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PE3IOME

TeKkcTbT Ha HayyHoTO CbobLUeHWe e onuT aa Gbae pesiomupaHa npobriemHata cuTyauws, Npes KOSiTO e W3npaBeHa reonorusTa nNpe3 nocnepHute 6nm3o Tpu
pecetuneTus. Ekcinuumpa ce MeTogomnornyeckata pamka, B YNATO NapaMeTpy Ts1 TbPCH PELUEHIst Ha NPeAsiBEHUTE il OT pasBosi HA CbBPEMEHHOTO Hay4HO 3HaH1e
1 OT NpaKTUKaTa Npobremu. Bb3MOXHI NPOYKTUBHU PELLEHWsI Ce ThPCST B MOCOKA HA EKOMOrM3aUnsTa, a OT TaM W Ha yCKopeHaTa TeopeTusaLms, OT KosiTo ce

HyX[aae reonoruara aHec.

Mpe3 nocregHute 630 TP LECETUNETWS, OLEHKUTE
[aBaHu OT Hal-aBTOPUTETHWTE METOZONO3M Ha Haykata
OTHOCHO MO3HaBaTenHaTa CUTyauus B reonorusta yaueu-
TenHo cbenagat. 3a Toea BpeMme C MomowTa Ha MeToau-
NOCPESHULIM 3aUMCTBAHM OT LpYri Hay4HW obracTu (dpusmka,
Xumusl, Buonorust U np.) reonorusiTa HaTpyna BrnevaTnsBsaLy
MacuB OT eMnUPUYHM 3HaHWs. KbM MOMEHTa 4pe3 Takusa
MeToau T8 peanusupa Hag 80% OT enucTeMonornyHus cu
MOTEHLMAs, KOETO OT CBOSI CTPaHa XpaHW TEHAEHUMUTE KbM
HEMHOTO NPObNEMHO “napuenupaHe” Mexay Npou3BOLHNTE 1
WHTEPAMCLUMNIMHAPHN HanpaBneHns kato reoduanka, reo-
Xumus - gp. ToBa BCE MO-YECTO HM Kapa Aa MWCIUM
reonorusTa He Kato XOMOTEHHa Hayka, a kaTto cuctema OT
Hay4YHW BuCLMNnHM. [loMMHAUWSTa Ha MOCOYEHUTE CerMeH-
TMpaLLM npoLecu ce 0BSICHABAT M C BUGNMOTO 130CTaBaHe Ha
reoniorusita OT APYrUTE Hayku B Mpoueca Ha TeopeTusauums,
BBMPEKM NOAYEPTAHO KOMMIEKCHUS XapakTep Ha 3HaHuATa, C
kouTo Ts 6opasu. CneLmanucTute TBLPAAT, Ye NOHACTOSLLEM
(YHKUMOHMpalLaTa B reornoruata napagurMa e ot XIX
cToneTne, a Han-ronemute MECUMUCTM S CpaBHSBAT CbC
CbCTOSIHMETO Ha JOHIOTOHOBATa (hmamka. KpacHopeuus npu-
Mep B onaa Ha MoCOYEHUTE TBBPAEHNS € ANUCKyCUsiTa OKOMO
npobrnema 3a BpemeTo B reonorusta 0T 70-Te roguHM Ha
MuHanus Bek. [Nped To3v npobnem Hail-4ecTo ce u3npassT
reoXpoHomorusATa, UCTOpUYHATa reonoms u cTpaturpadusTa
0OWMKHOBEHO, KOraTo Ce aHanuaupat fUTONMOMUYHUTE W
NaneoHTONOMYHM CBOMCTBA Ha 00ekTa, a AaBaHWUTE WHTEp-
npeTauun Ha BPEMETO B MHOMO OTHOLUEHMSI HANOMHST HIOTO-
HoBaTa. AKO PaBHULIETO Ha TeopeTu3auus B reonorusTa
ObAe cpaBHEHO C Apyrk Hayku, TO TS u3octaea ¢ okorno 20
roouHn ot reorpagmsra, 50 ot Guonorusta M B no3HaBa-
TenHata cu cuTyauus e 6nuaka fo apxeonorusta. MpuumHuTe
3a DaBHWA NPOLEC HA TEOPETU3aLMS B rE0NOrsiTa ca MHOrO,
KaKTO OT eMMMPUYHO, Taka M OT CODCTBEHO TEOPETUYHO
€cTecTBO. Heka nocounm Hai-4eCcto ComeHaBaHuTe!

B reonorusta nuncea npefctaBata Ha “HayyeH ¢hakT’,
KOETO Mpu OnpedensHe Ha TeopeTnyHaTa 6asa HM BOAW KbM

“3Boda, Ye OT efHa CTpaHa (hyHAaMeHTanHWTe akTu ca
OTPOMHO KOMMYECTBO, @ OT Jpyra Ce Hamnara MHOrO MPeLM3Ho
CENEKTMBHO OTHOLLEHME KbM TSIX, 3a 4a Ce onpegensT oHeau,
BbPXy KOUTO Aa ce rpagu TeopeTusauusta. 3a BCAka Hayka
edHa OT 3afb/KMTENHUTE KpPauku KbM TeopeTusauus e
WHBEHTapW3aLMsaTa Ha PErncTpupaHuTe CTaTMCTUYECKN 3aBu-
cumocTi. Ho B reonorvsTa nuncea CTaTMCTUYECKM CBOS, Thbi
KaTo B MHOrO OT CcryyauTe W npu HabniogeHneTo, u npu
eKCriepyMeHTa KaTto MEeTO4 He € Bb3MOXHA Bb3npous-
BOAMMOCT W uHTepcybekTuBHOCT. CamoTo npunaraHe Ha
eKCrepUMeHTanHM MEeTOAM B reoforusita e Jocta OrpaHu-
YEHO, 3alloTO HAMa Teopust 3a MogobueTo cneumanHo
pa3paboTeHa 3a reonoXKAS eKCNepUMEHT. TasW, KOSTO ce
u3nonsea e npunaraHata BbB ¢usnkata. MogobHo Ha xu-
MWsTa, TeonormaTa W3NUTBa 3aTpygHeHust OT (pakTa, 4e
€KCMEepUMEHTaNHMTE AaHHW U 3aBUCUMOCTU YTOYHEHU 3a
HULLIOXHO KONMMYECTBO BELUECTBO Ce ajantupaTt W npeHacsT
BbPXy OFPOMHU reonoxku copmu. B “wrpa” Bnusat cuc-
TEMHUTE CBOMCTBA Ha 06eKTa M NWHENHUTE ypaBHEHUs OT
TeopusiTa 3a nopobusTa B cryyas ctaBaT MoYTW Henpuro-
KUMKW, EKCEpUMEHTUTE YeCTO Ca HacOYeHW He KbM Tbpce-
HETO Ha 3aKOHOMEPHOCTU B MOBELEHMETO Ha BELLECTBOTO Npy
reonoXKkusl MpoLec, a KbM Bb3npou3BexaaHe ocobeHocTuTe
Ha KOHKPETEH reonoXkv 0b6eKT, KOeTo NpuLaBa MIloCTPaTBHO
3Ha4yeHMe Ha ekcmepumeHTa M T.H. 3a cera, no peauua
MPUYMHK, MUHEpanorisTa e BOAela B TeopeTusauusita Ha
FEONOXKOTO 3HaHWe — He Ha MOCMEeAHO MSCTO 3apagu paHo
pasBWNOTO Ce TOYHO HabniogeHue W MHCTPYMEHTanHo
n3cnedBaHe Ha Kpuctanute. Mma uacregosaTenu, KowTo
abcontoTUaNpaT YHUKaNHOCTTa Ha reonoxkute obektn u B
TO3W CMUCBI CMATAT, Ye € Bb3MOXHO CaMo WHAMBUAYANHOTO
UM u3cressaHe W onucaHue. ToBa paxaa wauorpadusbM.
MwWCroBHUTE KOHCTPYKLMM B re0NorisiTa, KoUTo Aa OTroBapsiT
Ha CTpPOrUTE W3WCKBaHUS 3a TEOpUW Ca Marmko, BbMpPeku
n306unneTo OT rnobanHu KoHUenuuM — 3a nocrnegHuTe
[BECTa roguHu Te ca Hag CTO 3aefdHO C Bepeuute Cu.
CneuuanHo MsCTO 3acnyxaBa W npobrneMbT 3a Mo3HaBa-
TENHUTE BB3MOXHOCTW Ha Knacudmkauumte. 3a reonorusta
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Te Ca OHOBa, KOeTo 3a (M3nkata ca YpaBHEHusITa W
creuuanucTTe CmsTaT, Ye e Haspsn MOMEHTBT fga ce
MPeBbpHAT OT MHCTPYMEHT 3a YMCTO EMMUPUYHM U3crensa-
HMA B 4acT OT TEeOopeTU4HMA anapaT Ha reonoruara.
HesamoBonuTenHo peweH € npobneMbT 3a MOHATUWAHATA
Gasa ¥ wu3non3BaHWTe TEPMUHOMOrMYHM cuctemu. B.IO.
3abpoauH Hapuya esuka Ha reonorusita “mek” KaTo LUMPOKO
Pa3npoCTpaHeH! ca CUHOHWUMWSTA, MONMUCEMUSITA U OMOHM-
musTa (3abpoawH, 1985). ETo 3awo, peauua BOAELM Y4eH
B obnactta Ha reonorusta ca NPUHYAEHW KaTO MOMOLLEH
anapat KbM OCHOBHWTE CU CbYMHEHMS fa NpuOaBsAT pevHULM.
C 1031 npobrem e CBLP3aHO 1 YCUNEHOTO pa3paboTBaHe Ha
creuuanuanpaHin M3aHns C EHLWKIONeAUYHO-HOPMaTUBEH
Xapaktep OTHOCHO ‘esuka” Ha reonorusta. M Tyk e cu
no3BONs edHO MPOBOKATUBHO MWTaHe — dann HAkou OT
KOHCTaTupaHuTe HeAoCTaTbUW Npu onpeaeneHn ycnosns He
Onxa ce oOkasanu CKpUTW MpeaMMCTBa, NpeanocTaBALLM
TEOPETNYHWNS PBCT Ha reONOXKOTO 3HaHMe?

Hait-3nobogHeBHUAT npobrieM Ha HalweTo Bpeme, KOWTO
Npsko Ce npoeumpa BbpXy NO3HaBaTenHata cutyauus B
reornorsita e eKornorMyHMAT, a BbB (hokyca Ha obwms um
WHTEPEC CTOM JelCTBMETO Ha aHTponoreHHuTe aktopu. Moa
TAXHO BNWSIHWE OCHOBHM LLPVUXW B reOroriyHaTa kapTiHa Ha
CBETa Beye TbpnAT NpomeHu. [lopu ce paxaaT HOBU HayyHu
HanpaBMneHus - HanpuMep Kato “aHTPOMOreHHOTO NaHgwad-
TO3HaHKe”.

Kak ekonorusata ce oTHacst kbM Te3u npomeHu? bananHa
KOHCTaTauus e, Yye TA Ce paxda KaTo Hayka C npegmer
OuocepHna uukbn (E.Xeken). AKO 3aHMMaHMSTA HU C
aBTOEKOIOTAS, CUHEKOMOTS, Naneoekonorks, eBOMIOLMOHHA
eKonorus, AWHamuka Ha nonynauuute U np. HU OCTaBAT,
06Lo B3eTO, B Npeaenute Ha BUONOrMYHOTO; TO NPUNOXHATA
eKonornsi MPUHUMMHO PasnMYHO Moaxoxga KbM Hero. 3a
n3yyaBaHe MSICTOTO Ha YOBeka B GMOCHEPHMS LMKB MbpBU
ce crneumanuavpat dpeHckaTta LKona no ‘reorpadms Ha
yoBeka” M Yukarckata couumornoruyecka Lukona no “ekonorus
Ha YoBeka” (coumanHa ekornorus). Te CTuraT go ChbLUECTBEHM
Hay4HW pesynTaTu oLe B kpasi Ha 20-Te roguHu, a B cpegaTa
Ha Beka e 0OLONpYeTO CXBallaHETo, Ye “ekonorvsata Ha
yoBeka” (MpuUnoxHaTa ekornorus) uMma 3a npegmeT B3auMo-
BPb3KATE MEXOY HaCereHWeTo W OKpbXaBaliata ro cpepa
(Man’s role..., 1956). B onuta cu ga nepuogmsupa ToBa
B3aumopelicTeue Mexgy doeeka u npupogata M.®.MpuH
roBOpW 3a: eTan Ha MacwBHO npucnocobsBaHe; eTan Ha
aKkTMBHO U3NOMN3BaHe Ha MPUPOOHUTE pEecypcw; eTtan Ha
npebpasyBaHe 1 rmobanHa pekoHCTpyKuus. [1pes nocnegHus
eTan YOBEYeCTBOTO CriefBa [a Bb3CTaHOBW OMOCKHEpHOTO
paBHOBECHE — YCrOBME 3a CODCTBEHOTO My CbLUECTBYBAHe,
cnep kaTo npe3 XX Bek TO BEYE e MPEBbPHAO0 eKonornyHaTa
kpu3a B rmobanHa. [IHeC aHTPOMOTrEHETUMHUAT MOHUTOPUHT €
MOYTM PYTWUHHA MPaKTHKa HE CaMO B MHAYCTPUAITHO Pa3BUTUTE
cTpaHu. “TexHoreHHWUTe” (pakTopy Ha KpusaTa ca B LieHTbpa
Ha €eKOMoruyHus uHTepec. BbB (yHKUMMTE CKM ecTecTBo-
3HaHueTo Gelue pasnHaTo Mexay npupogara W cTonaHckata
JenHoct Ha obwectsoto. OBbpHaTo KbM npupogata ToO
TpsibBale aa roBopu Ha “GuMoTMYEH” e3nk; 0OBPHATO KbM
WHOYCTpUsATa — Ha “abuotuueH’. ToBa cbCTOsHME 6e mpsik
pesynTaT oT TEHAEHUMSTA MPUYMHUTE 3a KpW3aTa, B kpaiHa
CMETKa, Aa Ce CBEXZAAT 40 pasdneHsiBaHe Ha eKOCUCTEMMTE W
(hparMeHTapHOTO WM MHTEpNpeTMpaHe U eKcnnoaTupaHe B
wHOycTpuaneH wmawab. Beve HaAMawe CbMHeHue, e

OCb3HaTO UMK He rofaMa YacT OT ekonpobremuTe ce 3anarar
LOKTPMHAHO B XOA4a Ha CaMOTO Hay4HO uM3crefsaHe v mpu
BHEOPSBAHETO Ha Hay4yHWs MPOOYKT B  MpakTukata.
OBMKHOBEHO TO3U pe3ynTaT € Hanuue Mpu aCUHXPOHHOCT B
pa3Bos Ha OTAEINHWTE HayyHU HanpaeneHws. Bogeww waeun
ce paspaboTBaT [0 MNpUNOXeH BapuaHT U Obp3o ce
BHeZpsiBAaT B MpaKTWKaTa, [OKAaTO CPeAcTBaTa 3a HeyTpa-
N3aums Ha HeXxenaHuTe CTPaHUYHK ePEKTN He € U3KIHYEHO
[a ce okaxaT B ‘NpaBoMoLMATa’ Ha [pyra Hayka, KOSTO
n3octaBa B TO3M MyHKT Ha passuTue. B.KomoHep pfaBa
MpUMEpP C XUMULMTE, KOUTO MHTEH3MBHO CWUHTE3WpAT paskmo-
HEHWTe BEpWUrM Ha [ETepreHTTe B  MOMEHT, KoraTo
OvoxummumMTe HAMAT pelleHne Ha mpobrema 3a M3KIuK-
TenHaTa WM YCTOMYMBOCT MPW MOMAgaHeTo B EKOCUCTEMM
(Commoner, 1972). Tasu cutyauus npaeu camopasbupatLo
Ce U3NCKBAHETO HAY4YHUTE OTKPUTUA [da Ce OLeHsABaT He caMo
OT rnefHa ToYKa Ha TEXHWUTEe WHTEPBEHTHUM Bb3MOXHOCTU
CnpsIMO NpupoAaata, HO U OT rMeAHa ToYka Ha npeanaraHuTe
€KOMOTUYHO 3aLLUMTHN anTepHaTiBu. KbM BRe3nust B Hay4HO
obpblyeHre npe3 70-Te roguHU TEpMKH “NpupogononasaHe”
3anoyHa ga ce [obaBs npeamkaTbT “eKonorocbobpasHo’.
CTpemexsT KbM  ekonorusauns  (Buoccepusaums) Ha
TEXHOMOMMYHMSA KOHTaKT C Mpupoaata nocTeneHHo obxsaHa
cepata Ha HayyHuTe W3creaBaHus, 00pasoBaHMeTo, B
pasnuyHa CTeneH W MacoBOTO Cb3HaHWe. VkoHoMuueckaTa
rmegHa Touka KaTo Bb3MOXHA KbM BCSKA YOBELLKa OEMHOCT
CbLO MeTamopdmpa B MOCOKA Ha eKonornyHoTo. losieu ce
“exonornyeckata ukoHommka” (Henning, 1974; Kula, 1992),
KOSITO JaBa NpeaMMCTBO Ha eKororMyHaTa LenecbobpasHocT
npeg YMCTO MKOHOMMYECKaTa eqhekTUBHOCT, @ Cb3HAHMETO Ye
obutaBama eauH 06wy aom (oikos) fopu poan HeonorusMa
oikonomia (Hessel, 1999). Metogono3ute npenopbyaxa, no
Bb3MOXHOCT, CUHTETUYHUST CTMN Ha MucneHe ga Obpe
npunaraH MpUOPUTETHO B HAayyHUTE W3CNEeSBaHWs M TO
0asnpaH Bbpxy KOMMMEKC HAyKM ONMTUMAnHO MPUrogHM Aa
NoemMaT WHTErpaTMBHU (PYHKUMW HE Camo B rpaHUUMTE Ha
€CTECTBO3HAHMETO, HO U B OTHOLLEHNETO MY KbM 00LIECTBO-
3HaHueTo. BbnpochbT, mMoxe nu ekonorusTa cama ga ce
CrpaBy C Tasn CrOXHa 3afjava, f NOCTaBA Ha KPBCTOMBT.
Kato Mnapa Hayka onuTuTe 1 Cama Ja pellaBa NoCOYeHuUTe
npobnemm HOCAT pUcka OT HaTypunocodicku cnekynauun 1
KOH(*)J'II/IKT Ha WHTEpeCcun Mexay Hea W [Opyrn Hay4dHu
HanpaBneHus. Ha TO3u eTan no-npofyKTUBHO W3rnexaa
HEHOTO MpunaraHe kaTo yHWUBEpCcaneH oOLOHay4eH noaxon
C perynatMBHW (DYHKUMM CNPSMO  pasBOsi Ha HAY4YHOTO
3HaHue.

Peouya aBTopu nocoyBaT, Ye B Taka Cb3ganara ce
CUTyaLus psi3Ko Ce MOBWLLIABa CTaTyca Ha reonoro-reorpad-
CKOTO 3HaHue. Mo Tpaguuus reorpacusTa nsyyasa brocde-
pata, npunaraiku  KOMMAEKCHWS — MOAXo4  npedsug
€CTECTBEHWUTE YCMOBWSA 3a Bb3NPOW3BOLCTBEHA AEMHOCT Ha
xopata. C Tasu cu (yHKUMS TS MO NpaBo 3aeMa MSCTOTO Ha
CpPeoTouMe MeXay T.Hap. eCTECTBEHU W OBLLECTBEHM HayKw.
lMpeameTbT Ha reorpadusTa nokpuea ronsma 4act OT
€K30TEHHUTE MPOLIECH, KOPECMOHAMpallM C ycroBusTa 3a
CbLUEeCTBYBAaHe Ha YOBEKA; HO EHOAOTEHHW npoueck Kato
MarMaTu3bM, MeTamopu3bM, TeKToreHesa, reomopdore-
He3a u np., pasdbupa ce, CToAT BbH OT Hero. Mo nocoka Ha
€CTECTBEHWUTE HayKM Hai-6nn30 Jo duamdeckara reorpadms
cTou reonorusita. JIornyHo e ga cu 3agafem Bbhpoca — He €
N TO3K WaHcbT Ha “Menensiwka” Aa cTaHe “npuHueca”; nam
kakTo no-rope Oewe OPMynNMpaHO NWUTaHETO — Janu
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KOHCTATUPaHWUTE KOHLENTYamnHu HeJOCTaTbLW Ha reonorusra
HAMa [a Ce OKaxaT CKpUTM HeWHu MpegumcTBa npu
nocoyeHnTe obctosTencTea? Ta uma He parMeHTMpaH oT
LiAN0TO, @ KOHKPETEH B LANOCTTa CW 0b6eKT Ha uacneasaHe -
MaTepuarnHo-eHepruiHata cuctema “3ems” u 3a npeamert
pasBUTMETO Ha nuTocdepaTta Npu B3aWMOZENCTBMETO N C
xugpoccepara, atmocepata M ropHata MaHTUs. HelHusaT
NpeaMeT TeHeTUYHO (hoKycupa [LOMUPHUTE TOYKM MEXLY
Pa3NN4HUTE AsNOoBe Ha eCTECTBO3HAHWETO OT efHa CTpaHa 1
MeXay EeCTECTBO3HAHMETO U OOLLECTBO3HAHWETO OT Apyra
(reonorusTa Ha YeTBBPTUYHUS nepuog). B pesyntar Ha ToBa
npe3 nocrnegHuTe AECETUNETUS re0No3nTe OT MHAYCTPUAnHo
Hal-pa3BUTUTE CTPaHM CYMTaT 3a OCOBEHO MEPCMEKTUBHU
n3cnedBaHMATa HaCOYEHM KbM  B3aMMOLENCTBMETO  Ha
FEeONOXKMTE MPOLECH C Te3W NPOM3TUYALLM OT AENHOCTTa Ha
yoseka (Watrina, Bottino, Morisawa, 1975). B eguHCTBOTO CH
FEHETUYHUAT U CUCTEMHUST NOAXO0H NPeanocTaBsT CUHTE-
TUYHUS CTUNT HA MUCIIEHE, @ OMWUTBLT Ha reonorusTa B Npu-
naraHeTo UM e u3kntoumTenHo Gorat. Ts AOpM e CbXpaHuna
POMAHTUYHMS “HaBWK MPU BL3MOXHOCT B MPsiK Harnen Aa
yobpka CBOS npeamer. ToBa Ca OCHOBaHMSITA POAMIH
04aKBaHETO 3a MPELCTOSALY EKONMOTMYHO MHULMMPAH pbCT Ha
rEONOXKOTO 3HaHWe; PbCT, Npegmnonaraly, HOB TUM KOHLen-
Tyanuaauums B reomnorusita kato Hayka. EkonormyHust npo6-
NIeM He e camo OHTOMOTMYHO OCHOBAHME, HO Ce ovepTaBsa W
KaToO EenuCTEMONOrMYHa pamKka, B KOSITO € Bb3MOXEH TO3M
pbCT. EkonorusaumsTa Ha reonoXkoTo 3HaHWe egsa v 6u ce
OfpaHMuMna CbC CbAbPKATENHOTO My oboraTsBaHe 3a
CMeTKa Ha MPOHMKHANMN B HEro aKCUOMOMMYeCcKU KaTeropuw
WNK KaTeropun oT apyr obnactu Ha HaykaTa “HaToBapeHu” ¢
HOB, CneumduyeH 3a reonorusTa CMUCHN 1 3HaveHue. OT Hes
Ce 04YaKkBa Aa MpPOBOKMpa LienepauuoHanHi U3MeHeHWs B

CTPYKTypaTa Ha Hay4HWTE 3HaHWS; 4@ U3MEHU TEMMOBETE Ha
TAXHOTO HapacTBaHe. Taka OCbLIECTBEHa KOHLeNTya-
nvM3aumMaTa MMa LWaHC Aa npeogonee LeHTpobexHuTe npo-
ecu B TreOMOXKOTO 3HaHME W 3aegHO C ToBa fa o
xymanuanpa (Elliot, 1993).

B 3akniodeHMe — ekonoru3aLmsaTa Ha npoecuoHanHoTo
MMCIIeHe M MOBEedEHNEe € OCHOBHOTO HanpaBrieHue, B KOETO
[HEC XWBOTBT MNpedsBsBa KbM [EONOrUATa KaTo Hayka
HeoBX0oANMOCTTa OT YCKOpeHa TeopeTu3auus U cobeTBeHa
KoHUenTyanusauus. PellaBaHeTo Ha Teau npobnemu Gu Hu
nanpaeuno B Gnusko Gbaelle Mped KayecTBEHO HOB TwM
cicTeMa Ha reorioxXKoTO 3HaHMe.
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ABSTARCT

The text of the scientific contribution is an attempt for summarizing a situation of issue, which has been standing in front of geology for the last three decades. The
methodological framework is explicated, in the parameters of which geology is searching decisions for the issues claimed by recent scientific knowledge and practice.
Possible productive decisions are searched in direction of ecologizatiion, and therefore accelerated theoretic development, demanded by geology today.

Estimations, provided by the most outstanding methodologists of science about cognitive concept in geology have amazingly
been coinciding for the last three decades. For that period of time, by means of methods-intermediators shared by other fields of
science (physics, chemistry, biology etc.) geology has accumulated an impressive massive of empirical knowledge. At present that
methods are applied for realizing more than 80% of its epistemological potential, which on its own behalf supports tendencies for
“subdividing” among its derivative and interdisciplinary branches as geophysics, geochemistry etc. More and more often that
makes us think about geology not as a homogeneous science but rather as system of scientific branches. Domination of above
segmenting processes is explained by the visible retardation of geology from other sciences in the process of theoretic
development, in spite of emphatically comprehensive character of knowledge, which it deals. Professionals claim that recently
functioning in geology paradigm belongs to the 19" century, and the most pessimistically inclined people compare it to physics
before Newton. An eloquent example supporting the above statements is the discussion about issue of time in geology, which refer
to the seventies of the past century. That issue most often stands in front of geochronology, historic geology and stratigraphy,
usually, when lithological and paleontological rock properties are being analyzed and interpretations of time resemble to Newton
physics. If level of theoretic development in geology is compared to other sciences, it retards with nearly 20 years from geography,
50 years from biology and in its cognitive situation it is similar to archaeology. Reasons for slow process of theoretic development
in geology are various, both of empirical and theoretic nature. Let us draw the attention on the most often mentioned ones!

In geology, there is no concept for “scientific fact’, which brings us to the conclusion that on one hand the fundamental facts are
an immense quantity, and on the other hand a very precise selective attitude towards them is needed to determine those to be the
basis of theoretical development. For each science one of the compulsory steps toward theoretical development is inventory list of
registered statistical dependencies. However, in geology there is no statistical arch, as in many of the cases for both observation
and experiment as a method, there is neither recoverability nor inter-subjectivity. Applying of experimental methods into geology is
rather limited, as there is no theory of similarity, developed purposefully for the geologic experiment. The theory of similarity is the
one used in physics. Similarly to chemistry, geology suffers the same difficulties due to the fact that experimental data and
dependencies specified for negligible quantity of substance are adapted and transferred for large geologic forms. Systematic
properties of the object go into the “game” and linear equations from the theory of similarity become almost non-applicable.
Experiments are often not directed to search of dependencies in behaviour of substance in the geological process, but to recovery
of peculiarities of a specific geologic object, which gives an illustrative meaning to the experiment etc. Up to now, mineralogy
occupies the leading position in theoretic development of geologic knowledge for a number of reasons, not the last of which is
precise observation and instrumental investigation of crystals. There are researchers, who make the uniqueness of geologic
objects absolute and believe that only their individual investigation and description is possible. That involves idiographism. Thought
constructions in geology, which correspond to strict requirements for a theory are very few, in spite of the abundance of global
concepts — for the last two hundred years they are more than hundreds together with their versions. Special attention should be
paid to cognitive functions of classifications. For geology they are the same that equations are for physics and professionals
believe that the moment has come for transforming from an instrument for pure empirical investigations into a portion of theoretical
apparatus in geology. The issue of concepts and terminological systems applied is nor satisfactorily resolved. V. J. Zabrodin
denotes the language of geology as “soft” and the synonymy, polysemy and homonymy are widely applied. (Zabrodin, 1985). For
that reason, numbers of outstanding scientists in the field of geology have to incorporate vocabularies in their principal essays.
That issue relates to the extensive development of specific editions of encyclopedic-regulative type about “language” of geology.
Here, | dare ask a provocative question — whether some of the disadvantages under certain precondiions will become hidden
advantage, which is a prerequisite for the theoretical development of geological knowledge?

The most up-to-date issue of our time, which is directly projected on cognitive situation in geology is the environmental one, and
in the focus of their general interest is the impact of anthropogenic factors. Principal features of geological picture exert certain
changes under the effect of anthropogenic factors. Even new scientific trends originate — for example “anthropogenic landscaping”.

How does ecology refer to those changes? The statement that it originated as a science of biospherical cycle is ordinary (E.
Hekel). If dealings with autoecology, synecology, paleocology, evolution ecology, dynamics of populations etc. belong to the
boundaries of ranges of biological, but applied ecology approaches to it differently. The first to specialize in studying the role of
human in the biospherical cycle are the French School of “geography of man” and the Chicago Social School of “ecology of man”
(social ecology). They derive important scientific results at the end of the 2oties, and in the middle of the century the concept that
“ecology of human” 9applied ecology) has the subject of interactions between humans and environment is generally accepted



(Man’s role..., 1956). In his attempts to divide the interaction between human and nature into periods, M. F. Green speaks about a
stage of passive adapting, stage of active use of natural resources, stage of transformation and global reconstruction. In the last
stage mankind has to recreate the biospherical equilibrium — a precondition for its own existence, which has already transformed
the ecological crisis into a global one for the 20tieth century. Today the anthropogenic monitoring is a normal practice not only in
industrially developed countries. “Technogeneous” factors of the crisis are in the centre of ecological interest. In their functions the
natural sciences are crucified between nature and economic activity of society. Turned to nature they have to speak in a “biotic”
language, turned to industry — in “abiotic” one. That condition directly resulted from the following tendency - reasons for the crisis to
be reduced to dividing the ecosystems and their fragmentary interpreting and exploitation in industrial scale. There is no doubt, that
whether in a comprehended manner or not, important portion of ecosystems are laid down in scientific research itself and in the
implementation of scientific product in practice. Usually, that is the result from asynchronous development of separate scientific
trends. Outstanding ideas are being developed Bto their applied version and put into practice, while means for neutralizing the
undesired by-product effects are in the “powers” o another science, which is retarding in that point of development. B. Commoner
gives the example with chemists, who synthesize intensively the branched chains of detergents, while at that moment the
biochemists do not have a decision for their extreme resistance in the eco-systems (Commoner, 1972). That situation itself involves
the requirement that scientific findings have to be assessed not only froma point of view of their interventing functions into nature
but also from a point of view of suggested environemntal alternatives. To the term "nature-use”, which was put into circulation in the
70ties, and adjective “friendly to the environment” was added. The ambition for friendliness to the environment (biospherization) of
technological contact with nature gradually comprised the sphere of scientific research, education and to different extents the
human sense. The economical point of view as a point, possible from each human activity also metamorphosed in the direction of
friendliness to the environment. The “environmental economy” appeared (Henning, 1974; Kula, 1992), which affords an advantage
to environmental advisability icompared to pure economic efficiency, and the concept that we all dwell a common home (oikos)
gave birth to the oikonomia (Hessel, 1999). Methodologists recommended that synthetic style of thinking should be applied, in
priority, to the scientific research and based on an integration of sciences, optimally applicable to accept integrative functions not
only within the range of natural sciences but also in social sciences. The question, whether ecology is able to solve that task alone
puts it at a cross-point. Being a young science, its attempts to resolve issues alone bear the risk of nature-philosophic speculations
and conflict of interests between it and other scientific directions. At this stage its applying to a universal general scientific approach
of regulating functions for development of scientific knowledge seams more productive.

Man authors declare that status of geologic-geographic knowledge is extremely enhanced. As a tradition geography studies the
biosphere applying a comprehensive approach haing in mind the natural conditions for recreating activities of mankind. With this
function it occupies the central position between the so-called natural and social sciences. The subject of geography covers
significant portion of exogenic processes, corresponding to conditions of existence of mankind, however endogenic processes as
magmatism, metamorphism, tectogenesis, geomorphogenesis etc. stay outside. In the direction of natural sciences the closest
position to physical geography is occupied by geology. It is logically to pose the question — isn’t this a chance of “Cinderella” to
become a “princess”, or as it was formulated above — whether established conceptual disadvantages of geology would prove to be
its hidden advantages? It does not have a fragment of the whole. but a specific in its completeness subject of study - the material-
energy system of “the Earth” and development of lithosphere in its interaction with hydrosphere, atmosphere and upper mantle. Its
subject of study genetically focuses into the common points between different parts of natural sciences of one side, and between
natural and social sciences on the other side (geology of the Quaternary). As a result, geologists from the most developed
industrial countries, consider as especially prosperous the investigations directed to interaction of geological processes and
anthropogenic processes (Watrina, Bottino, Morisawa, 1975). In its unity the gnetic and systematic approach provide a synthetic
style of thinking, and the experience of geology in its aplication is extremely wide. It has even maintained the romantic “habit” to
keep its subject for observation, if possible. Those are the reasons, which gave birth to the expectation for a forthcoming
ecologically initiated growth of geological knowledge, growth suggesting a new type of conceptualization in geology as a science.
The environmental issue is not only an ontologic reason, but also a epistemologic framework, where that growth is possible.
Ecologization of geological knowledge would rather be limited to its content upgrading on the account on axiomatic categories or
categories from other fields of knowledge “loaded” with new specific for geology meaning and significance. It is expected to
provoke purposeful changes in the structure of scientific knowledge, to change the rates of their growth. Thus an immense
conceptualization has the chance to overcome centrifugal processes in geological knowledge and make it more human. (Elliot,
1993).

As a conclusion — ecologization of professional thinking and behaviour is the major tendency, claimed for geology as a science,
necessity of accelerated theoretical development and individual conceptualization. Resolving of that issues would bring us before a
qualitatively new system of geologic knowledge.
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