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A Study of Factors Influencing Weight Control Behavior in Adolescent Females
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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to provide information about weight control behavior in adolescent females. To explain the
behavior intention of dieting, conceptual framework based on “Social Support, Control and the Stress Process Model” and
“Theory of Reasoned Action” was used. The survey was carried out by self-questionnaires with 463 female high school and
college students in Daegu. Analysis of data was done using mean, correlation and multiple regression analysis with the SAS
computer program. A society preoccupied with thinness gives a burden to women, and this burden may stress dissatisfaction
with body image. Social perception of ideal body image excepr parents' percepdon, and salient others' expectation of subjects'
body image except parents' expectation, were much thinner than normal figures in this study. The influencing factors for
behavior intention of dieting of the subjects were perceived stress and attitude toward diet behavior, especially beliefs of
behavioral outcome. Influencing factors related to perceived stress-that is dissatisfaction of body image-were current fignre, social
perception of body image, effect of mass communicaton and others' estimation of subjects’ body image with self-comparison
with others, in order. (Korean J Community Nutrition 4(4) : 561567, 1999)

KEY WORDS : adolescents - behavior intention - perceived stress - dissatisfaction of body image.
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Fig. 1. Conceptual framework for diet behavior intention.
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Perception of body image Mean=+5.D. Range

Perceived ideal body image, per society 2.60+0.89 1.00-6.00

per parents 4.21+£0.86 2.00-6.00

per brothers 2.96=+0.83 1.00-7.00

per sisters 287077 1.00-5.00

per male friends 2.94+0.82 1.00 - 5.00

per female friends 2.9040.81 1.00-5.00
Desired body image, per parents 4.02+£0.86 1.00-6.00

per brothers 3.23%0.88 1.00-6.00

per sisters 3.23+0.88 1.00-6.00

per male friends 3.17%0.81 1.00~ 6.00

per female friends 3.32+0.89 1.00-9.00
Table 2. Contributing factors on perceived stress in subjects

X% X X; X, Xe X Xg R? n
Total B -0.2693 0.0786 0.0778 0.1107 0.1304 0.1132 0.0299 0.5133 053 463
B (=5710%* (1.670) (1.905) (2.248)* (3.491)** (3.111) (0.887) (14.049)**

*p<0.05 **p <0.01
X : Salient others' expectation of subjects' body image

X, 1 Social perception of body image
X, Difficulty in clothes purchasing

X, 1 Others' estimation of subjects' body image and comparison with others

X; © Mass communication
X; : Self-esteem

X, : Activity and health
Xs 1 Current body image
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Behavior outcome Behavior belief Outcome evaluation Range
Weight loss 1.17£1.06" 1.64+0.82 -2.00 -2.00
Health improvement -0.15%1.21 1.71£0.75 -2.00 -2.00
Ease in activities 0.79£1.18 1.71+0.66 ~2.00 -2.00
Achievement & self-confidence 1.20+1.10 1.74+0.58 -2.00 -2.00
Attractive appearance 1.15£1.40 1.75x0.56 -2.00 -2.00
Have a boy friend -0.18%£1.27 1.21£1.07 -2.00 -2.00
Wider choice of clothes 119117 1.76x£0.57 -2.00 -2.00
Attractive & sexy to olhers 0.42+1.22 1.2041.05 -2.00 -2.00
Treated better 0.12£1.26 1.19%£1.171 -2.00 -2.00
Save food cost 0.20+1.39 1.19+1.00 -~ 2.00 -2.00
Please boy friend 0.25+1.24 1.024£1.18 -2.00 -2.00
Gastrointestinal trouble -0.11£1.37 1.79+0.70 ~2.00 - 2.00
Stressed & nervous 0.10+£1.38 1.70£0.71 -2.00 -2.00
Conflict with parents 0.67£1.38 1.57+0.79 -2.00 - 2.00
Cost less than other methods 0.23+1.24 1.14+1.08 -2.00 -2.00
Total 7.05+9.46 22.20+6.95 -26.00 -30.00

1) Mean+5.D.
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Table 4. Subjective norm of dieting (Mean=5.D.)
Salient others Norm.ative Motivation Range
belief to comply

Female friends 0.62+1.24 0.85=x1.19 -2.00 -2.00
Male friends 0.38+1.18 095+1.28 -200 -2.00
Father -0.54+133 0.66%£1.22 -2.00 -2.00
Mother -0.284+£1.43 0.81x=1.18 -200 -2.00
Brother & sister 0.61£1.24 0.66+1.23 -200 -2.00
Relatives -0.18+£1.19 0.32%1.24 -200 -200
Teacher -045£1.07 034=1.25 -2.00 -2.00
Clothes retailor 0.63+1.18 046+1.39 ~2.00 -2.00
Total 077711 501783 -16.00 -16.00

Table 5. Influence of perceived stress on attitude toward the beha-
vior and subjective norm of subjects

Attitude toward 2 Subjective N
the behavior norm
B 0.4134 0.0363

Total . 0.00
N w ©.717) 017 0779

#p<0.01, n : 463

Table 6. Factors related to diet behavior intention
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