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Y cmammi aHanizyromecs npobremMu meopemusysaHHs 8 cydYacHili coyiosnozii, 0bMexeHHs i npobremu, 3
SKUMU CMUKarombCs coujonoau rnpu nobydosi couionozidHoi meopii 8 cy4dacHux ymosax. Asmop
oocnidxye pi3Hi MOOycu npakmukysaHHs1 i 8i0meopeHHs1 meopii 6 akadeMidyHili coyjonoaii. AHanizyemscs
npobnema cmamycy meopii 8 cy4acHili couionoeii, i akademiyHux, OuOaKmMU4YHUX | couiaslbHUX
penpeseHmauisx. [liOkpecnoembcs, wo cayxboee, nidnopsidkosaHe, 0bMexeHe CcmaHosuwe
¢yHOameHmMaibHo20 OCMUCIIEHHS 8 CMPYKMYPI cy4acHoi coyionoaii € HebeaneyHUMm Ans (8id)meopeHHs
camoi coujonoeii. Haso0ambcs i aHanisylombCsi murosi rnpakmuku i cmpykmypu eukopucmaHHs ma
(8i0)meopeHHs1 pyHOameHmarsnbHOi meopii 8 cyqacHili coyionoeiyHit Hayui. Okpemul akyeHm 3pobrieHo
Ha docnidxeHHi dudakmuyHUX acriekmie meopemusysaHHs K 8 aydumopii, mak i 3a ii mexamu. Tym
HaligaXnugiluM CIOXXemoM 8USBIIIEMbBCS 38'A30K  yHigepcumemcbKoi ocgimu siK  eupobHuymea
yHigepcanbHo20 0bpa3y firduHU, 3 00H020 60Ky, i meopemu4yHo20, y3azasibH4020, abcmpazayr4o2o
mucrnieHHs. Kpim moeo, saxnusum acriekmom € npobrema coyianbHol ma ducyunniHapHoi ideHmu4yHocmi
coyiosioaii, sUKOpUCMaHHSA HeK KOHUernmyaslbHO20, KameaopiaibH020 i Memodosio2iyHo20 apceHarsny 8
apaymMeHmauii  ceoei aemoHOMHOCMIi ma  ernicmemMorso2iyHoi  neaimumHocmi.  [Jocnidxyrombcs
MOX/IUBOCMI  PO3BUMKY MEOPEemMUYHO20 IHCMpyMeHmapio couionozii 3 nosuyiti  supobHuymea
MHOXUHHOCMI 5IK YyMO8U cUCMEeMHO020 po3sumky. Okpemull akyeHm 3pobrieHo Ha iBeorozidHil, 8UxosHil,
coyianizayitiHiti, KomyHikamugHili QpyHKUii ¢pyHOameHmarnbHOi meopii. ®opMyreMbCS 8UCHOBOK PO
Moxueocmi ma obMexeHHs1 hyHOameHmarnbHo20 meopemu3y8aHHsi 8 couyionoeii 8 cydacHUX
coyianibHUX i enicmemosio2iyHUX ymoeax.

Knro4doei cnosa: coyionoeisi, meopisi, coujionioziyHa meopisi, 8UKnadaHHs, e8pucmuka.

IMPOBJIEMA TEOPETHU3YBAHHS ITPO / B COIIOJIOITI TA TPOBJIEMATH3AIIIS
COLIOJIOTTYHOI TEOPII

MNonikoB OnekcaHap CeprinoBuY — JOKTOP COLLIONOrYHUX HAYK, AOLEHT kadeapwn couionorii XapKiBCbKOro
HauioHanbHoro yHiBepcutety imeHi B. H. KapasiHa, maiigaH CeoGoawn, 4, Xapkie, 61022, YkpaiHa, e-mail:
a.s.golikov@gmail.com ORCID ID https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6786-0393

The article analyzes the problems of theorizing in modern sociology, limitations and problems that sociologists
face when building a sociological theory in modern conditions. Author explores the different modes of practice and
reproduction of theory in academic sociology. Problems of the status of theory in modern sociology, its academic,
didactic and social representations are analyzed. It is emphasized that the service, subordinate, limited position of
fundamental interpretations in the modern sociology’s structure is dangerous for the (re)production of sociology as
it is. Author classifies and analyses typical practices and structures of the use and (re)production of fundamental
theory in modern sociological science. A special emphasis is made on the study of the didactic aspects of
theorizing both in the classroom and outside it. Here, the most important plot is the connection between university
education as the production of a universal human image, on the one hand, and theoretical, generalizing,
abstractive thinking — on the other. In addition, an important aspect is the problem of social and disciplinary
identity of sociology, its use of conceptual, categorical and methodological arsenal in arguing its autonomy and
epistemological legitimacy. The possibilities of developing the theoretical tools of sociology from the standpoint of
the production of plurality as a condition of its systemic development are investigated. Ideological, educational,
socialization, communicative functions of the fundamental theory are underlined. The conclusion about the
possibilities and limitations of fundamental theorizing in sociology in modern social and epistemological conditions
is formulated.
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There is nothing more practical than a good theory.
(either K. Levin, or A. Einstein, or N. Bohr, or E. Fermi ... )

Es gibt nichts Prak tischeres als eine gute Theorie .
(attributed to I. Kant)

(Self)understanding of sociology itself, its place in society, its (mission? Function? Responsibility?
Possibility?) position historically always been in contact with the problems of the theory in general, and
fundamental, in particular. Sociology drifted between the poles of total denial of fundamental theory, on the one
hand, and complete submission of sociological activities’ empirical aspects to it, up to the Hegelian «um so
schlimmer fur die Fakten», — on the other. The classics (such as A. Giddens [1], R. Collins [2], Charles W. Mills
[3], P. Bourdieu [4]) and novice sociologists with their often comical attempts to describe the elephant after
research of one trunk only [5]. However, it is worth noting that in modern sociology there are reflections of the
«exit from the state of pre-science» [6]. This problem indirectly was affected both by the modern developments like
J. Elster [7], Nicholas Christakis [8], V. Dobrenkov and Kravchenko [9], I. Devyatko [10], and in the classical
works of XIX — XX centuries.

This issue in sociology is considered from the point of view of teaching sociological theory [11] and the
relationship between post- and academic science [12]; from the point of view of the structure of sociological theory
[13; 14; 15] and the problem of developing a general methodology [14; 15]; from the standpoint of
metatheoretization [16; 17; 18] and the latest theoretical perspectives at the beginning of the XXI century [19; 20;
21]; taking into account the aspects of consistency and levels of science about the social [13; 22; 23; 24] and even
with meta-scientific (pan)optics [25; 26; 27; 28].

However, all these (and not only these) studies turn out to be either extrasociological', or didactic, or
polemical, or more or less publicistic. In addition, many transformations and problems, faced by sociology at the
moment, are implied in such studies as primarily situational, «secondary», unimportant, «unworthy» of the
attention of the «sublime subject of theorizing». Meanwhile, they may turn out to have an essential effect on the
conditions for (re)production of social theory, and this, of course, should be studied and discussed separately.

To such factors and problems, we include (of course, not claiming to propose an exhaustive list) the next:

- the formation of a marketed and commodified culture of (re)production of scientific knowledge. As has
already been repeatedly pointed out at different levels of sociological discourse (monographs, articles, conference
discussions, public scientific discussions, etc.), in recent years there has been a radical, fundamentally important
change in the culture of scientific (self)(re)production, in which large texts (primarily monographs, as well as
dissertations, research reports, etc.) are increasingly giving way to «small» ones not only in the «consumption» of
scientific texts, but also in «production». The frankly imbalanced system of evaluating scientific achievements, that
has reigned in recent years, provides, from our point of view, enormous (if we weigh the cost of labor, attention,
effort) privileges to authors of articles (especially articles in specific’ editions with specific requirements) compared
with the authors of «large texts» produced in long-term periods, in extensive discussions with the deep excursions
into theoretical and paradigmal background, etc.;

- the formation of a marketed and commodified culture of applying scientific knowledge in academic (in
general) and educational (in particular) activities. The constant emphasis on the «applied aspects» of educational
courses, paranoid attention to «avoidance of excessive theoretical load», often demagogic demands «to be
expressed in simple words» (how ridiculous such a requirement is for a professor of quantum physics or high-
energy plasma chemistry!), intrusion of «modern educational techniques» (coaching, trainings, webinars, master
classes, mediation techniques, facilitation, etc.) into traditional academic fields — all this becomes a powerful factor
of pressure on theoretical thinking. Complex, system-related, hardly separable to «easily digestible» quanta,
cumulative in its logic, non-obviously connected with the experience and the «body techniques» (M. Moss,
P. Bourdieu) theory according the parameter of effectiveness and spectacularity clearly lose situational, craftly
workable concretics of actions, which, however, are dead-end in their perspective. The sign of meaning turns out to
be more seductive than the meaning itself, and the market mechanisms that legitimize this spectacular
seductiveness as unconditionally, ultimately and ultimately domineering, organize competition in such a way that
the «chamber orchestray» strategy is almost the only way to (self)preserve the theory;

- digitalization, distancing, virtualization of education with its parallel industrialization increases the heteronomy
of the educational field in the modern world. The mechanisms of «promotion», homologous to the mechanisms of
promotion in social networks («likesy, «reposts», «comments» as ways of hyperrealization of what was once produced)
obey the laws of fields that are fundamentally alien to the field of education. The «Temple of Science» loiters in the

! For example, focused more on the methodology of science, on the theory of theory, on general philosophical issues, on the problems
of the historical-sociological process.

2 Where we use the adjective «specificy in two senses - in the universally significant, everyday, and in the scientific, as, for example,
P. Bourdieu does [29].
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direction of the «educational services supermarket», and if the exit from the supermarket is at least somewhat
complicated (spatially, merchandisely, institutionally, by material artifacts of the supermarket), then education in this
light turns out to be an online store, liquidated only by «cross» in the upper right corner of the screen. This leads to the
fact that the «entertainmentization» of the media becomes an essential process for education, and the fundamental theory
as an unattractive, «poorly packaged» product is facing increasing neglection;

- formal interdisciplinarization of the academic space, which turns out to be more harmful than useful.
Reproducing the formal patterns of interdisciplinarity, many agents of the academic field actually do not essentially
overcome interdisciplinary boundaries (evidence of which, for example, is the low number of emerging and
entrenched new areas «on the border» of sciences during last decades, and those that have emerged and entrenched,
in many ways are not products interdisciplinary synthesis, and the intervention of a more «academically powerful»
(primarily academically autonomous) discipline into the space of a less «powerful» one). At the same time,
fundamental theories find themselves in a losing position: as the pillars and guardians of the academic autonomy of
each of the «synthesized» academic fields, on the one hand, they find themselves under constant attacks of
interdisciplinarity, and on the other, — under the irradiating influence of profanation and flattening;

- the transformation of time into a universal currency. The emergence of the «attention economy» [30],
which sociologists and economists write about primarily from applied and empirical positions, in the academic
space is fraught with a redistribution of attention, and not just that, but a redistribution with a deep transformation
of the mechanisms themselves. Of course, the phenomenon of «attention investments» and the struggle for them
has long been seen in relation to chains of interactive rituals science production [31], for example, but so far it was
rather a «sign political economy of attention» (if synthesize concepts of Jean Baudrillard and R. Collins). Now we
can say with confidence that it is being replaced by the «microeconomics of attention», where colleagues and
employees are replaced by competitors, and the workshop is replaced by a bazaar. In such conditions, the
(co)production of a fundamental theory — a product of an something unquestionably collective, product of a long
historical tradition and a vast open academic space — turns out to be problematic. Refusal to invest in the «collective
good» (one of them is a complex, differentiated, deeply argued and developed theory) in the short term looks like a
more preferable and winning strategy, but in the long term, being a parasite on the already created collective goods
(it is hardly necessary to explain, that even implied and latent theory remains a theory; it is impossible a priori,
without a theoretical and methodological presumptions, study of social reality; that concepts, categories, operating
schemes, regardless of the explicit acceptance are being shared collective good, etc.), erode them, without
producing any replacement or erecting anything new on its foundation;

- redistribution of priorities for the activities of academic agents. Frequently presented in a loyalist, servile
manner in relation to the prevailing discourses, this redistribution actually turn out to be neither an essential
improvement in the activities of universities or institutions in the life of communities, nor a fundamental advance
on the path of academic responsibility (in every sense of this phrase), nor a transformation of the relationship
between universities and business-environment / political agents. But — completely in the logic of the political
economy of time and attention — the classical areas of the functioning of the academic field are problematized. And
one of the first victims of this problematization is a fundamental science in general and the fundamental theory, in
particular. The consequence of this is a decrease in the methodological and ideological reflexivity of the subjects of
the academic process, an unproblematic and naturalizing acceptance of the dominant ideologemes (including mass
media, stereotypical, group, etc.) and mythologemes and, accordingly, a drop in the methodological nature of
scientific activity, an increase in its heteronomy in relation to political, economic, everyday, ideological discourses.

It is because of all this that we consider it necessary to comprehend the transformations taking place with
fundamental theory at the present time in Ukrainian sociology (in particular and by example), and the purpose of
our article will be to identify and analyze the threats generated by the above mentioned transformations for the
very existence of fundamental theory in sociology precisely as a) fundamental b) theory c) in sociology.

Those who practice without knowledge are like a sailor who sets

off on the road without a rudder and a compass ... Practice

should always be based on a good knowledge of theory.
(Leonardo da Vinci)

The fundamental theory, as we have already indicated above, in an implicit form exists as an ideological
framework for thinking. Regardless of how saturated the particular thinking of an individual researcher with fundamental
theoretical concepts is, regardless of his (un)willingness to open them, fill in and systematize them, the fundamental
theory fundamentally limits (does not determines, but limits) the structures and practices of thinking. Moreover, the non-
reflexivity of this theory dialectically enhances its influence and power: the chance of a theory to be reflexive lies
precisely in the explicitness of the theory. Theory becomes essentially unreflected, if it is implied. It is with this that the
constant efforts of any science are connected to explicate even the most seemingly obvious, intuitive and tangibly
comprehensible categories (in this sense, it is very indicative how, under strict formalization, even school-trained
concepts like a point, semi line or unit acquire the most complex mathematical explications).
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Sociology on the beginning of the XXI century, having gone through the difficult preliminary path of
(self)formalization, the construction of metatheoretical constructions, attempts to produce a metalanguage
(according to R. Barthes [32]) (through which it would be possible to describe not only reality itself, but also other
ways of it description), seems to make the opposite turn. This alarming signal consists in the rejection of the «too
sophisticated» (literal quotation of the opinion of one of the professors of an American universities) P. Bourdieu's
speculations about the nature of sociological methodologies and the interests of sociological methodologists [4];
from powerful systemic theories regardless of the design of the systems (from Y. Yakuba [33] to N. Luhmann) in
favor of particularistic, and therefore inevitably subservient to ideologems and the «topically relevances», agendas
and themes; from post-structuralist suspicion (generated by the kaleidoscopic combination of suspicion of Marx,
Freud and Nietzsche) in relation to every structure and practice, scheme of thought and action, fact and «fact». Not
being completely liquidated, this entire ensemble of sociological autonomy is replaced by purely ritual, overviewal
and quotational, heuristically meaningless practices of «mutual admirationy, as the sarcastic P. Bourdieu would put
it, with a co-polluting® mutual increase of the citation indexes.

To know and note the living, you'll find it
Best to first dispense with the spirit:
Then with the pieces in your hand,
Ah! You’ve only lost the spiritual bond'.
(1. W. Goethe «Faust»)

This gives rise to fundamentally different typical practices and structures for the use and (re)production of
fundamental theory in modern sociological science. The fundamental theory, immersed in a profane heteronomous
environment:

- is being vulgarized, a typical manifestation of which is the division into separate theorems and concepts,
used independently of each other, without connection with their contexts and genesis. Concepts (like separate notes
without melody) do not mean anything by themselves, but their use outside contexts and genesis destroys,
eliminates, weakens the long-cultivated and nurtured «sense of theory», «intuition of thought», au sens
d'investissement dans le jeu’. The structure is again more important than the substrate of this structure;

- is being servilized: the production of a fundamental theory becomes a service task, subordinated and
limited in relation to the entire structure of modern sociology. This danger threatens to the (re)production of
sociology itself: outside the fundamental theory concrete data, specific research results, data banks turn out not to
be the basis for verification and falsification of scientific models, but the tools for breaking its autonomy,
intellectual independence and conceptual rigor. The very same fundamental theory in combination with the process
of vulgarization appears as a set of loosely connected concepts, categories, methods, chaotically offered for sale in
the open space not of a forum, but of a bazaar;

- is being de-didacticized: the fundamental theory ceases to play an integrating, sacralizing (including (in the
sense of) the production of the academic community, the academic world, etc.), solidarizing role. The very
communication of the fundamental theory turns into irony over theorizing, the constant rejection of a theory in
ontology, its (post)deconstruction. And if all of the above is not problematic in itself, however, devoid of its own
fundamental foundation, this complex turns into a frankly toxic, acidic environment in which it becomes impossible
(first of all, common and joint, but also individual) production of complexly coordinated systemically organized
conceptual structures. Such «formal vacuumy», the absence of explicit fundamental theoretical and philosophical
foundation does not mean the ability to absolute skeptical and careful research suspicion. They much more often mean
selective blindness, a selective vision of one's own blindness, which is terminally dangerous for the social sciences;

- is being desocialized: the fundamental theory in sociology, in the history of science, starts unexpectedly
for itself (although T. Adorno and M. Horkheimer probably would have found their own remarks about this
surprise) to perform socializing and educational functions, at the turn of the century it distances itself from this a
historically established function. And if for the (re)production of academic identity and academic communities, the
fundamental theory’s socializing function continues to be carried out (apparently, primarily due to the fact that the
objective structures produced in a ritual and symbolic way turn out to be more stable than the structures of thought
and perception associated with these objective structures), then there are already doubts and questions about the
broader implementation of this function. That is why we increasingly often observe texts that are extremely
problematic from the point of view of conceptual rigor and scientific socialization, that is why the fundamental
theory, losing its «priestly» role, ceases to attract potentially strong producers;

3 We are not sure if the next scientific joke is correct, but we have to say it: above-mentioned co-polluting mutual increase is too
similar to copulation.
4 o

In Russian: «Bo ecem nodcaywame scuznb cmpemscs, / Cnewam signenvs obe3dyuwiums, / 3a0b18, umo eciu 6 HuX Hapyuwumos /
Oodywesnsaowyio ceasv, / To bonvue newezo u cryuiamoy.
3 Feeling of the involvment in the game (ft.).
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- is being dereflexed: operating with theoretical concepts becomes an aim in itself. Metatheoretizing is
becoming extremely deficit (especially in Ukrainian sociology), even to the point of being forbidden or tabooed.
Reflexivity is increasingly stigmatized as «alarmism», «tendency to intimidate», «epistemological pessimismy,
«sociological disbelief». This leads, on the one hand, to a fetishization of fundamental theorizing (with the fall of
criticality, with the disintegration of the tradition of analytical suspicion, with the rejection of the study of
«invaluable» theories — it does not matter, due to rejection in the mass academic discourse or the explicit
disagreement of the researcher himself), on the other — to devastation and formalization of this theorizing, reduction
to the reproduction of empty forms. One of the scientific theory roots — critical, dissenting, polemical thinking — is
chopped down and dries up, and the overregulated nature of scientific texts leads to the intensification of this
process. Critical and analytical reviews are replaced by complimentary compilation and compilational
compliments, the independent synthesis of one's own (mini-)theories is replaced by mechanical reception of other
people's theoretical developments as applied to a specific case or problem, and research-tasks are replaced by
research-exercises.

- What are you going to do?
- I planned to listen to your theories, ridicule them and then come up
with my own.

(«House M.D.», s3el()

Everything described above cannot be solved in a particular, private, individual way in the order of a single
opposition to systemic phenomena. The very system of organizing modern (in particular social) science effectively
prevents the emergence and development of theorizing nodes in modern sociology. Certain sociologists, applies to
the construction of sociological theory in the current conditions, do it like «excusingy», often with intentional
clumsiness and schematizations that in any case not be stigmatized as «theoretically ambitiou». Disconceptual,
theoretically «deaf», but possessing social, political, publicational «resonance» and attractiveness researches are
encouraged and promoted by publications and statuses.

This, in turn, is constantly reproduced in generations of academic sociologists removed from sociological
theory, from a penchant for generalizing, bold, breakthrough hypotheses, but closed to linearly programmed (which
does not exclude «social acuteness», «political relevance», «cultural sensitivity» etc. modern characteristics of
work) and mechanically implemented research and scientific projects and texts. Sociology itself, precisely as a
science, as a structure and practice of generalization, puts itself in a subordinate role to specific empirical and
technical spheres of activity and life (PR, advertising, marketing, polling, data analysis, SMM, management, media
expertise, etc.). This, in turn, induces «public sociologists» to present and represent themselves precisely as
«carriers of knowledge about numbersy», as a «living diagram», as a «talking graph»: on the one hand, such a
willingness to hide behind mechanically mathematically averaged (and only in this, but not in the sociological or
philosophical sense, generalized) data is politically safe and calm. On the other hand, it turns the sociologist from a
subject into an object, his speaking — into a subordinate task, his interpretation — into his particular point of view
(quite comparable with the point of view of everyday figures, journalists, politicians, etc.). On the third, it plunges
him into an almost total dependence on (potential) sources of empirical data, and ultimately on the customers of
this data. The only legitimate weapon of a sociologist in public space — a powerful, autonomous, coherent, holistic,
axiomatically based and theoretically constructed theory — is thrown aside by the sociologist himself.

This, in its turn, generates sociology academic representations as secondary. We observe how sociological
courses and specialties per se all over Ukraine are reborn into low sociological or extrasociological ones, and
sociology itself loses its identity, ability to self-reproduction and self-argumentation. Not only the disciplinary but
also the social identity of sociology itself is under attack. This is manifested, for example, in a deep deconstruction
of the autonomy of sociology in relation to the conceptual, categorical and methodological arsenal, and ultimately
to its epistemological legitimacy. Discussion of the topic of economic sociology will increasingly demand
competence (at least formally recorded) in economics, the topic of sociology of music — in the field of art and
music, in particular, etc. The actual sociological aspect in such topics (and this, we note, is not at all due to the
insistence of interdisciplinarity!) turns out to be delegitimized, incompetent, non-epistemological. Autonomous
views on philosophy, as suggested by R. Collins [31] (whose book, according to the apt remark of one of the
commentators, is good, except for one flaw: it is similar to a fundamental work about an opera written by a deaf), or
on the right, as it is made N. Luhmann [34], become more and more attacked and discredited. But it is not
sociologists who are replacing the interdisciplinary, sociologically synthesizing view: this epistemological void is
filled by representatives of other sciences, from the standpoint of other sciences and in their methodology.

Another consequence of such a degeneration of the sociological fundamental theory is the destruction of
the connection between university education as the production of a universal human image, on the one hand, and
theoretical, generalizing, abstractive thinking, on the other. The education involves the production of knowledge of
the subject according to the image, even if the imagery is diverse and seemingly redundant. Whereas the rejection
of fundamental generalization and theoretical abstraction erodes and probably completely destroys the chance for
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education in the above sense. Education becomes a situational production of market-demanded «blanks» of craft-
relevant, technically adequate machine-bodies, using the metaphor of J. Deleuze and F. Guattari.

In a paradoxical (or, more precisely, purely dialectical) way, it is the totality of the theory that turns out to be a
chance for the production of conceptual, epistemological, and even ontological plurality as a fundamental condition for
the systemic development of both science and society. The totality of the theory is pretentious, for it seeks to be told to
everyone about everything and everyone. The totality of the theory is ambitious, for it seeks ways to eliminate opponents
and rivals. The totality of the theory is tendentious, for it generalizes within the limits of its theorem and axiomatics. The
totality of the theory is official, for it claims a monopoly of the vision of the described world and a description of a
monopoly vision of the world. The totality of the theory is sententious, for it seeks to describe succinctly and
aphoristically systems that significantly surpass their own description in complexity. However, with all this, it is the
totality of the theory with its model gracefulness that makes it possible to produce mutually intelligible scientific
communication, and within the framework of this communication — an ever-increasing contingency.

Those doubts that theory does not resolve, practice will resolve for you.
(L. Feuerbach)

Everything we have described needs theoretical schematization and modeling. In this sense, we believe that
it is impossible not to relate in any way to the (fundamental) theory. Any — even ignoring — relationship can be
described precisely as a relationship. And here we offer the above-described modes of attitude to the fundamental
theory in a generalized form (see Table 1), depending on the involvement (objective and subjective) in the
operation of the theory.

Table 1
Four ways to relate to history and theory of sociology
Objective involvement Subjective involvement
Syntagma® + +
Dogma - +
Pragma + -
Digma - -

As is clear from this table, we spoke above primarily about the P-modus and Di-modus of production of
sociology. Although the Do-modus is perhaps no less dangerous for the fundamental theory in sociology than the
first two, the Do-modus is a separate subject for research. Note that, of course, we touched upon some aspects of its
practice (in particular, when we talked about the defunctionalizing dismemberment and desystematization of
theory, turning it into comfortable and weak-willed scraps), but this phenomenon needs special research.

In general, the scheme proposed by us, of course, resembles R.K. Merton’s one (as well as the typology of
irrational actions according to V.F. Pareto). Do-modus is quite homologous to ritualism, Di-modus — to retreatism,
P-mode — to innovation. This view reminds us that the phenomena we have described (with certain, of course,
assumptions) can be viewed from a completely different angle: the P-mode is an important source of new
approaches and views, conformism is not only conformism, but also the co-order of the syntagma, etc.

For us, it is more important that it is precisely from the angle of such a study becomes clear, for example,
the phenomenon of the unity of the historical-sociological process. It turns out that «cumulativenessy» of historical
and theoretical-sociological knowledge is somewhat different from the cumulativeness of classic «normal science»
. If in the case of the «normal sciences» this cumulativeness is the linear cumulativeness of a holistic architectural
form, then in the case of sociology this cumulativeness is not only rhizomatic (using the metaphor of J. Deleuze and
F. Guattari), but also oscillatory, probabilistic, indeterminate. That is why vulgar counterarguments to social
theories (with indications of individual specificities, for example; with constructions of alternative fermatisms; with
physicalist or biologizing reductionisms), being effective and often logically flawless, are irrelevant from the point
of view of the internal logic of sociology.

This unity of history and theory, objective and subjective involvement in syntagma, constitutes, in fact, a
disciplinary and disciplinizing identity, or, as sociologists themselves say, «sociology is what sociologists do». That
is why, in fact, a person who is not involved in sociology, trying to comprehend society outside of sociology,
remains a nonsociologist: a mathematician remains a mathematician (primarily in epistemology, although his direct
empirical subject is a society and its epiphenomenality), a biologist — a biologist, etc.

¢ From Old Greek. obvvtaypa, lit. « Order», from ancient Greek. ocOv — «with», «co-» and tdypo — «order» , that is, the order of
objectivity and subjectivity in our case.

7 Let us remind you that Old Greek. mopé «near» + derypo. «shown, sample, samplew, from Seiicvopu «showing, indicatingy. In this
sense, a «paradigm» is «somewhere near what is showny that is, «around a specific central sample». That is why «digma« is a «sample
for itself», «a sample without a region around it», a sample that is neither subjectively nor objectively involved in scientific
paradigmatics and methodology.
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Theories are nets: only the one who casts them, can catch a fish. (Novalis)

Of course, we have only outlined the key nodes in a large network of problems and questions. A number of
questions remain outside the scope of this article. We have only described, but have not operationalized or
demonstrated practical explications of the four modes of relationship. We have not analyzed the consequences for
these modes of attitude from the factors of the transformation of sociological education given in the article. We had
no opportunity to investigate the tactics of resistance that the fundamental theory offers to all these processes. All
this remains a prospect for further research.

However, we found that modern social and epistemological conditions impose fundamental restrictions on
fundamental theorizing in sociology, but they also create new conditions for it. Fundamental theory remains a
multi-layered, multifunctional phenomenon that generates worldview, methodological, paradigmatic, conceptual
optics, prescribing categories, interpretation schemes, operating rules, etc. to the researcher and prescribing his
view. Ignoring or explicit rejection of the fundamental theory does not at all eliminate the problems associated with
it, but generates additional problems, the means of solving which, outside of the (re)production of conceptual-
theoretical tools, at the moment, no science, including sociology, knows. Postmodern attempts (including the
Heidegger-Deleuze intentions of rejecting the «false Socratic pathy») in this dimension have not been crowned with
anything operational and tangible. Therefore, we are inclined to regard the observed «theoretical rollback» not as a
herald of a new (non-theoretical) era in the history of science, but as (temporary?) degradation, including the
degradation of theoretical, conceptual, categorical, methodological culture. This does not free the researcher from
the power of language (including the scientific language), but subordinates the scientist at best to implicit scientific
doxes, at worst — to heteronomous doctrines and myths.

That is why we believe that the rejection of the fundamental theory (including the scale of «large texts») in
scientific discourse is nothing more than a «lentil soup». The inequality of the exchange of eternity for the
momentary, truth — for profit is obvious to anyone who thinks not only in terms of the market. In academic and
especially pedagogical discourse, this is (continuing the metaphor of sacredness) nothing more than a Trojan horse,
which, behind its simplicity, obviousness and clarity, transfers the illusion of truth and essentiality to the structures
of thinking. The catastrophic nature of the potential consequences (it is enough to imagine an engineer-chemist who
does not have fundamental knowledge of basic chemistry; a dentist who knows nothing about basic physiology,
etc.) is obvious to anyone who operates with at least some strategic concepts. And here sociology is far from aloof
from this issue. If the mistakes of a physicist or chemist, physician or biologist are immediately obvious, then the
mistakes of a sociologist, social philosopher, thinker, expert precisely because of their non-obviousness are much
more scale and ambitious (due to the scale of social systems compared to, for example, biological ones) and long-
term (due to non-obviousness). This is just one of the potential costs of the brutal betrayal by sociology of its own
theoretical essence.
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ITPOBJIEMA TEOPETU3UPOBAHUSA B/ O COUOJIOT AN U ITPOBJTEMATH3ALMSA
COIMOJIOI'MYECKOU TEOPUUN

FlonukoB AnekcaHap CepreeBuY — [OKTOP COLMOMNOrMYECKMX Hayk, AOUEHT Kadegpbl coumonormm XapbKOBCKOro
HauMoHanbHOro YyHuBepcuteta umeHn B. H. KapasuHa, nn. CeoGogpl, 4, XapbkoB, 61022, YkpauHa, e-mail:
a.s.golikov@gmail.com ORCID ID https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6786-0393

B cmambe aHanusupyromces npobriembl meopemu3upo8aHUsi 8 COBPEMEHHOU COYUO0I02UU, Oe2paHUYeHUs U npobremsl, ¢
KOMOPbIMU CMasIKu8armcsi CoyUOoI02u npu MOCMpPOeHUU COUUOI02UYECKOU meopuu 8 COBPEMEHHbLIX yCrio8usix. Aemop
uccnedyem passfudyHbie MOOYCbl MpaKmukKogaHusi U eocrpou3godcmea meopuu 6 akademudyeckol coyuonozauu.
AHanusupyemcsi npobnema cmamyca meopuu 8 CO8peMeHHOU couyuorsioauu, eé akademudeckux, Oudakmuyeckux U
coyuarnbHbiX pernpe3eHmayusx. [loduépkusaemcsi, 4mo cryxebHoe, MNOOYUHEHHOE, O2paHU4YEeHHOEe [10I0KEeHUe
yHOamMeHmMarnbHo20  OCMbIC/IEHUST 8  CMPYKmMype  CO8PEeMeHHOU  coyuosioguu  sierissemcss  onacHblM — Orist
(eoc)npoussodcmea camol coyuonoauu. [lpueodsmces U aHanus3upyrmcs MmunuyHble MPakKmMuKku U CmpyKmypb!
ucrionb3ogaHusi U (8oc)nipouzsodcmea ¢hyHOaMeHmarsnbHOU meopuu 8 COBPEMEHHOU COUUOI02uUYecKol Hayke.
OmderbHbIl akyeHm coenaH Ha uccrnedogaHuu dudakmuydecKux acrekmos meopemu3suposaHusi Kak 8 ayoumopuu, mak
u 3a eé npedenamu. 30eCb BaXHEUWUM CHOXXEMOM OKa3bleaemcsi C853b YHUBEPCUMEMCKO20 obpa3osaHusi Kak
npoussoOcmea yHusepcasnibHO20 0bpasa 4Yesiogeka, C OOHOU CMOPOHbI, U Mmeopemuyeckoz2o, 0bobuwarouiezo,
abcmpazupyrowe20o MbiwieHUs. Kpome moeo, 8axHbIM acriekmom sierisemcsi npobnema coyuasbHoU u ducyuniuHapHoU
udeHmMuUYHOCMU COUUO/Io2UU, UCIMOMb308aHUE €10 KOHUErmyarnbHO020, KameaopuasbHo20 U Memodosioaudecko20
apceHana 8 apaymMeHmauuu ceoeli asmOoHOMHOCMU U 3rucmemosiogudeckol rneaumumHocmu. Wccnedyromes
B803MOXHOCMU  pa3sumusi  mMeopemu4yecko20  UHCMPYyMeHmapusi — coyuosioeuu ¢ rosuyul  npoussodcmea
MHOXECMBEeHHOCMU KaK yCriogusi cucmemHo20 pa3zeumusi. OmdenbHbili akueHm cdenaH Ha udeosioeudyeckol,
eocriumamersibHOU, coyuanu3ayuoHHOU, KOMMYHUKamueHoU yHKUUsIX ¢pyHOameHmarnbHol meopuu. ®opmynupyemcs
8bI800 O BO3MOXHOCMSX U O2paHUYeHUsix ¢hyHOaMeHmasbH020 meopemu3upo8aHusi 8 COUUOIo2UU 8 COBPEMEHHbIX
coyuarbHbIX U 3IUCMEeMOrIo2u4eCcKUX yCro8UsIX.

Knrodeenbie cnoea: coyuosiozusi, meopusi, coyuosiocudeckass meopus, rpenodasaHue, agpucmuka.
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