
2 5 4

, -
, , 

. 
, -

,  -
, : 

,  .  
,  .  

,  
, -

…

, , -
, , , -

, . 

»  .  .
, -

 « »
 « » 

-
. 

-

,  ,
.  « »,

. 
,  

.
 « » – -

, -
. -

, -
.

, -
, . -

, , ,
. -

-
,  

, . 

.
-

, .

.

   . . 

 « »
 « »)

. . . .
 – , . . 

  -
, , , , .

, ,  « », « », 
, . ,

 « », , 
.

: , , , , , , .

The author of the article shares his own experience of writing issues about social and legal conflicts,
criminals and criminal victims. The author believes that when using the word expressions as «it seems to me»,
‘they say», a journalist does not have his/her own firm position. The article analyses the characteristics of
publications where the author’s opinion sounds openly and the author becomes a participant, but not a witness.

Key words: position, objectivity, conflict, opinion, break-in, fraud, conjecture.
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The article highlights the problem of evolution of the provincial ecclesiastical art at the turn of the 20th

century. The provincial ecclesiastical painting revealed the main evolutionary processes of the Russian art,
style and school change, use of different stylistic devices, which are characteristic also for the Soviet art of
the period under review. The significance of the Russian ecclesiastical art of this period determines the
necessity of its research also in the context of the provincial art.

Key words: ecclesiastical art, traditionalism, Nevian school of painting, Stroganov school of painting,
neo-Russian style, modernist style.


