Christians firmly believe that they are already saved (inspecting at the time of
salvation). It is determined that the difference in the views on the belief in
salvation also lies in the different meanings of the saving sacrifice of Christ: the
Orthodox in the denial of power of sin and death see an open opportunity to
achieve unity with God; Evangelical Christians in the redemptive sacrifice see
an absolute momentous change in the status of a person before God. It has
been analyzed that Orthodox and evangelical believers understand differently
the doctrine of salvation for grace, which is also the difference between the
perception of confidence in salvation.

Keywords: assurance of salvation, evangelical Christianity, Orthodoxy,
Comparative Theology, Biblical Textology
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Abstract: The article is debated question whether people can have a deep
attachment to God, and whether their personal faith or some other forms of
religiosity can be an effective deterrent against loneliness. Although some
Christian religious authors have described their faith as an effective buffer
against loneliness, empirical investigations have given mixed results.
Nevertheless, it is proved that Christians that have intimate relationships with
God, and are securely attached to Him, who view God as a loving, protective
yet just, score lower in loneliness.
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religiosity, faith.

Introduction. There is a sizable amount of studies demonstrating that
some aspects of religious life, such as involvement in organized religious
institutions and support systems have some effects on psychological well-being
and mental health of Christians (for a review, see Ellison & Levin, 1998 House,
Umberson, & Landis, 1988; Mirowsky & Ross, 2003). Far fewer scholars have
systematically investigated other facets of religious participation, such as
intimate relationships with God that can be best described in terms of the
attachment theory (Bradshaw, Ellison, & Flannelly, 2008; Ladd & Spilka, 2002;
Pollner, 1989; Poloma & Gallup, 1991) [1, p.131]. The present article addresses
this shortcoming by drawing on recent applications of attachment theory to
religious phenomena.
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Building on Bowlby’s (1969, 1973, 1982) theory of parent—child
attachments [2], it has been shown that close, interpersonal relations are not
only crucial for a child’s development, but are important for adults as well. The
research reviews the recent findings in this area by examining whether one's
conceptualization of God have any impact on his\hers relationships with God
and how these relationships correlate with feelings of loneliness.

Purpose. Therefore, in this article we focus on attachment styles and the
impact of attachment to God on loneliness that the Christians experience.

Results. In brief, initially in the attachment theory John Bowlby focused on
the bond between an infant and the primary caregiver. In light of this theory, four
primary styles of attachment have been identified later: one secure and three
insecure — anxious or ambivalent, as commonly mentioned in the literature,
avoidant and disorganized. Thereafter Mary Ainthworth developed the
attachment theory further by suggesting a method for measurement an infant’s
security and a concept of a “secure base” (securely attached children, when
they are upset, will seek comfort and closeness from their parents). According
to this perspective, securely attached individuals routinely display “proximity-
seeking” behaviors toward their attachment figures—that is, they seek their
company and protection, particularly during stressful times. Attachment figures,
in turn, serve as a “safe haven” and a “secure base” in an uncertain world.

Secure attachment is characterized by feelings of love, approval,
closeness, and warmth toward attachment figures. Anxious attachment is
characterized by feelings of inconsistence and confusion, and attachment
figures are perceived as warm, loving, and reliable at certain times and cold,
distant, and unreliable at others. Avoidant attachment, a third style, is simply the
inverse of secure attachment—that is, potential attachment figures are perceived
as consistently cold, distant, and unreliable. And finally, there is a disorganized
style, that is a combination of ambivalent and avoidant attachments.

The four styles of attachment are based on the person’s core believes
about yourself and others. The securely attached individuals are characterized
by their positive attitude both toward themselves and others, and by comfortable
interdependence from others. The anxious/ambivalent category represents the
preoccupation with feelings of unworthiness and the need for other's approval.
This style of attachment characterizes children who experienced insensitive
caregiving. These children generally bring this overdependence into the adult
relationships. Unlike them, avoidant individuals are identified by denial of the
need or desire for intimacy, they tend to suppress their fillings. Their self-
dimension is that they are self-sufficient and others are not reliable. Whereas
disorganized question their sense of worthiness and other's too. These
individuals shy away from intimacy because of interpersonal distrust and fear of
rejection due to inconsistent or abusive family situations [3, p.12].

Thereafter, attachment theory researchers began to extrapolate their
findings onto relationships between romantic partners (Hazan & Shaver, 1987).
In support of Bowlby’'s assertions, Mikulincer and Shaver (2004) found that
individuals who had access to an attachment figure were able to facilitate self-
soothing for themselves. Conversely, those who did not have access to
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attachment figures demonstrated more negative affect than those who did. For
example, poorer self-esteem and emotional well-being have been reported for
the insecurely attached adults (Bureau, Easterbrooks, & Lyons-Ruth, 2009).
Moreover, it was also asserted that individuals who were insecurely attached
reported higher levels of loneliness and stress [4, p.13].

More recently, attachment research has begun to consider religion and
God in the context of attachment figures (Exline, Park, Smyth, & Carey, 2011)
[1, 131].

A few number of researches, which has extended attachment theory to
God, suggests that intimate relationships between humans and God meet the
defining criteria of attachments—that is, proximity-seeking behavior, a haven of
safety, and a secure base. Kirkpatrick in his theoretical approach to religion
argues that “religious belief and experience may be fruitfully conceptualized
from the perspective of attachment theory.... For example, the God of most
Christian traditions seems to correspond very closely to the idea of the secure
attachment figure” [5, p. 29].

Empirical support for God being considered by most Christians as an
attachment figure can be found throughout other recent researches. For
example, Pargament, Kennell, & Hathaway’s (1988) research has shown that
individuals routinely turn to God for help during stressful times. This is clearly
proximity-seeking behavior, and exemplifies the haven of safety function of
attachment relations. More recent scholars have even attempted to precisely
measure attachment styles as they pertain to the relationship between humans
and God. In the first study on this topic, Kirkpatrick and Shaver (1992) adapted
Hazan and Shaver’'s (1987) categorical self-report measure in order to classify
respondents as securely, avoidantly, or anxiously attached to God based on
their agreement with predefined descriptions of each—that is, their perceptions
of God as warm and responsive, impersonal and distant, or inconsistent,
respectively [1, p.133].

The attachment to God theory, which examines “styles” of attachment to
the Devine, is also connected to the perceptions of the image of God, (i.e., the
characteristics of God). Despite vast differences in samples, study designs, and
methods, investigators have reached broad consensus regarding some of the
most important dimensions of God imagery. In particular, several factor-analytic
studies have shown a close association among a number of beneficent images
of God—for example, as “loving,” “forgiving,” “caring,” and “protective” (Gorsuch,
1968; Spilka, Armatas, & Nussbaum, 1964) [for a review, see 1, p.133].

As was mentioned before, according to the attachment theory an attachment
figure is required to have certain qualities, such as proximity (closeness) and
accessibility, especially in times of trouble, sensitivity, responsiveness, and the
ability to provide protection; the qualities related to provision of a secure base
involve support of exploration of the world and learning.

Therefore the study of the core Bible Scriptures should give us cogent
groundings to decide if the Christian God can actually be such an attachment
figure. The perceived image of God is reflected first of all in His titles (hames),
the characteristics of His nature and His actions towards people.
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From the very first chapters God in the Bible is seen as the Creator of all,
Who is all-powerful and Mighty. The Bible uses name EIl-Shaddai, usually
translated as the “All-mighty”. He is mighty to provide, to save and protect the
needy (Gen. 17:1 and more). Perhaps this is the most common personal name
of God, used more than 48 times in the Bible. He said to Abraham that He was
his shield (Gen. 14:1); in Psalms He is called “shield”, “refuge”, “rock of
salvation”, “fortress and deliverer”, “stronghold” — all describing assurance of
God’s people in His ability to protect in times of trouble.

Numerous stories in Scripture such as of Noah, Abraham, Joseph, David,
widow of Sidon, and so on, assert that God is capable and willing to save those
who would cry for help or had relations with Him.

God is generally perceived by Christians to be not only omnipotent but also
omnipresent. So the other quality (attribute) of God that is obvious in the Bible
is His proximity. He is the God “Who sees” (Hebrew “El-Roi”) (Gen.16:13), and
answers the prayer (Job 35:13), which gives the idea of His closeness to people
and His attention to their prayers (see Ps. 145:18, Is. 50:8). Psalmist says: “The
righteous cry out, and the Lord hears them; he delivers them from all their
troubles. The Lord is close to the brokenhearted and saves those who are
crushed in spirit” (Ps. 34:17-18).

This quality of God is also reflected in His Name as it was revealed to
Moses: “God said to Moses, "I| Am Who | am.... The Lord, the God of your
fathers... This is my name forever, the name by which | am to be remembered
from generation to generation” (Ex. 3:14-15). This quality of God relates to the
very meaning of the word YHWH which is used here. It comes from the Hebrew
verb "to be" and is explained in the Bible itself by the words of God: "I am
Yahweh," (Hebrew: “ehier asher ehier”, which can be translated as "I am the
One who is" (Ex. 3:14). God is He Who always is there, Who is near. The people
of God, the Jews, in the Book of Deuteronomy exclaim: “What other nation is so
great as to have their gods near them the way the Lord our God is near us
whenever we pray to him?” (Deu. 4:7).

One of the outstanding traits of God’s character as the reader can notify is
His affectionate, merciful and kind love: “The Lord is good, a refuge in times of
trouble. He cares for those who trust in him” (Nahum 1:7). The phrase “The Lord
is good and merciful” is repeatedly used in the Bible.

Perhaps, one of the most common imagery of God in the Bible is the
concept of God the Father. He is compassionate and forgiving — as the Old
Testament shows (Ps. 103:13, Is. 64:8); , the concept of God the Father is more
wholly revealed in the New Testament He knows what we need before asking
(Mt. 6:8); gives good gifts to those who ask Him (Mt. 7:11) and sends His Holy
Spirit to comfort believers (In. 14:26). Father loves people (Jn. 16:27) and
through His Son Jesus has adopted, accepted and loved all who would believe
in Him (1 Jn. 3:1).

On the other hand, to say about God’s love without mentioning about His
holiness would be quite a misrepresentation. There are a number of Scriptures
saying that God is loving and slow to anger yet just and “jealous and avenging
God...the Lord will not leave the guilty unpunished” (Nahum 1:2-3).
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Nevertheless this other angle of God’s character gives a sense of security and
stability that all evil ultimately will be punished.

Undoubtedly, the conception of God as a parental attachment figure is
consistent with the beliefs and teachings of most Christian traditions. In other
words, the perceived availability and responsiveness of a loving God is a
fundamental dynamic underlying Christianity. In this religious tradition,
individuals are expected to proceed with the faith that they can personally and
directly interact—through prayer and worship (a proximity-seeking behavior) -
with a God Who will be available to hear, to protect and comfort them in times
of trouble. This is an obvious haven of safety concept. It may also be the case
that the mere knowledge of God’s presence and accessibility allows many
religious individuals to approach the problems and difficulties of human
existence with confidence and security, which is an example of the secure base
function of attachment relationships [1, p. 132]. In fact, God may be the
absolutely adequate attachment figure (i.e., an omnipotent, omniscient,
omnipresent, and infallible one), whereas humans are often inadequate.
Nevertheless despite various theoretical parallels between interpersonal
relationships and relationships with God, the attachment to God is unique in
many ways [6, p. 11]. For example, the degree to which God is perceived as
omnipresent, not limited with space or time, yet immanent, makes it possible for
God to be continually available and responsive, unlike humans. At the same
time, even though we can experience closeness with God, we still remain to be
in need of closeness with other people.

There has been much debate regarding whether an individual’s attachment
style to God is essentially carried out from one’s attachment style to people that
they developed in the past (the correspondence model). Or perhaps, these are
two independent structures functioning so that in difficult times insecurely
attached individuals turn to God to compensate their dearth of secure deep
relations with people, using God as a replacement figure (compensation model).

Empirical researches, theoretical reasoning and counseling practice
support the correspondence model stronger. According to Jolene Hill (2014),
Hall and colleagues (2009) results, compensation is temporary and is most
evident with measures that more strongly tap into external expressions of
religiosity (like how often one prays or attends church). They argue that
compensation does not change the individual’s underlying internal working
model or attachment style [4, p. 56]° Tim Clinton and Gary Sibcy as practical
Christian counselors, in their book “Attachments: why you love, feel and act the
way you do” add to this idea arguing that insecure attachments are revealed
most in times of impersonal tragedies, when these kind of persons inwardly tend
to blame God, question His love and avoid His comfort [7, p. 152].

In Hill's research God attachment predicted all outcome variables
independently of external religiosity. Therefore, God attachment appears to be
a different construct and not just an expression of external religiosity. In fact,
external religiosity in the multiple regression was slightly, positively related to
post-traumatic symptoms, while attachment to God was negatively related [4,
p. 62]. It could be that when a person is facing tragedy, she/he will attempt to go
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to church more, pray more, and read the Bible more in an attempt to feel better.
In other words, the symptoms may cause an increase in external religious
behavior; however, these behaviors, in the absence of an experience of having
a secure relationship with God, are not helpful. In fact, this external religious
behavior without trustful relationships with God breeds anger, disappointment
and rebellion against God.

Therefore, in general, there are two separate attachment systems, related
but distinct, one regarding how to be with people and the other regarding how
to be with God. Hall and colleagues persuasively argue that internal attachment
style arises from experiences; therefore, future research might focus on which
experiences shape attachment to God. It is presumed that provided God is
viewed as a secure attachment figure by Christians - as omnipresent,
omnipotent and loving — those believers are likely to develop a secure
attachment style to God that differs from their attachment style to people
regardless their experience with people.

Weighing the results of the studies mentioned above, in samples of self-
identified Christians, both secure attached to people and to God contribute to
positive outcomes following upsetting events or difficult life situations. Therefore
we hypothesize that if God really is an attachment figure, this should pose that
secure attachment to God was associated with greater life satisfaction and lower
levels of loneliness, anxiety and depression. A certain ground to assert this can
be found in a follow-up study of Kirkpatrick, Shillito, and Kellas (1999) who
showed that secure attachment to God was inversely associated with loneliness
among women [8, p. 513]. Likewise, Jones, Carpenter and Quintana (1985),
Paloutzian and Ellison (1982) have reported that some forms of religiosity are
more effective as a buffer against loneliness than others; for example, “bom
again” Christians (those who agree to the statement that they have received
Jesus Christ as their personal Savior and Lord) scored lower on loneliness (p <
.06) than the nonreligious. Conversely, externally religious believers (those who
agree to the statement that they try to follow the ethical and moral teachings of
Christ) did not differ from the nonreligious. Therefore, explicit religiosity does not
significantly correlates with loneliness [9, p. 135].

This raises the presumption that a non-religious person who does not have
a secure relationship with God is not going to recover as well, following traumatic
events (such as loosing close relationships due to death of a loved one or
divorce) and, hence - is going to suffer from loneliness, as a religious person
who has secure relationships with both God and people. However, the non-
religious person may do better than a religious person who has an insecure
attachment to God. This is something that could be tested in future empirical
investigations.

Conclusion and discussion. Undoubtedly, the conception of God as a
parental attachment figure is consistent with the beliefs and teachings of
Christian tradition. In other words, the perceived availability and responsiveness
of aloving God is a fundamental concept underlying Christianity. In this religious
tradition, individuals proceed with the faith that they can personally and directly
interact - through prayer and worship (a proximity-seeking behavior) - with a
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God who will be available to hear, to protect and comfort them in times of trouble.
This is an explicit “haven of safety” concept. It may also be the case that the
mere knowledge of God’s presence and accessibility allows many religious
individuals to approach the problems and difficulties of human existence with
confidence and security, an example of the secure base function of attachment
relationships. In fact, God may be the absolutely adequate attachment figure
(i.,e., an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent, and infallible one), whereas
humans are often inadequate.

Although many studies have found negative correlations between
religiosity and loneliness, not all religious experiences produce positive affect. It
is possible for religion to cause distress if it's not related with deep secure
relationships with God rooted in biblical Christian convictions. It was shown in
this study that insecure attachment to God was associated with poorer
outcomes following loneliness. Put another way, those who have assimilated
implicit religiosity in their lives, rather than merely explicit religiosity, will probably
be less lonely, provided their implicit religiosity includes a healthy conception of
God as an attachment figure. It would be advantageous for future empirical
research to address this presumption.
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BIPA | CAMOCTICTb
B. A. YopHoban

AHomauis: B cmami aHanisyembsCcs numaHHs rnpo me, Yu MOXymsb J1o0u
Mamu 2nuboky npuxunbHicms 00 boaa, 4u ixHS ocobucma eipa abo SKicb IHWi
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opmu  penigiiHocmi  MoXymb 6ymu egeKkmueHUM 3axucmom rnpomu
camomHocmi. Xo4a 0esiKi XpUCmusiHCbKI perigitiHi aemopu orucarnu ceoto 8ipy
K eghekmusHuUl 3axucm rpomu camMmomHOCMI, eMripuyHi 00CiOXeHHS danu
pisHoMaHimHi pe3ynbmamu. [pome, 008e0eHO, W0 XpUucmusiHU, SKi Maromb
6:51u3bKi cmocyHkuU 3 boaom i MiyHo 6e3rney4yHo rpus'sa3aHi 00 Hbo2o, siki badyams
boea sk nobrsadoeo, 3axuw,aroydoz2o, asne cripasednueozo, Marmb MEHWe
rnoyymmsi caMomHoCmi.

Knro4oei cnoea: camomHicmb, npuxunbHicmb 00 boea, HesieHa
pernieitiHicmb, si8Ha persieiliHicme, gipa

BEPA U OAMHOYECTBO

B. A. YepHoGan

AHHOMauyus. B cmambe aHanusupyemcsi 80rpoc 0 mom, Mo2ym siu /100U
umems 2r1yboKyto npussidaHHocmb K boay, unu ux nu4yHasi eepa, unu Kakue-mo
Opyaue chopMbI periu2uo3Hocmu moaym bbimb aghghekmueHoU 3auwumod npomue
oduHo4yecmesa. Xomsi HEeKoOmopble XpucmuaHCcKue periuguo3Hble asmopbl
ornucasnu Cce0K 8epy KaK 3heKkmusHyro 3awumy npomus o00uHo4Yecmea,
aMmrupudeckue uccrnedogaHusi Oanu pasfuyHble pesyribmambl. OOHako,
0doka3aHo, 4mo xpucmuaHe, umerouue briuskue omHoweHusi ¢ boeom u Kperiko
6e3onacHo rpussidaHHble K Hemy, sudsim boza Kak nrobsiuje2o, sawuwarouezo,
HO cripasednueozo, UMem MeHblee 4y8cmao 00UHoYecmsa.

Knrodyeenie cnoea: oOuHo4Yecmeo, rpussizaHHocmb K boey, ckpbimasi
penuauo3HoOCmb, si8BHasi pesiuauo3HoOCMb, eepa
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AKCIONOIr4YHO-ETUYHE BYEHHA IO3E®A TILUHEPA Y PO3YMIHHI
NPOBJIEM PEJNIMNAHOI AHTPOMONOTI

O. M. HEBMEPXWLUbKA, nowykay® kacdeapu KynbTyposnorii
HauioHanbHul nedazoeivHuli yHieepcumem imeHi M. I1. [JpacomaHoea
E-mail: rukru@ukr.net

AHomauisa. AkmyarnbHicmb OOCMIOXEHHS ronseae y npoeedeHHI
pernigiea3Hag4o20 O0CIIIOKEHHS aKciono2iYHO-emMUYHO20 BYEHHS 10/1IbCbKO20
inocogha KO3egha TiwHepa y KOHMeKcmi pesnieitiHoi aHmpornosioaii.

Mema OocniOxeHHSI — PO3KpUMMSs 8aX/1iueocmi akciornoaidyHo-emu4HUX
KoHuenuit KO3egba TiwHepa 01151 po3yMiHHS rpobriem pesigiiHoi aHmporosnoaii.
Haykosi memodu, wo eukopucmosysanucsa y cmammi maki: heHOMeHO-
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