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[ Abstract]

of college students. Methods: A questionnaire survey was conducted on 931 college students using the social comparison

Objective: To explore the influence and mechanism of social comparison tendency on subjective well-being

scale, relative deprivation scale, subjective well-being scale, and self—concept clarity scale. Results: (1) Social compara-
tive tendency negatively predicted subjective well-being; (2) Relative deprivation partially mediated the negative prediction
of social comparative tendency and subjective well-being; (3) Self—concept clarity had a moderating effect on the relation-
ship between social comparison tendency and subjective well-being, as well as the relationship between relative deprivation
and subjective well-being in the mediation model. Conclusion: Social comparison tendency not only directly affected the

subjective well-being of college students, but also were partially affected by the mediating role of relative deprivation and
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the moderating effect of self~concept clarity.
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