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Abstract

The popularity of cosmetic procedures has increased over the past decade. Korean consumers have shown
different levels of demand for the two types of cosmetic procedures (surgical and nonsurgical). This study exa-
mines the effect of appearance pressure from family, friends, and social media on the internalization and face/
body satisfaction that can determine the levels of acceptance for each cosmetic procedure among young Korean
females. Data was collected from 379 females in their 20s and 30s, using an online survey questionnaire. Sta-
tistical analysis were performed using SPSS 24.0 and AMOS. The results indicated that only social media
pressure significantly influenced young women's internalization of attractive appearance. Internalization was
negatively associated with face and body satisfaction. Face satisfaction was negatively related to the acceptance
of cosmetic surgical and nonsurgical procedures; however, body satisfaction was not related to the acceptance
of cosmetic surgical and nonsurgical procedures. This study highlights the significant importance of social
media and its powerful impact on developing young women's body image perceptions.
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£t} (Cusumano & Thompson, 1997; Jang et al., 2012).
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Aol et 8 HES Tt i kel WA AoR 2AE ek Aot sk A s E A
of 3lof th52] 7 & A okgich. 258 68.1%)°] 7} 2 B & AHA skl oH, M
A 8HZE < (n=69, 18.2%), thEHY 0] AH(n=28, 7.4%), 1L
7Hd 6. A WEEE wd] Pl it & 5ot &9 v|Wh(n=24,6.3%) ] =0 & LETh &=
AEo) (Y F&FS vE Aol AztoiRLe] et 7] FA = 22 161.8em(S.D.=5.12,
71 7. A EE = v|aed Yo gigt & Min=148cm, Max=180cm) 2} 55.7kg(S.D.=9.17, Min=3%g,
o] F()9] dFFs nA Aotk Max=100kg)®] %131, 3§ A4 A FA| 5+ 21.2kg/m’
7Hd 8. AA WEEE e AP g3t S8 (S.D.=3.10, Min=15.4kg/m* Max=38.6kg/m’) & A} 7}
o] F(9 Y= v E Aol Bl e = 257 5 loh AR A} 5 13578(35.6%) |
7Hd 9. AA S e s A Aol e 8 TE2A ARS8l o] AL, 1627(42.7%)°] H]

ol 2()2] Aee v Aolch A 4940l Qleka Skl

m. o4 3. 5¥=T

1. 7oy 74, 25, 224 mit] o] 2 BoE W= QKo gk QF
HF2 Sociocultural Attitudes Towards Appearance Ques-
H Ao A= FQ AT M M 7 TA o o tionnaire-4(SATAQ-4)(Schaefer et al., 2015) 2] Pressures-
gAY Ao nES Bl th2o Aty A A g Family, Pressures-Peers, Pressures-MediaZ -85} o]
of Aok QPR BT AL <Fig 150 AA QAT Zgkock 2b2e] A wiso] et 4RG o7 74
H) o0, u e ofof th gt Qhut BRFE-E 44 u]ro]
2 TR L 2L of tek g0 2 S ste] AHgtaich 2Ael %

AR 20~30T o2 wAIE 2] A 2] BJAL

£ 58 miEglon, & 379572 fagolE s} 4
A=A 2 A2 AA| 2ARFIAHN=379)+= 20~

30t ol o' LAE o, Hat Lol= 29.84(S.
D.=4.92) % th(Table 1). 2] ¢]-2 AF 2] (n=216, 57.0%),
A (n=57, 15.0%), A2 2)(n=47, 12.4%), 7] EHn=41,
10.8%), 23 ¢ (n=13, 3.4%), )(n=5, 1.3%) 291

Family pressure
Friends pressure
Social media
pressure

_1__‘30
o T

Internalization

1o

SEE 18RS 124 ehrh-s A 19T
o= 2ol A4t £ 25E o419 9 g 7}
A of ‘:P‘ Pk A = AS Yulst=& 53
o v A Q1 @& of] 3t 1 H 3= SATAQ-4 2] 519
29 = Internalization-General attractivenessS -85}
2H319lt} o] ZH = 7wl 9w uelE
of ¢eigl 6o TAE T ZAZOI AR A4
AL 1H(AE 1A geh~5H8($ 15 eh

o

]

_&

1o

Acceptance of cosmetic
surgical procedure

Acceptance of cosmetic
nonsurgical procedure

Fig. 1. Proposed research model.
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Table 1. Sample characteristics (N=379)
Variable Categories n %
Student 57 15.0
Office worker 216 57.0
. Public officer 5 1.3
Occupation -
Own business 13 34
Professional 47 12.4
Others 41 10.8
Less than high school graduate 24 6.3
. Currently attending college or graduated 69 18.2
Education B - -
Currently attending university or graduated 258 68.1
Graduate degree 28 7.4
Previous experience of cosmetic Yes 135 35.6
surgical procedure No 244 64.4
Previous experience of cosmetic Yes 162 42.7
nonsurgical procedure No 217 373
Height (cm) Mean=161.8, S.D.=5.12, Min=148, Max=180
Weight (kg) Mean=55.7, S.D.=9.17, Min=39, Max=100
ol A5t SHSIAH. A7t w25 1Y ol ek =8 H=ofl gt SAIH= 2= U

o 2 o o 3t & W st S ool eieh A= vt
2 9} A1 A]| 9F= I = the Body Parts Satisfaction Scale
(SPSS)(Berschied et al., 1973)2] 12&8 = A 451
e o] Y= ALA F9lofl et 33 (A, W7, &
nA)E A 2l %, A A el A2 T A H ol
o Soleel ALgesI At 0 i B
Lol= AR AR AL BLBAE, A& 2L AN EY
wato] 285 glom, AA| HEEoli AR H 2 vh

N

o, %, o], 57|, Bro| sEgo] matE et
EARRA AR ZF A Fofol diet v s 14
(R3] S3EA] A =rh)~5H (- WSt Fell A
A &, E S HFASE VS 22 AL
olm|git} oA U B H Ao Yot +=8 A S

+ Acceptance of Cosmetic Surgery Scale(ACSS)(Hen-
derson-King & Henderson-King, 2005)2] Consideration
SH9IA UL AFgBto] ST o] FHE T o
020 4P AL Def o] faASEFOR THE
CH1H=A] 284 gheh-5 -9 TR, o] 9o
ol, 48, A4, steje] Al TEA S Bt ok
9 H) 424 Aol ek A o] R A ma
A9 4 27 el et o] AW
SL AR ARG O] B A S, W s A

i

&4 9 u)4

- 625 -

R |
A, BAE QR A, AHE 2L SPSS 2302
Bgshgon, elA aolBA Aoke A 7w el
g4

-2 the Comparative fit index(CFI), the Tucker-Lewis
incremental fit index(TLI), the root mean square error of
approximation(RMSEA)2- A}-8-3} % th(Byrne, 2010).
Hu and Bentler(1999)2] A <to] w2, CFI>.95, TLI
>.95, RMSEA<.062 &1L g o] =& A A, .90<CFI
and TLI<.94, .07<RMSEA<.10-2 # A3t A g2 9
o) g}

a R EEET
ek oru, s, 42 B, A
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Q+e}: Factor loadings=.92~.94, Eigenvalue=3.45, % of
variance=86.24; XI5t ¢}H}: Factor loadings=.92~.95,
Eigenvalue=3.54, % of variance=88.39; A=A ujtjo]
QFHl: Factor loadings=.92~.93, Eigenvalue=3.40, % of
variance=85.08). A1 2] &= A|4=2l Cronbach's alpha+= .95
(715 _sHHh), 96(_ShHh), 94(4d )T o] _¢Hh)
2 REHpo| it =2 AE s Helch WHskH
Fofl s Al = Bhto] AFo] =& E e, 214
A2 .68~.862] H-E S K ¥ rh(Eigenvalue=3.96, %
of variance=66.03). Cronbach's alphat= .89% =2 Al
B =5 gt g2 S (62 AlA v

(58] 2 Wpo] T Bk oiak g4
AQUEA AT B WHES] A7 B Fapo] W
Q1A Ao = A AR ek A WEE o] 5o

3t QA TS 69~.800 2 LFEF O ™ (Eigen-
value=2.65, % of variance=52.93), A1 4| W< = 9] 55
ol gz @ AA YT T4~84 O R BAEQ
th(Eigenvalue=3.04, % of variance=60.76). 4= T+=
T @} Al A 9= of o3t Cronbach's alpha= 2} 771}
842 =2 AP E 2= Ao R Vst &3
W nl4 A ARl e 48 A0 24 ] o
SHER A QolB M Al 2ed Ao s a0l
A eFL .63~.88 = -3 &| ¢l th(Eigenvalue=3.38, % of
variance=67.58). H]4=&2 A of o 31 583 &, 2.9
Aol ¥ 17 (= ol TR v4ed 4
Fol= A kA §b& Aloltho] Al A= lem, HS
4ol tht R A A 87~9N28 = QIthEi-
genvalue=3.18, % of variance=79.39). Cronbach's alpha

< 8 4R, (e 4R w21 =
£ 23

A< 2

2212 Q Q1249 B A | 4==y=1003.78,
df=586, p<.001, TLI=.96, CFI=.96, RMSEA=.04 & 7} =
288 F3o] ek ZF 2 919 EE A A X(>.50) 2} 7l
AR Z(>.70) 7122 & TEA] 7] Zo] el
2 TH(Table 2). A= WHEE(AVE=41)Z A 9|3t mE

o) gt HHEASFEZE-2 50 o) o Tt H| &
dZ WHL Y HFEAFE-2 412 7] 5221 .50
oS TFA7IA= ?ixlﬁ’h d w9 Afd
A Z =71 .70 0]AF2l A o & B A =] of(Fornell & Lar-

Table 2. The result of confirmatory factor analysis

Construct Items fi Eigﬁgiidziii t Cronbach's o | AVE | CR
I feel pressure from family members to look thinner. 92 -
Family I feel pressure from family members to improve my appearance. 92 31.22%** 05 o | 9
pressure | Family members encouraged me to decrease my level of body fat. .89 28.40%**
Family members encourage me to get in better shape. .89 28.16%**
My peers encourage me to get thinner. .92 -
Friends |l feel pressure from my peers to improve my appearance. 95 35.24%** 0% 85 | o6
pressure | [ feel pressure from my peers to look in better shape. .88 27.89%**
I get pressure from my peers to decrease my level of body fat. 93 33.34%%x

(R): reversed item
*rkp<001

=626 -
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Table 2. Continued
Construct Items Standardlz.ed t Cronbach's o | AVE | CR
factor loading
I feel pressure from social media to look in better shape. 91 -
Social I feel pressure from social media to look thinner. .86 24.24%*%*
media I feel pressure from social media to improve my appearance. 91 27.94%** 94 79 | 91
ressure
P I feel pressure from social media to decrease my level of body
fat .87 25.53%4%
It is important for me to look good in the clothes I wear. .62 -
1 think a lot about my appearance. .87 13.20%**
Internali- | I want to be good looking. 5 12.10%** % o1 | o4
zation I really think much about my appearance. .87 11.90%** ’ ' ‘
it is important to me to be attractive. .76 12.00%**
I think much about how I look. .80 12.62%**
Overall face 1 -
Chin .59 10.37%%%*
Face Tp lids 59 9,87 77 41| 79
satisfaction
Libs .64 10.52%%%*
Nose .66 10.79%**
Overall body .81 -
Arms .69 13.63%**
Body  'Bittocks 65 12.84%%% 84 51| .85
satisfaction
Thighs 73 14.49%%%*
Tummy .68 13.49%**
In the future, I could end up having some kind of cosmetic sur- ]l )
gical procedure. )
If1 cl(c)luld hi\{e icqsmTlc surgical procedure done for free I 3 19.03%%%
Acceptance | Would consider trying it.
of cosrpetlc IfI kneW there would b.e no ne;ganve side effects or pain, | 3 18,71 %% 88 60 | s6
surgical | would like to try cosmetic surgical procedure.
procedure I have sometimes thought about have cosmetic surgical pro- 36 19 25
cedure. ’ ’
I would never have any kind of cosmetic surgical procedure.
52 10.20%%*
(R)
In the future, I could end up having some kind of cosmetic non 38 )
surgical procedure. ’
Acceptance | IfI could have a cosmetic nonsurgical procedure done for free 20 21.05%%
of cosmetic | I would consider trying it. ’ ' o1 7 | 90
nonsurgical | If ] knew there would be no negative side effects or pain, I 79 9] 54k ’ . ‘
procedure | would like to try cosmetic nonsurgical procedure. ’ '
I have sometimes thought about have cosmetic nonsurgical
92 25.78%**
procedure.

(R): reversed item

k< 001

=627 -
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Table 3. The squared correlations and AVE of variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 82
2 34 85
3 19 27 79
4 .06 07 32 61
5 01 .00 01 03 41
6 08 06 08 .06 31 51
7 04 07 14 19 10 04 60
8 03 .08 20 29 .04 04 48 72

a: Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for constructs are displayed on the diagonal.

b: Numbers below the diagonal are squared correlation estimates of two variables.

1=Family pressure, 2=Friends pressure, 3=Social media pressure, 4=Internalization, 5=Face satisfaction, 6=Body satisfaction,
7=Acceptance of cosmetic surgical procedure, 8=Acceptance of cosmetic nonsurgical procedure

cker, 1981), Aol & =
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Wth(Johnson et al., 2015; Tylka & Andorka, 2012; Tylka
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etal., 2019).
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Table 4. Results of the significance test for the paths

Paths t p Accept
H1 Family pressure—Internalization .88 38 Reject
H2 Friends pressure—Internalization -1.74 .08 Reject
H3 Social media pressure—Internalization 9.03 <.001 Accept
H4 Internalization—Face satisfaction -3.82 <.001 Accept
H5 Internalization—Body satisfaction —4.58 <.001 Accept
Ho6 Face satisfaction—Acceptance of cosmetic surgical procedure -3.34 <.001 Accept
H7 Face satisfaction—Acceptance of cosmetic nonsurgical procedure -2.22 <.05 Accept
H8 Body satisfaction— Acceptance of cosmetic surgical procedure .01 .99 Reject
H9 Body satisfaction—Acceptance of cosmetic nonsurgical procedure —.66 51 Reject

Acceptance of cosmetic

Family pressure :
surgical procedure

Face satisfaction

Internalization

Friends pressure

Body satisfaction

Social media
pressure

Acceptance of cosmetic
nonsurgical procedure

*p<.05, *¥**p<.001

Fig. 2. The final model with path relationship.
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