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ABSTRACT

Background: Open adoption is a kind of adoption in which some degree of communication is formalized between the
biological family and the adopted child or adoptive family. The present study analyzes the psychometric properties of
the Spanish adaptation of the Open Adoption Scale, an instrument that assesses various negative attitudes toward open
adoption. Method: The study involved 440 participants of both sexes who completed a sociodemographic questionnaire
and the Open Adoption Scale. An exploratory factor analysis was performed with half of the sample and a confirmatory
factor analysis with the other half. Results: High internal consistency indices were observed. Furthermore, an exploratory
factor analysis and a confirmatory factor analysis supported construct validity. Finally, the strong relationships observed
between the scale and four myths about the absence of benefits of open adoption supported convergent validity.
Conclusions: The results support using the Spanish version to assess attitudes toward open adoption. Assessing attitudes
toward open adoption is essential to implementing it, selecting candidates, and evaluating training processes for
technicians and families.

La medicién de la actitud hacia la adopcion abierta: validacion espaiiola de la
Escala de Adopcion Abierta

RESUMEN

Antecedentes: La adopcién abierta es una forma de adopcién en la que se formaliza algiin grado de comunicacién
entre la familia biolégica y el nifio o nifia adoptado o la familia adoptante. El presente estudio analiza las propiedades
psicométricas de la adaptacién espafiola de la Open Adoption Scale, un instrumento que evalda diversas actitudes
negativas hacia la adopcién abierta. Método: En el estudio participaron 440 participantes de ambos sexos, que
cumplimentaron un cuestionario sociodemografico y la Open Adoption Scale. Se llev6 a cabo un anilisis factorial
exploratorio con la mitad de la muestra y un andlisis factorial confirmatorio con la otra mitad. Resultados: Se
observaron unos indices de consistencia interna elevados. Asimismo, un analisis factorial exploratorio y un andlisis
factorial confirmatorio avalaron la validez de constructo. Finalmente, las fuertes relaciones observadas entre la escala
y cuatro mitos sobre la ausencia de beneficios en la adopcién abierta avalaron la validez convergente. Conclusiones:
Los resultados avalan el uso de la versién espafiola para evaluar las actitudes hacia la adopcién abierta. La evaluacion
de las actitudes hacia la adopcion abierta resulta esencial para su implementacioén, la seleccion de los candidatos y la
evaluacion de los procesos de formacion de los técnicos y las familias.

Open adoption is a form of adoption characterized by the inclusive adoption or contact adoption. Open adoptions are very
arrangement of some degree of communication or contact between heterogeneous regarding the type, level, and frequency of contact,
the biological family and the adopted child or the adoptive family the people involved, or the degree and mode of formalization. The
(Berastegui, 2016; Grotevant, 2000). It has also been labeled degree of communication varies from a simple exchange of non-
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anonymous information (semi-open adoptions) to the regular
schedule of meetings (fully open adoptions) (Hass, 2015; ISS/CIR,
2015). In addition, this contact can be maintained with different
members of the family of origin (biological parents, grandparents,
aunts/uncles, or siblings).

Open adoption has been used since the 90s in countries, such as
the USA, Great Britain, Germany, Austria, Canada, or New Zealand.
In Spain, open adoption has been possible since Ley 26/2015 [Law
26/2015] on the Protection of Children and Adolescents entered into
force. Under this law, open adoption is formalized judicially (Diez,
2018) and can be structured as the initial provision for a child or as
a way to ensure permanency in previous family foster arrangements.
Moreover, it primarily aims to maintain sibling connections when a
permanent family placement in the same household has not been se-
cured (Adroher et al., 2023). However, its initial implementation has
been slow and uneven and, to date, has not been evaluated (Adroher
et al.,, 2023; Diez, 2018; Martin, 2020).

The development of open adoption in Spain has clashed with the
traditional vision of the family and a culture of closed adoption, which
considers essential strict respect for confidentiality in the adoptive
triad and the rupture of all ties with the family of origin (Rosser & Be-
rastegui, 2017). Closed adoption is based on the belief that secrecy is
necessary to protect the child in adoption and helps triad members to
heal and move on with their lives. In contrast, openness is presumed
to force the child to have dual loyalties, leads to confusion, and will
inevitably create competition between the adoptive and birth fami-
lies, interfering with attachment in the adoptive family (Ryan et al.,
2011).

This traditional view is part of cultural beliefs about open adop-
tion and can interact with the professional discourses and adoptive
projects of families offering to adopt. Although Spanish professionals
have expressed positive attitudes toward open adoption, they warn of
some barriers for the families and the professionals themselves (Ros-
ser & Berastegui, 2017). In a recent study, Corral et al. (in press) inter-
viewed 22 adoption professionals who highlighted their crucial role
in supporting adoptive families in open adoption. Although the pro-
fessionals acknowledge that open adoption is beneficial, they stated
that its implementation is challenging and face significant cultural, te-
chnical, and administrative difficulties. They concluded that, although
open adoption is increasingly accepted, its implementation requires a
mindset change.

In contrast with these beliefs, international literature consistently
highlights the positive impact of open adoptions on all members of
the adoptive triad, especially children, whose best interests should be
the primary consideration of decision-making in adoption (Smith et
al., 2020). Research has found a positive effect of open adoption on
children’s well-being and psychological adjustment (del Pozo de Bol-
ger et al., 2021; Grotevant et al., 2017; Siegel, 2013; Wolfgram, 2008).
In a recent systematic review, Smith et al. (2020) report that open
adoption promotes more open communication about adoption and
origins in the adoptive family, and a better development of children’s
adoptive identity, fostering self-esteem and decreasing their possible
feelings of guilt, sadness, and abandonment in the adoption process.
It also fosters a better parent-child attachment (Lo & Grotevant, 2020),
allowing the children to expand their circle of support, maintaining
their link to two families, and conflict of loyalties in the children (Smi-
thetal., 2020). On the other hand, contact with members of their bio-
logical families is not related to greater difficulties of adaptation or to
the desire to return to their biological family (Smith et al., 2020). In
this sense, research has found some benefits for families and the rela-
tionship between them, such as the reduction of anxiety and insecuri-
ty, a more empathetic and realistic view of the biological parents, and
an increase in communication about adoption in the adoptive parents
with their children, or the reduction of anxiety, fears, and the grieving
process of the biological mothers (Brodzinsky, 2005; McSherry et al.,
2008; Neil, 2004; Smith & Logan, 2004).

Some risks are also indicated, especially in cases of previous family
abuse or when the family of origin is reluctant to adoption. It should be
noted that most of the research on open adoption has been developed in
private adoptions and not in adoptions from care (Faulkner & Madden,
2012; Frasch et al., 2000; Ward et al., 2022), which are more similar to
adoptions in European countries and, more specifically, in the Spanish
system (Adroher et al., 2023; Berastegui, 2016; G6mez, 2018).

Assessing Attitudes toward Open Adoption

Although the myths underpinning closed adoption have been re-
futed by international research, the attitude toward open adoption
has a major impact on its development and outcomes (Brown et al.,
2007). Technicians’ negative attitudes are related to a lower tendency
to propose and promote this type of adoption, considering that they
are not usually in the child’s best interests or showing a greater ten-
dency to suspend contacts (Robinson, 2017; Sobol et al., 2004). Simi-
larly, families’ negative attitudes can lead to a closer adoption project,
lower willingness toward this type of adoption, less suitability for
open adoption, and a negative interpretation of the challenges that
contact may involve (Sorek et al., 2020). A study shows greater resis-
tance among families than professionals when promoting openness
and more open attitudes in more experienced and trained technicians
(Ryan et al., 2011). Hence, assessing cultural beliefs or adherence to
myths about openness is essential in designing and supporting this
measure (Berastegui, 2016; Brown et al., 2007).

The Open Adoption Scale (OAS; Brown et al., 2007) evaluates the
myths or negative beliefs about open adoption concerning the three
vertices or protagonists of the adoptive triad (biological family, adop-
tive family, and adopted minor), such that a low score would indicate a
more positive attitude toward open adoption. These myths were orig-
inally drawn from a literature review and followed a content validity
process. This questionnaire differs from other questionnaires aimed
at assessing open communication within the adoptive family, such as
the Origins and Differences Communication Scale (Berastegui, 2005;
Berastegui & Jédar, 2013) or the Adoption Communication Scale (ACS;
Aramburu et al., 2015; Brodzinsky, 2006; Grotevant et al., 2009), as
it addresses the attitude toward open adoption structurally. It was
initially designed as a training and research tool to inform child wel-
fare personnel and policymakers of the influence of adoption-related
myths on child welfare adoption practice (Brown et al., 2007).

In the Spanish-speaking context, validating this measure can be
very useful. First, previous research has underlined the importance of
considering the cultural dimension when planning and implementing
open adoption (Ryan et al, 2011). Having a tool in Spanish to
investigate social attitudes toward this form of adoption can help
accompany this measure’s implementation in Spain and be a starting
point to evaluate its reception in other Spanish-speaking contexts. In
addition, it can be used to evaluate future families’ specific attitudes
in their selection, recruitment, and evaluation processes. Not least,
such a measure can help assess the change in the adoptive family’s
pre-preparation processes (Ryan et al., 2011) and the training of
professionals and teams (Siegel, 2013), which are success factors of
open adoption. Therefore, this research aims to validate the Spanish
version of the Open Adoption Scale (OAS).

Method
Participants

Convenience and snowball sampling were used to recruit partici-
pants. To carry out a factor analysis, Nunnally (1994), and Bentler and
Chou (1987) recommended using a sample 10 times larger than the
number of the items of the scale, so an attempt was made to get a
large enough sample to meet this requirement.
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The total sample consisted of 440 participants, 75.7% women (n =
333) and 24.3% men (n = 107). Ages ranged from 18 to 71 years, with
a mean age of 30.6 (SD = 11.79). Most of the participants reported
having university studies (96.8%), and not living as a couple (69.4%)
or having children (75.2%). Table 1 shows these and other socio-
demographic characteristics of the participants.

Using the SPSS procedure of creating random samples of 50% of
cases, participants were divided into two groups to perform an explo-
ratory factor analysis (EFA) with Group 1 (n=220) and a confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) with Group 2 (n = 220).

Table 1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of the Participants

M SD
Age 30.55 11.79
n %
Sex
Female 333 75.7%
Male 107 24.3%
Living as a couple or married
No 304 69.4%
Yes 134 30.6%
Has children
No 331 75.2%
Yes 109 24.8%
Educational level
University studies 426 96.8%
Vocational training 6 1.4%
Secondary studies 7 1.6%
Primary studies 1 0.2%
I know an international adoptee
Yes 346 78.6%
No 94 21.4%
I know a national adoptee
Yes 230 47.6%
No 209 52.4%
I know a foster child
Yes 276 62.7%
No 164 37.3%
I am fostered/adopted
No 409 93.0%
Foster 18 4.1%
National adopted 9 2.0%
International adopted 4 0.9%
Mother/father of fostered/adopted child
No
Of fostered child 393 89.3%
Of national adoptee 26 5.9%
Of international adoptee 6 1.4%
15 3.4%
Sibling of fostered/adopted child
No 412 93.6%
Of fostered child 20 4.5%
Of national adoptee 4 0.9%
Of international adoptee 3 0.7%
Relative of fostered/adopted child
No 352 80.0%
Of fostered child 12 2.7%
Of national adoptee 36 8.2%
Of international adoptee 40 9.1%

Instruments
Sociodemographic Questionnaire

This questionnaire, prepared for the present study, included
sociodemographic characteristics (sex, age, educational level, couple
status and years of cohabitation, presence or absence of children
and their number). In addition, to examine convergent validity, as no

other scales have been found to assess myths about open adoption,
four items of negative attitudes toward open adoption were included
within the adoptive triad. They were as follows: 1) No good will come
from biological parents keeping in touch with the adoptive family;
2) No good will come from biological parents keeping in touch with
their children when they are adopted by other families; 3) No good
will come from the adopted child having contact with their biological
family; 4) No good will come from adoptive parents having contact
with the biological family of the adopted child. Participants had to rate
their level of agreement on these four items from 1 (very low) to 10
(very high).

Open Adoption Scale (OAS)

This scale, developed by Brown et al. (2007), assesses the level of
agreement with various myths about open adoption in adults. It con-
sists of 15 items with 6 response options ranging from 1 (strongly di-
sagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The scale has three subscales of 5 items
each, reflecting myths associated with each member of the adoptive
triad: the adopted child, the adoptive parents, and the biological pa-
rents.

The internal consistency indices (Cronbach alpha) of the original
scale and subscales were high: Global OAS = .92, Biological Parents =
.85, Adopted Child = .89, and Adoptive Parents = .82.

In the original validation, construct validity was checked by
multiple-group CFA (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Regarding the
evidence of convergent validity, significant associations were found
between the OAS and several items on beliefs about open adoptions.
Finally, concurrent validity was verified by observing that social
workers had fewer myths about open adoption than students in other
disciplines (Brown et al., 2007).

Procedure

We obtained the consent of one of the main authors of the original
version, to proceed with the adaptation of this instrument. The current
team carried out the first translation from English to Spanish. Two na-
tive Spanish speakers with a C2 English level and expertise in child
protection, but not research team members, reviewed the translation
and back-translated refining the translation with minor changes.

The questionnaire was designed in a physical and an online version
through the Sphinx data collection software. The online version of the
questionnaire was first completed by two volunteers to guarantee an
easy understanding of the instructions, the items, and the requested
response method, as well as the correct functioning of the survey tool.

The final version was distributed in its digital version through the
database of the research center, which includes participants in other
studies and those interested in family childhood issues. It was also
sent through digital platforms to reach the largest number of students
from various universities through a snowball sampling. In addition,
the physical questionnaire was distributed among different groups of
students at the University in which the study was carried out.

The Ethics Committee of the Comillas Pontifical University of Ma-
drid approved the study and the data collection followed the princi-
ples of research ethics, although it is a voluntary, anonymized study
that does not involve intervention or foresee discomfort for the par-
ticipants.

Data Analysis

First, a maximum likelihood EFA with Oblimin rotation was carried
out with Group 1. To determine the number of factors to be extracted,
a parallel analysis and a minimum average partial test (Horn, 1965;
Velicer, 1976) were carried out. Factors with more than two items and
items with loads greater than .40 were considered (Izquierdo et al.,
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2014; Schmitt, 2011). Secondly, a CFA was conducted with Group 2.
The fit indices used were the chi-square statistic, the ratio between
chi-square and degrees of freedom (x?/df), the comparative fit index
(CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA), and the standardized root mean square re-
sidual (SRMR). The cut-off criterion for the ratio of x?/df is < 3; for
CFI and TLJ, it is > .90; for RMSEA, it is <.06; and for SRMR, it is < .08
(Bentler, 1990; Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Brown, 2015).

Next, the internal consistency of the scale and its subscales was
calculated using Cronbach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega. Likewise,
after checking that all the quantitative variables were normally dis-
tributed using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test with Lilliefors correction
and the analysis of skewness and kurtosis (Curran et al., 1996), several
Pearson correlations were calculated to examine the relationship be-
tween the scale and its subscales with the four items of negative atti-
tudes toward open adoption. SPSS v.28 was used to perform parallel
analysis and EFA, as well as to calculate reliability and correlations;
the free software JAMOVI (version 2.3.18; The Jamovi project, 2022),
which provides an interface of the R program (Sesé, 2023), was used
to perform CFA.

Results
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Firstly, after performing a parallel analysis and a minimum

average partial test with Group 1, we determined the adequacy
of extracting two factors. Next, EFA was performed with the

maximum likelihood method and Oblimin rotation. Nine items
loaded on the first factor, related to the myths about the adoptive
family (about the adopted child and the adoptive parents). Five
items loaded on the second factor, associated with the myths about
biological parents. Item AP.4 did not reach a loading of .40 in any of
the factors, so it was eliminated, thus retaining 14 of the original 15
items (see Appendix A and B). Table 2 shows the loadings of these
14 items.

Concerning the internal consistency indices, the Open Adoption
Scale-Spanish (OAS-S) and its subscales obtained high values of
Cronbach’s alpha (OAS-S total = .90, AF = .90, BP = .85) and McDo-
nald’s omega (OAS-S total = .91, AF = .90, BP = .86).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Before performing the CFA, the multivariate normality of the
fourteen OAS items retained in the EFA was analyzed. The Mardia
test suggested that the multivariate distribution was asymmetric
(Mardia skewness = 945.85, p < .0001) and leptocurtic (Mardia
kurtosis = 8.51, p <. 0001) and, therefore, neither the skewness nor
the kurtosis were normal multivariate. The results of the Anderson-
Darling test for the univariate tests of each of the 14 items showed
that none of them was strictly normal at the univariate level. The CFA
was specified using an estimator for ordinal variables, the Diagonal
Weighted Least Squares (DWLS), and a two-factor structure.

The model results showed an appropriate fit, with a significant
x2-value (x? = 140, df = 74, p < .001, ?/df = 1.89), an RMSEA value of
.06 (confidence interval [.05, .08]), an SRMR of .06, a CFI of .99, and

Table 2. Items of the Open Adoption Scale and Factor Loadings (Rotation Method: Oblimin)

Factors

Items AF BP
AC.5 Es mejor para los adoptados empezar de nuevo, sin ningtin contacto con sus padres biolégicos [Adoptees should start over

] : L . 84 09
without any contact with their biological parents].
AP.3 Para desarrollar una identidad familiar fuerte, los padres adoptivos necesitan una adopcién cerrada [ To develop a strong family 34 03
identity, adoptive parents need closed adoption]. .
AC.4 Los nifios que son adoptados viviran confusos si continan viendo a sus padres bioldgicos [Adopted children will be confused if 82 03
they continue to see their biological parents). . ’
AC.3 Los nifios formaran un mejor apego a su familia adoptiva si no tienen contacto con su familia bioldgica [ Children will form a 79 13
better attachment to their adoptive family if they have no contact with their biological family]. . .
AP.2 Los padres adoptivos se sentirdn menos legitimados en el rol de padres si el nifio sigue teniendo contacto con su familia
biolégica[ Adoptive parents will feel less legitimized in their role as parents if the child continues to have contact with their biological 74 -10
family].
AP.1 Los padres adoptivos no adoptarian nifios si tuvieran que tener trato con la familia bioldgica del nifio [Adoptive parents would not 57 06
adopt children if they had to deal with the child’s biological family]. - ’
AC.2 El sentimiento de pertenencia del nifio a la familia adoptiva se hace mas fuerte cuando se corta el contacto con la familia 56 07
biolégica [ The child’s sense of belonging to the adoptive family becomes stronger when contact with the biological family is severed|. : :
AP.5 Seria imposible reclutar a padres adoptivos si pensaran que tienen que lidiar con la familia biolégica [It would be impossible to 51 05
recruit adoptive parents if they thought they had to deal with the biological family]. - .
AC.1 Los nifios se vinculardn mejor con sus padres adoptivos si no tienen contacto con su familia biol6gica [ Children will bond better 50 08
with their adoptive parents if they have no contact with their biological family]. l :
APA4 La vinculacién de los padres adoptivos a su nuevo hijo adoptado se fortalecera si no hay miedo al contacto con los padres
biolégicos del nifio [ The adoptive parents’ attachment to their newly adopted child will be strengthened if there is no fear of contact 16 .04
with the child’s biological parents].
BP.5 Los padres biol6gicos que son negligentes con sus nifios hasta perder su tutela no tienen nada positivo que ofrecer a sus hijos 03 91
[Biological parents who neglect their children until they lose their guardianship have nothing positive to offer them]. . -
BP.4 Los padres biolégicos a los que la Administracion retira a los nifios por maltrato no se merecen poder verlos [ Biological parents -09 39
whose children are removed by the Administration for abuse do not deserve to see them). : .
BP.2 No se puede confiar en que los padres bioldgicos que anteponen las drogas a las necesidades de sus hijos vayan a poner alguna
vez a sus hijos por delante [Biological parents who put drugs before their children’s needs can never be trusted to put their children .04 .70
first].
BP.3 Los padres biol6gicos que maltratan a sus hijos hasta perder su tutela no tienen nada positivo que ofrecer a sus hijos [ Biological 03 52
parents who abuse their children until they lose their guardianship have nothing positive to offer them]. : -
BP.1 Los padres biol6gicos que han perdido la custodia de sus nifios porque estan en prisién no deberian tener contacto con sus hijos
biolégicos [ Biological parents who have lost custody of their children because they are in prison should not have contact with their 21 51

biological children).

Note. AF = myths about the adoptive family (about adopted children and adoptive parents); BP = myths about biological parents.
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a TLI of .99. Figure 1 shows the 2-factor model with its factor loads.

BP5
BP4
BP3

Figure 1. Factorial Structure of OAS-S.
Note. PB = biological parents; AF = adoptive family.

Convergent Validity

We also found that the Open Adoption Scale-Spanish (OAS-S)
and its subscales were positively and strongly related to the
four myths about the absence of benefits of open adoption for
each member of the adoptive triad (see Table 3). In addition, we
observed that the items referring to the absence of benefits for
adoptive parents, adopted children, and the adoptive family had
stronger relationships with the Adoptive Family subscale than with
the Biological Parents subscale.

Discussion

Open adoption has positively impacted all members of the
adoptive triad (Smith et al., 2020; Wolfgram, 2008). However, both
in the international and national literature, positive and negative
attitudes toward open adoption are reported by professionals in
the world of adoption (Corral et al., in press; Rosser & Berastegui,
2017; Ryan et al., 2011). It is important to know the professionals’
attitudes because they can contribute significantly to a successful
adoption process (Berastegui, 2016). The objective of this study was
to adapt the Open Adoption Scale (Brown et al., 2007) to the Spanish
language to have a validated instrument to explore attitudes toward
open adoption. The EFA revealed that the 14-item Open Adoption
Spanish (OAS-S) has a two-factor structure. The first factor contained
the items related to the adoptive family (e.g., the adopted children
and the adoptive parents). The second factor comprised the items
related to the biological parents. The CFA supported the existence

of this structure, with adequate fit indices. This structure contrasts
with the theoretical structure of the questionnaire as proposed by
the original authors, which includes three blocks associated with
the three protagonists of the adoptive triad (Brown et al., 2007).
However, the two-factor structure proposed for the Spanish version
is consistent with that observed by Brown et al. (2007): the Adopted
Child and Adoptive Parents scales would be included in the Adoptive
Family scale, and the Biological Parents scale would remain similar
to the original proposal of the instrument. This two-factor structure
can be due to sampling limitations in both versions or a cultural
artifact, resulting from the identification between child and adoptive
family needs and views and the difficulty of differentiating these two
perspectives in the general population. Both versions could benefit
from further examination with actual members of the adoptive triad.

The internal consistency indices of the scale and its subscales were
adequate. Regarding the evidence of convergent validity, the OAS-S
and its subscales were strongly related to four myths about the bene-
fits of open adoptions for each member of the adoptive triad. In addi-
tion, we observed that beliefs about the impact of open adoption for
children were more strongly related to the perception of the impact
on the adoptive family than to the impact on the biological family.

As limitations of the study, we note that convergent validity could
not be examined optimally, as no other validated instruments were
found to assess beliefs about open adoption, a limitation that this
study shares with the validation study of the original scale (Brown
et al,, 2007). Other limitations of the study are related to the type
of sampling and sample size used for the study. Most of our sample
was formed by young women with university studies, so it would be
relevant to evaluate these attitudes in more representative samples
of the general population.

Some limitations are related to the adjustment of the scale to the
adoption system in Spain. On the one hand, the scale identifies bio-
logical family with biological parents, while open adoption with si-
blings is proving very frequent in our country (Adroher et al., 2023).
Therefore, it is important to include a subscale that collects beliefs
about the impact of open adoption among siblings or other members
of the biological family.

On the other hand, this questionnaire assesses attitudes toward
contact or maintaining a relationship generically. However, part of the
success of open adoption involves appropriate contact modulation for
each case. Spanish respondents may be imagining visits between the
biological family and the child, the preferred mode of contact in foster
care, which represents the highest degree of contact. However, the
possibility of evaluating differential attitudes toward different forms
of lower-intensity contact (letters, telephone, videoconference) could
provide a more nuanced view of the attitude toward open adoption in
families and professionals in the face of intervention. It is, therefore,
relevant in future research to incorporate different forms of contact
to deepen the understanding of beliefs and attitudes toward open
adoption.

Another future line of research related to attitudes toward open

Table 3. Correlation Matrix between the OAS-S Scale and four Myths about the Benefits of Open Adoption

OAS-S AF BP

1. No good will come from biological parents keeping in touch with the adoptive family. 627 55" 54"
2. No good will come from biological parents keeping in touch with their children when they are adopted by other families. .64” 58" 56"
3. No good will come from the adopted child having contact with their biological family. .69” .69~ 54"
4. No good will come from the biological parents having contact with the adopted child’s biological family. .63” 63" 49"

Myths about the benefits for biological parents.
Myths about the benefits for the adoptive family.
Myths about the benefits of open adoption

66" .59 .58"
73" 73" 57"
75" 71" 62"

Note. OAS-S = Open Adoption Scale total score; AF = myths about the adoptive family (about adopted children and adoptive parents); BP = myths about biological parents; myths
about benefits to birth parents = sum of items 1 and 2; myths about benefits to adoptive family = sum of items 3 and 4; myths about benefits of open adoption = sum of items 1,

2,3, and 4.
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adoption is to apply this instrument to adoption professionals. This
would add quantitative evidence to the qualitative evidence already
existing in our cultural context on professionals’ attitudes toward
open adoption (Corral et al., in press; Rosser & Berastegui, 2017).

Finally, we note that open adoption was developed in the Anglo-
Saxon world, especially concerning private adoptions, whereas
authorities have been more prudent in promoting adoptions from
care (Faulkner & Madden, 2012; Frasch et al., 2000; Ward et al., 2022),
which is more similar to the adoption system in Spain. Open adoption
can be a measure to mobilize the development of permanency
planning for older children or groups of siblings, but it must be
accompanied by research and monitoring of the efficiency of the
measures, an effort in which the tool validated herein and its future
developments can play a crucial role.

In conclusion, the OAS-S is a 14-item scale that assesses
attitudes toward open adoption in Spanish (see Appendix A and B).
The instrument has good psychometric properties, and its brevity
and easy application make it useful for evaluating beliefs about
open adoption in adoption technicians, adoptive families, and the
general population. In addition, this instrument has the potential
for research on changing social attitudes toward open adoption in
other Spanish-speaking contexts, although further cross-cultural
validation should be considered (Abell et al., 2006).
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Appendix A
Open Adoption Scale-Spanish (in Spanish)

Entendemos por adopcién abierta aquella en la que se acuerda cierto grado de comunicacién entre la familia de origen y el nifio/a adop-
tado/a y/o su familia adoptiva.

¢Qué piensas de la adopcion abierta para sus distintos protagonistas?

Bastante de acuerdo

Totalmente de

Ligeramente de
acuerdo

Totalmente en
desacuerdo
Bastante en
desacuerdo
Ligeramente en
desacuerdo
acuerdo

1. Los padres biolégicos que han perdido la custodia de sus nifios porque estan en prisién no deberian
tener contacto con sus hijos biol6gicos.

2. No se puede confiar en que los padres biol6gicos que anteponen las drogas a las necesidades de sus
hijos vayan a poner alguna vez a sus hijos por delante.

3. Los padres biol6gicos que maltratan a sus hijos hasta perder su tutela no tienen nada positivo que
ofrecer a sus hijos.

4. Los padres biol6gicos a los que la Administracién retira a los nifios por maltrato no se merecen poder
verlos.

5. Los padres biolégicos no pueden sacar nada bueno de mantenerse en contacto con sus hijos cuando
son adoptados por otras familias

6. Los nifios se vinculardn mejor con sus padres adoptivos si no tienen contacto con su familia biolégica.

7. El sentimiento de pertenencia del nifio a la familia adoptiva se hace mas fuerte cuando se corta el
contacto con la familia biolégica.

8. Los nifios formaran un mejor apego a su familia adoptiva si no tienen contacto con su familia bioldgica.
9. Los nifios que son adoptados vivirdn confusos si contintian viendo a sus padres biolégicos.

10. Es mejor para los adoptados empezar de nuevo, sin ningiin contacto con sus padres biolégicos.

11. Los padres adoptivos no adoptarian nifios si tuvieran que tener trato con la familia biolégica del nifio.

12. Los padres adoptivos se sentirdn menos legitimados en el rol de padres si el nifio sigue teniendo
contacto con su familia biolégica.

13. Para desarrollar una identidad familiar fuerte, los padres adoptivos necesitan una adopcion cerrada.

14. Seria imposible reclutar a padres adoptivos si pensaran que tienen que lidiar con la familia bioldgica.

Normas de correccion de la Open Adoption Scale-Spanish
La composicién de la escala OAS-S es la siguiente:

[0 Padres Biol4gicos (PB): ftems 1, 2, 3,4, 5
[0 Familia Adoptiva (FA): ftems 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14

Para obtener la puntuacion total de cada subescala se deben sumar las puntuaciones de los items de cada subescala y dividir el resultado por
el nimero de items que la componen (PB: 5 items, FA: 9 items). De esta manera, las puntuaciones de las subescalas oscilaran entre 1 y 6, como
las opciones de respuesta.

Para calcular la puntuacion total de la escala OAS-S se deben sumar las puntuaciones de cada subescala y dividir el resultado entre 2. De esta
manera, la puntuacién total de la escala OAS-S oscilara entre 1y 6, como las opciones de respuesta.
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Appendix B
Open Adoption Scale-Spanish (in English)

We define open adoption as one in which some degree of communication is agreed on between the family of origin and the adopted child
and/or their adoptive family.

What do you think about open adoption for its different protagonists?

Strongly disagree
Fairly disagree
Slightly disagree
Slightly agree
Fairly agree
Strongly agree

1. Biological parents who have lost custody of their children because they are in prison should not have
contact with their biological children.

2. Biological parents who put drugs before their children’s needs can never be trusted to put their
children first.

3. Biological parents who abuse their children until they lose their guardianship have nothing positive
to offer them.

4. Biological parents whose children are removed by the Administration for abuse do not deserve to see
them.

5. No good will come from biological parents keeping in touch with their children when they are adopted
by other families

6. Children will bond better with their adoptive parents if they have no contact with their biological
family.

7. The child’s sense of belonging to the adoptive family becomes stronger when contact with the
biological family is severed.

8. Children will form a better attachment to their adoptive family if they have no contact with their
biological family.

9. Adopted children will be confused if they continue to see their biological parents.
10. Adoptees should start over without any contact with their biological parents.
11. Adoptive parents would not adopt children if they had to deal with the child’s biological family.

12. Adoptive parents will feel less legitimized in their role as parents if the child continues to have
contact with their biological family.

13. To develop a strong family identity, adoptive parents need closed adoption.

14. It would be impossible to recruit adoptive parents if they thought they had to deal with the biological
family.

Correction rules of the Open Adoption Scale-Spanish

The composition of the OAS-S scale is as follows:

[0 Biological Parents (OAS-S-BP): Items 1, 2, 3,4, 5
O Adoptive Family (OAS-S-AF): Items 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14

To obtain the total score of each subscale, the scores of the items of each subscale must be added and the result must be divided by the num-
ber of items that compose it (BP: 5 items, AF: 9 items). Thus, the scores of the subscales will range between 1 and 6, like the response options.

To calculate the total score of the OAS-S, the scores of each subscale must be added and the result divided by 2. Thus, the total score of the
OAS-S scale will range between 1 and 6, like the response options.
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