ISSN 2227-7242 (Print), ISSN 2304-9685 (Online)
Anrpononorivni BuMipu ¢inocodcskux gocmimpkens, 2018, Bum. 14

Anthropological Measurements of Philosophical Research, 2018, NO 14

COLIIAJIBHHI ACIIEKT JIFOJICBKOT'O BYTTS

UDC 1(091) — [82:17 — 82:347 — 821.124 — 821.14°02]

T. S. PARKHOMENKO!

"National Agency for Higher Education Quality Assurance (Kyiv, Ukraine), e-mail discur@ukr.net,
ORCID 0000-0002-6923-7204

PLAGIARISM AS ANTROPOLOGICAL AND SOCIAL PHENOMENON

Purpose of the article is to determine plagiarism as anthropological and social phenomenon. Theoretical basis.
The author has analysed authentic historical-philosophical and literary texts to explicate the original meaning of the
terms, by which the phenomenon of plagiarism was denoted. There were used methods and principles of socio-
philosophical and philosophical-anthropological research, in particular: social determinism and anthropological in-
terpretation of human life phenomena (O. Bollnow). Originality consists of: clarifying the terminological evolution
in relation to designating the phenomenon of plagiarism; 2) the philosophical-anthropological description of the
motives and personal traits of the subject of plagiarism (plagiarist) proposed by author. Conclusions. 1. Plagiarism
as practice and plagiarism as a term existed separately for a long time. With the nominates, which denoted the prac-
tice, "Plagium" had as its predecessors the Greek "AoyoxAomia" and the Latin "Furta". The modern semantics gene-
sis of the term "plagiarism™ took place as a process of changing the nominal values due to the complication of the
semantic structure of the word before reintegration. 2. Analysis of historical-philosophical and literary sources from
the "Empedocles Case" and "Fedentinus Case" allowed reconstructing the anthropological characteristics of the
named persons as plagiarists: both of them were induced to plagiarize by vanity, either due to temporary limitation
of abilities to intellectual creation (Empedocles as a student) or due to constant limited ability to the literary creativi-
ty (Fedentinus). Plagiarism was also caused by the low moral qualities of both, that allows to consider plagiarism as
one of the manifestations of the individual’s integral characteristics. 3. Vanity, that motivates the commission of
plagiarism, is one of the manifestations of the esteem needs, sociogenic by its nature, but unlike the next, higher
stage in the hierarchy of basic needs (A. Maslow) does not foresee the self-improvement of man. Therefore, the pla-
giarist does not pass to the level of the need for self-actualization, the means to satisfy which is creativity in its vari-
ous forms, "trampling™ on the previous level. 4. Plagiarism is an ambivalent phenomenon, because in spite of plagia-
rists’ anthropological peculiarities, the ontological foundations of plagiarism are rooted in the social nature of man.

Keywords: plagiarism; Empedocles; Martial; Fedentinus; AoyoxAénia; fur; plagiarius; plagium; anthropological
interpretation; social determination

Introduction

Over the past few years, a strong discourse on the plagiarized problem of scientific research
in theses monographs, manuals, textbooks, and articles has been formed in Ukrainian social net-
work, electronic and print media. At the same time, this rather intense discourse, as a rule, did
not pass into the plane of scientific reflection, and lone attempts to make the phenomenon of pla-
giarism its subject suffered from narrativity and superficiality. In particular, due to the fact that
their theoretical-methodological background was sometimes the postulates incorrect from histo-
rical and linguistic point of view. It did not allow to understand the essence of plagiarism, to dis-
cover its ontological foundations.

Meanwhile, in connection with the spread of plagiarism not only in Ukraine, but also in the
world (Bergadaa, 2015), its definition not only in legal terms (as an offense), but also as a socio-
anthropological phenomenon becomes more and more relevant.

Purpose

The purpose of the article is to determine plagiarism as an anthropological and social
phenomenon.
Methodology. The author has analysed authentic, historical-philosophical and literary texts to
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explicate the original meaning of the terms, by which the phenomenon of plagiarism was denoted
in a historical retrospective. To achieve the purpose, there were used methods and principles of
socio-philosophical and philosophical-anthropological research, in particular: social determi-
nism and anthropological interpretation of human life phenomena (O. Bollnow).

Statement of basic material

In the Ukrainian legislation, the term "plagiarism™ and its definition are present in the Law of
Ukraine "On Copyright and Related Rights", the Laws "On Education” and "On Higher Educa-
tion". The Article 50 of the Law of Ukraine "On Copyright and Related Rights" (1993) defines
the plagiarism as "disclosure (publication), in whole or in part, of another’s work under the name
of a person who is not the author of this work".

In two "educational” laws, the term "plagiarism" is used with the addition of "academic™ and
is determined as followes: "academic plagiarism is the disclosure (in whole or in part) of scien-
tific (creative) results obtained by others as the results of their own research (creativity) and/or
reproduction of published texts (published works of art) of other authors without specification of
authorship"” (paragraph 2 of Part 4 of Article 42 of the Law "On Education™ (2017), part 6 of Ar-
ticle 69 of the Law "On Higher Education™ 2014)).

The first part of the definition of academic plagiarism extends to scientific results that have
not been published, that is, either existed as an author’s manuscript or was formulated orally.
Having become known to the person who made them public already under her/his names, they
appeared to be the object of plagiarism as a violation of copyright. A person who has made this
kind of plagiarism is a plagiarist, just as a person who reproduced the published texts of "other
authors without specifying™ their "authorship".

The fact that both types of plagiarism existed for a long time and were formed in parallel, and
that this phenomenon took place even in the days of antiquity, originally Greek one, and with
a small (historically) lag Roman one, are evidenced by historical, historical-philosophical and
literary sources.

The first plagiarist in Europe, whose name came to these days, was the ancient Greek philo-
sopher Empedocles. This is reported by Diogenes Laertius (end of the II — beginning of III centu-
ries AD) in "Vitae philosophorum®, referring to a much earlier source: the multi-volume "Histo-
ry" by Timaeus. Sicilian historian of the second half of the IV century — the first half of the IlI
century B. C. Timaeus from Tauromenium told about this fact of Empedocles’s biography in the
ninth book of his "History".

In addition to Timaeus, Laertius cites another Greek historian of the III century B. C. Neanthes
Cyzicenus, who also mentioned this Empedocles’s action.

Academic translations in Russian (absent in Ukrainian) of "Vitae philosophorum™ by Dioge-
nes Laertius, performed by M. L. Gasparov and A. V. Lebedev, differ significantly in relation to
the fifthy fourth fragment of the book VIII, which deals with the plagiarism of the Empedocles.
Thus, the indicated fragment, which is the translation of Timaeus’s words, M. Gasparov translated
as "appropriation of the doctrine”: "Timaeus said that he (Empedocles — T. P.) was a listener of
Pythagoras, in the book IX, adding that at the same time he was, like Plato, caught in appropria-
tion of the doctrine and excluded from his studies™ (Diogenes Laertius, 1979, p. 347). A. Lebe-
dev (1989), translating the same fragment, uses the word "plagiarism™: "Timaeus reports the fact
that he (Empedocles — T. P.) listened to Pythagoras, in the ninth book..., saying that he was then
accused in plagiarism, and, like Plato..., was forbidden to attend the lectures” (p. 331). The cor-
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rectness of the use of the term "plagiarism™ in A. Lebedev’s translation is questionable, since the
ancient Greek historian Timaeus, describing the action of Empedocles, is unlikely to use Latin. The
study of the original source confirms: in the Greek original, Laertius, repeating Timaeus’s descrip-
tion of the history with the plagiarism of Empedocles, uses the word Aoyoxiomia (logoklopia),
which literally means "theft of the doctrine” or “theft of ideas" (Diogenes Laertius, 1862, p. 217).

The same term, however, in the writing of AoyokAoneia, is also present in the Greek texts of
Timaeus, published in the first volume prepared by Carl and Thomas Muller and in the third vo-
lume prepared by Carl Muller of "Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum™ of the Paris edition dated
1841 and 1849 (Timeae, 1841, p. 212; Neanthes Cyzicenus, 1849, p. 6). So, the first meaning of
what is today defined as plagiarism, even in the fourth century B.C. was "theft of doctrine, ideas".
However, it happened that in the historical perspective, the Greek term AoyokAdmio gave way to
a Latin plagium, the primary meaning of which is "abduction of people”. In the figurative sense,
destined to become the main and exclusive one, the term plagiario derived from plagium was
used by the Roman poet Marcus Valerius Martial (I century AD), who compared appropriation
("theft™) of his poems by a man named Fidentinus (and not Fidentius, as it is incorrectly repeated
in Russian and in Ukrainian textbooks) with the abduction of a slave. In several epigrams to the
address of Fidentinus, included in the so-called plagiarized cycle (Book I, epigrams 29, 38, 52,
53, 72), only in the 52nd we encounter the term plagiario, herewith not directly to the address of
Fidentinus, because his name in this epigram is not mentioned, but implicitly.

"Ommendo tibi, Quintiane, nostros
nostros dicere si tamen libellos
possum — quos recitat tuus poeta.
Si de servitio gravi queruntur
5adsertor venias satisque praestes,
et, cum se dominum vocabit ille,
dicas esse meos manuque mMIsSOS.
Hoc si terque quaterque clamitaris —
inpones plagiario pudorem"”.
(Martialis, 1976) (Hereinafter emphasis
added by me —T. P.).

This is the only epigram of the cycle, in which Martial uses the word plagiarius — the "abduc-
tor" (plagiario — casus dativus of plagiarius). Where the name of Fidentinus appears, the term
plagiarius is not used in relation to him by Martial.

The authors of Russian-language translations (there are no mentioned epigrams in Ukrainian,
except 29) choose different synonyms, but in no case the term "plagiarist”.

So F. Petrovsky translates the epigram 52 with the word "appropriator"":

" tebe, KBunTmaH, BBepsAl0 HamKd —
HaIlli eCJIM MHE MOJKHO TaK Ha3BaTh HUX —
KHW)KKH, T€ YTO TOAT TBOW BCIYyX YHUTAET;
KOJhb Ha pabCTBO CBOE OHHM 3apOMIIyT —
3aCTYNUCHh THI 3a HUX Kak IOPYYUTENb,
U KOJIIb TOT O MpaBaX HAa HUX 3aIBUT —
00BSIBM, YTO 5 BOJBHYIO WM BBIJAJ.
Paza Tpu wunp ueThlpe TaK BOCKIMKHYB,
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IIPHUCBOUTCIIA nux

(Martialis, 1968, p. 42)

ThI OIO30pUILB".

G. Sever while translating the same epigram uses the word "thief".

" T1ebe, KBuHTHMaH, BBepsAI  HAIIH
(Hamm — eciM CcKa3aThb MOTy, KOHEYHO)
KHIDKKH, T€ YTO IIO9T TBOW BCEM YHTACT.

Eciu Oynyr ponrarts

Ha 370€¢ pabCcTBO —

K HUM Ha [MOMOIIb MPUAMA U CTaHb 3aIIUTOM;
Oyab ceOs TOCIOAWHOM OH 3asBUT —
CKaXellb ObUIM MOHW, TElmepb Ha BOJIE.
Paza TpU TaK YCTBIPEC CCJIIM KIHMKHCIIb —
YCTBIIMIIb M IOKPOEIIb CpaMoM Bopa'.

(Martialis, 2018, p. 35)

However, "thief" in Latin is "fur” (from furta — theft). Martial himself directly calls Fidentinus
a thief (but not a plagiarist) not in the 52", but in the 53" epigram:

«Una est in nostris tua, Fidentine, libellis
Pagina, sed certa domini signata figura,
Quae tua traducit manifesto carmina furto.

Indice non opus est nostris nec iudice libris,
Stat contra dicitque tibi tua pagina "Fures"y.

(Martialis, 1976)

In the translation of this epigram both F. Petrovsky and G. Sever use the word "thief". Trans-

lation by F. Petrovsky:

Translation by G. Sever:

«EcTth cTpanuna oxHa, OUAEHTHUH, TBOEroO

COYMHCHbA

B xHmxkax MOMHMX, HO II€4aTh roCrnognHa €c

HECOMHEHHa:
Kaxpas crtpouka Ha
MOJJIOT C TOJIOBOIO!

Hell BBIIAET TBOU

Her B 3arosioBke HyXAbl U B Cydb€ HH
OJTHOH Hallel KHUKEUKE:
[IpotuB TeOs cTpaHuila TBOS, U KPUUUT

oHa: "Bop Tb1!"».
(Martialis, 1968, p. 43)

«Ectb, ®UAEHTUH, TBOErO CTpaHMIA OJHA

COYHUHCHbBA

B HalllMX KHMIKOHKAX, 1€4aTtb €€ roCroJjnHa

OeccriopHa,

KaX/1asi CTpOUYKa Ha Hel — yJIuKa B MOAJIOTE C
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IIOJINYHBIM.

KHukkaM MOMM HE HY)KHBI HH ITOJIIHCH, HA
CYIl B OTIPaBIaHbE —

npoTUB TeOs K€ CTpaHWIa TBOSI, 3asBJISET:
"Boprora!"y. (Martialis, 2018, p. 37)

(Epigram 53 testifies that, in addition to plagiarism, Fidentinus also falsified the stolen, in-
serting in the Martial’s text the poems of his own "production™).

The difference between fur and plagiarius is that during the times of Martial, the object of the
plagiarism was a man. Such abductions were carried out in order to sell a free man or resale
a slave that is they had exclusively commercial purposes. (Despite the brutal punishment for the
plagium, such practices in the Roman Empire were quite common). While the object of the furta —
theft — was not a man, but a thing.

Therefore, in the 53" epigram, Fidentinus is said to be the usual thief. The implication (in or-
der to avoid accusations of libel, as if Marcial directly used the word plagiarius with respect to
Fedentinus) in reference to Fedentinus as an abductor (plagiarist) takes place in the 52" epigram.
But here Martial compares his books, the guarantor of which becomes the Quintian, with the
people: slaves who got free — that is, plagiarius is used figuratively. As for the denoting the theft
of a literary work (as opposed to Empedocle, here it is referred to the appropriation of authorship
for text, and not for an idea or doctrine), and the direct accusation of Fidentinus, Martial uses the
term derivative of furta (theft) that is semantically close, although not identical, to AoyokAdmia.

Consequently, in the I century AD the term plagium was not used in the modern sense.

Moreover, the plagium does not occur in the Latin translations of the texts of Timaeus and
Diogenes Laertius, that is, is not used in the III century AD and later.

Thus, in the Latin translation of the fragment 54 of the book VIII of "Vitae philosophorum”
by Diogenes Laertius, neither the term plagiarium nor the term plagiarius were used. Herewith
there were several Latin translations.

Here is how the Latin version of Laertius’s book looks like in the bilingual Parisian edition of
Didot (1862), the texts for which were prepared by M. Gabriel Cobet: "Audisse autem Pythagoram
Timaeus auctor est in nono Historiarum, dicens improbatum, quod doctrinam evulgasset, consor-
tio exclusum fuisse, quemadmodum etiam Platonem..." (Diogenes Laertius, 1862, p. 217).

Today doctrinam evulgasset could be translated as "disclosure of doctrine”. In the cultural re-
alities of the time when this translation was made, it had another semantic load: "vulgarization of
doctrine”, in the sense of "accessibility to the crowd, common people™.

This Latin translation is far from AoyoxAdmia of the Greek original, as interpreted by the author
of the translation according to the semantics of its not so much linguistic but cultural realities. At
the same time, despite the fact that the term "plagium™ has long existed, it is not considered to be
the correspondence of AoyokAdmia.

The same fragment of Timaeus’s "History" as quoted by Laertius, punlished in the first volume
of the six-volume bilingual edition of "Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum”, of the Parisian pub-
lishing house Didot in 1841, was translated differently in Latin: "Empedoclem auscultasse Py-
thagoram auctor est Timaeus, qui pluribus locis libri noni eum dicit accusatum, quod doctrinam
furatus esset (sicuti etiam Plato), a sermonibus tunc esse exclusum...” (Timeae, 1841, p. 212).

Using in this translation doctrinam furatus esset — "abduction of doctrine” — is semantically
the most adequate to AoyoxAdmia (theft of doctrine) of the ancient Greek original.
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However, in the third volume of the same bilingual edition, where the fragments of the works
of Neanthes Cyzicenus are collected, the translation to Latin of the same 54 fragment as a whole
(with a small change in the beginning of the sentence) is identical to the Latin translation of
Laertius’s book in the edition of Cobet: "Empedoclem andiisse Pythagoram Timaeus auctor est
in nono Historiarum, dicens improbatum, quod doctrinam evulgasset, consortio exclusum
fuisse, quemadmodum etiam Platonem..." (Neanthes Cyzicenus, 1849, p. 6), spelling of the ori-
ginal - T. P.

Consequently, there were at least two distinct Latin translations of one and the same fragment
54 from the ancient Greek original. To translate AoyokAdmia one used doctrinam furatus, while
the other — doctrinam evulgasset. And with regard to the first part — Aoyo — the translations coin-
cided: the word "doctrina” was used as the equivalent. But as to k\omia it was translated both as
furatus (from furta — theft), and as evulgasset (from vulgas — crowd, common people).

About the complexity of working with Latin translations, comparing some of them with the
Augean stables, Cobet wrote in the letter to M. Ambroise-Firmin Didot (1862); while preparing
the bilingual edition of Diogenes Laertius, he performed titanic work in the libraries of Vatican,
Florence, Venice and Naples with manuscripts and lists in Greek and Latin: "Cette traduction

In any case, one may state that until the New Times, the term plagium was not used to denote
theft of intellectual property either in the form of Empedocles’s AoyoxkAomia object, or as the
Fedentinus’s plagiarism object.

The object of AoyoxkAomio was the teachings of the Pythagoreans, which, as Laertius testi-
fies, referring to Neanthes, "Empedocles disclosed... in his poem", following which the
Pythagoreans, who excluded him from the listeners, "were instructed not to allow any poet to
them™ (Diogenes Laertius, 1979, p. 347). That is, Empedocles stole ideas as scientific results —
the teachings of the Pythagoreans can be considered as the result of long reflections — but not the
text (record of the doctrine). Texturally the doctrine was objectified by Empedocles in the form
of poems versed by him.

The object of the Fedentinus’s plagium was the texts by Martial, which in the form of manu-
scripts were purchased by Fedentinus legally in the stores, to which they were brought by Martial
himself (such way of spreading literary works existed at that time). Rewritten with his own hand,
or with the help of another hired person, Fedentinus distributed, i.e. publicly recited, or brought
for sale to the same stores, the very text but already under his name (Sever, 2006).

Unlike various objects of Empedocles’s AoyokAdmia. and Fedentinus’s plagium, the motives
guided by both the future philosopher and the pseudo-poet were identical — vanity, the desire to
look more meaningful in the eyes of others: Empedocles — intelligent (philosopher) — the one
he was not during his study at the Pythagoreans, Fedentinus — talented (poet) — the one he had
never become.

The peculiarity of this motive is that it predetermines the specificity of plagiarism: unlike or-
dinary theft, plagiarism involves the presentation of a stolen to the public, but already under the
name of a theft. In this regard, the behaviour of both Empedocles and Fedentinus is the same:
public demonstration of a stolen object of intellectual property. The text (idea, doctrine, work),
the author of which is another person, are appropriated in order to present it (them) to the world
in one’s own name. Without a public demonstration of the stolen the plagiarism is meaningless.
Therefore, the phenomenon of plagiarism by its nature is ambivalent, because the plagiarist se-
cretly appropriates (steals) something that belongs to another person, but in order to demonstrate
publicly the stolen object.
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Modern plagiarists do not differ from Empedocles or Fedentinus: they need to show the world
the stolen intellectual property in order to improve their assessment in the eyes of society or their
individual community.

At the same time, the desire of the plagiarist to join (in real or virtually) the circle of "the se-
lect few" — philosophers or poets — indicates the social prestige of a particular type of activity,
which gives the exclusive status to those persons who belong to it. So Empedocle was attracted
by the halo of the wise men around the Pythagoreans, and the fame of Martial in the higher circles
of the Roman society, which he gained thanks to his epigrams, attracted Fedentinus. If philoso-
phy and poetry lost their prestige, they would instantly lose their attraction for plagiarists. From
this it follows that the vanity of the plagiarist is socially predetermined.

Vanity is a manifestation of the needs of man in social recognition, or, according to
A. Maslow’s (1943) terminology, "esteem needs" (p. 381). However, as a rule, vanity is not pro-
vided by the real acquisition of personal qualities: knowledge and skills. This may be due both to
the limited capacity of certain abilities and to the moral qualities of a person.

However, plagiarism is just one of the phenomena motivated by vanity. Among other things,
it differs not only in ambivalence. The peculiarities of plagiarism are also preconditioned by the
nature of its objects: they are works, that is, the results of intellectual (scientific) or artistic (lite-
rary) activity — the one defined by Aristotle as theoria (knowledge of truth) and poiesis (artistic
creativity, art in the part generating a new, previously absent) (Aristotle, 1983, p. 174). The work
is an objectification of a qualitatively new result of a creative act, something that did not exist
either in nature or in people’s lives.

Failure to generate a new science or art, that is, the inability to intellectual or artistic activity
of a creative nature (creativity), can push a vain man to resolve the contradiction between his
own desires and his own capabilities by means of plagiarism.

Therefore plagiarism is connected not only with vanity, but with anthropological features of the
plagiarist: limited (temporary or constant) abilities to creative (intellectual or artistic) activity.

Creativity is a manifestation of the need for self-actualization, which, according to
A. Maslow, refers to the highest level of the hierarchy of basic needs for motivation of a person,
which, like the needs of the previous step, are sociogenic. However, if the lower link, where the
motive of vanity takes place, presents the needs of a people focused on themselves, then at the
higher level — self-actualization, there are needs, motivated by which, a person is capable of so-
cially directed activity. Therefore, we can assume that vanity is the manifestation of the egocen-
tric position of a person who "stuck™ at the stage of self-affirmation.

Yet, is it just the lack of creative abilities (intellectual and artistic) that prevents the plagiarist
from moving to the level of self-actualization? The tendency to plagiarism is a constant or situa-
tional characteristic of a person?

We will try to answer this question, returning to the central figures of the plot of this article.

The testimonies of Neanthes Cyzicenus and Favorinus, quoted by Diogenes Laertius, sug-
gest that plagiarism was only one epiphenomenon of Empedocles’s vanity. The vanity of the
philosopher was also manifested in appearance: Empedocles wore a purple mantle, made of
expensive purple cloth, girt with a golden belt and copper sandals, and decorated the head with
the Delphic wreath — the one worn by the Delphic oracle and winners of the Delphic Games.
Even by his posture Empedocles demonstrated a claim that he must be worshiped almost as
god on earth.

Referring to Timaeus, Laertius retells the following story:
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One day, he (Empedocles — T. P.) was invited by one of the archons; the
dinner lasted and lasted, but nobody served wine; everybody waited pa-
tiently, but Empedocles became angry and demanded the wine, and the
master replied to him that they expected an official from the council. The
latter appeared and immediately became the head of the feast — by means
of explicit endeavor of the master who secretly sought the tyrannical
power; and the guest ordered everybody to drink wine, or pour on their
heads. Empedocles remained silent, but the next day he took both to
court, the master and the administrator, and secured their conviction and
execution. This was the beginning of his state affairs.
(Diogenes Laertius, 1979, p. 350)

With the help of which conclusions Empedocles could persuade judges to make a decision on
the execution of persons who inadvertently invited him to dinner, is unknown. But regarding his
personal traits, this episode suggests that AoyoxkAomio. was only a juvenile manifestation of the
moral qualities of Empedocles.

As for Fedentinus, in addition to system plagiarism, the "abductor” of Martial’s poems satis-
fied his vanity by engaging in the falsification of stolen works.

Therefore, the next characteristic of plagiarism is that it is committed by a person with low
moral qualities. Plagiarism testifies to the fundamental readiness of a person to steal — an inten-
tion that is generated by dishonesty as an integral moral quality of an individual. Since integral
quality can manifest itself in various modes of social life of man, plagiarism can be considered as
one of the manifestations of constant personal characteristics.

Over time, to the motive of vanity, which prompts to plagiarism, starting from the XV century,
there was added a financial motive, which ultimately led to the institutionalization of copyright.

It is believed that copyright was generated by the invention of the printing press in the 40°s of
the fifteenth century. The technical capabilities of replicating copies of the literary original set
the issue of the protection of copyright, especially material rights. However, to be precise, the
problem of copyright protection during replication arose even before the invention of Gutenberg:
when reproducing the images in the form of wood etching from engravings, which spread in Eu-
rope at the end of the XIV — the beginning of the XV centuries.

Until the early modern era, the problem of authorship in the fine arts did not stand: the medi-
eval artists did not sign their works, because it corresponded to the concept of the divine inspira-
tion of the artist, and the claim of the latter to authorship was regarded as arrogance — one of the
main sins in Christianity. Because of this anonymity there is a problem of attribution of many
works of the medieval art.
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Authorship of the artist began to be fixed by his own signature during the Renaissance, when
the art became secular. Artists quickly found a means to preserve authorship on etchings as well:
in the very original, from which the prints were made, the signature of the artist or his monogram
was cut out.

This could not be done in principle when typesetting a text from separate letters. From the
standpoint of authorship, the most vulnerable were written (literary) works. The speed of typeset-
ting and the potential unlimited circulation exacerbated the problem of protecting the material
rights of the authors, since the latter shared the revenue from the sale of their books with publishers
and book distributors. The main losses inflicted the spread of counterfeit book products; as a result
of the struggle therewith the first legislative acts of copyright appeared in Europe (Balazs, 2011).

Unlike Empedocles, between whom and the Pythagoreans there were no intermediaries, un-
like Fedentinus, who personally copied the epigrams of Martial and already the rewritten scrolls
sold as his own, with the invention of printing between the author and the plagiarist, in addition
to a trader, there appeared a printer. If the latter members of this chain were producing and dis-
tributing counterfeit book products, then they appropriated only financial gain without claiming
for authorship, that is, they were not plagiarists in the true sense. (The theft of rewards in this
way became known as piracy).

The name of plagiarists was assigned therefore to the thieves of authorship (immaterial copy-
right). So the term plagium changed its meaning: once used by Martial in the figurative sense, it
has become the main and exclusive meaning.

Originality

The analysis of historical-philosophical and literary sources from the "Empedocles Case"
and "Fedentinus Case", with the support of the principle of anthropological interpretation of
the phenomena of human life, allowed to reconstruct the anthropological characteristics of the
named persons as plagiarists; and the application of the provisions of the A. Maslow’s human
motivation theory in conjunction with the principle of social determinism of human activity —
to determine the ontological foundations of plagiarism, which are rooted in the social nature of
man.

Conclusions

The analysis carried out in the article allows to formulate the following conclusions:

1. Plagiarism as practice and plagiarism as a term existed separately for a long time. The se-
mantic changes of the nominate "plagiarism™ from plagium — "abduction of a man" to the desig-
nation of one type of copyright infringement — took place over a long period of time. With the
nominate, which denoted the latter practice, "plagium™ had as its predecessors the Greek
"hoyoxdomia” and the Latin "Furta”, thereof only Aoyoxidzia is semantically the closest to the
present meaning of the term "plagiarism". However, both AoyokAomia and Furta were rejected in
the process of the genesis of the modern semantics of the term “plagiarism", which occurred as
a process of changing the nominal values due to the complication of the semantic structure of the
word before reintegration.

2. Analysis of historical-philosophical and literary sources from the "Empedocles Case" and
"Fedentinus Case", with the support on the principle of anthropological interpretation of the hu-
man life phenomena, allowed reconstructing the anthropological characteristics of the named
persons as plagiarists. Both were characterized by similar personal traits and motives: both of
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them were induced to plagiarize by vanity, either due to temporary limitation of abilities to intel-
lectual creation (Empedocles as a student) or due to constant limited ability to the literary crea-
tivity (Fedentinus). Plagiarism was caused by the low moral qualities of both historians. Plagia-
rism was only an epiphenomenon of the integral quality of an individual — dishonesty that can
manifest itself in various modes of his/her social life and have various negative consequences for
other people: the execution of people on the Empedocles’s initiative based solely on the motives
attributed to them by Empedocles, and the falsification by Fedentinus of Martial’s poems along
with systemic nature of plagiarism.

3. Vanity, that motivates the commission of plagiarism, is one of the manifestations of the es-
teem needs, sociogenic by its nature, but unlike the next, higher stage in the hierarchy of basic
needs (A. Maslow) does not foresee the self-improvement of man. Therefore, the plagiarist does
not pass to the level of the need for self-actualization, the means to satisfy which is creativity in
its various forms, "trampling" on the previous level.

4. Plagiarism is an ambivalent phenomenon, because in spite of plagiarists’ anthropological
peculiarities, the ontological foundations of plagiarism are rooted in the social nature of man.
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ILJTATTAT IK AHTPOIIOJIOT'TYHUM I COIIAJTbHU ®EHOMEH

Merto10 cTaTTi € BU3HAYCHHS IUIAriaTy SIK aHTPOIOJOTIYHOIO 1 comiambHOro eHOMEHY. TeopeTHuHuii 6a3uc.
Jms excrumikariii mepBHHHOTO 3HAYEHHS TEPMiHIB, SIKUMH IIO3HAa4YaBcs (PEHOMEH IUIariaTy, aBTop IPOBIB aHAJI3 aB-
TEHTUYHHUX 1CTOPUKO-(1IOCOPCHKUX 1 JITEpaTypHUX TEKCTIB y BIAMOBIAHUX 0 TEMH NOCIHIIKEHHS dacThHaX. s
JIOCSITHEHHSI MeTH OyJI0 BHUKOPHCTaHO METOJM 1 NPUHIMIOM colliaibHO-(dinocodebkoro 1 ¢inocodebkoro-
@HTPOIOJIOTIYHOTO JIOCIHIIKEHb, 30KpeMa: COLaIbHOTO JAETEPMIHI3MY Ta aHTPOIIOJIOTIUHOI iHTepnpeTanii heHome-
HiB mocekoro x)uTTs (O. bonekHoB). HaykoBa HOBU3HA nossirae: 1) B yTOYHEHHI TEPMIHOJIOTTYHOT €BOJIIOLIT L1010
no3HaueHHs1 ()eHOMEHY IuiariaTy; 2) y 3alpoloHOBaHiid aBTOpOoM (iocoCchKO-aHTPOIIOJIOTIUHIM XapaKTepUCTUIl
MOTHBIB i ocoOuCTiCHHX pUc cy0’ekTa muariary (ruiariatopa). BucnoBkm: 1. [lnariat sik mpakTuka i mariat sk
TEpPMiH TPUBAJIUI Yac iCHyBalld Hapi3HO. 3 HOMIHATEM, SKMMH [MO3HAYalach BINMOBigHA MpakThka, Plagium maB
CBOIMH TOTIEpEeTHUKAMHU TperbKy AoyokAdmnia i matnHChKy Furta. ['eHe3uc MoaepHOT CeMaHTHKH TepMiHy ''Tumariat'
BiZIOYyBaBCsl NPOTATOM TPHBAJIOTO Yacy SIK MPOIeC 3MiHW HOMIHATHBHUX 3HAYCHBb Yepe3 YCKIAIHCHHS CEMaHTHYHOI
CTPYKTYpH cJI0Ba J0 MepeinTerparii. 2. AHai3 icTopuko-(inocodchbKuX i TiTepaTypHHX JKepen 3 "keiicy Emmeno-
kma" 1 "keficy DigeHTiHa" HO3BONMB PEKOHCTPYIOBATH aHTPOIIOJIOTIYHI XapaKTEPUCTUKH HA3BaHUX OCI0 sK IUIaria-
TOpiB: 000X CHOHYKAJIO IO BYUNHEHHS IUIAriaTy MapHOCIABCTBO Y TOETHAHHI 3: 200 THMYacOBOIO OOMEXCHICTIO 3i-
OHocTell 1o iHTenekTyanbHol TBopuocTi (EMmenokn y craryci yuHs), a00 KOHCTaHTHOIO OOMEKEHICTIO 310HOCTEH
o miteparypHoi TBopuocTi (DimeHTiH). BunHEeHHs Iuiariaty Oyjio TakoX 3YMOBICHO HEBHCOKHMH MOPAJIbHUMH
SIKOCTSIMH 000X, 110 J03BOJISIE BBAXKATH IUIATIAT OJHUM i3 MPOSIBIB IHTErpaIbHOT XapaKTEPUCTHK ocodu. 3. MapHoc-
JIABCTBO, SIKUIM MOTHBYETBHCS BUMHEHHS IUIariaty, € OAHi€l0 3 MaHidecranii notped y nopasi, I1aHyBaHHi, COLIIOTeH-
HHUX 32 CBOEIO MPUPOJIOI0, aJie Ha BiAMIHY Bijl HACTYITHOTO, BHIIIOTO, I1a0JIs B iepapxii 0a30Bux noTped (A. Macoy),
3 HEOOXIHICTIO HE Nependayae caMOBJIOCKOHAICHHS JIIOAMHU. ToMy IuiariaTop He NMepexoJuTh Ha piBeHb MOTpedH
B caMoOaKTyali3allii, 3aco000M 3aI0OBOJICHHS SKOI € TBOPUICTh Y PO3MAITTI 11 BUMIB, "'3aCTPATHYBINN' Ha 3aJOBOJICHHI
motpeb HkJoro piBHA. 4. [Inariat € amGiBasleHTHIM ()eHOMEHOM Yepe3 Te, IO, MTOTIPH aHTPOTIONIOTIYHI 0COOIHBO-
cTi cy0’€KTiB IIariaTy, HOTO OHTOJIOTIYHI IiIBaJIMHA BKOPIHEHI B COMiaNbHIA PUPOI JTFOTUHH.

Kmiouosi cnosa: nnariar; Emnenokn; Mapuian; ®inenrin; Aoyoxidnio; Fur; Plagiarius; Plagium; antpomosori-
YHa IHTepPIpETAaLlis; COLiaTbHA AeTepMiHAIIis
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HauunonansHoe areHTCTBO 110 00ECTIEYEH IO KauecTBa Bhicuiero oopasosanus (Kues, Ykpauna), oi. noura discur@ukr.net,
ORCID 0000-0002-6923-7204

IJIATUAT KAK AHTPOIIOJIOTUYECKHU 1 COLIUAJIBHBIN
OEHOMEH

Heab craTby 3aKIIOYAECTCS B ONPEACICHUH IUIarnaTa Kak aHTPONOJOTMYECKOTO M COLUAIBHOTO (pEHOMEHA.
Teopernyeckuii 6a3uc. i1 SKCIITUKAINU TEPBOHAYAIBHOTO 3HAYCHNS TEPMUHOB, KOTOPBIMU 0003Hauajics de-
HOMEH IIIarnaTa, aBTOpoM OBUT MIPOBEACH aHAIN3 ayTCHTHYHBIX HCTOPUKO-(QUIOCOPCKUX U JTUTEPATYPHBIX TEK-
CTOB B COOTBETCTBYIOIIMX TE€ME€ MCCIEIOBAHHUS dYacTAX. J{Js MOCTIDKEHHUS Iend OBITN MCTOIh30BAaHBI METOJIBI
1 IPHUHIHUIBI COIHATBHO-(PIIIOCO(CKOro U HHUI0COPCKO-aHTPOTIONOTHYECKOTO UCCIIEOBaHNH, B YACTHOCTH: CO-
LMAJIBHOTO AETEPMUHU3MA U aHTPOIIOJIOIMIECKON HHTepIpeTaiy (eHOMEHOB denoBeyeckoit xu3Hu (O. bonbHOB).
Hayuynasi HoBM3HA 3aKiovaeTcs: 1) B yTOYHEHHH TEPMHHOJIOTHYECKOM IBONIONMK 0003HAUYCHHS IIaruaTa; 2) B
IIPEUIOKEHHOM aBTOpoM (pri1ocodcko-aHTPONOIOTHIECKOH XapaKTepUCTUKE MOTUBOB M IMYHOCTHBIX 4ePT CyOb-
exTa rularnata (maruaropa). BerBoasr: 1. Ilnmarmar xak mpakTHKa M IUIardaT Kak TEPMHUH JUIMTENBHOE BpEMs
CYLIECTBOBAIIM OTAEILHO APYT OT Apyra. 113 HoMMHATEM, KOTOPHIMH 0003HaYaIach COOTBETCTBYIOIIAs TPAKTHKA,
Plagium mpenmecTBoBana rpedeckast AoyokAdmnio n natuHckas Furta. ['eHe3nc MonepHON CEMaHTHKH TEPMHHA
"nmarpat” MpOUCXOAMI B TEUCHHE AJIUTENBHOTO BPEMEHH KaK IPOLECC M3MEHEHHS HOMWHATHUBHBIX 3HAUCHUI
4yepe3 YCIO0KHEHNE CeMaHTHYECKOW CTPYKTYpBI CIIOBa 10 NMEPEUHTETPalli. 2. AHAIN3 HCTOPHKO-(PHIOCOPCKHUX

doi: 10.15802/ampr.v0i14.150790 © T. S. Parkhomenko, 2018

105


mailto:discur@ukr.net
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6923-7204
mailto:discur@ukr.net

ISSN 2227-7242 (Print), ISSN 2304-9685 (Online)
Anrpononorivni BuMipu ¢inocodcskux gocmimpkens, 2018, Bum. 14

Anthropological Measurements of Philosophical Research, 2018, NO 14

COLIIAJIBHHI ACIIEKT JIFOJICBKOT'O BYTTS

U JUTEPATYPHBIX HCTOYHUKOB M0 "Keiicy Dmmenoxna™ u "keiicy @umeHTHHA" MO3BONMI PEKOHCTPYHPOBAThH aH-
TPOMOJOTHYECKHIE XapaKTePUCTUKN Ha3BaHHBIX JIMI[ KaK IUIaTMaTOPOB: 000MX MOJBHUINIO K COBEPIICHHUIO [UIaruaTa
TIIECIABHE B COCAMHEHHH C: JINOO BPEMEHHON OTPaHWYCHHOCTHIO CIIOCOOHOCTEH K MHTEINICKTYaIbHOMY TBOpUE-
cTBY (OMITEOKI B CTaTyce ydamierocs), 1M00 KOHCTAHTHON OTPaHMYEHHOCTHIO CIIOCOOHOCTEH K JIUTEpaTypHOMY
TBOpuecTBY (Punentur). CoBepiueHne miarnaTa 00ycIaBINBalIOCh TAKKE HEBBICOKMMU MOPAIbHBIMH KauyecTBa-
MU O0OHMX, 4TO IO3BOJIIET CUUTATh IUIarMaT OJAHUM M3 NPOSIBICHUHA KOHCTAHTHBIX XapaKTEPUCTHK JIMYHOCTH.
3. TuiecnaBue, KOTOPHIM MOTUBUPYETCSI COBEPILICHUE IUIaruaTa, sBISE€TCS OJHUM UX HPOSBICHHUN MOTpeOHOCTEH
B YB&KECHUH, MMOYUTAHWH, COLMOTEHHBIX IO CBOEH NPHUpOJE, HO B OTIMYHE OT CIEAYIOIIEro, Ooiee BBICOKOTO,
YpPOBHS B mepapxuu 0a3oBbIX nortpedHocTedl (A. Macnoy), ¢ HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO HE IpearoiaraeT caMoycoBep-
LIEHCTBOBaHMs 4ejoBeKa. [103ToMy miarnaTop He NMEpPexXOAMT Ha YPOBEHb IIOTPEOHOCTH B CaMOaKTyalU3alliH,
CPEJCTBOM Y/IOBJIETBOPEHHUSI KOTOPOH SIBISIETCS TBOPUECTBO B €r0 PasHBIX BUIAX, ''3acTpeBas’” Ha yJOBIETBOpE-
HUM TOTpeOHOCTeH HWKHEero ypoBHA. 4. Ilmarmar siBisiercss aMOMBaJICHTHBIM (PEHOMEHOM H3-3a TOTO, YTO, He-
CMOTpSI Ha aHTPOIIOJIOTHYECKHE OCOOCHHOCTH CYOBEKTOB IUIATMAaTa, €r0 OHTOJIOTHYECKHE OCHOBAHUS KOPEHSTCS
B COLMAJILHON IPUPO/IE YETOBEKa.

Kniouegvie cnosa: mnaruat; Dmnenoki; Mapuuan, @unentur; AoyokAonia; Fur; Plagiarius; Plagium; anTtporo-
JIOTHYecKasi HHTEPIIpeTanys; connanbHas AeTepMHUHALNS
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