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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine perceptions of unmarried, married and divorced
people and gender differences towards in-laws and determine perceived features of couples-
in-laws relationships. Descriptive survey method was employed as a research design. A total
of 337 respondents were selected using systematic random sampling techniques from among
1805 residents in Balderas condominium site at A.A. Self-administered structured
questionnaire was developed for data based on five variables closeness, care and support,
emotional attachment, interference and perception. Data were analyzed using both
descriptive statistics (frequency, mean, standard deviation and percentages) and inferential
statistics (independent sample t-test, one sample t-test and one way ANOVA).  Results showed
that participants tended to have unfavorable perception towards in-laws without significant
gender difference, contrary to the assumption that these groups would have different feeling.
Likewise features of relationships with their in-laws, on closeness and emotional attachment
results showed statistically significant difference only between married and unmarried
participants. On other variables no difference was observed across the groups. Such
convergence on perceptions and existing types of relationship might explain the lion share
socio demographic characteristics of participants have in defining their perception and
exhibited features of relationship as most of the participants happened to be well educated
middle class groups.
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I. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background

Marriage is a fundamental and universal social institution that provides unique

benefits for men, women and the children resulting from the marital union. Stable marriage

has a positive effect on the economic, emotional and psychological well-being of men and

women and dramatically benefits the well-being and successful development of children,

which is critical to the success and preservation of nations.   Linked with development and

productivity of a new generation, well-functioning marriage is crucial to society’s stability

and its future (Marcia, 2008).

On the contrary, weakening of marriage handicaps future generations and incur very

severe cost to society resulting in families breakup (Marcia, 2008).

Studies indicated that perceived interference of in-laws and the intrusion of in-laws in

the private space occupied by husband and wife are some of the factors affecting marital

satisfaction and stability (Mary Claire Morr Serewicz, 2008).

There are also findings showing that in-laws can be a tremendous source of support

and their relationship can be positive. Goetting found, for example, that parents- and

children-in-law provide mutual support, including emotional, financial, and instrumental

support”.   Others Duvall, Fischer and Merrill (as cited in Sylvia, 2012) also found that

“contrary to popular belief, children-in-law often describe their relationship with in-laws in

positive rather than negative terms”

In line with the findings in other countries, a study conducted in Ethiopia showed that

there are couples who enjoyed their intimate relationships with in-laws especially with

respect to child care and emotional support for the family members; on the other hand there
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are also families who have been facing problems in their relationships with in-laws

(Wodajeneh, 2006).

Taken together, the above-mentioned evidences highlight both positive and negative

impacts of the relationship in-laws have with couples. It is believed that such relationships

are culturally determined and need to be closely examined in different cultures.

Therefore, this research meant to understand the perception of people with different

marital status about in-laws and to see how this perception differs among different groups.

1.2. Problem statement

It is not uncommon to find extended family structures in Ethiopia. In many of the

instances, Ethiopian parents live with their married sons or daughters. Though this might

result in supportive social system, it is among the factors that create problems in family

relationships.

In a study conducted on pertinent contributing factors to divorce in Addis Ababa, the

friction with relatives took the third rank for females and 10th rank for males as a factor for

divorce (Wodajeneh, 2006). This was supported by another study conducted in Addis Ababa

which showed that one of the causes for divorce is pressure from friends and family members

(Serkalem, 2006).

As indicated in the previous paragraphs stated at the background section,

disintegration of marriage due to such  in-laws' interference in private family matters  in turn

affects social and psychological well-being of the parents, children and society at large. It is

also highlighted that the perceptions towards in-laws can signal the positive or negative

impacts of in-laws in marriage.

Although there are some researchers conducted on factors contributing to divorce, as

to the best of my knowledge, there is no research in Addis Ababa on the perception of
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individuals of different social groups towards in-laws and their perceived features of

relationships.

Therefore, this research is conceived to address this pressing social issue and

generally aims to advance insight into perceptions of unmarried, married and divorced people

towards in-laws and perceived features of their relationships with in-laws.

1.3. Objectives

The objective of this study is to examine perceptions of unmarried, married and

divorced people towards in-laws and perceived features of their relationships with in-laws.

More specifically, it attempts to:

 Examine perceptions of unmarried, married and divorced people towards in-laws.

 Determine perceived features of couples-in-laws relationships.

 Identify gender differences in perceptions towards in-laws.

1.4. Operational definitions

Perceptions towards in-laws: an opinion of unmarried married and divorced people

towards in-laws interventions in couple life.

Perceived features of relationships: closeness, care and support, emotional attachment and

interference of in-laws as perceived by participants.

Closeness: the relationship of unmarried, married and divorced persons perceived to have

with their in-laws as defined by the amount of time they spent together, the extent to which

they share their respective ideas and feelings with each other and emotional influence one has

over the other.
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Care and support: helping each other (couples-in-laws) to have emotional stability by way

of offering material and emotional support, information and resource sharing and offering

help in areas where one is needy.

Emotional attachment: the extent to which son /daughter in-law identify themselves as a

member of  their mother/ father in-laws & their family and the extent to which family

members recognize this by way of having commitment to ones wellbeing.

In-laws interference: when the parents and close relatives of one's husband or wife intervene

in couple’s relationship either positively or negatively.

Positive interference: any act by one's husband or wife parents or other family members to

provide support on childcare, housekeeping, management, and other activities by which those

in a relationship considered supportive for well-being of the family relationships.

Negative interference: any act of interference of one's husband or wife, parents or other

family members in activities that might lead to conflict in decision making, expense, time of

having baby and similar acts that will be considered private in a relationship.
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II.LITRATURE REVIEW

2.1. Theoretical framework

Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT; Giles and Coupland, 1991;

Shepard, Giles, and LePoire, 2001) is a guiding principle in intergroup communication

research. This theory holds the relationship between communication and group-based

categorization.

Extending this to the family context, accommodative behaviors are associated with a

common family identity (which is more personalized in nature) whereas non-accommodative

behaviors are negatively associated with shared family identity ( as cited Rittenour & Soliz,

2009).

Rittenour’s (2006) research on daughter-in-law’s accounts of the mother-in-law

behaviors reflects tenets of an accommodation framework. For example, daughters-in-law

complained that mothers-in-law gave unsolicited advice, overlooked personal religious

views, refrained from including daughters-in-law in the telling of family stories, and made it

clear that they did not embrace daughters-in-law as true members of the family. Although

these behaviors are non-accommodative, daughters-in-law also discussed more positive

behaviors such as: self-disclosure and supportive communication that represent specific

accommodative aspects on interaction (as cited in Rittenour  Soliz, 2009).

As Burleson, Albrecht and Sarason (1994) indicated, both self-disclosure and

supportive communications are essential components within the formation and development

of interpersonal relationships, and are related to perceptions of relational quality and

solidarity (as cited in Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).
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Goetting (1990) found that many parents-in-law provide a great deal of financial and

instrumental support to their children and children-in-law, particularly during the first 10

years of marriage (as cited in Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).

From CAT perspective, Soliz and Harwood (2006) self-disclosure and supportive

communication represent specific accommodative behaviors and, therefore, are important to

consider when assessing the degree to which family members feel connected to each other

within the family unit establishing that individuals who exchange higher levels of social

support and self-disclosure are more appropriate to conceptualize each other as members of

the same family unit (as cited in Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).

Williams & Harwood (2004) Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) has

been the dominant theory guiding research on intergroup interactions as it takes into account

the role of social identities in influencing behaviors of conversational partners. In general,

CAT focuses on the manner in which individuals adjust communication to appropriately

accommodate the perceived needs of their conversational partner whether they alter

communication in excess of what is desired (i.e., over accommodate), or whether they fail to

adjust communication to the needs or desire of their conversational partner (i.e., under

accommodate). Appropriate accommodation is associated with more satisfying relationship

and it’s theoretically indicative of a more personalized approach where group differences are

not salient (as cited in Soliz, 2004).

On the other hand, over and under accommodation are more reflective of group-based

distinctions (e.g., young adult-older adult) as the intergroup nature of the relationships is

salient. Hence, in the family, accommodative behaviors are more strongly associated with a

shared family identity whereas non-accommodative behaviors are representative of out-group

distinction (as cited in Soliz, 2004).
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As Rittenour and Soliz (2007) defined accommodative communication as sharing

personal thoughts and feelings as well as discussing topics of interest and attending to the

conversational partner’s needs. More specifically, accommodative communication was

characterized by the use of inclusive communication strategies such as sharing family stories,

disclosing personal as well as family information, and making the daughter-in-law feel

comfortable at family events. This form of communication was found to be positively

associated with the shared family identity. Thus, mothers-in-law who were characterized as

using accommodative communication appeared to make their daughters-in-law feel “part of

the family” (as cited in Mikuck, 2008).

Conversely, non-accommodative and exclusive communication, which is

characterized by a lack of self-disclosure or excessive/inappropriate self-disclosure, as well as

making a distinction between the daughter-in-law and family of origin, failing to explain

family rituals, and excluding the daughter-in-law from family of origin activities was

negatively associated with shared family identity. Therefore, a mother-in-law’s use of

accommodative and non-accommodative communication has profound implications for the

mother-in-law/daughter-in-law relationship. These differing consequences demonstrate the

variety of mother-in-law communication patterns and a mother-in-law’s use of

accommodative versus non-accommodative communication may be a characteristic that

defines different mother-in-law types. Theorists posit that frequency of contact is an

important indicator of interpersonal closeness (as cited in Mikuck, 2008).
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2.2. Empirical research

2.2.1. Interactions between in-laws and family members

Families often have boundaries about whom to consider as part of the family. Family

orientation can be viewed as a derivative of family boundaries and refers to how family

members perceive and adapt to new family members (Mikucki, 2008).

McGoldrick (2005) indicated that the incorporation of a new family member into the

system is no small task. For instance, a mother’s (in-law) boundary permeability can vary

from high to low. A mother (in-law) with high permeability will most likely incorporate a

daughter-in-law as part of the family as opposed to a mother-in-law with low permeability

that will probably view a daughter-in-law as an outsider. Therefore, a mother’s (in-law)

degree of boundary permeability will influence her family orientation and the extent to which

she considers her daughter-in-law “family” (as cited in Mikucki, 2008).

Hung ( 2005) and Kurdek (1999) found out that the daughter- and mother-in-law

relationship is problematic. On the other hand, there are also evidences showing that in-

laws, and particularly many mothers- and daughters-in-law, exchange high levels of

social support and are highly satisfied with their relationship. In other words, contrary to

popular perception, this relationship can have positive as well as negative attributes (as

cited in Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).

Communicative and relational dimensions of shared family identity and relational

intentions in mother-in-law/daughter-in-law relationships analyzed the mother-in-

law/daughter-in-law relationship from the perspective of daughters-in-law. In one

component of this study, the researchers asked daughters-in-law to report on positive and

negative aspects of their relationship with the mothers-in-law. The findings showed that there

are positive (i.e., linked to greater satisfaction) and negative (i.e., linked to less satisfaction)

characteristics in this relationship (Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).
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2.2.2. Closeness

According to Baxter and Montgomery (1996), relational partners simultaneously

desire openness and closeness, candor and privacy. Moreover, both supportive

communication and reciprocal self-disclosure are person-centered communication styles,

which strongly associated with relational satisfaction as well as strong predictors of a shared

family identity. In other words, supportive communication and reciprocal self-disclosure are

associated with interactions where intergroup salience is minimal and the interactions are

operating under a common in-group identity such as a shared family identity (as cited in

Soliz, 2004).

A study conducted on social support to parents’ in-laws showed that, women have

more visits and phone contact with their parents than do men, and men talk on the phone

more with their in-laws than do women. The study also indicated that although women

clearly give priority to relations with their own parents, men experience pulls in both

directions; however, there are no gender differences in assistance patterns. There is little

direct evidence that the presence of one set of parents affects relations with the other (Eunju,

Glenna & John, 2003).

Datta, Poortinga, and Marcoen (2003) found that a majority of daughters feel closer to

or a stronger affinity for their mothers compared to their mothers-in-law. Rittenour (2006)

moreover, some men and women perceive closeness with their mother-in-law as a potential

act of betrayal against the mothers who raised them (as cited in Rittenour& Soliz, 2009).

All of this suggests that a more harmonious relationship with a mother-in-law may

also be contingent on family-of-origin factors.

Another study conducted in Kenya on the influence of in-laws in marital relationships

of contemporary urban middle class marriages revealed that very little interaction exist
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between in-laws and middle class couples, especially in later years of their marriage

(Anastasia, 2003).

2.2.3. Care and support

Front stage compliance and backstage resistance is a common strategy in any family

system that emphasizes the formal display of respect toward elders. A study conducted in

Chinese Immigrant Families found that daughters-in-law typically feel obligated to show

respect and honor toward their mothers in-law. They commonly engaged on a covert form of

resistance by appearing to comply and agree with their mother-in-law while not actually

implementing her suggestions in her absence-by not overtly disagreeing, daughters-in-law

avoid open conflict, show filial respect, and present themselves as a “good Chinese daughter-

in-law” without actually having to comply and give up power over their own households

(Kristy, Shih & Karen, 2010).

This study also indicated that though  mothers in-law were entitled to uncontested

authority and respect bestowed by cultural values, in most of the relationships the study

examined, mothers-in-law are not so easily accorded such authority. Instead, they must work

to establish such power, as through the provision of child care services or domestic assistance

(Kristy, Shih & Karen, 2010).

Similar studies (Lan, 2002; Treas & Mazumdar, 2002), showed that mother’s in-law

who provided more resources to the younger couple tends to enjoy more power, respect, filial

care, and freedom than counterparts with fewer resources. On the other hand, mothers-in-law

who financially depend on the younger couple occupy a lower status, feel powerless, defer to

the needs of their adult children, and are reluctant to challenge family arrangements (as cited

Kristy, Shih &Karen, 2010).
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Pearlin (1989); Starrels, Ingersoll-Dayton, Dowler, and Neal (1997) researched the

sense of obligation that children and children-in-law feel toward caring for their in-laws,

which in turn, affected by the communication that surrounds such a large decision. Because

shared family identity represents a common in-group, we are more likely to allocate resources

to in-group members we expect more inclination to allocate financial and personal resources

associated with caregiving to mothers-in-law with whom shared family identity is high(as

cited in Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).

Although there is little evidence as to the factors contributing to daughters-in-law’s

intentions of either caring for their ill mothers-in-law or continuing a relationship with

mothers-in-law following the death of a spouse, it is likely that these intentions are influenced

by mother in-law/ daughter in-law interaction. Specifically, daughters-in-law will be more

appropriate to engage in both behaviors if their mothers-in-law communicate in ways that

make the daughters-in-law feel satisfied with the relationship, but, more importantly, make

them feel as if they are members of the same family (as cited in Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).

Lopata (1970) research showed that following the death of their spouse, many widows

drastically decrease the frequency of contact with their in-laws. Similarly, post-divorce

literature suggests that many children-in-law quickly lose contact with their parents-in-law

following the separation (as cited in Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).

2.2.4. Emotional attachment

In-law relationships are conceptualized as a merger of two families and, hence, are

inherently an intergroup process. In fact, some of the difficulties associated with in-law

relationships may stem from loyalties to their family-of-origin. As manifested in several

studies, strong identification with one’s own family may serve as a barrier to identifying with

the in-law family where as a weak identification with one’s family may be associated with
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more willingness to identify with the family-in-law. The struggle for daughters-in-law is

associated with the tension of loyalty toward a mother against closeness to a mother-in-law,

the actual relationship between a daughter and her mother being an important factor in a

harmonious relationship with her mother-in-law. For instance, Jorgenson (1994) found that

many married couples are hesitant to call their parents-in-law ‘mom’’ and ‘‘dad’’ out of

loyalty to their own parents, claiming that parents have particular ‘‘rights’’ that parents-in-

law can never have (as cited in Rittenour& Soliz, 2009).

In line with, daughters-in-law perception for the current and future state of the

mother-in-law/daughter-in-law relationship, including her willingness to maintain her own

and her children's relationship with the mother-in-law are significantly tied to how much the

daughter-in-law identifies as part of the mother-in-laws family. Some daughters-in-law truly

feel like family, having a strong sense of commitment, unity, loyalty, and closeness between

themselves and their mothers-in-law. Many daughters-in-law do not feel this bond and

instead feel that they are connected only because the mother-in-law is the mother of the

daughter-in-law's spouse. Where the daughter-in-law falls between these two extremes is

important because the more a daughter-in-law feels like family with her mother-in-law the

more she is likely to keep the relationship intact (Rittenour& Soliz, 2009).

The extent to which a daughter-in-law identifies with her own family may also be

associated with how she perceives her spouse’s family. How much a daughter-in-law

identifies as family with her mother-in-law related to how the mother-in-law communicates

with her. Specifically, mothers-in-law who are supportive and accommodative (e.g.,

inclusive, respectful of divergent cultural/value orientation) with their daughters-in-law are

more likely to be regarded as family (Rittenour& Soliz, 2009).

On the other hand, Allport (1954) introduced institutional support (i.e., the extent to

which one’s in-group supports out-group contact) as a facilitating condition for positive
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interactions. Soliz (2007), Soliz & Harwood (2006) likewise, the significance of parental

supports in transcending age and stepfamily barriers in family interactions (as cited in

Rittenour& Soliz, 2009).

Pinto and Hollandsworth’s study on mother-in-law jealousy indicated that

possessiveness/ dependency shared a significant, positive association with mother-in-law

jealousy. The results suggest that a mother who is more dependent on her son for emotional,

physical, or financial support may perceive any threat to her resources as highly threatening.

A mother’s desire to secure these resources, along with a desire for exclusivity over these

resources may influence her expectations or perceptions of a potential daughter-in-law (as

cited Mikucki, 2008).

Furthermore, children-in-law reported that the amount of time and energy dedicated to

their parents-in-law corresponds with the encouragement they receive from their parents-of-

origin (Rittenour & Soliz, 2009).

2.2.5. In-laws interference

The stress that family and in-law interference brings to a marriage can be so

overwhelming and for some couples it can lead to divorce. A recent study by Sound Vision

found that ten percent of divorces were a result of family interference. In order for couples to

maintain healthy relationships with their parents, while simultaneously nurturing their own

marriage, there needs to be communication and a clear understanding of the changing

relationships. Parents and extended family are vital in that they provide the new couple with

stability and support. However, if boundaries are not defined clearly, it can overwhelm

couples and erode their marital bond (SuhaibWebb.com, 2011).

Erinosho (2004) found that interference by in-laws is one major causes of domestic

violence among with others refusal of wives to submit to the husbands’ authority, sexual
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misconduct by wives, interference by in-laws, conflicts between works and domestic duties

by wives, religious conflicts between partners, flirtation by male partners, and husbands’

inability to live up to their domestic responsibilities due to poverty (as cited in

Omorogbe,Obetoh & Odion, 2010)

2.2.6. Perceptions towards in-laws

If individuals embrace negative expectations of their future in-law, the tie may

manifest negative qualities. Psychologists have shown that expectations for positive or

negative “possible selves” shape individuals’ goals, hopes, and fears. That is, when

individuals hold positive images of what they may become in the future, they are motivated

to behave in ways that support (and lead to) those images of the self. Likewise, individuals

may harbor expectations about future relationships, particularly in the acquaintanceship stage

(Karen et al., 2012).

Perception towards mothers-in-law were put forth as negative  by many respondents

as their behavior is perceived as stemming from mothers-in-law motivations to undermine the

spousal or maternal role of the daughter-in-law. Negative comments to the husband and child

about the ways the daughter-in-law behaves, lying and manipulating in order to end the

marriage, and interfering with the daughter-in-law’s parenting and/ or closeness with her own

children are some of perceived attitudes (Rittenour& Soliz, 2009).

Turner, Young and Black (2006) by contrast, a study on the in-law tie found that most

children and mothers-in-law described the early relationship with positive expectations. The

hope for a warm and close relationship may manifest in stronger bonds after the wedding (as

cited in Karen et al., 2012).

Santos and Levitt (2007) perceptions of the in-law tie may differ in ties involving

sons- versus daughters-in-law. Wives typically feel closer to their mothers than husbands feel
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to their own mothers and likely assimilate their husbands into their own family. Additionally,

parents-in-law rate ties to sons-in-law more positively than ties to daughters-in-law.

Moreover, the shared gender between daughters-in-law and mothers-in-law may heighten

emotions. On the other hand, higher levels of education are associated with increased

distance and increased support exchanges (as cited in Karen et al., 2012).

Study conducted on in-law relationships before and after marriage revealed that early

positive relationship dimensions were associated with more positive and fewer negative

relationship qualities after the marriage. Moreover, there were fewer differences between

daughters-in-law and sons-in-law than expected and expectations of the future tie were less

important for the future relationship than the actual early qualities of the tie. Nonetheless,

anticipating certain problems were associated with increased conflict with in-laws (Karen et

al., 2012).

2.3. Summary and implications

Though a number of problems emanate from the relationship between in-laws and

family members, in-laws have many benefits for the entire family and vice versa. Different

studies have identified that there are many factors contributing to the negative outcomes of

the relationships. This necessitates knowing the mechanism that maximizes positive

outcomes.

This makes studies to explore the perception of the society towards in-laws and

understand the mechanism by which such conflicts escalate and turn the unwanted

disintegration of family relationships to mutual benefits. In addition, such studies also help to

inspire and guide other research projects. More importantly, it will help professionals

working on the family issues to better understand the mechanism and intervene appropriately

to the situation in the right way.
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III. METHODS

3.1. Research Design

The study employed a quantitative research design. It attempted to examine the

perceptions of unmarried, married and divorced people towards in-laws, determine perceived

features of couples-in-laws relationships and examine whether gender differences exist in

perceptions towards in-laws.

3.2. Study site

The study was conducted in Addis Ababa Yeka sub city woreda 7 condominium sites.

From the three sites found in the area (Balderas, Signal and MertZer), Balderas condominium

site has been selected for the study purposefully because the number of households and

residents in this condominium is relatively larger and would allow to get adequate sample.

The documents that have been used for such decision were received from the committee in

charge of the three sites.

3.3. Population

The woreda has 26,000 residents living in all kind of housing facilities. The Balderas

condominium site has three sub sites with 52 blocks comprising 1805 households. All blocks

were considered and included in the study.

3.4. Participants

In order to determine the sample size, the researcher used a table of random sample

size developed by Krejcie and Morgan (1970). Accordingly, the representative sample size
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required for the total population of 1805(N) is found to be 317(s).  A list of households which

contain the house numbers was obtained from the committee in charge for the three sub sites.

Then, the sampling frame has been created from the list and using systematic random

sampling technique, every sixth household was selected, resulting in 337 participants from

which the actual have been collected.

3.5. Inclusion Criteria

Male and female household heads in the selected condominium sites who do not have

married children were included in the study.

3.6. Instruments

3.6.1 Description

The main source of data for this study was self-administered structured questionnaire

containing six themes: demographic characteristics, closeness of couples with in-laws, care

and support to one another, emotional attachment of couples with in-laws, in- laws

interference with marital relationships and perceptions of couples towards in-laws. The first

set consisted of six items were concerned about demographic characteristics of respondents.

The second set contained twelve items were to measure perceived closeness of couples with

in-laws. Eight items were relating to care and support to one another, and seven items that

measured the extent of emotional attachment of couples with in-laws were consisted by the

third and fourth sets. The fifth set consisted of eleven items were indicators of in-laws

interference with marital relationships and the sixth set contains nine items were measuring

perceptions of couples towards in-laws.

The questionnaire has five sub scales of items rated strongly agree to strongly

disagree with highest score of five and lowest one. Five scored for strongly agreeing to
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positive statements and for strongly disagreeing to negative statements.

The two set of responses ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ and ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly

disagree’ are reported as agreement and disagreement respectively, it is not possible to see

the level of respondents’ agreement or disagreement in each item. Therefore, it is possible to

see the level of agreement for some items.

The questionnaire constructed and administrated in Amharic then translated to

English by teacher who has Masters Degree in English language.

3.6.2. Construction

The questionnaire was constructed by the researcher from extensive review of

literature that gave an insight about components and contents of in-laws perceptions, informal

discussions with professionals as well as married people about in-laws perceptions and

personal experiences, insights and reflections.

3.6.3. Procedures

3.6.3.1. Validation

Items were assembled and then the rating type questionnaire was developed in

Amharic. Three social psychology graduate students commented the first draft of the

questionnaire. Then, the research advisor has commented on content relevance, items clarity,

cultural sensitivity and language usage of the questionnaire and modified based on the

feedback before pilot testing.

In order to solve ambiguity (clarity, language and structure problems) and to check

reliability and feasibility of the instrument, a pilot test was conducted. The Amharic

version of the instrument was administered to 30 individuals who were selected by lottery

method from 52 blocks.
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Upon testing the reliability of the instrument, the values of Cronbach alphas were

found to range between a minimum of 0.55 to a maximum of 0.96. See details on Table 1.

Table 1. Reliability indices of the scales employed for data collection

SN Name of the scale Number of items Chronbach alpha

values

1. Couples and in-laws closeness

measures

12 0.96

2. Couples and in-laws care and

support measures

8 0.95

3. Couples and in-laws emotional

attachment measures

7 0.9

4. In-laws interference in couple

relationships measures

11 0.9

5. Couples perceptions towards

in-laws measures

6 0.55

6. Total scale 44 0.944

3.6.3.2. Administration

Two female assistants who completed grade ten and know the study sites were

selected and trained prior to the actual data collection. They were trained on how to

approach participants, how to administer and check completeness of the questionnaire on the

spot. Besides, they familiarized with the different items of the questionnaire. The researcher

was also involved in the data collection.  The data was collected in two weeks from the

heads of sampled households by handing over the questionnaires & collecting it back on the

next day by going door to door after obtaining permission from committees of the three sub

site’s.
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3.6.3.3. Scoring

Items in all sub scales were scored directly and reversely. Positively stated items were scored

directly while negatively stated items were scored reversely as follows:

 Sub-scale 5. Perceptions: item number 2, 4, 6 and 7 were scored directly, while item

number 1, 3, 5, 8 and 9 were scored reversely,

 Sub-scale 1. Closeness:  item number 1, 2,4,7,9 and 12 were scored directly, while

item number 3, 5, 6,8,10 and 11 were scored reversely,

 Sub-scale 2. Care and support: item number 1, 2, 4 and 6 were scored directly while

item number 3, 5, 7 and 8 were scored reversely,

 Sub-scale 3. Emotional attachment: item number 2, 4 and 6 were scored directly,

while item number 1, 3, 5 and 7 were scored reversely and

 Sub-scale 4. In-laws interference: item number 2, 4, 6, 8 and 9 were scored directly,

while item number 1, 3, 5, 7, 10 and 11 were scored reversely.

Then items ratings added up to form composite score for each subscale. Hence, higher

scores denoted positive relationship between couples and in-laws and positive perception

towards in-laws.

3.6.3.4. Analysis

SPSS (statistical packages for social science) version 20 was used to analyze and give

meaning for the data collected. The collected data have been analyzed using both descriptive

statistics (frequency, mean, standard deviation and percentages) and inferential statistics

(independent sample t-test, one sample t-test and one way ANOVA) assuming 0.05 level of

confidence.
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3.7. Ethical consideration

Participation of respondents was strictly on voluntary basis. Besides, they were

fully informed about the purpose of the study and their oral consent was secured.

Furthermore, participants were informed that the information they provide would be kept

confidential and would not be disclosed to anyone else including anyone in their residence.
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IV. RESULTS

This chapter presents the findings of the study. The Data are analyzed using both

descriptive statistics (frequency, mean, standard deviation and percentages) and inferential

statistics (independent sample t-test, and one way ANOVA). The demographic characteristics

of the participants, findings on the general perceptions towards in –laws, gender differences

in perceptions towards in-laws and perceived features of couples-in-laws relationship are

presented sequentially.

4.1. Demographic characteristics of the participants

To increase the response rate, the questionnaire was distributed to a total of 400

participants. 362 questionnaires were filled and returned, of which 337 were found complete

and valid for analysis.  The responses given to items that elicit data on the demographic

characteristics of the respondents showed that the majority (231, 68.5%) of the respondents

were married, 76 (22.6%) of them were unmarried, and 30(8.9%) of them were divorced.

With regard to gender distribution the data collected revealed that 141(42%) were

males while 195 (58%) were females and the average age of the respondents was 34.7.

The participant’s educational level has also been included in the demographic data

and the education level of 306 (90.8%) of the respondent falls either  in preparatory school,

diploma, or first degree and above while only 3 participants were found to be don’t read and

write or capable of reading and writing. Likewise, most respondent, 261 (77.4 %), were

employees working in government, NGOs and business institutions while 74 (21.9 %) were

working in other kind of jobs.
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics of participants (N=337)

Independent Variables
Unmarried Married Divorced Total
Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency

Marital Status 76(22.6) 231(68.8) 30(8.9) 337(100)

Age

18-27 25(7.42) 23(6.82) 3(0.89) 51(15.13)

28-37 40(11.87) 121(35.91) 9(2.67) 170(50.45)

38-47 4(1.19) 47(13.95) 14(4.15) 65(19.29)

Above 47 3(0.89) 23(6.82) 4(1.19) 30(8.90)

Total 72(21.36) 214(63.50) 30(8.90) 316(93.77)

Sex

Male 48(34.04) 85(25.22) 8(5.67) 141(41.8)

Female 27(13.85) 146(74.87) 22(11.28) 195(57.9)

Total 75(22.32) 231(68.55) 30(8.9) 336(99.7)

Educational
Level

Don’t Read and write 0 2(0.6) 0 2(0.6)

Read and write 0 1(0.3) 0 1(0.3)

Primary 0 8(2.4) 0 8(2.4)

Secondary 6(1.78) 9(2.69) 2(0.6) 17(5.0)

Preparatory 6(1.78) 44(13.17) 3(0.89) 53(15.7)
Diploma 16(4.79) 65(19.46) 9(2.69) 90(26.7)

First degree and above 48(14.37) 100(29.94) 15(4.49) 163(48.4)

Total 76(22.75) 229(67.95) 29(8.61) 334(99.31)

Occupation

Government employee 16(4.75) 49(14.5) 12(3.56) 77(22.8)

NGO employee 29(8.61) 77(22.85) 8(2.37) 114(33.8)

Private business 20(5.93) 49(14.54) 7(2.07) 75(22.3)

Others 9(2.67) 56(16.62) 4(1.19) 69(20.5)

Total 74(21.96) 231(68.55) 30(8.91) 335(99.41)

Income

Below  500 1(0.29) 6(1.78) 0 7(2.08)

501- 1500 2(0.59) 19(5.64) 4(1.19) 25(7.42)

1501- 2500 7(2.08) 25(7.42) 2(0.59) 34(10.09)
2501- 3500 6(1.78) 27(8.01) 4(1.19) 37(10.98)
3501- 4500 9(2.67) 15(4.45) 2(0.59) 26(7.72)
Above 4500 30(8.9) 82(24.33) 15(4.49) 127(37.69)
Total 55(16.32) 174(51.63) 27(8.01) 256(75.96)
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4.2. Respondent’s Perception towards in-laws

One of the aims of this study was to assess the perception of individuals with different

marital status towards in-laws. Thus the study has also explored the perception held by

respondents towards in-laws. To this end participants were presented with 9 items to rate

their perception regarding in-laws. The responses of the study participants are presented in

Table 3.

Table 3. Individuals Perception Score towards in-laws

No Item Ratings

Strongly
agree(SA)

Agree
(A)

Unsure
(U)

Disagree
(D)

Strongly
disagree(SD

)
1. In-laws interference contributes

to the failure for many
marriages.

11
(3.3%)

12
(3.6%)

24
(7.1%)

80
(23.7%)

209
(62.0%)

2. When there is conflict in
marriage, it is appropriate for
in-laws to intervene.

11
(3.3%)

51
(15.1%)

25
(7.4%)

122
(36.2%)

121
(35.9%)

3. It is not important to have close
relationship with the in-laws.

87
(25.8%)

158
(46.9%)

27
(8.0%)

30
(8.9%)

28
(8.3%)

4. It is good to live with
in-laws.

17
(5.0%)

16
(4.6%)

15
(4.5%)

126
(37.4%)

151
(44.8%)

5. It is not good to support each
other with one's own in-laws.

112
(33.2%)

141
(41.8%)

21
(6.2%)

38
(11.3%)

13
(3.9%)

6. It is not appropriate to meet in-
laws before marriage.

15
(4.5%)

42
(12.5%)

37
(11.0%)

155
(46.0%)

83
(24.6%)

7. It is important to consider in-
laws as that of your own family.

154
(45.7%)

134
(39.8%)

20
(5.9%)

14
(4.2%)

14
(4.2%)

8. It is not important to share your
feelings and thoughts with in-
laws.

62
(18.4%)

139
(41.2%)

55
(16.3%)

52
(15.4%)

22
(6.5%)

9. In-laws should not intervene in
any matters of the married
couple.

22
(6.5%)

80
(23.7%)

36
(10.7%)

85
(25.2%)

113
(33.5%)

From a total of 366 respondents, 289(85.7%) of them disagreed with the statement

that describes in-laws interference as a contributing factor for failure of many marriages,

while only 23(6.9%) have agreed. Similarly, majority of the respondents 243 (72.1%)
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disagreed with the item regarding when there is conflict in marriage, it is appropriate for in-

laws to intervene in marital conflicts. On the other hand majority 198(58.7%) disagreed to the

statement stated as "in-laws should not intervene in any matters of couple". The above

mentioned results showed that for majority of the study participants while giving a room for

in-laws interventions in different family matters is acceptable, they wanted the level to be

distanced from specific marital issues. As depicted by Table 3, the respondents' reflections on

the remaining items are also in line with the aforementioned explanation.

Considering the respondents individually, the score varied from a minimum of 9 and

maximum of 45, with a mean of 24.82 (see Table 4). That is, the lower the score, the

unfavorable the perception of respondents towards in-laws.

The perception scale result ranges from 9 (9x1= 9) to 45 (9x5= 45). The mean of the

minimum and maximum possible scores was used to determine the expected population

mean. Accordingly, the expected population mean is 27; a score which is minimum (9) plus

maximum (45) divided by 2.

A score below the expected population mean designates an unfavorable perception

and above it represents favorable perception towards in-laws in general.

Table 4. The Mean, Standard Deviation, Max and Min Scores Pertaining to Perception

Scores

Variable                No.

of items

N Mean SD              Max score             Min score

Perception               9 337 24.82 4.254               45                          9
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Table 5 shows the specific cases of the perception of participants towards in-laws:

231(68.55%) respondents scored below expected population mean and 82(24.33%)

respondents scored greater than the expected population mean (M=27).

Even though the expected population mean is taken as a cutoff point to label

perception as favorable and unfavorable, this cutoff point shows the middle position held by

the respondents with respect to their perception towards in-laws. A significant deviation from

this cutoff point shows either favorable or unfavorable perception of the respondents towards

in-laws.

From the information in table 5, there are few 82(24.33%) participants who have a

score below expected population mean whereas more than half 231(68.55%) participants

have a score above expected population mean.

Table 5: Frequency of individual’s perception towards in-laws means compared to

observed and expected mean

Frequency
above the
Observed

Mean

Frequency
below the
Observed

Mean

Frequency
above the
Expected

Mean

Frequency
below the
Expected

Mean
Observed

Mean
Expected

Mean
143

(42.43%)
166

(49.26%)
82

(24.33%)
231

(68.55%)
24.82 27
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A one sample t-test was run in order to identify the general perception of participants towards

in-laws.

Table 6. One Sample t-test the general perception of participants towards in-laws

Variable

Mean SD df t Sig. Mean

Difference

Perception of

participants

towards in-laws

24.82 4.254 336 -9.425 .000 -2.184

Test value=27

As shown in table 6, the one sample t-test yielded a statistically significant difference

between the sample mean and expected population mean (t = -9.43, df = 336, p=.000). Thus,

the obtained mean score pertaining to participants’ perception towards in-laws is lower than

the expected population mean. However, it is important to take into account the nature of the

scale. Although the expected population mean is taken as a cutoff point to label perception as

favorable and unfavorable, the score indicates neutral position than of either favorable or

unfavorable perception. The average observed perception score also shows a neutral

perception than either a favorable or unfavorable perception. The result of the t-test should be

seen in such a way that the observed average score is statistically and significantly less than

the expected population mean. Hence, the result shows that the participants tended to have

unfavorable perception towards in-laws.

To analyze general perception across three groups (unmarried, married and divorced)

towards in-laws one way ANOVA was applied. As shown in the Table 7, there is no

statistically significant difference (F (2,334) = 1.992, P > 0.05) among the three groups in

terms of their perception towards in-laws. This indicates that the current marital status of an

individual might not be a strong factor that affects the perception towards in-laws.
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Table 7.One Way ANOVA: perception of participants towards in-laws by marital status

Source of Variance Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 71.662 2 35.831 1.992 .138

Within Groups 6008.931 334 17.991

Total 6080.593 336

4.3. Gender differences in perception of participants towards in-laws

Gender based perspective is a cross cutting issue that affects the family dynamics

directly or indirectly. In line with this, looking into presence of gender differences regarding

perception towards in-law was one of the objectives of this study.

Accordingly a test was done and the results showed that the perception of males

towards in-laws was not significantly different from females (t = -0.228, p >0.05) which

might be attributed to the similarity in educational status and the income level shared by both

parties (see table 4).

Table 8. Independent samples T-test of gender differences in perception towards in-laws

Perception by

all variables

Sex Mean SD df t p
Male 136.33 12.451 334 -.228 > 0.05

Female 136.67 14.575

*Equal variances assumed

4.4. Perceived features of participants-in-laws relationships

Perceived features of relationships between the participants' and their in-laws have

been assessed by measuring sets of items grouped in four features; closeness, care and

support, emotional attachment and interference. The respective finding shows the responses
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of the participants regarding their past, current and anticipated future experiences with regard

to the selected features of relationship.

Responses for the items measuring closeness showed most of the participants, 259

(76.9%) and 233 (69.1) reflected agreement with the statements about having close

relationship with their in-laws and being close to their in-laws (see Table 9).  However, as the

level of closeness is further explored, the data on Table 3 showed that in line with the

findings related to perception participants tend to indicate that they are not close to their in-

laws.

For instance, it is found that 172 (51%) participants reflected agreement with the

statement "I don't share my thoughts and feelings with in-laws.” Similarly, nearly half of the

respondents agreed that their in-laws don't share thoughts and feelings with them and

161(47.8) respondents agreed with the statement that denies open talk of in-laws about

themselves. More over 232 (68.8) of the respondents indicated that they don't visit their in-

laws on holidays and 236(70.0%) of the respondents agreed that they don't get invitations

from their in-laws on holydays.
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Table 9. Participants Closeness score with in-laws

No Item

Ratings
Strongly
Agree

Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly
disagree

1. Will have/Have/Had close relationship with
in-laws.

137
(40.7%)

122
(36.2%)

40
(11.9%)

28
(8.3%)

10
(3.0%)

2. Will be close/Close to/Used to be close to in-
laws.

112
(33.2%)

121
(35.9%)

39
(11.6%)

46
(13.6%)

16
(4.7%)

3. Won't visit/Don’t visit/ Used to not visit in-
laws.

30
(8.9%)

51
(15.1%)

21
(6.2%)

161
(47.8%)

65
(19.3%)

4. Will/Openly discuss/ Used to discuss about
life with in-laws.

64
(19.0%)

94
(27.9%)

53
(15.7%)

85
(25.2%)

38
(11.3%)

5. Don’t share my thoughts and feelings with
in-laws.

47
(13.9%)

125
(37.1%)

45
(13.4%)

72
(21.4%)

41
(12.2%)

6. Don’t visit/ Used not to visit in-laws on
holidays.

89
(26.4%)

143
(42.4%)

11
(3.3%)

53
(15.7%)

34
(10.1%)

7. Openly talk/Used to openly talk about
myself with in-laws.

53
(15.7%)

90
(26.7%)

57
(16.9%)

96
(28.5%)

36
(10.7%)

8. In-laws don’t/used to not get me properly
close to them.

79
(23.4%)

124
(36.8%)

54
(16.0%)

50
(14.8%)

28
(8.3%)

9. If we don’t see each other for some time
with in-laws they look for me/used to look
for me.

69
(20.5%)

102
(30.3%)

65
(19.3%)

67
(19.9%)

27
(8.0%)

10. In-laws don’t/used to not share their
thoughts and feelings with me.

40
(11.9%)

128
(38.0%)

74
(22.0%)

55
(16.3%)

33
(9.8%)

11. In-laws don’t/used to not openly talk about
themselves with me.

39
(11.6%)

122
(36.2%)

67
(19.9%)

69
(20.5%)

38
(11.3%)

12. In-laws don’t/used to invite me during
holidays.

114
(33.8%)

122
(36.2%)

23
(6.8%)

49
(14.5%)

26
(7.7%)

The findings were further analysed to see if there is difference based on marital status

and as shown in Table 10, it was found that there is statistically significant difference among

the different marital status groups unlike the case is for perception which might indicate that

having the experience of marriage life is one factor that determine the closeness of a

relationship between husband/ wife and the in-laws.
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Table 10. One Way ANOVA: Closeness of participants with in-laws by marital status

Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

Df Mean
Square

F Sig.

Between
Groups

210.457 2 105.229 3.726 .025

Within Groups 9433.786 334 28.245
Total 9644.243 336

Further multiple comparison test was conducted to locate the sources of the

significant F. As depicted in Table 11, statistically significant difference was observed only

between married and unmarried participants. Hence, it appears that married couples tend to

have relatively speaking better relationship with their in-laws than those who are not yet

married but who have the experience.  The mean is 38.03 and 36.29 for married and

unmarried participants respectively.

Table 11. Multiple Comparisons on Closeness of participants with in-laws

(I) Marital
status

(J) Marital
status

Mean
Difference

(I-J)

Std.
Error

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Unmarried
Married -1.741* .703 .037 -3.40 -.09
Divorced -.144 1.146 .991 -2.84 2.55

Married
Unmarried 1.741* .703 .037 .09 3.40
Divorced 1.597 1.031 .270 -.83 4.03

Divorced
Unmarried .144 1.146 .991 -2.55 2.84
Married -1.597 1.031 .270 -4.03 .83

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

In this study, the researcher used a 12-items closeness scale. The closeness scale

result ranges from 12 (12x1= 12) to 60 (12x5= 60). The mean of the two scores was used to

see whether participants have close or distant relationship with in-laws in general. The

expected mean is 36, a score which is minimum (12) plus maximum (60) score divided by 2.

Considering the respondents individually, the score varied from a minimum of 12 and

maximum of 60, with a mean of 37.50 (see Table 12). That is, the higher the score, the high
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level of closeness of respondents with in-laws. This indicates that the respondents tended to

have close relationships with in-laws. The expected mean was 36.

Table 12: The Mean, Standard Deviation, Max and Min Scores Pertaining to

Closeness Scores

Variable                No.

of items

N Mean SD              Max score             Min score

closeness               12 337 37.50 5.124               60 12

A one sample t test was run to see if the mean score of the sample result (observed

mean which is 37.50) is significantly different from a test value of 36. The result is given in

Table 13.

Table 13.One Sample t-test the Closeness of participants with in-laws

Variable
Mean SD df t Sig. Mean

Difference
Closeness 37.50 5.358 336 5.124 .000 1.496

Test value=36

As shown in table 13, the one sample t-test yielded a statistically significant

difference between the sample mean and expected population mean (t = 5.124, df = 336,

p=.000). Thus, the obtained mean score pertaining to participants closeness scale is higher

than the expected mean of the score. This indicates that the respondents tended to have close

relationships with in-laws.
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Table14. Frequency of individual’s closeness with in-laws means compared to

observed and expected mean

Frequency
above the
Observed

Mean

Frequency
below the
Observed

Mean

Frequency
above the
Expected

Mean

Frequency
below the
Expected

Mean

Observed
Mean

Expected
Mean

177
(52.52%)

134
(39.76%)

203
(60.24%)

102
(30.27%) 37.50 36

Table 14 shows the number of individuals whose score above and below the observed

and expected means on measures of the level of closeness of participants with in-laws:

177(52.52%) of the 337 respondents scored greater than the observed mean (M=37.50), out

of 337 respondents 203(60.24%) of them scored greater than the expected mean (M=36).

Care and support to one another anticipated or exhibited by the study participants was

the other feature of relationship explored in this study. The data show that while most of the

respondents strongly agreed to statements that declared their positivity in sharing good and

bad times with their in-laws; in supporting their in-laws as much as they can; and in sharing

their time and money with them, they disagreed to those which declared their in-laws being

doing the same for them which might be attributed to the wide spread culture in Ethiopia that

encourages younger's to care for and support the elders.
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Table 15. Care and support to one another

No Item

Ratings
Strongly
Agree

Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly
Disagree

1. Share/used to share good and
bad moments of in-laws.

127
(37.7%)

130
(38.6%)

28
(8.3%)

40
(11.9%)

12
(3.6%)

2. Support/used to support my in-
laws as much as I can.

118
(35.0%)

137
(40.7%)

31
(9.2%)

37
(11.0%)

13
(3.9%)

3. Don’t support/used to not
support my in-laws.

92
(27.3%)

155
(46.0%)

37
(11.0%)

33
(9.8%)

19
(5.6%)

4. Share/used to share my time and
money with my in-laws.

66
(19.6%)

120
(35.6%)

58
(17.2%)

69
(20.5%)

20
(5.9%)

5.
My in-laws are not there/used to
not be there for me at times of
good and bad.

80
(23.7%)

136
(40.4%)

53
(15.7%)

44
(13.1%)

20
(5.9%)

6. My in-laws support/used to
support me.

68
(20.2%)

114
(33.8%)

47
(13.9%)

75
(22.3%)

30
(8.9%)

7. My in-laws don’t/ used to not
look after me.

81
(24.0%)

116
(34.4%)

63
(18.7%)

53
(15.7%)

22
(6.5%)

8.
My in-laws don’t/used to not
share their time and money with
me.

54
(16.0%)

112
(33.2%)

80
(23.7%)

63
(18.7%)

27
(8.0%)

One way ANOVA was used to test the difference among respondents of different

marital status with respect to caring and support behavior. Table 16 presents the summary of

the analysis.

Table 16: One Way ANOVA: Summary table on care and support to one another

Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

df Mean
Square

F Sig.

Between
Groups

82.607 2 41.303 2.723 .067

Within Groups 5066.254 334 15.168
Total 5148.861 336

As depicted in the above table, there is no statistically significant difference among

married, unmarried and divorced respondents with regard to their caring and support behavior

and that of in-laws.
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Another variable that was assessed in this study is the emotional attachment of the

study participants with in-laws. As showed in Table 17, most of the participants 212(63%)

strongly agreed/ agreed to the statements declaring lack of emotional attachment as they

found it difficult to see their in-laws as their own family. 294 (87.2%) respondents wanted to

hear failures of their in-laws and for 235 (69.8%) respondents their in-laws didn't consider

their problems as own . On the other hand, the respondents also reflected agreement to

statement of actions related to emotional attachment as most of them 248 (73.6%) and 242

(71.8%) strongly agreed/ agreed to the statements "I believe my in-laws problems are my

problems" and "I don't want to see any bad things happening to my in-laws" respectively (see

Table 17).

Table 17: Emotional attachment of participants with in-laws

No Item

Ratings
Strongly
agree

Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly
disagree

1.

Found it difficult/used to find it
difficult to see my in-laws as my
own family.

76
(22.6%)

136
(40.4%)

35
(10.4%)

65
(19.3%)

25
(7.4%)

2.
Believe/used to believe my in-laws
problems are my problems.

103
(30.6%)

145
(43.0%)

49
(14.5%)

30
(8.9%)

9
(2.7%)

3.
I want to hear/used to want to hear
the failure of my in-laws.

185
(54.9%)

109
(32.3%)

17
(5.0%)

13
(3.9%)

9
(2.7%)

4.

I don't want/used to don't want to see
any bad thing happening to my in-
laws.

122
(36.2%)

120
(35.6%)

40
(11.9%)

30
(8.9%)

22
(6.5%)

5.
My in-laws do not/used to not see
me as one of their children.

78
(23.1%)

101
(30.0%)

101
(30.0%)

28
(8.3%)

22
(6.5%)

6.
My in-laws see/used to see my
problem as their problem.

74
(22.0%)

85
(25.2%)

110
(32.6%)

47
(13.9%)

20
(5.9%)

7.
My in-laws want to hear/used to
want to hear my failure.

132
(39.2%)

103
(30.6%)

78
(23.1%)

13
(3.9%)

10
(3.0%)

Similar to the difference found in closeness to in-laws between the marital statuses,

the one way ANOVA test done for emotional attachment showed statistically significant

difference (table 18 & 19). This could be due to the fact that emotional attachment can be
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developed or further strengthened through experiencing the belongingness by living ones

marriage life.

Table 18. One Way ANOVA: Summary table on emotional attachment of participants

with in-laws

Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

df Mean
Square

F Sig.

Between
Groups

76.372 2 38.186 4.017 .019

Within Groups 3175.384 334 9.507
Total 3251.757 336

Table 19. Multiple Comparisons on emotional attachment of participants with in-laws

(I) Marital
status

(J) Marital
status

Mean
Difference (I-

J)

Std.
Error

Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Unmarried
Married 1.070* .408 .025 .11 2.03
Divorced .175 .665 .963 -1.39 1.74

Married
Unmarried -1.070* .408 .025 -2.03 -.11
Divorced -.896 .598 .294 -2.30 .51

Divorced
Unmarried -.175 .665 .963 -1.74 1.39
Married .896 .598 .294 -.51 2.30

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

In this study, the researcher used a 7-items emotional attachment scale. The

emotional attachment scale result ranges from 7 (7x1= 7) to 35 (7x5= 35). The expected

mean for this sub-scale is 21 while the observed mean is found to be 19.66. Generally, simple

observation of the expected mean and observed mean reveals that respondents seemed to be

emotionally detached from in-laws.

A one sample t-test was run in order to identify emotional attachment of participants

with in-laws. As it is shown in Table 20, the observed mean (M=19.66) of the respondents is

less than the expected mean (M=21).
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Table 20. One Sample t-test the emotional attachment of participants with in-laws

Variable

Mean SD df t Sig. Mean
Difference

Emotional
attachment

19.66 3.111 336 -7.915 .000* -1.341

*Test value=21

As shown above, the one sample t-test yielded a statistically significant difference

between the sample mean and expected population mean (t = -7.915, df = 336, p=.000). Thus,

the obtained mean score pertaining to participants emotional attachment scale is lower than

the expected mean of the scores. However, this does not show that the participants have

distant emotional attachment with in-laws as both the observed mean and expected

population mean show that the respondents are uncertain about the kind of emotional

attachment they have with in-laws.

Table 21 shows emotional attachment of participants with in-laws: 108(32.05%) of

the 337 respondents scored greater than the observed mean (M=19.66), out of 337

respondents 73(21.66%) of them scored greater than the expected mean (M=21).

Table 21. Frequency of individual’s emotional attachment with in-laws means

compared to observed and expected mean

Frequency
above the
Observed

Mean

Frequency
below the
Observed

Mean

Frequency
above the
Expected

Mean

Frequency
below the
Expected

Mean

Observed
Mean

Expected
Mean

108
(32.05%)

161
(47.77%)

73
(21.66%)

229
(67.95%) 19.66 21

Another feature of relationship assessed was the interference of in-laws as felt by the

participants that was measured by analyzing the responses of the respondents to the 11 items

presented to measure in-laws interference to marital relationship.
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The findings showed that for most respondents, in-laws' interference in their marriage

life is felt or anticipated as 204 (60.6%) of them strongly agreed/agreed to the statement “my

in-laws interfere/used to interfere in our marriage life".   Likewise, as depicted on Table 22,

the results also indicated presence of in-laws' interference with regard to age difference,

property administration, bringing up children, and division of roles and responsibilities

associated with gender differences.

Table 22. Interference of in-laws in couples’ life

No Item

Ratings
Strongly
agree

Agree Unsure Disagree Strongly
disagree

1. My in-laws interfere/used to
interfere in our marriage life.

98
(29.1%)

106
(31.5%)

55
(16.3%)

47
(13.9%)

29
(8.6%)

2. My in-laws don't mind/used to
don't mind our educational
disparity.

113
(33.5%)

100
(29.7%)

68
(20.2%)

34
(10.1%)

21
(6.2%)

3. My in-laws are not happy/ used to
not be happy about the age
difference we have in between the
both of us.

109
(32.3%)

117
(34.7%)

63
(18.3%)

21
(6.2%)

22
(6.5%)

4. My in-laws don't mind/used to
don't mind the monthly income
difference we have in between the
both of us.

93
(27.6%)

91
(27.0%)

78
(23.1%)

46
(13.6%)

28
(8.3%)

5. My in-laws are not happy/ used to
not be happy in the way we
administer our properties.

86
(25.5%)

121
(35.9%)

70
(20.8%)

31
(9.2%)

24
(7.1%)

6. My in-laws don't mind/used to
don't mind in the way we make
decisions.

69
(20.5%)

91
(27.0%)

93
(27.6%)

62
(18.4%)

20
(5.9%)

7. My in-laws express/used to
express that they are not happy
about our ethnic disparity.

122
(36.2%)

95
(28.2%)

64
(19.0%)

25
(7.4%)

22
(6.5%)

8. My in-laws don’t mind/used to
not mind our religious difference.

99
(29.4%)

65
(19.3%)

45
(13.4%)

52
(15.4%)

68
(20.2%)

9. My in-laws don't interfere/used to
not interfere in deciding the
number of children we want to
have.

77
(22.8%)

77
(22.8%)

106
(31.5%)

38
(11.3%)

31
(9.2%)

10. My in-laws like to intervene/used
to like to intervene in the way we
bring up our children.

83
(24.6%)

102
(30.3%)

92
(27.3%)

18
(5.3%)

27
(8.0%)

11. My in-laws like to intervene/used
to like to intervene in the gender
role in the house.

98
(29.1%)

118
(35.0%)

72
(21.4%)

27
(8.0%)

19
(5.6%)
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The test done to see presence of differences on felt interference of in-laws to marriage

life among the different marital status showed no statistically significant difference. For the

details see Table 23.

Table 23.One Way ANOVA : Summary table on interference of in-laws in couple’s life

Source of
Variance

Sum of
Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.

Between
Groups

90.769 2 45.384 1.137 .322

Within Groups 13331.237 334 39.914
Total 13422.006 336
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V. DISCUSSION

This section discusses research findings in relation to research questions along with

findings elsewhere in other studies as discussed in the literature review. This study has

attempted to answer three research questions: What are the perceptions of unmarried, married

and divorced people towards in-laws? What are perceived features of relationship that exist

between in-laws and their respective family members? Are there gender differences in

perception towards in-laws?  Related key findings are discussed under each as follows;

5.1. Perception of participants towards in-laws

The results of this study showed that while giving a room for in-laws interventions in

different family matters is acceptable for the majority of the study participants, the perception

towards in-laws intervention in specific marital issues, for instance, in managing marital

conflicts, was not favorable. This is partly in line with, who reported the presence of

components of in-laws relationships that was viewed as positive (i.e., linked to greater

satisfaction) and negative (i.e., linked to less satisfaction) from daughter in- law perspective,

similarly findings of Hung and Kurdek (as cited in Rittenour & Soliz 2009)who indicated that

the daughter- and mother-in-law relationship is problematic.

Similar with other study that showed education significantly affecting  such

perception (as cited in Karen et al., 2012), the tendency of the study participants to view in-

laws' attribute for marriage failure to lesser extent might be attributed to felt autonomy related

with their relatively high status in demographic characteristics (education, income, social

roles), and experiences in working spheres.

On the other hand, the perception towards in-law did not show statistically significant

difference across the three groups (unmarried, married and divorced) indicating that the
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current marital status of an individual might not be a strong factor that affects the perception

towards in-laws. This also might support the study findings that suggested cultural

stereotypes as major factor that shape individuals' goals, hopes and fears (Karen et al., 2012).

5.2. Perceived features of participants-in-laws relationships

This study has attempted to assess the aspects of relationship between in-laws from

the children in-laws perspectives through addressing their view with regard to closeness, care

and support, emotional attachment, and interference.

The findings showed that, though it seems there is a positive tendency towards being

close to  in-laws as most participants agree with the general statement, the level to which

thought and feelings were openly shared in both directions was very low. Moreover, there

reported level of interaction was also minimal, as visits to each other were not happening

even during holidays.

This goes with the results of research conducted in Kenya on the influence of in-laws

in marital relationships of contemporary urban middle class marriages that revealed existence

of very little interaction between in-laws and middle class couples (Anastasia, 2003). And

also supports the finding of a study conducted in Chinese Immigrant Families which found

out daughters-in-law avoid open conflict, show filial respect, and present themselves as a

“good Chinese daughter-in-law” without actually having to comply and give up power over

their own households (Kristy, Shih & Karen, 2010).

It was also found that there is statistically significant difference between respondents

of the different marital statuses opposing to the findings of perception, which might indicate

that having the experience of marriage life is one factor, that determine the closeness of a

relationship between husband/wife and the in-laws.
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In  this study it was found that  caring and supporting in-laws was taken positively as

most participants tend to share good and bad times of their in-laws;  support their in-laws as

much as they can; and  share their time and money with them though they don't believe that

their in-laws are doing the same for them. This might be attributed to the wide spread culture

in Ethiopia that encourages younger's to care for and support the elders and the value given to

healthy social relations to family members and local community. The socioeconomic

characteristics of the participants, as most are working married couples might have also

contributed to their view in this aspect as it put them in a position to need the support of in-

laws for caring their children and to satisfy the economic need of  their in-laws in response.

Scholars have researched the sense of obligation that children and children-in-law feel

toward caring for their in-laws. They found out that because shared family identity represents

a common in-group, it is more likely to allocate financial and personal resources associated

with care giving to mothers-in-law with whom shared family identity is high (Rittenour and

Soliz, 2009).

Daughter-in-law perceptions for the current and future state of the mother-in-

law/daughter-in-law relationship, including her willingness to maintain her own and her

children's relationship with the mother-in-law, are significantly tied to how much the

daughter-in-law identifies as part of the mother-in-laws family. Some daughters-in-law truly

feel like family, having a strong sense of commitment, unity, loyalty, and closeness between

themselves and their mothers-in-law. However, many daughters-in-law do not feel this bond

and instead feel that they are only connected because the mother-in-law is the mother of the

daughter-in-law's spouse. Where the daughter-in-law falls between these two extremes is

important because the more a daughter-in-law feels like family with her mother-in-law the

more she is likely to want to keep the relationship intact.
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The findings on the emotional attachment of the study participants in this study

showed that most of the participants declared lack of emotional attachment as they found it

difficult to see their in-laws as their own family and believed their in-laws do not consider

their problems as own. However, they believed that their in-laws problems are their

problems.Like other two variables above (closeness, and care and support), this could also be

explained partly from dynamic composition of the respondents’ demographic characteristics.

The one-way ANOVA, test done for emotional attachment showed statistically

significant difference between the marital statuses. This could be because emotional

attachment can be developed or further strengthened through experiencing the belongingness

by living ones marriage life.

The stress that family and in-law interference brings to a marriage can be so

overwhelming that for some couples it can lead to divorce. In a recent study by Sound

Vision, it was found that ten percent of divorces were a result of family interference. In order

for couples to maintain healthy relationships with their parents, while simultaneously

nurturing their own marriage, there needs to be communication and a clear understanding of

the changing relationships. Parents and extended family are vital in that they provide the new

couple with stability and support. However, if boundaries are not defined clearly, it can

overwhelm couples and erode their marital bond (SuhaibWebb.com, 2011).

This study findings also showed that in-laws' interference in their marriage life is felt

or anticipated  with regard to age difference, property administration, bringing up children,

and division of roles and responsibilities associated with gender differences.

A study conducted on social support to parents’ in-laws showed that women have

more visits and phone contact with their parents than do men, and men talk on the phone

more with their in-laws than women do. Women contact and help parents more than in-

laws, whereas for men there are no such differences, indicating that while women clearly
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give priority to relations with their own parents, men experience pulls in both directions

(Eunju, Glenna, & John, 2003).

However, in this study, the findings showed that the perception and relationship

aspects of males towards in-laws was not significantly different from females which might be

attributed to the similarity in educational status and the income level shared by both genders.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1. Conclusions

This research focused only on the perspectives of wives' and husbands' and did not

include the in-laws' perspectives. Moreover, it included only population members who share

the same site, which might limit the extent of diversity and possibility of generalization.

Major conclusions drawn from the findings are:

 Many factors affect and shape the relationship between in-laws. One of such factor is

how couples perceived the relationship.

 Education level and income status was the more likely contributing factors that shape

perception towards in-laws.

 Components of such relationship that are perceived negatively include interferences in

marital issues especially when it involves conflict.

 Felt closeness with in-laws and emotional attachment they have was different among

individuals with different marital status showing that experiencing marriage life may

play a major role regarding how one will identify with his/ her spouse's family.

 Participants generally reported closeness with in-laws. However, it was found to be

filial or at surface level through further questioning on its depth.

 Considering spouse's parents and other family members as ones family was very

difficult as well as they did not feel that their in-laws viewed them as one of their

family members; neither have they shared their ideas and thoughts to each other.

 Couples tend to share the in-laws' hard and happy times and responded positively

regarding with caring and supporting them. It might be associated with felt

responsibility than emotional attachment.
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6.2. Recommendations

 Pre- marital psychosocial interventions for both parties on management of such

relationships will have a significant role in turning the perception of individuals into

positive so as to minimize the impact of negative perception on marriage dynamics.

 Education status and economic level seemed to affect the perception of individuals

towards in-laws that entails improving access to education as well as economic status

as a factor to avoid negative perceptions.

 Further study on heterogeneous community members in order to further understand

the prevailing perception and attributable factors is commendable.
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Appendix A፡ Amharic Questionnaire

አዲስ አበባ ዩኒቨርስቲ

የሳይኮሎጂ ትምህርት ቤት

ይህ መጠይቅ በአዲስ አበባ ዩኒቨርስቲ የሳይኮሎጂ ትምህርት ቤት የድህረ ምረቃ ማሟያ ለሚሆን ጥናት የተዘጋጀ ነው፡፡

የባል /ሚስት ቤተሰብ እና የልጅ ሚስት/ባል ያላቸውን ግንኙነት ለማወቅ የሚረዳ መረጃ መሰብሰብ ነው፡፡

የዚህ ጥናት አስተማማኝነትና ትክክለኛነት የሚወሰነው እርስዎ ለእያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ በሚሰጡት ምላሽ በመሆኑ

በእያንዳንዱ ክፍል ውስጥ ያሉትን መመሪያዎች በማንበብ ለጥያቄዎቹ ትክክለኛ መልስ በመስጠት የበኩሎዎትን

አስተዋፅኦ እንዲያደርጉ በትህትና እንጠይቃለን፡፡

በዚሁ መሠረትም፡-

1. በመጠይቁ በየትኛውም ቦታ ላይ ስም መፃፍ አያስፈልግም

2. እያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ የራስን ሀሳብና የስምምነት ደረጃ የሚገልፅ እንጂ አንድ ትክክለኛ የሚወሰድ መልስ ስለሌለው

ለእያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ የእርስዎን የስምምነት ደረጃ ይበልጥ ይገልፃል ብለው በሚያስቡት ላይ ምልክት (√)

በማስቀመጥ ይመልሱ

3. የሚሰጡት ምላሽ በሚስጥር ተጠብቆ ለጥናቱ ውጤት ብቻ የሚውል መሆኑን እየገለፅን ጊዜዎትን ወስደው

ምላሽ ስለሚሰጡን በቅድሚያ እናመሰግናለን፡፡

ክፍል 1. አጠቃላይ መረጃ

መመሪያ፡- ቀጥሎ ለቀረቡት አጠቃላይ መረጃዎችን የሚጠይቁ ጥያቄዎች የመረጡት መልስ ላይ ያክብቡ፡፡

መጠይቁ የተሞላበት ቀን_______________________________________

ተ.ቁ የጥያቄው አይነት አማራጭ
1 የጋብቻ ሁኔታ ያላገባ……………………….1

ያገባ………………………….2
የፈታ………………………..3

2 እድሜ ____________________ አመት
3 ፆታ ወንድ……………………….1

ሴት………………………….2
4 የትምህርት ደረጃ 1. ማንበብ መፃፍ አለመቻል

2. ማንበብ መፃፍ መቻል
3. ከ1ኛ - 8ኛ ክፍል
4. ከ9ኛ - 10ኛ ክፍል
5. ከ11ኛ - 12ኛ ክፍል
6. ዲፕሎማ
7. የመጀመሪያ ዲግሪና ከዚያ በላይ

5 የስራ ሁኔታ 1. የመንግስት ሰራተኛ
2. መንግስታዊ ያልሆነ ድርጅት ሰራተኛ
3. ንግድ
4. ቤት ማከራየት
5. ሌላ ካለ ይግለጹ

6 የተጣራ የወር ገቢ መጠን ____________________ብር
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ክፍል 2.  ቅርበት

መመሪያ፡-ይህ ጥያቄ የተዘጋጀው ከዚህ በፊት ላላገቡ ነገር ግን ፍቅረኛ ያላቸው ወይም ከዚህ በፊት ኖሯቸው

የሚያውቅ፣ አሁን በትዳር ውስጥ ላሉ እና ለፈቱ ሰዎች ሲሆን ይህንን ግንዛቤ ውስጥ በማስገባት ይመልሱ፡፡

በዚህ ክፍል ቅርበትን የሚለኩ ጥያቄዎች የቀረቡ ሲሆን ለእያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ የእርስዎን የስምምነት ደረጃ

ይበልጥ ይገልፃል ብለው በሚያስቡት አማራጭ ላይ ምልክት (√)በማስቀመጥ ይመልሱ፡፡

ተ.ቁ የጥያቄ አይነት

ከፍቅረኛዬ / ከባለቤቴ / ከቀድሞ ባለቤቴ

አማራጮች

በጣም

እስማማለሁ እስማማለሁ

እርግጠኛ

አይደለሁም አልስማማም

በጣም

አልስማማም

1. ቤተሰቦች ጋር በቂ ትውውቅ አለኝ/ ነበረኝ

2. ቤተሰቦችን በደንብ እቀርባለሁ/ እቀርብ ነበር

3. ቤተሰቦችን አልጠይቅም/ አልጠይቅም ነበር

4.
ቤተሰቦች ጋር ስለ ህይወት በግልፅ እወያያለሁ/

እወያይ ነበር

5.
ቤተሰቦች ሀሳቤንና ስሜቴን አላጋራም/ አላጋራም

ነበር

6.
ቤተሰቦችን በበዓላት ጊዜ አልጠይቅም/ አልጠይቅም

ነበር

7.
ቤተሰቦች ጋር ስለራሴ በግልፅ  እወያያለሁ/ እወያይ

ነበር

8.
ቤተሰቦች በደንብ አያቀርቡኝም/ በደንብ

አያቀርቡኝም ነበር

9.
ቤተሰቦች ሳላገኛቸው ከቆየሁ ይፈልጉኛል/ ይፈልጉኝ

ነበር

10.
ቤተሰቦች ሀሳብና ስሜታቸውን አያጋሩኝም/

አያጋሩኝም ነበር

11.
ቤተሰቦች ስለራሳቸው በግልፅ አያወሩኝም/

አያወሩኝም ነበር

12. ቤተሰቦች በበዓላት ጊዜ ይጋብዙኛል/ ይጋብዙኝ ነበር

ክፍል 3.  ድጋፍና እንክብካቤ

መመሪያ፡- ይህ ጥያቄ የተዘጋጀው ከዚህ በፊት ላላገቡ ነገር ግን ፍቅረኛ ያላቸው ወይም ከዚህ በፊት ኖሯቸው

የሚያውቅ፣ አሁን በትዳር ውስጥ ላሉ እና ለፈቱ ሰዎች ሲሆን ይህንን ግንዛቤ ውስጥ በማስገባት ይመልሱ፡፡

በዚህ ክፍል ድጋፍና እንክብካቤን የሚለኩ ጥያቄዎች የቀረቡ ሲሆን ለእያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ የእርሶን የስምምነት

ደረጃ ይበልጥ ይገልፃል ብለው በሚያስቡት አማራጭ ላይ ምልክት (√) በማስቀመጥ ይመልሱ፡፡
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ተ.ቁ የጥያቄ አይነት
የፍቅረኛዬ / የባለቤቴ / የቀድሞ ባለቤቴ

አማራጮች
በጣም
እስማማለሁ

እስማማለሁ እርግጠኛ
አይደለሁም

አልስማማም በጣም
አልስማማም

1. ቤተሰቦች በሚያጋጥማቸው ማንኛውም ሁኔታ
አጠገባቸው በመሆን እጋራለሁ/ እጋራ ነበር

2. ቤተሰቦችን አቅሜ የሚፈቅደውን ድጋፍ አደርጋለሁ/
አደርግ ነበር

3. ቤተሰቦች እንክብካቤ አላደርግም/ አላደርግም ነበር

4. ቤተሰቦች ያለኝን ገንዘብ እና ጊዜ  አጋራለሁ/ አጋራ ነበር

5. ቤተሰቦች በሚያጋጥመኝ ማንኛውም ሁኔታ አጠገቤ
አይሆኑም/ አይሆኑም ነበር

6. ቤተሰቦች ድጋፍ ያደርጉልኛል/ ያደርጉልኝ ነበር

7. ቤተሰቦች አይንከባከቡኝም/ አይንከባከቡኝም ነበር

8. ቤተሰቦች ያላቸውን ገንዘብ እና ጊዜ አያጋሩኝም/
አያጋሩኝም ነበር
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ክፍል 4. የስሜት ቅርርብ

መመሪያ፡- ይህ ጥያቄ የተዘጋጀው ከዚህ በፊት ላላገቡ ነገር ግን ፍቅረኛ ያላቸው ወይም ከዚህ በፊት ኖሯቸው

የሚያውቅ፣ አሁን በትዳር ውስጥ ላሉ እና ለፈቱ ሰዎች ሲሆን ይህንን ግንዛቤ ውስጥ በማስገባት ይመልሱ፡፡

በዚህ ክፍል ከለላን የሚለኩ ጥያቄዎች የቀረቡ ሲሆን ለእያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ የእርሶን የስምምነት ደረጃ ይበልጥ

ይገልፃል ብለው በሚያስቡት አማራጭ ላይ ምልክት (√) በማስቀመጥ ይመልሱ፡፡

ተ.ቁ የጥያቄ አይነት
የፍቅረኛዬን /የባለቤቴን /የቀድሞ ባለቤቴን

አማራጮች
በጣም
እስማማለሁ

እስማማለሁ እርግጠኛ
አይደለሁም

አልስማማም በጣም
አልስማማም

1. ቤተሰቦች እንደራሴ ቤተሰብ ማየት ይከብደኛል/ ይከብደኝ
ነበር

2. ቤተሰቦች የሚያጋጥማቸውን ችግር እንደራሴ አያለሁ/ አይ
ነበር

3. ቤተሰቦች መጥፎ ነገር መስማት እፈልጋለሁ/ እፈልግ ነበር

4. ቤተሰቦች በምንም ነገር ሲነኩ አልወድም/ አልወድም ነበር

5. ቤተሰቦች እንደልጃቸው አያዩኝም/ አያዩኝም ነበር

6. ቤተሰቦች የሚያጋጥመኝን ችግር እንደራሳቸው ያያሉ/ ያዩ
ነበር

7. ቤተሰቦች ስለኔ መጥፎ ነገር መስማት ይፈልጋሉ/ ይፈልጉ
ነበር
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ክፍል 5.  ጣልቃ ገብነት

መመሪያ፡- ይህ ጥያቄ የተዘጋጀው ከዚህ በፊት ላላገቡ ነገር ግን ፍቅረኛ ያላቸው ወይም ከዚህ በፊት ኖሯቸው

የሚያውቅ፣ አሁን በትዳር ውስጥ ላሉ እና ለፈቱ ሰዎች ሲሆን ይህንን ግንዛቤ ውስጥ በማስገባት ይመልሱ፡፡

በዚህ ክፍል ጣልቃ ገብነትን የሚለኩ ጥያቄዎች የቀረቡ ሲሆን ለእያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ የእርሶን የስምምነት ደረጃ

ይበልጥ ይገልፃል ብለው በሚያስቡት አማራጭ ላይ ምልክት (√) በማስቀመጥ ይመልሱ፡፡

ተ.ቁ የጥያቄ አይነት
የፍቅረኛዬ /የባለቤቴ /የቀድሞ ባለቤቴ

አማራጮች
በጣም
እስማማለሁ

እስማማለሁ እርግጠኛ
አይደለሁም

አልስማማም በጣም
አልስማማም

1. ቤተሰቦች ባለን የፍቅር ግንኙነት/ የትዳር ህይወት መካከል

ጣልቃ ይገባሉ/ ይገቡ ነበር

2. ቤተሰቦች ባለን የትምህርት ደረጃ ልዩነት ላይ ቅሬታ

የላቸውም/ አልነበራቸውም

3. ቤተሰቦች ባለን የእድሜ ልዩነት ላይ ቅሬታ ይገልፃሉ/

ይገልፁ ነበር

4. ቤተሰቦች ባለን የገቢ መበላለጥ ላይ ቅሬታ የላቸውም/

አልነበራቸውም

5. ቤተሰቦች የንብረት አያያዝ ላይ ቅሬታ ይገልፃሉ/ ይገልፁ

ነበር

6. ቤተሰቦች የውሳኔ አሰጣጥ ላይ ቅሬታ የላቸውም/

አልነበራቸውም

7. ቤተሰቦች ባለን የብሔር ልዩነት ላይ ቅሬታ ይገልፃሉ/

ይገልፁ ነበር

8. ቤተሰቦች ባለን የሀይማኖት ልዩነት ላይ ቅሬታ የላቸውም/

አልነበራቸውም

9. ቤተሰቦች የልጅ መውለድ ብዛት ላይ ቅሬታ የላቸውም/

አልነበራቸውም

10. ቤተሰቦች የልጅ አያያዝ ላይ ቅሬታ ይገልፃሉ/ ይገልፁ ነበር

11. ቤተሰቦች በቤት ውስጥ ባለ የስራ ክፍፍል ላይ ቅሬታ

ይገልፃሉ/ ይገልፁ ነበር

ክፍል 6. እይታ

መመሪያ፡- ይህ ጥያቄ የተዘጋጀው ከዚህ በፊት ላላገቡ ነገር ግን ፍቅረኛ ያላቸው ወይም ከዚህ በፊት ኖሯቸው

የሚያውቅ፣ አሁን በትዳር ውስጥ ላሉ እና ለፈቱ ሰዎች ሲሆን ይህንን ግንዛቤ ውስጥ በማስገባት ይመልሱ፡፡

በዚህ ክፍል እይታን የሚለኩ ጥያቄዎች የቀረቡ ሲሆን ለእያንዳንዱ ጥያቄ የእርሶን የስምምነት ደረጃ

ይበልጥ ይገልፃል ብለው በሚያስቡት አማራጭ ላይ ምልክት (√)በማስቀመጥ ይመልሱ፡፡
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ተ.ቁ የጥያቄ አይነት
አማራጮች

በጣም
እስማማለሁ

እስማማለሁ እርግጠኛ
አይደለሁም

አልስማማም በጣም
አልስማማም

1. የባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብ ጣልቃ ገብነት ለብዙ ትዳሮች መፍረስ

አስተዋፅኦ ያደርጋል

2. በትዳር ውስጥ ግጭት በሚፈጠርበት ወቅት የባል/ሚስት

ቤተሰብ ጣልቃ መግባት ተገቢ ነው

3. የባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብ ጋር መቀራረብ አያስፈልግም

4. የባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብ ጋር አብሮ መኖር ያስፈልጋል

5. የባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብ ጋር መደጋገፍ አያስፈልግም

6. ከጋብቻ በፊት ከባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብ ጋር መተዋወቅ ተገቢ

አይደለም

7. የባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብን እንደራስ ቤተሰብ ማየት ያስፈልጋል

8. ለባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብ ሀሳብንና ስሜትን ማጋራት

አያስፈልግም

9. የባል/ሚስት ቤተሰብ በትዳር ህይወት ውስጥ በምንም ጉዳይ

ላይ ጣልቃ መግባት የለባቸውም
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Appendix B፡ English Questionnaire

Addis Ababa University

Department of Psychology

I am a postgraduate student studying MA in Social Psychology at the School of Psychology

the Addis Ababa University.  This questionnaire is designed to gather information for my

MA thesis, on “Perception of individual in different marital status towards in-laws and

perceived features of relationships” Therefore, as the reliability of the study merely depends

on the genuine response of you as a respondent, I kindly request you to complete the

questionnaire to make the research successful.

All the information you provide and your identity will be kept confidential and anonymous. If

there are any queries about the question items, please feel free to ask for clarification.

By completing this questionnaire, you are giving your consent for your responses to be used

in the study.

 Please put a tick (√) mark in the box against each item or use the space provided to

write your responses.

Part one: General Information

Instruction: For the general questions below, circle the answer of your choice.

Date: _______________________________________

No. Questions Choices
1.

Marital Status
1. Unmarried
2. Married
3. Divorced

2. Age _______Years old.

3.
Sex

1. Male
2. Female

4.

Educational background

1. Illiterate
2. Read and write
3. Primary
4. Secondary
5. Preparatory
6. Diploma
7. First degree and above

5.

Work

1. Government employee
2. Non- government employee
3. Private business
4. House renter
5. If other please state it here_____________

6. Your net monthly income _______________birr
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Part Two: Closeness

Instruction: This questionnaire is for the ones who are unmarried but have a boy/girlfriend,

had one before now, married and divorced and having taken your current situation into

account put a tick (√) mark in the box that shows the degree of you agreement or

disagreement.

No. Questions
Choices

Strongly
Agree

Agree Not
Sure

Disagree Strongly
Disagree

1. I have/had a close relationship with my boy/
girlfriend’s, husband/wife’s or X-husband/ wife’s
family.

2. I am close to/I used to be close to my boy/ girlfriend’s,
husband/wife’s or X-husband/wife’s family.

3. I don’t visit/I used to not visit families of my
boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-husband/wife.

4. I openly discuss/ used to discuss about life with
families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/ wife or X-
husband/wife.

5. I don’t share my thoughts and feelings with families of
my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-husband/wife.

6. I don’t visit/used not to visit families of my
boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-husband/ wife on
holidays.

7. I openly talk/used to openly talk about myself with
families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/ wife or X-
husband/wife.

8. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don’t/used to not get me properly close
to them.

9. If we don’t see each other for some time with families
of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife, they look for me/used to look for me.

10. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don’t/used to not share their thoughts
and feelings with me.

11. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don’t/used to not openly talk about
themselves with me.

12. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don’t/used to invite me during holidays.
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Part Three:  Care and Support

Instruction: This questionnaire is for the ones who are unmarried but have a boy/girlfriend,

had one before now, married and divorced and having taken your current situation into

account put a tick (√) mark in the box that shows the degree of you agreement or

disagreement.

No. Questions
Choices

Strongly
Agree

Agree Not
Sure

Disagree Strongly
Disagree

1. I share/used to share good and bad moments of my

boy/girlfriend’s, husband/wife’s or X-husband/wife’s

family.

2. I support/used to support my boy/girlfriend’s,

husband/wife’s or X-husband/wife’s family as much

as I can.

3. I don’t support/used to not support my

boy/girlfriend’s, husband/wife’s or X-husband/wife’s

family.

4. I share/used to share my time and money with families

of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife.

5. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife are not there/used to not be there for me

at times of good and bad.

6. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife support/used to support me.

7. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife don’t/ used to not look after me.

8. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife don’t/used to not share their time and

money with me.
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Part Four:  Emotional Attachment

Instruction: This questionnaire is for the ones who are unmarried but have a boy/girlfriend,

had one before now, married and divorced and having taken your current situation into

account put a tick (√) mark in the box that shows the degree of you agreement or

disagreement.

No. Questions
Choices

Strongly
Agree

Agree Not
Sure

Disagree Strongly
Disagree

1. I found it difficult/used to find it difficult to see my

boy/girlfriend’s, husband/wife’s or X-husband/wife’s

family as my own family.

2. I believe/used to believe my boy/girlfriend’s,

husband/wife’s or X-husband/wife’s family problems

are my problems.

3. I want to hear/used to want to hear the failure of my

boy/girlfriend’s, husband/wife’s or X-husband/wife’s

family.

4. I don't want/used to don't want to see any bad thing

happening to my boy/girlfriend’s, husband/wife’s or

X-husband/wife’s family

5. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife do not/used to not see me as one of their

children.

6. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife see/used to see my problem as their

problem.

7. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-

husband/wife want to hear/used to want to hear my

failure.
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Part Five:  Interference

Instruction: This questionnaire is for the ones who are unmarried but have a boy/girlfriend,

had one before now, married and divorced and having taken your current situation into

account put a tick (√) mark in the box that shows the degree of you agreement or

disagreement.

No. Questions
Choices

Strongly
Agree

Agree Not
Sure

Disagree Strongly
Disagree

1. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife intervene/used to intervene in our
marriage life.

2. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don't mind/used to don't mind our
educational disparity.

3. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife are not happy/ used to not be happy about
the age difference we have in between the both of us.

4. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don't mind/used to don't mind the monthly
income difference we have in between the both of us.

5. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife are not happy/ used to not be happy in the
way we administer our properties.

6. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don't mind/used to don't mind in the way
we make decisions.

7. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife Express/used to express that they are not
happy about our ethnic disparity.

8. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don’t mind/used to not mind our religious
difference.

9. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife don't interfere/used to not interfere in
deciding the number of children we want to have.

10. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife like to intervene/used to like to intervene
in the way we bring up our children.

11. Families of my boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-
husband/wife like to intervene/used to like to intervene
in the gender role in the house.



61

Part Six:  Perception

Instruction: This questionnaire is for the ones who are unmarried but have a boy/girlfriend,

had one before now, married and divorced and having taken your current situation into

account put a tick (√) mark in the box that shows the degree of you agreement or

disagreement.

No. Questions
Choices

Strongly
Agree

Agree Not
Sure

Disagree Strongly
Disagree

1. Husband/wife’s family intervention contributes to the

failure of for many marriages.

2. When there is conflict in marriage, it is appropriate for

families of the couple to intervene.

3. It is not important  recommendable to have close

relationship with the families of my boy/girlfriend,

husband/wife or X-husband/wife

4. It is good to live with families of one's boy/girlfriend,

husband/wife or X-husband/wife.

5. It is not good to support each other with one's own

boy/girl's friend, husband/wife's or X-husband/wife's

family.

6. It is not appropriate to meet families of one's own

boy/girlfriend before marriage.

7. It is important to consider the families of one's own

boy/girlfriend, husband/wife or X-husband/wife as that

of your own family.

8. It is not important to share your feelings and thoughts

with one's own boy/girl's friend, husband/wife's or X-

husband/wife's family.

9. Husband/wife’s family should not intervene in any

matters of the married couple.
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Appendix C: Sample Size Determinate
N=population size
S=sample size
Source Krejcie and Morgan, 1970
Box 4.1 determining the size of a random sample

N          S         N             S            N              S
10       10       220         140       1,200        291
15       14       230         144       1,300        297
20       19       240         148       1,400        302
25 24       250         152       1,500        306
30       28       260         155       1,600        310
35       32       270          159       1,700       313
40       36       280          162       1,800       317
45       40       290 165       1,900       320
50       44       300          169       2,000       322
55       48       320          175       2,200       327
60       52       340          181       2,400       331
65       56       360          186       2,600 335
70       59       380          191       2,800       338
75       63       400          196       3,000       341
80       66       420          201       3,500       346
85       70       440          205       4,000       351
90       73 460          210       4,500       354
95       76       480          214       5,000       357
100    80        500          217       6,000       361
110    86        550          226       7,000       364
120    92        600          234       8,000       367
130    97        650          242       9,000       368
140    103      700          248      10,000      370
150    108      750          254      15,000      375
160    113      800          260 20,000      377
170    118      850          265      30,000      379
180    123      900          269      40,000       380
190    127      950          274      50,000       381
200    132      1,000       278      75,000       382
210    136 1,100       285     1000000   384
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