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Wstep

Wielu filozoféw i historykéw XIX stulecia, nie bez podstaw nazywanego
wiekiem historii, postrzegato wolno$¢ jako naczelng ide¢ dziejow, umiesz-
czano j3 na sztandarach, a w jej szerzeniu misj¢ dziejowa swych narodéw
upatrywali liczni badacze mniej lub bardziej odleglej przesztosci. Wolnos¢
moze by¢ jednak réznie rozumiana, od braku narzucanych jednostce lub
grupie ograniczen (wolnos¢ od) po swobode podejmowania decyzji i dzialan
(wolnos¢ do). Wolnos¢, do ktérej odnosza si¢ podejmowane w prezentowanym
tomie rozwazania, to przede wszystkim swoboda dzialalnosci naukowej,
rzetelnego prowadzenia badan i oglaszania ich wynikéw zgodnie z wymogami
etyki zawodowej, bez podporzadkowywania ich narzuconym z zewnatrz
ograniczeniom. Praktycznie jednak wolnos¢ taka pozostaje raczej idealem niz
atrybutem rzeczywistosci, podlegajac istotnym ograniczeniom wynikajacym
zwielu zréznicowanych czynnikéw, politycznych, spolecznych, religijnych, ale
tez zwigzanych z psychika i charakterem samego badacza (vide autocenzura).

Wolnos¢ nie tyle nauki w ogdle, co skonkretyzowana w odniesieniu do
badania przeszlosci, zostata w prezentowanym tomie poddana wieloaspekto-
wej analizie. Pod wzgledem terytorialnym skupiajac si¢ na Europie Srodkowej,
uwzgledniono réznorodne paradygmaty badawcze i rézne perspektywy
czasowe od o$wiecenia do poczatku XXI w. Oznacza to zarazem daleko
idace zroéznicowanie warunkow dziatania: od upadajgcej Rzeczpospolitej
Obojga Narodoéw, przez zniewolenie okresu rozbioréw (z uwzglednieniem
zachodzacych wowczas wszechstronnych przemian stosunkéw spotecznych
i narodowosciowych), dwudziestolecie miedzywojenne, ktore tylko dla czesci
regionu bylo czasem relatywnie duzej wolnosci stowa, po dtugie lata mniej
lub bardziej rygorystycznego podporzadkowania doktrynie komunistyczne;.



Wstep

Obalenie komunizmu otworzyto kolejny etap w rozwoju badan historycz-
nych, okres intensyfikacji kontaktéw i powigzan miedzynarodowych, ale
zarazem okres rozliczen z przeszloscia, przewartosciowan, dyskusji wokot
etyki zawodu historyka i zadan historii w §wiecie przefomu XX i XXI w.

Teksty zebrane w tej publikacji poswigcone sg wlasnie wolnosci, a kon-
kretnie kwestii istnienia i odzwierciedlenia w narracji korelacji miedzy
warunkami zewnetrznymi (swobodg dziatania lub jej ograniczeniami) a sys-
temem wartosci historyka, w danych warunkach prowadzacego dziatalno$¢
naukowa i publikujgcego jej wyniki. W jakim stopniu wolnos¢ lub zniewolenie
determinujg wiernos¢ wtasnym pogladom? Jak badacze przesztosci odnosili
si¢ do narzucanych im ograniczen dotyczacych rzetelnego prowadzenia badan
i publikowania ich wynikéw? Na ile sami takie ograniczenia narzucali sobie
lub innym? W jaki sposéb deklarowane wartosci przekiadaty sie na rézne
postawy polityczne, od lojalistycznych po nonkonformistyczne? Jak w kon-
struowanych narracjach odzwierciedlat si¢ patriotyzm badaczy przesziosci,
w kontekscie skomplikowanych dziejow regionu zastugujacy na szczegdlna
uwage? Jak odnoszono sie do préb instrumentalizacji historii?

Te zagadnienia, immanentnie zwigzane z rozwojem historiografii narodow
i panstw Europy Srodkowej, zyskuja w prezentowanym zbiorze dodatkowy
atut w postaci zestawienia wypowiedzi autoréw polskich i ukrainskich. Bardzo
silnie powigzane, obfitujace w tematy trudne i wymagajace poglebionej,
rzetelnej refleksji dzieje obu narodéw stanowia niewatpliwie doskonaly grunt
dla rozwazan nad funkcjonowaniem badaczy przeszlosci miedzy wolnoscia
a zniewoleniem.

Barbara Klassa
Leonid Zaszkilniak



Julia Kiselyova
V.N. Karazin Kharkiv National University

The ethical aspects of historiographical criticism

Historiographical criticism (reviews, polemical exchanges and scholarly
overviews) as a specific form of scholarly activity a priori involves certain
criteria of value which it needs to meet in order to be effective in the axiolog-
ical, informational and communicative sense’. These criteria are determined
by the ethical views of individual scholars, and exist in the form of formal
prescriptions that are defined and controlled by the academic commu-
nity, because the reproduction of that community is an important function
of the practice of reviewing. At the same time, they depend on the external
circumstances in which scholarship exists. Therefore, the main question
of this essay is how ethical norms, scholarship’s social functions, and state
control over it influence the shaping of historiographical criticism.

I will argue that the instrumentalization of criticism is limited not only
by the virtues of individual scholars but also by the logic of the formation
of academic communities. Criticism is always addressed outside the bor-
ders of the academic community. And as such it works as an important
link between scholarship and society. Even if its recipients are only profes-
sional scholars, criticism correlates with the idea of it serving the interests

' O. Slcb, Peyensis y Haykositi meopuocmi icmopuka: npobnemu pisHo8udie ma pyHxuio-
HANbHO20 NpUsHa4eHHs, «Ykpaina MofiepHa» 2007, 4. 12(1), p. 97-128.
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of the truth and society as a whole. Thus reviewing is responsible for providing
expert evaluation but at the same time exists as an important channel for
the self-presentation of the academic community and its professional ethos,
transmitting it to the next generation of scholars.

To support this idea, I will outline several stages of the development of the
ethical norms of criticism in Eastern Europe. One of the first attempts to take
into consideration the ethos of axiological activity was Mykhailo V. Lomon-
osov’s article Discourse on the responsibilities of journalists (1755)% which
was his response to an unfavorable review of his work in physics. Thus
it was injured authorial pride that prompted Lomonosov to define a set of clear
norms for the unbiased evaluation of scientific research®. But Lomonosov
was also concerned about the interests of science and the academic commu-
nity as a whole. In establishing the ethical norms of criticism, Lomonosov
enhanced the role of journalists and equated their value to that of academi-
cians in the matter of evaluating scientific work. Academicians had to review
their peer’s work before publication, and the obligation of journalists was
to report the contents of such works “with true judgment” in order to quickly

“disseminate information about the book in the scientific world”* Thus
the axiological criteria proposed by Lomonosov were supposed to be crucially
important, because meeting them would allow one to speak from the high
ground of serving the interests of science and presenting the fruits of its
labors to the larger society.

Published in a French periodical, Lomonosov’s essay was not trans-
lated into Russian until the 1860s°. But this does not mean that the ethical
dimensions of historiographical criticism became a subject of discussion
in Eastern Europe only in the second half of the nineteenth century. A very
characteristic polemical exchange took place at Kharkiv University in the early
nineteenth century, in the pages of the journal The Ukrainian Messenger.
It began with a sharply critical review of An Essay in Reporting on the Russian

? M.B. JIoMOHOCOB, Paccyxcderiie 00 0053aHHOCSIX HCYPHAUCTIO8 NPU USTIOHEHUU UMU
couuHerutl, npedHasHauernHoe 015 No00epHaHus c60000v dunocopuu [in:] idem, ITonrHoe
cobpanue couunenuii, MOCKBa 1952, T. 3, p. 201-232.

* Ibidem, p. 230-232.

* Ibidem, p. 218.

> MLIL. MoxHaueBa, JKypHanucmuka u ucmopuueckdss Hayka, KH. 1, JKypranucmuka
6 koHmexcme Haykomeopuecmea 6 Poccuu XVIII-XIX e6., MockBa 1998, p. 313.
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Antiquities®, a work by Professor Havryil P. Uspensky, Chair of Russian
History. As in the case of Lomonosov, the Kharkiv professor’s wounded
authorial feelings prompted him to formulate a set of “rules of criticism”
in his reply to the reviewer”. So, ethical reflection could be seen as an effective
method of gaining the upper hand in a scholarly debate. One could counter
a reviewer’s allegations by accusing the reviewer of unethical approach
and therefore unjust assessment of one’s work. I would, however, argue
that it would be wrong to perceive reflection on the ethical dimension
of axiological activity as solely a polemical tool. It is interesting to note that
later on, that same Ukrainian Messenger printed a translation of “Criticism,”
a work by the Polish writer I. Krasicki®. The article touched on not just liter-
ary, but also scientific criticism and put forth recommendations, including
ethical ones, concerning the duties of a critic. The translation was penned
by Petro P. Hulak-Artemovsky, who was simultaneously teaching Polish
at the University and pursuing his undergraduate degree at the Faculty
of Philology, and who would later take over Uspensky’s chair. I believe
this work’s appearance in The Ukrainian Messenger was not an accident.
It served not only as a sort of continuation of the polemical exchange, but
also as an attempt to extend it from the evaluation of one particular work
toward the problem, important for the academic community as a whole,
of controlling the quality of the informational mediation between scholars
and their readers, first and foremost through ethical precepts. Thus, reflection
on the ethical rules of criticism could easily turn from a form of defending
the authorial dignity of particular scholars into mission statements to which
all members of the emerging academic community could subscribe.

The romantic paradigm also contributed to the awareness of the impor-
tance of ethos in scholarly debates and reviewing because this paradigm
brought with it the idea of historicism, which presupposed that the future
development of science would inevitably surpass all previous academic
achievements. At the same time, the “disrespectful attitude towards one’s
predecessors” was understood as shortsighted and resulting only in more

¢ T.IL. YeneHckuit, Onvim nosecmeosarusi o 0pesHOCMAX Pycckux, XapbKOB 1812, passim.

7 Idem, Omeem couunumento peyeHzuu Ha kHuzy «Onvim nosecmeos8anusi o OpesHOCMAX
pycckux», « YKpauHCKui BecTHUK» 1818, KH. 9, p. 378.

® 1. Kpacuuxnit, Kpumuxka, nepexnan. [LIL. [ynak-ApTeMOBCKUiL, « YKPAUHCKIIT BECTHUK»
1819, KH. 7, p. 18-30.
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“pitiless criticism” further down the road as scholarship continued to advance’.

Instead, intellectuals felt the need to find a firm general foundation for
axiological pursuits. This search was helped by the increasingly active the-
oretical work on the foundational principles of literary criticism, to which
Oleksandr V. Nikitenko and Vissarion G. Belinsky turned in the 1840s.
Indeed, the situation in literary studies (philology) during this period was
nicely described by Belinsky: “Now everything is subject to criticism, even
criticism itself”*°.

We should note, however, that the works of the first decades of the nineteenth
century mostly focused on journal and magazine criticism and the sphere
of the belles lettres. This reflected, according to M. P. Mokhnacheva, the undif-
ferentiated nature of the image of a critic, in which the roles of a histori-
ographer, bibliographer, and journalist were mixed together". But a new
professionalization of historiographical criticism and its separation from
literary and journalistic criticism (with the latter being assigned a purely
informational role) began in the 1840s-1850s. And the ethical aspect of the axi-
ological standards was perceived as an important component of the work
of professional reviewers.

As an example, I can cite the discussion that took place in one of the cap-
ital’s intellectual coteries about a polemical exchange between two Moscow
University professors, Mykhailo P. Pogodin and Fedir L. Moroshkin, con-
cerning a work by the latter. An eyewitness relates that the participants
approved of Moroshkin’s observation that Pogodin in his review allowed
himself to “laugh without proof,” even though he, as a “professor of Russian
history;” should have considered the text under review “in a scholarly manner,”
“according to all the rules of historical criticism,” instead of “making fun
of an earnest work”*% That is, a conviction was taking hold in the academic
community and society at large that scholarly historiographical criticism must

° Quotation for: A. Pocnasckuii-IlerpoBckuii, Pewierue gonpoca 8 uem cocmoum
UCMUHHOe 3HAYeHUe NPAsMamuuecKoll UCHOPUL U COOTNBENCINEEHHOMY MoMy cnocobe ee
06pabomxu, XapbKoB 1839, Cp. 24.

1 B.L. Benunckuit, Peuv o kpumuxe [in:] Co6panue couunenuti 8 mpex momax, Mocksa
1948, T. 2, http://az.lib.ru/b/belinskij_w_g/text_1080.shtml [access: 22.11.2016].

" MLII. MoxnaueBa, JKypHanucmuka u ucmopudeckas HayKa, p. 110.

> A.B. Anekcauupos, Cospementvie ucmopuueckue mpyovt 6 Poccuu: M.T. Kauerosckozo,
M.II. Ilozoouna, H.I. Yempsinosa, H.A. Ilonesozo, D.B. Byneaputna, ®.JI. Mopowikuna,
M.H. Maxkaposa, A.D. Benvmmana, B.B. Menamosuua, I1.1. bymxosa, H.B. Casenvesa
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differ from journalistic reviews and must be governed by different intentions
and ethical precepts. Meeting these demands gave scholars the right to act
as academic experts, whose work was entitled to a higher degree of trust
on the part of their readers. It should be noted that these tenets took hold
within the academic community quicker than in the cultural circles around
the academia. I am reminded after one well-known episode, after attending
the historiographical lectures of Sergey M. Soloviev, Rector of Moscow
University Dmytro M. Perevoshchikov attempted to cancel Soloviev’s appoint-
ment as an ordinary professor, because it seemed to him that the lecturer
allowed himself to berate his predecessors®.

But such misunderstandings only spurred scholars towards more actively
explaining and presenting the ethical and scholarly virtues of professional
historiographical criticism. One example of self-conscious efforts in this
direction was the discussion in the pages of The Contemporary that took place
in the early 1870s with the participation of the known historian Ivan E. Zabelin.
His task was to refute the accusations against a number of academic reviewers,
who were attacked for allegedly attempting to belittle the achievements of their
predecessors in order to raise the profile of their own historical research.
Defending professional historical criticism, Zabelin appealed to the higher
interests of scholarship. He argued that the motive of the young scholars
who had permitted themselves to criticize their renowned predecessors
was not to show their arrogance and superiority, but rather to serve science
and truth®. Zabelin asserted that reviewing previous scholarly achieve-
ments critically was both a condition and a sign of the successful develop-
ment of scholarship. In his view, the situation “when critical consideration
becomes the main, essential direction of the scientific work means that science
is coming into its strength, that scientific treatment of subjects is emerg-
ing”’’. And any criticism founded on different ideas is left behind, to reflect

u A Jl. Yepmxosa. [ucoma A.B. Anexcandposa x usdamenio «Maska», CaHkT — [leTep6ypr
1845, p. 14.

? C.M. ConosbeB, Mou 3anucku 0ns demeil MOUX, 4 eClU MONCHO U O Opy2ux
[in:] M36pannvie mpyovt. 3anucku, Mocksa 1983, p. 316.

" VLE. 3a6ermn, Qenvemonusm 8 kpumuxe [in:] Onvimot usyuenus pycckux opesrocmeil
U UCMOPULL: UCCTIE008AHUS, ONUCAHUS U KpUmu4eckue crnamvi, MockBa 1872, T. 1, p. 458.

' Ibidem, p. 459.

' Ibidem, p. 460.
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on “the uselessness of science””. Moreover, Zabelin attributed to reviewing
the important function of ensuring continuity between different genera-
tions of scholars and generally of consolidating the scholarly community.
He observed that “the lack of criticism” and “vagueness of scholarly standards
for measuring historical works” had led in the past to the absence of “any
live immediate bond, any live, immediate continuity among scholars™*®. Thus
scholars were prepared to defend the new image of professional criticism,
connecting its tasks with the ideals of serving the scientific truth. These ideals
became an important element of the critical discourse, next to the author
of the reviewed work and the reviewer, ensuring the freedom of axiological
evaluation from any vestigial motives of self-interest and helping consolidate
the community of historians as a whole. Further, the concept of “scholarly
criticism” was silently equated with the concept of “ethical criticism?”

The final victory of such ideas came with positivism, which was founded
on the belief in the progress of knowledge and the possibility of achieving
the scientific truth through the painstaking work of many generations of sci-
entists. In this framework, criticism was considered an important instrument
of refining, correcting, and broadening the accomplishments of colleagues
and predecessors on the way to filling the “blank spots of history” Indeed,
critical works constituted a sizeable proportion of the oeuvre of most positivist
historians, while at the same time complaints about the lack of critical works
were numerous". Wide-spread among young researchers was the practice
of beginning one’s scholarly career by writing reviews and critical overviews.
The practice stemmed from the desire to prove one’s professional fitness by
working in the field that was in high demand within the academic community.
Thus positivism in fact helped to define the conception of the social function
of science and to firmly establish the ethical imperative of criticism, which
had to highlight science’s successful development and its responsiveness
to the social demand.

On the other hand, the ethos of historiographical work was closely related
to scholars’ sense of identity, prompting historians to assess the principles
and results of their work against the theoretical, methodological, and cultural

Y Ibidem, p. 432.
'® Ibidem, p. 461-462.
¥ L.O. llepieneBuy, O nopsodxe npuobpemenus yuervix cmenereti, Kasaub 1897, p. 4.
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