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CTaTbsA NOCBALWEHA UCTOPUM U COCTOAHWNIO MHCTUTYTA HAayYHOrO PeLLeH3NPOBaHMA B aKageMNYECKON Ky ib-
Type. PeueH3na paccmMaTpmMBaAETCA KaK OAMH M3 K/HOYEBbLIX XAHPOB HAay4YHOro TEKCTA M BaXKHEWULWUA UH-
CTPYMEHT camoperynaumMm akagemuyeckoro coobuiectsa. PeueHsna coobuiaeTr o NOsSBAEHUW HOBOMO
MUCCNefoBaHNA, MO3BONAET ONPeAEeNnTb ero CUbHbIE U cnabble CTOPOHbLI, MOMOraeT BBECTU €ro B aKaje-
MWYECKMIN KOHTEKCT M MHULMNPOBATDL AUCKYCCUMIO MEXAY NPEeACTaBUTENAMM Pa3HbIX LKOA U AUCLUMNIIUH,
6narofapa YeMy MOXKHO HaMeTUTb HOBble BEKTOPbI Pa3BUTUA Hay4yHOro 3HaHuA. KoHew, XVIll-Havano XIX
BeKa B 3anagHon EBpone — Bpema pacuBeTa KpUTUHECKMX U3AaHWUIA, OT3bIBOB Ha BHOBb BbIXOAALLME TeK-
CTbl, *KYPHa/ZIbHOM U KHWXXHOW NONEMMKM, MeYaTHbIX PAa3rpOMOB HAYMHAOLWMX M 3penblx uccnesosare-
ne. PeueHsnam, KpUTUYECKUM OT3bIBamM M MyBAMYHOMY NeYaTHOMY O6CYKAEHUIO TEKCTOB, B TOM Yncie
aKafeMMUYecKmx, NOCBALLAIOTCA Liesible Nepuoguyeckme U3gaHusa, peaKkoe uccnefoBaHne ocTaeTca Hesa-
MeYeHHbIM B MbIT/IMBbLIX B30pax Y/IEHOB akagemuyeckoro coobuiectsa. PeLeH3na BbICTynaeT He TONbKO
KaK MeyYyaTHbIN OT3bIB, HO U KaK Myb/IMYHbIM Pa3roBOp KOJIJIET, KaK OTBET M NpPU3bIB K COAEepKaTe/bHOM
KOMMYHMKauun. CerogHa aBTopbl, 3HAKOMACH C HOBbIM MCCNEL0BAHUEM WU peLeH3MEN Ha CBOK He-
[ABHIOO KHUTY, CTA/IKUBAIOTCA C BONPOCOM: CNefyeT /M MUCaTb peLeH3unto, OTBET Ha pPeakLUMio KoJlery Ha
CBOM TEKCT MAN COBCTBEHHYIO CaMOCTOATE/IbHYHO CTaTblo, M3/naraa HoBble B3rnaapl? B coBpemeHHOMN
OTeYeCTBEHHOW aKaZeMMUYEeCKOW Ky/bType peLeH3nA — KaHp HernonyaapHblil U OTBET Ha NOCTaB/IEHHbIN
BOMPOC A/15 MHOTUX OYEBUAEH B CUJTy OCOOEHHOCTEM HAyYHOro COObLLLEeCTBa Hallero BpemeHu. B aaHHoM
cTatbe byaeT npeanpuHATA NOMbITKA NPeACcTaBUTb CUTYaLMIO, B KOTOPOW OTBET Ha BOMPOC O TOM, creayeT
/M NKCaTb peLeH3unto, Ny6andYHo obeyKaaTb paboTy Konsier, — NONOXKUTENbHBbIN.

Knrouessbie cn106a: peueHsns; )ypHaa; NPakTMKa peLeH3VpoBaHUs; UCTOPUA PEeLeH3NPOBaHMUA; AUCUM-
NAMHAPHOCTb; aKaZEeMMUYECKas KOMMYHUKaLMA.
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TOWARDS THE HISTORY OF BOOK REVIEWS: STATING THE
PROBLEM (experience of the philosophical analysis)

A. V. Shalaeva
National Research University «Higher School of Economics», Moscow (Russia)

Abstract. This paper focuses on the development of scholarly reviews from the nineteenth to the turn of
the twenty first century. Nowadays Russian reviews are passing through a grave crisis caused by the loss
of professionalism in the humanities. It goes without saying that this situation needs a proper decision.
One of them might be connected with the historical background of the full-fledged scholarly review that
should be revealed and used as driving force for further development of the genre. The turn of the
nineteenth century is the rise for the critical reviews and academic journals sometimes full consisting of
those. The paper studies the key points of the scholarly review historical development using examples.



The central aspects of the research are: social and professional background of reviewers, narrative
coherence of reviews, argumentation strategies and rhetorical forms of shaping concepts and theories.
The scholarly book review is considered as an answer and a all for consistent academic communication.
The results of such studies as a macrogoal are supposed to be considered starting points in the process of
professionalizing contemporary Russian reviews and adapting them to the present academic standards,
which includes critical reading, analytical and interpretive potential, evaluation, contextualization. The
paper aims at present academic authors saying yes to the question on writing a scholarly book review or
writing an answer to the new review about the book of their own.

Keywords: scholarly book reviews; academic journals; academic review practice; academic review
history; disciplinarity; sustainable academic communication.
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