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Abstract

To explore the mechanisms and boundary conditions through which perceived economic inequality
influences unethical behavior among college students, this study administered questionnaires to
237 college students using the Subjective Inequality Scale, the sense of unfairness Scale, the Attrib-
utions of Rich-Poor Scale, and the Unethical Decision Making scale. The results indicated that: (1)
Perceived economic inequality significantly and positively predicted unethical behavior among col-
lege students; (2) Sense of unfairness partially mediated the relationship between perceived eco-
nomic inequality and unethical behavior; (3) Attribution of rich-poor gap significantly moderated
the relationship between perceived economic inequality and sense of unfairness.
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1. 5|8

CARNBIEMEAY” . ZFATFEC YA S R B WM —. @FAPERIBTERE
HEBRET, MEMERE@ME . BN L5 AEHEFL(Willis et al., 2022). XM ZE G
AP, RGBT 55 WM A AL T~ 2035% BEUR 43 B0 AN 32 B PR 858 H 325 1 1 R R 3 o AN T 45 1) 32 0
N, WIE B S AN P A T A Rk 58 B 52 (Schmalor & Heine, 2022). DMERFR KL, ZFAT-254:5]
K—RHNM A2 fa B fEEMARLE AT A(Du & King, 2022a). AMA USR] (45 A 252
FEMR, HAWIEAT N HRARE. ST A TE A A 514 36 (To et al., 2023).

KA R T4 S AME M 547 B3 1) SCHE I . il T 5 A RM S5 5o AR AT S A B3,
KEEAEN EGFAT 2 R EITE N B Ho . KA BB A TN R S AT MRS, ANMEEI MR A
5, BRI MBS PEERS . AT, IA TR Z RS AT S A 8, B R
FHX R A ARNEEAT AMER, R RS HE R LA S EEAT AR NIRRT ST, RFEHE 17—
ANE AT R AR, DR BB ARV XA B T HEANE RS, Waehgl S R¥A
WISLIER R 2 AT T AN RAT SR AL X 1 () BRIk 3R 5 e S % .

L1, XEEERTFEFERASTERTA

HEE G S RAE S “l4 s, DMENG” o ERSavtdferh, JEE B R B R
REIE B BA YEt:, BT BB AT N & B R A f ik 2 F A A W (Landy et al.,
2016)0 ANTEEEAT AR A BESZANMRRE B2, 952 2 52 1) T A MR B8 K 2R (Trevifio et al., 2006). {ENE
B EMAL AL, SPA T CIEH SO R MMANTEEAT R OCRR R . R AKI, LU
APEE RIS BN AL 2 SR g, Tt B A A A BBy, R I AL £ b SR IR RT BB M (Thorbecke &
Charumilind, 2002). 5AEVETEANS FEEIREE R AMEAE L, B A v AP 254 25 o ) N B8 5 AR 0 3143
R PR AIE S 2 (Hitlin & Harkness, 2018). AHRAFFTHE— DR, 5. WRXEMMHESTE
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PFERAMA RN IE AT A (Motro et al., 2018). BEAh, BEISLHFA TSR SHIE AT AE. RIS
At 447 N(Nishi et al., 2015), BHKAEEAT R L, B a038 I s H4F(Elgar et al., 2013) L&A
RIS TAT NI R AR (Wei et al., 2023), 232 P20 IE M2 S8 FE I sh M5 JLZE (Thorbecke &
Charumilind, 2002). Kb, A FHE HUB R 1 KEEAE L5 AT SRR A BE NS 0 2 1F [n) FUN A E AT A(H D)

1.2. ReFRBRPTER

TEHE AT, MEREZ S SEBAA TG, MANFEAEAA R B B b5 Ktk 2 40T
AR ENGARL, R T BB ORI . AR RSO 2010) 58, BN FEGE M-
AMRIEF IS AW IS, BT 51 R 0 5 15 26 5 1 ARG, A% O A 2T 220 e BER
A3 B A B ) 2 LR R 22

Fehr 5 Schmidt (1999)4& Hi A P55 POBBIR i, AMATE MR SR AU OGHE B & 40Ul s, &
PIER SN DA S A o AR A BRI, AT ik B B SRR S ), S MR B B B S A
ZAAFAE R SR A L 22 R, 2P AR ASPERIRAS A S HE 7. Bk, ASPEE POBELARL AT LA 2L
RN AT ER 13T B ZFE A A 2 UMM S R IR IE—— S T AN TER AT Oishi 25 A (2011)
RIL, BTG 2 BB G RN A TR, 3 S 8RR T, X — RN A
R . — I S E 25 NEFATBUIX R A B IR, AN FTIARLE 2 1A A SRR 5 WA SR BN
£ RE EFKBY(Du & King, 2022b). #4k, MRIEATFLERGAERL, AR A BRI B R AT 1) N TES)
Bl AN AR = A 22T BOX M ATIE SR, AR L 2 TE ARG A R s s, ki vl R i
RATEEAT N CHPARY, RO AT LB r 77 02 2% B2 147 9(Van den Bos,
2020), 3& G 1E [\ TN B i 47 9 k2247 5 2 MPANTE BB R IL(Gini et al., 2024; Schweitzer & Gibson, 2008).
Pk, AHEFIR R 2: AN TRRIE K2R AL GFAST 2B AN A R 84T 2 Al A VR I (H2)

1.3. REEREFENBTER

TE ZE B VA R FE A AMRTE N 02 T B 3 & 22 B A SR DR B e =, X R g R 7 SN E R A
XA AN A IR BUR BEFNRE . FET IR R A IHESE, AW 3 s 2R A RS A
VAR A1 U B (Heider, 1958). P VARE & Fa AN K 22 22 BE 1A 7 A I BR TN B B Pl EL &% (R R o 5 2% A1
WBs IFERE . Re )2 R NI BEAE, X BRI ) TR b O BRGZ v, S ME U A TR A RS
I EREE R, TTTBRAR T X R AN 2 OBV EE s T 71 U5 BR DU i A4 38 s 22 B VA DR T A 2 I PR B A
F, WHEESRAL . FKEERZES . tLohE S0, REMBRAA RN T MEX S8R
ANHIAKN, HETTINR 7O G AT AR . X — W S B A SR SO SR — T, MR
SR e X At N PR A M A8 5 45 SRR IR BRI, 2\ R S R AE I G B A48 B 5 s 1) AP (Bullock
& Fernald, 2005); 53— 7T, RS IT RN & 1922 73 1 2R AMM R E, 2Rl Hox e 5 A1
S AR NS, AN S g O AR 2 T FE ) SRR R (Alamo Hernandez & Sainz, 2025), i8] GEAf 3
RS 3 T 2 (IR E 45 5 H BN (Zhang et al., 2024).

AMAX TR ZRRRAR T2, AR BT R A TEAE S S B A A 2 AT ) T AT AN E
I, AATIEE 2T E 2R B S RN R R 22, MRS AR IS IR R ARG L
N, M TIREFAFERA, SETAT B 2 A= R SR AP MR, 2 AT
TRHAT W IHBE, AT N EEER FEBETE N E M EE G ARG T, EMEZRFAF
SRGEGE, M A A PR R A AT REZ B, RRESATAPFEEE Y, HAL PRI
RYE i O N
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BT, AWPFIR IR 3. TUE ZEA R K2 A LB AT S EI A 2P TR I 15 1 (H3) -

g5 bRTIR, AHEFRAER A SEDFFUSCR R B, DU ARSI AN SIT R R Gt 2,
AR AR 1), BERANERZE G AT SRR A TEEAT NI T, UL AT
IR AR AN BE B 22 JE R A 5 4

HEEERE

Z TEETH

Figure 1. Hypothesized model of moderated mediation effect

B 1. BETHRMMERRIRIEEE

2. ik
2.1. HFRMR

KA ERRRE, @ S R T a0 A EER R A TE LG RE. LR S 282 4y, T4
B AT I = A R R R REA S, AR A NS 237, AN 84.04%. Hb, B4
76 N(32.1%), L4 161 N(67.9%): AW T 501K 147 N (62%), A RA - FEIH K 90 A (38%):
K—29 AN(12.2%), K52 N(21.9%), K= 68 N(28.7%), KM 67 N(28.3%), WF7E 21 N(8.9%); #¥
RIERTE A 17~29 &, ~FIFER N 2122+ 1.8,

22. fiIRIE

2.2.1. BHZFAEE

KH Schmalor Fll Heine (2022)HF &K (XUHA R FEMATFEEERKD (SIS)MEAAHILE 57 AT BA1,
ZEEAY 8 MNEKH, 4N CFEMEFATEEM” 5 “RNATER” WAYEE. RAZER S S5,
RorilkE, MRS ETEATFERRAERTRE . AR AR ERIET 4 I E M S ST FER E
MNHET. AREFFCHZIA S o RECH 0.73.

2.2.2. AR

AN IRRRI ER ) E 52201 7) g RN A3 L AR 2, R UL eI N M LR 7 AN EH - &
XA 6 it (1= EEAFFE, 6= FEHMTE), BB RRMEBMBIN A A TFIEREE, fE4A
W7, ZEER M Cronbach’s o REN 0.878.

2.2.3. AEEBEIEE

AW TR FHQ012)gmEIN T E ZHE AR ER, ZERIL 16 NH, 29 8PS H A5 K P
ANYERE, BAUERES 8 ANTUH . WA RENMEB GH R, SMBIAEYE M ESNTH SRR, &
FKXH T 801 = BEAERE, 7= BE&FAE). ZREFHQOIHIITH2 I, CAANTIAR 4EE T35 5
2 A R4 BT 38 VR N B 4R b, 130, R IKTT & Z R AN AR e B 2 . AR T,
ZER WA AT R 4 K A B Cronbach’s o %043 18 0.764. 0.767. 0.714.
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2.2.4. NEREITAMEE

KH Detert 25 A\ (2008)FF A I ANTE 1847 O ok 5 R R R M AR K AN TEREAT ) o ASHIE FTIe X 1 4%
AR EA HEAER 7 AN S, BREIEN ol BRREEAT N, BRI S S & R oA
BT R R, BERRM 7T At = EEARE, 7= AEEFRE), BooE, RUPaRELE AE
TEAT NI AT RETERCR . ASHTFU A 2L Cronbach’s o REN 0.752,

2.2.5. EMHLEFHb

AHFFES IR Adler 25 A (2000)4 1 1Y) MacArthur YRR, TP MATEBAN SRR E WA E
BRKH 1~10 Hit /(1 FRon i, 10 FRREAT), WO ERE KPS BEY4EE, 15
i, RIAAME WA AT AL

2.3. BB

AWK SPSS 27.0 Al PROCESS V4.2 XM HHE 34T 4047 56—, #EATILRITE R 2R e, 5=, Xt
NEZEAR MR R Fw . AR zmiéééé%ﬂﬁu)&lEM}H”iﬂ%%(ééﬁ%%%@%ﬂ\ RNE%E
PEIAE . AR ANEEAT ) BATRR G o BT AAE OG0 #r: 3=, RH Hayes (2017) Process fdif:
R 4 FIRERL 7, 43 BRI A A IR S 5P BN SN EABAT IR R AN, BRI E R
VA BRI S i R A B B AR ) R T VR

3. &R
HE A EREKE

KM Harman FQR A IEETAR SR, SPRBUIRMERAT 1 META 8 A, KR ZE
ERERY 24.761%, KT 40%HI FHbriE, U BIAHE FE40 A A7 AE ™ B IL R D7 i 22 i L, U
HAEE.

3.2. RS RARX ST

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis of variables

= 1. FLEMNARMSRIT SEXIE

M + SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. PE51 1.68£0.468  —
2. L 3+£1.163 0214° —
3. KEEFRTEH 1.62+£0.486 —0.016 0.109 —
4. Fi 21.22+1.798 —0.072 0.762"™" -0.113  —
5. FMA &SP 522+1.331 0.002  0.086 0.186™ —0.091 —
6. BTSN 506+1.114 -0.073 0.133" —0.146" 0.108 —0.147" —
7. AN 4.63+0.859 0.068 0.110 —0.060 0.064 —0.088 0.629*** —
8. T w Z AR -0.162+0.98 0.075 0.004 —0.002 0.077 —0.173"" 0.547" 0.642"" —
9. NIEHEATHN 3.699+1.136  0.009 0.105 —0.010 0.115 —0.018 0.429™* 0.421™ 0.377"
W SRR EEN P<0.05, "RR P<0.01, "HER P<0.001, T

$ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ§%ﬁﬁ%tﬁ%#&ﬁ%%ﬁ,ﬂ%%m LA TEREA . AN TR, AE £
HR SN BT NS AN LR B 2R EEMR; EWESEF A SEFAPERM. T8 ZHIHREE

Eﬂ
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WENMK, SREEEEZE LA FERER ST A TEEAE B MR, FREER.
APAPERINERE MR, SN2 EE LMK, HEasRIE 1.

3.3, RATBESH A LSRN S FEET RN MRS

K H Hayes il ) PROCESS #5225 4 AT R AT . LETFATFEERRAIN AR R, AEEITH
HNREE, NATPBATN LR, RN, R\HECIIER, BFEH KEMEH ., WAL TFHAAE
MR R, @RNE 2. £ 3. GRER, BEFAPEBINAEET 8 EA SE R IERBEHRE@ =
0.4443, P < 0.001), HXA AR FFEAELE B35 1F 1] T 24RL(B = 0.4872, P < 0.001). 1E5I ARATFIRAE
RPN EG, ST BN A TE AT 9 i IE m B0 AE AR 2R 22 (B = 0.2852, P<0.001), A%
S ANTE AT Ay R 26 I S 2 1E TN (B = 0.3266, P < 0.01). #E—25) Bootstrap {5656 B, H4E 850N
fH5 0.1591, 95%HIE(EX[A] = [0.0712, 0.2492], AEHE 0, [N G SBH) 35.81%, KHALT
IR TE AP BR N 5 A AT R 2 [ 23 A VE R

Table 2. Mediation effect test of perceived unfairness

2. AP RPN L

JitE 1. RNIEEAT R TR 20 AT JitE 3. AEEAT N
T Az &
i t B t B t
G 0.0412 0.7069 0.0083 0.2177 0.0385 0.6745
KT 0.1109 0.7829 0.0572 0.6194 0.0922 0.6643
FA AT AL 0.0295 0.5676 -0.0012 -0.0350 0.0298 0.5873
2 N e e 0.4443 71777 0.4872 12.0665™ 0.2852 3.6884™"
EAR 0.3266 33135
R 0.1898 0.3967 0.2265
F 13.5848™* 38.1377" 13.5312***

Table 3. Analysis of total effects, direct effects, and indirect effects

3. RN RERYN, EIESN SR

RUNIAH PR i LLCI ULCI FHXF RIS

SR 0.4443 0.0619 0.3224 0.5663 100%
BN 0.2852 0.0773 0.1329 0.4376 64.19%
EIEE 2 0.1591 0.0455 0.0712 0.2492 35.81%

3.4. AEEBFRELF T FERAST LR RE R FTHHMAE

KH Hayes gl Y] PROCESS 8! 7 1A 115 B R A RS T R 3G . AATF AT R A8 3 AR &
NEEAT AR R, AAFBNRNAERE, EZFEEFARAT R, [, RI\HECITER, &
R FEEFER, FMAE LG R R, SR W& 4. GRER, SUAFEBIIN AL
JEEA B3 IE R TR (B = 0.2446, P < 0.001), 738 Z BRI PR A AS AP 86 2 4835 TE m Tl (B = 0.7659,
P<0.001). [FEI], 25 A4 B0 5 78 6 22 B A R (1928 BLIGUR 2 B m) T AS 2 7B = —0.0924, P < 0.001),
R & ZBE A RTE G B AP S BN 5 A B BT N 2 (AR5 35 R T R
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Table 4. Test of moderated mediation effect

F 4. BFHHP LK

T 1 ANAFRKR FiRE2: AT A
T Az
p t p t
G 0.0274 0.8324 0.0385 0.6745
KT 0.0050 0.0621 0.0922 0.6643
F ML G AL 0.0071 0.2372 0.0298 0.5873
N N e S 0.2446 5.5785™ 0.2852 3.6884™
P & 0.7659 7.3053**
GUFAPERA x E ZE AR -0.0924 -4.1146"*
ATk 0.3266 3.3135™"
R 0.5572 0.2265
F 48.2361" 13.5312"*

itk BRI E Z AR TR, ARHE AR 21 22 B VH R AR EAAS 90 (Z 080 + 1 AN brifE
ZERN Gy KPR, JFRE MR B R ARG, FEe il A8 BN (LI 2). 45 R o, FE7T & 2288 H KPS,
RIS TE 2 BEAT VIR, R0 AP S5 BRI AN A~ 86 1) I 1) 00 A FH S22 38 (B = 0.3254, ¢t = 7.8136, P <
0.001); 7EFXE Z AR KPR S, RIEE 2 30T AM AR, 25 AP AR IR AN 2 P 1 1 ) T 4
FHRIFE (B = 0.1868, t =3.7151, P < 0.001)o XF LRI UL, R BFAN PSRN AN A P I IE 1) 52 M i i
B AR ST B 22 R AN A R ) PR T e T s, RIS s 22 B A DR 7K P CREAL ) 19 1 R ) BB iaon 22 & 22 R K-
ARG SN EUR: [RIINY, B 22 B VA R KT (AR 1) A0 U BRT) AR R AN 2 1 R AR 7K P B
o2 - R 2B
5.00 — EAEZEAR

& 7
2 Ve
S 4.60 /,/
B P
4.40 ,/,
4
4
4
4
7
4.20 ,,I
4.00
(W AP S BT WAF TP LRA
ST

Figure 2. The moderating effect of gap attribution
E 2. AEZEBARIFTRX

4. Wit

AT LR AN TN R, T AFEPCERIS 5 IHE S, HWE IR 7 —ANF 335 R
M, RGEHHE T AFATEBAR M EEAT I AR B, VB 22T S A
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TEABAT R Z R 26 R BE AL T 9T K SIE R4S 5 BB AL A

WA R I, 85 AN 55 BN BB 2 38 1 1) TR 2% 28 AN B A8 AT v, (R HI 3 38I50FF. X5 RIEL
B BHE TS5 APFEBIENIMEA S ST SRR O E T E R, 2T E ST
NI E ELO IR AR (Itskovich & Factor, 2023).  Baa %5 N (2024 IR FLIRH, MEAXTE AP ER B &4
HBR BEPR A2 BV = 2K B AR ZE F T A 2 B fEABRZH, AP R W3 r AL
FEIE G B AN, AEREBRIET, AN & B 2 18] AR 0o BRI S20 A OnT 135 28 itk — 2B sk, et Ve 2T
ANAAGE ) TR AN S PRI RS N S P I A 2 A o IR AR A A 2 B ) BB AT SR PRG35
(Romo, 2024), FHERARAMETELEAT A= EHME W, B MEHE AR ST 56 E a2 S, HERE
NI 2SN TEEAT NG 2 (Pak, 2025).

BB R, AN TPRERIEL AT 5 R E AN TEEAT N BRI B, ik H2
RBNISIE, —J71H, ZPAFEEBRABENS 1E 17 T A 2 F2%(Schneider & Castillo, 2015). A5 H1EXT 18
AR T SN E S AR SR 3T /BTy, R [ RB RN BN ZBE S R I, o 42 AP
[ IBRKI T 3 R P& (Reyes & Gasparini, 2022) . X 3 B &M 1 L5 A58 248 MR AL 9 320 14 2 b ak
M 51 RS AN R R 22 53— D7 T, ANA P A BT N EE ERFER. MR 3 H
FIFARN PSR E B A AR, B AT, NS AERSS, JHum T8 w2178,
WEAT NEAEETT SR S 2 BOR AR (Qin & Zhang, 2022). X — S5 RHBAF B 14T ML TF A LRI SE
R R HAE2016) 58 H A TSR RUEE R R BH, AN Il 0 AN Y S5 1) 4 Be 45 RAFAE OB ), H R R
NI BT S T AR AR R A . R, R R A KA R Z AP E, 51 S HRERTF AT
MARRA 2 EEE R, PARZEh A AP B BB AT M A S0 o [FIR, R B ] R AE AR [ N
FEEFR T ARG 55, @l 2B EvEe . HRIT RS F S M AT ERPAT, RIAFAEXTH AT
PUEATIRR, R E AR TE AR S SR AR AR IR AN A5 S RF

tbAh, e ZEIHRES AP S AN PR BT ER R, EHAERE ST 7
FIEZES, R H3 0 oL BRI e W IHRIE R IMAFIKF T, S5 AR AR R 3E T
T A HNIEE ST, KU PR AV A AR T 58 5 5 =, AN EEE FAA
SR B K B . B, AMAR R A ) TR 7 e ZEEE A R TR RS . BRI RKET RS
WEATIRINTR R, INMESS I AR A TR, B A AP EL KRS S, X
— &t L5 BEATRIF 9T A — B (Sachweh & Sthamer, 2019). 5 Ib[EI, KR &M A PR ) A9 AR AR £ T4
MBS HMEARL, MEFAPERLEAE SRS ER A, B A& EAE,
FEAR A TR ) 186 M AF X6 P28 (Fehr & Vollmann, 2025). 52 ABRE, P VE BRI 3 o4 «“ 85 I NiAq " IS &,
WHERE ZERT AR B REESERMER, AP FESTER, &0 H At
B (5, 2017)0 TEGBFAFEEKFEARES, I FE R A AP EAE TBAR KT (H M85 A P55 B0
RET R, BRI EEME LB AR R SEAREN, HEGAPEESZImME, WERiES
FEXT PR 108, RN AP AIEIR AR KT 5%, aigiy, 2021).

XS5 R ER, WHEIFERRMEZME R, E30E ZEEARHIHESES T, WIAR BT EREm
AR — BOEE ISP, ST ATRE RO UK AN AP B OIS X RN SR R E
HRE AR SN ETINGR, 51 S5 AE LN AN RIS A BRI A il 2B, R 20l Em 1 50
T Mo, RS A ILER BN R RIS T EE N M, BRE Mt N, LR M Z53R
BEXF RS A AP OR RK

K FTAFERIRYE . 35—, FEACSKRIE T R AREA, IXBRE] 7B AL R BAE, RRATHAN
FINZ ORI SRR 55—, AN SR 30 22 BE VA IR (40 R P VR TR 5 4 U DR R AN S 38 = St T 4 42k
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FesE PESRAERL AR, ARORFR A AR A AR & TR, SRR e T e FE A Re o S =, SRR
Wi BeTt, (X AES UEAR B[] FOAH G 28, ME DURLIR PR RS, AR W] SR AT 38 B v s s IR B it
FETHIT ST BT RAEWTRE 75 SRDY, AHTFUR B B G RN B O0R R, SRR RELR, W
FMEARL, RRAGEEAT AR MNP EZ M ET %, > EMW w2, B 5RI0E e .

5. &g

(1) ZTEA TS5 BN RENS 2 25 1E [ TN R 22 AL AN EHEAT s (2) ANATPIRIELTFAT A5 AN 5 K7
A AN EREAT Z AR > AERT: (3) R ZERIH RAEL AT A0 5 A A IR [ B /R H .

SE3CH

B, BN, REW, 2EFE, £77(2024). ZUFAFEN G5 BER ) < NBR-BEbR-RE = R, O FS
47(6), 1486-1495.

TR, D021, ABARYREBNSRFETEATEFROHEMRE. OBF 44(2), 412-418.
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