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Table 1. Sample Design of the Survey

Category Description

e Target population: Adults aged 18 and over living in
ordinary households in Seoul Metropolitan City,
excluding people residing in group quarters (e.g.
dormitories) and special social facilities.

e Survey population: All household heads and
household members aged 18 and over whose
registered address is in Seoul at the time of the

Target Population and
Sampling Frame




Category Description

survey.

e Sampling frame: 2022 Seoul Survey database,
constructed by linking the July 2022 Resident
Registration Database and the Property Tax
Database, using housing type and tong/ban (small
administrative units) to generate a list of household
clusters.

e Planned sample size: 2,000 households.
e Target sampling error: Margin of error 2.2% at the
95% confidence level.

Target Sampling Error
and Sample Size

e Stage 1. Allocation by region (5 regional groups of

districts).

Sampling Method * Stage 2: Allocation by housing type (4 housing-type

(Stratification, Clusters, strata).
and Stratification e Within each stage, the number of sampled
Variables) households was allocated approximately proportional

to the number of households in each region and
housing-type stratum.

¢ Tabulation domains: Key household characteristics
such as region and type of dwelling.
Publication Domains ¢ For official publication of survey statistics, cells with
by Key Variables very small counts or large relative standard errors
(RSE) may be collapsed across categories to ensure
reliable disclosure.
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Social Activity
(W : Moderator)

A

Eating Behaviors

Subjective Social Status Path a Life Satisfaction Path b (Overeating /
(X : Independent) (M : Mediator) Vegetable Intake)
(Y : Dependent)

Path ¢'

Direct Effect

Figure 1. Model of Study



1. ZAL tjakel S

V. d+43
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Meta, o] wiz) A=27F AkE EE(W)ell ofs] 2d==XE HAFstaxt sk
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Table 2. General Characteristics
Characteristic Unweighted n % Weighted n %
Male 1,535 42.7 1,724 48.0
Gender
Female 2,009 57.3 1,870 52.0
18729 258 7.2 631 189
30739 711 19.8 613 171
40749 632 19.0 620 172
Age
50759 876 244 643 179
60769 373 24.3 730 20.3
70 < 185 54 307 85
Married Single 593 165 1,019 284
Married 3,001 835 2,075 71.6
< High School 135 3.8 447 125
Edu High School 1,364 380 1,007 28.0
> College 2,095 58.3 2,140 59.5
Lower 313 8.7 427 11.9
Subjective Lower-middle 621 173 722 20.1
Social Middle 976 212 965 269
Status - Upper-middle 822 22,9 695 193
Upper 362 24.0 784 21.8
Total 3,094 3,094
o]% R lavaan H7IAE &3t REIIFAE HE3 2dd w7 BAE

AAskl e, 1 Avk= Table 33 2tk
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Table 3. Results of Weighted Moderated Mediation Models

Model 2
Path Variable (Y1- 1(\)/[\(J)Sreelaén b (Y2 = Vegetable
& Intake) b

Path a (M = Life Satisfaction)

al Subjective Social Status (X) 0.4525x (Same as Model 1)
a2 Social Activity (W) 0.24 7 (Same as Model 1)
a3 Interaction (X x W) -0.183x (Same as Model 1)
R*(Life Satisfaction) 0.294 (Same as Model 1)
Path b, ¢’
Life Satisfaction(M)
b — Eating Behavior(Y) 0069 0173
¢ Suﬂﬁ;fﬂ:ﬁifﬁf;g}() 0,009 (n.s) 0,062+
RA(Y) 0.066 0.125
Effects
Indirect Effect (W=0) alxb -0.031 0.078x
Indirect Effect (W=1) (al+a3)xb -0.019+ 0.04 733
Index of Moderated Mediation — a3xb 0.013% —0.032ssx
Model Fit
X*(df) 4.041(1), p=044 1.532(1), p=216
Comparative Fit Index 0.995 0.999
Tucker-Lewis Index 0.931 0.987
RMSEA 0.042 0.020

1) X = Subjective Social Status; M = Life Satisfaction, W = Social Activity; Y1 =
Overeating; Y2 = Vegetable Intake
2) = p < .05, #x p < 0, ##* p < 001, n.s.= not significant; ¥ robust p = .050 (two-tailed)
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Predicted Life Satisfaction (M)

0.0 25 5.0 75 100
Subjective Social Status (X)

Social Activity Participation — Social activity: Not participating --- Social activity: Participating

Figure 2. Interaction Between Subjective Social Status and Social Activity
Participation (a3: XxW — M)
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H(b: b=-0.069, p=019), T84 AFo] #4 E= F4 Wz wA= A3 53
()= oA &2 Ao YERETHD=-0.009, p=733).
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Figure 3. Path b from Life Satisfaction to Overeating(Y1) by Social Activity
Participation
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(Suppression) 7Fe/d& AAPIER, S|AS B8] sl 245 Fa9E §
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Figure 4. Path b from Life Satisfaction to Vegetable Intake(Y2) by Social
Activity Participation
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Appendix A. Defined Parameters of Moderated Mediation Models (Y1 = Overeating)

b SE 9% CI b SE p

Parameter (robust) (robust) P (robust) (BCa) (Bca) (BCa)
Path a at W = 0

(X — M) 0452 0040 <001 [0.373, 0531] 039 0.023 <001

Path a at W =1
X —-M)
Indirect effect
(W = 0): alxb
Indirect effect(W=1)
: (al+a3)xb
IrXieXOfrmderated 0013  0.006 .050 [0.000, 0.025] 0.007 0.003 .023

mediation: a3xb

Total effect (W = 0)
s+ alxb

Total effect (W= 1)

. ¢ + (al+a3)xb

0269 0030 <001 [0.211, 0.328] 0306 0.021 <001

-0.031 0013 020 [-0.058, -0.005] -0.030 0.009 .001

-0.019 0008  .018 [-0.034, -0.003] -0.024 0.007 .001

-0.040 0022 070 [-0.083, 0.003] 0000 0017 .99

-0.027 0022 226 [-0071, 00171 0007 0017 694

Appendix B. Defined Parameters of Moderated Mediation Models (Y2 = Vegetable Intake)

Parameter b SE 5 %% CI b SE P
(robust) (robust) (robust) (BCa) (Bca) (BCa)
Path a at W =0
(X — M) 0452 0.040 <001 [0.373, 05311 0395 0.023 <.001
Path a at W =1
X —->M
Indirect effect
(W = 0): alxb
Indirect effect(W=1)
. (al+a3)xb
Mdm -0.032  0.009 001 [-0.050, -0.014] -0.013 0.005 .013
mediation: a3xb
Total effect (W = 0)
s +alxb
Total effect (W= 1)
- ¢+ (al+a3)xb

0269 0030 <001 [0.211, 0.328] 0306 0.021 <001

0078 0013 <001 [0.053, 0104] 0058 0.008 <.001

0047 0009 <001 [0.029, 0.064] 0045 0.006 <.001

0017 0019 334 [-0021, 0.055] 0.006 0012 635

-0.015 0019 430 [-0.052, 0.022] -0.008 0.013 556

Note. b = unstandardized coefficient. Robust estimates are based on sampling weights (wth2)
with sandwich standard errors and Yuan&#3211;Bentler correction. Bootstrap BCa
estimates are obtained from 5000 non-weighted resamples. X = subjective social status;
M = life satisfaction; Y; = overeating frequency; Y, = vegetable variety; W = social
activity (0 = no participation, 1 = participation).
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Abstract

Does the Weight of Social Status Reach the
Dining Table?
. The Effects of Subjective Social Status on Eating
Habits and the Buffering Role of Social Activity

This study examines a moderated mediation model linking subjective social status
(SSS) to eating behaviors via life satisfaction and examines whether social activity
participation buffers these associations. Using the 2023 Seoul Food Survey microdata (n
= 359%; weighted), we estimated structural models in R (lavaan) with sampling
weights and robust (Yuan - Bentler) corrections. SSS and life satisfaction were meas—
ured on 0 - 10 ladders; social activity was a binary indicator of participation in any or-
ganization, outcomes were overeating frequency and vegetable variety. Social activity
significantly attenuated the positive association between SSS and life satisfaction
(interaction as = —0.183, p < .001; R*(M) = 294). Life satisfaction predicted less
overeating ( b = —0.069, p = .019) and greater vegetable variety ( b = .173, p < .001).
Indirect effects varied by social activity: for overeating, —0.031 (W=0) vs. —0.019
(W=1), with an index of moderated mediation = 0.013 (p = .050); for vegetable variety,
0.078 (W=0) vs. 0.047 (W=1), index = —0.032 (p = .001). These findings suggest that
individuals without social participation show stronger dependence of life satisfaction—
and thus eating behaviors—on perceived status, indicating structural vulnerability,
whereas participation functions as a protective factor. Policy should prioritize socially

mnactive groups and combine dietary guidance with opportunities to build social ties.

Key Words : subjective social status, life satisfaction, social activity, dietary habits



