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Abstract The Adult Attachment Scale-Revised (Collins
and Read in J Person Soc Psychol 58(4):644, 1990. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.4.644) measures the dimen-
sions of the attachment style of adults through the degree
to which the individual feels comfortable in intimacy and
closeness with the partner (Close), with dependence on
the partner (Depend) and worrying about being rejected or
unloved (Anxiety). Dimensions measured by the AAS can
capture the core of the structure that determines adults’ dif-
ferences in attachment styles. This study aimed to evalu-
ate the factorial structure of the AAS-R among a sample
of Italian adults. The Italian translation of AAS-R was
administered to the sample of 1546 Italian adults (M =27 .4;
SD 9.35). Exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory fac-
tor analysis were performed to examine the validity of the
Italian version of the AAS-R measure. The present study
showed that the Italian version of the AAS-R has a clear
factorial structure and good psychometric properties. Clini-
cal and research implications were discussed.
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Introduction

The attachment theory formulated by Bowlby (1969, 1973,
1980) and developed by Ainsworth et al., (1978) can be con-
sidered the most pervasive theory of early emotional devel-
opment, placing itself at the center of growing interest in
the field of developmental, clinical and research psychology
(e.g., Castellano et al., 2014; Dazzi & De Coro, 2001; Dazzi
& Zavattini, 2011; Gilath et al., 2019; Mikulincer & Shaver,
2007; Miranda et al., 2019; Smith & South, 2020; Sutton,
2019). It is based on the assumption that the experience of
relationships with a significant adult (typically a parent or
caregiver) is necessary for a child’s psychobiology, and the
quality of these primary experiences will affect the inter-
nalization of the attachment pattern with consequences on
relationships in adulthood.

Starting from the quality of the relational experiences
of childhood, a secure, insecure (insecure or ambivalent)
or disorganized attachment model will be made (Main &
Solomon, 1990). This process would lead to the develop-
ment of internal work models IWM, Bowlby, 1973, 1980),
which will become the behavioral guide for the relational
experience of the individual. Primary care relationships are
considered central to the development of IWM (Bowlby,
1988), but peer and romantic relationships are also poten-
tially important (Davila & Sargent, 2003; Fraley et al., 2013;
Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Pierce & Lydon, 2001).

Over the years, the attachment theory has interacted with
the construct of reflective function by deepening how attach-
ment allows the development of mentalization (Bateman
& Fonagy, 2012; Fonagy, 2001, 2003; Fonagy & Target,
1997; Freda et al., 2019; Slade, 2007; Steele, 2003). Also,
research on attachment styles has explored the different
stages of the individual’s life cycle, expanding into adoles-
cence (Cacioppo et al., 2019; Schimmenti et al., 2012) and
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adulthood (Bennet & Nelson, 2010; Wallin, 2007), and in
the field of romantic relationships (Feeney & Monin, 2008;
Mikulincer & Goodman, 2006; Rholes & Simpson, 2004;
Velotti et al., 2018; Zavattini, 2010), and social and labor
relations (Lanciano & Zammuner, 2014).

The literature suggests that internalized attachment styles
prove to be fundamental in adult love relationships (Bartho-
lomew & Horowitz, 1991; Hazan & Shaver, 1987); how-
ever, the link between the dynamic internal work patterns of
childhood and adulthood is not entirely clear and continues
to be debated. There is a consensus on the stability of the
attachment style during adulthood that may not match that
one observed in childhood (Shaver et al. 1988).

Several authors have underlined how, despite the similari-
ties between the attachment style in childhood and adult-
hood, there are also elements of difference, such as the
nature of reciprocal relationships established in adulthood,
compared to the complementary nature of relationships
binding established in infancy (Stevenson-Hinde, 2007;
Weiss, 1991). By “reciprocity” we mean the autonomous
and individual interest of the single parts of the couple to
maintain the relationship, while by “complementarity” the
dimension of dependence of one party on the other.

Measuring Tools

Since the 1980s, the research on models of attachment, along
with the interest and curiosity that the subject aroused, has
been followed by a proliferation of measuring instruments.
These evaluation tools often have different theoretical and
approach references, with the risk of making it difficult to
compare the results of empirical studies that use differ-
ent validation tools (Rholes & Simpson, 2004; Shaver &
Mikulincer, 2002; Waters et al., 2002). However, in relation
to the thematic areas that make up the different tools, we can
distinguish between (a) tools that evaluate the representative
dimensions in the adult of the attachment relationships they
had with parents in childhood and (b) tools that assess cur-
rent attachment relationships in adolescents and adults with
attachment figures (peers, parents or partners).

In both groups, we can detect tools that use narratological
interviews (Zavattini & Santona, 2008) or self-assessment
questionnaires that investigate the representations of oneself
and others (RQ, Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; ECR-R.,
Brennan et al., 1998; ASQ, Collins & Read, 1990; CRI,
Crowell & Owens, 1996; RSQ, Griffin & Bartholomew,
1994; Style Questionnaire, Hazan & Shaver, 1990; AAQ,
Simpson et al., 1992, 1996).

In the debate between the use of self-report questionnaires
and narratological interviews, it should be emphasized that
the interviews evaluate the unconscious processes in adults
for the regulation of emotions. In contrast, the self-report
tools will instead capture adults’ conscious evaluations of
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themselves in romantic relationships (Velotti & Zavattini,
2011). Whether, from a clinical perspective, qualitative tools
such as interviews allow an in-depth investigation, self-
report questionnaires, from a research perspective, allow
us to analyze the socio-cognitive, affective and behavioral
aspects observed by the individual in the here and time of
detection, with a speed of administration and decoding.

In the Italian context, among the narratological inter-
views, we find:

(a) Adult Attachment Interview (AAI—George et al.,
1985), aimed at detecting the mental state of the adult
in relation to infantile attachment.

(b) The interview with Carli and Mantovani (ISAC—
1994), which explores current emotional relationships.

Among the self-report questionnaires, however, we can
find:

(a) tools that investigate childhood attachment experiences
in parental relationships such as the Parental Bonding
Instrument (PBI—Parker et al., 1979), the Attachment
Style Questionnaire (ASQ—Feeney et al., 1994), the
Egna Minnen Betraffende Uppfostran - My memories
of education (EMBU—Perris et al., 1980);

(b) tools that explore the attachment styles that adults
implement in a current relationship such as the Adult
Attachment Questionnaire (AAQ—Hazan & Shaver,
1987), the Adult Attachment Questionnaire (QAA-
SC—Salvo & Cusinato , 1996. and the questionnaire
Experiences in close relationships (ECR, Brennan
et al., 1998) which is one of the most used in Italy (Pic-
ardi et al., 2000; Agostoni & Manzoni, 2007) also in its
revised version (ECR- R, Busonera et al., 2014).

In the literature, attachment in adults seems to be con-
ceptualized in three distinct forms (Sperling and Berman
1994): (1) attachment as a state, which emerges in stress-
ful situations, (2) attachment as a trait, a tendency to form
similar relationships of attachment across the whole life, and
(3) attachment as a process of interaction in the context of
a specific relationship. These aspects have implications for
adult bonding assessment procedures.

There are three main types of reference approaches: those
based on categorical or typological concepts; those based
on dimensional concepts; and, finally, those based on the
prototype (Bartholomew & Shaver, 1998). The categorical
or typological approaches find their origins in the original
model of Ainsworth et al. (1978) and on the evaluations
made through the experimentation of the Strange Situation,
which includes the attachment styles "safe," "avoidant" and
"anxious/ambivalent". Hazan and Shaver (1987), influenced
by Ainsworth’s work on attachment in childhood, have tried
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to translate the same classification system for adulthood
into three categories for evaluating adult romantic relation-
ships through a self-report questionnaire. Although this tool
has had a strong impact on the development of empirical
research (Fraley & Waller, 1998), it has limitations (Collins
& Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Simpson, 1990) as
it does not allow the evaluation of the degree and extent of
attachment style.

Dimensional approaches have emerged to overcome the
methodological problems of categorical measures using con-
tinuous rating scales. The possibility of placing the indi-
vidual along continuous dimensions has some advantages:
It presupposes greater variability between subjects, it does
not impose rigid boundaries of belonging to groups, and it
requires the operationalization of the basic components of
attachment, also allowing more accurate psychometric stud-
ies (Fraley & Waller, 1998; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994).

However, many authors who use the dimensional
approach explicitly discourage researchers from abandoning
typological models, because of the loss of information that
a purely dimensional method will imply, as the dimensional
method excludes typical aspects that cannot be grouped
within of larger dimensions (Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Col-
lins & Read, 1990; Hazen & Shaver, 1987).

To remedy this situation, prototypical approaches emerge,
trying to reconcile the previously exposed approaches: iden-
tifying, then, the characteristics of a group of subjects and
assuming, at the same time, the existence of individual vari-
ability in belonging to the group.

Bartholomew’s model (Bartholomew, 1990; Bartho-
lomew & Horowitz, 1991) is considered the main reference
for this type of approach. According to this model, the four
attachment types are found in a two-dimensional space
defined by positive or negative positioning in the self-other
relationship.

Considering the need to develop useful tools for the
study of psychotherapeutic processes and outcomes with
a dynamic approach (Bateman & Fonagy, 2012; Esposito
etal., 2017; Gelo & Salvatore, 2016; Margherita et al., 2018;
Troisi, 2018), the AAS-R is presented as a useful measure
for monitoring the clinical intervention and its relationships
with the results of the process.

Adult Attachment Scale and Adult Attachment
Scale-Revised

The Adult Attachment Scale (AAS) was created by Col-
lins and Read (1990) to overcome the limitations inherent
in the single-item scale developed by Hazan and Shaver
(1987). The latter was a categorical single-item measure
aimed at detecting the attachment style of respondents. It
was developed starting from the types of infantile attach-
ment identified by Ainsworth et al. (1978) and transformed

in such a way as to describe the romantic attachment
between adult partners. The request addressed to the
respondent is to carefully read the three descriptions of
the attachment styles and mark the one that according to
him best describes his way of feeling and behaving in cou-
ple relationships. Despite its extremely widespread use,
the results of numerous researches report poor reliabil-
ity of the instrument (Hammond & Fletcher, 1991; Levy
& Davis, 1988; Pistole, 1989; Shaver & Brennan, 1992;
Vacha-Haase et al., 1994). The major disadvantage in the
use of the single-item measure was related to the categori-
cal form of forced choice of the self-report, which did
not permit the recognition of the degree to which a given
category of attachment characterized the single subject
or the potential individual differences between classified
subjects within the same category.

Collins and Read extracted 15 items from Hazan and
Shaver’s (1987) measure descriptions, five for each attach-
ment style. To these, six new items were added to include
two critical aspects of bonding, not included in the Hazan
and Shaver (1987) measure: (a) beliefs about the partner’s
availability and response in case of need (3 items, one for
each attachment style) and (b) reactions to the partner’s sep-
aration (3 items, one for each attachment style). The prelimi-
nary version of the scale was composed of 21 items, seven
for each attachment style. Following psychometric analyses,
three items were dropped, arriving at the current version of
18 items, with the presence of three dimensions, each of
which composed of six items and with response modali-
ties on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (=not describing me
at all) to 5 (=describes me perfectly). The first dimension,
called Close, measures the degree to which the individual
feels at ease when establishing relationships of intimacy and
closeness with the partner. The second dimension, Depend,
evaluates how individuals feel they can rely on their part-
ner in case of need. Finally, the third dimension, Anxiety,
measures the degree to which the individual is worried about
the possibility of being abandoned or rejected by his/her
partner. These three scales showed an adequate internal
consistency (alpha coefficients ranging from 0.69 to 0.75)
and moderate temporal stability over a two-month interval
(r between 0.52 and 0.71; N=101). Despite several stud-
ies having shown good construct and criterion validity of
the AAS (Mikulincer, 2007), in 1996, Collins revised the
original AAS to the so-called AAS-R, to increase the inter-
nal consistency (alpha coefficients between 0.78 and 0.85).
Moreover, due to understanding problems, two items of the
Anxiety dimension of the original form were replaced with
items that refer to ambivalence on the relationship instead
of items that referred to the fusion in relationships. Regard-
ing the relationship between dimensions, Close and Depend
subscales were correlated quite strongly, in both the original
and revised versions.
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According to Collins and Read (1990), the dimensions
measured by the AAS-R can capture the core of the structure
that determines the differences in the attachment styles of
adults and can be considered the basis of how the attachment
system manifests itself in adult relationships. The dimen-
sions can be linked to the category of attachment style,
which provides information about how individuals form
and establish their relationships. Collins and Read (1990)
suggested that individuals with the highest Closeness than
Anxiety and Dependence are categorized as secure attach-
ment. Individuals with low Closeness and high levels of
Anxiety and Dependence are categorized as anxious attach-
ment styles. Finally, individuals with the highest Anxiety
than Closeness and Dependence are categorized as avoidant
attachment styles.

To our knowledge, there are no Italian validation studies
of the AAS-R. Therefore, this study aims to evaluate the fac-
tor structure of the AAS-R among a sample of Italian adults.

Methods
Participants and Procedure

The sample consisted of 1546 Italian adults (26.2% males
and 76.8% females), aged from 18 to 74 (M=27.4; SD 9.35).
Participants were recruited online. Recruitment advertise-
ments included a link placed on the main social network
to reach a large number of people across the country. The
inclusion criteria were: 18 years old minimum age and
Italian-speaking subjects. The participants were distributed
in the Italian context as follows: 25.2% Northwest; 16.2%
Northeast; 15% Center; 35.6% South; 4.5% Islands; and
3.5% participants who lived outside the Italian borders dur-
ing the survey.

Participants completed a demographic information form
and the ITtalian AAS-R. Following the guidelines (Bea-
ton et al., 2000; Van De Vijver & Hambleton, 1996) and
previous Italian validation studies (Manzoni et al., 2021;
Parola et al., 2022; Pietrabissa et al., 2020), the AAS-R was
translated by two Italian expert psychologists (step 1) and
back-translated by two English translators (step 2) to ensure
cross-cultural equivalence. Precisely, in step 1, AAS-R was
translated from English into Italian to retain its original con-
cepts. Translations were done independently by two native
Italian speakers, who then compared their respective ver-
sions. Step 1 ended when a single version was agreed on.
Then, in the second step, two English native speaker trans-
lators back-translated the agreed Italian text into English.
Finally, back-translations were compared with the Italian
version to ensure they reflected the same item contents as
the original. Step 2 ended when a final version was agreed
on. Finally, in step 3, the final version was submitted to a
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review committee composed of psychologists and psycho-
metric experts, and this phase ended with final approval.
Finally, the pre-final version was tested with twenty univer-
sity students of Psychology to verify the precise formulation
of the items. The expert committee evaluated the findings,
and no changes have been made.

Before starting the online survey, participants were
informed of the scope of the study and their agreement was
requested. After completing the survey, they were given
access to a debriefing page of the study aims and methodol-
ogy and received contact details for support services. This
study was carried out following the recommendations of
the ethical guidelines for research of the Italian Psycholo-
gists Association. The study was approved by the Univer-
sity Research Ethics Committees of University of Naples
Federico II.

Measure

The AAS-R consists of 18 items on a five-point Likert scale
from 1 (=not at all characteristic) to 5 (=very character-
istic). The scale assesses three dimensions of adult attach-
ment: Close (6 items), Depend (6 items) and Anxiety (6
items). Close evaluates the discomfort with closeness and
intimacy. Depend evaluates the degree of trusts in others and
their availability. Anxiety assesses the anxiety in relation-
ships (i.e., the fear of being abandoned or not being loved).

Data Analysis

For the validation of AAS-R, participants were randomly
assigned to two subsamples (respectively, n =485 and
n=1061). First, aiming to verify the adequacy of the data
to the three factors proposed by Collins (1996), an Explora-
tory Factor Analysis (EFA) with the oblique rotation (PRO-
MAX) was performed. These analyses were performed by
SPSS version 24.

Second, the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), apply-
ing the weighted least squares mean- and variance-adjusted
(WLSMYV estimator), was performed to assess the structural
validity of three factors of the questionnaire. Finally, to test
their internal consistency, the reliability of Cronbach’s alpha
to each of the independent factors was calculated.

Factorial validity was assessed by several fit indexes,
including the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI) and the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA).

The following criteria were used as cutoffs for satisfac-
tory fit: the CFI and the TLI value approximately 0.90 or
above (Medsker et al., 1994) and RMSEA approximately
0.08 or less (Byrne, 2010). The CFA was run in Mplus ver-
sion 8.0.



Psychol Stud (October—December 2022) 67(4):605-613

609

Results
Exploratory Factor Analysis

Based on the first subsample (n =485), the EFA was per-
formed. The Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure confirmed the
sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO =0.87), and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity y* (153)=3130.679, p <0.001,
indicated that the correlations between the items were suf-
ficiently large for EFA. The analysis showed that three
components had eigenvalues above Kaiser’s criterion of 1
and, in combination, explained 51.38% of the variance. The
three-component structure was also confirmed by Cattell’s
scree test (Cattell, 1966). The items showed factor loadings
varying between 0.41 and 0.82 and commonalities between
0.35 and 0.71.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Based on the second random subsample (n=1061), the CFA
was tested. The tested model considered three latent vari-
ables of AAS-R (Close, Depend and Anxiety). This model
showed a not adequate fit, )(2 (132)=1308.112, CFI=0.84;
RMSEA =0.12. Seeking to improve the adjustment of the
model, the modification indices (MI) were analyzed to iden-
tify suggestions of correlation between the error parame-
ters of pairs of items or the crossed loadings. An elevated
MI was found in the relationship between Close—Item 5

(=294.836), Depend—Item 15 (=266.970), Anxiety—item
8 (=260.395) and Anxiety—item 17 (=257.345). The con-
trol of this parameter allowed to make a better adjustment
and adequacy of the model.

This final model showed a good ﬁt,;(2 (128)=1323.125,
CFI=0.92; RMSEA =0.06. Loadings ranged between 0.471
and 0.950 (Table 1). The Cronbach’s a values for AAS-R
subscales were 0.82 for Close, 0.78 for Depend and 0.85
for Anxiety, showing good measure reliability. [tem—total
correlations are shown in Table 2. Furthermore, Table 3
shows the mean and standard deviation of the correlation
between dimensions. The analyses showed a positive rela-
tionship between Close and Depend scales and a negative
association between Close and Anxiety scales and Depend
and Anxiety scales.

Discussion

This study aimed to validate an Italian version of the Adult
Attachment Scale-Revised (AAS-R) in a sample of Italian
adults. The present study revealed that the Italian version
of the Adult Attachment Scale-Revised (AAS-R) showed a
good factor structure and psychometric properties.

The analyses broadly confirmed the three-factor structure,
item adequacy and reliability of the AAS-R. First of all,
EFA and CFA suggested that a three-factor solution—Close,
Depend and Anxiety—provided the best fit to the data. In

Table 1 Item descriptive

e Descriptive statistics
statistics and CFA

Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis  Close (1) Depend (1)  Anxiety (1) R?
Item 1 2.79 1.295 0.182 - 1.019 0.533* 0.284
Item 2r 2.58 1.351 0.327 — 1.088 —0.841% 0.341
Item 3 2.56 1.342 0.421 —1.009 0.794* 0.630
Item 4 2.06 1.194 0.964 —0.032 0.587* 0.345
Item 5 2.46 1.121 0.448 —0.496 0.950%* 0.312
Item 6 2.97 1.272 0.046 - 1.011 0.627* 0.383
Item 7r 4.18 1.059 — 1.304 1.074 —0.701* 0.491
Item 8r 3.81 1.138 —-0.757 —-0.222 —-0.482* 0.497
Item 9 2.17 1.263 0.851 —0.365 0.888%* 0.789
Item 10 2.8 1.316 0.249 — 1.047 0.764* 0.584
Item 11 2.52 1.343 0.48 —0.951 0.844* 0.713
Item 12 2.9 1.178 0.121 —-0.792 0.718* 0.515
Item 13r  3.65 1.147 —0.605 —-0393 —0.536% 0.287
Item 14 2.92 1.164 0.131 —-0.817 0.587* 0.345
Item 15 2.52 1.292 0.501 —0.794 0.471* 0.466
Item 16r 2.75 1.285 0.111 — 1.108 —0.775% 0.600
Item 17r  3.20 1.27151 —0.357 —0.883 —0.723* 0.290
Item 18r  3.10 1.26215 —0.142 —0.993 —0.733* 0.537

SD standard deviation, r reverse item, CFA confirmatory factor analysis, 4 factor loading

p<.001
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Table 2 Item—total correlation

Close (a=0.82)

Item 1 0.761
Item 6 0.431
Item 8r 0.482
Item 12 0.535
Item 13r 0.315
Item 17r 0.318
Depend (a=0.78)
Item 2r 0.461
Item 5 0.371
Item 7r 0.494
Item 14 0.43
Item 16r 0.575
Item 18r 0.6
Anxiety (a=0.85)
Item 3 0.676
Item 4 0.499
Item 9 0.759
Item 10 0.648
Item 11 0.709
Ttem 15 0.478
Table 3 Descriptive statistics and correlations (n=1061)

1 2 3 M DS
1. Close - 3.38 0.724
2. Depend 0.423% - 2.85 0.774
3. Anxiety - 0.270* — 0.496* - 2.44 0.971
*p<.001

line with the Chilean validation (Fernandez & Dufey, 2015),
also in this study, a cross-loading of item 5 on the Close
dimension in addition to its original load on Depend was
found. Besides, in line with the Brazilian sample (Teixeira
et al., 2019), a cross-loading of item 15 on the Dependence
dimension in addition to its original load on Anxiety was
also found.

The cross-loadings of items 5 and 15 align with the
previous validations (Fernandez & Dufey, 2015; Teixeira
et al., 2019). The cross-loading seems to be explained by
the formulation of items. Item 5 states, "I find that others
are reluctant to get as close as I would like" and individuals
can attribute the statement both of Close dimension, which
is related to the discomfort with closeness and intimacy, and
Depend, like its original loading dimension. Item 15 states,
"I am nervous when anyone gets too close," and individuals
seem to attribute this statement also to the Depend dimen-
sion because it is also related to the degree of trust.
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Second, the CFA showed all items adequacy. The reli-
ability analysis confirmed the internal consistency of the
scales. These findings do not differ from the reliability of
the original AAS-R (Collins, 1996), confirming its adapta-
tion to the Italian context. Moreover, a good representation
of Italian adults (North, Center, South and Island), which
does not limit the evidence to a single population group,
was still held. The sample encompasses inhabitants of all
regions of Italy.

Although the study is not focused on understanding the
attachment styles of the participants, it is possible to identify
the attachment styles based on scores on the three attach-
ment dimensions (close, depend, and anxiety) through the
scoring proposed by Collins (1996) and Collins and Read
(1990) based on the Bartholomew and Horowitz categori-
zation (1991). For this reason, the Italian validation of the
AAS-R can be a useful measure for the study of attachment
styles.

The three dimensions measured by the AAS-R (Depend,
Close and Anxiety) capture fundamental aspects of adult
attachment and provide information concerning the infan-
tile attachment’s central elements. The AAS-R Depend and
Anxiety scales are mostly linked to expectations regarding
the availability of the caregiver and its ability to respond
adequately to the individual’s needs. The AAS-R Close scale
is related to adult relational aspects attributable to the infan-
tile need to remain in close physical proximity to the attach-
ment figure. In light of this, the dimensions measured by the
AAS-R can capture the core of the structure that determines
the differences in adults attachment styles and can be consid-
ered the basis of how the attachment system manifests itself
in adult relationships (Collins, 1996). These elements have
to do with some fundamental expectations for the "sense
of security" in adulthood, for example, with the idea that
the partner will prove available and responsive in times of
need. Therefore, the AAS-R has theoretical and practical
advantages as it can measure the dimensions underlying the
attachment styles, allowing to measure longitudinal dimen-
sions and specific characteristics of the attachment styles.

The findings showed good internal consistency and reli-
ability, confirming the AAS-R to be a reliable instrument to
evaluate the adult attachment among the Italian population.

This study is not free from limitations. The first limita-
tion is the small number of men in the samples. This prob-
ably depends on the participant recruitment procedures,
and future studies should ideally include a larger percent-
age of male in the sample. Moreover, future investigations
based and focused on gender differences are needed. The
measurement invariance between gender, age, clinical and
non-clinical populations should also be tested to ascertain
whether the measure is valid to measure attachment in each
group separately.
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Furthermore, this study does not consider other dimen-
sions related to attachment. Future studies will need to study
dimensions linked to adult attachment dimensions, such as
romantic relationships, personality factors, depressive and
anxiety symptoms.

Conclusions

The present study demonstrated that the Italian version of
the AAS-R presents a clear factorial structure and good psy-
chometric properties that allow for its scientific and clinical
use intended to investigate the dimensions underlying adult
attachment styles toward "significant others,” including not
only romantic partners but also other affective figures such
as family members and friends.

The AAS-R could be useful in understanding therapeutic
changes, since giving information about individual relational
abilities may provide directions on both the quality of the
clinical relationship and the reorganization of the affective
relationships. Furthermore, the use of AAS-R allows for
the discovery of more contextual factors related to attach-
ment, such as reciprocity in the relationship and the joint
analysis of multiple relational contexts.

The possibility of using a self-assessment tool in attach-
ment research, also validated in its use for online detection,
allows easier access to data relating to the socio-cognitive,
affective and behavioral aspects observed by the individ-
ual, useful in the historical scenario caused by the global
COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, translation of the meas-
ure and subsequent investigation of its psychometric prop-
erties will facilitate further research on attachment in the
Italian context.
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