6

Hanwnonanbnas accormanus yuensix (HAY) # 58, 2020

OTKJIA/IBIBACTCSL HA HEOMPEICICHHBIA CPOK, OO HE
peanuzyercst BooOle.

OTMeTUM, YTO MEIUIIMHCKUEC TCXHOJOTHH AU
MOCTUHIYCTPHATBHOMY  CYOBEKTY  BO3MOXHOCTB
3HAYUTEIBHO MPOJIUTH CPOK CBOCH MOJOJOCTH (Kak
BO BHEIIHEM OOJIMKEe, TaK M B IICHUXOJOTHYECKOM
CaMOOIIYIIICHAN ). Ongunm u3 IOCTIDKEHUHA
MOCTHHIyCTPHAIBHOTO OOIIecTBa SBISETCA TO, YTO
MOJIOJOCTh TEIeph HE 3aBHCHT OT OHMOJIOTHYECKOTO
Bo3pacra: «Cama i ce0s M3 MOJIOJOCTHU s elIe He
BBIIIUIA W, TIOJIararo, HEe BBIHAY eIle HEeKOTOpoe BpeMsl.
CHHIIKOM YK TIPUBJICKATEIICH PACTHPAKUPOBAHHBIN U
yKe ycTrosiBIIMiics o0pa3 MonmonexHocTd [...].
Be3ycnoBHO, Te3uC O pa3pylIeHUHA «aCCOIHAIUU
MEXKIY MOJIOJIC)KHOCTHIO M BO3PACTOMY HBIHE BIIOJIHE
cnpaBeuB»[8, €. 457-458]. Omrymias ceds MoI0a0MH
U CBOOOJIHOWM, COBpPEMCHHAsS JKCHINUHA MPH JKCITaHUU
MOXET OCYHIECTBUTh OOy  PEHpOXyKTHBHYIO
CTpaTeTHio, B TOM YHCIE H MOHOPOAUTEIBCKYIO
(cTpateruro «MaTepu-OJUHOYKH»), OCOOCHHO TIpH
HaJIMYAHA  [TOCTATOYHOTO YPOBHSI  MaTepHATBHON
00€eCITeYeHHOCTH.

Tot ¢axT, YTO HA MECTO IICHHOCTH MPOU3BO/ICTBA
B NOCTUHAYCTPUAJIBHOM O6I_HCCTBC MpuxoauT
[ICHHOCTb TIOTPEOJICHHUS, HE MOJICKUT COMHEHHUIO. DTO
CTOJIb JK€ BEPHO, KaK U TO, YTO Ha CMEHY COBETCKOMY
ACKETU3MY MNpuxoauT MOCTCOBETCKHI T'€JOHU3M.
OTMC‘IeHHLIﬁ HeHHOCTHLIﬁ CIABUT IPUBOAUT B UTOTEC K
TOMY, YTO WHIUBHJI CaM CTaHOBUTCA PEOCHKOM,
MONB3YIOMMMCS  ITUIOAMH  9YyXKOTO Tpyda MW HeE
HYXXJAIOUIMMC HH B COOCTBCHHBIX JETAX, HH B
WHTUMHON OJTM30CTH KaK TakoBOH. [ToMHMO IBYOKEHUS
«child free» B psme crpan (B Tom umcie Poccun)
MOCTETICHHO Pa3BUBACTCS IBIDKCHHE, MPEICTABUTEIN
KOTOPOrO  OCYIISCTBISIFOT — MOJIHBIA ~ OTKa3  OT
CEeKCYaJIbHOM KU3HH.

B 3aximoueHHH CIIEAyeT CIesiaTh BBIBOI O TOM,
YTO HOPMATHBHO-IICHHOCTHBIC YCTAaHOBKH YCJIOBEKa
MOCTHH/TY CTPHATBHOTO oOrrecTra MOCTEIICHHO
IPUBOJAT K TOMY, YTO HHCTUTYT TPAIULUOHHOHN CEMbU
oTMupaeT. Ha cMeHy eMy mpuXoIsaT penpoayKTHBHEIC
CTpaTeTHy, B KadecTBE HIeala IPearoIararonue
MapTHEPCKYI0D  CEMBIO, CBOOOJHBIC  OTHOIICHUS
(COXHTENBCTBO) WM MOHOPOTUTEIBCKYIO ceMbo. [Ipu
JTOM, obOnanmas 3HAYUTEIILHOM CBOOO/IOM,
HOCTI/IHI[yCTpHaHLHI)Iﬁ WUHAWBUJ TOTOB IIOJHOCTBIO
OTKa3aThCsl OT CEKCYyalIbHOW aKTHMBHOCTU M POXKICHHS
JICTEH B MOJIB3Y «OKH3HH IS CEOs».
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The global crisis, into which the world is rapidly
"rolling”, once again raises the question of the
effectiveness of social cognition, the soundness of
conclusions and the reality of forecasts. The
fragmentation of the social sciences, their unfounded
claim to methodological universality and totality,
inevitably actualizes the question of the nature of social
cognition, the criteria of scientific character, optics and
the generally accepted scale of measurement. Unlike
natural science, where the convention for the choice of
units of measurement is in most cases trivial and is
often carried out by default, in social cognition, the
adoption of such conventions becomes a problem for
the scientific community to accept new knowledge,
acculturation of knowledge, the foundation of its
conclusions, as well as translation of qualitative
properties and characteristics into quantitative
parameters. With all the awareness of that huge step in
the development of the social sciences, accomplished
by the positivists, in particular, O. Comte and G.
Spencer, we note that they themselves, criticizing, often
unfairly and superficially, the preceding social science,
did not depart far from them in terms of claims on a
universal methodology. An attempt to incorporate
social knowledge into natural science, replacing
metaphysical (in the literal sense) concepts with
positivism, and very naive, led not only to the denial of
the great heritage of the classics, but also to ignoring
the subject of knowledge, his attitudes and values.
Subsequently, this problem had to be solved in neo-
Kantianism, first of all, by Wilhelm Windelbandt. So,
in  specific  sociological  studies, qualitative
characteristics (for example, prestige, social belonging,
opinion and needs) do not have uniform measurement
standards accepted by the entire community, because
the content of these concepts is very wide and
heterogeneous. And the inherent characteristics are
very personal in nature. They (the specified parameters)
are constructed in accordance with the nature of the
object under study and according to the hypothesis of
the research, and, consequently, the personal attitude of
the scientist. The practical possibilities of
measurements essentially depend on the ability of the
researcher to find and substantiate (not only for
himself) a reliable measurement procedure, to achieve
its acceptance in the nearest expert community [7]. So,
in particular, the most important procedure for
constructing a measurement scale and its founding
includes involuntarily conventional points that require
a qualitative classification of objects (within the
framework of the research concept), highlighted in the
qualitative analysis of properties, identifying empirical
indicators of object properties that can be ranked, etc.
Even this method specific sociological research as
content analysis also needs to translate qualitative
information "into the language of counting”, because it
must be accepted and verified. The conventional
aspects here also increase significantly in connection
with such an important factor as the ideological
principles and attitudes that underlie the selection and
isolation of the objects of analysis. At the same time,
both the "costs" of unreasonable and hasty agreements
and the corresponding methods of their prevention and

withdrawal are especially evident here. In particular,
methods of checking the measurement procedure for
reliability have been developed and are being
improved, which is determined by three criteria:
validity, stability and accuracy of the scale; for the
measurement procedure, the principles of utility and
pragmatics are formulated (the measurement system
must certainly correspond to the object of
measurement, the standard and units of measurement
must accurately record the properties and
characteristics of the object determined by the research
program itself). These methods are implemented in a
specific study based on empirical material, only in this
way is the approbation of the accepted conventions
possible and widely used here. In general, it should be
noted that the uncertainty and ambiguity of the
introduced conventions is largely due to the lack of a
developed and acculturated conceptual apparatus for
the transition from theoretical constructs to empirical

material [8].
The specificity of social and humanitarian
cognition, which is difficult to quantify, the

introduction of rigorous mathematical methods, as well
as experimental verification, are especially manifested
in attempts at the now fashionable computer modeling.
Interesting in this regard are the developments of
scientists in the field of engineering linguistics and
machine translation, whose accumulated rich material
is very important for understanding the nature of
humanitarian knowledge, the features of its methods,
including conventions, in particular in linguistic
sciences. The experience of linguistic research revealed
that one of the main (if not the most important)
difficulties in the work of scientists was the absence or
too narrow field of a well-grounded and accepted
methodological apparatus in the scientific community
that made it possible to correctly apply fundamental
theories or even paradigms to a specific linguistic
material in applied research. The impossibility of
checking the correspondence of the theory to the real
state of affairs led to the fact that linguists were forced
to rely on several, often mutually exclusive hypotheses,
violating the logic and methodology of the study. It is
obvious that in this case the problem of convention
arises, first of all, as a problem of choosing a hypothesis
(theory) and the concept underlying it; the criterion for
such a choice is, at best, formal truth. Thus, it is obvious
that scientific search, in the social sciences, is
impossible without the conventional choice of a
hypothesis (operationally interpreted concepts, units
and methods of measurement, that is, the entire optics
of research) as a "working", since there is no conceptual
and operational apparatus of application theories to
empirical concrete material and it is impossible to
directly (experimentally) test the conformity of the
hypothesis to the state of affairs [6].

A similar situation takes place in sociological
research, where the a priori accepted "one-thread" (B.
Khazanov's term) theoretical propositions often
generate very unusual conclusions. The marginal
intelligible constructs generated in the minds suddenly
gave rise to global and all-encompassing conclusions.
Hence, a methodological requirement arises, which is
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more and more realized by humanities researchers: a
constant critical analysis of the foundations of
hypotheses, the testing of explicit or implicit
conventions included in them, a conscious overcoming
of the tendency to elevate the content of such
agreements to the rank of objective laws is necessary.
Consensus in cognitive activity, reflecting its
communicative nature, can receive the status of
scientific concepts, hypotheses, methods, in essence,
only with their collective acceptance. As the British
researcher S. Toulmin noted, an individual initiative
can lead to the discovery of new truths, the
development of new concepts is a purely collective
matter. The new proposal will be worthy of
experimentation and early development once it is
collectively considered worthy of attention. The
statement of these facts necessarily actualizes the
problem of the adoption and functioning of conventions
in conditions of professional consent (consensus) or
disagreement (dissensus). Consensus is understood as
the degree of consolidation, consistency in the
scientific community regarding cognitive standards,
ontological prerequisites, and the system of value
orientations in general. Consent (disagreement,
mismatch) is investigated as a kind of communication
mechanism in a variety of functions, one of which is to
be the logical basis for the development of scientific
knowledge, which is also important for understanding
the nature of social science. In particular, the
methodological consensus is the adoption of
conventions on cognitive standards for the choice of the
central, priority problem, the premises of its research,
acceptable theoretical approaches, methods and
techniques, and useful techniques. By itself, a high
degree of consensus does not guarantee the
effectiveness of research if the unanimously adopted
conventions are of a trivial nature and stand aside from
the fundamental substantive problems. Consequently,
the influence of consensus on the development of
knowledge significantly depends on the nature of the
methodology itself, conventionally chosen by the
researchers.

In  the humanities, many meanings and
interpretations of the results of empirical research are
usually offered, scientists tend to offer their own
interpretation of observations each time. This suggests
that one should always bear in mind the possible
discrepancy between the adopted conventions and the
consensus - in general, a fairly widespread occurrence
of such a situation, which is not at all irrational or
unproductive. Often in modern epistemology of science
(K. Popper, P. Fayerabend, T. Kuhn, etc.), either the
problem of explaining the high degree of agreement
that is achieved in the science of the 20th century (40-
50s), or the phenomenon of disagreements and
bifurcations in science and their rational resolution (60-
70s). Most likely, the high degree of agreement in the
40-50s is explained by the general global task of
explaining the phenomenon of totalitarianism. The
general object of research has generated a certain time
period of the "model" consensus. Further social
development gave rise to other models. But at the same
time, it is obvious that there is a need for some unified

theory explaining the emergence and mutual transition
of consensus and dissensus in science. The solution to
this dilemma is offered by the famous American
sociologist Larry Laudan in his work Science and
Values, who claims that in the humanities and social
sciences, the differences are of the nature of an
"epidemic”, while in natural science, most scientists
agree, at least on the fundamental components
knowledge (even earlier T. Kuhn expressed a similar
idea). Traditionally, it was believed that disagreement
only arises if the evidence of fact is relatively weak and
incomplete and it is enough to involve additional
evidence or appropriate rules - and agreement will be
reached. Laudan postulates that the problem should be
considered at the "intersection between the works of
philosophers and sociologists”, since agreement, in
particular when choosing a theory, develops not only in
relation to the fact, but also in (first of all) the relation
of methodological and axiological justification, which
was written about neo-Kantians. In addition, it is
necessary to take into account that the classical
tendency to regard consensus as a condition of
rationality, and dissensus as a condition of irrationality,
is undermined by a number of factors actually acting in
science. According to Laudan, there are four of them in
general: scientific research is constantly in a situation
of discussion, which is their inherent property; the
relationship between theories can be defined by the
"incommensurability thesis"; there are situations of
"underdetermination” of theories by empirical data;
finally, successful research activity in a "state of
dissensus” is possible, and scientists who had high
achievements most often violated the established
norms. It follows from this that the consensus model,
as a rule, is incomplete and does not correspond to the
dynamics of real science; rather, dissensus is its
attribute and marker. The dominant model of any
scientific justification is hierarchical: at the lower level,
the “factual” (factual consensus) is discussed, then
generally accepted methodological rules as a means of
achieving the goals of science (methodological
consensus), and finally, the consensus of values and
goals. The latter is either not recognized or not taken
into account, since it has always been assumed that the
values and goals of research are the same and equally
understood by all. This model “postulates a
unidirectional ladder of reasoning” from goals to
factual statements, whereas in real science, reasoning
goes in any conceivable field, linking goals, methods
and results. Laudan is convincing in the assertion that
there are no privileged levels, axiology, methodology
and factual statements inevitably interact and
intertwine. Consideration in the integrity of all three
levels expresses the essence of the "network model™ of
scientific rationality, which makes it possible to
understand the variety of their combinations that
underlie consensus or dissensus. The network model
expands the understanding of scientific rationality, not
only linking it with a consensus on the goal, facts or
methods, and even more so because there is a constant
"shift in cognitive values", theories and methods
change, accordingly, new conventions are applied, old
ones are excluded, consensus and dissensus always
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exist, complementing each other and reflecting the
general communicative nature of science. These ideas
can become the basis for further study of the problem
of conventionality as a consequence of communicative
relations in scientific knowledge [2].
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