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Abstract

This study presents the design and validation of an organizational attachment scale that integrates Bowlby’s
attachment theory into the analysis of workplace behavior. Its goal is to offer organizations a rigorous and
reliable tool to assess how attachment styles influence professional dynamics, such as interpersonal rela-
tions, stress management, collaboration, job satisfaction, and team performance. The theoretical relevance
lies in explaining how individuals form, maintain, or avoid emotional bonds with colleagues, supervi-
sors, and the organization itself, insights that are essential for enhancing both employee well-being and
organizational effectiveness.

The research responds to the transition from Taylorist management models to contemporary “quantum”
paradigms, where flexibility, complexity, and human factors are central, and organizations operate in BANI
(Brittle, Anxious, Nonlinear, Incomprehensible) environments. Using a quantitative, non-experimental
design, data were collected through LinkedIn from 204 team leaders and middle managers across various
industries. Statistical validation included exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, internal consistency
testing, and assessments of convergent and discriminant validity.

Results revealed a solid three-factor structure, secure, anxious, and avoidant attachment, showing high
reliability and strong construct validity. These findings confirm the instrument’s effectiveness in distin-
guishing attachment styles in professional contexts and highlight their influence on emotional regulation,
communication, engagement, and performance. The study’s originality lies in creating the first psychomet-
ric tool in Spain specifically tailored to organizational settings, addressing workplace hierarchies and norms.
It thus advances theoretical understanding and provides a practical framework for cultivating healthier,
more resilient, and productive organizational cultures.

Keywords: attachment styles; exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis; workplace attachment scale; organizational
commitment; emotional self-regulation

Introduction

In recent decades, the workplace has undergone a radical transformation, shifting away from the
rigid hierarchies and mechanistic models that once defined traditional organizational life (Tegtmeier,
Weber, Sommer, Tisch & Wischniewski, 2022). From Taylorism, which prioritized productivity above
everything else and did not leave space to creativity, autonomy, or emotional expression, to the more
recent quantum paradigm, organizational theory has evolved to account for increasing complex-
ity, emotional interdependence, and the psychological well-being of workers (Zohar, 2022). In this
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context, attachment theory - originally conceived by John Bowlby (Bowlby, 1969) to explain early
child-caregiver relationships — has emerged as a powerful lens through which to understand adult
relational dynamics in professional environments. The relevance of this theory in organizational con-
texts lies in its capacity to illuminate how individuals form, maintain, or avoid emotional bonds with
colleagues, supervisors, and the organization itself (Ren, Topakas & Patterson, 2024). Organizations
today operate in highly volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous environments (U. S. Army War
College, 1998). These conditions, and their evolution into what some describe as BANI contexts,
brittle, anxious, nonlinear, and incomprehensible (Bushuyev, Piliuhina & Chetin, 2023), demand not
only structural adaptability but also emotional and relational resilience among employees and leaders.
Leadership is increasingly viewed not simply as a function of technical expertise or strategic vision,
but as a relational role grounded in trust, emotional security, and psychological availability (Haver,
Akerjordet & Furunes, 2013).

In such scenarios, attachment theory offers a compelling framework to understand how indi-
viduals perceive support, engage with workplace stressors, and build professional relationships
(Sutil-Martin & Rajas, 2022). Recent developments in organizational neuroscience and psycholog-
ical safety have also renewed interest in understanding how early attachment styles manifest in adult
professional behavior (Harms, 2011; Meredith, Merson & Strong, 2007). Internal working models,
understood as mental schemas that organize memory and relational expectations, are shaped during
formative life stages (Ammaniti, Van Ijzendoorn, Speranza & Tambelli, 2000; Zimmermann, 1999).
They influence how individuals perceive, interpret, and respond to social experiences.

In organizational contexts, they continue to inform how employees assess trustworthiness, inter-
pret intentions, and handle feedback or conflict (Collins & Allard, 2001; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).
This makes attachment theory not only relevant for interpersonal relationships but central to under-
standing the emotional fabric of organizational life (Warnock, Ju & Katz, 2024). Securely attached
individuals are more likely to thrive in collaborative and dynamic environments, while those with
anxious or avoidant attachment patterns may struggle with ambiguity, change, or relational demands
(Ren et al., 2024).

Despite the growing recognition of the importance of attachment styles in the workplace, tools
for measuring this construct in organizational settings remain limited, particularly in Spanish-
speaking contexts (Warnock et al., 2024). While several attachment instruments exist, many have
been designed for clinical or interpersonal domains and lack the contextual specificity required for
workplace assessment. The adult attachment interview (George, Kaplan & Main, 1996), for instance,
provides rich qualitative insights but is impractical for large-scale use. Self-report instruments such
as the Experiences in Close Relationships scale (Brennan, Clark & Shaver, 1998) or the Attachment
Style Questionnaire (Feeney, Noller & Hanrahan, 1994) offer greater accessibility, yet they often
overlook workplace-specific relational dynamics, such as those involving leadership hierarchies, role
boundaries, and task interdependence.

In this light, the lack of validated instruments to measure workplace-specific attachment styles
within the Spanish population represents a significant gap (Warnock et al., 2024). Cultural adapta-
tion is essential, as attachment behaviors are also shaped by social norms, leadership expectations,
and communication styles (Ren et al., 2024). The present study seeks to fill this void by introducing
and validating (Cook & Beckman, 2006) a 38-item instrument designed to assess secure, avoidant,
and anxious-ambivalent attachment styles specifically within professional settings. By grounding the
scale in Bowlby’s theoretical framework and tailoring its items to workplace dynamics, this research
contributes to a more nuanced understanding of adult attachment as it plays out within modern
organizational ecosystems.

This manuscript is organized into the following sections. Section 2 presents a review of the litera-
ture and develops the theoretical framework underpinning the study. Section 3 outlines the research
methodology and describes the instruments used for data collection. Section 4 focuses on the anal-
ysis and validation of the proposed scale, employing both exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
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confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) techniques. Section 5 offers a discussion of the findings, along
with a comparative overview of other available psychometric tools that, while relevant, have not been
validated for the Spanish business population. Finally, Section 6 highlights the main conclusions of
the study, considering its limitations, and outlines directions for future research.

Literature review
The shift in the business paradigm

Since the 17th century, scientific thinking has been dominated by the mechanistic paradigm,
grounded in Newtonian laws that described a linear, deterministic, and predictable universe (Capra,
1982). This vision, when transferred to the business world by Taylor (1911), gave rise to Taylorism: an
organizational model characterized by extreme division of labor, rigid hierarchies, employees viewed
as interchangeable parts, and the leader as a strong, centralized authority figure. While this approach
increased productivity, its impersonal nature, exclusive focus on output, and low adaptability have
rendered it obsolete in today’s context (Burns & Stalker, 1961; Morgan, 1998).

The contemporary organizational environment is defined by volatility, uncertainty, complexity,
and ambiguity, captured by the acronym volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous (U.S. Army
War College, 1998). This has resulted in a rapidly changing and unpredictable world in which orga-
nizations must be agile and highly adaptable to respond effectively to emerging conditions. Although
the volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous model accurately describes the current context, it has
limitations in fully capturing its complexity. In response, the BANI model was proposed, standing for
brittle, anxious, nonlinear, and incomprehensible (Cascio, 2020). This model introduces new dimen-
sions such as perceived structural fragility, collective anxiety, and cognitive overload in the face of the
incomprehensible, highlighting emotional and psychological impacts on individuals and organiza-
tions. While it is true that the emergence of artificial intelligence in organizational management has
become a valuable tool for decision-making in uncertain environments, enhancing adaptive and pre-
dictive capacities (Saura & Buzinskiené, 2025) and optimizing strategic processes (Bessa & Barbosa,
2025; Hernandez-Tamurejo Gonzalez-Padilla & Saiz-Sepulveda, 2025), the establishment of strong
interpersonal relationships, understanding employees’ attachment styles at the workplace, and the
development of high levels of socioemotional skills (Villena-Martinez, Rienda-Gémez, Sutil-Martin
& Garcia-Muifia, 2024) within the workplace remain essential for organizational well-being. As such,
it calls for not only adaptive structures but also emotionally intelligent leadership (Sutil-Martin &
Rajas, 2022).

The organizational quantum paradigm emerged as a response to the inability of traditional struc-
tures to adapt effectively to volatile environments. Inspired by principles of quantum physics, this
paradigm views companies as living, complex, and interconnected systems (Zohar, 2022). It promotes
self-organization, energy flow management, holistic thinking, and the development of human rela-
tionships as central pillars of business operations (Capra & Luisi, 2014). Instead of vertical hierarchies,
bottom-up models like those implemented by Haier or Spotify are proposed, fostering autonomy,
shared purpose, and adaptability (Zhang & Greeven, 2020).

Under this paradigm, leaders transition from authoritarian figures to facilitators of human devel-
opment, while employees assume greater responsibility and become co-creators of the organizational
environment (Tegtmeier et al., 2022). However, despite redefining structure and philosophy, this
paradigm does not provide tools to understand how mental, emotional, and motivational states are
generated, sustained, or transformed in the workplace (Ren et al., 2024). Organizational neuroscience
offers a valuable complement by providing empirical insights into how brain activity underlies cogni-
tive and affective processes that influence decision-making, relational dynamics, and organizational
culture (Siegel, 2010). This discipline allows for the transformation of the systemic and energetic
approach of the quantum paradigm into practical interventions based on understanding motivation,
emotional self-regulation, and social connection (Rock & Ringleb, 2009).
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In organizations operating under the quantum paradigm, the flow of information, interpersonal
relationships, and trust are as important as technical skills or processes (Wheatley, 2006). In adults,
these relationships are mediated by attachment style, which acts as a perceptual and emotional filter
influencing how individuals build workplace relationships, interpret intentions, or negotiate bound-
aries (Davidovitz, Mikulincer, Shaver, Izsak & Popper, 2007). This makes attachment a critical factor
in environments that rely on emotionally secure interdependence.

Attachment and its types

Attachment theory, developed by John Bowlby (Bowlby, 1969, 1982), explains how early emotional
bonds with caregivers form internal working models that guide relational behavior throughout life.
These models operate automatically, integrating past emotional experiences to predict the avail-
ability of support, thereby influencing emotional regulation and perceptions of oneself and others
(Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters & Wall, 1978; Bowlby, 1988). Attachment styles were classified into secure
and insecure, with the latter divided into anxious and avoidant types.

Individuals who experience consistent and sensitive responses to their needs in childhood are
likely to develop a secure attachment style, characterized by a positive view of self and others, a sense
of being worthy of support, and seeing others as reliable providers of that support (Collins, 1996).
When a caregiver’s responses are inconsistent with the child’s needs, the child may develop two dis-
tinct types of internal working models, leading to an anxious, insecure attachment style, characterized
by a negative self-view and doubts about being deserving of support, even if others are seen as capable
of providing it (Ainsworth et al., 1978). Conversely, in cases where attachment figures are perceived
as repeatedly unavailable or absent, an avoidant attachment style may emerge, characterized by a
positive self-view and belief in one’s worthiness of support, coupled with distrust in others’ ability to
provide it (Richards & Schat, 2011).

There are two main approaches to conceptualizing adult attachment: the categorical approach,
which uses discrete typologies, and the dimensional approach, proposed by Bartholomew and
Horowitz (1991), which maps attachment on axes of anxiety and avoidance. Recent literature suggests
that, although the dimensional model of attachment provides statistical sensitivity to capture indi-
vidual gradients, offering greater precision in assessing individual differences, categorical approaches
remain relevant in applied contexts. Meta-analyses (Warnock et al., 2024) have confirmed that
categorical attachment styles show significant correlations with variables of interest in organiza-
tional settings, such as job performance, satisfaction, and burnout, as well as with personality traits
described in the Big Five model (Mammadov, 2022), thereby enhancing their validity. More recent
studies (Morales-Vives, Ferre-Rey & Ferrando, 2025) demonstrate that through mixed-method anal-
yses, valid categorical profiles can be identified within dimensional structures, supporting the utility
and validity of the categorical approach to attachment for diagnostic purposes and practical appli-
cations in organizational contexts. For this reason, many studies, particularly applied ones, tend to
favor the categorical approach.

Adult attachment becomes activated in emotionally significant situations such as intimacy; stress,
or the search for support (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), manifesting in emotional regulation patterns,
coping styles, and modes of interpersonal bonding. Securely attached individuals tend to form rela-
tionships based on trust and mutual support, while insecure attachment styles are associated with
anxiety, relational difficulties, and lower resilience (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2005).

In organizational contexts, attachment style influences key variables such as leadership perception,
conflict management, teamwork, and adaptability to change (Harms, 2011; Richards & Schat, 2011).
Within the quantum paradigm, which emphasizes relationships and emotional energy in organiza-
tions, understanding attachment becomes essential for designing emotionally sustainable workplaces
and developing appropriate assessment tools.
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Attachment in the organizational context

The study of attachment in organizational settings extends Bowlby’s (1969) theory into adulthood,
with recent research consolidating its application in the workplace. Yip, Ehrhardt, Black & Walker
(2018) and Warnock et al., (2024) emphasize how internal working models formed early in life shape
individuals’ relationships with authority figures and peers in professional environments, particularly
in complex organizations where interpersonal dynamics are essential.

In organizational contexts, internal working models function as cognitive-emotional templates
that guide how employees perceive, interpret, and respond to relational experiences at work. Rooted
in early attachment relationships, these models influence how individuals view themselves and others
in professional settings, shaping expectations of support, trust, and responsiveness (Ren et al., 2024).
Recent theoretical frameworks suggest that internal working models regulate workplace behavior
through cognitive, affective, and behavioral self-regulation mechanisms, thereby impacting decision-
making, collaboration, and emotional resilience (Ren et al., 2024).

These models operate differently across relational domains; for instance, employees may hold
distinct attachment representations toward supervisors versus peers, which in turn influence perfor-
mance, communication patterns, and the sense of inclusion within teams (Virga, Opre & Popescu,
2023). Moreover, perceiving a leader as an attachment figure, someone who provides availability, sup-
port, and emotional security, has been shown to strengthen engagement and performance, although
it may also heighten dependency-related anxiety under certain conditions (Lis4, Greskovi¢ova &
Krizova, 2021). Taken together, these findings underscore the profound role of internal working mod-
els in shaping organizational dynamics and highlight the importance of fostering secure, responsive
leadership environments to enhance individual and collective functioning.

Adult attachment styles have been shown to predict motivation, job orientation, and work attitudes
(Ren et al., 2024). Anxious attachment is associated with emotional insecurity, low self-efficacy, and
heightened rejection sensitivity, increasing perceived stress and the likelihood of burnout (Moriano,
Molero, Laguia, Mikulincer & Shaver, 2021). Conversely, avoidant attachment correlates with emo-
tional suppression, excessive autonomy needs, and difficulties in forming trusting relationships,
which also contribute to occupational stress (Ren et al., 2024; Warnock et al., 2024).

Both insecure styles are negatively associated with job satisfaction and self-efficacy (Warnock et al.,
2024), and they hinder the quality of relationships with supervisors. Anxiously attached individuals
often fear criticism or a lack of empathy from superiors (Moriano et al., 2021), while avoidant individ-
uals tend to reject collaboration and behave overly independently (Kirrane, Yip, Ehrhardt & Walker,
2019).

These patterns affect the quality of leader-member exchanges, limiting autonomy, trust, and
mutual loyalty (Mayseless & Popper, 2019). Insecure attachment styles also influence job performance
and organizational citizenship behaviors, either through emotional interference in the case of anx-
ious attachment or disengagement from collective responsibilities in the case of avoidant attachment
(Warnock et al., 2024).

Recent studies have introduced the concept of organizational attachment, defined as the emotional
bond between employees and the organization as a symbolic attachment figure. Organizations that
function as a secure base, being available, consistent, and responsive, can foster innovation, resilience,
and commitment among members (Mayseless & Popper, 2019; Westover, 2024). These findings high-
light the explanatory power of attachment in organizational dynamics and underscore the need for
context-specific assessment tools.

Review of adult attachment and workplace attachment measurement instruments

Research on adult attachment has produced a wide range of assessment tools, allowing exploration of
the construct through both qualitative and quantitative approaches in clinical, personal, and orga-
nizational contexts. One of the earliest and most significant instruments is the adult attachment
interview, developed by George et al. (1996), which provides an in-depth evaluation of internal
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working models through narrative interviews. Despite its validity, the adult attachment interview is
complex to administer and requires extensive training (Ravitz, Maunder, Hunter, Sthankiya & Lancee,
2010).

Self-report measures have gained prominence due to their ease of use and efficiency in research.
Among the most widely recognized are the Experiences in Close Relationships (Brennan et al.,
1998) and its revised version Experiences in Close Relationships-R (Fraley, Waller & Brennan, 2000),
both extensively validated and applied. Other relevant tools include the Relationship Questionnaire
(Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), which allows rapid classification but has lower internal reliability,
and the Attachment Style Questionnaire (Feeney et al., 1994), which measures emotional and cogni-
tive dimensions such as the need for approval and discomfort with closeness, relevant in workplace
settings.

In the organizational field, the Current Relationship Interview (Crowell & Owens, 1998), initially
designed for romantic relationships, has been adapted to study workplace bonds and leadership
styles. More recently, Scrima et al. (Scrima, 2020; Scrima, Di Carlo, Lorito & Palazzeschi, 2015)
developed the Workplace Attachment Style Questionnaire, specifically designed to assess attach-
ment styles in professional environments, evaluating both the intensity and quality of emotional
bonds with one’s job. However, this instrument has not yet been validated for the Spanish popula-
tion. Greskovi¢ova and Lisa (2023) have validated an adapted version of Scrima et al. (Scrima, 2020)
for the Slovakian population. De Andrade and Pedruzzi (2020) have validated a workforce attachment
scale for Brazilians.

Despite methodological advances, there remains a lack of culturally adapted and context-specific
instruments for assessing adult attachment in Spanish organizational settings. Therefore, this research
aims to develop a valid, reliable, and contextually grounded tool to support rigorous analysis of
attachment in organizations and to foster emotionally sustainable work environments.

Designing an attachment scale to workforce context. What to measure?

The items in the scale were designed to gather the following information regarding attachment styles
in the workplace context. Employees with a secure attachment style tend to display balanced emo-
tional regulation (SEG2), a strong sense of self-eficacy (SEG1), and the ability to establish trusting
and cooperative relationships at work (SEG3 and SEGS5). These individuals are generally comfortable
with both autonomy and emotional closeness, enabling them to collaborate effectively while main-
taining healthy interpersonal boundaries (SEG4 and SEG6) (Feeney & Noller, 1996). Their capacity
to seek support when needed, coupled with a positive view of others, fosters constructive problem-
solving and emotional resilience in stressful situations. Research has consistently shown that secure
attachment in the workplace is linked to higher levels of trust, teamwork, and adaptability to change
(Harms, 2011; Richards & Schat, 2011). Securely attached employees are also more likely to inter-
pret feedback constructively and experience greater job satisfaction and engagement (Moriano et al.,
2021) (see Table 1).

In contrast, individuals with insecure attachment styles, either avoidant or anxious, exhibit
relational tendencies that can hinder collaboration and psychological well-being in organizational
settings (Ren et al., 2024). Avoidantly attached employees often maintain emotional distance from
colleagues and supervisors, show low trust in others’ intentions, and tend to suppress emotional
expression, especially under stress, withdraw in conflicts, and reduce social engagement, feeling alien-
ated (Kirrane etal., 2019; Yip et al., 2018). This detachment can lead to decreased participation in team
processes and lower organizational commitment (EVIT2, EVIT5, EVIT6, EVIT8-EVIT13, EVIT16,
EVIT17, and EVIT19). Conversely, anxiously attached individuals may demonstrate excessive sen-
sitivity to perceived social exclusion, emotional dependency on coworkers or leaders, and difficulty
maintaining personal boundaries. Their intense concern about acceptance and validation often leads
to emotional exhaustion and heightened stress (Ren et al., 2024; Virgd, Iliescu & Sava, 2019a).
Both insecure styles have been associated with reduced satisfaction, impaired communication,
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Table 1. Attachment items to the workplace context

Code Item

SEG1 | have little doubt about myself when it comes to how | perform at work.

SEG2 In my work relationships, | usually combine emotional closeness with my colleagues and
autonomy when reaching agreements.

SEG3 | believe people generally act with good intentions and a kind heart.

SEG4 | usually know which colleagues | can trust.

SEG5 My colleagues tend to be trustworthy and selfless.

SEG6 I don’t mind making mistakes at work; | see them as opportunities to learn new things.

EVIT1 I usually avoid conflict with colleagues or supervisors by keeping emotional distance.

EVIT2 | often feel intense fear and anger when working with colleagues or my boss.

EVIT3 | prefer to keep emotional distance from my coworkers.

EVIT4 When | have conflicts at work, | tend to withdraw quietly and keep my composure.

EVITS I can’t trust my colleagues or boss because sooner or later, | believe they will hurt me if | make
the first move.

EVIT6 When colleagues or supervisors are kind to me, | assume they want something.

EVIT7 I’d rather enjoy friendships at work than get lost in the task and forget about everything else.

EVIT8 When | get too involved with my boss, | tend to lose myself.

EVIT9 My boss is not honest or trustworthy.

EVIT10 I don’t like spending too much time with my colleagues or boss; they create too much internal
chaos for me.

EVIT11 Many times, at work, | don’t know who | can trust.

EVIT12 When I’m under stress, | usually keep it to myself. Still, | don’t understand why my coworkers
act so aggressively toward me when | try not to show my anger.

EVIT13 | tend to keep my distance from both colleagues and supervisors.

EVIT14 | go to work to do my job, not to make friends.

EVIT15 | try to manage stress at work, even if | bottle it up inside. | feel like nobody really cares.

EVIT16 | often feel deep down that | ‘don’t matter’ at the company.

EVIT17 Deep inside, | believe | don’t have the right to exist in this company.

EVIT18 I think my colleagues and boss are overly demanding.

EVIT19 | generally interact with my coworkers by avoiding them.

ANS_AMB1 Most of the time, | find my colleagues difficult and hard to understand.

ANS_AMB2 When I’m with my colleagues, everything seems to work out.

ANS_AMB3 When my coworkers push too hard during conflicts, | usually ignore them and reject what they
say.

ANS_AMB4 When | have a doubt at work, | ask my colleagues right away instead of figuring it out on my
own.

ANS_AMB5 | don’t understand why my coworkers don’t invite me when they go out for breakfast.

ANS_AMB6 | usually love connecting with my coworkers, but sometimes | feel like | lose myself and don’t
know where they end and | begin.

ANS_AMB7 | feel great when a colleague has a problem and comes to me for help.

ANS_AMBS8 I usually don’t like it when my coworkers pull away from me. When that happens, | feel awful,
like I can’t breathe.

ANS_AMB9 It really bothers me when my coworkers don’t think of me for work or even for a coffee break.

(Continued)
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Table 1. (Continued.)

Code Item

ANS_AMB10 | often focus so much on what’s going on with my coworkers that | have no time left for myself.

ANS_AMB11 When my coworkers are close, | feel truly happy. | put myself in their shoes, and together we do
better work.

ANS_AMB12 | feel a lot of anger and fear when things at work don’t go the way | want.

ANS_AMB13 When | get too involved with a coworker, | tend to lose myself.

Source: Authors’ own work.

and increased risk of burnout (Warnock et al., 2024; Westover, 2024), underscoring the impor-
tance of identifying and addressing these patterns within the workplace (ANS_AMBI1, ANS_AMB3,
ANS_AMBS5, ANS_AMB6. ANS_AMBS8-ANS_AMB10, ANS_AMBI12, and ANS_AMBI13) (see
Table 1).

Psychometric instruments: validation and reliability

Validity and reliability concern how we interpret the scores produced by psychometric instruments
in educational research (Cook & Beckman, 2006). Most approaches to judging validity come from
psychological and educational-assessment theory (Messick, 1989). The Standards for Educational
and Psychological Testing define validity as “the degree to which evidence and theory support
the interpretations of test scores for the proposed uses of tests” (APA. American Educational
Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement
in Education, 1999; Borsboom, Mellenbergh & van Heerden, 2004). In other words, validity is not an
inherent trait of a test itself but of the meaning we give its scores and the inferences we draw from
them (Cook & Beckman, 2006). Messick (1989) describes five sources of validity evidence:

o Content: We compare the test’s content with the construct that it is meant to measure (APA.
American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National
Council on Measurement in Education, 1999).

o Response process: By examining what test-takers think and do while answering, we
check whether their behavior matches the construct (APA. American Educational Research
Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement in
Education, 1999).

o Internal structure: Tools such as reliability estimates and factor analysis tell us whether the items
group together as expected (Floyd & Widaman, 1995; Sellbom & Tellegen, 2019; Shrestha, 2021).

« Relations to other variables: Scores should relate in predictable ways to scores from established
instruments that assess similar constructs.

« Consequences: We evaluate the intended and unintended effects of using the test, looking for
any sources of invalidity (Abeele, Spiel, Nacke, Johnson & Gerling, 2020).

Reliability is essential, though on its own it does not guarantee validity (Sirtici & Maslaki,
2020). Reliability describes how consistently an instrument produces scores across occasions (APA.
American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National
Council on Measurement in Education, 1999). Without consistent scores, meaningful interpretation
is impossible (Cook & Beckman, 2006). Common reliability estimates include internal consistency,
measured by Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951); inter-rater agreement, measured by phi coefficient,
weighted kappa, and Kendall’s tau (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994); and test-retest stability for scores
over time (Noble, Scheinost & Constable, 2021).

High internal consistency suggests the items tap a single construct; low consistency signals that
more than one construct may be involved (Cook & Beckman, 2006). For practical examples of scale
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validation, see Villena-Martinez et al. (2024); Zurita Ortega, Martinez Martinez, Chacon Cuberos and
Ubago Jiménez (2019); Moguerza, Fernandez-Muiioz, Redchuk, Cardone-Riportella and Navarro-
Pardo (2017) and Moret- Tatay et al. (Moret-Tatay, Fernandez Mufioz, Civera Moll4, Navarro-Pardo
& Alcover de la Hera, 2015).

Methodology and instruments

The questionnaire is based on Bowlby’s theory, adapted by the authors to the workplace context. It
considers two types of attachment: secure attachment and insecure attachment. Moreover, within the
broader category of insecure attachment, two distinct subtypes can be identified: insecure avoidant
and anxious-ambivalent attachment, as applied to organizational settings (Feeney & Noller, 1996). In
this context, attachment refers to the emotional and relational bonds individuals develop with their
coworkers, supervisors, and organizational leaders, drawing from Bowlby’s theoretical framework.

The questionnaire consists of 38 items, grouped according to the three different attachment styles
mentioned above (Table 1). The first factor includes aspects related to secure attachment in the work-
place. The second factor covers items that reflect patterns of insecure avoidant attachment. The third
factor focuses on issues related to insecure anxious-ambivalent attachment.

All items were rated on a Likert scale from 1 to 6, where 1 means strongly disagree and 6 means
strongly agree. The questions that show significance through the EFA for each attachment style are:

1. Secure attachment: SEG2, SEG3, SEG 4, and SEG®6.

2. Insecure avoidant attachment: EVIT2, EVIT5, EVIT6, EVITS, EVITY9, EVIT10, EVIT11,
EVIT12, EVIT13, EVIT16, EVIT17, and EVIT19.

3. Insecure anxious-ambivalent attachment: ANS_AMBI1, ANS_AMB3, ANS_AMBS5,
ANS_AMB6, ANS_AMBS, ANS_AMB9, ANS_AMBI10, ANS_AMBI12, and ANS_AMBI13.

Experiment design

The data for the study were collected through non-probabilistic horizontal network sampling
(Geddes, Parker & Scott, 2018), conducted via the social network LinkedIn. The sample targeted
a population consisting of company executives, middle managers, and qualified professionals, who
voluntarily completed an online questionnaire hosted on Microsoft Forms and accessed through a
QR code. The questionnaire took approximately 15 minutes to complete.

It included screening questions to ensure that respondents were members of the target population.
Additionally, it provided a link to an informed consent document outlining the study’s purpose and
characteristics, along with clear instructions on how to withdraw from participation at any time. The
study received approval from the institution’s Research Ethics Committee.

Participants

A total of 238 responses were obtained from professionals across various organizational levels. The
respondents represented a wide range of industry sectors and company sizes, including small and
medium-sized enterprises, family-owned businesses, and large corporations. Based on the screening
questions, the data set was filtered, resulting in a final valid sample of 204 individuals. The adequacy of
a sample size of approximately 200 participants for psychometric validation studies has been consis-
tently addressed in methodological literature. Classical guidelines classify 200 cases as a “fair to good”
sample size for factor analysis (Comrey & Lee, 1992), while simulation studies emphasize that ade-
quacy depends more on model complexity, item communalities, and the magnitude of factor loadings
than on absolute size alone (MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang & Hong, 1999). In the context of structural
equation modeling, Kline (2016) and Byrne (2013), suggest that 200 cases are often considered the
practical minimum for CFA, particularly when models are not excessively complex. Recent empiri-
cal research supports these methodological recommendations (Goni et al., 2020; Kiani, Pezeshkian,
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Table 2. Frequencies for gender

Gender Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Male 134 65.686 65.686 65.686
Female 70 34.314 34.314 100.000

Total 204 100.000

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 3. Frequencies for Age_|

Age_| Frequency Percent Valid percent Cumulative percent
Younger than 25 yo 40 19.608 19.608 19.608
Between 25 and 35 yo 30 14.706 14.706 34.314
Between 35 and 45 yo 44 21.569 21.569 55.882
Between 45 and 55 yo 62 30.392 30.392 86.275
Older than 55 yo 28 13.725 13.725 100.000

Total 204 100.000

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics for age

Age

Valid 204

Mean 41.113
Std. deviation 13.275
Coefficient of variation 0.323
IQR 24.000
Skewness -0.011
Std. error of skewness 0.170

Source: Authors’ own work.

Bakhshandeh & Khakbazan, 2025; Sharif-Nia et al., 2024). Consequently, a sample of 204 participants
does not compromise the robustness of either the EFA or the CFA, as it falls within both classical and
contemporary methodological criteria, maintains an adequate subject-to-item ratio, and allows for
stable estimation of factorial parameters (Tables 2-5).

As shown in the tables above, 65.68% of the respondents were male and 34.31% were female.
This finding suggests that leadership positions, middle management roles, and qualified professional
occupations, such as lawyers, economists, and others, continue to be predominantly held by men
rather than women (Table 2).

Regarding the variable Age (Tables 3 and 4), all age ranges are well represented, with the highest fre-
quency corresponding to the 45-55 age group, which accounts for 30.39% of the sample. Descriptive
statistics for the age variable indicate that the average age of participants is 41.13 years, with a standard
deviation of 13.27 years. Measures of skewness show that the distribution is slightly skewed to the left,
although the skewness value is not statistically significant; therefore, we can assume the variable is
approximately symmetric.

Table 5 presents descriptive statistics for the items analyzed in this study. The mean values are
approximately 4 points, indicating a general tendency among respondents to agree with the state-
ments rather than to disagree. When focusing on the coefficient of variation, it can be observed that
the mean serves as a representative measure of the frequency distribution. Table 6 and the subsequent
tables present the frequency distributions of all items included in the study. For variables expressed as
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics

95% confidence interval mean

Mean Upper Lower Std. deviation Coefficient of variation
SEG1 4.402 4.612 4.192 1.523 0.346
SEG2 3.034 3.286 2.783 1.820 0.600
SEG3 3.417 3.608 3.225 1.385 0.405
SEG4 3.118 3.347 2.888 1.663 0.533
SEG5 3.225 3.409 3.042 1.327 0.412
SEG6 3.250 3.464 3.036 1.548 0.476
EVIT1 3.681 3.878 3.485 1.425 0.387
EVIT2 4.113 4.391 3.836 2.005 0.488
EVIT3 3.603 3.810 3.395 1.503 0.417
EVIT4 3.475 3.660 3.291 1.333 0.384
EVITS 4.029 4.289 3.770 1.878 0.466
EVIT6 3.828 4.077 3.580 1.802 0.471
EVIT7 3.426 3.635 3.218 1.508 0.440
EVIT8 3.990 4.237 3.743 1.789 0.448
EVIT9 3.745 4.022 3.468 2.006 0.536
EVIT10 3.798 4.047 3.549 1.798 0.473
EVIT11 3.843 4.079 3.607 1.709 0.445
EVIT12 3.819 4.047 3.591 1.652 0.433
EVIT13 3.770 3.991 3.548 1.607 0.426
EVIT14 3.250 3.448 3.052 1.432 0.441
EVIT15 3.478 3.668 3.288 1.373 0.395
EVIT16 4.069 4.341 3.796 1.974 0.485
EVIT17 4.207 4.505 3.909 2.152 0.511
EVIT18 3.716 3.908 3.523 1.392 0.375
EVIT19 4.054 4.323 3.785 1.943 0.479
ANS_AMB1 3.716 3.916 3.516 1.448 0.390
ANS_AMB2 3.373 3.535 3.211 1.174 0.348
ANS_AMB3 3.740 3.954 3.526 1.549 0.414
ANS_AMB4 3.510 3.706 3.314 1.419 0.404
ANS_AMB5 4.020 4.295 3.745 1.993 0.496
ANS_AMBG6 3.926 4.140 3.712 1.545 0.393
ANS_AMB7 3.015 3.271 2.758 1.858 0.616
ANS_AMBS8 3.902 4.113 3.691 1.528 0.392
ANS_AMB9 3.853 4.071 3.635 1.581 0.410
ANS_AMB10 3.858 4.099 3.617 1.746 0.453
ANS_AMB11 3.309 3.510 3.108 1.455 0.440
ANS_AMB12 4.069 4.278 3.860 1.514 0.372
ANS_AMB13 3.961 4.199 3.722 1.727 0.436

Source: Authors’ own work.
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Table 6. Frequentist scale reliability statistics

Estimate McDonald’s w Cronbach’s o
Point estimate 0.958 0.921
95% Cl lower bound 0.950 0.911
95% Cl upper bound 0.966 0.931

Note: Of the observations, pairwise complete cases were used. The following items correlated negatively with the scale: SEG2, SEG3, SEG4, and
SEG6.
Source: Authors’ own work.

reverse-coded items, responses have been transformed to align with the overall response trend of the
sample. Reverse-coded items were included to control for response bias. These items were recoded so
that higher values consistently reflect greater agreement with the underlying construct (ilhan, Giiler,
Tasdelen Teker & Ergenekon, 2024).

Data analysis

Data were examined in JASP (v 0.17.2.1) by means of both exploratory (EFA) and CFA following
Villena-Martinez et al. (2024) and Moguerza et al. (2017). Before running the EFA, multivariate
normality, linearity, and inter-item correlation were inspected in line with the recommendations of
Tabachnick and Fidell (1989). Factors were extracted with oblimin rotation; only components whose
eigenvalues exceeded 1 were retained (Corner, 2009). The dimensionality of the scale was gauged
both through hypothesis-driven reasoning and Horn’s parallel analysis (Horn, 1965; Lloret-Segura,
Ferreres-Traver, Hernandez-Baeza & Tomas-Marco, 2014). Internal consistency was quantified with
Cronbach’s a, item-total correlations, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity
(Kaiser, 1974). Missing data were handled using pairwise deletion, and outliers were inspected using
standardized z-scores and Mahalanobis distance (Kline, 2016). No extreme cases required exclusion.
Normality and linearity assumptions were verified following Lloret-Segura et al. (2014).

Subsequently, CFA was conducted to verify the structure uncovered by the EFA and to appraise
model fit. Several complementary indices were considered: the chi-square statistic (La Du & Tanaka,
1989); the goodness-of-fit index, with 0.90 as the conventional lower bound for adequacy (Hu &
Bentler, 1999); the root-mean-square residual, where values approaching 0 - particularly <0.08 -
indicate better fit (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1979); the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and the Incremental
Fit Index, both expected to reach at least 0.90 (Bentler, 1990); and, as a parsimony index, the root-
mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA), for which lower values closer to 0 signal superior
parsimony (Steiger, 2000). Average variance extracted, as a measure of convergent and discriminant
validity, and the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio, as a measure of discriminant validity, were computed
for CFA (Karakaya & Yildirim, 2025; Kaynak, Tiiziin & Demir, 2021).

Exploratory factor analysis

Internal consistency
The proposed scale demonstrated strong internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of
a=0.939 and w = 0.96, compared to a = 0.83 reported by Scrima et al. (2015) and o = 0.65 reported
by (Hite & McDonald, 2020; Lisa & Mrazkova, 20212021) w between 0.8 and 0.92 for Andrade and
Pedruzzi (De Andrade & Pedruzzi, 2020). The total variance explained by one factor analysis was
56.2% for secure attachment, 73% for insecure avoidant attachment, and 54.6% for insecure anxious-
ambivalent attachment. Item-level analysis showed that Cronbach’s alpha remained stable between
0.953 and 0.964 across all cases when individual items were removed, suggesting no single item
disproportionately influenced internal consistency (Tables 6 and 7).

To assess the equality of multivariate means, both Friedman’s ANOVA (Analysis of Variance)
and Hotelling’s T? test were employed, revealing statistically significant differences (Carey, Sheehan,
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Table 7. Frequentistindividual item reliability statistics

If item dropped

Item McDonald’s w Cronbach’s o
SEG2 0.964 0.939
SEG3 0.962 0.932
SEG4 0.963 0.937
SEG6 0.963 0.934
EVIT2 0.952 0.912
EVITS 0.952 0.912
EVIT6 0.954 0.913
EVIT8 0.953 0.913
EVIT9 0.954 0.913
EVIT10 0.953 0.912
EVIT11 0.955 0.914
EVIT12 0.956 0.915
EVIT13 0.956 0.916
EVIT16 0.953 0.912
EVIT17 0.953 0.913
EVIT19 0.953 0.913
ANS_AMB1 0.956 0.916
ANS_AMB3 0.956 0.916
ANS_AMB5 0.955 0.914
ANS_AMB6 0.956 0.916
ANS_AMB8 0.957 0.917
ANS_AMB9 0.958 0.919
ANS_AMB10 0.954 0.914
ANS_AMB12 0.957 0.917
ANS_AMB13 0.953 0.912

Source: Authors’ own work.

Healy, Knott & Kinsella, 2022; Géktuna, Arslan & Ozden, 2022). Descriptive statistics, as seen in Table
5, for each item, including measures of central tendency and dispersion, as well as skewness and kur-
tosis, were carried out. These indices were within acceptable limits, supporting the assumption of
approximate normality. The distribution of item responses showed moderate symmetry. Regarding
kurtosis, most items exhibited a leptokurtic pattern, indicating a higher-than-normal concentration
of scores around the mean. This pattern suggests that participant responses were relatively consistent,
clustering near central values rather than being widely dispersed.

To evaluate the suitability of conducting an EFA, Bartlett’s test of sphericity yielded a highly signifi-
cant result (see tables below) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was greater
than 0.82. As shown in Table 9, the p-value obtained from Bartlett’s test was well below the conven-
tional alpha level of 0.05, confirming that the correlation matrix is appropriate for factor extraction.
The high Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value, exceeding the 0.75 threshold, further supports the adequacy of
the data for factor analysis.

Following this verification, principal component analysis was performed. To allow for correlated
latent constructs and improve factor interpretability, an oblimin rotation was applied (Luo, Arizmendi
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& Gates, 2019). The number of factors retained was determined based on the eigenvalue-greater-
than-one criterion (Moguerza et al., 2017) and further substantiated through parallel analysis (Horn,
1965), which helped identify the number of factors that explained a statistically meaningful portion
of the variance.

The EFA has confirmed the existence of one main factor for each type of attachment, whose factor
loadings are shown in the tables below, according to criteria set. The variables have been associated
with each of the dimensions and factors according to the criterion of having the highest factor load
in a significant way and not distributed among the rest of the dimensions. In those cases where the
factor load could not be assigned a certain dimension, because it was shared between several factors,
the item for the validation of the scale was not considered (Tables 8-18).

Secure attachment
Tables 8-11

Table 8. Secure attachment

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test

MSA
Overall MSA 0.785
SEG2 0.738
SEG4 0.737
SEG3 0.868
SEG6 0.863
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 9. Bartlett’s test
Bartlett’s test
X2 df p
316.422 6.000 <.001
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 10. Factor loadings (structure matrix)
Factor loadings (structure matrix)
Factor 1
SEG2 0.841
SEG4 0.849
SEG3 0.629
SEG6 0.653
Applied rotation method is oblimin.
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 11. Additional fit indices
Additional fit indices
RMSEA RMSEA 90% confidence interval SRMR TLI CFI BIC
0.000 0-0.134 0.013 1.002 1.000 -8.870

Source: Authors’ own work.
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Table 12. Insecure avoidant attachment

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test

MSA
Overall MSA 0.965
EVIT2 0.955
EVITS 0.950
EVIT6 0.967
EVIT8 0.976
EVIT9 0.974
EVIT10 0.958
EVIT11 0.959
EVIT12 0.977
EVIT13 0.980
EVIT16 0.973
EVIT17 0.970
EVIT19 0.957
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 13. Bartlett’s test
X2 df p
2750.493 66.000 <.001
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 14. Factor loadings (structure matrix)
Factor 1
EVIT2 0.926
EVIT5 0.938
EVIT6 0.867
EVIT8 0.878
EVIT9 0.820
EVIT10 0.917
EVIT11 0.807
EVIT12 0.708
EVIT13 0.718
EVIT17 0.847
EVIT19 0.898
EVIT16 0.891

Note: Applied rotation method is oblimin.
Source: Authors’ own work.

Insecure avoidant attachment
Tables 12-15

Insecure anxious-ambivalent attachment
Tables 16-19
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Table 15. Additional fit indices

RMSEA RMSEA 90% confidence interval SRMR TLI CFI BIC

0.096 0.079-0.114 0.027 0.954 0.962 -131.711

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 16. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test

MSA
Overall MSA 0.919
ANS_AMB1 0.932
ANS_AMB3 0.931
ANS_AMB5 0.913
ANS_AMB6 0.936
ANS_AMBS8 0.900
ANS_AMB9 0.896
ANS_AMB10 0.933
ANS_AMB12 0.951
ANS_AMB13 0.893
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 17. Bartlett’s test
X2 df p
1080.059 36.000 <.001
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 18. Factor loadings (structure matrix)
Factor 1
0.664
ANS_AMB3 0.660
ANS_AMB5 0.808
ANS_AMB6 0.706
ANS_AMBS8 0.707
ANS_AMB9 0.610
ANS_AMB10 0.845
ANS_AMB12 0.675
ANS_AMB13 0.917
Note: Applied rotation method is oblimin.
Source: Authors’ own work.
Table 19. Additional fit indices
RMSEA RMSEA 90% confidence interval SRMR TLI CFl BIC
0.095 0.071-0.121 0.046 0.936 0.952 -66.928

Source: Authors’ own work.
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Table 20. Chi-square test

Model X2 df p
Baseline model 5270.627 300
Factor model 601.903 272 <.001

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 21. Fitindices

Index Value
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 0.954
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) 0.927
Bentler-Bonett Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI) 0.927
Bentler-Bonett Normed Fit Index (NFI) 0.886
Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) 0.803
Bollen’s Relative Fit Index (RFI) 0.874
Bollen’s Incremental Fit Index (IFl) 0.934
Relative Noncentrality Index (RNI) 0.934

Source: Authors’ own work.

Confirmatory factor analysis

In the context of CFA, incremental fit indices assess how well the proposed model improves upon
a baseline or null model, typically one that assumes no relationships among observed variables
(McNeish et al., 2018; Jordan-Muifios, 2021). Common indices in this category include the CFI, the
goodness-of-fit index, and the Tucker-Lewis Index. A CFI value of 0.95 or higher is generally consid-
ered indicative of a well-fitting model (Lai, 2021). For goodness-of-fit index, recommended cut-off
values depend on sample size: values above 0.89 are acceptable for samples around 100 participants,
while values above 0.93 are suggested for larger samples (Cho, Hwang, Sarstedt & Ringle, 2020). The
Tucker-Lewis Index, likewise, should exceed 0.90 to reflect satisfactory model fit (Xia & Yang, 2019).

Regarding absolute fit indices, the RMSEA provides an estimate of model fit adjusted for complex-
ity. Values less than or equal to 0.06 suggest a good fit to the data (Lai, 2021). The standardized root
mean square residual is also widely used, with recommended thresholds of <0.09 for small samples
(<100) and < 0.08 for larger ones (Cho et al., 2020).

The chi-square statistic (x*) remains a traditional measure of model fit. A statistically significant
x> (p < .05) typically indicates poor fit; however, it is well documented that x* is highly sensitive to
sample size (Walker & Smith, 2017). Consequently, researchers often rely on the ratio of x* to degrees
of freedom (XZ/ df), with values below 3 generally considered acceptable (Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin
& Summers, 1977).

Notably, Rigdon (1996) emphasized conceptual limitations in the use of CFI, particularly its
reliance on a baseline model, suggesting that CFI may be more suitable for exploratory contexts,
whereas RMSEA is better aligned with confirmatory purposes. Furthermore, while CFI incorporates
a parsimony adjustment, the correction embedded in RMSEA has been questioned for its adequacy.
Thus, careful interpretation of model fit should involve multiple indices and consider sample size and
theoretical grounding.

Model fit
Tables 20-25

Parameter estimates
Tables 26-28
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Table 22. Information criteria

Value

Log-likelihood -7654.848
Number of free parameters 78.000
Akaike (AIC) 15,465.697
Bayesian (BIC) 15,724.510
Sample-size adjusted Bayesian (SSABIC) 15,477.383

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 23. Other fit measures
Metric Value
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 0.077
RMSEA 90% Cl lower bound 0.069
RMSEA 90% Cl upper bound 0.085
RMSEA p-value 1.499 x 1077
Standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) 0.041
Hoelter’s critical N (o = 0.05) 106.564
Hoelter’s critical N (v = 0.01) 112.568
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.971
McDonald fit index (MFI) 0.445
Expected cross-validation index (ECVI) 3.715

Source: Authors’ own work.

As shown in Table 20, the goodness-of-fit indices associated with the EFA fall within the thresh-
olds typically considered acceptable in the literature, indicating that the model provides an adequate
representation of the underlying structure in the sample data.

Tables 22 and 23 present the results of the CFA, including several incremental fit indices. Most of
the fit statistics, like CFI, chi-square, and RMSEA, fall within the recommended thresholds reported
in previous studies. The x*/df ratio (601.9/272 = 2.21) is below the commonly accepted cutoff of 3,
indicating an acceptable model fit. Nonetheless, it is important to contextualize these findings: as
Rigdon (1996) notes, RMSEA is generally regarded as a more reliable indicator of model adequacy
in confirmatory contexts, particularly when contrasted with the CFI. Additionally, the chi-square
statistics are known to be overly sensitive to large sample sizes, frequently leading to the rejection of
acceptable models due to their tendency to detect trivial misfit (Wheaton et al., 1977). Average vari-
ance extracted, as a measure of convergent and discriminant validity, and the Heterotrait—Monotrait
Ratio, as a measure of discriminant validity, were computed for CFA, showing good values (AVE >
0.5and HTMT < 0.9) (Tables 28 and 29). Factor covariances show the appropriate correlation
(Table 27).

Turning to the item-level parameter estimates (Table 26), all standardized loadings were posi-
tive and statistically significant. In most cases, the estimated parameters reached values of 1.0 or
higher, suggesting that these items contribute substantially and positively to their respective latent
dimensions.

Reliability

When examining the reliability of each construct individually, as assessed through both omega (w)
and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, all factors exhibit reliability estimates within acceptable thresholds,
as commonly cited in the literature. The overall reliability of the instrument is strong, with global
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Table 24. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test

Indicator MSA
SEG2 0.977
SEG3 0.951
SEG4 0.972
SEG6 0.976
EVIT2 0.975
EVITS 0.964
EVIT6 0.969
EVIT8 0.968
EVIT9 0.976
EVIT10 0.968
EVIT11 0.964
EVIT12 0.974
EVIT13 0.974
EVIT16 0.983
EVIT17 0.978
EVIT19 0.964
ANS_AMB1 0.954
ANS_AMB3 0.973
ANS_AMB5 0.972
ANS_AMB6 0.963
ANS_AMB8 0.955
ANS_AMB9 0.894
ANS_AMB10 0.983
ANS_AMB12 0.971
ANS_AMB13 0.975
Overall 0.969

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 25. Bartlett’s test of sphericity

X2 df p
5018.282 300 <0.001

Source: Authors’ own work.

indices falling well within recommended standards. This suggests that, at the scale level, the instru-
ment performs reliably and aligns with psychometric expectations reported in prior research (see
Tables 30 and 31).

Validity
To evaluate the internal validity of the proposed scale, procedures were implemented at the levels of
content, criterion, and construct validity.

Content validity was established through expert review. The initial version of the instrument was
submitted to a panel of specialists in business organizations and managers, who provided structured
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Table 26. Factor loadings

95% confidence interval

Factor Indicator Estimate Std. Error z-value p Lower Upper
Factor 1 SEG2 1.557 0.104 14.979 <.001 1.353 1.761
SEG3 0.829 0.091 9.134 <.001 0.651 1.007
SEG4 1.396 0.096 14.539 <.001 1.208 1.584
SEG6 1.023 0.099 10.387 <.001 0.830 1.216
Factor2 EVIT2 1.858 0.106 17.594 <.001 1.651 2.065
EVITS 1.744 0.099 17.613 <.001 1.550 1.938
EVIT6 1.552 0.100 15.507 <.001 1.356 1.749
EVIT8 1.580 0.098 16.141 <.001 1.388 1.772
EVIT9 1.641 0.115 14.300 <.001 1.416 1.866
EVIT10 1.624 0.097 16.677 <.001 1.433 1.815
EVIT11 1.359 0.099 13.695 <.001 1.164 1.553
EVIT12 1.173 0.100 11.678 <.001 0.976 1.370
EVIT13 1.140 0.098 11.674 <.001 0.949 1.332
EVIT16 1.768 0.107 16.543 <.001 1.559 1.978
EVIT17 1.847 0.121 15.320 <.001 1.611 2.084
EVIT19 1.763 0.105 16.772 <.001 1.557 1.968
Factor 3 ANS_AMB1 1.008 0.089 11.298 <.001 0.834 1.183
ANS_AMB3 1.069 0.096 11.158 <.001 0.882 1.257
ANS_AMB5 1.612 0.115 13.967 <.001 1.385 1.838
ANS_AMB6 1.080 0.096 11.271 <.001 0.892 1.267
ANS_AMBS8 0.994 0.096 10.321 <.001 0.805 1.183
ANS_AMB9 0.858 0.104 8.249 <.001 0.654 1.061
ANS_AMB10 1.472 0.099 14.899 <.001 1.279 1.666
ANS_AMB12 0.965 0.096 10.073 <.001 0.777 1.153
ANS_AMB13 1.621 0.091 17.856 <.001 1.443 1.798

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 27. Factor covariances

95% confidence interval

Estimate Std. error z-value p Lower Upper
Factor 1< Factor 2 -0.936 0.017 -55.560 <.001 -0.969 -0.903
Factor 1<Factor 3 -0.893 0.023 -38.467 <.001 -0.938 -0.847
Factor 2 Factor 3 0.959 0.009 102.581 <.001 0.940 0.977

Source: Authors’ own work.

feedback. Based on their recommendations, several items were revised or adapted to better align with
the theoretical and practical dimensions of the construct under investigation.
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Table 28. Average variance extracted

Factor AVE

Factor 1 0.591
Factor 2 0.743
Factor 3 0.559

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 29. Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio

Factor 1 Factor2 Factor 3
1.000

0.812 1.000

0.839 0.841 1.000

Source: Authors’ own work.

Table 30. Reliability

Coefficient w Coefficient o
Factor 1 0.843 0.830
Factor 2 0.972 0.969
Factor 3 0.899 0.913
Total 0.953 0.922

Source: Authors’ own work.

Criterion validity could not be assessed through direct comparison with an existing, equiva-
lent instrument, as no closely aligned scale was administered concurrently. Currently, there is no
workplace attachment scale (WAtS) that has been validated specifically for the Spanish population.
Although interest in measuring emotional bonds within organizational settings has grown, available
instruments have been developed and tested in other cultural contexts. One such example is the WAtS,
originally designed and validated in Brazil by De Andrade and Pedruzzi (2020). This scale assesses
secure, anxious, and avoidant attachment styles toward the workplace and has demonstrated strong
psychometric properties in a sample of Brazilian workers. However, its applicability to the Spanish
population remains untested, highlighting the need for cross-cultural validation or the development
of contextually appropriate instruments. Model fit indices offer indirect support for criterion validity.
For reference, De Andrade and Pedruzzi (2020) reported the following standardized fit indices for
their motivation scale: AGFI = 0.94, CFI = 0.98, x*/df = 1.54, and RMSEA = 0.04.

Construct validity was addressed through both exploratory and CFA, as outlined in previous sec-
tions. The instrument was intentionally designed with new formulations of items, adapted in wording
and orientation to meet the specific aims of this study. As a result, direct comparisons with other
existing tools were not deemed appropriate at this stage. However, future research is expected to
involve cross-validation against other established instruments, once the current scale’s psychometric
structure has been consolidated.

Discussion

A substantial body of research has established the central role of attachment to the workplace (De
Andrade & Pedruzzi, 2020). In the Spanish context, so far, no instrument has been formally validated
to assess attachment within the workplace setting.
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Table 31. Frequentist individual item reliability statistics

If item dropped

Item McDonald’s w Cronbach’s o
SEG2 0.964 0.939
SEG3 0.962 0.932
SEG4 0.963 0.937
SEG6 0.963 0.934
EVIT2 0.952 0.912
EVITS 0.952 0.912
EVIT6 0.954 0.913
EVIT8 0.953 0.913
EVIT9 0.954 0.913
EVIT10 0.953 0.912
EVIT11 0.955 0.914
EVIT12 0.956 0.915
EVIT13 0.956 0.916
EVIT16 0.953 0.912
EVIT17 0.953 0.913
EVIT19 0.953 0.913
ANS_AMB1 0.956 0.916
ANS_AMB3 0.956 0.916
ANS_AMB5 0.955 0.914
ANS_AMB6 0.956 0.916
ANS_AMBS8 0.957 0.917
ANS_AMB9 0.958 0.919
ANS_AMB10 0.954 0.914
ANS_AMB12 0.957 0.917
ANS_AMB13 0.953 0.912

Source: Authors’ own work.

Building on this foundation, the present study proposed a 38-item scale derived from Bowlby’s
attachment theory for attachment to organizational contexts. The aim was to evaluate the psycho-
metric properties of the proposed scale in a workforce and managers population drawn from varied
activity sectors, with a dual objective: on the one hand, the aim is to develop a scale capable of measur-
ing attachment in the workplace, given the advantages this construct offers in organizational settings.
On the other hand, the goal is to identify relational patterns between individuals’ adult attachment
styles and the type of attachment developed within the organization, which will serve as the basis for
a future line of research.

The results demonstrate strong internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha greater than 0.95.
Moreover, the model exhibited similar fit indices compared to those originally reported by Andrade
and Pedruzzi (De Andrade & Pedruzzi, 2020) and Scrima et al. (2015; Scrima, 2020), according to
current standards of model evaluation (see Section 4.4.). Factor analysis procedures, both exploratory
(EFA) and confirmatory (CFA), yielded a final structure of one factor for each dimension.

In the EFA, items with factor loadings above 0.40 were retained, and factor retention was deter-
mined via parallel analysis (Horn, 1965). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index and Bartlett’s test of
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sphericity supported the adequacy of the data set for factor analysis. In the CFA, all parameters associ-
ated with EFA-derived items were statistically significant (p < .001), providing evidence of convergent
and discriminant validity. Most latent factors demonstrated positive intercorrelations between inse-
cure attachment and both negative and secure attachment, as expected. The model proposed here
thus offers a valuable framework for future research and practical interventions aimed at fostering
workforce and managers’ success. Studying attachment to the workplace is essential because attach-
ment styles, originally developed in early relationships, deeply influence how individuals interact
with colleagues, handle stress, and respond to feedback. Securely attached employees tend to build
stronger relationships, show greater trust, and adapt better to organizational changes (Harms, 2011).
In contrast, insecure attachment can lead to conflict, reduced collaboration, and lower job satisfaction
(Richards & Schat, 2011).

A validated measure like the WAtS (Scrima et al., 2015), for Italian and for the Slovakian
population (Greskovicova & Lisa, 2023), allows organizations to identify these patterns and tai-
lor interventions that foster healthier team dynamics. This understanding can improve leadership
development, team cohesion, and overall workplace well-being. However, the main motivation for
proposing a new scale, rather than validating the one developed by Scrima et al. (2015) for the Spanish
population, is the moderate reliability it has shown in the two populations where it has been tested
(Italian Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83 and Slovakian Cronbach’s alpha = 0.65). Moreover, the scale pro-
posed by Scrima et al. did not include any reported analysis of model fit indices. Lisd and Mrazkova
(20212021) scale for the Slovakian population showed acceptable fit indices (Table 32).

Beyond the statistical confirmation of the instruments psychometric robustness, the implica-
tions of these findings suggest important avenues for practical implementation. Managers, Human
Resources professionals, and organizational consultants can use the scale as a diagnostic tool to
uncover latent relational patterns that may otherwise go unnoticed. By identifying employees with
anxious or avoidant tendencies, organizations can implement targeted interventions — such as
coaching, mentoring, or group facilitation - to support healthier interpersonal functioning. This is
especially relevant in team-based or matrixed structures where collaboration, trust, and psychological
safety are essential for high performance.

Another critical insight lies in the potential to use attachment profiling for leadership develop-
ment. Leadership is increasingly understood as a relational process rather than a positional authority.
Leaders with secure attachment styles are more likely to provide consistent emotional availabil-
ity, respond to employee needs with empathy, and foster high-quality leader-member exchanges.
Conversely, leaders with insecure styles may inadvertently contribute to climates of emotional
uncertainty or detachment. Thus, integrating attachment awareness into leadership training could
yield benefits not only for individual development but also for broader organizational climate and
effectiveness.

Finally, the implications of this scale extend into the realm of organizational equity and inclusion.
Attachment patterns are not distributed evenly across populations. Individuals from marginal-
ized groups may develop distinct attachment strategies based on early experiences of exclusion or
inconsistent support. By identifying these patterns in the workplace, organizations can implement
more equitable support structures and design culturally sensitive interventions. Moreover, consid-
ering attachment in organizational diagnostics may help address deeper sources of disengagement,
turnover, and conflict - issues that are often treated superficially without addressing the underlying
emotional and relational roots.

Implications
Theoretical implications

This validated Attachment Scale in the workplace context provides a robust framework to explore
how individuals emotionally and cognitively regulate themselves in response to work-related chal-
lenges, as well as how they form interpersonal relationships, whether with peers or superiors. Based
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Table 32. Instruments for measuring attachment in organizational contexts

Number
of Theoretical
Instrument Authors Population N items Dimensions framework Psychometric properties and limitations
Workplace Scrima et al. Employees 226 15 Avoidant Dimensional Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83
Attachment (Scrima, in Italy (60% attachment model by RMSEA: 1 factor = 0.14; 2 factors = 0.11; 3
Style /Scrima, employees, to the work- Bartholomew factors = 0.06
Questionnaire 2020) 28% middle place, secure and Horowitz Correlation among the three = 0.02
(WASQ) managers, attach- (1991). All participants were Caucasian Italians, so
and 12% ment to the the results must be replicated with workers
executives). workplace, from other countries to ensure cross-cultural
anxious validation. The use of self-reported data raises
attach- the possibility of social desirability and intro-
ment to the spection biases. The absence of behavioral
workplace. measures and longitudinal designs restricts

validity and prevents causal inferences about
stability. Although the dimensional model is
widely accepted within clinical psychology,
its application in organizational contexts may
prove more complex and abstract than the
categorical model, which allows for more
direct diagnoses and easier intervention
design, avoiding ambiguity when translating
these concepts into non-academic interven-
tions. While the dimensional model provides
greater statistical sensitivity, the categorical
model offers higher interpretative reliability
and greater validity, facilitating knowledge
transfer from psychology to business settings.

(Continued)
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Table 32. (Continued.)

Number
of Theoretical
Instrument Authors Population N items Dimensions framework Psychometric properties and limitations
Workplace Andrade & Employees 225 29 Anxious- Bidimensional KMO = 0.80; Bartlett, x? (325) = 4013.8;
Attachment Pedruzzi (De in Brazil (job ambivalent model by p < .001
Scale Andrade & position or attach- Brennan Confirmatory Fit Indices:
(WALS) Pedruzzi, sector not ment, secure et al. (1998). x2/df = 3.02; CFl = 0.92; TLI = 0.91;
2020) specified). attachment, RMSEA = 0.09; 90% Cl = 0.08-0.10
and avoidant The study’s generalizability is limited by its
attachment geographically restricted Brazilian sample
in workplace and the scarcity of prior workplace-specific

relationships.

attachment measures, which hinders com-
parisons with existing tools. Some expected
relationships were not confirmed - for exam-
ple, avoidant attachment in WAtS did not
align with avoidant attachment in the ECR,
and secure attachment showed no significant
association with career adaptability - raising
questions about how well certain constructs
transfer to organizational contexts. Although
the scale is valid, the authors stress the need
for further research to examine links between
workplace attachment and key outcomes
such as job satisfaction, performance, health,
and well-being. It is based on the dimensional
model of attachment, which preserves score
continuity but may reduce categorical clarity
in distinguishing distinct attachment styles,
thereby limiting its practical applicability in
organizational environments. Additionally,
the validation sample was predominantly
young (M = 24), reducing generalizability to
other cohorts.

(Continued)
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Table 32. (Continued.)

Number
of Theoretical
Instrument Authors Population N items Dimensions framework Psychometric properties and limitations
WASQ Greskovitova Slovak 322 9 Work per- Dimensional Cronbach’s alpha = 0.65; KMO = 0.797;
Slovak & Lisa (Lisa employees formance, model by RMSEA: 1 factor = 0.170; 2 factors = 0.107;
Adaptation etal., 2021) from vari- insecure Bartholomew 3 factors = 0.052; Internal consistency = 0.75
ous sectors attachment and Horowitz This scale presents limitations like those of
(finance, at work, (1991). Scrima et al. (Scrima, 2020), as it is an adap-
business, leader per- tation of that instrument for the Slovakian
education, ception, population. Convenience sampling, cross-
etc.). In the and secure sectional collection, and self-reported
confirma- workplace instruments might result in distortion of the
tory analysis, attachment, sample and the data collected. Being based
14.6% were romantic on a dimensional model introduces diag-
managers relationship nostic ambiguities which, while informative
and 85.3% attachment. in individual contexts, hinder knowledge

subordinates.

transfer to organizational settings. Its psy-
chometric properties are noticeably weaker
than the original version. It is noteworthy that
later studies compared it with other adult
attachment instruments such as the ECR-R;
however, some participants considered it
unsuitable for workplace contexts, potentially
affecting response quality. Finally, no differ-
entiation was observed between insecure
attachment styles.

(Continued)
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Table 32. (Continued.)

Number
of Theoretical
Instrument Authors Population N items Dimensions framework Psychometric properties and limitations
Proposed Authors Spanish 204 25 Secure Categorical Cronbach’s alpha = 0.939; Confirmatory Fit
Scale: company attach- model by Indices: x2/df = 2.21; CFl = 0.954; TLI = 0.972;
Attachment managers ment to the Bowlby RMSEA = 0.077
Styles in and middle workplace, (1988). Data were collected through non-probabilistic
Organizational managers. insecure LinkedIn-based sampling, which may
Contexts attach- introduce self-selection bias and limited gen-
Scale ment to the eralizability across industries, professional
(ASOCS) workplace, levels, and educational backgrounds. The
avoidant use of self-reported data raises the possibil-
attach- ity of social desirability and introspection
ment to the biases. The absence of behavioral measures
workplace. and longitudinal designs restricts validity

and prevents causal inferences about sta-
bility and impact of attachment styles over
time. There is no concurrent validation with
established workplace attachment tools and
cross-validation in other cultural contexts.
This study may not capture all nuanced forms
of organizational attachment, especially in
emerging contexts like hybrid or remote work.

Source: Authors’ own work.
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on Bowlby’s foundational attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969), the scale helps extend developmen-
tal psychology into adult organizational contexts, offering new insights into emotional processes
in the workplace (De Andrade & Pedruzzi, 2020). Attachment styles, secure, anxious-ambivalent,
and avoidant, interact meaningfully with organizational constructs. By integrating attachment the-
ory with frameworks such as the affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) and the job
demands-resources model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2013), researchers can better explain how rela-
tional schemas shape responses to emotional and cognitive job demands (Katz, Smith & Lopez, 2024).
This study found that attachment styles significantly predict job performance, burnout, and organiza-
tional commitment. These effects were held even after accounting for the Big Five personality traits,
highlighting the unique explanatory power of workplace attachment. However, predictive validity
is an essential next step, ideally through longitudinal designs linking attachment styles to objective
organizational outcomes.

Managerial implications

The Attachment scale has been psychometrically validated and identifies key relational styles, secure,
anxious, and avoidant, across workplace contexts. Human resources professionals and managers can
use it to assess how individuals relate to coworkers, leaders, and the organization (De Andrade &
Pedruzzi, 2020; Greskovic¢ova, 2023). Attachment styles are strongly linked to employee well-being.
For instance, Virgi et al. (2019a) found that anxious attachment predicts emotional exhaustion, which
in turn negatively impacts job performance and satisfaction. Identifying these patterns enables tar-
geted retention strategies and helps prevent burnout. Knowing an employee’s attachment orientation
allows for more effective coaching, mentorship, and leadership development programs. Research
shows that fostering secure attachment can enhance trust, collaboration, and adaptability, especially
in times of organizational change (Greskovicova, 2023; Rioux, 2006).

Societal implications

Secure attachment in the workplace is associated with greater openness, trust, and cooperative
dynamics. Organizations that recognize and support relational well-being tend to foster psychologi-
cally safe cultures that benefit both individuals and teams (Tziner & Sharoni, 2015). Attachment styles
are predictive of burnout risk. Anxiously attached employees are more prone to emotional exhaus-
tion and cynicism, which can affect not only individual well-being but also collective morale and
organizational sustainability (Virga et al., 2019b). Workplace attachment tools can reveal whether
underrepresented groups (e.g., women, ethnic minorities, temporary staft) experience higher lev-
els of anxious or avoidant attachment. This insight enables more equitable organizational practices,
such as inclusive mentorship programs and bias prevention strategies (Greskovic¢ovd, 2023; Katz et al.,
2024).

Conclusions and limitations

This study presents the development and psychometric validation of a culturally adapted instrument
designed to measure adult attachment styles within Spanish organizational contexts. Drawing from
Bowlby’s attachment theory and incorporating insights from workplace psychology, the scale demon-
strates strong internal consistency and construct validity. It effectively distinguishes between secure,
avoidant, and anxious-ambivalent attachment styles, offering a valuable tool for both researchers and
practitioners seeking to explore relational dynamics in the workplace.

Beyond its methodological contributions, the scale supports a shift in how organizations under-
stand employee behavior — not merely as the result of skills or motivation, but as deeply shaped by
emotional and relational patterns. Managers, HR professionals, and organizational consultants can
use this instrument to identify attachment-related tendencies that influence trust, communication,
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teamwork, and resilience. The insights generated by this tool can inform leadership development pro-
grams, team interventions, and organizational policies aimed at fostering psychological safety and
emotional well-being at work.

Despite its contributions, this study has several limitations. First, data were collected through
non-probabilistic LinkedIn-based sampling, which may have introduced self-selection bias and lim-
ited generalizability across industries, professional levels, and educational backgrounds. Second, the
exclusive reliance on self-reported data raises the possibility of social desirability and introspection
biases, while the absence of behavioral measures and longitudinal designs restricts ecological validity
and prevents causal inferences about the stability and impact of attachment styles over time. Third,
although the sample size was adequate for exploratory and CFA, as other studies have shown, it
was not sufficient to conduct subgroup invariance testing or more complex structural modeling; the
gender imbalance (65% male) further constrains representativeness. Fourth, while the scale demon-
strated strong psychometric properties, concurrent validation with established workplace attachment
tools and cross-validation in other cultural contexts were not undertaken, which limits external
validity. Fifth, although designed to reflect workplace dynamics, the instrument may not capture
all nuanced forms of organizational attachment, particularly in emerging contexts such as hybrid
or remote work arrangements, diverse cultural environments, and different hierarchical structures.
Finally, although reverse-coded items were included to reduce response bias, their presence may have
increased cognitive load or confusion for some respondents. Importantly, item-level analyses (see
Tables 7 and 31) indicated that internal consistency remained high (Cronbach’s a > 0.90; McDonald's
w > 0.95) even when these items were removed, suggesting that their inclusion did not materially
affect the psychometric robustness of the scale. Nevertheless, we recognize this as a potential limita-
tion, and future refinements will test simplified or positively worded alternatives to preserve reliability
while minimizing respondent burden.

Building on these limitations, several potential lines of inquiry for future research can be out-
lined. First, replication with larger and more demographically balanced samples is essential to allow
subgroup analyses, invariance testing, and broader generalizability across industries, professional lev-
els, and educational backgrounds. Second, longitudinal designs are needed to assess the stability of
workplace attachment styles over time and to establish their predictive validity for key organizational
outcomes such as job performance, burnout, turnover, and career development. Third, incorporating
multi-method assessments, including peer and supervisor ratings, behavioral observations, and tri-
angulation with objective indicators, would reduce reliance on self-reports and strengthen validity.
Fourth, concurrent administration of established workplace attachment scales will provide stronger
evidence of criterion validity, while cross-cultural studies in other Spanish-speaking and interna-
tional contexts will clarify the instrument’s broader applicability. Fifth, refinement of reverse-coded
items and expansion of the item pool could help minimize respondent confusion and ensure coverage
of emerging workplace realities such as remote or hybrid work arrangements, cultural diversity, and
hierarchical variations. And, finally, the integration of both categorical and dimensional approaches
to attachment may further enrich theoretical understanding while maintaining the practical utility
of the scale in organizational contexts.

Summarizing, this study marks a step forward in bridging psychological theory and organizational
practice. By providing a reliable and context-specific instrument to assess adult attachment styles in
professional and workforce settings, it opens the door to more emotionally intelligent, inclusive, and
human-centered organizational cultures. Such a tool is not only timely but essential in a world where
relational capacity and emotional resilience are increasingly critical to individual and organizational
success.
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