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Abstract
Aim. Based on philosophical methodology, to reveal in detail the nature, essence and content of sci-
entific research, to reveal some aspects of the general scientific algorithm of cognition as an integral
universal tool, as well as some aspects of categorical thinking.
Methodology. The work was carried out based on a systematic approach using methods of classification
and comparative analysis.
Results. It has been established that the general scientific algorithm of cognition is formed primarily
on the basis of philosophical knowledge, but at the same time, its content dialectically “subtracts” the
methodological capabilities of both sectoral and specific sciences. The general scientific algorithm of
cognition can rightfully be considered fundamental in the methodology of scientific research. It is the
first necessary link in the methodology of analyzing all phenomena of reality without exception. The
general scientific algorithm of scientific research largely determines the essence of the procedures for
selecting scientific methodological tools for solving cognitive problems and, at the same time, influ-
ences the determination of the sequences of their use in the study of phenomena.
Research implications. The results of the study can be used to improve the methodological competen-
cies of both teachers of philosophical disciplines and students.
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(oBpemeHHble Gunocockie MccnesoBanmUA

AHHOTaynA

Llenb. Ha ocHoBe Gomniocodyckoii METoA0I0rMn AeTanbHoO PacKkpbITh NMPUPOAY, CYLLHOCTb W COAepXa-
HWE HAay4HOr0 UCCNE0BaHNS, a TAKXKE HEKOTOPbIE aCMeKTbl 06LLEHAYYHOr0 anropmuTmMa no3HaHua Kak
WHTErPanbHOro YHUBEPCAaNbHOrO CPEeACTBA U KATErOpUanbHOM0 MbILLIEHMS.

Mpouenypa u meTofbl. Pab0oTa BbINOSHEHA HA OCHOBE CUCTEMHOIO NMoAXofa C UCMNOofb30BaHNEM METO-
[I0B KnaccugukaLum 1 CpaBHUTENIbHOrO aHanmaa.

PesynbTatbl. YCTAHOBMEHO, YTO O6LLEHAYYHbIA anrOpUTM NO3HAHUS (DOPMUPYETCS NPexae BCero Ha
6a3e hunocodckoro 3HaHUs, HO BMECTE C TEM B €ro COAEPXKaHUN ANaneKTUYeCcKN «CHATbI» METOMI0-
NOrnyeckne BO3MOXHOCTW KaK OTPACMNEBbIX, TaK U 4aCTHbIX HayK. O6LIeHaY4YHbIA anropuTM MNo3Ha-
HUA NPaBOMEPHO cyMTaTh 6230BbIM B METOLOMOMMMN HAaYy4YHbIX UCCNeaoBaHniA. OH SBNAETCA NepBbIM
HeoOX0ANMbIM 3BEHOM METOAONOrMK aHanm3a BCeX 683 WCKMHYEHUS ABNEHUA AENCTBUTENIbHOCTM.
O6LLeHaYYHbIA anropyUTM Hay4HbIX UCCNEA0BaHIUIA BO MHOTOM ONpeaensieT CyTb NpoLeayp Bbioopa Me-
TOLONOTMYECKNX CPELCTB HAYKM AN PeLleHns 3aady No3HaHNs 1 B TO XKe BPEMS BNIMAET Ha onpegene-
HWe NOCNeA0BaTeNIbHOCTEN UX MCNOSIb30BAHNSA B X018 U3YHeHUs ABJIEHNNA.

Teopetuyeckas u/unu npakTUYecKas 3HAYUMOCTb. Pe3ynbTaThl UCCNEA0BAHUS MOTYT ObITh NCMNONbL30-
BaHbl B COBEPLUEHCTBOBAHNI METOL0JSIOMMYECKMX KOMMETEHLWIA KaK y npenogasarenen (ouiocogCkux
QUCLIMNIINH, TaK K'Y 06yYatoLLUXCS.

Knro4eBbie cnoBa: Hayka, MeTOL0NOMAS, anropyuTM NO3HAHNS, KaTeropumn, AesTeNbHOCTb
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Introduction entific research does not ensure a productive
resolution of the contradictions presented in
the works of various authors studying this
topic. Analysis shows that in modern scien-
tific literature, one can encounter mutually
exclusive points of view on both the nature
of scientific methodology and its content, es-
sence, and functions.

In short, the introduction of “Methodology
and Methods of Scientific Research” as a man-

datory course in postgraduate training pre-

The writing of this article is motivated by a
number of factors. In our view, the most sig-
nificant are the following.

As is well known, in our country, a course
entitled “Methodology and Methods of
Scientific Research” was introduced into the
graduate student training system in 2014.
Without a doubt, classes on this topic should
be based on specific scientific, methodologi-
cal, and methodological sources. At the same

time, there are currently few sources that fully
and systematically present the problems of a
course devoted to the methodology of scien-
tific research.

Fragments concerning this issue are scat-
tered across numerous works, which un-
doubtedly complicates the work of graduate
students studying this course. Furthermore,
the lack of a systematic educational and meth-
odological source on the methodology of sci-

supposes the creation and writing of a number
of teaching aids devoted to these topics [1; 2].

Unfortunately, the work of teaching future
research scientists the art of modern scientific
methodology began in a context of a certain
“allergy” to the methodological component of
the development of modern science and prac-
tice. The current state of affairs can be char-
acterized as a kind of “demethologization”,
where methodology is replaced by a host of
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different methods. Furthermore, many dis-
sertation councils have not defended disserta-
tions on methodological topics for years, even
decades. Moreover, many councils simply
lack experts specifically focused on methodo-
logical issues.

Unfortunately, in recent years, a careless
and oversimplified attitude toward the work
of renowned scientific methodologists has
become quite evident. This has particularly
affected prominent philosophers who have
made significant contributions to the devel-
opment of general scientific methodological
issues. Among them, we note once again with
regret, were 1. D. Andreev, V. G. Afanasyev,
G. A. Brutyan, A.V.Brushlinsky, V.S. Gott,
V.N. Demin, A.P.Dmitriev, E. V. Ilyenkov,
B. M. Kedrov, O.I Kedrovsky, A.A.Ko-
korin, M. I. Konkin, P. V. Kopnin, V. P. Kok-

hanovsky, S. A.Lebedev, A.N.Leontyev,
I. S.Narsky, T.I. Orzeiman, M.E.Ome-
lyanovsky, Z.M. Orudzhev, A.I. Rakitov,
G. L. Ruzavin, M. N. Rutkevich, V.N. Sa-
gatovsky, E. F. Solopov, A. G. Spirkin,
L.N. Suvorov, Zh.T.Tulenov, V.S.Tyu-
khtin, S. A. Tyushkevich, A.D. Ursul,

S. M. Shalyutin, V. S. Shvyrev, A. P. Sheptulin,
E. G. Yudin, and many others. Neglecting the
experience of these researchers has essentially
deprived modern methodology of a solid his-
torical foundation, a basis for its ongoing de-
velopment.

In fairness, it should be noted that the criti-
cism of Marxist theory, and at times its rejec-
tion, has led to the “baby” - that is, Marxist
methodology - being thrown out with the
bathwater of nihilism regarding Marxism.
The latter contained much that was construc-
tive, productive, and vital. It is worth noting,
not without satisfaction, that those modern
scholars who find a fruitful component in
Marx’s methodology are right to do so. This is
manifested, above all, in a return to the meth-
odology of Marxist economic theory [3].

It is justifiably concerning that a “meth-
odological fad” has developed in contempo-
rary scientific research — a “fashion” for the
obligatory use of certain “fashionable” meth-
odologies, often ones that have not yet fully
proven their true scientific status. This weak-

ens scientific research. Among such “fashion-
able” methodological schools (without de-
nying their significance, but objecting to the
exaggeration of their research potential), we
should mention: abstractionism, globalism,
dogmatism, synergism, structuralism, suken-
ism, antiscintism, functionalism, evolution-
ism, and other “calling cards of postmodern-
ism”. It is obvious that exaggerating the role
of these methodologies weakens the method-
ological culture of scientific research.

Scientific research is often based not on
scientific methodology, but on conventional
methods - at best, common sense methodolo-
gies. While not categorically denying their ex-
istence and role in society, one must recognize
the limitations of their research capabilities.
This fact also necessitates rigorous approaches
to understanding the essence and functional
capabilities of scientific methodology.

There is reason to believe that many re-
searchers lack a thorough understanding of
the dialectic of such closely interrelated and
complementary phenomena as scientific
theory, scientific methodology, and scientific
method. Theoretical forms are often equated,
or even identified, in the minds of research-
ers with methodological tools (techniques,
methods, approaches, methods, and meth-
odologies), and the dialectic of methodologi-
cal tools (techniques, methods, approaches,
methods, and methodologies) is equated with
basic methodological procedures (analysis,
synthesis, induction, deduction, comparison,
observation, abstraction, modeling, experi-
mentation, and other procedures of scientific
inquiry).

In our opinion, modern science does not
devote sufficient attention to the study of the
dialectical connections between the method-
ologies of specific, sectoral, and philosophical
disciplines. Yet, it is clear that solving scien-
tific research problems in all relevant areas of
knowledge presupposes the interdisciplinary
integration of methodologies. This circum-
stance served as a unique trigger for writing
this paper.

This obvious fact hardly requires extensive
comment. What is at stake? The point is that
the creation of works on scientific research
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methodology forms the necessary foundation
for effectively integrating science and practice.
In this context, one can imagine the operation
of logical relationships: the more thoroughly a
scientific research methodology is developed
and applied, the more profound the results
of scientific inquiry. And the more adequate
these results are to real-life processes, the
closer they are to practice, the more effectively
they can serve its interests.

We could continue to state the obvious
facts, but those already described are prob-
ably sufficient to note that the social demand
for works devoted to scientific research meth-
odology has been created by life itself. It has
been created by science and practice. It has
been created by statistics concerning scientific
research in recent years, the methodological
basis of which is very often below average.

Scientific Research:
Nature, Content, Essence

The objectives of this topic, without a
doubt, must be addressed in three directions.
First, it’s clear that without understanding the
essence of science as a specific social phenom-
enon, it’s unlikely that one can deeply grasp
the nature, content, and essence of scientific
research. Second, it should be acknowledged
that understanding the essential characteris-
tics of science doesn’t solve all the chapter’s
objectives. These objectives require developing
arigorous, objective approach to the phenom-
enon of the research process (study), since this
chapter deals with scientific research. Finally,
a complete picture of the nature, content, and
essence of scientific research can be obtained
by integrating knowledge about the essence of
science with an understanding of the research
process.

On Some Aspects of the General
Scientific Algorithm of Cognition

Let us cite authoritative researchers on this
topic. According to V.M. Burmakin, “the
emergence and genesis of the general scien-
tific algorithm of cognition has a completely
obvious determination. All phenomena of ex-
istence, in addition to specific laws, are subject

to the action of universal laws. This means that
there exists a common foundation for their
study, following the requirements of which
it is possible to derive a general scientific al-
gorithm for understanding the phenomena
of existence. This foundation manifests itself
in all situations and acts of scientific research,
which we find confirmation of in the meth-
odologies of both specific, sectoral, and philo-
sophical sciences. Thus, the conclusion was
born that identifying the common ground
contained in the algorithms of all sciences
will bring us closer to defining the essence of
the general scientific algorithm of cognition,
which is the main determinant of the meth-
odology of scientific research, working in the
interests of scientific research in all areas” [4,
c.61].

The author rightly believes that by its nature,
the general scientific algorithm of cognition is
“an integral universal tool formed in the course
of the development of science, ensuring effec-
tive scientific research of all phenomena of ex-
istence without exception” [4, c. 61].

The author then rightly states: “An analysis
of algorithms that have worked and are work-
ing in a wide variety of research fields has led
to the following conclusions. First, no single
study, in any field of knowledge, allows for the
simultaneous and complete understanding of
the phenomena of its subject area. Research
always begins with the understanding of the
elements, parts, aspects, and fragments of
its objects. This is achieved through analy-
sis, which ensures the dissection of the phe-
nomena under study into their components
and their understanding independent of the
whole” [4, c. 61].

The general scientific algorithm of cog-
nition, in its first position, prescribes the
identification and study of elements (parts,
fragments, aspects, sectors, etc.) of the phe-
nomena being studied. It is obvious that, hav-
ing identified and studied the essence of the
elements that form the objects of cognition,
it is necessary to study their interactions with
one another. This is the second link, the sec-
ond position, in the implementation of the
methodological requirements of the general
scientific algorithm of cognition.
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It is common knowledge that each phe-
nomenon under study represents a certain
integrity (whole). Experience shows that the
integrity of phenomena is ensured by the fact
that their elements are interconnected in cer-
tain ways (in certain) sequences. These ways
exist in all phenomena without exception
(natural, social, intellectual).

The author rightly draws several conclu-
sions:

1. The general scientific algorithm of cog-
nition is formed, first and foremost, on the
basis of philosophical knowledge, since it is
philosophy that deals with the essence of uni-
versal processes occurring in nature, society,
and human consciousness.

2. At the same time, the general scientific
algorithm was formed not only on the basis of
philosophy. Its content dialectically “sublates”
the methodological capabilities of both secto-
ral and specific sciences.

3. The general scientific algorithm of cogni-
tion can rightfully be considered fundamental
in the methodology of scientific research. It
is the first necessary link in the methodology
of analyzing all phenomena of reality without
exception.

4. By itself, the General Scientific Algorithm
of Cognition does not and cannot solve the
entire set of scientific research problems. Its
application in research must necessarily be
supplemented by the methodological tools of
other sciences.

5. The general scientific algorithm of scien-
tific research largely determines the essence of
the procedures for selecting scientific meth-
odological tools for solving cognitive prob-
lems and, at the same time, influences the
determination of the sequences of their use in
the study of phenomena.

In short, it has a significant impact on the
methods of understanding phenomena. In
this rather condensed form, one can imagine
the role and significance of the general scien-
tific algorithm of cognition for the theory and
practice of scientific research. In essence, the
general scientific algorithm of cognition can
rightfully be classified as the basic algorithm
of scientific research [4, c. 65].

On Some Aspects
of Categorical Thinking

V.1 Lenin’s thought, recorded in his
“Philosophical Notebooks” while taking notes
on Hegel’s “Science of Logic”, is very interest-
ing, modern, and productive. He wrote: “
concepts are the highest product of the brain,
the highest product of matter” [5, c. 149].
These ideas subsequently developed, more or
less, and were expressed in the following in-
terpretations.

Some modern researchers draw our atten-
tion to the definition of a concept as a form of
science, the attributes of which are presented
in a fairly broad range in the pages of scien-
tific literature. A concept is often interpreted
as an idea of something, a way of understand-
ing something, intellect, a logically dissected
general thought about an object, including
a number of interconnected attributes. As a
rule, a concept is considered the result of in-
tellectual activity, representing the systemati-
zation of information about a phenomenon
and the naming of that phenomenon. This
position has been developed in approaches to
the essence of concepts as thoughts that reflect
the attributes of phenomena of a certain class
[6, c. 368].

The authors rightly state: “In science, there
is a fairly authoritative and stable definition of
concepts as a form of thought capturing the
essential properties of phenomena. There is a
position — its essence: a concept captures not
only the general characteristics of phenom-
ena, but also the connections between them.
We believe that the following definitions of
concepts deserve special attention, as they
are, in many ways, consonant with what has
already been said about them. However, at the
same time, they carry a certain clarifying load”
[6, c. 368].

In particular, it is impossible to ignore the
remark that a concept is a logically formu-
lated general thought about an object, an idea
of something; a representation, information
about something. It is easy to see that the au-
thors of the above conclusions view concepts
as generalized thoughts, information about
something, as ideas, and even as a method, a
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level of understanding something. It seems to
us that with this approach, any thought about
phenomena can be interpreted as a concept,
and this is difficult to agree with.

Indeed, “concepts are logical forms of
thinking, like judgments and inferences,
which, in our opinion, are expressed through
concepts. This means that it is not entirely
correct to discuss concepts as opposites of
these forms. In short, researchers who view
concepts as thoughts, forms of thinking that
reflect and generalize the essential aspects and
characteristics of phenomena, are closest to
the truth” [6, c. 372].

It’s common knowledge that terms, defini-
tions, qualifications, and categories stand in
the same logical order as concepts. Thus, it
becomes necessary to express one’s attitude
toward these forms.

First, let’s look at terms. In scientific litera-
ture, they are presented in essentially the same
way, albeit with certain nuances. First, we
should agree with this version of the distinc-
tion between concepts and terms. Its authors
write: “...(as a rule, a concept is interpreted as
an element of thought, and a term as an ele-
ment of language)...”". The following clarifi-
cation cannot be ignored: “A term (from the
Latin terminus — limit, boundary) is a word
or phrase denoting a specific concept in a spe-
cific area”. Clearly, this definition of the term
also contains: a) an indication that it denotes
a concept; b) it is its verbal form.

In fact, the same position is expressed in
another source. The only difference is that the
term, as a linguistic unit, serves as a means of
objectifying the work of thought. Literally, it
reads as follows: “A term...A linguistic unit
is a word (or combination of words) that is
the result of the objectification of the work of
thought, denoting concepts in a specific field

of science, technology, art, etc.” As can be
! Enenxwnit H. JI. O61ias s5KoHOMMYecKast teopus (11oym-
TIYecKas 9KOHOMUS): y4eOHMK. 2-e u3f. Pocros-H/]l.:
Ounukc, 2008. C. 23.

Kynmukos JI. M. OcHOBBI 3KOHOMUYECKO} Teopuu:
y4ebHUK. 2-e usp., nepepab. u gor. M.: FOpaiir, 2014.
C. 13.

bonbIoit TOMKOBbII CTTOBaph PyCCKOTO A3bIKA. I pamoTa:
[Onexrponnsbiit  pecypc]. URL: https://gramota.ru/
poisk?query tepmua&mode=slovari&dicts[]=42 (mara

seen, the proposed conclusion contains the
observation that terms serve concepts not
only in science, but also in technology, art,
and other social fields.

The following statement adds a unique
flavor to the understanding of the essence of
terms: “A term is a word or combination of
words that precisely defines a concept used in
science, technology, or art™.

A certain intrigue arises when terms are
qualified as forms that precisely reflect the es-
sence of concepts. In this regard, it can be not-
ed that the problem of the precise content of
terms as linguistic forms requires additional
attention and clarification.

It is important to note that in the above
conclusion, definition is interpreted as a pro-
cedure for revealing the essence of concepts
by listing their attributes. In other words, it
plays the role of concretizing the essence of
concepts. This can be agreed with if we con-
sider the concrete understanding of the con-
tent of concepts.

It’s not unreasonable to understand defini-
tions as forms of consolidation, most likely
terminological, of the essential features re-
flected by concepts. There are many findings
in science that guide us toward understanding
definitions as forms that capture the meaning
of terms. Thus, one encyclopedic publication
notes: “A definition (from the Latin definitio -
limit, boundary) is a logical procedure for im-
parting a strictly fixed meaning (content) to
linguistic terms”.> As can be seen, definitions
and attributions are conflated here. This is
true on the one hand. On the other, they are
categorized as logical procedures for deter-
mining the meaning of linguistic terms.

A position similar to the above point of view
is defended by authors who assert: “A defini-
tion (definition) 1) establishes the meaning
of an unfamiliar term (word)... 2) clarifies the
subject matter, unambiguously characterizes
it...”.° This conclusion implies that definitions

obparenns: 25.08.2025).

Bopucos E. ®. OxoHommdeckas: Teopus: yaeOHUK L
BysoB. M.: TK Ben6u: ITpocrext, 2008. C. 19.

CnoBapb  GumocodCKUX TEPMUHOB /  Hayd. pef.
b. T. Kysnenjosa. M.: Viupa-M, 2005. C. 392.

Hosplil sHUMKIONEAMYECKMiT c1oBapb. M.: JKcMo,
2004. C. 847.
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and definitions are identical; that they serve to
establish the meaning of terms; that they help
clarify the subject of knowledge, imparting
certainty to concepts and unambiguity (rela-
tively, of course) to their characteristics.

We believe that researchers who qualify
definitions as “a brief definition, an interpre-
tation of a concept, reflecting its main charac-
teristics” are closest to the truth [4, c. 61]. This
view of the essence of definitions is perhaps
plausible. It notes at least two essential charac-
teristics: “a) a brief definition; b) reflecting the
main features of the concept. And terms are
the verbal form of expression, the linguistic
representation of concepts” [4, c. 62].

Definitions and qualifiers are essentially
identical. They are means of establishing the
meaning of terms, of concretizing, clarifying,
and establishing the boundaries of the mean-
ing of concepts, giving them semantic cer-
tainty.

Definitions and qualifiers are aimed at re-
flecting the main characteristics of concepts.
Definitions and qualifiers can be distin-
guished, very conditionally, only by consid-
ering definitions as extremely brief, laconic
definitions.

Thus, we can conclude: terms, qualifiers,
and qualifiers are forms that help reveal and
clarify the meaning and content of concepts.
In other words, these are forms that work in
the interests of concepts, deepening under-
standing of their content. Having more or less
understood the unity and differences between
terms, qualifiers, and concepts through an
analysis of scientific literature, we will finally
turn our attention to the problem of the rela-
tionship and interaction of concepts and cat-
egories.

Let’s first consider what modern science has
to say on this matter. First, it should be noted
that the overwhelming majority of researchers
view concepts and categories as forms of the
same order. Most often, categories are defined
through concepts. There is ample evidence for
this. Second, there is a viewpoint in science
that guides us toward understanding catego-
ries as semantic concepts. This view is pre-
sented in the following version: “Economic

categories — semantic concepts of economic
theory...”".

Clearly, this approach to categories suffers
from a double “suffering”. On the one hand,
it’s clear that there can be no meaningless
concepts and categories in science. On the
other hand, if this is true, then it’s obvious
that distinguishing or equating concepts and
categories is truly meaningless.

Third, the prevailing position in science
and practice is that categories are viewed as
theoretical concepts. In our opinion, both con-
cepts and categories in science are theoretical
forms. It’s unlikely that this assertion provides
grounds for seeking their identification.

Fourth, it’s worth noting that categories are
fundamental concepts®. If fundamentality in
science is understood as the certainty, solidity,
and stability of its forms, then it is clear that
this characteristic extends not only to scientific
categories, but also to its laws, principles, con-
cepts, and theories. Indeed, to science itself.

Many modern authors point out that cat-
egories are also forms of science, reproduc-
ing the essence of the elements and parts of
the phenomena being studied. Let’s not be
unfounded. Let us present premises that sup-
port this conclusion. In particular, we read: “...
scientific categories are concepts expressing
individual, generalizing aspects of economic
phenomena™.

Other economists approach the ontologi-
cal foundation of categories in a similar way.
The following premise deserves some atten-
tion: “An economic category is a logical con-
cept that reflects, in abstract form, the most
essential aspects of economic phenomena,
processes, and mechanisms™. As can be seen,
the emphasis here is on the essential aspects
of phenomena.

Sixth, an analysis of science and practice,

on the one hand, shows that virtually all re-
! Hocosa C. C. DxoHOMUYecKas Teopus: y4e6HOe M0co-
6ue. 2-e u3., crep. M.: Knopyc, 2016. C. 23.

Enenxmit H. . O61uas skoHOMIYecKast Teopust (1osm-
TUYecKas 9KOHOMUs): yueOHUK. 2-e n3fi. Pocros-#//[l:
Oenmkc, 2008. C. 23.

I'yceitnoB P. M. DkoHOMMYecKast Teopusi: y4eOHUK. M.:
Owmera-JI, 2008. C. 13.

OKOHOMUYECKast TeOpwsi: y4eOHMK / TIOf, pef.
. I1. Hukomnaesoii. 2-e usg. M.: OHUTH, 2008. C. 7.
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searchers see an ontological foundation for
concepts and categories. On the other hand,
they often interpret this broadly, believing
that they work not only to reflect the essence
of the elements, parts, and properties of cog-
nizable phenomena, but also to understand
the essence of the interactions of phenomena
both with each other and with the environ-
ment. In our opinion, this leads to a “blurring”
and “loosening” of the ontological foundation
of concepts and categories, leading us into the
realm of laws — forms of science that should
precisely reflect the stable, essential, and nec-
essary connections of phenomena.

Obviously, relationships and connections
can also be viewed as specific elements, parts,
and fragments of being and expressed through
specific categories (interaction, relation, con-
nection, law), but this is a different ontologi-
cal cross-section of reality. It differs from the
first-level epistemological task — understand-
ing the essence of the elemental composition
of the analyzed phenomena. In particular,
science produces conclusions whose content
identifies categories and laws'.

Seventh, concepts and categories are iden-
tified not only with the content of laws. There
are conclusions that guide us toward identi-
fying categories with principles. The reason
for identifying categories and concepts with
principles, as we see it, lies in ignoring their
ontological (existential) foundations.

Eighth, a rather original and at the same
time productive conclusion is that all “cat-
egories are concepts, but not all concepts are
categories”.” There’s hardly any need for ex-
tensive commentary here. There’s only one
“working” commentary. It’s widely presented
in the literature. Its essence is this: categories
are concepts of the utmost generality. This
characteristic of categories is pointed out by
many researchers, one might say the major-
ity’. In this context, one cannot ignore the
message: “Categories (from the Greek katego-
! ®unocopus: yaebuuk / ors. pen. B. I1. KoxanoBckuil.
M.: Knopyg, 2015. C. 263.

* Tam xe. C. 262.
Byunno H. @., Yymaxos A. H. ®unocodus: yuebHoe
nocobue. M.: PerSe, 2001. C. 55, 198; CoBeTcKuit 9HII-

KIonemrdecknit cnosapb. M.: CoBeTcKas SHIMKIIOIe-
s, 1990. C. 558.

ria — statement; attribute), primary concepts,
extremely general, fundamental concepts...”.*

As can be seen, categories are presented here
as extremely general, fundamental concepts.
In connection with this conclusion, it can be
noted that all scientific concepts have a high
degree of generality, as they reflect the essential
characteristics of phenomena of a certain class.

When considering categories as scientific
concepts of the highest degree of generality,
a legitimate question arises: how can we un-
derstand them, how can we discern them, and
by what criteria can we classify the highest de-
gree of generality?

Let’s turn to researchers who correctly
distinguish between individual and general
concepts. “A general concept, as opposed to
an individual concept, signifies a concept of a
genus, class, or species”.”

Indeed, over the course of human life, peo-
ple develop an individual view of the world,
expressed in individual concepts. At the same
time, science elevates people to the level of
general concepts that reflect the essence of
classes, species, and genera. That’s the first
point. Second, distinguishing three groups of
disciplines - natural science, social science,
and consciousness — it’s legitimate to discuss
the concepts and categories of each of these
fields based on their degree of commonality.

Finally, there is philosophy, which deals
with the laws of nature, society, and con-
sciousness taken together. It is this philoso-
phy that develops categories as concepts of
the utmost generality. Those researchers who
observe, “Philosophy attempts to develop
universal concepts — categories”, are right.° It
seems to us that they coincide in their onto-
logical foundation. This gives us the right to
regard them as forms that differ little from
each other in their content. This point of view
is presented in many sources.

True, there are also “variations” on this
theme. One cannot ignore the numerous con-

HoBplil sHUMKIONEAMYECKMiT cnoBapb. M.: JKcMo,
2004. C. 493.

DuocopcKmit  IHUMKIIONEANIECKIIT  CIoBapb.  M.:
Coserckas sHnmknoneaus, 1983. C. 313.

Momnceesa H. A., Copokosukosa B. A.  ®umocodus:
kpatkuit kypc. CII6.: Intep, 2010. C. 14.
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clusions that a category is a scientific concept
expressing the most general properties and re-
lationships of phenomena in reality'.

To summarize the above, it’s easy to see that
categories are interpreted in the vast majority
of cases as concepts, albeit very general ones,
reflecting the essential characteristics of cer-
tain classes of phenomena. Economics experts
overwhelmingly agree with this conclusion.

To be fair, it should be noted that some-
times the essence of economic categories is
interpreted somewhat reductively, focusing
on specific areas of the economic process.
Moreover, this approach deviates somewhat
from the established position in the approach
to categories, which asserts that their content
captures the essential characteristics of phe-
nomena. In this regard, the idea that econom-
ic categories are merely “semantic concepts
of economic theory that reflect the content
of production (economic) relations” is skep-
tical>. And then, why is the subject matter of
economic theory reduced in this case to the
content of production relations? It seems to us
that it is much broader.

It is hardly possible to fully agree that cat-
egories should be considered only as certain
theoretical concepts (for example, value,
trade, money, credit, etc.)® without defining
their substantive, essential and functional
characteristics.

Perhaps the most striking implication in
the above conclusion is the premise: catego-
ries are ultimate concepts. A legitimate ques-
tion arises: what are ultimate concepts? The
vagueness of the terms through which the es-
sence of certain forms of scientific knowledge
is expressed, as is well known, does not con-
tribute to the strengthening of their theoreti-
cal foundations.

In fairness, the following statement should
be cited: “A category (Greek kategoria — state-
ment, accusation; attribute) is an extremely

Osxeros C. V. CnoBapb pycckoro ssbika. M.: Pycckmii
A3bIK, 1989. C. 232.

OKOHOMMYeCKast Teopus: y4eOHMK / OTB. pej.
A. VL. Nobpeiann, JI. C. TapaceBuu. 4-eusn. CII6.:
ITutep, 2009. C. 23.

Kynukos JI. M. OCHOBBI 3KOHOMMYECKO} Teopuu:
y4ebHUK. 2-e usf., nepepab. u gom. M.: Opaiir, 2014.
C. 16.

general concept. It is formed as the final result
of abstracting the specific attributes of objects.
For it, a more general, generic concept no
longer exists, and at the same time, it possesses
minimal content, ie., it captures the mini-
mum attributes of the objects it encompasses.
However, this content reflects the fundamen-
tal, most essential connections and relation-
ships between objective reality and cognition”.*

As can be seen, it attempts to define catego-
ries as extremely general concepts. According
to the authors, they possess minimal content,
that is, they capture a minimum of the at-
tributes of the phenomena they encompass.
And there’s much here that’s puzzling and
not entirely clear. What does minimal con-
tent mean? What does it mean to encompass
a minimum of attributes of knowable phe-
nomena? The conclusion that, for example, an
economic category is “a scientific concept that
abstractly characterizes the essence of a phe-
nomenon” sounds quite problematic’.

The question arises: what does “abstractly”
mean? One might assume that the category
does not reflect the essential characteris-
tics, in this case, of economic phenomena.
Such categories are hardly needed in science.
However, if the point is that categories reflect
the essence of phenomena in a specific verbal
form, then this clarification is necessary. Such
a clarification has been proposed by other au-
thors in science.

They write: “Category,... [Greek: katego-
ria] (A scientific concept denoting some very
general, abstract class of phenomena, objects,
or their characteristics”).® One cannot ignore
the conclusion that “...economic categories,
i.e. logical concepts that represent a theoreti
cal expression of the real conditions of life of
society...””.

Hoseitumit  ¢punocodeknit cmoBapb. M.: KHIDKHbIIT
oM, 2003. C. 310.

TMonurideckas 9KOHOMMA: ClOBapb / MO  pef.
O. 1. Opypxesa. M.: [Tonmmtuspat, 1990. C. 579.
Ymaxos [I. H. Bonbinoit ToNKOBbIA COBapb COBpe-
MEHHOTO PyccKoro sA3bika. M.: CoBeTcKas SHIUK/IOTIe-
s, 1935. C. 341.

OKOHOMMYeCKass Teopus: y4eOHMK / OTB. pef.
A. . No6bpsiaus, JI. C. TapaceBuy. 4-e usx. CII6.:
IInrep, 2009. C. 20.
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It follows that economic categories are, af-
ter all, theoretical expressions of real processes
of existence. Quite interesting and productive
is the observation that categories “focus atten-
tion on the elements of the system of produc-
tion relations, while laws focus on the connec-
tions within this system...”!

As can be seen, the author of the above po-
sition links the content of categories with the
elements of phenomena, and defines laws as
their interrelations. This conclusion is par-
ticularly interesting, as it points to an under-
standing of categories as forms that reflect
the essence of the elements that form specific
phenomena. In other words, it directly points
to the ontological foundation of categories,
to the essence of the elements that form the
phenomena of reality. At the same time, the
author of this point of view points out that the
ontological basis of laws is the connections

between these elements. This point of view, in
our opinion, is closest to the truth.

Conclusion

Thus, in our opinion, the above conclu-
sions essentially reflect modern researchers’
understanding of the essence of categories.
Let us relate them to approaches to the con-
tent of concepts. Let us present this relation-
ship through a series of positions: concepts
and categories are forms of scientific knowl-
edge; they share a common ontological foun-
dation - the essence of individual elements,
aspects, and their connections. Essentially,
while concepts reflect the essential charac-
teristics of phenomena within certain classes,
categories reflect the essential characteristics
of all classes of phenomena without exception.
In other words, across the entire scientific ho-
rizon, only philosophical (general scientific)
concepts can attain the status of categories.
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