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Annotation. To find an answer to the role of dialogical ethics in the philosophical and
political aspect, we used an interdisciplinary approach, analyzing the work of K.O. Appel “Ethics
and the Theory of Rationality: Selected essays”, who developed its main provisions. It is shown
that dialogic ethics is based on global and universal characteristics. Dialogic ethics is one of the
diplomatic tools and a mechanism for conflict resolution in world politics and international
relations. It is determined that communication and means of language play an essential role in
dialogic ethics, when there is an exchange of opinions, consultations, discussions, negotiations,
meetings on problems of world politics and international relations, reflection and reflection in the
form of finding ways to solve aparticular situation. It is proved that dialogic ethics, using morality
and law as forms of regulation of the international political process, can solve the problems of
relations between states, but the philosophy of power, the desire for it, taking into account the
difference between states and the political elite, taking into account the increasing geopolitical
competition, cannot always overcome and solve the problem. The relevance of the topic is due to
the increasing role of dialogue and the ethics of dialogue in modern world politics and international
relations. Observing the ethics of dialogue revitalizes normal relations between States and peoples
in difficut modern geopolitical and geo-economic conditions. The purpose of the article is to
discuss the philosophical and political aspect of the ideas of dialogical ethics of the issue, about
approaches and ideas in line with its modern concepts.
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Basic provision

The basic reflections of Ethics, the so called dialogical Ethics, have been
elaborated by Karl-Otto Appel (1922-2017) [1]. Because dialogue is an essential
element of communication for international relation, world politics and political
leaders, we would like to present the basic ideas of dialogical ethics as philosophical
and political aspect.

Our critical reasoning can differentiate between what is correct and what is not;
in other words, between true and false. One might also add those things about which
we cannot determine either their truth or their falsity. But this is also a question of
truth: Is it true that (for the present, or in principle) we do not know whether or not
something is true? “Let your word be yes, yes; no, no”, as we find in the Bible.

We cannot reinvent our critical reasoning every day. That we possess it is
something we owe to the “groundwork™ laid by our ancestors. That is to say, the
tools with which our reasoning performs its critical work have been developed by
cultural labor.
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We have to know whether a thing is false or not. We have to know whether the
quality of thing not for “academic” reasons, but rather because we could not survive
otherwise. If | do not know whether or not the mushroom | am about to eat is
poisonous, | take the risk of dying for my ignorance. If | have erred in calculating
the re-entry angle of a space capsule as it returns to earth, it may be that the whole
crew will pay for my error with their lives.

Introduction

The relevance of the topic is due to the increasing role of dialogue and the ethics
of dialogue in modern world politics and international relations. Observing the
ethics of dialogue revitalizes normal relations between States and peoples in difficult
modern geopolitical and geo-economic conditions.

The purpose of the article is to discuss the philosophical and political aspect of
the ideas of dialogical ethics of the issue, about approaches and ideas in line with its
modern concepts. We must know the realm of theoretical reason and the realm of
practical reason. It's not about inventing something new, it's about giving the
dialogue an ethical focus to resolve, for example, conflicts.

Description of materials and methods

An interdisciplinary approach, namely political science and philosophy, made
it possible to achieve the purpose of the study: the main ideas of dialogical ethics in
complex geopolitical and geo-economic conditions. Analysis of K.-O. Appel’s work
“Ethics and the Theory of Rationality: Selected Essays” as one of the main general
logical methods used to identify these basic ideas.

Such approaches as the descriptive method on the example of the work of I.
Kant “Critique of Practical Reason” reveals the applied nature of ideas in the modem
digital and full of threats world [2]. Based on these empirical data, the synthesis
method made it possible to collect various aspects of the studied issue into a single
whole and to obtain research results and formulate conclusions.

Results

Most situations in which the question of truth presents itself are not as dramatic
as this. Most are in fact trivial and insignificant: Will it rain or not; should | take an
umbrella? How much fuel does the car consume that | would like to buy; can I afford
it? And so on.

The question of truth arise in connection with our knowledge of the world and
also in connection with our actions within it. On the one hand, we must know: Is it
true that a space capsule re-entering the atmosphere at an angle of so many degrees
and a speed of so many kilometers per hour heats up by so many degrees? On the
other hand we must also know: Is it true that it would be better if the heat shield
around the capsule were twice as thick as it currently is —therefore, that it should be
made thicker?

Questions of truth appear in the realm in which we need to know what is the
case, as well as in the realm in which we need to know what we should and should
not do. We can call the first realm the realm of “theoretical reason” and the second,



the realm of “practical reason”. For example, it’s necessary to know the history of
Central Asia for understand topical problems of this region.

We have a question: But what is wrong with self-contradiction? Don’t we
sometimes say of a deceased person, in sympathy and even with a bit of admiration,
“Even in his contradictions he was great”?

We say this because we sometimes find human failings endearing (so long as
they are not too serious). We also know of our own individual weaknesses and tend
toturnablind eye to them. It makes our life a little easier. But if we in all seriousness
were to accept self-contradiction without proviso, we would be forced to accept also
its opposite, the refusal of self-contradiction; and second, in a serious circumstance,
we would not need much time to decide on which side of the argument we stand.
Suppose we are, for example, running a construction company and would like to
know from the engineer who has constructed our newest bridge whether it can carry
the loads that are expected. Suppose he answers “Yes and no”. We would surely
respond, taken aback or angry, that this is a contradiction, and if he were to insist
further on his answer, perhaps propounding the benefits of self-contradiction, we
would send him to get his walking papers, or perhaps to a psychiatrist to see if his
head is in order. Today we have a lot of contradictions in the ecological sphere: to
have a caris good, but it’s so lot of CO2.

If we admit that we should not let our actions be steered by our natural instincts,
we still have to acknowledge that without our natural senses we would not be able
to recognize anything or, in any case, that we would not get very far in our search
for knowledge.

If someone had no senses at all — how would he perceive anything, and how
could we find out from him whether he had perceived anything? On the other hand,
it is not the case that the “impressions” that reach us via our senses already have the
quality of knowledge - certainly notin a manner that is reliable. Reliable knowledge
is obtained only when two further aspects are taken into consideration: The reason
of the individual (receiving sensual impressions), and the discursive co-subjectivity
unavoidably inherent in every act of reason. In other words, reliable knowledge
always, in this sense, presupposes co-subjectivity.

The registering and assimilating is the result of an act of reason. The fact that
our senses transmit to us the impression of “something” is only possible because the
idea of “something” exists in our reason. The notion that our sense data has to do
with things that are “there” is something that our reason provides; it is not in the data
itself. The development of concepts which enable us to apprehend reality and
thereby obtain knowledge is an important cultural accomplishment.

This mean there is no “solitary” recognition. There may be, but only in
rudimentary form. Even animals which hardly communicate with one another, are
able to recognize things. And Kaspar Hauser (a 19" Century German youth,
infamous, as he himself asserted in his later life, for spending his youth locked in a
darkened dungeon isolated from the outside world, having never been introduced to
language) recognized that which was shoved into his cell as food, even though, as
the story goes, no one had ever spoken to him [3]. It may be that those
communicative faculties of the brain, which are necessary for the working out and



refinement of knowledge-enabling concepts, achieve a rudimentary, solitary
perception. These abilities must be present in each individual, otherwise they could
not be activated in situations of learning and teaching.

In diametric opposition to this, all recognition only takes place in the
consciousness of the individual, that there is no world around him, but rather that it
is all just anillusion.

In attempting to discover the facts of the world around us, we are (if this attempt
Is more than rudimentary) dependent on our fellow human beings. Even in posing
the simplest question, like “Is this democratic State?”, we transcend our subjectivity
In various ways: We turn to someone else (from whom we hope to obtain the
knowledge that we ourselves lack), and in doing so, we use the medium of language,
which we have acquired through a long process of communication with other human
beings [4].

We need the information that we want to get but cannot acquire on our own.
But even supposing someone, as an experiment, would completely refrain from
posing questions, in order to demonstrate the possibility of this task to his discussion
partner, who in contrast defends its impossibility (that inter-subjectivity is
unavoidable) — even this demonstration would be a demonstration for someone, that
Is, it would entail an inter-subjective context. Furthermore, we could not maintain
this position (that it is possible to live without the asking of questions) if we had
during our lives, e.g. as children, really held and practiced this view! As children,
we pestered our parents and others around us to the point of exasperation with
questions like “Why is that?”, “Why is the number of conflicts increasing?”, “What
are their reasons?”, “How can it be minimized?” and so on. Without having passed
through this early learning process, with its endless questions and answers, we would
not now, as adults, be able to take part in a discussion about the avoidability or
unavoidability of inter-subjectivity. Had we not posed seriously meant questions
earlier, we would still be the small, ignorant creatures we once were.

And here we can repeat the argumentation of the previous answer: Certainly,
one could decide, as a thought experiment, never to ask serious questions (strictly
speaking this won’t work, since a world in which we ask no serious questions could
not even be perceived in a manner that is anything more than rudimentary — because
any more than the most rudimentary perception requires us to pose seriously meant
guestions). As we can see from the trivial example of the conflicts, our life
expectancy would be short without preventive measures of states.

It’s very interesting what leads us (as early as in childhood) to ask questions?
Whatever the cause, in doing so we exercise an ability that is part of our makeup as
rational beings. Why the world, our life and our reason (and therefore this capability
of asking questions) should exist — this is something we don’t know. In asking
“Why?”, however, we are (reflectively) referred to the categories of world, life,
reason (and with it freedom) as irreducible concepts, which we implicitly recognize
in the very act of questioning. Such questions about implicit conditions - in other
words, the reflection about “conditions for the possibility of...” - are, as mentioned
before, what Kant called “transcendental” [2].



Discussion

A propos freedom: Does it really exist? What about the opposing view that
everything is predetermined —even processes in the brain, which is supposedly the
source of our “freedom”? There are many who defend this view. This is again a
“paper doubt”. And again, the same answer:

1) If everything is predetermined, then so is this view. But this cannot be the
intention. In order to use this idea in a discussion, it must first be considered an
argument, which in itself presupposes a kind of freedom of thought.

2) But if we simply overrule this objection (1) and declare everything (even
argumentation) to be predetermined, we come to no meaningful result, for then
everything in our world is just as it has always been, except that we have the
additional linguistic burden of calling everything predetermined

3) Let us once again follow an adherent of this view to his bank and observe
his reaction when the teller informs him that an inescapable chain of cause and effect
has determined that yesterday’s salary deposit cannot be paid out.

How can we more concretely describe this inter-subjectivity, which is
contained in every simple question? What sort of relationship do we enter into when
we ask someone a question?

With every question we ask, we necessarily accept basic shared discourse-
related responsibilities, for example with respect to:

1) Choice of words: There are certain rules governing the use of words which
| agree to follow and which I expect to be followed by my partner in discourse;

2) Sincerity: The question | pose is meant sincerely and | expect that my partner
will answer me with similar sincerity. This also means that he will tell me when he
actually knows no answer, has only a partial one, or has doubts aboutit;

3) Trans-subjective openness: When my partner can only give an unsatisfactory
answer or no answer at all to my question, | can expect that he will help me
find someone who can answer it, since he understands that he, as an individual, must
put himself second in the pursuit of truth; in other words, that every question posed
seriously is in fact addressed not specifically to him, but to every rational being and
thus is meant to be virtually universalistic.

4) Justification: | can expect that my partner answers not only with a statement,
but that he is prepared to tell me why he thinks this statement is the correct (true)
answer.

5) Argumentative discourse: | can expect my discursive partner not only to give
me the justifications for his answer, but also to be willing to respond to objections
that I may present; in other words, to be willing to enter into an argumentative
dialogue with me, one in which justifications and counter-justifications are weighed
against one another.

6) Rules of argumentation: Such a dialogue is only possible in the framework
of certain rules of logic, and the participants must agree to adhere to these.

7)Openness to revision: When new information is received which has the
potential to affect the outcome of the argument, the participants must be willing to
take this into account and, if applicable, to revise any conclusions they had
previously come to.



8) Aiming toward consensus: When there are no further arguments to be
presented and the dialogue thus appears to be at an end, both participants agree to
regard the result of the dialogue up to this point as the (possibly preliminary) answer
to their posed question —this result is the truth of the matter as they have so far been
able to determine.

It’s necessary to mark that we wrote about discourse related responsibilities in
this journal in 2019 N 3 [6].

There are more anthropological givens or responsibilities of communication
that we might add to these lists. In any case, the above lists are not intended to be
definitive.

It’s very important to methodologically reconstruct such rules of dialogue,
starting from the simplest speech acts and proceeding to elaborate linguistic
structures, in order to make clear to us the mutual rights and duties that they entail.

We describe this "set of rules" as a kind of "minimal ethics".
However, this form of ethics is not really so "minimal.

We cannot derive anything substantive from them, but we can work with these
rules by applying them to concrete situations.

If we were to consider contents as the basis of ethics, and if those values were
to conflict with one another, then these conflicts would not be resolvable, except by
referring to supposedly “higher” values or propositions - which again could stand in
conflict with one another - or by violent means [5]. Violence is in fact the
“procedure” through which such substantive conflicts are often resolved. In the case
of a conflict between states which each defend conflicting values, this “procedure”
Is war. Yet, in an age in which weapons of mass destruction and global
environmental threats are spreading, war is not an option we can afford. War is now
coupled with a previously unknown risk - an unrestrained modern war, fought with
all military means available, would eradicate the human race, or leave little of it
behind [7].

The search for non-military means of resolving conflicts is thus an existential
necessity. All states— developed, developing etc. - wish peace, world without wars.

Primary, formal, basic rules actually presuppose value statements, for example
the postulates of “seriousness” (of questions) and “equality” (of all human beings).
It is true that the statements “You should ask serious questions (if you want the
truth)!”” and “You should accept the arguments of all persons with equal readiness
(if you want the truth)!”” are ethical postulates (general normative statements). They
are not, however, ascriptions of value. They are not arbitrarily or randomly chosen.
Rather, their acceptance is an inescapable precondition of the effort to find truth
through dialogue; they cannot be denied. Even in attempting to do so, one would
have to implicitly make use of them in order to explain and defend this denial.

Thus, the objection that was intended in the question above turns out to be, in
reality, a valid demonstration of the minimal ethics inherentin it (as in any seriously
meant question). This minimal ethics is not imposed and cannot be derived; it shows
itself when, through transcendental reflection, we consider the conditions of
possibility inherent in every serious question.



Just mentioned alternative, “solving conflicts by dialogue or by violence
(war)”: will mankind succeed in solving its conflicts in a way that does not bring
about its complete or near destruction?

Another ground for hope is the fact that multilateral agreements among states
have been put in place (outside the UN), meant to mitigate or eliminate global
environmentaland military threats.

This anticipation usually works in everyday life. Yet, one never knows whether
or not a counter-argument or further relevant information might still exist in the mind
of someone who was not able to express it (either because he had been hindered, by
means of power or simply by a lack of communicative infrastructure). Considering
this last point, it is evident that even if, in a thought-experiment, we were to imagine
that all restraints were eliminated and an ideal “Christian-communist” society - free
from domination, based on the postulates of equality, freedom and solidarity - were
fully realized, we would still find it impossible in practice to verify whether all
possible counter-arguments have really been taken into consideration. In other
words, even in the best of all possible worlds, anticipation would still be necessary
[8].

And it is all the more necessary in a human world-society permeated to sucha
great degree and depth by power structures as ours!

Like Kant, transcendental-pragmatic philosophy admits that the realization of
reason in the world is a utopian project, in the sense that it is based on counter-factual
anticipation, but beyond Kant it observes that it is nevertheless at the same time
factually given, insofar as this anticipation takes place and must take place [2].

The principle of virtual equality and reciprocity between all human beings,
implicitly recognized in every seriously posed question, is something that stands
in stark contrast to the existing political and economic relations of power. It’s an
ever-present call to overcome these same relations. It’s an ever-present call. To
overcome this contrast is impossible, given the character of the human being, but to
strive for it gives sense and dignity to the history of mankind and to the life of the
individual.

Conclusion

Dialogic ethics is evaluated as a diplomatic tool and as a conflict resolution
mechanism. T he subject of dialogic ethics is the people, their safety and well-being.
In the process of dialogical communication, there is an exchange of opinions, a
search for ways to solve a particular difficult situation in world politics.

Dialogic ethics in the philosophical and political aspect represents the logical
forms proper - concepts, understanding, comprehension, reflection and decision.
And dialogic ethics acquires the importance of dynamic semantic schemes thatallow
understanding and mastering new formats of its use. A feature of dialogic ethics is
the need to withstand the tension of contradictions when opposing sides and complex
problems are combined. The conceptual and categorical apparatus of dialogical
ethics includes the concepts of poverty, threat, cruelty, play, conflict, slavery and
many others.



Truth, law, and war are difficult to combine in dialogic ethics, which means a
shift in meanings in world politics. In modern conditions, the variants of dialogical
ethics require an expansion of the philosophical and political context.
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AHHOTanus. YTOOBI HAWTH OTBET HA POJIb JHAJIOTMUECKOM OTHKHM B (HIOCOHCKO-
MOJIMTUYECKOM  aCTEKTE€ Mbl HCHONB30BAIM MEKIUCLMIUIMHAPHBIM TOAXOJ, IpPOBEJs aHaIU3
paborel K.-O. Ammens “OTuka W Teopusl palMOHATLHOCTH: M30paHHbIEe 3cce”, KOTOpbIH
pa3paboran ocHOBHbIE €€ mojokeHus. [lokazaHo, YTO B OCHOBE JMAJIOTMMECKOW HSTHKH JIeXkKaT
robanbHble M YHUBEpCAJbHbIE XapaKTepUCTHKU. Jluanmorudeckas 3THKa SBISICTCS OJHUM 13
JUITIOMAaTHYECKUX HMHCTPYMEHTOB M MEXAaHM3MOM pa3pelleHuss KOH(IMKTOB B MHPOBOM
NOJIMTUKE M MEKIYHAPOAHbIX OTHOWIEHWAX. OrnpelneneHo, 4YTO CYHUIECTBEHHYIO pOJb B
JIAAJIOTMIE€CKON 3THKE WrpaeT KOMMYHHKAIS M CPEICTBA sI3bIKa, KOr/a WieT 0OMEH MHEHUSIM U,
NPOXOJAT KOHCYJbTAIMK, JMCKYCCHHM, NEperoBOpbl, BCTPEUHM IO MPodIeMaM MUPOBOM MOIUTUKH
Y MEXIYHAPOIHBIX OTHOIICHUI, OCMBICJICHHE W peIeKCus B BHIIC TIOUCKA TyTEH perieHus Tou
w1 MHOU curyaim. OOGOCHOBAHO, YTO AWAJOrMyeckasl 3THKa, HCTONb3yollas Mopaib U Ipaso,
KakK ()OpMBI PETYJIAIMH MEXIYHAPOIHOTO TMOJUTUYECKOTO IPOIECca, MOXKET PELIUTh MPOoOJIeM bl
B3aMMOOTHOIIICHHI TOCYAapCcTB, HO (iocoust BIACTH, CTPEMJICHHE K HEH ¢ y4E€TOM pa3HOCTHU
rOCyJapcTB U NOJUTUIECKOM AIUTHI, C y4eTOM YCHWIHMBAIOLICHCS TeONOMUTUYECKON KOHKYPEHIIH U
HE BCerjJa MOXET MPeoAOoNeTh M pelMTh MpodiieMy. AKTYaJbHOCTh TEeMbI O0YyCJIOBIEHA
BO3pacTaloeld poOJbl0 JAWajora M OSTHKM Juajora B COBPEMEHHOW MMPOBOM MOJIUTHKE W
MEKIyHapOAHBIX OTHOIIEHWIX. COOJIIOAEHNE STUKU JUAJIora OKUBJISIET HOPMAaJIbHBIE OTHOLLE HUS
MEXIy TOCyJapcTBaMU W HApOAaMU B CIOXKHBIX COBPEMEHHBIX TI'CONONMTHYECKUX U
T€0’KOHOMHMUECKUX YCoBHsX. Lleb ctaThu- 06cyauTh GrnococKo-monuT iMecKuid acTekT uie it
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JIMAJIOTMIECKOM S3THKU BOIPOCA, TMOAXOABI M WIEH, COOTBETCTBYIOIME €r0 COBPEMEHHBIM
KOHIICTILIHSIM .
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Anaarna. OuiocopmsUBIK-casiCl  aCTIEKTIET] AHANOTTHIK JTHUKAHBIH pPOJiHe jkayamn Taly
ymiH 013 K.-O. Ammenig "3THKa jKOHE palMOHAIBUIBIK TEOPHSACHI: TaHIAJFaH O4epKTep" aTThl
eHOETIHE TaJjiay acai OTBHIPBIT, TMOHAPAJBIK TOCUIMI KOMAAHIBIK, Juanortelk JTHKa kahaHIbIK
XKoHe oMOebarn curarramManapra Heri3eJreHi KepceTiireH. JIuaaorTik 3TuKa oJeM/IIK casicaT IieH
XaJIbIKAPAIBIK KATBIHACTAPAAFbl KAKTHIFBICTAP/BI IICIIY/IIH JIHUIUIOMATSUIBIK KYpaaaapel MEH
TeTIKTepIHIH Oipi Oonbll TaObUIaAbl. J(MATOTTHIK 3THKaZa KapbIM-KAaThIHAC MEH TUI Kypajgapsl
MaHpI3Ibl peJI aTKApaThIHbl AHBIKTAJAbI, MK aaMacy, KOHCYIbTallsiIap, TMiKiprajmacTap,
KeJTiccesiep, JIeM/IIK cascat MeH XallbIKapalblK KaThlHACTap Macesenepi OOMbIHIIIA Ke3aecyep,
Oenrtri  Oip >KaFgaWnpl MICUIYIIH OJKOJIIAPBIH 1371y TYPIHAETT TYCHIK TIeH peduieKcus.
XanbIKapablK CasiCH TPOLIECTI PETTEYMIH OIp Typi peTiHae Mopaidb MEH KYKBIKTHI KOJJAaHATHIH
JIAATIOTTHIK 3THKA MEMJICKETTEep apachlHIAFbl KAPhIM -KAThIHAC MJCEJIENIepiH Hiele anabl, Oipak
Owrk ¢uiocousachl, OFaH YMTBUIY, MEMJIEKETTEP MEH CasiCH JJIUTaHBIH albIpMalIbUIBIFbIH
€CKepe OTBIPBII, Ocill KeJjle KaTKaH reocasicu 09CeKeeCTIKT1 €CKepe OTBIPBIN, MACEIeH! dpaaibiM
KECHE JKOHE IIeIIe alMaiabl. TaKbIPBINTHIH 63CKTUIN Ka3ipri 9JIEeMIIK casicat MeH XaJbIKapasblK
KaThlHACTApJaFbl TUAJIOITHIH eI MEH JHAJIOr STUKACBHIHBIH apTyblHa OaimaHeicThl. Jluamor
ATHKACHIH CaKTay Ka3ipri Kyp/eli reocasicy )KoHe Te03KOHOMUKAJIBIK JKaraaiiapaa MEeMIICKETTEp
MEH XaJIbIKTap apachIHAAFbl KAJBIITHl KATHIHACTAP/BI KaHIAHIBIpabl. MaKagaHblH MaKCaThl —
MOCEJICHIH JTHAJIOTTHIK JTHKa WIESIaphIHBIH (IWIOCODUIIBIK JKOHE CasiCH acCMeKTICiH, OHBIH
3aMaHayH TY)KbIPbIMIaMaJlapblHa COMKEC TOCULICP MEH HCsIapabl TAJIKbLIAY.

Tipexk ce3nep: cascar, umes, AWAJOITHIK 53THKa, (Quiocopusi, aKpUl, XaJbIKapabIK
KaTblHACTAP, KAKTBIFBIC, TUCKYPC
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