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Abstract 
The paper offers the simple model of the society's life span which takes into 
account two factors of social changes – political power and social solidarity. 
The model describes the rise and decline of political integrity and collective 
solidarity of different scales. Accordingly, the author considers two types of 
social structures representing these factors – political organization and society 
itself. Political organization of power is considered as an active social entity 
and an agent of intentional social transformations. Solidary society is consid-
ered as an inertial and unintentional social entity that carries social tradition, 
culture, collective identity, etc. The interaction of political and societal entities 
pushes the entire socio-political structure towards a gradual expansion, which 
inevitably ends with its collapse. Due to this civilizations' dynamics gets a cy-
clical pattern. Therefore, the model allows to reconcile the unilinear (progres-
sive, gradual) and multilinear (nondirectional, cyclical, etc.) course of social 
evolution, since we distinguish between meso- and macro-levels of analysis. On 
the meso-level we observe the structural cycles of the rise and fall of societies 
that repeat development from more primitive to their peak level. On the macro-
level one can observe evolution as a process of inheritance and accumulation 
of basic technological and social innovations in the course of the cycles of de-
velopment and decline of civilizations. This is analogous to how we distinguish 
between the evolution of an organism in its life span and the evolution of a giv-

                                                           
* This article is an expanded version of the earlier study published in Social Evolution & History 

(Vol. 20, 2021) under the title The Two-Factor (Authority-Solidarity) Model of Society's Structur-
al Cycles in the Evolutionary Perspective. 
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en species of organism. Such analogy is not complete, but it allows us to distin-
guish between the specific transformations of historic societies, for example 
Egypt, Mesopotamia, Rome and progressive evolutionary typology of indefinite 
‘society in general’, for example, modern, slave-owning, hunter-gatherers.  

Keywords: social evolution, society life cycle, sociogenesis, social dynamics, 
structural transformations.  

Introduction  
The evolutionary paradigm has long faced the contradiction between the 

progressive and discontinuous course of social evolution. Indeed, on the one 
hand, society ‘in general’ becomes more complex in the course of evolution, 
but on the other hand, particular societies rise and fall (Diamond 2005). These 
falls undermine the concepts of linear or progressive evolution. Neo-evolu-
tionism, under the pressure of particular case studies, has gone away from Her-
bert Spencer's concept of unilinear evolution directed towards increasing socie-
ty complexity (White 1949; Carneiro 1970) to the concept of multilinearity 
(Steward 1955; Bondarenko, Grinin, and Korotayev 2002) and division of evo-
lution into specific and general one (Sahlins and Service 1960) and, finally, to 
the concept of evolution as any qualitative transformation (Claessen 2006). Our 
model points out one of the reasons (without rejecting others) for the collapse 
of societies, namely, their inability to form an overly broad cohesive social sub-
ject along with the natural decline of the collective solidarity of any compact 
society. In this case, the decline of core collective solidarity leads to the col-
lapse of the entire political structure. This forms the society's life cycle, which 
can be considered within evolutionary scheme as an analogue of the life cycle 
of an organism in natural evolution. Recurrent structural cycles of societies' 
growth and decay (life cycles) become possible without transition to a new sta-
dial level. In its turn, the gradual accumulation of changes over a number of 
cycles can help a society to make such a transition in ordinary cycle of its struc-
tural growth.  

Process modeling is the most effective method of scientific description and 
forecasting of social dynamics. Mathematical modeling of historical and evolu-
tionary trends is developing within various interdisciplinary approaches (see 
e.g., Grinin, de Munck, and Korotayev 2006; Grinin, Korotayev, and Herrmann 
2010; Korotayev, Malkov, and Khaltourina 2006; Turchin et al. 2006; Turchin 
and Nefedov 2009; Turchin 2003). Meanwhile, the mathematical expression 
itself is just a formula that requires a conceptual model of the phenomenon un-
derlying the detected trend; only then the formula acquires an explanatory 
meaning. The model proposed here is such an explanatory theoretical concept 
which is supposed to precede a quantitative analysis of periods, stages, etc. 
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Before considering the model, I would like to make preliminary comments 
about the model and the concepts of social format and phases of sociogenesis 
that I use. 

The Model 
This model is not related directly to the theories of politogenesis and the 

early state (ES) origin. The model describes social dynamics in a different con-
text – it is the model of the growing scale of a socio-political entity, and not of 
its evolutionary stadial transformations. Of course, there may be a correlation 
between the scale and stadial dynamics, but so far we are interested in the very 
mechanism of extension of socio-political entities, purified from the influence 
of other factors.  

Nevertheless, the proposed model is an implicit evolutionary concept, since 
in the course of social evolution people start to integrate into ever larger socie-
ties. This model refers to the structural phase of social evolution (Dobrolyubov 
2020), which started with the Neolithic transformation of gatherers/hunters 
bands into village communities and will continue till a single and equilibrium 
global society emerges.  

The model considers growth (enlargement, extension, and expansion) of a 
political entity as a natural tendency due to the phenomenon of social power 
and the competitive nature of human collectives. Obviously, every society is 
hardly able to succeed in this competitive process. So, the model is not the law 
of growth for each particular society, but a pattern that actually characterizes 
the ‘winners,’ for example, like the successful political entities of Early Egypt, 
Mesopotamia, Rome, Muscovy, etc. 

There are many reasons why some societies appear stronger and more suc-
cessful than others. The contributing factors may include better location, political 
or military organization, better economy, ideology, laws, decisions, chosen strat-
egies and so on ... and, finally, a combination of circumstances. Our model con-
siders only one source of a society's high (or low) competitiveness – its internal 
solidarity ensured by common social values. The collectivization of people  
into ever larger cohesive societies is also considered within our model as  
a natural tendency caused by human social needs which are the flip side of the 
need for group competition – the need to band together with other people,  
the need for solidarity and cooperation within society. 

Accordingly, the model focuses on two factors of changes – organized au-
thority and collective solidarity. To analyze their mutual dynamics over time, 
we distinguish between political power and society itself. Obviously, in early 
societies we can only analytically separate power from society, since they do 
not have political power in the explicit form of a distinct administration and, 
even to a lesser extent, do they have a professional apparatus (Grinin 2008; 
Bondarenko 2014). To make this distinction, we use more general concepts of a 
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collective agent and collective subject (Dobrolyubov 2012c), of which the au-
thority organization and society are special cases.  

A collective agent is any organized group that performs coordinated (i.e., 
collective) actions. An indicator of a collective agent is the use of social power 
over individuals in order to organize group activities. A collective subject is a 
self-aware collectivity, united by common values of individuals and, most im-
portantly, by the shared value of their own community. The attributes of a collec-
tive subject are social (collective) consciousness, strong collective identity and 
group cohesion. 

This approach allows us to describe the same social object from two different 
perspectives. When an individual acts in an organized manner with others 
(works, hunts, or fights), he actualizes the feature of the collective agent, but 
when the same individual perceives (is aware, feels, and values) his commonality 
with others, he actualizes the feature of the collective (social) subject. We can 
make this distinction even for a band of hunter-gatherers. A band can be consid-
ered as a collective agent when its members follow their leaders and act in an 
organized manner, and can be considered as a social subject when its members 
show agreement of opinions, unanimity and solidarity. Such an analysis does 
little for bands, but in the case of societies capable for growth, we can separately 
consider the extension of political organization of the ‘collective agent’ (as a re-
sult of conquest, subordination, control, etc.) and the formation of a solidary soci-
ety or ‘social subject’ within these political boundaries (as a result of changing 
consciousness). So, in fact we separate two processes – organization (administra-
tive, authoritative, political) and value (mental and societal). 

Societal and Dimensional Formats 
An important point of our model is the distinction between the scale and sta-

dial aspects of the societal format notion. The societal format in the early state 
theory is a qualitative type of social structure (Claessen and Skalník 1978). How-
ever, this type implicitly contains a scale component, since a society at a higher 
evolutionary stage of development, as a rule, tends to have a broader scale. This 
is more obvious at the beginning of the stadial sequence: band – settlement – 
chiefdom – complex chiefdom, where every subsequent type of society includes 
several societies of the previous type. For example, chiefdom consists of sever-
al settlements, and a complex chiefdom consists of several chiefdoms (the same 
for their analogues and alternatives). In the state societies, we no longer ob-
serve such a rigid link between the type of society and its scale and such a hier-
archical inclusion of the previous type structures into the subsequent ones. 
Therefore, the scale aspect is not in the focus of the early state theory, and even 
more so of the theories of modern societies transformation, for example, mod-
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ernization theories, Marxism, etc.1 Our model, on the contrary, considers the 
scale of socio-political entity and offers its end-to-end dimensional typology. 
Therefore, we exclude from consideration all other stadial characteristic that 
describe society as an early, developed or modern state.  

In essence, the dynamics of all societies, including modern ones, demon-
strate a similar aspect of transformation as the transition from chiefdom to 
complex chiefdom, namely, the hierarchical inclusion of earlier formats within 
the subsequent ones. To demonstrate this, we use the notion of a dimensional 
format (or scale format) of socio-political entity instead of a societal format 
that rather indicates the stage of evolutionary development. 

The dimensional format is not so much a territorial size, but the measure of 
internal diversity of a socio-political entity. In our model there are dimensional 
formats that succeed the complex chiefdom; and the socio-political structure  
in each subsequent format includes several structures of the previous for- 
mats. We define the polis, territorial, national, civilizational and global formats.  
Of course, these dimensional types may or may not coincide with stadial types.2 
In our model, the dimensional types only formally make a sequence of growing 
formats that do not correlate strictly with the evolutionary stages of societal 
development. The model implies both the growth of a political entity from a 
small city polis (polis format) to a large empire (civilizational format) without  
a transition to statehood, and vice versa, a transition of society to the next stage 
of evolutionary development within the same dimensional format.  

Thus, the model takes into account indirect indicator of social complexity – 
a greater social heterogeneity in wider formats. Each subsequent dimensional 
format, by definition, includes greater societal, cultural, ethnic and religious 
diversity. The transition of the political entity to a wider format is associated 
with the inclusion of some external components. This undermines the tradition-
al collective identity of the core society and requires some time to smooth the 
differences in the ‘melting pot’ of a broader political system and to unify  
the expanded society. Consequently, the formation of collective identity and soli-
darity and the time parameter – the period of their formation – are introduced as 
variables in the model. 

The dimensional transformation of socio-political structure passes through 
two main successive stages (phases) – administrative and universal, which are 
characterized by a different state of a society within a given political framework.  
                                                           
1 Only the world-system analysis (see e.g., Wallerstein 1974; Grinin, Korotayev, and Tausch 2016; 

Korotayev, Malkov, and Khaltourina 2006b) operates with the size of the system, but of a differ-
ent nature and much broader than society. 

2 Indeed, an early state may have the polis format, a developed state a territorial format, a modern 
state – a national format; and a possible single European state, if it emerges, will have a civiliza-
tional format. However, all societies possess dimensional dynamics, so we can argue that evolu-
tionary types of society are in accordance with the dimensional formats only as a rule or ‘in gen-
eral’. 
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About Phases  
At the administrative phase, the political structure expands through incor-

poration of various socio-political objects. This may happen via cooperation 
and voluntary integration, as well as through subordination and warfare. The 
new power structure establishes common social and economic practices, so 
there starts the process of smoothing out differences and convergence of values 
(often in the simple form of assimilation). The political agents exercising social 
power are the main factor of changes at this phase. Social power can be used 
with varying degrees of totality and rigidity, from a limited to full control over 
individual's life, from charismatic guidance to coercion or even genocide of the 
defeated population.  

At the universal phase, the population within these political frameworks 
acquires a common social identity, common value system and, thus, group co-
hesion. Now, it is a society that has its own subjectivity. The society becomes a 
subject that all collective agents have to take into account. Political agents (au-
thority, elites, army, etc.) relying on the solidarity of its social core begin to 
compete in a wider format; and the two-phase step of political framework ex-
pansion and formation of a wider social core can be repeated. However, this 
assumes decomposition of collective subject and solidarity of the previous format. 

The interaction between these two processes and the alternation of the ad-
ministrative and universal phases make up the mechanism which is described 
by our two-factor (authority-solidarity) model. We found out that the matura-
tion of collective self-awareness and solidarity takes about 200–300 years in all 
types of societies (Dobrolyubov 2009). This ‘quantum’ of structural changes 
determines the entire time scheme and prognostic capabilities of the model. 

A Methodological Note  
Political anthropology has made significant progress in the study of early 

political systems formation and seeks to involve all the factors in consideration 
in order to create the most complete models of social transformations (Carneiro 
1970, 2012; Claessen 2002, 2006, 2016; Claessen and Skalník 1978; Claessen, 
van de Velde, and Smith 1985; Grinin 2008; Grinin et al. 2004; Bondarenko 
2008, 2014; Bondarenko, Grinin, and Korotayev 2002).  

Meanwhile, the multi-dimensional evolutionary models have one methodo-
logical drawback: they tend to consider the impact of different factors inde-
pendently from each other. This is a common way of analytical idealization of 
complex transformation in order to reveal a causal link between a factor and its 
evolutionary outcome. This way, we may lose the sight of the second-order 
factor – the mutual influence of factors. The impact of factors combination 
turns out to be specific for each historical case, and as a result, a proper explan-
atory model does not work properly as a predictive one. 
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I propose here a slightly different methodological approach. Let us limit 
ourselves to considering only two factors (in our case, organized authority and 
collective solidarity), and first try to build a model of their interaction, leaving 
the evolutionary outcome aside for a while. What can this give us? It may allow 
us to include the obtained two-factorial mechanism as a single factor into a more 
complex context; but now we greatly simplify its complexity.  

A Simple Model of Structural Cycle 
Collective Agents and Collective Subjects 

Authority and solidarity are ultimately embodied in social structures. Re-
gardless of how classical sociology understands social structures – whether in 
the form of real entities or concepts in mind (see, e.g., Durkheim 1964; Mead 
1934; Parsons 1971; Giddens 1984), we will adhere to two simple criteria for 
structuring – external and internal for an individual, which correspond to our 
factors and lead to different types of structures, no matter how sociology define 
them. 

External (authoritative) structuring occurs through the organization of in-
dividuals with the help of social power over them. Internal (mental) structuring 
occurs through the typification of individuals' minds, which is manifested in the 
similarity of their ideas, values, intentions, motives, attainments, culture, etc. 
Accordingly, two types of structures are formed: collective agents as organized 
group actors and collective subjects as typically conscious commonalities (Do-
brolyubov 2012c). They have different structural genesis and properties.  

Collective agents are organizations such as economic enterprises, political 
parties, armies, gangs, acting groups, governmental agencies, including whole 
states. Collective agents perform collective actions using social power of lead-
ers (chiefs, kings, bosses, managers, bureaucrats, etc.) over members of organi-
zation in any type of authority described by Max Weber – charismatic, tradi-
tional or legal (Weber 1978). The group actions of organized individuals are 
intentional and rational, and their social outcome is open, non-deterministic.  

Collective subjects are solidary communities, such as comradeships, broth-
erhoods, interest clubs and cohesive communities of various sizes, including 
the widest community – the society. They arise from the standardization of val-
ues and practices that occurs in the area of communication. They possess com-
mon collective consciousness (Durkheim 1964), group's self-awareness and 
solidarity. 

In fact, many real social entities (clans, sport teams, fan clubs, religious  
entities, gangs, etc.) combine group organization and group solidarity which, 
nevertheless, one can analytically distinguish. State society is also an insepa-
rable social whole; but it is obvious that state and society is not the same thing 
(Claessen 2002; Grinin 2008; Bondarenko 2014). That is why we have to ana-
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lytically divide the socio-political structure (organization, system, etc.) into 
societal and political ones in order to analyze how these phenomena of a men-
tal and administrative nature affect each other. 

The Political Organization as a Collective Agent 
Collective actions are organized or coordinated actions of potentially inde-

pendent individuals. Group actions are organized through the application of 
social power over participants, even if the latter act voluntarily, have common 
goals and seek to cooperate. Coordination itself is the application of power. 
Personal charisma and even intellectual attractiveness of someone's ideas are 
also the forms of application of social power over an individual. The subordina-
tion to power (in fact, predominantly voluntary) is the flip side of power appli-
cation; the latter is impossible without the former.3 That is why most of organi-
zations, including the voluntary ones, have a hierarchy of decisions, in which 
decisions made at one level are transmitted to a lower level and executed. Only 
due to the use of leaders' power an organized group may act as a single agent – 
rationally and intentionally.  

Thus, social power is the source of organization. Organizations appear 
constantly and everywhere; it is as natural process as natural social power it-
self.4 There are just evolutionary limitations for the extension and complication 
of political organizational structure. 

Institutionalization of organization. Organizations can be explicit, perma-
nent and expressed in formal institutions, like political parties, armies, govern-
mental bodies, etc. However, organization can be implicit, situational and infor-
mal, as in the case of collective hunting, friendly fests, crowd manipulation, etc.  

The institutionalization of organization is a transformation of temporal hi-
erarchy of individuals subordinate to the leader's charismatic power into a per-
manent hierarchy of power positions. The leader of a new organization usually 
uses charismatic authority at the initial stage of development of the organiza-
tion. Such organizations, for example, the elite's organization, may monopolize 
activities related to the whole community – sacral, ritual, defensive, judicial, 

                                                           
3 The theories of collective actions, of social movements, etc. (Olson 1971; Marco et al. 1999) 

emphasize a voluntary participation and a solidarity of participants, common goals and proactive 
cooperation of actors. It hides the authority's nature of the group's organized activity. In fact, even 
the dancers in a pair who want to cooperate and achieve a common goal require one's leadership. 
If both make individual decisions, the pair just stumbles. Cooperation assumes somebody's guid-
ance and subordination; it implies master-slave relations. 

4 An organization may arise even without an explicit goal of further collective actions and simply 
out of leader's desire for domination, as e.g., in kids' gangs, in family, in soldier barracks, among 
the elite, etc. For this, leaders need only desire for prestige, superiority, manipulating other people 
or exercising power over them. However, in fact, the majority of organizations arise for the sake 
of achieving the pronounced goals, e.g., settlement protection, irrigation, worshipping, executing 
rituals, trade, raids for booty and so on. 
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etc. The recurrent execution of power and longtime existence of the organiza-
tion leads to what Weber called the ‘routinization’ of charisma (Weber 1978), 
that is to traditionalization and institutionalization of the organization in the 
form of permanent positions with roles, rules, ethic, ideology, etc. Then power 
becomes a function attributed to the position. Whoever takes the position ac-
quires the power of this position regardless of personal charisma. Now this 
power becomes legal or traditional. 

However, power is only assigned to the position. In fact, the person occu-
pying the position uses the power. The actor can be restricted by the function or 
role of the position, nevertheless it is the actor (not the role or function) who 
decides what political decision should be made, whether or not to start a war, 
whether or not the police should arrest criminal. In this regard, the political 
organization not only functionally regulates (maintains) social relations but also 
acts as an agent who may make decisions that are potentially deregulatory and 
even fatal for society. Therefore, to analyze the transformations of political 
entity, we will consider the political organization as an active collective agent, 
and not as a systemic regulator.5 

For our model, it is important that the power organization exists not only in 
state societies, but also in pre-state societies, although in less distinct and less 
formal form.6  

Society as a Collective Social Subject 
A society is not only a population under political control, nor just an area 

of shared language, culture, religion, etc. It is also a social whole that is collec-
tively aware of itself and has collective solidarity. 

Common ideas and practices give rise to informal integrity. The standardi-
zation of individual consciousness is a natural and rather ‘technological’ process, 
since a human being acquires consciousness via communication with other  
human beings also possessing consciousness, by adopting the content. Therefore, 
a symbolic unification happens in the area of human communication, including 
common language, knowledge, values, culture, etc.  

Consciousness acquired by the individual is not only standard in content, 
but is also steadily oriented by his value motivation. A person cannot arbitrarily 
change his already established value orientation. This follows from the mecha-
nism of formation of abilities, which consists in reinforcement of repeated prac-
tices. People may operate by any ideas and set any rational goals, but as soon as 

                                                           
5 In fact, the action/function duality simply means that the political organization (and state) is a 

more complex phenomenon than just an acting agent, as we consider it in our model. 
6 The issue of the statehood origin, considered by the early state theory, is a matter of the maturity 

and separateness of this authority organization and, above all, the emergence of a professional 
apparatus of power (Grinin 2008). The ‘professionalization of administrators’ is an exclusive fea-
ture of the state (Bondarenko 2014: 222). 
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they begin to repeatedly practice them, they do acquire non-rational attachment 
to them, which is expressed as a motive (Dobrolyubov 2013).  

Values as mental motives. Values are not just true rational ideas but con-
victions; they are ideas to which a person has formed a mental addiction during 
previous practice. In other words, values are needs that should be satisfied and, 
thus, they are motives that guide further activity. However, theories of motiva-
tion (e.g., Maslow 1943) can be hardly applied to collective value system or, at 
least, must be adapted to it, because collective phenomena differ from individu-
al ones. 

Collective consciousness. The concept of ‘collective consciousness’ as a 
set of common ideas, introduced by Emile Durkheim (1964), is sufficient for 
our model to take into account typical consciousness and behavior,7 although 
there are more specific sociological (e.g., collective thinking [Mannheim 
1936]) and even psychological concepts (e.g., archetypes of the collective un-
conscious [Jung 1991]). One can also mention the medieval concept of collec-
tive solidarity – asabiyah (Ibn Khaldūn 1958). In our model, collective or So-
cial Consciousness is just a typical or shared part of individual consciousness, 
regardless of whether these ideas and motives are social or of any other kind, 
whether they were formed by rigid traditional institutions or by modern values 
and practices. The only criterion of ‘social’ is typicality. Thus, unique, unusu- 
al, and not widespread ideas are not included into the social consciousness.  
In their turn the simplest, most basic, and most shared ideas and mental motives 
form the so-called Mass Consciousness.  

Collective self-awareness. However, this is only one side of this collective 
phenomenon. Once the individuals' sameness is manifested, they begin to re-
flect on it. The repeated practice of reflection on the sameness with others 
forms relevant ideas and motives, that is a value of this sameness, value of this 
association of people, and value of this collective identity. As a result, the so-
cial consciousness acquires a typical perception in society and attitude to it. We 
denote this as a collective self-awareness or society's self-consciousness. This is 
a mass value perception of one's own society.  

Collective (social) system of values. The combination of formation of mo-
tives with standardization of ideas has a simple consequence which was ignored 
by theories of motivation (Maslow 1943). Collective consciousness comprises 
its own hierarchy of values different from any individual hierarchy, because it 
is built on a different foundation. Social consciousness contains the most shared 
values rather than the ones of top priority for individuals. It ignores the individ-

                                                           
7 However, Durkheim related collective consciousness mainly to traditional society that ensures the 

‘mechanical’ solidarity through rigid traditional institutions (family, social stratum, lifestyle, etc.); 
while modern society, giving an individual independence from these institutions, ensures ‘organ-
ic’ solidarity. It is assumed that in modern society there is no collective consciousness, but only 
free and unique individuals. 
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uals' unique egoism but accounts the value of the most common objects; and 
the society is the most common one. As a result, the social hierarchy of values 
(national, polis, etc.) has the value of the society itself as a top priority of this 
value system. Collectivity with such selfish group awareness becomes the So-
cial Subject aimed at achieving common goals and, above all, at the self-
preservation of the community. An individual is always aware of this group 
identity; he opposes his group self (Tajfel and Turner 1986) to other groups as 
he opposes his personal self to other individuals. Social subject is always selfish 
and competitive.  

The society can be defined as the broadest among the collective subjects 
that is as a social entity possessing the broadest system of values with the value 
of this particular social whole as a top priority. That is why all true societies are 
self-sufficient (Parsons 1971). Broader collective identities (up to the whole 
humanity) are only descriptive concepts. They do not form their own value sys-
tem and, therefore, they are not social subjects. The recognition of one's own 
society is the Main Social Identity (MS identity) of individuals (Dobrolyubov 
2009). The formation of social subject and its MS identity is a time-consuming 
(historical) process; thus, this identity can be strong or weak. MS identity is 
both an individual and a collective phenomenon; and individuals acquire this 
identity in the same way as they acquire language, culture, etc. 

The ‘behavior’ of a social subject is expressed through typical individual 
intentions and actions. Despite the fact that all widespread ideas are rational, no 
particular individual affects their typicality; therefore, society's ‘choice’ is unin-
tentional and non-rational. Society rather has a trend due to the influence of 
mass consciousness that ‘supports’ the intentional activity of agents or ‘resists’ 
it. In its turn, collective agents, including the political organization, act inten-
tionally and rationally. They can act in agreement with the social subject and 
realize mass aspirations, but may conflict with the society and try to impose its 
own will on the society, using social power. 

Two-Phase Interaction between Political and Societal Structure 
Elsewhere I have argued (Dobrolyubov 2009, 2012b, 2020) that the pro-

cess of extension of the political structure and then the unification of society in 
each dimensional format passes through two main stages (phases) – administra-
tive and universal.  

The Administrative Phase (A-phase) begins when one of competing entity 
subordinates (conquests, merges, and absorbs) others and unites them into a 
single political structure (polity, empire, state, etc.). Whether this would be  
a coercive or voluntary integration (Carneiro 2012) is not so significant for our 
model, since the coercion is the dependent variable (Bondarenko 2014). All 
means of integration, from charismatic leadership to warfare, are forms of so-
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cial power application, whose use is related mainly to affinity or hostility  
of competing entities. Over time, the communication through common proce-
dures inevitably leads to convergence of differences, unification of social prac-
tices, ideas, values and social identity. In this process the attractiveness of inte-
grative ideas and values appears crucial. 

The Universal Phase (U-phase) begins when an extended political associa-
tion becomes a single society – a collective subject. The integrity at this phase 
is based on common social consciousness, common MS identity and social val-
ue system in which the value of that particular society is the top priority. At this 
phase the extended political organization is legitimized by a common ideology 
spread to mass consciousness, which includes the ideas of reciprocity of author-
ity and population. If this does not happen, then the polity simply breaks up 
since ‘no political regime can survive for a long time based on coercion exclu-
sively or even primarily’ (Bondarenko 2014: 225). The solidarity of society at 
the U-phase transforms political structure of the given scale from fragile to 
sustainable one. 

Shifting from the A-phase to the U-phase implies a transfer of society's 
self-consciousness, self-sufficiency, and solidarity from a traditional social 
identity to an identity of a broader scale, which becomes the new MS identity. 
It is accompanied by crisis of traditional identity, values and solidarity, which 
provokes the whole spectrum of group conflicts – societal, ethnic, and reli-
gious, etc. There is also arising conflict between the new (wide) and the old 
(narrow) elites, which Vilfredo Pareto described as the degeneration and ‘circu-
lation of elite’ (Pareto 1935). The resolution of these conflicts is the marker of 
the transition to the U-phase.  

The solidarity of society reveals opportunities for mitigating its administra-
tive rigidity, and allows the political system to rely directly on society mem-
bers. This allows society to release the civil and economic activity of individu-
als, to develop self-governing, to accelerate the growth of production, trade, 
etc., but also accelerates social stratification. 

We also introduce two supplementary phases that precede and complete 
the two major stages. The Preliminary Phase (P-phase) is necessary because 
there is always a certain period before political unification happens at the  
A-phase. This period begins when polities first encounter with each other and 
start to interact and compete. The Final Phase (F-phase) is a phase of solidarity 
dissolution, which is usually hidden in the Universal phase of a society of wider 
scale, since a society of a narrow scale has to dissolve its MS identity within 
broader political boundaries.8 

                                                           
8 One may note that already medieval authors included the concept of group solidarity in their cy-

clic models, although they attributed it to ruling elites (i.e., to collective agents in our terms), and 
not to society itself, since they never recognized the subject in society. For example, the Arab 
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The Legitimation of the Political Organization at the U-Phase  

Any ruling organization requires legitimation in society by a common ide-
ology based on reciprocity (Claessen 2002). Such legitimation of power is a 
result of the ruling system's traditionalization in society. After such traditionali-
zation, for the inhabitants of the capital or the traditional core of society, the 
issue of the ideological legitimation of power no longer arises, with the excep-
tion of cases of the emergence of a new political system – tyranny, democracy, 
etc. However, for the inhabitants of the periphery, this issue arises at every 
stage of the expansion of the socio-political system. 

Initially, at the A-phase the ruling organization is the external and formal 
superstructure over the captured or subordinated distinct social subjects. Only 
at the U-phase the ruling organization of winners may penetrate into the social 
fabric and become the internal structure for the society with less suppressive 
and more organizational and regulative function. 

One should distinguish the legitimation of the political (state) organization 
as a political agent and as an institutional regulator. Actually, power itself was 
legitimate in the ancient world. A winner gets a legitimate right to kill, enslave 
or to impose tribute on the defeated population. All conquerors immediately 
become legitimate rulers, for example Mongol Khan in Ancient Rus' (1240), 
Alexander the Great in Persian Empire (330 B.C.). 

This legitimation as acceptance of something as rightful presumes rational 
judgment, while legitimation by common ideology is quite different. Common 
ideology is one which is shared by social consciousness; it is remote and there-
fore the unintentional result of traditionalization of ideas and practices, regard-
less of the initial rational attitude to them. Ideology becomes the social institu-
tion when it is supported by informal norms, traditions, and stereotypes; even-
tually when it is reproduced by mass consciousness. Such legitimation for an 
individual is not rational, it is traditional; likewise individual legitimized own 
parents, language, culture and religion. Tradition is legitimate by definition.   

For example, conversion to a new religion is in most cases forced and ini-
tially is rejected by the population; but with time, the new religion becomes a 
tradition and thus becomes a common ideology. Kievan Rus' was baptized by 

                                                                                                                                 
scholar of the 14th century, Ibn Khaldun (1958), introduced the concept of asabiyah as group co-
hesion, but he attributed it to clan groups, therefore, there is a hierarchy and concurrence of dif-
ferent asabiyah in society. It is more like corporative solidarity rather than societal one based on 
common social identity. Accordingly, he linked degeneration of the ruling dynasty asabiyah with 
other reasons – with the desire for luxury, a monopoly on power, weakening of civilization, etc. 
This type of organizations' solidarity certainly exists and can, indeed, determine the rise and fall 
of various power structures of rigid type, e.g. the rise and fall of the Soviet communist nomencla-
ture, the degeneration of Russian business dynasties of the 19th century, etc. They indeed degrad-
ed in the third generation of leaders. 
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Prince Vladimir in 988 by force; and up to the 13th century, Christianity as a 
common ideology had not occupied fully the mass consciousness. We can as-
sume this on the basis of The Russian Primary Chronicle (Ostrowski 2003), in 
which there are signs of resistance to Christianity, for example the anti-
Christian aspect of the uprising in Novgorod in 1071, the fear of the Christian-
ized nobility that rebels may plunder monasteries during the uprising in Kiev in 
1113. 

We can indirectly trace the process of the ruling organization's legitimiza-
tion in early societies through changes in the methods of collecting revenues: 
booty – tribute – tax. At the P-phase, remote entities are alien to each other and 
they just rob one another. At the A-phase, they are subordinated to one political 
structure and are imposed by a tribute, which is forced and obligated on the 
social entity as a whole. At the U-phase, the ruling organization is internalized 
in the social fabric. There arise the social consensus, the strata's responsibilities 
and reciprocity that allow rulers to demand taxes and order people to pay them. 

Moreover, the ruling group needs social support and solidarity of its social 
base, especially if polity continues expansion. Then rulers can alleviate tax bur-
den and transfer it to the periphery and even exempt the social core from taxes. 
Such tax exemption was repeated at every stage of Roman polity expansion. 
Taxes were exempted first for the residents of Rome, then for the residents of 
Latium within Italy, and then for the residents of Italy within the Empire. 

Thus, tribute is a marker of an incomplete formation of legitimate political 
system. The ruling organization gains control over the subdued society but does 
not yet become an internal regulator of social relations, and has no access to 
individuals' economic relations; instead, it requires a tribute from the retained 
traditional local rulers. For example, Mongols despite a census of captured Rus' 
principalities (1260s) did not introduce personal taxation and did not eliminate 
the organization of local rulers. They took tribute from the Princes while the 
individuals' taxation remained a privilege of the latter. All types of suzerainty in 
medieval Europe are also the result of the incompleteness of state formation. 

The Pattern of Polity-Society Growth  

The political organization of consolidated society gains the ability to com-
pete in a wider surrounding and takes the next step of political extension. Thus, 
the A-phase of the new wider society coincides with the U-phase of the previ-
ous traditional one; and the two-phase cycle repeats within new frameworks. 
The cycles of societies at different scales are synchronized due to such coinci-
dence of phases. The step-wise expansion of the polity and the subsequent uni-
versalization of its society may be defined as the genesis of a socio-political 
system.  
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If we apply this rather abstract theoretical schema to real societies (see Fig. 1) 
which expand irregularly at first glance, then basing on the signs of periodic 
crises and consolidations of societies we can more or less clearly distinguish 
the phases of their extension (Dobrolyubov 2009, 2012b). The duration of A- 
and U-phases in many cases turned out to be about 250 years.  

 

Fig. 1. Pattern of society's integrity in the civilizational cycle of socio-
genesis  

This pattern is not a deterministic law of growth; it is rather a typical two-
parameter (polity-society) growth chart of successful societies. There is no law-
like cause of political centralization in each case. Political success is always 
agential, subjective and situational. It is a result of competitive process as indi-
cated by many researchers (Blanton and Fargher 2009; Bondarenko 2014;  
Grinin 2011b). Some polities do not even strive to expand and subordinate  
others, while others are eager to do this. The more successful, powerful or 
lucky polities may expand by steps and then be universalized within broader 
dimensional niches; and this may happen within similar time frames.  

If the next step in the polity growth does not occur, this does not prevent 
decline of its traditional MS identity. A society falls into an identity crisis and 
becomes an easy victim for others. The prosperity period for many large an-
cient polities, for example, Akkad (2316–2137 BCE), Assyria (1353–1000 
BCE), and other lasted for just one phase of the pronounced MS identity (200–
300 years). 
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If societies were able to take the next step in sociogenesis, then the period 
of prosperity extended over two phases (500–600 years), for example, the Old 
Kingdom of Egypt (2686–2181 BCE), New Kingdom of Egypt (1549–1069 
BCE), etc. The most successful societies go through the full cycle of civiliza-
tional sociogenesis, lasting up to 1,500 years or more, for example Rome, Ma-
ya, China and Europe. 

The duration of the phase is determined by the life cycle of perception of 
we–they boundary (i.e., recognition of one's own society) and not by the flexi-
bility or inertia of culture. The rise and dissolution of MS identity occurs 
through a sequence of slight changes of one's own society perception in each 
new generation; it requires several generations. In fact, I cannot give a satisfac-
tory explanation for the stability of such phase duration; and for now, I take it 
as a natural socio-structural constant (tphase = Const = 250 years). 

Dimensional Format of Society  
The above-presented diagram (see Fig. 1) does not correspond directly 

with the conventional evolutionary typology: band – tribe – chiefdom – state 
(Sahlins and Service 1960) and its later reconsiderations and corrections (Ser-
vice 1975; Berezkin 1995; Kradin 2008; Grinin 2011a; Grinin and Korotayev 
2011) or more general typology proposed by Grinin and Korotayev (2011): 
band – settlement – medium complexity society – complex society – early state, 
although they conform to our model.  

The model considers the dynamics of a different nature, which is expressed 
in the societies' passing through dimensional rather than evolutional typology. 
One may distinguish the following dimensional formats that are actually more 
suitable for the urbanistic line of civilizations growth: urban, polis, territorial, 
national, civilizational, and finally global, the latter being rather hypothetical 
for now (Dobrolyubov 2012b, 2020). These formats correlate, although not 
rigidly, only with stadial societal formats (Claessen 2002).9 

The dimensional format in our model is only a size type reflecting a certain 
level of internal heterogeneity (societal, ethnic, religious, cultural, etc.) that can 
be leveled out within the framework of a single political entity. Territorial for-
mat can be associated with mono-ethnic social entity, national format – with 
multiethnic entity while civilizational format – with a multinational one. All 
formats are at the same time natural niches and structural attractors formed by 
natural borders (river valleys, mountains, islands, continents) and also by social 

                                                           
9 For instance, the urban dimensional format can be associated with a complex chiefdom, polis 

format with early state and so on. However, our model does not address the issue of whether or 
not society has reached the stage of the ES in the polis format. We can only assume that if this 
did not happen, then in evolutionary terms the society is simply not ready for social integration 
of a polis format, and even more so of a territorial format. This polity will always remain chimer-
ic, fragile and constantly come apart. The same can be said about the adequacy of the territorial 
format for a developed state and national format for a modern state. 



Sergey V. Dobrolyubov 37 

divisions (ethnic, cultural, religious, etc.). For example, the valley of Attica is a 
niche attractor of a polis format, the Apennine or Iberian Peninsulas are niche 
attractors of a national format; European continent is a niche attractor of the 
civilization format. Naturally, Earth is a niche attractor of the global state and 
society.  

Evolutionary Limitations of Sociogenesis  
In order to subordinate and integrate a more diverse society into a broader 

format, there is needed a higher level of material development (productivity, 
communication and transport technologies, weapons, etc.) and also a more de-
veloped consciousness (knowledge, ideologies, religious, universality of values, 
etc.). We can define them as the material and ideological (intellective, mental) 
evolutionary prerequisites. For example, Rome in the imperial format was in 
dire need of monotheistic religion as a supra-ethnic, supra-cultural, more uni-
versal and individual oriented (humanistic) ideology in order to universalize its 
diversity. 

Polity at a certain point of its expansion makes an attempt to universalize 
an overly diverse society for the existing material and ideological evolutionary 
limitations. If this process remains uncompleted people lose their traditional 
MS identity and collective solidarity and at the same time they cannot obtain a 
wider one; so the political system of this format collapses (e.g., the Roman 
Empire).10 

Pristine and Secondary Sociogenesis 
Evolutionary conditions limit both the expansion of political organization 

and the universalization of society; the former is limited mainly by technologi-
cal conditions (weapon, transport, production, etc.), and the latter mainly by 
ideological conditions (universality of ideas, values, religion, etc.). Thus, there 
should be cases of pristine (primary, original, unique) political self-organization 
of each scale and cases of the pristine emergence of universal societies in these 
formats. And these will be different cases (Dobrolyubov 2020). 

Technological inventions, once appeared, spread relatively quickly; they 
have no impenetrable social barriers. On the contrary, values and ideologies are 
fixed in the collective consciousness and traditions (informal institutions) that 
are conservative and sustainable. They are part of society's culture and self-
identification and are usually replaced together with society itself, for example 
as the result of its destruction, occupation, assimilation, etc. 

                                                           
10 All strong and over-extended states collapsed. This was often accompanied by the invasion by 

the surrounding barbarians and by a regress to a more primitive level of technology, culture and 
social institutions. Nevertheless, technologies and ideologies do not disappear completely; they 
are used as starting conditions by new civilizations or next generation of the same civilization in 
their new structural cycle. 
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Of course, societies are able to voluntarily adopt advanced values, social 
practices and institutions from outside but the entry point for such reception is a 
phase transition related to values and identity crises. However, this is not easy 
to do. The introduction of new informal institutions requires a prolonged use of 
power and coercion against the existing social traditions in order to traditional-
ize the new ones. The ruling organization may not have sufficient political 
power for such coercion during the phase change crisis, which is accompanied 
by a weak collective identity and solidarity. In turn, in the period of high soli-
darity, society is quite satisfied with its values and continues to develop its ex-
isting institutions. So, it is always easier for a society to continue developing an 
already existing value tradition as long as it retains its independence. If we use 
the analogy with natural evolution, one can note that the technological aspects 
evolve, according to Lamarck, as acquired characteristics whereas the institu-
tional aspects evolve, according to Mendel, as inherited characteristics.   

As such, the technological ability of a political organization to expand 
through warfare increases faster than the ability of a society to develop ad-
vanced values and ideologies. Therefore, even early states (ES) were able to 
expand the administrative structure up to large civilizational dimensions (e.g., 
the Inca empire, the Mongol empire), but they were never able to universalize a 
society of this scale. 

Evolutionary limitations lead to oscillation of political structures in their 
historical lifecycles of growth around the current stable evolutionary format. 
This format is limited by ideological conditions. If excessive political expan-
sion fails, states disintegrate and return to a more compact organization relevant 
to the current evolutionary conditions. 

For example, chiefdoms may oscillate from a neighboring community up 
to one or two tiers of its hierarchical subordination (chiefdom and complex 
chiefdom) without further evolution to statehood. At a certain level of material 
and ideological conditions, complex chiefdoms may extend the life cycle and 
achieve wider political proto-state structure. These structures initially are frag-
ile and often disintegrate back to a more stable structural attractor – chiefdom. 
An individual agency and accidental circumstances become decisive factors in 
such an advanced political organization; and the theories of collective action 
(Levi 1988; Blanton and Fargher 2009) are becoming more applicable to this 
case. For example, several charismatic leaders at the end of the 9th century 
(Harald Fairhair, Oleg Rurikid) founded polities in the north-east of Europe and 
took control of trade routes. But after the leader's death, only Rurik's clan re-
tained control over routes and established relatively stable Rus' polity. One may 
hypothesize that the causes of this success were accidental: lucky successors, 
higher solidarity of the ruling group, high income from trade route control, bet-
ter deals with local kinship elites, etc. 
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Pristine Political Self-Organization 

Organizational theories although developed within economic disciplines – 
organizational ecology (Hannan and Freeman 1989), resource dependence the-
ory (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978) point to the pre-existence of the organizational 
environment as the cause of the emergence of organizations. They consider 
self-organization as the isomorphic proactive adaptation to the external organi-
zational niches that occur as competition for the scarce resources of other or-
ganizations. 

Such an approach works for a secondary type of organization's expansion, 
but does not work well in the case of a pristine process of elite's self-orga-
nization, because it is a non-isomorphic type of organization which has never 
taken place before. The primary process occurs in an organizational and re-
sources ‘vacuum’. For example, hunter/gatherer groups do not have resources 
other than their own bodies and wearable items; therefore endogenous isomor-
phic organizations of other types cannot arise in such an organizational envi-
ronment. Only external organizations which are able to store items and use hu-
man bodies in its own structure, for example as slaves, can exploit this social 
environment (i.e., adapt to it). Thus, the pristine self-organization does not have 
a more organized and resourceful external environment; it is limited by scarce 
internal resources and a traditional organizational structure. Elite's self-orga-
nization only follows the process of population concentration, surplus growth 
and social stratification. Even when the stratification of growing population 
begins, the society continues maintaining traditional kinship solidarity, mutual-
ism, and cooperation. The analysis of pristine urbanism in Mesopotamia (Ur 
2014) shows that cities developed as an extension of the household, and it was 
not an intentional organizational adaptation, but rather a creative transformation 
of a familiar structure with unintended consequences. 

In contrast, the secondary self-organization indeed is an adaptation to a 
more organized environment. If resources are accessible from outside, organi-
zations may rise as robbery organizations for booty, regardless of internal con-
ditions. The presence of developed civilizations means that high-value items – 
tools, weapons, luxury goods – are transported through trade routes. Primitive 
societies may not even have direct contact with civilizations and be unaware of 
advanced social practices, but circulation of valuables allows any organized 
group to plunder resources and obtain more effective weapons and wealth. The 
organized group may use these resources to strengthen its role in its own socie-
ty, to subordinate community, chiefdom, etc. Note that this process can be seen 
as an isomorphic adaptation to organizational niches only in terms of the size of 
the organizational structure and not in terms of the nature of social institutions. 
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By the way, the idea that awareness about advanced social practices affects 
the development of social institutions seems doubtful. Nomads can coexist with 
civilization for a long time and do not adopt its social patterns, even though 
they know them well. In fact, civilizations as carriers of resources, but not as 
social patterns provoke self-organization in surrounding primitive societies. For 
example, China had long been a source for surrounding nomadic military self-
organization. Secondary self-organization aimed at external resources is also 
typical for pre-colonial African early states influenced by European products, 
for pirate polities, past and modern, etc. 

Therefore, we may define the pristine statehood formation as predominant-
ly a societal (urbanistic, productive, innovative and endogenous) type of poli-
togenesis with a lag of political centralization and advancement of socio-
economic sophistication. The secondary statehood formation predominantly 
is an administrative (organizational, coercive, warfare and exogenous) type of 
politogenesis with advancement of political centralization and lag of economic 
agents' activation and social stratification. Note that the process can acquire a 
primary character whenever the causes of development are shifted from pre-
dominantly exogenous to endogenous factors. Even in the course of initially 
secondary politogenesis, the societies such as Athens, Rome or feudal Europe, 
came to the development of innovative social institutions. 

Material (technological) evolutionary conditions limit only pristine self-
organization. So, Early pristine states are in the historic past (Claessen 2006), 
since material conditions have been already spread in the populated universe. 
While ideological conditions (values, religion) restrict only the formation of 
universal society within a given political format. It means that the political or-
ganization (secondary states) can easily jump over formats if it is militarily 
strong enough; but it is not able to universalize social structure of such format 
into a single society. Developed states (DS) are also distanced from the modern 
states (MS) not only stadially but also historically (Grinin 2008), since the 
Cognition changes the whole nature of society (rationality, humanity, tolerance, 
degree of individualization, etc.) in seemingly identical formats. The emer-
gence of a stable state based on slavery seems impossible in modern conditions. 
However, both material and ideological restrictions are still valid for the prima-
ry formation of society within civilizational state (CS) and definitely for the 
global society-state (GS) (Dobrolyubov 2020). 

The discussed features of states-society's genesis are summarized in the 
form of evolutionary typologies (see Table). 
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Table. Typologies of some parameters of the state-society’s genesis 

 

Applications of the Model  
We may use the presented model as a tool for evolutionary conceptualiza-

tion (Dobrolyubov 2020), but also may apply it to particular societies. If we 
manage to identify this pattern or at least its part in the chain of historical trans-
formations of a society, we can better explain the past, as well as extrapolate 
this pattern and forecast the time and nature of subsequent crises in terms of 
phases of collective identity. Note that the model cannot predict successful or 
unsuccessful resolution of these crises.  

We have already shown some cases of sociogenesis of historical societies 
(see Fig. 1). Ancient Rome gave us an ideal type of sociogenesis. The political 
organization and single universal society grew up here step by step (Dobrolyu-
bov 2009). At the first glance, the beginning of the process in Europe (Ibid.) 
looked different, although actually it followed the same pattern. Although large 
political entities appeared here at the initial stages, for example, barbarian 
kingdoms, Carolingian Empire, Kievan Rus, Holy Roman Empire, but these 
polities were superstructures over smaller social subjects that were self-
sufficient and had an isolated subsistence economy and local lords' governance, 
justice, taxation, etc. Therefore, large fragile polities disintegrated and launched 
the period of feudal fragmentation. This period ended with the strengthening of 
medium-size polities: duchies, principalities, and town republic (polis format). 
Then the process of state centralization began (territorial format), then absolute 
monarchies appeared, and later complex nations and multinational empires 
were formed. Today the continuing trend towards enlargement of social format 
is manifested in the European integration and more broadly – in globalization.  

The peculiarity of Europe is that here we can distinguish two types of na-
tions: mono-ethnic nations, for example, Scotland, England, Poland (Stage V in 
Fig. 1), which in our scheme correspond to the territorial (ethnic) format, and 
the integrated complex poly-ethnic nations, most of which appeared as informal 
societies only at the next stage, for example, Britain, France, Spain, Germany, 
and Italy (Stage VI in Fig. 1). The model shows that today Europe has come to 
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a point where it will either move further towards a wider civilizational MS 
identity within a single European state-society, or, like the Roman Empire, will 
stagnate at the current stage, which may lead both to a fatal loss of national 
solidarities, and to the failure to acquire a wider one. Without base solidarity, 
Europe becomes vulnerable to new migrations and, finally, may come to an 
organizational collapse.  

Ancient Rus Sociogenesis 

Russia has a noticeable parallel with this sequence of dimensional formats 
(Dobrolyubov 2009, 2012a). The beginning of the Ancient Rus sociogenesis is 
beyond our historic vision. The timing and the character of the Eastern Slavic 
resettlement and dating of emergence of the first towns is unclear. We can base 
our sociogenesis scheme (see Fig. 2) for sure only on the historically evident 
transformations. There were three key structural transformations in Ancient 
Rus. The first one is the subordination of local entities to one center in Kiev at 
the end of the 9th century; the next one is the fragmentation of this all-Rus poli-
ty in the first half of the 12th century; the third apparent transformation is na-
tional centralization in the 15th century that historians customarily refer to as 
the Moscow period. The starting point of sociogenesis in this scheme was ob-
tained by the hypothetical extrapolation of 250-year long P-phase to the past.  

So, the dating of the phases is approximate and conditional, because the 
society's genesis is a slow rise and then a decay of group identity and solidarity. 
We can trace this process only indirectly through the society's successes or de-
feats, social crises, disintegration of political entities or formation of new ones.  

 

Fig. 2. Diagram of Early Rus' sociogenesis (by the example of Novgorod)  

Despite the fact that the initial period (900–1150) is characterized by the 
emergence of a large polity, the actual societal process took place on a smaller 
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scale. It was the period of wide-scale emergence of towns and urban communi-
ties. At the next stage (1150–1400) strong independent principalities would 
grow around them, which then entered the struggle for national centralization 
(1400–1650).11 The Mongol invasion (1237–1240) actually interrupted the all-
Rus national genesis.  

Russian Sociogenesis 

Russian sociogenesis reproduces the sequence of transformations from a 
town community into the Grand Duchy of Moscow and then comes to the for-
mation of mono-ethnic and later poly-ethnic Russian nation (see Fig. 3). 

  

Fig. 3. Russian sociogenesis 

Urban communities in the Rus north-east [1] (see Fig. 3). The P-phase be-
gan with the Slavs penetration into that region, and the A-phase – with the for-
mation of towns. The indicators for emergence of towns are the first references 
in chronicles; they are indirect and outdated. For Vladimir it is 990, for Yaro-
slavl – 1010, Ryazan – 1095, Tver – 1135, Moscow – 1147, etc. The U-phase 
(1150–1400) is a period of strengthening of the towns.   

Muscovy [2]. The strong collective identity of town communities allowed 
local princes to project their power onto the town's surroundings, although at 
the first glance, this process looks like a fragmentation of larger fragile polities. 
The period (from 1150 to 1400) was the A-phase of the formation of entities of 

                                                           
11 One can find a more detailed description of this process in Appendix 3 at URL: https://www. 

sociostudies.org/journal/articles/2856875/.  
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the polis format that is related with the origin of separate principalities as dis-
tinct administrative polities: Vladimir (1157), Ryazan (the 1160s), Yaroslavl 
(1218), Tver – 1246, Moscow (1246), etc. 

The U-phase (1400–1650) of the polis-scale entities is manifested in social 
consolidation and political strengthening of major principalities and exacer-
bates their competition. At that period Muscovy obtained a self-sufficient Mos-
cow identity, ideology of patriotism and became the most successful among 
other Grand Duchies. 

Russian mono-ethnic nation [3]. This polity of territorial format is com-
monly called Velikorossiya (Great Russia). The P-phase (1150–1400) of this 
format begins with the emergence of Grand Duchies as administrative entities 
which started to compete with each other.  

The A-phase (lasting from 1400 to 1650) began with the dramatic expan-
sion of the Muscovy polity beyond the possessions of Moscow principality. 
This process proceeded most actively from 1366 to 1479.  

The transition to the national U-phase (1650–1900) was associated with 
the transformation of Muscovy's social identity and solidarity into the Russian 
one. This transition took more than a hundred years and was accompanied by a 
long series of crises that began with the Oprichnina (1565–72), culminated in 
the Time of Troubles (Smuta 1604–13) and continued through Schism (Raskol 
of the 1650–60s) until the reign of Peter the Great (soldier riots of 1682 and 
1698). Population of Russia obtained an all-Russian ethnic identity, national 
cohesion, and national solidarity. Relying on mono-ethnic Russian unity, the 
Russian state became strong at this phase and was able to assimilate Siberia, 
subdue Central Asia, the Caucasus, and even projected its power onto Europe. 

The Russian poly-ethnic nation [4]. This nation is similar to complex Eu-
ropean nations such as French, British, Spanish, etc. The P-phase (1400–1650) 
of this nation began when the administrative Russian mono-ethnic polity of the 
previous format emerged and started interaction with similar neighboring poli-
ties. 

The A-phase (1650–1900) was the unification of that poly-ethnic environ-
ment within one state. This process had begun even before the mono-ethnic 
Russian MS identity became mature. The subjection of Kazan (1552), Astra-
khan (1554) and Siberian (1582) Khanates paved the way for a rapid (taking 
over a hundred years) accession of Siberia. The administrative formation of this 
nation core was completed after the unification with the left-bank Ukraine in 1654.  

Russia at that stage was a multi-ethnic and multi-confessional administra-
tive entity, and the transfer to its U-phase (1900–2150) becomes possible only 
through secularization of the society and dissolution of the Russian ethnic iden-
tity as a MS identity. That is why the Russian Revolutions (1905 and 1917) 
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proclaimed the goals of internationalism, cosmopolitism, ‘world revolution’, 
the struggle against the Russian church, Russian nationalism, called chauvin-
ism, and to some extent even against Russian culture (about the role of the Rus-
sian revolution see Grinin 2018). These goals consolidated the new Soviet mul-
ti-ethnic elite. 

The Revolution (1917), Civil War (1918–1921), Collectivization (1929–
1930), Industrialization (1927–1935) and WWII (1939–1945) gave rise to so-
cial and geographic mobility (e.g., Komlosy 2019) and accelerated universali-
zation of the poly-ethnic Russian community. Secularization withdrew cultural 
barriers between Orthodox, Muslims, Jews, etc. For example, inter-ethnic fami-
lies accounted up to 17 % in the USSR on the eve of its collapse (Susokolov 
1987). 

The consequence of these crises was the maturation of a new informal mul-
tiethnic community. The Soviet propaganda used the term ‘Soviet people’ to 
refer to supra-Russian unity, and applied it to the population of the entire Soviet 
Union. In fact, the informal community was comprised only by that part of the 
Soviet Union, which corresponds to the territory of Russian State, formed by 
the mid-17th century. Within these borders, Russians and other Orthodox and 
Muslim people (Eastern Ukrainians, Belarusians, Tatars, Bashkirs, Chuvash, 
etc.) identify this community as their own society. After WWII this community 
acquired significant informal integrity. 

The formation of the Russian civilizational (Eurasian) community [5] pro-
ceeded from an administrative entity in the wars of westernized Russia with 
Sweden (1703–1721), Turkey (1769–1870) and other countries. In different 
periods the Eurasian state included Poland, Baltics, Finland, Caucasus and Cen-
tral Asia.  

The formal integrity gave impetus to the emergence of a common social 
identity, but this process met some obstacles: the Eurasian community is too 
diverse and the Russian core does not have sufficient social attractiveness and 
collective solidarity in order to lead the process of informal unification. The 
state in this format had no chance to overcome administrative rigidity; each 
attempt of political liberalization was accompanied by the collapse of adminis-
trative structure (in 1917, 1991).  

It is obvious that today the Russian society experiences difficulties with the 
introduction of advanced social practices which would be relevant to its size, 
heterogeneity and challenges. The model cannot tell us whether the Russian 
sociogenesis will be interrupted at this stage and merge with the European one, 
or it will continue as independent and self-sufficient. The suggested model de-
scribes only the nature and possible phases of this process. The social outcome 
is open, and depends on individuals' and collective agents' effort.  
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