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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the relationship between group attachment and loneliness of college
students. Methods: UCLA Loneliness Scale and the designed questionnaires about group attach-
ment were used to investigate 301 college students. Results: There were no significant differences
in gender variable or discipline variable among the group attachment and its two dimensions.
Significant differences could be found in grade variable among the total share of group attachment.
There was a significant positive correlation between the group attachment and loneliness of col-
lege students (R = .026**). The group attachment avoidance dimension of the group attachment
could forecast the loneliness dependence.
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HERH TR MBI B2, 1M AS [ 2 2 5 IIOMURR S B 1 R 0t BT ) o AT o AT e ek 31
TR, BAAE, RAAFEEER 7 XMER, X8 @A ERRARN G, IMEF, 2009).

W JUAESR, O BRSO o B B R A B e ) o) e SN AR 9T S, 84 F o A\ FE AN
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Table 1. The T test table about gender and professional on the two dimensions
of group attachment

=1 Ml BWERSKERMEEN T R1E%E

EikLNH N B FUAR RS
5 -2.897 .608
Ll 2.324 — 657

Table 2. The table of ANOVA about grade on the two dimensions of group
attachment

32 FREARKTERNMEE ENBERFEN R

A 0 o 3 il AN I
T4 135 3.16*

(N=291, *#JK p<.05)

Table 3. Variance test about loneliness between high group attachment team and low group at-

tachment team
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AR 5 AR FJ5 A H EE B75 F Sig
4 8] 953.694 2 476.847 4.477 0.012
41p 30673.34 288 106.505
ER 31627.04 290
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Table 4. Comparison of loneliness score between high, medium and low

group attachment team
F 4 B B RESRESEZ EIIMES S M EELE

S S SE sig
1 2 1.466 0.635
3 1.642 0.007
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Table 5. Person analysis of the correlation between group attachment and loneliness

%= 5. BRI SR ERAY Pearson FH5%
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FE: **p<.01, FM.

Table 6. Regression analysis between loneliness and group attachment and its dimensions

7= 6. A KT RERYEE SRR

Model B Beta t Sig
(Constant) 32.286 6.598 .000
EiRENFN 0.099 0.162 2.797 .005
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