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The Body Cathexis Difference Between Fashion Model and College Women

Jung-A Song
Dept. of Clothing Design, Sangju University, Sangju, Korea

Abstract : The purpose of this study was to investigate if there were any differences between fashion models and female
college students' body cathexis and to examine the perception of their body form and satisfaction of clothing fit according
to height, weight and body type. For this study 378 people, including 113 fashion models and 265 female college students
were analyzed. Means, t-test and xz-test were used in data analyses. Significant differences were found between fashion
models and female college students' body cathexis. For instance fashion models were more positive about their bodies
especially concerning height. Fashion Models and female college students differed significantly in perception of their body
form according to weight and body type. Perhaps they have another criteria. Fashion Models and female college students
differed significantly in satisfaction of clothing fit according to weight and body type. The taller and Thinner, The higher

satisfaction of Clothing fit.

Key words : body cathexis, satisfaction of clothing fit, body perception
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Table 1. Means and t-values for body cathexis

Fashion Model Women in College

Body item t-value
M SD M SD
Lower Body 8.52 2.78 7.04 271 4.80%**
Shape of Legs 2.98 1.07 2.40 1.02  4.96%**
Thigh 2.52 1.06 2.16 1.05  3.01**
Calf 3.31 1.03 2.48 1.06  4.53*%*
Head/upper Body  16.05 332 1494 335 2.35%
Face Color 322 0.93 3.05 1.05 154
Facial Complexion 3.31 0.88 2.96 0.88  2.86**
Eyes 3.45 0.94 3.17 1.08  2.35%
Nose 3.15 1.01 2.82 097  3.08%*
Teeth 3.05 1.07 2.95 1.1t 0.86
Height Body 10.13 227 8.62 249  5.51%%*
Height 3.41 1.02 2.73 115 5.28%**
Length of Legs 3.19 1.08 2.57 1,12 4.98***
Feet 3.52 1.07 3.32 093 1.84
Weight Body 8.72 2.69 7.63 2,59 3.69%**
Weight 2.79 1.09 2.48 1.04  2.68**
Hip 2.81 1.01 2.50 099  2.78%*
Waist 3.10 1.09 2.65 1.02  3.90%**
Torso 9.39 2.17 8.20 230 4.71%**
Bust 2.96 1.11 2.58 1.03  3.22%*
Neck 3.39 0.86 3.12 091  2.71**
Body Build 3.03 0.97 249 1.01  4.83***

*p<.05, **p<.0l, ***p<.001

Table 2. Perception of body form according to height difference
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B 160 cmP| %] ot ES A7) 2] 717t A Ao
AA Yo 160~164 cme] AHYES A7) ARAle] AFe o

X|&oll chst QX[ XlO|

-160 ¢m 160~164 cm  165~169 ¢cm 170~174 cm 175~179 cm 180 cm
(n=62) (n=134) (n=55) (n=56) (n=50) (n=21)
Thin&Tall 18 30 9
Thin&Short 1 1 2
Model Neutral 1 4 16 13 8
Fat&Tall 2 5 1
Fat&Short
Thin&Tall 17 2 5 1
. Thin&Short 12
Wg{';{’;’; e‘" Neutral 24 93 37 5 1
Fat&Tall 3 6 4
Fat&Short 21 23 2
X 429 11.32% 4.91 625 1.4

*p<.05
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Table 3. Perception of body form according to weight difference

-45 kg 45~49 kg 50~54 kg 55~59 kg 60 kg
(n=31) (n=85) (n=153) (n=78) (n=31)
Thin&Tall 7 - 30 14 6
Thin&Short 1 1 2
Model Neutral 6 11 17 8
Fat&Tall 2 3 3
Fat&Short 2
Thin&Tall 1 4 10 2
Women in Thin&Short 21 8
Neutral 6 54 78 21 1
College
Fat&Tall 2 6 5
Fat&Short 3 5 18 14 6
x2 20.79%** 56.95%** 24.86%** 19.35%*

*p<.05, **p<0l, ***p<.001

FslAl ARk 165~169 cme] AS- FeJdk AolE Hole
ol gyt Ui EL 2] AAlo] Ak Hrt Wi RdEL
717} A AABE Yok 170~174cme] 73S Az
7S A7) Ao B3R 717t JAvha ARG AMEe] e
i Al S-S 27| A9 77} A QIXsATE. 2
2 Aol Aol o]FA Al AP Wigt ARVt thE
e Ao m} Hriskes 71E0] thE AR B

Az WE AP AAE zo] : HFl WE AFe QA
% X}o]E Table 304 B HHARLL] FH9- 50 kgl ]
ZASoe ABH R Sole B rREF0)X|T &7] AF
o it QA M= FE3 Aoz Yeh} AlF] e AP
QR F YW o3 Aolrt SlE ALE Uit ol
HAastEy wfagollA oA MFes FAH ol 7t AL
2235 ¥ (LaBat & Delong, 1990; Lenon, 1997y EdolA|
277 g Aoz B
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Table 4. Perception of body form according to body type

Standard

Slim Type Fat Type

(n=263) (Kﬁw (n=5)
Thin&Tall  57(50.5%)
Thin&Short  4(3.5%)
Model  Neutral 42(37.1%)
Fat&Tall 8(7.1%)
Fat&Short 2(1.8%)
Thin&Tall  17(6.4%)

Women in  ThinéShort  27(10.2%)  2(0.1%)

College  Neutral 96(36.2%) 64(24.2%)
Fat&Tall 20.1%)  11(4.2%)
Fat&Short 8(3.0%) 33(12.5%)  5(0.2%)
X 63.06%+*

*xkpe 001
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Table 5. Clothing fit satisfaction according to height difference
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-160 cm  160~164 cm 165~169 cm 170~174 cm 175~179 cm 180 cm
(n=62) (n=134) (n=55) (n=56) (n=50) (n=21)
Satisfied 1 23 27 12
Model Neutral 1 4 15 19 7
Dissatisfied 3 1
W . Satisfied 16 40 21 8
(‘:’"1‘1"‘“ n Neutral 36 81 29 9 1 1
orege Dissatisfied 10 12 1
x 639 917 2.99 1.53 1.71
Table 6. Clothing fit satisfaction according to weight difference
-45 kg 45~49 kg 50~54 kg 55~59 kg 60 kg
(n=31) (n=85) (n=153) (n=78) (n=31)
Satisfied 8 28 18 9
Model Neutral 6 16 16 8
Dissatisfied 1 1 2
Women in Satisfied 10 28 34 10 3
Neutral 15 38 67 31 6
College o
Dissatisfied 6 5 7 2 3
X 2.11 12.62%x 6.66* 2.01
*: p<.05, **p<.0l
Table 7. Clothing fit satisfaction according to body type difference =, vlut 749~ 170~174 cm

Slim Standard Fat

(n=263) (n=110) (n=95)

Satisfied 63

Model Neutral 46
Dissatisfied 4

Women in Satisfied 57 28

Neutral 83 71 3

College o
Dissatisfied 10 11 2

x 23.584%%
*x¥pe 001
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