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Abstract 

In this study, research on the study of relationships of the seniors older than 18 females among 

self-reported health status, body image and interpersonal relationships. There were 412 

questionnaires released, and 412 questionnaires were retrieved with a valid retrieval rate of 100%. 

And we use them to analyze four hypotheses by SPSS statistical softarwe 19.0 and AMOS 20 

statistical softarwe to know the fitness of the model and explore correlations among variables.The 

results showed that: The correlation between the body image of female and the self-reported health 

status is positive. The correlation between the self-reported health status of female and the 

interpersonal relationships is positive. The correlation between the body image of female and the 

interpersonal relationships is positive. The self-reported health status is a mediator between the 

body image and the interpersonal relationships. Therefore, the interpersonal relationships of female 

are based on the results of the self-reported health status. If the self-reported health status is going to 

be better and better, and the body image can also predict effectively the interpersonal relationships 

of female. 

Key words: self-reported health status, body image, interpersonal relationships of female 
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