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Abstract

This study aimed to validate the French translatibthe Experiences in Close Relationships —
Revised version (ECR-R) by investigating its inrstructure and construct validity. The
sample N = 600) constituted participants between 25 angetts old (300 women, 300 men).
Variables linked to adult romantic attachment wassessed through questionnaires: marital
satisfaction, sexual satisfaction and fears astatiaith sexual activities, and self-esteem.
Results showed that the reliability of the two dimsie®ns of attachment—avoidance and
anxiety—is satisfactory. Confirmatory factor anagsevealed that the original two-factor
model is the most satisfactory solution to expthim data collected with the French ECR-R in
this study. Assessment of measurement invarianoeeshthat the structure is the same across
the original U.S. sample and our sample, acrossandrwomen, and across single individuals
and those in a couple relationship. Construct itglghowed that the higher the avoidance and
anxiety, the lower the self-esteem and sexualfaatien and the higher the fears associated with
sexuality. These results are theoretically coheaadtconsistent with previous results of studies

using the English version of the scale. We concthdéthe French version is valid.

Keywords:attachment, French version, ECR-R, validity, taliy
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The Experiences in Close Relationships — Revisegstnnaire for Adult Romantic

Attachment: A Validation Study of the French Versio

Adult romantic attachment is acknowledged as a reaince of influence in different
domains of psychological and interpersonal funétigrof the individual (see Feeney & Noller,
1996, and Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007, for comprelenseviews), and it has been shown to be
related to psychopathology (Mikulincer & Shaver120Shaver, Schachner, & Mikulincer,
2005; Wearden, Lamberton, Crook, & Walsh, 2005;,Weiel, Ku, & Zakalik, 2005).
Assessment of attachment is now an important ga\eral research protocols (see Mikulincer
& Shaver, 2007, for a review) and clinical intertiens, as attachment-focused therapies are

developing quickly (see, for example, emotion-femligherapy for couples; Johnson, 2004).

Attachment refers to the ongoing need in life toddated to significant others in order to
obtain reassurance and comfort in stressful sdnatilt was first described by Bowlby (1969) as
an innate behavioral system that is activated vitiamts experience fear and distress; as a
result, the child enacts behaviors to elicit protecfrom a nurturing adult. To feel secure, the
child needs the environment to be responsive {oerovide protection) and predictable (i.e., to
be responsive repeatedly). The accumulation oflatt@nt experiences will then be
progressively internalized to form attachment repreations—internal working models,
according to the concept proposed by Bowlby—whiehcagnitive schemas that guide
expectations and behaviors in the relational wdrltese models include evaluative information
on the environment (protective or not) and the @etfrthy of being protected or not). Two main
dimensions have been identified as underlying atteent models: anxiety and avoidance
(Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). Avoidanis the consequence of predictable

unresponsive reactions from the environment; amaequence, the self is viewed as being alone
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to face stressful situations and others are vieagedntrustworthy. Anxiety is the consequence of
unpredictable responses of the environment; assecuence, the self is viewed as unworthy
and others as more able and competent. People iehovaon avoidance and anxiety
dimensions—those for whom the environment was mfteh responsive and predictable—are
on the secure end of the two dimensions so thgthithee developed a sense of self-worth and
trust in others. Although these dimensions west fdentified in the parent-child relationship,
they have been shown from the seminal work of HarahShaver (1987) and Bartholomew and
Horowitz (1991) to underlie attachment models inlgddult close relationships and to guide
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors in romantic atteent (Mikulincer & Goodman, 2006;

Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).

Several questionnaires have been developed tosagsrantic attachment: for example,
the Adult Attachment Questionnaire (Simpson, RhaeRhillips, 1996), the Adult Attachment
Scale (Collins, 1996), the Attachment Style Questare (Feeney, Noller, & Hanrahan, 1994),
and the Relationship Style Questionnaire (GriffiB&rtholomew, 1994). These questionnaires
were built on dimensions related to anxiety anddatce, and they included items that are very
close to each other. In order to create an instntinvéh optimal reliability, Brennan, Clark, and
Shaver (1998) designed the Experiences in ClosatiBeships (ECR) questionnaire by selecting
the best items from the existing instruments. Tlaeyor analyzed the answers of 1,086
undergraduate students to a set of previously gldi questionnaires. The results yielded a two-
factor solution consistent with the two theoretidahensions avoidance and anxiety. From a
total pool of 323 items, a set of 36 items (18gierension) was selected according to the

highest absolute-value correlations with their eetppe factor. The ECR was translated and
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validated in French by Lafontaine and Lussier (30@®0 confirmed the two-dimensional

structure via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Fraley, Waller, and Brennan (2000) then revisedB8& by using an item response
analysis that resulted in the replacement of I@stby items found in the original pool of the
study by Brennan et al. (1998). This revision iasex the internal and discriminant validity of
the anxiety and avoidance scales. As a resulteyetlal. proposed the Experiences in Close
Relationships — Revised (ECR-R) as a new versigdheECR, which also contained 36 items.
Several studies have confirmed that a two-factodehis still the best representation of the
structure of the data (Sibley, Fischer, & Liu, 208%ley & Liu, 2004). To date, the ECR-R is
the most robust measure to assess romantic attactimeugh a questionnaire; however, no

validation study of a French version of the ECR&R fiet been published.

Our aim in the present study was to validate tiené€mn version of the ECR-R. We
conducted a validation study to test the extemthich the French version is also underlain by
the two dimensions, avoidance and anxiety. We thgsized that the two-factor structure would
also be the best model to represent the data. @ohstlidity of the dimensions was then tested
against three variables theoretically and empisigalated to attachment in a non-referred
population. The first variable was marital satisfaw, as studies have repeatedly shown that
attachment insecurity is predictive of relationelsatisfaction (Feeney, 1999; Shaver et al.,
2005) and, by extension, a greater probabilityafpie dissolution (Davis, Shaver, & Vernon,
2003; Klohnen & Bera, 1998). The second variable attachment insecurity, which is deeply
interconnected with relational dissatisfaction.dsts have shown that attachment insecurity is
linked with a lower satisfaction with sexual adies and a greater fear of sexual activities

(Brassard, Shaver, & Lussier, 2007; Davis et 80& Rogers, Bidwell, & Wilson, 2005). The
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third variable was a sense of self-worth and coempe, as this has been repeatedly shown to be
associated with attachment: The more anxious tigiduals, the lower their self-esteem, while
the more avoidant the individuals, the higher tseif-esteem, as part of the avoidant strategy is

to enhance self-reliance (Mallinckrodt & Wei, 20@ghmitt & Allik, 2005).
Method
Sample

This study was part of a larger study on sexuaté@sd the couple relationship. The
sample comprised 600 xxxx participants: 300 wonmeeah age = 36.3 yea®D = 5.7) and 300
men (mean age = 36.0 yed®) = 5.5). Detailed descriptive statistics for thenpée are
provided in Table 1. Participants were married 311, 51.8%), in a couple relationship but not
married = 179, 29.7%), or singleE 110, 18.3%). They were recruited through a paglli
institute by means of which 10,000 addresses vareéamly selected from a list of households
in XXxx, Xxxx, where the study was conducted. Adetwas first sent to establish contact and to
introduce the objectives of the study. People wieea contacted by phone so that we could
assess whether they met the criteria for the lastyely (being 25 to 45 years old and being a
native or fluent French speaker) and whether therewligible according to predefined quotas
(so that the final sample was composed of 50% mdrb8% women with comparable ages).
Among those who met the defined critefiax 3,821), 867 agreed to participate in the study a
600 effectively participated. Participants recei2€dxxx xxx as compensation for their
participation. It is of note that participants werdy individuals (one person per household) and

not couples.



FRENCH VALIDATION OF THE ECR-R 7

Procedure

After the participants were contacted by the pgliimstitute and consented to participate,
an appointment was made at their home with anvigeer, who collected the data. Some data
pertaining to the larger study were collected tigitotace-to-face interviews, after which self-
report questionnaires were given to the particpémicomplete in the presence of the
interviewer. Some of these questionnaires aimexsess the variables relevant to this study: the
ECR-R (Fraley et al., 2000), the Marital Adjustm&est (MAT) for marital satisfaction (Locke
& Wallace, 1959), the Multidimensional Sexuality €3tionnaire (MSQ) for representations of
sexuality (Snell, Fisher & Walters, 1993), and 8iegle-ltem Self-Esteem Scale (SISE) to

assess self-esteem (Robins, Hendin, & Trzesnie\®6Kil).
The ECR-R and ItsFrench Tranglation

The ECR-R (Fraley et al., 2000) consists of 36 gassessing the two dimensions of
anxiety and avoidance. Examples of items for agpae¢ “I'm afraid that | will lose my partner's
love,” “I worry a lot about my relationships,” afiddo not often worry about being abandoned.”
Examples of avoidance items are “I find it diffittd allow myself to depend on romantic
partners,” “I am nervous when partners get tooectosme,” and “It's easy for me to be
affectionate with my partners.” Each item is rab@da 7-point scale from Higagree strongly
to 7 (greestrongly). Total scores are obtained by computing the ni@aeach dimension. Two
items of the anxiety dimension and 12 items ofabheidance dimension are worded in the

positive direction; they are thus reverse-scorddreecomputing the means.

The translation to French was developed in xxxxway psychologists (first and last
authors of this paper), who separately transldtedjtiestionnaire. Translation issues were

discussed and resolved by consensus. The quest®meas then back-translated into English by
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a third psychologist who is fluent in French andyish. Again, translation issues were resolved

by consensus with the first author to achieve i@ fFrench version.

Other Questionnaires

The MAT (Locke & Wallace, 1959; French version, @i & Sabourin, 1985) is
composed of 15 items related to the couple relakign Items are evaluated on scales with
various metrics and different weights: Item 1, whielates to the degree of happiness, is
evaluated on a 7-point scale with scores ofeédy unhappy 2, 7, 15, 20, 25, and 3pdrfectly
happy. Iltems 2 to 9, which relate to the agreement betwspouses on topics such as sexual
relations and family finances, are evaluated owiB{scales with scores of @lyvays disagree
through 5 &lways agreg scores of two scales are weighted, the maxinrggti#and 15. Iltems
10 to 15, which relate to topics such as confistolution and common leisure activities, are
forced-choice questions with three or four posséniswers for scores ranging from 0 to 15. The
total score ranges from 2 to 158 .70). The higher the score, the more satisfiedoerson.

The MSQ (Snell et al., 1993) consists of 60 itesseasing 12 dimensions (sexual esteem,
sexual preoccupation, internal sexual control, aegansciousness, sexual motivation, sexual
anxiety, sexual assertiveness, sexual depressiternal sexual control, sexual monitoring, fear
of sex, sexual satisfaction) on a 5-point scalenffb(hot at all characteristic of meo 4 {ery
characteristic of me For our study, 10 items were selected for the dimensions sexual
satisfaction@ = .89) and fear of sexi(= .71).

The SISE (Robins et al., 2001) is a one-item meastiglobal self-esteem (“I have high
self-esteem”). Participants answer the single ib@na 5-point Likert scale from hdt very true

of mg to 5 {very true of me
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Statistical Analyses

The first part of the analyses consisted of extensasting of the original two-factor
structure of the scale (Fraley et al., 2000). Ve the two-factor model with CFA, with 18
items loading on each dimension (anxiety and avaida A model with freely estimated
covariance between the factors was compared wathanmodel with a covariance set to 0 in
order to investigate the hypothesis of factori#thogonality (i.e., independence). The fit indices
were compared to the values proposed by Hu anddB€h®99). As the present study aimed to
translate and validate an instrument whose psyctranpeoperties were originally defined in a
U.S. English-speaking sample, we controlled for sneament invariance to ensure that the
French version of the ECR-R assessed in Xxxxx wawdsure the same construct(s) as in the
original version. Here, the test of measuremenrdariiavnice requires testing of the same model
across the two samples in order to examine the imga the latent constructs measured by the
scale. Three nested models with increased degfeemstraint were compared in multigroup
analyses (U.S. versus XXX sample): We started witinst model of configural invariance, in
which the parameters (factor loadings, item intetgeresidual variances, factor variances, and
covariance) were freely estimated in each grougreds the factor means were constrained to
zero in both groups. We then tested metric invaaam which we added equivalence
constraints on the factor loadings across the tas. In a third model, we tested scalar
invariance, in which equivalence constraints warpdsed on factor loadings and on the item
intercepts, while the factor means were constraioexro in one group and freely estimated in
the other group. As these models are statisticated, the different degrees of measurement
invariance can be assessed by using likelihood tasits, which allowed us to establish which of

these three models appeared to best fit the dateiftering also parsimony). We also tested
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measurement invariances of the two-factor modeherone hand between the male and female
subgroups of our sample and on the other hand ketvegational statuses (being in a couple
relationship vs. being single, independently ofdgh Finally, we tested alternative factor
models to the two-factor model, with number of éastranging from one to seven, based on the
results of exploratory factor analyses (EFA; maxamikelihood estimation and promax
rotations), which we then tested in CFAs.

The second part of the analyses consisted of ilgatstg the construct validity of the scale
through correlational analyses, in which we seatdbe convergent validity with marital
satisfaction, self-esteem, sexual satisfaction,faadof sexuality.

All statistical analyses were performed with MPIlBV SPSS 22, and IBM AMOS 21

software.
Results
Reliability
Internal consistency was high for both avoidana®(@ach’'sa = .89 and McDonald’'s y
=.89) and anxiety (Cronbachis= .88 and McDonald's 4 = .88). The alphas were slightly

lower than those described in the literature ordadibn studies for the ECR-R (.93 for

Avoidance and .94 for Anxiety in the study by Sib& Liu, 2004, for example).
Structure of the Scale

Two-factor model. Using CFA, we first tested the two-factor modelfbjyowing the
structure of the original U.S. scale, taking intc@unt the 18 items related to the anxiety
dimension and the 18 items related to the avoiddimension. The fit indices suggested a fair

adjustment of the modef? = 2294.966¢f = 593,p = .000, comparative fit index (CFI) = .776,
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Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) =.762, SRMR = .079, ranean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = .069, 90% confidence interval (Cl) [.06672]. The value of the SRMR indicated a
good fit (below .08), whereas the RMSEA was jushvabthe standard (.05), but still indicated a
satisfactory fit (below .08). The chi-square wamsdicant and the CFl and TLI were lower than
the usual standard of .90, which could indicataé fit. However, chi-square significance may
not be relevant with sample sizes larger tNan400, as the chi-square will almost always be
significant. Moreover, CFI could be biased towasdsller values when the independence model
(worst possible model) is not substantially badicllis the case here. Indeed, the quality of the
independence model is crucial if one wants to eatalhow much better the model is compared
to the independence model (Rigdon, 1996). Thereibfar instance RMSEA is already
relatively small in the null model, CFl is likelg fall below the range considered to represent
good model fit even if substantial absolute improeat in the specified model has occurred. As
a consequence, the significant chi-square andtlieClFI and TLI were not considered to

indicate poor fit, because the other fit indicesenvgatisfactory.

Concerning the parameter estimation, as display8@ble 2, the standardized estimates of
the factor loadings ranged from .399 to .719 ferdhxiety factor, and from .387 to .678 for the
avoidance factor, all estimates being significartha alpha < .001 level. The estimated
correlation between the factors was of moderaeelsit still significant( = .38,p < .05).

Moreover, the adjustment of a model with uncoresldactors was poorey? = 2370.146df =
594,p < .001, CFl =.767, TLI = .752, SRMR = .120, RMSEA071, 90% CI [.068, .074], and
the difference in fit between the two models waghhyi significant ¢* = 75.18df = 1,p < .001),

indicating that the factors are not uncorrelated.
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M easurement invariance. We first compared the original data of the U.S. glenwith the
data of our sample. As the U.S. sample was of taige N = 1,085) and included a
nonequivalent stratification of men € 403, 37%) and womemn € 482, 63%), we randomly
selectech = 300 men and = 300 women in order to compare samples of sirsileg and with a
similar gender distribution. The results indicatledt the configural model had a satisfactory fit,
XZ =4397.272df=1186,p < .001, CFI = .834, TLI = .824, SRMR = .072, RMSEA067, 90%
CI1[.065, .069], suggesting that the configuralanance had been achieved. In turn, the metric
and scalar models adjusted poorly to the d@ta,7514.245df = 1220,p < .001, CFI = .660,
TLI = .649, SRMR = .163, RMSEA = .093, 90% CI [.09095] andy® = 8863.724df = 1254 p
<.001, CFI =.589, TLI = .587, SRMR = .189, RMSEA101, 90% CI [.099, .103],
respectively. Likelihood ratio tests confirmed ttie# configural model should be preferred: This
model had a better fit than the metric mogllH 3338.275df = 34,p < .001) and the scalar
model §® = 4466.452df = 68,p < .001). These results indicated that neither imatr scalar

invariances had been achieved.

Regarding measurement invariance across mer300) and womem(= 300), the fit of
the configural model was satisfactogy,= 3077.889¢df = 1186,p < .001, CFl = .758, TLI =
.743, SRMR =.086, RMSEA = .073, 90% CI [.070, P7®e adjustment of the metric model
was similary? = 3113.029df = 1220,p < .001, CFI = .758, TLI = .750, SRMR = .088, RMSEA
=.072, 90% CI [.069, .075], but the differencenrstn the two models suggested that the metric
model should be preferred, as the gain of parsinfoay in degrees of freedom) did not
significantly impair the fit of the mode}{ = 35.140df = 34,p = 0.414). The fit of the scalar
invariance model was also satisfactgfy= 3269.717¢df = 1254,p < .001, CFl = .742, TLI =

.741, SRMR = .088, RMSEA = .073, 90% CI [.070, J0D&it the results of the likelihood ratio
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test suggested that the metric model should beesf {* = 156.688df = 34,p < .001). The
results of the scalar invariance model revealadrafecant difference in the means of the
anxiety dimension across gender, with men shovwongt scores than women (Cohed'’s
0.209,z=-2.402p = 0.016), a modest size effect (Cohen, 1988)uin, the difference in the
means of the avoidance dimension between men antewavas not significant (Coherds=
0.009,z=-0.107,p = 0.914). Since the hypothesis of scalar invaegpastulates that men and
women would have equal factor means, the differebetween men and women on the anxiety

dimension probably accounts for the lack of sceldeariance.

Regarding measurement invariance across individulatsare in a committed relationship
(n = 490) versus single people£ 110), the results showed that the fit of thefigpmal model
was satisfactory? = 3100.385¢f = 1186,p < .001, CFI = .743, TLI = .727, SRMR = .086,
RMSEA = .073, 90% CI [.070, .077]. The metric moslebwed a similar adjustment to the data,
xz =3123.729df = 1220,p < .001, CFI = .745, TLI = .736, SRMR = .088, RMSEA072, 90%
CI[.069, .075]. However, since the difference besw both models was not significaft £
23.344 df = 34,p = 0.916), the metric model should be preferrechbse of increased
parsimony. Although the fit of the scalar model e satisfactory? = 3225.167¢df = 1254 p
<.001, CFl =.736, TLI = .734, SRMR = .088, RMSEA072, 90% CI [.069, .075], the results
of the likelihood ratio test suggested that thefithe metric model was bettef € 101.438f
= 34,p < .001). The results of the parameter estimatethéscalar model suggested that scalar
invariance was not obtained, because individuajgeged in a couple relationship obtained lower
means on the anxiety (Cohenls 0.796,z = -6.659 p < .001) and avoidance dimensions than
did the single participants (Cohemls= 0.610,z=-5.179,p < .001), with both effect sizes being

large (Cohen, 1988).
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Alter native models. Finally, we tested alternative factor models totthe-factor solution
(see Table 3 for a presentation of the fit indiakall models tested in this study). We first
computed EFAs, where we specified a single faetod, from three to seven correlated factors.

We then tested these models by using CFAs.

CFA allowed us to reject a single-factor modelttessfit indices globally indicated a very
poor adjustment to the dajé,= 3983.724df = 594,p = .000, CFIl = .555, TLI = .528, SRMR =
.109, RMSEA = .098, 90% CI [.095, .100]. The thraed four-factor models had decent fifs,
= 2150.248df = 591,p = .000, CFI = .795, TLI = .782, SRMR = .080, RMSEA066, 90% CI
[.063, .069] for the three-factor model gyfd= 1932.723¢f = 587,p = .000, CFI = .823, TLI =
.810, SRMR = .074, RMSEA = .062, 90% CI [.059, Joé%5 the four-factor model, respectively.
However, although these models were statisticaliygarable to the two-factor model in terms
of RMSEA and SRMR, they did not emerge as substalytbetter solutions than the two-factor
model, as they included a few cross-loadings aobfa with only low factor loadings, and
globally, they were less theoretically interpretafle., some factors consisted of items that
derived from both the avoidance and anxiety dinm@rsi Models with five and more factors
had to be rejected, as they each contained atdeasinder-identified factor with only two or
fewer salient loadings (Carroll, 1995). Moreoveme of these factors had no items with high
loadings. The results concerning these alternatietaalid not allow us to call the two-factor
structure into question, as none of these models wlearly better adjusted to the data or more

clearly in line with the theoretical backgroundtloé scale.
Construct Validity

Construct validity was assessed through convengdiity by correlating each attachment

dimension with marital satisfaction, self-esteeaxuml satisfaction, and fear of sexuality. All
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correlations were significant and in a directioattivas consistent with the expected results (see
Table 4). First, avoidance was negatively relateskif-esteem, although the effect size was
small. Anxiety was also negatively related to sslfeem, with an effect size close to medium.
The effect was stronger regarding the variablestedlto sexuality: Avoidance was negatively
correlated to sexual satisfaction and positivelyalated to the fears associated with sexuality
(medium effect size; Cohen, 1988). The same efigete observed for anxiety, with small

effect sizes. The results for SISE and MSQ remasiguificant once the relational status was
controlled for (partial correlations). Finally, teeongest effect was observed for the links to
marital adjustment: There were negative links Watige effect sizes for avoidance and small to

medium effect sizes for anxiety.
Discussion

The aim of this paper was to present a validatiodysof the ECR-R scales in a French-
speaking sample. First, we tested the extent tatwttie original two-dimensional structure—
which derives from a substantial theoretical backgd and was empirically validated only in
English in previous studies—could be confirmedheshkiest solution to represent the structure of
the translated instrument. Consistent with thelteswncerning the original scale, a structure
with two correlated dimensions of anxiety and agoick was the best solution to explain the
data in our sample, showing that the factor stmectii the French version was similar to the
structure of the English version. This two-factusture also provided the best fit for the
English and the French versions of the ECR, tlst ¥iersion of the instrument, showing the
robustness of this questionnaire for assessingdmtbtructs of anxiety and avoidance. Other
models were tested but were not relevant. Intevoasistency of the two dimensions was lower

in the French than in the English version, butitithices were judged as satisfactory, as they
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were both in the high end of the range of alphaeslusually estimated as “acceptable”
(between 0.7 and 0.9; DeVellis, 2003). Moreover glach of the two dimensions, omega was
equal to alpha, which indicates that the assumgtidralphas are not violated by the items of
each dimension, thereby indicating true unidimemaiity. Thus, the condition of tau
equivalence holds (Zinbarg, Revelle, Yovel, & LOA5). The relatively high internal
consistency both in the original version (both aphbove 0.9) and in this French version (0.89
and 0.88) suggests that for practical purposessdake might be shortened, as high values may
indicate that some items are redundant. A nextwtegd thus be to perform an item analysis to
design an abbreviated version of the scale; thisldvbe a relevant undertaking, as the ECR-R
was shown, because of its length, to be relativelgnvenient to use in research protocols that

included several questionnaires.

Measurement invariance was assessed across timabligS. sample versus our sample,
across men versus women, and across single indigigiersus individuals in a committed
relationship. The results of the comparison betwherdata of the original U.S. sample and the
Xxxx sample showed the equivalence of the factatiaicture (configural invariance), but also
the possible difference in the respective weighth® items on each dimension, as metric
invariance was not achieved. This is of primaryam@nce, especially when considering a
shorter version, meaning that such a scale shatldamprise the same items in the two
populations. More in-depth analysis of possibléwral differences should be conducted in order
to understand this difference between the two sesnfilhe other two measurement invariance
tests had similar results: The factorial structuslds across men and women and across
individuals in a committed relationship and sing&ople. In these cases, metric invariance

shows that the items have similar weight and thessame importance across the comparison
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groups. Scalar invariance was, however, not aeliewhich can be explained on the one hand
by higher anxiety in women than in men, and ondtier hand by higher anxiety and avoidance
in single people than in individuals in a couplatienship. These results do not invalidate the
validity of the scale; on the contrary, they arasistent with the results of studies that have
shown that attachment anxiety tends to be highewimen (Del Giudice, 2011), while
attachment insecurity is linked with a higher piobty of couple dissolution and being single

(Davis et al., 2003; Klohnen & Bera, 1998).

The construct validity of the scale was then testedhecking the two dimensions against
conceptually and empirically related variables. Témults confirmed the validity of the scales:
Avoidance and anxiety are indeed both related pesjtto sexual fears and negatively to sexual
satisfaction and to self-esteem, as has been stepeatedly in studies that used the English
version of the ECR and the ECR-R (Brassard e2@07; Davis et al., 2006; Mallinckrodt &
Wei, 2005). The strongest effect was observed fanital satisfaction in the subgroups of
participants involved in a relationship: Avoidanseparticularly negatively related to satisfaction
and anxiety is negatively related to satisfactma slightly lesser extent. The negative link
between attachment dimensions and marital satisfeahd adjustment is one of the most
consistent findings in the field (see MikulincerShaver, 2007; Treboux, Crowell, & Waters,

2004; Williams & Riskind, 2004).

Limitations of this study have nevertheless to mtioned. First, our construct validity
data rely mainly on self-reported dimensional goesiaires, so that results may have been
biased by common-method variance. Other methodsdvwmuwarranted such as observational
data of attachment behaviors or reports by otifernmants to be compared with the

respondents’ ECR-R data. Second, our sample hadted age range (from 25 to 45), so that
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generalizability to other age groups should befieeti Despite these limitations, our results
show that the French version of the Experienc&dase Relationships — Revised (ECR-R) scale
has good preliminary reliability and validity argldonsistent with its theoretical model of
attachment dimensions. It thus seems that it carsbd in empirical research on romantic

attachment with French-speaking samples.
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Table 1.
Sample CharacteristicdN(= 600)
Women ( = 300) Men (N = 300)
Variable M (SD) N (%) N (%)
Demographic variable
Age in years 36.3 (5.7) 36.0 (5.5)
In a couple relationship 246 (82) 244 (81.3)
Married 150 (50) 161 (53.7)
Duration of current relationship 10.5(7.2) 10.2 (6.1)
Educational attainment
Less than 7 years of school 0 (0) 0 (0)
7 to 9 years of school 12 (4.0 3 (1)
Part high school (9 to 11 years) 9 (3.0 14 (4.7)
High school graduate 67 (22.3) 68 (22.7)
1 to 3 years college 33 (11.0) 17 (5.7)
4-year college graduate 55 (18.3) 58 (19.3)
Professional (MA, MD, PhD, etc.) 124 (41.3) 140 (46.7)
Monthly income (in XXXX)
<1000 27 (9) 8 (2.7)
> 1000 and < 5000 119 (39.7) 77 (25.6)
< 5000 and < 10000 108 (36.0) 152 (50.7)
> 10000 11 (3.7) 32 (10.7)
Not specified 35 (11.7) 31 (10.3)
Number of children
0 102 (34.0) 139 (46.3)
1 59 (19.7) 79 (19.7)
2 92 (30.7) 58 (26.0)
3 35 (11.7) 19 (6.3)
>3 12 (4.0) 5 (1.6)
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Table 2
Standardized Factor Loadings in the Two-Factor Mdglimated With Confirmatory Factor

Analyses

Item Anxiety Avoidance
ANX_1 0.602 0
ANX_2 0.711 0
ANX_3 0.719 0
ANX_4 0.663 0
ANX_5 0.545 0
ANX_6 0.605 0
ANX_7 0.614 0
ANX_8 0.677 0
ANX_9 0.471 0
ANX_10 0.534 0
ANX_11 0.388 0
ANX_12 0.575 0
ANX_13 0.439 0
ANX_14 0.452 0
ANX_15 0.502 0
ANX_16 0.421 0
ANX_17 0.399 0
ANX_18 0.420 0

AVOID_1 0 0.554
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AVOID_2 0 0.615
AVOID_3 0 0.520
AVOID_4 0 0.387
AVOID_5 0 0.654
AVOID_6 0 0.678
AVOID_7 0 0.598
AVOID_8 0 0.700
AVOID_9 0 0.431
AVOID_10 0 0.704
AVOID_11 0 0.510
AVOID_12 0 0.449
AVOID_13 0 0.582
AVOID_14 0 0.682
AVOID_15 0 0.639
AVOID_16 0 0.561
AVOID_17 0 0.597
AVOID_18 0 0.446

Note ANX = items theoretically linked to the anxietyregénsions; AVOID = items theoretically
linked to the avoidance dimension.

All loadings significant ap < .001.
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Table 3

Fit Indices for the Two-factor Model, Measurementdriance, and Alternative Models

df v CFlI TLI RMSEA [90% ClI] SRMR

Original model (Xxxx sample)

Two-factor 593 2294.966  .776 762 .069 [.066, .072] .079

Two-factor orthogonal 594 2370.146 767 752 .071 [.068, .074] 120
U.S. and Xxxx invariance (two-factor)

Configural 1186 5709.468  .834 .824 .067 [.066, .069] .069

Metric 1220 9047.743  .713 .703 .087 [.086, .089] 142

Scalar 1254 12168.017 .600 .598 102 [.100, .103] .186
Gender invariance (two-factor)

Configural 1186 3077.889  .758 743 .073 [.070, .076] .086

Metric 1220 3113.029  .758 .750 .072 [.069, .075] .088

Scalar 1254 3269.717  .742 741 .073[.070, .076] .089
Relational status invariance (two-factor)

Configural 1186 3100.385  .743 727 .073 [.070, .077] .086

Metric 1220 3123.729  .745 .736 .072 [.069, .075] .088

Scalar 1254 3225.167  .736 734 .072 [.069, .075] .088
Alternative models

One-factor 594 3983.724 555 .528 .098 [.095, .100] 109

Three-factor 591 2150.248  .795 .782 .066 [.063, .069] .080
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Four-factor 587 1932.723 .823 .810 .062 [.0595]06 .074

Note CFl = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewisdex; RMSEA = root mean square error of approxiolmtSRMR =

standardized root mean square residual.
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Table 4

Correlations Between Attachment Dimensions andyStadiables N=600)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. ECR-R avoidance -

2. ECR-R anxiety 41 -

3. SISE self-esteem -.19 -.29 -

4. MSQ satisfaction -.39 -.22 .19 -

5. MSQ fear .36 .25 -.20 -47 -

6. MAT marital adjustment -.59 -.29 14 45 -.24 -

Note All correlations are significant gt< .001. ECR-R = Experiences in Close Relationships
Revised; SISE = Single-ltem Self-Esteem Scale; M3@Qultidimensional Sexuality

Questionnaire; MAT = Marital Adjustment Test.
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