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Abstract

This study is based on the perspective of social comparison. By researching the relationship be-
tween undergraduate students' WeChat moments use (especially social grooming) and their men-
tal health, we want to mouse out the current situation of college students’ depression and sum-
marize the relation of social media on depression. The results showed that: 1) Undergraduate
students interact with others more than they browse the WeChat moments in social grooming; 2)
In the aspect of mental health, the undergraduate students’ core self-evaluation status are good,
and boys are more “confident” than girls; the general level of depression was moderate and high,
which cannot be ignored; 3) The intensity of use of WeChat moments does not affect depression,
but the specific behavior of social grooming can positively predict depression; 4) Social grooming
can affect upward social comparison and depression, while the upward social comparison can af-
fect the core self-evaluation to indirectly affect the level of depression. According to the research
results, the study proposes: 1) Actively exerting the role of undergraduate students, understand-
ing WeChat moments more correctly, avoiding excessive social grooming, avoiding excessive so-
cial comparison and better recognizing oneself; 2) Universities should perfect the WeChat con-
struction, strengthen the mental health education, guide students to correctly understand them-
selves and control their emotion rationally.
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AR FE TSR ENA, BT ARRERE R BRI AT R B M 1T ) O E RN
KRR, TRERFEMRATFIVR, BEHZEARNTIMATEIA SRR . SRR 1) ER-ZBHTAEL,
REABHZTRR; 2) ROBEBESH, KEEXELERIMELRE, BAELLERE “AE”7;
AR SR AT h R, AEB: 3) M AR B RRENE RN, EREANERTA—HI
iR IE ) FIUIAR; 4) AT LU EATHE& WBRIAS, 1 E4T4t& BT B Mtk 0 B
BIPO FEEIMAAT . FHIALER, RRTRHEN: 1) BURRERZEA S EEER, EFRLR
R R, %P AR, Bad Bt tE, ERMAREC;: 2) RRMBEMERR, i
ROBBBRHELE, SIRREERANRAR, SEIFEEE.
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1. 53|

WA AR BIR, MUK 75 BAERE T, A AT APRASE# R A AL . G, fEX
FHBARKHRIISE RN 2 —, AR ST AR ARG TR T4k, BRI H A F s
ok sk T ) A £

MEBIENMENREEIREZ —, CRAINFEE. BRCE. S5, TSR, AANRMET
— AP S B G R A R O A AS IR T oK o SRRk, AW BRI, A2k
(A FH 2 S BT A, A5 FH i B i, A /K P s (2 FEARAE, 2016) 6

NSRS HRBE, MURZHES A, JUFEEN NSRRI AR % . EiEhas
WE B NFEVE “HBI” . TR . COIFRY FIBT, XUIE L SEURIANE 4 R4 . IIARTE %
SSHAREAN ], AR DA S 2 1 4 AR O B TE O B PRARRAE , s g M2 gm0, BRI A
ATTH F 8 A8 I VT 22 ARG, 2 DU B A1 2 =) AR Ak, o U0 vy g DR — ISy 3 i il R 4 55 B BRI AT

JH A N (2003) @ e/ i A B, 2002~2011 4, FREIKFA ARG 21 2608 29.3%. HARLE
(RIS, 1 2653 50l 27.4%511 21.6% 0 LA K 22 SO 70 0 0 DI A 58 S0 F e FH 5 B2 T4V () 52 0 o O
2, WU KA A LR A R P SR s AN AR A TR I AR SRR R i R D R A A i N
AETEIRRRE . AR AN S+ AT RE 2 Jotk, WiME, BRAMAS. A BEE. EERS . RS
ANKIEE. RIS — KBTS, CWERMERRES. A%, b, 5 E, iR
NS EZINRET — Mo IS HARBIN BIARATE 1 75 7 T, A #E A8 L B SR B &4 0 8 i 3
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nh—3k, RARBIAE A BEAARAE P50 2 BT a3, AEIXRMENL T, WRAMAR S 28 AR 175 BB 45 b
G, B A A N AN R A T TR PR AR, A A TS K S S I ) 2 e e 2

XTI, ABFFNSY, TERE A A BT SR I s ma i, AH LG T R AR RS, AT RO H AR A A
AT UL RAT N G R OB BRIk, B TE USRI A A o, R R B 5 R AT
R WERT AR ) s B K 2 ARG FRAT R TR, A8 AT N SO A A AR SR RS e K AR AR 7K
2 AEARBEFH, BATAE AT R R AL A B AT N ——— Pk T 4P 4k 2 ¢ R 00 B I AT S B
AT

TEAH T, FRATSGE I AT A HF 48438 #4547 J9(social grooming).

#EA2 4 (social grooming) & —Fh & FI4ES #123 9% R W4T A (Dunbar, 1996). FEAEAZ ML, 4158
A EARTR N E S U5 W AR T, S PRSI B 3047 8 (Utz & Beukeboom, 2011).

KT AR, E N H AT ARG 52 AH R — AN S 2 B 4 8 (impression arrangement) »
EI i, oy B 3 5 20 (self-presentation), & f —AN Ad i — & 1975 2 M50 TR ot 5 2B ER & i
T EALZE MRS R, BGOSR R A A AR TR, B EH CET, s AAaS
TR E BN G AL B I T — Fh gt 2RI B, 3 23Rt N E R, KBS
HE), AWMER RSB R HE . ELEAR DG ERE, R,

fEE AL, Kim A1 Chock (2015)& 8, LG TAASHEAALE BT, HACBIGAT AN A S LB E T N
HERERER . oot —M s At 2 0B R, AMEE F 2l 2 BSRYGR IR
Cl(Festinger, 1954). RAELLEAT RIOAFE, #E4 EIAT DAorN PATHE S WECRI R AT AR oA RATHES
thic e te 5 E B I T E R, 1 N AT G FR 5 A W A S AT LR Ok, AT
2005).

MR — N EERIE R, REEAME T ARER, MRt T2 L (Mussweiler,
Ruter, & Epstude, 2006). & I/ Bl S 3L AE B A BRI i ), AMETETRUE I A B8l vh 2 8 2 1 3%
ARG B 5 AR BAH G 2 o BRI T AL B I R A, B ML O IR S5 B2 A, R
DU E 2 FATHE S L, SRR, RATHE S P S BRI AR I B BTN R B BRI A A
AR ) XU (Morse & Gergen, 1970).

SR, FEAAS BRI JTH, B AR N F A8, B AT b, o0 BRI A
AT SR, DAL LR A A, AR TR TEM B, A B AT KPR s R A, R
B ARAAS B2, M= E 2 1) BT i, HATRess RREA/MEW R “CARmAN” 1
THARARLS, T RCE AR 0 B FRPEA, 3 T 5 0 AN R B AR KT

2. WEE5H*
2.1, 3R

PWREET KA 6 Fral—— il K%, BT, EmRl R, B, BRIl
R ZRAMEAN R R A o T8I 0] 36 B I 2 R AT AR IR B IR K, 7E 6 BT B bLahFe,  3L[al
Weinl 35 284 4y, Ho A 2R 45 266 47, A R0F 93.7%. [BIY )17 45 F] SPSS 22.0 #E4TH04E A A3 47 .
R PR AR SRR S T, W5 1 R,

22. fiRIE

221 WiERERBERABERE
K HI Ellison 45(2007) % il RIALAZ Pl 9 2 10 2, iZ &3R8 8 ANTH, il 2 ANl &
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Table 1. Gender and age of undergraduate students

=1 REEMRSFRIERR

FERI(N = 266) RS
L 4 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
34% 66% 0.4% 6.8% 18.8% 301%  23.7% 11.7% 5.6% 2.3% 0.8%

AMATEAEAE Wk o R G A R S R R A TR 5 6 AT H SR 25 E 5 mith (1 #om “IRA
B, 5 RN CHAEFEHEIED ) KA #E RS I 3k () 1 SRR R R R DA R A A I R N AN A T R BE AT
T R AR IR LG o) 8 R4S 03 e A AR AR 2 BOT U I8, R U 1AM R A ST Nt 45
FHRREE . FERFAT AW IURT, 8 Sk b in) 45 B0 Rl SCHE AR 0GB 5 RR AT I B 2, TR T ASH
FAT A IR o I 2SR A AR B A A A I A PR PR SE B DA . MRS 6 UG, BeiEtE
I F bt R4, »°/df = 3.43, RMSEA =0.09, CFI=0.97, TLI=0.94, %iHKH T i 0.45~0.87
Z ], RBZI L5 R RAf . EARBEFLH, %4 Cronbach o 2% 0.82.

2.2.2. #3ArEMH0)E

tedm Utz Al Beukeboom (2011) % il ()4t 52 WX sl A5 FH o 4 EAS B M 10 45 o FEREAT AW FEHT, & 2okt
Ir) 5 3 s SO AR TR IS I AR D e e, SR 2S00 s 7m0 (L3RR “ e A7, T RoR “H 2 )
it 0 o SR AR AR B 8 R S T A B ) S B AR . BT R RS 6 N TH, WIS T 2 ANMERE,
IR =) P o = R N E S v e 1 T O o B 73 = S Va2 T W . S A 1 . e a8
ZER AT, ¥°/df=2.6, RMSEA =0.078, CFI=0.97, TLI=0.95, I H K7 fif e 0.45~0.86 Z [i], #
B ) A 25 F R R UF o FEARTEFLH, %1045 Cronbach o %4 0.74.

2.23. TR EE

R 2275 XA ZE(2013) 813 Gibbons Al Buunk (1999) 4 il it 5 17 He—fif 24 LBl ) B R
(INCOM)H (1) FAT LU Ay B3R . 1IN S A A A B, JRAT TR 1] 5 Ee A v Rl R e o “ E T
SR IE R SHET JE 1 i B AT IR I 0, 45 R Bl 832K F, 42/df = 9.53, RMSEA =0.17,
CF1=0.94, TLI=0.90, T H A T3 7E 0.74~0.91 2 [d], FHMEIT 5 11035 BAE BUF S 380% . %
A 6 NH, REIZEREE 5 Mt (L Fom “IRARER” , 53FRR “IEwHE" ), ZRPEREA
O3 S I A PR S Bt U, 150 s 3 BH AR E AL S I sl i AT AT #h2 LU R A0 4t bk s
TEARTFEH, %4 Cronbach o %N 0.93.

2.2.4. BabBEIEMEE

SRR I 3k BRT X 2012 4T B9 Judge 25(2003) w1l % 0 EH FR P4/ 2 (Core Self-evaluations
Scale, CSES). AKIEMH TRFEMOAETAET AL . ZERLE NN HWPRER, H 10 P
HA K, KRS st £on “BARE” , 58 “EEFE”), HTUNEMEMZO BT
WK . CAEMREWZNEEE RIFNERE. FEAMRF, Z4ER Cronbach a £%CH 0.50, ]
fe e T A HE A E R S SR . )

2.25. BmiIAHOAER

SKH Radloff (1977) %1 i3 v 0 FH 30AR B 22 (CES-D) I SCRRAS, Z R 52 N 1 1M 24 i AR AE
R B0, 35 B TS RELOE . ZERIL 20 MH, KA 0~3 WHMr, 4, 8, 12,
16 RN T4y, #353 m R BAARRE IR B A R iy . SRR CA T AR RIFHEE. 16
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AW % E K Cronbach o R%M 0.80.
3. ZRE5TR
3.1. WISARAEPHZEIMGER: BT

FEAS BT LAy PN BRI BB 2) . PNE4ERE R A E A “ R 2 A0 — s A )
ANNARME” 55, TR A “URZ AVFRIFIIA AR 5. ISR IR, K E IR
WEE TR, p < 0.001. KR, EHGRECSS, 4EORARAIEREF, AL T 85 T RO 5
s, REEAMR TSRO IF 52 Hal. XATRERE KON BB RENS A 7 %38 HHORTE . OSBRI (5
» BERGIEIL ST PRI SRR B R, MTTIE RIS R R T H 1

AT BN S B A FE (N s L) AEAENE )

3.2. SRR E D EITHSEEEER

3.2.1. EzjttiEEREF LT SR

BN S ER G, WA TSR ER, S S8 is 2 R EIEADS, r=0.390, p<
0.001, RIAEAZHEMA KPR = R A, Bt T AT BATH e, X ATRE R, Bl I A RE Hh S8R
(A5 BH A AR AL i 7], M TS I A P 2 T 22 b 3R R AR IS 28 A S SEAR IR AR R I A 2 . 2
i) T AL AS BRI R 2R, A ML ORI S5 B2 A0, AR I T8 2 1) BATH 2 LA

[FIBFRATT AT LAy 2, A2 BT AW, B 50N, R, E3)(r=0.349, p < 0.001) bk b
(r=0.278, p<0.001)FEREFH K BATHE AL EARPEBIT, TR H SRR E AT, A
A HEEH AT KNPRSEGRE B H0E), YE. BUF AR AR A%, X5 miE H R H5)
1T TISEAT R AEXS 7 (A N TUSAHMEEAT B, Bl Sa i A AR N BRIE SR A7 A AN A
FEME, X E AN EE B QRN EAT . X ATRER N, HaR RO Ac, fEHANE R, KFE
REW A BT MG R, IWIEETE 21 EATH &g,

3.2.2. Tt BKkEES, BOBRITENEK, MIKFEHES

HH, FATHS I S50 AR 28 E A, r=-0.179, p<0.01, it Bt ik
PR KA, O BEIPNR, 2R, [, RAOTTLIEZES], EArdSi 5mm e s
FIEMSE, r=0.126, p<0.05. BJ EATHESHRBOKERE, fMEACHFEE . XEnEN], ZIERER
A5 I A B s B A R ) (S S, B PN W BATAE S b, XHRR A, R R G
LIRS HABNE L MEMAE S EATH2 B S S RNMEEKR, W& 3 Fimw.

3.3. KEEOERRIVK

3.3.1. BLBEHIFN: BEEEEE “HE”
T ZENMT SR BRI 4), 0 BRI AR ZE RN 25, BN BRI B2 & T ik,
F1(1,263) =4.426, p=0.036 <0.05.

3.3.2. REEMFKFEPERS

HRIE S IS R AR ], BB v . By <15 0 N EAWARAE IR, 16~19 73 N m]
REAHIAIAEIR » >20 70 241 5 A B AEIR o A AR A 2 B KA ZE A K 1 (M = 18.97) Ak T v &8 i v 7K T~ (L
1 5)o RJARIAMT, BN RER A QAR IsR OB REE TIE, 51 RS IR E CK
IR, BRI 2 Rraid A

™~
Ei
=]

is3
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Table 2. Social grooming in WeChat moments

= 2. ISP AL IR IR A

M sD t
s 291 1.00
~21.45
iRo) 455 1.01
PR 3 3.73 0.85

vE: p<0.05 “p<001, “p<0.001, F.

Table 3. The partial correlation coefficient of upward social comparison and other variables in WeChat moments

3. MIERAES EITHEH RS R TENREXXF

M SD r
BSE g g 2.77 0.92 —
AR R A 3.73 0.85 0.390™"
Fasa 3P (i 291 1.00 0.278"™
A ) 455 1.01 0.349™"
AN EE ARy 3.45 0.60 -0.179™
AR 18.97 7.96 0.126"

Table 4. The relation between gender and core self-evaluation

F 4. MHSRLCBRITNHIXFR

L2 7 KEAE
N 90 175 266 (4% 1)
M 3.56 3.40 3.45
SD 0.59 0.60 0.60

Table 5. The depression level of undergraduate students
5. KRFHIMFKFIHER

AR
M 18.97
SD 7.96

3.3.3. “4NAER” SHERKEEYIRE, AHEHENIT

W% 6 i, A A AT P A FH 5 B S AR A AN S5, T A A8 A 5 AR S 35 AH 5K (p < 0.05), 4t
AZHEN R T YEAT A (p < 0.001)-5 $MARAH < 58 25 57) o 3K 15 BH A0 AR A P8I P 466 P 58 58 15 R 24 AR O PR e W 2.
(] (R DR IC AN, B o S 2 Ao e FH 100 I A P DA R A Y I ARG . A TR B, I (AL S
S 2158 7 F /DR B UG TR 2, A U WAE — @ R Bk DAL s “ N
brfatl” , FEHIE 25 (Sheldon et al., 2011; T 1545, 2016). Pk, TEGUE AR A B A3 B ) 0 Wa AN EL 50
A7 ] B LA e R TR 5 5 5 U I A BBl (R N B fE L, BRI 7 A 5 AR A DGR

S, AT CAERE], XEAT A SR AECHEZY), r=0.167, p<0.01l. fEAFEHFF, H
WEAT N RAEN 7 AN N DTS M T, Eean i W A AR AN B AR B TS A A N AR . AH LG
FEEA A ERE AT ES), WEERE H R, SRR m fE BRI D AR
WA —FREALC R, S G g 77 Frifife 2ILRE S, AL 5 2 s 4 .
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Table 6. The correlativity between factor and depression

6. EAERSHEXXAR

TRUAE I A A Y R 3 SR Pearson #13< R
11 S 0.052
2 A A 0.156"
FEAT B 2 0] B 0.167"
AR B ) 0.089

HISCHE R, EA N S RE TR A EATH S LUB, TS AR AR SR 0 M A B, 30 W05 IS % B %
Plo AR T ORI TR, OB 5 a8, BATE SR A SR ot — BB AR 04T, WAkl
LTS AU

3.4. HIATEEIER AR BRI S 40

3.4.1. 3 ER AN LT S EEB A HIER

i 1, FEEHERSTNE, AR SE BE AT RS ERCRM AR I A B o R B, AEAE
H 1 i) TR A A B v AT 22 (B = 0.39, t = 0.01, p < 0.001), X 7T HE A P& Jy 7 A A Pl fr il 5 A0 .
R, KA ESHE B R IUR S AT RUE A B AT AT R, Bk O
TS HINFIAT Ry o #EAZ BRI A IE 13 TAEFH (B = 0.16, t = 2.57, p < 0.05), H:AZREIHFEE ML, A
KT
3.4.2. HTHSEEXNMNEBHEM: &LBRTENOHPTER

TEAPE S, FATHS R, o0 BRI FINEL 3 NEERHAE, FEFR MR &IE. Rk
B TR R AR 1) _BAT AR S BB O STHIER (Y ) UM . AR AR AR 7R 00, #%.00 HFRVPAN (M) A A2 h AR
B P IRATAT UL — AN R AR, AR IR R I 5 45 (2014) Fh AR 36 20 BT AU U RG 36: 20 W e A2 358
HFER SR E, EAT A2 LR Q) RHHIAR (Y ) B B3N 2.3 (¢ = 0.13, t = 2.05, p < 0.05), _FAT#E&LbE:
OO RHZ O H I (M) 0 B2 R0 2 #(a = —0.18, t = —2.94, p < 0.01); 7EEH] T EATH S HLB(X) B 520
Jois A0 HIRPA (M)RHIAR (Y) RN 2 2 (b = —0.65, t = —13.20, p < 0.001); 7EF%H] 1 #% 0 H RIFAT (M)
Jo, EATHE S BB )X AR (Y) I RGBS 2 25 (¢’ = 0.01, t = 0.24 , p = 0.81). Kk, L BIEIFEH M) L
T2 LU )RR (V) R A RN R 3, HAR B 58 A P A FE R, HrA S8OBE2 92.1%. 255N 2 k.

HUERT L, EATHE S EE A S A B3 IEAE ), FATHE S IR sy, AR/K-F ik . i HL
AT 2 UG SRR R 5 0 56 A A% O B FIF B A OSLEAE I(LLE 2). it b, EATHE S L
BAWZ O BRI ER A B R, B DTS IR g, KA A O H BTN &
B, AR E T &

TIRTTEEE R 7, A2 M AT DL 2 U AT 4 S LR AR . X R 3RATT, FERS IR BB, 45
B RIS, RIS BT A2 MRS, S TikT BTt ik, i bAT 2t
BN, o] DA i AR AN AR B A% O RPN SR (A3 TSR K o RIS MR I, AFF T DR
WL
4. Bl

TERN— PR 6, WS IR AT AR B3, RERA, 2S5 Z R T AR5 .
AMAAE S I A Bl v 2 B 2 R e BN T 25 A 5 S AR A SR I A . LA BRI WE 5 L3 4T W R 224
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YRR
Hht;;HH““* s

Figure 1. The relation during social grooming, upward social
comparison and depression
1. ARXEMHSH 5 LTSRN X &

ol H B PP M
TN
EATH X > Y
0.01

Figure 2. Upward social comparison (X) influences depres-
sion (Y) by CSE (M)’ mediating effect

2. HiTHSEEX)EEZ0 BEIEN (MBI AR
EZMANER(Y)

RS B3 AR Bk TARBALKI AR, K2 AA S5 H A CIRFS K AT R i . o _BAT
MBS HOAR “OAWMNT S, PR B B, AR RAK .
T AT IR KA R, JERAEDN FREITTHILASS ), NHEGE A RiF
EERAEIS:

4.1 PREEXNFEBSNOERER

4.1.1. EFIAIREE

KA EHNR AR HAESmMRAC, K¥EEZEAR, OESEFH TMACD, XA
O BRI BRI, AEE SR S IUE A E P AT AR, A DB DA ARG
. MAMAERAER R, RATE, SR%4 | O8I A B I R AT E I, B it FE R AL,
XX S B2 A A K 2 A BRI S, A A TR A AR N ERIARE O

4.12. BHERBA

A ARG N 1 SR IRIE,  ELERLEL W 2 4 T E 2 2 005 LSRN G o K275 B 5 WL 4 i
BN A P, AZE 2. BEE RIS 2, TSGR 5 LB,
AT ENR B S HEGR — A e R R, MARSZ 205 Sl 2 AT B, DL AT 22 T i
WE, AERL Oy T YR AR o o R I R S BT

4.13. Im3&5 b ABRSEHE BRI

B NAZH AT P L BB Sy, REfCHE B O AR o TTE I B S A 3 v (1 B A B R A5 A 45 2
HEIMAESEREE, FIT780 1 N5 T T . ISR I LR AR S T R R L LA, AN ISR
M E AR, DA E TR A B BB B A PR A T (B ISR, B MU AL, AN
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THEY R 2 R AT S ERThRE, RERS N EEBAEL T .
4.2. EEERHNERR

421 HMRBERREHENAXTE

REAERRIA 2, EABUE R . ER0EMEEE S, KEAIRAIE BN 2 RLE,
B2 R BB, A, HE AT REZ B by SR R AR (e S B S I, 5l SRR s
fE . LB RERE SR AT G, NPAERM TSN 2T 6, AR RO I R

4.2.2. IS AREHRE
TohA AR A P TT DA SR B IRR AA, 0 AT LR 52 ST SR /NI, 0 RS TR A 47 25 B A e
W bR AR RO B A A B R RIS R A

4.2.3. FIRNESHEEHOEZRIIRA

I R R RERAE B P/ DL AR RS A b, BT 2 A T BUR B0 1 65 SR I AT AR R
A BERIR BGERE o [FI N ZEORUE R 22 A D B BT, BT RAR, s se A OB RRAE , SR
AEAERTI SEARI, /b s 77 DL G AT 450 2 ] R

5. &ig

AT H LU R 458

1) EASCRIAT N B, KA Z TR,

2) LTI, KR¥AERZL BIIFN L RE, BAEWLER “BE7 ; ML AKCT 4%
P, AR B

3) TRAAE AR FA Ak P 56 B AN SRR, (EL R A PR AT D —— A S B A 1 1) T U0 5

4) FEAZEEA T LS W AT A 2 BUBCRIMAR, T AT 4 2 BUAAT DU R R m A% 00 5 BITA (8] F2 520 410

AR o

&E ik

H2E %, XIE, X &% (2013). ¥ A A& LB AR ot B br 5 50l B R RS 2 [ TP A RO, 0 ZEFEL, 36(6),
1413-1420.

T, KKK, TRRHE, AR, FSREE(2016). AT NS S T A RIS Ak g LA [ B TR I o R A
YER. GO 444, 24(5), 823-827.

FEEREL, 5KFH, B4AHE(2012). B0 B IRVP A SRAE K KB RABT. O BB IL, 5(3), 54-60.

R, INBEE, A, LB, MIEQR016). FT qq 2SR T SEMAR IR BT S LR
H SR TR AER. ©FF27R, 48(10), 1282-1291.

EE, THRR, KEW, EEM, 0%, EF, SRk (2013). 2002-2011 4FH [F k22 A JIAR I 45 Kt 23R 1 Meta 43-#7.
EHA AR 5HR), 39(5), 965-969.

RS, MR 4R(2014). RN R AT: TERRBUR R, O PERISEIRE, 22(5), 731-745.

TRHEE, A R (2005). thos LB IIBUR 5k e #adh. O 2 F12d E, 13(1), 78-84.

Dunbar, R. I. M. (1996). Grooming, Gossip, and the Evolution of Language. Cambridge, MA: First Harvard University
Press.
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