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[Abstract] Objective: To revise Appearance—based Rejection Sensitivity Scale(ARS), and examine its reliability and va-

lidity in Chinese college students. Methods: 875 participants were selected to complete Appearance—based Rejection Sen-

sitivity Scale and its item analysis, and a half of subjects were selected randomly to complete exploratory factor analysis

(EFA) and the other half completed confirmatory factor analysis(CFA). Meanwhile, participants answered Appearance—Con-

tingencies of Self—worth Scale(A-=CSW), Body Dysmorphic Disorder(BDD), Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale(RSES), Rejection

Sensitivity Questionnaire(RSQ), Attachment Style and Social Comparisons Based on Appearance(SCBA) to test the criteri-

on-related validity. After 6 weeks, 117 participants of the pretest sample were randomly selected to examine the test-retest

reliability. Results: Results of EFA and CFA supported the one—dimension model of ARS and its Cronbach’s « coefficient

was 0.914, Cronbach’s a coefficients of anxiety of rejection dimension and expectation of rejection dimension were 0.904

and 0.908 and the test—retest reliability was 0.723. Appearance—based rejection sensitivity was positively correlated to ap-

pearance—contingencies of self—worth, rejection sensitivity, body dysmorphic disorder, social comparisons based on appear-

ance and fearful, preoccupied attachment, and negatively related to self—esteem and secure attachment. Conclusion: The

revised version of ARS is satisfactorily valid and reliable in Chinese college students and is a convenient tool to measure the
appearance—based rejection sensitivity.
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