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from psychology to spirituality and religion. The unity of 
upbringing and education was seen as a necessary condition 
for any genuine education in P. Redkin's philosophical 
anthropology. "To educate" a human being is to "develop his 
nature so that he can achieve his purpose" [5. P. 71].  

S. Hessen was not the only Russian philosopher who, 
after the Revolution, experienced the world view evolution 
from the ideals of a strictly scientific philosophy to religious-
metaphysical ideas. In particular, this relates to the late views 
of A. Vvedensky and the founder of the Russian school of 
philosophy of law P. Novgorodtsev. F. Stepun, one of the 
closest people to S. Hessen and his colleague at "Logos", 
wrote frankly about his quest to find "religious-mystical 
supplement to transcendental philosophy" [6. P. 126].   

In the history of Russian thought, S. Hessen's philosophy 
of education is a unique phenomenon. In fact, there is no 
other example of such a profound systematical experience of 
philosophical foundation of pedagogical theory and practice. 
On the other hand, we recognize that Hessen's very theory 
was the result of intellectual discussions, held in Russia for 
over a century, about the meaning and objectives of 
education. In "The Foundations of Pedagogy" and several 
other works, the philosopher per se characterizes basic 
principles and positions of the discussions participants. Thus, 
we may say, Hessen was the first one to study pedagogical 
issues in the history of the Russian philosophy. 

Sure, it would be wrong to ignore the role of neo-
Kantianism (especially the Baden school) as the source of S. 
Hessen's philosophy of education. The philosopher himself 
never hid the fact that he considered the key "critical 
philosophy" ideas (from Kant to Rickert) extremely valuable, 
with regard building up the theory of education. Probably, of 
the greatest interest was the philosophical-pedagogical 
experience of P.Natorp, who suggested at time the concept of 
"social pedagogy". But Natorp's pedagogical works ("Social 
Pedagogy", 1898; "Plato's Republic and the Idea of Social 
Pedagogy", 1898; "Pestalozzi", 1909 etc.) were, in fact, 
dedicated to cultural-historical meaning and "social" 
objectives of education ("transformation of state and society 
must start with education") and to the "autonomy of spirit" 
("the central council of spiritual work" - Kantian-liberal 
modification of Plato's philosopher-kings). S. Hessen praised 
Natorp's philosophical-pedagogical project, although 
Hessen's contribution to the philosophy of education is 
enormously greater.   

V. CONCLUSION 

Sure, S. Hessen's philosophy of education is not limited 
to its real ties to kantian methodology. The Russian thinker 
also relied on the ideas of the philosophers that were far 
enough from Kantianism (in particular, on W. Dilthey, J. 
Dewey, V. Solovyov and some others). But even in this case, 
we may say that Hessen was quite original in solving the 
basic problems: the interpretation of pedagogy as principally 
autonomous sphere of philosophy ("applied philosophy"); 
the building of a "dynamic" model of education, suggests 
diachronic and synchronic unity of purpose and educational 
forms at each stage (anomie, heterogeny, autonomy). They 

are deemed largely innovative and faithful to classical 
models of the University theory. 

Philosophies of education institutionalization and its 
allocation to a special area of philosophy is gaining 
momentum in the mid-twentieth century. We may argue that, 
to some extent, S. Hessen's philosophical-pedagogical 
research anticipated that process. Many of his ideas are still 
relevant. In particular, that can be said about his 
philosophical critique of various types of educational 
"nihilism". In recent decades the model of "de-secularization 
of society" (I. Illich, P. Freire etc.) enjoys a certain influence, 
actually setting the task of abandoning the traditional 
education forms (from school to university) under the banner 
of the struggle against conformism and "totalitarian" 
pedagogy. In fact, similar principles may be found in the 
mainstream "postmodern" philosophy, where the emphasis is 
put on criticism of the role of fundamental sciences and 
theoretical knowledge in the educational system, a "freedom 
of expression" and the right to pedagogical experiments are 
cultivated. (W. Doll, W. Fischer, D. Lenzen etc.). As we 
have shown before, S. Hessen has always been consistently 
critical towards such trends in pedagogy (their novelty is 
problematic in itself): critique of concepts of "free 
education", "free school community", anarchy, and so on. 
The Russian thinker proved (we'd like to hope that once and 
for all) that the philosophical analysis allows to reveal a 
theoretical inconsistency and the cultural futility of this kind 
of teaching "alternatives".    

Modern philosophy of education is diverse mainly 
because of the variety of represented philosophical schools: 
from the exceptionally influential analytical school (R. Peters, 
I. Scheffler, E. Macmillan, W. Вrezinka) to pedagogical 
anthropology (naturalistic and phenomenological versions) 
and "dialogical philosophy" (M. Buber). Hessen's position 
was closer to the type of pedagogy that forms within the 
framework of humanities in contemporary philosophy of 
education.  
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