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Social theories in the contemporary world mainly come from the Euro-
American world, and here we do not get the dynamics of social thinking 
from other parts of the world. In this book, we explore Russian social 
thought in the 19th century as part of our effort to understand social theo-
rizing in our contemporary world historically as well as from theoretical 
movements from different parts of the world. The book is part of our book 
series, Social Thought, Regional Imagination and Planetary Conversations, 
edited by Ananta Kumar Giri.

We are offering this work at a critical juncture in Russian and world his-
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exploration hopefully helps us in this direction.
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There is an opinion that Russian social theory is secondary to the European 
one and lacks originality. According to Vvedenskiy, such opinions has some-
times led to radical statements that Russians by nature were not disposed to: 
“..​.as if they by nature were too sober and straightforward about things to 
venture into philosophical abstractions” (Vvedenskiy, 1898, p. 4). In particu-
lar, B. Yakovenko wrote that the lack of characteristic features of Russian 
social thought is related to its “lack of originality” (Yakovenko, 2008, p. 
16). Of course, Russian thinkers and social theorists built their ideas on the 
already existing foundation of European philosophy, religion, and science. 
Russia was not an intellectual periphery, but it did not set trends, by and 
large. This was partly due to the “catching-up” nature of Russian scientific 
thought in general. Russian social thought in the 19th century was character-
ized by a certain old-fashionedness; it relied on philosophy and religion and 
saw in social development deeper themes related to human nature, religion, 
and moral choice. The schools of social theory that were practiced in the 
Russian Empire were created as part of a larger universe of social thought 
(Vucinich, 1976). Its formation, structural place, and practical involvement 
in social transformation have given it some distinct features: a holistic view 
of social phenomena and crises; moral concepts of relations between society 
and the state; and an emphasis on justice, crime, and punishment, along 
with the integral concept of personality (Medushevskiy, 2015).

One of the features of Russian social thought is related to the relation-
ship between church and state in Russian society over the course of history. 
The strong influence of the state on the church was institutionalized under 
Peter the Great and turned the church into a kind of ministry under the 
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government. This subordinate position added certain features even to reli-
gious philosophy. Everything has its place; there must be a harmony between 
ratio and fides. As Mikhail Lomonosov, one of the founders of Russian sci-
ence and a leading figure of the 18th century Russian Enlightenment wrote: 
“A mathematician is wrong if he wants to measure God's will with a com-
pass, but neither is a theologian right if he thinks that one can learn astron-
omy or chemistry from the Psalter” (Lomonosov, 1952, p. 311). The idea 
that religion, science, and culture must coexist and nourish the develop-
ment of a prosperous society had strong roots in Russian social thought of 
that time. Uncontrollable technical and social progress must be guided by 
Christian values, but at the same time this progress could lead to a better 
future where the environment is more fruitful to preserve these values.

Russian social theory of the 19th century is closely interlinked with the 
concepts of natural philosophy and idealism. Moreover, it is inconceivable 
without the German influence and, first of all, without the influence of 
Friedrich Schelling. As Gyuliga noted,

Neither Kant nor Fichte, but Schelling was destined to become the ruler 
of Russian philosophical thought and to have a significant influence on 
the development of Russian thinkers until the end of the XIX century. 
Schelling meant more to Russia than to Germany.

(Gyuliga, 1984, p. 289)

The first major disseminator of Schelling’s ideas in Russia was the “Society 
of Lyubomudriye” (Общество любомудрия) (Kamensky, 1980). It was a 
secret society consisting of young men from different noble families. All 
of them received excellent education, and almost all of them were men of 
distinguished talents. When they became close friends while serving in the 
archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Moscow, they immediately 
agreed on their interest in philosophy. Just at that time, Mikhail Pavlov, 
a prominent disciple of Schelling and one of the professors of Moscow 
University, returned from abroad and enthusiastically began to familiarize 
his students with Schelling’s philosophy. Some of these students were mem-
bers of the “Society.” Their interest in philosophy and receptiveness to new 
knowledge were very fruitful grounds for the ideas of Schelling that were 
taught by Pavlov and some other professors (Nosov, 1981). From 1831, the 
main centre of perception of Schelling’s ideas (together with the ideas of 
other German philosophers) became the circle of N. Stankevich, in which 
A. Herzen, V. Belinsky, M. Bakunin, K. Aksakov took part. It is a difficult 
task to explain the exact reason why Schelling became so popular among 
Russian intellectuals at that time. Many of them tried to “transplant” his 
ideas to Russian soil. In Russian thought, God, as a concept of pure reason, 
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was considered something very arguable. There was a revolt against the phi-
losophy of religion within reason. Apollo Grigoriev said that Schelling was 
“life, not theory” (Grigoriev, 1980, p. 261). Many of the poems of Fyodor 
Tyutchev were written under Schelling’s influence, and moreover, he was 
personally acquainted with Schelling (Toporov, 1990). Schellingianism, as 
a philosophical movement, gave rise to the origins of Slavophilism, which is 
clearly seen in the reflection of Schelling’s thoughts in the works of Russian 
philosophers. Schelling’s philosophy influenced the work and spiritual 
development of P. Chaadaev, F. Dostoevsky, L. Tolstoy, P. Yurkevich, and F. 
Tyutchev (Saharov, 1977). His philosophy of art played a role in the forma-
tion of Russian romanticism. The religious and mystical aspirations of F. 
Schelling are reflected in the works of V. S. Soloviev. In Russia, Schelling was 
loved for limiting the place of knowledge and giving place to faith and for 
the fact that he turned the absolute, an empty word of Western philosophy, 
into a person who lives his divine life, the living God (Giryonok, 1990).

The development of social thought in Russia is related not only to the 
peculiarities of Russian history but also to the country’s geographic posi-
tion. Geography had a strong influence on Russian self-determination, with 
its West-East dilemma, which was most vividly expressed in the confronta-
tion between the so-called “Westerners” and “Slavophiles.” The “unique 
Russian way” was reflected in the writings of Russian social philosophers, 
and the striking contradiction between the West and the East, of which Russia 
has been a part for almost its entire history, only reinforced the doubts of 
Russian thinkers. It is important to note, however, that the Asian influence 
in Russia should be understood to a greater extent as Byzantium influence, 
which can only conventionally be classified as Asian, rather than any other 
countries or cultures. The Byzantine Empire indirectly served as a prototype 
for the creation of the Russian Empire, and the religious influence of the 
Byzantine Church laid the foundation for Russian religious philosophy.

The problem of Russia’s uncertain status as a periphery of Europe has 
been a major challenge for the Russian elites since the famous reforms of 
Peter the Great, but the initial interpretation of this problem was not very 
controversial. According to popular wisdom, Russia was lagging behind the 
West in terms of growth, but as a “young country,” it has a good chance of 
quickly closing the gap. Attempts to mindlessly copy the Western norms and 
customs were ridiculed, but at the same time it was clear to Russian aris-
tocracy that the country needs to learn from more developed societies. This 
hopeful and widely accepted attitude was challenged after the Napoleonic 
Wars, when the disputes between the representatives of the Russian state and 
part of the educated elites became more escalated. The latter group seeks 
faster modernization of society and meaningful political changes while the 
Czar and the state considered such ideas as dangerous and inadequate. The 
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debate over Russia’s “special way,” “historical destiny,” “place in European 
politics,” “unique spirituality,” and the relative benefits and drawbacks of its 
“backwardness” in comparison to the West was particularly heated during 
the first ten years of Nicholas I’s reign, which was marked with such impor-
tant events as the Decembrist uprising in 1825 and the November Uprising 
in Poland in 1830.

As Pavel Sorokin noted in regard to the context that shaped Russian social 
thought at this time: “..​.the golden age of progressive high culture coexisted 
with an outworn institutional system” (Sorokin, 2015, p. 344).

Following the release of Peter Chaadayev’s “First Philosophical Letter” 
in 1836, the debate grew even more intense. Chaadayev claims that Russia’s 
erroneous decision to make Eastern Christianity the official religion caused 
it to be isolated from both the Islamic East and the Catholic West, and that it 
was unable to integrate naturally into either of the major civilizations of the 
globe (Losskiy, 1991). The letter was published at the same time when Sergei 
Uvarov, Minister of National Education, developed the new official ideology 
of the Russian Empire, known as “Orthodoxy, Autocracy, and Narodnost” 
(Nationalgeist). According to Uvarov, Russia was spared the degradation 
that the contemporary West had to endure because of Narodnost’, which 
was characterized by loyalty to the tenets of the established political system 
and confession of the dogmas of the dominating religion. Prince Vyazemsky, 
a member of the literary society “Arzamas” and a friend of Uvarov, came up 
with the notion itself. Vyazemsky helped develop the “State Charter of the 
Russian Empire,” which was an analogue of the Constitution that Alexander 
I had suggested. While working on this issue he had to deal with the problem 
of the Russian political language’s underdevelopment and lack of definitions 
for several important terms. For example, the French concept of nationalité 
allowed the European monarchies of the time to understand their own power 
through a unique relationship to the nation and its citizens, but in Russia 
there was no such concept developed. Being in Poland, Vyazemsky noticed 
that there is a specific term called narodowość already existing in Polish, so 
he decided to utilize this term and introduce it in Russian as Narodnost’. 
The new term linked the two French words populaire and national: “folk” 
as referring to the life of the people, such as the peasants or inhabitants of 
pre-Peter Russia, and “national” as a characteristic of all social strata in 
general. At the same time, it has been unclear what the exact meaning of 
this concept is. Almost twenty years later, Belinsky noticed that the term 
was used universally, but its meaning remained mostly dark and mysterious. 
It referred to other, more significant values that have not been fully concep-
tualized yet (Belinsky, 1979).

When Uvarov became minister of education in 1833, he tried to solve 
the problem of the uncertainty and “enigma” of the term and interpreted it 
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through the other two elements of the triad. Russian Narodnost’ thus con-
sisted in adherence to Orthodoxy and adherence to a monarchical mode of 
government. Moreover, Uvarov was convinced that Russia and Europe are 
moving in the same direction, which is set by European values, in particular 
science and education. However, Russia is moving towards “European civili-
zation” in a special way that is different from the trajectories of the revolution-
weakened “old” Europe. The Tsar’s power was nationally acclaimed because 
it was the result of a centuries-long process of historical development, from 
the calling of the Varangians and the baptism of Rus’ to the war of 1812. 
Russian Narodnost’ is thus rooted in history. These conflicting doctrines 
were amplified by the ongoing debate between the so-called “Westernism” 
and “Slavophilism” movements in Russian socio-political thought. During 
the heated salon discussions about the meaning of Chaadayev’s publication 
both parties formulated their own vision of Russia’s future. From the per-
spective of “Westerners,” Russia can only expect to effectively compete with 
its European neighbours in terms of politics, economy, and culture after 
finishing the process of Westernization. Slavophiles, on the other hand, held 
that Russia had a “special way” that was rooted in its pre-Petrine heritage,1 
Orthodox spirituality, and communal spirit. Official ideology supporters 
had access to all available resources and used censorship and overt police 
repression to limit the expression of opposing viewpoints. Their opponents 
promoted their beliefs through literature and self-published articles, and 
they arranged their debates in closed salons and clubs. Literature and its 
critical interpretations played a pivotal part in these debates since it was 
replete with references and clues about the prevailing socio-political contro-
versy. The public discussion around Gogol’s Dead Souls regarding Russia’s 
mission and historical destiny is among the most striking instances of this 
type of argument. Adherents of both doctrines hastened to enlist the writer 
as one of their supporters. “Westerners,” led by the famous literature critic 
Belinsky, insisted that Gogol’s work is a ferocious denunciation of Russian 
society; Slavophile critics saw this publication as a rampant apotheosis of 
Russian culture and society.

Both “Westerners” and “Slavophiles” seek to develop universal argu-
ments in support of their position, and to do so they tried to assess different 
positive and negative features of the European influence over Russia. Some 
Russian thinkers like Odoevskiy or Kireevskiy saw a downside in European 
philosophy in its “one-sidedness.” According to Odoevsky,

But God save us to concentrate all our mental, moral, and physical pow-
ers on one material direction, however useful it may be: whether it be rail-
roads, paper spinning mills, cloth mills or chintz factories. One-sidedness 
is the poison of today's societies and the secret cause of all complaints, 
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unrest and perplexities; when one branch lives on the expense of the 
whole tree, the tree withers away.

(Odoevskiy, 1913, p. 65)

This universal one-sidedness, as Odoevskiy believed, is a consequence of 
rationalistic schematism, which is unable to offer any complete and holistic 
understanding of nature, history, and person. According to Odoevskiy, only 
symbolic cognition can bring us closer to comprehending. In addition, this 
demand for a more holistic approach is reflected in Russian social thought 
and literature. There are three elements that are fused in a person—believ-
ing, cognitive, and aesthetic. These elements can and should form a harmo-
nious unity not only in the human soul but also in public life. It is this kind 
of wholeness that Odoevskiy and many other Russian philosophers did not 
find in the 19th century’s civilization (Losskiy, 1991).

It would be incorrect to reduce these debates to purely theoretical mind 
games and a sort of hobby for wealthy and well-educated people. Both 
“Westerners” and “Slavophiles” desired to implement their ideas in practice 
to fight against injustices and the “backwardness” of their homeland. In the 
1840s, both intellectual movements made attempts to form a plan to abol-
ish serfdom in Russia and to formulate their vision for further reforms. But 
for the “Slavophiles” the development of Russia was not an issue of some 
standards that were established in Western Europe and must be simply met 
in the Russian Empire, but rather a step on the way to true “Sobornost’.” 
In their opinion, this concept is the most essential characteristic of Russian 
society that is closely connected with Eastern Christianity’s religious leg-
acy. According to the “Slavophiles,” only Orthodoxy has embraced and 
preserved the eternal truth of early Christianity in its entirety, namely the 
idea of the identity of unity and freedom. This is reflected in the idea of 
“Sobornost’”—the free unity of believers in their joint understanding of the 
truths of Orthodoxy and in the joint search for the way to salvation. This 
is the way to organize a just and moral society that is not affected by the 
“one-sidedness” of Western civilization and not stretched by the “old-fash-
ionedness” of Eastern influence. This endless search for an understanding 
of the role and place of Russia between West and East could be traced in 
the works of very different Russian social thinkers and in the great Russian 
literature of the 19th century (Zhereb, 2017). It is not a coincidence that 
one of the brightest figures among the Russian “Westerners” was Vissarion 
Belinsky—a famous literary critic.

Art, philosophy, and religion were closely intertwined, and this is why 
philosophical ideas were reflected in Russian literature in such a significant 
way. Hence, the fact that, for foreigners, the most famous social thinkers of 
the time were the Russian writers, Tolstoy and Dostoevsky, rather than the 
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philosophers Bakunin or Stronin, for example. This may seem strange, since 
Russian writers were not detached from social and political discussions and 
drew on the ideas of Russian social and religious philosophers in their texts. 
Why, then, did Russian literature gain worldwide recognition while Russian 
social thought did not? In itself, this question is already incorrect because 
it artificially separates Russian philosophy and literature, which are closely 
linked in the Russian tradition.

This volume seeks to provide the readers with information about these 
concepts and ideas, which are specific to Russian socio-philosophic thought, 
and also present the key figures of Russian social theory in the 19th century, 
those whose ideas directly or indirectly inspired famous Russian authors of 
the 19th and even the 20th centuries, and those who looked for answers to 
both philosophical and practical issues of human society’s development. The 
Russian variant of social theory, which is the topic of this volume, dwells 
heavily on the concept of social reality. As a result of this emphasis, although 
the Russian social thinkers of the second half of the 19th and of the early 
20th centuries are generally considered sociologists, their ideas and concep-
tualizations link into a much broader and interdisciplinary conversation. 
The type of general social theory discussed in our book includes philosophi-
cal provisions, varied theories of social structures and processes, alongside 
concerns relevant to contemporary sociologists (Reznik, 2007).

Note

1	 Peter the Great introduced significant reforms in Russia at the beginning of the 
18th century. They were aimed at the modernization of the country and the 
development of its economy, social order, and military capacity. He studied from 
European experience and replaced traditional Russian customs with European 
ones. Also, he invited foreigners to modernize the administration practices 
and the military standards and to push forward Russian science. These radical 
changes affected the development of Russia for a long time and were considered 
quite controversial because, together with the positive effects, they also eradi-
cated some traditional Russian social institutes.

References

Belinsky, V. Selected Works, Moscow: Soviet Literature, 1979. 384 p. [In Russian]
Giryonok, F. Russkiy Cosmism. Мoscow: Znanie, 1990. 182 p. [In Russian]
Grigoriev, A. Aesthetic and Critic. Мoscow: Iskusstvo, 1980. 496 p. [In Russian]
Gyuliga, А. Schelling. Мoscow. Мolodaya Gvardiya, 1984. 317 p. [In Russian]
Kamensky, Z. Moskovskiy kruzhok lubomudrov. Мoscow: Nauka. 1980. 327 p. [In 

Russian]
Lomonosov, M. Complete Works: Volume 7: Works on Philology, Moscow: 

Izdatel’stvo AN USSR, 1952. 1000 p. [In Russian]
Losskiy, N. History of Russian Philosophy. Мoscow: Sovetskiy Pisatel’, 1991. 482 

p. [In Russian]



8  Russian Social Thought in the 19th Century﻿

Medushevskiy, А. History of Russian sociology, Direct-Media, 2015. 497 p. [In 
Russian]

Nosov, A. Philosophy and Aesthetics of the ‘Lyubomudry.’ Voprosy literatury, no. 9 
(1981): 247–256. [In Russian]

Odoevskiy, V. Russkiye nochi [Russian Nights]. Moscow: Put' Publishing, 1913, 
437 p. [In Russian]

Reznik, Y. Russia Needs More Philosophy. Lichnost’ Kultura Obschestvo 9, no. 2 
(36) (2007): 122–130. [In Russian]

Saharov, V. Bytovanie Schellingianskih Idey v Russkoy Literature. Context, 1977: 
210–226. [In Russian]

Sorokin, P. The Russian Sociological Tradition from the XIXth Century Until the 
Present: Key Features and Possible Value for Current Discussions. The American 
Sociologist 46 (2015): 341–355.

Toporov, V. Zametki o poezii Tutcheva. Тallin: Tutchevskiy Sbornik, 1990. 161 p. 
[In Russian]

Vucinich, A. Social Thought in Tsarist Russia: The Quest for a General Science of 
Society, 1861–1917. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1976. 294 p.

Vvedenskiy, A. Sud’by filosofii v Rossii, Moscow: Kushnerev & Co, 1898. 43 p. [In 
Russian]

Yakovenko, I. Undertsanding Russia: Civilizational Analysis, Мoscow: Nauka, 
2008. 521 p. [In Russian]

Zhereb, A. The Development of Russian Sociology in the Period Between the Second 
Half of the 19th Century and the Beginning of the 20th Century. European 
Scientific Journal, 13, no. 10. (2017).



An Introduction and an Invitation 
Belinsky, V. Selected Works, Moscow: Soviet Literature, 1979. 384 p. [In Russian] 
Giryonok, F. Russkiy Cosmism. Мoscow: Znanie, 1990. 182 p. [In Russian] 
Grigoriev, A. Aesthetic and Critic. Мoscow: Iskusstvo, 1980. 496 p. [In Russian] 
Gyuliga, А. . Schelling Мoscow. Мolodaya Gvardiya, 1984. 317 p. [In Russian] 
Kamensky, Z. Moskovskiy kruzhok lubomudrov. Мoscow: Nauka. 1980. 327 p. [In Russian] 
Lomonosov, M. Complete Works: Volume 7: Works on Philology, Moscow: Izdatel’stvo AN
USSR, 1952. 1000 p. [In Russian] 
Losskiy, N. History of Russian Philosophy. Мoscow: Sovetskiy Pisatel’, 1991. 482 p. [In
Russian] 
Medushevskiy, А. . History of Russian sociology, Direct-Media, 2015. 497 p. [In Russian] 
Nosov, A. Philosophy and Aesthetics of the ‘Lyubomudry.’ Voprosy literatury, no. 9 (1981):
247–256. [In Russian] 
Odoevskiy, V. Russkiye nochi [Russian Nights]. Moscow: Put' Publishing, 1913, 437 p. [In
Russian] 
Reznik, Y. Russia Needs More Philosophy. Lichnost’ Kultura Obschestvo 9, no. 2 (36) (2007):
122–130. [In Russian] 
Saharov, V. Bytovanie Schellingianskih Idey v Russkoy Literature. Context, 1977: 210–226. [In
Russian] 
Sorokin, P. The Russian Sociological Tradition from the XIXth Century Until the Present: Key
Features and Possible Value for Current Discussions. The American Sociologist 46 (2015):
341–355. 
Toporov, V. Zametki o poezii Tutcheva. Тallin: Tutchevskiy Sbornik, 1990. 161 p. [In Russian] 
Vucinich, A. Social Thought in Tsarist Russia: The Quest for a General Science of Society,
1861–1917. Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1976. 294 p. 
Vvedenskiy, A. Sud’by filosofii v Rossii, Moscow: Kushnerev & Co, 1898. 43 p. [In Russian] 
Yakovenko, I. Undertsanding Russia: Civilizational Analysis, Мoscow: Nauka, 2008. 521 p. [In
Russian] 
Zhereb, A. The Development of Russian Sociology in the Period Between the Second Half of
the 19th Century and the Beginning of the 20th Century. European Scientific Journal, 13, no.
10. (2017). 

 
From sociological to geographical thoughts of Lev Ilyich Mechnikov 
Andreev, F. M. (2019). A Son of Kharkiv Soil and his Double Anniversary. Accents and
Paradoxes of Modern Philology, 1(4), 7–25. 
Bakunin, M. A. (1970). God and the State (1st ed.). Dover Publications. 
Darwin, Charles . 1958. The Origin of Species. Signet. 
Konishi, S. (2013). Anarchist Modernity: Corporatism and Japanese-Russian Intellectual
Relations in Modern Japan. Harvard University Asia Center. 
Kropotkin, P. (1989). Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution (1st ed.). Black Rose Books. 
Mechnikov, L. (1881). L’empire Japonais. Imp. orientale de L’Atsume Gusa. 
Mechnikov, L. (1886). Revolution and Evolution. The Contemporary Review, 50, 412–437. 
Mechnikov, L. (2013). Tsivilizatsiya i velikie istoricheskie reki. Ajris-Press. 
Spencer, H. (2019). The Principles of Biology; Volume 1. Wentworth Press. 
Turner, J. H. , & McCaffree, K. (2021). Evolutionary Theorizing in Sociology's Formative Period:
Implications for Theorizing Today. In S. Abrutyn & O. Lizardo (Eds.), Handbook of Classical
Sociological Theory (pp. 65–90). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-78205-4 
White, J. D. (1976). Despotism and Anarchy: The Sociological Thought of L. I. Mechnikov. The
Slavonic and East European Review, 54(3), 395–411.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4207300?seq=1 



Mikhail Aleksandrovich Bakunin 
Bakunin, M. A. (1970). God and the State. Dover Publications. 
Bakunin, M. A. (1971). Bakunin on Anarchy. Vintage Books. 
Bakunin, M. A. (1977). The Confession of Mikhail Bakunin. Cornell University Press. 
Carr, E. H. (1937). Michael Bakunin. Vintage Books. 
Gouldner, Alvin (1982). Marx's Last Battle: Bakunin and the First International. Theory and
Society, Vol. 11, No. 6, pp. 853–884. 
Lincoln, Bruce (1986). In the Vanguard of Reform: Russia's Enlightened Bureaucrats,
1825–1861. Northern Illinois University Press. 
Maximov, G. P. (1953). The Political Philosophy of Bakunin. The Free Press. 
Pyziur, Eugene (1955). The Doctrine of Anarchism. The Marquette University Press. 
Randolph, John (2007). The House in the Garden: The Bakunin Family and the Romance of
Russian Idealism. Cornell University Press. 
Wakayama, Kenji (1978). Bakunin to Hakodate. Yokohama, Kanagawa: Warera. 
Wortman, Richard (1995). Scenarios of Power: Myth and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy.
Princeton University Press. 

 
Alexander Stronin 
Akmalova, A. , Kapitsyn, V. M. , Mironov, A. V. , and Mokshin, V. K. (2011). Dictionary-
reference Book on Sociology. Educational Edition. 
Brockhaus, F. A. , and Efron, I. A. (1890). Stronin Alexander Ivanovich. In Энциклопедический
словарь Брокгауза и Ефрона—Алфавитный каталог—Электронная библиотека Руниверс
(Encyclopedic Dictionary of Brockhaus and Efron). https://runivers.ru/lib/book3182/ 
Matyushenko, G. , and Samsonova, N. G. (2014). Russian Philosophy. Encyclopedia. 2nd ed.,
modified and supplemented. Edited by M. A. Olive . Compiled by P. P. Apryshko and A. P.
Polyakov . Moscow, 614–615. 
Nemeth, T. (2018). Positivism in Late Tsarist Russia: Its Introduction, Penetration, and
Diffusion. In J. Feichtinger , F. L. Fillafer , and J. Surman (Eds.), The Worlds of Positivism: A
Global Intellectual History, 1770–1930 (pp. 273–291). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-65762-2_10 
Oganyan, K. “Ideological Intersections of Personality's Analysis In Armenian and Russian
Social-Philosophical Thought.” Wisdom , 1,. no. 6 (2016): 87–93).
http://dx.doi.org/10.24234/wisdom.v1i6.67. 
Parhomenco, G. (2012). А.И. Стронин—Педагог, философ, социолог и публицист XIX века |
Летопись Белогорья (A.I. Stronin—Teacher, philosopher, sociologist and publicist of the 19th
century). https://belstory.ru/goroda/rakitnoe/a-i-stronin-pedagog-filosof-sotsiolog-i-publitsist-xix-
veka.html 
Stronin, A. I. (1861). Azbuka po metode V. Zolotova dlia iuzhno-russkogo kraia [ABC: Zolotov's
method for the South-Russian region]. Poltava: Gubernskaia tipografiia (Poltava Provincial
Printing House). 
Stronin, A. I. (1869). History and Method. A. M. Kotomin.
https://viewer.rusneb.ru/ru/000199_000009_003582757?page=3&rotate=0&theme=white 
Stronin, A. I. (1872). Politics as a science (Политика как наука—Стронин Александр
Иванович). F. S. Sushchinsky. https://rusneb.ru/catalog/000199_000009_003602684/ 
Stronin, A. I. (1883). Teoriya lichnosti (Personality's theory). Otdel rukopisei Rossiiskoi
nacional’noi biblioteki g.Sankt-Peterburg. F. 752, D. 13, L. 10. No 28. 
Stronin, A. I. (1885). Public History (История общественности—Стронин Александр
Иванович). M-va put. message (A. Benke).
https://rusneb.ru/catalog/000199_000009_003649344/ 
Stronin, A. I. (2013). Teoriya lichnosti (A personality's theory) (po materialam rukopisi). Avt.-
sost. Nauchnogo issledovaniya K.K.Oganyan. 2-e izd., dop. I pererab. Moskva. INFRA-M
(Seriya: Nauchnayamysl’). 
Valerievna, S. E. (2006). Социологическая концепция А. И. Стронина (Sociological concept
of A. I. Stronin). http://www.dslib.net/teoria-sociologii/sociologicheskaja-koncepcija-a-i-



stronina.html 

 
Pavel Lilienfeld 
Kareev, N.I. 1996. Osnovy russkoy sotsiologii [The Foundation of Russian sociology]. Saint-
Petersburg: Ivan Lymbah. 
Lileev, P. 1860. Osnovnie nachala politicheskoi economii [Fundamental Principles of Political
Economy]. Saint-Petersburg. 
Lilienfeld, Paul de . 1896. La pathologie sociale. [Social Pathology.] Avec une préface de René
Worms. Bibliothèque Sociologique Internationale, II. Paris: V. Giard et E. Brière. 
Lilienfeld-Toal , Pavel Feodorovich. 2012. Mysli o sotsial’noi naukie budushchego [Thoughts on
the Social Science of the Future]. Moscow: Librokom. 
PL . 1868. Zemlia i volia [Land and Liberty]. Saint-Petersburg: V. Bezobrazov and Co. 
PL . 1873. Gedanken über die Socialwissenschaft der Zukunft [Thoughts on the Social Science
of the Future]. Mitau: E. Behre. Vol. 1. 
Small, A.W. 1924. Some Contributions to the History of Sociology. Section XVII. The Attempt
(1860–80) to Reconstruct Economic Theory on a Sociological Basis. American Journal of
Sociology, Vol. 30, No. 2 (September), pp. 177–194. 
Worms, R. 1903. Paul de Lilienfeld. Revue Internationale de Sociologie, Vol. 11e Année, No. 4
(April), pp. 265–267. 
Zhdanovich, L.N. 2017. P.F. Lilienfeld-Toal o zemle i vole v poreformennoy rossii [P.F.
Lilienfeld-Toal on land and freedom in post-reform Russia]. In Nikulin, V.N. (ed.): North-West in
the Agrarian History of Russia. Kaliningrad: Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University, pp. 81–88. 

 
Nikolay Konstantinovich Mikhaylovsky 
Abramowitz, A. The Great Alignment: Race, Party Transformation, and the Rise of Donald
Trump. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2018. 
Billington, James H. Mikhailovsky and Russian Populism. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958. 
Britannica The Editors of Encyclopaedia. “Nikolay Konstantinovich Mikhaylovsky.” Encyclopedia
Britannica, Invalid Date. https://www.britannica.com/biography/Nikolay-Konstantinovich-
Mikhaylovsky. 
Edie, James M. , James P. Scanlan , and M. B. Zeldin , eds. Russian Philosophy. Vol. 2.
Chicago, IL: Quadrangle Books, 1965. 
Efemenko, D. , and Y. Evseeva . “Studies of Social Solidarity in Russia: Tradition and Modern
Trends.” American Sociologist 43, no. 4 (2012): 349–365. 
Field, Daniel . Peasants and Propagandists in the Russian Movement to the People in 1874.
London: Garland, 1992. 
Figes, Orlando . A People's Tragedy: The Russian Revolution, 1891–1924. London: Jonathan
Cape, 1996. 
Figes, Orlando . Crimea: The Last Crusade. London: Allen Lane, 2010. 
Frierson, Cathy A. Peasant Icons: Representations of Rural People in Late 19th Century
Russia. New York: Oxford University Press, 1993. 
Glinski, Dimitri . “Mikhailovsky, Nikolai Konstantinovich.” Encyclopedia of Russian History.
Encyclopedia.com. October 3, 2022. https://www.encyclopedia.com/history/encyclopedias-
almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/mikhailovsky-nikolai-konstantinovich 
Grinin, Leonid . “The Role of an Individual in History: A Reconsideration.” Social Evolution &
History 9, no. 2 (2010): 95–136. 
Hofstadter, R. “The Paranoid Style in American Politics.” Harpers Magazine, 1964. 
Hooghe, M. , and S. Marien . “A Comparative Analysis of the Relation between Political Trust
and Forms of Political Participation in Europe.” European Studies 14 (2012): 1–18. 
Ivanov-Razumnik, R.I. Istoria russkoi obshchestvennoi mysli. Vol. 2. Moscow: Respublika,
Terra, 1997, pp. 228–302.



Lavrov, N. K. Mikhajlovskij . “Lavrov and N. K. Mikhajlovskij.” Studies in Soviet Thought 27, no.
3 (1984): 209. http://www.jstor.org/stable/20099320 
Mansbridge, Jane , and Stephan Macedo . “Populism and Democratic Theory.” Annual Review
of Law and Social Science 15, no. 1 (2019, October 13): 59–77.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-lawsocsci-101518-042843 
March, Luke . “From Vanguard of the Proletariat to Vox Populi: Left-Populism as a ‘Shadow’ of
Contemporary Socialism.” SAIS Review 27, no. 1 (2007): 63–77. 
March, Luke . Radical Left Parties in Europe. New York: Routledge, 2011. 
Maxwell, Margaret . Narodniki Women: Russian Women Who Sacrificed Themselves for the
Dream of Freedom. Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1990. 
Mee, Arthur , J. A. Hammerton , and Arthur D. Innes . Harmsworth History of the World: Volume
7. London: Carmelite House, 1907, p. 5193. 
Mikhaylovsky, N. K. Heroes and Crowd: Collected Works in Sociology. 2 vols. St. Petersburg:
Aleteya, 1998. 
Miller, Warren E. “Disinterest, Disaffection, and Participation in Presidential Politics.” Political
Behavior 2, no. 1 (1980): 7–32. 
Moon, David . The Abolition of Serfdom in Russia, 1762–1907. Harlow, England: Pearson
Education, 2001. pp. 49–55. 
Mudde, Cas , and Cristóbal Rovira Kaltwasser . Brève Introduction au Populisme. La Tour
d’Aigues: Fondation Jean-Jaurès, 2018. 
Pearl, Deborah . “The People's Will.” In Encyclopedia of Russian History, edited by James R.
Millar , 1162–1163. New York: Thomson Gale, 2003, pp. 1162–1163. 
Pipes, Richard . “Narodnichestvo: A Semantic Inquiry.” Slavic Review 23, no. 3 (1964):
441–458. https://doi.org/10.2307/2492683. 
Pipes, Richard . Russia Under the Old Regime. New York: Collier Books, 1992. 
Polunov, Alexander , Thomas C. Owen , and L. G. Zakharova . Russia in the Nineteenth
Century: Autocracy, Reform, and Social Change, 1814–1914. Translated by Marshall S. Shatz .
Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, 2005. 
Pushkarev, Sergei G. “The Russian Peasants' Reaction to the Emancipation of 1861.” Russian
Review 27, no. 2 (April 1968): 199–214. https://doi.org/10.2307/127028 
Scanlan, James P. “Populism as a Philosophical Movement in Nineteenth-Century Russia: The
Thought of P. L. Lavrov and N. K. Mikhajlovskij.” Studies in Soviet Thought 27, no. 3 (1984):
209–223. http://www.jstor.org/stable/20099320. 
Tankaka, Masaharu . “The Narodniki and Marx on Russian Capitalism in the 1870s–1880s.”
Kyoto University Economic Review 39, no. 2 (87) (1969): 1–25.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/43217169. 
Tocal, M. , and J. R. Montero . Political Disaffection in Contemporary Democracies: Social
Capital, Institutions, and Politics, Democratization. Abingdon: Routledge, 2006. 
Ulam, Adam B. In the Name of the People: Prophets and Conspirators in Prerevolutionary
Russia. New York: Putnam, 1977. 
Vasilopoulou, S. , and M. Wagner . “Fear, Anger and Enthusiasm about the EU: Effects of
Emotional Reactions on Public Preferences Towards European Integration.” European Union
Politics 18, no. 3 (2017): 382–405. 
Venturi, Franco . “Chaikovskists and Movement ‘To Go To The People.’” In Roots of Revolution.
London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1960, pp. 62–70. 
Venturi, Franco . Roots of Revolution. Rev. ed. Translated by Francis Haskell . London: Phoenix
Press, 2001. 
Von Laue , Theodore H. “The Fate of Capitalism in Russia: The Narodnik Version.” American
Slavic and East European Review 13, no. 1 (1954): 11–28. https://doi.org/10.2307/2492162 
Walicki, A. The Controversy Over Capitalism: Studies in the Social Philosophy of the Russian
Populists. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969. 
Wetherell, Charles , and Andrejs Plakans . “Borders, Ethnicity, and Demographic Patterns in the
Russian Baltic Provinces in the Late Nineteenth Century.” Continuity and Change 14 (1999):
33–56. 



 
The moral doctrine and epistemic sphere of Vladimir Solovyov 
Benedict, Ruth . 1946. The Chrysanthemum and the Sword: Patterns of Japanese Culture.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 
Creighton, Millie R. 1990. ‘Revisiting Shame and Guilt Cultures: A Forty-Year Pilgrimage’. Ethos
18(3): 279–307. 
Golubev, A. N. 1978. ‘The Concept of the Individual in the Ethics of Vladimir Solovyov’. Soviet
Studies in Philosophy 17(3): 44–65. 
Gubman, Boris L. (Winter 1993). ‘The Horizons of the Organic Vision of the Universe and
Humanity: Vladimir Solovyev.’. Process Studies 22, no. 4: 211–214. Republished at Religion
Online (https://www.religion-online.org/article/the-horizons-of-the-organic-vision-of-the-universe-
and-humanity-vladimir-solovyev/) 
Kant, Immanuel . 1956 (1778). Critique of Practical Reason. Translated by Lewis White Beck .
Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill. 
Kline, George L. 1974. ‘Hegel and Solovyov’. In Joseph J. O'Malley , Keith W. Algozin , and
Frederick G. Weiss (eds.): Hegel and the History of Philosophy. Dordrecht: Springer, pp.
159–170. 
Kojève, Alexandre . 2018. The Religious Metaphysics of Vladimir Solovyov. Translated by Ilya
Merlin and Mikhail Pozdniakov . New York: Springer. 
Motroshilova, Nelly . 2021. ‘Vladimir Solovyov: Philosophy as Systemic Unity’. In Marina
Bykova, Michael Forster , and Lina Steiner (eds.): The Palgrave Handbook of Russian Thought.
London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 159–178. 
Navickas, Joseph . 1966. ‘Hegel and the Doctrine of Historicity of Vladimir Solovyov’. In
Frederick J. Adelmann (ed.): The Quest for the Absolute. The Hague: M. Nijhoff, pp. 135–154. 
Nemeth, Thomas . (ed.). 2015. Vladimir Solov’ëv's Justification of the Moral Good: Moral
Philosophy. Berlin: Springer. 
Nemeth, Thomas . 2019. The Later Solov’ëv. Berlin: Springer. 
Obolevitch, T. . 2020. ‘The significance of faith in the concept of integral knowledge of Vladimir
Solovyov’. Vestnik of Saint Petersburg University. Philosophy and Conflict Studies. 36(3):
460–472 https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu17.2020.304 
Shein, Louis . 1970. ‘V.S. Solov’ev's Epistemology: A Re-examination’. Canadian Slavic Studies
4(1): 1–16. 
Simons, Andrew . 1999. ‘In the Name of the Spirits: A Reading of Solov‘ëv's “Justification of the
Good”’. Studies in East European Thought 51(3): 177–198. 
Sládek, Karel . 2010. ‘The View of Creation through the Eyes of Vladimir Solovyov and Nikolai
Lossky’. European Journal of Science and Theology 6(2): 13–19. 
Solovyov, Vladimir S. 1990. War, Progress, and the End of History: Three Conversations.
Hudson: Lindisfarne Press. 
Solovyov, Vladimir . 1996 (1897). The Justification of the Moral Good: Moral Philosophy.
Translated and edited by Thomas Nemeth . Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen Press, p. li. 
Smerdov, Igor . 2002. The Philosophical Narrative of Vladimir Solovyov: An Application of
Narrative Analysis to Russian Classical Philosophy: A Case-Study of The Crisis of Western
Philosophy and Other Works by Vladimir Solovyov. PhD diss., Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen. 
Smith, Oliver . 2010. Vladimir Soloviev and the Spiritualization of Matter. Boston: Academic
Studies Press. 
Sutton, Jonathan . 1988. The Religious Philosophy of Vladimir Solovyov: Towards a
Reassessment, Berlin: Springer. 
Swiderski, Edward . 1999. ‘Vladimir Solov’ëv's “Virtue Epistemology”’. Studies in East European
Thought 51(3): 199–218. 
Zenkovsky, Vasily Vasilyevich . 2003a (1953). A History of Russian Philosophy. Vol. 1.
Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis. 
Zenkovsky, Vasily Vasilyevich . 2003b (1953). A History of Russian Philosophy. Vol. 2.
Oxfordshire: Taylor & Francis. 



Zwahlen, Regula M. 2020. ‘Sergii Bulgakov's Reinvention of Theocracy for a Democratic Age’.
Journal of Orthodox Christian Studies 3(2): 175–194. 
Zweerde, E. van der . 2021. ‘Russian Political Philosophy: Between Autocracy and Revolution’.
In Marina F. Bykova , Michael N. Forster, and Lina Steiner (eds.): The Palgrave Handbook of
Russian Thought. London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 73–93. 

 
The philosophical and sociological views of N. I. Kareyev in the context
of modern cognitive management 
Berelowitch W. 2008. History in Russia comes of age: institution-building, cosmopolitanism, and
theoretical debates among historians in late imperial Russia.
https://www.thefreelibrary.com/History+in+Russia+comes+of+age%3a+institution-
building%2c...-a0251726661 (accessed on 27 September 2022) 
Certprof . n.d. https://certprof.ru/en/with-your-own-hands/kareev-n-i-nikolai-ivanovich-kareev-
kareev-nikolai-ivanovich/ (accessed on 21 September 2022) 
Daniš M. 2020. N.I. Kareev in the Czech and Slovak history and historiography. Uchenye
Zapiski Kazanskogo Universiteta. Seriya Gumanitarnye Nauki, vol. 162, no. 6, pp. 99–110.
https://doi.org/10.26907/2541-7738.2020.6.99-110 
Emmons T. 2017. History and politics in Russia before the revolution. Journal of Modern
Russian History and Historiography, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 112–124.
https://doi.org/10.1163/22102388-01000005 
Karaseva T.A. 2014. N.I. Kareev as a theorist of historical methodology of the XIX century [Н.И.
Кареев как теоретик исторической методологии XIX века]. In From Crisis to Modernization:
World Experience and Russian Practice of Fundamental and Applied Research [От кризисак
модернизации: мировой опыт и российская практика фундаментальных и прикладных
научных разработок] (pp66). Saint Petersburg Institute of Project Management. KultInform
Press. 
Kareev N.I. 1868. Phonetic and graphical system of the ancient Greek language. Moscow: Typ.
T. Risy. (Published in 1869). 
Kareev N.I. 1883. Osnovnye voprosy filosofii istorii (Fundamental problems in the philosophy of
history).
https://archive.org/details/osnovnyevoprosyf121kare/page/n5/mode/2up?ref=ol&view=theater
(accessed on 17 September 2022). 
Kareev N.I. 1895. Mysli ob osnovakh nravstvennosti (Thoughts on the foundations of morality).
https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=inu.30000000219216&view=1up&seq=5&skin=2021
(accessed on 17 September 2022) 
Kareev N.I. 1897. Introduction to the study of sociology. St. Petersburg: M. Stasyulevych's
printing house. XVI, 418 p. 
Kareev N.I. 1911. Последние работы русских ученых о французской революции in Вестник
Европы no. 4. 
Kareev N. I. 1915. Historiology. Petrograd: Printing house of M. M. Stasyulevich 
Kareev N.I. 1990. Прожитое и пережитое. Л. https://archive.org/details/1990_20230829
(accessed on 26 July 2024). 
Kareev N.I. n.d. The great soviet encyclopedia, 3rd edition, 1970–1979.
https://encyclopedia2.thefreedictionary.com/Nikolai+Ivanovich+Kareev (accessed on 30 July
2024). 
Kozlova L.A. 2021. Переход от истории к социологии в учении Н.И. Кареева и
историческая социология [Transition from history to sociology in the teachings of N.I. Kareev
and historical sociology]. Историческая социология, vol. 10, pp. 1–20.
https://doi.org/10.31857/S013216250013810-4 
Kropotkin P. 1902. Kropotkin to Nettlau, March 5, 1902: On Individualism and the Anarchist
Movement in France. Revoltlib. https://www.revoltlib.com/anarchism/kropotkin-to-nettlau-march-
5-1902-france-kropotkin-peter-1902/ (accessed on 12 September 2022). 
Kulalaeva Yu V. 2020. Anniversaries in the World of Science. Nikolay Kareev – Russian
historian and sociologist. https://nbmariel.ru/content/yubilyary-v-mire-nauki-nikolay-kareev-
rossiyskiy-istorik-i-sociolog (accessed on 30 August 2024)



Lenin V.I. 1902. Lenin collected works Vol-5.
https://archive.org/details/in.ernet.dli.2015.97507/mode/2up?q= (accessed on 24 September
2022). 
Lenin V.I. 1960. Lenin collected works Vol-1.
https://archive.org/details/dli.ernet.506160/mode/2up (accessed on 24 September 2022). 
Malinov A.V. and Dolgova E.A. 2020. Sociology as a theoretical science (Based on Nikolay
Kareyev's Manuscript “General Methodology of the Humanities”). Sotsiologicheskiy Zhurnal =
Sociological Journal, vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 116–136.
https://doi.org/10.19181/socjour.2020.26.4.7646 
Marchenkov V. 2015. KAREEV, NIKOLAI IVANOVICH. encyclopedia.
https://www.encyclopedia.com/humanities/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-
maps/kareev-nikolai-ivanovich-1850-1931 (accessed on 12 September 2022). 
Masoero A. 1989. Nikolai Ivanovich Kareev. In Bongiovanni B. and Guerci L. (eds.), L' albero
della Rivoluzione. Le interpretazioni della Rivoluzione francese. Einaudi, pp. 323–327. 
Myagkov G.P. 2021. “The Legacy of N.I. Kareev is Extremely Relevant at the Beginning of the
21st Century.” Interview - Conversation with Professor V.P. Zolotarev // Nikolai Ivanovich
Kareev: Life Path and Scientific Heritage in the Transdisciplinary Context of Modern
Historiography: Collection of Articles and Messages / compiled and edited by G.P. Myagkov .
Kazan: Kazan University Publishing House, pp. 347–364. Kareev-conf2020.pdf (kpfu.ru) 
Perevedentsev E. 2016. Николай Иванович Кареев Proza. https://proza.ru/2016/11/20/1763
(accessed on 20 September 2022). 
Persona . n.d. https://persona.rin.ru/eng/view/f/0/24224/kareev-nikolai-ivanovich (accessed on
27 September 2022). 
Podvoisky D.G. N.d . КАРЕ́ЕВ. Bigenc. https://bigenc.ru/philosophy/text/2046336 (accessed on
15 September 2022). 
Rostovtsev E.A. and Sidorchuk I.V. n.d. Кареев Николай иванович, Биографика СПбГУ.
https://bioslovhist.spbu.ru/person/376-kareyev-nikolay-ivanovich.html (accessed on 29 August
2024). 
Rushist . n.d. Кареев, Николай Иванович. http://rushist.com/index.php/historians/1548-kareev-
nikolaj-ivanovich (accessed on 28 September 2022). 
Sinyutin M.V. 2000. On the methodology of N.I. Kareev. In N.I. Kareev (ed.), Sociology of
history, vol. 2. Saint Petersburg State University, pp. 277–280. 
Skvortsova Е.С. . n.d. АКАДЕМИК НИКОЛАЙ ИВАНОВИЧ КАРЕЕВ И ЕГО УЧЕБНИК
ДРЕВНЕЙ ИСТОРИИ. https://www.istmira.com/uchebnik-drevnej-istorii/1980-akademik-nikolaj-
ivanovich-kareev-i-ego-uchebnik.html (accessed on 28 September 2022). 
Soboleva N.A. 2013. Личность как «мерило культуры» в рефлексии Н. И. Кареева
(1850–1931). Тверской государственный технический университет. 
Swift T. 2016. Николай Иванович Кареев. Proza. https://proza.ru/2016/06/15/480 (accessed
on 15 September 2022). 
Tchoudinov A. 2014. l’école historique russe et la révolution française: vladimir ger’e et nikolaj
kareev à propos d’hippolyte taine et d’alphonse aulard. Revue Des Études Slaves, vol. 85, no.
1, pp. 57–66. http://www.jstor.org/stable/24372646 
Tsygankov D.A. 2008. V.I. Guerrier and the Moscow University of his era. Moscow: State
Pedagogical University. 256 с. 
Ustinov V. 2020. Why is Henry not Henry and Ludovic not Ludovic? // Science and Life, № 2. -
С. 96. 
Vasiliev Y.A. 2024. «Russian School» («Ecole russe») as a precedent international recognition
in historical science at the turn of the 19th – 20th centuries. In Russian science: Past, present,
future (pp. 77–84). Moscow: ISPI FNISC RAS. 
Voir T.I. 1989. Vladimir Guerrier et les débuts de l’études, en Russie, de la Révolution
française. In la Révolution française et la Russie. Moskva: éditions du Progrès, pp. 146–157. 
Worms to Kareev, 10 December 1916. Russian State Library (RGB), f. 119 (Kareev), papka 32,
ed. khr. 9, ll. 1-1 ob. 



 
Revisiting the “Positive philosophy” through the life and work of Eugène
De Roberty 
Efremenko, D. and Evseeva, Y. 2012. Studies of social solidarity in Russia: Tradition and
modern trends. The American Sociologist, 43(4), pp. 349–365. 
Hecker, J.F. 1915. Russian Sociology: A Contribution to the History of Sociological Thought and
Theory (Vol. 67, No. 1–2). Columbia University Press, New York. 
Heilbron, J. 2009. Sociology and positivism in 19th-century France: The vicissitudes of the
Société de Sociologie (1872–4). History of the Human Sciences, 22(4), pp. 30–62. 
Kovalevsky, M. 1915 June. A Page of Our Relations with Western Philosophy (in Russian). In
The messenger of Europe, Book 6. Saint Petersburg. 
Kulinova, Xenia . 2022. Evgeny Valentinovich De Roberti, Sociologist. Retrived from
https://spravochnick.ru/sociologiya/evgeniy_valentinovich_de_roberti_sociolog/ 
Lioubina, G.I. 2004. A Student of the University of Moscow in Paris. In I.L. Velikodnaia (dir.),
Rare Manuscripts and Publications ( in Russian). Indrik, Moscow, pp. 84–107. 
Semlali, Y. 2005. Eugène de Roberty (1843–1915). A Little-known Page in the History of
Sociology. https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00003964 
Sorokin, P.A. 1927. Russian Sociology in the Twentieth Century. American Journal of
Sociology, 31, pp. 57–69. 
Sorokin, P.A. 1938. Contemporary Sociological Theories. Payot, Paris. 

 


