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Abstract: This article shows the social and psychological aspects of the prosociality in Russia which help to see the 
ways to social justice forming. In Russia, under the influence of Christianity forms an approach to prosocial behavior as a 
mandatory element of public life. Objective of study is an identification of the peculiarities of prosocial manifestation in 
Russian people with different levels of religiosity in modern social and cultural conditions. This study is conducted on the 
base of the complex of methods, namely, The Scale of Altruism (SRA); Social Norms of Prosocial Behavior (SNPB); 
Index of Core Spiritual Experiences (INSPIRIT); Religious Orientation Scale (RSO). The sample consists of 221 people 
living in various Russian cities (38% of men, 62% of women) aged 20 to 66 years (M-39.8). As a result, the collected 
data and their evaluation and discussion help to support the idea that spirituality and citizenship have a regulatory 
influence on the prosocial motives of mercy, tolerance, and altruism. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Modern society and its scientific, cultural and 
technological potential face many challenges that show 
an asymmetrical impact on the social environment. As 
Global Risks Report (2019) reveals, the increasing 
polarization of society due to the inability to reach 
agreement on key issues within countries. This 
polarization presupposes the divergent religious views 
and their impact concerning social justice forming. 
Society difficulties minimize the role of the spiritual 
regulators in social behavior. It leads to the growth of 
social anxiety. A lowering of moral standards and the 
unsatisfied demand for social justice, as well as lack of 
public service patterns and high moral standards, 
provide a decrease in level of social health in society. 
Full realization of the personality takes place with the 
social version of service and its participation in the 
evolution of culture. The continuing devastation of the 
spiritual world inevitably leads to the neuroticization of 
society, and to the collapse of mental disorders, 
suicides, immorality, drug addiction, as well as to the 
crisis of social institutions of the family, education, 
religion and culture (Nazmutdinov 2003). The threat of 
mass spread of anti-social behavior as a new standard 
of social demonstration makes it possible to turn 
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to the prosocial behavior as common topic of social 
psychology and sociology.  

The objective of this study corresponds with 
identifying the features of the manifestation of prosociality 
in Russia with different levels of religion in modern 
social and cultural conditions. The study discloses the 
ways to optimization of social life with prerequisites to 
the different kinds of informal justice. Informal justice, 
which is based on prosocial behavior of citizens, 
provides the prophylactics of crimes without excluding 
the crimes in gender, race or religious spheres. 

BRIEF REVIEW OF RESEARCH LITERATURE  

The studies in the field of relations between religion, 
prosociality and behavior included two main direction 
as follows: 

• the spiritual grounds of prosocial behavior 

• the forms of prosocial behavior in Russia 

As for spiritual grounds of prosocial behavior, the 
concept of prosocial behavior semantically associated 
with the concept of over-regulatory behavior for 
differentiation of positive or negative deviations from 
the norm and go beyond it. This kind of over-normative 
behavior was not associated with the norm for 
evaluation of the average of conformist behavior as the 
antipode to antisocial behavior. The highest 
manifestation of excessive behavior represented as an 
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activity with social benefits for society, including cause 
of mercy, tolerance, and volunteering. Logunova (2015) 
showed the basic theories of prosocial behavior which 
was coincided with main methodological approaches 
as follows: 

• the strict natural determinism of the selfish 
motives of the prosocial behavior associated with 
instincts, above all with the instinct of self-
preservation  

• the concept of altruistic motivation and its 
combinations both the rational reasons for 
subordination to systems of established moral 
and ethical norms as well as the individual 
causes of compassionate feelings  

Gutting (1999) revealed the compromises of 
manifest in the various combinations of selfishness and 
altruism whose proponents stand on the positions of 
moderate liberalism recognized the need for moral 
education. However, it was preferred to rely on the free 
rational choice of the moral choice of each individual, 
believing that altruism and selfishness could be 
subjects of free choice of man.  

Dickerson (2012) mentioned the prosocial behaviors 
based on the norms of reciprocity, which was an 
obligation to respond with good for good. In this regard, 
people felt guilty without reciprocating, and, in turn, it 
led to the expression of dissatisfaction when they were 
not reciprocated. 

Tarasova (2013) showed the emotional basis of 
prosocial behavior and the empathy as its ground. In 
conjunction with a certain ethical, spiritual, and moral 
basis, people formed the active prosocial behavior or 
so-called ‘sympathetic distress’. According to the 
prosocial model, the main motivator of behavior was a 
set of values based on the ontological foundation. 
Historically, religion was a form of institutional 
expression of altruistic ethics in all its diversity of 
doctrinal and confessional differences. Ethical ideals of 
religion were nothing but normative regulators of 
individual and social behavior. In this regard, society 
chose the ideals of virtue and the active 
implementation of which educates the moral person. 
Unlike public morality and law, this way presupposed 
the natural laws, and therefore did not require 
revisions. For this reason, the chosen ideals had the 
highest ontological authority. Religious ethics included 
the shortcomings of ‘altruistic selfishness’ and 
motivated a person to follow higher axiological aims.  

In research literature, the analysis of development 
and practices of prosocial behavior, and the evaluation 
of voluntary service to the needy helped to find a 
significant support in Christianity for the accounted 
processes. Loguniva (2015) showed the ways to 
develop the claim ‘love your neighbor as yourself’ in 
Canonic Gospel. These ways led to acting the 
mentioned claim as an undeniable prosocial regulator 
of behavior. Christianity highlighted personal virtues 
such as humility, patience, condemnation of sin, one of 
which was pride, or selfishness. It allowed seeing the 
basis of Christian morality in the depth of prosocial 
mentality. At the same time, religious morality was not 
only the one of socially approved forms of social ethics 
but also a condition for ontological liberation, and 
connection of people. Despite the semantic borderline 
of concepts, it was important to distinguish between 
morality generalized in public morality and prosocial as 
two different ethical methodologies. Evgrashkina and 
Polyakova (2014) revealed the prosocial view of moral 
personality, and reverse logic of self-serving motives 
could not disprove it, because socially approved acts of 
this kind of prosocial personality could be deeply 
immoral. 

According to Sperber (1996) and Malevich (2016), 
the authors of this article developed the key idea about 
religion as a sustainable behavioral mechanism for 
solving long-term tasks. For instance, these tasks 
coincided with optimization of communication between 
individuals and groups via collective rituals or so-called 
cost signals. It promoted group cohesion, and as a 
consequence, moral prosocial altruistic behavior of the 
personality in the field of society. The results of the 
study of prosocial behavior constituted a range of 
related scientific hypotheses, mainly considering the 
functional role of religion, and primarily religious 
behavior in the context of the adaptation capabilities of 
social groups. 

The findings complemented the cultural and 
evolutionary approach to religious prosocial in which 
religious practices developed to the high levels of 
collaboration within social groups (McKay, Herold, & 
Whitehouse, 2013). This interpretation of religion 
helped to demonstrate prosocial behavior in the depth 
of partnership with moral orientations. Oviedo (2016) 
showed the cases of relevant studies which helped to 
draw the line between religious variables and the 
development of cooperative relationships, and 
sometimes a causal relationship between religion and 
cooperation.  
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The forms of prosocial behavior in Russia was 
shown in Unrau (2010). After Hobbes, Unrau (2010) 
mentioned the State Governance as the main external 
factor of human behavior. The Governance was the 
force for the transformation of a selfishness into 
altruism. The mechanisms of prosocial existence 
worked and served the processes of consolidation of 
society, entrenching its conservative foundations in its 
ethical optimum and contributing to the adaptation of 
each individual person. In Russia, this position helped 
to see the forming a new strategy for the development 
of society. This strategy presupposed a support on 
conservative basis and the careful and positive 
attitudes towards the values of people and their cultural 
traditions, including the traditions of the Russian 
Orthodox Church. The components of this ideology 
were as follows: 

• the revival of traditional and the emergence of 
new ‘double’ Orthodox-secular or Church-State 
holidays, and the incorporation in school 
curriculum of the course ‘Foundations of 
religious cultures and secular ethics’  

• the restoration of old temples and the active 
construction of new ones  

• the claims of traditions and ideals of justice, 
solidarity and co-working as the base of new 
Russian conservativism 

• the conciliarity or cathedral organization as the 
main Russian idea. Orthodox Christianity as 
‘Russian-wide cathedral’ strengthened the sense 
of national and social unity in the Russian people 
who were opposed hostility and discord  

As a result, the main features of new Russian 
conservatism focused on Orthodox Christianity which 
was not only the religion of the majority of the Russian 
people. It was the way to represent the religious and 
moral basis of nation building in Russia.  

Sociological data used as the argument with respect 
to the mentioned-above position. According to the 
Public Opinion Foundation, in modern Russia about 
65% of the population considered themselves as 
Orthodox. Only 12% of them visited the church once a 
month and more often, took communion regularly, and 
prayed in church, while 33% of respondents visited the 
church less often than once a month, knew church 
prayers, and took communion no more than once a few 
months. 

Zimin (2013) showed the perceptions of Christianity 
in the mentality of Russian people. Christianity formed 
by the thousand years an approach to prosocial 
behavior as an obligatory element of social life. This 
kind of behavior included the care of the near people 
as a norm both at the level of the State and at the level 
of the private life, regardless of social status as follows: 

• the peasants took care of orphaned 
neighborhood children  

• the capitalists built the schools and hospitals by 
their own expense  

• the professors in universities sponsored talented 
students  

The erosion of the religious foundations of society 
during the Soviet period clearly adversely affected the 
level of perception of prosocial actions. Nowadays the 
demonstration of religious beliefs was the common 
feature of Russian people. In Russia, many people, 
however, declared themselves Christians, but they 
never discovered the Bible in their lives. It could explain 
the fact that many citizens often perceived any 
prosocial action as inadequate action to the detriment 
of personal interests (Zimin 2013). 

In research literature, the authors showed the 
behavior of believers who performed actions for the 
benefit of neighbor, and who were able to sacrifice and 
help for everyone. These mental attitudes presupposed 
the understanding the needs of Earth life as a 
preparation for eternal life. The mentioned people did 
not perform only the necessary attributes of religious 
such as visiting the temple, reading prayers, etc. Their 
behavior lacked the desire for a positive assessment of 
actions as follows:  

• the living according to moral rules which were 
not more beneficial to people themselves, but 
according to the laws of God in which people 
deeply believed, and which sometimes 
contradicted to ordinary logic to avoid sacrifices  

• in general, the dominance of so-called Divine 
Commandments and God’s grace  

Rogach and Frolova (2019), and Kislyakov et al. 
(2019) showed a type of a conscious need for spiritual 
behavior. This need characterized the prosocial nature 
of each religious person. It was important to emphasize 
the necessity effective application of resources and 
positive energy of people and the coordination of their 
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activities in the field of desirability of prosocial attitudes 
in society, organizational and managerial structures. 
For this purpose, the various denominational charitable 
foundations and volunteer organizations formed as 
follows: 

• the Russian Orthodox Church was rapidly 
developing both the types of various diaconic 
practices of volunteering and their mass 
popularization 

• the Synodic Department for Church Charity and 
Social Service of the Moscow Patriarchate 
coordinated and assisted in the work of church 
social endeavors in all dioceses, developed and 
introduces effective methods of assistance to the 
needy, organized the exchange of experience 
and training of church social workers 

As a result, the Russian Orthodox Church 
coordinated the work of more than five hundred mercy 
groups and more than two hundred volunteer unions of 
different profiles. These groups worked in orphanages, 
elementary schools and hospitals; they assisted 
families with many children, as well as single elderly 
people, disabled people and HIV-infected people. In 
this process of transformation of the social and 
communicative culture of Orthodox Christianity, it was 
possible to find the principles for the further 
development of Orthodox laity-parish ethics. Its 
mainstream development trends demonstrated, inter 
alia, that conservative-protective behavioral patterns of 
Eastern European Orthodoxy characterized by their 
ethical emphasis on humility obedience and civic 
passivity, were gradually giving way to priorities of 
individual autonomy. There was meaningful the values 
of free choice and individual directions of religious and 
social self-realization which was likely to become a 
fruitful platform for the development of patterns of 
general citizen behavior and the popularization of 
ideals of prosocial behavior in various social spheres of 
society. Russia signed the Concept for the 
Development of Volunteerism (Volunteering) in the 
Russian Federation until 2025. The concept brought 
together a variety of volunteer initiatives, including 
corporate volunteering, pro bono volunteering, and 
religious volunteering. 

Whether religion was related to prosocial behavior 
was now widely debated in social psychology. At the 
same time, there were two opposite views in research 
literature. On the other hand, some authors point to the 
direct dependence of prosocial behavior on religion, 

and, on the other hand, there was a position to the 
absence of such dependence. 

METHODS 

Participants 

The sample was 221 people living in various 
Russian cities (38% men, 62% women) between the 
ages of 20 and 66 (M = 39.8). Data collect via the 
Internet and the Google Forms service. 

Measures 

The study was conducted by standardized methods 
as follows. 

1. Scale of Altruism (SRA) (Rushton, Chrisjohn, & 
Fekken 1981) determined the frequency of the 
manifestation of altruistic behavior in various life 
situations (donations, assistance to a colleague, 
assistance to a stranger, donation, etc.).  

2. Social Norms of Prosocial Behavior (SNPB) 
(Furmanov (1998); Kukhtova (2011)).  

The methodology included four scales assessing 
the dominance of the norms of prosocial behavior as 
follows: 

• the norm of responsibility prescribed the 
necessity of aiding those who needed it and 
depended on the potential subject of assistance 
(true altruism) 

• the norm of equity pointed to the need for an 
honest and equitable allocation of resources 

• the norm of reciprocity was to expect that helping 
others would increase the likelihood of a 
response in the future 

• the cost-reward standard was that aid delivery 
would be more likely if the benefit of aid 
exceeded its costs (tangible and intangible) 

3. Index of Core Spiritual Experiences (INSPIRIT) 
(Kass, Zuttermeister, & Benson 1991). The 
technique aimed to study ‘basic spiritual 
experiences’ that reflect the system of religious 
and psychological personality settings. Among 
the studied characteristics were subjective 
intensity of spiritual (religious) experiences, 
regularity of religious (spiritual) practice, attitude 
of the respondent to basic religious concepts, 
significance of spiritual experiences for man. 
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4. The Religious Orientation Scale (RSO) (Allport & 
Ross 1967) allowed determining the types of 
religious orientation of the individual as follows: 

• internal religious orientation (religion was of 
independent and finite value; people had greater 
feelings of tolerance, mercy, empathy) 

• external religiousness (the religion served as 
means of achievement of other, more significant 
values for the person: confidence and 
consolation, social contacts, status and so forth)  

• unsustainable (inconsistent) religious people 
(equally external and internal religious)  

• non-religious people 

RESULTS 

The results of the diagnosis of religious and 
prosocial status were shown in Table 1. 

The more points a respondent scored on a 
particular scale of the norm of prosocial behavior, the 
more often he was guided by it in ordinary life. Figure 1 
showed the percentage of respondents by dominant 
norms of prosocial behavior. 

Using the Religious Orientation Scale (ROS) 
method, the types of religious orientation of 
respondents were defined as follows:  

Analysis of percentage sours - the method of the 
conjugation table - showed that respondents with 
different types of religiosity in different ratios are 
dominated by norms of prosocial behavior (χ2 Pearson 
= 17,1, p = 0,047) (Table 2). 

Support on the methodology Index of Core Spiritual 
Experiences (INSPIRIT) helped to define both the 
general index of the severity of spiritual (religious) 
experiences, and the level of religiosity (paragraph of 
the 1 questionnaire) and the regularity of religious 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Religiosity and Prosociality 

Scale Minimum Maximum Average Standard deviation 

The scale of altruism (SRA) 24 59 43.89 6.944 

Social responsibility (SNPB) 39 83 65.12 6.514 

The norm of reciprocity (SNPB) 23 56 39.69 6.061 

The norm of justice (SNPB) 47 73 58.44 4.865 

Cost-reward rate (SNPB) 26 51 39.7 4.666 

External religiosity (ROS) 11 33 23.46 4.477 

Internal religiousness (ROS) 9 35 21.22 6.024 

Expression of spiritual (religious) experience (INSPIRIT) 20 58 36.59 9.108 

The level of religiosity (INSPIRIT) 1 4 2.28 0.74 

Frequency of religious (spiritual) practices (INSPIRIT) 1 4 2.05 0.96 

 

 
Figure 1: Distribution of respondents by the dominant norm of prosocial behavior (columns from left to right: Social 
Responsibility Rule (SNPB); Reciprocity (SNPB); The Rule of Justice (SNPB); cost-reward rate (SNPB)), %. 
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practice (prayer, attendance (paragraph 2 of the 
questionnaire) (Figure 3, 4).  

Comparison of average scores of altruism and 
norms of prosocial behavior in respondents with 
different levels of religiosity (INSPIRIT), frequency of 
religious (spiritual) practices (INSPIRIT) using 
dispersion analysis did not reveal statistically significant 

differences. Comparison of average scores of altruism 
and norms of prosocial behavior in respondents with 
different types of religiosity showed that respondents 
with an external type of religiosity had higher social 
norms of reciprocity and justice than respondents 
which demonstrated the other types of religiosity  
(Table 3). 

 
Figure 2: Distribution of respondents by type of religious orientation of respondents (columns from left to right: internal 
religiosity; external religiosity; unstable religiosity; non-religious), %. 

 

Table 2: Conjugation ‘Type of Religiosity and Dominant Norms of Prosocial Behavior’ 

Dominant norms of prosocial behavior (SNPB) 
Type of religiosity (ROS) The norm of social 

responsibility (SNPB) 
The norm of 

reciprocity (SNPB) 
The norm of justice 

(SNPB) 
Cost-reward rate 

(SNPB) 

Internal religiosity 9.1% 0% 9.1% 81.8% 

External religiosity 5.6% 5.6% 38.9% 50% 

Unsustainable religiosity 20.5% 1.2% 31.3% 47% 

Non-religious people 20% 0% 8.6% 71.4% 

 

 
Figure 3: Distribution of respondents by the level of religiosity (columns from left to right: very religious, memorized religious, 
not very religious, not at all religious), %. 
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To determine the relationship between the 
characteristics of religiosity and prosociality, a 
correlation was carried out using Pearson’s correlation 
(Table 6), as well as the series of regression analyses 
(see Tables 4, 5, 6, 7). 

DISCUSSION 

General Results of Research 

The study showed that in modern social and cultural 
environment Russians were primarily willing to provide 
assistance based on the social norm of ‘cost-reward’, 
i.e. to assess what the losses would be and what would 
be  in the second and third place as the norm of 
fairness and social responsibility. At the same time, the 

norm of social responsibility (true altruism) was more 
shared by people with unstable religiosity. The fact that 
religiosity and non-religiousness almost equally predict 
the likelihood of prosocial human behavior in everyday 
life was confirmed by numerous studies (Saleam & 
Moustafa, 2016). For instance, the European Social 
Survey 2016 (ESS8) found the following results: for 
76.5% of Russians, the value of ‘helping others, taking 
care of their well-being’ was important for 80.9% to 
‘appreciate traditions, try to follow religious and family 
customs.’ At the same time, only 60.5% of respondents 
simultaneously shared the value of prosocialism and 
traditionalism. It was noteworthy that the vast majority 
(82%) of the people with inner (true) religiosity shared 
the ‘cost-reward’ norm. This fact confirmed that one of 
the reductions of religious prosociality was aimed 

 
Figure 4: Distribution of respondents by frequency of religious (spiritual) practices (columns from left to right: from several times 
a day to several times a week; from once a week to once a month; from once a month to once a year; once a year or less), %. 

 

Table 3: Dispersion Analysis of Altruism and Norms of Prosocial Behavior in Respondents with Different Types of 
Religiosity 

Type of religious orientation (ROS) 
Prosociality, 

average score Internal religiosity 
(n=17) 

External religiosity 
(n=27) 

Unsustainable 
religiosity 

(n=124) 

Non-religious 
(n=53) 

F (ANOVA) p 

The scale of 
altruism (SRA) 45.18 42.39 44.55 42.71 0.995 0.397 

The norm of 
social 

responsibility 
(SNPB) 

65.73 64.5 65.99 63.2 1.611 0.19 

The norm of 
reciprocity 

(SNPB) 
36.18 42.5 40.13 38.31 3.430 0.019* 

The norm of 
justice (SNPB) 57.18 60.44 58.89 56.74 3.044 0.031* 

Cost-reward rate 
(SNPB) 42.45 38.67 39.18 40.6 2.417 0.069 
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Table 4: Results of Correlational Analysis of Religiosity and Prosociality 

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. The scale of altruism 
(SRA) -         

2. The norm of social 
responsibility (SNPB) 0.395** -        

3. The norm of 
reciprocity (SNPB) -0.362** -0.229** -       

4. The norm of justice 
(SNPB) 0.085 0.261** -0.008 -      

5. Cost-reward rate 
(SNPB) 0.368** 0.365** -0.655** 0.143 -     

6. External religiosity 
(ROS) 0.034 0.192* 0.294** 0.301** -0.198* -    

7. Internal religiosity 
(ROS) 0.159 0.252** 0.016 0.079 0.025 0.186* -   

8. Expression of spiritual 
(religious) experiences 

(INSPIRIT) 
-0.004 0.171* 0.101 0.065 -0.059 0.146 0.694** - 

 

9. Frequency of religious 
(spiritual) practices 0.150 0.195* 0.104 -0.024 -0.078 -0.117 0.506** 0.442** - 

Note:*correlation was significant at the level p ≤ 0.05, ** correlation was significant at the level p≤0.01. 

 

Table 5: Regression Analysis Results: Dependent Variable “External Religiosity (ROS)’; Independent Scale of Altruism 
(SRA) and Standards of Prosocial Behavior (SNPB) 

Predictors β р R2 F 

The norm of justice (SNPB) 0,251 0,001 

The norm of reciprocity (SNPB) 0,343 <0,001 

The norm of social responsibility (SNPB) 0,205 0,019 

0,216 
13.094 

p< 0,001 

 

Table 6: Regression Analysis Results: Dependent Variable "Inner Religiosity (ROS)"; Independent Scale of Altruism 
(SRA) and Standards of Prosocial Behavior (SNPB) 

Predictors β р R2 F 

Social Responsibility Rate of Behavior (SNPB) 
0,252 0,002 0,163 

9.806 
p= 0,002 

 

Table 7: Regression Analysis Results: Dependent Variable ‘Expression of Spiritual (Religious) Experiences’ 
(INSPIRIT); Independent Scale of Altruism (SRA) and Standards of Prosocial Behavior (SNPB) 

Predictors β р R2 F 

Social responsibility (SNPB) 
0,171 0,038 0,129 

4.375 
p= 0,038 

 

almost exclusively at the members of the group, i.e. the 
co-believers. In the United States, for instance, 
religious communities lasted on average much longer 

than secular communities in the 19th century, due in 
part to the pro-social behavior of parishioners (loyalty 
to the community, willingness to sacrifice personal 
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interests for the sake of society). Experiments 
conducted by sociologists at the University of 
California, Berkeley, found that the less religious a 
person was, the more his/her generosity and selfless 
actions towards others were dictated by a sense of 
compassion. Conversely, the more devout he/she was, 
the less empathy dictated the mentioned-above 
actions. People that were more religious based their 
generosity less on emotions, and more on factors such 
as religious doctrine, identification of themselves as a 
member of the church community and reputational 
considerations (Saslow, et al., 2013). 

THE LIMITATIONS OF RESEARCH 

The mentioned-above data helped to see limitations 
of the conducted research. In modern Russia, the 
society was oriented towards the formation of a 
prosocial personality aware of the importance of 
solving problems of social efficiency. There was, 
however, a dangerous to go astray, as Sobolev (2013) 
after Schweitzer (1973) showed the way to the 
formation of a legal, conventional but not moral 
consciousness. Only the combination of efforts of State 
Governance, political parties, and religious organization 
or other social group with the potential of coercion 
could be the factors to give rise to norms of prosocial 
behavior.  

The Perspectives of Research 

The perspectives of research were disclosed 
concerning two main directions as follows: 

• the connections between religious forms of 
prosociality and development of family as a 
social institute 

• the receptions of the religious forms of behavior 
in the ways to the formation of social justice and 
social responsibility  

With regard the connections between religious 
forms of prosociality and development of family, the 
authors of this article joined to the claims that religious 
upbringing in the families were caused by the active 
interactions with the church. As Langen (2012: 137) 
showed, people who did not attend church donated 
1.1% of their income to charity. While church 
attendees, on average, donated 2.5 times more for the 
same purpose. Another study showed that 37% of 
those who visited temples once a year or less often 
thought about their ‘social duty to the poor’ and 76% of 
those who visited it weekly (Ilyin 2013). People 

contributed to the formation of prosocial behavior in 
children and adolescents towards family, friends and 
strangers (Crosby, Smith (2015); Barry, Prenoveau, & 
Morgan (2018)). As McKay, Herold, & Whitehouse 
(2013) showed, the more Catholics families believed in 
the Divine Judgment and the more they engaged in 
religious activities such as Bible reading or prayer, the 
more they donated to charity. Greenway (2018) 
revealed the link between intercessor prayer and 
prosocial behavior. 

As for the receptions of the religious forms of 
behavior in the ways to the formation of social justice 
and social responsibility, the authors of this research 
revealed the greatest values of the norms of reciprocity 
and justice in people with an external type of religiosity, 
which confirmed the fact that adherence to religious 
customs and norms of prosocial behavior. It could be 
conditioned by the mechanism of conformism and 
convention rules to demonstrate socially desirable 
behavior (Kislyakov, Shmeleva, & Govin 2019). The 
researchers, who based on the results of the study of 
the characteristics of religiously colored behavioral 
acts, concluded that religious behavior makes a 
significant contribution to the prosociality, the 
mechanism of which was a group identification 
(Norenzayan & Shariff 2008). The degree of religiosity 
at the same time positively correlated with how much a 
person cared about his/her own reputation in the eyes 
of others. This fact called into question the validity of 
the results based on the self-assessment of the 
respondents. Experimental studies conducted by 
behavioral psychologists showed a significant 
discrepancy between self-assessment and laboratory 
studies regarding the prosociality of religious people. 
However, the authors of this article revealed that 
religious people behaved more prosocial than non-
believers did only if someone observed their behavior. 
In economic games, believers behaved more prosocial 
if they were introduced to the text before the game, 
which mentioned something divine, reminding the 
person that God was watching his/her actions. In 
anonymous experiments, the level of altruism did not 
depend on religiosity (Norenzayan & Shariff 2008). 
Some authors even had to suggest that this was due to 
moral hypocrisy on the part of religious people 
(Saroglou, Pichon, Trompette, Verschueren, & Dernelle 
2005). 

The series of regression analyses showed that the 
predictor of true religiosity (the inner type of religiosity 
and spiritual experiences) was the norm of social 
responsibility (true altruism). As Hardy and Carlo 
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(2005) showed, the religiosity was an important positive 
predictor of kindness, as well as accommodating, 
anonymous and altruistic prosocial behavior, but not 
public and emotional prosocial behavior. Bonner with 
the co-authors revealed a positive link between 
‘subjective spirituality’ or internally involved in faith, and 
prosocial behavior. 

A number of studies on prosocial behavior among 
believers approved the significant impact of church 
affiliation on prosocial behavior (Cappellen, Saroglou, 
& Toth-Gauthier 2016). The authors of this research 
showed that the frequency of religious practices directly 
correlated with the norm of social responsibility. In the 
Christian cultural environment, there was a winged 
phrase of Bishop Cyprian of Carthage (3rd century): ‘To 
whom the Church was not a mother, that God was not 
the Father’, indicating the inalienability of Faith in God 
from the church: weekly temple visit, communion, 
reading church prayers, etc.  

CONCLUSION 

The traditions and ideals of justice, solidarity and 
cooperation are at the heart of the ideology of modern 
Russian conservatism. Prosocial behavior of the 
individual is a special institutional resource for 
consolidating the Russians and ensuring their social 
security. The authors of this article reveal the normative 
regulation of the behavior of the person and society. 
From this position, the ethical ideals of religion, which 
set the ideals of virtue and morality, extracting the 
basis of Christian morality, that is, a prosocial 
mentality, play an important role. Although religiosity 
and non-religiousness equally predict the likelihood of 
prosocial human behavior in everyday life, the findings 
pre-support the idea that spirituality and citizenship 
have a positive effect regulating influence on prosocial 
motives of mercy, tolerance, altruism.  

The authors of this article disclose the need for 
spiritual behavior which characterizes the prosociality 
of a religious person. Caring for one’s neighbor acts as 
a norm both at the state level and at the level of the 
individual, regardless of his social status. At the same 
time, the norms of social responsibility, correlated with 
the frequency of religious practices, act as a predictor 
of the internal type of religiosity and spiritual 
experiences, and the norms of reciprocity and justice, 
which are based on the mechanism of conformism and 
conventions, predict the external type of religiosity, 
demonstration of socially desirable behavior.  

As a result, social and psychological analysis of 
religious aspects confirms the influence of religion on 
moral prosocial altruistic behavior of the person in 
society and denotes further directions of study of the 
prosocial subjectivity of the person. 
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