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Introduction

Weber’s famous work, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (2011), has been
widely applied in sociological research (Eisenstadt, 1968; Kalberg, 2011; Lehmann, Roth,
1995; Marshall, 1982; Schluchter, Graf, 2005; Swatos, Kaelber, 2016). Weber formulated the
question of the relationship between religion and the economy in the sense that certain
types of Protestant denominations fostered the development of capitalism. One of the
main factors which Weber paid attention to was the “Protestant ethic” concept of calling/
vocation. The connection between theology and economic ethics has also been studied
in other settings, such as the religious roots of Indian (Kapp, 1963; Singer, 1956), Jewish
(Tamari, 1987), or Japanese societies (Bellah, 1985), the role of Pentecostalism in Latin
America (Martin, 1993), as well as Islam and Buddhism in Asia (Means, 1969; Sarkisyanz,
1965), and the different branches of Christianity (Eisenstadt, 1968; Fanfani, 2008; Guiso,
Sapienza, Zingales, 2003; Porta, Lopez-de-Silane, Shleifer, Vishny, 1996). Weber’s ideas
have also been applied to the analysis of contemporary Russian Orthodox Christianity
(Buss, 1989, 2003; Dinello, 1998; Makrides, 2005; Marsh, 2008; Knorre, 2011; Fedotova,
Kross, 2006; Kharkhordin, 2002). In a study of economic ethics in communities formed
around monasteries, it has been found that humility and obedience are the main ethical
concepts that shape monastic Russian Orthodox economic thought (Zabaeyv, 2015).

The authors of this research have integrated these findings and extended the original
Weberian approach in which ethics plays the central role in the analysis of the elective
affinity between religion and the economy. This tradition has a certain deficiency in that
it lacks generality. Researchers have been looking for the ethics of vocation/calling in dif-
ferent settings, while there are denominations with other ethical tenets. Weber himself
noted the distinction between the “humility” of Lutherans and the “vocation” of Calvin-
ists. Later, this distinction was transformed into the “asceticism-mysticism” dichotomy.
These other ethical tenets may have other potential economic and social effects. Since
these other ethical tenets are not analyzed, these possible effects remain underestimated.
In line with the critics of modernity and the role the ethics of calling played in it, these
effects may turn out to be not only negative. It can be shown that humility is the second
component of the ethical variable used by Weber in his sociology of religion (Zabaev,
2018b). This approach makes the concept of economic ethics relevant for studying all of
the major Christian denominations, not only Catholic and Protestant, but also Orthodox.
The aim of the current article is to develop an empirical research method based on this
theoretical approach. We revise the existing scales of calling and humility, and try to con-
struct our own scale. In contrast to the existing scales, it is more related to religion. We
take three consequent steps to solve this problem. First, we shortly introduce the ethical
variable which has two main components, those of calling and humility. It has a basis in
the The Protestant Ethic, and later in Weber’s Sociology of Religion. After this, we review
the existing attempts to measure calling and humility in empirical research, and propose
our own operationalization of these concepts. Finally, we describe the results of testing
this scale in a survey of parishioners of four Christian denominations in Russia. We con-
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clude that the ethical views of contemporary religious people can be analyzed using the
approach suggested by Weber. The respondents perceive reality in accordance with the
principles that Weber anticipated.

We propose a scale measuring the ethics of calling and humility, which can be as-
sessed in quantitative surveys. This scale was designed in the course of a joint Russian-
Swiss research project titled “Religion and patterns of social and economic organization:
elective affinity between religion and economy in Christian denominations in Switzer-
land and Russia.” The scale was pre-tested in October-November 2017 in four countries
(233 respondents in Russia, Switzerland, Georgia, and Romania). Although the sample
was not representative, it allowed for evaluating the structure and psychometric proper-
ties of this scale. After corrections based on the pre-test results, the scale was applied in
a survey of parishioners of four Christian denominations in Russia (1262 respondents),
from the Orthodox, Catholic, “traditional” Protestant (Lutheran, Baptist, etc.), and “new”
Protestant (Pentecostal) denominations, in 2017-2018. It was conducted in different Rus-
sian regions among participants at religious services in several parishes of each of the
four Christian denominations.’

There are several distinct features which contribute to the scientific novelty of our
approach. First, there are many scales which evaluate the Protestant ethic of calling/vo-
cation (Miller, Woehr, Hudspeth, 2002), and many scales of humility (McElroy, 2017;
Worthington, Davis, Hook, 2017), but our scale is the first in which these two concepts
are evaluated against each other within a common theoretical framework. Second, our
scale includes two additional concepts which allow for differentiating humility and call-
ing from relatively-close empirically, but quite-distant-theoretically concepts like ressen-
timent and careerism (Scheler, 1972). Third, our conceptualization of humility is based
on a theological and philosophical rather than only a psychological approach (applied in
most of the existing scales), which makes our scale more relevant for studying religious
ethics in particular. In addition, the word “humility” is not used in the scale items, and
the respondents are not directly asked to assess how humble they are.

The “Asceticism-Mysticism” Dichotomy and its Corresponding Central
Categories

The Weberian tradition began as the analysis of how the ethics of vocation/calling (Beruf)
contributed to the formation of capitalism. For more than a century, Weber’s thesis has
been a subject of criticism and clarification. In particular, a number of authors showed
that there was no connection between capitalism and Protestantism (Barro, McCleary,
2003; Becker, Woessmann, 2009; Blum, Dudley, 2001; Cantoni, 2013; Delacroix, Nielsen,
2001; Grier, 1997). In this regard, it might seem pointless to continue working in line
with the Weberian approach. However, we propose to bring ethics, not religiosity, to the

1. Similar surveys of four Christian denominations were also conducted in Switzerland, so a cross-country
comparison will be possible in further research. The current analysis is based on only the Russian dataset.
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forefront of the analysis. The point is that calling is an ethical category, although it has a
religious background. We think that this approach is closer to the original Weberian idea.
This idea was that the (Protestant) ethics had some (perhaps causal) relation to a number
of elements of the spirit of capitalism, rather than that Protestantism was the cause of
capitalism.

The Weberian tradition does not constitute a single stream of research. Rather, there
are various sub-traditions. One of these is the development of “work ethic” scales to mea-
sure the ethics of calling. Researchers have made significant progress in this direction.

Our scale of practical religious ethoses has also been elaborated according to Weber’s
ideas described in both The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism and later works.
An analysis of Orthodox Christianity in the framework of the Weberian tradition meets
with a number of difficulties. In the The Protestant Ethic, Weber introduces the opposi-
tion between asceticism and mysticism, describing Orthodox Christianity as being closer
to mysticism.

Humility is the key concept for mysticism in the same way that calling is the key
concept for asceticism (Zabaev, 2018a). Thus, a scale of “humility” is needed in order to
analyze the influence of ethics cultivated in Orthodox Christianity with the same logic.
The situation becomes even more complicated if we also take into account that the The
Protestant Ethic contains explicit and implicit references to E. Nietzsche’s texts. As a result
of a reconstruction of the discussion between M. Scheler and Nietzsche, the ethical vari-
able acquires the form of a “square,” where the opposition of asceticism and mysticism
according to Weber intersects with the distinction of “noble” and “common” types of
people according to Scheler. This results in four components of ethics, those of (1) calling,
(2) humility, (3) careerism, and (4) ressentiment (Zabaev, 2018b).

Nietzsche differentiates between the “noble” and “slave” valuation mode when he
writes that

The slave revolt in morality begins when ressentiment itself becomes creative and
gives birth to values: the ressentiment of natures that are denied the true reaction,
that of deeds, and compensate themselves with an imaginary revenge. While every
noble morality develops from a triumphant affirmation of itself, slave morality from
the outset says No to what is “outside,” what is “different,” what is “not itself”; and
this No is its creative deed. This inversion of the value-positing eye — this need to
direct one’s view outward instead of back to oneself — is of the essence of ressenti-
ment: in order to exist, slave morality always first needs a hostile external world . . .
(2011: 37-38; emphasis in the original)

Nietzsche linkes the emergence of ressentiment with the Judeo-Christian religion.
Scheler believes that Christianity could not be the source of the ethical changes that Ni-
etzsche attributes to it. The two key components of humility, according to Scheler, are:
(1) “letting go” of our ego, “losing” or even “abandoning” ourselves without fear, emanci-
pation from the ideas of dignity, merits, rights, self-worthiness, self-respect and instead
of it; (2) perceiving everything as being given to us as a gift (2005: 24). Scheler differenti-
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ates between the “noble” and “common” type of person. He writes: “The noble man expe-
riences value prior to any comparison, the common man in and through a comparison”
(Scheler, 1972: 37; emphasis in the original). The latter can also be of two types: “The
energetic variety of the ‘common’ man becomes an arriviste, the weak variety becomes
the man of ressentiment” (Ibid.: 38; emphasis in the original).

In line with this theoretical argument, a scale of practical religious ethoses based
on the four components (calling vs. careerism, and humility vs. ressentiment) has been
elaborated and tested in quantitative empirical surveys of parishioners of four Christian
denominations.

In developing this scale, we tried not to ignore the humility problem that Weber in-
herited from Nietzsche. For Nietzsche, humility was a symbol of the negative character
traits that Christianity fostered in people. For him, humility was almost a vivid expres-
sion of ressentiment. Weber introduces his typology of asceticism and mysticism (with
the corresponding ethical categories of “calling” and “humility”), in connection with the
Nietzschean idea of ressentiment (Tyrell, 2014). Weber demonstrates two fundamentally
different ways to achieve salvation, correlated with two ways of coping with ressentiment
in Nietzschean theory. Each of them presupposes its own way of life (die Lebensfiihrung).
Contemporary psychological approaches to humility often abandon this problem, treat-
ing humility as some supplement aimed at making a person of vocation (with his activity,
self-realization, achievement of goals, etc.) a little bit more human in not always forget-
ting about others. A Weberian thesis would have been that these two ethical perspectives
might not co-exist so easily in one person.

Conceptualization and Operationalization of Calling

Calling/vocation (Beruf) is the key category describing asceticism in the Weberian typol-
ogy of rational salvation techniques. Calling is often defined as finding deep meaning in
one’s work (Wrzesniewski et al., 1997), or a commitment to the value and importance of
hard work (Miller et al., 2002). It is often connected with the cultivation of some activity,
skill, or virtue. In the classical text of R. Baxter used by Weber in his analysis of Protestant
ethics, the following idea is given: “A man without a calling thus lacks the systematic, me-
thodical character which is, as we have seen, demanded by worldly asceticism” (Weber,
2011). The Protestant value of asceticism, that is, hard work together with the rejection of
luxury and this-worldly pleasures, was one of the factors which led to the development of
the attitude towards life which Weber called “the spirit of capitalism” Weber’s thesis has
been widely discussed and criticized, as little empirical evidence has been found for the
association between belonging to a particular religion and the work ethic. The “Protes-
tant” work ethic has been found among Catholics and Muslims (Inglehart, Norris, 2004;
Shirokanova, 2015).

There are two main versions of the Calling conceptualization. In the framework of
the first approach, a calling is described as the ability to derive a sense of purpose or
meaningfulness from one’s role in life, and holding other-oriented values and goals as
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primary sources of motivation (Dik et al., 2012; Dufty, Dik, 2013). An example of this
approach is the distinction between seeing one’s work as “either a Job (focus on financial
rewards and necessity rather than pleasure or fulfillment; not a major positive part of
life), a Career (focus on advancement), or a Calling (focus on enjoyment of fulfilling,
socially useful work)” (Wrzesniewski et al., 1997: 21). Our theoretical approach goes in
line with the second tradition where calling is conceptualized as a component of the
work ethic, as done by Weber and his followers and/or critics. An example of this ap-
proach is a variety of multidimensional work ethic scales that are more-or-less detailed.
For instance, Miller et al. proposed the following dimensions; importance of hard work,
self-reliance, leisure avoidance, centrality of work, morality/ethics, delay of gratification,
and avoidance of wasted time (2002). Modrack proposed to shorten the list to four core
components of “hard work, no leisure, asceticism, independence/self-reliance” (2008: 6).
Our operationalization of calling was inspired by the approach proposed by Miller et al.
(2002), although their original scale has been revised.

Calling should be differentiated from Careerism. Careerism is not just a pursuit of
power and money, but a pursuit of power, money, or being more highly esteemed than
others, etc., without thinking of one’s work in terms of its intrinsic value (Scheler, 1972).

Conceptualization and Operationalization of Humility

Humility is the key category in describing mysticism in the Weberian typology of rational
salvation techniques. On the one hand, the Weberian definition of a mystic emphasizes
passivity vs. activity, and acceptance vs. struggle:

The contemplative mystic minimizes his activity by resigning himself to the order
of the world as it is . . . He is constantly striving to escape from activity in the world
back to the quietness and inwardness of his god. Conversely, the ascetic, when-
ever he acts in conformity with his type, is certain to become god’s instrument. . . .
Therefore the success of the ascetic’s action is a success of the god himself, who has
contributed to the action’s success, or at the very least the success is a special sign of
divine blessing upon the ascetic and his activity. But for the genuine mystic, no suc-
cess which may crown his activity within the world can have any significance with
respect to salvation. For him, his maintenance of true humility within the world is
his sole warranty for the conclusion that his soul has not fallen prey to the snares of
the world. (Weber, 1965: 174)

On the other hand, the traditional Christian connotations linking “acceptance” with
the “other” are present: “There lives in the Orthodox Church a specific mysticism based
on the East’s unforgettable belief that brotherly love and charity . . . form a way not only to
some social effects that are entirely incidental, but to a knowledge of the meaning of the
world, to a mystical relationship to God” (Toennies et al., 1973: 144-145; emphasis added).

This vision can be conceptualized in different ways. In its simplest form, it leads to
distinguishing three components: (1) passivity of the perceiving subject, or a willingness
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to accept, a perspective which Scheler designated as the world as a gift, as opposed to
perception of the world as given to us by right in accordance with our dignity; (2) open-
ness to a different perspective, which is the ability to take a different view, to look at what is
happening from a different angle, or to admit one’s mistakes; and (3) the lack of attention
to oneself and high other-focus, which is accepting others in all the concreteness of their
existence and in being able to feel their needs and helping them.

In contemporary psychology, researchers often try to escape from the negative conno-
tations of humility by using J. P. Tangney’s definition and explaining it with the beautiful
metaphor of R. Warren: “Humility is not thinking less of yourself; it is thinking of yourself
less” (Tangney, 2002: 148). According to Tangney, the key components of humility are:

accurate assessment of one’s abilities and achievements (ot low self-esteem, self-
deprecation); ability to acknowledge one’s mistakes, imperfections, gaps in knowl-
edge, and limitations (often vis-a-vis a “higher power”); openness to new ideas,
contradictory information, and advice; keeping of one’s abilities and accomplish-
ments — one’s place in the world — in perspective (e.g., seeing oneself as just one
person in the larger scheme of things); relatively low self-focus, a “forgetting of the
self;” while recognizing that one is but one part of the larger universe; appreciation
of the value of all things, as well as the many different ways that people and things
can contribute to our world. (Tangney, 2000: 73-74)

Tangney’s view of humility seems somewhat one-sided as compared to the articles
even in theological encyclopedias (Adnes, 1969; Dihle, 1957). Tangney portrays humility
as “a rich, multifaceted construct, in sharp contrast to dictionary definitions that empha-
size a sense of unworthiness and low self-regard” (2000: 73). While acknowledging the
psychological approach to the conceptualization of humility, we, at the same time, try not
to abandon the passivity and self-abasement aspects of humility that are present in the
position of “old” Christianity, where it is written that “Obedience is absolute renunciation
of our own life . . . Obedience is the tomb of the will and the resurrection of humility. A
corpse does not argue or reason as to what is good or what seems to be bad” (Climacus,
St. John, 2012: Step 4).

Without both rejecting these connotations in advance and putting additional em-
phasis on them, we take into account the initial Weberian approach, largely inspired by
Nietzsche’s moral philosophy. It is important to preserve the distinction of humility and
ressentiment in the research inventory. A reference is made to both the initial equating of
humility and ressentiment made by Nietzsche (2011) and the protection of the Christian
virtue of humility and differentiation of these perspectives carried out by Scheler (1972,
2005). Ressentiment is a hidden desire for revenge, a modality of human existence in
which people prefer to suffer and wait for a chance of revenge, (at least in their imagina-
tion), than actively resisting something.

The currently existing scales of humility can be divided into direct and indirect scales.
Direct scales use the word “humility” and cognate words. Respondents are asked to di-
rectly assess their degree of being humble. (There are two types of indirect measures,
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those of self-report and other-report scales. For a detailed review of the psychological
scales of humility, see Hill et al., 2017; McElroy, 2017; Zabaev, 2018a.) For this study, the
most influential is the approach by J. C. Wright et al., who suggest measuring humility as
a sum of the two components of “low self-focus” and “high other-focus” (2017).

Researchers of humility are faced with the paradox of how to rely on a person’s self-
report for evaluation of a characteristic which presupposes low attention (or even self-
neglect) to oneself. D. E. Davis et al. propose a concept of relational humility which can
be measured as an observer’s judgment of whether the target person is humble or not
(2011). R. E. Landrum proposes to measure “dispositional humility,” which assumes that
humble people like other humble people. He suggests that instead of asking direct ques-
tions like “Are you humble?,” a different wording of “Do you like people who are...?” can
be used (2011). We also attempted to overcome this difficulty in the current study. The
key components of this attempt were (1) opposing humility as a virtue to another virtue,
that of calling, (2) the introduction of negative components (ressentiment and careerism)
which additionally enhance the distinctiveness of the scale, and (3) using question word-
ing which suggests a certain shift in the respondents’ attention from themselves.

Results

The Calling and Humility Scale consists of 31 statements describing different people®. The
respondents are asked to evaluate to what extent these people are like them on a six-point
scale (“very much like me,” “like me,” “moderately like me,” “a little like me,” “not like me,”
“not at all like me,” or “hard to answer”). Where possible, the scale items were formulated
in gender-neutral language. In items where this was difficult, gender-specific formula-
tions (he/she) were used. The model was evaluated via Confirmatory factor analysis using
the M-Plus 7.3 software package (Muthén, Muthén, 2017). Some of the scale items were
omitted at different stages of analysis®, and the final model included 23 statements. The
factor loadings are presented in Table 1*. The measurement model of Humility consists
of three latent factors, those of High Other-Focus, the World as a Gift, and Openness to a
Different Perspective. The model of Calling includes five latent factors, those of Achieve-
ment, Self-Worthiness, Centrality of Work, Productivity, and Independence. Two additional
concepts are represented by Careerism and the Ressentiment factor.

2. The full list of the scale items is provided in Appendix L.

3. Item 28 was dropped from the model because the respondents did not understand it well, and often
chose the “hard to answer” option. Item 13 was dropped from the analysis because it loaded on the wrong
factor. Several items were deleted because of significant cross-loadings. Our aim was to construct the most
parsimonious scale with a minimal amount of indicators, which provided the best model fit. For this reason,
the remainder of the omitted descriptions of people were dropped from the model because there were enough
items which loaded on a particular factor.

4. The model was constructed in several stages. Only the main resulting versions of the models are de-
scribed in the text.
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Table 1. Factor Loadings (Standardized)*

M1. Calling

M2. Humility

M3. Final total

M4. An
alternative
total model
with several
model cross-loadings

HIGH OTHER-FOCUS

5 This person is concerned
if other people are in
trouble

19 This person feels the
needs of other people

25 This person likes to help
other people

THE WORLD AS A GIFT —
PASSIVITY

6 If this person is treated
unfairly, he/she tries to be
patient and not to think
about it

12 This person tries to
follow the natural course of
events, not actively oppose
it

24 If bad things happen to
him/her, this person does
not fight actively against it

31 This person always
wants to be a winner

OPENNESS TO A DIFFERENT
PERSPECTIVE

11 This person easily admits
his/her mistakes

17 This person considers
advice from others carefully

ACHIEVEMENT

21 This person is proud of
his/her achievements

31 This person always
wants to be a winner

SELF-WORTHINESS

4 This person tries to
defend his/her interests
under all circumstances

16 This person does not
allow others to act unfairly
upon him/her

0.565

0.635

0.710

0.575

0.569

0.726

0.601

0.400

0.523

0.502

0.480

0.521

0.567 0.567

0.700 0.699

0.635 0.637

0.533 0.559

0.523 0.511

-0.306

0.491 0.535

0.509 0.700

0.564 0.600

0.639 0.581

0.703 0.698

0.598 0.599
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22 This person tries to
defend his/her point of
view to the end

CENTRALITY OF WORK

14 Even if this person was
financially able, he/she
would not stop working

30 Life without work would
be very boring for this
person

PRODUCTIVITY

23 This person schedules
the day in advance to avoid
wasting time

26 This person tries to use
his/her time productively

INDEPENDENCE

18 This person tries to do
everything by himself/
herself

20 This person doesn't like
having to depend on other
people

CAREERISM

9 Career growth is much
more important for

this person than the
opportunity to follow his/
her vocation

15 This person strives
strongly to earn as much
money as possible

27 This person invests
most of his/her time and
resources in his/her career

0.658

0.709

0.729

0.707

0.766

0.618

0.621

0.648

0.707

0.721

-0.330

0.681

0.797

0.663

0.580

0.751

0.719

0.743

71

0.649

-0.186

0.706

0.732

-0.264

0.686

0.789

-0.160

0.672

0.574

-0.394

0.763

0.714

0.749
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RESSENTIMENT

10 If this person is treated

unfairly, he/she feels hurt,

and hopes that bad, unjust

acts will be retributed 0.877 0.895

29 This person is convinced

that in the long run all bad

people will get what they

deserve 0.598 0.586

*All factor loadings are significant at the p < 0.001 level. Cross-loadings are marked in grey.

Calling

The analysis was conducted in several stages. First of all, the Calling measurement model
was constructed (M1). The goodness-of-fit measures indicate that our model fits the data
well (x*(34) = 71.03, p = 0.0002; RMSEA = 0.03; CFI = 0.98; TLI = 0.97; SRMR = 0.02).
Only the significant x* indicates that this five-factor model lacks an exact fit to the data.
However, it has been shown in the literature that the use of x> as a measure of model
fit is over-restrictive because of its sensitivity to sample size. It has been proven to be
almost unrealistic to find a well-fitting model with insignificant x* in empirical research
if the sample size is large (Byrne, 2012: 66-68), which is true in our case. Several more
realistic fit indices have been proposed to overcome the problematic nature of x*. We
report four of them.® Values close to o (0.05 or less) for the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), as
well as values close to 1 (more than 0.90 or 0.95) for the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), indicate a well-fitting model (Ibid.: 69-77).

The first factor in the Calling measurement model is Achievement, which is measured
by two statements: “This person is proud of his/her achievements” and “This person al-
ways wants to be a winner.” This factor emphasizes the importance of this-worldly suc-
cess. The doctrine of predestination played a central role in Weber’s thesis, as illustrated
when he writes “the question of eternal salvation constituted people’s primary life con-
cern during the Reformation epoch” (2011: 119). People were searching for signs of being
among the faithful blessed by God. Calvinists believed that such signs of being predesti-
nated for salvation were manifested “in this life, also in a material sense” (Ibid.: 165). That
was the reason why success and achievement were very important to them.

In the Puritans’ view, the elect who acquired their state of grace serve to increase
God’s glory. Thus, God’s grace is manifested in human life. The idea of grace is some-
what different in Catholicism. The principle of Human Dignity is central to Catholic
social teaching. It emphasizes that, as humans were created after the image and likeness
of God, each human life is sacred and every person has inherent worth and dignity. The
grace and dignity aspect of calling is expressed in the Self-worthiness latent factor which
includes the three statements of “This person tries to defend his/her interests under all

5. More detailed information on fit measures is reported in Appendix II.
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circumstances,” “This person does not allow others to act unfairly upon him/her;” and
“This person tries to defend his/her point of view to the end”

Christians believe that God has given every human being some unique talents and
skills. It is a person’s duty to develop this gift from God. People fulfill their personal
vocation through the development of their talents, and persistent work in their profes-
sion. One of the outcomes of the predestination doctrine was strong religious anxiety
which could be released only through hard work: “Work without rest in a vocational call-
ing was recommended as the best possible means to acquire the self-confidence that one
belonged among the elect” (Weber, 2011: 125, emphasis in the original). Work should be
central to a Christian’s life, and the “unwillingness to work is a sign that one is not among
the saved” (Ibid.: 161). The Centrality of work dimension of calling accounts for the im-
portance of work in one’s life. It includes the two statements of “Even if this person was
financially able, he/she would not stop working,” and “Life without work would be very
boring for this person”

The avoidance of wasting time is another important feature of the Protestant ethics
of calling emphasized by Weber. He wrote that “According to the will of God, which has
been clearly revealed, only activity, not idleness and enjoyment, serves to increase His
glory. Hence, of all the sins, the wasting of time constitutes the first and, in principle, the
most serious” (Ibid.: 160; emphasis in the original). The time given to each human being
is limited, so one should use it carefully. This aspect constitutes the next factor of Produc-
tivity, measured by the two statements of “This person schedules the day in advance to
avoid wasting time,” and “This person tries to use his/her time productively”

Weber stressed that the doctrine of predestination resulted in the spiritual isolation
and loneliness of a solitary individual. People “were directed to pursue their life’s journey
in solitude . . . And no one could help them” (Ibid.: 119). Puritan literature often warned
against friendship and trust in others (Ibid.: 121). Accordingly, self-reliance is one of the
key features of the ethics of calling. This aspect is reflected in the factor of Independence
in our model. There are two statements on this factor, those of “This person tries to do
everything by himself/herself” and “This person doesn’t like having to depend on other
people”

We tried to check if a second-order factor of Calling which manifests in the five latent
factors described above exists, but the model quality decreased substantially after adding
this global factor. This is rather predictable based on previous studies which showed that
the Protestant work ethic is constituted of a list of independent factors. We propose that
a more general Calling work ethic factor should be constructed in the formative logic.
Every factor in the model accounts for an important constitutive feature of this phenom-
enon. The latent factors of Calling are complementary, not interchangeable. They cannot
replace each other because the phenomenon in question would be substantially different.
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Humility

The measurement model of Humility (M2) was constructed in the second stage of analy-
sis. The fit indices for this model are excellent (x*(17) = 25.47, p = 0.085; RMSEA = 0.02;
CFI = 0.99; TLI = 0.98; SRMR = 0.03), and even the x* statistic is insignificant.

The first component of the Humility model is the World as a gift factor. The factor is
measured by three statements: “If this person is treated unfairly, he/she tries to be patient
and not to think about it,” “This person tries to follow the natural course of events, not
actively oppose it,” and “If bad things happen to him/her, this person doesn't fight actively
against it” This factor represents the attitude of accepting all that comes (even unpleasant
things) with thankfulness, as opposed to acquiring or gaining something in accordance

with one’s rights, dignity, or merits. M. Scheler expressed it as follows:

The genuine “letting go” of our ego and its value, daring to adventure upon the fear-
ful emptiness that gapes beyond what is related to the ego consciously and semi-
consciously — that is just what matters! Dare to be amazed and thankful before the
fact that thou art not nothing, that anything at all is — and not rather Nothingness!
Dare to dispense with all thy presumed inward “rights,” thy “worthiness,” thy “mer-
its,” all the respect of men — especially, however, with your “self-respect” — with
any and all claim to be “worthy” of any kind of good fortune and to look instead
upon it as a gift: Then only art thou humble! (2005: 24).

This factor reveals that humility is closer to passivity and contemplation, as opposed to
activity and breaking through obstacles.

The second component of humility is the factor of Openness to a different perspective
with two statements: “This person easily admits his/her mistakes” and “This person con-
siders advice from others carefully” The ability to accept a different point of view, to look
at what is happening from a different angle, and to admit one’s mistakes are manifesta-
tions of low self-focus. Not prioritizing oneself opens space for being more attentive to
the existence of different views, which might enrich one’s own vision of the situation. As
Wright et al. put it, “humility is a corrective to our natural tendency to treat our ‘selves’
as ‘special; to strongly prioritize or privilege our own mental states (e.g. our beliefs, val-
ues, etc.) and capacities (e.g. skills, abilities, etc.) . . . and have undue attachment to them
simply because they are ours” (2017: 5). This aspect of humility is different from just low
self-esteem. It accentuates an openness to new, challenging ideas and information which
comes from sources other than ourselves. This aspect of humility is emphasized today in
business literature. Collins’s study shows that companies which made the biggest break-
through “from good to great” were led by managers who were humble (2001). In contrast
to the first component which is not social, here the other person appears as a horizon, as
a potential opportunity, or as one towards whom people realize themselves in the world.

The third latent factor in the model of Humility is High other-focus. Three items load
on this factor: “This person is concerned, if other people are in trouble,” “This person
feels the needs of other people,” and “This person likes to help other people.” In this fac-
tor, sociality reaches its peak. It could be assumed that the third factor is very similar to
the second, that is, high other-focus is another side of low self-focus. In our sample, these
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components are highly related to each other (the Pearson correlation between the latent
factors is 0.8). However, they are theoretically distinct. Helping and caring about others
does not necessarily follow from being able to accept other people’s advice or to admit
one’s mistakes. It can be hypothesized that in some societies these two components can
be merged, but in others, separated. This can be one of the tasks for further cross-cultural
research on the scale measurement invariance.

The Total Model

The final model (M3) includes Calling and Humility specified on the previous stages of
analysis, as well as two additional latent factors, those of Ressentiment and Careerism.
The model quality is quite satisfactory, since all fit indices (except the significant x*) are
within the proposed cut-off points (x*(184) = 509.7 p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.04; CFI = 0.93;
TLI = 0.90; SRMR = 0.04).

Psychological literature today gives many positive connotations to humility and puts
it somewhere near modesty. Nevertheless, a number of ambivalent phenomena are often
thought of as humility or in close connection with it. One of them is ressentiment, which
should be differentiated from humility. The idea of ressentiment, i.e., a sense of hostility
towards external “evil” which causes one’s own failures coupled with a hidden desire for
revenge, is articulated in Nietzsche’s philosophy and also discussed by Scheller in con-
nection with the Christian ideal of humility (1972). In Nietzsche’s words, “the man of res-
sentiment is neither upright nor naive nor honest and straightforward with himself. His
soul squints; his spirit loves hiding places, secret paths and back doors, everything covert
entices him as his world, his security, his refreshment; he understands how to keep silent,
how not to forget, how to wait, how to be provisionally self-deprecating and humble”
(2011: 38; emphasis in the original).

The Ressentiment factor is measured by the two statements: “If this person is treated
unfairly, he/she feels hurt, and hopes that bad, unjust acts will be retributed” and “This
person is convinced that in the long run all bad people will get what they deserve.” As can
be seen from the correlations (Table 2), Ressentiment is actually to a large extent inde-
pendent of the three humility factors. The only significant correlation with the World as
a gift factor is very low in magnitude (r = 0.23).

Calling should be differentiated from careerism. In Scheler’s words, a careerist (der
Streber)® “is not someone who energetically and potently pursues power, property, honor,
and other values. He does not deserve this name as long as he still thinks in terms of the
intrinsic value of something which he actively furthers and represents by profession or
calling. The ultimate goal of the arriviste’s aspirations is not to acquire a thing of value,
but to be more highly esteemed than others” (1972: 11). A careerist tries to get at the top,
and to achieve success at any cost. Careerism is a pursuit of career and income for the
sake of career and income only, without caring for the work content and meaning. In our
model, the Careerism factor is measured by three statements; “Career growth is much
more important for this person than opportunity to follow his/her vocation,” “This per-

6. Translated into English as “an arriviste”
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son strives strongly to earn as much money as possible,” and “This person invests most of
his/her time and resources in his/her career”

After adding the Careerism factor, we decided to introduce a cross-loading for one of
its items based on a high Modification index (MI=45.6), that is, “Career growth is much
more important for this person than the opportunity to follow his/her vocation” on the
Centrality of work factor. The cross-loading was negative (-0.33), significant, and (most
important) very meaningful. It allows for intensifying the opposition between Careerism
as orientation towards career only, and Centrality of work as orientation towards career as
a reflection of mastering one’s vocation.

To be consistent, we also report results of an alternative total model (M4) with sev-
eral other interpretable cross-loadings added one-by-one based on Modification indices.
They seem logical; however, they are not very strong and increase the complexity of the
model. We would propose to treat these additional cross-loadings with caution. They
should be retested on different samples. Although the fit indices for this model are better
(x*(180) = 432.76, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.04; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.92; SRMR = 0.03), at this
stage of research we consider the more parsimonious model with one cross-loading (M3)
to be the final model.

Another modification to the final model which we introduced using exploratory logic
after revision of the results was omitting the item “If this person is treated unfairly, he/
she tries to be patient and not to think about it” This indicator was specified to load on
the World as a gift factor, but modification indices suggested that actually it has salient
loadings on three other factors, those of Achivement (negative), Self-worthiness (nega-
tive), and Ressentiment (positive). These cross-loadings are meaningful, but their exis-
tence makes the statement unable to differentiate well among the factors of our interest.
For this reason, we decided to drop the item from the final model.

In addition to the possibility of testing specific hypotheses about the structure of la-
tent factors, confirmatory factor analysis allows for estimating the correlations between
these factors.

One of our main hypotheses was that Humility and Calling are not independent, and
can be counterposed against each other in some sense. Calling presupposes cultivation
of some activity and self-focus while humility is associated with passivity, acceptance,
and other-focus. However, they cannot be represented as complete opposites or poles of
a singular scale since they are contrasted not on one common basis, but rather like activ-
ity and state, or doing and being. Our results demonstrate that the calling and humility
components can be differentiated as separate factors, but they are not completely inde-
pendent. Moreover, different aspects of humility are correlated with particular aspects of
calling in opposite directions (Table 2).

The Achievement and Self-worthiness factors are negatively related to the World as a
gift factor (in both cases, the Pearson correlation coefficient r = —0.35, p < 0.001), which
is consistent with theoretical expectations. At the same time, the Centrality of work and
Productivity factors are positively associated with High other-focus (r = 0.26 and 0.36,
respectively, p < 0.001), as well as with Openness to a different perspective (r = 0.34 and
0.43, respectively, p < 0.001).
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Conclusion

Weber’s The Protestant Ethics laid the foundation for the analysis of the contribution of
religion (religious ethics) to the formation of personality and modern society. In the 20th
and early 21st centuries, Weber’s interpreters analyzed the contribution of ethics of calling
to the formation of the most productive economic attitudes (in relation to the modern
society). Such research was conducted in the framework of modernization theory and
cross-cultural studies. The ethics of calling turned out to be one of the components of the
triumphant culture-society-economy bond, denoting a positive goal and purpose of hu-
man history alongside such components as, for example, economic growth, free market,
and democracy (Shcherbak, 2018). Parallel to this, however, there developed an alterna-
tive perception of the world, as well as scientific approaches connected with it where this
bond was criticized. To a large extent, this criticism was associated with the emergence
of fascism (as well as World War II or the Holocaust, as examples) in the center of the
civilized world. It was clear to the authors who developed such ideas that the successful
development of Western societies either could not prevent the emergence of fascism, or
even became its cause (Arendt, 1973; Fromm, 1994; Polanyi, 2001). Later, the criticism
of neoliberalism and the distribution of power in modern society emerged, as the social
stratification and inequality associated with it was revealed.

Apart from the grand-criticism of modern society, literature on management and or-
ganizational leadership started to emphasize the importance of such forms of leadership
that were not similar to the business captains of the heroic era of capitalism” like the “ser-
vant leader” (Greenleaf, 1998), or the “humble leaders of the fifth level” (Collins, 2001).
Thus today, calling is no longer the one and only positive version of the practical ethos or
the anthropological human type associated with it.

In this regard, it seems appropriate to revise the original Weberian ethical typology
and transform it into an empirical method for the analysis of the contribution of various
religions to the formation of the character of their adherents. This seems even more justi-
fied since Weber himself showed that the ethics of calling was spread in a relatively small
number of faiths and denominations. Recognition of the ethics of calling as the key factor
to the formation of a proper and productive people of modernity directed the search for
the effects of religious ethics in this direction. A large number of researchers were looking
for analogs of the ethics of calling in other religions and cultures.

It seems that today we can proceed to a more comprehensive analysis of the ethical®
contribution of religions to the formation of the economy and social relations. In this
article, we attempted to develop a scale for conducting such an analysis, a scale that takes
into account not only the ethics of calling, but also its main opponent, that of the ethics

7. For reviews, see Avolio, Walumbwa, Weber, 2008; Morris, Brotheridge, Urbanski, 2005; Nielsen, Mar-
rone, 2018; Owens, Johnson, Mitchell, 2013; Parris, Peachey, 2013.

8. We deliberately speak about the effect of ethics since the influence of religion on the economy and hu-
man activity in other areas can also pass through other channels, such as through institutions, including the
construction of a particular ecclesiological model, economic, or other doctrines, through the direct participa-
tion of churches and religious organizations in the economy and social life.
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of humility. In addition, we are trying to consider some other ethical components that
were important to Weber at the time when he was developing his “asceticism-mysticism”
dichotomy (primarily, we mean the ethics of ressentiment).

Unlike previous attempts where only the calling scale was constructed (often as equiv-
alent to the work ethic), here an attempt was made to solve a larger problem by taking
into account Weber’s opposition of “asceticism” (“calling” as the key category) and “mys-
ticism” (“humility” as the key category), and crossing this opposition with the distinction
between the “noble” and “common” types according to Scheler. This has made it possible
to distinguish “positive” humility and calling from their “negative” counterparts, those of
careerism and ressentiment.

Additional tasks addressed by the project were to construct a scale of humility that
does not ignore its “dark” side, meets the requirements of the psychological measurement
quality (high reliability), and overcomes the “humble cannot call themselves humble”
paradox. The scale can be applied in surveys of both religious and non-religious people
as well as in different countries and denominations.

The results of this analysis show that the structure of the ethical variable assumed
by Weberian theory is consistent with the structure of the perception of reality by the
parishioners of four Christian denominations in Russia who participated in our survey.
The scale can be used for the measurement of practical religious ethoses. The formal
scale quality indicators appear to be quite satisfactory and the structure is in line with
theoretical considerations, although additional analysis would be necessary to gain more
information on the scale reliability, validity, and measurement invariance.

Appendix I. The Humility and Calling Scale — Initial Operationalization with
31 ltems

General instructions

English version Russian version
Below are descriptions of different people. [Janee npuBepeHbI onmcaHmsi pasHbIX
To what extent are these people like you?  mropeit. Hackonbko onmcaHHble Tioan

» «

Are they “very much like you,” “like you,” moxosxu Ha Bac? OHu «0O4eHb IOXOKNI

» «

“moderately like you,” “a little like you,” Ha Bac», «mmoxoxxn Ha Bac», «yMepeHHO
<« 1~k » ll 1~k ))?
not like you,  "not at all like you™¢ IOXO0XXM Ha Bac», «Mamno moxoxxu Ha Bac»,
«He TTOX0XXM Ha Bac» mnn «coBceM He

MOXO0KM Ha Bac»?
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Answer options

English version
very much like me
like me
moderately like me
a little like me

not like me

not at all like me
hard to answer

Descriptions

No.

1

English version

Income is much more im-
portant for this person than
usefulness of his/her job for
people

This person likes to overcome
obstacles, to go against fate

Work takes a lot of this per-
son’s time, leaving little time
to relax

This person tries to defend
his/her interests under all cir-
cumstances

This person is concerned if
other people are in trouble

If this person is treated un-
fairly, he/she tries to be pa-
tient and not to think about it

This person tries to be simple
and modest

Having done something
good, this person would not
want other people to know
about it

Russian version

OYEHDb ITOXOXX HA MEHA
IIOXO0JXK Ha ME€HA
YMepeHHO II0XO0JX Ha MEHA
MaJIo MOX0K Ha MeHS

He MOXO0XX Ha MeHS
COBCEM He II0XO0K Ha MeHsI

3aTPYIHAIOCb OTBETUTDH

Russian version

Jloxop f/ist 9TOro YenoBeKa HAMHOTO
Ba)KHee, 4eM I1071b32, KOTOPYIO ero
paboTa IPMHOCUT JIFOAAM

OTOT YenoBeK MOOUT IpeosoNIeBaTh
HPeIATCTBIUSA, UATH HallepeKop
cynbbe

Pabora 3aHMMaeT y 9TOro 4enoBexa
MHOTO BpEMEHH, OCTABJIAA MAaJIO
BpeMeHM, YTOObI paccIabuThCs

ITOT YeoBeK CTapaeTcs 3AlMINAT
CBOU I/[HTeperI HPI/I )'IIO6bIX
ob6cTosITeNIbCTBAX

ITOT YeoBeK NePeXNBAET, KOITa y
APYTUX HENPUATHOCTH

ECTH/I C 9TUM YE€JIOBEKOM HOCTyHaIOT
HeCIIpaBe/InBoO, OH(a) cTapaercs
TepHeTb U HE ,[[yMaTb 06 9TOM

ITOT Ye/IoBeK CTapaeTcs ObITh
MPOCTBIM ¥ CKPOMHBIM

CrienaB 4T0-TO XOpolilee, 3TOT
yesI0BeK He X0Ten Obl, 4TOOBI 00
3TOM Y3HAJIU JPyTie IIOfN

Concept
Careerism

Calling

Calling

Calling

Humility

Humility

Humility

Humility
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Career growth is much more
important for this person
than the opportunity to fol-
low his/her vocation

If this person is treated un-
fairly, he/she feels hurt, and
hopes that bad, unjust acts

will be retributed

This person easily admits his/
her mistakes

This person tries to follow the
natural course of events, not
actively oppose it

This person usually asks other
people for advice when mak-
ing decisions

Even if this person was finan-
cially able, he/she would not
stop working

This person strives strongly
to earn as much money as

possible

This person does not allow
others to act unfairly upon
him/her

This person considers advice
from others carefully

This person tries to do every-
thing by himself/herself

This person feels the needs of
other people

This person doesn't like
having to depend on other
people

This person is proud of his/
her achievements

KapbepHblil pocT /151 9TOTr0o
JyeloBeKa HAMHOTO BaKHee, YeM
BO3MOXKHOCTbD C/I€fJOBATh CBOEMY
IIPU3BAHNIO

Ecnu ¢ aTum vyenoBekom IIOCTYTIAKOT
HeCIIpaBe//INBO, OH(a) YyBCTBYET
061/[,uy ¥ HajieeTCs, 9YTO 3a MJIOXME,
HeCIIpaBeIMBbIe TIOCTYIIKM TIONAM
BO37IaCTCA

ITOT YeNIOBeK JIETKO IPU3HAET CBOU
omMOKN

ITOT Ye/IoBeK CTapaeTcs C/Ief0BaTh
€CTeCTBEHHOMY XOZly COOBITHIL,
aKTVBHO He IPOTUBOMEICTBOBATh
emy

[IpunuMas pemenns, STOT Y€I0BEK
OOBIYHO CIIpAlINBAET COBETA y
OPYTUX TIOfEN

Haxe eciu 661 MaTepranbHOE
[IOJIOYKEHIIE TI03BOJISTIO, 3TOT
Je/I0BeK He IepecTasn 6bl paboTaThb

OTOT YenoBeK IpuaraeT Bce
ycumus, 4To0bI 3apaboTaTh Kak
MO>KHO OOJIbIIIE IEHET

ITOT YETIOBEK HE MO3BOJAET APYIUM
HOCTYIATh € CO00It HeCIpaBeINBO

ITOT YeI0BeK BHUMATETBHO
IIPpUCIYyMNBAETCA K COBETaAM

ITOT 4YeloBeK cTapaeTcs ieflaTh BCé
CaMOCTOSITENTbHO

ITOT 4e/I0BEK YYBCTBYET HY>K/IbI
OPYTUX MIOfeNn

ITOT YeytoBeK He MI0OUT 3aBUCETh OT
OPYTUX TIOfeN

ITOT YemoBeK TOpAUTCA CBOMIMU
OOCTVMIKEHUMAMMU

81

Careerism

Ressenti-
ment

Humility

Humility

Humility

Calling

Careerism

Calling

Humility
Calling
Humility

Calling

Calling
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22 This person tries to defend
his/her point of view to the

end

23 This person schedules the day
in advance to avoid wasting

time

24 If bad things happen to him/
her, this person doesn’t fight

actively against it

25 This person likes to help

other people

26  This person tries to use his/
her time productively

27 'This person invests most of
his/her time and resources on

his/her career

28  Good things which the per-
son hasn’t deserved often
happen in his/her life

29  This person is convinced that
in the long run all bad people
will get what they deserve

30 Life without work would be
very boring for this person

31 This person always wants to

be a winner

ITOT YenoBeK cTapaeTcAa N0 KOHIIa
OTCTaMBaTb CBOIO TOYKY 3pE€HIA

Calling

BpEMEHU

ST10T YenmoBek 3apanee wranupyer  Calling
CBOJI IeHb, YTOOBI M30€KaTh IIOTEPU

Ecmu ¢ aTM venoBekoM ciaydaercss  Humility
YTO-TO IJIOXOE, OH(a) He OKa3bIBaeT

AKTMBHOTI'O COIIPpOTUBJIEHNA

OTOMY 4elIOBeKY HPaBUTCSA Humility

IIOMOraTb Ipyrum Jr0gAaM

ITOT 4eNIOBeK CTapaeTcs Calling

JCIIO/Ib30BAaTb CBOE€ BpeMA

IIpOAYKTUBHO

ITOoT YenoBeK BKIaAbIBaeT Oonpbinyto Careerism
4acTb CBOEI'O BPEMEHU I PECYPCOB B
CBOIO Kapbepy

B >xu3HuM 3TOro YenoBeKa 4acTo Humility
CTy4al0TCA XOPOIINe Bellly,

KOTOpBIX OH(a) He 3acmyxui(a)

nobenureneMm

Appendix Il. Model Fit Information

ITOT YeNoBeK YOKAEH, 4TO CO Ressenti-
BpeMeHEM BCe IIOXME IO ment
MOJTyYaT IO 3aC/TyraM

JKusnb 6e3 paboTs! 6bU1a OB 1A Calling
3TOrO Ye/IoBeKa OYeHb CKY4HOI

ITOT Ye/IoBeK Bcerya Xo4eT ObITh Calling

M1. Calling

M4. Cut-off values for
Alternative  a well-fitting model
Total model

M3. Total — with

model with several

M2. one cross- cross-
Humility loading loadings

AIC
BIC

Sample-Size
Adjusted BIC

32613.667
32826.097
32689.524

21210.254  65401.250
21343.719  65970.041
21257963  65604.786

65332.312 The lower — the better
65920.888 The lower — the better
65542.928 The lower — the better
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Chi-Square — 71.031 25.471 509.695 432.757  The lower — the better
Estimate

Degrees of 34 17 184 180

Freedom

P-Value 0.0002 0.0847 0.0000 0.0000 A well-fitting model

should have an
insignificant Chi-Square,
but this is almost
unrealistic with large

samples

RMSEA — 0.032 0.022 0.041 0.037 0.6 (some authors

Estimate propose 0.8) or lower —
acceptable; 0.5 or lower
— good

90 Percent C.l.  0.022 0.043 0.000 0.039 0.037 0.046 0.032 0.041 The Confidence Interval

for RMSEA should stay below 0.05

Probability 0.997 0.999 1.000 1.000 0.95 or higher

RMSEA < .05

CFI 0.981 0.990 0.930 0.945 0.9 or higher —
acceptable; 0.95 or
higher — good

TLI 0.969 0.983 0.903 0.923 0.9 or higher —
acceptable; 0.95 or
higher — good

SRMR 0.022 0.026 0.035 0.031 0.6 (some authors
propose 0.8) or lower —
acceptable; 0.5 or lower
— good
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ABTOPbI HaCTOALLE CTaTbl Pa3BUBaIOT Be6EPOBCKMIA MOAXOS, B KOTOPOM 3TUKA UrpaeT
LieHTpaJibHYI0 PoJib B aHanM3e 13bmpatenibHOro CPOACTBA MEXIY PENUTMeit 1 SKOHOMUKOW.
Pabota M. Bebepa «[MpoTecTaHTCKasa 3TUKa 1 Ayx KanuTannma» ABAAETCA OLHUM 13 KNacCMyecKmx
CoLMONornyecKux nccnefjoBaHuin. B Hen Bebep chopmynmposan BoONpoc 0 COOTHOLIEHUM
PENUIrMN N SKOHOMMKM B TOM CMbIC/IE, YTO onpefesieHHble TUMbl MPOTECTaHTCKMX AEHOMUHALNIA
CNoco6CTBOBaNM Pa3BUTHIO PaLMoHanbHOro Kanutanuama. OqHUM 13 rnaBHbiX GakTopos, Ha
KOTOpbIi 06paTun BHUMaHve Bebep, 6bina chopmynmpoBaHHas B STUKe MPOTECTAaHTOB KOHLeNUuaA
npu3BaHUA. ABTOPbI JaHHOW CTaTbM MOKa3bIBaIOT, YTO BTOPbIM 3HaYEHNEM STUUYECKON NepemMeHHON,
ucnosnb3yemoli Be6epom B €ro coLmonornm pennurum, ABAAETCA «CMUpeHue». Takoi Noaxon
nenaeT Be6epOoBCKy0 TEOPMIO XO3ANCTBEHHON STVKM aKTyasIbHON [ANA N3yUYeHNA BCEX OCHOBHbIX
XPUCTUAHCKMX KOHECCUiA — He TONbKO KaToNmumM3ma 1 NpoTeCcTaHT3Ma, HO 1, Harnpumep,
npasocnasus. Lienbio HacTosALwel cTaTby ABNAETCA pa3paboTka METOAUKM SMNUPUYECKOTO
nccnefoBaHUA, OCHOBaHHOW Ha laHHOW Teopuu. B cTaTbe pa3pabaTbiBaeTca WKana usmepeHuns
3TVIKV NPU3BAHWSA Y1 CMUPEHNSA, KOTOPAs MOXET ObITb MCMOJIb30BaHa B KONIMYECTBEHHbIX OMPOCaXx.
LLIkana 6bina npeaBapuTenibHO NPOTECTMPOBaHA B OKTAOPe — HOAOPEe 2017 roAa B YeTbipex
CTpaHax (233 pecnoHaeHTa B Poccuy, LLBenuapuu, Mpy3un n PymbiHum). Mocne KoppeKTnpoBKy

no pe3ynbTaTaM NpeaBapUTENIbHOIO TECTMPOBaHUSA LKasa Gblia NpYMeHeHa B ONpoce NPUXoXaH
YeTblpex XPUCTMAHCKIMX KoHbeccuin B Poccun (1262 pecnoHfeHTa) B 2017—-2018 IT.: MPaBOC/IABHbIX,
KaTONMNKOB, «TPaANLMOHHbIX» MPOTECTAHTOB (NtoTepaH, 6anTUCTOB 1 4pP.) U <HOBbIX» MPOTECTaHTOB
(mATMRECATHUKOB).

Kntoyesole c108a: X0O3ANCTBEHHAA 3TNKA, WKaa CMUPEHNA, WKana Npu3BaHnA, peceHTUMeHT, Makc
Bebep, Dpupapux Huuwe, Makc LWenep, kaTonmuecTsBo, NpoTecTaHTX3M, NpaBoCiaBue



