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TYPOLOGY (USED TO STUDY RELIGION) IN INTERACTING WITH THE PROTESTANTS OF 
UKRAINE 

Ivan Kunderenko 
Abstract. 

Relevance of the research. Mary Douglas's theory of group/grid is a valuable tool in religious 
studies and sociology, as it helps analyse the impact of social structures on human behaviour. It explains 
the dynamics of community and the number of social roles, which affect interaction within the group and 
control over the individual. This theory allows us to predict group and individual behaviour and dynamics, 
and explains how belonging to a given cosmology affects decision-making. Its principles contribute to more 
effective interaction and communication with different communities. 

Problem statement. Analysing religious communities through cultural paradigms is essential 
for understanding their interaction with the social environment. Mary Douglas's Group/Grid theory helps 
to explore the behavioural patterns, values, and rituals of groups, adapting these concepts to contemporary 
realities. Her interdisciplinary approach combines sociology, anthropology, and religious studies, 
especially for Protestant communities in Ukraine, where a historically marginalised approach needs to be 
changed. Douglas's theory contributes to assessing social norms, group dynamics, and decision-making, 
which is vital for creating a just society. Her ideas open up opportunities for practical recommendations 
and solutions to current problems, helping to predict and strengthen social interaction. 

Analysis of recent research and publications. In our previous studies, we have argued for 
the need to move away from Niebuhr's static religious studies typology, although it remains popular in 
Ukraine, along with the typologies of M. Weber and E. Trotzsch. The Western tradition of religious studies 
is increasingly focused on dynamic models. Mary Douglas's cultural model is a dynamic model, but it is 
hardly studied in Ukraine, except for the English-language publication by N. Kryvda and S. Storozhuk. A 
number of foreign researchers adapt the Douglas model to different contexts: J. Meschalk uses it to reduce 
crime in the EU, R. Baskerville uses it for business development in a multicultural environment, J. Spickard 
analyzes the transformation of the model, and M. Thompson and his group criticize it for certain 
limitations. At the same time, they try to find correlations between the dynamic Douglas paradigm and 
static models. None of the researchers adapts these developments to the dialogue with the Protestant 
community in Ukraine, which makes our approach novel. 

Research task. To explore the benefits of Mary Douglas' typology in interacting with Ukrainian 
Protestants, those advantages come as a gain of a deeper understanding of the social dynamics of the 
community and improving a dialogue with its members. Douglas's dynamic approach facilitates the 
analysis of the views and practices of religious groups, allowing for the consideration of their differences 
to create effective communication strategies. This will help build more constructive engagement and better 
adapt cultural and social ideas to the needs of the community. 

Main material presentation. The author introduces the reader to M. Douglas's typology, which 
proposes to assess societies using a coordinate system, where the horizontal dimension determines the 
degree of control over the individual and the boundaries of the groupness, as well as how strongly the group 
guards its boundaries. The vertical dimension, on the other hand, measures the level of grid and social roles. 
The main key descriptors considered are: communication, blame, envy, economic growth/change, scarcity, 
risk, apathy, and conflict resolution. Each of these descriptors is accompanied by an application to 
Ukrainian Protestants and an explanation of the corresponding cosmology.  

Conclusions. The application of Mary Douglas' paradigm to Protestant communities in Ukraine 
can transform the interaction between society and the religious community, provided that one avoids 
transferring one's own cosmology to others. Due to its interdisciplinarity, the paradigm effectively supports 
analysis through an emic approach, taking into account the influence of Durkheim's ideas. A particularly 

difficulties are possible due to different cosmologies. This typology serves as a powerful tool for 
understanding the organization of Protestant communities in Ukraine and their impact on culture, values, 
and social development. 

Keywords: dynamic typology; Protestants of Ukraine; cosmology; Cultural Anthropology of 
Religion. 
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