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Sergey Porev

COMPARABILITY AND INCOMMENSURABILITY OF RESEARCH
ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

Mema Hawo2o docniddxcents noasizae 8 momy, wWob cmeopumu nioxio 0o eKxcnepmHoi oyiHKu
HAYK0B0-00CNIOHUX NPOEKMI8 HA OCHOBI 3HAHbL NPO NPoONeMy HeCni6CmasHOCMIi mMa HeCyMIpHOCMI
Kpumepiis, nog'si3amny i3 npupoooio mosu i niznauus, euxopucmosyioyu ioei' T. Kyna i I1. @etiepabenoa .
Y cmammi 3anpononosano 3acobu 0ns noOONAHHA HECNIBCMABHOCMI MA HEeCYMIPHOCMI AKICHUX
Kpumepiig [ KiNbKICHUX NOKA3HUKIE OISl Y3A2ANbHEeHHS OYIHKU OOCHIOHUYbKUX NPOeKmie ma ix
pamndicupysanns. Pozenanymo npoyedypu poskiadanus Kpumepiie ekchepmnoi oyinku ma oyiHIO8aHUx
pe3ynvmamis, euxopucmogyioyu ioei JK. /leneza wooo pezpecy i nponigpepayiio cencis.

Ilokasano, wo HecniecmagHicmev i MemoOONIO2IYHA HECYMIPHICMb € 3a2anbHumMu  OJis
Kpumepiie cucmem excnepmuoi oyinku. Ile nonodcewHs Mu ModceMO 3anpONOHysamu AK mesy
HecniecmasHocmi  Kpumepiie. Ane AKWO Mu CMBOPIOEMO CUCMEMY eKCNepmHO20 OYIHIOBAHHS K
bazamoxkpumepianvHy, Oaxcano mpancopmyeamu Hecniecmagui Kpumepii Yy iX nopieHw6awi
HAOUICEHHSL.

Kpumepii excnepmno2o oyinio6anHs maroms He MilbKu OCHOBHE 3HAYEHHS, aje U CeHCU, WO
pezpecylomo. Kooicen kpumepiii mooice dymu npedcmasnenuti He minbku yepe3 OCHOBHUN meKcm, a U
uepe3 000AMKO8I CYONCEHH, SKI NOKA3VIOMb Kpumepiil i3 pi3HUX MOYOK 30py, WO OXONINIOMb PIi3HI
KOHmexkcmu  eukopucmauus. Akwo Kodcen Kpumepiti Mae nOmeHyitino 6es3niu  cencie, ModiCHA
BUKOPUCIOBYBAMU O€SIKi 3 HUX 6 SAKOCMI OONOGHEHHs MA AlbMepHaAmue 00 0CHO8HO20 3HayenHs. L[
O00NOGHEHHA MA ANbMEPHAMUBHI CEHCU 0aIOMb MOICIUGICIL NOOYOY6amu we oony eepcilo Kpumepiio,
AKULL Modce Oymu Oinbut CyMIpHUM i3 IHUWUMU Kpumepisimu Habopy.

Jns 060x Hecymiprux Kpumepiie A i B npononyemucsi no6yoysamu A1aHYOMCOK 3 8apianmis
Kpumepiis, 3a(iKCOBAHUX CMUCTIB | PO32IAHYMUX NOAONHCEHb, WO 8ede 6i0 A do B, mak wjob 3HaueHH:
onst A nepemeopunocs 6 3navenns 0na B, i naenaku, aKwo ye MoxHcaueo.

Y pobomi npononyemucsi opucinavruil memod dexomno3suyii kpumepiie 3 memoro noxkanizayii
HecyMipHOCmi ma HechigCmagHoCcmi, anpoKCUMAayii HeCyMIpHUX Kpumepiis.
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Knwwuosi cnosa: necniscmagnicmo, cyMipHicmb, 3HAYEHHs, CeHC, Kpumepii, excnepmusa
Koae2, pezpec, 0eKOMNO3UYis.

Llenv Hawezo uccnedosanus cocmoum 6 mom, 4moobwvl co30ams NOOX00 K SKCHEPMHOU OYeHKe
HAYYHO-UCCIe008AMENLCKUX  NPOEKNO8 HA  OCHOBe 3HAHULL O NpobieMe Heconocmasumocmu u
HecousMepuMoCcmu. Kpumepues, CESI3aHHOU ¢ Npupoooll sa3vika u nosnanus, ucnoavzys uoeu T. Kyna u
I1. @etiepabenda o neconocmasumocmu meopui. B cmamve npednodicenvl cpedcmea 0 npeoooeHus
HeConoCmasuMoCmu U HeCOUSMEPUMOCIU KAYECMEEHHbIX KPUMePUes U KOIUUECMEEHHbIX NoKA3amenel
07151 0600WeHUs: OYEeHKU UCCIeA08aAMeNbCKUX NPOEKMO8 U UX paHdicuposanus. Paccmompenwt npoyedypoi
PA3N0JCEHUsSL  KpUmepues HSKCNEPmHOU  OYEeHKU U  OYCHUBAEMbIX De3VIbmamos, UCNONb3ys uoeu
JK. llenesa kacamenvro pezpecca u npoaugepayuio cmuicios.

Tokasano, umo Heconocmasumocms U MemoOOIOSUYECKAS. HeCOUSMEPUMOCb  SGNSIOMCS
o0wuMu Ol KpUMepueg CucCmeM IKCNePMHO20 OYEHUBAHUS. DMo NOA0JCeHUe Mbl  MONCEM
nPeoniodNCUmb KaK me3uc Heconocmagumocmu kpumepues. Ho eciu mvl cozoaem cucmemy sKCnepmHoul
OYEHKU KAK MHO2OKPUMEPUATILHYIO, JICeIAMeNbHO MPAHCHOPMUPOBAMb HECONOCMABUMbLE KPUMeEPUU 6
Ux cpasHueaeMvle NPUOIUNCEHUS.

Kpumepuu  sxcnepmmnoii  oyenku umelom He MOIAbKO OCHOBHOE 3HAYEHUe, HO U
peepeccupyiowue cmulcavl. Kaocowviii kpumepuii  modicem  Ovimb  npedcmagien He MOAbKO yepe3
OCHOBHOU MEKCM, HO U Yepe3 OONOIHUMEbHBLE CYIICOCHUs], KOMOPble NOKA3bIEAIOM KpUMepUll ¢ pazHblx
MOYEK 3peHus, OXBAMBIBAIOWUX PA3IUUHbIe KOHMEKCmbl UChoAb308anus. Ecau kadcowitl kpumepuil
NOMEHYUATLHO UMEem MHOICECMBO CMbLCI08, MOJCHO UCNOIb306AMb HEKOMOpble U3 HUX 6 KAuecmee
OONONHEHUs U ATbMEPHAMUBYL Ol OCHOBHO20 3HAUEHUs. Dmu OONOJIHEHUs U ATbMEPHAMUBHbIE CMbICTIbI
0aiom 803MOJICHOCHIL NOCMPOUMb ewe O00HY 8epCul0 Kpumepusi, KOmopwlil Modicem Ovimb 6onee
COUBMEPUMBIM C OPY2UMU KPUMEPUSMU HAOOPA.

s 08yx mnecousmepumvix kpumepues A u B npednacaemcsi nocmpoumv yenouxy us
6apuUAHMO8 Kpumepues, 3apuKCUPOBAHHBIX CMbLCI08 U PACCMOMPEHHBIX NOJLOJICEHUL, KOMOopas éedem
om A k B, max umo6ul 3nauenue oasi A npespamuniocy 6 3uavenue 0as B, u naobopom, eciu 5mo
603MOJICHO.

B pabome npeonacaemcst opueunanbhblii Memoo 0eKOMNo3uyuu Kpumepues OJisk TIOKAIU3AYUU
HeConoCcmasuMoCmu U HeCoUIMEPUMOCMU, ANNPOKCUMAYUU HECOUSMEPUMbIX KPUMEPUES.

Kniouesvie cnosa: neconocmasumocms, COUSMEPUMOCHb, 3HAYCHUE, CMbICI, KpUumepuu,
IKCNEPMU3a KoLie2, peepecc, OeKOMNO3UYusl.

The purpose of the study is to create an approach to the expert evaluation of research
projects, based on knowledge about the problem of the criteria incompatibility and incommensurability
as related with the nature of language and cognition, using the idea of T. Kuhn and P. Feyerabend. In
the article we propose the facilities to overcome incommensurability and incomparability of qualitative
criteria and quantitative indicators for generalization of research projects evaluation and ranking. We
show the procedures to decompose the criteria of peer review and the proposed results using the ideas
of G. Deleuze about the regress and the proliferation of senses.

As we shown, incommensurability and methodological incomparability is common for the
systems of peer review criteria. This notion we can propose as the criteria incommensurability thesis.
But if we create a peer review system as multicriterial, it is desirable to transform the incommensurable
criteria into comparable approximations ones.

Criteria for peer review have not only a core meaning, but the senses in they regress. Each
criterion can be presented not only through the main text, but also by additional statements that reveal it
from different angles, covering various contexts of use. If each criterion has potentially infinite set of
senses, we could use some of them as a complement and alternative to core meaning. This complement
and alternative senses give us ability to construct another version of criterion, which could be more
commensurable with other criteria of the set.

For two incomparable criteria A and B it is proposed to construct the chain of the versions of
criteria, the fixed senses and the reviewed propositions, which leads from A to B so that A-ness turned
into a B-ness and vice versa as it is possible.

We propose an original method of decomposition of the criteria for the localization of
incommensurability and incoparability, approximation of incomparable criteria.
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Keywords: incommensurability, comparability, meaning, sense, criteria, peer review, regress,
decomposition.

Introduction. An important problem of Science and Higher Education
System is the improvement of research, development and innovation to obtain
advanced research results and the creation of competitive technologies. In our
country, one of the key objectives of science organization in universities is to
create the qualitative system of competitive selection of research and
development projects funded by the Ministry of Education and Science of
Ukraine from the State Budget. It is well known that a high-quality competitive
selection of research projects is an interdisciplinary problem that includes
aspects of organization and management, economics and finance, philosophy of
science.

In the world practice of science organization there are quite
sophisticated schemes and complex measures used for the «peer review»
competitive selection of research and development projects [ESF, 2011]. But the
difficulty of providing qualitative competitive selection is confirmed by the fact
that today there is no a single universal schemes of a peer review system.
According to UK officials [Parliamentary Office, 2002], «In general, peer
review is held to be beneficial to the scientific community and has become
central to the process by which science is conducted. ...Although it is the best
available system for assessing the quality of science, it is not perfect. Increased
efforts are being made to improve the efficiency and transparency of the peer
review processy.

Also, the sufficiently perfect and detailed approach, which could provide
high-quality selection of research projects for the Ukrainian Higher Education
was not created. We suppose, implementation of such approach requires a focus
on the needs of socio-economic development, taking into account characteristics
of the organization and functioning of the existing system of research and
development, the needs and opportunities for optimal organization of an expert
evaluation. It should be noted that the creation of a developed competitive
selection system requires the use of methods and means of the philosophy of
science.

It is known [Mayo, 2006], the best method of peer review is a
combination of qualitative and quantitative indicators to provide a concentrated,
systematic and reliable information. However, for the peer review and selection
of the best  proposals it is necessary to use different quality criteria and
numerical indicators, compare and combine them to produce the single
appraisals for research projects ranking. At the same time we are faced with
incomparability and, in general, with incommensurability of criteria. In
particular it is not clear how to use quantitative indicators for complex
qualitative criteria, the components of which are often difficult to name a
comparable and quantitative indicators can't simply be added.
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We face to the problems of criteria incomparability and
incommensurability, which connected with the mnature of cognition,
communication activities and relations between different theories and paradigms
studied by T.Kuhn [Kuhn, 1970; 1982], P. Feyerabend [Feyerabend, 1987,
1993] and other philosophers of science [Chang, 1997, Raz, 1997; Soler, 2008].

The purpose of the study is to create an approach to the expert
evaluation of research projects, based on knowledge about the problem of the
criteria incompatibility and incommensurability as related with the nature of
language and cognition. This approach should propose procedures to partly
overcome incompatibility and incommensurability of qualitative criteria and
quantitative indicators to summarize the evaluation and ranking of research
projects.

Literature review and conceptual framework. The European Peer
Review Guide noted that funds may define different schemes of peer review,
«different weighting factors may be applied to different criteria with a differing
degree of importance» [ESF, 2011]. There was proposed an example, based on
qualitative assessment, which used three criteria: «relevance and impact of the
proposed research», «scientific quality of the proposaly, «applicant
qualification». According to NSF [NSF, 2011], reviewers are asked to evaluate
all proposals against two criteria: Intellectual Merit and Broader Impacts. The
documents did not specify interdependence and weight of individual components
of the criteria.

With the problem of research evaluation P.Gluckman noted: «Problems
emerge when assessments of science and impact are combined in a single panel
or score... New metrics and criteria may be needed to assess potential and actual
impact, an approach several jurisdictions are exploring» [Gluckman, 2012].

In this area, the organization, promotion and management of science
occupies an important place conducting qualitative examination of research
projects as a solution of multicriteria tasks in which there is uncertainty of the
criteria, the need to give preference to different criteria depending on the
purpose of competitive selection and other tasks common to multi-criteria
analysis, decision-making theory and practice, reducing complexity in multi-
criteria evaluations, compensation among criteria etc. According to the last one
[Garmendia, 2012], «we can distinguish two types of weights: importance
coefficients and trade-offs. The main difference between them is the use of
compensation among criteria — the possibility that the good performance of some
criteria can offset the bad performances of others. Weights must be derived in a
manner that is coherent with the multi-criteria model used».

Hierarchical weighting methods are widely used in the analysis of
decision problems that are characterized by incommensurate objectives,
competing alternatives and conflicting interests. But most multicriteria methods
are based on the assumption that complete information about the model
parameters (scores, attribute weights) need to be elicited as «exact» point
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estimates [Salo, 2010]. However [Engau, 2010], in the presence of several and
typically conflicting or incommensurable objectives, however, a unique best
decision usually does not exist so that we need to weigh or trade off the different
criteria to find an optimal compromise that satisfies fully articulated, gradually
revealed, or initially unknown preferences by the decision-maker.

It should be noted, that scientific community faced to the problems of
criteria incomparability and incommensurability for the peer review schemes,
but there is no proposed constructive decision to solve one.

The term «incommensurability» was independently adopted from
mathematics, where the term means «lack of common measure». The
incommensurability thesis was independently introduced by Thomas Kuhn and
Paul Feyerabend, but conception of T. Kuhn more well known to the philosophy
community. According to R. Chang [International Encyclopedia, 2013], these
ideas divide into two parts, one of which relatively underdeveloped matters
mostly in epistemology and the philosophy of science. Kuhn (1977) and
Feyerabend (1978), and their followers suggest that different theories of the
natural world often presuppose «incommensurable» conceptual schemes and
thereby represent «scientific paradigms». The second part matters mostly in
value theory, normative theory, and the philosophy of practical reason.

L. Soler write [Soler 2008: 299], that, «incommensurability names a
relation between elements of the theoretical sphere.» Three kinds of
incommensurability defined as «semanticy, «taxonomicy, and
«methodologicaly.

The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy [Hsieh, 2008] and The
International Encyclopedia of Ethics [International Encyclopedia, 2013] present
the definitions of notions «incommensurability» and «incomparability» as
different. J. Raz defined two bearers of value as incommensurable if it is false
that of two «either one is better than the other or they are of equal value»
[Hsieh, 2008)].

R. Chang [Chang, 1997] proposed to differentiate the notions of
incomparability and noncomparability: «The distinction between comparability
and incomparability on the one hand and noncomparability on the other can be
regarded as an instance of the distinction between the applicability and
nonapplicability of a predicate. Two items are comparable or incomparable if the
pair belongs to the domain of application of the comparability predicate; they are
noncomparable if it does not... Two bearers of value are held to be
incomparable if no positive comparative judgment of their value is true» and
«Two items are noncomparable when the formal conditions required for there to
be a claim of comparability or incomparability are not met».

Questions of weak and strong comparability, the concept of
incommensurability are often discussed in accordance to the problems of
multicriteria evaluation [Martinez-Alier, 1998].

Our study and results. According to Expert Group on Assessment of
University-Based Research [Expert, 2010], the table and comments for «primary
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form of communications for the main discipline groups» presents types of the
main scientific results in the relevant field of science. But we should ask
questions: what results are more perfect for application of the project — 4 articles
or book chapters? What is more important — value «B» for «intellectual merity»
or «A» for «broader impact»? How can we define comparability of indicators?

T.Kuhn noted [Kuhn, 1982], that most discussions on
incommensurability have depended upon the assumption that, if two theories are
incommensurable, they must be stated in mutually untranslatable languages. If
there is no way in which the two can be stated in a single language, then they
cannot be compared. The phrase 'no common measure' becomes 'no common
language'.

But is it possible to find a commensurable part among incommensurable
unity?

T. Kuhn wrote [Kuhn, 1982]: «Only for a small subgroup of (usually
interdefined) terms and for sentences containing them do problems of
translatability arise. The claim that two theories are incommensurable is more
modest than many of its critics have supposed».

According to [Soler, 2008]: «Two theories are taxonomically
incommensurable when there is no straightforward translation between
taxonomies of the two theories... To the question «what is
incommensurability?», the classic answer is... an incompatibility irreducible to a
logical contradiction, which arises either at the level of scientific language or at
the level of scientific standards, and which appears astonishing and potentially
significant from the epistemological standpoint, for it happens to arise between
two rival theories and theoretical practices for which everybody would expect a
common measure of such a kind».

The fruitful definitions are also notions «strong» and «weak» for
commensurability and incommensurability. R. Chang in [International
Encyclopedia, 2013] presented the definitions:

«Weak incommensurability claims that there is no single unit by which
all values can be measured. That is, there is no single cardinal scale by which
every value can be measured. Strong incommensurability goes further; not only
is there no single unit by which al/ values can be measured, but, between any
two particular values, there is no single unit by which they can be measured».

Comparability is a relation: X is comparable with Y with respect to V,
where V is a covering consideration [Chang, 1997].

We know, that in some sense disciplines and smaller units, like
specialties, are incommensurable [Sismondo, 2010]. The work done by a
molecular biologist is not obviously interesting or comprehensible to an
evolutionary ecologist, although with some translation it can sometimes become
so. Disciplines are «epistemic cultures» that may have completely different
orientations to their objects, social units of knowledge production, and patterns
of interaction. However, Sismondo said, people from different areas interact, and
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as a result science gains a degree of unity. Languages allow parties to trade
goods and services without concern for the integrity of local cultures and
practices. Sismondo introduced the idea of boundary objects, which can form
bridges across boundaries. Despite some incommensurability across social
boundaries, there is considerable coordination and probably even some level of
communication. He note, that «researchers come to understand what their
colleagues in other disciplines know, and translate what they have to say into a
language that those colleagues can understand. Simultaneously, they listen to
what other people have to say and read what other people write, attuned to
differences in knowledge, assumptions, and focus. ... In addition, some
knowledge within a tradition is tacit, not fully formalizable, and requires
socialization to be passed from person to persony.

C. Kelly in his article «The impossibility of incommensurable values»
[Kelly, 2006] tried to find a way to overcome the incommensurability of certain
kind. Kelly pointed out: «The simplest account is to think of ‘value’ as a kind of
umbrella term. An umbrella term covers several different but closely related
referents (this is also known as polysemy). Generally, two measures are
incommensurable when they measure genuinely different properties (e.g. heat
and intelligence). If one and the same term refers to genuinely different
properties, that term could embody incommensurable measures. ...In
conclusion, if value is an umbrella term, if it is truly polysemous, it is so in some
manner that does not threaten the commensurability of value. There is a
fundamental connection between value and desire, one widely accepted, that has
been neglected in the debate over incommensurable valuesy.

As J. Broome noted [Broome, 1999], «For many comparatives, the
indeterminacy arises because the comparison involves several factors or
dimensions, and it is indeterminate exactly how the factors weigh against each
other... Many evaluative comparatives are indeterminate for this reason. They
depend on a combination of values, and it is indeterminate how the values are to
be weighed. The values are incommensurable, we say».

In his research Broome used the notions of «chains of thingsy,
«standard configuration», «zone of vagueness» and «zone of indeterminacy» in
order to define, how it is possible to connect the incomparable and
incommensurable values. He said [Broome, 1999, p.124-125]: «For most
comparatives ‘Fer than’, we can form whole chains of things, each of which is
Fer than the next in the chain. A well-chosen chain may run from things that are
very F to things that are not at all F. For instance, we could form a chain of
colour patches, each redder than the next, starting from a pure red and running
through orange to a yellow with no red in it at all... So as we move down a
chain from top to bottom, comparing its members in Fness with some object
outside the chain, we may start in a zone where the members of the chain are
Fer, then move into a zone where the comparison is indeterminate, and finally
come to a zone where the other object is Fer».
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Why is it important for our case of criteria comparison? In our view,
J. Broome offered a good facility to search the comparability of things that can
be used to overcome, at least partially, the problem of criteria
incommensurability. If we want to determine the means of common assessment
for criteria A and B, it should be useful try to determine the «chains of thingsy,
which leads from A to B so that A-ness turned into a B-ness and vice versa as it
is possible.

Kuhn himself not only introduced the concept of incommensurability of
theories, but also gave a clue as to how to motivate the approach to try to
overcome incommensurability and incomparability of propositions based on
meanings changes. He wrote [Kuhn, 1982, p.671], that: «insofar as
incommensurability was a claim about language, about meaning change, its local
form is my original version. If it can be consistently maintained, then the first
line of criticism directed at incommensurability must fail. The terms that
preserve their meanings across a theory change provide a sufficient basis for the
discussion of differences and for comparisons relevant to theory choice. They
even provide, as we shall see, a basis from which the meanings of
incommensurable terms can be explored.»

In a similar way we can interpret the notion of meaning when we discuss
the conception of P. Feyerabend. According to [Oberheim, 2013]: «Feyerabend
argued, that... changes in meaning affect our theoretical and observational
terms, as well as our conception of the nature of reality. When this occurs, there
is incommensurability; ...The idea is intended to capture conceptual
incompatibility due to changes of meaning that occur in theoretical transitions
that affect our ontological beliefs. Two fundamental theories are
incommensurable because the meanings of their terms are determined by the
theoretical principles that govern their use, and these principles are qualitatively
incompatible».

It should be noted that changes in the meaning not only the path to the
incompatibility, but also potential ability to reconstruct theories, scientific
explanations, concepts or propositions. The meanings and senses are
transformative forms, and this property gives us the opportunity to find a way
how to decompose the propositions or criteria to the form, in which they are not
incommensurable and comparable.

According to G. Deleuze [Deleuze, 1969, p. 28], there are properties of
language structures, that make possible the paradox of regress or indefinite
proliferation of senses: «When I designate something, I always suppose that the
sense is understood, that it is already there... I never state the sense of what [ am
saying. But on the other hand, I can always take the sense of what I say as the
object of another proposition whose sense, in turn, I cannot state. I thus enter
into the infinite regress of that which is presupposed».

How should we define the essence of our approach?
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Based on Kuhn concept, our analysis shows that incommensurability
and methodological incomparability is common for the systems of peer review
criteria. This notion we can propose as the criteria incommensurability thesis.

But criteria and their numerical indicators are artificial constructive
entities. If we create a peer review system as multicriterial, it is desirable to
transform the incommensurable criteria into comparable approximations ones.

Criteria for peer review are determined by standards to be met by the
high-quality projects. Similarly to propositions, criteria have a core meaning and
senses, could contain systematized scientific terminology that creates a more
strict form for them. But they basis is an ordinary human language with inherent
properties of the endless proliferation of senses. This indicates that a criterion
may have a core meaning, complemented by a number of senses. Thus, each
criterion can be presented not only through the main text, but also by additional
statements that reveal it from different angles, covering various contexts of use.
If each criterion has potentially infinite set of senses, we could use some of them
as a complement and alternative to core meaning. But this complement and
alternative senses give us ability to construct another version of criterion, which
could be more commensurable with other criteria of the set.

We said that the criteria for peer review can be strongly or weakly
comparable, incomparable or incommensurable. Suppose there are two criteria
Ci and Cj having as its core meanings the propositions Ci.0 and Cj.0 that are
incommensurable. But if to present this criteria by sets of they versions Ci.0,
Si.1 ... Ci.n and C;j.0, Cj.1 ... Cj.k, there will be more opportunities to existing
options of the criteria Ci.l and Cj.m, which could be commensurable and
comparable.

According to our approach, incommensurable criteria should be
decomposed in order to for their versions could be defined conditions of
commensurability and, as desirable, weak comparability. If some versions of
criteria are finally incomparable or incommensurable, we should define an
approximation for them.

If we have a system of criteria it is possible not only to carry out
decomposition of each for the sense, but to try to create one or more alternative
systems of similar criteria. Then it will be possible to introduce the system of
criteria through another one — so to speak, to decompose every criterion of the
first system in the spectrum of the other.

According to the European Peer Review Guide [ESF, 2011], the
assessment schemes have three criteria — relevance and impact, the scientific
quality, the applicant's qualification. All these should be evaluated on a
numerical scale of 5 points — from the highest to the lowest level. However, the
questions immediately arise. Obviously, the scores for all three criteria are
highest the total sum is the largest score. But, for example, if only two criteria
are highest (5 points), and one — lower (4 points), — then what total score we
received? Does it depend on what the criterion has «4»?
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Suppose, we agree with proposition of main criteria for peer review of
research project: «practical value» («relevance and impact of the proposed
researchy [ESF, 2011] or «potential for the proposed activity to benefit society
or advance desired societal outcomes»[NSF, 2011]), «intellectual merit» (or
«scientific quality»), «applicant qualification». We should try to assess the
comparability and commensurability of the criteria.

Practical value of research results, according to common notions, could
be present by criteria of lower level:

—results impact, relevance, and necessity for society (C1);

—relevance of research results to some fields of practice (C2);

— suitability of research results to transfer, to use or for applications
(C3);

— incremental (evolutional) versus transformative (radical) gains (C4);

— associated risks (C5).

It can be expected that the weak commensurability between the C1, C2
and C3 for the different assessment systems. But we can't offer a formal
condition for the criteria comparison. As for C4 and C5, they are
incommensurable, but strongly or weakly — it depends on the ability to
demonstrate certain object. The more radical results, the greater is the associated
risk.

A simple example is evaluation of the indicator «the number of research
articles» as the criterion of the applicant's qualifications. If we assess the total
number of articles as «enough» or «not enoughy», it is actually simple and
comparable. But if we assess articles in journals with high and low citation
index, it is not so simple: what is better — 2 articles with high citation index or 5
with low one? We can say that these values are weakly comparable or
incomparable depending on our advanced settings.

Our analysis gives the result: the criteria for peer review of research
projects are in a wide range from comparability to incommensurability. This
confirms our assertion that the numerical indicators of criteria should not be
added. With regard to the incommensurable criteria, they should be reduced to
the comparable criteria through the use of the regress of senses.

When we consider the quantitative indicators, such as number of
publications, we are not looking for differences between articles. This
assumption is weak and a good peer review requires evaluation of each
publication on an individual basis. But with every formal publication units we
combine our understanding of the scientific articles, monographs and book
chapters, conference proceedings, which are quite different. How can we add
these different indicators to assess the applicant's qualification criteria?

It is unlikely that there is only one possible approach to decomposition
of criteria and entities to be evaluated. The transformation of concepts and
propositions based on sense regress is logical and intuitive, partly spontaneous.
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However conscious use of regression senses can be considered as
systematization of such decomposition.

Here is an example of one way of decomposition of the concept of
«relevance of research results» as the part of C2, which is made possible by the
systematization of the sense regress:

Step 1: relevance of research results — need, absence;

Step 2: the need for (areas of knowledge, other activities), the lack of
(the area of knowledge, other activities);

Step 3: the need for (episteme (scientific knowledge), techne (art,
technology), phronesis (practical wisdom), sophia (philosophic wisdom));
(according to Aristotle [Aristotle, 2009]);

Step 4: the need for — cognition as research, cognition as learning
(education), technology, economy, industry, business, politics, other forms of
activities;

Step 5: the need as — present, close, strategic, potential, available;

Step 6: absence — complete absence, presence of analogues, prototypes,
etc.

And so on.

We can see how the proliferation of C2 senses define the more and more
close relations with the criteria C1 and C3.

Note that the criteria C2 and C4 may be considered as incomparable or
noncomparable [Chang, 1997]. But we could try to do the decomposition of C4:

Step 1: evolutionary versus radical gains for — cognition as research,
cognition as learning (education), technology, economy, industry, business,
politics, other forms of activities;

Step 2: how evolutionary or radical are gains (in context of the absence)
— complete absence, presence of analogues, prototypes, etc. — for concrete
technology, practice;

Step 3: the technology prototype vs. the proposed result —
determination of the similarities and differences.

And so on.

It can be seen that the fixation of the senses (as meanings) of the results
of research and the criteria C2 and C4 helps to find a form for which can be
obtained comparable appraisals.

Conclusion. Because even the best systems of peer review are
challenged by incommensurability and incomparability of criteria, we aimed try
to overcome, at least partially, this problem.

We propose the approach to overcome the incommensurability and
incomparability of peer review criteria by they decomposition in accordance
with regress and proliferation of senses. This could help to define the set of
criteria versions and to construct the chains of them. For two criteria A and B we
should construct the chain of the versions of criteria and the reviewed
propositions, which leads from A to B so that A-ness turned into a B-ness and
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vice versa as it is possible. It is useful to define the «umbrella term» for A and B
as they higher level value and the zone of common determinacy.

Further research on the issue should better reveal the commensurability
and comparability of peer review criteria. The studies should be required on the
incommensurability and the incomparability problem of peer review criteria for
different systems of research and knowledge production.

REFERENCES

ESF, 2011 — European Peer Review Guide — Integrating Policies and Practices into Coherent
Procedures. ESF: Strasbourg. — 88 p.

Parliamentary Office, 2002 — Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology. Peer review. Postnote
Nel82.—4p.

Mayo, 2006 — Mayo N.E., Brophy J., Goldberg M.S., Klein M.B., Miller S., Platt R.W., Ritchie J.
(2006), Peering at peer review revealed high degree of chance associated with funding of
grant applications. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, Vol. 59. — Pp. 842-848.

Kuhn, 1970 — Kuhn, T. (1970), The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Second Edition, Enlarged.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. — 222 p.

Kuhn, 1982 — Kuhn, T. S. (1982) Commensurability, Comparability, Communicability. Proceedings of
the Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association, Vol. 2: Symposia and Invited
Papers. — pp. 669-688.

Feyerabend, 1987 — P Feyerabend. (1987), Putnam on incommensurability. The British journal of the
Philosophy of Science. V.38, issue 1. — pp.75-81.

Feyerabend, 1993 - P.Feyerabend. (1993), Against Method, 3rd edition, London: Verso. — 289p.

Chang, 1997 — Chang, R. (ed.), (1997) Incommensurability, Incomparability, and Practical Reason,
Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press . — 316 p.

Raz, 1997 — Raz, J. Incommensurability and Agency. In Incommensurability, Incomparability, and
Practical Reason (pp.: 110-128), Ruth Chang (ed.). Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1998.

Soler, 2008 — L. Soler, H. Sankey, & P. Hoyningen-Huene, (eds.), Rethinking Scientific Change and
Theory Comparison: Stabilities, Ruptures, Incommensurabilities? Boston Studies in the
Philosophy of Science, Vol. 255, Springer: Dordrecht. — 379 p.

NSF, 2011 — National Science Foundation's merit review criteria: review and revisions. NSB/MR-11-22.
-310p.

Gluckman, 2012 — Gluckman P. (2012). Which science to fund: time to review peer review? Office of
the Prime Minister’s Science Advisory Committee, Wellington. — 11 p.

Garmendia, 2012 — Garmendia E. and Gamboa G. (2012). Weighting social preferences in participatory
multi-criteria evaluations: a case study on sustainable natural resource management. BC3
Working Paper Series. — 28 p.

Salo, 2010 — Salo A. and Hamalainen R.P. Preference Programming — Multicriteria Weighting Models
under Incomplete Information In Handbook of multicriteria analysis Zopounidis C., Pardalos
P.M. (Eds.). Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 2010. — pp. 167-187.

Engau, 2010 — Engau A. Interactive Decomposition-Coordination Methods for Complex Decision
Problems. In Handbook of multicriteria analysis Zopounidis C., Pardalos P.M. (Eds.).
Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 2010. — pp. 329-365.

International Encyclopedia, 2013 — International Encyclopedia of Ethics (2013), Ed. by H.LaFollette.
Blackwell Publishing Ltd. — pp.2591-2604.

Hsieh, 2008 — Hsieh, N. «Incommensurable Values», The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall
2008  Edition), E.N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <http:/plato.stanford.edu/archives
/fall2008/entries/value-incommensurable/>.

Martinez-Alier, 1998 — Martinez-Alier, J., Munda , G., O’Neill J. (1998) Weak comparability of values
as a foundation for ecological economics. Ecological Economics, 26. — pp.277-286.

Expert, 2010 — Expert Group on Assessment of University-Based Research (2010), Assessing Europe’s
University-Based Research. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union. DG
Research, EUR 24187 E. — 151 p.

54 ISSN 2308-5126 The Journal of Humanities. 2015. Ne 37



Dinocogia

Sismondo, 2010 — Sismondo, S. 2010 An introduction to science and technology studies / Sergio
Sismondo. Wiley-Blackwell — 2nd ed. 257 p.

Kelly,2008 — Kelly C. (2008) The impossibility of incommensurable values. Philos Stud., Volume 137,
Issue 3, February 2008. — pp.369—-382. — DOI 10.1007/s11098-006-0005-5.

Broome, 1999 — Broome, J. Ethics out of Economics. Cambridge University Press, 2004. —277 p.

Oberheim, 2013 — Oberheim, E. and Hoyningen-Huene, P., «The Incommensurability of Scientific
Theories», The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2013 Edition), Edward N. Zalta
(ed.), URL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2013/entries/incommensurability/>.

Deleuze, 1969 — Deleuze, G. (1969) The Logic of Sense. Trans. by M.Lester with C.Stivale. New York:
Columbia University Press, 1990. —204 p.

Aristotle, 2009 —Aristotle. The Nicomachean Ethics/Aristotle; translated by D. Ross; revised by
L.Brown. — Oxford University Press Inc., New York, 2009. — 277 p.

UDK 17:37
Sergii Ryk

PEDAGOGUE’S PROFESSIONAL ETHICS

The article refers to a set of complex social and globalization issues, which education of
Ukraine deals with in the process of integration into European area, and which substantially affect the
educational sphere requiring the latest technological innovations from Ukrainian scientists, educators,
philosophers. It is emphasized that Ukrainian education system is intensively transformed and is the
object of socio-humanitarian specialists’ attention in terms of identifying new ethical provision of
pedagogue’s activity in globalization processes. New tasks which rely on education and training in
search of new pedagogical tools and guidelines to mitigate the confusion caused by the collision of
cultural, ethnic, religious and economic interests are outlined. Upbringing and education are aimed to
find ethical and effective pedagogical approaches to reconcile social and moral conflicts within public
national-state space in terms of European integration processes.

Institutionalization directions, theoretical background and praxeological principles of
pedagogical ethics, as well as specifics of corporate social responsibility in transitive societies, which
include Ukraine are investigated in the article. Attention is paid to the pedagogue’s responsibility in the
era of scientific and technological innovations, development of responsibility idea and specifying of its
content in globalized world; moral and theoretical issues of pedagogue’s professional activity and
ethical regulation of educational and pedagogical environment in the context of humanistic values
transformation as well as the possibility of pedagogue’s moral individual improvement within the
framework of professional activities have been found. The study relevance of moral content of Ukrainian
teachers' pedagogical activities is caused by absence of theoretical and practical works in the field of
teaching ethics in the conditions of integration processes.

Keywords: professional ethics, pedagogical ethics, globalization, education, science,
innovations, integration, educational and intellectual space, philosophy of education.

Y cmammi wdemvca npo xomniexc cKiaoHux coyianbHo-2n06anizayiiinux npooiem, Ha sKi
Hawmoexyemocs oceima Ykpainu 6 npoyeci inmezpayii 00 €8poneicbkozo npocmopy i ski cymmeeo
6NIUBAIOMb HA NedazoziuHy cgepy, eumazarodu 6i0 YKPAIHCLKUX GueHUX, nedacozis, ¢irocogis
CYYacHux IHHOBaYiUHUX piuwiens. ITiOKpecnoemovcs, wo YKpaiHcbKka cucmema OC8imu iHMeHCUBHO
mpancghopmyemovcsi i € 0b6’ekmom ysazu cneyianicmie psoy eanyseil COYiOZYMAHIMAPHO20 3HAHHA 6
NAAHI GUABNIEHHS HOBO20 eMUYHO020 3a0e3neuents OiAIbHOCMI nedazo2a 6 yMo8ax 2n00ani3ayiiHux
npoyecis.

Knwwuosi cnosa: npogpeciiina emuka, nedazociuna emuxa, enobanizayis, oceima, Hayka,
iHHOBAYIT, IHMezpayis, 0c8iMHbO-iHmMeNeKmyanbHuil npocmip, girocogis oceimu.
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