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Annomayus. PaccMaTpuBaroTcsi KOMMYHUKAaTHBHBIE TMPOLIECCHl B COBPEMEHHOM OOIIECTBE
u Hayke. CyIIecTByeT MHOXECTBO Pa3HBIX CIIOCOOOB OOINATHCS U OOMEHHBATHCS WH(MOPMAIIMCH,
KaXAbII U3 KOTOPBIX UMEET CBOM OCOOEHHOCTH, MPEUMYILECTBA U HEAOCTATKU. BaXKHO y4UMTHIBATSH,
YTO AOCTYN K MH(OpMAalUM U ydacTHe B KOMMYHMKAallMd HE BCErla PaBHOMEPHBI, U «KJIIOYEBHIC
(GuUryph» MOTYT UMETh OOJIbIIIE BOBMOKHOCTEH. CaM TEPMHUH «KOMMYHHKAIIHS H3BECTEH BCEM JaBHO
U UMEEeT MHOXXECTBO TPaKTOBOK. KoMMyHMKauus WM, IPYTMMH CJIOBaMH, MEXKIMYHOCTHOE
oO1ieHne — 3T0 mpouecc, abCOMIOTHO HEOOXOUMBIHN ISl COBPEMEHHOI'O YEJIOBEKa, BO BPEMsI KOTO-
poro npoucxoaut oOMeH uaesMu U nHpopmanuei. Mcmonb3yercs cam TepMHUH B pa3IUYHBIX OTpac-
JIAX HAYKH. KOMMYHI/IKa]_[I/ISI 6I)IBaeT Ppa3HbIX BUJIOB. YCTHaA, IMCbMCHHAsA, OUHasd, 3a04Hasd, (I)OpMaHB-
Has 1 HeOpMaTbHAasI.

Knroueswle crosa: xommyHnukaiys, nadopmanus, oOMeH, 0OIIeHHE, HayKa, O0IIECTBO, HAYIHbIC
KOMMYHUKallUH.
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u Hayke // V3Bectust Bantuiickoi rocyiapcTBeHHO# akageMuu peioorpomMbiciioBoro diora.— 2025, —
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The study of communication in Soviet and Russian science began in the 1970s with scholars
like Batygin and Kelle. However, it wasn't until the early 1990s that scientific communication became
a focus of systematic sociological research. This field encompasses the various ways scientists interact
professionally, including written, oral, and electronic methods, with modern technology playing an
increasingly crucial role. The fall of communism finally granted access to technologies like the internet,
but sociological data suggests that only a small number of Russian scientists could afford to fully
participate in computer interaction. This implies that both the volume and quality of scientific
communication have significantly improved in recent years, although Russian science, particularly
outside major cities, continues to lag behind Europe and the United States in terms of access to modern
computing resources.

An important role in scientific communication in the work of scientists is represented by the
internal specifics of science, namely the process of reproduction and acquisition of new knowledge,
which later become important and recognized after discussions and various kinds of information
exchange. An equally important role here is also played by the peculiarities of the interaction of science
with economics, politics, law, morality, i.e. with the need to organize and manage science, its financing,
and the practical application of scientific achievements. Today, the effectiveness and results of the
scientific apparatus as a whole, as well as various research institutions, departments and individual
scientists, directly depend on the level of information support and interaction of participants in the
scientific process, because accumulated experience is important for any science.

Accordingly, it can be assumed that modern science is not able to develop using only the
experience of previous generations. Undoubtedly, it can be argued that the most significant for the
development of a particular field of science is the process of providing each of the participants with
prompt, high-quality and reliable information about the state of affairs in this particular scientific field
and subject. Based on the above, we can conclude that scientific communication is the exchange of
information, and communication relations, in turn, are impossible without the transmission of
information.
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When studying scientific literature, we came across detailed forms of scientific communication,
namely: formal and informal, oral and written, face-to-face (direct) and correspondence (indirect),
primary and secondary.

Scientific formal communication implies written and oral forms, according to the established rules
in a particular community. In addition, this type of communication is documented. In this context, we are not
talking about business correspondence, but about articles published in scientific journals, collections,
monographs (individual or collective) and other publications (including their electronic versions). Oral
formal communication can also include public defenses of master's, PhD, or doctoral theses, their texts, and
abstracts, which for some reason have the status of a manuscript in Russia, despite the fact that abstracts are
officially printed in the same way and according to the same rules as articles. All of these forms are formal
channels of primary scientific information, while scientific reviews, book abstracts, and scientific reviews
are secondary formal ways of information. Examples of informal communication in science include the
following: conversations between scientists during work or in their free time, in the "nooks" of scientific
organizations or other places of institutes and libraries. As for communication in the form of speeches by
scientists at scientific seminars, conferences, symposiums and congresses, its status is ambivalent. In
principle, this communication is formalized. But the more informal moments there are in it, the more
productive it is for each participant of this type of communication. Informal communication often involves
a more free and rapid exchange of information, which is not related to status and role expectations, and
scientific communication is direct, interpersonal in nature. But at conferences and symposiums, it is also
possible to illegally collect the most up-to-date information on the topic, which is a violation of the norms of
scientific communication. The informal type of communication also includes electronic correspondence of
scientists, communication on social networks, blogs and other forms of computer communication. It is also
necessary to mention teleconferences via various means of mobile and computer Internet. They also follow
certain rules of etiquette, but the specifics of virtual communication are such that there are many opportunities
for informal communication. Virtual communication is poorly structured and is not associated with regional,
disciplinary or stratification restrictions, but only with legal restrictions and moral and aesthetic self-restraint.
Direct and indirect forms of scientific communication relate rather to the distribution of the roles of their
participants, in the sense that the first form involves direct contact between participants exchanging
information in the cases mentioned above, while the second form involves the presence of one or more
indirect links. The indirect type of scientific communication and communication can be attributed, with some
stretch, to the communication of modern scientists with representatives of previous generations in science
through their publications, as well as correspondence communication of participants in scientific discussions
in journals or electronic teleconferences. However, in science, both in the past and in the present, disciplinary
communication groupings are traditionally formed (named differently by different authors - local scientific
communities, "invisible colleges, etc.). They have different levels, but at least two. "The first level consists
of the so—called "key figures" - representatives of the scientific elite, who are directly connected to each other
across the entire community of a given subject area. They are members of the editorial boards of leading
journals, are members of the governing bodies of professional associations, and maintain constant personal
contacts." Today, we add, they have been distributing grants from various foundations in this scientific
discipline for a long time as experts from different foundations or members of expert councils. Because of
this, they naturally have significant information advantages over the rest of the disciplinary community. The
second level is formed by those who are usually grouped on the spot around each key figure — employees of
the department, department, graduate students, who, through the leader, indirectly find themselves connected
with all other participants in communication and also receive information, but in a measured manner. The
third level is formed by nonresident or foreign scientists, who are informationally connected to the first two
levels in different ways. Informatization of society and science has not destroyed this traditional structure,
has not led to systemic changes, although the use of electronic communication methods has significantly
accelerated the passage of information, increased its bandwidth and volume.

The specificity of communication in science is determined by the orientation of scientific work
as a kind of spiritual production to the production of a non-standard, previously unknown product - new
scientific knowledge. In our opinion, it is necessary to identify the following blocks of moral problems
of scientific communication: ethics of scientific research, ethics of scientific publication and co-
authorship, ethics of scientific discussion, polemic, scientific criticism.

As for the research process, the key ethical points here are related with the motivation to enter
science and the choice of this particular research topic, the choice of research methods, methods of
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verification and examination of the data obtained. There is always a moral or immoral choice in them,
which is manifested in the researcher's attitude to the object of research, to his colleagues, to the results
of their work, in assessments and judgments, in behavior.

The forms of communication in science vary and have different effects on the effectiveness of
research. All the real and potential advantages of direct contacts can turn into barriers for scientists to
understand each other due to the fact that live communication, as a rule, is associated with strong
emotions and, consequently, with strong psychological pressure from opponents on each other. Olympic
calm and academicism disappear in the dispute, which changes the course of rational evaluation
activities and not always in a positive way. Irritation, labeling, and the use of disparaging comparisons,
epithets, and labels interfere with logical reasoning, and sometimes replace it. When reading a text,
emotions remain with themselves, and in a written dispute, in a response article or book, it is possible
to provide more convincing counterarguments, arguments, etc. Moreover, it is the reading of texts that
opens up a real scope for all forms of dialogical interaction, since it allows any scientist to choose a
circle of interlocutors, allies and possible opponents, to conduct a dialogue and discussion with them,
while at the same time remaining alone with their own thoughts. Only the written form of the
communication dialogue allows us to polish and bring to a certain level of logic and persuasiveness the
author's argumentation.
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