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Abstract

To explore the influence of actual family cohesion and adaptability on college students’ views on
love and marriage, and to examine the suppressing effect of attachment anxiety as well as the mod-
erating role of gender. A questionnaire survey was conducted among 482 college students using the
Family Cohesion and Adaptability Scale, the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale, and the Col-
lege Students’ Views on Love and Marriage Questionnaire. The results showed that: (1) Actual fam-
ily cohesion and Actual family adaptability each positively predicted traditional marriage and love
attitudes among college students. (2) Attachment anxiety served as a suppressor in these relation-
ships. Actual Family Cohesion and Adaptability were negatively associated with attachment anxiety,
thereby indirectly weakening traditional attitudes. (3) Gender moderated the link between attach-
ment anxiety and traditional marriage and love attitudes; the positive prediction was stronger in
females. The suppressive moderated mediation effect was significant only in the female subgroup.
Family functioning not only directly reinforces the intergenerational transmission of traditional
views on marriage and love, but also promotes the formation of more modern and open attitudes
by reducing attachment anxiety. Furthermore, this psychological mechanism exhibits significant
gender differences.
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1. 51§

AR, E SO RAERFEL PR, BORRAEAWT . RYE (PESTHES 2025) TRoR, 2024 4
2 E SIS EIL 610.56 Jixt, Q1T 45 GERHIC. HARFEIT (USHEEICHKE]) 2MSeit, e 1 aSIE L
FERRRRE, (HEIS 58 ISMHRIKIBE R .. SULFR, KR REAEREEAH LSS NE N, i
HARZARL . IS ARD S A (B RRA, xR, 2026); IF HATEE SIS AR T ANIE E . SR, 1
AT SCE B B T, GRS EKIH 2 0T SRR SR R R (e, 2026).

USASWRAR AR IS RN 2 L A URAE i 5 QA I AR 52 1 ) T WUARRS , FF 88 S BRI 2 R0
SRR L ASUAE T ASUAMTR . AR AN, AU O DL SR (I3 20, A7k, 2008). 1%4E
BT MALENRZ TN R A BE AL, FRARR TR 0 T(REIR S, LIRS, fli T E ML

Thttps://www.stats.gov.cn/sj/ndsj/2025/indexch.htm
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BER, ERFISURAS € SO IS AT AR S B EIR ) (I 45, 2025 FErt, 2007). (&40
TURE TS SIRTER—EME RSB, 4t T et 5 8=, FMEa SRt
SR TR R, RN P JE A TR B Bk . Ah, ARG 5 M= R B B S
ARG, T, 2023). [N, #FLREE ARG, M BHFAE RSN, 2B KREMR.

FIEAE RN MR AR R AT, X1 2 S A0 . AR3E Olson $i& H FIFRIREE Y (Circumplex
Model), & %% % (family cohesion)-5 5% iE i& b/ 4 (family adaptability) /2 T & 5% i D g 1% 0 4 & (Olson,
Sprenkle, & Russell, 2010), HAR5E% FEHE ST A 3 2 [A] ) IG IRBR SRR, 3G B F8 SR E NN & 71 57481k
IR EEAL I AT SN B RE ST o IX PR AR FESLIRIRA B 1 500 USRS 5 TV B DB X e A
BRI FEARWTTTH, SEPRIRESRE -5 18 B R A0 S 55 25 B 5 38 S ) L LSk i I
PRRE G RESR L SR R BE G LV RE 08 1 [n) PO O 2% AR A5 7OW, A 78 0 B s 5 K JeE P 366 ) AELE )
(MRertte, HiML, 2017). FEEBFFUR, FREESEHFE il RN K22 AR 45 08 R R PN 23, B A R RE SR %
B S1E M IS, REFARIE RIS T Reth B2 ek E), T, 2024). KEERGHEIREIM, =08
5 5 1R P SR BE SN A N (B A AR A% i3 (K edjer, Liefbroer, & Nagel, 2018), [A]Hf 944
PR T IR A [ BARZ 0 FEA ) (Olson, Sprenkle, & Russell, 2010). IXFEIRE, [AIFEHI K BEThREFFIE
A REOE 7 A R P 25 DB ER AT H— A E T AR AR, B AR IR I 2K B U e 2 5 AL B
FEIBIISE S R E EMR R, B2 i ME T BT R AL Geye, AT 58 BophsT
BRSNS . XA OER SR 1, RIEFIIKEDRERT fe2x 8 3077 n A R B OES A2, EPREfE AR
PRt i AL GEas AL, OB BRI AN A 10 B 22 4 ST (8] 422 Ml S5 0HE RAS IR RTE AR . p ik, ARHE 9%
B 1, SEBRZRBRESR 2 50 B R % 1 7] 00 R 2 A IS A, B SR PR oK BE o 3 FE & B /K Pk, R
A RIS ERAE 4. SR, FREEDhRE E R AL S i, T REHE RS 1 R B AR I 4 I
H HATWHE £ EZR KE I Re SIS R R, XT3 2 [0 0] BeAAE B A OB LR AN 2

MR £ P I TE S % 08 R ORI 7 IR R P RV RN SR 3% 08 R I i A oK, s i b A e 4
AR — N BE (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), FHAREI A P07 B BEFRDE . w5 BE 1 Bk s 5 2
2 JEAN /& (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). KB TTR M, SCPRFRBENH L& MRS, MR BRI &K
fik(Kenny & Donaldson, 1991; F ¥, 2025). XEWE, MIEISER EBIERMMEAN RKERKK, &5
TE MBS (Bowlby, 1969). TR XM XA 500, DA SCBR 2B A — g5 . 2Bk
AR A SELABT 1) A T AN R I 5C B (Simpson, 1990),  FHIEETT AHERT 22 A HAN NA EAR SR AR A0 2R
M, A=A, SRR A H T 7 2 R, AT RE ST SR T A% Gt 2R o B A
5> T R FA(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), MIMRILH EAEGRISEREE. IH, WAFRIFRG H—
B SHIEE SR AT MU S, SIREEEMRGEEERR, WEFMNRIEE LR, Bz
PATT e BEABACUS A, Ve 1S 20 7 O SIATT, Tl R AR BRI ) 75 3K (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). A%
HIRTF O 295 « SR, FRARAMEIREERE R, JF HX 0 B R BIUR, Fa8d0 5T (Bowlby,
1969). WHFLERM], EAVEAE SIS R SR VA i LS AR RIS, 2026). SRTM, Rk
FEEAMAE NI T (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), GRS IHEHE T 224K, FF H R stk
I TS, B> T ORRIMIANEE s RN IR SRR T PR G, SRR R MR S B 22 D (- T
U, 2007). [EIIF, Adfi AT BESE 25 b e 52 A BE 22 HE Bl At 2o RIS TR I AL G iRy, DAORYE R OC RIMARIE
I, SRS RE SR B 5 1 N T e [ I PR AL s K AR AR ST . K2 D Re et 2 i, i
AR 3 E R AL S USSR BE D e X RE I PR A RS, AR RIS 22 4 B (A S s
HFEH BT R, MM AL 5 HAL G S, BT IX Sk A 1 77 1) 5 B AT I, R FE R AE
HoAnl RE AL BEERE RN . AT TR 2, SEBR IR BE S FE 50 S 8 I BRI R 2 AR IR R G, TS5 T
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HALGUSNL, MR RSSO o RN R Th AR R R 3, AR R AR ),
H AL PR AR B 2 (8] (R 25 50 AR A 95 8 AV R OB G, RV A AR B R A1 RN 1) 5 BN 5 TR A
SPBUS BN R SR, HEANRE, WHEN 5 HFars, SR T2 80N b BN ) L
MRS, 2021) 0 FIEFMRNAFAE, (A ANEHIKA BRI, 5 hREXT Q20 1 1E )
TR T BERARM B o, SXONERE CA BT TS5 R IR RIS B T8 AR A

ANFEPER AT BE AR R ER RS 5 AR AT B & 2 IR IR AR o I 75 558 (2023) W Fe A B, PRI T
ARV ACHE R B B S R BEER D B AL I S5 A, B s, R KT (0 55 A AN B PR B
IBOHE B BEZPEAEQO12) BT FUH Y, AR50 18 5 15 DU £ T AR U A S SRR B R &=, B
ARV AR FR RS IRV SR A s R I R S O R R L IR [5G R i A, AW TR 3,
PR AT DL SRR S K2 AR G L I R & o RCBE LI 1

KRS

5

BRI B
LR REIE N

Figure 1. Hypothesized model
1. fRigRE

2. WEE55E
2.1. &

L FERIBUAE, RATTERURE, LA R0 4 482 ., H 54 164 N (34.00%), %4 318
N(66.00%); IHAEE 317 N(65.77%), 4K 168 N(34.23%); HiT 4 186 N (38.59%), ARMiAE T4 296 A
(61.40%); K— 44 N(9.13%), K91 N(18.88%), K= 137 N(28.42%), KVU 188 A(39.00%), K722
AN (4.56%): MARIER 155 N(32.16%), RIiT(H HHTH L 180 N(37.34%), IEAEARSZ 147 N(30.50%); SLEE
KERIEH 2 2 N(0.41%), BFE 13 NQ2.70%), —H% 85 N(17.63%), #ilF 249 N(51.66%), AEH LT 133 A
(27.59%); HXRIFIFRE N 21.46 + 1.68 % .

22. TH

2.2.1. ERREFREESEN Y

AHIE TR 9 ST S S NABTT 10 5% B2 515 55 5 A N 1 8 R (FACES TI-CV) R R R EH . 2010), 43
) B SIZ o % 54 B P RN S B R S i, 3 30 A, IR TEARE S ST AY, 1= RV, 5= “RRET.
ForfrsBR R RESE A L 16 B, SERRFREEIERIVESL 14 B, 15400 A28 SR 57 S5 5 EOE I K SR
e SERRFBESEE . SLFR 5 HE IE N R 2 B R 1 v B B o AL 50N 0.80, 0.84, 0.90,

2.2.2. {RISEEEE

AT TR ZE [F A5 ANETT 565 8 RE T B R (ECR) PRI LERE (= [HV-, IEEF4E, 2006),
L8, AR 7 STy, 1= “AERARRY . 7= “dEEBRT o S EE RN EEEE
. elE AR o RECH 0.92.
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2.2.3. BN

AHIF 7R FH I3 2 G ) R R 2 AR A7 W ) 2 (CMILQ) (U541, 2006), 3% 34 f1, Al HZ= 74 5 siit4r, 1
= “EEARE”, 5= “EEMFE” . ZECEEZPEN. SWM N B E EW. ESHbE.
AN USRS ISR B C AR . T I, ANBE AL BEOCTEAL G lS AW 1 B A K
WA 5 S A R i da s . X — A BT ST A FUORFE— (R 2L, L, 2017). 1350 m AR LS
TARAL S, 1570 A R OSSR IAC . JFR. TR Bk o 2% 0.79.

2.3. HIEALIEER S AT

AW RIEAEFI JASP 0.96.10.0 #HT7HiR G ERAA S5ImAE<08r, - SPSS 27.0 Hf
PROCESS ZFefF, @it w21 1E H Bhik 88 FhAE(S000 )47 1 HE 200N 5 1 15 5N AR 36

3. &8
3.1. XREIGFERERE

AW IR A W) A Ak, HARAEAL B AR T G AR S R iR R E R, ArEE, 2004). I,
KA Harman 5K 2 7EATIZW, 7 82 NI H A, JLIRIH 8 MFEME KT 1 BALKETF, HApH
— AR IR R TN 19.03%, BT LR /N TFRUERT 40%I5 T8, 13X 3 B AHIF 78 £ 52 34 [7) 77 v
R AR AT AT 52 I JE L Y o
3.2. RS HMERBLE

HORYE ST RN, SRR REE B FME N M=6729, Fr#EZEN SD=12.11; SZhracREiE N1t
SEEMERN M=47.02, FrfEZERN SD=10.13; KAFERFBMERN M=70.00, FrifEZER SD=20.21; G0
SFEMEA M =104.26, taiEZN SD=13.35; 53R WE 1 Fios.

Table 1. Descriptive statistical analysis of various variables

F* 1. BLEEAMRIT O

B3 R/ME RKME M SD
SRR S 36 91 67.29 12.11
SR oK e S 18 68 47.02 10.13

AR L& 18 115 70.00 20.21
RIS 66 137 104.26 13.35

ERBSIEEAR ¢ K65, AN EARLE FEEHAEREER. SGRER, BAEMLRFRERE
B SERR R REE N SIS RS BEE T L@ <0.001), BAESLAKRSEEMOIANGIHELEER
(p>0.05), ZRUWZE 2w

Table 2. Gender difference testing
2. MAMERKRE

A % % t p
SRR BE S S 71.05 = 10.05 65.36 + 12.63 5.01 <0.001
SRS B T B 50.97 £8.17 44.98 +10.45 6.40 <0.001

RAAETE 70.71 £21.60 69.64 + 19.48 0.55 0.58
[EH 111524+ 12.01  100.52 + 12.45 9.30 <0.001
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FEFARSIAEAS ¢ K006, RTCABHEAFAL R FR BT EER. SRR, LIS LhRR R
T KPR FEEENE . KRR SRS AL 7 To R 3 Rk (p > 0.05),  Hrb AR YR 5 SR 5 RE I N A A
USTSWLS 04 5.3 Rk (p = 0.08); S5 AN 3 .

Table 3. Verification of differences among students from various regions of origin

3. ERMNERGE

B i iZy) t p
LR BE SR 67.98 + 12.09 65.97 + 12.08 1.73 0.08
SR 5R R T R 47.47+10.12 46.16 +10.12 1.35 0.18
RASEE B 69.62 +20.60 70.74 + 19.50 -0.58 0.56
LRI 103.48 + 13.83 105.76 + 12.27 -1.79 0.08

{EHISTREAR ¢ K65, RAMAE S HAEANEALE FREFAEREER . SRR, AT LSRR
JESEEE T . SEBR SR i B B 2 T AR MU T Lo (p < 0.001); AR 5T S A AN 2 0
FRE(p > 0.05), FERUFE 4 iR,

Table 4. Comparison of differences between only children and non-only children

T4 MESENERKET

A WA T4 FEMAE T4 t P
SR AR BE SRR 69.70 + 12.03 65.78 +11.93 3.51 <0.001
SR AR BEIE R 48.94 +9.72 45.81+10.21 3.33 <0.001
RN HE EE 70.11 +20.71 69.93 + 19.93 0.10 0.92
B 104.84 + 14.44 103.90 + 12.62 0.76 0.45

AR ANOVA K56, RIFEH . WIDRGI R R G AR B2 A Bt 45 RER,
TG SR BE SRR L SR 5 RE 1 R NS ALl 73 A7 A 2 2 ORI (p < 0.05): R ZARIL S SLBr X RE SR
L KBRS RE TG A AR AL A AE B2 KR (p < 0.05); SCRER R SRRy RER T . KPR IE S
Py R AN AL S A7 AE B35 Kk (p < 0.01); HARAEAE B3 KK (p > 0.05), ZRWNE 5 FiR.

Table 5. ANOVA test for grade level, relationship status, and parents’ relationship
R 5 FR BERAMRXEXRN ANOVA 1858

- PR BE SR JE SR ORI B A& [EH O

i F p F p F p F p

R 5.02 <0.001 5.43 <0.001 1.19 0.32 3.26 0.012
AR 3.16 0.04 4.66 0.01 0.40 0.67 5.94 0.003
KEFRR 81.68 <0.001 75.23 <0.001 3.65 0.006 8.57 <0.001

3.3. RHEXS T
TEREHIER . FEH . MAESER. WERHRERXRAMEN T, 7 MHERS T SERER, LR
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fﬁiiﬁ‘lﬁ‘iiﬁ%f? JRLE S 2 TEAH K (p < 0.001); SEPRIK BESEHFE ‘*7\”7? NVE SRS 2
TR (p <0.001), SUSTU R B EARK(p <0.001); (AR E S UM & LIS (p <0.001): &
%ﬂui\%ﬁﬁmc

Table 6. Partial correlation analysis of variables

* 6. BLEHRIBRST

AR 1 2 3 4
1. SEPRKE SR 1
2. FPREKBEE R 0.782"" 1
3. R EEE -0.172™" -0.195™ 1
4. IS 0.202"** 0.188"* 0.168"* 1

VE: "p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001, FI.

34, BN ST

3.4.1. RIEEREXFREFREE SAFERTNZ B FEERBN

PAZE Rk e vhA eit 5 8 W N D2 AR AR 4l A2 &, R Process 27 H Hayes T & ) Model
4 BEAT AT, DASRPRBESR B T A &, RIS AR A AR R, SN S RAT R IRERY], fEHE
HPER . ER WMAES T WEIRGMARER R T, SRR 5RE 216 % 0 S AU A 1 e 0000 1 FH 2%, B
SR O BE S R S UL ) A RIS o SIEBR 5K R 51 3 B N A A A R ) A [ IO FH R s RN AR R
PN J5 AR REOOT A W ) T ) TR AR P 63, 5 o 5 53 %5 S S A W P T T Yo A P 19 ¥ 2
PRI G $R 7 MR A R R AE SR 2K R 2% 5 525 A8 7AW A7 AE S 2 R N . A5 IR L 7

Table 7. Regression analysis of relationships among variables in the suppressing effect model (1)

® 7. EHYNRE P TEXRMEF (1)

EYEpayE BRI A FEEL EYEEY & E LS
SR E T AL R R? F B t
SEBR SR RS 5 0.457 0.209 20.903** 0.234 4.488"*
5 -0.332 —7.511%
FE % -0.011 -0.264
USSR
A5 0.051 1.228
AR 0.051 1.195
RBER R 0.002 0.048
SEPR R R 0.237 0.056 4,722 -0.216 -3.798***
4 5] -0.062 -1.278
FERH -0.016 -0.343
RN AE LS
A5 -0.031 -0.676
AR 0.048 1.020
REBEK R -0.042 -0.750
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SRR E SR R 0.494 0.244 21.833*** 0.275 5321
RN LR 0.192 4.679"™
el -0.320 —7.388***
I FE -0.008 -0.196
A5 0.057 1.399
WEARI 0.042 1.001
SRR & 0.011 0.210

12 H Bootstrap $7 AR XK AN AR FEAEARE R i (R I HE R TR G . S5 R, S PR SR BE SR A T A A
(RN S MR = 0.234, 95%CT [0.145, 0.370]). TEEHUKNFERE G, SERR S RE 35 55 B HS AL
BN B2 INAE = 0.275, 95%CI[0.191, 0.415]); [HJ4%E0N 5. & GUNAE = —0.042, 95%CI [ -0.073,
—0.017]), BEXEIAEE 0, (AN E G EEBM RN 15.085%;: HIRHERN 5 BN 75,
PR RN 25 R 8 Fivn . RN AR I 2.

k)

Table 8. An analysis of the suppressing effect of attachment anxiety between actual family cohesion and college students
views on love and marriage

% 8. IKIRARIE A SEPRaR BE 5 2 FE RIS TR 2 (8] OB B AR 43 A

RS PRt i 95%CI FFIR  95%CI LR o BN b A
RN 0.234 0.057 0.145 0.370
B 0.275 0.057 0.191 0.415
(BRI -0.042 0.015 -0.073 -0.017 15.085%

VE : BN PO 6 FN U IE 5 AR 22, AR B TUAL /N B S R8T L B 32 207 5 1) 22 0087 49510 4 0.2335.0.2750 5—0.0415,
KRENBRN = HBERN + 30N

0.192"

v
b
&5t
&

KRR EREE 0275

Figure 2. Suppressing effect model (1)
B 2. EHEHNMAREY (1)

3.4.2. (RISEERTESCRRERBEE MM 5 X FEIRTEN Z 6 FEREBA

PLZE SRR A it e W B AR AR s A2 &, K H Process 21271 Hayes JF &[] Model
4 AT 0T, DASEBR K BEIE B AT AL &, AR N AL, IS R R E. SRR, £
HIPEA Fg MAESE. WERGAREERRG,  SbR 5 RE & B M0 48 7280 1E 1w F07E A 2%, B
SR G B 3 Ko GRS U S R S o SR AR R R o A A A R A [ O R s IR AR R
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AT I, A A RS S 7N WL D I 1) TN A1 P 25 S o 5 3 J P 0 45 A 00 ) I e TR A P e 2%
PRl B s MR A R P A ST P 5 R 3 I8 AP 5 5 A U 2 TR A A S 25 PR A RN o 5 R LR 9.

Table 9. Regression analysis of relationships among variables in the suppressing effect model (2)

9. B NRE P T EXRNETSTH(2)

EIEpyE LU REE R EVEER e 2
SRR ot AL & R R F B t
SR AR E I B 0.452 0.205 20.348™* 0.216 4170
el -0.320 —7.144*
G2 -0.012 -0.283
ISR
MWA5E 0.046 1.106
WAL 0.050 1.177
REFRF 0.020 0.039
SR 57 e 3 0.254 0.065 5.463" -0.243 —4.330™
531 —0.080 -1.639
e e Y -0.016 —0.342
MAEST -0.030 -0.663
WE AR 0.052 1.121
EBER F —0.034 -0.633
SR R i B 0.490 0.240 21.431"* 0.264 5104
WRAEEE 0.196 4735
531 -0.304 -6.928""
IR AR, T —0.009 -0.215
MAESE 0.052 1.274
E R 0.040 0.958
SRR &R 0.026 0.536

12 FH Bootstrap i ARXHK A FEAEBLY i (1B HE RN B TR IG . 5 SRR, SRR R BE I B R A 7 R
BRSNS N = 0.216, 95%CT [0.151, 0.419]). TESEHMK SRR ST, SChR SR RERE M 1 0 S 28 WL i)
BN B2 (RUNAE = 0.264, 95%CT [0.068, 0.4817); [AIFE RN 2 2 (RUB{E = —0.048, 95%CI [-0.080,
-0.021]), BEXEACE 0, M E G EZEMBIEEER 18.182%; AN 5 BN 75, NAE
TEIEFERN; &5 U 10 o, EHERUSIARTY LK 3,

>

Table 10. An analysis of the suppressing effect of attachment anxiety between actual family adaptability and college students
views on love and marriage

= 10. RTEBTE KPR EE R M AN TR 2 8] B HE U 53 4

RUNIAE PRt izt 95%CI FER  95%CT L) i EERUR L
RN 0.216 0.068 0.151 0.419
HEMN 0.264 0.068 0.214 0.481
)42 2 —0.048 0.015 -0.080 -0.021 18.182%
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SebR oK BEAE LA Ppwp— 1B

Figure 3. Suppressing effect model (2)
[ 3. EHMNRE2)

3.43. EZXFEHREREGEBRPNTER

FRAE AR S RIS S RE, T Sy M B 5 2 B AR (I A FE— WSO A T fE A . KA Process
F R Hayes JF A Model 14 BEAT RN 04T, EFEHIEGR . WA G WEARINAEER R I
LT, PLSRPRKEE SR AT AL &, WM ECN A&, WA R, TS R E . 4
SR, MR R M P 58 LA PR3 T 1) N R 2 AR ASTL(B = 0.139, p = 0.011), KB GE %
TR RE KA ST B FRs TG, PR T SEBR 5 RE 35 % B — AR 8 — S AL i 5
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Table 11. Test of suppressive-type moderated mediation effect (1)
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Figure 4. Gender as a moderator of the relationship between attachment anxiety and marital attitudes (1)
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Table 12. Test of suppressive-type moderated mediation effect (2)
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Figure 5. Gender as a moderator of the relationship between attachment anxiety and marital attitudes (2)
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