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KEY SPEAKERS

Dr. Geoffrey Brian West - Theoretical physicist, former
president and distinguished professor of the Santa Fe Institute.
He is the author of several books among which is Scale: The
Universal Laws of Growth, Innovation, Sustainability, and the
Pace of Life in Organisms, Cities, Economies, and Companies.
He is a visiting Professor of Mathematics at Imperial College,
London, and an associate fellow of the Said Business School
at Oxford University.

Dr. Larry Sanger - Ph.D. Philosophy. American internet project
developer and co-founder of the internet encyclopedia
Wikipedia, for which he coined the name and wrote much
of its original governing policy. Sanger has worked on other
online educational websites such as Nupedia, Citizendium,
and Everipedia. Besides the Internet, his interests focus mainly
on philosophy—in particular epistemology, early modern
philosophy, and ethics. Project “Source Research Aspects and
Problems”.

Prof. Dr. Jerome Krase - Emeritus Professor, sociologist,
Murray Koppelman Professor, School of Humanities and
Social Sciences. Expert in sociology, gentrification in Brooklyn,
Brooklyn ethnic groups, Italian-American politics, culture, race,
class, urban life and Ethnicity in New York. One of his recent
books includes Race, Class, and Gentrification in Brooklyn:
AView from the Street. He is a public activist-scholar and serves
as a consultant to public and private agencies regarding urban
community issues. Co-Editor of Urbanities, and Editorial Board
Member of Visual Studies, and CIDADES.

Dr. Oleg Maltsev is an author, criminologist, psychologist,
photographer, investigative journalist. He is an Academician of
Ukrainian Academy of Sciences. Founder and director of The
Memory Institute, head of Expeditionary Corps.

He is an author of numerous books in the areas such as applied
history, sociology, depth psychology, philosophy, criminalistics,
criminology. He has been conducting field research with the
Expeditionary Corps in many countries for more than 6 years
to explore on what levels and how people are shaped by cities.
He is an editor of several interdisciplinary peer-reviewed
journals.




Dr. Emilio Viano - President of the International Society for
Criminology. President at Bellagio Forum for World Security
& Social Development. He is on the Harvard University list of
National Security Professors. Editor in Chief of the International
Annals of Criminology (Cambridge University Press). Amember
of the Board of Directors of the International Association of
Penal Law (AIDP) and of the International Society for Social
Defense.

Dr. Massimo Introvigne - Professor, sociologist of religion and
intellectual property attorney. A founder and the managing
director of the Center for Studies on New Religions (CESNUR),
He was the «Representative on combating racism, xenophobia
and discrimination, with a special focus on discrimination
against Christians and members of other religions» of the
OSCE.

Dr. Douglas Kellner - Author, critical theorist. Distinguished
Professor in the Departments of Education, Gender Studies,
and Germanic Languages at UCLA. Kellner is an author of the
Baudrillard page in Stanford Online Encyclopedia.

Kellner collaborated with Steven Best on an award-winning
trilogy of books examining postmodern turns in philosophy,
the arts, and science and technology. He served as the literary
executor of the documentary film maker Emile de Antonio and
acted as editor of “Collected Papers of Herbert Marcuse”.

Dr. Steve Gennaro - Professor in the Humanities department
at York University (Canada). He explores the intersections of
media, technology, psychology, and youth identity.

He is one of the founding members of the Children, Childhood,
and Youth Studies Program at York University, where he has
taught in the Department of Humanities and the Department
of Communication Studies for close to two decades. He is the
author of Selling Youth (2010) and regularly publishes in areas
related to the philosophy of technology and critical media
studies of youth identity and politics.




Dr. Lucien Oulahbib - writer, lecturer, sociologist, political
scientist. He is a chief editor of scientific journal “Dogma”.

Dr. Lucien spent many years working together with french
thinker Jean Baudrillard. Author of numerous scientific papers
and books on french nihilism and neo-leninism, radical
islamism, anti-americanism and antisemitism.

Ph.D. James Finckenauer - Organized crime expert, author,
distinguished Professor Emeritus at Rutgers University, former
Director of the National Institute of Justice, Washington DC.
Dr Finckenauer is an expert in human trafficking, juvenile and
international criminal justice. Author of numerous books on
Russian organized crime in the US.

Prof. Maxim Lepskiy — Doctor of Philosophy, Professor at
Zaporizhzhya National University. Head of Research Board
in Social Forecasting Sociological Association of Ukraine,
Academician of the Ukrainian Academy of Sciences.

Prof. Liudmyla Fylypovych - Religious scholar, head of the
Department of Philosophy and History of Religion in Institute
of Philosophy by G.S. Skovoroda, National Academy of Sciences
of Ukraine. Professor of National University of “Kyiv-Mohyla
Academy”. Vice President of the Ukrainian Association of
Religious Studies. Executive Director of the Center for Religious
information and freedom of the Ukrainian Association of
Religious Studies.

Prof. Mikhail Minakov - political philosopher, editor. His major
philosophical investigations focus on human experience,
social knowledge, political system, historical consciousness,
and multiple modernities. Editor-in-chief of Kennan focus
Ukraine, Kennan Institute. Editor-in-chief of Ideology and
politics journal.




Dr. Bernardo Attias - Professor in the Department of
Communication Studies at CSUN. His research focus
emphasizes cultural approaches to communication studies
as well as communication-centered approaches to cultural
studies. His teaching philosophy, which stresses interactivity
and critical thinking skills, reflects a strong commitment to
the educational process. He develops unique and challenging
course materials, and has been at the forefront of the move
to integrate new technological resources into the educational
process.

Dr. Athina Karatzogianni - Associate Professor in Media and
Communication at the University of Leicester, UK. She has an
extensive record of publications and citations in disciplinary,
field-specific and cross-disciplinary research outlets, and has
demonstrated sustained success in securing research income
from Research Councils UK and the European Commission.
Her most recent book is (2018) Platform Economics: Rhetoric
and Reality the “Sharing Economy”.

Ph.D. Vladimir Skvorets - Doctor of Philosophy, Associate
Professor, Head of the Department of Sociology at Zaporizhzhya
National University. Author of 115 scientificand methodological
publications, among them two monographs: “The life of
people as a social phenomenon” (2012); “Transformation of
the sociohistorical organism of Ukraine: analytics of social
processes” (2019).

Lutsyuk Anatoliy - Scientist, Department of Fine Organic
Synthesis at A.V.Bogatsky Physico-Chemical Institute of
National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine. Member of
Wikimedia Ukraine, administrator of Ukrainian Wikipedia.

Ph.D. Oleksandr Sahaidak - Head of Theurung Association.
Heisa psychologist, Jungian analyst, hypnologist, academician,
expert in anthropology and sociology. Chairman of the
Psychological-philosophical scientific society at the UAS.




PARTICIPANTS

Prof. Vitalii Lunov - Associate Professor in the university
named after O0.0. Bogomoltsa. Member of the American
psychological Association, the American Academy of clinical
psychology, World Federation for mental health (USA), the
European Academy of natural Sciences (Hannover, Germany).

Maria Barilla - distinguished researcher, historian, political
scientist, author. M. Barilla reorganised and took an inventory
of the Reggio Calabria Criminal Court, which is part of the State
Archives of Reggio Calabria. Since 2012, she has collaborated
with Professor Antonio Nicaso, one of the world’s leading
experts on organised crime, and Dr Nicola Gratteri, current
prosecutor of Catanzaro. She is co-author of the essay “When
Ndrangheta Discovers America 1880-1956"

Ph.D. Joanne Broder - Research Psychologist, Author, Editor,
Affiliate Research Professor at Saint Joseph'’s University.
Sheisamember of the Society for Industrial and Organizational
Psychology and the American Psychological Association, which
she serves on the executive board for the Division of Media
Psychology. A co-founding editor of Psychology of Popular
Media Culture, established by the American Psychological
Association.

Dr. Wlodzimierz Lewoniewski - Assistant Professor,
Department of Information Systems, Poznan University of
Economics and Business. Levonievski’s research is recognized
as one of the most important discoveries of Wikipedia and
other Wikimedia projects in 2017-2018.

Prof. Michael Strevens - Professor in the Philosophy
Department at New York University. His major research
interests include: Philosophy of science (including complex
systems, scientific explanation, probability, the social structure
of science); Philosophical applications of cognitive science
(especially the psychology of concepts).




Prof. Ph.D. José M. Torralba - professor of MSE at Universidad
Carlos Il de Madrid. Deputy Director of Institute IMDEA
Materials. Director-General for Universities and Research of
Madrid Regional Government and Higher Artistic Arts Studies.
He is editor in Chief (co-editor) of Powder Metallurgy journal
and Regional Editor for the Journal of Materials Processing
Technology, published by Elsevier. Author of “10 rules to
survive in the marvelous but sinuous world of academia”.

Andrew Mark Creighton - A Ph.D. student in semiotics and
culture studies at the Semiotics Department of the University
of Tartu. His research interests are in emotions, ecology, and
social theory.

Iryna Lopatiuk - Associate fellow of Ukraine Academy of
Science and the Memory Institute. Member of the special
scientific unit “Expeditionary corps”. Chairman of Odessa
Historic-literature scientific society. Secretary of Psychological
and Philosophical Scientific Society.

Maryna llliusha is a fate analysis expert. Head of the Scientific
Research Institute “International Fate-Analysis Society”
Member of the special scientific unit “Expeditionary Corps”
Presidium member of Psychological and Philosophical
Scientific Society.

DariaTarusova - is an editor-in-chief of the “Granite of Science”
isa popular-scientific portal that publishes relevant and reliable
knowledge about the state of Ukrainian and world science.
The “Granite of Science” has become a tool for managing social
requirements for science in Ukraine.




RESOLUTION OF THE CONFERENCE

“CHALLENGES OF SOURCE EVALUATION IN SCIENCE AND
CORRELATED AREAS.

Amicus Plato, sed magis amica veritas

The given documents resumes, concludes and highlights essential points of the
International conference “Challenges of Source Evaluation in Science and Correlated
Areas” which covered some of the most sensitive issues of source evaluation issues in
the current world, namely, the challenges of choosing a credible source for conducting
scientific research; model and classification of sources presented by David Procoppio
based on co-research with Oleg Maltsev; permissibility for academics to use free
encyclopedias as sources of scientific information and the role of Wikipedia and analogous
free encyclopedias; challenges of assessing results received through quantitative and
qualitative methods; problem of division and disciplinary biases in modern science; what
are the requirements and criterias for a scientist and importance of articles in indexed
journals vs quality of scientific works such as monographs; ways to differentiate a real
scientific source from a fake one; problem of “ecclesiasticism” in science; the role and
purpose of scientometrics databases; whether authority of an author guarantee the
accuracy of scientific information; self-alignment of sources and the role of experiments.

The digitalization era and overabundance of uncomplicated solutions offered by
the internet lobbyists creates a hyper-environment that has produced the fallacy that
Google knows everything, and that works authored by public figures can be fully trusted.
From the other side, it seems that the world’s libraries are at arm’s length; all it takes is
pushing some buttons —and — any type of information is at your disposal. Four “black




screens”—a TV screen, laptop, tablet, and smartphone screen are becoming mediators
and substitutes for knowledge as a tool with an increasing tendency. These are not sources
but programs and algorithms that cannot be disputed; they are impersonal and not
responsible for data quality. “Because that’s what scientists wrote. This is what Google
says. This is the way it is commonly believed."These are paradigms heard and relied on
by many today. However, some fundamental questions remain open. WHAT sources
of information are trustworthy? WHAT can you actually work with? IS IT POSSIBLE to
irrevocably trust what is endorsed by “scientists”? Have the parameters and requirements
changed for esteemed scholars and scientists? Perhaps, the most open question is HOW
to separate the fictional and fabricated from the authentic and functional?

International scientific and practical conference “Challenges of source evaluation in
science and correlated areas” had created conditions for a constructive dialogue on
resolving the challenges of our time regarding source study, criticism as a branch of
interdisciplinary applied knowledge and many other unanswered questions require
innovative approaches, open dialogue in an uncomplicated scientific language; to find
practical answers related to assessing and evaluating different types of sources, and
discussing relevant challenges faced by scholars and experts globally.

Today’s academia endlessly undecided on the assessment of the status and reliability
of a source. The fact that the source was peer-reviewed and/or produced by a long-
established publisher certainly cannot be a single criterion in the evaluation. Professor
David Procopio from Palermo University the first-ever introduced in his work the
hierarchical classification and arrangement of sources and provides arguments for the
status of each and enables differentiating scientific work from the journalistic product
that solves a number of dilemmas that scholars face.

Dr. Oleg Maltsev participated in the development of Professor Procopio’s classification
presented below during one of his research field works in Southern Italy. He noted that
they had many discussions with Procopio on the model itself which was the result of
Procopio’s 10-year research and at last, they found a common denominator.

CLASSIFICATION AND SOURCE RANKING

1) COMPOUND MULTIDIMENSIONAL (INTERDISCIPLINARY) SOURCE
2) APPLICATION-ORIENTED SCIENTIFIC SOURCE

3) PRACTICAL COMPOUND PRIMARY SOURCE

4) SCIENTIFIC-THEORETICAL SOURCE/POPULAR SCIENCE

5) PUBLICISTIC WORK/FIRSTHAND EXPERIENCE

6) ANALYTICAL PUBLICISTIC WORK

7) ARCHIVAL DATA

8) JOURNALISTIC WORKS

9) MEDIA MATERIALS

10) NON-FICTION AND OTHER LITERARY GENRES

11) UNCLASSIFIED, DOUBTFUL SOURCES OF INFORMATION

(Fragment of David Procopio’s article)




Classification and source ranking

1) Compound multidimensional (interdisciplinary) source. It has to correspond to three
characteristics: a compound multidimensional source has to have scientific, practical,
experimental and application-oriented constituents.

2) Application-oriented scientific source. This kind of source is application-oriented,
it is scientific but does not have a practical constituent (irrefutable sources such as
photographs, architecture, terrain, etc.)

3) Practical interdisciplinary primary source. It covers one narrow issue
(examples: electric engineering manual)

4) Scientific-theoretical source/popular science. Every scientific theorization demands
practical experiments. This kind of source should have the research model and the
results of it.

5) Publicistic work/firsthand-experience. This type of source has a practical side without
a theoretical one. It is a firsthand-experience work based on one’s personal experience
(travelers book, diaries).

6) Analytical publicistic work. Narrative of a person on a specific subject, work of an
enthusiast who spent a remarkable amount of time investigating and exploring data.
The source itself requires verification and cannot be considered to be a highly reliable
source as it does not have a scientific constituent. It is an attempt at systematization
and analysis based on one’s own experience and perception.

7) Archival data. Privately-owned data and state archives. This is a weakly structured
material. At first sight, it may seem that state archives are of tremendous significance,
and yet that is not always the case. First, you face the bulk of diverse disorderly data
that needs time-consuming, thorough analysis. Second, one compilation of records
might entirely repudiate the other one, let alone having access to complete on a subject
(many records are lost especially during war times). All in all, archival work is a rather
time-consuming endeavor. Archival sources are weakly structured records that are
troublesome to analyze and may take up decades to systematize them.

8) Journalistic works (books, articles). Journalistic work tackles a narrow subject of
interest, it is an expression of one’s own perspective, sometimes superficially.

9) Media materials (articles, publications, documentations) are a source of scientific
information but not highly reliable ones.

10) Non-fiction and other literary genres.

11) Unclassified, doubtful sources of information.

As Dr. Oleg Maltsev noted, not only this classification is original work of a kind but it
is also cross-functional, and most importantly, it clearly represents the rank of the source.
In his view, the given classification also reveals the way scientific sources become non-
scientific, “urgent problem of written sources today is their reliability since academia
considers for some reason that written sources must be the primary basis of research.
When | work with written documents, | read one thing, but then | conduct field research
and travel to those places, and | witness a completely different state of affairs.




For some reason, we tend to think that a written document takes precedence over all
other evidence, which is not valid. Any scientific written source requires serious analysis
before relying on it in the study.” Dr. Douglas Kellner noted that Procopio’s system is
a comprehensive one and he considers it a useful, original and productive paper. Prof.
Kellner approached the notion of sources, the reliability of data and science from a social
and cultural perspective as found in the critical theory of the Frankfurt School, British
cultural studies and French postmodern theory such as Jean Baudrillard. Also, he made
a distinction “between reliable and dubious journalism, and information sources, and
not between scientific work and journalistic work as Professor Procopio does’, for the
reason information is digitized and virtualized spread through broadcast media and
social media in most part.“When | first came to UCLA in the mid-1990s | had been for
years travelling the world to give lectures and attend conferences and seemed to pick
up every conceivable flu from Latin America to Asia. At UCLA, | began getting a new flu
vaccine every year and have avoided major flus ever since. So it is obvious that science
and up-to-date medicine which is well tested, confirmed and successful provides reliable
information and evidence and Procopio’s paper encompasses a broad field to assess
reliability of sources’, Professor Kellner noted. Prof. Liudmyla Fylypovych emphasized
that the question of the authenticity of historical sources was always relevant and for
her — a philosopher and religious studies scholar, authenticity of sources has paramount
importance.“Even | felt the limitations of historical sources, personal testimony, option
polls, official documents prepared by very serious institutions. When | walked in the
archives with the church affairs, | saw their subjectivity. But everyone has always been
interested and will be interested in how much one can trust those stories that describe
the facts’, Prof. Fylypovych commented. Dr. Steve Gennaro emphasized “As a critical
theorist and philosopher of technology my work in critical media literacy connects
deeply to the points that were raised by professor Procopio in the article. | think there’s
validity to what he says, because authenticity in texts in academia becomes even more
important than ever. Now that we see the removal of the referent or of truth with the
decrediting of news, of media and of scientific data. So as we see in the popular media
the removal of truth or knowledge is accessible. It's something we can point to and say
that is coming from a credible space. It's something we can point to and we can say
that we can fact check when that disappears within the mainstream of our lives. That
it’s even more important that it remains present in Academia.” Dr. Gennaro rightly
noted that“[...] not all information is knowledge because not all information is actively
decoded when it’s consumed.”He continued, “In fact, the concerns raised by Procopio, if
extrapolated and used as a meta framework for the exploration of knowledge, information
consumption, and technology — provide us with an important series of questions that
all interactions with media require — and not just those by scientists! More specifically,
how has the expansion of social media impacted our consumption of information as
knowledge? How have the actions of certain individuals on social media altered the
notion of what is fact or who is a trusted source? And, of importance to this paper, how
have changes to the technological apparatus — whereby the iPhone now lives almost
entirely inside of our bodies as extensions to our very selves — altered how we consume
information as knowledge?”




Prof. Maxim Lepskiy shared his view of the classification, “Professor Procopio presented
a clear hierarchy of sources. For a sociologist, journalistic publications would also be
interesting for content analysis and selection of different journalistic sources even if they
are not as reliable as compound scientific sources written at the intersection of several
disciplines. | want to note that the Expeditionary Corps headed by Dr. Maltsev uses no
less powerful sources for evidence during field research in different countries, such as
architecture, symbolism, and investigation of the land’s historical and cultural heritage.”

Wikipedia and free online encyclopedias.

Credible sources of information have become an urgent matter in this era. With the
increasing level of accessibility to sources, which we could have only dreamed of before
the invention of the internet and the emergence of social networks, we face an utterly
distinct task. How to find something that would meet the conditions of “objectivity,”
“reliability,” and “accuracy” in the world of bits and bytes? Wikipedia has become the
leading source of information search and sadly it is even being used by some scholars
in the research work without considering the fact that information on Wikipedia might
be insufficient and even false.

Dr. Larry Sanger co-founder of Wikipedia believes that it depends on the area of
research when it comes to the assessment of Wikipedia as one of the tools for the research.
“Itis hard to make any really reliable generalization with regard to any particular research
area. For instance, some were saying that 10 and 15 years old articles about mathematics
and computer science and most of the hard sciences are reliable because they’re based
on relatively objective sources that people don’t have many disputes about. There isn't
too much opportunity to mess up the basic facts about how a computer operating
system works or the chemical properties of some compound. That sort of information
can just be copied from professionally curated sources — that might still be the case for
all  know. | would say that relying on it, even for those subjects is very dicey. | wouldn’t
doit. I think in general the advice given to all researchers, of course, is that if anything
that matters you have to use multiple sources to confirm anything, | think that remains
the case’, noted Dr. Sanger. Dr. Oleg Maltsev shares the same view in general with a
strong emphasis that scholars cannot rely on Wikipedia and must not use it as a source
of scientific information: “If a person is searching for the truth and objective information,
Wikipedia won't be a relevant source neither for scientists, nor the students. To accept
things written on Wikipedia as truth is to doom yourself to a mistake. However, if a
researcher starts perceiving Wikipedia as a psychological tool which is used for the
purpose of conveying political information, then everything falls into place. Wikipedia
is a terrific psychological tool for conveying political information. If one wants to study
political information in a particular area of life and activity, Wikipedia would be a perfect
place” Dr. Maltsev shared information about study cases he conducted; he has asked
numerous scholars to analyze if Wikipedia articles in the areas they specialize in are
accurate. They found distortions, inaccuracies, and biased incomplete perspectives on
the subject in all instances. Dr. Massimo Introvigne thinks that Wikipedia might be “a
good first stop”to find some information which is generally reliable when it comes to the
birth and death of people, some bibliography, but even these data pieces have plenty
of mistakes. Professor emphasized that Wikipedia is not sufficient if one wants to obtain
factual and maximally accurate data: “It becomes even more complicated with opinions




and Wikipedia becomes even less reliable. In my interaction with students of religion,
| believe there is a practical rule ‘the more controversial the subject is, the less Wikipedia
should be trusted as a source’ because it becomes a battlefield. It is not complicated to
manipulate information on Wikipedia when the subject is controversial, particularly in
the opinions of sociology and the history of religions.” Massimo Introvigne stressed that
manipulation on Wikipedia also becomes political. Dr. Geoffrey Brian West pointed out
that Wikipedia is a helpful tool for the general information only and that it may give a
broad overview of the subject. He noted that among online encyclopedias Encyclopedia
Britannica, probably the greatest one in the English-speaking world as it was written
by real experts, but that is not always the case with Wikipedia. He pointed out positive
characteristics of Wikipedia since it allows to get a quick overview and an update on some
subjects, “it becomes increasingly more difficult for people to follow up, check the facts
because the barrier to doing so is extremely high, we are inundated with huge amounts of
data and news and most of us simply don't have time.” At the same time Professor West
does believe that one should not fully trust Wikipedia when doing scientific work: “I'm
in agreement with the spirit of what Dr. Maltsev said about Wikipedia being dangerous
and misleading, which might be the case despite my enthusiasm for Wikipedia.” Also
at the same time as an academic, he is more concerned with the proliferation of some
journals that shape opinions based on superficial or few opinions. Another key speaker
and participant of the conference, Dr. James Finckenauer shared similar views as other
scholars when it comes to serious academic research, that Wikipedia is not sufficient and
cannot be used as a tool in scientific work. Certainly for everyday information search
it might be very helpful, but not in academia “Wikipedia is an aggregator ‘site; it does
not publish original research, it pulls in articles and information from a whole variety
of sources and assembles them together. The references are there, people can look at
them and decide for themselves: knowledge is not data, it is what you do with the data
that produces knowledge.” Dr.V. Levonevskiy believes that, in general, Wikipedia wields
a positive influence on science, as well as on the process of learning.“The point is that
we have to take into account the development of technology, technical progress. Now
the popularity of content depends on society, on Internet users who can leave their
comments and ratings, agree or disagree with the publication. It also depends on the
behaviour of Internet users on what will be shown to the other readers.” Dr. Athina
Karatzogianni pointed out important facets of Wikipedia that could be relevant for
further research: “The claims that Wikipedia is supposed to be neutral is very interesting,
| don’t think that you can be neutral on certain subjects that have been very controversial.
Wikipedia is a nonprofit organization, so it's based on donations. Also, there have been
disputes about how these donations have been used by the different organizations as
well various ‘branches’ of Wikipedia [...] | want to look up general information on major
events, | can get a quick overview, but you cannot rely on the information and accept it
as a fact” Lutsyuk Anatoliy as one of the editors of Wikipedia, has a different view, he
noted that there were many projects such as online encyclopedias before Wikipedia, but
the latter became the leading one “Wikipedia has a solid foundation, which allowed it to
exist and compete with world encyclopedias like Britannica for 20 years. The selection
of sources to write articles is an important issue and we do our best to follow the rules.
Articles on political topics turn out worse than others simply because it is difficult to
classify sources, to separate reliable sources from unreliable”




What makes a scientist? Understandability of scientific works.
Real vs Fake scientific works.

Today academia is dominated by generally accepted statements and stereotypes
that humankind has ‘stepped forward into a bright future of progress and technical
excellence’ Certainly, it is not realistic to conclude that modern science is victorious on
a daily basis and flourishes with discoveries and steady evolution. On the contrary, the
opposite trend is more common, and it indicates stagnation. In terms of methodological
discourse on the quality of scientific results in the 21st century, a vital aspect of the
scientific foundation is evaluation and studying sources. The world of a scientist and
the world of science differs from one another in particular requirements. A researcher
cannot work with information only because it has “come into his possession.”

Source study is an essential part of professional activity these days that relate
not only to scholars.

Whenever someone uses a piece of information without giving it a thought, it brings
adverse consequences. Everyone with no exceptions can explore or study something.
However, a scientist differs from an expert in any other field by the following parameter
among others and it is the ability to verify and confirm specific information using valid
tools. G.B. West, O. Maltsev, A. Karatzogianni, V. Skvorets, M. Minakov and M. Lepskiy
agree that unspoken requirements that the academic community imposes on the
scholars today are not coherent with scientific reality and does not have reasonable
and objective criteria for assessing scholars. From the perspective of Dr. Oleg Maltsev,
what is happening in the academic community today is metaphorically comparable
to ‘dancing around the sacred body of science’ In other words, judging a person by the
number of articles published in Scopus and Web of Science indexed journals is a biased
view of a scientist.

Professor Athina Karatzogianni notes that a‘scientist’as a professional phenomenon
became more popular in the mid-nineteenth century; before that (Renaissance and
Enlightenment Epochs), people of various sorts of professions or expertise were doing
what we now note as ‘science’like G. Galileo or I. Newton, some were priests, for instance.
A’scientist’ today is a much more restricted kind of definition. For the sake of contrast,
the Nobel Prize is awarded within the scope of only five (!) disciplines. Moreover, there
is an alarming tendency amidst the social environment: experts who are involved in
social sciences are not recognized as scientists. That sets the cognitive demarcation
in the scientific field; humanities require no less effort, power, persistence, and skills.
The‘unspoken tendency’ shades the quality of what scholars do. For sure, there are
always specific exceptions like the result-oriented experts taking attempts to resist ‘the
fast and easy’ kind of scholarship. On the other hand, scientists are forced to compete
with a particular‘McDonaldization’ tendency or a trend that weakens credibility of
the quality and relevance of scholarly work. Now academics are involved in a quite
specialized competitive scenario. Professor Maxim Lepskiy believes that a real scientist
must be created by science, as an event, as a miracle, as an escape from everyday life,
“[...]1the scholar is still shaped by scientific schools, by a truly dedicated teacher and
no less dedicated student’. Professor Geoffrey Brian West believes the most important
characteristics of a scholar is to remain resilient in the face of criticism, as well as to be
passionate in one’s dedication to truth.




Since there are many deviations in contemporary scholarly systems frequently related
to the power and governments that intervene and control academic circles Mikhail
Minakov suggests:‘In a way, a genuine scientist is also an oppositioner’ Oleg Maltsev
points out, the predecessors in science adhered to somewhat different standards of
science. By no means was there a case when a special edition would interfere with a
scientific standard’s requirements. Formatting requirements and commas, indentations,
and style are undoubtedly important but not as much as the work’s content.

Dr. Maltsev points out that consistent practice of upbringing young scientists has
always existed in the European oldest scientific societies. In his opinion, Heidelberg
societies and a couple of other European communities with history and reputation would
be an example of this “[...] societies as such are usually 200-300 years old. We came
across a society that has existed since 1428. People are accepted as members based
on recommendations and personal choice. An academic who is already in the society
has to bring you in, and | became part of such a community when | was already a PhD
candidate. | had a chance to witness from the inside how young scholars grow step by
step under the guidance of his scientific supervisor, having joined the milieu of famous
scientists.” Dr. Maltsev has strongly emphasized that the best way to assess a scientist is
by looking at his scientific contribution: “The only objective evaluation criteria of a
scientist is his contribution to the society and his scholarly achievements.”

Another critical point that was discussed at the conference was the difference between
an educator and a scientist. One may have many Ph.D.’s and be a highly esteemed
Professor or educator, but that does not make him a scientist. In one of his speeches,
Oleg Maltsev presented a simple and straightforward explanation of the main tasks that
are the responsibility of scientists:

1) They are supposed to investigate and clarify the unknown fields (and make them
known eventually — what constitutes a scientific discovery).

2) A scientist ensures that the known field is not distorted over time by political,
economic, social, and other tendencies.

Logically, attention of scientists should be concentrated one the unknown fields, which
in turn does not allow scholarly stagnation and production of useless works. Nowadays,
a wide variety of papers are labeled as “scientific,” but they are fakes. What differentiates
scientific work from the rest? Oleg Maltsev provided an answer with exact parameters;
in his view, scientific work has to be consistent with 5 specifications.

First parameter. Clearly defined patronage — scientific control with a vertical hierarchy.
At any point in scientific research, any scholar is prone to mistakes that necessitate the
supervision and discussion with his colleagues, opponents, and advisor.

Second parameter. A comprehensible methodology of the work should be presented
at the beginning of the monograph or other document. People that are reading the
work should have an idea about the tools used by a scholar to receive presented results.

Third parameter. The scientific logic of the account and research. The presented
information sequence must be consistent with the scientific reasoning of the argument,
which is certainly edited by the supervisor.




Peer review. Feedback and peer review by the academic community is a significant
step towards the discussion of conducted research.

Scientific work. Dr. Oleg Maltsev believes that “Parameters mentioned above described
in short should lead to a scholarly product. Speaking of the article as opposed to a
monograph, | consider that an ideal research instrument is the latter. In his viewpoint,
an article permits one to focus on a single problem, but it does not allow one to reveal
it and present a comprehensive research study. However, a scientific article is a great
auxiliary scientific tool.”

Geoffrey Brian West suggests “that initially, there are many aspects, approaches,
tools, and even hints for data analysis and representation that one would subsequently
characterize as manipulation of data.” Regarding main reasons and prevailing
circumstances that lead to data manipulation, there are two main issues to be analysed:
access to data and credibility of that data. For many years Professor West has conducted
his research in high energy physics, having due access and thus taking data from
companies that could be described metaphorically as‘huge scientific accelerators’ He
notes that there is an “enormous trust dimension that whatever this group of thousand
experimentalists performed together is correct data. The data manipulation takes place
since some corrections are made right in the research process; not infrequently, plenty
of slightest manipulations are taken to fit ‘the result’into a‘common form’ that can be
used by other researchers. Naturally, the credence level depends on the reputation and
buildup of scientific profile over many years. As an answer to “what are the best ways
to distinguish objective information and credible sources from the fake ones?” from
the perspective of Prof. Ph.D. José M. Torralba in the scientific world nobody used
to believe directly on news from any different source than the scientific journals.“So in
principle scientists usually don’t believe directly information out of the scientific journals.
In that sense, there are a few scientists that really believe some fake news because most
of us, we can go directly to the source of the information — to the scientific journals.”
Now, this is one pole of the problem.

There is another extreme pole: a problem of the proprietorship of data. That means
either the data may exist, but one cannot get access to it, or one has to pay huge amounts
of money to get the data required. Generally, one never gets access to the ‘internal
data’ box. Some companies send a researcher the documents that are analogous to
organizational charts, which are idealized versions of what the company is. Associated
with biological, medical, and pharmaceutical sciences federal agencies’ support specific
types of research insisting the scientists make their data available; there comes no
transparency at all” Professor West is concerned that the same aspects and analogous
problems stay behind the Wikipedia data accuracy and credibility problem; and if these
problems of manipulating data and sources of scientific information are not resolved
now, they will only aggravate the overall situation of science in the very near future.
5The tendencies in contemporary science are not always positive, today many scholars
are obliged to conduct research and participate in various scientific projects facing the
tremendously competitive environment. Athina Karatzogianni is emphatic, it should be
taken for granted, the cutthroat competition is the obvious tendency of the 21 century,
that has also reached and penetrated the research environments in Academia. However,
just 15 years ago that situation appeared to be different.




Having faced certain‘research-settings’ tendencies personally, Professor A. Karatzogianni
realized she and her colleagues in the EU are experiencing the same barriers, “scientists
these days tend to have to work very fast and that causes a problem in how the ideas,
hypothesis, conclusions, etc. are analyzed, progressed and implemented. The major
factor of scientific breakthrough is no longer associated or connected with scientific
ideas quality and their applied positive effect or impact, but is defined with the
speed parameters of certain documentation production, and that is a dramatic
distortion.” Professor Karatzogianni notes that today many people tend to conceptualize
science “as a set of rules, laws, principles and terms of physics, medicine, biology, genetics,
economy, etc. Obviously, that sets at least the cognitive demarcation in the scientific
field and experts in humanities subconsciously have to work harder to focus social and
public attention on the original and productive sides of their impact. It would not be
the matter of exaggeration; however, scientists should do their best to demonstrate the
validity of the fact they are not merely the experts who struggle with cancer prevention
or COVID19. Scientists are also the no less dedicated professionals who have multiplied
the philosophical, sociological, psychological and ethical heritage of all generations.”
Professor Mikhail Minakov views science as a long-living transcultural intellectual
practice that includes exact natural and social sciences as well as humanities that have
its own history, and thus different historical forms. Among those are antique, classical
and post-classical science forms. However Professor Minakov argues that even though
the ideals of science were changing, and thus the meaning of science may seem relative,
“it's core authenticity remained untouched and definite. In all historical periods it was
true to its genuine idea: adherence to truth. Genuine science is the practice that aims at
universally established true knowledge that can be reviewed by any other rational being.
But at the same time genius scholars remember about their limitedness and about the
need to be ready for reworking on their research by themselves or by colleagues that
may rectify their previously established knowledge. [..]Jthe ideal of eternal truth is being
practiced together with the limitedness of concrete individuals, groups and interests”,
Prof. Minakov concludes. Historian Maria Barilla notes that unlike a biologist, chemist,
physicist the historian does not have the opportunity to observe and investigate his
object of study for obvious reasons. Historians deal with the historical sources which are
primary sources — the documents in the strict sense that is the testimonies, the traces
of the past preserved first of all in the archives and libraries. Unlike other disciplines,
for scholars in history conducting research and finding evidence to support is not an
easy task. Dr. Joanne Broder, expert in media literacy advises to pay attention to “the
amount of bias” in evaluation of scholarly work, “Who published the study? Studies
sponsored and published by organizations tend to show results that support their
mission whereas studies from universities might show less bias. The study should also
include a purpose statement that explains how the data will be used. Journal articles have
literature reviews, which provides the reader with the necessary theoretical perspective
and foundation.” Professor Maxim Lepskiy shared the results of sociological studies
about the way scientists are perceived/characterized in society and popular culture.“It
turned out that the figures or characters of the scientist are quite coherent. The first
image is of a‘crazy scientist with great power in his hands, achieved through science’
The image has been replicated starting from cartoons ending with serious films. The
second image of a scientist is a ‘person who is incorporated into a specific field but
completely unadapted to real life'




The third image is associated with the culture of comic books and blockbusters
launched by DC and Marvel, a bright example being Tony Stark, who has two different
lives. The elder generation, shaped by Soviet education portrayed (1) a scientist as a
person who is willing to sacrifice his life to achieve a result; (2) a scientist who is on
an adventurous journey, this type of the character was described by Dr. Maltsev; (3)
a scientist who, despite the difficulties in life is engaged in the work he loves doing.
Professor Geoffrey Brian West has rightly noted that ‘calling’is an inseparable quality
of a true scientist.”

The second challenge is related to the “loss of the efficiency of science” often resulting
because of inadequate scientific censorship and vague rules. That happens when the
quest is not for the truth but objectives associated with “scientific ritualisation”, as
noted by Lepskiy and Maltsev. As a result, we end up having two types of academics:
“conformists” who adjust to requirements no matter what they are and “fighters’, who
challenge barriers. Particularly in Ukraine, at the moment scholars are required to have
a specific minimum number of articles published in Scopus and the Web of Science
indexed journals, in the view of Professor Lepskiy it looks as a convenient form of control
of scientists, so that they deal with bureaucratic rules rather than actual scientific results.
Moreover, the requirements of publication in these journals are more about the format
and not the content of the work. Logically, none of these makes a real scientist but simply
creates a specific environment, effectiveness of which is controversial.

Professor Vladimir Skvorets points out, firstly, the source study is an increasingly
important discipline in historical scholarship that develops methods for the research
and application of historical sources. Sources are compared to the backbone of scientific
research. “The knowledge of the source studies methodology is the foundation and
basis for the future success and effectiveness of every scientist,” considers the young
scholar Maryna llliusha.

From the perspective of Professor Skvorets scientists are shaped by the results of
their scholarly creative activity, which is reflected in monographs, scientific papers and
other publications reflecting ideas, concepts and theories he has developed. Secondly,
it is his personal contribution to the education of the other researchers. Thirdly, in
his opinion, the supreme indicator of a scholar’s achievements is the establishment
of his own scientific school. The fourth is the remarkable impact in solving practical
problems in social life. Fifth, the influence of a scientist on shaping the worldview of
his disciples, students, postgraduate and doctoral students and their attitude to life.
The significance of each scholar is determined by his/her attitude to science and the
role of his contribution. Daria Tarusova, the Editor-in-Chief of ‘Granite of Science’
publication reported at the conference about a new and dangerous mechanism of
filtering sources, which is now being used in the Internet, particularly the censorship
of Facebook pages. The journalist stated: “A while ago we noticed that for some weird
reason the activity on the ‘Granite of Science’ Facebook page started decreasing. As
if someone pressed a button and the journal started to be less visible to people than
before. When we started researching the problem, we found out that several pieces
posted on the media page, by some strange, unknown mechanism, had been labelled
as‘materials that contain fake or partial falsehood' Journalists found out that both posts
concerned the Coronavirus pandemic. The first was a video by a doctor of law, a member




of the German and California bar Associations, he argued that the organisers of COVID
should be taken to court by explaining the reasons, based on the legal framework.
The second piece was not the material of “Granite of Science” editorial either, it was an
open letter from Belgian doctors and health workers who appealed to politicians and
the media to be‘independent and critically informed in their decision-making and in
the application of measures aimed at combating the epidemic’ The doctors requested
‘an open debate’ Journalist Tarusova questions: ‘Is this some kind of joke or deliberate
sabotage? And most crucially, who has claimed or appropriated the right to label as
‘lies’ or ‘fakes’ independent expert’s opinion of a lawyer who relies on legal standards,
or the doctors who are in the epicentre of COVID-related events.” Finally, it was revealed
that Facebook also has a number of partners. A number of agencies, probably under
contract, that do the work for Facebook in different countries to filter what is true and
what is not true. One of these agencies is called VOX Ukraine. The journalist explains: “It
was such a surprise, after we studied the website (VOX Ukraine) we realised it was an
extremely dubious agency, 5-6 young people who think they are experts in deciding
what is true and what is false.” D. Tarusova believes it is extremely relevant to report
the current source studies news, as well as to draw attention of academics to the fact
that if these things continue to happen, if there are no mechanisms to counteract such
simulations, then everything that academics do or write may come out with a “fake” or
“partially false” label tomorrow. “Nobody enquiries into any scientific findings, they just
brand it, journalist claims, “an invisible commission of ‘ethics and aesthetics’ attempts
to direct one ‘how to live his or her life’and ‘what is good, what is bad, which comes
in radical contradiction with principles of freedom of speech and religion. This is the
violation of all international human rights norms.”

Does authority of an author guarantee the accuracy of scientific
information? Priority of sources and self-alignment among them.
Role of experiments.

In today’s world, one of the most outrageous and critical problems within the source
evaluation scope is the author’s popularity and authority that shapes the public opinion
and even sets the standard in the research direction. The conference’s key speakers
and participants unanimously stressed that the author’s weight or popularity does not
guarantee the source’s reliability whatsoever. Oppositely, any source must be subject
to evaluation, analysis, and review from numerous vectors and different approaches
regardless of the author’s name.

Dr. Emilio Viano touched on main tendencies that are prevalent globally, even
in academic circles linked to the “authority,"“there is a presumption that if one has a
reputation accepted by the international community, it will be persistent and consistent
with the quality of their work. Because of the overabundance of presented information
on the web on different websites, that information can be frequently contradictory. It
is always crucial to verify the sources and double-check the data to examine to make
reasonable conclusions. In a sense, the premise of past epochs, that if a scholar wants to
publish a book, ‘he, as a figure and his work has to be absolutely reliable’—is not valid
in our days. There is more pressure on modern scholars to be productive and too much
competition, and it is harder to maintain the standards.




The publication of several books was a hallmark and spoke of the academic status in
the past. Today this is definitely not the case.” Dr. Maltsev also shares the same view and
approaches any work in the same way in terms of assessment and analysis regardless of
the publisher and the author’s name. He believes that the results of scholars who made a
valuable and sound input 20-30 years ago on a particular subject but have not continued
their research since then should also be approached very carefully. Dr. Jerome Krase
looked into the details of the “authority,” where it comes from, and how a person has
attained that position within the hierarchy of a particular professional field. “Professor
Viano is very correct on this particular point that in today, there is so much information
production that people can rise to a position of authority very quickly, especially through
spaces such as Twitter or Facebook in terms of “the likes” that they get. In other words, if
we look at authority as popularity and reputation as opposed to established authority
by people in the field who are sufficiently trained to make those decisions, it becomes
a different question. We have to understand that science is a social organization. And
it has established a hierarchy about who it is that we are supposed to read and quote.
The problem of authority within the discipline makes people less critical” Dr. James
Finckenauer, having spent many years as a peer reviewer in a variety of settings with
journal articles, books, manuscripts, doctoral dissertations and a whole variety of things,
realizes the degree to which academics are dependent on the honesty of the authors,
because usually we do not have the capacity to go back and re-examine everything that
the author is telling you and get all the data and do all the analyses on one’s own“[...]
most scholars do in fact present material honestly and with integrity, unfortunately not
all the time. There are senior researchers who know they have a certain reputation and
they abuse that reputation. They know that if they submit something it is likely that it
is probably going to get published and they know that nobody is going to go back and
look over all the details, so they utilize their own. Some people cite their own works all
the time and then assign their students to cite the work, building up the citation index.
Consequently, it gives a misleading picture of an impact on the field. Can you depend
on the reputation of the researcher? Maybe, very cautiously.”

Dr. Bernardo Attias focused on a very significant academic practice known as peer-
review and the fact that it does not necessarily mean fact-checking, “[...] generally
when people review the research, they look if it was appropriately cited. Is it missing
any critical aspects of the research; does the work contribute to the field? The peer
review process does not necessarily doubt unfactual information. The Sokal Affair is a
great example when a scholar in order to catch journal’s editors with their pants down,
so to speak, intentionally used false information and worded the article in a way that
it sounded like a legitimate argument. Personally I've actually read that paper and I do
find a lot of faults with the peer review process in that particular journal. | think they
made a big mistake accepting that paper even without the scientific knowledge to
understand some of its claims. Hindsight, as we say, is always 20/20, but | think a journal
engaged in truly interdisciplinary research that is common in cultural studies should
make more of an attempt to engage scholars in the review process who have expertise
in all of the relevant fields.” Prof. Maxim Lepskiy also emphasized that the authority of
an author is not a characteristic of research reliability, speaking of Sokal Affair he shared
several cases, when similar experiments to Sokal Affair were conducted in Ukraine and
about 10 Ukrainian scientific journals fell into trap “articles had the structure of what is




meant to be a scientific article, but the content was absolutely mediocre. The journals
accepted those articles simply because they did not have the scientific courage to say
“no.” Another important factor in academia, in his view, is that everybody can make,
especially young researchers, but that should not discourage them but be persistent in
working harder on the methodology of research. Mistakes should serve as an impulse
for further research and not turn to feeling guilty or lack of scientific interest. The role,
mission, and social significance of science do not simply vary from era to era.

Dr. Vitalii Lunov shared what is happening in Ukrainian academia, unfortunately
“with the arrival of a new minister standards in Ukrainian science drastically start to
take different forms. Changes as such do not lead to the development of science or
new discoveries. It is not clear how a tradition can be preserved or created in an ever-
changing system of coordinates. Scientists find themselves in a situation where they
need to monitor if the requirements for professorships and PhDs have changed and try
to keep up with the changes of those ‘most cherished old requirements/Why is it not
possible to be more or less consistent in the requirements for the number of articles,
the font of the text, the design of papers, and everything else? Why is that someone’s
idealistic impressionism of scientometrics turns into the function of the law? Idealists and
pragmatic comrades create an infantile generalization by measuring only the “measurable”
results of science with the top scientists’scientometric indicators. Everything that is not
included in the formula falls into the Procrustean Bed, and scholars find themselves in
the situation when their experience does not fit into the new framework invented by
the Ministry of Education which is different from the practices of many generations of
scientists in our country and academic tradition. On the other hand, Ukrainian scholars
are forced to “reach”, pardon me, “to stretch” into the idealized scientometric indicators
of this “Procrustean bed"”. Mature science is always distinguished by the preservation of
methodology and tradition, impartial and accurate research, and definite requirements
that do not change overnight, which is the question of ethics. Constantly changing
requirements, endlessly changing ideals, new demands are nothing but perpetual
demoralization and immaturity. | believe this is the way science comes to its crisis, as
it moves away from an understanding of its ethical nature (I am not talking about the
bioethics of research nor plagiarism) into a nomenclative one. What is surprising is the
silence of professional, academic and university academic circles.”

The problem of “ecclesiasticism” in science and relation of
scientometrics databases to science.

The world of a scientist and the world of science differs from one another in particular
requirements. A researcher cannot work with information only because it has “come into
his possession.It is not advisable to rely on any source as the ultimate truth either. The
requirements for a scientist are different; he or she must be able to analyze and justify,
reason and present valid results of his scientific activities. In terms of methodological
discourse on the quality of scientific results in the 21st century, a vital aspect of the
scientific foundation is evaluation and studying sources. However, with the preponderance
of information technology and inclusive digitalization, the very essence of scientific
knowledge — source studies — have undergone abnormal mutations and simulation.
Fake sources, the implicit customary way that does not require verification of data sources,
business projects that scientifically justify things that do not exist, among many other




things, is becoming a negative tendency. The question is, does “referencing to a source”
equals the “quality of that source”? What if a long-established source is an example of
inaccurate information? There is a current bizarre trend, which implies that a written
source is a source that definitely should be used and referred to in the research. Does it
even matter if it was an intentional misrepresentation or the outcome of a theoretical
project that has nothing to do with reality?

When it comes to referencing other scholars’ work Dr. Lucien Oulahbib believes that
it depends on the subject and your research field. If one specializes in a very narrow
field which is not explored by many, referencing is simply impossible and it would
be illogical to wait until other scholars support you. History has numerous examples
when there was one or several scholars opposed by the entire academia for different
reasons, it had happened to Einstein, it happened to Poincare in France and many
others. Iryna Lopatiuk as a young scientist believes that analysis of primary resources
(books, publications, treatises, experimental surveys etc.) provided by predecessors who
conducted comprehensive research earlier is no doubt a useful practice, “[...] however,
when it comes to original research, the aforementioned practice is only a first step to
broaden the mind, to help one perceive the ideas already present in this world; to help
one to realize his personal potential scientific impact or achievement. Such analytical
approach catalyses reflections, ending this process with a shaped relevant research
objective. Nevertheless, this is still the very first step of a research sacrament.” Secondly,
Irina Lopatiuk is emphatic about striking problematic issues in regard to attempts to
distort the methodology of scientific research and upholding scientometrics databases
as a measure of scientists’impact and development.“There are certain types of ‘unspoken
rules’ (they resemble rituals rather than procedures or approaches); they are proclaimed
to be rules that every scientist should or even must be aware of and adhere to. Amidst
them, for instance, is the rule of referring to some previous scientific publications
(disregarding the fact that there might have been no one who conducted research on
such a subject). Another extreme which is becoming more and more problematic is
“measuring” a scholar by the number of his articles in Scopus or Web of Science indexed
journals vs. his monographs and scholarly work. There are many artificial mechanisms
that certain public persons and even scholars are applying in an attempt to persuade
the social majority of certain exploration, validity of discoveries, that are simply invalid
and fake. One of the most common reasons for this is the ‘special demand; just like a
political business project” Andrew Mark Creighton pointed out an important aspect of
understandability of scholarly work for the general public, which is certainly a big issue
“I believe that, at least for the general public, science is no longer the only authority
on science. With the rise of the internet, and increased communication, the visibility
of science now and its past inadequacies and ethical issues, can arguably be causing a
fracturing of scientific authority. In attempting to understand the coronavirus, medical
researchers, doctors, and health scientists have often disagreed with each other, offered
contradicting advice, and have changed their recommendations and information
about the virus. This uncertainty and changing information is to be expected, science
is a process that involves a process of elimination and this is very much a truism to be
taken-for-granted for those in academia. However, to the general public, who has had
little academic experience with science, these inconsistencies among health professions
may signify incompetence and irresponsibility”.




Professor Michael Strevens says that academic circles need a secondary layer of
‘interpreters’to explain what they mean to the general public, “[...] if you are looking at
the scientific journals, you are reading things that have went through a lot of scrutiny
and rules, although one cannot totally rely on anything, ever. If one wants to understand
what kinds of assumptions are being used to interpret the evidence, you can’t go to the
journal, you have to speak with scientists directly. Without doing that it is impossible to
get the complete picture of any particular scientist’s thinking about what the evidence is
showing us.” Prof. Maxim Lepskiy believes the problem of citing is a simulative scientific
activity when citation becomes obligatory and more important than the content itself.
“It seems that scientists forget their ultimate goal which is all about revealing and
explaining zones of unknown, as remarked by Dr. Oleg Maltsev, making discoveries and
contributions for the benefit of society. Partially due to the requirements imposed by
institutions, academics are caught up in the circle of citing each other. There are attempts
to transfer scientific culture into a culture of grammar and punctuation. Scientometric
bases should serve for the convenience in searching for information and literature. But
if one has to pay for the publication it ends up in inequality between people who can
afford that and people who cannot. | have heard that Scopus as a business is somewhere
between the oil industry and advertising in terms of profitability, | haven’t investigated
this issue, but that is what | have heard.” Another problem in academia according to Prof.
Lepskiy is making a show out of science, “those who determine the rating are in control
of the field. “Hitmakers” are creators of meanings and “movements” of their imitators do
not always correspond to the tasks and methods of science. Descartes, Newton, Leibniz
and other masters of the past were appreciated because they could solve the problems
set before the whole country. Today, science is becoming more hyperreal and is not
aimed at resolving problems of society.”

Ph.D. Vladimir Skvorets stated that all discoveries, new scientific knowledge,
hypotheses, and theories are created on the basis of previously existing ones through
criticism and rethinking. He believes that referencing should be an obligatory requirement
for young scientists, but he has studied high-quality works of social scientists which had
no references but documents and photographic evidence, for example, the article titled
“Yakov Blumkin’s Connection with Modern Academic Science” by Dr. Oleg Maltsev and
Darina Karuna published in “Granite of Science” publication. “The most important fact
is that this article represents an original concept of the emergence of Soviet science.
The authors of the article demonstrated the struggle of two scientists, graduates of the
Heidelberg University A. Yakovlev and G. Popov, against the pseudo-scientific Blumkin
and Bokii and how that led to the determination of the development model and the
future of Soviet science. The problem developed in the article is extremely relevant
to the modern scientific community,” Dr. Skvorets noted. In his view scientometric
databases are contradictory, depersonalized, bureaucratized, and commercialized. There
is no guarantee that articles submitted by authors are reviewed by reputable scientists
who are able to adequately examine and give a scientific assessment. Another view
on today’s science by Ph.D. Oleksandr Sahaidak is that science as an institution is a
religion in some sense, “both institutions are in a specific position to the state which has
been trying to keep them under control for thousands of years. On the other hand, both
institutions can fulfill their social functions, provided they are separate, independent
and autonomous from the state. When science is relatively independent of the state




but at the same time immensely dependent on scientific bureaucracy, it does not
have a good prospect. | believe scientists must find a golden mean regarding who
the authority pillars are and how to relate to them. As for the scientometric databases,
Hungarian psychoanalyst Leopold Szondi’s saying is relevant as ever: “Pathology is a
hypertrophied (grotesque) norm.” If the current condition of scientometric “science’
is not entirely normal, the question is: what is the norm? In the 19th century, such a
standard was the scientific reputation, which delivered the same functions as elsewhere:
communication and hierarchization. With the advent of digitalization, we require new
and more efficient communication methods in scientific communities, and scientometric
databases have become this method. Obviously, they deliver the second function very
well— hierarchization, by generating “accepted”and “unaccepted” circles. Prof. Sahaidak
emphasized that these databases have turned into a management tool that operates
through the principle of the “Iron law of oligarchy” (Robert Michels). In his opinion, a
‘political’ decision is necessary to take back scientometric databases to their primary
function, “[...] by ‘political;, | mean the processes of self-organization and power within
the scientific community. Databases must be assisting scholars to achieve and maintain
our main goal: understanding the truth.”

U

“All truths are easy to understand once they are discovered;
the point is to discover them.”

Galileo Galilei
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COLLECTED PAPERS

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE
CHALLENGES OF SOURCE EVALUATION IN SCIENCE AND

CORRELATED AREAS
(English)

Interrogating Academic Interrogations
Jerome Krase

Part 1.

Is it permissible for a scientist to use free encyclopedias as sources of scientific information?
The role of Wikipedia and similar sources.

The manipulation of data in science: challenges of assessing results received through
quantitative and qualitative methods. The problem of division and disciplinary biases in
modern science.

As to the first question, my simple answer is that Wikipedia, and similar, mostly open
source and collaborative on-line projects, are not very different from other more socially
accepted (of the academic, professional, scholarly kinds as opposed to “deviant”) sources.
They are of similar value to the user to the degree that the information provided is
subjected to the same (perhaps more) of the required vetting. In general, the value of
the information on Wikipedia, et alia, depends on the editors of the pages and additions.
It should be noted that it has become a model of scholarly collaboration that is imitated
widely by more and less “authoritative” disciplinary and interdisciplinary organizations.
In a sense, Wikipedia’s challenge to academic hegemony has had significant results.

If  may, being an“Innovator,’| would divide Question 2 into several parts. As to the first,
issue of quantitative versus qualitative methods, | have written extensively and will only




summarize here, and later on in the essay enhance with some additional autoethnography.
(Krase 2018) As | have argued, Social Science, like all other Sciences, is a social organization
(society) of professionals in which members strive to achieve the rewards of their
association by following its rules and accepting its goals. In Robert K. Merton’s “Theory
of Anomie,” the successful adherents would be called “Conformists.” And, although he
labelled the others as “Innovator,”“Ritualist,” and “Retreatist,” more empirically accurate
terms for these three categories might better be “Unhired, Unpublished” and “Untenured.”

| was taught that the most important goals of my chosen profession are to produce
new knowledge, or contribute to its existing accepted store of knowledge (axiomatic
or canonical), via valid, reliable, and objective research, or informed critique. Here |
must insist that testing claims of validity, reliability, and objectivity ins the scientific
communities requires another level of scrutiny, or level of analysis, beyond that of the
work itself that must remain within the commonly accepted parameters — that of the
social organization of the conventional decision-making process itself in which the
claims are themselves are validated. | would add the caveat that nothing is ever really
‘proven, in that similar to the logical process of analytic induction, accepted hypotheses
(findings) are to be continually tested and modified (especially in our changing social
worlds) as new realities or understandings of “truth” come into being.

In this essay, | will introduce and briefly discuss some ways others, and myself, have
approached, or are now approaching, these interrelated issues. Since, by necessity,
l intend to be unconventional, and at the risk of being called a post-modernist myself,
| will reflect on a recent exchange on “Post-Truth and the future,” (Resnick 2020) on a
virtual American Historical Association discussion platform, go on to other nontraditional
“sources.”

In which Research Historian Kenneth Zimmerman commented on the Fukayama’s
(Pollyannish?) “End of History,”acknowledging that the ending is subject to change.i.e,,
never final.

In brief, for Fukuyama, liberal democracy may constitute the «end point of mankind’s
ideological evolution» and the «final form of human government,» and as such constitutes
the «end of history.» But, as is obvious today, he was wrong.

Truth always moves on. Historians know this. Otherwise, they would not continue to write
about the same topics, actors, and events as past, or just other historians have studied and
written about. Writing history is conversations between the historian and actors, events,
and topics from the past. And these conversations exist in their own contexts. Since | am
an Anthropologist as well as historian, an anthropologist would make the point this way.
Culture is relative. It is specific to time, place, and actors. Since truth is cultural (shared within
a culture) then truth obviously is relative. For example, the truth of 11th century Europe
is not the truth of 21st century Europe. Just as the truth of Revolutionary era America is
not the truth of 21st century America. Sometimes they share common elements, but they
mabke sense only in their own contexts. Translating among them is the job of historians and
anthropologists. And it is not an easy job. (Zimmerman 2020)

In the same conversation, Kevin Jablonowski, raises a related point about truth which
comes closer to our social scientific approach to history.

As opposed to those who see the objective of post-modernism in history as to say
«nothing is true, there’s no cause and effect, and everything happens at random» He
argues”...post-modernism challenges us to reconsider what we have come to accept
as absolute truth, and to determine critically whether our beliefs are ‘valuable’enough




or‘true’enough to continue to accept.” Noting, also that Fukuyama thought liberal
democracy is(was?) inevitable, as did Marx in a similar trajectory toward perfection.

Post-modernism ...demands that we critique anything that presents itself as true, obvious,
inevitable, perfect, or given. Our critiques may find that there is reason to believe some things
as true and reject others as false; at the very least, we may gain a better understanding of why
we believe the things we believe. Post-modernism, done well, is not the wholesale rejection
of ‘truth’ but rather the refusal to accept ‘truth’ without criticism.

Here | must interject a recent observation while doing my daily reading of The New
York Times. In the Saturday, November 21, 2020, issue, on Page 2, column 1. There were
three advertisements, placed one over the other offering: “From Our Archives to Yours,’
“Photography reprints available...”;“Good friends deserve extraordinary journalism. Refer
someone to The Times.” and the most egregious in bold letters “The truth is essential.”
What would Baudrillard, Fukuyama, and Marx say about this convenient assemblage
of commodifications?

To move from the ethereal to the earthly, Nicole Brown, addressed these related
challenges of truth and method in a different, more pragmatic, framework in a Call for
Papers. In it she noted that competition among academics today for ever-shrinking
funds is fierce. Not only is their increased pressure for originality,

There are no longer clear boundaries between qualitative and quantitative methods,
or indeed within these. For example, Where ethnography was once a specific approach to
carrying out research requiring weeks and indeed months spent in the field to be studied,
harnessing of social media data for example allows for the relatively quick collection of
months’ worth of information in a much shorter period of time.

She recognizes that research is “messy, chaotic, untidy, disorderly,” but “research
reports do not account for this nature of research.”In contrast to current practice in our
disciplines, Brown encourages a focus on the difficulties, and failures and fallacies of
innovations to make research less “hierarchical, more participatory, more accessible, more
modern and in line with the developments of our social and cultural worlds.” Of special
value to those who engage in trans- and interdisciplinary work, is her recognition of the
problem of data collection methods which may not be easily transferrable, especially
cross-culturally.

Probably the major cause of reputed “failures and fallacies” of research practice is the
social organization of reviewing. Here we must remember that success is judged by
publication or winning grant, or other positive peer evaluation. At least for multimodal
ethnography, Sevasti-Melissa Nolas and Christos Varvantakis believe that a different
(meaning socially just?) review process is possible. (2018) For this they created a new
journal, Entanglements. Which generated a great deal of interest in a short period of
time. The journal sees itself as “a peer-feedback rather than a peer-review journal”

After a discussion of the current normative practice of peer review they note:

Our own experience over the last however many years that we have both been submitting
our work to journals, resonates with this inconsistency in quality. We have had reviews of
quality: some excellent, constructive, critical, encouraging and supportive which have helped
us to develop our work.

Other review experiences are best captured by the figure of ‘#reviewer2’: petty, pedantic,
critical, short, nasty, unhelpful and, occasionally, destructive. The figure of #reviewer2 does not
haunt us alone. The ‘Reviewer 2 must be stopped’ Facebook page has over 17,274 members,
at time of writing, and parody Twitter accounts like Grumpy Reviewer provide examples of




the sorts of comments attributed to #reviewer2 as well as exasperated author responses.
It is perhaps not surprising that last Halloween 2018 dressing up as #reviewer2 became a
meme amongst academics on Twitter.

The negative impacts of such review are many and go beyond giving up on a particular
publication. They can have devastating effects on the self-confidence and fragile careers
of young as well as more senior scholars.

The new journal, Entanglements, strives to avoid these “toxic dynamics” via feedback
“vital for learning and development.”Thee Editors, Nolas, Sevasti-Melissa and Varvantakis,
Christos see that in academe “nurturing collegiality” often feels like a scarce resource,
and political issue,” and that “toxic dynamics of peer review” are part of the “ structural
violence practised in the neoliberal university.’ They end by citing, Mark Fisher, an author
they admire: “We need to learn, or re-learn how to build comradeship and solidarity
instead of doing capital’s work for it by condemning and abusing each other.” (2019)

Such and Academic Utopia, is “Devoutly to be wished,” but their prolegomenon to a
socially-just society of scientists requires a close look at the social organization of how
we evaluate each other as both subject and object.

In a related vein, as to “Ivory tower Semiotics’, Marshall Blonsky (1985: xx) commented
on the Daedalus’ commissioning of Jonathan Culler to judge the limits and conceptual
advances in the field of semiotics. Culler took the opportunity to reflect on first congress
of the International Association of Semiotic Studies held in Milan in 1974, which sounds
very familiar.

Semiotics, the science of signs, became something to be reckoned with, even for those
who reject it as a Gallic or a technological obfuscation. And of course when a discipline
establishes an organization with committees, officers, publications, when it distributes
titles and responsibilities to its adepts, it imposes itself on the scholarly world in symbolic
fashion. (1981:95-96).

What will follow in Part 2 of this essay is an autoethnography of some of these “toxic”
practices, or better phrased as “the slings and arrows of outrageous scholarly discipline.”

Part 2.

As an addendum to my addressing questions related questions in Part 1 of this essay,
on November 24, 2020, | was pleased to participate in another segment of the “Challenges
in Source Evaluation in Science and Correlated Areas” during which we considered the
following questions:

Does the authority of an author guarantee the accuracy of scientific information?

Priority of sources and self-alignment among them.

Role of experiments. What if the facts contradict science? Do such contradictions indicate
an unscientific nature of preceding inferences?

As they are closely related, | will attempt here in Part 2. to blend them together, and
provide a few autoethnographic examples of some of the “toxic” practices that beleaguer
the, for want of a better word, “governance” of related disciplines in which | practice. As |
have argued, Social Science, like all other Sciences, is a social organization of professionals
in which members strive to achieve the rewards of their membership by following its
rules and accepting its goals. (Krase 2018) Therefore, in reference to Question 1., we must
consider from where does the authority of an author or text derive? Max Weber wrote of
Traditional, Legal-Rational, and Charismatic Authority. Without elaboration, | think the
readers of this essay will agree, that for scientists at least, the authority of an author’s




claim must be based on Rational grounds. This is true even though in many cases the
authority of classical/leading scholars within any discipline is given in very much the
same way as Traditional Authority is given. Unfortunately, it is also true that established
“leading lights”in any field command much in the way of Charismatic authority, some
of which has been “routinized” via the practices of esteemed professional associations
and institutions. (See also Krase and Krase 2018).

For social scientists of my generation, our understanding of the relationship between
leaders and followers was stipulated by Max Weber as to “Types of Legitimate Domination”
and “The Three Pure Types of Authority” (1978: 215) The validity of claims to authority
rest upon:

1. Rational grounds — resting on the legality of enacted rules and the right of those
elevated to authority under such rules to issue commands (legal authority).

2 . Traditional grounds — resting on an established belief in the sanctity of immemorial
traditions and the legitimacy of those exercising authority under them (traditional
authority) or finally,

3. Charismatic grounds—-resting on devotion to the exceptional sanctity, heroism for
order revealed or ordained by him (charismatic authority).

As Weber explained, “Naturally, the legitimacy of a system of domination may be
treated sociologically only as the probability that to a relevant degree the appropriate
attitude will exist, and the corresponding practical conduct ensues.” (1978: 214) To be
voluntarily dominated, subjects must grant legitimacy to their rulers.

In this regard, | have discussed elsewhere, for Weber, human society is made possible
when social actors can imagine themselves in the place of the others with whom they
interact, and thereby correctly anticipate the others’behavior. Every society as dependent
on such common, or shared, ‘text’. (Krase 2018) Weber defined Sociology as: [...] the
science whose object is to interpret the meaning of social action and thereby give a causal
explanation of the way in which the action proceeds and the effects which it produces.
By ‘action’in this definition is meant the human behavior when and to the extent that
the agent or agents see it as subjectively meaningful [...] The ‘meaning’ to which we
refer may be either (a) the meaning actually intended either by an individual agent on
a particular historical occasion or by a number of agents on an approximate average in
a given set of cases, or (b) the meaning attributed to the agent or agents, as types, in
a pure type constructed in the abstract. In neither case is the ‘meaning’ to be thought
of as somehow objectively ‘correct’ or ‘true’ by some metaphysical criterion. This is the
difference between the empirical sciences of action, such as sociology and history, and
any kind of a priori discipline, such as jurisprudence, logic, ethics, or aesthetics whose
aim is to extract from their subject-matter its ‘correct’ or ‘valid’meaning. (1991 [1921]: 7)

Since Authority comes from reputation, then we must consider from where does
reputation come; what are the social processes that create and grant it? Although a
discussion of all the many ways academic reputation is created, such as peer reviews,
ranking indicators, impact factor, citations, etc., are far beyond the scope of this essay,
a few will be addressed herein.

The second question can also be rephrased as to issues of fact and truth, as well
as the confidence, both scholarly and public audiences may, or may not, have in the
pronouncements (findings) by scholars of all persuasions, such as the current public
debate over the reality of a COVID-19 Pandemic. (“The Covid Science Wars,” https://www.
scientificamerican.com/article/the-covid-science-wars1/)




When | teach, | explain to my students “What | say to you in class may or may not be
a fact or a truth, but it is always a fact, and true, that | have said it” Furthermore, facts
may be true but the truth of a statement comes from the relation of facts to other facts
within it, and our ability to certify the validity and reliability of those statements via the
judicious employment of commonly accept practices of the scientific method (which
in itself is also a social practice)

As someone who grew up in relative poverty in the U.S.A., the desire to achieve
respectability was especially strong, and the status (prestige) of a professorship in higher
education was devoutly to be wished. This was especially attractive as it promised a
world beyond the stereotypical baseness and veniality of working-class life. | vividly
remember, for example, the explanations (excuses?) given by my often out-of-work
father for the slings and arrows of his outrageous misfortunes. Higher education, post-
graduate education, and then a professorial position seemed the ultimate accomplishment
(escape?).

My disillusionment with this naive view of the world, in which | have been reasonably
successful, came rather quickly. Compared to the experiences of my father and mother,
of course my “sufferings” were quite innocuous, but they are informative in describing
the academic and scholarly worlds as they actually are, as opposed to how they present
themselves to themselves and to outsiders.

While pursuing an independent Master’s Degree in Sociology at Indiana University |
was briefly mentored by Alfred Lindesmith, a leading sociologist/social psychologist of
criminology. Under his tutelage, | crafted a thesis proposal to investigate why, it seemed
that, the death penalty was not a major deterrent to the commission of homicides.
I had already conducted a secondary analysis of survey data on convicted/incarcerated
criminals showing that, although at first fear of punishment was a major deterrent to
committing crimes, as their interaction with the criminal justice system increased their
fear of punishment decreased. My plan was to apply Kurt Lewin’s “Field Theory” to argue
that as their direct experience with the system increased, they learned that the probability
of arrest, prosecution, sentencing, and incarceration declined. Although Lindesmith
was fine with the proposal, | needed at least one other committee member to proceed.
When | went into his office to see how things were going, | saw a note on his desk from
another criminology faculty member which read in part“What is this field theory crap?”
The following semester, | was at New York University pursuing a PhD looking for more
sympathetic faculty advisers. This was a prime example of social forces within disciplines,
schools of thought, and departmental emphases, whereby few faculty want to engage
with work that is not related to their own.

The phenomenology and ethnomethods | was later to embrace were, at the time,
emerging on the fringe of pre-postmodern humanities-inflected social science. The
best example of this increasingly internecine conflict was the Proceedings of the Purdue
Symposium on Ethnomethodology (Hill & Crittenden, 1968). The transcripts of exchanges
between ethnomethodologists such as Harold Garfinkle and quantitative sociologists
like Karl Schuessler (who taught me statistics at Indiana University) read more like an
argument among cliques who used their own jargon to insult each other, rather than
a scholarly conversation among peers that might lead to a shared understanding of
methodological and theoretical differences.

Gadamer argued that ‘truth’and ‘method’ were in conflict because approaches to
humanities were in conflict. One approach to understanding a particular text was




modelled upon the natural sciences, and the other implied that its interpretation required
knowledge of the original intention of its author. For him, although meaning cannot
be reduced to the author’s intentions, it is however dependent on the context of the
interpretation. For Gadamer people have “historically-effected’ consciousness and are
embedded in the particular history and culture that shaped them. These “prejudices”
affect their interpretations, but rather than being a hindrance they are prerequisites to
interpretation. That is, the scholar interprets the history of a text by connecting it to his
own background. According to Malpas, Gadamer’s work, in conjunction with that of
Heidegger, was”“...not a rejection of the importance of methodological concerns, but
rather an insistence on the limited role of method and the priority of understanding as
a dialogic, practical, situated activity.” (Malpas 2013, in Krase 2018)

Although there were many other similar experiences of learning the ropes of being
an academic, a few others should suffice. As in all socially organized systems, social
science research is hierarchical. Consequently, qualitative researchers in general, and
ethnographers in particular, feel the need to “justify” their own practices with reference
to those seen as of higher order. Within ethnography itself there is a rank order ranging
downward from classical, through autoethnography, to short-term autoethnography.
I imagine at the bottom of the barrel is the short-term visual auto-ethnography in which
| often engage. (Krase 2018)

As to the confidence, both scholarly and public communities may, or may not, have
in science and scholarship Mariella Nocenzi wrote of the political and cultural causes
of uncertainty as to. environmental risk from electromagnetic pollution in Italy. (2002)
In her book, she noted the development of environmentally sensitive legislation in the
European Community and intergovernmental programs which favored environmental
protection and sustainable development. However, public confidence in government
decisions was undermined via the mass media which conveyed information through
the prisms of influentials in various fields. In reference to the current discussion, she
paid special attention to how public trust in the source of information is undermined
when ‘scientific’ experts disagree with each other, for example, about the risk to people
of eating genetically modified food products. The public already has come to mistrust
economic, political and mass media institutions therefore uncertainty generates even
more risk and adds to the growth of a culture where risk comes to be expected as an
aspect of everyday life. Of course, the same can be said in the current climate of doubts
over Covid-19 risks and their abatement, and what passes for “science journalism” (which
is another long story).

A more academically embarassing loss of confidence in scholarship was the 1966
“Sokal Affair” or “Sokal Hoax" in which a physics professor submitted an article to a
“postmodern cultural studies journal, Social Text. He claimed the submission for a
“Science Wars," special issue, «Transgressing the Boundaries: Towards a Transformative
Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity» was to test the journal’s intellectual rigor, and whose
editors would accept an article”..liberally salted with nonsense if (a) it sounded good
and (b) it flattered the editors’ideological preconceptions.» Three weeks after publication
Sokal revealed in Lingua Franca that the articles was a hoax.

Below is the missing-the-point reply by the editors to Sokal’s claim in Lingua Franca that
his article was a parody, and that he intended this hoax as a critique of science studies.

Why does science matter so much to us? Because its power, as a civil religion, as a social
and political authority, affects our daily lives and the parlous condition of the natural world




more than does any other domain of knowledge. Does it follow that non-scientists should
have some say in the decision-making processes that define and shape the work of the
professional scientific community? Some scientists (including Sokal presumably) would say
yes, and in some countries, non-expert citizens do indeed participate in these processes. All
hell breaks loose, however, when the following question is asked.

Should non-experts have anything to say about scientific methodology and
epistemology? After centuries of scientific racism, scientific sexism, and scientific
domination of nature one might have thought this was a pertinent question to ask.
Bruce Robbins and Andrew.

At best, the article, Sokal’s admission, and especially the editors’ response is clear
indication of the socio-cultural nature, as opposed to the objectively innocent Ivory
Tower worlds of Academe in which the pursuit of truth is the highest goal.

My experience in seeking recognition within the social science social worlds in which
| toiled taught me a great deal about practices that increase the likelihood of success;
some of which | adopted. However, from the perspective of what | had hoped for, most
were negative; for example, plagiarizing, stealing ideas (note ideas can’t be copyrighted),
mostly from unpublished manuscripts, or using student work without attribution. As a
novice, such “borrowing” happened to me several times, but as in the real world, being
a whistleblower for a young scholar is a recipe for professional disaster. In memoirs, we
tend to note those who didn’t do us academic dirty. For me, exceptions to the NeoFeudal
rule of academe’s “Iron Law of Oligarchy” were Alfred Lindesmith, Ronald D. Corwin,
Edward Sagarin, and my final mentor Feliks Gross. For example, as opposed to the
common practice of not including junior faculty and graduate students as “authors” of
articles to which they contributed, Sagarin put my name first, in contrast to the normal
rank order, and Gross regularly gave me opportunities to publish in his stead, even
when he contributed to them.

Even as one rises in the profession, one learns that their work might not be cited or
recognized for various reasons. Seldom do we look at ourselves as cogs in a, perhaps
NeoLiberal Capitalist, machine. For example, when submitting articles for publication,
authors understand that the publication rank of sources, impacts on the evaluation of
their work by reviewers. Therefore, they might exclude sources from minor publications.
Relatedly, because works are also ranked by the number of times they are cited in
other works, authors are tempted to cite their own works, relevant or not, in their own
publications.

We must also note that book publishers themselves are informally ranked by academics,
and increasingly they “own” academic journals, so profit motive, and academic “star power”
is not beyond consideration in the choices they make in publishing and marketing.
Academe is a market at many levels; the largest is the student market (in 2018, in the
USA the textbook market was worth 8.79 billion dollars).

As an aside, I am currently on a book award committee and have been bombarded
by “nominations’ from major publishers, while books from small presses tend to be
self-nominated and the authors themselves must pay the cost of buying and mailing
the book to all members of the committee. So far | have received 60 books, each with
a retail value of about $50, and there are 10 members of the committee who have also
received copies for a total cost of $30,000. If we multiply this by all the book awards
given by professional organizations and add advertising, and other promotional costs,
it is easy to see the size of the social problem. These are professional practices that we




seldom look at. How many awards are there and who can afford to enter the contests
for them? We also have to admit of a hierarchy of publishers. Elite publishers often have
elite authors in their writing stable. They also have the ability to provide editorial and
related services that improve the quality of the final product. They are also able to pay
for or reward manuscript reviewers and subsequent endorsements as well as paying fees
for copyrighted materials used in the text. Then there are costs of participating in book
fairs and conference exhibits, book promotions, advertising, and sending examination
copies, to faculty, who are uncompensated retailers. Although not as crass as commercial
publications which become “best-sellers” before the books are sold; based on the elite
reviews and back cover endorsements. Reputation/Authority, therefore, in the context of
NeoLiberal academe, suffers from the problem of the law of continuous accumulation. At
the lower levels of academic labor, NeoFeudalism seems a better term, recognizing that
within larger systems of exploitation there are local variants. For example, international
or global capitalism depends on feudal systems of labor in colonies or NeoColonies
colonies which today have thin layers of political independence.

Where, and whether, a book is reviewed, not to mentioned how it is reviewed, also
recapitulates the accepted social order. Major journals, also reiterate the dominant
ideology of the profession, its leaders, schools of thought, and key cliques within the
discipline. Historically, academic “outsiders” tend to develop their own journals. This
problem, of pre-ranking, spills over into peer review as well, as reviewers “evaluate”
sources and citations. | have seen recognizable, de rigueur patterns of sources in all
type of publications which seem like authors are following a template. Journal editorial
boards might also have their own preferences, not simply for topics but, for how those
topics are covered. | generally have instructed my own students to be good social
scientists, and look up the work of editorial boards and reviewers to increase chances
of acceptance. | have often faced the problem of reviewers (as gatekeepers) suggested
that | “/missed” something, when it was not necessary for reaching the conclusions of
the study. For visual social scientists the problem is more complicated as few reviewers,
except in journals such as Visual Studies (on whose board | serve) have the competence
to judge, for example visual evidence and images as data. For a pragmatist like myself,
when | review book manuscripts or journal submissions, | look at the soundness of the
argument and content, such as data, and citations only matter if something is missing
that would improve the piece. This usually becomes a publish with “minor revisions”
evaluation.

Although | could go much further in compiling a litany of what we all know but are
afraid to tell anyone in academe, a few others should suffice. As to another research
oddity seldom do people report on negative results of research in the rejection of the
null hypothesis in quantitative studies when such reports are of equal value. We must
remember that many reviewers tend to be at the lower end of the academic food chain,
and review assignments probably reflect that social order. The reward being low for
toiling in the field being low, a crediting service emerged to credit their important role
in the profession, and their Curriculum Vitae. (See Publons https://publons.com/about/
home/). | prefer that reviewers not be totally anonymous, as in one case, | received a
(rejected) review and was able to respond to the editors the nonfactual basis for the
rejection; leading to a“minor revision” recommendation, so as not to offend the reviewer.
In another case, a submission on how people are stigmatized by the places, such as slums
and ghettos, in which they live to a major journal was rejected after a “mixed” review.




The editor wrote me personally and apologized, essentially for not having the courage
to publish it against what probably was the wishes of a particularly influential reviewer.
As to grant reviewers, sometimes they lack the expertise for the review, such as when
| proposed a study of Poland as a “Borderland” which was rejected by a reviewer who
said Poland was never a borderland. This of course would be news to Polish and other
Central and Eastern European scholars.

Finally, as to personal experiences with academic social disorders, | have observed that
as one attains leadership positions in professional organizations, the status is like honey
to bees. For example, publishers see you as leading constituents, who might buy their
products. When | chaired my department, | became very popular at annual meetings,
being swarmed by job seekers. Similarly, journal and book editors, and officers of major
professional organizations, also benefit from similar celebrity status. As president of
one association, beyond being invited to, and paid to speak, | asked to author books
or edit series that might be saleable to association members. We must also admit that
sometimes publishers just want a prominent name on a textbook. While a graduate
student | was offered a job by a major publisher to ghost write textbooks in several
science disciplines in which | had little training.

I have lived through several periodic ideological, theoretical and methodological
crises in social science disciplines. Each solution seems to follow the classical Hegelian
dialectic as it has been most often presented of “thesis, antithesis, synthesis,” until the
next new crisis. Other than Postmodernism and adding “Critical” to just about any subject,
many have offered, falsely in my experience, that Interdisciplinarity, is the answer to
the problem of division and biases in the practices of modern sciences and humanities.

In Interdisciplinary Research: Process and Theory, Allen F. Repko (2008) addressed the
problem of academic disciplinarity, in which universities around the world have relied
on separate disciplines for imparting and generating knowledge. He argues that today
interdisciplinarity is needed because complex problems and issues cannot be adequately
addressed or resolved by any single branch of learning or body of knowledge (canons).
As to these weakness, he cites Schulman, who said that each discipline has their own
“contrasting substance and syntax — ways of organizing themselves and defining rules
for making arguments and claims that others will warrant. They have different ways of
talking about themselves and about the problems, topics, and issues which constitute
their subject matters.” (Schulman 2002: vi-vii)

To James Welch IV added that interdisciplinarity:

Nonetheless, interdisciplinarity does not seek to transcend the disciplines entirely into a
unification of knowledge. The problems with such grand narratives have been thoroughly
described by postmodern thinkers. Rather, the interdisciplinary approach offers corrective
measures to dominant knowledge formations of any sort, by broadening their contexts and
establishing synthetic relationships among them. Thus, the interdisciplinary idea has evolved
from a mere critique of the disciplines to the more sophisticated mission of negotiating within
and beyond the epistemological frameworks they project. (2011: 31-32)

I should have noted at the outset of this brief discussion that Interdisciplinarity, as
sociologically predictable, seems to have quickly morphed into its own discipline (as per
the emergence of separate social sciences from the grand social philosophies of the 19th
Century). And, as would be expected, this counter-sociocultural system has developed
its own factions and cliques. (On Transdisciplinarity see for example Jahn 2008). In a way,
as to the many unrecognized failures of research methods, interdisciplinarity became




just another discipline as indicated by their own journals in various fields: Journal of
Interdisciplinary History (https://www.mitpressjournals.org/toc/jinh/42/4?mobileUi=0),
Research (https://www.jis3.org), Economics (https://journals.sagepub.com/home/jie),
Education (https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/jietp), et alia.

Finally, over the decades, | have submitted many articles, some at the request of an
editor, to journals describing themselves as “Interdisciplinary”in one way of another.
What, | have discovered, through peer reviews, is that they seem to have their own
canons, norms of validation, and languages. Or as Schulman wrote “...ways of organizing
themselves and defining rules for making arguments and claims that others will warrant.
They have different ways of talking about themselves and about the problem:s, topics,
and issues which constitute their subject matters.” (Schulman 2002: vi-vii) Even though
I might have been asked to submit something from my own perspective, | was gently
informed that to be published, | had to edit it to fit the Journal’s. As expected, my decision,
of course, was a normatively social one.
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Issues of methods and sources in social science
Ph.D. James O. Finckenauer

The basis for all knowledge is information. As our knowledge of the world grows
almost exponentially, it is critically important to understand what is the information
base for that knowledge. In reflecting on the challenges facing scholars as well as the
lay public in assessing and evaluating information, | am led to think about my own
discipline, which fits into a broad category called social science. Labeling this category
as“science”is itself at issue because there is some question as to whether social science
is really science? When one thinks of the natural sciences, i.e., biology, chemistry, physics,
etc., or the mathematical sciences, i.e., algebra, calculus, geometry, etc., one thinks
of laboratory-controlled settings for experiments and the accuracy and precision of
measurement. Clearly, most social science is not like that. There have, however, been
over the years increasing efforts to make social science research more like natural
science/mathematical research in terms of reliability and validity. In my own subfield of
social science which is criminology, for example, there has been a considerable move
to make criminological research more quantitative as opposed to qualitative. This has
resulted in a downplaying of methods such as ethnographies in favor of sophisticated
statistical analyses of large data sets. One of the downsides of this has been pressure
on scholars, particularly young scholars, to generate quantitative studies that will get
published in high impact journals in order to survive in the publish or perish world that
now characterizes major research institutions. This can then, unfortunately, become an
ends-and-means equation that can influence the veracity of the published research in
criminology. With this as context, let me backtrack to my own experience with these
developments.

During some 50 years of working as a criminologist, | have edited two respected
criminological journals, served on the editorial boards of a dozen others, and been a peer
reviewer for scores of manuscripts submitted for review to various social science journals.
In addition, | have served on literally hundreds of doctoral dissertation committees
supervising budding scholars. In all of these instances, my role has been to assess and
evaluate the quality and truthfulness of the information and findings being reported;
and a major part of that assessment involves looking at the methods used to produce
the reported findings. Based upon the assessment, in the reviewer’s judgement can
the findings be trusted?

There are basically two kinds of data used in social science research: primary data and
secondary data. Primary data are those that are collected originally by the researcher via
methods | will describe shortly. Secondary data are already existing data collected by
someone else for some other purpose than the particular study being reported upon.
An example of the latter would be the Uniform Crime Report data collected annually
by the FBI that reports on crime in the United States.

Social scientists (criminologists) usually use one or more of about a half dozen research
methods to collect primary data. Only one of these (randomized controlled trials) is
really similar to the laboratory-based methods used in the natural sciences. Each of
these methods has advantages and disadvantages, and each has room for error that
can effect the results.

Some criminologists use observation to collect their data. This is exactly what it
sounds like, but is carried out in accordance with a structured set of rules about who,




what and when is being observed. The observations made are usually coded so as to
be reduced to quantitative form. Obviously, there is considerable subjective judgement
being used in this process, and that subjectivity permits error to creep in. The same is
true of content analysis — another social science research method. Here, researchers
review documents of some kind, such as letters or diaries or reports, and code data in
accordance with a research plan. Again, this is a rather subjective process. One of the
correctives for this subjectivity is to have more than one researcher independently code
the data in accordance with a systematic protocol.

The principal way to gain information from human subjects is simply to ask them
for their opinions or experiences. This is done through interviews — conducted either
face-to-face or via the telephone. Or, it may be done through mail surveys. There are
numerous ways that errors can enter into each of these processes. One example is
selecting the sample of persons to be interviewed or surveyed. If the sample is too small
or especially if it is not representative of the population to which the researcher wishes to
generalize, the results can and probably will be misleading. An example of this problem
is seen in the presidential election polling conducted in the U.S. in both 2016 and 2020.
In both opinion survey cycles, the actual election results differed considerably from the
predictions from the polling. Pollsters are still trying to sort out the explanations for
this, but at least some contend that Trump supporters were underrepresented in the
samples surveyed.

Some other ways in which error is introduced into interview/survey methods is through
the use of poorly worded questions that are misunderstood by the subjects; or subjects
may lie in answering; or, as | have found in my own experience, interviewers may simply
fill out the answers themselves rather than actually conducting interviews. The low
response rates in mail surveys and telephone surveys can result in unrepresentative
samples. Any of these will produce misleading and erroneous information.

Most experts agree that the gold standard for conducting research is the use of
randomized control trials (RCTs). This is true in both the natural sciences and the social
sciences. For instance, the search for a vaccine for the pandemic Covid-19 which is
proceeding as | write this, is using randomized control trials to test the effectiveness
of some form of vaccine against a placebo, using experimental and control groups of
subjects. The assumption underlying randomization is that it controls for any extraneous
variables that may influence the outcome, e.g., age, gender, ethnicity, health conditions,
etc. Those effects are controlled for, so that the effect of the experimental variable can
be separated out.

Even here, however, error can creep in, because “the best laid plans of mice and men
sometimes (often) go astray”! For example, a number of years ago | carried out a study
of the effectiveness of a prison visitation program for juveniles called Scared Straight!
| carefully constructed experimental and control groups through randomization from a
pool of eligible candidates. The idea was that the experimental group of juveniles would
participate in the prison visitation program and the control group would not. | would
then follow-up with both groups to assess the outcome. Among the breakdowns in this
design, which unfortunately are fairly typical, was that some sponsors took what were
to be control subjects (not intended to visit the prison) to the prison — and thus they
became by definition experimental subjects. This obviously created problems maintaining
the size and composition of the control group under comparable conditions. Further,
in some instances, subjects could not be found for the follow-up, or particularly with




the controls, subjects refused to participate further because they saw no reason to do
so. | made a number of adjustments which accounted, | think appropriately, for these
issues, but in other instances, sample size may be so reduced as to throw the validity
of the research into question, or bias may be introduced into the reconstruction of the
sample so as to produce unreliable results. In sum, even under the most rigorously
constructed study conditions, errors can occur — and these errors can produce less
than truthful and misleading information.

The main corrective for these various threats is the peer review process to which
| alluded earlier. A research report — including everything from the statement of the
research problem, to the hypotheses, the definition of the variables, the data collection
methods, the analyses, the findings, and, most importantly, the limitations of the
research — is presented for an independent review by a group of peers, i.e., persons
who are acknowledged experts in the particular field of study. It is then left to these
reviewers to determine the reliability and validity of the research and the resulting
information. And only if they say okay, will (should) this information be added to our
knowledge base.

Despite all this, there is still room for inaccurate information to pass muster. That
inaccuracy can be the result of honest error, or unfortunately, of misconduct on the part
of the researcher(s). In either of these instances, because of various pitfalls in the peer
review process, it can be very difficult for the peer reviewers to discern any inaccuracies.
Among these pitfalls are the following:

1. The reviewers almost always see only the data and the methods by which the data
were collected as these are presented by the researcher, meaning the reviewer must
trust the honesty of the researcher in reporting these;

2. Researchers may report only partial findings as if they are complete;

3. Researchers do not report negative results, i.e., those that do not support the
original hypotheses, in part because most scientific journals have little or no interest in
publishing negative results;

4. Researchers may reformulate their hypotheses to make them fit the actual findings,
and thus avoid the negative results problem; and ultimately, when all else fails —

5. Reviewers depend upon the reputation of the researcher(s) to be open and honest
in what they are reporting.

In what well may be a case representing the risks of this dependence upon the
researcher’s reputation, in 2019, at least six research articles that had been published
by some of the most prestigious journals in criminology had to be retracted, because
the editors of those journals no longer trusted the truthfulness of the results that had
been reported — and that they had published; articles by a very reputable scholar in
the field. To the point of peer review, the issues/problems with that published research
were detected, not by the reviewers, but subsequently by a fellow researcher who had
worked on some of the same projects being reported. This latter co-researcher pointed
to the falsification of data, and to the refusal to release the raw data on the part of the
principal senior author, as among the reasons for concern. The journal editors obviously
agreed with these charges, and thus the retractions.

The challenges for the consumers of research information, be they scholars or lay
persons, in deciding whether or not to believe what they see or hear, are seemingly
quite daunting. Admittedly, there are no simple answers to this dilemma. In this brief
space, | would mention just two areas for attention. First, so-called honest errors in




reporting can be detected and corrected by making more complete data available to
peer reviewers in the review process. Then, critically important to the corrective process
is the replication of studies to insure the reliability of findings. No single study should
be relied upon as the final word! Only when multiple studies across different scenarios
produce comparable results should one have confidence in the findings.

Second, and perhaps most daunting, is dealing with instances of dishonesty and
misconduct in research. Here we might think about putting more stress on ethical
practice and better mentoring in the training of young scientists. Research institutions,
especially universities, might rethink the “publish or perish” dictum for researchers seeking
promotion and tenure, and research grants. Does the pressure to produce go so far as
to entice scholars into cutting corners in their research? Finally, and relatedly, research
consumers should be extremely skeptical of any information produced by scholars
who have a proprietary interest in the research outcomes. Two recent examples of the
latter come to mind — scientists employed by cigarette manufacturing companies, and
scientists employed by pharmaceutical companies. Lest anyone have any doubts about
the potential harm from bad information produced by bad research, there you have it!

Ph.D. James O. Finckenauer
Distinguished Professor
Emeritus,

Rutgers University




Sources as Fundamental Pillars of Science
Dr. Oleg Maltsev

Source Criticism/Source Studies — discipline, responsible for the description and
classification of historical sources.
Ushakov’s Explanatory Dictionary (D.N. Ushakov, 1935-1940)

Today, in an age of rapidly advancing technology, information is pervasive. It is
invisible, colorless, survives even in a vacuum, and operates literally in all spheres,
spreading faster than any virus. Working with this substance is an essential and
necessary skill for scientists or journalists and perhaps for every inhabitant of our planet.
But it is not enough to have supersonic access to cloud repositories or libraries that
have preserved the legacy of numerous generations before us. It is not enough. What
is truly important is whether the information encountered daily is factual, regardless of
one’s occupation, profession, preferences, beliefs or nationality.

IS IT TRUTHFUL WHAT HAS BEEN WRITTEN AND DECLARED?

The world of a scientistand the world of science differs from one another in particular
requirements. A researcher cannot work with information only because it has “come
into his possession.’It is not advisable to rely on any source as the ultimate truth either.
The requirements for a scientist are different; he or she must be able to analyze and
justify, reason and present valid results of his scientific activities. This paper reflects
a brief scientific intelligence work narrated in a popular science style-focused on
contemporary problems in source studies as a methodological section of academic
work.

Today academia is dominated by generally accepted statements and stereotypes
that humankind has ‘stepped forward into a bright future of progress and technical
excellence, primarily compared to ‘uneducated predecessors’ who existed 300-500
years ago. ‘Is that true?’ remains an open question. But certainly, it is not realistic to
conclude that modern science is victorious daily and flourishes with discoveries and
steady evolution. On the contrary, the opposite trend is more common, which indicates
stagnation. In terms of methodological discourse on the quality of scientific results in
the 21st century, a vital aspect of the scientific foundation is evaluation and studying
sources. Young researchers are introduced to source criticism and the significance of
the given skill. Speaking of written sources such as books, monographs, brochures,
scientific publications, all of them should be accurately positioned according to their
rank, qualitatively strengthening and, most importantly, verifying the conducted
research, authenticating the soundness of judgments and the relevance of research
outcomes. However, with the preponderance of information technology and inclusive
digitalization, the very essence of scientific knowledge — source studies — have
undergone abnormal mutations and simulation. Fake sources, the implicit customary
way that does not require verification of data source, business projects that scientifically
justify things that do not exist, among many other things, is becoming a negative
tendency.

The question is, does “referencing to a source” equals the “quality of that source”? What
if a long-established source is an example of inaccurate information? There is a current
bizarre trend implicitly, which implies that a written source is a source that definitely
should be used and referred to in the research. Does it even matter if it was an




intentional misrepresentation or the outcome of a theoretical project that has nothing
to do with reality?

Before opposing or refuting the relevance of the questions mentioned above, it is
suggested to go back to the starting point, science itself as a system. The following
heuristic model is suggested for the discussion; consider science as a system shaped
by four interconnected blocks:

1. Mechanisms that allow making scientific discoveries;

2. The block nominally termed the ‘Storage device’ (for previously available and
verified data)

3. Field of unknown — what remains to be explored, the environment that
necessitates being discovered and researched;

4. Unidentified information (unknown data to science)

According to the given model, we could conclude that current academic science is
faced with at least four global challenges.

Challenge Block #1 is directly associated with the mechanisms of scientific
research. Including every mechanism, technique, procedure, programme, approach,
test— everything that allows us to create science as such and it’s legacy. However, the
most common situation is that modern researchers are not aware of what mechanisms
they could use (practically no institute or scientific circle shares knowledge as such).
More importantly, they do not even question the validity of their research methods
and tests.

Validity means reliability. Verified reliability is a problematic parameter # 1. For
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some reason, there is a focus on specific stereotypical “it is customary,”“everyone does
this,”“it doesn’t matter whether this test is unreliable; it has been practiced for 50 years,”
and so on. But the truth is that useless thing will prove their ineffectiveness in the next
50 years as well. If there are errors in calculations today, tomorrow will be a failure. The
assumption that “everybody has been using it for a long time”is not constructive and
does not allow us to achieve reliable scientific results and products, technologies as a
consequence.

Challenge Block #2.The idea is to conceptualize the so-called‘storage unit’; databases
and other information blocks constitute a specific environment. The environment is
neutral by its nature; it does not possess qualitative characteristics as “good or bad.”
Characteristics are imposed by an individual who perceives or shapes his mindset
through the prism of his beliefs. The so-called ‘prism’ is no longer objective as the
interaction of different views shapes it. The scientist also has his own set of opinions
and ideas — autonomous clichés and tenets that could be historical, social, cultural,
psychological or even irrational.

The tenets classify what is being perceived as ‘correct, ‘acceptable, ‘mainstream,
which affects the scholar deciding the course and the results of his scientific work
directly. Arguably the most significant problem with the ‘storage unit’is the problem
of sources objectivity. | will not even classify how any data (scientific, among others)
gets manipulated to produce an ‘information substance’ in a storage unit that is
‘convenient’ for specific projects these days. Besides, some data becomes outdated
and no longer relevant over time, and, of course, such data has to be ‘removed’ by the
formatting of a‘storage unit’just like a hard drive on our computers.
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Challenge Block #3. The unknown field conceals its ‘threats, be it the ‘impassable
depths of ignorance’ or the ‘black holes of misunderstanding/ Metaphors aside, the
main problem of ‘unknown fields’is that scholars do not possess any tools to explore
them. There is no validated methodology or approach, allowing one to research the
unknown, besides those repeatedly applied without any result. The introduction of a
new method or instrument today is perceived as an incredible scientific achievement.
The aforementioned is not because there are very few worthy methodologists, but
because the procedure has been elevated to the level of an almost insurmountable
test that might take a life-long period. Conversely, there is an extensive library of non-
functional methods in certain disciplines, but they are considered acceptable and
functional.

Challenge Block #4. Data unknown to science. First, some data seems to be known
to science. They are regarded as known, but in reality, no one understands ‘how it
works’and does not talk about it out loud. Secondly, very often, certain information is
misleading for political, economic or sociocultural reasons. It is not clear how to apply
or use it despite the presence of a phenomenon. Finally, the easiest but honestly ‘dead-
end question”: how exactly is one supposed to explore something unknown? What if
no one is aware of it? And even if there are assumptions, one is required to:

A) refer to other researchers who never studied that field;

B) demonstrate that there is something different — it could be very complicated
because of the risk of shattering the already established information environment
used for manipulation. It is not even a matter of research tools nor a lack of ideas. The
fact is that 90% of discoveries today are carried out either by accident or intentionally.
For instance, after the Italian Republic’s emergence in 1862, a new political circle
required heroes to confirm the Italian identity. Almost “magically,” those heroes and
Italian “ancient” books made their appearance. In one way or another, science relies
on sources, and it depends on how the scholar will use those sources (provided he has
proper functional methods, technologies, approaches), as well as the quality of those
sources.

The quality of the source requires close attention. Source study is an essential
part of professional activity these days that relate not only to scholars. Whenever
someone uses a piece of information without giving it a thought, it brings adverse
consequences. Everyone with no exceptions can explore or study something. However,
a scientist differs from an expert in any other field by one classification parameter: the
ability to verify and confirm specific information using tools.

One of the powerful and objective tools in 21st-century science is photography.




Yes, photography, which is often treated inattentively and even arrogantly, most likely
because young people are simply pampered by technological progress. Yet this is not
a matter of pressing the shutter release and automatically making a picture on a digital
camera, but the idea of photography as a source of scientific information and a tool for
conducting research.

Source study is one of the pillars of science which advances together with it.
Handling documentary sources is quite familiar to the scientist, which is not the case
when it comes to photography. The potential of the former is underestimated by many
researchers today. While considering photography in the research, it is relevant to
point out three functions inherent to it:

« Source of information

« Object of study and substantiation of hypothesis

« Source of scientific evidence

In the first stage of the research, photos are a source of information for the researcher.
It is only one type of source of information among many others, but the most reliable
one. It is prevalent to neglect this source in the first stage of the study, particularly in
humanities. What is unique about photography is that it reflects the factual state of
affairs at the given moment. They may help us to navigate in a particular period of
history under study. Whenever | begin a study at the institute with my colleagues, we
try to get as many photographs on the subject as possible. This approach is particularly
useful in obtaining valid information when we cannot physically visit a place, which
has existed, for example, in the past. We can’t go back in time, but photographs carry
us back to those times.

Undoubtedly, there are written sources of information that reflect what had
happened in the past, but they do not convey meaning as an image does. When we
are reading a written document, we have to picture that image in our minds. This is
how our perception system works; when we hear or read a word, let’s say “a car’, we
immediately have a certain image of a car in our mind. Correspondingly, when a person
reads a document, he makes up images in his mind in the way he wants. Sources such
as engravings, paintings, frescoes and similar things would be useful when working
with written documents. In terms of credibility, certainly, photography is more reliable
than a painting. It is often hard to determine the exact date of a painting or fresco in
the temple. It could be two hundred years old or ten years old (re-created ten years ago
during restoration). It is impossible to ascertain whether it repeats the original piece if
there is no originals’ phototype. For instance, a scientist reading a written document
shapes the image according to his reasoning but that image will not be original.

Consequently, a scholar initiates reasoning on the grounds of this naturally
fabricated image, concludes and, as a result, does not acquire reliable data. It is helpful
to recognize that each person represents the same subject, phenomenon and event
uniquely and differently. Thus, we cannot consider our own and someone else’s
ideas to be reliable. Suppose there is no photograph or sketch on the paper (written
document). In that case, we cannot be confident that‘it’ (the subject) looked like ‘this!
This way, humanity’s entire history is divided into the before photography era and the
photography era.

As a result of eight years of applied expeditionary research, a comprehensive
methodology was developed and validated at the Expeditionary Corps (specialized
department of the Memory Institute). The methodology provides scientists,
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researchers, and experts of various fields the skill of working with photography as a
source of scientific evidence on their own. The methodological provisions are logical
foundations that can set up a system of expert training, improve one’s skills, and be a
training program.

An extensive research practice preceded the introduction of photography as a source
of credible scientific data methodology. In 2012-2020, the author of this paper, head
of the Expeditionary Corps, developed several key prerequisites of this approach and
conducted its approbation in scientific projects, expeditionary studies, field studies,
etc. Particularly in the period from 2015 to 2019, an expeditionary group consisting
of experts in philosophy, psychology, anthropology, sociology and criminology,
had a chance to independently examine and verify the reliability and quality of this
methodology, researching the various phenomena of history in Europe (Germany,
Spain, Greece, Italy, Czech Republic, Croatia), North America (USA, Mexico) and South
Africa.

To learn more about the development of the methodology, its application and
practical recommendations, please see the monograph “Photography as a Source of
Scientific Information.”

Ph.D. Oleg Maltsev
Ukranian Academy of Sciences,
The Memory Institute




Comments on “About The Rank Of Sources And The Reliability Of Data In The
Scientific Study”
Dr. Douglas Kellner

In his study “About The Rank Of Sources And The Reliability Of Data In The Scientific
Study,” David Procopio provides a classification system that “makes it possible to have
a clear understanding of sources used in the research” and to help to differentiate
between “scientific work from a journalistic one.” [1]

His paper is a comprehensive one and | do not have internal criticisms of what
| consider a useful, original, and productive paper. | do want to suggest an external
critique based on work from British cultural studies and Science Technology Studies
(STS) that argue that science is a social construction and that concepts of science,
truth, and evidence change historically over time and are often contested. | would also
argue that sciences involve natural, social, and cultural science, and since my own work
falls in the latter category | will approach the notion of sources, the reliability of data
and science from a social and cultural science perspective as found in the work of the
critical theory of the Frankfurt school, British cultural studies, and French postmodern
theory such as Baudrillard. | will also make a distinction between reliable and dubious
journalism and information sources and not between scientific work and journalistic
work.

Procopio’s work engages a stage of history when books, peer-reviewed journals, and
standard canonical academic texts and textbooks stood at the apex of ranking sources
and producing reliable date for scientific studies. | suggest we are now living in a new
world described in detail by Marshall McLuhan in his 1964 book Understanding Media
and subsequent writings in which book culture has been supplanted by media and
electronic culture in a new cultural configuration that French postmodern theorist
Jean Baudrillard also described, and that Steve Gennero and Blair Miller, building
on McLuhan, have described as the “Googleberg Galaxy,” contrasted to McLuhan’s
Gutenberg Galaxy, named after the printing press that inaugurated in his view the
modern world, profoundly shaping its economy, social order, politics, culture, and
educational system — and | would add its concepts of reason, truth, evidence, and
science.

In this new cultural matrix, information is digitized and virtualized, spread through
broadcast media and social media, and even books and academic journals circulate
information on the Internet and social media making it more important than ever
to evaluate and rank sources, to have a clear understanding of the sources of books,
articles, and studies that purport to be science, media reports information, and internet
sources of a variety of sources.

This is important because in the United States and countries throughout the
world — especially ones with authoritarian and rightwing leaders like Donald
Trump — we are engaged in cultural wars and wars against science, reason, and truth
while authoritarians and their supporters promote fake news and bogus science, as
well as attacking evidence, truth, and science itself. Moreover, in the United States
and throughout the world we are immersed in a Covid-19 virus pandemic that is
threatening in the US and elsewhere to get even worse as we enter the Winter season
— | have been in lockdown since mid-March, much of Los Angeles and UCLA where
| have my office and once worked is shut, and the pandemic is even getting worse, so




my paper obviously reflects this situation.

From the beginning, Trump repeatedly uttered falsehoods regarding the pandemic,
contributing to the more than twelve thousand confirmed lies he had told as president
as of August 8 (Kessler, Rizzo, and Kelly 2020) — a total that grows daily. One theme of
Trump’s falsehoods promoted unapproved treatments such as hydroxychloroquine,
even to the point of claiming that he has been taking hydroxychloroquine to protect
himself against COVID-19, despite claims by his science advisor Tony Fauci and other
experts that it doesn’t work. [2] More ridiculously, Trump advocated at one time that
perhaps ingesting the cleaning detergents used to scrub and sanitize surfaces might
provide a cure.

This might be laughable but unfortunately Trump’s millions of loyal followers take
his comments and actions as gospel truth and a role model to be followed — which
thousands of his followers did, often with fatal results. This example dramatizes the
importance of having reliable sources for public pronouncements on serious matters
such as health and pandemics. Unfortunately, Trump’s followers took him as the source
of information about the COVID-19 pandemic from the beginning, with Trump first
denying it completely, as did his followers, and then saying that it was no worse than
a flu and would soon disappear [3] — it is raging and setting records in December 2020
as it write, so this was disastrous advice from a totally untrusty source who, however,
continues to be the Voice of Truth for his followers.

Not surprising by Fall 2020, Trump did get the virus as did his wife and two of his sons
from different marriages, as well as countless members of his staff, the secret service
members protecting him, and many others he came in contact with. Trump’s false
medical advice feeds into an “infodemic” that describes an overload of information
from public officials, media, the internet, and social media. False information about
the virus leads people to attempt dangerous medical solutions, often with fatal results.
Facebook, Twitter, and responsible social media sites and medical authorities are
forced to fight and respond to the dangerous misinformation, but in an infodemic it
is difficult to get false information under control and to advance reliable information.

Trump himself has repeatedly refused to admit mistakes as reporters confronted
him with false statements or erroneous claims about the COVID-19 virus and crisis,
instead blaming many others. The Washington Post estimated that around 15 percent
of Trump’s April 6-24 speeches were spent blaming others for the Covid-19 pandemic,
with the most frequent targets being Joe Biden and the Democrats, followed by the
media, state governors, and China. Trump went go far as to attacks science in one press
conference, saying that“science doesn't know”i.e. how to deal with the Covid-19 virus.

In this context, | would argue that it is a life and death matter to defend science,
reason, facts, evidence and truth — all under attack by Trump and his followers
and authoritarian leaders and governments all over the world — but also to see
how important the media and internet are in circulating news and information and
presenting contested notions of science, facts, and medical information making it a
life and death matter to distinguish between reliable news and information and fake
news, fact-based scientific and medical evidence and quackery, and more broadly
truth and lies.

In my response to the second question | will suggest strategies for distinguishing
between reliable and fake news and information, and truth and lies. | will offer
concepts of critical media and digital literacies developed by myself, Jeff Share and




Steve Gennero — who will also present on this panel — in answer to the question
of what constitutes reliable evidence and sources that meet rational scientific and
epistemic criteria.

To conclude my first presentation, however, | want to answer two possible objections
to my own framework and approach. First: When a visiting Professor at Tubingen
University in July 2006, in a city where | studied philosophy with a DAAD Fellowship at
Tubingen from 1969-1971, | was asked to teach a course in Cultural Studies which | had
been teaching in various forms in the US since the 1970s based on my book Media Culture
in 1995 which I'll expound upon in the second round of questions.

| assigned the students to write a paper doing a cultural studies critique of a media
text that could be a film, TV series, documentary or news program and that they should
analyze its ideologies, values, and impact on society, doing their own analysis and using
two internet sources that provide reviews or discussion of their topic to see how their
chosen artifact was received in their society — i.e. to discuss differing interpretations or
debates over it and their own position.

I quickly had hands go up and was informed that in Germany students could not
use Internet sources in an academic paper. | insisted that the topic of the course was
cultural studies and while we were reading key academic textbooks and articles in the
field, the object of study was the media and digital culture and that students, their
families and friends, and even many teachers got their information from the media
and Internet which shaped their view of the world, work, family and social life, and
their own ideas and personality. In this context, | argued it is of utmost importance to
distinguish between reliable and unreliable media and internet sources and that vast
scholarship and sound academic analysis could help them with this task.

At this point, I should perhaps state my own bias and history being a product of book
culture, teaching philosophy and cultural and technology studies for over 50 years —
half at UT Austin and half at UCLA with guest professorships all over the world so | am
thoroughly a book guy who continues to spend at least 8 hours a day reading and 8
hours studying the media — a schedule which is necessary in the pandemic lockdown
which has hit Los Angeles since March and with no end in sight.

Moreover, | would describe my own intellectual matrix as critical theory, including
critical philosophy from Kant through Marx and Nietzsche up to the Frankfurt School,
Baudrillard and postmodern theory, and British cultural studies. My own orientation
is thus a critical one that critiques media texts, artifacts, political discourses and
ideologies, and books and academic studies according to their truth value, reliability,
progressive or regressive political effects, and how they function in society today.

In the era of Trump and a New Relativism | have returned to stress the importance of
reason and rationality, truth, facts, reliable information, and democracy and democratic
norms in the face of the attacks on them by Trump and his political, media, and, yes,
even academic allies who have normalized lies, propaganda, the shattering of political
and epistemic norms, and are continuing their destructive work even after Trump
was decisively defeated in the 2020 election. [4] In this world, the topics of our panel
are more important than ever and | will provide my own views on the importance of
critical media and digital literacies in the next panel.

In discussing “How to distinguish reliable information from false information, fake
news, and lies," it is important to assess the sources of news and information, in order to
determine fact from falsehood, and science from superstitution, lies, and ideology. [5]
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Taking as an example Co-Vid 19 and the question of “what counts as reliable evidence,
it is obvious that the simple answer is Science. From the beginning of the COVID-19
pandemic Dr. Anthony Fauci and our science and medical organizations and experts
have provided reliable information of COVID-19.

Science has provenits'reliability by having successfully fought plagues with vacdines
before and discovered the sources of plagues and pandemic and how to fight them
and inoculate the public against them. This was the case with the Spanish flu of the
1920s, and the polio epidemic in the 1950s when | was treated by a doctor who was
himself involved in the research to find a polio vaccine, and so my parents reliably
trusted this doctor to inoculate our family and none of my family or friends who were
inoculated against polio ever got the once dread disease. Vaccines have cured many
other diseases like smallpox and even the flu have been brought under control and
even in some places eliminated.

Indeed, when | first came to UCLA in the mid-1990s | had been for years travelling
the world to give lectures and attend conferences and seemed to pick up every
conceivable flu from Latin America to Asia. At UCLA, | began getting a new flu vaccine
every year and have avoided major flus ever since. So it is obvious that science and
up-to-date medicine which is well tested, confirmed and successful provides reliable
information and evidence and Procopio’s paper encompasses a broad field to assess
reliability of sources.

As for evaluating media and internet sources, it is more complex as there has been
disseminated conflicting and opposed “information” on fighting Co-Vid so how do we
distinguish between reliable and unreliable information, hard news and science and
fake news and quack science? Here we need a cultural and media studies approach
that appraises media Sources to evaluate sources between reliable and unreliable
sources. When | was growing up in the 1950s this was easy: we had three commercial
television network and one public broadcasting network and most countries had state
broadcasting networks like the BBC in the UK, or French, German, or Russian state
broadcasting that dominated the news and presented the dominant ideologies of
their countries so television news in its early days was not especially reliable, controlled
by big broadcasting corporations that had their biases or state media organizations.

During this period, the consensus in my family was that CBS News was best source of
news and information. My father and uncles had fought in World War 2 against German
and Italian fascism, and CBS radio commentators and reporters like Edward R. Murrow,
Cronkite, Eric Severed, and later Dan Rather were deemed the most reliable sources of
TV news and information by my family and we ritualistically watched CBS Evening News
every night. This was a 30 minute broadcast so one needed to read newspapers and
journals to be adequately informed.

A major source of news for my family was newspapers. My first job in Falls Church,
Virginia in the 1950s was delivering the Washington Post which was deemed one of
the nation’s best newspapers and was subscribed to by almost every house in my
neighborhood as everyone, including my father, worked for the U.S. government,
military, or intelligence forces and needed to be informed about what was going on
with U.S. and global politics, and the Post was deemed a reliable source. During the
Watergate scandal of the early 1970s when Washington Post reporters Carl Bernstein
and Bob Woodward broke crucial Watergate scandal stories about corruption in the
Nixon administration, the paper won renown, almost every journalism award at the




period, and continued to be respected to this day.

In the later 1950s and early 1960s my family moved to Valley Stream New York
and | immediately got a job delivering the Long Island newspaper, plus the New York
Times and other New York daily newspapers. | read the New York Times every day after
| delivered my papers and my family too took the New York Times as the best U.S.
newspaper. When | got my first job teaching philosophy at the University of Texas in
Austin in the 1970s | was thrilled when the Times was available nationally for daily
delivery and continue to this day to read the New York Times in Los Angeles which
| consider, along with the British Guardian, the best sources of news in the English
language.

The 1980s and 1990s saw the rise of digital media and | was thrilled again when
the New York Times, Washington Post, and Guardian became available on-line which
| continue to read and have found them the most reliable source of news during the
Trump era. As for cable television, | initially followed CNN in the 1990s that was the
first global TV network and a reliable sources of news. Yet the 1990s also saw the rise
of TV cable networks MSNBC vs Fox News with MSNBC on the liberal and Democratic
Party side of the spectrum and Fox News on the conservative and Republican party
side; during the Trump years MSNBC savaged Trump from the beginning while Fox
was pro-Trump until almost the end when he inexplicably turned on them after they
announced that Joe Biden won the 2020 U.S. presidential election while Trump to this
day insists against all evidence and facts that he won the election and has refused to
concede.

In general, one needs critical media and digital literacies to assess the reliability of
Internet, broadcasting, and print media sources learning how to assess their biases in
terms of

Corporate ownership, with the major TV networks ABC, CBS, and NBC centrist
in orientation to attract a mass audience while cable networks have their biases as
| indicated above. One also needs to be able to assess specific News broadcasters
according to their biases. While the TV networks and CNN purport to be neutral and
centrist, researchers have over the years noted a liberal bias, while cable networks
MSNBC is strongly liberal and anti-Trump whereas Fox is strongly conservative and
pro-Trump.

These biases are not difficult to detect though one needs experience in critical
media and digital literacy to assess Internet sources to see which are most reliable
and which portray lies and disinformation. Yet, in my book-centric view, books and the
best print journals remain the best sources of information, and indeed critical media
analysis from books of TV networks and Internet sources from reliable experts provide
an excellent source of reliable information.

Obviously, every individual has their political bias and their media biases dependent
on their personal history from youth on of media and internet consumption and I've
indicated some of my biases in these comments. It is up to each individual, however,
to develop critical media and digital literacies to properly assess reliable media and
internet sources (Kellner and Share 2019). There is consensus concerning some sources
whereas others are contested. Each individual, therefore, has the responsibility of
developing critical media and digital literacies to be able to think, read, and assess
reliable sources for themselves.
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[2] - For information on the origins of the COVID-19 pandemic, see “Wildlife Markets
and COVID-19,” Humane Society International, April 19, 2020 at https://www.hsi.
org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/Wildlife-Markets-and-COVID-19-White-Paper.pdf
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[3] - On Trump’s lies and misinformation, see Toobin 2020 and Mary Trump 2020.
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Is Information Knowledge in the Digital World?
Dr Steve Gennaro

In his piece “About The Rank Of Sources And The Reliability Of Data In The Scientific
Study” David Procopio “introduced a classification that makes it possible to have a clear
understanding of sources used in the research” and to help to differentiate “scientific
work from a journalistic one.”[1] Although | am not a scientist, as a critical theorist and
philosopher of technology who works in the area of critical media literacy, the points
raised by Procopio do not go un-noticed. In fact, the concerns raised by Procopio, if
extrapolated and used as a meta framework for the exploration of knowledge, information
consumption, and technology — provide us with an important series of questions that
all interactions with media require — and not just those by scientists! More specifically,
how has the expansion of social media impacted our consumption of information as
knowledge? How have the actions of certain individuals on social media altered the
notion of what is fact or who is a trusted source? An example here would be American
President Donald Trump’s use of social media to by-pass the mainstream media, whom
previously were the primary disseminators of information as knowledge. This has
altered the very process by which information gets fact checked or verified before being
consumed by the general public. And, of importance to this paper, how have changes
to the technological apparatus — whereby the iPhone now lives almost entirely inside
of our bodies as extensions to our very selves — altered how we consume information
as knowledge?

Before | go further, perhaps | should say a few words of clarification about the distinction
between “information” and “knowledge” as | want to deliberately separate these two
terms. In separating these terms, | am attempting to engage with the classification system
that Procopio gives to us in his article on scientific sources, whereby Procopio argues
that not all information is knowledge because not all sources are equal distributors of
credibility. The same is true for the consumption of media by the general public through
smartphones, mobile devises, and handheld technologies. Not all media information is
knowledge because not all media information is actively decoded when consumed. To
draw a comparison to Procopio’s classification system with an analogy to eating a healthy
diet, some “information” when consumed can be immediately digested as “knowledge”
These healthy foods would be what Procopio classifies as “reliable sources.” However,
I would argue, that even healthy foods can come in unhealthy packaging. Think of an
apple that has been grown in a field that relies heavily on pesticides for maximum growth
and then the use of further chemicals to preserve freshness for transportation from farm
to supermarket. Even when we consume reliable sources, we must always be aware of
the impact of the container of that information when we consume it as knowledge.

In addition to what Procopio terms “reliable sources,” other sources, he argues, require
multiple levels of verification to establish their credibility. These sources require action
on the part of the reader to turn “information” into “knowledge.” Returning to our
food metaphor, some foods require “more chewing” for digestion. What is clear from
Procopio’s hierarchy is that the more reliable the source, the less effort required in
the consumption of that source to take its “information” and digest it to “knowledge.”
Sometimes the process of verification requires an individual to seek out the producer of
the information and their bias. Other times this process of verification requires a clearer
understanding of the pathway of dissemination to properly establish the extent to which




it can be considered credible. In this way, we can think about tracing the reliability of a
source, much like eating a walnut; it requires the penetration of the hard shell to find
the source protein located inside.

Karl Marx once argued that information disguised as knowledge acts like an opium
for the masses. [2] This idea was further extended by Theodor Adorno’s description
of “the culture industry” as pablum for the masses. [3] For Adorno and his Frankfurt
School counterparts, the expansion of mass media as the disseminators of information
packaged as knowledge was problematic since the very structure and profit based
goals of the culture industries emptied media of any nutritional value despite being
packaged as healthy for consumption. Adorno and Horkheimer beautifully foreshadowed
(unbeknownst to them) the current moment where social media empties “information”
of “knowledge” by its very structure, when they posited that “the diner must be satisfied
with menu.” [4] In all cases, Marx, Adorno, Horkheimer, and Procopio — the point
remains clear: information is not always encoded with knowledge regardless of the
packaging or container. Therefore, the decoding of information required to transform
it to knowledge — what Douglas Kellner and Jeff Share have termed “critical medial
literacy” — is a requirement for healthy digestion. [5] | would like to propose here as
an extension to Procopio’s classification of the reliability of sources is another lens for
viewing the credibility of the information we engage with, and one that is often over
looked. Here, | argue that the container is as important as the contents and requires the
same level of scrutiny for classification.

In the current media environment, the content of social media: be it friends’ lists,
posts, tic tocs, tweets, likes, etc. all require critical media literacy for decoding. However,
the same could be said about earlier advancements in communications technology
(i.e./ print, radio, television, etc.). One of the primary differences between the current
transformations in media and earlier historical examples are the intimacy, expediency,
and primacy of the mediums themselves across which media travels. An overabundance
of texts and encoded images surround us. We interact with so many of these texts — so
frequently — that it is impossible to immediately decode all of the symbols, texts, and
images we encounter at the point of interaction. Therefore, we passively naturalize
encoded messages of multiple symbols without even knowing it.

A political economy of media would suggest an exploration of the objects, apparatus,
and physical spaces that translate and transpose digital images, messages, and ideologies,
to emphasize and expose unequal power relations, which encode media at the stage of
production with embedded inequalities that are portrayed as normal, obvious, or even
invisible when received at the point of consumption. In the current media environment,
the mediums that transport media content to users requires increased decoding. What is
unique to the current moment is the primacy, intimacy, and expediency of the technology
apparatus (aka the mediums) for accessing information packaged as knowledge in
2020— e.g. smartphones, iPads, and tablets. This therefore requires an additional step
to previous approaches of political economy of media. Here “medium” or “container” can
refer to hardware like iPhones, software: and this includes internet browsers or search
engines, platforms like social media spaces such as Twitter or YouTube, and even cellular
service, cable and telephone companies, and Wi-Fi providers. Anything that acts as a
conduit through which digital information travels from the point of production to the
point of reception is a medium or container.

Social networks like Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube have not only reshaped how




we communicate with others, they have also shifted how we interact with knowledge.
Here, | am referring to the processes by which Americans use handheld technology
and social networks to access “news information” as “knowledge.” According to The Pew
Research Center “[o]verall, 81% of Americans say they go online on a daily basis. That
figure includes the 28% who go online almost constantly, as well as 45% who say they
go online several times a day.” [6] There has been a trickle-down impact for smartphone
ownership, whereby a PEW Research Center report on Teen use of social media and
technology by Anderson and Jiang noted that 95% of American teens have access to
a smartphone, and 45% say they are online “almost constantly.” [7] Despite arguments
surrounding a digital divide, the research data suggests that mediums play a prominent
role in the daily lives of most Americans. Since the smartphone or tablet is often the
first point of media contact for many individuals — whereby news or information is first
received by the user via their handheld devices — understanding the primacy of the
medium is a key requirement for critical media literacy.

In addition to an increase to the amount of time Americans spend on their devices,
there has also been an increase in how the American public use these devices to access
“news” — remembering of course that news has historically acted as “information”
packaged and delivered as “knowledge” to the general public. In September 2012, a
report from Pew Research noted how 1/3 of all Americans reported accessing their daily
news information via their smartphones or tablets. [8] In 2020, according to PEW, not
only do more Americans have smartphones and use them as their primary source for
news media, but1/4 of adult Americans noted how they get their news primarily from
YouTube. And almost 3/4 of respondents noted that YouTube was an important way to
get news.[9] But here is where the consumption of information as knowledge becomes
challenging with social media, like YouTube. For this recent survey, PEW noted that of
the most popular news channels on YouTube, those with at least 1000,000 subscribers
in 2019, only 49% were associated with news organizations and a startling 42% were
independent!

This brought with it a series of other factors from:

Shape: 70% of these independent YouTube channels with over 100,000 subscribers
center around an individual personality, “YouTuber,” influencer, or public figure.

Tone: independent YouTube channels were twice as likely to produce stories with a
negative tone when presenting their information.

Conspiracy theories: a higher number of topics discussed in YouTube videos by
independents engaged with topics that centered around conspiracy theories.

So, to summarize, we have a scenario where close to 90% of information consumers
are holding smartphones or handheld devices, and 3/4 of these individuals believe that
YouTube is a valuable space to get this information from, but also, almost half of that
information is being packaged as knowledge but would never meet the classification
of “reliable source” according to Procopio.

In 2005, | explored the shift in news coverage from what | termed real news — traditional
news centers like CNN or The Washington Post — to comedy news shows such as The
Colbert Report or The Daily Show. [10] What was notable at the time was how many
Americans in the lead up to the 2004 Presidential Election treated comedy news as a
reliable source to gather information on key issues before voting. And while | speculated
how this shift was troublesome for democracy, in retrospect we see how it was actually
part of a more significant process whereby news coverage was shifting— from Norman




Mailer type essays that expressed and explored convergent views on issues, to simple
one-liner headlines, which sensationalized information for audience pleasure. The one-
liner news coverage in the world of Twitter has become the standard, even for news
organizations like CNN or The Washington Post. On social media, news organizations
and independents uses simple one-liners or a basic image to stand in for an entire
news story and to hook the smartphone readership who access their news from digital
spaces — often sacrificing the knowledge component of the news story for the shock
statement that will result in the click that redirects the viewer to the website, blog, or
YouTube channel. When news is sent directly to our phones, it is sent there because we
have actively subscribed to receive it; either through an RSS feed for particular story
types that interest us, through an app (either free or paid) that sorts our likes and dislikes
and then sends them to us, via search engines that uses algorithms to predict our “real
desires,” or even through a paid subscription to a news provider of choice. In all cases, a
selection of what information we will receive as knowledge happens before we ever see
the stories — and in many cases before we even see the topics! What is unique about
this process to social media versus television or home newspaper delivery, is the primacy
and intimacy of the information packaged as knowledge via the smartphone medium.
When news is sent directly to our phones, the personification of that news immediately
suggests to us that its content is real, legitimate, trustworthy, and unbiased; and that it
fully represents the world — locally and globally — it purports to cover. But how well
does Twitter’s one-liner news coverage actually stand up to critical media literacy?
When news arrives in one-lined tweets, if the reader does not click to read the entire
story or spend time unpacking who the source is and what the context of the story
may be, then the news itself gets digested without being chewed. The sensationalized
one-liner headline that was written to lure the reader to the news corporation home
site orindependent YouTube channel becomes naturalized as news itself and takes on
the perception of truth — even when the perception is an empty and hallow symbol.

Apparatus like smartphones are handheld, mobile, are generally kept close to one’s
personal body at all times. In addition to their close physical proximity to users, the
type of applications downloaded to the device and used multiple times daily — such
as messaging, status updates, calendar, news, and even weather information, allows
the apparatus primary status in our lives as it now perform many of the social roles
previously occupied by friends, partners, assistants, and other trusted individuals in
our daily lives. Since social media messages are sent and received instantaneously
and often without censor by the sender and without sorting by the receiver, an active
participation from the individual to access knowledge and not just information requires
a critically media literacy that looks to the medium as the first point of access in need
of decoding. The iPhone is not simply a hand-held device that aids an individual in the
process of communication. The iPhone is communication itself.

In separating media and medium into two distinct terms we see a vital
reconceptualization of Marshall McLuhan’s argument that the medium is the message!
[11] It is about form as much as function. It is about container as much as content.
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The Coronavirus pandemic: Hard science, emotions
and politics in the quest for solutions.
Prof. Emilio C. Viano

The Coronavirus COVID-19 has brought the world a universal public health pandemic
accompanied by lifestyle changes that alter our time-tested routines. The various reactions
to the Coronavirus, be they by choice or mandatory, oblige us to modify our usual
hours, lessen or heighten the likelihood of various types of crime and victimization, and
bring about considerable upheavals in the criminal justice system. For criminologists,
victimologists, criminal law and criminal justice academics, professionals and students,
the virus provides novel and worthy experimental conditions that newly examine
explanatory theories of crime and the effectiveness of using different approaches and
diverse policies.

The chosen or mandatory responses to COVID-19 force us to vary our normal hours,
decrease or increase the possibility of different types of crime and victimization, and
trigger unprecedented challenges in the criminal justice system. For criminologists,
victimologists, criminal justice academics, professionals and students, the virus offers
new and valuable situations for experiments that test crime-related theories and evaluate
how effective the application of diverse practices and alternative policies can be.

Disparate measures to limit the spread of the pandemic, like social distancing, wearing
face masks, shelter-in-place, shutting down businesses, working and schooling virtually,
restricting or forbidding group gatherings, and optional or obligatory codes of conduct
introduce a new and complicated conceptual framework to control perspectives and
methods for investigating and intervening in the areas of crime, justice and victimization
while the Coronavirus crisis rages. This crisis is not limited to health. It is an economic
one as well, affecting people, companies, state institutions and budgets.

Since the Coronavirus impacts all facets of public and working life, social scientists
have a rare chance to compile real-time data on a large variety of pandemic challenges.
The impact on every facet of communal, individual, social and work life; on careers and
the investigation of curtailed human contacts; on the concern about contracting the
disease, loss of employment and its financial impact, and on the mounting instances
of domestic conflicts is of deep interest for practically all disciplines, considering how
unique this worldwide phenomenon is.

The fact that in the United States, for example, wearing or not wearing a mask has been
considered by many as a political statement for or against one or the other presidential
candidate in 2020 is an unexpected, unique and troubling phenomenon. Economists
zoom on the dramatic disruption of the employment and provision of supplies and
theirimpact on the market. Political scientists are especially occupied analyzing politics
during this pandemic when government policies and decisions consistently require a
give and take between safeguarding public health, restarting the economy, respecting
civil liberties and predicting politicians’ future, especially if they are running for office.

Besides being a major health crisis, this worldwide pandemic is also an economic
tsunami overwhelming people, companies, and state institutions and budgets. For
criminology, victimology, criminal law, and criminal justice, living in this time of pandemic
thrusts upon society and decision-makers a wide number of complicated choices, like
ensuring public safety versus caring for the health of those controlled by the criminal
justice system, also including those who work within it. Cutting the prison population




fast to prevent massive infections and loss of life in prisons clashes with worries about
freeing so many prisoners into the community, with the possibility of a high recidivism
rate.

The Coronavirus pandemic has revealed a deep-seated diffidence, prejudice and
rejection on the part of many people of the scientific establishment, of its findings and
of its influence on lifestyle, public policy and the law.

Various countermeasures to contain the pandemic, such as social distancing, use of
face masks, shelter-in-place, business closings, virtual work and schooling, limited or
prohibited group meetings, and voluntary or mandatory codes of conduct provide a
new and complex conceptual framework including new perspectives and approaches
to everyone’s standing, role and rights in society.

Quite troubling is the rejection by significant numbers of people in many settings,
including advanced countries, like for example, the United States among others, of
the very existence, devastating impact, rapid spread and deadly consequences of the
Coronavirus itself as affirmed by scientific sources (McCarthy, 2020). Polls taken in the
United States showed that as much as 31 percent of the respondents believed that
the scientific statements about the existence, spread, number of people infected and
especially of people dying because of the Coronavirus were false and exaggerated for
political reasons, that is to disparage the sitting President in his quest for reelection
(Mitchell et al. i, 2020; Romano, 2020). Effectively many people, frequently classified as
politically conservative and right-wing, deemed the Coronavirus pandemic to be a hoax
perpetrated by liberal activists on the unsuspecting public (Joey, 2020).

This misconception has not been limited to the United States. In many other countries,
similar beliefs were widely spread. At one point in Brazil, for example, some people
accepted as true a rumor presented as a fact that caskets supposedly containing victims
of the pandemic for burial were actually filled with stones to “make-believe” that the
epidemic was deadly, this because of the political objective to undermine the country’s
President.

Resistance by certain people to the recommendations of experts and normally
respected governmental health agencies to wear a mask at least in public, practice social
distance, avoid crowded places like bars, gatherings, demonstrations, parties and the like,
wash one’s hands frequently and even to vaccines against Coronavirus has been fierce.

Governmental policies regulating various commercial and leisure businesses and
at times ordering that they be closed, or function on a reduced schedule were loudly
protested, resisted and even openly disobeyed. Even law enforcement officials in certain
areas announced that they would not enforce those measures and rules, openly defying
superior authorities. President Trump publicly urged citizens of certain states in the
Union to rise up and “liberate” their state from the yoke of restrictions on businesses,
schools, and people’s social lives adopted by pertinent local authorities to limit the
spread of the Coronavirus.

There are indeed indications that the perception by the public of scientists as experts
worthy of respect and trust has been significantly damaged by the Coronavirus crisis.
A recently published paper, “Revenge of the Experts: Will Covid-19 Renew or Diminish
Public Trust in Science?” (Eichengreen et al., 2020), addresses how being exposed to prior
epidemics impacts the confidence level of various people in science and scientists. The
study joined data collected by a 2018 study by the Wellcome Trust of more than 75,000
individuals in 138 countries with data on global epidemics since 1970. It concentrated




especially on those who lived through an outbreak of an epidemic during what the
authors define “impressionable years,” that is, between 18 and 25 years of age. They found
that having been so exposed did significantly diminish confidence in scientists, their
trustworthiness and public service, and in the beneficial impact of their scientific work.

It must be noted that this diminishing level of trust in scientists was especially strong
among people with a limited level of education, particularly in science, which is also a
characteristic of many who now chafe and even rebel against Coronavirus preventive
measures. It must be stressed that this diffidence does not extend to practicing medical
professionals like doctors, nurses and traditional healers.

One author of the study, Dr. Aksoy (2020), acknowledges that there is a divide between
what scientists do and the perception of it by the public at large. There is also previous
research indicating that while credibiliity and expertise are key factors for scientists
to obtain the trust of the public, if they are not able or do not make an effort to share
their findings in a clear and concise manner and do not attract the confidence of the
public, they will be ineffective and their message rejected since it will be perceived as
elitist, unapproachable and divorced from reality. A major downfall for scientists is also
to permit that politicians use them and their science to buttress their authority or, on
the contrary, as a scapegoat (Aksoy, 2020; Borkowski, 2020).

On the other hand, one can also encounter those who believe the opposite, that the
Coronavirus may reinforce public trust in science and scientists. For example, a recent
survey documented that the percentage of Germans who stated that they had complete
confidence in science and research climbed to 36% in April 2020, quadrupling the rate
of 2019 (Bothwell, 2020).

Another crucial element, the poor match of priorities between scientists and
policymakers, underlines the necessity for evidence-based information to act as a
powerful foundation in support of their dialogue and decision making (Karam-Gemael
etal, 2018).

In conclusion, for information to be credible, accepted, influential on

the formulation of public policy and effective in addressing social, legal and health
challenges it must be trusted and recognized as believable by the intended audience.
It is not sufficient that it meets all the theoretical and methodological requirements of
the respective scientific field; that it is evidence-based and published in a prestigious,
refereed and abstracted journal. Especially in view of the ever-increasing quantity of
research being conducted and of its easy accessibility via electronic means, for research
to stand out, be noticed, received and recognized as true, impactful and deserving of
acceptance and implementation, it must be presented in a manner that captures not
only the mind but also the emotions and the imagination of the intended audience;
responds in a practical and feasible manner to perceived needs and urgent priorities
and is understandable and impactful at the practical level of resolving a problem.

People reject or doubt science because, as it is often presented, it forces them to live in
two worlds: the intellectual self that can digest and regurgitate data and the emotional
self that cannot fathom, cannot “take in” the gist, the significance of that information.
Living in these two realities can be quite uncomfortable.

In other words, what researchers and scholars cannot forget is their own humanity,
their own linkages with fellow humans, and the imperative of belonging rather than
separating themselves from the rest as if they were high priests to be worshiped. The
emotional component of scientific advances and discoveries responding to real human




crises and challenges must be recognized and integrated with the more cerebral one
in order to be successful, accepted and effectively translated into action. Intellectually
understanding something is one thing; having its gist, its significance “hit one” and
vividly impact one’s grasp of reality is quite something else.
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The manipulation of data in science: challenges of assessing results received
through quantitative and qualitative methods
Dr. Geoffrey Brian West

“If  have seen further, it is by standing upon the shoulders of giants.”
Isaac Newton

Initially, there are many aspects, approaches, tools, and even hints for data analysis
and representation that one would subsequently characterize as ‘manipulation of
data’ In the given piece prepared based on online panel discussion of the conference
“Challenges of Source Evaluation in Science and Correlated Areas,’ the main focus would
be on main reasons and prevailing circumstances that lead to data manipulation. From
Professor Geoffrey West’s perspective, there are two main parts in this: access to data
and credibility of that data.

For many years | have conducted my research in high energy physics, having due
access and thus taking data from companies that could be described metaphorically
as'huge scientific accelerators; for instance, CERN in Switzerland (Geneva). As a matter
of fact, in this case, a researcher faces certain barriers since one deals with specific
experimental data. Typically, in high-energy physics, one does not have the realistic
possibility of re-running the experiment, the privilege one possesses in some other
traditional scientific disciplines. | believe that it is a crucial aspect to be able to confirm
theories and predictions, hypotheses, and analysis results for other things for scientific
progress. Nevertheless, there blossoms an enormous trust dimension that whatever
this group of thousand experimentalists performed together is correct data. Sometimes
such experimental groups declare: “This is what we measured. This is the truth. The rest
have to trust us”. And they have manipulated the data because all kinds of corrections
made right in the research process; not infrequently, plenty of slightest manipulations
are taken to fit ‘the result’into a ‘common form’that can be used by other researchers.
However, one has to trust even that sort of data. Naturally, the credence level, for sure,
depends on the reputation and buildup of scientific profile over many years. Now, this
is one pole of the problem.

There is another extreme pole, as well. | have collaborated with companies and social
organizations and faced a problem of a very different nature: the proprietorship of data.
That means either the data may exist, but one cannot get access to it, or one has to pay
huge amounts of money to get the data required. Again, that data has been ‘marinated’
to a certain extent; overall, it is not the pure data one seeks, but the ‘manipulated’one,
even if one pays that money — for instance, the data coming from the tax returns of
companies. Overall, the tendency is as follows: great confidence in data is frequently
not verified, which is an enormous problem.

However, even more striking difficulty roots in the fact that if one requires to
comprehend an organization as a system or ‘living organism; he intends to understand
what’‘goes on’inside that organization. Then one more problem occurs, which could be
characterized by the question ‘What is the internal data specific company or a group of
companies? Generally, one never gets access to that ‘internal data’box. Some companies
send a researcher the documents that are analogous to organizational charts, which
are idealized versions of what the company is. This does not reflect reality; it does not
indicate the communication system, interchangeability systems, and so forth. Overall,
this is a problematic field since data has been manipulated in some form or another.




I have not come across any verified methodology or set of data assessment tools to get
around these extremities since organizations (like the ones mentioned above) are under
no obligation to supply scientists or others (even politicians) interested in the raw data.
Consequently, this is a significant issue, particularly in the social sciences. In the physical
sciences, | would note that it is less of a problem; that becomes an issue in some of the
biological, medical, and pharmaceutical sciences because of the inevitable role of money
and payoff and who got there first. Associated with that is federal agencies’ attempts
across the globe when they support research to insist that researchers make their data
available; there comes no transparency at all. However, many researchers ignore this
fact. That is a truly unsolved problem since scientists and researchers are being pushed
to apply the data they supply that is sometimes not credible.

Overall, these are the most crucial aspects and data manipulation problems to be
solved. | believe there is a solution to these problems, and it can be achieved mainly
through the cooperative efforts of members of the scientific and academic communities.
Moreover, | am concerned that the same aspects and analogous problems stay behind the
Wikipedia data accuracy and credibility problem (the same question concerns the other
online digital encyclopedias). The environment dictates its terms and makes changes;
these days, people operate primarily through the web. We all have time constraints, as
well as access constraints. | am concerned about the long-term access to both — the
raw data that a researcher or a company or politician could have access; the group of
methods and approaches set helps one verify the data and ensure its credibility.

I am equally concerned that some data pieces have been traditionally manipulated. That
is, manipulated not negatively but positively presented data to the scientific audience,
that any researcher can use effectively. Nevertheless, it also has to be concluded, and
scholars are frequently getting, receiving and even producing data that has been ‘modified’
for whoever deals with the research results afterward. That is done both in terms of their
research, their proprietorship, and their claims to originality. Finally, | suggest that if these
problems of manipulating data and sources of scientific information are not resolved
now, they will only aggravate the overall situation of science in the future.

Dr. Geoffrey Brian West
Santa Fe Institute,
Imperial College (London),
Oxford University




Free encyclopedias and science today
Dr. Larry Sanger

At the moment | am working on a new organization, the Knowledge Standards
Foundation. Although | have been working on the idea for some years, we have just
started its implementation. We aim to create a project called the encyclosphere. In
the same way that the blogosphere is built on top of the RSS and ATOM protocols, the
encyclosphere will adopt a protocol for communicating the information that is already
stored in encyclopedias. This will make it possible for people to basically search across
all encyclopedias for the most up-to-date versions of articles, and to coordinate with
operating systems to quickly search encyclopedia articles on a given subject. Since
the world is no longer just limited to Wikipedia, the project that I'm involved in will
extend the ability to share knowledge in a structured way, and in the same way as the
blogosphere extends the ability to share your opinions with the world.

Before describing the transformation of Wikipedia, | would like to share a story.
| worked on Nupedia, which was the predecessor of Wikipedia, for a year before
starting Wikipedia. Nupedia was more of an academic project and most of the early
collaborators of Wikipedia for the first six or nine months came from Nupedia. But later
on, Wikipedia was sort of taken over, at least in part by people that | described at the
time as being “trolls”: just bad actors, people who did not have the best interests of a
serious knowledge resource at heart. After a little over a year working on Wikipedia,
| had to quit because they lost the ability to pay me, because the dot-com boom had
busted. Approximately a year after that | just completely finished with it because
basically, Wikipedia had become as | said “overrun with difficult people” who Jimmy
Wales refused to control, who really didn’t have any role in the project and were driving
out the experts. Wikipedia was able to continue on without anyone playing the sort
of organizing role that | had for the first 15 months of the project. After five years,
Wikipedia began taking over the world, becoming one of the top ten websites in the
world and just dominating reference searches. But it was becoming gradually more
and more biased, more opinionated about everything.

Some people think that in some way it was taking a scientific viewpoint, that it
was becoming actually more reliable, but at the same time there were political and
other kinds of biases creeping in. They were simply abandoning the neutral point of
view. Around 2015 they had essentially given up the neutral point of view policy in all
but name. They still have the policy, but it isn’t followed, which is one of their more
serious problems. Another major issue is a complete lack of transparency about who
has ultimate control of Wikipedia. There is a way to identify individuals who are on the
board of directors, but those people and Wikimedia organizations are not the ones
who control the content. The content is controlled by administrators, most of whose
identities are unknown, they’re anonymous. Also, there are hundreds if not thousands
of influential editors who aren’t administrators, who also are completely anonymous.
And that’s a problem, because they could be corporate shills, spies, propagandists
working for governments or for news organizations that are compromised or for other
interests.




This is a serious problem. The possibilities for fraud and corruption are extremely
high. If there’s one thing that we've learned in the last four years it’s that knowledge
is power. The ability to shape a narrative is what drives world events forward. And
Wikipedia has that ability and power, and yet doesn’t have to identify the people who
are wielding it.

Is Wikipedia a permissible tool for academics to use as a starting point of their research?

It depends on the area of research. One might need to consult with many experts
who are thoroughly familiar with Wikipedia in order to have a very good idea of its
accuracy in a particular field, especially if it's truly vast. It's hard to make any really
reliable generalization with regard to any specific research area. For instance, some
people say that 10 and 15-year-old articles about mathematics and computer science
and most of the hard sciences are reliable because they’re based on relatively objective
sources that people don't have many disputes about. There isn't too much opportunity
to mess up the basic facts about how a computer operating system works or the
chemical properties of some compound. That sort of information can just be copied
from professionally curated sources — that might still be the case for all | know. | would
say that relying on it, even for those subjects is very dicey. | wouldn’t do it. | think in
general the advice given to all researchers, of course, is that if it's something that
matters you should use multiple sources to confirm it. | think that remains the case.

What kind of sources do you trust as a scholar?

At the moment, | am writing a book about the philosophy of religion — arguments
for the existence of God. This area has two different kinds of sources: the first are
classical sources from the history of philosophy, the other are reasonably well agreed
upon modern sources. However, when it comes to 21st-century and 20th-century
philosophy, then there are multiple competing traditions: there are strictly analytic
traditions, Catholic traditions, and then there are “semi-analytic” and “semi-Protestant”
traditions. And there are philosophers who conduct work that does not fall into these
categories. Their work is legitimate, but they mostly write for seminaries. People that
belong to different traditions or groups do not collaborate with each other. It’s a
complicated question in choosing a source in the given field when there has been
so much written about arguments for the existence of God. It is possible to write a
respectable workin one tradition that cites only people within that tradition and simply
ignores everything else. To put it simply, the first thing to sort out is to understand
“what tradition am | working in” and then consult some standard reference works like
“A Companion to Epistemology”.

A general look at the state of academia today:

| think there was perhaps a golden age, at least in my experience, kind of a golden
age of research. Perhaps many would disagree with me on this, but | think that people
were doing it in a better way around the 1960s in philosophy, at least between the
1930s to the 1970s or so. There was a balance between real substance and writing
about things that mattered on the one hand in a way that was both perspicacious, very
clear and didn’t dive into meaningless details.

Things are different today. Academics are basically forced by the economics of how
academia works to publish a lot. As a result, the quality of what they publish is just




getting worse and worse. It's getting more and more superficial, essentially blog posts
or opinion pieces. A lot more activism under the name of research is being tolerated in
the humanities and social sciences. Due to the nature of “knowledge” and due to the
vast amount of researches that have been done on every aspect of knowledge, we've
become so specialized that our ability to handle the big questions of our fields has
suffered greatly.

What is the main criteria for a scientist: having many articles published in peer-reviewed
journals indexed by scientometrics systems such as Scopus and Web of Science (as has
become required by many institutions these days) or written monographs and books that
reflect his research results and originality of works?

That’s an insidious modern approach to academic life, teaching, and research.
Essentially the economic factors make it unrealistic to expect meaningful research to
be done by all college teachers, but that’s still the expectation. It used to not be the
case, about 50 years ago and before that. There were people who went through their
whole teaching careers, having published only one or two substantial papers. And in
fact, when | attended college there were some outstanding professors who didn’t even
have a Ph.D. but had unique and extensive experience.

It seems that instead of improving the state of affairs in academia for the better,
we are going in the opposite direction, especially within the meaning of the research.
The usefulness of the research in many fields cannot be defended, it’s just a waste of
time. People who could have been good educators and teaching students don't have
the opportunity because of what is ultimately an unreasonable requirement, that they
regularly publish new research.

Can we say that the authority and popularity of an author guarantee the reliability of
his work?

Of course not. First of all, | don't even like to talk about the reliability of people,
| prefer to look at the reliability of claims. One might be an expert and be a good
representative of the field. But when there’s disagreement within the field, the fact
that they are authoritative about their own views on the field does not mean that they
are necessarily authorities on the truth. Every source of any expert has to be examined
individually.

The notion of authority in academia, generally speaking, is an insidious one. It is
something that appeals to journalists perhaps because they like to have people to cite,
who can be held up as sources in the news that people can trust and rely on. But when
it comes to research and finding out the truth it's not about authorities. You have to
be your own authority. You have to look at the evidence and have a careful critical eye.

Sinceyou’ve been working on projects such as Everpedia, Blockchain pedian, Citizendium,
and some others, could you please identify the one most applicable for research in your
opinion?

| would say that the Citizendium project has a higher standard of writing and has
always been very friendly to academics. Unlike Wikipedia, it has a role for academics
in the system. There will always be the same role for academics to work side by side
with the general public. Also, there are about 20,000 articles on the basic topics that
you would find in any encyclopedia. | would recommend Citizendium for academic
purposes if one wants to work in a collaborative way with other people.




In the future, the encyclosphere project is going to make it possible for people
to write for any sort of online encyclopedia, even just add articles to their own blog
or on their own academic space, and then contribute them to the Encyclosphere
encyclopedia network. The articles will be more easily accessible to the world than
they were before and together they will be able to be used in a way that provides an
alternative to Wikipedia. People will not be forced to rely on Wikipedia. Let people
judge for themselves which is better. The encyclosphere system will have features to
help facilitate that, such as a decentralized rating system.

Dr. Larry Sanger
American internet project
developer and co-founder
of Wikipedia




Authority of an author and priority of sources
Dr. Bernardo Attias

Doestheauthority ofanauthorguaranteetheaccuracy of scientificinformation?

The Alan Sokal Affair was certainly of the first things that came to mind in terms of
an example of somebody who kind of intentionally disrupts the peer review process
and the process of trust that’s been addressed here. There is an expectation within
academia that we do rely on trust to a certain extent and the peer review process
is not about fact-checking per se. It's not like in journalism, where you have people
who are trained to look up facts, to check, to make sure they’re accurate, who are
trained to check on sources and all those kinds of things. When people peer review
papers in academia we're often mainly asking four questions: first, is the research
cited here appropriately summarized? Are specialized terms utilized appropriately, are
research conclusions accurately restated, is the author accurately reporting the expert
consensus in the field, etc. Second, is the author missing any important areas of already
published research? Third, is the research itself valid? Has the research been conducted
appropriately, do the conclusions follow logically, is the argument coherent, etc. And
fourth, are they making contributions to the field? These are the kinds of questions
that we would ask as reviewers.

If I'm reviewing a paperin my field in communication studies and somebody is writing
aboutcommunication studies of a particulararea thatIdon’t have alot of information —
like if they're writing about communication in criminology, for example — | am not
a criminologist, | don’t have background in criminology and | don’t really have the
expertise to determine whether specific cited facts are correct. Did certain historical
events actually occur on the date cited in the research, for example? Are proper names
spelled correctly; is the author making anything up; is the author telling only one side
of a story, etc. So I'm trusting the author that those facts are accurate and I'm evaluating
that paper based on those other criteria. And even the kinds of questions | would
ask about my own field, if the author is engaging in interdisciplinary research, | may
not know, for example, if they inadequately summarized the consensus of scholarly
opinion on a particular conclusion about criminology.

Sothe peerreview process does not necessarily weed out false information. The Sokal
Affair is a great example of where a scholar in order to catch a journal’s editors with
their pants down, so to speak, kind of intentionally used false information and worded
the article in such a way that it sounded like a legitimate argument. Personally I've
actually read that paper and | do find a lot of faults with the peer review process in
that particular journal. | think they made a big mistake accepting that paper even
without the scientific knowledge to understand some of its claims. Hindsight, as we
say, is always 20/20, but | think a journal engaged in the kind of truly interdisciplinary
research thatis common in cultural studies should make more of an attempt to engage
scholars in the review process who have expertise in all of the relevant fields. The
review process is blind, of course, so there is no way to know for certain, but | would
guess that the journal did not solicit reviews from any professional physicists in the
case of that article. Had they done so, the reviewer might more likely have caught
the inaccuracies (and, indeed, bad faith) of that article. But that’s a different question.
The problem here really is presented because somebody disrupts that dynamic of
trust and, as Dr. Krase pointed out, this is really a social rather than a kind of scientific




question. The question of scholarly authority is really itself a question of sociality: who
is giving people authority and on what grounds are they giving them authority? The
expectation of journals is that scholars will submit articles in good faith; that they will
engage in such research honestly with transparent scholarly intention rather than
practicing a kind of political game of “gotcha” as was occurring with Professor Sokal.

My background is communication studies and specifically, my expertise is in
rhetoric. And in classical rhetoric, we actually look at questions of authority. If we back
to Aristotle, for example; he taught that in public speaking there are three forms of
proof. And those forms of proof are what he called ethos, pathos and logos. Logos,
of course, was rationality or reason; weighing the facts and arguments; this kind of
thing. Pathos would be the appeal to emotions. And then ethos being interpreted as
credibility, authority, or really for the Greeks, ethos means character. The character of
a speaker was part of what people used to evaluate whether what that speaker was
saying was true or not, and whether they were convinced by the speaker. It is based on
their character. And their character, may be based on reputation. It may also be based
on just their inherent qualities of public speaking. So one speaker maybe sounds more
credible than someone else and so forth.

And Aristotle warned even way back then, that ethos was actually the most powerful
form of proof even though Aristotle — as most people know — was a strong believer
in reason, in the power of logos. But nevertheless, he felt that the ethos was the proof
that actually convinced people. That there was an inherent danger in that people
could use their authority in a manner that was unethical (literally, without ethos).
Some philosophers of the time (especially Plato) feared that rhetorical expertise would
embolden unethical rhetors, giving them the tools to pollute the public discourse by
making false things seem true and true things seem false.[1]

The Sokal affair is kind of an extreme example of this, where a scholar intentionally
disrupts the process of trust by acting in bad faith. So what | would like to do with
the question of today’s conference is actually turn it around. Instead of asking: does
the authority of an author guarantee the accuracy of scientific information? | would
like to ask whether an author’s reputation for accuracy and scientific information will
enhance their authority. One common theme in what people have said so far in this
panel is that recent years have changed things in some ways, whether it’s because of
the increase in the importance of publication, and then the glut of information that we
find ourselves in, whether it is the increasing difficulty of looking up things, to check
on them and so forth; or whether it’s the political climate which does lead to things
like the Sokal Affair, which was itself politically motivated. Sokal felt that there was an
area of the field of scholarship that he was writing in that was really kind of letting
politics get in the way of their scholarship; | think it’s fair to say that even though it
was submitted in bad faith, he likely believed that his “gotcha” submission was a kind
of corrective intervention that would expose practices at the journal that he believed
were themselves unethical.

While one can debate the validity of someone like Sokal’s intentions, and indeed
there is something to be said for the role of the “prankster”in academic discourse, it is
nevertheless indisputable that this intervention disrupted the scholarly process and it
was rooted in bad faith, leading to a certain amount of distrust. There is little question
that we are seeing an increasing politicization of scientific and social scientific research
across the board. This is particularly problematic when you look at areas such as climate




science, or sex education, as well as other topics that have become increasingly part of
the public policy sphere.

To sum up, there are a lot of issues here, but one of the things that has shifted is that
in the political sphere we see more and more people rely on something like ethos —
understood commonly as reputation, or perhaps even the “feel good qualities” of a
public speaker or writer. For example, “I trust this person because they make me feel
like | feel about myself”’That’s why we hear time and time again, that’s how people vote
for candidates, etc. | think that puts the cart before the horse in a lot of ways. It may
be that | feel nostalgic for something that never existed, but there might have been a
time when that reputation and that authority was established through a reputation for
accuracy or for well-established scientific or social scientific research.

Let me speak briefly to the tension between the tendency of the field to require
metrics, or some way of answering the question “why does your reputation increase”.
We need some collectively agreed upon way to evaluate that reputation (and that
ethos), whether it’s a prize or award or something else. But we need some kind metrics
that people agree on because if we're going to say “Okay. This person is now an
authority in the field,” on what basis do we make that decision? It is in many ways just
an agreement among the members of the group. But presumably that agreement is
based on something. So we do seek those metrics, but then the tension is that those
metrics then become a kind of gatekeeping. And then that gatekeeping process takes
on a life of its own. So in some of these examples, that’s what's happening; there is this
kind of residue of established power which Professor Finkenauer called the “good old
boy network”. That kind of network reinforces itself and then keeps other people out of
that. And the corollary to that | think is what Dr. Krase brought up in terms of language,
that part of the problem is just a matter of a specialized language that develops over
time that people outside of that in-group might not be privy to or understand aspects
of that language.

Again with the Sokal Affair, | think it's a great example. He was a physicist and the
journal’s expertise was not in physics at all. [ remember at the time joking with friends —
“what would happen if we submitted a phony article to a physics journal?”. It really is
a matter of that specialized language. | imagine the people in the review committee
for the Sokal article said: “well, | don't understand the physics here, but it seems well
written. It takes the form of an academic article that would be accepted. So we should
say ‘yes” That obviously was a problem, it was embarrassing for the journal at the time.

But the other aspect of that problem too, is this kind of disinformation, this kind of
intentional disruption. And it's happening more and more. It’s a kind of gotcha style.
| think of Saul Alinsky when the kind of gotcha journalism that is now infecting a lot
of American political discourse right now where you get somebody to say something
out of context or do something out of context in order to embarrass them. [2] And that
seems to be happening more and more.

| recall a more recent academic scandal that was influenced by the Sokal Affair
in which three graduate students wrote at least 20 phony papers and managed to
get a handful of them accepted into scholarly journals. This is similar to the scandal
mentioned in Ukraine where scholars sent out hundreds of articles to journals that
were all fake. The students | mentioned just kind of made up the data, made up
everything. Like Sokal they saw their activities a performative critique of what they
called “grievance studies,” and their approach was obviously modeled after (indeed,




entirely derivative of) Sokal’s intervention.

They were interestingly enough trying to build their academic reputation on doing
this. They thought “okay, we'll do this and expose these journals for being fools or
whatever and then that will help us get jobs in Academia” And it kind of blew my
mind because | thought well if anything that should be evidence of academic
dishonesty at a really high level | can't imagine wanting to hire somebody who's
willing to try to publish something in such a dishonest manner. If they will make
up data to play “gotcha,” how can we be assured they will not make up data in more
serious scholarship? It's like “wow, that’s nuts”. It really points to these increasing
tensions that we're going to have to confront in a lot of different fields. And | think it
is testament to the increasing politicization and polarization of academic work that
instead of being roundly criticized as a brazen attack on the good faith assumption
that underlies scholarly activity, some scholars actually praised these interventions.

Priority of sources and self-alignment among them.

Role of experiments. What if the facts contradict science? Do such contradictions indicate
an unscientific nature of preceding inferences?

One thing that | think is a common thread to these examples is the act of telling
stories. FrOm the perspective of my field of communication studies, | believe that this is
a big problem for science in the current age. It is not the science itself, but the need to
communicate to the public what science means or, for example, what it means that an
experiment that led to this result or that result — this kind of communication has been
more difficult than ever before. And part of the reason it’s been more difficult than ever
before is because you do have entrenched voices from different spheres that really
want to change the conversation. Dr. Finkenauer’s example of the Scared Straight
program is a great example. Having grown up with that program | remember people
joking about thisin high school. It was almost like the“say no to drugs”campaign in that
everybody just thought it was funny that anyone believed that this was actually going
to work. And it was like common knowledge among the people who are supposed to
be actually targeted by the program that it wasn't working. And that’s probably before
science showed that to be the case. But of course you have the entrenched voices
of those who built an institution around the program. They don’t want to lose the
program, the funding, etc. They're fighting against the scientific conclusions that have
resulted. And then they're exploiting any kind of disagreement or even just something
that they don't understand, or that they know the public doesn’t understand about
the science. And they’ll take that thing they don’t understand and say “oh, well that
proves the scientists are full of it".

A great example of this is the way that Dr. Anthony Fauci in the United States around
the coronavirus has been vilified by certain political camps because maybe one time
he said “oh, you don’t need to wear a mask,” and then later he said, “you need to wear
a mask”. Lots of things may have changed in the interim. It may be that the data is
changed. It may be that the virus has gotten more serious and spread more. Part of
the issue isn’t even so — when we're talking about coronavirus — the issue isn't just
the people don't understand the science. They don't even seem to understand the
math. It’s not just a matter of science — we're talking about an exponential increase in
numbers that’s a basic mathematical issue.




But again people are saying “well, he said don’t wear masks before and now he says
to wear masks. He must not know what he’s talking about or maybe he’s being paid
by the Democrats,” or whatever other conspiracy theory they associate with it. What
they’re doing is kind of exploiting that scientific miscommunication, or the failure on
the part of scientists to effectively communicate the meaning of their results to the
public. And these people are exploiting that because they have another agenda.

Another example comes from 2006 and the climate change conversation. There was
what at the time became colloquially known as“Climategate.” And what happened was
that some Russian computer hackers found a trove of emails and made them public,
emails between climate scientists and they were talking smack about other scientists.
They were saying the kinds of things people might say in private conversations that
they believe are going to remain private about what’s going on the politics of the
field, etc. And so the hackers exposed these emails and people used them as evidence
for the claim that there was no climate change. Essentially they were saying, “climate
change is a hoax and this is proof because these scientists are arguing with each other
and sort of gossiping and talking smack.” And that became the dominant narrative
of the day and in the press about climate change — “climategate” — that all these
climate scientists are actually lying, there must be some conspiracy going on. And it
took the climate scientists themselves weeks to actually respond to any of this. So in
the meantime a narrative built up around climate change in the public eye that started
to see all these climate scientists as liars, as hoaxers etc. And then by the time the
scientists themselves had an official response, it was almost too late — the narrative
had already been written and structured around that and so that’s how the public
was responding to it. And eventually six different evaluative institutions that looked at
these emails and came to the conclusion that there was no manipulation of the science
going on. This was just sort of ordinary people talking stuff, just wasn’t something that
had an impact on the science where they were distorting the science. There was no
distortion going on. But by the time all that information came out it was too late at
least for that group of people who wanted to disbelieve the science. [4]

We are very definitely seeing the same thing with coronavirus right now, the way
that they're taking something that happens in the scientific community or some
disagreement. And by the way we saw this earlier with the theory of the evolution of
species. The science of evolution is pretty well established by this point; the evolution
of species is a fact. And in fact the whole of modern biology is built on the reality of
evolution. If evolution is wrong, a lot of other things that we believe in biology would
be wrong as well. But of course we have a group of people called creationists who want
to challenge evolution. They don't think evolution is consistent with the Bible. What
they do, for example, is they find a recent scientific study that shows that what we once
believed about the evolution between two particular species is no longer true. That
this experiment shows that particular belief was false. And so the creationists pick up
on that small scientific disagreement about a particularity of evolution and say well
this shows scientists don’t agree about evolution.

So, they assert, perhaps intelligent design is right, perhaps creationism is right. And
again, it's a kind of propaganda campaign. They tell a different story because they have
an ulterior purpose; their purpose is not to find the truth. Their purpose is to promote
creationism or to promote anti-climate-change science or whatever. And ultimately
one of the problems is that in scientific research, there is an assumption that we are




having a conversation to find the truth and to build our knowledge. And unfortunately
that conversation is being disrupted by people who have a different agenda. Their
goal is not necessarily to find the truth; instead their goal is to prove a different point.
They've already reached a conclusion and instead of being willing to be wrong, if they
see evidence that contradicts that conclusion, instead they will twist whatever is out
there to promote the conclusion that they wanted to promote anyway.
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Per una apologia del xmestiere di storico»: la storiografia come
pratica scientifica
Maria Barilla

Il 16 giugno 1944 nei pressi di Lione, la citta che gli aveva dato i natali cinquantasette
anni prima, March Bloch — senza tema di smentita uno dei piu grandi storici,
probabilmente il piu grande, del Novecento — venne fucilato dai Tedeschi. Era stato
catturato dai militi della Gestapo al comando di Klaus Barbie (“il boia di Lione”) I'8
marzo di quello stesso anno. La sua esecuzione sommaria, avvenuta in una localita
detta «Les Roussilles», presso Saint-Didier-de-Formans, sulla strada per Trevoux, a
pochi chilometri da Lione, fu l'atto finale di un drammatico periodo di prigionia nella
fortezza di Montluc dove era stato ripetutamente torturato.

Nel 1929, assieme al collega e sodale Lucien Febvre, Bloch, all'epoca docente
di Storia del Medioevo presso I'Universita di Strasburgo, aveva fondato la rivista
«Annales d’histoire économique et sociale», subito divenuta un punto di riferimento
imprescindibile in ambito storiografico. Lo scoppio della seconda guerra mondiale,
l'occupazione della Francia da parte della Germania nazista e I'instaurazione del regime
collaborazionista di Vichy incarnato dal maresciallo Philippe Pétain erano stati per lui,
appartenente ad una famiglia alsaziana di origini ebraiche, un autentico spartiacque:
allontanato dalla docenza universitaria perché ebreo e poi reintegrato «per i servizi
scientifici eccezionali resi alla Francia», Bloch ben presto aveva scelto la clandestinita
e aveva deciso di scendere in campo. Nel 1943, infatti, era entrato a far parte della rete
Franc-Tireur della Resistenza francese e proprio a causa di questa militanza era stato
arrestato dalla Gestapo.

Nellimmediato secondo dopoguerra fra le carte di Marc Bloch é ritrovato un
manoscritto intitolato Apologie pour I'histoire ou Comment et pourquoi travaille
un historien. Si tratta di un‘opera incompiuta perché é lo scritto al quale Bloch stava
lavorando quando fu catturato.

Nonostante la sua frammentarieta Lucien Febvre nel 1949 decide di pubblicare
questo manoscritto col titolo Apologie pour I'Histoire ou Metier d’historien. Nel 1993
Etienne Bloch, figlio maggiore di Marc Bloch, cura la pubblicazione di una seconda
edizione dell'opera integrata da frammenti provenienti da due manoscritti inediti del
padre di cui l'edizione curata da Febvre non aveva tenuto conto.

Autentico testamento spirituale di Marc Bloch, questo saggio & diventato il piu
classico fra i trattati di metodologia della ricerca storica e tutt'oggi & unanimemente
considerato la Bibbia degli storici, una sorta di vademecum del «mestiere di storicon.

Non sorprenda, dunque, la scelta di partire da Marc Bloch e dal suo aureo libricino
per avviare la nostra breve riflessione dedicata al mestiere di storico.

Scienza «degli uomini nel tempo», cosi Marc Bloch definisce la Storia o, per meglio
dire, la pratica storiografica [1]. Si tratta di una definizione in cui, in mirabile sintesi,
e condensata l'essenza stessa del mestiere di storico nel senso che in essa sono
contenute le risposte alle domande che stanno alle base di questo mestiere. Qual &,
infatti, 'oggetto di studio della Storia? Bloch, connotando la Storia come disciplina
umanistica per antonomasia, risponde che oggetto della Storia sono «gli uomini
nel tempo», espressione di grande pregnanza che da una parte pone l'accento sugli
uomini al plurale e non sull'uomo inteso come entita astratta [2] e dall’altra parte, con
il riferimento al «tempo», in linea generale sottolinea il ruolo di primaria importanza




rivestito in ambito storiografico dalla cronologia e dalla periodizzazione e, piu in
particolare, ribadisce con forza la rilevanza assunta da quella peculiare operazione
compiuta dallo storico che ¢ la contestualizzazione. Infatti il tempo di cui parla Bloch
e da cui uno storico non puo assolutamente prescindere € soprattutto quello che
potremmo definire il colore, lo spirito di un‘epoca. «[l]l tempo della storia &» — per
dirla con Bloch —«[...] il plasma stesso in cui nuotano i fenomeni e quasi il luogo della
loro intelligibilita» nel senso che gli uomini, le loro idee, le loro istituzioni politiche,
economiche, sociali sono figli del proprio tempo ossia del contesto in cui nacquero e
la loro comprensione non ne puo, per questo, prescindere[3].

Ma soprattutto la definizione di Storia fornita da Bloch risponde a un’altra domanda,
la pit importante ai fini della nostra trattazione, ossia ci dice che cosa é la Storia: la
Storia, asserisce Bloch, € scienza. Del resto che la pratica storiografica dovesse essere
inserita nel novero delle scienze era un dato di fatto incontrovertibilmente acquisito
anche ai tempi di Bloch che, pure, senti I'esigenza di ribadirlo, di rimarcarlo con forza col
chiaro intento di difendere la Storia dai suoi detrattori, da coloro che tale scientificita
della Storia negavano o mettevano in dubbio. Di qui il ricorso al termine «apologia»
che compare nel titolo che Bloch sceglie di dare al suo manoscritto ed & conservato
nelle due edizioni successive dell'opera, un termine impiegato da Bloch non tanto o
non soltanto nella sua accezione piu lata di esaltazione, elogio quanto, appunto, nel
suo significato piu stretto, etimologico, di difesa.

Proprio in questa esigenza di difendere la scientificita della Storia e, con essa, quella
del «mestiere di storico» avvertita con grande urgenza da Marc Bloch risiede, a nostra
avviso, l'attualita di Apologia della Storia o mestiere di storico perché, ancora una
volta, oggi come agli inizi degli anni Quaranta del Novecento, la Storia, o per meglio
dire, la pratica storiografica, il mestiere di storico sono cinti d’assedio. Chi sono oggi
i detrattori della scientificita della Storia? Sono tutti coloro che, in numero crescente,
sono persuasi del fatto che la passione per lo “studio del passato” sia un requisito
sufficiente per praticare il mestiere di storico. Per costoro la pratica del mestiere di
storico non richiede specifiche competenze e conoscenze. Un simile approccio naif,
istintivo e spontaneista, alla pratica storiografica & solo apparentemente privo di
conseguenze e ha anzi prodotto guasti enormi che oggi sono sotto gli occhi di tutti.

Derubricata a dilettevole passatempo, infatti, la pratica storiografica nel sentire
comune si & progressivamente deprofessionalizzata acquisendo sempre piu i caratteri
della 66&a e perdendo quelli della emotAun. Da scienza a opinione, a congettura: uno
scivolamento pericoloso aggravato e accelerato dall'atteggiamento di sufficienza,
quando non di aperto disprezzo, assunto nei confronti degli storici di mestiere,
identificati con gli storici accademici, da quanti — scrittori, giornalisti, opinionisti —
pubblicano saggi presentati come saggi storici ma che di storico, in realta, hanno solo
il nome. Il disprezzo per “I'’Accademia”@ diventato ripudio della pratica storiografica
scientificamente condotta, I'unica degna di questo di nome.

Ecco allora I'importanza e I'urgenza di tornare a riflettere «sul mestiere di storico»,
sulla sua scientificita, sulle sue fonti. Solo cosi avremo la possibilita di distinguere gli
storici dagli pseudostorici e la storia dalla pseudostoria.

Nostro punto di partenza é il concetto di fonte storica. Cosa € una fonte storica e
quali sono le fonti della storiografia? Lo storico, studioso «degli uomini nel tempo»,
deve misurarsi con una difficolta del tutto peculiare. A differenza di un biologo, di un
chimico, di un fisico, infatti, lo storico per ovvi motivi non ha la possibilita di osservare




e di indagare il proprio oggetto di studio (ossia il frammento di passato che intende
ricostruire) in modo diretto ma solo in modo mediato, indiretto. Lindispensabile tramite
fra lo storico e l'oggetto del suo studio & costituito proprio dalle fonti storiche. Fonti
storiche per eccellenza sono le cosiddette fonti primarie ossia i documenti, intendendo
con questo termine innanzitutto i documenti in senso stretto ossia le testimonianze, le
tracce del passato intese come testi scritti conservati in primo luogo negli Archivi ma
anche nelle biblioteche. Nel corso del tempo, pero, soprattutto grazie al forte impulso
innovatore proveniente dalla rivista «Annales d’histoire économique et sociale», il
termine documento ha dilatato il proprio contenuto fino a ricomprendere entro
i propri confini tutte le tracce, tutte le testimonianze del passato siano esse materiali o
immateriali, scritte o orali. Eloquenti al riguardo sono le osservazioni di Lucien Febvre:

La storia si fa con i documenti scritti, certamente. Quando esistono. Ma la si puo fare,
la si deve fare senza documenti scritti se non ce ne sono. Con tutto cid che I'ingegnosita
dello storico gli consente di utilizzare per produrre il suo miele se gli mancano i fiori
consueti. Quindi con delle parole. Dei segni. Dei paesaggi e delle tegole. Con le forme
del campo e delle erbacce. Con le eclissi di luna e gli attacchi dei cavalli da tiro. Con le
perizie su pietre fatte dai geologi e con le analisi di metalli fatte dai chimici. Insomma,
con tutto cio che, appartenendo all'uomo, dipende dall'uomo, serve all'uomo, esprime
I'uomo, dimostra la presenza, I'attivita, i gusti, e i modi di essere dell’'uomo. Forse che
tutta una parte, la piu affascinante, del nostro lavoro di storici non consiste proprio
nello sforzo continuo di far parlare le cose mute, di far dire loro cio che da sole non
dicono sugli uomini, sulle societa che le hanno prodotte, e di costituire finalmente
quella vasta rete di solidarieta e di aiuto reciproco che supplisce alla mancanza del
documento scritto?[4]

In una ricerca storica sono fonti primarie tutti i documenti, intesi nell’accezione che
abbiamo appena illustrato, coevi al periodo storico oggetto di indagine e di studio.

A questa prima categoria di fonti si aggiungono anche le cosiddette fonti secondarie
(che molti storici sonoin realta restii a considerare fontiin senso proprio) in cuirientrano
gli studi, i contributi gia forniti dalla storiografia in merito all'oggetto di studio di una
determinata ricerca storica.

«Pas des documents, pas d’histoire», ossia «<senza documenti niente storia» asserisce
Marc Bloch ribadendo cosi il ruolo centrale svolto dai documenti in una ricerca storica.
I documenti, infatti, sono l'irrinunciabile materia prima di unaricerca storica tanto & vero
che se dopo una sommaria ricognizione preliminare lo studioso dovesse constatare
I'insufficienza o, peggio ancora, la mancanza di fonti documentarie concernenti
l'oggetto che ha scelto di indagare dovra rinunciare alla propria ricerca.

Occorre perd precisare che il riferimento pil 0 meno corposo a documenti, in
particolare a documenti d'archivio, in un saggio non ¢ di per sé garanzia o indice di
scientificita dellaricerca storica che lo ha prodotto. La scientificita di una ricerca storica,
infatti, non € insita nella “materia prima” oggetto del suo studio (quindi nelle fonti, nei
documenti) ma deriva, discende dalle modalita, ossia dal metodo, con il quale questa
“materia prima” & analizzata e studiata. E quindi il metodo impiegato dallo studioso
a conferire scientificita a una ricerca storica intendendo per metodo l'insieme delle
tecniche e degli strumenti operativi di cui uno storico puo fare uso per iniziare, svolgere
e concludere la propria ricerca.

Progressivamente affinato nel corso dei secoli, con contributi decisivi soprattutto
durante la temperie positivistica, il metodo che fa da naturale substrato alla pratica




storiografica e l'essenza stessa del mestiere distorico, € la quiddita che contraddistingue
uno storico di professione. Momento centrale di questo metodo é la critica delle fonti
volta ad accertare la loro autenticita (critica esterna) attendibilita (critica interna). A
rendere necessaria questo tipo divalutazione é la natura stessa delle fonti storiche. Cosa
sono infatti le fonti storiche? Lo abbiamo detto, sono tracce, testimonianze del passato.
In questa definizione molto generale di fonte storica la parola chiave & “testimonianza”.
Lasciando per un attimo I'ambito storiografico e facendo un’incursione in ambito
giudiziario pensiamo a un testimone chiamato a deporre: il testimone, e il magistrato
che dovra esaminarlo lo sa bene, potra dire la verita e si spera che lo faccia, ma c’e
anche la possibilita che commetta degli errori in modo del tutto involontario, oppure
che menta deliberatamente, o ancora che ometta pilt 0 meno consapevolmente fatti
importanti o che distorca la realta. Raccolta la deposizione, sara compito del magistrato
e degli organi inquirenti valutare I'attendibilita del testimone cercando dei riscontri
cioé cercando di verificare e di accertare la veridicita delle sue parole.

Ecco, lo storico dinanzi alle fonti, imprescindibile materia prima del suo mestiere,
si trova nella stessa situazione in cui si trova un magistrato di fronte alla deposizione
di un testimone ossia € chiamato a verificare, a riscontrare, le fonti che saranno le
pezze d'appoggio della sua ricerca scientifica. Lo storico riscontrera le proprie fonti
sottoponendole a una rigorosa e sistematica analisi volta appunto a valutare, o per
meglio dire a giudicare, la loro autenticita ed attendibilita.

Proprio la critica delle fonti & la fase pil tecnica di una ricerca storica scientificamente
fondata, quella in cui lo storico dimostra la propria acribia ossia la propria precisione
meticolosa, il proprio rigore; & quella fase in cui lo studioso & chiamato a mettere in
campo competenze e conoscenze specifiche prese in prestito dalle c.d. discipline
ausiliarie della storia come la paleografia, la sfragistica, la diplomatica, la filologia ma
anche la psicologia della testimonianza.

Solo i documenti che superano il duplice vaglio della critica delle fonti, in genere,
verranno prese in considerazione dallo storico. Talora, pero, accade che fonti
incontestabilmente apocrife e inattendibiliassumano, cionondimeno, granderilevanza
per lo storico per le conseguenze che nel tempo hanno prodotto: basti per esempio
pensare ai rilevantissimi effetti prodotti da documenti indubbiamente apocrifi e
assolutamente inattendibili come La Donazione di Costantino o | Protocolli dei Savi di
Sion.

Cio detto, perd, occorre rilevare che il complesso di insegnamenti tecnici e di
accorgimenti pratici cristallizzati nel corso del tempo sotto l'etichetta di metodologia
della ricerca storica in cui tutti gli storici si riconoscono forniscono un bagaglio
tecnico-strumentale molto generale, di per sé non sufficiente ad affrontare il lavoro
sul campo. Questo vuol dire non solo che ogni branca disciplinare della storiografia
necessita di un proprio metodo specifico ma anche, che, come rivela il grande storico
e metodologo Federico Chabod nelle sue Lezioni di metodo storico, «ogni ricerca
abbisogna di un procedimento metodologico “suo” proprio, che nessuna teoria
generalizzante potrebbe mai dare e che solo la“discrezione” del singolo studioso, il suo
senso storico, il suo, direi, fiuto, affinato dall’esperienza, gli possono suggerire». Non
possiamo, dunque, che concordare con lo storico e metodologo Angelo d’Orsi che al
riguardo cosi chiosa: «Ritenere quindi che “prima” si acquisisca il metodo, che esso sia
valido per ogni disciplina storica, e per qualsivoglia tipo di indagine; immaginare, che,
“poi”sulla base di codesto metodo, si svolgano le ricerche, traducendo, infine, i risultati




in un racconto, sarebbe peccare di ingenuita» [5].

Inoltre l'esperienza, il lavoro sul campo, la consuetudine direi quotidiana con
i documenti consente allo storico di professione di affinare una capacita che nella
pratica storiografica € indispensabile: quella di raffrenare la propria ineliminabile
soggettivita, le proprie passioni, le proprie emozioni riuscendo in tal modo a tenere
nettamente separato nella propria attivita di ricerca il momento conoscitivo, della
obiettiva ricostruzione dei fatti «sine ira ac studio», fine ultimo di una storiografia
correttamente ossia scientificamente praticata, dal momento interpretativo e da
quello valutativo. E un insegnamento di Max Weber su cui tutti gli storici di professione
concordano. Lobiettivita che deve contraddistinguere gli scritti di uno storico di
professione discende da quella che Marc Bloch definisce I'«onesta sottomissione alla
verita» di quanti scelgono di praticare questo mestiere: sitratta di un atteggiamento che
implica non solo un assoluto rigore filologico e documentale ma anche la disponibilita
a scartare le tesi aprioristicamente formulate come iniziale ipotesi di lavoro quando
contraddette dai risultati della ricerca.

Proprio l'incapacita di uno studioso a tenere a bada la propria soggettivita e di per
sé un indice di scarso rigore scientifico e normalmente produce scritti faziosi, di parte.
Si tratta scritti che Benedetto Croce — grande filosofo idealista che sulla Storia ha
lungamente meditato — ha giustamente etichettato come «pseudostorie» in cui la
pratica storiografica, derogando al suo fine ultimo che & eminentemente conoscitivo,
diviene invece strumento per il perseguimento di altri fini— ideologici e politici— ad
essa del tutto estranei.

Conoscenze e competenze specifiche, scrupoloso e puntiglioso rigore metodologico,
ma anche la capacita peculiare di porsi domande sempre nuove (a partire dalla
Die Frage, la domanda conoscitiva che avvia ogni ricerca storica scientificamente
fondata), di interrogare i documenti, di per sé testimoni reticenti, massa inerte, sono
gli strumenti che devono necessariamente far parte della cassetta degli attrezzi di uno
storico. Appare dunque chiaro che, contrariamente a quanto da piu parte si asserisce,
il kmestiere di storico» non & un mestiere che possa essere improvvisato sulle ali della
passione, della creativita e dell'intraprendenza, tutte doti certamente importanti e
utili, ma, lo ribadiamo con forza, da sole non sufficienti a fare di uno studioso uno
storico [6].

Difendiamo, dunque, la storiografia, quella onestamente — ossia correttamente,
scientificamente praticata — difendiamola dai suoi detrattori, difendiamola
dall'imperante laisser faire metodologico e contrastiamo con intransigenza l'onda
montante delle pseudostorie che tanto seguito e consenso suscitano nel mercato
editoriale e in un vasto pubblico di lettori. Con Marc Bloch, insuperato maestro di
metodo, non stanchiamoci di intessere I'Apologia della Storia, non solo disciplina
civica per eccellenza ma anche scienza che illumina e guida la politica, I'agire politico,
le scelte politiche senza “fare politica”.
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What makes it a science/scholarship be genuine?
Dr. Mikhail Minakov

Science as a long-living, transcultural intellectual practice — that includes exact,
natural, and social sciences, as well as humanities — has its own history and thus different
historical forms. Among those are the antique, classical, and postclassical science-forms.
However, | argue that even though the ideals of science were changing and thus the
meaning of science may seem relative, its core authenticity remained untouched and
definite, in all historical periods it was true to its genuine idea — adherence to truth.

The antique science was open equally to mysteries, facts, logic, and mythological
beliefs. In this period methodology was easily mixing with rituals, like in the texts by
Democritus: see, e.g., his statements on the connection between the fertility of a field
after it was ritually ran around by a pregnant woman (Taylor 1999: 233). However,
Democritus will insist that

“There are two ways of knowledge, one genuine, one imperfect. To the latter belong
all the following: sight, hearing, smell, taste, touch. The real is separated from this. When
the imperfect can do no more — neither see more minutely, nor hear, nor smell, nor
taste, nor perceive by touch with greater clarity — and a finer investigation is needed,
then the genuine way of knowledge comes in as having a tool for distinguishing more
finely.” (Taylor 1999: 223)

Democritus, as well as Plato, Aristotle, and Cicero shared same scientific ideal: the
genuine science deals with what is eternally unchangeable and universal, like the
foundations of mathematics and geometry.

The ideal of universality was treated as the one that demands metaphysics. There
is a fundamental division of the being on the world of ever-changing reality and the
world of eternal ideas that relate to changeable world as its cause and archetype (see:
Plato B23, Aristotle B1:1). And the knowledge of ideas and causes constitutes the true
science or the art of wisdom:

“Again, we do not regard any of the senses as Wisdom; yet surely these give the most
authoritative knowledge of particulars. But they do not tell us the ‘why’ of anything-e.g.
why fire is hot; they only say that it is hot.” (Aristotle B1:1).

In many ways the classical science — from Isaac Newton to Sklodowska-Curie — was
looking at the world as a united three-dimensional universe with the causal relations
defined as the laws of nature. The genuine science was seen in natural and in exact
sciences, while social sciences and humanities were lacking the laws and the vision of
united reality (see, e.g. Newton 1934: 15).

However, the classical universal ideal of science was constantly discussed between
rationalist — followers of Descartes — and empiricists (including Bacon and Locke).
Furthermore, classical scientific ideals were constantly attempted to be applied to
society and culture by Vico, Kant, Cohen, and Dielthey.

As a result of paradigmatic change in the ideas and methods of sciences in early 20th
century, science has entered its brave new — postclassical — epoch. From Einstein
and Bohr to todays scholarship we witnessed growing disciplinary divisions and
interdisciplinarity, understanding of scholarship as subjective and intersubjective
labor, involvement of relativity — from methodology to cosmogony — and doubts in
eternity of the universe. Postclassical methodology is based on a worldview of torn,
changeable, and ever-unfinished knowledge where truth is permanently undefined,




plural, and unstable.

| listed here three historical contexts with different understanding of science and
knowledge. In the past there were many more other periods in other different cultures
where scientific ideals were seen differently. However, it does not mean that the genuine
scientific ideal is temporarily and culturally relative. The real solution to relativist doubts
in science is in the pragmatic understanding of science as co-presence of real and ideal
scientific communities, as once offered by C.S. Peirce (Peirce 1998: 28ff).

Here | continue Pierce’s argument that science is a intercultural, multigenerational
practice which was, is and will be practiced by a community of humans relating their
actions to scientific ideals of truth, argument, judgement, and universality. Basically,
from antiquity until today we know about scholars, not science as some separate entity.
On one hand, the community of scholars in all periods acts as if their conclusions are
always universal and final; without such assuredness there is no meaning in science.
On the other hand, sociology of science shows how fast the knowledge in different
disciplines gets outdated: for example, in medicine, the knowledge changes every two
years, in physics — every five years etc. (see, e.g. Ball 2019). This duality of the scientific
knowledge is rooted in the nature of humans — beings with rationality, emotions, and
tendency to fight for power also in the scientific communities. For that reason, the ideal
of eternal truth is being practiced together with limitedness of concrete individuals,
groups, and institutes. Here we always have dominant and marginal positions which
undermine equality of those looking for truth. But with time this social deviation from
scientific ideal is being rectified and thus the science progresses on.

So my conclusion is that the genuine science is the practice that aims at universally
established true knowledge that can be reviewed by any other rational being, but at
the same genuine scholars remember about their limitedness and about the need to be
ready for re-working on their research by themselves or by colleagues that may rectify
their previously established knowledge.
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‘Scholarly Credibility’: current trends and challenges.
Dr. Athina Karatzogianni

Amicus Plato, sed magis amica veritas

Undoubtfully, many scholars are obliged to conduct researches and participate in
various scientific projects in a tremendously competitive environment. The cutthroat
competition is the apparent tendency of the 21st century, which has also reached and
penetrated academia’s research environments. However, 20 years ago, the situation
seemed to be different. The following paper is based on an online panel discussion
speech of Prof. Karatzogianni (Professor in Media and Communication at the University
of Leicester) at the conference “Challenges of Source Evaluation in Science and
Correlated Areas.”

| have faced certain ‘research-settings’ tendencies and realized that my colleagues
in the EU experience the same barriers. Today, being under pressure of global
competitive circumstances, European scholars do not have a natural opportunity
to regulate the speed or terms of implementing their scholarly work. Consequently,
these days, scientists tend to have to work very fast, which causes a problem in the
way ideas, hypotheses, conclusions, etc., are analyzed, developed, and implemented.
The scientific breakthrough'’s primary factor is no longer associated with the quality
of ideas and their impact but is defined by certain documentation production speed
parameters.

That ‘unspoken tendency’ tints the quality of what scholars do. Indeed, there are
always specific exceptions, like the result-oriented experts’ attempt to resist ‘the fast
and easy’ kind of scholarship. Thus, on the one hand, we should value, first of all, the
professional aspect.Onthe other hand, scientists are forced to compete with a particular
‘McDonaldization’ tendency or a trend that weakens the credibility of scholarly work’s
quality and relevance.

A ‘scientist’ as a professional phenomenon appearance is related to the mid-
nineteenth century. Before that (Renaissance and Enlightenment Epochs), people of
various sorts of professions or expertise were doing what we now note as ‘science’
like G. Galileo or I. Newton; some were priests, for instance. There was no standard
classification and criteria for who is the’scientist!In Ancient Greece, scientific researches
were conducted by philosophers.

Now we conceptualize science as a set of rules, laws, principles, and terms of physics,
medicine, biology, genetics, economy, etc. For the sake of contrast, the Nobel Prize is
awarded within the scope of only five disciplines. The ‘scientist’ today is a much more
restricted kind of definition. In retrospect, to the great scientists of all times, we should
keep in mind the outstanding scholars and researchers like Albert Einstein, Marie
Curie, Ada Lovelace, Nikola Tesla, Isaac Newton and many others. What is fascinating
about these people is that they were “confined” to the specific fields classified as STEM
fields. STEM stands for science, technology, engineering and mathematics and refers
to any subjects that fall under these four disciplines. However, that shapes the other
rather alarming tendency amidst the social environment — experts who are involved
in social sciences are not recognized as scientists. That sets the cognitive demarcation
in the scientific field; humanities require no less effort, power, persistence, and skills.

Nevertheless, these fields’experts subconsciously have to work harder to focus social




and publicattention onthe original and productive sides of theirimpact. It would notbe
a matter of exaggeration; however, we should do our best to demonstrate the validity
of the fact that scientists are not just experts who struggle with cancer prevention or
COVID19. Scientists are also the no less dedicated professionals who have multiplied
the philosophical, sociological, psychological, and ethical heritage of all generations.
Moreover, that ‘multiplication effect’ does not presuppose the endless and limitless
production of scientific reports and articles within tight deadlines, pursuing technical
plans, or compliance with statistical targets.

The other tendency to outline is connected with the fact some experts and
researchers contribute more to science than those who call themselves‘scientists! How
and in what way, then, to regulate the ‘scientist’ category’s eligibility is an ongoing
debate.

Moreover, it is not uncommon for genuinely talented and gifted young people
who require special treatment and conditions (in particular those who are autistic or
eccentric in a different way) to be excluded from an environment where they could
have fulfilled and blossomed their talent and could have become professional scientists
in the full sense of the term. If people with special needs are lucky enough and are
supported by a global network or specific organizations, engaging with a difference
and eccentricity is an outstanding contribution. However, it is usually a matter of luck
or probabilities for some amateur scientists courageous to enter the academic context
and thrive in the academic context.

If the modern academic context does not tolerate the talent it previously appreciated
and praised, in such a case, we are compelled to conclude: we do not tolerate the
differences in talent that we as human beings possess. And this form of generalization
and abrasion of unique traits is among the crucial reasons for the decline of scholarly
credibility and relevance of its impact in contemporary society.

Dr. Athina Karatzogianni
University of Leicester, UK




Are Sources of Church History Reliable?
Professor Oleksandr Sagan, Professor Liudmyla Fylypovych

(The example is the historical sources collection “The Reunification of the Kyiv Met-
ropolitanate with the Russian Orthodox Church”)

“The Orthodox Encyclopedia” Church Research Center is now one of the most au-
thoritative Russian church sciences which is a joint effort of both theologians and sec-
ular scholars who explore the history and characteristics of Orthodoxy as a religious
subject. In 2020, this center published a collection of documents “The Reunification of
the Kyiv Metropolitanate with the Russian Orthodox Church. 1676-1687. Research and
documents”[1].

In the preface to the book Hilarion Alfeyev, Metropolitan of Volokolamsk, Chairman
of the Department for External church relations of the Moscow Patriarchate, worded
clearly the reason for this collection. In particular, according to the Metropolitan un-
til 2018, the Patriarchate of Constantinople “implicitly acknowledged complete juris-
diction” of the Moscow Patriarchate over the Kyiv Metropolitanate. And only “in 2018,
Constantinople attempted to revoke the act of 1686 and extend its own jurisdiction to
Ukraine. That was the point the Patriarchate of Constantinople and its representatives
for the first time announced a statement that the transfer of the Kyiv Metropolitanate
to the Moscow Patriarchate appeared to be a temporary and conditional one... " [2]

In other words, this collection is actually a response (of two years delay) to the Mos-
cow Patriarchate; it concerns the decision of the Holy and Sacred Synod of the Con-
stantinople Orthodox Church (dated 11/10/2018) according to which “the legal bind-
ing of the Synodal Letter of the year 1686, issued for the circumstances of that time,
which granted the right through oikonomia to the Patriarch of Moscow to ordain the
Metropolitan of Kyiv, elected by the Clergy-Laity Assembly of his eparchy, who would
commemorate the Ecumenical Patriarch as the First hierarch at any celebration, pro-
claiming and affirming his canonical dependence to the Mother Church of Constanti-
nople “ [3]. The response style (aimed at asserting one’s position) has produced a sig-
nificant impact on the quality of the supporting documents and the papers submitted
themselves. At issue are the substitution of concepts, the absence of original texts,
the manipulative presentation of texts in modern translations as well as the voluntary
reduction of sources.

The substitution of concepts starts with the very title of the collection. Indeed, at
the time of the annexation of the Metropolitan of Kyiv to the Moscow Patriarchate,
there could be no reflection of any “Russian Orthodox Church’, since generally such
(the church) had not existed yet. The Church was named this way only in 1943. From
the beginning of the 18th century until 1943 this Church was the “Russian /namely
Rossiyskaya/ Orthodox Church” In the 17th century (this period is analyzed in the col-
lection) this church was referred to as ‘Moscow Orthodox Church’. A parallel and equiv-
alent to it was ‘Moscow Patriarchate’ Substitution of old historical institutional names,
which had existed in other dimensions and attributes, for present-day ones is a manip-
ulative and anti-scientific technique. The attempts of the compilers of the collection
of documents to manipulate the readers’ minds is further evidenced by the fact the
authors of the introductory and concluding analytical articles do not use the ‘Russian
Church’ notion (a synonymous name frequently used in the 17th century for the Kyiv
Orthodox Metropolis), obviously to avoid confusing the reader — since then it would




not be clear who was ‘reunited’ with whom.

Furthermore, all the titles that refer to old Ukrainian institutions, or those that dealt
with Ukrainian issues, have not been changed. For example, “Little Russia”, “Little Rus-
sia order”and others.

Amidst these manipulations, there also arises the matter of the historiography of
the names and nature of some documents cited in the collection, as well. It would
appear that they were already censored in imperial ‘tsarist’ times and have long since
been amended. For instance, only at the beginning of the 18th century, by order of
Peter Romanov, the Moscow Kingdom transformed into the Russian Kingdom, and
then to the Russian Empire. However, in the aforementioned collection under 1679
the names ‘Russian ambassadors’ already appear (documents No. 23, 26, 27, etc.). That
is, the Moscow tsars delegated the ‘Russian ambassadors’in 1679, which seems rather
out of place.

Besides, the term “reunification” (repeated unification, accession of once rejected)
is mentioned here in the context of “the annexation of the severed Kyiv Metropoli-
tanate to the Moscow Patriarchate”. But, if one objectively follows the historical course
of events, it was the Moscow Metropolitanate (later — the Patriarchate) that arbitrarily
separated from the Kyiv Metropolitanate. This self-separation is also evidenced by the
fact that the metropolitans, who already ruled independently (since 1448) the Moscow
Metropolitanate, bore the title ‘Kyiv and All Rus: And only since 1461 they are referred
to as ‘Moscow"

Considering the foregoing, a conclusion is that the authors of the collection con-
sciously distorted the core and nature of the events that occurred in the last quarter of
the XVII century in the Kyiv Metropolis.

The manipulative approach proceeds in the preface of Metropolitan Hilarion Alfe-
yev. The Metropolitan cursorily explains the breakaway from the Metropolitanate of
Kyiv and the creation of the independent Metropolitanate of Moscow in 1448, alleged-
ly through the signature by the Patriarch of Constantinople of the documents of the
Florentine Union. Although, as the metropolitan admits, only in 1458, that is, 10 years
after the Muscovites split the Metropolitanate of Kyiv and created the Metropolitanate
of Moscow, the “Uniate” Grigory Bolgarin was appointed to the Kyiv cathedra. The
question therefore arises — Was the Florentine Unia the cause or the occasion for the
secession of the Metropolitanate of Moscow?

Metropolitan Hilarion Alfeyev grounds the essentially raider attack of the Moscow
Patriarchate on the Metropolitanate of Kyiv by the fact that this “reunification of the Kyiv
Metropolitanate with the Russian Church actually saved Ukrainian Orthodoxy from de-
struction.” [4] This refers to the conflict between the Orthodox and Uniate Churches in
the second half of the seventeenth century. Yet the historical facts indicate something
quite different. Right after the withdrawal of the Kyiv Metropolitanate from the Con-
stantinople Patriarchate and its entry into the jurisdiction of the Moscow Patriarchate
(with conditions and traditions unacceptable for Ukrainian Orthodoxy) the process of
transition of Western Ukrainian Orthodox dioceses (Lviv, Lutsk, etc.) to the union actu-
ally started. [5] In particular, this became the impetus for the Lviv Archdiocese, which
most steadily opposed the spread of the Uniate idea after 1596. In 1700, however, its
clergy by a large majority accepted this difficult decision to convert to Unia.

As a matter of fact, a number of the clerics of the Kyiv Metropolitanate warned of
such potential consequences of entering the jurisdiction of Moscow. For instance, the




opponents of the accession to the Moscow Patriarchate bluntly declared that it was
necessary “to look back at the Orthodox in the Crown of Poland and the Duchy of
Lithuania, who are defending themselves from the Romans because they are baptized
by the Patriarch of Tsaregrad and have belonged to him as their patriarch from the
beginning. As soon as we are separated from the Patriarch of Tsaregrad to the Moscow
Patriarch, the Romans will tear the Orthodox from the Patriarch of Tsaregrad under
their authority and force them to join their Uniatists. They will claim that they are fol-
lowing our example. In fact if the Metropolitanate of Kyiv has rejected the native pa-
triarch Tsarhorodsky, and has gone in obedience to the Moscow patriarch why can not
you also recede and join our clergy” [6]. Nevertheless, opposition to the union on the
Moscow part (both church and secular) often consisted of repressive measures against
the initiators of the change of confession. As it happened, for example, with the Lutsk
bishop Dionysiy Zhyboplinskyi who after accepting the union was “captured, taken to
Moscow, where he was martyred” [7].

The words of Metropolitan Hilarion Alfeyev that only in 2018 “Constantinople tried
to withdraw the act of 1686 and extend its jurisdiction to Ukraine” also pretended to
seem cynical. For some reason, Alfeyev believes that only in 2018, ‘The Patriarchate
of Constantinople and its representatives made a statement for the first time that the
transfer of the Kyiv Metropolitanate to the Moscow Patriarchate appeared to have a
temporary and conditional character”. [8] It has to be noted that only in the 20th cen-
tury the Patriarchate of Constantinople several times made unequivocal statements
about the non-recognition of the boundaries of the Moscow Patriarchate outside
those that were at the time of the recognition of the Moscow Church in 1589 (the Kyiv
Metropolitanate never entered these boundaries). [9]

In addition to these statements, a significant argument in contradicting Metropoli-
tan Hilarion Alfeyev’s statement is the basis for the granting of the Tomos of autoceph-
aly to the Orthodox Church in Poland in 1924. After all, the Ecumenical Patriarchate in
the justification for the Tomos clearly noted that”“... the first separation from Our See
of the Metropolis of Kyiv and the Orthodox Metropolises of Lithuania and Poland, de-
pendent on it, as well as their incorporation into the Holy Church of Moscow came not
under the prescription of canonical rules ..."[10].

The opposition of the Moscow Patriarchate and even the secular Bolshevik author-
ities to the receipt of the Tomos by the Orthodox in Poland was insane. The Russians
clearly realized and anticipated the consequences of such an act. Therefore, after the
‘liberation’ of Poland in 1945 Soviet secular and church leaders initiated the ‘refuse’ of
the Polish Autocephalous Orthodox Church from the Constantinople Tomos and in
1948 announced their own Tomos (in fact, it was not provided). Tomos from the Ec-
umenical Patriarch for the Orthodox Church in Poland clearly noted that, apart from
certain conditions stipulated by the Constantinople Patriarchate, the Kyiv Metropoli-
tanate had always remained part (“canonical territory”) of the Ecumenical Patriarchate.
After all, the reasoning in the document was straightforward: the Orthodox dioceses
in Poland belonged to the Metropolitanate of Kyiv, which never belonged to Moscow.
Therefore, against the backdrop of the rise of an independent state, autocephaly was
granted to part of the archdiocese.

One may pay plentiful attention to the absurdities both in the preface and in the
texts of analytical materials:”Formation and development of the idea of the unity of
the metropolis of all Russ in the Byzantine era” (pp. 7-32); “The Kyiv Metropolitanate,




the Moscow Patriarchate and the Patriarchate of Constantinople in 1676-1686" (pp.
33-140). However, the extent of the paper allows only a cursory description of the
documents collected in the collection.

The collection analyzed counts 246 sources which (according to the compilers) most
fully reflect the events of 1676-1686. Sources are presented in translation into pres-
ent-days Russian language, often without providing any texts of the original docu-
ments. In many cases, such original sources have not been preserved, which makes
one doubt the accuracy of their content. In 33 cases out of 246 (13%) documents are
represented in fragments. At the same time, the principle by which these fragments
were selected is not defined. This, accordingly, provides a biased display of the essence
of the document, citing those parts of it that confirm the concept of the compilers and
avoiding citing facts that deny this concept.

Overall, the analysis is focused on the idea developed back in the time of the Mos-
cow Tsar Peter the Great (Romanov’s dynasty) (1672-1721) about the alleged desire
of the clergy of the Kyiv Metropolitanate to transfer to the jurisdiction of the Moscow
Church and consent to this act on the part of the Patriarchate of Constantinople. [11]
Moreover, in the opinion of Moscow historiographers such agreement was complete
and final, without any conditions. The presentation of this concept and its “justifica-
tion”, by the way, occupy almost a quarter of the volume of the collection and are pre-
sented both at the beginning of the book (pp. 5-144) and in the concluding commen-
taries (pp. 844-894).

The presented sources can be combined into several groups which reflect the au-
thors’ aspiration to convince readers of the validity of the aforementioned theses.
Namely:

— agroup of documents on the persecution of Orthodox Christians on the territory
of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the ‘conflict’ of the Moscow side for their
rights;

— documents that characterize the activities of Gedeon Svyatopolk-Chetvertinsky
before and after his election as Metropolitan of Kyiv;

— letters, edicts and universals of the Polish king John Ill Sobieski;

— correspondence between Russian (Ukrainian) clergy and secular people with
Moscow leaders (tsars, officials, diplomats);

— the correspondence of the Moscow side with the Jerusalem Patriarch Dosi-
theos Il Notaras (attempts of the Muscovites to form support for their attempts to seize
the Kyiv Metropolis), incl. documents that confirm the payment for activities of the
patriarch with lobbying of their interests by Muscovites;

— correspondence of the Moscow side with the Patriarchate of Constantinople;

— documents that clarify the role of the Moscow Patriarchate and Moscow tsars in
organizing the elections of the Kyiv Metropolitan;

— documents that certify diplomatic and administrative (since 1654, Moscow con-
trolled the left-bank Ukraine) efforts of the Moscow side (ecclesiastical and secular)
regarding changes in the jurisdiction of the Kyiv Metropolis from Constantinople to
Moscow;

— documents (over 10% of the total), which attest to the importance for Muscovia
of receiving the Kyiv Metropolitanate — it is said about rewarding all those involved
in changing the jurisdiction of the Kyiv Metropolis by Moscow tsars and the patriarch.

Of a particular interest are the documents No. 210-219 representing the letters of




the Patriarchate of Constantinople at May-June 1686, as well as the decision of the
Synod of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, in which the Ecumenical Patriarchate de-
termines the reasons and method of subordination of the Kyiv Metropolitanate to the
Moscow Patriarch. It should be noted that only one original of these documents (No.
210) has survived, and all the rest are submitted in translations from copies translated
by Muscovite officials back in the 17th century. And these translations have always had
specific characteristics. [12]

Actually, the edict of Patriarch Dionysius IV [13] does not verify in any way the ‘forev-
er-transfer’ of the Kyiv Metropolitanate. Here are listed the reasons for the transfer: the
presence of frequent wars between the Ottoman Empire and the Tsardom of Muscovy,
which was a natural obstacle to the communication of the thrones in Constantinople
and Kyiv; the farness distance of the Metropolitanate from the Mother Church and
the impossibility of promptly placing metropolitans. The conditions for this temporary
subordination were: the chirotony of the Kyiv Metropolitan in Moscow, upon condi-
tion his election in his metropolitanate by free votes and according to local custom;
not interfering in the affairs of local Ukrainian dioceses; commemoration at the liturgy
to Patriarch of Constantinople. [14] Besides, the Ukrainian side, especially Hetman Ivan
Samoilovych, strived for retain the title of Exarch of the Patriarch of Constantinople
(‘Exarch the most holy Apostolic Throne of Constantinople’) to the Metropolitan of Kyiv
[15] (see Document No. 158 [16]). However, Moscow secular and church leaders flatly
rejected the idea of retaining this title.

The terms of the Ecumenical Patriarch are clear enough. And it is not a secret at all,
the Moscow Patriarchate started to violate them practically immediately. This refers to
the interference in the affairs of the metropolitanate and diocese; changes of the dio-
ceses and even the metropolitanate boundaries; the elimination of the ruling bishops;
appointment, instead of election, of metropolitans; not commemorating the Patriarch
of Constantinople; the elimination of the title of Exarch of the Patriarch of Constanti-
nople and even the lowering of the title of Metropolitan of Kyiv to Archbishop; liqui-
dation of the own ecclesiastical court of the Kyiv Metropolis (the Moscow Patriarchal
Court was supposed to be only an appellate instance) and more.

Consequently, an explanation is relevant for covering the reason the Moscow Pa-
triarchate neglected the terms of cooperation with the Ecumenical Patriarchate and
how this contributed to the “good of Orthodoxy” (as it was stated in the letters of the
Moscow tsars and the Patriarch to Constantinople). In the collection, there is a large
“Commentary on the documents of the Patriarchate of Constantinople from May-June
1686 on the transfer of the Kyiv Metropolis to the Patriarch of Moscow” which is given
after the documents. [17] Moreover, only a few documents are commented on (210-
219), and the comments lead to a refutation of the aforementioned conditions of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople, to which the Kyiv Metropolitanate is transferred to the
management of the Moscow Patriarchate.

The purpose of the comments is clear enough, yet complicated to verify that the Pa-
triarchate of Constantinople has forever transferred (the impossibility of returning) the
Metropolitanate of Kyiv to the Moscow Patriarchate. Therefore, the Moscow spiritual
and secular authorities should owe the right to take any actions regarding this metro-
politanate whatever that might be considered. [18]

To add some weight to their arguments Moscow document commentators involve
another international player. They add the argumentation of the Jerusalem Patriarch




Dositheus towards these issues (documents No. 203-206). The evolution of Dositheus'’s
views from a complete rejection of the idea of re-subordination of the Metropolitanate
of Kyiv to the possibility of its entry into the Moscow Patriarchate is freely explained.
This evolution depended on the financing of him personally and his patriarchy from
the Moscow tsars and the patriarch (document No. 194 [19]). In fact, Dositheus per-
formed paid services to lobby the interests of Moscow. Therefore, the logic of analyz-
ing the ideas of Dositheus in the comments to the documents of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople can be only one —distracting attention from the main issue (violation
of the conditions of the Ecumenical Patriarch) and attempts to show the inconsistency
of the position of Constantinople.

Furthermore, the attention of the Moscow comments completely leaves aside the
fact that both the contemporary Moscow tsars and the Moscow patriarch gave guar-
antees to the newly elected Kyiv metropolitan, and in his person — the entire Metro-
politanate of Kyiv, to preserve his rights and privileges, as well as the traditions of the
metropolis. The collection contains documents Nos. 144, 145,177, 178, 183, etc. There
are also a number of documents on the struggle of Ukrainians for their privileges —
documents Nos. 133,134, 135, 136, 150, 151, 152, 157, 158, etc. Subsequent events
demonstrated that almost all of the guarantees mentioned in the documents of either
the tsars or the Moscow patriarch were violated by the Moscow side. The Metropoli-
tanate of Kyiv almost immediately after the change of jurisdiction ceased to be a sub-
ject of interchurch relations and turned into an ordinary Moscow metropolitanate, and
later also an archdiocese.

Therefore, it was appropriate and quite logical on the part of the Holy Synod of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople to make a decision on October 11, 2018, by which the
Metropolitanate of Kyiv was returned to the Mother Church (Patriarchate of Constan-
tinople): “4) To revoke the legal binding of the Synodal Letter of the year 1686, issued
for the circumstances of that time, which granted the right through oikonomia to the
Patriarch of Moscow to ordain the Metropolitan of Kyiv, elected by the Clergy-Laity
Assembly of his eparchy, who would commemorate the Ecumenical Patriarch as the
First hierarch at any celebration, proclaiming and affirming his canonical dependence
to the Mother Church of Constantinople.”[20]

On the website “Orthodoxia.info”, representatives of the Patriarchate also published
documents that certify the non-canonicity of the residence of the Moscow Patriarch-
ate on the territory of Ukraine. [21]

Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew also provided a clear and unambiguous expla-
nation of what happened in the second half of the 17th century with the Metropoli-
tanate of Kyiv. In particular, Patriarch Bartholomew noted: [22] “The fact is that there is
no canonical text, that is, a kind of Patriarchal Tomos or a Patriarchal and Synodal Act,
by which the Kyiv Metropolitanate would be transferred to the Moscow Patriarchate.
The documents are more than understandable, and the letters of Patriarch Dionysius,
sent in 1686, can not be understood. They not only do not transfer the Kyiv Metropol-
itanate to the Moscow Patriarchate, but, moreover, they define the main condition of
[guardianship over the Kyiv Metropolitanate] in the fact that each Kyivprincipe contin-
ues to recall the Patriarch of Constantinople as his canonical leader. Anyone who has
basic ecclesiastical and canonical knowledge will understand that the Kyiv Metropol-
itanate could not be transferred to the Moscow Patriarchate if the Kyiv Metropolitan
should continue to recall the Patriarch of Constantinople.




Unfortunately, the Moscow Patriarchate unilaterally violated this agreement. It
forced to stop the mention of the Patriarch of Constantinople because it knew that this
was a visible sign of the canonical jurisdiction of the independence of the Kyiv Metro-
politanate to Constantinople. It is also known that before the appearance of the letters
of Patriarch Dionysius, our “Russian brothers” tried to chirotonize the Kyiv metropol-
itans, but each time they were exposed to [the negative] reaction of the clergy and
the people of Ukraine [Little Russial, who under no circumstances wanted to submit
to Moscow. Moreover, Nikon, the Patriarch of Moscow (1652-1658), anticononically
appropriated the title of Patriarch of the Great and Little and White Russia, which is a
proof of the expansionist spirit that he was obsessed with.

However, the documents of 1686 are not the first canonical texts made public by the
Ecumenical Patriarchate. If you look at Tomos, by which in 1924 the autocephaly was
granted to the Polish Church, you will find in it the same view of the situation with the
Kyiv Metropolitanate. In Tomos of the Polish Church, it is clearly stated that the transfer
of the Kyiv Metropolitanate and its merger with the Moscow Church was carried out
contrary to canonical provisions. This suggests that the Ecumenical Patriarchate and
after 238 years did not cease to point out the anticanonical seizure of the Kyiv Metro-
politanate by the Moscow Patriarchate.

Of course, this situation has lasted more than 300 years, but this does not mean
that the canonicity has been rehabilitated. There is no such canon that would tell us
that sin or anticanonicity is being cured with time and turned into canonicity. As far as
we know, “something that was invalid from the beginning can not be confirmed with
time!” [23]

“We gave way to the Patriarch of Moscow in permission for the Kyiv Metropolitanate’s
ordination, but with specific requirements that the Russian side did not adhere to. The
Ecumenical Patriarchate has never, in its history, intervened beyond its jurisdiction. We
have no expansionist aspirations. | recommend you to study the history of the Church,
starting from the Fourth Ecumenical Council and so on. You will see that the Church
of Constantinople is constantly decreasing and narrowing. At the same time, read the
decision of the Council, which was gathered in the St. Virgin the Comforter Church, in
Constantinople in 1593.This council determined the borders of the then newly formed
Moscow Patriarchate. Explore whether the borders defined by the Holy Fathers are
identical to the modern borders of the native Russian Church. So, the question then
arises: Can any Church wilfully expand its borders, and even by means of the territories
of another Church?”[24]

Conclusions

Regretfully, studying the history of the Kyiv Metropolitanate in one of its most com-
plicated periods (the last quarter of the 17th century) the compilers of the analyzed
collection followed the path of substitution of notions, manipulation, and tendentious
selection of sources. In particular the struggle of the clergy of the Kyiv Metropolitanate
against joining the Moscow Patriarchate is almost not highlighted — only two doc-
uments (No. 134, 140), a warning to the clergy of Kyiv about the unacceptability of
the order in the neighbouring diocese of Belgorod and a report from the Metropol-
itan of Belgorod Avraamy to the Patriarch of Moscow Joachim regarding the protest
sentiments in the Kyiv Metropolitanate are addressed to this subject. Even the fact
that 32 years later (1654-1686) the administrative subordination of Ukraine to the




Moscow Tsardom, despite total administrative pressure and blatant interference in
church affairs, caused Moscow to exert considerable effort, including outright decep-
tion (to guarantee long-standing rights and privileges which it did not intend to exer-
cise), to obtain the Kyiv metropolitanate, is evidence of the protest sentiments of the
Ukrainian clergy.[25]

According to the Charters of the Patriarchate of Constantinople, which are included
in the collection publication, the Ecumenical Patriarchate has provided explicit criteria
for its cooperation with the Moscow Patriarchate in the chaperoning of the Kyiv Met-
ropolitanate:

a) The Kyiv Metropolitanate formally stays within the Constantinople Patriarchate.
The main indication is that in the liturgy the Patriarch of Constantinople is commem-
orated first, before the Patriarch of Moscow. According to Church canons, the head of
the Church is the first to be commemorated.

b) The Moscow patriarch only has authority over the metropolitan of Kyiv within the
limits of the powers delegated to him by the patriarch of Constantinople.

Therefore, by accepting the charters of the Ecumenical Patriarchate, the Moscow
Patriarchate undertook the following obligations: not to interfere in the selection of
the metropolitan and only to consecrate him; not to interfere in the affairs of the met-
ropolitanate (except through an appeal to the metropolitan church court); to com-
memorate the Ecumenical Patriarch in all liturgies in the territory of the Kyiv Metropol-
itanate as Head of Church.

It is relatively straightforward to ascertain whether or not the Moscow Patriarchate
is fulfilling its obligations. Even if one does not read the history of the Kyiv Metro-
politanate after 1686 or the biographies of all the figures involved in the change of
jurisdiction and the metropolitans appointed from Moscow, one only needs to attend
a liturgy in any church of the Moscow Patriarchate that is active in the territory of the
Kyiv Metropolitanate. It is enough to listen there, to whom the priests commemorate
as head of the church, for whom they pray. The answer is obvious, and it only confirms
the rightness of the Constantinople Patriarchate and the appropriateness of its actions
in 2018.
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The pressure of evaluation in scientific journals
Prof. Ph.D. José M. Torralba

Scientists should use in his scientific work many sources, but the main one is the
scientific journals, scientific conferences, other scientific information. One original source
of information used to be for us conferences, in which you can attend and to see previous.
Usually in a conference people present works which are not always finished. Sometimes
it's preliminary work or sometimes it's finished work. But conferences are a good source
of information. Also, of course, scientific journals. | think the most important sources
are the scientific journals. Today with the Internet you have access to the worldwide
scientific journals. It’s not so difficult to find any kind of information in the network.

As an answer to “what are the best ways to distinguish objective information and
credible sources from the fake ones?”in my opinion in the scientific world nobody used
to believe directly on news from any different source than the scientific journals. So in
principle scientists usually don’t believe directly information out of the scientific journals.
In that sense, there are a few scientists that really believe some fake news because most
of us, we can go directly to the source of the information — to the scientific journals. If the
new is not based in a really counter-stable, a really easy way to contrast the information,
we don’t usually believe in that usually.

For this reason the fake news does not affect the scientists as much as the general
people because scientists used to have a good source of information with the scientific
journals. So for this reason | think fake news effects much more to the general population
than the scientists.

Speaking about unwritten rules in Academia and why it is customary to do something
that sometimes has nothing to do with the results of scientific activity, hard to answer.
| think there are a lot of “ethics” codes in which you have to follow that edit code. So in
principle scientists must don’t publish non-contrasted results according to the proper
experimental way. There is the scientific method which is very well standard that is
based on experimentation and the contrast — how to contrast the results with the real
experiment. And in principle good scientists must know those ethics rules in terms of
publishing. So in my opinion if you don’t follow these ethics rules, you are not a good
scientist. It’s so important to be a proper scientist in terms of ethics than knowledge.
So ethics are as much important as knowledge.

[ think day by day much more people are involved in topics regarding ethics. So there
is a lot of serious journal papers, in which people can understand the general rules for
ethics in science. So | think if you don’t follow these rules it’s because you really don't
want to do it because more or less everybody knows how to proceed in a scientifically
good way.

When we speak about what does the notion “scientific” start with and what is the
breaking point distinguishing science and junk science, | think science is when you have
followed the scientific method. This is the most easy answer. A scientific method means
an experimental approach: you have to propose a thesis, you have to try to consider
(to configure) this through one experimental approach and you have to confirm that
your thesis was fulfilled with the experimental approach. If not —it’s not science. So if
you just propose one theory, but it’s not base through an experimental approach, this
is not science.




In my opinion science is made on the strong basis of the experimental approach where
you have to confirm, you have to check what your thesis was really developed or not,
has been confirmed or not. So this is a real difference between science and other things.

When we speak about “should we just trust the things the scientist endorses and
should believe this in something credible simply because some scholars say so, of
course | say “No”. We don’t have to believe in that. In the scientific world we have an
advantages is that the most of the scientific journals when you submit a paper or you
submit an information, if it's a good reputation journal (a good Journal), this paper is
reviewed by, at least, two peers review that can really check that if you have published
or not good information. So | think in most of the journals you're completely sure that
you are publishing good science because there are other people who review your work.
And these people are external people to your life. Maybe you don’t know them. So the
other scientists and all the sciences based on the peer review. And peer review tries to
assure that information that you publish is good information (is not a fake information).

| think the much more important problem now is that we have a lot of the pressure
of valuation in the scientific world. The pressure is so high that people day by day are
trying to publish much more quickly each time. So this pressure is really so high that
there are some rules that are starting to be broken. And there are a lot of journals that
are not really good journals: it looks like a good scientific journal, but the peer reviewing
is not so good and they are publishing in a very fast way papers with not so proper well-
developed reviewing systems. And this is producing a lot of “second division” science.
But in terms of the journalist and in terms of the general people, they don’t distinguish
which is the good information about information. Most scientists know which are good
journals and bad journals. But there are a lot of so-called “scientific” journals that are
not so well established in their peer reviewing system and they are publishing a lot
of fake news in some way because they are publishing papers with not properly peer
reviewing. So this is a very high risk today.

Prof. Ph.D. José M. Torralba
Universidad Carlos Ill de
Madrid




Maintaining Media Literacy and Being a Good Consumer of Research
Ph.D. Joanne Broder

There are nearly two billion websites on the internet (Internet Live Stats, 2020);
accessible from a smartphone and exchanged with 4.4 billion internet users per day
(Schultz, 2019) conducting 3.5 billion Google searches per minute, as well as sharing
millions of content through social media. Websites publish content that shares facts,
blogs, personal testimonials, and range from opinionated jokes to sharing reliable data
and news. Since billions of articles are exchanged between billions of people, with the
amount of content being posted, highlighted, and shared, how can users distinguish
between credible and deceptive sources of information?

Media literacy is the ability to critically evaluate and filter through content found
online. It is similar to picking a food, since something can look healthy and delicious
on the outside, but could taste unpleasant and contain unhealthy ingredients when
the label is read. Like the beautiful picture of food, the title of an article might catch
one’s attention and be misleading. Thus, being media literate and a good consumer of
research is essential (Broder Sumerson, 2013).

Validate The Author

Anyone can publish something that looks impressive on the internet. The author
should be a scholar and/or practitioner in the field. His/her/their credentials can be
verified online through other work. Look for past publications and if the author has
been cited or quoted in other articles or interviews.

Many authors self-publish and only discuss their opinions without supporting data.
Although it may be interesting, they might not share data from well-respected sources
to purposely try to impact and confuse the public with their own agenda. Celebrity
influencers also do this, by promoting a product, concept, or agenda that that might
be harmful to the public.

Assess the Credibility of the Source

The article should come from a website of a blog, journal, magazine, professional
forum, newspaper, or an established organization. A twelve-year old could launch an
impressive looking website as part of a school project and literally share anything he/
she/they want. A person without media literacy might share the content that looks
good but lacks accuracy.

When assessing the credibility of a source, investigate their publisher, authors,
contributors, and the origin of the data and other facts. Confirm the overall site and
content is peer-reviewed.

Evaluate the Source’s Content

Opinionated pieces should be considered for what they are-someone’s opinion,
without data to confirm it. The context of the data needs to be shared in detail so the
reader can evaluate the generalizability of the study. Empirical research studies should
be written up with enough detail that they could easily be replicated. Vague descriptions
of methodologies, particularly the data collection process is an area of caution since the
absence of transparency could indicate dishonesty within the study.

1. Study Context. Who published the study? Studies sponsored and published by
organizations tend to show results that support their mission whereas studies from
universities might show less bias. The study should also include a purpose statement
that explains how the data will be used. Journal articles have literature reviews, which




provides the reader with the necessary theoretical perspective and foundation.

2. Sample. Who were the voices behind the data? Many researchers will use a convenient
homogeneous sample that lacks diversity and attempt to generalize to a global sample.
For instance, if the sample mostly consisted of 18 year old Caucasian male college
freshman, then the study results are applicable to 18 year old Caucasian male college
freshman, as opposed to the entire adult population. The size of the study, with the
researchers applying proper sample analyses, such as Cohen’s (1982) power analysis to
ensure there are enough participants to properly represent the data. The sample should
also be voluntary, anonymous, confidential, and their data should be aggregated with
the other results.

3. Data Collection Tools. How were the data collected? Standardized data assessments
and instruments that have provided evidence of validity and reliability (Messick, 1995)
are preferred, but some studies require questions/items (i.e. interview, survey, focus
group, questionnaire that have not been previously published or are not accessible. This
might require the researcher to create questions/items for the study, but should still go
through an abbreviated validation process to confirm the items address the construct
as well as are consistently understood by all participants.

4. Procedure. How were the data collected? The reader should have a very clear picture
of the data collection process. If the study methodology is vague or barely mentioned,
could indicate the study lacked robustness or honesty.

Check Facts with Experts

How much are the experts talking about it? Confirm that misinformation is not being
spread. Librarians as well as practitioners and scholars are excellent sources to help
ensure media literacy. Check the experts’social media pages, blogs, forums, or websites
to see if they are talking about the issue.

Being media literate means never taking a source published on the internet at face
value. Knowing the expertise of the author, credibility of the source, quality of the
research study, as well as confirmation on the topic from the experts, can help readers
be able to evaluate the trustworthiness of online content.
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The relation between philosophy and science today
Prof. Michael Strevens

Philosophers of science like me are very interested in the way science works, but
we're not a part of it. In fact philosophy has been exiled from science for a few hundred
years — since the Scientific Revolution really — which is not necessarily a bad thing.
| think that the kernel of science — the engine that makes it work —is a commitment
to making a case for or against various theories solely using empirical evidence. As
opposed to, for example, philosophical argument.

So in the actual reasoning of science, the argument of science, the logic of science,
philosophy has been entirely pushed aside, and that’s turned out to work very well. Of
course, | love philosophy. | don't mean to disparage it. But the scientist focusing a hundred
percent of their time and energy and attention on empirical evidence as opposed to
philosophical argument or for that matter religious argument, theological argument
or anything like that, has turned out to be very productive. So it’s been a good thing
for philosophy to step back.

Now as a consequence of that, philosophy has been pushed out of science education
altogether. And so although there are of course scientists who are very philosophical, the
average scientist is not like that at all. That’s a good thing because it helps scientists to
do what they're supposed to do, which is to focus on the evidence and not get carried
away thinking about philosophical coherence or harmony with big ideas. But it does
mean that in their thinking generally scientists can tend to be somewhat narrow.

Returning to the question of the place of philosophy in science, you might reframe
it as follows: how does philosophy help science and in what ways can we do better?
Though philosophers of science have to operate from the outside, we can help science in
two ways. First, by helping scientists themselves understand better why they do science
the way that they do, including the exclusion of philosophy from scientific journals and
so on. And second, we can help science by educating the general public and showing
them, explaining to them why science has certain peculiar features — the irrationalities
and prejudices, and the arguments, meaning an obvious lack of agreement in many
ways about anything that’s actively being researched.

We can explain to the general public why science has these aspects. And this is the
way it's supposed to be, this is science working as it should work, rather than a science
that is degenerating, out of control, or that has been taken over by special interests.
So, for example, the science of climate change has attracted some skeptics from the
outside. They are not motivated by purely objective concerns, but then who is? And
those skeptics have been able to point to internal arguments within climate science, a
sometimes even slightly Machiavellian strategizing about how to shine the spotlight
on the evidence that best supports certain views while leaving certain other kinds of
evidence in the gloom.

And to somebody who has a picture of science as staged in an arena of perfect
rationality and objectivity, this looks horrifying. Critics of climate science from the outside
say:“Look, science is not objective. Scientists have views and they are doing whatever they
can to advance those views.”That can be very harmful if the general public is expecting
nothing but rationality and objectivity. What we as philosophers can do is explain that
although science is rational and objective in some ways, you shouldn’t expect simple
straightforward agreement on theories and on what the evidence shows about theories.




So we can help science and protect science from a kind of general mistrust or skepticism.

Logic and philosophy of science today

The general public and even many scientists (when they're not looking very closely
at what they themselves are doing) expect science to have a kind of a logic that at least
to a considerable extent tells scientists how to interpret evidence — a logic that tells
you what kinds of evidence count in favor of some particular theory and what kinds of
evidence count against it. It specifies, for example, what would be a set of measurements
that shows you that the Earth is indeed on average warming. So people expect science
to be regimented by the same kind of logic as say mathematics, where mathematicians
all agree on what counts as a proof of a theorem. Instead of finding that we find scientists
disagreeing quite a bit about the significance of measurements. Some will say these
measurements really seal the case for global warming and some others will say no
there are many assumptions that have been made in the course of interpreting these
measurements, which are actually on rather shaky ground.

The true logic of science is a logic that depends a lot on assumptions like these,
which philosophers call “auxiliary assumptions” or sometimes “auxiliary hypotheses”.
So assumptions that are not the theory that’s being tested and not the evidence that’s
testing the theory, but assumptions that are necessary in order to interpret what the
evidence is saying about the theory. Philosophers and historians and sociologists
of science find that scientific opinion about these assumptions varies a lot, because
often there isn’'t enough evidence to nail down the truth of some or the falsehood of
others. And so in fact, all those scientists are in a certain sense being logical; they're
interpreting the evidence in the light of these auxiliary assumptions. They often reach
different conclusions about the significance of the evidence. The bottom line is that the
logic of science is a lot more subjective — in the sense that it depends on the subjective
opinions of particular scientists — than the general public typically takes it to be. That’s
not to tell you exactly what the logic is, but | think it's the most important thing about
the logic of science that the world at large ought to know.

Classification of sources

That's a big question and probably the most helpful kind of answer | can give is one
that focuses on what | take to be one of the most important distinctions in science,
between the official publications of record — things like journal articles and in some
fields conference papers, which are subject to certain very strict controls — and then
everything else. When I say “everything else” I'm including a popular book a scientist
might write or a television interview they might give or an interview like this, or a podcast
interview for example, a radio interview, anything like that where they’re speaking to
the world at large, but also informal talks that scientists give to their own colleagues.

The thing about the official sources — the paradigm here is a paper published in a
scientific journal — is that they’re subject to a strict requirement that only empirical
evidence should come into the argument. This is what | was talking about before — so
for example, no philosophical considerations, no theological considerations. That’s the
rule that governs what'’s written in the journals. Meanwhile, it’s fine for a scientist to
write a popular book about how science gives us evidence for the existence of God as
Francis Collins who led the Human Genome Project did a few years ago. So that’s okay
as long as you stick to the rules when you're writing in the journals.

At the same time in the journals there are certain prescriptions for the presentation
of evidence which are highly objective, the rules for doing a statistical analysis and so




on. And these require you to calculate various quantities, | guess that probably the best
known and most common has calculating what'’s called the p-value when you're doing
null hypothesis testing. | won’t go on and on about that. It’s all very regimented. In spite
of that regimentation, however, what | said earlier does apply. You can’t look at those
very carefully calculated numbers and see what the evidence is telling you about the
theory. You have to bring in these additional assumptions which typically are not there
in the journal articles. They are in scientists heads, but if you want to find out what the
scientists are really thinking you need to ask them off the record.

This is a long answer but there is one thing | want to say to pull it all together and
illustrate how important this distinction is. If you just want to see what the evidence is
and present it as an objective way as possible, you go to the scientific journals. But if
you want to know what kinds of assumptions are being used to interpret that evidence
you can't go to the journal, you have to go to scientists in some other way. It might be a
matter of talking to them, in an interview like this, or even just in a private conversation
over email or whatever. But without doing that you won't get the complete picture of any
particular scientist’s thinking about what the evidence so far is showing us — whether
ideas in question are about climate change or string theory or whatever.

How to distinguish a true source from a false one

That’s a very difficult problem. On the one hand, if you are looking at the scientific
journals, you are reading stuff that has gotten a lot of scrutiny and for which a lot of rules
have been followed. (Although you can’t absolutely rely on anything ever, of course. There
are mistakes in the journals — in the mathematics journals there are many proofs that
apparently have errors in them. And then in the science journals the evidence may have
been, as scientists sometimes say, “cleaned up a little bit") Nevertheless, the journals are
a relatively trustworthy source. For everything else — that’s much more complicated.
Let’s suppose you're interested in what scientists themselves say, so we're not even
thinking about, say, reportage in newspapers, science magazines, online encyclopedias,
or anything like that, but just reading the books and watching interviews of scientists
themselves. You will find disagreement. Scientists have different views about what the
evidence says about their theories because they have different assumptions.

What you need to do if you're really going to get to the bottom of that disagreement
is to find out what those assumptions are, find out why it is that some particular scientist
thinks a certain kind of measurement, isn't as revealing as many other scientists take
it to be. What is it that bothers them? And to do that requires an enormous amount of
work. It's not really reasonable to expect ordinary people to do that kind of work. So
what we need is some kind of secondary layer of interpreters to do that work. That’s
the sort of thing that a science reporter for a newspaper might do, or the IPCC, the UN
body set up to interpret the evidence about climate change for the rest of us.

In short it’s a difficult problem. We can’t do it ourselves unless we're dealing with some
issues that we are intimately involved in. So we need not only to distinguish reliable
sources in the science itself, but reliable sources about the science using what people
call practical wisdom.

Logic for searching, classifying and selecting reliable sources of information

Suppose you're interested in what'’s going on in the science of climate change, in the
science of COVID or for that matter in the science of string theory or genetic engineering.
So you're not a scientist yourself, you're not a philosopher of science, you have no
particular educational background. Where should you start to look for reliable sources?




| think the answer for most people has to be good, responsible science journalism,
published in places that give science journalists the time to look into things in context, to
talk to scientists and do the kind of thing I'm talking about, looking into the assumptions
that are behind scientists’ different conclusions.

| don't think I have any special insight into how to recognize the best science journalism.
Although I think | can do it. But | do believe that'’s the right source for most people.
| talked about the UN body that interprets the results of the scientific work on climate
change. They issue reports that are readable by a regular person. But a regular person
might not have time to read those reports. So they really need somebody else to read
those reports for them and summarize. | supposed it's the very same issue that comes up
with getting reliable information about anything complex. We need quality journalism,
and we need to be able to identify it when we see it.

Expediency and quality of scientometric databases

I am not an expert in these databases. | guess, | tend to trust them. As a philosopher of
science, I'm embedded in a network of other philosophers of science and scientists where
| can have some confidence that I'll hear about problems that emerge. Here I'm relying
on the ecosystem. In the same way that a regular person would rely on the ecosystem
of good journalism, I'm relying on the ecosystem of my colleagues, but | have to admit
that | myself don't have any specific checks | perform. I'm relying on the effectiveness
of the rumor mill, where the rumor mill is being run by people | trust.

The same happens by the way — this is a little bit of a digression, but it's relevant to a
lot of what we've been talking about — with scientific results generally. Every scientist
you talk to will say that some labs are more trustworthy than others. For some, if they
publish it, they probably did the experiments right and there were no errors. In other
labs — well, you never know. So there’s this knowledge that comes from long experience
that scientists have about the work that’s being done in their specialist areas, but only
in their specialist areas. For the rest of us who to some extent rely on that work, what
we need to do is put ourselves in a position where we hear that kind of chitchat. Those
of us in a university network can listen in because we have colleagues who are the
specialists in question. The general public of course has one step removed from that.

Impact of Wikipedia and other similar encyclopedias have on science and
education

It varies a lot. Some of them are excellent and some of them are not very reliable at all.
In the sciences, I've seen very few that are not reliable. Some of them are rather unhelpful
and some of them are excellent. So | would say on the whole that Wikipedia’s system of
peer review works pretty well, in terms of reliability if not always in terms of readability.

But it does require a certain kind of alertness. It’s like walking down the streets of New
York City in the old days when there was a lot of crime. You always have to be aware of
what'’s going on around you and aware that something may have gone horribly wrong.
You need a kind of vigilance.

What about the effect on science and education? For someone like me, Wikipedia
can be quite helpful. | would never need Wikipedia in my own specialty — that is, the
philosophy of science — or in fact in any area of philosophy, because it doesn’t go
into enough detail and depth, it's simply not sophisticated enough. But because I'm a
philosopher of science | often need to know very quickly what'’s going on in some science
that | know very little about. And there | do find that, as long as I maintain that vigilance,
it's quite useful. And | encourage my students — now turning to education — to use it




but use it carefully. Wikipedia is not the only thing out there but probably one of the
best sources. On a whole | think it’s a good thing and I'm happy that it exists.

Conclusions

This is a great topic. Obviously. It's very important now. What we didn't talk so much
about was where the misinformation comes from, but maybe we all know the answer
to that question. And in any case that’s not so much my particular specialty. But there
is a lot of good information out there. You do have to understand its limits, to be careful
and you have to have friends — they may be the science journalists for example — you
need some kinds of friends who can function as intermediaries between you and the
huge amount that there is to know.

For someone like me there are many good sources out there that | can connect to very
reliably. But it is very disturbing that people | know who are intelligent and interested
in understanding what'’s going on in the world can be captured by poor or misleading
sources, typically internet-driven, that lead them astray. | don't know how to solve that
problem — except, as their friend, to talk them out of it.

Prof. Michael Strevens
New York University




The Balkanization of Scientific Authority
Andrew Mark Creighton

The importance of conferences like this one, the International Conference on
«Challenges of Source Evaluation in Science and Correlated Areas’, are paramount in
this era of mass and social media. The availability of data, information, and knowledge
within contemporary times has created societies and cultures where actors have a
seemingly intimate relationship with the sciences. For instance, it would be fair to assume
most adults with an internet connection will know what a gene is, they will know about
Einstein and relativity, as well as the molecular structures of many substances, i.e. water
as H20. However, these times have also seen the rise of pseudo or even anti scientific
movements and groups. Here | will specifically focus on possible reasons why conspiracy
theories and pseudoscience has become prevalent within societies.

In this essay | hope to illustrate a few of the conditions that relate to the construction
of pseudo and anti scientific forms of knowledge. | will largely focus on a loss of scientific
authority due to balkanization. In other words, | believe that, at least for the general pubilic,
science is no longer the only authority on science. However, to treat this phenomenon
fully,  would need significantly more pages than | have been allowed here. So, | will
argue specifically that this loss of centralized authority stems from an increased viewing
of the sciences through mass and social media, a lack of understanding of science as a
process among the general public, as well as the institutionalization of sciences, here
exemplified through the example of evolutionary psychology, that do not have sound
scientific methodologies. | will note that this has in part played a role in the segmentation
of populations in their loyalties to science, whether science of the academy, or more
pseudo, anti scientific practices and views. Though | must concede that all the arguments
in this essay will be brief and somewhat superficial overviews of these topics. However,
my intentions here are not to demonstrate the full extent in which science is viewed
socially, but to illustrate some aspects and issues regarding wider social understandings
of science within our contemporary era.

So, why are such beliefs so prevalent? It can be relatively easy to blame floating
signifiers like stupidity or insanity. What | mean by this is it is tempting to refrain from
taking an analytical look at why such beliefs are so wide spread, and instead dismiss
them as being the product of a faulty mind or group of minds. However, perhaps a more
fruitful answer would be that science’s ability to put itself forward as an authority of
truth and falsity is being challenged, and perhaps more importantly, it has difficulties
positioning itself as being an authority on right and wrong in a moral sense. According to
sociologist Stjepan Mestrovi¢ (1997), who draws from the traditions of Emile Durkheim
and Jean Baudrillard, the collective consciousness and effervescence of western societies
has been fractured. This fracturing is due to major delegitimizing events such as the JFK
assasination and his subsequent delayed funeral, and the Vietnam war, both of which
have created a mistruct for the state which has resulted in a balkanized society (Metrovic
refers largely to the USA, and to a lesser extent Canada and the UK). However these events
themselves can not be blamed entirely for balkanization, rather, a major component
in this fracturing of society was the televising of these violent events. In other words,
not only were individuals able to learn of these tragedies collectively relatively close to
the events’occurrences, but they were able to see images and films of these tragedies.
Consequently, the failings of the American government in these instances was evident




to an extent never seen before, and citizens were able to evaluate these situations and
pass their own value judgements on them. According to Mestrovic¢ (1997), this was
the beginning of the end of a unified USA, as a centralized authority could no longer
legitimize itself when its shortcomings were so widely open for everyone to see; that the
emotional trauma and absurdity created by these events fractured the emotional unity
(effervescence) and shared norms (collective consciousness) of the nation. | believe a
similar situation can be said for science in our current times. With the rise of the internet,
and increased communication, the visibility of science now and its past inadequacies
and ethical issues, can arguably be causing a fracturing of scientific authority.

Science is a process, at least in principle, and its attempts to understand the world
entails trial and error and making mistakes, along with establishing theories and making
verifiable claims of the world. Infact, scientists can make successful careers for themselves
by being wrong in their hypotheses, as this allows for an understanding of what the
world is not. However, what happens when the messiness of science is taken from its
laboratory/field/class room and shown before the public? The recent covid-19 situation is
a great example of what may happen. As we all know, this pandemic and the attempted
mitigation of the virus by various institutions has resulted in rampant social and health
issues. This has also resulted in a loss of authority for public health institutions in the
United States and Canada (perhaps in many other countries as well, however | am not
qualified to make claims in this regard). Hints of this can be seen, for example, in the
comment sections of YouTube (any video on the topic from CNN or CTV is likely act as
a good example), or in the pages of conspiracy websites, in which the competence of
doctors and medical researchers is criticized for their inabilities to quickly create a vaccine,
or contradictions regarding suggested and implemented health and safety measures
regarding social distancing and wearing protective equipment (Tangherlini, 2020). Another
example could be with regards to the rise of protests and social movements, which in
part offer misinformation regarding the virus, procedures, and measures implemented
as attempts to mitigate the pandemic. While these protestors and commenters are more
or less a minority, they are fairly vocal and their anti and pseudoscientific messages are
prevalent through various forms of social and internet media (Papakyriakopoulos et al,
2020; Zuckerman, 2019).

The presence of these views may in part be attributed to the many stages scientists
are going through while attempting to better understand covid-19 and how it relates
to the general public.

In attempting to understand the coronavirus, medical researchers, doctors, and health
scientists have often disagreed with each other, offered contradicting advice, and have
changed their recommendations and information about the virus (Martin et al, 2020).
This uncertainty and changing information is to be expected, science is a process that
involves a process of elimination and this is very much a truism to be taken-for-granted
for those in academia. However, to the general public, who has had little academic
experience with science, these inconsistencies among health professions may signify
incompetence and irresponsibility. The inability for scientists to deal with a major health
phenomenon, that has resulted in millions of infections and over 1 million deaths, news
of which has been broadcasted through the internet and television media among others
forms to an exceptionally wide audience, seems to eco Mestrovi¢’s examples of JFK
and the American-Vietnam war. As such, this void in legitimacy has allowed conspiracy
theorists and populist politics to use the failings of the medical establishment to create a




discourse in which these shortcomings, or the virus and media presentation themselves,
are the product or failings of the medical establishment and governments as part of a
nefarious plot aimed at social control.

Science in its institutionalized form, to those following conspiracy theories, has become
implicit in using this pandemic as a destructive force while conspiracy theorists and
populist have been able to gain and spread their own discourse on science, creating
their own authority on the subject. However, the inability for science to educate the
general public on the basic processes of scientific research and studies is also to blame.
As many scholars, in the academy or not, and general members of the public have
argued, academics and scientists are too closed off from the public. The colloquialism
‘ivory tower’is such a prominent term within the english language for just this reason.
How can an individual inexperienced in science be expected to maintain their belief in
the authority of science, when it appears to them researchers are failing in realtime on
television or on streaming sites? Moreover, it is widely known that unethical and even
evil conduct can be found within the history of scientific experiences. The United States
of America v. Karl Brandt, et al. cases at the Nuremberg trials, the Tuskegee Syphilis
Study, and John Money'’s study on gender, which resulted in the suicide of his subject,
are only a few of the extreme examples of sciences’ forways into unethical grounds.
Such cases are relatively widely known, and information regarding them are easily
accessible through online sources, whether through wikipedia, history focused websites,
or conspiracy blogs. Consequently, the average individual will probably be able to cite
information regarding destructive scientific practices, and generally has this information
only a few ‘clicks’ away. So, with the general public gaining an increased awareness of
scientific activity and history, while also lacking an understanding regarding actual
scientific processes, the scientist in general may no longer be seen as an individual
striving for a rigorous understanding of the world, but in the worst case, as an inadequate
charlettone committing unethical atrocities. As such, the ability for institutionalized
science to maintain its authority is undermined in an effervescence sence, through the
mass sickness and deaths associated with the coronavirus, and the atrocities associated
with past ethical issues, whiles it collective consciousness is being further mitigated by
the general public being unable to partake in scientific rituals, i.e. not understanding
how the scientific process works or ethical protocols.

However, these are not science’s only issues, as science seems to be delegitimizing
itself in a sense. Social psychologists Shawn P. van Valkenburgh'’s (2018) study on a
misogynistic online group part of a wider collection of subcultures known colloquially
as the‘'manosphere, found that evolutionary psychological theories are being utilized to
justify and structure misogynistic and oversimplified beliefs regarding women and sex
relations. Philosopher of biology, John Dupré (2012), critiques evolutionary psychology,
arguing that it is incapable with its present methodological structure of understanding
the social world, and its claims are consequently pseudoscientific. However, and as
van Valkenburgh's work suggests, evolutionary psychology has considerable influence
within the manosphere subcultures, and as Dupré states, the general public. According
to Dupré (2012), evolutionary psychology is able to legitimize itself by appealing to and
positioning itself within the confines of evolutionary biology, and psychology, though
it does not take into consideration the methodological rigour its ‘parent’ fields have;
instead using a speculative approach based off of outdated understandings of evolution
and its relationship to human behaviour. So the perspective is able to ‘piggyback’




off of the legitimizing abilities of biology and psychology, while not actually having
legitimate methods for studying reality. As such, evolutionary psychology is able to pass
as a scientific endeavor while influencing not only misogynistic subcultures, but wider
society, creating artificial debate, in that social psychological and sociological studies
of relationships backed by empirical research is positioned against speculation and
unscientific methods on equal grounds from the view of the general public. If MeStrovi¢
is applied here, a further balkanization of scientific authority can be noted, as the
allegiences to evolutionary psychology found within the manosphere, and its influence
on wider society create a perspective of gender and sex relations that is unfounded
within empircal studies, but is legitimized to the level of said empirical studies to the
groups following evolutionary psychology. The consequences of this are widespread
beliefs in speculation misrepresented as science that is counter to actual scientific
research and findings. So, scientific authority is split, between legitimate sciences and
pseudoscience, each arguable holding its own collective conscious and effervescence.

Returning to Dupré (2012), and as already stated, he argues evolutionary psychology
misunderstands its object of study and which methods it should be using to study
humans and their behaviour. More specifically, this branch of psychology takes a view
of humanity that removes value judgements, emotions, and wider social relations from
impacting individual and group behaviours and their understandings of their world.
This reductionist perspective is touted as being, ‘objective; as an attempt to view reality
as it really ‘is. However, this is an extremely problematic view as Dupré (2012) argues
value judgements and social relations are a part of the world, they exist in reality just as
much as a biological or psychological system. So, evolutionary psychologists rather than
understanding the importance of emotions, value judgements, and social relations in
studying the social world, instead see the world in a similar mechanistic way as would a
chemist or physicist. However, people are not just physical and chemical phenomena, and
they are not pure products of instincts developed back in the stone age. Rather, they are
capable of rewriting or overcoming biologically innate instincts, whether from their own
personal intentions or through socialisation; to interpret humans without a consideration
of personal and social influences will result in a deep misunderstand of human behaviour.
So, objectivity in this sense, is being skewed, a natural scientist’s understanding of the
objective world and how to study it, should not be conflated with studying the social
and cultural world. While this is common knowledge among social scientists and
humanities scholars, as well as natural scientists, the general public’s understanding of
objectivity in relation to various branches of science and scholarship is not informed by
their own studies and researcher experience. Consequently it can be easy for members
of the general public to dismiss various types of sciences, if they are only familiar with
a very limited understanding of objectivity and research methods. This, in turn can be
exasperated by fields like evolutionary psychology, as their misunderstanding of how
to view objectivity in relation to their area of research, not only creates reductionist
understandings of humans, but complicates social scientific teachings that would
allow the general public to have a more competent understanding of how objectivity
relates to the social sciences as compared to the natural sciences. As such, this creates
the possibility for delegitimizing science, while also further undermining the authority
of science, and balkanizing the general public between scientific understandings of
objectivity and pseudoscientific understandings.

Having considered the above, and while the above is only a brief analysis of only a few




issues science has with legitimacy, | believe Mestrovic¢’s work, here also used as a‘bare
bones model; allows for an understanding of how anti scientific and pseudoscience are
being legitimized. That a poor understanding of scientific processes and ethical protocols
among the general public, and the prevalence of scientific failings and unethical practices
within various forms of media have delegitimized science through fracturing the collective
consciousness and effervience associated with science. This fracturing has allowed in
some cases the creation of anti scientific rhetoric and conspiracy theories to flourish as
seen regarding the current coronavirus situation. Moreover, similar trends can be seen
regarding evolutionary psychology, in that the perspective when viewed as a science in
the eyes of the general public, acts counter to legitimate scientific endeavours, confusing
understandings of objectivity, mitigating empirical studies, as well as offering seemingly
scientific knowledge to base misogynistic views around, as briefly mentioned regarding
the‘manosphere’ The consequences of all of these phenomena are the balkanization of
science, the confusion of legitimacy, and the creation of an environment in which anti
scientific and pseudoscientific perspectives are able to develop.
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Trends in photography as a comprehensive source and tool for scientific
research activities
Iryna Lopatiuk

In the paper submitted, | believe, first of all it is appropriate to note the multifunctionality
and natural reliability of the photographic instruments i n source studies in general and
in anthropological and human sciences in particular.

In my judgment of a scientist, a full member of the Expeditionary Corps (the Institute
of Memory) a picture or a photo is:

1) a fixing fact of objective reality,

2) a projective fact representing the thinking and psyche of a person as a cameraman
and a spectator (referring to R. Barth’s terminology);

3) a conceptual fact, a fact of the world of ideas.

At the same time there is also the meaning 4) the photo is a communication fact —
the media fact, since it becomes a fact of communication and choice of both operator
and speculator, a sort of special communication artefact serving as a mediator.

Photography may be among the key sources in the near future of research information.
These days, the era of video and photo industry development, digital and analogue
photos are becoming more and more affordable. This provides excellent opportunities
to create positive conditions for scientific research, as well as to create a photographic
environment for future generations.

From the perspective of trends, digital photography of different formats (full-frame,
crop and others) prevails today.

The following method is proposed to evaluate the basic classification of photography
as a source and environment for scientific research.

1. Digital photos (serving the basic registration function of current events and incidents
in human life and activity);

2. Analog photos. Currently, analogue photography is being reborn at a high pace
(despite the seemingly exclusive ‘technological leap’in electronic and digital technologies).

For researchers it is crucial to be aware that today the leading publishing houses and
major libraries in the world have stopped accepting monographs with no analogue
photos. It is required to present negatives in order to illustrate a monograph. In other
words, if you are a scientist or researcher now take photos of something and intend to
use the results of your research in any scientific activities, you will need to submit an
analog photo (prints and negatives).

The trend for recovery also indicates that the following developments will take place
in the near future. Analog photography is going to evolve at an even higher tempo.

The companies produce new films, new types of reagents, improve the development
process, machines are being produced that display and simultaneously print, scan
analogue photos. In the overall configuration of the scientists’ activity organization,
such trends will facilitate the immediate professional activity and allow (with a valid
methodology) to resolve scientific objectives as efficiently as possible.

Below is a practical recommendation, based on current trends and realities of the potential
and opportunities of scientific research in the 21st century.

It is highly recommended for a photographer-scientist to have two cameras (one
analog, the second-digital). A digital camera is required to record scientific activity,
i.e. at the step of primary ‘scientific investigation’ when we are just starting to study a




subject, and we need data more than evidence.

In that case, a digital camera is recommended to take advantage of its capabilities
for better analysis of the unknown field and quick recording of data and the progress
of scientific work. In fact, we create a memory block with photos so that, after a while,
not to forget anything.

Particularly, this is relevant for expedition activities. Numerous aspects of the initial
acquaintance with the subject can be omitted, and later on with the repeated analysis of
the photographic series one may notice details that has not been seen at the first time.

The analog photo is essential for fixing the photo facts. In other words, there is the
following methodical recommendation (I have first faced that in ‘Photography as a
source of scientific information”’monograph by PhD Oleg Maltsev):

1. to create a prerequisite of a photo fact with a digital camera (to register the progress
of research);

2. then to take a photo on an analogue camera, thus creating a photo fact. For example,
for the first time in the expedition | take photos of objects on a digital camera. Once
again | always shoot with an analog camera.

If it is no longer possible to shoot again, you can take pictures with both cameras at
once. It is helpful to acquire a simple photographic skill and use both cameras in parallel.

The tendency to promote photography is comparable to geometric progression; it is
quite predictable that both the analog and digital photo industries will rapidly progress.

1.Digital — in the direction of convenience and automatisation.

2. Analogue — for simplicity of photography.

Regarding the methodological and tactical analysis of photographic products, new
methods of handling photographic samples will certainly be introduced, which shall
include, on the one hand, integrated systems of analysis (for example, psychological,
philological, sociological configuration layout). In fact, we keep up with the times, moving
to the correct formation of valid diverse methods at the intersection of sciences. These
are scientific international aspirations in the countries of America and the EU, which is
not complicated to verify in own practice.

On the other hand, there are tendencies for creating new methods, including computer
programs that analyze photographic samples. Most likely, what we are doing now
visually and manually, the engineers of the future will attempt to automatize, and that
may be quite problematic, since the tasks of such a kind require a specific software for
the'next-generation’artificial intelligence. Nowadays, only a human being is capable of
analyzing a photo qualitatively. No machine in this area is likely to compete with a person.

If photography is going to be further developed through two parallel courses, then
the methodical part involves new techniques applied at the intersection of sciences,
as well as the effort to computerize this analysis process. It is also possible that these
programs might allow a person to decide on the choice of analysis. For instance, it is likely
that a specialized dialogue program will be created allowing artificial intelligence and
human one to communicate. Similarly, it is likely that some researchers, photographers
and/or engineers might create databases of photo samples, such as digital data banks
online, in which one could order any selection of photos not fearing fakes (i.e. this kind
of repository would be responsible for the authenticity of photos provided for scientific
studies).

Nevertheless, attention should be focused on the fact that in any case one cannot
trust the ‘storage’as such; you have to verify and double-check everything yourself. Yet




the creation of such databases containing photo samples will significantly reduce the
researcher’s time.

In conclusion, | would argue the photography is undoubtedly the most significant
source of scientific information through its unique properties, which no other analogue
possesses. In contrast to other types of information sources, photography offers
advantages that in one word may be characterized as ‘objectivity"

Iryna Lopatiuk
Ukranian Academy of Sciences,
The Memory Institute
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CBOPHUK CTATEN
MEXAYHAPOAHAA HAYYHO-NMPAKTUYECKAA KOHOEPEHLU A
«MPOBJIEMbl UCTOYHUKOBEAEHUA B COBPEMEHHON HAYKE
N CONPAMEHHDbIX OTPACIAX»

(Ha pycckom A3bike)

Hayka cTpouTcAa Ha NCTOYHMKaX
Ph.D. Onee Mansuyes

NCTOYHWKOBEEHWVE — Hay4Haa oucyunsiuHa,
3aHUMArKoWasca onucaHuem U Kaaccugukayuel ucmopudyeckux UCmMOYHUKOS.
Tonkoesell cnosape Ywakoaa, []. H. Ywakos, 1935-1940

CerogHs,, B BeK CTPeMUTENIbHO Pa3BMBAKOWNXCA TEXHONMOrMK, WHpopmMauma
npoHvkna Bciogy. OHa HeBMAMMA, 6eCLBETHA, BbIXKMBAET AaXke B YCJIOBUAX BaKyyMa
N paboTaeT GYKBaNbHO BO BCe Chepax, pacnpocTpaHAACb CKopee Nboro Bupyca.
N ymeHne paboTaTb C 3TOI CyOCTaHLMEN — BaXKHbIV 1 HEOOXOAUMBII HaBbIK HE TONIbKO
YUEHOIO VNN XKYPHANMCTA, HO, MOXanyin, KaXgoro »Xutens nnaHeTtol 3emns. OgHako
Masio UMETb CBEPX3BYKOBOW JOCTYMN K O6SIaYHbIM XpPaHUAMLWAM Ui 6ubnmotekam,
COXPaHMBLUUM Hacsiere MHOTMX nokoneHuin 1O Hac. 3Toro HeJOCTaTOUHO.

BakHO Apyroe: a COOTBETCTBYeT N AEWCTBUTENIbBHOCTU TO, C YEM YESIOBEKY
NPUXOAUTCSA CTANIKNBATbCA eXKeAHEBHO, BHE 3aBUCMMOCTY OT €ro popa AeATeNbHOCTH,
cneyunanbHOCTU, MPeAnoYTeHN, yOEXAeHNIA U HAaLMOHaNbHOCT?

TO N MPABOA, YTO HAMNCAHO U 3AABJIEHO?

Mup YYEHOTO 1 MUP HAYKM OTINYAETCA OT NPoYero (He MeHee NPeKPacHOro M1pa)
0cobbiMM TpeboBaHMAMN. ViccneoBaTenb He MOXET paboTaTb C MHGOPMaLMEen NPOCTO
NMOTOMY, UTO OHa KaKMM-TO COCOOOM «OKa3anacb» B €ro pacrnopsi»keHuu. Ml onvpatbcs
Ha NNtoOOI NCTOYHWK, KaK Ha UCTUHY B MOCIeAHEN MHCTaHLUN, TOXKe HelenecoobpasHo.
C YYEHOro CnpoC MHOro TOMKAa: OH [O/MPKEH YMETb aHaNM3MpPOBaTb M [10Ka3blBaTb,




aprymeHTMpoBaTb M OCBelaTb JOCTOBEPHble pe3ynbTaTbl HayYHOW AeATENbHOCTU.
JaHHbI goknag npeactaBnAeT cobor oTpaeHue HebGONbLION HAayYHOW pPa3BefKy;
HannCaHHbIN B HAyYHO-MONYNIAPHOM CTUAE, AOKNa4 NOCBALLEH TEMATMKe COBPEMEHHbIX
npobnem B NCTOYHNKOBEAEHUN KaK METOLONONMYECKOro pasaena HayKu.

CerofHa B HayKe 21 BeKa rocnoacTByoT oOLenpurHATbIE 3aABNEHNA N CTEPEOTUMbI
O TOM, 4YTO YeNnoBeYyecCTBO «lLArHyno Bnepén B cBetnoe Oyaylwee nporpecca
N TEXHNYECKOro MPEeBOCXOACTBA», OCOOEHHO MO CPAaBHEHWUIO C «Heobpa3oBaHHbIMM
npeakammy, xuswmnmm 300-500 net Ha3ag. «Tak i1 3TO?» — OTKPbITbIA Bonpoc. bonee
TOro, He NpeACTaBAAETCA BO3MOXHbBIM 3aK/IOUNTb, UTO HayKa CTPEMUTCA K eXkeAHEBHbIM
nob6egam ” OTKPbITUAM B HEMNpPepbiBHOM pa3BuTun. HanpoTme, uvawie Bcero
HabnogaeTca NPOTUBOMNOMOKHAA TEHAEHUUA, KOTOPY OAHVMM KOPPEKTHbIM C/I0BOM
MO>KHO 0003HauNTb Kak «CTarHauusA». B paspese mMeTogonormyeckoro paccyxaeHus
O KauecTBe pe3y/ibTaTOB HayUYHOW AeATeNbHOCTN Y>Ke B 21 BeKe, K/toUueBbiM acCrekTom
Hay4Horo ¢pyHaameHTa, KOHEYHO e, BbICTyMaeT paboTa C ICTOYHUKAMMN.

Ha paHHMX 3Tanax Monopablx MccriefoBaTeniel 3HAKOMAT C MPaKTUKOW paboTbl
C NCTOYHMKAMM N 3HAYMMOCTbIO 3TOrO HaBblKka. ICTOYHUKN: @ UMEHHO MUCbMEHHbIe
NCTOYHUKN, KHUMN, MOHOTrpadum, 6poLutopbl, HayyHble Nybnnkaumm — BCE OOMKHO
6bITb CTPOro OMMCaHO M MPUCYTCTBOBATb Ha CBOUX MeCTaX, KayeCTBEHHO yCunuBas
1, TnaBHoe, BepndnUMpysa npogenaHHyo paboTy, fOoKasbliBasa BEPHOCTb CYXAEHWN
M 3HAYUMMOCTb MNOJOB HayuyHoro Tpyga. OgHako, € 3acunbem MHPOPMALMOHHbIX
TEXHONOIMA N TOTaNbHOW AWAXUTanM3aumen cama CcyTb o00nacT HayuHbIX
3HaHWN  «NCTOYHUKOBEAEHVe»  noAaBepriacb  HeecTeCTBEHHbIM  MyTauMAM,
nonpocty — cnumynaumun. logaenbHble NCTOYHUKN, KHErTaCcHasA NPUBbIYKa» OTCYTCTBUA
Heo6X0AMMOCTIN MPOBEPKUN NCXOAHbBIX AaHHbIX, BU3HEC-MPOEKTbl, C HAYYHOWN NO3MLUK
060CHOBbIBaKOLME «HeCyLIecTByoLlee B TpUpoae — BCE 3TO AaHHOCTb U ABHAA, XOTb
1 NevyanbHas, TeHAEHLMA COBPEMEHHOCTH.

Tak, BO3HMKAeT BONpPOC: HeY>KeNu CCblfIKa HAa ICTOYHUK M KaYeCTBO 3TOr0 UICTOYHNKa —
3TO paBHOCUNbHbIE KaTeropum?

A 4TO, eCnn UCTOYHWK, XOTb N APEBHMWI, BbICTynaeT obpa3yom HegoCTOBEPHOM
nHpopmaumm? o dakTy, cerogHA OblITyeT CTpaHHaA TeHAEHUMA: MUCbMEHHbIN
NCTOYHUK — 3TO TO, YTO MOXHO MCMOJIb30BaTb WU Ha YTO HAQNEXWUT CCbINaTbCA MO
onpegeneHuto. [ymaTtb u noaBepraTtb KPUTMUYECKOMY aHanu3y HarnuWcaHHoe He
cTonT? [laxke ecnm U3noxeHHoe — HaMepeHHoe BBeAEeHNEe B 3abnyKaeHre unm nnog
TeopeTnYeCKoro NPoeKTa, KOTOPbIA He UMeeT OTHOLWIEHUA K AeNCTBUTENTbHOCTI?

N npexpe, yem onnoHMPOBATb UM KaKMM-TO CMOcOoOOM onpoBepraTb BaXXHOCTb
npeacTaBieHHbIX BOMPOCOB, MpeAnaraeTca BepHyTbCA K M3Havanuio. K camomy
rnaBHoMy — Hayke. YTo ecTb «HayKa» Kak cuctema? K paccyxgeHuio npegnaraerca
cnegytowan 3BpMCTUYeCcKasa Mogerb.

MpenctaBMM  HayKy Kak cuctemy, dopmupyemyto HekMMu  4YeTbipbMaA  (4)
B3aMMOAeNCTBYOW MMM Bnokamu:

MexaHn3mbl, N03BONAOLLNE COBEPLIATb HAayYHble OTKPbITUS;

Bnok yxe n3BecTHbIX 3HaHUI, YCJIOBHO Ha30BEM «HaKOMUTENb;

bnok «llone Hen3BecTHOro» — TO, YTO ewWEé npeacTouT UCCNefoBaTb, Ta cpeaa,
KOTOpas XaxkAeT 6bITb OTKPbITON 1 N3YUYEHHOW;

HewnssecTHble HayKe faHHbIe.

Ncxopa n3 npeactaBneHHOM Mogenu, Mbl MO Obl 3aKNIOYMTb, UTO Y COBPEMEHHOM
Haykn Akagemunyeckom ecTb Kak MUHUMYM YyeTbipe (4) rnobanbHbix npobnembl.




MpobnemHbin 610K N2 1 — cBA3aH HEMOCPEACTBEHHO C MEXaHW3MaMW Hay4YHOro
nccnefoBaHuA. B gaHHOM Knoue noppasymeBaloTcA abCoONOTHO BCE MEXaHWU3Mbl,
MEeTOAMKN, npouefypbl, MpPOrpammbl, MNOAXOAbl, TeCTbl — BCE, 4TO MO3BONAET
CO3[aBaTb HayKy KaK TakoBylo, eé barax n Hacnegue. OfHaKo HepeaKo COBPEMEHHbIe
nccnefoBaTeNn He TOJMIbKO HEe 3HAlT, KakKUMU MeXaHW3Mamy OHW Mornuv 6ol
BOCMOJIb30BaTbCA (3TOMY NPaKTUYECKM HUTAE He YyYaT), HO U He 3a[alTCA KOHKPETHbIM
BOMPOCOM: «A HACKONbKO 3T METOAMKMN, TECTbI U T.M. BOOOLLE BanuaHbl?» BanuaHocTb
0O3HavaeT HaféXHOCTb. [TpoBepeHHaA HaAEXXHOCTb — BOT NPO6eMHbIN napameTp N2 1.
YaLue Bcero noyemy-To NpOCXOQUT OPUEHTUPOBAHME Ha HEKNE CTEPEOTUMNHbIE «TaK
NPUHATO», «TaK BCE AeNaloT», «Aa Kakaa pa3HMLa, YTO STOT TECT HEHAZEKEH, ero yxe
50 neT ncnonb3yoT» 1 Tak Aganee. [1o cytn, uto Obino HesbbeKTNBHLbIM 1 Yepes 50 net
oKaxeTca HeadPeKTMBHBIM. YTO AAET OWMOKM B pacyéTax cerogHs, 3aBTpa Toxe AacT
owwmnbKy. OTCbIIKa K TOMY, «UTO TaK AENAlOT BCE Y>Ke AaBHO» — 3TO HE KOHCTPYKTUBHO
1 He N03BONAET JOOMBATLCA HAAEKHbIX HayYHbIX PEe3Y IbTaTOB, MPOAYKTOB, TEXHONOT I
1 npoyero.

Mpo6nemHbIn 610k N2 2. MNpeanaraeTca 0CMbICIUTb Tak Ha3blBaEMbI «HAKOMUTENb»:
TaK, 6a3bl JaHHbIX 1 Npoumne 6nokn nHdopmauyum obpasytoT Hekyto cpepy. Cama no
cebe 3Ta cpepa HelTpanbHa — OHa He obnagaeT KauyeCTBEHHbIMU XapaKTepUCTUKaMU
Ha MaHep <«XOPOLMN-NSIOXOW». XapaKTepucTukaMn cpepy HagenseT u4esioBek,
BOCMPUHMMAA WKW MpPOMycKasa eé yepe3 Npu3my COOGCTBEHHOro BOCNpuUATUA. Tak
Ha3blBaemMasa «npu3ma» yxe He ABnAeTcA oObeKTUBHOW cama no cebe, NOCKONbKY
bopmMumpyeTca Kak pe3ynbTaT B3aMMOAENCTBMA Pa3fIMUHbIX YCTaHOBOK. Tak, y yU4éHOro
€CTb YCTaHOBKM — HeKMe aBTOHOMHble Knule, 6yab TO UCTOopUYecKas, coumanbHas,
KynbTYpHas, NCUXONormyeckan unmn faxe nppaumoHanbHas yCTaHOBKMN.

YCTaHOBKM nofpasfensaioT BOCMPUHMMAEMOE Ha «MNpaBUIbHOE», «MpUeMiIeMoey,
«obLlenpuHATOE» 1 TaK Janee — YTO TOXKe HaKMaAblBaeT OTNEeYaToK Ha YYEHOTO Kak
Ha IMYHOCTb 1 SKCNepPTa, BANAA NPAMO Ha XOA4 1 NNoAbl €ro HayYHOWN AeATEeNbHOCTH.

Moxanyn, cama rnaBHaa npobnema «Hakonutensa» — 3To Npobnema 06beKTUBHOCTU
NCTOYHMKOB. [axke He Oyay kKnaccndmumpoBaTb CMOCO6bI MaHUNYNALUN NOO6bIMK
AaHHbIMU (HayYHbIMW, B TOM Yuncne) C Lenbio GopmmnpoBaHna Tor nHGOPMaLMOHHOM
cybCTaHUMM B HakonuTtene, Kotopaa «ygobHa» B TOT MAN MHOW MOMEHT BPEMEHM.
K Tomy e, Hble faHHble YCTapeBatoT, OHW NepecTatoT ObITb aKTyanbHbIMU C TeYeHNEM
BPEMEHM — W, KOHEYHO e, Takme faHHble Tpebyetca «ybupatb», PpopmaTnpys
«HaKOMNUTENb», CNIOBHO XECTKNN ANCK HA KOMMbloTEpe.

MpobnemHbin 6nok N2 3. Tone HenW3BECTHOro TaWT CBOWM oOMacHocTW, Oyab
TO «HEeNpOXoAMMble Yally HEeBEXeCTBa» WU «YEpHble Ablpbl HEMOHVMAHUAY.
Bnpouem, noMmmMo faHHbIX MeTadop KMUYEBbIM acMeKTOM BbICTYNaeT TO, UTO «nose
Hen3BeCTHOro» Heyem paspabatbiBatb. Jpyrumm cnoBaMu, HET Banuan3nMpOBaHHbIX
METOAMK N NOAXO0[0B — TaKunX, KOTOpble N03BONANM 6bl paboTaTb C HEM3BECTHBIM, @ He
TeX, UTO He OAHO CToJIeTME MPUMEHAIOTCA 6e3pe3ynbTaTHO K CTapbiM TEMaM, He faBas
HMKakoro apdekTa. CerogHA BBEAEHNE HOBON METOANKUN AN MHCTPYMEHTa— NOJo6HO
HeBEepOATHOMY HayyHOMy noasury. /I gaxe He NOTOMY, UTO AOCTOMHbIX METOANCTOB
Masio, HO B Cuily TOro, YTO npoueaypa anpobalumy BO3BeAeHA B pPaHr NpPaKTUYeCcKn
HenpPoOXoAMMOro MCMbITaHWA, NMOPON W ANIMHOK B XM3Hb. VI HanpoTmB, cywecTsyeTt
B aKaJieMNYeCKMX AUCLMNAnNHaXx Lenasa bubnmnoteka coepieHHO Hepaboumnx METOANK,
OHaKO OHW CYMTAIOTCA «NPUEMIEMbBIMU» N «AOMYCTUMbBIMU».




1 2 3 4
MEXAHW3M, HAKOIMUTEJb MOJIE HEW3BECTHAA
MO3BONAOLLMN (VXXE M3BECTHOIO HEM3BECTHOIo NHOOPMALINA
OENATb HAYYHBIE M OOKA3AHHOIO) (HEWM3BECTHbIE
OTKPbLITUA HAYKE OAHHbIE)

Bo-nepBbIx, HeKoTOpble AaHHble HayKe, Ka3anocb Obl, M3BeCTHbl. TO eCTb OHMU
3HAyaTCA, Kak WM3BeCTHble, HO Ha CAaMOM [efle HMKTO He MOHMMAeT, «Kak 3TO
paboTaeT», HO BC/IyX roBOpuTb 06 3TOM He MpuHATO. BTopasa cuTyauma: Hepepgko
n3BecTHaA MHPopmMauma — YNCTOW BOAbl 3abnyxaeHne, BBeAEHHOE MO MOAUTUKO-
3KOHOMMYECKMM WA COLMOKYNbTYPHbBIM MPUYMHAM, OAHAKO, HECMOTPA Ha Hanunuune
ABneHNA nnn GeHomMeHa, onATb-TakW, Kak ero NPUMEHATb UM UCNONb30BaTb — 3TO
Heun3BecTHaa MHPopPMaLMA, Moasexallas PacCMOTPEHMIO.

N B-TpeTbux, cambli NPOCTOM, HO MOUCTMHE CTaBAWWW B TYNUK BOMPOC: a Kak
nccnegoBaTb TO, UTO Hen3BeCcTHO? Ecim O HEM UM 3HATb HUKTO He 3HaeT? A paxe
ecnn 1 pgoragbiBaetca, TO A) noyemy-TO [O/MKEH COCNAaTbCA Ha KaKUX-TO WHbIX,
HecyLecTBylOLWNX B 3TOM nose uccnegosatenen; b) npogeMoHcTpnpoBath, YTO eCTb
Heuto NHOE, nopoi HacTONbKO CNOXHO, MOCKOJIbKY 3TO PUCKYET «C/IOMaTb» YXe
yCTOABLUYIOCA 1 YAOOHYI0 ANA MaHUMNYNMPOBaHWA O6LEeCTBEHHO-MHPOPMALIMOHHY!IO
cpepy. Mo ¢akTy, oeno paxe He B nNpobnemaTvike WHCTPYMEHTOB UCCNefOoBaHMA,
N He B HexBaTKe uaen. [leno B ToM, Uto 90% OTKPbLITUIN cerogHsa coBeplualoTcsa nmbo
COBEPLUEHHO CNyYanHO (LLEN— HaTKHYNCA Ha 3a0poLLeHHbI LJoM—Tam brnbnnoTteka—
B Hel Tpya 12 BeKa), 1Mbo HaMepeHHO, BCeACTBME peanm3aLnn YbMxX-TO MHTEPECOB.
Hanpumep, nocne craHoBneHusa WranbaHckon pecnybnuku 1862 rogy HOBOMY
NONMUTUYECKOMY KPYry «MNoHagoOunucb» repowu, MOATBEpPXAAloWwmne MUTaNbAHCKYO
NOEHTHOCTb — W CTaiM MFHOBEHHO, C/IOBHO MO BOMWeEOCTBY, NOABAATLCA U repou,
N UTANbAHCKIME «4peBHME» KHUTM 1 TaK Aanee.

Tak nnu nHave, HayKa, B TOM YncCie, CTOUT Ha MCTOYHUKAX. M 3aBMCUT OHa OT TOro,
KaK dKCMepT B HayKe — OH »Ke «yUYEéHbI» — O6yfeT Nonb30BaTbCA STUMU UCTOYHNKAMM
(ecTb N1 y Hero cooTBeTCTBYIOLWME pabounie METOANKM, TEXHONIOTM, MOAXOAbI), PaBHO
KaK 1 3aBMNCUT, B MEPBYI0 ouepefb, OT KaYecTBa 3TUX NCTOYHNKOB.

MmeHHO Ha npobneme KauyecTBa aKueHTMpyeTcA 0coboe  BHUMaHMe.
«McTouHnKOBeeHne» — He NPOCTO MyApPOe MOHATUE, HO KIoY, KOTOpbiM B 21 Beke
BaXHO HayuMTbCA MOMNb30BaTbCA He TOMbKO Y4Y€HbIM. Tak, BCe NOAM WMCMONb3YIOT
KaKylo-nnbo cybCTaHUuMIo, Kakylo-To MHbOpMaLuio, valle BCero He pas3fdyMbiBas
O COOTBETCTBUM 3TON MHPOPMaLMN AeNCTBUTENbHOCTU, YTO MMeeT HebnaronpuaTHbIe

nocneacTemA.

Mo daKTy, cerogHA nccnenoBaTtb UK M3y4yaTb YTO-NMO6O MOryT abconoTHO Bce, 6e3
ncknoyeHna. OgHako YUYéHbll OT cneuyuanucta nobon nHom obnacTn oTnnvyaeTcs
OOHUM KnaccMdVKaUNOHHbIM MapaMeTPOM: 3TO HaluMe UHCTPYMEHTOB NMPOBEPKU
N OKa3blBaHMA HeKoel nHGopMauni.




N ogHMM 13 TaKuX MOLLUHbBIX 1 OOBEKTUBHbIX UHCTPYMEHTOB B 21 BeKe BbICTynaeT
¢doTorpadua. [a, HenocpeactBeHHO «dpoTorpaduma», K KOTOPOM Hepeako
[OCTAaTOYHO HaAMEHHO UM HEBHMMATESIbHO OTHOCATCA MAcCbl, CKOpee BCEro, B Cuy
1n36aN0BaHHOCTM TEXHONMOrMYecknm nporpeccom. OgHako peub MAET HE O HaXaTuu
KHOMOK 1 aBTOMaTNYeCKOro 31eKTPOHHOro 3axBaTta U3obpakeHus, Ho o ¢oTorpadpum
Kak 06 NCTOUYHMKE HayUYHOW MHPOPMaLMM N UHCTPYMEHTE HayUYHOWN [eATENbHOCTU.

NcTouHnKoBeeHne ABNAETCA OQHUM U3 CTONIMOB HAayKU U pa3BMBaEeTCA BMeCTe
C Heli. PaboTa C JOKYMeHTaNbHbIMU UCTOYHUKAMK BMOJIHE MPUBbIYHA AJ1A YUYEHOTO,
yero Henb3A CKasaTb 0 ¢poTorpadum, NOTeHUMAN NPUMEHEHNA KOTOPOW B HayUHbIX
NCcCnefoBaHMAX MHOMMMWU cerogHAa HepgooueHuBaetcA. lpu 3Tom paccmaTtpurBas
doTorpaduio B Knoye HayyHO-UCCNeOoBaTeNIbCKON AeATeNIbHOCTM, HeobXxoanmo
OTMEeTUTb, YTo PpoTorpadun npucyLm Tpu GyHKLUN:

NcTouHmK nHdopmaumu;

O6beKT nccnenoBaHna N 060CHOBaHMA HayYHbIX FTUMNOTE3;

NCTOUYHMK HayuHbIX JOKa3aTeNbCTB.

Heckonbko nogpobHee 0 AaHHbIX TPEX GYHKLMAX.

M3HauanbHO, Ha NepBOM 3Tane uccnegoBaHua, ¢otorpadum ana uccnegosaTens
CTaHOBATCA NCTOYHNKOM UHPOpMaL . be3ycnoBHO, 3TO TONbKO OAMH U3 UCTOYHUKOB
NHPopmaLMmM ONnAa HayyHOro MCCiefoBaHWA, HO Hambonee pgoctoBepHbiv. LWnpoko
N3BECTHbI CNlyYaun, Korga yyeHble npeHebperatoT STM NCTOYHMKOM Ha NepBOM STane
paboTbl, 0CO6EHHO B FyMaHWTapHbIX HayKax, YTO CBUAETENbCTBYET O HeraTUBHOW
CTOPOHE HayyHOW NpaKTuKK. leno B Tom, uto potorpadunm oTpaxkaloT dpakTmyeckoe
NnosioXKeHve Belwen Ha TOT MOMEHT BpPeMeHW, KOTOpbin Mbl nccnegyem. VimeHHo
doTorpadumn mMoryT copneHTMpoBaTb B UcciegyeMomM nepuoge spemenun. Korga mbl
C Konneramy HauyMHaeM UCcnefoBaHWA B HAyYHO-UCCNEfOBATENbCKOM WHCTUTYTE,
CTapaemca NoslyumTb Kak MOXHO 6onblue poTtorpadumii o npegmere nccnefoBaHUA.
Oco60 3HauMMyo MHGOPMaALIMOHHYO GOpMy STOT NOAXOA AAET, KOrga Mbl Uccnegyem
neproAbl, ABNEHMA, YyCIOBUA, MECTa, B KOTOPbIX Mbl GM3MYECKM HE MOXEM NOObIBaTb,
Hanpumep, B Npownom. Mbl He MOXeM HaxOAUTbCA B MPOLUIOM, OAHAKO, UMEHHO
doTorpadumn nepeHoCAT Hac B Te BpemMeHa.

Be3ycnoBHO, CylecTBYIOT TakMe WCTOYHUKM MHOOPMaUMK, KakK MUCbMEHHbIe
AOKYMEHTbI, KOTopble OToOpa)kaloT Mpowsoe, HO MNUCbMEHHbIE [OKYMEHTbI
NCKaxaloT 06pa3. YnTasa NUCbMEHHbI JOKYMEHT, Mbl BbIHYXAEHbI NMCUXONOTrMYeCcKn
npuaymbiBaTb obpa3. Hawa cuctema BOCNPUATUA YCTPOEHa TakK, YTO Ha3BaHWe
coefumHAeTCA C 06pa3oM: Mbl YMTAaeM «aBTOMOOWSIb» M Y HAC BO3HUKAET Kakon-
TO obpa3 aBTOMOOMNA. UnTaa NUCbMEHHbIN [OKYMeHT 6e3 doTtorpadui, yenoek
npuaymbiBaeT obpasbl, COrnacHo TekcTy. Ecnm mbl BO3bMemM BO BHMMaHWE Takue
WCTOYHUKMN, KaK FpaBlopbl, >KMBOMUCb, GPeCcKn 1 ToMy NofobHOe,— 3TO UCTOUHUKMU,
KoTopble cnegyeT WCMNONb30BaTb MPU WUCCNEAOBAHUN MUCbMEHHBIX [JOKYMEHTOB.
OueBngHo, poTorpadus, C TOUKM 3peHNA JOCTOBEPHOCTHU, HaEXHee Xnsonmcu. Yauye
BCEro, CJIOXKHO YCTaHOBUTb TOYHYK AATy CO34aHWA KapTuHbl unu Gpeckn B xpame.
Bo3morkHO, 3To dpecke ABECTM NET, @ MOXET, e€ co34anu AecATb NeT Has3ag npu
pectaBpayun. [NoBTOpAET N OHa B TOYHOCTW OPUTUHaI, YCTaHOBUTb HEBO3MOXKHO,
ecnu HeT doTorpadum opurnHana fo pectaBpaunn. Tak, yUYEHbIN, YNTaA TEKCTOBbIN
LAOKYMEHT, BbiCTpanBaeT obpa3 No CBOEMY pa3yMeHUto, OQHaKO, OH He MonyyaeT To,
YTO COOTBETCTBYET AENCTBUTENIbHOCTM, MOCKOJIbKY BO3HMKAIOT OTKIOHeHMA. [lanee, Ha
6a3e 3TOro BbIMbILLIEHHOTO BbICTPOEHHOIo 06pasa, YUYEHbIN HaUMHAET PacCyXAeHNs,




[enaet BblBOAbI 1, B pe3yfbTaTe, He NOoJlyYaeT JOCTOBEPHbIX AaHHbIX. [1one3Ho yyecTb,
YTO KaXk[bll YenoBeK NpeacTaBnAeT cebe OAvH 1 TOT XKe NpeaMmeT, ABleHne, cobbiTue
COBEepLUEHHO NO-pa3HoMy. [10 3TOM NPUUYNHE, Mbl HE MOXEM CYMTaTb CBOU 1 YbU-NNbOo
npeacTaBneHna JocToBepHbiMU. Ecnn HeT doTorpadmm nnm pucyHka B NUICbMEHHOM
NCTOYHWKE, Mbl HE MOXeM OblTb YBEpeHbl, YTO «3TO» (NpeamMeT KcCnefoBaHUA)
BbIFNALEN0 MMEHHO Tak. Takum obpa3om, BCA UCTOPUA YenoBevyecTBa AeNUTCA Ha
3NoXy A0 BO3HUKHOBeHUA GpoTorpadumm n snoxy ¢oTtorpadum.

B pesynbraTe BOCbMWIETHEN MNPAKTUKA  MPUKNAOHbIX  SKCMeAULMOHHbIX
nccnefoBaHMn B cneumanm3vpoBaHHOM  AenapTtameHTe  WHctutyTta  [lamaTm
«IKCNEeAMLMOHHbIA Kopnyc» Obina pa3paboTaHa M anpobupoBaHa KOMMIEKCHas
MeTOZAMKa, NO3BONALWAA YYEHBIM, UCCNIeOBaTENAM M SKCMepTaM pasfiyHbIx obnacrtei
camocToATeNbHO NprobpecT HaBblk paboTbl ¢ ¢doTorpaduenn Kak UCTOUHMKOM
HayuyHbIX [OKa3aTenbCTB. MeTognuyeckne MONOXKEHNA ABNATCA NOMMYECKMMM
OCHOBaMW, KOTOpPble MOXKHO UCNOJIb30BaTb AN GOPMUPOBAHMA CUCTEMbI MOATOTOBKN
3KCNepTOoB, MNOBbIWEHNA COOCTBEHHOW KBanuduKaumm, a TakKe B KayecTBe yyebHo-
TPEHNUPOBOYHOW NPOrpPamMMbl.

MoaBneHnto meToauKkn paboTbl C ¢doTorpadmern Kak MCTOYHMKOM HayUHbIX
[l0Ka3aTeNbCTB npeaLwecTBoBana 6oraTtas Hay4HO-UccnegoBaTenbcKasn
npaktuka. HenocpeactseHHo B nepuopg 2012-2020 rr. y4yéHbl, pPyKoOBOAUTENb
JkcneguumoHHoro kopnyca HUW MNamAatn — aBTOp AaHHOro Te3nMCHOro foknaga —
pa3pabaTbiBan KitoUeBble MNONOXEHMA JaHHON METOANKM 1 MPOBOAWA eé anpobauunio
HenocpefACcTBEHHO B  HayuyHbIX MNPOEKTax, 3SKCNeAWUMOHHbIX WCCNefoBaHUAX,
nccnepgoBaTenbckmnx penpax n np. OcobeHHO Hapgnexut otMeTuTb nepuog 2015-
2019 rr., B pamKax KOTOPOro 3KcrnegunumMoHHasa rpynna, cCoctodLwana n3 cneumnannctos
B obnactn ¢pmnocodumm, NCMXONOrnn, aHTPOMNONOTNK, COLMONOTN U KPUMUHONOTNK,
MMena BO3MOXHOCTb COOCTBEHHOPYUYHO onpoboBaTb U yb6eauTbCsa B HafEXHOCTU
N KauecTBe paboTbl yKa3zaHHOW MEeTOAUKM, uccnegysa GeHoMeHbl NCTOPUN B CTpaHax
Esponbl (lepmanua, NUcnanusa, Mpeumna, Utanua, Yexnsa), CesepHon Amepukn (CLUA,
MekKcuka), a Takxe Ha tore Appuku (FOAP).

MNoapobHee O3HAKOMMUTBLCA C XOAOM TECTMPOBAHUA METOAUKM, €€ NMPUMEHEHUs,
BbIABNEHHbIX OCOOEHHOCTAX, a TakXe C MONYyYEeHHbIMM  MPAKTUYECKUMU
peKomMeHZaunAMN 1 BbIBOAAMY BO3MOXKHO B MOHOrpadpum «Ootorpaduma Kak MCTOUHUK
Hay4HOW HPopMaLmm».

Ph.D. Onee Manwsyes
YkpauHckaa Akademus Hayk,
HUW MNMamamu




Yu gocroBipHi gxxepena 3 ictopii Liepksn
lMpogecop OnekcaHop CazaH, npogecop Jlloomuna Quaunosuy
(Ha npuknaodi 36ipHuKa icmopu4Hux 0xepes «BoccoeduHeHue Kuesckol Mumponosuu ¢
Pycckotu lNpasocnasHou Ljepkogeto»)

LlepkoBHO-HayKkoBuI LeHTp «[1paBocnaBHa eHUMKoneaia» — HUHI € OQHI€EIO i3
HaaBTOPUTETHILLMX POCINCHKMX LIePKOBHO-HAyKOBUX MaTGOPM, AKa 06'€HYE 3ycnmnna aKk
60rocnoBiB, Tak i CBITCbKMX BUEHMX, AKI AOCAIOXKYOTb ICTOPIl0 Ta 0CO6NMBOCTI NPaBOCNaB’sA
AK penirinHoro Hanpamy. Y 2020 p. uen LueHTp HagpyKyBaB 30ipHUK JOKYMEHTIB
«BoccoepgumHeHne Kuesckon mutpononuu ¢ Pycckon NpasocnasHom LiepkoBbio 1676—
1686 rr. ccnepoBaHuma 1 JOKyMeHTbI» [1]*.

MprynHa NoABKM Lboro 36ipHu1Ka YiTKo cpopMyNbOBaHa KEPIBHMKOM BifAiny 30BHiLLHiX
LepKoBHUX 3B'A3KiIB MOCKOBCbKOro naTpiapxaty, MUTpononntom Bonokonamcbkum
InapioHom AndeeBnm y nepeamoBi O KHUMN. 30KpeMa NAeTbCA NPO Te, WO, Ha AYMKY
MuTpononuta, 4o 2018 p. KOHCTaHTMHOMNONBLCHKIMI NaTpiapxaT, «6e33acTepexHo B3HaBaB
NOBHOTY opUcAnKLi» MoCKOBCbKOro naTpiapxaty Hag Kniscbkoto mutpononieto. | nuwe
«y 2018 p. KoHcTaHTUHONONb 3p06uB cNpoby BiaKNMKaTth akT 1686 p. i NOWMPUTH CBOIO
topucamrKuio Ha Ykpainy. Came ToAi BnepLue npo3syyany 3asaBn KOHCTaHTUHOMONbCbKOT
naTpiapxii i il NpeACcTaBHUKIB NPO Te, Wo nepefaya Kniscbkoi mutponosii MOCKOBCbKOMY
naTpiapxaToBi HiIbM Mana TMMYaCcoBUI | yMOBHMI XxapakTep». [2]

To6T0 uen 36ipHMK GaKTUUHO € BiANOBIAAI0 (i3 3aTPUMKOI Y iBa POKM) MOCKOBCHKOT
natpiapxii Ha piweHHa CeAaToro i CeAweHHoro CnHoay KoHctaHTMHoNonbcbKoi ML
Bia 11.10.2018 p., 3riaHo AKoro 6yno ckacoBaHo «30608B'A3aHHA CMHOAANBHOIO NNCTA
1686 p., BUAaHoOro 3a 06CTaBUH TOro Yacy, AKUN HafaBaB y NOPAAKY iKOHOMIT NpaBo
MaTtpiapxy MockoBcbkomy BUCBAYYBaTM KMIBCbKOro MutpononuTa, obpaHoro cobopom
[AyXOBEHCTBa Ta BipAH NOro enapxii, AKUM maB 3ragyBaTn BceneHcbkoro MNaTtpiapxa Ak
cBoro Nepuoiepapxa 3a 6yab-AKMM 60roCcny>KiHHAM, MPOrosIOLLYOUN Ta NiATBEPAXKYUN
CBOIO KaHOHIUHY 3anexHicTb Big MaTtepi-Uepksn KoHcTtaHTuHonona». [3] ®opmat
«BignosBigi» (CNPAMOBAHOCTI Ha BiACTOIOBAHHA CBOEI MNO3KLil) CYTTEBO NO3HAUYMBCA Ha
AKOCTI CyNpOBOAXKYIOUMX MaTepianis Ta nofadi cammx JOKYMeHTIB. ipeTbca npo nigminy
NMOHATb, BIACYTHICTb OPUriHaIbHUX TEKCTIB, MaHINYNATUBHY NOAAYY TEKCTIB Yy Cy4aCHOMY
nepeknagi Ta 4OBiNIbHEe CKOPOUYEHHA aXKepern.

MigMiHa NOHATb NOYMHAETbLCA Y>Ke i3 camoi Ha3BM 36ipHUKa. AfKe Ha MOMEHT
npueaHaHHA Kniscbkol Mmutpononil 4o MocKkoBCbKoI naTpiapXii Hi Npo AKy «PyccKyio
MpaBocnaBHyto LiepkoBb» He Moo NTncA, 60 Takoi e He icHyBano y npupogi. Liio Ha3By
BOHa oTpumana nuwe y 1943 poui. 3 nouatky XVIII cT.i go 1943 poky us Llepksa Ha3uBana
«Poccnnckas MNpasocnasHasa Llepkosby. ¥ XVII ctoniTTi (Nnepiog, AKMN aHani3yeTbcA
y 36ipui) ua uepkea mana Ha3By «MockoBcbKa [paBocnaBHa Lepksax. [apanenbHoto
i piBHOLIHHOO Ha3Bot0 A0 Hel byB «MOoCKOBCbKMI NaTpiapxaT». NigMiHa AaBHiX iCTOPUYHKX
Ha3B IHCTUTYLIN, AKi ICHYBann B iIHWNX MeXaX i AKOCTAX, Ha Cy4yaCHi — MaHinNynATMBHA
i aHTUHAyKOBa TexHika. HamaraHHA yKknagavis 36ipH1Ka [OKYMEHTIB MaHinyoBaT yMKOO
4yMTauiB NigTBEPOKYETLCA | TUM, LLLO aBTOPW BCTYMHUX Ta 3aKNIOYHMX aHaNITUYHNX CTaTein
He BXXMBaloTb Ha3By «PycbKa LlepkBa» (4acTo BxmBaHa y XVII cT. cuHOHiIMiuHa Ha3Ba AnA
KniBcbKoi npaBocnaBHOI MUTPONONIi), oueBUAHO, Wob He nayTaTn Yntaya — 60 Togi
6yne He 3p03yMino XTO 3 KUM «BOCCOEAMHABCA». Kpim TOro, BCi Ha3BW, WO CTOCYIOTbCA
AABHIiX YKPAIHCbKMX IHCTUTYLIN, abo TUX, WO 3alMannca yKpaiHCbKMMW MUTaHHAMM, He
3MiHeHo. Hanpuknag, «Manopoccnsay, «Manopocincbkuim npukas» Towo.




Ha $oHi unx maHinynauin € TakoX NUTaHHA | 4O iICTOPMYHOCTI Ha3B i CYTi AeAKnX
LAOKYMEHTIB, AKi LMTYIOTbCA Y 36ipHMKY. CKNnagaeTbCA BPaXKeHHH, L0 BOHW e Y LLapCbKi
4yacu NPOXoAunu rNeBHy LieH3ypy i MaloTb AaBHO BHeCeHi 3MiHW. Hanpuknag, nuuwe i3
nouatky XVIII cT., 3a Haka3om lNeTpa PomaHoBa, MOCKOBCbKe LLapCTBO MNOYNHAE 3MiHIOBATH
CBOI0 Ha3BY Ha Poccuncbke LapcTBo, 3rogom — iMmnepito. MNpoTe y 36ipHUKY yxe nig
1679 pokom ¢irypytoTb Ha3BU «pycckie nocnu» (gokymeHTn N2 23, 26, 27 Ta iH.). To6TO
MockoBcbKi uapi feneryBanu y 1679 p. «pycckix Nocnis», Wo BUMMAJAE JOCTaTHbO ANUBHUM.

[lo Toro X, TepMiH «BoccoenHeHne» (3'€egHaHHA 3HOBY, MPUEQHAHHA BiATOPrHYTOro)
BMKOPUCTOBYETbCA TYT Y KOHTEKCTI «NPUEAHAHHA BIATOPrHYTOl KNIBCbKOT MUTPONONIT 4O
MockoBcbKoi naTpiapxii». Ane, AKWO 06'EKTUBHO CniflyBaTu 3a iCTOPUYHUM nepebirom
nopgin, ue MocKoBCbKa MUTPONONIiA (3rogoM — naTpiapxisa) CamoBINbHO BUAINMAAcA i3
Kniscbkoi mutpononii. Mpo ue camoBigaineHHaA CBigunTb i TO GpakKT, LWo MAUTPOMONINTH,
AKI NpaBuN Bxke CaMocCTinHOIO (i3 1448 p.) MOCKOBCbKOK MUTPOMOSIED, HOCUAN TUTYI
«KuiBcbkuw i BCi€l Pyci». | nuwe 3 1461 p. BOHN iMeHY10TbCA «MOCKOBCbKUMIY.

BpaxoBylouu BUKnageHe, MOXeMo 3p0o61TY BUCHOBOK, WO YKaAadi BXe y Ha3Bi
36ipHMKa CBigOMO CNOTBOPUAN CYTb NOAIN, AKi BinbyBanmca B octaHHin uBepTi XVII cT.
y KuiBCbKin mutpononi.

MaHinynaTMBHUI Niaxig NPOAOBXKYETLCA | Y TEKCTI NepeamMoBy MUTPONonuTa InapioHa
Andeega. Binkon Big KniBcbkoi Mmutpononii i cTBopeHHsA y 1448 p. camocTiiHOT MOCKOBCHKOT
MUTPOMOAIT MUTPOMONNT NOBGIXKHO NOACHIOE HIBUTO NigNMCcaHHAM KOHCTAaHTUHOMNONBbCHKMM
natpiapxom gokymeHTiB OnopeHTiNCbKOI YHii. Xoua, AK BU3HAE MUTPOMONUT, NuLle
y 1458 p., T06T0 Yepe3 10 pokiB NicnA po3Koay MOCKoBUTaMK KUiBCbKoi mutpononii
i cTBOpeHHA MOCKOBCbKOT MUTpononii, Ha KNiBCbKy KaTegpy OyB Npu3HaUYeHUn «yHiaT»
lpuropin bonrapuH. Tomy BUHMKae NnuTaHHA — OnopeHTiicbKa YHiA 6yna npuymHo
4y NPMBOAOM A0 camosiggineHHA MOCKOBCbKOI MUTPONOSIiT?

PenpepcbKy 3a cBO€to CyTTIO aTaky MOCKOBCbKOT naTpiapxil Ha KNiBCbKy MUTpONonito
MuUTpononut InapioH AndeeB NOACHIOE TUM, LLO Lie «BO33'€g4HaHHA KiBCcbKoT mutpononii
3 Pycckon LlepkBoto GpakTUUHO BpATYBaNoO Bif 3HULEHHA YKpaiHCbKe NpaBociaB’say.
[4] NpeTbca npo 60poTbby NpaBoC/aBHOI Ta YHINHOI LlepKoB y Apyrii NonoBuHi
XVII ctonitta. Ane ictopunyHi ¢akTn cBiguatbh Npo 30BcCim iHwe. Came nicna Buxopy
KniBcbKoto MUTpONOiElo 3i cknagy KOHCTaHTUHOMOMbCbKOro naTpiapxaTy i BXOOAKeHHA
iy opucgukuito MockoBcbKoi natpiapxii (i3 HeNPUNHATHUMN ANA YKpPaTHCbKOro
NpaBoCnaB’a yMmoBaMM 1 TpaguLisiMm), po3noyaBca npouec nepexoqy 3axigHOyKpaiHCbKMX
npaBocnaBHMx enapxin (JIbBiBcbKoi, JlyubKoi Ta iH.) B YHil0.[5] 30Kpema ue cTtano
NoLTOBXOM Ans JIbBIBCbKOI apXMENMCKONIT, AKa HaMbiNbLU CTIMKO NPOTUAIANA NOLMPEHHIO
YHiHOT igei nicna 1596 poky. [Mpote y 1700 p. i KNip 3HaYHOO GiNbLWICTIO NPUNHAB Le
HenpocTe pilleHHsA WOoA0 nepexoay B YHil0.

[lo peui, 6araTo XT0 i3 TOroyacHux Knipurkis KniBcbkoi MuTpononii nonepeaas npo
TaKi MOXNMBI HAaCNiOKM BXOOAXEHHA Y iopucaukuito Mockeu. Hanpuknag, npoTUBHUKMK
BXOAXeHHA y MOCKOBCbKMI naTpiapxaT npAMO 3aABNANN, LWO MU NOBUHHI «OrNaaaTnuCA
i Ha NnpaBocnaBHUX y KopoHi MNonbcbKin i y KHA3IBCTBI JINTOBCBKIM, AKi Bi pUMAAH TUM
i 3aXMLLAI0TbCA, WO BiaAaBHa NPUNHANN CBATE XpeLleHHA Big naTpiapxa Llapropoacbkoro
i O HbOTO, AK ICKOHHOIO OTLA CBOrO Hanexatb. A AK Tinbkn Mu Big Llapropoacbkoro
1,0 MockoBCbKOro natpiapxa BignyyeHi 6yaemo, To puMnsHu Nig CBOE BNaf o0
npasocnaBHuX Big Llapropoacbkoro natpiapxa BifipBYyTb i 4O CBOIX YHiaTiB HAXUNATD.
CKkaxyTb, WO 3 Hac npuKnag 6epyTb.

ApxKe AKkwo mutpononia Kniscbka Bigpeknaca Big CBOro iCKOHHOro natpiapxa




Lapropoacbkoro, i 4o MockoBCbKOro natpiapxa filwsa y nocylaHHsA, TO YoMy BU He
Ma€Te TaKoX BiACTYNUTU | O HALLNX OYXOBHMX HanexaTtu».[6] Bca »x npotugia yHii 3 6oky
MocKBu (AK LepKOBHOI, TaK i CBITCbKOI) YacTO NonArana y penpecrMBHUX 3axofax npoTun
iHiLiaTopiB 3MiHM KOHbeCIT. K Le cTanocs, Hanpuknag, i3 Jlyubkum Bnagrkoto [ioHiciem
KnbonANHCbKMM, AKOro NicnA NPUNHATTA YHil «cxonunu, Buee3nn oo Mockeu, Ae BiH
i 3arvHYB My4YeHMLbKOI CMepTio». [7]

LnHiyHO BUrNAgaloTb CioBa MuTpononuTa InapioHa Andeesa i npo Te, Wo nuwe
y 2018 poui «KoHCTaHTUHOMONb CNpOo6yBaB BiAKIMKaTK akT 1686 poKy i nowmpuTn
CBOI OPUCANKKLIO Ha YKpaiHy». AndeeB yomycb BBaXKaE, Wo nuwe y 2018 p. «BnepLue
Npo3ByYanu 3aABN KOHCTaHTUHONOMbCLKOI NaTpiapxil i il NpeAcTaBHUKIB NPO Te, WO
nepepaya Kuiscbkoi mutpononii MockoBcbKoMy naTpiapxaTy HibMTO Mana TMM4YacoBMI
i YMOBHUI XapakTep». [8] 3a3Haunmo, wo nuwe y XX cT. KOHCTaHTUHOMONbCbKNI
naTpiapxaT KinbKa pa3iB pobyB 04HO3HAYHI 3aABM LWOAO HEBU3HAHHA MeXK MOCKOBCHKOI
naTtpiapxii no3a TMmum, AKi 6ynn Ha MOMeHT BM3HaHHA MockoBcbKoi Liepkau y 1589 poui
(KniBcbKka MuTpononia Hikonu He Bxoguna y Ui mexi). [9]

OKpiM LKX 3aA1B, Ba>KNMBUM apryMeHTOM A0 CPOCTyBaHHA TBEPAXEHHA MUTPOMNONNTa
InapioHa AndeeBa € nigctaBu HagaHHA Yy 1924 p. Tomocy npo aBTokedanito ana
MNpaBocnaBHoi Llepkeu y MNonbLui. Aoxke BceneHcbka naTtpiapxia B 06rpyHTyBaHHI o
Tomocy yiTKo 3a3Hauunna, Wo «...nepuue BigokpemneHHA Big Haworo MNpectony KniscbKor
MwuTtpononii i npasocnaBHUX MuTpononin JIntem Ta NonbLuyi, 3aneXxHuX Bi Hel, @ TaKOX
npunyyeHHA ix go Ceatoi MockoBcbKoil LiepKBu HacTano He 3a NnpunMcamm KaHOHIYHNX
npasun...». [10]

MpoTtuaia MockoBCbKOT NaTpiapxii i HaBiTb CBITCbKOI GiNbLWOBULLKOT Blagu
OTpVMaHHI0 NpaBocnaBHumK y Monbuwi Tomocy 6yna waneHa. PociaHn gy»ke 4viTko
po3yminu i nepepgbavanu Hacnigky Takoro akTy. Tomy nicna «BM3BoneHHA» MonbLui
y 1945 p., pagAHCbKI CBITCbKI Ta LepPKOBHI giadi iHiyitoBanu «sigmosy» [MATIL, Big
KoHcTaHTMHONoNbcbKoro Tomocy iy 1948 oronocuna npo HagaHHA BRAacHOro (GpakTmyHo
He 6yB HagaHwui1). Tomoc Big BceneHcbkoro natpiapxa ansa MNpasocnasHoi Liepkeu y Monbi
YiTKO 3a3Hauas, L0, OKPiM NeBHMX, 00yMOBNIEHVX KOHCTaHTMHOMOMbCbKNM NaTpiapXxaToM
yMOB, KniBCbKa MUTPOMONif 3aBXKAN 3aNMLLMIAacA YaCTUHOI (KKaHOHIYHOIO TEPUTOPIEIDY)
BceneHcbKkoro natpiapxaty. AgKe aprymeHTauia y JOKyMeHTi 6yna oAHO3HAYHO0:
npasocnasHi enapxii y MonbLwi 6ynn yactnHow KniscbKoi MuTpononii, Aka Hikonu
He Hanexana Mocksi. Tomy, Ha T/li NOABW He3aneXHoi AepaBn, YaCTUHI MUTpoNonil
[APYETbCA aBTOKeanis.

Mo>kHa we 6arato yBarm NnpuainnTn HeCypasHoCTAM, AKi € y nepeaMoOBi Ta
y aHaniTMYHMX maTtepianax: «CTaHOBNEHHA | PO3BUTOK ifel €e4HOCTI MUTPONOSiT BCi€l
Pyci B Bi3aHTiNcbKy enoxy» (cT. 7-32); «<KniBcbka mutpononia, MockoBCbKMi naTpiapxat
i KoHCTaHTMHONONbBCLKIMI NaTpiapxaT B 1676-1686 pokax» (cT. 33-140). [MpoTe obcar
CTaTTi JO3BONAE NMLIE 3YNVHUTACA Ha NOBGIXHIN XapakTepucTuui 3ibpaHux y 36ipHuKy
L[LOKYMEHTIB.

Y aHanizoBaHOMy HaMu 36ipHUKY 3i6paHo 246 gxxepen, AKi, Ha AYMKY yKagauis,
Hanbinbl NOBHO BigobpaxatoTb Nogii 1676—1686 pokis. [Iepena nogaHi y nepeknagi
Ha Cy4yacCHY POCiINCbKY MOBY, YacTo 6e3 HafjaHHA TeKCTiB OpPUTiHaNIbHUX [OKYMEHTIB.
Y 6araTbox BUNagKax Taki opuriHanu He 36epernuncs, Wo CTaBUTb Mif CyMHiB JOCTOBIPHICTb
ix 3micTy. ¥ 33 Bunagkax i3 246 (13%) pokymeHTr nogaHi y ¢parmentax. MNpu ybomy
He 0OyMoOBeHMI NPUHLMI, 33 AKMM Bigbupanuca ui pparmenTn. Lle, BinnosigHo, gae
NPOCTip ANA TeHAEHUINHOTro BifoOpa)KeHHA CyTi OKYMEHTA, LNTYBaHHA TUX NOrO




YACTVH, AKi NiATBEPAXKYIOTb KOHLIENLit0 YKNaAauiB i YHUKAaHHA UNTYBaHHA GaKTiB, AKi
LII0 KOHLeNUito 3anepeyyioTb.

BnacHe igeTbca npo cdopmoBaHy Le y Yac MOCKOBCbKOro Laps NeTtpa PomaHoBa
(1672-1721) ineto npo HibuTo 6axkaHHA KNipy KniBcbKoi MUTpononii nepenTi y pucanKLio
MOCKOBCBKOI LIepKBW Ta NOrOAKEeHHA Ha Takni akT 3 60Ky KOHCTaHTMHONONbCbKOT
natpiapxii.[11] MpuToMy, Ha ByMKY MOCKOBCbKMX icTOpiorpadis, Take Norog»eHHa 6yno
NMOBHUM i 6€3 >KOAHMX YMOB OCTaTOYHMM. Brknag ui€i koHuenuii Ta il «x06rpyHTyBaHHA,
[0 peui, 3aMatoTb Make UBepTb 06cAry 36ipHMKa i BUKNageHa Ak Ha NoYaTKy KHUMM
(cT. 5-144), TaK i y 3aBepLuanbHUX KOMeHTapax (cT. 844-894).

MopaHi pkepena MoxHa 00'egHaTW Y KinbKa rpyn, Aki BifobpaxatoTb 6axkaHHA yknagadis
nepexKoHaTy YMTayis y NpaBUIbHOCTI CBOIX Te3. A came:

s rpyna JOKYMEHTIB MpO FoHIHHA Ha NpaBoC/aBHMX Ha TepeHax Peui [MocnonuTtoil
i «60pPOTbOY» MOCKOBCHKOI CTOPOHMU 3a iX NPaBa;

* JOKYMEHTW, AKi XapaKTepu3yioTb QianbHicTb [egeoHa CBATONONKa-YeTBEPTUHCLKOIO
[0 i nicnA noro o6paHHA KNIBCbKMM MUTPOMONUTOM;

* INCTW, TPAMOTK Ta YHiBepcanu nonbcbkoro kopons fAHa lll Cobecbkoro;

* INCTYBaHHA MiXK PYCbKUMU (YKPAIHCbKUMM) KNipUKamm Ta CBITCbKMMN 0cobamu i3
MOCKOBCbKUMM OYiflbHMKaMM (LapAMK, YNHOBHUKaMK, AUMNIOMaTamu);

* INCTYBaHHA MOCKOBCbKOI CTOPOHM i3 Epycannmcbkmm natpiapxom LJocrdeem Il
HoTapoto (HamaraHHA MOCKOBUTIB ChOpMYBaTH NiATPUMKY CBOIM HaMaraHHAM 3aX0nuUTK
KniBCbKy MUTPONONIto), B T.U. 1 QOKYMEHTW, O NiATBEPAXKYIOTb ONaTy MOCKOBMTaMu
AiANbHOCTI NaTpiapxa i3 NobitoBaHHA iX iIHTepeciB;

* INCTYBaHHA MOCKOBCbKOI CTOPOHN i3 KOHCTaHTUHOMOJbCbKUM NaTpiapXxaTom;

+ JOKYMEHTW, AKi NPOACHIOKTb POosib MOCKOBCHKOI NaTpiapxii Ta MOCKOBCbKMX LapiB
B opraHi3auii Bnbpis KniBcbkoro MutTpononunTa;

+ JOKYMEHTW, Lo 3aCBigyvyoTb ANNIOMATUYHI Ta agMiHicTpaTmBHiI (i3 1654 p. MockBa
KOHTpostoBana nisobepexHy YkpaiHy) 3ycmnna MOCKOBCbKOI CTOPOHM (LLepKOBHOI
i CBITCbKOI) LWOAO 3MiHWN topncanKLiT KNiIBCbKOI MUTPONONIT i3 KOHCTAHTUHOMONBbCbKOT
Ha MOCKOBCbKY;

+ BOKyMeHTU (noHag 10% Bif 3aranbHOI KiNnbKOCTI), WO 3aCBiguyloTb BaXKMBICTb ANA
MockoBii oTprMaHHA KMIBCbKOI MUTPOMOSiT — MAETbCA MPO HAaropoa»KeHHA MOCKOBCbKUMI
LapAMM Ta NaTpiapxom BCiX MPUYETHUX JO 3MiHW I0pUCANKLIT KUIBCbKOI MUTpONONIl.

OcobnuBunin iHTepec BUKNNKaloTb fOKYyMeHTU N2 210-219, B AKUX nofdaHi rpamoTu
KOHCTaHTMHONONbCLKOro NaTpiapxaTy Bif TPaBHA-yepBHA 1686 p., a TaKOX pilleHHA
CuHopy KOHCTaHTMHOMONbCLKOrO NaTpiapxaty, B AKX BceneHcbka natpiapxisa o6ymoBsntoe
NPUYUHWM i cnoci6 nignopaakyBaHHA KniBcbKoi muTpononii MOCKOBCbKOMY MaTpiapXxoBi.
3a3Haummo npwu Tomy, Wwo 36epirca nuwe ognH opuriHan ymx gokymeHTis (N2 210),
a BCi iHWIi nogaTbcA y Nnepeknagax i3 nepexknageHux we y XVII CT. MOCKOBUTCbKNMM
YMHOBHMKaMM Konisix. A Ui nepeKknaan 3aBxau Mmanu cBoi oco6nmnsocTi. [12]

BnacHe y rpamorti natpiapxa [ioHicia IV [13] XXOAHUM YNHOM He BKa3yeTbCA Npo
nepepauvy Kniscbkoi mutpononii Hasaesxaun. TyT o6yMOBREHi NpUUYMHN nepegaui:
HAABHICTb YAaCTUX BOEH Mi>k OCMaHCbKOI iMnepieto i MOCKOBCbKMM LApCTBOM, WO
6yno NnpupogHoI NepeLwwKoaoo ANna KOMyHikauii npectoniB B KOHCTaHTHMHOMONI
i Knesi; BigganeHictb mutpononii Big Lepkeu-Matepi Ta HEMOXKINBICTb ONepPaTUBHOIO
NOCTaBAAHHA MUTPONOANUTIB. YMOBaMU LIbOro TMMYaCOBOro NiANopAAKyBaHHA 6ynu:
XipoToHis KniBcbkoro mutpononuta y MockBi, 3a yMoBM 06paHHA 10ro y CBOIi MUTpononii
BiIbHVMW rofIoCamu i 3a MiCLIEBUM 3BUYAEM; HE BTPYYAHHA Y CNPaBu MiCLIEBUX YKPAIHCbKNX




€napxin; NOMWHaHHA Ha NiTyprii nepwmm KOHCTaHTHONONbCbKOro naTtpiapxa.[14] Kpim
TOro, yKpaiHCbKa CTOPOHa, 0cob6nmBo retbMaH |. CamonnoBuy, foMaranuca 3anmiueHHsn
3a KMIBCbKUM MUTPOMOAUTOM TUTYNY eK3apxa KOHCTaHTUHOMNOMbCbKOro naTpiapxa
(«ek3apxa CBATINLWOro anoCToNbCbKOro KOHCTaHTMHOMONbCLKOTO TPOHY»)[15] (gumB.
AokymeHT N2 158[16]). [poTe MOCKOBCbKI CBITCbKIi Ta LLepKOBHi OUiNbHUKN HaBigpi3
BiAMOBUNNCA Bif inei 36epexxeHHA Uboro TuTyny.

YmoBUM BceneHcbKoro natpiapxa 4OCTaTHbO YiTKi. | Hi ANA KOro He € ceKpeTom,
Wo MocKOBCbKMI NaTpiapxaT GpakTUUYHO ofpa3y K NoYaB TOTaNIbHO iX NOPyLIyBaTU.
VneTbca Npo: BTPyYaHHsA y cnpasBy MUTPOMOJIIT | ENapxil; 3MiHN KOPAOHIB enapxin
i HABITb MUTPONONIi; yCyHEHHA NPaBAAYNX ENUCKONIB; NPU3HAYEHHSA, 3aMiCTb 0OpaHHs,
MUTPOMNONNTIB; HE NOMUHAHHA KOHCTaHTUHOMObCbKOIO NnaTpiapxa; nikeigauia TuTyny
eKk3apxa KOHCTaHTMHOMObCbKOrO NaTpiapxa i HaBiTb MOHWKeHHA TUTYNY KNIBCbKOro
MUTPONONNTa [0 apXMENMCKONA; NiKBigauia BTaCHOro LepKoBHOro cyay KMiBCcbKol
mMuTpononii (MockoBcbKMiA MaTpiapwnii cyg mas 61 6y T nvilie anenAayiiHoW iHCTaHLi€)
ToLO.

BioTak noTpibHe nosicHeHHsA Toro, YoMy MocKoBCbKa naTpiapXia 3HeXTyBana yMoBaMm
cniBnpau,i i3 BceneHcbKkoto natpiapxieto i Ak Le cnpuano «bnary npaBocnas’ay (AK Npo ue
NMCanoca y NMCTax MOCKOBCbKMX LiapiB i naTpiapxa y KoHCcTaHTMHOMONb). Tomy Yy 36ipHMKY
nicnA JOKYMEHTIB Ja€TbCA BENUKNUNA «<KOMeHTap A0 AOKYMeHTIB KOHCTaHTUHOMNOMbCbKOrO
MNaTpiapxaTy Big TpaBHA-4YepBHA 1686 poKy Npo nepegayvy KMiBCbKOT MUTpononii
B lopucauKLito natpiapxa MockoBcbkoro».[17] Mprnyomy KOMEHTYI0TbCA AnLLE KiflbKa
AOKyMeHTiB (210-219), i KOMeHTapi 3BOAATbLCA A0 CMPOCTYBAHHA 3rafjlaHUX yMOB
KoHCTaHTMHOMNONbCbKOrO naTpiapxaTy, Ha AKNX Nepedasanaca KniBcbka MUTponosnia
B ynpasniHHA MOCKOBCbKOMY MaTpiapxaToBi.

MeTa KOMeHTapiB AOCTaTHbO 3pO3yMiNna, NpoTe CcKNnagHa — JoKa3aTu, Wwo
KOHCTaHTMHONONBCbKMI NaTpiapxaT Ha3aBXAW Nepeaas (HEMOXNBICTb NOBEPHEHHA)
KuniBcbky muTtpononito y cknag MockoBCbKOro natpiapxaty. BigTak MOCKOBCbKa AyXOBHa
i CBiTCbKa BNnaga Mana/Mae npaBo pobuTtu i3 Lieo MUTPONONIED BCe, L0 BBaXKaTUMe 33
HeobXxiHe. | HaBiTb MMTaHHA MOMWHAHHA KOHCTaHTMHOMONBbCLKOIO NaTpiapxa y KOMeHTapi
06irpyeTbca Tak, WO Le NOMUHAHHA KMOTMBYETbCA aX HifIK He TUM, LLIO OCTaHHIN i gani
6ypne 36epirati Kuis y cBOI toprcanKLii, ane 0co6arBoto posnto KOHCTaHTUHONONbCbKOT
Kadenpu B NpaBOC/IaBHOMY CBiTi 3araniomy. [18]

[na nocnneHHA CBOIX apryMeHTiB MOCKOBCbKi KOMEHTAaTOpU [JOKYMEHTIB BBOAATD Lue
OfIHOro MiXXHapoaHoro rpasus. [logaloTb aprymeHTauito €pycanmmMmcbKoro natpiapxa
Jocnden y unx nutaHHax (aokymeHTn N2 203-206). EBontouia nornagis Jocudesn Big
NMOBHOrO 3anepeyeHHs igei nepenignopAaaKyBaHHA KMIBCbKOI MUTPONOSIT O MOXINBOCTI
T BXOOXKeHHA Yy MOCKOBCbKMI naTpiapxaT MOACHIOETbCA NPocTo. Lia eBontouia 3anexana
Bif GiHaHCYBaHHA NOro ocobucTo Ta Moro naTpiapxii Bii MOCKOBCbKUX LiapiB i maTpiapxa
(nokymeHT N2 194[19]). ®akTuHo [locmbelt BUKOHyBaB NnaTHi NOCyru i3 nobitoBaHHA
iHTepeciB MockBu. Tomy norika aHanisy igen locnden y KomeHTapax 4O AOKYMEHTIB
KoHCTaHTMHONONBbCbKOro NaTpiapxaty Moxe 6yTu nLie ogHOK — BifBONiIKaHHA yBaru
Bif, rONOBHOIO NUTaHHA (MopyLweHHA yMOB BceneHcbKoro natpiapxa) Ta HamaraHHsA
nokKasaTu HenocniJOBHICTb MNo3unuii KOHCTaHTUHONONSA.

Kpim TOro, 3 yBarv MOCKOBCbKIMX KOMEHTapPIB MOBHICTIO BUNYCKAETbCA TON $aKT, WO
i TOroyacHi MOCKOBCbKI Liapi, i MOCKOBCbKUI NaTpiapx AaBanu rapaHTii HOBOobpaHoOMy
KniBcbKOoMy MUTPOMNONMTOBI, a B NOro ocobi — BCin KMiBCbKi MuTpononii, wono
36epeXXeHHsA Noro nNpas i NpMBINeiB, a TakoX Tpaguuin mutpononii. Y 36ipHuKy ue




pokymeHTy NeNe 144, 145,177,178, 183 Ta iH. € TaKOX HU3Ka JOKYMEHTIB Lwoao 60poTbou
YKpalHUiB 3a cBoi npusinei— gokymeHTn NeN2 133,134, 135, 136, 150, 151,152,157, 158 1a
iH. [Toganbwi nodii 3acBigunnw, Wo NPaKTUYHO BCi 3rafjaHi y JOKYMeHTaxX rapaHTil UM To
uapiB, u1 MoOCKOBCbKOro naTpiapxa, 6ynu nopyLueHi MOCKOBCbKOK CTOPOHOM0. KuiBCbKa
MUTPOMONIA NPaKTUYHO ofpa3y X NicnA 3MiHKU opucanKLii, nepectana 6yTn cyb’ekTom
MiXXLEepPKOBHUX BIAHOCUH i nepeTBopusiiaca Ha nepeciyHy MocKoBCbKy MUTPOMONIto,
a 3rooM i Ha apXMENNCKOMIIO.

TomMy 3aKOHOMIPHUM i UinkKom noriyHnm 3 6oky CBAweHHoro CnHoay
KoHCTaHTMHONONBCLKOrO NaTpiapxaty 6yno NpUNHATTA pileHHsA Big 11 xxoBTHA 2018 p.,
AknM KniBcbka mutpononia nosepHyTa MatepuHcbkin Liepksi (KOHCTaHTMHOMONbCbKOMY
naTpiapxaTosi): «4) Ckacysamu 30608’a3aHHA CuHO0a1bHO20 iucma 1686 poky, 8uOaHo20 3a
obcmasuH mo2o vacy, akuti Haoasas y nopAoKy ikoHomii npaso lNampiapxy Mockoscbkomy
gucsavyysamu Kuiscbko2o Mumponoauma, o6paHo2o cobopom 0yxoseHCmM8a ma 8ipaH
Uozo enapxil, Akul mae 32adysamu BceneHcobkozo lNampiapxa Ak ceozo lNepwoiepapxa
3a 6y0b-aKuUM 6020C/TYXXIHHAM, NPO20I0WYOYU Ma NiIOMBepOXy4uU C800 KAHOHIYHY
3anexHicmes 8i0 Mamepi-Llepksu KoHcmanmuHonona». [20]

Ha canti «Orthodoxia.info» npeacTaBHMKamu natpiapxii 6yno Takox onybnikosaHo
AOKYMEHTH, LLIO 3aCBiAUYOTb HEKAHOHIYHICTb NepebyBaHHA MOCKOBCbHKOI NaTpiapxii Ha
TepeHax YKkpaiHu. [21]

BceneHcbkuin natpiapx Bapdonomini | Takox AaB viTke 1 0fHO3HauHe po3'ACHEeHHA
TOro, WO X Bigbynoca y apyrin nonosuHi XVII cT. i3 Kuiscbkoto mutpononieto. 3okpema
natpiapx Bapdonomin 3ayBaxus: [22]

«Dakmom € me, W0 He iCHYE AKO20Cb KAHOHIYHO20 meKcmy, mobmo AK020Cb nampiapuio2o
Tomocy abo Ako20cb nampiapwo2o i CuHo0a/1IbHO20 akmy, AKUM Kuigcbka mumponornis
nepedasanacs 6u Mockoscekomy nampiapxamy. JJokymeHmu € 6inbwl Hix 3p03yMiumu,
anucmu nampiapxa JlioHicia, Hadicnari 1686 p., He MoxXyme 6ymu 3po3yminiwuumu. BoHu
He niuwe He nepedatoms Kuigcoky Mmumpononnito Mockoscbkomy nampiapxamy, ane, 6inowe
Mo2o, BU3HAYAOMb OCHOBHOK NepedyMo8olo [oniku Hao KuiscbKoto Mumponorieto], wo
KoxeH Kuigcbkuli npedcmosamerib npo0osxye 32adysamu KoHCmMaHmuHoNo1bCbKo20
nampiapxa sk C8020 KAHOHIYHO20 OYilbHUKA. Tol, Xmo mae 6a308i ekse3ionoaiyHi (UepKOBHiI)
i KAHOHIYHI 3HaHHA, 3po3ymi€, wo Kuiscbka mumpononisa He mozsia 6ymu nepedaHa
Mockoscbkomy nampiapxamy, akujo Kuiscekuti Mumponoaum mas i Hadani 32adysamu
KoHcmaHmuHono1ecbKk020 nampiapxa.

Ha xans, Mockoscbkuti nampiapxam 8 00HOCMOpPOHHLOMY NOPAOGKY NOPYWIU8 UYto y200y.
BiH 3mycus npunuHumu 32ady8aHHa KOHCMaHmMuHoONoAbCbKo20 nampiapxa, 60 3Has, wo
ye € BUOUMUM 3HAKOM KAHOHIYHOI topucOuKyitiHoi HanexHocmi Kuiscokoi Mumpononii 0o
KoHcmaHmuHonona. Takox 8idomo, Wo neped NoA8oto iucmie nampiapxa JioHicis Hawi
pociticeki 6pamu HaMazanucsa xipomoHizysamu KuigCbKux Mumponosiumis, asae KOXHo2o
pasy 80HU HAPAXAIUCA HA [HeeamugHy] peakuito dyxoseHcmaa i Hapody YKpaiHu, akuli
Hi 3@ Wo He xomie nionopsaokosysamuca Mockai. binbwe mozo, nampiapx Mockoscekuu
HukoH (1652-1658) aHmukaHoHiYHO npuceois cobi mumyn nampiapxa Benukoi i Manoi
i binoi Pyci, ujo € 00Ka3omM eKcnaHcioHiCMcbKo20 OyXy, AKUM 8iH 6y8 00epxumudl.

[Tpome, dokymeHmu 1686 p. He € nepwuMU KAHOHIYHUMU MeKCMamu, Kompi onpusIloOHU8
BceneHcokuti nampiapxam. fikwo Bu noousumecsa Ha Tomoc, akum 1924 p. 6yna HaoaHa
asmokeania [Monecokili Llepkai, 8u 3Hatioeme y HooMy mouti camuti 02180 Ha cumyay,ito
3 Kuiscbkoro mumponornieto. Y Tomoci lonbcokoi Llepk8u 4imKko HanucaHo, ujo nepedaya
Kuiscbkoi Mumpononii ma ii 3numms 3 Mockoscekoto Liepkeoto 6y1o 30iticHeHe 8cynepey




KAHOHIYHUM NOJIOXEeHHAM. L{e 2060pums npo me, wjo BceneHcbKul nampiapxam i yepes 238
POKi8 He nepecmasas 8Kazyeamu HA ye HeKaHoHi4YHe 3axonsieHHsA Kuiscbkoi Mumpononii
Mockoscbkum nampiapxamom.

3suualtiHo, ya cumyayia mpusana noHao 300 pokis, ane ye He 03HAYAE, Uj0 KAHOHIYHICMb
giOHosu1acA. He icHye mako2o KaHOHY, AKUU 6U 2080pUB HaM, U0 2pix d60 HEKAHOHIYHICMb
3 NJIUHOM 4ACy 3YiII0MbCA | NepemaeopPIOOMbCA HA KAHOHIYHICMb. Hackinbku Ham 8ioomo,
«me, Wo 8i0 nouamky He 6y10 OilicCHUM, He MOXxe 6ymu ymeepoxxeHO NJIUHOM Hacy». ..[23]

«Mu nocmynunuca Mockogcbkomy nampiapxy 00380/10M HA XipomoHito Kuiscbko2o
mMumponosiuma, ase i mo 3 KOHKpemHuMu 8UMO2AMU, AKUX pOCiUCbKA CMOPOHA He
dompumysanaca. BceneHcokuli nampiapxam Hikosu 8 cgoiti icmopii He 30ilicHI08a8
8Mpy4aHb 3a MeXi CBOET OpUCOUKUIT. ¥ HAC HEMAE eKCNAHCIOHICMCbKUX NpazHeHsb.
A pekomeHOyto Bam sus4umu icmopito Ljepkau, noduHaroyu 8io Yemeepmozo 8ceneHcbK020
cobopy i 0ani. Bu nepekoHaemecs, wo Liepkea KoHcmaHmMuHoNo1a NOCMItHO 3MeHWYyemMbCA
i 38y)Kyembca. Y mol xe yac, npoyumadme piweHHa cobopy, akuli 3ibpasca y xpami
bozopoouyi YmiwemunsHuyi, 8 KoHcmaHmuHononi 1593 poky. Lleti cobop susHa4yus
KOpOOHU MOOiwHb020 HoBoCMBopeHo20 Mockoscbkozo nampiapxamy. [locnidime, 4u
mi KOPOOHU, AKi 8U3HAYUIU CBAMI OMUYi, iDeHMUYHI Cy4aCHUM KOPOOHAM CecmpuHCbKOT
Pociticokoi Lepkau. Omxxe, mym 8UHUKAE NUMAHHA: Yu Moxe 6yOb-AKa Llepkea camosineHo
po3wupo8amu c80i KOpOOHU ma we U 3a paxyHoK mepumopit iHwoi Ljepkeu?». [24]

BucHoOBKN

Ha xanb, gocnigxytoum ictopito KNiBCbKol MUTpONonii B OAWH i3 HAaNCKNagHIWnX i
nepiogdis (octaHHA yeTBepTb XVII CT.), yKnagaui aHanizoBaHoi 36ipKu cTanm Ha Wnax
NigMIiHW NOHATb, MaHINYNALUIN Ta TeHAEHUiINHOrO Nigbopy axepen. 30Kpema NPakTUYHO
He BMCBITNeHa 6opoTbba Knipy Kniscbkoi Mutpononii npoTy BXxoaeHHA y MOCKOBCbKY
naTpiapxito — LbOMy NpUCBAYEHO NuLe ABa AokyMeHTH (N2 134, 140), 3acTepe<eHHs
KUTBCbKOrO yXOBEHCTBA LLOAO HEMPUMHATHOCTI AN1A HUX NOPALKIB, AKI iICHYIOTb Y CYCiHIN
binropopacbkin enapxii, Ta foHOC muTpononuTta binropogcbkoro ABpaamia natpiapxy
MocKkoBcbKOMY loakumy LWOAO NPOTECTHUX HAaCTPOIB Y KNIBCbKin mutpononii. [Npo
piBeHb MPOTECTHUX HanawTyBaHb YKPAIHCbKOro AyXOBEHCTBA CBiUNTb HaBiTb TON
baKT, Wwo i uepes 32 poku (1654-1686) agMiHiCTpaTUBHOrO NiANOPAAKYBaHHA YKpaiHu
MocKOBCbKOMY LIapCTBY, He3BaXaloun Ha TOTallbHUIM aAMIHICTPATMBHUI TUCK | BiaBepTe
BTPYYaHHA Y LepKOBHi cnpasu, Mocksi cnig 6yno goknagatv Haa3BUYanNHMX 3yCunb,
B TOMY YMCAi NTK Ha BiABepTMIA 06MaH (rapaHTyBaTy AaBHi NpaBa i npuvBinei, Aki 1 He
36mpanaca BUKOHYBaTK), Wob oTpumat Kniscbky mmutpononito.[25]

3rigHO rpamoT KOHCTaHTUHONONBbCLKOTO NaTpiapxaTy, AKi HAAPYKOBaHi y 36ipHUKY,
BceneHcbKa naTpiapxia Hagana Jitki Kputepil cBOEI cniBnpaui i3 MOCKOBCbKOIO
naTpiapxi€to y cnpasi okopmieHHA KUiBCbKOT MUTPONONii:

a) KniBcbka mutpononia ¢opmanbHO 3aNmA€ETbCa Y CKnagi KOHCTaHTMHONOIbCbKOro
natpiapxaTty. B AKOCTi OCHOBHOI O3HaK1 BUKOPUCTOBYETbCA MOMUHAHHA B NITYPril
KOHCTaHTMHOMNOMbCLKOro NaTpiapxa Ha nepLiomy micli, nepes natpiapxom MocKOBCbKAM.
3a UepKOBHMMM KaHOHaMU, NepLIMM NOMUHAETbCA rnasa Lepksu.

6) MOCKOBCbKUI NaTpiapx Ma€ Bnagy Hag MUTPONONMTOM KMIBCbKUM NnLe B MeXax
TUX NOBHOBaXeHb, AKi fenieroBaHi NoOMy KOHCTaHTUHOMOIbCbKMM MaTpiapXxoMm.

BigTak, norogxytounce i3 rpamotamm BceneHcbKol natpiapxii, MockoBcbKa naTpiapxis
6pana Ha cebe HacTynHi 3060B'A3aHHA: He BTpyYaTncA B BMOIp MUTpoNnonuTa i nuwe
BMCBAYYBATUN NOro; He BTPYyYaTUCA Y CNpaBu MUTponofii (Kpim AK 3a Zonomoroto anenauii




LlepKOBHOrO Cyly MUTPONONIi); B KOXHil NiTyprii Ha TepuTopii KniBcbKkoi mutpononii Ak
rnaBy LlepkeBu nommHaTn BceneHcbkoro natpiapxa.

MepeBipnTH, UM BUKOHYE MOCKOBCbKMI NaTpiapxaT B3ATi Ha cebe 3060B’A3aHHA, He
CKNagHo i 3apas. HagiTb AKLLO He ynTaTy icTopito KniBcbKoi muTpononii nicna 1686 p.,
6iorpadii ycix nprMyeTHNX [0 3MiHU IOPUCAMKLIT BINOBMX OCIO Ta MpM3HayeHnX i3 Mockeu
MUTPOMNONNTIB, AOCTATHLO NPOCTO MNPUIATK Ha NiTyprito y Oyab-AKMIN xpam MOCKOBCbKOI
naTpiapxii, Wo AitoTb Ha TepuTopil Kniscbkol Mutpononil. A Tam 4OCTaTHbO NOCNyxaTm —
KOro MOMWHAIOTb CBALWEHNKM AK raBy LepKBU, 3a KOro monAaTbca. Bignosigb oueBnaHa,
i BOHa nuLLe NiaTBepAXKY€E NPaBoTy KOHCTaHTMHONOMbCbKOro NaTpiapxaTy i NpPaBUIbHICTb
noro giny 2018 podi.
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JINYHOCTb KaK NUCTOYHVK Hay4YHOro TBOpUYeCcTBa
Dr. Bnaoumup Cksopey

06 akTyanbHOCTU Hay4HON KOHpepeHUn «AcTouHNKOBeAEHNE CEerofHA:
npo6nembl N acNeKTbi»

O3HaKOMMBLWNCb C MHPOPMALMOHHBIM INCTOM O MPOBEAEHNM HayYHOWN KOHbepeHLMM
«/cTouHnKoBefeHne cerogHA: NpobneMbl 1 aCMeKTbl», A OKa3ancsa 0YapoBaH 3TOM TEMOIA.
370 Moe cocToAHME ObiNo 06YCNIOBNEHO HECKONTbKMMU 06CTOATENbCTBAMY, KOTOPbIe Obinn
B MOEeW »KM3HW 1 OKa3anu peLaioLlee BANAHNE HAa MOe OTHOLLEHME K HaYKe U K KU3HW.

Bo-nepBbix, UCTOUHMKOBEAEHME — 3TO Ba)KHaA OTPaC/lb UCTOPUYECKON HayKW,
pa3pabaTbiBatoLLaa TEOPUIO U METOANKY U3YyUYEeHUA Y UCNOSb30BaHMA NCTOPUYECKNX
NCTOYHUKOB (BELLECTBEHHbIX, MUCbMEHHbIX, GONbKIOPHbIX 1 Ap.). UcTopua asnaetca
OAHOW N3 HEMHOT X YHMBEpPCasbHbIX HayK, MOCKOJbKY, ee cofeprkaHune oxBaTbiBaeT
ABNEeHNA, NpeaMEeTbl U NPOLIECChl B NPUPOSAE, XKM3HM 0OLLeCTBa 1 OTAENbHOTO YenoBeKa.
be3 ncrtopmyeckoro metoga HEBO3MOXHO NPOBeAEHME KaKOro-nnbo Hay4yHoro
nccnefoBaHuA. Jlormka MCTopnyeckoro MeTofa CoOCToOUT B TOM, UTO Niloboe n3yyaemoe
ABMIEHME pacCMaTPMBaAETCA NO TAKOMY afirOPUTMY: KaK 1 NoYeMy NOABMNOCb JaHHOe
ABNEHME, U3 KAaKMX 3N1IEMEHTOB OHO COCTOUT, Kakne GYHKLMN BbIMOMHAN KaXKabl U3
3TMX 3/IEMEHTOB, KaK U NoYeMy 3TO AB/IeHNE N3MEHANOCh, KaKylo POJib BbIMOAHANO
3TO AAB/IEHME Ha Pa3HbIX 3Tanax cBoero pa3sutua. Nockonbky nHGopmauma o nobbix
ABNEHVAX 1 NpoLeccax BCerga U3BneKkaeTca us onpeaesieHHbIX UICTOYHUKOB, TO MCTOYHUKN
ABNAOTCA OCHOBOW HayYHOro UccnefoBaHusA. bes ncnonb3oBaHNA HaAEKHbIX NCTOYHNKOB
HaCToALLAA HayKa MPOCTO HEBO3MOXHa.

Bo-BTOpbIX, MOE NOHUMaHWe NCTOUYHNKOBeAEHMA GOPMMPOBaNoch B TO BpeMs, Korga
A ObIN1 CTYAEHTOM UCTOprYecKoro ¢pakynbreta JHeNponeTpoBCKOro rocyaapCcTBEHHOMO
yHuBepcuTeTa (1979-1984 roppl). Ina morx 0GHOKYPCHUKOB KypcCbl «/ICTOYUHKOBeaeHM e
n «/ictopmnorpadusa» npenogasan 3aMmeyaTenbHbI YeNOBEK, MPEKPACHBIN YUYEHbIA-UCTOPUK
Hukonawn lNMaesnosny KoBanbcknin. OH 0Ka3an OrpoMHOe BAMAHME HAa MEHA N MHOTUX
APYrUX CTYAEHTOB, KOTOPbIE YUUINCH Ha NCTOpUYecKoM daKynbreTe [lHENPONeTPOBCKOro
rocyfapCTBEHHOIO YHUBEPCUTETE, MOCKONbKY CMOT NMPUBUTb NHTEpeC K paboTe
C ICTOPUYECKMMUN NCTOYHMKAMU 1 NCTOPUOTpadpuyecKkummn matepuranamu.

TpeTbM 06CTOATENBCTBOM, KOTOPOE aKTyann3npyeT paccmaTpuBaemyio npobnemy,
ABNAETCA TO, UTO BCe AeNCTBUTENbHO HayYHble 3HaHWA Bcerga Co34alTca NCCeaoBaTeNaMm,
KOTOpble ONUPAIOTCA Ha 3HAHWA, CO3JaHHble BCeMU NpefLeCcTBeHHUKaMK, HAunHasa oT
MbICAIUTENEN APEBHEro M1Pa, aHTUYHOCTU 1 3aKaHUMBasA NCCNeAoBaTeNAMN HALINX OHEN.
HacnepcTBeHHOCTb HayyYHbIX 3HAHWI NPOABNAETCA B 60pbbe HayUHbIX KOHLENUNIA, HO
HacneaCcTBEHHOCTb BO3HMKAET TONbKO C OMOPOM Ha MCTOPUYECKME NCTOYHNKK, KOTOpble
ABNAIOTCA OCHOBOW TeopeTUYeCcKnX NOCTPOeHUn, rmnoTes, Mogenen, KoHuenuun.
Korga BcTpeuyaem HeKOTOpble TeopeTuyeckne NoCTPOEHUsA, KOTOPble UTHOPUPYIOT
NCTOPUYECKME NCTOUYHUKI U HE CBA3aHbI C peasibHbIMM NPOLIECCaMK B XM3HM 00LLeCTBa, TO
3TO OTHIOAb HEe HayYHOe TBOPYECTBO, a MYCTOLBET, KOTOPbIN UMUTUPYET HayuyHyto Gopmy.
Takumx nmkeyuyeHblx B NOCTCOBETCKOM YKpanHe pa3Benocb Hemarsno. ECTb 1 npnsHakn, no
KOTOPbIM VX MOXHO BbIAENNTb: NOC/e ANCCEPTALUM NOYTN HET NyONMKaLMA B HAYUYHbIX
XKYpPHanax, oHu n36eratoT Hay4YHbIX ANCKYCCUIA, B KOTOPbIX HY»KHO Obifo 6bl NOKa3aTb, Kak
paboTaeT nx KOHLUENUUA B peLLUeH NPaKTUYECKX NPobnem. DT UMUTATOPbl HayUYHON
LAEATeNbHOCTM He UMEIOT CBOEro Hay4yHoro numua.

Mow npodeccnoHanbHbIn OnbIT paboTbl yunTenem (a 25 net npenogasan UCTOPUIO




1 NpaBOBeJEeHME B WKOJIE), HayYHO-MNefarornyecknm pabotHkom (12 net npenogaBaHuna
B 3aNOPOKCKOM HaLMOHaIbHOM YHUBEPCUTETE), @ TaKXKe »KU3HEHHbIV ONbIT AaloT
OCHOBAHWA rOBOPUTb O HAYUHbIX MCTOYHMKAX LUMPE, YeM CIIOXKNNOCh B UCTOUHVKOBEAEHUN.
[Ana nonyyeHmnA Hay4yHOro pe3ynbTaTa BaXHbl HE MPOCTO UCTOYHUKN, @ 3HAHUA 06
NCTOYHMKAX N 3HaHWA, KOTOpble N3BNeYeHbl U3 KOHKPETHOrO MCTOYHMKA. A 3TO yxe
naeT peyub O NO3HaBaTeNIbHOWN AeATeNbHOCTN NCCIefoBaTesNs, KOTOPbIN OCYLLeCTBAAA
MbICAIUTENbHbIE OMnepaLmm C UICTOYHUKOM, NOJTyYaeT onpeaeneHHble 3HaHWA. OT 3HaHWA
N ABNAIOTCA Pe3y/ibTaTOM HayYHOW AeATENIbHOCTY, KOTOPbI NprobpeTaeT popmy
TEOpPEeTNYECKOro NOCTPoeHMA B popme naeu, rmnotesbl, Npobnembl, KOHLENUUK, TEOPUN.

MonyyeHHbIN N NPOBEPEHHbI Ha NPaKTUKe HayYHbIN pe3ysnbTaT ABAAETCA OQHUM
N3 OCHOBAHWI, NO CyLWeCTBY, ICTOYHMKOM ANA AafibHEeNLWero Hay4YHoro nomncka.
[ocKonbKy KntoueByto ponb B 3TOM NpoLecce nrpaeT ncciegoBaTesib, TO B OCMbICIEHNN
npo6nembl HayYHOrO NCTOYHKKA HEOOXOAMMO BbIXOANUTb Ha MOHUMAHKE POV INYHOCTHU
nccnefoBaTena Kak BaXKHelLWero MCTOYHMKA HayYHOTo, TEXHUYECKOTO 1 XYA0XKeCTBEHHOrO
TBOpYeCTBa.

Peub nget o BbiIxoge 3a paMKM YMCTO HAYUYHOrO MOHMMAHNN NCTOYHMKA. [Nepexon
Ha ¢nnocodcKnin ypoBeHb MOHUMAHMA UCTOYHMKA, TpebyeT Npu3HaHNA TOro, YTo
NCTOYHMKAMM ABNAKOTCA He TOJbKO NpeaMeTbI, ABNEHNA 1 NPOLECCHI B TPUPOAE, obLectse
N XKN3HW YesloBeKa, HO 1 caMa INYHOCTb UCCIIef0BaTenNs, KOTOPbIN, CO34aBas HayyHble
3HaHUA, PopMMPYET NCTOUYHMK €ro AanbHenLwero pa3BuTna. BcnomHute o noHATAN
«NepPBOUCTOYHUK», KOTOPbIM 0603HaYanu TpyAbl BENMKUX MbICIUTENEN, HO 3TV Tpyabl
CO34aBanuCh NAbMU, TO €CTb CaMM aBTOPbI TOXeE ABAAIOTCA UCTOYHUKaMK (MAen, 3HaHW,
KOHLenuun, Teopun n onpeaeneHHoro MMpoBO33peHus).

Mo moemy rny6okomy ybexaeHuo, UMeHHO IMYHOCTb ABNAETCA MMaBHbIM NCTOYHVKOM
HayUYHOrO, TEXHNYECKOTO 1 XyQOXKeCTBEHHOMO TBOpYeCTBa. Ha MOemM XU3HEHHOM NyTu
MHe Bblnasna yecTb 06LWaTbCA M NONACTb MOA BAMAHUE TaKNX NUYHOCTen. Cpean HuX
6b11 Hukonain Masnosuy Kosanbckui n Butanun MisaHosny Bonosurk. O3HakomneHue
¢ buorpadueir, HayyHbIM 1 NeJarornyeckum TBOPYECTBOM, OOLLECTBEHHON AeATENbHOCTbIO
3TUX BblAAOLWNXCA YUEHbIX, AaeT OCHOBAHWA rOBOPUTb O TOM, UTO CO3[aeT YyUYEHOro.
Ncnonb3oBaHme nonyumBLLEero Nnpu3HaHme B MICTOPUYECKOM HayKe 1 CoLMonornm
6uorpaduueckoro metoga B UCCNIe[0BaHNM TBOPYECTBA YUYEHbIX MO3BONAET OLEHUTD
POJb IMYHOCTU YYEHOTO.

O nnuyHocTn H.T1. KoBanbCKOro Kak MCTOYHMKe Hay4YHOro TBOpYeCTBa

Hukonawn MNMaBnosny KoBanbcKkuii — JOKTOP NCTOPUYECKUX HayK, Npodeccop,
3aBegyoWmn Kadbeaponm NCTOYHNKOBEAEHNA 1 nctopuorpadun, 27 net (c 1967 r.
no 1994 r.) pabotan npenogasatenem [IHeNnponeTpoBCKOro rocyaapCTBEHHOro
yHuBepcuTeTta. C umeHem H.T1. KoBanbckoro cBA3aHo co3gaHue N GyHKLNOHNPOBaHKe
AHEeNpPOneTPOBCKON WKOMbl UCTOYHNKOBEAEHUA, KOTOPaA Oblsia XOPOLIO N3BECTHOW
cpean yuyeHbix He ToNbKo B YKpauHe n CoseTckom Coto3e, HO 1 3a UX npegenamu,
B NMonbuwe, lfepmanumm, CLUA, KaHage. MHOrvie cOTpyaHUKMN Kadenpbl ICTOYHUKOBEAEHMA
n nctopuorpadun, kotopoi 3asegoan H.I. KoBanbckuii, 3alwintunm aucceptaumm Ha
COVICKaHMe YUYeHou CTeneHn OKTopa NCTopuyeckmx Hayk. Cpeam HYX Takme aBTOPUTETHbIe
yueHble-nctopukm Kak N. ®. Kosanesa, A.T. bonebpyx, N.N. KonecHuk, C. H. NMnoxui,
B.B. Mograeukun, 0. A. Mbiuunk, A. K. LLBnabko, A. A. Yoon.

Hukonai MaBnosury KoBanbcknin 6bi1 NIMYHOCTBIO OOLLIEHALIMOHAIbHOrO MacLLTaba3,
KOTOPbI He TONbKO YEeTKO Buaen Nnpobnembl MONOAOIO YKPAUHCKOTO rocyaapcTaa,
3aflaun, KOTopble He0OXOAMMO peLlaTh, HO Y HAXoAW NYTU 1 PeCYpPCbl ANA NX PeLLeHUs.




Korga YkpauHa ctana He3aBrucMMbIM rocygapctaom, H. 1. KoBanbcKkunin, KOTOpbI 6bin
poaom n3 OcTpora, CTan OgHUM U3 MHULNATOPOB BO3POXKAEHMA CTAPENLLErO BbICLIErO
yuyebHoro 3aBefeHnA YkpanHbl — OCTPOXKCKOWM akagemum (HbiIHe — HaunoHanbHbIn
yHuBepcuteT «OCTpoXCKaa akagemusa»). B Bo3poaumswemca yHnBepcuteTe
H.T1. KoBanbckuii cTan nepBbiM MPOPEKTOPOM MO HayyHoW paboTe 1 Bo3rnaBun Kadeapy
NCTOPUK 1 KyNIbTypOoNornu, a Takxe cosgan B Octpore ¢unuan NHCTUTYyTa yKpanHCKom
ncropuorpadpum n nctouHnkoegeHna um. M. lpywesckoro HAH YkpawnHbl. Peanvsauus
3TOro BblJAOLErOCA UCTOPUKO-KYNbTYPHOTO 1 06pa3oBaTeNibHOro npoekTa TpeboBana
peLIeHNs CNOXXHENLWNX 3a4a4: HANTK N 06 beANHUTD CBOVX €ANHOMBILLNIEHHNKOB, HANTK
HeobxoauMble pecypcbl 1 GUHAHCOBYIO MOAAEPXKKY B MPaBUTENbCTBEHHbIX Kpyrax
YKpauHbl 1 3a pybexxom. YcnelHaa peannsauma 3Toro npoekTa CBUAETENbCTBYET O TOM,
yTto H.I. KoBanbckmii coBepLimnn Nnogsur Bo 6naro ykpavHcKkoro Hapoga. OcTpoXckas
aKagemus ABNAETCA COBPEMEHHbIM YHMBEPCUTETOM, KOTOPbIV CyMen BO3POAUTb MHOTME
TpaguLMn NPOLWOro, U HaueneH Ha popmmnpoBaHme ByayLnX NOKONEHNIA YKPaUHCKOW
3nu1Tbl. 3a rofibl CBOEWN HayyHo-negarornyeckon gearenbHoctn H. . KoBanbckun
NOAroTOBMUA OKOMO ABYX AeCATKOB KaHAMAATOB N JOKTOPOB HayK.

Al Bcerpa nomHio ¢ppasy H.I. KoBanbckoro, KOTopyto OH YyacTo nostopan: «Mctopus
yesioBeyeCTBa HanncaHa KPoBbloy. ITO AeNCTBUTENIbHO aKCMOMa NCTOPMYECKON HayKN,
KOTopas ABNAETCA HEOOXOAMMbIM YCNIOB/EM NMOHNMaHKA NCTOPUYECKOro npotiecca. Mo3xe,
Korga A 3aHANCA nsyyeHnem punocodunm, KO MHe NPULLIIO NOHMMaHKE, YTo 3Ta ¢ppasa
He ABNAETCA 4OCTAaTOUYHbIM OCHOBAaHMEM ANA NOHMMAHNA ANANEKTUKN NCTOPMUYECKOTO
npouecca. B aBrycte 2018 r. B [NekuHe coctoanca XXIV BcemumpHbin punocopckui
KOHIpecc, KOTOPbI NPOXOAWS Mo AeBU30M «YUNTbCA ObITb YeNIOBEKOM». DTU ABE MbIC/U,
H.T. KoBanbCKoro o Tom, YTo UCTOPUA YeNnoBeYeCTBa HanncaHa KPOBbIO, N BCEMUPHOTO
KOHrpecca o HeobxoANMOCTU yUnTbCA ObITb YENIOBEKOM, CJTyXKaT UCTOYHNKOM NMOHUMAHWA
NX uanekTnyeckom B3ammosaBmcnmoctn. Opasa «yenoBeyeckasa UCTOPUA HaMmcaHa
KPOBbIO» O3HAYaeT BOWHY U apyrme GpopmMbl XECTOKOrO HaCUNNA, TO eCTb, MPOABNEHNE
6uonormnyeckon Nnpmupoabl Yyenoseka. Opasa «Yuntbcs 6bITb YETOBEKOM» O3HauaeT
npu3HaHWe YyesioBeKa N YesioBevyeCkom »N3HN BbiCLLen COLnanbHOW LEHHOCTbIO, 3TO
TPYAHbIN NOWNCK MYTN YyTBEPXKAEHWA NYMaHM3Ma, TO eCTb COLManbHON NPUPOabl YenoBeka.
Hayka cBmpaeTenbCTByeT, UTO B OCHOBE MCTOPUYECKOro NpoLecca Bceraa nexana 6opbba
3TUX ABYX ANANEKTUYECKUX MPOTUBOMONOXHOCTEN — BUONOrMYEeCcKon 1 CoLNanbHOM
NPYPOAbI YenoBeKa. ITO AnaneKTUYeCKoe NPOTNBOPEYME MOXHO Bblpa3nTb GOpMynoto:
«McTopua yenoBeyecTBa HanMcaHa KPOBbIO, HO B XOA4Ee KPOBaBbIX COOLITUN NCTOPUN
NMOCTENEeHHO YTBEPKAaN0Ch OTHOLIEHME K YeSIOBEYECKOW »KN3HW KaK BbiCLuern coLnanbHON
LEeHHOCTU».

B coBpeMeHHOM yKpanHCKOM obLecTBe, Kak 1 B obwecTBax Apyrux CTpaH Mupa,
LIeHHOCTVM CoLManbHOM NPUPOAbI YenoBeKa HaXOAATCA NoA AaBneHnem 61uonornyeckon
npupoabl YenosekKa. No3ToMy 3ajaua Kaxgoro yyeHoro, a 0cobeHHO ryMaHuTapues,
COCTOUT B NPOTUBOCTOAHMN pacyenoBeUyBaHMIo YenoBeKa, HepeaKko nonagatowero
noa BAvAHME ero 61MoNorMYecKon NPUPOAbI.

O nuuyHocTn BonoBuka Butanua ViBaHOBMYA Kak NCTOYHMKE Hay4YHOro TBOPYECTBa

Ha moem Xun3HeHHOM NyTun, Korga A y»ke 6bin B Bo3pacTte 41 roga, MHe BbINano
HacToALLee YenoBeyeckoe cyacTbe — A BCTpeTun Butanua ViBaHoBuya Bonosuka. A Hawen
cBOero Yuntens, a Mon YunTenb Hallen B MOEM finLe OAHOMO 13 CBOMX MHOTOYMCIIEHHbIX
YUYEHNKOB 1 nocnefosartenen B Hayke. OH oKa3san onpegensaiouiee BANAHNE Ha MOe
CTaHOBJ/EHMe KaK yuyeHoro. [1na meHa Butanun ViBaHoBuy ctan Yuntenem v [lyxoBHbIM




OTUOM. VI3 CBOEro NMYHOrO XNU3HEHHOTO OnbiTa A y6eannca, 4to IMYHOCTb yuunTena
ABNAETCA Ype3BblYANHO BaXKHbIM MCTOYHNKOM GOPMMNPOBAHMA TIMYHOCTU YUYeHUKa. bes
yunTenemn He MOXeT OblTb HUKaKMNX BEIMKNX JOCTUMXEHU YYEHNKOB — 3TO akCMoMa
Hallel XN3HW, KOTOpas BCerfa TONbKO NoATBep»KAanacb HayKom N HAKOTAA U HUKEM
He onpoBepranach.

Butanun MiBaHoBNY BONOBUK ABNAETCA COBETCKUM U YKPANHCKUM YUYEHbIM,
dmnnocodom, negarorom, KpaeBef oM, XKyPHaNUCTOM, OO ECTBEHHbIM AeATenem
1 NncaTenem, KOTopbiv cTan aBTopomM 11 poMaHOB 1 OAHOW NOBECTU, MOCBALLEHHbIX
NCTOpPUKM 3aNopPOXKCKOro Kpas. Nocne okoHYaHKA Gr3nKo-maTeMaTyeckoro dpakynbrerta
3anopOoKCKOro rocyapCTBEHHOro nefgarornyeckoro MHCTUTyTa Butanunm Bonosumk
paboTan yuntenem, a 3aTeM KOMCOMOJIbCKUM OPraHM3aTOpPOM Ha CTPOUTENbCTBE
r. AHenpopyaHoro. B. V. Bonosurk obyyanca B acnvpaHType 1 JOKTOpaHType AKageMmm
o6LecTBeHHbIX HayK B MOCKBE, rae eMy NpuULLIOCh OOLWaTbCA C BEAYLLMMUN COBETCKUMU
obuecTtBoBeAaMU, @ 3HAYUT Y MHOFOMY HayumnTbCA Y HUX. B neprog ¢ 1987 no 2013 roa
Butanun MBaHoBMY BonoBsuk, Bo3rnaBnasa paboty kadpeap punocodun, opraHmsosan
acnMpaHTypy, MNOAroTOBKY acnMpaHTOB 1 JOKTOPAHTOB. B 1994 roagy B.W. BonoBuk ctan
OCHOBaTesIeM U rMaBHbIM pefakTOPOM HayYHOr O XypHana «KynbTypOonoriyH1m BiCHUK:
HaykoBo-TeopeTnyHum WwopiyHnK HuxHbol HagaHINPAHLWMHW». DTOT HAYYHbIN XypHan
npepcTaBnAeT cobor cneymanm3mpoBaHoe n3gaHune, KoTopoe cTano nnaTtgopmorn
AnAa nyonmkauuim nccnegoBaHuii no coumanbHom punocodum n yxxe 25 net CnyKuT
bopmMrpoBaHMio COOOLLECTBA CMELMANCTOB NO colMnanbHon punocodpum. Takum obpasom,
peatenbHocTb B.W. BonoBuka 6bina HaueneHa Ha co3gaHue yCnoBui And NoaroToBKM
BbICOKOKBaNMPpMLUNPOBaHHbIX KagpoB Mo colmanbHom punocodunm 1 cCounonormun.
B. /. BonosuK nMyHO nogrotoBun 9 JOKTOPOB HayK 1 18 KaHANAATOB HayK, TO eCTb
CO3an 3aNopPOXCKYH HAaYyUYHYH0 LKoY coumanbHom punocodum. bnarogapa 6onbLion
Hay4YHOW, OpraHn3auMoHHON N Negarornyeckon gearenbHocty B. V. Bonosunka n ero
eJNHOMbILWNEHHNKOB, K Hayany XX| BeKka B 3anopo>KCKOM HaLMOHalbHOM YHMBepCcuTeTe
CNOXUNNCb NPeAnocbINKM anA co3gaHna GaKkynbTeTa COLMONOrnn 1 yrnpaBneHus.
B 2001 r. 6bin co3aaH dakynbTeT COLMONOrAN 1 YNpaB/eHs, a B ero coctase kadpeapa
coumonoruu, To ecTb, NoApasaeneHuns, B KOTopbix paboTaeT 60NbLUMHCTBO yUYeHbIX,
KoTopble chopMMpPOBanNnCh B pamkax HayuHou wkonbl B. . Bonosuka.

Ocob0ro BHMMaHUA 3aCNy>KUBaET N3yyeHne naen 1 pe3ynbTaToB Hay4YHOro TBOpYECTBa
B.W. BonoBuka, KoTopbiln caenan 6onblioi BKNag B pa3paboTKy KateropmanbHO-
NOHATUMNHOIO annapara counanbHoOn GprunocoPpum, YTo CNYKUT METOLONTOTNYECKON
OCHOBOW M3y4YeHMA 06LLeCTBa KaK COLMaNbHOro opraHmn3ma ctpaHbl. Butanun MBaHoBmy
BonoBuk paspabotan MeTogonoruio nccnegoBaHnA coumanbHbIX MPOLECCOB MO OCHOBHbIM
HanpaBneHNsaM coLmanbHO-GMNOCOPCKOro ocmbliceHns Gopm 0OLLECTBEHHOIO CO3HAHMS,
TaKUX Kak NCToOpunYeckoe, NoNnTnYeckoe, penmrmo3Hoe, HayuyHoe, negarornyeckoe
Co3HaHue. BaxxHoe mecTo B TBOpUecTBe B. . BonoBuka 3aHMMaeT pa3paboTka
MeTOAO0NOrNMn NCCNefoBaHMA U ONTUMM3ALMN PAa3BUTUA YKPAUHCKOro obLecTBa,
o6ocHoBaHMe KoHuenuun OTUM3HbI AnA Hapoda YKpanHbl 1 TeOpeTnYeckon Mogenm
napTun (bnoka napTuii) coumanbHOro Nporpecca Kak HeobxoaMMOro yCnoBuUsA yCnewwHom
MoZepHM3aL M1 yKpanHCKoro obuiecTsa.

XypoxecTBeHHOe TBopuecTBO B. V. BonoBnka nmeet 6onblioe 3HayeHue ons
GOpPMUPOBAHMA OTHOLLEHUSA XUTenen 3anopoXxKCcKorm 061acT K NCTOPUN POAHOTO
KpasA. bonblon nHtepec untatens sbi3Banu pomaHbl B. V. Bonosuka «Cnegpi», «[Toporuy,
«Bepa», KoTOopble BowwAW B TpUoruto «Bona-sontowwKax». YeTbipe aBTobMOrpadpmueckmnx




pomMaHa — «[la 6ygeT geHb» (AeTCTBO, IOHOLECTBO 1 CTYAEeHYeCKMe rogbl nucaTtens),
«W npuneTtAT conoBbu...» (paboTa KOMCOProM Ha HOBOCTPOIIKe T. [JHeNnpopyAHOro),
«MckaTtenu 3emHoro pas», «<bnaxeH, KTo BepyeT» (paboTa B cocTaBe pyKkOBOACTBA
3anopoXcKorn 0bnacTn) BoLwM B TeTpanoruto «<Bpems BblbMpaeT Hac», B KOTOPOW ONMUCaH
TPYOOBOW U XU3HEHHbIN NyTb Butanna ViBaHOBMYa B KOHTEKCTE COLMANbHOWN KN3HU
3anopoxckoro Kpasa B 60-80-e roabl XX ctoneTusa. [o3xe, 6bin n3gaH poMaH «OTubl — He
LETU», KOTOPbIV TakXe ABNAETCA aBTOOMOrpadpuUecKum 1 NOCBALEH MCTOPUN U XKU3HU
3anopOoXKCKOro Kpas B Neprof NepBoro AecATUNETMA Neprnoga He3aBncMMOCTM YKPauHbI.
MNepsble cTpouTenu r. [JHenpopyaHOro BO BpemMs rnpe3eHTaumm pomaHa B. /. Bonosuka
«/ npuneTAT CONOBbMU...» B OT3bIBaX O COAEPXKaHNN pOMaHa OTMeYanu NpaBaMBOCTb
OTOOPAXKEHUA NX XKU3HU 1 C NIOOOBbIO Ha3BaNM aBTOPA «HaLU 3anopoXCcKuii LLlonoxosy.

OcobeHHO cnegyeT OTMETUTb, YTO HayYHOE U XYy[O0XeCTBEHHOE TBOPYECTBO
B. /. BonoBrKa NpoOHN3aHO YyBCTBOM ONTUMM3Ma 1 HEMOKONEOMOW Bepbl B CBET/I0€
6yayliee yKpanHCKOro Hapopaa, B ero cnocobHocTb o6ecneynTb NocTynaTenbHoe
pa3BuUTME 1 NpoLBeTaHne YKpauHbl.

O BnuAHuK B.W. BonoBrkKa Ha moe Hay4YyHOe TBOpYeCTBO

C Butanuem VMiBaHoBnYyem BonoBukom A no3Hakomunca B ¢pespane 2001 roaa
Ha Kypcax NoBblWeHNA KBanndmnKkaumm B 3anopoKCKOM 06/1aCTHOM MHCTUTYTe
nocneguniIoOMHOro negarormyeckoro obpasoBaHuma. CnyliaTtenen Kypcos npurnawanm
Ha yuyeby B acMUpPaHTYypy 1 A BblPa3ui XKefaHne yunTbCA. Y>Ke OCEHbIo A yCreLwHo
cAan BCTYNUTeNbHbIE 3K3aMeHbl 1 Oblfl 3aUNCeH B aCNUPaHTYpPY, @ MOMM HayUHbIM
pykoBoauTenem 6bin HasHaueH B.B. Bonosuk. M Bckope A cTonKHynca ¢ npobnemon
MOEro OTHOLLEHNA K HayKe. B TeueHue wectn mecaues A C onpefeneHHbIM MHTepBanioM
npepoctasun Butanuio MIBaHOBMYY yeTbipe BapmnaHTa CTaTbl, HO KaX bl pa3 OH
TepnennBo BblUMTbIBas, NCan 3amMmeyvaHmna Ha 1-2 CTpaHULbl 1 KOHCTATMPOBa, YTO CTaTbA
eLle He Nonyumnach. f y>ke Hauyan Aymatb, UTO B3ANCA He 3a CBOe [eJ10, UTO fl, HaBepHOoe,
He cnocobeH K 3aHATUIO HayKOW, HO cumMTan, YTo 6pocuTb paboTy HaJ CTaTbeln ToXe
6yneT nposAsneHvem cnabocTu. /l BOT Ha BOCbMOM MecsLie Halero obLeHuns ¢ Butannem
MBaHOBMYeM, KOrga, HaX0AACb Ha FPaHN OTYAAHUA, A NPUHEC eMy MATbIN BapUAHT CTaTbM,
MOV yuuTenb NpU MHE NpoYnTan ero, pekomeHgosan yopaTb oguH ab3au 1 ckasarn,
YTO B TaKOM BUMJE CTaTbA rOTOBA K MeYaTh 1 COOTBETCTBYET TPeOOBAHUAM K HayUYHbIM
ny6nnkaumam. 31o 6bin NpopbiB. 3agaHune 6bi10 BbINOAHEHO. Al ObiN No-HacToALeMY
cyacTnue, A ybeannca, 4to CMory 3aHMMaTbca Haykow. [anbLue 6bino nerye. A NOHAN Kak
HaZlo NrcaTb CTaTby, Kak paboTaTb C UCTOYHMKAMW, KaK OPOPMIATL pe3ynbTaTbl CBOErO
Hay4yHOro noucka. boinu ewe 2-3 cnyuan, Korga ctatby NPUXOAZUNOCH NepeaesnblBaTb,
HO B OCHOBHOM OHMU y>Ke B MepPBOM BapuraHTe peKOMEeHA0BANMCh K Ny6nunkaumm.

OpHonm 13 npobnem B Hayane Moero NyTu Kak nccnegoBaTens 6bi1o TO, UTO A yxKe
BblpaboTan B cebe nctopryeckoe mMbllLIeHNE, a HY>KHO 6bino oBnageTb Grnocodpckmm
MblwneHnem. Ecnu nctopmk B ceoem nccnegoBaHum onmpaeTca B OCHOBHOM Ha
VNHAYKTUBHbBIN METOA — MbICIb ABUXKETCA OT €AMHMYHOTO K 06Lemy, To B prnocodpckom
MblLNEHUN NpeobnagaeT MeTog AeayKLUmn — MbICNb ABUMKETCA OT OOLLEro K eAVHUYHOMY.
NmeHHO TepneHue B. V. BonoBuka n mygpoe ynpasneHue npoueccom obyueHuns
cnocob6cTBOBano GOpPMUPOBAHUIO Y MEHA N APYTNX acnnpaHToB ¢unocodpckoro
MblwneHuns. B.. BonoBuk B TeueHre MHOMMX neT NpoBOAW METOLONIOrMYecKme CeMUHapbl
ANA aCNUPaHTOB M JOKTOPAHTOB, KOTOPble OKa3anncb odeHb 3GGeKTUBHON GpopMoi
noaroToBKW nccnepgoBartesnen.




o oueHKe 0gHOro yYeHoro, Ana Toro YTobbl ccnegoBaTenb cMor pa3paboTatb
COOCTBEHHYIO KOHLEMNLMIO, OH AOMKEH HANTK TbICAYY NCTOYHMKOB, BbIOPATb N3 HUX
COTHIO CaMbIX BaXKHbIX A4J1A M3yUYeHUA CBOeN NpobniemMbl, a 13 HUX BblbpaTb 10 MCTOYHUKOB,
C cofiepaHnem KOTOPbIX HY>KHO NopaboTaTb OUeHb TLlaTeNbHO, 6yKBasIbHO MO CTPaHMLam
1 ab3auam. KctaTuy, npakTnyeckmn Bce KHUr ceoero Yumtensa Bonosuka B.W. s npounTan,
Npv TOM MHOT1E C KapaHZaLLIOM B pyKe A5l NOMETOK BaXKHbIX MOMEHTOB B COAEP»KaHUM ero
TEKCTOB. OTO HEOOXOAMMO AJIA TOTO, YTOObI KHUM CRYXUAN [ENCTBUTENIbHBIM UCTOYHVKOM
3HaHUN 1 ngen. A Mmory ckasaTb, UTO BCerga HM3KO CKJIOHAIO ronoBy rnepef CBOMM
Yuntenem B. . BonoBnkom, KOTOpbI Hayumn MeHA Nosib30BaTbCA UCTOYHNKAMK, B TOM
yncne Grnocopckoro xapakTepa, a 3HaunUT, BeS MeHA NyTeM ocBoeHuA dunocodckoro
MbILLUIEHNA, TO €CTb MbILLIAIEHNA OCHOBAHHOTO Ha GUNOCO(CKMX KaTeropusax n MMeLLNX
TeopeTnyeckum xapakrep — Gpopmy TeopetTnyeckmx mogenei. Moa bnarogapHocTb
MoeMy YumnTento BbipaxeHa B TOM, UTO A, Kak 1 gpyrue yyeHukn Butanua VisaHosunya,
CTpeMnoCb B CBOEM HayYHOM TBOpPYECTBE ONUpPaTbCA Ha ngeun n tTeopetmyeckmne
mogenu B.U. Bonosuka. 310 03HauaeT, uto HayuHas dunocodckas wkona B.W. Bonosurka
npoaos/mKaeT Aeno cBoero ocHoeaTena: ngeu, kKoHuenuum, Teopun B. V. Bonosuka
npogosnKatoT XnTb. I nuuHocTb B. . BonoBunKa, n ero HayuyHoe n XxygoxecTBeHHoe
TBOPYECTBO MNPOAOIKAKOT OCTaBaTbCA MCTOYHMKOM Pa3BUTUA HAayYHOTO 1 G1NocodpCcKoro
3HaHUA, B KOTOPOM OCTPO HYXJaeTcA COBPEMEHHOEe YKpanHcKoe obuectBo. OgHUM 13
BaXkHeNWwux TpeboBaHuA B. M. Bonosuka K HayyHOMy TBOpYeCTBY Obin NPUHLMUM e4MHCTBA
COUVaNbHOM TEOPUN N COUMANBbHON MPaKTUKMN.

Butanui MIBaHOBMY 4acTO roBOPUI1 O TOM, UTO BaXKHENLLINM YCIOBMEM YCreLwHON
Hay4HOW paboTbl acNMpaHTa ABNAETCA HaNMUYME OPraHNYECKON CBA3N MEXAY yuutenem
N YYEHUKOM, TO eCTb MeXXAy TBOPYECTBOM KaXXA4oro n3 Hux. Mexagy TsopyectBom
B. /. BonoBuKa 1 Monm TBOPUYECTBOM TaKas CBA3b AeNCTBUTENbHO CyLLecTByeT. Butanun
MBaHOBMY paccmaTprBan obLecTBO Kak couunanbHbli opraHu3am. OH pa3paboTtan oyeHb
MHOT1e NOHATUA coumnanbHom dpunocodun, punocoPum NCTopuu, NONTUYECKON
dunnocodunm c BKNOUEHNEM B HUX NOHATUA COLManbHbIN opraHnsm. CoumanbHbIn
OpraHn3M — 3TO MOHATME, KOTOPOE Bblpa)KaeT HabOoMNbLUYIO CTENEHDb LIeNOCTHOCTH
obLecTBa Kak coumanbHOM cuctembl. Mol yumTenb NOHMMaN, YTo AnA NOCTCOBETCKOro
YKpanHCKOro obuiectBa MMeHHO Takow Noaxod ABNAeTCA Hambonee akTyasbHbIM,
MOCKOJIbKY YKpPaNHCKOe OOLLeCTBO ABNAETCA OYEHb CJIOXKHbBIM 1 MPOTMBOPEYMBbLIM MO
HaUWOHanbHOMY, A3bIKOBOMY, KySIbTYPHOMY, PESIMTMO3HOMY U PErMOHaNbHOMY COCTaBy.
B moel nepBoi MmoHorpadum «Kns3HeycTponcTBo Hapoaa Kak CounanbHbIl GeHOMEH»,
KOTOpas CTana OCHOBOW N5l AOKTOPCKOW AnccepTaLmm, KnoyeBoe noHaTue 6asnpyercs
Ha NOHMMaHWK 0bLeCcTBa Kak couManbHOro opraHnsma. KnsHeycTponcTso — 310
NMOHATME, KOTOpOoe 0603HaYaeT NCTOPUYECKN CNIOXKMBLLUMACA NOPALAOK B3aUMOCBA3M
yenoBeKa, Npupoabl 1 obwecTBa, KOTOPbIN obecneynBaeT MHTErpauuo CybbeKkToB
XN3HeJeATeNbHOCTU B COLManbHbIA OPraHn3M CTPaHbl ¥ BOCMPOM3BOACTBO NOCeAHero
KaK OpraHMyecKon LienoCcTHOCTM, OCHOBAHHOW Ha BOCNPOM3BOACTBEHHbIX NpoLeccax,
BKJ1I0YAIOLLMX BOCNPON3BOACTBO YE/TI0BEKA, IKOHOMUYECKOW CUCTEMbI, COLMANIbHOM
CTPYKTYpPbl, MOIUTUYECKON CUCTEMBI, TeXHOCdEPbI, COLMOKYNbTYpHON chepbl n obpasza
XMN3HU coUManbHbIX CyOBbEKTOB.

B HacToALlee Bpema Moe HayyHOe TBOpYeCTBO NpeacTaBneHo 120 nybnnkaunamu:
CTaTbM B HaYUHbIX XXYpHanax, ABe MoHorpadun B eUHONNYHOM aBTOpPCTBE, 2
MOHOrpadum — B COaBTOPCTBE, OKOJIO MONTOPa AecATKa — yyebHO-MeToanyeckmne
nocobua n matepuansl. CaenaTb Bce 3T0 6€3 MCTOYHMKOB MPOCTO HEBO3MOXKHO. B Moel




MoOHorpadpum «TpaHcpopmaLma COLMONCTOPMYECKOTO OpraHn3mMa YKpauHbl: aHanmnTnKa
coumanbHbIX NpoueccoB» U3 520 cTpaHuLy obuero obbema CNMCOK NUTepaTypbl
cocTaBnset 60 cTpaHuL, To ecTb 6onbLue 10% obuero obbema. M 3Tn ccbinkm ABNATCA
NoATBEPKAEHNEM TEOPETUYECKOTO MNOCTPOEHNA MOAENN YKPAUHCKOro obLlecTsa
B NOCTCOBETCKNW Nepuog.

Al MOry C NONTHOM YBEPEHHOCTbIO YTBEPXKAATb, YTO 6€3 NnYHOCTU Butanna MBaHoBmua
BonoBuka 1 ero TBopyectBa He 6bino Obl 1 MOEro HayyHoro TBopuecTsa. Vinu oHo morno
OblTb COBEPLUEHHO APYroro cogepxaHunsa n Gpopmboi.

Yrto co3paet yueHoro?

XapakTtepucTturka nmuHoct Hukonaa lNMasnosuya Kosanbckoro n Butanua ViBaHoBuua
BonoBuka, nx TpyaoBOMN, Hay4YHOW 1 OOLLECTBEHHOW AeATENIbHOCTY, JaeT OCHOBaHWe Ans
BbIBOAOB O TOM, Kakne GpaKTopbl CO3atoT yuyeHoro. Bo-nepBbix, pe3ynbraTbl HayYHON
N TBOPYECKON AEATENBHOCTN YYEHOTO, KOTOPble 3adMKCMPOBaHbI B €ro MOHorpadusax,
Hay4YHbIX CTAaTbAX N ApYrux nybnmkaymax, Kotopble cogeprkat paspaboTaHHble UM
naewn, KoHuenuuu, Teopmn. Bo-BTopblx, €ro NMYHbIN BKIaA4 B NOATOTOBKY YUYEHbIX,
KOTOpble ABNATCA CneumnanmcTammn HamBbICLLEen KBanudukaumm. B-TpeTbumx, HauBbiCLM
nokasaTesieMm TBOPYECKMX AOCTUNKEHUI YUEHOTO ABNAETCA CO34aHMe UM COOCTBEHHOM
Hay4YHOW WKOJbl. B-ueTBepTbIX, BbICOKasA pe3yNbTaTUBHOCTb B PeLleHN NPaKTUYeCKNX
npo6nem »m13HM obLEeCTBa, B YaCTHOCTW, 0O6pa3oBaHUA 1 HayKW. B-nATbiX, peanbHoe
BNUAHME yYeHOro Ha popMMPOBaAHNE MUPOBO33PEHNA N OTHOLLEHNA K XKNU3HU CBOUX
YUYEHUKOB, CTyAEeHTOB, aCNVUPAHTOB 1 JOKTOPAHTOB.

3HaueHVe KaXaoro yueHoro onpeaenseTca ero OTHOLWEHMEM K HayKe 1 MeCTOM, KOTopoe
3aHMMaeT ero TBOPYECTBO B HayKe. HayKa ABnaeTca, No-cyLlecTsy, cneynduueckon chepon
yenoBeYyecKon AeATeNIbHOCTU, B KOTOPOW co3aeTcsl HOBOe 3HaHue (B dopme naen,
rmnoTes, NOCTaHOBKM U peLleHnsa npobnem, KoHuenuui n Teopuin), bonee nnm meHee
NPUGAMXKEHHOE K UCTMHE 1 MPOBEepPAEMOE NPAKTMKON peLleHna 3aay B3auMoaencTBua
yenoBeKa C NPMPOZOW, 0OLLECTBOM 1 TEXHUKOW. MKM3Hb HaYKM NPOABNAETCA B BbIABV/XKEHUN
npen, pas3paboTke Ha NX OCHOBE NPOEKTOB, COMEPHMNYECTBE NPOEKTOB, KOTOPble
OTCTaMBalOT Pa3fiyHbIe yueHble. HayuHasa X13Hb yCnewHo pa3BrBaeTca Tam, rae ecTb
Hayu4HasA QUCcKyccmaA (He nyTaTb C Tefne-woy), TO eCTb ANCKYCCUA BeAeTCA MPU3HAHHbIMIA
YyUYeHbIMU, HAa HAYYHOM A3bIKe, TO eCTb 065A3aTeNbHO C ONOPOW HA UCTOYHUKM 1 NPU STOM
CBOVIM COfeprKkaHneM NpUONMKaoLWAnACA K peLleHrIo MPakTUYecknx npoobnem.

B HayKe faBHO cnoXumnacb Tpagmumna, COrnacHoO KOTOpoW onpefeneHHbIn aBTopuTteT
YyUeHOro noaaepXnBaeTca OTHOLWEHNEM K ero TBOPYEeCTBY HayyHoOro coobuecTsa,
npeacTaBUTeNN KOTOPOro B CBOEM HayYHOM TBOPYECTBE ABNAIOTCA NOC/iegoBaTeNAMM
NN KPUTUKaMK 3TOFO YUYEHOrO.

Mepen nogbmu, KOTOPble CEPbE3HO 3aHMMAIOTCA HAYKOW, BCeraa ctoana npobnema: Kak
3alUMTUTb CBOIO Cpeay OT NPOXOAUMLEB, KOTOPbIE UMUTUPYIOT HayUHYI0 AeATENbHOCTD,
npeacTaBnAa CBOV Ny6nMKaLum Kak HeKMIN HayuHbln pe3ynbtaT. OqHUM 13 TaKnX CPeacTB
3alWmMTbl Cpefbl yyeHbIX-NpodeccnoHanoB yTBepAnIach Tpaguuma nonyyeHus JocTyna
B Hay4YHOe cOoOoOLLeCTBO NyTeM 3aLmUTbl AuccepTaumni. HanomHio, 4to Tpagmnuma 3awuTol
AnccepTaumy NPULLINA K HAM Kak OAHO 13 BaXKHeNLWNX JOCTUMKEHMI CamOopraHm3aumnm
XK13HW B ropogax nepuopa CpeaHux BeKoB. B Ty anoxy B ropogax 6binv co3gaHbl
npodeccroHanbHble COO6LECTBA, TaKMe Kak LieX — CO3bl PeMECNIEHHNKOB, MbaNMN —
COI03bl KYML OB, 6paTcTBa — COMO3bl NOAMACTEPHLEB, @ B HEKOTOPbIX Hanbonee 6oraTbix
N BANATENbHbIX rOpoAax yHUBepCUTeTbl — COO3bl NpenogaBaTenen u CTyqeHTOB.
[na nonyyeHunsa ctatyca peMec/ieHHMKa YeoBeK AOMKEeH Obln NPONTY CIOXHbIN




NyTb OT YYeHMKa MacTepa (HeCKONbKO N1eT) A0 NogMacTepbs (TOXe HeCKONbKO NeT),
OCBOMUTb OCHOBHbIE OnepaLnn 1 yMeHUA peMeCieHHNKA, IMYHO N3roTOBUTb LieeBp —
obpaseL pemMecneHHOro n3agenns, KoTopoe nNo CBOUM KauyeCTBEHHbIM NoKa3aTenem
BMOJIHe oTBeYyaeT TpeboBaHMAM, C/IOKMBLLUMMCA B LIEXe, B COCTaB KOTOPOro BXOAUT
pemecneHHUK. Ml TonbKo 3alWmTnB CBOW WeaeBp nepes CO30M peMeCIEHHUKOB, TO
€CTb LiexoM, ogMacTepbe MOT MOyUYnTb CTaTyC peMeCieHHNKa, a 3HaUUT Te NpaB.a,
KOTOpble UMenu apyrue uneHol uexa. 1o aHanorum, B CcpegHEBEKOBOM YHUMBEPCUTETE
nponcxoauna 3awmra guccepTaumin conckatenemn, To eCTb yuYeHbl NpeacTaBsan CBOM
«HayYHbIN WeaeBp» 1 JoMXKeH Obin ero 3awWmTnTb Nepes cyaom npodeccopos. Taknum
obpa3om, 3aLmTa guccepTaunin nepes yueHbiM COBETOM — 3TO NPeKpacHas Tpaguuus,
npuweawas K Ham 13 anoxu CpeHeBEKOBbA, HO MO CyLecTBY ABAAOWAACA GopMo
caMmoopraHmsaymnm npodpeccnoHanbHbix cooblecTs, cnocobHaa nogaep mnBaTb
BbICOKMI ypOBEHb NpodeccnoHan3mMa ero YieHoB 1 HalenmBaoLwas Ha NonoJsiHeHne
HOBbIMU NpodeccroHanamm, KOTopble He TONTIbKO OTBEYAOT YXKe AOCTUTHYTOMY YPOBHIO
TpeboBaHUI COO6LWECTBa, HO 1 CTUMYNUPYIOLLAa K TOMy, UToObl ero npes3onTu. bes
OMNopbl Ha CEPbE3HbIe UCTOYHMKIM 1 060CHOBaHMe onpeaeneHHOM HOBU3HbI COMCKaTeNb
NPOCTO He MOT MOYUYUTb NPU3HAHUA HayYHOro coobLlecTBa.

O606Lan cBOM pacCy>kAeHnA O TOM, YTO CO3JaeT YUEHOro, XOUEeTCA NOQYEPKHYTb,
YTO BENNYANLINM JOCTUXKEHEM HaYKM ABNAIOTCA HayyYHbIE LKOJbl, KOTOPblE BbIPOCN,
ONUpPaACb Ha TPAAMULMM CaMOOpPraHu3auumn npodeccnoHanbHbIx coobwecTs. VIMeHHO
noafep»KKa 3TUX HayUHbIX LLKOM CO CTOPOHbI 06LLeCTBa 1 FOCyAapCTBa ABNAETCA OCHOBHOW
npeanocbikon obecneyeHNA roTOBHOCTY peLlaTb Npobnembl n3HeobecneveHns
obuecTBa, NPOTUBOCTOAHUA TEM YrpO3aM, Nepes KOTOPbIMY OHO OKa3blBaeTCA.

Ph.D. Bnadumup Ckeopey
3anopoxckul HAYUOHATbHbIU
yHugepcumem




QaTtanbHbie yA3BMMOCT HAY4YHOTO UCTOYHNKOBEAEHNA Kak oCHoBa ¢elikoB
Prof. Makcum Jlenckud

MNpepgnoxeHHaa TemMa [ANCKYCCMOHHBIX MNaHenenm MexXAyHapoAHOW Hay4yHo-
NPaKkTUYeCKon KOHpepeHUUn akTyanusmpyeT BHUMaHME K (aKTONOrMyeckon,
MeTOAMNYECKOM METOA0SIOrMYECKOM JOCTOBEPHOCTM OCHOBbI OyAYyLUMX UCCIeOBaHWI,
BCEro TOro, YTO MOXeT BepudpuunpoBaTtb, NpoBepuTb 6a3ly TeopeTM3MpPOBaHUA
N NPaKTUYECKON OCHOBbI AEATENBHOCTU, B HALLEeM CJlyyae, yueHbIX, 060e30nacuTb HayKy
oT daTanbHOCT GenKoB, KOTOpble MOTYT NPUBECTM K HEOOPATMMOMY pa3pyLUeHNio
CYLLEeCTBOBAHUA 1 Pa3BUTUA HayKu 1 obLlecTBa.

Qenk B 3M0Xy BUpTyanu3auuu, augxutanusauum  (Kak  oundpoBKu
NEepPBOUCTOYHMKOB, KOTOpPble 4YacTO TOXe He BepuduuMpoBaHbl, a MOryT ObiTb
N UCKaXeHbl), NUHGOPMALIMOHHBIX U PenyTauMOHHbIX BOWH CTAHOBUTCA rO6anbHOM
Yrpo30i HapaBHe C TepPOPU3MOM, NAHAEMUEN N APYTMM FO6aNbHbBIMU, NOKaNbHbIMA
1 MUKpoyrpo3am. OTclofa Takasa NonynApPHOCTb U akTyanbHOCTb Kak GpaKT-UeKmnHra, Tak
1 TEOPUIA MOCTNPAaBAbI, KOTOPble HaNpaBeHbI Ha PacKpbIThe GpellkoB — Henpasabl, HO
He HanpaBneHbl Ha PacKpbITUE NPaBabl U MOMCKA UCTUHDI.

JaBaliTe pacCMOTPMM 3TOT BOMPOC NOCAEA0BATENBHO OT MPOCTOrO K CZIOMKHOMY, OT
abCTpaKTHOro K KOHKpeTHOMyY. HauHem ¢ 6a30BOro — € oTIMuunA NpaBabl OT HEMpPaBAbl,
NCTUHbBI OT JKK. [paBaa paccmaTprBaeTca Kak alekBaTHOCTb BOCMPUATUAA YenoBeka
B onpeaeneHHOM BPeMEHU N MPOCTPAHCTBE, B KOHKPETHO-UCTOPUYECKNX YCNOBUAX,
B KOHKPETHOW NpaKTuKe yenoBeka. be3ycnoBHO yron 3peHus, Touka 3peHuns, pakypc
BOCNPUATUA MOTYT ObITb Pa3HbIMU B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT CTPYKTYPbl INYHOCTY YeNIOBEKa,
€ro CTaTyCHO-POJieBbIX MO3MLMIA, BO3MOXHOCTM U 0O6bEMA BOCMPUATUA, MPU STOM
Mbl YTBEp)KaeM, UYTO 3TO «npaBfa», MOCKONbKYy 00A3aTeNnbHbIM ee KpuTepuem
ABNAETCA UCKPEHHOCTb YeNioBeKa, NMOMbITKa MakCMManbHO afeKBaTHO nepefaTb CBoOe
BOCNPUATUA COObITUA, CUTYaUUN, MUPa, B CTPEMIEHNN CAeNnaTb 3TO 6e3 UCKaKeHWN
1 31010 yMbicna. Takasa KOHKpeTUKa 1 0COOeHHOCTb, AnddepeHLmaLma, Kak pasnmuns
BHYTPEHHWX CBOVCTB M YCIOBUN,— KaK pa3 1 CBMAETENbCTBYET, UTO «NpaBAa y Kak4oro
cBoAx». MpaBha BbICTynaeT Kak eQUHUYHOE, KOHKPETHOEe MPOABNEHME CTPeMIIeHMNs
K UCTUHe.

NcTrHa BbINONHAET HECKONBKO NHYIO POb — YHUBEPCANIbHOTO, TOT0, YTO OTHOCKTCA
KO BCEM NOAAM, OTCYTCTBME UCTVHbI MPUBOAUT N0AeN K Kpaxy, Tpareguu v T.n. Ecnm
CyObeKTMBHOE WCKaXkeHWe npaBfbl — 3TO JIOXKb, TO CYObBEKTMBHOE WCKaXeHue
NCTMHbI — 3TO KpaX, pa3pyLLEHMEe 1 OTCYTCTBME Pe3ybTaTOB COLMANIbHOMO Pa3BUTUA.

Ponb ¢pelikoB B coBpeMeHHOM MHPOPMALIMOHHOM OOLLeCTBE U TMMepPeanbHOCTU (Kak
NNNI030PHON LIeNIOCTHOCTY MMPa — MUCKaXKatoLero AenCTBUTeNIbHOCTb, COLNanbHOro
MUpa JeNCTBYOWNX CYOBEKTOB) Kak pa3 1 3aKJIl0YaeTCA B Ae30pMeHTaLmm CyObeKkToB
He TONIbKO B TOM, YTO OHW CUYUTAIOT NpPaBAOW (NOCTNPaBAON — MOCKOMNbKY B NpaBae
noABWUNCA MeaguaTop, NnocpeaHnK undposas cpena, IHTepHeT B Lenom 1 coumanbHble
CETU B YaCTHOCTW), HO U B UHOOPMALMOHHONW BOMHE — paspyLlUeHNe Hay4yHOCTU
N 06 bEKTMBHOCTM (KaK UCTUHHbIX OCHOB CYLLLECTBOBAHUA, Pa3BUTUA N [eATENbHOCTHN).

B Hayke WCTMHHOCTb npeobpa3oBaHa B MOUCK BCEOOWMX U KOHKPETHbIX
3aKOHOB MpUpOabl, HayKn 1 obwecTBa, ee cneunduuecknx Gopm npoaABneHNa —
3aKOHOMepHocTel. HanpaBneHHOCTb GpEeNKOB — 3TO He TOMbKO NoAavya NCKaXKeHHOoM
NHPopMaLMKM, Kak paspylleHre npaBAbl, HO pa3pylleHne 3HaHUN 3aKOHOB
N 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEN Pa3BUTUA 1 aeAatenbHoCTU. Denkn CTOAT B e4MHOM KOMMeKce




C XeNTepCTBOM, TPOMMHIOM, OynaMHrom u gpyrumm dbopmamm — opyxuem 3a
NHPOPMaLMOHHYIO BNaCTb, PUHAHCOBbIE 1 ApYyrue pecypchbl.

YTo Ke ABnAeTCcA OCHOBOM (GenKoB, YacTO YCMNewWwHO CNPaBAAWNUMNCA CO CBOUMMU
3afaHNAMM pa3spylleHna npasabl, Ae30pueHTaumMn 1 Kpaxa AeATeNbHOCTW fofen,
B TOM 4mMcCiie HayYyHOW, a MHOrga v paspyleHun nnyHoctru? PaccmoTtpum, npexae
Bcero, daTanbHble YyA3BMMOCTU NCTOYHUKOBELEHNA, KOTOPble, COOCTBEHHO, ABNAIOTCA
OCHOBOW ANA pe3ynbTaTUBHOCTU GENKOB.

MepBoi ¢aTanbHOM yA3BUMOCTbIO ABAAETCA OTCYTCTBME WHCTPYMEHTapua
BepuduKaLmm, NPOBEPKN NEPEKPECTHLIMN NCTOYHUKAMU U PA3NIMYHBIMU MeToAaMU,
NAN OTCYTCTBME JOCTYNA K «NepeKkpeCcTHbIM» NCTOYHMKAM.

Bropon ¢artanbHOM YA3BMMOCTbIO Mbl PAcCMaTPMBaEM MPOCTPAHCTBEHHYHO
OrPaHMUYEHHOCTb — YaCcTO UCTOYHUKN HaXOAATCA BHE 30Hbl OCAraeMOCTU YYEHOro,
M OH BbIHYXAEH MNO0Nb30BaTbCA KOCBEHHbIMU W OMOCPEeAOBaHHbIMA [AaHHbIMMK
N nHPopmaumen. ITO NPOCTPAHCTBEHHAA OrPaHUYEHHOCTb B (aKT-YEKMHre 4acTo
NpoBepAeTcA BU3yalbHbIMU METOAaMW WM MOWCKOM UCTOYHMKOB Ha TeppuTopum
Cob6bITUA UK NpoLecca.

TpeTbe, BpeMeHHas OrpaHUYEeHHOCTb — JOUMbBIA MEXaHU3M MOLUEHHUKOB
NN PeKNnaMmncToB — «HasneTan-Toponucb, MOKYMam MBOMUCb», KaK B M3BECTHOM
KomegunHom ¢unbme, UnM «nOTOPONUTECb — MOCNefHne eaunHuubl». B HayyHom
NCTOYHMKOBEAEeHUN 3Ta d¢aTanbHas OrpaHUYEHHOCTb CBfA3aHa C OTCYTCTBUEM
BPEeMEeHU Ha NPOBEPKY NCTOYHUKOB, B CKOPOCTW aHann3a, 3afaHHON BHELWHUMUN UK
NCKYCCTBEHHbIMU TPebOBaHUAMY — <N AaliTe OTBET Unu Bbl He yueHbIny, nnun yto-
TO nogobHoe. IHorga, OTCYyTCTBME BPEMEHM HA aHanmM3 JOCTOBEPHOCTM MCTOYHMKA
onpegenseT cMelleHne C AOCTOBEPHOCTU Ha JOBepue UCTOYHUKY. DTa daTanbHasA
OrPaHNYEHHOCTb OObIYHO onpefeneHa Tem, YTO MNPOLECC, KOTOPbIA M3yyaeTcs,
obnagaeT 3HaunTeNbHO 6onee BbICOKOW AMHAMMKOWN pa3BopaunMBaHuA, YeM BpPeMms,
Heobxof4Moe ANA ero OCO3HaHMA U OCMbIC/IEHUSA, 3HAUUTENbHAA YacTb KOTOPOro
CBAi3aHa C MPOBEPKOWN Ha JOCTOBEPHOCTb NEPBONCTOYHNKOB.

YeTBepTana YA3BMMOCTb CBA3aHa CO CTaTyCHO-POJSIeBOW MO3uuUMen B Hay4yHOM
nofie y4YeHoro, ero aBTOpUTETOM, Kak 3amMecTuTenem MpoBepKM Ha JOCTOBEPHOCTb
nHpopmaumm. Pacyetr mMaeT Ha TO, UTO aBTOPUTET C BbICOKOW CTaTyCHO-PONIeBOW
No3nLMnen MOXET CKOHLIEHTPUPOBaTb CBOE BAMAHUE AN1A NPEOAO0SNIeHNA KBO3MYLLEHNA
cpefbl» B C/lyyae MCNosib30BaHMA HeJOCTOBEPHON MHGOPMaLUN AN HeJOCTOBEPHas
NHPopMaLMA NONYUYNT TakuM 06pa3oM NernTUMaL Mo aBTOPUTETOM Kak MCTOYHUKOM
BnacTu. IMeHHO 3Ta no3mumaA cTaHOBUTCA daTaNbHON Kak AnA aBTOpPUTETa, Tak U AnA
pecypCHOro Hay4yHOro nons, NOCKOJSIbKy MccnefoBaHne AOCTOBEPHOCTN UCTOYHMKA
NoAMeHAEeTCA ero nerMtTumaumen aBTopuTeTom.

MATan yA3BUMOCTb onpefeneHa HayyHowm CyOKynbTYpOW, Kak pUTyanv3npoBaHHON
Ccpefon, B KOTOPOW BbIMOSIHEHHbIN pUTyan nogMeHseT BepudUKauuio UCTOUYHMKA.
Tak, n3BecTHbIM PakTOM ABNAETCA TO, UYTO CTPaxM WIM COMHEHWUA B COLUANbHOM
B3aMMOAENCTBMM B rpynne, 4acto obpeTatoT KaHan nepegaun nnbo oTBETCTBEHHOCTH
rpynne wnmn cybnummpyetca Ha 3p3au-o6bekT (kak nucan K.JlopeHu), T.e. BMecTo
pelweHna npobnembl CBOMX CTPAxXOB WM COMHEHWUA KaK MPOBEPKM WUCTOUYHUKA
nepenaeTca OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 6onee MacwTabHOMy Ccy6beKkTy — rpynne, obLwHoCTH,
coumanbHOMY UHCTUTYTY, FOCYAAPCTBY U T.M.

LlecTas yA3BMMOCTb, Ha Hall B3rNA4, 3TO KOMMYHMKATUBHAA Urpa BMeCTo Nomcka
NCTUHbL. Jllogn NbAT, Nnonb3yacb meTadpopon 1 HaszBaHMeM KHuru lepmaHa lecca,




nurpatb B 6ucep, Urpatb CMbICIaMK, UCTOpuAMKM, dakTamy K T.N., OOBOAA MX [O
abCcypAHOCTN, 3TO CBA3AHO C «KPACMBOCTbIO» HEMOHATHOIO, UCMOJIb30BaHNE Hay4YHO
npoBepeHHbIX GpaKTOB AN CBA3bIBAHMA HECBA3YEMOTO, MOMbITKM OonpeaeneHns yepes
HEerMoHATHOEe WM HemnoHsToe. YTo MpeBpallaeTcA B HAayKOOOPa3HOCTb, B 3CTETUKY
YCNOXHEHHOrO KaK HEeMOHATHOTO W CTAaHOBUTCA ¢aTaNibHOM YA3BMMOCTbIO AJ1A
HayYHOro NCTOUYHMKOBeAEHMA. [TOCKONbKY ANCKPeAUTUPYETCS He TOSIbKO YUYEeHbI, HO
4acTo 1 NPUBEAEHHBIE UM UCTOYHMKN.

Ceobmasa yA3BUMOCTb — 3TO WCTOYHMKK, oTpaxkawowme ad hoc, HacTonbko
€OVHUYHYI0O W Y3KO [AManas’oHHYK CUTyauuto, 4To cama no cebe BepudmKauma
NCTOYHMKa ABNAETCA noTepen BpeMmeHn. QatanbHasa owmbKa onpeaeneHa npoLeccom
nepeHoca cneundukm ad hoc c egrMHNYHOroO Ha 6onee MacWTabHbIN KNacc NPoLEeccos,
HO y>Ke B NpuaaHnn cTaTyca YyHUBEPCANbHOCTY OTAENbHOMY.

Bocbmas yA3BMMOCTb — 3TO Hay4yHoe 6Geccunve, Kak HecnoCcobHOCTb B3ATbCS
3a aHanM3 WCTOYHUKA, OTCYTCTBME PEeWwMMOCTW, HeBrlafeHne [LOCTaTOYHbIM
NHCTPYMEHTapreM, YCUIMBAKLWMM CKOPOCTb U AOCTOBEPHOCTb MCC/IeOBaHMA,
OTCYTCTBME JOCTAaTOYHOrO OMbITa PabOTbl C CEMENCTBAMU HayYHbIX UCTOYHUKOB.

JleBsATan yA3BUMOCTb — 3TO BMECTO MCC/IeOBaHNA JOCTOBEPHOCTU VMCTOUYHMKOB
B LeHTpe ¢enka HaxoauTCA BEPOATHOCTb KOHGIUKTA Kak BHYTPUIMYHOCTHOIO
(B UeHTpe d¢elka HAXOAUTCA JIMYHOCTb), TaK BHELWHero, COUMANbHOrO BO
B3aUMOJENCTBUN C ApPYrMMM CyObekTamu. BmecTo ur3yuyeHWa [OCTOBEPHOCTM
MCTOYHUKA UCCNEROBATENIbCKOE BHUMaHME NepeKoueHO Ha BO3MOXXHOCTM U YIpOo3bl
KOHGMNKTHOTO NOJIA, NCXOAAMM KOTOPOro MOTyT ObITb 6ercTBo, yCTYnKu, KOMAPOMUCC,
60pbba 1 3HAUNTENBHO peXe COTPYAHNYECTBO.

NccnepoBaHve ¢aTanbHbIX YA3BUMOCTEN MCTOUYHMKOBEAEHUS Kak OCHOBbI Afs
dbopmmpoBaHMA ¢elrikoB B WMHPOPMALMOHHOM U penyTauuoHHON BOWHe, elye
TpebyeT OCMbICNIEHMSA, HO YXKe cevac MOXXHO YTBEepP)KAaTb, UTO YCNOBUA aTanibHbIX
YA3BMMOCTEN MCTOYHUKOB SIBMAITCA MapKepamy BHUMATENIbHOTO U KPUTUYECKOTO
OTHOLLUEHWS YYEHOTO.

Ph.D. Makcum Jlenckuti
YKkpauHckas akademus HayKk,
3anopoxckul HAYUOHATbHbIU
yHugepcumem




3TuKa Hayku n «[pokKpyctoBo Jloxe»
Ph.D. Bumanudi JlyHes

«lMnatoH mHe apyr, CokpaTt MHe Apyr, HO NCTVHY CnefyeT npeanoyvyecTb
MapTuH Jliotep, «O nopaboLyeHHOoN Bone»

Ponb, Mnccna n coumanbHoe 3HaUYeHne HayKu He MPOCTO OT/INMYAKOTCA OT SMOXU K 3MOo-
xe. Mbl Mo>KeM 6bITb yBepeHbI B TOM, YTO 3Moxum AnddepeHUmnpyoTca N1Lib NOTOMY, YTO
HayKa y»e He BMeLLaeTcA B NprBblYHOM dopmaTe 06LecTBa 1, MO3TOMY, CO34aEeT ero
HoByto dopmy.

Kak ngeanbHoe o6pa3oBaHuMe HayKa co3faeT peasnibHoe. U, npoiiga, Knaccnueckyio,
HeKnacCcnyecKyio 1 NOCTHEKTAaCCUYECKY0 MOAEeNM HayKuy, a Mo CyTU NoovepenHo nae-
anu3npysa TO TOYHYIO OPraHN30BaHHOCTb, TO BEPOATHOCTHOCTb 1 MPOrHO3MPYeMOCTb,
TO, HbIHE, HENTMHENHOCTb, HEBO3MOXHOCTb MPOrHO3a N Clly4YaHOCTb, Mbl CTaNIKMBaeMCA
C M3BEYHbIM BOMPOCOM YUYEHOr0 1 UccnegoBaTena «4To eCTb UCTUHa». Ho B OTBeT Hac
nepeagpecytoT K BONPOCY TOrO «4TO eCTb HayKa?», OTBETa He nocneayert, unu byaet 6a-
HanbLMHa, anee NPOo3BYYMT BONPOC — «KTO €CTb YUEHbIN?», a C HeJaBHEro BpeMeHu
«CKOJIbKO HYXKHO MMeTb CTaTel?», «Balla MoHorpadma Bxoaut B kKateropuio A, B, C?»,
«Bbl MO CTapblM TPEOOBAHUAM WM MO HOBbIM?».

MNocnegHnin BONPOC B YKPanNHCKOW HayKe 3aJaeTcA C NPUXOAO0M NPaKTUUYeCKn Kaxgo-
ro HOBOro MMHUCTPA, 0CO6EHHO MNOCTPEBONIOLMOHHDIX. U Tak, Kazanocb 6bl, co3gaeTca
HoBasa $pOpMa, HO HOBaA 3MOXa B HayKe He HacTynaert. TakMe U3MEHEeHUA He NPUBOAAT
K KaueCTBEeHHbIM CKaukaMm B pa3BUTUN HayKW, MOABIEHNIO U MPU3HAHMIO HAaYYHbIX OT-
KpbITUIN. He NOHATHO, KaK MOXHO COXPaHATb AW cO34aBaTb TPAAULNM B MOCTOAHHO
MEHAIOLLEeNCA cMcTeMe KOopAuHar.

YueHblln OKa3blBaeTCA B CUTyaL M HEO6XOANMOCTM MOHUTOPUTb HE U3MEHWUITUCH TN
TpeboBaHUA K NpodeccopcTy, 3aLnTe KAHANAATCKOM 1 BIOXKUTbCA B CPOKM «TEX CaMblX
3aBETHbIX CTapbIX TPeboBaHWA».

lNouemy OKa3biBaeTCA HEBO3MOXKHbIM OCTaHOBUTbLCA B MOCTOAHHOM N3MEHEHUN Tpe-
60BaHMI K KONMYecTBy cTaTten, WpudTy TekcTa, odopmneHnto paboT 1 BCcero npoyero
... MNouemy ubA-TO geanUCTNYHaA BNeYaTAINTENbHOCTb HAYKOMETpueln NpeBpaLlaeTca
B YHKUMIO 3aKOHa, NprYeM, Kak NOKa3biBalOT MHOMMe NCCNefOBaHUA N OTYETDI

ConuaHble yyeHble B CTpPaHax, rae yyeHbin (M3BUHNTE 3a MOBTOPEHMA) He nMeeT
CTaTyC «OKETHMKAY, HO MPU 3STOM NOAAEPKKA HAYyUYHbIX NCCNeOBaHUN ABNAETCA ro-
CyAapCTBEHHOM MOMINTUKOM, @ He NPOCTO COAepKaHneMm TbiCAY Nllofeln, KoTopble BMUT
MOTYT OKa3aTbcA 6e3paboTHbIMM, AENCTBUTENIbHO, PaHO MUK MO34HO, UMEIOT BblICOKME
HayKomeTpuruecKme nokasatenn. Ho ycnex n npogyKTMBHOCTb 3TUX YUYEHbIX HUKaK He
CBAA3aHbl C CAMOM HayKOMeTpUen, HO NCKIOYNTENbHO C UX HayYHbIM MOTEHLNANIOM
1 afeKBaTHbIMM eMy BO3MOXHOCTAMMU.

Ho BnevatneHHble ngeanmcTbl 1 NparmaTMyHble TOBapULLM CO3AAL0T, TaKM 06pa3om,
NHPAHTUNBbHYIO reHepanm3aunio — 06006L1an TONbKO n3MepsaemMble pe3ynbTaTbl HayKK
C TONOBOCTbIO YYEHOr0 1 €ro HayKoOMeTpUUecKme nokasatenu. Bce uto He BxoguTt B dop-
myny, nonagaet B «[1pOKPYyCTOBO N10Xe» 1 Mbl OKa3blBaeMCA BbIHY»KAEHHbIMW, C OAHOW
CTOPOHbI, 06eCLeHNTb OMbIT, KOTOPbIA HE BNUCbIBAETCA B NpuUAYMaHHbIE MUHUCTEPCTBOM
PaMKK, HO Ha KOTOPOM BbIPOCIV MOKONEHNA YUYeHbIX Hallen CTPpaHbl U Halen Hay4yHoW
Tpagnumu, a C Apyrori CTOPOHbI ObITb BbIHYKAEHHbIMU «AOTAHYTbCA», NPOCTUTE, «pacTaA-
HYTbCA» B 9TOM «MPOKPYCTOBOM JI0XKe» A0 MAeaNN3UPOBaHHbIX HAYKOMETPUYECKNX
nokasarenemn.




Takaa reHepanu3auma COOTBETCTBYET B HonbLuen cTeneHn Mndonornyeckomy n uep-
KOBHOMY MbILUAIEHWIO «MOAPaXKaHMA CBATbIMY», @ OTCIoAa NYTb K MAaHUNYNALMAM, BblKauke
AeHer n 6eckoHeYHOMY HeCOOTBETCTBUIO. [OBOPAT, UTO Tak BOPIOTCA C HEYECTHBIMU
YUYEHbIMU. .. FOBOPAT...

3penas HayKa Bcerga oTanyaeTca COXPaHHOCTbIO METOAO0IOMM U TPAAMLNIA, YecT-
HbIMU 11 06 BEKTMBHbBIMU NCCNEAOBAHUAMU U MOHATHLIMU TPeOOBaHNAMM, KOTOPbIE He
MEHSIOTCA B HOUb, 1 B 3TO ee 3TuKa. [1ocToAHHO MeHsALwmeca TpeboBaHmMsA, becKkoHeyHas
CMeHa uaeanos, NpuaymblBaHMe HOBbIX 6nar, Kak 1 6eckoHeyHoe TpeboBaHue (0bcec-
C1A) HOBbIX TPeO6OBaHMI 3TO, HE UTO MHOE, KaK BEYHOE MOPann3aTopCTBO, a 3HAUNT,
He3penocTb. M Tak HayKa NpuxoauT K CBOEMY KPU3KCY, NOCKOSbKY YXOAWUT OT MOHUMAaHNA
CBOEN 3TNYECKON NpUPOAbI (A ceryac He NPo BUOSTUNKY NCCNe[OBaHUIA, He NPO narvar)
B HOMEHKNaTyPHY!O.

N nocnepgHee, 4TO AOMKHO CTaTb NepPBbIM. YAMBAET MONlYaHMe NpodeccroHanb-
HbIX, aKaileMNYEeCKNX, YHNBEPCUTETCKNX COOOLLECTB.

Ph.D. Bumanuti JlyHes
YKkpauHckas akaoemus Hayk,
AMepukaHckas
ncuxosioeuyeckas accoyuayus




«Mpobnema 3acMnna LEepPKOBHOCTU B HayKe» — LIePKOBHOCTb UK onurapxmsm?
Ph.D. AnexkcaHop Cazatioak

Mpexnae Bcero xotenocb Obl OTMETUTb, YTO OAHUM U3 PyHAAMEHTANbHbIX MPUHLUUNOB
Hay4HOro No3HaHWA ABNAETCA NPUHLUMN reHe3nca. Ewé co BpemeH gpeBHerpeyeckom
HaTypdunocodpurmn, 3anoKnBLIEN N METOAONIOTNYECKIME, N SMMUPUNYECKIME OCHOBDI
€BPOnencKor HayKu, HaM M3BECTEeH MNOCTYNaT O TOM, YUTO BCE MIMEET CBOIO MPUUNHY 1 BCAKOe
ABNEHME NN OOBEKT CBA3aHbI HEKOW MPEeeMCTBEHHOCTbIO C NePBOMCTOKaMU. BbisBneHne
MPWYMH 1 ABNAETCA OQHOWN U3 BaXKHENLIMX 3aZay Ntob6oro HayyHoro nccneposanua. M ecnm
Mbl FOBOPVIM O JIOTUKE Pa3BUTNA CaMOW HayKW, TO MPUHLIAMN reHe3rca MMeeT B Hell Takoe e
MMMaHEeHTHOE 3HauYeHue, Kak 1 B ccriegyembix el npeamMmeTax. 3a UCKoYeHneM KpanHe
peOKnx npeLeaeHToB, Ntoboe HayyHoe NCCNeaoBaHme U CAeNnaHHbIE B €ro XOAe OTKPbITMA
NMeIOT CBOUX NpPeLeCcTBEHHNKOB, KaK MMHMMYM — Ha MeTOA0I0rNMYEeCKOM YPOBHE.
Hanpumep, onucbiBaa B CBOMX TpyAax UCTOKM aHanutuyeckomn ncmxonoruu, K.I. KOHr
rosopwun o punocoPpum «npeaBeyHoOro orHax» fepaknuta, prnocodurm coBepLIeHHbIX el
(apxeTnnoB) NnaToHa, repmeTnyecKmx yueHmax 3ocnmbl lNaHononutaHckoro n Mencrepa
JKxapTa, Ananektnyeckon ¢unocodun I. lerena n B ero Tpygax, COOTBETCTBEHHO, Mbl
BCTpeyYaeM yacTble CCbIIKM, UMTUPOBaHKWA etc.

Ho! 3Tn ccbinkn n LMTUPOBAHUA He ABNAIOTCA NepunaTeTnyecknm «Magister dixit!»
[1]. BuccnepoBanuax K.T. FOHra Takue cCobinkn — 3To Npexxae BCero nonemmnka, Ananor,
CpaBHUTESbHbIV aHaNN3, repMeHeBTUYECKOe NMOHUMaHKe, OnMpatoLleecs Ha NPOBEPEHHble
Bekamu Tpaanummn. I H1 B Koem criyyae He JOKTPUHEPCTBO N HAYETHNYECTBO, N YXK
Tem 6onee He yrogHM4YecTBO nepep aBTroputetamn. I Ham HeT Heob6xoaAUMOCTH
060CHOBbIBAaTb KOHKPETHbIMM YKa3aHUAMUW Ha TPYAbI, LATaTbl U T.A4., YTOObI OTMETUTD,
yTO NOOON BbIJAOLWNNACA feATENb HAYKW, YE aBTOPUTET NPOBEPEH BPEMEHEM
N NPAKTUKOWN, OTHOCUACA K aBTOPUTETaM MNPOLLIOro N LUTUPOBAHUIO UX CYXKAEHUN
TOYHO TakK Xe. 160 reHeTUYeCKNN NPUHLUUMN B HayKe Hepa3pbIBHO CBA3aH C APYr1M,
CTONb e GyHAAMEHTaNbHbIM U HEOTbeMSIEMbIM — NOAEMU3MOM, MIOPATTUCTUYHOCTbIO,
AMNCKYCCUOHHOCTBIO.

3HaAa NCTOPUIO N NIOTUKY Pa3BUTUA HaYKW, Mbl NPEKPACHO OTAAéM cebe OTUET B TOM,
YTO BbIAA 3a NPeAenbl T.H. «kAOHAYYHOro nepuoga passuTra oblectsa» — ¢ KoHua XVIII-
Havana XIX BB, Korga Hay4yHoe No3HaHMe Hayano CTaHOBUTLCA BeAyLLMM B 0OLLECTBEHHOM
XM3HU, OTHOLLEHNA HayKM 1 06LLeCTBa CyLeCTBEHHO N3MEHUNNCD. TaK Xe CyLeCcTBEHHO
N3MEHWNCb OTHOLLIEHWA HAayKN 1 FTOCYyAapCcTBa — B CTOPOHY MHTerpauunum 3Tnx gByx
coumanbHbIX UHCTUTYTOB. «[py»6a» 3TNX ABYX AOMMHAHTOB 3noxu MoaepHmn3sma
[lania OYeHb MHOToe MM 060MM 1 Mbl MOXEM J0JITO MePeuYncIaTb Te NPenMyLLECTBa,
KOTopble obpena, Hanpumep, HayKa OT COt3a C rocyaapcTBom. Ho Mbl npeKkpacHO
3HaeMm 1 O LieHe, KOTOPYIO HayKe NpUxXoaunoch 1 NnpuxoanTca 3a 31o nnatutb. OgHa us
CaMbIX JOPOrUX LieH TaKoro poJa Ansa Haykn — 61opoKpaTu3m. Boigatowmnnca HemeuKuin
coumonor M. Bebep B cBOe BpemA ybeauTenbHO gokasan, uTo B snoxy MoaepHum3ma
(NpoMblWNeHHOro Kanmutannima) 61opoKkpaTnam — HensbexHblln n 6onee Toro,
06s3aTeNbHbIN NPOLLECC Pa3BUTKA rocyaapcTea 1 obuiectsa. Ho OH e yKa3biBan 1 Ha
cepbésHble pUCKK 3Toro npouecca. Eweé 6onee rnyboko n dyHAaMeHTanbHO nccnefosan
coumanbHble puckmn 6ropokpaTtnsaumm P. Muxenbc, cpopmynmpoBas CBOM 3HAMEHUTbIN
«PKenesHbIn 3aKOH ONuUrapxmmn», rge ¢ O4eBMAHOCTbIO AOKa3an CBA3b NPOLeccoB
6lopoKpaTu3lauum ¢ npoueccamm onurapxmsauumu. Nossonto cebe npounTMpoBaThH
(sic!) aToro 3ameuaTenbHOro COLMONOra, @8 MMEHHO — NPUBECTU BbIIBAIEHHbIE UM STanbl




onurapxusauum JIIOBOIO coobuecTsa:

+ NOAABNIEHME PYKOBOACTBA;

« noABneHve NpodeccroHanbHOro pyKOBOACTBA;

+ popMumpoBaHue GlopoKpaTn;

* LeHTpanu3auma Bnacty;

+ MepeoprieHTaumaA Lenemn C KOHeYHbIX Ha TeKyLme;

* yCUSIEHME NAEO0SIONMYECKOrO PEXNMAa;

* pacTyLlan pasHuLa Mexay MHTepecaMmun 1 MAENHON NO3ULMeN BoXAeN 1 06w ecTBa;

*+ CHUPKEHNE ponu YneHoB obuectBa (MapTun) B MPUHATUN pPeLIeHWI;

+ KOOMTaUMA NAEePOB 06LWEeCTBEHHON (NAaPTUIAHON) ONMNO3ULMK B PAABI ONIUTAPXUN
CyLlecTByioLero pyKkoBOACTBa;

opuveHTaumaA obwecTa (NapTnn) Ha NOAAEPKKY BCEX n3bnpaTenei.

O6paTtute BHMMaHMe Ha 6-11 3Tan — ycuneHne NaeoNornyeckoro pexmnma. Yro takoe
NOeonorua B HayKe mMbl, NpeacTaBUTEN NOCTCOBETCKOM HayYHOW LLKOJbl, 3HAEM OY€Hb
xopouwo. Ho He meHee XOpOoLWO Mbl 3HaeMm, YTO NAE0NOrn3ayma B Hayke BO3HUKaeT
He TONIbKO Ha NoYBe MapKcm3ma-neHnHmn3ma. N co sBpeMén oTkpbitua P. Muxenbcom
B 1911 rogy «»Kene3Horo 3akoHa onunrapxum», uctopua Hosenwero sBpemeHun gana
Ham 6onee yem fOCTaTOYHO NPUMEPOB TOro, YTO P. MnxenbC — NOASINHHbBIV YUYEHDIN,
OTKPbITbI UM GEHOMEH OTBEYaeT BCEM KPUTEPUAM HAYUHOCTU U NMpexae Bcero —
KpuTepmio NOANHHOCTN.

HeT Hy>Xabl FOBOPUTb, UTO B Hallle BpemMA UHAEKCbl HAYYHOro LMTUPOBaHWA, BNacTb
HayKoMmeTpuryecKkmx 6a3 B HayuHbIx coobLiecTBax etc 3To npoueccol, BCE 6bonee n 6onee
CBA3aHHble € 3,4, 5 1 6 aTanamn «?KeflesHOro 3akoHa ONUrapxum» — 3To HarNAgHo
1 oueBNAHO. Korga cyry6o TexHmyeckas npoueaypa CTaHOBUTCA MHCTPYMEHTOM BNacTy
B TOM UM MHOM coobuiecTBe — 3T0 6e30WwKnboUHbIN NPU3HaK 6lopoKpaTM3aymu,
ngeonornsaunm n onurapxmsaymm gaHHoro coobuiectsa. lNostomy A 66 NprUMeHUN
K 06CyXJaeMon HaMn TeMe He TEPMUH «LLePKOBHOCTb», @ UMEHHO onpeaeneHns
P. Muxenbca — 610poKpaTn3m, MAEONOrM3NPOBAHHOCTb, ONIMTAPXUUYHOCTD.

CHoOCKM:
[1] BykB. «Tak cka3an yuyntenb» — dppasa, KOTOpPYI MCMONb30Banu nocsiegoBaTen
ApucToTens, CCbiNasCb Ha ero aBTOPUTET, KaK Ha HeENpepeKaembli.

Ph.D. AnekcaHop Cazatioak
Pykosooumens Accoyuayuu TeypyHe,
Mcuxonozo-ghunocgckoe obwecmso




Bukunepus, DBpedia n cemaHTnueckume npoueccbl 6yayuiero
Dr. Bnaoumup JlesoHescKkuli

Bukuneguma cerogHAa Haubonee nonynApHaa SHUMKAONEAUA W OAMH U3 CaMbIX
nocewjaembix cantoB B mupe. Ewe HepaBHO Bukuneams Obina Ha NATOM MecTe
Nno nonynaApHOCTU. JTOT pecypc MOXKeT pedakTUPOBaTb KaKAbl YenoBeK, Aake
He obA3aTenbHO MMETb CBOW aKKayHT. [Mo3Tomy cyulecTByeT yrposa fob6aBneHus
HenpaBuIbHOM MHPOPMaLKN NN MHOPMaLMK NIOXOro KayecTBa. C OAHOWM CTOPOHDI,
3To cBOOOAHAA SHUMKIONEANA U KaXK bl MOXKeT e€ pejakTUPOBaTb, CAPYron CTOPOHbI—
4aCTO KPUTUKYETCA 3a HMU3KOe KayecTBo.

Ha cerogHa co3pgaHo yxe 6onee 300 A3bIKOBbiX pa3genoB Bukuneguu. Kaxabin
pasgen mMoXeT Co3faBaTb CBOM KPUTEPUM OLIEHKM KayecTBa U HEKOTOpble CTaTby
MNMEIOT HaMBbLICLLYH OLEHKY, UTo 0603HauyaeTca onpeaeneHHon meganbto. [pobnema
B TOM, UYTO, KOTr4a Mbl OLleHBaeM CTaTbio Brknnegum Hy>kHo obpalyatb BHUMaHUE Ha
€€ pa3Hble 3/1eMeHTbI, YTOObI NO3BONMAN Obl OLLEHUTb KauecTBO MaTepuana.

MHow 6bina onybnukoBaHa ctatba B 2017 rogy o npobnemax aBTOMaTUYeCKOMN
OLleHKM KayecTBa 1 oboraleHma nHpopmauum B Bukmnegumw. [1] Npobnema oueHKn
KayecTBa cTaTell BuKkumnegmm He HoBa v OObIYHO OHa peluanacb MOCPeaCcTBOM
Knaccmdumkaumm ctaTbu B OMNpefenéHHbin Knacc. K npumepy, B Pycckon Bukmneguu
eCTb KaTeropums M36paHHbIX CTaTeil, XOpoLwuX cTaTel, JOOPOTHbIX CTaTel, U Tak fanee.
A aHrnunuckon Bukunegmm COOTBETCTBYOWME ApPYre Ha3BaHWA, 3HAYKW, OLEHKU
N Kputepun. B HEKOTOpPbIX A3bIKOBbIX BEPCUAX TaKMX OLEHOK MeHblue. Hanpumep,
HemeLKasa NCNonb3yeT TOMbKO ABe OLUEeHKM KayecTBa — HaumBbicwue. B aHrnnnckon
MO>KHO HaTW 7 pa3HbIX OLEHOK KayecTBa, B TOM YNC/Ie U TaK Ha3blBaeMblX 3aroTOBOK
cTaten. MNpobnema eule B TOM, YTO KaxKfdaA CTaTbA B KaKAOW BepCUM MOXeT UMeTb
pasHblll CTaHAAPT KnaccndurkaLmm KayecTBa, NOSTOMY TAXKENO CPaBHUTb 3TW CTaTby
mexay cobol B pa3Hbix A3blKaxX 3a CYET TOro, UTO NMPUCYTCTBYIOT pPasHble KpUTEpUK
B A3bIKOBbIX pa3fenax Bukumnegun. B moux uccnegoBaHuax [2] 66110 npeanoXeHo
OLEeHMBaTb KayecTBO MO HenpepbiBHOM wkane ot 0 go 100, TO eCTb Mbl MOXeMm
OLEHNTb KauyecTBO CTaTel, MONyunB KONMYeCTBO 6anioB 1 3aTeM CPaBHUTb, KOTopas
N3 A3bIKOBbIX BEPCUM ABMAETCA HaUNyyLLen Ha KOHKPETHYIO TeMy. OTa CUCTEeMa OLIEHKN
6bina BK/OUEHA B HEKOTOPbIe OHNAMH-NPOEKTbl, Hanpumep, WikiRank.net

Mbl npoBenn oueHKy 1 aHanu3 okono 40 MAH. cTaTen, a TakXKe B KaKoW A3bIKOBOW
BEPCUA pa3melleHO 6osblue CTaTel Nyywero KayecTBa, Kakoe pacnpepeneHue
KauecTBa W Tak ganee. ECcTeCTBEHHO aHrMnMckaa Bukunegma mMokeT noxBacTaTbCA
CTaTbAMMU B LLENTOM NIy YLLEro KauecCTBa, HO M TeX, KOTopble TpebyoT NpaBokK (ynyylleHui).

Cnegytowan Hawa HayyHasa paborta [3] 3aTpoHyna uccnegoBaHua 6onee 10 MiH.
KaTeropun B Bukuneguun, rae mbl nonpo6osanu onpeaenntb okono 20-30 0CHOBHbIX
TeMATMK CTaTen M OUEHUTb NX KaueCTBO B paMKax Kakaou A3blkoBon Bepcuun. OgHa
13 3afla4 — MOHATb, B KaKUX A3bIKOBbIX BEPCUAX Nlyylle NUWYT 06 YUYEHbIX, @ B KaKMX
nyyuwle nUwyT o pupmax, NpoayKTax, B LLeIOM O SKOHOMUKE U TaK fanee.

B sTom rogy Hamum 6bina onybnukoBaHa paboTa [4], rae mMbl oueHUBanM UCTOUYHUKM
Ha OCHOBaHWW nccnegoBaHua 6onee 200 MAH. NPUMEYAHUIN N CHOCOK B PAa3INYHbIX
A3bIKOBbIX BepcnAx BukuneamaA. Tak mbl HawAn Te UCTOYHUKKU, KOTOpble ABAAIOTCA
6onee QOCTOBEPHBLIMY 1 NONYNAPHLIMK B pamMKax Kaxkgomn 13 ero Bepcun. Tam ewwé
MHOTO Yero MoXKHO JopabaTbiBaTb U COBEPLLUEHCTBOBATb, HO CErOAHA Mbl B COCTOAHMNE
aBTOMaTM3MPOBATb NPOLIECC OLIEHKN KayecTBa MHOpMaLmn B BUKnnegnm Ha pasHbix




A3blKaX. TakXe Mbl MOXKeM OLeHUTb onpefefieHHble NCTOUYHUKK Ha onpefeneHHOM
YPOBHE TOYHOCTU, TaK KaK YacTO MOTyT ObITb KaKne-To OLMOKM 1 NOrPeLHOCTM.

Hawewn 3agayen ABNAETCA COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHME 3TUX MEXaHM3MOB U ynydlleHue
KayecTBa anropmtMoB. Mbl Hawnm cnocob onpefeneHna Kakaa sA3blkoBas Bepcus
nmeetT MHOOPMaUMIO Nyyllero KayecTBa Ha onpefeneHHyiwo Temy. bonee Toro,
nccnegyemble MeToAbl MO3BOJMIAIT aBTOMATMUECKM MEPEeHOCUTb 3TY WHbOopMauumo
B Apyrne A3blkoBble Bepcun. Hanpumep, yKpavHCKaAa BepcuA cenyvac COOepKuT
OKONO MWIMOHA CTaTel. AHIMACKaa coaepXut bonee 6 MnH. ctater. Mbl yxe
BNAVM NOTEHUMan oKoNo 4-5 MIH. CTaTel, KoTopble MOXHO NepeHecTn C aHIMUNCKOWN.
Ho, MoXeT 6bITb KaKne-To TeMbl, KOTOPble HE OMMCaHbl B aHMNNCKOM, HO OMKCaHbI,
Hanpumep, B NONbCKOW, HEMELIKOM WU PYCCKOW 1 Tak danee. HekoTtopble 06beKTbl
nnn cobbITUA MOTYT ObITb ONUCaHbI lyylle 1 3TO MOXHO UCCIe[oBaTb aBTOMATUYECKN
MCNONb3yA, B YaCTHOCTW, OLIEHKWN KayecTBa rno HenpepbiBHON WKane ot 0 go 100. Tak
MO>KEM HaWTU KaKue A3bIKOBbIEe BEPCUM STyyLLEe BCEro ONMMUCbIBAOT KOHKPETHbIN OObEKT.
3aTem, B NepBYIO ouYepeab, NCMONb30BaTb 3TW A3bIKKM, YTOObI NepeHecTn nHdopMauuio,
Hanpumep, B yKpanHcKyto Bukuneguio. benopycckaa Bukuneanm nmeer ewe 6onbluee
noTeHUMan pa3BuUTUA — B Hel B HacToAlee BpeMAa — oKoso 200 TbicAYy cTaTen. Jaxe
aHIMMNCKanA C e€ 6onee 6 MAH. CTaTel MMeeT TakKe 6ObLLIOW NOTeHLMan K pa3BUTuio.
JTO NoKas3aso Hawe uCccnefoBaHWe paHee. aHrMNCKaa Bukuneams moxeT ObiTb
oboralleHa ewle 6onee yem 9 MiH. ctatern ns APYrnx A3bIKOBbIX Pa3fenoB. EcTb 06beKTbl,
KOTOpPble He OMMUCaHbl B aHMUNCKOW BuKnneamnm, HoO KOTopble BaXkHbl C TOUKN 3peHunsA
NOKaNbHbIX A3bIKOBbIX COOOLLECTB: ropoaa, NepcoHanunu, cobbiTna n T.4..

MNepeHocnTb NHPOPMaLMIO NpeanaraeTcs C MNOMOLLbIO CEMAHTUYECKMX 6a3 AaHHbIX
n genatb 310 6€3 ownbok. Hanpumep, npoekTt DBpedia [5] arpernpyeTt nHbopmauumo
C pa3HbIX A3bIKOB Y 00 beAUHAET pa3Hble XapaKTEPUCTUKN OO bEKTOB B OHY OHTOJIOT IO,
Ecnun, Hanpumep, B aHMMNNCKOM A3blKe HaceneHme 3BYUYMnT Kak «population», no-nonbcku
«populacja», NO-YKPaMHCKN «HACeNeHHs», NO-6eNopyCcckn «HaCeNbHILTBa» 1 Tak Janee. Ta
cemaTtnyeckas 6a3a NOHMUMAET, YTO 3TO OHO M TO e 1 ByaeT NPOoCTO Ha3blBaTb OOLWMM
NnoHATMEM, K NpuMepy «population total». C gpyrot CTOPOHbI, B 3TOM OHTONOTMW eCTb
npo6aemMa pasNYHbIX HANUCAHWIA OLHOIO 1 TOTO Xe 3HaUeHMA, HaNnpuUmep, eCin KTo-TO
3anucangaty CTouKaMu, KTO-TO MOXKET HanmcaTb Yepe3 YepToUKy, KTO-TO MOXKeT BOOb L e
MCNONb30BaTb C/I0BA, TOrAa 3Ta CeMaHTUYecKas 6a3a B COCTOAHUN YHUGULIMPOBATb 3TN
3HayeHVA N NOTOM CPaBHMBATb C AAaTOW. DTO MO3BOMAET MNO3XKe CPaBHMBATL U OLEHUTD,
KaKas Bepcua umeet 6onee akTyanbHble AaHHble. Ecnin cemaHTnyeckan 6asa gaHHbix (CbJ
Aanee) NOHNMAET flaHHble, TO OHa B COCTOSIHUUN reHepPMPOBaTb HOBbIE aHHble JaXke B BUAE
OTAeNbHbIX NPeanoXeHUN Ha Pa3HbIX A3blKkax M3 TaK Ha3blBaeMbIX CEMAHTUYECKUX
TpoeK.

B ocHoBe MeTO0B aBTOMATNUYECKOW OLIEHKM MHOPMALIM NCMONb3YHOTCAANTOPUTMBI
MaLLMHHOro 06y4eHus, B YaCTHOCTM aNifrOPUTMbI KnaccndurkaLlmm, KOTopble CTapatoTca
HaNTW pasHULY MeXay CTaTbAMK Jyyllero kayectsa M 6osniee HU3KOro KayecTtBa.
OpHMM 13 BaXKHbIX NapameTpoB AA onpefeneHna KauecTsa ABAAETCA A/INHA CTaTby,
KONMYeCTBO MprMeYaHune, n3obpakeHnii, aBTopoB. B cBoen HayuyHoW anccepraumu
[6] s ncnonb3oBan 6onee 150 MapameTpoOB B TaKOM anroputme Krnaccudpukauuim.
Ho 310 He npepen. MoxHO B TOM uncnie 6paTb BO BHMMaHWE [OMOJIHUTENbHbIE
napameTpbl. Hanpumep, mopdonornyeckme — aHanvM3MpoBaTb B TeKCTe rarosbl,
CYLLeCTBUTENbHbIE, CBA3UN MeXAy HUMK. Ho Npu 3TOM AnA KaXk4oro A3blka Heobxoanmo
NMeTb cneunanbHble cnoBapu. Ha ocHoBaHUM Hambosee BaXHbIX NMapamMeTpPoB Mbl




MO>KEM MOKa3aTb y»Ke He NPOCTO KnaccudrKauuio Ha oTaeNbHble KaTeropum (Knaccbl
KauecTBa), a caenartb U3 3TOro anropuTMa Mofeslb Perpeccum.

Mbl cTpeMMMcA K HauBbiciemy KauyecTBy. C yBeNnMUYEHMEM HEKOTOPbIX BaXHbIX
napamMeTpoB — KauyecTBO YyBenuumBaetcA. Hanpumep, uyem OGonblie (aanHHee)
CTaTbA, Tem Oonblue BEPOATHOCTb TOrO, YTO OHa Nyyllero KayecTBa, Yem Gonblue
NCTOYHMKOB — 3Ta BEPOATHOCTb TakXe Bo3pacTaeT. MoOXHO 6paTb BO BHMMaHUe
NAOTHOCTb UCTOYHUKOB: TEKCTA MOXKET OblTb MHOIO, HO 3TO He NMoKa3aTeslb KauecTBa,
ec/iM NCTOYHMKOB coBCEM Malo. |_|O3TOMy MJIOTHOCTb UICTOYHUKOB MOXeT VIrpaTb KJ'IIO‘-IEByIO
ponb. [lo3ToMy, CTaTbA He 06A3aTeNbHO JOMKHA ObITb ANMHHAA, YTOObI ObITb XOpOLIero
KauecTsa.

WNTak, Ha nepBOM 3Tane McNonb3yA anropuT™ MaWMHHOIO 0OyUYEeHNA MOXHO B3ATb
KaK MOXXHO 6onblue M3BJIeYEHHbIX MapaMeTpPoB, @ MOTOM aNfOPUTM MOKAXeT Kakue
N3 HUX ABNAOTCA Hanbonee Ba)KHbIMWN C TOUKW 3PEHMA OLIEHKM KavecTBa. [anee 31
BaXkKHble MapaMeTpbl MOXKHO MCMOJIb30BaTb ANA NOCTPOEHNA APYTNX anropuTMOB.

O BnuAHMM Buknnegum Ha HayKy, Ha npouecc o6pa3soBaHMA B LUKOnaXx,
Konnepxax, yHmpepcuretax

Al cunTato, uTO B LIeNoM BuKnneama okasbiBaeT NONOXUTENbHOE BIVAHNE HA HaYKY,
a TakXKe Ha npouecc obpa3oBaHuA. [leno B TOM, UTO Mbl JO/KHbI 6paTb BO BHMMaHMe
pa3BUTME TEXHOMOINI, TexHuuecknin nporpecc. CanTbl, KOTOpble paHbLle 6binn Gonee
CTaTUYHBIMWN B UHTEPHETE, a BTOPOro NOKONEeHUA cTanu 6onee AHaMUYHbIMU. Tenepb
MOMyNAPHOCTb KOHTEHTa 3aBUcMT OOLLECTBA, OT MOJb30BaTeNel NHTePHETa, KOTopble
MOryT OCTaBUTb CBOW KOMMEHTAPWUW W OLEHKW, COrNacuUTbCA WAN He COrnacutcA
¢ nybnukaumnen. T.e. OT NnoBeeHUA Monb3oBaTenen VHTepHeTa 3aBUCUT, YTo ByaeT
MoKa3blBaTbCA APYrMM YmMTaTensaM, Hanpumep, Kakme HOBOCTU OyayT nokasbiBaTbCA
B BBEPXY CMMCKA HOBOCTEN UNWN KaKuMe OOKYMEHTbl MOABATCA Bbllle B MOUCKOBOW
Bblgayve.

Buknnegua aenaetca ogHMM 13 Hanbonee nocewaemMbix CaiToB B MMpPe 1 B TOM
yncne yyeHblMU. ITO MO3BOMAET NPEAMNONIOKNTb, UTO OHA TaKXKe MOXEeT BANATb Ha
dopmMmpoBaHme Haykn. Hanpumep, BKoueHre naen B Bukmnegmo npnBogut K Tomy,
4TO 3TN MAen 6onblue MCNONb3YTCA B Hay4YHOW nuTepaType. DTO MOATBEPXKAAtoT
ony6nnKoBaHHbIe Ba rofja Ha3aj ncciegoBaHna. BO3MOXHO 3TO TakKe CMOTUBUpPYET
YUeHbIX ynyylaTb KayeCcTBO MaTepuanoB B 3TOW sHUMKnoneann. Kak camasa 6onbluas
SHUMKnoneana B Mupe, Buknnegusa oTpaxaeT, B TOM uuMCie, COCTOAHUE HayyHbIX
3HaHWUIN N COOEPXKMUT HE NPOBEPEHHYIO cneLmanmcTamm nibopmMaumio, a c Apyron—rTtam
MOXHO HalTN CHOCKWN Ha MHTepecHble MaTepuranbl. COrnacHO MOMM UCCNEeLOBaHUAM,
BCE Gonblue MOABMAAETCA OTKPbITbIX HayUHbIX MCTOYHMKOB, @ 3TO MOXET MOMOYb
YYaLMMCA HAaUTU Pa3finyHble KaueCcTBEHHbIE NCCNef0BaHNA Ha ONpeaenEéHHYI0 TeMy.

Knaccnpumkauma nctouHNKoB

Knaccndumkauma cywecTByet, HO He CyllecTByeT obOLenpuHATON Knaccudurkaymm
NCTOYHMKOB. OObLIYHO 3TO 3aBMCUT OT XapPAKTEPUCTMKU U 06NacTy NpUMeHeHUs.
Ho cpean HUX MOXKHO BblAENUTb, HaNMpuUMep, UCTOUYHUKM B INEKTPOHHOM BuAe
N TPaANLNOHHbBIE UCTOUYHNKU (BOKYMEHTbI, byMaxkHble 3aMeTKI, MPSIMOI pa3roBop € 4pYrum
uenoBekom). ICTOUHMKM MOXKHO MOAENUTb HA HafeXHble, MPOBEPEHHbIE, a TakXKe Ha
Te, KOTOpble He Bbl3blBalOT JOBEPUA. 3aTeM, ONMCaHHbIE HA OCHOBaHMM COOCTBEHHOIO
OnbiTa, NEPEXMBAHUN N CTOPOHHMX COObITUIA. O6LWEefOCTYNHbIE N JOCTYMNHbIE NULWb
HeMHorM. MoryT 6bITb TaKXe NepBUYHbIE, BTOPUYHbIE I TPETUYHbIE NCTOUYHUKN.

BukuneguaknaccndnumpyeT UICTOYHMKM NO NocsiegHemy npumepy. Tak, KnepBUYHbIM




MCTOYHMKAM OTHOCATCA Te, Ha KOTOpbIX OCHOBaHbl Apyrve uccnefoBaHusa. ITO
NHTEPBbIO, Pa3NINYHOrOo pofa NPOTOKONbI KAKUX-TO COObITUI, 3acefaHuni, QHEBHUKMY,
OpVIrMHasnbHble MU NONEBblE NCCNEfOBaHUA, TO eCTb paboTa No cbopy nepBMYHON
NHPopmaLmm. DTO TakKKe UCCnefoBaHMA, onyONMKOBaHHbIE B HayUHbIX »KYpHanax.
Jaxke CTUX1 MOXKHO OTHECTM K MEPBUYHbBIM NCTOUYHMKAM.

BropnuHble — Te, KOTOpble OMWCLIBAIOT WAN aHaNU3UpPyeT 3TN MepBUYHbIE
NCTOYHUKW: CoBapu, YY4eOHMKN, SHUMKNONEeAUN, a Takxe nybnukaumm B KOTOPbIX
NHTEPNPETUPYIOTCA NN CUHTE3NPYETCA OPUTMHANIbHbIe NCCefOBaHMA.

TpeTnyHble NCTOYHUKN — Te, KOTOpble MHOTrAa NOABAAKTCA Kak NOATBEpKAeHne
NHPOPMaLNM, MHOTAA NPOMYCKAOTCA. VX MCMOb3YIOT AMsi MOMCKA BTOPUYHBIX U MEPBUYHbIX
NCTOUYHUKOB. Hanpumep, nHAeKCbl nnu bubnmorpadmryeckmne 6asbl AaHHbIX, KOTOPble 00bIYHO
copgepxat nHbopmaumo o nybnmkaumax: aBTopa, gaty, Mecto nybnukaumm. Takxke
MOTYT OblTb BbIAEPXKKM MO MEPBUYHBIM M BTOPUYHBIM pecypcam, a HeKOTopble MOryT
cogepxaTtb LMbpPOBYy0 KONUIO 3TOro pecypca. Bcé 3aBncnt oT Hawmx TpeboBaHwMin
1 0651acT, B KOTOPOWM Mbl XOTUM OLIEHUTb AN KNAacCUPULMPOBATb 3TN UCTOUYHNKMN.

O kauecTBe cTaTen Bukunegun

EcTb OOCTaTOUHO MHOMO XapakTepUCTMK, KOTOpble MOryT MOMOYb OLEHUTb Tak
Ha3blBaemyl0 MPaBAMBOCTb. Y KaXkAOro rocygapctsa wamM onpefeneHHou rpynnbi
nofen MoryT 6bITb COOCTBEHHbIE B3rNAAbl MHTepnpeTauuM o6beKkToB UM COObITUN,
0COOEHHO KncTopuYecKknx cobbiTuin. MpPaBAMBOCTD UCTOYHUKA MOXKET 3aBUCETb He
TONbKO OT CAaMOr0 MCTOYHMKA, MO3TOMYy HEOOXOAMMO UCCNeAoBaTh KaXabl MCTOYHUK
OTAENbHO MO 06LWENPUHATBIM KpUTEPUAM. Bcamon Buknnegma cylectsyet LOCTaTOUYHO
nofpobHaa MHCTPYKLMA O TOM, Kak OLeHNBAETCA ajeKBaTHO 1 BEPHOCTb NCTOYHMKOB,
0COOGEHHO XOPOLO 3TO CAENaHO B aHrMcKon Buknnegun. Ho, rnaBHaa npob6nema
3aK/I0YaeTca B TOM, YTO 3TO OLEeHKa CyObeKTMBHasA 1 3aBUCUT OT TeMbl KOHKPETHOrO
yTBepxaeHua. Hanprumep, B pycCKoA3bIYHOW BuKnnegnm MoxKHO npountaTtb, LUTUPYIO:
«[AnAa Buknnegum He cywecTByeT UCTOYHUKOB, aBTOPUTETHBIX MO JII060MY BOMPOCY 1 He
aBTOPUTETHbIX HN MO KaKoMy». YacTo OLleHKa 4OCTOBEPHOCTN UCTOYHIMIKA OCHOBbIBAETCA
Ha NPUCYTCTBUN UAM OTCYTCTBMM Mpouecca peueH3upoBaHuA. Ecnn 31oT npouecc
nNpuUcyTCTBYeT, TO 6epyT BO BHMMaHVe penyTaumio opraHm3aLnmm, Kotopasa oTBeYaeT 3a
peLeH3nto. Hanprmep, 3To MOXeT ObITb M3[aTeNbCTBO, peAaKkLUuma XypHana 1 Tak fanee.
C gpyrown CTOpOHbI, €Cn aBTOP Y3HaBaeM, UK aBTOPUTETEH, TO YXKe MeHee Ba)KHOoe
MecTo nybnvkauuu 3Toro matepuana. MaTepuan mMoxeT onyb6nukoBaTb Matepuan
[axe B cBoeM b6nore, Ha 6ecnnaTHOM XOCTUHre. bonee BaXHbIM 31eMeHTOM aHanm3a
NCTOYHMKA ABMAETCA TakXKe MHeHMe APYrnx OTHOCUTENIbHO ero 4OCTOBepHOCTU. TyT,
6e3ycnIoBHO Urpaet posib UHPopMeTPUA. Ecniv Mbl oLieHMBaeM BTOPUYHBIE UCTOYHVUKU, TO
Bukuneams pekomeHayeT NpOBEPUTb HE3aBMCMOCTb aBTOPOB OT 3aHTEPECOBaHHbIX CTOPOH,
a TakXKe CyWecTBOBaHME PefakTOPCKOrO KOHTPONs U npoBepku (GAKTOB, MU3NOMKEHHbIX
B MaTepuane.

Jlo66mupoBaHue nitepecoB B Bukunegun

Al He pepko BcTpeyan nob6bMpoBaHVe 1 UCCNeaoBan 3TO ABMIEHUE OTAeNbHO. Mbl
MO>eM 3TOMY He YAMBIIATbCA, MOTOMY UTO TaMm, FAe CyLLeCcTByeT Itoau, Bceraa byayT Kakne-To
NHTepechl, oTaeibHasa MOTUBaLMA. Bukuneams y>ke 0aBHO KPUTUKYeTCA 3a TO, UTO eCTb
cB06OAa 1 MOXKHO CKa3aTb YaCTUYHO XaoC, 1 faxke NpeapeKkany 3akpbitve Buknneann
ewé B 2012 rogy. Ho oHa ewwé paboTaeT, v akTUBHO Pa3BUBAETCA, U COBEPLUEHCTBYETCA.
JTO OYEHb UHTEPECHDI COLManbHbIN GeHOMEH.




JliogAam ecTb CMbICA MOCBAWATL CBOE BpemA TOMY, YTOObl ynyywaTb KauyecTBO
Buknnegmnun. Hy>Ho NoMHWTb 0 TOM, UTO Mbl NOMIb3YeMCA 3TON SHUMKNONeAnen U oHa
MO>KET HaM MOMOYb ObICTPO HAWTU HYXKHY0 MHPOPMALMIO, HO Mbl JOMKHbI AYMaTb U MPO
APYrrX, 4TOObl OHM TOXKE UMENN OCTYM K XOPOLLEN 1 KayeCcTBeHHOM MHbopMaLmn. XOTb
Mbl CTapaeMCA COBepLUIEHCTBOBAaTb anropUTMbl, KOTOpPble aBTOMaTUYeCKM OLeHNBaeT
nx oboralatoT pasnnyHble A3bIKOBbIE BEPCUU, MOMOLLb Ntofen 6yaeT TONbKO «B MC.

ANropuTMbl CCbIJIOYHOrO paHXXNpoBaHuA. KauecTBo nBANAHNE paHXXNPOBaHNA
npun novicke nHpopmauum B cetn IHTepHet

MHot 6bina HanmMcaHa HayyHaa paboTta [7] COBMECTHO C HEeMEeLKMMU Yy4YeHbIMU
1 OCHOBbIBaNacb Ha MHAUKATopax M rnokasartenax SEO, KoTopble 6GbiIM NpeacTaBfieHb
drpmamu, KoTopble 3aHMMAIOTCA MOMCKOBOW oNTMMM3aUMen. B pamkax 3Tux nccnegoBaHum
Mbl aHaNM3MPOBaNV BUAMMOCTb CTaTel B pe3ynbraTtax Nomcka Google. Mbl aHann3snposanu
C TOYKM 3peHuA pasHblX CTpaH, NOTOMy 4TO Google BblgaeT Apyron pesynbrart
B 3aBMCUMOCTM OT TOrO, rAe Mbl HAXOAMMCA 1 OTKyAa 3TOT 3anpoc nocbinaem. B xope
MCcCcnefoBaHUI 0Ka3anoch, YTO CTaTbM C IyYLMM KayeCcTBOM 0ObIYHO MMetoT 6onblue
WaHCOoB ObITb Bbllle B pe3ynbTaTax MOMCKa Yem Te CTaTbW, Haj KOTOPbIMUA MOXXHO
N HY>HO OOMOJNIHUTENIbHO NOTPYAUTLCA. B 06Lem Ba>KHO MOHMMATb, YTO NMOUCKOBbIE
CNCTEeMbl HEOXOTHO AeNATCA CBOUMU CeKpeTamm arnirOPUTMOB PaHXXMPOBaHWA, KOTOpble,
KCTaTW, Nepuoanyeck MeHSITCA B TOM umncie Aas Toro 4Tobbl MUHUMM3MPOBATL
BO3MOXHYIO MOAKPYTKY WAN WCKYCCTBEHHOE BNMAHME Ha pe3ynbraTbl NMOWCKa CO
CTOPOHbI BflagenbLies CanToB.

PaHble [OKYMeHTbl paHKMPOBanInUCb B OCHOBHOM Ha OCHOBAHWW YaCTOTHOCTU
NCKOMbIX C/10B 1 ¢ pa3 B TekcTe. [TOHATHO, YTO HanAyTCA NN, KoTopble GyayT cO3AaBaTb
NCKYCCTBEHHbIe CTPaHWLbl, rAe Taknx KtoyeBbiX CJIOB 6yneT MHOTO. HeCMOTpﬂ Ha TO, UTO
Google yXe OTHOCUTENIbHO AONroe BpemsA ABMAAETCA NOAEPOM Ha PbIHKE MOUCKOBbIX
yCNyr B UHTEPHETe — 3TO He ObiN NepBbI NOUCKOBUK B Mupe. bnarogapa BKNYeHMo
B aJITOPUTM PaH>KMPOBAHUA HOBbIX MepeMeHHbIX, B 0COOEHHOCTM TaKoro MHAMKATOopPa,
Kak PageRank, pe3ynbTat novicka Google cTan oTiM4aTcAa BbICOKMM KavyecTBOM. B cBA3m
C 3TUM Kax[aA cepbé3HadA NOUCKOBasA cCUCTEMa MMeeT CBOM afifOPUTMbl MOCTPOEHHbIN
Ha O6LLMX M TaKXKe YHUKASbHbIX MHAMKATOPaX.

Llenecoo6pa3HocTb 1M KauyecTBO HayKOMeTPUYECKUX HayuHbix 6as3
Takne 6a3bl O4HO3HAUYHO HY>KHbI. EC rOBOpUTb NPO KayecTBO, ONATb e BCE 3aBUCUT
OT KOHKpeTHoM 6a3bl 1 Hawwux 3agad. lNpuseny nprumMepbl Taknx 6a3, KOTopble A cam
ncnonb3yto B cBoeln pabote. Hanpumep, ecTb Takaa 6a3a Scopus. OHa mMHAeKkcupyet
oKono 40 TbIC. HAYYHbIX U3[aHUI, TYAa He BCe MaTepuarsbl MOryT NOMNacTb, a TONbKO Te,
KOTOpble COOTBETCTBYIOT OfpefeneHHbIM KpUTepraM KauecTsa. 3anpoc Ha BKITOYeHne
HOBOro Ha3BaHWA B 6a3y MOXeT MoAaTb 060N YUYeHbI C MOMOLbIO CleLnanbHOM
dopmbl. Takke MOXHO 3abpaTb 3Ty BO3MOXHOCTb Yy M3[aHWA, U3JaTenbCTBa, e
MaTepuasbl He COOTBETCTBYET KauecTBy.

Scopus — 3TO nonynsapHasa 6ubnuorpaduueckasa 6a3a JaHHbIX, HO OHa 3aKpbiTa
ana obuero gocTtyna (cywectsyeT nnaTHas NOAMMCKA). BO3MOXHOCTM MONHOLEHHOTO
noucka nHdopmaunu, kKnaccubukaumn, Hanpumep, AOCTyNHbI YHUBepcuTeTaM. Kpome Toro,
3Ta 6asa arpervpyeTt AaHHble C Pa3HbIX U3[ATENbCTB, *KYPHASIOB OTHOCUTENbHO Ha3BaHWUS,
aBTOPOB, KPATKOro OMMCaHUs, KJTOYEBbIX C/IOB aBTOPOB. [JoONOMHWTENbHO, 3Ta 6a3a Ha OCHOBe
aHas3a CoAePKMMOro AOKYMEHTOB JOOaBNAET CBOU KJtOUEBble CJI0BA, YTO NMO3BOJIAET NpoLle
HaxoAUTb HYXXHble JOKYMeHTbl. B Hen ecTb pa3Hble NHCTPYMEHTbI aHanu3a rpynnol
CTaTel, Hanpumep, caMbiX MOMYNAPHbLIX YUYEHbIX B onpefeneHHon obnactu, cambix




unTMpyembix. MoXXHO nogenutb BblOpaHHble Ny6NMKauum Ha pasfinyHbie OTPacu
HayKW, NoAennTb Ha CTpaHbl aBTOPOB U TaK Aasee.

Opyras 6a3a — Web of science. Y Heé 3agaya NpyMepHO Takas e, oHa oTbmpaeT
TONbKO Te WCTOYHUKK, >KYpHanbl, Nybnmkauum, KOTopble COOTBETCTBYET KauyecTBy
N onpeaeneHHbIM Kputepusam. B Hell ecTb JONONHUTENbHbIE MEeXaHMU3Mbl, KOTOpble
NO3BONAIOT ObICTPEe HAXOAUTb HYXHble JOKYMEHTbl, aHanu3MpoBaTb Nybnunkauum
W BbIABNATb MNONyNAPHble OpraHW3auuKn, Y4yeHblX onpegeneHHonW obnactu,
LUUTMPYEMOCTb aBTOPOB U T.4.

BakHO, uTO6bI TaKMe 6a3bl CyLEeCTBOBANN U «AepKanm» CTaHZapT. Jlioan 1 XKypHarnb,
n3pgaTenbCTBa CTPEMATCA MPUCYTCTBOBATb B TakuMx 6a3ax, Beab 370 roBOpUT MpO
ornpeaenéHHyo aBTOPUTETHOCTb 1 KauecTBO UX MaTepurana.

Cnenyet OTMeTUTb Takue arperatopbl 6ubnuorpapuyeckmx gaHHbIXx ¢ NOUCKOBOM
cnctemoln, kak Google Scholar nnu Microsoft Academic. Vix ocHOBHOe npenmyLlecTBO
B TOM, 4TO OHW 6ecnnaTHble U JOCTYMNHbI ANA BCEX, U He 06A3aTeNIbHO NMETb MOAMNUCKY
Kak B Scopus unu Web of Science. MpeumyLiectBom Takxe ABAAETCA TO, UTO OHM cobrpatoT
nHbopmaumio, nyonukauum C pPasHbIX MeCT, He TOMbKO Ha canTax W3[aTtenbCcTB
(opuumanbHoro mecta nyb6nMKaLMm), HO U B TOM YnCie C PYrux NOPTano., rae aBTopbl
MOTyT MoAenuTbCcAa 3Tol nybnukauymelnn 6ecnnatHo. bonee ToOro, Takue arperatopbl
aHaNM3UPYIOT He TONbKO CBA3M MeXay nybnmkauvammn, HO U CnocobHbl MoKasaTtb
KOHTEKCT LUMTUPOBAHNS.

Takxe OTMeuy, UTO eCTb OTHOCUTENBHO HOBble brbnuorpadryeckmne 6asbl AaHHbIX,
KOTOpble AaloT HaM CBOK OLIEHKY BaXXHOCTU BNVAHNA cTaTeln. Hanpumep, Altmetrics. OHa
paccynTbiBa€T BaXXHOCTU BJINAHNE HAYYHbIX pa60T Ha OCHOBaHWW TaKNX XapPaKTEPUCTUK, KaK
NpPoCMOTp, obCyKaeHWe, LNTUPOBAHKE B COLMaNbHbIX ceTax, B Tom uncne Facebook, Twitter,
aTakxe camou Buknnegum (npasga He 4N BCEXA3bIKOB). Tak»Ke MOKa3blBaeT KONMYeCTBO
COXPAHEHWNN B MepCoHanbHbIX Gubnunorpaduuecknx 6aszax, Hanpumep, Mendeley,
KOTOpas NMoKa3blBaeT peKoMeHAaumn Apyrux nonb3osartenei. JononHUTENbHO MOXHO
NPOBEPUTb LUTMPOBaHME B APYIMX HayyHbIX paboTax, KOTopble NPOUHAEKCMPOBaHbI
B Scopus n Web of Science 310 6onee CNOXHbII MexaHN3M, HO OH No3BonseT bonee
Pa3HOCTOPOHHE OLIEHNTb KauecTBO PaborT.

ApyraanHuunaTtnea, PlumXMetrics. OHa ToXKe cobrpaeT MHGOPMaLMIO 0 pasHbIX CUrHanax
C pPa3nunyUHbIX CaiToB, onpeaenaeT HaCKONIbKO XOPOLWO LMTUPYeTCA KOHKpeTHasA paboTa
B Pa3fINYHbIX COLMANbHbIX CETAX pecypcax, B TOM yncie u Ha bnorax, B HOBOCTHbIX
pecypcax v fae Ha YouTube.

Takke ecTb Takme 6a3bl, Kak Academia.edu 1 ResearchGate. 5T BJl c anemeHTamu
CcoumnanbHOM CeT ANA TOro YToObl yUYeHble HAaXOAWUAN KOHTAKTbI, HO A1 pa3MeLleHuns
n cammx nybnukaumm. KoHeyHo ecTb U ppyrve, U WUX CTaHOBUTCA Bce Oonblie
n 6onblue. Bcé 310 pa3BmBaeTca n 3toro byaet Bcé 6onblie. Mo moemy ybexaeHuto,
3TO NONOXKMTENbHAA TeHAEHUNSA.

O npoekTe DBpedia

DBpedia — 3T0 OTKpblTaAd 1 6GecnnatHaa 6a3a 3HaHWI, KOTOpaA MOCTOAHHO
COBEpLUEHCTBYETCA U pacwmpsaetca Oonbwmm MUPOBbIM coobuectBoM. Hawa
Kadeapa oTBeYaeT 3a MNOSIbCKOA3bIYHBINA CErMEHT. ITO CeMaHTUYeckaa 6a3a AaHHbIX,
KoTopaa TpaHchopmupyeT unHGopmauuio u3 Bukumnegum wn ppyrux OTKPbITbIX
NcTouHMKoB. OHa oboralaeTca aBTOMATUYeCKN MHPOPMaLMEn Ha pa3HbIX A3blKax
M B COCTOAHUM TFeHepupoBaTb HOBble AaHHble. bnarogapa Tomy, yto 3TO 6asa
NMOHUMAET NHPOPMALINIO — OHA MOXKET AaTb OTBETbl, KOTOPbIE CIOXKHO HAWTU B TeX




OTKPbITbIX NCTOYHMKaxX. C ApYyron CTOPOHbI, Mbl MOXeM nofaTtb 3anpoc K 3Ton 6ase
Ha TeMy OObEKTOB, KOTOpble HEe MMEKT HEMOCPeACTBEHHOIO ONUCcaHnA 3TUX GpaKToB.
Hanpumep, MOXHO HaWTW BCEX OMUCAHHbIX B BuKkunegmm matematMkoB, KOTOpble
pPOAWINCL Ha onpefeneHHON TeppuTopun 1 B onpegeneHHbix rogax. MoxHo pake
onpefennuTb KTO POAUNCA Ha TEePPUTOPUN YXKe HecCyLecTBYIoLWero rocygapcraa,
Hanpumep, Bennkoro kKHAxecTBa JInToBckoro. MoXHo, K npumepy, nokasaTb CNUCOK
caMbIx 60NbLINX FOPOAOB B ONPeAeNEHHbIX UCTOPUYECKNX OTPE3KAX BPEMEHM.

Monb3oBaTenu Mcnonb3ytoT 3Ty 6a3y AaHHbIX B KauecTBe 6a30BbIX 3HAHWI, B TOM
yncne AnAa paHXMpoBaHWA [OKYMEHTOB, AN1A NMOHWMAHWA eCTeCTBEHHOro A3bIKa,
CO3JaloTCA, Hanpumep, 4aT-60Tbl, @ TakXke Apyrne MeTofbl WHTErpauumn AaHHbIX.
B HacToAwwee Bpems, ecnn 6paTb CTaTUCTUKY, 6a3a cogepkmT 6onee 8 munnnapgos
¢dakToB. Hanpumep, ¢akt, uto B ropoge Mo3HaHb KMBET OKOMO 550 TbIC. YENOBEK,
NN TakoW-TO YenoBek poausnca B 3Tom MecTte. Takux ¢paktoB 6onee 8 mnpa. v oHU
BCE MOMyYeHHble NyTéM cbopa 3Ton MHPOPMaLMM C Pa3INYHBIX A3bIKOBbIX BEPCUN
BI/IKI/II'Ie,D,I/II/I, a TaKXe ApYyrnx oTKPbITbIX MICTOYHNKOB.

PekomeHpauum npu noucke [OCTOBEPHbIX WNCTOYHWUKOB W OTANYMW OT
denkoBbIx

Al 6bl pekomeHgoBan obpalyaTb BHUMaHME Ha pa3Hble KpUTepuu KayecTsa. HyxHo
MOMHUTb, YTO MaTepuanbl NUWYTCA (B OCHOBHOM) JIIOAbMU C OrpefeneHHoOn Lenblo.
MoxHo 3apaTb cebe BOMPOC, C KaKOW Lenblo HanuMCaH KOHKPETHbIN MaTepuarn.
MpouHpopmupoBatb? Nnn MoxeT ObiTb 3TO KakaA-ToO LWYTKA, A1 pa3BneyYeHna Unm
XénTtaAa npecca? A MOXeT ObITb LeNlb 3TOro mMaTepuana Ham 4YTo-HMbyab npopatb?
CMOTpeTbHYXHO rAe nKeM3Toony6MKoBaHO.EcnmaTorocygapcTtBeHHO yupexaeHue,
KoTopoe cobmpaeT CTaTUCTUYECKME AaHHble, TO B OCHOBHOM AaHHble 6yayT xopollero
KauvecTtBa. OHaAKO faxe ec/i Mbl FTOBOPUM NPO roCyAapCTBEHHbIE yUpeKAeHWUA, HY>KHO
CMOTpPETb K KaKOMy rocyapcTBy OHO OTHOCUTCA. B 3aBMCMMOCTH OT 3TOFO HOBOCTW UMN
Apyrve matepuansl MOryT ObiTb 60onee 06beKTUBHbIE NN Cy6beKTBHble. ObpallaTb
HY>KHO BHUMaHMe Ha pa3Hble CUCTEMbI OLIEHKWN CalTOB 1 PaboT, KoTopble MOryT NOMOYb
onpefennTb NOMYAAPHOCTb UM aBTOPUTETHOCTb UCTOUYHUKOB. Npumep: alexa.com, bestref.
net v gpyrue.

EcTb TakXe anbTepHaTMBHbIE UCTOYHUKM MapaMeTpoB Takme, Kak PlumX Metrics
v Altmetrics, KOTOpble KpOMe TPaAULNOHHbIX MEXaHNU3MOB OLIEHKM KauecTBa, bepyT BO
BHMMaHVe 6onee COBPEeMEHHbIe CoLnanbHble acneKTbl.

B nepBylo oyepeab pekoMeHayw obpalaTb BHUMaHME Ha HOBble TEXHONOIUW,
KOTOpble YNpoLaloT OUeHKY. VI KOHEYHO e, HYKHO MHOrAa BKoYaTb CBOKO FOIOBY
N obpalwatb BHMMaHME YTO HanMMCaHO B MaTepuane. Hanpumep, Bukuneana moxer
MCMOMNb30BaTbCA Kak HauyallbHbI yPOBEHb O3HAaKOMIeHWA C uMHbOopMauwmen, 3atem
CTOUT 06PaTUTb BHMMaHNE HA NCTOYHMKN, B OCOOEHHOCTN B peLieH3npyeMbIX MecTax
(Hanpumep, HayuHble XypHasnbl), KOTOpble MO3BOJIAT NEepPenT Ha HOBbIN YPOBEHb
N3yYeHNA HY>KHOW TeMbI.

Ecnn roBoputb npo asBTOMaTM3auMio MNpouecca OUEHKM KayecTBa, TO uUcTopus
Pa3BUTUA Pa3NYHbIX UHPOPMALIMOHHBIX CUCTEM, B TOM YMCII€ MOUCKOBbBIX, MOKA3bIBaeT,
4YTO HeJOCTaTOYHO NPUAyMaTb COBEPLUEHHbIN MeXaHM3M Ha fonroe Bpems. [laxe Te
BO3MOKHOCTW, O KOTOPbIX A YNTOMMHA Bbllle, AaloLmne HOBble NapaMeTpbl AsA OLEHKMN,
cerogHA MoryT paboTtaTb, a yepe3 Kakoe-To BpeMs NoTpebyloT M3MeHeHun. Takum
06pa3om, anropuTMbl JOMKHbI MOCTOAHHO COBEPLUEHCTBOBATLCA. C APYroi CTOPOHDI,
OMbIT TEX e MOUCKOBbIX CUCTEM MOKa3bliBaeT, YTO 3TO peasibHO. Pa3Butmne TexHonorum,




B TOM UMC/Ie BO3MOXXHOCTEW, KOTOpble AAKOT anropuTMbl MALUMHHOIO OOyYeHus
M UCKYCCTBEHHOIO VIHTENIeKTa, NO3BONAIOT ObiCTpee onpefenunTb, Kakue napameTpbi
HeobxoaMo 6paTb BO BHMMaHME M YTO HEOOXOAMMO M3MEHUTb B MeTOoAax. Takue
anropuTMbl MOXHO OyaeT U3MeHATb Yalle 1 6biCTpee C yYETOM BbI3OBOB M TpeboBaHMiA
COBPEMEHHOro MMpa.

CHocKu:

[1] https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-69023-0_19

[2] https://www.mdpi.com/2227-9709/4/4/43

[3] https://www.mdpi.com/2073-431X/8/3/60

[4] https://www.mdpi.com/2078-2489/11/5/263

[5] https://wiki.dbpedia.org/

[6] http://www.wbc.poznan.pl/Content/461699/Lewoniewski_Wlodzimierz-
rozprawa_doktorska.pdf

[7] https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-99972-2_11

Dr. Bnadumup JleeoHeeckKuli
JKOHOMuYecKul YHusepcumem,
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MeTtopuka o6yueHuns pabore ¢ poTorpaduein Kak c ICTOUHNKOM
Hay4HbIX lOKa3aTeNbCTB
MapuHa Unsrowa

«Kamepa He epem, 8pym ntoou»

3apaBanacb Bonpocamu 3pHeKTUBHOIO HayYHOro NCCneoBaHUA, HanpaBaeHHOTo
Ha pa3peLueHre pasHbIX HayyHbIX 3afad, ciegya Nporpeccy u oteevyas TpeboBaHNAM
BPEeMeHY, y4eHOMy 6b110 Obl HENNOXO BNAAETb TaKMMM YHUBEPCANbHBIMM MHCTPYMEHTaMM,
KoTopble N03BoNANM 6bl He TONbKO A06bIBaTb MHPOPMaLNIO, HO 1 CO3aBaTb OOBEKTUBHbIE
NPOAYKTbl HayuYHoW geatenbHocTh. QoToannapat u poTorpadmsa — 3TO HaeXHble
NHCTPYMEHTbI, NO3BONAIOLME CO34aBaTb 0ObEKTMBHYIO HayUYHY0 MHPOPMaLMIO.

B pamkax goknaga 6ynet npeactaBneHa KOMNeKCHaaA MeToAMKa, pa3paboTaHHasn
y4eHbIM, pyKoBoguTenem JKcneanunoHHOro Kkopnyca, akagemmkom YAH Manbuesbim
Onerom BuktopoBuryem 1 No3BonaoLaa nccieqoBaTenam, yueHblM pasHbix obnactei
HayKM CaMOCTOATENIbHO NPMobpecT HaBbIKM paboTbl € oTorpadmelt Kak C UCTOYHUKOM
Hay4YHbIX OKa3aTeNbCTB.

BO3HMKHOBEHMIO JAHHOW MEeTOAUKN NpefwecTBoBasa 6onbliaa HayyHo-
nccnepgoBaTenbckasa pabota ManbueBa Onera BuktopoBuya. IMeHHO B HayuHbIX
3KCNeanUMAX, UCccnegoBaTenbCKUX pergax paspabatbiBanncb 1 npoxoannm anpobaumio
ee KJIoyeBble NONOXEHUS.

JaHHbIN JOKNag ONMCbIBAaeT OCHOBHbIE NMONOMKEHUA METOAUKN 1 TE3UCHbIE MOACHEHMA
Kaxgoro eé wara. Metogumka coctout 13 17 pabounx npouegyp (PI).

1. U3yunTe poTorpaduio Kak Hay4HbIn peHOMEH.

PaHee, B XIX-XX BB., MHOTUe yueHble 6binn doTorpadamv 1 npeanounTan okpyaTb
ceba Konneramm N3 COOTBETCTBYOLEro obuecTsa. Takasa NpakTMKa, Kak YneHCTBO
B eBponenckux ¢potorpadpuruecknx obectsax, oTKpbiBasa OrpoOMHOE KONMYeCcTBO
HOBbIX BO3MOXHOCTEN 1 NO3BONANA B3aMMOAENCTBOBATb CO CeyuanmcTamm pasHbix
HayuHbIx oTpacnei. Miccneaya ¢otorpaduio Kak HayuHbIi GEHOMEH, KaXAabl yYeHbIN
MOXeT MHoroe Ans ceba NPOACHUTb OTHOCUTENBHO OKPY»KatoLLEero nosA HeM3BeCTHOrO.

2. CraHoBuTecb ¢potorpadpom.

Kak rosopun Oner BUKTopoBu1Y, AaHHbIN War HeobA3aTesleH, OH HOCUT CKopee
pekoMeHaaTenbHbIN XxapakTep. 3Ta paboyas npoueaypa No3Bonnt cbopmmpoBaTb
CBOW cOBCTBEHHDIV GOTOAPXMB U BbIGOPKY MaTepMasnioB, OTBEYAIOLLYHO 3ajlayaM YUEHOTO.

3. KonnekunoHupyinte ¢potorpadpum o npegmerax Balimx nccnegoBaHui.

Co3paHune nccnepoBatenbCcKkom cpefbl U3 poTomaTepuranoB cOOCTBEHHOIO aBTOPCTBA
cnocobcteyeT popmmnpoBaHnio OO BEKTUBHOIO NCCNEA0BaTENbCKOTO GyHAAMEHTa.

4. CtaHbTe uneHom poTorpadpunueckoro obuwecrsa.

B3anmopencTBume ¢ pasHbiMKM 3KCnepTaMmn n3 poTtorpadpuyeckoro obuiecTsa gaet
OrPOMHble BO3MOXXHOCTUW. Hanprmep, nofyyeHne focTyna K yHUKanbHbIM MaTepranam,
BbI6OpKaM (NCMXONOrMyYeCcKmMM, aHTPOMOOrNYECKIMM), BO3MOXHOCTb PaboTbl B Hay4YHbIX
rpynnax, a Takxe npoBeAeHnNA COBMECTHbIX UCCIefoBaHWIN.

5. A3yumTe penopTaxku n poTtopenopraxku, umerowjne oTHOLWEHNE K NpeaMmeTy
BalUMX N3bICKaHUMA.

3pecb aBTOpP METOAMKN pekomMeHayeT paboTaTb C poTopenopTaxKamu, caenaHHbIMM
B pa3Hble 3MOoXy NPeACTaBUTENAMMN Pa3HbIX FTOCYAAPCTB Y HayUHbIX KON,




6. PekomeHpyeTca nsyuarb ¢punocoduio Wennunra / boagpuiapa / Boirorckoro.

KoHeuHo e, 3ToT nepeyeHb Bblgatowmxca ¢nnocodoB N macTepoB CBOEro Aena
MO>XHO NpoposKaTb 6eckoHeuyHo. Ha gaHHOM ware pekomeHayeTca obpawaTtb
BHMMaHMe Ha G1MNocoduio N NCUXONOTNI0 NCKYCCTBA, OOBEKTUBHOE YMeHMne paboTaTtb
C uHdbopmaumen 1 pasnnyaTb «CUMYNAKPbI U CUMYNALKK». A eLle NoNe3HO U3yUYnTb TPyabl
npeLwecTBEHHNKOB, KOTOPbIe 0 Bac paboTanu ¢ poTtoannapatom n ¢poTorpaduren Kak
C ICTOYHMKOM Hay4yHOW nHpopmaLmm.

7. DyHpameHTaNnbHO N3yunTe MEeTOAONONMIO HayKW.

N3yueHre meTogonornm Haykm — 31o GpyHAaMeHT 1 OcHOoBa OyayLien ycnewHom
N pe3ynbTaTUBHOW AeATENIbHOCTU Ka)kaoro yyeHoro. Pabota ¢ potoannapatom
N MOHMMaHNE MEeTOAONIOTNYECKMX OCHOB punocodpum HanpAamy cnocobcTyeT
bOpPMMPOBaHIMIO YMEHNA CTPOUTbL SIBPUCTUYECKUNE M NIOTUYECKE MOAENN NCCIeOBaHNA,
a TakxKe Bbl6opa HamnyyLlen Hay4yHOM TaKTUKM.

8. U3yunTe meTtoponornyeckne nogxoabl 4pyrux y4eHbix.

B XX-XXI BB. NOABMNOCb OFPOMHOE MHO>KECTBO HOBbIX METOAUK (KaK BannaHbIX,
TaK M He BblAepKaBLIKnX NpoBepKn). NMosTomy Ana y4eHOro Ba>KHO pacLUMpPATbL CBOWA
KPYro3op 1 3HaTb, KaKne TEXHONOMY 1 METOAMKIM NCMONb3YIOT €ro KOJern, CopaTHUKM
NN KPUTUKK, N, KOHEYHO e, MOHMMaTb, Kakne MeTobl ABNATCA pabounmm 1 Kakmne
N3 HUX MOXXHO MCMOMNb30BaTb, @ Ha YTO NoJaraTbCA HelenecoobpasHo.

9. Heo6xoanmo ocBamBaTb NCUXONOrNYECcKNe MeToAbl NCCieAOBaHMNA
doToBbIGOPOK.

[leno B TOM, UTO pAA NCUXONOTNYECKUX rMyOUHHbBIX TeCTOB Obln CO3AaH Ha 6ase
doTorpaduin, NOPTPETOB N CUMBOINYECKMX N306pakeHn. Hanprmep, Takue Kak TecTt
Popluaxa, noptpetHbin TecT JlInnota CoHan. CTmynbHbI MaTepuran TeCTOB AeNcTByeT
Ha yenoBeKa Tak e, Kak 1 poTorpaduu, Korga Ha HIX CMOTPAT, NOSTOMY UCCNeA0BaTENIO
6b1710 6bl NONE3HO XOTA Obl 03HAKOMUTLCA C MOJOOHBIMU TECTAMU N N3YUNUTb MEXAHU3MbI
nx paboTbl.

10. BaxxHo nogBepratb ¢poTorpadpum nccnegoBaHNAM C NO3NLUN NPUMEHEHNA
pa3snnYHbIX METOAUK.

Monck n ot6op Hanbonee 3pPeKTUBHbIX METOAMK aHaNM3a poTorpadpuryeckoro
MaTepurana cnocobCcTByeT KaueCTBEHHbIM NMOKa3aTensaM pe3ynbTaTMBHOCTU HayYHOro
nccnefoBaHuA.

11. Co3paBante co6¢cTBeHHble GOTOBBIGOPKI.

Takol noaxof KpaiHe noneseH npu nccneaoBaHUK, HauyrHaa ¢ GOPMUPOBAHUA TOUHOM
nccnepoBaTenbckor 6a3bl U 3akaHuMBaa GUHANbHON Npe3eHTaLMel pe3ynbTaToB HayyHOM
paboTbl. Co6cTBEHHbIE GOTOBLIOOPKN MO3BOAAT NPOUNNIOCTPUPOBATb X0 HayYHOTO
nccnefoBaHUA COOTBETCTBYOLW MMM GOTOrpaduaMM, a TakKe BbICTYMAT MHCTPYMEHTOM
A0Ka3aTenbCTBa U BEPHOCTU NPOBEAEHHOIO NCCNef0BaHUSA.

12. CucremaTnyecku ynpaxxHantecb B aHanuse ¢pororpadpuuyeckoro marepmnana.

Takasa pa6oTa Nno3BoNUT ObICTPO HAaYUMTbCA U3BJIEKATb MAaKCMMYM MONE3HON
nHdopmMaLmm 13 oTONCTOYHNKOB NOCPEACTBOM NPUMEHEHMA BapUaTUBHbIX BaNNOHbIX
MEeTOAVIK.

13. KOHCAnyMbl 1 He TONbKO: YYMMCA KPUTUKeE.

PekomeHpayeTca noaBepratb KpUTUKE UCCIefOBaHMA KONJEr, COPaTHUKOB, NOAEN
«MO VUHYI CTOPOHY» HayUHbIX B3rNA4O0B, a TakXe cO6CTBEHHbIe nccnefoBaHusA. He 3psa
ApeBHAA NCTUHa BpemeH CokpaTa rnacut: «B cnope poxpaeTca NCTUHa».




14. YnpaXKHANTECb B IOrNKe, NoABeprasa KpUTU4eCKomy aHanunsy co6cTBeHHble
YMO3aK/oueHus.

YueHbIM, nccnegoBaTenam, SKCnepTam NOMNe3HO YNpPaKHATLCA Y MOABEPraTb KPUTKKeE
CO6CTBEHHbIE BbIBOAbI 1 yMO3aKtoueHnA. KpUTrKa 1 ONnOHMPOBaHNE — 3TO BaXKHbIW
3/1IeMEeHT HayYHOW JeATEeNIbHOCTMU.

15. PekomeHAayeTcA yunTbcAa paboraTb c apxuBamm.

PaboTa c apxvBamu, Kak C rocyfapCTBEHHbIMU, TaK M C YaCTHbIMU, a TakXe paboTa
C Pa3fIMYHbIMK NMNCbMEHHBIMU UCTOYHMKaMW, GOTOAPXMBaMM NMPOLLIbIX NET, U3yUYeHrEe KHUAT
1 MOHOrpadurin APYrmx yUYeHbIx CyLLEeCTBEHHO paclumMpaeT MaclTabbl NCCenoBaTeNbCKOM
cpegbl.

16. CoBepluaiiTe noes3gkn C uccnefoBaTeNibCKUMM Lensamu (B gpyrmue cTpaHbl,
pervnoHbl Ballen cTpaHbl, ropoga u np.).

OTO NO3BOMINT BOOUMIO YBUAETb TOT MU MHOWN OOBEKT U cOOpaTh Hy>KHble Bam AA
nccnefoBaHUA JOKa3aTeNbCTBa.

17. B KOHCYNbTALMIOHHbBIX LIeNIAX PeKOMeHAYeTCA BbiGpaTb ONbITHOrO Y4€HOro,
ymermouiero paboratb ¢ MHEMOHUYECKUMM acneKTaMu BusyasibHbIX MICTOYHUKOB.

KoHcynbTupoBaHue 1 6ecepl C sKkcnepTamu, ymeowmmmn pabotaTb ¢ oTorpadurein Kak
C ICTOYHUKOM HayuYHbIX AaHHbIX, CNOCOOCTBYIOT CKOPOCTU 1 3GHEKTUBHOCTN HAYYHOTO
NCcCcnefoBaHWA U PeLLeHo MOCTaBAEHHbIX HayYHbIX 3afau.

MeTtoanueckas cnctema, paspabotaHHaa ManbueBbim Onerom BuktopoBmyem, MoxeT
TaK>Ke ABNATbCA NePCOHANbHOM NPOrPaMMOi MOATOTOBKM 1 MOBbILEHWA KBanuduKkauum
nto60ro yyeHoro, KOTOPbIN HaAMepPEH MCNOMb30BaTb GOTOrpadurio Kak UCTOYHNK HayYHOI
NHPOPMaLNM N KaK UHCTPYMEHT HayUHbIX JOKA3aTeNbCTB.

Mapuuna Unerowa
HUW «MexoyHapooHoe
cyobboaHanumuyeckoe
coobuwecmaso»
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