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Illya Kononov (Starobilsk)

SOCIOLOGY IN TIMES 
OF CRISIS AND WAR: PROBLEM 
OF THE METHODOLOGICAL 
EFFICIENCY

The article studies the Ukrainian crisis and the war in Donbas which 

are considered as challenges faced by sociology. In the first place, they arose 

as problems facing the Ukrainian sociological community. The answer to the 

problems was complicated by the fact that empirical studies in our country are 

mainly oriented to the execution of some service tasks. Most often, they are 

executed for one or another faction of the ruling class. Therefore, the results 

of empirical sociological research are used for manipulative power technologies.

Ukrainian problems are a separate manifestation of global problems in 

the development of sociology. Due to the transformation of sociology into an 

instrument of democracy (election campaign support, referendum, monitoring 

of public opinion for government institutions and civil society), a methodological 

shift has occurred, which resulted in the loss of the unity of the theoretical and 

empirical levels. Statistics has become the general theory of empirical sociology 

in quantitative research, which in its turn has a mathematical justification. 

This provokes the proliferation of statistical functionalism and methodological 

nominalism. Qualitative empirical research based on theoretical preconditions 

has ethnography, social and cultural anthropology.

In order for sociology to respond to the challenges of today's society, 

there should be a renewed unity of the theoretical and empirical levels with the 

domination of the former one. This requires a new theoretical synthesis, the 

basis of which should be world-system analysis, environmental sociology and 

the theory of the Second Modern.

In this light, the Ukrainian crisis and the war in the Donbas region will 

be plunged into the global context and explained by the contradictions of the 

modern world capitalist system, and not simply by the psychological inadequacy 

of a particular leader or, worse, by the ethnic factors. In this case, attempts to 

place responsibility for social disturbances on the inhabitants of the region 

will even lose sight of scientific knowledge and can be classified the way they 

deserve, namely, as manipulative technology in favor of one of the factions of 

the ruling class.

Keywords: crisis, war, sociological research, methodology, world-system 

analysis, ecological sociology, the theory of the Second Modern, theoretical 

synthesis
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Deep socio-political crisis where Ukraine began plunging in since the end 
of the fall of 2013, and the Donbas war made the issue of adequacy of research 
strategies being implemented by domestic sociologists extremely relevant.

Sociologists had been working on Maidan (or Euromaidan) since the very 
Þrst days. When analyzing its structure, they established prevalence of the young 
with higher education, the middle class and the non-party. On December 7-8 Ilko 
Kucheriv Democratic Initiatives Foundation along with Kyiv International Institute 
of Sociology were studying social structure and public sentiments of the Euromaidan. 
According to its results, the average age of the rally’s participants was 36. People 
with higher education were dominating (64%). Another 22% of participants had a 
secondary special education, and 13% - incomplete higher education. Sociologists 
noted that by occupation specialists with higher education (40%) were prevailing 
among Maidan participants, students  were 12%, 9% entrepreneurs, 9%- pensioners, 
8% - managers of di erent levels and 7% - workers. It is worth mentioning that 
92% of the polled protesters said that they did not belong to any party, public 
organization or social movement (  , 2013).

It was suggesting rather optimistic generalizations. For example, Olena 
Zlobina wrote the following about Maidan: “Born in the process of manifestation 
of mass emotional upheaval under the inßuence of an emotional factor, it gradually 
transforms from a subject of social mood into a subject of social action. Although 
the emotional component of the action is much more variable than the rational 
component, one can not underestimate the power of emotional tension, which, at 
any moment, can cause an explosion of activity, which becomes a short-lived, but 
perhaps a fatal factor in social transformations “ ( , 2014: . 326).

The conclusion made is quite logical, since it is based on the data obtained 
by methods recognized in the sociological community. It corresponds to the 
recognized methodological benchmarks such as the Theory of democratic 
transition. Though the real consequences of the Maidan turned out to be 
completely di erent. Sociologists did not catch a shift to the right side of the 
political spectrum in the country’s politicum, they did not consider that among 
the participants of the protests there were groups organized beforehand which 
eventually determined protests’ dynamics. In general, such a phenomenon of our 
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political life as a political mercenary, which has long been a means of livelihoods 
for large groups of people, were ignored by sociologists. It should be mentioned 
that formal party a liation is not required for them. A ention was not paid to 
the struggle of clientele groups (which we usually call “oligarchic”), which from 
the very outbreak was channelized into outlaw streambed. Sociologists were not 
even surprised that, despite the slogans of European integration, there were no 
appeals to social justice on the Maidan, no programs were proposed to rebuild 
the country on the basis of humanism. The real slogan of the whole process was 
unalloyed power as it is.

The Maidan was created by intra-élite split and lack of mechanisms to 
harmonize interests of various factions of the ruling class of the Ukraine’s politics. 
The Donbas war became another consequence of this split. It is clear that the 
mentioned regional disorder turned into a war through the help of Russia, but 
the la er would not have dared to aggression were there no internal prerequisites 
for this.

Sociologists have been working in the zone of a military conßict in Donbas 
since the beginning of its outbreak. Though interesting is the focus of their 
a ention which is shifting to the problem of regional identity. Some research 
organizations are Þrmly arguing that Donbas, as well as Crimea, is mentally 
di erent from Ukraine. Thus, the troubles of the region are considered as the fault 
of its inhabitants. There are expectations that the war will alter the Donbas identity, 
and inhabitants of the region will unite in a single identiÞcation impulse with the 
rest of the country. Such expectations e ected integrity of the method. Otherwise, 
I cannot explain why in March - April 2015 the above mentioned Ilko Kucheriv 
Democratic Initiatives Foundation picked Siverodonetsk and Starobilsk for their 
research in Luhanschyna (Luhansk oblast (a type of administrative division 
of Ukraine, Belarus, Russia, etc).Back Then 995 respondents were interviewed 
(496 - in Siverodonetsk, 499 - in Starobilsk). The distribution of answers to some 
questionnaire questions showed a huge di erence between towns. So, to the 
question “What measures should be taken to make peace in Donbas?” One of 
the answers was “Providing Luhansk and Donetsk oblasts with a special status 
within Ukraine”. In Siverodonetsk it was chosen by 19.2%, and in Starobilsk - 
31.4%. Other di erences were also received in the answers to this question. Thus 
the option “Cut Þnancing of the territories occupied by the DPR (Donetsk People’s 
Republic) and LPR (Luhansk People’s Republic) (paying pensions, salaries, etc.)” 
was chosen by 8.5% of the respondents in Sivorodonetsk, and 33.7% in Starobilsk 
( : , 2015). 

Based on these and other di erences in the distribution of responses of 
respondents from these two places, the academic leader of Ilko Kucheriv Democratic 
Initiatives Foundation, Iryna Bekeshkina, concluded: “The survey showed that 
there is no consolidated Donbas. Di erent towns demonstrate di erent opinions of 
citizens. But there are certain common positions on a series of key issues “(  

, 2015). Such a generalization made on the basis of a survey in two towns 
can’t but wonder. The identiÞed problem should be subjected to internal analysis 
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in the Foundation itself. It was necessary to check all stages of the research –starting 
from sampling formation and the number of respondents’ rejections to answer 
up to interviewers work in the Þeld. The point is that in Siverodonetsk 70.4% of 
respondents abstained from responding to the speciÞed question, and 35.5% in 
Starobilsk. But even if from the technological point the survey was okay, its data 
is not enough for the conclusion. Firstly, it is incorrect to compare selected towns 
precisely as representatives of the Donbas community. Starobilsk historically has 
belonged to Slobozhanshchyna. It joined Donbas only by entering Luhansk oblast. 
Banal is assertion that the oblast is not identical to the region. Secondly, these towns 
are di erent by population quantity. In Starobilsk there are fewer than 20 thousand 
people, and in Siverodonetsk - more than 100 thousand.

I have already noticed that Ukrainian sociologists in Donbas 
methodologically often have focused on the vague concept of identity, which is 
understood as a certain a ributive property of the community. Iryna Bekeshkina 
has shown her commitment to this perspective fairly consistently. She recently 
said: “Donbas and the Crimea have always di ered from the rest of Ukraine. If 
you look at polls of previous years, even then one could see di erence of Donbas 
from, say, Dnipropetrovsk and Zaporizhzhia oblasts. It has been by many 
parameters closer to the Crimea. And when sociologists would unite Donbas 
with the east, to Dnipropetrovsk and Zaporizhzhia oblasts, and the Crimea - with 
the south - Odesa and Kherson, these di erences were to a large degree rubbed 
out”(  , 2016).

The above studies are used here as examples. Their number can be increased. I 
had to compare results of surveys of Ukrainian and Russian sociologists conducted 
on both sides of the line of contact, which were supposed to clarify public opinion 
regarding the desirable future of Donbas. They consistently would provide mirror-
back results. On the territories of the LPR / DPR, the majority of the interviewed 
residents speak either for joining Russia, or for independence of these entities. 
On the free (government controlled) territories of Donbas, even residents of cities 
that at some time used to be under control of the LPR / DPR, see the future of 
their region with Ukraine ( , 2015). What it is? Mimicry of residents who 
are afraid to give wrong answer? Rational choice in a particular situation (“The 
point of view is determined by the place of one’s stay”)? Ideological and political 
engagement of sociologists who deliberately or subconsciously put pressure upon 
respondents? Inconsistency of sociological means? Methodological insensitivity of 
sociology to a new situation? All of the above?

Methodological situation

It is worthwhile to start with an explanation of the general methodological 
situation in domestic sociology. Actually, when I write about national sociology, 
I do not apply a principle of methodological nationalism at all. Sociology as a 
science it is an international phenomenon. I mean the state of a airs in the 
Ukrainian sociological community.
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After 1991 Ukrainian sociology completed its institutionalization by 
establishing the Institute of Sociology of the National Academy of Sciences of 
Ukraine, which separated out from the Institute of Philosophy (1990), and by 
founding academic periodical “Sociology: Theory, Methods, Marketing”(1998). 
Since 1992 the Institute of Sociology has been carrying out unique monitoring of 
changes in Ukrainian society.

At the same time, since then empirical orientation with theoretical 
approaches borrowed from abroad has dominated our sociology. In general, 
this indicates an extensive way of its development. A huge amount of data on 
our society has been accumulated, but in most cases it has been brought to the 
level of empirical generalizations. The proÞle of sociology is changing under the 
inßuence of intellectual mainstream, which also often comes from the West. It 
resembles the landscape of the Solaris by Lem, where structures are constantly 
form, and, after a while, collapse giving way to the same short-lived forms.

There’s been an unspoken agreement to recognize the marker’s status of the 
subject Þeld of sociology by a combination of methods used by the sociological 
community. Though maîtres of our science avoid such a plain statement. But the 
hidden gets revealed in texts of young researchers. For instance, Lina Malysh 
writes: “Even a quick-and-dirty walkthrough of sociological texts makes it clear 
that the most fruitful way to Þnd a demarcation line that would make it possible 
to distinguish sociology from non-sociology and non-science in general, is to 
describe speciÞcity of its methods, since there is no solidarity among scientists 
in understanding the subject of science, its fundamental features which should 
determine the focus of analysis”( , 2016: . 65-66).

However, those who recognized such an approach to the outline of 
the subject Þeld of sociology should expect a side blow from the experts who 
are aware of the methodological situation in our science. Gennadiy Batyhin 
and Inna Devyatko deÞned the present situation as an “epistemological pile”, 
where “without burdening themselves with delimitation of possible meanings, 
the disputants usually choose not methodological positions, but sides of the 
epistemological pile” ( , , 1994).

It is worth noting that nobody in the sociological environment has ever 
intended to refute the Hegelian idea of science as an applied logic. The situation 
seems to be even more surprising.

Pavel Kopnin, a genius philosopher, wrote that sciences are not created by 
enthusiasts, or even by mere appearance of a new social need. “... Sciences do not 
arise through declarations, but as a result of discovery of fundamental laws, on the 
basis of which a method for analysing a large set of phenomena of vital importance 
is created“ ( , 1974: p. 288). He further speciÞes: “Science is not a simple 
aggregate of all knowledge of an object, but a certain system of knowledge, on 
the basis of which arises the method of movement of human cognition. There are 
no all-inclusive sciences, but there is an all-inclusive study of some complex and 
important object by dint of methods and means of various sciences, which results in 
its comprehension in all various connections and mediations “( , 1974: . 290).
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Fundamental laws which become a basis for sciences, testify to systemic 
nature of the objects of study. Cognitive methods in one or another science 
must correspond to the nature of the system being studied. Gennadiy Batyhin 
was quite right writing “assumption about absurdity of the world makes the 
method doctrine unnecessary” ( , 1995: p. 4). The method is intended to 
make cognitive interaction with reality possible and become a way of creating 
continuously growing abstract-conceptual model, which is a theory.

Let’s try to understand in which way are research object, method and theory 
are related in sociology. For this purpose we will turn to the precedent texts by 
Vladimir Yadov and Gennadiy Batyhin.

Vladimir Yadov is an author of one of the world’s best textbooks on 
methodology and methods of sociological research, the textbook which had become 
an example for those who wrote on these topics after him. As contemporary Russian 
literature, according to the widespread expression of the French critic Eugènede 
Vogüé, came out of Gogol’s “Overcoat” so modern Ukrainian sociology largely 
came out of the Yadov’s “Strategy of Sociological Research”. One will agree with 
the opinion of the editorial board of the academic periodical “Sociology: Theory, 
Methods, Marketing”, which in the preface to the publication of fragments from 
correspondence of Vladimir Yadov and Dmitri Shalin wrote about the Þrst: “It is 
di cult to overestimate his role in the formation of Soviet, Russian and Ukrainian 
sociology” (    , 2016: p. 126). I think sociologists 
from Belarus, Kyrgyzstan, and other former republics of the Soviet Union could 
have said the same.

Example of Vladimir Yadov is interesting by other characteristics. His book, 
as a distinctive product, reßects global state of being of sociological methodological 
thought. It has fully become one of the fundamental texts of the paradigmatic 
nature in our sociology, since several generations of sociologists have been using 
it. Vladimir Aleksandrovich himself would regularly return to the text of the book, 
updating it with examples and fresh references. Not only was he a great scientist, 
but also an active citizen who, through sociology, wanted to inßuence social life 
with a view to its humanization. He could write without any diplomacy: “I feel 
hatred with Putin. Cruel and cynical, craving for power, despising his people, he 
also turned out to be a man who is seeking wealth and luxury “(   

 , 2016: p. 132).His methodological approaches made it possible 
to predict development of the situation in Russia. In 2010, he wrote: “... Trends 
here are colourful, but may well be represented by three vectors: a powerful 
ßow of great-nationalism, a rare stream of liberalism and an increasing ßow of 
neo-fascism. The Þrst and the third may well merge together. Obviously, Putin 
himself created and continues to cement structures of “national democracy.” 
This is essentially a declarative democracy, like the one prescribed in the “most 
democratic” Stalin Constitution” (    , 2016: p. 127].

Vladimir Yadov believed that there are two projects of sociology being 
globally implemented at the same time. One of them is of European origin and is 
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subject-oriented, the second - emerged and is being developed in the US and is 
problem-oriented. The European approach to sociology involves study of social 
systems, integral social organisms, the American - study of mass social processes, 
mass behaviour of people. As a result, two paradigms have emerged: macro-
sociological and micro-sociological ( , 2003).

The scientist himself was trying to formulate a synthetic understanding of 
the subject of sociology. Without resorting to a special justiÞcation, he postulated 
the decisive role in self-propulsion of the social whole of the social community. 
Because of this, a social community was supposed to play a leading part in 
deÞning sociology. Due to its extensiveness the deÞnition turned out to be di cult, 
tautological, contradictory and unproductive: “... Sociology is a scientiÞc study of 
genesis, development, changes, and transformations of social communities, their 
functioning and forms of their self-organization: social systems, social structures 
and institutions. This is the study of social changes caused by activity of a social 
subject; the study of social relations as mechanisms of interconnections and 
interactions between diverse social communities; the study of regularities of social 
actions and mass behaviour”( , 2003).This deÞnition listed the subject Þeld 
segments which at that time were actively explored by the sociological community. 
The deÞnition did not deÞne the law unifying this subject Þeld therefore it is 
impossible to understand further development of sociology on its basis.

It is revealing that V. Yadov distinguished two types of research, which 
he called “theoretically applied” and namely “applied”. That is, any empirical 
sociological study must serve something else, contribute to solving a problem that 
has already developed either in theory or in public practice. An outer stimulus 
from the social request is needed for marking out and analysing any problem. This 
very stimulus makes the object and subject of research possible to be highlighted. 
The scientist wrote: “Usually the subject of the study contains a central issue of 
the problem associated with the assumption of possible determining objective 
laws or a central tendency in it. Formulation of such a question - the source for 
suggestion of the working hypothesis”( , 2003).

The hypothesis gives an opportunity to work with facts that a sociologist 
receives through a variety of methods. V. Yadov clearly, skilfully and in details 
analyses methodological arsenal of sociology, what makes his textbook so useful. 
Collected primary sociological information in quantitative research exists in the 
form of observation records (questionnaires, observation forms, encoding cards, 
etc.). Then the analysis of the collected data begins. V. Yadov considered namely 
this stage of research to be the most exciting. Initially, data are categorized 
and classiÞed. “All subsequent analysis operations are based on the study of 
organized data” ( , 2003).

The scholar understood that this is just the starting point for analysing 
quantitative data. Typological analysis should rise from properties-indicators to 
the concepts that relate to them. He wrote: “... The method of theoretical typology 
leads to an explanation that is formulated in hypotheses that emerge from the 
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given theory, while empirical typology assumes only description of the data 
obtained and their interpretation, which allows us to formulate more general 
hypotheses and promotes research toward the development of the theory. In the 
Þrst case, “input theory”, in the second case - “output theory” - as a result of 
the analysis of empirical data “( , 2003). By the way, the sociologist drew 
a ention to the fact that “thanks to the development of computer technology 
empirical typology took the lead in social studies”( , 2003).

The theory which a sociologist has to deal with in empirical studies relates 
to the Mertonian middle range. V. Yadov noted: “The preliminary system analysis 
of the subject of research - is, in fact, a “modeling” of the research problem, that 
is, its decomposing and detalization, which can further formulate the general and 
more separate hypotheses of the study” ( , 2003).

The work of Vladimir Yadov introduced at the highest level a dominant 
line in the development of sociology in the world. Ability to respond by means 
of standard methods to the various problems that arise in the theory and in 
public practice has always been its advantage. Though such a response involves 
investments. On the theory side, they cannot be too powerful in sociology. The 
nomenclature of social sciences correlates each of them with certain groups of 
the population, who can act as customers for producing of new knowledge. 
Economic studies are associated with owners and managers, Theory of state and 
law - with rational bureaucracy, Political science - with political class, that is, the 
named social sciences represent interests of di erent factions of the classes ruling 
in modern societies. Sociology is an exception where the public is its social base. 
This is the reason why economic and political sciences are be er Þnanced than 
sociology. The la er, moreover, constantly has experienced pressure by the ruling 
classes of society who fear its critical potential. Because of this, they have always 
tried to turn development of sociology in the direction of service providing.

There is another feature of this development model. Problems in society 
are extremely diverse. That is why sociologists are forced to conceptualize public 
life fragmentarily and in an extremely wide range (from electoral preferences to 
co ee brands preferences, from value orientations to birth control pills). All these 
conceptualizations are created ad hoc. Unlike experiments of physicists, who 
step by step approach to solving problems of the world order, most sociological 
studies do not a ect understanding of society. In the best scenario they become 
prerequisite for manipulative technologies by politicians or advertisers.

In professional associations of sociologists from di erent countries, sometimes 
there is an idea to dissociate themselves from pollsters. From my perspective, if this 
happens and the pollsters were expelled from a certain sociological association, then 
those who teach future pollsters would remain in it. Maybe there would be found 
some more people involved in the theory. Ti s between sociologists and experts in 
commercial surveys experts for political parties and other interested organizations 
have constantly occurred. For example, during the round table “Independent 
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Sociology: myth or reality”, which took place within the framework of the 1stCongress 
of the Sociological Association of Ukraine (   ) 
(October 16, 2009), to the remarks of David Rotman that many sociological services 
in Ukraine are working on certain political parties or movements, Yevhen Holovakha 
reacted very emotionally: “These are pollsters! These are business entities, it’s their 
job. We are talking about sociologists” (  , 2011: . 117). In 
fact, dominance of pollsters with all the consequences is conditioned by the fact that 
sociology is constructed as a motley collection of theories of the middle range, which 
are united into a certain whole by a combination of methods for obtaining primary 
information.

The service nature of sociology found a highly intellectual justiÞcation in 
works and textbooks by Gennadiy Batygin. He divided history of sociology into 
three periods: sociological doctrines, social surveys and sociological research. 
ScientiÞc character is distinguished only in the last period.

Gennadiy Batygin believed that sociological doctrines are imbued 
with a personal beginning and are full of prophetic pathos. They merge with 
personalities of their authors and others are not capable of reproducing them. The 
most important is the following: “The common feature of sociological doctrines 
is their world-view se ing. Unlike scientiÞc research, doctrine focuses on ideas of 
marginal signiÞcance, say, the latest truths of being “( , 1995: p. 10).

According to G. Batygin, social surveys were inspired by the desire to 
learn everything about society. They did not have any strict methodology, and 
therefore were slipping towards “parascience.”

In fact, sociology becomes a science only by means of sociological research. 
“The turn from social surveys to sociological research is almost imperceptible: 
the initial interest is caused not by information about life and “publicity” of the 
project, but by a universal connection between stand-alone variables. Having 
accepted mathematical and statistical apparatus, sociology also accepted norms 
of experimental science “( , 1995: p. 22).

G. Batygin spoke about distribution of sociologists’ roles in the continuum 
from an independent researcher to an employee of a patronage service of a political 
party or a private individual. From this analysis, he drew a strange conclusion: 
“... To preserve the integrity of a research program of sociology it makes sense at 
least sometimes to move away not only from a gender, but also from theoretical 
beliefs (to the extent where beliefs have grown into interest)” ( , 1995: p. 
28). He continues: “What is left? There are some rules of a scientiÞc discourse - a 
matrix of knowledge, beyond which it is impossible to talk about reasoning and 
understanding “( , 1995: p. 28). This is already a way not just to service, 
but simply to servility, as sociology, reduced to this minimum, is deprived of any 
critical potential.

It’s worth noting that such a way of analysing society was also substantiated by 
some Soviet intellectuals. Pavel Kopnin believed that sociology as a separate theory 
of social life was not needed. He proceeded from nomenclature of the Soviet social 
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science, where the main sciences were: historical materialism, political economy and 
scientiÞc communism, while the Marxist philosophy, namely dialectical materialism, 
was their methodological basis. The soviet philosopher was sincerely wondering: 
what will sociology be occupied with as a general theory of society? According to him, 
it would be doomed to repeat what had been said by philosophy, political economy 
and scientiÞc communism. In addition, he believed that there was a higher form of 
knowledge about society: “Materialist understanding of history in a certain respect 
is scientiÞc sociology. It does not seek, as former sociology, to unite all knowledge 
about society, to replace all the sciences about it “( , 1969: p. 72).Therefore, 
his conclusion was quite opinionated: “Which general theory of social development 
is yet possible; from what side should it characterize this development? It is thought 
there is no place left for the one”( , 1969: p. 73).

Pavel Kopnin was not at all a retrograde. He would put forward a position that 
seemed to him to be quite logical, but at the same time spoke for the development 
of “social studies”. Let me cite a rather long polemical passage: “Though it does not 
mean there no longer exist problems of social studies development, methodology 
and techniques of conducting them, the target of these studies, Þrst and foremost, 
is development of the Marxist-Leninist theory of society, all its constituent parts. 
Conceptual apparatus, created by philosophy, should serve as a guide in the 
study of modern society, but the data of speciÞc social studies give material 
both for its enrichment and its replenishment “( , 1969: p. 73).The Soviet 
philosopher highlighted that social research should not be restricted to factories 
and collective farms. The country was experiencing lack of accurate knowledge 
of social processes. Mathematization of this knowledge was needed. But then he 
returned to his idea: “Social studies is not a replacement of the sciences dealing 
with society: philosophy, political economy, scientiÞc communism, but the way 
of their development, they can serve as a means of developing modern social 
thinking, a means of combating its dogmatism” ( , 1969: p. 73-74).

Pavel Kopnin even expresses heretical thought for a philosopher: “First of 
all, philosophy itself and for its purposes should conduct social studies” ( , 
1969: p. 73-74).

I will no longer be distracted by this interesting subject ma er, which 
deserves special research. I will conclude it with research program, which 
Pavel Kopnin formulated for those who would be engaged in “social research”: 
“Logical and epistemological analysis of social research methods (questioning, 
interviewing, observation, etc.), revealing of nature and speciÞcity of a social 
experiment, working on problems of modelling of social processes, peculiarities 
of constructing sociological theory and ways of its veriÞcation, studying of up-to-
date methods of received data processing, etc. - this is the task for those dealing 
with methodology and methods of social research “( , 1969: p. 76).

The textbook by Vladimir Yadov looks like implementation of this program. 
Gennadiy Batygin, in fact, also did not escape it. He just did not believe in any theory.
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The subject landscape of modern sociology is similar to archipelago of 
islands. Though these islands are not surrounded by clean sea, but swamp. The 
ground either rises up, or drops down, connecting strips appear between islands, 
some islands fall apart and then disappear under turbid water. The islands have 
blurry contours and unstable locations. They can move along the surface, crawl 
one over another, or even form complex multi-storey conÞgurations.

Due to the fragmentation of the subject Þeld of their science, most 
sociologists would remain aside from the fourth scientiÞc revolution. Study of 
self-developing objects is the basic methodological guideline for modern science. 
The idea of   self-development is associated with concepts of co-evolution of 
society and biosphere along with cosmism ( , 2006: p. 346-348). Whereas 
a signiÞcant part of sociologists have so far utilized concepts of closed systems 
of mechanica l  nature, to which various “social technologies” can be applied. 
Dominating empirical sociology functionalism, to the nature of which we will 
later return, is based on these concepts.

This does no t  mean that the world sociology is hopeless and we have 
nothing to rely on in our methodological e orts. We will later talk about future 
trends as well.  

What theory are sociological methods associated with? To understand modern 
methodological situation one should turn to works by the “mastodonts” who created 
sociological doctrines, which, according to G. Batygin, were called to discover “the 
last truths of being.” With a closer look at these doctrines, the picture is changing. 
One of their authors, Max Weber, in his report “Science as profession or vocation,” 
told to his students: “Today science is a profession which is put into life as a special 
discipline a n d serves self-awareness along with cognition of actual relationships, 
but it is not at all a gracious gift of seers and prophets which brings salvation and 
revelation, and not a part of the reßection of the wise men and philosophers on “sense 
of the world” ( , 1990: p. 731). For sociologists, he promised even more severe 
life comparing to other scientists: “... Every sociologist should be prepared for the fact 
that one, being at old age, for months maybe scrolling through dozens of thousands 
of absolutely trivial arithmetic tasks. While an a empt to completely shu e o  the 
solution of the problem on mechanical ancillary labour does not go scot-free and the 
Þnal result  is often negligible. But if the researcher has no well-deÞned idea about 
the direction of one’s calculations - about the signiÞcance of individual results, then 
even this scant result will not be achieved “( , 1990: p. 709). Thus, the pursuit of 
scientiÞc sociology, which is based on methodological accuracy, has accompanied our 
science from the very beginning. G. Batygin, by the way, on the subsequent pages of 
his lectures expressed great respect to Max Weber and recognized his methodological 
position a s  quite modern ( , 1995: p. 102-107). Why then did he contrast 
“sociological doctrines” with “sociological research”? Is there any problem here?

Scientists, who made sociology a respectable science, were engaged mainly 
in the problem of modernization transition from traditional to modern society 
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in Europe.  They would support subject studies by continuous methodological 
reßection. Let’s say, Emile Durkheim, having wri en the work “On the division 
of social labour” recognized the need to explicitly outline position of his research 
method. A d equate understanding of his theory of social life depended upon 
understanding of methodology.

The Frenc h  sociologist, like nobody before him, made a contribution 
to substa n tiating understanding of society as a special reality that cannot be 
trimmed down to psychophysical reality of individuals or to reality of nature. 
This position in the structure of sociology hitplace of the fundamental law, which 
outlines its subject Þeld.

Emile Durkheim several times harked back to its wording. In “The Method 
of Sociology” he wrote: “... Society is not just a number of individuals, but a system 
formed by their association and represents reality of suigeneris, which invested 
with its o wn special properties. Of course, collective life implies individual 
conscious n ess, but this necessary condition is not enough. This consciousness 
needs to be associated and combined, and what is more, combined in a special 
way. Soci a l life arises from this very combination, therefore this combination 
explains i t. Sticking together, complementing each other and penetrating into 
each othe r , individual souls establish a new being, mental one, if you will, 
which represents the psychic reality of another kind “( , 1995). In the 
preface to the second edition of “The Method of Sociology” the French researcher 
pays special a ention to fundamental signiÞcance of this position for the very 
existence of sociology: “This science, in fact, could be born only on the day when 
a premonition came around those social phenomena, not being material, are real 
objects that allow for research”( , 1995).

Methodological vision is logically derived from the ontological vision of 
the Durkheim sociological realism. The author subsequently keeps elaborating 
them. He formulates his most famous rule, which, at its time, caused a storm of 
disagreement: “The Þrst and the main rule is that social facts must be studied as 
things” ( , 1995). Emile Durkheim has to explain that under social facts 
he understands any modus operandi able to exert pressure upon an individual, 
such as beliefs, aspirations, and customs of the group. He writes: “A social fact 
is recognized only by external compelling ascendance that it has or is capable of 
having over individuals. And the presence of this ascendance is recognized, in 
its turn, either by the existence of any sanction, or by resistance this fact o ers to 
every a empt to counteract it by an individual”( , 1995). 

Objective and compulsory nature of social facts in regard to an individual 
imply external approach to them. A sociologist approaches objects of research 
same way as a scientist-naturalist: “So, we need to study social phenomena by 
themselves, separating them from conscious and imaginative subjects. They need 
to be studied from the outside, as external things, because we come across them 
in such capacity “( , 1995).



253Kononov Illya Sociology in times of crisis and war: problem of the methodological efficiency

It seemed to the French sociologist that the undisputed conclusion follows 
from this: “The Þrst corollary is the following: it is necessary to systematically 
eliminate all pre-concepts” ( , 1995).

Now I will not dwell on the well-known rules which E. Durkheim proposed 
to distinguish between normal and pathological in society, as well as those relating 
to construction of social types. I will note that from the autonomy of social reality 
the scientist concluded that reasons for social changes should be sought namely 
in society: “We have shown that a social fact can only be explained by another 
social fact, and at the same time, we have shown how this type of explanation 
is possible, having recognized internal social environment as the basic driver of 
social evolution “( , 1995). His following statement completely resonates 
with the modernity “... every time a social phenomenon is explained by a psychic 
phenomenon, we can be sure that the explanation is false” ( , 1995).

From all  what E. Durkheim stated there was formed the requirement 
for dephilosophization of sociology, which “... must be content with just being 
a sociol o gy” ( , 1995). In this regard, he formulates one of his most 
metaphysical thoughts: “Sociology should not take side of any great metaphysical 
hypotheses” ( , 1995). At the same time, his appeal to development of 
a speciÞc sociological culture sounds quite relevant: “Sociology, therefore, is not 
an addition to any other science; it is a special and autonomous science, and a 
sociologist needs to feel speciÞcity of social reality, so only a particular sociological 
culture can lead one to understanding of social facts “( , 1995).

The work s by E. Durkheim make impressions of forethought and 
complete ly Þnished texts. The author’s opinion, expressed there, is completely 
transparent and Þnalized. He does not stop even before the Þnal conclusions on 
the chosen grounds. Thus, having formulated the conclusion on the necessity of 
eliminating all preconcepts, he writes: “Since the external side of things is given 
to us by  feelings, then, summing up, we can say that a science, in order to be 
objective, must proceed not from concepts that were formed without it, but from 
feelings  “( , 1995). It is clear that feelings in this case cannot exist in 
any case without concepts, therefore the requirement to return to feelings, even 
reinforced by devices, is ungrounded. This is not the only example of extremes 
in the methodological position of E. Durkheim. These include the view of social 
facts only as phenomena of collective consciousness, and deÞnition of the normal 
type of phenomena only as statistically mean. But it is not the case now. Such 
assertio ns remain facts of the history of sociology of the XIX century. Emile 
Durkheim becomes our contemporary due to di erent facts. Having substantiated 
independ ence of sociology, he created a system of sociological realism, where 
theory and methodology are two inseparable parts. From the monograph “On the 
division of social labour” to the study “The Elementary Forms of the Religious 
Life”, D urkheim sociological realism demonstrates ability to self-development 
and to production of new knowledge. In particular, it should be emphasized that 
in this case both the theory and the method are actually sociological. 
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In many respects alternative to Durkheim’s sociological realism, another 
approach to sociological theory and methodology was developed by Max Weber. 
His methodological reßection was too connected with the theory of modernization 
and modernity. The German scientist was persistently seeking an answer to the 
question about speciÞcs of the West, the reasons for its advance in the world’s 
contemporary system, and the nature of Western capitalism.

Max Webe r’s articles on methodological issues are grandiose works 
of power ful mind that was capable of storing extremely large amounts of 
informat ion striving for thorough analysis. But this desire drove him to a 
continuous deepening of the issues, leaving a horizon of research always open. M. 
Weber does not boast of any methodological works, which by completeness and 
transparency are similar to “The Method of Sociology” by Durkheim. Apparently, 
“Basic sociological concepts” was meant to become its analogue. But even here 
the German sociologist does not sum up, in conclusion he words a new turn in the 
discussion about what he would call “normative” and “empirical” social sciences.

Max Webe r’s ability to store in mind enormous volumes of information 
and to t hink through zillion of links between facts at a time was not always 
constructive. His methodological works look fragmented and inconsistent upon 
the Þrs t reading. Seems that the author follows the approach: “Yes! Yes! Yes, 
but, apparently, no. Although, under certain conditions ...“. For this reason any 
reconst ruction of methodological position of the German sociologist is partial, 
and therefore incomplete. Each reconstruction becomes a distortion of what he 
wrote on methodological issues. This is not only a fault of interpreters, but also a 
fault of the object of interpretation. In the late 1920s, Alexandr Neusykhin stated 
that “... Rickert had always dominated Weber’s methodology and logic, and Marx 
had strongly dominated his history and sociology “ ( ,  1994: p. 590).

Max Weber named his sociology “comprehensive”. He wrote: “Behaviour 
is above all speciÞcally important for understanding sociology, which, on the Þrst 
hand, is correlated with the behaviour of other people by subjectively predicted 
meaning  of the active person, and, on the second hand, is also deÞned by its 
meaningful correlation and, on the third hand, can be clearly explained in reliance 
on this (subjectively) predicted meaning”( , 1990: p. 497). M. Weber’s social 
activity and meaning of action outline the subject Þeld of sociology: “Sociology 
(in the sense of this very polysemic word, which is implied here) is a science that 
seeks, interpreting, to understand social action and thus to causally explain its 
process and inßuence “( , 1990: p. 602).

Such un derstanding of the subject of sociology makes a purely external 
approac h to social phenomena meaningless. M. Weber directly stated: “... 
“Objective” study of cultural phenomena, which ideal goal is to narrow empirical 
links down to” laws “, is meaningless” ( , 1990: p. 378). He gave an explanation 
of a ra ther sharply expressed assessment: “ a variety of logical  relations can 
be the basis of behavior that seems to us to be “identical” or “similar”, and we 
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“understand” the types of behavior that deviate signiÞcantly from one another or 
sometimes contradict, in situations we consider to be “homogeneous” “( , 
1990: p. 610).

This a itude forces the scientist to address the problem of social action. He 
wrote: “We call the “social” such an action, which, by the meaning of a supposed 
actor or active person, correlates with the action of other people and focuses on 
it” ( , 1990: p. 603). This understanding, as well as typology of social actions, 
o ered by M. Weber, focusing on two criteria (the motive of an action and the 
way of targeting others), become a methodological prerequisite for his research 
in the Þelds of sociology of religion, sociology of politics or research in economic 
life. These are well-known Weberian concepts I will not dwell upon now.

I consider it appropriate to focus on the causes of instability of the Weberian 
methodological position. It was pushing Max Weber towards use of di erent 
research approaches (from almost positivist one to its almost complete denial) and 
impacted di erentiation of his followers. I think that the reason should be sought 
in the nominalism of the German sociologist, which he persistently was trying to 
adhere to. His nominalism is a certain body of theoretical work: “The purpose of 
our study is to prove what “comprehension” is by its essence, and the reason why 
comprehensive sociology (in our sense) considers an individual and one’s action as 
a fundamental unit, as “an atom”(Assuming this dubious comparison permissible 
itself)” ( , 1990: p. 607). Further he writes as if about a proven fact: “”Behavior” 
being intelligible in its sense of orientation of its own actions for us always is an 
action of one or several individuals by nature” ( , 1990: p. 613).

Nominalist obstinacy brought M. Weber to a peculiar theory of social 
contract. He writes on mutual expectations of actors: “This expectation can be 
subjectively based primarily on the fact that the operating individual “comes to an 
agreement” with other persons, “comes to an accord” with them, having grounds 
for expecting “observance” of this accord (according to one’s own understanding 
of such an accord) by these other persons” ( , 1990: p. 510). It is a barren 
sprout of his thoughts, but because of it M. Weber himself and his followers are 
constantly stumbling. Thus, the founder of “comprehensive sociology” contrasts 
the legal understanding of the state as a certain “individual” and the sociological 
one, which, in his view, is reduced to the fact that “... from the sociological point 
of view, the word “state”, if at all is used, means only a kind human behavior of a 
special nature”( , 1990: p. 508).

Max Weber was engaged in solving problems which exceeded not only 
individual lifetime, but also lifetime of entire nations. Actions of individuals, 
their behavior, and changes within them in such a perspective can be explained 
only by non-individual and sub-individual factors. The German sociologist 
analyzed them through the notion of “culture”. In this regard, he formulated a 
thought-out research program, which is to be combined with the narrow-minded 
sociological nominalism. I think it makes sense to quote it without contractions: 
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“... To understand reality constellation is important for us as there we Þnd those 
(hypothetical!) “factors”, grouped in a historical phenomenon of culture which is 
meaningful for us, and because if we wanted to “causally explain” such individual 
group, we inevitably would have to turn to other, also individual groups, 
by means of which we, using (deÞnitely hypothetical!) concepts of the “law”, 
would give its “explanation”. Se ing these (hypothetical!) “laws” and “factors” 
would be only the Þrst task for us in a set of other tasks which had to lead to the 
desired result. The second task would be to analyze and organize the image of 
the historically given individual grouping of those “factors” and their speciÞc, 
in a way, meaningful interaction and, Þrst of all, explanation of the basis and 
nature of this meaningfulness. Handling the second task is only possible by using 
preliminary data obtained as a result of handling the Þrst one, though it is new 
and independent by its type. The third task would be to get to know, returning back 
into the distant past, formation of separate, meaningful for the present,  individual 
properties of these groups, their historical explanation from the point of view 
of the previous, also individual constellations. And Þnally, there is the fourth 
conceivable task - in assessing possible constellations in the future “( , 1990:  
p. 373).  All his life Max Weber adhered to this program which was described in 
the article “The ‘Objectivity’ of Knowledge in Social Science and Social Policy”. 

When working within a certain research program, the German sociologist 
would face controversial issues. Studying individual historical collective bodies 
(Western Europe, Germany, Western European capitalism, Florence, etc.), Max 
Weber did not refuse the a empts to Þnd certain pa erns in their development. For 
this purpose he developed a peculiar form of continuous interaction of empirical 
and theoretical levels of sociology in the process of studying a particular problem. I 
mean his doctrine on “ideal types”, which originated from the Kantian philosophy.

Reality comes before a sociologist like an inÞnite variety of phenomena. It 
is necessary to highlight Alpha and Omega there, where to direct one’s research 
e orts. This is where ideal types have to come in handy impersonating theoretical 
constructs of the investigated reality. They are created on theoretical level 
intentionally unambiguous for implication in empirical study. They are tools for 
studying certain historical identities. The concept of an ideal type did not become 
stable in Max Weber’s theory. On the one hand, he considered these theoretical 
constructs as utopias. So, in relation to economic research, he wrote: “By its 
content, this construction is of the utopia nature, obtained through imaginary 
strengthening of certain elements of reality. It is related to the empirical data of 
real life facts by the following: in those cases where abstracted connection in the 
given construction, in other words - the processes, associated with the “market”, 
to some extent, in reality manifested or assumed as signiÞcant, we, comparing 
them with the ideal type, with a pragmatic purpose can show and explain 
peculiarity of these relationships “( , 1990: p. 389). Further, he contradicts 
himself in relation to the understanding of the ideal type as utopia: “The “ideal 
type” in our understanding (we have to repeat this) is something, in contrast with 
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the evaluative judgment, completely indi erent and has nothing to do with some 
other, not purely logical “perfection”( , 1990: p. 399). Elsewhere, he speaks 
out quite prosaically: “The immediate task for sociology at a sociological study, 
where certain reality is an object, is necessity to constantly keep in mind deviation 
of this reality from the theoretical construction; establishing degree and nature of 
such a deviation - “( , 1990: p. 623).

All the above allowed Max Weber to combine position of comprehensive 
sociology with the search for laws of social life. The la er, he interpreted 
through the probability: “Laws”, as commonly referred to some of the terms of 
comprehensive sociology, for example, “the law of Gresham”, are conÞrmed by 
observing typical probabilities that, under certain conditions, social behavior will 
acquire a character which will make it understandable, proceeding from typical 
motives and a typical subjective sense, which an acting individual is proceeding 
from”( , 1990: p. 620).

According to Max Weber, a scientist must constantly keep under control 
and not confuse two types of thinking, they are objective-truthful and evaluative. 
And it’s not because they are easily di erentiated. In reality, they are constantly 
interacting. By means of values   we highlight important objects for a research, 
though in a research itself we mu s t refrain from practical evaluations. The 
sociologist wrote: “... This is i n  reference only to a rather trivial requirement 
for a scientist to be able to cle a rly determine two groups of heterogeneous 
problems: establishment of empirical facts (including the deÞned by a researcher 
“evaluating” position of the people one is empirically exploring), on the one hand, 
and on the other hand -one’s own practical evaluation, that is, one’s own judgment 
of these facts (including “evaluations” of the people transformed into an object of 
an empirical study), considering them as desirable or undesirable, that is, one’s 
own, evaluating position” ( ,  1990: p. 558). From this understanding Max 
Weber derived the maxima of the researcher behavior: “Introduction of personal 
motives into a special objective s tudy contradicts the very essence of scientiÞc 
thinking” ( , 1990: p. 552).

It is important to divide value and empirically-objective sequences since 
value systems constantly encounter and struggle with each other in a society. 
Society appears to be contradictory and moving simultaneously in di erent 
directions. Individuals can rely on value requirements in di erent ways, obeying 
and violating them. Max Weber described it this way: “A sociologist faces no 
di culty in recognizing coexistence of signiÞcance of di erent, contradictory 
systems, within the same circle of people. Indeed, even a single individual can 
orient one’s actions on systems that contradict each other “( , 1990: p. 638).

Max Weber, like his distant philosophical inspiration Immanuel Kant, 
sought to achieve synthesis of extreme positions in the methodology of social 
knowledge of those times, synthesis as eliminations of their contradictions. So, 
in the empirical research he proposed to synthesize what would later be named 
“quantitative” and “qualitative” methods, because “... for a sociologist even the 
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most obvious adequacy of a sense has a value of a proper causal deÞnition only to 
the extent which can prove probability (in any way expressed) that the action being 
considered, in fact usually takes place adequately to the sense with repetition which 
implies a su ciently precise or approximate expression (in average or ideal-typical 
case). Only such statistical types of regularity, which correspond to subjectively 
understandable meaning of social action, are (in the sense used here) the types of 
understandable action, that is, “sociological laws” ( , 1990: p. 612-613).

Being a stubborn nominalist he depended on material and said that “... 
sociology even for its purposes cannot ignore collective thought-based formations, 
derived from other positions” ( , 1990: p. 614). Considering that sociology 
deals only with social action (rational and focused on others) he proposed not 
to ignore factors deprived of meaningfulness and meaningful correlation, but to 
accept them as conditions of social action ( , 1990: p. 498).

Powerful stream of Weberian thinking has had a hypnotic inßuence on 
sociologists. They very often do not pay a ention to its internal contradictions. 
Certain provisions have been picked out from this stream that in a frozen form 
raise doubts of their Þ ing with the original source. Reinhard Bendix, for example, 
interpreted Max Weber’s understanding of the relation between an individual and 
a group in this way: “Being members of social groups, individuals are the product 
of social organization. Ideas and deeds of these individuals can, therefore, be 
studied as distinctive features of this social organization “( , 1994: p. 569). 
Comparing this with Max Weber’s quotations given above, one can hardly be sure 
that such an interpretation corresponds to theoretical cosmos of Weberian thought.

Max Weber did not have a special analysis of the correlation of empirical and 
theoretical knowledge in sociology. We have already tried to look at this correlation 
through the prism of ideal types. I think it makes sense to look at this problem from 
another side. “Social action” is the central notion of the Weber’s comprehensive 
sociology. It has constantly been updated. Initially, Max Weber deÞned it as the 
action of an individual, subjectively thought through and correlated with behavior 
of other people ( , 1990: p. 509). This is a so-called community-oriented 
action (Gemeinschaftshandeln). But thought through action may not be directly 
communicative. If it is so narrowly understood, then even reading outstanding 
works of literature or philosophy does not Þt with understanding of social action 
by Weber. He even considered a prayer read by oneself to be a non-social action 
( , 1990: p. 625). When we read, say, poems by Homer we interact with product 
of a person who passed away almost three millennia ago, we interact by means 
of translators and publishers. The German sociologist tries to make corrections: 
“Social action (including non-interference or patient acceptance) can be oriented 
towards the past, present or expected future behavior of others” ( , 1990: p. 
625). These namely other “... can be individuals, acquaintances or uncertain great 
many of completely unfamiliar people” ( , 1990: p. 625). What does this mean? 
Reading works by Homer, apparently, is still a social act, because it focuses upon 
the past act of an ancient Greek. The German researcher liked to repeat so much 
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that opening an umbrella in the rain is not a social action. Why is that so? Even if 
it does not focus on the other, but the very form provides for orientation on the 
modus operandi, stipulated in an umbrella by its inventors and manufacturers.

All this suggests that the development of the basic notion of the Weberian 
sociology stuck between the empirical and theoretical level. It has not turned 
into an ideal object which theory operates with, it is a fact. At the same time, 
this fact is the result of incomplete induction. The author, feeling insu ciency, 
regularly returns to his inferences, trying to improve them. I’ll say more. Actually, 
generalization of everyday consciousness gets on the level of empirical fact of 
sociology. Every adult is in the known, that human actions di er from natural 
phenomena by awareness and orientation on other people?   

Typologies of social actions are the same empirical generalizations. Sergey 
Lebedev quite rightly writes: “Boundaries of empirical knowledge are fully 
determined by operational capabilities of such a form of rational cognition as mind. 
Activity of the la er involves application to the material sensory data of various 
logical operations: abstraction, analysis, comparison, generalization, induction, 
making a hypothesis of empirical laws, deductive withdrawal of veriÞable 
consequences out of them, their justiÞcation, refutation, etc. “( , 2010).
These limits entirely include division of social action into a ective, traditional, 
value-rationale and purpose-rationale. Moreover, we again can say that we are 
dealing with incomplete division of the concept of “social action” on the criterion 
of motives. Here the motives are regarded as completely sovereign. But there are 
social actions, the motivation of which is imposed on an individual who is in a 
dependent position on others. After all, there is such a social action as a game. It 
is the goal of itself, but not in the sense of value-rationale action.

All wri en above is not for humiliation of Max Weber. One can only admire 
his ability to work with the material that everyone can get at everyday level, his 
ability to Þnd unexpected depths at the empirical level. But empirical will not 
become theoretical because of this. I again will cite S. Lebedev: “ScientiÞc theory 
is a logically organized set of statements about a particular class of ideal objects, 
their properties, relations, and changes” ( , 2010).

Max Weber, apparently, would agree with what he said. He would always 
deÞne sociology as an empirical science. Due to this, level of abstraction in 
natural and social sciences, in his opinion, is di erent: “For the natural sciences, 
importance and value of “laws”is directly proportional to the degrees of their 
universal signiÞcance; for cognition of historical phenomena in their speciÞc 
conditions, the most general laws, most of which are devoid of content, have, as a 
rule, the least value “( , 1990: p. 378).

Example of Max Weber is important for us as methodology and theory of 
this great scientist undoubtedly are oriented toward each other. Relations here 
are more complicated comparing to the case of Emile Durkheim. In Weber’s 
methodological works, only one component of a real research methodology is 
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considered. Historical materialism, as a rule, remains in the shadow. The subject 
Þeld of sociology too seemed insu ciently deÞned for the German scientist. Yes, 
he included political economy there ( , 1990: p. 621). It can be interpreted 
as a requirement of sociologization of economic science, which is still on. But, 
apparently, it’s not about direct inclusion. Uncertainty of the subject Þeld, its 
pulsation, led to pulsation of the methodology. But it was a live search, where 
theory and methodology were evolving in unity.    

The Max Weber methodology did not become just a property of history of 
sociology. Yuriy Davydov stated that the “Weberian Renaissance” in the western 
sociology “... brings forward Max Weber as the key Þgure not only of Western 
sociology of the 20th century in general but also of sociology of the last quarter of this 

century, in particular” ( , 1990: p. 736). It also fully concerns his methodology.
The wordage and objectives of this article do not allow us to follow the 

development of methodological thought in sociology upon creation of Weberian 
texts. We have to state that in contemporary sociology there are directions of 
methodological thought related to corresponding theoretical search, though it is 
not peculiar for the main body of sociology as a profession.

To make the next move, I will make one remark. Emile Durkheim, Max 
Weber, as well as Charles Horton Cooley, Mykyta Shapoval or Pitirim Sorokin, were 
all inspired primarily by the search for truth. Institutional buildup of universities 
exerts considerable pressure upon today’s sociology ( , 2013). Professors 
have to regularly publish original works and raise citation index. This can be 
achieved at the expense of originality. The pursuit of originality spurs on to search 
for new topics which may evoke interest, to search of new turns in the analysis 
of the already elaborated problem, and Þnally, to the pursuit of terminological 
originality. Successful Þnds are capitalized and exploited to maximize proÞts.

An Actor-network theory (ANT) can be quite an interesting example for 
us. Frenchmen Bruno Latour and Michel Callon, and Englishman John Law are 
its founders. Let’s just take the la er, for an example, without dwelling upon the 
di erences between Parisian and Lancaster schools. He believes that social sciences 
require a fundamentally new methodological orientation, and the method for 
them needs to be constructed. The “assemblages method” became a result of such 
an activity. John Law writes about it: “The assemblages method is a process of 
establishing and manufacturing of branching out relations’ ßocks, which thicken 
the presence and therefore produce absence, forming, mediating and dividing them. 
Often, the assemblages method is connected with presentation of the realities there 
– outside, and picturing these realities here - inside, as well as with establishment 
of the Other “(cited by work: , 2015). Well, who would not agree with 
the fact that a method is called to establish the existing and separate it from the 
illusory, that it should correlate the objective and the subjective? But what does this 
understanding add to the already existing, except for original verbal packaging?

The Actor-network theory, of course, is not limited to this banal deÞnition of 
the method. A linguistic metaphor is at the heart of its methodological approach. 
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The ideas of Ferdinand de Saussureare translated in a poststructuralism way. Victor 
Wachstein conveys the position of ANT representatives this way: “Society is not 
immanently present in the network of relations, where “objects” are the nodal 
points, it does not determine them, and does not hide the true source of causality. 
Relations precede any reality - both “social” and “material” “( , 2006: p. 
27). This provision is by no means substantiated. It is based on the fact that lexical 
items depend on the structure of the language, which, in its turn, being a sign system 
independent on individuals, exists because of speech acts of certain speakers. But if 
in linguistics such an approach demonstrates its fruitfulness, it does not mean that it 
can be applied to society as a whole. All language systems are non-viable outside of 
society, as well as a society without a language is non-viable.

Such basic notions of ANT as “network” and “actant” have been borrowed 
from the linguistics. The last term (French actant - “acting”) in linguistics denotes 
a linguistic structure, which is a mandatory companion of a predicate. Bruno 
Latour lent it di erent meaning: in a broad sense, “actant” can not only be a man, 
but also another creature alive or a thing. An actant is capable of existing only 
within a network.

One must pay tribute to ANT: theory and methodology are two sides of a 
single complex within it. But, like methodology like theory. To illustrate this, I will 
quote “Objects and Spaces” by John Law: “... A ship can be represented as a network - 
a network of hulks, rafts, sails, ropes, cannons, victualling-yards, cabins and the team 
itself. On the other hand, with a more generalized consideration, the navigational 
system, with all its ephemeris, astrolabes and quadrants, calculations tables, maps, 
navigators and stars, can also be considered as a network. Further, with even more 
distracted analysis, the entire Portuguese imperial system as a whole, with its ports 
and bonds, ships, military dispositions, markets and merchants can be described in 
the same categories “( , 2006: p. 33). I will not deny that such descriptions, which 
combine navigators and stars, ropes and crews, are possible. Another thing is, 
whether they give real knowledge. What is the di erence between a network and a 
structure in this given case? One can Þnd a million explanations which will be smart 
enough, but all of this will be a kind of a glass bead game.

Purely verbal innovations can shift consideration focus of this as well as 
any other problem. But they merge with the identities of their authors and do 
not acquire general use in science. Peak and decay of such local terminologies 
coincides with the career trajectories of their creators, since they are more similar 
to poetic creations than to scientiÞc instruments. I do not want to argue that the 
authors, those working within the ANT did not give anything useful to science. 
Development of sociological imagination is the beneÞt of their scientiÞc e orts. I 
will return to some speciÞc ideas later. Now I point out destructive inßuence of 
these authors on the methodological culture of sociology.

This very inßuence consists in transforming a method into a game, on 
imagination competition, on creation of worlds, which do not exist in reality. The 
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method loses status of a serious means, which is called to adequately study the 
objective world. John Law writes: “... The idea that methods are practices that not 
only describe realities, but also prove them - considers practices of knowledge 
as more or less performative”( , 2012). The English sociologist then asks himself: 
what are the reasons to believe that “something really is taking place”? He answers 
his question very inventively: “The Þrst answer to this question - although it is 
something more than its reformulation, is: knowledge practices and forms of 
knowledge supported by them become stable only if they can successfully solve 
two problems at the same time. Firstly, they must be able to create knowledge 
(no ma er if it is a theory or data) that works, which are somehow organized and 
which (the key aspect) do what they are required to. But, secondly, they (which 
is counter-intuitive) must be capable of generating realities that correspond to this 
knowledge “( , 2012).

As a ma er of fact, the equality of all ways of generating knowledge is 
asserted here. Let’s say, in this sense, science is no di erent from religion, 
demonology, etc. I’m afraid to seem too journalistic, but when I read such works, I 
wish there were Soviet critique of bourgeois sociology. For those who specialized 
in this genre John Law would become a source of inspiration. Vladimir Lenin liked 
to use the German word die Schrulle (whim, trick) in relation to such theorists 
( , 1968: p. 100). And in such a case, a person is dodging not to recognize 
reßection of reality in the knowledge, as well as objective truth. One can probably 
say that the John Law texts did not come out of nowhere; they falsely reßected the 
fourth scientiÞc revolution with the new unity of the subject and object. But this 
does not deny the nature of knowledge as an active reßection of reality.

Similar texts generate armies of followers all over the world. Davydov 
writes: “There’s no Hegel’s objectivity in social science - there is a complementarity 
there, i.e. the resulting sum of subjective positions of speciÞc researchers who look 
at problems from their perspective and together with the subject form an actor’s 
network with feedback”( , 2015). Here science is explicitly replaced by 
doxa. “Anythinggoes”!

Actor-network theory is distinguished by extreme criticism of the “o cial” 
science. On the example of Louis Pasteur, Bruno Latour proved inseparability of 
politics and work of a scientiÞc laboratory. He even associated progress in the 
Þght against illnesses with success of colonial policy: “This work on parasites had 
a direct impact on colonization, since parasites directly restricted size of empires 
of the main macroparasites” (Latour, 1988: p. 141). Sarcasm of the study on 
“war and peace of microbes”, “strong microbes and weak hygienists” results in 
discovery of science as a production of division of natural and social. “The Prince 
of Networks” himself then fell under the intellectual investigation with regards 
to metaphysical prerequisites for his critical exercises, but that is a completely 
di erent story (Harman, 2009). The bo om line is - science is being supported 
only by mutual criticism and ANT maintains critical tension within science.
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John Law applied critical capabilities of the theory to mass surveys, showing 
that they claimed a rather speciÞc version of the collective as a set of aggregates 
where individuals are considered isomorphic. Having specially analyzed the 
studies of the Eurobarometer on the rights of farm animals, he rightly stated 
that “... the la er does not simply describe and approve the views of European 
consumers on the rights of farm animals. On top of all of this, it also makes a 
consumer an individual rational and ethical subject; reproduces an individual 
act of consumption as the true place of political action; creates the EU as a 
neoliberal political place; performatively creates Europe as an isomorphic set of 
individuals in a homogeneous, closed, conceptual space; reproduces statistics and 
questionnaires and, thus, creation of social reality, and embodies philosophical 
and romantic version of the community, where “small” individuals are placed in 
emergent large whole and regarded as a part of it contributing to it “( , 2012).

If one distracts from certain exotic moments of ANT, then critical 
orientation of the John Law’s analysis is consistent with the intentions of a modern 
understanding of the correlation of methods and theoretical representations. 
Yuliana Tolstova expressed them as follows, matching positions prevailing to 
this day: “...There is a model of a phenomenon behind each method which is 
studied with the help of this method. However, sociological literature rarely 
speaks on the connection of this model with such representations which can 
be considered substantive and, therefore, based on theoretical concepts. There 
has been established a tradition according to which any properties of a method 
are perceived as purely technical characteristics, and their consideration is not a 
sociologist’s concern. With this approach a researcher does not associate these 
characteristics with a sociological theory “( , 2013: p. 14).

Yu. Tolstova touched upon a certain mystery of the modern sociology. It 
consists in the fact that the main array of sociological methods (both in quantitative 
and qualitative strategies) has nothing to do with any of the sociological theories. 
Quantitative methods for obtaining of initial sociological information are based 
on the theory of statistics, but qualitative methods are based on ethnography, 
social and cultural anthropology.

This namely fact, which remains under-reßected, explains apathy of 
the modern sociological methodology. In addition, sociologists almost do not 
turn to the metatheoretical level of knowledge. Sergey Lebedev believes that it 
consists of general scientiÞc knowledge and philosophical grounds of science. 
The scientist writes the following on the Þrst component: “The general scientiÞc 
level of knowledge consists of the following basic elements: 1) general scientiÞc 
picture of the world; 2) general scientiÞc methodological, logical and axiological 
principles”( , 2010). Unfortunately, I can only repeat my conclusion about 
the insular position of the modern sociology. It is locked in statistical functionalism, 
which is associated with its service functions. Such a metatheoretical precept is 
very far from realities of the fourth scientiÞc revolution, which now is determining 
general development of science.
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The sociological community has not developed a rational a itude to 
philosophy. The relations of sociology and philosophy remain, in most cases, 
similar to those outlined by E. Durkheim. Dephilosophysation was an acceptable 
position only at the stage of the formation of our science though. I think it is 
quite possible to agree with the opinion of Sergey Lebedev, according to which 
“...without philosophical grounds of science not only its integrity is violated, 
but also integrity of the entire culture, in relation to which both philosophy and 
science act as only partial aspects” ( , 2010). 

To be honest, the majority of contemporary sociologists who work in 
the “quantitative paradigm” can quite easily apply functions that statisticians 
reckon their own science: “... Statistics is a science that studies quantitative aspect 
of qualitatively deÞned mass phenomena and processes, revealing existing 
quantitative dependencies, tendencies and pa erns in the speciÞc conditions of 
place and time “ ( -  , 2002: p. 7). In statistics, 
there are basic methods of obtaining initial information, which are divided into 
direct observation, documentary method and survey ( -  

, 2002: p. 19-20). Specialists in the Þeld of statistics have developed basic 
rules and methods of data grouping, concept of statistical indicators and rules of 
their measurement, indicators of variations, rows of dynamics and correlations.

The general theory of statistics enjoys a mathematical character. It is based 
upon the theory of sets, the calculus of probabilities, and the law of large numbers 
( , 2004). Methods of statistics can be applied to any phenomena of natural 
and social life which are characterized by variability and stochasticity. No doubt, 
statistical methods are useful for studying social phenomena. But the sociologist 
must remember that sociology is not statistics. When they are being equated, 
there is a subconscious transition of statistical methodology to sociology. This 
transition contributes to formation of the nominalist position in sociology, since 
“in statistics a constituent element of the object is called an observation unit, 
which is the bearer of the sign, which is subject to registration” ( -

 , 2003: p. 16).

When a sociologist goes through matching his own science with totality of 
methods that the science is currently using, one turns to the path of transformation 
into a bad statistics. He or she will engage in not his/her own business and will 
always be inferior to a well-trained statistician.

In statistics, it is important to clearly outline boundaries of the subject being 
studied, to Þnd a distinctive feature that clearly marks the units which belong 
to a certain set. It cannot always be done when collecting initial information in 
sociology. Statistics that come into sociology are aware of this. Luc Boltanski and 
Laurent Thévenot write that sociologists are dealing with categories without clear 
boundaries; they constantly face di culties of comparing generic concepts and 
individual cases. In relation to the la er, they express themselves as follows:” 
The problem of the ratio of the generic concept and the individual case in the 
descriptions of societies, which are envisaged by social sciences, arose before us 
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with all the obvious and  it was di cult to be satisfactorily solved from the point 
of view of an epistemological solution every time when in need of a statement 
related to one or another macro-sociological category, such as social class , the 
researchers, readily quoted the interview, considering it as an exemplary or a 
typical case” ( , , 2013: p. 21).

All the above, as well as more and more complicated access to respondents 
in quantitative studies, allow us to diagnose their crisis ( , , 
2012). This crisis becomes simply threatening in the face of war and social 
disorganization, contributing to the creation of artefacts.

Discrepancy between theory and methodology in contemporary 
sociologists’ practices is the reason that a huge number of facts that are constantly 
collected during surveys, in no way a ect the sociological theory. These facts 
cannot develop the theory of statistics as well.

Russian sociologist Vladimir Ilin writes that in order to understand his 
contemporary society, he received more information from included observation 
during his participation in the political process than from the polls’ results. 
According to him, a sociologist should clearly distinguish research problems: “... 
It seems to me that it is necessary to di erentiate those topics which involve a 
social statistical approach (for example, a number of people related to any given 
type), and those which provide for an analysis of the mechanisms, causative links 
in them, etc. In the la er case, often, although not always, statistical methods are 
useless. Here one can draw an analogy with the human anatomy: to understand 
how the body works, it’s not necessary to make a post-mortem examination, 
following the principles of a national sample “( , , 2012). 
Actually, this is the position that most sociologists now share.

Is it possible to study the irrational with rational methods?

When people face some new challenges, they seek to Þnd analogues in the 
past experience of humanity for the initial mastery of the situation. It is clear that 
modern crises and wars force to Þrst of all turn to the twentieth century which is 
rich in this kind of experience. It is still in actual collective memory, besides, it is a 
scene for constant ideological struggle. All this makes it expedient to at least have 
a quick look at this experience.

For ordinary participants of the historical process crises and wars seemed 
to be breakthroughs of the irrational. If during the pre-crisis or in the peaceful 
period it was possible to foresee their actions for a year, two or even longer time 
period, then with the onset of a crisis or war, people began foresee actions for a 
very short time intervals. This is especially true to a war.

Memoirs of veterans, who were soldiers in di erent armies and on di erent 
sides from the front-line, are surprisingly similar. In the novel “Die Geschlagenen” by 
the German writer Hans Werner Richter, who had to Þght as part of the Wehrmacht 
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in Italy, we read: “Day after day from Þve in the morning, a hurricane Þre began and 
sprayed their mountains until late in the evening. And at night, heavy shells ßew 
over them directly into the “Death Valley”. Again did the rain start and water ran 
down the slope into their trench. At dusk, they crawled along the rocks to get food. 
But rarely did they get at least something. Day and night they were si ing, pulling 
their knees, covering their faces with helmets, waiting for a acks “( , 1987: p. 
120). On the front-line, a human is scared for one’s life, but gradually gets used to 
and even becomes indi erent to the deaths of others. “Güller was si ing on the rock, 
looking toward the ba le. Cries were heard more and more often. The wounded were 
calling for help and the dying were moaning. Güller was distinguishing screams 
systematizing them. “This one” he thought, “is Þnished” ( , 1987: p. 109).

“Reminiscences of the War” by professor and the Hermitage Museum worker 
Nikolaj N. Nikulin are unique by honesty and sincerity. The whole war he spent 
on the front-line. GloriÞcation of war he considered to be the most ignominious. 
“War is the worst beastliness human race ever invented. Not only does awareness 
of inevitability of death suppress one at war, but also pe y injustice, meanness 
of a fellowman, rage of perversions and dominance of brute force ... Swollen of 
hunger, you sip balanda (USSR GULAG thin broth ) - water with water, when an 
o cer chews meat nearby”. And further: “Many people at the war got convinced 
that human life was worth nothing and began to behave guided by the principle 
of “catching the moment”- grab a fat sum at any cost, jackboot your neighbour, by 
any means, get the biggest piece of cake” ( , 2008). 

Nikolai N. Nikulin got to see Þrst-hand horror comparing to which the 
Dürerian “dance of death” was a chicken play: “Stockpiles of corpses at the railroad 
looked like snow-capped hills, only the bodies lying on top could be seen. Later, 
in spring, when the snow melted, everything below was revealed. On the very 
bo om there were laying those wearing summer uniform - soldier’s blouses and 
boots. These were victims of Þghts of the fall of 1941.Upon them there were layers 
of marines dressed in pea-jacket and wide black trousers (“bellbo oms”). Above 
there were the Siberians in sheepskin coats and valenki (felt boots), who went 
to a ack in January-February of 1942. Higher – Political Þghters (the collective 
name of the Komsomol members and members of the All-Union Communist 
Party (bolsheviks), sent to the active front-line units in the Þrst months of the 
Great Patriotic War) in vatniks (co on wadded jacket) and ragged hats (such hats 
were given in Leningrad during the blockade). Above them - bodies in greatcoats, 
and camoußage jackets with helmets on their heads or without them. There were 
mixed corpses of soldiers from many divisions that were a acking the railroad in 
the Þrst months of 1942. A terrible diagram of our “successes”» ( , 2008).

What shall sociology do here? Such a question was also posed after the 
First World War. Russian general Nikolai Golovin was one of those who clearly 
formulated it and was trying to answer it. He was a very controversial personality. 
He was one of the most educated Russian military commanders, as a professor he 
taught at the Mykolayiv Academy of General Sta , during the First World War he 
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was in command of the Hussar Regiment, the Chief of Sta  of the Army, after the 
October Revolution he took part in the White Movement, then emigrated to France, 
he taught History of Warfare in various educational institutions in France and the 
United States. The end of Nikolai Golovin’s life became shameful. He collaborated 
with the Nazi occupiers, sent Russian volunteers to work in Germany, wrote 
propaganda articles in favour of the Third Reich. But despite this, his books and 
articles retain some value for contemporary research. He was one of the Þrst to try to 
translate the immediate impressions of the war into a sociological reßection.

Nikolai Golovin believed that understanding a war requires a general 
science about it, which can only be the sociology of war. By this time, only a 
warfare science had been developed, where elements of true science of war 
were embedded. Creation of this science is also hindered by the fact that “... 
the network of lies, which unfolds around the war, is becoming more and more 
dense” ( , 1938: p. 65). The lie is being produced both by the friendlies 
and the enemy. The friendlies are lying for reasons of patriotism, to raise the 
military spirit, to conceal failures and even crimes. Opponents are lying for the 
purpose of humiliating those whom they compete with and for self-glory. It is 
almost impossible to develop a science about war grounding on wri en sources.

Nikolai Golovin believed that creation the sociology of war requires a 
great preparatory work, where not only sociologists, but also psychologists and 
statisticians should be involved. The point is that the human behaviour during 
the ba le is quite di erent from the one under normal conditions.

The motives of a soldier under the inßuence of fear transfer to the 
subconscious: “The person who participates in the ba le Þnds oneself distressed 
so the behaviour of the Þghter is not the behaviour of a normal person, therefore 
it is impossible to understand the true nature of the war without use of a 
psychological apparatus” ( , 1938: p. 65). In the same way, a war also 
changes perception of space: “The line separating you from the enemy is the line 
of death. Nobody likes to approach it, and zealous minds suggest thousands of 
convenient reasons to avoid further nearing”( , 1938: p. 86).

Nikolai Golovin paid a particular a ention to statistics in shaping the 
sociology of war. He believed that the statistics itself discovered social pa erns, 
but military statistics showed pa erns in seemingly random events of wars. 
Therefore, the future sociology of the war must use all productive methods of 
studying its object. “Among these methods it is necessary to put a statistical method 
in the Þrst place which allows us to apply quantitative measurements from many 
qualitative dimensions that take place in a society. When, with the help of this 
method, looking for manifestation of the law of a large number, a researcher gets 
an opportunity to Þnd out objective course of social phenomena” ( , 1938: 
p. 159). Respecting the statistical method, Nikolai Golovin considered statistics 
only as a necessary condition for creation of the sociology of war. The statistical 
method in the long run should be only an o cial condition for development of 
the sociology of war: “If” statistics of war “is needed for” sociology of war, “then, 
in turn, the la er is needed for the Þrst” ( , 1938: p. 218).
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Pathos of the works by Nikolai Golovin is that, in his opinion, there are 
internal and external sides of a war. Scientists are mainly engaged in the la er 
one, that is, relations “war-society”. He wanted in the Þrst place to investigate the 
inner side of a war, that is, actions of armies ( , 1938: p. 89).

Nikolai Golovin’s achievements seem ambiguous in the light of modern 
challenges. On the one hand, he drew a ention to the fact that a war changes 
characteristics of social relations, social spatiality and human behaviour. This 
approach is still quite promising.

The war frankly transforms large masses of people into means of solving 
political problems. In the context of military action new channels of social mobility 
appear. Di erences in the views of people which used to be private ma ers, or 
just a reason for discussion, become a fundamental principle for division inside a 
previously united community. Failure in the “friend or foe identiÞcation” system 
in this new situation can come with a high price tag. People, who nobody expected 
evil from, become butchers and rapists. On the other hand, during a war men and 
women who used to dwell on a purely private life become philanthropies and s

The landscape features of the terrain, which nobody paid a ention to 
in peacetime, become of vital importance. Hills turn into dominant heights, 
a railroad embankment becomes a line of defence, an open place, being shot 
through from all sides, becomes a valley of death. The region, which used to be 
perceived as consolidated, suddenly is divided into friendly and enemy zones. 
In the new space conÞguration so called “necks” of checkpoints created, where 
civilian population moves across.

Undoubtedly, actions of human groups in direct ba leships have not 
been studied very well yet. But for modern military conßicts, as it can be seen 
on the example of the war in Donbas, vision of the sociology tasks in a military 
conßict, which Nikolai Golovin was trying to establish, is not very promising. At 
the Þrst stage a signiÞcant role was played by subversive technologies in which 
civilian population was used as a tool. The information component played and 
is still playing a crucial role in the conßict. For many other parameters this war 
is non-classical and therefore it is tagged with a meaningless label “hybrid” 
( , 2015). In this war, from a purely military point of view, much looks 
irrational.

To develop a methodology for analysing crises and wars in the modern 
world, including the Ukrainian crisis and the war in Donbas, a new theoretical 
perspective is needed that should be broad enough.

Contours of possible theoretical synthesis

 In my opinion, the new perspective of the vision of modern social reality 
can be based on three available sociological approaches - world-systems analysis, 
environmental sociology and the theory of the Second Modernity. All of them arose 
as a result of a protest against the orthodoxy of social sciences, which had prevailed 
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undivided until the 1960’s and largely reigns all over the world to these days. It is this 
orthodoxy that the uncertain methodological state of sociology is associated with.

One of the representatives of the second generation of the world-systems 
analysis Georgi M. Derluguian describes the situation with emergence of a 
scientiÞc direction he associates himself with in such a way: “In the 1950s 
- 1960s, for the Þrst time the question of creating a uniÞed theory that would 
synthesize achievements of modern social science arose. As a result, there 
appeared paradigms of modernization of western, liberal, as well as of the Soviet, 
Marxist variants which were striking by their optimism and scope. Then the 
modernization paradigm collapsed under the pressure of the 1968 youth protest 
explosion, which led to the loss of ideological belief in the progress directed from 
above. Liberation of the younger generation of theoreticians belonging to the 
modernization school from their teachers’ ideological prejudices led to a series 
of theoretical breakthroughs in the 1970s, which in total set parameters of a new 
paradigm” ( , 2013: p. 373-374).

Immanuel Wallerstein, who is the main founder of the world-systems 
analysis, in 2011 mentioned the dispute with Max Weber followers in the 
introduction to the reedition of his fundamental work “The Modern World-
System I”: “Back then a book by Weber on Protestant ethic received conventional 
interpretation, according to which presence of certain types of values   was a 
prerequisite for what in the post-war period they sought to call modernization, or 
(economic) development. For scholars of those times, it was a common practice 
to examine a country by country for presence (or appearance) of such values. 
As a result, something like an informal chronological hierarchy of the course of 
progress was created. Which country was the Þrst in it? Which one was following 
it? Which one could be the next? And hence the following question arose :  to 
become the next one what must the given country do now? “( , 2015: 
p. XVIII). This versatile interpretation has not become a property of history until 
now. It is still a practical form of actions being taken by the United States and, in 
general, the West in relation to the rest of the world. In Ukraine, they managed to 
apply this approach even to the regions.

From the very beginning, Immanuel Wallerstein would rely upon a clear 
methodological position: “Formation of a conceptual view must determine - at least 
the greater part of the research period - the range of tools for the research, but not 
vice versa” ( ,  2015: p. 9). In the light of our preliminary consideration, 
we can only express admiration for such a clear statement. This namely statement 
made it possible to create a sociological theoretical direction of analysis based on 
Tibet of historical material, but does not lose its sociological character.

The world-systems analysis begins with the deÞnition of a descriptive unit 
of the transition from feudal society to the Modernity, acknowledged by di erent 
worlds: “Which are adequate to descriptive units of this “di erence” and what are 
its causes? In a way, most of the main theoretical discussions of our time can be 
reduced to disputes around this great issue of modern social science. Therefore, 
an analysis of social changes process in the modern world should begin with the 



Ukrainian Sociology in the 21st Century: Theory, Methods, Research Results270

deÞnition of an intellectual route to Þnd the concepts necessary for this analysis” 
( , 2015: p. 3). Immanuel Wallerstein made a social system a basic 
notion. There arose a question of its external borders deÞnition and distinction 
between internal and external in the development of any given system. The 
answer to it looks quite economocentric: “We take division of labour as a decisive 
characteristic of a social system, so that various sectors or geographic areas in 
it depend on economic exchange with others for unhindered and continuous 
provision of the areas needs. It is clear that such an economic exchange can exist 
without a common political structure, and even, what is more obvious, without a 
common culture shared by all” ( , 2001: p. 23).

Methodological nationalism is the main opponent of the world-systems 
analysis. Immanuel Wallerstein believes that methodological nationalism creates 
illusions, and then reiÞcates them. This is particularly evident in the analysis of 
the so-called “backwardness”. Researchers can quite seriously compare France 
of the XVII century and India of the XX century, Wahhabism and the European 
Reformation. The founder of the world-systems analysis wrote: “At this very 
stage of thinking I rejected the idea of   making a sovereign state, or even more 
uncertain concept of a national community, a desired unit of analysis. I decided 
that they are not examples of social systems, since talking about social changes 
is possible only with respect to social systems. The world-system was the only 
social system in this scheme” ( ,  2015: p. 7). The scientist writes that 
“if we are going to talk about the stages of development - and we need to talk 
about the stages - these should be the stages of development of social systems, 
that is, integrities. And the only integrit ies that exist or existed historically are 
minisystems and world systems, and in the XIX - XX centuries there was only one 
world system - the capitalist world economy” ( ,  2001: p. 23).

Minisystems existed only at the initial stage of the history, and then there 
appeared a variety of world-systems that c o uld be either world-economies or 
world-empires, depending on the dominant way of ensuring integrity. “Leaving 
aside currently non-functioning minisystems, the only type of social system is 
the world system, which we deÞne very simply - as a community with a single 
system of division of labour and a plurality of cultural systems. Hence it turns 
out that there can exist two varieties of  such world-systems  - with a common 
political system and without it. We can describe them as a world-empire and a 
world-economy” ( , 2001: p. 24).

Before the era of Modernity on our planet there had existed several world-
systems. In Europe, due to the coincidence of circumstances (Þrst and foremost, 
the institutional crisis and the crisis of seniors’ incomes), capitalism got a chance to 
escape exhausting embrace of feudal structures. During the period that historians 
would call “the long XVI century” there took place formation and strengthening 
of the European world-economy. In the ver y  beginning there formed three 
zones - the centre, the semi-periphery an d  the periphery. Countries of the 
centre dominate over the whole capitalist system, the semi-periphery countries 
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occupy an intermediate position, depending on the centre, but dominant over 
the periphery. Both, the centre and the s e mi-periphery take advantage of the 
periphery. Immanuel Wallerstein believes: “The three structural positions of the 
world economy - the core (centre), the periphery and the semi-periphery –had 
stabilized until about 1640. It is a long story why speciÞc areas entered certain 
zones but not others. The key fact is that in the north-western Europe from the 
very beginning the given light di erence s  coincided with interests of various 
local groups and led to the development of a strong state mechanism, but in the 
peripheral regions they sharply diverged, which led to the weakening of a state 
mechanism. As soon as we got the di erence in the power of state machines, there 
came into e ect the “unequal exchange” imposed by the strong states upon the 
weak ones, by the core states upon the peripheral regions. Thus, in capitalism not 
only use an owner appropriation of added value produced by a worker, but also 
a core zone appropriation of added value produced in the world economy as a 
whole” ( , 2001: p. 38).

The capitalist world-economy became global in the nineteenth century. 
Since then it has not lost this property, although it has undergone certain 
transformations in connection with the Russian Revolution of 1917, the Second 
World War, formation and collapse of the world socialist system. States all the 
time have only been the means of managing relations of labor and capital at the 
local level.

The structure of the system has been changing. There were periods of 
global hegemony of certain states of the center. Immanuel Wallerstein counted 
three such cases, when dominated respectively the Netherlands, Great Britain 
and the USA. Establishment of hegemony had been preceded by long periods of 
war: “In each case, hegemony was provisioned by thirty years of world war. By 
a world war I mean (again, to impose limits) aground one, which involves into 
clashes (not necessarily for a long time) almost all major military states of the 
era, which leads to devastating consequences for the land and population. One 
of such wars is associated with each case of hegemony. The “Alpha” World War 
was thirty years long and continued from 1618 to 1648, when interests of Holland 
in the world economy won over interests of the Habsburgs. The “Beta” World 
War is the Napoleonic wars between 1792 and 1815. Then British interests won 
over the French. The “Gamma” World War is a long Euro-Asian war between 1914 
and 1945, when interests of the United States won over interests of Germany” 
( , 2001: p. 101).

Functioning of the capitalist world-economy involves internal rhythms, the 
main one is called “The Long Waves” by N. D. Kondratie . Modern authors count 
5 Kondratie ’s cycles of the world economy from the end of the 1780s and for each 
of them they calculated crises on both phases ( , , 2012). Each of the 
waves ended with transition from one technological pa ern to another along with 
change of the overall design of the Modernity society. The crisis of 2008 seemed to 
indicate beginning of a new wave in its ascending phase, though it was not observed. 
It seems that capitalism as a global system has exhausted its reproductive functions.
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Immanuel Wallerstein studied di erences between Kondratie ’s waves. I 
will not dwell on this in detail. I will only notice that all phases of development of 
capitalism were associated with externalization of expenses. Now, too, countries of 
the center of the world capitalist system are struggling to shift costs upon someone 
else. But their opportunities in the modern world have signiÞcantly decreased. This 
also applies to environmental constraints, to deruralization and democratization 
in the modern world. The theorist of the world-systems analysis believed that 
“the result will be the beginning of “chaos” which is simply an extension of 
normal ßuctuations of the system with a cumulative e ect” ( , 2001:  
p. 364). The world system will be becoming increasingly unstable, states will be 
losing power and “small wars” will be spreading. Distraction of resources for a 
new arms race will lead to spread of diseases (Immanuel Wallerstein speaks of 
AIDS) ( , 2001: p. 364-369).

Collapse of the capitalism now does not promise a new just world, since 
humanity has no acceptable alternative. The prospects seem uncertain: “After 
bifurcation, after, say, 2050 or 2075, we can be sure of a very few things. We will 
no longer live in the capitalist world-economy. Instead, we will live in a new 
order or orders, in some new historical system or systems. And then we are likely 
to experience relative peace, stability and legitimacy that we experienced before, 
or even worse. This is unknown to us, and it depends on us” ( , 
2001: p. 370).

The US hegemony is now weakening. If in 1980-1990 this country would 
absorb up to two-thirds of the world’s investment capital ( , 2013: p. 
21), then its signiÞcant ßows shifted to China. The EU and, at a certain stage, 
Russia became a ractive places for investments. All this pushes the weakening 
hegemony to Þnd answers to challenges. Georgi M. Derluguian rightly draws 
a ention to the speciÞc features of the American hegemony, comparing it to 
the Britain’s one: “The British Empire, of course, was colonial. The American 
global empire is based on an hierarchy of formally independent states held in an 
acceptable for the hegemony state by various mechanisms of “common values”, 
trade agreements, Þnancial institutions, and, not least of all, military bases” 
( , 2013: p. 21).

Peculiarities of American hegemony a ect the whole world system. This 
is namely what such a phenomenon as “proxy war” is associated with, when a 
hegemon avoids participation in direct wars, but it stimulates or regulates war 
between the countries of the periphery and the semi-periphery in needed way.

Here one must take into account yet another feature of the modern 
development of the world capitalist system. Georgi M. Derluguian wrote about 
it the following: “The paradox is that the state power is replaced by the power of 
elite families both in the center of the system and on its far periphery. Capitalist 
oligarchy co-operate and pull the same end of a rope only in the core, but on the 
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periphery, the oligarchs constantly split up and brutally intrigue against each 
other, not allowing a strong power to crystallize in order not to come under its 
inßuence” ( , 2013: p. 211).

During the years of independence Ukraine has dropped precisely to the 
periphery of the world capitalist system, although initial conditions allowed the 
country to stay in a semi-periphery with a prospect of recovery ( , 2012). 
Elite groups which at that time were being formed became the main subjects 
of peripherization of the country. They turned into the main exploiters of geo-
economic rent, which overßowed into the core of the world capitalist system. 
It is possible to agree with Georgi M. Derluguian, who wrote about the Eastern 
Europe elites: “Change of the dependence vector has become their strategy of 
recovering from the revolutions” ( , 2013: p. 199).

World-systems analysis, represented by the works by Andre Gunder Frank, 
Immanuel Wallerstein, Giovanni Arrighi, Samir Amin, A. Korotayev, Georgi 
M. Derluguian, etc., is one of the most powerful areas of sociological analysis in 
contemporary social science. One can fully agree with Georgi M. Derluguian that: “it 
is very di cult to present a world-systems view in a concise statement. This is not a 
theory, but an epistemological movement of a metatheoretic level, a call for paradigm 
change of the entire science of the XIX–XX centuries” ( , 2013: p. 367).

This does not mean that we must accept the works of Immanuel Wallerstein 
as a new Holy Scripture. I have already mentioned that in his writings sometimes 
non-economic factors of social development are ignored, and the real unity of 
human history is associated only with capitalism ( , 2013: p. 97). At 
the same time, the world-systems analysis provides a general framework for 
theoretical synthesis in contemporary sociology.

At the same time it should be noted that representatives of the world-systems 
analysis demonstrate openness to synthesis, but so far only with close directions 
in sociology and economics. Georgi M. Derluguian shares the opinion of Randall 
Collins that the most breakthrough achievements in the understanding of macro-
historical processes were the following ones: 1) a new theory of emergence and 
development of a state; 2) the study of revolutions in interaction with civil society; 
3) niche market theory; 4) the world-systems perspective ( , 2013: p. 333). 
On the work done mainly in the 1970’s he wrote: “Breakthroughs were carried 
out by separate schools, sometimes even not connected with other schools. We, 
the next one or two generations of researchers, have an exciting job at the same 
time mastering and, then, using these theoretical breakthroughs “( , 
2013: p. 374). On the one hand, one should only welcome such sentiments, but, 
on the other hand, we should speak about theoretical blindness. Researchers take 
into account theoretical approaches which are close to their ones.

The problem of interaction of a society with what is called “the natural 
environment” constantly appears on the pages of works by Immanuel 
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Wallerstein. In the preface to the 2011 “The Modern World-System I” he even 
wrote a rather amusing paragraph: “Finally, I was criticized for neglecting a 
factor of environment. First of all, I was inclined to recognize that I, of course, 
did it unintentionally. However, I was deprived from this ambiguous justiÞcation 
by Jason W. Moore who, following a careful reading of the Þrst volume, showed 
that the environmental factors and their inßuence on the process of building the 
capitalist world-economy are an integral part of my research and, moreover, are 
in its center. I was really impressed that in my book I embodied the factor for 
ignoring of which I had been being blamed” ( , 2015: p. Xxx). Despite 
the sincere surprise of the author, one still must say that the environmental 
factors in his works are factors of the external environment. Though we must 
speak about a deeper reality.

A group of authors with di erent scientiÞc backgrounds (anthropologist 
Gregory Bateson, physicist Fritjof Capra, cultural scientist Theodore Roszak, 
sociologist William Robert Ca on Jr.) began to work on this reality together 
with the founders of the world-systems analysis. Within this broad movement 
there emerged Environmental sociology. Its further fate is paradoxical enough. 
Despite the fact that environmental problems are becoming more acute, survival 
of the mankind literally depends on their solution, perception of the ideas of 
environmental sociology by the global sociological community remains extremely 
insigniÞcant. Often, environmental sociology is being reduced to “sociology of 
ecological environment.” Meanwhile, we are talking about a fundamentally new 
approach to social life.

In environmental sociology, a society is analyzed as an open system. Social 
environmental metabolism becomes a central concept of analysis. Metabolic 
processes between humanity and the natural environment on the Earth’s surface, 
metabolic processes in the natural environment itself and in social systems 
constitute the very condition of social life ( , 2013).

The precedent text of environmental sociology is the work by William 
Ca on Jr. “Overshoot. The Ecological Basis of Revolutionary Change” (  

., 2006). William Ca on Jr. constantly turns to Thomas Malthus as to a 
classic author and contrasts own position with sociologism of Emile Durkheim. 
Apparently, this is one of the reasons for the insensitivity of the main body of 
the sociological community to the ideas of environmental sociology. Sociologists, 
as an axiom, keep repeating that social facts should be explained by other social 
facts. In this case, even human communities are considered as reduced biotic 
communities where people dominate (  ., 2006: p. 100).

The “carrying capacity” is the main category of analysis in the work by 
William Ca on Jr. He gives the following deÞnition to it: “An environment’s 
carrying capacity for a given kind of creature (a given way of life) is the 
maximum persistently feasible load - just short of the load that would damage 
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that environment’s ability to support life of that kind. <...> Carrying capacity can 
be expressed quantitatively as the number of us, living in a given manner, which 
a given environment can support indeÞnitely.” (  ., 2006: p. 22).

Human communities are trying to increase the carrying capacity of their lives. 
The oldest way to do it is to conquer territory of other communities and destroy 
competitors. For these reasons, European se lers organized genocide of the Indians. 
It is possible to invent unique technologies and to achieve trade advantages, which 
form “ghost acreage”, which supposedly increase carrying capacity. Yet, since the 
beginning of industrial production, the main way to increase carrying capacity was 
use of Earth’s nonrenewable mineral resources. William Ca on Jr. writes: “Ghost 
acreage of the Carboniferous period was the resource base for “modern” living.” 
(  ., 2006: p. 57). One of the key Þgures in human history from this point 
of view is an English inventor, improver of a steam engine - James Wa .

Capitalism, as a social form of development of industrial production, 
carried fundamentally important environmental consequences. Firstly, humanity 
began to turn into a collective saprophyte, powered by the energy of dead 
organisms. This gave a sense of illusory independence from the carrying capacity 
of the planet and expectation that the population, which number is constantly 
increasing, can constantly raise the standard of living. The “Age of Exuberance” 
has begun. In our time, the carrying capacity of the planet is exceeded by 10 times 
(  ., 2006: p. 59).

Secondly, during the period of capitalism, humanity has become an anti-
evolutional mechanism. If biological evolution has been binding carbon and has been 
hiding it under the surface of the planet, humanity, on the contrary, has rapidly begun 
to release it and emit it into the atmosphere. It threatens balance in the atmosphere, 
which opened the door to the higher forms of life, including a mankind. For now 
1/5 of the air is oxygen, 99% of which has been released by biosphere over the past 
600 million years. Carbon used to be Þxed at a rate of 625,000 tons per year. Since 
the 1970’s people have been annually emi ing about 4 billion tons of it back to the 
atmosphere, destroying gas balance at a catastrophic speed (  ., 2006: p. 59). 
Modern people are stealing resources from their descendants: “Posterity doesn’t 
vote, and doesn’t exert much inßuence in the marketplace. Therefore, the present 
began to steal from the posterity”(  ., 2006: p. 57).

Thirdly, struggle for resources has long been one of the main factors of 
tension between human communities and within communities themselves. The 
dream of general well-being is completely illusory. The countries of the center 
of the world capitalist system seek to maintain their level of prosperity at the 
expense of peripheral countries, while those, in turn, demand fair redistribution of 
resources. The success of such a struggle is, as a rule, achieved through degradation 
of the environment (modern China can serve as an example). William Ca on Jr. 
explicitly writes: “The rest of the world can no longer be expected to a ain the high 
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standard of living to which so many in America became accustomed.” (  
., 2006: p. 79). Though demonstration e ect pushes precisely to such aspirations.   

The resource component now present in all modern wars and its 
signiÞcance will only intensify. The strategy of struggle for resource advantages 
of individual countries worsens the chances for survival, but the whole system 
of relations drags one to selÞsh behavior. At the same time, “Opinion leaders 
would generally continue seeking political explanations for erosion of freedom, 

and would continue neglecting ecological pressure causing it.” (  ., 
2006: p. 55). In societies in di erent forms, the search for “unnecessary members” 
will escalate, and everyone will be afraid of becoming one. This also applies to 
individual peoples. “... Nazism is partly a reaction of the nation to the fact that it 
was considered superßuous” (  ., 2006: p. 191).

Succession is waiting for any biological species, which exceeded the 
carrying capacity of its territory. Succession means transition of the biological 
community from one type to another. For dominant species there are three 
variants of succession: 1) loss of dominant position; 2) extinction; 3) migration 
to another habitat (  ., 2006: p. 105). If the mankind do not think for 
a moment, then the second option is the most probable one: “There’s only one 
law for all biological species: exploding population, exceeding of the carrying 
capacity, extinction” (  ., 2006: p. 185).

Although William Ca on Jr. frankly tells his reader that “we came to 
the end yesterday” that humanity entered the “Post-Exuberant Age” (era after 
prosperity), when by inertia population continues growing, but less resources 
left for it, which leads to an increasingly inhospitable world order with Þerce 
hierarchy, he, nevertheless, wants to leave some sort of hope. Here it is worth 
saying that the founder of Environmental sociology believed that a human, having 
turned into a collective saprophyte, became a Homocolossus. This colossus, as 
it is, is standing on clay feet. Moreover, it is destroying biosphere, which is a 
condition for its existence. Therefore, we need to go back to Homosapiens: “We 
shall learn to live within the limits of the carrying capacity, giving up a empts 
to destroy it. We shall learn to live based on renewable resources and consume 
them no faster than they are renewed. Ecological modesty is the last hope for 
the humankind” (  ., 2006: p. 231). Elsewhere, William Ca on Jr. even 
wrote: “We shall keep the planet as it used to be when Homosapiens appeared on 
it” (  ., 2006: p. 209).

I have already said that the project of environmental sociology by William 
Ca on Jr. possesses intentions that make it inappropriate for sociological community. 
Now I will point out some more. It involves switching to renewable energy sources. 
This, in turn, objectively implies a sharp decline in the population across the world. 
Should such a se ing turn into a political guideline, it will make our planet a hell. 
Countries of the center of the world capitalist system will forcefully channel the 
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expectations of depopulation to the periphery. Ukraine is already facing this. The 
western partners of the current ruling coalition in our country advise us to move 
on towards agrarianism, which inevitably means reducing the population. This 
perspective is being openly discussed (   , 2016).

William Ca on Jr. regards a human as a purely terrestrial phenomenon, 
not taking into account possible space direction of a human development. Even 
the call for ecological modesty, which in general can only be welcomed, is based 
on a utopian basis. Mankind cannot bring the Earth back to a state that existed 
40 thousand years ago. One can agree that human activity during the period 
of industrial development has become a creeping catastrophe for the planet’s 
biosphere, which is now breaking through with planetary catastrophes, and 
Chernobyl Nuclear Power Plant is one of the examples. Scientists have su ciently 
proved that it is impossible to return to the pre-crash state after the disaster, but 
we must seek a new balance of the system  ( , 2013).

Environmental sociology allows us to understand the current crisis of the 
world capitalist system as destruction of the detritus ecosystem. Such a view can 
be fully integrated into the world-systems perspective. But the synthesis of these 
areas of sociological analysis cannot be carried out on the basis of subordination of 
environmental sociology to the world-systems analysis. Environmental sociology 
- this is an extremely broad view upon society as a type of open systems capable 
of self-organization and self-development. Capitalism is just a menacing episode 
in the history of mankind. Though collapse of capitalism may lead to collapse of 
Homosapiens. Due to these circumstances, environmental sociology may pretend 
to become a general theoretical framework for the development of contemporary 
sociology.

The doctrine of the Second Modernity by Ulrich Beck and Zygmunt Bauman 
should become the third element of theoretical synthesis. These authors pay 
a ention to the Modernity stages. In their view, today’s problems of mankind are 
connected with transition from the First Modernity to the Second one. According 
to Ulrich Beck, the Second Modernity is a global society of risk. Modern risks 
di er from the risks of previous ages by the fact that they are made by society, 
being a part of social reproduction. In these conditions society lost the other in 
nature. To draw a border between them on our planet is to sow illusions. Science, 
which in the previous period of Modernity used to be considered the main hope 
of mankind, is now also included in production of risks: “Now, when transiting 
to the practice, sciences encounter their own objectiÞed past and modern; being 
a product and a producer of reality and problems that they have to analyze and 
overcome. They are not only a source of problem solving, but at the same time - a 
source of problems “( , 2000: p. 237).

The Second Modernity on the system-level is di erent from the First one: at 
the level of technology (industrial and information societies), at the level of social 
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structures (globalization of the ruling class, uprising of transnational bourgeoisie 
and dispersal, atomization of people of hired labor), at the level of fears and 
expectations ( , 2013: p. 311-312).

A detailed picture of people’s lives in societies of the Second Modernity has 
been depicted by Zygmunt Bauman for many years. He names the First Modernity 
- “heavy modernity”, and the Second one- “light modernity” ( , 2005: p. 
27). At the level of economic relations, the “heavy modernity’ was, indeed, the 
time of engagement between capital and labor fortiÞed by the mutuality of their 
dependency”( , 2005: p. 27). Now “... capital abolished its dependence on 
labor through the new freedom of movement, which no one had ever dreamed of. 
Its reproduction and growth were largely independent on duration of a particular 
local labor agreement “( , 2005: p. 27).

 Zygmunt Bauman speaks of an individualized society, since responsibility 
for one’s fate solely lies upon an individual. An individual is granted such freedom, 
which history has never experienced before. Risks and contradictions meanwhile are 
still being reproduced by society, though it is an individual who is now obliged to 
overcome them alone ( , 2005: p. 59). Individuals are forced to take responsibility 
in a world where “order is losing value as such” and where “rematch of nomads” 
is taking place ( , 2005: . 44). Uncertainty and anxiety become psychological 
background of the present, because “... not only position of an individual in a society, 
but also roles they can have access to and obtain, quickly transform and can hardly 
serve as a goal of someone’s life”( , 2005: . 183).

For the many of atomized people of hired labor and for the self-employed, 
whose number grows, Zygmunt Bauman uses a notion of “precarious” (from the 
English Precarious - questionable, uncertain, unstable, dangerous). He writes the 
following on the fate of these people: “The proletariat is rapidly transforming 
into the precariat, being completed by ever widening stratum of the middle class. 
Reversal transformation is no longer possible. Transformation of the proletariat of 
the past into a military class was greatly given a boost by the regimes - just as the 
current atomization of the precarious, the heir and the undertaker of proletarian 
traditions and heritage” ( , , 2014: p. 83).

In the context of the Second Modernity, regimes change become self-
centered. They turn into irresponsible ones. It is essential that regimes and politics 
are increasingly diverging among themselves. “Elision and avoidance come 
instead of engagement as the main method of domination” ( , 2005: p. 44).

The ease of power in the modern world is combined with a rigid hierarchy: 
“Today, about twenty rich but troubled and unconÞdent countries are confronting 
the rest of the world, which is no longer inclined to focus on their understanding 
of progress and happiness, though day by day ge ing more dependent on them, 
even in preserving fragments of happiness or simply surviving at the expense of 
scant own funds “( , 2005: p. 105).
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Powers dominating the modern world undermine political institutions. It is 
manifested by weakening of states and is particularly noticeable on the periphery 
of the world capitalist system. “To ensure freedom of maneuver and limitless 
expansion of opportunities to pursue their goals, global Þnancial, trade and 
information systems are interested in political fragmentation on a planetary scale. 
One can say that they need “weak states”, that is, those states which, despite their 
weakness, still remain states” ( , 2005: p. 242). Zygmunt Bauman writes 
that such weak states needed as “local police departments”  ( , 2005: p. 
243). Without these “departments” it would be di cult for dominating non-
political powers to ensure at least a minimum level of public security needed for 
the capital to achieve its purpose and proÞt.

In the context of the Second Modernity capital needs people primarily as 
consumers. One of the consequences of this factor is general moral degradation. 
Zygmunt Bauman says: “A consumerist a itude may lubricate the wheels of the 
economy, but it sprinkles sand into the bearings of morality” ( , , 
2014: p. 23). This is another reason for degradation of democracy. By common 
consent, more and more areas of public life are deprived of moral assessment. 
Zygmunt Bauman called this process “adiaphorization” ( , , 2014: 
p. 52). Moral evaluations are replaced by pragmatic judgments, which can change 
by 180 degrees depending on the situation.

The theory of the Second Modernity essentially complements the world-
systems analysis with details of the mesa and micro levels. However, between 
provisions of these areas of sociological analysis there are signiÞcant moments 
of tension. One of which is the globalization concept. Immanuel Wallerstein 
decisively rejects it, considering it another edition of modernization ( , 
2008). Zygmunt Bauman considers it valuable: “... The concept of “globalization” 
was created in order to replace previous concept of “universalization” when it 
became apparent that establishment of global ties and networks had nothing to 
do with intentions and controllability implied by it. The notion of globalization 
describes processes that are arbitrary, spontaneous and disordered, processes 
that occur without participation of people si ing at control panels, engaged in 
planning taking responsibility for the Þnal result”( , 2005: p. 43).

The call for synthesis, which is o ered here, should be accompanied by 
some considerations. Due to the specialization of research, there has developed a 
situation of weakness of the side vision in contemporary sociology. Representatives 
of any given school see either their advocates or opponents. Schools, which may 
be close by theoretical intentions, left out of sight if they use a di erent language. 
Therefore, representatives of the world-systems analysis do not notice supporters 
of the theory of the Second Modernity, and vice versa. Environmental sociology 
in general is left on the periphery of modern sociological theorizing. Each of 
the considered theoretical positions has its own relation to empiricism. For the 
world-systems analysis the empirical level consists of historical research, for 
environmental sociology - social ecology, for the theory of the Second Modernity - 
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current newsmaking and state statistics. It also causes their disregard for each 
other. Meanwhile, their synthesis could fundamentally change situation in 
contemporary sociology and the very position of sociology among social sciences.

By the way, the synthesis does not involve elimination of the schools 
mentioned above. It is enough in researches to simply take into consideration ideas 
of each other. Only the future will show chances of creating a synthetic theory. 
Now it is necessary to bring several ideas into a single focus of theoretical a ention.

1. The Modernity has always had the world capitalist system as its social 
form. It, having split into the centre, the semi-periphery and the periphery, 
spatially distributes ßows of resources and risks. Resources accumulate in the 
center, though risks (including environmental) - in the periphery. This makes the 
entire structure conßict-ridden and unstable.

2. In its development, the world capitalist system, after it became truly 
global in the nineteenth century, have experienced two periods - the First and 
Second Modernity. The Second Modernity at the same time is also a crisis stage of 
the world capitalist system. Consequently, the Modernity itself can exist beyond 
limits of capitalism.

3. Merging of capitalism and Modernity has its ecological basis, which has 
turned humanity into an analogue of detrital biological system, which stipulated 
dependence of humanity on non-renewable natural resources and made the 
human society extremely vulnerable, causing endless struggle for resources 
between human groups. Hence comes the paradox - despite the spread of 
humanism ideas, during the Modern era, one genocide followed another.

4. Mutual movement of social and environmental factors has led the world 
capitalist system to a general crisis, which threatens not only capitalism, but the 
sociality itself.

5. Until now, general crisis of capitalism has not been followed by 
elaboration of a higher and environmentally friendly production method. The 
former alternatives to capitalism were developed based on belief in unlimited 
progress. The new alternative must take into account the fact that on the planet 
Earth, mankind has gone beyond the “era of abundance.” Period of instability will 
continue until a new social form for Modernity is found. There will be resource 
wars ideologically interpreted as ba les for cultural values   or for “irrepressible 
freedom”. It is di cult to predict in advance how long the instability will last. A 
few abstract ideas is not enough for overcoming it. We need a new social group 
that combines ecological imperative with imperative of social justice. According to 
the content, such changes will be identical to the world anti-capitalist revolution, 
which, in addition to the above, will also ensure political unity of mankind.

In the framework of this synthesis one can understand the irrational in modern 
life associated with crises and wars. It is a result of piling up of many contradictions 
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on one another, which sometimes leads to formation of incompatible values   in 
one society, di erent coordinates of action in one social system. To understand 
this we need a general theory of contemporary social development. As P. Kopnin 
wrote, “... rational and irrational are moments of a single process of development 
of human knowledge. It is impossible to deal away with the irrational in one fell 
swoop, it is conquered in the course of development of humanity and its thinking. 
This historical process of transformation of irrational into rational never ends in 
the movement of knowledge itself and human practice “( , 1974: p. 340).

Conclusions

A empts of sociological study of modern crises and wars have revealed 
a crisis state of the modern sociological methodology. It sets one-dimensional 
statistical functionalism as the main methodological benchmark and isolates 
sociology from methodological changes triggered by the Fourth scientiÞc 
revolution.

The analysis shows that reducing sociological methodology to combination 
of methods of obtaining initial sociological information and  mathematical 
methods of its processing occurred upon transformation of sociology into 
institution of democratic society. When accompanying election campaigns and 
other democratic procedures, sociology has been becoming more consumptive. 
Practical mind needed no sophisticated theory, but demanded accuracy of 
calculations.

Sociology objectively holds a position of a representative of civil society. 
Development of modern capitalism has resulted in a signiÞcant deterioration of 
the la er. Extensive development of institutions of civil society in the modern 
world facilitated with the fact that they are Þnanced by various funds which 
control various factions of the ruling classes in one or another country as well 
as globally. This also aggravated a problem of investing in sociological research. 
Sociology falls into dependence on political class and on economically dominant 
stratums. This has made a service function leading in sociology. Statistics has 
become a general theory that guides empirical sociological research.

Discrepancy between theoretical and methodological levels of the modern 
sociology has come around. Examples of unity of theoretical and methodological 
searches from writings of the classics of our science can help to improve the 
situation.

To understand the modern world it is practicable to promote convergence of 
positions of the world-systems analysis, environmental sociology and the theory 
of the Second Modernity. This theoretical position will allow the contemporary 
world to be reßected on the mega-, macro-, mesa- and micro-levels. As a result, 
there will be a theoretical platform for explaining speciÞc crises and wars.
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In this light, the Ukrainian crisis and the Donbas war will be plunged into 
the global context and explained through contradictions of the modern world 
capitalist system, but not simply through psychological inadequacy of a particular 
leader or, which is worse, through ethnic factors. In this event, all a empts to place 
responsibility for social disturbances on inhabitants of a region will lose even a 
shape of scientiÞc knowledge and can be classiÞed as they deserve it, namely, as 
manipulative technology in favor of one of the factions of the ruling class.
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