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ZFBR(ECR). AFRBEERIT)MZESERRLAS)X LR U ERAR K F AT 1 B2,
B WA R E 553143, BMERNIS%. ZERER: 1) RARKDERXRRAER I HAMFEEEER,
RBERMPRERTEREFE L EB L, EETTRERE R (t = 4.263, p < 0.001), FIKEKRE
BEFASHEEETRERERHERA(t = 4.35, p <0.001), RAKTEARMR. REME. BB
% AEERE. TEE. AREZEFTE LBSBHLHEER. 2) A\FEEFTE, IEETFLHERE
SEEET AT LHIA(t=4.595,p<0.001), RERFRFABIEERTRIEEFHIK(t=4.25p
<0.001), BEWREBSEEF T RTZW R (t=4.155, p < 0.001). FEEERIRABRNFEE 8 A
B 2BE(F =2.840,p < 0.01), ZEUBAKERAMERENGREELBSHERTHALRE
(F = 6.069, p < 0.05). 3) EESEHH, EEFSEFRELEREE. BREFNEERSEERT
L4 (p<0.001), ESHEZEE, BEBITHERTLE(P<0.01), LEEREZFSHLZEERTE
ERTHE(P<0.05); PMEFLAEZESEERTRHZEFEBAIEER THETFL(p<0.001). 4)
BRAKERAAEZESELNEZR, RERRAKTHRAERESE. BRE. SEZEEESMIETH
R RR (p < 0.001), ZEMEKTDH AR EREES S BT T HMKDEE(F =3.950,p < 0.001),
EMRZBRSPEE T HAKRERE(F =4.333,p<0.01). Ei8: RFBEREEHEKEERANKBREA
ANGFREERBHEERNE, REEANGEENZEBESERELERNHKESFERE.
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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the adult attachment style, interpersonal trust and love attitude of
college students. Methods: For convenient sampling, the intimate Relationship Experience Scale
(ECR), Intepersonal Trust Scale (ITS) and Love Attitude Scale (LAS) were used to survey the college
students in four universities in Guangdong Province. 531 valid questionnaires were collected, with
an effective rate of 95%. The results showed that: 1) The subjects whose parents were divorced
had a significantly higher overall score in the dimension of attachment anxiety than those whose
parents were not divorced (t = 4.263, p < 0.001), and a significantly higher score in the dimension
of attachment avoidance than those whose parents were not divorced (t = 4.35, p < 0.001), there
were no significant differences in adult attachment scores of different gender, single child, love,
different students, different majors, different grades and other variables. 2) In terms of interper-
sonal trust, the scores of the non-only child subjects were significantly higher than that of the only
child subjects (t = 4.595, p < 0.001), those whose parents were not divorced scored significantly
higher than those whose parents were divorced (t = 4.25, p < 0.001), love subjects scored signifi-
cantly higher than non-love subjects (t = 4.155, p < 0.001). With the improvement of grade, the
overall score of interpersonal trust showed an increasing trend (F = 2.840, p < 0.01). Secure adult
attachment type subjects scored significantly higher on interpersonal trust than other attachment
types (F = 6.069, p < 0.05). 3) In the aspect of love attitude, male students scored significantly
higher than female students in romantic love and game love (p < 0.001), in the possessive love di-
mension, male students scored higher than female students (p < 0.01), the score of friendship love
and realistic love of girls was significantly higher than that of boys (p < 0.05); The score of friend-
ship and love dimension in the love attitude scale of non-only children is significantly higher than
that of only children (p < 0.001). 4) The differences of adult attachment types in love attitude, in-
fatuated adult attachment subjects in romantic love, play love, possession love dimension scores
were higher than other attachment types (p < 0.001), secure attachment subjects scored signifi-
cantly higher in friendship and love dimension than other attachment types (F = 3.950, p < 0.001),
devotion was significantly higher than other attachment types (F = 4.333, p < 0.01). Conclusion:
Parental divorce is an important factor affecting the development of adult attachment style and
interpersonal trust of college students. Interpersonal trust and love attitude of college students
will continue to develop with the growth of age.
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JERIB AR, W2 O AR A F 2 2] 5 RIE, X sV RV Z BRI R, e —5E
TR B BERG TRFPAENBMEE KR AR, R¥PERABMEEKFLA T HEmICRE, K
2 NRMEES KA S22 A M B, 2017)0 TR 5 K224 A S AR AT
SRR e N BE RS DL ELHEE TR BR NG, 1 AT DA TE] 422 38 ek A BRAS A X0 N B BT 1T 1 7D i) gk AT T3
M2, BRITEN, 259E, 2016) AMEIAE RIUF1Z G AME RS 45 0B By ki 2 ik, 17 A7 e
SENEAE AT H R AR ZERREEHEERELEZTIRARIT A M TAEREZ KRN
MR, R EERGWHERZZTTRERLW, KPR ARG R NSE R ERHEEWH R —.
REAERR T RESNZ AN, BIERMAINERBERS —ADEERE, KPENEZESEHERRE_LYS
O E, SHARRPEH, KEFmEERF R R ECEE, —HUR, RPEARESEESZ
Kk, HPBZ T RREARAME. NREESYERE.

OHZER Bowlby f i AKX — 4y, B THER) LB 70 H AR ay L 5 RESE 2 W) (1) 1 Ik e 25
(Bowlby, 1969). AR HAE B4 dg 8 25 BN R R PR BRI, 2 NSRRI =4 .
WARFIRIN, MR T IR ST B AR RS FIUH RN 5 N RO R 0%, BRI AR & 00 2 7R
FRAC IR R R P A 1R 0o B T AR R A . 58 038 52 5K Hazan 11 Shaver #1742 H s A AR 7S
XM, FFRs A S WA AN 5% 0% R H IR B 45 (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). AT TR AR 55 22
JUMRASA AR R A ORI, AR FE S ) LTI I fige, AR R— R 77 B & (B N EEE), BUE K
TN GINEAL R B i B SR B AR BN NS . REH AR, MRAKES NFREE 215 S L R A E,
Bartholomew 7t Bowlby T ANHEIS IR FLAl 4 s AR R 0 e a2 BURAL . By R BYFNA S,
JE=MY R T A% 2K (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) o &K AR FMAE Z 55 52 M N R R I BRAT AN
WA ZIESE, I HE—efRE LRmAMRR OB S B R EE. )40, Fraley il Shaver 7L 70+ & 8L,
AN G A B A v () N 3 TARR Y 2o o B MR HAt oS &R, o MARIE R AL AT RERTE S
{EMH(Fraley & Shaver, 2000). KX NMEARF L e APt DIRERIRZE . X7 R RRBL, O
P SEAR BOFN & 9 R G H A 520 (Ravitz, Maunder, Hunter, Sthankiya, & Lancee, 2010; Z=R0F, g7, L
zo 2014). FERZEARBEARR, A R 2 A0 A28 AR FE N 52 J18R55 , BN B2 Bl pt 2 SCRF (W
28R, 2021), [RIEERAKRAS E N RGP BARGKEE, 2018), 224 BRI R AR 7R 7% J7 TH R B H B
() 778k, TR A 2R ) R B AR AR 2 R IR (AL, 2021)

NFMEEE — MR AR Z EE R RN E AL AR T ABRMEAERIMERE X, A2 WA FER
ML FE, Rotter N NBRMEAT RN BHE R BT R 0 A MR B 5 8 A& DSk
Wi vl (5 HRE P B — PP T (Rotter, 1967); Rotenberg 55 NITERF Fi d8 H, ABMSERTERE LRAlVA KR
(AR R, G SR RGOk R B SR IUR 2 REAME T AANEAER, MRS SR RGN,
MR SG (Rotenberg et al., 2010). K22AE NBR{E AT BB, P9 RO = (FE B, a0, 2021);
KEFAENBMEAESZHAMERAM . DN ANGTT A NAEINFISE R ZR A5, B —E 8 R ARG 8 V(17
B, (THHBE, 2014).

NGRS E RN G I FEAE S LULAT i), b TAN NEESLNUR B 5R % 5% 0 B0,
I HE5AMA OB S EAHIG . Lee (19734 ANTXS B G (RS BEA /ST . RIS . WkE . KiH
o R B RMBERRE . H RIS XRRRIE Z  EE, R G R A — WS I Z 1
IRE Z N LR Db R 5], 18I0 H A BT 5, AR SR R T IE SR . Wk 2 44 JE S,
FAAA AR, DEEE SR, FMh A, WEESBENE. KEESEHERIA
FEHEDN Z T e, AR WA, ISR ZMEANE, LF A IKICIRES, SRR H A
W ARG . MAE LR R RAT, RBIAKE AERK M S50 5 584, ZJaA et
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UEAHAE o BUSE 22— R 2 o A 2 22 [0 (AR 52 WA, S 22 b (R B SE A E S A5 2 1 LERGA
PR RSB SA A KR, WE A HORORMEE . ST ERIERE, A%
IR % WA BIRAE, XA SRR HOBUES . A H A BRI G, X2 A R L TR
KA R R SRR N %, RAeRWERZ . FIRE S AOHZEOEIE, FAFREZ AR HEE,
NG TE NIRRT AT, JEXE 7 AR PRI AR B AL E, RO KRR, HRELLL
X778t . Hendrich KRS Lee P i (EL R 2 1 216 &L BER(LAS) B RFERN ZHW, Il
WHFFEIE T Lee HIZZ I XUSELR. BIHATNIE, ZERCHEIMAZNNERNTREEMN, EHAAR
T B RO o AT FE R T SERE AR IF 21T 1 Hendrick Ffr 4 ] 52 175 25 B2 838 vh SORROAR .

AR FERS AR T R K AR AT ONAR S . NP E M Z ST HE I E, TRt
FRAMKAS . NBREAE . ERESEM ARG, AN FHEE BB AR ABRMEE RS
FAFSEG R A RMNARA . NP EAEM Z S AT AT, R A FRA RIS 2 AR A & i 1
LA NBRBAEREAT ELE T, DA RS2 A B g e R TR AR A B LIS H Ak di

2. IRMREHFZE
2.1. FIRAR

PAI"RAE 4 P BAER K Z AN TR Gee DT AEEURE, XF 558 4 KFAAT MG A, [RICH 2]
% 531 41(95%). HA T4 265 N, A 266 N K— 130 A, K= 130 A, K=139 A\, KIH132 A\.

22. ARTEHE

2.2.1. FBXREZ[FEFR(Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory, ECR)

ZE K H Brennan 55 Ngwii], 36 NMH, 74200 . BIEMAER, 705 EE AR AR
(] RERR FBE o A 70 AR RS (P AR AU 2 X 40 L RO 7 A AR, AR 2 [ 3 P R 1 2 T 535 25 % 2R A R DL Bl S i A
WREEMAE . S PIANGERE I 4 B i AT 40, AP AR 4 900 Fh, B2z AR AR . VAR
IR R BRRAIA BRI, J5 3 KRR A T A B . 22 A RIS B RHIE AR AK P ()
FELE AR, RYPE AR PIRFAIE 2 R KCP B AR FE AT Bk, R A AR AR A I AREAE 2 = K A R AR K P 1
[ 3, VA U5 A A B RREAE A2 AR K T ) R R i 7K T () Bl o AR K F 25 [m] A R0 e A AR 2006 AR 3E12
A ECR HSCRAS . ZRAMGERUE R, ARy =R EIEER 0.71, 5t OAF o RECH 0.82; K
WEESEREMGEEN 0.72, ZIREH o RECH 0.77. ABFFH ECR MRS EE 7 &% EE A
0.73, wAREHF o RECH 0.81, KAFEESERVENMGEEN 0.73, wiEH o ZECH 0.76 (Z=FHH, I
BEFAE, 2006).

2.2.2. ABRIEEESRATS)

KH Rotter Frémfil I NFRSERERATS), 1TS &S FIESE FHRIAGRMEAT, RIS 2508 & A
A2 A CEIERE, HIEARE. BUBAY. SR 8 R UUHREN S, ETH 25 4, 5 &
Wy EREKE 25 77, RUMSHREE AL, PIRMEN 75 57, Bmorie 125 50, RIAGEHREE R .
ITS 4345 B8 0.76, A BEAE~F 35 [81F% 3 A H J5 24 0.68 (n = 42) AW 5T H ITS Tt B o RECH 076
2.2.3. EBESEBER(Love Attitude Scale, LAS)

2 E O P22 R Hendrick A1 Hendrick (1986)4K 35 2= 208 i) 52 15 R AV F iR g ) T = 5 S B3R (LAS), 2
HEREAT LN 6 NRAL JRIBAL. Wk, AR, BUSCA. scHRIMZEGRAL, AT 7R A R
FIHABIT K Hendrick ATdn| ZIESERR P URA. ZEEH 6 MrEE, §MrERE 7 4M0H, 5
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Goitsr. AL ERG BRI M o REFEEE] 0.7 DLEGEAL, RATG, 2005; #9E,
fidh, RIGNHI, 2008).

2.3. BIEGHEE

A8 SPSS19.0 HHATRITALEE , BAE At ZERER . 7201 .
3. MIRERS5 SR
3.1 RAKE. ARRGEEMZHESESEESIEFARNINESHEHEER

KSR ¢ RS0 AS R AR AR RS . NBREAE . NG SBEEHEAT 4L 22 e
¥, GERERLE 1) BAEERAE . NREEABr 5L ELEEER, BEERESEHIREE.
TR A YA P = T LA (p <0.001), fE5GERAELEIEGTEEST L EEP<0.01), KiEES
WS Z AR LR R T B AP < 0.05): JEMAET LAERIESEER T A ZYEERA I B & T
HEF 2 (p <0.001), FEMAEFLEANGRETERES LEES T AT L@ <0.001),
Table 1. Differences in scores of each dimension of adult attachment, interpersonal trust and love attitude among different

sex and one-child groups (M + SD)
F 1L BRAKE. AREEMERSESEESNEREMANMIRIRELABZERM + SD)

P SE A
TiH t t
B (n=265) % (n = 266) MAEM=254)  FEMA(n=277)
AR 3.88+0.78 3.86+ 0.36 0.761 3.61+0.72 3.63+0.65 -0.793
AR [ 3 3.79 +0.68 3.69 +£0.73 0.359 3.59+0.67 3.68+ 0.83 -1.756
IRIE% 21.40 +3.87 19.53 +3.60 4197 19.82£3.71 20.13+3.84 -1.041
Wexk & 22.12 +4.01 20.07 +3.13 4.595™" 20.74 +3.62 20.27 +3.69 -1.429
KIEE 20.25+3.77 22.19+3.28 2.539" 19.56 +2.77 22.58 +3.77 —4.547"
S5 20.51+3.77 2242 +338 2.575" 2133 +3.36 22.02 +3.63 —1.545
HH % 22.06 +4.14 19.82 +3.40 28177 19.84 +3.29 20.43 +3.85 -1.394
FHRE 22.70 +3.86 22.31+3.20 0.955 22.24+3.52 22.55 +3.41 —0.566
YNGR ELES 80.71 +5.03 79.82 +4.30 0.25 69.43 £4.43 79.04 +4.95 4.595™"

E: TN p<0.05, TAp<0.01, A p<0.001,

3.2. BAWKE. ABRMEEMZESESEERSSERETENRBRERRERER

FEA R B L 361 615 270 BRI ZHHEATHCX , BOZAEAR T K645 3 BRI
12 RAEHAEZ LIRS YL 70 B3 & T EH(p < 0.001), RN NPREERE
AR 2 T AR Z AR (p < 0.001)0 AR PR 5 AR Z AR RN A28 B LK 52 5 A Pl 3R %
K% MERE SHE. FRESEHEER D Y EESR

AN LR S BERS AR 108 11 5 S BEAR B9 57 430 112 BIREAT RS, ST AR AR T Rr 3 45 R B m (W35 2):
SCRERS S RAE RN R AR HEEAR 0 B B 25 T ACRER Bk (p < 0.001)), SCRERS Rl e 2 1% 52
TR 52« W 2 YR AT 0 B v T A RER B R Al(p < 0.001), SCBEES Sl AE 52 1 AL 5 A 2 YRS 7
R T ACRER B AR (p < 0.01), SCBERES A8 2 1 & ARk 52 4 A5 70 W i v 1 S BRI 4k
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Table 2. Differences in scores of each dimension of adult attachment, interpersonal trust and attitudes towards love between
the groups of whether they are in love and whether their parents are divorced (M £ SD)
2. BAKDE, ARGEEMEBESESEESIERTREMXIETERAEABERM +SD)

5E REERE & BT
REEFM=108) REERERMN=112) WEMm=361) KEFE(n=270)
R A& 3.99 +0.91 2.88+0.77 4263 3.59+0.77 3.68 + 0.86 —0.840
IR A A 6 3.91 +0.69 2.97+0.75 435" 3.55+0.72 3.72+0.73 -1.856
R8T 21.40 +3.87 19.53 +3.60 41977 19.86+3.70  22.35+3.84 4.155™
ek % 22.12 +4.01 19.07 +3.13 4.595™  20.74+3.16  20.27+3.69 -0.576
R 20.25 +3.77 21.69 +3.28 2539 2056+2.77  20.58+3.77 —0.047
ML 21.51+£3.77 21.42 +3.38 2.575°  21.33%3.36 22.02 £3.63 —1.545
HH % 22.06 +4.14 19.23 +3.40 38177 19.81+342  20.46+3.84 -1.394
R 21.70 + 3.86 23.31+3.20 3.9557  2227+3.51 22.53+3.43 -0.580
NBrEAE 72.71 +£5.07 81.81 +4.31 4257 8143443 78.04 +4.95 4.155™

% TN p<0.05, TAp<0.01, A p<0.001,

3.3. BAKE. ABRMEENZESESEESSETRERMTFRZIAHBER

TER E AR AR A I L 298 B 55K R A R4 233 FIEATRCOHEA ¢ 1656, 45 R BoR(LE
3): AN AELEFINMEAER L ER, REWBEMEREZ S IRIE ZAEES THE S T RAR
MR < 0.01), SR E RIS YEARTE 52 175 245 B 53 vh I S 92 48 P 159 70 W B i TR 1 3B K (p < 0.01) .

TESCRHBAE A P B AL 291 15 240 FIFERME R TRCN, MOZAEA T K30 45 RO 3)EoR:
SCRHEA S BRI RN B R S 4R AR EERERS S LES, CRMERAERZESEER
HRE 57 4EFEAS 40 B S T BRI p < 0.01, BRRMEIE I S 2 4k FE A5 70 W B & T SCRHIE i (p < 0.01).

Table 3. Differences in scores of each dimension of adult attachment, interpersonal trust and love attitude among different
students and different professional groups (M + SD)

=3 BAKE. ABRMEEMERSEREESETNEERMAREEWLEBEZESRM + SD)

A NG . ENER4
KEWEMN=298)  KEARF®N=233) YR n=291)  HF(n=240)

AR & 3.56 +0.91 3.53+0.78 0.760 3.59+0.77 3.68 = 0.86 —0.840

2 [ 3 3.69 +0.69 3.66 +0.75 0.351 3.55+0.72 3.72+0.73 -1.856
RIS T 21.45+3.83 19.51 +3.63 3.195" 2283 +3.74 20.31 +3.82 -3.142"
TR 20.12 +4.01 20.07 +3.13 0.592 20.74 £3.16 20.27 +3.69 —1.457
RAHE 20.24 +3.77 20.19 +3.25 0.539 20.56 +2.77 20.58 +3.77 —0.047
ML 20.51+3.77 22.42 +3.38 3.578" 2033 +3.36 2232 +3.61 -3.562""
HAE 20.08 = 4.15 20.83 +3.41 0.816 19.81 +3.42 20.46 + 3.84 -1.394
B3¢ 22.70 + 3.86 22.31+3.20 0.955 22.27+3.51 22.53 +£3.43 —0.580

NBREAE 78.01 +5.07 77.89 431 0.351 78.43 +4.43 79.04 +4.95 -1.011

FE: A p<0.05, THp<0.01, THp<0.001.
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3.4. BAWKE. ABREENSESESEESSETRFERABER

KRR R T Z 0 A0 AN R R AL ) NIRRT 2SS ANBMEEREAT =R 0T, 4
RERE 4): ARAFEFYPAERESERERIREE . TRz A0 LA 2 EA G2 BN ZER
(p <0.001), MARFERBNSFERAG o RN, AOHZYEEF 0 M ABRMEESR AR 27 (p <0.01), 73
[FIFE 2B S FEH 2 R g ES.

Table 4. Differences in scores of each dimension of adult attachment, interpersonal trust and love attitude among different

grade groups (M £ SD)
4. RAKE. ARGEEMZEESESEESNEREFRABESRM < SD)

TiH K—(n=129) K= (n=132) K=(n=129) KP(n=141) F LSD
W E 3.52+0.81 3.73£0.82 3.77+0.73 3.49+0.83 1.257
AR 7S [ 2 3.54+0.73 3.64+0.76 3.53£0.65 3.58£0.79 1.019
RIZE 22.06 +3.26 21.65 +4.05 20.12 +3.30 19.16 +4.20 4801  1>2>3>4
WK Z 22.80 +3.23 21.87+4.12 20.26 +2.71 19.27 +2.61 4465 1>2>3>4
A 19.25+3.51 20.77 £4.01 21.34+2.78 22.89 +2.36 29507 1>2>3>4
S 21.44+3.35 22.13+3.91 22.00 +2.82 21.39 +3.49 0.900
5 H % 20.671 +£3.62 20.86 +4.23 20.65 +2.82 20.13 +2.81 1.142
BERFE 21.80 +3.31 21.56 +3.87 2143 +2.34 21.88+3.11 1.285
NBREAE 72.99 +£4.52 75.22+5.28 77.93 £4.26 83.07 + 4.80 28407  1>2>3>4
FE: A p<0.05, THp<0.01, THp<0.001.

35. ABREEMZESESREERSSETRRAKTDREAEER

W BN I R BAE N BRMEAESEFEAS 5 B s BMREEATHE T, R B
B> REA, 2 RURIS S B T AR .

WA T2 575 B & R A AR R B 7 b = BV AT HE P, S SRR B 2 R IR IRIE %
WAk FOHRE . B R, (EIRIEFAEEMRAEAHE T R AR > 2R > RARA > AR, ik
THERHT R AR > 2428 > BEA > RAER, KEEZHERSHT: 24af > R >
RARR > A > o BISTREERNHT: A > REM > 2R > pRIRA, FRmRE 4E 4
WHEWEZER, GRHETN: 288 > REH > AR > REM, BREAEEEIREREER. K
AR KU 5 R IESE SR EHRATER R, GRERNAES): REMKEERESEHE. #
BRZ RN BB AT S FEAR o de i, AE A BYEREAS o i AIK,  #4E 2 [AAAE 235 22 5 (p < 0.001). REZRAY
WBTERRZ . Wk Z GABHER S BE S T AR, g4 ER s RIK, SHEFERE
ZR(p <0.001), WERMKIRISRIAE IS 2 4 FEAS 5 W3 v T AR AEE (p < 0.001).

4. g
41 KFERTRB, AFMEE, BHSEADZSENERTL

AHHFEIRE TR, KA B A AR RIS . O R 2 T 5 22 5%, IS 9K B an (2022)
T —5. AN MAREIEEE R AR R AN E . MAESIRMA . AREE. AREWVELE FHE
WS BRI A A SRR R B R EAPE R 2R, R SRR AR AR S

LA > RO > AR

-
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AR EIEE b A5 73 22 5 T SRR B e R, X GBS (2019) A0 IR (2022) B AU 45 RAH — 3. X
—EIRRY], AR IR AR I R S M R R ISR R 3R, B ARSI O AR 22 06 T O S AR A
KRR PR BN B S R B 57 SRE S BER R AN E T BT Lk Z A8 KN R, 244k
FERARANRGE B 5 )L 28 A DAEAE P AR T 2 AR R, AMIA L, WARHR R B2 Fy i) TR e | [mligE iy
Table 5. Differences in scores of each dimension of interpersonal trust and love attitude among different adult attachment

types (M =+ SD)
F 5. ABREEMEZERSEREESIETRBAKTLRAEZER(M £ SD)
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