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Abstract

Based on self-determination theory and attachment theory, this paper used a questionnaire to meas-
ure 526 college students to explore the potential types of parental psychological control and its rela-
tionship with deviant peer affiliation among college students. The results showed that there was sig-
nificant heterogeneity in the types of parental psychological control, and the three potential types were
high control type (14.6%), medium control type (44.3%), and low control type (41.1%). Taking “low
control type” as a reference, only children are more likely to be involved in parental psychological con-
trol of the high control type, and senior students are more likely to be involved in parental psycholog-
ical control than undergraduate students. The level of deviant peer affiliation among college students
differed significantly across potential types of parental psychological control, with children in the me-
dium and high control types having significantly higher deviant peer affiliation scores than children
in the low control type.
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1. 5|8

FEEFEN NI R, 2 SR fr IR R R R I B R Gt 5 DALY R M 25 R 2 RrAE
MR EET, SCBEEFRAT R MEMANBR R R A A2 . AL BRO B ] (parental psy-
chological control) &5 SCBEX £ 1 FITE 4 15 1K SRR RN A ATIES, 8 Z MR 5l AL
BRI e 46 77 AORAEHIARBIAT Ju o OB A1 K K Jé (Barber, 2010). 7EFREZKEEH, SRR F L0
HEHIRN TBONE ER S ER, KRR H CEMA T L ERE, XM “E8%” BEEENT
LR, WA RBUSAME PRI AR T2 ZEM A 2R (Mousavi et al., 2016). OB FEAL 35 S BF
ZRER, WATREMRS T L B BRI, TR NBRASAE I 7 52 o

B[R] £ 22 1T (deviant peer affiliation) & 4545 58 B A E SOEHANFE 2 TEAT A 0 [R1RE A AE (AR 1 25,
2019). BEFEEH, BROIRIEH] S E /D EBRE AT AR S WM IE [ OCHE, SRR PR P62 2 1E 1A
Fa A AR [F) R S AEAT (TR IR AE  2023) JUHR B IM B R AR AR, IR T 00 88 - MAAL”
(R FERERE T, XA [ S B ELR TR F(Deci & Ryan, 1985). KR HEEIRIAA, B FAAERGL M
T BRI SN K RITEE, KT 208 T MR G N ABR AT BeAs E R AF RN E
5F BAIRZIF M (Kerns etal., 2015), X—RHY, A2 ERLEIEHI 2T “ 08 - ML IR K
fe, HISSRTEE, SBOETMRITH, HEMIEE T RAMBR, B8 E KR, TmE
T TR RN RZ PR AL AR ) S TSR DA 2 H EFRRI R . BIRpve R RN, XRhdm
O B S K 2w T OEE R E ERER, WHAMA B BT RS, SN A2 R B XS
(Vansteenkiste, 2010). "], SCEROIFEHIME N — MM IR T, FI T T OBRER BRI
T, R T A RAL A A A .
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SEMAMIRE, KT “REROLEEH” . “CHBPEMERE” ZHNERL L ARG TR
AT, A AR O R . ERLEI R R A E RO ROEIRHESE, 2015), BEEERH . 8
IR A AEAE AL BB O B HI A AMe a] AT A 56 R B A N (RS, 2024) 0 BEARHIT 5T N B AL
BEC B A7 A [F AR S T 8 I SGIE SCREAT 048 5, B MAZ T, DMEREAR
B A BROEAE S N 1T A RS, AL T AMARLE SRR O B P HI S R A IR B2 R, A
DAAAARE AL B Co B8 1] (1) 985 72 0 AL 1 ZOBRIL R RF A2 A R TR L 6O B o 4 e D 1P ) 25 48 Ay
R Beoh, WAL, L ARG AT S 4R o AN R SRS, R TSI A
G, Mg H IS T B, BI85 SR 20T (Merz & Roesch, 2011) . ¥ 7E 1| i 73 47 (Latent Profile
Analysis, LPA)A R0k 1 HTR A @E, 5@ A A R R LE B e br ERPEZ A, e MR B3 &
EREARIE R, O (SRR 1] 5 B PR RE s (a5 2%, 2015)e WX — MR, T “Mardl” Iq)
BIFFEAC BRI 1] (1 28 R AIE B FL 5 BRI [R) A A A 1 Ok R B B A S48 T e

i ERTR, AFFAE H R JCE B ARS8 T, SRAEERIE /7%, AR A BEO B
il %% 2% B EROVEZ 08, SIS BE O B | R AL KRG 0 03 25, RIS =5 52N 111 22 A8 xS BE O B 1 08
FESER AN, FHAEBLFERE BRI 5 R AR B AR R A S AR DG B, itk — 28 1 SRR B 1| O WIE.
ARURE R 8D SCBREC BEAZ 1] SRS A AR L BR SCRFRISIESR 5, WO B DA R RS A S T T
PRI LA A % .

2. ARAZE
2.1. ARFR

KA TR, BB SR KRNI R, s RO PR TR TR bl s, SRR A0
SRR FIBERAES . A MG AR A EIES . LR 550 4, 5 FR-F3% s (8 /0T 60 s
HI 2, BRAPEAERNE 526 4y, HREN95.6%. H, FA 150 N, %376 N, AP
R 216 N, 28310 A, MAET L 88 N, dEAE T4 438 N, mEBRERFEA 390 N, ARHEX
24136 N

22. fiIRIE

2.2.1. RELLIBIEHE) &

%I & H Wang 58 A\ (Wang et al., 2010)gmiill. &AL E 18 BB H, HERACEENTF L MG BRI H]
IR ANICENE . &R AR, CATE 350 AE SRR BRI 12 75, 70 H508 = W) 35 BH AL BECo 2R
FEH AR, ABFFLH, M5 H Cronbach’s a REN 0.955.,

2.2.2. BHEIEZERIE

Z A Li NGl RERE FEPEMNMEITCOREES, 2014). WRZUiE 7 LM —FE,
HEBNEHA 20 NHIEPAT N, BIanmoE. mEemss. rEiad 8 AmE, RARAES, if
TR IUE 3870 8, o B0ER = 3R B R R PR S AR LR . AT, W45 Cronbach’s o 4L
4 0.839.

2.3. BuEAbE

i SPSS 21.0 #E4T 5 #6384 (Al AH e PE AT . SR Mplus 7.4 3006 A B O B 2 1] 1) 5 354775
TEHIH 0T BT 2 AWER A 58— 30 0 % S BECo B9 ) ) A ATV E ST 2B s 28 3 o B VB e
FITA/E A B AT, SER RS A3 (1) BCH & IEVER 7T H 5 KA B R A &R .
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3. fIRER
3.1. RS ZERENITEHSKEE

Bk TR Bl B A, R RS BRI R AR IE R U5 VA %2 o 1 H] Harman #0876 30 10 AT A
Ko SERKI, A 4 DETRAEART 1, HE BT RERN 27.38%, /M 40%HiIn 78, RISk
7 T35 I 22 AN

3.2. ERTEHWERMSETT REX S

A TCR) S AR A FREEAAR R BN 1 . SCBR OB K &4 5 5 2 A [
ASAEZ 18]35 2 5 3 1R A K

Table 1. Mean, standard deviation and correlation coefficient of the main variables

F 1 BREETENNE. WEEMEXRY

M SD 1 2 3 4 5
I E 2.24 0.56 -
2 5IRMIK 2.58 0.62 0.842" -
3 BRI W 2.87 0.67 0.649" 0.732" -
4 IR 2.72 0.73 0.919* 0.860** 0.857* -
5 LR A4 1.37 0.64 0.165™ 0.186™ 0.187* 0.375* -

VE: N=526; "p<0.05, “p<0.01, **p<0.001, FIi.

3.3. RELLIREHE AR 54

IR G AL BR OB I T AE 85, WF9E 2% Nylund 25 A%, DL RRC BREHI & 4 B AE N4 248
RENIEER A, DA RAME N TR S, BRI E RN O T S . TEIER 6 A
GiitHRAR DOVEAS AL & 20 : AIC, BIC. aBIC. LMRT. BLRT. Entropy. 7, AIC. BIC 1 aBIC
FRAT R G B, BUE R S8R 324 s . LMRT Al BLRT WA T34l k AN 1)
B k— 1 NSRRI 2 [ HL . % LMR A BLRT BRI 45 SRSt EARE B E 2R, £ kA
PRI BITEfRRE 7 Z 7 AR T k — 1 NOIERY, ez, MIRESZ k — 1 AL . J#{E (Entropy)
FAF e o Ui i, BRI 1, U WA 3 2 R R

Table 2. Latent profile analysis fitting information of parental psychological control

2. KBPpLEEHRAEREORIUSER

| 1] AlC BIC aBIC Entrory ~ LMRT(p)  BLRT(P) TSR
1 2990.05 3005.60 2994.33 - - - 1.00
2 2613.48 2636.07 2619.48 0.933 0.022 0.000 0.55/0.45
3 2446.80 2478.43 2454.54 0.953 0.020 0.000 0.41/0.44/0.15
4 2395.43 2435.10 2405.89 0.918 0.042 0.000 0.25/0.30/0.33/0.12
5 237274 2420.46 2384.94 0.910 0.690 0.000 0.23/0.29/0.15/0.20/0.13
6 2349.90 2405.66 2363.83 0.916 0.200 0.000 0.21/0.13/0.26/0.07/0.22/0.11

VE: AIC= FRuE BYEN; BIC= DUM-HHE BHEN; oBIC = A TUH{E S HEN]; LMRT = % 52 8URE AR FLSR
Et: BLRT = bootstrap {LASR EL 36 T %
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W42 2 s, BEETBAERAIEH (%1, AIC. BIC A aBIC HI%E 2 MG, 2428550k 3 3 1),
BE N RE S, RABLA D E. [FE, Entropy [EME{E)EIE T 0.80, 7E 3 ANFEHIHILI
Iy FIRFINEAE, XK 3 KA BIRILE S uEmbE LT 4. 5 A1 6 8RS, JhAh, LMRT fl BLRT #J
p EYEEN R EVKE, WAE S AR 6 AR, B8 BLRT (%783, {H LMRT Z5F A&,
BE—20 M R T @R I 2 A REAE, TR B, 7E 5 ZKBIR 6 AR, A 1 8 2 MBEZRANIA
JEMERRIRAR, UESE 3 BRI LRk o« S BUASE 7Y Je R FRDRS B BE AN TV 1k, e 28 3 0N Al
PETERIAERL . (] | BOTE M ER 7 = A0 A EAS 2 ERIARRIR I, % 3 BT 3 ML
PR RS, HAEAT 0.974 £ 0.988 2 I0], @M IAE, [FFEUERA T 3 JEHIAE8L 1 e 14

5 -
458 446 4.47
45 4.32 a. 429 420 423 4.26

24 232\ A s
) S ,72.06 194 T Py

161 goo-k--oode A A 7166 163

n 121 126 131 141 136 0

X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 XI0 X11 X12 X13 X14 X15 X16 X17 X18
oA R (4% oo fsHIR (44%) —8— EEHIA (15%)

Figure 1. Mean scores of the three latent classes of psychological control on the 18 items

B 1. DIRES 3 M AEAE 18 MR E NSO E

Table 3. Average membership probability of each latent class
3. FBELANNFHARHE

) ) . TR
Bl B3RO 43 (%)
Cl1 C2 C3
Class 1 216 41.1% 0.974 0.026 0.000
Class 2 233 44.3% 0.015 0.980 0.005
Class 3 77 14.6% 0.000 0.012 0.988

E: Cl= fRI=H; 2= Pissll; C3= mEwi, TH.

3.4. FEDIEEGIRBFELEEFRERE FRHER

NHE— BRI A RE D IR H TR AE 0 JOR A, DLRREOER HI T RSN A, O FR R
WOy BT YRR AR B AT O . RN 4 R, WORCE A RR O ERPER S K AT YR R
BF. BEEEREONF =796.54, p<0.001, fin2=0.753, FEARLES| K MNIX[F = 601.98, p <0.001, ffin?=
0.795] ZHHHEI[F = 404.65, p <0.001, 1 n?=0.729] ZAUFI %L Wi[F = 315.86, p <0.001, fkin>=0.547]1
KRR EES . Fn 2 EILRER T =R O 6] L =AST4E 5 B EE M2 R @ < 0.001).
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TR AR 0 B 11 ) PR A SR Rl RE 6 A Rt X AN R KT SRR BR P o 1 2 2L AE SRR
VBRI SR K Sy DT AT, OIS I S TSR AE S N SRR D B R B R

Table 4. Difference test of each latent class on the dimension of psychological control (M + SD)

4. FREFRNEOEREFHE FHERKEM = SD)

SCREC PR ) T E 5

Yz — F(2,523) i ? G
e s i) 4 s i Y Az i Y
51 R WIK 4.12+£0.63 2.81 £0.90 1.79 £ 0.97 601.98™ 0.795 C3>C2>Cl
F = 3.83+0.15 2.50 £ 0.67 1.41 £0.08 404.65" 0.729 C3>C2>Cl
BRI 433+0.26 3.23+0.15 1.98+0.16 315.86™* 0.547 C3>C2>Cl
WL EEEH 4.12£0.90 3.01 +£0.52 1.91£0.54 796.54"" 0.753 C3>C2>Cl1
* %k % * %k %
I * Xk % I | * % %k I
51 B high control 59 high control
4 E=a middle control Ea middle control
- * %k 4 * k%
. = low control a = low control
= =
2 37 2 37
2 4
D 2
E 27 E 27
a [=)
1 14
0- 0-
Group Group
X %k Xk * %k X%
" —
* %k Xk k %k %
S = high control 59 B high control
4- | T B3 middle control 4- | T Ea middle control
'; low control ® = low control
S 3- S 34
£ Z
%) &
g 2 s 2
A =
14 1
0- 0-

Group

Group

7E: Dimension 1 = 5| &M ; Dimension 2 = %Z[W4il[Al; Dimension 3 = BUF|%Wr; Total score = [a¥%

il &1

Figure 2. Comparison of differences in latent classes on the dimension of psychological control and total scores

2. BEXINEVEEFIEERL S ENERELR

3.5. AOFZEEXN R OIRESIIE R A0

T LPA 4R, BT AN FITEE S H AN 2R mUR AP AR ZE 5 o KV AR BT 704 4 RAF O AR
PEBI(CA S PO JE A DX AR T 9 kvfe) o & 5 AR T 2o IRAAE T 2o 3k )« 22 ST /R IR(LLARY
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AoNFEEWE N B A B, BET 20 Logistic [01VA0 41, PL “AREHI AL (C1)y NS4, 5 k43R (Odds
Ratio, OR), VEAH&ERUNZE 5 Fion. ORMEE/RAEMER . JEAEXIL . MAE 7. hibes e O P2k
B ARFEE R S L R A R

Table 5. Multinomial Logistic regression of demographic variables on psychological control subtypes

F 5. AOFLEINLIBEH T RE LI Logistic M3

) Hh il A e i A
B3 25
OR CI (95%) OR CI(95%)
5 1 1
451
© 0.84 [0.58, 1.19] 1.248 [0.81, 1.92]
I 1 1
JEAE X 45
EZi 0.87 [0.63,1.21] 1.15 [0.78, 1.69]
5 1 1
A4
P 1.36 [0.84,2.19] 2.01" [1.33,3.05]
. AF 1 1
LB N
=il 1.85" [1.64,2.97] 246" [1.46, 3.64]

#: OR 74 Odds Ratio 5%{(: CI NE{EIX[A] Confidence Interval; ""p <0.001,

HHE TR, UL ARIEHI AL (COBERE XTI, 5HABRAAG, A7 LA A 74
5 % AR I R O BRI R IE (OR = 2.01, p < 0.001). B2 L M@ A Rl A A 5 3 N LB
OFEFEHI(OR = 1.85, p < 0.001). FOFEEEHI(OR =2.46, p <0.001)H, RIAQ BN R 22 A )00 R 2 8 5 Ny
Wiks, 2000 Logistic [A] AR H B i iy B UH R B0 IR N 2%, PR LI 3.

(R B % g OR(95%CD) i
RBEBERE CRResl) - Do . : 2.46 (1.46~3.64)  <0.001
RiEBTRE Chil - L 1.85 (1.64~297)  <0.001
AT (REEHD - Do 2.01 (133~3.05)  <0.001
B (RESD - e 0.87 (0.63~121) 0328
W ChisDE 0.84 (0.58~1.19)  0.104
AT 2 (D - = 136 (0.84~2.19) 0413
JE (Rl |- ——e— 1.15 (0.78~1.69) ~ 0.265
I (R - s . , 125 (0.81~1.92)  0.089
0 1 2 3 4

OR(95% Confidence Interval)

Figure 3. Multinomial Logistic regression forest plot

& 3. %I Logistic EYAFRME]

3.6. AR ZEAR B DIBEHITE FYESR

AR B IE R BCH LSS, 2023) AT A . #E i@, BRI E AR A AEAN [F) SRR
BT B2 SRR 6 R, SHREEL(2 =17.55,p<0.001). #2302 =21.37,p<0.001)+
BRI PSR (2 = 22.79, p < 0.00)TEBROERFE I 3 MR IFAEREER . BiAmE, i i
e A7 ) Y R AR TE A RGU(M = 1.34, p < 0.001; M = 1.29, p < 0.001). #EZEWM + = 1.52, p <
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0.001; M s =1.52,p<0.001). FHEFEFEZEDM « =1.43,p<0.001; M5 =1.46,p<0.00)EHHEEET
A% BRI S5

Table 6. Difference test of parental psychological control profiles
6. RELIBIEFIRIEMNESFQE

. itk s i Y e il 7 ol Lo s
514 7 75
e o 1 c 3 -1 T 1H] EL AL
SRR 1.17 1.34 1.29 ¥ =17.55"*C1<C2=C3
a7} 1.31 1.52 1.52 ¥ =2137""Cl1<C2=C3
R A R A 1.26 1.43 1.46 2 =22.79"",C1<C2=C3
4. Wig

4.1. REHLIBEHIE = MB 5]

W T8 I A FI T A A AR T AL BB O BRI P E RN, H87R T SCBRO BRI G 73 BRHAE, SCRe T
OVERPEE I R 2 AR S . ZE A AR SR AREA T 3 BRI A SRR BRI ) IR S R AR, B “Eds
HIRS” eI AL DL RIS 3 MRS A . BRI 3 FloC BRI AL, 43 AN R TR
T H 1 e O BRI - AT AR L o BRI - AT s ] AR OB ] - AT e I (T 4, 2023).
X RIS 5T R AR, B R IR s RS e MR, SRR T VARSI T o b T VA
PRI BRI A B R AP IR A . AT AL S5 R B OIS i) “BRIZHIE” (BEquifinality)
MRESAIA, BITE MRS, ARIFVIGEE E RS EUHF M RASE R A A F, XE%
B FRBERG P OE S HALEE FBAED, TR SEE D EMMAT AR, BT L e E Ak
AAFAT N

MR RS, GO BRGS0 B & EEEBOR, B\ R, T O B 2R (1) S BE 7 EUAYCEE T 1%
Fedio MKHEBHIRORERIR, N AAEMIE K GRS B BEIEEAT RN, 2% )7 Y SRR AL
HIVEIRERE, DA TG A R vT BE H B RS (Hobfoll, 1989). #EF LB, EHAEE IR 2 B OB
bl 2 HFER R A OB IR, A T ORIEOBESR A S BEARAE, OB IR R IN RGN HOA s, b
OFPEHIFRE . 2 E B TR T oK R O Bh R, CRFF B AP O BDIRAS A& RE . 3
VEM R FIREAE H, 7R B IEMER IGO0, AMA 5 B O o] B A R R F LA 58 U5 (Barber et al., 2010).
B Co B Fa 1) 149 7 20V 4% 18 TR S ) (00 4 2 b e 0 5 R 3% 1 1 S PR B, i e O B 1) B )
ACBENI 75 B4 N FE 2 (R (B RRS DR e Fi i, X AR R IRA IR FIEA R AT e s, Fik, £
LR R INEAE R Z0E T2, X WSCRE T 2 BRIt TSR BP0 BRI R R SEAR A
RPN F L At 2 A A .

4.2. DEEH T RSB EHZERNXER

WS RN, AROBEERIRA R AR R BT N b EREER . BkmE, 4T
e o B ) S TR K 2 A S R e SR B R KPR ) PR AR AT 9 LRSS R, SCRE GBI IE
—AE R EESRATON, RO BN RS SAEROUAE, XS UERIT A R B AHRHT TR
R KT A SR B ] 2 38 1 L ) A S AT AR KRS PR 5 (A 25, 2015) 0 BRIV iRy Lo B IR
SCREEIE 51 5 4% A UK BB A5 2 175 k5 5 XORAZ il 17 e I IR IE AN B 28 4

WEFC S RAB AR 1 B Bk BB AU e U A PRE Oy 3 BRI Ao B 1 5 5K, 0T 7
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2 H BB RASESLMBKPUE R A R, B0 T A RAR SRR . BeAh, AHIT 5T A BR G B 1 0] 5
LR PEASAE R IR W B SRS T BRI AR S G YR BRI, RISCREC B AR AR A R SO T 5t
AR H A5G A A ST AN B A B R T A AE AT R TS o, R S B B A /D SR R A ST
IR B A O SO — B

43, DEEFHTRESAOFZENXR

WA R, AT AR 5 2ok, SCBREXS T4 22 10 BRI K BE Wi (OR = 2.01, p < 0.001),
B A7 R BN w0 B . XS R SIAET M. AR E RS, A
TaxpEY, METHESAT N S KB ST G, R 5 2B SR RGP (LT 45,
2017y N T WRORT AL TG B At S A MIAR ST, SR 206 A A 2 it B 2 F) 0o R ) I g, T
RIAN 2 TAT R PR A RO Bt i) 5t o BB WO BRI — IR TR &R, B
Ny ANMRBIAT o snd 45 SR A 25 R B PG TR BI(Vioom, 1964). fEMUAE 2K BEH, SRRk
DA T LR AR . IR A 2 S BOCEER 7 S S ESR, O 1 IR T REIA B BRE AR
#E, SOBERT e R A% (00 B SR, W B MR OB RS AT, DARON T LT
AN PR AT 2 (T T

UeAh, BEFC AL, AR B AR A B R 5 N SCRR G BEE ] (OR = 1.85, p < 0.001) (=l
BAE ] (OR = 2.46, p < 0.001), RIACRERT i HR AR RO BR P2 ) S0 Rk o S IR W] BB -5 e BRAE P AR I 20
PREEANPOL A R BR AR (R S A G o RO SE N B T M B BE ARG SR ISR B R P - I R AR AT X W
B, SRR By BN B BRI 7y o BA PR AN 7 ST g 2 A SRR AR BB K AR EE AENE, BT AE
BRI 2 PRI A S, DA DR T e G A I E R HUR RIS RS . S IARRT, IS AR
PR B HARKIESE AL, SCRERTBE A T 50 1 & A ERBEMPSKE, W TATE2 M E
BURI I F 25 1] o

4.4. HREX SRR

AP AR WA, fER 1SRRG B 1 LR A S A R A LE AL S T e i
PERRIL. HREE TAESRGR. KRB AFTERG R, RYFER H ARG T MR
JEMIEN, A BT MR BRSO BEAOR J7 35 T O R SR G &R o Bedh, S AR M 7 ik
2 P 00 D B A 2 B 057 7 A 22 REE AN SR S Ot T T i, 4 5 5 D4 R SR AR ST 7
RO R, 6T > R R AR A A R R LSRR B R .

S T I TR A 9 T 3 T R (R X S Bh O BR 5 HRI SR R (R B AE (LR 1 18D 0 A 7% Je A T I 7 VS B
WHTAAFEAN R Z AR 8583 . B, ATt R B R K AR EdE, "R 2 2 25
VR AR, BB, JREEWE T AT LR A VPS5 A PP AR SS 6 005 3506 S REO % 6l 3 2 AT
PPfre UG, ASHTTUR TR AT LB, HE DU SRR OB R R S S B AR e K T S I
B, 5 ST T AT DB AN ] 5, G5 S G R, T AR IB BRI T 5 SRR HE
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