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Abstract: 

Nowadays the rhetoric threat to philosophy is that philosophical rhetoric displaces the great philosophical academic tradition as if sophists (representing democracy) triumphed in a dispute with Socrates (representing aristocracy). The so called rhetorical turn in philosophy shifts the interest of metaphysics from the foundations of knowledge to its communicative and pragmatic aspect and therefore is non-fundamentalist. Both the rhetorical threat and rhetorical turn draw our attention to the problem of relationship between philosophy and rhetoric. An important aspect of this relationship is the difference of modalities in philosophic and rhetoric discourse, the apodictic and problematic modalities respectively. We make the study of this aspect dependent upon analysis of transcendental-logical modalities (strong, weak, etc.) that is appropriate when considering other problems in the modern state of culture, which also have political implications. Among them is the problem of subject-object dualism of knowledge i.e. the division of natural science and history. This dualism is a visible correlate of subject-object splitting of both the society and the individual, which Hegel describes as the conflict of “slave” and “master”. Thus, transcendental modalities are relevant in analysis of human crisis. Along with many other things this shows the increasing role of philosophy of science in philosophic research.
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Rhetorical threat to philosophy
The global anthropic crisis has numerous aspects, including the cultural one. There exist pessimistic assessments of current situation in culture and particularly in philosophy. Statements are made that the world philosophy is in decline losing its influence and suffering pressure from philosophical rhetoric. In public opinion philosophy is erroneously not divided from rhetoric. A consequence of this passion for rhetoric is falling of great philosophical academic tradition into oblivion.
This tradition was shaped mostly by Plato. Academic philosophy is in conflict with sophist’s rhetoric’s from its very beginning as indicated in Plato’s dialogues. Socrates was an implacable ideological opponent of sophists; he blamed them for the moral degradation of Athens, which was a death threat the polis. He opposed the philosophers and sophists as per their goals in dispute or “discourse”. Philosophers are anxious to find the saving truth while sophists and rhetoricians seek to win at any cost for their selfish material gain – power or wealth. Socrates saw the destructive results of sophist’s activity benefiting the interests of nouveaux riches –people living for today. The conversations on democracy, freedom and human rights started at those times: sophists needed these talks to undermine the authority of aristocracy – “rule of the best” who understood their responsibility for the generations to come.
Relationship between philosophy and rhetoric is therefore an old problem. It became globalized nowadays. Philosophical rhetoricians should bear their share of responsibility for the possibly fatal moral degradation of mankind. M. Foucault clearly sees the border between philosophy and philosophical rhetoric and honestly puts himself on the rhetoric and sophistry side. To the question: “Who are You with – are You with sophists who advocated plausible knowledge or with philosophers who advocated the truth?” - he answers: “I’m totally on sophists’ side. In my view the sophists are important because they represent the theory and practice of purely strategic speech: we build the conversation and discussions not to get to the truth, but to win” [1]. Foucault also said: “There’s always something ridiculous in philosophical discourse that wants to dictate the law to others from the outside telling them where the truth is and how to find it” [2]. Foucault is mocking at philosophy’s aspiration to the necessary (i.e. apodictic), universal, generally valid truth.
We are not insisting that rhetoric is bad in its nature. It is the purpose of its use that matters. Thus, Socrates looks justified when fighting against sophists with their weapon - rhetorical “discourse”. It is vital to know the difference between philosophy and rhetoric to resist the rhetoric in cases, when it enslaves us and leads to death.
Rhetorical (non-fundamentalist) turning of philosophy and logical modalities
Let’s see how modalities are connected to the above-stated. Philosophers have long been talking of “linguistic turn”, its “communicative” and ”rhetorical” “turn”. All these “turns” mean essentially the same – focus on non-fundamentalist philosophy and displacement of fundamentalist philosophy to periphery. Briefly, the fundamentalist philosophy is traditional (classical) philosophy that seeks the foundations of knowledge and is confident that ideals of the perfect knowledge are attainable, while non-fundamentalist philosophy abandons searching for these foundations and denies the ideal perfectness.
Rhetorical turn in philosophy began in ancient times. As Foucault believes, the idea of power expressed in speech was a crucial idea for sophists. Socrates and all subsequent antique philosophers considered the idea of Logos as central. The idea of Logos was opposed to the idea of power and the idea of speech. This is why - according to Foucault – starting from Plato the gap arises in ancient culture between philosophy and rhetoric. To return to rhetorician origins of philosophy and to “rhetorize” philosophy, it is necessary to destroy the will to truth [1]. 
The turn of philosophy to rhetoric within philosophy was carried out by Aristotle in his “Topics” and “Rhetorics” devoted to plausible knowledge and the logic of argumentation that is not identical to syllogistics. Here a theme of logical modalities appears. As A.P. Ogurtsov claims, “the gap between rhetoric and philosophy is … between the logic of apodictic syllogism and probable (dialectical) knowledge, it is between syllogistic logic and the logic of argumentation. This gap emerged in Aristotle’s times and is not overcome so far” [3].
Thus, to make a distinction between philosophy and rhetoric we should proceed from the difference in two modalities – apodictic and problematic. Traditional philosophy and Kant’s philosophy concentrate on probative, universal and necessary knowledge, i.e. apodictic modality. The communicative turn of philosophy rejects the idea of true scientific knowledge for the sake of affirming its plausibility. It is remarkable that the notion of certainty and the border dividing the certain and the problematic (probable) is subjective. Only “man”, a subject is the measure of certain and problematic, true and plausible. This statement corresponds to “Protagoras thesis”, the value of which cannot be downplayed [4].
Transcendental-logical modalities in the analysis of current state of culture
What is modality? Let’s define it as follows: modality is a subjective way to represent an object. Formal logic is limited to the minimum number of logic modalities, and Aristotle was the first to consider apodictic and problematic modalities and their denials. Kant further developed the doctrine of modalities (adding the third assertotic modality) and essentially used it in “The Critics of Pure Reason”. But the common opinion is that still there is no satisfactory theory of modalities in logic [5]. The formal logical theory of modalities should get its justification in transcendental logic, because this theory cannot be justified by itself.
To justify formal logical modalities, as well as the scientific and philosophic knowledge in general, we take logical functions – conjunction (“and”), disjunction (“or”) and denial, as well as logical values (“true”, “false” and others) as fundamental transcendental-logical modalities. They correspond to the given definition of modality. We can think of the objects from the given set as connected conjunctively (strongly) or by disjunctively (weakly). In the first case all the objects are thought, or represented in my consciousness as equal and actual. In the second case objects are represented as non-equal: some of them are actual but others are only potential. These are different transcendental-logical modalities of thinking two or more objects, the “strong” (conjunctive) and “weak” (disjunctive) modalities respectively.
In case of object denial we continue perceiving the denied object indirectly, at the periphery of mind. The denial becomes a way of thinking one object (the denied one) that can be called a “weak” (denying) transcendental-logical modality and can be distinguished from “strong” (confirming) transcendental-logical modality of thinking the object directly.
The fundamental nature of these transcendental-logical modalities allows to introduce such universal and dual metaphysical (dialectic) categories as matter (content) and form, possibility and reality (the potential and the actual), etc. Moreover, the opposites like “theoretical and practical”, “natural science and history”, “(epistemological) fundamentalism and non-fundamentalism”, which are very important in philosophy, are represented by the same opposition of apodictic and problematic modalities.
Subject-object dualism of knowledge and transcendental-logical modalities
We must revise W. Dilthey’s and Baden neo-Kantians’ solution for the problem of natural science and history demarcation. Their solution appears too simplifying as it doesn’t take into account the rhetorical (non-fundamentalist) turn in philosophy. They ignore apodictic and problematic aspects of knowledge in spite of the fact that in its methodology neo-Kantian separation of the two branches of knowledge implicitly relies on the distinction between respective modalities. A more general view at this issue is possible if based on the transcendental-logical analysis of modalities.
At the same time one should not oppose the natural science and history unconditionally similarly to the opposition of apodictic and problematic modality. In particular, we must bear in mind that the development of mathematical natural science was possible only due to the transition to approximate solutions in mathematics. Another big step was gained by moving to probabilistic reasoning based on probability theory.
We can view the history as conceivable content yielding much less to logical formalization than nature, because history is a subject, but not an object, strictly speaking. It is the main obstacle in the theorization of historical knowledge that explains why natural scientific method is inapplicable in history; it also explains the division of natural science and history.
Aristotle’s way of mathematics and physics distinction, by method constituting their objects, is similar to the division of history and natural science by neo-Kantians, in both cases we may consider dual modalities of object. It is noteworthy that the unity of Aristotle’s criticism of idealism with his development of the logic of problematic (rhetorical) discourse.
Summary
Analysis of transcendental-logical modalities allows to clarify the following practically important questions: the relationship between rhetoric and philosophy and between natural science and history. It also connects these with problems of power and crisis. Philosophy turned into “discourse”, into a means of ideology, is philosophical rhetoric. The institutionalization (modernization) of science happens when knowledge becomes a means to achieve goals alien to the subject of traditional science. Philosophy was institutionalized in ancient times. The sophists’ movement was a form of philosophy institutionalization, and institutionalized philosophy is philosophical rhetoric. As for rhetoric one should be cautious and consider carefully what source it comes from - “sophistic” or “academic”, and whose interests it serves.
As for the problem of unity of culture, analysis of modalities helps to understand this problem and reveal that “problematic discourse” has never been alien to science. The contraposition of natural science and humanities is incorrect from this point of view. The division of culture is caused and supported by political reasons, by race for power in other words, though this division seems to be justified by “objective” difficulties in theorization (rationalization) of historical experience. We should look for the root cause of so called cultural schizophrenia in the political dualism (class dualism). The “schizophrenia” of culture is just a surface covering a deep contradiction of interests in society, the relations of domination and subordination.
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