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Security must be managed to its appropriate extent; otherwise, the consequence is a
negative protection of laziness.
Key word: unemployment management, transitional adaptation, accustomed danwei habits,

societal approval

A Comparison of Changes in the Modern Chinese Family Structure betw een
Urban and Rural Areas Wang Yuesheng 118

Abstract: By the end of the 20th century, the number of nuclear families has
proportionally decreased in both urban and rural areas. However, the trend of family size
being reduced remains the same. In the urban areas, this trend is seen in the increased
single- person families and families with only married couples without children, as well as
in the decreased trt generation, lneal families. In the rural areas, lineal families with three
generation have increased to account for over 20 percent of all families, reaching the
highest level in the latest 20 years. One-person families and families with only married
couples are on the rise. These changes in the modern family structure are closely related to
the requirement of “ having fewer childrer” or “ having one child’ as a result of the family
planning policy over more than two decades. Migration in the period of economic
transformation has also speeded up family structural changes. In such a context, family
resources for the aged are dwindling, which urgently demands Social Security and social
service systems to be improved.

Keywords: data from the 2000 census, family structure, comparison between urban and

rural areas, hitorical change

Perceived Parental Control and Parent-Child Relational Quality in
Adolescents in Hong Kong and Shanghai: A Comparative Study
Daniel T. L. Shek, Han Xiaoyan & Britta Mailynn Lee 137

Abstract: The basic research question addressed in this study & whether adolescents in
Hong Kong and Shanghai differ in their perceived parental control processes, parent-child
relational quality and psychologica well-being. Chinese middle school students in H ong
Kong (N= 3,017) and Shanghai ( N= 3, 022) responded to measures of perceived parental
behavioral control, parental psychological control, parental control based on indigenous
Chinese concepts, parental endorsement of traditional Chinese parenting beliefs, parent—

child relational quality, and psychological well-being. The following conclusions were



