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Objective: This study examined adult attachment and perceived parental accep-
tance-rejection in Colombia and Spain, focusing on country differences and on 
whether country moderated the associations between perceived maternal and 
paternal rejection and adult attachment dimensions.
Method: Participants were 283 adults born in Colombia (n = 143) or Spain 
(n = 140). They completed the Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised scale 
and the Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire. Measurement invariance 
was supported across countries.
Results: Colombian participants reported higher attachment anxiety 
[t(276.46) = 6.15, p < 0.001, d = 0.73], direct avoidance [t(279.28) = 3.31, 
p = 0.001, d = 0.39], maternal rejection [t(255.47) = 7.40, p < 0.001, d = 0.88], 
and paternal rejection [t(280.74) = 5.45, p < 0.001, d = 0.65] than Spanish par-
ticipants. Perceived parental rejection was associated with greater attachment 
insecurity, although the pattern differed across attachment dimensions with 
paternal rejection showing the most consistent associations. Country moder-
ated the association between paternal rejection and attachment anxiety and 
direct avoidance. Slope contrasts indicated that these associations were stronger 
among Colombian than Spanish participants for attachment anxiety (Δβ = 0.345, 
p = 0.005, adjusted p = 0.010) and direct avoidance (Δβ = 0.368, p = 0.006, 
adjusted p = 0.012).
Conclusion: These findings suggest that the links between perceived parental 
rejection and adult attachment may vary across cultural contexts and highlight 
the importance of considering paternal relationships in cross-cultural attach-
ment research.
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1 Introduction

Attachment theory provides a central framework for understand-
ing how early relational experiences contribute to individual differ-
ences in affect regulation, interpersonal expectations, caregiving, and 
close relationships across the life span (Ainsworth et al., 1978; Bowlby, 
1969, 1982; Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007). According to Bowlby’s 
theory, repeated interactions with caregivers are progressively inter-
nalized as working models of the self and others, shaping expectations 
about whether significant others are available, responsive, and emo-
tionally reliable (Bowlby, 1973; Bretherton, 1990; Mikulincer and 
Shaver, 2005, 2012). In adulthood, these representations are com-
monly assessed through self-report measures that examine how indi-
viduals experience, interpret and regulate closeness in current 
romantic relationships. The Experiences in Close Relationships scale 
- Revised scale (ECR-R), operationalizes adult attachment along two 
relatively independent dimensions: attachment anxiety and attach-
ment avoidance (Fraley et al., 2011). Attachment anxiety reflects con-
cerns about rejection, abandonment, and the availability of the 
partner, whereas attachment avoidance refers to discomfort with inti-
macy, dependence, and emotional vulnerability. Although the ECR-R 
assesses adult attachment as it is expressed in romantic relationships, 
rather than directly measuring childhood experiences with parents, 
attachment theory assumes a degree of continuity across relational 
systems (Opie et al., 2021; Pinquart et al., 2013). Adult attachment 
dimensions may therefore be meaningfully examined in relation to 
remembered caregiving experiences, particularly perceived parental 
acceptance-rejection, which captures how individuals recall the emo-
tional quality of early care. Specifically, it examines whether caregivers 
are remembered as warm, affectionate, supportive, and accepting, or 
as hostile, neglectful, emotionally distant, or rejecting (Rohner, 2004; 
Rohner and Khaleque, 2005; Rohner and Lansford, 2017). Perceived 
parental rejection may include overt hostility or aggression, but also 
indifference, neglect, or a more diffuse sense of being unloved or 
unwanted, even in the absence of explicit maltreatment (Rohner, 2004; 
Rohner and Khaleque, 2005). In this sense, perceived parental accep-
tance-rejection can be understood as one relational pathway through 
which internal working models of the self and others may develop.

A further issue concerns whether maternal and paternal accep-
tance-rejection should be considered jointly or separately. Attachment 
and parenting research has historically focused primarily on mothers, 
partly reflecting the assumption that mothers are typically the main 
caregivers in early life (Bornstein, 2019; Mermelshtine and Barnes, 
2016). However, increasing evidence suggests that fathers may con-
tribute uniquely to children’s cognitive, social, and affective develop-
ment (Fitzgerald et al., 2020). Maternal and paternal relationships may 
differ not only in caregiving involvement, but also in their relational 
meaning. The developmental significance of parental involvement is 
not reducible to the amount of time spent with the child; rather, the 
quality and nature of parent–child interactions appear central to 
adjustment (Amato and Rezac, 1994; Sarkadi et al., 2008). For this 
reason, examining maternal and paternal acceptance-rejection sepa-
rately may clarify whether both parental relationships are similarly 
associated with adult attachment insecurity or whether they show 
distinct patterns of association.

These questions are particularly relevant in cross-cultural 
research. Attachment theory proposes that the need for protection and 
emotional security is a universal feature of human development, but 
the organization and expression of attachment are shaped by 

culturally embedded expectations about closeness, autonomy, depen-
dence, emotional expression, parental authority, and family roles 
(Keller, 2013; Mesman et al., 2016). Cultural contexts may influence 
not only caregiving practices, but also the meanings individuals assign 
to parental warmth, rejection, emotional distance, and authority. 
Adult attachment patterns have been linked to country of origin, col-
lectivism, ethnicity, and cultural identification, suggesting that attach-
ment distributions are shaped by multiple and intersecting cultural 
processes rather than by national membership alone (Agishtein and 
Brumbaugh, 2013). Nevertheless, attachment research remains dis-
proportionately based on North American and Western European 
samples, while Latin American contexts continue to be underrepre-
sented despite increasing research activity in the region (Causadias 
and Posada, 2013). The comparison between Colombia and Spain 
offers a meaningful context for examining these issues. Both countries 
are Spanish-speaking, which reduces linguistic distance in the admin-
istration of Spanish-language measures, but they are not culturally 
interchangeable. Colombia represents a Latin American context in 
which family relationships may be strongly embedded in interdepen-
dence, intergenerational expectations, respect for adults, and family 
obligations. Spain, by contrast, is a Southern European context in 
which family relationships, parental involvement, and intergenera-
tional ties are also culturally salient, but are embedded in different 
historical, social, and institutional conditions. Comparing these two 
country-of-birth groups therefore allows us to examine whether asso-
ciations between perceived maternal and paternal acceptance-rejec-
tion and adult attachment dimensions are shared across 
Spanish-speaking groups or whether they vary according to cultural 
context. Despite the theoretical compatibility between attachment 
theory and parental acceptance-rejection theory, limited evidence is 
available on whether perceived maternal and paternal rejection are 
similarly associated with adult attachment dimensions across different 
Spanish-speaking cultural contexts. In particular, it remains unclear 
whether maternal and paternal rejection show distinct associations 
with adult attachment anxiety and avoidance, and whether these asso-
ciations are similar across Colombian and Spanish participants or 
moderated by country of birth. Addressing this gap may contribute to 
a more culturally situated understanding of attachment by clarifying 
whether remembered parental acceptance-rejection is linked to adult 
attachment insecurity in similar ways across Colombia and Spain.

The present study therefore examined adult attachment and per-
ceived parental acceptance-rejection among adults born in Colombia 
and Spain. Specifically, the study investigated the following research 
questions:

	1	 Do Spanish and Colombian participants differ in adult attach-
ment anxiety and avoidance?

	2	 Do Spanish and Colombian participants differ in perceived 
maternal and paternal acceptance-rejection?

	3	 Are perceived maternal and paternal acceptance-rejection 
associated with adult attachment anxiety and avoidance?

	4	 Do maternal and paternal acceptance-rejection show distinct 
associations with adult attachment dimensions?

	5	 Does country moderate the association between maternal and 
paternal acceptance-rejection and adult attachment 
dimensions?

Based on attachment theory and interpersonal acceptance-rejec-
tion theory, higher perceived parental rejection was expected to be 
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associated with greater attachment anxiety and avoidance, whereas 
higher perceived parental acceptance was expected to be associated 
with lower attachment insecurity (Bowlby, 1973; Mikulincer and 
Shaver, 2007; Rohner, 2004; Rohner and Khaleque, 2005; Rohner and 
Lansford, 2017). Because maternal and paternal roles may have dis-
tinct relational and cultural meanings, maternal and paternal accep-
tance-rejection were expected to show partially distinct associations 
with adult attachment dimensions (Rohner and Veneziano, 2001; 
Rohner and Lansford, 2017). Finally, given that Colombia and Spain 
represent distinct Spanish-speaking country contexts in which family 
organization, socialization values, and meanings of closeness, author-
ity, and caregiving may differ, the study examined whether country of 
birth moderated the associations between perceived maternal and 
paternal acceptance-rejection and adult attachment anxiety and avoid-
ance (Bornstein, 2012; Causadias and Posada, 2013; Di Giunta et al., 
2024; Keller, 2013; Rey-Guerra et al., 2026).

2 Methods

2.1 Participants

For the present cross-cultural study, participants were included if 
they were adults, Spanish-speaking, and born in either Colombia or 
Spain. Participants were excluded if they did not meet the inclusion 
criteria, did not provide the informed consent or provided incomplete 
responses to the study variables. Missing data were handled through 
listwise exclusion. Duplicate responses were screened by checking 
repeated submissions with overlapping demographic information. 
Invalid responses, including incomplete, inconsistent, or plausible 
entries, were removed before analysis. The final sample consisted of 
283 Spanish-speaking adults between 18 and 68 years of age 
(M = 33.97, SD = 11.10). The present cross-cultural analysis was 
derived from a larger Spanish-speaking sample. Colombia and Spain 
were selected because they were two theoretically relevant country-of-
birth groups with large and balanced subsamples. The final analytic 
sample size was determined by the number of eligible participants 
available in the broader dataset.

The sample consisted primarily of women (77.74%), followed by 
men (20.85%), non-binary participants (0.35%), and participants who 
preferred not to disclose their gender identity (1.06%). Concerning 
country of birth, the sample was divided between Colombian (n = 143, 
50.53%) and Spanish participants (n = 140, 49.47%). Most participants 
resided in Spain (n = 136, 48.06%) or Colombia (n = 128, 45.23%) at 
the time of data collection, while a smaller number reported residence 
in other countries. In terms of marital status, approximately half of the 
participants identified as single (n = 141, 49.82%). Participants in a 
romantic relationship represented 26.50% of the sample (n = 75), 
whereas 15.55% were married (n = 44), 7.77% were separated or 
divorced (n = 22), and one participant was widowed (0.35%). 
Regarding educational attainment, the largest proportion of partici-
pants reported having completed technical or professional studies 
(n = 89, 31.45%). Undergraduate degrees were reported by 26.86% of 
the sample (n = 76), while 22.61% had completed master’s degrees 
(n = 64). Most participants were employed (n = 186, 65.72%), whereas 
smaller proportions identified as students (n = 75, 26.50%), unem-
ployed (n = 17, 6.01%), or retired (n = 5, 1.77%; See Table 1 for 
demographics).

2.2 Procedure

Participants were recruited through a non-probabilistic conve-
nience sampling strategy using social media platforms, university 
networks, and personal contacts. Data collection was conducted 
entirely online using a self-report questionnaire battery administered 
in Spanish. Participation was voluntary and anonymous, and no finan-
cial compensation was provided. Before accessing the questionnaires, 
participants received information regarding the aims of the study, 
confidentiality procedures, and the voluntary nature of participation. 
After providing informed consent, participants completed a demo-
graphic questionnaire followed by measures assessing adult attach-
ment and perceived parental acceptance-rejection. The present study 
was part of a broader research project on attachment and relational 
experiences among Spanish-speaking adults. For this reason, the full 
online survey required approximately 20–30 min to complete. For the 
present cross-cultural analysis, the sample was restricted to partici-
pants born in Colombia and Spain, as these two national groups rep-
resented theoretically relevant Spanish-speaking cultural contexts. 
Each participant provided informed consent prior to participation. 
The study protocol was approved by the Ethics Committee of the 
University of Trento (protocol number: 2024-034ESA).

2.3 Measures

The study’s instruments consisted of three measures: a brief 
sociodemographic questionnaire, the Experiences in Close 
Relationships-Revised (ECR-R; Brennan et al., 1998; Fraley et al., 
2000), and the Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire (PARQ; 
Rohner, 2004).

2.3.1 Sociodemographic questionnaire

Participants reported age, gender, country of birth, country of 
residence, language, educational level, occupational status, and mari-
tal/relationship status. For the regression analyses, relationship status 
was recoded into a binary variable distinguishing participants who 
were currently in a romantic relationship or married from those who 
were single, separated/divorced, or widowed.

2.3.2 Parental acceptance-rejection

Perceived parental acceptance-rejection was assessed using the 
Adult PARQ mother and father versions, based on the Spanish version 
validated by Rohner and Carrasco (2014). Participants completed the 
questionnaire separately for their mother and father, reporting how 
they remembered each parent’s behavior during childhood. Each ver-
sion includes 24 items assessing four dimensions: Warmth/Affection, 
Hostility/Aggressiveness, Indifference/Neglect, and Undifferentiated 
Rejection. Responses were provided on a 4-point Likert scale, from 
1 = Almost never true to 4 = Almost always true, in accordance with 
the Spanish version validated by Rohner and Carrasco (2014). To cal-
culate total parental rejection scores, the warmth/affection dimension 
was reverse-scored according to standard procedures. Therefore, 
higher total scores indicate a greater perception of parental rejection. 
Mother and father total scores were computed separately.
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TABLE 1  Sample demographic characteristics.

Variable Category N (%)/statistic

Age Mean (SD) [min–max] 33.97 (11.1) [18–68]

Gender

1 = Female 220 (77.74%)

2 = Male 59 (20.85%)

4 = Prefer not to say 3 (1.06%)

3 = Non-binary 1 (0.35%)

Marital status

1 = Single 141 (49.82%)

2 = In a relationship 75 (26.5%)

3 = Married 44 (15.55%)

4 = Separated/divorced 22 (7.77%)

5 = Widowed 1 (0.35%)

Education

5 = Technical/professional degree 89 (31.45%)

6 = Bachelor’s degree 76 (26.86%)

7 = Master’s degree 64 (22.61%)

4 = High school diploma 32 (11.31%)

8 = Doctorate 11 (3.89%)

3 = Secondary education 4 (1.41%)

9 = Other 4 (1.41%)

2 = Primary education 2 (0.71%)

1 = No degree 1 (0.35%)

Occupation

4 = Employed 186 (65.72%)

3 = Student 75 (26.5%)

2 = Unemployed 17 (6.01%)

5 = Retired 5 (1.77%)

Primary language

4 = European Spanish 138 (48.76%)

1 = Latin American Spanish 100 (35.34%)

3 = South American Spanish 41 (14.49%)

2 = Central American Spanish 2 (0.71%)

5 = Other 2 (0.71%)

Country of birth
Colombia 143 (50.53%)

Spain 140 (49.47%)

Country of residence

Spain 136 (48.06%)

Colombia 128 (45.23%)

Ecuador 2 (0.71%)

United States 2 (0.71%)

Italy 2 (0.71%)

Germany 1 (0.35%)

Argentina 1 (0.35%)

Canada 1 (0.35%)

Chile 1 (0.35%)

Costa Rica 1 (0.35%)

France 1 (0.35%)

England 1 (0.35%)

Ireland 1 (0.35%)

Madrid 1 (0.35%)

Mexico 1 (0.35%)

Dominican Republic 1 (0.35%)

Segovia 1 (0.35%)

Turkey 1 (0.35%)

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1887282
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Perzolli et al.� 10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1887282

Frontiers in Psychology 05 frontiersin.org

2.3.3 Adult attachment

Adult attachment was assessed using the Experiences in Close 
Relationships-Revised (ECR-R; Brennan et al., 1998; Fraley et al., 
2000), using the Colombian Spanish adaptation proposed by 
Zambrano et al. (2009). The ECR-R is a widely used self-report mea-
sure designed to assess attachment-related anxiety and attachment-
related avoidance in close relationships. Participants were instructed 
to answer the items with reference to their experiences in romantic 
relationships. The ECR-R includes 36 items rated on a 5-point Likert 
scale ranging from 5 = Always to 1 = Never, consistent with the 
Colombian adaptation proposed by Zambrano et al. (2009). The 
ECR-R is theoretically based on two broad dimensions: attachment 
anxiety reflects fears of rejection, abandonment, and excessive need 
for reassurance, whereas attachment avoidance reflects discomfort 
with intimacy, emotional closeness, and dependency on others. In the 
present study, and consistent with psychometric work on Spanish-
language ECR-R adaptations (Zambrano et al., 2009; Nóblega et al., 
2018), we examined an empirical three-factor structure distinguishing 
attachment anxiety, direct avoidance, and reverse-worded avoidance 
items. The reverse-worded avoidance factor was not interpreted as a 
separate theoretical attachment dimension, but as an empirical mea-
surement component reflecting the behavior of reverse-worded avoid-
ance items in the present data.

2.4 Analytic plan

All analyses were conducted in RStudio using the tidyverse, psych, 
lavaan, semTools, effsize, broom, car, and emmeans packages. 
Preliminary analyses included demographic summaries, descriptive 
statistics, and internal consistency estimates for all relevant scales. 
Descriptive statistics included means, standard deviations, medians, 
ranges, skewness, and kurtosis. Reliability was evaluated using 
Cronbach’s alpha for the total sample and separately by country. 
Before testing cross-cultural differences, measurement invariance was 
examined across Colombian and Spanish participants for the ECR-R 
and PARQ. For the ECR-R, a three-factor empirical model was speci-
fied, corresponding to attachment anxiety, direct avoidance, and 
reverse avoidance. Although the ECR-R is theoretically based on two 
broad dimensions, anxiety and avoidance, the conventional two-factor 
model was also tested and showed substantially poorer fit in the pres-
ent data. Therefore, and consistent with Spanish-language psychomet-
ric studies of the ECR-R, the three-factor empirical specification was 
retained for the main analyses. For the PARQ, separate four-factor 
models were estimated for maternal and paternal forms, including 
warmth, hostility, indifference, and undifferentiated rejection. 
Configural, metric, and scalar invariance models were estimated using 
confirmatory factor analysis in lavaan, with the WLSMV estimator, 
theta parameterization, and ordinal indicators. Model fit was evalu-
ated using scaled χ2, CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR. Changes in CFI 
and RMSEA were inspected across increasingly constrained models, 
with invariance considered supported when ΔCFI was ≤0.010 and 
ΔRMSEA was ≤0.015. Absolute fit indices were also considered when 
interpreting the adequacy of the measurement models.

The normality of the study variables was assessed separately by 
country using the Shapiro–Wilk test. To test hypotheses 1 and 2, cross-
cultural differences between Colombian and Spanish participants 
were then examined using Welch independent-samples t-tests for 
ECR-R attachment dimensions and PARQ maternal and paternal total 

and subscale scores. Cohen’s d was calculated as an effect size. Because 
several variables deviated from normality, Mann–Whitney U tests 
were also conducted as non-parametric sensitivity analyses. 
Bonferroni corrections were applied to adjust for multiple 
comparisons.

To test hypotheses 3 and 4, multiple linear regression models 
were estimated separately for attachment anxiety, direct avoidance, 
and reverse avoidance. Maternal and paternal PARQ total scores 
were entered simultaneously to evaluate their unique contributions. 
Continuous predictors and dependent variables were standardized 
as z-scores before regression analyses, so coefficients are reported in 
standardized units. Country of birth was coded with Colombia as 
the reference category. Relationship status was coded as partnered/
married versus not partnered. For each attachment outcome, two 
final models were compared: (1) an additive model including mater-
nal and paternal rejection, country of birth, age, gender, and rela-
tionship status (2) and a country moderation model including the 
interactions between maternal and paternal rejection and country of 
birth, with the same covariates. Model comparison was based on 
AIC, R2, and adjusted R2. To directly examine whether maternal and 
paternal acceptance-rejection showed distinct associations with 
adult attachment dimensions, maternal and paternal regression coef-
ficients were compared within the simultaneous regression models 
using linear hypothesis tests. When interaction effects were exam-
ined, simple slopes were estimated using emmeans, and slope con-
trasts between Colombian and Spanish participants were tested. 
Bonferroni corrections were applied within each family of related 
tests. A sensitivity power analysis was conducted to estimate the 
minimum detectable effect size given the final sample size. With 
N = 283 and up to eight regression terms in the final models, the 
study had 80% power at α = 0.05 to detect an overall regression effect 
of approximately f2 = 0.055 and a single-term effect of approximately 
f2 = 0.029.

3 Results

Preliminary analyses through Cronbach’s α indicated good to 
excellent reliability across all study variables, both in the total sample 
and within each country group, supporting the adequacy of the mea-
sures used in the present sample (See Table 2). Measurement invari-
ance analyses were conducted before testing cross-cultural 
differences. For the ECR-R and the maternal and paternal PARQ 
models, changes in model fit across configural, metric, and scalar 
models met the predefined criteria for invariance, with ΔCFI values 
within 0.010 and ΔRMSEA values within 0.015 (See Table 3). 
Specifically, configural invariance supported the same factorial struc-
ture across Colombian and Spanish participants; metric invariance 
indicated that factor loadings were comparable across groups; and 
scalar invariance indicated that item thresholds were sufficiently 
comparable across groups. However, some absolute fit indices, par-
ticularly RMSEA and SRMR for the ECR-R and paternal PARQ, were 
less than optimal. Thus, the invariance results supported cross-coun-
try comparability according to change-in-fit criteria, although cross-
country comparisons should be interpreted with caution. 
Shapiro–Wilk tests indicated significant deviations from normality 
for several study variables within both country groups. Therefore, 
Welch independent-samples t-tests were used for group comparisons, 
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and Mann–Whitney U tests were conducted as non-parametric sen-
sitivity analyses.

To test hypotheses 1 and 2, independent-samples t-tests showed 
significant differences between Colombian and Spanish participants 
in adult attachment dimensions. Colombian participants reported 
higher attachment anxiety than Spanish participants, t(276.46) = 6.15, 
p < 0.001, d = 0.73. They also reported higher direct attachment avoid-
ance, t(279.28) = 3.31, p = 0.001, d = 0.39. Both effects remained sig-
nificant after Bonferroni correction. The difference in reverse 
avoidance was not significant after correction, t(260.76) = 1.93, 
p = 0.054, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.708.

Significant country differences also emerged for perceived paren-
tal rejection. Colombian participants reported higher perceived 
maternal rejection than Spanish participants, t(255.47) = 7.40, 
p < 0.001, d = 0.88, and higher perceived paternal rejection, 
t(280.74) = 5.45, p < 0.001, d = 0.65 (See Table 2). Both PARQ total-
score differences remained significant after Bonferroni correction. 
Overall, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported: Colombian participants 
reported higher adult attachment insecurity, especially anxiety and 
direct avoidance, as well as higher perceived maternal and paternal 
rejection.

To test hypothesis 3, regression models were estimated separately 
for attachment anxiety, direct avoidance, and reverse avoidance. 
Maternal and paternal rejection were entered simultaneously, together 
with country, age, gender, and relationship status as covariates. For 
each outcome, an additive model with covariates was compared with 
a country moderation model including the interactions between 
maternal and paternal rejection and country. Model comparison was 
based on AIC, R2, and adjusted R2.

For attachment anxiety, the country moderation model showed 
the best fit, AIC = 719.94, adjusted R2 = 0.283. In this model, maternal 
rejection was positively associated with attachment anxiety, β = 0.169, 
SE = 0.073, t = 2.326, p = 0.021, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.166. 

Paternal rejection was also positively associated with attachment anxi-
ety, β = 0.346, SE = 0.078, t = 4.413, p < 0.001, Bonferroni-adjusted 
p < 0.001. Relationship status was negatively associated with attach-
ment anxiety, β = −0.585, SE = 0.109, t = −5.371, p < 0.001, 
Bonferroni-adjusted p < 0.001. The interaction between paternal 
rejection and country was also significant, β = −0.345, SE = 0.121, 
t = −2.842, p = 0.005, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.039. For direct avoid-
ance, the country moderation model also showed the best fit, 
AIC = 769.61, adjusted R2 = 0.145. Paternal rejection was positively 
associated with direct avoidance, β = 0.362, SE = 0.086, t = 4.223, 
p < 0.001, Bonferroni-adjusted p < 0.001. Age and relationship status 
were associated with direct avoidance at the uncorrected level, but 
neither association remained significant after Bonferroni correction: 
age, β = 0.156, SE = 0.061, t = 2.541, p = 0.012, Bonferroni-adjusted 
p = 0.093; relationship status, β = −0.299, SE = 0.119, t = −2.512, 
p = 0.013, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.101. The interaction between 
paternal rejection and country was significant, β = −0.368, SE = 0.132, 
t = −2.776, p = 0.006, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.047. For reverse 
avoidance, the additive model with covariates showed the best fit, 
AIC = 788.43, adjusted R2 = 0.080. Paternal rejection was positively 
associated with reverse avoidance, β = 0.180, SE = 0.067, t = 2.689, 
p = 0.008, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.046. Age showed a positive asso-
ciation, β = 0.128, SE = 0.063, t = 2.019, p = 0.044, but this association 
did not survive Bonferroni correction, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.267. 
Relationship status showed a negative association, β = −0.383, 
SE = 0.123, t = −3.112, p = 0.002, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.012. 
Overall, Hypothesis 3 was partially supported: perceived parental 
rejection appeared to be associated with adult attachment dimensions, 
although the pattern differed across outcomes. Paternal rejection 
showed the most consistent association across the final models.

To test hypothesis 4, regression coefficients for PARQ Mother 
and PARQ Father were directly compared within the simultaneous 
models. These comparisons did not provide evidence that paternal 

TABLE 2  Cronbach’s alpha by country and country t-tests for ECR-R/PARQ variables.

Scale Alpha Alpha 
Col.

Alpha 
Spain

Colombia 
M (SD)

Spain M 
(SD)

t(df) p Bonf. p d

PARQ Warmth Mother 0.93 0.93 0.89 17.43 (6.61) 12.29 (4.72) t(257.07) = 7.54 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.89

PARQ Hostility Mother 0.90 0.90 0.88 12.97 (5.58) 9.45 (4.00) t(257.55) = 6.10 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.72

PARQ Indifference 

Mother

0.87 0.84 0.85 13.94 (4.77) 10.43 (3.91) t(272.64) = 6.77 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.80

PARQ Undifferentiated 

Rejection Mother

0.88 0.86 0.87 8.01 (3.70) 5.97 (2.73) t(261.38) = 5.28 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.63

PARQ Total Mother 0.96 0.96 0.95 52.34 (18.70) 38.14 (13.18) t(255.47) = 7.40 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.88

PARQ Warmth Father 0.94 0.93 0.94 19.80 (6.83) 15.11 (6.89) t(280.75) = 5.75 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.68

PARQ Hostility Father 0.87 0.85 0.90 10.84 (4.79) 9.71 (4.26) t(278.45) = 2.10 =0.036* =0.472 0.25

PARQ Indifference Father 0.87 0.83 0.88 15.34 (4.89) 12.00 (4.73) t(280.95) = 5.84 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.69

PARQ Undifferentiated 

Rejection Father

0.88 0.88 0.86 7.24 (3.63) 5.97 (2.77) t(265.33) = 3.30 =0.001** =0.014* 0.39

PARQ Total Father 0.95 0.94 0.95 53.21 (16.51) 42.79 (15.68) t(280.74) = 5.45 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.65

ECR Anxiety 0.95 0.95 0.94 41.36 (14.16) 31.71 (12.18) t(276.46) = 6.15 <0.001*** <0.001*** 0.73

ECR Direct Avoidance 0.88 0.82 0.93 11.55 (4.76) 9.62 (5.05) t(279.28) = 3.31 =0.001** =0.014* 0.39

ECR Reverse Avoidance 0.91 0.85 0.94 19.36 (6.55) 17.61 (8.53) t(260.76) = 1.93 =0.054 =0.708 0.23

Alpha = Cronbach’s alpha. Bonf. p = Bonferroni-corrected p-value. *p <0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1887282
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org


Perzolli et al.� 10.3389/fpsyg.2026.1887282

Frontiers in Psychology 07 frontiersin.org

rejection was statistically stronger than maternal rejection for 
attachment anxiety, F = 0.004, p = 0.952, direct avoidance, 
F = 0.549, p = 0.459, or reverse avoidance, F = 1.272, p = 0.260. 
Hypothesis 4 received descriptive but not statistical support: 
paternal rejection showed a more consistent pattern of significant 
associations across outcomes, but formal coefficient comparisons 
did not indicate statistically significant differences between 
maternal and paternal effects.

To test hypothesis 5, moderation analyses were conducted to 
examine whether participants’ country of birth moderated the 
associations between parental rejection and adult attachment 
dimensions. Interaction terms between country and maternal and 
paternal acceptance-rejection scores were included in the regres-
sion models. No significant moderation effects emerged for mater-
nal rejection. The interaction between maternal rejection and 
country was not significant for attachment anxiety (β = − 0.084, 
p = 0.532), direct avoidance (β = − 0.235, p = 0.111), or reverse 
avoidance (β = − 0.061, p = 0.688).

In contrast, the results provided evidence that country moderated 
the association between paternal rejection and anxiety (β = −0.345, 
p = 0.005, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.039) and direct attachment 
avoidance (β = −0.368, p = 0.006, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.047). No 
significant moderation effects emerged for reverse avoidance 
(β = 0.131, p = 0.342; See Table 4). Follow-up simple slopes analyses 
indicated that paternal rejection was more strongly associated with 
adult attachment insecurity among Colombian participants than 
among Spanish participants. Specifically, among Colombian partici-
pants, higher paternal rejection was significantly associated with 
higher attachment anxiety (β = 0.346, SE = 0.078, 95% CI [0.192, 
0.501]) and higher direct avoidance (β = 0.362, SE = 0.086, 95% CI 
[0.193, 0.531]). In contrast, these associations were weak and non-
significant among Spanish participants for both attachment anxiety 
(β = 0.002, SE = 0.093, 95% CI [−0.181, 0.184]) and direct avoidance 
(β = − 0.006, SE = 0.101, 95% CI [−0.205, 0.193]; See Table 5). Slope 
contrasts confirmed that the association between paternal rejection 
and anxiety was stronger in Colombia than in Spain, Δβ = 0.345, 
SE = 0.121, t(274) = 2.842, p = 0.005, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.010, 
and that the association between paternal rejection and direct avoid-
ance was also stronger in Colombia than in Spain, Δβ = 0.368, 
SE = 0.132, t(274) = 2.776, p = 0.006, Bonferroni-adjusted p = 0.012. 
No significant country difference emerged for reverse avoidance, 
Δβ = 0.131, SE = 0.138, t(274) = 0.953, p = 0.342, Bonferroni-adjusted 
p = 0.683 (See Table 6). Taken together, Hypothesis 5 was partially 
supported: country significantly moderated the association between 

paternal rejection and attachment anxiety and direct avoidance, with 
this association being stronger among Colombian participants.

4 Discussion

The present study aimed to investigate adult attachment from a 
cross-cultural perspective by examining differences between 
Colombian and Spanish participants in attachment dimensions and 
perceived parental acceptance-rejection, as well as the associations 
between these experiences across adult attachment domains. Overall, 
the findings suggest that adult attachment is not only shaped by indi-
vidual relational experiences but is also embedded within broader 
cultural and familial contexts that may influence how closeness, emo-
tional dependence, and interpersonal distance are experienced and 
regulated (Keller, 2013, 2018; Mesman et al., 2016). Consistent with 
the first hypothesis, Colombian participants reported significantly 
higher levels of attachment anxiety and direct avoidance compared to 
Spanish participants. Importantly, the differences emerged specifically 
for attachment anxiety and direct avoidance, whereas reverse avoid-
ance did not significantly differ after correction. This pattern may 
indicate that the cross-cultural differences observed in the present 
sample are more strongly related to explicit discomfort with closeness 
and fear of rejection rather than to the reverse avoidance dimension. 
However, because the present study used country of birth as a proxy 
for a cultural context, these interpretations should be considered con-
textual hypotheses rather than direct evidence of specific cultural 
mechanisms. Significant country differences also emerged for per-
ceived maternal and paternal rejection, with Colombian participants 
reporting higher levels of both. These findings suggest that the 
Colombian group, at least within the present sample, perceived rela-
tional experiences characterized by higher levels of parental rejection. 
Within the PARQ framework, these scores should be interpreted spe-
cifically as perceived parental acceptance-rejection, including warmth, 
hostility, indifference/neglect, and undifferentiated rejection. Broader 
interpretations involving parental authority, emotional obligation, or 
psychological control are plausible in light of the cultural literature (Di 
Giunta et al., 2024; Mogro-Wilson and Cifuentes, 2021; Rey-Guerra 
et al., 2026), but they were not directly measured in this study and 
should therefore be treated cautiously.

The regression models further supported an association between 
perceived parental rejection and adult attachment dimensions. 
Paternal rejection showed the most consistent associations across 

TABLE 3  Measurement invariance by country.

Scale Model Chi-square df p CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Delta CFI Delta RMSEA

ECR-R Configural 1,571.48 642 <0.001 0.952 0.948 0.102 0.106
−0.001 −0.001

ECR-R Metric 1,605.32 666 <0.001 0.952 0.949 0.100 0.114

ECR-R Scalar 1,648.71 720 <0.001 0.952 0.953 0.096 0.107
0.001 −0.004

PARQ Mother Configural 1,035.11 492 <0.001 0.958 0.953 0.089 0.079

PARQ Mother Metric 1,006.07 512 <0.001 0.962 0.959 0.083 0.090 0.004 −0.006

PARQ Mother Scalar 1,085.52 536 <0.001 0.958 0.956 0.085 0.079
−0.004 0.003

PARQ Father Configural 1,290.33 492 <0.001 0.934 0.926 0.107 0.104

PARQ Father Metric 1,270.09 512 <0.001 0.938 0.933 0.103 0.111 0.003 −0.005

PARQ Father Scalar 1,349.78 536 <0.001 0.933 0.931 0.104 0.104 −0.005 0.001
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attachment dimensions. However, formal coefficient comparisons did 
not demonstrate statistically significant differences between maternal 
and paternal effects; therefore, further evidence is needed to clarify 
whether maternal and paternal rejection may have distinct associa-
tions with adult attachment dimensions. This finding is noteworthy 
given the historical focus on maternal caregiving, despite growing 
evidence of father’s unique role in child’s development (Fitzgerald et 
al., 2020). Nevertheless, the absence of statistically significant differ-
ences between maternal and paternal coefficients suggests that both 
caregiving relationships may contribute to adult attachment insecurity 
in partially overlapping ways, consistent with multidimensional per-
spectives on attachment development emphasizing the combined 
influence of multiple attachment relationships (Howes and Spieker, 
2008; Dagan and Sagi-Schwartz, 2018). Moderation analyses provided 
additional nuance to these findings. Specifically, country significantly 
moderated the association between paternal rejection and both 
attachment anxiety and direct avoidance, with paternal rejection 
showing a stronger association among Colombian participants and 
this association appeared weaker among Spanish participants. 
However, this moderation should be interpreted specifically as a coun-
try difference in the slope linking paternal rejection to attachment 
dimensions, rather than as evidence that paternal rejection was statis-
tically stronger than maternal rejection overall. Therefore, the mod-
eration findings should be interpreted specifically as country 
differences in the association between paternal rejection and attach-
ment anxiety/direct avoidance, rather than as evidence that country 
moderates all links between parental rejection and adult attachment. 
One possible interpretation is that paternal rejection may acquire dif-
ferent relational meanings across cultural and family contexts. In some 
family-oriented cultural contexts, closeness, authority, emotional 
restraint, and role expectations may intersect in ways that shape how 
paternal rejection is experienced and linked to adult attachment inse-
curity. However, the present study did not directly measure family 
hierarchy, paternal authority, familism, interdependence, or emotional 

obligation. Therefore, these explanations remain interpretive hypoth-
eses for future research rather than conclusions directly demonstrated 
by the data. Finally, the findings regarding paternal rejection are theo-
retically relevant, but the adjusted R2 values were modest. This indi-
cates that perceived parental rejection accounts for only part of the 
variability in adult attachment dimensions, and that other individual, 
relational, and cultural factors not assessed in the present study are 
likely to contribute to attachment anxiety and avoidance.

4.1 Limitations

Several limitations should be acknowledged when interpret-
ing the present findings. First, the sample was non-probabilistic, 
and recruited online through convenience sampling, which limits 
representativeness and generalizability In addition, no a priori 
power analysis was conducted for this specific country compari-
son. Although gender was included as a covariate in the final 
regression models, the sample was unbalanced with women rep-
resenting the majority of participants. Given that maternal and 
paternal roles may be interpreted differently depending on par-
ticipants’ gender and cultural background, future studies should 
recruit more gender-balanced samples and examine whether 
these associations vary across men, women and gender-diverse 
participants. The relatively high educational level of the sample 
should also be considered, as recruitment through social media, 
university networks, and personal contacts may have introduced 
educational, socioeconomic, and topic-interest biases. Second, 
the study used country of birth as a proxy for cultural context. 
Although Colombia and Spain represent two theoretically mean-
ingful Spanish-speaking contexts, country of birth cannot cap-
ture individual-level cultural values, family norms, cultural 
identification, familism, independence-interdependence, or 
parental authority beliefs. Some participants also resided outside 
their country of birth at the time of data collection, which may 

TABLE 4  AIC-selected models and significant associations.

Outcome AIC-selected 
model

AIC R2 adj. Predictor Beta SE t p Bonf. p

Anxiety Country moderation 719.94 0.283 PARQ Mother 0.169 0.073 2.326 =0.021* =0.166

Anxiety Country moderation 719.94 0.283 PARQ Father 0.346 0.078 4.413 <0.001*** <0.001***

Anxiety Country moderation 719.94 0.283 Relationship status (partnered/

married vs. not partnered)

−0.585 0.109 −5.371 <0.001*** <0.001***

Anxiety Country moderation 719.94 0.283 PARQ Father x Country (Spain 

vs. Colombia)

−0.345 0.121 −2.842 =0.005** =0.039*

Direct avoidance Country moderation 769.61 0.145 PARQ Father 0.362 0.086 4.223 <0.001*** <0.001***

Direct avoidance Country moderation 769.61 0.145 Age 0.156 0.061 2.541 =0.012* =0.093

Direct avoidance Country moderation 769.61 0.145 Relationship status (partnered/

married vs. not partnered)

−0.299 0.119 −2.512 =0.013* =0.101

Direct avoidance Country moderation 769.61 0.145 PARQ Father x Country (Spain 

vs. Colombia)

−0.368 0.132 −2.776 =0.006** =0.047*

Reverse avoidance Additive controls 788.43 0.080 PARQ Father 0.180 0.067 2.689 =0.008** =0.046*

Reverse avoidance Additive controls 788.43 0.080 Age 0.128 0.063 2.019 =0.044* =0.267

Reverse avoidance Additive controls 788.43 0.080 Relationship status (partnered/

married vs. not partnered)

−0.383 0.123 −3.112 =0.002** =0.012*

Regression terms with p < 0.05 are reported from the lowest-AIC model for each outcome; Bonferroni-corrected p-values are provided as an additional check. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01;  
***p < 0.001.
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have introduced migration or acculturation effects. In addition, 
both Colombia and Spain are internally heterogeneous contexts. 
Future studies should consider regional, socioeconomic, and cul-
tural variation within each country, including possible differ-
ences between northern and southern Spain in the meaning of 
interpersonal closeness, dependence, and family relationships. 
Third, the study relied exclusively on retrospective self-report 
measures collected at a single time point. As a result, the findings 
should be interpreted as associations rather than causal evidence. 
Current attachment insecurity may influence how participants 
recall parental acceptance-rejection, and responses may also be 
affected by memory bias, current emotional functioning, negative 
affectivity, response style, or social desirability. Future research 
should use longitudinal designs, multiple informants, interviews, 
observational methods, and multi-method assessments to better 
clarify the direction and robustness of these associations. Fourth, 
relationship status may influence responses to the ECR-R, which 
assesses attachment in romantic relationships. We addressed this 
issue by including relationship status as a covariate in the final 
models, distinguishing participants who were partnered or mar-
ried from those who were not partnered. However, the study did 
not assess relationship history, relationship duration, relationship 
quality, or current partner involvement in detail. Future studies 
should include more refined relational indicators. Fifth, the study 
did not collect sufficiently detailed information about family 

structure, parental absence, or the degree of maternal and pater-
nal involvement. Future studies should assess family structure 
and parental involvement more directly, especially given the cen-
tral role of parental rejection in the present findings. Finally, 
some measurement issues should be considered. The Colombian 
Spanish adaptation of the ECR-R was used for both Colombian 
and Spanish participants. Although both groups were Spanish-
speaking and measurement invariance analyses were conducted, 
dialectal differences may have affected item interpretation. 
Future studies should compare country-specific Spanish adapta-
tions and further examine the factorial structure of the ECR-R 
and PARQ across Spanish-speaking contexts.

Despite these limitations, the present study contributes to the 
growing literature examining attachment processes outside predomi-
nantly WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and 
Democratic) populations (Henrich et al., 2010). The findings support 
the importance of considering attachment as a culturally situated 
relational process shaped by family dynamics, parental experiences, 
and broader sociocultural contexts. In particular, the results highlight 
the potential relevance of paternal relational experiences in shaping 
attachment strategies and suggest that the psychological impact of 
parent rejection may vary across cultural environments. 
Understanding how attachment processes are shaped across diverse 
relational and cultural systems may ultimately contribute to a more 
inclusive and context-sensitive attachment theory.

TABLE 5  Final simple slopes by country.

Outcome Predictor Country Beta SE df 95% CI Significant 
slope

Anxiety PARQ Mother Colombia 0.169 0.073 274 [0.026, 0.312] Yes

Anxiety PARQ Mother Spain 0.253 0.114 274 [0.028, 0.479] Yes

Direct avoidance PARQ Mother Colombia 0.065 0.079 274 [−0.092, 0.221] No

Direct avoidance PARQ Mother Spain 0.300 0.125 274 [0.054, 0.546] Yes

Reverse avoidance PARQ Mother Colombia 0.033 0.083 274 [−0.129, 0.196] No

Reverse avoidance PARQ Mother Spain 0.095 0.130 274 [−0.161, 0.350] No

Anxiety PARQ Father Colombia 0.346 0.078 274 [0.192, 0.501] Yes

Anxiety PARQ Father Spain 0.002 0.093 274 [−0.181, 0.184] No

Direct avoidance PARQ Father Colombia 0.362 0.086 274 [0.193, 0.531] Yes

Direct avoidance PARQ Father Spain −0.006 0.101 274 [−0.205, 0.193] No

Reverse avoidance PARQ Father Colombia 0.236 0.089 274 [0.060, 0.411] Yes

Reverse avoidance PARQ Father Spain 0.105 0.105 274 [−0.102, 0.312] No

TABLE 6  Final slope contrasts.

Outcome Predictor Contrast Estimate SE t p Bonf. p

Anxiety PARQ Mother Colombia - Spain −0.084 0.135 −0.625 =0.532 =1.000

Direct avoidance PARQ Mother Colombia - Spain −0.235 0.147 −1.601 =0.111 =0.221

Reverse avoidance PARQ Mother Colombia - Spain −0.061 0.153 −0.401 =0.688 =1.000

Anxiety PARQ Father Colombia - Spain 0.345 0.121 2.842 =0.005** =0.010*

Direct avoidance PARQ Father Colombia - Spain 0.368 0.132 2.776 =0.006** =0.012*

Reverse avoidance PARQ Father Colombia - Spain 0.131 0.138 0.953 =0.342 =0.683

Contrasts compare the estimated slope in Colombia with the estimated slope in Spain. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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5 Conclusion

The present study contributes to a more culturally situated under-
standing of adult attachment by showing that the links between per-
ceived parental rejection and attachment insecurity may vary across 
relational and cultural contexts. Rather than suggesting a uniform asso-
ciation between early caregiving experiences and adult attachment, the 
findings indicate that maternal and paternal rejection may hold partially 
distinct meanings, particularly when considered across different family 
systems. The stronger associations between paternal rejection and both 
attachment anxiety and direct avoidance among Colombian participants 
highlight the need to examine fathers not only as secondary caregivers, 
but as relational figures whose perceived rejection may be meaningfully 
associated with adult attachment insecurity. Future research should 
investigate how culturally embedded expectations about motherhood, 
fatherhood, closeness, and autonomy shape the pathways by which early 
family experiences carry over into adult intimate relationships.
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