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Hi: BN REREENRXBSETFSERE N EZERS, HRBEFEANESER. Tk XA
BB E 638X R - BTN, HAAE - BT 2495, BEE - BF389%t. RKBABTHHEER
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BRI NANIESRSE - )LV EE, IR R EEFRHE B2 E R 2 LS &K ¥ (B =0.239,p=0.004);
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Abstract

Objective: To examine the actor and partner effects of family closeness on body appreciation among
parents and children, and to test the moderating role of child gender. Methods: A questionnaire sur-
vey was conducted with 638 parent-child dyads, including 249 father-child dyads and 389 mother-
child dyads. Parents and children completed measures of family closeness, body appreciation, and
demographic information. Paired-sample t tests, correlation analyses, and the Actor-Partner Inter-
dependence Model (APIM) were used to examine the associations between family closeness and
body appreciation. Multi-group analyses were further conducted to test the moderating effect of
child gender. Results: Parents generally reported higher levels of family closeness and body appre-
ciation than children, and the parent-child differences were larger in daughter dyads than in son
dyads. Family closeness and body appreciation were positively correlated within parent-child dy-
ads. Within individuals, family closeness was significantly associated with one’s own body appreci-
ation, whereas cross-partner associations showed certain gender- and role-specific patterns. APIM
results indicated significant actor effects of family closeness on body appreciation for both parents
and children (B = 0.296~0.496, ps < 0.01). The partner effect was significant only in father-daughter
dyads, such that fathers’ family closeness positively predicted daughters’ body appreciation ( =
0.239, p = 0.004). Multi-group analyses showed that child gender did not significantly moderate the
actor effects in either father-child or mother-child dyads. Exploratory analyses also found no signif-
icant moderating effect of child gender on partner effects. Conclusion: Family closeness is an im-
portant correlate of body appreciation among parents and children. Enhancing emotional bonds
and supportive interactions within the family may contribute to the development of positive body
image. The father-daughter relationship may have particular significance for daughters’ body ap-
preciation, suggesting that future interventions should further attend to father involvement and the
quality of parent-child interactions.

Keywords

Family Cohesion, Body Appreciation, Parent-Child Dyads, Actor-Partner Interdependence Model
(APIM), Gender Differences

Copyright © 2026 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. BY

FRREORAE RN B 5 SRz BB AUREL, RN AR08 R L S AR I ThRE AR M, TN
AR VR AN SR A £ AR 745 & P2 (Avalos et al., 2005). VE AR OB SEME S, Bk iics si il AMATE A
AN B EAAT N Z T AR IE A, WREE AR SR IhREA ] B B i 2 R g (Swami et al.,
2016; Tylka & Wood-Barcalow, 2015). i —H4EMAFFREE R BN, FRREANE AN R RIPFR
[ AH ¢ (Ramesh et al., 2026; Ren et al., 2023; &5, 2022), T HSOHEMEEIRZEVIMHR, WEEN
BB AR T R DA R B B FE AR IR (Linardon et al., 2022). Ak, B B E 5 A O B AR 5T
IRV . R B Pk B R 3% IE M6 (Huang etal., 2024; Luo etal., 2019; w5l Ja%%, 2022), XEHA
PRTE 5 40 2 THT AR AR AR B0t W] BB R 0 BRARE R = AR AR IEAE . D E TR BT S iR B A B Tt
RIBHI BB, R SRR Y (Fan et al., 2010). B, SevE SR X — 1% 0020 B 3 BR AR L
S, (R T D A O B E R i) s A e 1 T TS B A E B R S R A

ik
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ESHRERERGE R, FKEREE AT e B H EEZ . FEEHRE RN AR —H
FEMMNAEE, FKEEHhom B N BB, MENBRR B RAER KA IR T FKEEN bR H.5)
(R SE AR 50 2 (it B 57 45, 2013),  FH M8 5 B AR N B ok RN SR R RIS . E U R, JoiR
SRR R AR, KT R AR 2 B B R T SR R 75 B (Cheng & Mallinckrodt, 2009; Gongalves et al., 2020).
FEAGIRIE . Tot IR BB TE R K E A B K 1) /INE, A A 5 2 B 22 1R AR A v Sk S I AR (1) B FRAA 56
(Cheng & Mallinckrodt, 2009; Krauss et al., 2020). AHMNH#, 7EGAEEE L, FNREEAEHHEZFERES
P2 A AN B S B AR R (Cheng & Mallinckrodt, 2009; Boutelle et al., 2009). #H 5z, FERNE S REFF 1S A%,
KT, 8% 2RI 2k B CRERIRIE . ORI 2R IE 2 AL, AT BRCE & i B A5 O AR
P B3R IAFT . Bilan, Boutelle %5 A\ (2009) ) — Tk a1 W Fe b, R I T 5 B WIS BER 5 28 R &R GE
2 TN % 7 TR S ) S AR = K.

FEEFRFHRE, BRI R 1A B IR 2R, TN4E S BE Al D% 2 [T S R EE (11, & e B i
JI D3 SR 5% 2R AR AR R S Bl R 25 5 4B 45 (Olson, 2000; 9257 M54, 1991a). BTFLRMIREEREE 5%
S B O IR KSRGS RE 1B VIR, FEXHELE . AT N W, WOE. BN, B YIRS A
H AP 16 H (Cumsille & Epstein, 1994; He et al., 2025; Sitnik-Warchulska et al., 2025; f145+%5, 2022). H
THEW, FKEEE® LA SPMS RS RNE R AT REA BBV R R, Bxf o EEDERF RN E Y,
FARK 2057 77 25 A BRI T 55 X R TR 32 5 S A4 R B 52 IEAH OGBS v 16 5%, 2021) . HE ik, KEESRZ FERT
e e ik 75 /D 4F B R IRC5L 1) B SR R 3R

EARER RIS, SRR 5K E 55 2 FE R RN ] R B4 5 T 2% 1 0 5K o 516 % PS8 (R ARy, g T 52 00 % 1 1)
SR ER. FERGI RN, FEER TR BEAAT A EAER, LA 28 5 B 45U E (Mills-Koonce et al.,
2007). ARG, SCREEGN 1) 528 2 SO PR T 2 15 B SRR MBI B3, XA R
FE il R A 22 RN RN, IR T R E AR B B & (Hochgraf et al., 2021; Weng et al., 2025). 7
— 71, REFS T RRFNI Z R A R R B E R R RS A— 2, TR % 10 PR IE B (Fang et al., 2021;
Sunetal., 2025). Flitt, PEAESCBES %10 FBER T FERANAH G R, X TR K EERE R EN &1 Sk
Jok E s e L R A E R

SCBHTELE . BB AT AEREE Bl FAAAAEE R, AP & IS B8 SCRF B O BT A
RE T E H(Bridgett et al., 2015; 2511, F4005, 2022), REFHAZEMSETRES TR AEE
B, WERRIE, RIS RIRIS T IRE . A, BERESS, IXUeI8 e 5T A3 1) B T A
#(Chenetal., 2022; Hany & Sutanto, 2025; Kluck, 2010; Leme & Tucunduva Philippi, 2013; Yang et al., 2023).
HHT, PR R BT U SR B RN, RIS BB SR E ROT I . fEANRE L, DAERT
FRET LR, ERERG T WME RS TREE - LA R, R IEEM AR .

il FEEREAREMEE MM SN EEFERE. ETRERFHL, K51
FEARD AT FIAMA, U o 57 i e 22 BN e L0 B3 N R RE AR AE AR E el . [RIk, 5 L BRI Aefis
Ab FETC 0T B ) AR AR, SR £ R AR LA AR R (Actor-Partner Interdependence Model, APIM)#& 1}
R BE B ERT XU S A R VR AL o [EI, ATl X 2 SRR 110, 2B i OB S5 4%
T ZE R R B IX — T, AR ] O B R BE R GAE T D AR B R R SO B 4 A
HIRARAE, JFAZRE)Z T FR S SR s B ds =

2. SWEMAFE
2.1. WiIAMEF
AW 5K i) B vk S A A R KPS RS SR . AR, PR E R A NERK
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KUl H I BEARNE . HE A ARE RN . A 25 5 B A R AL E e &, I
By 5 0 AT FE VR A AT AT B B B JRGR WY o AR TG % T B A FE KRB F sy, T 1046 B A A NI
5, FKIWEHHACESEEER N — NES . AT ISR —hEKEE, F—2& T AR 556
BT HATECRT o WA DL T b2 NIULECAKHE , B KK G5 &% T BT — X, TEROCE - &1
FIBESE - £ 7P A O ) oo RC B, T 5 S0 = AR AR 44T

TERE A B R, 1 S S PR TG SE R P UCEC I 1) 45 LUk, IHIBR IR 2 7™ 2 sl A7 76 ) 0 LA M1
ZWTAAE, BRSNS GEE . o, SR ANEE 640 X A HTET, X O 5E RO O Ao
HBEAT ORI A o 5 FCX XU AT — 77 TE SR RE 5% 55 B R0 B A R B W A% O B3R IR s e, I B i
A 2 BT E LRI BRARE . 5k, AU HLSk 638 X AQRE - TR E R . A5 - RO 249 X,
HrpA0ok - JL7 128 %F, 3% - L)L 121 % BESE - B ECxr 389 Xf, HABESE - )L+ 198 X, BEE -
)L 191 o FEARMN D RHERBSLE R 1o A M AT KRB ERIE A E, RANNE T
FEA RIS 25, HAR AN SR T.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of parent-child paired samples
= 1. FFEHARRAOZFHE

A ST (638 1) S5 - T RO (249 XT) RS - 2T RO (389 X)

Z e

il 326 128 198

%@ 312 121 191
RXREZHE KT

e & BAR 351 155 196

L 200 59 141

KE AR E 87 35 52
FRKAFRE 40.01 (5.99) 41.63 (6.24) 38.98 (5.58)
T FEw 12.65 (0.81) 12.76 (0.87) 12.58 (0.77)
K BMI 22.79 (3.49) 23.66 (3.60) 22.23(3.31)
%1 BMI 18.88 (3.67) 19.14 (3.64) 18.71 (3.69)

22. METER

221 REFEE

RWFCRA TSR “FKEERFREEGGENEER” ) “RKERFEREER” WBE &7 A EIr)
FEESRBEREFESAT I & . 1% R T Olson 5 A 4 il ) 5 2 5% %5 FE 5538 B M VP4 2 % (Olson et al., 1985;
TALMGAE, 1991b) , KEEEH L mEIL 16 N H, R 5 st N “EEAFE” 3 “BEMFE”
ST 1~5 3, HohES 13 25 16 i ity . ERA/IHEEREIEIHE AN, B SEEERS =
36 + IEM# — R AR AR\ZEREHN TREAMZ T, BRGSO E RS,
2022; PRBUASE, 2022). ABEFH, AjrEFAELEEH Cronbach’s o 4 0.865, fEf%T 1 Cronbach’s
o 0.889,
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22.2. BFEME

AR AR FE BRI ES R, B0 3 & SRR BE . F DL B AR D e A 8 1)
A E . B Avalos. Tylka F1 Wood-Barcalow (2005)%k | (Avalos et al., 2005), J54E Tylka #1 Wood-
Barcalow X} H#E47 81T (Tylka & Wood-Barcalow, 2015), & & 1A ik % & % 55 — i (Body Appreciation
Scale-2, BAS-2). &I 10 MEH, M “IA” 2 “827 KA Likert 5 sSit 7 7. 3558 &R R
SRR E KPS . H 3 BAS-2 fEFRE T AR RAE A A A 2 S H (Ramesh et al., 2026; Ren et
al., 2023). METHFFH, MERIEEEAIFZ T 11 Cronbach’s o %4724 0.943 F10.880, iHIHRFKE
A R A — .

22.3. AO¥EE

FEKGETFHABMEH AT HONDEEE . FEHBOR/REK N COESER). £k, 2HF
FRE. Gm hEL T4, L, SREREE “YIPEUIT” o “@hEh T | CRTEAR”
O R VLR RN 4 AN, HRIRRIDN 1~4. ZT ISR R, ER. B R RE, R
A BMI = AR (kg)/ & 2 (m?), 2 BITHE KA T 10 5 R B = 540

2.3. BESHT

A5 K H] SPSS 26.0 F1 Mplus 8.0 FEATH#5 7347« 1556, 1 H] SPSS 26.0 X #f A7 H 1 5 Tl kb 7,
IR EER, SRMERE. AT EER DS ITE. & EEHRLERFAEET 0.3%,
N 2R R (R R 6y 0.3%~0.6%. A MEST . 2 RAT IR AR G 35 28 T ol O T e s =%
I B RS ALR R i RAARE(MLR) G T, 6 TR A ep N AR AR B 2k, 7 S R LR At THAE SR R R
O 15 BT SHUN T, ST B T AR RS . BMI R BEZ 08 K F LA th A B AR AE B2k AN &,
TFHE Mplus FIBRIAALER D7 20, A NAH RIS ()4t 0. BT A 58 B 3 id i B 3 o I se,
AR IER BT TR Harman SRR A 30 VEAG 3L [m 2 22, HEARIE R e B R m R Tt h 88— A
TR EfRER, FIWLF 7R 2 2 S 4 R B . EEEE R T JoE, AN
W T AR AT ROR E G T R, 200l AR K B Rl % PR R 7 4 AR S AT SO RE AR t AR5, LR ]
HAEFES . BMI, FKEESER B SRE SR B ZES: 746, KA Pearson FHOG M % 420 BE - £
TECAT N & AR B 2 [ A S5 56 £ B > ) Miplus 8.0 K% 3 %44 H 44 15 B (Actor-Partner Interdependence
Model, APIM), 73555056 - JLF 358 - &L BEE - JLFATEESE - 2o LVUSRSEF RN ih R BE SR %
JEEXOF By A IR B 1) AR RGN RN AR RGN, o ey, ACBEEREZ 1 1) 5K 5 % FEE X6 e B B S A Joie B 0 F000 5 5
SR EARRRL, S BEEEL T IR 5K JRE 55 5 0 O X 53 — T B A IR B (R Tl 28 e SR RAR RN, . AE A
APIM 1, B QB2 EE KT B BMI. %7 BMI. RBHERAEZ TERIE AR E, KA BEA
P2 IR 1) 5% 2 25 2 B DA S SSRERI B -1 B A TR B R B (1A T ok AR &, DAFS A O N T 22 (R 0] 1
WA BRI AT B s AR R VE SRS 1 R EESRE L R ZE MO, FF PR BES B SR I F
BRZEEM K BEFUE— B TR 7 AR &, I RlfE LR - B RO FIBESE - - Boxt 7 2 B4
APIM, LR ZAS AP EREBN I ZE R . H AR R 3B bR R ArrEfb %
RERH. brdEiR. 95%E S X 18] S MK, A3 A0 RN 25 A 250 1) %5 B 2H 22 e SR Wald o K ik AT
Ko, ZHIR AR 72 A S T AEAREAL R AR R FENE SCBERI L 110 R B 2 FE RN [B1 V3 T L BE 2 8 A
K AEE BMIL £ BMIL SCRHER AT HFR 5, SESHFAH E A A R (AR, |
HEN 0, Fik 2. RMSEA. CFl. TLI 1 SRMR S8 A Fabn A FH TR R AL A 5, B4
REBREIRE RE ArdEiR, BEXNE. BEWEKE. E RECLESTEA Wald 15045 317 /R
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3. &R
3.1. XREFEREKE

NVBGPARETE LR iR R 22, AW 78R A Harman S0 7R 3006 SO RE £ 1 BT &2 4% B JET AR
JERE IR A LR . a5 R EoR, RPN Z MR T 1 R, sy — AP iR s 208
26.651%, AL 40% 11 FI Wbz dE o [FIIS , % P55 ZE MR o A BN 51, RIS — (87 o S A L
R IFL [ 75 92 22008 ASHIE 7T 45 R A FE A B0 o

32. IRBEHARRE - BFFELNBIRERLR

SRR 5 FIE R BESR B TE AN SR IR B 22 R LA R LA 2. DUk FRext 4 rp, SCRER SR 5
PIREEGLG) ST HE T RBEEGE - L4l t = 1.951, p = 0.053, H'E4t=3.243~7.370; ¥ p <
0.001). B&BENE - JLTECHHZ ANt = 1.494, p = 0.137), /& B XT 2H 591 A2 BF FR) B 4 ik 85 7K 1 6t 3 v T e 7%
T(t=2.693~6.763; ¥Jp<0.01). Cohen’sd &7, Zr)L4H 5B RS FE (d = 0.503~0.535) Fll £ 4 ik
F(d = 0.368~0.492) b2 38 B B K T L4045 HACBER) 2 7 (d = 0.106~0.238), &2 )L 5B %
AV RE, ABAECEE - £ 00 R B R IRCERN 5K BE S FE I AR S

Table 2. Comparison of study variables across different demographic groups

R2 MRTBENELENBIRERMELLE
it Xof 4 51 Bl Paxil M £ SD t df p Cohen’s d
JLFRIAE 58.96 +9.78
1951 126 0.053 0.173
LT 56.97 + 10.18
FREN G
LA SE 56.52 + 11.24
5537 120  <0.001 0.503
)L 49.88 +11.93
RoE - &%T
LTI SE 39.84 +8.801
2693 127 <0.01 0.238
LT 37.09 +9.83
EZ N
LA 3R 38.36 £9.35
4042 120  <0.001 0.368
)L 34.27 +10.01
JLFIIBEE 59.42 +9.69
3243 197  <0.001 0.230
LT 56.57 + 11.90
) LHIBEE 58.65 + 10.33
7.370 189  <0.001 0.535
)L 52.25 + 11.55
BEE - &1
JLFIIBEE 40.64 +8.15
1.494 196 0.137 0.106
LT 39.43+9.28
BRI E
LI RESE 39.93 +8.14
6.763 188  <0.001 0.492
7L 34.69 +9.93
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33. R - BF S ERFRAOARZERNER S

AR AAEVISEG T RO o, BN R, FEREL S S HRRE MR ER, 4R
%30 NHRRAREZHHE KT SCBHER . %790 DU SCBERIEZT BMI X 5 88 73 S B 25 3 AN B
RS HRARAFAE S Z ARG, HAHSCTT 5 9 I XK B o A% PR T 5t A B R 2 BUREE — SR
PN

Table 3. Correlation matrix of demographic factors and study variables
F 3. AOZFREH. ARTEEEXIH

i toF 26 531) B3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1) FEKZHE KT 1 -0.144 -0.134 0.038 0.008 0.154 0.240™ 0.042 0.103
2) FKFR -0.037 1 0.114 -0.030 0.131 -0.292" —0.226" —0.073 0.149
3) E TR —0.242" 0.223 1 -0.098 0091 -0.081 -0.070 -0.075 0.046
4) ZK BMI 0.045 -0.131 -0.149 1 0.237™ -0.047 0.024 -0.120 0.052
3% - %TF5) %1 BMI -0.058 0.032 0.150 -0.117 1 -0.215" -0.005 -0.218" -0.017

6) KEEXEHE FK  0.240™ -0.041 -0.074 -0.040 -0.047 1 0.341™ 0.436™ 0.112
7) BRCE_RK -0.026 -0.059 -0.181* 0.072 -0.063 0.352"™ 1 0.091 0.307
8) FIEXEHEYE T 0275 -0103 -0.121 -0.111 -0.181" 0.500™" 0.194" 1 0.235"*

9) BRIFE_ET -0.033 0.030 -0.128 -0.015 -0.117 0.391** 0.538™* 0.341™* 1

1) FEZHE KT 1 -0.147" -0.236"™" —-0.040 -0.020 0.124 0.068 0.159" 0.085
2) KEKEW —0.062 1 03177 0025 -0.011 -0.012 -0.066 -0.029 0.091
3) E TR -0.216™ 0.228 1 0.068 0.011 -0.138 -0.072 0.047 0.041
4) K BMI -0.092 0.121" -0018 1  0.253™ -0.100 -0.033 -0.140" -0.037
BESE - #%TF5) #%T BMI -0.120 —-0.030 0.125 0.350"* 1  —0.205" -0.079 —0.245"" -0.028

6) FEEEFE KK 0130 -0.066 —0.179° —0.090 -0.081 1 0.352* 0.411"" 0.129
7 BIRmRE_ KK 0.016 -0.098 -0.082 -0.134 -0.166° 0.410" 1 0.223"* 0.340"*
8) FIEREHEYE #ZTF 0077 0025 0.022 -0.164" -0.149" 0.485™" 0.183" 1 0.150*

9) BRRFE_ET 0.059 -0.071 -0.135 -0.188"—0.272"* 0.204™ 0.432"* 0.319"" 1

e WAL L ILTH, WAL T L)L, p<0.05 "p<0.01, *p<0.001,

BEREEHE S R EEFEY 2B FA(r = 0.411~0.500, ps < 0.001), X REEARE 5% F
B R ) B B35 IE A 55 (r = 0.307~0.538, ps < 0.001). FANIKE R, REFXEEHESHASS
AR B H5 B 4R 3 IE A2 (r = 0.341~0.410, ps < 0.001); #FHREEFEFESHE G SR il 283 IEH
J(r = 0.150~0.341, ps < 0.05). X —LER R, TR REREEME, HLESFERREKFHEE.

AR AT S IR, T )L, AR RIBESE R B SR % 35 5 4 )L B MR iR 38 2 30 3 TE A R (r
53179 0.391 1 0.204, p 43711<0.001 #1<0.01); 7EJLFAH, SCRMBEEREREES LT H IR REIHT
BEMI(r 4358 0.112 A1 0.129, ps>0.05). THEJER, ZKRENAELILEART R, AEBEEE 2
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BERBEFFEAR . WAL, LILKEER SR M BESE B AR IR 5 B B3 IEAH R (r 4370 0.194 1 0.183,
ps < 0.05); JL¥ FKEESEE B 5 BEoR B A ik B B W35 TEAH OG(r = 0.223, p < 0.001), 1H 542556 S 44 ik B AH ¢
ANEZE(r=0.091, p > 0.05).

34. REFBESHERENERENBEI ST

3.4.1. % - HFEMNERENY ST

3 - % FEO 1 5 A B AL LS L 1. PhBR BT, S0% - LT, SRR 3% IF M il
MILF IR E (B =0.232, p=0.004); 5235 - &)L, AR E K535 IE M WALk SRR & (B =
0.211,p=0.008), ZJL BMI i35 i [r] Tl 52 53 B¢ 44 ik B (B =—0.181, p = 0.003) . HLAR P AL BT AL BEELEL T
BRI 1) BTN AR IE B 25K . ARSI T, A58 A a6 ) 5 5% 2% 88 35) Y 35 1 1) F30
HE GG . b, 238 - JLT4F, SCEMILT M EARRN 7378 B =0.433 (p <0.001) 1 B=0.302
(p=0.002); A25% - )L, SR LRI F RPN 5 5124 B =0.424 (p < 0.001)F1 B =0.442 (p <0.001).
GERFEW], SOFE - ZT B ) BRI ECNRRE, MR B K SR i, B B SRR K
Rk . BB, (NSE - &) LA SRR 2 LI B AAR R 2 (B = 0.238, p = 0.004), HAREAE
RUSIIIAN 35 (B = —0.064~0.091, ps > 0.05). Z5REKH, FEH NIRRT, (USSR IR A 5 BE 55 5 BEXT
)L B R B AE 1A TRNAE FH IS 20 2 2 KPS YRR T T AR RSAT) 75 45 J5 B A 22 S

a8 RAEAT HI T
A RFE-LFE
n =124
ﬂ REFRE-RF  [=——0433" — BERE-RF R
307 0.272"
0.327 e 005, ) /
\% REFZE-ILF o302 S SRR LT |

B. K-%JLA

n =120
/4 REETE-RE 424 —| BERE-RE R
0.370" 0.200°
- 02380,
O ~ /
\%E%@E-#JL [——o0.442" | BERRE-&L |

e WRSHIACERER . BEE BMIL SR ZHE KT ST ERMNEZT BMI. BT EFRE ST RE: S8R ER
SFEBR, BERRAEFERE; p<0.05 p<0.01, “p<0.001(FFE).

Figure 1. APIM path model of family cohesion and body appreciation in father-child dyads
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Figure 2. Path diagram of the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model for family cohesion and body appreciation in mather-
child dyads
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Table 4. Cross-group invariance tests and comparison of parent-child actor-partner effects across child gender
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