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1. Knowledge

The argument about the (nhon-)
ideological nature of knowledge hinges
not only on a sound theory of ideology,
but also on a theory of knowledge. We
here enter a vast area of scholarly
investigation, for instance in
epistemology, and a host of theory
fragments, for instance in cognitive
science and the social sciences. Again, |
can only highlight a few points of an old
debate, ignoring huge areas of
knowledge studies.

The classical definition of knowledge in
epistemology is “justified true belief.'
(Among many other studies and
classical texts, see, e.g., Greco and Sosa
1999, Lehrer 1990, Pojman 1999). In
the last decades this definition has met
with all kinds of objections (e.g., the
well-known Gettier counterexamples),
which however do no fundamentally
affect the overall approach, but only
show its irrelevance for a contemporary
theory of knowledge. Indeed, virtually
nowhere in current psychology and the
social sciences these philosophical
approaches to knowledge have much of
an impact. In fact, they are largely
ignored and virtually never cited.

Instead of engaging in a more detailed
argumentation against the classical,

1. 3nanue

JloBon 0 (HE-)UACONOTHIECKOM
NpUPOJIC€ 3HAHHUS OCHOBBIBACTCS HE
TOJIbKO Ha 37paBOil TEOPUH UCOJIOTHH,
HO M Ha TEOPUM MO3HAHUS. 371€Ch MBI
BCTymaeM B OOMIMpPHYIO 00JIacTh
HAay4YHBIX HCCJICAOBAaHUMN, HANpUMeEp, B
AIHUCTEMOJIOTHH, u MHO>KECTBO
dbparMeHTOB TEOpHH, HampuMmep, B
KOTHUTUBHOM HayKe M COIMaJIbHBIX
HaykaxX. OnsTh ke, s MOTY BBIJICIIUTH
JUIIL HECKOJbKO MOMEHTOB CTapoi
JTUCKYCCUHM, WTHOPUPYS  OTPOMHBIC
00J1acTH WCCIeqOBAaHUN 3HAHUHA.

Krnaccuueckoe ompeserneHue 3HaHUS B
AMUCTEMOJIOTUU — 3TO "0OOCHOBaHHOE
uctuHHOe yoexnenue". (Cpenu MHOTHX
JIPYTUX UCCIIETOBAHUM U KJIACCUYECKUX
TEKCTOB cM., Hanpumep, ['peko u Coca
1999, Jlepep 1990, Iloiiman 1999). B
MOCIIETHUE JECATUIICTHS 3TO
ornpeereHue BCTpEYaso
BCEBO3MOIKHBIE BO3paKCHUS
(Hampumep, XOpOIIO U3BECTHBIE
KOHTprpuMepsl  ['eThe),  KOTOpHIE,
OJIHAKO, IPUHIIMIUAILHO HE BIUSIOT Ha
oOIui MOIX0J, a JIMIb TOKAa3bIBAIOT
€ro HEYMECTHOCTb JUISI COBPEMEHHOU
TEOpUM NO3HaHUA. JIeMCTBUTEIBHO,
NPAaKTUYECKH HHUIJE€ B COBPEMEHHOMU
MICUXOJIOTUU U COIIMATbHBIX HayKax 3TH
dbunocodckre MOAXOAbl K 3HAHWIO HE
OKa3bIBAIOT Ooypmoro BiusHUSA. Ha
caMOM JieJle OHHM B 3HAYMUTEIIbHOU
CTEIEeHU UTHOPUPYIOTCS u
MPAKTUYECKU HUKOTJA HE IUTUPYIOTCS.

BwmecTo Toro, uTo0OnI BIaBaThcs B OoJjiee
NOoAPOOHYI0 apryMEeHTalldi0 MPOTUB




epistemological approach to
knowledge, | shall simply summarize
some of the features of my current
approach to knowledge, and refer to
other and future papers for details:

(1) Knowledge is belief that is shared by
the members of a social or cultural
community, the 'knowledge community’
or “epistemic community".

(2) Knowledge is socially accepted and
shared by members of the epistemic
community on the basis of shared
knowledge (evaluation) criteria.

(3) Knowledge criteria may be different
in different epistemic communities
(cultures, social groups, professional
organizations, etc.) or in different
historical phases of a community. Thus,
common sense criteria of knowledge
may be direct observation, reliable
sources and correct inference. Criteria
of religious, scientific or other
communities may be different from
these (changing) '"common sense"
criteria in everyday life.

(4) Because of the different knowledge
criteria of epistemic communities,
knowledge is by definition relative.

KJIACCUYECKOTO 3MHUCTEMOJIOTHYECKOT0
noAX0Aa K 3HAHUIO, sI MPOCTO 0000y
HEKOTOpbIE ~ OCOOEHHOCTH  MOEro
HBIHEITHETO TOAXOJa K 3HAHUIO H
COILJTIOCH Ha JIpyrue u OyAylIue CTaTbu
TUIS MOJIyYEHUS noipoOHOM
uH(pOpMAaLIH:

(1) 3nanune — 3710 yOXKACHUE, KOTOPOE
pa3ieNsitoT 4JIEHBI COIUAILHOTO WU
KyJIbTYpPHOTO cOOO0UIECTBA,
"coob1ecTBa 3HaHHUK" WIN
"3MUCTEMOJIOrHIECKOro coodiecTna'.

(2) 3naHue colMAIBLHO MPUHUMAETCS U
paszuenseTcs YJIeHaMH
SIMCTEMOJIOTMYECKOTO COOOIIecCTBa Ha
OCHOBE KpUTEPUEB OOIIETO 3HAHUS
(o11eHKM).

3) Kputepun  3HaHuA
OTIIUYATHCS B
AMUCTEMOJIOTUYECKUX  CO0OIIecTBaxX
(KynbTypax, COIMAIBHBIX TpyMMax,
npodeccHOHaIbHBIX OpraHU3aAlMIX U
T.J.) WIH Ha Pa3HBIX HCTOPHUYECKUX
JTamax pa3BUTUS coodmiecTBa. Takum
obpazom, KPUTEPUSIMH 3HAHUA,
OCHOBAaHHBIMH Ha 37paBOM CMBICJIE,
MOTYT OBITh TIpSIMOE HaOIIOACHUE,
HAJC)KHBIC MCTOYHUKUA M TPABUIHHBIN
BbIBOJI.  KpuTepuu  pelnMruo3HbIX,
HAyYHBIX WU JPYTUX COOOIIECTB
MOTYT OTIIUYATHCS oT ITUX
(M3MEHSIOLIUXCA ) KpPUTEPUEB
"3apaBoro cmeicia" B TOBCEIHEBHOM
KU3HU.

MOTYT
Pa3HbIX

(4) W3-3a pa3nuuyHbIX KpUTEPUEB
3HAHUS AMUCTEMOJIOTHUECKHIX
COOOIIECTB 3HAHUE IO OMPEACIICHUIO
OTHOCHTEJIBHO.




(5) The notion of "truth™ (as in "true
beliefs") will be reserved for statements
or discourse — in specific assertion
contexts — rather than for beliefs.

(6) Knowledge and beliefs are
"Intentional”, that is, they are about
things such as real or fictitious events or
situations (states of affairs).

(7) Beliefs and hence knowledge are
cognitively conceptualized in terms of
mental representations of states of
affairs characterizing situations (or
"worlds™).

(8) In interaction and discourse
knowledge is attributed to self and
others when it is shared by the
speaker(s) or based on his or her
knowledge criteria as shared by the
recipients.

2. The
knowledge

cognitive dimension of

Alter these brief and more general
remarks on knowledge, we obviously
need to spell out the various theory
components in some more detail. If
knowledge is a kind of belief, and
beliefs are mental phenomena of some
kind then knowledge also needs to be
analyzed in terms of some mental
structure, such as representations,
networks, etc. In this cognitive

(5) Ilomstue '"uctuHa" (Kak U B
"MCTUHHBIX  yOexnaeHusx'")  Oyner
3ape3EpBUPOBAHO IS  YTBEPKICHUMU
WIM JHCKypca B KOHKPETHBIX
KOHTEKCTaX YTBEPKIEHUS — a He I
yOexXIeHu .

(6) 3HaHus U YOEXKICHUS SIBISIOTCS
"MpegHaMepeHHbIMA", TO €CThb OHH
KacaloTCs TaKUX BEIIeH, KaK pealibHbIe
WM BBIMBIIUICHHBIE COOBITUS WJIU
cuTyanuu (TOJIOKEHHUS Je).

(7) VYOexneHuss U, CIEIOBATEIbHO,
3HAHUA KOTHHUTHUBHO
KOHIIETITYAJIM3UPYIOTCS B TCPMHHAX
MEHTAJIBHBIX IPEICTABICHUM 0
COCTOSIHUSIX JIeJI, XapaKTePHU3YIOIIUX
cutryauuu (uiam "Mupsr").

(8) Bo B3aumopelcTBUM U JIUCKypCE
3HaHHE MPUIUCHIBACTCS ce0e U IPYTHM,

Korza OHO paznensieTcs
roBOPSIIMM(aMHU) WJIK OCHOBAHO Ha €ro
WIH ee KPUTEPHSIX 3HAHMUS,

PasaACIIACMBIX IMOJYYaTCIIIMMU.

2. KorHuTMBHOE M3MepeHne 3HAHUA

[TomMuMoO 3THX KpaTKUX U Oosee 00ImmxX
3aMEYaHui O 3HAHWUU, HAM, OYEBUIHO,

HEO0OXO0UMO Ooiee OAPOOHO
U3JI0KUTh Pa3jIMYHbIe KOMIIOHCHTHI
teopun. Ecim 3HaHME — 3TO CBOErO

pona yoexaeHue, a yOeKaeHUs — 3TO
CBOEr0 poJia MEHTaJIbHbIe (DEHOMEHBI,
TO 3HAHHE TaKXe  HEOOXOIUMO
aHaJIM3UPOBATh B TEPMUHAX HEKOTOPOM
MEHTAJIbHOM CTPYKTYpPBI, TaKOW Kak




approach, I shall ignore the neurological
basis of knowledge (see, e.g. Gazzaniga
et al. 1998).

Despite much research in cognitive
psychology and Artificial Intelligence,
and today more generally in cognitive
science, about knowledge and its mental
structures and processes, it is still not
quite clear what actually counts as
knowledge in psychology or what not.
In the psychology of discourse
processing, the vague notion of
'knowledge of the world' is being used,
maybe with some remarks on their
representation as some kind of script,
frame or similar structure, but there is
no strict distinction between knowledge
and belief (see, e.g., Britton and
Graesser 1996, Markman 1999, Schank
and Abelson 1977, Van Dijk and
Kintsch 1983, Wilkes 1997). Indeed, as
we have seen above, knowledge is
simply belief that is socially shared or
accepted on the basis of social criteria,
and in that sense is as much a social or
cultural notion as a cognitive notion.

In this perspective, we shall therefore
again limit ourselves to a brief summary
of some of the cognitive properties of
knowledge that are relevant for our
further analysis of the relations with
ideology and the relations between
knowledge and discourse.

NpeACTaBICHUS, JIOKAJIIbHBIC CETH U T.J.
B 5TOM KOTrHHUTHBHOM MOAX0Je 51 OyIy
UTHOPUPOBATH HEBPOJIOTUUYECKYIO
OCHOBY 3HaHusl (CM., Hampumep,
["azzanura u ap. 1998).

Hecmotpst Ha MHOTOYHCIICHHbBIC
UCCIIEJIOBAaHUS B 00JIACTH KOTHUTUBHOU
MICUXOJIOTUHU u HCKYCCTBEHHOT'O
WHTEJUICKTa, a CEeroJHs W B 1IEJIOM B
KOTHUTHBHOW HayKe O 3HAHUU U €ro
MEHTAJIbHBIX CTPYKTYypax U Ipoiieccax,
JI0 CHX TIOp HE COBCEM SICHO, YTO Ha
caMOM JieJie CUMTAeTCs 3HaHUEM B
TICUXOJIOTHH, a 4TO HEeT. B mcuxonoruu
00pabOTKM AUCKYpCa HMCIOJIb3YETCS
pacIyiblB4aTOC TOHATHE '"3HAHUSA O
Mupe", BO3MOXHO, C HEKOTOPbIMHU
3aMeUYaHUsAMH 00 WX TMPEJCTaBICHUH B
BUJIC HEKOETO ClieHapusi, ¢peiima uimu
NOJI0OHOW CTPYKTYPBI, HO CTPOTOro
paznmuuusg  MEXAYy ~ 3HAHUEM WU
YTBEPKIAECHUEM HET (CM., HaIpumep,
bpurton and I'peccep 1996, Mapkmen
1999, Illenk u AbGenncon 1977, Ban
Heiik m Kunu 1983, VYwunkc 1997).
JIeCTBUTENBHO, KAK MBI BUIECIIH BHIIIIE,
3HaHHE — OTO IMPOCTO YOEKIeHue,
KOTOpOE€ pasnensieTcss oOlEeCTBOM WU
INPUHUMAETCSI HA OCHOBE COLIMAJIBHBIX
KPUTEPHUEB, U B 3TOM CMBICJIE SIBISIETCS
TaKUM xe COIIMATIbHBIM 7M1
KyJbTYpPHbIM  TOHSTHEM, Kak H
KOTHUTHBHBIM MOHSITHEM.

[IoaTOMYy C 3TOW TOYKH 3pEHUS MBI

CHOBA OIpaHUYIHMCA KpaTKUM
H3JI0KCHHUCM HCKOTOPBIX KOTHUTHUBHBIX
CBOMCTB 3HaHUA, KOTOPBIC HMCIOT

OTHOIIICHUE K HAIIEMy JaJIbHEUIIEMY
AHAJIM3Y OTHOILICHUW C WJICOJIOTHEH W
OTHOLICHUA  MEXIYy 3HAaHUEM U
JTIACKYPCOM.




(1) Knowledge is a kind of socially
shared belief represented in long term
memory and partly used and applied in
short term memory.

(2) A traditional distinction is made
between personal knowledge of
personal experiences, represented in
episodic (long term) memory as mental
models of events or situations, and more
general, social representations, stored in
"semantic" or rather “social"
memory.

(3) Knowledge is usually assumed to be
represented in schematically organized
ways, for instance as 'scripts' or similar
formats, so as to facilitate its retrieval,
activation and application.

(4) Discourse understanding and
production as well as other forms of
(inter) action presuppose the partial
activation and 'application' of relevant
fragments of knowledge. Depending on
context (individual differences, aims,
tasks, etc.) more or less of such
knowledge may be activated and used.

(5) Activated general knowledge may
be “instantiated' or “specified' in more
specific representations of events or
personal experiences, that is, in mental
models stored in episodic memory.

(1) 3uanue 3TO CBOETO poja
paznensieMoe OOLIECTBOM YyOexaeHue,
NPEICTaBICHHOE B JIOJTOBPEMEHHOM
NaMsATH U YaCTUYHO HCIIONB3yeMOe |

IIPUMEHSIEMOE B KpPaTKOCPOYHOU
ITaMSITH.
(2) TpaguunoHHO POBOAUTCS

pa3auare MEX Ty TUIHBIMHA 3HAHUSIMH O
JUYHOM OIIBITE, TPEICTABICHHBIMH B
ANU30UYECKOMN (1oATOBpEMEHHOI)
[IAMATH B BHIE MEHTAJILHBIX MOJECIEH
cOOBITUI WJIM CcUTyaluid, ©u OoJee
o0IMHU COLIMAJIbHBIMU
NPEJICTABIICHUSAMH, XPAHSIIIUMHUCS B
"ceMaHTHUeCKOM" UJIH, cKopee,
"cormanbHON'" TaMATH.

(3) OObuHO mpeamnonaraeTcs, YTo
3HAHMS TPEJCTABICHBI CXEMAaTHUCCKH,
Hanpumep, B BHUAe ''clieHapueB' uiIu
OT00HBIX dbopmaTos, YTOOBI
O0JIErYnuTh MX TOWCK, AaKTUBALUIO U
IpUMEHEHHE.

(4) [IloHumanue W TPOU3BOACTBO
JTUCKypca, a Takke Apyrue (Hopmel
(Mex) JIEUCTBUSA MpEeNoaaralT
YaCTHYHYIO aKTUBAIUIO u
"mpumeHeHue" COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX
¢dbparmenToB 3HaHus. B 3aBucumocTu ot
KOHTEKCTa (MHIMBHUYaTbHBIC
paznuuus, Uend, 3aJadyd U T.0.)
OoJbllice WM MEHBIIEE KOJIMYECTBO
TaKuX 3HAHUUN MOXKET OBITh
aKTUBUPOBAHO U UCIIOJIH30BAHO.

(5) AxTUBHpOBaHHBIC OOIIHME 3HAHUS
MOTYT ObITh  "0OOCHOBaHBI"  HIIH
"KOHKPETU3UPOBAHBI" B Oosee
KOHKPETHBIX IIPEJACTABICHUSIX COOBITHH
WIM JMYHOTO ONbITa, TO €CTh B
MEHTAJIbHBIX MOJCIAX, XPaHSIINXCS B
AIU30IMYECKOMN MTaMSTH.




(6) General knowledge may be formed
by generalization and abstraction from
mental models (traditionally called
“learning from experience") or by
(re)combining different fragments of
general knowledge, e.g., by inference or
the reorganization of social
representations.

(7) Discourse understanding generally
involves the construction of mental
models in episodic memory, in which
more or less general knowledge is
applied in the construction of the model.
Similarly, discourse production
presupposes the existence of such a
mental model.

(8) Only relevant fragments of mental
models are actually (or need be)
expressed in discourse, depending on
context constraints.

(9) Mental models of communicative
events, or context models (or simply:
contexts) represent the relevant
properties of the social situation of the
communicative event.

(10) Context models, and specifically
their specialized knowledge device (K-
device), regulate which knowledge of
mental models may or must (not) be

(6) OO6mue 3HAHUS MOTYT
dbopmupoBaThCs MyTeM OO0OOIICHUS U
abCTparupoBaHusi OT  MEHTAJIbHBIX

Mozeneil (TpaaulluOHHO Ha3bIBAEMOTO
"oOyueHreM Ha oOmbITe") WIH TyTeM
(mepe)oOobeAMHEHUS Pa3IMYHbBIX
3JIEMEHTOB OOIIEro 3HaHUs, HAPUMeED,
nyTeM YMO3aKJITIOUCHUS WITH
npeoOpa3zoBaHus COIMAJIBHBIX
IIPECTABICHUN.

(7) Tlonumanue pguCKypca OOBIYHO
npeanoiaraet MIOCTPOCHHE
MEHTaTbHBIX Mojenen B
DIIA30AUYECKON MTAMATH, B KOTOPOH IIpH
MOCTPOCHUU MOJENU TPUMEHSIOTCS
Oojlee WJIM MeHee OOIIue 3HaHUus.

AHanornyHeiM ~ 00pazoM,  peueBas
JeSTENBHOCTD Ipernoiaraet
CYIIECTBOBAHME TaKOW MEHTAIbHOU
MO/JIEIIH.

(8) Tonbko COOTBETCTBYIOIINE
dbparMeHThl  MEHTaJbHBIX  MOJEINEH

NEUCTBUTENBHO (WM JIOJKHBI OBITh)
BBIPQ)XCHBI B JUCKYpCE, B 3aBUCUMOCTHU
OT KOHTEKCTHBIX OTPAHUYCHHH.

9) MeHTanbHbIE MOJICJIN
KOMMYHHKATHBHBIX  COOBITHH, WIH
KOHTEKCTHBIE MOJIeM (WU TMPOCTO:
KOHTEKCTHI), IIPEACTABISAIOT
COOTBETCTBYIOIIIUE CBOMCTBA
COILIMAJILHOM CUTYyalluU

KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHOI'O COOBITHS.

(10) KoHTekcTHBIE MOJEIU, U, B
YaCTHOCTH, UX CHEIUaTU3UPOBAHHOE
YCTPOUCTBO 3HAHUU (3-yCTpOMCTBO),
perylupyloT,  Kaku€ 3HaHUS O




more or less explicitly expressed in
discourse, or be left wholly or partially
implicit.

This brief summary leaves many
questions unanswered, for instance
about the nature of knowledge

representations and the ways knowledge
Is stored, retrieved, activated, used and
de-activated in all kinds of cognitive
tasks, such as interaction and discourse.
We do know some more details of the
properties of knowledge described
above, but many of the more
fundamental issues are still mysterious.
Indeed, a truly detailed psychological
theory of knowledge is still on the
agenda, especially also its cognitive-
social interface in social psychology.

3. Towards a typology of knowledge

One of the elements of such a theory
that has been neglected both in
epistemology and psychology is a first
typology of knowledge. Instead of the
traditional, vague notion of "knowledge
of the world", used in cognitive science,
we need a much more detailed and
articulated formulation of different sorts
of knowledge. This is necessary, among
other things, because these different
types of knowledge also have different
Impacts on discourse processing and
discourse structures. Different types of
knowledge may also be represented
differently in memory.

MEHTAJIbHBIX MOJEJSIX MOTYT WU
JOJDKHBI (HE JTOJIKHBI) OBITH 00JIee WK
MEHEE SBHO BBIpaXEHbI B JHUCKYypCeE,
WIM  OCTaBaThbCAd TMOJHOCTHIO  WIIH
YaCTUYHO HESIBHBIMH.

Ota KpaTKasi CBOJIKa OCTaBJIsIeT MHOTHE
BONPOCHl 0€3 OTBETOB, K MpUMEPY
BOIIPOC O TPHPOJIE BOCIHPOM3BOJCTBA
3HaHUH W  cmoco0ax  XpaHEeHWs,
U3BJICUYCHUS, aKTUBAIIUH,
WCTIOJIb30BAHUS U JICAKTUBAIINY 3HAHUH
BO BCEX BHJaX KOTHUTHBHBIX 3aJad,
TaKUX KaK B3aUMOJICHCTBUE U TUCKYPC.
MpsI 3HaeM W Apyrue MoApOOHOCTH O
CBOMCTBaxX 3HAHMSI, OMMMCAHHBIX BBIIIIE,

HO MHOTHE u3 Ooiee
dbyHIaMEHTaIbHBIX BOIPOCOB BCE €I
OCTaKOTCA Hepas3raJaHHbIMHU.
JIeHCTBUTEIILHO, HaCTOsIIIasl,

noipoOHasi TICUXOJOTHYECKAs Teopus
3HAHMS BCE €I1I€ CTOUT Ha TTIOBECTKE JTHS,
0COOEHHO €€ KOTHUTHUBHO-COIMATbHBIHI
uHTepPeiic B cOIUaNbHOM MCUXOJIOTHUH.

3. Ha nyTu K TUNOJIOTUY 3HAHUI

DIIeMEHTOM TEOpUH, KOTOPBIM
npeHeOperaii Kak B DMUCTEMOJIOTHH,
TaK U B IICUXOJOTHUH, SIBIIETCS MEpBas

THITOJIOTHS 3HAHUS. Bwmecto
TPaAUIIMOHHOTO, PaCIIBIBYATOT O
MTOHATHS "3HAHHE 0 Mupe",

UCIOJI3yeMOT0 B KOTHUTUBHOM HayKe,
HaM HYy)XHa Topas3no Oojee moapoOHas
U 4YeTkas (HOpPMYITHPOBKA Pa3ITHMUHBIX
BH/JIOB 3HAHHK. DTO HEOOXOIMMO, CPEIH
POYETO, TOTOMY YTO Pa3THUYHbIC THIIBI
3HAHUHM TaK)Xe OKa3bIBAIOT Pa3INYHOE
BIUsIHKE HAa 00pabOTKY IUCKypca U €ro
CTPYKTYpHl. Pa3nudHble THITBI TAMATH
MOTYT OBITH MO-Pa3HOMY
IIPEJICTABIICHBI B TIAMSITH.




Above we already have summarized a
difference between personal, episodic
knowledge, as represented in mental
models of experience, and more
general, abstract, social knowledge, as
represented in social representations,
respectively. However, both personal
and social knowledge can be further
differentiated, e.g., by the following
typological criteria:

1. Kind: Knowing that (representation)
vs. knowing how (procedures)

2. Social scope: Personal, interpersonal,
social (group), cultural.

3. Level: Specific/particular, general
events/states.

4. Ontology: Real, concrete, abstract,
fictitious, historical, future, etc. events.

5. Strength: Being absolutely sure vs.
being more or less sure.

Combining these criteria allow us to
distinguish many different kinds of
knowledge. Thus, the traditional
distinction between personal mental

models or experiences would be
personal knowledge about specific
events, whereas socially shared

BeImmie, MbI yke TTOABITOKUIN Pa3HUITY
MEXAY  JUYHBIM,  OIMU30JUYCCKUM
3HAHUEM, IIPEICTaBICHHBIM B
IICUXOJOTMYECKUX MOJEIIX OIbITa, U,
COOTBETCTBCHHO, Ooiece 001IIHM,
aOCTPaKTHBIM, COITMAIBHBIM 3HAHUEM,

MPEJACTABICHHBIM B COILIMAJIbHBIX
MPEJCTABICHUSX. Onnako KaK
JIMYHOCTHBIE, TaK W  COIMaJIbLHBIC
3HaHUSI MOTYT OBITh B JajJbHEHIIEM
pa3rpaHUyYEHbI, HaIrpumep, ()
CIIEYIOIIUM THITIOJIOTHYCCKUM
KPUTEPUSIM:

1. Bun: 3HaAHUE TOTO, ymo

(mpencraBiieHUE) MPOTUB 3HAHUS TOTO,
Kak (mporiecc)

2.  CouuaiapHas
MEXJIMYHOCTHAS,
(rpynrmoBasi), KyJbTypHasl.

chepa: nu4Ha“,
collMabHas

3. Yporenb: KoHKpeTHbIE/€TUHUYHEIE,
0o011e COOBITHS/COCTOSTHUS.

4. OHTOJIOTHS: peaIbHbIE, KOHKPETHBIE,

aOCTpaKTHEIC, BEIMBIIIIJIEHHEIE,
UCTOpUYeCKHe, Oyaymme ©  T.J.
COOBITHS.

5. Cuna: OBITH a0COJIFOTHO YBEPEHHBIM
ObITh  Oouice MEHEE
YBEPECHHBIM.

N 701041

CoBmenieHue TUX KpUTEpUEB
MO3BOJISICT HaM pa3lIndaTh MHOXECTBO
pa3HBIX  BUAOB  3HaHWUW. Takum
0o0pa3oM, TpPagUIIMOHHBIM pPa3IUIUEM
MEXJIy  JUYHBIMH  MEHTaJbHBIMH
MOJICJIIMH HJIHM OIBITOB OBLIO OBI TO,
YTO, JUYHOEC 3HAHHE O KOHKPETHBIX




knowledge (e.g. of scripts) would be
abstract and general. However, we also
have general and abstract personal
knowledge (e.g., about our friends) that
Is not represented in mental models of
events. And we have socially shared
knowledge that is not general or
abstract, but represented in — often
complex — mental models, such as our
social knowledge about important
historical events such as assassinations,
accidents or wars, among many other
events typically reported in the media or
represented in history textbooks.

Important is also that knowledge is not
simply an all or nothing mental state or
representation, as different from "mere
beliefs". Rather, it seems, much of what
we assume to be knowledge, and
socially acquire and use as such, is in
fact hardly more than more or less firm
belief. Most of our practical knowledge
about the world is based on our personal
experiences or learned from others, that
IS, usually through discourse, and much
of this knowledge is rather gradual than
absolute. We may think we know that
Amsterdam is the capital of The
Netherlands, but we would barely want
to bet our yearly salary on it, if we also
know that the government of The
Netherlands is in The Hague.

COOBITHAX, TOrJa Kak COILHaJIBHO
paznensieMoe 3HaHUe (HampuMmep, o
CleHapusax) aOCTpakTHOe U oOiiee.
OnHako y Hac TakXke €CTh O0IIue U

a0CTpaKTHBIC JUYHBIC 3HaHUS
(Hampumep, O  HAKUX  JPY3bsX),
KOTOpblE  HE  TPEACTaBJIEHbl B

MEHTAJbHBIX MOJENAX coObITHil. U y
HaC €CTb COLUAIbHO pasfeisieMble
3HaHUS, KOTOPBIE HE ABJIAIOTCS OOIUMHU
WIK a0CTPAaKTHBIMU, a MPEICTABICHBI B

-  4aCTO CJOXHBIX - MCHTAJIBHBIX
MOACIAX, Halpumcep, Halun
COMAJIBHBIC 3HaHUA o Ba’>XHbIX

HCTOPUYCCKUX CO6BITI/I$IX, TaKNX KakK
Y6HﬁCTBa, HCCUYACTHBIC CJIydanl WIIA

BOWHBI, Cpeld  MHOTHUX  JIPYyTUX
COOBITHH, O  KOTOpPHIX  OOBIYHO
coobmator CMU  wunm  xotopwie

MMpCaACTAaBJICHBI B y‘{€6HI/IKaX HCTOpPHUH.

BaxxHo Takke, 4yTO 3HaHME — 3TO HE
MPOCTO MEHTAJIbHOE COCTOSIHHE 'Bce
WIM HUYero" WM TpeAcTaBiICHUE,
OTJINYHOE OT "MPOCTHIX YyOeKIeHMIt".
Ckopee, MOX0e, 4TO MHOTO€ U3 TOTO,
YTO MBI CUMTAEM 3HAHHEM U COITUATIBHO
npuobperaeM, W UCIOIb3yeM Kak
TaKOBOE, Ha CaMOM JieJie €lBa JIH
SIBJISIETCSI Y€M-TO OOJIBIINM, YeM Ooliee
WIM MEHee TBepAoe YyOexIaeHue.
Bonpiias yacTh HaIIKMX MPAKTHUUYECKUX
3HAaHUM O MHUpPE OCHOBaHA Ha JIMYHOM
ONBITE WJIM TOJy4Ye€Ha OT APYTUX, TO
€CTh, KaK TpaBWIO, IOCPEICTBOM
JTUCKypca, W OonblIas dYacThb JTHUX
3HAHUM CKOpee TIIOCTENEeHHa, 4YeM
a0bcomtoTHa. MBI MOXXEM JymaTh, UTO
3HaeM, 4Tto AMcTepJaM SBIISIETCA
cronuuer Hunaepnannos, HO Bpsx Ju
3aXOTHM CTaBUTh Ha 3TO CBOIO I'OJI0BYIO
3apruiaTy, €CIM MBI TakXKe 3HAeM, YTO
MIPaBUTEIBCTBO Hunepnanmon
Haxonutcs B [aare.




Especially relevant for the relation
between discourse and knowledge is the
fact that knowledge may be more or less
personal, interpersonal, group-based,
and hence shared with more or less
other people. Indeed, one of the general
pragmatic constraints of
communication and interaction in
discourse is that knowledge that is
already believed or known to be known
by recipients typically will remain
implicit, or signaled as "old" or
"probably shared" knowledge. Such a
condition is reflected in the well-known
appropriateness constraint of the speech
act of assertion, for instance. That is,
context  models  regulate  such
knowledge by temporary representing
(or strategically calculating) what
recipients probably know or do not
know. Thus, in everyday personal
stories, what is not known is a personal
experience, or mental model, of a
speaker, whereas in textbooks, these are
rather general, abstract, social types of
knowledge. In this way, each epistemic
community is at the same time also a
discourse community: What is known in
the community need not be explicitly
expressed in the discourse of the
community, except in didactic
discourse, or when the consensus on
what is known breaks down.

OcoOeHHO Ba)XHBIM IS CBSI3U MEXKITY
JUCKYpCOM M 3HaHUEM SBISCTCA TOT
(dakT, 4yTO 3HaAHUE MOXKET OBITH Ooiiee
WIA MEHEE JINYHBIM, MEKITMYHOCTHBIM,
TPYMIIOBBIM u, ClJIeZIOBaTEINbHO,
pa3AenATHCS C OONBIINM WITH MEHBIINM

KOJINYECTBOM IPYyTUxX JIFOJEH.
JlecTBUTENIPHO, OJHUM M3 OOIIUX
MparMaTU4YEeCKUX OTPAaHUYEHUIN

KOMMYHUKAIIMK W B3aUMOJICHCTBUS B
JUCKYpCE SIBJIICTCS TO, YTO 3HAHWS, B
KOTOpBIC YK€ BEPIT WIM O KOTOPBIX
W3BECTHO, W3BECTHBI  IOJIyYaTeIIsIM,
OOBIYHO OHHM OCTAIOTCS HESIBHBIMH HIIH
CUTHAJIM3UPYIOTCS Kak 'crapele" wuiu
"BeposiTHO, 0OmHe" Takoe
yCIIOBUE OTpPa)XEHO, HAmpuMmep, B
XOpOIIO  WM3BECTHOM  OTPaHUYEHUHU
YMECTHOCTHU peveBoro aKTa
yTBEpKJEHUA. TO €CTh KOHTEKCTHBIE
MOJIENIA PEryJupYIOT Takue 3HaHUs
nyTeM BPEMEHHOr0 Tpe/ICTaBICHUS
(WM CTpaTEeru4ecKoro pacyera) TOro,
YTO MOJIYy4YaTeNH, BEPOATHO, 3HAIOT WIIH
He 3HalT. TakuM 00pa3oM, B OBITOBBIX
pasroBopax To, YTO HEU3BECTHO, — 3TO
JIMYHBIN OTBIT WIM MEHTAJIbHAS MOJIENb
TOBOPSIIETO, TOT/Ia Kak B y4eOHHKaxX
9TO CcKopee oOmme, aOCTpaKTHBIC,
COIMAJIbHBIE THUIIBI 3HAHUI.
o0pazoM, KaXI0€ DJMHCTEMHYECKOE
COOOIIECTBO SIBISIETCS] B TO K€ BPEMS H
JTUCKYPCUBHBIM coo0miecTBoM: To, 4To
WU3BECTHO B co0O11IeCTBE, HE
00sI3aTEIPHO  JTOJDKHO ~ OBITH  SIBHO
BBIPA)KEHO B JINCKYpPCE COOOIIECTBa, 3a
UCKITIOUEHUEM TUAAKTUIECKOTO
JUCKypca KOTJIa  KOHCEHCYC
OTHOCUTEIBHO TOTO, YTO W3BECTHO,
PYIIUTCA.

3HaHUA.

Taxkum

i




In sum, the many kinds of knowledge
structures we have and make use of in
discourse production may control many
of the semantic and other properties of
discourse. Since such knowledge not
only is relevant for the speaker but also
for the recipient and the shared
knowledge (also about each other’s'
knowledge) of the speech participants,
we need a complex mental model of the
'knowledge situation’ of  the
communicative event, that is, and this
'knowledge model' is of course part of
the context models of the participants
(Van Dijk 1999). In other words, the
interface  between  the  various
knowledge structures of the mind and
the actual processing of semantic and
other properties of the discourse must be
managed by a special component in our
context model of the communicative
event, that is, by a K-device of some
kind that makes smart, strategic guess
about how much recipients share of our
knowledge, how much we express,
convey and want to share, etc. We have
only begun to understand some of the
complicated work such a device needs
to do so that we can speak, write, read
and listen adequately in social situations
in which many types of knowledge are
strategically (made) relevant.

[loaBoast WTOT, MOXHO CKa3zaTh, 4YTO
MHOTHE BHIbl CTPYKTYp 3HaHHH,
KOTOPBIMH MBI pacrojiaraéM u KOTopbie
UCIIOJIb3YyEM npu MIPOU3BOJICTBE
JTUCKypca, MOTYT YIpPaBsiTh MHOTUMH
CEMaHTHYECKUMHU u JIPYTHMHU
cBolicTBamMu  aucKypca. Ilockoibky
TaKMe 3HAHUS aKTyaJdbHbl HE TOJBKO
JUIS1 TOBOPSIIIET0, HO | JIJISl TIOJTydaTeris,
a TakKe I COBMECTHOTO 3HaHUS
(Takke O B3HAHUSAX JPYr Jpyra)
YYaCTHUKOB PEYH, HaM HY>KHA CJIOXKHasI
MEHTaJIbHAs MOJIEJTb "cutyanuu
3HaHUA" KOMMYHUKATHUBHOTO COOBITHS,
TO €eCTh, W 93Ta 'Mojaeap 3HaHUA"
SIBJISIETCS KOHEUHO, YaCTh KOHTEKCTHBIX
mozeneit yaactHukoB (Ban Jleiik 1999).
JpyrumMu clOBaMH, TpaHUIA MEXIY
Pa3NUYHBIMU ~ CTPYKTypaMu  3HAHHM
pazymMa u ¢akTHIecKod o00paboTKOM
CEMaHTUYECKUX U JIPYTUX CBOMCTB

JUCKypca IOJIKEH YIPaBIISITHCS
CIEIMAJILHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM B HAallled
KOHTEKCTHOU MOJIEIIN

KOMMYHHUKATHBHOT'O COOBITHS, TO €CTh
KaKUM-TO  3-yCTPOHCTBOM, KOTOPOE
JenaeT  yMHBIC, CTpaTeruyecKue
IIPEIMOI0KEHUS 0 HACKOJIBKO
OJTy4aTeIn JEISATCS HAITUMU
3HAHMSAMH, KaK MHOTO MbI BBIpakacm,
nepeaeM U XOTHUM IOJCIUTBCS M T.J.
Mbl  TONBKO  Hayajd¥  IOHUMATh
HEKOTOPYIO CIIOKHYIO paborty,
KOTOPYIO JIOJDKHO BBITMOJHATH TaKOe
YCTPOHCTBO,  YTOOBI MBI ~ MOIJIH
aJICKBaTHO TOBOPHUTH, MTHCATh, YUTATh U
CIIyIIaTh B COLMAIBHBIX CHUTYyalUsX, B
KOTOPbIX ~ MHOTHE  BHUAbl  3HAHHUM




Thus, instead of having to represent vast
amounts of knowledge presumably
known by the recipient — a mental task
that is of course impossible to carry out
— we may have recourse to fast but
fallible strategies that simply assume
that most of what | know is shared by
the members of my epistemic
communities,  possibly  with  the
exception of some new knowledge
about new events or social
representations. It is this shared
knowledge that is then strategically
embodied in the presuppositions of
current text and talk. It is this overall
strategy that is applied by e.q.
journalists when writing news reports,
or by professors explaining something
to students, and by all of us when telling
about recent events in our daily lives.

4. Discourse and ideology

In the discussion above about different
kinds of knowledge, we already have
encountered various elements of the
debate about the difference between
knowledge and ideology. Indeed, the
classical distinction between knowledge
(epistéme) and belief (doxa) is closely
related to that between knowledge and
ideology. This debate on the difference
between knowledge and ideology has
plagued the social sciences for nearly

CTpaTETUYECKU (cTaHOBATCS)

PCICBAHTHBIMHU.

Takum 00pa3oM BMECTO TOTO, YTOOBI

NOpEICTaBIATh  OIPOMHBIE  00BEM
3HAHUM, IIPEAIOJIOKUTEIIBHO
U3BECTHBIX IMOJIyYaTeNI0 - YMCTBEHHAs
3ajaya, KOTOPYIO, KOHEYHO,
HEBO3MOXHO BBIMIOJHUTH - MBI MOXXEM
npuOerHyThH K OBICTPBIM, HO
OIIMOOYHBIM  CTpATErusiM, KOTOpPbIE

IPOCTO MPEANnojiaralT, 4To Oobluas
4acTh TOTO, YTO s 3HAIO, pa3lelsiercs
YJICHAMH  MOMX  JIMUCTEMHUYECKUX
COOOIIECTB, BO3MOXHO, 3a
UCKIIFOYCHUEM  HEKOTOPBIX  HOBBIX
3HAHUW O HOBBIX COOBITHSX WM
COITMAILHBIX TIPeICTaBIeHUsIX. IMEHHO
3TO oO1ee 3HAHHE 3aTeM
CTpaTEeru4ecKu BOTLJIOIIAETCS B
NPEANoOChUIKaX TEKYIEro TeKCTa M
BbICTYyIIJIEHUSI. VIMeHHO 73Ty 0011yio

CTpPaTETHI0 MPUMEHSIOT, HAaIpUMeED,
KYPHAIHUCTBHIL, Korjaa MUY T
penopTaxkv, WIM  IpernojaaBaTeiu,

O0OBSICHSIIOIIIHE YTO-TO CTYJCHTaM, 1 BCE
MBI, KOT/Ia pacCKa3bIBa€M O MOCIEIHUX
COOBITUSIX B HAaIlell I1I0OBCEIHEBHOU
JKU3HH.

4. Iluckypc 1 u1eo010rus

B mnpuBeneHHOM BBINIE OOCYXACHUU
pa3IUYHBIX BHUJIOB 3HAHUS MBI YXKeE

CTAJIKUBAJIUCH c pa3TUYHBIMU
JIEMEHTaMHU J1€0aTOB O  Pa3IuyuHU
MEXIy 3HAHUEM W  HUACOJOTHEH.
JlencTBUTENBHO, KJIACCUYECKOE

pasiinure MeXay 3HaHueM (epistéme) u
yoexaennem (doxa) TECHO CBSA3aHO C
pasnuyreM  MEXIy ~ 3HaHHEeM |
UCOJIOTHEH. DTOT CHOp O Pa3IUIUH
MEXAYy 3HAaHHEM W  HJCOJIOTHEH




two centuries since Destutt de Tracy
invented the notion of 'idéologie’ as the
science of ideas, for instance in the work
of Marx-Engels, Durkheim, Mannheim,
Gramsci and many others in the social
sciences. Until today, also in Critical
Discourse Analysis, we find discussions
about whether or not there is “objective'
knowledge, or  merely social,
intersubjective knowledge, and in what
respect such knowledges are merely a
social construct or ‘true’ about the 'facts'.

I shall ignore the long history of this
debate here and merely examine the
relations  between ideology and
knowledge more closely in the light of
my current conceptions of these notions,
as well as in relation to a theory of
discourse.

Ideologies are by definition social, and
shared by the members of a group. |
have earlier assumed that such
ideologies are general, abstract and
fundamental, and organize other forms
or social representations, such as
attitudes. They may involve abstract
group categories, such as identity and
group relations, but also collective aims,
norms and values. For this reason they
often define what is good or bad, right
or wrong, but ideologies also control
our beliefs about the world, as is the
case for religious or scientific
ideologies. That is, ideologies may also
control the evaluation criteria by which
members of an epistemic community
assess knowledge, for instance in terms
of  observational, inferential or

npecieayeT COlMAIbHbIE HAYKU MOYTH
JIBa CTOJIETHUSA C TeX Mop, Kak [lectyT ae
Tpacu uzo0pen moustue "uueoaorun”
KaK Hayku 00 WuJesX, Hamnpumep, B
paborax Mapkca-DHrensca,
Hropkrenima, Manrenma, I'pamMmm u
MHOTHX JPYTUX B 007aCTH COLMAIBHBIX
Hayk. Jlo cux mop B KPUTHYECKOM
JUCKypC-aHaln3e MBI HAXOJUM
JTUCKYCCUM O TOM, CYIIECTBYET JIH
"0ObeKTUBHOE" 3HAHME WM TOJIBKO
COLIMAJIbHOE, UHTEPCYOBEKTUBHOE
3HaHUE, U B KaKOM OTHOIIICHUHU TaKoe
3HaHUE SBISETCS MPOCTO COLUATBHOU
KOHCTpyKIMEeN wiu  "mpaBmou" o
"(haxTax".

31ech s Mpomylly JIMHHYIO HCTOPHUIO
TUX J1e0aTOB U MPOCTO PACCMOTPIO
OTHOILIGHUSI MEXJY HWJICOJOTUEH U
3HaHHEM 0oJiee MOJPOOHO B CBETE MOUX
HBIHEIIHUX TIPEJICTABICHUNA 00 ITHUX
MOHATHUAX, & TAKKE B CBA3U C TEOpPUEH
JIUCKypca.

HUneomornn 10 OIPEJICIICHUTO
SIBIIIOTCS COILMAJIbHBIMU u
pasnensoTca WwieHaMu Tpynmnbl. Panee
s Tpearnoiarai, 4To TaKhe HICOJIOTHH
SBJISIIOTCS OOLIMMHM, aOCTPAaKTHBIMU H
dbyHIaMEHTaTbHBIMH ¥ OPTaHHU3YIOT
apyrue  (GOpMbl WM  COIMATbHBIC
MPEJICTaBIICHHUs, TAKHE KaK YCTAHOBKHU.
OHM MOTYT BKIIOYAaTh aOCTpPaKTHBIC
TPYNIOBBIE KATETOPUU, TaKUE Kak
UJCHTUYHOCTh u IPYNIIOBBIC
OTHOIICHUS, HO TAK)KE U KOJIJICKTUBHBIC
e, HOpMBI W TeHHocTH. [lo aToii
NPUYMHE OHHM YaCTO OMPENEISIOT, YTO
XOpOIIIO WM IIJI0XO, MPAaBWJIBHO WIH
HET, HO UICOJIOTUN TaKXe
KOHTPOJUPYIOT HAIIU MPEJCTABICHUS O
MHUpE, KaK B CJIy4ae C pPEIUTHO3HBIMU
WIM HaYYHBIMU UACOJIOTUSIMHU. TO eCTh
UJICOJIOTUN MOTYT TAKKe




statistical methods in science, or faith in
religion.

In other words, ideologies seem pretty
close to what we have called socially
shared group knowledge above, such as
the specific knowledge shared by
students, linguists, feminists, stamp
collectors or the citizens of Barcelona.

The next question which we may then
ask is whether or not group ideologies
and group knowledge are simply one
and the same thing, or whether it makes
sense, at least in a theory of discourse,
to make a clear distinction, for instance
because they differently affect discourse
structures and processing strategies of
production and comprehension.

My response to this question is that it
does make sense to distinguish between
the ideology of a group, on the one
hand, and the other social
representations of a group, including
their knowledge, on the other. As
explained above, ideologies are more
fundamental, and at the basis of social
group  representations  such  as
knowledge and attitudes. This also
means that such social representations
of a group are necessarily ideologically
biased.

KOHTPOJINPOBATh KPUTEPUHU OLIEHKH, I10

KOTOPHIM ~ YJIEHBI  AMUCTEMUYECKOTO
cooOmiecTBa  OIICHUMBAIOT  3HAHWA,
HaATpuMep, c TOYKH 3peHus
HaONIOAaTENbHBIX, BBIBOJAHBIX  HJIH

CTaTUCTUYECKUX METOJIOB B HAyKEe WJIU
BEPBI B PEJIUTHH.

Hpyrumu CIIOBaMH, UJIC0JI0T U
KOKYTCS JOBOJIBHO OJIM3KUMHU K TOMY,
YTO Mbl BBIIIE HA3BAIM COIMAJIBHO
pa3fensieMblM TPYNIOBBIM 3HAHUEM,
TaKUM Kak crnenuduyeckue 3HaHUA,
KOTOPBIMH JENATCS CTY/EHTHI,
JIMHTBUCTHI, (beMUHUCTKH,
KOJUICKIIMOHEPBl MapOK WJIM KUTEIH
bapcesnoHsl.

Crnenyomuid BONPOC, KOTOPBIA MbI
MOEM TOrJa 3aJaTh: SBIAIOTCA JIU
IpYIIIOBBIE WJEOJIOTUUA W TPYIIIOBBIE
3HaHUS MPOCTO OJHUM M TEM K€, WIH
K€ UMEET CMBICI, II0 KpalHEeW mepe B
TEOPUH JUCKypCa, IPOBECTH YETKOE
pasiinuue, Hanpumep, MOTOMY 4TO OHU
M0-pa3HOMY BIIUSIOT HAa CTPYKTYpbI
JTUCKypca M CTpaTerud 00paboTKH
MIPOU3BOJCTBA U IOHUMAaHUSI.

Moin  orBET Ha  3TOT  BOIPOC
3aKJIF0YAEeTCs B TOM, 4TO
JNEUCTBUTEIIBHO UMEET CMBICIT
IIPOBOJUTH pasnuuue MEKY
WJCOJOTUEN  TPYINNbl, C  OJHOU
CTOPOHBI, ¥ JPYTMMH COLHUAIBHBIMU

MPEACTABICHUAMU TPYINIbI, BKIIOYAs
uX 3HaHu4, ¢ apyroil. Kak o0bsicHsIIOCH
BBIIIE, WJICOJOTUU SIBIIAIOTCA OoJiee
(GbyHIaMEHTaTBHBIMU U JIE)KAaT B OCHOBE
MPEJCTABICHUA COLMAJBHBIX TPYIIIL,
TaKuX KaK 3HAHHUS M YCTAaHOBKU. JTO
TaKke O3HAYaeT, 4TO TaKHe
COLMAJIBHBIE MPEACTABICHUS O TPyNIle




This is obvious for such social
representations as attitudes, e.g., about
immigration, abortion, divorce, the free
market, and a host of other attitudes,
since these presuppose norms and
values that are embodied in different
ideologies. But what about (specific)
group knowledge? 1 think that such an
ideological bias is indeed the case: What
(anti)racists claim to 'know' about
immigration, feminists about gender,
doctors about illnesses, and so on, is
indeed knowledge which in many ways
iIs organized according to the
ideological parameters of the group,
including its aims, interests, etc. That is,
group members tend to interpret and
represent reality in accordance with
what is in the best interests of their
group. Of course, for personal reasons,
and given different personal mental
models and context models, individual
group members may of course “deviate'
from such a dominant form of social
representation. In  other  words,
ideologies only control knowledge at
the general, global level of the group,
that is, shared knowledge, and not
necessarily personal knowledge.

Such biased group knowledge may well
be deemed to be mere beliefs or
opinions by members of other groups.
The criterion we have established for
knowledge, however, is whether beliefs

00s3aTenbHO
IPEIB3ATHI.

HACOJIOTHYCCKHU

DTO OYEBUJHO JJISl TAKUX COLMATBHBIX
NpeICTaBIE€HUN,  KaK  YCTaHOBKH,
HaIpuMep, B OTHOLIEHUH UMMUTPALIMH,
abopTOB, Pa3BOJI0B, CBOOOAHOTO PHIHKA
U MHOXECTBA JPYIMX YCTaHOBOK,
MOCKOJIBKY OHHU MPEINOJIaraloT HOPMbI
U LEHHOCTH,  BOIUIOIIEHHbIE B
paznuuHbIX  uaeonorusx. Ho  kak
HacyeT (0COOBIX) TPYNMHOBBIX 3HAHUNA?
S nymaro, 4yTO Takas MACOJOTHYECKas
NpenB3ATOCTh JACHCTBUTENHHO MMEET
MECTO: TO, 4YTO (QHTH) pPaCHUCTHI
yTBEpKJIalT, 4ro  "3HaoT' 00
UMMUTpalK, GEMUHUCTKH O TEHJEpeE,
Bpaun O OOJE3HIX U TaKk Jainee,
JNEUCTBUTENBHO  SIBIIACTCS  3HAHHEM,
KOTOpO€ BO MHOTHX OTHOILICHUSX
OpPraHM30BaHO B COOTBETCTBHM C
U/1€0JI0TMUECKUMU napaMeTpaMu
IpYIIIbI, BKJIIOYAs €€ 1IeJId, HHTEPECHI U
T.A. TO €CTb WiIeHbl IPyHIbl CKIOHHBI
UHTEPIPETUPOBATh U  IPENCTaBIAThH
peaIbHOCTh B COOTBETCTBUU C TEM, UTO
OTBEYACT HAWIYYIIUM HHTEpEecaM HUX
rpynnsl.  KoHeyHo, 1o  JIMYHBIM
OpUYMHAM U C YYETOM Pa3InYHbIX
JUYHBIX MEHTAJbHBIX MOJENeH W
MoJieJIell KOHTEKCTa OT/EJIbHBIE YJICHBI
IpyTIIbI MOTYT, KOHEYHO,
"OTKIOHATHCS " oT TaKOU
JTOMHUHHUPYIOIEH (HOPMBI COLMATBHOM
penpeseHTauuu. Jlpyrumu cioBamy,
UJCOJOTUNA  KOHTPOJIMPYIOT — 3HAHUSA
TOJILKO Ha 00111eM, T71I00aIbHOM YPOBHE
TpyMNIbl, TO €CTh OOIINE 3HAHUSA, U HE
0053aTENbHO JTUYHbBIE 3HAHMSL.

Takue npenB3siThie TPYNIOBBIC 3HAHUS
BIIOJJHE ~ MOTYT  pPacCMaTpHUBATHCS
YJI€HaMHU JAPYTUX TPYII KaK MNPOCThIE
yoexnenuss wuiaum  MHeHus. OJHako
KPUTEPUH, KOTOPBIM MBI YCTAHOBWJIU




are deemed to represent existing states
of affairs by the criteria of the epistemic
community. In other words, both in their
perceptions, interactions or discourses,
group members deal with such beliefs as
corresponding to the ‘facts’. That is, for
all practical purposes they typically
presuppose such beliefs in intra-group
discourse, and deal with them as if they
were knowledge.

Note though that this restricted form of
the hypothesis about the ideological
basis of group knowledge does not
mean that all knowledge is ideologically
biased, as is often assumed. | hold that
beyond the group there is knowledge
that is not ideological, but widely shared
and presupposed in broader epistemic
communities, for instance in the whole
culture. It is this general, cultural
Common Ground that is the basis of the
whole culture. Without it, people of
different groups and with different
iIdeologies would be unable to cooperate
or to communicate. Such knowledge is
thus pre-ideological or post-ideological.
Of course, this may change historically:
What once was consensual knowledge
of a culture may become mere belief
later (as is the case for instance with
many mythical or religious beliefs), and
vice versa, for instance when scientific
beliefs of a small group of scholars may
become accepted as general knowledge
later.

A4 3HaHus, 3aKIo4acTtCad B TOM,

CUUTAIOTCA b0’ yOEXKICHUS
MPEACTABISAIONIMMA  CYIIECTBYIOIINE
MOJOXKEHUA A€l MO0  KPUTEepUSIM
AMUCTEMHUYECKOTO coo0II1eCcTBA.
HpyrumMu cinoBamMu, Kak B CBOEM
BOCIIPUSITUH, TaK u BO
B3aUMOJICMCTBUSIX WM  JIUCKypcax
YJIEHBI TPYNIBI UMEIOT JIEJI0 C TAKUMHU
yOEXKICHUSIMU, KOTOpBIE

cootBeTcTBYIOT "(haktam". To ecTh, s
BCEX MPAKTUUECKUX IIeJIel OHU OOBIYHO
MpeArnoiaraloT Takue YOeKIEHUS BO
BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBOM JTUCKYypCe u
oOpaImiaroTcsi ¢ HUMHU TaK, Kak €cJid Obl
OHM OBLITN 3HAHUEM.

3amMeTnMm, OJIHAKO, YTO 9Ta
orpaHuueHHas (opma THUIOTe3bl 00
UJICOJIOTUYECKOW OCHOBE TPYIIOBOTO
3HaHUS He O3HA4YaeT, YTO BCE 3HAHUI
UJCOJIOTUYECKHA MPEAB3SATHI, KaK 4acTO
3TO mpeanoJaraercsa. S cuuraro, 4To 3a
npeAenamMyd  TPYNNbl  CYHIECTBYET
3HaHUE, KOTOpOE  HE  SBISAETCA
UCOJIOTUYECKUM, HO IUPOKO
pazzensieTcs ¥ pearnoaaraercs B 6ouee
HIUPOKUX AIUCTEMOJIOTHUECKUX
coo0miecTBax, HampuMep, BO Bcei
KyapType. MMeHHO 9ta  oOmias,
KyJIbTypHasi ~ OOIIHOCTh  SIBIISIETCSA
OCHOBOM BCE€N KynbTypbl. be3 arToro
JIOA Pa3HbIX TPYINI U C Pa3HBIMU
UJCOJIOTUSIMU  HE  CMOTJU OBl
COTpyIHMYATh WM oOmarhscs. Takum

0o0pa3oM, Takoe 3HAHHE SBIISICTCA
JOUACOJIOTTICCKUM WM
MTOCTHACOJIOTMICCKHM. Koneuno,

HUCTOPHUYECKH 3TO MOXKET U3MEHUTHCH:
TO, YTO KOT/1a-TO ObLIO OOLIETTPUHSATHIM
3HAHUEM O KYJIbType, MOXET I03Ke
CTaTh MPOCTO BEpoOH (Kak, HaIpuMep, B
cly4ae cO MHOTUMH MUDUYECKUMU UITH
pENUTHO3HBIMHA ~ BEPOBAHUSIMH), H
Hao0OpOT, HANPUMEP, KOTJIa HAY4YHBIC




People of different ideological
communities may have not only
different attitudes about many issues,
such as immigration, abortion, divorce,
euthanasia or nuclear energy, but in a
sense may even have different kinds of
'knowledge’, that is, beliefs that they
hold to be corresponding to the ‘facts' as
they see them. Thus, feminists will hold
male domination as a social “fact', and
ecologists are protesting against the
‘facts' of pollution by big companies,
‘facts' that may be disputed by many
males  and many  companies,
respectively. However, there are a host
of 'facts' that are not disputed at all, and
that are part of the accepted knowledge
shared by ideological opponents.
Racists and anti-racists agree that there
is immigration in Europe, that there are
countries with borders, that people may
have passports, and so on for millions of
other items of ‘common sense'
knowledge. So long as such beliefs are
not challenged by an ideological group,
they function as the epistemic common

ground of the Dbroader epistemic
community, such as a culture.
Discursively, they function as the
presupposed  knowledge is  all

discourses of all competent members of
that culture. As suggested before, if
such knowledge were ideological, no
communication and interaction would
be possible between members of
different ideological communities of a
culture.

yOexaeHus:  HeOOJbIIoi
YU4EHBIX  MOTYT  TIO3XKE
OOIIENPUHATHIMA 3HAHUSIMHU.

IPYIIIBI
CTaTh

Jromn W3 pasHBIX UIAEOJOTHYECKUX
COOOIIECTB MOTYT HE TOJIBKO TMO-

pa3HOMY OTHOCHUTBCA KO MHOTUM
BOIIPOCAM, TAaKUM KaK HWMMUIpaus,
abopThl, pPa3BOJbI, OHBTAHA3Us WU

sflepHasi JHEpPrusi, HO B HEKOTOPOM
CMBbIC/IE Ja)X€ HWMEThb pa3Hble BUIBI
"3sHaHuil", TO ecTb  YOEKIEHUH,
KOTOpBIE, () ux MHEHHUIO,
COOTBETCTBYIOT "(akTam", Kak OHM HX
BugAT. Takum oOpazoM, (peMUHUCTKU
Oyayr  cuuTaTh  JOMHMHHMPOBaHUE
MY>KYMH COLIMANIbHBIM "dakToMm", a
HKOJIOTH TPOTECTYIOT MpOTUB "(hakToB"
3arpsi3HEHHs] KPYIHBIMU KOMITAHUSIMH,

"(hakToB", KOTOpBIE MOTYT
OCMapUBATHhCSI MHOTUMH MYKYMHAMH U
MHOTUMH KOMIIAHUSIMH

COOTBETCTBEHHO. OJIHAKO CYIIECTBYET
MHO>KECTBO "thakToB", KOTOpBIEC
BOOOIIE HE OCMApPUBAIOTCS U KOTOPHIC
SBIIAIOTCS  YacThl0  OOIICTIPUHATHIX
3HAHUM, pa3aeisieMbIX
UJEOJIOTUYECKUMU ONIMOHEHTAMH.
PacucTsl 1 HE pacCUCTBI COTJIACHBI C TEM,
4TO B EBpomie CYLLECTBYET
UMMHIpaALUsi, YTO €CTb CTPaHbl C
rPaHULAMH, YTO Y JIIOJIE MOTYT OBIThH
nacrnopTa M Tak Jajiee Mo MUUIMOHAM
JIpPYTrUX TMYHKTOB 3HAHUSA  3/IpaBOro
cMbicna". Jlo Tex mop, MOKa Takue

yOeXIeHHS HE OCHapuBaIOTCs
UJICOJIOTUYECKOU rpynmnou, OHU
GYHKITMOHUPYIOT KakK
ANUCTEMOJIOTHYECKass 0O0Iasi OCHOBa
O0ojiee IIMPOKOr0 3MUCTEMUYECKOTO
coo0lIllecTBa, TAaKOro Kak KyJbTypa.
HenocnenoBaTenbHO OHU

GYHKIHMOHUPYIOT KaK MpeanojaracMoe
3HAHHE BO BCEX JHCKYypCaxX BCEX




We conclude that the question about the
ideological nature of knowledge should
therefore be resolved in this way: Some
knowledge, especially of groups, may
be ideologically biased, and yet not be
called ideological beliefs by the group
itself. On the other hand, in a broader
context we must assume general
knowledge that is not ideologically
biased, at least not within the culture
itself.

In other words, knowledge is inherently
tied to the epistemic community in
which it is defined as such. Does this
open the way for general relativism?
No, this is a definition of what could be
called relative relativism. That is, a
consequent form of relativism also
makes relativism itself relative, as it
should be. Thus, although from the
outside, beliefs of a community may be
seen as mere (ideological) beliefs,
within the epistemic community, such
beliefs may be taken as knowledge, so
that  intragroup interaction  and
communication are possible. That is,
epistemic conflicts about knowledge
and belief or opinion typically exist
across group and culture boundaries.

KOMIIETEHTHBIX npeacTaBUTENeH
JIAHHOU KYJIbTYpBL. Kaxk
peArnosiarajJoch paHee, eciiu Obl TaKoe
3HAHHUE OBLIIO0 HJICOJIOTHYCCKUM,
HUKaKas KOMM yHHKAIIHS "
B3alMO/ICHCTBHUE ObLIH OBI
HEBO3MOKHBI MEXKITY YJIeHAMHU
pa3IUYHBIX HICOTOTUICCKUX
COOOIIECTB KYJIbTYpBI.

MBI IpUXOAUM K BBIBOZY, YTO BOIIPOC
00 HJI€0NOrH4YecKON MpHUpO/Ee 3HAHUA,
CJIeI0BaTeIbHO, JOJKEH OBbITh pelleH
TakKUM 00pa3oM: HEKOTOpbIE 3HaHUA,
OCOOCHHO TPYIIOBBIE, MOTYT OBIThH
UJICOJIOTUYECKN TIPEAB3AThIMU, U BCE
)K€ cama rpyrnia He MOXET Ha3bIBaTh UX
uaeosiorudeckumMu - yoexxaenusimu. C
JIPYrol CTOPOHBI, B 0ojiee MIHMPOKOM
KOHTEKCTE MBI JOJDKHBI MperoiaraTh
oOlue 3HaHUs, KOTOpPhIE HE SBISIIOTCS
UICOJIOTUYECKH  MPEAB3SITHIMHU, IO
KpallHE Mepe, HE B paMKax caMou
KYJbTYPBL.

Hpyrumu CJIOBAMH, 3HAHUE
HEOTHEMJIEMO CBSI3aHO C
SIUCTEMOJIOTHYECKHM COOOIICCTBOM, B
KOTOPOM OHO  OIpeaeNseTcs  Kak
takoBoe. OTKpPBIBACT JIK 3TO MyTh IS
obmero penstuBuzma? Her, 310
ONpeieJIEHUEe TOro, 4TO MOXKHO OBLIO
3 Ha3BaTh OMHOCUMENbHbIM
penamusuzmom. To ecTs mocneaytonas
dbopmMa pensTUBU3MA TaKXKE JENaeT caM
PEISATUBH3M OTHOCHUTEIBHBIM, KaKHUM
OH W JOJDKeH ObITh. Takum 00paszom,
XOTSI CHapyoicu YOSKICHUS COOOIECTBA
MOTYT pacCMaTpPUBATHCS KakK IPOCTHIC
(MmeosorudecKue) yoe Kk IeHUus, 6Hympu
AMUCTEMOJIOTUYECKOTO coo011ecTBa
TaKue yOexneHus MOTYT
BOCIPHHHMMAThCS KaK 3HAHHS, TaK 4TO
BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBOE B3aWMOJICHCTBHE H
KOMMYHUKaIsi BO3MOXHBI. 1O €ecCTh




Group members usually know which
beliefs are shared by members of other
groups and which are not. This means
that also the very meaning of the word
'knowledge’, as shared with members of
other groups, is often only applied to
knowledge that is shared with others. It
therefore often happens that what
constitutes knowledge within a group,
and is treated as such in intra-group
interaction and discourse, may also
often be called "beliefs’ when the group
members know they are not shared
outside the group. This is typically the
case in religious groups who rather
speak of what they “believe' or "believe
in' than in terms of 'knowledge'. The
same is true for the pervasive use of "we
think that' in ideological group
discourse.

AMUCTEMUYECKUE  KOH(DIMUKTBI  TIO
NOBOJly 3HAaHUW U YOEXKIACHUN WIH
MHEHUH OOBIYHO CYIIECTBYIOT BHE
IPYNIOBBIX U KYJBTYPHBIX I'PaHHILI.

UseHsl Tpynmnbl OOBIYHO 3HAIOT, KaKHe
yOSXKICHUS Pa3JesiOT YJIEHBI JAPYTUX
IPYIII, @ KAKKe HET. DTO O3HAYAET, YTO
TaK)XK€ caMO 3HaueHHe cioBa ''3HaHme",
KOTOPBIM JIEJISITCA C WICHAMHU JPYTHX
TPYII, 4YacTO MPUMEHSIETCS TOJIBKO K
3HAHUSIM, KOTOPBIMH  JEJSTCA  C
npyrumu. Ilosromy yacTo ciywaercs,
YTO TO, UTO COCTABJISICT 3HAHUE BHYTPU

IpyNIibl U paccMaTpUBaeTCs  Kak
TaKOBOE BO BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBOM
B3aUMOJECHCTBUM U JIUCKypCE, TaKkKe
49acTo MOYKET Ha3bIBaThCS

"yOeXICHUSIMU ", KOT/1a WICHBI TPYIITIBI
3HAIOT, YTO OHU HE Pa3leNAITCA 3a
npenenamMu  rpynnbl.  OOBIYHO  3TO
UMEET MECTO B PEIMTHO3HBIX TPyNIax,
KOTOpBIE CKOpEE TOBOPAT O TOM, BO YTO
oHHU "BepAT" wiM "BO 4TO BepAT", UyeM
no orHomieHuto K "3HaHuto". To xe
caMOoe€ BEpHO M [JIsi TIOBCEMECTHOIO
WCIIOJIb30BAHUSI BBIPAXKEHUA '"MBbI TakK
aymaem" B UIE0JIOTUYECKOM
TPYNIIOBOM JHMCKYpCE.




