R E IR ZETR

2023 F 7 A% 55FE 7H

BTk 25 Heiend Lo K22k LR B v
WES 12 A WER OHb =05

WHRKAAFHAFEOEFLFIR, RH

 Z | BN SEUERNTHREREZMSAEONINAR, SRE MR NY ™MAINE SRR,
% BEESTIAESS, BEERBEAFIS0BLAFENE, K—EAINE20A, KESERNT
BE (BD) pEXATTHANE, HITMER MBEBBESS (SAP) , BLENSANEEE (Svs
)« MRNE (B—RvsBZR) , REENSHIRRTCINRRERER (PASTAS) B, BR: R
REATZAFENBEARBEESEREER, A—HINBANRREERZESTAZ; MAPASTAS
SONSHETENESARE, B2UNEFRBIMREENES; BATNERESHE —KPASTASEN=
AEEBIEAER, MRPASTASEDFAREAER; NENDHREEAES “BER” EISEA BUNe
ZRRNBEBESR, WEBBEMRUMNLHRS. 56 LAFENGFNREEENS, USZ2E
BN SROEN, MNMSFOMNENRBERMN; LAZENSRINEEBEERMEFRIVEZAME
Ly HERESIE, BT LTSRN AFENECENNENRAE, FHEN AL
B N A= BN DB RIEZ AR EFIOBONAE T AR Z EHI0E/ N

KA | BITHEHR; SR BER; SRINEE
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1 3§

AR, AL SR R RS2, AT A OB R R L e, THELHACK
BRI THE BRI R H AT SO B A4 BE . BEFBE . (G SR, Lot
Z R ARIFE , L KA MR PN T] 20 O RER . TP R, H Bl i 2 B s
PR 1) L A2 e AR et 1) e R 23 % A O B R RSN 7= A B 2 (R (Stice and Spangller,
2001; Markova and Azocar, 2018 ) o T X B A AN | AT (14 DA R0 0l 25 55 2 et BUAR £ B PRI 3R =2 — (3
WHE, 2020) .

BNVES: 128, OmREAFHEZSNEFZFREZE, HROa: MNEEEKRS. RERME. HXIVE,
YESIAH: FHMER, 2R, KR, ¥ HTHSERNTARZESRINNEM [J] . PEINMESFRNS, 2023, 5(7) : 758-768.
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B AR EA S LSRN o

FE2x A AE AT H 3 A 6 e — T2t (20, KM S0 FLA RS 1 PP
CIRIBCE . AR, 2005) , JFfEX st A S isM . Bbr St SRRt e o M L gl e
MEBPSEN RIS A, TR R B A2 ORI P At thA, R A2 AR LR B R IR AR
HYE P2 4h (Blanton and Stapel, 2008; Mussweiler, Ruter, and Epstude, 2004 ) . AR &) £ 5hitn]
RS0 B R sh L, 5 RS AR sh b 2 T AR R, sl T AR TR IR TP Y (Vi
i, 2018) , FFiEJCRIRA AT BN A] LIAR R FRAT TR 2 B M ks tbi. RiEisdsil, #h4stt
BOR NTHHE S R A O SRR BT A S TN 1 d R (Guimond, 20065 Mussweiler,
2003; Suls, Martin, and Wheeler, 2002) . FRBIANIE SR T~ 2B LA Z —, ZuEHT
PRAMA R ) B AR AT R, E B RO e B S RS B ERY, L4 |
AT AT (WRRER, 2010) o MABACRSCIAE R FHET, 5B F A4 b SRR 23R e <1200
AR TR G, DA T e e g0 AR 2 A i T L

H I (Self—evaluation ) WLZAMAXT A C A RAE L JEEE . 4720 . RRBSE DR 2 A ST FIITAN, Bxt
FRI A R, 1989) o BEAKE (2003 ) 45 AIA R A FRITAE A RIS 4y, 2k
XA C R ORI SRR S AT BTy T SR AR APt B o X H BHATE | AR A A LIRS (9 F
PRILNAEZ — (I, 2018) o AMAXT B B F A IEREN S R R SO 5t A AR (Gluck
and Geliebter, 2002 ) . 755 [ RIS, FZH50E0E @] (BRLL, 2004) | NEHEAESL ( Rosenblum,
1999) | 4l (HEAKE, 2002) . REHZE (JZE, 2005 ) Xt &k [Tk EILLRAER. JE2E (2005)
GNP EER R, G DR SR SR A R B L U AR R S R . A
FARH, DURISAE SRR AL, X 5Hey H I N AR (5 B BT sk, x4t
S AN N T A FRE VUGS B2 MR GR, X ] RESZ AR IR 25 /N b L s DU K2 A i 2 1 1 42
PR SOk m (XIEER, 2020) o 4B BEAXIHZ (2021) A ZEER /N EEXT A B3
R HAZRE ST SESEAER HFRDEY, R S A S R 1) b

B (Cash) %5 ATE 1983 4 i A & HWEFIR 5| A AR R Gk, AR, sz mim”
Pl 3 1) i 2 LA 2 32 i K% & TR I A Y B R B4 (Ellison, 2007; Haferkamp and Kramer,
2011) o A ZHAE 214 ( Blanton and Staple, 2008 ) WIBFFTIESL, FEB FIEGRARaIAMUT, H24E
B Aoy BRI 52 THERK AT A0 LT

Fhos RS0 A BRI 7= A R ARARON R FEASONE . TIRIBCE (2006) F&i, AT HAAT R AT A MR B
e R NI N YA BV O & 3 A 2 Wl o i Ry AN RN = 1 SR AT e L VS A o | O R 20 O
AN A FRITAN NG 2555 TS RS2 AL 23 LU T 2R, AR T4t 25 LB R AR A 2 I B AN AR
i Hrt s e (B, 2013) o IRAS/RAIZHT (Vogel and Rose, 2014) &I FATHES B S MA
PTG RS, FEIRAMAR B FRITNACT . WAFEIAR R EAT IR 2 Rl ER, B HC S
PATHAH BRI RIE L, 72 A ZRWRAS RS, AR e ( BE, 2020)

TR XA 25 LA A RIS B4 vh 7 X AR 23 LA I RFAE . 1 4 HLAR S 0 FR A FRIR 00 114 56 R At
23 OO OB R A R AR T (3248, 2013) o AERREEF ARG, M EUR AR R E AR
)RR BRI 22—, AR A AR IEN B EAEIRAR, A . LRGN B S E R,
A Eb R AT P A MR8 (RS, 2017) o BHET, AT 2 iR R
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ZRACVGTT ST 5 PRI, ESCIETT 5T B Zt— PR O TR R . A, A [ IR
A et 2x U S AR 2 A3 B A LR, BV 5 B A 2 U B R Rl 2 AT 1 4R,
EREEA EJH R AFOEO L, JUHIEN R A X — BRI e IR A RAR . fn, AN e
HEEF AR e BB RGP, FTREZNS 2k A FRATH i 22 S P A

HEAWITAML, AUSEH—F T R 20R 2 EHAR (A, IR Lo lBTE R
UL T AT, IR AW ek e R b f) REREAR IR ik Rt A gl A 2 i SRR AR IE, AT
PRSI . ARFRLOPETE HE AT R A B AR B R AR MBI,
U IR e B B B AL AR S U E T 7 20 RS IR B AT IR I 260 R AT T, HEiX
LefE SR RIEIVZ T, BIRAARINGEE . A7 5 A TR . AR DI TR R oA R R B R
e S AT IC AR

2 MRFE

ATy 2 BB T, SB—RBL, MRS, SRS RN EE S E R, SRR
KA (AXAEG, IS ) TS8R e . 5 B, TR M IES N T s, ARLER
A2 x 2 BNt ARSI (& vs I8 o MAETE (F—R vs 550K, HAARE NG
RINIAEIEAS 0 o AT AR ST PN B, 7R B2 SE TG 45 o5 AR R F B AR A 1 i 3 X el
TR, PRI PR LothE A BB RSO B 25 & o KA vl B O B A G S m A o

21 WHREH

(1) R ERGER (EDI-1) H iy B AN BB 73t 2R 5500 80 A0l (AN A5 . HRME |
AEHE ) SEATSCIRHTINAL , PR KA B AN B S L

(2) R 2IEMFLZE K (Murphy and Zajone, 1993 ) 89 F 1% 2% i3 31 1% % (subliminal affective
priming, SAP ), #RITHEAZ W BHAR” oM UG B T IR 6 25175 & R ARG B C S T iFn .

2.2 WHEERIE

(1) SRR e Hoi i S AR G

(2) WRSEAEES 7 B R TR (78 R BRI A B ET ) Hele A 1 1
TR (76 98" R BB I LT ) B0 TR B AU B

2.3 HRAS

23.1 BEMR

AT R SR RE R 21 80 44 L KA AR, s iEM ) B, EEE® A, BT
ARG A RNTF, BEDGE . AR AR 80 1, PUAMERAS 20 N, PR R 2023 £ 1.42 4,
SNSRI i

232 BRIA

BN RE R (body dissatisfaction, BD ) HINZASE A (Garner et al., 1983 ) #ifil, 7K K511
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Pt (2004 ) BHIEAYHE AR A R (EDI-3) HAY SRR (body dissatisfaction, BD) 433k,
2 RN NFIAT R LSO B O AT A AT PRE , H S AR B R B2 MAN T A
AN AR o 2R AR N (1997 ) 2 Xof il RN 2E AR TR AE FSY , TESE 1 12 bk R 7 [ PN e DX FH 1)
ATSEYE, ABFFEHRY Cronbach’s o ZRECH 0.81, Pl N FB—BUEAR LS

BRI FOR S FIER £ 532 ( physical appearance state and trait anxiety scale, PASTAS) . % JHF|4
EN (Reed etal., 1991 ) 4l () RSN FORSFRE AL IR R, IR A2 SRR R IR S AR,
R A SR PR R AR Sy . b i AR AR 3R, 8 NIH, BT H W R iy SRR AL
S READE, AN KR . BRI A AT O X s B AT RS AR R BRI R . SIE M ‘17 (5
SRFEE) F) 457 (AR HAT 5 SIS, BA RIS (Reedetal., 1991)

SISO R, B RS2 5 81555 (subliminal affective priming, SAP) i R EHIHE 28 A~ [E
FRCF VT 145K “SEIAE” BRI A

2.3.3  HEM R

FIRZE -G T4 LR, S5 AR, BT 5 S I 2 i s b th B (), [l 540
CELES S A o d T EIEE

1% 25 J 3148 e I 0 JEORN JE 20 0 8 R A A [ 4 R B I DR 2 S R R (X 2
2000) o 4 Sl I [ 4E 2L 2 A0 2 T L2 R ek A IR e S B,
B 4 I8 shFR R B A5 45 08 s (SAP) |, SR JER S 25 1 — FhaE & S Z RN (L%,
2016) o HAE AW BARNCFIE R iR, —BARMK T 50ms 091 25 A B AR IR 2 460,
AR AR

TER TG4 T 55 (SAP ), WA T BT BEML I B0 28 A B 36 B SO b T B AP Ad , alad e “17
BV CFRERT , CET B CRAER o BRGNS RN 1K, 228 MR, TS5k
PSS R A2 U8 . AR R BT F S IR T BUGA AR, nlsl 1 s .

TEAT RHRAEAT 55 S5 UG SR B RS B 36 (PASTAS ) P8R UE P itain, #Rov1%2 e HAe”
LR R RO A 23 R e KA AR T A O SR A

(1) AR (2) JeHerr B
1 SERREE

Figure 1 Experimental flow chart
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3 H#HR

31 BERNREENERMHKNRT

He A TR I3 53 1 R LA BT 6, 5 AR, AR BN B R AN B . AP h oA
KA B AN R TR GETE S 28 5 LR R | s o LIS dUR r 278, DIk R B IR
RN AR AT 22000, AR AR A B R AP e B 2, TR
ZH B A IR— a0 SRR A R B TR,

F 1 ZTRFBEFEAHEBENMRERIHTRAESH (M+£SD)

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and variance analysis of female college students’ body dissatisfaction

(M+SD)
BRI B
K— (N=20) 3.46 +0.55
K= (N=20) 3.02 £0.73
K= (N=20) 3.34 +0.68
4
R KDY (N=20) 3.40 +0.75
F 2.85"
LSD Fo—> k=
& (N=10) 336 £0.51
AEL H (N=53) 3.26+0.72
iR w (N=15) 3.40+0.71
F 0.34
BULE (N=26) 3.34+0.75
XY/ DRRE (N=52) 3.28 +0.66
F 0.20

3.2 TARFESRINRREBHARIEG T D
PSSR S RSN (PASTAS) HUBEIIAF MR SEH BT 0BT 5 2 R, AR
BV R Je R EI TR, F U B RS I BB A P T

T2 TREFEBEBAHEEENELRITERAESH (M+£SD)

Table 2 Basic statistics and variance analysis of female college students’ body dissatisfaction (M+SD)

SRR CR—00)  BIRSMREIE (500

K— (N=20) 2.99 +0.75 3.06 + 0.90
K= (N=20) 2.74 £0.93 2.99 +0.97
A K= (N=20) 3.09 + 0.90 2.90+0.97
KDY (N=20) 2.91+0.98 2.70 £0.90
F 1.04 1.41
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- 763 -
SIMERE (F—k) BERIMEEE (B0

& (N=10) 3.06 + 0.80 3.18 +0.89

" i (N=53) 2.90 + 0.89 2.88 +0.94

FiRE w (N=15) 2.98 £ 0.95 2.90 +0.93
F 0.24 1.50

DG (N=26) 2.78 +0.74 3.06 +0.81

By DR (N=52) 3.01 +0.94 2.85+0.98
F 0.01 0.04

3.3 BMINSREEIMEXEOIFXA
PR AR R FEATAH S AT, SEIRAN A 3 s, BN R B 5 — YO I () B AR A A PR A B i
IEASE (7=0.72, p<0.01) ; PRIR BRSNS RS B AAE (=-023, p<0.05) .

=3 BEAHEESSEMMREENEX S TER

Table 3 Correlation analysis matrix of body dissatisfaction and body appearance anxiety

B R BIRIMRER (5F—R)
BRIMER (F—K) 0.72" 1
BRAMERE (R -0.15 -0.23"

E: FRERFM p<0.05, *ARERBEME p<0.01,

MIRICR B, ] DA AR B RSN 5 B B RSN R AR IR E DG &R . sy [l )3 T
X RNy FEEAT W E MR . S5 /R A8 ek B AN T 22 X PR A ek B AR AP SR AR A G T2 i
R (F=81.55, p<0.001) o XJ[EIE R R BTG, DATEEE AR f 0 PR AR & () B VR 2 5
Fo BTN, BRASTE R A AR B, B RN B T DL O SR SRR IR (B =0.71,
=9.03, p<0.001) . HBARIMUEEAS A 51.8% 1T SRR B R R

BEAR, 55— IR B ARSI AR RS R AR SR [T U 56 Foth tib 2 ST I E O RO A R A 7
PERRSS . 255 WO [ ARG 3 — R B AR A MR ORI AR 13 R B ARSI AR B Gei R R S
(F=4.18, p<0.05 ) o Xt FEIHJF A REGHA TR S, DA%ER [ AR o A s S fE P 6 B 3 . 253w,
IR SARSIME R S E B3 (8 =-0.23, =-2.04, p<0.05) .

3.4 BIRINREENERNT

X245 SR A B L S AN R AR AT L, ROMIRT M-SD BRI, T M+SD Y

e
K. BE, USMERNEIASEIT A5, S45RBR . IR B RN 25 5 B
(1==20.17, p<0.001) , ULBAAERMEARL. Hk, 172 (BERHRER /1K) x2 (F—K/H
YR ) RS I 225081, 45 R SRS B A 4 i 300 3 (F=8.74, p<0.01) , MIXASA]AY
FHNARE (F=2.88, p=0.10) . H-FHZHAEMEE (F=31.94, p<0.001) , BIKMiE, fE4 T4
—ANBAY T AE 25 0 ST 55 I SR — IR, B AT 7 B v o AL A Bt B RO N R A 40 v TR
Gyl TAEZSE T 88 AR 195 iR & 20 i 70 4L BRSNS A JEAR LA A3 4L, nl=l 2 BiR.
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E2 2 (BEAHEEES/R) x2 (F—R/ERMK ) BREFEFHER
Figure 2 2 (high/low body dissatisfaction) x 2 (first/second test) mixed ANOVA results

4 ig
4] TRBFENSERHEESSEINIER

TE SR A4 R A R R RIAE R B e A R B RN A B 2 5, HR R[22 2%
B TR—HFS, LM SAP AT 55 RIS f R S U A0 A4 T Z R IR A A . BIFse
B FDAEXT A RS AR RS, RN 12 2 14 S0 BT, 75 F0IR T, HE0 (17
e A Xgtg EIHPREL, 2003 ). 5351, Wl BERNIEE AR SAR R~ sl 5 e ) T3,
Pt 2ex A S L A SRR, FEE R AN LB R bal AR TG B A8, iRy
A AR SO T HABDT T, PP . AR RESS, 9K, tnT AR HIRERIR T AR RT3,
M F R SRR T O BOPRIE . AT n] RERZ AT B At B Ll A R A B
BARTERIE AR ER AR Z Ll B DB B RIR B2 2], RS B S~ TR, Xt H B4 J7 1
IR EEEHIE N, IR A O ASESE, ITEERE AR T —EfE ERZm.

BEAh, BRI RS 5 — YOl S 59 S A ML BRI S B IEAOG. E 2, IMAR B AR
TERRREJE AT AT AR BP9 B AT R oy 1) A I ) 32 B B 15 2 S SE B 52

P, TEARREOBER AT TART, TR SRSl e MR IR RN, 2GR R
HOEPRRDT, Yot RN B IO B R N A —E TS, A TRE™ A= 2 0L 3 F 0T
Ay, AT e e 52 I

4.2 BT ELEBRN BN EIRIN

A IR PIR B AR SNSARIE I AR AR AT, PR S RSN R A, BN R A (A
MBI 5 T7 2200 W R P 45 B EROVAN B2, (HA AR . B AT R vy (R 2 PR A
fihisd LT B b R BRAR” BORRIRT R R BRI A S IR SR AIERIE, AIRITHKC R R BRI
PRI L e A R R e | R BRAE BRI R (0 B 2kt A SRR SR AERIE, AR
WMARFREAR . Ht T UL, BTS2 08 Sh A 55 A R Bl i AN AS N B ) B3I, Baredtf it 2 ey
TR A BN A T RO B FESSONE, X [ B AN T A L MR ) A 2 AN A R Ak
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A W3 @ N T e 2GS N E R o L DA B0 G MR Y O I B2 R4 N E E LR 3 W W ow )
i T N R R & = W I R N S e o e S ()AL

FE2s RO AMRERE T A QR E, BRI SIEBOR RN, (ERFEARR LB T =A%
251, ARREREY], BHA LIS B Lot B A S R R, e s 0 LM T 5 A2 BT
Besum (22 2007) o BRBIZE/R (Mussweiler, 2004 ) BYRFSE L IAHSs LS —A A Bkt e, Jf
AT Z MRS, BT R T DTS UESRE T, 2800 oy, RSl iR )
TP & AL 2 LB RS VR I, BRI Rl J5 AT A ORISR S i . W /REx (2020)
MRS SR BRI, TERE AT T, ML TGP i A FRPP AR, 7= A xT sk ; 78
ST 20 e ol O N e v 2 1 e Rl O N O 0 154 | LGS 313 o & I 23 v = S Aa o L oy A

4.3 BTN ELEBN/ D RERIEE RN EIFIN

Prfsgi b, DUBADER R R A AR I S B B S AT 25 28 5, DUBABUH B
JOL B4 e Bl e o AR UG, DUBL R A A FRITAN AT RESE 4 5 32 BB T A2 LA, A3 31)iX —&%
B R RS 225, P A ZMEAEA R RS T St s, DRI AR AR T
JERR AL T B N

R DRRE i TLE TR PR A V& I HL 2 R AL GE R R MR TR, 15327 R 2 40 ML & 1) BB AR
75 B, TORT IR A 16 R T A U AN AT RS CUnsRO | St IR R IR T )
MR SE 56 138, A5 32 IR B 2 LU BGE R e AR B G A ) F FPE . S DU A
ARG PR [ IR TS T 2 U SR B2 MRS, DU L R A B A 288 sy R 3AR” Sl
FrRBU THE RN, TALRTN R, BRGSO R0 e R el FRLA 4 Ry 2 m] B A AE AR
S, VA EAEIX PR R —E R, WSO R Lot Sl A5 Y A BEAE A 2 (0 1T 5 de 4t 32 4
HC, WDz T2 LB R A4 3 R PF

CABIFEERN], MR A C B RSN A I A R R h 5928 S 25, ARYNSE R Lot
B AFIRL T L AR SR {7 ( Cash and Henry, 1995) o AWFFEEHR, SCAH B BERKF
A8 AR PF O AR I SR HIE A K BRI AR (Caehelin, 2006) o fEFREBIFEH, WHE T
SRR U 2 2 04 S A Al T LA () e A B AR S, T 5 T L i o5 IS A AR AT ey, T g
Je T ARET AR B LRI, B LS T 5 (IR ) st — 48, SRS U7 A i S bz (R
Fiit, 2007 ) o XLEHFFEERER-GADTIE P ASTRAENT & , DUB L RS2 A AR SR R B X 8 AR
PR SR SN, n]RERIRE S RSB B KT . i A% A EFF iAo, HRBSUEIE
BKCFEAR, Lotk A SRRSO R R T RE S T 5 32 B R AL e LA S . 290K, TEdERP AR |
AT RE-5 R A AR B SC AR, BUINIT BN H/ 835 59 RO AT REXT T AMIUMATE f gt 2R IR — 4k
UNIE A IR g iU I SR a2 i

44 REEREE
U R LT —SARAT 3 S T, (ARG T et )y . 1%, BT AURIT F At b
Rt bE [ IR ORI, A SIS PR ORI, EOR TR B A RN B AP
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{H B A B G G AL B A7TE (Levine and Smolak, 2002) , FIHNXT B “—HK /" B EEER,
JREET] AR AR A O SR 2 UL . HR, ASBRTEAREASL LA R e s, AN A2 L
S RIHABAF R REA, AT LS BOLA A Beb ATy e, I AT 25 ie S I S i UEdE . PR,
AHIFTE BT A TS R AMIF S SRR R 2, 3T [ A RN 5 ] RS AT AR — RE I 52
JREEITTE DR RSO R AT A, AR R e S AR R AR AT SRR O A, AT —
XA AT . Jm, BT HIRIPO AR BLRAS ARG I AR XS A BHATE . AMRITEY, A
SO B AL BT THRVE, bt g nl LA HAR 5 T Hh R B St A i), A 7583
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The Influence of Subliminal Social Comparison on Female

College Students’ Self-evaluation

Chen Jiamin Cheng Ke Zhang Haibin Ma Keyue Jiang Kelan

School of Education and Psychology, Southwest Minzu Univercity, Chengdu

Abstract: Objective: To investigate the influence of subliminal social comparison on explicit self-
evaluation based on previous studies in the field of female body intention. How: The questionnaire
method was combined with the experimental method, and 80 female college students from a university
for Minorities were recruited as subjects, including 20 from freshmen to seniors. The subscale of body
dissatisfaction (BD) was used for pre-experiment measurement, and two rounds of subthreshold
emotional initiation task (SAP) were conducted. The independent variables were body dissatisfaction (high
vs low) and test time (first vs second). The dependent variables were physical appearance state and Trait
Anxiety Scale (PASTAS) scores. Results: There were significant differences in the body dissatisfaction of
female college students in different grades. The body dissatisfaction of freshman was significantly higher
than that of sophomore. There was no significant difference in the subgroup variables of PASTAS scores
between the two groups, but it showed a decreasing trend with increasing age. There was a significant
positive correlation between body dissatisfaction and the scores of the first PASTAS and a significant
negative correlation between the scores of the second PASTAS. There is a significant difference between
Han and minority groups in the reaction of buttons when there are pictures of “thin ideal” models, and
the proportion of Han people who like to respond is significantly higher. Conclusion: The higher the
degree of body dissatisfaction, the more susceptible female college students are to subliminal social
comparison, which leads to explicit negative self-evaluation; The degree of body appearance anxiety of
female college students will gradually decrease with the increase of age. Social comparison is automatic,
female college students exposed to subthreshold upward social comparison have more negative evaluation
of themselves, resulting in contrast effect; The influence of subthreshold social comparison on minority
female college students is less than that of Han female college students.
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