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DIGITAL AESTHETIC VIOLENCE AND ALGORITHMIC INEQUALITY ON SOCIAL MEDIA

VIOLENCIA ESTETICA DIGITAL Y DESIGUALDAD ALGORITMICA EN REDES SOCIALES

ABSTRACT

Digital aesthetic violence (DAV) is defined as the convergence of practices, content, and algorithmic logics that impose, reinforce,
or sanction hegemonic body norms in online environments, which can cause psychosocial and symbolic harm to individuals.
This article sought to synthesize the scientific literature on the topic (2015-2025) and move beyond the fragmented labels that
have limited its study. The methodology involved a scoping review (Scoping Review) conducted in accordance with the PRISMA-
ScR guidelines. For the synthesis, a multilevel ecological model and a PROGRESS-Plus equity matrix were used to examine
intersectionality and the social determinants of digital vulnerability. The results of the chronological analysis identified a four-
phase evolution: from the normalization of photo editing (2015) to algorithmic hyperreality (2025). Furthermore, PROGRESS-
Plus revealed that, in addition to gender, factors such as race and socioeconomic status reinforce aesthetic violence in digital
environments. It was concluded that VED operates as a system of structural exclusion; therefore, an inclusive definition is
proposed to facilitate algorithmic auditing and public policies with a digital justice focus.

Keywords: algorithms, body image, digital aesthetic violence, digital platforms, digital divide

RESUMEN

La violencia estética digital (VED) se define como la convergencia de practicas, contenidos y logicas algoritmicas que imponen,
refuerzan o sancionan normativas corporales hegemaonicas en entornos en linea, lo que puede generar dafios psicosociales y
simbdlicos en las personas. Este articulo buscd sintetizar la literatura cientifica sobre el tema (2015-2025) y trascender las
etiquetas fragmentadas que han limitado su estudio. La metodologia se realizé por medio de una revision de alcance (Scoping
Review) bajo la normativa PRISMA-ScR. Para la sintesis se empled un modelo ecolégico multinivel y una matriz de equidad
PROGRESS-Plus para examinar la interseccionalidad y los determinantes sociales de la vulnerabilidad digital. Los resultados a
través del andlisis cronoldgico identificaron una evolucion en cuatro fases: desde la normalizacion del retoque (2015) hasta la
hiperrealidad algoritmica (2025). Por otra parte, PROGRESS-Plus reveld que, ademas del género, factores como la raza vy el
estatus socioeconémico consolidan la violencia estética en entornos digitales. Se concluyd que la VED opera como un sistema
de exclusion estructural, por lo que se propone una definicion integradora que facilite la auditoria algoritmica y politicas publicas
con enfoque de justicia digital.

Palabras clave: algoritmos, imagen corporal, desigualdad digital, plataformas digitales, violencia estética digital
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1. INTRODUCTION

People, in their physical and symbolic dimensions, have found in the digital environment a new stage for displaying
and managing identity. As a result, with the mass adoption of digital platforms, users devote a significant portion of
their time to projecting their body image on social networks, turning visual exposure into an everyday practice.
Under this premise, beginning in the 2010s, a sociotechnical ecosystem was consolidated in which the visibility of
the body acquired a central role in social interaction processes (Rosman, 2025). Consequently, physical appearance
ceases to be a mere individual attribute and becomes embedded in digital economies based on attention, quantified
interaction, and algorithmic recommendation (Fardouly & Vartanian, 2016).

At the same time, as Buelvas Ricardo and Angel Rojas (2024) noted, these dynamics produce normative
frameworks that condition the circulation of content and establish implicit criteria for recognition. Bodily exposure
thus becomes a strategic resource whose valuation depends on opague and socially internalized metrics. The body
progressively turns into visual capital subjected to constant evaluation within the digital marketplace of visibility.

This regime of visibility on digital platforms articulates a normative body model that privileges standardized,
young, and aesthetically hegemonic physical configurations. It is important to note that this pressure is not exerted
through direct impositions, but through systems of recommendation, filtering, and visual recognition. These systems
favor bodies whose corporealities exhibit technical coherence with hegemonic attractiveness and canons of visual
symmetry. As Han (2013) argued, coercion is inscribed in surveillance logics that induce self-censorship, while
Bucher (2018) warned that users adapt their behavior in anticipation of algorithmic criteria. In this sense, aesthetic
normativity is naturalized as part of platforms' everyday functioning, diluting its structural character and exclusionary
potential.

Under this logic, a form of coercion mediated by technological infrastructure becomes identifiable —one
that, far from manifesting as direct physical aggression, operates through technical and symbolic devices to impose
bodily homogeneity. The regulation of appearance thus transcends the realm of social interactions and becomes
embedded in metric and programmatic systems that establish the criteria for the legibility and acceptability of bodies
(Noble, 2018). Aesthetic standardization therefore ceases to be merely a representational problem and becomes a
programmed technical process in which hegemonic body norms are translated into computational decisions and
hierarchies of visibility. As Buolamwini and Gebru (2018), Choukas-Bradley et al. (2020), and Noble (2018) have
warned, these architectures generate unequal effects by disproportionately impacting racialized, trans, and non-
normative bodies, reproducing and amplifying aesthetic hierarchies of exclusion, and thereby diluting their political
dimension under the appearance of technological neutrality.

The centrality of these systems acquires greater relevance in a context of intensive and everyday use, where
visual exposure, comparison, and evaluation become globally normalized practices, and the problem is intensified
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by heavy use of digital platforms. According to Datareportal (2025), more than 80% of the world's population uses
the internet and at least 70% actively browses social media on a regular basis. Likewise, Pew Research Center
(2024) reported that nearly 98% of university students spend at least 4.5 hours per day on platforms such as TikTok,
Instagram, Snapchat, and YouTube, which are characterized by the circulation of edited images, metrics, ephemeral
content, and automated systems of social validation (Hootsuite, 2024).

However, this usage pattern is not neutral in its effects, since it establishes an aesthetic regime of visibility
in which bodily appearance operates as symbolic capital and a criterion of social value (Garcia, 2020), while
recommendation systems govern behaviors and reinforce a hegemonic visual grammar (Banet, 2018; Cotter, 2019;
Duffy, 2017; Engeln, 2017; Zuboff, 2019). This fosters objectification, continuous comparison, and the
commodification of attention. In the words of Buelvas Ricardo and Angel Rojas (2024), “beauty filters on TikTok and
Snapchat foster a pronounced obsession with artificial beauty” (p. 7). This privileges white standards and produces
uniform faces.

Cases such as the Bold Glamour filter operate as automatic, quantifiable modifiers that alter skin color,
rotate the nasal tip, project the cheekbones, widen the jaw, and smooth hyperpigmentation —changes that heighten
perceptions of what is considered attractive and raise expectations of real, off-screen changes (Toms et al., 2025).
This aesthetic feedback loop (filter—editing—social validation) predisposes users to modify their bodies and has been
clinically linked to so-called Snapchat dysmorphia, in which a person adopts the filtered version as the reference
for the desired self, intensifying the persistent discrepancy with the unfiltered body and, consequently, motivating
the pursuit of aesthetic-surgical procedures aimed at replicating filter-induced features.

This phenomenon translates into an escalation of interventions: the International Society of Aesthetic Plastic
Surgery ([ISAPS], 2024) reported that 17,415,678 aesthetic and surgical procedures were performed worldwide in
2024. This sustained and consistent rise in procedures and surgeries appears as a tangible correlate of aesthetic
pressure, which reconfigures norms of interaction and social evaluation, where acceptance of the corrected body
becomes the horizon of normality and a legitimate route to sustain belonging and visibility on platforms. As a result,
this everyday experience turns into a public evaluation, while, in the digital ecosystem, beauty filters become
articulated with historical legacies of racialization, class, and age that have structured persistent aesthetic
hierarchies and are generally accompanied by microaggressions and corrective messages, which sharpen the
discipline of the self and the internalization of standards.

In this way, the pigmentocracy inherited from the colonial order continues to operate as a principle of
aesthetic and social classification, amplified by digital platforms that valorize phenotypes associated with European
and English-speaking canons (Telles, 2014a; Viveros, 2016). From this perspective, against this conscious or
unconscious cultural backdrop, non-hegemonic corporealities—such as Afro-descendant, Indigenous, older, or
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disabled bodies—tend to be underrepresented or displaced toward positions of low visibility (Edmonds, 2010;
Jarrin, 2017; Telles, 2014b).

Thus, these long-standing aesthetic hierarchies are updated in high-penetration digital media, and colonial
pigmentocracy merges with algorithmic surveillance. This convergence configures an everyday life in which constant
posting and image editing operate as signals of social value. It produces tensions between the lived body and the
algorithmized body, intensifies aesthetic surveillance among peers, and translates appearance into opportunities
for belonging and recognition, with direct effects on personal well-being and life trajectories.

In this scenario, certain contexts of the global periphery exhibit a critical manifestation of the phenomenon,
where image culture takes on an exacerbated symbolic charge. In these regions, phenotypic diversity enters into
direct friction with beauty standards that are amplified by local dynamics. This expression is sharpened by climatic
conditions and economic asymmetries that increase the aesthetic labor required to meet the visual expectations of
the algorithms governing the platforms, turning it into a costly cultural capital unevenly distributed among individuals.
In that sense, the traces of the lived body contrast with demands for homogeneity; specifically, the bodily
heterogeneity of subjects—expressed in the diversity of skin tones, sizes, and features—collides with aesthetic
canons imposed by global trends that circulate en masse, displacing the physical and cultural realities of the
territory.

In this way, digital presence becomes a competition that demands persistent investment not only in
aesthetic consumption, but also in high-end devices, stable connectivity, and editing skills. Operating costs thus
widen inequality gaps and consolidate platform aesthetics as a symbolic ideal, as well as a structure of economic
exclusion that turns visibility into a hard-to-access good. Therefore, despite the rise in research on body image and
social media use, these dynamics continue to be scarcely recognized as a form of violence in the indexed scientific
literature (Maheux et al., 2024), since the phenomenon is usually addressed through partial categories such as
cyberbullying, self-esteem, beauty filters, or digital editing. These approaches describe individual effects but omit
any analysis of the algorithmic infrastructures that produce and sustain such harms.

As Benjamin (2019), Couldry and Mejias (2019), and Noble (2018) have warned, this omission contributes
to absolving platforms of responsibility and displacing the problem onto the realm of subjective self-regulation.
Consequently, the absence of a specific term or concept as an analytical category limits its incorporation into
frameworks of digital rights, public health, and technological regulation. This hinders the design of comparable
instruments, the identification of at-risk populations, and the formulation of public policies oriented toward
prevention, accountability, and the reduction of technology-mediated inequalities (Gillespie, 2018; Van Dijck et al.,
2018).
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Aesthetic violence in digital ecosystems must be recognized as a matter of public interest, whose inclusion
in debates on digital rights makes it possible to advance toward more just, transparent models of governance that
are sensitive to the differential effects of algorithmic infrastructure on bodies. Precisely, this conceptual gap
constitutes the starting point of the present article, which aims to analyze the scientific literature on digital aesthetic
violence (DAV) (2015-2025) and move beyond the fragmented labels that have limited its study.

2. METHOD OF RESEARCH

This study took a qualitative documentary approach, as it was carried out through a scoping review, which maps
an emerging, multidimensional phenomenon in constant transformation, such as aesthetic violence on social media
(Arksey & O'Malley, 2005). To ensure the systematicity and scientific rigor required in contemporary literature
reviews, the process strictly adhered to the Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses
extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) guidelines. This guaranteed auditable traceability and reproducible
evidence synthesis. Likewise, this type of review combined an emergent inductive coding of the literature with a
deductive one, based on preexisting frameworks of social justice and public health, which facilitated a critical
interpretation of the research gaps and the evolutionary stages of the phenomenon.

2.1. Search strategy and delimitation of the corpus

To capture the technical and social complexity of the phenomenon, a systematic search was deployed in
databases of global impact (Scopus, Web of Science, Google Scholar, SciELO, and Dialnet). The temporal horizon
was bounded between January 2015 and January 2025. This window of observation traced the trajectory from the
dawn of mobile photo editing to the current consolidation of algorithmic hyperreality. With respect to the location of
evidence, there was a linguistic delimitation to English, responding to the emerging and recent nature of the study's
core concept. During the exploratory phase, no equivalent works were identified in Spanish that addressed the
phenomenon from a comparable conceptualization, so the search in English ensured terminological consistency,
analytical precision, and the retrieval of the scientific output available on aesthetic violence; these were combined
with  related descriptors, including: appearance-related cyberbullying, body shaming, fitspiration,
cisheteronormativity, filters, algorithmic bias, objectification, and social comparison.

After deduplication of records, screening was conducted through the independent review of titles and
abstracts, following the general guidelines of the PRISMA-ScR protocol. This framework was used as a reference
to ensure transparency in the identification and selection of studies, while maintaining flexibility consistent with the
exploratory character of this scoping review. Subsequently, in order to secure the rigor required by Arksey and
O'Malley (2005), data analysis went beyond a positivist extraction logic to focus on a reflexive construction of the
topic. Under this premise, the six phases of Braun and Clarke (2019) were applied: familiarization, generation of
initial codes, construction, review, definition or naming of themes, and writing of the report. This approach engaged
the power logics underlying digital infrastructure, going beyond a merely quantitative description of it.
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The population, concept, and context (PCC) framework served to delimit the structural basis for executing
the thematic analysis phases, drawing on the established criteria and the retrieval of evidence that facilitated the
identification of semantic recurrences and critical tensions between corporeality and technological infrastructure. In
this way, the collected corpus provided the empirical density needed to move beyond the fragmented labels of the
literature. Likewise, this scaffolding ensured that the synthesis would not be a mere description of data, but a
grounded conceptual construction able to articulate, organically and without prior assumptions, the analytical
category this study seeks to substantiate (Table 1).

Table 1
PCC Scheme
Population Concept Context
Social media Aesthetic-digital manifestations with Visual digital platforms (Instagram, TikTok,
users potential for sanction or harm: filters, Snapchat, YouTube, and Facebook), in

editing, social comparison, self- research published between 2015 and 2025.
objectification, digital lookism, visibility

metrics, and algorithmic biases on social

media.

Note. The PCC framework was used to delimit the literature review.

Taken together, the operationalization of the PCC framework established clear and consistent analytical
boundaries for the identification, selection, and synthesis of the evidence. This ensured that the included studies
explicitly addressed the intersection of aesthetic-digital practices, platform-mediated dynamics of visibility, and
potential forms of sanction or symbolic harm. This delimitation therefore helped preserve the internal coherence of
the review and ensure the relevance of the analyzed corpus.

2.2. Eligibility and selection criteria

Under a rigorous inclusion rationale, the review included original articles, theoretical reviews, and book
chapters addressing the impact of digital infrastructures on the imposition of body norms. It was likewise imperative
to exclude works focused exclusively on clinical-biomedical approaches, such as those related to eating disorders,
marketing studies lacking a sociocultural background, and publications without full-text access, in order to prioritize
research examining aesthetic violence in digital media from a sociotechnical, communicative, and structural
perspective.
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2.3. Analytical frameworks for synthesis

For the interpretation and synthesis of the data, a hybrid methodological approach was chosen to address
both the depth and the breadth of the problem:

o Multilevel Ecological Model: enabled the categorization of findings into interconnected
dimensions, moving from subjective perception to cultural hegemonies and platform
politics.

e FEvolutionary chronological analysis: the articulation of the findings made it possible to
structure four critical phases that help visualize the displacement of aesthetic
responsibility from the user to the opaque autonomy of the algorithm.

o PROGRESS-Plus Equity Matrix: in pursuit of digital justice, this framework was applied
to scrutinize the intersectionality of aesthetic violence in digital media, which facilitated
the identification of critical vulnerability determinants, such as race, gender,
socioeconomic status, and place of residence, making it possible to understand how
aesthetic violence operates in a panoptic and unequal manner.

3. RESULTS

The selection process, documented in the PRISMA-ScR diagram (Figure 1), consolidated the flow of evidence from
initial identification through final inclusion of the studies. At this stage, each article was analyzed in terms of key
variables, namely: authorship, population, technological platform, analytical level (micro, meso, or macro), exposure
mechanisms, and their main consequences for body image.

Figure 1
Identification and selection of studies across the databases

Identified studies: (n = 97) =Rl

Elsevier: (n = 55) % Studies excluded before
Google Scholar: (n = 23) > lection due to dupli
SciELO: (n=9) (n=29)

ProQuest: (n = 10) —

. = | Studies excluded
Studies selected: — | after title screening:
(0= ‘ (n=29)
Studies for analysis Studies excluded |
based on the abstract: —l after abstract analysis: |
(n=39) (n = 25) [

Studies included:

=y

Note. Flow diagram of the identification, screening, selection, and exclusion process in the literature review.
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Once the corpus had been defined, the documents were systematized, and four representative stages
were identified, organized into phases from 2015 to 2025 (Figure 2). These representative stages were: the
normalization of digital retouching (2015-2017), Snapchat dysmorphia (2018-2020), the systematization of
aesthetic harm (2021-2022), and hyperreality and artificial intelligence (2023-2025).

Figure 2

Phases in the timeline of aesthetic distortion in digital environments

Normalizacion del
retoque

Se consolida el canon de
“Instagram Face" (rostros
étnicamente ambiguos, piel sin
textura)

I

2015-2017

|

Métrica:

Likes, viwes

Punto de Inflexion Clinico

Se usan fotografias con

retoques hechos por filtros de

redes sociales como referencia

para cirugias y procedimientos
estéticos

2018-2020

l

Dismorfia de Snapchat
Marca el momento en que la
imagen digital procesada se

convirtio en el estandar de realidad
entre el “Yo real” y el "Yo digital”

Sistematizacion del
Daiio

El algoritmo priorizaba contenido
que generaba comparacion social
negativa, maximizando el tiempo
en pantalla a costa de la salud
mental del usuario

2021-2022

Filtracion

“Facebook Files” por el
Wall Street Journal en 2021

Hiperrealidad y la
Inteligencia Artificial

Adiferencia de los filtros de
malla poligonal (2018), los
nuevos filtros regeneran la

textura de la piel pixel por pixel

|

2023-2025

Fenémeno "Ozempic"

Se reintrodujo estandares de
delgadez extrema, exacerbando
I2 gordofobia digital

Consistent with the foregoing, the synthesis was carried out through a thematic narrative approach
articulated around a multilevel ecological model, which made it possible to observe a critical transition in the nature
of aesthetic violence. Whereas the foundational studies (2015-2017) focused on the agency of the subject and their
social comparison (micro level), the most recent evidence (2023-2025) shifted the focus toward the agency of the
algorithm (macro level), where harm is preconfigured by the platform's technical architecture. The evolution of
aesthetic violence in digital media is therefore not only chronological but qualitative, in that it moved from a concern
with self-perception to a structural dependence on algorithmic hyperreality, where the filter ceases to be a playful
option and becomes an imperative of social legibility.
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Table 2

Extraction matrix and synthesis of chronological-thematic evidence

Phase Author (year)

Title Analytical level

Focus of violence

Normalization of Fardouly et al.
Retouching (2015)

Tiggemann &
Zaccardo (2015)

Chua & Chang
(2016)

Clinical tuming  Kleemans et al.

point (2018)
Ramphul & Mejias
(2018)
Systematization Wells et al. (2018)
of harm

Thompson & Keli
(2021)

Social comparisons on social Micro
media: The impact of Facebook
on young women's body image

concerns and mood

"Exercise to be fit, not skinny”:
The effect of fitspiration imagery
on women's body image
(“"Exercise to be fit, not skinny”:
The effect of fitspiration imagery
on...”)

Follow me and like my beautiful
selfies: Singapore teenage girls’
engagement in self-presentation
and peer comparison on social
media

Picture perfect: The direct effect Micro
of manipulated Instagram
photos on body image in
adolescent girls

Is Snapchat Dysmorphia a Real ~ Micro—clinical
Issue?

Facebook knows Instagram is Macro-meso
toxic for teen girls, company

documents show

‘Beauty apps and filters in visual
digital cultures: Perceived
sociocultural pressures, self-
rated emotional expressiveness,
and image processing
algorithms" (“Beauty Apps and
Filters in Visual Digital Cultures:
Perceived ...”)

Social
comparison and
subjective self-
perception

Peer surveillance

Dependence on
augmented reality
filters

Al algorithmic
bias and
systematic
exclusion
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Table 2

Extraction matrix and synthesis of chronological-thematic evidence

10

Phase Author (year)

Title Analytical level

Focus of violence

Hyperreality and Fong et al. (2024)
artificial
intelligence (Al)

Barbera (2025)

Doh et al. (2025)

Miller (2025)

Hussain et al.
(2025)

Spada (2025)

Ozempic (glucagon-like peptide  Micro-meso
1 receptor agonist) in social
media posts: unveiling user
perspectives through Reddit
topic modeling

Digital Dysmorphia: The Impact — Micro-meso
of Selfie Culture and Photo

Manipulation on Body Image

and Self-Perception

What TikTok Claims, What Bold
Glamour Does: A Filter’s
Paradox

Micro

Preserving the ephemeral: A Meso
visual typology of augmented

reality filters on Instagram

Manufacturing beauty: How Al Micro-meso
and social media are redefining
aesthetic norms in emerging

digital cultures

History ‘for the gram’: Al beauty
and the vintage, analogue, and
‘throwback’ celebrity

Peer surveillance
and systematic
exclusion

Social
comparison and
subjective self-
perception

Al algorithmic
bias and
systematic
exclusion.

Social
comparison and
subjective self-
perception

Social
comparison and
subjective self-
perception

Peer surveillance
and systematic
exclusion.

Peer surveillance
and systematic
exclusion

Note. Authors' elaboration based on Hong et al. (2020), drawing on a review of the scientific literature published
between 2015 and 2025 on body image, selfie culture, augmented reality filters, and algorithmic systems on digital

platforms.
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As a complement, the PROGRESS-Plus framework (Table 3) was incorporated to examine intersectionality
and the inequalities associated with social determinants, and thereby identify how digital aesthetic pressures affect
different populations in differential ways.

Table 3
Intersectionality matrix and social equity determinants
Determinant  Operational definition and critical tension Related studies (N=14)

Place Geopolitics of aesthetics: tension Chua and Chang (2016): cultural dimension of self-
between the global homogenization of presentation in Asia.
visual canons and local or cross-border
cultural specificities. Spada (2025): the "deterritorialization" of beauty

through Al-generated digital nostalgia.

Race Algorithmic bias: imposition of Doh et al. (2025): opacity in Al filters (Bold Glamour).
Eurocentric hegemonic features through
"digital whitening" and the erosion of Hussain et al. (2025): normative redefinition of
phenotypic diversity. beauty racialized by algorithms.

Occupation Digital aesthetic labor: gap between Fardouly et al. (2015): social comparison with peers
image as a professional tool (influencers) and celebrities in pre-algorithmic environments.
and aspirational passive consumption.

Gender Bodily surveillance: systematic focus of ~ Cross-cutting: Tiggemann and Zaccardo (2015);
technology on the scrutiny and Kleemans et al. (2018); Wells et al. (2018). Absolute
perfecting of the female body. dominance in the sample.

Religion/Culture  Normative pressure: intersection Thompson and Keli (2021): negotiation of emotional
between cultural imperatives of conduct — expressiveness and sociocultural pressures in
and the technological possibilities for beauty apps.
editing.

Education Algorithmic literacy: information Miller (2025): visual typologies and understanding of
asymmetry between the user and the augmented reality.
black box of recommendation and
augmented reality (AR) systems.

Socioeconomic ~ Commoaodification of the ideal: Fong et al. (2024): the Ozempic discourse as a

Status stratification between those who can marker of class and health-care exclusion.
access biological solutions
(pharmaceuticals, surgery) and those Fardouly et al. (2015): costs associated with
who depend on digital simulacra. appearance management.
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Table 3
Intersectionality matrix and social equity determinants
Determinant  Operational definition and critical tension Related studies (N=14)
Social Capital Attention economy: quantification of Barbera (2025): Digital Dysmorphia stemming from
personal worth through validation the pursuit of validation.
metrics (likes, views).
Chua and Chang (2016): management of popularity
among peers.
Plus: Age Developmental vulnerability: Wells et al. (2018): systemic toxicity in minors (Meta
disproportionate impact on identity Leaks).
formation during adolescence.
Kleemans et al. (2018): susceptibility to visual
manipulation.
Plus: Pathologization: transition from Ramphul and Mejias (2018): Snapchat Dysmorphia
Health/Disability normative dissatisfaction to clinical as an emerging clinical entity.

psychiatric conditions.

Note. Authors' elaboration based on the analytical review of fourteen studies published between 2015 and 2025
within the PROGRESS-Plus framework.

The deconstruction of the evidence through this lens revealed that the expressions of aesthetic violence in
digital environments are not a monolithic phenomenon, but a stratified system of exclusion in which gender
constitutes the historical gravitational axis. As shown by the architecture of platforms, which perpetuates a panoptic
surveillance of the female body, the analysis points to a shift toward new forms of algorithmic inequity. In particular,
a technological racial determinism emerges, in which Al does not merely enhance the image, but standardizes
phenotypic features toward Eurocentric ideals, thereby implicitly excluding ethnic diversities.

In parallel, a critical tension was observed regarding socioeconomic status, where the evidence suggests
a gap in materiality: while affluent classes have the capacity to access biological modification of the body (GLP-
1/0Ozempic) to meet the beauty canon, lower-income strata are relegated to the use of digital filters, which creates
a class-based hyperreality in which bodily authenticity becomes a market privilege (Fong et al., 2024). In sum, in
the transition from social comparison on Facebook in 2015 to algorithmic dysmorphia in 2025, psychological harm
has not only intensified but has also systematized class, race, and age inequalities, consolidating a digital
environment in which vulnerability is exploited as a commercial asset.

The choice to organize the scoping review in accordance with the PRISMA-ScR standard responds to the
need to address aesthetic violence in digital media from a methodologically rigorous and conceptually integrated
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perspective. First, the scoping review made it possible to systematize a broad and heterogeneous body of literature,
characterized by terminological dispersion and the coexistence of partial approaches, which hinders the conceptual
delimitation of the phenomenon. This design made it possible to map trends, identify research gaps, and recognize
recurring patterns without restricting the analysis to predetermined hypotheses, consistent with the study's
exploratory and descriptive aims.

As a complement, the evolutionary chronological analysis conceptualized the findings within a temporal
sequence, evidencing progressive transformations in the forms of production and legitimation of aesthetic harm in
digital environments. This made it possible to identify substantive shifts from dynamics centered on social
comparison and self-perception toward mechanisms of algorithmic regulation of bodily visibility, associated with
the development of automated systems of recommendation, filtering, and evaluation. The temporal dimension
thereby provided a key interpretive framework for understanding the qualitative evolution of the phenomenon and
avoiding static or ahistorical readings.

In addition, the incorporation of the multilevel ecological model and the PROGRESS-Plus equity matrix
deepened the analysis of the social determinants that modulate the experience of aesthetic violence in digital
ecosystems, going beyond a merely descriptive approach to individual effects. These frameworks facilitate the
identification of structural inequalities linked to gender, race, socioeconomic status, age, and geographic context,
as well as the articulation of those inequalities with platforms' technical architectures. Taken together, the
combination of these methodological approaches strengthens the internal coherence of the study and justifies its
relevance for analyzing a complex phenomenon, making it possible to understand aesthetic violence in digital
environments as a stratified sociotechnical process that is amenable to social measurement from a perspective of
digital equity and justice.

4. DISCUSSION

The review of the literature published between 2015 and 2025 made it possible to identify a consistent set of
practices, technical devices, and psychosocial effects that, although initially addressed in a fragmentary manner,
progressively configure what the recent English-language literature is beginning to call aesthetic digital violence. The
evidence, far from being a strictly subjective or individual phenomenon, showed that aesthetic violence in digital
environments emerges as a structural process, closely tied to the algorithmic mediation of visibility, bodily
normalization, and the attention economy. Contrasting the early findings of Fardouly et al. (2015) and Tiggemann
and Zaccardo (2015) with more recent evidence shows that they were the first to conceptualize aesthetic distress
mainly as an effect of social comparison among peers on platforms such as Facebook and Instagram.

At that stage, the central concern lay in exposure to idealized images and their repercussions on self-
esteem and body satisfaction. However, the most recent literature has evidenced a substantive shift in the
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phenomenon: aesthetic violence is no longer confined to interpersonal dynamics, but is increasingly structured by
technical architectures that regulate which bodies are visible, valorized, and amplified within the digital ecosystem
(Noble, 2018). This shift became particularly evident when analyzing the evolution of phenomena such as Snapchat
dysmorphia (Ramphul & Mejias, 2018), which marks the transition toward more systematic forms of digital
dysmorphia (Barbera, 2025). This is driven by Al systems that do not merely reflect reality but pre-correct it
according to binary, functional standards of beauty (Doh et al., 2025). In this context, the body ceases to be merely
a lived experience and becomes a technical object that must conform to criteria of algorithmic legibility in order to
circulate efficiently on platforms.

Consequently, technical infrastructure does not operate as a neutral medium, but as a system of automated
classification that sanctions and hierarchizes appearance. As Saiphoo and Vahedi (2019) noted, visibility metrics,
recommendation systems, and aesthetic filters function as mechanisms of differential validation, rewarding
conformity with certain visual canons and penalizing deviation through processes of algorithmic invisibilization.
Aesthetic violence is thus institutionalized as an infrastructural component of digital platforms.

When the findings are articulated with critical contributions on racialization and class (Telles, 2014a; Viveros,
2016), it becomes clear that the digital aesthetic regime can be understood as a currency of social classification,
insofar as algorithms tend to privilege bodily features associated with Eurocentric ideals. This reinforces processes
of digital whitening that operate as implicit conditions of recognition and social value on platforms (Elias & Gil, 2018).
This hierarchization, far from being confined to the symbolic plane, projects itself onto a material stratification of
aesthetic practices.

In this sense, the findings show that sectors with greater economic capital have wider margins of action to
resort to biological, surgical, or pharmacological interventions aimed at approaching dominant standards (Fong et
al., 2024). By contrast, groups with fewer resources tend to be confined to the use of filters and digital simulacra,
which reproduces a platform aesthetic sustained by illusion and visual correction (Miller, 2025). As a result, this
differentiation amplifies a technology-mediated aesthetic gap, in which visibility is consolidated as an unequal and
progressively costly resource.

From this structural perspective, it can be argued that aesthetic violence in digital environments cannot be
understood solely as a problem of individual perception or psychological vulnerability. On the contrary, the evidence
suggests that it is a direct effect of business models that commodify appearance, attention, and bodily insecurity
as core assets of the digital economy (Rosman, 2025; Zuboff, 2019). As Holland and Tiggemann (2016) noted,
algorithms capitalize on aesthetic dissatisfaction by turning it into an engine of interaction, consumption, and
continued presence on platforms, significantly limiting the effectiveness of strategies focused exclusively on
subjective self-regulation.
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On the basis of this body of evidence, the notion of DAV is preliminarily proposed as an integrative analytical
category, aimed at systematizing processes that have previously been documented under notions such as
Aesthetic Digital Violence, digital dysmorphia, algorithmic lookism, and aesthetic governance. In this sense, the
concept does not seek to close the debate or establish a definitive typology, but rather to offer a heuristic framework
that articulates technical, symbolic, and material dimensions and orients future empirical research examining how
digital platforms mediate access to recognition, visibility, and social value in the digital public sphere.

4.1. Limitations of the study

One limitation of this study relates to linguistic bias, arising from the exclusive inclusion of literature published
in English. This decision responded to a methodological criterion aimed at mapping the conceptual construction of
an emerging phenomenon in repositories of high international impact, where the notion of Aesthetic Digital Violence
has shown greater theoretical systematization. Nonetheless, this delimitation may have left out academic works
published in Spanish or other languages, particularly those situated in Latin American contexts, which could
contribute local readings, alternative analytical categories, or critical nuances not fully captured by the English-
language literature. Consequently, the findings should be interpreted as a preliminary mapping of the field rather
than as an exhaustive representation of the existing epistemological diversity, opening the possibility for future
research that incorporates multilingual corpora and situated approaches.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The scoping review carried out made it possible to argue that DAV is configured as a structural, multilevel
phenomenon whose understanding cannot be confined to individual behaviors or isolated consumption practices.
On the contrary, the evidence analyzed suggests that it is a complex sociotechnical web that emerges from the
systematic interaction between participatory cultures of symbolic validation and the algorithmic architectures that
organize, quantify, and hierarchize the visibility of bodies. Within this framework, DAV can be understood as a
phenomenon that transcends the strictly communicational plane, since it has relevant implications for psychosocial
health and for rights tied to recognition and participation in digital environments.

The literature reviewed suggests that repeated exposure to standardized aesthetics, articulated with
processes of racialization and social stratification, is not only associated with various forms of psychological distress,
but also contributes to the normalization of dynamics of symbolic and material exclusion on digital platforms. The
review also makes evident a marked conceptual dispersion, reflected in the coexistence of notions such as
appearance shaming, fitspiration, digital lookism, filter use, and colorism. This fragmentation has historically limited
the consolidation of a shared analytical framework and has tended to disconnect the phenomenon from broader
discussions of social justice, technological governance, and corporate responsibility.
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In response to this scenario, the present work proposes an integrative category, from an ecological
approach, that makes it possible to organize and systematize the mechanisms identified in the literature around
three interconnected nodes:

e Micro level: upward social comparison and intensive image editing appear consistently as practices
that contribute to widening a persistent gap between the lived body and the published body,
generating ongoing tensions in bodily self-evaluation.

e Meso level: the aesthetic norms of participation specific to platforms, together with
peer-surveillance practices, tend to normalize processes of constant appearance
correction, as well as minimal but repeated adjustments aimed at sustaining visibility
and social acceptance.

e Macro level: algorithmic recommendation and moderation systems operate as
structural devices that tend to reinforce certain dominant aesthetics and to restrict, in
a differential manner, the visibility of corporealities that depart from those normative
parameters.

Under this logic, appearance can be understood as symbolic capital that simultaneously functions as a
device that differentially conditions access to recognition and visibility in digital environments. From this perspective,
the implications of the present review are relevant at several levels. In the research domain, the findings make clear
the need to move toward operational and conceptual consensus that strengthens the comparability of studies and
reduces the analytical fragmentation that has characterized this emerging field.

Finally, a comprehensive approach to DAV requires shifting the emphasis from individual self-regulation
toward systemic political and technological co-responsibility. Under this premise, digital literacy should not be strictly
limited to the development of technical skills, but must promote a critical deconstruction of the algorithmic black
box and its biases of representation. Only in this way, from this transformative perspective, will it be possible to
move toward more just and inclusive digital environments, in which bodily diversity ceases to be a factor of exclusion
and becomes a structuring principle of social life and contemporary digital citizenship.
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