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Abstract

This study aimed to examine the reliability and validity of the Chinese Social Reward Question-
naire among Chinese adults. 503 valid questionnaires were collected by convenient sampling.
Confirmatory factor analysis supports the six-factor model of the original questionnaire. McDo-
nald’s w coefficient of each dimension is 0.71 to 0.79. The multidimensional item response theory
analysis shows that all of the items have medium or above discrimination. The Chinese version of
the social reward questionnaire has good structural validity, internal consistency reliability and
high discrimination, which can be used to evaluate the preference of social rewards in Chinese
adults.
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1. 5|8

#1222 Jifi(Social Rewards), F&FRATTE 5t N 20 3R B ML B B 1 4 2R 58 (Foulkes et al.,
2014a), GIEFHEMAESIER—RIHE, W%, £, EMBENS, mAE. EERINRKERNT
REZHN RS BRI 225

IRYE AL 2 ZNHLBEE, MR MR 2 R R R R 54 R iR E T HERER. AR
B R AL 2 2 A xC I AR A R RBAE SR B I AN BRAS AR . AL iE sl Pk Bl IF ) I 48 1458
TRl IE [ AR I8 BB AR 2 57 B N B 0K 2R [V S ST RN 4 2 WX 28 [ JE2 jl(Fareri & Delgado, 2014), AR D47
PSSR, WO RO AR . BRI Ah, 2 e ISR T N T T RIAE AT EEEA, L
W—NHB TR T RB BN R A SR BRI a5 7 2 30 A T E 18 i 2
(AT e PE S5 (Cascio et al., 2019). T AL S BIANME 1k 2R SR/ SRS PIRARRIAE G, Atk 2 PUBE A
RSINAR . FERE S MRS 577 /E B IS (Rey et al., 2009), S 5774 HRE & (Yang et al., 2020), H
PEE A A A 2 2 iR = [0 8, SR A5 22050 I A i 44056 B2 /D (Clements et al., 2018) PRI 41 2 22 il =
FHRNIE T AT SR 2 PR K &R, B O R fa LA B2

Buss (198380 S5 N 41 2 2 h it A7 73268, W HRI o NN B AN A2 22 ah, R 43 AN 68 1 4t A B
W, FEERZ LRI VAL, — e AR B T SIS T IR AR A R . ek, AR
KR TF T B AR R A 78 (Lee et al., 2019; Oumeziane et al., 2017; Sankar et al., 2019). #R1M0, BT 40
(R SUE I T 4L 2 22 ) 8 XA Gi— BIbRiE, (A A IO B — HOR R, SEeie s Rk =
[l —{E. Foulkes 2 N-T 2014 &4t T AL, QR ANADYEE, 1) IR, BRERHEFGE
MR 2) MRS AN, FRXP B ANTRES . AR . R A BITR R 3) #iahit, $R4 T A4
BOEE A OoE IR 4R R R, IEMIAAER . EEMAPRRREIMUR: 5) HXR, 18
BRI VEARIR IR R 6) HBhE, 1855 BIRIE SR (Foulkes et al., 2014b). NYEFEIIRI M ELE T
RRANTH A A4 2 22 h 282, ARACT RN RI 9 BN 5635 o BRI e )RR, I SIS0 R AR IE,
AT A2 B AR R B, X4 T AN [E Rk 2 250 2R R I e B T D X e o B R RN R 0 A 2
5, ARSI T HEE TR, XK ESUE R A E. Tk, AT E R
S B I A TE b R 5T IS AR AT R 5

2 22 1) 25 35 T- 20 #1056 PE 18 (Classical Test Theory, CTT)Zw i i ale, 1T CTT HEA \ifF 2 & 11k
MO 2 T OB T, (BRI EREZFEARERIZ) . BkiRe ) AT B Mk 5 2 8] & RO — 55 6k
A5, 2023). T H M8 (Item Response Theory, IRT) & RNt T CTT MIAZE, AidbE%E
IRT WIRHRIL, IRT (gt & S OB 08 GG R SERRHANITED, TR DA I 56 H &4k
PO FRREIR o S0 B IR PR AN IR P S G b e B, R B4R LA 2 4R RE A
IS R B R 22, AT I 26 X i A e A7 A B R AR R (FE R4, SF 3, 2010). [RItk, Z4ETH KX
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5 P8 (Multidimensional Item Response Theory, MIRT)%} 2 4 B f) - < 22l i) 5 BB T8 4 RO 824 5 7% -
Ry FH

ok, ABFFCRA CTT A1 MIRT FHZS A 107 10 #8222 Jh 1) 45 05 S AT RS, AT A SR
AT, et E A 2R R R IR AR A TR
2. F&E
2.1. R

KA ERFER 77, @i i BTG W BEE ANBEI, SASE RS 503 . Sk 238 N, &tk
265 No FRNVEH 18~54 &, “FIFHN 22.87+4.43 4.
22. AIRIER

Foulkes %5 A& T Buss FItE& 22k . ABr BAR G5 T W &4 &0 S5 i fE E fit &
WG, MEVCENBFET 123 88 H, @5 FH, REERTFOTELEE, RERET 6 4
dEFE, 23 EEH, RPNIREL. RS BEITE . EM SRR WK, AN, WEKA 1~7
B (7= AEHER, 1= FERAEK), BNGEE BN, 7 H0bkm v BT g B (4 & X 5 = 2
P
23. Gtk

K MPlus8.3 BHATIFE R 2 987 . K R A semToolsmirt 25 HATEE T A2 4501 H S48
3. &R
3.1. EESH

BAEFE ) McDonald’s o 230738 0.74 £ 0.03, Cronbach’s a &%, P H [ AH=ETERE 1.

Table 1. Reliability test indicators of each dimension

1. BHEREERIIET

o Cronbach’s a &%§ McDonald’s o &% SE23 H 8] AH 5 (MIC)
fikE 0.72 0.72 0.41
FH KA 0.72 0.73 0.35
IR C S RA Ve 0.79 0.79 0.43
HEME 0.76 0.77 0.52
PR R 0.72 0.73 0.46
BBt 0.71 0.71 0.44

#¥: McDonald’s @ = omega coefficient. HUETEEA 0~1, BT 1, EAME. “FIIBUH AIFAX = Mean Inter-item
Correlations (MIC). BUEIE Iy 0~1, “F¥JTTH [FAHIAETE 0.15~0.50 (5 Bl 4 158 B AE AT

3.2. WFEEF S

Pae 2, NYEPE CFA R A f AL, S IFEPRIIAR] 7 & 241 FE AR, CFI=0.850, TLI = 0.824,
RMSEA =0.072, SRMR =0.074. B&% 2. 7 Bah, HFHREHE 05 LLE, #ELFE 3.
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Table 2. Model fit indices
< 2. AU AR

k] CFI TLI RMSEA (90%CT) SRMR 2 (@n
Y Y 0.438 0.388 0.135 (0.130, 0.140) 0.145 2352.34 (232)
LYk FERRY 0.844 0.820 0.073 (0.068, 0.078) 0.075 810.39 (220)
FNYE AR 0.850 0.824 0.072 (0.067, 0.078) 0.074 780.98 (215)

Table 3. Factor loads for each item

F 3. JEEETFEH

Y By %H DT fif 3
T1 REXAIL) NI EE BGEIMALE . 0.62°
T7 LEZ NG 0.49"
! T11 FE ORI S ik B 3 DA R R BT ) A 1 A TE— . 0.76"
T18 B RPAF AT 0.71"
T2 EIAFXF AR 0.48°
T6 RO NA 1 AR 0.55"
F2 T16 TR XA AR K U 0.59"
T19 WA NEZ AL, T, RaRE. 0.59"
T22 TEHALFNTF L6 0.74
T3 AN 0.52"
T5 R FIA] B, FoA 206 5 AT 0.59"
F3 T8 R TEVELWNEUF/ NI 0.61"
T14 BRI N B A 1 0.78"
T17 FEE WA N B AREO 52 A« 0.74"
T4 RERSINE 2. 0.72°
F4 T10 TR R A BRI — 54 0.79"
T15 AR 2 NEABIE RS AT LSS S B 15 0.66"
T9 TERMZ. 0.66°
F5 T13 PR EZGEZIETTHIZD 0.84°
T21 T VAR 0.52°
T12 FTE AR EFRIZE AWM. 0.72"
F6 T20 WAl AR E o 0.68"
T23 FRAR B X <7 ) N 0.62"

7E: McDonald’s @ = omega coefficient. HUE L 0~1, BT 1, FEBE. “FYHHEMK = Mean Inter-item
Correlations (MIC). HUEIEHEI 0~1, P H [AIAHAELE 0.15~0.50 FI7E FEl 4 36 BA1E FE LT
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3.3. ZHME R NER ST

FRHE 2 4, 7SANGEE IR X 43 B VG L 40 ) oM [1.22, 2.571, [1.27, 2.77], [1.41, 3.00], [2.12, 2.69], [1.36, 2.92],
[1.64,2.12], #BEAHTELLL WX 5 EEKF; EEESEC L, Br T2 8. 14, 17 /4, FrA#H b-1 1Y
HHRAE O LT, S S ME (B A7 AE 0 LA R, W o 180 I 4k 2 25l 5 22 B2 2 VG [l (Brouillette-Alarie
et al., 2022) LA KB IR

Table 4. Item response parameters

4. MERKEH

a; a, a3 ay as ag b-1 b-2 b-3 b-4 b-5 b-6
Tl 1.76 —-3.68 —3.37 -3.16 —2.32 -1.29 0.06
T2 1.27 —5.43 —4.56 —3.04 -2.05 —0.98 0.50
T3 1.41 —0.66 0.67 1.46 2.17 2.77 3.22
T4 2.12 -2.53 -1.73 —1.04 —0.23 0.35 1.26
T5 1.63 —0.87 0.19 0.88 1.56 2.19 3.07
T6 1.47 —3.41 —2.73 —-2.00 -1.01 —0.04 1.15
T7 1.22 —3.84 —2.60 —-1.68 —0.54 0.51 1.72
T8 2.30 0.48 1.31 1.85 2.09 2.49 3.16
T9 2.47 —-1.48 -1.09 —-0.77 0.14 0.70 1.26
T10 2.69 —2.35 -1.59 -1.15 —0.40 0.37 1.20
T11 2.57 —3.04 —2.81 —2.24 -1.37 -0.54 038
T12 2.12 -1.93 —1.04 —0.33 0.43 1.11 1.82
T13 2.92 —0.59 —0.08 0.24 0.77 1.15 1.60
T14 3.00 0.18 0.93 1.24 1.54 1.88 2.44
T15 2.21 -2.10 -1.62 —-1.08 —0.40 0.41 1.34
T16 1.78 -3.83 —-3.20 —2.55 -1.79 -0.74 037
T17 2.78 0.23 0.91 1.24 1.47 1.77 2.40
T18 2.48 —3.02 —2.72 —2.20 -1.50 -0.56 0.34
T19 1.68 —4.02 —3.46 -2.56 -1.82 —0.96 0.25
T20 2.00 -1.21 —0.41 0.07 0.86 1.59 2.37
T21 1.36 -2.18 -1.70 —-1.14 —0.25 0.52 1.44
T22 2.77 -3.31 —2.55 -1.93 -1.16 —0.48 0.40
T23 1.64 —2.11 -1.42 —0.81 0.06 0.75 1.62

E: "p<0.05,

3.4. PXRESRMEENEENFEERE

R4E 4 5, Bl &2 E PRI 5 2 ATLI /T 0.01, ARMSEA /T 0.015, BIC {E AWK/,
2 B SRR A 2 2l 1) 2 B A I ) P S
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Table 5. Results of gender equivalence analysis

= 5. MRMFEMIER

Model df TLI CFI BIC RMSEA (90% CI) ATLI ARMSEA

TEASE 430  0.804  0.833 38445.046 0.076 (0.070~0.082)

BEE Y 447  0.813 0.835 38350.140 0.074 (0.069~0.080) 0.009 -0.002

TR 464 0.805 0.821 38312.971 0.076 (0.070~0.081) —0.008 0.002

PR S 487  0.802 0.810 38237.008 0.076 (0.071~0.082) -0.003 0.001
4. i

AT T B AE XS T SRR 2 2 il m] A A R R B A AT RS . (ST A R R R R
HA B — SRR M, SO ub i K 2 70 A M 22 4E 00T H e ik B0 7 A 2 B SR LA R A 0 45 4 AR A
X 73 B

BOAEVE KR 0T 25 SRR 1 N HE AL S R SR I [ B @ I, BA AT SRS R0 .
FERS PUBER R AMABEAT SHIERT FURS, Ot R E S iE A, Fonth el AR e it
RS AEE, 2021), WA H QR ERVEAL ), RS, J8 T 552 Kk RYERE(Wang
et al., 2020). (HAFERAIZ, BIRXLEIHEMT TR YIS0 CRERE ML, HH AU — ke
FIBEARIGAE A 22225, L8 = RGVERIBTTL. 2 4E 004222205 in) 5 i — AR Fupt 22 22 5 PRk ok
MR AR T — A INZ T A

KTEE, thahin G & 0B RAAEE ARS8, 5EER LGS R (Foulkes et
al., 2014b; Smeijers et al., 2021). H TR ERIE B HEED, UF 3~5 M H, Cronbach’s o 2E( 552
S8 H BOR R, AFEACE BRI R 2 o ITE o REWEEAL b, #5538 McDonald’s 0 F3(Dunn et
al., 2014)H1 MIC #845(Clark & Watson, 1995), 4 RIJF SRS B BRI,

ZHIUETED R T4 AR W], b SCRRAL 25 2l 1) 5 2 AN [R) 1 ) ) RS N o /R TS S5 . 95955 (A
SREEME ARG SHE, HAMUNEAR RN, B A 8uairE. iz &5 B v il & 5 E .

Z YT H J NS 73 B R BT 2 it o3 1 H 1) 2 4E 58 2% N AR Y (Graded Response Model, GRM)
(Muraki & Carlson, 1995)51& & 2 4ETH5 1) MH-RM %5i%(Ul Hassan & Miller, 2019). 7E 2 4E 300 H & 3 #E1 7
Hreb, X9 EEZHTE FE N 1.22~3.00 208, #RIRE) 7 o as K L ERIX 4 BEKSFE, B pT A e H #RE 78 20 3
X 43 B i AN [l A 22 2L ) 5 AR R o MEFE S B0 o B 56 I 5 SRR 2 ABL T AN A R I BT Ak () /KT
BB IR T AE R LA T b-1 MEREZKT b, G Mt 50% 1 v] REPEIEFRET 1. Luanfr @ v BLah V4L L 1)
512 BAMERE A N-1.93 (b-1). —1.04 (b-2). —0.33 (b-3)~ 0.43 (b-4). 1.11 (b-5). 1.82 (b-6), WIHE MRk rE
HAEYERE AT N-1.93, AT 50%H AT REME 2 Rk I 1 (AEE A EIR). Bl X R i X
FEAE R, Bl 75 S A A LR i 1O FRARR L /K 4 2 B AT REIE R MBS m R 00 BREES 8, 14, 17 4k,
HoAm B H #8578 pATE . WAEE FORE, X =R T AL S N R, 6 T AR,
B S0 EAM AN H SR 2R, R Z4E RS ikt w S IR AANZ (Smeijers et al.,
2021), FECIZYEL A H R AN T HABYE B R A SR o SR, 4RI ZH Mg SRR W SRR
F2e 2l 1) 2 BE A R & [ SRR AN RIK P AL e 3 i 2 2 AR

5. &ig
H ST R 4 2 il ) 5 EL AT B A R AR R X A0 B, ) T K oK AR B 1 32 3 2 (0 VP A
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