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Abstract

To explore the relationship between socioeconomic status and subjective health, as well as the
mediating role of altruistic behavior and the moderating role of age, 1035 residents were investi-
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gated with socioeconomic status scale, altruistic self-report scale and subjective health question-
naire. The results indicated that: (1) socioeconomic status was positively associated with subjec-
tive health; (2) altruistic behavior plays a mediating role between socioeconomic status and sub-
jective health; (3) age moderated the relationship between socioeconomic status and altruistic
behavior. Further analysis found that when the age was more than 28 years old (or 26 years old),
there is a positive correlation between objective (or subjective) socioeconomic status and altruis-
tic behavior. However, when the age was less than 28 years old (or 26 years old), the correlation
was not significant.
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1. 518

“fi e E 20307 AR E AR A CORARRRUL” LR B ) o R g R b [ AN
] K AR R R R R B, D e N B o ) g B e SRR 1 iR KB IR RS2 e SCH¥ o 2 U4 B A0
Y BERGL I VT, s AN BRI B FH (48 b 2 — (Bombak, 2013). ‘& 5 3£ 4 /& (Joshanloo
& Jovanovi¢, 2021). EMEHS (Stephan et al., 2012)F14E i3 & & (Wang et al., 2022)Z G E V) K R. Mie
2 A T AR B (1) B B B4R AR 2 — (Cundiff & Matthews, 2017). B, ASHF 58 LM 2 —AN A 15 i o
B, R A S G AN AR Rk &, IRHiAT AR /A E AR RS E R, UHEE
FEo 5T R UL RO HLRIBE 7T, O B S A B ) T IR A S E S

1.1. #EEF AN RER

Fhox 28 G MU A2 48 H 2 A I 8 U (OB FHUSON 208 7K ST ARTER O i 57 >Rl 80 0 3 W i P e 2 i 7
R (Kraus et al., 2012), <FMAMARINA, 5T A 0 (Manstead, 2018). #L4x [ R it (social
causal theory)#i& Hh £ v& T~ 24 W A I AMAAE A8 T s 5 P i A2 B B IR RI3F, SEUL TS 5 =R & 0
S5 B 1) /B (Wadsworth et al., 2008) . — s xR (5H /) 55 45, 2019) Mzt I #E X . K EEIAEE R 28 (#E X 2 77
FEEBEAR, FRE N FKEMR), i RO IR T R R (RO BT ) R o 1) A= 4 DR 3 (s
MARKCE . S TE SR YE . G R K RGBT IR 412> 28 Bt A s e 0 N ZERL . K&
W R R I 2S5 5IRE R AR/ 545, 2019). EMEMB(Wang et al., 2024). FET-Z(Snyder-
Mackler et al., 2020) #AB(JE £, 2019) LA K AB M 57 (L3855, 2018)F & VIMHE, H—ILZHA(Oyenubi
& Kollamparambil, 2023)F& tH 3% PR3E I 7 SARAI AR EE R AR o 4RI, AWFFiR iR 1.t T AL RE
% 1 [ T F R ) = £ e

1.2. FbITABNRNER

FBAT A REAEAMA Y T b R 28 T 404 5 O % R (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003). 43 PR H 245 (social
causation effect) 5 i F| fth 47 4 BE WS AR T AN 44 (1) 41 23 3& B (Thoits & Hewitt, 2001). 40, —Isci#ik
LB S AT MBS ST A I 4R B (Hui et al., 2020). AT B3 It R 52 A 247 8 (Park
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etal., 2017). A=y & W (Klein, 2017). CEEHFIME(Raposa et al., 2016), M JlEAMAL . £ &A1 /1(Tsuboi et
al., 2016).

[FI , FhoxZ G A AR ARAT 9 TR 9% R AR AR 3 7 3R A STUEIEYE , (H A UEHE A7 £ — & 14 B
— PR RN AL S R HAL 5 RMBAT B IEAH K I, AR 3 # (Dovidio et al., 2006) A FMiAT Ay
HFEH CMBR. Bk, BEERAMAT IR, ANMERIERIARAT T Rtk 2 K. thah, KE
fff 58 (Nakavachara, 2018; L5245, 2022)WHk AL FFHALAIEAE AT N Z A R IEA . 5 —FhW
PR A A 25 22 5 M SRR AT 2 18] AR DG o AE s G 0r A PR A 2 DURNAIL A 4 HE R A7 8 g 11 AR A6
[ea) PR SCRR DA AT, T 7 AR AT PR N BB o) 17 B2 = SCARA ] (Kraus et al., 2012). Piff Al
Moskowitz (2018)it 8 AT 2 2 BFHAL 3 FE M N, FHEXH b N AR R BE USRI, (R & G i
H P RER I T 2 MABAT . — BRI SEEG I, +hox Z 0 ARG A A A 23 b AR B H i 58 22 (12
fEH R BRI R E 22 E S WE B2 MR THE AFERI ) B #75 (Guinote et al., 2015). BRZNIE
Pa -t BoR 22 A L o 2 T A BRI A Al A (Dietze & Knowles, 2016). J b, ASHF 703 R % 2:
R AT A AE A 2 20 Bt 07 80 32 A0 gk e 22 T o A 1

1.3. FiREETER

KT AL Z BT AT IR AT 9 5% R I AR ATAE S T 3 BH, 1 L Hh AT 58 52 B OU MR /K P AR &
FRUR R B K AR B LA 2 S SO AR B RS I (SR 524, 2019). INAIRE 1 5 (cognitive ability
hypothesis)fi tH Bl 5 MR RS IHEC, AMERTIAEIERE ) TR, S& S ECA BB TR, Hdt—D4E
AR FIRIMAT S 2, RIBESE R I, M 2RI /D 1R AT A (Wiepking & James,
2013), REIJHEHF LRI, FRESRMAT N2 BAAEEE R A, a0, Schlegelmilch 25(1997) &8
SRR 5 RE TR (T REME 2 IRIAAE ARG . Ak, A 23 48 i (Midlarsky & Kahana, 2007) &4 N4 % T
I ABRIE R R BB S ANRERR, XK TSR ST . sAh, 8 SCEw 7 B it
HAERS RE A 1T AL 2B AR AT A SE R o A1 Li A1 Siu (2020) 48 7% SR8 T LU I 4 475 S IR I A
RSB AT AR, X — A RN U2 B4 S A BRI R S o Jirsaraie %5 (2019) tH & IR HA 35 R )
TEFRRAEA AT N R ER . 45k, AR BRI 3: FR I T &5 AL —~FIbiT N
— F WA I — T A HLHI AT AE, BF BB AL I 1 BR .

FIe RAhAT A

BB HAL ER/N 3

Figure 1. Theoretical model
1. HIptREY

2. SHEMFE
2.1. HIRMR

EAERENIEEZET 1172 LER, SIBTRFERBEE, SARICH 3% 1035 4y, ARGk
%) 88.31%. #IRMAERTE 18~63 &, F1433.84+£9.95 %, AL RN C2EFE L% 1,
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of sample

1 HAAOFHHE

N & 25 AN A N8 25 AN HA
14 51 5 351 33.90 ok FEBLRN 5 48 4.60

ke 684  66.10 kXY N 261 25.20

TS URARIL oS 607  58.65 AR 5 296 28.60
RI& 428 41.35 E E R 3 160 15.50

THERE INE LR 12 1.20 Lol 575 # 28 2.70
Wi 89 8.60 HAth 242 23.40

f 127 12.30 TS E G AL 1 29 2.80

K& 194 1870 2 46 4.40

N 427 41.30 3 96 9.30

fisi -t 163 1570 4 159 15.40

R 23 2.20 5 325 31.40

JELLON 3000 TGBAR 297 28.70 6 206 19.90

3001~5000 5t 385  37.20 7 103 10.00

5001~7000 5t 163  15.70 8 46 4.40

7001~1 5576 106  10.20 9 14 1.40

15l k- 84 8.10 10 11 1.10

22. fiRIR

2.2.1. ERHLEHF M

SEHECEMFR(CEHIS, 2023)Bid ZBE R HRAMBORINERE A 2E 5 i, K, 2
AL RNER LR I, &y KLy K& Wb s+ 7 A% . YA 3000 oA R 3 1
JiTe UL BRI 9 5 ANER . B IR (S A3 53) 7 N BLR AR Sl B N 5L AR L B R
W bS5 AR 6 NS (Yang et al., 2020). iEHRRE B O SZbRIGBHTIERE, B3 =8
W, TEX ZIUERFRPREA 5 HEAT F o A (CEHEI A, 2023). S5 R B RFFER KT 1 BT RA 14,
T BRSO 52.64%. DRI, AR NG RE VAL S AT IENR: WAL = (0.720 X Z v
i +0.705 X Z o +0.748 x Z 1y)/1.576, Hoh = AMEARIK - f1 4594 0.720. 0.705 F10.748, H—
7R IEAR Ay 1.576, 153508, RUIAMAMM R WAL ST AL R .

222, EMHALEFMAL

K VLA 43 2 5 Hu A7 [ 6 B 2 (the MacArthur scale of subjective social socioeconomic status) kil & .
BAEME, SRS — TR0, JE5 . BRRRAAIE L S AL o 78 86 f5 100 P At 5
BAEK, A RZ . RIFRIEE AR TAE. ENEEIRERINZRIT S, MhA1HE b
MR, IR ZMHE AR 2 1 TAEBUR BT TE(Kraus et al., 2012). BERPARERFT FE—A> “x” ik
MATTERE T BRI, 1508 3R B AN ) 2 AL 22 22 U AR =y

2.2.3. FMbiTA

KH Yang Z5(2020)1& 1T (R B R ok, 3t 17 AN, SRBEA S THER AN EE, K
5 fitar, M1 (WA)EN B (&%), BorilmRnFbiT AL .. AR F, ZaERANHE 8 R
¥ 0.91.
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224, ENEER
TVHE R EGE ORI B SR ? 7 SRR, SR 3 mihar, A1 () E 3 73(
4f), o B R OR AR RO DU .

S

2.3. Gt oA
iZ FH SPSS 26.0 L J% Hayes JF & [f] SPSS %:F2/5 PROCESS3.4 B4 £ 43 H7 4 .
3. R

3.1. XRAFERE

TR ) S E ik e, T REIEE LR T w2 . Rk, R Harman 5056 A 56,
SERKRM, FHERKT 1A TILT A, BAETH T ERBEEN 26.23%, @fkT 40%. Fik, A0
TR R T V0 25 AN T F

3.2. {IRG T FIEX 4

K R R T5 22 R B = WA REAE AN R M) GS TR B ZE . AR, g BRAETER b
Z 5% (F(1, 1051) = 8.68, p < 0.01, 1* = 0.01), FEASURIRIL 7 1Hi % 57 5t 3 (F(4, 1051) = 3.01, p < 0.05, 1)* =
0.01), (HEFUFMITHZRIFARE .

PRAH IR 73 25 R R (W42 2), AR S RMIAT A B OC, RMAL UL AN M AL S 2 B AL 3
5 R MR R RIEAR, FMbAT 95 0 R 2 IEAR G .

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis among major variables

2. BREETEZEMER MG AEX ST

M+ SD 1 2 3 4
1. ke 33.84+£9.95
2. B2 5 L 0.00 +1.00 -0.06"
3. EMAL A AL 5.05 + 1.69 -0.02 0317
4. FhAT N 350+0.71 -0.11" 0.14™ 0.15™
5. FWfiERE 2.43 £0.55 -0.04 0.08" 0.24™ 0.10"

H: "p<0.05 “p<0.01.

3.3. AL

W, AT T RIMAT N AE R AL R S R R R R AR . a2 BoR,  FESEI M RIAS
WPRBLIE , B 22 Br A7 IE A BN AR 4T (B = 0.15, p < 0.01), TANEAT A4 IE A T 3= 4 e (R =
0.09, p < 0.01). WAL LGFHALAN EWE R 2 A B R R B EPB = 0.07, p < 0.05), XBEHAFRIT A
TE 2 WA 2 2255 M AT 5 2 00 { B v e 350 2 1B FH (134082 = 0.01, 95% CI [0.004, 0.026]), [H#R0M
BN T E 4 e 12.50%. FLIR, BRATHE T RIARAT TE F WAL 2 20 G AN 32 A E 2 TR (1 A A
F o Wil 3 FioR, (EddPE R AGSRIRGLS , 32 WAt 2 055 M A7 5532 1 7 B0 R b 47 (B = 0.16, p< 0.01),
TR AT Ay SR 3 1E ) 00 32 A2 BE (B = 0.06, p < 0.05). FMH S22 5 E 0 e FE B AL
F(B=0.24, p< 0.01), X AR AT NAE F2 W0 AE £ 2055 A7 5 32 Ak Jé 22 TEDHE 38 4 A (TR R =
0.01, 95% CI [0.001, 0.022]), [AIHER. 5 SN H 43 HE o 4.00% .
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Figure 2. The mediating model of altruistic behavior between objective socioeconomic status and subjective health

B 2. FITHERZRMESEFMAMERERZ BAH AR
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Figure 3. The mediating model of altruistic behavior between subjective socioeconomic status and subjective health
B 3. FMBITAEENR T SEFbAFIENRR B RE

34. ARETHRMER

SKH SPSS % PROCESS HHAY 7 SREA AT A, o8, JATHEER 2 WAL LA F1 3=
AR RE A TR R AL gk 3 Fios, FEE SRR RS QIR LS KRB, B WAL 24 B b A FIAE#2 1)
A2 HIG FAAT S TINAE F 2 (B = 0.08, p < 0.01). N T #t— BRI AR #ET T B R0
VAR 7> N HE41(18.00~23.00 %7, Ik TFI4EHS 1 ANbRifk 22) Fl 2 4240 (44.00~63.00 %, &1 P44 1
APREE), RIGTET EHMEZFEL PR EMAL P HALT FIh AT A R .. S5 RRHLE 4(0),
TERAFR A, M AL 2 G T MU R AT 9 2 2 1 Tl F (B = 0.019, 95% CI [0.003, 0.036]). {HTE
MR, R FIIAE AR 2 2B = 0.004, 95% CI [-0.004, 0.014]). tbAb, AT HELW. 5 S 5wk
SRR HUE A [F] I 2 A 2 2 BF AL R AT N I T E B, FATTR A Johnson-Neyman 7% (J-N %) 47
FRLEAG I (Hayes & Matthes, 2009). 25 R 5(0)), 24 Z e > —0.6134 (=28 )i}, HMASLTF
HR B % 35 I [ T A AT N e 24 Z e < —0.6134 I, W20 5 M6 R AT 9 FUMIAVE A B3

Table 3. Regression analysis of the mediating role of age-regulated altruistic behavior between objective socioeconomic
status and subjective health

= 3. FRATHAMITAEERELEF A S ENERZ B RN ERBIEYI S

gR FWEF B LLCI ULClI t
X A2 B 0.07 0.005 0.128 213"
I -
FOU A Fh AT 0.09 0.027 0.149 2.82
AL 2> Fr AT 0.13 0.067 0.189 411"
FhAT N S -0.10 -0.177 -0.023 -2.56"
BRI x ER 0.08 0024 0145 2727
R AR P 2% A B2 2B 43 T
= M*SD B LLCI ULCI
M — 1SD 0.004 -0.004 0.014
M 0.011 0.003 0.022
M + 1SD 0.019 0.005 0.036
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Table 4. Regression analysis of the mediating role of age-regulated altruistic behavior between subjective socioeconomic
status and subjective health

= A FIROFHAMITAEERALE A ERE R B R NMERBEYI S

gR FWEF B LLCI ULClI t
X VIS e 2% 9 L VA 0.24 0.178 0.297 7.81"
I .
A R FIHAT Ny 0.06 0.001 0.120 2.82
WA 2 5 Hur 0.14 0.083 0.204 4.65™
FhAT N TS -0.11 -0.187 -0.035 -2.87"
F WAL 2 G T x A 0.09 0.030 0.146 2.98"
A AR B PR 2 A TR 42 RS 43 BT
=M+ SD B LLCI ULCI
M — 1SD 0.003  -0.001 0.014
M 0.086 0.001 0.020
M + 1SD 0.014 0.001 0.030
05 (a) 05 (b)
03 | 03
Ror | -2 R oo | PPy
& --" N = Y ! = =" - - —lEER
% o1 | EEms Y I = % or | femmtr T I =i
03 -0.3
-05 - 05 -

Figure 4. (a) The interaction of age and objective socioeconomic status on altruistic behavior; (b) The interaction of age and
subjective socioeconomic status on altruistic behavior

4. (a) FiRMEFNMSEFMAINFIEITANRZEER; (b) FIRMENHSEFUMAIXFIMEIT AN EER

Zzy=-06134 Z zy=-0.7454
0.7 . ) 0.7 : bei
beita ! (b) - "
05 0.5 ! R
— - 95%CI : 95%CI
03 03 | :
S o1} £ o1t —T L
3 - 2
0.1 F -0.1 |
03 F -03
0.5 1l L L . 4 -0.5
2 -1 0 1 2 3 2 1 0 1 2 3
Z gy Zaa

Figure 5. (a) The moderating effect of age on the relationship between objective socioeconomic status and altruistic behavior
(J-N); (b) The moderating effect of age on the relationship between subjective socioeconomic status and altruistic behavior
(-N)

[ 5. (a) FRMBERMSEFMASFIMEITARROETHERONZE); (b) FRIERLEF AT TR
RAHETER-NX)

Hoxk, BATEL T WA LT AL A R R AA R TR R AR a4 o, R T
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SRR GG KRB, WAL 2 48 B A AN 68 (158 B X506 R Ath AT D f T4 FH J2 3 (B = 0.09, p < 0.01).
BE— BT R T R IO 4(b)), FERERA S, WAL AT AL RIABAT A B2 R TRINAE F (B
=0.014, 95% CI [0.001, 0.030]) . {HAEARAEEEZH 1, X Fp Fi0M A FH AN 2.3 (B = 0.003, 95% CI [-0.001, 0.014]).
BEAh, BATEMER I-N y3E 47 171 SR R kG 46 (Hayes & Matthes, 2009). 45 REH(WE 5(0)), X4 Z 40 >
—0.7454 (=26 &)}, EWASAETEHALRENS B35 IE M FRIMBAT . 9 Z wn < —0.7454 ), FWA2E
Gt R ARAT T F AN 22

4. ¥1ig

AW FARDT T A2 AT AL FEREZ B IR, FERTES T RIMMAT A 7E 12 40 5 A A 32 W4k
Z AR AR, R AR i A1 FE B 1 A

PR 4 R —B(Rivenbark et al., 2020), ASHF I & I kL4205 A % 5 WA R 132 O TR 1
H, BARIMNE, K4S ur i fE R AR AT . SR EE AL S A5 A il fE & R RS
ZEWI BRI T, WG S S AR X R T KE R A, X SEUAT AR S ECE . AR, 4R
J& 4O B )/ (Wadsworth et al., 2008), [A]I i 2 51 FLBE 2 (AME R WRONE . AP S AN { R AT 9 3t T
51 R B PR 1) R /N B3 2%, 2019).

IR, A F0IE 2 DA 2 8 B A mT LIE S RARAT S 0 A4 FE G 0 00 A = AR e, 3X 5 DA
51 45 I — 2 (Nakavachara, 2018; Safra et al., 2016). A%k & 23-#(Dovidio et al., 2006) I\ N FIMIAT 21 #E
AN N SRR FEAR AR ARAT Ay HAARREL,  HOALEAR I AMA T A AL 2 B> . BB D
AR, RN T 5 2 A E AR o] T, Gl (Kraus et al., 2012), IXfH#AbATA K AT BE
BFBAT Ao BEAL, (RS E T A 5 5 £ 1) 8 /7 (Jenkins et al., 2020). 7E 32 %5 % & b 81 3 1) e /1 (Gallo et
al., 2005) &% ¥ 2 (%2 FE 242 [Fi(Walsh et al., 2019)F K. X BRARHRIMAT Ao TR HE 41 2 5 SR 2008 F AR
A FMBAT I T B SRR R 2208 R KA R 2R (Park et al., 2017; Tsuboi et al., 2016).

WG, AT S A R o A 2 22 5 i 3 Ik R At AT Dy s 32 A X — R A BRI TR . B
IS, AT ARAE 28 % (80 26 %) LA EIAMATI 5, 2 W (B3 M) #1222 5% M A7 8 38 ik R A AT A s e
FAMEREK T AEXTAERTE 28 % (80 26 )L FIAMAT &, X — AN AR, X SCHF T IARIRE
i (Wiepking & James, 2013). Kt BFHA HH0A I BTIR AR, BEERIAAT NI, F2F
REFABAT A A T B R A A S S B TS, AT AT eI 58 s T AE i k. SE s
LTRSS Ty, X ent HARMbAT iE R R . i T mdt S S5 F9E £ 8w, A
X TARFE R AL & WS I 5, FIAT A I AR 3G It AT e AN R 3 . R, I A B i 4
H R I FE A AR AR A A TE S 2 B R, R S BTSN, 33 T 2 At AT T4 e
()R AR A4 8i(Liu & Zu, 2024).

ZELRTIR, AHEFE IR 52 T RAAT RTE R RAL 2G5 A 5 = WAg R M e R A ER, BLK
R IIRTER, BEASGREAEEN R Bk, AT DU PRI R R 3 2 e 5 A N i Al
BEMERBAT A BT3GR E W RK T o K, AFI AT DAYE — B FE R R RIABAT N TE AL S A 5
DA WA RE I A ORE . PRIk, BT B AR B 3 AR SR T L K

(HAR KB TR AFAE— S R R 2, BT ST A e i R R S5 . DRk, SRk 50 T DUR A 5K
k. PNBEE R IGE R R R, B, KA A RIREENER AT IS k255
(2021) R IRAT 22 B VFVEAN X 28 R AT 9 2 B35 B IE AR DG . BRI, ARSR AT 78 o] LAd ik 2 9 B R A AT A 5
AER L R WAMA I SB35 =, AFRMIEREER, WoRER /AR, S MERRMAT .
Gong %5 (2019) KM, ZHFNRIHHE SAKCP RSk SE, RIZZAE NS0 S8 @18 2 8 2 AR 8], TfihS
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FEREE . B, RRIIBEHEHZEBAMMAT AN RS & &)a, APTTURI 25t
A5 AR BB RO, M —BOAREAE PR . T AR IRE T AN R (3 WAL S 2 B AL F A 5 4%
HIRAANA . B, RRWFFEHE— PIRAR AR AL S L T AR SRR R .

5. &

1) AP HE 2 I 1 T R WA R

2) FAAT N AEA: 2 225 LA 32 g e 2 TR 7 R AR

3) U RENS M T AL A TRHALATRIBAT NI R AR, HE— DRI, AR > 28 X (8 26 BT,
FW(EEM) A B A SAMAT N RIEA R (H44FEE <28 (3] 26 )i, XFAHRIFA R

HE&mHE
2023 LA RN I 7O o TR S HE (R &) & DR % (23SIC-17)

SE K

E/ANE, Miie, BhEE, WIEE, BRA0(2019). B EE@ERIC R “Hha-LE-A L], AISZEK, 64(2), 194-205.

EHiuN, B/ 8, ERE(023). JERALSWEM F WA XA RIS EE SR ER. A F G0 P 5 5
., 31(4), 1003-1006+1012.

JUHE, 22, LM, R, ZER(2018). MEEA R R ARG RN I E 2. ORI, 26(9), 1700-1710.

S, 200, 7%E%(2019). #LoBE WAl SEma MA SR 4T 2 —— WU SRR R IER ). LRI A 7R
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