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 National attachment refers to the emotional bond one forms with the abstract conception 

of a nation, similar to how one might imagine a relationship with a god. Although there is a 

multidisciplinary literature investigating the effects and antecedents of national attachment, there 

is a distinct lack of research into patterns of national attachment informed by attachment theory. I 

review the national attachment literature in order to frame the argument for why national 

attachment ought to be examined from an attachment theory approach. Then, I conduct a study 

with 217 American adults exploring the associations between two dimensions of national 

attachment (anxiety and avoidance)  and  four psychological constructs conceptually linked with 

national identity (political ideology, interpersonal attachment, moral concerns, and theory of 

mind) in order to empirically ascertain how national attachment styles are situated within social 

and political psychology. A consistent association between nationalism and  low anxious 

attachment was found.   
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INTRODUCTION. 

 

That’s what it means to love America.  That’s what it means to believe in 

America.  That’s what it means when we say America is exceptional. For we were born 

of change.  We broke the old aristocracies, declaring ourselves entitled not by bloodline, 

but endowed by our Creator with certain inalienable rights.  We secure our rights and 

responsibilities through a system of self-government, of and by and for the 

people.  That’s why we argue and fight with so much passion and conviction -- because 

we know our efforts matter.  We know America is what we make of it. 

 

- Barack Obama, Selma 50th anniversary speech 

 

On March 7th, 2015 – the 50th anniversary of the civil rights march in Selma, Alabama  

– then President Barack Obama delivered a love letter to America. He addressed a nation fraught 

with miasmic polarization. Intergroup conflict pulled neighbor from neighbor, friend from friend, 

creating a level of tension near the breaking strength of American fellowship. “Loving America”, 

Obama said, “requires more than singing its praises or avoiding uncomfortable truths” (Obama, 

2015, par. 22). This speech endorses the sacred narrative of America as exceptional but 

imperfect. A dream that multitudes come together to actualize. Obama’s narrative paints an 

idyllic portrait of America – clothed in the garments of post-conventional morality and 

unconditional love – but it is not a holistic representation of national attachment. Indicative in 

the rise of Donald Trump and American nationalism is a face of national attachment much uglier 

than Obama’s vision of unity.  

National attachment refers to the emotional bond that a person has with their nation, 

which can refer to both their homeland or the nation they currently reside in. It is, in the words of 

Schatz, Staub, and Lavine (1999), “arguably one of the most important forms of group 

attachment in the modem world” (p. 152). The nation, within the vast plexus of its people, is 

powerful; as is the ardor it inspires in the individual. Within social psychology, national 

attachment is measured on a single dimension: strength of national attachment. How much does 
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a person love, and identify with, their nation? Yet, the multi-disciplinary theory encircling 

national attachment is more intricate; how one becomes attached to their nation is considered in a 

variety of ways.   

Colloquially, the terms national attachment, patriotism, and nationalism are often used 

synonymously (see Viroli, 1995 for a full commentary on this). Although both nationalism and 

patriotism are aspects of national attachment, they should not be confused to be the same thing 

(Satherly, Yogeeswaran, Osborne, & Sibley, 2019; Bar-Tal & Staub, 1997; Kelman, 1969, 

Kosterman & Feshbah, 1989). In academic literature, and particularly that of political 

psychology, national attachment is often bifurcated into the two dimensions of patriotism and 

nationalism (Bar-Tal & Staub, 1997; Schatz & Staub, 1997; Davidov, 2010). Patriotism is 

defined as a deep feeling of affection for a nation that evokes fondness, devotion, loyalty, and 

pride (Schatz, 2018; Huddy & Khatib, 2007; Bar-Tal & Staub, 1997; Kosterman & Feshbach, 

1989). It measures how important America, and being an American, is to the individual. In this 

way, patriotism binds individuals to their nation through common feelings of pride and loyalty, 

and inspires solidarity between Americans (Huddy, 2013). It is widely believed to be beneficial, 

ideological neutral (Huddy & Khatib, 2007), and necessary for national attachment in all its 

forms (Hanson & O’Dwyer, 2018). Conversely, nationalism is often perceived as, to use the 

language of Kosterman & Feshback (1989), the evil twin of patriotism that incorporates beliefs 

about national superiority and global dominance into an extreme, militaristic, religious, and 

perhaps even dangerous form of attachment (Satherley, Yogeeswaran, Osborne, & Sibley, 2019). 

National superiority is also referred to as chauvinism (Feshbach, 1987; Koserman & Feshback, 

1989, Davidov, 2010).  
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One popular theory argues that patriotism and nationalism can be differentiated by what 

‘level’ of the nation they consider (Huddy & Khatib, 2007; Mummendey, Klink & Brown, 

2001). Patriotism is said to represent intragroup comparisons and how one feels, and interacts 

with, the nation itself. Nationalism refers to judgements of the nation compared to the proverbial 

Other, thus encompassing feelings of national superiority and separation. If we were to imagine 

the nation as a  circle, patriotism would consider what is inside the boundaries of the circle when 

judging it , whereas nationalism conceives of the circle as a singular unit (the shape) and 

compares it against everything that is outside of its boundaries. These two dimensions are 

thought to be relatively orthogonal; a cynic can believe that America is terrible (low patriotism) 

but that it is still morally and politically superior to most other nations (high nationalism).  

Distinct social consequences (Mummendey, Klink & Brown, 2001; Ariely, 2012), manners of 

national attachment (Schatz, Staub, & Lavine, 1999), and trait-level underpinnings (Osborne & 

Sibley, 2017) have been differentially associated with both patriotism and nationalism. 

 The use of these two terms alone to define national attachment has been criticized for 

their simplicity, ideological conflation, and poor construction of national identity (Condor, 

2001). The most common measures of patriotism (symbolic, national pride, uncritical, and 

constructive), in particular, have confounded the construct with political ideology and are 

therefore not useful measures of politically neutral patriotism (Huddy & Khatib, 2007; Rothi, 

Lyons, & Chryssochoou, 2005). Moreover, the mere understanding of what the nation is varies 

profoundly between nations, making standard scales of nationalism and patriotism difficult to 

generalize (Condor, 2001). Of course, not all political scientists nor psychologists define national 

attachment in terms of patriotism/nationalism (see, e.g., Evans & Kelley, 2002; Huddy & Khatib, 

2007 for an overview).  I do not posit any conclusions about how the constructs discussed in this 
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study may map onto countries besides the United States of America. This is not a study of global 

national attachment, which is difficult to reconcile between contrived national groups, but 

specifically attachment to America.  This thesis draws from social identity theory (Tajfel, 1981; 

Tajfel & Turner, 1979), which has become increasingly dominant in political psychology 

research (Huddy & Khatib, 2007), when conceptualizing national attachment. However, it will 

consider ideologically-linked measures of national attachment (patriotism/nationalism) as factors 

of contextual importance.  

Furthermore, to conceive of national attachment in only these two broad dimensions is to 

unduly circumscribe a subtle and multi-faceted construct into inexact generalizations which do 

not capture its underlying structure. As described, national attachment measures only consider 

strength of attachment. These are single-dimension scales, ranging from low attachment to high 

attachment with no consideration for varying attachment styles. Some sub-dimensional 

measures, such as the Blind-Constructive patriotism scale created by Schatz, Staub, and Lavine 

(1999), posit different manners in which one can be attached to the nation. However, there is a 

relative death of research integrating attachment styles with work on national attachment. 

Attachment theory postulates that individuals have internal working models, or schemas, that 

influence how they form affective bonds with others (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991). Attachment 

theory and its associated constructs have been consistently observed and replicated by decades of 

research in personality and social psychology.  

Attachment objects are not limited to human beings, and can include constructs such as 

social groups (Smith, Murphy, & Coats, 1999), inanimate objects (Passman, 1987; Hong & 

Townes, 1976), pets (Sable, 1995; Rynearson, 1978), and God (Njus & Okerstrom, 2016). 

Although there are blatant, fundamental differences between interpersonal and group 
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relationships (Insko & Schopler, 1998), group attachment has been assessed with high reliability, 

validity, and over-time stability (Smith, Murphy, & Coats, 1999). Smith, Murphy, and Coats 

(1999) found that attachment to groups operates off of the same two continuous dimensions 

involved in adult attachment relationships, termed attachment anxiety and avoidance. 

Attachment anxiety measures an individual’s proclivity to anxiously expect rejection by a valued 

group, and is associated with high emotional (e.g., ‘will they like me’)  and behavioral (e.g., 

trying to fit in) concern with group acceptance. Avoidance, on the other hand, measures whether 

a person avoids or accepts dependence and closeness to groups. For instance, Santascoy, Burke, 

& Dovidio (2016) found that individuals higher in attachment avoidance perceived 

stereotypically warm groups less favorably than others.  Low scores on both attachment anxiety 

and avoidance indicate a third style of attachment security. Individuals high in attachment 

security are comfortable with their relationship, do not expect rejection by the group, and have a 

“sense of being a worthy group member” (Smith, Murphy, & Coats, 1999, p. 96). As far as I am 

aware, the only other study that approaches national attachment from an attachment theory lens 

is from Ferenczi and Marshall (2013), who consider attachment to one’s nation of origin 

primarily as attachment to a symbolic paternal or maternal figure. The results of this study and 

lingering concerns about its methodology with be discussed in Chapter 2.5. Although I 

hypothesize that attachment to an abstract, symbolic, and divine conception of America is a facet 

of national attachment, I do not agree that all people conceptualize and connect with the nation in 

this way. Therefore, I believe that further investigation into the relationship between attachment 

theory and national attachment is fruitful. 

This thesis hopes to accomplish two things. First, to consolidate research on national 

attachment from across psychology, political psychology, and sociology in order to delimit: 
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where the nation is located as an abstract community; what national attachment is; how, or the 

manner by which, one becomes attached to the nation; and why understanding the varieties of 

national attachment may provide greater insight into political behavior than a general national 

attachment.  

Second,  to delineate where anxious and avoidant attachment fit in relation to other 

psychological constructs related to national identity. To do this, I ran an exploratory study 

examining how four psychological constructs (general attachment style, moral concerns, theory 

of mind, and political ideology)  influence patterns of attachment to the nation. National 

attachment is measured on the two continuous dimensions of attachment anxiety and avoidance 

using an adapted version of the Attachment to God Inventory (AGI; Rowatt & Kirkpatrick, 2002;  

Beck & McDonald, 2004).  The choice to adapt this measure over other viable scales such as the 

Experiences in Close Relationships –Revised (Fraley, Waller & Brennan, 2000) index and the 

Relationship Scales Questionnaire (RSQ; Simpson, 1990) is discussed in the methods. This study 

a prefatory investigation into the relationship between attachment theory and national attachment 

that has been notably – and, in my opinion, unduly - overlooked in current research. I 

approached national attachment with a wide lens – evaluating its potential underpinnings by first 

prodding at the theoretical exoskeleton.  
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CHAPTER 1. 

 

I the People:  

Demarcating national attachment and national identity 

 

I the people 

to the things that are were & 

come to be. 

We were once what we know 

when we 

make love     

When we go away 

from each other because 

we have been created 

at 10th & A, in winter & 

of trees & of the history of houses 

we hope we are 

notes of the musical scale of 

heaven 

- Alice Notley, I the People 

 

 

What does someone mean when they say, "I love America"? Are they referring to a social 

group, whose boundaries are inconsistently determined and of which they only know a few 

hundred members? Is America simply an idea given physicality through iconographic references; 

nods to a flag, an anthem, or a scripture? Can you love America like you love  a god? 

Conceptualizing it as a paternalistic higher-order mind, both to be feared and cherished; and 

interacted with only indirectly. The ambiguity of how  people perceive the nation - and 

subsequently national identity - has attracted a great deal of scholarly attention. It is also 

relevant, often poignantly, to all Americans. Richey (2011) and a growing wave of scholars 

deconstruct national attachment into three major components: the mode of attachment, why an 

individual feels connected to the nation, and what the individual imagines the nation to be.  

The term national identity means different things in different disciplines; some defining it 

as one’s sense of being a part of a nation (i.e., I am an American) and others as the identity 
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characteristics that one ascribes to America (i.e., America values liberty). I will refer to one’s 

sense of America as a social group as socionational identity, and use national identity to mean 

the character assigned to the nation. The two constructs are highly interwoven but, in my 

opinion, distinct enough that they warrant separate definitions.  

 The study of nationalism and, subsequently, national attachment, has “undergone a 

belated renaissance” (Bell, 2003, p. 64) since the late 1990’s paralleling a rise in nationalistic 

sentiment, particularly in the West (Feldman, 2001). Strong identification with one’s “in-group” 

has emerged as an important facet of nationalism, socionational identity, national identity, and 

national attachment as a whole. Differentiating oneself from the Other is a prerequisite to 

socionational identity, because it enables one to recognize themselves as belonging to particular 

group, or nation, and not a different group, or nation (Bell, 2003). In laymen’s terms; I know I 

am me because I am not them. Evolutionary psychologists emphasize that group coordination, in 

both basic and complex activities, is necessary for human survival (Sidanius & Kurzban, 2013). 

Being attached to your group is functionally beneficial because it  improves group cohesion, 

solidifies social norms, and helps group members note whom is loyal, cooperative, and trust-

worthy (Huddy, 2013; Brewer & Chen, 2007).  Most contemporary political analysts believe that 

national attachment, as opposed to attachment to ethnic and local civic identities, only emerged 

as recently as the eighteenth century (Kramer, 1997). Compared to the small tribes early humans 

lived within, the criterion for who is and is not a member of a nation is nebulous and often  

individually subjective (Huddy & Khatib, 2007) The penumbra of American identity is fuzzy; 

one person may think it is narrower than another.  

 Therefore, it is important that one contextualizes what the nation is perceived to be in 

order to explore how people relate to it. In this section, I will systematically answer three 
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clarifying questions about national attachment: (1)  what is national attachment in terms of 

national and social identity; (2) how do we think about America within a social identity model; 

(3) and how do we measure the manner of attachment. 

1.1. Social identity theory and the embedded self    

 

To say that identity is complicated is an understatement. Earlier in the introduction, I 

mentioned social identity theory as the contemporary, and more nuanced, way of thinking about 

national attachment. Social identities are defined as an awareness that one is in a group, 

combined with a sense of psychological attachment to the group as a whole (Tajfel, 1981; Huddy 

& Khatib, 2007). Social identity theory postulates that one’s identity as a member of an 

important social group is psychologically linked with their personal sense of self  (Smith & 

Henry, 1996; Smith, Murphy & Coats, 1999). In identifying with a social group, ones' personal 

identity is sublimated into that of the group. Their role as a member of the group is similarly 

incorporated into their personal identity, resulting in elevated in-group bias and desire to 

conform to the group (Smith, Murphy, & Coats, 1999).  The empirical justification for this 

theory is robust (see, Smith, Murphy, & Coats, 1999; Jackson & Smith, 1999; Hogg & Hardie, 

1991; Billig & Tajfel, 1973). Notably, behavioral studies have found that mental representations 

of the self and the in-group are directly linked, if not integrated with each other (Smith & Henry, 

1996; Aron et al., 1991).   

Self-categorization theory is an elaboration of social identity theory which proposes that  

people categorize themselves and others as “interchangeable exemplars of a social category” 

(Turner et al., 1987, p. 50). This is to say, attributes associated with an important social groups 

become integrated with their mental representations of themselves (Smith & Henry, 1996). For 

instance, when a woman, Claudia, is asked who she is, she may identify herself as friendly, as 
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Catholic, as an American, and as a biologist. The fluidity of identity allows people to activate 

certain norms depending on the situation (Liu & Laszlo, 2007). On days she wears a rosary, 

Claudia’s Catholic identity may be more salient, leading her to alter how she thinks and behaves 

to be more demure. There is normal variation in how people define themselves depending the 

“fit” between self-categories and an individual’s past experiences, current expectations, motives, 

values, and needs (Turner, Oakes, Haslam & McGarty, 1994).  

Another key proposition of social identity theory is that groups are necessarily defined 

and evaluated in relation to other groups (Tajfel, 1978; Schatz, 2018). Those who do not adhere 

to set group norms become the ‘Other’.  Thus boundaries, both physical and mental, are focal for 

the construction of a nation. They delimit what a nation is, and what is the other; and similarly, 

what I am, and what I am not. Individuals derive positive self-evaluation from the dominance of 

their in-group over unfavorable out-groups, which encourages behaviors that would help the 

ingroup (Tajfel, 1978).  Sharing a socionational identity can decrease perceived ‘distance’ 

between two differing subgroups (Bennour & Manatschal, 2019). A related idea is that when 

engaged in intergroup conflict, social identity tends to become more salient (e.g., you stronger 

define yourself by your group), whereas in intragroup conflicts individual identity is emphasized 

(Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarthy , 1994; Hogg & Turner, 1987). The out-group 

homogeneity effect, wherein out-groups are perceived as more homogenous, is enabled by the 

tendency to view outgroups in terms of social identity rather than in terms of the individual 

members (Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarthy, 1994; Simon, 1992). These constructs are 

obviously important politically, but also help map how one becomes attached to America.  

Drawing from the social identity theory tradition, most of the psychological literature 

refer to national attachment and national identification (socionational identity) synonymously. 
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Both national identification and national attachment are typically measured with items like “how 

close do you feel to your nation?” (Huddy & Khatib, 2007). Social identity scholars integrate 

national identity (i.e., how one conceptualizes what the nation is) with social identity at two 

levels. First, by investigating how national identity is mobilized towards nationalism (Khan et 

al., 2019; Khan et al., 2017). Second, through analyzing the implications of subjective national 

identity  on the strength of national attachment (Fleischmann & Phalet, 2018; Huddy & Khatib, 

2007; Blank & Schmidt, 2003). Within this context, the strength of socionational identification 

itself is thought to be non-political, because it measures fondness towards a set idea of the nation 

(Huddy & Khatib, 2007).  

Not all types of national identification present the same way or are as politically neutral. 

One measure of patriotism, called symbolic patriotism (Sullivan et al., 1992), measures how 

socionational identity manifests when grounded in national symbols and ritualistic activities 

(Schatz & Levine, 2007). Symbolic patriotism has been associated with support for defense 

spending, aggressive stances towards national outgroups (DeLamater et al., 1969), support for 

traditional morality (Kelman & Hamilton, 1989) and feelings of national superiority (Muller-

Peters, 1998). Schatz and Levine (2007) similarly suggest that there are two functional ways that 

a person becomes involved with a country: symbolic national attachment, which is an emotional 

involvement with the nation and its symbols, and instrumental national attachment, which 

focuses on how national institutions provide pragmatic benefit for the people. To borrow from 

the philosophy of Alexander Wendt (1999), people high in symbolic national attachment are 

holists about the ‘state person’ – representing the state as a distinct thing aside from its 

component parts. Whereas those high in instrumental national attachment are reductionists; 

believing “states are nothing but the structured interaction of their members” (Wendt, 2004, p. 
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289). Symbolic national attachment has been closely associated with nationalism, identification 

with a psychological abstraction of the United States, and religious adherence to a strict 

American identity narrative (Devine, 2015). The American identity narrative plays a significant 

role in forming socionational identity because it provides the values and characteristics 

associated with the nation (Bellah, 2005). In essence, that the American identity narrative is ‘true 

meaning’ of America.    

1.2. The American identity story 

 

 We are the people Emerson wrote of, “who for truth and honor’s sake stand fast and 

suffer long;” who are “never tired, so long as we can see far enough.” That’s what 

America is.  Not stock photos or airbrushed history, or feeble attempts to define some of 

us as more American than others. We respect the past, but we don’t pine for the past.  We 

don’t fear the future; we grab for it.  America is not some fragile thing.  We are large, in 

the words of Whitman, containing multitudes.   

 

- Barack Obama, Selma 50th anniversary speech 

 

America is many things, but at heart it is a story.  

The emergence of centralized national identities can be traced back to the Enlightenment 

and the rise of individualism in the West (Kramer, 1997). Widespread revolution against 

monarchies necessitated the identification of  a new symbolic authority around which to center 

(and justify) highly-integrated societies (Kramer, 1997). The French philosopher Jean-Jeaques 

Rosseau was one of the first theorists to explicitly recognize “the sacred collective personality of 

the nation” as a replacement ideal.  Rather than swear fealty to a monarch, the individual could 

pledge allegiance to a system defined by the collective of her citizens (Kramer, 1997). It is not 

difficult to glean why this was appealing to populations who had recently fought for freedom 

against a tyrannical elite.  
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Benedict Anderson (1991) posited that the contemporary idea of the nation as a binding 

force evolved from philosophical theory to a ubiquitous feature of society through the creation of 

imagined communities. Social groups whose members are linked by a common collective 

identity, but minimally by direct social networks (Phillips, 2002; Chavez, 1994). Anderson 

(1991) explains that the nation “is imagined because the members of even the smallest nation 

will never know most of their fellow members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds 

of each lives the image of their communion” (p. 43). The nation itself exists only because people 

believe it does. If everyone at once stopped identifying themselves in national terms, “the nation 

would cease to exist” (Herrmann, Isernia, Segatti, 2009; Greenfeld, 1992). Scholar’s 

predominantly agree that the spread of national identity was facilitated by mass media and the 

invention of the  printing press (Kramer, 1997; Anderson, 1983). Even now, watching live 

national broadcasts is found to be “culturally ritualistic and socially integrative” (Cui, Rui, & Su, 

2016), connecting the audience in a collective emotional and mnemonic experience which 

reinforces social identity.   

Here, community is described in a Weberian sense and refers simply to the subjective 

feeling of unity and shared belonging between a group of individuals (Weber, 1978). An 

imagined community, much like a tribe, has a shared history, culture, and laws (Kende, Hadarics, 

& Szabó, 2018; Anderson, 1991). These can be conceptualized pragmatically as a shared 

mythos; driven by representations of past events that follow a specific, culturally constructed 

narrative (Bell, 2003).  America, like many modern nations, is no longer merely an imagined 

community but an experienced community (Tilley, 2006) as well. It has specific rituals, laws, 

and cultural artifacts that one can tangibly engage with (Tilley, 2006). Participating in ritualistic 

actions, such as pledging allegiance to the flag every morning in school or attending political 
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rallies, strengthens socionational identity and provides a connection to the abstract meanings, 

moral norms, and emotions (Finell, 2019; Devine, 2015) associated with the nation (Tilley, 2006; 

Bell, 2003). Although there are a plethora of studies across disciplines examining the influence 

of national identity narratives as a whole, there are very few that apply the idea empirically with 

individuals. In one of the few direct studies of narrative on national/socionational identity, Finell 

(2019) interviewed 80 Finnish school-children and collected their autobiographical narratives 

about flag ceremonies on an emotional poignant national holiday. She identified three dominant 

types of narrative depending on themes. A (Dis)honored Flag narrative, which was associated 

with the physical act of raising the flag and included a detached child who found the event either 

meaningless or coercive. A Deserved Flag narrative, in which children discussed their own 

participation in the event, acceptance by the ingroup, feelings of pride, and a sense of being “part 

of something great”. And a Loved Flag narrative, which invoked beautiful imagery, nostalgia, 

mentions of a “homeland”, and intimacy.  Gerard Bouchard (2013) proposed that the national 

myth is a chimera of truth and fiction, seamlessly collaging history with grand archetypical 

narratives. In this way, the myth “achieves a kind of sacredness” (Morden, 2016, p. 449).  

Children are taught American history through iconographic episodes: for example, the 

Boston Tea Party, the assassination of Lincoln, the Civil Rights movement. It is not until much 

later in adulthood, if ever, that individuals come to understand that many historical events are 

unromantic, morally ambiguous, and immeasurably multi-dimensional. These easily shared and 

digestible stories are spread as memes. Memes, in the sociological sense, are highly-contagious 

cultural artifacts – such as folk stories, songs, and fashion trends - that self-replicate as they pass 

from person to person. The song, “Yankee Doodle Dandy”, is one example of a distinctly 
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American meme. The stirring images that it evokes, of blue-clad patriots and a  noble revolution 

against British oppression, coalesce into a silhouette of the American identity story.  

Anderson’s inquiry into imagined communities also provides a useful conceptual base 

from which to approach national identity. Specifically, because when Anderson identified the 

nation as an abstract figment – or, the essence converged upon by many American stories – a 

new dimension of study was opened. According to McAdams (1985)  narrative identity theory, 

people selectively reconstruct their memories of past events into a linear autobiographical 

narrative that explains “how they came to be, where they are going, and how they hope to fit 

into…the world that awaits them” (McAdams, 2011, p. 100). These narratives make sense of, 

and provide meaning to, a person’s  life, and are duly embedded into an individual’s  personal 

identity (McAdams, 2011). Anthropological scholarship suggests that information about the 

nation is similarly incorporated into the collective national identity (Bell, 2003).   

National narratives are patterned, group-defining stories that act as autobiographies of the 

nation (Feldman, 2001). Like the stories we tell each other, national narratives can differ in genre 

(Feldman, 2001). A country with plagued by servitude or oppression might craft a national story 

vacillating between victimhood and resilience. A young nation may rebel against a domineering 

motherland in a veritable bildungsroman centered on freedom and individuation.  The narrative 

structure chosen to define the past in turn creates a “particular pattern of interpretation generally 

applied to current affairs” (Feldman, 2001, p. 130). This is to say, how historical events are 

subsumed into the national narrative plays a paramount role in fashioning national identity 

(Wolczuk, 2000). Naturally, how nations interface with their own national identity varies. For 

some, manipulations of the national narrative by partisan entities begets horrific consequences. 

For instance, in the 1930s the Soviet Union banned any challenges to official historical dogmas 
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and any works that contested the traditional Soviet portrayal of history, effectively canonizing a 

singular, sacred, and thus unquestionable narrative (Wolczuk,2000). Furthermore, framing an 

enemy nation ,or ethnic group, as a villain makes any actions taken against them seem necessary, 

even morally right (Feldman, 2001). Zimmerman (1996) identified how incorporating animosity 

towards Bosnia into a new Serbian national identity story gave credence to genocide during the 

Bosnian War.  

Similarly, consider how the conventional American narrative centralizes heroism as a 

main theme. The image of America as the global Good Guy, fighting for everyone’s right to be 

free, has been used to excuse war (i.e., in the case of ‘saving’ Vietnam from the Communists) 

and mass murder (i.e., bombing Hiroshima and Nagasaki). This narrative is so evocative that it 

inspires individuals to volunteer to go to war; to volunteer to die. Obama (2013) makes a self-

aware nod to the trope in his remarks about military action in Syria:   

 

America is not the world's policeman. Terrible things happen across the globe, 

and it is beyond our means to right every wrong. But when, with modest effort 

and risk, we can stop children from being gassed to death and thereby make our 

own children safer over the long run, I believe we should act. That's what makes 

America different. That's what makes us exceptional. (Obama, 2013, par. 32) 

 

The traditional American story itself should be intuitively familiar to any reader familiar 

with the nation – It is the search for freedom. It is the evocative mantra: “Give me liberty or give 

me death”. It the image of Manifest Destiny embodied as a woman striding through the 

‘untamed’ frontier, little white men on horses galloping  by her feet. It is “boldly going where no 

man has gone before” (Star Trek The Original Series, 1969). Even now, the American identity 
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narrative converges on the idea of exceptionalism (Bouchard, 2013). But what – or who - is not 

included in the story of America?  Is the face of America defined by cowboys protecting their 

small town from ruffians, or the Native Americans that they slaughtered? What America is has 

developed over time, but how it has, and to whom, reveals individual differences in how one 

thinks about America.  

Additionally, and relatedly,  we must ask how an individual’s narrative appraisal of their 

nation might indicate their national attachment style? 

1.3 The narrative and attachment  

 

Ted Sarbin’s (1986) notion of the narratory principle - that humans fundamentally think, 

perceive, and judge according to internal narratives – is a truism that nevertheless provides 

contextual depth to national attachment theories (Hammack & Pilecki, 2011). The utility of the 

modern American identity narrative is that it provides cognitive coherence to politically cued 

experiences (Morden, 2016). The high interconnectivity of the late 20th and 21
st
 century means 

that most benign events, from watching the news to deciding what product to buy at Walgreens, 

is imbued with political meaning (Wojcieszak & Garrett, 2018; Hearn, 2007; Bell, 2003; 

Balabanis, Diamantopoulos, Mueller, & Melwar, 2001;Billig, 1995)Narratization initiates a 

feedback loop between how we contextualize events and how we, having taken in that perception 

and adjusted our mental representations in that direction, then react (Morden, 2016). If America 

itself is thought of as a shared narrative or mythos, then it is constantly being reconstructed by 

the individual. The self, too, is written and rewritten over again (Feldman, 2001). The identities 

of the group and the person develop in tandem; both perpetually evaluating and incorporating 

new information, while using the pre-existing narrative as a schematic guide (Feldman, 2001). 
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Culture and defining events provide an “interpretive vocabulary” for the narratives of both nation 

and man (Feldman, 2001, p. 132)   

A study by Potter and Reicher (1987) found that individual perceptions of political events 

are directly linked to how the boundaries of a group are rhetorically constructed. Individual 

engagement with national storylines mediates how strong the reflection of the national storyline 

is, but also what particular narrative account it appropriates. In a study of narrative accounts of 

the Malagasy anticolonial rebellion in Madagascar, Cole (2003) found distinctions in collective 

memory of the rebellion based on political opinion, physical location, and moral concerns related 

to the community. Further work by Hammack (2009, 2020, 2011a) found that the themes and 

ideological settings found in national story lines are often adopted as a part of their citizen’s 

personal narratives. In this way, the constructed national narrative becomes an individual’s 

reality. Given that national identities are largely rooted in fiction and falsified memories (Bell, 

2003), this can be problematic. 

Feldman (2001) notes that after the American loss in Vietnam, the traditional American 

identity narrative was dismantled. At the same time, America began the journey towards 

multiculturalism as disenfranchised subgroups began to visibly reframe the canonical narrative to 

display their experience. The “canonical triumphalist narrative”, where America was 

romanticized as a hero and champion of the world, was replaced with “a story of love and 

toleration where apparently polar forces find a reasoned, negotiated settlement in which they can 

peaceful coexist” (Feldman, 2001, pg. 136). This metamorphosis, of one dominant narrative into 

two, can be tracked in popular media, both a tribute to the transition and a method of its 

propagation. Though there are many iterations of the modern American identity narrative, but I 

propose it still falls into these two discrete categories: the Triumphalist narrative, to use the 



19 

 

language of Feldman (2001), and the Critical narrative, which is echoed in the quotes from 

Obama’s address at Selma that I have quoted throughout this essay. In 2020, in a highly 

polarized political system that seems to operate off differing media, traditions, and fundamental 

truths, the Triumphalist and Critical narrative seem to fall in line with Right vs. Left politics. I 

hesitate the define this bifurcation using political party. Rather, the Triumphalist narrative is 

indicative of chauvinism and nationalist tendencies, whereas the Critical narrative is associated 

with critical patriotism, hence the name. At this moment in time, the American nationalist 

movement is aligned with conservative, right-wing values. That nationalism is not implicitly 

associated with conservatism is blatant. The two narratives are fuzzy sets (Zimmerman, 

2011).Critical patriotism is intuitively appealing, and so it may be partially endorsed by 

individual’s on both sides of the political spectrum.  

The two-fold division between narratives maps onto the Blind-Constructive Patriotism 

scale  created by Schatz, Staub, and  Lavine (1999). This scale measures the manner of national 

attachment; a second-level construct above national attachment and nationalism. Constructive 

patriotism is characterized by questioning and criticizing national practices with intention to 

improve the nation (Staub, 2018). Blind patriotism, on the other hand, is defined as an 

unwavering positive regard for the nation and a strong sense of identification with it (Schatz, 

Staub, and Lavine, 1999). Blind patriotism has been associated with political disengagement, 

selective exposure to pro-America media, increased perceptions of foreign threat, and increased 

value placed on symbolic behaviors (Schatz, Staub, & Lavine, 2003). Moreover, blind patriotism 

is tightly intertwined with nationalism; researchers suggest that an unconditionally positive 

conception of the nation would engender justifications about why it is better than other countries 

(Schatz, Staub, & Lavine, 1999; Hogg & Abtrams, 1988; Tajfel, 1981) In this way, it is 
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embedded in symbolic involvement with an idealized representation of the nation (Schatz, Staub, 

& Lavine, 1999). You can consider it like a perpetual ‘honeymoon’ phase of a relationship; the 

nation is romanticized so that it becomes an ideal abstracted away from what it truly is. Blind 

patriotism is also associated with wanting to protect the national group from ‘cultural 

contamination’, and belief that symbolic behaviors are more important than instrumental ones 

(Schatz & Staub, 1997). Recall that Schatz and Levine (2007) found that nationalism too was 

highly associated with  psychological attachment to national symbols. Symbolic involvement is 

thought to be indicative of attachment to an idealized abstraction of the United States, which is 

engaged with primarily through symbols and a sacred, scripture-like narrative.  

I speculate that national attachment style is a function of : (a) how strongly one identifies 

with the nation, and (b) what narrative a person ascribes to. If national attachment is the 

integration of one’s identity as an American into their personal identity, then what one believes 

America is should factor into their relationship with it.  Because constructive/critical patriots 

perceive the nation as fallible, and as a system that must constantly be revised, I expect that they 

would have a more anxious attachment to the nation. On the other hand, it seems likely that 

nationalism will be related to attachment security. If one trends towards inexorable allegiance to 

America, rejection by the nation may be unconceivable. Avoidant attachment might be related to 

two different things, as noted by Ferenczi and Marshall (2013): either low emotional 

identification with the nation  or the desire to avoid functional dependence on the nation. Both 

may be associated with higher instrumental involvement with the nation.  

1.4. Previous research on national attachment styles 

 

As far as I am aware, the only published scholarly paper investigating the relationship 

between attachment styles, as denoted by attachment theory, and national attachment is a 
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relatively recent paper by Ferenczi and Marshall (2013). However, unlike this study, they 

specifically analyzed patterns of attachment to the Homeland, or one’s nation of birth. 

Furthermore, their sample included participants from 38 nations across North America, Europe, 

and South Asia. In this way, they plumb at a potential universal system of national attachment.  

However, there is some controversy about the veracity of generalizing national 

attachment across nations, at least using the current methods (Condor, 2001). National identity is 

capricious, and national identity difficult to conceptualize parsimoniously while maintaining 

subtlety. For example, Ardag, Cohrs, and Selck (2019) identified three national identity 

narratives that influenced the national identification process in Germany and four in Turkey, and 

I suspect there are at least two in the United States. Narrative manifestations of underlying traits 

that predicted national identity had affectively different valence depending on the nation; for 

instance, collective narcissism, which significantly predicts nationalism, in Germany was 

associated with “transgenerational guilt” (p. 7) and “the suppression and/or rationalization of 

these negative emotions” (p. 7) whereas in Turkey ethnocentrism is normalized and it is implied 

that even the “glorification” (p. 16) narrative has a critical orientation (Ardag, Cohrs, & Selck, 

2019). Thus, raw scores taken without context may not capture the nuanced interaction between 

particular national identities and psychological constructs (Condor, 2001).  

This being said, the authors postulate a model of national attachment similar to the 

relationship between parent and offspring, drawing from cross-cultural representations of the 

nation as a caregiver, particularly a mother. They measure national attachment by adapting the 

Relationship’s Scales Questionnaire (RSQ), which measures attachment styles in romantic 

relationships, replacing mentions of a ‘partner’ with ‘my country’. The questions used on the 

RSQ are exactly the same as those on the ECR-S (Fraley, Waller & Brennan, 2000), which 
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measures attachment and avoidance in interpersonal relationships, but the questions are scored 

differently. The RSQ is designed to measure attachment on two dimensions of other and self 

with scores ranging from positive to negative. This can be combined into a four-by-four matrix 

conceptually very similar to the anxiety-avoidance model. The traditional categories are secure 

(positive self, positive other), preoccupied (negative self, positive other), dismissive (positive 

self, negative other), and fearful (negative self, negative other). Each category is conceptualized 

as discrete though, rather than measured on a sliding scale. For their data, however, secure 

attachment converged with preoccupied attachment (negative self, positive other) for a three-

factor solution. I analyzed how the questions segmented by factor, and found that, almost 

exactly, negatively-scored questions for anxiety/avoidant attachment made up the secure-

preoccupied scale, anxiously oriented questions the fearful scale, and avoidant the dismissive. 

Thus, it seems that an anxious-avoidant-secure model may be a better fit for measuring national 

attachment than a discrete factor model.  

 The study found significant correlations between dismissive national attachment (positive 

self, negative other) and avoidant general attachment (measured using the ECR-S; r(263) = .13, 

p<.05), and between fearful national attachment (negative self, negative other) and anxious 

general attachment (r(263 = .43, p<.01).  They also measured identification with heritage culture 

identity, and found that secure-preoccupied national attachment was associated with increased 

heritage and mainstream culture identification ( p < .01), whereas there was a significant 

negative correlation between fearful (negative self, negative other; p < .05) and dismissive (p < 

.01) attachment. A second study (N=253) confirmed that national attachment fit a three-factor 

model using the RSQ. Additionally, they found a significant relationship between secure-

preoccupied national attachment and nationalism.  
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1.5. The current study    

 

In summary, the literature suggests that national attachment style is influenced by what a 

person believes the identity of America is, as well as how strongly a person identifies with 

America. However, there is scant literature on how other underlying factors may influence how a 

person perceives, and attaches to, the nation. In this study, I test for potential relationships 

between national attachment style and four psychological constructs that I believe may impact 

how one conceives of and identifies with America. In the next chapter, I explain the four 

constructs – attachment in romantic relationships, moral concerns, mind perception, and political 

ideology – and why they are pertinent to the study of national attachment.  
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CHAPTER 2. 

 

Pulling at the threads:  

Romantic attachment, moral concerns, and mind perception 

 

 

2.1 Attachment theory  

 

To what extent is attachment to a romantic partner analogous to attachment to the nation?  

Attachment theory, in its most simple form, posits that there is a fundamental biological 

and behavioral system by which humans form relationships with others. The earliest models of 

attachment theory postulated that attachment evolved to strengthen the bond between infants and 

their caregivers in order to keep infants close to those that nurture them, and to keep those that 

nurture them willing to do so (Bowlby, 1973; 1980). The concatenation of early attachment 

experiences is thought to affect an “inner working model” (Bowlby, 1973), or schema, of the self 

as either worthy or unworthy of affection, and of others as either dependable or undependable. 

Individuals use these models to interpret future attachment experiences. Mary Main (1991) and 

her colleagues extended attachment to later childhood experience parents, while other 

researchers (Collin & Read, 1990; Hazan & Shaver, 1987) have identified attachment styles in 

adult romantic relationships. While most adults in romantic relationships list their partner as their 

primary attachment figure, attachment theory has been expanded to include a variety of other 

potential attachment objects (Hazan & Shaver, 1994), including groups (Smith, Murphy, &Coats, 

1999) and abstractions, such as God (Flannely, 2017; Sim & Yow, 2011; Kirkpatrick, 1998). 

Theorists speculate that attachment to romantic partners and the group were as fundamental to 

the survival of early humans as the care-giver-child relationship (Smith, Murphy & Coats, 1999).   

In early research, attachment styles were conceptualized as discrete and were classified 

into three distinct groups: secure, anxious-ambivalent, and avoidant (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, 
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& Wall, 1978). However, the modern consensus is that attachment is a function of two 

underlying dimensions of attachment anxiety and attachment  ambivalence (Fraley & Waller, 

1998; Brennan et al., 1998;  Brennan & Shaver, 1995; Simpson et al., 2002; Bartholomew & 

Horowitz, 1991).  High anxiety corresponds to anxious preoccupation with the relationship (and 

potential rejection); low anxiety with confidence. Relatedly, high avoidance corresponds with 

emotional detachment from the relationship and dismissal of its importance, while low avoidance 

denotes a healthy relationship with intimacy and dependence. Attachment anxiety and avoidance 

are the standard measures across attachment objects, notably including group attachment and 

attachment to God.  

I chose to compare standard adult attachment to national attachment in order to 

investigate whether the dimensions of attachment to the nation measure the same concepts as 

attachment in relationships. Since it is presumed that the attachment system activates similar 

cognitive mechanisms across objects, I expect that there will be some relationship between 

national attachment patterns and romantic attachment patterns. The consensus in attachment 

research is that people have multiple working models of attachment depending on their past 

relationships with a subject (Collins & Read, 1994).  Smith, Murphy, and Coats (1999) theorize 

that because the needs that are met by interpersonal relationships are distinct from those fulfilled 

by group membership, there should be variance between relational and group attachment 

patterns. None of the previous studies I reviewed that measured adult attachment and either 

socionational identification or national attachment (Marsh & Brown, 2011; Ardag, Cohrs & 

Selck), outside of Ferenczi and Marshall (2013) found a significant direct relationship between 

them. For this reason, I expect that I will not find a significant correlation between romantic 

attachment style and attachment to the nation.  
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Potential individual differences in attachment patterns between the nation are still 

theoretically meaningful. Studies suggest that individuals with insecure attachment styles are less 

likely to perceive support from their interpersonal relationships, such as friendships or family 

(Blain, Thompson, & Whiffen, 1993). People with anxious and avoidant attachment styles were 

found to be more religious (Rowatt & Kirkpatrick, 2002), more emotional in their religiosity 

(Granqvist & Hagekull, 1999; Kirkpatrick, 1997), to perceive a more intimate relationship with 

God (Granqvist & Hagekull, 2000). These results suggest that some people compensate for 

insecurity in their interpersonal relationships by investing in perceived higher-order relationships 

(Keefer, Landau, Rothschild & Sullivan, 2012; Nedelisky & Steele, 2009; Granqvist, 2006; 

Rowatt & Kirkpatrick, 2002)
1
. Research on dispositional traits underlying blind patriotism, 

nationalism, and romantic attachment style suggest that a similar pattern may exist with the 

nation substituted in for God (Brown & Ng, 2012). Nationalism in the United States has 

parasitized Christian symbols and religious traditions, developing into what Robert Bellah (1967; 

1980; 1992) termed a “national civil religion”. According to Bellah (1980), both Americans and 

religious adherents express a sort of filial piety towards their corresponding higher power, 

suggesting a similarity between symbolic cognitive representations of God and the nation. This 

relationship is another variable of interest. I made no a priori hypotheses regarding the specific 

relationships between romantic attachment and national attachment, other than that I do not 

believe that there will be a significant positive interaction of romantic attachment anxiety and 

avoidance on the corresponding national attachment value.  

                                                           

1 Njus & Okerstrom (2016) found that anxious attachment to friends significant predicted 

anxious and avoidant attachment to God, and that avoidant attachment to friends also predicted 

anxious and avoidant attachment to God. Furthermore, they found a significant positive 

relationship between insecure romantic attachment and anxious attachment to God, but not 

avoidant attachment to God.  
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2.2  Moral concerns  

“The truth is, politics and morality are inseparable…A state is nothing more than 

a reflection of its citizens; the more decent the citizens, the more decent the state.” 

 

-  Ronald Reagan, Politics and Morality are Inseparable 

 

Imagine that you have a new neighbor who has, as a gesture of fellowship, invited you to 

his Fourth of July bonfire. When you arrive the festivities seem typical. Hotdogs broil on the 

grill, party goers adorned in red, white, and blue banter drunkenly on the lanai. However, there is 

one flagrant exception. Rather than fuel the bonfire with timber, your neighbor is burning 

American flags. As you approach, he nonchalantly tosses another one into the flames. If your 

values are similar to those of many American’s you may confront your neighbor, aghast, only for 

him to respond that the flags were on sale $2 for a dozen at Costco and thus a better financial 

decision than buying firewood.  And besides, he adds, what harm is it doing?  

The answer to this question depends, of course, on who you ask. While more vivid than 

most everyday moral violations, this anecdote captures the broad variability of moral concerns 

between individuals. Many moral philosophers opine that humans ought to reason with regard to 

a universal moral imperative . This implies that there are a finite array of moral truths; true 

‘goods’ that abstract over all human actions, all cultures, that dictate how to best live. For 

example, utilitarian’s believe we should act to minimize the sum of all harm in the world; 

sacrificing our mothers to trolleys for the greater good (Singer, 1979). Others claim morality 

objectivity has been effectively “debunked” – that morality is necessarily dependent on minds 

and cannot be a higher-order good (see Cline, 2015; Vevova, 2015; Joyce, 2013;  Shafer-Landau, 

2010; Kahane, 2010; Joyce, 2001; Mackie, 1990) . This paper will not propound any life-

changing revelations about the truest of moral goods.  
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 Rather, I am first going to briefly review moral psychology before moving into its recent 

foray into ideas tangential to national attachment. There is an implicit relationship between 

morality and politics, as political ideology is driven by individual differences in what one 

believes is right and good. Furthermore, Hammack and Pilecki (2011) assert that personal 

narratives “are best understood as morality tales” (p. 93) because, inherent in providing cogency, 

they are oriented towards a personal notion of good. Given the highly political nature of morality 

(Graham et al., 2013) and recent research suggesting a link between morality and attachment,  I 

thought it would be fruitful to explore the relationship between different dimensions of moral 

concerns and patterns of national attachment.  

2.2.1. Background literature on moral psychology 

 

The fine tendrils of morality weave through all aspects of human social experience. You 

love your neighbor as you love yourself, until you discover that your neighbor holds vastly 

different moral values than you (like a fondness for flag-burning). 

Individuals have a vested interest in maintaining the moral status of their social groups. 

Moral violations are found to be more salient, and thus judged more harshly, than social norm 

violations among both children (Sanderson & Siegal, 2010) and adults (Van der Lee, Ellemers, 

Scheepers & Rutjens, 2017). Similarly, individuals are less likely to be assumed into a group if 

they are perceived as morally unjust over being socially inept or incompetent (Van der Lee, 

Ellemers, Scheepers, & Rutjens, 2017; Hitti, Mulvey, Rutland, Abrams, Killen, 2013). In-group 

morality alone was found to predict positive evaluations of one’s social groups, even when 

controlling for both their social standing and perceived competence (Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 

2007). Furthermore, moral transgressions, and not social transgressions, resulted in rejection of 

in-group members by children (Schmidt, Rakoczy & Tomasello, 2012). Schmidt, Rakoczy, and 
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Tomasello (2019) studied how children regulated  moral norms in social situations by assigning 

them to one of two groups as part of a game. They found that even though children preferred in-

group members, they imposed a higher standard for moral behavior onto them. Social identity 

theory speculates that individuals derive self-esteem from positive representations of their 

ingroup (Tajfel, 1981) – as such, one is motivated to maintain higher standards for good behavior 

within the group than those outside of it. We like our friends to be moral and our enemies not to 

be. Verkuyten (2013) found that discrimination against out-group members is facilitated by the 

moral narratives we tell about ourselves and them. It is much easier to turn away a caravan of 

Mexican refugees when you frame them as violent criminals lusting after your jobs and your 

daughters, rather than downtrodden dreamers searching for a better life.  

This in-group bias can be explained by the unfashionable fact that humans are 

fundamentally self-interested. Even altruistic behavior has a base in continuing the survival of 

your genetic line. When you help others, you establish a tradition of reciprocity more nuanced 

than playing Tit-for-Tat (Wilkinson, 1984; Roberts 1998). Even capuchin monkeys account for 

the qualitative value of goods during sharing behaviors, trading more units of low-quality food 

for high-quality food, which implies that they have a multilevel system of fairness (De Waal, 

2000).  Monkeys who are unfair traders are ostracized from the group (Brosnan & de Waal, 

2002). Cooperative behaviors, such as altruism, are thought to be the fundament for the evolution 

of morality in humans (Joyce, 2006
2
; Bekoff, 2001). Piaget’s influential theory of moral 

constructivism laid the groundwork for the psychological study of morality (Carpendale in Hala, 

2013). Constructivism postulates that “knowledge is constructed” (Carpendale in Hala, 2013, p. 

37)  by a subject through interactions with their environment (Piaget, 1970). Piaget proposed a 

                                                           
2
 For an eloquent objection to the theories of both prosocial antecedents of moral evolution and 

moral nativism, see Prinz, 2008.  
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stage model of how children developed moral judgements, which would later inspire Kohlberg’s 

historically preeminent 6-stage model of moral development.  The term ‘moral realism’ was first 

coined by Piaget to describe the first of two developmental stages of moral judgement. Children 

in this stage associate moral truths to arbitrary external authorities, such as teachers or the law 

(Kurtines & Primm, 1983). As young children as egocentric and have trouble conceptualizing the 

intentionality of others, they understand morality through simple cause-and-effect relationships 

(Kurtines & Primm, 1983). Moral judgement is imposed upon an individual when they do 

something an authority deems bad.  Moral realism assumed a new meta-ethical meaning within 

Lawrence Kohlberg’s structural model of morality. Kohlberg’s moral theory is fundamentally 

Platonic (Kavathatzopoulos, 1991). Throughout one’s life one traverses a 6-fold path  towards 

the ideal form of moral virtue; advancement through the stages relies on thought and personal 

reflection. Kohlberg’s moral realism implies the existence of an immutable higher moral ideal 

(or ideals). To him, this is commensurate with a Platonic sense of justice (Kohlberg, 1978). 

Modern interpretations of moral realism embrace an epistemological claim that there are non-

negotiable moral facts which, typically, are those that universally promote human flourishing. In 

this way, moral truths are not culturally determined but are elevated above them as a sort of 

third-order good.  

The alternative hypothesis to moral realism is moral nativism. The nativist theory posits 

that evolution has gifted the human mind with an innate blueprint for moral knowledge. We are 

born moral; primed to appraise the world through the lens of good and bad behavior. Your 

genetic code provides you with a “first draft” (Graham et al., 2013, p. 8) of the moral mind. 

Moral judgements are predominantly fast and automatic (Graham et al., 2013). However, agents 

are often “unable to articulate the principals that guide [moral] discriminations” despite their 
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consistent certainty about their judgement
3
. This can be compared to Chomsky’s “poverty-of-

the-stimulus” problem in linguistics, which states that, because children have the ability to form 

linguistic representations beyond their immediate experience, the tendency for language 

formation must be innate (Lasnik & Lidz, 2016). This is not to say that human morality is fixed 

at birth, however. How moral concerns manifest is dependent on a complex array of 

environmental and individual factors (Malti & Buchmann, 2010; Rhodes & Wellman, 2017).   

According to nativist theories, cross-cultural differences in morality are explained by 

differences in groups cultural narratives (Haidt & Joseph, 2004; Joyce, 2006). Moral nativism 

comes in many flavors (Joyce, 2013); from abjectly discounting reflective morality  (Cine, 2015) 

to more moderate views, such as the social intuitionist theory (Haidt, 2001), which decouples 

conscious moral reasoning from reflexive judgement. 

 In this paper, I adopt a moderate approach to moral nativism, aligning with the social-

intuitionist approach to moral judgement. Research in cognitive science, neuroscience 

(Lieberman, 2000), evolutionary biology, and anthropology have augmented both moral nativism 

and social-moral intuitionism, giving credence to their explanatory viability. The social-moral 

intuitionist model posits that morality is an effect of instinctual feelings rather than thoughts, 

"more akin to aesthetic preferences than reasoned inferences" (Ditto & Koleva, 2011, p. 331). 

Moral judgements are posited to arise quickly, automatically, and unconsciously from instinctual 

reactions of like or dislike when certain patterns of behaviors are observed (Haidt, 2009). Moral 

judgements, then, are analogous to the ‘gut’ sensation of looking at a painting and feeling 

‘moved’. The conscious interpretation of these emotions are simply post hoc rationalizations, 

                                                           

3 It is important to distinguish moral nativism from the similar sounding yet theoretically 

disparate naturalized ethics. Naturalistic theories of ethics reduce moral principles, or 

prescriptions of correct moral behavior, to discrete biological facts (Greene, 2003).Moral 

nativism assumes that the brain is innately predisposed to making moral judgments. 
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which can be adjusted based on deliberation and discussion with others (Clifford & Jerit, 2013; 

Haidt, 2009). 

2.2.2. Moral foundations theory  

 

Moral Foundations Theory is a social intuitionist approach to morality (MFT; Haidt & 

Graham, 2007) which posits that moral judgements are founded on at least five essential modular 

domains. It is perhaps the preeminent contemporary model of morality, though it is not without 

critics (see Appendix) and competitor theories. MFT advances that the five moral foundations 

are universal, and that each produce automatic emotional reactions based on social triggers. The 

five moral foundations are:  

1. Harm/care – This foundation encapsulates concern for both emotional and physical 

suffering. According to Graham et al. (2013), the evolutionary antecedent of the care 

foundation is sensitivity to physical signs of stress expressed by one’s child. This 

system is overactive and, over and beyond recognizing distress in a hypothetical 

child, activates in response to distress in other children, animals, and, for some 

people, even inanimate objects. Neuroscientific research shows that listening to 

linguistic stimuli that describe bodily harm induces higher brain activation in the 

ventromedial prefrontal cortex (vmPFC), posterior cingulate cortex (PCC), posterior 

superior temporal sulcus (pSTS), and temporal poles during moral scenarios than 

non-moral scenarios (Heekeren et al., 2005). The vmPFC is associated with value 

judgements, and the pCC and pSTS more broadly with social cognition and 

attributions of mental states to others (Yoder & Decety, 2018). Perceptions of pain 

precipitate compassion for the victim (Graham et al., 2013) and incentivize behaviors 

to remove the negative stimulus.   
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2. Fairness – In order to maximize ones gains in non-zero-sum social engagements, it is 

useful to employ a strategy of fairness. Social animals are primed to notice evidence 

of cheating or cooperation (Graham et al., 2013). While it seems this mechanism 

evolved to protect ones self-interests in direct partnerships, like the care foundation, it 

has expanded to include interactions with non-human subjects (e.g., inanimate 

objects, God) , third parties (e.g., through gossip), and a universal ethics of justice. 

 

3. Loyalty - Being a social animal necessitates that one forms bonds with those of their 

own species. Networks of bonds facilitate the creation of social groups and, through 

this, and ingroup that one is attached to and an outgroup that one is not. The concepts 

of loyalty and betrayal are thought to have evolved with intergroup competition. 

Group cohesion increases the odds of winning in competitions. As defeating an 

enemy obviously increasing ones chances of survival, loyalty is a socially selected 

behavior (Graham et al., 2013; de Waal, 2000).  

 

4. Authority - Authority comes in many forms: from concrete figures, such as your 

parents or tyrannical boss, to more abstract ones, such as the national government or 

God. Social dominance hierarchies are found in many social species including 

primates, wolves, and even fish (e.g. lancer dragonets) (Yerkes, 1939; De Waal, 

2007; Wittenrich, 2013). Being able to successfully navigate complex social 

hierarchies improves an animals social standing and, consequently, their continued 

likelihood of acceptance by the group and ability to reproduce. Today, the authority 
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foundation is often discussed in reference to nationalism and differences in virtues 

between American liberals and conservatives (see: Haidt & Graham, 2007; McAdams 

et al., 2008; Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Haidt, Graham, & Joseph, 2009; Koleva 

et al., 2012; Frimer, Tell, & Motyl, 2016).  

 

5. Sanctity/purity – A man, alone in the privacy of his own home, dons a condom and 

proceeds to masturbate using a rotisserie chicken. The chicken, being cooked, is not 

alive; it is not capable of sensation or, even theoretically, of conscious thought. The 

condom protects John Doe from risk of infection. After the event, the man, being an 

eco-conscious individual, eats the chicken as not to waste it. Has he committed a 

moral violation? The sanctity foundation addresses implicit feelings of disgust related 

to everyday immoral behavior (Hofmann, Wisneski, Brandt & Skitka, 2014). 

Research on human evolution implicates a “behavioral immune system” (Schaller & 

Park, 2011 in Graham et al., 2013) that moderates exposure to pathogens in the 

environment. For instance, sexual behavior, which is commonly associated with this 

module, increases the risk for the transmission of disease by virtue of body-to-body 

contact. Purity-based judgements have been associated with trait disgust-sensitivity 

and can be manipulated by sensory and environmental cues (Inbar, Pizarro, & Bloom, 

2009), though perhaps only in those highly aware of the stimuli.  

 

Harm and purity can be thought of as individualizing foundations because they protect 

the rights and autonomy of the individual. The other three are the binding foundations, which 

protect community functioning and social hierarchies, and promote group solidarity. These 
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foundations are not thought to be an exhaustive list of the foundations, simply “the five for 

which we think the current evidence is best” (Graham et al., 2013). The theory was tentatively 

amended (Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, & Haidt, 2012) to include a sixth moral foundation: 

liberty. However, research accounting for this foundation is still scant even among its 

proponents, which is why it will not be discussed here.  

According to Graham et al., (2009) MFT operates off four ineradicable claims. The first 

is the nativist approach to morality is correct. The second is that the innate blueprint of the moral 

mind can be "edited" depending on ones’ environment. Cultural learning and individual 

differences effect the degree to which the foundations are prioritized, as well as how they are 

presented. Western nations tend to prioritize the individualizing foundations due to their 

ontological focus on individual rights (Haidt & Graham, 2009; Turiel, 2007). For instance, 

Graham et al. (2013) references how children in traditional Hindu households are taught to bow 

when in the presence of revered elders and guests (p. 9). The behavior eventually becomes 

ingrained and intuitive, such that an adult, having spent her young adult life bowing to people 

she respects, may automatically bow when meeting a beloved public figure (p. 9). The authors 

contrast this with a secular American childhood, where there is no culturally ordained behavior 

for displaying respect for authority. However, deference to ones elders and respected individuals 

in power, such as a former president, is often expressed in word choice and gesture. The third is 

that moral judgements rise initially from unconscious automatic impulses, as following the social 

intuitionist model. The last is that there are a plurality of systems in the brain which give rise to 

morality. Though adaptation is difficult to prove biologically, evolutionary principle tends 

towards functionalism; mental structures, such as those which precipitate morality, are likely to 

have been adaptively advantageous (Graham et al., 2012). The modern world is drastically 
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different than the environment of our ancestors within which these adaptive modules developed. 

The actual domain (or ‘current triggers’ (Haidt, 2001)) of moral modules in the brain can be 

considered an outgrowth of their original domain. If any of these four claims is proven false, the 

theory must be retired.  

2.2.3. Moral Foundations theory and national attachment 

 

To capture morality’s influence on national attachment, we return to Barack Obama’s 

address at Selma. The former president characterized the “true meaning” of America as “the idea 

of a just America and a fair America, an inclusive America, and a generous America” (Obama, 

2015, par. 10). But what of a “dutiful America” or a “pure America”? According to moral 

foundations theorists, you need only tune in to a conservative speaker. There is a rapidly 

expanding literature demonstrating that American
4
 liberals and conservatives prioritize different 

moral concerns (Graham et al., 2009; Jost, 2006; Lakoff, 2002; Skitka & Tetlock, 1993). Studies 

using both experimental methods and text-analysis reveal that liberals are more likely to 

prioritize maintaining fairness and avoiding harm, whereas conservatives regard all five 

foundations relatively equally (Haidt & Graham, 2009). This is not to say that liberals, on 

average, care more about fairness and harm than conservatives. Scores between the two groups 

are consistently similar. Rather, it reflects a liberal tendency to employ utilitarian justifications 

for moral rules where the consequences for the individual are more important than maintaining 

social institutions. Conservatives are more likely to express deontological moral beliefs – 

reflected in Ronald Reagan’s (1885) profession that “without God there is no virtue” (p. 10)  - 

which assert that to break a moral rule, regardless of its consequences, is wrong. 

                                                           
4 Although most studies relating MFT and politics are conducted on American samples, 

differences in which moral foundations are prioritized by political liberals and conservatives 

have been mapped onto European nations as well (Yilmaz, Saribay, Bahcekapili, & Harma, 

2016; van Leeuwen & Park, 2009). 
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Dan McAdams et al., (2008) explicates individual differences in political ideology by 

examining narrative case studies of 128 middle-aged Christians. American liberals and 

conservatives use different words to frame what is ‘good’ and ‘bad’ when engaging in political 

discourse (McAdams et al., 2008; Graham, 2007; Lakoff, 2004). This pattern held when people 

were asked to recount the development of their own moral beliefs. On average, conservatives 

underscored respect for authority, loyalty to their family and country, and a desire to maintain 

personal purity and goodness. Liberals instead focused on their profound care for social fairness 

and equality, and a desire to relieve human suffering. The moral content of interviews was also 

associated with scores on the Right-Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) scale, with an increased 

presence of authority-coded words predicting high RWA scores (McAdams et al., 2008).  

Another potential avenue of influence draws from burgeoning research on a 

developmental relationship between morality and inner working models of attachment. The idea 

itself is not new. John Bowlby’s attachment theory, Carol Gilligan’s(1986; 1988) ethics of care, 

and even William Fairbairn’s (1943) model of object relations theory stressed the importance of 

early mother-child experiences to moral development. Early experiences observing how 

individuals respond to suffering may influence how one processes and appraises ‘morally-coded’ 

social interactions (Govrin, 2014; Koleva, Selterman, Iyer, Ditto, & Graham, 2013;  Mikulincer 

et al., 2001; Fraley, Niedenthal, Marks, Brumbaugh, & Vicary, 2006). Recall that even infants 

have been found to display behaviors indicating an ability for moral judgement (Hamlin et al., 

2007; 2010; 2011; 2013a). The attachment system has been implicated in the development of 

moral identity, with some scholars positing that it may be the developmental basis for the 

affective and self-related processes necessary for moral judgement (Reimer, 2005). As of the 
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time this thesis was written, there are only a few studies that consider the relationship between 

the moral foundations and attachment and the results have been inconsistent.  

Koleva et al., (2013) found, in a sample of approximately 7,500 individuals, that 

attachment avoidance was found to predict weaker scores on the individualizing foundations, 

whereas high attachment anxiety predicted greater concern for harm, fairness, and purity. The 

associations between attachment and harm/fairness were mediated by empathy and disgust-

sensitivity. Njus and Okerstrom (2016) found a negative association between romantic 

attachment avoidance and in-group loyalty, and a negative relationship between friend 

attachment avoidance and both harm and fairness. Finally, Kimmes and Durtschi (2016) 

discovered, in a sample of people, found a significant positive correlation between the harm 

foundation and attachment anxiety, a significant negative correlation between harm and 

avoidance, and significant negative correlation between concerns about fairness and attachment 

avoidance. These results support those found by Koleva et al., (2013) and some of the results 

found by Njus and Okerstrom (2016).  

I expect that how moral concerns effect national attachment will depend on how one 

conceptualizes America, since subjective national identity factors into how one conceives the 

moral status of the nation. The nation is held to different moral standards than a friend. I expect 

that high scores on the individualizing foundations and the binding moral foundations – 

particularly loyalty and authority -  will predict low scores on America attachment avoidance, 

and that high scores on the individualizing foundations will predict anxious America attachment.  
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2.3. Theory of mind  

 

“There is a universal tendency among mankind to conceive all beings like 

themselves… we find human faces in the moon, armies in the clouds; and by a natural 

propensity, if not corrected by experience and reflection, ascribe malice or good-will 

to every thing”.  

- David Hume, 1977, p. 26 

-  

Mind perception is traditionally measured along one dimension - how much 'mind' a subject 

has. The problem with perceiving minds is that you can only access the minds of others 

‘indirectly’. The mental states that we so intimately feel in our own minds, such as beliefs, 

desires, intentions, and feelings, are invisible. Yet, we have no trouble invoking them, using what 

Dennet (1987) calls the intentional stance, to explain and predict others behavior (Schaafsma, 

Pfaff, Spunt, & Adolphs, 2015; Epley & Waytz, 2010; Jones & Nisbett, 1972). Your neighbor 

could be an undercover zombie with no mind or conscious inner life, but if she waves at you in 

the morning, says “ow” and recoils when she stubs her toe, and isn’t staggering around muttering 

“brainsss” under her breath, you would have no idea. I will side-step the infamous philosophical 

debate about how to identify a ‘true mind’ by suggesting that the realness of a mind is irrelevant 

for intuitive mind perception.  

You need only to watch a child at play to see how people can be a bit overzealous when 

ascribing things ‘mind’. Children can see human in nearly any object their encounter. They will 

grant a full set of emotions, personality-traits, and preferences to stuffed animals, and treat the 

family dog like they would a sibling.  Children are, as dubbed by Piagetian theory, 

“indiscriminate anthropomorphizers” (Waytz, Klein, & Epey, 2013, p. 272; Piaget, 1929). 

Anthropomorphism simpliciter is the ascription of human-like mental characteristics onto non-

human things. It is to perceive mind in places where there is likely
5
 none. Of course, not only 

                                                           
5 See Clark & Chalmers  (1998) for an alternative theory about what is and what is not conscious  
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children anthropomorphize; we talk to our pets, beg our appliances to work, name ships, and find 

gods in thunderstorms and the cycles of the moon. It is believed that anthropomorphism is a 

natural byproduct of evolution (Urquiza-Haas & Kotrschal, 2015; Harris & Fiske, 2008). The 

intuitive folk psychology of anthropomorphism likely evolved to help us understand and predict 

the behavior of other humans, and was exapted to interactions with non-human animals and 

nature (Dacey, 2017). Research in social psychology (Schein & Gray, 2016; Shein & Gray, 

2015; Gray & Wegner, 2011) has identified two continuous dimensions of mind perception: (1) 

agency (such as plant, intentions, and beliefs) and (2) conscious experience (e.g., the capacity to 

feel pain or suffer, emotions, and self-refection). These dimensions can be mapped linearly, with 

things like a rock that has little agency and little experience allocated “little mind”, and things 

like a man, with high agency and experience, “high mind”. Highly vulnerable beings, such as 

babies and animals, are thought to have little agency, but high experience, and thus a greater 

capacity for suffering without the mental fortitude to culpable of moral crimes. On the other 

hand, non-living but, in one form or another, behaving beings such as God and robots are 

assigned high agency but low experience. To my knowledge, at the time this paper was written 

there are no studies investigating the link between mind perception, in psychological terms, and 

the nation. Yet, the anthropomorphism of the nation is common in language, even if it is not 

literally believed, and is perhaps implied in the elevation of the abstract American in American 

nationalism.  

2.3.2. Moral implications of mind perception  

Punching babies is bad. The bad-ness of punching the guy who punched a baby is a little 

iffier. The Theory of Dyadic Morality (TDM), proposed by Gray, Waytz, and Young (2012) 

asserts that harm is the essence of moral judgement. TDM theorists claim that in every moral 
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situation two subjects must be present: a vulnerable patient (who is harmed) and an intentional 

agent (who harms). This effectuates the "dyadic loop" (Schein & Gray, 2017): a feedback cycle 

wherein perceptions of wrongness and harm become structurally linked. Immoral actions are 

judged on a continuum of how much suffering they cause a victim (Schein & Gray, 2016; Schein 

& Gray, 2017). The more suffering an action causes, the more ‘wrong’ it is thought to be. You 

can understand this in terms of the power differential between moral agents and patients. The 

more vulnerable a patient is, the more harm they can suffer. Similarly, the more power ascribed 

to an agent, the more harm they can theoretically inflict onto another (Wegner & Gray, 2016). 

This is why punching a baby is a more salient moral harm than punching, for instance, Jeff 

Bezos.  

Unlike MFT, the TDM postulates that  harm, or rather the perception of harm, is the 

essential mechanism driving moral judgements. This is a more loose construction of harm than 

used by Graham et al., (2013).  Harm, by this definition, is purely cognitive; it is perceived 

damage inflicted unto one agent by another (Schein & Gray, 2017). This allows for top-down 

and bottom-up effects, where perceptions of harm influence how the actors are judged, and 

perceptions of the actors determine the weight of the harm. The model also suggests that the 

relationship between harm and moral judgement is bidirectional. Immoral actions are deemed 

harmful and harmful actions deemed immoral. The moral dyad, like most psychological models, 

is a fuzzy framework (Gray & Schein, 2012). Perceptions of harm are not objective; they vary 

across cultures, contexts, and individual experience. To Americans, who cherish their dogs like 

friends, eating a dog may be morally abhorrent. However, eating a pig which is not small and 

fluffy, and which is typically not attributed the mental fortitude of a dog, is seen as ok.  
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TDM speculates that, in order for moral judgement to occur, both the agent and the 

patient must be ascribed a 'mind'. By this definition, a mind is not empirical. It is simply the 

subjective perception of something (be it a cat, a plant, or your neighbor) as being conscious 

enough that it can either feel or think). Moral patency is associated with feeling; if someone has a 

high capacity for feeling, they can subjectively experience more pain, both emotional and 

physical, from harm. Agency, as a dimension of mind perception, is associated with the ability to 

plan, think, and do. Both philosophical theory (Aristotle, Bartlett, & Collins, 2011) and folk 

psychology maintain that in order for an act to be moral, it must be voluntary and intentional. As 

such, the moral agent is associated with agency of the mind. It is difficult for a baby to be a 

moral agent because they lack a conception of morality, and the ability to rationally control most 

of their behaviors. The amount of mind attributed to something, then, plays a direct role in its 

moral standing. Not only can subjective mind perception provide insight into the relationship 

between a person and the subject; it also influences how a person perceives and reacts to harms 

against it.  

2.3.1 National attachment and mind perception 

 

The personification of nations is a common convention in art and common language; it is 

also a staple metaphor in the study of international politics (Luoma-aho, 2009). When spoken of 

in abstraction, the state can be endowed with a will, moral spirit, and the ability to exercise 

power and authority (Kurtz, 1993; Weber, 1966). In Russian and Iranian folktales, the nation 

often takes the form of a mother. The mythic figure of Caitlín Ní Uallacháin appears in Irish art 

to proselytize young men into becoming martyrs for her, metamorphosing from a poor old 

woman to a brilliant maiden in the process. In America, Uncle Sam confidently forges alliances 

with foreign nations and, through propaganda, directly speaks to the American public.  
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In Leviathan (1651), Thomas Hobbes organizes a theory of the state as “One Person”; 

drawing from the medieval metaphor of the body politic. The body politic imagines the state as a 

man with the sovereign leaders as its head; endowing it with the rights given to the individual. 

Certainly, in common speech nations are referred as singular collectives: a politician might say 

“America condemns the actions of…” or, “today, America and France are friends”, without 

people batting an eye (Bloom, 1993). Of course, most scholars in international politics adamantly 

refute their discursive anthropomorphism of the nation as figures of speech meant to simplify 

complex international relationships so that they are easier to understand. Even though most 

people can rationalize that the nation is obviously not a person lingering tendency towards 

intentional explanations remains (Rosset, 2008). Barrett and Keil (1996) showed that individuals 

implicitly anthropomorphize God, and represent Him in narratives, in ways that are inconsistent 

with how their conscious theological beliefs. This implies a disassociation between how 

individuals cognitively represent non-natural entities and how they are consciously rationalized.  

Moreover, attributing mind to a subject engenders a sense of social connection with it 

(Waytz, Gray, Epley & Wegner, 2010). People who lack connection in interpersonal 

relationships are more likely to form imaginary social relationships, such as with pets or 

religious figures (Epley, Waytz, & Cacioppo, 2007; replicated by Bartz, Tchalova & Fenerci, 

2016). Just as people with insecure attachment styles are more likely to report strong attachment 

to God, they also attribute more mind to Him (Epley, Waytz & Cacioppo, 2007). Insecure 

attachment styles also predict forming perceived social bonds with objects, pets, and cartoon 

characters. Anthropomorphism also suggests an increased care for an agent; as Herrmann, 

Isernia, and Segatti (2009) state “as people attribute anthropomorphic qualities to the nation, they 

may see it as having corporate interests and needs as well” (p. 728).  On the other hand, people 



44 

 

have been shown to attribute mind to non-human agents when they commit moral violations; 

perceiving intentionality where there is none (Shank & DeSanti, 2018). 

I expect that because nationalists are more likely to perceive the nation in an abstract sense, 

they will attribute more mind to the nation compared with constructive patriots. Nationalism, 

specifically in the context of America, has been purported to be its own kind of civil religion 

with the state characterized as a divine being (Marvin & Ingle, 1996). However, I have no 

concrete hypothesis about what direction this is in; it may, in fact, occur in both directions. If 

someone is socialized into an emotional relationship with the nation, they may ascribe more 

mind to it; on the other hand, if someone forms an emotional relationship with America they may 

have been predisposed to perceiving it as a mind. Thus, I expect mind perception to be 

negatively related to American attachment avoidance and subsequently positively related to 

American attachment security. I also expect that this  may be mediated by nationalism. The 

relationship between individual attachment styles and the two dimensions of mind perception, 

agency and experience, will also be explored. I expect that people high in nationalism will 

attribute more experience to America. I did not make any a priori hypotheses about direct 

relationships between mind perception and different national attachment styles.   

2.4  Hypotheses  

 

In order to consolidate all the hypotheses in one place, I will reiterate them here by topic: 

2.4.1.Nationalism and political ideology  

 

I agree with Huddy and  Khatib (2007) and others who believe that national attachment is 

conceptually separate from political ideologies and opinions about how a nation should be 

governed. However, since political ideologies are found to influence narrative portrayals of the 

nation (Bell, 2003),  and national identity is inexplicably linked to national attachment (Huddy 
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&Khatib, 2007) it seems pertinent to consider how ideologies may effect it. I expect that 

nationalism and the manner of attachment related to it, blind patriotism (Schatz, 2011), will be 

negatively associated with bow anxious and avoidant attachment and predict lower scores on 

both scales.  

2.4.2. Interpersonal attachment 

 

I do not anticipate that there will be a positive relationship between romantic attachment 

anxiety and national attachment anxiety, or between romantic attachment avoidance and national 

attachment avoidance.  

2.4.3. Moral foundations   

 

I expect that moral concerns will differentially predict America attachment scores. I 

believe that higher concerns for the individualizing foundations will be associated with with 

America attachment anxiety, whereas lower scores on the individualizing foundations, authority, 

and ingroup loyalty will be associated with American attachment avoidance. I expect this to 

differ from the relationship between moral foundations scores and romantic attachment because 

of different moral expectations placed on individual relationships versus the nation.  

2.4.4. Mind Perception  

 

 I expect that there will be a negative relationship between mind  - measured by the 

combination of agency and experience -  ascribed to America and American attachment 

avoidance.  I also hypothesize that there will be a positive association between nationalism and 

the experiencing dimensions, which may moderate the relationship between perceived 

experience and secure attachment. I made no a priori hypotheses about direct relationships of the 

agency and experience dimensions on American attachment anxiety.  
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CHAPTER 3. 

 

Methods 

 

 

3.1. Participants.  

 

I recruited 240 current residents of the United States of America through Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk (MTurk), utilizing a location qualifier that required participants to have an IP 

address in the United States in order to view the survey. The survey was entirely online and no 

identifying information was collected. Each participant was paid $2.00 for completing the 

survey
6
. Participants who failed an attention check were removed from the dataset, resulting in a 

final sample of 217 individuals (60% female, mean age 38). The vast majority of participants 

identified as White (79%); 7% as Black or African American, 5% as Asian, 4% as Hispanic or 

Latino, and 1 participant (0.4%) as American Indian or Alaska Native. Nine participants did not 

report their race. All participants provided informed consent prior to their participation in this 

study. Ethics approval for this study was given by the Florida Atlantic University Institutional 

Review Board. 

3.2. Measures.  

 

All of the participants completed a set of 6 questionnaires  (Moral Foundations 

Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham et al., 2011), the Blind-constructive patriotism scale (Schatz, 

Staub, & Lavine, 1999), the nationalistic attitude scale adopted from (Kosterman & Feshback, 

1989), the Experiences in Close Relationships Scale – Short Form (ECRS-S; Wei et al., 2007), 

an adapted version of the Mind Survey (H. Gray, K. Gray, and Wegner, 2007) and the 

Attachment to America Inventory (AAI)). The AAI is an adaptation of the Attachment to God 

                                                           

6 The first 10 participants run were part of a pilot study and paid $0.75; after gaining a better 

understanding of the MTurk markets and the rise of the global COVID-19 pandemic, I made the 

decision to increase the payout to $2.00. 
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Inventory (Beck & McDonald, 2004). The attachment object for each item was changed to either 

America or the United States. The language for each item was modified as little as possible, 

though the change from the singular God to America necessitated some minor structural changes 

so that the questions still read coherently. The participants were also asked to provide basic 

demographic information, including their age, gender, race, and party affiliation.   

Attachment to America. Attachment to America was measured using a 20-item adapted 

version of the Attachment to God Inventory (AGI; Beck & McDonald, 2004), dubbed the 

Attachment to America Inventory (AAI) for the purpose of this study. References to God in the 

AGI were replaced with either “America” or “the United States”. Participants rated their level of 

agreement with statements about how they feel about America on a scale from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Attachment was measured on two sub-scales of anxiety (“I am 

jealous at how America seems to care for others more than it cares for me”; α = .89) and 

avoidance (“I just don't feel a deep need to be involved in America”; α = .71). Secure attachment 

to America is defined as the co-occurrence of low scores on both the anxiety and the avoidance 

subscales.  

I chose to adapt the AGI over another measure of attachment for two reasons. (1) The use 

of parental metaphors to define the United States are common even in current national rhetoric. 

One has to look no further than Obama’s (2013) speech at Selma, which I have been referring to 

throughout this work, for living proof; religious analogies frame the work. The line “faith in the 

American experiment” directly follows an invocation of God, paralleling religion with reverence 

to America. Civil religion scholars (Lienesch, 2019; Sabella, 2019; Squiers, 2017; Roof, 2009; 

Bellah, 2006; Marvin & Ingle, 1996) demonstrate how the language used to talk about God is 

often similar to that used when discussing the nation. (2) Following this, the language of the AGI 
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better reflects how one interacts with the nation compared with traditional interpersonal 

attachment measures, since both God and the nation are abstract and cannot, in their essence, be 

tangibly interacted with. Items such as “My desire to be very close (merge completely) 

sometimes scares people away”, which is used in the ECR-R (and the RSQ) is strange when 

applied to America. See Table 1 for a list of items on the AAI and their factor loadings.  

Blind and constructive patriotism. The 19-item Blind and Constructive Patriotism scale 

(Schatz, Staub, & Lavine, 1999) measures the two dimensions of blind (“It is un-American to 

criticize this country”; α  = .92)  and constructive patriotism (“I oppose some U.S. policies 

because I care about my country and want to improve it”;α = .84 ). Participants indicate their 

level of agreement with items on a six-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree).  

Nationalism. Nationalistic attitude was measured using six items (α  = .91) from the 

nationalistic attitude subscale created by Kosterman and Feshbach (1989; see Schatz, Staub, & 

Lavine, 1999 for an explanation of why these six items were chosen). Participants were asked to 

indicate their level of agreement to chauvinistically-coded statements (e.g., “In view of 

America’s moral and material superiority, it is only right that we should have the biggest say in 

deciding United Nations policy”) on a five-point Likert scale ranging from (1 = Strongly 

disagree) to ( 7 = Strongly agree).  

Conservatism. Political conservatism was measured by a single question asking 

participants to rank their political ideology on a 7-point Likert scale with anchors at 1 (very 

liberal), 4 (center/centrist), and 7 (very conservative).   

Adult attachment. Adult attachment is measured using a 12-item shortened version of 

the Experiences in Close Relationships scale (ECR-S; Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt, & Vogel, 
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2007). The ECR-S measures attachment on the two dimensions of anxiety (e.g. "I need a lot of 

reassurance that I am loved by my partner"; α = .80) and avoidance (e.g. "I try to avoid getting 

too close to my partner"; α = .84), providing sub-scores for each. Participants rate their level of 

agreement with statements about how they generally feel in romantic relationships on a scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Just as with the AAI, romantic attachment 

security is defined as the co-occurrence of low scores on both subscales.   

Moral foundations. Individual scores on each of the five original moral foundations 

were measured using the 30-item version of the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ30; 

Graham et al., 2011). This is the most robust version of the questionnaire (see Graham et al., 

2011) and the one recommended by the authors of MFT (MoralFoundations.org, 2013). It 

measures moral concerns in two parts. Each part consists of 15 items; three items per foundation. 

In the first, participants rate the relevance of certain concerns (e.g. "Whether or not someone did 

something disgusting") to their moral judgements. These are measured on a 6-point Likert scale 

with 0 being "not at all relevant" and 5 being "extremely relevant". In the second part, 

participants rate their agreement with moral value statements representative of each foundations 

(e.g. "Compassion for those who are suffering is the most critical virtue"). These are also 

measured on a 6-point scale from 0 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). (See 

www.moralfoundations.org for a list of the MFQ items). Alphas ranged from .60 to .90 across 

the five scales.  

Mind perception. Mind perception was measured using an adapted version of the mind 

survey (H. Gray, K. Gray, & Wegner, 2007). Participants were presented with five prompts (see 

Appendix 1)  each describing a different subject, and then asked to rate the subject on 19 

different attributes using a 5-point Likert scale. The subjects were: a dog, a man, God, America, 
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and a baseball team. Each attribute either measured the dimension of experience (e.g., “Feeling 

afraid or fearful”) or agency (e.g., “Telling right from wrong and trying to do the right thing”). 

The alphas for experience ranged from .87 to .98, and from .90 to .98 for agency. The alphas for 

each subject on both subscales are reported in Appendix 1. The original mind survey was 

formatted so that a participant would be presented with two subjects at the same time, and then 

would compare them on a list of attributes on 5-point Likert scales. Due to the limited formatting 

capabilities of Google Forms (on which this survey was hosted) I adjusted the presentation of the 

mind survey so that subjects would be judged one at a time rather than in pairs. The Dog, Man, 

and God subject prompts, and the experience and agency items, were identical to the mind 

survey. The America and team subjects were not in the mind survey, so I generated the prompts 

using the same format and similar language to the original survey. The team prompt was as a 

comparison to America, as no ‘group’ crypto-minds were included on the original mind survey. 

The method for scoring the items was consistent with the methodology presented by H. Gray, K. 

Gray, & Wegner (2007b), except that I omitted their first step of converting ranked comparison 

scores to individual subject scores per item, as, due to presenting the subjects one at a time, I 

began with the data in that format.   
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CHAPTER 4. 

 

Results 

  

 

4.1 Rudimentary validation of the Attachment to America Index (AAI)  

 

Because the sample used in this analysis was relatively small (N=217), a full exploratory 

factor analysis to test the validity of the 26-item scale was not wholly advisable, and must be 

interpreted critically. Conventionally, at least ten participants per each item is considered a good 

sample size for factor analysis. However, a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test for sampling adequacy 

indicated that factor analysis was appropriate (KMO = .86) for this sample. Bartlett’s test of 

sphericity indicated that the correlations between variables were significantly greater than would 

be expected by chance and, as such, are sufficient for a principal component analysis (PCA)  (χ 
2 

(210)  = 1875.92, p < .001).   

I began by running a PCA with an oblique rotation on the 26-item AAI in order to 

examine the underlying factor structure. The analysis initially yielded ten factors with 

eigenvalues above Keiser’s (1960) criterion of one. However, an inspection of the scree plot 

indicated that a two-factor solution would provide the best fit for the data. A forced two-factor 

direct factor analysis with an oblique rotation (‘oblimin’; to account for correlations between 

variables) was then conducted on the 26-item AAI questionnaire to tentatively test whether a 

coherent two-dimensional measure of national attachment could be derived. The factors split 

between the attachment anxiety (α  = 0.89) and attachment avoidance (α = 0.72) items, as 

expected. These two factors explained roughly 46% of the variance, and root mean square of the 

residuals (RMSE) was 0.08, insinuating a fair to mediocre model fit. Both of these last two 

measures are largely influenced by sample size, and because my sample was rather small and 

subsequently noisy, are not particularly noteworthy. The scale was refined so that only items that  
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Table 1 

 

Exploratory factor analysis of the America Attachment Index items 

 

 Factor Loadings 

Item Anxiety Avoidance 

 

I am jealous when others feel a connection to my nation but I 

do not. 
.80 .14 

I am jealous at how my nation seems to care for others more 

than it cares for me. 
.76  

I worry a lot about damaging my relationship with my nation. .74 -.15 

I often wonder whether my nation is pleased with me. .73 -.17 

Sometimes I feel that my nation loves others more than me. .71 .16 

If I can't see my nations benefit in my life, I get upset or angry. .70  

I worry a lot about my relationship with my nation. .69 -.14 

I feel upset when I my nation helps other but not me. .68 .18 

I am jealous at how involved some people are with my nation. .66 -.12 

I crave reassurance from my nation that it cares for me. .66 -.28 

I often feel angry with my nation for not responding to my 

needs. 
.63 .30 

I fear my nation does not accept me. .62 .21 

Almost daily I my feelings about my nation go back and forth 

from "hot" to "cold". 
.58  

I just don't feel a deep need to be involved in my nation.  .70 

It is uncommon for me to become passionate when involved 

with my nation (e.g. at political rallies or in discussions). 
.18 .58 

I prefer not to depend too much on my nation.  .58 

I am uncomfortable with emotional displays of affection or 

loyalty to my nation. 
.23 .55 

I am uncomfortable allowing my nation to control every aspect 

of my life. 
 .53 

My desires for my nation are often matter-of-fact and not very 

personal. 
 .50 

My experiences with my nation are often intimate and 

emotional. 
.37 -.61 

Even if I fail, I never question that my nation supports me.  -.61 

Eigenvalues  7.53 4.99 

α .89 .72 
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had factor loadings above .50 (Hair et al., 1998) were retained (see Table 1). The five items that 

were dropped had low factor loadings and often high cross-loadings, and based on post hoc 

review appear to reflect cultural attitudes more than national attachment style (e.g., “I believe 

people should not depend on their nation for things they should do themselves” ). Dropped items 

are listed in A.2. Supplementary materials.  A two-factor model of national attachment is 

robustly supported by the attachment literature, and is how attachment to related concepts such 

as groups and God are typically measured.  

4.2.1. Demographics   

 

I collected three demographic variables: race, gender, and age. A one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) indicated that race did not have a significant effect on either America  

 

Table 2 

 

Means and Standard Deviations (excluding mind perception ) 

 

Variable M SD 

   

Harm 3.86   .75 

Fairness 3.80 .75  

Ingroup 2.28 1.12 

Authority 2.59 1.19 

Purity 2.09 1.48 

Interpersonal    

     Anxiety 1.67 1.32  

     Avoidance 1.31 1.22 

America    

     Anxiety 1.82 .70 

     Avoidance 2.89 .79 

Bind patriotism  1.80  .88  

Const. patriotism 4.11 .74 

Nationalism 2.48 1.67 

Conservatism 3.22 1.91 

   

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively.  
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attachment America attachment anxiety (F(4,203) = 1.06, p = .38) or avoidance (F(4,203) = .204, 

p = .94). Similarly, an ANOVA comparing the effects of gender on America attachment scores 

did not find a significant effect for either America attachment anxiety (F(1,215) = 3.24, p = .07) 

or  avoidance (F(1,215) = 1.11, p = .29).  Despite the relationship being non-significant, further 

inspection indicated that women (M = 1.90, SD = .72)  have higher mean attachment anxiety 

scores than men (M = 1.73, SD = .66). A linear regression analysis indicated that age (β  = -.31, 

t(215) =  -4.73, p<.001)  significantly predicted America attachment anxiety scores. Age also 

predicted a significant amount of the variance in America attachment security scores (R
2
 = .09, 

F(1,215) = 22,4, p < .001); America attachment anxiety decreased as age did. However, there 

was no significant relationship between age and America attachment avoidance (β = -.07, t(215) 

= -.97, p = .33, R
2
 = .004, F(1,215) = .95, p = .33). = 

4.2.2. Political ideology results  

 

The majority of participants in this sample identified as Democrats. In line with the 

character of this sample, then, levels of nationalism, blind patriotism, and constructive patriotism 

were low (Table 2). Welch’s two sample t-tests indicated that mean scores on blind patriotism 

were significantly greater (t(78) = 7.75, p<.001) among Republicans (M = 2.54, SD = .91) than 

Democrats (M=1.50, SD=.85). Mean scores on constructive patriotism did not significantly vary 

(t(83.7) = -1.50, p = .14) between Republicans (M = 4.01, SD = .97) and Democrats (M=4.19, SD 

= .99). Mean scores between blind (M = 1.80, SD = .88) and constructive (M = 4.1, SD = .74) 

patriotism were significantly different (t(418.6) = -29.39, p < .001), and the constructs were 

significantly negatively correlated ( r = -.26, p<.001). These relationships are consistent with the 

findings of Schatz, Staub, and Lavine (1999) as well as the vast  majority of the research that I 

reviewed.  
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Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients (Table 3) revealed no statistically 

significant correlations between America attachment anxiety and the political factors. However, 

there were significant negative correlations between America attachment avoidance and blind 

patriotism (r = -.43, p < .001), nationalism (r = -.42, p < .001), and conservatism (r = -.27, p 

<.001). These three measures are also highly correlated with each other (see Table 3), indicating 

underlying similarities between the measures. The high but imperfect correlation supports the 

theory that blind patriotism and nationalism are closely associated but not identical constructs 

(Schatz, Staub, and Lavine, 1999).  

 

Table 3  

 

Political ideology correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 

      

America 

     1. Anxiety 
          

            

2. Avoidance .08         

  [-.05, .21]         

            

3. Blind patriotism .07 -.43**       

  [-.06, .20] [-.53, -.31]       

           

4. Cons. patriotism .03 -.02 -.27**     

  [-.10, .16] [-.15, .12] 
[-.39, -

.14]     

            

5. Nationalism -.05 -.41** .76** -.06   

  [-.18, .08] [-.52, -.29] [.70, .81] [-.20, .07]   

            

6. Conservatism  -.07 -.27** .64** -.18** .66** 

  [-.20, .06] [-.39, -.14] [.56, .72] [-.31, -.05] [.58, .73] 

            

 

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation.  

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 
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The lack of a relationship between the political factors and anxious attachment to 

America suggests that high positive regard for the nation does not entirely protect one against 

preoccupied longing for a more intimate relationship. High adult attachment anxiety has been 

associated with both low and unstable self-esteem. Similar to how an insecure individual may 

worry about whether they are good enough for their ‘perfect’ new partner, some individuals high 

in blind patriotism and nationalism appear to fear rejection by the idealized nation.  

 

A one-way ANOVA showed  a non-significant, but closely approaching significant, 

effect of political party on anxious  attachment to America (F(2,14) = 2.98, p = .05). However, a 

closer examination of the results using Tukey’s honest significant difference (HSD) test revealed 

that there was a significance difference between the means of Democrats (M = .1.9, SD = .67) 

and Republicans (M = 1.61, SD = .71; p < .05), but not between other party members and both 

Democrats and Republicans. Identifying as a democrat was associated with higher attachment 

anxiety scores. Moreover, a one-way ANOVA revealed a significant effect of political party on 

avoidant attachment to America (F(2,214) = 7.56, p<.001). Post hoc comparisons using Tukey’s 

HSD test identified significant differences between the mean scores of Democrats (M = .15, SD 

= .98) and Republicans (M = -.48, SD = 1.04), and between other parties (M = -.10,SD = 1.36) 

and Republicans, but not between other parties and Democrats. 

A hierarchical multiple regression was used to test the influence of blind patriotism, 

constructive patriotism, and nationalism on both anxious and avoidant attachment to America. 

The analysis was done in three steps, with demographics held constant in every equation. In Step 

1, each attachment style was regressed on nationalism scores and blind-constructive patriotism 

scores individually; resulting in two models per attachment style. In Step 2, these models were 

combined and each attachment style was regressed on blind patriotism, constructive patriotism, 
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and nationalism simultaneously. Although, nationalism and blind patriotism were found to be 

highly correlated (r = .76, p<.001), only centered scores were entered into the regression 

analyses to avoid multicollinearity. Moreover, variance inflation factor (VIS) quotients never 

exceeded three, indicating non-severe (low) multicollinearity .  

As expected from the correlation results, neither blind patriotism (β = .10, t(212) = 1.60, 

p = .12), constructive patriotism (β = .07, t(212) = 1.05. p = .30), nor nationalism were 

individually significant predictors of anxious attachment. On the other hand, blind patriotism (β 

= -.46, t(212) = -7.27, p < .001), constructive patriotism (β = -.14, t(212) = -2.24, p = .03), and 

nationalism (β = -.41, t(212) = -6.64, p <.001) all had significant main effects on avoidant 

attachment to America. Blind patriotism remained the sole significant predictor (p  = .002) in 

Step 2, when the three independent variables were entered simultaneously.  This indicates that it 

has the strongest main effect on avoidant attachment to America.  

These results indicate partial support for the hypothesis that blind patriotism and 

nationalism would be negatively associated with insecure attachment to America. T-tests 

confirmed that means between blind patriotism and constructive patriotism were significantly 

different, and that although blind patriotism is related to the American Republican ideology, 

constructive patriotism is politically neutral. Both blind patriotism and nationalism were 

associated with low avoidant attachment. However, no direct relationship between anxious 

attachment to America and blind patriotism, constructive patriotism, or nationalism  was 

identified.  

4.2.3.  Interpersonal attachment results  

 

 Pearson product-moment correlations between America attachment and relationship 

attachment (Table 4)  revealed statistically significant positive correlations between American 
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attachment anxiety and both relationship anxiety ( r = .54, p<.001) and relationship avoidance (r 

= .36, p<.001). There were no significant relationships between avoidant attachment to America 

and either relationship attachment style. Though they were statistically significant, the partial 

correlations themselves are relatively modest and suggest that attachment to America is not 

indicative of an underlying general adult attachment style  

In order to test whether anxious attachment to America could be predicted by romantic 

attachment scores, I conducted a multiple regression where America attachment anxiety was 

regressed on demographics (age and gender), relationship anxiety, and relationship avoidance. 

Relationship anxiety (β = .45,  p<.001)  and relationship avoidance (β = .18, p = .001) 

significantly predicted higher America attachment anxiety. The model predicted a significant 

amount of the overall variance in America attachment anxiety sores (R
2
 = .38, F(4,212) = 32.04, 

p < .001). These findings indicate that insecure romantic attachment styles are associated with a 

preoccupied attachment style to the nation.  

Table 4  

 

Interpersonal attachment correlations with confidence intervals 

 

Variable 1 2 3 

    

Interpersonal.       

     1. Anxiety    

    

     2. Avoidance .30**     

  [.18, .42]     

America        

     3. Anxiety .54** .36**   

  [.43, .62] [.24, .47]   

        

     4. Avoidance -.06 .11 .08 

  [-.19, .08] [-.02, .24] [-.05, .21] 

        

 

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation.  



59 

 

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 
 

Once again, these results indicated partial support for the expected outcome. I predicted 

that there would be not be a significant relationship between  either anxious interpersonal and 

America attachment or avoidant interpersonal and America attachment. The lack of a correlation 

between anxious attachment to the nation and anxious interpersonal attachment s provides 

support for the differentiated working models theory (Collins & Read, 1994).  

The differential attachment pattern found in this study is still interesting, however, and 

can guide future research. Granqvist (2002; 2006) speculated that individuals struggling with an 

insecure interpersonal attachment style may turn to God as a substitute attachment object. 

Moreover, Foster, Kernis, and Goldman (2007) found that higher adult attachment anxiety was 

related to both low and unstable self-esteem. Drawing from deep-running parallels between God 

and it nation, it may be fruitful to consider whether (and how) national attachment may 

compensate for insecure interpersonal attachment relationships. Post-hoc Pearson product-

moment correlations between revealed a significant positive correlation between anxious 

interpersonal attachment and blind patriotism (r = .16, p = .02) , and a significant negative 

correlation between avoidant interpersonal attachment  and constructive patriotism (r = -.26, p < 

.001). Though they were not all significant, both relationship anxiety and avoidance had positive 

correlations with blind patriotism; and similarly, both had negative correlations with constructive 

patriotism. These exploratory results, if they can be replicated, suggest that insecure 

interpersonal attachment is associated with blind patriotism and secure interpersonal attachment 

is associated with constructive patriotism. The consequences of this are unclear but warrant 

future analysis.  
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4.2.4.  Moral foundations and attachment to America results  

 

Pearson product-moment correlations between the five moral foundations and anxious 

and avoidant attachment to America (Table 5) revealed no significant correlations between the 

foundations and anxious attachment. However, there were significant negative correlations 

between ingroup loyalty (r = -.30, p < .001), obedience to authority (r = -.36, p < .001), and 

purity (r = -.32, p < .001).  

Table 5 

Moral foundations and attachment correlations with confidence intervals 

 

Variable Harm Fairness Ingroup Authority Purity 

      

Interpersonal       

     Anxiety .05 .06 .17* .11 .19** 

  [-.09, .18] [-.07, .19] [.04, .29] [-.02, .24] [.06, .31] 

            

     Avoidance -.15* -.18** .00 .03 .10 

  [-.28, -.02] [-.31, -.05] [-.13, .14] [-.10, .16] [-.04, .23] 

America            

     Anxiety -.02 .05 .12 .05 .07 

  [-.15, .12] [-.08, .19] [-.01, .25] [-.08, .18] [-.06, .20] 

            

     Avoidance .02 .06 -.30** -.36** -.32** 

  [-.11, .16] [-.08, .19] [-.42, -.18] [-.47, -.24] [-.44, -.20] 

            

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation. * 

indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 

 

Regression analyses were used to determine the effect of the moral foundations on 

avoidant attachment to America. The three models are compared in Table 6. In Model 1, 

avoidant attachment was regressed upon the demographic variables and only the authority 

foundation, since it had the strongest relationship to avoidant attachment to America within the 

correlation matrix. The authority foundation had a significant main effect on avoidant attachment 

to America (β = -.36, p<.001, R2 = .14).  In Model 2, the other two binding foundations (purity 
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and ingroup loyalty) were added to the equation. Neither  purity (β  = -.08, p = .43) nor ingroup 

loyalty (β  = -.05, p = .64) had a significant main effect, though the model itself was still 

significant (R
2
 = .14, F(211,5) = 7.06, p < .001). An analysis of variance between Model 1 and 

Model 2 indicated no significant increase in variance explained  (F(211, 2) = .56, p = .57). In 

Model 3, the individualizing foundations (harm and fairness) were controlled for as well. 

Unsurprisingly, there were no main effects of either of the individualizing foundations and no 

significant  increase in explained variance (R
2
 = .15). The main effect of authority remained 

significant throughout all three of the models.  

Table 6  

 

 Predicting AAI avoidance from the moral foundations  

  

Variable b R
2
 ΔR

2
 

    

Model 1.     .134  

     Authority -.36***    

      

 Model 2.     .143 .009 

    Authority -.26*   

    Ingroup -.05   

    Purity -.09   

    

Model 3.   .145 .002 

    Authority -.25*   

    Ingroup -.05   

    Purity -.09   

    Harm .05   

    Fairness  -.03   

      

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the semi-partial correlation is also significant. b represents 

unstandardized regression weights. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. ***indicates p < 

.001 
 

The nation is nearly ubiquitously represented as an authority; quite literally because it is 

one. Quite like a parent or a God, the central government creates laws, mandates their 

enforcement, and bestow may bestow rewards on citizens in the form of honor, recognition, and 
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sometimes money like mana from heaven. Thus, it follows that low reverence for authority 

would predict an avoidant attachment towards an authority figure. More interesting, perhaps, is 

that the lack of association between the foundations and anxious attachment to America. This 

suggests that there may be no prototypical moral profile of someone with anxious attachment to 

America.  

4.2.5.  Mind perception results  

 

 Descriptive statistics for each category of the mind survey can be found in Table 7  

Table 7  

Means and standard deviations of mind perception 

 

Variable M SD 

   

Dog    

     Agency 3.14 .95  

     Experience 3.75 .82 

Man   

     Agency 4.71 .61 

     Experience 4.86 .66 

God    

     Agency 2.86 1.74 

     Experience 2.40 1.46 

America   

     Agency 3.12 1.60 

     Experience 3.13  1.60  

Team   

     Agency 3.86 1.37 

     Experience 3.77 1.37 

   

 

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. 

 

. The first stage in my analysis consisted of comparing the true means of the agency and 

experience dimensions of each of the five mind survey categories to see if my data aligned with 

the results found by Gray, Gray, and Wegner (2007). Comparisons of the means between the 
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agency and experience dimensions for each item indicated synchronicity between these results 

and the pattern found by Gray, Gray, and Wegner (2007). For a more detailed explanation of 

these analyses, see Appendix 4.  A Welch’s two sample t-test found no significant difference 

between agency and experience ascribed to America (t(432) = -.05, p = .96). Pearson product-

moment correlations were run between each of the dimensions of mind (Table 8). 

Table 8 

 

MS-R (America) and political variables correlations with confidence intervals 

  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 

       

America             

   1. Anxiety             

       

   2. Avoidance .08           

  [-.05, .21]           

              

   3. Agency .07 -.24**         

  [-.07, .20] [-.36, -.11]         

              

   4. Experience .07 -.23** .97**       

  [-.06, .20] [-.35, -.10] [.96, .98]       

              

5. Blind patriotism .07 -.43** .25** .18**     

  [-.06, .20] [-.53, -.31] [.12, .37] [.05, .31]     

              

6. Const. patriotism .03 -.02 .10 .13* -.27**   

  [-.10, .16] [-.15, .12] [-.03, .23] [.00, .26] [-.39, -.14]   

              

7. Nationalism -.05 -.41** .21** .15* .76** -.06 

  [-.18, .08] [-.52, -.29] [.08, .33] [.01, .27] [.70, .81] [-.20, .07] 

              

 

Note. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each correlation.  

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. 

 

I also calculated correlations between agency and experience attributed to America, 

anxious and avoidant attachment to America, and blind patriotism, constructive patriotism, and 
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nationalism (Table 9).  Significant positive relationships were found between agency and both 

blind patriotism (r = .25, p <.001) and nationalism (r = .21, p = .03). Contrary to our hypothesis, 

there was not a significant association between the experiencing dimension and nationalism (r = 

.15, p = .35).   

 

Table 9 

 

One-way ANOVAs predicting America agency and experience by political party 
 

 Source of 

Variance 
SS Df 

Mean 

Square 
F p-value 

Agency       

 Political Party 17.5 2 8.76 3.50 .03* 

 Residuals 535.4 214 2.50   

Experience        

 Political Party 10.3 2 5.16 2.04 .13 

 Residuals 540.5 214 2.53   

       

Note: * indicates p < .05. 

 

 

Significant negative relationships were found between agency and avoidant attachment to 

America (r = -.24, p = .01) and experience and avoidant attachment to America (r = -.23, p = 

.01).  Notably, there were also significant positive correlations between the experiencing 

dimension and blind patriotism (r = .18,  p = .01) , constructive patriotism (r = , and nationalism. 

However, the size of the correlation between constructive patriotism and experience was smaller 

and not significant.  

A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant difference in agency ascribed to America by 

political party (F(214,2) = 3.50, p = .03). However, a one-way ANOVA revealed no such 

difference in experience scores by political party (F(214,2) = 2.04, p  = .13). An examination of 
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the means of agency and experience grouped by political party revealed that Republicans 

attributed higher agency and experience to America than did Republicans. Participants who 

selected ‘other’ gave nearly identical scores to Republicans (see Table 10).   

 

Table 10 

 

Mean and standard deviation MS-R (America) scores by political party 

 

 
Political Party M SD 

    

Agency    

 Republican 3.49 1.67 

 Democrat 2.91 1.58 

 Other 3.51 1.43 

Experience     

 Republican 3.40 1.70 

 Democrat 2.97 1.59 

 Other 3.44 1.41 

    

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively 
 

` To test whether attachment to America predicted the level of mind attributed to America, 

I first took the mean of agency and experience to create the new variable of ‘America mind’. As 

there was no significant difference between the means of agency and experience attributed to 

America, I decided that it was best measured as a single construct 

Next, I ran a multiple regression model predicting mind attributed to America from the 

demographic variables, anxious attachment to America, and avoidant attachment to America 

(Table 11). Avoidant attachment to America (β = -.23, t(212) = -3.53, p < .001), but not anxious 

attachment,  significantly predicted lower levels of mind attributed to America (R
2 

= .08, 

F(212,4) = 4.40, p = .002).  

 



66 

 

Table 11 

 Predicting MS-R (America Mind) from AAI scores   

 
Mind 

 

 b R
2
  

    

Model 1.   .08**  

     Anxiety .13   

     Avoidance -.23***   

    

 Model 2.   .08**  

    Anxiety .13   

    Avoidance -.24***   

    Anxiety*Avoidance -.03   

    

Note.  * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. ***indicates p < .001 

 

4.3. Other findings   

While reviewing the results, I chose to examine the relationship between the moral 

foundations and romantic attachment styles to see if the results replicated those of Koleva et al., 

(2013) since the relationship between morality and attachment is integrally related to the topic of 

this research. 

4. 3 .1. Moral foundations and interpersonal attachment 

 

Pearson product-moment correlations (Table 12)  revealed significant positive 

correlations between interpersonal attachment anxiety and the ingroup ( r = .17, p = .01) and 

purity foundations. Significant negative correlations were identified between attachment 

avoidance and the harm (r = -.15, p = .02) and fairness (r = -.18, p = .01) foundations. 

 Hierarchical regressions were run to predict each moral foundation from ECR-S scores.  

In Step 1 each foundation was regressed upon the demographic variables, anxious romantic 

attachment, and avoidant romantic attachment. In Step 2, the other four foundations were added 
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to the equation. The only relationship to reach significance was between avoidance and fairness: 

attachment avoidance predicted lower scores on the fairness foundation. However, anxiety 

predicted higher scores on the fairness foundation at a level nearing significance (β = .10, t(208) 

= 1.78, p = .08).  This is interesting because there was not a significant correlation found 

between anxiety and fairness. Anxiety also predicted higher scores on the ingroup foundation at 

an almost significant level (β = .08, t(208) = 1.90, p = .06). Avoidance predicted higher scores on 

the purity foundation at an insignificant but still notable (p < .1) level (β = .07, t(208) = 1.70, p = 

.09).  These results partially replicate those found by Koleva et al., (2013; see a discussion of 

their results in 2.2.3 Moral Foundations theory and national attachment).  

 

Table 12 

 

  Predicting foundation scores from ECR anxiety and avoidance 

  

 B 

Variable Harm Fairness Ingroup Authority Purity 

      

Model 1.            

    Anxiety .11  .13 .12***  .11  .18*  

    Avoidance 

 

-.17*  -.21**  -.05  .00  .05 

 Model 2.            

    Anxiety .00 .10  .08  -.05  .06 

    Avoidance  -.05 -.12*  -.07  -.02  .07 

ΔR
2
 from Model 1. .34 .33 .70 .60 .64 

      

 

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the semi-partial correlation is also significant. b represents 

unstandardized regression weights.  

* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. ***indicates p < .001 
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CHAPTER 5. 

 

Discussion 

National attachment plays a significant but largely hidden role in everyday life. The 

brands one uses, news they watch, and many everyday activities are effected by ones relationship 

with their nation (Haslam, 2005). The goal of this study was to explicate the relationship 

between anxious and avoidant attachment and the theoretical nodes they may be related with. 

The vast majority of previous research on national attachment conceptualizes it as a single 

dimension spanning from low to high attachment. I suggested that national attachment could be 

better understood in a two dimensional space. National attachment is traditionally measured 

using domains of national identification; particularly, patriotism and nationalism. Huddy and 

Khatib (2007) developed a measure of national attachment that is analogous to national 

identification, containing three subscales of nationalism and patriotism items.  

These measures only consider national attachment along one dimension though: strength 

of attachment. Attachment security, as opposed to strength, measures the stability of the 

attachment. This differentiation holds in any relationship, and is perhaps easiest to see between  

interpersonal ones. Consider a woman, Jane. She loves her husband and is very attached to him; 

she is comfortable being emotionally intimate with him, understands that fights are inevitable 

and that they do not mean the relationship is suddenly ending, and trusts that her husband loves 

her as much as she loves him. On the other hand,  Jane is less attached to her coworkers. She 

does not identify with them as much as she does her husband. Yet, she had a horrible experience 

with the coworkers at her old job, and is now perpetually worried that her new coworkers wish 

the company had hired someone else, and are purposely excluding her from group functions. 

Jane might be said to have a very strong and secure relationship with her husband, and a weaker 
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but anxious attachment to her coworkers.  Insecure attachment styles are capricious, and are 

typically co-morbid with difficult characteristics (Surcinelli, Rossi, Montebarocci, & Baldaro, 

2010) such as low self-esteem (Lee & Hankin, 2009), rejection sensitivity (Downy & S. 

Feldman, 1996), depression (Burnette, Davis, Green, Worthington, & Bradfield, 2009) and trait-

anxiety (Evans & Wertheim, 1998; Magai, Hunziker, Mesias, & Culver, 2000).  I believe that by 

considering attachment security as well, one can gain a clearer picture of how national 

attachment arises in the individual.  

A PCA analysis indicated that a two-factor approach to interpreting the AAI, which was 

designed to capture attachment to America,  provided the best fit. The model fit was fair. The 

AAI would benefit from further validation and confirmatory factor analysis across larger and 

more heterogeneous samples.  In exploring attachment styles to America, this study lays the 

groundwork for future search on styles of American attachment. To my knowledge, this is the 

study is the first to demonstrate that national attachment styles can be modeled using a two-

factor approach. It is also the first to explore morality, mind perception, and blind and 

conservative patriotism in relation to distinct styles of national attachment. Overall, my 

hypotheses were partially supported.  

Avoidant attachment to America was significantly predicted by both blind patriotism and 

nationalism. Pearson product-moment correlations indicated that there was a significant negative 

relationship between these factors. However, contrary to my hypothesis, there was no association 

between nationalism or blind patriotism and anxious attachment to America in these data. This 

suggests that anxious attachment to the nation is independent of political ideology, or that the 

relationship between them is more complex and thus not captured in this analysis. Similarly, 

partial correlations between the AAI and ECR-S evince that attachment to America is a unique 
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construct and is not subsumed by a more general adult attachment style. The relationship 

between insecure interpersonal attachment styles and America attachment anxiety warrants 

future study, and perhaps suggests that attachment to America can be compensatory for insecure 

attachment in other domains. On the other hand, it is also possible that an underlying dimensions, 

such as low self-esteem, mediates this relationship.  

My hypothesis about the relationship between the moral foundations and attachment to 

America was largely unsupported. There were significant negative correlations between the three 

binding foundations (ingroup loyalty, authority, and purity) and avoidant attachment to America. 

However, only the authority foundation was a significant predictor of attachment avoidance. 

Previous research found small effect sizes between attachment styles and the moral foundations. 

It is possible that more robust effects may emerge in a more heterogeneous sample, since scores 

on the moral foundations have been found to vary by political party.  

The relationship between mind attributed to America and attachment styles is perhaps the 

most interesting result. Republicans attributed significantly more mind to America than did 

Democrats. Both nationalism and low avoidant attachment, which have been consistently related 

throughout this study, predicted higher mind attribution to America. This result is consistent with 

the theory that nationalists view America as a singular higher-order abstraction, which has 

characteristics apart from the sum of its population. Seeing mind in higher-order agents can 

provide a sense of security and power (Waytz, Gray, Epley, Wegner, 2010).  The higher 

attachment security related to nationalism (extrapolated from low attachment avoidance and 

average attachment anxiety) may either engender, or being engendered by, the perception of 

America as having a ‘mind of its own’.  
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 The results of this study are preliminary and thus require both replication and theoretical 

reflection. Moreover, the findings must be interpreted in light of the relatively small sample size 

for an exploratory survey. However, regardless of this, I am optimistic about the validity of 

distinct national attachment styles and their utility for political psychology.  

 5.1 Limitations  

 

This sample was drawn as the COVID-19 pandemic loomed over the United States; thus, 

some caution must be taken when extending these results to life during peacetimes. Our intention 

when beginning this research was to draw a much larger sample size, but a limited budget and 

my own ethnical concerns about how little MTurk workers are paid constrained the size of the 

final sample. The sample itself was relatively homogenous in terms of gender and political 

orientation, and in these categories not representative of the U.S. population. Considering the 

relationship between many of our results and characteristics of modern American 

Republicanism, this study would benefit from replication on a larger sample with a more even 

political skew.  Different patterns on the moral foundations have been associated with various 

political ideologies. For that measure in particular, a more ideologically diverse sample is 

desired, especially as it relates to avoidant attachment to America.   

5.2 Future directions  

 

Future studies should examine how anxious and avoidant national attachment styles 

interact with national identification. Previous research has overwhelmingly found that strength of 

national identification is not predicted by political ideology (Huddy & Khatib, 2007). In this 

sample, there was a distinct ideological leaning where Democrats had higher scores on 

attachment anxiety and Republicans had lower scores attachment avoidance and constructs 

associated with it. The sitting president of the United States, at the time this study was written, is 
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often identified (by himself, his political base, and political scientists) with American right-wing 

nationalism. Nationalism is not associated with the right-left political dimension, and thus I 

expect that the political profiles found in these these results would be inversed in a time of 

popular left-wing nationalism. This research may also act as a foundation for experimental 

manipulations and field research, including work on how the American identity narrative 

interacts with national attachment styles.  
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REFERENCES  

Appendix  

 

Below, I have attached additional materials, discussions, and analyses that provide 

context for the body of the thesis. The code used for data cleaning and statistical analyses is 

located in a repository on the Open Science Framework (OSF). A link to it is provided in 

Appendix 6. 

 

Appendix 1.  Mind perception character description table 

 

 

Table 13  

 

Mind Perception Character Descriptions and Alphas 

 

   

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Construct Item Agency Experience 

Dog 

 

Charlie is a 3-year-old Springer spaniel and a beloved 

member of the Graham family. 

.86 .90 

Man 
Todd Billingsly is a thirty-year-old accountant who lives in 

New York City. 
.95 .96 

God 

Many people believe that God is the creator of the universe 

and the ultimate source of knowledge, power, and love. 

However, please draw upon your own personal beliefs 

about God. 

.98 .97 

America 

The United States of America is a country in North 

America with an estimated population of over 328 million 

people. 

.98 .98 

Team 

The Wellington Wildcats are a minor-league baseball team 

known for their team spirit and charity work within the 

local community.  

.98 .98 
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‘ 

Appendix 2. Critiques of Moral Foundations Theory 

 

Research on MFT has largely corroborated it’s theoretical suppositions. Studies 

performed in India and Brazil (Haidt, Koller, and Dias, 1993), Sweden (Nilsson & Erlandsson, 

2015), and Turkey (Yilmaz, Saribay, Hahcekapili, & Harma, 2016), among others, display that 

the extent of the moral domain varies across cultures. However, there is enough controversy 

surrounding the theory that it warrants discussion.  

The predominant alternative theory of moral judgement is Moral Dyad Theory (MDT; 

Gray et al., 2012), which states that there is only one theoretical fundament of moral judgement; 

which is, that  essence of morality arises from perceptions of harm (Simpson, 2017). Proponents 

of MDT operationalize harm more loosely than MFT: it is simply the implicit, subjective 

perception that harm occurred (Gray, Young, & Waytz, 2012; Gray & Schein, 2012; Shein & 

Gray, 2014). An empirical review of publications exploring the link between emotion and 

morality proposed that morality arises from the overlap of emotional fundaments rather than 

individual foundations (Gray, Schein, & Cameron, 2017). MDT seem to take greatest issue with 

the purity foundation. Gray & Schein (2016) found that perceived harm is the most significant 

predictor of moral judgements. Disgust, when accounting for perceived harm, actually has very 

little effect. Gray, Schein, & Cameron (2017) use Brahmin funeral rites as an example; they 

believe failing to follow these rites would harm the immortal soul. Though there is an element of 

sanctity to the tradition, it is distinctly perceived harm to the soul which makes them a moral 

imperative. Common objections to MDT are that it has too loose a construction of harm 

(Graham, 2015) and by using moral judgements as experiment stimuli leads the participant to an 

expected answer (Graham, 2015).  
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Similar arguments against the taxonomy of MFT have been levied by the philosophical 

neuroscience community. Suhler & Churchland (2011) argue that drawing clear distinctions 

between foundations seems contrived and is discordant with contemporary neuroscientific 

understanding about how the brain is organized. They dispute that the neurobiology of the brain 

supports modular information encapsulation, at least for advanced cognitive processes. Distinct 

moral foundations are thus implausible. Also contested is language of innateness and modularity. 

The term innateness is said to be over-extended to include any behavior that is easily learned but 

“not plausibly innate in any meaningful sense, such as how to ride a bicycle” (Suher & 

Churchland, 2011, p. 2105). Critiques of similar vagaries are applied to modularity. These 

critiques are levied at nativism more than MFT specifically and rebuttals to them can be found in 

Haidt & Joseph (2011) and Graham et al., (2011). Suher and Churchland (2011) also criticize 

limiting MFT to five foundations. However, the team who designed MFT has explicitly stated 

(Haidt & Joserph, 2006; Haidt & Joseph, 2011; Graham et al., 2011) that the five foundations are 

not exhaustive – as illustrated by the recent addition of the liberty foundation. In a response to 

Churchland and Suher, Haidt and Joserph (2011) systematically respond to Churchland’s 

arguments. The strength of the response lies in that MFT defines modularity functionally rather 

than physically; contrary to the assumption by Suher and Churchland. Nor can any psychological 

construct be (at this time in neuroscientific research) be assigned to a single distinct neuronal 

module.  

Even among proponents of moral foundations theory there are some lingering criticisms 

of how it is measured. It is important to note that the survey methodology is inherently ripe with 

limitations insofar that surveys are brief, do not allow personalized feedback, and restrained by 

numeric scaling (Krosnick). Measurement validity within the MFQ has been replicated (Davies, 
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Sibley & Liu, 2014) and verified across both countries and languages. However, the vast 

majority of these countries are in North American, West Europe, or Southeast Asia. 97.4% of 

participants in the initial MFQ validation studies were from the U.S., Canada, Western Europe, 

and Australia (Iurino & Saucier, 2018; Graham et al., 2011). One study using the MFQ-20 found 

scalar measurement variance within a confirmatory factor analysis across small samples from 27 

countries. This calls into question its cross-cultural validity. One morally-coded scenario may 

implicate different foundations depending on contextual factors, such as who is carrying out an 

action or the particulars of the event (Simposon, Laham, & Fiske, 2016). For example, someone 

may think punching another person is morally wrong but not within the context of a boxing 

match.  These nuances of how foundations are activated may mean that current measures of 

individual differences in moral concerns (such as the MFQ) conflate foundation endorsement and 

foundation activation (Simpson, 2017).  

Because the present study is intentionally limited to participants from the United States of 

America, and because the MFQ has high internal validity within Western samples, I believe it is 

an acceptable measure and use it to measure moral concerns.  

  



77 

 

Appendix 3. Dropped items from the America Attachment Index 

 

1. I am totally dependent upon America for everything in my life.     

2. Without the support of the United States I couldn't function at all. 

3. I engage in discussions about the United States daily.  

4. I am uncomfortable being emotional when communicating about America.  

5. I believe people should not depend on the United States for things they should do for 

themselves.      
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Appendix 4. Comparison of Current Mind Perception Results  

 

Several prior studies have successfully  adapted  items on the mind survey (Gray, Gray, 

and Wegner, 2007) to measure the dimensions of agency and experience in unique subjects 

(Shepherd, Kay, & Gray, 2019; Gray & Wegner, 2012). Characters used were typically people or 

human-like subjects. Because America can potentially be conceived of both as a group and as an 

abstraction - neither of which, of course,  resemble a person – I thought it would be relevant to 

consider the agency and experience of America in relation to mind perception more generally.  

This is to say, I wanted to see how mind attributed to America stacks up compared to mind 

contributed to characters within whom a ‘mind’ may be more readily perceived, such as a man or 

a dog. Gray, Gray, and Wegner (2007) compare the mind attributed to various subjects by 

plotting them. I replicate this with my results in Figure 3.  

Before creating the graph, though, I checked to see if the ‘mind’ attributed to characters 

in this study matched the pattern found by Gray, Gray, and Wegner (2007).  Recall that the 

agency dimension measures one’s ability to think, plan, and ‘do’ whereas experience measures 

the ability to feel both emotions and physical sensations. If a dog was attributed significantly 

more agency than experience (essentially taking on the prototypical profile of a businessman) 

this implicates a problem in the measurement. I conducted a series of Welsch’s two-sample t-

tests to test for significant differences in mean agency and experience across the three control 

characters. I expected dogs to be allocated more experience than agency, god more agency than 

experience, and man about the same score for both dimensions.   

The results supported my expectations. More experience than agency was ascribed to 

dogs (t(423) = -7.04, p < .001). Moreover, significantly more agency than experience was 

ascribed to God (t(419) = 2.95, p = .003). However, because the study presumably included non-
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religious participants, it seemed likely that their scores were artificially suppressing the level of 

mind attributed to God. I identified non-religious participants as those who selected the lowest 

possible score for every measure on the mind survey.  Presumptively, someone who does not 

believe in God would not attribute Him any mind.  89 participants identified as non-believers 

were removed and the descriptive statistics for agency (M = 4.17, SD = 1.01) and experience  (M 

= 3.40, SD = 1.12) scores for God were recalculated. God was still allotted more agency than 

experience (t(251) = 5.80, p < .001). There was no statistically significant difference between 

agency and experience ascribed to man (t(428) = .44, p = .66). Interestingly, there was also no 

significant difference  agency and experience ascribed to a team (t(432) = .65, p = .52). Partial 

correlations between each measure of mind perception were also calculated (Table 14).  

Table 14 

 

Mind Perception Correlations 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
          
Dog          
    1. Agency          
    2. Experience .84**         

Man          

     3. Agency .21** .43**        

     4. Experience .19** .42** .92**       

God*          

     5.Agency .04 -.01 .02 .02      

     6. Experience .09 .03 .03 .03 .92**     

America          

     7. Agency .13* .05 .02 .02  .21** .22**    

     8. Experience .11 .05 .03 .04 .17* .19** .97**   

Team          

     9. Agency .13 .14* .24** .21** .14* .13 .50** .51**  

    10. Experience .12 .15* .26** .27** .13* .15* .50** .52** .97** 

          
          

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in 

square brackets indicate the 95%. Non- believers were not removed for this analysis.  

The mind perception graph for this data set (Figure 1)  is shown below.  
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Figure 1 

Graphic representation of mean scores on the mind survey 

 
 

  



81 

 

Appendix 5. Additional Post-Hoc Exploratory Analysis of Interaction Effects  between Blind 

Patriotism and Nationalism 

 

For the sake of thoroughness, I also included an additional third step to the regression 

equations to check for potential interaction terms between the blind patriotism and nationalism. 

Since patriotism and nationalism are hypothesized to measure distinct domains (blind patriotism 

being unwavering allegiance to the ingroup, and  nationalism considering intergroup relations 

through abstracting the nation out as a separate, individual thing), I wanted to explore whether 

these two domains interaction. As such, interaction terms between nationalism and blind 

patriotism and constructive patriotism and nationalism were entered into both equations. 

Demographics and constructive patriotism were controlled for. It is important to note that 

interaction effects often do not replicate across samples. Thus, these analyses must be interpreted 

critically and, without additional studies, cannot be extrapolated beyond this sample.   

Significant interaction effects between blind patriotism and nationalism were found for 

both anxious and avoidant attachment to America. An examination of a simple plot of regression 

lines (Figure 2) differentiating between high, medium, and low nationalism scores indicated that 

while there was nearly no difference in predicted American attachment anxiety based on 

nationalism at low levels of blind patriotism, the disparity between anxiety scores between levels 

of nationalism increased as blind patriotism did.  

Once again, the interaction between blind patriotism and nationalism was significant; 

because only one predictor was significant, a crossover effect is expected. Blind patriotism 

remained a significant predictor (p < .001) when the interaction terms were entered into the 

model. An examination of the simple regression lines confirms this (Figure 3). The difference in 

the slopes suggests that, within this sample, nationalism may act as a stabilizer for ones’ 

relationship with their nation; perhaps the chauvinistic person is protected against an anxious 
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attachment style because they perceive the nation as a separate, abstract entity. These  results 

invite the question: who is someone that is low in blind patriotism but high in nationalism?  

Figure 2 

 

Interaction effect between Blind Patriotism and Nationalism on Anxious Attachment to America  
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Figure 3 

 

Interaction effect between Blind Patriotism and Nationalism on Avoidant Attachment to America  
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Appendix 6.  Code repository 

 

Link to the OSF project:  

 

https://osf.io/xndq5/?view_only=5e71e76f83b64e929fd0e7e749bf4227  



85 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY. 

 

Ainsworth, M. S., & Bowlby, J. (1991). An ethological approach to personality 

development. American psychologist, 46(4), 333. 

Ainsworth, M., Blehar, M., Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Patterns of attachment: A 

psychological study of the strange situation. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Anderson, P. (1991). Nation-states and national identity. London Review of Books, 13(9), 5-8. 

Aquino, K., & Reed, A. (2002). The self-importance of moral identity. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 83(6), 1423–1440. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.6.1423 

Aquino, K., Reed, A., Thau, S., & Freeman, D. (2007). A grotesque and dark beauty: How moral 

identity and mechanisms of moral disengagement influence cognitive and emotional 

reactions to war. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43(3), 385–392. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.05.013 

Ardag, M. M., Cohrs, J. C., & Selck, T. J. (2019). A Multi-Method Approach to National 

Identity: From Individual Level Attachment to National Attachment. Available at SSRN 

3321204. 

Ariely, G. (2012). Globalisation and the decline of national identity? An exploration across 

sixtythree countries. Nations and nationalism, 18(3), 461-482. 

Ariely, G. (2017). Evaluations of patriotism across countries, groups, and policy domains. 

Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 44(3), 462–

481. doi:10.1080/1369183x.2017.1319761  

Balabanis, G., Diamantopoulos, A., Mueller, R. D., & Melewar, T. C. (2001). The Impact of 

Nationalism, Patriotism and Internationalism on Consumer Ethnocentric Tendencies. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.6.1423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.05.013


86 

 

Journal of International Business Studies, 32(1), 157–175. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490943 

Barrett, J. L., & Keil, F. C. (1996). Conceptualizing a Nonnatural Entity: Anthropomorphism in 

God Concepts. Cognitive Psychology, 31(3), 219–247. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1996.0017 

Bar-Tal, D. E., & Staub, E. E. (1997). Patriotism: In the lives of individuals and nations. Nelson-

Hall Publishers. 

Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles among young adults: A test of a 

four-category model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61, 226-244. 

Bartz, J. A., Tchalova, K., & Fenerci, C. (2016). Reminders of Social Connection Can Attenuate 

Anthropomorphism: A Replication and Extension of Epley, Akalis, Waytz, and Cacioppo 

(2008). Psychological Science, 27(12), 1644–1650. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616668510 

Beck, R., & McDonald, A. (2004). Attachment to God: The Attachment to God Inventory, tests 

of working model correspondence, and an exploration of faith group differences. Journal 

of Psychology and Theology, 32(2), 92-103. 

Bekoff, M. (2001, February 1). Social play behaviour. Cooperation, fairness, trust, and the 

evolution of morality [Text]. 

https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/imp/jcs/2001/00000008/00000002/1075 

Bell, D. S. A. (2003). Mythscapes: Memory, mythology, and national identity. The British 

Journal of Sociology, 54(1), 63–81. https://doi.org/10.1080/0007131032000045905 

Bellah, R. N. (1967). Civil religion in America. Daedalus, 1-21. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8490943
https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1996.0017
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616668510
https://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/imp/jcs/2001/00000008/00000002/1075
https://doi.org/10.1080/0007131032000045905


87 

 

Bellah, R. N. (1992). The broken covenant: American civil religion in time of trial. University of 

Chicago Press 

Bennour, S., & Manatschal, A. (2019). Immigrants’ Feelings of Attachment to Switzerland: Does 

the Cantonal Context Matter? In I. Steiner & P. Wanner (Eds.), Migrants and Expats: The 

Swiss Migration and Mobility Nexus (pp. 189–220). Springer International Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-05671-1_8 

Billig, M. (1995). Banal nationalism. Sage. 

Billig, M., & Tajfel, H. (1973). Social categorization and similarity in intergroup behavior. 

European Journal of Social Psychology, 3, 27-52. 

Blain, M. D., Thompson, J. M., & Whiffen, V. E. (1993). Attachment and Perceived Social 

Support in Late Adolescence: The Interaction Between Working Models of Self and 

Others. Journal of Adolescent Research, 8(2), 226–241. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/074355489382006 

Blank, T., & Schmidt, P. (2003). National identity in a united Germany: Nationalism or 

patriotism? An empirical test with representative data. Political Psychology, 24(2), 289-

312. 

Bloom, A. (1993). Love and friendship. 

Bouchard, G. (2013). The myth (s) that will not die: American National Exceptionalism. 

In National Myths (pp. 60-78). Routledge. 

Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss: Vol. 2. Separation: Anxiety and anger. New York: 

Basic Books. Bowlby, J. (1980). Attachment and loss: Vol. 3. Loss: Sadness and 

depression. New York: Basic Books. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-05671-1_8
https://doi.org/10.1177/074355489382006


88 

 

Brennan, K. A., & Shaver, P. R. (1995). Dimensions of adult attachment, affect regulation, and 

romantic relationship functioning. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 267-

283. 

Brennan, K. A., Clark, C. L., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Self-report measurement of adult 

attachment: An integrative overview. In J. A. Simpson & W. F. Rholes (Eds.), 

Attachment theory and close relationships (pp. 46-76). New York: Guilford Press. 

Brewer, M. B., & Chen, Y. R. (2007). Where (who) are collectives in collectivism? Toward 

conceptual clarification of individualism and collectivism. Psychological review, 114(1), 

133. 

Brosnan, S. F., & de Waal, F. B. M. (2002). A proximate perspective on reciprocal altruism. 

Human Nature, 13(1), 129–152. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12110-002-1017-2 

Brown, J., & Ng, R. (2012). Making Good Decisions: The Influence of Culture, Attachment 

Style, Religiosity, Patriotism and Nationalism. 

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Making-Good-Decisions%3A-The-Influence-of-

Culture%2C-Brown-Ng/6eb6f5a531b17946a10b60de2a51347ebce55261 

Burnette, J. L., Davis, D. E., Green, J. D., Worthington Jr, E. L., & Bradfield, E. (2009). Insecure 

attachment and depressive symptoms: The mediating role of rumination, empathy, and 

forgiveness. Personality and Individual Differences, 46(3), 276-280. 

Cameron, C. D., Lindquist, K. A., & Gray, K. (2015). A Constructionist Review of Morality and 

Emotions: No Evidence for Specific Links Between Moral Content and Discrete 

Emotions. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 19(4), 371–394. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314566683 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12110-002-1017-2
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Making-Good-Decisions%3A-The-Influence-of-Culture%2C-Brown-Ng/6eb6f5a531b17946a10b60de2a51347ebce55261
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Making-Good-Decisions%3A-The-Influence-of-Culture%2C-Brown-Ng/6eb6f5a531b17946a10b60de2a51347ebce55261
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868314566683


89 

 

Carmen Spry & Matthew Hornsey (2007) The influence of blind and constructive patriotism on 

attitudes toward multiculturalism and immigration, Australian Journal of 

Psychology, 59:3, 151-158, DOI: 10.1080/00049530701449489 

Chavez, L. R. (1994). The Power of the Imagined Community: The Settlement of Undocumented 

Mexicans and Central Americans in the United States. American Anthropologist, 96(1), 

52–73. https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1994.96.1.02a00030 

Cichocka, A. (2016). Understanding defensive and secure in-group positivity: The role of 

collective narcissism. European Review of Social Psychology, 27(1), 283–317. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2016.1252530 

Clifford, S., & Jerit, J. (2013). How Words Do the Work of Politics: Moral Foundations Theory 

and the Debate over Stem Cell Research. The Journal of Politics, 75(3), 659–671. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381613000492 

Cline, B. (2015). Nativism and the Evolutionary Debunking of Morality. Review of Philosophy 

and Psychology, 6(2), 231–253. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13164-014-0207-2 

Collins, N. L., & Read, S. J. (1990). Adult attachment, working models, and relationship quality 

in dating couples. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58, 644-663 

Condor, S. (2001). Nations and nationalisms: Particular cases and impossible myths. British 

Journal of Social Psychology, 40(2), 177–181. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164786 

Crawford, N. C. (2014). Institutionalizing passion in world politics: Fear and empathy. 

International Theory, 6(3), 535–557. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1752971914000256 

Cross-cultural universality of social-moral development: A critical review of Kohlbergian 

research. (n.d.). Retrieved February 10, 2020, from https://psycnet.apa.org/fulltext/1985-

19924-001.html 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530701449489
https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1994.96.1.02a00030
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2016.1252530
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381613000492
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13164-014-0207-2
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466601164786
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1752971914000256
https://psycnet.apa.org/fulltext/1985-19924-001.html
https://psycnet.apa.org/fulltext/1985-19924-001.html


90 

 

Cui, X., Rui, J., & Su, F. (2016). From immediate community to imagined community: Social 

identity and the co-viewing of media event: Global Media and China. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2059436416681177 

Davidov, E. (2011). Nationalism and Constructive Patriotism: A Longitudinal Test of 

Comparability in 22 Countries with the ISSP. International Journal of Public Opinion 

Research, 23(1), 88–103. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edq031 

Davies, C. L., Sibley, C. G., & Liu, J. H. (2014). Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Moral 

Foundations Questionnaire. Social Psychology, 45(6), 431–436. 

https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000201 

de Waal, F. B. M. (2000). Attitudinal reciprocity in food sharing among brown capuchin 

monkeys. Animal Behaviour, 60(2), 253–261. https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1471 

DeLamater, J., Katz, D., & Kelman, H. C. (1969). On the nature of national involvement: A 

preliminary study. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 13(3), 320-357. 

Dennett, D. C. (1978). Three kinds of intentional psychology. Perspectives in the philosophy of 

language: A concise anthology, 163-186. 

Devine, C. J. (2015). Ideological social identity: Psychological attachment to ideological in-

groups as a political phenomenon and a behavioral influence. Political Behavior, 37(3), 

509-535. 

Downey, G., & Feldman, S. I. (1996). Implications of rejection sensitivity for intimate 

relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(6), 1327–

1343. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1327 

Epley, N., & Waytz, A. (2010). Mind perception. Handbook of social psychology. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2059436416681177
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edq031
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000201
https://doi.org/10.1006/anbe.2000.1471
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-3514.70.6.1327


91 

 

Epley, N., Waytz, A., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2007). On seeing human: A three-factor theory of 

anthropomorphism. Psychological Review, 114(4), 864–886. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.114.4.864 

Evans, L., & Wertheim, E. H. (1998). Intimacy patterns and relationship satisfaction of women 

with eating problems and the mediating effects of depression, trait anxiety and social 

anxiety. Journal of psychosomatic research, 44(3-4), 355-365. 

Evans, M. D., & Kelley, J. (2002). National pride in the developed world: Survey data from 24 

nations. International journal of public opinion research, 14(3), 303-338. 

Fairbairn, W. R. D. (1943). The repression and the return of bad objects (with special reference 

to the “war neuroses”). In P. Buckley (Ed.), Essential papers on object relations (pp. 59–

81). New York: University Press. 

Feldman, C. (2001). Narratives of national identity as group narratives. Narrative and Identity. 

Studies in Autobiography, Self and Culture, edited by Jens Brockmeier and Donal 

Carbaugh, 129-143. 

Ferenczi, N., & Marshall, T. C. (2013). Exploring attachment to the “homeland” and its 

association with heritage culture identification. PloS one, 8(1) 

Finell, E. (2019). National Identity, Collective Events, and Meaning: A Qualitative Study of 

Adolescents’ Autobiographical Narratives of Flag Ceremonies in Finland. Political 

Psychology, 40(1), 21–36. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12512 

Flannelly, K. J. (2017). Belief in God as an Attachment Figure and Mental Health. In K. J. 

Flannelly (Ed.), Religious Beliefs, Evolutionary Psychiatry, and Mental Health in 

America: Evolutionary Threat Assessment Systems Theory (pp. 211–223). Springer 

International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-52488-7_21 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.114.4.864
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12512
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-52488-7_21


92 

 

Fleischmann, F., & Phalet, K. (2018). Religion and national identification in Europe: comparing 

Muslim youth in Belgium, England, Germany, the Netherlands, and Sweden. Journal of 

Cross-Cultural Psychology, 49(1), 44-61 

Fraley, C. R., Niedenthal, P. M., Marks, M., Brumbaugh, C., & Vicary, A. (2006). Adult 

attachment and the perception of emotional expressions: Probing the hyperactivating 

strategies underlying anxious attachment. Journal of personality, 74(4), 1163-1190. 

Fraley, R. C, & Waller, N. G. (1998). Adult attachment patterns: A test of the typological model. 

In J. A. Simpson & W. F. Rholes (Eds.), Attachment theory and close relationships (pp. 

78-114). New York: Guilford Press. 

Fraley, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (n.d.). Adult romantic attachment: Theoretical developments, 

emerging controversies, and unanswered questions. 19. 

Fraley, R.C. , N.G. Waller, K.A. BrennanAn item response theory analysis of self- report 

measures of adult attachment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78 (2000), 

pp. 350-365, 10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.350 

Frimer, J. A., Tell, C. E., & Motyl, M. (2017). Sacralizing liberals and fair‐ minded 

conservatives: Ideological symmetry in the moral motives in the culture war. Analyses of 

Social Issues and Public Policy, 17(1), 33-59. 

Frohnen, B. P. (2006). The patriotism of a conservative. Modern Age, 48(2), 105. 

Gilligan, C. (1986). Reply (to the critics). Signs, 11(2), 324-333. 

Gilligan, C. (1988). Mapping the moral domain: A contribution of women's thinking to 

psychological theory and education (Vol. 2). Harvard University Press. 

Govrin, A. (2014). The ABC of moral development: An attachment approach to moral 

judgment. Frontiers in psychology, 5, 6. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.2.350


93 

 

Graham, J. , Haidt, J. , & Nosek, B. ( 2009). Liberals and conservatives rely on different sets of 

moral foundations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology , 96, 1029-1046. 

Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. A. (2009). Liberals and conservatives rely on different sets of 

moral foundations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 1029 –1046 

Graham, J., Haidt, J., Koleva, S., Motyl, M., Iyer, R., Wojcik, S. P., & Ditto, P. H. (2013). Moral 

foundations theory: The pragmatic validity of moral pluralism. In Advances in 

experimental social psychology (Vol. 47, pp. 55-130). Academic Press. 

Graham, J., Nosek, B. A., Haidt, J., Iyer, R., Koleva, S., & Ditto, P. H. (2011). Mapping the 

moral domain. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(2), 366–

385. doi:10.1037/a0021847  

Granqvist, P. (1998). Religiousness and perceived childhood attachment: On the question of 

compensation or correspondence. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 37, 350–

367. 

Granqvist, P. (2006). INVITED ESSAY: “On the Relation Between Secular an Divine 

Relationships: An Emerging Attachment Perspective and a Critique of the ”Depth“ 

Approaches.” International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 16(1), 1–

18. doi:10.1207/s15327582ijpr1601_1  

Granqvist, P., & Hagekull, B. (2000). Religiosity, adult attachment, and why “singles” are more 

religious. The International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 10, 111–123. 

Gray, K., & Keeney, J. E. (2015). Disconfirming Moral Foundations Theory on Its Own Terms: 

Reply to Graham (2015). Social Psychological and Personality Science, 6(8), 874–877. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615592243 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550615592243


94 

 

Gray, K., & Schein, C. (2016). No Absolutism Here: Harm Predicts Moral Judgment 30× Better 

Than Disgust—Commentary on Scott, Inbar, & Rozin (2016). Perspectives on 

Psychological Science, 11(3), 325–329. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635598 

Gray, K., & Wegner, D. M. (2011). Dimensions of Moral Emotions. Emotion Review, 3(3), 258–

260. https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073911402388 

Greene, J. (2003). From neural “is” to moral “ought”: What are the moral implications of 

neuroscientific moral psychology? Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 4(10), 846–850. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1224 

Greenfeld, L. (1992). Nationalism and democracy. Research on democracy and society. New 

York, 1, 327-351. 

Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: a social intuitionist approach to moral 

judgment. Psychological review, 108(4), 814. 

Haidt, J. (2002). " Dialogue between My Head and My Heart": Affective Influences on Moral 

Judgment. Psychological Inquiry, 13(1), 54-56. 

Haidt, J., & Graham, J. (2007). When Morality Opposes Justice: Conservatives Have Moral 

Intuitions that Liberals may not Recognize. Social Justice Research, 20(1), 98–116. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0034-z 

Haidt, J., & Joseph, C. (2004). Intuitive ethics: How innately prepared intuitions generate 

culturally variable virtues [Special issue]. Daedalus, 133, 55– 66. 

doi:10.1162/0011526042365555  

Haidt, J., & Joseph, C. (2007). The moral mind: How 5 sets of innate intuitions guide the 

development of many culture-specific virtues, and perhaps even modules. In P. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635598
https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073911402388
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn1224
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11211-007-0034-z


95 

 

Carruthers, S. Laurence, & S. Stich (Eds.), The innate mind (Vol. 3, pp. 367–391). New 

York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

Haidt, J., Graham, J., & Joseph, C. (2009). Above and below left–right: Ideological narratives 

and moral foundations. Psychological Inquiry, 20(2-3), 110-119. 

Hamlin, J. K. (2013b). Moral judgment and action in preverbal infants and toddlers: Evidence for 

an innate moral core. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 22(3), 186-193. 

Hamlin, J. K., Mahajan, N., Liberman, Z., Wynn, K. (2013a). Not like me = bad: Infants prefer 

those who harm dissimilar others. Psychological Science. Advance online publication.  

Hamlin, J. K., Wynn, K. (2011). Young infants prefer prosocial to antisocial others. Cognitive 

Development, 26, 30–39. 

Hamlin, J. K., Wynn, K., Bloom, P. (2007). Social evaluation by preverbal infants. Nature, 

450, 557–559. 

Hamlin, J. K., Wynn, K., Bloom, P. (2010). Three-month-olds show a negativity bias in their 

social evaluations. Developmental Science, 13, 923–929. 

Hammack, P. L. (2009). Exploring the reproduction of conflict through narrative: Israeli youth 

motivated to participate in a coexistence program. Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace 

Psychology, 15(1), 49– 74. 

Hammack, P. L. (2010). Identity as burden or benefit? Youth, historical narrative, and the legacy 

of political conflict. Human Development, 53(4), 173– 201. 

Hammack, P. L. (2011). Narrative and the politics of identity: The cultural psychology of Israeli 

and Palestinian youth. New York: Oxford University Press. 



96 

 

Hammack, P. L., & Pilecki, A. (2012). Narrative as a Root Metaphor for Political Psychology: 

Political Psychology and Narrative. Political Psychology, 33(1), 75–103. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2011.00859.x 

Hammack, P. L., & Pilecki, A. (2012). Narrative as a root metaphor for political 

psychology. Political Psychology, 33(1), 75-103 

Hanson, K., & O’Dwyer, E. (2019). Patriotism and Nationalism, Left and Right: A Q-

Methodology Study of American National Identity. Political Psychology, 40(4), 777–

795. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12561 

Harris, L. T., & Fiske, S. T. (2008). The brooms in Fantasia: Neural correlates of 

anthropomorphizing objects. Social Cognition, 26(2), 210-223. 

Hart, D., Atkins, R., & Ford, D. (2010). Urban America as a Context for the Development of 

Moral Identity in Adolescence. Journal of Social Issues, 54(3), 513–530. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01233.x 

Haskuka, M., Sunar, D., & Alp, I. E. (2008). War Exposure, Attachment Style, and Moral 

Reasoning. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 39(4), 381–401. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022108318113 

Hazan, C, & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment process. Journal 

of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511-524. 

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. R. (1994). Deeper into attachment theory. Psychological Inquiry, 5(1), 

68-79. 

Hearn, J. (2007). National identity: Banal, personal and embedded. Nations and Nationalism, 

13(4), 657–674. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8129.2007.00303.x 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2011.00859.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12561
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01233.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022108318113
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8129.2007.00303.x


97 

 

Heekeren, H. R., Wartenburger, I., Schmidt, H., Prehn, K., Schwintowski, H. P., & Villringer, A. 

(2005). Influence of bodily harm on neural correlates of semantic and moral decision-

making. Neuroimage, 24(3), 887-897. 

Herrmann, R. K., Isernia, P., & Segatti, P. (2009). Attachment to the Nation and International 

Relations: Dimensions of Identity and Their Relationship to War and Peace. Political 

Psychology, 30(5), 721–754. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2009.00723.x 

Hitti, A., Mulvey, K. L., Rutland, A., Abrams, D., & Killen, M. (2014). When Is It Okay to 

Exclude a Member of the Ingroup? Children’s and Adolescents’ Social Reasoning. Social 

Development, 23(3), 451–469. https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12047 

Hobbes, T. (2016). Thomas Hobbes: Leviathan (Longman Library of Primary Sources in 

Philosophy). Routledge. 

Hofmann, W., Wisneski, D. C., Brandt, M. J., & Skitka, L. J. (2014). Morality in everyday 

life. Science, 345(6202), 1340-1343. 

Hogg, M. A., & Hardie, E. A. (1991). Social attraction, personal attraction, and self-

categorization: A field study. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17, 176-181 

Hogg, M. A., & Turner, J. C. (1987). Intergroup behaviour, self‐stereotyping and the salience of 

social categories. British Journal of Social Psychology, 26(4), 325-340. 

Hong, K. M., & Townes, B. D. (1976). Infants' attachment to inanimate objects: A cross-cultural 

study. Journal of the American Academy of Child Psychiatry. 

Huddy, L. (2013). From group identity to political cohesion and commitment. Oxford handbook 

of political psychology, 737-773. 

Huddy, L., & Khatib, N. (2007). American patriotism, national identity, and political 

involvement. American journal of political science, 51(1), 63-77. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2009.00723.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12047


98 

 

Inbar, Y., Pizarro, D. A., & Bloom, P. (2009). Conservatives are more easily disgusted than 

liberals. Cognition and emotion, 23(4), 714-725. 

Insko, C. A., Schopler, J., & Sedikides, C. (1998). Differential distrust of groups and 

individuals. Intergroup cognition and intergroup behavior, 75-107. 

Iurino, K., & Saucier, G. (2020). Testing Measurement Invariance of the Moral Foundations 

Questionnaire Across 27 Countries. Assessment, 27(2), 365–372. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191118817916 

Jackson, J. W., & Smith, E. R. (1999). Conceptualizing social identity: A new framework and 

evidence for the impact of different dimensions. Personality and Social Psychology 

Bulletin, 25(1), 120-135. 

Jones, E. E., & Nisbett, R. E. (1972). The actor and the observer: Divergent perceptions of the 

causes of behavior. In EE Joneset al.(Eds.), Attribution: Perceiving the causes of 

behavior. 

Joyce, R. (2013). The Many Moral Nativisms. In K. Sterelny, R. Joyce, B. Calcott, & B. Fraser 

(Eds.), Cooperation and its Evolution (pp. 549–572). MIT Press. 

Joyce, R. (n.d.). The many moral nativisms. 21. 

Kelman, H. C. (1969). Patterns of personal involvement in the national system: A social-

psychological analysis of political legitimacy. In JN Rosenau (Ed.), International politics 

and foreign policy (rev. ed.) 

Kelman, H. C., & Hamilton, V. L. (1989). Crimes of obedience: Toward a social psychology of 

authority and responsibility. Yale University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191118817916


99 

 

Kende, A., Hadarics, M., & Szabó, Z. P. (2019). Inglorious glorification and attachment: 

National and European identities as predictors of anti- and pro-immigrant attitudes. 

British Journal of Social Psychology, 58(3), 569–590. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12280 

Khan, S. S., Garnett, N., Khazaie, D. H., Liu, J. H., & Zúñiga, H. G. de. (2020). Opium of the 

people? National identification predicts well-being over time. British Journal of 

Psychology, 111(2), 200–214. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12398 

Khan, S. S., Svensson, T., Jogdand, Y. A., & Liu, J. H. (2017). Lessons from the past for the 

future: The definition and mobilisation of Hindu nationhood by the Hindu nationalist 

movement of India. 

Kimmes, J. G., & Durtschi, J. A. (2016). Forgiveness in romantic relationships: The roles of 

attachment, empathy, and attributions. Journal of marital and family therapy, 42(4), 645-

658. 

Kirkpatrick, L. A. (1997). A longitudinal study of changes in religious belief and behavior as a 

function of individual differences in adult attachment style. Journal for the Scientific 

Study of Religion, 36, 207– 217. 

Kirkpatrick, L. A. (1998). Evolution, pair-bonding, and reproductive strategies: A 

reconceptualization of adult attachment. In J. A. Simpson & W. F. Rholes (Eds.), 

Attachment theory and close relationships (pp. 353-393). New York: Guilford Press. 

Koleva, S. P., Graham, J., Iyer, R., Ditto, P. H., & Haidt, J. (2012). Tracing the threads: How 

five moral concerns (especially Purity) help explain culture war attitudes. Journal of 

Research in Personality, 46(2), 184–194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2012.01.006 

Koleva, S., Selterman, D., Iyer, R., Ditto, P., & Graham, J. (2014). The Moral Compass of 

Insecurity: Anxious and Avoidant Attachment Predict Moral Judgment. Social 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12280
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12398
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2012.01.006


100 

 

Psychological and Personality Science, 5(2), 185–194. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613490965 

Kosterman, R., & Freshbach, S. (1989). Toward a measure of patriotic and nationalistic attitudes. 

Political Psychology, 10, 257–274. 

Kramer, L. (1997). Historical narratives and the meaning of nationalism. Journal of the History 

of Ideas, 58(3), 525-545. 

Kurtines, W., & Pimm, J. B. (2016). The Moral Development Scale: A Piagetian Measure of 

Moral Judgment: Educational and Psychological Measurement. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448304300112 

Lakoff, G. (2002). Moral politics: How liberals and conservatives think . Chicago, IL, US. 

Lasnik, H., & Lidz, J. L. (2016, December 22). The Argument from the Poverty of the Stimulus. 

The Oxford Handbook of Universal Grammar. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199573776.013.10 

Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007). Group virtue: The importance of morality (vs. 

competence and sociability) in the positive evaluation of in-groups. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 93(2), 234–249. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.93.2.234 

Lee, A., & Hankin, B. L. (2009). Insecure attachment, dysfunctional attitudes, and low self-

esteem predicting prospective symptoms of depression and anxiety during 

adolescence. Journal of clinical child & Adolescent Psychology, 38(2), 219-231. 

Lee, R. van der, Ellemers, N., Scheepers, D., & Rutjens, B. T. (2017). In or out? How the 

perceived morality (vs. competence) of prospective group members affects acceptance 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613490965
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316448304300112
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199573776.013.10
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234


101 

 

and rejection. European Journal of Social Psychology, 47(6), 748–762. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2269 

Leidner, B., Castano, E., Zaiser, E., & Giner-Sorolla, R. (2010). Ingroup Glorification, Moral 

Disengagement, and Justice in the Context of Collective Violence. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 36(8), 1115–1129. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210376391 

Levinson, S. (1979). " The Constitution" in American Civil Religion. The Supreme Court 

Review, 1979, 123-151. 

Liu, J. H., & László, J. (2007). A Narrative Theory of History and Identity. In G. Moloney & I. 

Walker (Eds.), Social Representations and Identity: Content, Process, and Power (pp. 

85–107). Palgrave Macmillan US. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230609181_6 

Luoma-Aho, M. (2009). Political theology, anthropomorphism, and person-hood of the state: 

The religion of IR. International Political Sociology, 3(3), 293-309. 

Mackie, J. (1990). Ethics: Inventing right and wrong. Penguin UK. 

Magai, C., Hunziker, J., Mesias, W., & Culver, L. C. (2000). Adult attachment styles and 

emotional biases. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 24(3), 301-309. 

Main, M. (1991). Metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive monitoring, and singular (coherent) 

vs. multiple (incoherent) model of attachment. In C. M. Parkes, J. Stevenson-Hinde, & P. 

Marris (Eds.), Attachment across the life cycle (pp. 127—159). London: 

Tavistock/Routledge. 

Malti, T., & Buchmann, M. (2010). Socialization and individual antecedents of adolescents’ and 

young adults’ moral motivation. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 39(2), 138-149 

Marcus, G. E., & Mackuen, M. B. (1993). Anxiety, Enthusiasm, and the Vote: The Emotional 

Underpinnings of Learning and Involvement During Presidential Campaigns. The 

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2269
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167210376391
https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230609181_6


102 

 

American Political Science Review, 87(3), 672–685. JSTOR. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2938743 

Marsh, T., & Brown, J. (2009). Homonegativity and its Relationship to Religiosity, Nationalism 

and Attachment Style. Journal of Religion and Health, 50(3), 575–

591. doi:10.1007/s10943-009-9286-2  

Marvin, C., & Ingle, D. W. (1996). Blood sacrifice and the nation: Revisiting civil 

religion. Journal of the American Academy of Religion, 64(4), 767-780. 

McAdams, D. P. (1985). Motivation and friendship. 

McAdams, D. P. (2008). Personal narratives and the life story. Handbook of personality: Theory 

and research, 3, 242-262. 

McAdams, D. P. (2011). Narrative Identity. In S. J. Schwartz, K. Luyckx, & V. L. Vignoles 

(Eds.), Handbook of Identity Theory and Research (pp. 99–115). Springer New York. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-7988-9_5 

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2001). Attachment theory and intergroup bias: Evidence that 

priming the secure base schema attenuates negative reactions to out-groups. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 81, 97–115 

Miller, J. G., Bersoff, D. M., & Harwood, R. L. (1990). Perceptions of social responsibilities in 

India and in the United States: Moral imperatives or personal decisions? Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 58(1), 33–47. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.58.1.33 

Moll, J., & Schulkin, J. (2009). Social attachment and aversion in human moral cognition. 

Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 33(3), 456–465. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2008.12.001 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2938743
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-7988-9_5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.33
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.1.33
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2008.12.001


103 

 

Morden, M. (2016). Anatomy of the national myth: Archetypes and narrative in the study of 

nationalism. Nations and Nationalism, 22(3), 447-464. 

Müller-Peters, A. (1998). The significance of national pride and national identity to the attitude 

toward the single European currency: A Europe-wide comparison. Journal of economic 

psychology, 19(6), 701-719. 

Mummendey, A., Klink, A., & Brown, R. (2001). Nationalism and patriotism: National 

identification and out‐group rejection. British Journal of Social Psychology, 40(2), 159-

172. 

Nedelisky, A., & Steele, M. (2009). Attachment to people and to objects in obsessive-

compulsive disorder: An exploratory comparison of hoarders and non-

hoarders. Attachment & human development, 11(4), 365-383. 

Nilsson, A., & Erlandsson, A. (2015). The Moral Foundations taxonomy: Structural validity and 

relation to political ideology in Sweden. Personality and Individual Differences, 76, 28–

32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.049 

Njus, D. M., & Okerstrom, K. (2016). Anxious and Avoidant Attachment to God Predict Moral 

Foundations beyond Adult Attachment. Journal of Psychology and Theology, 44(3), 230–

243. https://doi.org/10.1177/009164711604400305 

Obama, B. (2015) Remarks by the President at the 50th Anniversary of the Selma to Montgomery 

Marches | whitehouse.gov. (n.d.). Retrieved April 28, 2020, from 

https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2015/03/07/remarks-president-

50th-anniversary-selma-montgomery-marches 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.11.049
https://doi.org/10.1177/009164711604400305
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2015/03/07/remarks-president-50th-anniversary-selma-montgomery-marches
https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2015/03/07/remarks-president-50th-anniversary-selma-montgomery-marches


104 

 

Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2017). Identifying “types” of ideologies and intergroup biases: 

Advancing a person-centred approach to social psychology. European Review of Social 

Psychology, 28(1), 288-332. 

Passman, R. H. (1987). Attachments to inanimate objects: Are children who have security 

blankets insecure?. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 55(6), 825. 

Piaget, J. (1929). The child’s concept of the world. Londres, Routldge & Kegan Paul. 

Potter, J., & Reicher, S. (1987). Discourses of community and conflict: The organization of 

social categories in accounts of a ‘riot’. British journal of social psychology, 26(1), 25-

40. 

Prinz, J. (2008). Acquired Moral Truths. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 77(1), 

219–227. JSTOR. 

Reagan, R. (1985). Politics and Morality are Inseparable, 1 Notre Dame J.L. Ethics & Pub. 

Pol'y 7  

Reimer, K. (2005). Revisiting moral attachment: Comment on identity and motivation. Human 

Development, 48(4), 262. 

Rhodes, M., & Wellman, H. (2017). Moral learning as intuitive theory revision. Cognition, 167, 

191–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.08.013 

Richey, S. (2011). Civic engagement and patriotism. Social Science Quarterly, 92(4), 1044-1056. 

Roberts, G. (1998). Competitive altruism: From reciprocity to the handicap principle. 

Proceedings of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 265(1394), 

427–431. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0312 

Roccas, S., Klar, Y., & Liviatan, I. (2006). The paradox of group-based guilt: Modes of national 

identification, conflict vehemence, and reactions to the in-group’s moral violations. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0312


105 

 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(4), 698–711. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.698 

Rothi, D. M., Lyons, E., & Chryssochoou, X. (2005). National attachment and patriotism in a 

European nation: A British study. Political psychology, 26(1), 135-155. 

Rothì, D.M., Lyons, E. & Chryssochoou, X. (2005), National Attachment and Patriotism in a 

European Nation: A British Study. Political Psychology, 26: 135-155. 

doi:10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00412.x 

Rowatt, W., & Kirkpatrick, L. A. (2002). Two dimensions of attachment to God and their 

relation to affect, religiosity, and personality constructs. Journal for the scientific study of 

religion, 41(4), 637-651. 

Rynearson, E. K. (1978). Humans and pets and attachment. The British Journal of 

Psychiatry, 133(6), 550-555. 

Sable, P. (1995). Pets, attachment, and well-being across the life cycle. Social work, 40(3), 334-

341. 

Sanderson, J. A., & Siegal, M. (1988). Conceptions of Moral and Social Rules in Rejected and 

Nonrejected Preschoolers. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 17(1), 66–72. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp1701_9 

Santascoy, N., Burke, S. E., & Dovidio, J. F. (2018). Avoidant attachment style predicts less 

positive evaluations of warm (but not cold) social groups. Group Processes & Intergroup 

Relations, 21(1), 19-36. 

Sarbin, T. R. (1986). Narrative psychology: The storied nature of human conduct. Praeger 

Publishers/Greenwood Publishing Group. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.698
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2005.00412.x
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp1701_9


106 

 

Satherley, N., Yogeeswaran, K., Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2019). Differentiating between 

pure patriots and nationalistic patriots: A model of national attachment profiles and their 

socio-political attitudes. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 72, 13–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.06.005 

Schatz, R. T. (1994). On being a good American: Blind versus constructive patriotism [Ph.D., 

University of Massachusetts Amherst]. 

https://search.proquest.com/docview/304095677/abstract/E9464754623E40EBPQ/1 

Schatz, R. T. (2018). A Review and Integration of Research on Blind and Constructive 

Patriotism. In M. Sardoc (Ed.), Handbook of Patriotism (pp. 1–19). Springer 

International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-30534-9_30-1 

Schatz, R. T., Staub, E., & Lavine, H. (1999). On the Varieties of National Attachment: Blind 

Versus Constructive Patriotism. Political Psychology, 20(1), 151–174. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00140 

Schatz, R.T. and Lavine, H. (2007), Waving the Flag: National Symbolism, Social Identity, and 

Political Engagement*. Political Psychology, 28: 329-355. doi:10.1111/j.1467-

9221.2007.00571.x 

Schatz, Robert T., and Ervin Staub. 1997. “ Manifestations of Blind and Constructive Patriotism: 

Personality Correlates and Individual‐Group Relations.” In Patriotism: In the Lives of 

Individuals and Nations, ed. Daniel Bar‐Tal and Ervin Staub. Chicago : Nelson‐Hall, 

pp. 229– 45. 

Schein, C., & Gray, K. (2015). The eyes are the window to the uncanny valley: Mind perception, 

autism and missing souls. Interaction Studies, 16(2), 173–179. 

https://doi.org/10.1075/is.16.2.02sch 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.06.005
https://search.proquest.com/docview/304095677/abstract/E9464754623E40EBPQ/1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-30534-9_30-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00140
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00571.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2007.00571.x
https://doi.org/10.1075/is.16.2.02sch


107 

 

Schein, C., & Gray, K. (2016). Moralization and Harmification: The Dyadic Loop Explains How 

the Innocuous Becomes Harmful and Wrong. Psychological Inquiry, 27(1), 62–65. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2016.1111121 

Schein, C., & Gray, K. (2018). The theory of dyadic morality: Reinventing moral judgment by 

redefining harm. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 22(1), 32-70. 

Schmidt, M. F. H., Rakoczy, H., & Tomasello, M. (2012). Young children enforce social norms 

selectively depending on the violator’s group affiliation. Cognition, 124(3), 325–333. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.06.004 

Selterman, D., Moors, A. C., & Koleva, S. (2018). Moral judgment toward relationship betrayals 

and those who commit them. Personal Relationships, 25(1), 65–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12228 

Shafer-Landau, R. (2012). Evolutionary debunking, moral realism and moral knowledge. J. 

Ethics & Soc. Phil., 7, i. 

Shank, D. B., & DeSanti, A. (2018). Attributions of morality and mind to artificial intelligence 

after real-world moral violations. Computers in Human Behavior, 86, 401–411. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.05.014 

Sidanius, J., & Kurzban, R. (2013). Toward an evolutionarily informed political psychology. 

In The Oxford handbook of political psychology. 

Sidanius, J., Brubacher, M., & Silinda, F. (2019). Ethnic and National Attachment in the 

Rainbow Nation: The Case of the Republic of South Africa. Journal of Cross-Cultural 

Psychology, 50(2), 254–267. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022118814679 

Simpson, A. (2017). Moral Foundations Theory: Background, Review, and Scaffolding for 

Future Research. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2016.1111121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12228
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022118814679


108 

 

Simpson, J. A. (1990). Influence of attachment styles on romantic relationships. Journal of 

personality and social psychology, 59(5), 971. 

Simpson, J. A., Rholes, W. S., Oriña, M. M., & Grich, J. (2002). Working models of attachment, 

support giving, and support seeking in a stressful situation. Personality and Social 

Psychology Bulletin, 28(5), 598-608. 

Singer, P. (1979). Practical ethics. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press 

Skitka, L. J., & Tetlock, P. E. (1993). Providing public assistance: Cognitive and motivational 

processes underlying liberal and conservative policy preferences. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 65(6), 1205. 

Smith, E. R., & Henry, S. (1996). An in-group becomes part of the self: Response time 

evidence. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(6), 635-642. 

Smith, E. R., Murphy, J., & Coats, S. (1999). Attachment to groups: Theory and management. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(1), 94–110. doi:10.1037/0022-

3514.77.1.94  

Squiers, A. (2018). The Political Dimensions of the American Civil Religion (ACR): An 

Introduction. In A. Squiers (Ed.), The Politics of the Sacred in America: The Role of Civil 

Religion in Political Practice (pp. 1–23). Springer International Publishing. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68870-1_1 

Staub, E. (2003). Notes on cultures of violence, cultures of caring and peace, and the fulfillment 

of basic human needs. Political psychology, 24(1), 1-21. 

Sullivan, John L., Amy Fried, and Mary G. Dietz. 1992. “ Patriotism, Politics, and the 

Presidential Election of 1988. American Journal of Political Science 36(2): 200– 34. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68870-1_1


109 

 

Surcinelli, P., Rossi, N., Montebarocci, O., & Baldaro, B. (2010). Adult attachment styles and 

psychological disease: Examining the mediating role of personality traits. The Journal of 

psychology, 144(6), 523-534. 

Tajfel, H. (1969). The formation of national attitudes: A social psychological perspective. In M. 

Sherif & C. W. Sherif (Eds.), Interdisciplinary relations in the social sciences (pp. 137–

176). Chicago: Aldine.  

Tajfel, H. E. (1978). Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of 

intergroup relations. Academic Press. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. 

Worchel & W. G. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 7–24). Chicago: 

Nelson-Hall. 

Tajfel, Henri, and John C. Turner. 1979. “ An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict.” In The 

Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, ed. W. G. Austin and Stephen Worchel. 

Monterey , CA : Brooks/Cole, pp. 33– 47. 

Tajfel, Henri. (1981). Human Groups and Social Categories. Cambridge : Cambridge University 

Press. 

Tilley, C. (2006). Introduction: Identity, place, landscape and heritage. 

Turiel, E. (2007). The development of morality. Handbook of child psychology, 3. 

Turner, J. C., Oakes, P. J., Haslam, S. A., & McGarty, C. (1994). Self and Collective: Cognition 

and Social Context. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(5), 454–463. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205002 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205002


110 

 

Urquiza-Haas, E. G., & Kotrschal, K. (2015). The mind behind anthropomorphic thinking: 

Attribution of mental states to other species. Animal Behaviour, 109, 167–176. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2015.08.011 

van Leeuwen, F., & Park, J. H. (2009). Perceptions of social dangers, moral foundations, and 

political orientation. Personality and Individual Differences, 47(3), 169–173. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.02.017 

van Leeuwen, F., Park, J. H., Koenig, B. L., & Graham, J. (2012). Regional variation in pathogen 

prevalence predicts endorsement of group-focused moral concerns. Evolution and Human 

Behavior, 33(5), 429–437. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.12.005 

Verkuyten, M. (2013). Justifying discrimination against Muslim immigrants: Out-group ideology 

and the five-step social identity model. British Journal of Social Psychology, 52(2), 345–

360. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02081.x 

Violante, A. E., Cain, K. M., & Mukherjee, S. (2019). What does it mean to be American? 

Perceptions of national identity amongst adults and children. International Journal of 

Intercultural Relations. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.11.005 

Viroli, M. (1995). For Love of Country: An Essay On Patriotism and Nationalism. Clarendon 

Press. 

Volz, A.R. & Kerig, P.K.  (2010) Relational Dynamics Associated with Adolescent Dating 

Violence: The Roles of Rejection Sensitivity and Relational Insecurity, Journal of 

Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 19:6, 587-

602, DOI: 10.1080/10926771.2010.502088 

Waytz, A. , Gray, K. , Epley, N. , & Wegner, D. ( 2010). Causes and consequences of mind 

perception. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 14, 383-388. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2015.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.02.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2011.02081.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2019.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2010.502088


111 

 

Waytz, A., Klein, N., & Epley, N. (2013). 18 Imagining Other Minds: Anthropomorphism Is 

Hair-Triggered but Not Hare-Brained. The Oxford handbook of the development of 

imagination, 272. 

Weber, M. (1966). The Sociology of Religion, London: Metheun.  

Wei, M., Russell, D. W., Mallinckrodt, B., & Vogel, D. L. (2007). The Experiences in Close 

Relationship Scale (ECR)-short form: Reliability, validity, and factor structure. Journal of 

personality assessment, 88(2), 187-204. 

Wendt, A. (2004). The state as person in international theory. Review of international 

Studies, 30(2), 289-316. 

Wimberley, R. C. (1980). Civil religion and the choice for president: Nixon in'72. Social 

Forces, 59(1), 44-61. 

Wittenrich, M. L., & Ho, A. L. (2013). Social structure and reproductive behavior of the 

callionymid fish Callionymus bairdi (Gobiesociformes: Callionymidae): with notes on 

male alternative reproductive tactics. aqua: International Journal of Ichthyology, 19(1), 

17-29. 

Wojcieszak, M., & Garrett, R. K. (2018). Social Identity, Selective Exposure, and Affective 

Polarization: How Priming National Identity Shapes Attitudes Toward Immigrants Via 

News Selection. Human Communication Research, 44(3), 247–273. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/hcr/hqx010 

Wolczuk, K. (2000). History, Europe and the “national idea”: The “official” narrative of national 

identity in Ukraine. Nationalities Papers, 28(4), 671-694. 

Yılmaz, O., Sarıbay, S. A., Bahçekapılı, H. G., & Harma, M. (2016). Political orientations, 

ideological self-categorizations, party preferences, and moral foundations of young 

https://doi.org/10.1093/hcr/hqx010


112 

 

Turkish voters. Turkish Studies, 17(4), 544–566. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14683849.2016.1221312 

Yoder, K. J., &  Decety, J. (2018) The neuroscience of morality and social decision-

making, Psychology, Crime & Law, 24(3), 279-

295, DOI: 10.1080/1068316X.2017.1414817 

Zimmerman, W. (1996). Last Chance for Bosnia?. New York Review of Books, 19, 10-13. 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14683849.2016.1221312
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2017.1414817

