R E IR ZETR

2023 F£ 11 A 545 11 8

2 k2 IR T 5 R AR A 1 3 2R
H 5 P12 U g L & T b 2

EE

MEmEAE, Kb

f E | aGBEMiA, $2NBSAINEREEBRB), WAANERIRXANEEZTE, W ANBR
BRBERERNERVE, UEMRESRER, AZESBEEERENR. —EXMRENNAREARZRES
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1 Bl

HAZ L IE— AT £, Hh S5 E WA AT RIS AGORE, afE iRty mzs . H
T P AR AL N SR GE BB s R AT R IR TR A A B R0 B 0 54 TR R, A S i
TESH 55 I T BRI P AR N 2B AT 28 ( Boyd and Ellison, 2008 ) o #E3S M- 45 H
BET RIS . S H AR IR RORBIILSS , BRSO ATTEZE L A TH, SR BB & AN]
HIRE S AT o EAMIFSE % & IR E AL B Z2 I [A]7E Facebook 1 MySpace #1532 ®h b0 B 255 % A O 1)
PRE BTG, EESRE 4, SMREEBKFEH S (Tiggemann and Miller, 2010) . [HH, #H58 W4% (1 fili

(EEET. WELE, WMEIMEAFINESE, ARAE: BRINES,

NESIA: SE2 KFEMRMESERSHEERBENXR: HAZMBAEERERNPMER (1] . PEINESFENS, 2023, 5 (1) :
Nn72-179.
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FHPTRE R S BURME AN I G

PAGA T R A 2 28l P KA 28 SO B ™ R T AR i ) — D T . B R B — A
XA CHIINER, FERRAAE MR R IR, WA F O B AR B AR e T AT R R, A
AT RIS B C 9 R B 4K (Peter and Valkenburg, 2014) . 2442 KARKMAERY B AT
G ESR ORI, R BOR BAE | X S PAR A AR i A R A8 AL AT ¥ AR s T 2k
RIGH, I mIEAPR, S AARXE LA S S FAR (AR, 2 X [ AR A TR

A AE PR b PG LRI ol P A 32 PR 248 s 375 4 B — b JC T O ) o BT R 4k 38 Il (A L A B R s
T A AL L% P T R AT A B AR TE G A I RSO 5505 B, AEMRSURAE T T 5 HA ] P AT L3R
RO, Bt A BRI T (2ek . BRI . RIEMR, 2017) o #EACMIZR RO T 2
R ILBIILSS , TEALAC ML B R IAIRMGME BaE R MA RSB A RME R, AR EL T
AW 7o S0 55 S Al P S A S PR A BHATE i, 1T & OBGA BIARHERT, TEA SR H
C I IARTE G T Y B RN

FEFHEAE R TR F B E 2 —, AT A RIEMN A E ], Xt BB L PE
JEATRIPO A EEL AT o X B, KA N AR A 2y, SR RS B S AR AT,
W5 5 52 Bt SCA R T B SEIR DTS SO B ™ A TR T

s BRI, AT —FK ) T4 A CEEL R AR TR A& T AL T, AR &
WAREREO T, AT SR A T A, LATff A T A& (Festinger, 1954) . —Jiiff
FEETALS SIS I T = FH A, 2RI ACRE | [RIAERIEEASE S 0 B A TR G ) — A0
MR, WEAh, ZBALARRY], BAH PR Z EEE AV —— IR LI A E B 1
(K, D, and M, 1999) . 53 —JBF5Ei ot (& B A0 o3 BTk B, AR FIRESs US4 T A0 BEE
M5 BRI R Z MR, W5t T R 5 BHAAN I Z R X R (Keery, van den Berg, and
Thompson, 2004 ) . XLERFFN = EH MBI HE T R B M R, #Ha R T S R IR SRR —
AR ST . E NIRRT B R T R, R HERTE Facebook i 1% {5 Al B (AN 1 22 7]
A E o A b A A S P 2 3 2 k34 i AR LA, DT 3 B K ) B AN T R SR 1 2%
( Fardouly and Vartanian, 2015) .

g5 LR, ARSI AR AR AT S, BTS2 A FISHAAG AN T sz e, okt 3 b A4 L
WAL A I 2 A1 T RUAAGAS 1l =2 ] (8 v A

2 MRAE

21 HRNZR

BT A BRI e i 5 R e Th) 3 BT Y 5 453 10 /=2 18], ASEIFSE 3 MR —3h 55 73,
MR, FEARERE I AE 275 3 550 Z 0], AAFFER 5 (IR, AR T i1 R Rl IR K
42500 40 FEI LRI, XAS (RIS TR, AR RIS ) AN A AR A A A TR 5
AP (BRIREE . ZREASR . 2R, 2021) , WRBEIARLIIE 478 1y, ARURICRE R 95.6% . HrhZok 258 1y,
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A 220 . WA TIIAERS 19.45 %, ARSI 17 ~ 23 %,

22 WRIA

22.1 ZHAXMEFEHRER

ATRFER AN (2018) WBTT I AT W v SChR . %6y 9 I H LA, A4
WA, AR ASEO AR AR = AN, SRHL 7 3ok, 17 = IR, 77 = “—RKZ%
W RS RAATH A R R, FORAMRGT S R AR M . AR,
ZERN a ZECH 078

2.2.2 HEMIEEBILRER

FFHIEFFIZE A (Fardouly et al., 2015 ) B2 A AE 56 AR Ho A5 e 0okl 58 Il o 1 A4 o e
PR, RS 3 ATE, RS A4S, I 17 B 45T FoRM AR B eeET L %
RS RS I H B8 N AR, FRoR AT o A S sl s (A AR Ll Ase it il v o AR
FEd, IR a ZECH 0.87,

223 HMEHKBERER

AT RIURLL (2006 ) 2l () 57 7 B 11 Fo b o RARAS R EA TIR A, A5 48 NI ET, Adate i
JEL R ARSIRE 5 ANRRE, HPSOREEE 6 NTH, BE4EEEA 1L ANTIH, SRR 134N H, A
SRR 12 AN H , FEARTFIE T AR BUR AR . %R S M4, (07 = AR, 47 = M .
QI RAY B A AN R BE 9853 /N TG AR 2 48, FORAMRRZ BRI R0, 5408y, FosMaot 1 o
(I BHRRORTH 2, %R0 o RE0N 0.88, HATR RIFHIEE.

2.3 HIEALE

W5ERFH SPSS 20.0 M4 T A S5 AR UEA THla 1 A A DG 4387, SR A SPSS 20.0 FFE 14
PROCESS Model4 X B0 AT A AR K6 565

3 HRER

3.1 HEDERERGISHN

T AT AT A B MAR R BRI, T REAA eIt R ikt 2s , IR ERe Fras il vk L, Aot
FERMBEZ IV, PRI AV RS RS Tr ik LR Harman 5. ZAG 0 1R AG 30 L [R] J5 vk
2 AP I H AT RORR VRN T 45 R R W], R T 1 3 114>, SR — TR
ARSAEN 23.16%, NIABFSE R B A B LR A W22 (RS . JESraR, 2004) o

3.2 HWRGETSERDM

e 1 AT AR AS Wl SRR F A 3 IEAR DS (/=0.29, p<0.001) , SSRGS & IEAH G
(r=0.15, p<0.01) ; FAZRIGHIARIR LA SIRMGASTE 2 35 IEAR DS (7=0.44, p<0.001) . FE3Z ML
S LR B IEAE (/=0.22, p<0.001) , SEGRHE BEEMHX (=014, p<0.01) ; FHA
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Ol SR R R B IEASE (r=0.21, p<0.001) 5 AR A FAH T 5 4k 52 WG 445 LA 2 1 1E A
K (=020, p<0.001) , SHARAWEREEMKL (r=0.15, p<0.01) .

1 REEMMAESEITSEX TSR

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis tables for each variable

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 #13E W28 B4y 1
2 TH R 1 0.86™" 1
3 A A HH 0.59™ 0.27" 1
4 BN il 0.66™" 0.38" 0.13" 1
5 MG HER 0.29™ 0.22™ 021" 0.20™ 1
6 TGN 0.15" 0.14™ 0.03 0.15" 0.44™ 1
M +SD 3.68 +1.05 3.45+1.47 5.62+1.79 2.69+1.18 272+1.15 1.39 +0.46

A Fp<0.01, FFEp<0.001,

3.3 FLAZMIGIABRECREVPI T ER

N T RGBS P RS LRSS I 28 T RGO Z [l i /e VR, 71 SPSS #6i /% PROCESS
Model 4 ATV KT . ARPFFENEAE AT FIVE A28 &, AR A WA LB h A AR 5, K
GARTAE R A B, SRR, 4158 2% (8 RE b 3% 1F 1) T4 28 sl AR 4 LA (=029, 1=6.65,
p<0.001) o FEMAARBR LRSS, #1238 W 2 ffi AT IF ) S0 AR (5O W6, (R 3% (8=0.02, t=0.53,
p>0.05) 5 #H3Z W AR LB REAS i 2 1F ] SRS AN (8 =044, =10.19, p<0.001) .

F2 EEPTEXRMEESH

Table 2 Regression analysis of variable relationships in the model

A5 72 N=478 AR A FERR EVEESETER i
SR AR = R R F B '
(LNEENT 1132 W 454 0.15 0.02 10.99™ 0.15 331"
FaRl C YN E R 138 9 25 il 0.29 0.09 44.24™ 0.29 6.65"
AGA A2 28 11 0.44 0.23 58.56™ 0.02 0.53
FEAZ P ARG L 0.44 10.19™

3 M ARG LB B R A I

Table 3 A mediating effect test for the comparison of body images on social networking sites

SOVAE Boot FRifE1R Boot CI TR Boot CI B AHXFSNAE
SR 0.15 0.02 0.03 0.10
BN 0.02 0.02 -0.03 0.05 13.33%
H RN 0.13 0.02 0.09 0.17 86.67%

A FE R I 25 18 1E A 4307 Bootstrap 7, B AlIEE 5000 ¥, £ 95% A DX 8] P X 4438 ) sl 415
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Rt SR (o N bvi [ 2 W (1B G <ol o v 1 N A VU Sy VAT = I E a 4 VA ]
Bootstrap AR XH2 [0.09, 0.17] , ZIXEIAEE 0, BIHAEAS R AR LR A 200 3 . HHSK
IV ) Bootstrap EAF X A [ -0.03, 0.05 ], DXL 7 0, PIHAHEAZ 258 A X AR AN (14 B HBON A 3%,
DR A 5 10 i (AR LA S 1 286 A FH ARG Tt 2 TR 56 2 R VR

HEAZ R s AR LA

T 1 B > R

B 1 33T 0wk AR b B B R A 3R
Figure 1 Mediation effect plot of social networking site body image comparison

4 g

AT R 7 A S8 A1 T 5 4 28 I sl (AR LU 52 W 3 AE AR DG, O LAk 58 I 264 T dul 2 1 1) 51
WAt 2E P ARG LS, X S AT TR ARAT, 5 AR IR 45 A — 2 (Lee, 2014; Meier and Gray,
2014) o FARHARA BRI ZUGN, 2[RI ANFEARTTEE, DAk 288 (AR 28 46 R 156 2R A\ 4k
Rt 22K £ (Sonja, Martin, and Ivar, 2012 ) o PR, 289 fdf A A2 RO 2 S04 i 1 el fls AR5 B RIAL2:
SRS AN T ki G b 7S R A S IS ARG LA . AR & BRAE S ISl (A% L3 5 (GO 22 0 2 I E ARG, O HL
FEAC Sl (ARG LA TE ) UM A GO . X SADFFBOARST, 51T A MBI 4s A —2 (i3, 2020;
BERFL, 2019) o ATRERY I AP 0] T AEAt A2 4 SR AR p F 3, ARSIl bR T O R EEAR
BRI WS I EER, WRERIXRE R, SR ARRE LM AT MG | LRt . HHE ]
F S NGEAT B AL ARSI, 290 B & B9 A BRI (A and H, 2009) o I, #1328
Pt A LU R Bl 2™ A R BRI R B AN

PSS A AL AE P AR LE R A A Pl TS A R AR RO Y B rh A R, AR S R 266
ARG Z RS2 AER, X SRR, (H5 TR RESR 8 X3k (2019) 1
—IRUIF IR L TR Ak S8 Pl (AR LA E A S A 28 U FHAUA GO i e R il e i AT . 0T
FER I 44 I TC 18 R M R A B ARt A0 o BRARAARAT R 5 A R LR S M 14
MONSIRE=2vS|72 VR p=vi 2

— TP AR, A Facebook SIS 0] 5 AR A A O, M2 LERTH] Facebook 43 FC 25 M
YO R TR S A I R 2, A AN I RTE SR 55 I K T8RS (Meier and Gray, 2014) o — 35525058 1o ]
PR RGBT AR LU B G RS, BP0, d e B B R P )R A& L s —
4, W BCA IR S /M U — 2R B A R TR AN (1% 48, 2015) o X ATREE B MR St
NHEAT HUBORAFXT A O S RPN B A E AL, +E2e M4 P B RS A RIE 248 T &
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(Zhao, Grasmuck, and Martin, 2008 ) , FEAZRsl ik £ MR AR ] 4230 fi NS BLAY A B P
PIRBAE R, AR GAS B2 AR iR iR ARe, ML T ACHSHRELARAWE]7],
A EFRATLATE IR S EEEN A C S AIE % . R RS IR AN B2 S BUR GO R ™ 26, T
ST AT S K B S Bl ARG LK — AR B LA SR ARG AT 1 i R 3R

WA S RET .

(1) FEARIEIR BRI 7 (A, SRR A A A FEAE P TR —FIR ., ATRES X WFAT
SERAE R . ITEZ S AT 58 Th SR FIBEALANAE , 5 RAEA TG

(2) ABIFFE BRI T A A1 B (852 190 268 feft P 554 28 I sl A LU AR B AN T RO AR OGP, (I
A RATFEAAE Wi AR LA R B, U IR R 22 0 268 feft FHA TSR FAAAGOA T 22 [R] X 2 e AL
AR WL RIS SR ) A ST, 0 shaS 55T RGN 5200

(3) #EZE LA IR B B A4 I N BRC R T ZUS) MR R 45, P4 32 I 2852 3] 1 L () A4 1 52
SR BERFFET AR AR S VoI35 7% 1l 3 SRR ) A8 R — AR I A A2 28l PR AN Tt 1) 52 AL

RPN

(1] Boyd D M, Ellison N B. Social Network Sites: Definition, History, and Scholarship [J] . Journal of
Computer - Mediated Communication, 2008, 13 (1) : 210-230.
[2] Fardouly J, Diedrichs P C, Vartanian L R, et al. Social comparisons on social media: the impact of Facebook
on young women’s body image concerns and mood [ J ] . Body Image, 2015 (13) : 38-45.
[ 3] Fardouly J, Vartanian L R. Negative comparisons about one’s appearance mediate the relationship between
Facebook usage and body image concerns [ J ] . Body Image, 2015 (12) . 82-88.
[4] Festinger L. A Theory of Social Comparison Processes [J] . Human Relations, 1954, 7 (2) : 117-140.
[ 5] Keery H, van den Berg P, Thompson J K. An evaluation of the Tripartite Influence Model of body dissatisfaction
and eating disturbance with adolescent girls [J]. Body Image, 2004, 1 (3) . 237-251.
[6] Lee SY. How do people compare themselves with others on social network sites: The case of Facebook [J].
Computers in Human Behavior, 2014 (32) : 253-260.
[ 7] Meier E P, Gray J. Facebook photo activity associated with body image disturbance in adolescent girls [ J ] .
Cyberpsychol Behav Soc Netw, 2014, 17 (4) : 199-206.
[ 8] Myers T A, Crowther ] H. Social comparison as a predictor of body dissatisfaction: A meta—analytic review
[J] . Journal of abnormal psychology, 2009, 118 (4) : 683-698.
[ 9] Peter J, Valkenburg P M. Does exposure to sexually explicit Internet material increase body dissatisfaction? A
longitudinal study [ J ] . Computers in Human Behavior, 2014 (36) : 297-307.
[ 10 ] Sonja U, Martin T, Ivar V. It is all about being popular: the effects of need for popularity on social network
siteuse [ J ] . Cyberpsychology, behavior and social networking, 2012, 15 (1) : 37-42.
[ 11 ] Thompson J K, Coovert M D, Stormer S M. Body image, social comparison, and eating disturbance:
a covariance structure modeling investigation [J] . The International journal of eating disorders, 1999, 26
(1) : 43-51.
[12] Tiggemann M, Miller J. The Internet and Adolescent Girls’ Weight Satisfaction and Drive for Thinness [1].
Sex Roles, 2010, 63 (1/2) : 79-90.

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0511137



178 RELEMRMBIER SIMEANBIVRR: MBIV TER

[ 13 ] Zhao S, Grasmuck S, Martin J. Identity construction on Facebook: Digital empowerment in anchored
relationships [J]. Computers in Human Behavior, 2008, 24 (5) : 1816-1836.

(14 ] BREL, 30k, AR, FAMFHARSHA AR (1] . OBk, 2006, 29 (5) @ 4.

(15 ] 2R, Bifg, WA, . S sm i R SChe b B E P SRR (7] . IR
PROBIAZRER, 2018, 26 (5) :+ 900-904.

(16 ] XURK. B P A s A A Wl 5 SRR SC A [ D ] . BRIGIIFE R, 2019.

(171 X%, J&Se, bk, B BRI AN RO oA B Rl R n s (1] . DBEBESE, 2015, 8
(6) : 84-89.

(18 ] 5wk, BRBIE, Rbefh. A2 MR LB SRR R . KR EE S A i sEP AR
(1] EIRRCEAGE, 2017, 25 (5) & 959-962.

(19 ] #ls. s AAtse Wt E YR B S5 s SE Z AR 5C &R [D ] . iR AEhIlyE R, 2020.

[20 ] WER A, AHICRIsE P AR BRILELS LR AAERRBPEIRE BISC R . AU R AER [D ] . 5 e
IR, 2019.

[21] BhIGEEE, 25458, 20kHE. MERA PR AEARE R S0 (1] . OB AdiRE, 2021, 29
(2) : 225-237.

(22 ] Jali, Jesrog. SFDFEmZERGO MR- STk (1] . OHRRIER, 2004 (6) : 942-950.

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0511137 Www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc



RELEMRMBIER SIMEANBIVRR: MBIV TER 1179

VWW.Ssciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.051113

The Relationship between Social Network Use and Body Image
Dissatisfaction among College Students: The Mediating Role of

Social Network Body Image Comparison
Yao Xingxing

Hunan Normal University, Changsha

Abstract: In the age of the Internet, social networks have become increasingly close to People’s Daily life,
becoming an important tool for people to maintain social relations and an important platform for people
to show their ideal self-image. Previous research results show that body dissatisfaction is common among
college students. The Tripartite Influence Model believes that mass media is an important source of body
dissatisfaction, while body image comparison is an important factor. In order to explore the relationship
between social network use, body image comparison of social network sites and body dissatisfaction,
this study used questionnaires to investigate 478 college students from Hunan University of Science
and Technology. The results showed that: (1) There was a significant positive correlation between social
network use, body image comparison of social network sites and body dissatisfaction. (2) After adding
the body image comparison of social networking sites, social network use can significantly positively
predict the body image comparison on social network sites. Body image comparison on social networking
sites can significantly positively predict body dissatisfaction. The use of social networking sites to predict
body image dissatisfaction is not significant. Body image comparison on social networking sites plays
a completely mediating role between SNS use and body dissatisfaction. (3) The higher the intensity of
social networking use of college students, the higher the level of image comparison induced on social
networking sites, individuals are more dissatisfied with their body image.

Key words: Social network site use; Body image comparison on social networking sites; Body

dissatisfaction
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