¥

it

R AL E X R SRR A A EL RS
& AR E B AL R R £ BTN 454 R R A B, WA A
ANEREEELFENE R S ETEN ZNHEERE T A % 9T
WA S AT BB AT B ST KA #b” DL R AT
KRR RIE A S WEHHE B UL BT 45 E MR 5 AR R
Fofg L.

CREER ELFERG IESHE

( » 1987; s 1992; N
» 1993; , 1993; » 1993; » 1994, ,
1994; » 1994; s 199 , 1995; N » 1999;
» 20004 , 2003; » 2004).

CRE ME EAER.

( , 1992; , 1994),

134



“ERRBEFF RN .

(
, 1993; , 1994). y ¢ 7
( s 1993; s 1994;
, 1994), ,
( » 2000,

( N » 2002).

“GH EIINEB

M

¢ 200D .
( » 20000
“ % RARHRLE B ( )
( )
( » 1994);
( [ >
( , 1995).
R R . ‘
7 ( » 1992;
, 1995; ,1999).
(
, 2001; 1 2003).
( » 2002).

135



P22 2005. 4

( N

/ )

( , 2001),
( , 2003);
’ ~ ( ’ 20043)°

( N ,2003).

( )
R

O dFEE AT LEL MG ZE, LRAFLE R —AG SA3T b L,

136



() ZYUESRARIN RS BEAL Sk Z R EEA TR A

43 ” « ”» o«
N ~

» o« 2 13 ”»

B, AR AR A ThE a2y,
( : »

D) ~ ~

(Blood &Wolfe, 1960), 8

6 14 (Centers, et al., 1971),

),
(Eshleman, 1981; Safilios— Rothschild, 1970).

b

K

) ( » 2001,

» 1995),
O

2k, SRAGAT K S A EEREAST E.
15 .

O ZIGHARR 69 T E A AL N F A AL P RAESFR £E40, b e b0 S AR A B
T &, b kA AT KT R AT A R EA 5. ETF (LR, 4 K ERT, 2
tR(EF)LL AT ERR ;AT ERGREH. 5. A4 XELRAR S 3. 25
KER 2. L R(EF)2. 25 RBXEAT & 1. L, R 4ok, Y #iE)
H, L3R 20 69 13 0 B AR Aot TS A3

137



N » 1989).

7% ;
12

3300
3300 “

7 ( »2003).

s 16600

12

T—44%

10—27%

2005. 4
(
2 (
6% ,
26
( » 2004),
1.
68 %0, ,
) 20043.),

O ZFFRARLRENE T HAT RS @35 AL D) & AR F 2 LM Aok
K6 FRLFAMAHMN LA K8, EFE T TART ALY (o AT 3§ KTE 2 %,
1993; 7KK, 1994 F & 57 2 4, 1994 o & 7 E 4, 1995; 45 A% 2 -F, 2002; %5 FH% 2003).

138



),
71

1 €73
1. 14.5 432 424 100 07
2 16.4 739 97 100 38
3 20 93 6 44 100 10.2
4, / 8.7 80 6 107 100 9.8
5 / 13.5 817 47 100 16. 3
6 11.7 765 118 100 39
7. / 14.5 78 3 71 100 4 3
8 L2 29 438 521 30
9, 21 46 429 50 4 120
10. 1.4 19 418 549 7.0
1L 75.9 24 1 100 4.9
12 51.6 48 4 100 16. 0

, 2003,
R, —SIGAR AT R T A A89 B A5 Bl
(43 2 ”
b
b o
36.9%
( , 2000),

139



P22 2005. 4

« 2 [43 2
b
@)
b
N ; ?
?

A) ? °

[43 2 [43 2 (43 ” [43
’
2 (13 2 (13 2
b b
b b A
b
( 2). ,
43 ”
b
2 @ ¢79)

13 4 83 87

142 179 132

69 8 732 771

572 556 %5

213 318 517

159 10 6 9. 1
b b

O deFHoLE5TH AT BT R E Wbk 5 FIRs kML ERL AT N, SLH
ZFH IR F AL AT L FH AR RTRRE 25 A G 7. 6% A= 2. 3%, VA Bk RARA
B%E S 3T O, BT RGH SRR T AME ESHRRAZ $a B £ A% —F 4
.

@ FTHERE B RKABRE XER LS B, 208, AE LA 20 ¥l Lol AL &K
803 T £ R, A fe i RF R FIN £ K, % &k A A6 T ok T 100,

140



1995, “ 7

)s ( /

(O E R FKEER IR WA 1 75 SEIE SCRR

9 b b

(Warner et al, 1986; Minowsky, 1985;

» 2001).,
, 1 74—94 %,
( 3.
(orchestration power), “
” (implementating power ). (
) (Safilios-Rothschild, 1976). ,

141



P22 2005. 4

rfD
?‘( 2 ? .
b b
. , . /
~ ’
( 1 , 44.3 %), ,
3
1 3
/ s .
. 305 — 018 143 .039
S1087 7 | . 006 ( ) 276 F 1. 068 *
/ A7 o |4 L2547 041
/ .58 | — 007 5. . 018
87Tl Lo e /
/ S260° " | —. 018 — 074" 21907
2 —. 007 . 047
S1R677T [ 13077 — 052 AU
/ .OSSXK -082><>< — 054 -517><><><
.17 C116 77 — 066" 1-.106""

* P05 % x p<.01; X *x % p<, 001

(Mirowsky, 1985; Walker, 1996; Lindahl & Malik, 1999; Tichenor,
1999),

()RS B34 Bt e T T 7E A ) SR

O A&k ARG TTHEAARE RO EARSHZFTHRAAF FLH 08, el §2
FoF HEHE TR 2 F 2000).

142



; ( s 1999;
, 2001; , 2001; » 2003).

b 9

I LR A EF o3t 7 7

b b

2. B A3 43t g —HGE AT A 2

; (
» 1995; + 2001; » 2002).
/ ;
/ , /

143



P22 2005. 4

( ,2002), ,
3. — BB AR BRIy 09 F Ak 5 K E Mz AR 7
3 .

b 2
« »
b
, 3
b
b K
K b
( » 2004b),
3 ,
. ;
( )
( )
N
« » o«
N
» o« ”» « ”»
« 2 « 2
b
K K

144



ORT FKER I M

(Amato, et al., 2003) “ 7
( , 2003),
( , 1992, 2001, 2004b;
, 1999), «“ ?

(O FRBEM AR ARiAR 28 B LAt RSt 1Y

<« ”»”

» 1995;

145



P22 2005. 4

—% PAAEREAEE EHT @A AL

) ~ ~

b

” (Warrers et al., 1986) ¢

/ ” (Godwin &Scanzoni, 1989) ,
( , 2002). 3 ,
. / .
, /
ZRIBIAA & -F 09 205 F B
(1991 /1970) .
y (43 2 ( ), (13 2
( . )( . 191).
b ® .

O BMTERAGRAE PSR 576 BAKARMACR 55 Lk &R LN ARFNE, &
REN HATNRE F AR RAREZLHBEXR ETHA &FX%*LS B, 2 &4 A~
AINA R AT N Feith B, R AT AR A48

146



71 )
’ ( ) 2(1)4& )9
43 2 ( ,
2004b).
) (McDonald, 1980; Blood &

Wolfe, 1960; Scanzoni, 1979; Godwin & Scanzoni, 1989; Warner, et al.,
1986; Coltrane, 1996).

M b

(Rodman, 1972; Hill &
Scanzoni, 1982; Rank, 1982; Mirowsky, 1985; West &Zimmerman, 1987;

Burr, et al., 1977; Warmer et al., 1986). ,
(Safilios-Rothschild, 1976; McDonald, 1980;
Scanzoni, 1979; Hill &Scanzoni, 1982; Molm, 1991; . ,
1995). s
( ,2001).

147



148

”» o«
N

”»
K

(Cromwell & Wieting, 1975),

b

2005. 4

”»  «
~

(D

—t—



2

(3)

(D TAL AN JE BT 7T AIFR X

)s

» o«
N

149



, 191,
, 1993,€
, 2004, €

» 24

» 5
, 1934
, 1999,

, 2003, €
, 2000, €

, 194, €
, 194,

, 194, €

, 194, €
M A VA
, 1987.€

150

(Komter, 1989).

, .
b
( ,2001).
b
. /
b
N ’
Py .
» » 6 .
»,
. ».
, 2000 € : .«
, 2001, €
», : .
195 1% » K
»,
P3
», : .
.« »
», : .
»« » o1
, 1995, € P3
»,

2005. 4

X

» 5



. 191/1970, € . », A0
, 1995, »,
, 2004, € .
. , 2003, 21
», :
L 195 », :
. 1999 »,
. , 193 ( », :
, 196, M« » 6
L 194, », : .
, 1999, » » 2 .
, 195,€ . N »

, 192,€ »« » 1
—, 2001, € : »« » 29
—, 2004a § » » 1
—, 2004h, { », R4 »,

+ 2002, € : P » 4
. 2002 {« ” —
» » 1
- 1989 : ), . .
« — . . M,
- 2001, § », . . X
. :
2 194, , : .
- 194, 4 24 » 2 .
» 2003,€ , X V.
. 2003, € “ ” M, ( » 4
. 2003. € N, N
».
- 2002, § 2« » o1
s 2003, I
Amato P. R, D. R. Johmson, A. Booth &S. J. Rogers 2003, “Continuity and Change in M arital
Quality Between 1980 and 2000.” Joumal of Marriage and Family, 65(1).
Blood, R. O. Jr. &D. M. Wolfe 1960 Husbands and Wives. New York: The Free Press.
Bum, W. R, L. Ahem &E. Knowles 1977 “ An Empirical Test of Rodman’ s Theory of Resources in
Culural Context.” Jownal of Marniage and the Family 39 (3).
Centerss, R. B., B. H. Raven &A. Rodrigues 1971, “ Conjugal Power Structure: A Reexamination.”

151



P22 2005. 4

American Reviev 36(2).

Coltrance S. 1996 “ Family Man: Fathethood, Housewoik and Gender Equity.” Tichenor, U. J. 1999.

Cromwell, R. E. & S. G. Wieting 1975, “ Multidimensionality of Conjugal Decision-making Indi ces:
Comparative Analyses of Five Samples.” Jowrnal of Comparative Family Studies 6.

Eshleman J. R 191, The Family an Introduction. (3™ Editon) Massachusette: Allyn and Bacon,
Inc.

Godwin D. &J.Scanzoni 1989, “ Couple Consensus During Marital Joint Decision-Making: A Context
Process, Outcome Model.” Joumal of Marriage and the Family 51(4).

Hillk W. &J. Scanmni 1982, “ Approach for A ssessing M arital Decision-making Processes.” Jowrnal of
Marriage and the Family 44(4).

Komter, A. 1989, “Hidden Power in Marriage.” Gender and Sodety 3.

Lindahl K. M. &N. M. Malik 1999, “Observations of Marital Conflict and Power: Relations with
Parenting in the Triad.” Jownal of Mawiage & Family 61(2).

McDonald, G. W. 1980, “Family Pover the A sessment of a Decade of Theory and Research, 1970—
1979.” Joumal of Marriage and the Family 42(4).

Mirowsky, J. 1985 “ Depression and Marital Power: An Equity Model.” American Joumal of Sociology
91 (3.

Molm L. D. 1991, “Affect and Social FExchange: Satifaction in Power-dependence Relations.”
American Socologiail Review 56.

Rank, M. 1982 “ Determimations of Conjugal Influence in Wives’” Employment Decision Making.”
Joumal of Mariage and the Famip (3).

Rodman H. 1972, “Marital Power and the Theory of Resowrces in Cultural Context.” Joumal of
Comparative Family S tudies 3(1).

Safilios- Rothschild C. 1970, “ The Study of Family Power Structure: A Review 1960-1969.” Jowrnal of
Marriage and the Family 32 (4).

— 1976, “ A Macro and Micro- examination of Family Power and Love; An Exchange Model.” Jowrnal
of Marriage and the Family 37(3).

Scanzon, J. 1979, “Social Process and Power in Families ” In W. R. Bwr, F. I. Nye Hill &1.
Reiss, Ceds. ) Contemporary Theories about the Family. New York: Free Press.

Tichenos V. J. 1999, “Status and Income as Gendered Resources: The Case of Marital Power.”
Joumal of Mamiage & Family 61(3).

Walkes A. J. 1996, “ Couples Watching Television: Gender, Poves and the Remote Contol.”
Joumal of Marriage & Family 58(4).

Wames R. L., G. R. Lee & J. Lee 1986, “Social Organization, Spousal Resources, and M arital
Power: A Cross-Cultural Study.” Joumal of Mamiage and the Famih 48 (1).

West, C. &D. H. Zimmeman 197, “ Doing Gender. ” Gender &Society 1.

o AL Ligtb e B TRAt 25 AT
REREE K



Abstract: Life Couse studies have attracted more and more attention recently. This paper
reviewed the development of Life Course Theory since 1960s to clanfy the relationship
among Life Course, Life cycde and Life History theones. After criticizing some
misunderstandings in the applications of Life Course concepts and paradigm, the author
proposed that the Timing view of Life Course; a set of creative and heuristic concepts,

should be invested more concem frlom domestic academia.
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Abstract This study questions previous research that took the variables such as “who
owns more family power” and “who perform more housework” as main indexes of woman
status in family. Instead this paper used nine indexes belonging to“ individual autonomic
power in every aspect of family life” and “satisfaction for equality in mamiage wle”, and
manipulated “ relative resource theory”, “cultural norm theory”,  theory of need for and
dependence of marrage” and “ process of power implementation” as multi-side affecting
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Abstract: The author selected “ Yinhua Match”, the largest women-centered labor match
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