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About ecosociology and ecosociologists

The concept of “ecosociology” and ecosociology as a science
was formed in the inter-disciplinary area of social and
natural sciences. It is closely related to environmentalism,
the basic concepts of which were introduced to sociology
in the 19th century. In the 20th century, these basic concepts
were developed within the framework of the environmental
sociological theory. In the 21st century, they became widely
accepted in sociology with the emergence of the profession of an
ecosociologists.

1992 marked the final institutionalization of environmental
sociology in the world as the International Sociological
Association established the Research Committee “Environment
and Society” (RC-24), which actively worked today and from
2015, started publishing its own international peer-reviewed
scientific journal “Environmental Sociology”.

In 1998, the Russian Society of Sociologists formed
a Research Committee for “Ecosociology”, which actively
participates in thematic sociological events, promotes addressing
research and applied scientific tasks, the transfer of eco-
sociological knowledge to students and across inter-disciplinary
areas.

Environmentalism is simultaneously an ideology and an
area of expertise oriented to understanding and studying the



interaction between humans and nature, as well as hands-on
application of such expertise.

Ecosociology is the science studying the patterns
of functioning, development and interaction of the social and
natural environments.

ecosociology
(environmental sociology)

ecology sociology

social ecology
(human ecology)

Schema: Intersection and combining of natural and social
spheres

In Russia, the debate about the “correct” Russian-language
title for environmental sociology is still ongoing. The point is



that the social and mental attitudes held by environmentalists
and ecologists are somewhat different. Environmentalists are
sometimes also called deep ecologists, as, in their opinion, the
domain of discourse and learning should include the ecology
of consciousness, soul and spirit.

In fact, the Russian texts and discourses use as synonyms
two notions and scientific discipline titles — social ecology and
environmental sociology (eco-sociology, ecosociology). These
are now only a step away from becoming independent disciplines.
This difference should be clarified and the division process
should be ended.

Social ecology, also referred to as human ecology or ecology
of human existence, elaborates the scientific foundation for
analysis of vital activities and governance of socio-ecological
systems, norms and regulations relating to natural resource use,
labor protection and human health, sanitation and hygiene,
environmental impact assessment, regulations for environmental
impact audits, guidance manuals, engineering and technological
solutions.

Social ecology is a complex of all areas of expertise shaped
to ensure an optimal interaction of the social and natural
environments.

Social ecology 1s the domain of experts specializing
in ecology, biology, management, sanitation and hygiene,
engineering and so on, as well as sociologists, philosophers,
psychologists, pedagogues and other humanitarians. Social



ecologists, using the techniques of their profession, identify
an efficient method and the shortest way for overcoming
risks, harmonization of the social medium and the natural
environment.

In the same manner, ecosociology is studied by people
representing many professions from diverse fields of science.
They address the same task using sociological methods.
Therefore, in the scheme suggested, the place of ecosociology
can be taken by any discipline prefixed with “eco”.

For ecosociologists, the natural environment is the permanent
context of the interpersonal relations being studied. They study
practical interaction with nature and discourse relating to nature,
environmental awareness and values, environmentalism as
a social movement for better quality of environmental conditions
and theoretical reflection of a large number of authors from
diverse fields of science, politics and production.

Ecosociology is a subdivision within sociology, social ecology
and ecology. This understanding is analogous to the structure
of the socio-ecological complex. It clearly highlights the
difference between ecosociology and social ecology as well
as that between ecosociologists and scholars from other fields
of science.

If a philosopher or political scientist analyzes data from
his field of science, including and verifying conclusions with
sociological data obtained by himself or his peers using
sociological techniques in the course of sociological research,



writes about the interaction between the human and the
environment, can we call this person an ecosociologist? On
the other hand, take a publication in the international journal
Environmental Policy elaborating on interaction between society
and nature and coauthored by a geographer, a biologist, an
economist, a physician and a publicist who gathered materials for
this article using qualitative sociological techniques. Can these
publications be placed in the library section titled Ecosociology?
Or will it be more appropriate to place them in the Social Ecology
section? Does that mean that the boundary between ecosociology
and social ecology will remain blurred by their inter-disciplinary
nature, combining of professions and co-authorship?

The answer would be: a person is an ecosociologist if he
complies with the three principles of identity:

1) In his research, he uses sociological techniques and his
analysis relies upon sociological theories. The context of the
research relates to the social and natural environment. The object
of research are social structures and institutes, organizations and
communities, groups and individuals who interact with nature
and with each other on the subject of nature. The subject
of the research is the social aspects and mechanisms of various
participants of this interaction, their causes and consequences,
development stages and examples.

2) This person is referred to as an ecosociologist by peers and
authors.

3) This person refers to himself / herself as an ecosociologist.



Foreword

Ecosociology sources are contained in institutional, neo-
institutional, post-industrial and modernist theories, which were
developing all over the world, including Russia. This found
its reflection in the theories of sustainable development and
noosphere genesis.

The main source making possible the emergence,
establishment and development of ecosociology relates to inter-
disciplinary environmental (socio-ecological) theories. They
analyze various aspects of interaction between humans and
nature, society and the environment.
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Environmental theories

Introduction

Environmental theories became the first and most important
theoretical source of ecosociology. While these theories are quite
diverse, they, as a whole, have shaped environmentalism into
a scientific-practical concept and a focal area of public ecological
movement. In its evolution, environmentalism was influenced
by the emergence and development of naturalism and ecologism,
each consisting of many socio-ecological theories and concepts,
scientific schools and lines of research.



Sociological naturalism

Naturalism in sociology is inherent to theories that explain
social development, interaction and phenomena by various
natural factors — geographical and climatic conditions, features
of the landscape, flora and fauna, biological and racial aspects
of human nature. To explain social phenomena and processes,

naturalists used methods of natural sciences. In the mid—19th —

early 20 century, naturalism in sociology was devoted into
social biologism and social mechanicism.

Social biologism proceeds on the basis that social phenomena
and laws of the society’s functioning and development are
analogous to biological laws, and that they can be studied
using biological sciences and their methods. It comprises the
concepts of social evolutionism and social Darwinism, which
will be considered in more detail below. Social mechanicism,
while sharing this view, prefers using physical sciences and their
methods.

Representatives of both schools are correct in their own
fashion, as they appeal to nature, its phenomena and laws.
However, with the continuing development of sociology and
its own methods in the second half of the 20™ century and

ever since, naturalists have tried to absorb criticism and new
empirical data to elaborate two main approaches — ontological



and methodological. Both are based on the understanding that
science is universal and the world is cognizable.

The supporters of ontological naturalism are positive that
things social can be narrowed down to things physical, and
that all explanations about the social environment or behavior
of an individual can be found within the framework of natural
sciences. In the social process, they see only physiological
characteristics and physical substances (substantialism). For
example, this view is now quite typical for geneticists,
biochemists and neurobiologists. In sociology, this trend is
represented by behavioral sociology and biosociology.

Those who advocate methodological naturalism are positive
that the social sphere has its own, unique features.
However, natural-science techniques are sufficient for obtaining
knowledge about the social sphere (reductionism) and for
linking it with the knowledge about the biotic and abiotic
spheres. Among sociological theories, this approach is typical
for structural functionalism and neo-evolutionism, theories
of system analysis, social exchange and other theories.

Despite the apparent contradiction, one can see that
these two approaches in naturalism, as well as modern
achievements of natural and social sciences, complement each
other. Therefore, we will continue our search for the sources
of ecosociology, which is, in fact, inter-disciplinary.



Social evolutionism

Social evolutionism was founded by Herbert Spencer (1820
—1903). Spencer proposed and justified the theory of social
evolution before the emergence of Darwin’s theory of biological
evolution. Spencer was developing sociology as a natural
science. His theory of society is based on the evolution theory,
in particular, the idea of organic development and struggle for
existence. Spencer believed that the organic world developed
from the non-organic one, and that humans and society are
a product of the organic world (organic school). He proposed
his understanding of the universal evolution law — the energy
conservation law applying both to nature and to society. He used
this law for deriving social development trends'.

Albert Eberhard Friedrich Schaffle (1831—1903), who
viewed society as an organism, also made a large contribution
into further development of the social evolution theory and the
organic school. He proposed a structure of social interaction
using the examples of production and distribution of collective
ownership. The subject matter of sociology is spiritual
interaction between humans assembled into social bodies
(organisms). The main difference of human communities from
an animal organism is the existence of collective consciousness.

! Spencer H. Social statics. 1851.; The study of sociology. 1872.; Descriptive
sociology. 1873—1881.



Social organisms struggle for survival and natural selection, as
a result, only the fittest survive?.

Rene Worms (1869—1926), comparing society with an
organism, believed that they had a lot in common. He described
society using the terms and notions of physiologists, anatomists
and doctors. Anatomy of a society reveals its form and
components — cells (individuals), organs (organizations) and
tissues (social structures). Social physiology describes social
processes, nourishment (when some organizations, communities,
states and cultures are absorbed by others) and reproduction
of individuals, social forms and structures.

His classification of societies reflects this vision of things
social. He emphasizes that classification should be based on the
anatomic structure of societies rather than on their physiological
processes. Social anatomy indicates the current stage of society’s
development. As for physiological descriptions, they can only
apply to specific parts of society.

Considering social pathology, therapy and hygiene, he
maintained that a society may be damaged by external influence
or from within. The fabric of society may sustain a severe
external damage penetrating through all the ways inside. And,
vice versa, inner social diseases may leak outside. For example,
bloodless parts of the fabric of society are rejected by means
of mass migration. Another example would be a war, where
contribution claimed by the winner can be compared with

2 Schaffle A.E.F. Bau und leben des sozialen korpers. 1875—1878. (in German)



someone else’s blood transfused to the fabric of society and
causing a disease. As a result, this brings suffering both to the
winning and to the losing nations. The same would apply
to industrial wars. Another phenomenon that is worth mentioning
relates to parasitism when one society “piggy-backs” on another.

Public maladies can be treated by public medication, which,
once used, may be called a public therapy. Using the healing
forces of society’s nature is better than trying to heal the fabric
of society. To prevent a disease, the rules of public hygiene
should be complied with?.

In the 1950—1970s, evolutionism developed into post-
industrial theories, to be considered in more detail in the
corresponding chapter. At the same time, evolutionism
developed into neo-evolutionism (the socio-cultural evolution

theory — an inter-disciplinary area across ethnology,
anthropology, paleontology, archeology and historiography)
and sociobiology (the sociobiological theory — an inter-

disciplinary area across biology, sociology, zoology, archeology
and genetics).

Post-industrial theories viewed social development as a single-
line or universal evolution. Neo-evolutionists introduced an
important aspect, viewing the development history of the global
society as a multi-line evolution, with various communities

3 Worms R. De natura et methodo sociologiae. Lutetiae Parisiorum: V. Giard et E.
Briere. 1896. 102 p.; Organisme et société. Paris: V. Giard et E. Briére. 1896. 412 p.
(all in Latin)



and societies developing in different directions due to the
need to adapt to different ecological environments (for
example, climate zones or natural and cultural landscapes).
The sociobiological theory of human behavior is based on the
principle of genetic-cultural evolution, with natural selection
going at the individual reproductive and group levels. Therefore,
evolution applies both to the individual and to social forms.



Social Darwinism

Thomas Robert Malthus (1766—1834), the author of the
book on human population, is considered the predecessor
of social Darwinism. In the book, he made a futuristic prediction
that uncontrolled growth of human population would lead to food
shortages and hunger, saying that the poor would die out from
hunger while the rich would survive*.

Charles Robert Darwin (1809—1882) and his work about
the origin of species made’ a great influence on the emergence
of social Darwinism. However, Darwin emphasized that people
were influenced not only by biological laws and conditions of life
but by their skills to invent new tools and create new conditions
of life. He also said that biological evolution of humans
was incomparably slower than the development of technology
and culture. In contrast with social Darwinists, Darwin never
applied his concept of natural selection to humans, cultures and
countries. As for social Darwinists, they use the ideas of Malthus
and Darwin to propagate the ideas of militarism, eugenics and
racism, which are now universally convicted.

Spenser also made a significant contribution to the
development of social Darwinism. He is the author of phrase

4 Malthus T.R. Essay on the principle of population. 1798.

5 Darwin Ch. R. On the origin of species by means of natural selection, or the
preservation of favoured races in the struggle for life. 1859.



“survival of the fittest” and published the book titled “Progress:
Its law and cause”, where he argues on progress of the universe
as a universal law for the stars, human intelligence, and biological
organisms, and introduces the notion of social progress®.

Social Darwinism became internationally known in the

late 19" — early 20" centuries. Its authors, while narrowing
the patterns of social development down to objective laws
of biological evolution, proclaimed the principles of natural
selection, struggle for existence and survival of the fittest as
the critical factor of social life. Social evolution justifies social
inequality of individuals as well as of countries, cultures, peoples,
races and so on.

Social Darwinism was further developed by authors who

founded the geographical school in the 19t century. The
geographic school ascribes the crucial role in the development
of societies and peoples to their geographical location and natural
conditions, including access to vital and strategically important
natural resources.

For example, Henry Thomas Buckle (1821—1862), studying
the history of England and its colonies, described the specifics
of physical build, spiritual dimension and culture of various
peoples and concluded that were interrelated with their
geographical location, landscape, climate, soil and food”.

6 Spencer H. Progress: Its law and cause. Chapman’s Westminster Review. 1857.
7 Buckle H.T. History of civilization in England. 1857—1861.



Ecologism

Before moving on to ecologism as a socio-ecological concept
and ideology, we need to describe the conditions that promoted
its emergence. The context related to the circumstance that,

by the mid-19™® century, the stock of free land in the United
States had been exhausted, setting the limits of economic
growth. This became a constraint for the American democracy,
which was viewing natural abundancy as a self-evident condition
of social development.

The American society, having reached the limits of its
expansion as the borders of its state had stabilized, and
facing the aggravated social consequences of its external and
internal policy, had to appreciate the close link between the
social and environmental factors. This motivated its transition
from an agrarian to industrial society (industrial growth and
urbanization) and predetermined the understanding of the need
to move from extensive to intensive use of natural resources.
New socio-economic and environmental conditions gave rise
to four main social reformist orientations, namely economism,
conservationism, environmental movement and ecologism.

The strongest American orientation — economism, an
optimistic orientation that implied a natural, spontaneous
resolution of ecological problems, was characterized by an anti-
reformist mood and a wait-and-see attitude. The supporters



of this orientation believed that the existing social institutes were
strong enough to cope with the crisis without any serious reforms.
In this view, the natural environment was to serve private interest
and individual initiative, and satisfaction of individual interests
meant satisfaction of collective interest.

Their transcendental argument was the idea that Americans
were a God chosen people endowed with inexhaustible natural
wealth, both on the domestic and on the planetary-cosmic
scale. Therefore, economists were opposed to the reformist
projects proposed by environmentalists, who made very different
forecasts. Economists pointed out that it was unclear who is
interested in and who would carry out the reforms in a society
which characterized by pluralistic democracy and liberal
capitalism. At that time, environmentalists had no common
understanding of barriers, immediate and final goals, the means
for achieving them, possible deliverables and drivers for the
reforms. However, they did have an understanding that social
projects and reforms were needed to preserve the quality of social
and natural environment.

The other three main directions represent environmentalism
per se. In 1900, some conservationists were appointed
to Government and received an opportunity to implement their
projects as nationwide reforms. Their legislative and institutional
reforms were aimed rational and efficient natural resource use,
satisfying the needs of the American people for a long period.

Conservationists formulated the main principles as ensuring



constant economic growth, prevention of unreasonable costs as
related to natural resource use and an egalitarian distribution
of natural resources. They adopted laws which helped
to control the United States economy by the federal government
to rule out non-productive and short-term use of natural and
social resources by private business. According the opinion
of conservationists, this was the possibility to move the American
society away from the chaos of free market in a liberal capitalist
environment and resolve a number of urgent socio-ecological
issues.

A typical example of the new ecological legislation would
be the adoption of the Lacy law, named after its author,
senator from state of lowa. The law, passed in 1900, regulated
protection and legalized import to the United States of birds
for hunting, singing and insect-eating birds, introduction and
reintroduction of species “useful” for agriculture, preventing
introduction of “undesirable” alien species that displace local
“useful” ones. In particular, it prohibited the importation from
the Old World some species of fruit-eating bats and mongooses,
the ordinary sparrow and other species declared “undesirable”
by the Ministry of Agriculture United States America.

This law was to strengthen the national legislation as related
to fauna protection; in particular, it was aiming to prevent
illegal hunting of birds to obtain their plumage used for
decoration of women’s bonnets. The law ensured that poachers,
as violators of the United States environmental legislation, could



be prosecuted nationwide irrespectively of the United States
state or foreign country law and from where the fauna items
were illegally obtained. Another crucial achievement of the law
was the requirement to obtain proper approvals for fauna items
(for trade at the interstate level or trade with foreign countries)
and proper markings of cargos. So, the law restricted the rights
of individual states in these matters, regarding national priorities
as being of paramount importance.

Reconciliation between the free entrepreneurship of private
business and centralized government control became possible
when an intermediate version of the law was passed. The
idea was that businessmen were themselves to subsidize the
legislative reform proposed by the government, however, the
laws were, on the one hand, universal and, on the other hand,
they allowed business to make its own decisions, in coordination
with the local communities, locally, including in other countries.
Generally, conservationism was oriented to perfecting methods
for managing the natural resource use rather than to propagation
of environmental values and nature protection.

Subsequently, conservationists were blamed for a number
of antihuman and antisocial ideas, for example, the idea
proclaiming the need to stabilize the planet’s population and even

decrease it to one billion or less. In the second half of the 20
century, the corresponding conservationist solutions, ranging
from economic stimulation of birth control in China to forced
sterilization in India, were made at the national states level. In the



beginning of the 21% century, conservationist “greens” push for
a ban on industrialization and technical development of third
countries (construction of power plants and manufacturing
enterprises) and a radical shut-down of the already operating
enterprises in the developed countries, paying no attention to the
economic conditions and social consequences of their proposals.

The environmental movement, a trend within biocentrism,
defended preservation of wild nature, which, in their opinion,
has a value of its own irrespectively of its utilitarian use. For
example, in 1872, the United States biocentrists established the
public organization Sierra Club®. Their views were based on
a romantic understanding of nature. They introduce the social
into Mother Nature, which is viewed as a perfect creation with
spiritual qualities that encapsulates all things living and rational.

Biocentrists view the human life in nature as a certain mode
of being and type of behavior, when protection of nature
and rational use of natural resources may be just an external
manifestation of in-depth motives and value-related orientations.
Subsequently, the supporters of this ecological public movement
have done a lot to preserve wilderness. Together with
industry experts and the government, they developed a natural
reserve concept, and such reserves were selected and formally

8 In the early 2000s, Sierra Club and its local branches unite more than half a million
members and enjoy the support of an even greater number of volunteers, the media,
experts and lawyers, as well as of municipalities, the government and its bodies
in charge of environment protection.



established.

Today we can find a huge number of international, national,
regional and local public organizations and civil initiatives
for environment protection’. Among themselves, they interact
as networks or as partners in specific projects. Older large
organizations retain a hierarchic structure. They are supported
by local informers, who report violations of the environmental
legislation or ecological emergencies. After that, the media
and lawyers, responding to petitions filed by individuals or
organizations. Where laws need to be amended, volunteers
or social networks are used to gather a large number
of signatures. At a “quiet” time, environment protection non-
governmental organizations provide ecological trainings, raise
public awareness, organize and conduct ecological holidays and
festivals, various ecological events.

Worldwide and local activity of public environment protection
organizations is quite significant and includes managing
territories other than fit in administrative boundaries, for
example, forests certification of the Forest Stewardship Council
(FSC), wetlands and marshes of the International Union for
Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN), eco-
regions of the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), and virgin
forests of Greenpeace.

Advocates of ecologism were typically represented

? Kulyasov I.P. Environmental movement. Series “Ecosociology”. Russia: Publishing
Solution. 2016. 286 p. (in Russian)



by researchers who were building scientific models of interaction
between society and the natural environment based on consistent
patterns of natural sciences, i.e., on ecology. They were
using an ecosystem approach implying that individuals, local
communities and the humanity in general must be optimally
fit into the ecosystem, look after its wealth, ensure an optimal
functioning, and prevent crises and catastrophes, including those
of a planetary scale.

In this view, the main role of the humanity on this
planet is to preserve a dynamic balance of ecosystems
and biological diversity. Ecologists combined features typical
for the conservationism shown by the government bodies
in charge of environment protection with the biocentrism of the
environmental protection movement.

The purpose of the American Environmental Society,
established in 1915, was studying ecosystems, including human
communities. Another very important goal related to promotion
of this knowledge and its inclusion in educational programs. The
third goal was reforming the American society to turn it into
a model of socio-ecological development.

Frederic Edward Clements (1874—1945) believed that the
notion of culminating points was applicable not only to biological
but also to social systems'®.

Aldo Leopold (1887—1948) proposed three main socio-

10 Clements F.E. Nature and structure of the climax // Journal of Ecology. 1936.
Vol. 24. Nel. p. 252—284.



ecological ideas that remain relevant until today. The first idea
was the notion of an ecosystemic holism. Leopold believed that
“...a thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability
and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends
otherwise”!!.

An ecosystem, which incorporates a social system, becomes
emergent, developing new qualities characteristic of a socio-
ecological system in addition to the sum of its earlier qualities.
Given the contextual and unpredictable nature of the ecosystem,
its vitalism cannot be fully cognizable. The social, where it
correctly interacts with abiotic and biotic items, structures
and communities, leads to an optimal result of evolutionary
development — the culminating point of dynamic equilibrium.
Disruption of an ecosystemic equilibrium can only lead
to degradation of such system.

Ecosystemic holism advocated by ecologists is useful
in analyzing the kind of impact on given species and population,
general development trends of the natural environment rather
than a specific action and its consequences. It has the criterion
of human rationality and, hence, is not synonymous with
the transcendental nature of biocentrists. At the same time,
ecologists are not trying to evade the question: How can one
reconcile ecosystemic holism with liberalism — the discretion
to choose one’s path of development?

i Leopold A. A sand county almanach and sketches here and there. New York:
Oxford University Press. 1949. Vol. 13. 240 p.



This issue is resolved in the ideas of biotic functionalism and
a biotic moral community proposed by Leopold. He maintained
that a biotic moral community expands application of moral rules
and, afterwards, other social institutes to non-human elements
of the global ecosystem. The possibility of linking the human
and non-human elements is made possible as ecologists assume
that the notions of a “symbiosis” and “model of conduct” are
functionally equivalent.

As a result, ethics becomes ecological and is presented as
a conscious restriction of freedom of action for the sake of life
on planet Earth. An ecologically responsible social behavior
also implies establishing social institutes for restricting those
people who are not oriented to this type of behavior. The
human is perceived as the creator of qualitatively new types
of environment and biotic communities, therefore, individuals
are granted the right of individualism, which the non-human
species may enjoy only at the specie population or the entire
specie level. This right is based on the human ability to respond
to changes in the natural and social environment in a reasonable
manner.

The idea of biotic functionalism, enhanced by the idea
of changing the man’s role in the biotic moral community, does
not assume that an ecosystem as a superorganism (a supersystem)
absorbs society (a subsystem). Ecosystemic holism rejects this
idea, always preserving the integrity of the socio-ecological
system and its emergent quality, when human moral rules



allow retaining equilibrium, harmony and productivity of the
ecosystem.

In fact, the modern-day socio-ecological concepts advocated
by sociologists-ecologists emphasize and maintain that social
interaction and development do not occur in emptiness and
not in the social environment alone but also occur in the
natural environment. And, in the context of a local ecological
catastrophe of an anthropogenic nature or when the global
ecological crisis is looming ahead, it becomes the main
factor that determines interaction and development of society.
Therefore, the nature-related character of social atomism, which
theoretically could be combined with the evolutionary character
of social change, was identified as early as a century ago.



Chicago school of sociology

The postulates of ecologism were appreciated and reproduced
in the 1920s in the classical socio-ecological concept of the
Chicago school of sociology. Below we will consider this
in more detail. At this point, it should be emphasized that the
methodological framework for socio-ecological research of the
Chicago school of Sociology was provided, aside from the
European schools of thought, by the ideas of the Chicago school
of philosophy, formed earlier on. This concept is characterized
by pragmatism and instrumentalism that combine philosophical
humanism, sociological naturalism, social evolutionism and
reformist ecological activism, including that of an individual.

The ideas proposed by the Chicago school sociologists
were based on the evolution of the social, psychic and
moral nature of the human, who emerged at a certain level
of development of organic life and who remains dependent on
the character and results of his interaction with the surrounding
natural and social environment. Relationships between society
and the environment change (and are changeable) by efforts
of humans and the natural environment. Therefore, the task
of a sociologist is not only theorizing, once the general patterns
of such relationships and links are instrumentally identified,
describing their structures and mechanisms, but also identifying
best cases and practices that harmonize the life of humans



in the environment. This can provide an example for everyone
to follow, and a social reform to create conditions for its
implementation, could be proposed to the government and
business.

George Herbert Mead (1863—1931), together with other
philosophers of the Chicago school, developed the idea
of pragmatism, which maintains that truth and sense found in the
cognitive process must have a hands-on value. This approach,
motivated by the processes of urbanization and migration,
brought new social issues and posed a problem requiring
practical resolution by scientists.

He proposed the idea of symbolic interactionism: people
differently respond to the same act by other people depending
on the symbols apportioned to such other people. In the urban

context of Chicago in the early 20t century, this translated into
a situation when migration, uncontrolled by the city, led to the
emergence of national ghettos and to other social problems.
However, Mead was able to prove that these social problems were
also caused by the way how a person perceives another person
through symbols rather than via behavior'2.

This is a common mistake of cognition caused by the
pragmatism of deceit and self-deceit. In the beginning, one
generalizes the behavior of a social group, creating symbols,

12 Mead G.H. Mind, self and society from the standpoint of a social behaviorist.
1934.; The philosophy of the act. Ed. C. Morris. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
1938.



which are then apportioned to such group, whether males or
females, peoples or countries, people of other faith or neighbors.
After that, these symbols / assumptions are carried over
to specific persons who have the identity or status of such group.
The biggest problem is when spontaneous behavior of a specific
person is not taken into account, when the desire to create social
inequality, place oneself above this person and thus justify the
suppression, violence or destruction being perpetrated, prevails.
This situation was typical for uncivilized societies. In civilized
societies, it is balanced by the legal system. While also being
an instrument of violence that creates social inequality, court
considers criminal acts of specific individuals.

If an ecosociologist, having summarized the results of a group
research, the participants of which share the same identity or
status, identifies a different behavior of a specific member of the
group, he understands that this person realizes other identities
and statuses that were unaccounted for by the sociologist,
temporary situations, personal inclinations and so on.

John Dewey (1859—1952) made a significant influence on
ecosociology as he developed the idea of instrumentalism within
the framework of pragmatism. In his works, he maintained that
the human nature combines biological and social components
because they are functionally identical. This idea of biosocial
parallelism implied that human instincts and social behavior
are equivalent and need to be satisfied. After that, he only
had to elaborate an instrumental base, i.e., methodologies



of sociological research aimed at satisfaction of vitally important
needs.

Where a need arises due to a disruption in the optimal
functioning of the human organism in the ambient environment,
its satisfaction is aimed at restoring equilibrium in interaction
with the environment, and achieving the optimum. This implies
a preliminary sociological study of a given situation, the
interaction itself and its consequences for gathering of research
materials. A sociologist may resort both to spontaneity and
to experiment.

Individual experience is understood as integrity, interrelation,
versatility, uniqueness and inseparability of things natural and
social, organic and psychic, subjective and objective. This
unity is a condition of freedom, expedience and responsibility,
realization of all abilities inherent to human nature. This is the
main task of a researcher — to develop empirical, including
experimental techniques for distinguishing between moral and
immoral behavior, help conduct political reforms aimed at
transformation of qualities inherent to human nature.

Dewey regarded examples of interaction between individual
actors (agents) in specific social formations (associations) as
being the subject of empirical research. He viewed society as the
process of association and communication when experiments,
ideas, values become common for the participants. He was
especially attracted to the ideal of creative democracy -
a social organization with a minimized social control over



individual manifestation of creative self-realization that rules out
bureaucratic and hierarchical relationships.

At the same time, admitting that changing the human nature
in order to achieve this ideal would be difficult, he was trying
to address this issue as a pedagogue. Believing that only a useful
knowledge is true and valuable, he developed school programs
where, in the beginning, children were learning through play
and afterwards — through teamwork and individual labor. For
him, it was obvious that aside from biological restrictions, there
exist social restrictions. Accordingly, another important aspect
of education was to teach children the skills of adaptation to the
ever-changing social and natural environment!.

These ideas formed the philosophy of action, where a person
actor (homo actor) performing the social role delegated
to him, turns into an activist (homo active) characterized
by natural morality and consciously choosing between his
physical actions. This demonstrates realism and naturalism of the
individual stream of experience, which is opposed to “bare”
mentalism. However, this philosophy does not provide for
nature’s development outside human actions and shows no
interest for natural conditions, which may lead to extinction
of the human race. Conditions resulting from the actions

13 Dewey J. Democracy and education: An introduction to the philosophy
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1938.



of humans and which could also lead to extinction of the
human race were not studied either. Understanding of this and
specific socio-ecological problems encouraged the elaboration
by the Chicago school of sociology of the classic social concept
of human ecology.

Environmental sociology, as an area of sociological research
and theorizing, took its final shape in the 1920s — 1930s and is
associated with such names as Robert Ezra Park (1864—1944),
Ernest Watson Burgess (1886—1966) and Roderick Duncan
McKenzie (1885—1940). They studied specific urban issues
using quantitative sociological methods including systematizing
and formalization of data gathered, territorial zoning and group
segregation. This allowed studying the processes of deviant
behavior, migration and adaptation'“.

At that time, Chicago as a social environment was
a fascinating object of research. It demonstrated a complete
set of situations and cases, which individually could be found
in the other United States cities. Special attention was paid
to labor strikes and demonstrations that often turned into
mass civil unrest, migration processes and adaptation of ethnic
communities, growth and organization of crime. As sociologists
were eager to offer new ideas, they were expected to find ways
for resolving these problems.

The socio-ecological concept proposed by the Chicago school

!4 McKenzie R.D., Park R.E., Burgess E.W. The city. Chicago: Chicago University
Press. 1967.



of sociology was applied to a specific object / subject, relied
upon an evolutionary approach to studying social change and
the naturalistic approach to selecting methods of research.
The Chicago school sociologists rejected Spencer’s theory
of universal progress conceding to this notion only after
generalization of specific research materials and admitting the
possibility of progress in sociological cognition'.

They emphasized a natural origin of conflict and the
consistency of its transformation into an optimal state
of consensus. This concept viewed conflict and consensus as
interrelated and mutually complementary aspects of a single
process of evolution. This description of the process of social
change, the use for analysis of a tool for elaboration of dual,
dichotomous and paired interrelated opposites determined the
subsequent fate of the socio-ecological theory that combined
a diversity of approaches.

The socio-ecological concept was based on the idea that
society (urban community) is a complex system, organism and
a biological phenomenon. Accordingly, in addition to the socio-
cultural level, it has a biotic quality, which underpins all social
development and determines social organization of the urban
community. Therefore, in Park’s opinion, society forms at the
biotic level while the cultural level emerges in the process

15 park R.E. Human nature and collective behavior / American Journal Sociology.
1927. Vol. 32. Ne5. p. 695—703.; Human ecology // American Journal Sociology.
1936. Vol. 42. Nel. p. 1—15.



of social evolution.
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Schema: Social evolution

The starting point for analysis became the most developed
social phenomena. Social evolution moves from the biotic to the
cultural level and is driven by competition, which takes various
forms in the course of evolution and achieves an optimum —
competitive cooperation — at the cultural level. Competition
forms the structure and regulates the sequence of change and
restoration of equilibrium in the development of the social
organism.

Social change per se looks as a process consisting of several
consecutive phases, each of them being the result of the
preceding forms of competition. After that, Park systematized



and structured analytical conclusions. These methods allowed
obtaining new knowledge and seeing phases of evolution and
links between the biotic and cultural levels.

Park identified four phases of the evolution process from
the biotic to social level: the ecological, economic, political
and cultural orders. Accordingly, there exist four forms
of socialization, namely, competition — struggle for survival on
the biotic level, conflict on the economic level, adaptation on the
political level and assimilation — on the cultural level.

All four are represented in the modern society in different
situations (specific cases) to a varying extent (quantitative
parameters) but with the same characteristic features:

— Ecological order is the result of physical (space-temporal)
interaction of individuals. This order is characterized by freedom
of traveling.

— Economic order exists where there is production, trade and
exchange and is characterized by free competition.

— Political order prevails where there is control, management,
regulation and enforcement. It is characterized by political
freedoms.

— Cultural order is characterized by the dominance of morals,
ethics, traditions, habits and customs, which form social
institutes and structures, and which in turn, specify restrictions
for individuals and society. However, this restriction is taken for
granted as it is based on consensus'®.

16 park R.E. Society: Collective behavior, news and opinion, sociology and modern



Communication (interaction) capacity is inborn and makes
a newly born baby a human. He is striving to communicate
and this striving compels him to agree to curb his instincts,
desires and aspirations. After that, social institutes and structures
are reproduced as a result of collective action and consensus
on a daily basis. Interactionism boils down to the postulate
that individuals use communication to socialize and integrate.
His process allows consecutive and coordinated action leading
to a consensus-based or authoritative interaction, suppression
of the minority by the majority, or majority of citizens by the
elite representing a minority.

However, the anticipated interaction may not necessarily
occur. Then interaction occurs in another situation in another
form. This means that interaction is determined by the human
nature. Interaction is based on movement, which characterizes
the ecological level. This particular level is the subject
examined by ecosociology, while the hierarchically structured
superstructure — economic, political and cultural orders — are
studied by economy, political science and anthropology.

Despite the attractiveness of studying the cultural level,
the Chicago school ecosociologists, together with students,
researched the urban environment fully using the structure
suggested by Park. Naturally, they paid a lot of attention to the
ecological level, which could be used for studying migration
processes. Researchers acted on the assumption that a social

society. Glencoe: Free. 1955.



organism consists of individuals capable of migration. Migration
is a collective action and interaction typical specifically for the
biotic (ecological) level. It is a basic freedom for all people
irrespectively of the race and nationality.

Awvailability of higher-level freedoms (of conscience, political
and economic freedom) is the subject matter of a new
scientific discipline — cultural-anthropological ecology. The
central concept of this science is “liberty” as a feature of modern
society. The degree of freedom may increase or decrease on
a case-by-case basis. For a human, the greatest external freedom
1s possible at the ecological level (in contrast with plants, humans
have a freedom of movement), and inner freedom — at the
cultural level (unlike animals, humans consciously choose their
behavior).

On the one hand, all American reforms are supposed to be
aimed at securing freedom for individuals and society and
building a free American society. On the other hand, nobody
ever plans or builds a free society; it emerges of its own accord
where it does not oppress itself. And it emerges due to the biotic

nature of humans — their ecological level. Therefore, the 19t
century wave of migration to the United States from China, Asia,
India and Middle East indicates the switching of an in-depth
mechanism that would change the existing institutes to build
a qualitatively new society of free cooperation.

In the 1920s, the Chicago school ecosociologists received
a few seats on the Committee for Local Community Studies.



Participants of this inter-disciplinary research organization also
included economists, philosophers, anthropologists, political
experts and psychologists. They elaborated a common
conceptual framework, conducted joint empirical research
and theorized, developed recommendations for business and
municipal authorities.

However, socio-economic crises and the subsequent Great
American Depression of the 1930s formulated other national
priorities. As a result, the socio-ecological concept of the
Chicago school of sociology was used as a method without being
developed into an independent discipline.

Attempts to rethink the socio-ecological theory made
by Park’s followers were aiming to overcome the biosocial
dualism of Park’s concept and make social-ecological theory
more sociology sounding. Louis Wirth (1897—1952), having
constructed a purely sociological theory of urban life, proposed
to get rid of eclectics that allowed various interpretations
of urban processes by scientists representing different
disciplines. Interaction / communication continue to be the main
characteristic of social processes and a driving force behind the
development of local community.

To overcome the excessively broad theoretical orientation
of the socio-ecological concept, he proposed a thesis that
interaction becomes intensive with a large congestion of people
on a constrained territory. He suggested a method for
distinguishing between urban and rural communities:



— The first characteristic of urban population relates to its
high density (the ratio of the territorial size to the number
of residents).

— The second characteristic is the diversity of population
(a large number of different social groups).

— The third is to prevailing social relationships (communal
in a rural and social / mixed — in an urban community)'”.

Therefore, the  space-temporal aspect remained
a characteristic of society, while ecosociology came to be
perceived as a science that measures and describes the social
environment.

To define the main ecosociological categories, McKenzie
pointed out an ecological organization as a spatial body of the
population in a local or the global community. He argued that
ecological things dominate all other characteristics because they
all are a result of space-temporal relationships. Accordingly,
he gave priority to studying and theorizing on the phenomenon
of the ecological community's.

The followers of the socio-ecological concept maintained
and continue to maintain that all social processes are in fact
ecological. This understanding was to be the foundation for all
social sciences, as the social institutes and structures are built

17 Wirth L. Social interaction: The problem of the individual and the group. 1939.
Vol. 44. p. 965—979.; Human ecology. 1945. Vol. 50. Ne6. p. 483—488.; Community
life and the social policy. Chicago. 1956.

'8 McKenzie R.D. Social ecology // Encyclopedia of Social Sciences. New York:
Macmillan, Collier. 1937. Vol. 5. p. 314—315.



on a space-temporal foundation, emerge and exist in accordance
with the changing natural conditions, and nothing exists beyond
these conditions.

This approach was enhanced by the fact that such socio-
ecological methods as zoning and social mapping were
successfully used for identifying and verifying the correlation
between various social variables, which at first glance were
not interrelated. Moreover, the use of these methods and
conceptual approaches made possible generalized descriptions
of various multi-variable cases, giving at least an understanding
of functional, if not causal dependence.

An effective use of the socio-ecological method can be also
explained by the level-based approach, which is similar to the
principle used in system analysis when the phenomenon of a local
community (social organism) being examined is analyzed in its
interrelation with its higher (macro) and lower (micro) level. The
lower level is the individual and the higher level is represented
by social “compositions” consisting of various communities
united into municipalities.

However, causal links of social organisms with their habitat
and issues relating to optimal life support were not yet studied
by ecosociology. Therefore, beginning with the mid-1930s,
the abstract character of the ecosociology’s space-temporal
functionalism came under criticism from representatives of the
socio-cultural school, who emphasized the dependence of natural
resource use on cultural traditions, values, symbols and norms.



Milla Aissa Alihan proposed a new vision of society and
started working on a methodology for analyzing the social
sphere within the framework of the already existing discipline —
urban sociology. Three main variables — social standing (status),
urbanization level (population density) and degree of segregation
(multiplicity of social groups) — were identified. A city was
described as a subsystem comprising greater territories and
larger communities. In doing so, researchers were using data
obtained from a census of urban population. On the one hand,
this allowed analysis of cities rather than urban communities. On
the other hand, this made possible, based on the statistical data
received, a classification of subsystems (local communities). The
result obtained could be rechecked some time later (sociological
monitoring) to see social dynamics. This also enabled researchers
to reasonably theorize on social organization as the main result
of evolution'®.

Amos Henry Hawley (1910—2009), further developing the
socio-ecological concept, was of the opinion that a community is
an ecosystem (a territorial local system of interrelations between
its functionally differentiated parts). Ecosociology may view
a community as a population united by the similarity of its
component organisms (commensalism). Human population is
included into the ecosystem due to a mutually useful interaction
with dissimilar organisms (symbiosis).

19 Alihan ML.A. Social ecology: A critical analysis. New York: Columbia University
Press. 1935.



The focus of attention of the researcher-sociologist now turns
to the functional socio-ecological system that develops in the
process of interaction with an abiotic environment and other
biotic communities. During such interaction, a specific social
organization with specific characteristics is formed?. Despite the
fact that a civilized man prefers adapting nature to his needs
rather than adapts to nature, and tries to irreversibly change
nature’s characteristics and processes for his benefit, nature has
resilience and is capable of influencing humans. It also can
perform irreversible acts on humans.

Finally, as the socio-ecological theories, approaches and
methods are developed, social atomism is substituted with
organizational functionalism; attention is focused more on the
functioning of a social organization rather than on the driving
forces and causes of this process or space-temporal forms
of its manifestation. A description of this mechanism was
made by Ofis Dudley Duncan (1921—2004) and Leo Francis
Schnore, who used the socio-ecological complex theory. The
socio-ecological complex comprises four components:

1) Population (local human population);

2) Nature environment (abiota + biota + human populations);

3) Technology (things + means of production + culture
of production);

20 Huwley A. Human ecology: A theory of community structure. New York: Ronald
Press Company. 1950.



4) Organization (social institutes and structures)?'.

population

technology I: organization

nature environment

Schema: Social ecological complex

Park proposed an analogous structure of the socio-
ecological process and studies of movement in time and
space (communication and migration) as well as unique events
(artefacts) determined by culture. Duncan and Schnore focused
on the functioning of social organization, believing that this

2! Duncan O.D. From social system to ecosystem // Sociological Inquiry. 1961.
Vol. 31. p. 140—149.; Social organization and the ecosystem // Modern Sociology.
Ed. R. Faris. Chicago: Rand McNally. 1964. p. 36—82.; Duncan O.D., Schnore L.F.
Cultural, behavioral and ecological perspectives in the study of social organisation //
American Journal Sociology. 1969. Vol. 65. Ne2. p. 132—136.



component was of most importance for their research. Making
a social organization the subject of their analysis within the
framework of ecosociology, they used quantitative methods and,
based on the data obtained, proposed a thesis that it is a collective
adaptation of the human population to the environment.

This approach was also different from that proposed by Park,
where the population of a city, state, country and planet
represented the macro level. A new understanding of the socio-
ecological process as the functioning of a social organization
allowed ecosociologists to conclude that samples of interactions
that provide an ecological niche for the community, are the
analytical unit. Therefore, society was viewed as a human
population that was trying to use the environment’s resources
to preserve itself (survive) through adaptation.

However, understanding the importance of the space-
temporal linking of the social organization’s interactions being
described and analyzed, ecosociologists were yet unwilling to use
physical characteristics of the natural environment for their
analysis. This was due to an observation that the physical
environment in cities is much technologized and designed to suit
the needs of humans rather than the biota.

Accordingly, in cities, the main impact on human population
1s made by the social environment, which replaces the natural
environment. Ecosociologists then described and interpreted
social phenomena using biological terms as “predatory”,
“parasitic”, “dominating” and “symbiotic” relationships. This



method was to socialize and defend the independence of their
discipline.

The approach taken by Duncan and Schnore was perceived
as oppositional to other approaches to studying the social
organization, namely, the culturological and behaviorist
approaches. However, this was an opposition to the constructivist
approach that used new but already proven tools and methods
of research that were getting closer to an explanation of social
reality.

Sociologists-culturologists tended to make descriptions or
analyses, starting and ending with social sphere, without any
space-temporal linkage. Sometimes, they did use the word
“nature”, not in the sense of nature proper but intending
to emphasize an unconditional, inborn, natural quality of a social
objects or subject.

For ecosociology, explanations offered by behaviorists were
considered unacceptable at the macro level because no individual
and collective human behavior existed at this level. At the macro
level, interaction was limited to social institutes and structures
(consisting of organizations) in the context of climatic zones,
continents and other major space-temporal natural formations.

There was no way of determining social organization via
neither existing cultural conditions nor social-psychological
behavior-related affirmations. The new methodology proposed
by ecosociologists enabled a breakthrough in studying the
phenomena of human behavior and culture. The principle



of functional interaction of the environment and social
organization, as well as the well-developed conceptual
framework of biology made ecosociology popular but could not
be used for getting closer to explaining many causes of human
interactions.

However, sociology and other humanitarian disciplines
recognized that the physical environment can and does influence
society and human behavior. Therefore, sociology branched out
into the old “traditional” sociology, which maintained that social
facts could be explained only with other social facts, and a new
environmental (ecological) sociology.

Traditional sociology, using a sociologism-based approach,
developed an attitude to inter-disciplinarity, which looked more
as a ban on mentioning physical and biological environment.
There also existed a disciplinary ban on status accounting for
ecosystems and the consequences of their impact on humans
and human communities. Violators, labeled as naturalists, were
shunned by sociologists, who refused to quote or even notice

them. Despite this, in the first half of the 20t century, several
sociological works, linking human activity to the environment,
were published.

Radha Kamal Mukherjee (1889—1968) was one of the first
to conduct inter-disciplinary studies in the field of regional
ecology within the framework of the sociology of labor. This
research was done in India, a country different from the United



States in many specific aspects?.

Pitirim Aleksandrovich Sorokin (1889—1968) in his book
“Man and society in calamity” summarizes almost 25 years
of observations of social catastrophes, ranking epidemics and
hunger together with revolutions and wars*. He links social
degradation and crises to natural calamities and catastrophes,
which always go hand in hand.

Paul Henry Landis (1901—1985), within the framework
of rural sociology studied miner’s communities and their
social structure, linking cultural change in these communities
to accessibility and richness of natural resources and other
factors of the natural environment?*.

Fred Cottrell, in his studies of industrial sociology, analyzed
interrelations between cultural forms of society and forms
of energy. He concluded that the human civilization directly
depends on technology and kinds of energy being used,
showing the path of evolution from antiquity to the nuclear
age, progress made by society and the resulting influence
of economic, moral and social aspects. The issues relating
to generation, transformation, distribution and consumption
of energy remain one of the most serious issues over the entire

2 Mukerjee R.K. The regional balance of man // American Journal Sociology.
1930. Ne36. p. 455—460.; The ecological outlook in sociology // American Journal
Sociology.1932. Ne38. p. 349—355.

23 Sorokin P.A. Man and society in calamity. New York: Dutton. 1942.

24 Landis P.H. Man in environment: An introduction to sociology. New York: T.Y.
Crowell Company. 1949.



history of civilization®.

In the late 1960s — early 1970s, this gave rise to the following
three organizational changes, which made possible further
strengthening of ecosociology as a sub-discipline of sociology:

1) An informal group of sociologists, studying interactions as
related to natural resources and natural resource use, splintered
from the Society for Studies of Rural Problems;

2) The Society for Studies of Social Issues established
a division for research of environmental issues;

3) The American Sociological Association established
a committee for ecosociology. The main subjects
of ecosociological research were natural resource management,
recreation in wild nature, ecological movement and public
opinion on ecological problems.

Ecosociology saw its practical tasks as being elaboration
of models and programs for restoring the quality of the natural
environment. This pragmatism ensured strong financial support
for the research from interested business and the authorities.
This allowed expanding the scope of socio-ecological approach,
provided new explanations of causes behind typical interactions
of society with the natural environment, including erroneous
interactions fraught with adverse consequences for humanity and
nature.

2 Cottrell F. Energy and society: The relation between energy, social change, and
economic development. New York: McGraw-Hill. 1955.



New environmental paradigm

Social situation changed in the early 1970s. Environmental
awareness became the cause and source of more active ecological
ideas not only in sociology but also in the international
community. The discourse comprised with such notions
as “environmental pollution”, “deficit of natural resources”,
“overpopulation”, “negative consequences of urbanization”,
“extinction of species”, “degradation of landscapes and desert
advancing”, “dangerous climate changes leading to natural
catastrophes” and so on. All these phenomena are now
recognized as being socially significant due to their influence
on the development of not only local communities but also the
international community. As a result, they acquire a trans-local
parameter.

Ecosociologists never missed the chance to highlight the
existence of two main problems of the sociological disciplinary
tradition, namely, the Durkheim sociologism and the Weber
tradition of studying a single act and its significance for
the individual. However, sociologists-traditionalists completely
ignored the space-temporal, physiological, psychological and
biological characteristics.

William Robert Catton (1926—2015) and Riley E. Dunlap
proposed a “new environmentaOl paradigm”. It constituted a new
stage of socio-ecological research and theorizing characterized



by an interdisciplinary approach?®. The new environmental
paradigm identifies two periods in the development of the
sociological theory?’. The first one encompasses everything
corresponding to the “paradigm of human exceptionalism”,
which preceded the second period. The first one encompasses
everything corresponding to the “human exceptionalism
paradigm”, which preceded the second period. The second
period relates to the emergence of the new environmental
paradigm — the paradigm of human emancipation.

Referring to the preceding theories, environmentalists
characterize them as anthropocentrism, social optimism and
anti-ecologism. They emphasize that these are more than
just theories but a way of thinking and a “modus vivendi”.
Adverse socio-ecological consequences of the preceding period
could be dealt with if the environmental (ecological) initiative
becomes a mass movement and switches from anthropocentric
consciousness to ecological one.

Older theories maintain that the socio-cultural factors
are the main determinants of human activity, and culture
makes the difference between a human and an animal. With

%6 Catton W.R., Dunlop R.E. Environmental sociology and new paradigms // The
American Sociologist. 1978. Nel3. p. 41—49.
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the socio-cultural environment being the determinant context
of interaction, the biophysical environment became somewhat
alienated. Bearing in mind the cumulativeness of culture, social
and technological progress may continue indefinitely. This is
followed by an optimistic conclusion that all social problems can
be resolved. The new environmental paradigm proclaims a new
social reality:

— Humans are not the dominant species on the planet;

— Biologism of humans is no radically different from the other
living creatures also being part of the global ecosystem;

— Humans are not free to choose their fate as they please, as
it depends on many socio-natural variables;

—Human history is not a history of progress, which to a certain
extent enhances adaptive capability, but a history of fatal errors,
crises and catastrophes resulting from unknown causes and
scarcity of natural resources.

The new environmental paradigm does show an understanding
that humans are not exclusive specie but specie with exclusive
qualities — culture, technology, language and social organization.
In general, the new environmental paradigm is based on the
postulate that, in addition to genetic inheritance, humans also
have a cultural heritage and are hence different from the other
animal species. In this, the new paradigm continues the tradition
of the old paradigm of human exceptionalism.

Besides, even those sociologists, who did not subscribe to the
new environmental paradigm, pointed out a traditional omission:



society is not really exploiting ecosystems in order to survive
but is rather trying to overexploit the natural resources for the
sake of its prosperity, thus undermining the ecosystem’s stability,
and may eventually destroy the natural base that makes human
existence possible. This dilemma, initially posed within the
framework of the new environmental paradigm, turned out to be
so serious that representatives of other social sciences joined the
debate.

Herman Edward Daly, within the framework of the economic
sciences, presented the theory of a steady state economy, thus
making a scientific contribution to the sustainable development
concept, and participated in establishing the “Infernational
Society for Environmental Economics™.

William Ophuls, in his political studies, called for a new
ecological policy while denying the very possibility of sustainable
development. This assumption was based on forecasts of quick
depletion of the planetary reserves of fossil fuel. In the end, under
the laws of thermodynamics and due to inexorable biological and
geological constraints, civilization is doomed. In his opinion, this
was already obvious, given the rising tide of socio-ecological,
cultural and political problems®.

Donald L. Hardesty, who specialized in ecological
anthropology, a subject area of the anthropological science,

28 Daly H.E. Steady-state economics. San Francisco: W.H. Freeman. 1977.

» Ophuls W. Ecology and the politics of scarcity. San Francisco: W.H. Freeman.
1977.



studied miner’s communities, the history of their cultural
change, public living conditions, gender strategies and so on. He
monitored how these communities were transforming the natural
landscape into a cultural one, pointing out the accompanying
process of toxic waste generation®°.

Allan Schnaiberg (1939—2009), within the framework
of the sociology of labor, opined that social inequality and
production race (“the treadmill of production” theory) were the
main causes of anthropogenic environmental issues. From the
Neo-Marxist positions, he criticized all “bourgeois” authors who
were showing at least some optimism regarding the possibility
of peaceful resolution of the socio-ecological problems (other
than through class struggle and a change in the social relations
of production)3!.

John Zeisel, within the framework of the sociological theories
of architecture, paid attention to important hands-on aspects
relating to interaction of humans with the natural environment,
believing that psychic, physical and psychosomatic peculiarities
of people of different age require different architectural
solutions*.

Ecosociology now included the notions of an ecological

30 Hardestry D.L. Ecological anthropology. New York: Wiley. 1977.
3 Schnaiberg A. Environmental sociology and the division of labor. Evanston,
Illinois: Department of Sociology, Northwestern University. 1972.

32 Zeisel J. Sociology and architectural design. New York: Russel Sage Foundation.
1975.



complex and an ecosystem, considering the natural environment
as a factor influencing the behavior of humans and society.
One might say that ecosociology analyzes interaction between
the physical (natural) environment and society. To perceive all
forms of interaction between humans / society and the natural
environment, it was proposed that organizational forms of human
collectives, their cultural values and composition had to be taken
into account.

Therefore, the natural environment influences all stages
of Park’s social evolution and elements of the ecological complex
proposed by Duncan and Schnore — population, technology,
culture, social system, and the individual. In this context, the
basic questions posed by ecosociology were: How can different
combinations of all the above elements influence the natural
environment? And how can one ensure effective change in the
natural environment when these elements are modified?



Foreign authors
of environmental theories

An important issue in ecosociology related to rethinking
of the notion “environment”. By this, traditional sociology meant
the social environment while ecosociology primarily meant the
natural or biophysical environment. This division took some time
to be accepted by all sociologists.

In addition, ecosociology made an attempt to go beyond the
vision of a symbolic or cognitive interaction between the man and
the environment. Ecosociologists were trying to prove that the
surrounding natural conditions — such as air and water pollution,
waste generation, erosion and depletion of soil, spillages of oil
and so on — in addition to a symbolic effect, have a direct, non-
symbolic impact on human life and social processes. This meant
that, besides the impact made by polluted air and urbanized
landscape on people’s perception of the same, one had to take
into account the influence of this factor on physical human
health when studying social mobility, and mental health — when
studying deviant behavior.

In the 1970s, according Franklin D. Wilson, the focus
of attention of social ecology and ecosociology shifted to the
following issues: interaction of humans and the artificial (“built™)
environment; organizational, industrial, state responsibility for
environmental issues; natural perils and catastrophes; assessment



of environmental impact; impact from scarcity of natural
resources; issues relating to deployment of scarce natural
resources and carrying capacity of natural environment??.

Ecosociologists also noted the increasing influence of that
part of public movement, which was showing concern over the
state of natural environment and propagated such values as an
environmentally friendly lifestyle and shaping a new ecological
awareness, on social processes and institutes. These people
were somewhat different from the environmental movement due
to a greater emphasis on developing an ecological behavior
and inner human potential (deep ecology). This difference is
explained by the fact that these people were participants of other
public movements and adherents of new religions rather than
of the ecological movement per se.

Murray Bookchin (1921—2006), the main ideologist
of ecoanarchism, studied social ecology-related issues,
criticizing biocentric theories of deep ecologists and
sociobiologists, as well as the followers of post-industrial ideas
about the new epoch®*. He and other authors believed that
a socio-ecological crisis was inevitable wherever state authority
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existed. All forms of governance are violence of man against man
and nature.

In the opinion of ecoanarchists, a global ecological crisis could
be prevented via decentralization of society and abandonment
of large-scale industrial production. All people were to stop
working for transnational corporations, move from metropolitan
cities to small towns, rural municipalities, small communes
and communities. Social relationships were to be regulated
by methods of direct democracy and governed by direct right
to life and natural resource use.

In the late 1990s, Bookchin refused to call himself an
ecoanarchist, probably after seeing the implementation of his
ideas in rural ecoanarchist communities and assuring himself
that these ideas were inviable due to the impossibility
of collective action and self-sufficiency, breakup and reverse
migration to the cities caused by inequality and violence.

David Pepper, the ideologist of ecosocialism, and other
authors were positive that the main causes of the socio-ecological
crisis were the capitalist mode of production where society only
exploited natural resources without producing them. In contrast
with ecoanarchists, they suggested centralization of management
(in the form of a state-controlled socialist economy), which was
to help preserve nature as a universal human value®.

In the 1980s, these ideas were still popular but radical socio-

33 Pepper D. The roots of modern environmentalism. Croom Helm Australia. 1984.;
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ecological reforms were no longer associated with major social
change. Instead, they were associated with internal change in the
individual and society, a change in the system of values and
attitude to nature. They proposed to renounce anthropocentrism
and replace it with biocentrism.

Arne Dekke Eide Naess (1912—2009) and other authors
promoted the idea of deep ecology, suggested distinctions
between social and natural, holism instead of dualism, i.e.,
the unity of man and nature, society and the environment.
Homo economicus was to make way for homo ecologicus,
a bearer of ecological consciousness, which, in the transitional
era of ecological crises and catastrophes, was to be cultivated
and developed. After that, all artificial boundaries (ideological,
state, religious, race, cultural, gender, biological) were expected
to collapse, and a New Age would begin’.

As already mentioned above, ecosociologists also responded
to the ongoing social change, proposing the new ecological
paradigm, under which the paradigm of human exceptionalism
would be replaced by that of human emancipation. These
ideas were extremely popular among younger people and public
movements addressing the issues relating to the quality of life.
The power, industrial and financial elites could propose no
viable alternative. Children saw no future in the activities
of their parents. Society was afraid that it was edging towards

3% Naess A. The shallow and the deep, long-range ecology movement: A summary //
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a catastrophe and extinction. This situation could not last for
a sufficiently long time and an intellectual breakthrough was
needed.

The publication of expert’s works on limits of economic
growth and the World Commission on Environment and
Development report “Our common future” in the late 1980s gave
rise to the popularity of the sustainable development theory,
which will be considered in more detail in the chapter “Theories
of sustainable development”.

Unlike ecoanarchists and ecosocialists, Albert Arnold Gore,
one of ideologists of “green” capitalism, and other authors
believed that industrial production, based on competition and
profit generation, could be ecologized through state regulation
and formation of new “green” markets. This did not make
any changes in social relationships, but modernize them. This
was to happen gradually and naturally as ecological challenges
emerged, which were to be responded via new norms and rules
for activities, behavior, morals and culture?’.

For example, demand for ecologically clean products
has grown, causing structural and technological adjustments
in industry, i.e., a modernization. An increase in the government
annuity for natural resource use and penalties for pollution would
also encourage modernization of industry (improvements in the
technology used for extraction of natural resources), reduce

37 Gore A. Earth in the balance. Forging a new common purpose. London: Earthcan
Publications. 1992.



generation of waste, save energy, and introduce recycling, closed
and waste-free production cycles. This would also lead to changes
in corporate culture — acceptance of the sustainable development
concept, greater responsibility of business for socio-ecological
consequences of its activities.

In addition to being a state, national strategy, ecopolicy
is becoming a strategy pursued by international companies
and corporations. They declare that, if used rationally, global
natural resources are virtually inexhaustible and can satisfy the
needs of the humanity indefinitely. Even if some resources are
depleted, new technology would be able to provide new materials
and products of a better, or, as a minimum, the same quality.

Problems of growth would remain in the form
of demographic, informational and other “explosions”, which
look catastrophically from the local management level, but can
be dealt with via development and implementation of global
programs. All interested organizations and individuals, who will
form a new global design, could now be involved in a constructive
dialog and decision-making process.

Therefore, those environmentalists, who had opposed
industrialization, technocracy and bureaucracy in the 1970s,
lost much of their popularity in the environmental movement
by the 1990s. However, the first works published in the
1980s by authors who opined that management, industry and
technology, which ensure the high standard of life of the modern
society, were not ecologically dangerous per se and that they



could be changed for the benefit of the environment, still were
criticized.

In contrast with their European colleagues, the American
environmentalists, who in the 1980s participated in numerous
public organizations, state-run ecological councils and research
expert groups, enjoyed the support from the population,
government and business, were more optimistic. A considerable
part of the United States environmentalists was hoping that
ecological problems could be addressed via improvements
in technology and management techniques, distribution
of benefits, conservation and accumulation of the national
natural wealth.

The intellectual breakthrough occurred in the 1980s when
Josef Huber proposed his ecological modernization concept?s,
which in the 1990s evolved into a scientific theory supported
by business and the government. The theory of ecological
modernization became quite popular among the European
environmentalists, which allowed moving from confrontation
to dialog and partnership with the state and business.

The ideas of ecological modernization are now largely
accepted by the global environmentalist movement and
implemented practically from the individual to state level.
Because of scientific debate and hands-on experience, the theory
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of ecological modernization has gone through several stages
of development and received both recognition and criticism.
Several authors have proposed a number of development
classifications. Historical and modern application examples have
been studied, and a number of methodological approaches,
allowing identification of independent lines of research,
elaborated. This we will consider in more detail in the chapter
“Modernist theories”.



Russian authors
of environmental theories

In Russia, just like in the West, environmental theories
were used by authors who included the natural context into
their studies of social phenomena, who spoke of the mutual
influence between humans and the natural environment and
made interesting unusual conclusions. In doing so, they made
a significant contribution in the development of sociology and
the rise and development of ecosociology.

The specifics of Russian history make possible to split this
scientific reflection into three periods — pre-Soviet, Soviet
and post-Soviet. All Russian authors could be classified into
those who represented the organic (sociological naturalism) and
geographic school (social evolutionism), as it was done for
non-Russian authors. However, for Russian authors, a division
between these schools and principles would be quite notional.

Nikolay = Dmitrievich  Nozhin  (1841—1866) had
a considerable influence on his contemporaries, including
sociologists. His views and publications are a good example
showing the notional character of classification into scientific
schools. As a biologist and a sociologist, he recognized Darwin’s
biological evolution; however, he opposed Malthusianism and
racism typical for some social-Darwinists. He was the first
to propose an organic approach and formulated its main



principles.

The main postulate goes that biological laws apply to human
communities just as they do in animal species communities.
Therefore, known biological laws could be used for explaining
social phenomena and processes. A good example would be
collective organizations — free associations of people based on
the principles of solidarity and mutual assistance™®.

He criticized political experts and economists for seeing
contradiction where, from the biology’s point of view, they
did not exist. In biology, multi-functionality does more for
survival of specie than functional development within the
specie. This provision is analogous to the multi-functionality
of peasants and artisans and division of labor in the course
of industrial production. Therefore, crises and creative regress
of participants are inevitable for industrial production. He
believed that his conclusions and their propagation would serve
the practical purpose of science — helping people to avoid
mistakes in choosing their path of development. In his opinion,
dividing science into social and natural disciplines was one
of these mistakes.

Aleksandr Ivanovich Stronin (1826—1889) in 1869—1885,
published a three-volume edition titled “History and method” (on
evolution of research methods and approaches taken by social
sciences), “Politics as a science” (on social structures — groups,
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statuses) and “History of the public” (on evolution of society).
His works show the desire to link the methodology for social
and natural sciences. He believed that, as the natural and social
environments are a whole, analogy could become the basic
unifying method. The laws discovered in natural sciences can
apply to social sciences. Realizing that scientific experiments
cannot and should not be made on humans, he used the
philosophic method of separating particulars from universals
to construct an ideal particular model of a social phenomenon*.

This ideal social model, that was analogous to reality,
could already be used for experimenting, theoretically placed
in a modified environment, to obtain new knowledge, which
could be subsequently verified in another analogous place and
situation. This method, in different variations, was widely used
at that time and is still used in sociology as Max Weber’s method
for forming ideal types.

Pavel Feodorovich Lilienfeld-Toal’ (1829—1903) conducted
sociological research adhering to the position that society is
a real organism. In his works “Thoughts on the social science
of the future” and “La pathologie sociale” he maintained that
social interactions and interrelations are in essence physiological.
Just as any organism consisting of cells, intercellular substance
and the nervous system, society consists of people, the natural

40 Stronin A L History and method. St. Petersburg. 1869.; Politics as a science. St.
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environment and a system that manages the social processes*!.

Lilienfeld believed that human society is a biological
organism, living by the same laws and in the same ways as
the other biological organisms. He assumed that society and
nature are no different. Society is alive and thus is a direct
extension of nature. Preferring such general scientific methods
as comparison and analogy, he suggested an original socio-
embryological law, under which society and the individual, just
as any specific living organism, go through the phases of birth,
maturity, senility and death (transition into a non-organic form).

The social structure suggested by Lilienfeld is similar
to Stronin’s, with the addition to the natural environment, which
plays the roles of an intercellular substance, of implements and
spiritual achievements. He provided several historical examples
of societies that were born, flourished, got old and died in various
locations over time. In his opinion, a younger society could
absorb some civility from an old or dead society. This indicates
that he proposed a scheme of multi-vector social development
long before the neo-evolutionists.

Structurally, the three laws of progress govern social
development:

1) Greater political freedom strengthens the government;

2) Greater economic freedom leads to larger possessions;

3) Greater legal freedom leads to improvement in laws. As

' Lilienfeld-Toal’ P.F. Thoughts about the social science of the future. St.
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for revolutions, riots and struggle, he viewed them as a social
pathology. Another social pathology is a political, economic
and legal parasitism. Parasites are social structures that became
detached from the social organism and act to its detriment.

In today’s encyclopedias and sociology textbooks, Russian
sociologists of the organic school are mentioned only cursorily.
It is normally said that their ideas are part of the history and can
be interesting only for focused experts.

At present, the organic school in sociology is studied and
developed by Galina Pavlovna Kuzmina. She has published
more than a hundred works on the subject, prepared a training
course and, one can say, revived the Russian organic school*2.

Nikolay Yakovlevich Danilevsky (1822—1885), due to his
work “On migration of population in Russia”, is viewed
by historians of sociology as a founding father of Russian
sociology and a representative of the geographic school.
Studying the Russian society in the historical perspective, he
compared it with Europe and interpreted within the framework
of sociology*.
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He did extensive research on the influence of climatic factors
on local communities and urban population of the Vologda
region** and studied fishery on the Volga, in the Caspian
and White Seas and the Arctic Ocean. Based on the existing
social practices and fishery technologies as well as on the
evaluated stock of selected fish species, he developed efficient
fishery legislation for European Russia. As a result, depletion
of the fishery resources began only in the 1960s with the start
of commercial fishing by large fishing vessels.

Danilevsky could be viewed as one of the first ecosociologists
as he used sociological methods for studying natural resource
use and nature management. This statement can radically change
the current opinion in the history of ecosociology that Russian
ecosociologists “descend” from the Chicago ecosociologists.
It appears that, at this stage of development of Russian
ecosociology, we could conduct a more in-depth study of the
domestic scientific heritage, doing a “test fit” for works written
by the fathers of sociology, where they tested interaction
of humans and natural sites, from the ecosociology standpoint.
Sadly, historians of sociology often keep silence about these
works or mention them cursorily, paying more attention to the
historical aspect.

Interestingly, Danilevsky, reckoned as a follower of the
geographic school due to the research and analytical methods

M Danilevsky N.Y. The climate of Vologda province. St. Petersburg. 1853.
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used, sharply criticized evolutionism in his work “Darwinism”™®.
Truly speaking, that criticism was aimed at the advocates
of social Darwinism, also followers of the geographical school,
along with the supporters of social biologism, rather than Darwin
himself. Danilevsky argued that social inequality is radically
different from biological one and cannot be a subject of studies
for natural sciences.

This means that fishermen should be studied by sociologists
and social sciences while fish — by biologists and natural
sciences. This position helped to separate sociology from other
sciences and authors writing in the interdisciplinary domain. It
also contributed to sociology’s drift towards sociologism, where
people interact only with people and all this happens in a non-
material social space (social environment).

Danilevsky criticized social evolutionism for the belief in the
existence of planetary humankind with a common history
of evolution. He wrote that this view was not supported by any
geographical, archeological, culturological or anthropological
research. He distinguished a number of geographically isolated
cultural-historical society types, in particular, ten old types —
Egyptian, Indian, Chinese, Chaldean, Persian, Hebrew, Arab,
Greek, Roman, and Germanic, also mentioning two immature
types — Incas and Mayas — that had been forcibly destroyed,
leaving a question mark about the status of the New World
in North America. As for the Russian society, he viewed it as
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a new cultural-historical type.

Lev Ilich Mechnikov (1838—1888) was another
representative of the geographical school. In his book
“Civilization and great historical rivers”, he classifies cultures
into riverside, seaside and ocean-side types, associating ancient
civilizations with big rivers, antique civilizations — with seas
and modern ones — with oceans. This division is based on the
social fabric, which influences the level of the geographical
environment’s exploration*t.

He leant towards scientific materialism, supporting the idea
of universal global development from non-organic (mechanisms)
to organic (organisms) and further to intelligent nature (society).
The social structure is based on solidarity, which can be
compulsory, subordinate and free. These three forms of social
structure correspond to three types of civilizations and three
types of biogenous water bodies. Solidarity is necessary for
survival in adverse conditions of the surrounding physical-
geographical environment. It is expressed through teamwork
and leads to progress. Progress results in the emergence of free
people (anarchists), whose life is associated with the world
ocean. For this reason, Mechnikov is regarded as the founder
of Russian geopolitics and an ideologist of anarchism.

The Russian specifics led to a situation when, in the

beginning of the 20" century, the interdisciplinary area
between sociology and medicine and statistics became the most
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promising sociological subject (as related to further development
of environmentalism). Theoretical constructions and conclusions
were gradually replaced by scientific experiments. The
important thing was to obtain, from natural sciences, an
exhaustive reply to the questions: Who exactly are humans? How
and why do they act (interact with other people and nature)?
Ivan Mihaylovich Sechenov (1829—1905) turned social
science about humans into an exact science. Based on extensive
experiments and data, he offered a rational explanation for
all nervous and mental signs, including consciousness and its
manifestation in the form of an act of will. Leaving the
holistic approach to the organism as a whole, he divided
acts into subconscious and conscious. He substantiated this
view suggesting that all mental signs are also physiological
(reflexive), and that acts and interactions of cells, organisms
(individuals) and populations (society) with their inner and
external environment could be studied using objective methods®’.
He shared and developed the views of Russian cosmists.
Together with his wife, he was the first to translate Darwin’s
“The descent of man, and selection in relation to sex”*® into
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Russian, becoming a popularizer of the evolutionary theory,
arguing in its favor in terms of physiology and psychology. He is
the founding father of the synthetic evolution theory, currently
comprising data from paleontology, molecular biology, genetics
and systematics.

Ivan Petrovich Pavlov (1849—1936) was the first
to formulate the physiological principles of higher nervous
activity, based on investigation of dogs*’, making clear the
difference between involuntary and conditional reflexes and
the role of the reinforcement mechanism in the conditioning
of reflexes. It was now clear that, unlike reinforcement,
incentives or punishments fail to form conditional reflexes
(habits) among humans as they take effect over time rather than
during an act itself.

Also of interest is Pavlov’s participation in the debate on native
temperaments and their influence on behavior and emotional
state. This postulate was largely rejected. Experimenting, Pavlov
identified three dynamic parameters — intensity, tranquility and
agility of the excitative and inhibitory processes, prevalence
and various combinations of which influence intra-specie and
external interaction. It was discovered that these parameters
were conditioned during interaction with various environments,
1.e., they were not native, and they influenced behavior (higher

descent of man, and selection in relation to sex. 1871.”).
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nervous activity) after conditioning>. However, supporters of the
“ancient knowledge” continue to cling to the transcendental
argument that Pavlov’s dogs were doomed to make it to the
environment, which developed the qualities later identified
by Pavlov.

Pavlov’s research was used by practicing psychiatrists
and psychotherapists. Sociologists extrapolated the results
of Pavlov’s experiments to humans and society. Politicians and
businessmen received a better understanding of how they could
manage, subordinate, interest prospective buyers and sell their
products. Western science on behavior (the behaviorist approach
to sociology) and neurolinguistics received a momentum for
development and by now have taken the form of studies, using
quantitative and qualitative methods, of practices and discourses,
including ecological ones.

Viadimir Mihaylovich Bekhterev (1857—1927) extended
the objective knowledge about physiology and pathology
of human psyche. He also studied certain form of group
behavior, for example, mass hysteria when a crowd behaves
more stupidly than an individual behaves and ceases to be
an assemblage of rational beings®’. In 1907, with the
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support of colleagues and donors, he organized the Saint-
Petersburg Psycho-neurological Institute, establishing Russia’s
first sociological research and educational institution — the chair
of sociology.

This chair of sociology was headed by Maksim Maksimovich
Kovalevsky (1851—1916) and Evgeny Valentinovich De
Roberti (1843—1915), who elaborated a prospective research
program based on research in physiology and psychology,
individual and collective behavior. This institution had pragmatic
tasks in the field of pedagogics, law and health care and, as
related to reflexology, was to establish a foundation for scientific
management of living beings, including humans, behavior.

In 1908, the institute admitted its first 900 students, with
more than a half of them being women. Structurally, the institute
consisted of the main faculty, with classes being compulsory
for all students for two years, after which they were to choose
a major discipline. Aside from sociology, during the first
year at the main faculty students were lectured in physics,
non-organic chemistry, geology, general biology, anatomy,
physiology, general and experimental psychology, logics, history
of philosophy, general history, history of Russian literature and
theology. At the second year, the curriculum comprised higher
mathematics, statistics, physical geography, organic chemistry,
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general biology, anatomy and histology of the nervous system,
physiology, psychophysiology of sensory organs, comparative
psychology, history of philosophy, history of economic theories,
general history, history of world literature, history of arts and
history of culture.

It should be noted that Kovalevsky and De Roberti
were high-ranking masons. Accordingly, those familiar
with the subject might assume that their efforts were
aiming to develop physiology and psychology, establish the
corresponding institutions and, on that base, organize regular
training of sociologists. These sociologists, who were quite
competent, now regularly and reflectively generated a lot
of specialized knowledge about interaction of humans, social
groups, organizations, structures and institutes, which were
easily understandable by corresponding experts. Followers of the
historical approach would say that this event was inspired by the
course of history. Other people would offer another opinion,
for example, saying that this was the result of a public, non-
commercial effort of Russian intellectuals. One way or another,
it was obvious that this was a key event in the history of Russian
sociology.

In Kovalevsky’s view, population growth is the main
biosocial factor that directly impacts the economy as it results
in economic change that brings about changes in politics,
which, in turn, change social and private life. His theory
of genetic (evolutionary) sociology describes and emphasizes



the simultaneous interaction of individuals, groups and society
in the natural physical environment and in the spiritual, cultural-
historic and symbolic domains. He believed that prominent
individuals had a mystical ability to control nature, resulting
in recognition of power brokers by the general public. He
examined and compared specific cases of historical development
of nations and activities of social groups within these nations,
trying to identify the reasons for the resulting social progress
or for failure to achieve such progress®>. This method can
be used in sociological analysis of ecological and anti-
ecological practices, sustainable and non-sustainable economic
development, ecological and anti-ecological polities, etc.

Believing that social change was now identified purely
with psychological processes, De Roberti combined biology,
sociology and psychology. He maintained that mental activity
was manifested in the four basic methods of obtaining knowledge
about oneself and the world, namely, science, philosophy,
religion and arts, which determine practical activities, including
productive ones. While admitting the importance of economic
relations at a certain historical stage, he believed that
psychological interaction played a key role.

Paying special attention to social progress and social
evolution, interaction in small groups, and influence of social
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factors on the personality, he advocated the idea that all
social interaction is a consequence of interactions between
personalities, and therefore it is basically psychological. Hence,
biology, or, more precisely, physiology and psychology are
capable of explaining all social phenomena. At the same
time, an individual’s activities are not dominated by biological
characteristics. De Roberti’s biosocial theory emphasizes that
human society has evolved from three forms of universal
energy — non-organic, organic and supra-organic or psychic.
Paying special attention to social progress and social
evolution, interaction in small groups, and influence of social
factors on the personality, he advocated the idea that all
social interaction is a consequence of interactions between
personalities, and therefore it is basically psychological. Hence,
biology, or, more precisely, physiology and psychology are
capable of explaining all social phenomena. At the same
time, an individual’s activities are not dominated by biological
characteristics. De Roberti’s biosocial theory emphasizes that
human society has evolved from three forms of universal
energy — non-organic, organic and supra-organic or psychic>?.
Kovalevsky and De Roberti became Russia’s first professional
sociologists. They saw their task as providing insights on
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all theories, approaches and methods used in sociology.
Lectures in sociology relied on factual material, supported
by physiological and psychological data as well as by statistics,
born as an exact science and dating back much earlier than the
history of Russian sociology.

The first censuses of population and inventories of extracted

natural resources started in Novgorod and Kiev in the 10
century for the purposes of duty levying.

Ivan Kirillovich Kirillov (1689—1737) used the data from
the 1710 census of peasant households and the first audit
conducted in 1718, which provided the basis for his work “7The
flourishing state of the Russian land...", published in 1727.
In 1734, he prepared the first statistical-economic survey in the
form of a historical, ethnographic and economic atlas of Russia>*.

In 1737, Vasily Nikitich Tatishchev (1686—1750) compiles
the first questionnaire with guidelines for land surveyors,
featuring questions in geography, geology, soil science,
archeology, natural resource use, agriculture, industrial and
backyard production, residential communities and residents,
their culture and language. He dispatched the questionnaires
himself and used the answers received in his work “Introduction
to the historical and geographical description of Russian Empire”
sending copies of the answers to the Russian Academy
of Sciences.

3% Kirillov LK. Flourishing condition of the all-Russian state... 1727.; Atlas of the
Russian Empire. St. Petersburg. 1724—1731. (all in Russian)



In 1747, he wrote a scientific work on organization of census
registration titled “The reasoning for the audit of the polls...",
where he proposed to introduce a uniform census document,
reduce census timeframes and improve qualifications of census
takers>.

In 1760, Mikhail Vasilyevich Lomonosov (1711—1765)
presented his work “Academic questionnaire” containing
30 questions, some of which related to physical and economic
geography and the rest — to culture, ways and methods of natural
resource use. Unlike Tatishchev’s work, this questionnaire
was dispatched to governors and regional academics by the
government.

Academics then used the poll data for compiling a new
“Russian Atlas”® and Lomonosov — in his treatise “On
preservation and reproduction of the Russian people”, where he
suggested legislative and public measures aimed at increasing
Russia’s population (increase in the birthrate, retention of those
already born and measures to encourage foreigners to take
Russian citizenship)~’.

3 Tatishchev V.N. Introduction to the historical and geographical description
of great Russian Empire. St. Petersburg. Part 1. 1950 (1744 manuscript).; The
reasoning for the audit of the polls... St. Petersburg. Part 2. 1861 (1747 manuscript).
(all in Russian)

36 1 Isle J .-N., Euler L., Von Winsheim C.N., Heinsius G., Miller F.I. Atlas of the
Russian. Saint-Petersburg Academy of Sciences. 1745. (in Russian, Latin, German
and French).
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In parallel with that, Feodor Ivanovich Miller (1705—1783)
compiled “Economic questions”, another questionnaire that was
similar to Lomonosov’s in its goals. It comprised 65 questions
on the population structure, agriculture, industry and trade. This
questionnaire was dispatched to governors, officials and major
landowners. As a result, he wrote a number of works comprising
historical, geographical and ethnographical materials®.

Statistical ~efforts made by the government since
1764 included the general inventory of MaloRossia, general
land surveying and topographic descriptions of provinces,
which comprised descriptions containing cultural-historical,
geographical, administrative and economic characteristics.
These new methodologies for gathering, processing and analysis
of diverse data using a single question structure were important
for development of sciences in general and for ecosociology.

The emergence of economic statistics in the 18™ century and its
further development provides retrospective research material for
analyzing social dynamics and interaction with natural resources.

Aleksandr Nikolaevich Radishchev (1749—1802) was

Petersburg. 1761. (in Russian)

38 Miller F.I. A description of the Tomsk uyezd of the Tobolsk province in Siberia
to its present position. St. Petersburg. 1734.; Description of the Siberian Kingdom
and all occurred in it from beginning, and especially from its conquest by the
Russian state at these times. St. Petersburg. 1750.; Description living in Kazan
province pagan Nations, like the Cheremis, Chuvash and Votyaks. St. Petersburg.
1791.; Historical writings on the MaloRussian and the MaloRussians. Moscow. 1846.;
History of Siberia. Moscow-Leningrad. 1939—1941. Vol. 1—2. 1999.; Moscow.
2000—2005. Vol. 1—3. (all in Russian)



instrumental in further development of Russian statistics, using
both the Academy of Sciences and his own data obtained in the
course of, one can say, an ecosociological research in his estate.
This data was later used for substantiating expert proposals.

In his work “On legal provisions”, he writes that the
government is complaining that the huge Russian territories
are scantily populated. With 12—20 children born to a typical
peasant family, less than a quarter reach adult age. The
government does not know the causes of child mortality and
the cause probably lies in the arduous economic conditions
of peasant’s life. Many landlords reside outside their land
holdings and, totally unaware of the working conditions of their
peasants, levy a rent of 1—?2 rubles, and some — even 5 rubles.
However, this rent should be levied based, as a minimum, on
soil fertility. He proposed to exempt the peasants living in areas
characterized by infertile soil, harsh climatic conditions and the
absence of abundant hunting acreage from the state duty and rent
to the landlord.

Further, he suggests establishing a nationwide system of taxes
on production and trade based on such poll data from provincial
censuses as the number and quality of population (composition
and standard of living), land (fertility and capability), local
industries (plants and factories) and crafts (product types and
output, number of workers, including seasonal ones). The

39 Radishchev A.N. Letter about Chinese bargaining. St. Petersburg. 1794.; The
description of my possession... St. Petersburg. 1799. (all in Russian)



next category of questions relates to various types of duties,
landowners, recruitment, road maintenance, prisoners, issue
of money and police maintenance costs®.

In the end of the 18™ century, Lyudvig Wolfgang Krafft
(1743—1814) formulated the need and suggested a statistical
methodology for population accounting using mortality and
birth rates, deriving a formula for calculating the population
doubling time®'. In doing this, he strengthened the statistical
approach to sociology as a method used in exact sciences,
giving momentum to development of quantitative methods
in international sociology.

Russia’s first statistical branch, affiliated to the Police
Ministry, was then established on 20 March 1811.

Karl Feodorovich German (1767—1838), the first director
of this statistical office, specialized in the subject as a researcher
and lectured in the state educational institutions®?. Other
ministries also conducted statistical surveys and published their
results. However, they were more interested in departmental
data, frequently — about their numerous officials, official

%0 Radishchev A.N. On the Statute. St. Petersburg. 1802. (in Russian)

61 Krafft W.L. Lists marriages, births and deaths in Sent Petersburg over 1791—
1796. St. Petersburg: Imperial Academy of Sciences. 1801. Vol. 12. (in Russian)

2 German K.F. Statistical description of the Yaroslavl province. St. Petersburg.
1808.; A short guide to General history statistics. St. Petersburg. 1808.; General
theory of statistics. St. Petersburg. 1809.; Historical review of literature of statistics,
in particular the Russian state. St. Petersburg. 1817.; Statistical research on the Russian
Empire. Part I: Population. St. Petersburg. 1819. (all in Russian)



buildings and bureaucratic routine conducted in towns and
provinces.

After a series of state-initiated reforms and internal
reorganization of statistical institutions, the Russian Empire’s
first general census of the population was taken in 1897. The
results were published in 1899 in 89 volumes featuring data
by province. Subsequent editions, containing analytical statistical
materials in figures and diagrams, were then published regularly
until the year 1905%.

The county councils (or “zemstvo” — Russian sound),
established by the 1864 reform, conducted their own local
social and statistical surveys studying the social structure of the
population, social categories, economic activity of peasants and
factory workers, their living conditions, education and sanitary

culture. In the beginning of the 20t century, a systematic
research of this kind covered 17 provinces of the Russian
Empire.

This statistical activity has provided and continues to provide
ample material for retrospective sociological analysis and
theorizing. The professionalism of researchers and census takers,
statistical techniques and methods for data processing have been
improving all the time, including the Soviet period. And, as some
statistical points dealt with interaction between humans and the

63 Troynitsky N. (ed.) The first general census of the Russian Empire in 1897. St.
Petersburg: Central Statistical Committee of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. 1897—
1905. (in Russian)



natural environment, this material and research approach remain
relevant for ecosociologists until today.

In the Soviet period, beginning with the 1920s, Russian
science was dominated by the Marxist-Leninist ideology;
therefore, all ecological ideas, theories and concepts proposed
by foreign colleagues were criticized for a “bourgeois” approach.
The state funded and strictly controlled scientific research,
especially works of authorship. The same control was exercised
over ideas inspiring public initiatives, with the only objective
being construction of a socialist and, afterwards, a communist
society. Everyone was supposed to comply with the resolutions
issued by the communist party congresses that were aimed at
industrialization, economic growth and extensive use of natural
resources.

At the same time, love for nature and proper ecological
behavior (ecologism) were taught at schools and propagandized
by books for children and young people. For example, school
curriculums included such subjects as nature study and studies
of local history, books about nature written by Russian
and Soviet writers. These provided basic knowledge about
environmental links and systems, proper attitude and interaction
with natural sites, methods of their conservation, beneficial use
and restoration.

This field of Russian teacher’s activity, lasting for two
centuries of the pre-Soviet period, seven decades of the Soviet
era and until today, is largely overlooked and little known



by Russian ecosociologists. In the post-Soviet period, it has taken
the form of continuous ecological education and mass ecological
movement supported by a huge number of peaceful, positive-
minded high school- and college-based ecological groups uniting
many lecturers (both in natural and social sciences), students and
their parents®.

I can name another three fields of activity in the
Soviet period, also aimed at ecologization, which are little
known by ecosociologists. Ecosociological researchers view
the Russian ecological movement as one of the main study
subjects of ecosociology. However, they only attend to public
organizations and some prominent environmental activists,
somehow leaving aside the lines of activity listed below. I hope
the situation will change in the future.

The second line of activity relates to the movement
of inventors and innovators. Many suggestions made by inventors
and innovators were aimed at saving and restoration of natural
resources, ensuring their more efficient use and recycling,
and elimination of waste toxicity. Some suggestions intended
to improve the conditions of communal living, health protection,
disease treatment and safety. This activity also needs to be
studied in the industries associated with natural resource use —

o4 Korobeynikova L.A. (ed.) Environmental education and education of youth: the
experience of schools, extracurricular institutions and universities. Vologda: Vologda
State Pedagogical University: Rus’. 1993.; Continuous environmental education:
problems, experience, prospects // Proceedings of the II Interregional scientific and
practical conference. Tomsk. November 6—7, 2008. (all in Russian)



agriculture, forestry and fisheries, tourism and so on.

The third line of activity is probably the oldest, and much of it
falls within the pre-Soviet period. It relates to national cultural
traditions of environmental friendliness and nature conservation.
These traditions are absorbed with “mother’s milk” via nurturing
and education in the skills of a traditional natural resource
use within the family and the local community. Methods for
transmission include linguistic terms, folklore, and lifestyle. Our
Russian predecessors, apart from giving birth to us, did preserve
the natural wealth in its entirety for us to use.

The third line is tourism, sport, medicine, maternity and
everything else associated with health and human reproductivity
because, in the Soviet period, unpolluted environment was
perceived as a healthy environment. Individuals and society
in general have always shown great concern for nature
conservation and for being able to use its healing power.

The firth is arts — poetry, painting, sculpture and music. The
pre-Soviet, Soviet and post-Soviet poets, painters, sculptors and
composers have made an invaluable contribution to propagation
of love for nature. Their perception of nature’s beauty, power and
importance indicates a special sense of beauty that complements
the five senses.

However, this love for nature was somewhat ambiguous
because, ideologically, the state cultivated the notion of humans
as conquerors of nature on the planetary and, in the long
term, on the galactic scale. As an example, scientists,



engineers and politicians earnestly discussed projects, which
were to divert great Siberian Rivers to the south. As a result,
the Intergovernmental Conference on Environmental Education,
initiated by United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) and United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) and giving momentum for specialized
training of Russian experts and lecturers, took place only
in 1977 in Tbilisi. The First All-Union Conference on
environmental education, held in Minsk in 1979, prepared
recommendations for the ministries of education, culture,
justice, nature protection societies and “nature protection
squads”, thus shifting the focus of attention from love for nature
to its protection.

The significance and relevance of the public environmental
initiatives of the 1980s and 1990s was so high that some
authors deny the existence of the ecological movement until the
emergence of college-based “nature protection squads” in the
early 1970s. The All-Russian Society for Nature Conservation,
which began its activities in 1924, and local eco-groups are
discarded as they never opposed the idea of extensive economic
development. However, if we recall the structure and history
of Western environmentalism described above, we will see that
the nature conservation initiative is only a part of the ecological
movement.

The Third All-Union Conference on Environmental
Education, held in Kazan’ in 1990, formulated the task



of establishing a system of continuous ecological education.
The conference prepared the document titled “Environmental

program for the 1 3 five year period and until the year
2005, elaborated pursuant to the USSR Supreme Soviet
resolution “On urgent measures relating to the country’s
ecological recovery” (Ne829—1 of 27.11.1989). It provided
for introduction of universal ecological training, organization
of systematic environmental education for various population
categories, establishing environmental information-support
centers at universities and research institutes. That marked the
end of the Soviet period of the ecological movement.

A strong momentum for further development of Russian
ecosociology in the 1980s was given by the Chernobyl’ accident
and the increasingly frequent local ecological disasters, which
intensified ecological concern and then grew into protests staged
by the environmental movement with the support of the public.
The greatest concern was voiced by experts who were able
to draw the authority’s attention to the discovered ecological
problems and risks via ecological councils, simultaneously
raising public awareness through publications in the media.

The population and all other participants of the process,
satisfying themselves, though direct perception of ecological
problems, that the experts were right, were then trying
to influence decision-makers to change the situation for the
better. In this, they were hampered by the state system
and social institutes. In response, they initiated a program



of collective action comprising protest rallies, demonstrations,
actions of resistance, protest letters, denunciatory publications
and public speeches, establishing of new parties and eco-
political movements. In parallel with that, another part of the
environmental movement was peacefully clearing streets from
garbage in spring, planting trees and flowers and teaching
children to love nature. A study of the ideas, values, discourse
and practices promulgated by these movements provides a good
opportunity for extending the understanding of the ecosocial
reality.
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