l— AR
SERG, BRI L e R DU R B, 0 T A R4, R 0A, T RE BalE Py 0 8k
AR, MREERAIES, MMt RSt B BT AR BRSNS, FIREIEE 280
Z W) BRI, DA REHERR MATEIE S i) B AR MR o DA Ix Se i #22 s e AT 78 25 SR 1)
YRR R L S

Ba, AR R A G FEE RN S MR T A 2 LT, MR IE2E . SNLAE R =]
Re s RA(FE £ TT, 20065 XKk 74, 20105 2504, 2012), (HAWFFIFEAATRN . Bk, RKKH
HIF 50 AT DASK B8 2 O EURE i, i BAT e . R S s s 78 SSS 515 28 110 628 X ol ik KU
g (P REA o

SE K

e 75(2006). 155X E BN NS e a5 g L4 i 70, AR S, il ARV K2,
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