The matching of attachment stylesand itsinfluenceto love
relationships and relationship adjustment.
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202 Abstract

This project inquired the relations between
attachment styles, love relationship and
relationship adjustment of college student
couples. In study one, 1518 college students

b) were administered with questionnaires and findly
202 unmarried couples of college students were
— — — recruited for assessments on their attachment
c) styles love rdlationship and relationship
adjustment.
. d) The researchers suggested five main types
of matches of atachment styles. They were 1)
— compatible type such as safe- safe match of
attachment dtyles; 2) exclude type such as
€) anxious-anxious match, expe-expel match, and
avoidance-avoidance match; 3) complementary
type such as safe-anxious match; 4) conflict type
such as anxious-expd match; 5) one-way type
12 such as safe-expe match. These five types of
D). match of attachment styles of college student
(2. couplesdigplayed different styles of love
relationships and relationship adjustments.
In study two, we recruit 12 subjects for the
Semi-sructure in-depth interview to inquiry
1) their perceptions to attachment styles of their
own and their partners. 2 Jheir perceptions to
their attachment sylesin theloverdationship. 3 )

3.



their perception to the influence of the matching

of their attachment styles and their partners. T h e

contentsdoept h hiesteein ni ews wer e

gualitatively analyzed for the understandi ng

t he mattctha mlgmerdt astyl es and its

influence to the relationship adjustment.
Results were discussed and compared in

terms of theory of attachment styles and other

empirical sudiesin order to establish amore

comprehensive theory for intimate relaionship. Hasan  Shaver(1987)
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