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[ Abstract)
studies. Methods: The first study adopted the “dictator game” to test whether the prosocial behavior of different social

Objective: In our study, we investigated the relationship between social class and prosocial behavior in two

classes was affected by the recipient’s social class. The second study took two types of prosocial behavior into account: help-
ing and cooperation. Results: The result of the first study indicated that the people of upper class were inclined to show
more prosocial behavior than the lower ones; the lower ones were more likely to receive prosocial behavior. No significant in-
teractions between social class of prosocial behavior givers and recipients was observed. The result of the second study indi-
cated that a significant interaction between social class of prosocial behavior givers and recipients and the types of prosocial
behaviors. However, as for the cooperation behavior, when the partner was a high class individual, both the upper class and
lower class showed more cooperation behavior, no significant difference was found between social classes; but when the part-
ner was a lower class individual, upper class showed more cooperation behavior than lower class. Conclusion: Prosocial be-
havior is influenced by social classes, which may be moderated by the type of prosocial behavior.
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