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Abstract. The article considers the notion of science ethics as well as the issue of responsibility
of scientists in the modern society. The author discovers such key notions as the ethics of science, the ethos of
science, determines the issues of professional and social responsibility of the scientists.

Rapid development of scientific and technical progress has resulted in emergence of new problems
and moral situations related to ethics. Today’s problem of scientists’ responsibility for results of his/her
activities and meaningful elaboration of scientific product is of particular interest for the society.

In this article the author separates the notion of the responsibility into two types: external and internal
one. The external responsibility is implemented in relationships between science and the society; it is
therefore commonly referred to as social one, while the internal one is represented as scientist’s professional
responsibility within scientific community. As the author says, the problem of the responsibility of the
scientists is closely linked to issues of personal freedom and moral choice. The article establishes basic
standards of professional ethics of the scientist, such as prohibition of plagiarism, distortion of the results
of scientific research, unselfish search and defense of truth, the problem of freedom of scientific research
and social responsibility of the researcher etc.

The problem of moral assessment of scientist’s cognitive activities themselves, the used term for which
is ethos of science is of special interest for scientific ethics. Robert Merton’s concept determined ethic
standards serving for approval and defense of specific scientific values, including unselfish search and
defense of truth. Social norms codified in scientific ethos by R. Merton into so-called CODUS are presented
by four basic principles — Universalism, Communism, Disinterestedness and the Organized Skepticism.

The article also touches the aspects of the scientific responsibility of the researcher. Problems of
scientific morality are especially acute for scientists working in the applied research fields, such as gene
engineering, biotechnologies, biomedical and gene research of the human etc. As a result of scientific
discoveries and the experiments the new “products” of researchers’ activities are created, which
consequences are sometimes irreversible not only for the whole mankind but for the science itself.
Reinforcement of the accountability of scientists towards the society is also associated with social changes
in science itself. Today, scientific and technological revolution changes the orientation of science, shifting
it towards learning of social nature of the human. It is important for the scientific community to recognize
the professional responsibility not only for the application of obtained results of the activities but for
social consequences of it. A special attention should also be drawn to the improvement of monitoring of
the activities of modern scientists and the scientific community in total by the public.

Keywords: scientific ethics, professional ethics, moral and social aspects of scientist’s responsibility,
ethical regulation, scientific ethos

. INTRODUCTION

The importance of science in the modern society increases every year. The develop-
ment of new technologies has increasingly serious and various impact on social life;
the number of persons involved in scientific research increases, therefore reducing the
interval of time between research activities and their practical application. Science turns

* Cratps mogrorosieHa Ha cpeactsa HUP No 101403-0-000, Tema «Hay4HO-TEeXHIYIECKHIA TTPO-
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into production force and there will be a greater degree of scientists’ responsibility
towards the society and the mankind. Thus, we can look at the science as an object of
moral estimation, and the research and results of scientific knowledge should be subject
to ethical regulation of scientific activities.

Il. THE NOTION OF SCIENCE ETHICS

In the 1980s problems of moral aspects of science and knowledge are actualized.
When discussing the problem of interaction between science and moral, such basic
aspects are identified as “ethical problems related to the role of science in the modern
society, with social and moral responsibility of the scientist for scientific and engineering
progress, for the application of scientific knowledge; ethical aspects of scientist’s attitude
to his/her labor; moral problems attributed to scientific creativity itself; the problem
of ethical partnership within the research team; requirements applied to scientist’s
personality and behavior [1. P. 3].

It is noted that the ethical problem of science emerges where two forms of responsi-
bility exist: internal and external one. That’s why two visions of relationship between
science and the ethics are present. On the one hand, we identify human activities, not
the theories as subjects of moral assessment; from this point, science remains ethically
neutral. From the other hand, science is a human labor, the result of his/her aspiration
based on spiritual values and therefore it should be assessable. One should remember
though, that “scientific knowledge is built up and evaluated on the basis of the whole
body of methodological normatives...however, the knowledge cannot be limited by plain
adherence to these norms. It always represents moving beyond barriers of previously
defined knowledge and therefore it is a creativity requiring hard efforts of the imagina-
tion [2. P. 140].

To denote maximally wide circle of philosophical, methodology and sociological
problems reflecting various aspects of correlation between science, moral and ethics,
we usually use the term “Science ethics” [3. P. 71]. Creation of science ethics as a new
trend in scientific philosophy and sociology dated to the late 1960s and the early 1970
[see 4].

We can also consider scientific ethics as the area of philosophical reflection
regarding to moral aspects of scientific activities, including both relationships within
scientific community and those between science/scientific community and the society
in general [5. P. 701]. That’s why the basic directions in scientific ethics which can be
pointed out in this respect are those:

— external scientific ethics is studying of ethical problems resulting from the
interaction between the society and science (see “social responsibility of the scientist”
chapter);

— internal scientific ethics is a special section of scientific ethics which implements
professional responsibility within scientific community.

Implementing principles of internal scientific ethics, the scientific community
performs the following basic tasks:

1. Study of reality, search for new knowledge and its systematization.

2. Preservation and transfer of knowledge, popularization of science and scientific
approach to understanding of the realities of life.
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Finding out new ways to increase the efficiency of human activities.
Training of scientists.

Protection of autonomy of science.

Supporting the positive attitude of the society towards science.

7. Estimation of scientific achievements and determination of status of its members
depending on their contribution to scholarship.

8. Regulatory control of behavior of men of science, including ethic control.

9. Contribution to resolving societal problems and humanization of the society.

Thus, we can say that the scientific community is a professional association of men
of science occupied with the accumulation, preservation and transfer of knowledge,
protection of autonomous scientific activities, support of positive attitude of the society
towards science, remuneration or punishment of scientists (assessment of individual
scientific activities), review for compliance with the ethical code [6].

S. Lebedev, the scientist, completes the definition of scientific ethics, drawing
attention to moral regulation of scientists’ behavior. According to the author, scientific
ethics is an “aggregation of moral norms, regulating scientists’ behavior against:
1) scientific knowledge (cognitive freedom and responsibility); 2) each other (commu-
nicative freedom and responsibility); 3) society and the state (social freedom and
responsibility); 4) itself (existential freedom and responsibility). The first type of moral
attitude is due to creative, constructive nature of scientific research and relates to scien-
tist’s cognitive accountability for decision-making (responsibility towards the Truth).
The second type of moral attitude is known as “ethos of science”. The third type of ethic
behavior of scientists is determined by the degree of their responsibility for development
and application of science towards society and the state. The fourth type of ethical
behavior of scientists is determined by the sense of their personal mission as scientists”
[7.P.312—313].

Thus, scientific ethics is a joint search for mindful solutions, in which both
scientists and the society take part. The main issue of scientific ethics is a problem of
correlation between scientific knowledge and value-based way of thinking. Goals and
values in science have not always been understood as equal ones, for ages. For example,
if during Modern era reaching to the truth was the primary goal of science, i.e. the truth
itself was an important thing, another idea exists now, according to which the science
primarily exists for the human, for resolving problems and goals of the mankind.

As noted, science ethics include scientists’ professional ethics. But scientists’ ethics
are more finite constructs then scientific ones since they cover relational aspects of
moral in science, those the scientists refer to [3. P. 71]. As a rule, the profession of
the scientist is generally regarded to “free” professions, where the professional duty
means much more than the wealth.

The problem of responsibility of scientists is closely linked to the issues of personal
freedom and moral choice. That’s why the specifics of moral responsibility are that it
characterizes the attitude of the person towards the society, to his/her social and
professional group from the point of view of his/her implementation of certain moral
rules [7. P. 133].

A
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Currently, basic rules of scientists’ professional ethics are drawn up which can be
separated into three groups. The first group is represented by common human moral
standards adopted for the specifics of scientific activities (a ban on plagiarism, arbitrary
distortion of results of scientific research, researcher’s objectivity). The second group
would comprise ethical standards which serve for approval and protection of science-
specific values (selfless search for truth and its protection). The third group would
comprise moral principles regarding to relations between science / the scientist and
the society) [8. P.132—133].

lll. SCIENTIFIC ETHOS

In addition to the issues of moral responsibility of scientists for results of scientific
activities, of special interest for scientific ethics is an issue relating to the problem of
moral assessment of cognitive activities per se.

To denote this problem in ethics of science uses the term “scientific ethos”,
introduced by Robert Merton. In the norms of scientific ethics are embodied both
universal moral requirements and prohibitions. Also, ethical norms serve for the estab-
lishment and protection of specific values of science, including unselfish search, and
upholding the truth. R. Merton gives a description of scientific ethos in the article
“Normative structure of science” [9. P. 267—278]. In his opinion, scientific ethos is
the set of norms that is reproduced in science and inherent in every professional in it,
where science is the search for truth and rational critical discussion.

According to Boris Yudin, the researcher, Merton’s normative concept of scientific
ethos was used to characterize moral aspects of relationship between scientists within
the scientific community. Each scientist is trying to get ahead of his/her colleagues
in obtaining new scientific knowledge, to provide its acknowledgement by the scientific
community, to maximize the share of material support of the research attributable to
him/her as well as recognition by the colleagues. And the common interest in maintaining
the credibility of science and its reproduction in the society stimulate cooperation
between scientists, which is a pre-requisite for formation and existence of scientific
community [10. P. 593].

In 1942 R. Merton made an attempt to codify social standards of science. Scientific
ethos is therefore created by four varieties of institutional imperatives — universalism,
communalism, disinterestedness and the organized skepticism. Standards formed by
Merton are usually recorded as an acronym, CUDOS, by first letters of each [11. P.9]:

1) C — Communism (communalism) — the result of the research is a public
property and should be available for everyone;

2) U — Universalism: to be guided by common standards of reasonableness and
argumentativeness. The estimation of any scientific idea or the hypothesis must depend
only on its content and compliance with technical standards of scientific activities, not
on author’s social characteristics, e.g. his/her scientific reputation or belonging to certain
scientific school.

3) D — Disinterestedness: researchers shall be emotionally disassociated with their
study areas and run their search for truth without any prejudices. Above that, research
results shall not be influenced by extra scientific interests (religious, politics, economics
or personal).
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4) OS — Organized Skepticism: researchers shall be critical not only in aspects
relevant to the work of others but to their own work.

The abovementioned ethos standards are obligatory, as they are not only effective
but feasible, in Merton’s view. Scientists see the system of standards as a guideline,
the human factor, as any violation of ethic norms puts general functioning of science
at threat. There are actual issues in modern science regarding not only to ethical standards
of cooperation within the scientific community but to correlation between science/the
scientist and the society, i.e. the problem of social responsibility of the scientist.

IV. SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY OF THE SCIENTIST

As noted above, social responsibility of scientists is being realized in relationship
between science and the society. Thus, it can be characterized, first of all, as an external
(social) ethics of science.

Strengthening of the responsibility towards the society is also related to change
in social orientation of science. orientation of science The focus on development of
technical means and the wealth in the context of scientific and technical revolution
constantly gives way to focusing on a human, on study of his/her biological and social
nature and living environment. Scientific concepts increasingly reflect not only the object
of cognition but the cognizing subject and relations between them. Social and personal
moments are actively involved into a process of getting scientific knowledge which
leads to increase of degree of researcher’s responsibility for technical application of
obtained knowledge and social consequences of its application. Increasing humanization
of science poses new ethical challenges to scientists, relating to possibility and feasibility
of experimentation on human beings, its character and goals, the benefits it can bring
to the mankind [12. P.41].

The understanding of that the search for truth is good in itself has changed.
According to I. Frolov and B. Yudin, known Russian scientists, “not only consequences
of practical application of scientific achievements, its “after effect”, but also research
processes themselves, i.e. research topics or failing to continue the research of certain
problems, the character of designing and running the experiments etc. are becoming
the objects of responsibility” [13. P. 160]. And then separate scientific disciplines,
research groups and the researcher himself, not science itself, becomes the subject of
the responsibility.

The responsibility of the scientist is directly linked with the issue of freedom
in studies and scientific research — i.e. the responsibility is the downside of its scientific
creativity. On the one hand, it is hard to imagine the responsibility without freedom,;
on the other hand, freedom without the responsibility turns into anarchy [14. P.34].

Among fields of scientific knowledge, where issues of social responsibility of
the scientist and moral and ethics estimation of his/her activities are keenly debated,
a special place is occupied by gene engineering, bio technologies, biomedical and
genetic studies of humans.

The problem of moral responsibility became especially critical in 1975, when
leading scalars of the world voluntarily signed the moratorium, thereby suspended certain

THE PROBLEM OF RESPONSIBILITY IN POST-INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY 305



MyxamerxanoBa B.C. Becmuux PY/[H. Cepusa: ®UJTOCODHUA. 2018. T. 22. Ne 3. C. 301—309

life-threatening research [15. P. 152]. This is an example of that the social responsibility
is inseparable part of scientific activities. Science study should include determination
of ethical norms and standards which can be applied to regulate scientists’ activities.
Regulation of behavior of global scientific community will, in turn, require the imple-
mentation of international code of scientific ethics [2. P. 150—159]. Today Committee
on Publication Ethics (COPE) has taken this responsibility in the field of publication
ethics. COPE has written codes for scientists and editors of scientific journals, revisiting
and developing the rules as the answer to new challenges to world scientific ethics [16].

Ethical problems emerging in modern science cannot be solved only through logic
and ethics of cognition itself. It “requires their alignment with more widely understood
social goals of cognition and humanistic ideals, with ethic valuables of the society as
a whole” [13. P. 166—167]. Only that will enable us to find such resolution of vital
problems which will meet the needs of progress and serve for the common good of
the mankind.

V. CONCLUSION

Rapid development of science is increasingly raising questions among the mankind
with regards to its future existence. The problem of not only moral but social responsi-
bility of scientists for results of their discoveries is becoming urgent. The society itself
also faces the special challenge, as it will probably have to run more strict humanitarian
control of science. Ethical regulation of science and the appearance of high-level ethical
culture is therefore the important pre-condition of development of science aimed
at assurance of quality of its morality.

© Myxametrxanosa B.C., 2018
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9TUKA HAYKU N OTBETCTBEHHOCTb YHYEHOIO

B.C. MyxamMmeT:kaHOBa

Poccuiickuii yHHBEpCUTET OpyxKOBI HAPOIOB
ya. Muxnyxo-Maxnas, 6, Mockea, Poccus, 117198

B crarbe paccMaTpuBaeTcs MOHATHE STUKH HAyKH, a TAK)Ke BOIPOC OTBETCTBEHHOCTH YYEHBIX
B COBPEMEHHOM 0O0IIIeCTBE. ABTOPOM PACKPHIBAIOTCSI TaKKE KITFOUEBbIE MOHATHS, KaK 3THKA HAYKH, 3TOC
HAyKH, OIpeeNaeTcs: MpoeCCHOHANbHAS U COI[HATbHAs OTBETCTBEHHOCTh YUSHOTO.

BypHoe pa3BuTHE HAYYHO-TEXHHUYECKOTO Iporpecca 00yCIOBIIIO MOSBIEHHE HOBBIX MPOOIIeM
Y MOPAJIbHBIX CUTYAIlHii, CBA3aHHBIX C 3TUKON. OCOOBIN HHTEPEC IS O0IIECTBA CETOHS MPEICTABIACT
npo0ieMa OTBETCTBEHHOCTH YYECHOT'O 3a Pe3yNIbTaThl ero JIeITeIbHOCTH, 33 IOJHOLCHHYIO BBIPAaOOTKY
HAYYHOTO IIPOITYKTay.

B cBoeii cTaThe aBTOp pas/ensieT MOHITHE OTBETCTBCHHOCTH Ha JIBAa BUJIA — BHEIIHIO U BHYTpPEH-
HIO0. BHEIIHSSI OTBETCTBEHHOCTh PEATH3YETCsl BO B3aMMOOTHOIICHHUSIX HAYKH M OOIIECTBa, M TIOITOMY
ee MPHUHSTO HA3bIBaTh COLMANBHON. BHYTpEeHHS ke TpeicTaBieHa npoeCCHOHATIEHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTBIO
YYEHOT0 B IpeJiesiax HayqHoro coobuiectBa. Kak oTMeuaeT aBTop, MpodiieMa OTBETCTBEHHOCTH Y4CHBIX
TECHa CBsI3aHa C BOIIPOCAMH CBOOOBI INYHOCTH M MOPAJBHOTO BEIOOpA. B CTaThe ONMpenesstoTcs OCHOBHBIC
HOPMBI TPoecCHOHATBHON STHKH YUSHOTO, CPEeI KOTOPBIX 3allpeT Ha IUIaruaT, HCKaKEeHHe Pe3yIIbTaToB
HAaYYHBIX UCCIIEIOBAHMUH, OECKOPBICTHBIN MOMCK U OTCTaMBaHHE UCTHHEI, IIpodiIeMa cBOOO b HAYIHOTO
MOUCKA ¥ COIHATBbHON OTBETCTBEHHOCTH YIE€HOTO U T.]I.

OcoOBbIif HHTEpEC IS TUKU HAYKH MPEACTaBIsET MpodiemMa MOPaTbHON OIIEHKH COOCTBEHHO
TIO3HABATENBHOMN JIEATETBHOCTH YUSHOTO, ISl 0003HAYEHHST KOTOPOI HCIIONB3YIOT TEPMHH «3TOC HAYKH».
Konnenius P. MepToHa onpeeniia STHIECKHe HOPMbI, KOTOPBIE CTYKaT JJIsl YTBEPKICHHUS U 3alllUThI
crenuuIecKrx NEHHOCTEH HayKH, B YHCIIe KOTOPBIX H OECKOPHICTHBINA MOUCK, M OTCTaWBaHUE HCTHHEIL.
CornpanbHble HOpMBI, KoguduiiupoBanHbie P. MepToHOM B 3TOCE Hayku B Tak HassiBaeMbiii CODUS,
MpeCTaBIICHbI YeTHIPbMSI OCHOBHBIME MPUHITMIIAMU — yHUBepcaau3MoM (Universalism), KOMMYHHA3MOM
(Communism), BHE3aWHTEPECOBAHHOCTHIO MK OeckopbicTHOCTHIO (Disinterestedness), opraHn30BaHHBIM
ckenruiuamoM (Organized Skepticism).
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B crarbe Tarke roBOpUTCS U O COLMAIBHOM OTBETCTBEHHOCTU Y4eHOro. OCOOEHHO OCTPO MpOOIeMBI
HPABCTBEHHOCTH HAYKU CTOST JUIS YUCHBIX B NMPHUKIATHBIX 00JIACTSX: TCHHAs MHXKCHEPHs, OMOTEXHOJIOT s,
OnoMeIMIMHCKNE U TeHeTHIEeCKIe NCCIEI0BAHUS UelloBeKa U T.4. B pe3ynpraTe HayIHBIX OTKPHITHI
1 SKCHEePUMEHTOB CO3AFOTCS HOBBIE IIPOXYKTBD) JEATEIBHOCTH YUCHBIX, TOPOH TTOCIEACTBUS KOTOPBIX
MOT'YT HOCUTh HeOOpaTHMBIC TIPOLIECCHI HE TONBKO IS BCETO YENOBEUECTBa, HO U U caMoi Hayku. Taxoke
YCHJIEHHE OTBETCTBEHHOCTH YUEHBIX IIepe/l OOIIECTBOM CBSI3aHBI U C CONHAIBHBIMI H3MEHCHUAMH CaMOn
Haykd. CeroHs, B yCIOBHAX HAyYHO-TEXHUUECKOH PEBOMIOIIH, MEHICTCS OPHEHTAIMS HAyKH, OHA CMeIIa-
€TCsl B CTOPOHY MO3HAHMS COLMAIBHOM PUPOJIBI YeaoBeka. HaydHOMy cooOlecTBy BaKHO OCO3HABATb
HE TOJIBKO NPO(ECCHOHAIBHYIO OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 32 IIPHMEHEHHE MOyYeHHBIX Pe3yIbTaToOB ACATEIbHOCTH,
HO W COLHMAJIGHBIC MOCNIECTBHS HX IPUMEHEHM. A Taroke 0c000e BHIMAHHE CTOMT OOpaTHTh Ha TOBBIIIE-
HHE TYMaHHTapHOI'O KOHTPOJIS CO CTOPOHBI OOIIECTBEHHOCTH 32 JACSATEIBHOCTHIO COBPEMEHHBIX YUCHBIX
1 HAyYHOTO COOOIIECTBA B IIEIOM.

KioueBble cii0Ba: 5THKa HayKH, MPOQECCHOHANIBLHAS STHKA, MOpPaJIbHAsI, COLIMANIbHASI OTBETCTBCH-
HOCTB YY4€HOTO, 3THYECKOE PEryIMpOBaHKe, 3TOC HAYKU
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