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Social Comparison Scale A A:BhR$H K U
Social Comparison Scale-Desire to OthersD{ERK

LRI — B * « Ol 8080 - 2 JE3edy = - O Rlf =

AWFEDHNE, ANV T 5 1Pz 1lE 9 % R (Social Comparison Scale; SCS) &, fE MM
Fh S RSNz 2 IE 9 % R JE (Social Comparison Scale-Desire to Others; SCS-DO) 7z {3
5T ThH-olee REE (N=326) ZX5Ic, SCSHARER, SCS-DO, FtpfiEEF#AS (General Health
Questionnaire; GHQ) 1ZXd B [RIEZRDTz, RFHORR, SCSIF, [TV 7 EIK (a=.92)] & [HH
WEER (a=.86)] O2RTHEE, SCS-DOW, [TV 7ERA (a=.92)] & MEFEAENAN (a=.94)] O
2RTHEETH B T ERFNTIURE NI, 6L, 70V N\y 70 ezt Uiz 5, miRER
NG R T B T EAVRE N, Z LT, SCSEGHQ & DMBIFREZE i U 72RS R, i,
15 DA & DINCEADHBIBIENH DN, MEMESZ YD Re SN, £z, Va2 MRTFIH
DR, SCSESCS-DODFRIMEMER S N, 5, RIEDE SEZMEHINETIEIHZ DD, Kt
KPR D B SRR MERICN L TAH T « TR B2 NIET T eARENTz, LIeN->T, #iHD

AL LS TR DWT, 2B OB R SR LT KB PRI E Nz,

F—TU—F D AERMRER, fERAIEREL, RS

1. FHELEN

AIRCBNTIE, D DIFPALIETR E DRER
BORBEL I IMERICH D (JZEFHEHE,
2017), AVZINIVARA b L A RO LEE
MRS NT VS, ZLT, 9 DIROARLIEIC K
UClE, RBETENREZIZ Uo & LIskEgic
KDUCGHENRNIGEENT VS E DD (Butler et
al, 2006), % fi#= (Springer, Levy, & Tolin,
2018) ¥ T (Teasdale et al., 2000) D
REBEA 2L, THGBENIRZEON TV
WEADTFIET B EEZ BN, TDd, TH
R BIEFENRE EOTDIcE, 15 DAL L
Wo T A b L SRR DFEIERMERF X 1 = A LICD
WX, ZANERLAD SFEICRT S 2 & h
2ENTWV3,

b RHEE R AR E TR
tTORERRE
T R R

FOX D7, JEE, AL AEIRICHE S K
FTHEHRDIDE LT, thEMBEHMNEH SN T
B0 (Euteneuer, 2014 ; Hoebel et al., 2017),
BN Rt RGN BN 5, X2 2NV AR
RN Z G L T 2RO ENTVS
(Gilbert, 1992), MBS & &, —MRNICIE
HZOMKEMNER T &I I RfGRE E DFEEIC
NEEINTEBEORH2EM 2T (Grant,
2001, ZLTC, HERERTITNEOD, LI
PRSI 22 MIREIE, LLNISRT3DD
WA 5 H A eftiE Oz LT, SHOME
MW SN2 EEZ 5N T W% (Allan & Gilbert,
1995), TN 5 1&, OF RER IOAIRES L V-
TeHEB 2 [T B HEERICBI T AR 2 AT
MEERIFER O, @Ot 5 OB EZ
GIRMIT AKX BEX L E 2 KM U TR R
& 1OHT L, Ot & OFATPNAS L TV 0
Z MU T TEERNGET LT 20 E S Ol
EWV S TBRD SEED I E NS,

E(LEYPABRICE DR, 2L S s
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RS 3Bk 2 BN D O, BiReEICBY
T, HEMAEEZMMIC L, BOFHiD DI HEEE
LTW5, BlAE, &5 MEEROEBEED R
fiiEd 2K, Z OMEKNIES T X 2 Bfa-O L bRk
RFEAL, H2NBERDEEICE NS T T,
ARLARBURT5B755 (Sapolsky,
2004, 2005), T 5 L7cBsEMGEDHEE, A
It ZICB O TERRL BRI TR E NS, HlZ
X, HBMEAD, HIBEEORMWEERD, s
EHRNTEWT L2 T % &N T8I D E)
WO 5NN, HEMEERMENC L2MET

&, MRS TEID B DO 5B K51

72% (Fournier, Moskowitz, & Zuroff, 2002), %
T NEIDBE, ZREPIEE, INAGEDSHIEE
ﬂ%gﬁﬁﬁ’ﬂﬁ?i/*\ﬁ’\]ﬁéf&i DE, APHIELT
W% RNt IBER O 7T DME NI iR O R B
5% (Adler et al, 2000), */7 ¢ 7I&E#®1E
PR A LA L —EROB# 2D EAVRE
NTW3, T ULEBEMNE, FICHREENAE
BB & A > 2LV Z DRI DWW T O
FHIHED, SEFERINCIThN TS, tHam
FERAMIE KD & @O EHHE LT AMEAE, JE
PHO NS OIERPEE, SdR213% T LICED
200, HENERZRSNET 256, Th
L2195 EMNHFEEIND D, 5 DIREEDFHE
SEY R DEE % (Gilbert, 2005), 51T, Al
HENT A2 AMERNG S, 15D (Beck et
al, 1979) OH7E5, 1A% (Beck, Emery, &
Greenberg, 1985), Hb (Kaufman, 2004), A F LA
(Buunk & Hoorens, 1992) &\ o 74 7D
WEEDEE 2 T EAVREENT VS,

COEKIIC, HIEINIEHERE, A%
IVNV A 87 N IE T BELERNTH 2 LEA
5NZM, tHRMNBEROR - 257 11 250 A
VEIVNIVA L OBIEIF R RE 2K, FEllE
MW ETH %, RS, AFBICBT 2 MEHE %
INTHEHT, ZOFRKDIDE LTI
2 E T B REDEENH E N TOEWL &S RTER
N5, —7, WIMTIHBWTIE, Allan & Gilbert
(1995) W, taMpERZHET 57O DOREL

L CSocial Comparison Scale (SCS) ZRi%E L T
W5, TORER, g BEEHONZ VT
A% & & % /515 T 3 % Semantic Differential (SD)
FEEFIFL, e DM tRicE->T, H
SOVHIHE L TV 52RO EZHIET 5
DTHB. BIZAR, TH>T05s (1] ~ [EN
T3 (10)]) Vol &I Icxhid 3 EAEFD
HBRTFEHEHHAREINTED, AOHGREOR
EU TS ZZN TN T CHEL, Gats
MR UL, BEOHEERZERNE AL T
W3 LIk Bt — L TH %,

Wetherall, Robb, & O'Connor (2019) &, #k
ZIFER O A RS LS DR, BRI - 1T
B & OBIRIEICEIT 2 kL € o — 2170, B
T ETOMD LD S 32 &5 £ < DT
SCSHMER TN T VBT &, HH DMK
ZIRLSFHT 5 Lld, BRRECABITAZS
LS DIERDORKET LB L TWB T 2L
ML TW3, iz, ZOficE, SCSZHWT
WE Uiz THEDVHIE UIAb2mBER &, 195
DN NGEBE, FEHRERE, HoEE v Ta kA
T TIEEORG R & BT 5 2 E A E N
TWw3 (Allan & Gilbert, 1995), T D X 91,
FERMFERIC R Z S T, FERIED X /1 = X L
ZRIHL TV T EWEETHD, SCSIEEEMN
IR LTtttz e d % ETHEMERET
HBEEZLND, LML, KBTI, #
ZHIFENZE T 2 REAMERE N TWEWNTESD,
FJIESCSOHAGERZAENT 2 0ENH 5,

I BT, ARICBOTIE, fEko MHHEI N
Tt =B 720 Tl L, TiE M S RNz
W RMIBEKR ] 2 HIE e RS & B8 TR
T3, it TibR/z& 51, ML oktikziEL
THEOHARNER 2T S LT, XV
BV AN B e N E T T e AR EN T
%, L L, ABEOES, HErcex LAk
THRHEZERT R ENHOLNTED
(Schlenker, 1980), Mi#EMN 5 R 5NTzW K=
Bt ZAET BT ENARETH D LEZ HND,
Z 9 LIMEZIHER LI WAERIIBE R A B © DD
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b, HEMHHEL TV 2SRRI 2D
I, HEHHIICZ > 720 BAEMME R L7
b, ELKZTTESHBLNTORENSE,
AV ZNIVADEAICEN S TREEE EZ BN
%o TDOT NS, MlEEND A ENTo VLRI
W) OWEREDOHEDNEHTH B EEZBNS,
BIAIE, SCSOIEIRICH 2 THIR E Nt 2 HIkE
M) AT, #ifcic ME» S Renicnita
RS ) DI 2 3l 2 NS 2% d % C ki
Ko T, 15 DAL L T REMIEHLID X 71 =
A LOFGEMFHC BT 2 eV TEDZLEZD
N5, Sfkmicid, HENZACEWEETEOR
CADHfRE DXL IR E N T & TREDAI,
HLAHBLVSTRERECZ VWS ILT - T o
A7 LoSv v —PG (Higgins, 1987) %, 138
R BB & VD Bl S 2 7 G
(Gilbert, 2001, 2014) 7 EDMEIMNAIREL 755
55, LLEDNDL, MtE b Rs N0tk a
IR ) LWV BERIE, ARETHID TS £ D
THO, EAMCBNTHERERFELEWY,

PLEDT ENS, AWRICBWNTIE, SCSOH
RFERZIERT 5 & L BIC, SCSZBE L LM
5 MtFED» S RNt 2R Z2HET %
R & T & %Social Comparison Scale-Desire to
Others (SCS-DO) ZfER L, T DEHNE L %
PaEtatd b EZHNET S,

2. Bi&

21 NRESIUCHAEHRM

20194E7H FANC, ARNOAFERIRY DK
4:326% (12034, LE123%, “FY 4
19.367%, SD =1.25) ZxHIc, MO EM
HGAEZ1T o T2 BIFICKRIBFIRSNah -7
N, SEWERKT %SCS, SCS-DODWVIT N H B
BHAFICBENT, 2THUKFICRIEL2T4
ZERAL, 299% (BME179%, Letk1204, F
PIEERR19.345%, SD =1.27) ZOMiRgE Uiz,

22 FAEMH

2.2.1 Social Comparison Scale (SCS) HZAGE
UZES

Allan & Gilbert (1995) %' B ¥ L 7zSocial
Comparison Scale (SCS) ZFIU/E L7z, Fhk
SCSOINFHEMELE, S DIRROARLER & D RRE
KBV, O [H>T0E—EBh TS o
REHZEG [V 78K, @ NEINTER,
—JEINTZ) LV EHEZ ST T E
K |, @M N TF—Z T ANS N TV Lo
rEHBZEZE MEMEGERK] O3RFTH D,
BRFTIEEHTHRENTWS, £, ke
ZUUEDEERE N TV S,

HAGEIRSCSOIERICH =0, £, FHEHIC
FIRRUEH OFF ] 2157218, F8 L ORIk Mg
BRI D24 TR 21T > Tos T DT, H
FHAEB IR K - THIROERZIHRS C &k
SEEREN TV B DR Th NIz, TLT,
R EFRRIC, T4H-oTW03 (1)) ~ MERTWY
% (1001 D&, Wi BIEAHDOF11HHE
W UTC, T T & OBHRDENTHTH
e EDELSIHATVS D, RHEHICBW TR
E KR LTV AETFZ 103U, OTHATK
REW] LW BRXZHWT, 10METHE
ZRDTz, BRIEMEWNIZE, HEO2RIBERK
ZRERSHELTWA L Z2mT, %3, SCSOR
THEEZ Mt UTzAllan & Gilbert (1995) T,
—fRRZEEDY > T IS BNT, SR TG T
%<, TV 78R & TENEGER ] D2+
HETH BT EMWRENTVD, AWISRICHIT S
WZEHERZETHY, JFEhE RIRRD R FHEE A
"Jond T ezEML, 2R FHEEZIEE Ui
AIEFERL T3 A IS & B Wit 72 S i U 72

2.2.2 Social Comparison Scale-Desire to
Others (SCS-DO) J5i%

SCSHAGEMSREDHENA 2 Z EHE I HW
Teo TLUTC, BURXD THHGZ ED XS ITHE
ATVBM] LW iEnZz THTHHZEDK S
RSNV ICEHEL, FRUT. 11HH
10fHETRIBZ KD Tz,
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Table 1 BHAEMROREFEES L UKEBOREDHIZE (V=299)

5 Faciﬁ;ﬁorz T (D) AUE EE
1. LoTWna—ERTHD .99 -.15 4.88 (1.65) 0.11  0.16
2. MRE/S—ARETS .91 -.09 5.04 (1.70)  0.08 0.29
6. FHREMNILW—FRENRH D .82 .00 497 (1.74)  0.10  0.07
8. HEMNRW—HELRHD .79 .04 5.04 (1.72)  0.22 -0.64
3. HHENEFCRW—AHEN T 5 .61 .27 5.28 (1.87)  0.02 -0.37
7. FFO—HRN .60 .13 4.83 (1.82) 0.11  0.08
10. &SI CRaW—RE 1072 .60 .28 4,50 (1.97)  0.19 0.12
11, #oNE 72 —fh R 72 -.07 .93 6.27 (2.04) -0.04 -0.23
4. s NTE—Z T ARG TN D -.08 .88 6.44 (2.01) -0.34 -0.11
9. WTIELL ARAVW—ITIELW .29 .59 5.68 (1.80)  0.19  0.88

A -7 5% 551 431

K- [E A B Factorl 1.00 .65

Factor2 .65 1.00

223 K A 5 (General Health
Questionnaire : GHQ) 28T HfK (GHQ28: H1)I] +
K, 1985)

SCS¥5 & U'SCS-DOD H M 8 22 4 P D i D
7z, GHQ287% M\ 7z, GHQ28Z, I EH{ARAEIR
[RZz & AR T ESREEIREE ) TS DEm o
ARTFH SRR I N T, 28THHAFIETHIE
RO BRETH %, Allan & Gilbert (1995) T
&, RS ol 2 2 A I HIE C ¥ % Symptom
Check List-90-Revised (SCL-90-R) & DFHBE T
K-> T, WBERZYMEZREI L TW\W5, ZL
T, SCSERPE N T D 5> 7] [EH
AR X, ZNZNSCL-90-REFE & FAilA
T A 5D DRirEtEl & oflic
FVWEOHENASNZ EERL TV, Lz
Mo T, AWFETIERT 2SCSHARRERRE, R
RO FREENE S NS L E LTz 1T,
SCSEFEHE FRIRED 5> 78K | TEMES
K | 1F, ZNZFNCHQ28A R & FHA T TR
e TH DA & ORNCHIWE OB
HoNBEME LR, £z, SCS-DOWX, fth&h
5ES RN ZIETEHRETH 270,
H7 HEDVHIE U7 A LR & © & @ < FHig
HEMICEZEEZLNDEDD, GHQ28L

DX 5 I ZRTIMNIEN TRV, Lizhio
T, SCSDOWKDWTIE, HIE L TV 2 MRS
MSCSEWFHIDEDTHZh7%Z, BWHE (2018)
ZHBHEICT aA Y FRTF IR TIGETT % C
ETHYM RIS B T & b Uiz, MHEHREDK
T LRITDOWTIE, N (2004) ZBEIC,
rOMORHMED .20 LURZI1E & A LR L, 2010
FA0KTG 2550, A0LL FLTOK 2 R, .70
PLEZmnE BRI LT,

23 REMNERR

AFREX, B-FEEOWIIRFOMERKREICB T
LT E AR OEKREZE TN e OKEEH
= 1R1.8-2),

3. &R

3.1 Social Comparison Scale A A&sEhR DEF1&:E

SCSHAGEMIFEZRICDOWT, JFiR & FREDR T
WhG & R 20 2R 5728, 2R TRUE DR
BRI KD HEFNN T2 7> 72 by, BT I)ViEe
0 s lE RS mhh o fz (X?=248.50, df
=41, p<.01, CFI=.91, GFI=.85, AGFI=.78,
RMSEA=.13), %7z, SHEFRIC DOV T DRICIE
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Table2 SCSHZAFERRDECIMFEETESH K UGHQ28 L DIBRIREY (N=299)
N K
Feim T (SD) GHQzs&dt ikt Fze ik TELEN 5 o
SCS&#t 53.20 (14.74) -.51 ** -.33 ** -.37 ** -.44 ** -.48 **
F v U iR 34.81 (10.81) -.46 ** -.28 ** -.33 ** -.42 ** -.44 **
A5 ] 50 4 BE A 18.38 (5.19) -.49 ** -.34 ** -.36 ** -.37 ** -.46 **
#£1) SCS: Social Comparison Scale H Az **p <.01
1:2) GHQ28: K iR A 2228 T8 H Al
Table3 SCS-DODEF#E:ES LK URIBBRDFETE (N=299)
(K7~ B faf
IE ZFA ‘é‘ SD 7N HE = S
a Factorl Factor2 FHIE (SD) o =
1. HoTWE—ENLTND .98 -.09 6.11 (1.86) -0.13 0.36
2. MRET-—AHESS .85 .02 6.29 (1.90) -0.17 0.21
8. HENTLW—HAERHD .79 .07 6.15 (1.95) -0.25 0.00
6. FEHENRO—FEND D .73 .15 5.90 (2.08) 0.14 0.24
7. UV —HRN .57 .20 6.79 (2.15) 0.19 0.34
11. #AE 72—fh R 72 -.06 .93 5.79 (1.91) 0.38 -0.75
9. WTIELL e\ —nTIEFLW .00 91 6.61 (2.22) 0.25 0.00
4. PRSI NTE—ZF AL TND .03 .84 7.49 (2.12) 0.35 -0.22
10. &R Thnw—ik 72 .31 .63 7.29 (1.92) 0.14 -0.47
3. RN Tl W— 4R C B .35 .58 7.12 (2.03) 0.33 -0.36
K7 %7 528 6.13 6.07
S FH B Factorl 1.00 .76
Factor2 .76 1.00

IC K B HERERIR P oA OFE R, itk IEE
ZHIBR T 2 LR F 2 KT 2THE N 2D 2 A
TIMFELIT DY) e BRI LTz, ZDTe
», RETTRy U AT K 2 RN T
21TV, EEMEORREERNE & TRF OfHRA]
BEMED B2 PR Z IR LTz, BINTFICEEND
HEBZEZRLIENS, Hram&aEN g noK
TS 35T 7z 7 o T LHEH Z RO TR 7%
1TV, RAHIC 2R 10IHEME 5 7z (Table 1),

NI, [HoT0E—ENTWS ], [
RETE—ARER ), [FRED RV —F RENI D B 1L >
THEMNZTENTED, FHikE#x0 TEHNT
IRWN—RETTINTZ L, TR CIR W -IFE MR T
5] LV HHETENTOSD, MBS
IR 5ZBNAEDEHEENZ GEN Tk
ISV 78R et Uiz, H2lR T, T
FELLRWN—0TIELV, i nZ—2 A
NoNTW5 ], TENEZ—MERZ] 2o 721

HOAZENTED, FiREEBICESDIET %
HEHISHES L TOEDENE VS NEDIEENE
FNTWzlzo, HEMBEEEK | &t Uiz,

3.2 SCSHAGEMODEHEMS LUZEY

EHMEDOME 21T 5 728, Cronbach® afk#
EEHHLEECZA, TSV 8ERA] Ta=.92, T
MG ER | da=86THD, WINEL 157k
EEEMESNT,

Z LT, MRBERZ Y12 METd 5728, SCS
L GHQ28D B3 #7217 > 7z (Table 2), Z D
WE, koo, SCSHERFE ALK 1,
GHQ28GGE & MK 7D T EAR ] T D
M) ZRENE DRI, F5~HFEEDE DB
BoNiz, £z, BEIRTIERES Naho7z TE{k
MEIR] EDORNCE, S9WEOHBING 5Nz,
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Table4 SCSIEH &SCS-DOIEEDY 34~ FRFHHAFHER (N=299)

Factorl Factor2

M 9. \WTIFELL AV—WTIELW .99 -.20
(D) 11. FAHE72—hEI7E .93 -.14
D) 4. S NTE—Z T AR SN TS .93 -.15
(D) 10. fEHHTRW—RESH7 .90 -.02
D) 3. B FFCTAW—IFENFF T 5 .90 -.05
D) 6. FENRV—FHENDH D 1 .16
(D) 2. ERES—HHET .64 .24
D) 8 HENRRVW—HER®D .62 .28
D) 1.%->TVnHr—ELTND .61 .31
D) 7. FH o —iE .59 .20
S 1LE->TWH—ENTND -11 .92
(S) 2. MRESS—AHETS -.15 .91
S 8 HERRVW—HEE DD -.10 .89
(S) 6. FEENRW—FHEEND D -.01 .82
(S) 10. AR TIRV—RESIH7 .08 .75
(S) 3. FEIE THRW—IFENET S .08 14
(S) 7. R .01 .70
S 9. WTIELLAV—1TIELWL 11 .63
(S) 11. fpobE 72— 2 .26 .42
S 4. fhEANTE—ZTFANLNTND .32 .36

ESEREIRELE] .55

%) (8) : SCSHH, (D): SCS-DOMH

3.3 Social Comparison Scale-Desire to Others®
EFEE

SCS-DOJRZEICDWVT &, SCSDJFIR & FRkDH
THEE LR D2l 5728, 2R TAE DR
JEIC K B WEREIR T 247 > T2 /3, SCS &[]
RIS, ETIVEGEE TR RE ko7
(X?=143.63, df=41, p<01, CFI=96, GFI=.89,
AGFI=83, RMSEA=.12), X7z, SHTOHEYL,
SCSE[AERDH N b ANEY) T 5 & HIlr L 7zo
ZDid, RiLETT Y 7 (AR K %R
Kot Z110, EEEOBERNE X TR T
fERRATRETED & 2 i 2 8RR L 7. RIAFICE
ENBHEAMZERLEND, RFARENNT
NOREFICH 35Tz h > Tz 1HE Z RN T
AN 2T, RN 2R F10EHE M3 5 hiz

(Table 3),

BIKTIKE, (4o T03—EBNRTW\5], [
BElZ—HEBER ), [FRED R W—FBER D S & V>
THEENEZENTED, SCSOERREIFIF—EL
T, MR 52 2NEOEEANZ L
BENTWRD SV 0HERA] Lt Lz, &8
2 FE, T TIELL BD—W0TIE LV, iR
Niniz—Z I ANSNTWS ], [EE i
2] Vo HAMNEGENTED, SCSOFIR E
[FREIC H B DWFTE T 2EMIET L T2 E S
MEWVI NEDFHANGEN T2z, [
BERN L@t LTz

3.4 SCS-DODEfAMSH LUZYM
MO %2175 728, Cronbach® a &%
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EEHLIZECA, S 8KA] Ta=92,
MHEGER ] (da=.94TH0, WINLE 5%
NHVEE G M B N Tz,

Z LT, SCS-DOMSCS & HlotaziliE LC
W3 &R 2, SCS10MEH &SCS-DO101E
Hz&oizYaA Y MR OizRiE7Taxy
7 ABAICTHEIMEL Tz ZORE, HIK I
SCS-DOIHAN WA FEmEZ/R L, H2KT
13SCSHHHBEA m WA Pt 27 L 7z (Table 4),

4. ER

AWZEOHIE, [THSDFIE LItk 2 rRE
ZHET 3 RETHSSCSHAGERB XU MMih
B R LN 2 HlE S %SCS-DO
ZIERR L, ZTOEEME L 22 MEd 52 LT
HoTz,

¥9, SCSHAGERUE, [Z > 7 HEK ] MEHiE
B O2KFHESE, 10EE SR E NS R
ETHo, KB TE TNEEEELHZE
FEDREMERZ YDV RE Nz, FBATHIZE T,
KFPEZ MG L Ul a, SCSIF20 1 H§iE & 7k
5T EMRENTED (Allan & Gilbert, 1995),
AFIC BN TEREEZHNRLE LTV E T,
ACE 97, SCSIF2INFRfEMZ Y TH 5 T
ENVRME NIz, FTz, SCS-DOL kIS, [T
J BN TEGEG RN D2/ 105 HH 5 i
WENBRELED, TRREBENHEEE NI,
SCS-DOW, YaA > MARFAMICKD, SCSED
FRIED R T N, SCSE RO AZRIE L T
WHEWVWZ B, LU, iDZEE ORHPEDM
FHEEMEL TWEWes, ZYPERET ORI
7R ENT W5, &%, SCSESCS-DODKA 441k
JER LR C &S icita Uiz oo, TRy
—WEIITE ) TR TR WV—IF DR T % )
D2EBEIICTDOWTIE, SCSTIEZ > 7 #IA, SCS-
DOTIFEMEAERNICETE N/, ThHDHEH
R DSCSIC BN TR T > 7 HR & 4 7 2
KD ELSICHENTE ARy AfmEZRL T
BO, KIFRICBNTE2DDRFICEETENS

AREMED YD o 7278, SCS&SCS-DO & THURXMNE
HENTWickd, Rz 2HEITEND
AN EZIBNS,

—J7, FeATWFEEIE R D, SCSB X USCS-DO
DM REICENT, 15,85 —[ U] OIHED
K g & HIE D EMEN T2 DI RN S e,
I OREEIE, BEINZD, iFLIdES &R
BENBT EEBNG DI, FFEORBE S
IKHELIZDHLSMICULEWEMICHZ T ED
(Brewin & Furnham, 1986), TOHHD X 5 7%
5 & LER ARy, REICHES L T30 86h
&, &L DRZITS FTHERITTHS &
EZ 5N Tz (Allan & Gilbert, 1995), LA L,
AWIZROFERDN S, AFICHBNTIE, AN&ED D,
WU &V 7 flifE@lig, MBSk Hlhc &
FEHFLGLTWAENWT LAVREENT, TOMHH
LLT, kL LB, BROBEDMERD
ZRHE LT e RIF LTSRN D
%o BIAIE, SCERAE (2015) &, Zma—n
JAEDESS BIRIC BN T, B b flifak %=
EDNR T HWENMA BT LD, 2Rk
A DR L DD, ZFANDIEY - fig
NZBERT 2 L2EEABICKMLTWS, %
DI, HITLiES TfE 2327 ANnd T EHA]
RELRD, FEFRUNENE VST EH RS
IR 7 Il B BlICid A 59, MRELTR
EEAM SN NITREEDNEZ 5N,

F7z, ARWIFETIE, SCSHY, JEfTiige (Allan &
Gilbert, 1995) Tl RS N7xh - 7z TEHAREIR]
LOMICEREGADHBZRLIZZT TR,
TR D EREL TRUDZE L s W BEN H 5
Henolz, BORERBRZSHENMESONT, T
DT LiF, ATHBNT, HE O ZHFERZ K
SHIET 2 T LIC K BHEMMEREANDREZ, FUK
KO LRIV Z R L TWVWD, Leh> T,
St%, D DODRL LV S TR HREID A = X
L7Z2atd 280, HE2mERIcEHT % &g,
AFICBNTEETH S EZ 5N, KREOTE
BRSNS, ALt &V S B
RS RA MR T, BEOM 2R Z2 K<
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ik Uiz 5 2T, BHNSOPERRD, fi & Xt
V2RO S TRV K S N B OFH 2 BN B
EEZILNT VD, ZTTIREISHENZN
HOE W EDZELTWR EEZ LN, B
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Development of the Social Comparison Scale Japanese version and
the Social Comparison Scale-Desire to Others
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This study aimed to develop two scales to measure an individual’s self-perception of social rank (the Social
Comparison Scale; SCS) and the social rank they want to be associated with (the Social Comparison Scale-Desire to
Others; SCS-DO). We asked university students (N=326) to complete three questionnaires : the Japanese version of
SCS, the SCS-DO, and the General Health Questionnaire (GHQ). The results of the factor analysis showed that SCS
has a two-factor structure of rank factor (a= .92) and group fit factor (a= .86), and SCS-DO has a two-factor
structure of rank factor (a= .92) and group fit factor (a= .94). Furthermore, the Cronbach’s a coefficient indicated
that both scales have sufficient internal consistency. As hypothesized, SCS was negatively associated with depression
and anxiety, as measured GHQ, suggesting adequate construct validity. Additionally, the results of joint factor analysis
confirmed the discriminability between the SCS and SCS-DO. Although further examination of the scales is necessary,
it was demonstrated that lower self-perception of social rank has a negative effect on mental health. Therefore,

psychopathology such as depression and anxiety should be examined from the perspective of social rank.

Key Words : social rank, social comparison, mental health



