*

;&% Russian Journal
"M of Sociology

Has been issued since 2015.
E-ISSN 2413-7545
2018. 4(1). Issued once a year

EDITORIAL BOARD

Kornilova Irina — Naberezhnochelninsky Institute of Social Pedagogical
Technologies and Resources, Naberezhye Chelny, Russian Federation (Editor in Chief)

Atanesyan Artur - Yerevan State University, Yerevan, Armenia

Dogonadze Shota — Georgian Technical University, Thilisi, Georgia

Gedvilaite-Kordusiene Margarita — Lithuanian Social Research Center,
Lithuania

Mikhailov Andrei — Adyghe State University, Maikop, Russian Federation

Sribas Goswami — Serampore College, West Bengal, India

Tamarashvili Tamara — Telavi State University, Telavi, Georgia

Tsvetkova Milena — Sofia University St. Kliment Ohridski, Sofia, Bulgaria

Journal is indexed by: CrossRef (USA), OAJI (USA).

All manuscripts are peer reviewed by experts in the respective field. Authors of
the manuscripts bear responsibility for their content, credibility and reliability.

Editorial board doesn’t expect the manuscripts’ authors to always agree with its
opinion.

Postal Address: 1367/4, Stara Vajnorska str.,  Release date 20.09.18.
Bratislava — Nove Mesto, Slovak Republic, Format 21 x 29,7/4.
83104

Website: http://ejournal32.com/ Headset Georgia.
E-mail: aphr2o10@mail.ru

Founder and Editor: Academic Publishing Order Ne RJS-6.
House Researcher s.r.o.

© Russian Journal of Sociology, 2018

Russian Journal of Sociology

N
o
ek
Qo



Russian Journal of Sociology, 2018, 4(1)

CONTENTS

Articles and Statements

The Justification of Configuration of Instruments Activation of the Resource Potential
of the Neighborhood Community of Apartment House
O.V. KUPEDIKO .cevieiiieciieeiteeie ettt et eeteeste e e sae e ae e aae e s saeesaseessaesnsaesssesssseesssessnsessssessseesnes

Nature of Religion
The Cognitive-Developmental Approach as the Grand Theory of Religion
G.W. Oesterdiekhoff .........ccooiiiiii et

Modeling the Interaction of Ethnic Groups: New Aspects
O.V. TIKNANYCHEV ...ttt s st

10




Russian Journal of Sociology, 2018, 4(1)

Copyright © 2018 by Academic Publishing House Researcher s.r.o. g 1]

£ k. . Published in the Slovak Republic Russian Journal of Sociology

* + Russian Journal of Sociology r

+ * Has been issued since 2015.
E-ISSN 2413-7545
2018, 4(1): 3-9

i

DOI: 10.13187/1js.2018.1.3 {1
www.ejournal32.com

Articles and Statements

The Justification of Configuration of Instruments Activation of the Resource
Potential of the Neighborhood Community of Apartment House

Olena V. Kupenko 2"
aSumy State University, Ukraine

Abstract

The neighboring community in Ukrainian city is considered as a controversial phenomenon.
The resource potential of such communities requires implementation in such contexts: helping
people in difficult life circumstances; promotion of democracy and wide participation of citizens in
solving local issues; ensuring proper condition and improving the quality of housing stock in
apartment buildings in the context of reforming the country's housing and utilities sector.

We focus on the principle of enhancing the resource potential of the neighborhood
community. The practice of implementing this principle is developing slowly, and a theoretical
analysis of the concept of “neighbor community” reveals a number of significant contradictions,
which are caused by this.

The article uses a systematic approach in the aggregate of structural and functional analysis,
analysis of mutual relations and influences of subjects, analysis of the external environment of
neighboring communities, their contradictions are highlighted. Each of these contradictions
requires separate discussions about the proposed formulations and approaches to their resolution.

Keywords: neighborhood community, systems approach, principle of enhancing the
resource potential of the neighborhood community of an apartment building, internal supporting
functions, tools.

1. BBegenue

Coceznckasi OOITHOCTh B MHOTOKBAPTUPHOM JIOM€ COBPEMEHHOTO YKPAWMHCKOTO TOPOJia — 3TO
MIPOTUBOPEYUBBIA (PEHOMEH, PECYPCHBIA MOTEHIHAI KOTOPOTO peayln30BaH He B IOJIHOU Mepe.
N.A. lllmepsiHa XapaKTepPU3YyeT COCEACTBO KAaK BBIHYKJAEHHBIH, HaBSI3aHHBIU (PAKT, C KOTOPHIM
HAJI0 CUUTATHCS, B TO K€ BpeMs — MOTEHINAJIbHBIA pecypc momoinu u noanepkku (IlImepiuna,
2006). Takoi pecypc HE0OXO0INM, 10 KpaiiHel Mepe, B TpeX KOHTEKCTaX.

Bo-nepBrIX, KOI/Ia rocy/lapcTBeHHas cucTeMa obeclieynBaeT JIUIIb MUHUMAJIbHBIX YPOBEHb
(dopmupoBaHUS U pa3BUTHUS JIMYHOCTH, BBISABJIEHHUsS W HEUTPATU3AIUN HETATUBHBIX (DAKTOPOB,
3aIUTHI B CJIOXKHBIX JKU3HEHHBIX 00CTOATEIBCTBAX, TOT/A 0cOO0€e 3HaUeHNe TPHOOpeTaeT IMOMOIIb
U HOJIZIEPKKA CO CTOPOHBI Pa3HOOOPA3HBIX COIUAIBHBIX ceTed. M. Payjcenn BbijieisieT IPYIIIbI,
00BbeKTUBHO 0o0Jiee 3aBUCHUMBIE OT KWJIOU CpeZlbl U HUCIOJIB3YIOI[Ue ee KaK BaXKHBIM pecypc —
TOKUJIble, UHBAJIUbI, CEMbU C JETbMHU U HEIOJIHbIE CEMbU, MHUTPAHTHl B CTQJWU aJamTalllU.

* Corresponding author
E-mail addresses: e.v.kupenko@gmail.com (O.V. Kupenko)
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B3anmHyi0 oMoIIb aBTOP cYUTaeT HauboJiee crienuduieckoi U COIUAIbHO 3HAYNMOHN pyHKIEH
cocejickoro obienus (Payscernr, 1998).

Bo-BTOpbIX, cocesickas OOITHOCTh MMeeT IMOTEHIHAJ CBA3YIONIETO 3B€HA MEK/Y OTAETbHBIM
YyeJIOBEKOM (ceMbeil) 1 00IIeCTBOM, TOCYZITAPCTBOM B IEJIOM, YEM MOXKET CO/IEHCTBOBATH PA3BUTHIO
WHCTUTYTOB JIEeMOKpDaTHHM M Y4YacTHUsA TpPakJlaH B pelleHuH BOIIPOCOB MECTHOTO 3HAueHUs.
JlocTaTOYHO aKTUBHO TAKYIO CBA3YIOIIYIO POJIb PEIN3YIOT 001IecTBeHHbIe opranu3anuu. OqHaKo
cocefickue OOIIHOCTH MOTyT obecreyuTh 0OoJiee ITUPOKYI0 BOBJIEUEHHOCTh TPaKIaH.
CooTBeTcTBYyIOIIAasl 3aKOHOJaTebHAsA 0a3a — 3akoH YkpaumHbl «IIpo opranu camooprasizarii
HaCeJIEHHS» — pPerJIaMeHTUPYET JIesITeTbHOCTD JIOMOBBIX, YINYHBIX, KBAPTAJTbHBIX KOMUTETOB.

B-Tperbux, cocefckas OOIIHOCTh WrpaeT ONpEAEsAIIIYI0 pOJb B obeclieueHUU
HQ/IJIEJKAIETO COCTOSHUS U TOBBIIIEHUM KadyecTBa JKWJIUIIHOTO (POH/A B MHOTOKBAPTUPHBIX
JIOMaX, IJle eCTh YacTHasA COOCTBEHHOCTD OT/IEJIBHOTO YeJIOBEKA, 4 eCTh Hepas/ieJIbHAsA COBMECTHAS
cOOCTBEHHOCTH Pa3HBIX JIofied. B cBsA3H ¢ pepopMupoBaHmeM 3aKOHOIATEIBHON 0a3bl KIJIHIITHO-
KOMMYHaJIbHOU cdepbl YKpauHbl, BHeJ[peHHEM HOBBIX (HOpPM yIpaBJeHUs, CO3/1aHUEM
00BeIMTHEHUN COBJIAJZIEBIIEB MHOTOKBAPTUPHBIX JIOMOB OTKPBIBAIOTCS IIMPOKHE BO3MOKHOCTH
MIOBBIIIEHUA KavuecTBa KWIbA. OTAenpHaA Hanboiee akTUBHAS YaCTh HACeJIEHUS STUM I10JIb3YeTCA.
Bmecte ¢ Tem marepHanIM3M U yXOJ, OT OTBETCTBEHHOCTH JAPYIOM YacTU CTaBUT BOIPOC O
MIPUTOTHOCTHU K IKCILTyaTalluy U 6€30IaCHOCTH KIIMIITHOTO (POH/A.

Kaxx/iplii M3 mepeumnc/IeHHBIX KOHTEKCTOB B COBPEMEHHOH YKpaWHe OUYeBHUEH, HauboJiee
peam3dyeM  celiyac  KOHTEKCT  pedOpPMHPOBAHUA  KWIMIIHO-KOMMYHAJIBHONU  cdepsl.
Ho akTyasibHBIME SBJISAIOTCA Pa3pab0OTKU MEXaHU3MOB BCEX TPEX KOHTEKCTOB.

B paHHOU cTaThe BHHMAHHE COCPEIOTOYEHO HA MPUHIUIIE AKTUBHU3AIMH PECYPCHOTO
MIOTEHIINAJIA COCE/ICKOM OOIITHOCTH MHOTOKBAPTHPHOTO ZIoMa. UTO HE OTPUIIAET YIaCTH BHEITHUX
CYOBEKTOB — DKCIIEPTOB, IIPEACTABUTENIEH TOCYJAPCTBEHHOM BJIACTH MECTHOTO CaMOYIIPaBJIEHUS.
Ho Bexmymumy areHTaMu U3MEHEHUN €CTh CAaMU WIEHBI COCEICKUX OOIIHOCTEH ¢ MX 3HAHUAMU U
OTIBITOM.

OnHako IpaKTHKa peasn3alnuy IPHUHIUIIA aKTUBHU3AIUY PECYPCHOTO MTOTEHIIHAIA COCE/ICKOMN
OOITHOCT MHOTOKBAPTHUPHOTO JIOMAaCTaJIKUBAETCH CO MHOKECTBOM IIPOTHUBOPEYUH, CBA3AHHBIX C
MIOHATHUEM «COCeZCTBO». IIOTOMYy 1Liesibl0 CTaThbU €CTh TEOPETHYECKUH aHajIu3 CYILIHOCTU 3TOTO
MOHATHUSA 11 OOOCHOBAaHUS KOMIUIEKTAIIMM WHCTPYMEHTOB peau3anuu chOpMyJTHPOBAHHOTO
MIpUHIUIA.

2. MarepuaJjbl 1 METOABbI

B cratbe WUCIIOJB30BAaH CHCTEMHBIH TOJXOJ B COBOKYIIHOCTH CTPYKTypHOTO U
(pYHKIIMOHAILHOTO aHaJIW3a, aHAJIN3a B3aUMHBIX OTHOIIEHWH W BJIUSHUHA CyOBEKTOB, aHAIN3a
BJIMSTHUS BHEIITHEN CPEJIbI.

CTpYyKTYpHBIN aHaIW3 IIPEJIIOoJIaraeT BhIZEJIEHHE CYOBEKTOB CHCTEMBI U CBSI3EH MEXKIY
HUMHU. B anHOM ciygae cyObeKTaMH paccMaTpuBaloTcs cocenr. CBA3M MeXAy HUMU
oxapakrepusyeM, ccbulagcb Ha E.B. Pary3oBy, Takumu cmbicaamu:  auddgepeHnuanus
(BakperuieHHas1 B TPOCTPAHCTBE aBTOHOMHOCTD JINYHOU TEPPUTOPHUU M KOHTPOJIb KXKOTO coceia
HaJ HeW); B3aMMHOCTh M CHMMETPUYHOCTH (B3aMMHasi 00YCJIOBJIEHHOCTb JE€UCTBUM, MOCTYIIKOB,
MepeXUBAHUA U OTHOIIEHUH MEXKIY COCEISIMH); 3HAUUMOCTH (BKJIIOUEHHOCTD COIMAJIBHON POJIU
«coces» B HOMEHKJIATYPY OJIMIKHEro Kpyra JIMYHOCTH, ITO3UIIMOHUPOBAHUE €ro KaKk 3HAYUMOTO
IIpyroro); moOpokeyiaTeIbHOCTh (HOPMATHUBHO  MPEAIIOJIATAIOTCS — BEXJIMBO-HEUTPAJIbHBIE,
IO3UTHBHbIE, IPUBETJINBbIE, JIPDYKETIOOHBIE OTHOIIEHUs, HEeCMOTpPs Ha  BO3MOXKHYIO
ITIOBEPXHOCTHOCTh W (OPMAJIbHOCTh KOMMYHHKAIIMI); BBIHYKJIEHHOCTb, CBA3aHHOCTH CO
CIyJalHBIM CTE€UYEeHHEeM OOCTOSTEJIbCTB B pPe3yJIbTaTeé KOTOPBIX JIFOAU CTAHOBATCA COCEISIMHU
(oTcyTcTBHE BO3MOXKHOCTH JIMYHOTO BBIOOpA M CYOBEKTUBHOTO KOHTDOJISI HaJ HCXOHOM
CUTyaIiel); comocraBjieHue (JIMYHOCTb MPAKTUUYECKH BCETZa OIEHWBAaeT ceOs, CBOW JIeUCTBUS,
YyBCTBA M YCTAaHOBKHU 4yepe3 JIpyroro, B 4acTHOCTH uepe3 cocena) (Psrysosa, 2017).

W3 mpuBeneHHBIX CMBICJIOB CHENUMUYHBIM JJIA COCEACKOU OOIIHOCTH, IMPEACTABJISETCS
CJIy9aHOCTB, OTCYTCTBHE BBIOOPA U CYOBEKTUBHOTO KOHTPOJIA.

Jl;is mporeccoB co37aHUsl COCEACKHX OOIMHOCTEH aKTyaJbHOW ecTh mpobiiema aeduimra
cpeau CyOBEKTOB CHCTEMBI pecypcoB Juzepa. JI.A. HaiiieHoBa akIleHTHpyeT BHUMaHHE HA TOM,
YTO «ITOTEHITUATbHBIE JINEPHI HE BKJIA/IBIBAIOT B TEPPUTOPUATIBHBIN THIT OOIITHOCTH CBOU pecypc
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BpeMeHHN U3-3a MpodecCHOHATIPHOW 3aHATOCTH U 0e3pa3imyus K OJIaromoyduio TPOMAaibl».
Hab6monaercsa «eHOMeH BTOPOCTEIIEHHOCTH TEPPUTOPHUAIBHON o0ImHOCTH» (HaiinpoHoBa, 2012).

Takum o06pa3oM, ¢ OJTHON CTOPOHBI MMeeM CHTyaluio Jeduiura JUAEPCKOTO pecypcea, C
ZIPYTO — 0cOOYIO CI0KHOCTD JIUAEPCTBA B TPYIIIE JIIOJIeN, BBIHYKEHHBIX ObITh BMecTe. OTHUM U3
€CTeCTBEHHBIX PEIIeHNI Ha3BAaHHOTO MPOTHBOPEYHs MPEJICTABIIAETCSA COBOKYITHOCTh TPEHUHTOBBIX
U KOYYMHTOBBIX IPOTPAMM JJI MOTEHIIUMAJIBHBIX JIUJAEPOB U HMHUIIMATUBHBIX TPYII COCEICKHX
OOIIIHOCTEMH.

B pamkax ¢pyHKIMOHAJIBHOTO aHAIM3a B COOTBETCTBUU C HA3BAHHBIMH BBIIIE KOHTEKCTAMU
COCEICKUX OOIIHOCTEN HAa30BEM CIIeAyIoNre (PYHKITUN:

—TIOMOIIIb U MOJ/IEPKKA, B T.U. JJIA JIOAEHN B CJIOXKHBIX )KU3HEHHBIX 00CTOATEIIbCTBAX;

—obecreueHne IEMOKPATUIECKOTO YIaCTHs JII0JIeH B ZieJlaX MECTHOTO 3HAUEHUST;

—yIpaBJieHUe COBMECTHOH Hepas/ieTbHOH COOCTBEHHOCTBIO.

Ceprnasch Ha JIk. [[>kelikobca OTIOJTHUM 3TOT CIIHCOK eIlle ABYMs (PyHKIUAMU:

—obecrieueHre 6€30IIaCHOCTH Yepe3 cucTeMy He(popMasIbHOTO HAOJIIO/IEHUS;

—BJINSTHHE Ha YJIMYHYIO coltuanusanuo aeren (/I>xeiikooc, 2011).

HazBanabpie GyHKOUN KiIaccUUIUPYeM Kak QYHKIUA-TEIN. BbIIeIMM Takke ¢
BHyTpeHHHE obOecrneunBaoomue ¢yHknuu. Chopmynupyem ux, onupasch Ha pabory ®. Ténnuca
«O6mHocTh 1 0611ecTBo» (TEHHMC, 2002):

—dyHKIUA AOCTOMHCTBA (WJIM aBTOPUTETA) — 3TO MPEBOCXO/CTBO B CUJIE, IPUMEHSIEMOE BO
6J1ar0 MOTYMHEHHOMY WJIM cOOOPa3yIoleecs ¢ ero BoJIEH U IIOTOMY HaXOJAIIee y HETO MO/IEPIKKY.
Takas cusia o6ycIaBINBaeTCA:

1) «BOEBOJCKMM» aBTOPUTETOM (B JejiaX IOJTBEPKIEHHON XpaOpOCThIO, CIIOCOOHOCTHIO
coOupaTh W TPUBOAUTH B TOPANOK HMEIONINECS PECYPChl, BO3IVIABJIATH JESATEIHHOCTD,
MIpeAIPUHUMATH BCE, YTO MOJIE3HO JIJIsI COBMECTHOTO JIEHCTBUS, U 3aIPEIIATh BCE, UTO BPETHO JIJIS
HEro);

2) aBTOPHUTET MaCTEPCTBA;

3) aBTOPUTET MYAPOCTH (IpsAyIlee CKPBITO OT HAC, IOTOMY IIPABIJIbHBIE PEIIEHUS MOTYT
OBITh, CKOpee, YraJlaHbl WU IMPEAYCMOTPEHBI CBEAYIINM 4YeJIOBEKOM, a He JIOCTYIHBI C
OYEBHU/THOCTBHIO B3TJIAAY KaXK/I0TO);

4) TOCTOWHCTBO CyAWUTH (yJaKUBaTh BHYTPEHHHE Pa3foOpbl MOCPEACTBOM YOEIUTETHHOTO
peleHusn);

—BCAKOMY JIOCTOUHCTBY HPOTHBOCTOUT CJIyXeHue. B cuimy obsasanus OGOJMBIINMU WA
MEHBIITUMH 00S3aHHOCTSMH U NMMPUBUJIETHSIMH, B PAMKaX OOIIHOCTHU IO €€ BOJIE CYIIECTBYIOT HJIU
BO3HUKAI0 peasbHble HepaBeHcTBA. OHM MOTYT BO3pacTaTh JIUIIb JO H3BECTHOTO IIPEZEsIa,
32 KOTOPBIM yIIpa3HsAeTCA OOIIHOCTE;

—B3aMMOIIOHUMAHHE KakK o0Inas CBA3YOM[as HACTPOEHHOCTh, B KOTOPOU €CTh BOJIS
oOurHOCTH. B3anMonoHNUMaHue OCHOBBIBAaeTCs HAa 3HAHUU JIPYT JIpyra B TOM Mepe, B KaKOU OHO
OTKDPBIBAETCA yYaCTHEM OJHOTO YEeJIOBEKa B JKU3HU JApyroro. IIpm 5TOM OAHOH CTOpPOHE JaeTcs
IIPaBO PYKOBOJICTBA, IPYTOH — MOCIIYIIIaHHE;

—OOIITHOCTHYI0 BOJIIO MOJKHO YIIOAOOHUTH MOJYAJIUBOMY JIOTOBOPY B  OTHOIIEHUH
00s13aHHOCTEN U MIPUBUJIETHH, 100pa U 3J1a. ATO MO/IPA3yMEBAET eIMHEHNE, KaK €CJIH ObI OHO yiKe
coctositoch. OJTHAKO B PEASIbHOCTU TAaKOTO €IMHEHHs HeJb3s JOCTUYb, CKOJIBKO OBl JIETKO He
JIOCTUTJIFICh PAa3HOTO pOJia JIOTOBOPEHHOCTU. B 6JIarompUATHBIX YCJIOBHAX OOIIHOCTHAS BOJIS
pou3pacTaeT M pacIBeTaeT, KaK pacTeHHe IIPOWCXOJUT OT pacTeHusA. MHOTOC/IOXKHbBIE
obpaszoBaHUs OOIIHOCTEH CcOJEep>KaThbCs B HJlee CeMbU Kak Haubosiee OOIIETO BbIPAKEHUS
OOIIHOCTH;

—KU3Hb OOILIHOCTU MPOXOJUT BO B3aMMHOM BJIQJIEHUU U ITOJB30BAHUU OOIIMMHU OJiaramu.
BoJia x BJ1aJ1IeHUIO U TOJIB30BAHUIO €CTh BOJISI K OXPAHEHUIO U 3aIIUTE;

—0co0Oble IPUYMHBI PAHO WJIU MO3/IHO NMPUBOJAAT K pacrajy OOJIBIINUX TPYII HAa MeEHbIIHE.
Ho xaxkmas rpymma, He CMOTpPS Ha JeJieHUe, CIIOCOOHA COXPAHATHCS B PACHABIIMXCSA YACTAX U
Jlasplile  OKas3bIBaTh BozjedcTBHe. ! 5T0 HEOOXOAWMO B 0OCTOATENIBCTBAX, TPEOYIOMINX
B3aUMOIIOMOIIIY U COBMECTHBIX JIEHCTBUU.

Taxkum obGpasoM, i1 peaqn3anyyl BHYTPEHHUX O0ecleunBaIouX (yHKIUN HeoOXoamMma
pabora siiziepa ¥ OOIIHOCTH B 1ieJIoM. [IpuBeseM ps HHCTPYMEHTOB, ¢ IIOMOIIIBI0 KOTOPBIX MOXKHO
obecrieuuTh Takue pabOThI: TeMaTUYECKHEe COOOIIECTBA B CONMATIBHBIX ceTAX B IHTepHeT; KapThl
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pPecypcoB, 3aIlyCKaIOIIHe IIPOIECCH Pa3BUTHSA; CTPATCECUU W HHIAUBHUAYaJIbHOE COIPOBOXKIEHHE
3allyCKa IPOEKTOB; OaHKM BpeMeHU, (OHBI MECTHBIX COOOIINECTB, OOINECTBEHHbBIE IIEHTPHI;
COBMeCTHBIN ocyT. OUueBUHO, YTO MPUBENEHHBI KOMIUIEKT HHCTPYMEHTOB He IOJTHBIN, TaK KaK
He y4TeHbl 0COOEHHOCTH B3aNMHBIX OTHOIIIEHUH B COCEICKOM OOIITHOCTH.

BiusiHMe OMHUX YIEHOB OOIIHOCTH HA APYTHX 3aBUCHUT OT BO3pACTa, 10J1a, HAIITHOHAIBHOCTH,
COITMATLHOTO cTaTyca. FiMeeT 3HaYeHHeE XapaKTep, CAaMOOIIEHKa, YPOBEHb OOIUTETLHOCTH, a TAaKKe
OTHOITIEHHE K COCEJCKOU OOIIMHOCTH W YK€ HWMEIOIIUHUCS OIBIT Y4YacTHsA, Tpagumui (Wim ux
OTCYTCTBUE).

OTHOIIIEHUsI MEXAY YWiIeHaMH OOIIHOCTH YCJIOXKHSIIOTCS BKJIFOYEHHOCTHIO B pa3HbIE€ POJIH:
OT/IEJTbHBIN YeJIOBEK, UJIEeH CEMbH, WIEH COCEACKOH OOIHOCTU, WIEH TPYZAOBOTO KOJIIEKTHBA,
JKUTEJIb Topoza. IIpu 3TOM WHTEpechl KaXKIOU POJIM MOTYT Pa3HUTHCS BIUIOTH 0 KOHQMJIHUKTA
WHTEPECOB, KOHKYPHUPOBAHUS 32 PECYPCHI.

BocripusiTe OT/IEJIBHBIM UYEJIOBEKOM COCEJICTBA KaK «MacChl JIIOAEH» CIIOCOOCTBYET
n30eraHuI0 WHIAUBHUIOM CHTYaIllUdl MOPAaJbHOTO BHIOOpA M CHATHUIO JIMYHOH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH,
dbopMupoBaHHI0 MOTPEOUTENHCKOTO CTWIS KU3HU (CHIOpEHKO, 2009). A 3TO 3HAYUT, YTO
cozielicTBie B (POPMHUPOBAHUU COCEICKUX OOIHOCTEH HEe MOJKET OrPaHUYHBATHCS TOJIBKO
TPEHUHTOBBIMU ¥ KOYYHHTOBHMBI IIPOTPAMMAaMH JJIsl MOTEHIHAJIbHBIX JIUJEPOB, HO JOJIKHO
BKJIIOUATh Pa3HOOOpa3HbIe METOJIbI U MHCTPYMEHTHI IIIMPOKOTO BOBJIeueHUs1 cocezeii. Hauboltee
yIOOHBIMU B OTOH CBA3W Ha JIAHHOM JTalle IIPEJCTaBJIAIOTCA WHCTPYMEHTBI COCEICKUX
MPa3HUKOB, a TAK)KE TeMaTUYECKHE COIIUAIbHbIE CETH B VIHTEpPHET.

BaxxHbIM mpezicTaBIsAeTCsI 00OpPaTUTh BHUMaHHUEM Ha MOZAYC OOpbhOBI KaK OJIMH U3 CIIOCOOOB
CYIIIeCTBOBAaHMs JIMJIEpa COCECKON OOIIHOCTH. Pedyb wWAET He TOJIBKO O MEXTPYIIIOBOM
B3aMMOJIECTBUH ¢ MHCTUTYIHAMU (Hanpumep, 2KOKamn), a Takke o popme BHyTpeHHEN OOPHOBI
¢ pasHoxymHbIMH. JI.A. HaiijeHoBa packpsiBaeT (eHOMeH paclIMpeHHOU WIeHTUu(pUKAIUuu
guznepa ¢ mpobsieMaMu OOIIHOCTH, YCHJIEHWE WHAWUBHAYaJIbHONH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a OOIIYIO
TepPUTOPHI0. be3 Takoro mepeHeceHHs CBOEH Ype3MepPHON AKTUBHOCTH Ha pellleHHe IpoOseM
obmrHOCTH, 6e3 mepcoHuduKanuu cebst ¢ OONMTHOCTHIO (IIPUCBOEHUS BJIACTU HABEJEHUS MOPSIKA)
rpoitecc 60pbOBI 3a co3/jaHKe 00ITHOCTU He HaunHaeTcs (HaliapoHoBa, 2012).

Crnemyer OTMETUTb, YTO IMPUCYTCTBYIOINAS B NMPAKTHKE MapTHUHAJIBHOCTH (KaK COCTOSTHHE
YyeJIOBEKA Ha TPaHH JIBYX KyJbTYP, a 3HAUUT He IPUMBIKAHUE K KyJIbType (OPMUPYIOIIEHCS
COCeZICKOU OOIITHOCTH) BBICTYIIAET KaK (PAKTOpP, KOTOPBIN TOPMO3UT Pa3BUTHE OOITHOCTU U TpebyeT
K cebe OTZeJIbHOTO BHUMAaHMUS.

Eme omuH s7eMeHT aHajiM3a B paMKaX CHCTEMHOTO IIOJIX0/Ia K KCCJIEIOBAHUIO TOHSATHS
«cocezicKast OOITHOCTh» — ATO BJIEMEHT aHAIN3a BHEIITHEH CPeJIbI.

B smanHOM ciyvyae paccMaTpUBaeM BHEIIHIOK CpeAy Kak TEePPUTOPUIO, Ha KOTOPOH
dyHKIIMOHMpPYeT cocenckas oOmHOCTH. M. Payacenm mpejjiaraer OPUHATH BO BHHMAaHUE
XapaKTEPUCTUKU TEPPUTOPUH, KOTOPHIE CIIOCOOCTBYIOT COCEACKHMM KOHTaKTaM: 1) YCJIOBHS,
MTOBBIIIAIINE BEPOSITHOCTh BCTPEY M CIIOCOOCTBYIOIME YaCThIM CJIyYaHBIM HEHaBSI3YHUBBIM
KOHTaKTaM; 2) YCJIOBUS, PEeryJUpYIOIIFe WHTEHCUBHOCTh KOHTAKTa; 3) YCJIOBHUS, CO3/IAIOIINeE
CUTyaIUI0, PACIIOJIATAIONIYI0 K OOIIeHHI0 (HarmpuMep, 3CTETUUYECKas MPHUSITHOCT bOKPY>KEHUS,
YXO3KEHHOCTh CPEJbl, ITPECTUKHOCTh MECTA); 4) YCJIOBUs, MPEAOCTABJIAIONINE BO3MOKHOCTH JIJIst
COBMECTHOM JiesiTeIbHOCTH KuTesen (Payzcernrr, 1998).

C apyro#t cTOpoHBI, (PaKT OTCYTCTBUSA IEPEUHCIEHHBIX YCIOBUN HE MOMKET PacCMaTPUBAThCS
Kak MpobjeMa, CKOpee KaK BO3MOKHOCTH ITPOEKTOB Pa3BUTHSA, KOTODPHIE BIIOJTHE MOTYT OBITH
peasTn30BaHbl IIPH MOJIJIEPKKE MACTHOM BJIACTH.

3. O6cy:kneHue

CucTeMHBIH OAXO/, B UCCIEIOBAHNY MOHATUA «COCEACKasA OOIHOCTb» IM03BOJINJI BBIIEIUTD
TaKue IPOTHUBOPEYUHS:

- C OHOU CTOPOHBI, B CTPYKTYPY COCEJICKOI OOIIHOCTH JIIOJIM O0BEeAUHEHBI 10 CIyYalHOMY
CTEYEHHIO OOCTOSITEJIHCTB, IPU 3TOM II€PEXOJT U3 OJHOU OOIIHOCTH B JAPYTYI0 MMEET MHOKECTBO
OTPAaHUYEHUH; C IPYTOH CTOPOHBI, HaboAaeTcss (eHOMEH BTOPHUYHOCTH COCE/ICKUX OOIITHOCTEH B
MPUOPUTETAX JIIOZEW W, KaK OJAWH W3 PEe3yJbTaToB, AeUIIUT JIUIEPCKOTO pecypca B TaKHX
OOIIIHOCTSIX;

- C O/IHOW CTOPOHBI, BOCIPHUATHE COCEACTBA KaK «MAaCChl» IMPUBOJAUT K CHATHIO JIMYHOU
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, (POPMUPOBAHUAI ITOTPEOUTEIHCKOTO CTWJIS KU3HU; C JAPYTOHM — CO3/IaHUE
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OOITHOCTH He HauyHeTcs 0e3 MepeHeceHUs KEM-TO U3 COceZleld CBOed aKTHBHOCTU Ha pelleHue
po6JieM OOIITHOCTH, 6€3 TPHUCBOEHHS BJIACTH;

- C OJTHOU CTOPOHBI, OOITHOCTD IIPEAIIoIaraeT B3auMHOE BJIaJieHHE U IIOJIb30BaHHE, BOJIO K
XpaHEHHIO U 3all[UTe; C APYrOd — IpeleeHThl MApTHHAJIBHOCTH TOPMO3SAT PAa3BUTHE OOIIHOCTH,
HAHOCSAT yIep0 BJIaJIEHUIO U IT0JIb30BAHUIO.

BeiesieHHble TPOTHBOpeUYHs TPeOYIOT JajbHEHIENd ANUCKYCCUM YW B OTHOIIEHUU UX
(opMy/STMPOBOK B YCJIOBUSIX KOHKPETHOHM COCEJCKOW OOIIHOCTH, ¥ B OTHOIIEHUU COITHMAJIbHBIX
MPUHITATIOB, TEXHOJIOTUHM, WHCTPYMEHTOB peasu3anuu. Tak OTeJbHOU JHCKyCCHU Tpebyer
MMPOTHBOpEYHE, CBSI3aHHOE C HEOOXOAUMOCTBI0 KOMY-TO B3ATh Ha cebs OTBETCTBEHHOCTh U
HEJIOMYCTUMOCThIO 3TOTO KaK IIOBOAA IS CHATHSA JIMYHOH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH JPYTHMHU.
CdhopmympoBaHHOE MPOTHBOPEUHE HE €CTh TOJIBKO ITPOAYKTOM TEOPETHYECKOTO aHaIM3a, HO U
HaOJII0/IEeHNEM TTPAKTUKH.

Takke IUCKYCCHOHHBIM €CTh YTBEpXK/€HHE O MaprHHAJIBHOCTA KaK TOPMO3€ Pa3BUTHUSI
obrrHoCcTH. Bo3MOkHO, maske, HA0OOpPOT, HAa TpaHHUIle OOITHOCTH WJIM 3a TPaHUIEH OOIIHOCTU
MOTYT OBITh 3aJIeiCTBOBAHBI PECYPCHI, CIIOCOOHbIE AKTHBU3UPOBATh €€ BHYTPEHHUE PECYPCHI.
Tak 3apOoKJAIOIMIKUNCA JIUAEPCKUH IMOTEHIIHAT JIOMOBOTO KOMHUTETa MHOTOKBApPTHPHOTO J0Ma
MOJKeT OBITh IOJJIEPKAaH Yepe3 MeXaHHU3M TPYII CAMOIIOMOINM IPHU YYaCTHUU JIHAEPOB JPYTHUX
0O0ILIIHOCTEH.

CaMu  BbBIIBJIGHHBIE IIPOTHBOPEYHS MOTYT OBITh BBIHECEHBI Ha  OOCYXKIeHHe
3apOXKAAIOIIEMYCS COCEICKOMY COOOIIECTBY M CTaTh MHCTPYMEHTOM Pa3BUTHSA.

4. Pe3yabTarsl

B cooTBeTCTBHMM C I€JIbI0 CTaTbU HA OCHOBE BBIITOJITHEHHOTO TEOPETHYECKOTO aHaIu3a
CYIITHOCTU TIOHSATHUS «COCEJICKass OOITHOCTH» CHOPMYJIMpPYyeM PEKOMEHJAIMN K KOMILIEKTAIuU
WHCTPYMEHTOB aKTHBHU3AI[UX PECYPCHOTO MTOTEHIIHAIA COCEICKOU OOIIHOCTH :

—pexkoMeHAaIUH OJ10Ka «JIumep»:

O OpraHu3anus CHelUaabHbIX TPOTPAMM JIMYHOCTHOTO PAa3BUTHA KaK TPEHUHTOBBIX, TaK U
KOYYHHTOBBIX;

o TpUBJIEYEHHE Ha TMPOrpaMMbl I JIMAEPOB COCEJICKUX OOIIHOCTEH JIMIEPOB
OOIIECTBEHHBIX OpTaHU3AlMN KaK JIIoZled, KOTOpble MOTYT TIOJEJIUThCA OIBITOM ¢ Kak
MTOTEHITUATLHBIX JIUJEPOB COCEJICKUX OOITHOCTEN;

¢ pekoMeHAauu 6J10Ka « OOITHOCTb»

O OpraHusamnys Ha Ha4YaJbHOM JTame Jerkux ¢opM B3auMojAelcTBUus (HampuMep,
COCeJICKHE MPa3THUKH) C TTOCTEAYIOIINM UX YCI0KHEHUEM;

o obecrieueHre IMyOJTMYHOCTH ITPOUCXO/ISAIIETO JIJIST BCEX COCE/IEH;

O TPEACTABJAIOTCA HEIeJIeCcOOOPa3HBIMHU «KAaOWHETHBIE» PeIlIeHUs] JIUCKYCCHOHHBIX
BOIIPOCOB COCEJICKUX OOIIHOCTEH, PEKOMEH/IyeM COOTBETCTBYIOII[HE CTPATCECCUHM U JWCKYCCUU B
caMOM OOIIIHOCTH;

® pekoMeH1aIu M 0JI0Ka « AHAJIU3 PECYPCOB»:

O TPEANOYTUTESLHBIMU IIPEJICTABJIAIOTCA pPabOThI IO aHAJM3Y PECYPCOB OOIITHOCTH,
B CPaBHEHUH C AaHAJIU30M ee IIpo0sIeM;

O aHaJIM3 PECYPCOB OOITHOCTU TpeOyeT AOBEPUS K HHUITUATOPY;

e pekoMeHaaIuu 0J10Ka «BbIXo/1 32 paMKu»:

O JIUAEPY-UHUITIATOPY COCEACKOHN OOIIHOCTU HY’KHA ITOZIEPIKUBAIOIAS cpefa, HalpuMmep,
TPYIIIIBI CAMOIIOMOIIH C IIPUBJIEUEHHUEM IPYTHX JIU/IEPOB;

O HaJIM4YHe MapTUHAJIBHOCTH B OOIITHOCTH HE BCET/Ia IIoMeXa, a, BO3MOXKHO, ITOBOJT BBIMTHU 3a
PaMKH U YBUETh HOBBIE ITEPCIIEKTUBBL.

5. 3aKJII0oYeHue

1. PecypcHbIll OTeHITUAM COCEJICKUX ODOIIHOCTEN B MHOTOKBAPTUPHBIX IOMaX MOXKET OBIThH
HCIIOJIb30BaH /IJISl TIOMOIIY B CJIOXKHBIX JKU3HEHHBIX 00CTOATEIBCTBAX, /IS COJNEUCTBUA YUACTUIO
JIIOJIE B peIlIeHHU BOIIPOCOB MECTHOTO 3HA4Y€HWsd, JJI Pa3BUTUA IKWIHITHO-KOMMYHAJIbHON
cdepsl. XOTA HA JAHHBI MOMEHT peayin3alys NepevrcaIeHHbIX QYyHKIUNA-1IeIel TPOUCXOIUT He
5 HEKTUBHO.
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2. B Teopuu 060CHOBBIBAETCS MPUHIUIT AaKTHBU3AIUA PECYPCHOTO MOTEHITHAIA COCEJCKOU
OOITHOCTH MHOTOKBAapTHUPHOTO JIOMa, pa3pabaThIBaIOTCS WHCTPYMEHTAPHUU ISl €r0 peaTu3aluu.
Ha mpaxTuke ke 5T UHCTPYMEHTHI BHEAPSIOTCS MeJIEHHO.

3. CUCTeMHBIH aHaIU3 CYIIHOCTH TIOHATHUS «COCEACKAash OOIIMHOCTh» OTKPBIBAET P/
MIPOTUBOPEYUH, KOTOPhlE TOMY IPUYHHON. IDTH MPOTUBOPEUUs] CBA3AHBI CO CIIYYAHHOCTHIO
COCEJICTBa, BOCIIPUATHEM COCEICTBA KaK «Macchl», AeDUIIMTOM JIUJIEPCKOTO Pecypca, HAJIMIUeM
CYOBEKTUBHBIX U OOBEKTUBHBIX TPAHUI] MEXK/Y JIIOJbMH, OTOJABUTAHUEM CYOBEKTOB U OOBEKTOB
OOIITHOCTH 32 TPAHUILY BOCIIPUATHUS.

4. Ina peanmusaruu (GyHKIUH-TIETEH COCEACKUX OOIIHOCTEH HEOOXOAUMBIMH SIBJISIOTCS
BHYTpeHHHE obecrieunBaiomue (QYHKIIMUA, HAIpaBJIEHHbIE Ha CO3/IaHWE W Pa3BUTHE CAMHX
obmrHOCTel. THCTpyMEHTAMU peaylu3aluy MOCTAeAHUN eCTh, HAIIPUMED, CTPATCECCHUH, COCEICKIE
MPa3/THUKHU, TDEHUHTH ¥ KOYJIHHT.

5. IIpomecc co3zmaHWss W Pa3BUTHA COCEACKOW OOMIHOCTH TpebyeT BpeMeHH U He
OTPAHUYHUBAETCS KAKUM-TO OJTHUM M3 WHCTPYMEHTOB peaIM3allii BHYTPEHHUX 00EeCIIeYHBAIOIIUX
dyukiuii. C IpUBA3KOH K MECTHBIM YCJIOBUAM U OCOOEHHOCTSIM KOHKPETHOU TPYIIIBI COCeJleld Ha
OCHOBAaHUHM HMEIOIIErocsi WHCTPYMEHTApHs Hy)KHa pa3paboTKa KOHKPETHOH COIHaIbHBIX
TEXHOJIOTHH.

6. B crarbe mpeziosKeHbl PEKOMEHJIAIINN 10 KOMIUIEKTAIUM WHCTPYMEHTOB aKTHBHU3AIUU
PEeCypCHOTO MOTeHITHaIa OOIITHOCTH MHOTOKBAPTHUPHOTO I0Ma.
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OGocHoBaHue KOMIVICKTAIIN HHCTPYMEHTOB aKTHBH3allUU PECYPCHOTIO IMIOTECHIIAJTIA
COCBZ[CKOﬁ OﬁIIIHOCTI/I MHOTOKBapTHPHOI'oO [omMa

Enena Boragumuposna Kynenko 2"
a CyMCKOM rocyZIJapCTBEHHBIN YHUBEPCHUTET, YKparHa

AnsHoTtamusa. Coce/ickasg 0OIIHOCTE MHOTOKBAPTHUPHOTO /IOMa COBPEMEHHOTO YKPAWHCKOTO
ropojia pacCMOTPeHA KaK IMPOTHBOPEYUBHIA (heHOMEH. PecypcHBIN MOTEHIINA TAKUX OOITHOCTEMN
TpeOyeT peayn3alii B TaKUX KOHTEKCTaX: IIOMOIIb JIOAAM B CJIOXKHBIX >KHU3HEHHBIX
00CTOATENBCTBAX; COAENUCTBHE AEMOKPATHU U MIUPOKOMY YUACTHUIO TPAKJAH B PELIEHUH BOIIPOCOB
MECTHOTO 3HAUeHUs; obecriedeHre Ha/lJIesKallero COCTOSTHUSA U MOBBIIIEHHE Ka4eCTBa JKUTUIIHOTO
(doHAa B MHOTOKBApTUPHBIX JIOMaX B yCJIOBUAX pedOPMHUPOBAHUA KUIUITHO-KOMMYHIBHOU
cepsbl cTpaHBbl.

CocpenoTauniBaeM BHUMaHHE Ha NPUHIUIIE AaKTUBU3AIUKU PECYpCHOTO IIOTEHIMaIa
coceZickoii obOmHocTH. [IpakTWKa peanu3alii STOTO IPUHITUIIA Pa3BUBAeTCs MeJIEHHO,
a TEOPETUYECKUN aHa/JIU3 IOHATHSA «COCe/CKas OOIHOCTh» OTKPBIBAET Ps/i CYIIECTBEHHBIX
MIPOTUBOPEYUH, KOTOPBIE TOMY IIPUUNHOM.

B crarbe wucCHOSB3yETCS CHUCTEMHBIM IOAXOJ, B COBOKYHHOCTH CTPYKTYPHOTO U
(GYHKIIMOHATPHOTO aHAIN3a, aHAJIM3a B3aMMHBIX OTHOIIEHUU W BJIUSAHUMA CYOBEKTOB, aHAIU3A
BHEITHEN Cpebl COCEACKUX OOIIHOCTEMN, BhIZIEJIEHBI UX MPOTHBOpeunsa. Kax/ioe u3 mpuBeeHHBIX
MIPOTHUBOPEYUH TpeOyeT OTAETbHBIX JUCKYCCUI O MPEJJIOKEHHBIX (POPMYJIMPOBKAX M MOJAX0AaX K
UX pa3pelIeHuio.

KiaioueBble cjioBa: cocenckas OOIIHOCTb, CHCTEMHBIN ITO/XOJ[, MPUHINI AKTHBU3AIUN
pPECYpCHOTO TIOTEHI[HAaJIa COCEJICKOM OOITHOCTH MHOTOKBAPTUPHOTO JIOMa, BHYTpPEHHUE
obecrieynBarolue PyHKIUH, THCTPYMEHTHI.
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Nature of Religion
The Cognitive-Developmental Approach as the Grand Theory of Religion

Georg W. Oesterdiekhoff 2
aKarlsruhe Institute for Technology, Karlsruhe, Germany

Abstract

Religious studies form an important part of research in several humanities. The “grand
theory of religion” has to be capable to encompass all relevant characteristics observable in the
religions both of tribal societies and civilizations. It has to refer these empirical elements such as
belief in divinities, belief in the immortality of the soul, divine government of reality, punishment
and reward on earth and in afterworld, prayers and sacrifices, etc. to common structures that can
be deduced from one comprehensive theory. The following essay demonstrates that only
developmental psychology has all the tools available in order to formulate the grand theory of
religion that fulfils the necessary requirements. Developmental psychology can refer the main
particularities of religiousness and religion to those characteristics, which are parts of certain
psycho-cognitive structures developmental psychology has detailed. Thus, the grand theory of
religion entails a full theory of agnosticism and atheism, too.

Keywords: developmental psychology, piagetian cross-cultural psychology, functionalism,
cognitive structures, religion, atheism, agnosticism, divinities, god, ancestor worship, magic,
immortality, creation, myth.

1. Introduction

The aim of this essay is to draw the outlines of an encompassing and groundbreaking theory
of religion. This theory demands to explain nature and existence of religion and religiousness, and
all relevant characteristics and features of religious life. The contention is that only the cognitive-
developmental approach provides the means which are necessary in order to encounter the whole
phenomenon. Sociological theories or biological-evolutionary theories do not have the tools and
the possibilities to explain religion and religiousness. Neither theories of general psychology nor of
functionalism, but only the cognitive-developmental approach respectively developmental
psychology has all relevant prerequisites to complete the task and to give an answer to the
question: what is religion?

2. Discussion

In search for an encompassing theory of religion

This contention seems to be astonishing and dubious. Many readers of the ordinary literature
about religion do not find such statements there. Usually they have never heard or read that
developmental psychology could be a key to decode the nature and essence of religion. Moreover,
the overwhelming part of scientific literature on religion does not occupy with tries to explain

* Corresponding author
E-mail addresses: Oesterdiekhoff@t-online.de (G.W. Oesterdiekhoff)
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religion at all. They may deal with religious traditions, rites, myths, legends, and some practices,
but only sparsely with explanations to the entire phenomenon. Not only the common people but also
scientists take religion and religiousness as self-evident phenomena, as something whose existence
does not need any explanation, at least not beyond the level of some remarks. However, a critical
study of the scientific endeavours to explain religion reveals the low number of theoretically
demanding and flamboyant approaches. Furthermore, it shows that not one single theory has won
the status to appear as a groundbreaking and a convincing theory, widely known and accepted by a
majority of experts (Evans-Pritchard, 1965; Michaels, 1997; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015). Thus, there seems
to be a gap between the actual missing of a great theory of religion on the one side and the
recognition of this lack among experts on the other side. There is no great theory of religion but only
a few scholars recognize this obvious fact and seem to wish a change of this situation. There is no
extraordinary effort to develop such a theory because people presuppose that this task has been
accomplished for long or is superfluous due to the self-evident character of the phenomenon.

But when we focus religious phenomena, as they are to find in society and history, we can
immediately discover its strange or peculiar character respectively the necessity for a flamboyant
explanation. How can people believe that a great god or a group of gods master the world, make
sun and rain, punish or reward people by bad or good incidents? How can people believe that all
incidents and regularities are ruled by gods? How can people believe that god created the world by
magic or whatever? How can people believe that they will have a life after death, preferably in very
good circumstances, as the ideas about the prospected life in paradise promise? How can they
believe that they must earn their staying on earth and in paradise by praying, offering sacrifices,
leading a honest life, repenting their sins, avoiding to commit sins, and executing good deeds? How
can they believe that gods such as Zeus, Odin, Ahura Mazda, Osiris, Kali, or Diana really exist?
How can they believe in the reliability and truth of uncountable legends and myths? Why do they
believe in divine ancestors, divine stars, or other gods? Why do they believe in entities the five
senses do not seem to perceive?

A complete theory of religion must present convincing answers to all these questions.
Otherwise the theory does not fulfil the principle of the sufficient reason. The encompassing theory
of religion has to cover the essentials of religion detectable in the religions of the world, the
religions of tribal societies, agrarian, and modern societies as well. According to famous scholars in
the field of religious studies, we can discover common structures of religion and religiousness
across all world religions and cultures. The beliefs into divinities, divine rule on earth and world,
divine origin and creation of the cosmos, reward and punishment on earth and in heaven, and
praying and sacrificing are to find in all religions and all cultures. These core elements of religion
are manifest in the religions of tribal societies and of ancient agrarian societies around the world as
well (Frazer, 1994; Eliade, 1974, 1961; Durkheim, 1965; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015).

Therefore, a comprehensive theory of religion must entail an explanatory theory about the
nature of legends and myths, doctrines and ideologies, of worship of divinities and ancestors, of
belief in the divine creation of the world, of belief into the divine rule over all incidents and
regularities, of belief into punishment and reward on earth and in heaven, of belief into the role of
praying and sacrifices, and of related practices and ideas. The theory has to explain all these
phenomena and has to deduce them from general theoretical ideas. The theory should refer all
these phenomena to common roots and disclose their internal relations. Additionally, this grand
theory should inevitably include a theory about agnosticism and atheism. The full explanation to
the fact of the rise of atheism among modern societies and of its complete absence in ancient
societies has to be a compulsory part of the theory.

The comparison between these so defined requirements and the widespread assumptions
about religion opens the way for the proper examination of the known theories. At first we have to
discriminate between religious and scientific theories about religion. All those scholars who try to
explain religion in terms of anthropological, sociological, and psychological functions should
envisage that they do not share the viewpoint of the believers. The believers deny the possibility to
explain religion by reference to scientific approaches. They presuppose the existence of the gods —
that is their only theory of religion. Religion exists due to the existence of gods. The only form of
sciences about religion is then theology. Authors who maintain that anthropological, sociological,
and psychological factors are the origins of religion, need inevitably imply the non-existence of the
gods or their failing in belonging to the true sources of religion. Even if these authors may concede
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the existence of gods and believe into the psychological origin of religion as well, due to
contradictious motives and logical incoherencies, they deny the divine source of religion as long as
they emphasize sociological and psychological origins of religion. Thus, a scientific theory of
religion and religion are deeply opposite. Therefore, I discriminate between a scientific theory of
religion on the one side and religion and theology on the other side. A true believer can never
accept any theory about anthropological, sociological, and psychological origins and functions of
religion. This acceptance would delete the kernel of religiousness.

The limits of functionalism

For example, a widespread theory about religion refers to the fear of death humans usually
share. This fear, according to this theory, has originated the belief in immortality. The belief in an
eternal life, preferably placed into a paradise, is the psychological answer to the questions of
mortality and the fear of death. The paradise is a place close to god, made and controlled by god.
Thus, there actually exists a close link between god, immortality, and fear of death. The difference
between a scientific and a theological interpretation lies in the fact that a theological or religious
interpretation concedes the existence of immortality, whereas a scientific theory emphasizes the
psychological need as the only source of this belief.

Similar statements can be made about other sociological, anthropological, or psychological
factors, which may account for the existence of gods. Scholars worked out some more anthropological
or psychological functions. The life of humans often is dangerous, uncomfortable, painful, and
outrageous. People can bear their fate better when they believe in a just order of the world, which lies
behind the surface of visible phenomena, and in compensations they will receive in a better world,
in exchange for their mischief on earth. Religion is something like a drug that produces illusions in
order to make people psychologically stronger to sustain pains and lead their lifes.

Additionally, there is a widespread assumption that religion has sociological functions with
regard to social cohesion, social control, and enforcing ethical behavior. Without the belief in a
punishing god and ethical compensation people would tend to dissocial conduct, and social life
might be endangered. Still Immanuel Kant (1974: 121-128), among many other philosophers,
theologians, and common people, presumed that a moral life in society and a basis to ethics may
inevitably provide a belief in god. Bigger parts of the sociology of religion of the 20t century regard
“god” as metaphor of society, assuming, religion may fulfil several social functions (Durkheim,
1965). People, who believe in a punishing god, avoid dissocial behavior, enhance their moral
efforts, tolerate social disadvantages, obey authorities more easily, and whatever.

In summarizing sociological, psychological, and anthropological theories of religion,
I conclude that they all have common traits. They try to explain religion by its useful functions for
the stability of society and social order or for the stability of psyche, self-esteem, and personality.
Religion helps societies and individuals to stabilize their existence and well-being. I designate
theories of this type as functionalist theories. These theories seem to be so convincing and self-
evident that people and scientists often cannot recognize their actually weak and problematic
status. This failing becomes apparent when we ask some questions about the relation between the
functions on the one side and the ingredients of religion, as described above, on the other side.
Why does and how could the fear of death, presumed to have caused religion, originate the belief in
divine punishment, in the divine creation of the world, in the myths that present biographies of
gods, and whatever? Why does and how could the wish to enhance the moral behavior of people,
carried out by the assumption a great god would always observe, control, and punish people,
additionally create the belief gods need animal sacrifices for their food, make rain, sunshine, and
all other incidents, originated world and cosmos, and whatever?

Religion may have and execute the presupposed functions, but religion entails more
ingredients than all these functions altogether. It is impossible to explain religion by a list of the
needs and wishes of man. Functionalism does not fit the principle of sufficient reason. It explains
some aspects of religion, but neither its existence and main functions nor its growing
disappearance in modern societies.

Religiousness and atheism
As I said above, a theory of religion must explain both religiousness and atheism.
Functionalism cannot explain atheism and therefore: it cannot explain religion. If wishes for
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immortality, ethical enforcement, social control, compensation for disadvantages, etc. may have
created religion (in Pleistocene or whenever), then functionalism has to answer to the question why
modern atheists could have surmounted the adherence to such needs and wishes. Atheist and
agnostic people obviously are mortal as religious people are and share their fear of death but not
their capability to create illusionary worlds. Atheist and agnostic people share the need for
compensation of disadvantages, for social control, and for ethical behavior but do not use religious
beliefs and practices in doing so. Moreover, they have no compensation for the fact of the end of
life but face it as unavoidable. Atheist and agnostic people cannot believe into gods who made the
cosmos and rule the world. The question arises why can religious people believe in the existence of
gods, whereas atheists are incapable or unwilling in this? Thus, the mere existence of atheists and
agnostics refutes functionalism completely. Religion cannot be explained in terms of needs and
wishes, neither sociologically nor psychologically, neither biologically nor anthropologically.
Additionally, it would not be enough to maintain that atheists and religious people may share the
same needs but atheists are mentally incapable in satisfying these needs by creation of illusionary
worlds. For example, the idea that god created the cosmos and ruled all incidents, does not reflect
psychological wishes and sociological functions mainly, but intellectual standards and cognitive
structures. The incapability of atheists to create illusionary worlds reflects a growth of mind and
reasoning abilities. Conversely, the tendency of religious people to believe in immortality of the
soul, paradise and hell, punishment and reward on earth and in heaven originates in lower stages
of cognition and childlike mental states.

When we want to find the real causes behind the religious phenomenon, we have to inquire
into the nature of atheism. First of all, we envisage the fact that atheism is a phenomenon that
originated in the past centuries with a growing tendency. It is a phenomenon bound to
modernizing societies only. Experts on religion in pre-modern societies around the world agree
that there is no atheism to find there. All members of primitive and agrarian societies share
religious beliefs that are stronger and deeper rooted than the beliefs in modern societies. Atheism
is practically unthinkable in ancient societies. People who deviate from common ideas often have to
face their liquidation. Aaron Gurjewitch (1997: 470) says Europeans of the sixteenth century
couldn’t imagine atheism at all. Innocent Oyibo (2004: 23) maintains with regard to current Black
Africa: ,,There is no thinking and action without religious influences. Africans have no idea of
atheism.” John Mbiti (1974: 3) writes: “African peoples can’t even imagine a life without religion.”
All intellectuals and philosophers of antiquity and Middle Ages in the Western and the Eastern part
were believers. The first atheists seem to appear during the 18t century. In Europe during the 19t
century many atheists appeared, not only in the intellectual elites but also in the masses. Nowadays
nearly 50 % of the peoples in Europe and 65 % in Japan deny the existence of god and immortality,
whereas roughly 9o % of the peoples in developing countries confess to be religious (Dawkins,
2006; Lynn, 2009).

Furthermore, pre-modern populations believe stronger. Their belief has an another character
than the belief of modern people. Their belief is not a belief but a secure and undoubted knowledge
about the nature of god. “The difference between the nature of primitive and that of modern belief,
then, is not a question of degree of religious fervour, or even of the degree to which one may admit
of doubt in one’s own mind, but rather a question of whether or not one is able to recognize the
possibility of doubt. Whereas in our own society even the most devout believer will recognize that it
is possible for one to be uncertain in one’s belief, or not to believe at all, in primitive societies that
possibility is not understood to exist... Neither here nor in other medieval writings do we find the
accusation that another people (or another individual) does not believe that there is a God. What
we find instead are accusations of not “directing one’s heart” or “entrusting one’s spirit” to God,
and so forth. Often, of course, the “unbelievers” do not accept the divinity of Christ, but nowhere
do we find evidence of disbelief in the existence of God.” (Le Pan, 1989: 166)

Religion and religiousness are not ideas pre-modern people can choose or deny but they are
inevitable parts of their psyche and personality. Religious feelings and basic ideas cannot be
choosen or denied by pre-modern people but appear as unavoidable parts of their psyche,
personality, and thinking. They belong to them as their basic functions such as the experience of
time, causality, chance, and probability do. Religiousness reflects anthropological levels.

Education and intelligence seem to be the relevant causes in eliminating religion and
religiousness. Scientists of today usually are not religious. Already James Leuba (1916: 250)
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determined that in the United States in 1916 only 41 % of US-scientists said to believe in god, with
41 % of non-believers and 17 % doubters or agnostics. The faith decreased a lot in this group of
scientists between 1916 and 1999. Only seven percent of the members of the American Academy of
Sciences say in 1999 they believe in god. Only three percent of the members of the Royal Society of
London are believers, whereas 78 % of them “deny religiousness completely” (Dawkins, 2006).
There is a strong correlation between the level of education and intelligence on the one side and
religiousness on the other side. 100 % of believers in strictly traditional societies, roughly 9o % of
believers in developing countries, approximately 50 % of believers in Europe, 35 % in Japan and
three or seven percent among the top elite of scientists deliver most important information about
the nature of religiousness and atheism (Lynn, 2009; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015). Religiousness belongs
to lower stages of cognition and education and diminishes by the influence of education,
intelligence, and culture. Furthermore, the low percentages in the most advanced societies and
especially among the intellectual elite reveal the fact that religion will completely disappear in
highly educated cultures. The numbers of today are by no means final positions of this
development but hint to further stages upon them religion may be nearly or completely vanished.
When civilization will grow in the future to the same rate as it did in the past 200 years, then it is
thinkable that religion in the next 200 years will be either completely vanished or at least
minimized to an unimportant phenomenon. Thus, religion is by no means an inevitable ingredient
of human’s psyche. It does not belong to the eternal nature of man. The mere existence of atheists,
their origination roughly 250 years ago, and their growing number worldwide in recent times
evidences that more and more future generations will have been surpassing the adherence to
religious beliefs.

Nonetheless, the pre-modern humankind did not know atheists and agnostics but only
believers. Religiousness was then an inseparable part of psyche and thinking of pre-modern
humankind. They had no other choice in experiencing the world than upon religious and mystical
terms. Focusing only pre-modern populations, religion might appear as part of the nature of man,
to the same way as language, reason, and sociality. Focusing only pre-modern people, religiousness
is more a part of their nature than ideas, ideologies, and philosophies of any kind. People can be
strongly convinced by ideas about communism, necessity of virginity before marriage, and other
things. However, it is quite possible to persuade even the most convinced communist and strongest
supporter of sexual liberty of giving up their ideas and to overtake divergent positions. Such
persuasions and conversions, however, are not possible with regard to religiousness among pre-
modern populations. It is not possible, by whatever means, to eradicate religiousness in hearts and
minds of pre-modern populations. Religiousness is not an inevitable ingredient of man’s nature
but of pre-modern man’s.

Developmental psychology can hand over the answer to these questions. It distinguishes
several stages of psychological states that characterize humans. These stages are something like
cages that determine both abilities and borders of intellectual capacities. Religion is always present
on the lower stages of human development as developmental psychology found out. Thus, religion
is a necessary part of the lower stages of human development but weakens or disappears on the
higher stages. Developmental psychology can illuminate the psychological sources of religiousness
and atheism as well. Thus, developmental psychology delivers all the tools we need in order to
explain these phenomena.

Ludwig Feuerbach as predecessor of the developmental approach to religion

I regard the German philosopher Ludwig Feuerbach as the main predecessor of the theory of
religion I am going to present. Ludwig Feuerbach (1985) developed a theory of religion that deeply
based on developmental assumptions although the entire discipline of developmental psychology
did not exist at that time (1841). According to Feuerbach, “religion is the childlike stage of
humankind”. He emphasized that the modern man of industrial society (1841!), the “educated” man
of “reason” cannot be religious. The grown reasoning abilities of the “educated man” do not allow
him any more to adhere to magic, superstition, and religion. The “educated man” of the modern
culture cannot believe in immortality of the soul, divinities, legends, and myths. The humankind is
destined to become agnostic and atheistic. Conversely, humans of pre-modern societies are
uneducated and have a “childlike psyche” therefore. This childlike psyche is not only the single source
of religion, it is essentially religious itself. According to Feuerbach, childlike psyche and religion are
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more or less synonym terms. Only the childlike psyche can create and maintain the belief into
uncountable divinities, divine creation of the cosmos, and immortality of the soul.

Feuerbach delivered an approach that sufficiently evidences the roots of the core aspects of
religion. He especially emphasized wishful thinking and fantasy, childlike characteristics, basing
the entire phenomenon of religion. Thus, he worked out an approach that more or less fulfilled the
principles of the sufficient reason, apart from the above criticised theories of functionalism.
For example, his theory explains the universality of religion across pre-industrial societies and the
rise of atheism in modern ones.

Feuerbach regarded his theory as watershed of the development of culture, as watershed of
the history of philosophy and sciences. He saw his theory as the first theory that described properly
the thinking of previous humankind and the new stages humankind would climb in future. I
support his estimation of his work. Although his person and work are famous by today, both are
not as highly estimated as they may have deserved.

I regard my theory of religion (2015) as the heir of Feuerbach’s approach. However, the tools
of developmental psychology, as they have been developing in the past 100 years, are much more
elaborated. They can confirm the core idea of Feuerbach, religion may be a childlike phenomenon,
to an incredible amount, by scientific tools, which did not exist at all in 1841. Thus, it is very
surprising that there are only a few scientists worldwide who seem to have an insight into these
obvious coherencies.

Developmental psychology respectively structure-genetic theory programme

I am going to present now the possibilities modern developmental psychology can offer in
order to evidence the childlike nature of religion. First of all, it is necessary to show that pre-
modern populations stay on childlike psychological stages. Then, that the modern humankind has
attained higher stages of consciousness and reason. Finally I have to show that modern
developmental psychology can really prove that religion is a part of lower psychological stages and
therefore, that atheism has originated in psycho-cognitive growth. Only then are the crucial facts
procured and collected in order to evidence the argumentation of Feuerbach and my theory of
religion, too.

The most elaborated approach within the realm of developmental psychology is the theory of
Jean Piaget. He divided the ontogenetic development from infancy to adulthood in four stages.
The sensory-motor stage of the suckling is succeeded by the pre-operational stage, which is
characterized by the elaboration of language and reason. The stage of concrete operations, which
develops in industrial societies between the sixth and the twelfth year of age, is defined by logical
operations in the handling of objects. The forth stage, the stage of formal operations, unfolds
between the tenth and twentieth year of life. The rise of this adolescent stage of development
largely seems to be bound to educated, industrial cultures (Piaget, 1950; Piaget/Inhelder, 1969).

Humans on these different stages experience world and reality divergently. They live in
different intellectual worlds. They have different ideas about physical, social, and moral
phenomena. They are humans on higher or lower levels of anthropological development. Humans
on formal operational levels have deeper insights, more logical comprehension, more differentiated
concepts, and a more elaborated worldview than humans on pre-operational levels. A suckling has
no idea of the possibilities a five-year-old child on the pre-operational stage has at disposal,
equipped with language and reasoning abilities. A pre-operational child has no admission to the
intellectual possibilities a formal-operational adolescent has acquired and can apply. Every stage is
an intellectual cage with borders both downwards and upwards. A human on a specific stage has no
admission to the thinking belonging to higher stages and has lost previous forms, too
(Oesterdiekhoff, 2013).

Piagetian Cross-Cultural Psychology (PCCP), in the past 80 years, has carried out more than
1000 empirical studies across more than 100 cultures worldwide in order to test Piaget’s stage
theory. Next to intelligence research, it is said to be the second greatest industry within cross-
cultural psychology. All children around the world develop more or less the known patterns of
sensory-motor and pre-operational stage, according to the descriptions won in the Western World.
Irregularities unfold, however, with the both subsequent stages of operations. Only 30, 50, 70, or
80 % of population, living in developmental regions (= backward, illiterate, and pre-modern
milieus within the developing countries), form the concrete operations. The attained percentages

15




Russian Journal of Sociology, 2018, 4(1)

depend both on the tested fields of experience and on the population researched. The insecure and
asymptotic development of the concrete operations in developmental regions is followed by the
usually total lack of formal operations.

This most astonishing fact implies that the adolescent stage of formal operations is usually
absent in pre-modern cultural milieus. Humans, living in modern societies, develop the concrete
operations fully. They unfold commonly the lower phases within the stage of formal operations, but
only 30 to 50 % of modern population elaborate the higher phases within this forth stage
(Dasen/Berry, 1974; Dasen, 1977; Flynn, 2007; Hallpike, 1978; Luria, 1982; Oesterdiekhoff, 1997,
2000, 20064a, b, 2009, 2011, 2012b, c; Oesterdiekhoff/Rindermann, 2008).

This implies that the anthropological summit of pre-modern man lies on a childlike level,
whereas only humans of modern societies attain anthropological summits between the twelfth and
the twentieth year of age. Many pre-modern adults only reach developmental ages beneath the
tenth year of age, whereas modern adults scatter within the range of the second decade. Cross-
cultural intelligence research has come to the same conclusion. IQ scores of 50 to 75, as usually
attained by adult humans living in pre-modern societies around the world, correspond to the
intelligence children of industrial societies usually have. ,Moreover more backward groups
typically fail to progress as far as others along this scale, and though they may develop lower-order
skills which are highly effective for survival, their reasoning capacities remain similar in many ways
to those of younger children, or even regress through lack of appropriate stimulation.” (Vernon,
1969: 215).

The idea that pre-modern man stays on childlike anthropological levels corresponds to ideas
widespread across humanities and social sciences for centuries. This idea was common among
many classical authors of sociology, ethnology, history, and philology. Many founders of
developmental psychology such as J.M. Baldwin, H. Werner, W. Stern, and S. Hall supported this
notion. Jean Piaget, in most or all of his books, worked out the common features of children and
“primitives” with regard to all spheres of thinking such as logic, physics, and morals.

Christopher Hallpike (1978) was the first to draw the encompassing consequences the
empirical results of PCCP imply. He determined the preoperational character of worldview and
thinking of the “primitives” and showed that future ethnology will largely depend on
developmental psychology. He distinguished between quantitative and qualitative development,
thereby meaning that children and primitives share the same qualitative development
(anthropological summit respectively developmental age), but diverge in their quantitative
development (accumulation of knowledge and life experience).

My theory programme I use to call structure-genetic theory programme, basing on ten books
and numerous articles so far, aims to draw the full consequences of developmental psychology to
humanities and social sciences. I have shown that it is necessary to apply developmental
psychology in order to explain and to reconstruct social change and social evolution from stone
ages to modernity, the history of philosophy, sciences, law, morals, manners, etc. It is impossible to
describe the history of humankind without the notions developmental psychology contribute. Thus,
developmental psychology delivers the decisive foundations to all humanities and social sciences.
In this context developmental psychology entails all the means necessary to explain the entire
phenomenon of religion. The childlike mentality of pre-modern man carries his religiousness; the
rise of formal operations diminishes it and originates agnosticism and atheism (Oesterdiekhoff,
2011: 147-161, 2015).

In the following sections, I show that the core elements of the lower stages of anthropological
development carry the central elements of religion. In doing so, the evidence becomes clear that
religion is nothing else than manifestation of children’s psyche and related anthropological layer.
This conclusion hit the “full religion” (Mircea Eliade) of pre-modern societies. The weaker forms of
religion belong to intermediate anthropological layers, whereas agnosticism and atheism originate
in their higher forms.

Myths and legends

People know about the existence of divinities by myths and legends. When we ask a pious
man or woman about the sources of their belief in gods, no matter in what culture or world region,
they will answer that they know about their gods from myths and legends they have heard or read.
Zeus, Artemis, Apollo, Kali, Hanuman, Ganesh, Odin, Ahura Mazda, Osiris, Isis, etc. exist because
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myths and legends tell about their existence, their lives, and their deeds. Without myths and
legends divinities would not exist and we knew nothing about divine personalities and their
biographies. In a certain sense we can conclude that religion would not exist without myths and
legends. Full religion (vivid or popular religion) always implies the concrete belief in active
personalities, beings with a life history full of actions, characteristics, and social relations.
For example, Christianity mainly consists of a description of Jesus” life. The same is true with
regard to all godfathers and olympic gods across all world cultures, as the above-mentioned list
already indicates. Without the belief in concrete god-persons religions would be poor and
bloodless. Thus, every pre-modern popular religion entails a belief in concrete divine personalities,
including Hinduism, Islam, and Chinese religion.

However, where and what kind are the sources, which originate the myths and legends that
describe divinities? If we ask this question the believers they give answers, according to them either
god himself told the story or wrote the book about the story or humans observed life and deeds of
god and wrote them down or told about them. The believers regard myths and legends as true
reports. The fully religious man always takes myths as true descriptions about realities.
The orthodox Muslim takes every single word written in Koran as written by Allah; the same is true
with regard to the understanding of the Bible among traditional Christians. Not humans but god
himself is the source of the holy books. Thus, every word written down there is right. Every
occurrence told in the books really happened once upon a time and is by no means a fantasy
product to entertain bored people.

Pre-modern people have the same literal understanding of myths only told in oral traditions.
Ethnography researched a lot about the native understanding of religious myths and legends.
The myths are believed to contain more reality than any other forms of narratives. The people take
the myths not as modern people use to interpret them. They rather understand myths as true
reports about real occurrences that really happened. This fact implies that pre-modern people have
a totally different understanding of myths as modern people have. People living in modern
societies clearly distinguish between reports and myths, facts and fantasy, true description and
fairy tale. Thus, modern people automatically deny that myths describing the life of Zeus, Vishnu or
Osiris are to interpret in terms of descriptions of realities. Modern people inevitably take these
myths as fantasy products, as inventions, and as poetic imaginations. Modern people cannot avoid
understanding religious myths as literary fiction, comparable to novels and poetry. However, pre-
modern populations regard myths otherwise, namely as the holiest and therefore truest
descriptions of the most real occurrences ever happened in history (Malinowski, 1996: 177-193;
Wundt, 1914; Eliade, 1961).

Wilhelm Wundt encompassingly researched into the nature of myths and legends (he
understood the latter ones as quantitative extensions of the former ones). He determined religious
myths are synonym with animal myths, that is, myths, which describe the life and metamorphosis
of animals into humans and gods. Moreover, he clearly concluded that there are no differences
between myths for children and religious myths. They have not only the same origins but also the
same nature. Only today we can distinguish these two forms of myths but the original forms of
myths do not entail differences between these two forms. Myriads of mythologists such as Joseph
Campbell (1960), Franz Riklin (1995), or Friedrich von der Leyen (1995: 10) supported this idea of
the childlike nature of religious myths.

This identification gets more obvious when we listen to typical religious myths. For example, a
myth tells how a high god comes down from a cloud to hear the words of an Indian nobleman named
Buddha in order to experience the superior knowledge of that nobleman in comparison to that of all
gods, who then are all ashamed by their deficiency. Myths, spread around the world, tell how the
world originated by hatching out an egg or by magical words or by metamorphosis of killed persons.
Zeus turns to a bull to seduce a woman in form of a cow. A Bible myth tells how Jahwe destroyed
some cities with all inhabitants because he was angry. All myths around the world, narrating the
existence of gods, share this style and these patterns (Oesterdiekhoff, 2015; Wundt, 1914).

Religions across all cultures and civilizations base on myths of this strange character.
Pre-modern people do not take these stories as some form of entertainment, as modern people do,
but as holy and true description. The stories are deeply childlike to every respect. People, who take
these stories as holy and as important knowledge, are also childlike. Thus, the kernel of full religion
is indeed childlike. Content of stories, sense of reality, and reasoning abilities that are manifest in
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these myths and carry them are altogether deeply childlike. What modern people take as nonsense,
pre-modern people interpret as holy.

Child psychologists found out that children, reared in industrial societies, between their forth
and eight years, are keen on myths. Children like to listen to myths and are deeply involved in
them. They form their essential mental nutrition. After their eight years of life they lose more and
more their interest in them and turn to adventure stories and later on to novels. The more mature
reasoning capacities and grown senses for reality disable children to find myths and legends any
more attractive (Biihler, 1930; Riklin, 1995; Bettelheim, 1997; Piaget, 1951; Dohlemann, 1985;
Stern, 1928; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015, 2011: 158).

According to ethnographic descriptions, primitive peoples around the world never lose their
interest into myths and legends as school children of modern cultures do. They spend their days
telling and listening to myths during their whole life-time. In primitive cultures, children and adults
share their passion for myths to the same rate. In villages and cities of pre-modern cultures, story-
tellers are everywhere to entertain people by such myths, which capture the attentiveness of people of
all ages. Pre-modern people believe in their gods because they have never lost the ability to believe in
seriousness and truth of their myths and legends. Thus, their religiosity is rooted in childlike
reasoning abilities and in a magical understanding of the world including metamorphosis, speaking
objects, trees, and animals (Dieckmann, 1995: 453; Wundt, 1914: 110; Riklin, 1995; Malinowski,
1996: 177-193). Children and “primitives” have the capacity to invent fictions and to dream fantasies
they take nonetheless immediately as real occurrences. This childlike peculiarity originates myths
and religions. Humans on higher anthropological stages have surpassed this particularity.

Magic is one of the most important characteristics of myths and legends. The hero or the god,
the animal or the tree exert their power on nature by magical spells or rites. The god reanimates
the dead, runs over the sea, liquidates whole armies by his words, flies across the sky, or turns to be
an animal or a star. Thus, religious myths unfold a childlike and fairy tale understanding of the
world. However, children and “primitives” have this magical understanding of the world not only
when they listen to myths but also in their everyday life, also with regard to their every day
understanding of reality and nature. They always have a religious, magical, and animistic
understanding of the world. This implies the notion that the understanding of the myths resembles
the understanding of reality. Magic and animism shape myths and understanding of reality as well.
And this fact is the reason why children and “primitives” have no doubt in seriousness and reliability
of myths. They take the stories for granted because they express the same realities, which are believed
to exist in physics, nature, everyday life, and real world, too, as already Wilhelm Wundt emphasized
in this context (Wundt, 1914: 110). Children and “primitives” take the myths for real because they
cannot avoid interpreting reality and world according to mystical and magical schemes.

The evolution of formal-operational thinking, of mature understanding of the world, and of
empirical causality eradicates magic, animism, and a fairy tale understanding of reality. The rise of
anthropological stages eliminates among modern adolescents the adherence to myths and legends,
magic and metamorphosis, magicians and divinities. They attain a sober understanding of reality,
nature, and physics. The increase of modern agnosticism and atheism has originated in this rise of
anthropological summits, including evolution of formal operations, mature understanding of the
world, and grown reasoning abilities. The disbelief in myths has killed the true basis of religion.
Without myths we know nothing about the gods; they dying of myths include the death of gods and
religious beliefs. The disappearance of the childlike anthropological summit includes the end of
myths, of gods, and full religion altogether.

The nature of divinities

Pre-modern populations venerate rivers, trees, rocks, mountains, stars, snakes, cows, lions,
trees, humans, and imaginary entities as gods. Thus, objects, plants, animals, humans, and
immaterial phenomena are common objects of veneration. More exactly, the whole world is or can
be divine in nature. The examination of veneration of nature shows that “primitives” believe in
metamorphosis, that is, in mutual transformation of persons and objects. The myths about the
creation of world tell them that the first gods turned to stars, rivers, mountains, landscapes, plants,
and animals. Thus, nature and cosmos are nothing else than transformed divinities. Additionally,
there does not exist any substantial difference between nature and man, cosmos and person,
physics and god. Wherever we may look we only see persons, entities that have taken the external
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form of plants, animals, rocks, rivers, stars, or mountains. Anthropomorphism is the name for this
non-differentiation between world and person, cosmos and human being, physics and god (Eliade,
1974; Frazer, 1994, CW, 17; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015, 2007).

We can explain this kind of understanding the world as an expression of a childlike
egocentrism. Originally, only persons (humans or gods) do exist. They transform themselves into
all the objects the cosmos consist of. Thus, the whole cosmos is only a manifestation and
emanation of persons (humans or gods). Modern sciences regard humans as a part of nature only;
childlike egocentrism, conversely, sees the cosmos only as a body part of human being.

Animism and magic are involved phenomena into this belief complex. When all phenomena
are only transformed persons, then they can think and act like humans. Stones, rivers, stars, plants,
and trees are indeed thinking and acting persons. They know what humans are doing and react to
their existence and deeds (Lévy-Bruhl, 1971). The objects act and influence mediated by magic;
they control humans or communicate with them by sending magical signals and causing
occurrences. Thus, there exists a deep interrelationship between animism, magic, and
metamorphosis (the idea, nature may be nothing else than a mass of transformed persons).

Among pre-modern cultures, there are especially two kinds of persons that transformed to
cosmos and nature. One big god alone turned to the entire cosmos, as many myths of origin
suggest, or the first humans on earth experienced this metamorphosis. Both forms of belief usually
exist in the same culture at the same time; they share a parallel existence in cults and rites.
Especially the Australian aborigines are famous for their rites, which reproduce annually the
creation acts of their ancestors, the first humans on earth. They really believe that the first humans
on earth, their first tribesmen, created the cosmos by metamorphosis in illo tempore. The cosmos
can only persist its existence when the respect contemporaries in their annual rites reproduce the
original rites, which created the cosmos. Thus, the ancestors are the true creators of cosmos and
remain its true rulers and maintainers across the times, including the respect present. This form of
ancestor worship or totemism is to find in every primitive culture. It is the main basis of cults and
rites across primitive cultures. It expresses the assumption that the cosmos is only an emanation of
man and that persons alone rule the world (Durkheim, 1965; Eliade, 1974; Frazer, 1994;
Oesterdiekhoff, 2015, 2012b, 2007).

This implies that there is no big difference in the divine status of gods and humans. Primitive
cultures know high gods such as godfather and olympic gods on the one side and ancestors as gods
on the other side. They do not distinguish much between the status of high gods (such as Artemis
or Apollo) and ancestor gods. Both primitive cultures and pre-modern civilizations know the
distinction between the one god, godfather or god in heaven, and the many olympic or domain
gods. Beliefs in the god of sky or heaven, the godfather, such as Zeus or Jahwe, are omnipresent not
only in the higher civilizations but also in tribal societies such as those of the Australian aborigines,
North American Indians, or Black Africans. All cultures around the world contribute to godfather
more or less the same characteristics, those characteristics that also the Christians contribute him,
such as omniscience, omnipresence, boundless power, and creation of the cosmos (DeGroot, 1910;
Jensen, 1992; Malek, 2003; Miiller, 1999; Mbiti, 1970; Oyibo, 2004; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015).

The difference between especially Islam and Christianity on the one side and the religions of
the Chinese, Indians, Romans, and tribal societies lies in the role people attribute godfather in their
cults. In Islam and Christianity godfather plays a higher role in cults than in most other religions.
In most other cultures and religions godfather has to share his role with the olympic gods and with
ancestor gods. In fact, in most cultures, including pre-modern China and India, ancestor gods play
a more important role than godfather and olympic gods. Especially the tribal societies in Africa or
Australia prefer to adore the ancestor gods in their daily activities. Whenever they fail in their
support, people remember to address godfather or olympic gods (Middleton, 1999; Miiller, 1999;
Evans-Pritchard, 1956).

Pre-modern peoples regard especially their dead parents, grandparents, and great-
grandparents, among the group of their deceased relatives, as ancestor gods. Usually they
understand only three to seven dead generations as the decisive group to address. Only specific
subgroups use to cultivate longer pedigrees of persons to venerate. The common people think of
their dead parents, grandparents, and uncles when they pray to their ancestors. The pre-modern
peoples around the world sacrifice and pray to their ancestors in order to receive food, health,
protection, good harvests, childbirth, etc., the same things Christians expect from godfather to
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receive. The pre-modern peoples imagine that their dead relatives are able to watch and control all
the things that happen on earth, that their magic is capable to make every occurrence such as
storms, wars, epidemics, births, and deaths. The dead relatives have the same power as godfather
has such as omnipresence, omniscience, and creation power. Godfather seems to be a
generalization of deceased fathers; in fact, the resemblances between them are apparent. Tribal
societies really believe that their ancestors created the entire cosmos and not only their family
pedigree. They did not think about the fact that there are many clans and tribes on earth, which
could contend to have done the same.

Thus, ancestor worship implies the adoration of humans, deceased humans. The conclusion
is compulsory that pre-modern religion mainly not concerns olympic gods, god-father, or
imaginary persons, but real persons, namely deceased humans. Religion was predominantly a
family or clan religion, where the gods of the family were venerated by its members. Fictional was
the belief in their eternal afterlife and in their boundless power in afterworld but the addressed
persons were real because they once had stayed on earth as living persons. The deceased ancestors
receive their prayers and regular sacrifices according to similar patterns as all other gods, only with
the difference that the ancestors receive their veneration and their sacrifices more frequent, often
daily and in or around the house of family.

We find these forms of ancestor worship among the Aborigines in Australia, among the
Blacks in Africa, and the natives of South America by today. They formed the kernel of the religion
of Chinese, Japanese, and Indians till the twentieth century, there in traditional regions partly by
today. Ancestor worship was common in Eastern Europe till some generations ago and usual in the
whole Greek-Roman antiquity. Even in Christian Europe, we find a today forgotten cult of the dead
by the time of enlightenment, however, to a much lower rate than in any other pre-modern
civilization. Ancestor worship was thus either the centre or an important part of religion in all pre-
modern societies (DeGroot, 1910; Frazer, 1911/1922/1924; Fustel de Coulanges, 1956; Jensen,
1992; Malek, 2003; Miiller, 1999; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015, 2011: 147-161, 2009: 261-277; Oyibo,
2004; Evans-Pritchard, 1956; Tylor, 1871; Middleton, 1999).

Sociology of religion or researchers of religious studies never developed a serious theory
about that phenomenon. How is it possible that more or less the whole pre-modern humankind
believed that their deceased relatives were almighty and omnipresent divinities? Why do the living
humans believe that they dead master their life and the entire cosmos? Why do they love their dead
and fear them?

To my opinion, developmental psychology respectively my structure-genetic theory
programme is the only approach in the history of sciences, which is able to explain the whole
phenomenon. First of all, the precondition to the veneration of dead parents and grandparents is
their adoration as long as they still stayed on earth alive. Only when younger persons love and fear
their still living family members, they are able to love and fear them after their death. Only when
thirty-years-old people love and fear their sixty-years-old parents or grandparents, they can adore
them as mighty ghosts or divinities after their death.

Ethnography showed this different kind of social relationships within pre-modern societies
abundantly. Among the Black Australians, for example, the elder men control the younger ones by
magic and authority. The younger men (and women) fear the elderly a lot, especially their superior
magical power. Similar relations between succeeding generations are reported about the pre-
revolutionary China, the Greek-Roman antiquity, India, and recent Black African tribes (DeGroot,
1910; Fustel de Coulanges, 1956; Staewen, 1990; Durkheim, 1889; Tylor, 1871).

I contend that my structure-genetic theory programme is the first approach, which has
delivered a full explanation to the existence of ancestor worship. Only developmental psychology
can disclose the roots of this peculiar phenomenon. Pierre Bovet (1951) and Jean Piaget (1975)
observed that small children regard their parents as gods, fit by omniscience, magical power, and
divine capabilities. Small children see especially their parents, but also other adults, as the masters
of the world. Originally, they think they master rain and sunshine, create landscapes and rivers,
etc. Bovet identified love and fear as the main feelings of children towards their parents. These
feelings are religious in nature, the usual feelings of believers towards their gods. Parents and gods
rule and control their children & believers, but also protect them and care for them.

According to Bovet, children around their sixth year of life gain the intellectual maturity to
understand some shortcomings of parents and adults. They discover some of their mistakes, errors,

20




Russian Journal of Sociology, 2018, 4(1)

and deficiencies. Thus, they stepwise disenchant their role in world and nature and do not believe
any more in their magical power and religious status. The children start to transfer their religious
feelings from their parents (and humans) to the god or the gods of the official culture, in Western
cultures to the imaginary god of the Bible. Not parents and humans are any more almighty and
omniscient but only the invisible godfather. Intellectual growth is the reason for the transfer of
adoration from real humans to invisible gods. Not humans but imaginary entities created the world
and rule it by magical power. Ten-years-old children in industrial societies have no idea that they
had seen their parents as gods only five years before.

Bovet and Piaget emphasized that children are very religious due to their intellectual
characteristics such as magic, animism, and artificialism. Children cannot avoid believing in
magical influences, which govern the world, in a vivid and responsive nature, in persons, ghosts,
and gods, who control children, humans, and all other beings and objects. Children cannot avoid
feeling their existence dependent on mighty and omniscient beings, who punish and reward them.
The religion of children does not stem from socialisation and culture but from their anthropological
stage respectively from their psycho-cognitive structures. Many child psychologists supported the
idea that children are religious due to their anthropological stage, and that the religion of the
“primitives”, the “full religion”, is identical with children’s religion. Thus, child psychology delivers
the basis to a true understanding of religion (Campbell, 1960; Fetz, 2001; Thun, 1959; Zeininger,
1929; Heiler, 1969).

Magic, animism, and artificialism are unavoidable parts of children’s psychology.
Simultaneously, they form the basis of all religions. Thus, children’s anthropological stage is
inevitably the foundation of all religion. The anthropological stage of children under six originates
the primitive religion with ancestor worship in its centre. The older children, who do not believe
any more in the holy status of their parents, deliver the key for the understanding of those forms of
religion, which have surpassed ancestor worship as their crucial part.

Pierre Bovet (1951) discovered a second sceptical crisis among younger people living in
industrial societies. Adolescents aged 13 or older surmount the picture of god as a concrete person,
to whom it is possible to entertain a deep personal communication, and who governs all the
incidents happening in the world. God starts to become a distant person, who only rarely
influences earthly occurrences. Additionally, a growing part of adolescents disbelieve in religious
traditions and doctrines, in god’s nature and existence, and in mystical phenomena altogether.
At present, roughly half of the Europeans are agnostic or atheistic. Thus, the surpassing of the
strength of religiousness and the growth of agnosticism and atheism belong to the second sceptical
crisis Bovet could describe already in 1919 and later on. Subsequent developmental psychologists
supported these facts (Thun, 1959; Fetz, 2001).

It is obvious that we have to refer the origination of the second sceptical crisis to the rise of
formal operations. This stage is characterized by elimination of magic, animism, and artificialism,
the core concepts of religion at all. As PCCP found out, according to the above-mentioned empirical
results, pre-modern populations do not develop formal operations, whereas the rise of formal
operations has taken place among educated milieus in modernizing nations only. Thus, the rise of
the second sceptical crisis belongs to the history of modern populations and modern civilizations.
It does not appear among pre-modern populations. The lack of the second sceptical crisis gives the
cause to the absence of atheism and agnosticism in pre-modern societies, a fact I detailed above.
The prevalence of ancestor worship across all pre-modern societies evidences even the lack of the
first sceptical crisis. It is obvious that populations, who do not run through the first sceptical crisis,
have no chance to reach the second one. That is the reason why religion in pre-modern cultures is
always strong and lively, without any form of atheism and related doubts.

The biggest part even of adult pre-modern populations never surmounts those childlike
emotions and attitudes that children by their sixth year of age in modern societies have with regard
to their parents. Younger children of industrial societies regard their parents and adults as gods,
who master the world; adults of pre-modern societies never surpass this attitude towards their
deceased parents and grandparents all their life.

Thus, ancestor worship is a reliable instrument to measure the anthropological stages people
have attained. Blooming ancestor worship is only possible when populations are on pre-operational
stages, on the childlike anthropological stage. Even the weaker forms of ancestor worship cannot
match to anthropological stages of children above their tenth year of life. The stronger the
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adoration of dead family members the lower the anthropological level of population. “If we knew
about pre-modern populations nothing else than the worship of ancestors, this would be sufficient
to prove of their childlike anthropological summit beyond any possible doubt” (Oesterdiekhoff,
2011: 154).

The dying of ancestor worship in the modern world throws a shadow on the dying out of
religion at all. When the belief in millions of ancestors has died out, the partly persisting belief in
godfather has a dubious future, too. When some main parts of religion have been extinguished,
then the rest may also vanish. The adoration of real fathers as true gods among pre-modern
societies indicates that also the veneration of the imaginary godfather in his heaven, surrounded by
his holy family, is by no means intellectually very flamboyant, but very earthly and childlike.
However, this idea of godfather forms the centre of Islam and Christianity. Thus, the veneration of
godfather, present in all pre-modern cultures, throws a light on the origins of all kinds of religion in
childlike anthropological stages.

Mystical versus empirical-causal understanding of reality

Pre-modern peoples have a divergent understanding of nature and reality, a religious
understanding, rooted in animism, magic, and artificialism. This religious understanding of reality
is childlike in nature. Physical regularities and occurrences are forms of the appearance of the gods.
The daily course of sunlight, moonlight and stars is seen as appearance of gods. The people
perceive the change of seasons as appearance of visiting or leaving gods (Frazer, 1994;
Oesterdiekhoff, 2015, 2007; Middleton, 1999; Miiller, 1999).

Every rainfall and sunshine, every death and childbirth, every sickness and recovery are
regarded as actions made by gods, ghosts, or other mystical powers (Evans-Pritchard, 1937; Lévy-
Bruhl, 1971). The pre-modern peoples do not understand reality as we do, namely as caused by
empirical-causal mechanisms, then adding mystical ones as a second layer in a second step, but
initially regard nature as caused by mystical forces, without any consideration of empirical-causal
mechanisms. For example, the lightning is viewed as direct bodily expression of the angry god, not
as a physical phenomenon, only made by god. Therefore, peoples pray to the gods and bring them
sacrifices in order to receive rainfall and good harvests, health and lucky circumstances, as if these
things would result from mystical forces. The peoples interpret the gods as masters of all
occurrences and regularities as well.

Thus, religion is rooted in forms of animistic and magical understanding of the world.
Moreover, the religious understanding of the world is the childlike interpretation of the world. Jean
Piaget (1975) evidenced that children of modern societies up to their ninth year of life share this
perception of the world; he named the belief into the mystical causation of all things happening in
the world “artificialism”. The belief in magicians, ancestors, divinities, and godfather, forming all
occurrences, is identical with children’s artificialism. Modern children lose after their seventh or
ninth year (at the latest) the belief into the magical power of humans on nature. The breakdown of
ancestor worship, including the belief into the magical power of humans, is thus linked to the
decline of artificialism.

After their ninth year, children in modern cultures conceive god as a distant person, not
entangled into every single incident, neither in everyday life nor in the natural order of things.
Modern adolescents deny the opinion of small children and pre-modern populations, god may
shape every single rainfall and storm. Modern adolescents, when they are still religious, set god at
the edge of reality, ready to intervene only in special cases and extraordinary circumstances.

Children and pre-modern populations tend to interpret convenient circumstances as divine
rewards, inconvenient occurrences as divine punishments. Storms, sickness, famine, death, or war
never appear by causality and chance but usually as divine punishments for the sins committed.
Conversely, health, wealth, peace, and luck are divine rewards for a pious life, for enough sacrifices
and prayers dedicated to the gods. People experience all their life as a sum of rewards or
punishments, understand the daily incidents as withdrawal or attribution of god’s love and
support. As children conceive their reality as made by their parents, pre-modern populations
interpret their world as a sequence of divine decisions, as a result of the decisions of ancestors or
godfather. Prayers and sacrifices are therefore prerequisites in order to receive a good life (Evans-
Pritchard, 1937; Lévy-Bruhl, 1971; Mbiti, 1970; Middleton, 1999; Miiller, 1999).
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Pre-modern populations are therefore more religious as the most fanatic fundamentalist of
today could ever be, because the latter one has already attained some forms of the empirical-causal
understanding of the world.

The belief in immortality of the soul

The belief in an eternal life, in hell and paradise, belongs to the most important parts of
religion. Thus, humans are rewarded or punished not only on earth, but also in the afterworld.
A stay in hell is a continuation of earthly punishments; a stay in heaven expresses that the person
has deserved this extraordinary reward. The belief in immortality of the soul respectively the belief
into the non-liquidation of a person after his physical death is to find in every pre-modern culture,
in tribal societies and civilizations as well. There is not one “primitive” man in a tribal society who
ever maintained the total end of life after someone’s physical death, as ethnography abundantly
evidenced. Usually, the people even do not believe in the necessity of the physical end of life but
regard every death as some kind of murder. However, a killed person is by no means really dead
against the ideas of these peoples because a real death does not exist at all. They often believe that
the dead walk to another forest, valley, or whatever region in order to live the same life as before.
Thus, they regard the death only as a walk from one place to the next. This understanding of the
nature of death is some kind of a belief into immortality. Moreover, this belief expresses an
understanding of the afterworld as a mere copy of the known physical world. These people have
neither the capacity to understand the possibility of a total annihilation of a person nor the capacity
to conceive the afterworld as another form as the already known world of the living. Possibly, these
widespread beliefs in tribal cultures are the most simplest ideas about the death to find (Leuba,
1916; Lévy-Bruhl, 1971).

However, even in tribal societies of Black Australia, Africa, or South America we find the
belief in hell and paradise. This belief is by no means restricted to Christianity, but to find on all
continents, in all world religions, and in tribal societies and civilizations as well. Astonishingly, the
ideas of hell and paradise across continents and cultures are very similar to those we know from
Christianity (Frazer, 1911/1922/1924; Krauss, 2004; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015, 2011: 159f). The hell is
always seen as a dark place with burning fires, where the dead live unhappy or get tortured.
The paradise guarantees a luxury life next to god, with good food and many pleasures of all kinds.
The dead celebrate there a happy stay. The ideas about hell and paradise always share these
concrete particularities. Even the great philosophers of the European Middle Ages describe these
places only by applying these concrete pictures. They emphasize that they do not deal with
metaphors, but with secure ideas how we have to imagine these places, namely as concrete places,
fit by the details mentioned. The philosophers never renounce of these concrete descriptions and
never prefer abstractions instead (Dinzelbacher, 1999; Gurjewitsch, 1997). The concrete, blooming,
and detailed ideas about form and appearance of hell and paradise stem from those particularities
of fantasy and psyche I described above with regard to the characteristics of mythical thinking.
Only a childlike psyche can strongly believe that hell and paradise are concrete places with the
features mentioned. Thus, both the belief in the imaginary worlds of hell and paradise and in the
nature of death as a walk to another valley reflects a total lack of formal operations and related
peculiarities of intellectual maturity.

Mircea Eliade (1961: 72f) clearly said that the modern industrial society is the only one in the
history of humankind that ever admitted and recognized the possibility of a total annihilation of a
person after death. Against any form of scientific thinking, this equation of physical death and total
loss of consciousness and personality seems to be so evident that it appears strange to regard the
things otherwise. However, Eliade is right in identifying the modern culture as the only one that came
to this conclusion. Neither any popular idea among pre-modern cultures nor any ancient philosophy
came ever to this sober understanding of the physical death as the modern sciences and mentality.

The belief in immortality of the soul may appear as belief in metamorphosis or in
reincarnation or in a walk to another region or in an eternal stay in hell or heaven — in any case is
the belief in immortality the usual belief in pre-modern societies. All pre-modern religions, all
populations, all cultures, and all “primitive” individuals share these beliefs. They are not able even
to think the theory of the physical death typical for the scientific mentality. They never share the
modern idea because they cannot conceive it. They do not want to think this inconvenient idea and
they are not able to concoct it. Developmental psychology found out that only persons on
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operational levels can identify the physical death as a total loss of personality. Children have simply
not the intellectual capacity to understand the possibility of the total loss of the stream of
consciousness and of a complete annihilation of personality. They presuppose a never-ending
existence of their consciousness. They cannot imagine that their thinking could ever stop. Lack of
reflectivity, narrowness of mind, and egocentrism are the roots of this inability (Childers, 1971;
Loomba, 1970; Oesterdiekhoff, 2015, 2009: 261-265).

The childlike anthropological stage is then the single cause to the belief of immortality.
The belief to stay next to god in his heaven for all eternity, unified with one’s relatives,
in happiness and peace, is the biggest promise religions contribute to their believers. It seems to
me absolutely clear that only a childlike psyche is able both to create and to believe this
insurmountable form of a wishful thinking. The idea is too nice to be true.

The evolution of formal operations and the rise of anthropological summit have caused the
decline of the belief in immortality in the past generations. Among the currently most advanced
societies roughly half of the population denies this belief, the other half adheres to it. Though, the
belief in immortality (and in god) among a group of believers, who lives among doubters and
atheists, must be weaker and thinner than the blooming belief of those people, who live in a
population that is completely religious and has never heard about doubts and scepticism.

3. Conclusion

Sociological, psychological, or anthropological theories of religion, which emphasize the
functions of religion, have not the tools available to explain the essence of religion and the main
characteristics mentioned. Structure-genetic theory programme respectively developmental
psychology matches these tasks completely and can explain the foundations to all these
phenomena. The theory presented fit the principle of the sufficient reason because it is able to
encompass all relevant features and to launch them into one coherent theoretical network. It is,
according to my deep conviction, not one additional theory of religion, it is t h e theory of religion.
However, it is in the heritage and strongly follows the main assumptions of Ludwig Feuerbach.
The theoretical consequences of this approach regarding some disciplines within social sciences
and humanities are far-reaching. Thus, I seriously recommend the careful study of the works
central to the entire theory programme.
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Abstract

The work is devoted to the issues of forecasting the interaction of ethnic groups, carried out
in terms of modern society. The subject of the research is the influence on the interethnic
interaction of borders and state relations, taking into account these factors in modeling the
processes of interethnic interaction.

As the analysis of the subject area shows, the most important stage of a typical management
cycle, in any area, is to predict the consequences of decisions. The main forecasting tool that provides
the most objective estimates is mathematical modeling. In modern conditions, with the increasing
role of non-military methods of inter-state confrontation, the importance of predicting the
consequences of political decisions is growing. But, as the analysis shows, there is no reliable
mathematical apparatus for such forecasting. The use of qualitative estimates based on the theory of
passionarity or quantitative estimates obtained using the apparatus of the dynamics of averages to
obtain forecasts does not always provide an acceptable accuracy of the forecast. The main reason for
this is the lack of consideration in these methods of modern conditions of inter-ethnic interaction,
characterized by the presence of state borders, factors of domestic and international law.

The article describes the mathematical apparatus based on the methods of the theory of
similarity and the model of the electric circuit, forming the prerequisites for solving this problem.
The possible advantages of its application are evaluated and the principles of its implementation
are proposed.

The conclusion is made about the possibility of practical application of the proposed
mathematical apparatus for the formation of boundary conditions in models of interethnic
interaction based on proven principles of dynamics of averages.

Keywords: inter-ethnic interaction, forecasting technology, the impact of the state
apparatus, social tension, mathematical modeling, making decisions, forecasting of political
decisions.

1. BBegenue

[IporHo3upoBaHue sBJISIETCS HEOTHEMJIEMOM 4YacThlO Iporiecca yrpanieHus. OlleHKa
BO3MOXKHBIX HOCIIe,Z[CTBI/Iﬁ IIPpUHHUMAaEMBbIX peH_IeHI/Iﬁ — OJUH U3 Ba)KHefIHIHX 3TAIIOB TUIIOBOTO
LUMKJIA [PUHATUA pelleHHdA. B KadecTBe MHCTpYMEHTAa IIPOTHO3UPOBAHMsA HA IMPaKTHKe, Yalle
BCETO, HUCIIOJIb3YETCS MaTEMaTHUECKOe MOJIeJIMPOBaHUE, KaKk Haubojiee JOCTOBEPHBIA armapar
IIOJIyd€HUA IIPOTHO30B. HO, KaK IIOKA3bIBA€T IIPDAKTHKA, HE€ JIA BCEX chyauHﬁ CyIIECTBYIOT
aJleKBaTHBIE MOJIEJIM, OOeCIeYnBaOIIe ITOJyYeHHUEe JOCTOBEPHBIX ITPOTHO30B. fApKuii mpumep,
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MMOATBEPIKJAIONINNA 3TOT TE3UC — OTCYTCTBHE amapaTa IIPOTHO3UPOBAHUA IIOC/IECTBUI
BCEBO3MOKHBIX ~ «IIBETHBIX» U  <«IIBETOUHBIX» PEBOJIIOLHMA, OIPENEIAIONIEE  CIOKHOCTD
MpeZICKa3aHus UX MOCIEICTBUM, YTO IEPUOIUUECKH PUBOUT K IIEPEXO/Y «YIIPABJISIEMOTO Xaoca»
B HEYITPaBJISIEMBIH.

HemHorum Jyuiiie cuTyarnus OOCTOUT B O0JACTH MOAJEPIKKH TMPUHATHS COIHATIBHO-
9KOHOMMUYECKHUX pe]l[eHHfI. HpI/IMeHHeMbIe B OKOHOMHYECKOM IIPOTHO3UPOBAHHU METO/bBI
YUUTBHIBAIOT BJIUSHHE YeJIOBeYeCKOro ¢akTopa WMCKIIOUUTEPHO KaK JeMOrpaduyecKoro,
00OecrieyrBaIoIIero MPUTOK IMPOU3BOACTBEHHBIX cui (Ilurnuko, 2005; AHUCUMOB W Jp., 2011).
Ho 5T0, Kak OKa3bIBAET IPAKTHUKA, JIUIIb O/THA U3 COCTABJIAIOIINX MIPOIleCcca, HEAOCTATOYHAS JIJIsI
IIOJIy4€HUA JOCTOBEPHBIX IIPOTHO30B.

AnasiornuHble TPOOJIEMBI CYIIECTBYIOT B He MeHee BOCTpeOOBaHHOW obJractu —
B IIPOTHO3MPOBAHUHU MEKITHHUYECKOTO B3aUMO/IEHCTBHS.

2. MaTepuaJjbl 1 METObI

B kauectBe MaTepuasioB OblJla HCIIOJIb30BaHA CIIEIUAJIbHAs JIUTEPATypa, HayJIHbIE
myOJIMKAIINY, CTATHCTHYECKUE JaHHbBIE ¢ O(PUIMAIBLHBIX CAUTOB I'OCYy/IapCTBEHHBIX OpraHoB Pd.

MeTo/10/I0OTHYECKYI0 OCHOBY CTaThU COCTABJIIOT TaKHE METOZbI TEOPETHUYECKOTO MTO3HAHUSA
Kak ¢opMayM3alusd W TUINOTETUKO-IElyKTUBHBIA MeTO/, C TIPHUMEHEHUEeM KOTOPOTO
chopMUpPOBAaHO YTOUHEHHOE OIMCAHMWE IIpOllecca  MEKATHHYECKOTO  B3aWMOJIEHCTBUS.
Jletaymzanus OMMMCAaHUS JAaHHOTO IIPoIlecca MPOBEJEHAa C HCIIOJIb30BAaHHUEM OOIETOTHYECKUX
METOJOB HCCJAeJOBaHMUA: aHajanu3a, OO0O0OIeHHsaA, MeToJa aHaJOTHH M MaTeMaTH4decKoro
MO/IEJTUPOBAHUS.

3.06cy:xneHue

B Hacrosee BpeMs, Kak IIPaBUJIO, /U MOJIyYeHU IIPOTHO30B UCIIOJIb3YIOTCA Pa3InyHble
MOJIeJId MeK3THUUYeCKOro B3auMozielcTBUA. TeopeTHdecKUil M MaTeMaTHYeCKUH amnmapar Jjis
peanus3anuu MOAOOHBIX MoOZeaell paspaboTaH gocratoyHo mozapobHo (Doppecrep, 1978;
AHUKOHOB, 1994; Gilbert, 1999; T'yii u ap., 2000), 6oJjiee TOro, OH pPeaTu30BaH B HECKOJIBKHX
pPa3IMYHBIX BapHaHTax Mojeseld aHamuTwdyeckoro tumna (KopobumplH, 2000). O peanusanuu
CTaTUCTUYECKUX MOJIeJIeN 1T0I00HOTO Ha3HAUEHNS YIIOMUHAHUN B JINTEPAType HANUTH He yJaJIoch,
XOTS TeOpeTUYeCKH UCIIOJb30BAaHUE BEPOSATHOCTHBIX Mojesnell Bo3MoOKHO (Tuxaubrues,
TuxaneraeBa, 2016). B a000M cirydyae, MpaKTUYECKU BCE HCIOJIb3YEMbBIE IOAXOABI CBOJATCS K
OIIMCAHUIO MEXKITHUUECKOTO B3aMMO/IEHCTBUA HA OCHOBE YU€Ta JIByX OCHOBHBIX I'pyIn (haKTOPOB:

- YMCJIEHHOCTH M TACCHOHAPHOCTU B3aMMO/IEHCTBYIOIIHX STHOCOB;

- pusuko-reorpa@UIECKUX YCIOBUM, B KOTOPBIX OCYIIIECTBJISAETCA B3aUMO/ENCTBHE.

B Takoii mocTaHOBKe 3ajlauM, JJIs ONWCAHHS MOJieJIed B3auMOJIEMCTBUA STHOCOB
MIPUMEHSIOTCA CHCTeMbl AuddepeHnanbHbIX ypaBHeHUH Auddy3un win TemwioooMeHa,
peayn3ylolie MaTEMAaTHYECKUH almapaT «THOeJM U pPa3MHOXKEHUSA» (JUHAMHUKH CpPeIHUX).
YkazaHHble ypaBHEHUS HEOJHOKPATHO IIPOBEpPEHbl U BepUUIIMPOBAHBI NPHU MOJE€JIUPOBAHUN
Pa3JIMYHBIX CTAllMOHAPHBIX IporeccoB. Kak mMoka3piBaeT MpaKTHKa, CUCTEMBl YpaBHEHUU Ha
OCHOBE [JWHAMUKU CPEJIHUX a/IeKBaTHO TIIOKa3bIBAIOT TEHJEHIIMH B3aUMOJEHCTBUA U
pacrpocTpaHeHUsl STHUYECKUX I0JIel B YCJIOBUAX Hepas3pbIBHOCTU (YHKIUU B3aUMOJIEHCTBUS,
HaIpUMep, IIPU U3yUeHUU UCTOPUUECKOH peTpocnekTunsl (Kyuymos, 2016).

B To xe BpeMs, Kak IIOKa3bIBaeT CTAaTUCTUUYECKUU aHAIN3, JIOCTOBEPHOCTh IOJ00HOTO
MaTanmnapara MOpd MOJIEJIMPDOBAHUM  COBPEMEHHBIX HTHUUYECKUX IIPOIECCOB  BHI3BIBAET
ompeziesieHHble cOMHeHUA. CHIKeHUEe JIOCTOBEPHOCTU IPOTHO30B OIpeJlesisdeTcs TeM, UTO
B3aMMO/IENICTBUE STHOCOB B COBPEMEHHBIX YCJIOBUAX HE ABJISETCA IMPOIECCOM C IMOCTOSIHHBIMU
rmapamMeTpaMu, B HEM IPUCYTCTBYIOT BpeMeHHble CKauKd. /IaHHBIN (aKT MOXKeT ObITh OOBSICHEH
TeM, UTO Ha pacIpOCTPaHeHHEe 3THOCOB B COBPEMEHHBIX YCIOBUAX BJIUAIOT He TOJBKO YPOBEHDb UX
MIAaCCUOHAPDHOCTH U JIaHAmMAPT (BJIHAHUE KOTOPOTO, KCTaTH, C PpAa3BUTHEM TEXHOJIOTHU,
CYIIECTBEHHO 0cJ1a0J10), HO U nonuTuueckue ¢akTopsl. [loceqHue onpeesaioT B3auMOeCTBHE
STHOCOB HE TOJIBKO MEXJy CcOOOU, HO M C BHEIIHMMHU CTPyKTypamMu. BHyTpu rocymapcrBa 5TO
CUJIOBBIE U BJIACTHBIE CTPYKTYPHI, MEXK/y TOCYZAAPCTBAMH — IPAHUIIBI U ITPABUJIA MEK/IYHAPOTHOTO
npaBa. To ecTb, [yiA TOJMy4YeHHUA aJE€KBAaTHBIX IIPOTHO30B, IPUMEHSEMbIe MOJIEJIU JIOJKHBI
obecrieuynBaTh YUET HE IMIPOCTO MEKITHHYECKOTO, a COIMAIBbHO-3THUYECKOTO B3aUMOJIEUCTBUSA BO
BCcex ero mnposBiaeHusaAx. s opMupoBaHUsA MPEAJIOKEHUN 0 COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUIO armapara
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IIPOTHO3HUPOBAHHUA COITNAJIbBHO-3THHUYECKOI'O BBaHMOﬂeﬁCTBHH, npeayjaraceTrca OL€EHHTD
COBPEMEHHOE COCTOAHKUE MOJETIMPOBAHUA 3TOTO IIpo1ecca.

4.MaTepuaJjbl 1 MEeTOABI HCCIEOBAHUSA

Kak ormeuasoch paHee, B HacTosllee BpeMs, I MOJEJIUPOBAHUA MEKITHUUECKOTO
B3aMMOJIENCTBU A, Yallle BCETO HCIOJIb3YEeTCs MaTeMaTUUeCKU allapaT OlleHKH B3anMO/IeHCTBY ],
OCHOBAaHHBIM HAa YHNCJIEHHOCTH ¥ YPOBHAX IACCMOHAPHOCTH B3aMMOJIEMCTBYIOIIUX STHOCOB C
HCIIOJIb30BaHUEM CHUCTeMBbI JuddepeHIuaNbHbIX ypaBHeHHN auddy3nn wWid TemiooOMeHa
(Koctiok, AGpamoBa, 2016; UepHaBCKUH U Jp., 2002) BUAA:

dB + -
w5 Ss o

e dB/dt — ckopoCTh U3BMEHEHUI;

SB — BEJIMYUWHBI IIOTOKOB <<BTeKaIOH_IeI‘;I>> nu <<BBITeKaIOIL[eI>JI>> 9HEpruu, B 3aBHCHUMOCTU OT
3HaKa.

B TO Ke BpeMs, Ha JIAHYECTEPOBCKUE MOJIEIN B3aUMOJIEUCTBUS 3THOCOB, XapaKTEPHbIE JJIs
ONMCAHUS B3aHMOBJIUSAHUS apeasioB JKUBOTHOT'O MUPA, PAHHEH CTaINU MPoIlecca B3auMOJEeUCTBUS
YeJIOBEYECKUX STHOCOB M HMX B3aMMOJIEUCTBUS BHYTPH OJIHOTO TOCY/IapCTBA, B COBPEMEHHBIX
peauax HaKJIaJbIBaeTCA PsJ JOTOJHUTEIbHBIX YCJIOBHUM, K OCHOBHBIM U3 KOTOPBIX MOKHO
OTHECTH:

- (daKTOphl B3aUMOJIEUCTBUSA WHAWBHAA U OOIIECTBa, OIpeJeisieMble TOCYAapCTBEHHOU
CUCTEMOM, Ha TEPPUTOPUU KOTOPOU paCIoI0KEHBI B3aUMO/IEHCTBYIOIIUE STHOCHI;

- ('l)aKTOp Ha/inuus TOCyaapCTBEHHBIX Ir'paHHUIl, BIIMAKOINNX Ha TpaHCrpaHUYHOE
B3aUMOJIEHCTBHE STHOCOB.

Atu ke (aKTOPHI BJIUAIOT ¥ Ha IIPUMEHEHHE JIPYTHX BADUAHTOB MOJIEIEd SBOJTIOINY 3THOCOB
(Koporaes u ap., 2005; Tuxansrues, TuxaHsraena, 2015):

Ny _ Y —> byu;u; —a,u’ + D;(
ot 7; j#i OX

o°u,  o%u.
> T Y ), (2)

rzie

U; — «KOHIIEHTPAIUsI» 3JIEMEHTOB I-TO 3THOCA;

T; — XapakTepHOe BpeMs BOCIIPOM3BO/ICTBA I-T0 3THOCA;

bij — 5dPeKTHBHOCTH AHTATOHUCTHYECKOTO B3aUMOJIEUCTBHA 1-T'O 3THOCA 10 J-MY;

a; — 93¢ GEeKTUBHOCTD BHYTPUBU/IOBON 6OPHOBI;

D; — 3 dexTUBHOCTh MEKBUIOBON MUTPALIUH.

Hanmure  JIONOJHUTENIBHBIX  BAUAKIINX  (AKTOPOB  IMOPOXKAAET  «CTYIIEHUYATOCTh»
U3MeHeHUl, pa3pbIBHOCTh MOJIEJIUPYEMOTO IIpollecca U «CKAaYKU»  MEXKITHHUUYECKOTO
B3auMozieficTBusA. OTCYyTCTBUE UX YUYETAa IPU OMHUCAHUU (POPMAJIbHOM MOJIeJId B3aWMOJIeUCTBUA
MOKeT IPHUBOJUTD K IOTPENIHOCTAM MO/IeJINPOBaHUS.

Ina obecrnieueHus pelleHUs yKa3aHHOM mpobsieMbl HeoOxoaumo ¢opMain3oBaTh BHOBb
nosiBUBIIMeEcs (GaKTOPHI, B IEPBYIO OUepelb — TPAHCTPAHUYHOE MEXKITHUUECKOE B3aUMO/IeHCTBHE.
Kak mokaspiBaer (akTOPHBIA aHAJIW3 TNPEAMETHON 00JIaCTH, 3TO MOXKHO CJZeJlaTh C
HCITOJIb30BAHUEM METOJIOB TEOPHUH IMMOA00Us, HA OCHOBE YIPOIEHHOW MaTeMaTHUUeCKOH MOJENH,
OCHOBAaHHOU Ha MaTeMAaTHYECKOM arlapare OMUCAHHA IepeMeIeHNs 3JIEKTPOHOB, (GOPMAaIbHO
OTMCHIBAEMbBIX yPABHEHHEM 3JIEKTPUYECKOH 1enu (TuxaHbrues, 2014):

U=IR, (3)

rze U — BesTMUMHA «Pa3HOCTU COIUAJIBHBIX IIOTEHI[UAJIOB »;

I — ocpegHEHHAA BeJIMYMHA TPAHCTPAHUYHOTO MUTPAIIMOHHOTO ITOTOKA;

R — rpaHuYHOE COIIPOTUBJICHUE.

[Ipu onucanuu OMIOJTHEHHOW MOZIEJU TIPE/JIATaeTCs IPUHATD, UYTO B KOXKJOU OT/JIEJIbHO B3ATOHN
TOYKEe CYIIECTBYIOT IOTEHIMAIbl COCTOSHHUA U, COOTHOIEHUE KOTODBIX OIpefiesifeT BeJNYHUHY U
HallpaBjieHUe BEKTOpAa STHHUYECKOro IpuTskeHusa U, omnpenenseMoro Kak HU3MeHeHHe
HAIPS»KEHHOCTU STHIYECKOTO I0JIA, TPeJIJIOKEHHOTO0 ps1oM aBTopoB (Kopobuibia, ®@posiosa, 2006).
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Hanmuwue paszuuipl moteHuaaoB U MOpPOXKAAeT MOTOK IepeMelleHHs, 0003HAaUEeHHBIH B
mozenu kKak I. B peaslbHOCTH OH peayu3yercs depe3 sBJeHHE BHYTPEHHEH WM BHeEITHEH
murpanuu. Benwmyuna I TpsAMO TMPOMOPIMOHAIBHO B3aBHCHUT OT pa3HUIBI MoTeHInasoB U.
CBoOomHON peaysm3anuul TMOTOKAa I TIPENMATCTBYeT TPAHCTPAaHUYHOE CONpOTHBJIeHUE R,
3aTpy/HSIONIee BhIpaBHUBAHUE HANPSIKEHHOCTH (pUCYHOK 1). [Ipu orleHKe MaHHBIX IapaMeTpOB
HeoOXO/IMMO YYUTHIBATh, UTO BHYTPEHHSSA U BHEIITHSISA MUTPAITUS OIpesiesisieTcs 60oJiee OOITUPHBIM
nepeyHeM (aKTOpoB, YeM MEKAITHHYECKOE TpaHCIPaHWYHOe B3ammojelictBue. Ho mocienHee
SIBJISIETCSI HEOTHEMJIEMOU YaCThI0 MUTPAINU, COCTABJIASA TY WJIX UHYIO €€ JIOJII0 B 3aBUCHMOCTHU OT
STHUYECKOTO COCTaBa HACeJIEHUS COIpeZesIbHBIX cTpaH (pernoHoB). Kpome Toro, cOnmpoTuBIieHnE
R @dopMupyercsi He TOJBKO HaJWYHEM TPaAHHIl, HO H <KJIACCHYECKUMHU» (aKTOpaMH
MEKITHUYECKOTO B3aumoielicTBusA. [Ipu pa3paboTke Mo/iesii, OIMCAaHHOE HECOOTBETCTBHUE MEXKTY
MOHATUAMH  «MEKTOCy/IapCTBEHHOEe B3aWMMOJIeCcTBUE» (MHTpaIus) U  «MeXITHUUECKOE
B3aMMOJIEHICTBHE», KaK U CTPYKTypy R, mpemiaraerca y4ecTb 4dYepe3 CTAaTHCTHYECKUE
K03 GHUITUEHTHI COCTaBa MUTPAIIHIOHHBIX IIOTOKOB. YTOUHEHHE caMUX KO3 (PUITUEHTOB — IIPEAMET
NaJIbHEHIINX UCCIeJOBaHUH.

Cama BeMUMHA HAIMPSKEHHOCTH COIHMAJIBLHO-3THUUYECKOTO IIOJISI 3aBHUCUT OT MHOTHUX
dbakTopoB. MeTo/10710THSI OIIPE/IeJIEHUs €€ TTapaMeTPOB JIOCTATOYHO MOJIPOOHO ommucaHa B pabore
(Kopobwuripix, ®posiosa, 2006).

Bananne
HEKOMITUMEHINAPHEIN o
IIMHIUL CKIX 2Py T
\\ -

IR R e

Puc. 1. I'paduueckoe mnpejicTaBieHNnEe MOIEIH MEKITHUUECKOTO B3aUMOJEHCTBHS

B cooTBeTCTBUU C OCHOBHBIMU IIOJIOKEHUSIMU METOJO0JIOTUH MOAEJIHNPOBAHUA CUCTEM, OJIA
MNPaKTU4YECKOTO HCIIOJIb3OBAHHUA IIpeJjiaraéMoro maremMaTH4eCKoro arimapara, Tp66yeTC}I
HaCTpOﬁKa MOJEJIN. OHa MOKeT OBITh IIpoBeA€eHa II0 H3BECTHBIM JdaHHBIM 00 HMHTEHCHUBHOCTHU
MHUTPAUOHHBIX IIOTOKOB MEXJY TIOCyAapCTBaMHK, BEKJJIIOUAKOIMUMMU OTHOCBI H CY63THOCBI
pasjquof/'I CTEII€eHH KOMIIVIMMEHTAapHOCTH.

5.Pe3yjabTaThsl

JI71 HaCTpOUKH MOJIETN, KOTOpasi UMeeT TpU HensdBecTHBIX mapameTpa (U, I u R), Tpebyercs
subo 3adukcupoBaTh JABa U3 HHUX, Jau00, B3adUKCUPOBAB XOTA OBl OJUH COCTAaBUTh
MIPE/ICTABUTEJIPHYI0O BBIOOPDKY B BHJE CHUCTEMBl YpPaBHEHUH II0 OCTaJbHBIM IapaMeTpaM.
OTHOCUTEIPHO TOBBIINIEHUS TOYHOCTH KaJUOPOBKM Mojenu, 0ojiee NPeANOUYTUTETHbHBIM
MIpEeJICTaBJISAETCA BTOPOU IyTh.

HeobOxonuMmbIii /171 TOJIydyeHUsA JTAHHBIX 0030p CTAaTUCTUKU IepeMelleHUs MUTPAIMOHHBIX
IIOTOKOB MOXKHO cpopMupoBaTh Ha npumepe crpaH ObiBiiero CHI™ u psizja Apyrux, rpaHUYAIuX C
HUMH, 110 KOTOPBIM CTaTUCTUKA JIOCTATOYHO ITOJIHA U MPEJICTABUTEIbHA, ¥ OTHOCUTEIBHO KOTOPHIX
MO>KHO XOTsI OBI OIIEHOYHO OIPE/IeJIUTh YPOBEHb KOMILIMMEHTAPHOCTHY HACEJISAIOIINX X STHOCOB.

Jlns  mepeBosa  KAuecTBEHHBIX  OLIEHOK — TPAHCTPAHUYHOTO  CONPOTUBJIEHUA B
KOJIMYECTBEHHbIe,  IIpe/jlaraeTcsi  yCTAaHOBUTHh  Oa/UIbHBIE  IIOKa3aTeJIN  OTHOCHUTEJIBHO
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KOJINYEeCTBEHHO-KAYeCTBEHHOHN IIKaJIbl B IpEeZesIax OT «Xo» — OTCYTCTBHE TPAHCTPAHUYHOTO
COIIPOTUBJIEHUS, /IO «Xs» — MPAKTUYECKU a0COIOTHAA 3aKPBITOCTh rpaHul] (Tabiuma 1).

Ta6smna 1. ITokazaTenu TpaHCTPAHUYHOTO COIIPOTHBIIEHN (BapUaHT)

Omnucanue KauecTrBeHHBINT KosmuecTBeHHAaA OLleHKA
10Ka3aTesb

[TostHOE OTCYTCTBHE MPENATCTBUH 1O OueHb HU3KOE Xo

repeceYeHHIo TPAHUITbI U IPeObIBAHUIO HA

TEPPUTOPUHU CTPAHBI

CB00OO/THOE TIepeceueHre TPAHUIIBI C Huskoe X1

KOHTPOJIEM ITPEOBIBAHNSA Ha Uy3KOU

TEepPUTOPUU

[TepeceueHue rpaHuUIIbI 110 3aTPAHUYHBIM Huxe X2

[acIopTaM ¢ KOHTPOJIEM NpeObIBAaHUSA Ha cpesHero

4y:KOU TEPPUTOPUU

YOpomEHHbIN BUBOBBIU PEKUM Cpennee X3

OOBIYHBIN BU3OBBIN PEKUM Brime Xy
cpefiHero

OrpaHuyeHue Ha Bbe3/l HEeKOTOPBIX I'PYIIII Bricokoe X5

rpakziagd

[TosHBIN 3alIpeT nepecevyeHus FPaHUIIBI OueHpb X6
BBICOKOE

CBeJleHUs M3 OTKPBITHIX HCTOYHHUKOB, B IIEPBYIO OUepE/lb €3KEeroHbIe OTUETHI DetepaTbHON
MurpanuoHHou cy:k061 Poccun (Caiit ®MC Poccun, 2016), MO3BOIAIOT ¢hOPMHUPOBATH TAOJIHILY
JIAHHBIX 110 YPOBHIO MUTPAIIMOHHBIX IIOTOKOB B OTHOIIIEHUHU K 00IIeMy YHCITy HaceJaeHus (C yIéToM
roKasaTeJsiel X;). Pe3ysibTaTbl CTaTUCTHYECKOH 00pabOTKM 3TUX TAHHBIX (B JIOJISAX OT 1) IPUBE/IEHBI
B TabGiure 2.

Tao6smuna 2. [TokazaTen MUTPAallIOHHBIX TIOTOKOB

Crpana T'ox onpenienenus 3HaueHHe IIoKa3aTeJs
IoKa3aTesis Xo X; X X5 Xy X5

YxpaunHa 2009 0,08

2012
Y3bexkucTan 2009 0,07

2012 0,09

2014 0,08
TagKUKHCTaH 2009 0,14

2012 0,16
ApmeHns 2009 0,15

2014 0,16
Azepbarikan 2009 0,06

2012 0,07

2014 0,07
Monpasusa 2012 0,15
JIutBa 2014 0,01
JlaTBus 2014 0,01
SCTOHUA 2014 0,02
Kuprusua 2013 0,1

2014 0,1
Kazaxcran 2014 0,03
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TepMaHUsA 2014 0,003 |
CIIIA 2009 0,0006
2014 0,0004
Kurai 2009 0,0003
2014 0,0002
Typrusa 2014 0,0015

ITpu HacTpOIiKe MO/ieTd IPUHUMAIOTCS /IBa 0a30BbIX IOMYIIEHUS.

Bo-nepBBIX, /JaHHBIE /I PACYETOB B3ATHI JI0 2014 ro/ia, TaK KaK MPOU3OIIEANINE IO3Ke
MU3BECTHBIE COOBITHS HECKOJIPKO «CMasajii» KapTUHYy MWIpal[id, He TIO03BOJIAS II0Ka
chopMHUpPOBaTh JIAaHHBIE JIJIs HOBBIX YCJIOBHUM. A HACTpamBaThb MOJIEJIb IO JAHHBIM IEPEXOIHOTO
IIepuojia HEKOPPEKTHO.

Bo-BTophIX, B 1anHbIXx ®MC He paszesndaioTcs MOTOKHU II0 3THOCAM, IPUXOAUTCA YUUTHIBATDH
00001énHbIEe cBeZieHus. Ho, OoTMEYEeHHBIM paHee HECOOTBETCTBUEM MEKAY MEKTOCY/IapCTBEHHBIM
B3aUMO/IENICTBUEM (BHemIHEH MUTpAIHEH) u MEX3THUYECKUM TPaHCTPAaHUYHBIM
B3aMMOJIEICTBHEM, Ha STalle HKCIEPUMEHTa [0 HACTPOMKe Ipejjiaraercs mpeHeOpeub, TaK Kak,
JUIsl TIpUMepa HACTPOUKU HEKOTOPON abCTPaKTHON MOJETH, YKa3aHHbIE JOIYIIEeHUS MOXKHO
CUUTATh HE KDUTUYHBIMU.

VHTepriossinuel MeTO/IOM HAMMEHBIINX KBAJPATOB JAHHBIX TAOJIHIbI 2, TOCTPOEH HabOp
3aBUCUMOCTEN MHTEHCUBHOCTH MUTPAIUM OT TPAHUYHOTO CONIPOTUBJIEHUA JJI Pa3HBIX yCIOBUU
KOMIUINMEHTAPHOCTU 3THOCOB. [[y1 mocTpoeHus rpaduKOB HCIOJIb30BAH IAKeT IPUKJIAIHBIX
nporpamm MathCad (PucyHok 2).

[Tonyuennbsle TpadUKU ONpeAeaAlT 3aBUCUMOCTb IIOKasaTejlell TpaHCTPAHUYHOTO

COIIPDOTUBJIEHUA [JIA «HH3KOTO», «CpeagHero» u «BBICOKOT'O» ypOBHeﬁ OTHHUYECKOTI'O
MPUTSKEeHUs (B YaCTH I[BETOBOY I'PAJIAlliy YPOBHEU NMPUTSI?KeHUA TabTHIThI 2).
|5] @atin  PepskTipossHie Bra Berasdrs ©OpraT MHCTRyMeHTEl CHisonk Oko  Crpasks BEES
OD-2d SR Y B v me = 20w v 2 B
@ A [ e= [2<F 50 af ® ) [ % < I3 o 07 omn 848 ba Bu
Mormal | arial vilio v|| B I U|EEE=E ==
A = lintsrp(a0, 30, 1) o

AU = linterplxs, w3, 13)
Al = linterplxd, wd )

012

01

v
< >
Fress F1 for help. AUTO CrpaniLa |

Puc. 2. CraTucTUYeCcKre 3aBUCUMOCTY HHTEHCUBHOCTH MUT'PAXMOHHBIX IIOTOKOB OT I'PAHUYHOTO
COIIPOTHUBJIEHUA IIPU PA3HBIX YPOBHAX KOMIVIMMEHTAPHOCTU TPAHCI'PAHUYHBIX 3THOCOB

[IpuHSAB eIé OHO AOMyIeHNe, O JUHEHHOCTH MOJIEIN Ha JJAHHOM Y4YacTKe, OCHOBaHHOE Ha
TOM, UTO COOTHOIIIEHNE ONpefe€EHHON I'yMeJIEBBIM cpeaHeH JINTeIbHOCTH IMKJIA Pa3BUTHUSA
9THOCA W PacCMaTPUBAEMOrO0 BPEMEHHOTO IMepUOoJia He IMPEBBINIAET 0 IPOIEHTa, TO €CTh
SIBJISIETCSI MiCUe3arole MayibiM. [IpUHAB yka3zaHHOe JOMyIeHHe, BIIOJTHE 0O0OCHOBAaHHOE Ha CTOJIb
KOPOTKUX OTpe3Kax HCCIeAyeMBbIX JAaHHBIX, MOXXHO OIPEAEIUTh UYUCJIEHHBbIE MMapaMeTphbl I
JIPYTUX 3HAYEHUU TPAaHCTPAHUYHOTO conpoTuBieHus (Tabuma 3).
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Ta6smna 3. Pacuéraple mapaMeTpsl TPAHCTPAHUYHOTO COTIPOTUBJIEHUS

Onwucanue KauecTBeHHBIN KosnmyectBeHHas olieHKA
I10Ka3aTesb

[TostHOE OTCYTCTBHE MIPENATCTBUH 1O OueHb HU3KOE 1

repeceveHUIo TPAHUITbI U TPeObIBAHUIO

HA TEPPUTOPUHU CTPAHBI

CBobOOHOE TIepeceueHre TPAHUIIEI C Hwuskoe 1,13

KOHTPOJIEM ITPEOBIBAHNSA Ha Uy3KOU

TEepPUTOPUU

IlepeceueHue rpaHuLbI 11O Huxe 1,26

3arpaHUYHBIM [IACIIOPTaM C KOHTPOJIEM cpesiHero

peObIBAHNSA Ha Yy:KOU TEPPUTOPUH

YOpomEHHbIN BUBOBBIU PEKUM Cpennee 1,39

OOBIYHBIN BU3OBBIN PEKUM Brpime 1,54
cpefHero

OrpaHuyeHNe Ha Bbe3[ HEKOTOPHIX Bricokoe 1,67

IPYIII FpakiaH

[TonHBIN 3allpeT nepecevueHus OueHp 1,8

IrpaHULbI BBICOKOE

3adukcrpoBaB IOJIyUeHHbIE 3HAUEHWS TPAHCTPAHUYHOIO COIPOTHBJIEHHsA R MOKHO,
HCIIOJIb3YsI JaHHbIe TAOIHUIl 2 U 3, BEHIYUCIUTh Pa3MEPHOCTh ¥ BO3MOXKHbBIE TPAHUIIBI N3MEHEHU
MEKATHUYECKOT0 HpuTsKeHuss U. Pe3ysbraTbl pacyéTOB /ISl JAHHBIX IPHUBEAEHHOTO MpUMEpa
cBeJieHbI B Tabuiry 4.

Taosuma 4. KosmuecTBeHHbIE OIIEHKU MEKATHHYECKOTO IMPUTS’KeHUs (BapHaHT)

No IToxkazaresns U bannpHast oneHKa
1 Bricokoe 0,1-0,2 ¥ BBIIIIE
2 Cpennee OKO0JIO 0,05
3 Husxkoe 0,02 U HIKE

HacrpoeHHass TakuM oOpasoM MojieJib oO0ecliedrBaeT, B COCTaBe MOJIEJIUPYIONIETO
KOMILIEKCA Ha OCHOBE «KJIACCUUECKHX» MojieJieli B3auMOJIeHCTBUs, IOJydeHHe IIPOTHO30B
MOCJIEICTBUN  IUIAHUPYEeMBbIX JeHCTBUM, a TakKe MOHUTODHUHI TeKYIIero COCTOSHUA
MEKTOCy/IapCTBEHHBIX STHUUECKHX OTHOIIIEHUH B IIPOIlecce pean3anuy IPUHATHIX PellleHUui.

6. 3akiIoueHUe

HeobxoumMo MOHMMAaTh, UTO TpeAJIaraeMblii MaTeMaTHJYecKui ammapar (3) He 3aMeHseT
MO/IEJT B3aUMO/IENCTBHSA 3THOCOB (1 U 2), MpeIJIoKeHHbIE aBTOpaMu (AHUKOHOB, 1994, 'y1 u ap.,
2000; Kopobumpis, 2000; Gilbert, 1999; ®oppecrep, 1978; Kopobuiisia, ®posioBa, 2006), a JIUIIb
JIOTIOJTHSIET WX, BBICTYIIAsA B POJIM YPAaBHEHUH /IS 3aJIaHUA TPAHUYHBIX YCJIOBUH MOJIETHPOBAHHUSA
(TuxanprueB, TuxaHblueBa, 2016) u obecrleunBasgs YYET COBPEMEHHBIX OCOOEHHOCTEH
MEKITHHUECKOI'O B3aMO;IeHCTBH.

[Tosryuatomuiicss B pe3yJsibTaTe MHCTPYMEHT IIPOTHO3UPOBAHUSA HE IIPOCTO B OUEPETHOU pas
JIOKa3bIBaeT YHHBEPCAJILHOCTh (DU3WYECKUX B3aKOHOB, OH MOXKET HMETh Pa3HOOOpasHoe
MIPAaKTHYECKOEe IIPUMEHEHUE: OT IIOBBIIIEHHS TOYHOCTH IIPOTHO30B COITHAIbHO-3THHUYECKOTO
B3aUMOJIENCTBUSA JI0 pa3pabOTKM KOHKPETHBIX MepP I10 YIIPAaBJIEHUI0 MUTPAITUOHHBIMH MTOTOKAMH.
Pazymeercsi, mocie TmpoBefeHHs 00s3aTeNIBPHOTO 3Tana BepuUKAMU  IIpeAjaraeMoro
MaTeMaTUYECKOTO alrapara B COCTaBe KOMILJIEKCHON MOJIEJTH MEKITHUUECKOTO B3aNMO/IEUCTBUS.

B cBA3M ¢ oOTCyTCTBMEM BO3MOXKHOCTH IIOJTHOIIEHHOW TIPOBEPKU IIPeAJIaraeMoro
MaTarmapara B COCTaBe CUCTEMbBI MOJIesIE, TIEPBUYHYIO BEPUGDUKAIIHUIO ITPEjIaraeTcsi IPOBECTH Ha
KauyeCcTBEHHOM ypOBHE, Ha YpOBHE aHa/M3a TEHAEHIINHA, HA IpUMepaxX peayM3alldyl IPOIECCOB
TPAHCTPAHUYHOTO MEKITHUYECKOTO B3aWMOJIEUCTBUSA B COBPEMEHHBIX YCJIOBHUAX. MBICJIEHHO
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MPEJICTaBUB I O3TOTO BUPTYIbHYIO CHCTEMY «KJIaCCHYECKass» MOJEeIb — IIpeJijlaraeMblil
MaTanmnaparT», i aHaAJIN3UPYA e€ MOBe/IeHHe Ha Pa3/IMUHbIX UCXO/IHBIX IAHHBIX.

B xauecTBe mepBOro KOHTPOJIBHOTO IIPUMEPA MOKHO PACCMOTPETh MUTPAIIMOHHBIN KPU3UC B
coBpeMeHHOU EBpomne, mapaMeTpsl KOTOPOTo U3BeCTHBI. Hauano kpusuca onpeaesseTcsa TeM, YTO
HUCTOPUYECKH, B CBA3H C HEPAaBHOMEDHBIM Pa3BUTHEM TEXHOJIOTHH, CO31aJIUCh pa3Hble YCIOBUA
cymectBoBaHus B EBpome ¢ omHO# cTopoHbl, Ha bamkaem Boctoke m B Adpuke — ¢ Apyroi.
Ha sToT mpolecc HaJOXWIUCH pa3Hble YPOBHU IIaCCUOHAPHOCTU HACEAIONIUX 3TU PErvOHbI
aTHOcoB. CdopmupoBaBmIasics B 3TOW CBA3W Pa3HOCTb HANPsDKEHUs STHUYECKoro monsa U
ycyryomnace AevictBussMHu yaapHbix cuyi HATO, pa3pyIIMBIINX WM CYIIECTBEHHO OCIA0MBIIHX
rocyziapctBeHHyto nHdpacrpykrypy Mpaxka, Jlusuu, Adpranucrana u Cupun. Pesyabratom sBUICS
IIOTOK MUTPaHTOB I, cayxKamuil mokaszareieM (HU3NUECKOTO0 IPOSBJIEHUsS TPAHCIPAHUYHOTO
B3aUMOJIENICTBUSA HTHOCOB. AH&JIM3 STOTO IIOTOKA IIOKa3bIBaeT, 4YTO €ro WHTEHCHUBHOCTH
W3HAYaJIbHO ObLTa MaKCUMaJbHa MMeHHO B crpaHbl EC ¢ HaWMeHBIIUM YPOBHEM 3alllUThI
BHEIIIHUX FPaHMII. A B IpyTHeE CTPAHbl — MUHMMAaJIbHA IIPU MPOYMNX PaBHBIX yeaoBuax. C 2014 rojia,
o Mepe yxkecroueHus: EC pesxuMa MOPCKOU TpaHUIIbI, TOABUICA HE3HAUUTEIbHBIN, HO IIOCTOSTHHO
pacTyIuii MUTPAllHOHHBIH IIOTOK B PyMBIHHIO, KOTOPOTO paHee He ObLIO. DTO ITOJHOCTHIO
COOTBETCTBYET IPUHIMIIAM IIpeJJjlaraeMoro B CTaThe MaTeMaTHUJecKoro ammapata. Ilpu stom
BuyTpu EC HampaBjieHHMe W HWHTEHCHBHOCTH IIOTOKA MHIPAHTOB pacHpezesisieTcs B I0JIHOM
COOTBETCTBUH C KJIACCUUECKUMH MojesiMu B3aumoerictBusa (Kopoburera, 2000; Kopobursr,
®posoBa, 2006; TuxaHbIUEB, 2014).

Bropoii mnpumep — pe3yJsbTaThl HCKYCCTBEHHOTO (DOPMHPOBAHUSA TPAHUI] OBIBIIUX
OpUTAHCKUX KOJIOHMH Ha ocHOBe Iuiana MayHtOerreHa (Louis Francis Albert Victor Nicholas
Mountbatten), He yJYWUTHIBAIONIETO CTPYKTYpy HACEJABIIMX bpurtaHckylo WHAWIO 3THOCOB.
B pesynbrare, mporecc B3auMOJIeCTBUSA 3THOCOB, pa3/ie/IEHHBIX TPAHUIIAMHU, IIPOTEKAJI COBCEM He
TaK, KaK ITOKa3bIBAIOT KJIACCHYECKHE MOJIeJId, a ObLI 3aMe/JieH B IIOJTHOM COOTBETCTBHUU C
rmapaMeTpaMu IMpejjlaraeMoro MaTeMaTUYecKOro ammaparta. M, B COOTBETCTBHU C HUM K€, 3TO
IPUBEJIO K OOPATHOMY IIPOIlECCYy — POCTY Pa3HOCTH IOTEHIUAJIOB STHUYECKOTO IIOJISI BIOJIb
TPaHUIL U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, K POCTY HOJIUTHYECKON HANIPSA>)KEHHOCTH.

W, B KauecTBe JONOJHUTEJIBHOIO IIpUMepa MOXHO IIPUBECTH B3auUMOJENCTBUE
NpUrpaHuyHbIx 3THOCOB CoBeTckoro Coro3a BO BTOPOHM IIOJIOBHHE IIPOILIOTO BeKa, BO BpeMA
BoUHBI B Adranucrade. PykoBoactBo CoBerckoro Coro3a CTpeMHUJIOCH YJIYUIIUTh YPOBEHb JKU3HU
MECTHOTO HaceJeHUs, CHmwkaa HanpsbkeHne U wMexzay adraHCKUMU ¢ POJICTBEHHBIMU
MIPUTPAHUYHBIMH TA/PKUKCKUMHU 3THOCAaMHU. BKyme ¢ ycuieHWeM pekuMa OXpaHbl IpaHUIbl R,
9TU MEpPBHI, B IIOJITHOM COOTBETCTBHUU C IpejIaraeMbIM MAaTaIIlapaToM, He TTO3BOJIIJIA BOBHUKHYTh
TPAHCTPAHUYHOMY MUTPAIMOHHOMY KPHU3HCY, IPAKTUUYEeCKH OOHY/JNMB MOTOK I B IOJHOM
COOTBETCTBUH C YpaBHEHUEM (3).

[IpuBen€HHBIE TPUMEDPHI HE MOTYT OBITh TOJTBEPIK/IEHBI CYIIECTBYIOIIUMH B HACTOSAIIEE
BpeMsI MOJIEJIIMU B3aWMOJIENCTBUSA STHOCOB HA OCHOBE JIMHAMUKH CPEIHUX, MPU WX ONHCAHUU
BO3HUKAIOT HEIPeoI0JINMble NPOTUBOPEUYUs pe3yJIbTaTOB MOJIEJIMPOBAaHUA U IPAKTUKU. A BOT
JlopaboTaHHasA cucTeMa Mo/esiell abCOIOTHO TOUHO MOKAa3bIBAET TEHEHIINIO PA3BUTHSA CUTYaI[UU
B KaXX/ZIOM U3 pacCMaTPUBAEMBIX IMPUMEPOB, UTO MOATBEPKJAeT HAJIWYUE JJI Heé yCTONYHUBOTO
IIepUOIUYECKOTO PEeIIeHHUs.

JlomoHeHHBIE TakuM oOpa3om cucteMbl moaenedr (KopobunpiH, 2000; Kopobwuiipis,
®posioBa, 2006) MO3BOJAT pelIaTh INIUPOKUN CHEKTP MPOTHO3HBIX 337lay B IUKJIE IOJJEPKKU
IPUHATHS PEIIeHUH: OT IMPOTHO3a BJIMSAHUSA COIUAIBHBIX (DAKTOPOB HA (QYHKIMOHHPOBAHUE
OT/IeJIbHBIX OO'BEKTOB /10 ITPOTHO3UPOBAHUS YCTOMYHUBOCTU TOCY/IADCTBEHHBIX OOpAa30BaHUM U
BBIDAOOTKU TIPEIJIOKEHUH 110 PETYJIMPOBAHHUI0 MUTPAIIMOHHBIX IMOTOKOB (Bykasmos, 2012;
[ITaskmHOaTHIH, 2015; MacioBckuii, 2016), MHTEHCUBHOCTH APYTHX COITHAIBHBIX KOMMYHHKAITAHA
(KupwioBa, 2016; Koptzeva, 2011). A Tak ke obecriedyaT JajibHEWIIee Pa3BUTHE TEOPUH H
MIPAKTUKU MOJIETUPOBAHUS B3aUMOJENCTBHS STHOCOB.
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MoaesmmpoBaHue B3aUMOAEHCTBUS 3 THOCOB: HOBBIE ACIIE€KThI
Outer BacunbeBuu Tuxaupiues 2 °

a Hay4HO-HCCIe0BaTEIbCKUH HHCTUTYT IIPOOJIEM YIIPABJIEHUs, MOJAETUPOBAaHUS U
aBTOMAaTHU3aIM AKaJIeMUH BOEHHBIX HayK, MockBa, Poccutickas ®enepamus

AnHOTamua. Pabora mocBsIeHa BOIpocaM MPOTHO3UPOBAHUs B3aUMOJIEUCTBUS STHOCOB,
OCYIIIECTBJISIEMOTO B YCJIOBHSX COBpEMEHHOTO obIiecTBa. IIpeaMeT uccieioBaHusl — BJIMSHUE Ha
MEKITHUUYECKOE B3aNMMOJIEMCTBHE TPAHUIl U TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHUU, YUET yKa3aHHBIX
(pakTOPOB IPU MOAETUPOBAHUH ITPOIIECCOB MEKITHUUECKOTO B3ANMO/IEUCTBUS.

Kak mnoxkaspiBaeT aHajau3 IpeAMETHOUW 00JIacTH, BaXKHEHIIUM 3TAallOoM THUIIOBOTO IIHKJIA
yIpaBJieHus, B JII000H cepe, sBJIsIETCS TPOTHO3UPOBAHUE TOCIEACTBUHM MPUHUMAEMBIX PEIIeHHH.
OCHOBHOWl HMHCTPYMEHT IIPOTHO3UPOBAHUs, OOECIeUHBAIONIUNA HAUOOJIBIIYI0 OOBEKTHBHOCTD
OIIEHOK — MaTeMaTH4ecKoe MOJIeJIMPOBAHUE. B COBpEMEHHBIX YCJIOBUSAX, C BO3PACTaHHUEM POJIN
HEBOEHHBIX METO/IOB MEKTOCY/IapCTBEHHOTO MIPOTUBOOOPCTBA, pacTer BaYKHOCTH
IIPOTHO3UPOBAHUSA TIOCJIEACTBUN TOJUTHYECKNX pemreHnd. Ho, Kak TmOKa3bIBaeT aHAJIU3,
JIOCTOBEPHBIM MaTeMaTUYeCKUU ammapara /isi IOA0OHOTO IIPOTHO3UPOBAHUS OTCYTCTBYET.
[IpumeHeHMe 1 TOJyYeHHUs] TPOTHO30B KAYECTBEHHBIX OIEHOK, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha ITOJIOKEHUSX
TEOPUHU MMACCHOHAPHOCTU WJIM KOJIMYECTBEHHBIX OIIEHOK, IOJIy9aeMbIX ¢ IPUMEHEHHUEM allapara
JUHAMUKH CPEeIHUX, He Bcerzga obecrieunBaeT MPHUEMJIEMOM TOYHOCTH HporHo3a. OcHOBHas
MIPUYHHA 3TOTO — CJIa0BIA YUET B YKa3aHHBIX METOMKAX COBPEMEHHBIX YCIIOBUI MEKATHUUECKOTO
B3aUMOJIENICTBUS, XapaKTEPU3YIOIIUXCA HAJIUYUEM TOCY/IAPCTBEHHBIX TpaHuIll, (HAKTOPOB
BHYTPEHHET0 U MeK/lyHAapO/IHOTO IIpaBa.

B crarbe u3J103keH MaTeMaTHYeCKUH anmnapaT Ha OCHOBE METOZIOB TEOPUH MOA00MA U MOJeIN
SJIEKTPUYECKOH T1end, (POPMUPYIOITUA MPEANOChUIKHM  PEINIeHUs yKa3aHHOH  IPOOJIEMBI.
OneHuBaOTC BO3MOXKHBIE IIPEUMYINECTBA €ro TIPUMEHEHUs U TMPeJJIaraloTcs MPUHITUTIBI
peanu3anum.

Cnmenan  BBIBOA, O  BO3MOXKHOCTM  TPAKTUYECKOTO  TNPUMEHEHHs  IIPeJJIaraeMoro
MaTeMaTHYeCKOTO arapara i (oOpMUPOBaHUS TPAHUYHBIX YCJIOBUU B MOJIEJISAX MEKITHUIECKOTO
B3aMMOJIEHCTBYS, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha allPOOMPOBAHHBIX MPUHITUIIAX JUHAMUKY CPETHUX.

KiioueBbie cjIoBa: MEX3THHYECKOE B3aUMOJENCTBHE, TEXHOJOTUH IPOTHO3UPOBAHUS,
BJINSTHUE TPaHWUI], CONMAJIbHAS HAIPsKEHHOCTb, MaTEMaTHYECKOEe MOJEJIMPOBAaHUE, IMPUHSATHE
pellleHNH, IPOTHO3UPOBAaHNE OJTUTHIECKUX PEIIeHUH.

* KoppecrmoHAUPYIOIHUI aBTOP
Anpeca 3J1€eKTPOHHOU mouThl: towb5@yandex.ru (O.B. TuxaHbIueB)
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