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Abstract. This article analyzes various mechanisms for integrating scientific knowledge with the 
aid of sociology. The author aims to show the integrative potential of sociological science, the 
correlation of subject and methodology in the processes of scientific synthesis, the significance 
of metaparadigmal dialogue and synthesis for the formation of an integral system of socio-hu-
manitarian knowledge. The main research methods include the analysis of real integration 
processes involving sociology, as well as the comparison of various mechanisms and results of 
scientific integration. The results show that the main mechanisms of integrative interaction of 
sociology with social sciences and humanities are the formation of industry-specific sociologies 
(e. g., economic and political sociology) and sociological paradigms. Special attention is paid 
to the inclusion of sociology in the processes of scientific synthesis, which involve interaction 
with complex areas of knowledge, the structural elements of which are natural science, social 
sciences, humanities, and technical components, as well as the elements that go beyond the 
actual scientific knowledge. Ecology and anthropology are considered as examples of such 
synthetic fields of knowledge. The author shows that in the process of forming social ecology 
(with the participation of sociological science), its complex character (subject-methodological 
“Trinity”) becomes more pronounced. The most significant and methodologically interesting 
aspect of the interaction between sociology and social anthropology (as a section of anthro-
pology — a comprehensive study of man) can be considered the combination of their efforts 
to create an optimal model of theoretical humanitarian knowledge. The main conclusion, 
which has a certain degree of novelty, is the position that sociology, being included in various 
mechanisms of integration of scientific knowledge, contributes not only to the meaningful 
convergence of social sciences and humanities, but also to their adequate, deeper theoretical, 
and methodological self-determination.
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INTRODUCTION

Modern sociology is actively involved in the processes of integrating scientific 
knowledge at the subject, methodological and problem levels, interacting with 
the disciplines of both social sciences and humanities, and natural sciences, as 
well as with knowledge complexes containing natural science, humanitarian and 
technical components. This inevitably changes the subjects and methods of so-
ciology, and the fields of science with which it interacts. These processes are 
now so diverse and significant in their results that they require serious theoret-
ical and methodological reflection.

The aim of this article is to show the integrative potential of sociological 
science, the correlation of subject and methodology in the processes of scien-
tific synthesis, and the importance of meta-paradigmal dialogue and synthesis 
for forming a coherent system of socio-humanitarian knowledge.

In the early 21st century, sociology has not remained aloof from the process 
of scientific synthesis. Obviously, it is not by chance that G. Simmel noted its 
important features in comparison with other social sciences and humanities: 
“...it is an eclectic science because the products of other sciences constitute its 
material. It uses the data of historical research, anthropology, statistics, psy-
chology as semi-finished products; it does not directly deal with the raw ma-
terial, which other sciences process, but, being a so-called secondary science, 
it creates a new synthesis out of what primary sciences have already synthe-
sised” [13, p. 302].

Sociology takes the material for a “new synthesis” from a rather broad list of 
scientific disciplines including cultural studies, economics, political science, 
philosophy, and a number of other fields of scientific knowledge. As a result, 
sociology is a diverse multi-dimensional and multi-paradigmal field of knowl-
edge, which is in its turn capable of being included in a variety of scientific 
integration processes.

Nevertheless, the mechanisms for integrating modern scientific knowledge 
with the aid of sociology are far from being fully explored. This paper focuses 
on some of the gaps in this area.

RESEARCH RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
In the history of sociological science there are many examples of interdisciplinary 
synthesis, both at the subject and methodological levels. At the same time, in a 
number of cases, the subject and methodology of interaction combined and pre-
supposed each other quite well. Thus, social evolutionism formed by H. Spencer 
and his followers implied the use of both subject and methodology of biological 
analogies. It is important to note that already in the 19th century the mutual in-
fluence of biological and social evolutionism was clearly manifested [3, p. 147].

The racial and anthropological trend in social science developed through a 
much more complex interaction of various sciences: anthropology, cultural 
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studies, and biology, which is indirect but very powerful in this synthesis. After 
all, one of the basic postulates of this school is that “human social behaviour 
and culture are mainly determined by biological heredity” [1, p. 280].

An alternative mechanism of interdisciplinary integration lies in the interac-
tion between sociology and economics, resulting in “separation” of the subject 
and methodology of scientific synthesis. The separate subject forms economic 
sociology (and is naturally combined with sociology as a science on the inter-
disciplinary basis); the separate methodology is embodied in economic deter-
minism, one of the classical sociological paradigms. Of course, each of these 
mechanisms is characterized by a specific “distribution of roles” between eco-
nomics and sociology, promoting either one or the other to leading positions. 
Economic sociology simply uses the sociological approach, sociological prin-
ciples of research to study the economic sphere of society (but this study can be 
conducted in the light of various sociological paradigms and concepts — from 
structural functionalism and conflictological approach to symbolic interaction-
ism and the role theory of personality). Economic determinism is chronologi-
cally, substantively and ideologically generated by Marx’s economic theory, and 
sociologists, following this principle, consistently apply it in their analysis of 
all social phenomena and processes.

The mechanisms and results of interaction between sociology and cultural 
studies are even less clear. “This process,” according to E. A. Popov, “is large-
ly determined by one or another specific approach to understanding culture. In 
particular, the analysis of culture as one of the social spheres interprets the sub-
ject of sociology of culture in a rather narrow way, while the understanding of 
culture as the substantive social basis is much broader. Obviously, in the latter 
case, we mean the formation of a culturological direction (or paradigm) in so-
ciology with its own dominant values. For many sciences, culture is a set of 
artefacts; for many, it is a combination of norms and values; for sociology, cul-
ture is a ‘bridge’ from society to the individual and vice versa” [11, p. 17]. In-
deed, due to culture, man has become a social being, and society has become a 
sphere of true human existence. But the problem of the relation between the 
individual and the society is the central problem of theoretical sociology, and 
each sociological concept, school, paradigm offers its own version of the state-
ment and solution. And if it is so, then sociology of culture acquires the status 
of the most important element of the theoretical and methodological core of 
sociology as a whole. 

To sum up this section of the paper, it should be emphasized that sociology, 
reaching a meta-paradigmal level, plays an important role in shaping a coherent 
system of social sciences and humanities. We believe that there is a tendency 
for new paradigms to emerge, based on sociological connections with certain 
social sciences and humanities. For example, its relationship with economics 
underlies the Marxist approach, while its connection with psychology gave rise 
to the psychoanalytic paradigm in sociology. The very process of theoretical 
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and methodological interaction between sociological paradigms plays an im-
portant role in the integration of sociohumanitarian knowledge.

Next, it should be considered how sociology can be engaged and is engaged 
in processes of subject and methodological integration of knowledge, involving 
those disciplines and scientific complexes that already combine elements from 
different branches of science and research traditions.

Modern sociology takes a very active part in the processes of interdiscipli-
nary synthesis, contributing to the convergence of natural science, social 
sciences and humanities and technical knowledge. The “intersection of inter-
ests” of sociology and ecology is particularly often noted in this regard. As 
a result, new areas of scientific research are formed. These fields of knowledge 
often appeal to scientific subject and methodology: “The terms human ecol-
ogy and social ecology,” according to B. B. Prokhorov, “are equal, and each 
researcher is free to use either of them or expand the conceptual apparatus, 
applying, such terms as geodemology... demoecology, environmental socio-
logy... etc.” [12, p. 6].

In our opinion, for all the substantive proximity of these disciplines, it is 
necessary to take into account their vivid theoretical and methodological differ-
ences, as well as the specific mechanisms of their formation. We can consider 
this specific features through a comparative analysis of environmental sociolo-
gy and social ecology. Environmental sociology is “one of the branches of so-
ciology studying the specific relations between man and the environment” [9, 
p. 92]. Unlike most other branches of sociology (economic sociology, political 
sociology, sociology of law, sociology of family, etc.), its formation is based on 
integrative links not with social sciences and humanities, but with ecology, which 
again resulted from a rather complex scientific synthesis.

It should be said that environmental sociology has another “status” in the 
system of sociological knowledge — it is environmentalism as one of the soci-
ological paradigms. However, we mean a branch of sociology as a science with 
its specific problems, certain methodological guidelines, and methods of empir-
ical research.

The subject and methodology of social ecology is worth special consideration. 
Today, there are many disciplines that manage to combine features and elements 
of natural science, social sciences and humanities, and technical knowledge. 
These include medicine, psychology, economic geography and many others. 
In our opinion, however, this scientific “trinity” is most clearly manifested in 
social ecology, both in terms of subject and methodology. We also emphasize 
that in the subject-methodological status of this science, none of the named 
components is unambiguously and unequivocally dominant, basic or leading. 
The theoretical and methodological foundations of socio-ecological research 
cannot be reduced to the natural science priorities of accuracy and objectivity, 
nor to the purely humanitarian principle of referring to values, nor to the de-
sign-modelling attitudes characteristic of technical knowledge. At the same 
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time, all these attitudes are not only clearly present in social ecology but they 
also have their definite subject.

For example, ecology, which originally developed as a biological science, 
cannot be free from the ideals and norms of classical natural science. However, 
such a fundamental principle of classical science as the consideration of nature 
itself and the maximum escape from subjective strata cannot be realised today 
‘in its purest form’. R. S. Karpinskaya, I. K. Liseev and A. P. Ogurtsov are 
right to point out, “it is impossible to comprehend the regularities of natural 
systems functioning if not to consider anthropogenic and social factors” [5, 
p. 217]. As for social ecology, the trend towards subject-methodological hu-
manitarization becomes even more relevant for it. After all, “social ecology 
is the science of the relationship between society and its environment, the 
laws of compatibility, coevolution of society and nature” [5, p. 222]. This 
definition implies the simulation of subject-subject dialogue between the 
researcher and the studied socio-mediated object, bringing to the fore the 
humanitarian problem of understanding, definition and meaning. However, 
this circumstance still serves the aim of objective and accurate research of 
the human environment, indicators of biosphere pollution, changes in natural 
and social conditions of existence of various peoples and the mankind as a 
whole. Objective and subjective cognition in ecology in general and in social 
ecology in particular do not oppose, but presuppose each other. According 
to L. I. Grigorieva, “responsible attitude of a person to nature characterizes 
the environmental maturity of a person. It means understanding the laws of 
nature that determine human life” [4, p. 44].

Humanitarian methodological principles also manifest themselves in social 
ecology in a specific way. For example, a great role in the theoretical develop-
ment of many social sciences and humanities is played by the attitude to under-
standing the meaning of existence from the perspective of the existence, from 
the perspective of some ideal. It is also quite significant for socio-ecological 
concepts. However, in our opinion, the values of the proper in this field (ideal 
harmonic interaction between man and nature, the ideals of noosphere, co-evo-
lution, sustainable development, etc.) are much more utopian than the widely 
known sociopolitical ideals (civil society, rule of law, social justice). Human 
history has seen ideas of social progress, expressed regularly, and more or less 
successful attempts to put them into practice. However, the history of human 
interaction with nature has seen an almost unstoppable movement towards envi-
ronmental disaster. According to experts, “if everything is left as it is (or slight-
ly modernized), soon — only 20-50 years later, the Earth will give the foolish 
humanity a destructive response” [6, p. 569].

It is not the ideas of socio-ecological well-being and ways to achieve it that 
the practice-oriented provisions of social ecology contain, but the indications 
of what prevents the harmonic interaction between man and nature, contain-
ing prohibitions and restrictions. The following can illustrate the principles 
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of respectful attitude of Arctic indigenous people towards nature, included in 
the process of environmental education of schoolchildren in the Republic of 
Sakha (Yakutia):

“ —  not to exterminate wild animals and birds;
 —  not to kill female animals;
 —  collect ripe berries;
 —  mow hay after the seeds are ripe, etc.”. [4, p. 46].

The technical component of knowledge is represented in social ecology in 
two main ways. Firstly, it is the calculation and prediction of possible negative 
consequences of implementing certain technical projects for natural and social 
environment. “If the engineer and the designer, according to V. С. Stepin, 
V. G. Gorokhov and M. A. Rozov, did not remember that, along with accurate 
economic and technical operating requirements, the requirements for safe, noise-
less, comfortable, environmentally friendly use of engineering devices must be 
met, such engineering devices might turn hostile to people and even endanger 
their very existence on Earth, instead of becoming useful tools” [13, p. 372]. 
Secondly, it is the development of technical solutions aimed at environmental-
ly friendly production, at creating new and more perfect ways of practical de-
velopment of nature by man. An increasingly important role in the development 
of modern production is given to social and environmental expertise, designed 
not only to approve or veto some technical project, but also offer the best com-
bination of economic efficiency, social and environmental well-being. In meth-
odological terms, this means that the structure of socio-ecological knowledge 
presents alternative predictive approaches. Their modelling should take into 
account a biggest possible diversity of biospheric, socio-economic, technical, 
behavioural, mental and other factors that can affect the results of human activ-
ity. It is also important to keep in mind that all these factors are closely related, 
mediate and condition each other, which, in turn, further makes it important to 
further integrate natural science, social sciences and humanities, and technical 
knowledge.

As for the formation of social ecology through a large-scale scientific syn-
thesis (with the aid of sociology), the subject-methodological “trinity” of envi-
ronmental knowledge becomes more pronounced, as its socio-humanitarian 
component “comes to the forefront” and creates a decent, equal tandem with the 
natural and technical components. At the same time, social ecology as a whole 
does not become a part of sociology as a science; sociological features are pre-
sented there in a “both preserved and changed” form and are virtually insepa-
rable from cultural, legal and even political elements: thus, it is impossible to 
study the activities of environmental institutions and social movements apart 
from environmental culture and environmental legal consciousness, as well as 
the phenomenon of eco-culture. But there is at least one “version” of socio-eco-
logical knowledge that falls within the sociological paradigm. It is Chicago 
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School of Sociology, which focuses on sociocultural conditions and factors of 
the human environment, and on the role of the social niche necessary for a per-
son’s full adaptation and life in a big city. It is important to keep in mind that 
the theoretical and methodological foundations of Chicago School of Sociology 
resulted from a scientific synthesis, combining sociology, ecology, cultural stud-
ies, ethnography, geography, history and other sciences.

As for social anthropology, we can see a seemingly similar mechanism when 
tracing the path of its formation and subject-methodological determination. 
But a closer look reveals many differences in the interdisciplinary links and 
relationships. First of all, social anthropology is the most important branch 
of anthropology as a complex teaching of humanity, which cannot only be 
reduced to the status of a purely natural science or purely humanitarian disci-
pline, but also transcends the limits of scientific knowledge as such. While the 
shift from ecology to social ecology is a way of further expanding its subject 
and methodology, social anthropology is a specific field of study within social 
sciences and humanities, striving for a clear definition of its subject matter. 
Second, sociology is directly related to the formation and development of 
only one, namely English, tradition of social anthropology. Followers of this 
tradition such as A. R. Radcliffe-Brown, in particular, adopt the principles of 
structural functionalism and learn from classical sociology. In fact, according 
to V. Nikolaev, Radcliffe-Brown is a sociologist in anthropology, and his thin-
king is socio logical [10, p. 304].

We believe that the interaction between sociology and social anthropology 
has been particularly pronounced and effective in the field of methodological 
cooperation, a joint effort to form an effective concept of the humanities based 
on contemporary achievements of humanities and social science: “The theoret-
ical and methodological model of scientific rule in humanities is formed today 
largely on the basis of overcoming the classical model of scientific rule in nat-
ural science as abstract, general, essential, stable, necessary and repeatable. 
A truly humanitarian rule must not only explain an object but also create pre-
requisites for understanding its meaning, embracing the sphere and ways of 
representation of the common in the individual, essence — in phenomena, ne-
cessity — in the realized freedom” [7, p. 13].

Next, it is trustworthy to consider the role of sociology, on the one hand, and 
social anthropology, on the other, in following this pattern. In order to do this, 
we turn to the theoretical and methodological possibilities of the structuralist 
approach and, in particular, to the opinion of one of its most important repre-
sentatives, C. Lévi-Strauss. In his opinion, the process of learning the elements 
of myth rather than its content is directly connected with the definition of the 
archetypal binary oppositions of the human being: “It seems that myth consid-
ers two extreme solutions to the same problem, with some intermediate variants, 
which form numerous correlations and oppositions both with each other and 
with extreme solutions” [8, p. 22]. Consequently, there is a certain invariant 
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which can be identified only within the whole complex of its elements. This 
approach is realised not only in works of classical anthropology, but also in a 
number of ethnographic works (e.g. [3, p. 144]). 

Poststructuralist approaches, such classic work as by G. Deleuze, should be 
mentioned here [2, p. 234].

There are two main types of abstraction: isolating and identifying. Modern 
sociology effectively deals with both of these types, facilitated by its methodo-
logical focus on the analysis of certain phenomena of social life during specific 
historically determined social situations.

Nevertheless, specific theory and methodology of closely related social scienc-
es and humanities should not be made absolute. On the contrary, the processes 
of interdisciplinary interaction between them are very important, contributing 
to their mutual enrichment and forming new scientific disciplines. For example, 
the use of binary oppositions in studying a particular social phenomenon will 
provide more opportunities for sociological studies by using the anthropological 
method in identifying the framework of the semantic universe, expressing the 
variability of the social aspects under study.

It is important to emphasise that “...the oppositions of social conflict and 
harmony, social integration and disintegration, social norm and anomie are of 
particular importance and universal significance. The whole field of social 
phenomena arising from their interaction and different correlations is high-
lighted in the meaningful shift between these poles. It seems that such word-
ing does not distract sociology from its traditional task of studying society 
here and now but makes the ‘profile’ of social reality vivid, dynamic and 
multidimensional; it becomes clear that a multifaceted variety of social smiles 
and grimaces can be found in social masking. The more closely the variabil-
ity of social being is taken into account, the more accurate the sociological 
knowledge will become” [7, p. 17]. This thesis seems relevant for further 
analysis of mechanisms for integrating scientific knowledge with the aid of 
sociology.

CONCLUSION
Based on the analysis of various options of scientific integration with the aid 
of sociology, the article identifies subject and methodology, bilateral and mul-
tilateral mechanisms of this integration and the eventual forms characterising 
them. Engaged in the processes of large-scale scientific synthesis, sociology 
works in the field of both subject and methodological integration, which leads, 
on the one hand, to creating new branches of sociology and, on the other hand, 
to forming sociological paradigms. Entering the process of interaction with 
complex fields of knowledge, sociology contributes to changing the subject 
and methodology of socio-humanitarian knowledge as a whole, as well as 
bringing natural science, social sciences and humanities, and technical disci-
plines closer together.
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Thus, we can distinguish two groups of leading mechanisms of integrative 

interaction between sociology and other social sciences and humanities:
 — forming new branches of sociology (economic sociology, political socio-

logy, sociology of personality, sociology of culture, etc.);
 — creating specific sociological paradigms, which can be conventionally 

called “socio-humanitarian,” usually based on primary links between so-
ciology and a particular discipline of socio-humanitarian knowledge.

The main conclusion, which has a certain degree of novelty, is that sociology, 
included in various mechanisms of scientific knowledge integration, contributes 
to a substantial convergence of social sciences and humanities and their adequate, 
deeper theoretical and methodological determination.
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