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a  b  s  t  r  a  c  t

Research  has  demonstrated  links  between  viewing  idealized  images  on social  media  and  body  dissatis-
faction,  but  more  work  is  needed  to  understand  how  exposure  to  appearance-related  content  influences
body  image.  The  current  research  evaluated  the effects  of viewing  fitspiration  images  and  images  of  self-
compassion  quotes  on Instagram  on  men  and  women’s  body  image  and  self-compassion.  This  topic  was
examined  in  two  separate  investigations  in the U.S.;  a sample  of undergraduate  students  (N = 180,  62
men  and  118  women)  and  a  community  sample  recruited  through  Amazon  Mechanical  Turk  (N  =  296;
173  men  and 123  women).  In both  studies,  participants  viewed  either  same-gender  images  of  fitspira-
tion,  self-compassion  quotes,  a  combination  of fitspiration  images  and  self-compassion  quotes,  or  neutral
images  (control).  Overall,  the findings  suggest  that  viewing  fitspiration  images  only  promotes  lower  body
Body satisfaction
Social comparison
Body image

satisfaction  and  appreciation,  whereas  viewing  self-compassion  images  only  leads  to  improved  body  sat-
isfaction  and  appreciation.  There  was,  however,  little  support  for the  buffering  effects  of  self-compassion
in  the  combined  condition.  Our results  demonstrate  the  detrimental  effects  of exposure  to  fitspiration
content  and  the  positive  effects  of exposure  to self-compassion  content  on  social  media  for  men and
women  as  well  as  the  need  for future  research  in  this  area.

©  2021  Elsevier  Ltd.  All  rights  reserved.
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1. Introduction

Substantial research has demonstrated that exposure to unre-
alistic appearance ideals via mass media is linked to body
dissatisfaction (Thompson, Heinberg, Altabe, & Tantleff-Dunn,
1999). While research had historically focused on traditional media
(e.g., magazines, television; see Meyers & Crowther, 2009, for a
review), there has been a more recent shift to an examination of
social media (e.g., Instagram, Facebook; see Fardouly & Vartanian,
2016 and Holland & Tiggemann, 2016 for reviews). This work
has shown social media use, particularly increased engagement
in photo-based activities (uploading, sharing, and commenting on
photos), has been linked to increased levels of body dissatisfac-
tion (Cohen, Irwin, Newton-John, & Slater, 2019; McLean, Paxton,
Werthein, & Masters, 2015).

Although the majority of research examining the effects of social

media has included women participants, research indicates that
the relationship between social media use and body dissatisfac-
tion is equivalent between both genders (see Holland & Tiggemann,
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016 for a review). Additionally, both men  and women who report
igher levels of investment in photo-based activities report greater
ody dissatisfaction (Fox & Rooney, 2015; Lonergan et al., 2019).
herefore, it is important to continue to investigate the effects of
xposure to appearance-focused content on social media in both
enders. One popular social media platform, Instagram, is pre-
ominantly related to photo sharing, and has received particular
ttention. The purpose of the current research was to examine the
ffects of exposure to fitspiration (content designed to promote
xercise and a healthy lifestyle) and self-compassion quotes on
nstagram on men  and women’s body image and self-compassion.

hile previous research has examined the effects of exposure to fit-
piration content in both men  and women (Cohen, Newton-John,

 Slater, 2017; Griffiths & Stefanovski, 2019; Seekis, Bradley, &
uffy, 2021), this is the first study, to our knowledge, to examine

he possible buffering role of self-compassion on body image and
elf-compassion among men.

.1. Body image and social media use
Correlational research has demonstrated that time spent on
ocial media is positively linked to body dissatisfaction and
isordered eating variables for adolescent and adult females
e.g., Fardouly & Vartanian, 2015; Holland & Tiggemann, 2016;
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Tiggemann & Slater, 2014). Although less research has been
conducted with men, the studies that have examined gender dif-
ferences have largely reported that men  and women are equally
affected by social media use (e.g., De Vries, Peter, De Graaf, &
Nikken, 2016; Kim & Chock, 2015, Manago, Ward, Lemm,  Reed,
& Seabrook, 2015). Experimental studies have also demonstrated
that exposure to appearance-focused social media is linked to
body image concerns in both genders (Haferkamp & Kramer, 2011;
Rounds & Stutts, 2020). Recent focus has shifted to the particu-
lar components of social media, rather than time spent on social
media, that may  specifically affect body image concerns. Addition-
ally, research notes that photo-based activities (sharing photos,
including selfies, viewing photos, and commenting or receiving
comments on photos) are particularly linked to body dissatisfaction
and eating pathology (Holland & Tiggemann, 2016; Slater, Varsani,
& Diedrichs, 2017; Wick & Keel, 2020). Instagram is a social media
platform that was created in 2010 for the sole purpose of shar-
ing photos and videos. By 2018, the social networking site had
grown to one billion users who share more than 100 million photos
per day (Aslam, 2020). Given the focus on photo-based activities,
Instagram use has been particularly investigated in the risk for dis-
ordered eating and body image-related concerns (Griffiths et al.,
2018). Greater Instagram use has been associated with higher levels
of body dissatisfaction in adolescent males and females (Marengo,
Longobardi, Fabris, & Settanni, 2018) and young adults (Arroyo &
Brunner, 2016).

One way in which social media may  lead to increased body
dissatisfaction may  be via appearance comparisons. Social com-
parison theory purports that individuals engage in comparisons in
order to determine their standing in the world (Festinger, 1954).
Such comparisons can be upward (comparisons to individuals
one feels are better off than oneself), downward (comparisons to
individuals one feels are worse off than oneself), or lateral (com-
parisons to individuals one feels are similar to oneself). It has
been found that women are more likely to make upward appear-
ance comparisons compared to lateral or downward comparisons
(Leahey, Crowther, & Ciesla, 2011; Ridolfi, Myers, Crowther, &
Ciesla, 2011) and that upward appearance comparisons have been
found to be most detrimental for body image among women (e.g.,
Myers and Crowther, 2009; Myers, Ridolfi, Crowther, & Ciesla,
2012; Ridolfi et al., 2011), but are less understood among men
(Schaefer & Thompson, 2014). This is particularly relevant to
social media use, where upward social comparisons are likely to
occur because individuals are often exposed to ideal images that
are often heavily edited or photoshopped (Perloff, 2014; Wick &
Keel, 2020). Research has found that upward appearance compar-
isons to unrealistic idealized images on social media is linked to
facial and body dissatisfaction in women (Brown & Tiggemann,
2016; Fardouly, Diedrichs, Vartanian, & Halliwell, 2015; Fardouly,
Pinkus, & Vartanian, 2017; Tiggemann & Zaccardo, 2015). While
less research has focused on men, one study that examined the
effects of a break from Instagram reported no significant gen-
der differences in levels of trait appearance comparisons in their
participants (Fioravanti, Prostama, & Casale, 2020), and another
study examining the effects of a media literacy program also
found that young men  and women reported similar levels of
trait appearance comparisons (Tamplin, McLean, & Paxton, 2018).
Interestingly, while men  and women reported similar levels of
appearance comparisons in the aforementioned research, the break
from Instagram and the media literacy program were most ben-
eficial for women. Therefore, it is possible that men  and women
are differentially affected by social media exposure, and additional

information examining trait appearance comparisons in men  is
warranted. o
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.2. Fitspiration

Many studies examining content presented on Instagram have
ocused on a movement called fitspiration. Fitspiration, a com-
ination of the words fitness and inspiration, refers to material
hat is created to motivate individuals to engage in exercise and
o strive for a healthier lifestyle (Deighton-Smith & Bell, 2018;
later et al., 2017) and was  originally created in an effort to combat
he messages of thinspiration, which celebrate extreme thinness
nd disordered eating (Ghaznavi & Taylor, 2015; Wick & Harriger,
018). Although the intentions of fitspiration are to promote a
ealthy lifestyle, research indicates that fitspiration content is
imilar to thinspiration content as it also idealizes thinness, exer-
ising for appearance-related reasons, disordered eating thoughts
nd behaviors, and punishment through exercise or restriction
Boepple & Thompson, 2016; Boepple, Ata, Rum, & Thompson,
016; Deighton-Smith & Bell, 2018; Simpson & Mazzeo, 2017). Both
en  and women  report exposure to fitspiration messages (Griffiths

 Stefanovski, 2019), and fitspiration may  be particularly appealing
o men  as it promotes both leanness and muscularity, which is in
ine with the ideal male body in Western society (Griffiths & Ste-
anovski, 2019; Talbot, Gavin, van Steen, & Morey, 2017). Finally,

en  and women who report exposure to fitspiration content are
ore likely to experience body dissatisfaction (Cohen et al., 2017;
riffiths & Stefanovski, 2019; Seekis et al., 2021).

Experimental research has demonstrated that women  report
igher body dissatisfaction as well as increased negative mood after
eing exposed to fitspiration content compared to travel images
Prichard, Kavangh, Mulgrew, Lim, & Tiggemann, 2020; Tiggemann

 Zaccardo, 2015), regardless of the position of the woman  or
he text accompanying the photo (Prichard, McLachlan, Lavis, &
iggemann, 2018). Another experimental study found that women
xposed to fitspiration images reported a decrease in self-rated
hysical attractiveness compared to those exposed to travel images
r no images (Sherlock & Wagstaff, 2019). Finally, one study found
hat exposure to fitspiration images increased body concerns but
id not motivate undergraduate women to engage in exercise
ehavior (Robinson et al., 2017). Slater et al. (2017), however, found
hat women did not report increased body dissatisfaction and neg-
tive mood after being exposed to fitspiration content, and it is
nclear as to why the findings from this particular study differed
rom others, given that the methodology and participant demo-
raphics were similar.

To our knowledge, only two studies have experimentally eval-
ated the effect of exposure to fitspiration content in men. Rounds
nd Stutts (2020) randomized three groups of undergraduates in
he US to view either fitspiration content only, a combination of fit-
piration and travel content, or travel content only. They found that
he groups of students exposed to fitspiration content only and the
ombination of fitspiration and travel content reported lower state
ody satisfaction and greater negative mood compared to the travel
ontent only group. Another experiment examined the relation-
hip between exposure to attractive male models and intention to
ngage in physical activity in Taiwanese men  and found that those
xposed to more attractive/fit male models reported less desire to
ngage in exercise (Peng, Wu,  Chen, & Atkin, 2019). Overall, the
esults of the aforementioned studies demonstrate that exposure
o fitspiration content may  have negative implications for one’s
hysical and psychological health.
Although much research has focused on the detrimental aspects
f social media use, we  should note that social media platforms also
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provide the opportunity for users to challenge rigid and unattain-
able messages regarding beauty and to promote diverse body sizes
and appearances (Cohen et al., 2019; Cwynar-Horta, 2016; Lazuka,
Wick, Keel, & Harriger, 2020). The popularity of online communities
dedicated to body positivity and appearance diversity has grown,
particularly on Instagram (Cohen et al., 2019; Lazuka et al., 2020),
as there has been a greater demand for diverse appearance content
by online consumers (e.g., Diedrichs, Lee, & Kelly, 2011).

One related construct that has received attention in the lit-
erature is self-compassion. Self-compassion emphasizes patience,
self-kindness, and forgiveness of one’s mistakes rather than
judgement and self-criticism (Neff, 2003). Research indicates
that women who score higher in self-compassion are protected
from body dissatisfaction and eating pathology (see Braun, Park,
& Gorin, 2016 for a systematic review). Correlational studies
have found that higher levels of self-compassion among women
are related to lower levels of body shame, body surveillance,
body comparison, and appearance comparisons (Daye, Webb,
& Jafari, 2014; Homan & Tylka, 2015; Kelly, Vimalakanthan, &
Miller, 2014; Mosewich, Kowalski, Sabiston, Sedgewick, & Tracy,
2011; Siegel, Huellemann, Hillier, & Campbell, 2020; Wasylkiw,
MacKinnon, & MacLellan, 2012) and higher levels of body
appreciation and body acceptance (Ferreira, Pinto-Gouveia, &
Duarte, 2013; Raque-Bogdan, Piontkowski, Hui, Ziemer, & Garriott,
2016). It is likely that when women with higher levels of self-
compassion are exposed to the appearance-related content, they
are less likely to internalize the thin-ideal (Tylka, Russell, &
Neal, 2015). Thus, self-compassion may  buffer women from the
negative effects of risk factors, such as exposure to idealized
content (e.g., fitspiration), on body dissatisfaction (Braun et al.,
2016).

The majority of studies examining the role of self-compassion
in body image have focused on undergraduate women (e.g., Daye
et al., 2014; Kelly et al., 2014), however, it has been found that
self-compassion may  be associated with lower risk of body image-
related issues for men  as well (Rodgers et al., 2017; Stutts &
Blomquist, 2018). For example, one study reported that higher lev-
els of self-compassion in undergraduate men  at the beginning of
their first year in college predicted lower levels of disordered eating
at the end of their first year (Stutts & Blomquist, 2018). Addition-
ally, Rodgers et al. (2017) suggested that self-compassion may  act
as a buffer against risk factors such as appearance comparisons
in adolescent boys. Overall, self-compassion may  serve as a buffer
against body image concerns and disordered eating for both men
and women, but additional research, particularly with men, is war-
ranted.

One study, to our knowledge, has examined the influence of
self-compassion and fitspiration images from Instagram (Slater
et al., 2017). Slater et al. (2017) exposed undergraduate women
to either fitspiration images only, self-compassion quotes only, a
combination of fitspiration images and self-compassion quotes,
or appearance-neutral (interior design) images. They found that
exposure to the fitspiration images only condition did not result
in higher levels of body dissatisfaction or negative mood com-
pared to the appearance-neutral images. Slater et al. (2017) did
find, however, that the women who viewed the fitspiration content
reported lower state self-compassion and lower negative mood
than those who were exposed to the appearance-neutral images
and that women in the combined fitspiration and self-compassion
condition reported higher body satisfaction, body appreciation,
and self-compassion compared to females who viewed the fitspi-
ration images only (Slater et al., 2017). Overall, the researchers

concluded that self-compassion may  be protective against the neg-
ative effects of fitspiration (Slater et al., 2017). This study was the
first to examine the effects of exposure to self-compassion and fit-
spiration content on Instagram, therefore it is important to replicate
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his study as well as to determine whether the findings may  be
imilar for men.

.4. The current research

The purpose of the current research was  to examine the impact
f exposure to fitspiration and self-compassion content from Insta-
ram on men  and women’s body image and self-compassion in a
niversity sample (Study 1) and a community sample (Study 2).
ur goal was  to build on the study design of Slater et al.’s (2017).
irst, we  supplemented Slater et al.’s (2017) design by assessing
en  as well as women, given that men  are also affected by fitspi-

ation (Rounds & Stutts, 2020) and it would therefore be helpful
o examine whether self-compassion could serve a protective role
or men. In addition to studying university students as Slater et al.
2017) did, we sought to assess a community sample to examine
hether the findings would be more broadly generalizable. We  also

ought to examine differences between the fitspiration and self-
ompassion conditions, which were not assessed by Slater et al.
2017). Also, Slater et al. (2017) planned to include trait appear-
nce comparisons as a moderating variable in their study, but due to
ignificant differences between their conditions, they were unable
o do so. Therefore, another aim of this study was to examine the
otential moderating effect of trait appearance comparisons in both
omen and men. Finally, to supplement Slater et al.’s (2017) labo-

atory setting, we  desired to assess our variables of interest in more
cologically valid settings. Therefore, our participants viewed the
tudy images and completed the assessments on their own  elec-
ronic devices outside of a laboratory setting. Our hypotheses for
oth studies are as follows:

1. Participants exposed to the fitspiration only condition would
eport lower state body satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-
ompassion compared to participants exposed to the appearance-
eutral images (architecture images) and the self-compassion only
ondition.

2. Participants exposed to the self-compassion only condition
ould report higher state body satisfaction, body appreciation,

nd self-compassion compared to participants exposed to the
ppearance-neutral images.

3. Participants exposed to the combination of fitspiration and
elf-compassion condition would report higher state body sat-
sfaction, body appreciation, and self-compassion compared to
articipants exposed to the fitspiration only condition

Additionally, we  sought to determine whether the above
ypothesized relationships were moderated by trait levels of trait
ppearance comparison or gender.

. General method

.1. Materials

.1.1. Stimulus materials
Four sets of stimulus materials were created for the current

tudies, each containing 20 Instagram images. The fitspiration
mage set contained 20 images of individuals with toned and

uscular bodies. Men  viewed fitspiration images of men and
omen viewed fitspiration images of women. Images were selected

rom Instagram with a search for the hashtags #Fitspiration or
Fitspo and particular attention was paid to ensure the photos

ere racially/ethnically diverse (i.e., photos included Black, Asian,

atino/a, and White individuals) and included a variety of passive
nd active poses and body types (although all images contained
ndividuals with low levels of adiposity). The self-compassion
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image set contained twenty images that were sourced from search-
ing Instagram for the hashtags #Selfcompassion or #Selflove. Each
image contained a self-compassion quote (e.g., Ït’s ok to take a
break” with background patterns but no photos of bodies (Slater
et al., 2017). The 20 images that were selected for the fitspiration
and self-compassion conditions were chosen from a larger pool
of images that were rated by a group of students and experts in
order to ensure that they each met  the definition for fitspiration or
self-compassion (the definitions were gathered from Slater et al.,
2017). Images were only selected to be used in the study if all
raters agreed that the images or quotes met  the relevant criteria
for fitspiration or self-compassion. The combined fitspiration and
self-compassion image set contained ten photos from the fitspira-
tion image set and ten images from the self-compassion set (again,
matched to participants’ reported gender). The control condition
consisted of twenty photos of architecture including interiors and
exteriors of houses sourced by searching Instagram for the hashtag
#Architecture. Hashtags were included with all images (e.g., #fit-
spo, #selfcompassion, #loveyourself) to enhance ecological validity
(Slater et al., 2017)

2.1.2. Demographics and social media use
Participants responded to demographic questions such as gen-

der, year in school, and ethnicity. They also provided information
regarding the amount of time that they spend on Instagram or other
social media sites, the number of accounts they follow, how often
they post photos, and the nature of the photos they post (Slater
et al., 2017).

2.1.3. State body satisfaction
As was the case in Slater et al.’s (2017) study, we assessed state

body with three, 100-point Visual Analog Scales (VAS; Slater et al.,
2017;). The poles of these scales were labeled not at all (0) and
very much (100). The three VAS (satisfied with my weight,  satisfied
with my  overall appearance, and satisfied with my body shape)  were
averaged to create a body satisfaction score. At each assessment
point, participants were asked to rate how they felt at the current
moment. Higher scores imply higher state body satisfaction. This
measure has demonstrated adequate reliability (ɑ = .96–.98; Slater
et al., 2017). In the current research, internal consistency was  high
(Study 1: pre-exposure, ɑ = .91; post-exposure, ɑ = .94; Study 2:
pre-exposure, ɑ = .95; post-exposure, ɑ = .96).

2.1.4. State body appreciation
We measured state body appreciation with three 100-point

VAS from the Body Appreciation Scale (Avalos, Tylka, & Wood-
Barcalow, 2005; Slater et al., 2017) assessing acceptance of one’s
body, positive feelings towards one’s body, and independence of
one’s self-worth from one’s body shape or weight. At each assess-
ment point, participants were asked to rate how they felt at the
current moment (“Despite my  flaws, I accept my  body for what it
is,” “My  feelings towards my  body are positive for the most part,”
and “My  self-worth is independent of my  body shape or weight”).
The three items were averaged to create a body appreciation score,
with higher scores indicating higher levels of state body apprecia-
tion. Past research demonstrates adequate reliability (ɑ = .90–.92;
Slater et al., 2017). The internal consistency was high (Study 1: pre-
exposure, ɑ = .89; post-exposure, ɑ = .90; Study 2: pre-exposure, ɑ
= .87; post-exposure, ɑ = .91) in the current study.

2.1.5. State self-compassion
We used two, 100-point VAS adapted from the Self-Compassion
Scale (Neff, 2003; Slater et al., 2017) to assess state self-compassion.
The items assessed self-directed tenderness and kindness and self-
directed patience and understanding. At each assessment point,
participants were asked to rate how they felt at the current moment

r
t
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“I give myself the caring and tenderness I need,” and “I try to be
atient and understanding towards the aspects of myself I don’t

ike.”). The two  items were averaged to create a self-compassion
core, with higher scores indicating higher levels of state self-
ompassion. Slater et al. (2017) reported high internal reliability of
his scale (ɑ = .91–.93). Spearman-Brown split-half reliability was

oderate to high (Study 1:ɑ  = .84; post-exposure, ɑ = .89; Study 2:
re-exposure, ɑ = .93; post-exposure, ɑ = .96) in the current analysis

.1.6. Trait appearance comparison
The Physical Appearance Comparison Scale-Revised (PACS-R)

as  used to measure trait appearance comparison (Schaefer &
hompson, 2014). This scale consists of 11 items that evaluate an
ndividual’s propensity to compare his/her own appearance to that
f others (e.g., “In social situations I sometimes compare my  figure
o the figures of other people”). Participants were asked to state on

 5-point Likert scale (1 = never, 5 = always), how frequently they
ade appearance-based comparisons within a variety of public

cenarios. A scale score was calculated by summing all item scores.
igher scores implied a larger propensity to participate in appear-
nce comparison. Slater et al. (2017) reported adequate reliability
ɑ = .92) of this measure. In this study, the internal consistency was
igh (Study 1: ɑ = .96; Study 2: ɑ = .96).

.1.7. Validity check
The validity check consisted of two  open-ended questions that

sked participants to describe what characteristics they observed in
he photos they viewed and what words they would use to describe
he photos they viewed.

.2. Procedures

This study received Institutional Review Board approval and
ollowed APA ethical standards. The research was advertised as

 study designed to measure attitudes and perceptions towards
nstagram content. Interested participants provided informed con-
ent and were then presented with a state body satisfaction scale,
tate body appreciation scale, and state self-compassion scale. Sub-
equently, they observed a group of twenty photos to which they
ere randomly assigned. The photos within each condition were
resented in random order. After observing the photos, participants
ere presented with the same state body satisfaction scale, state

ody appreciation scale, and state self-compassion scale. In addi-
ion, they completed a trait physical appearance comparison scale,
alidity check, and demographics and social media use survey. Par-
icipants were deleted from the sample if neither validity check
nswer was clearly representative of the photos in their assigned
ondition (e.g., "nice," "I don’t know," or "choose not to answer").

An a priori power analysis indicated that 171 participants would
e needed to test 15 predictors (one control variable, three orthogo-
al dummy  coded conditions, two moderators, and nine interaction
erms) to have 90 % power to detect an effect size of 0.15, with a
riterion of significance of .05.

.3. Analytic strategy

In each study, we conducted 6 hierarchical regression analy-
es to examine the impact of Instagram photo condition on the
hree outcomes of post-photo-exposure state body satisfaction,
tate body appreciation, and state self-compassion, and the poten-
ial moderating role of gender and trait appearance comparison.
t Step 1, we  entered grand mean-centered baseline scores of the

espective outcome measure. At Step 2, we  entered orthogonal con-
rasts of the experimental conditions. At Step 3, we entered gender.
t Step 4, we entered mean-centered scores on trait appearance
omparison. At Step 5, we entered interaction terms between the
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condition contrasts and gender. At Step 6, we entered interaction
terms between the condition contrasts and trait appearance com-
parison. Finally, at Step 7, we entered the three-way interaction
terms between the condition contrasts, gender, and trait appear-
ance comparison.

In the first three regression analyses we used the control con-
dition as the comparison, with the contrasts consisting of control
versus fitspiration, control versus self-compassion, and control
versus combined fitspiration and self-compassion. In the next three
regression analyses, we included fitspiration as the comparison,
with the contrast consisting of fitspiration versus self-compassion,
fitspiration versus combined fitspiration and self-compassion, and
fitspiration versus control. Corresponding interaction terms were
included for each analysis. The finding from both sets of regres-
sion analyses are included together in the regression table for each
study. For significant interaction terms, we conducted post-hoc
probing.

3. Study 1

The goal of Study 1 was to examined the impact of exposure to
fitspiration images, self-compassion quotes, and a combination of
these in young men  and women from a university setting.

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants
The sample included 180 participants, 62 men  and 118 women,

between 18–33 years of age (M = 19.12, SD = 1.81). Participants
were volunteers recruited from an online research participation
system for undergraduate students at Pepperdine University in the
United States and were compensated with assignment credit in a
psychology class. The sample consisted mostly of full-time students
(97.2 %). Of the sample, 53.3 % identified as White, 21.2 % identified
as Asian, 9.4 % identified a Black or African American, 5.4 % identified
as biracial, and less than 1% identified as Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander. In addition, 8.4 % identified as Latino or Hispanic. Among
participants, 171 (95.0 %) reported having an Instagram account.
Of those with an Instagram account, all but one participant (0.6 %
of the sample) reported spending time on Instagram daily: 7.2 %
of the sample spent less than 10 min  per day on Instagram, 26.7 %
spent between 10 and 30 min  per day on Instagram, 32.8 % spent
between 31 and 60 min  per day on Instagram, and 27.8 % spent over
an hour a day on Instagram. Participants reported that their average
amount of followers on Instagram was 958.30 (SD = 689.95) and the
average amount of Instagram accounts they followed was 690.09
(SD = 389.07).

3.2. Results

3.2.1. Preliminary analyses
To arrive at the final sample, participants were deleted list-wise

if they consented to participate in the study but dropped out of the
study prior to completing each measure (4 participants, 2.12 % of
sample) or if they failed the validity check (5 participants, 2.65 %
of sample). There were no outliers on the basis of the outlier label-
ing rule (Hoaglin, Iglewicsz, & Tukey, 1986) and skew and kurtosis
did not reach problematic levels. Across the variables of interest,
skewness ranged from -0.03 to -.86 and kurtosis ranged from −.75
to .06.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four exper-
imental conditions: fitspiration (29 women and 17 men),

self-compassion (26 women and 17 men), combination of fitspi-
ration and self-compassion (28 women and 12 men), and control
(35 women and 16 men). Even though participants were assigned to
the experiment conditions randomly, we examined whether there
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ere any systematic differences between the groups on key vari-
bles. Analyses of Variance indicated that the groups did not differ
n age, F(3, 176) = 1.21, p = .309, or in levels of trait appearance
omparison, F(3, 176) = 0.60, p = .617. Chi-square analyses indi-
ated that the groups did not differ on the basis of gender, �2 (3) =
.19, p = .757, or time spent on Instagram, �2 (12) = 12.92, p = .375.

.2.2. Instagram photo condition predicting state body
atisfaction

The hierarchical regression predicting body satisfaction
ccounted for a significant proportion of variation in participants’
ost-photo-exposure state body satisfaction, F[15, 164] = 99.93, p

 .001. The change statistics for each step and the beta coefficients
or each predictor can be seen in Table 1 and the mean levels of
ost-photo-exposure state body satisfaction per condition can be
een in Table 2. Consistent with our hypotheses, participants in
he self-compassion condition reported higher state body satis-
action than both those in the control condition and those in the
tspiration condition. However, contrary to our hypotheses, those

n the fitspiration condition and those in the combined fitspiration
nd self-compassion conditions did not score differently in state
ody satisfaction than those in the control condition, and those

n the fitspiration condition did not score differently in state
ody satisfaction than those in the combined fitspiration and
elf-compassion condition. Neither gender nor trait appearance
omparison moderated any of the differences between the photo
onditions in state body satisfaction.

.2.3. Instagram photo condition predicting state body
ppreciation

The hierarchical regression predicting body appreciation
ccounted for a significant proportion of variation in participants’
ost-photo-exposure state body appreciation, F[15, 164] = 66.04, p

 .001. The change statistics for each step and the beta coefficients
or each predictor can be seen in Table 1 and the mean levels of
ost-photo-exposure state body appreciation per condition can be
een in Table 2. Consistent with our hypotheses, participants in the
tspiration condition reported lower state body appreciation than
articipants in the control condition, whereas participants in the
elf-compassion condition reported higher state body appreciation
han participants in the control condition. However, the latter link
as moderated by trait appearance comparison. Post-hoc probing

ndicated that for participants high in trait appearance compari-
on (1 SD above the mean), those experiencing the self-compassion
ondition reported higher levels of state body appreciation than
hose experiencing the control condition: � = −.12, t(179) = −2.88,

 = .004. In contrast, for participants low in trait appearance com-
arison (1 SD below the mean), those in the self-compassion and
ontrol conditions did not differ from one another in state body
ppreciation: � = −.01, t(179) = -0.21, p = .84.

We also found that participants in the self-compassion condi-
ion scored higher than participants in the fitspiration condition
or state body appreciation. This was, again, moderated by trait
ppearance comparison. Post-hoc probing indicated that at both
ow and high levels of trait appearance comparison, participants in
he self-compassion condition reported higher levels of state body
ppreciation than participants in the fitspiration condition, but this
elationship was stronger for individuals high in trait appearance
omparison [� = −.21, t(179) = −5.17, p < .001] than individuals low
n trait appearance comparison [� = −.10, t(179) = −2.32, p = .02].

Those in the combined fitspiration and self-compassion condi-

ion did not score differently from either the control group or the
tspiration group for state body appreciation. Further, gender was
ot a significant moderator of any of the differences between the
hoto conditions in state body appreciation.
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3.2.4. Instagram photo condition predicting state self-compassion

The hierarchical regression predicting self-compassion

accounted for a significant proportion of variation in partici-
pants’ post-photo-exposure state self-compassion, F[15, 164] =
72.08, p < .001. The change statistics for each step and the beta
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Table 1
Hierarchical Regressions of Instagram Photo Conditions Predicting State Body Image and St
Comparison (N = 179).

State body

B (SE) 

Step 1 

Baseline state body satisfaction .97 (.03)
Step  2

Contrast 1: control vs. fitspiration 1.34 (1.09
Contrast 2: control vs. self-compassion −3.22 (1.11
Contrast 3: control vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion 1.46 (1.14
Contrast 4: fitspiration vs. self-compassion −3.22 (1.11
Contrast 5: fitspiration vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion 1.46 (1.14

Step  3 

Gender 1.87 (1.38
Step  4 

Trait  appearance comparison (TAC) −.06 (.07)
Step  5

Contrast 1 x gender −1.73 (2.29
Contrast 2 x gender .18 (2.32
Contrast 3 x gender .76 (2.47
Contrast 4 x gender .18 (2.3)
Contrast 5 x gender .76 (2.47

Step  6 

Contrast 1 x TAC −.08 (.11)
Contrast 2 x TAC .04 (.11)
Contrast 3 x TAC .06 (.10)
Contrast 4 x TAC .04 (.11)
Contrast 5 x TAC .06 (.10)

Step  7
Contrast 1 x gender x TAC .42 (.22)
Contrast 2 x gender x TAC −.27 (.22)
Contrast 3 x gender x TAC −.17 (.23)
Contrast 4 x gender x TAC −.27 (.22)
Contrast 5 x gender x TAC −.17 (.23)

State body

B (SE) 

Step 1 

Baseline state body appreciation .90 (.03)
Step  2 

Contrast 1: control vs. fitspiration 5.25 (1.26
Contrast 2: control vs. self-compassion −5.68 (1.29
Contrast 3: control vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion .50 (1.33
Contrast 4: fitspiration vs. self-compassion −5.68 (1.29
Contrast 5: fitspiration vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion .50 (1.33

Step  3 

Gender −.50 (1.59
Step  4 

Trait  appearance comparison (TAC) −.12 (.08)
Step  5 

Contrast 1 x gender 1.13 (2.67
Contrast 2 x gender −1.97 (2.70
Contrast 3 x gender .31 (2.90
Contrast 4 x gender −1.97 (2.70
Contrast 5 x gender .31 (2.90

Step  6 

Contrast 1 x TAC .10 (.12)
Contrast 2 x TAC −.27 (.12)
Contrast 3 x TAC .08 (.12)
Contrast 4 x TAC −.27 (.12)
Contrast 5 x TAC .08 (.12)

Step  7 

Contrast 1 x gender x TAC .34 (.26)
Contrast 2 x gender x TAC −.20 (.25)
Contrast 3 x gender x TAC −.07 (.27)
Contrast 4 x gender x TAC −.20 (.25)
Contrast 5 x gender x TAC −.07 (.27)
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oefficients for each predictor can be seen in Table 1 and the mean

evels of post-photo-exposure state self-compassion per condition
an be seen in Table 2. Participants in the fitspiration condition
cored lower than participants in the control condition for state
elf-compassion. This finding was  not moderated by gender or

ate Self-Compassion Examining Moderating Effects of Gender and Trait Appearance

 satisfaction

B 95% CI � sr2 R2 �R2 �F

.891 .891 1457.234***
 .92, 1.02 .94*** .89

.896 .005 2.907*
) −.80, 3.49 .04 .00
) −5.40, -1.03 −.09** .01
) −.78, 3.71 .04 .00
) −5.40, -1.03 −.09** .01
) −.78, 3.71 .04 .00

.897 .001 1.837
) −.85, 4.59 .03 .00

.898 .000 .716
 −.19, .08 −.03 .00

.898 .000 .202
) −6.24, 2.78 −.09 .00
) −4.40, 4.76 .01 .00
) −4.12, 5.64 .04 .00

 −4.40, 4.76 .01 .00
) −4.12, 5.64 .04 .00

.899 .001 .290
 −.29, .13 −.03 .00
 −.17, .25 .01 .00

 −.14, .27 .02 .00
 −.17, .25 .01 .00

 −.14, .27 .02 .00
.901 .003 1.478

 −.02, .86 .23 .00
 −.70, .15 −.14 .00
 −.62, .28 −.09 .00
 −.70, .15 −.14 .00
 −.62, .28 −.09 .00

 appreciation

B 95% CI � sr2 R2 �R2 �F

.826 .826 842.908***
 .83, .96 .91*** .83

.849 .024 9.158***
) 2.76, 7.75 .15*** .01
) −8.23, -3.13 −.16*** .02
) −2.12, 3.11 .01 .00
) −8.24, -3.13 −.16*** .02
) −2.12, 3.11 .01 .00

.849 .000 .099
) −3.63, 2.64 −.01 .00

.851 .002 2.371
 −.28, .03 −.06 .00

.852 .001 .192
) −4.15, 6.41 .06 .00
) −7.30, 3.37 −.10 .00
) −5.41, 6.03 .02 .00
) −7.30, 3.37 −.09 .00
) −5.41, 6.03 .02 .00

.856 .004 1.675
 −.14, .34 .03 .00

 −.51, -.03 −.08* .00
 −.15, .32 .03 .00

 −.51, -.03 −.09* .00
 −.15, .32 .03 .00

.858 .002 .656
 −.17, .85 .19 .00

 −.69, .29 −.11 .00
 −.59, .46 −.04 .00
 −.69, .29 −.10 .00
 −.59, .46 −.04 .00
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Table  1 (Continued)

State self-compassion

B (SE) B 95% CI � sr2 R2 �R2 �F

Step 1 .854 .854 1039.598***
Baseline state self-compassion .94 (.03) .88, 1.00 .92*** .85

Step 2 .862 .008 3.291*
Contrast 1: control vs. fitspiration 3.02 (1.21) .63, 5.41 .09* .00
Contrast 2: control vs. self-compassion −1.41 (1.24) −3.86, 1.05 −.04 .00
Contrast 3: control vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion .97 (1.27) −1.54, 3.49 .03 .00
Contrast 4: fitspiration vs. self-compassion −1.41 (1.2) −3.86, 1.05 −.04 .00
Contrast 5: fitspiration vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion .97 (1.27) −1.54, 3.49 .03 .00

Step 3 .862 .000 .118
Gender .52 (1.52) −2.48, 3.53 .01 .00

Step  4 .862 .000 .132
Trait  appearance comparison (TAC) −.03 (.07) −.16, .11 −.01 .00

Step 5 .862 .001 .243
Contrast 1 x gender 1.35 (2.58) −3.74, 6.43 .07 .00
Contrast 2 x gender −1.24 (2.61) −6.40, 3.92 −.06 .00
Contrast 3 x gender 1.24 (2.79) −4.27, 6.75 .06 .00
Contrast 4 x gender −1.24 (2.61) −6.40, 3.92 −.06 .00
Contrast 5 x gender 1.24 (2.79) −4.27, 6.75 .06 .00

Step 6 .867 .005 1.962
Contrast 1 x TAC −.07 (.12) −.30, .17 −.02 .00
Contrast 2 x TAC −.23 (.12) −.46, .00 −.07a .00
Contrast 3 x TAC .18 (.11) −.05, .40 .06 .00
Contrast 4 x TAC −.23 (.12) −.46, .00 −.07a .00
Contrast 5 x TAC .18 (.12) −.05, .40 .06 .00

Step 7 .868 .001 .500
Contrast 1 x gender x TAC .21 (.25) −.28, .70 .12 .00
Contrast 2 x gender x TAC −.14 (.24) −.61, .34 −.07 .00
Contrast 3 x gender x TAC .15 (.26) −.36, .65 .08 .00
Contrast 4 x gender x TAC −.14 (.24) −.61, .34 −.07 .00
Contrast 5 x gender x TAC .15 (.26) −.36, .65 .08 .00

Note. Contrasts 1–3 and 4–6 and associated interaction terms were run in separate regression analyses with identical hierarchical structure, but distinct contrasts entered at
Steps  2, 5, 6, and 7. For contrasts 1–3, the control condition was used as the comparison and for contrasts 4–6 fitspiration was used as the comparison. Contrast 6 (fitspiration
vs.  control) is not reported in the table due to duplication with contrast 1.
***  p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05 a p = .0500.

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Post-Photo-Exposure Levels of Outcomes by Condition (N = 180).

Experimental Condition State body satisfaction State body appreciation State self-compassion

M SD M SD M SD

Fitspiration
(n = 46)

61.49 28.81 65.88 26.92 61.07 25.98

Self-compassion
(n  = 43)

69.31 17.71 74.43 15.93 62.91 23.46

Combination fitspiration and self-compassion 66.81 29.39 72.10 27.65 67.35 27.27
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(n = 40)
Control
(n  = 51)

65.90 

trait appearance comparison. No other differences were observed
for state self-compassion on the basis of photo condition.

3.3. Discussion

The purpose of Study 1 was to examine the effects of expo-
sure to fitspiration and self-compassion content from Instagram
on body image and self-compassion in University students. Our
first hypothesis, participants exposed to the fitspiration only con-
dition will report lower state body satisfaction, body appreciation,
and self-compassion compared to participants exposed to the
appearance-neutral images, was supported for body appreciation
and self-compassion, but not for body satisfaction. Slater et al.
(2017) found that only levels of self-compassion were lower in the
fitspiration group compared to the control group, while our find-

ings suggest that body appreciation was also negatively affected
by exposure to fitspiration. We  had hypothesized similar rela-
tionships between the fitspiration only and the self-compassion
only conditions and found that those in the fitspiration condition
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6.34 71.23 27.46 68.17 23.86

eported lower body satisfaction and body appreciation, but no
ifferences were found in self-compassion compared to the self-
ompassion only condition. The fact that body appreciation was
ower for those in the fitspiration compared to the self-compassion
ondition was more pronounced for those high in trait appearance
omparison, although the difference was also significant, albeit less
trong, for those low in trait appearance comparison. While the lack
f significant findings for self-compassion among this sample was
urprising, our other findings are consistent with other research
hat demonstrates the detrimental effects of exposure to fitspira-
ion content on Instagram (Prichard et al., 2018; Rounds & Stutts,
020; Tiggemann & Zaccardo, 2015).

Our second hypothesis was  that participants exposed to the
elf-compassion only condition would report higher state body
atisfaction, body appreciation, and self-compassion compared

o participants exposed to the appearance-neutral images. This
ypothesis was partially supported, as those exposed to the self-
ompassion condition reported higher body satisfaction and body
ppreciation compared to the control group, however, in the case
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of body appreciation, the findings held only for those high in trait
appearance comparison, but not for those low in trait appear-
ance comparison. Further, no significant differences were found in
levels of self-compassion. Our findings slightly differ from Slater
et al. (2017), who reported that participants assigned to the self-
compassion only condition reported higher body satisfaction, body
appreciation, and self-compassion compared to the control group.
It is surprising that our sample did not report higher levels of
self-compassion on the basis of the self-compassion images, com-
pared to the control group, and illustrates the importance of
continued exploration to fully elucidate the effects of exposure to
self-compassion content on Instagram.

The third hypothesis was that participants exposed to the
combination of fitspiration and self-compassion condition would
report higher state body satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-
compassion compared to participants exposed to the fitspiration
content only, and this hypothesis was not supported. This was  also
surprising given that Slater et al. (2017) found that the inclusion
of self-compassion quotes amongst fitspiration images resulted in
higher body satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-compassion
compared to those who viewed fitspiration images only. As this
is only the second study to examine the potential buffering role
of self-compassion content, we recommend further replication or
extension of such research.

Gender was not a significant moderator in any of the relation-
ships, which suggests than men  and women were equally affected
by exposure to the fitspiration and self-compassion content. How-
ever, the proportion of men  to total sample size in this study (.34)
likely decreased our power to detect a moderation (see Monte Carlo
simulations by Stone-Romero, Alliger, & Aguinis, 1994). Theoreti-
cally, the power of our analyses would not be able to surpass that
of analyses with two moderator subgroups of our smaller group
size (i.e., 124 participants; Aguinis, 1995). In effect, this may  have
reduce our power to 73 % to detect an effect size of 0.15, with a crite-
rion of significance of .05. Therefore, it would be useful to replicate
this study with a greater representation of men.

4. Study 2

The purpose of study 2 was to replicate and extend the findings
of study 1, conducted within a college student sample, by exam-
ining the effect of exposure to fitspiration and self-compassion
content in a community sample of young adults. An additional goal
was to recruit a sample with a greater proportion of men  compared
to study 1. All study 2 hypotheses and methods were identical to
those in study 1.

4.1. Method

4.1.1. Participant demographics and social media usage
English-speaking participants from the United States between

the ages of 20 and 30 years were recruited via Amazon Mechani-
cal Turk (Mturk). The sample included 296 participants, 173 men
and 123 women, between 20–30 years of age (M = 26.79, SD =
2.65). Among the sample, 71.6 % was employed full-time, 19.3 %
was employed part-time, and 9.1 % was unemployed. Additionally,
19.6 % were full-time students and 11.1 % were part-time students.
Racially, 66.9 % of the sample identified as White, 14.9 % identified
as Black or African American, 10.1 % identified as Asian, and 1.4 %
identified as American Indian or Alaska Native. In addition, 5.7 %
identified as Latino. Of participants, 289 (97.6 %) reported having
an Instagram account.). Of those with an Instagram account, all but

two participants (0.7 % of the sample) reported spending time on
Instagram daily: 13.9 % of the sample spent less than 10 min  per day
on Instagram, 38.2 % spent between 10 and 30 min  per day on Insta-
gram, 24.7 % spent between 31 and 60 min  per day on Instagram,
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nd 20.3 % spent over an hour a day on Instagram. The average
mount of followers on Instagram reported by participants was
05.55 (SD = 2208.10). The average amount of Instagram accounts
articipants followed was 356.06 (SD = 642.53). Participants were
ompensated $0.75 for participating.

.2. Results

.2.1. Preliminary analyses
To arrive at the final sample, participants were deleted list-wise

f they consented to participate in the study but dropped out of
he study prior to completing each measure (29 participants, 8.58

 of sample) or if they failed the validity check (13 participants,
.85 % of sample). There were no outliers on the basis of the outlier

abeling rule (Hoaglin et al., 1986) and skew and kurtosis did not
each problematic levels. Across the variables of interest, skewness
anged from -.16 to -.84 and kurtosis ranged from -.74 to .16.

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four exper-
mental conditions: fitspiration (36 women and 44 men),
elf-compassion (27 women and 34 men), combination of fitspi-
ation and self-compassion (31 women and 50 men), and control
29 women and 45 men). Even though participants were assigned to
he experiment conditions randomly, we examined whether there
ere any systematic differences between the groups on key vari-

bles. Analyses of Variance indicated that the groups did not differ
n age, F(3, 292) = 0.86, p = .463, or in levels of trait appearance
omparison, F(3, 292) = 2.38, p = .070. Chi-square analyses indi-
ated that the groups did not differ on the basis of gender, �2 (3) =
.11, p = .776, or time spent on Instagram, �2 (12) = 18.03, p = .115.

.2.2. Instagram photo condition predicting state body
atisfaction

The hierarchical regression predicting body satisfaction
ccounted for a significant proportion of variation in participants’
ost-photo-exposure state body satisfaction, F[15, 280] = 113.88, p

 .001. The change statistics for each step and the beta coefficients
or each predictor can be seen in Table 3 and the mean levels of
ost-photo-exposure state body satisfaction per condition can be
een in Table 4. Participants in the fitspiration condition reported
ower state body satisfaction than participants in the control con-
ition and participants in the self-compassion condition reported
igher state body satisfaction than both those in the control
ondition and those in the fitspiration condition. Those in the
ombined fitspiration and self-compassion condition did not differ
n state body satisfaction from either the control condition or the
tspiration condition.

There was  a main effect for trait appearance comparison,
n that those with higher levels of trait appearance compari-
on experienced lower levels of state body satisfaction. However,
either trait appearance comparison nor gender moderated the
bserved differences between photo conditions in state body sat-
sfaction.

.2.3. Instagram photo condition predicting state body
ppreciation

The hierarchical regression predicting body appreciation
ccounted for a significant proportion of variation in participants’
ost-photo-exposure state body appreciation, F[15, 280] = 103.72,

 < .001. The change statistics for each step and the beta coefficients
or each predictor can be seen in Table 3 and the mean levels of post-
hoto-exposure state body appreciation per condition can be seen

n Table 4. Those in the fitspiration condition reported lower state

ody appreciation than both those in the self-compassion condition
nd those in the combined fitspiration and self-compassion condi-
ion. Those in the self-compassion condition reported higher state
ody appreciation than those in the control condition, whereas
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those in the combined fitspiration and self-compassion condition

reported lower state body appreciation than those in the control
condition. Neither gender nor trait appearance comparison mod-
erated these differences between photo conditions in levels of state
body appreciation.

a
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Table 3
Hierarchical Regressions of Instagram Photo Conditions Predicting Body Image and Self-Co
ison  (N = 295).

State body

B (SE) 

Step 1 

Baseline state body satisfaction .96 (.02)
Step  2

Contrast 1: control vs. fitspiration 3.86 (1.12
Contrast 2: control vs. self-compassion −3.05 (1.22
Contrast 3: control vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion 1.77 (1.11
Contrast 4: fitspiration vs. self-compassion −3.05 (1.22
Contrast 5: fitspiration vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion 1.77 (1.11

Step  3 

Gender 1.08 (1.34
Step  4 

Trait  appearance comparison (TAC) −.17 (.06)
Step  5

Contrast 1 x gender 1.81 (2.23
Contrast 2 x gender −1.58 (2.44
Contrast 3 x gender 2.47 (2.27
Contrast 4 x gender −1.58 (2.44
Contrast 5 x gender 2.47 (2.27

Step  6 

Contrast 1 x TAC 2.86 (1.69
Contrast 2 x TAC −2.67 (1.86
Contrast 3 x TAC .25 (1.83
Contrast 4 x TAC .02 (.10)
Contrast 5 x TAC −.06 (.11)

Step  7
Contrast 1 x gender x TAC −.13 (.20)
Contrast 2 x gender x TAC −.06 (.21)
Contrast 3 x gender x TAC −.04 (.23)
Contrast 4 x gender x TAC −.06 (.21)
Contrast 5 x gender x TAC −.04 (.23)

State body

B (SE) 

Step 1 

Baseline state body appreciation .97 (.03)
Step  2 

Contrast 1: control vs. fitspiration 1.02 (1.06
Contrast 2: control vs. self-compassion −2.33 (1.16
Contrast 3: control vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion 2.38 (1.05
Contrast 4: fitspiration vs. self-compassion −2.33 (1.16
Contrast 5: fitspiration vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion 2.38 (1.05

Step  3 

Gender −.50 (1.27
Step  4 

Trait  appearance comparison (TAC) −.05 (.06)
Step  5 

Contrast 1 x gender −.15 (2.14
Contrast 2 x gender −.16 (2.34
Contrast 3 x gender 2.78 (2.18
Contrast 4 x gender −.16 (2.34
Contrast 5 x gender 2.78 (2.18

Step  6 

Contrast 1 x TAC .00 (.09)
Contrast 2 x TAC −.09 (.10)
Contrast 3 x TAC .07 (.10)
Contrast 4 x TAC −.09 (.10)
Contrast 5 x TAC .07 (.10)

Step  7 

Contrast 1 x gender x TAC −.20 (.19)
Contrast 2 x gender x TAC −.12 (.20)
Contrast 3 x gender x TAC .36 (.22)
Contrast 4 x gender x TAC −.12 (.20)
Contrast 5 x gender x TAC .36 (.22)
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.2.4. Instagram photo condition predicting state self-compassion

The hierarchical regression predicting self-compassion

ccounted for a significant proportion of variation in partici-
ants’ post-photo-exposure state self-compassion, F[15, 280] =
11.93, p < .001. The change statistics for each step and the beta

mpassion Examining Moderating Effects of Gender and Trait Appearance Compar-

 satisfaction

B 95% CI � sr2 R2 �R2 �F

.842 .842 1571.321***
 .91, 1.00 .92*** .84

.852 .010 6.429***
) 1.66, 6.05 .10** .01
) −5.45, -.64 −.07* .00
) −.42, 3.96 .04 .00
) −5.45, -.64 −.07* .00
) −.42, 3.96 .05 .00

.853 .000 .651
) −1.56, 3.73 .02 .00

.857 .004 8.514**
 −.29, -.06 −.07** .00

.858 .001 .907
) −2.59, 6.20 .03 .00
) −6.38, 3.23 −.03 .00
) −2.00, 6.94 .05 .00
) −6.38, 3.23 −.03 .00
) −2.00, 6.94 .05 .00

.858 .000 .232
) −.48, 6.19 .07 .00
) −6.34, .99 −.06 .00
) −3.36, 3.86 .01 .00

 −.18, .22 .01 .00
 −.27, .15 −.02 .00

.859 .001 .486
 −.52, .25 −.03 .00
 −.47, .34 −.01 .00
 −.50, .41 −.01 .00
 −.47, .34 −.01 .00
 −.49, .41 −.01 .00

 appreciation

B 95% CI � sr2 R2 �R2 �F

.839 .839 1533.669***
 .92, 1.02 .92*** .84

.844 .004 2.750*
) −1.06, 3.10 .03 .00
) −4.61, -.06 −.06* .00
) .31, 4.45 .06* .00
) −4.61, -.06 −.06* .00
) .31, 4.45 .07* .00

.844 .000 .154
) −3.00, 2.00 0.01 .00

.844 .000 .835
 −.17, .06 −.02 .00

.845 .001 .725
) −4.37, 4.08 −.00 .00
) −4.77, 4.45 −.00 .00
) −1.51, 7.08 .06 .00
) −4.77, 4.45 −.00 .00
) −1.51, 7.08 .06 .00

.846 .001 .316
 −.18, .18 .00 .00

 −.28, .11 −.03 .00
 −.13, .27 .02 .00
 −.28, .11 −.03 .00
 −.13, .27 .02 .00

.847 .002 1.023
 −.57, .17 −.04 .00
 −.50, .27 −.03 .00

 −.07, .80 .08 .00
 −.50, .27 −.03 .00

 −.07, .80 .08 .00
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Table  3 (Continued)

State self-compassion

B (SE) B 95% CI � sr2 R2 �R2 �F

Step 1 .85 .849 .849 1652.185***
Baseline  state self-compassion .96 (.02) .91, 1.01 .92***

Step 2 .852 .003 2.052
Contrast 1: control vs. fitspiration 1.72 (1.12) −.49, 3.92 .04 .00
Contrast 2: control vs. self-compassion −2.87 (1.23) −5.28, -.45 −.07* .00
Contrast 3: control vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion .92 (1.12) −1.28, 3.11 .02 .00
Contrast 4: fitspiration vs. self-compassion −2.87 (1.23) −5.28, -.45 −.07* .00
Contrast 5: fitspiration vs. combined fitspiration and self-compassion .92 (1.12) −1.28, 3.11 .02 .00

Step  3 .852 .000 .179
Gender .57 (1.35) −2.08, 3.22 .01 .00

Step  4 .854 .002 4.113*
Trait  appearance comparison (TAC) −.12 (.06) −.24, −.00 −.05* .00

Step  5 .855 .000 .277
Contrast 1 x gender 1.20 (2.27) −3.27, 5.68 .02 .00
Contrast 2 x gender 1.04 (2.48) −3.84, 5.92 .02 .00
Contrast 3 x gender −.41 (2.31) −4.95, 4.14 −.01 .00
Contrast 4 x gender 1.04 (2.48) −3.84, 5.92 .02 .00
Contrast 5 x gender −.41 (2.31) −4.95, 4.14 −.01 .00

Step  6 .855 .001 .370
Contrast 1 x TAC .01 (.10) −.19, .20 .00 .00
Contrast 2 x TAC −.10 (.10) −.30, .11 −.03 .00
Contrast 3 x TAC .01 (.11) −.20, .22 .00 .00
Contrast 4 x TAC −.10 (.10) −.30, .11 −.03 .00
Contrast 5 x TAC .01 (.11) −.20, .22 .00 .00

Step  7 .857 .002 1.203
Contrast 1 x gender x TAC −.34 (.20) −.74, .05 −.07 .00
Contrast 2 x gender x TAC .16 (.21) −.25, .57 .03 .00
Contrast 3 x gender x TAC .25 (.23) −.21, .71 .05 .00
Contrast 4 x gender x TAC .16 (.21) −.25, .57 .03 .00
Contrast 5 x gender x TAC .25 (.23) −.21, .71 .05 .00

Note. Contrasts 1–3 and 4–6 and associated interaction terms were run in separate regression analyses with identical hierarchical structure, but distinct contrasts entered at
Steps  2, 5, 6, and 7. For contrasts 1–3, the control condition was used as the comparison and for contrasts 4–6 fitspiration was used as the comparison. Contrast 6 (fitspiration
vs.  control) is not reported in the table due to duplication with contrast 1.
*** p < .001 ** p < .01 * p < .05.

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for Post-Photo-Exposure Levels of Outcomes by Condition (N = 296).

Experimental Condition State body satisfaction State body appreciation State self-compassion

M SD M SD M SD

Fitspiration
(n = 80)

56.87 31.61 62.43 28.36 58.51 31.46

Self-compassion
(n  = 61)

64.70 30.07 68.17 28.26 66.20 28.85

Combination fitspiration and self-compassion
(n  = 81)

59.41 27.80 65.44 25.20 61.48 27.84

27.
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Control
(n  = 74)

63.21 

coefficients for each predictor can be seen in Table 3 and the mean
levels of post-photo-exposure state self-compassion per condition
can be seen in Table 4. Those in the self-compassion condition
reported higher levels of state self-compassion than both those
in the fitspiration condition and those in the control condition. In
addition, there was a main effect for trait appearance comparison,
in that those with higher levels of trait appearance comparison
reported lower levels of state self-compassion, however, neither
trait appearance comparison nor gender moderated the differences
between the photo conditions in levels of state self-compassion.

4.3. Discussion

The purpose of study 2 was to replicate the findings from

study 1 by examining the effects of exposure to fitspiration and
self-compassion content from Instagram on body image and self-
compassion in a community sample from Mturk with a larger
proportion of men.

s
p
a

23
58 69.76 25.97 63.36 29.26

The first hypothesis that participants exposed to the fitspira-
ion only condition would report lower state body satisfaction,
ody appreciation, and self-compassion compared to participants
xposed to the appearance-neutral images was supported for body
atisfaction and self-compassion, but not for body appreciation.
later et al. (2017) found no support for this hypothesis. We  had
lso hypothesized that those in the fitspiration only condition
ould report lower state body satisfaction, body appreciation, and

elf-compassion compared to the self-compassion condition. This
ypothesis was supported for all outcomes and parallels earlier
esearch demonstrating the deleterious effects of exposure to fit-
piration in both men  and women  (Prichard et al., 2018; Rounds &
tutts, 2020; Tiggemann & Zaccardo, 2015).

Consistent with our second hypothesis, participants exposed
o the self-compassion only condition reported higher state body

atisfaction, body appreciation, and self-compassion compared to
articipants exposed to the appearance-neutral images. This par-
llels Slater et al.’s (2017) findings and demonstrates the role of
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Table  5
Hypotheses and Findings from Study 1 and Study 2.

Hypothesis Study 1 Study 2

H1: Participants exposed to the fitspiration only condition would report lower state body satisfaction,
body appreciation, and self-compassion compared to participants exposed to the
appearance-neutral images (architecture images) and the self-compassion only condition.

Partially Supported Partially supported

H2:  Participants exposed to the self-compassion only condition would report higher state body
satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-compassion compared to participants exposed to the
appearance-neutral images

Partially Supported Supported

ondit
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H3:  Participants exposed to the combination of fitspiration and self-compassion c
report higher state body satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-compassion co
participants exposed to the fitspiration only condition

self-compassion in the promotion of body positivity. The findings
also add to a growing body of literature examining the potential
benefits of self-compassion (Braun et al., 2016; Siegel et al., 2020;
Tylka & Kroon Van Diest, 2015)

Our third hypothesis that participants exposed to the com-
bination of fitspiration and self-compassion condition would
report higher state body satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-
compassion compared to participants exposed to the fitspiration
content only was supported only in the case of body appreciation.
Those in the combination group reported higher body apprecia-
tion, but not other significant differences existed. While Slater et al.
(2017) reported that exposure to their combined condition resulted
in higher levels of body satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-
compassion, the results from our study may  indicate that the effects
of fitspiration messaging may  be more resistant to buffering via
self-compassion messages.

Finally, gender and trait appearance comparison were not sig-
nificant moderators between photo conditions and the outcome
variables of interest. This demonstrates the importance of con-
tinued examination of fitspiration and self-compassion content in
both males and females, as both are affected similarly regardless of
levels of appearance comparisons.

5. General discussion

Collectively, the results from our two studies parallel and extend
findings from previous research that demonstrates the negative
influence of fitspiration on body image (Prichard et al., 2018;
Rounds & Stutts, 2020; Tiggemann & Zaccardo, 2015) and suggest
that men  and women from University and community samples are
affected by exposure to fitspiration content on Instagram. Table 5
provides a summary of our hypotheses and the extent to which
they were supported in each study.

In partial support of our first hypothesis, University students
reported lower body appreciation and self-compassion and the
community sample reported lower body satisfaction and self-
compassion after being exposed to the fitspiration condition
compared to the control condition of architecture images. Slater
et al. (2017) did not find fitspiration exposure to relate to body
image. Additionally, Slater et al. (2017) did not examine differ-
ences in the fitspiration and self-compassion conditions. In doing
so, we found that participants in the University and community
samples reported lower body satisfaction and body appreciation
after exposure to the fitspiration content compared to the self-
compassion content. Finally, participants in the community sample,
but not the University sample also reported lower self-compassion
after being exposed to the fitspiration only condition compared
to the self-compassion condition. Although further replication and
examination of fitspiration is warranted, the results of our studies

support previous research that demonstrates exposure to fitspira-
tion content is detrimental to body image (Prichard et al., 2018,
2020; Robinson et al., 2017; Rounds & Stutts, 2020; Tiggemann &
Zaccardo, 2015).

f
c

e

24
ion would
ed to

Not Supported Partially supported

Our predictions that participants exposed to the self-
ompassion only condition would report higher state body
atisfaction, body appreciation, and self-compassion compared to
articipants exposed to the control condition were supported in
he community sample and mostly supported in the university
ample. Consistent with earlier research on the protective role
f self-compassion (Braun et al., 2016; Siegel et al., 2020; Tylka

 Kroon Van Diest, 2015), in both samples, participants in the
elf-compassion only group reported higher levels of state body
atisfaction and body appreciation. However, the University sam-
le did not report significant differences in self-compassion, while
he community sample did. It is also important to note that the
amples did not differ from one another in pre-existing levels of
elf-compassion, t(474) = 0.28, p = .78. The findings from our com-
unity sample are consistent with those from Slater et al. (2017)

nd have lead us to question the inconsistent findings regarding the
ffects of self-compassion content on levels of self-compassion in
he University sample. It is possible that the self-compassion quotes

ay  have increased kindness and acceptance of one’s body but not
eneral-self compassion as assessed by our measures (which asked
hether participants were caring, tender, and patient with them-

elves), however it is important to note that the selected quotes
id not specifically refer to bodies and instead referred to princi-
les defined by researchers as representing self-compassion (e.g.,
atience, self-kindness, and self-forgiveness; Neff, 2003).

There was little support for our prediction that participants in
he combined fitspiration and self-compassion group would report
igher levels of body satisfaction, body appreciation, and self-
ompassion than the fitspiration only group. The notable exception
as that those in the community sample reported higher body

ppreciation when assigned to the combination of fitspiration and
elf-compassion compared to the fitspiration condition. This was
urprising, as Slater et al. (2017) found that the addition of self-
ompassion quotes buffered the negative effects of exposure to
tspiration content on body satisfaction and self-compassion, as
ell. Interestingly, Slater et al. (2017) provided only five self-

ompassion quotes, while this current study provided ten quotes.
herefore, it is even more surprising that the addition of the quotes
id not have the hypothesized effects. It is possible that the self-
ompassion content we  selected for the current study may  have
iffered significantly from those utilized in Slater et al.’s (2017)
esearch, resulting in a lower positive impact for our participants.
owever, given that the lack of significant results with the Univer-

ity sample were mostly replicated with our community sample
ay  also demonstrate that the negative effects of viewing fitspi-

ation content may  be more resistant to the buffering effects of
elf-compassion content than we  had predicted. Given that this is
nly the second study, to our knowledge, to examine the addition
f self-compassion quotes to fitspiration content, we recommend

urther replication to fully clarify the impact of self-compassion
ontent on social media.

It is also interesting to note that no significant gender differ-
nces existed in either sample, which highlights the importance of



o
i

5

s
t
W
t
m
i
T
p
fi
a
t

C

t
K
y
J
W

R

A

A

A

A

B

B

B

B

B

C

C

C

C

A.M. Barron et al. 

the inclusion of men  in research. Men  are certainly subjected to
images of unrealistic body types on social media on a regular basis
(Raggatt et al., 2018; Seekis et al., 2021), and exposure to such con-
tent has been linked to lower levels of body satisfaction in men  in
the past (Seekis et al., 2021). The results of our study mirror earlier
research demonstrating the protective role of self-compassion in
males (Rodgers et al., 2017; Stutts & Blomquist, 2018).

Due to significant differences between conditions, Slater et al.
(2017) were unable to assess the potential moderating role of
trait appearance comparison. In our research, level of trait appear-
ance comparison was relevant to the extent to which college
students exposed to the self-compassion condition experienced
body appreciation. Specifically, being high in trait appearance com-
parison seemed to strengthen the experience of body appreciation
for those exposed to self-compassion images compared to fitspi-
ration or neutral images. Thus, it may  be that self-compassion
interventions are particularly useful for promoting body appre-
ciation among young adults who experience high levels of trait
appearance comparison and may  be less relevant to those with
low levels of trait appearance comparison. Indeed, past research
has demonstrated that appearance comparisons moderate effects
of exposure to ideal images on body dissatisfaction (Brown &
Tiggemann, 2020; Convertino, Rodgers, Franko, & Jodoin, 2019).
For example, one study found that the differential effects on
body appreciation of exposure to idealized images of celebri-
ties compared to travel images were greatest among participants
with high levels of appearance comparison (Brown & Tiggemann,
2020). Similarly, the negative effects of viewing idealized, digitally
altered advertisements compared to advertisements that had not
been digitally altered on body dissatisfaction was greatest among
young women with high levels of trait appearance comparison
(Convertino et al., 2019). Collectively, these findings may  suggest
that self-compassion may  be particularly salient for individuals
who engage in more frequent appearance comparisons.

5.1. Limitations and future directions

While the current research addresses some of the reported lim-
itations by Slater et al. (2017) by including a community sample
and utilizing ecological validity, it was not without limitations.
First, the current design only examined the effects of very short-
term exposure to content on Instagram and did not control for
previous exposure to such content. We  recommend longitudinal
assessment of the effects of exposure to content on Instagram as
well as other social media sites. Similar to Slater et al. (2017), we
did not ask participants about prior treatment for eating disorders
or body image disturbance, and this may  be important to examine
in future research. We  also did not assess participant BMI, because
the relationship between BMI  and body satisfaction and appreci-
ation is more complex for men. Additionally, the omission of BMI
has been supported by various authors who cite the stigmatizing
role of assessment of such data in psychological research (Calogero,
Tylka, & Mesinger, 2016; Siegel et al., 2020). For research includ-
ing men, it might be helpful to include a proxy for BMI  in future
research, such as internalization of the muscular ideal or fit-ideal
internalization, rather than internalization of the thin-ideal which
is more salient for females than males (Schaefer, Harriger, Heinberg,
Soderberg, and Thompson, 2017). It would also be important
to consider possible processes (e.g., socialization, sexism) rather
than static demographic variables (e.g., gender) in future studies.
Given the lack of significant findings regarding self-compassion,
future research should include a more thorough measure of self-

compassion and could include both state and trait measures of
self-compassion Finally, the addition of self-compassion quotes
alone may  not be enough to buffer the effects of exposure to fitspi-
ration content. Therefore, we also recommend future examination
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f potential interventions including self-compassion, content to
ncrease body image and prevent disordered eating.

.2. General conclusion

Overall, our results demonstrate the detrimental effects of expo-
ure to fitspiration content and the positive effects of exposure
o self-compassion content on social media for men  and women.

hile we  did not find that the addition of self-compassion con-
ent to fitspiration content served as a buffer against fitspiration

essages, short-term exposure to self-compassion quotes only
ncreased body satisfaction and body appreciation in both samples.
herefore, we recommend future interventions or media literacy
rograms that encourage men  and women to limit their exposure to
tspiration content on social media, to unfollow accounts that neg-
tively affect their body image, and to consider following accounts
hat foster self-kindness and self-compassion.
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