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ABSTRACT

In the age of wvisually oriented social media, apprehensions around adolescents’ body acceptance have in-
tensified, especially with the increasing popularity of Instagram. Applying a moderated mediaton model, this
study examines the impact of Instagram engagement on adolescents’ body acceptance, with peer body talk
serving as a mediator and media literacy as a moderator. Data were collected via an online survey of 400
Korean muddle and high schoolers who were regular Instagram users and analyzed using SPSS Process
Macro and hierarchical linear regression. Results showed that Instagram engagement had a negative total ef-
fect on body acceptance, and this relationship was fully mediated by peer body talk. In addition, media liter-
acy moderated the negative impact of peer body talk on body acceptance, indicating that high levels of me-
dia Iiteracy can offset this impact. Lastly, the conditional indirect effect—via peer body talk —of Instagram en-
gagement on body acceptance varied depending on media literacy, confirming a moderated mediation effect.
These findings are significant in highlighting the pivotal role of peer communication and media literacy in
understanding the impact of visually oriented social media on adolescent body acceptance, suggesting an ur-

gent need for educational interventions fostering critical media skills and body-positive peer discourse.

Key words: adolescent body acceptance(d 21 A1A] 4=£), Instagram engagement(1 2B} 1% &),
media literacy(7] T)©] 2] B 2] A]), moderated mediation(Z2 ¥ vl 7} EJ}
peer body talk(FE2] A1A] tha}), South Korean adolescents(th 71 2 A1)

o] =R 9090d AN YR} AZATATES] QYL wo} £ E AT A (NRF-2020S1A5B5A16082557)
Corresponding author: Su Jin Yang, e-mail: sjyang@sungshin.ac.kr


https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.7233/jksc.2025.75.4.062&domain=https://kjournal.co.kr/&uri_scheme=http:&cm_version=v1.5

t]of(social media)l &
Ao AAE 45
S 2EHOE WA
Ul Aol AT 01‘3]1]
o] o1 AE}I1# (Instagram)< ©]52] & Huhd)
got g3S mA AtH(Hong et al, 2024).
ojgtql = 1OEH Ao 2500
o A Aol ©E
¢ = AR HFE Hel 24 vl <l
I99 AHEEBLE%)S 1 HE ol de]
46.1%) Wl ) 7t7ke] & FAE Y
. ASAY 90.7%, TS 81.8%, 2538
~631d) 9] 594%7F AXBIAS ALEET
I 2938l9th(Korea Press Foundation [KPF],
2022). ol# gk SAPAl Lol SR WAL S

&ﬂ’ i_, \1
b
r_g_l‘
ol
o
H
ol
N
>
ol
o

of

oz [0 [ > B & & o
Eﬂﬂﬂ

<]

2
X
lo

Lo m

-
5

2 9 tH(Kleemans et al., 2018).
A Aol F7] FollA Rl
ool theh AFS| A ulae] FHoksk Al7]e]7] Wi
ol (Kim, 2020: Kim & Choi, 2022: Kim & Yang,
2023), F=3 o] A2el1¥y &< (Instagram
engagement) & ThFSH LAE o1 & Qith
53], oldg FA= B Aol F7] thul HAd7)

oA t& Asta SHe Uetd ¢ JoEz

M _VEIL B
ol

Rorr

Ahde F43 A4 vy 82 A4 1
ool Ao AA <12 7+ FEA e &
4 #AS ZAATHHong et al, 2024:

Jarman et al, 2021: Kleemans et al, 2018: Lee
et al, 2023: Wu, 2024). lﬂiur olgfg #Alol

24 Yoz <lal] Astd HAde] B
Al HFH AA= Eﬁixﬁ“’i, 2/ mHof 9

B AA|

of
ol

dr @ ofN N i T
o>,
|o
fuorle
re
-
rir
o
=
i
|o
fru
_1

O}E}(Tylka
Wood-Barcalow, 2015). =44 A <1434
A A oA MR wEE k] s
o] ofUm 43 7+ AR Jhdolge FF

ox

=

J7Het9S wl (Webb et al, 2015), 29 A4
utjo] ARgo] o]E9] AlAl F&el W= gy
Ar SHASE ATsE ot vk =g O
Zb A A FEE & BAHA AA Q1A o] fH
e wAE A AV e A5 Fa
dol FetEe 97 B Wi, o9k Wit
T OF Aade] 949 FUE dsiAE o859
AR AA A FEAE F s Wt
g A7 EAstElofof Shok(Kim et al, 2025).
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F71 = E=d e dFHe] 7P F Al7lolH
(Kim & Choi, 2022), =& e 5282
ol5¢] AlAl 14l M & TS A= 84

5 2 dEA lth(Helfert & Warschburger,
2011: Hong et al, 2024). 3], &g AA 3}
(peer body talk)E= AAEFIH Edz A4 24
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(Clark & Tiggemann, 2006: Hong et al, 2024).
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«2, o8, Ao &hs 7188k sk, o g3t JHE 9P eH(Cheung & Choi, 2022).
E B3l e oot vigE A AE S S 2 ATE A2 BYS AAE F2 AAH
THLee & Lee, 2019). AZEFI#O] JREFH= SHE "ol Fade 94 A" ZA Fers
HA, FE, JEUL9 #HE ZH22 s A7y HHE ARl TIA Y HthE SFOoE KA AFSQIA
AR e AREAL ARl e] o]mA| wo] A9, o] o] FEZ g9lo7 A3 vH(Bandura,
thololE A% o) vy, By Z23 HE ZH7} 2001b). AAE, &4 vt ol g =dL AAl
HE&H = &, 94 A 28ds TR E HEE, FElx 4], Folg 9 YF w3, &
3= OOTD(outfit of the day) %°] ¢th(Hong 2LE B3 AA FAY o] FA|F ol HiE-Z
et al, 2024: Lee & Lee, 2019). AMSAFES Q12 J AFE 23] del(Ellison et al, 2007),
B9 AX=l FEske obgthe dFelv E BEu AA A whgo] obd A&ARI g5 2le
g Fujo] Fotg, W=, TESS 22 Y5 E A44d 5 v

Sl SAHA wEs xdst, olfd whge] A Fgoldh Rle] e AAE de I
THE AXNES FrEEE T3 B & WopZoly, ALle] AlA7E ALE A o) u] ok A
A FAETHLee et al, 2023). A AFELS < 2l7F Aot std e o] AAstH, AF3|e 7]Fe]
ZEFI# O] o|E #HH Fel=7} R tis A3 obd AAE JFolA AAE EFe &5t
A 4 s Asksty, dddAE sl E HEE 9udH(Tylka & Wood-Barcalow,
B d5E R 7IEs WHsSAZIE, d3F<l 2015). HA&dEol JAXEIH EYatA =HH
W SR AR g ENESS ST HAAAQ the] R #y Felxo] ghEzo
B AT F71F (lookism) & AlE3HA H 2 x22HA HA, ol FFAHLE HAHE
v ¥4 ZA3}E ot FAskdth(Hong A9 7154 (functionality),  TH¥Ad (diversity),
et al, 2024: Kim et al, 2024: Lee & Lee E&A (inclusivity) & 22 284 7HE ¥t
2019). =gk ol¢ 72 FAH AAREL ¢4 A Gl A A-Astr] oleld oldmE W stst
S AERTH 22 AEA FAE "ol A4 A = A34Z o]oWH(Kim et al. 2025). A3H o
of, 4% 5% 22 454 TAE 24 7= B, ALEES A9 AAE e IWE o}
UATHWu, 2024). 714 27 F58 AL, 2l Eol7] oAHA o, AA F&o] AstHe A
2R AREl FRtEE BAA AdEe] Al 7b ZeE & AtHKim et al, 2025). webA £
tin] Aol FAAJo] ghdatA FAHA I HA AtE e 22 HES AFEaTh

drlel o AztetA vete & dvke et b 1 (AFER) H2ade A2ead 59

(Kim et al., 2025: Wu, 2024). 2 AA 8o A gFgS nF A

olel@ Metol N, Bandua(2001b)9] AHSl A o)t}
BN AFE AN A2EIY BUL £
vtle] At Jayeld £ vehd ¢ 9 4 3 el A C3kpeer body talk)
$4 29w, o 2 Aoyl A%
. D sae s
HAE dehlE AR F el QA $82A0 LIS Aok BAY G€E Fol ohel
g 5 g Q2838 BUeR AgAt Qa1 AR f%“" CIFelAE A=, ]7}*-
= C
B9 B &4 ok o Aue e o T AT AR A il E g

(Brown & Larson, 2009: Kim & Choi, 2022) ©]
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ZE QTHA, o 3fE o A-W FelXel tig H Are ted 22 7S =EEth
# HEE T3 24 virole FAgF g ol 7Hd 3. (AR mito] gEEAlE Ty 4
¢ste & QUtH(Golan et al, 2013). ThAl 2, A st A FEol mAE FE o
Jadol WiWsty ek mef AA tistz <ls) F& 2HTD Zojr viHoe] ZE A
A gk A3 F qheko] Zhske SHA el A8t 7 o9 ojye A ggFHe] g4
Holke, w2 F&9 vde fHANE ZFL g ZolH, vire] ZEAZE Yo
ATHA A 8] AstE 4stAE A Tl A F¥EE FEE Aot
HdE 4 AtH(Golan et al, 2013). AAZE, T
o #d A A=+ vide] A Fad FFA, A, NAA 249 A 8910 HFHA
o] A olm A xS WASEAL, wrlold] g o7 QA7 gt e AR A Evhe Banduradl
FEE QA SUE AA ENSE ARAIE & AbB Q1A o] B ZINkelE W, HAade] mve]
H7b Aok FAstAch(Halliwell et al, 2011: dH#HA A= A2 T EYolgts HAdY AF
Rodgers et al., 2019: Tamplin et al, 2018). X3} o] T) AA vslel= 44 AL wilsie] Al
Ao S84 AA olmA FEE 1% vl A FEolghe AFR dAHE A FHe 243}
W& ZEIHAAE HHo] FHHAE Fel=o| = i AF sHoE &dE v
ZAANA Ao S AA A4 TS B (Bandura, 2001b). =, "Itjo] 2B HAIE A2ELL
A 3tAHKim et al, 2025: McVey et al, 2010: F =sdol el AA tiskE Afote] AA 8ol
Regehr et al, 2020: Richardson et al, 2009). u} Nz WlEasds Zdse 98 & ¢ Ak
A, Fade vde g 22 FEY A, 2 dATe o 22 2A4E WEdE
7T, olgel g AlAl tistel H=4oz o 7HA4E Fokeich B A EE A7 M S
sitete ol e stz Qs AstEe A 58 =48k A BE S ve (Fig. D3 2k
o) =7t dide® AAE g Ak iR, A 7P 4 (2" viAas) Hade s
el o] gEAzE @ £ A 1Y F =] AA F&e vAE 73
A s A S A= A e Gl ek = A diske] iy
ts $3g Zolth olgd =98 wEgor £ 3= vjyo] A o) x4
Media Literacy
T
H3: Moderation Effect
- H:4: Moderated Mediation Effect
Instagram | poq | Peer _l_ H2-2 Body
Engagement Body Talk Acceptance
H1

{Fig. 1> Research Model
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g Aoltt wto FEHA} =& A 2 o] ol& #3o Ag SH
T A= olgdt BF ujaIrt A Q1A AA o9 x FHIFSE(97.3%), FF
AF Ao, vto]l FEHYAZF W B(96.3%), ENH(X)(623%), ol B2
Aol M= oy HA wiNEst (295%), Ho)AE(275%) 59 AR FAd
SEE Aot B AT T QAZERTId ARE A7
AF, 1~2A 7ol S8 7HE =4 UERS
I, o417 dh ™ (258%), 1 T2 2E 31~60%(17.8%), 2~3
AN7H173%)9 27 =2 SHES By A
ME SY A SgA o 581%E sl dxElI#E 1
AIZE ol AMgdTiY SHEEH R, A7 o)A
AT PR ged Sl A2Rad ATE gpane suw a9 150%8 Asdn
BRety e didvlse Fussy Jy A
F 4008 tdez 2l Aol A= AtHn ) =M £
aapy =200, Ngary =200). AELZ AH[2 dS B
ot e 2 AHAF ZAF 71l 93k #HAE A3 03_?01]*1 NEE g 2 A9
Al EReH, 4008 F7ARES EF HE9 Wete] grA 43k Bgoz AR 29
59 stell AnAF sidel ZFYgE ATk AH Aol ’\]ﬁﬂﬂi’i_‘lﬂ BEE B 58 gAE A
2 ZAF 1G-S AT Uil Bete Had o T2 SAHAY J2egTd =9 S 4
dolAl AF HA7F 7 ol dES EEsisoy 8], Ellison et al.(2007)9] d-7olA AFg®E A4
AA o] AL e AAPES JIAE FY Jo] EY AHEZ 5T o] A2 AME W
sto] AES AFSATE AE AlA Ao, A # of SHA £, BeE ARSEAT E AA o
7E AAEA obFdE EolY glo] AEE T sl= Jones et al.(2004)¢] Aol &&¥ HaAW
& 4 9o, FHE AFRE AT EHozw of e AlA W3 A= F 5EIS E A3 9
AFEE Y B Ao At osA T Gto] 7t 2ol oA £ Bty SAHHAT Altman et
S3lgs AR S TRt AR Zubabe] B al.(2020) o] 7Rtsk A A A¥] 2= (body compas-
AFL 5P H, TFHAE 6302 YUY sion scale) 9] &% L9 = AlA F&3 FHHA 5
o SHAY AFA = didHls A FEFH M o] AA 89 FHE A AMEHAL
Ao, B3 AVIE(275%)F M-&A1(16.3%) o, no} FEHAE Scull et al.(2010)2] A+
AT SHAY ¥Fo] =A veEt dF 27t of AbgE E3 IME B AT W] gA
7o) ¥ HF £EL 133909 (SD = 15177H)) A Bt SAHAYL EE HAEs 843 2
oo, TR 103 o2 Yerytth o] &9 o] ®3} Cronbach’'s a #< Ed) 29 F+x9
P AZAFA4(BMI: body max index)+= 21.35 EF3Ad 3 Al o] EIE gt
(SD=376)9 o™, 432> 20482 eEbstth 8t A3 H8H F8 HFE 7He AT #A
4 HAEE ¢ 5F H: HE(U=FFHE” At 2F ?ii}% olgf 2] (Table 1>3 Zth 4
~ G=FgHANANE Hd AF7F 3030192 F #AAY A, AT =Y 21799 2l
o (SD=.865), 7F&2] AFg] AlZel thel 58 H = A (=318, p<,01 vt)o] e H A (r= 214,
AR(I=FFF "~ 65=F¢75") A% A X0 BAACE Foe 4 43 AAE B
TH(SD=.792). Fou, AA FE(r=-123, p(05) 3= 4 Ao

A7k 2970191



24 vtlo] Al Hade] A £4

{Table 1) Correlation, Mean, Standard Deviation

Instagram engagement

Peer body talk

Body acceptance Media literacy

(5 items) (5 items) (5 items) (3 items)
Instagram engagement
Peer body talk 318%**
Body acceptance - 123%* - 278%F*
Media literacy 2147 287w 157
Mean (SD) 2.923 (1.007) 2.715 (1.036) 3.361 (.859) 2.844 (.951)
Note, ***pX 01, **pX05; N=400: SD=standard deviation
AAE Btk FFoe] A hste A £ Iv. o5 Azt
S EARCE folR ¥A ARS HAO(=
278, pOD), W2 BlTie] e AskE fold 1 gdE 29 ¥4 23
A4 AR BAT BATH=287, 01, wAG F8 A7 WEEe HYAT A4 felg
o7, mtoe] FE A A FE& FIT A AgE gA4H 29 A9 ARxe e
ogk A Add AA AT (=157, xK.01). °] 2ok gAA 29l BAS FARE 4 W eE
ofA, 7t W] W43 FF WAE ved 2Th AgEAem, 92 F& 7F& AfFa 1 oL
AXERIY EQ(M=2923, SD=1.007), =& 4l 2 AAEAT 1 A3 2 AT 2T 4
A 3l M =2.715, SD=1.036), "ltle] & A o] F2 WUt BF 59H 2107 F2HIS
(M=2844, SD=951)& E%F 23U Hd#< o, T8 A AE 70.048%Z UERY A
Holow, A F&(M=3361, SD=.859)9 02 4% F & At ZEEHAG RE W
we 3d S Al ol g AA FFe] 2AHAHAIE 0.7 o
o #HE BHYon AIE AL 9 08 oS
3. XE 24 Hol, BA40E A 29 FE By
AEgol lE ik &F4F 29l BAe] As
FHE A5 AE A BY, Ve BA B T o] (Table 258 7tk
A A g0 w4 AT B4 AAR A
37 TS T EHH[AT FHH R WFE 2 olAE[TE Zolo| MAU AlH S20]
o) w7l 2 xAENE AZe7) 98l SPSS DR sstee| X E
Process Macro 29 1, 4, 14Wo] #2 ] &5
ATH Hayes, 2022). #4¢ 2&¥ EE Process Aade AR E9e] AA 8o WA
Macro Eddll= 50008 FEXEF 95% Al = T4 9FHS AFe] A8 AAA A £
g F7ko]l AL =k Mol AAHAoH, FHAe] BML 3 A=
7FEe] ALE A, 4 Wi fEo] A MFER
A IEAANAM = 470
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{Table 2> Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis

Variance
Factor Factor Eigen explained % Cronbach’s
Item . .
name loading value (Cumulative «
variance %)
e Instagram has become part of my daily routine. .890
e Instagram is part of my everyday activity. 881
I feel like my social life would suffer if I were 815
Instagram 29.333
engagement unable to use Ins‘Fagram. 5.280 (29.333) 888
I would be sorry if Instagram shut down. 755
e [ feel out of touch when I haven't logged onto 734
Instagram for a while.
e My friends and I talk about how important it is to  .843
e always look attractive.
e My friends and I talk about what we would like our 824
* bodies to look like.
Peer e My friends and I talk about the size and shape of 815 3435 19.086 888
body talk ¢ our bodies. ’ (48.419) ’
e My friends and I talk about what we can do to 793
e always look our best.
e My friends and I talk about how our bodies look 749
* in our clothes.
e I am tolerant of my body's flaws and inadequacies.
. . 848
e [ am accepting of the way I look without my 818
Body clothes on. ’ 13.374
acceptance ¢ I feel okay in my body. ?ég 2407 (61.793) 880
e [ am tolerant of the way my clothes fit me. ‘771
e [ am accepting of my looks just the way they are. ’
e | think about who created a message I see on TV. 865
. e ] think about what the people who made a media :
Media . 823 8.256
literacy me;sage want me to believe. . 1.486 (70.048) 822
I think about the purpose behind a message 1 see 812

on television.

R*=.032, F(4, 395)=3277, p<05 £3], 719
ARE ASE AA gl Fod A4 9% A
+ Ao®E YERTH(p=145 SE=.055 ¢=2829,

OV, ol @ A 1= A8 AZo| 4FE
o FheFE Had Auel AA F8o) ZoH

S ougH, B A7e) A4 44L odd &3
2 Al +g59ch A 7 B9
ANE 4 H«l 24 WMol W7 dxEad 29

FHENeH, 59 Wy £

& SAAHCE FosiAl 374 *érﬂ@zi% 5
NATAR?=.020, AF=8208, ».01). , 2
A B BAe By 9 SAHCR Tr«]o}"i
H(R=.228, Adj. R?=.052, F(5 394)=3.057,
K01, 59 Ml AXEIY 9L A F
o BFAXHCE fog 73 IS WA
-142, SE=.042, t=-2.865, X.01). o]&3 A3}
719 e 2 M 1o] AR AT AFA A
= (Table 3>l 71&5 o] drt

N
-

rd'

R

Y, m{m
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{Table 3> Results of Hierarchical Lenear Regression for Testing H1

Dependent variable: Body acceptance

Variables 5 Step 1 5 Step 2
(SE) A ‘ (SE) A !
(Constant) 3.758 10.490%** 4.098 10.947%**
(.358) (.374)
BMI -.006 -.025 -.509 -.006 -.028 -.568
(.011) (.011)
Academic achievement 058 .058 1.132 065 .065 1.280
(.051) (.051)
Social class of family 157 145 2.829%** 160 147 2.901%**
(.055) (.055)
Monthly allowance 002 .036 727 .003 .055 1.103
(.003) (.003)
Instagram engagement R -1z - 2865
(.042)

R=.179, Adj. R®*=.032
F(4,395) =3.277, pX.05

Model summary

R=.228, Adj. R*=.052
F(5,394) =3.057, X.01
AR?= 020, AF=8208, p{.01

Note. ***p{01: N=400: SE=standard error

3. QlAET =QI0] A AA 30
2 Cl

0jzl= He=of gt 2 &IA| chatel

el A2y &9l AA el mX
= 52 Gl tigk = AA diske] wizfa
gelst7] 918 SPSS PROCESS Macro 244
T RS E40] AAE A (Hayes, 2022),
A Al AAA 37 EAH FLE e F
d w7t FAEAS w2 AA dsrr $5 9
F2 44" A3 (R=322, Adj. R*=.110,
F(5, 394) =9.786, X.01), AXETH EYS L
A skl Feldt A gFS BAT(b=316,
SE=.049, =6.390, pX.01). &3k A W 5 ¢
A &0l 10% FolFEolr FEHeZ £
& FFgo] AJ=H (5=.006, SE=.003, =1.806,
K10), ol Ade EES ol ¥e FLHE
o g Al thstell ¥ &wd A Hole =

o o=
de 7 AR FAAM FAN s dvlgh

=

=
=
=
=

N

AR o] F& WER AAYH AFMER=
343, Adj. R*=.118, F16, 393)=8.730, p{.01), <
Ze 9 B9 AHadeE FAACE F98A
RO (h=-050, SE=.043, ¢=-1.165 p{01),
T AA dEe BAFORE Fo8 BF JgS
BATH(b=-225. SE=.042, t=-5411, p{01). ©
o, 54 W F 7159 AFS ATl fom g
44 dFEE HAEU(b=153, SE=.053, (=
2883, pX01), o1¥e Axs 7159 A A 3
A7 Had Aye] A FEo wR e A
gaFge] 7Hd AN AN on st

A2El I EQJo] A 8o WA= FE3
AXE fFolst A gFe] FAHAoH(p=
-121, SE=.042, t=-2.865. p{.01, 95% CI[-.205,
-.038]), ol#lst Axte 7HA 19 Aot A8
Aotk 28y, T AA dlsE SAS 43
oA, AZEIH Ee] A F&o mAE
g Ayazte SAHCE FoskA FUTH

[o2

o2

o
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{Table 4> Results of Mediation Effect Analysis for Testing H2

Dependent variables

Antecedents Peer body talk Body acceptance
Coeff. SE t Coeff. SE t
(Constant) 1.396 437 3.193%** 4413 .366 12.049%**
BMI .009 013 710 -.004 011 -.394
Academic achievement 011 .059 187 067 049 1.376
Social class of family -.028 064 -437 153 053 2.883%**
Monthly allowance .006 .003 1.806* 004 .003 1.628
Instagram engagement 316 049 6.390%** -.050 043 -1.165
Peer body talk -.225 042 -5.411%%*
Model R=.332, Adj. R*=.110 R=.343, Adj. R*=.118
summary F(5,394) =9.786, p<.01 F(6,393) =8.730, p<.01

Note. ***p 01, *p{10: N=400: SE=standard errorl

=-050, SE=.043, £=-1.165, p.05, 95% CI[-.135,
034]). o1&l 75_4; JAZEIH EYo] Al
T AA dshb A o)
1ghct, QIZ~EIH] =9, T AlA o

SO dAHE HHade FAHL
z2 ‘IT'/]?S]' 54 Zarh EAEATHb=-.071, Boot
SE=.020, 95% BootCI [-.116, -.036]). ©]’¢<] A3}
£ Tgcted, g AA oz JAAEIH Y0l
WA gl mAE 744 25 mfske 22l
ol ElEen, 7 27F FAHLE AAHA
t} o]de] A v (Table 4ell 71&= Atk

4. =22 MA| cHebh dad AF S0
0|xl= S&=of Cigh ojTof 2|E2{Ale

THEg

=

BJH ’Uﬂ eyt HAde AR 8o wx
geol gt mitle] FHHA Y] 2EaRE
A, ¥ AT+= PROCESS Macro 241
st 24 39 242 Al atslth(Hayes,
2022). ol EAMeME kA Alfg EA I ol
e TA At BYEden, 23 A9y
= BAACE fFosiAl JERRTHR =416, Ad.
R?2=.173, F(7, 392) =11.697, pX.01).

—.~i—

Ao AA o] & WFE AAYE
o M (R= 416, Adj. R*=.173, F(7, 392) =11.697,
K01), Bl AA tiste FAACE Folg 4
FFS BAH(b=-529, SE=113, t=-4697, X
01). mitie] e A AHazdes AA 58
ol FFS WA ke (b=-.006, SE=
107, £=-.059), Z1-¢ke] A tisteh mtie] g
HHAlY 43 &g aFde FAHSE o3
THAR?=010, F1,392) =4.938, p(05: b=.083,
SE=.037, t=2.222, X.05). EAEF2 A5, o)A
7ol AA A LA 7HEe AR AT
ol o3t gFS el TH(b=.109, SE=.052,
t=2.084, pX.05). Johnson-Neyman 4] Z3}o]
w2 H ((Fig. 20 #3), Pldo] ZE A 4585
HE VIR o] A HEkl Aol Ea AlA
st AA F&o FAHCE Foe F4 JF
= vHeH, AA AE 4008 F °F 96.75%7} o
Helel FFEATE old A mvlo] gE Y
Al

T Ee sl 325%¢) SHAMY w4
RS AA Fgl MAE B Pl FAF

O o34 Rkt AL dvdth HEe] =
A% E3 BA2 B9 ((Fig 3 #2), vl 2
Bt gow ma A4 task 44 el
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{Table 5> Results of Moderation Effect Analysis for Testing H3

Dependent variables

Antecedents Body acceptance
Coeff. SE t
(Constant) 4.347 444 9.789%%*
BMI -.001 011 -.131
Academic achievement 036 048 764
Social class of family 109 052 2.084%*
Monthly allowance .004 .003 1.630
Peer body talk (A) -.529 113 -4.697%%*
Media literacy (B) -.006 107 -.059
AxB 083 037 2.220%*
Model R= 416, Adj. R*=.173, F(7,392) =11.697, p<.01
summary A*B:=.010, F(1,392)=4.938, .05

Note, ***pX 01, **p<.05: N=400: SE =standard error

Conditional Effect at Values of Media Literacy

— Effect of Peer Body Talk on Body Acceptance
95%CI
-0.6. Johnson-Neyman cutoff (M_ML = 4.585)

Conditional Effect of Peer Body Talk on Body Acceptance

Moderating Effect of Media Literacy on the Relationship
Between Peer Body Talk and Body Acceptance
Media Literacy Level
— 15D (1893)
45 — Mean (2.844)
— +15D(3.795)

«

Body Acceptance
woow s
S 6 o

10 15 2.0 25 3.0 35 4.0 25 5.0
Media Literacy (Moderator: M_ML)

{Fig. 2> Results of Johnson-Neyman Analysis for
Testing Moderation Effect

= 4 a3t %i}ﬂuﬂ, Y= who] g
1 a7t A Ee @
HE 7lwto g 7hd 3

= 29 (Table 5),
(Fig. 2, <Fig. 3><>ﬂ 7145 ATt

5. Ql~ET =Ql0| MUA +Eof 0]xl=
kol et saf Al Chetet ojoof
2lEfefAle] =HE ofuie ot

dadel dzead B9, wd A4 O, A
A Fgoz AAHE AL el ey

30
Peer Body Talk

{Fig. 3> Results of Conditional Effect Analysis for
Testing Moderation Effect

Ao os) A=A #es] A, B dTe
]

PROCESS Macro ¥ 145 §3f 2d€ WA=
I A4S A agith(Hayes, 2022). A A3
g 2453 U, BML 3 A=, 715
A AL, 4 i &l BA weE T%’JEI%
o Al A o 2

T AA dsh 5 sz Adgd g
A(R=.332, Adj. R*=.110, A5, 394) =9.786, X
01, AZEFIH 292 =g A4 st fo
A4 TS vHH(b=2316, SE=.049, ¢=1.806.

K10). HEo, A W A 9 Ha FET

10% §o5zM FEH0E FoI8 44 9
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<

T4 HMFE AAE A E(R=424, Ad
R?=.180, A8, 391)=10.712, pX.01), A4 &l
A2E I B2 10% FFolM BEFoz &
%t R J¥HE HAYt(bH=-076, SE=.042,
(=-1.826, p.10), H3 =g AA = EA4 2
o8 fog B4 JFHE(b=-510, SE=.113,
t=-4518, X.01), JA2ELI1A EY Wt 2H
2lAle] 43S AL B A SAHCE FosH
YRS THAR?= 010, £(1,392) =4911, p{.05: b=
083, SE=.037, t=2.234, p{.05). EAIHF] A%

7kEel ARSI AIZ (=109, SE=.052, £=2100, X
05)3 4 Ht &= (5=.005, SE=.003, ¢=1.806,
Kl0)e] o dFHe mglon, old I

ge hl 4% 9

e EHdAE vivol ZEHHAS FE

of wet A2y Fox, T AA 3} 4

ol A &A= AT,

A

)
=

e ARSI BREH 27} sl ve
STH(Fig. 5) #2). ARAent wrel 2y

HA7t ReFE 2A

a7 uE dshEsl

o, withe] Aol s F4 HHadArt dste

=
d

z

{Table 6> Results of Moderated Mediation Effect Analysis for Testing H4

35 Rkl

ot Johnson-Neyman #4 Aol A E(<{Fig. 4)
+2), "dol EHE Al 44

Dependent variables

Antecedents Peer body talk Body acceptance
Coeft. SE t Coeft. ob t
(Constant) 1.396 437 3.193%#* 4.485 449 9.986%**
BMI .009 013 710 -.002 011 -172
Academic achievement 011 .059 187 .039 .047 821
Social class of family -.028 064 -.437 109 052 2.100%*
Monthly allowance 006 003 1.806* 005 .003 1.806*
Instagram engagement 316 049 6.390%** -.076 042 -1.826*
Peer body talk (A) -.510 113 -4 518***
Media literacy (B) .003 107 032
AxB .083 037 2.234%*
Model R=.332, Adj. R*=.110 R=.424, Adj. R*=.180
summary F£(5,394) =9.786, ©<.01 . F(8, 391) =10.712, pX.01
A*BrAR?= 010, F(1,391)=4.991, p<.05
Direct effect of Instagram engagement on body acceptance
Coeft. SE ¢ LLCI ULCI
Instagram engagement -.076 042 -1.826* -.159 .006
Conditional indirect effect depending on media literacy
Media Literacy Coeff. BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
-1SD (1.893) -.112 027 -.168 -.064
0 (2.844) -.087 022 =134 -.050
1SD (3.795) -.062 024 -114 -.020

Note. ***pl 01, **pC.05, *pX10: N=400: SE=standard error
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EDRE IS

Johnson-Neyman Plot: Moderating Effect of Media Literacy (H4)
— Conditional Effect of M_BT on M_SCA
95% CI
++++ Johnson-Neyman Cutoff = 4.435

Conditional Effect of Peer Body Talk on Body Acceptance

Interaction of Peer Body Talk and Media Literacy on Body Acceptance
(H4: Moderated Mediation)

Media Literacy Level
— 15D (1.893)
45 —— Mean (2.844)

— +150(3.795)
40 
35

Body Acceptance
w
>

10 5 2.0 25 3.0 35 2.0 a5 5.0
Media Literacy (Moderator: M_ML)

{Fig. 4> Results of Johnson-Neyman Analysis for Testing
Moderated Mediation Effect

B, e AA sk AA FEE ARete B
A HHEHT FAALE FoAvEE ordth

mpge g ZHE w7l &3 A (index of mod-
erated mediation) GA TAHCE FoEith
(index=.026, BootSE=.014, 95% BootCI[.001,
054]). olgst A¥= wYo FEHHAS AE
up2} vl 7R ﬁiﬂ RAE7t BAHORE fosA %
Hdeves AE ovigt), webA He4 7HdE A

HoeH, AR A= o9 (Table 6), {Fig.
4y, <{Fig. 59 2t}

v. 48 3 M
1.7 22 3 ZE
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< Haae A9 8
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145 15 2.0 25 3.0 35 4.0 4.5 5.0
Peer Body Talk

{Fig. 5> Results of Conditional Effect Analysis for Testing
Moderated Mediation Effect
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