NOMAEPIKKY 3alUIaeMblX MHOI0 HAeH, HJIH [axKe Da3BHBAIOT HX Haj.lIe.
Ao 3ameuanus 0. A. MypaBbeBa (B miaHe Teopuu noszuanusi), B. H. llep-
naxkoBa (peaurusi U Mopasnb), ocobenno 1. B. MunksBuuioca (B COLUHOJIOTH-
yeckoMm miane) u I'. T'. I'pomoBa (B umcro aTHOorpaduueckom). 51 Mory suech
OrpaHHYUTHCS JIMIIb BBIPAXKEHHEM HM HCKpeHHel OsarogapHocTH 3a 6Jaro-
XKeJaTeNbHbIH OTKJIHUK.

ONCE MORE ON RELIGION AS A SOCIAL PHENOMENON
(A REPLY TO CRITICS)

In this paper the author, continuing the discussion that started with his paper (see
«Sovetskaya Etnografia», 1979, No. 3), replies to his opponents: D. M. Ugrinovitch,
I. A. Kryvelev, Yu. I. Semenov, V. N. Sherdakov, Yu. A. Muravyov, Ya. V. Minkiavicius,
M. 1. Shakhnovitch, G. G. Gromov, and I. R. Grigulevitch (see «Sovetskaya Etnografia»,
1980, Nos. 1, 2, 4, 5, 6).

The main subject of controversy was the question: what is the principal, the most im-
portant aspect of religion? The beliels themselves, their content (such is the opinion of
most of the author’s opponents) or the social function of religion (the author’s opinion).
In the present paper the author repudiates the allegation that he denies the need for stu-
dying the content of religious beliefs; however, he does not see this as the principal object
in studying the history of religion. At the same time, the author admits his error: in his
eagerness to stress that which is most important in religion, its social role, he left in the
shadow the study of the beliefs themselves; naturally, their study is obligatory for specia-
lists in religion.

The author still thinks that the principal social role of any religion is to serve as a
factor of uniting people (social integration) and of separating them (segregation); the
latter function is the principal one.

The main difference of opinion between the author and his opponents lies in their dif-
ferent interpretation not of the object but of the subject of religious beliefs: for philoso-
phers, including most participants of the present discussion, the subject in religion is man
(for Marxian philosophers — social man); for ethnographers (including the present author)
it is the ethnos (people), or a group of ethnoses or a part of one. On this basis cooperation
between ethnographers and religion specialists as such is both possible and desirable.

Incidentally, the author replies to various particular objections and remarks made by
the participants in the discussion.

K UTOTAM AUCKYCCUM MO CTATBE C. A. TOKAPEBA
«O PEJIMTUU KAK COLLUATIbLHOM SBJIEHMU»

B puckyccuu mo cratbe C. A. ToxapeBa «O pelHrHH KaK COLHAJbLHOM SIBJEHHH (MBICJIH
sTHOrpacda)» MPHHSVIM yyacTHe YYeHble PAa3HLIX CHENHaJbHOCTEH — (HIOCO(BI, pesHrHeBe/s,
sTHOrpacdel. DTO MPHAAJNO JHCKYCCHH KOMIVIEKCHBIH, MEXAHCUMIIHHADHBIA XapakTep, IO3BO-
JIHI0 O6CYyIHTb WIHPOKHA Kpyr mpo6jeM. Y4aCTHHKAMH AHCKYCCHH OBLT BBIIABHHYT pPsifi HH-
TEPECHBIX COOOpaxKeHHH, KOTOpbie NPHBJEKYT BHHMaHHE CIENHAJHCTOB, IIOJYEPKHUBATACH He-
06XO0/IMMOCTh BCEMEDHOTO PA3BEPTHIBAHMSA MADKCHCTCKHX HCCJIEIOBAHHE aKTYaJbHBHIX IPOG-
JieM pesHurHeBe/ieHHs. B KpaTKOM 3aK/IIOYEHHH HEBO3MOXKHO KOCHYTBCSI BCEX ACIEKTOB IHC-
KYCCHH, HO IIO ec CTepPXKHEBBIM BONPOCAM PEAAKIHS CUHTAET HEOOXOAHMBIM BHICKA3aThCS.

Ilepen cOBETCKMMH HCCJIENOBATENSIMH DEJHTHH CTOSIT BaXKHBIE H OTBETCTBEHHBIE 3a/(ayH.
Jlis HX yCHENIHOro pelleHHsi HeoOXOAMMBEI BCECTODOHHHII yUeT H TBOPUECKOE PA3BHTHE TEO-
PETHYECKOr0 Hac/Jelds KJACCHKOB MapKCH3Ma-JEeHHHH3Ma, TJyOOKHH aHaJH3 COBDEMEHHOMH
PEJIHTMO3HOH CHTYAllMM, KOMILIEKCHOe HCCJIeJOBAaHHE DEeNHrHeBeJUeCKHX MPOGJEeM MpeaCcTaBH-
TeIMH BCeX OOLIECTBEHHBIX HAYK, B TOM UHCJE 3THOrpaduH.

Kak noguepkuBasoch B XOjAe AHCKYCCHH, PEJHIHS B HAIM JHH BHIOM3MEHSETCS, IbITa-
sICb IPHCIOCOOUTBCS K PeasibHOCTH COBPEMEHHOro MHpa. B CBsi3u ¢ 3THM craHOBsATCS GoJee
NOABHKHBIMHM TPaHHIBI NPEIMETHOH O0O0JACTH peJHrHeBeIUeCKOH HayKH, MEHSIOTCS HCCJIeNO-
BaTe/IbCKUE NPHOPUTETHl B H3YyuUeHHH penuruosHofi curyanun. Tak, mo muenuio C. A. Tokape-
Ba, HE COJEPIKAHHE DEJUTHO3HBIX NPEACTABJCHHH caMoO IO cefe, a COuHaJbHOE (YHKIMOHH-
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pOBaHHe PEJNHTHH KaK (OPMBI HIEOJOTHUECKHX OTHOLICHHH MEXKAY JIOZBMH SBJISETCS OCHOB-
HHIM B DEJHIHH. DTO MOJIOXKEHHEe HaMeyaeT HOBBIH acleKT B M3yYEHHWH DPEJHIUH, OCOOEHHO
¢ 3THOrpa(UUECKHX MO3HIMI, HO OHO M BLI3BAJO HaHboJiee OXKUBJICHHEIE CIOPHL.

Kak 6bl HH 3BOJIONHOHHPOBAJA PENHIHs, €e CYHIHOCTb OCTAaeTCd HEeM3MeHHOH. dTa Cyul-
HOCTb OblJa BCKPhITA OCHOBONOJIOXKHHKAMH MapKCH3Ma, H CHCTeéMa HX B3IVISJOB IO JAaHHBIM:
BONPOCAM OCTAETCsSI TEOPETHYECKHM (YHIaMEHTOM MAapKCHCTCKOro pesurueBefieHusi. Mcxons
H3 3TOTrO PENAaKIHs HE BHAHT OCHOBAHHH CTaBHTb IIOJ COMHEHHE LIHDOKO DacIpOCTPaHEHHYIO
B COBETCKOIl DeJHrHeBefUecKOi HayKe KOHLENIHIO, COTJIACHO KOTOPOH pPEJIHTHs, €CTh IpekKIe
BCero (opMa OGLIECTBEHHOTO CO3HAHHS M JHIIbL 3aTeM — (h)OpMa OTHOLIEHHH MEXAY JIOJbMH.
W HMEHHO Bepa B CBEPXBHECTECTBEHHOE fBJSETCA CHENU(DHUIECKHM IPHUSHAKOM DENHTHH KakK
dopmbl o6liecTBeHHOro co3Hanusd. M Kak BEAcHMIOCH B xole obcyxnenus, C. A. Tokapen
TaK¥ke He BO3paXKaeT IPOTHB 3TOH KOHIEIIHH.

BuMecTe ¢ TeM, KaK Obl YOeAHTENbHO HH OBIIH PEUIEHH BOMPOCH O mpHpoje (CYLIHOCTH)
pesuru: M jaxe npobiema ee IPOHCXOMKJEHHS, OCTAeTCA €lle HeoO0XOJHMMOCTb OOBACHHTH.
MHOIOBEKOBOE CYIIECTBOBAHHE OJTHHX M T€X e WJIH CXOJHBIX DEJHTHO3HBIX CHCTEM B BECbMa
PA3JMYHBIX CONMAJbHBEIX, MOJHTHUECKHX M KyJbTYpHBIX ycaosuax. Orcioma criepyer, uto
JOJIKHBI H3yuaTbCsi, KaK 3TO OOBIUHO M JeJaercs, KaK CTaOHJbHBEIE, «CKBO3HBIE» CBOHCTBa&
PEJIMTHO3HBIX SIBJEHHH, TAaK M UX HCTOPHYECKH H3MEHUMBBIE HJIH BapbHpyIollHe (OPMBI H HX
BIIOJIHE KOHKDETHO IIOHHMAaeMble COIMaJbHble QYHKIHM B HCTODPHUH UYeJOBEYECKOro OOIIeCTBa,
B KOHKPETHBIX CHTYAUHSIX H Y KOHKDETHBIX STHHUECKHX OOIIHOCTEIL.

B sTOM cMEBICTe mpelcTaBiaseT HeCOMHEHHBI HHTepec Mbicab C. A. TokapeBa 0 BaxKHOCTH
H3y4eHUs] He TOJbKO OGbeKTa PeJHIHO3HBIX MpEeACTAaBJEHHH, HO U HX CyObeKTa. A TaKOBBLIM,
IO €ro MHEHHIO, JJs 3THOrpada CIAYKHT He <UeloBeK» BOOOWE, a HAapoOJk, 3THOC.

B crarbe, KOTOpasl NMOCIYKHJA OCHOBOI AHCKYCCHH, ObLIO yOeIHTENIbHO I10Ka3aHO, 4TO:
GLITOBLIE BEPOBAHUS HapOJAHBIX MAcC, KOTOphle H JOJMKHB B NEPBYIO OUepelb H3ydaThCs 3IT-
HorpadaMH, OOLIYHO HE COBIAZAIOT C TEOJOTHUECKHMH CHCTEMaMH H O(pHIHAJbHBIMA 1epPKOB-
HbIMH BepoyuyeHusiMH. K coxkasenuio, u3 atoro obcrositesnbctBa aBropom cratbd C. A. Toka-
peBBIM OBLT coesaH (OUEBHAHO, B CTPEMJICHHH Pa3Bf3aTh AHCKYCCHIO) HeyOeIHTENbHBIH BbI-
BOJ O HEKO€H BTOPOCTENEHHOCTH, MaJOBAXKHOCTH H3YUeHHs COJepPXKaHUS KOHKDETHHIX DeJH-
ruii. ONnOHEHTH CIpaBelMuBO eMy Bo3paxkand. OJHAKO B XONe AHUCKYCCHH OCTaJHCh HeJO-
CTaTOYHO NOAUEPKHYTHl KaK Pas3/nyue 3ahad, KOTOpEe IPH H3YYCHHH DEJHTHH CTOSIT Nepen
¢dutocopamu (CymecTBO peJaHTHH Kak (hopmBl OOLIECTBEHHOTO CO3HAHHS), DEJUrHEBEIaMH
(uCTOpHUECKOEe Pa3BHTHE DENHTHO3HBLIX BEPOBAHHH H BepoyueHHH) H 3THorpadamu (GEITOBOE
(YHKIHOHHDOBAHHE DEJNHIMH H ee 3THHYecKHe (GYHKIUH), TaK B TO Ke BpeMs U HeoOXOonqu-
MOCTb KOMIIJIEKCHOTO, ME€XIHCUUIJIMHADHOTO NOJAXOAAa KO BCEMY 3TOMY KDYry BOIDOCOB.

Taxkum o6pasoM, MpH3HABAas, YTO B CTaThe, OTKPBIBUIEH AHMCKYCCHIO, GBIIH 3aTPOHYTHI He-
KOTOpHe BaXKHble NPOGJEMEl COBDPEMEHHOT'O PEJNHIHEeBENEHHS, ClefyeT OTMETHTb H SIBHYIO:
HENOOIeHKY aBTOPOM BAJKHOCTH HAyYHOTO aHAJHM3a H KDHTHKH COAEPIKAHHS DPEJIUTHO3HBIX
BEpPOBAHUH.

Mexy TeM H3BECTHO, YTO DEaKIHOHHAs CONHAJbHAS DPOJb DENHIHH HENOCPEACTBEHHO:
CBsI3aHa C cofepxkaHueM ee yueHuH. ITosToMy Hemb3st He COIVIACHTBCH C TEMH YYaCTHHKAMH
-IHCKYCCHH, KOTOPhI€ OTMeyaJH HeOGOCHOBAHHOCTb H HEJONYCTHMOCTb Kakoro Gbl TO HH GBLIO!
IIPOTHBOINOCTABJIEHHS] H3yUYEHHsS COINHAJbHBIX KODHEH DEJNHrHH M ee COLHAJbHBIX (QYHKIHE
H3YUEHHIO DENUIHO3HBIX BEePOBAHMH, BBHICKA3aJHCh 33 €AUHCTBO THOCEOJOTHYECKOrO W COLHO-
HOTHYECKOrO aHaJH3a PeNHIHH.

Penaxuua nageercd, u4ro IpOBENEHHAs B JKYpHasJe AHCKYCCHsi GyZeT CrnocoG6CTBOBATH:
JlaNbHEHIIEMY Da3BHTHIO BCECTODOHHHX HCCJIEIOBAHHH DEJUTHH B COBDEMEHHOM MHDe.

CONCLUDING EDITORIAL COMMENTS OM THE DISCUSSION
ABOUT S. A. TOKAREV’S PAPER «ON RELIGION
AS A SOCIAL PHENOMENOND®

Scholars of different specialities (philosophers, religion specialists, ethnographers)
have taken part in discussing S. A. Tokarev’s paper «On religion as a social phenomenomn
(reflections of an ethnographer)». This lent the discussion a complex, inter-disciplinary
character and permitted the consideration of a wide field of problems. The participants 1
the discussion have put forward a number of interesting views which will attract the atten-
tion of scholars; stress was laid upon the importance of deploying Marxian research into
topical problems of the study of religion in all possible ways. It is impossible to touch
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upon all the aspects of the discussion in this brief concluding paper, but it is incumbent
upon the editorial board to comment on its pivotal problems.

Soviet students of religion face important and responsible problems. Their successful
solution demands comprehensive consideration and creative development of the theoretical
heritage that has come down to us from the classics of Marxism-Leninism, profound ana-
lysis of the contemporary religious situation, all-round investigation of religious problems
by representatives of all the social sciences including ethnography.

As was stressed in the discussion, religion in our days is undergoing certain modi-
fications in attempting to adapt to the realities of the contemporary world. Owing to this,
the boundaries of the subject-matter of religion studies are becoming more mobile, the
priorities in the study of the religious situation are changing. Thus, in the opinion of
S. A. Tokarev, it is not the content of religious concepts as such that is basic in religion
but the social functioning of religion as a form of ideological relations between people.
This thesis attempts to outline a new aspect of religion study, one of particular importance
from the ethnographical viewpoint. This gave rise to the most animated argument.

Whatever changes religion may undergo in its evolution, its essential nature remains
immutable. This basic nature of religion was laid bare by the founders of Marxism, and
the system of their views on these problems remains the theoretical basis of Marxian stu-
dies of religion. Hence the editors see no reason for casting doubt upon the conception,
widespread in Soviet studies, according to which religion is first of all a form of social
consciousness, and only secondarily a form of relations between people. And it is just
the belief in the supernatural that is the specific feature of religion as a form of social
consciousness. It has become clear in the course of the discussion that S. A. Tokarev does
not oppose this conception. But however convincingly we may solve the question of the
essential nature of religion and the problem of its origin, it still remains necessary to
explain the age-long existence of the same or similar religious systems under very diffe-
rent social, political and cultural conditions. It follows from this that, as is usually done,
it should be both the stable, continuing features of religious phenomena that should serve
as objects of study, and their historically changing, variable forms and their quite concre-
tely understood social functions in social history, in concrete situations and among con-
crete ethnic communities. In this connection, S. A. Tokarev’s ideas on the importance of
studying not only the object, but the subject of religious concepts is of indubitable inte-
rest; the subject in the view of the ethnographer being, in his opinion, not «man» as such,
but the people or ethnos.

In the paper that served as the basis for discussion it was convincingly shown that
the everyday beliefs of the popular masses, which is' what should be primarily studied by
ethnographers, do not, as a rule, coincide with theological systems and official church
dogmas. Unfortunately, the author (presumably in his desire to provoke discussion) drew
from this the unconvincing conclusion as to the study of the content of concrete religions
having merely a secondary importance. His opponents justifiably took exception to this.
However, neither the differences in the problems faced in studying religion by philosophers
(the essence of religion as a form of social consciousness), religion specialists (the histo-
rical development of religious beliefs and dogmas) and ethnographers (everyday functio-
ning of religion, its ethnic functions), nor the necessity of an integral inter-disciplinary
approach to these problems, were sufficiently stressed in the course of the discussion.

And so, while recognizing that the paper which opened the discussion had touched
upon certain important problems in the present-day study of religion, we must at the same
time say that this paper evidently underrated the importance of the scientific analysis
and criticism of the content of religious belief.

Meanwhile, the reactionary social role of religion stands, as is well known, in direct
connexion with the content of its teachings. Consequently it is impossible to disagree with
those participants in the discussion who noted the groundlessness and inadmissibility of
any contraposition between the study of religion’s social roots and social functions and
the study of religious beliefs, with those who declared themselves in favour of a joint
gnosiological and sociological analysis of religion.

The editors hope that the discussion that has taken place in our journal will promote
the further development of the comprehensive study of religion in the contemporary world.
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