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Abstract This study investigated the relationships between negative attitudes towards
homosexuals and two traditional ideologies: religiosity and nationalism, and explored the
link with attachment style. An Internet survey yielded 290 participants, of highly diverse
ages, nationalities, and religious backgrounds. The participants provided demographic
details, and completed measures of adult attachment, nationalism, religiosity, and both
explicit and implicit measures of homonegativity. The results indicated that both nation-
alism and religiosity were highly significant predictors of homonegativity. In the religious
group, homonegativity and religiosity were positively related. This finding was greater for
less securely attached individuals. Avoidance moderated the relationship in religious
females, while anxiety moderated the relationship in religious males. No significant
attachment moderation was found between the nationalism—homonegativity relationships.

Keywords Religiosity - Attachment style - Nationalism - Homonegativity

The motivations and mechanisms behind prejudicial behaviours have long been a matter of
concern and curiosity to social psychologists. Strong religious and national identification
are predictive of greater degrees of minority prejudice such as racism and homophobia
(Allport and Ross 1967; Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992). These ideologies are often
referred to both colloquially and in the literature as traditional values, and are frequently
highly correlated (Altemeyer 1996; Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992).

Religiosity has been connected with adult attachment style, which has been shown to
mediate some relationships between authoritarianism and discriminatory behaviour
(Kirkpatrick 1997, Roccato and Ricolfi 2005). Given the high correlations between reli-
giosity, authoritarianism, and nationalism, a similar relationship between nationalism and
attachment was predicted. This paper aims to investigate the possibility that variations in
the relationships between these two traditional ideologies, religiosity and nationalism, and
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the common contemporary prejudice of homonegativity can be explained by individual
differences in attachment style.

Religiosity, Nationalism and Homonegativity

The traditional cultural ideologies of religiosity and nationalism often involve specific
beliefs that support some forms of prejudice. For example, Abrahamic religious traditions
(including Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) contain scriptural passages that are frequently
interpreted as forbidding homosexuality. Similarly, promoting the implicit superiority of
one’s own nation and perceived national culture often involves criticism of other nations.

Religiosity is defined as the degree of dedication to specific religious beliefs and the
extent to which those beliefs are influential in one’s life. McFarland (1989) found that
‘extrinsic’ religiosity provided the best predictor of discriminatory attitudes in males, and
‘intrinsic’ religiosity best predicted discriminatory attitudes in females. Altemeyer and
Hunsberger (1992) reported that religiosity positively and negatively predicted a variety of
prejudices, particularly racial prejudice and negative attitudes towards homosexuals. This
finding was replicated for racism, in religions including Judaism, Islam, and Hinduism
(Hunsberger 1996), and for hostility towards homosexuals (Altemeyer 2003). Regression
analysis by Laythe et al. (2001) on a Christian sample found that when authoritarianism
was controlled for, fundamental religiosity was a significant positive predictor of homo-
sexual prejudice. In a further study, Schwartz and Lindley (2005) reported that religious
fundamentalism and gender were the only significant predictors of homophobia. The
general tendency for religiosity to predict racial prejudice has ultimately decreased over
time, but religiosity has largely continued to predict negativity towards homosexuals.

Nationalistic ideology is defined as the extent of unconditional support and promotion
for the intrinsic superiority of a specific nation and may include the derision of other
nations through nationalism and patriotism. Patriotism includes positive regard for one’s
own nation and its merits (Schatz et al. 1999; Pefia and Sidanius 2002; Rothi et al. 2005),
while nationalism infers a comparison with other nations to affirm the superiority of one’s
own country (Mummendey et al. 2001). It is therefore necessary to employ a measure of
nationalism that is sensitive to this distinction when studying the impact of ideological
nationalism on prejudice.

While not studied as extensively in the literature, the construct of nationalism has shown
links to prejudiced beliefs. Morrison et al. (2005) reported that nationalism, in contrast to
patriotism, was a highly significant predictor of homonegative attitudes, particularly
towards lesbians. Thus, there is some demonstrated connection between homonegativity
and nationalism.

Religiosity, Nationalism and Attachment

Nationalism has received very little attention compared to religiosity in general, but
religious beliefs are intuitively understood to be more personal than nationalistic beliefs.
Thus, these attitudes are more likely to be related to a personal-social construct such as
attachment. Attachment theory was first conceived to describe the proposed mechanisms
behind the behaviour of infants and young children when experiencing distress owing to
separation from their primary parental caregiver (Bowlby 1973). Attachment was con-
strued as an internal working model, formed by infants’ early experiences with their
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primary caregivers and is thought to represent how people relate to significant others
(Bowlby 1969, 1973). The attachment model was extended into close, romantic relation-
ships between adults by Hazan and Shaver (1987), and was later built upon by Bar-
tholomew (1990) and Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) to define the two dimensions of
avoidance and anxiety.

There is very little research drawing links between racism and attachment style. Mi-
kulincer and Shaver (2001) used a priming experiment and found that securely attached
individuals were overall more accepting of members of out-groups than insecurely
attached participants. Schwartz and Lindley (2005) found that religious fundamentalism,
and gender were the only significant predictors.

Kirkpatrick (1992) proposed a framework for understanding the psychology of religion
utilising adult attachment. He suggested that religions with a personal deity encourage a
personal relationship, and that these deities act as attachment figures similar to those
provided by interpersonal relationships. Kirkpatrick and Shaver (1992) reported that adults
who described themselves as securely attached, had more positive images of God than their
insecure counterparts. Also, subjects who were classified as avoidant were more likely to
describe themselves as agnostics. An all-female longitudinal study found that during a 4-
year period, insecurely attached subjects were more likely than securely attached subjects
to convert to a new religion, suggesting that religious beliefs compensate for insecurely
attached subjects’ relationships (Kirkpatrick 1997). These results are somewhat more
complex, as Granqvist (2002) found that securely attached individuals more predictably
followed the religious traditions of their caregivers, whereas the insecurely attached
individuals had religious beliefs that were globally more unstable. Kirkpatrick’s findings
suggested that adult attachment is appropriate for the study of traditional values and
prejudiced attitudes, which is in line with other evidence concerning the effect of adult
attachment on adult relationships (Collins and Read 1990; Collins and Feeney 2000;
Mikulincer and Shaver 2001).

While there are no empirical studies that draw a connection between nationalism and
attachment style, the high correlations between the different traditional values suggest that
trends which hold true for religiosity are likely to hold true for nationalism. Many of the
theoretic justifications offered for the relationship between attachment and religiosity
attribute this phenomenon to the relationship-like qualities of most religious ideologies
(Kirkpatrick 1992). It is the presumed communion with a personified entity, usually a
deity, which explains the relevance of the attachment working model in religious
expression. As an ideology, nationalism is commonly not personified in any way and
pertains instead to more abstract loyalties, cultural trends, and perceived national con-
ventions (Schatz et al. 1999). The commonalities or differences between nationalism and
religiosity offer valuable clues regarding the potential relevance of the relationship
between traditional ideologies, attachment style, and prejudice.

Implicit and Explicit Homonegativity

Prejudice against minority groups can be understood in the framework of social identity
theory (Tajfel and Turner 1986). The desire to identify with salient in-groups and to regard
such groups positively is frequently associated with the denigration of out-groups (Tajfel
1969; Kosterman and Freshbach 1989). While many minority prejudices are currently
tolerated, negative attitudes towards homosexuals, referred to as homonegativity, continues
to evoke prejudice in contemporary western cultures (Kite 1994). Expressed
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homonegativity is also predictably higher in men than in women (Kite 1994; Kite and
Whitley 1996; Heaven and Oxman 1999), which may be the result of the anti-feminine
attitudes often associated with traditional masculinity (Parrot et al. 2002).

The taboo against expressing prejudiced beliefs, presents a problem in regard to the
accurate measurement of homonegativity. Social desirability is likely to motivate partic-
ipants with homonegative attitudes to downplay the extent of these attitudes when
explicitly questioned. There are therefore many potential advantages to employing both
explicit and implicit measures of homonegativity. This study investigated two ideological
components of traditional values, nationalism and religiosity, in predicting homonegativ-
ity, measured both explicitly and implicitly. The study sought to explore the possibility that
these relationships would be moderated by adult attachment style.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the current study are as follows. Hypothesis I: Religiosity will be
associated with homonegativity, which will be stronger for participants with specific
religious alignments. Hypothesis 2: Nationalism will be related to homonegativity.
Hypothesis 3: The relationships between religiosity and homonegativity, and nationalism
and homonegativity, will be moderated by adult attachment style. Specifically, those with
lower attachment security are predicted to be more homonegative within their degree of
ideology than the more securely attached.

Method
Participants

The sample consisted of 290 participants, who each completed the survey in a single sitting
over the Internet. There were 78 males (27%) and 212 females (73%). The age of the
participants varied between 18 and 65 years, with a mean age just over 24. One hundred of
the participants were undergraduate psychology students completing the survey in
exchange for credit.

The remaining 190 participants were informed of the survey, either through its listing on
notice-boards of online psychology research or through the 200 mailbox pamphlets dis-
tributed among five suburbs of Sydney, Australia, selected for their diverse average
property values, and thus presumably, diverse socio-economic background. All participants
were offered the chance to enter the random draws for two incentive prizes (a double
movie pass, available to Australian participants, or an Amazon.com gift voucher available
internationally).

As the survey was available online, data were submitted from a wide range of countries
(22), though primarily from Australia (n = 135) and the USA (n = 104). The remaining
51 participants came from 18 other countries, although predominantly from England,
Canada and South Korea.

The participants also indicated a great diversity in religious affiliations. In broad cat-
egories, the sample consisted of 39.3% Christians, 1.7% Muslims, 3.1% Buddhists, 1.4%
Jews, and 4.2% other religions, such as Taoism and Scientology, in addition to 50.3%
secularists.
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The highest undertaken level of education for participants varied extensively, with 2
completing the 10th grade (0.7%), 54 completing high school (18.6%), 167 with bachelors
degrees (57.6%), 34 with honours degrees (11.7%), 8 with postgraduate diplomas (2.7%),
17 with masters degrees (5.9%), and 8 with doctorate degrees (2.8%).

Procedure

The survey was prepared as an interactive interface in Macromedia Flash™ Version 8, and
uploaded onto a university web-space allocated for research. The sections of the survey were
presented in the same order for all participants; consent form, demographic questions, the
four multiple-choice response sections (attachment measure, nationalism measure, religi-
osity measure, then explicit homonegativity measure), and lastly the attitudes towards
homosexuals as measured by the Implicit Association Test (IAT). The inclusion of the IAT
was instrumental in the choice to use a Flash™ interface, as a Flash™ file can be pro-
grammed to record response times in milliseconds, and its status as a common and free
Internet multimedia tool allowed for the administration of an IAT to a wide range of
participants.

Measures

The first set of questions presented in the survey were demographics questions, asking
participants their age, gender, sexual orientation (on a 7-point Likert scale), current country
of residence and whether or not they immigrated, what national background they most
identify with, how they would best describe their own, their mothers, and their fathers (if
known) religious beliefs, and the highest level of education.

Experience of Close Relationships Questionnaire

This scale consists of 36 items presented on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘Strongly
Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’ (Brennan et al. 1998). The scale measures adult attachment
on the two distinct dimensions of avoidance (AV) and anxiety (ANX). The scale has a high
level of convergent validity with many earlier established adult attachment measures, and
possesses very strong internal consistency on both dimensions, with an alpha of .94 (.92 in
the current sample) for AV, and an alpha of .91 (.97 in the current sample) for ANX.

National Orientation and Patriotism Scale

This scale consists of 40 items designed to measure nationalism, and was drawn from Rothi
et al.’s (2005) work on the identity content and relational orientation of identifying with
one’s national group. Rothi et al. developed and tested the measure, consisting of four
subscales, each representing positive or negative facets of either national orientation or
cultural content. National orientation consists of ‘blind’ and ‘constructive’ subscales, and
cultural content consists of ‘traditional’ and ‘civic’ subscales. The traditional and blind
items constitute a measure of nationalism, whereas constructive and civic items represent
the construct defined as patriotism. Each scale has acceptably strong psychometric prop-
erties, with alphas of .84 (.92 in the current sample) for the blind items, .85 (.90 in the
current sample) for the constructive items, .84 (.85 in the current sample) for the civic
culture items, and .91 (.88 in the current sample) for the traditional culture items. For the
purposes of this study, only the blind nationalism (BN) and traditional culture (TC) scales
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were used, as they alone represent the construct of nationalism. All four scales were
included in the testing interface, however, in order to disguise the consistently positive
direction of the BN and TC statements. Responses to statements were given on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’.

Religious Orientation Scale

This measure consists of 21 items designed by Allport and Ross (1967), with an additional
item added by subsequent researchers (Kirkpatrick 1989). Responses to statements were
given on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’. The
word “church” in some items was changed to “religious group” in order to maximise the
applicability of the scale to participants of all religious affiliations. In this study, the scale
was utilised under its original two-factor form of intrinsic and extrinsic religious orien-
tation (Genia 1993; Gorsuch and McPherson 1989; Kirkpatrick 1989; McFarland 1989;
Leong and Zachar 1990; Reed and Meyers 1991). The psychometric properties of the
Religious Orientation Scale has an alpha of .80 (.97 in the current sample) for intrinsic
religiosity (IR), and an alpha of .70 (.82 in the current sample) for extrinsic religiosity (ER;
Hill and Hood 1999).

Attitudes Towards Homosexuals Scale

This measure consists of 12 items, expressing statements either overtly against homo-
sexuals, or overtly accepting of homosexuals, which participants rate on a 7-point Likert
scale, ranging from ‘Strongly Disagree’ to ‘Strongly Agree’. The scale was shown by
Altemeyer (1988) to have high internal consistency (.90 in the current sample), and cor-
relates highly with measures of right-wing authoritarianism, which are known to predict
explicit homonegativity (EH; Altemeyer 1996).

Implicit Association Test: Attitudes Towards Homosexuals

The Implicit Association Test (IAT) was initially developed by Greenwald et al. (1998),
and was designed to test heuristic or automatic attitudes by comparing the recorded speeds
at which participants respond to rapidly presented stimuli, which are either congruous or
incongruous with the attitude being tested. Positivity or negativity of attitudes are assessed
in this way, by having a participant distinguish between two forms of stimuli, then in
separate blocks associate pictures of same and opposite sex couples with positive and
negative words, followed by a reversal of this association, and measuring which associ-
ation took longer to respond to on average. The psychometric validity of IAT designs in
detecting implicit attitudes towards homosexuals has been well established by Banse et al.
(2001), and Dasgupta and Rivera (2006).

The TAT was comprised of five blocks, each of which had ten non-recorded practice
trials preceding it. The five blocks contained 50, 50, 150, 50, and 150 trials, respectively,
with 400-millisecond gaps between presentations, so as to meet Greenwald et al. (1998)
standards for psychometric validity. After each incorrect response, the word “Incorrect”
would appear in red letters during the period between presentations to provide feedback to
participants. In order to discourage participants from simply tapping the keys rapidly in an
attempt to provide fast and false data, the Flash™ interface was programmed to only count
the 400-millisecond gap between stimuli when no key-presses were being registered. The
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mean of the individual differences in reaction time between block three and block five is
the IAT effect of a participant’s implicit homonegativity (IH).

Results
Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive Statistics of Variables in Relation to Religiosity

On the basis of self report, the sample was divided into a secular and a religious group. The
means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values and univariate F values for
differences between religious and secular groups of each of the non-categorical dependent
variables are listed in Table 1. Most respondents were females (73%) and under the age of
25 (73.8%). Many participants were highly educated. The secular group was more likely to
be male, gay, less BN, TC, IR, ER, IH and EH.

Correlations

The bivariate Pearson’s correlation values of the variables are listed in Table 2 with the
values above the diagonal representing the secular group (n = 146) and the values below
the diagonal representing the religious participants (n = 144). For the secular sample, IH
was significantly related to BN (» = .22) and IR (r = .26), while EH was significantly
related to BN (r = .47), TC (r = .38), and IH (r = .30). Higher implicit homonegativity
was related to higher scores on blind nationalism and intrinsic religiosity, while higher

Table 1 Univariate analysis between religious and secular participants

Variable Religious group ~ Secular group  Range of scores  Univariate analysis
Mean SD Mean  SD Lower  Upper F Sign
Gender 22 4 3 5 0 1 4.23% .04
Age 23.1 9.0 253 10.0 18.0 65.0 3.68 .06
Sexual orientation 6.3 1.5 59 1.7 1 7 5.64* .02
Education level 43 1.1 4.2 1.2 2 8 .14 .70
Avoidance 3.1 1.0 3.1 1.0 1.3 5.8 .02 .88
Anxiety 39 1.1 38 1.1 1.1 6.4 .30 .58
Attachment style 24 1.0 24 1.0 1.0 4.0 .06 .80
Nationalism, blind 22 7 1.8 .6 1.0 4.1 24.64%* .00
Nationalism, constructive 4.1 6 4.2 6 2.2 5.0 5.63%* .02
Culture, traditional 25 7 2.2 7 1.0 4.6 13.14%%* .00
Culture, civic 35 8 33 7 1.0 5.0 3.00 .08
Intrinsic religiosity 32 9 1.8 .6 1.0 5.0  202.64%* .00
Extrinsic religiosity 2.8 .6 23 7 1.0 4.7 49.54%* .00
Explicit homonegativity 22 1.1 1.5 7 1.0 53 44.12%* .00
Implicit homonegativity 111 131.9 439 148 —549.6 7329 16.76%* .00

** Difference is significant at P < 0.01
* Difference is significant at P < 0.05
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Table 2 Correlations between all variables, for secular (above diagonal) and religious (below diagonal)
participants

Age SO LE BN TC IR ER Av Anx IH EH

Age - —.04 30% —.05 .00 -.07 —.13 —-.16 —.11 .20 .00
SO —.09 - —.05 .09 A2 .02 13 —.18 .06 13 22%
LE A48+ —.09 - —-.17 .00 11 —.02 —.15 =23 —-.06 .01
BN .03 d00 =21 - 54+ .05 .05 .09 .19 22% AT*
TC —.08 A2 =12 S22k — 32 20 .04 17 .06 .38
IR .16 .08 22% .07 .09 - 37* .01 .04 .26* .19
ER —.15 00 —.24* 37 .20 —.16 - .02 .07 .02 .08
Av —.22% 01 —-12 —-.02 .06 —.04 .16 - .04 —.05 —.01
Anx —.12 -07 =12 .05 .16 —.08 15 d0 0 - .04 .14
IH —.04 A3 —15 27* .20 18 .03 A8 —.02 - .30*
EH —.12 19 —10 35% .26%* AT* .02 .04 .04 32% 0 —

Notes: All variable names excluding age are reduced

SO sexual orientation, LE level of education, BN blind nationalism, TC traditional culture, IR intrinsic
religiosity, ER extrinsic religiosity, Av attachment avoidance, Anx attachment anxiety, /H implicit homo-
negativity, EH explicit homonegativity

All “** marked correlations are significant at P < 0.01 in 2 tails

explicit homonegativity was associated with higher blind nationalism, traditional culture
and implicit homonegativity. For the religious sample, IH was significantly related to BN
(r = .27), while EH was significantly related to BN (r = .35), TC (r = .26), IR (r = .47)
and IH (r = .32). Higher implicit homonegativity was associated with higher blind
nationalism scores, while explicit homonegativity was related to higher blind nationalism,
traditional culture, intrinsic religiosity and implicit homophobia.

Tests of Predictions and Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1: Religiosity and Homonegativity

Hypothesis 1 predicted that religiosity would be related to homonegativity. IR significantly
predicted IH (F = 14.07, P < 0.001) and EH (F = 101.45, P < 0.001). ER significantly
predicted EH (F = 9.11, P < 0.01), but failed to predict IH. When IR and ER were
controlled for each other, IR remained a significant predictor of IH (F = 10.66,
P =0.001) and EH (F = 89.27, P < 0.001), whereas ER failed to significantly predict
either.

In the religious group, IR alone significantly predicted IH (F = 4.92, P < 0.05) and EH
(F = 41.04, P < 0.001). ER alone failed to significantly predict IH and EH in the religious
group. When controlling for each other, ER failed to predict IH, while IR remained
significantly predictive of both IH (F = 5.33, P < 0.5) and EH (F = 42.76, P < 0.001).

In the secular group, IR failed to predict IH, but significantly predicted EH (F = 5.51,
P < .05). Also in the secular group, EH alone failed to significantly predict both IH and
EH. When assessed together, both IR and ER continued to predict EH, while IR signifi-
cantly predicted EH (F = 4.93, P < .05). These results confirm the hypothesis that higher
religiosity predicts higher homonegativity, particularly for individuals who identify with a
religious ideology.
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Hypothesis 2: Nationalism and Homonegativity

Hypothesis 2 predicted that nationalism would be associated with homonegativity. BN was
a significant predictor of both IH (F = 26.53, P < .001) and EH (F = 75.25, P < .001).
TC was also a significant predictor of both IH (F = 8.66, P < .01) and EH (F = 39.86,
P <.001). When BN and TC were controlled for each other, BN still significantly

Table 3 Summary of hierarchical regression analysis predicting homonegativity in secular and religious
groups

Variable Secular implicit Secular explicit Religious implicit Religious explicit
Beta Sig Beta Sig Beta Sig Beta Sig
Step 1
Gender 22 01* 22 01* .05 .55 .10 24
Sexual orientation .10 22 .20 02% 13 .14 20 02%
Level of education  —.11 .19 —.03 .70 —.14 .10 —-.09 .29
Step 2
Gender 22 01* 18 .02% .09 27 .19 01*
Sexual orientation .09 .29 .16 03* .10 25 .16 03*
Level of education  —.07 44 .03 .69 —.13 .14 —.14 .06
Blind nationalism 25 .02% 41 .00* 25 01* 31 .00*
Traditional culture —.09 .37 .07 46 .04 .70 .01 .90
Intrinsic religiosity — —.04 .69 .19 .05% 18 .03* 49 .00*
Extrinsic religiosity .02 .85 —.11 22 —.09 32 —.06 40
Avoidance —.01 .89 —-.01 .86 .20 .02% .06 35
Anxiety —.00 .99 .05 46 —.03 73 .08 27
Step 3
Gender 21 .02% 17 .03* A1 20 21 .00*
Sexual orientation .09 .28 .16 04%* .10 27 .19 O01*
Level of education  —.08 42 .03 73 —.10 27 —-.12 12
Blind nationalism .16 74 .83 05% .89 .08 13 .76
Traditional culture 12 .82 -.52 25 —.45 .36 49 23
Intrinsic religiosity 21 76 72 22 —.04 92 15 .65
Extrinsic religiosity 15 .80 —.41 41 .02 95 .61 .09
Avoidance 33 .39 .16 .63 .02 97 30 .55
Anxiety .10 .80 —.18 .59 .08 90 .84 .10
BN x anxiety 41 42 -.32 47 —-.35 51 —.05 .90
BN x avoidance —.25 .64 -.25 .58 —.49 25 30 40
TC x anxiety -.79 17 .66 .19 .81 .19 22 .67
TC x avoidance 47 .38 .19 .68 —.13 .81 —1.07 .02%
IR x anxiety 15 .80 —-29 .56 .30 54 —.19 .65
IR x avoidance -.53 41 —.43 44 —.05 91 72 04
ER x anxiety 12 .83 29 .56 —.89 .16 —1.01 .06
ER x avoidance —.31 .58 17 73 .87 .14 —.21 .66

Note: significance levels marked with an “*’ denote a P < 0.05
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predicted [H (F = 17.34, P < .001) and EH (F = 36.54, P < .001), whereas TC continued
to significantly predict EH (F = 5.02, P < .05) but failed to predict IH.

These results support the hypothesis that as scores on nationalism become higher, so
does homonegativity. The veracity of this result could only be firmly established if the
effect remained after controlling for the other predictive variables in the study such as
religiosity and sexual orientation, which was explored in Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 3: The Moderation of Ideology—Prejudice Relationships by Attachment

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the relationship between nationalism and religiosity would be
mediated by attachment style. Identical hierarchical regressions were performed, using all
of the independent variables and the appropriate interaction terms to predict both IH and
EH. As the relationships were expected to differ between religious and secular individuals,
the analyses were performed on the religious (n = 144) and secular (n = 146) groups
separately. The hierarchical regressions predicting the secular and religious group’s IH and
EH are detailed in Table 3. In the secular group’s IH regression, only the main effects of
gender and BN were statistically significant, with no significant interactions. In the secular
group’s EH regression, gender, sexual orientation, and BN and IR were significant pre-
dictors with no further significant interactions. For the religious group’s IH regression, BN,
IR, and AV were significant predictors with no significant interactions. Finally, in the
religious group’s EH regression, gender and sexual orientation were significant predictors
with both BN and IR highly significant. Two attachment-related interactions were also

Secular Group Religious Group
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Fig. 1 Interaction graph: lines represent high and low avoidance
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statistically significant: the negative interaction between TC and AV, and more impor-
tantly, the positive interaction between IR and AV.

The significant interaction found between IR and AV in the religious group, supports the
hypothesis that the relationship between religiosity and homonegativity is moderated by
attachment insecurity for individuals who hold a religious ideology. The direction of the
interaction predicted in the third hypothesis was also supported. This is demonstrated in
Fig. 1, using a median-split of AV. Religious participants with higher AV scores showed
greater EH at higher levels of IR. It should be noted, however, that significance of the
interaction depends in part on the controlling of nationalism in the model, as when tested in
a model containing only intrinsic religiosity, the two attachment dimensions, and the three

Table 4 Summary of hierarchical regression analysis predicting homonegativity in females and males

Variable Female explicit Female implicit Male explicit Male implicit
Beta Sig Beta Sig Beta Sig Beta Sig
Step 1
Sexual orientation .08 .26 18 01* 352 00* 29 01%
Level of education —.08 28 .05 49 —.106 34 —.17 12
Step 2
Sexual orientation .03 .66 .04 46 344 .00* 27 .00*
Level of education —.09 22 —.02 75 —.073 .53 —.10 29
Blind nationalism 22 01%* 28 .00* 316 .02* 40 .00%
Traditional culture —.04 .63 .01 .84 —.053 71 .09 46
Intrinsic religiosity 22 .00* .56 .00%* 216 .07 .33 .00%
Extrinsic religiosity ~ —.01 .89 —.11 .07 —.151 .20 —.18 .07
Avoidance .07 .33 —.04 49 .036 73 .14 11
Anxiety —.03 .65 .01 .86 .048 .69 11 22
Step 3
Sexual orientation .04 .60 .05 .35 373 00%* 27 01*
Level of education —.09 23 —.02 .68 —.070 .55 —.09 33
Blind nationalism .67 12 .09 78 328 .58 .34 49
Traditional culture —.09 .82 .04 .90 140 .82 .64 21
Intrinsic religiosity .01 99 .39 .19 -.319 46 —-.32 37
Extrinsic religiosity ~ —.02 .96 32 .30 441 41 —.28 52
Avoidance —-.27 .38 —.03 .89 .881 .08 .62 13
Anxiety 41 18 24 31 —.342 49 —.49 24
BN x anxiety —.53 24 —.14 .70 .865 17 .50 34
BN x avoidance —.04 91 .38 18 —.868 18 —41 44
TC x anxiety —.17 72 A7 .20 —.819 .34 -.59 40
TC x avoidance 25 .56 -.55 100 385 57 -39 49
IR x anxiety 18 .60 —24 .36 .847 .02* .69 .02%
IR x avoidance .06 .85 48 .06 —.118 .80 22 .58
ER x anxiety —-.21 .62 —47 .16 —.195 74 .33 49
ER X avoidance 24 55 -.19 .56 —.787 .20 —.20 .68

Note: significance levels marked with an “*’ denote a P < 0.05
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demographic predictors, the P-value of the interaction is reduced to the very boundary of
significance, with P = 0.05.

No clear support was found for the moderation by attachment dimensions of the rela-
tionship between nationalism and homonegativity, in any of the conditions. While attach-
ment anxiety appears to significantly interact with TC for religious group’s EH condition,
TC failed to demonstrate any significant main effects.

Due to the strength and consistency of gender as a predictor, and prior research findings
which suggest that the relational impact of attachment dimensions varies between men and
women (Collins and Read 1990), further analyses were carried out on the separate gender
groups (n = 212 for females and n = 78 for males). Table 4 presents the hierarchical
regressions, similar to those in Table 3 of the IH and EH of the female and male groups.

The majority of effects that were significant for the religious group but non-significant
for the secular group became non-significant when combined. The interaction between
avoidance and intrinsic religiosity present for explicit homonegativity in the religious
group was only present in the female group. While the avoidance interaction appeared
completely absent in the male group, there was instead a significant interaction present
between intrinsic religiosity and attachment anxiety, which was significant for both
implicit and explicit homonegativity. The small male sample size meant that the division of
the gender groups by gender and religion would create some groups with cell sizes too
small for regression analysis. However, as the plot in Fig. 2 reveals, higher levels of
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Fig. 2 Interaction graph: lines represent high and low anxiety
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attachment anxiety in religious males predicts more explicit homonegative attitudes for
higher levels of intrinsic religiosity.

Discussion
Religiosity and Homonegativity

The prediction that religiosity would be positively related to homonegativity was
strongly supported by both the specific multiple regression analyses, and the combined
models presented in the hierarchical regression analyses. There were significant pre-
dictions of explicit homonegativity by intrinsic religiosity as well as frequent significant
predictions of implicit homonegativity by intrinsic religiosity, supporting the results of
other researchers (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992; Hunsberger 1996; Duck and Huns-
berger 1999, Laythe et al. 2001; and, McFarland 1989). Religiosity also predicted an
overall linear increase in homonegativity (Altemeyer 2003). These findings are in spe-
cific contrast with those of Allport and Ross (1967), who found instead a distinct cur-
vilinear relationship between religiosity and prejudice, with the least and most religious
individuals likely to hold prejudicial attitudes as suggested by Altemeyer (2003), it is
likely that this change over the decades has been partly caused by the growing accep-
tance of minority groups. The theoretical focus of this study suggesting that intrinsic
religiosity would be a stronger predictor of homonegativity than extrinsic religiosity was
supported as both IH and EH were predicted by IR, while only EH was predicted by ER.
This finding is in opposition to the early findings of Allport and Ross (1967), who found
ER to be a greater predictor of anti-minority attitudes than IR, again reflecting increased
social acceptance of minorities. Prejudice is now less likely to be reinforced in social
settings, and are less likely to relate to an individual’s extrinsic religious motivations.
Furthermore, the prediction was supported by the significance levels of the relationship
between intrinsic religiosity and homonegativity, which was greater for the religious
group than for the secular group.

Nationalism and Homonegativity

Traditional culture is intended to measure subtle support for the cultural identifiers of one’s
nation, whereas blind nationalism is intended to measure unreflecting support for and the
implied superiority of one’s nation (Rothi et al. 2005). While both may predict prejudicial
attitudes, blind nationalism most closely fits the conception of nationalism as a traditional
value, and hence was expected to be the greater predictor of homonegativity.

The prediction that nationalism would be positively related to homonegativity was
strongly supported by the multiple and hierarchical regression analyses, with blind
nationalism proving to be the strongest and most consistent predictor of both implicit and
explicit homonegativity, exceeded only by intrinsic religiosity. Traditional culture, though
a significant predictor when viewed alone, was at all times non-significant when blind
nationalism had been controlled. These findings are similar to those of Morrison et al.
(2005), who found measures of nationalism to be predictive of homonegative attitudes, and
resonates with the use of nationalistic items in measures of authoritarianism, which is also
a highly reliable predictor of homonegativity (Altemeyer 1996).

@ Springer



588 J Relig Health (2011) 50:575-591

The Moderation of Ideology—Homonegative Relationships by Attachment

It was predicted that individuals with less attachment security would be more homoneg-
ative than those who are more securely attached. Moderation appeared to be taking place in
the predicted direction in that the religious group was significantly more homonegative at
higher levels of religiosity if they also scored high on attachment avoidance.

As suggested by other research (Collins and Read 1990; Kirkpatrick and Davis 1994;
Collins and Feeney 2000; Schwartz et al. 2004) gender was also explored. It was found that
the interaction between avoidance and intrinsic religiosity was present only in women,
particularly in religious women. The male group also demonstrated a unique and signifi-
cant interaction between intrinsic religiosity and attachment anxiety. In addition to pos-
sessing a greater effect size and degree of significance, this anxiety and intrinsic religiosity
interaction, unlike the avoidance and intrinsic religiosity interaction of the female group,
was significant in the prediction of both implicit and explicit homonegativity. Although
there were ultimately too few males in the sample to run a hierarchical regression on
groups distinguished by both gender and religious groups, and graphic explorations of
these combined conditions suggest that both significant interactions are far weaker in the
secular than the religious groups. When taken together, these findings suggest that
attachment insecurity generally predicts greater increases in homonegativity for rises in the
intrinsic religiosity of religious people, with avoidance moderating the relationship for
religious females, and anxiety moderating the relationship for religious males.

The relationship between traditional culture and explicit homonegativity in the religious
group appears to be significantly moderated by attachment avoidance, in a strong negative
direction. Such a result must be interpreted cautiously, however, as unlike intrinsic reli-
giosity, traditional culture consistently demonstrates no significant main effect when
entered into a regression model alongside blind nationalism. The miniscule effect size of
this interaction, in addition to its appearance only when many other variables are in the
model, suggests that it is more likely to be an obscure statistical artefact than a relationship
of any explanatory merit. As such, there is no reliable support in this sample for the
hypothesis that the relationship between nationalism and homonegativity is in any way
moderated by attachment security.

The design of this study has afforded an opportunity to partially test the theoretical
stance advanced by Kirkpatrick (1992), which suggested that the relationship between
religious ideologies and attachment was largely due to the personified and relationship-
imitating aspects of most deity-centred religious traditions. By including religiosity and
nationalism together, this study was able to test this claim by comparing the attachment-
interactions of both ideologies of religiosity and nationalism. The presence of significant
and meaningful attachment interactions associated with religiosity and the absence of
similar interactions for nationalism, provide some support for Kirkpatrick’s theory that it is
the relationship-like considerations of religious ideology that accounts for the link between
religiosity and attachment in the literature, as opposed to some general relationship
between devotion to an ideology and attachment.

A wide variety of studies (e.g. Kite 1994; Kite and Whitley 1996; Heaven and Oxman
1999; Schwartz and Lindley 2005), found that gender was a consistent predictor of ho-
monegativity, with males reliably reporting or demonstrating more negative attitudes
towards homosexuals than females. This consensus was supported by the results of the
current study.

The main limitation of the current study is the use of an Internet sample. As widespread
Internet literacy is a relatively recent phenomenon, with higher Internet literacy in the
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young, and with higher Internet literacy in the more progressive of older generations, it is
predictable that a sample collected via the Internet will be younger and better educated
than the general population. The presumed high proportion of psychology-educated indi-
viduals in the sample is potentially also the cause of the ~ 3:1 gender bias in the sample, as
demographically psychologists and psychology students are comprised of a dispropor-
tionate number of females.

The sample also differs sharply from the general population in its religious demo-
graphics. Over half of the participants in the study were non-religious, which is a pro-
portion distinctly higher than one would expect. The majority of participants, for example,
came from Australia and the USA, nations in which the demographically dominant religion
is Christianity. A potential explanation for this may be the aforementioned presumed over-
representation of psychologists and psychology students, since scientists as a group are
known to contain a high proportion of atheists and agnostics (Beit-Hallahmi 2007).
However, the results remain essentially safe to interpret, for in using a sample that appears
to over-represent those individuals whose earlier findings suggest will be less prejudiced,
the young, the educated, the secular, and the female, the results are likely to be making a
relatively conservative estimate as to what significantly predicts homonegativity in the
population.

Conclusion

Dimensions of adult attachment moderate the relationship between religious ideology and
homonegativity in religious individuals, in such a way that higher attachment avoidance
predicts proportionally greater homonegativity in women, and higher attachment anxiety
predicts proportionally greater homonegativity in men. No moderation of this sort was
found for nationalism. This lends support to Kirkpatrick’s (1992) suggestion that the
distinctly relationship-like facets of personified religious beliefs permit less securely
attached individuals to invest in religious ideologies as a relationship surrogate. Assuming
that it is the attachment insecurities that provoke the religious and prejudicial behaviours,
as opposed to the other way around, these findings indicate that promoting trust in the close
relationships of religious women, and promoting self-value in religious men, may be
instrumental in reducing their prejudice towards homosexuals.
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