The Temporal Structure of the Activities of Priests
and the Substantive Effects of Religious Life in
Contemporary Russia*

Nikolay Emelyanov
Archpriest, Researcher, Research Laboratory of the Sociology of Religion,
St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University
Address: Lihov per., 6, str. 1, Moscow, Russian Federation 127051
Email: pr_nikolay@mail.ru

The article employs theoretical perspective of religious market to discuss the gap between
the indicators of religious identification (69%) and indicators of engagement in religious
practices (3%) in contemporary Russian society and the linked issue of insignificant influ-
ence of religiosity on population values and behavior according to mass surveys data. As
the subsample of practicing Orthodox Christians demonstrates that religiosity has a very
strong influence on values, marriages and reproductive behavior, rates of social diseases, etc.
(I. Zabaev, E. Prutskova, D. Oreshina), the absence of religiosity effects in mass surveys data
demands deeper investigation. Majority of studies interpret the gap between religious identi-
fication and participation in religious practices in the perspective of the secularization theory.
We suggest reinterpretation of religious processes in Russia within the framework of the re-
ligious supply-side model. On the basis of the theory of religious economy (R. Stark, W. S.
Bainbridge, R. Finke, L. Jannaccone, and others) we develop model of the religious market in
the countries with religious monopoly. Depending on the average time spent on the confes-
sion, we model different evaluations of the religious market supply-side. Our analysis reveals
that religious supply in Russia is significantly restricted by inaccessibility of given population
of priests for regular participation in confession. The model of religious supply suggests the
alternative to mainstream secularization discourse hypothesis for the explanation of the gap
between Orthodox Christian identification and participation in confession and communion
practices in contemporary Russia.

Keywords: measurements of religiosity, secularization, theory of religious market, model of
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Introduction: The Problem of the Lack of Dynamics among Practicing
Believers in the Russian Sociology of Religion

The results of sociological studies carried out by the Institute of Socio-Political Research
of RAS, the Russian Public Opinion Research Center (VCIOM), the Public Opinion
Foundation (FOM), the Levada-Center, and others show a significant gap between those
who identify themselves with Orthodox Christianity (between 60% and 80%, according
to various surveys) and practicing church-going Orthodox Christians, estimated from
3% to 15% of the population regularly attending church services, going to confession,
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and taking communion (Zorkaya, 2009; Kaariainen, Furman, 2007; Sinelina, 2006, 2013;
Chesnokova, 2005).

Figure 1. Dynamics of those who consider themselves
Orthodox Christians and those who regularly take
Communion, 1991-2010 (Levada-Center, 2011)
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Considering that the number of priests in the Russian Orthodox Church has more
than quadrupled from 6,674 in 1988 to 27,216 in 2008, and the number of parishes has
grown 4.25 times from 6,893 to 29,263 for the same period’, the simple explanation as-
sociated with the availability of parishes cannot be accepted as satisfactory.

The result seems to be rather negative in the cases when the studies included addi-
tional questions for detecting the influence of religion on other areas, since the impact of
religiosity was practically indiscernible (Prutskova, 2015). The available analytical tools
do not make it possible to observe the growing social importance of religion with a sig-
nificant increase in religious self-identity.

The tendency taking hold in Russian sociology in explaining the growth of religious
identity can be formulated in the following way: those who call themselves Orthodox
Christians in Russia are not the actual believers. By calling themselves “Orthodox Chris-
tians,” they rather indicate their identity as subjects of the state (Zorkaya, 2009: 65), and
their national and ethnic identity.” K. Kaariainen and D. Furman wrote about the “pro-

1. This number of priests in the entire canonical territory of the Russian Orthodox Church includes the
Ukraine, Byelorussia, and the clergy serving in other countries (Kirill, Metropolitan of Smolensk, 2009).

2. Thus, V. Karpov, E. Lisovskaya, and D. Barry describe the phenomenon of “ethnodoxy,” a mixed reli-
gious and ethnic identity typical for the Russians: “Ethnodoxy: a collectively held belief system that rigidly
links a group’s ethnic identity to its dominant faith” (Karpov, Lisovskaya, Barry, 2012: 644).
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Orthodox consensus,” a positive attitude towards religion and the Russian Orthodox
Church formed in the public consciousness, expressed in terms of confidence in the ROC
and the growth of religious identity, but unaccompanied by an increase in religious prac-
tices and personal faith in God (Filatov, Lunkin, 2005: 44). M. Mchedlova noted some
differences between Russian believers and non-believers, but these differences rarely
transcended the boundaries of confidence intervals. This can also be explained by the
gap between high level of self-identification with Orthodox Christianity and the low level
of practicing religious life, which is behind this self-identification (Mchedlova, 2009: 83).

V. Lokosov and Y. Sinelina noted the validity of explaining confessional self-identity
with socio-cultural and ethnic factors, but made the reservation that such theories did
not account for the difference in the paces of quantitative and qualitative changes in the
level of religiosity. They predict that the extensive capacity for growth in the level of re-
ligiosity in Russia is about to reach its limit, while the next step of intensive growth (the
churching of the population, and engaging the population into religious practices) will
require much more time. They write: “The level of religiosity has ‘used up’ the extensive
capacity for growth and is reaching its natural limit, which, in our opinion, is about 80%.
Further intensive growth—the churching of the population—is beginning, which also
has its limitations” (Lokosov, Sinelina, 2008: 137).

These explanations are based on the assumption of the secular nature of religious pro-
cesses. Research of secularization in the twentieth century has led to the understanding
of how both the term “secularization” and the processes designated by it are contradicto-
ry and ambiguous. By the 1970s, this notion became the ruling dogma in the sociology of
religion. In the 1960s, B. Wilson defined secularization as “The process whereby religious
thinking, practices and institutions lose their social significance” (Wilson, 1966: XIV).
At the same time, Wilson’s understanding of secularization transcends the scope of this
definition, implying not only the loss of the social significance of religion, but also that
the decline of faith that cannot evolve in the contemporary rationalized and pluralistic
world. A similar position was expressed by P. Berger (Uzlaner, 2008).

By the end of the twentieth century, it became clear that the idea of the gradual dis-
appearance of religion, the irreversibility of secularization, and the decline of religion
depending on the degree of modernization of the society was absolutely wrong, and was
refuted by indisputable facts (Berger, 2012). Secularization ceased to be understood as a
global process which can give a universal answer to the question of the impact of mo-
dernity on religion. Moreover, it was becoming evident that it was necessary to raise the
question of the reverse process of the influence of religion on the formation of modernity.
S. Eisenstadt’s concept of “multiple modernities” (Eisenstadt, 2000), based on the no-
tion of the fundamental heterogeneity of modernity and its dependence on civilizational
contexts, makes it impossible to simply place religious life into the secular worldview
(Uzlaner, 2012: 22). An approach to the study of the correlation between modernity and
religion from the viewpoint of the theory of rational choice (the theory of religious mar-
ket) was offered in the late 1990s. This approach makes it possible to draw conclusions
which are directly opposite to those which follow from the theory of secularization (see,
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for example, Stark, Bainbridge, 1987; Stark, Iannaccone, 1994). Unfortunately, this ap-
proach is not reflected in the Russian mainstream sociology of religion.

A more complex picture of the situation in Russia emerges from the studies of the
internal mechanisms of religiosity. Following the ideas of R. Stark about religion as a
“social structure” (Stark, 1996), E. Prutskova showed that early religious socialization®
had a significant impact on the fundamental values of European countries (Prutskova,
2013). Among European countries, Russia ranks last with its 6% level of early religious
socialization.* This fact gives grounds in suggesting that the social effects of religiosity
can only result from a slow process of overcoming the consequences of forced seculariza-
tion (Prutskova, 2015: 77).

The method of social network analysis (Zabaev, Prutskova, 2013; Zabaev, Oreshina,
Prutskova, 2014) can demonstrate the importance of the social network of parish com-
munities as an instrument of influence of religiosity on behavioral attitudes, including
those outside of religious communities. The key factor is not the level of individual reli-
giosity, but the strength of such connections, as well as the size and type of the social net-
work of religious communities (Zabaev, Prutskova, 2013: 132). The study of strong Mos-
cow communities (Zabaev, Oreshina, Prutskova, 2012: 37-40) shows that the influence of
individual religiosity is particularly evident in the core and periphery of the community.”
This conclusion assesses the dynamics of religiosity in contemporary Russian society as a
complex and slow process, directly dependent on the formation of church communities.

A discussion of the presence or absence of the social effects of religion in contempo-
rary Russian society requires alternative approaches that takes both the specific measure-
ments of Orthodox Christian religiosity in the Russian context, a set of factors which in-
hibit or facilitate the engagement of believers into religious practices, and the expression
of social effects emerging from that religiosity into account. The development of such an
approach is the goal of this article.

Objectives

This article is aimed at developing a model for assessing religious supply in Russia.

The main part of the article (1) provides an overview of the theory of religious econo-
my and models for assessing religious supply in the countries with a competitive religious
market and countries with religious monopoly; (2) describes the indicators which define

3. Early religious socialization was evaluated according to the practice of attending religious services at the
age of 12. Such a question was asked in the European Values Study.

4. As opposed to 14% in Georgia, 62% in Western Germany, 63% in France, and 93% in Poland (European
Values Study-2008).

5. Presently (in the early twenty-first century), the parish of an Orthodox Church can be divided into three
parts: (1) the community core, (2) the community periphery, and (3) the extra-parochial Orthodox Christians.
The three following groups of criteria can be applied in identifying a person as belonging to a specific part of
a parish: (a) participation in religious practices (taking communion, attending church services, and so on),
(b) self-identification as a member of the community, and (c) participation in the extra-liturgical activities of
the parish (or awareness of them) (Zabaev, Oreshina, Prutskova, 2012: 7).



180 RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2016. VOL.15. NO4

the religious supply of the dominant confession in contemporary Russia (the number
of priests and the orientation of the priestly action), as well as indicators of the level of
the population’s engagement in religious practices (going to confession and taking com-
munion); (3) presents a model for assessing religious supply, depending on the type of
parishioners and the average time of confession (communication with the priest). In the
conclusion (4), we propose a hypothesis to explain the gap between the identification as
Orthodox Christians and the engagement into the practices of confession and commu-
nion. In the section “Discussion,” we will discuss the limitations and possible extensions
of the proposed model.

A Model for Assessing Religious Supply in Russia

Religious Economics: A Theory of Religious Mobilization and the Supply Model

In the 1990s, R. Stark, R. Finke, W. Bainbridge, L. Jannaccone, S. R. Warner, and several
other scholars proposed an approach to the study of the interrelation of modernity and
religion, based on the theory of rational choice (Stark, Bainbridge, 1987; Stark, Iannac-
cone, 1994).The basis of this approach was the idea of religious market. Stark and Iannac-
cone introduced the concept of religious companies and religious economy: “Religious
economy consists of all religious activities, operating in any society. Religious economies
are like commercial economies in that they consist of a market of current and potential
customers, a set of firms serving that market, and religious ‘product lines’ offered by vari-
ous firms” (Stark, Iannaccone, 1994: 232). Additionally, the authors proposed the theory
of religious mobilization consisting of seven assumptions describing religious economy,
and placing the main emphasis on the behavior of “religious firms,” not on “religious
consumers.” This makes it possible to assess the level of possible religious mobilization
depending on the supply in the religious market. The main thesis of this theory is the
assumption that “to the degree that a religious economy is competitive and pluralistic,
overall levels of religious participation will tend to be high. Conversely, to the degree that
a religious economy is monopolized by one or two state-supported firms, overall levels of
participation will tend to be low” (ibid.: 233).

Preliminary testing of the model reveals that countries with high levels of regulation®
and high monopolization of the religious market” show less religious engagement, simply
operationalized as weekly church attendance (Stark, lannaccone, 1994: 240-241).

6. M. Chaves and D. Cann evaluated the degree of regulation of religious economy in eighteen countries
on the scale from o to 6, using six measuring items: “(a) there is a single, officially designated state church,
(b) there is official state recognition of some denominations but not others, (c) the state appoints or approves
the appointment of church leaders, (d) the state directly pays church personnel salaries, (e) there is a system
of ecclesiastical tax collection, and (f) the state directly subsidizes, beyond mere tax breaks, the operating,
maintenance, or capital expenses for churches” (Chaves, Cann, 1992: 280).

7. Monopolization of the religious market was operationalized by the Herfindahl Index which is applied
to the economic analysis of markets. H = S1* + S2 >+ . . . + SN?, where SX is the share of those engaged in the
Church X in the total amount of the engaged people in all Churches (“religious firms”), active in the given
territory. The Herfindahl Index ranges between 1 and 1/N, where N is the total number of Churches (“religious
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A Model of Supply in the Conditions of Religious Monopoly

The model of religious market describes the American situation well, where there is a zero
index of religious market regulation, and a wide variety of competing Protestant Church-
es with an easy and repeated transition of adherents between the Churches throughout
their lifetimes. However, there are some studies which give examples of the effective ap-
plication of this model in countries with a rigid regulation of the religious market and a
high degree of its monopolization. E. Hamberg and T. Pettersson use the model of reli-
gious market for studying the religious situation in Sweden (Hamberg, Pettersson, 1994).
In 1990 the Church of Sweden was practically a monopolist in the religious market. Over
90% of the population considered themselves to be members of this Church, while only
4% went to church every week. Until 2000 the Church of Sweden was a state Church with
very strong direct management and support.

In Sweden, 2,550 parishes distributed over 284 municipalities were taken as the units
of analysis. In each municipality, the study evaluated (1) the number of religious services
a year per capita and (2) the diversity of religious services.® As a result, each parish and
each municipality was distributed according to the following four types in relation to the
median values across all parishes:

Few services Many services
Dominated by traditional types | 1.Few and mostly traditional | 2. Many and mostly traditional
of services services services
Dominated by alternative 3. Few and varied types of 4. Many and varied types of
types of services services services

The level of engagement as a percentage of weekly church attendance in each mu-
nicipality was taken as a dependent variable. The result showed a positive and stable
dependence of the level of engagement from the type of municipality under controlled
socio-economic indicators. The engagement was higher in the municipalities with many
and more varied services per capita of the fourth type, and services not limited to the
traditional types.’

firms”). The higher the Herfindahl Index is, the higher is the monopolization of the market. The index equals
11in the conditions of absolute monopolization by a single “religious firm”

8. Both indicators—frequency and type of divine service—were rigorously recorded in official Church
statistics. At the time of the study, the Church of Sweden had about ten different types of services which could
be divided into traditional and alternative, introduced in a relatively recent times (Hamberg, Pettersson, 1994:
211).

9. The results of the analysis may cause many complaints and questions. The authors themselves recog-
nized that one could not assert direct dependence of the level of demand on the level of supply. It is possible to
interpret the data in the opposite direction: the variability of the supply is higher where the demand is higher.
At the same time, the authors believe that in fact the supply precedes the demand, and it is possible to prove it
(Hamberg, Pettersson, 1994: 213).



182 RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2016. VOL.15. NO4

Thus, the Russian situation of a gap between religious self-identity and religious prac-
tices is not unique in the world. According to Hamberg and Pettersson, the situation in
Sweden in the late 1990’s was characterized by an even more striking gap between the
90% of the population who affiliated themselves with the state Church of Sweden and
the 4% of those who regularly attended divine service. G. Davie raises the problem of the
reduction in the number of those attending church services in England, which is not ac-
companied by a drop in the number of believers (Davie, 1990).'°

However, even with the external similarity of the situations in Russia and in some
Western countries, the situations differ significantly. In addition to the differences in the
content of religious life, it is obvious that the current religious situation in Russia re-
mains strictly conditioned by the previous period of forced secularization associated with
persecutions and ideological repressions. The application of concepts and approaches,
elaborated for the countries of Western Europe and the Americas, requires caution and
substantial clarifications.

Indicators of the Model for Assessing Religious Supply in Russia

The model of religious supply elaborated by Hamberg and Pettersson makes it possible
to pose the question about the impact of religious supply on the level of engagement in
religious practices of the dominant denomination, though requiring significant modifi-
cations.

A specific feature of the Russian Orthodox Church is that a significant indicator of
religious supply is not the number of services or parishes, but the number of priests per
capita of potential parishioners. Another scale for assessing religious supply will be not
the variation of services, but the orientation of the priest toward the ministry or perform-
ing sacraments of the Church. The level of engagement is determined by the frequency of
participation in the practices of confession and communion."*

Therefore, the model of religious supply for Russia should describe the level of en-
gagement of believers of religious practices depending on two indicators, those of the
number of priests, and the available time which the priest has for confession and conver-
sations with people.

Indicators of Parishioners’ Engagement: Frequency of Going to Confession,
Taking Communion, and Attending Church Services

Russian sociology has several approaches to the classification of Orthodox Christian be-
lievers depending on the degree of their engagement in Church life. In accordance with

10. A. Day (2011) polemicizes with her.

11. This thesis is associated with two factors. Firstly, according to the practice of the Russian Orthodox
Church, participation in the sacrament of communion is possible only after confession. Confession is admin-
istered only individually and requires personal communication with the priest. Secondly, taking communion
is the indicative factor for assessing individual religiosity. Therefore, the possibility for individual communica-
tion with the priest and the priest’s readiness for such communication is exactly the determining factor which
limits the religious supply. The article will provide all necessary justifications and explanations below.
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the methodology of V. Chesnokova, believers can be divided into five groups based on
five scales of being inchurched: going to church, going to confession and taking com-
munion, reading the Gospels, praying, and keeping fasts (Chesnokova, 2005). The two
scales of going to church and going to confession and taking communion differ in their
content and method of measurement. These scales are associated with public worship and
are frequency-oriented (once a month or more frequently, several times a year but less
frequently than once a month, definitely once a year, rarely, occasionally, every few years,
never in the age of reason). The other three scales describe individual practices and focus
not on the frequency of specific religious practice, but on how it is expressed (Sinelina,
2013: 110).

Another typology of Orthodox Christian believers was proposed by Zabaev, Oreshi-
na, and Prutskova (2012: 7-8). Based on the studies in the sociology of parishes in Eu-
rope and the USA (Oreshina, 20104, 2010b), they proposed using three groups of criteria:
(a) participation in religious practices (taking communion, attending church services),
(b) self-identification as a member of the community, and (c) awareness about the life
of the parish and lives of the parishioners. The authors identify three types of believers:
community core, community periphery, and Orthodox Christians who are not a part of
the parish community (Zabaev, Oreshina, Prutskova, 2012: 8). An important result was
the discovery of the fact that a number of indicators, such as the behavior of the family,
the share of those in a registered marriage, the number of children, the level of social dis-
eases, and the understanding of patriotism, differ significantly from the general national
numbers both in the core and in the periphery of the community (ibid.: 37-40). Again,
the determining factor of this typology was the frequency of taking communion and at-
tending church services, since even in the periphery of the community, the number of
those who attended church services several times a year and more often was almost 98%,
and the number of those who took communion one to two times a year, or more often,
was 76% (ibid.: 10-11).

These two indicators of attending church services and taking communion have rigid
external constraints in terms of religious supply. Attending church services is rigidly re-
stricted by the availability of a permanently operating church within walking distance, or
at least within reach, with sufficient capacity regarding the potential number of parish-
ioners.

Taking communion is only possible after confession, except in very rare cases of fre-
quent communion (more than once a week) while maintaining a mandatory weekly con-
fession. Confession may be very brief, but it always and fundamentally requires individ-
ual contact with the priest.'* Confession and communion are limited by the availability
of priests, which primarily depends on the ratio of the number of priests to the number
of parishioners.

12. See, “On the Participation of the Faithful in the Eucharist,” approved at the Bishops” Council of the
Russian Orthodox Church on February 3, 2015 (Russian Orthodox Church, 2015).
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Indicators of Religious Supply: The Orientation of Priestly Actions
and the Structure of a Priest’s Time Budget

From the perspective of religious supply, the opportunity for regular confession and com-
munion requires an assessment of time-costs of the priest relative to the number of the
parishioners. This assessment faces a number of challenges and can only be done on the
basis of several important assumptions and limitations.

TWO COMPONENTS OF PRIESTHOOD AND PRIESTLY ACTION

Analysis of the current practice of confession shows its extraordinary complexity and
diversity (see Vorobiev, 1997). Confession can take place in the church and outside of it,
during and in connection with the church service, and outside of this connection. The
practice of confession is highly dependent on the priest, his pastoral tradition, and even
the practice of a specific church and community (see Vorobiev, 2000).

The analysis of confession is further complicated by the fact that it always involves
some related actions and meanings. For example, confession, as a rule, involves subse-
quent communion, but not always. Moreover, such an association is not normative (Rus-
sian Orthodox Church, 2015). On the other hand, any pastoral action is always related to
the issues of two principal components of priesthood, those of pastoral care and admin-
istration of the sacraments,'® which are always connected and related to each other.* In

13. The Orthodox Christian understanding of the priesthood fundamentally emphasizes two of its sides,
administering sacraments, and pastoral care: “The priesthood is the Sacrament in which the Holy Spirit en-
titles the correctly chosen [candidate] to administer the sacraments and shepherd (highlighted by the author)
Christ’s flock” (Filaret [Drozdov], 2006). Administering the Sacraments corresponds to the notion of the “ap-
pearance of Christ,” when the priest acts only as a “servant of Christ” and the “agent of the Mysteries of God,”
whose true performer is Christ (1 Cor. 4: 1). Shepherding corresponds to the notion of “community leadership”
and goes back to the Gospels’ image of the shepherd and the flock of which the priest must “take heed” and
“watch” (Acts 20: 28). Each of these aspects of priesthood is its integral component. The initial distinction
between these two modes of action is associated with the accentuation of one of the components of the priest-
hood. The mode of action which focuses on performing divine service, administering Sacraments and prayers
on request is based on the self-understanding of its function as the “manifestation of Christ” by the priest.
A pastoral mode of action emphasizes the ministry, but first of all, the practice of pastoral care [lit. “care of
souls”]. It is based on the understanding by the priest of his function in the Church as a “community leader”

14. Administering sacraments and pastoral care are two components of the priestly ministry, in a sense,
orthogonal to each other. Administering sacraments determines the place of the priest in the Church, while
pastoral care defines his position in the world. It is exactly the interaction of these two components that marks
the specific action of the priest. While the administering of sacraments is objectified through the very notion
of the sacrament and can be observed through the performance of a strictly defined set of rites, the definition
of pastoral care raises serious difficulties. Pastoral care is associated with the management of the ecclesial com-
munity, that is, it includes the concept of authority and responsibility for the other, and can be carried out in
relation to the individual person and the community as a whole. Pastoral action in relation to the individual
person is usually referred to as dushepopechenie (“the care of souls”). The care of souls in the proper sense
of the word refers to pastoral action (that is, the action produced by the authority of the priest and implying
responsibility for the other): (1) active and conscious, (2) directed to a specific person (that is, entailing the
establishment of personal relationship), (3) responding to this person’s specific request (about his internal state
or pain), (4) helping to solve a specific problem (aimed at his internal change), and (5) directed to the future
(that is, implying continued personal relationship with the person in the prospect of his future life). It is easy
to see that in this sense, any conversation of a priest with any person can, in practice, often have the nature of
the “care of souls” Moreover, the care of souls can also be carried out without verbal communication.
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the situation of confession, these two components may, in a sense, become opposed to
each other.

Confession is always a sacrament and its administration in the ecclesiastical con-
sciousness has a self-sufficient and objective nature.'> An extreme manifestation accen-
tuating the objective nature of this sacrament is the practice of “general confession.” This
practice originated and was possible only in extraordinary circumstances,'® and today
is recognized as an unacceptable distortion of pastoral care (Vorobiev, 1997: 17). In that
case, confession is reduced to a formal administering of the sacrament, which excludes
the care of souls and personal contact with the priest."”

The opposite extreme of pastoral action in relation to confession is the so-called
“mladostarchestvo,” that is, the abuse of pastoral power manifested in an irresponsible
emphasis on obedience to the priest. This practice has been repeatedly subjected to ex-
tremely harsh criticism of the church hierarchy.'® In this case, confession is reduced to a
subjective communication with the priest excluding free participation in the sacrament
which is understood as the personal standing before God.

THE STRUCTURE OF A PRIEST’S TIME BUDGET

Estimation of the time spent on an individual parishioner requires careful research into
priests’ time budgets. In addition, information about the structure of Orthodox Christian
worship and cycles of Orthodox Christian life, as well as a number of previous and ongo-
ing field studies'® allow us to make the following observations. These observations are
associated with the structure of a priest’s time budget and primarily depend on the organi-
zation of the service, and therefore can be generalized regardless of the specific features of
the priest and parish. Quantitative evaluations of these time costs can significantly vary.
Constant parishioners who take communion more than once a month usually confess
only in connection with the evening service on Saturday and the morning service on
Sunday. Believers of this type tend to strictly observe the rule of compulsory attendance

15. In the sacrament of confession, “the person who confesses his sins, with the visible testimony (expres-
sion of will) of forgiveness from the priest, has his sins invisibly forgiven by the Lord Jesus Christ Himself”
(Filaret [Drozdov], 2006).

16. This practice has emerged due to the obvious lack of priests and the persecution during the Soviet
period (Vorobiev, 2000: 301-302).

17. By the very meaning of the sacrament, confession can only be individual. Its beginning is described in
the Trebnik as follows: “The spiritual father brings the person who wants to confess alone, not two or many .. ”
(Moscow Patriarchate, 1991: 71). Cf., for example, Grigory (Chukov), Metropolitan, 1954.

18. The Holy Synod issued a special Statement “On the cases of abuse of power to ‘bind and loose’ (Mat.
18:18) given to priests from God on the part of some priests, which has recently increased” (mospat.ru/ar-
chive/1999/02/sr291281). See also the report of the Anniversary of the Bishops’ Council of the Russian Ortho-
dox Church, August 13-16, 2000 (mospat.ru/archive/page/sobors/2000-2/369.html).

19. We mean the data from the completed and ongoing empirical studies of the Sociology of Religion
Laboratory at St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University, such as the “Organization of Social Activities in the Parishes
of the Russian Orthodox Church at the Beginning of the Twenty-First Century: Sociological Analysis” (2012
2013, supported by the Russian Foundation for Humanities), “Ways of Pastoral Action: Analysis of Priests’
Time Budgets,” and “The Liturgical Ledger of the Priest (Case Study)” (accomplished within the framework
of Research Program of the Foundation for the Development of St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University in 2016).
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of Saturday and Sunday services and, moreover, they come to the services of all major
feasts. In this mode of attending divine service, it becomes almost impossible to come to
the church regularly for confession at some other time.

Parishioners who take communion several times a year are divided into two groups.
Some come to church only on major feasts, and thus the time for their possible confession
is even shorter than for the previous group. Others feel uncomfortable (Zabaev, 2011) at
services on major feasts due to the large number of parishioners in the church, and attend
specially on weekdays, which is possible to combine with their working schedule several
times a year.

Finally, those who take communion once a year or less can come to church any day,
although a part of such parishioners come to church on the greatest annual feasts of the
Nativity or Easter, when the time for confession is limited to the greatest extent.

The overwhelming majority of the priests serve in their parishes alone®® and are
forced to conduct the divine service and hear confessions simultaneously, or set aside
some time before and after the service for hearing confessions. In practice, this time is
limited to 1 hour in the morning and 1 or 2 hours in the evening on weekdays. This time
can be increased to 2 to 6 hours on Saturday nights, and remains 1 to 3 hours on Sunday
mornings. In the conditions of the present-day parish, setting aside some special time
for confession not associated with the divine service, does not exclude the need to hear
confessions during the service or directly before the service from those who came to take
communion.

THE UPPER BOUNDARIES OF A PRIEST’S TIME WHICH CAN BE ASSIGNED

FOR CONVERSATIONS WITH PARISHIONERS DURING CONFESSION

The indicator “Priest’s time available for conversations with the parishioners” imposes a
very strict upper boundary on religious supply.

Regardless of the confession practice, pastoral tradition, specific features of worship
schedules in a particular church, or its location and the type of settlement, we can roughly
estimate the upper boundary of time which the priest can assign for hearing confessions.

For the group of permanent parishioners who take communion more than once a
montbh, this time is estimated as the number of Sundays and feast days multiplied by the
time possible for confession before communion on the very day of the feast and at the
evening service of the previous day. This time amounts to not more than 335.5 hours a
year.!

20. By the beginning of 2011, the Russian Orthodox Church had 30,675 parishes and only 29,324 priests
(Kirill [Gundyaev], Patriarch, 2012: 193).

21. 52 Sundays a year, 12 Great Feasts, 5 major feasts (specially designated in the official Church Calendar),
and 3 revered feast days (the Kazan Icon of the Mother of God, two days of St. Nicholas); from 7 to 10 feasts,
depending on the year, fall on Sunday. The priest may spend four Sundays and/or feast days on vacation, which
gives us the total of 58 to 61 feast days. On each feast day, the priest may hear confession up to 4 hours on the
eve of the feast day and up to 1.5 hours in the morning of the feast day, if the priest is alone. This gives us not
more than 61 x 5.5 = 335.5 hours a year.
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For those who take communion several times a year, this time can be increased at the
expense of weekdays up to 483 hours per year.??

For those who take communion once a year or less, this time may be hypothetically
increased at the expense of the remaining working day of the priest during the weekdays.
This will give an additional 547 hours per year.*?

In fact, there will be even less time. A priest serving alone in a parish performs a num-
ber of duties which will never allow him to set aside that much time for church services
and confession on weekdays. The calculation of time for holiday and Sunday worship and
confession, which is associated with serving the liturgy in the morning and the all-night
vigil on the previous evening of every Sunday and the days of church feasts and required
of every priest, is only close to the real life situation.

A Model for Assessing Religious Supply Depending on the Type of Parishioners and the
Average Time of Confession

An accurate assessment of time spent by the priest for hearing the confession of one
parishioner depends on a number of factors. The most obvious factor is the frequency
of confession. If a parishioner regularly communicates with the priest, confession can
be very brief and does not entail any conversation with the priest at all. If even a short
conversation is included into the confession, the confession cannot be shorter than s-10
minutes. The confession of a person who has come to church for the first time in his life
may last for 1-2 hours. Thus, the time of one confession may range from o.5 minutes to 2
hours. It can vary considerably depending on whether the confession is associated with
a request to give advice or consolation, to discuss a situation in life, etc. Such factors as
gender, age, or psychological type of personality are of obvious importance. Therefore, in
the model for assessing religious supply below, the ratio of the number of priests to the
number of parishioners is calculated from various durations of one confession, which
removes the problem of determining its real median value.

As one axis, we will take the variation in the time of confession: 1, 5, 15, 30, or 60
minutes.

22. The number of weekdays does not exceed 161. 365 days a year minus 58 feast days, 16 days of Bright
Week and Christmas time, when regular confession is not performed; 2 days in the week before and 21 days
during the Great Lent, when people cannot receive communion, 2 non-working days a week (except for 4 non-
working days on vacation, 7 weeks of the Great Lent and 2.5 weeks of the Bright Week and Christmas time, in
total 77 days) and 30 days of vacation (365 — 58 — 16 — 2 — 21 — 77 — 30 = 161). Time for hearing confessions is
limited to 3 hours on weekdays, giving us not more than 161 x 3 = 483 hours a year.

23. In the proposed calculation, a weekday is composed of 2 hours of divine service (in the morning and in
the evening) and 3 hours of hearing confessions (partially during the evening service). There remains 3 more
hours of working time; 6 working days during 6 weeks of the Great Lent are added (2 non-working days, 4
days for divine service, and 1 day for receiving people) as well as 2 days in the week preceding the Great Lent
(Wednesday and Friday), which were deducted in the calculation of weekdays, since there is no communion
on these days. Therefore, they can be hypothetically considered as an 8-hour working day, during which the
priest can receive parishioners. In total, this gives us (161 x 3) + (8 x 8) = 547 hours a year.
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The other axis will represent different values of the number of parishioners, depend-
ing on the type of the parishioner: (1) those who take communion once a month or more
frequently (2% of Orthodox Christians); (2) those who take communion several times a
year, but less frequently than once a month (10% of Orthodox Christians); (3) those who
take communion once a year or once every few years (39% of Orthodox Christians); (4)
all those who identify themselves as Orthodox Christians and believers (73% of Orthodox
Christians); (5) all those who identify themselves as Orthodox Christians (72% of respon-
dents); (6) all of the ethnic Russian population of the Russian Federation, numbered at
111,017,000 ethnic Russians out of the 142,857,000 population of the Russian Federation,
according to the 2010 Census.?* Variations along this axis will be equal to 111,000,000;
102,900,000; 75,900,000; 41,100,000; 40,100,000; 10,300,000, and 2,100,000 people.

Furthermore, we will construct the tables where the number of priests needed for
hearing confessions from the number of parishioners in the given time will be indicated
in the intersections of the rows and columns. In Table 1, these numbers were obtained on
the assumption that all parishioners take communion once a year; in Table 3 (see Appen-
dix), the numbers were obtained on the assumption that all parishioners take commu-
nion several times a year (the median value is taken equal to 6). In Table 4, the numbers
were obtained on the assumption that all parishioners take communion once a month or
more frequently (the median value is taken as equal to 24 times a year).

Table 1. The number of priests needed for speaking
with the given number of people once a year, provided that each conversation
takes a fixed amount of time from 1 min. to 1 hour

(it is assumed that the priest, being on permanent duty in the church on all weekly service days,
continuously receives people, that is, at the rate of 1360.5 hours a year per priest)

“Those who take

communion once a Thousands
year” of people 1 min. 5 min. 15 min. 30 min. 1 hour
1. Russians 111,017 1,360 6800 20,400 40,800 81,600

2. Orthodox Christians
(72% of the population)

3. Believers (73% of
Orthodox Christians)

4. Have never taken
communion (40% of 41,143 504 2,520 7,560 15,120 30,241
Orthodox Christians)

5.0nce a year or less
frequently (39% of 40,114 491 2,457 7,371 14,742 29,485
Orthodox Christians)

6. Several times a year
(10% of Orthodox 10,286 126 630 1,890 3,780 7,560
Christians)

102,857 1,260 6,300 18,901 37,801 75,602

75,086 920 4,599 13,797 27,595 55,190

24. The data is based on Sinelina, 2013: 105, 111.
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7.0nce a month of
more frequently (2% of 2,057 25 126 378 756 1,512
Orthodox Christians)

Only 1360 priests are needed for hearing confession for 1 minute once a year for 111
million people (row 1, column “1 min?”), provided that people would go to all priests in a
uniform endless stream without stops and breaks for all days of the year, and at all times
being free from performing religious services, without regard to any further workload
of the priest. This is the roughest upper estimate, unrealistic in actual practice. In order
to speak with each of 75 million Orthodox Christians who consider themselves believers
once a year at least for half an hour, 27,595 priests are needed (row 3, column “30 min.”).
For hearing the first confession in a confessor’s life for the duration of 1 hour from the 41
million Orthodox Christians who had never taken communion, 30,241 priests are needed
(row 4, column “1 hour”). Even for simply hearing confessions once a year for 15 minutes
from those who take communion once a year or once every few years, 7,371 priests are
needed (row s, column “15 min.”).

If we try to evaluate the same time costs in terms of the time which the priest can
assign to liturgical service without regard to his time on duty in the church between ser-
vices, the numbers become much higher (Table 2 in the Appendix). This estimate is much
closer to reality than the estimates in the Table 1. An army of 126,500 priests are needed
for a one-hour conversation once a year with those who consider themselves Orthodox
Christians.

To make it possible for all Orthodox Christian believers who attend church only sev-
eral times a year to go to a priest for at least five minutes on the greatest feasts, 46,150
priests are needed (Table 3 of the Appendix). This is possible provided that all attendees
are strictly distributed on Sundays and feast days of the Church Calendar, and the load on
the priests is absolutely uniform. For hearing confessions for only 5 minutes from about
10 million people who take communion several times a year, 6,322 priests are needed.

For hearing confessions for 1 minute from those who take communion once a month
or more frequently, only 2490 priests are needed (Table 4 of the Appendix). If we assume
that those who take communion once a month or more frequently have the opportunity
to speak with the priest for at least 5 minutes, this would require 12,499 priests (Table 4 of
the Appendix; row 7, column “5 min.”). The same opportunity of frequent confession for
5 minutes for those who take communion several times a year requires 62,243 priests. Fi-
nally, if we assume that all Orthodox Christians have the opportunity to come to church
twice a month and speak with the priest for at least 5 minutes, 672,000 priests are needed.

We should mention that all estimates of priests’ time costs are made in such a way that
the required number of priests is underestimated in the proposed model, and all priests
who receive people have an equal load. Nevertheless, even these estimates make it pos-
sible to formulate a number of hypotheses and remarks for discussion.
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An Analysis of the Situation in Russia: A Hypothesis on the Reasons behind the Lack of
Dynamics in Religious Practices

The proposed analysis makes it possible to formulate a hypothesis which may explain
both the gap between the practices of going to church and regular confession and com-
munion, and the gap between the ever-growing religious self-identification and the ab-
sence of growth in religious practices.

Figure 2 shows a visualization of the model of supply. Straight lines show how many
priests are needed for speaking to a given number of parishioners for a specified time
interval. The graph shows the number of people who can converse with the priest at the
current number of serving parish priests (the level is indicated by the dotted horizontal
line). The vertical line on the graph at the intersection points with the slanted lines makes
it possible to estimate how many priests are needed for hearing confessions at least once
a month from the given number of people.

The graph clearly illustrates the gap between the number of serving priests and the
number of priests required for engaging at least one-third of the believing population
participating in the practices of regular confession and communion.

Figure 2. Model of religious supply for Russia

(the vertical axis shows the needed number of priests [thousands of persons];
the horizontal axis shows the time of confession [in minutes]. It is assumed
that priests hear confessions at all weekly and Sunday services [time budget 813.5 hours],
and the parishioners are practicing believers (taking communion once a month)
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According to exaggerated estimates, no more than 17,000 priests*® currently serve in
Russian parishes. Under the assumption that parishioners actually do not have an op-
portunity to speak with the priest, and confession is limited to 1 or 5 minutes, the number
of the priests needed to meet the religious demand according to the proposed model
is 12,921. The required number of priests rises to 16,183 if we assume that those people
coming to church for the first time, once every several years, or once a year speak with
a priest for at least about 15 minutes. Finally, if we imagine that permanent parishioners
who go to confession frequently are able to speak with a priest for at least 5 minutes, the
required number of priests would reach 22,880.?° There is an obvious gap between the
existing number of priests and the number of priests needed for individual pastoral work.
This gap must inevitably lead to a method of pastoral action aimed at providing religious
services on demand (“treboispolnitel’stvo”), excluding personal contact and attention on
the part of the priest, which has been repeatedly criticized by Church authorities.?”

In response to the question “Do you know a priest whom you could turn to for advice
in a difficult situation? And if you do know, is there one or several?” (Public Opinion
Foundation (FOM), 2011), only 22% of those who called themselves Orthodox Christians
responded positively. According to our model, this roughly corresponds to the number
of parishioners with whom 17,000 priests can speak at least once a year for 15 minutes on
Sundays and feast days, when each participates in the services, and when the parishioners
generally come to church.

The comparison of the ratio of parish priests and parishioners in various countries
also shows that the number of clergy in Russia limits the opportunity for regular par-
ticipation in parish life and in the main Christian sacraments of confession and com-
munion. In 2014, in the USA, 76,700,000 people called themselves Catholics, and there
were 38,275 Catholic priests*® (one priest per 2004 Catholics). According to the official
report of the Catholic Church in Germany, the overall number of Catholics in 2013 was
24,170,754 (29.9% of the population), with 14,490 Catholic priests (including administra-
tors and those on special assignments), which gives a ratio of 1:1168 (Deutschen Bischof-

25. Despite the difficulty of obtaining accurate statistics on the number of priests in Russia, we can use
generalized data from the reports at the Bishops’ Councils. The total number of priests (29,324 in 2011) in-
cludes not only parish priests, but priests from monasteries (about a thousand priests reside only in stavrope-
gial monasteries, that is, in the monasteries under direct administration of the Patriarch), as well as priests
from the Ukrainian Orthodox Church, the Byelorussian Exarchate, and the foreign dioceses of the Russian
Orthodox Church. If we deduct Ukrainian (about 10,000) and Byelorussian (1485) priests, and monastery
priests (about 1000), the total number of parish priests in Russia will not exceed 17,000 (Kirill [Gundyaev],
Patriarch, 2012: 385; Vladimir, Metropolitan of Kiev and All Ukraine, 2011; Filaret, Metrolopitan of Minsk and
Slutsk, 2012).

26. This number was obtained assuming that people who frequently take communion spend at least 1
minute for confession (Table 4, row 7, column “1 min.” = 2490), or 5 minutes (Table 4, row 7, column “5 min.” =
12,449); those who take communion several times a year spend 5 minutes on confession (Table 3, row 6, col-
umn “5 min” = 6322), and those who take communion once a year or once every few years spend 5 minutes in
confession during the time of the divine service (Table 2, row 5, column “5 min” = 4109) or 15 minutes in the
time when the service is not being performed (Table 2, row 5, column “15 min”” = 7371).

27. Kirill (Gundyaev), Patriarch, 2012: 277-278, 331; 2015: 21, 23-24, 25.

28. At the same time, only 66,600,000 people were affiliated with parishes (CARA, 2016).
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skonferenz, 2014: 12, 20). In Europe as a whole in 2012, this ratio was 1:2177 (CARA, 2015:
20). In Russia, this ratio is about 1:6050%” (ibid.), and it is necessary to take a very different
situation with uneven distribution, remoteness, and an inaccessibility of parishes into ac-
count as opposed to the case with Europe and the USA.*°

The rapid growth in the number of clergy in the first twenty years after the fall of
Soviet power essentially did not result in the growth in those churched believers who
frequently take communion, apparently due to a very rapid growth of the groups of be-
ginning believers. If so, the specific religious situation in Russia characterized by a low
level of religious practices will persist for a sufficiently long time. To have the growth
of practicing believers reach at least a statistically determinable 3%, it is necessary to
increase the body of clergy by 12,620 priests, that is, more than half as much the current
number of priests.

With a stable growth of the body of the clergy,*' the prospects of a qualitative change
in the situation cannot be expected earlier than twenty years, when and if the number of
priests will reach 25,000-30,000. The number of priests in Russia needed for reaching the
same ratio of priests to parishioners as the ratio in the USA is 51,000, requiring a 300%
increase in the existing number of priests. As long as the situation with the accessibility
of priests remains the same, which primarily depends on the number of parish clergy,
there is every reason to believe that this limiting factor will be decisive for the formation
of the religious situation in Russia, and the influence of religion on other areas of life will
remain virtually imperceptible at the level of the quantitative surveys and statistical data.

Discussion and Conclusions

It is obvious that the proposed model does not account for many factors. The pastoral
practice of each individual priest is not the same and is highly dependent on many fac-
tors, the main factors being the method of pastoral activities, the liturgical and extra-
church load, and the term of the priest’s service.

In Western studies, the typology of priests explores the differences in the practice of
pastoral care as one of the key factors of typology construction (Blizzard, 1985; Zulehner,
2001). Field studies of the priests of the Russian Orthodox Church also show a funda-
mentally different attitude toward pastoral care, its value, and place in the structure of

29. In 1915, the ratio of priests to the Orthodox Christian population of the Russian Empire was 1:2058, and
the church authorities noted the lack of priests and churches. For comparison, in 1840, this ratio was 1:1203
(Orekhanov, Posternak, Terentieva, 1997: 206).

30. For example, in Moscow in 2015, weekly liturgical services were performed in 475 parishes with parish
priests numbering 1,231, which gives the number of 17,400 Orthodox Christians per one permanently operat-
ing church, and 6730 Orthodox Christians per one priest. If we apply this pattern to those who call themselves
Russians, this ratio will be 20,900 people per one church, and 8,066 people per one priest (according to the
2010 Census, the population of Moscow was 11,503,500, which gives a rough estimate of 8,282,500 Orthodox
Christians) (Kirill [Gundyaev], 2015: 3).

31. In the three years from 2011 to 2013, the number of priests increased from 29,324 to 30,340, or 1.9% a
year (Kirill [Gundyaev], Patriarch, 2013: 20).
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priest’s time budget.*? Finally, the 2009 report of Patriarch Kirill at the Moscow Diocesan

Assembly directly opposed the modes of priestly action, depending on different attitudes
towards the practice of pastoral care.’® We may assume that there is a certain type of
priest who practically does not provide pastoral care.>

The extra-church load can vary greatly depending on a variety of circumstances such
as the participation of a priest in extra-liturgical activities, the number of services on
demand, that is, the rites and sacraments performed outside the church at the request
of parishioners, and other conditions of a priest’s service. Even a superficial analysis of
the ledgers with priests’ time budgets shows that the differences in the structure of time
budget and, accordingly, the difference in the time of confession or conversation with
parishioners can vary greatly.”” In addition, it must be remembered that the vast majority
of parish priests in the Russian Orthodox Church act as the administrative head of the
parish, the Rector,*® which entails a very time-consuming engagement in administrative,
organizational, financial, and economic issues.

Another significant factor is the type of settlement in which the parish is located, and
the type of parish.?” The former factor obviously affects the hypothetically-possible size
of the parish and the number of people in it. The latter factor is more complex. First of all,
it is associated with the location of the parish in the settlement (Zabaev, Prutskova, 2012).
Is it situated in an area with a large or small number of resident houses, near a transpor-
tation hub or away from it, near other frequently visited public places or far from them,
as a separate building and on a separate territory, or on the territory of other organiza-
tions (for example, hospital or prison churches)? Depending on all factors, each parish
is formed in a given church in various ways: permanent parishioners or constantly new
people, a limited or a more-or-less constant but very broad circle of people, etc.

32. In the study “Patterns of Organizing Social Activities in the Parishes of Moscow” (2010), 32 interviews
with priests and parishioners of Moscow and the Moscow region were taken. The interviews clearly demon-
strated almost opposing attitudes towards pastoral practices. The main research results have been published
in Zabaev, Oreshina, Prutskova, 2010.

33. In a special section, “General Question of Pastorship,” administering religious services on demand is
set against pastoral care (“the care of souls”) (Kirill [Gundyaev], Patriarch, 2012: 277-278).

34. Such a type was described by the Protopriest Vladimir Vorobev as a relatively ordinary phenomenon of
church life; “Certain passivism on the part of the spiritual father is traditional among us” (Vorobiev, 1997: 15).

35. In a study of the methods of pastoral action, five pilot weekly ledgers of the time budgets of Moscow
priests were obtained through participant observation with subsequent interviewing. The results are striking
and reveal completely different pastoral practices. One priest spent almost all his time in the church convers-
ing with parishioners; the second priest participated in youth events and other parish activities; the third priest
focused on Sunday school for adults; the fourth—a hospital priest—devoted a significant amount of time to
giving communion and hearing confessions in the hospital, and the fifth priest spent most of his time at aca-
demic seminars and administrative meetings (N. Emelyanov, . Zabaev, T. Krikhtova, D. Oreshina, “Ways of
Pastoral Action: Analysis of Priests’ Time Budgets.” Research Project of the Sociology of Religion Laboratory
at the St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University, 2015).

36. In 2011, the Russian Orthodox Church had 29,324 priests, 30,675 parishes, and 805 monasteries (Kirill
[Gundyaev], Patriarch, 2012: 193).

37. The typology of parishes is no less complex than the typology of priests (see Oreshina, 2010a, 2010b,
2014).
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Secondly, the type of parish®® significantly differs in terms of the time of existence
(has never been closed, opened over a decade ago, recently opened, or an emerging par-
ish), the number of clergy in the parish (a parish with several priests is organized fun-
damentally differently in terms of pastoral work than a parish with only one priest). A
special type of parish and a special practice of pastoral care emerges in cathedrals where
many official ecclesiastical events take place and festive services are performed. The par-
ishes which are focused on a special ministry (hospital, prison, or military churches) have
their own specific features.

All these factors can influence the structure of a priest’s time budget and make it very
difficult to more precisely assess the time for the “care of souls” available to each indi-
vidual priest. It should be noted that all additional adjustments of the model only limit
the hypothetically maximum available time which the priest would spend on the “care of
souls,” and thus only strengthens our main thesis on the insufficient number of priests
and the limited religious supply in present-day Russia.

Appendix

Table 2. The number of priests need for speaking
with a given number of people once a year provided that each conversation
takes a fixed amount of time from 1 min. to 1 hour

(it is assumed that the priest receives people only at Sunday, holiday, and weekday services
immediately before and after the morning service and during the evening service,
that is, at the rate of 813.5 hours a year per one priest)

Thousands
“Once a year” of people 1 min. 5 min. 15 min. 30 min. 1 hour
1. Russians 111,017 2,274 11,372 34,117 68,234 136,468

2. Orthodox Christians
(72% of the population)

3. Believers (73% of
Orthodox Christians)

102,857 2,107 10,536 31,609 63,219 126,438

75,086 1,538 7,692 23,075 46,150 92,299

4. Have never taken
communion (40% of 41,143 843 4,215 12,644 25,288 50,575
Orthodox Christians)

5.0nce a year or less
(39% of Orthodox 40,114 822 4,109 12,328 24,655 49,311
Christians)

38. The existence and importance of these factors follows from the primary analysis of the data array
obtained in two projects of the Sociology of Religion Laboratory at the St. Tikhon’s Orthodox University. For
the main results of the first project of 2011, “Three Parishes on the Feast of Protection,” see Zabaev, Oreshina,
Prutskova, 2012. The second study of 2012-2013 was titled “Organization of Social Activities in the Parishes
of the Russian Orthodox Church at the Beginning of the 21st Century: Sociological Analysis” A series of
in-depth interviews was conducted in fourteen parishes of the Russian Orthodox Church in the Moscow
Region, Kaluga Region, Yaroslavl Region, Samara Region, Irkutsk Region, Altai Krai, Krasnoyarsk Krai, and
Khabarovsk Krai (147 interviews in total).
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6. Several times a year
(10% of Orthodox 10,286 211 1,054 3,161 6,322 12,644
Christians)

7.0nce a month or
more frequently (2% of 2,057 42 211 632 1,264 2,529
Orthodox Christians)

Table 3. The number of priests needed for speaking
with a given number of people six times a year, provided that each conversation
takes a fixed amount of time from 1 min. to 1 hour

(it is assumed that the priest receives people only at Sunday, holiday, and weekday services
immediately before and after the morning service and during the evening service,
that is, at the rate of 813.5 hours a year per priest)

Thousands
“Several times a year” of people 1 min. 5 min. 15 min. 30 min. 1 hour
1. Russians 111,017 13,647 68,234 204,703 409,405 818,810
2. Orthodox Christians
(72% of the population) 102,857 12,644 63,219 189,656 379,313 758,626
3. Believers (73% of
Orthodox Christians) 75,086 9,230 46,150 138,449 276,898 553,797
4. Have never taken
communion (40% of 41,143 5,058 25,288 75,863 151,725 303,450
Orthodox Christians)
5.0nce a year or less
(39% of Orthodox 40,114 4,931 24,655 73,966 147,932 295,864
Christians)
6. Several times a year
(10% of Orthodox 10,286 1,264 6,322 18,966 37,931 75,863
Christians)
7.0nce a month or
more frequently (2% of 2,057 253 1,264 3,793 7,586 15,173
Orthodox Christians)

Table 4. The number of priests needed for speaking
with a given number of people twenty-four times a year, provided
that each conversation takes a fixed amount of time from 1 min. to 1 hour

(it is assumed that the priest receives people only at Sunday and holiday services
immediately before and after the morning service and during the evening service,
that is, at the rate of 335.5 hours a year per priest)

“Once a month or more | Thousands
frequently” of people 1 min. 5 min. 15min. | 30 min. 1 hour

1. Russians 111,017 134,362 | 671,812 | 2,015,437 | 4,030,874 | 8,061,749

2. Orthodox Christians
(72% of the population)

102,857 124,487 | 622,433 | 1,867,299 | 3,734,598 | 7,469,195
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3. Believers (73% of
Orthodox Christians)

4. Have never taken
communion (40% of 41,143 49,795 248,973 746,920 | 1,493,839 | 2,987,678
Orthodox Christians)

5.0nce a year or less
frequently (39% of 40,114 48,550 242,749 728,247 | 1,456,493 | 2,912,986
Orthodox Christians)

6. Several times a year
(10% of Orthodox 10,286 12,449 62,243 186,730 | 373,460 | 746,920
Christians)

75,086 90,875 454,376 | 1,363,128 | 2,726,256 | 5,452,512

7.0nce a month or
more frequently (2% of 2,057 2,490 12,449 37,346 74,692 149,384
Orthodox Christians)
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BpemeHHan CTpyKTypa AeATeNlbHOCTU CBALWEHHNKOB
1 cybCcTaHTUBHbIE 3G EKTbl PENUTMO3HON XNU3HN
B cOBpemMeHHoun Poccun
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MpoTouvepeit, HayuYHbI COTPYAHMK HayuHoW nabopatopuu «Coumonorus penurumn» MNpasocnasHoro CBATo-
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Email: pr_nikolay@mail.ru

B paHHOW cTaTbe C MO3MLIMKN TEOPWMN PESIUTMO3HOTO PbiHKa 06Cy»KAaeTcA npobnema pa3pbisa
MeXly NoKasaTeNAMY PeNnrmo3Hon camonaeHTudrKaumnm (69%) 1 nokasatenAamy BOBJI€YEHHOCTU
B PENVTMO3HbIE NPAKTUKM (3%), @ TaKXKe CBA3aHHOE C 3TUM OTCYTCTBUE CNEeACTBUIA PEIUTO3HOCTM
Ha faHHbIX MaCCOBbIX OMPOCOB B COBPEMEHHOM POCCUICKOM obLecTBe. HanpoTue, BInAHME
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Penurmo3HOCTN Ha LLeHHOCTU, colranbHble 6one3HK, cemeinHoe 1 penpoayKTMBHOE NoBefeHve
OKa3blBaeTCs OUeHb CUIIbHBIM 1A MPAKTUKYOLWMX NpaBocnaBHbix (M. 3abaes, [1. OpelunHa,

E. MpyukoBga). CyLuecTyoLme ncciefoBaHunsA, NOCBALLEHHbIE aHaNn3y pa3pbiBa Mexay
nokKasaTenAamy caMonfeHTUGUKaLMM 1 BOBNEUYEHHOCTU, MHTEPMNPETUPYIOT CUTYaLNIo C NO3MLUN
Teopuu cekynsapusaumnun. B ctatbe npeanoxeHo nepeocMbiCieHNe PeiMrMo3HbIX NPOLLEeccoB B
Poccrn co cTopoHbl npeanoxeHna. Ha o0CHoOBaHUM Teopun pennrno3Hom skoHomukn (P. Ctapk,
B. beiiH6puax, P. DuHke, J1. laHHakoHe 1 ap.) npeanaraetca Mofesib PENUrMO3HOro pbiHKa

ONA CTPaH C pennrnosHon moHononven. MogenupyoTca pasnnyHble OLEeHKN PenMrmo3Horo
npennoXeHns B 3aBUCMMOCTY OT CpefiHero BpeMeHun ncnosegu. B ctatbe nokasaHo, uto
CyLeCTBEHHbIM OrpaHMymBaloLWM GpakTopoM PesiMrno3Horo npeanoxeHusa B Poccumn

OCTaeTcA HeflOCTYMNHOCTb CBALLEHHUKA /1A PerynapHOro yyactna B ucnoesegu. Ha ocHosaHum
MOZENV PefIMrMo3HOro NpeanoXKeHNa npeanaraeTca afnbTepHaTVBHAA MO OTHOLWEHMIO K
CyLLeCTBYIOLEMY HayYHOMY JNCKYPCY rMnoTesa Ana o6bACHEHUA pa3pbiBa MeXAY NpPaBOCIaBHOM
camoviageHTUdrKaLMen 1 BOBEYEHHOCTbIO B MPAKTUKN UCMOBEAUN U NPUYACTUA B COBPEMEHHON
Poccun.

Kntodesble c/108a: U3MePEHUA PENUTMO3HOCTY, CEKYNAPU3aLna, TEOPUA PbiHKa PeNnriin,
MOAeNb PeNMIMO3HOro NPefoXKeHVs, 6I0AXeT BpeMeHM CBALLEHHKA, coLmalbHble 3GdeKTbl
penurnosHocTy, Pycckan MNpaBocnaBHas LepkoBb



