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AL EEHFRIT3 (Parenting Style ) J& 2014 4EA A BOBRPORTE, 48 CRFHSR B K AT WIS,
BAETSEARENE . EXT 2 i B DS A% A BA RZNITH I A5, 35 BN, R 42
i S ZA TR o ENANE A KRR, BRI . B B
wRGH . BEMTE .

HATHAFILEA L H—, SRS R 2 0 ABER, 52t VISR L,
BAF N2 SRR 7 SRR T3 THAR X 32 2005 =, AT A F 5 55 i PR BU7 7 A — e B A R 1

ETNE: tRMEERE “+=R" ML2019FEERIREA (CEAAI078)
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B2 EBE T EEIHE O (Imagery Communication Psychology ) FYFISHISLEE, W& 1 (G5
) o Hob, i (REBRBSINE) , Wik CEorrABEEEE) 1, B HERIARE I,
SR 5 IS G 5 ACREBTR 7 3R s S H AR R UAE ) s, ELRTARIAHEDN , AU R0k
G F R T LA VR IR, S5 T ARG I, el BEBE . Al Ak IX A4
BT RAFRCR . (MR, AR =R — R K R R R0, —
B REFERL GG ANR R —RBSREE RIS AR T 1, e AR

X AN AR M — A S — “ER” o il ERT, BRERENS, R mEONEA,
‘g7 ELEWERAIER, UMRIELR T EERXEOEAAAT, AR BRI R s A
TEHAZALR Y, RN R LB, 2 I BB A O T, TR L0 .
FKEBZRWIEE N ERZ —.

TESE G BEA SN &, LB N T S HEN RN ER I FKEESR, X NELRZ R
LRI, TR MRRR RIS . W IIITLG, e MASAME S B ghiid feh, M
FANTER R B#SNE IS, LANTE HAR Dy RE K8l iR 7ES MR I A b ik 2 BLSe Ak B b . B HsAF)s
TENFSNA R B, S BRI O P R R R G AU SR, TSI — 2 o AL,
FEBZALRPE CIRER, SRR XHZE D), AT LR AR B, @ nT LI )
BIC S NIPS LBV

R, ABFTEHE T =AMBk

H1: BB AR GBI A5 UL LT 5

H2: GERETRE GBI 5 B S RE TR AAIE S USSR R 07 sNSG s SRBE RSB, SCHHEOR
T3 e 5

REERZIRET I, B TR s SCREEIR 7 O AR SRR SR TRTRE IR , S5 AR R

2 HR— ZFEBREHAINRHBFXETSEEHERR

21 #iAER

ARG RO IR R 5 1, EIRAS BRI o FEAS | I e R B I, I A 3R AR
409 fy. Hor, Lotk 225 N (55%) , BiE 184 N (45% ) , 4Pk 18 ~ 35 %, FH44FH% 21.63 £ 2.61 %/
K H SPSS 21.0 Fil Mplus8 #fF, XE&FUEA 700 H ot SRR T, PI2E BT .

FEAR 2 Tt R B B G B . AP SOLE R R AT MBB TR, P E R A% ) & Uk .
guve A RS E R, IO BOREA 387 iy, Hoh, otk 188 A (49%) , HPE199 N (51%) , %
18 ~ 50 %, F-H4EHE 22.00£3.35 % . — 5, BEHLHEILH 50 20T E I . AR s 5
TR RE G GBI 0 IR —BOPEAF BE . FiE BE 5 30RO

22 WHRIE
KL TE GBI o3 W R 280 . KSR RN [ FRoME A = ANZERE Mo P b SO LZE IR L 22 9 ) 35
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EATHR ., P ER ARG TR, DL TP [ RS A AR 835, 0 3l k=4 R A AL AR
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FIEBL PG ( Family Imagery Projection Test ) , H1460Z (2018 )B4, 94N H , ¥ Mad 1R 246 |
MARFE RN H ML =GR . W45 55 BT LGP E T T, 161 ~ 5 3 Z MR T AR o3 (8,
oy, FoR AR AR

H S L WO K28 1 ) 35 48 1T B (The Chinese version of Revised Adverse Childhood Experience
Questionnaire ) , H FHIZEH A (2018) A4, It 14 MR H, WIEMATE 18 % ZHIHEZ M EHE . 417,
OBR L AT A SR A A R . SRAT 0 ~ 1PN, Ao, R LML I .
BT, NSO B R EC 0.86,

e [ K LA )45 8T 2T ( Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory brief version ) , H F#ii&E A (2011 )
Wk, 40 4N5H, BFEI I E . AT UM TRRCERME A AN . RS S (12 “5%E
BAFEE” 60 AR ), BAESA S, R AR o AR,
FENER—BPE(R R R ECh 0.77.

474 [ FeHE & 3 ( Tennessee Self—Concept Scale ) , H1#%2% (Fitts, 1965) Zifhl, #RFBA (1980)
AR SEIT, L7055 H 4R HIRIAR L A3 AIRAT S A EE YRR RT3 (18 58
AR, 5k “SEAMRE” ), arEoliE, FRoRH AFRMESACEEE R T o AdRgE T, T
—EUHEEE R ECh 087

23 WRER

23.1 MERXSE

A E LT e S = o N W A D S 7 i i S O = i L A B 3 7 e W v = D U W f =Ty
RS, AT A k0. G5R R, WAPRAES 5 H A 2R (p<0.001) , &
HZ I 5 A X AR iR, 205, SRR OCH: , X GE R 5 & 2% HA5-40 5 6
ST, ZIHICECN 0.28 ~ 0.59 (p<0.001) o P56 EA R IFR95 H X 43R .

2.3.2 ZESH

XS — Ut Y 409 AR BAEHATIRRIER R 00T, RITERSG ik . IESCHee K 223k
PEBOE M2, ARG T ARER e N Z5H: (1) &K H RBETE— NS LRk (2) Eiz48% L,
WA HEFEMAKT 040; (3) KHRE-ABEER ERAER, RIELLbrE, RELH91M%H,
26 BB AIUAE R . BIZRITHERE T, P4 L B SR R 1Y 58% .

FERIEIRRNE N Z BT R IERE -, X4 HIFF IR N F o, 250 %], SMpR
Ql. Q4. Q7 )5, &M A B (x*(6)=9.506, p=0.147, CFI=0.981, TLI=0.953, RMSEA=0.04,
SRMR=0.02, &4 REL p<0.001 ) o SR SAELIAEEE (Q2. Q3) . AMFRBAER (Q5. Q6) , Jf
W25 = YR RE R 24 0 SCRERESAERE (Q8. Q9) , Fh6 M H. R, GG HA RAFAIE5HRUE,
mE 1R
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Figure 1 Confirmatory factor analysis of family imagery projection test

233 FERE

AR, KEEZZRISMEE Cronbach’s @ RECH 042, — 1 HJE, 50 AP0 HMZE LR,
HIMFEEEHN 0.67 (p<0.001) o FZIGGEA BT Iy I ] 1R E P o

2.34 RARRERE

FIEBZA I AR SOLEIA RETIRBBITIR . hER ARG RE R XA . 7 QRS
RO, Wik o, b, REZEZBGHE 205 5 ILEA R ED 80 &4
A BB G, MIOEREUE —0.21 ~ -0.17 (p<0.001) , RIJLEEHIAN R Z #3206 MU ;
IARFETTAE B 5 R A A AE B A DG ERR 22 s ACBIMEA 2 B2 5 04 A A 10 By . S 4ERER 034
FEIFAHSG, HAHKREAE 0.14 ~ 021 (p<0.01) , B AFRHESHFM , ACREESMBWR, B 1 AT
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F 1 BERBEEBHIREBS SRR ZBMMEXSH (n=387)
Table 1 Correlation analysis between the scores of each dimension and the total score of the scale

and each criterion (n=387)

JUKERZ % NFEFE ACEERE R By

By -0.21" -0.07 -0.22"" -0.25™

o JLEMERZM -0.18™ -0.04 -0.20™ 021"
LEFFRES KIEHEA K 017" -0.10" -0.19™ -0.23™
Hophigibg 021" 0.01 -0.16" 021"

A -0.04 -0.07 0.02 0.01

T2 -0.13" -0.01 -0.10" -0.12"

KIENHE JEEE 0.15" -0.05 0.06 0.08
FFcbE 0.01 -0.25 0.02 0.44

BAE 0.11" 0.23 0.05 0.09

By 0.20"" 0.04 0.18™ 0.217

g A EEi?NG 0.17"" 0.03 0.14” 0.17"
A3 Ik 017" ~0.003 0.14” 0.16"
AFRAT3N 0217 0.08 021" 025"

E: p<0.05, #p<0.01, #F5p<0.001,

3 WMiR= FREEREXBHFAAHHEXXRRAR

3.1 #idfliEm

AHFTRBOT (EEURE, FEln 3R R, A RREAR 316 1. Hp, &t 1724 (54% ) , A
P 144 %45 (46% ) , 4FI% 18 ~ 55 %, EXJIFIR 24.84 +6.40 &,

32 WHRIEA

FRE BRI, [FBFE—.

LHEFEH H X PEM & % (Egma Minnen av Bardndosnauppforstran ) , 1 A % 7 %5 A ( Perris et al.,
1980) S, EmARSFEAN (1999) BIFEIT. ZROQTPDTHE. ,\EP \%ﬁ%%ﬂi 58 AT H
R RZSAHERE (RSB . BRAR; AT s b T el HE4 . R 5 B3R
WRILSTATH, R AR (R 8%, ST, J iy Tﬁé’é\ E\WA; S, s W
Zal) Y ARG, NS E B R AR 0.85.

3.3 WHRER

331 FREBEZRMBMAIFR
KPR G BE R ST RSSO0, 255 4 2 PR,
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#2 REBRSKHMIAESITER (1=3816)
Table 2 Descriptive statistical results of family imagery (n=316)

Min Max M SD
KEER 10 30 21.50 4.13
L 2 10 6.74 1.83
NG LR 2 10 7.23 2.33
ACBIA 2 10 7.53 2.07

332 FEBZRSXBHEFEFRXHXER
Y EZRE R MBS NS e AT A a0, Sh e 3 s,

#*3 REBRERHEESXSEFAXNSEENEXIH (1=316)
Table 3 Correlation analysis between each dimension of family imagery and each dimension of

parenting style (n=316)

M SD RERL JURERZY ) N s AL
SCE—IH IR E . HfE 52.47 10.90 0.09 0.03 -0.10 0.26™
SCE—TET . DY 17.84 7.26 -0.26™ 0217 -0.11" -0.21"™
L p—idsr T 20.67 430 -0.07 -0.06 -0.03 -0.06
A E— 12 5.99 6.10 -0.13" -0.16" -0.15" 0.05
SCE—HEY . AN 9.19 3.61 027" -0.20™" -0.13" -0.22""
A FE—d AR 10.27 3.00 0.01 -0.04 0.04 0.01
FlE—IE R IR . B 60.18 11.27 0.14" 0.08 -0.02 0.23™
HE—d T R 32.45 6.63 0.01 -0.01 0.09 -0.08
BEE—fE4s . A 12.58 4.84 -0.30™ -0.19™ -0.15" -0.26™
BEE—ES . 13.05 5.08 032" -0.22"" -0.15" —-0.28""
Bl E—RZ 5.96 6.03 -0.12" -0.16" -0.14 0.05

E: #p<0.05, *#p<0.01, *##p<0.001,

143 AT, RIEER B S SOCR—EN] . D7, SOR—mEwal, SOR—IEYS | ik, BoE—E4Y
N, BRG] T, BRI O R B DG, SRR . PR R R IEANC

BEIG, ARBERER ST B A AL B0 AR R, 0 LASCREEGR 7 AR & AR BO RS B, 4%
WP AR . HEKEREAR R, BEATIRDE Y, AR 4 RIS PR .

4 REBREHEESXFEFARNSEENLRZH (1=316)
Table 4 Regression analysis of each dimension of family imagery and each dimension of father’s

parenting style (n=316)

L F, F, Fy F, Fs Fy
SCHL
B B B B yej B
. AR
PR 0.01 -0.21™ -0.27 -0.08 -0.21™ -0217"
A -0.17" -0.08 -0.12" 0.06 -0.01 -0.09
HE K -0.01 -0.17" -0.07 0.14° 0.13" -0.19™

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601009 Www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc
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. 8‘7 .
25 F, F, 3 F, Fs Fs
B B B B B B
F0 ERUN

PUR AR 2L ) 0.02 -0.13" 0.02 -0.14" -0.11" -0.03
KA -0.13" -0.04 -0.01 -0.12" -0.07 0.07
A BJAE A 0.29™ -0.17" -0.03 -0.08 -0.17" 0.02
R’ 0.10 0.14 0.09 0.06 0.14 0.08
AR 0.08 0.03 0.001 0.01 0.03 0.001
F 7.16™" 1035 6422 466" 9.847" 590"

E R ARXF—RRE BB RAXFER R, BARF—E5 T, B, AR F— R EHK, F AR F—
%, TN, F ARXF—EERY , #<0.05, *p<0.01, *4p<0.001,

#5 REBSKEHESEFEEFAXSZEENDASH (7=316)
Table 5 Regression analysis of each dimension of family imagery and each dimension of mother’s

parenting style (n=316)

A M, M, M, M, M;
B B B B B
£ AR
5 -0.003 -0.14" -0.07 -0.08 -0.11"
AEHA -0.17" -0.18™ -0.08 -0.02 -0.07
HH K- 0.12 -0.08 015" -0.17™ -0.12°
FH ERY
BURERZ:Y i 0.04 0.002 -0.11" -0.13" -0.13"
PN 2RI -0.06 0.12 -0.08 -0.08 -0.11"
AR 0.25™ -0.07 -0.22"" -0.25™ 0.08
R 0.09 0.06 0.12 0.14 0.06
AR 0.06 0.004 0.05 0.06 0.01
F 6.88"" 4.59™ 8.43" 10.15™ 472"

E: M, AFF SR, B, M, AFF—3TF . SKP, M, AFF—EL. Tk, M, AFFER
P, My AFFE—REHR, #<0.05, ¥p<0.01, **¥p<0.001,

SEREW], ACRERE S 3 0E ) SO AR — I R . B, BR—IEEERE . H# (p<0.001) ,
TP R—AES] . M, AOR—E4E . N, BER—EA . mIN, BER—IEST. ™05 (p,=0.001,
p,=0.025, p;<0.001, p,<0.001 ) ; AMEHET b 3 0 1) F0 A SE— NG Rz . PR, AR —Mm e plial, BhE—
fZwt (p=0.017, p,=0.019, p,=0.045) , IEEFMEEE—LEE T oS ERP (p=0.025) ; SHER
0 & 2 B I PO QSRR L DT, SOR— MO, SOR—EL . TN, BRI AN, BRI
FT, BEE— IR EGR (p,=0.017, p,=0.012, p,=0.030, p,=0.043, ps=0.011, p=0.018 ) . &% 2 FA ..

4 HR= BRMWEFEEAGTREHEER

41 #aal
TSR R A0, DIRIERGX AR E . BRI 5T 36 #4524 (P4 R BOF48

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601009
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ARSI ), AZ A, JO“EH AR FRPR AL IS, ARz Ho R 3, 78 T Hd T fe e vk
WAL, BOEBITA TS0, AR EE S 29 AP MR & Hsege x4, Hep, B4
% (14% ) , L2544 (86% ) , 4 18 ~ 26 %, PRI 21.71£1.97 %,

42 WHRIEA

ABFGER A BT E I PP i R RBFSE X SRR B M T A BEA TIEAY , SR JH A TN M) 4 |
BB AITER . WA AT ER . APRCRGE IR, DURE SN =nds, H8CHF: I
SRR R

FRENNE, dAPRESOR (1999) g, 3616 N5 H, R4 90850, s ARG A
WIFM AT, fBorli, AFREGKCOERE o AR, NS 240 0.93,

FIEAWEZER, H Zung (1971) Fifl, EAEFAER EIF (1984) Bk, 120 M&H, R 4 HiT57r,
FEPFE I E R SCRER 1 BT . A5, FRKEE 0 AR, BBt R
A 0.76,

AR EPFEE 2, S E AL TR 22U ( Zung, 1965 )4, 31 20 NGRS B, 455 Rk Fi AR IR |
ARRTERRAS . RS 1 sl P R RHIAR G O BB X PULTREIR A PEAL . SR 4 G4y, 1540k, kK
Sl L AW, N REC 0.92,

ANPRRREGG W, HHEHA (1999) Fifl, 328 M&H, WIFsCIREEH . 5ChRek . Ff
NI DA SRS, SRH S sy, 808, ABRSCRINPEE™E o A5, HNEH
—HMEFRECH 0.85.

& 2 X 7 24, LT (1998 ) 45 & TR E AR Sl 320 N, ALFRFRR N X R A%
REXTPAHERE, SR 4 BOT5r 7 o B4 BN X ) 3 B 25 T A Bk g AR, A, X X
B YL AR, NS R B 0.80,

43 tHRIEE

TETPUESLIAEATHT, SCoCIERBORIEREE, RO AP L, AFRENNE . RIEA
PR MEB AR APPSR R ISWHE RN 5 D A, AR 2 T I sl A B2
FR07 P, KL RACREEGR 7 S5 o BERD , % pa St — A 10, 2t 4 A S GO0 TR A T,
FRRFFLE 30 ~ 50 404, fEdR)o— R TS AU, XS Em, PR & T T a3, IR
T USROS R X AR AT FUCR .

PR B R S8 A T8 4 5 A RE R T 0 AR RO R R [R) 7 TREEA T, AR TR R e . IR 2
L B R RS AR 5T

4.4 THRER

AT AT TR 5 0 A REER T NP A4, A0 6 Bizs o SRITTBCXTREAS ¢ 46286, X #7070
NG — g . BORRY, ACR—FRARBE . B 2 BT (1=-2.09, p=0.045) , BlE—E4E

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601009 Www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc
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BUGRE TR (1=2.48, p=0.019) , UL BRI AE M B AR ACRE, SR Z A2 31 542
BRI RGERE, W ACREOR T SR 5 sz b ) T AR

6 FHRIREXSHFAFITNHMBRESET (71=29)

Table 6 Descriptive statistics of parenting style evaluation before and after intervention (n=29)

A M SD
82— AR . T e oy P
RIS, L 14 iy
QR B g e
SR ifi, Ak ﬁi%? 56 iy
3SR FO e g 6
R T e 058 i
it Ak igg posd it
BB . P iiﬁéif 0 o
R B L o T

FEHZ IR TWRATIE, 0 AIREGKT . AR . AR . APRCRIFE, DL %t
T, ke 7 . A5RE I, WX A IARER AN Oy AT AR, A TREGUKE R
B (1==3.32, p=0.002) , FEERE B EBKEIC (=213, p=0.042) , AFrXEZREIEZFH > (=3.10,
p=0.004) . AT, FEGZEBEBRT RS, BAFEAMAZ B SCREEER 5 2000 1 H 52 A5 31— B2 1
55, BURGEMSE]—E B goR . i% 3 AT .

7 FHARHRSOCRETHHER ST (1=29)
Table 7 Descriptive statistics of changes in physical and mental status of subjects before and after

intervention (n=29)

EEi& U AR IR PGS SENEN JEX 755X
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
THIRG 4345 7.21 44.40 8.55 42.38 8.99 9.00 4.87 14.66 6.07
THUG  46.00 7.40 43.23 8.37 39.38 8.82 7.21 5.18 15.83 3.98

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0601009
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5 g

51 RESREGINRIESRIEITRUEFIE

KIEB GBS Z GBS, BENE R FRAR GBSO ARG pRofis, (H AR — b5
AR NSRRI Z A RARSCHE, Q2R I& H Z IR RARSCE sy, I A2 AR TR YRR BT, DU
Ab—EerEm o (HNE— B R B A H B AR AR TR, OnT7E S T AR B, N AE—
ERE LSH AR BRIBITR RSB, (U5 6 4 H, 3 AM4ERE, RS S8
# 2% B SRIBME AR, B S (HHSE, RS PR 1A T2 X SR BN 46 i) — R AL H, AT LR
LGN35 TR

TER UL T, WFFEEIC T P SOLFEIA B2 BT TR, o DR T A 9] 4 ) =R
ANPY [ TS R S ARAR SR, SRS R B T R 2 . AR, LR AR
SRR RACHR IR . AR, RIS RIS YR A R AORR ORISR, (SR 4
JES RIS TCREAMIE . — T, RICAAE IG5 AME (05 THCZ i ST, X T R
SATHARIEA -2, HS AR PE VR AR ST 7 o AR R
FENRPOAT IR AL OB, Hi, PRI AR SR A —E BRI . 5 —Trir, 2
T RGO BB AS R 7328 St b, AN RERIR AR A HEEAFAE RAFRIM DR R, JFAJE
SRR BUBAERR ,  HOR T AR S HEBEA U B AR sl Al . fan, R PR IEIT “WER5” R AT
U IR AT S v RSB, SRS et AR A O BIDR S TR AR BR 7 LZE ], A1 FRAR I RE 55
(UBERZ WS ) |, ARREEIF ARSI PR AR M " BRMLT “WERE" KM
PEFIFRMEAR, WIGAERaE A OB RS AR RE ), O Mg R T & .

52 ZFEBRSRXRBHAADIBERKR

REA (2021) WK T —MRREERE SRR ESR, 519 MAERLhE B2l
IS, BV, K EC SN — b, b, BRI — B TR, W
BIETER A — R B, e R sz s AR AN, X NRGES T ke 1R
RIREEAERRE,  “frE” UGRERE IAFEN A CRRER AL, BB M W U
JEAE R 4 A SRR SN AR o IR SERRI, R RS R Ty AU e, RIEE S (B
SR BL) MUBRBLERE, 7RIS (MBS ) Mibl; Rz, ARERCHETR I A e E 2 h5e
2R, RIS, BB 2 IR R WORSEES, TR, R BRSNS .

BCGAEERIE - PO FE RGBT & ZIEIA, RIER - NERMAIL RS, HrhsA
S Z [BIAH ESE M FIAR SR . S EE R GG AN R 2 UCRZEE AL A FIIIRE, ANZRBESE] , TRt
AR o X LR R 2 M G BE A 2 [T B G 2R ST BRI 0, TS 2 7L i) O SRR A R

53 ZFESROBFETFHIAR
RettA N, SRR IR SR, AL AR MR BB R R R, TR R
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fLO BRI ENAR 7, RWIERAR T BURERCR IR . RISk, ORI A T
TLHETRE . PR BEIEIA A GO, BB EREIEm . Frid, fETHprsessr, il
BRI, AR T MR 5 I FESZ 1, IF5 1R 5858 B BECE ST AR S T
RS, BEERE U RE TR MAEOC R, EREREM R s ", ISR [ {500
AL, IS5 @RI AR 7 I R ITE IR . 33 5 IR SR 45 3 —80 7 .

54 WHRATBEREE

(1) ZARMIAE RS, AT R A5 G R A DN 56 v A R A B TG B 2 Ak, 13
W2 e P AE IR A5 ST vl DL EDH s BOE N SIS RS, JFiE— BT RE ER BN,
VISR T HAZ S AR o

(2) WREAATEMR 22 0 ERWFFE P 9 [ 46 A O AR T R BEALIBORE . WFRFEAR Z MR R A, [R5t
PR, HARM AR ZORER U0 . (OB B AT L s AF5E = i gl i i 4> FOR B X IR, 25
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The Psychometric Assessment of the Family Imagery Projection
Test and Its Application in Parenting Style Intervention

Research

Yang Handi Wang Yinuo Dou Wenjuan Yuan Yuan

Department of Psychology, School of Sociology and Psychology, Central University of Finance and Economics,
Beijing

Abstract: Based on the theory and practice of Imagery Communication Psychology, this paper conducted
the first revision and measurement evaluation of the Family Imagery Projection Test, and explored the
application of the test in the intervention of parenting style. Study 1 examined the reliability and validity
of the test, and the results showed that the test had good item discrimination and construct validity, with
a retest reliability of 0.67 at a one-month interval, a correlation coefficient between experience dimension
and adverse childhood experiences of -0.21 ~ -0.17, and a correlation coefficient of parental concept
dimension and self-concept of 0.14 ~ 0.21. Study 2 aimed to validate the correlation between family
imagery and parenting styles. Study 3 employed a repeated measures design, implementing a one-week,
four-session group intervention focusing on family imagery with 29 participants. The results indicated
a positive correlation between family imagery and parenting styles, suggesting that more positive family
imagery is associated with healthier parenting styles. The family imagery intervention effectively mitigated
the negative impact of parenting styles on individuals and enhanced positive influences. This suggests that
the Family Imagery Projection Test can be used to measure parenting styles. The implementation of short-
term intervention around family imagery can improve the negative impact of parenting styles to a certain
extent, promote the physical and mental health of individuals, and contribute to individual growth.

Key words: Imagery communication psychology; Family imagery; Rojective test; Parenting style; Short-

term intervention
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