
Journal of Veterinary Behavior 61 (2023) 50–56 

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect 

Journal of Veterinary Behavior 

journal homepage: www.journalvetbehavior.com 

Short Communications 

Adaptation and psychometric properties of Lexington Attachment to 

Pets Scale: Brazilian version (LAPS-B) 

Nathália Saraiva de Albuquerque 

a , Dalton Breno Costa b , 1 , Gabriel dos Reis Rodrigues c , 
Natália Silva Sessegolo 

a , Carmen Moret-Tatay 

d , ∗, Tatiana Quarti Irigaray 

a 

a Department of Psychology, Pontifical Catholic University of Rio Grande do Sul (PUCRS), Porto Alegre, Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil 
b Department of Psychology, Federal University of Health Sciences of Porto Alegre (UFCSPA), Porto Alegre, Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil 
c Department of Psychology, Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul (UFGRS), Porto Alegre, Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil 
d Department of Psychology, Universidad Católica de Valencia San Vicente Mártir (UCV), Valencia, Spain 

a r t i c l e i n f o 

Article history: 

Received 24 August 2021 

Revised 14 November 2022 

Accepted 8 December 2022 

Available online 13 December 2022 

Keywords: 

LAPS 

Attachment 

Human-animal interaction 

Psychometric properties 

Cross-cultural adaptation 

a b s t r a c t 

Society has increasingly come to appreciate the relationship between people and pets, and therefore, 

the demand for research into this subject has also been growing. In Brazil, tools designed to assess the 

human-animal relationship are still scarce, and so far, there is no tool, adapted for the Brazilian context, 

designed to evaluate the bond between people and their animals. The Lexington Attachment to Pets Scale 

(LAPS) is a scale that aims to measure the degree of attachment that an owner has for their pet. It is one 

of the most used tools to assess the emotional bond between people and their animals. The aim of this 

study, therefore, was to translate, cross-culturally adapt, and evaluate the psychometric properties of the 

LAPS for the Brazilian population (LAPS-B). For this purpose, confirmatory factor analysis and reliability 

tests were conducted on a sample of 2526 dog and cat owners from all over the country, of whom 81.87% 

were female and who had a mean age of 33.85 years old (standard deviation = 12.81). The comparison 

between the models showed that the 3-factor correlated model and the hierarchical model had better 

metrics than the others, and that the hierarchical model was the most suitable. In conclusion, the Brazil- 

ian version of the LAPS is a reliable measure of the attachment to dogs or cats, and can be used to assist 

research and studies that address the human-animal relationship. Future research should investigate the 

psychometric properties of the scale on other animal species. 

© 2022 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

There is increasing interest in the academic field in investigat-

ing the relationship between people and their pets, and the de-

gree of attachment to the animal seems to be an important vari-

able that needs to be considered in any investigation on this topic

( Teo and Thomas, 2019 ). Currently, there are several scales de-

signed to measure the degree of attachment that the owner has

for their pet. These include: the Pet Attachment Survey, which is

used to assess the human attachment to dogs and cats through
∗ Address for reprint requests and correspondence: Carmen Moret-Tatay, Depart- 

ment of Psychology, UCV, Avenida de la Ilustración no2, Burjassot, Valencia, 46100, 
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physical interaction (Relationship Maintenance) and through emo-

tional importance (Intimacy) ( Holcomb et al., 1985 ); the Pet At-

tachment Questionnaire, which is organized along 2 orthogonal di-

mensions: attachment anxiety and avoidance ( Zilcha-Mano et al.,

2011 ); the Owner Pet Relationship Questionnaire, which is based

on Bowlby’s attachment theory that assesses whether someone

perceives the human-animal bond as reciprocal and emotionally

supportive ( Winefield et al., 2008 ); the Pet Relationship Scale,

which measures feelings of affection and activity regarding pets

( Kafer et al., 1992 ); the Companion Animal Bonding Scale, which

is a behavioral scale that describes child-animal activities ( Poresky

et al., 1987 ); and the Lexington Attachment to Pets Scale (LAPS),

which is used to assess the strength of a person’s attachment to

his or her pet ( Johnson et al., 1992 ). The LAPS is one of the most

used of these scales to assess people’s emotional bonds with their

pets ( Ramírez et al., 2014 ). The LAPS was developed from 2 attach-

ment scales created in previous studies by the same research team,

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jveb.2022.12.005
http://www.ScienceDirect.com
www.journalvetbehavior.com
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jveb.2022.12.005&domain=pdf
mailto:mariacarmen.moret@ucv.es
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ith the inclusion of elements from the Companion Animal Bond-

ng Scale ( Poresky et al., 1987 ), the Pet Attitude Scale ( Templer et

l., 1981 ), and the Pet Attitude Inventory ( Wilson et al., 1987 ). 

The LAPS was initially created with 3 orthogonal factors. The

rst factor is called general attachment and measures the strength

f the bond that someone has with their animal. The second factor,

alled substitution of people, refers to the animal playing a cen-

ral role in the life of the owner. The third factor concerns the

tatus of the pet; it is related to the importance that the animal

as in their owner’s life. This factor is called the right and wel-

are of animals ( Johnson et al., 1992 ). However, in the literature,

APS is not used as 3 unrelated subscales, but rather as a single

imensional scale. In relation to how it has been used, the total

APS score (sum or mean of 23 items) has been applied to studies

n human-animal interaction ( Antonacopoulos and Pychyl, 2010 ;

iltiades and Shearer, 2011 ; Rothgerber and Mican, 2014 ; Reevy

nd Delgado, 2015 ), and this total score is usually called “pet at-

achment.”

As the demand for research into human-animal interaction has

een growing, it is important to have tools designed to assess

he human-animal relationship for the Brazilian context. To date,

here are no Brazilian studies that have translated, cross-culturally

dapted, and validated the LAPS. In view of the potential to use

his scale in research on this topic, this study aimed to translate,

dapt, and evaluate the psychometric properties of the LAPS for

he Brazilian population, based on the original version of the tool

 Johnson et al., 1992 ). To this purpose, we investigated its psycho-

etric properties and validity evidence based on its content and

nternal structure through a review by judges, confirmatory factor

nalysis, and reliability tests. 

aterials and methods 

The method used in this study, to carry out the process of

dapting and validating the LAPS scale for Brazil, was divided into

 stages. In the first stage, the LAPS was translated and adapted

or the Brazilian population, and in the second, the psychometric

roperties were evaluated. These stages are described below: 

tage 1: Translation and cross-cultural adaptation of the LAPS 

The translation was carried out according to a combination of

rocedures recommended in the literature ( Muñiz et al., 2013 ;

ernández et al., 2020 ). First, the original authors of the LAPS were

ontacted by email to obtain their authorization to translate the

ool, and, after this, we began the translation and cross-cultural

daptation process. Two independent translators (T1 and T2) pro-

uced 2 versions of the tool in Portuguese. Both translators were

razilian and fluent in the English language. These versions were

ompared and combined by a third independent translator (T3)

o produce a single version. This T3 translator was a psychologist

ith a broad command of the English language (Table A1). Subse-

uently, this final Portuguese version was reviewed by the target

udience, to check that the Brazilian population could understand

he wording and meaning of the items. 

After the target audience (10 Brazilian pet owners recruited

hrough social media) had reviewed it, the tool was reverse trans-

ated independently (T4). This T4 translation was done by a Brazil-

an with a qualification in English. The reverse translation was sent

o the original authors, who were content that the content of the

ortuguese version was equivalent to the original content. The new

ersion was used in a pilot study involving 10 professional work-

rs (5 veterinarians and 5 psychologists), who assessed the level of

nderstanding and acceptability of the items using an online re-

earch platform (Qualtrics), and answered a closed question (yes
51 
r no) that asked, “is the overall meaning of this item understand-

ble?”. Besides this, the assessors could also suggest changes to the

tems. 

Out of the changes suggested by the assessors, the sugges-

ions for items 8 (replacing the word “think” with the word “un-

erstand”) and 10 (the word “know” was changed to the word

feel”) were adopted, because these changes helped Brazilians to

nderstand these. The research team discussed the other suggested

hanges and decided not to adopt them, because they would

hange the original meaning of the items in the scale. The scores

f the assessors were used to calculate the content validity index

CVI), which indicated that all the items in the scale were satisfac-

ory. 

Finally, after some further adjustments from discussions be-

ween the Brazilian authors, we created a final Portuguese version

f the LAPS. This final version was used to survey the general pop-

lation in order to validate it. The final Portuguese version of the

APS and its CVIs can be viewed in Appendix A . The full LAPS-

razilian version (LAPS-B) is presented in Appendix B , along with

uidelines for using the tool. 

tage 2: Assessment of the psychometric properties of the LAPS-B 

articipants 

The composition of the sample was based on the guidelines

rovided for this field, which suggest 10 participants per item in

he tool being assessed ( Urbina, 2007 ). Therefore, we calculated

hat the sample should have at least 230 participants. We included

veryone over 18 years old who owned a dog or a cat in the sur-

ey. Any participants who failed to complete the LAPS-B fully were

xcluded from the study. The final sample for this study consisted

f 2526 individuals from all over Brazil, the majority (52.14%) from

he Southern region. The majority (2068; 81.87%) of the partici-

ants were female and the mean age was 33.85 years old (stan-

ard deviation = 12.81), ranging from 18 to 76 years old. The par-

icipants were asked to choose a favorite animal from those they

wned to answer the questionnaire on, and 1577 (62.43%) partici-

ants chose a dog as their favorite animal. This and the rest of the

ociodemographic information are available in Table 1 below. 

rocedure 

The participants were recruited through marketing campaigns

nd posts on social media (invitations through Facebook, Insta-

ram, etc.), as well as emails that were sent to universities in

ifferent regions of Brazil, especially to ask people to answer an

nline questionnaire, through the Qualtrics platform. The research

ink remained active from the beginning of September to the end

f November 2020. 

easures 

Sociodemographic data questionnaire . This was designed to col-

ect data on the sociodemographic character of the sample and

atters related to the animals. 

The LAPS-B. The LAPS-B is designed to measure the degree of at-

achment that owners have for their pets. It is a useful indicator of

ttachment in relation to both dogs and cats. This scale consists of

3 items that are presented in a 4-point Likert scale format, rang-

ng from 0 (strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly agree). The authors of

he original scale reported a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93 for these 23

tems ( Johnson et al., 1992 ). Table B1 shows the Brazilian version

hat the participants answered in this study. 

ata analysis 

The data were analyzed using R software ( R Core Team, 2020 ).

ualitative variables were described using absolute (n) and relative
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Table 1 

Participants’ sociodemographic data 

Variable n % 

Country region South 1317 52.14 

Southeast 770 30.48 

Northeast 244 9.66 

Midwest 86 3.40 

North 75 2.97 

Distrito federal (federal district) 34 1.35 

Education level Elementary school (incomplete) 14 0.55 

Elementary school (complete) 23 0.91 

High school (incomplete) 47 1.86 

High school (complete) 293 11.60 

Undergraduate (incomplete) 794 31.43 

Undergraduate (complete) 549 21.73 

Graduate 806 31.91 

Marital status Single 1404 55.58 

Married /stable union 937 37.09 

Divorced/separated 156 6.18 

Widow(er) 29 1.15 

Who do you live with? Alone 327 13.00 

With relatives, friends or others 2,199 87.00 

Pets I only have dogs 1,264 50.04 

I only have cats 635 25.14 

I have dogs and cats 627 24.82 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(%) frequencies and quantitative variables were described using the

first quartile (Q1), mean (M), standard deviation, median (Mdn),

and third quartile (Q3). The univariate distribution of the investi-

gated variables was analyzed using the Shapiro-Wilk test, adopting

a significance level of 0.05. All variables in this study presented a

distribution considered as being non-normal. The Mann-Whitney

U test was used to verify the existence of significant differences

between groups. 

Different factorial structures for the LAPS-B were tested, taking

into account the studies previously carried out on the scale using

the lavaan package ( Rosseel, 2012 ). We tested the following mod-

els: 3 correlated factors (1), unifactorial (2), 3 independent scales

(3), and hierarchical model (4). The measures adopted to assess

the adequacy criteria were the ratio between the chi-square ( χ ²)
and the degrees of freedom (df), the comparative fit index (CFI),

the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square approximation

of error (RMSEA), and the standardized root mean square resid-

ual (SRMR). We used the reference values recommended by Hu

and Bentler (1999) and Brown (2015) , where the CFI and TLI must

have values greater than 0.95, while the RMSEA must present

a value of less than 0.08 and the SRMR value must be less than

0.06. Diagonally weighted least square was used to extract the fac-

torial solutions. This estimator was chosen because, compared to

the weighted least squares mean adjusted (WLSM) and weighted

least squares mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV), it is superior

at calculating the parameters and adjustment indices in CFAs with
Table 2 

Goodness-of-fit indices for the factorial models tested 

Models χ ² df RM

Model 1 2917.91 227 0.0

Model 2 3473.01 230 0.0

Model 3 

General attachment 469.51 44 0.0

Substitution of people 156.88 14 0.0

Animal rights 27.14 5 0.0

Hierarchical model 2917.91 227 0.0

Note. Model 1 = model with 3 correlated factors; Model 2 = one-fac

nal model by Johnson et al., 1992 ; see also Miranda, 2011 ; Ramírez

one hierarchical factor (bond). The factor loadings of the hierarchic

the factor loadings ranged from 0.42 to 0.92, the item with the low

never judge me”) from the “substitution of people” factor. 

52 
ordinal data ( DiStefano and Morgan, 2014 ). We believe that other

studies on the LAPS that tested the same models in this study ob-

served poor goodness-of-fit indices because they used ML instead

of WLSMV or diagonally weighted least squares. These are more

appropriate estimators for modeling, when using ordinal data. 

We assessed the internal consistency of the factors using the

Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega coefficients, both with a

95% confidence interval. We considered that the values for Cron-

bach’s alpha had to be at least 0.7 ( Terwee et al., 2007 ) to be

satisfactory, and that the values for McDonald’s omega had to be

between 0.7 and 0.9 to be acceptable ( Ventura-León and Caycho-

Rodrígue, 2017 ). 

Results 

Factor structure 

The adjustment measures for the models are presented in

Table 2 . We can see that model 1 (3 correlated factors) and the

hierarchical model have equivalent metrics. At the same time, it

should be noted that model 1 and the hierarchical model pre-

sented better metrics than model 2 (1-factor model). The results

of model 1 and the hierarchical model indicated a satisfactory fit

for the model, based on the adequacy criteria of the CFI, TLI, RM-

SEA, and SRMR. 

It should be noted that the goodness-of-fit indices of the in-

dependent models are better than the unifactorial and hierarchi-

cal models. However, retaining a factorial solution with three in-

dependent scales is not the current approach for the LAPS, whose

23 items have been analyzed unifactorially ( Johnson et al., 1992 ;

Antonacopoulos and Pychyl, 2010 ; Miltiades and Shearer, 2011 ;

Miranda, 2011 ; Ramos et al., 2013 ; Rothgerber and Mican, 2014 ;

Reevy and Delgado, 2015 ). Furthermore, the LAPS-B factors corre-

late well (r > 0.84), to the extent that it makes no sense to exam-

ine the LAPS-B using only three independent factors. 

Therefore, as there is a high degree of correlation between the

3 factors, the fact that LAPS is based on a general score, and the

persistence in characterizing the scale as retaining 3 factors, the

most appropriate model is the hierarchical model ( Figure ). 

We compared the sex and housing variables to analyze their

relationship with the total LAPS-B score. Women were signifi-

cantly more attached to their pets than were men (U = 590.031,

P < 0.001), with a median of Mdn = 58.00 and Mdn = 55.00,

respectively. This difference, however, had a weak effect size

(r = −0.16). Participants who reported that they lived alone had

significantly higher attachment scores than those who lived with

family, friends, or others (U = 391.869, P = 0.008), having median

scores of Mdn = 58.00 and Mdn = 58.00, respectively. However, the

effect size presented was also weak (r = −0.05). 
SEA (90% C.I.) TLI CFI SRMR 

69 (0.066-0.071) 0.97 0.98 0.065 

75 (0.073-0.077) 0.97 0.97 0.073 

62 (0.057-0.067) 0.99 0.99 0.056 

64 (0.055-0.073) 0.98 0.99 0.046 

42 (0.027-0.058) 0.99 0.99 0.032 

69 (0.066-0.071) 0.97 0.98 0.065 

tor model; Model 3 = model with 3 unrelated factors (origi- 

 et al., 2014 ); Hierarchical Model = model with 3 factors and 

al model can be seen in Figure . The absolute magnitudes of 

est factor loading was item 9 ("I love my pets because they 



N.S. de Albuquerque, D.B. Costa, G. dos Reis Rodrigues et al. Journal of Veterinary Behavior 61 (2023) 50–56 

Table 3 

Description of the scores obtained by the LAPS-B participants based on chosen animal 

LAPS-B Chosen animal Q1 M/SD Mdn Q3 P 

General attachment Dog 27.00 29.10/4.23 30.00 32.00 0.73 

Cat 28.00 28.89/4.68 30.00 32.00 

All 27.25 29.02/4.41 30.00 32.00 

Substitution of people Dog 12.00 14.50/4.10 15.00 18.00 0.47 

Cat 11.00 14.30/4.30 15.00 18.00 

All 12.00 14.43/4.18 15.00 18.00 

Animal rights Dog 11.00 12.02/2.53 13.00 14.00 0.26 

Cat 11.00 12.10/2.62 13.00 14.00 

All 11.00 12.05/2.56 13.00 14.00 

Bond Dog 51.00 55.63/9.46 58.00 63.00 0.83 

Cat 51.00 55.30/10.13 58.00 63.00 

All 51.00 55.50/9.72 58.00 63.00 

Figure. Factorial loadings for the 23 LAPS-B items in the hierarchical model. Note. DiA = animal rights, Sbs = substitution of people, Apg = general attachment, Vnc = pet bond. 

Figure was created using the package semPlot . 
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iscussion 

The aim of this study was to translate, cross-culturally adapt,

nd assess the psychometric properties of the LAPS for the Brazil-

an population. Although this scale has previously been used in

tudies in Brazil ( Ramos et al., 2013 ; Martins et al., 2014 ), no

tudy, at the time of writing this article, has been found to have

dapted it and validated it for the Brazilian context, using a rig-

rous methodology. After the translation process, we found that

ll items in the scale had a CVI over 0.80, which is higher than

hat is considered a minimum expected value ( Hutz et al., 2015 );

herefore, no item was excluded from the LAPS-B. The translation
53 
f items 8 and 10 was modified to ensure the statement was eas-

er to understand. The CVIs of each item indicated that the items

n the Brazilian version were equivalent and that there was agree-

ent between the evaluators (Table A1). 

When we investigated the psychometric properties, we found

hat the theoretical model of 3 correlated factors and the hierar-

hical model presented a better fit when compared to the 1-factor

odel. This model does not correspond to the 3 independent

omponents model proposed by the authors of the original scale

 Johnson et al., 1992 ), but it does accord with the interpretation

f Johnson et al. (1992) and other works on interpreting a general

APS score ( Johnson et al., 1992 ; Antonacopoulos and Pychyl, 2010 ;
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Miltiades and Shearer, 2011 ; Ramos et al., 2013 ; Miranda et al.,

2014; Rothgerber and Mican, 2014 ; Reevy and Delgado, 2015 ). 

The factorial structure of LAPS was the focus of one study

( Zaparanick, 2008 ), which tested a 3-factor solution for LAPS using

the maximum likelihood (ML) extraction method. Five items were

excluded before the confirmatory factor analysis as they presented

a skewness greater than 1. The results suggested that the model

was a poor fit: χ ²= 4130.242, df = 264, CFI = 0.862, TLI = 0.840, and

RMSEA = 0.063. Also relating to the factor structure of the LAPS,

Miranda (2011) performed a principal component analysis with

varimax rotation on a Portuguese sample. This was the same pro-

cedure used by the original authors of the scale ( Johnson et al.,

1992 ). The final solution had 3 components: attachment, proxim-

ity, and importance in the life of the owner. Furthermore, the LAPS

adaptation study for Mexico (n = 152) tested 3 different factor

solutions, concurrently: 1 with 3 correlated factors, a unifactorial

structure and the suggestion of Johnson et al. (1992) , 3 uncorre-

lated subscales. The extraction method was not reported. The best

indices were found when estimating 3 subscales separately. The

authors suggest, however, that the scale may be unidimensional,

although they did argue that better indices for the 1-factor solution

might be found with a larger sample ( Ramírez et al., 2014 ). There-

fore, there is a divergence in the literature on the factor structure

of the LAPS. Although the independent models have shown better

goodness-of-fit indices, in this study, we have suggested retaining

the hierarchical model, in line with what has already been pro-

duced using the LAPS. In this model, we theorized that the “bond

with the pet” factor was the hierarchical factor that influenced

general attachment, people substitution, and animal rights. 

Overall, we obtained good evidence of validity for the inter-

nal structure of the LAPS-B. Moreover, it should be noted that the

value obtained for the “substitution of people” factor in the Mc-

Donald’s omega test (0.66) did not achieve the reference value,

as indicated in the specific literature ( Ventura-León and Caycho-

Rodrígue, 2017 ). This may have been because this factor included

the item that had the lowest factor loading among all the items

in the scale (item 9). However, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients did

achieve satisfactory values for all factors ( Terwee et al., 2007 ). 

Most participants chose dogs as their preferred animal when

answering the LAPS-B (62.43%). This result is similar to the orig-

inal version, where 63% of respondents also chose dogs as their

favorite ( Johnson et al., 1992 ). However, there were no significant

difference in “bond” scores between people who chose dogs and

those who chose cats. Although the results of the original version

showed that people who chose dogs as their favorite pet had a

greater bond with their animal than those who chose cats ( Johnson

et al., 1992 ), other studies that have used the LAPS found results

similar to those in this study. This suggests that the type of fa-

vorite animal does not affect the LAPS score ( Bagley and Gonsman,

2005 ; Miranda, 2011 ; Reevy and Delgado, 2015 ). 

In relation to the sex of the participants, women showed a

greater degree of attachment to animals compared to men. How-

ever, this difference had a weak effect size, which suggests that the

degree of bonding does not differ between the sexes. Although the

research by Bagley and Gonsman (2005) corroborates this finding,

other studies have shown that women are more attached to their

animals than men, which indicates that this variable is related to

attachment to the pet ( Johnson et al., 1992 ; Miranda, 2011 ; Martins

et al., 2013; Reevy and Delgado, 2015 ; Joseph et al., 2019 ). This di-

vergence may be due to the way in which the participants were

recruited. In this study, the sample selection method was based on

convenience, using advertisements on social media to notify pet

owners about the research, and it is possible that people who were

interested in answering the questionnaire already had a greater at-

tachment to their animals, with no difference between the sexes.
54 
However, some of these studies did not mention any effect size

( Miranda, 2011 ; Martins et al., 2013), which does raise the hypoth-

esis that men and women may be equally attached to their pets. 

In this study, individuals who lived alone had higher bonding

scores compared to those who lived with family, friends, or oth-

ers. However, the effect size of this difference was weak. Although

other studies that have used the LAPS did not address this specific

issue, some of the research indicates that single individuals have a

greater bond with their pet than those who are married ( Johnson

et al., 1992 ; Joseph et al., 2019 ). Other studies, however, have found

no differences in the degree of bonding, between married and sin-

gle people ( Bagley and Gonsman, 2005 ; Miranda, 2011 ). According

to the research by Johnson et al. (1992) , individuals with few social

relationships have higher scores for bonding with their animals.

This suggests that people’s social relationships may be more rele-

vant to their bond with the animal, than variables such as housing

or marital status. 

In terms of the limitations on this study, we should mention

that the LAPS-B was only adapted for owners of dogs and cats and

did not include people who have other species of pets. It is rec-

ommended that future studies should include other animal species

when using the LAPS-B, so that these can be compared to the re-

sults for dogs and cats. In addition, it is important to obtain other

types of validity evidence, such as convergent validity, in order to

correlate this scale with other attachment scales and with tools

that assess other variables. 

Conclusions 

Therefore, we conclude that the LAPS-B is an adequate tool for

measuring the attachment between people and their dogs and cats

in the Brazilian context, and that the hierarchical model is appro-

priate, as it is possible to use it in research into human-animal in-

teraction. The use of this tool, as adapted and with sufficient evi-

dence of validity, can help with research in this area in Brazil and

help with assessing the degree of attachment of owners to their

animals. This can improve the quality of these human-animal rela-

tionships, which will benefit both the animals and the people. 
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ppendix A. Adaptation of Items to the Brazilian Version 

Table A1 

Table A1 

Original items and final adapted Brazilian items with their respective content valid

Original F

1. My pet means more to me than any of my friends 1

m

2. Quite often I confide in my pet. 2

3. I believe that pets should have the same rights and privileges as 

family members 

3

p

4. I believe my pet is my best friend. 4

5. Quite often, my feelings toward people are affected by the way they 

react to my pet. 

5

p

6. I love my pet because he/she is more loyal to me than most of the 

people in my life. 

6

a

7. I enjoy showing other people pictures of my pet. 7

p

8. I think my pet is just a pet. 8

e

9. I love my pet because it never judges me. 9

10. My pet knows when I am feeling bad. 1

11. I often talk to other people about my pet. 1

12. My pet understands me. 1

13. I believe that loving my pet helps me stay healthy. 1

sa

14. Pets deserve as much respect as humans do. 1

15. My pet and I have a very close relationship. 1

16. I would do almost anything to take care of my pet. 1

17. I play with my pet often. 1

18. I consider my pet to be a great companion. 1

19. My pet makes me happy. 1

20. I feel that my pet is part of my family. 2

21. I am not very attached to my pet. 2

22. I consider my pet to be a friend. 2

23. Owning a pet adds to my happiness. 2

. 

ppendix B. Lexington Attachment to Pets Scale : Versão 

rasileira (LAPS-B). 

nstruções 

Os itens que compõem os três fatores do Vínculo com o Animal

e Estimação são: 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7 e 9 (substituição de pessoas); 3,
Table B1 

Brazilian version of the Lexington Attachment to Pets Scale (LAPS-B). 

Gostaríamos de saber se você concorda ou discorda com algumas breves afirmações s

se você discorda totalmente, discorda parcialmente, concorda parcialmente ou concord

0 = Discorda totalmente 

1 = Discorda parcialmente 

2 = Concorda parcialmente 

3 = Concorda totalmente 

1. Meu animal de estimação significa mais para mim do que quaisquer dos 

meus amigos. 

2. Eu costumo confiar no meu animal de estimação. 

3. Eu acredito que os animais de estimação devem ter os mesmos direitos e 

privilégios do que membros da família. 

4. Eu acredito que meu animal de estimação é o meu melhor amigo. 

5. Frequentemente, meus sentimentos em relação às pessoas são afetados 

pela maneira como elas reagem ao meu animal de estimação. 

6. Eu amo o meu animal de estimação porque ele é mais leal a mim do que 

a maior parte das pessoas em minha vida. 

55 
dex (CVI). 

apted version CVI 

 animal de estimação significa mais para mim do que quaisquer dos 

migos. 

1 

stumo confiar no meu animal de estimação. 1 

credito que os animais de estimação devem ter os mesmos direitos e 

ios do que membros da família. 

1 

credito que meu animal de estimação é o meu melhor amigo. 1 

entemente, meus sentimentos em relação às pessoas são afetados 

aneira como elas reagem ao meu animal de estimação. 

1 

mo o meu animal de estimação porque ele é mais leal a mim do que 

 parte das pessoas em minha vida. 

.80 

osto de mostrar fotos do meu animal de estimação para outras 

. 

1 

ntendo que o meu animal de estimação é apenas um animal de 

ão. 

1 

mo meu animal de estimação porque ele nunca me julga. 1 

u animal de estimação sente quando eu estou me sentindo mal. 1 

ostumo falar com outras pessoas sobre meu animal de estimação. 1 

u animal de estimação me entende. 1 

acredito que amar meu animal de estimação me ajuda a me manter 

l. 

1 

animais de estimação merecem o mesmo respeito que os humanos. 1 

e meu animal de estimação temos uma relação muito próxima. 1 

faria qualquer coisa para cuidar do meu animal de estimação. 1 

brinco com meu animal de estimação frequentemente. 1 

considero meu animal de estimação uma grande companhia. 1 

u animal de estimação me faz feliz. 1 

sinto que meu animal de estimação é parte da minha família. 1 

não sou muito apegado ao meu animal de estimação. 1 

considero meu animal de estimação como um amigo. 1 

um animal de estimação me deixa mais feliz. 1 

 

∗, 14, 16, e 20 (direito dos animais); 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 19,

1 ∗, 22 e 23 (apego geral). Os itens indicados com um asterisco
∗” devem ter seus escores invertidos antes de serem somados. O

omatório de todos os itens de cada subescala indica o nível do

ínculo com o Animal de Estimação. Table B1 . 
obre o seu animal de estimação favorito. Por favor, para cada afirmação responda 

a totalmente: 

Concordo 

totalmente 

Concordo 

parcialmente 

Discordo 

parcialmente 

Discordo 

totalmente 

( continued on next page ) 
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Table B1 ( continued ) 

Gostaríamos de saber se você concorda ou discorda com algumas breves afirmações sobre o seu animal de estimação favorito. Por favor, para cada afirmação responda 

se você discorda totalmente, discorda parcialmente, concorda parcialmente ou concorda totalmente: 

0 = Discorda totalmente 

1 = Discorda parcialmente 

2 = Concorda parcialmente 

3 = Concorda totalmente 

Concordo 

totalmente 

Concordo 

parcialmente 

Discordo 

parcialmente 

Discordo 

totalmente 

7. Eu gosto de mostrar fotos do meu animal de estimação para outras 

pessoas. 

8. Eu entendo que o meu animal de estimação é apenas um animal de 

estimação. 

9. Eu amo meu animal de estimação porque ele nunca me julga. 

10. Meu animal de estimação sente quando eu estou me sentindo mal. 

11. Eu costumo falar com outras pessoas sobre meu animal de estimação. 

12. Meu animal de estimação me entende. 

13. Eu acredito que amar meu animal de estimação me ajuda a me manter 

saudável. 

14. Os animais de estimação merecem o mesmo respeito que os humanos. 

15. Eu e meu animal de estimação temos uma relação muito próxima. 

16. Eu faria quase qualquer coisa para cuidar do meu animal de estimação. 

17. Eu brinco com meu animal de estimação frequentemente. 

18. Eu considero meu animal de estimação uma grande companhia. 

19. Meu animal de estimação me faz feliz. 

20. Eu sinto que meu animal de estimação é parte da minha família. 

21. Eu não sou muito apegado ao meu animal de estimação. 

22. Ter um animal de estimação me deixa mais feliz. 

23. Eu considero meu animal de estimação como um amigo. 
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