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The processes of European integration taking place on various levels and in diverse spheres of life
are full of contradictions and obstacles. What bonds present-day inhabitants of Europe at the level of mass
consciousness, the so-called European values are an object of heated discussion. Religion and religious
values may well unite and contribute to the sense of common collective identity at different levels.
At the same time, religion may lead — and in actuality often led — to ferocious and bloody conflicts.
Christianity that has determined civilizational identity for the overwhelming majority of European nation-
states is not unified. Orthodoxy tradition of Christianity is conceived of by elites and general public in
the countries of ‘core Europe’ as a rather contradictory phenomenon. The author attempts to answer
a research question: Does Christian Orthodox tradition exhibited in people’s religious identity contradict
to the modern European values and, subsequently, slow down European integration? This article uses
secondary quantitative approach to undertake an exploratory analysis and test religious identity effects on
European value systems in six countries with predominantly Orthodox religious profile. Preliminary findings
testify that two phenomena at question are not antipodes, in opposition to what is widely believed. The
Orthodox faithful differ from non-believers and adherents of other confessions by several value attitudes,
but these dissimilarities validate more pro-democratic and pro-European values of Orthodox believers.
In particular, the latter show stronger support for democratic values, including democratic political system,
and civic political culture. Strong Orthodox believers hold a more consistent system of values and world-
view than non-believers, who mostly demonstrate consumerist and ego-centric attitudes.

Key words: religious identity, religiosity, religious worldview, religious behavior, Orthodox religion,
European values.

Introduction. During centuries religion has played a role of utmost importance in the creation of sym-
bolic borders and formation of national, regional, and collective identities. Religions greatly contributed to
the sense of collective identity at different levels. It is Christianity that has determined civilizational identity
for the overwhelming majority of European nation-states. However, Europe has always been influenced
by the mixture of religious heritages in which Christianity occupies substantial but by no means overriding
place being evidently supplemented by Jewish and Muslim traditions. Moreover, Christianity itself is not
homogeneous and represents a complex combination of different confessions. The socio-cultural border
which emerged between Western and Eastern Christianity as a result of the church splitin 1054 has divided
the European space for many centuries.

The processes of European integration and the formation of the EU create historic opportunities for
the restoration of the once united cultural and symbolic space and the construction of European identity
among all of the nations of the continent. However, this process is full of contradictions and difficulties.
In countries of the so-called Old Europe secular and church elites as well as general public conceive
of the Eastern Christianity as essentially different, specific, and incompatible with European historical, cul-
tural and mental heritage. On their part, Orthodox clergy and laity in many countries, including members
of the EU, e.g. Greece, hold ambivalent attitudes towards the processes of European integration. The latter
is usually perceived as being initiated and headed by the Catholic-Protestant West and constituting a grave
threat to the Orthodox identity, its unity and uniqueness. In this context Europe is identified by bearers
of Orthodox identity with materialist Anglo-Saxon civilization and liberalism [23, p. 86].

The presented paper aims to explore possible interconnections between Orthodox religiousness
and European values from individual, micro-level perspective. This provides a much needed addition to
the majority of available studies whose prime foci are on institutional and structural prerequisites and dimen-
sions of changes in religious situation in post-socialist, European and global perspective [4; 7; 8; 9; 12; 13;
14; 17; 23]. Pavlo Kutuev reconstructs the evolution of sociological research programs of development
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and modernization providing a general scholarly framework for analyzing the role of church institutions
and transformations of religious ideas and ideologies [28]. Maxim Yenin scrutinizes changes in ideological
landscapes while modernization moves forward from the first modernity stage to the second one [27].

That stream of research which concentrates on individual dimensions of religiosity tends to explore
religious consciousness, identity, worldview, attitudes and behavior inside the sacral sphere of religious
values and practices [e.g., 9; 11; 16]. Hence, wider implications and correlates of religiosity remain beyond
the scope of most research.

The author of the given study seeks to answer the general research question: Does Christian Ortho-
dox tradition exhibited in people’s religious identity contradict to the modern European values and, sub-
sequently, to European integration? This issue will be considered at the level of mass consciousness by
examining those attitudes, views, opinions, and values that are shared by public in few countries which
populations by majority belong to the Orthodox religion. By applying research strategy to several coun-
tries, the presented research aims to broaden exploratory perspective and make it more cross-nationally
oriented. For the time being, there are only a few works where comparative quantitative approach to reli-
gious issues in societies with Eastern Christianity tradition is applied. In this context it is worthwhile to note
works by Tomka [17; 18], Yelensky [26], J.-P. Willem [23]. Irena Borowik [1; 2; 3] and Larissa Titarenko
[16] provides a critical overview of religious landscape in three post-Soviet countries — Belarus, Russia,
and Ukraine — after the collapse of the USSR, compares level and nature of religiosity, and, the mixed,
syncretic nature of religious belief and social practices among the post-Soviet populations. Borowik makes
conclusion that the so-called ‘religious revival’ is in fact a “return to tradition”, an attempt “to reconstruct
the continuity of historical experience” [1, p. 505]. She also finds lots of features in common between reli-
gious changes in Eastern and Western Europe [1, p. 506]. The French researcher Jean-Paul Willaime [23]
makes a thorough analysis of the specificity of the church status in various European countries, laicité (the
French term for secularity) as a fundamental European value, the role of religion and church in the pro-
cesses of European integration.

Since the 1990-s a significant body of literature dedicated to the so-called ‘religious revival’ has been
formed. A number of authors tried to shed light on diverse manifestations of the transformations in religious
sphere of post-communist countries [32] and looked for a sociological system of empirical indicators to
identify religious renaissance [31]. Quite a few studies are concerned with the interrelations of separate
dimensions of religiousness with different kinds of values [11; 12; 30] and identities, in particular national
and European ones [5; 6; 13]. A number of publications seek to thoroughly examine the specificity of Ortho-
dox religiosity in post-communist societies [10; 15]. Finally, some studies devoted to single countries are
of particular importance to the presented research as well [24; 25; 29].

The countries selected for the presented study differ in the level of institutionalization of their rela-
tionships with the European Union. Some of them, such as Bulgaria, Romania, and Cyprus, are members
of the EU, another one is an official candidate (Serbia), while the rest, post-Soviet countries are usually
referred to as European neighbors (Moldova and Ukraine). Most of them are post-socialist countries that
share similar historical experience. Under socialism they have come through the policy of enforced secu-
larization in the form of state-imposed atheism and communist persecution of religion. Last two decades
we have been witnessing the phenomenon of ‘religious revival' (the growth of the number of the faithful,
openings of new churches and return of old ones under the jurisdiction of religious authorities, the achieve-
ment of real religious freedom, increase in the number of church attendance, loyalty of political authorities
to church, etc.). However, this external, visual part of religious life does not adequately reflect what in reality
is going on behind the scene of ‘religious renaissance’.

The general question will be examined in two interrelated aspects each of which represents
a sub-question to be answered in the paper:

1) What are the level and nature of religiosity in Orthodox societies?

2) Do Orthodox believers differ from non-Orthodox believers and non-believers in their value atti-
tudes, particularly those which are in most cases associated with Europe and called ‘European values’?

The paper discusses the aforementioned problems, by and large, on the basis of a secondary anal-
ysis of empirical data combined within the framework of few international comparative surveys".

By examining religious situation in post-socialist countries both inside and outside of the EU one
can answer the question of great theoretical and practical importance if there are common values shared
by several European nations, not only by those comprising the EU. The research is aimed at the illumi-
nation of religious and sociopolitical value orientations of people in several countries with the prevalence
of the Orthodox among the religious population. In this respect we follow the Weberian tradition of studying

"In the presented research the results of the European Values Survey (1999), World Values Surveys (2006), and International Social
Survey Programme (2008) for six countries with predominantly Orthodox population (Romania, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Serbia, Moldova,
and Ukraine) are used. Source: WORLD VALUES SURVEY 1981-2008 OFFICIAL AGGREGATE v.20090901, 2009. World Values
Survey Association (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Aggregate File Producer: ASEP/JDS, Madrid.
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religiosity by focusing on actual religious consciousness and practices of adherents rather than examin-
ing exclusively religious dogmas, theology and church official documents; “practical incentives for action”
sources of which should be looked for in “psychological and pragmatic religious ties” [22, c. 397].

Religion and religiosity in the Orthodox countries

The epoch of post-communism is marked not only by more economic and political freedom, but also by
religious liberty. Lots of commentators hastened to declare the advent of new religious revival in the countries
of the former socialist block. The openings of new churches and return of old ones under the jurisdiction of reli-
gious authorities, the achievement of real religious freedom and, concomitantly, the increase in the number
of church attendance as well as loyalty in religious issues demonstrated by many political leaders were some,
mostly visible signs of the changes embracing religious field. However, this external, visual part of religious life
does not adequately reflect what in reality is going on behind the scene of ‘religious renaissance’.

The countries in study are characterized by the existence of a long-lasting hegemonic religious tra-
dition of Orthodoxy. However, they are not homogeneous in this respect. In particular, Moldova with 93,3%
of the population declaring their belonging to Orthodox church according to the 2004 national census is
strongly influenced by two historical and religious traditions — Russian and Romanian. This cultural heritage
currently manifests itself in the co-existence of two church jurisdictions — the Moldovan Orthodox Church,
subordinated to the Russian Orthodox Church, and the Orthodox Church of Bessarabia, subordinated to
the Romanian Orthodox Church. Both of them claim to be the national church of the country. There is even
more complicated situation in Ukraine where three Orthodox churches and a numerous religious minority
of the Greek-Catholics coexist which is a consequence of borderland location of the country at the cross-
roads of different cultures and civilizations. Bulgaria, being a country with the dominant tradition of Ortho-
doxy and with the oldest Slavic Orthodox church (according to the 2001 census most of the population
(82.6%) self-identify as Orthodox Christian), also has a sizeable Muslim minority (12.2%), which makes its
religious landscape quite diverse.

Let us now turn to the data that reflect the level and character of religiosity in six societies (See
Tables 1 and 2). All the studied countries are characterized by very high level of self-declared religiosity
which is rather typical for Orthodox societies.

Table 1
The level of religiosity in six Orthodox countries (population, %)

Indicator of religiosity Romania | Bulgaria | Cyprus Serbia Moldova | Ukraine
1. Orthodox self—ldentlflca_non2 86.8 76.0 89.1 85.0 93.3 67.3
(among the whole population)
2. Belonging to
Orthodox (among the religious 87.1 87.4 51.8 91.6 94.3 87.8
population)
Consciousness 93.4 63.4 60.8 85.5 84.1 82
3. Religious person
4. Importance of religion 58-32.5 | 18.6-31.9 | 51.3-26.3 | 25.7-40.9 | 31.8-41.2 | 17-38.6
(very important-important)
5. God is very important in life 66.3 12.2 57.6 21.7 41.2 26.8
6. Moments of prayer (yes) 95.8 24.3 73.7 64.4 85.7 62.8
7. Religious faith as 62.8 17.7 33.8 25.1 416 15.1
an important child quality
Behavior
8. Membership of church or 54-44 | 1.8-25 | 64-7.7 | 3.9-155 | 12.9-19.7 | 54-11.5
religious organization
(active — inactive member)
9. Attendance of religious 27.2-187 | 6.5-88 | 16.1-11.4 | 11.1-16.3 | 12.8-12.8 | 9.2-12.2
services (weekly — monthly)

Source: WORLD VALUES SURVEY 1981-2008 OFFICIAL AGGREGATE v.20090901, 2009. World Values
Survey Association (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Aggregate File Producer: ASEP/JDS, Madrid. Data refer to 2008.

As a rule, Orthodox believers turn out to be more religious by their self-identification than the rest
of the population. In some cases — Bulgaria and especially Ukraine — the difference becomes very notice-
able and significant. However, the level of religiosity among the predominantly Orthodox countries varies

2 Source: US Department of State. 2018. Report on International Religious Freedom. https://www.state.gov/reports/2018-report-on-
international-religious-freedom/.
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substantially: the proportion of those who regard themselves religious fluctuate between 60.8 (Cyprus)
and 93.4% (Romania) among the general public and 62.2-96.1% among the Orthodox (the polar cases are
Cyprus and Ukraine). Besides, self-identification as a religious person is too unreliable indicator in itself to
make conclusions about the level and nature of religiosity in Orthodox societies. This is explained by speci-
ficity of contemporary religious situation and by historical factors having influenced the position of Orthodox
church and religion in these countries.

Table 2
The level of religiosity in six Orthodox countries (Orthodox population, %)
Indicator of religiosity Romania | Bulgaria | Cyprus Serbia Moldova | Ukraine
Consciousness 94.2 705 62.2 89.4 85.6 96.1

1. Religious person

2. Importance of religion 57.4-33.9 | 17.6-34.2 | 56.8-28.6 | 27.2-41.8 | 31.1-42.4 | 17.9-46.2
(very important-important)

3. God is very important in life 66.2 13.2 57.4 22.9 40.6 30.1

4. Moments of prayer 96 24.9 77 65.9 86.7 72.2

S Religious faith = 62 5.1 50.5 25 41.7 15.4
as an important child quality
Behavior

6. Membership of church

or religious organization
(active — inactive member)

7. Attendance of religious 22.9-19.7 | 6.8-105 | 21.6-19.3 | 10.1-17 | 10.5-13.3 | 7.8-15.7
services (weekly — monthly)

Source: WORLD VALUES SURVEY 1981-2008 OFFICIAL AGGREGATE v.20090901, 2009. World Values
Survey Association (www.worldvaluessurvey.org). Aggregate File Producer: ASEP/JDS, Madrid. Data refer to 2008.

4-4.2 1.5-2.7 |10.2-13.1| 3.3-15.2 | 10.8-20.6 | 4.7-15.1

By using a bunch of empirical indicators one can obtain a more precise picture of the level and char-
acter of religiosity. According to several variables used in the WVS, which refer both to the realm of religious
consciousness and that of religious behavior, the most religious countries are Romania and Cyprus with
Moldova being close to them. The following variables were used in comparative analysis: 1) five indicators
of religious consciousness — religious identity, the subjective importance of religion and God in respondent’s
life, praying, and necessity to bring up religious faith in a child, and 2) two indicators of religious conduct —
membership in church or religious organization and attendance of religious services. The most secularized
country in terms of both people’s world-view and religious behavior is Bulgaria. In case of Cyprus one can
observe a quite interesting peculiarity — a sharp contrast between a rather low level of religious self-identity
of Orthodox adherents and high level of religiosity according to a group of empirical indicators. Orthodox
Cypriots can be referred to as believers with rather strong traditional religious attitudes, such as frequent
praying, attributing great importance to God and religion and putting high emphasis on religious components
in kid’s upbringing. Moreover, they demonstrate a high level of church attendance with each fifth attending it
once a week or more often and another 20% — monthly. This is unusually high rate for advanced countries
and for Orthodox societies as well. It is worth noting that Cyprus differs from the rest of the countries under
consideration in several important aspects: 1) there are two hegemonic religious traditions here — Orthodox
and Muslim with almost equal range of influence; 2) Cyprus did not come through the period of protracted
and forced secularization, persecution for religious belief.

Similar indicators are typical of Romania which can be also recognized as a society with strong
elements of traditional religiosity. The same conclusion but with some reservations is true with respect
to Moldova. The transitory position with elements of traditional religious and secularized consciousness
and behavior is occupied by Serbia and Ukraine, while Bulgaria, as was shown before, is a mostly secular-
ized Orthodox country. The differences in the level and nature of religiosity among these countries may well
be explained by the specificity of modernization processes. In particular, it is worth noting that countries with
stronger elements of traditional religiosity are generally less modernized and characterized by the lower
level of urbanization (Moldova — 42, Serbia — 52, Romania — 54, Ukraine — 68, Cyprus — 70, Bulgaria —
71%), though this regularity is not linear. For instance, Cyprus has one of the biggest levels of urbanization
and at the same time one of the lowest indicators of secularization.

Thus, the presence of Orthodox hegemonic religious tradition does not preclude from having rather
substantial differences in the level and nature of religiosity. The countries of Eastern and Southern Europe
at hand have similar experience of Communist past and delayed modernization which may well shape
social identity and value orientations of their peoples [18, p. 253—-254]. Peoples with similar modernization
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experience may have essentially varying patterns of religiosity, religious identity and values. Thus, secu-
larization is not such a consistent, homogeneous and unvarying process as it is often presented. It has
diverse substance in different historical epochs and socio-cultural contexts. In other words there is no one
secularity, there are many secularities. Additionally secularity is a dynamic phenomenon, it is in a state
of permanent changes. These changes have both internal and external logic, being influenced by devel-
opment of religion and churches themselves, on one hand, and being part of wider cultural, political, legal,
economic and social processes, on the other. The various understanding of the role and place of religion
and church in the spheres of politics, education and social life in general affects the essence of secularity
and the normative legitimization of religious values in society. In our case, Bulgaria appears to be most
secular among the other countries by several indicators (importance of God, religious faith as family value,
frequency of praying). In the meantime, the overwhelming majority of Bulgarians think about themselves as
religious people, the importance of religion remains at a rather high level, and the church attendance figures
are almost on a par with other, more religious societies.

As opposed to a dominant paradigm of secularization, Thomas Luckmann posits that “religion is
not a passing phase in the evolution of mankind but a universal aspect of the conditio humana. Appear-
ing under different socio-structural conditions in various historical forms, it remains a constituent element
of human life, bonding the individual human being, most particularly its experience of transcendence, to
a collective view of the good life” [9, p. 276]. Seen from such an angle the so-called religious revival pointed
out by many observers of post-communist reality has to be interpreted as a collective and individual search
for a better — in spiritual and moral terms — life in conditions of deep societal crisis accompanied by exis-
tential, value-normative, and ideological vacuum. This approach treats the reasons for the rise of interest in
religion in broader terms than it is done within the theoretical approach associated with the idea of cultural
trauma [14].

Value priorities of Orthodox adherents

What constitutes a system of European values is an issue worth of conducting a separate study. With
the creation and further enlargement of the EU this problem was given additional impetus and provoked
heated discussions on different levels and among different audiences. Due to the limited space we put this
question aside and follow that system of values which is officially recognized and codified in the EU law.
The Treaty of Lisbon explicitly declares the importance of values shared by all the member states for their
unity, and respect of and support for these values are regarded as a necessary prerequisite for any country
seeking to become a member of the EU. Among the fundamental values of the European Union the fol-
lowing ones are specified: respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the rule of law, respect
for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities. In addition, Article 2 of the Treaty
states that “These values are common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-discrimi-
nation, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women and men prevail” [19].

Accordingly to the postulated values we delineate the logic of our consequent research attempting to
shed light on the question: Do Orthodox believers differ from non-Orthodox believers and non-believers in
their value attitudes, particularly those which are in most cases associated with Europe and called ‘European
values’? The WVS-2005 allows for examining this issue by comparing value priorities of the above men-
tioned groups of the population in our countries. We captured European values by using a set of empirical
indicators to measure the following values: social equality, including gender equality, democracy and civic
activism, secularity, socio-economic values of private property and competition, ecological stability, trust
and tolerance, moral permissiveness as well as post-materialist orientations.

We started with the value of equality that has a more specific manifestation in the WVS — gender
equality. We constructed ‘gender equality index’ based on four variables that measure people’s attitudes
to social roles and status of men and women. The variables are measured on the basis of the questions:
1) “Do you agree or disagree with the following statement? When jobs are scarce, men should have more
right to a job than women” (three categories: agree, neither, disagree). 2) “People talk about the chang-
ing roles of men and women today. For each of the following statements | read out, can you tell me how
much you agree with each. Do you agree strongly, agree, disagree, or disagree strongly? On the whole,
men make better political leaders than women do” 3) “A university education is more important for a boy
than for a girl”. 4) “Men make better business executives than women do”. Factor analysis showed that
all four variables measure only one underlying factor. The extracted factor explains 56% of the variance in
all four variables. Subsequently the extracted factor was saved as a variable with a mean of 0 and a stan-
dard deviation of 1. As is seen from the Table 3, there is a statistically significant difference among three
compared groups. The Orthodox believers demonstrate mostly pro-equal, in comparison with other groups
within these societies, attitudes concerning the position of men and women in a society. Nevertheless their
evaluations are close to neutral point which confirms that they are not ready to accept the idea and social
practice of gender equality typical of more advanced European societies.
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Table 3
Value orientations of non-religious, non-Orthodox religious, and Orthodox adherents, WVS, 2005

Non- Religious Religious
Indicator of value religious non- Orthodox Total
Orthodox
Gender equality (regression factor score) -105* 015* 021*
(means between groups) ' ' )
Incomes should be made more equal — 19-42 34-33 7 27 2_30.7 27 6-32

We need larger income differences as incentives
In the long run, hard work usually brings a better
life — Hard work doesn’t generally bring success
Tolerance to out-groups

(%, not mentioned by respondent as that

34.5-22.7 | 47.3-16.1 | 40.9-19.2 41.3-19

s/he would not like to have as neighbors) 12.7 16.3 17 16.6
Drug addicts

People of a different race 86.9 83.4 80.4 81.3
People who have AIDS 50.6 447 48.1 47.8
Homosexuals 454 36.4 39 39.1
People of a different religion 89 85.3 82.3* 83.3
Heavy drinkers 23.6 33.9 28.3* 28.8
Unmarried couples living together 91.8 75.4 87.5 86

Democracy

Importance of democracy (1-absolutely 7.83* 8.64* 8.19* 8.23
unimportant, 10-very important) (mean)

Respect for individual human rights 298 256 285 282
is guaranteed (1-yes, 4-n0)

Level of democracy in a country 4.43* 571 5 28* 528

(1-very low, 10-very high)

The Orthodox faithful also show stronger support for democratic values, including democratic politi-
cal system, and civic political culture. The roots of these phenomena most probably lie in the strong asso-
ciation between religious and anti-communist attitudes emerged in the period of post-socialist transforma-
tion. It is not occasional that believers with democratic views are more often found among the supporters
of right-wing and centrist rather than leftist parties. As one commentator argues, “the majority of those
of a democratic orientation returned to religion, seeing anti-communism in it above all” [1, p. 500]. However,
one cannot reduce pro-democratic values of the believers to the heritage of anti- and post-communism.
Religious outlook makes the faithful more sympathetic to that social system which assures more human-
istic relationships and possibilities for human activities and self-actualization. In addition, strong Orthodox
believers hold a unified, consistent system of values and world-view in contrast to non-believers, who
mostly demonstrate consumerist and ego-centric attitudes, which eventually make the former stronger
supporters of European value system.

Conclusions. Religiosity in various Orthodox countries has substantial features in common, namely:
a high level of declared religious belief and low level of church attendance, in particular, and religious prac-
tice, in general (the phenomenon of so-called believing without belonging). The level of individual religiosity
among the Orthodox believers is higher than that of churched religiosity. At the same time the Orthodox
faithful in different countries substantially differ in terms of their religious consciousness or outlook. This
relates to the level of religiosity (its spread and strength). Only two countries out of six at question are char-
acterized by a stronger religious standpoint among Orthodox than among representatives of other confes-
sions (Cyprus and Serbia). The share of coherently religious people whose self-identification is additionally
supported by consistent religious judgments, opinions, and attitudes, i.e. religious outlook, and religious
conduct is extremely low [21]. The majority of Orthodox believers can be characterized as those confessing
without believing. One can observe the politicization of religiosity, the invasion of political sphere in religious
life. Church is increasingly considered by political elites as an instrument of political legitimization and mobi-
lization of masses.

Findings demonstrate that strong Orthodox believers hold a more unified, consistent system of val-
ues and world-view than non-believers, who mostly demonstrate consumerist and ego-centric attitudes.
They are characterized by a stronger support for democratic values, including democratic political system,
and civic political culture. All things considered, in countries with deep and lengthy Orthodox tradition value
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orientations of the Orthodox make them stronger supporters of European value system than non-believers
and representatives of other religions.

The foregoing results are a small step forward in an interesting, controversial, and understudied area
of investigation. Much remains to be done in this field. Further research will help to shed light on the complex,
multi-leveled structure of Orthodox religious identity and on its relationships with national and European
orientations. It is badly needed to find out how different categories of Orthodox faithful (individually religious
and churched, nominal or cultural and devout, etc.) refer to Europe-associated values. More empirical
studies of the interconnections between religious consciousness and European values are needed to track
their developments and effects in dynamics. Particularly, it is worthwhile to continue studying the issue on
the basis of data coming from later waves of cross-national projects and to cover more nations. Additionally,
in-depth, qualitatively oriented sociological and anthropological research would be especially appropriate
in the context of the explication of such issues as differentiation between external and internal religiosity
(T.Adorno) (or internalized and institutionalized in G.Allport’s terms) among the Orthodox in its interrelated-
ness with value orientations and pro-European attitudes, people’s subjective understandings and interpre-
tations of religiousness among believers (in various confessions) and non-believers.

KopxoB I'. [lpaBocnaBHa penirinHa igeHTUYHICTb | EBpONENChKi LiHHOCTI: 32 UM NpoTn?

Mpouecn eBponenchKoi iHTerpauii, Wwo BiabyBatoTbCsA Ha Pi3HUX PIBHAX i B Pi3HUX cdiepax XuTTS,
CMOBHEHI cynepeyHocTen i nepewkos. Te, WO NOB’SAI3YE Cy4YaCHUX »XuTeniB €Bponu Ha piBHi MacoBOi CBi-
OOMOCTI, TaK 3BaHi €BpOMNEnChbKi LIHHOCTI, € npegmeTom BypxnuMBux AMCKYCIK. Peniria i peniriiHi yiHHO-
CTi MOXYTb YyCMilWHO 06’eAHYBaTV N pOOUTKN BHECOK A0 BigyyTTs 3aranbHOi KONEKTUBHOI iAEHTUYHOCTI Ha
pi3HMX piBHsAX. BogHovyac peniris Moxe npu3BecTu — i Hacnpaegi came Tak Yacto 1 Bigbysanocd — Ao
YKOPCTOKMX i KpMBaBUX KOHIKTIB. XPUCTUSIHCTBO, SIKe BU3HAYMITO LMBINi3aLiiHy iA€HTUYHICTb BinbLUOCTI
€BPOMNENCLKMNX HaLiOHanNbLHNX gepXas, He € MOHOMITHUM. [NpaBocnaBHa Tpaauuis XpUCTUSHCTBA cripuiima-
€TbCS eniTaMu N LUMPOKOK FPOMAACHLKICTIO B KpaiHax «CTapoi €Bponu» SK A0CUTb Cynepeynmee sBuLle.
ABTOp HamaraeTbCcA BIONOBICTU Ha AOCNIAHULBbKE MUTaHHA: YM CynepeyunTb XpUCTUSAHCbKa npaBocnaBHa
Tpaguuis, wo nposiense cebe B penirinHin igeHTUYHOCTI CBOIX MOCHIAOBHMKIB, Cy4aCHUM €BPONENCHKNM
LIHHOCTAM i, SIK HAcnigokK, Yn He NepeLUKoaXXae BOHa €BPOMNENCHKIN iHTerpauii?

Y cTaTTi BUKOPUCTOBYETLCS BTOPUHHWIA KiNbKICHUIA aHani3, y pamkax sIkoro Ha npuvkragi lWecTun KpaiH
i3 NepeBaXxHO MpaBOCaBHUM penirinHMM npocpinem pobutbcs cnpoba BepudikyBaTh rinoTesy npo B3ae-
MO3B’A30K MiXk NPaBOCIIaBHOK PENIriNHOK i0EHTUYHICTIO | CUCTEMOKO €BPONENCHKUX LiHHOCTEN. NonepenHi
pesynbsTaTti CBigvaTh Npo Te, WO ABa PO3rfsHYTi ABULLIA HE € aHTUMNOAAMMU, SIK CTBEPLKYE LUMPOKO PO3MOBCHO-
DxeHa gymka. lNMpaBocnasHi Bipyrodi Bigpi3HAOTLCS Bif HEBIPYOUMX | MPUXMITbHUKIB iHLLMX KOHGECi AeKinb-
KOMa LiHHICHUMW yCTaHOBKaMu, MpUYOMY BUSBMEHI BiAMIHHOCTI MiATBEPAXYIOTb HAsIBHICTb Y NpeACTaBHUKIB
OOMIiHYIHOI XPUCTUSAHCBKOT Tpaauuii BinbLl 4eMOKpaTUYHMX i EBPOMENCHKNX LiHHOCTEN. 30Kpema, OCTaHHi
Ha[alTb CUITbHILY NIATPMMKY AeMOKpaTii, BKITHOYaoum 4EMOKPATUYHY NOMITUYHY CUCTEMY Ta FrPOMaasiHCbKY
noniTu4Hy KyneTypy. lMpaBocnaeHi Bipytodi 4OTPUMYOTECS BinbLll NOCNIAOBHOI CUCTEMW LLIHHOCTEN i CBITO-
rnsagy, HX HeBipytodi, ki B OCHOBHOMY IEMOHCTPYHOTb CMIOXUBYI 1 €eroLeHTPUYHI nornaau.

Knro4yoBi cnoBa: peniriHa igeHTUYHICTb, penirinHicTb, peniriiHnin ceiTornsag, penirinHa nosegiHka,
npaBocnaBHa penirisi, EBPONencbKi LiHHOCTI.
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