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Abstract

This paper aims to explore the trait and influencing factors of in-law relationship. Methods: The
In-law Relationship Scale had been applied to collect data from 263 couples. Regression analysis
showed that the parent support significantly predicted the relationship between son-in-law and fa-
ther-in-law (p = 0.21, p < 0.01), marital quality predicted the relationship between son-in-law and fa-
ther-in-law (§ = 0.17, p < 0.05), woman as the main contributors to the family negatively predicted the
relationship between son-in-law and father-in-law (f§ = -0.29, p < 0.01); parent support significantly
predicted the relationship between son-in-law and mother-in-law (§ = 0.21, p < 0.01), marital quality
predicted the relationship between son-in-law and mother-in-law (§ = 0.25, p < 0.01), marriage nega-
tively predicted the relationship between son-in-law and mother-in-law (g = -0.12, p < 0.05); parent
support (8 = 0.36, p < 0.01), marital quality (f§ = 0.35, p < 0.01), and first marriage (8 = 0.32, p < 0.01)
significantly predicted the relationship between daughter-in-law and father-in-law; parent support (8
=0.22, p < 0.01), no debt ( = 0.11, p < 0.05), and marital quality (§ = 0.35, p < 0.01), the degree of the
origin-family rapport ( = 0.14, p < 0.01) significantly predicted the relationship between daugh-
ter-in-law and mother-in-law; parents excessive interference (§ =— 0.13, p < 0.05), living with wom-
an’s parents (8 =— 0.13, p < 0.05) will negatively predict the relationship between daughter-in-law
and mother-in-law. The relationship between mother-in-law and daughter-in-law is the tensest rela-
tionship among the four groups of in-laws. Based on actor-partner interdependence model, it was
found that both husbands’ and wives’ marital quality significantly predicted their in-law relationship,
and marital quality also significantly predicted their spouses’ in-law relationship for wives but not for
husbands. In-laws are affected by many factors; the degree of in-laws’ parents’ support, marital qual-
ity and the living condition of the family can predict in-laws’ relationship.
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1. 5|15

WPERRFBEAREHERR. WMIFRAR. AERR. LU R (Serewicz & Claire, 2008). HHzE X
FAE HHBUFE T USRI BT L I — FRRRER N PR G R, B R AIEMEGYEAE B Itk DA E R AR T
FOUESE T R AFBIARSE ¢ 200 T 4R A W0 B A 1 Z 1052 mifE (e 55, 2015; Bryant et al., 2001;
Salvador, 1974), TiXFgZMaMASEC R KRR R TP I B WoE R REA E A R — 10
AT E, RN AR ABRES) . G0 S FEH .

FRAETF AR NI R R I AR, HAN NFR TR R ISE S R E R R . H AR SRR
FBELERE, AF AL G WS AR P 1 Lo R R RE R 55 PR A B PR B A HLAR 55 IR AN T B 45 52 B (Koyano, 2010;
Zhen & Merril, 2008). {HiT JL14FERk R EM 2K AE T EXRIBN, WRE T RIFMEE T, iR
B A BE A2 N T, K 1 QIS L iE B IR TAE, SR s rt, e 7
L VEAE SR RE A E P LA B F1(Zhang, 2015; Han & Yoon, 2004). vk, Bk T Bl R HE sk E H AR
JEAC BRI A SCRE, AHACT IR MA K BE, JiAE 7L B 25 5 3R A5 T 22 1) BE R SR R R AR SE K & (Clara, 2015).
IR, TEX—MRABR R R T R, BB AT R B A2 5 BE 2 R AN A I N B o6 RSP (HFI255, 2019;
TelF5E, 2020), DRIGARSE G RAIE N —FPREsR AN BROC R AT RE B2 2 B A K EE R RE . IbAh, B LS
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MK, WSEX R R TR e, TAH LIS 5K RE FRUS 2 RE T 16 B0 22 (R K B2 TR, DR LG A e A 2 T ) 4
IRFTRESCIAASE R R o 2R BRTIR, A TORE R2 M W58 08 R I NI IR AME T N MR 5K =B
AT, JFAEGREERAY . ISR AR RIS .

NBR BB 56 6 R R S P BB — 3R . A0 e B AN BR T AN I A B ORIR D T B AE R R
A 2 NPRASAE R I EEE S DARTE T R T R da e, W03 SRR AT 4 9 W B A4 1) SRR 4 1 1) T 4R
5% & (Conger et al., 2001; Verbrugge & Chan, 2008). 5 X RHIFREM SRR, RITHEHE ARIAK
FKEEMIE, AT SR MR, — S [E A RHYACK L IR E1E T X REE— A 7,
I A SR R TN ) R, ACRER G RIS BE T IAT A . KERGIERINALBHERE =748 1%
553 )L 4 USR] B 218N T W35S R 19 R 5K M (Suzanne & Ronald,1998). BRIt 4h, LS R EEW
I BEE 2 5 AT F L AR AR i . BFFC R R BB 60911 L2k R A 5 0 535 S REAE 5 AE — e i Je 3
J£ F3(Apter, 2010), {H 55— T 50 g H 08 X5 AR P B A7 B A6 b AT 1 B8 22 PR B AL 2 5 1 1 000 22
4855 % (Woolley & Greif, 2018).

FROPNETPSE FWNNER IS VO =X (Bl i S sk a7 REnEZ NP E WIS - A EE B
RAMIKIE. KERFIRHI T HKEER R Z B PR RZNEANFEf e EEE Y, REUAERAES
M SGVE T WS OC R U A B (2 (Lee, 2012), SRTIHRYE 5 RE R Sr LR WS UR IR 7R AT 520 AR B AR5 5%
o BRINFKEEN—DRG, WEERRTTREAMUNSZ R B S USRI, 0] 5832 2N AR LS 40 &
(PIREM o PR ACHIT U4 DA B0 S 0 Wt B G I 2 MR LA R AR R 25 SRR T RO TR R ZE G R
HHAT AL B . TR SR BRI AN AR . A B EL2h LB 8 40 o 2 %o G5 6 2R PR R/ F

2. MREFHE
2.1. IRIR

R A RKidE, Bl I AREHIX RS 583 L OIS RES HIAE, KR
BRI 42 4, Z2 R ARUCEL RIS iR 45 39 17, S 2N ml A 2L v 45 526 177, Bl 263 X, A 24 W% 90.22%.
S5 T (2015) bR e, G5WS 1~3 SRR ZENBEIMEE A 5 SN 1] 36.90%, 4~6 4R FEANHEL
WA 5 SN 5 30.80%, 7~20 AR RZFEARKMER A SN 1 (5 32.30%.

22. ffIRI R

221 IRFRXRER

AW 5T R FH = e 17 (2015) 258 N 2o (1R 515 56 2R 1) 656 WS 6 R AT & . SR OG Rl 45 20 MM2% B
PR, KA 4 gk, W “BEATFE” L 1 08 “SEARFE” 0 4 7, /A EEERRIESE X RisE
B, M. 2R, ZERGERL, SRR, WEXR. AERRKEEX RN Cronbach a &
K 0.86. 0.86. 0.89 & 0.91.

222 IBIAREE

A TR US R WL SZ B2 R (SMPS) KM U5 U0 57 = 1A T I &2t o G050 5 WSR2 =2 R (SMPS) e 3 A
R, 3520 M HMR, Hp SAKRTORNRELS), RKEKRLRIWR; ZEERH 7 A5,
M “SEERFFE” AL 1 48] “REFE” BT 4 ZERNESIHHE T XN KRELIRN T B9 IR ER
F IR R Uk R ZE i R DR -, 9k v U 2 A G = SO0 A T R 7 o 8 R 56 WL S 4R T #2219 Cronbach
o RE0CN 0.84.

2.2.3. AO¥HEFR
1) N NFFFRAEFR
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AHFERE THARRES AR b s Ao, AEME. BEAG. KELU o, Hp
X AR BEL T TTRR R 2R 15 5 B A L E R e Bt 1 E otk . REERE . RAEFERBCRK
BE, FEEMME: WORZEE, FKIEAMN; HIRFKEE, KRR, BOREE, KR—JrEtt), RENmAT
o BERE, RTBIEE.

2) NBrHahfats

P T OARC RSB IS IR SRR AR . BEAR SR MA R TR L . LSRR L o

2.3. ARB*E

i [ AR R N P22 BORAI ISR OC SR8, 2 spss22.0 A1 Amos23.0 X #dfa #EAT 4t i 43-#r o
3. &R
3.1. FEIEFXARELE

ISR R G W E T Z 08T, XA R FIGE R RIEAT R, SRR ARIMIESERRER
W%, F=472, p<001l. #— ST HFEHREAI, BEXABIEERTHE. XK. AMEXRE
5r(ps < 0.05), AWEXREBFEMMTHEE WEFK RSG5 (ps < 0.05), HUEK RAMGT R R H LG
Ze o E— B I T A Y R 2 T ZE A, XN R R A SR OC R AT LU, B e B
ZREE F=13.08, p<0.01, WSEEMERNZERIEGRERREG S LEER . SRIE L.

Table 1. Different test of in-law relationship

1L REXRNERGE

M (n = 263) SD (n = 263) F (n=263) BER H
BUERRLS 60.02 9.48 - ac’, ad™
WRUE K R sy ° 59.64 7.36 - bd™
NERFR S 58.62 8.38 - ac”, cd”
KRN 57.20 10.31 472" ad™, ab", ac”

¥: p<0.05, "p<0.01, LT,

3.2. MAKIR. ABREE). 1ERRE SEFEXRHEX

MRGEREY: HEFRRS AW B ES MAGSI SRR . ISR BAFAE IEAR G, ST
TERFE T E RS« FRAESE RN, 5207 R RIE 5 S0k RAFAE DA G IR R R G IR AL
BEXAMAGSIRSCRFREE . EUS IR BAFAE LA G, SUbe . 5y KB REAERMR, AERRS
AEMGE WIS, RSB S AR SCRF R RE . RS IR A7 72 IEAR 0 5 JRUAE SRR SCREA AL, B A&
BRGSO TR AR AR OO BEIRR AR S BB HIUS . BOAR SRS U 1) STRFREFE |
TGS BT RAFAEIEA R, 5 RAFEE XA, SEAHR BRI IR TR . 507 SCRHRME
FAAESUSG . TR SR M APt 5 SR AR QB 2B AR BN R G R I B Mk, S5 2R LA 2.

Table 2. Correlation analysis of individual traits interpersonal interaction marital quality and in-law relationship

F2. MR ABRED, SIRRE SRR X ROEXSH

[HRAR  WERR AERAR EERA

EIION 013" 0.09 0.04 0.06
KL HERREO= £HAR 0.08 0.02 022" 0.22"
TR FARO = A 11E) 0.08 0.11 0.04 0.16"
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Continued
KEE B AR 5K e R E TR (0 = IR F B LT TR ) -0.32" -0.05 -0.05 0.01
DAL W7 $E N FRE T HE TR (0 = R FKRE T DTk 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.01
RYERE 0.02 0.05 0.08 0.03
FEEAM(0 = ZKBEMIE) -0.17 -0.13 -0.23" -0.23"
iij RBEE S0 = FEERIEE) 0.12 -0.08 -0.08 -0.12
—HEM IR REQO = IEEAE) 0.08 0.02 0.01 -0.03
RMAET 0= JEME) 0.03 0.02 -0.09 -0.12
gt -0.03 -0.16" 0.08 0.03
B0 = AERIUE) 0.03 0.05 0.38" 0.15"
B3 52 8 3 5 00 1) S R e 0.37" 0.35" 0.41" 0.45"
BCAB AL BEXS FAS A ) 2 -0.23" -0.13 -0.18" -0.24"
A 5 B SCRFFIE(0 = %0 KK HE B R £F) 0.02 0.04 -0.16" -0.03
e SRR = B S BT 024" 014" -0.10 022"
T LA 4 0.37" 0.38" 0.49" 0.48™

¥: p<0.05"p<001.
¥ FKEEEETRE OEIRAL K EE TR . T2 R LTI . O IR R EE E B TR s R A 5 A X0 SR AN
REEREEAN ., HoERREB . DR HSERRE—J it R E RO K E MR R 50 FKERREHE . 54 KERRFFEE.

33 MARR. ABRED. BERESEFXRNEEASH

R IAR ISR, YA BB RIE EE vk . AR E R R R BO AR SR MA LS I
SCHFPEE S BCARASCREXT MASS IR T REE . 50 ORFRIE . RIS ROy A AR, DR R NN
ARRHATZ e AT, PSS R? = 0.28; LAUSES . FOMRACBESCRRRE . FWUS U BN A R, LUK
KENHAL R Z 0BRGN, G R =017, UHBEME. BEARERXELRAM, VIS, KHE
SCBPXSAMARUS SRR . BCACBEXRT R AREE . 5 7 BRI . ERUSWRE VAR, ALK
KAENFBERTZ 0BG, RS R =039 LEHAME. AR FAEFEXEELRAR. ¥
U5 BCABASCBEXT AN A IR SR FE < BLAB S SIS RERE . 507 SRR . WL AR b o AR &
LEESE G 2 N R AR AT 2 e A4 H7, %8S R =33, 45U 3.

Table 3. Regression analysis of personal traits, interpersonal interaction, marital quality and four kinds of in-law relationships
3. MAFR. ABRED. IBIERE S MMIEFXRAE DS

Beta p Beta p Beta p Beta p
Tt - - - - - - 0.11 <0.05
BCAB AR BE - 2L TR -0.29 <0.01 - - - - - -
i - - -0.12 -0.05 - - - -
IS - - - - 0.32 <0.01 - -
PC AR AL BEXH A (AU 0 11 S 4 0.21 <0.01 0.21 <0.01 0.19 <0.01 0.22 <0.01
PC AR AL BEXS A (A A 4R 1) 05 - - - - - - -0.13 <0.05
5277 SRR - - - - - - -0.13 <0.05
TGS Ao i 0.17 <0.05 0.25 <0.01 0.35 <0.01 0.27 <0.01
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BYEREALE R SR, BB 95 BE £ ZEoTikaE vl DU TS5 45 ¢ R (B = —0.29, p < 0.01), AL
BEGFAN AR USRS FFFL I AT DAIE A T 545 55 22(B = 0.21, p < 0.01), = WSS 4 5 5 AT LA IE i 0 435 465 5%
Z(B=0.17, p<0.05); G&EE T LG ) T AX 45 5 R (B = —0.12, p = 0.05), FC AR S BESF AR UE WA 1) 2 FFFEFE
AT LLIE (A P AR 45 5% 2 (B = 0.21, p < 0.01), - WLAS A 51 & 7T LA IE [m] TN AK 45 55 22 (B = 0.25, p < 0.01). L1t
RIENALE R B R, WG] PAIE [ T AR R (B = 0.32, p < 0.01), Aol BES ARSI A S FFFEEE AT DL
TR A GER FR (B =0.19, p < 0.01), F WA 5 & 1T LA IE [ Filill A 4858 & (B = 0.35, p < 0.01); JLfifiin]
DAIE [ T 224806 5 (B = 0.11, p < 0.05), FC A AL BEXT AN A 48 4 ) SCRFRE EE m] LA IE ] P02 4606 R (B = 0.22,
p<0.01), FECAEHACBEXSAMALSUR 0TI FE T PSR ) S0 2508 5C R (B = —0.13, p < 0.05), 577 S BEFEE
AT DR ) R 208 58 AR (B = —0.13, p < 0.05),  F= WL AS 4R T & 0] LAIE [7) T 2248 2C &R (B = 0.27, p < 0.01) .

3.4. EVUSHREARME: EREHESH

FRE [ENH 25 T ORI, RIES E I E S W 5 22l T R o6 R, — D R AR E A
PR RS 56 I ZEUS = WL 1R o7 22 0) FL O AR A5 5% R I AR o LA S SRR ZE 1 2 W A8 40 ol = >y T A% £
SCRANFE T ISR R VE NS RAR R & F R AR IR, 45 RRIBIAS R I /df = 0.969, IFI =1,
CFI=1,RMSEA =0, W 1 Ffrm. SIS LA A0 T 200 B 5 B AR5E 8 R 35 B A 2 2 1 1F m) Tt
YEF, B 22710 3 ULAS U 5 550 SU IR (AR 55 5% F A A8 S 35 (0 TR [ o/ 7 S 3 W48 4 o 0 221
URSE R RAEAE RS PR, B SC IR ANZE T 1) 32 L AS A0 5 2 06F 4% 1 2535 5% R 047 7 3 1 2 AR 38
1M R A E USR8 5 LI UASE ¢ R A7 TE B35 R AR R

St KR 021 StoktmzE N\ 012
= x& 0.82 X
0.72 0350.08

EFIEEEN 062 o BTIEE O\
R x5 g

Figure 1. The predictive effect of subjective marital quality of husband and wife on in-law relationship

B 1. StRRIET A0S ISR B X IR 5 REOTONER
4. g

WG RRI, ML HARGE R, BIERRRIENEN, MEXRKZ. BB HHR R R
B RERGEER RN ER, LR RE RSN, X R AL AR R R,
FRAE T 20K E SRS & KK Sy (Merrill, 2007). ARECT AMBARAN, ME0E0 & 8 B B o/ et . 508
WA AAELE T ZR 7 *k 42, ZETE 7 (O 70 sh L T SE 08 05 R 10 S 9K M (Euler et al,, 2001; Ragavan &
Lyengar, 2020). b HEA 0 BB S0 A g, SEHE G 2R 1A B K M by TR I RIS AR ), R S8 T
LI 5 B OISR S B rh B B SR PR I e R (i, 2014).

B, AR I F B A, T LR AR5 A 77T LR 25 TF P TR SR BE 6 R . 3 5T A [
TN —80, YRGB LR e o M ATRR PT L4 B S £ 00 1 R, DA S 7 R BE AR T 3R A B 2 1B 1R AL
(Zhang). FeUR, SR I 5P HUR IS 06 B 22, X T AR T BE RS IS, I BRI SR
b I AR IE T R B R £ (R}, BRI B T RS 7 JE (Jeon & Yoo, 2017), UEAR, HLLAERIAS T
I, WIS A TS R B, XA AL T PSR RETE I N AR IR EE S R, I L0 5 B
FUS 5 BE ) 5 BE % 2R THT I 5 8 22 bk
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FRUR 4

HR, MWNBREZ) ) BV B, B SCBERT AN AGS W0 ¥ SRR FE AT LAE 2 1F 1) 5000 AN 445 1) 48 5
KA, MAESBESCRE MRS, WSRE KR FrAaEFEmIERZIET), MNHESRRE E—FEAMNX
R AR HESI B A K BE R e (Kim et al., 2015)0 JthAb,  FCAR A REXT AN A US 4R S 4 Bl v AR R W5 AL
BEXCPBUS R AR R, Fltl, BeAER SRR SRR R mT DUIE M) PO A2 06 R, 1K S50 N B 9 45 SR A —
(AN, 2012). (EFEEKEMAPMZIRIIMERE, AN ET SR mNEE LR, KER
GUELR IR A% O FKEERRE TR T R EANE M E B R X, KRS E T SERA NERN = AKX R
T T RO EER R E ME(Yuan, 2019; Kadir et al., 2003). Ak, —LLRF 50 & IS0 ¢ R X5k i T4 4%
W& 22 HR AN 1O J 3 BT S A8 SR E L AN R BR AR R AR (R 45T, 2007) 0 £ G R B x5 i 17
FZTERBIA L FR) LSS THE, £ Lehh X 27575 25 SR — K IFME DAE BRI 1 2 2 (Kim, 2011),
54 J7 SRR E phy TSR R R EEW A, [R5 E QA RERME R R 5 7§ 5 Loy S RF T
TSR R IR A 3 8T SR OC R B o

BeAh, W FE R LA A 5 R DA ) TR B AR SR G R, X 3R B S LA R T v A TR A v
RIFFIWER R RUESE T FEERGIW TR0, A% O 5 RE 0 IR [ AR SR Ok R A I o B
bz Ab, FRATRIZE T A USHR = WLEESZ AT LTI SE SR MRS 06 &, A 221 RO A 4R o 0t SRS ¢
FAFAE R IR, T SE R A A 32 RS2 E AN Be TN 22 ISR R &R o AR SR Tl s 35 A0 BT,
MIEH EAE G RFBEIM T, W55 oA 7 G o IR BE AT . R S MR 221 L 5%, (H
TR SRR 2 B2 A PR SE A, BRI L PR AR R T B 22 0k B SR A BRI IIRS o 5 MR ISR 2 R AT,
TEAL 7B 32 B )R A 5 e T U MR UK 2 ) L TR 2 P 1 3 WA 00 o v AT 55 PR (R R G R
RIER, BT HM, s &5 K2R kIR E 5 4.

A FAIRE T AR A NRRIT LR R LS00 57 2 DR 3 0 o 6 R s AR, 3 R X
RRRIIVIPIRER, FARBRTCSE M R R RS T7 1], WO R AR TR AR SE G R 51 R 0 BEAN G 12

i3I
E&UH

AL RS0 e 5T HE 222 £ H (20SRCO18).
S5 3wk

e, Wik, FE(2020). JRARSRIEERROR SR NBRASAE MR 7C. 022 /7 7, (13), 15-17
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