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The Relationship Between Social Comparison and Appearance Satisfaction:

Examining Frequency and Direction as Factors

Tomohiro Suzuki

This study examined whether the frequency and direction of social comparisons relate to one’s

appearance satisfaction. A web-based survey was conducted on 518 adults (253 men and 265 women),

ranging in age from their 20s to 60s (M = 45.6 years, SD = 13.81). The results showed that the direction

of social comparison was negatively related to appearance satisfaction. Among men, participants in the

equivalent comparison group were less satisfied with their appearance than those in the downward

comparison group, and those in the upward comparison group were less satisfied with their appearance

than those in the equivalent comparison group. Among women, participants in the upward comparison

group were less satisfied with their appearance than those in the downward and equivalent comparison

groups. A low evaluation of his or her appearance through upward comparisons may have led to

dissatisfaction with one’s appearance, ultimately resulting in low self-esteem.
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Table 1 Relationship between social comparison
and demographics
Cramer's V x°: df _p

Frequency Gender 12 734 3 .062
Age 16 3862 12 <001
Direction  Gender 07 232 4 676
Age 16 51.28 16 <001
Satisfaction Gender 19 1804 3 <001
Age 13 2752 12 006

note. Frequency: degree of frequently they compared
their appearance to others, Direction: direction of their
evaluation in comparison to others , Satisfaction:
satisfaction with their appearance.
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Table 2 Satisfaction of each social comparison groups

Men

Lower age Higher age
Frequency Direction M SD n M SD n
High Downward 350 0.71 2 3.22 0.67 9
Similar 2.75 0.81 40 273 0.70 63
Upward 1.89 0.89 36 232 1.03 25
Low Downward 313 0.83 8 350 1.07 8
Similar 227 0.79 11 217 0.51 18
Upward 1.63 0.92 24 1.78 0.83 9

Women

Lower age Higher age
Frequency Direction M SD n M SD n
High Downward 275 0.96 4 2.39 0.78 9
Similar 283 0.79 30 245 0.70 60
Upward 157 059 23 191 0.59 32
Low Downward 282 087 11 267 0.58 3
Similar 2.17 0.58 12 2.29 0.56 21
Upward 1.62 0.71 39 1.52 0.68 21

note. Downward: downward social comparison, Similar: similar level of social comparison, Upward:

upward social comparison.
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Table 3 Results of ANOVA
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Men
F dfl are ) n°  Multiple comparison””
Lower age Frequency 2.10 1 115 150 018
Direction 15.00 2 115 <001 207 U<S<D
Interaction 0.17 2 115 845 003
Higher age Frequency 243 1 126 121 019
Direction 1472 2 126 <001 189  U<S<D
Interaction 1.99 2 126 141 031
Women
F drl df2 J) n?  Multiple comparison™
Lower age Frequency 1.09 1 113 298 010
Direction 24.31 2 113 <.001 301 U<SD
Interaction 2.85 2 113 062 048
Higher age Frequency 2.32 1 140 130 016
Direction 1850 2 140 <001 209 U<SD
Interaction 0.39 2 140 679 006

note. a) at 5% level. b) D: downward social comparison, S: similar level of social comparison, U: upward

social comparison.
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