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Attitudes toward Having a Foreign Daughter-In-Law:
The Importance of Social Contact

Chin-Chun Yi

Institute of Sociology, Academia Sinica

Ying-Hwa Chang

Institute of Sociology, Academia Sinica

This paper examines an important aspect of the emergence of cross-border
marriage in Taiwan. The socia distance expressed toward four major types of
foreign brides--Mainland Chinese, South East Asian Chinese, Vietnamese, and
other countries in South East Asia--is examined in the hypothetical context of a
son marrying the specified foreign bride. Since marriage in typical Chinese
culture has been an important family matter, having a foreign daughter-in-law
from the parents perspective is a culturaly significant situation. The
theoretical framework is derived from the classical contact hypothesis with an
intention to compare the relative importance between political factors versus
social contact in explaining the marital social distancerevealed. Dataaretaken
from the 2004 Social Image Telephone Survey with a random, island-wide
sample of 1,217 adults. Based on Bogardus's and Allport's hypothesis, socia
contact is categorized into general contact and true contact. The resultsindicate
that, consistent with previous findings, political attitudes such as political
inclination and ethnic evaluation are most salient, but both types of social
contact significantly reduce the social distancetoward different types of foreign
brides. No possible negative effect from casual contact in terms of widening
social distance is found. The importance of social contact in reducing ethnic
antagonism is thus supported. Furthermore, the interaction between political
factors and social contact does not reach significance for al types of foreign
bride, and adding the interaction effect also does not alter significant relations
found with various political indicators. The paper arguesthat the larger political
social atmosphere provides opportunities of social contact between different
ethnic groups and will thus serve as an effective mechanism contributing to
better ethnic relationsin Taiwan.

Keywords: social contact, social distance, cross-border marriages, ethnic
attitudes, political attitudes

Taiwanese Sociology Number 12 (December 2006): 191-232
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2002
2005

(Allport 1979; Seeman 1981; Hewstone and Brown 1986; Messick and
Mackie 1989) (the contact hypothesis)
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Emory Bogardus
"Socia Distanceand ItsOrigins'

(1925) !

(Bogardus 1959)
( Pettigrew

1971; Photiadis and Biggar 1962; Miller 1983)

(socia ordering)

(Pagnini and Morgan 1990)

1 J& X% ! "the grades and degrees of understanding and intimacy which characterize pre-
social and social relations generally" -
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(Pagnini and Morgan 1990)

Bogardus
(Genera Socia Survey, GSS)
Bogardus
(Davis and Smith 1990)
Likert

(favor) (oppose)

(Wilson 1996; Raden 1998)

Bogardus
GSS

(=) EISRERE © RYMEEIRREL b

(Hsu
1948; Whyte 1995)
(Tepperman and Yi 2005) (Whyte 1995)
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2004, 2006

2004

2006 2000 2004

2006

(socia exposure)
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(Pettigrew 1998;
Stephan 1987; Hewstone and Brown 1986; Brewer and Miller 1984)

(Amir 1976; Pettigrew 1986;
Schwarzwald and Amir 1984; Messick and Mackie 1989)

Bogardus (racial group)
(antipathy)
(1) (2)

(©)] (disgust)
(1925, 1959)

(Bogardus 1926)

(Bogardus 1926)

Bogardus
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Gordon Allport

(1979)
Allport

(Allport 1979) Allport

Allport
Cook
(interpersonal attraction)
(1978)

(Hewstone and
Brown 1986)

(Brewer and Miller 1984)
(Pettigrew 1971)
(Triandis 1994; Stephan and Stephan 1984)
(Jackman and Crane 1986; Zajonc 1968)

(Pettigrew 1998; Aronson and Patnoe 1997)
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(Seeman 1981; Davis 1975)
(Hamberger and Hewstone 1997)

(Powersand Ellison 1995; Pettigrew 1998)
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o 1987
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Tsay and Wu 2006;

2003 2001 1999 1994
1993
2001 2003 2005
2001
2004, 2005 2002
(Yang 2006) (Chen 2006)
2000
(Gordon 1964)
(Blau et a. 1984,

Lieberson and Waters 1985)
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1993 Pagnini and Morgan 1990

2006 37.6
64.9% 229

(=) it A A B 2

2004 143
21.2% 2004

(Yang 2006)
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1950

1994
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1993 Amir 1969, 1976; Ford 1986; Pettigrew 1998
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Pagnini and Morgan 1990

2005
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2002

2002

2005

Allport Bogardus

Allport Bogardus

2005 Allport
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(Kinloch 1981, 1991; Pettigrew 1998)

(Russell 1961)
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(Wilson 1996)
Bogardus (Raden 1998)
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(2.2)
(2.18) (2.15) (1.9)
(=) g%I1H
1.
F At SFih
30 16% 3049  52% 50
31% kB
(2004)——
67% 16%
17% HEFAE (29%) (33%)
(38.7%)
A. (%, N)
48.73 (593) 18.00 (219) 33.28 (405) 2.15
33.11 (403) 23.58 (287) 43.30 (527) 1.90
49.96 (608) 18.16 (221) 31.88(388) 2.18
50.78 (618) 18.41 (224) 30.81 (375) 2.20
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1217
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1217

49.96
50.04

16.26
52.31
31.43

17.03
15.59
67.37

28.77
32.56
38.66

57.11
42.89

33.02
42.24
24.74

4.04

292

2.60
2.39

1.85
173

2.59
261

1.76

1.26

1.10
.99

.86

.74
71
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(N)
4873% 18% 33.28% 33.11% 23.58% 43.3%
(593) (219)  (405) (403) (287) (527)
- 38,784+ 18.54**+
4046 1859 40.95 2813 2286 49.01
5698 17.41 2562 3810 2430 37.60
- 17.23+* 1545+
30 4330 1701 39.69 3041 1753 5206
0 49 5032 14.74 3494 3093 2340 4567
50 4827 2347 2827 37.33 2613 3653
- 37.05%* 11.02%*
3085 1891 50.25 24.88 2139 5373
51.09 1957 2935 3587 2337 4076
5270 1711 3019 3434 2390 4176
33.9%* 54.27%%+
4371 1663 39.66 2601 2175 5224
4886 1519 3595 3266 2101 4633
5550 2292 2149 4355 2894 2751
24.21%%% 19.09**
4360 1567 40.73 31.85 2193 4621
4306 2102 3592 2694 2571 4735
6411 1463 2125 4181 2056 37.63
3.99 351
466 178 355 309 242 449
515 182 303 360 228 412
K-W K-W
395 376 433 17.15** 376 393 432 2279
312 278 270 27.36*** 318 202 273  2591%*
216 258 260 5L70*** 219 244 250  2161%**
277 260 234 3235+ 272 261 249 895
230 170 127 34922*** 220 190 155 136.63***
205 168 129 19489** 212 171 145 15446+
201 250 215 25226%** 282 261 240  69.20%**
286 253 229 157.04*** 284 262 243 7265

*p<.05,** p<.01, *** p<.001
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(N)
49.96% 18.16% 31.88% 50.78% 18.41% 30.81%
(608) (221) (389) (618) (224)  (375)
- 36.14%** 30.97+**
4211 1859 3931 4350 1875 377
57.80 17.73  24.47 57.96 1806  24.0
- 9.90% 19.02+*
30 4794 1546 36.60 4639 1443 3918
30 49 5112 1619 32.69 5160 1619 3221
50 4827 2293 28.80 5013 2427 25.60
- 8.89 7.27
4328 1642 40.30 4328 1990 36.82
5435 1630 29.35 5489 1467 30.43
5057 1899  30.44 5170 1862 29.69
14.21%* 28.49%*+
4883 1642 3475 4797 1599 36.03
5089 1544 33.67 5139 1570 3291
51.00 2350 2550 5415 2493 292
17.95+* 12,29+
5274 1514 3211 5274 1593 3133
4286 2224 3490 4490 2122 3388
5610 14.63 2927 5645 14.98 2857
12,75 2.75
456 191 353 491 183 327
557 169 274 531 186 284
K-W K-W
401 389 419 358 404 386 416 282
315 278 263 37.99%** 314 280 263  34.92%*
229 253 246 10515** 228 258 244  1381%*
264 250 256 296 265 257 252 29
211 176 149 12605*** 211 173 148 132.36***
205 163 127 20053*** 203 159 130 177.77**
284 251 232 8303*** 277 248 230 90.95+**
275 256 230 14241%*** 282 250 233 12172+

*p<.05 ** p<.01, ***p <.001
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(%)
A.
352,190 (100) 228,657 (64.92) 75,232 (21.36) 42,259 (12.0) 6,042 (1.72)
B.
1998 145,976 (100) 125,380 (85.89) 11,785 (8.07)  155(.10) 8483(5.81) 173(.12)
2000 181,642 (100) 139,798 (76.96) 22,611 (12.44) 171(.09) 18,681 (10.28) 381 (.21)
2002 172,655 (100) 128,008 (74.14) 27,167 (15.73) 141(.08)  17,002(9.84) 337 (.19)
2003 171,483 (100) 122,850 (71.64) 31,625(18.44) 159(.09) 16,307 (9.51) 542(.31)
2004 131,453 (100) 103,319(7859)  10,386(7.90) 181 (.14) 17,182(13.07) 385(.29)
2005 141,140 (100) 115,852 (82.08)  13,976(9.90) 191(.13) 10,703(7.58) 418 (.30)
(2006)
.658*** A4+ ** .609%** 568+ **
30
50 313 222 .255 331
30 49 .196 .060 .145 213
.846%** .352¢ .395%* .329*
852x** .391* .509%* .388*
.355%* TTT** .038 229
.045 .187 -.042 029
1 .698** 713 .004 -.009
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AlC 2296.081 2402.517 2330.08 2324.262
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1152 1152 1152 1152

* p<.05, ** p< .01, *** p< 001
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