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ONLINE APPENDICES
Online Appendix A: Extended Description of Main Epochs/Periods of Sociology
This appendix provides extended details on the periods of modern sociology summarized in Section 4 of the main text.
The First Period (1920s–1930s). The first truly 20th-century period opening the modern era of sociology is defined by the powerful onset of empiricism and its dominance in sociological theory and practice in the USA. It was initiated by the classic work The Polish Peasant in Europe and America by William I. Thomas and Florian Znaniecki (1918-1920). Despite the expansion of empirical and applied research in the second half of the 1920s and the 1930s, the sociological theories of Pitirim Sorokin and Talcott Parsons appeared in the United States. As for the sociology of Western Europe in the 1920s and 1930s, it was dominated by studies of a theoretical nature. At the same time this period was associated with the formation and/or development of national social scientific schools on the basis of ideas of previous classics. In France, they were associated with the works of representatives of Émile Durkheim's school, and in Germany in the late 1920s and early 1930s with the emergence of the Frankfurt School of Sociology. The development of sociology of this period (especially Western European sociology) was greatly influenced by the ideas of psychoanalysis. It is also worth mentioning the development of Marxist philosophy and sociology, which achieved significant progress and influence in the 1920s and 1930s. It is believed that between the 1920s and 1940s three Marxist theorists—Georg Lukács, Karl Korsch, and Antonio Gramsci—set the main directions for Western Marxism, which generally experienced a crisis while historical materialism went to the periphery of Marxists theorists' interests (Anderson, 1976; Piccone, 1976; Dabrowski, 2012; Grinin and Grinin, 2023b).
The Second Period (1940s–1960s). This period is characterized by a significant strengthening of theoretical and methodological constructions, which turned out to be a peculiar reaction to the dominance (and sometimes overwhelming influence) of the empirical line in sociology. The United States continued to be the world center of sociology in the 1940s–1960s. This was a time when sociology matured as a discipline and expanded its global reach. This period can probably be considered sociology's golden age in terms of influence and institutional growth, especially in the United States after World War II (Ritzer, 2000b). Immanuel Wallerstein states that sociology changed significantly after World War II, with much more specialized disciplines and specific area studies (Wallerstein, 2005). The most important theorists of this period were Talcott Parsons and Robert K. Merton. Among the most significant theories created by them in the 1940s–1960s are: theories of social system and social action, structural-functional analysis, the concept of neo-evolutionism (Parsons, 1964), theories of functional analysis and middle level theories (Merton, 1938, 1949), the concept of sociocultural dynamics, the theory of integral type of personality and society (Sorokin, 1947). It is also necessary to note the great role in the development of empirical research methodology of such sociologists as Paul Lazarsfeld (1962), Samuel A. Stouffer (1940), Robert MacIver (1941). Among major European sociologists who carried out such research are Alain Touraine (1964) (France), John Goldthorpe (1960), David Lockwood (1956) (Great Britain), and others. It is also worth mentioning the work of German and American sociologists, Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann (1966), on the sociology of knowledge.
During this period, sociology began to internationalize, and the struggle between schools developed into a fruitful theoretical exchange and a certain "melting" of scientific positions. Several dominant paradigms emerged during the modern stage, as theorists sought to systematize sociology's insights into comprehensive models of society (Ritzer, 2000b). But roughly speaking, the scientific world of social science split into two major opposing systems: conflictologists (including Marxists) and evolutionists (structural functionalists) (see, e.g., Albrow, 1990).
The "homecoming" of the Frankfurt School, whose leading representatives lived and worked in the United States during the war and early postwar years, had a serious impact on the state of Western European, especially German, sociology. It is worth pointing out that there was also observed a synthesis between Marxism and non-Marxist ideas (including Freudism) in works by Theodor Adorno, Herbert Marcuse and others. The radical-critical views of these thinkers, both with regard to capitalism and a number of its theories (including Marxism), played a significant role in initiating many socio-political processes of the 1960s, especially the youth protests in France, Germany, and the United States, as well as the Czechoslovak events of 1968. The end of this period thus marked the first clearly discovered relationship between sociological ideas and their direct perception and changes in the behavior of a certain part of society. Neo-Marxist theories were also rapidly developing mid-century. Most notably, the Critical theory, heavily connected to the Frankfurt School (mostly consisting of European immigrants), criticized the economic determinism of Marxism and attempted to reveal the nature of capitalist society via criticizing and debunking its various aspects (see, e.g., Adorno and Horkheimer, 1997 [1947]; Horkheimer, 1947; Adorno, 1978 [1951]; Marcuse, 1964, 1970, 1972; see also Ritzer, 2000b).
The Third Period (1970s–first half of 1980s). For American and West European sociology, it was also the period for a significant renewal of the theoretical arsenal within the framework of a number of emerging conceptual trends—postindustrialism in different versions (Bell, 1973; Touraine, 1974, 1983), structuralism and postmodernism (Levi-Strauss, 1973; Foucault, 1983; Derrida, 1978; Lacan, 1973), modernization theory (Eisenstadt, 1974; Levy, 1965; Moore, 1977; Huntington 1968; Tilly, 1986), neofunctionalism (Alexander and Colomy, 1985, etc.), and other conceptual trends. Structural functionalism was further developed in the work of Niklas Luhmann (1995) [1984]. Alain Touraine (1982) performed a systemic analysis of historical action and the concept of society based on it, making a significant contribution to the sociological theory of social movements. The theory of communicative action was developed by Jurgen Habermas (1985). In the 1970s and early 1980s, a new generation of sociological theorists emerged (Anthony Giddens, George Ritzer, Raymond Boudon, Pierre Bourdieu, Jurgen Habermas, etc.), who will play a major role in the development of academic theoretical sociology in the next period (Giddens, 1979; Ritzer, 1975; Boudon, 1973; Bourdieu, 1979; Habermas, 1985). The influence of Western European sociology (which began in the late 1950s and 1960s) was growing significantly. A gradual transition to postmodern sociology was emerging. It is within the third period that sociological interest in the creation of integrated theories and concepts emerged, which then became fully manifest in the late 1980s and the 1990s. This period was also a period of rise of Western Marxism, especially in the 1970s (see, e.g., Anderson, 1976, 1983; Grinin and Grinin, 2023b).
The Fourth Stage (1990s–late 2000s). It was associated with the awareness of globalization of the modern world (Berger and Huntington, 2002; Giddens, 1990; Held and McGrew, 2003; Mann, 1997). Sociology was again experiencing a crisis, adjusting its ideas about its scientific object, which caused the wide recognition of new world-systems (Immanuel Wallerstein) and dependent development (Fernando Henrique Cardoso) theories (Arrighi, 1994; Chase-Dunn and Hall, 1997, Frank 1998, Amin, 2003, Wallerstein 2005, etc.; see also Grinin and Korotayev, 2009a). It is also worth noting the shift in sociology towards the analysis of post-colonialism (see, e.g., Go, 2013).
The attention of social scientists shifted to dynamism, "processual image" of social reality (Sztompka, 1993). In the end of the previous period Postmodernism emerged. Postmodernist-influenced sociologists argue that social reality itself is constructed through discourse and power, rather than reflecting some objective and easily analyzed structure (Ritzer, 1997). However, the development of sociological "postmodernity" took place in the 1990s. Postmodernists criticized modern society for its failure to deliver any promises. And postmodernists tended to reject metanarratives and grand world views (Ritzer, 1997). Given these approaches, it is not surprising that sociology was undergoing a serious crisis during this period. Marxist sociology was facing a crisis linked to the collapse of the socialist system (see Hobsbawm, 2011: 386; Iggers, 2012; Wood, 2007; Anderson, 2000; Grinin, 2018; Grinin and Grinin, 2023b). However, after the 2008 crisis, there has again been a rather noticeable rise of Marxism (Jeffries, 2012; Grinin and Grinin, 2023b; see also Woods and Grant, 2015).
Cuin et al. (2017) define a period from the 1990s as a fragmented sociology and a polyphonic discipline. As Zborovsky puts it, "the fourth period is also characterized by a transition to the post-classical development of sociology, one of the main features of which is a theoretical emphasis on the active role of the social subject" (Zborovsky, 2003: 38).
Cuin et al. (2017), like most sociologists, do not highlight a new period in sociology after the 1990s. Meanwhile, it began (we believe around the 2010s), and a number of new trends stand out in it. But we discuss the sociology of this latest phase in Section 7 of the main text.

Online Appendix B: Extended Description of Generations and Their Connection to Sociological Theories
This appendix provides extended details on each generation's connection to sociological theories summarized in Section 5 of the main text.
The First Generation (1920s–1940s). The first generation of the theory of revolution was also known as "natural history" of revolution due to its approaches being deeply rooted in scientism. The authors of the generations were in search of objective factors that would lead to a revolution. This generation is even more heavily connected to the state of sociology in the first half of the 20th century. Firstly, it coincides with institutionalization of sociology and its development in the USA. Coincidentally in this generation, revolution as a concept receives its first books dedicated solely to it. But more importantly, this period is an era of old institutionalism (Stinchcombe, 1997), while authors like Brinton, Edwards and Sorokin focused specifically on major formal institutions and their dysfunction as factors of revolutions. The domination of positivism and scientism in sociology in this period also left its mark, as revolutionary scholars of the first generation were treating revolutions as "illnesses" that have objective "symptoms" and needed to be cured.
But of course, the first generation's theorists are not limited to these. In the USSR and among communist parties, a theory of revolutions within the framework of Marxism-Leninism was developing (Trotsky, Bukharin, Stalin, and others). We discussed the development of Western Marxism during this period above. It should also be noted that by the 1930s and 1940s, national schools of Marxist historians emerged, a significant number of whom focused on revolutions or protest movements (as well as themes closely related to revolutions: labor and other movements, problems of exploitation and the struggle of the working masses), seeking to apply the Marxist theory of revolutions to these national events. In the context of this paragraph, it is important to note that during the first generation and, correspondingly, during the development of sociology in the 1920s–1940s, Marxist theory still exerted a relatively minor influence on the development of sociology and social science as a whole. Rather, its influence was in the form of a theory from which one wished to distance oneself or which acted as an opponent to be criticized. This was one of the reasons why the aforementioned representatives of the first generation ignored the problems of class and class struggle, which were quite noticeably evident in the revolutions they studied. However, already in the second and especially third generations of revolutionary theorists, the influence of Marxist theory became very noticeable, and its significant aspects entered theoretical discourse. This could also be explained by the fact that initially, Marxists (although this made them a kind of sectarians) would treat university professors with some scorn. But gradually the Western Marxist theorists more or less successfully integrated into capitalist society. As a result, Marxist theory completely moved to universities and even Korsch and Lukács became professors not to mention the younger generation of Marxist professors—Henri Lefebvre, Herbert Marcuse, Galvano Della Volpe, Theodor Adorno, Lucio Colletti, Louis Althusser and others. Thus, a distinctive feature of the whole Western Marxist tradition after the 1930s and especially after WWII from Lukács to Althusser and from Korsch to Colletti was an overwhelming domination of professional social philosophers (Anderson, 1976; see also Adamson, 1980: 186; Grinin and Grinin, 2023b).
The Second Generation (1940–1975). Within the theoretical framework of the work of second-generation theorists, several directions can be identified in addition to those summarized in the main text. Revolution studies based on sociological structural-functionalist theory—in this class are the studies by Chalmers Johnson (1966), Neil Smelser (1963), Bob Jessop (1972), Thomas Hart (1971), Edward Tiryakian (1967) and Mark Hagopian (1974). These authors, drawing on the tradition of sociological analysis developed by Talcott Parsons and his school, approached societies as systems whose smooth functioning depends on maintaining an equilibrium both in the total flow of demands and resources between the system and its environment, and between the various subsystems—polity, economy, status, and culture (or value system)—that make up the social system. Thus, any disturbance that severely impairs the equilibrium of demand and resource flows in a society leaves that society in a state of "disequilibrium" (Hagopian, 1974), or "dysfunction" (Johnson, 1966), in which it is unstable, or prone to revolution. As in the psychological school, a number of different sources of dysfunction were suggested, such as the uneven impact of technology and modernization on the demands and resources of the various subsystems, or exogenous changes in values—e.g., the growth of a new religion or ideology (Johnson, 1966); changes in the distribution of power among the elites in the various subsystems (Jessop, 1972); or merely asynchronous changes in various subsystems (Hagopian, 1974). However, all the authors in this school agreed that the essential, defining factor of a revolutionary situation is a state of severe disequilibrium in the society. Hence, the aim of their analyses was to identify and explicate those events that cause or influence systemic stress.
It is also important to pay attention to analyses based on political science (pluralist, interest-group conflict theory). The analyses of Charles Tilly (1975), Samuel Huntington (1968) and Peter Amman (1962) fall in this class.
The Frankfurt School, which was overlooked by Goldstone, should also be included in the second generation of theorists. One of the main contributions of the Critical theory was emphasizing subjectivity and cultural superstructure in Marxist theory, and introducing false consciousness and legitimations that are used by the political system to support its own existence (Ritzer, 2000b). Moreover, Herbert Marcuse questions the inevitability of capitalism's collapse, and states that the whole system is the oppressor, while also noting the deradicalisation of the working class (Marcuse, 1964). These contributions are significant in explaining why revolutions did not happen in the West. Simultaneously, in the 1960s the dependency theory was also developed by Marxist theorists that have seen revolutions of the postcolonial world as attempts to break the logic of dependency and globalized capitalist accumulation, not merely attempts to replace a government (Angotti, 1981).
During this period, the influence of Marxism on social sciences, in general, and on sociology, in particular, increased, which could not help but affect the subject of revolutions and related social issues. Some signs of the starting rise (especially in Britain) were observed already in the 1950s–1960s. According to Anderson (1983), in the UK the Marxist historians constituted a constellation of brilliant scholars who transformed many conventional interpretations of the English and European past. And in this past, special attention was paid to topics related to revolutions and social movements.
The Third Generation (since about 1975). According to Goldstone (1982), the development of new points of analytic emphasis, in addition to the weaknesses described above, has provided materials for constructing new analyses of revolutions. Some of these points have been most forcefully developed by the third-generation theorists, but many were introduced over the preceding twenty years by scholars writing in the fields of international conflict, development and modernization, anthropology and peasant studies, as well as specifically on revolutions. Chief among them were Barrington Moore, Jr (1966) and Eric Wolf (1969). Important contributions were also made by John R. Gillis (1970), Sigmund Neumann (1949), James Rosenau (1970), George A. Kelly and Linda B. Miller (1970), Elbaki Hermassi (1976), Joel Migdal (1974), Henry Landsberger (1973), Juan Linz (1976), Roy Prosterman (1976), Diana E. H. Russell (1974), and Katharine Chorley (1943). These writers did not advance theories of revolution per se; however, they raised specific issues and achieved major insights which have formed the basis for the third generation's theorizing.
As Sztompka points out, a leading contemporary proponent of this trend, Theda Skocpol, calls for adopting a structural perspective to express the objective relationships and conflicts between groups and nations with different positions, rather than between the interests, views, or ideologies of various revolutionary groups (Sztompka, 1993).
Let us recall that class approaches (and, consequently, the forerunners of system-structural approaches) have been spreading since the early 19th century by the French historians and thinkers and were then actively developed by the Marxist school. However, they only entered Western sociology at the academic level in the 1960s and 1970s, gaining strength in the 1980s (see Grinin, 2018; Grinin and Grinin, 2023b for more on the development of the Western version of Marx and Engels' historical materialism). The rise of Western Marxism, including Marxist historiography started from the 1970s, and it developed most effectively in the United Kingdom and the United States. It was in our opinion not by accident that this rise had influence on the western sociology and social science. Marxism and neo-Marxism have played and still play an important role in analyzing revolutions (Buissink, 2023; Chambers, 2021; Chun, 2025; Day & Gaido, 2013; De Smet, 2014; Hobsbawm, 1975, 1987, 1989, 2011; Meyer, 2018; Sotiris, 2018). Among Marxist theorists, Gramsci has been particularly influential (Gramsci, 1975, 1991–2011 [1929–1935]).
Critical sociology also played an important role in critiquing various approaches. The Frankfurt School rejected the idea of a guaranteed revolution in the spirit of orthodox Marxism. They noted that the working class could be integrated into the system and did not necessarily guarantee change: this was the focus of their studies of the working class in the 1930s (Horkheimer, 1947, 1972; Fromm, 1941). Horkheimer highlighted that the proletariat's position does not guarantee their correct knowledge, and that the working class itself experiences a sense of the meaninglessness of existence (Horkheimer, 1972). Adorno pointed out that Marx's theory of surplus value says nothing about how to start a revolution (Adorno, 1998 [1969]).
In the third generation of the theory of revolution, the dynamic between the revolution study and sociology was somewhat different. Its essence was a number of scholars, including Barrington Moore (1966), Jeffrey Paige (1978), Shmuel Eisenstadt (1977), and many others, pushed the limits of the old Marxist class approach to revolutions by focusing on rural agrarian class conflicts, state conflicts with autonomous elites, and the impact of international military and economic competition on domestic political development. However, the most influential scholar of the generation was Theda Skocpol, with a historical comparative study of Russian, French and Chinese revolutions. The work of Skocpol, however, was so influential that it actually affected sociology and political science, rather than just the field of revolutionary studies. Skocpol "brought the state back" to social sciences, after decades of domineering structural functionalism and behaviorism (Skocpol, 2008). In this case, it is possible to state that the theory of revolution was, in fact, in the vanguard of sociology in general, and was significantly affecting its course. Moreover, Skocpol's work can be seen as an example of comparative historical analysis that was forming as a distinct methodology in social sciences at this time.
The Fourth Generation (1990s–2000s). As Goldstone states, "Elite theory and comparative historical analyses have produced numerous case studies in which state breakdown was due to elite divisions and defections from the regime (Kileff and Robinson, 1986; Arjomand, 1988; Higley and Burton, 1989; Wickham-Crowley, 1989; Bunce, 1989; Paige, 1989; Goldstone, 1991; Goldstone et al., 1991; Bearman, 1993; Haggard and Kaufman, 1995; DeFronzo, 1996; Hough, 1997; Lachmann, 1997; Dogan and Higley, 1998; Snyder, 1998; Parsa, 2000). Conversely, in many cases state stability emerged from violence through the forging of elite pacts (O'Donnell et al., 1986; Burton and Higley, 1987; Higley and Gunther, 1992; Shugart, 2001)" (Goldstone, 2001: 150).
Moreover, the fourth generation also relied on the sociology of social movements. As Goldstone notes, "analysts of both revolutions and social movements realized that many of the processes underlying revolutions—e.g. mass mobilization, ideological conflicts, confrontation with authorities—have been well studied in the analysis of social movements. Indeed, some of the more extensive and radical social movements that involved major changes to the distribution of power, such as the international movement for women's rights, the labor movement, and the US civil rights movement, were revolutionary in the risks taken by activists and the institutional restructurings produced by their efforts" (Goldstone, 2001: 142).
The fourth generation of the theory of revolution is heavily connected to several trends in sociology of the 1990s and 2000s. Firstly, postmodern sociology significantly affected the approach towards revolutions as scholars of revolutions began to question the notion of revolution and its previous conceptualizations framed as overwhelming and all changing events. Authors of the fourth generation questioned the concept of revolution and started to put up more inclusive definitions, and they also switched attention to hybrid events. Secondly, sociology of this period also became much more international and globalized, with multiple national sociologies. In the theory of revolutions, it manifested in the fact that scholars started to divert their attention to revolutions from all over the world far outside the traditional regions for the field such as Europe and East Asia. Thirdly, at this period new institutionalism became the dominating paradigm in the social sciences. It manifested in a bigger focus on informal institutions, agency, culture and ideology. Finally, research on globalization has contributed to the emergence of a global view of revolutions, including in the analysis of revolutionary waves (Tilly, 1996; Katz, 1999; Goldstone, 2001).
Thus, we see a fairly close connection between sociological approaches and theories of revolutions in each generation of theorists, as well as a correlation in terms of the use of theories that arose within the framework of specific generations or shortly before that.

Online Appendix C: Correlation between the Periodization of the History of Sociology and the Chronology of Generations of the Theory of Revolution 
As has already been said, insufficient attention is paid to the periodization of stages in the history of sociology. However, there are a number of works suggesting such periodizations. We analyze in Table 1 the seven most interesting ones. It makes sense to begin with the fact that in one way or another, many periodizations distinguish a period preceding the formation of sociology in the modern sense of the word (e.g., Cuin et al., 2017; Goudsblom and Heilbron, 2015; Bannister, 2008; Zborovsky 2003, 2008, 2023; see also Table 1). 

Sometimes this period is divided into two or three sub-stages. Many also distinguish the period of the formation of the discipline or the formation of modern sociology (Bannister, 2008; Connell, 2007; Cuin et al., 2017; Goudsblom and Heilbron, 2015; Zborovsky, 2003, 2008, 2023; see also Table 1), which generally coincides with the period of the first generation. Periods correlating with the time of the second and third generations of revolution researchers are also found in all of the listed periodizations (Cuin et al., 2017; Goudsblom and Heilbron, 2015; Burawoy, 2005; Bannister, 2008; Zborovski, 2003, 2008, 2023; Albrow, 1990; see also Table 1). However, with regard to the fourth generation, the correlation is found only in three periodizations (Cuin et al., 2017; Zborovski 2003, 2013, 2023, Albrow, 1990). This is not surprising, since sociological research has greatly expanded and fragmented since the 1970s. 

The most complete correlation falls on the periodization of French sociologists Charles-Henry Cuin, François Gresle and Ronan Hervouet (2017) who in their monograph Histoire de la sociologie. De 1789 à nos jours distinguish five stages of the development of sociological science after 1900: Stage 1 - before 1918, Stage 2 - 1918-1945, Stage 3 - 1945-1968, Stage 4 - 1968 - early 1990s, Stage 5 - since the early 1990s. (Cuin et al., 2017; see also Table 1). Clearly, this periodization is based not only on the substantive processes occurring within sociological science itself, but also on major political events of global significance: revolutions, wars, socio-political movements, and uprisings that had a significant impact on the development of society (for example, the youth, primarily student, uprisings of 1968–1969 in Europe and the United States). 

This is entirely acceptable, as the development of sociological science cannot help but be linked to radical socio-political transformations.
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