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[Abstract]

have been considered as significant factors that influence how females feel and think about their bodies. A large number of

Recently, body image disturbances are growing prevalent among females, and social networking sites(SNSs)

studies have demonstrated the negative effects of SNSs on the cognition, feelings and behaviors of females. Based on the so-
cial comparison theory and tripartite influence model, empirical studies explore the mediating role of appearance compari-
son and internalization of thin ideal to explain how SNSs use influence females’ body image. Future research is needed to
explore the influence of SNSs on diverse samples, combine experimental manipulations with longitudinal study, and focus

on the influence of SNSs on face, skin, and hair-related concerns. In addition, other theoretical explanation is needed to

make the mechanism clearer.
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