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Abstract

This study aims to investigate the influence of online social support on college students’ impression
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management, with a focus on the mediating role of face threat. A questionnaire survey was admin-
istered to 532 college students using the Online Social Support Scale, Face Threat Sensitivity Scale,
and Impression Management Scale. The results indicate that: (1) Online social support has a signif-
icant positive predictive effect on impression management; (2) Face threat partially mediates the
relationship between the two variables—that is, online social support not only directly enhances
impression management but also indirectly reinforces it by increasing perceived face threat. The
study conceptualizes face threat as an activation signal of social evaluation within online social con-
texts, providing an empirically grounded and culturally adapted explanation for understanding the
online self-presentation behaviors of college students.
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1. 3]

A AR O KB AL 25T S BRI F A . fEIX — Pt B HLATF AT DL 2% 2
(B, AT S S B 5 A B S BT, BB RE B (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). [FIIF, 4>
R NZE L H BRI, B ESHEE, BRI Z4E &S RF(Trepte, Dienlin, & Reinecke, 2015). ERfif —
R ZN TR B R A A 2 DB S AT & AL B A S ZEAME.

LRI I 22 0 B0 SO BRI AR B 2 SCRFIAT IR, D 9 MR IE s AR B 3R R G AR R DL e
i AN AT (Valkenburg, Peter, & Schouten, 2006; XUHLFN, #ifE, JiiEHE, 2020). S8R0, #oREISTEH,
NBR HE & — B BEFN (Swann Jr., 2011) . MZ SRRV RTINS S BT VE N2 5iE 5,
[ B R BE S AN S0 B TR S PSR (Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010; Utz, 2015); 3¢ 4 2 B 6 i s 45k 0]
AJ REfi & B AEIMEAT (Chou & Edge, 2012; Toma & Hancock, 2013). XZE “EHAFEN R HHFRK R, FHAl
RESZ NBROG R . NGRS AR A (FRIE D%, 20215 Lee, Ahn, & Kim, 2014; b &, 2016).
R, WA ARAAELTRR: 28—, SEETFTIFE THIOCRIR, X “ W22 SR Bl 4
EIT AR OHENGIREAL: B, WATTRE W REBAENETR, A 200 28 4E 2 SCHF
R GHIRAAT ARSI E R s S =, MRRRHELE F BAR E UT B, R ARSI E A S B, X
KA R FAT AR IR

JtE7s BRI FETRANSCACAL A RS, B TE S NI BB E AR LR R & T R MK
PRI TT (AL 2 AL 56 BAT T EERAA 25 T 1 8 B 5 CGEOEE L 2004), 2B B A2 81
KEMES . fEMZE M, H A TS K R ALV AMANT T 1 B ——BP 4 2T R B 752 451 (1) X
B ——JCNBURT P, 3 E, 2017). XONIERA SRR ST AR B ME THERYIA . —T71, M
FEE SRR N 22 S8t AT RE AR AL M AL 2 PPN RAE AR B, DT T 08 7 T 1 Jgl o 1 2 i
PE(Chou & Edge, 2012), thoxbBHigdath, MALE S E TR b2 B R T FATECRATHLE, A
T B3 o) 47 T AN I RUABL (Festinger, 1954; Gilbert, 2001; # B, RS, ENE, K, 2017). S
(1) 8% 5 R A PRI T L3N B 0 A S E S AT, AMEATGE B B REG A AR . 5B
—J7 1, [HF B IS B R EAT NI AT . R E S RN, AR B R EOR RS

][l

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.164187 182 PR


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.164187
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

REH, BER

H E AR BIL(Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998), fefEMARBUEE . Bl slis S 20 En U8 B sRmg (2 i %,
e, 2008). TR TURNT, X —HLHIAE R A5 R AL : T 4 2 I 1] N A P S Ak
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2. WRE55*®
2.1. SR

AW R TR, 8 10 R G UCEROE . SRR ST, IRIEE R (A R . IR EL
T LB AR HE AT I ST, BRI ROREAS 531 . o, Bk 127 N, Lk 404 N5 AT L
132 A\, dEMAET 20399 Ao fEERL A b, NSCR L 56.3%, ZE R 5.5%, FETK A 38.2%. (EFH
M b, K—24 0 69.3%, Kh 7.2%, K=1512.4%, KU 11.1%. A 2355733558
PG 3R 2 e N R TR SR .

22. fisxTH

22.1. MEHESTHFER

KRR Q008) il I 28 T 2 X FF R . ZERIL 23 MH, WEHESCR. TR, &
BICRFS R CFFUAERE . 53R A Likert 5 St (1= “BRAFFE” , 5= “BRAE”), Bk
R AR B N 28+ SRR liE . ZEAREEFL Y, SRR Cronbach’s o R¥CH 0.944, K4S
) o REE 0.696 £ 0.928 2 ],

22.2. BFEMHER

K Kelly et al. (2019)3EF Cupach & Carson (2002) BT 78 202w 1T BB T BB % . B3R IL 6 NI
B, 20 AR 1B “A AT AR TCALI 7 ) S T B0 “A A7 AR 7 3RIIERE” A
YEPE ., KM Likert 7 fiitar(1= “52&ARHE” , 7= “BEFR” ), 150ME TR 2 K TH 78
O FE T e . AT, 1% 8 3R Cronbach’s a REH 0.90,

2.2.3. ENREEHNIER

K H White & Peloza (2009) 2| (I EN REHAHLER, HRIEH E A LESEHITESET . ZinEdt
9 MNIHM “TRAETHINAMBWIETEL” ), HTWEMONTAEE AR B & BRI EIHLE
. KH Likert 5 J5it4r(1= “dEHEARR” , 5= “EFRE"), Lo RRONGZEHIYIME, 4
s, 34 Cronbach’s o 2EN 0.91.
3. R
3.1. HEFERERR

OSSR e 5 A AR AL R iAW 22, AW SUR M Harman 808 BR300 4T 0 M. 45 KB,
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FAEARKT 1 RT3 4 4, Hrh g DR I007 ZR 30N 37.42%, KT 40% I S FniE, R IIAHT
FEHE A 32 27 H [ R 7 i 22 R .
32. EMREFEBEANGHFEELNER

AHE TR A EAEN D G5 B ZF AT Tiek, SR IE 1 5% 20 kI, YRR S %A
AR EYIRERI B R R M T NS 2 i 2 SCRF L T3 Bl 5 BN R AE BRI 25 5,
WA T LA =T EX T AR A T . R b, AU TR B AR R, ek
A R, TEM AR SRR S ETRE T LRV RIE R 5 £ 57

Table 1. Differences in online social support among groups with different individual characteristics (X s )

1. MEHSIFESRMEAFHEARNER (Y +5)

s X 2 1t 2 S 4
i H 5 ;
395 tF P
5 3.62 £0.64
5] 1.77 0.078
’e 3.51+0.65
. e 3.79 £ 0.67
RB NI T 5.08 <0.001
5 3.45+0.62
AL 3.57 £ 0.65
k2 SR 3.49 +0.58 0.48 0.618
FET 2R 3.49+0.65
K— 3.55+0.67
x= 3.46+0.51
R B 0.38 0.769
K= 3.58 +0.63
| 3.47+0.59

Table 2. Differences in face threat and impression management among different individual characteristic groups (x £ s )

F 2. ETEM. ENREBAENEMMFEENER (X £5)

. TH T B BN & A
IiH 25 - p
255 /F P S5 i P
5 3.20+0.77 3.78 £ 0.68
1 5] 0.16 0.872 -0.24 0.811
& 3.19+0.65 3.79 + 0.66
. & 3.30£0.78 3.92+0.72
BB/ RNAETF & 2.06 0.041 2.48 0.014
i 3.15+0.64 3.75+0.64
N 3.22 £0.67 3.82 +0.66
Ll 25 24N 3.40 £ 0.66 3.02 0.049 3.94 +0.54 0.97 0.379
PR 3.11 £0.69 3.73 £ 0.68
K— 3.20+0.70 3.79+£0.71
K= 3.16 £ 0.45 3.57+£0.45
R B 0.38 0.769 221 0.086
= 3.15+0.65 3.91 +0.49
N 3.19+0.71 3.82 +0.66
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3.3. HERREEMMEXDH

N AR T I 248 4 2 SRR K 2 A B A B ) R AL, R 56 T S 7 L R R E R A E A
AT E J K H Pearson AT = /MO AR B R LT AEE BT T 552, KA ENIME . brdEZE sy
() (R RH DG AE B 5 3 BT/ o

IIMTEERFN], MBS TR SMRE R R T E FMEE =044, p<0.001,r=0.44, p <0.001), S5TH
T B IR R B IEAR(=0.35,p <0.001, r=0.35, p<0.001). [FN, @@ S0REEY AFEELE
[ IEASS 9% & (r = 0.50, p < 0.001, r = 0.50, p < 0.001), W% 4, XLt BYPE YR 7 AR IHAALEREL, £F
e e S R S AN i Y

Table 3. Correlations among online social support, face threat, and impression management (r values)

3. MR EFE. ENRERIEX(@E)

A P 26 b 22 3 FF T EIF =g
P 2% k23 S 1
T 7 0.35%** 1
ENRE 0.44%** 0.50%** 1

Table 4. Results of correlation analysis between various dimensions of online social support and other variables (r values)

4. MBHSIFEHEESHMTERXINERC E)

A 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 [FEF 1
2 RAESCHF 0.49%** 1
3 THMSCR 0.56%** 0.82%** 1
4 15 RSCHF 0.53%+* 0.85%** 0.85%* 1
5 THT B 0.2 %% 0.32%%%* 0.30%** 0.38%+* 1
6 ENRAEH 0.43%%% 0.36%** 0.37%%* 0.39%** 0.50%** 1

34. PAYMRIGEER

ke B T BUMME M 2 At 2 SRR S ED R B2 A ) R /e AE L, A9 RH SPSS 2427 PROCESS 1
(IR 4 (Model 4), TEFEMHI N H 5 B (RS AMAT L) G AT A BN 8T BASHT 45 50V E L& 5.

BH72 5 AT, 4 pE o SCRERT BN GO B W35 (R A TN F G BN Y . B=0.45,t=11.22,p<
0.001, B =0.45, t=11.22, p < 0.001). 7ML #E2 SRR I P T B A b, 0 288 4 2 SCRFRE S Wi 25
1E [ TR T 7 BB = 0.36, t = 8.48, p < 0.001, B =0.36, t = 8.48, p <0.001). TEZNN T2 B T EUME
MR84S FR(B = 0.31, t=7.97, p < 0.001, B =0.31, t =7.97, p < 0.001) 51 T EMHP = 0.38, t = 10.27, p <
0.001, B=0.38, t=10.27, p < 0.001)IJHE T2 1E [F) Fi EN R B

RHE— BRI TR A RN 2, AHE TR Bootstrap 722 E & HlAE 5000 YK, THELIAIRERN Y 95%
BASIX () W4 6 Frow, -7 B 28 12 SCRe S B G B2 8] (R TR] RSB A 0.14, H: Bootstrap 95%
BIEXIE4[0.09,0.20], AEE 0, RUZP MG . BEAN(0.31)1E(E X E[0.24, 0.39]FEFEAH,
0. Uk, T EMTEM S 2R SENREH 2 MR ER, WE 1. Mgt LR LLE
FEsoma BN GO, At mT DUIE I 1Y 5 T 1 g SR T AR T B R ERAT R
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Table 5. Regression analysis of online social support, face threat, and impression management

F 5. MHZHESIHF. ETFEM. ENREREHNEADH

[ 3 )5 FE(n = 531) W& 18R REEEMN
SR E TR A% & R R? F B t
WX 284t 2 3 0.44 0.19 125.82% % 0.45 11.22%
BEHRNARR . B R
AT & 0.12 2.54%
i IR 254t 2 S FF 0.35 0.12 71.83%% 0.36 8.48%*
R TR
FEEMAEF & 0.11 2.03*
WX 284t 2 3 0.57 0.33 128.08%** 0.31 7.97%
JANFA G RO, DR TR 18 0.38 10.27*
REMAT & 0.07 1.79
TH TR
0.36*** 0.3 8***
W] £kt 22 S > IgiE
0.31***

Figure 1. Path diagram of the mediating effect of face threat between online social sup-
port and impression management

E 1. BFEMENSHSZRHSEIKRER B PN EEE

Table 6. Decomposition table of direct effects, mediating effects, and total effects

6. HIEMN . PAMNMEMRE SRR

RN T NAE Boot LL Boot UL AR B8O 5 bl
IR 0.31 0.24 0.39 69.0%
HRA BN 0.14 0.09 0.20 31.0%
PR 0.45 0.37 0.53 100%
4. g

KB | M2 3 5 RGBT NN R, UL T BIE —F R H AR . 45
SRR, WA 2 SRR BN GUE BT S IR IR A, 1 B R IOk R, LTSS
5 SRS R & B R BT I

4.1. MEHSTFSHNREEN XA

AHFFERIN, WL L2 SCRF L3 T ] T B0 A5 BRAT (B = 0.45, p < 0.001), BT K 2% A5 B8R0 28] 1) X 265
M SCRFK R Sy, SR I B A BIAT AN S . IX — 55 SR o RIS R AMAI E
TR 2 ISR 7 4 25 S R FR SR IR S0 5 B85 (Swann Jr., 2011). fUBE. IF METAR S ORI OB AE At 2234k,
559, SRS “ AR EIREE T RAL S EH” AR, e 3L 5 32 3hh Sk R 5 S e U #AT
N(Burke, Marlow, & Lento, 2010; Utz, 2015). ZKIMGREA R AL R —8, WLk ERW RGBSR ER L
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(B A AEAH B3 5R M 2R AR (RIPLNN, B0, 55 FE, 20205 BRIEWE, 2021). 4140, Valkenburg, Peter, & Schouten
(2006) I, T /DAFAEALAE WAl b SRAF IO AR R S 450 55t 285 1E [r) B2 L B B I Lee, Ahn, & Kim (2014)
IR, X —RUNAEAR B AR O B . AR TR N 2 A SRR MR S TRk g R
AR BTN CSOMAT N RIIRERT IR, Dtk o S T B U £ R 4 ek s AU PR MR AR AL TR R SR
WA o

42. BFEMSEHREENRXR

T T b BN A R AT N A B B T, 3X — 45 SRR T P i B 1A O i A THT P
Foip A 38 AR BN R A BRAT R (1) B B0 B BR B F9(Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998; %, 2%, 2008). 7
Mg IR EEH, TENI AT Fb P SR AA R — D TOR T 43 R R EN (T 1), &0 &, 2017).
R AR BN BT AE T T U I —— W R AN BTN B AT T —— il R FE R S B R AR 3)
Hl(Toma & Hancock, 2013), HE1ME 3N KBS EED REHAT A, BIEARR OB, B8R EISUA
RS . AW TS TH T U BRI et 2AE R “HIG IR AL MR “ HaTiksh” A&, Wik 7 i+
HRTEMSIES NIRRT, X — R SIEERAR L A8 B IGEmZL N ABs 5350,
[FIRELEALAS s BB 38 TR 7 ek b R P 45 35 AT N3 R DI RE(Virtanen & Lee, 2022).

4.3. TR TIER S

AW AT T T T B E 284 2 SR SR B2 MR A B, 7R T — 2 AN AL A8 3 15 3
AMEAT RIS OB ER AR s 2542 SCREAS N B2 I [ 52 0 D GUEF 3L, e o 3 i/ P THD - S Pl 6
)42 3R B SR s R R E

R 28 4k S o S 5 I 1 S T S o X — R B R A A R ek 2 SRR G T T I 7 W 55, (Chou
& Edge, 2012)fFfE% . STk, AR AL VP B R U S BT A B T B I T, &
I 22 SRR AR A B AL 2 VPN 1 ARl o AR IRAT I s B 5 1 1] PR AN B VS I i B 0 21 B B
AT BT R A (Walther, 2007; BEARARYE, 2017), X P e AL AT BEBOE AR E T 1
Mg, 3R G SR AT BB (Gilbert, 2001; Weeks & Howell, 2012). #t52, M%7 ARH
BRI J by, T A SR A AL 2 VPN I RTRRE S E FRAH DG, T 7 B I B PR A S R R S
FIOFE S . X — R 5 %0 EH A IRF S (Duval & Wicklund, 1972) M2 B2 [E A HEAL AR B (Gilbert, 2001)
B

T B 1 1 3R ) EN QA ERAT e AR A T BB B R s B, O T A5 I U 47
AL T BB A 1) T BN NS0 5 15 B VR AT SR s e B IR B BUCP A, A5 fE 2, 2008; Rui & Stefanone, 2018)s.
X—EESE ARS8, HAEMSIES PRI B RN GRE, 7T S5 B A T 5
AMEA D% AHTH T B AR IR 26 4 2 SRR RS B R BRIl — B4, A SRR T REET IR THIR S B B
(Leary & Baumeister, 2000). 1584+ %32 % A8 B (Wei, Russell, & Zakalik, 2005)2% #5458 B 218 5mAMA ) BN 5 &
FEIHL. BeAh, He IR 2 A 28 (Fredrickson, 2001)BAt 4 %8 A B )42 3k F IR 2. X —
SRR T WA ASAT AL At X AME IR R8RS 7E 451 2k 1 Rl £ £ R A7 7E . AR ELA
|

“No

44. MIRIAEERE

AW FAEREAANRNE . MR TR LU RET5 mAAEE TR B, FEAR L 2 AR 2
RN, B SV B IR, ORI 7T ML o e A0 A 220 YRR AR AR (10 5 A A PR AT 8T
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5. fiR4Eie
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s D), BTN BN, SRRt B R 2P AR 507 SRR B RO
MR, RO MBI TIRR . (3) AR T 25 2 SCRESEIA B GO B U O BRER A, SEB T 4
SRS ST T ISR S, VBT E RN 2 B R E DT IR TR A AR RS

E&WE
PR R IR 2 2025 4R 90 OUFT R B IS % 5.
& 3wk
RIS T Q016). 720 2 2S5t (8] 210 1 96 2 BRSP4 71: S 3 B ey A, TR, L
o T K
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