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ABSTRACT

Background: Discussions on the actual role and status of philosophy continuously arise,

especially at the time of crises, abrupt changes to habitual ways of life and patterns of thought

and behavior. Throughout the 20th century philosophical thought, both in the West and in

Russia, has undergone a number of major reconsiderations, with controversial outcomes.

Philosophy was, in fact, transformed into ideology, i.e. a system of beliefs that ultimately

serves the interests of the ruling elite and has a definite apologetic aim – to justify the existing

social arrangements and foster the required unanimity of opinions in the society. Liberal arts

students and anyone pursuing philosophical studies are taught that the true philosophy is

philosophy of science, while philosophy per se does not deserve serious attention because

such philosophy is a relic of the past.

Objective: The article aims to reveal the causes of the decline of philosophy, to reclaim the

status and meaning of true philosophy, and to forecast its perspective development in the

modern world. To meet these objectives the authors make use of the analytical, historical,

cultural, comparative and hermeneutical methods of research.

Results: The article gives substantial evidence to the fact that the inability of modern

philosophy to address urgent political, social, etc. issues in Russia is the result of its deliberate

three-stage transformation into ideology throughout the 20th century.

It is demonstrated that the philosophy of culture is the modern way of philosophizing and the

true philosophy of our time.
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The article highlights some unresolved issues connected with this approach: the essence of

culture; the principles, laws and the purpose of cultural development; the correlation between

culture and life.

The article also argues that the ultimate goal of unraveling the meaning of modern philosophy

is to go from the philosophy “about something” to the philosophy of the person generated by

his/her independent thought. This kind of further development is only possible in the situation

of academic freedom and the person’s independence in finding and absorbing knowledge.

Conclusion: The contribution of this study to the contemporary philosophical discourse is

threefold: firstly, it demonstrates that the role and status of modern philosophy are different

from and surpass those of narrower fields of knowledge; secondly, it defines modern

philosophy as the philosophy of culture; thirdly, it envisions the future of modern philosophy

as the philosophy generated by the person capable of independent thinking.

This study can be applied to interpreting and evaluating current and past social issues from a

cultural and philosophical standpoint.

Key words: philosophy, true philosophy, modern philosophy, culture, philosophy of culture.

INTRODUCTION

The issue of the status of philosophy is certainly not new – it is as old as philosophy itself.

And yet, every philosopher comes to a point in his work when he faces the question, “What is

true philosophy and what is its role in the modern world?” Attempts have been made to find a

conclusive answer to this question, with interesting results. For example, the contemporary

Russian philosopher V.A. Lektorsky in his book “Philosophy, cognition, culture” proposes

that philosophy, as a way of understanding the world and man, examining culture and its

foundations, at the same time establishes a link between the three worlds in which the person

lives – the ordinary real-life world, the world of subjective experiences and the specialized

world of science. By identifying and clarifying the relationship between these three worlds,

philosophy simultaneously formulates (should formulate!) some ideal, some program of

action of man and society as a whole: "... philosophy is an important regulatory component

that defines the future state and designs cultural and human reality" (Lektorsky, 2012). This

idea is very important for today's Russia and its intellectual elite, whose members still cannot

clearly say what sort of society we want to build (Nikiforov, 2013).

Another prominent Russian philosopher, V.M. Mezhuev, highlighted the issue of the crisis of

traditional paradigms of research. He emphasized the idea that modern philosophy needs a

new identity, certain methodological adjustments, including a synthesis of rational, spiritual
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and holistic vision of the world, an integration of cognitive and axiological resources

(Mezhuev, 2011).

The current turbulent political, economic, social and educational issues urgently call for a

philosophical interpretation, but can it be provided by modern philosophy? Annual events,

e.g., Association of the Scientific Study of Consciousness conference in Buenos Aires, have

raised this issue (Goldhill, 2016). Philosophers have actively commented on how the role of

philosophy has been limited to providing work for squads of university professors, many of

whom certainly understand that what they teach is not philosophy but a prescribed set of

concepts, judgements and estimates. Below are some of the most recent opinions expressed

by philosophers of considerable renown on their blogs and other social media.

“Philosophers today exist in the Academy, as members of departments of philosophy in

universities, as professional teachers of a more or less theoretical subject known as

philosophy” (Barrett, 1958). “Philosophers often risk their professional reputations when they

appear on television or write for newspapers or magazines… Philosophers talk only to their

own kind and not even to all philosophers” (Sinnott-Armstrong, 2015).   “Philosophy is

relevant in ways that do not serve the interests of those in power” (Wilkins, 2011). “A great

deal of philosophy doesn’t really deserve much of a place of the world. Philosophy in some

quarters has become self-indulgent, clever play in a vacuum that’s not dealing with problems

of any intrinsic interest” (Dennett, 2016).

On the other hand, Massimo Pigliucci, a biologist and philosopher at the City University of

New York, is more optimistic in his assessment of the role and status of philosophy in the

modern world. Contrary to a wide-spread belief that “philosophy is a useless enterprise” he

claims that “there is more active, vigorous, interesting, and intellectually respectable

philosophy to be explored” (Pigliucci, 2014).

In an attempt to answer the aforementioned question about the nature of true philosophy, as

well as to reveal the causes, mechanisms and outcomes of philosophy losing its relevance in

the modern world, it is helpful to 1) follow the changes of philosophical thought throughout

history; 2) discover the status and meaning of modern philosophy; 3) outline a perspective

direction of development of modern philosophy.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The methods employed to pursue these objectives are as follows: analytical, historical,

cultural, comparative and hermeneutical. The analytical method enables the researcher to

achieve definite answers in response to certain questions; the historical method allows
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accounting for the development of the issue from the past to the present in a coherent and

evidence-based way; the cultural method is used to gain insights into the way philosophy

interacts with culture, and to reveal the implications of such interaction; the comparative

method aims to make comparisons between the ways philosophical thought in Russia and in

the West has influenced, and been influenced by, modern politics, social trends and other

factors; the hermeneutical method is used to interpret works of modern and contemporary

philosophers and other texts relevant to the issues studied.

RESULTS

The research has led to a number of conclusions:

1) The inability of modern philosophy to address urgent political, social, etc. issues in Russia

is the result of its deliberate three-stage transformation into ideology throughout the 20th

century.

2) Modern philosophy, both in Russia and abroad, cannot be narrowed down to history and

philosophy of science, because issues of human existence (i.e. Being) lie beyond the scope of

science. Modern philosophy is the philosophy of culture.

3) The ultimate goal of unraveling the meaning of modern philosophy is to go from the

philosophy “about something” to the philosophy of the person generated by his/her

independent thought. This kind of further development is only possible in the situation of

academic freedom and the person’s independence in finding and absorbing knowledge.

DISCUSSION

A historical overview of the three-stage “suppression of philosophy” in Russia and its impact

on education

In April 1987 the Philosophical Community Meeting was held to consider such issues as the

relationship between philosophy and real life, situation in which Soviet philosophy was at the

moment, its status, problems and measures to solve them. In response to a question of an

anonymous questionnaire, "How to ensure connection between philosophy and the real life?"

one of the Meeting participants wrote, "First of all, both philosophy and life should exist"

(Voprosy, 1987).  Among the answers there were a lot of other fine judgements and critical

comments; some of them, certainly, brought up vital problems. However, hardly anybody

understood at that time that it would entail strategic changes in attitude to philosophy and that

the philosophy itself in the form known to most of the Meeting participants would soon

disappear. It is likely that the Meeting was summoned for the sole purpose of convincing the
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general public (as well as the Meeting participants) of irrelevance of the contemporary

philosophy.

When the Marxist-Leninist philosophy ceased to be an obligatory university course in Russian

universities, it was promptly replaced with numerous manuals and textbooks that retold the

basics of the same philosophy in a "new way" or focused on details of lives of certain

philosophers and authors' views on some important, in their opinion, issues. Lately even that –

post-Soviet – philosophy has been actively eliminated: it has been excluded from the list of

compulsory courses; the number of academic hours allocated for philosophy courses is

reduced; and the respective qualifying examination for the Candidate degree has been

abolished. It is a recurrence of what has happened repeatedly throughout the history of

national education. Vanchugov (1994) wrote, "Harmfulness of philosophy is a stable

ideological myth among Russian officials, and their fear of philosophy could compete only

with the fear of typhoid fever that had regularly visited Russia".

The official attitude to philosophy was expressed in a well-known saying of the middle of the

XIX century, "The benefit of philosophy is not proven, but the harm associated with it is quite

possible." It is known that at that time teaching of philosophy at universities was reduced to

courses in logic and psychology. They were read by professors of theology, not secular

philosophers, under the programs prepared and approved by the department of religious

affairs. In fact, the ideas totally excluded from them belonged to the classics of German

philosophy and positivists, and they had already become relatively well-known by that time in

Russia.

It happened again 70-80 years later. However, as it often happens in our homeland, the

scenario was exactly the opposite. The Russian religious philosophy that had greatly

developed by that time was banished, giving way to hastily trained secular philosophers who

could teach the science about "the universal laws of development of nature, society, and

thought". It was not difficult to teach the science, but one could only call it philosophy in the

most general sense, i.e. in the context of a general schematic approach. The philosophers

themselves clearly understood it. They expressed their doubts about the official concept of

philosophy through an exaggerated interest in the issues of the cognitive theory and history

and philosophy of science.

In the 1970-80s the most popular ideas were associated with the names of Quine, Kuhn,

Lakatos, Popper, Feyerabend and others. The essence and the idea of philosophy narrowed

down to one of three – actually philosophical, according to Kant, – questions: What can I

know? However, neither Russian nor above-listed foreign authors were pioneers in such
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narrowing of the research scope and substitution of philosophy with science, including

cognitive theory. The positivists had done the same long before them. They are known to

have considered philosophy to be just an "ignoramus" in comparison with the positive

science. Here is how Bogdanov (1986) expounded the idea about a century ago, "Of course,

any (italics mine – V.P.) philosophy is an expression of weakness and fragmentation of

knowledge, a deficiency of scientific development; it is an attempt to provide a unified picture

of being, filling in the gaps in scientific experience with speculations; therefore philosophy

will be eliminated... by the monism of science".

However, Karl R. Popper, who considered himself to be in opposition to positivism, also

wrote in his small essay "How I See Philosophy", "I consider the issues of the cognitive

theory to be the core of both common-sense, non-critical philosophical ideas and academic

philosophy" (Popper, 1991). In the last quarter of the XX century, this attitude, which for

some reason is not considered to be positivist, was shared not only by influential Russian

philosophers but also by natural scientists.   They considered it to be more realistic and

scientific than the annoying official concept of philosophy. It was absurd and unethical to

deny philosophy in general, but it had to be a science. However, they essentially had nothing

to say about philosophy as a science, except what had already been said by Hegel or stated in

the Marxist-Leninist doctrine and positivist concepts, so it had to be the philosophy of

science. By the beginning of the XXI century, this attitude had also been firmly established in

the educational policy of Russia.

Secret doubts about the official concept of philosophy were apparent among Russian

philosophers as early as the 1970s. An "epistemological turn" started at the same time. Those

doubts and that turn finally, thirty years later, resulted in another "suppression of philosophy"

in Russia (Yakhot, 1991). It is the third suppression of philosophy in our history. Of course, it

is not as blatant as in the middle of the XIX century and in the 1920-30s: the Russian officials

have definitely learned something. The Soviet philosophers also learned a lot. At that time

they could not, of course, openly oppose the official concept of philosophy as a science.

However, they shifted their priorities and narrowed the object of their research, replacing it

with the philosophy of science. In other words, the latest suppression of philosophy in Russia

was mainly prepared by philosophers themselves.

The three suppressions make a consistent pattern. Actually, as a result of each of them

philosophy was again transformed into ideology, i.e. a system of beliefs that ultimately serves

the interests of the ruling elite and has a definite apologetic aim – to justify the existing social

arrangements and foster the required unanimity of opinions in the society. Time differences
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do not matter in this regard. Philosophy, as any other system of beliefs sanctioned by the

authorities and approved in education, in any epoch becomes an ideology. Nowadays, the

process has become so obvious that some theorists have been able to speak about the

appearance of a new social structure: the international ideocracy (Lukin, 2016). Russian

religious philosophy had played the role of ideology since the middle of the XIX century and

was replaced by the Marxist-Leninist philosophy in the 1920-30s. The beginning of the XXI

century in Russia was marked by formation of a new ideology – the history and philosophy

(methodology) of science.

The new ideology is actually a converted form of science – its phantom, apparition –

apparently speculating on the respect for science, which is still preserved in the society. On

the other hand, this ideology is another attempt to turn philosophy into a science, presented as

an effort to bring up philosophy from its "ignoramus" state. Keeping the term "philosophy",

supposedly out of respect for it, does not change anything in fact. It is actually suppression of

philosophy. As a matter of fact, the content of the philosophy of science is confined to its

object, so there is neither science nor philosophy in the proper sense in this new ideology,

which does not reduce its value. First, the ideology does not need any scientific or philosophic

properties, as it easily takes the form of both science and philosophy. Fragments of both of

them are skilfully used in the ideology to achieve the above-mentioned goal – to foster single-

mindedness among many individuals. Second, the philosophy of science is a new ideology

with all properties of the information society epoch. Third, it can therefore be easily

integrated in the education of almost any profile, disguised as contemporary philosophy. This

automatically eliminates any difficulties experienced by philosophy teachers while presenting

totally outdated information.

Thus, the contemporary liberal arts education serves to foster the following view among

students: the true philosophy is philosophy of science, while philosophy per se does not

deserve serious attention because such philosophy is a relic of the past.

The estrangement of philosophy from itself in Western philosophical discourse

In the West, the theme of the "death of philosophy" has been seriously discussed since the

middle of the last century. Oizerman (1979) wrote about it, "Modern bourgeois philosophy

does not evolve from myth to reason, but rather from reason to mythology. And the bourgeois

concept of the death of philosophy, despite the fact that it reflects quite definite facts, is a

myth that is clearly refuted by the creative development of dialectical materialism”.
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The fate of the "creative development" is well known: dialectical materialism already looked

frozen in the decisions of the latest Congresses of the CPSU. Still this only partly confirms

the correctness of the "bourgeois concept of the death of philosophy". Doubts that dialectical

materialism is true philosophy could be heard even in the days of its triumph. Now that its

triumph is in the past, it has become apparent that it is really not a true philosophy. At the

same time, it is undeniable that there were philosophical, quite reasonable and critical ideas in

dialectical materialism, and they were developed by Soviet philosophers without regard to the

triumph of ideology. It was a triumph of the concept (the system) that had been set forth by

the ideological leaders and was later approved as a true philosophy. Over time it took the

form of mythology, i.e. knowledge based on tradition and faith. In due course dialectical

materialism suffered the same fate as any other mythology.

Lukach (2005) pointed out that the “revaluation of values” has been going on for too long and

interpreted it as a sure sign of philosophy “getting lost”. Krasikov (2013) defined the ways

philosophy reacted to the explosion of ideological, technological, economic, social and

political transformations: it turned to methodologies of specific fields of study, or explored

highly abstract matters, or chose mass-oriented Socratic philosophizing and moral reflection,

completely losing its original universal and comprehensive nature.

However, it does not mean that the very idea of philosophy should suffer the same fate. It is

all about finding an adequate form of its presentation and teaching – the form that would not

make philosophy a servant of theology, politics or science. Search for such form has been

carried out throughout the history of philosophy. Hegel, for example, wrote in one of his

letters on teaching philosophy at universities, "The particular sort of embarrassment presently

observed in the teaching of philosophy surely has its source in the new direction this science

has taken, giving rise to the current situation in which its former scientific development and

the special sciences into which its subject matter was divided have become more or less

antiquated in form and content. Yet the idea of philosophy (italics mine – V.P.) which has

taken their place still finds itself without scientific development, and the subject matter of the

special sciences has been transformed and integrated with this new idea only incompletely or

not at all" (a. Hegel, 1970). Hegel was worried both about the form of teaching philosophy

and a real possibility of dissolution of its ideas in sciences, "...I simply wish to indicate the

following singular phenomenon: a philosopher, like anyone else, treats within one and the

same science [philosophy] a few more or less or otherwise diverse sciences" (d. Hegel, 1970).

Hegel did not agree with a trend, prevalent in his time, to present philosophy as the sum of

superficial knowledge acquired about different sciences. However, by bringing his teachings
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to a system he also gave cause for failing to see that there was something extra-scientific in

philosophy, something beyond understanding by any science, but as significant as the

scientific knowledge, and, maybe, even more important for the mankind than all sciences

taken together. At the same time, Hegel understood that, apart from the systematized

philosophical knowledge, there is another – real – philosophy.

In 1805-1806, when Hegel was preparing materials for his lectures in Jena, he named the

course "Jena Realphilosophie". The work set out (in the form of a system, of course) his entire

philosophy (Hegel, 1969), parts of which were later presented in other papers. Hegel

considered philosophic knowledge to be restored spontaneity – a sensuous consciousness

divided between nature and self-recognition. Hegel wrote about philosophy that became

estranged from itself, coming back "to its beginning, to the immediate consciousness that is

divided" (c. Hegel, 1970).  Moreover, in one of the notes to his text he emphasized, "Activity

is extinguished in the product" (b. Hegel, 1970). The product of Hegel himself – his system –

suffered that fate, because the philosophical knowledge, when brought to a system and

existing as only a text alienated from the philosophizing mind, continues functioning under

the laws of another – non-philosophical – genre.

Philosophy of culture as the modern way of philosophizing

Does the idea that philosophy as a system is alienated from the philosophising mind mean that

the philosophy presented as a system is not philosophy anymore? We believe it does.

Contrary to popular perception, we can definitely state that a system does not reflect well on

philosophy. Any system in philosophy is a myth – a convenient simulacrum, not so much

reflecting the truth as concealing it. Systemization is essential for the purposes of

philosophical propaedeutic. However, any system excludes the idea of human existence, and

philosophy is born with the doubt about such existence. This doubt is resolved through

demythologization of the mind, which is actually the meaning of philosophizing. Philosophy

is opposition of the idea to the system of its presentation.

Science is definitely worth philosophizing, but it does not mean that philosophy of science is

the true philosophy. Staying within scientific frames, we would not be able to understand a lot

of things: the meaning and purpose of human relationships and a human being's life, specifics

of the human inner world, a human being's role in culture and role of culture itself and

scientific knowledge in general.

Of course, today's science has long ceased to be classical science of former times. Today,

according to Prigogine (1989), "the world we see outside us and the world we see within are



Viktor I. Polishchuk et al. J Fundam Appl Sci. 2017, 9(1S), 742-755 751

converging. This convergence of two worlds is perhaps one of the important cultural events of

our age".  In other words, science is close to dealing with matters that have long been

considered to be purely philosophical, i.e. it doubts its own self-sufficiency. There is a certain

pattern in this transformation: once a spin-off from philosophy, the science will inevitably

"spin in". It will have to answer the question why its picture of the world is ultimately

consistent with the human being, deal with the Being dependence on the human existence and

explain why the human being is so alone in the universe.

These are issues that cannot be considered only within philosophy of science, as they are

obviously related to culture. Therefore, philosophy of culture should be the modern way of

philosophizing and the true philosophy of our time. There are a lot of problems with this

concept. In spite of the fact that the notion of philosophy of culture has already existed for

over two centuries, it is still a collection of sayings and schematic representations of culture.

Definition of the essence of culture is still an open issue, as well as the mechanism of its self-

generation, i.e. the ability to create itself, which is an undeniable prerogative of the spirit.

Another important issue is related to the laws of culture development, which, apparently,

cannot be fundamentally different than those formulated by Hegel in his dialectic (Larin,

2011). In the context of such laws we have to consider another issue: correlation between

culture and life. These two spheres of being are not equal, and they painfully –for life –

correlate to each other (Gurevich, 2013).

We also can't but raise an issue of inherent prevalence of the demiurgic principle in culture,

which represses its sacral principle. The word "culture" itself is associated above all with the

idea of something created, cultivated and processed rather than with the concepts of respect,

esteem and love. That could be reason for the natural transformation of culture into

civilization. Finally, the question about the meaning and purpose of human cultural

development is not resolved – people instead are focused on the significance and results of

their development. It seems both the meaning and purpose are determined by the culture

itself. No wonder that the human being's picture of the world is essentially a picture of

culture. It cannot be otherwise because people today, as a rule, cannot imagine themselves

outside culture (Polishchuk, 2006).

We can assume that philosophy of culture will be the last philosophy "of something". The

idea of the philosophy is education and culture as a kind of being, created by its carrier and

therefore defining the entire originality of the species Homo sapiens. Its logical replacement

could be philosophy of a human being with the respective idea. We want to emphasize: it

would not be philosophy about a person but philosophy of the person generated by his/her
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independent thought. We need some "minor things" to achieve it: university autonomy, or

"academic freedom" (Mamardashvili, 1996), and real education instead of standard training.

The training results in qualification, i.e. usefulness of a person for culture. The education, on

the contrary, ensures culture usefulness for the person, as it gives him/her the ability to be

independent in finding and absorbing new knowledge, without identifying their beliefs with

that knowledge. It is necessary that people studied for their own sake, not for the sake of

culture. It is a pre-condition for the new philosophy of a human being. If only human beings

would not be "extinguished" earlier in their product, i.e. in culture.

CONCLUSION

The role and status of modern philosophy have been a topic of numerous discussions both in

recent scientific papers and on social media. Philosophers and scientists obviously feel the

need for a philosophical interpretation of the ongoing crisis, the abrupt changes to habitual

ways of life and patterns of thought and behavior experienced by people in different parts of

the world. This article argues, however, that the modern philosophical thought is hardly

adequate to meet this need.

An important cause of such a decline of philosophy is seen in the fact that throughout the 20th

century philosophical thought, both in the West and in Russia, has undergone a number of

major reconsiderations, with controversial outcomes.

This article demonstrates that the deliberate process of transforming philosophy into ideology

had three distinct stages in Russia. The first stage started in the middle of the XIX century

when teaching of philosophy at universities was reduced to courses in logic and psychology.

The second stage took place when the Marxist-Leninist philosophy was forcefully inculcated

in the 1920-30s. The third stage was marked by another shift in priorities and a narrowing of

scope at the beginning of the XXI century. It saw a replacing of philosophy per se with the

philosophy of science.

As a result of the three “suppressions of philosophy” a system of beliefs has emerged, that

ultimately serves the interests of the ruling elite and has a definite apologetic aim – to justify

the existing social arrangements and foster the required unanimity of opinions in the society.

Liberal arts students and anyone pursuing philosophical studies are taught that the true

philosophy is philosophy of science, while philosophy per se does not deserve serious

attention because such philosophy is a relic of the past.

On the strength of the fact that there are many cultural issues that need philosophical

consideration, but are beyond the scope of science, the authors conclude that the philosophy
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of culture is the modern way of philosophizing and the true philosophy of our time. The

article highlights some unresolved issues connected with this approach: the essence of culture;

the principles, laws and the purpose of cultural development; the correlation between culture

and life.

The article also argues that the ultimate goal of unraveling the meaning of modern philosophy

is to go from the philosophy “about something” to the philosophy of the person generated by

his/her independent thought. This kind of further development is only possible in the situation

of academic freedom and the person’s independence in finding and absorbing knowledge.

The contribution of this study to the contemporary philosophical discourse is threefold:

firstly, it demonstrates that the role and status of modern philosophy are different from and

surpass those of narrower fields of knowledge; secondly, it defines modern philosophy as the

philosophy of culture; thirdly, it envisions the future of modern philosophy as the philosophy

generated by the person capable of independent thinking.

This study can be applied to interpreting and evaluating current and past social issues from a

cultural and philosophical standpoint.
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