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Abstract

The following three scales were used in the survey of 450 female college students from six univer-
sities in Guangzhou: Social Comparison Questionnaire, Negative Body Image Scale, and Female
Dress Pressure to collect data to explore the effect of social comparison on dress pressure of fe-
male undergraduates, and the mediating effect of body image on it. The results show that: 1) The
results of descriptive statistics show that only 3.3% of female college students in Guangzhou are
overweight; the average of social comparison scale is 2.87, so the female college students have so-
cial comparison; the average of body image scale is 2.59. However, there are differences in all di-
mensions; the average of dress pressure scale is 3.27, female college students feel the pressure of
dress. 2) There was no significant difference in the dress pressure scores among the BMI groups,
while the scores of normal group are higher than those in the lean group (p < 0.000). The normal
group of body image scores is higher than those in the thin group. The scores of fat group are
higher than those in thin group (p < 0.001). 3) Correlation analysis between the three factors
showed that there was a positive correlation between social comparison and body image (r =
0.498, p < 0.001), and there was a positive correlation between social comparison and dress pres-
sure (r = 0.478, p < 0.001). There was a positive correlation between body image and dress pres-
sure (r = 0.444, p < 0.001). 4) Stepwise regression analysis shows that social comparison has a
positive predictive effect on dress pressure (§ = 0.455, t = 10.94, p < 0.001), body image ( = 0.537,
t=12.58, p < 0.001); Stepwise social comparison (f§ = 0.340, t = 6.47, p < 0.001) and body image (8
= —-0.213, t = 4.07, p < 0.001) had a positive predictive effect on female college students’ dress
pressure. Therefore, the mediating effect of body image on social comparison and dress pressure
is significant. Finally, the results of this study are conducive to understanding the influence of so-
cial comparison on the body image of teenagers and the female college students dress pressure,
and it is of great significance to correct the body image of college students and to reduce the pres-
sure on women's dress.
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AN FTER450 2 ARER L RFERR, RASGKHSURNSE. AHSEERER. 1
EREENABRE=EATAKERE, BTHSEBN L REAERE NP U S ERRERFR
FMMER. BERRHA: 1) T NHLRFEEBMULE33% AR, WP 282.875, ZTKRE
ERFEMSEEROE; SRR N2597, BEREEEFAEER: ERENTFHA3.2757,
TREERZIERES . 2) BMISAEERE A ERERER, MLSUBRERITSEEAR S
BT WEA (P < 0.001), HEERER WS IEFAR/ LB TREL, WHELE DB TREL(p < 0.001).
3) ZERZAIKMHERSIRE, HESUBNSEERZARIEMER(r=0.498,p <0.001), (BN
EHEHZ B REIEMR(r=0.478,p<0.001), FEBERMFEREESEIEMRK(r = 0.444,p<0.001), 4)
BB EIESHRE, 4 BT ERE /(B = 0.455, t=10.94, p < 0.001) . HEES (B =0.537, t=12.58,
p<0.000) BB ERWNMER; B=SHSHE(B=0.340,t=6.47,p < 0.001). HEERR(B=-0.213,¢
=4.07, p < 0.001)N L REAEFREEHRAERTNER. BESAERELSWERGEREIHIF
NBNEE. BE, AMAGEEEFNTTHLIUBNFTIOESEBEROEM UKL REENERES
B, HNWMERZEESBREURBELEEEENEFEREX.
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1. 5]

Mo B AR FER AN NBAT = 2 B4k & RIS B . A J on3A i 1 B At B4
s tbd, JF B E R A S P AR A (R &R TR YL, 2012). FEANS WL ATH] B2 28 35 A Bk
B KBRIHE R T, KA I GO E R A, X B2 Bt e —Fh 55 T SRS EL 8. Lock
Wood Al Kunda #FFEA I, WIRAMRLEBEAT ) EAk S BN, A9 B Cr MBS R —RE S T, R4
SRR TN, S W2 A 32 24t . Burlesson 58 A 2005 SR A B I L )4 2 EEBUAFAE
RS, BOSIERRSFEZ IR, Sk A4 B RGPk 2 URL A B RN i 1R R AE 3 B

ik
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MR SE H CAE R Z R, MESIRZ BB RIVE %, ZENT TR 51 A HAR A ) R
BETT 200 2N 0 H

BB RET HRERK 85, HAIEE A Schilder (1935)IAA, B4 Z Rl & EFRA T B B 2%
THCHEEE. fE<CUENEREERTT, AT BRI SR R R CLkE %], 75 E A
AT, R HEFRE DA AL O Lo SRS R s, flin, ARy, 2
BT REMEARGE, LB S RERIANE, &8 E SRR BAR PRI i 2 1 58 5%
B} (Groesz, Levine, & Murnen, 2002; Riihl, Legenbauer, & Hiller, 2011; Smeets, Jansen, Vossen, Ruf, &
Roefs, 2010). {HW AW TTH FEA RIS, DA T 0tk 2 EEBCE BUREZ I (A0 Joshi 55) 8 # & ¥ A 5
Wi (41 Borzekowski 55). PRl At 2 UL TE 5 o AN S M L B 1 R 118 A itk — 2D 7

T SRR R — RINENR . B, f£5 /040, FAGRER &K 2ttt
BSR4 (Hargreaves & Tiggemann, 2004), A S & LR A 22 ORI B AR AN = 2 [BLEE EI o AR
Mo SRR R FEM MR B R,  FENE 3t K D0 T B A 1 ST AN R 2 i b IS S EE ) R
FAEERE D)o AL P LR B BE 2 R Z AARKI H O, WARCKEA MM TERA —4> “4FHIE
27, BWFi(Kaiser, 2000)45 tAMAFEA: 2 b B b 1 I BABRIL R4, S MR LR e e rh 436 21 4 fR
HIIE S . WATEILRMES, M2 ZREEME, FHEEREEWAINEY), sSrEE T2k, m
G B R 5 ST ANATH RIS R R s R i i i) . AR R Bk, B A LA o5 A Bk
FERIERAL GRS & 1R, 2003), FHREILHILEE 2R T B RIGUESIHL— 7 A& B A Jm ik %
R, LAk H BIGREH—h 1 ik B CF KB MR CET, 2006). FFAE(HE) S 5 4 5 31
W, SRR NHARM AL, L2 S NEREHERRER, B AR 5Pk
HE RGO, TSR F AR B — A 9B ISR B R FH W S e “AIER” B(Tiggemann & Lacey,
2009). I, FoiidAt o LUBGE R O SR B R R ME L e, BT AR T AN R B S B A
EJEpAR

FESCHREERE, W] DAHEIRT A Al N B AR SN EE B R A B AP ) B R ), R AR ) B AR R
SPB LA ). (HEATHFRAI R RRRRIERZX =F KRR, ARLE TR =, fFHl
VUM R BT DU L I E R ), SR m R R MER . s LU,
WERBAL, BRI .
2. 75
2.1. #iR

KT AR TG R T ARSMBEAN A R Bl R S B R 4 ke, Jhah
B 450 AAERLORA A AT B A, IR TS 754 R0 4 393 (AR BTAR 291 1, MIZ%AR 102 1), A
RN 87.6%. Herb T ZRAMESN AR 102 N, HERARLRY: 90 N, ERIMRY: 108 A, BERHK

293 No BORMIERTE 17~27 % 2 [A/(M = 14.23; SD = 1.27). SKHAEFEH(BMI) N 13.7~30.1 kg/m® (x
=19.5,s=2.1).

22. TR
2.2.1. BiF#<SEEa#E (Physical Appearance Comparison Scale, PACS)

K FHBRZL(2007) 11T 1 5 fAs 4 23 LA 7] 2 (Hh SCRRO) AT Thompson (1998) 4k il 1) B 4 LL i i vh iy 5 A
FUH o Bt EAL IR G T 0P8 5 BRSNS OR AL 2 EEBRE T, 36 5 ANEIE, SR 5 it o), i “AE
We s L e E, Rt E RS RIS NBIFEEER” , 140Gk “IA” , SRR “BR”, 7
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ok, RS HEBIRE. H4h, KM Thompson 25(1999) Sk i R iy 5 NEH, W “24HH:
b NFE— 2R, ek B R IREA M AR EA LR, RA 5 mitar, 1488 “AA” , sAAF “i&
&7, EilE, RESREEME ., MEdS BRI ERILN 10 N8, SEFHK Cronbach’s o N
0.862.

22.2. B ESFERER

SR HAA T (2009 BT B fai it 47 T B A4 R R 3R, A4 A 1) B AR AN R 0 = A E SRR R (R
JE B3 %o MIBNTUERBAFER. L 27 NEDL SR 5 st W “BOVE SRS RERI g5,
1 & IR, 5 Rk “Br”, nEolka, RESERESBRLE, MECHSEBFHEE. SERN
Cronbach’s o. 24 0.873

223, THBREHRAEDE

KH 25 E8(2013) il i) L MR R T R A 1) 4, BdE+E 2 R IR e 36 AN RS, Foh a6 R
FERE R, AN AIRE R AT R ARG B A B . S5 i =31
AN AERAFER. 20 MED, RA S it ESRETEIEREIEE S B SBRNTE R
195, 1K “EEARE” , sAK “FEERFE” , A R @S NERESY, HMEBEARE R L Tk
Ko SHEKN Cronbach’s o 9 0.833. &R AT H T LItk B IR R G E LI PLEANE T JUE )
SOMARRGS, MR IE, WAHABNIA . 2 E AR AR A A i 2%

23. BEFEBIEAE

KH G — W B SEA TR ERL IR, 18 2iB R e E Bt LA NS B M.
SPSS 22.0 #HAT ARG, KD, BT,

3. 458
3.1. PEERZER M

3.1.1. LKESE BMI 2EHRR

AW IO LR BMIUE LT TP, ek 1, 4555300 393 74 R4 BMI 1H 34.6%
(136 N)¥J R ImsE R, 62.1% (244 N)NIEH, 3.3% (13 NSRS, SR BMI 2{E 8 19.5, |8 T1EH
JGEN . SERE R NRD, K28 T IEH SURE R A .

3.1.2. TREEHSEERR

AT LR AR RUE AT TR, 4R EIR 393 L R A B0 R
2.87 4y, HLHIAIEE (S AUEER), HHULTT BB L KSR AR B SEAF AL S LU (OB o A 2 Bl e 1) R 34 b A
PR, Nz R E AR

3.1.3. TXFEBHEERRA

AT LR SR R WREAT TR, ik 2, Z5REW] 393 Al kA e Sk g kA
YERE ETIR5y . SRR BT S, SR E R AR T ) 2.59 4y, ShiaEU LTRSS AER), fit
A LR R AR A R SR

AR TS, BERNHELEE NN 3.35, FE4EE 808 2.46, B4 RN 2.75,
SRUEFE YR 3.03. Hor SRS . 2SS0 4 B R B A TR A s, T ERT E 2
BRI, RIS A BARREAY, (BERELERE PRI b, ARX R UL R, Rt
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Table 1. Table of BMI for female college students in Guangzhou
=1L TR RFEE BMIERE

N M SD
{2 136 17.4 091
I 244 20.3 1.27
TR 13 25.6 1.78

Table 2. Body image of female college students in Guangzhou

=2 TN ERFEGRERIFRAE

M SD

SN 335 0.76
JiE 246 0.80

Eoe ] 2.75 0.75

% 3.03 0.80
JENEN 2.59 0.52

3.14. TRFEREEDRA

AT LR AE B R SR AT 7R, Wk 3, Z5REIR 393 AL REEA AR BRI Yk
LRSS SRR S, EEIE YN 327 40, EIEEG SER), BT LR E
BB T EREIE S R CHEEENT 5 AR g, AT AR B EE M =3.12) K F
H2ESI(M = 3.40), FEHEEEEAGEE T3 AR FHSEKRT 3, MELSENGEET, HAH 1A
713550 KT 3, AT AT N E AT 4 b N 7E . AE 1 12 T

3.2. AE BMI Z4%: S&#HStb . BEEE. FXEESHE

% 4 BWoRI%E(BMI < 18.5). 1E%#(18.5 < BMI < 23.9)F1{wBE(BMI > 23.9) =41 4 /4= ({4t 4 FL e Al By 4
BRERWHERARIIFEEN, MEREIIVFLEEZESR .t LRI M 8 2H 20 (i o
HFNEH W =, 2 R IR AR 5 i TR A (p < 0.000) . B 1A R R &R VE5 M 2 25 1) i
JHELHIZ T e, 2 B R IE W AR m T AL, (AR 5w TR ZH (p < 0.000).

33. R BFEER. BERENSBEXIH

UL BMI f8 5O E, XS, SRR E3E N 3 MEEIT IR LR 5). 4558
Ko, LM S ERE R 2B AR (r = 0.498, p < 0.001), 2> LIRS 12 (6] 2 A% (r=0.478, p
<0.001), SARZRFELE S R (r=0.444, p <0.001).

34. KB BHFER. EREHSEIEFSH

3.4.1. £EFFRENEHSRE

T A T R 355k B A B R AR, T REAAAE 3L [F) 75 25 (Common Method Biases), HR#EAH
KW FERIL(JEE &AL, 2004), EREF 7 HIBET 1 AHN 0], sk FEE 4 07 Nkl 5 2% H
R R MRIRSE: N T DI L p ™ EYE, AR A Harman 5208 20EEAT 3L R 5 i 2 A 50
B AR THON 1, K Amos18.0 FEATIGIEE K K 04T, 45 F R LA 45 5, */df = 14.03, RMSEA = 0.18,
ARMR =0.18, CF1 = 0.91)ANERAH, 3B AH 58 B8 A A7 6™ F I L [ 75 5 W 22 (K 6).
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Table 3. Dress pressure for female college students in Guangzhou

=3I ERFEERENRRE

M SD
K TR 3.22 0.70
LN iy 3.39 0.91
FikARK 3.67 0.66
HEEN 3.12 0.54
4 PRI A 2.98 0.66
TR 2.88 0.78
LA 3.54 0.72
R T) 3.40 0.58
BAREREE 327 0.50
Table 4. Social comparison, Dressing Pressures, and body image for the three groups of students (x + s )
F 4. ZHFEGHRARER. BEEN BREREREILER (X 1s)
e WMD O SR W e e
4 b 26.01 £ 6.09 30.24 £ 6.96 27.85+5.41 17.94 0.000 @ >®
HRET 64.90 £ 10.36 65.75+9.84 62.54+11.33 0.84 0.432 -
HikER 63.68 +11.79 73.08 + 14.06 78.38 + 13.34 24.48 0.000 @ >0,0 >0
Table 5. Correlation Matrix of social comparison, Dressing Pressure, body image
=5 etk EREN. BHEERBEXIERE
A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. AR
2. FHHES 0478
3. BiAER 04987 04447
4. RAEFERK 02977 07357 0.2647
5. fi AIEM 04397 0.6877 03777 03527
6. FiLAK 02437 0.649™ 0.142" 0.486™" 0.292"
7. HEES 04367 0.906™" 0.356™" 0.820™" 0.474™ 0.718™"
8. HL&E S 04247 0.8917 0.444™" 0.490™" 0.479™" 0.438™ 0.616™"
9. JB 0.506™" 0.401™" 0.777"" 0269 0.310™" 0.190™" 0.343™" 0.380™"
10. A& 02677 02757 0.508™" 0.1527 0.254™ 0.092 0.226™ 0.270™" 0.262"""
11. FH%1 0.462" 0318 0.782"" 0.158" 0.301"" 0.086 0.249"" 0.325™" 0.517"" 0.369™"
12. % 0.145" 0242 0.679™" 0.140™ 0.207"" 0.023 0.175™ 0.265™" 0.222"" 0.214™ 0.336™
13. A 0.418™ 07817 0.486™" 0.420™" 0.473™" 0.275™ 0.523™" 0.894™" 0.373"™" 0.323"" 0.379™" 0.305™"
14. WIFA 0.312" 0.519™ 0.314™ 0.248"" 02427 0.143 0.285™" 0.661™" 0.265™" 0.170" 0.254™ 0.180"" 0.508™"
15. & 4A4H 0.184™ 0.643™ 0.1317 0.395™ 0.290™" 0.567°" 0.524™" 0.635™" 0.179™" 0.051 0.040 0.059 0.318"™" 0.135"
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Table 6. Overall goodness of fit analysis of the model
= 6. REBKBSMENTR

Febr X/df RMSEA SRMR CFI

HfE 14.03 0.18 0.05 091

3.4.2. SHRBREHSEBMERENTOPTER

WERENEERLE, BAEEREEMERE WA ERBAN R, RN L RFEAN
BRE RIS LRI B 7 R A TR AR

7 SR, AR, Ak R B IEMBIER, (B =0.455,1=10.94, p <0.001);
8B g E S B ERBIER, (B=0.537,1=12.58, p<0.001); = 544 Rt K EB R LS
HAIERTNEHEP = 0.340, t = 6.47, p < 0.001), SRR KFEAEREEHBEAIERBIER @ =
—0.213, t=4.07, p < 0.001), Kt GRS RIS RS E S K IR 0 A O08 3, A 208 AR 2R 4
Kl 1.

4. g
4.1. TXZF%E BMIfEH, B, BEER. FEREHIMRK

wREFA BMI ENA 3.3%AMmMEA . SERE ZORFEA TR NR D, K28 T 155 B s 2L
Neo AFEITIAEF 2 MR IG I IS, A 5T 45 5 I SR PR AT B TR AR BSR4, BITE R
LRFEN A ORI N E, AR R D

RSB 0N 2.87 4y, B 1EDLSFRAQ010) M 72 —3, o] WA KA AFAERE 2 T
B O, ISz I AAFE TS8R0, BARIESS T, At dEam—Sm4S KR,
LRFAAN K B ORI R B B [F 22T H . IXRibE 2 E R ) R 34 LR R, S R T
BIMGINE, KIREG . maZE, TSR LN T LRGSR AR, (H 2 B 8 5 DL S bR T
1Tt e 2 G BUR R R RIS R, X %45 Bk 2 AR

WRFAEGRBE G EARIEE, HEE— BRI, 5 GARAT R YEE(3.35). BFNYEE(2.75)F1%%
YEJE(3.03) I o i m TR A, T RELEEE 2 46)IE MK, BT L KA TR H O IEANTH R, HHAE
T BARKI VAT, (BERELEE VPN b, AR SR UL S, MU EE .. X5 AT 4L AR,
B0 87% BMI IEH Jh BRI L RFA N H CRE(EHEE, 2003); EF 98.27% % it s IE7E 3T
TR 2R IR T R AR GRS, 2002). ARBFTEA R ATRE R BT L RFAN B O Sk B E &
AR, BTG X L H XL, TERELERE VR WIBCR T2 . LKA SRR RE YT
ARG OUEFIRATIGE, M BERIAHER S FHE R, il SO @R A EER, Fitbihamm
SR SIZ LS KA E M R I SR R R P SL B AR B S, R I HET I AR e MR 1 2%

WRFABRE I8 3.27 43, HIAT SRS AR S B TR ). R, #EE T
KFALIE S, A WAMTEINSEEARITH A R R . s B5 5802013) R T8 B —5
AR N K24, BRI N2, FTDUESZ B 4L 25 S A .

IS, (. B AR = H L AR R ) E R AR, (A2 AR R VP2 I 98 20 2] (i JhE 2H 2]
IEH R ETIG y,  IE 2R A 2 LA f ™ A, I AT DA A TG R S A PR PR N ik A )
B SRR ERVE D w412 i b AUZ S8 v, o2 BORPE A B 2 5 AR R R AT R

N
W= o

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2018.85093 794 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2018.85093

ETih F

Table 7. Mediating effect of body image on social comparison and Dressing Pressure

* 7. BFERAEHSHERMERENPHRN YR

SBIR SRS AR & B t R? F

P etk EHREN 0.455 10.94 0.205 101.89™

;2 et BHhER 0.537 12.58 0.287 158.33"™
&g 0.340 6.47 "

F= EHEEE T 0.235 16.55
GihER 0213 4.07

0.537%%* 0.213%**

W KRR
0.455%#*

Figure 1. A model diagram of the mediating effects of Body Image on Social Com-
parison and Dress Pressure

E 1. BfERAEMSLERMERENTHFNYEREE

a5

42. FFEBRRETLEREMEREHZENFTER

{EHZ L AR AT UG, BEREREAS WEN GRS 2 AEER A ER . X R FhRE
FOEFCWA LN RS I o B R R, X5 ADFABARMAL, Ao BB SR m B 5em, ik
A RLZ S A5 B £ £ (Gardner, 1997), 11— ELE X Se 0k i BAR B (AT R AL, JFARTEE & 5 Sk
Wenl J e BRI A R (LS, 2006), oM RA AT BRI SZ B SR AN, IR B RS AT A
(Polivy & Herman, 2002). [FiF, BTARI R SRR OGS E A, 5 Sk 5 R m A
ISR il IR B R n i i 1) . AR ) i, BORAE ML 58 SRBA RS AL G B X & 1,
2003), EHREHLHILME SR T B REUESIHL—R T BR& B B RME RS, DL ERIG R
— ATk E OEERE LRI, 20060). f)E, fha stk E K S, ARk
B, the e ERAE R IR ML, PR Ui AT R i B RS SR IR AR AR AE AR B (6, 2002)0 BT RAA
AR SN BKARA,  FEUESE = K5 (A A O

43. MRBUERE

AT FUEE RS 24 BT B B RN DA S B LB ™ F 7 57 N I 2R 2 A R T R R, B AR
TR, ISR, ZEEREN . BRER=ARBZANRR. RAEREN: H—, 7
AT g 21 20K oA A I A 2 B AGR AR R Ty TS B Rk 77, e D AEREAE R faim i Sk B 2
B AR O it 7 s IR FUE B O BB, TRt R B KA 2R A )
HOA HIIAT, D BURE 46 40 LR AR RS BT RO RO SR o 35—, W BL TR BB Lo A
M B T B AR RGO 7RSO B, T3S B2 K 2 A S IR WA RE A B AL B -
8 G BT ) SRR SR AR E B JAE R BRehs S O 2R R L

RIS, ABPTIEAAE LA . B, OBt b, AT A R 5 SR A B K,
B R AL TAEWTIE 7T, RRIE 7 ZEN AT TR S BAT KU R 77 R Fe et okt — P B 5. Hk, #a
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PG B A ZE e, X SR B AMAEEAT A 2 EUB RO AN T ) (PO, BEARE, 2010), AR
TERDREA A 2 U MR Z RN . )m, FEAVERA R K. ASCRRE 7 ok, B
B R B A7 HRAT O RO BR 1l LAJR BF 78 AT BIORE Bl A K

5. &t

AW TR LR AR GRER. HRIEN=FZRAARENHRKR, JFHAERERE
A2 BURS M R T 1 2 AT R AR AU RAT R T A 2 PO 35 /D45 SR R B2 BL &
LKA AR IGO0, JFx o 1 A B R B UL R AV 8 I BAT B

EL£mAB
HE NSRBI 7T E KT H (17JJD190001) 55 Bl

SE3CH

WA, EEIF, B40R, RRE, XET(2002). LR AEREAT N LGN MBUIR R &, 50875 it 17, 8(4),
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EF, HH(2003). WGRAR T ETSARMERL. EXFIEEFE R, 16(5), 103-105.
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