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AFFECTIVE ATTACHMENT AND RELIGIOSITY

Abstract

This paper studies the impact of affective attachment to significant human figures
and to God on the salience of religious orientations, expressed in terms of dimensions of
extrinsic and intrinsic religiosity.

The sample consists of 224 respondents, 113 of whom are adolescents of average
age of 16.9 who, in the course of their elementary education, acquired a systematic
knowledge of religion through religious education lessons. The remaining 111 respondents
are adults of average age of 40.1, who did not acquire a systematic knowledge of religion.

The results show that the characteristics indicating an insecure attachment to
humans were more frequently found in the subsample of adult respondents. Secure
attachment to God was more frequent in adults, while more adolescents (in comparison
to adult respondents) expressed dismissive attachment to God. A higher incidence of
insecure attachment to humans serves as a predictor of a higher extrinsic religiosity in
the adolescent subsample and a higher intrinsic religiosity in the adult subsample.
Attachment to God has an impact on extrinsic religiosity, with the respondents with
insecure attachment patterns being prone to extremes, i.e. scoring either very high
(dismissive and preoccupied attachment to God) or very low (fearful attachment to God)
on the dimension of extrinsic religiosity.
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A®EKTUBHA BE3AHOCT U PEJIMTUO3HOCT

ArncTpakr

Pan ce 6aBu yTumajem ageKTHBHE BE3aHOCTHU IpeMa 3Ha4ajHUM JbYACKUM (H-
rypama u npema bory Ha H3pa)XeHOCT PeJIMTHO3HUX OpHjeHTanuja Koje IpecTaBbajy
JMMEH3HUje eKCTPUH3WYKE U MHTPHUH3NYKE PEITUTHO3HOCTH.

V3opak je unnmio 224 ucnuranuka, 113 amonecieHara, IpocjedHOr y3pacTa
16,9 roguHa, Koju Cy TOKOM OCHOBHOILIKOJICKOT 00pa30oBama CUCTEMATCKU CTHLIAIN
ca3Hamba O PENMIHjH, KPO3 HacTaBy BjepoHayke M 111 oapaciux HCIHTaHUKA, MPO-
cjeunor y3pacra 40,1 roxuna, KOju HUCY CHCTEMATCKH CTHUIIAJIN Ca3HAbA O PEJIUTH]H.

Pesynraru mokasyjy na cy KapakTepHCTHKe Koje ymyhyjy Ha HeCHI'ypHY Be-
3aHOCT IpeMa JbyJUMa 3aCTyIJbeHHUje Ha MOAY30PKy oJpaciuX ucrnmranuka. Curypaa
Be3aHOCT npeMa bory vemrha je melyy oapacium ocobama, JIOK je BUIIE aoiecieHaTa
onbamyjyhe BesaHo 3a bora. 3acTymseHnja HecurypHa ageKTHBHA BE3aHOCT IpeMa
JbylMa, TPEACTaBba IPEIUKTOP BHINE EKCTPUH3MYKE DEIMIMO3HOCTH Ha ajo-
JIECLICHTHOM MOJY30pPKY ¥ BHIIE MHTPHUH3MYKE PEIMIHO3HOCT Ha IOJY30pKY Onpa-
ciuxX. AdQexTuBHA Be3aHOCT npeMa bory yTude Ha eKCTPHH3MYKY PETMIHO3HOCT, a He-
CUT'YpHH 00pacuy CKJIOHH Cy KpajHOCTHMa, OJHOCHO BpPJIO BHCOKHMM (oxbairyjyhe u
OKYNHMpaHO Be3aHM 3a bora) u Bp;o HECKMM (ITanubMBO Be3aHu 3a bora) mocturny-
hyuMa Ha eKCTPUH3MYKO] PETUTHO3HOCTH.

Kmbyuyne peun:  adexTuBHa Be3aHOCT npeMa Jbyauma U bory, penurunosHocr,
aJI0JIECIIEHTH, OJIPACIIH

INTRODUCTION

According to Bowlby, attachment constitutes any type of
behaviour leading to the establishment and maintenance of intimacy of
one individual with another, clearly recognized individual, whom he/she
considers more capable of dealing with life (Bowlby, 1969). The primary
function of attachment is protection. Innate factors are gradually shaped
by the experiences a person has with attachment figures, which results in
rather stable individual differences regarding expectational, emotional,
and behavioural patterns. The translation of a relational into an individual
property is a process whereby a child, based on repeated everyday
experiences with the mother, gradually develops an image of
himself/herself and the mother. The inner working models (abbreviated:
IWM) reflect the expectations a child has of his/her own behaviour and the
likely parental behaviour (Ainsworth, 1985). The child adapts to these
patterns by adjusting his/her behaviour, i.e. certain cognitive-affective
structures are formed as a reflection of behavioural patterns. Incorporation
of mental representations into the attachment system allows for a lifetime
perspective. Based on the inner working models, we make assumptions
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about the availability of significant others and about whether the
individual will feel secure, knowing others are available, or insecure,
fearing their unavailability is dependent on these models. Empirical
behaviours originally developed in interaction with the available
attachment figures are perceived as aspects of one’s own personality in
later periods of life and adulthood (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).

According to one of the most frequent definitions of religiosity, it
constitutes a system of ideas, beliefs, behaviours, rituals, and ceremonies
by way of which individuals or a community relate to God or the
supernatural world and to each other, and from which a religious person
derives a set of values serving as guidelines and the basis for his/her
assessment of the world (English, English, 1997). What is fundamental to
every psychological interpretation of religion is the fact that religion explains
and directs one’s personal experiences, at the same time constituting a set of
values or orientations in the life of a religious individual (Brown, 1973). This
paper adopts Allport’s concept of religiosity, the so-called religious
orientation including two types of religious orientation — intrinsic and
extrinsic religiosity (Allport, 1950). With intrinsic religiosity, the main
motive lies in the religiosity itself, religiosity being unconditionally
internalized. Here, other needs are of lesser significance and are incorporated
and harmonized with religious principles. Extrinsic religiosity is more
instrumental by nature and is based on protective motives and acceptance
by a social group, its purpose being the achievement of certain other needs
such as security, a higher social status, etc. Intrinsic religiosity is described
as the religiosity “which is lived” and extrinsic religiosity as the one
“which is used” (Meadow, Kahoe, 1984). According to Allport, it is
possible to determine the type of individual’s religiosity based on the score
on the intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity. Research into the salience of
prejudice concerning religiosity types has shown that the pro-religious
individuals are prone to express prejudice, the category including
individuals scoring high on both religious orientations; prejudice is less
salient in the extrinsically religious, who score high on extrinsic religiosity
and low on the dimension of intrinsic religiosity, while it is the least present
in predominantly intrinsically religious individuals, who tend to score high
on intrinsic and low on extrinsic religiosity (Allport, 1966).

Many aspects of religious belief and behaviour represent the
process of attachment in the manner this attachment relationship exists
between a child and a caregiver (Kirkpatrick, 1999). According to Bowlby
(1969), in order to be classified as an attachment relationship, it is
essential that the relationship has the characteristics of “proximity
maintenance”, “separation distress”, “secure base”, and “safe haven”.
These characteristics are found in the relationship between a religious
person and God (Granqvist, 2002; Kirkpatrick, 1999; 2005). Here, safe
haven, proximity maintenance, and secure base are present to a greater
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degree, as opposed to separation distress which is less present due to the
properties of God, such as his omnipresence and eternity (Granqvist,
2002). Bowlby’s fifth criterion of “inequality in strength and power”,
which is present in the asymmetric relationship between the religious
person and God, is added to the foregoing criteria (Granqvist, 2002).

Applying attachment to religious beliefs is in many ways simpler
than applying it to adult love relationships. The application of the
attachment system to adult love relationships is complicated by numerous
factors including the reciprocity existing in the relationship an adult has
with other close persons and the role of sexuality. Neither of these
limitations is a characteristic of a relationship between an adult and God,
Jesus, or another supernatural being (Kirkpatrick, 1999).

Attachment affects religiosity by separating the two processes —
adoption of religious values and its change (Granqvist, 2002; Kirkpatrick,
1999; 2005). The correspondent model implies IWMs formed with the
parents similar to those formed with God, adoption of parents’ religious
values through socialization, the absence of change, or a gradual and long-
lasting change in religiosity. Consequently, individuals with a secure
attachment style perceive the relationship with God as secure, while the
individuals with the dismissive style characterized by fear of intimacy
dismiss the relationship with God in a similar way (Kirkpatrick, 1998). This
model is based on Bowlby’s assumption according to which stable
attachment relationships provide continuity in the future (Granqvist, 2002).
Similar views are expressed by Erickson (1992), according to whom basic
trust is the prerequisite for belief in adulthood, as well as Rohner, whose
research proves that in the families where parents are perceived as warm
and supportive, God is perceived in the similar way (Rohner, 1986).

The compensation model sees religiosity as the compensation for
previous deprivation experienced in relationships with primary attachment
figures; religiosity is emotionally based, it does not resemble that of one’s
parents, and it is characterized by the experience of change which is
sudden and abrupt. This kind of religiosity implies the transfer of IWM
formed through insecure attachment with parents onto God; however, in the
course of time (longitudinal compensation) it offers the possibility of
forming a secure relationship with God, who, as an attachment figure, does
not suffer from the shortcomings characteristic of human figures. Different
organizations of insecure attachment fail to offer equal opportunities to
achieve a secure relationship through the relationship with God. The
greatest possibility for doing so lies with those with a preoccupied
attachment style, while the relationship of individuals of fearful attachment
is usually accompanied by alternating discovery and abandonment of God,
i.e. changes which alternate and do not lead to the establishment of a new
security (Kirkpatrick, 2005). For those with dismissive attachment style,
the refusal to accept the relationship with God (most atheists come from
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this group) is characteristic; alternatively, the relationship with God is
more philosophical by nature, which again does not result in the achievement
of a secure relationship. The model is based on the assumptions (Ainsworth,
1985) about the need of insecurely attached individuals to achieve the
security they need through relationships with substitute figures.

These two models are mutually exclusive, i.e. they cannot apply to
the same person at the same time (Beck & McDonald, 2004). The
compensation model is more suitable for predicting longitudinal processes,
i.e. the development of religiosity over the course of time; furthermore it
offers a more comprehensive explanation of religiosity based on the
regulation of emotional needs while the correspondent model is more
applicable to predicting the quality of religiosity at a certain point in time
and it gives a more comprehensive account of religiosity acquired through
social learning processes.

Numerous studies have shown a correlation between insecure
attachment and the change in religiosity or in the way an individual sees
God (which implies the absence of a personal relationship) or a shift
towards the perception of God as distant and controlling (Granqvist,
2002; Granqvist & Hagekull, 2003; Granqvist & Kirkpatrick, 2004;
Kirkpatrick, 1999; 2005). Individuals belonging to insecure attachment
patterns are more likely to reject the beliefs of their religious parents,
more frequently claiming to be atheist or individuals who have given up
faith, and they also tend to discover new beliefs, i.e. to experience
religious conversion (Kirkpatrick, 1998; 2005). Religiosity of individuals
with the secure style of attachment corresponds to the religiosity of
persons to whom they are attached, so a more salient religiosity is
common in those who achieve a secure relationship with figures who
themselves are more devoutly religious (Granqvist, 2002).

In the foregoing studies, attachment was determined in relation to
significant human figures, and different instruments were used for its
measurement, ranging from the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI) to the
Hazan & Shaver adjusted questionnaire (1986 according to Grangqvist,
2002), containing four descriptions of relationships with parents. None of
these studies assessed attachment through the relationship of a religious
person and God.

These studies mainly focused on the correlation between the
attachment and generalized religiosity, as well as social religiosity and
religiosity based on emotions with the exception of two studies using
Allport’s model of religious orientation. The research conducted by
Dusani¢ (2007) showed that the more salient extrinsic religiosity is present
in respondents with the insecure family attachment who score higher on the
dimensions of anxiety and avoidance, implying insecure attachment and a
fearful/disorganized pattern. In the research by Strahan conducted in
Australia, respondents with the dismissive attachment style scored lower
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on the dimension of intrinsic religiosity, but the result was statistically
significant only on the subsample of males (Strahan, 1991, according to
Kirkpatrick, 2005).

RESEARCH PROBLEMS AND AIMS

Bearing in mind different theories of religiosity acquisition and its
change, established within the correspondent and compensation models,
we set as our main research problem and aim the examination of the
correlation between the attachment to humans and to God and the
salience of the intrinsic and extrinsic orientations in respondents of two
different age groups growing up and acquiring religious knowledge in
different contexts. Adolescents aged 16-17 acquired systematic knowledge
of religious concepts through religious education lessons in elementary
school. Among numerous aspects of their religious instruction was the
teaching on the properties of God as well as the manner in which the
religious individual establishes a relationship with God. According to
research, religiosity of adolescents is often based on social learning, and it
is reasonable to expect that the correspondent model occurs in greater
percentage (Granqvist, 2002; Kirkpatrick, 1999; 2005). Adults, aged 35-
45, grew up in the system in which religion was not present as much as it
is today (Panti¢, 1988; Dusani¢, 2005) and they did not systematically
acquire knowledge of religious concepts. Their knowledge of religious
concepts and hence of God is a result of spontaneous life experiences.
Religiosity of adults could follow both the correspondent and compensation
model. In addition, we wanted to verify the results of the quoted studies
1) by using a different instrument to determine the attachment to significant
human beings, 2) by using the sample of respondents of different age
including mature adults as opposed to the quoted studies which only
focused on adolescents and young people, and 3) by investigating the
attachment to God which was not examined in the mentioned studies.

METHOD

The sample in this study comprises 224 respondents, with 113
adolescents attending the second grade of the Banja Luka gymnasium and
111 adults. The average age of adolescents was 16.9, while the adults were
40.1 years old on average. The sample was gender balanced, consisting of
53 male adolescents (47%) and 60 female adolescents (53%), and 51 male
adults (46%) and 60 female adults (54%). Forty-nine percent of adult
respondents completed secondary education, while 51% of them completed
higher education. Responding to the question: “Are you religious?” by
choosing one of the four given answers, 79% of respondents declared
themselves as religious (81% of adolescents and 78% of adults). The
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most numerous group among them was the slightly religious (50% of the
sample, 45% of adolescents, and 56% of adults), while 29% of the sample
declared themselves as very religious — 35% of adolescents and 23% of
adults. Sixteen percent of respondents declared themselves as non-
religious, while the smallest percentage of respondents (5%) did not know
if they were religious or not, both categories being equally distributed
between adolescents and adults.

The sample was appropriate and voluntary, and the entire querying
process was performed individually lasting 120 minutes on average per
respondent. The respondents first filled in a questionnaire and later
answered questions in an interview. Their replies to the questions in the
interview for the assessment of their attachment to God were recorded,
and the analysis was performed on interview transcripts. Personal interest
for the research subject was the predominant motive for taking part in the
study, indicating a low representation sample.

The instruments used in the research are the following: a revised
version of an Attachment Assessment Questionnaire (AAQ-R, Hanak,
2004), the Scale of religious orientation (REL, Dusani¢, 2005), which is
the adapted version of the scale by Allport and Ross (ROS, 1967), and the
Attachment to God Assessment Interview (AGAI, Hadzi¢ — Krnetié,
2011). In addition to the listed instruments, a question requiring a self-
assessment of religiosity was also asked worded as follows: “Are you
religious?” with 4 possible answers: 1. Very, 2. Slightly, 3. I don’t know,
and 4. No. An even number and the type of given answers were chosen to
overcome the shortcomings of respondents’ answering when offered a
dichotomous choice or a mean value, which occurred in previous studies
(Dusani¢, 2007).

Attachment to human beings was operationalized by using the
revised version of the Attachment Assessment Questionnaire (AAQ-R,
Hanak, 2004; Vukosavljevi¢-Gvozden, Hanak, 2007). It consists of seven
separate scales each containing 11 items, measuring the attachment of
adolescents and adults. Respondents give their answers on a 7-level scale
with 1 being the statement: “Does not describe my experiences, feelings,
and views at all”, and 7 being: “Completely describes my experiences,
feelings, and views*. The instrument was designed in such a manner that
mainly higher scores on the scale indicate more insecure attachment. The
exception is the Mentalizing Capacity scale, where higher scores were
expected from secure and preoccupied attachment, while lower scores
were characteristic of dismissive and fearful attachment (Vukosavljevic-
Gvozden, Hanak, 2007). The seven sub-scales represent the following:

1. Unresolved family trauma — includes the items through which
negative and painful feelings are expressed, as well as negative views in
relation to one’s own childhood and family. Moreover, it includes items
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indicating tense and ambivalent family relationships in the present
(Hanak, 2004).

2. Fear of losing the external secure base — includes items expressing
the fear of losing attachment figures and the belief that this loss is
irreplaceable, possibly having fatal consequences for the later course of
life (Hanak, 2004).

3. Negative working model of others — this component comprises
the items expressing negative beliefs concerning human nature, as well as
the need to be cautious and distant with others (Hanak, 2004).

4. Mentalizing capacity — refers to the capacity to process or
interpret the information concerning mental states and is of essential
significance for the efficient functioning of the capacity for empathy
(Vukosavljevi¢ — Gvozden, Hanak, 2007).

5. Negative working model of the self — this component comprises
items expressing beliefs concerning one’s own unworthiness and inadequacy,
as well as insecurity about oneself and one’s self-worth (Hanak, 2004).

6. Use of external secure base — comprised of items whose contents
show that the individual has figures to whom he/she is attached, on whom
he/she can rely, and who make him/her feel secure. The individual is capable
of using the figures to whom he/she is attached as a secure base, and finds it
important to have support from other people. (Hanak, 2004).

7. Anger dysregulation — comprised of items witnessing to the lack
of control over anger and rage.1 It includes items such as “When I’'m
angry, I need to get my revenge*, “If the person I trust lets me down, I try
to reciprocate, etc.

Metric characteristics of AAQ-R scales obtained in the course of
research are given in Table 1.

Table 1. Metric characteristics of AAQ-R scales

AAQ-R scales No.of  Cronbach's a
items
Unresolved family trauma 11 .90
Fear of losing the external secure base 11 .86
Negative working model of others 11 .86
Use of external secure base 11 .84
Negative working model of the self 11 .83
Anger dysregulation 11 77
Mentalizing capacity 11 74
N 224

! The author did not describe this scale; instead, it was described based on the comprising
items.
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Attachment to God was operationalized based on the responses
obtained in a semi-structured Attachment to God Assessment Interview
(Hadzi¢ — Krneti¢, 2011), which, like the system of classifying responses,
was modelled after the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI, Hesse, 1999;
George, Kaplan & Main, 1985, according to Stefanovi¢ — Stanojevic,
2006), with a 4-category model of classification. It contains eight questions
referring to the aspects of respondent’s attachment to God and the
meaning ascribed to this relationship.

Based on the model of response evaluation in the AAI the responses
obtained in the Attachment to God Assessment Interview were classified
through two systems of evaluation. The first evaluation system refers to the
content of the narrative and includes the following aspects: 1) properties
ascribed to God, 2) the presence of subjective experience, 3) the existence
of emotional involvement, 4) idealization of God, 5) preoccupation with
anger directed at God, 6) the existence of continuity in the relationship with
God, and 7) the importance of relationship with God for an individual. The
other system of evaluation refers to the quality of the narrative (evaluation
of verbalization) and includes the following features: 1) coherence of
statement, 2) clarity, 3) connectedness, 4) consistency, and 5) relevance.
Based on the evaluation of the presence of all listed aspects (12 in total) in
the responses, which were established on a three-level scale with the
following levels: 1) very present in responses, 2) present, but not prominent,
and 3) not present in responses, the respondents were classified as
belonging to one of the four patterns of attachment to God.

A) The category of dismissive attachment to God or “Distant and
respected God” is characteristic of a narrative in which there is a lack of
emotional involvement, distance in relation to God, respect and
idealization, or lack of any specific memories; the narrative is short,
scarce, without any details, and contains general theological formulations
and insists on common and universal concepts. This category corresponds
to insecure — dismissive attachment to important others.

B) The category of secure attachment to God or “Available and
accepting God” is characteristic of a narrative with emotional involvement in
relation to God, which contains an account of personal experiences, the
perception of God as accepting, and the perception of self as available to
love; the narrative is clear, coherent, comprehensible and complete with
implied willingness to explore the relationship and the use of everyday
language without insisting on theological phrases. This category corresponds
to secure attachment to important others.

C) The category of preoccupied attachment to God or a “Whimsical
and ritualized God” is characteristic of a narrative with excess emotional
involvement, preoccupation with emotion (anger, guilt, fear), constant
struggle to make God benevolent through different rituals, and ambivalent
perception of God (as idealized and devalued); the narrative is marked by
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poor quality and it is less clear and less comprehensible. It is characterized
by confusion and lengthiness which fails to contribute to a better quality,
but rather serves to give vent to strong emotions. This category corresponds
to insecure — preoccupied attachment to important others.

D) The category of fearful attachment to God or “Confusing and
split God” is characteristic of a narrative containing a confusing and split
representation of God, who is supposed to be accepting but most often is
not, and the perception of self as a being not worthy of God’s love
(nihilistic perception). The narrative is incoherent, of poorest quality
compared to narratives of other patterns, confusing, uneven (either scarce
or too long), and irrelevant. Respondents fitting into this pattern see God
inconsistently. What makes their verbal description distinct, which is an
essential criterion for fitting the individual into this pattern, are confusing
and unrelated statements. Respondents have difficulty presenting their
experience in a comprehensible way. Statements are unclear, incomplete,
and inconsistent. There is a lot of talking off topic, responding by looking
aside, and giving responses not related to the question asked. This
category corresponds to insecure — fearful attachment to important others.

A total of 41 respondents did not take part in the interview, and for
them God does not present an attachment figure. Among them are 35
respondents who declared themselves as non-religious at the beginning of
the examination, two respondents who were undecided, and four
respondents who declared themselves as slightly religious.

Based on the described procedure, the variable “attachment to God”
was obtained, containing five categories, four of which present the patterns
of attachment to God, while the fifth category includes respondents for
whom God is not an attachment figure.

The salience of religious orientations was measured by the religious
orientation scale based on Allport’s concept of intrinsic and extrinsic
religiosity, and the concept of personal-extrinsic and social-extrinsic
religious orientation (Maltby, 1999). The REL scale (DusSani¢, 2005)
comprises two sub-scales: intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity. It contains 17
items, nine of which refer to extrinsic and eight referring to intrinsic
religiosity. The scale is of a Likert type with the reply volume ranging from
1 (“I totally disagree”) to 5 (“I totally agree”). Subscales are mutually
independent. Some of the statements along the scale of intrinsic religiosity
are: “I try to transfer my faith to all other actions in my life”, “My
religious beliefs fulfil my entire life”, etc. Cronbach’s alpha value for the
intrinsic subscale in our research is .85. Some of the statements along the
extrinsic scale are: “One of the reasons why I believe is the fact religiosity
helps me be accepted in society”, “Religion gives me most consolation
when I am sad or unhappy”, etc. Cronbach’s alpha value for the extrinsic
scale in our research is low, .62.
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RESULTS

In the next section we will present the results of the independent
research variables — attachment to human beings and attachment to God.
Age differences will be presented within each of these parts.

Attachment to human beings

The applied procedure of multivariate analysis of variance
established the existence of significant differences between respondents
of different ages F(7,214)=6.812; p<.001, on the common variance of 7
AAQ-R dimensions which operationalize attachment to human beings.
Based on observations of individual variance, significant age differences
were registered along the dimensions of mentalizing capacity
F(1)=37.470; p<.001, and anger dysregulation F(1)=9.834; p<.01. The
direction of differences indicated greater presence of characteristics
typical of the secure attachment in adolescents (see Table 2).

Table 2. Age differences along the AAQ-R Dimensions

age Mean SD N F(l) p
Unresolved family trauma adolescent 27.903 13.211 113 1183 278

adult 29.955 14908 111 '
Fear of losing the external adolescent 46.699 12.838 113 1.966 162
secure base adult 44550 13.135 111 '
Negative working model adolescent 51.858 10.275 113 1005 317
of others adult 50.432 11.839 111 7 °
Mentalizing capacity adolescent 50.460 9.159 113

adult 41.801 11.944 111 37470 .000
Negative working model adolescent 31.442 12.273 113 2677 103
of the self adult 28.801 10.623 111 ~ ° °
Use of external secure adolescent 57.106 11.310 113
base adult 54297 11.820 111 3897050
Anger dysregulation adolescent 36.070 12.153 113

adult 42.126 16.021 111 9834 .002

Age significantly affects the common variance of extrinsic and
intrinsic religiosity F(2,219)=4.647; p<.01. The impact of gender
differences on the salience of extrinsic F(1)=7.178; p<.01, and intrinsic
religiosity F(1)=3.971; p<.05 indicates a greater salience of both religious
orientations in adults (see Table 3).



1186

Table 3. Age differences and religious orientation

Religious orientation age Mean SD N F(1) P
Extrinsic religiosity ~ adolescent 24.637 4.569 113

adult 26.468 5.616 111 7178 008
Intrinsic religiosity ~ adolescent 21.371 6.720 113

adult 23.306 7.781 111 3971048

Multiple regression analysis determined that the AAQ-R dimensions
used to operationalize the attachment to human beings constitute significant
predictors of extrinsic religiosity (R?>=.066; F(7)=2.171; p<.05) for the total
sample. They predict a 7% variance. A negative working model of others
($=.163; =2.390; p<.05) constitutes an individually significant predictor
indicating stronger extrinsic religiosity in individuals with a more salient
characteristic of insecure attachment to human beings (see Table 4).

Table 4. Results of multiple regression analysis of extrinsic religiosity,

Total sample

Predictors (N=224) Non- Standard t p  Multiple

standard  beta regression

beta coefficient

Unresolved family trauma .010 .027 366 .715
Fear of losing the external secure .020 050  .644 .520
base R=.256
Negative working model of others .076 163 2.390 .018 R*=.066
Mentalizing capacity -.018 -.040 -.508 .612 F(7)=2.171
Negative working model of the self -.015  -.033 -.434 .665 p=.038
Use of external secure base .049 109 1.357 .176
Anger dysregulation .052 144 1.918 .056

On a subsample of adolescents, dimensions of attachment to human
beings present significant predictors of extrinsic religiosity (R*=.126;
F(7)=2.168; p<.05), accounting for a 13% variance, while on the
subsample of adults predictors of intrinsic religiosity are of significance
(R*=.203; F(7)=3.745; p<.001), accounting for a 20% variance. Negative
working model of others (5=.251; t=2.3529; p<.05) and the use of an
external secure base (f=.341; =2.894; p<.01) constitute individually
significant direct predictors of extrinsic religiosity on a subsample of
adolescents, which also points to a more salient extrinsic religiosity in
adolescents with more prominent features of insecure attachment to
human beings (Table 5).
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Table 5. Results of multiple regression analysis of extrinsic religiosity for
adolescent and adult subsamples

Predictors Non- Standard t p  Multiple
Adolescents (N=113) standard  beta regression
Adults (N=111) beta coefficient
Unresolved family =~ Adolescents  .024 071 .679 499
trauma Adults .176 336 3.260 .002 Adolescents:
Fear of losing the Adolescents  .010 .028 251 .803 R=.355
external secure base  Adults .010 017 .169 .866 R*=.126
Negative working Adolescents  .111 251 2.529 ,013 F(7)=2.168
model of others Adults .162 247  2.678 .009 p=.043
Mentalizing capacity Adolescents -.042 -084 -.855 .394
Adults .005 .008  .071 .944
Negative working Adolescents -.017 -047 -457 .649 Adults:
model of the self Adults 221 301 2.791 .006 R = .450
Use of external secure Adolescents  .138 341 2.894 .005 R*=.203
base Adults 078 118 1.093 277 F(7)=3.745
Anger dysregulation Adolescents -.010 -026 -257 .499 p=.001
Adults -.042 -087 -.800 .426

The individually significant direct predictors of intrinsic religiosity
on the subsample of adults are unresolved family trauma ($=.336; =3.260;
p<.01), negative working model of others (5=.251; =2.529; p<.05), and
negative working model of the self (6=.341; =2.894; p<.01), which points
to a more salient intrinsic religiosity in adults with more prominent
characteristics of insecure attachment to human beings (see Table 5).

Attachment to God

The distribution of patterns of attachment to God shows that the
most numerous group is made up of individuals with secure attachment to
God (Available and accepting God) (33%), followed by the dismissive
(Distant and respected God) (29%), preoccupied attachment (Whimsical
and ritualized God) (16%), and with the fewest being those fearfully
attached to God (Confusing and split God) (5%). For 18% of the respondents
God does not signify a figure of attachment. Although the obtained
distribution resembles the distribution of patterns of attachment to
significant human beings, the most numerous ones being those with secure
attachment and the least numerous those with fearful style, it is different
from others in the sense that there is a lower percentage of secure
attachment (less than 50% of the sample) and a high percentage of
dismissive attachment to God. Age differences indicate a more salient
pattern of secure attachment to God in adults and a more salient dismissive
pattern of attachment to God in adolescents (¥2(1)=3.90; p<.05), while the
incidence of preoccupied attachment and fearful attachment to God, as
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well as those for whom God does not represent a figure of attachment is
similar in the two age subsamples (see Table 6).

Table 6. Distribution of patterns of attachment to God across age
subsamples

Attachment to God pattern
Dismissive  Secure  Preoccupied  Fearful Non- Total
attachment attachment attachment attachment religious
F % F % F % F % F % F %
Adolescents 38 34% 31 27% 18 16% 6 5% 20 18% 113 100.0%
Adults 26 23% 42 38% 17 15% 5 5% 21 19% 111 100.0%
Total 64 29% 73 33% 35 16% 11 5% 41 18% 224 100.0%

The results point to significant differences in the salience of extrinsic
(F(4)=6.427; p<.001) and intrinsic (F(4)=39.849; p=.000) religiosity in
respondents with different patterns of attachment to God (see Table 7). The
LSD post-hoc test was used to determine the occurrence of significant
differences in extrinsic religiosity between individuals with preoccupied
and dismissive attachment to God, of whom a more salient extrinsic
religiosity is characteristic, as opposed to fearful and secure attachment to
God and the non-religious respondents, who are less extrinsically religious.
As for intrinsic religiosity, the LSD test determined that patterns of
attachment to God are not significantly different in terms of the salience of
intrinsic religiosity; however, significant differences do occur between non-
religious individuals for whom God is not a figure of attachment, their
intrinsic religiosity being lower compared to that of respondents for whom
God does represent the figure of attachment.

Table 7. The salience of extrinsic and intrinsic religiosity in respondents
with different patterns of attachment to God

Religious  Attachment to Mean SD N F(4) p
orientation  God pattern

Dismissive 26.812 4.850 64
Secure 24739  4.893 73
Extrinsic Preoccupied 28.085 5.305 35
religiosity  Fearful 24454 5646 11 04T 000
Non-religious 23.122  4.702 41
Total 25.544 5.185 224
Dismissive 23.703  5.898 64
Intrinsic Secure 24780 6.054 73
religiosity Preoccupied 25971  5.399 35
Fearful 23272 6695 11 S84 000

Non-religious 12.463  3.982 41
Total 22330  7.313 224
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When the dimensions of extrinsic and intrinsic religiosity are
clustered according to the respondents’ assessment of their own religiosity,
four groups of respondents are created representing four types of religiosity.
Non-selectively pro-religious individuals are characterized by high scores
on both religious orientations; dominantly intrinsically religious individuals
score high on the scale on intrinsic religiosity and low on the scale of
extrinsic religiosity; the dominantly extrinsically religious are characterized
by high scores on extrinsic and low scores on intrinsic religiosity; and the
non-selectively religious score low on both religious orientations (see
Table 8).

Table 8. Clusters for religiosity types based on respondents’ evaluation of
their own religiosity and the values of extrinsic and intrinsic religiosity

Clusters
Non- Dominantly Dominantly =~ Non-
Religiosity type selectively intrinsic extrinsic  religious
pro-religious
Extrinsic religiosity 30.04 20.64 28.40 22.50

Intrinsic religiosity 4.81411 7.26953 -2.58346  -9.07197

Age differences in the salience of the said types of religiosity
(¥*(1)=5.500; p<.05) indicate a higher incidence of non-selective pro-
religiosity in adults and a more frequent extrinsic religiosity in adolescents.
Other types of religiosity are similarly frequent in the two age subgroups
(see Table 9).

Table 9. Distribution of religiosity types on age subsamples
and the total sample

Type of religiosity
Non- Dominantly Dominantly Non- Total
selectively intrinsically extrinsically religious
pro-religious  religious religious

F % F % F % F % F %
Adolescents 20 17% 29 26% 36 32% 28 25% 113 100%
Adult 35 32% 24 22% 26 23% 26 23% 111 100%
Total 55  25% 53 24% 62 27% 54 24% 224 100%

The results indicate a significant difference found in the
distribution of patterns of attachment to God in respondents displaying
different types of religiosity (y*(12)=128.77; p<.001). The same results
were obtained in both age subsamples. Individuals with secure attachment
to God most frequently belong to dominantly intrinsic religiosity; those
with dismissive attachment are mostly predominantly extrinsically religious;
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individuals with preoccupied attachment most often express non-selective
pro-religiosity, while those with fearful attachment are most often
intrinsically religious, the most numerous pattern being the non-religious.
Individuals for whom God is not a significant figure of attachment are mostly
of the non-religious type (see Table 10).

Table 10: Distribution of the patterns of attachment to God
in different religiosity types

Religiosity Attachment to God Pattern
type Dismissive =~ Secure  Preoccupied  Fearful Non-  Total
attachment attachment attachment attachment religious

Non- 15 21 16 2 1 55

selectively (23%) (29%) (46%) (18%) 2%) (25%)

pro-religious

Dominantly 15 27 6 5 0 53

intrinsic (23%) (37%) (17%) (45.5%) 0%) (24%)

Dominantly 26 18 12 2 4 62

extrinsic (41%) (25%) (34%) (18%) (10%) (27%)

Non-religious 8 7 1 2 36 54
(13%) (9%) (3%) (18%) (88%) (24%)

Total 64 73 35 11 41 224

(100%)  (100%)  (100%)  (100%) (100%) (100%)

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The results for the whole sample show that attachment to human
beings is a significant predictor of extrinsic religiosity. More salient
extrinsic religiosity is characteristic of respondents in whom features of
insecure attachment are more prominent than in others and who display a
more negative working model of others.

The results obtained for age subgroups show that the insecure
attachment to human beings is a significant predictor of extrinsic religiosity
for the adolescent subsample and intrinsic religiosity for the adult subsample.
In adolescents, higher extrinsic religiosity is related to a more salient negative
working model of others and a greater degree of willingness to use an
external secure base. Higher intrinsic religiosity in adults is related to a more
salient unresolved family trauma, a negative working model of others and a
negative working model of the self. Attachment to human beings accounts
for a higher variance percentage of intrinsic religiosity in the adult group
(20%) as opposed to 13% in the adolescent group.

The results concerning more salient extrinsic religiosity, which is
related to more salient characteristics of insecure attachment to human
beings, comply with the results obtained by other authors (Kirkpatrick
2005; Grangqvist, 2002; 2006; Granqvist & Kirkpatrick, 2004), according
to whom religiosity of those with insecure attachment serves to compensate
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for previous deprivation, so it is of instrumental value. Such perception of
religiosity is in line with the definition of extrinsic religiosity (Allport,
1950). Similar results indicating that insecure family attachment contributes
to a more salient extrinsic religiosity in fearful and dismissive attachment are
reported by Dusani¢ (2007). A more salient intrinsic religiosity related to
characteristics of insecure attachment in adults also points to religiosity
serving to compensate for previous deprivation, but this kind of religiosity is
not used instrumentally; rather, it is accepted as a life value, which indicates a
compensation model (Kirkpatrick, 1999). Research by Dusani¢ (2007)
conducted on local population fails to establish a significant relationship
between salience of intrinsic religiosity in individuals with different patterns
of family attachment. Admittedly, in the quoted study, the sample consisted
of young people aged 15-25, i.e. it did not include a mature adult sample.

Attachment to God significantly affects extrinsic religiosity,
whereby a more salient extrinsic religiosity is characteristic of preoccupied
(Whimsical and ritualized God) and dismissive (Distant and respected
God) attachment to God, while lower scores on this scale are achieved by
those showing secure (Available and accepting God) and fearful
(Confusing and split God) attachment to God as well as by the respondents
for whom God is not an attachment figure. As regards the salience of
extrinsic religiosity, insecure patterns of attachment to God take opposing
positions. Those with preoccupied (Whimsical and ritualized God) and
dismissive (Distant and respected God) attachment to God are highly
extrinsically religious, while those with fearful (Confusing and split God)
attachment to God show the lowest degree of extrinsic religiosity.
Individuals with secure attachment to God (4vailable and accepting God)
are in the middle and their mean scores signify a less salient extrinsic
religiosity. The same results are obtained in both age subgroups. Regarding
the intrinsic religiosity there is a significant difference between the
respondents for whom God is not a figure of attachment, whose intrinsic
religiosity is the least salient, and all the other respondents for whom God
represents a figure of attachment and whose intrinsic religiosity is higher. On
observing the patterns of attachment to God, no significant difference is
found between different patterns of attachment to God, which points to a
roughly similar salience of intrinsic religiosity. The influence of both
measures of attachment to humans and to God is also present in the extrinsic
religiosity, while their impact on intrinsic religiosity appears solely in the
subgroup of adults and only concerning the attachment to human beings.

In the context of the obtained results, extrinsic religiosity may play
the role of a substitute for insecure relationships with human figures and
an insecure relationship with God, which points to its instrumental nature.
Insecure quality of the relationship with parents is transferred onto
insecure quality of relationship with God, with religiosity serving to fulfil
various other needs, such as safety, acceptance within a social group and
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protection. A more salient intrinsic religiosity occurring in adults with a
more salient insecure attachment to human beings points to religiosity
which becomes the purpose in one’s life by organizing it and giving it
meaning. This religiosity, as found in adults, points to compensation which,
over time, leads to greater security (Kirkpatrick, 1999). Another thing in
favour of the compensation model is the results according to which a secure
pattern of attachment to God is more frequent in adults, whereas a dismissive
attachment to God is displayed more by adolescents.

Age differences show that adolescents, more often than adults,
organize a relationship with God in a way which corresponds to the avoidant-
insecure pattern of attachment, although their attachment to significant
human beings displays numerous features of secure attachment. Attachment
of adults to significant human beings is characterized by more salient
characteristics of insecure attachment to human beings, whereas regarding
their attachment to God adults more often display a secure attachment style.
When observing the salience of religious orientations, the results show that
both the extrinsic and the intrinsic religiosity are more salient in adults
compared to adolescents. Age differences in terms of frequency of certain
types of religiosity indicate a more frequent non-selective pro-religiosity in
adults and a dominantly extrinsic religiosity type in adolescents.

The obtained results can be accounted for by the existence of a
different organization of attachment formed in relationships with human
beings and the one formed in the relationship with God, in accordance with
the concepts of hierarchical organization of the Collins and Reed attachment
system (according to Stefanovi¢ — Stanojevic, 2011). The obtained results can
be seen as the reflection of an adolescent process which manifests itself in the
de-idealization of authority. Perception of God as distant and unavailable in
adolescents could be influenced by religious education lessons as well as by
the experiences with persons representing God on earth (religious teachers or
priests), who were not the subject of this research.

Differences in the frequency with which four religiosity types appear
in different patterns of attachment to God show that the most numerous
respondents with dismissive attachment to God belong to the dominantly
extrinsic type; the majority of those with secure attachment to God belong
to a dominantly intrinsic type; the largest number of those with preoccupied
attachment to God fit the pattern of non-selective pro-religiosity, and the
majority of fearful individuals display either a dominant intrinsic religiosity
or are non-religious, i.e. their results indicate extremes expected for those
who discover and abandon the relationship with God. As expected, most
respondents for whom God is not a figure of attachment belong to the non-
religious type.

The obtained results correspond to the results of numerous other
studies which have shown that the individuals with different organizational
structures of insecure attachment are deprived of the same possibility of
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achieving a secure relationship through their relationship with God
(Kirkpatrick, 2005).

Finally, we will focus on methodological difficulties which might
have affected the obtained relations. First, the assessment of the patterns of
attachment to God to which respondents belong was performed by one
assessor, which fails to contribute to objectivity. As AAI served as a model
of interview construction and classification procedure, the existence of
personally coloured experiences and the willingness of respondents to
express and observe them, served as an aspect of classification. Due to the
specificities of relationship with God, it is possible that the lack of specific
personally coloured experiences was wrongly viewed as an aspect which
points to the insecure attachment to God, and it is particularly possible that
this aspect was missing in adolescents due to their limited life experience.
For the purpose of examining attachment to human beings and to God, the
instruments representing different approaches were used, among them
AAQ-R, belonging to nomothetic and quantitative measure approach,
whereas the Attachment to God Assessment Interview is closer to the
idiographic and qualitative approach, which, together with the problem of
singling out patterns of attachment to significant human beings, may have
certainly affected the obtained results. A small and appropriate sample,
voluntary by nature, and the use of transversal design could also have been
a contributing factor to the obtained results. Therefore, our recommendation
for future studies, apart from having to overcome the abovementioned
shortcomings, would be to adhere to longitudinal study design, which would
present the change of religiosity in adults and the compensation model of
religiosity in a more comprehensive manner.

REFERENCES

Ainsworth, M. (1985). Attachment across the life span. Bulletin of the New York
Academy of medicine, 61, 792-812.

Allport, G. W. (1950). The individual and his religion. New York: Macmillan

Allport, G.W. (1966). Traits revisited. In: L.B. Brown (Ed), Psychology and religion.
England: Penguin Education.

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.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and Loss: Vol 1 Attachment. New York: Basic Book.

Brown, L.B. (1973). Introduction. In: L.B. Brown (Ed). Psychology and religion.
England: Penguin Education.

Dusani¢, S. (2005). Socio-psychological correlates of religious orientation in young
people. In: M. Francesko, & M. Zotovi¢ (Ed), Psycho-social aspects of social
transition in Serbia (pp. 165-189). Novi Sad: Faculty of Philosophy.

Dusani¢, S. (2007). Psychological research into religiosity. Banja Luka: Faculty of
Philosophy.

English, & English. (1996). Introductory assumption into psychology of religiosity. In
S. Corié, Psychology of religiosity. Jastrebarsko: Naklada Slap.



1194

Erickson, J. A. (1992). Adolescent religious development and commitment: A structural
equation model of the role of family, peer group and educational influences.
Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 31 (2), 131- 153.

Grangyvist, P. (2002). Attachment and Religion, Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Uppsala.

Grangvist, P., & Hagekull, B. (2003). Longitudinal Predictions of Religious Change in
Adolescence: Contributions from the Interaction of Attachment and Relationship
Status. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 20 (6), 793-817.

Grangvist, P., & Kirkpatrick, L.A. (2004). Religious Conversion and Perceived Childhood
Attachment: A Meta-Analysis. The International Journal for the Psychology of
Religion, 14 (4), 223-250.

Grangqvist, P. (2006). On the Relation Between Secular and Divine Relationships: An
Emerging Attachment Perspective and a Critique of the “Depth” Approaches.
The International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 16 (1), 1-18.

Hanak, N. (2004). Constructing a new instrument for the assessment of attachment in
adolescents and adults — AAQ, Psychology, 37/1, 123-142.

Hesse, E. (1999). The Adult Attachment Interview: Historical and Current Perspectives. In:
J.Cassidy & P.R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research and
clinical applications (pp. 336 — 354). New York: Guilford Press.

Kirkpatrick, L.A. (1998). God as a substitute attachment figure: A longitudinal study
of adult attachment style and religious change in college students. Personality
and social psychology bulletin, 24, pp. 961-973.

Kirkpatrick, L.A. (1999). Attachment and religious representation and behaviour. In:
J.Cassidy & P.R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research
and clinical applications (pp. 803 — 822). New York: Guilford Press.

Kirkpatrick, L.A. (2005). Attachment, evolution, and the psychology of religion. New
York: Guilford Press.

Maltby,J. (1999). The internal structure of a derived, revised, and amended measure of
the religious orientation scale. Social Behavior and Personality, 27(4), 407-412.

Meadow, M.J., & Kahoe, R.D. (1984). Psychology of religion, religion in individual
lives. New York: Harper and Row, publishers, Inc.

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P.R. (2007). Attachment in Adulthood: Structure, Dynamics,
and Change. New York: The Guilford Press.

Panti¢, D. (1988). Classic and secular religiosity. Belgrade: The Institute of Social
Sciences, Centre for Political Research and Public Opinion.

Rohner, R.P. (1986). The warmth dimension: Foundations of parental acceptance —
rejection theory. CA: Sage.

Spilika, B., Hood, R.W., Hunsberger, B., & Gorsuch, R. (2003). The psychology of
religion, an empirical approach. New York: The Guilford Press.

Stefanovi¢-Stanojevi¢, T. (2006). The attachment theory (AT) as the theory of emotional
development of personality. In: J. Miri¢ and A. Dimitrijevi¢ (Ed.) The attachment,
experimental and clinical approach. Belgrade: Centre for Applied Psychology.

Stefanovi¢ — Stanojevi¢, T. (2008). Early experience and love relationships, The
attachment theory. Ni§: Faculty of Philosophy,.

Stefanovi¢-Stanojevi¢, T. (2011). Attachment, development, modalities and assessment.
Nis: Faculty of Philosophy.

Vukosavljevi¢ — Gvozden, T., & Hanak, N. (2007). Capacity for empathy in individuals
with different attachment organization. In: N. Hanak and A. Dimitrijevi¢ (Ed.)
Attachment, theory, research, psychotherapy. Belgrade: Faculty for special
education and rehabilitation, The Research Centre.



1195

Tatjana Creanosuh Cranojesuh, Yuusepsuter y Humry, ®dunozodeku daxynrer,
Jenaptman 3a ncuxonorujy, Hum, Cp6uja

Anexcannpa Xanuh Kpreruh, Yausepsurer y bama Jlymu, ®unozopeku paxynrer,
Jenaptman 3a ncuxonorujy, bama Jlyka, bocna u Xepuerosuna

A®PEKTHUBHA BE3AHOCT U PEJIUTUO3HOCT
Pe3ume

IMonazehu on pasanmuuTHX O0O0jallberma ycBajalmba PEIMTHO3HOCTH M HEHE
MpoMjeHe, Koja TIOCTaBJbajy KOPECIIOHICHTHH M KOMIICH3AIU]CKH MOJIE, Kao MmpoOieM
HCTpaKMBamba IOCTABWIM CMO HCIUTHUBaEkbE OJHOCA a(eKTHBHE BE3aHOCTH IpeMa
JeynuMa 1 bory 1 n3pakeHOCTH HHTPHH3MUKE U eKCTPUH3MYKE PeIMTHO3HE OpHjeHTalyje,
KOJI MCIUTaHWKA JBUjE PA3JIMUUTE y3pacHe CKYIMHE, YMjH CE€ KOHTEKCT OfpacTama U
CTHUIIaba Ca3Hamba O PEIUTHjH PasiuKyje.

V3opak ncrpaxkuBama o0yxsara 224 ucnuTtaHuka, ox kojux 113 agonecena-
Ta, Apyror paspena I'mmuasuje u3 bama Jlyke n 111 oxpaciux ocoba. Ipocjeuan
y3pacT 3a agoJyieciieHTe u3HocH 16,9 roauHa, a 3a oxpacie ucnuranuke 40,1 ronuna.
AJIOTIECIIEHTH, 32 PA3JIUKY O OAPACINX, CHCTEMATCKH Cy CTHUIAIN Ca3HAmba O PEeu-
THjCKUM IIOCTaBKaMa KpO3 HAcTaBy BjepOHAyKe y OCHOBHO] IIKOJNHW, a IIpeMa II0-
CcTaBKaMa OW Ce OYEKHBAJIO Jla BUXOBA PEIUTHO3HOCT y Behoj MjepH cimjen Kope-
CIIOHJIEHTHH MOJEJI.

WNHCTpYMEHTH KOPHUIITEHH Y UCTPAXUBAbY Cy PEBUAMPAHA Bep3uja Y IUTHHU-
Ka 3a mpoujeny adexruBHor BesuBama (UPIPAV-R, Hanak, 2004), Ckana penuru-
o3unx opujentanmja (REL, Dusani¢, 2005), koja npencraBiba aganTHpaHy Bep3ujy
ckane Allporta u Rossa (ROS, 1967) u Uutepsjy 3a npoujeHy ahekTrBHE Be3aHOCTH
npema bory (IPAVB, Hadzi¢ — Krneti¢, 2011). ITopen HaBeneHHX HHCTpyMEHATa KO-
PHIITECHO je ¥ IMUTamke O CaMOMPOL|jeHH PEIUTUO3HOCTH ,,Jla 1 cTe penuruno3nn?”, ca
4 monyhena oxrosopa, 1. Beoma, 2. ITomano, 3. He 3nam u 4. He. Ilapan 6poj u BpcTa
nonyheHnx oxrosopa MMaNM Cy 3a IWJb Ja NpeBa3uby HEMOCTAaTKEe OMpeljesberba
UCHHTAHMKA KaJja UM C€ TIOHYAN JUXOTOMaH U300p MM Cpe/iiba BPHjEIHOCT.

Pesynratu mokasyjy na cy kapakTepucTHKe Koje ymyhyjy Ha HECHr'ypHY Be-
3aHOCT IIPeMa JbyANMa 3aCTYIUbCHH]e Ha MOLY30pKY OApaciuX ucnuranuka. Kox ano-
JecLieHaTa BHIIA €KCTPUH3UYKA PEIMTMO3HOCT MOBE3aHA je ca M3PaKCHHjUM Hera-
THBHHMM paJHUM MOJICJIOM APYrHX M BehoM crpemHomly Jia ce KOPUCTH CHOJballlba
0a3a CHTYpHOCTH, a KOJ| OIpaciiiX, BUIIAa MHTPUH3MYKA PEIUTHO3HOCT [TOBE3aHa je ca
H3paXEHHjOM HEpa3pjelIeHOM ITOPOJMYHOM TpayMaTH3allljoM, M3paKCHUjUM Hera-
THUBHUM PaJIHIM MOJIETIOM APYTHUX H cebe.

Curypna Be3anoct npema bory uentha je mel)y ogpacnum ocobama, 10K je BH-
1Ie agoiecienara oaodamyjyhe Besano 3a bora. Adexrusaa Be3aHocT npema bory 3Ha-
YajHO yTHYE HA EKCTPUH3UYKY PEIUTHO3HOCT, a U3PAXKEHUja eKCTPHH3MYKA PEIUTH-
O3HOCT KapaKTEepHCTUYHA je 3a OKyNUpaHo M ondauyjyhe Besane 3a bora, nox Hmxe
CKOPOBE Ha 0BOj CKaJIM MOCTHKY CHTYPHO W IUIAIIJBHBO Be3aHH 3a bora, kao u ucnu-
TaHUIHU 32 Koje Bor Huje durypa adexruBHe BezaHocTH. 3aCTYIJbEHH]ja HECHTYpHA
adexTHBHA BE3aHOCT NpeMa JbyAWMa, MPEICTaB/ba MPEAUKTOP BUILIE CKCTPUH3UYKE
PETUTHO3HOCTH Ha a/{0JECIEHTHOM IOY30PKY M BHIIE HHTPHUH3UYKE PEJIUTHO3HOCT
Ha TIOTy30pKy oxpaciux. A(QeKTHBHa Be3aHOCT npema bory yTude Ha eKCTPHHCHUKY
PEJUTHO3HOCT, @ HECUTYPHU 00pacly CKJIOHM Cy KPajHOCTHUMA, OAHOCHO BpPJIO BH-
cokuM (oabanyjyhe u okynupaHo Be3anu 3a bora) u Bpsio HUCKHM (IUTaLLBUBO Be3a-
HHM 3a bora) mocTurayhnma Ha eKCTPHHCHYKO] PENUTHO3HOCTH.

V KOHTEKCTy NOOMjeHUX pe3yJTaTa, eKCTPUHCHYKA PEIUTHO3HOCT MOXE HMa-
TH yJIOTY 3aMjeHe 3a HECUTI'ypHE pejaluje ca JbYACKUM (QUrypaMa 1 HeCHI'ypHY pelia-
uujy ca borowm, 1mro 61 ynylinBano Ha BEH HHCTpyMEHTalIaH Kapakrep. Y HpPHIIOT Ha-
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BEICHOM HJy pe3yNTaTH JPYTUX, IpeMa KOjuUM 0co0e ca XJIaJHUjUM U HeCTaOMITHI] UM
OJHOCHMA ca POJUTEbMMA Yy IMOPOAMIM, KAa0 KOMIICH3AIMjy TaKBOT CTama, MOTY
HCTIOJBUTH M3PaKEHU]y PEIMTHO3HOCT U NpuxBartame bora. OBy penurnoszHoct ommm-
Kyje IUCTaHIMpaH OJHOC ca borom, Te HecurypaH u moBpmaH kapaktep. Hecurypan
KBAJIMTET pellalyje ca POAUTEeIbHMa NIPEHOCH CE M Ha HECHTYpaH KBAJUTET peraluje
ca borom, a peMrHO3HOCT CIIy)KH OCTBapHBaly Pa3iIMYUTHX JPYrux norpeda, MomyT
CUI'YPHOCTH, TpHUXBaTama Yy TIPYIH, 3alITHTE. V3pakeHWja MHTPUHCHYKA PEJIHIH-
O3HOCT IPHUCYTHA KOJ OAPACIMX Ca U3PaXKEHHjOM HECHI'YPHOM a()eKTHBHOM Be3a-
Homrhy Ipema JbynuMa, ymyhyje Ha peMrHO3HOCT KOja II0CTaje CBpXa M OpTraHu3yje
XKHUBJbEHE, 00e30jelyjyhu cmucao. OBa penurno3HOCT, IPUCYTHA KO OJpacinX, YIIy-
huBaya 6u Ha KOMITEH3aIH]jy KOja Kpo3 BpujeMe Bou Behoj CHTypHOCTH.



