
From humanizing nature to naturalizing humans –  
A matter of connectedness? 

Introduction 
 
 
 
 

Method 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Connection to 
Nature 
 
Disposition to Connect 
with Nature Scale 
(Brügger, Kaiser & 
Rotzen, 2011) 
 
•Indirectly 
questionnaire by 
evaluative and 
behavioral statements 
•35 items 
•3 parts 

 

Anthropomorphism  
& Naturalism 
 
•Computer based measure 

1. „… empfindet 
Schmerz.” 
2. „…ist sich seiner 
selbst bewusst.” 
3. „…ist wild.” 
4. „…muss mit seiner 
Umgebung im 
Gleichgewicht stehen.“ 
5. „Ich bin wie…” 

• 28 pictures out of 14 
categories (e.g. human, 
mammal, fish, bird) 
• One picture for 15 
seconds 

• 5 questions 
• 7 point likert scale 
(1=strongly disagree, 
7=strongly agree) 

Hypothesis 1 
Evidence could not 
be found for a  
positive correlation 
found between 
connectedness to 
nature and 
anthropomorphism 
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Discussion 
Participants were mainly female and young people, which is a problem making the study not 
representing the population correctly. During data collection we had problems with participants 
answering questions regarding only the situation displayed in the picture, not the general subject or 
object. Future research should be alarmed to provide thorough instructions.Future research should also 
note the use of the self-anchoring theory (Otten & Wentura, 2001) to explain anthropomorphism and 
reverse anthropomorphism and its relationship to connectedness to nature. We are curious how people 
who anthropomorphise actually differ from people who use reverse anthropomorphism. Can we use the 
self-anchoring-theory to make anthropomorphism measures more significant? 

Alternative 
Hypothesis 
Self-Anchoring Theory 
which means the less 
information we have on 
a group, the more we 
compare it to ourselves  
(Otten & Epstude, 2006) 

 

Hypothesis 2 
Confirmed: Positive 
correlation found 
between 
connectedness to 
nature and reverse 
anthropomorphism 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Participants 
 
Recruited by student lists 
and public forums in the 
internet 
N= 72 (49 women, 23 men) 
Mage = 22.21, SDage = 5.02 
26.5 % Students of 
Psychology 

 

Anthropomorphism 
refers to the attribution of 
human characteristics to 
nonhuman objects 

Reverse 
Anthropomorphism  
refers to the attribution of 
nonhuman characteristics to 
humans Hypothesis 2 

 People with a high 
connectedness to 
nature will more 
likely naturalise 
humans (Use 
reverse 
anthropomorphism) 

 

Hypothesis 1 
 People with a low 
connectedness to 
nature will tend to 
humanise nature 
(anthropomorphize) 

 

Connectedness to nature is the extent to which individuals 
include nature as part of their identity (Mayer & Frantz, 
2004). We defined nature as everything that is non - 
human and mainly not created by humans. What if the 
extent of people’s connectedness to nature correlates with 
how they anthropomorphise? 

(Reverse) Anthropomorphism and 
connectedness to nature 
 
From the items four scales were constructed: 
One scale for anthropomorphism, one scale 
for reverse anthropomorphism, and two 
control scales. The internal consistency for 
each scale ranged from α=.81 to α=.97. 
Analysing the Correlations between our 
measures for Connectedness to Nature and 
Antropomorphism or Reverse 
Antropomorphism we received the data of 
the first table. 

 

Results 
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Connectedness to 
nature 

Corr. DCN1 
Antropomorphism “Nature is like me” .476**  

(p<.05) 
Reverse 
Anthropomorphism “I am like nature” .470** 

(p<.05) 

Control 1 “Human is like me” .226 
Control 2 “I am like human” .084 

Connectedness to 
nature 

Corr. DCN1 
Antropomorphism Nature (picture) + 

human (trait) 
.304*  

(p<.05) 
Reverse 
Anthropomorphism Human (picture) + 

natural (trait) 
.208*  

(p<.05) 

Control 1 Human (picture) + 
human (trait) .105 

Control 2 Nature (picture) + 
natural (trait) .123 

Analyzing the correlation between the 
DCN1 and our second measure for 
(reverse)antropomorphism, we got similar 
picture with sightly higher correlations.  

 
Gender, age and our scales 
The T-test revealed that females (M=2.60, SD=60) scored significantly higher than males (M=2,26, SD=54) on 
connectedness to nature, t(70)= 2.30, p=.024. 
  
If we control for age the correlations between the DCN1 and our measures for antropomorphism and reverse 
antropomorphism are slightly higher, but the picture we get ist not fundamentally different.  

 

Table 1.: Correlations between Anthropomorphism, Reverse 
Anthropomorphism and Connectedness to Nature 

Table 2. : Correlation between Comparison Direction Questions and 
Connectedness to Nature 

 


