WOZU NOCH PHILOSOPHIE?

Philosophy, as never before, is faced today with a necessity to
Justify itself. The very existence of this kind of knowledge (especially
in the field of education!) turns to be problematic due to new epis-
temological constellations on the one hand and new social-eco-
nomical realities on the other hand. Are there arguments which
could ensure philosophy a place in society?

Qurocogpus, Kak HUK020a paHee, CMOAKHYAACH Ce200HS C He-
0b6x00umocmvio camoonpasioanus. Camo CyuecmsoBanue 3mo2o
muna 3Hanus (0cobeHHO B chepe 0bpaszoBanus!) okasviBaemcs
NPOOLEMAMUHHBIM B CUAY HOBBIX INUCHIEMOIOZUHECKUX KOH-
CMeAASYULL, ¢ 00HOL CHIOPOHDL, U HOBBIX COUUAALHO-IKOHOMUHE-
ckux peaiutl — ¢ opyzoui. Ecmv au apeymenmul, komopuie MoeAu
OvL eapaHmupoBamv Mecmo purocopuu 8 obusecmse?

Barsuuyin AKy0osiu, berapycKi MbiCASIp

Ha mavatax mput yvimampe y sikacui smirpada.

[Mitap Caorappank: «fIna (cydacHas ¢iaacodis. — B. A.)
marapkaelija: yce BsIAIKisS ToaMbl OBIAI CIPSC XiTPBIKaMi ABI
naynpayaail. IIpbIyKpacHblis, aae MapHbIsl TapbIBAaHHI MBICAEHHSI:
bor, YHiBepcym, Taopbsis, [TpakTsika, Cy6'ext, A6’exT, Lleaa, Ayx,
CaHc, HimTo — ycsro rarara HAMa. YCé raTa aAHO CAOVKi AAS
napAeTkay, mpagaHay, KAepbiKaAay Abl calibléAaray».

Pobept Popui: «Hsma Hi Bora, Hi xoup sikoii-HEOYA3D CYT-
HACLIi, YBOTYA€ HIYOra, TO OBIAO O BBIIISI 32 KAHCEHCYHC CBa-
OOAHBIX AIOA3EI».

Kak Aspbipa: «Kaai s1 i xauy apHaBiup y @paHiipli HABy4aHHe
¢diracodii K IHCTBITYT, ABIK A3€AsT BbIKAaAaHHs MeTadisiki. S
Bepalo, mTo Metadiszika HaMm naTrpaOHasi, s HIKOAL He Kasay, 1ITo
sie BapTa BBIKIHYLIb Y KOIIBIK AASI CMELILS».

TpaHCLIPHASHTHAS NepCIeKThIBA, AKas IITO HallMeHell ABall-
LaUb ISI0b CTAarOAA3SY NpaBaKaBaAa eyparericKara yaAaBeka Ha
nowyk ICLiHBI i ThIM CaMbIM He3ayBa’kHa KipaBaAa SAr0 IUTOA-
3€HHBIM JKbILLIEM, LiAATaM MAIIPIAHATA CTalOAA3S 3aMTAiAaca Aa
HeBipaai. Taabl i sracai anourHist 30pki MeTadisiuHai 1pIBiAi3arbii
i Ha ge Mecua 3acTymiAa TOXHaAariyHas LbIBiAizaipis. A Ha MecLia
MeTadisiuHara yaAaBexa, sIKi OOAEN YrAsiAaycsi Y HeOa, YbIM Iap,
HOT1, 3aCTyMNiy TOXHAKPAaTBIYHbI YaAaBeK. AAs Aro Heba y>KO He
ABICKYPC TPAHCLIDHADHTHArA, a AAPOra AASL caMaAéTay.

['5ThIM, K AASI QHKETHI 30BITKOBA AIPBIYHBIM MAca)kaM, s Xady
CKa3allb TOAbKi aAHO: T9XHAKpaTblYHAMY YaAaBeKYy, SIKi 3BA3Bae COHC
1 TAE€H CBalro iCHaBaHHA AAHO 3 KOABKACLIO i SKACLI0 IPbIYAALI-
yaHara «TaxHa», ¢pisacodis marpsbHasi He OOAeil, YbIM KOKQH Ma-
TBIAIO, 3 IKOTA éH Y KO BblAelley. 3PALITHI, SIK i TPAADILIBIIHBI YHiBEp-
ciTaT, sKi CBaiM maycraBaHHeM i pa3BoeM IepapyciM abaBs3aHbI
dbiracodii.
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3 rarara appasy pasioMe.

®diracodist IK IHCTBITYT He Mae HisIKail [IepCIeKThIBBL. «ABICLBINAI-
HapHbisi» diaocadpr OyAyupb i Hapaseir (00 y>Ko AayHO mapoOHae
MPaKTBIKYIOLb) IepapyliBalb y OOK Taro, ITO YacaM HasbIBAaIOLb
«CAUBISIABHBIM MbICA€HHEM» (AQ TIPBIKAQAY — Y LJAAKaM CTAHOYYbIM
caHce — kHira Boabri lllnapari ITo6ymoeHue noiumuxeckori musHu:
Scce 0 purocopuu nyoAUMHOCHU), i IPOCTA CBIXOA3ILb XOLb KYABDI,
A3e sIr4ys 3anarpabaBaHae YMeAbCTBA aHAAITHIKI aapb0 padaekcii. I
VKO HIIITO He cTpbIMae paciap disacodii K iHCTHITYTa, HE3aAEXKHA
aA Taro, KOABKI f1I4s yacy siHa ¢apMaAbHa IpaTpbIMaelia y rarain
dixupIi.

@iaacodis sk criocab MbICAEHHS YC€ GOABILI IPYHTOYHA aTabapBa-
elja ¥ 3CTaThIUHBIX ABICKYpcax. Halnepin y AiTapaTypel. YaacHa mac-
Taukas AiTaparypa Kipye y 60Kk «HOH-}iKimaH» (carnpayaHail ricTopsii), a
diracodisi — y 6ok MacTaukai (HaMbICA€Hal) AiTapaTypsl. | sHO BeIrAsiAae
LJaAKaM HaTypaAbHa, KaAl MblI ITaTrOA3iMCsl, IIITO Y «HEAAPa3BiThIsI» IOXIi
(P. Popui) diracodis 6piaa ToabKi npsrykpacHait ¢anrtasisi (IT. Cao-
TAPAANK) Ha TAHMY TpaHCLPHASHTHara. Kaai rara campayabl Tak, AbIK
Tapbl diracodii camae mecua ¥ MacTaiikan (HaMbICA€HAl) AiTapaTypsi,
AAHO IITO CAOVHIK Tpaba nepanpacdiasiBaip. 3pa1uThl, IITHI IIPALAC VKO
aAayHO mavaycsi: Mysiab, Bopxec, Miaaui, KyHaspa, Yaab0sK, Hamr ba-
6xoy... llITo mpayaa, AbIK i TYyT diracodii sik diracodii HaMa AimiHe Ha
IITO CIaA3siBallia, 00 sHA CTAHOBILILIAa AAHO AAAATKaM Ad AiTaparyphl,
sKas, Ad Taro X, caMa He Mae acabAiBbIX NepCleKTbIBAy 3acTaiia y
CBaiM CaMaAaCTaTKOBBIM i BBICOKIM 3HAYSHHI.

diaacodis yxo sk yaacHa ¢disacodisi marypiMa makppice BEpHeLLa
y cBalo AQIHCTBITYLbISTHAABHYIO APy, Y Mapy aHTBIUHBIX «AiLIDSY» AbI
«aKaAdMisTy», SIK iHABIBIAYaABHBIX NPAKThIKAY 3aaHra’kaBaHbIX Y ¢ira-
codilo acobay. ITepaBaxkHa rata OyAYLb «IIKOABD» HAaTYPaAbHBIX (aA
IIPBIPOABI) «AI0OAMyApay», fAKis 3HOMAYLb cabe yiexy y apXaiuHbIX
ABICKYpCaX Y)XO aApllpaiiaBayiuail cBaé ¢iaacodii. Aae st 6 aakam He
BBIKAIOYAY, LITO HEA3€e TaM, y IHTOAEKTyaAbHbIX 3a0aBax amaHTaHbIX
amarapay MosKa aAOblILLa IPBIHLIBIIOBHI 3pYX Y piaacodckiM MbicaeHH]
(mpayaa, makyab 3yciM He 3pasyMmeAa ¥ sKi OOK i, Haiimepu, A3eAst Karo,
60 Taro yaaaBeka, sIkOMy Oblaa maTpadHas diracodis, yxo HiaMa i, 3pa-
e1ia, boaeit He Oya3e).

I amomnsie. lJaakam MardyeiMa, mTo cy4dacHas Oeaapyckasi ¢iaa-
codis, sixas maybiHasacs 3 padaekcii Hap Beaapyccio, Tak €ro i 3akaH-
uyena. I'ata 3HaubIlb, sTHA Y>KO He macmee chapmaBaia ¥ disacodiio
K iHCThITYT. LITO 3yciM He apMayasie 3'ssjAeHHsT ¥ Hac (rapbl § pabl)
diracodckix «AiLpsy» y TBIM CaHCE, Tpa sIKi 3rapBaAacs BBIIAI i mpa
sIKi Kkazay Aspbipaa, Kaai abapaHsay MeTadisiky.

Anatoli Mikhailov, Professor of Philosophy, Rector the European
Humanities University (Vilnius, Lithuania)

Our attempts to reflect upon the future of philosophy in the uni-
versity are inevitably confronted with the issue of our perception of the
nature of philosophical thinking.
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This question is not new and it has been accompanying the philo-
sophical tradition from its very beginning. However, during the twen-
tieth century the authority of philosophy has been particularly under-
mined and questioned in the atmosphere of the unprecedented crisis of
basic values of Western civilization.

Unfortunately, too often reactive attempts of philosophy to secure
its legitimacy vis-a-vis these challenges have brought opposite results.
Without being able to learn proper lessons from the positivistic and
other critique of its previous ambitions, philosophy has tried to make
itself useful in pragmatic terms while dispensing recommendations
and advice on all possible matters. This desire for self-protection
undoubtedly stems from a certain inferiority complex of philosophy
when it is confronted with impressive advancements of science and
tries to demonstrate comparable achievements. At the same time,
such positioning of philosophy ignores the fact that its very knowl-
edge does not consist of fixed content but is prima facie critical to-
ward itself.

While presently philosophy as a discipline at the university’s cur-
riculum becomes marginalized, a number of universities still produce a
great quantity of «professional philosophers» with no clear indication of
the prospective of their employability.

In this context, the question formulated by Gianni Vattimo in his re-
cently translated book The Respounsibility of the Philosopher (New York:
Columbia University Press 2010) becomes of particular importance:
«Sometimes I wonder if I'm a parasite, and it isn’t just an ironic pose — I
mean, the question comes to my mind: how long will the government
continue to pay salaries of philosophy professors? Philosophy certainly
isn’t a “natural” profession».

It would be very unproductive and even dangerous for philosophy —
which is traditionally regarded as the most profound and articulated
way of thinking — to ignore this situation and to continue its existence
in the same undisturbed manner, pretending to preserve its authority
within academic community and for public at large.

Being paralyzed by the frozen generalities of its terminology, re-
maining immune to the impulses from a growing revolt in art and lit-
erature against basic assumptions and fixed language, ignoring the dra-
matic upheavals of the surrounding world, philosophy needs to critically
abandon its presupposed confidence in transparency of being adequately
articulated in thought.

If the essence of human activity is constantly connected with its
readiness to make a new beginning, instead of remaining within the
limits of a predetermined path of routine thinking and action, the pos-
sible future of philosophy at the university remains predominately in its
own hands. It is connected to its ability to demonstrate much needed
creativity and to avoid its tendency to become epigenous. In this con-
text, teaching philosophy becomes a very serious preoccupation with
breaking away from fixed knowledge within the framework of what it is
still pretending to be called the philosophy.

EHOPOS Ne1.2012 11



This means that even «philosophizing», which traditionally is re-
garded as the most profound and articulated way of thinking, may not
only prevent us from thinking but can also create an illusion of involve-
ment and imitation of thinking.

In his well-known book What is Called Thinking, M. Heidegger ex-
presses his concern regarding the predominant forms of involvement in
philosophy: «But even if we have devoted many years to the intensive
study of the treaties and writings of the great thinkers, that fact is still no
guarantee that we are ourselves are thinking, or even are ready to learn
thinking. On the contrary — preoccupation with philosophy more than
anything else (my emphasis — A. M.) gives us stubborn illusion that we
are thinking because we are incessantly “philosophizing”».

It is evident that such existential thinking is particularly needed in
those rare moments when «things fall apart and the centre cannot hold».
In present circumstances it is not just the care of philosophy about its
own destiny of retaining its position at the university. It is much more
about the necessity of availability of courage and bravery needed to over-
come dominating clichés of words and deeds and to reveal its power of
creativity to the present troubled world.

Martha C. Nussbaum, Ernst Freund Distinguished Service Professor,
Department of Philosophy and Law School, The University of Chicago

Philosophy cultivates abilities that are essential if democracy is to
survive and remain healthy. We know from psychological research that
people have an alarming tendency to defer to authority and peer pressure.
These tendencies threaten to turn democratic debate into submissive par-
tisanship, a change that has often undermined democracies in the past. To
prevent this degeneration, we need to cultivate cultures of what Socrates
called «the examined life»: of rigorous, probing, and respectful argument,
in which all participants genuinely reflect and deliberate about the most
important social and political issues. Philosophy supplies training for gen-
uine deliberative argument about society, as well as acquainting students
with major theories of social justice, non-discrimination, religious liberty,
and other matters of urgent importance to democracy.

James Elkins, PhD in Art History, Chadbourne Chair in the Depart-
ment of Art History, Theory, and Criticism, School of the Art Institute of
Chicago

Wozu noch Philosophie? For me the answer to this question is clear,
and it is not related to Adorno’s concern, out of Feuerbach and Marx,
regarding philosophy’s relation to capitalism. Nor is it the answer of De-
leuze’s What is Philosophy?, with its interest in constructing non-tran-
scendental, non-dialectic concepts. Nor is it Frangois Laruelle’s answer,
with his critique of Deleuze and Derrida on difference and philosophic
argument. Nor Bruno Latour’s answer, with his interest in rethinking
critique by a revision of the nature of things and objects.

Given the wonderfully compressed format of this invitation (to
respond in «a paragraph or two»), here is how I think about Adorno’s
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question. Philosophy is necessary now because only recently has it be-
come apparent that philosophy has not found a way to think images.
And by that I mean, in the most compressed form! that philosophic
discourse thinks about images (about their semiotic, subsemiotic, and
suprasemiotic traits, their traces, marks and surfaces, their syntax and
grammar), after images (their affective residue, their effects and actions
in the world, their power, their apparent intentionality, their imputed
animism), into images (their nonconceptual content, their nonlinguistic,
«purely visual» nature, their ontological difference), up to images (the
phenomenology of the encounter, the plenary presence of the image,
their immersive, absorptive, hypnotic, empathetic properties), around
images (their social, economic, political, and institutional frames), and
through images (to their supposed originals, to the transcendental signi-
fied, the Platonic idea, the object, the semantic referent). In all of this,
the image is the thing addressed. To think images, it is necessary to let
images think: by which I mean, in the simplest possible sense, that im-
ages have to be permitted past the barricades of language and traditional
publishing so that they can colonize our texts, to interrupt our argu-
ments, slow our theories by interposing themselves, particularize our
abstractions, distract us from our relentless pursuit of propositional
logic, present their own intelligent theories, even their own mistaken
or simpleminded or inaccurate interpretations of what we say — so that
they can be our philosophy alongside our philosophy. It seems to me
philosophy has this still before it.
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