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ABSTRACT

This study structurally investigated the effect of social media usage types (passive and active) on appearance stress as
well as cosmetic and plastic surgery intention through self-image inconsistency (self-view and other perspectives). The
analysis revealed that active social media use had a negative effect on users’ self-perspective discrepancy, reducing it
significantly, but did not have a significant effect on their other-perspective discrepancy. Conversely, passive social
media use had a significant positive effect on both users’ self-perspective and other-perspective discrepancy; it was
found that the process of repeated exposure to the idealized appearances of others promoted upward social
comparison, thereby intensifying self-image discrepancy. In the relationship between self-image inconsistency and
appearance stress, the influence of other people's perspective inconsistency was greater than self-view discrepancy,
confirming that anxiety about social evaluation is a major factor behind appearance stress. In addition, appearance
stress had a significant positive effect on cosmetic and plastic surgery intention. After verifying the mediating effect, the
entire path leading to cosmetic and plastic surgery intention through self-image inconsistency and appearance stress was
found to be significant for passive use, but insignificant for active use. This study empirically confirmed that
Festinger(1954)'s social comparison theory and Higgins(1987)'s self-discrepancy theory work within a single integrated
path, and revealed that appearance-related psychological results differ depending on the type of social media use,

providing theoretical implications for the limitations of existing studies.
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(Table 1> Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

(N=300)
Variable Category n Percentage (%)

Gender Male 150 50
Female 150 50

20s 100 33.3

Age 30s 100 33.3

40s 100 33.3

Single 185 61.7

Marital status Married (incl. cohabiting) 109 36.3
Divorced/separated 6 2

High school grad. or below 23 7.7

Junior college 41 13.7

Education 4-year university 193 64.3

Master’s program 34 11.3

Doctoral program 9 3

Student 25 8.3

Office worker (clerical/professional) 206 68.7

) Service/sales/production 26 8.7

Occupation

Freelancer/self-employed 21 7

Homemaker 5 1.7

Job seeker 17 5.7

No income 23 7.7

Under 1 million KRW 31 10.3

1 -2 million KRW 18 6

2 - 3 million KRW 88 29.3

Monthly income 3 -4 million KRW 65 21.7
4 -5 million KRW 24 8

5- 6 million KRW 22 7.3

6 - 7 million KRW 7 2.3

7 - 8 million KRW 6 2

8 million KRW or more 16 5.3

Total 300 100

I fFRE(L2/7A7UE 297 24H2t 2527
(84.0%) 22 7Hd BRI, ol EEZIT 1659
(55.0%), #olz=& 1089 (36.0%), EH= 793
(26.3%), X(+ ESIE) 6879 (22.7%), vlol¥ Wi
T 647(21.3%), VEEA2E 427 (14.0%
vebstth, 24dvde] g Fd sHoRE F

el
|o
fru
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(Table 2> SNS Usage Characteristics and Cosmetic/Surgery Experience of Respondents

(N=300)
Variable Category n Percentage (%)
Less than 1 hour 67 22.3
] 1 -2 hours 90 30.0
Daily SNS Usage 2 -3 hours 87 29.0
Time
3 -4 hours 25 8.3
4 hours or more 31 10.3
Rarely 41 13.7
Occasionally 48 16.0
Appegrance Content Sometimes 88 29.3
Viewing Frequency
Frequently 96 32.0
Very frequently 27 9.0
Rarely post 161 53.7
1 -2 times per 6 months 42 14.0
Photo/Video Posti
otorVideo Fostng 1 -2 times per month 50 16.7
Frequency
1 -2 times per week 27 9.0
3 or more times per week 20 6.7
Instagram 252 84.0
YouTube (incl. Shorts) 252 84.0
Naver Blog 165 55.0
Prlmary SNS Platform Facebook 108 36.0
(multiple responses, -
o TikTok 79 26.3
% of cases)
X (formerly Twitter) 68 22.7
Naver Band 64 21.3
Pinterest 42 14.0
Communication with acquaintances 107 35.7
_ Information search 158 52.7
Main Pur[p}c;ze of SNS Self-expression / branding 25 8.3
Business / promotion 6 2.0
Other 4 1.3
No experience 147 49.0
Cosmetic/Surgery Non-surgical procedures only 84 28.0
Experience Surgical procedures only 28 9.3
Both non-surgical and surgical 41 13.7
0 147 49.0
1-2 74 24.7
Number of 3 4 m 147
Procedures
5-9 12 4.0
10 or more 23 7.7
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(Table 2> (Continued)

(N=300)
Variable Category n Percentage (%)
No consultation 133 44.3
Consultation Consultation only (no procedure) 14 4.7
Experience Consultation with some procedures 102 34.0
Repeated consultations and procedures 51 17.0
Under KRW 50,000 151 50.3
KRW 50,000 - 100,000 79 26.3
Mg;t;l; d]iiizty KRW 100,000 - 200,000 36 12.0
KRW 200,000 - 300,000 13 4.3
KRW 300,000 or more 21 7.0
Total 300 100.0
gl el Ae A 849(28.0%), HF TOZ YEly
- Fe BT AYd A 4%8037%). T4
Ay w2 Ag 28%93%) =22 JERT Iv. A&zt
Ale S50 A5 03(A3 §ls) 7t 147'8(49.0%)
o7 g W, 1~23] 74%(247%), 3~43 18X SHEE| MEgx: H EEE AS
4479 (14.7%), 108] ©) 239 (7.7%), 5~93] 124 i i
A We A 9l So] 133%W(143%) 0% Y m o ARLE HAES A 428.755(df=237
by YHF WL A2S 5uky mulo] 1519 p£.001), Normed x*=1.809, RMSEA =052, TLI=
(503%) 0.2 7} wWorow 5~109kg) wgk 791 953, CF1=96022 et dwtHos Fodh 4
(263%). 10~202+9) v 36%(120%), 30wre =9 ATES RAH 7 SAuTe] £2F54 2
ol 219(7.0%), 20~30%r9l vl 13w(43%)  LTIHEE S28~803 WAd e 2 2
<Table 3> Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis
N =300
Factor t-value Cronbach’s
Factor Items Loading| (CR.) AVE | CR. “
I frequently post selfies or appearance-related 832 ~
photos/videos on SNS. ’
. ;hpootsoes,/ ‘e;i);;;r;ssf,o?nstsSt'yle myself when taking 840 16.636%%*
SNS Use |I regularly update my profile picture and feed to s A 819 ST
manage my SNS image. 827 16299
;Oi;t)ily editing or filter features before uploading 708 13.264%%+
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(Table 3> (Continued)

N=300
Factor t-value Cronbach'’s
Fact It AVE | CR.
actor ems Loading | (C.R.) a
After viewing others’ posts on SNS, I sometimes 634 ~
feel inferior or jealous. ’
I i N I think I .
Passive often keep scrolling SNS even when I think 804 11.950%**
SNS Use should stop. 646 | 803 .820
I habitually scroll SNS without a specific purpose. 835 11.562%**
Aftgr seeing others on SNS, I feel left behind or 508 8 0507
envious compared to them.
My current appearance differs from the ideal I 799 ~
aspire to. o
Self- I feel I don’t look the way I originally wanted. 827 15.689***
pgrspective Compared to my ideal appearance, my current look 811 15.308** 657 | .879 883
Discrepancy | feels lacking. ) .
When I look in the mirror, I think my appearance .
0 7 stk
differs from what I wanted. 805 1517
I worry that my appearance will seem lacking 820 ~
when I am in front of others. ’
Other- I feel 1 should look different to meet others’
perspective ) 796 15.440%** | 640 | .811 841
. expectations.
Discrepancy Th i bet thers’ standards f
ere is a gap between others’ standards for 783 15.505%%+
appearance and my actual appearance.
I feel burdened in situations involving photos or 782 ~
videos because of my appearance. ’
B - I ; - I . ]
very time I look in the mirror, I feel dissatisfied 849 16,2654+
Appearance | with my appearance and stressed. 657 848 883
Stress I feel that I am at a disadvantage because of my o | ’ o
. 847 16.212%***
appearance when comparing myself to others.
Concerps %bout my appearance continuously affect 761 1416455+
my daily life.
If my appearance dissatisfaction continues, I want
to fundamentally improve it through procedures or 812 -
surgery.
There is a possibility that I will receive at least
one cosmetic procedure or surgery within the next 886 18.079%**
Cosmetic/ |1 -2 years.
Plastic I have considered cosmetic procedures due to the 815 16.008%** | 667 | 871 909
surgery influence of people around me.
intention | If time and money allow, I want to improve the
area of my appearance that I am concerned about 797 15.618%**
through procedures or surgery.
I think it would be more effective to resolve
appearance concerns through procedures or surgery 769 14.875%**

rather than makeup or styling.

x*=428.755(dr=237 p<.001), Normed x*=1.809, RMSEA =.052, TLI=.953, CFI=.960
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(Table 4> Validity Assessment: Correlation Matrix

. . Self- Other- Cosmetic/Plastic
Factor e FEEIE perspective | perspective LR surgery
SNSHUES SR Discrepancy | Discrepancy SIS intention
Active SNS Use 544
Passive SNS Use .240 646
Self-perspective Discrepancy 024 205 657
Other-perspective Discrepancy 121 252 493 640
Appearance Stress 198 .368 483 634 657
Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention 213 282 215 258 372 667

Note. Diagonal elements (bold red) = AVE. Off-diagonal elements=squared correlations (r*).

Q1R ake] t-gko]l 8067 ©]/F(pX.001) & vrERY 4, A2EM 23t 3 I HS

7 = 850, IF1=925, TLI=915, CFI=925, SRMR=
R)= m= g 0%, RMSEA=0700% uehton GFle ok
@

FA40R Foagn Laagel JrHow
Ge 554 2Tl ol Fake) A% olE TEEEA BR EHS F6l A7RYe 4
Aoz Bod WEHIEE A A pge = ASHAT A 7EIY ARES -
A A AVE 2 G (CR)o) Adso W 604310(dF=244, p(.001), Normed y*=2477, GFI
[e] =
= =

SRR =Pt REFgoy Awtgoz & 7153 FFow
dua Aoe J&%} 1 tH Table 3). FrEdeh 7t Ao 4 AFE (Table 5,
7 HYEE AW Ay BE HANEY A (Table 6y, (Table 7> % <(Fig. 2>l AAIE}IL
BAG AF gol AVE FXHET BHA el H, F2 &2 o=t 2k
8 BEEI g 202 FAE Atk Table 4. AA,

S5 2AvHe BES AW ¥
)

26l s G=-249(t=-3344, pX001)E F(-

JZi me,

(Table 5> Structural Equation Model Path Analysis Results

Independent Variable Dependent Variable B yés SE. t (CR.)
) Self-perspective Discrepancy -.189 -.249 057 -3.344%%*
Active SNS Use - -

Other-perspective Discrepancy .008 .009 061 131(n.s)
} Self-perspective Discrepancy 920 759 117 7.869%%*

Passive SNS Use - - -
Other-perspective Discrepancy 1.057 737 131 8.216%%*
Self-perspective Discrepancy Appearance Stress 269 264 047 5.665%%*
Other-perspective Discrepancy Appearance Stress 669 789 058 11.569%%*
Appearance Stress Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention 789 659 081 9. 775%%*

Note. B=unstandardized coefficient: B=standardized coefficient: S.E.=standard error: t(C.R.) =critical ratio. ***p.001:
n.s.=not significant. The path coefficient of other-perspective discrepancy (8=.789) was statistically significantly
greater than that of self-perspective discrepancy (£8=.264), as indicated by the pairwise parameter comparison
(CR=4.998, X.001).
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(Table 6> Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results

H Structural Path Result Decision
H1-1 | Active SNS use — Self-perspective discrepancy (-) B=-.249%%* Supported
H1-2 | Active SNS use — Other-perspective discrepancy (-) £=.009 (ns.) Rejected
H2-1 | Passive SNS use — Self-perspective discrepancy (+) B=.T59%** Supported
H2-2 | Passive SNS use — Other-perspective discrepancy (+) B= 737 Supported
H3-1 | Self-perspective discrepancy — Appearance stress (+) B=264%** Supported
H3-2 | Other-perspective discrepancy — Appearance stress (+) B=.T789%** Supported

H4 | Appearance stress — Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention(+) B= 659%** Supported

Passive: Supported (CI
15 SNS use — Self-image discrepancy — Appearance stress — [.534, 1.411], p=.001) Partially
Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention (sequential mediation) Active: Not supported (CI | Supported
[-.338, .107], p=.635)
% X001
Jaol FsA Ueht HI-lel /HE AR=R AN BaNY Aol HI2E 71748 dn,
th ole HFAHLZ A omAE HESL A, T84 AAvoel &5 A7HH E
FHee AT AF AVEAY FAUH 34 QAR AEE EEFH AL F=759(t=7869,
49 A5 JENE el A7 AFel WE A KD FF A(+)9) dFS waAn vl
g Fezto] @slEo] AR ELXE AA A BEYAe dig dFe p=737(t=8216, K
A7le AR AT & It Wi, Bldd 2 00)E YerY, 9A Fog F(+)e BAZ &
gAo] gt HE2= £=.009(t=.131, p.05)E AF AT} ol ERIY QR #AH AXNES FE
o34 hob SEAH AMvrie] olge] HRlFA A 2ESE FEA olge] A o4 9
{Table 7> Bootstrap Results for Indirect Effects
(N'=300, Bootstrap=5,000)
Path B LLCI ULCI J2) Result
Active SNS use 'H Selfl-lmage dlsgrepagcy — Appearance ~ 036 _ 338 107 635 Rejected
stress — Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention
) N - . )
Passive SNS use. Self image dls.crepar'lcy — Appearance 761 534 1411 001 Supported
stress — Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention
Self—pe?spectlv‘e dlscrepan‘cy H‘ Appearance stress — 212 - 058 348 060 Rejected
Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention
Other-p')erspectl've dlscrepgncy H Appearance stress — 598 403 802 001 Supported
Cosmetic/Plastic surgery intention

Note. BC=Bias-corrected percentile method. LLCI=Lower Limit Confidence Interval. Note. B=unstandardized indirect
effect estimate: LLCI=lower limit confidence interval: ULCI=upper limit confidence interval. BC=bias-corrected
percentile method: Bootstrap samples=>5,000. Self-perspective discrepancy indirect effect: CI includes zero &
p=.060: treated as non-significant (Tibbe & Montoya, 2022).
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AR, 271358 ELA (=264, t=5.665, p<.001

12, 183 el Ao & et p=635). ol T&d ~And
A4S FAll A o] o]go] Z7] ojmA] BUX S} R 2EHAE
th. olel H2-13% FAHOR vt vlg Ale B gl 9

FE MAA Feve A FAT F Y W
) il

. e 2dvde 01%94 ﬂ@iﬁr{— 95%

o} 1A BUA(5=.789, t=11.569, X.001)=
R SR 2EH 2 Fod H(+)9] g v ojmA| “°‘Zl7} o ’\Efﬂl’\"ﬂ SR 2EHX
ok 53 By =LA dFHo] AV HA 7F oAl mE AlE B AE R {3 Aow
EGAETG FAHCE FolaA A dEEET) e THp=.001). °] FHEHE A7 &
(CR=4.998, X.001) ol AH3# H7tellA 7] dA] Azt BIAY ELA FEE I Fhel
T B Zdist Aol =7ls Eqtol SR oo AR NE ZHadE dEE Eld
2EH 20 ¥ FEaA 2482 7 S AARE A EYAY 2HaEH 9%5% BC CI [403, .802]
o} oo whel H3-13 H3-2 B e = Qi) € CI7F 05 E9stA ot froldh A2 Ykt
A, R ZEHZAAM vE Ale 2 A THp=.001). ¥HE, 27184 =LA g ade
T2 e AZRE B=659(t=9.775, KX.00D)=E 95% BC CI [-.058, 348]Z CI7} 0& X&s}e
Uety, 9B 2EH 2V vE Ale 2 AY R fFolstA & Aow: yYEhtHp=.060). °ll

oA HAF H(H) FFE VAL A0 &

R, H4 IA A 5o
ohAlA, H5ol A A A S

ARy Slel FEZEFG0008 §HE)S AN

A
Hse 454 24vdel

re
fa

4
FE W 55 24
A AERE 2 FL UAA Pob TR ARHY,

=

A3 S22 SNS o]&e 7HHEFHE 95% BC

CI [-338, 10712 0& =%

sol fes we

vhe] o] g ARAAME ¢

olg ATA TS

O_\.u

Social media use type

Self-image discrepancy

Active use

Q
-
#
e

.009 *

~249% Self-
erspective
264%*

Appearance
stress

759**{

\\" .ngwsm
b Other-
T3 perspective

Xx*=604.310(df=244, p<.000), Normed x?=2.477, GFI=.850, IFI=.925,
TLI=.915, CFI=.925, SRMR=.096, RMSEA=.070 *p<.001

Note. Bootstrap indirect effects (BC 95% Cl): Passive use — .534~1.411 (p<.001); Active use — not significant;
Self-perspective discrepancy — not significant; Other-perspective discrepancy — .403~.802 (p<.001)

659*+*

—————— Supported

"""""" * Rejected

Cosmetic/
Plastic surgery
intention

{Fig. 2> Summary of Hvpothesis Testing Results
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