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[ Abstract)

the need for structure. Methods: A self-reported questionnaire survey was conducted to 449 college students. Subjective

Objective: The present study was to investigate the relationship between social class, sense of control and

and objective social class of their family, perceived control and personal need for structure were collected. Results: DSub-
jective social class was significantly and negatively related to personal need for structure. 2 The mediating effect of per-

ceived control between subjective social class and personal need for structure was significant. Conclusion: Subjective so-

cial class influences personal need for structure indirectly via the mediating role of sense of control.
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