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 Annotation. Intercultural education is a very important part of general and higher 

education today. It is mainly based on the communicative aspects, which are closely 

connected with a dialogue. 

The article deals with the intercultural dialogue. It is the basis of the theoretical and 

methodological support of the spiritual development of a man. 

Definition of the earlier nature of the dialogue, from a philosophical point of view, as an 

element of the theoretical, methodological, spiritual and ethical principles, in particular as a 

fundamental principle that is subjectively a fundamental requirement and a prerequisite for 

the thinking and behavior of the individual (maxim), and objectively leading the spiritual and 

practical norm of human co-existence, makes it possible to conclude that such a 

methodological guideline is not leading in existing cultural and educational practices that 

remain beyond the scope of dialogue, without the use of dialogue in the cultural and 

educational process. 

Key words: intercultural education; dialogue; communication; communicative aspect; 

human development. 

 



 

Анотація. Міжкультурна освіта є дуже важливою частиною загальної та вищої 

освіти сьогодні. В основному вона базується на комунікативних аспектах, які тісно 

пов'язані з діалогом. 

У статті йдеться про міжкультурний діалог. Це основа теоретико-методологічного 

забезпечення духовного розвитку людини. 

Визначення більш раннього характеру діалогу, з філософської точки зору, як 

елемента теоретичних, методологічних, духовно-етичних принципів, зокрема як 

фундаментального принципу, що є суб'єктивно фундаментальною вимогою та 

передумовою мислення та поведінки особистості (максимуму) і об'єктивно ведучи 

духовну та практичну норму людського співіснування, дозволяє зробити висновок, що 

такий методологічний настанов не є провідним у існуючих культурних та освітніх 

практиках, що залишаються поза рамками діалогу, без використання діалогу в 

культурному та освітньому процесі. 

Ключові слова: міжкультурна освіта; діалог; спілкування; комунікативний аспект; 

людський розвиток. 

 

Аннотация. Межкультурное образование является сегодня очень важной частью 

общего и высшего образования. В основном это основано на коммуникативных 

аспектах, которые тесно связаны с диалогом. 

В статье рассматривается межкультурный диалог. Это основа теоретического и 

методического обеспечения духовного развития человека. 

Определение более ранней природы диалога с философской точки зрения как 

элемента теоретических, методологических, духовных и этических принципов, в 

частности, как фундаментального принципа, который субъективно является 

фундаментальным требованием и предпосылкой для мышления и поведения личности 

(максима) и объективно руководя духовной и практической нормой человеческого 

сосуществования, позволяет сделать вывод, что такое методологическое руководство 

не ведет к существующим культурным и образовательным практикам, которые 

остаются за рамками диалога, без использование диалога в культурно-образовательном 

процессе. 

Ключевые слова: межкультурное образование; диалог; связь; коммуникативный 

аспект; человеческое развитие. 

 

Setting of the problem. Extremely important theoretical foundations for overcoming 

the contradictions in this process are studies in which the methodological ideas of dialogue as 

a way of being and dialogical understanding are substantiated (M. Bakhtin, V. Bibler, H. G. 

Gadamer etc.), which explore the problem of understanding in detail. The problem of 

dialogical understanding as a way of being, which leads to the spiritual growth of a man and 

the question of dialogical ontology, is disclosed in the writings of M. Buber, F. Rosenzweig, 

et al.  

In this way, its essential characteristics are not disclosed, and, therefore, the possibilities 

of influence on the cultural and educational situation to a large extent do not unfold. 

Moreover, if one or another of the dialogue remains beyond the actual problems of 

modernizing modern education and the “knowledge society”, the general feature of which, 

according to S. Proletov, is “... a profound transformation of knowledge into various 

information constellations and the primacy of flexibility and speed of operation from 

information on conventional intellectual procedures and practices [19, c.7-24], then it cannot 

be considered a complete process of human spiritual development. Since the philosophers' 

postulate about the cultivation of a cultural person remains unchanged, the theoretical 



justification of the anthropological movement of a man from knowledge (in its broad 

substantive content as meaning) to the intellectual-ethical and spiritual interaction of the 

subjects of the world is needed. 

The objective of the article is to reveal the main characteristics of the intercultural 

dialogue and to analyze the methodological orienteers of communicative aspects in cultural 

and educational space. 

On the basis of the analysis of only encyclopedic editions most commonly used by the 

representatives of humanities, it was possible to highlight some significant moments of both 

the essential and existential content of the dialogue. Almost all dictionaries, indicating the 

Greek origin of the concept of “dialogue”, literally reveal it as a conversation, presentation of 

the problem, the exchange of replicas, etc.; in this sense there is a need to speak about 

terminological interpretations, which this concept acquires in specific scientific theses: as a 

separate genre of literature, including philosophical one; as the disclosure of a topic in a 

conversation of two or more persons; as one of the forms of art to conduct a conversation (V. 

Kokhanovsky); as a form of progressive development of the cognitive process, when the 

movement to the desired result is carried out through interaction, different points of view (E. 

Rapatsevich); as a form of communication between people, when the meaning varies 

depending on the purpose of communication (M. Bulatov), etc.; it is this reduction that 

identifies the dialogue with almost all conversations. 

Since that time, terminology and conceptual dialogue has changed, according to many 

scholars (M. Bulatov, V. Tancher, V. Andrushchenko, etc.), was enriched by L. Feuerbach, 

M. Buber, M. Bakhtin, K. Apel, J. Habermas (according to the latter within the framework of 

communicative ethics, the dialogue was understood as a discourse of a theoretical and 

analytical procedure, as a method of scientific analysis of a complex of problems with the 

accentuation of prudent, logical, conceptual elements and analysis tools, provided that they 

are supplemented by different approaches, interpretive insight, value correlation, rhetorical 

power, etc.). 

However, as noted above, its original goals are: the content of dialogue as a form of 

dialectics, a means for defining concepts as a method of finding truth, which often remains 

beyond the comprehension of phenomena and is replaced by the analysis of many existential, 

practical actuals, etc. Therefore, remembering Socrates, who considered the dialectic to be 

worthy of the only human problem, its morals and, unlike the Sophists, who first laid the basis 

for the dialogue as a logical operation and a way of philosophizing and even the “middle” art 

of the birth of truth in human consciousness (Mayevics), his positions should be considered 

imperative. 

It should be noted that in present conditions of the communication of different cultures, 

each of which is unique, without a “dialectical dialogue”, as the prevention of the destruction 

of cultures in general, the absorption of certain cultures more technologically developed and, 

moreover, the promotion of the preservation of cultures and the enhancement of cultural 

heritage and the creation of a “cultural circle” is not possible. This has particular significance 

with regard to the dialogue that addresses spiritual values, which, in our opinion, has not yet 

been fully involved in a large-scale social dialogue and in cultural and educational process. 

It is for this purpose that in the educational and cultural environment where there is a 

collision of various scientific, philosophical and religious discourses and where a certain 

continuum is born, such as the unity of institutions of education, science and culture, as the 

unification of the interests of various cultural identities, as the unification of personal, group 

and universal human positions, we should implement the idea of polydiscursivity. It suggests 

that perception of one or another phenomenon is possible only in the intersection of various 

communicative practices, and when the phenomenon of inter-religious, intercultural dialogue 

forms the basis for establishing multicultural stability, tolerant socialization of the individual, 



and the dialogue becomes in fact a polylogue and a way of finding, in our opinion, 

interculturalism. 

In this sense, the fundamental question is the use of various discourses that have a 

certain social significance and specificity in dialogue, since “discourse” in scientific literature 

is defined as “linguistic activity regulated by socio-cultural codes (rules, traditions and 

values) of a particular social practice (science, justice, medicine, religion, politics, education, 

etc.), through which people - within the limits of this practice - produce, use and broadcast 

socio-cultural meanings, models of social experience, realize their own objective and / or 

communication needs” [16, c.37]. 

The study of the works on intercultural dialogue, referred to above, made it possible the 

provision that scientific discourse is focused on the rational organization of communication 

and its social effectiveness, on the disclosure of ideological contradictions, based on the 

following principles: 

- the principle of cognition, according to which the modality of discourse is realized in 

the space of subject-object relations and evaluated in terms of the classical concept of truth 

(“true” or “false”), which differs from the communicative modality of the pragmatic theory of 

truth (“effective” or “ineffective”); 

- the principle of reflexivity and objectivity of discussion, which manifests itself in the 

rational conceptual nature of the process and the result of communication, in the transition 

from ordinary consciousness to rational one during the dialogue; 

- the principle of systematic and organized dialogue, which organically combines all 

levels of human consciousness (public, personal); 

- the principle of a high logical culture of dialogue, which involves knowledge of the 

laws of formal logic and rules of reasoning, the opposition to manipulative techniques in 

communication, as well as the criterion of seriousness, the inadmissibility of irony in relation 

to the sphere of sacred view; 

- the principle of objective unity and functional complementarity of the positions of the 

parties in the dialogue, based on the idea that all social institutions in society (religion 

inclusive) form the functional integrity of society, mutually reinforcing each other, solve 

common problems and have a common goal - a stable civil democratic society with high 

morality; 

- the principle of scientific and historical ways in the conduct of dialogue, the 

inadmissibility of non-scientific, non-historical arguments in the dialogue of religions, taken 

from questionable sources both to the religious audience and to the scientific community; 

- the principle of deideologization, when the model of dialogue is based on deidelogical 

practice, on non-political engagement and on the avoidance of manipulative schemes and 

techniques by different ideologues of politicized consciousness (the concept of state religion, 

world domination of religion); 

- the principle of demythologization, the overcoming of value-emotional representations 

(mythologeme), and the stereoretitis, which are manifested at the level of social psychology, 

mass consciousness, for example the existing belief that in Islam the spirit of aggression and 

evil prevails, that the woman is enslaved there, that Christianity is degenerated, there is 

polytheism and paganism, etc.); 

- the principle of emotional and psychological support of the parties in the dialogue, 

support of psychological comfort and empathy. 

In a somewhat different aspect, these authors traditionally present the tradition of 

philosophical discourse in a dialogue that dates back to antiquity - from the mayevtics of 

Socrates, and is now represented by the works of F. Rosenzweig, O. Rosenschtock Hussy, F. 

Ebner, M. Buber, M. Bakhtin et al. In contrast to the scientific and religious discourse 

involved in the dialogue, philosophical discourse is fundamentally polyphonic, pluralistic, 



subjected to various epistemological, methodological, and value-setting approaches that 

fundamentally differ, but keep “definitive correctness and logical coherence” [16, c.37]. 

With such a characteristic of discourse you can agree, but under certain conditions: 

firstly, one cannot refuse any discourse in dialogue, since the goal of dialogue is 

understanding, and discourse is not a formal phenomenon: it represents a particular type of 

worldview, that is, attitude towards the world; consequently, if different positions are not 

articulated in the interaction, to find an understanding and consensus in the dialogue; and 

secondly, discourse is the result of the knowledge of the world of each type of worldview, 

therefore, the picture of the world becomes much more complete due to the 

polydiscursiveness; thirdly, you can not simultaneously and quickly teach different people the 

best ways to understand the world. 

That is why the problem of discourse should be translated into a plane of cultural and 

educational space in which the educational discourse prevails, the essence of which is not 

defined by E. Dobrenkov as a formalized system of transfer of knowledge, but as a problem 

field for the development of subjects of the discourse of educational and scientific knowledge, 

which testifies about their temporary status as agents of cognitive dialogue or the information 

process of knowledge exchange [8, c.14]. 

The content of educational discourse is manifested in the search and implementation of 

cognitive and communicative means that represent the professional, cultural, social ideals of 

education and construct professional, socio-cultural, personal identities. The analysis of 

numerous literatures makes it possible to name the following principles of such discourse: 

- the principle of creative learning (if the purpose of scientific discourse consists in the 

production and systematization of objectively true knowledge about the world, their practical 

use, and also in the invention of research methods, the purpose of educational discourse is to 

transform and translate the received scientific knowledge to the younger generation in 

creative formation interest in its inclusion in intellectual and social activities, in orientation 

not only on the completeness of the translated knowledge, but also on its accessibility to the 

addressees); 

- the principle of socialization, the inclusion of the individual in an integral system of 

social relations, including through the mastery of various kinds of discursive practices in 

order to create a more general discourse field in which targeted socialization and inculturation 

of individuals are carried out; 

- the principle of personal development, based on the postulate of incompleteness of the 

ideal project, which is a person in the present and in the future, one of the potential of which 

is an open attitude to the world and creative dialogue interaction with the world; 

- the principle of the unity of the educational space. Proceeding from the multicultural 

environment of the corresponding space, all its parts, secular and religious education systems 

form a unified integrity in the relationship of trends: the integration of parts of the system 

through the universalization of scientific knowledge and the differentiation of parts of the 

system through regional traditions and ethnoconfessional identity; 

- the principle of educational competence, which contains a set of pupils' competences 

in the sphere of cognitive activity within the framework of socio-cultural dialogue with 

elements of logical, methodological, general education and social activity, as well as system 

integrity with value-oriented, general, cultural, informational, communicative, social and 

religious competences; 

- the principle of socialization as an active, effective desire to find a common sense 

plane that will become the place of voluntary involvement of the participants in the dialogue 

as higher religious values and participation in a single event; 

- the principle of polydiscursiveness, which involves mastering hermeneutics as a 

reading of various linguistic practices (scientific, philosophical, literary, religious, etc.) for an 



adequate understanding of the sociocultural traditions of society. Thus, educational discourse 

is important in the field of dialogue, since it adapts other types of discourses to the 

consciousness of its participants, including them in creative self-expression and reflection of 

the themes of the dialogue. 

This is the way in which the principle of recognition of the monotheistic nature of the 

religion can proceed. First of all, it should be noted that a complete education can not be built, 

leaving out the constitutive factors of influence on the spirituality of a man, because the 

changes taking place now in the world environment are increasingly “compressing” the 

cultural space by expansion of interconnection, interdependence of different countries, 

peoples, cultures (national, ethnic, gender, political, economic, religious, etc.). At the cultural 

level, humanity can not be interested in finding an agreement, consent in resolving 

controversial issues, preventing the escalation of violence in resolving controversial issues, 

which may lead to conflicts and other threatening phenomena. 

Moreover, if one understands the discourse (from the Latin discere to wander) as "an 

orally or in writing an articulated form of objectification of the content of consciousness, 

which is determined by the type of rationality dominant in a certain sociocultural tradition 

[17, c.148]. 

In this context, intercultural discourse in any dialogue has the advantage, since it 

represents a higher degree of reflection, comprehension of the essence of the subject of 

dialogue, based on philosophical categories and universals. The categories as “the most 

general concepts of a particular field of knowledge and science serve to reduce the experience 

of finding objective relations, dismemberment and synthesis of reality ... and universals, 

which belong to a being” allow you to liberate the essence of the phenomena around which 

the dialogue is unfolding, from denotations and connotations of other discourses [5, c.522]. 

This situation is a common thing in the relationship microcosm of a man, the main 

component of which is taking estimates, arguments, conclusions without proofs when the 

arguments are tested vital world, traditions, public opinion, the charisma of personality, etc., 

emotional contact that can both increase the effect of credibility, and offend the “voice” of 

rational arguments. 

You should bear in mind that active, emotional and rational relationship between a man 

and spiritual phenomena, especially in the modern world, which, as ever, shows many 

contradictions, uncertainties and impossibilities of complete rational assimilation of the world 

is always about horizons of metaphysics and metaphysical thinking forms, in particular, “the 

communicative mind in the diversity of its votes” [9]. 

At the same time, the dialogic form of communication within a communicative 

everyday practice without the use of heuristic methods of teaching and the study of 

intercultural relations shifts the emphasis from the person to the objective world, from the 

intelligible world to sensory-emotional one, etc. Consequently, translating the dialogue into a 

cultural and educational space is necessary. 

 These issues have been updated and widespread in some areas of modernization, 

humanization and democratization of education. However, in today's transition from the 

“educational” paradigm of education and upbringing to a culturally oriented human 

development that includes all the various discourses as influential factors in human 

development, the formation of a person who is spiritually enriched, capable of understanding 

the meaning of one's own and another's culture, should be recognized as expedient and 

absolutely necessary strategy of dialogue interaction. 

Understanding, as a procedure for comprehension or creation of meaning, categorical 

status was given by F. Schleiermacher, who interpreted it as a procedure for identifying the 

meaning of the text in the process of its interpretation and reconstruction of the original plan. 

Based on this idea, V. Abushenko adds that understanding is a way of explication of the 



question which was asked before and was laid in text. The main classical concept of 

understanding, in our opinion, was formulated by W. Windelband, H. Rickert and other 

philosophers whose ideas were then reflected in social knowledge of M.Weber, V.Diltey and 

found their   “existential” continuation in “postmetaphysical thinking” of Yu.Habermas and in 

the concept of dialogue of M,Bakhtin. 

Due to the theories of many famous scientists the dialogic strategy, in our opinion, 

passed from an extremely important plane, which is social communication, to cultural, 

educational and spiritual space that enriched not only complex and contradictory process of 

knowing the world, but also filled the multifaceted human life with dialogues and dialogue 

situations. 

At the same time the possibility and potential of dialogue as a way of realizing 

individual subjectivity in cognition and activities, as well as algorithms of human movement 

from ignorance to understanding and comprehension of the metaphysical reality is not 

sufficiently grounded in science, although many thoughts and attitudes of today, which are 

based on dialogic universals of being and which should be assimilated by a person, in one 

form or another have already been considered in the past. In this sense, an important appeal to 

the philosophy that has presented the apodictic meaning of the phenomenon of 

“understanding” appears. 

Consequently, the criterion of the depth of understanding is one of the higher criteria for 

learning dialogical interaction and the organization of dialogue in practice. It is known that 

any practice has a historical character, a variety of forms, it is open to the outside world and it 

can not be identified with either the absolute thing or the substance. In addition, the practical 

relations take place in the same interaction planes (in essence): in the object-object plane (the 

transformation of the world under the influence of a man) and in the subject-subject plane 

(communication of people in the process of these transformations). In particular, regardless of 

the types of activity, economic, religious or other, the person as its subject, constantly 

implements the process of inextricable, continuous reproduction of unity with the object, even 

if their views do not coincide. Moreover, they coincide with the components of activity that 

can be structured according to procedural characteristics as follows: 

- value-motivational, that is, the component, which causes, initiates and directs the 

action (and, as V. Abuzhenko notes, “... not knowledge creates a need for something, but, on 

the contrary, the need leads to cognition, because the subject needs understanding ... “ [1, 

c.767]; 

- informational and regulatory, which contains many different ideal programs and 

models of action; 

- operational, in which motives turn into the physical actions of the subject; 

- effective, in which the actions of the subject are objectified, acquire a certain form of 

existence; 

- thereafter there is a reflexive evaluation, on which goals and results are compared, 

there is a new situation that causes a new cycle of activity, in particular, there is an 

apperceptive and expetial dialogue, which becomes very common in the modern public space 

- the space of social interaction, which is the market of the city that is open to all, regardless 

of sex, race, religion, ethnic origin, age or socioeconomic status, space that does not have 

entrance tickets, where the incoming person is not discriminated on the ground of origin, etc. 

Polish professor E. Matinya writes that “... in society sometimes there is a protest, as 

well as a struggle with imposed forms of behavior ... these protests can be compared with the 

carnival, along with the temporarily sanctioned disagreements embedded therein. But, she 

says, “... this volatile sphere of community and dialogue plays a significant role in the 

emergence of a network of civic attitudes and the revival of the embryonic public sphere”, 

and suggests several thoughts that can be transposed into social and religious practice: they 



should be viewed locally to the ground under their feet, to the places that each of us knows 

best, to places and narratives that have helped each of us overcome political and cultural 

separatism, reduce tension ...; one should learn the readiness to detolate the truth in the 

ecumenical approach; hospitality and generosity should be a key element of practice ... 

regardless of context; epistemologically it is necessary to pay attention to “knowledge with an 

accent”, which can become for us the source of new plans and decisions of the problems of 

divided communities and societies; to bring to life the hospitality and openness that spread the 

dialogue in all its diversity, to embody them in the model of “civil architecture” - the agora as 

a place of “appearance” of a dialogue, a place where there are those who otherwise would 

never meet ..., but they (people) stayed here voluntarily” [6, c.559-567]. 

Thus, for the sake of the supremacy of a higher level of human interaction - 

understanding - and in order to prevent the era of silence, dialogue is precisely the “frontier”, 

where there is a combination of fragmented parts of the consciousness of different cultures 

and identities, and where, on the basis of mutual understanding, the walls of identity are 

overcomed, the competences of their interweaving, the ethos of the border is popularized, and 

cities are presented between people of different cultures, religions and ethnic groups 

(colloquiums of dialogue, mobile academies of dialogue, “round tables”, “word-café”, 

religious festivals, etc. 

This scientific search must be, of course, problem-oriented and object-oriented both in 

the past and in modern times. In addition, it should first of all be aimed at substantiation of 

dialogical strategies, which, by purpose, through the purpose and mechanisms of the 

implementation of the idea of dialogue, carry out a theoretical transition to operational action, 

from the theory to practice. Moreover, it is necessary to do this in the cultural and educational 

space, in which cultural and educational practices among them should unfold the mode of the 

traditional institution of socialization of personality and the translation of experience in the 

mode of cultural and educational designing of equal interaction, in which communication and 

dialogue appear not only regulators of relations of objects, but also ways of persuading a 

person in the necessity of co-operation with other people, assimilation of basic moral and 

ethical truths, filling of individual existence with the meaning of comprehension with a 

bundle of their individual being with a certain spiritual integrity. 

   In this process, even if we mean the above-mentioned growth of the public dialogue, 

the lack of cultural and educational management, capable of bringing a person's life out of 

everyday life, remains to a large extent. The arsenal of management and strategies and 

technologies of education, science, culture, religion used in the past day can not be met today 

by a person who seeks for free self-development, respect and cooperation. The problem of 

communicative strategies in one way or another is presented in the works of K.O.-Apel, E. 

Bern, V. Bibler, M. Bakhtin, I. Kagan, V. Lorenz, V. Malakhov, A. Yermolenko, J. 

Habermas, K. Jaspers and other philosophers. The thorough disclosure of the functions of 

communication and dialogue as regulators of relations of the subjects of society, the definition 

of the principles of socio-philosophical analysis and the methodology of the study of the 

components of communication and dialogue have greatly enriched as the science and practice 

of strategic management of social and cultural-educational processes, as well as the 

technology of directing human self-movement to intelligence, morality and spirituality. 

However, applied developments, in which scientists offered the mechanisms and 

algorithms of management or implementation of communication and dialogue precisely in our 

time and in a concrete context, are not sufficient. It is worth mentioning the work of the 

authors who explicitly and substantively explored the essence of communication and dialogue 

as ways of consolidating communities of different levels in concrete forms, in particular in the 

socio-cultural space and in different management situations. These are the works of such 



scholars as H. Ball, V. Beh, J. Habermas, G. Schedrovitsky, A. Shyuts, A. Yermolenko, K. 

Jaspers and others. 

At the same time, the common practice of cultural-educational direction, which attracts 

more and more people, nevertheless, often remain outside of these developments and continue 

to take into account only everyday experience and the “world of life”. This state of affairs 

makes it possible to “slip” the search for constructivism towards profanation, to simplify the 

situation. Hence, these practices and actions deprive the interaction of intellectual and value-

semantic content. 

The analysis of the ways of communication and dialogue in the form of communicative 

and dialogic strategies, which are important ways of constructing self-development of the 

individual and various forms of social relations, shows the need to consider any activity, 

including religious, through the prism of the components of activity as such, its functions, and 

the conceptual dimension of the actions of the person himself. 

Not going deep into the philosophical and psychological concepts of activity as a form 

of an active attitude of a man to the world in order to transform it, it should be noted that 

activity, the main characteristic of which is consciousness, morphologically consists of the 

subject of activity, motives, tasks, actions, operations, etc., where social actions appear to be 

the simplest units of activity. However, the emphasis on the morphological aspect of the 

activity, as evidenced by experience and practice analysis, tends to lead to fragmentary 

activity, when its true characteristics (purposefulness, objectivity, universality, creative and 

general significance, etc.), as well as its internal mechanisms remain outside the analytical 

and operational action. In this way, understanding does not allow identifying the activities and 

actions that are defined by psychologists as “the purposeful transfer of motion and 

information from one participant to another ... (direct - contact, mediate - distant)” [26, c.69]. 

Consequently, unlike the structure of activity that we have previously disclosed and 

which should be the basis for constructing dialogical strategies, functional separation 

elements should also be taken into account: 

- the element that causes the action, which includes the needs and interests of subjects 

who initiate and direct the action; 

- informational and regulatory, created by a variety of different ideal programs and 

models of action; 

- operational, in which inductive motives turn into physical actions of the subject and 

are carried out with loss of energy; 

- productive, in which the actions of the subject are objectified, acquiring forms of 

existence, different from the subject. 

In this state, the result of action, as noted by V. Krzhevov, V. Kuznetsov, O. Oganov, A. 

Panarin, A. Razin and other philosophers, correlates with the needs and interests, as well as 

with the goals and motives of the subject, and therefore the result can be regarded as a new 

component of the objective situation, in which the subject and characteristics of which he 

should take into account in the new cycles of activity [18, c.520]. 

Modern cultural and educational space is characterized by constant expansion, 

acceleration, strengthening of communication ties and their internationalization. They engage 

more and more people in different cultures, confessions, communication technologies that 

enable informal communication, that is, dialogue out of control by social institutions and free 

personal representations, etc., in communication and dialogue. Outside public institutions that 

act as forms of regulation of social relations, the content of which is a dialogue, new 

structures “work” on the feeling of belonging to one or another community. 

Taking the unequivocal assertion that communication is reflected in strategies and 

technologies realization of which is associated with significant goals and objectives, it should 

be noted that in the forms of socio-cultural choices, human actions also display a certain type 



of language, its meaning, its values and preferences of personalities. Dialogue in the cultural 

and educational space is a dynamic factor in its balance, establishing equal participation of 

subjects in preventing conflicts, destabilization and entropy. 

Everyday dialogical communication outside the philosophical and non-scientific 

worldview positions of subjects often loses human activity and even makes it impossible for 

certain productive ways, means and receptions of interaction. In an effort to understand the 

world and another person, the person always faces new problems that require the 

abandonment of previous views, so the constructs allow you to gradually move in the world 

of objects by doing logical operations, interpreting them for mutual understanding. 

This becomes most obvious when it comes to communicative and dialogic strategies, 

the formation of which involves a significant number of subjects in the cultural and 

educational space (students, teachers, scientists, heads of cultural and educational institutions, 

representatives of state power, local authorities self-government, political parties, religious 

and confessional movements, communities, public organizations, national-cultural 

movements, mass media, etc.). 

Recognition of dialogue by the principle of theoretical and methodological support of 

religious practices of a particular cultural and educational space, which is the space of the 

peoples of the North Azov region, as well as the perception of this support by a certain (new) 

educational technology, requires the development of conceptual foundations of dialogical 

strategies. A worthy place in these developments should be to justify the theory and 

methodology of discursive dialogue in which religious discourse will be present along with 

others. Moreover, it is necessary to do this in the general cultural dialogue, as well as in 

interreligious and confessional communication. 

It is known that interreligious communication takes place in various spheres of human 

life (socio-political, in which the dialogue goes between political and social leaders of 

countries and confessions, structures and organizations of society, socio-cultural, dialogue 

between different religious - social, cultural institutions, mass media, communities and groups 

that attain a civic level of understanding between representatives of cultural identities, in 

particular religious, educational, cultural, etc., in everyday life, where positions of concrete 

representatives of denominations fill interpersonal relations with the use of life experience). 

It should also be noted that the complexity of the dialogue in this context is also 

connected with the fact of the variability of relations of the newest religious movements in the 

world: uncompromising condemnation of secular orders, the refusal of any contact with the 

“sinful world” is characteristic of the initial stages of the existence of the movement. Its 

leaders who cannot maintain the “state of the siege of the fortress” for a long time, stay away 

from society. Often, the transition to a compromise form of relationship with the environment 

looks like a silent refusal from the previous rigid world-declarative wording. 

Thus, in the interaction of these principles of scientific, philosophical, educational and 

religious discourse, the specificity of the educational model of interreligious dialogue and its 

further perspectives at the present stage becomes clear. It should be acknowledged that the 

dialogue is becoming more and more relevant, as in recent decades, in connection with the 

development of modern communications, the representatives of these two major religions 

have become increasingly interacting with one another. The fact of peaceful coexistence of 

religions and confessions today reveals the civilization potential of peacemaking of world 

religions, the historical role of the peacekeeping model of their relations in an increasingly 

globalized world, and for man the opportunity opens up to master all the richness of national 

and world culture and build stability in society. 

By shifting the research from the methodological and the general-level to the practical 

level, it is necessary to recall the tremendous experience of the pedagogical management of 

the dialogue, known as “maieutics”. The founder should be considered Socrates, who gave the 



dialogue not only the features of dialectic, logical and value-sense orientations, but also 

considered the great art of directing it to a human and moral consensus. The “master plan” of 

the deployment of dialogue should become a “paternal grandmother” in search of a consensus 

in human relations. In cultural and educational practices, these ideas are effectively 

implemented by B. Bibler, N. Bourbules and other scientists and practitioners. 

In our opinion, the most approaching to maieutics can be considered a way of creating 

and solving certain pedagogical and dialogical situations, as the modern scholars (M. Boritko, 

I. Kolesnikov, N. Shchurkov, and others) write. They regard the pedagogical situation as a 

peculiar life event for the student which contains great opportunities in the spiritual 

development of a man. Problems of spiritual life of a man are first of all problems of 

understanding. Thus, the situation in which the  interest of the student to the outside world, 

other people and himself is realized and fixed,  is based on understanding and self-

understanding. 

It should be noted that the thorough theoretical and methodological basis of dialogical 

understanding consisted of the ideas of phenomenology of the semantic life of consciousness 

(E. Husserl, M. Mamardashvili, E. Fink, V. Frankl et al.), philosophical hermeneutics about 

the essence of understanding and self-understanding (X.-G. Gadamer, G. Dilthey, P. Rickor, 

F. Schleymaker, and others), a reflexive philosophy that developed the problem of the 

orientation of man to himself and the other in the process of interaction (G. Hegel, R. 

Descartes, I. Kant et al.), existentialism, which explains a man as the unity and the invariable 

nature of its dynamic actualization (Jean-Paul Sartre, Heidegger, Karl Jaspers) philosophy of 

culture (M. Bakhtin, V. Bibler et al.). 

 The logic of the deployment of dialogic understanding situations involves the division 

of each type of situations into species. Information situations are divided into situations of 

solving ethical (controversial) tasks, ethical difficulties and valuable interpretation of subjects 

of dialogue, the comparison of oneself and the other, and the identification of the meanings of 

the life of another, the search for meaning of life and ways of helping the other. 

 In constructing situations of dialogical understanding, we should, in our opinion, 

proceed from the cognitive domination of a person in a certain structure of intellectual 

growth: “ignorance of ignorance”, “knowledge of ignorance”, “knowledge of knowledge” and 

value-semantic, praxeological construct of understanding, mutual understanding and 

interpretation of the progress of mankind. 

Moreover, it should be based on the principles of creating situations of dialogical 

understanding, to allocate the following conditions necessary for the creation of such 

situations: a) the recognition of the right of existing another thought; b) openness; c) 

demonstration of the alienation and commonality of human individuals; d) the teacher's 

reaction to the information received from the interlocutor should not give an assessment; e) 

creating an emotional situation that promotes the discovery of a man himself, his “secret” 

corners of the soul; e) a common language understood by one side and the other [24]. 

It is in this way, according to the authors, the process of spiritual self-improvement of 

onemself as a unique individuality (component of goal-setting) takes place. Thanks to the 

cognitive component of the situation of the dialogic understanding, a man directs himself to 

the knowledge of himself, his spiritual capabilities (the component of experience), the 

communicative component manifests itself and develops in dialogue, in interaction and is 

based on the understanding of oneself through the other and the other through oneself (the 

component of awareness), and the content contributes the realization of spiritual self-

development, the transformation of the world on the principles of spirituality (a component of 

meaning and praxis). 

In various directions of modernization of higher education, the implementation of the 

idea of dialogue becomes widespread in the purposefulness, content, organizational and 



managerial conditions of education. A significant part of teachers pays attention to the 

analysis of cultural and educational practices, the implementation of active methods and 

methods of dialogue education (integration of the principles of problem, variability in the 

educational process, modeling and implementation of didactic and cognitive means of 

learning, various forms and methods of teaching - problem lecture, dialogue micro-research, 

binary lecture, seminar-dialogue, lecture-discussion, internet dialogue, etc.). 

The most expressive of the specifics of cultural preferences in the educational process is 

the religious discourse, in dialogue with which its principles are viewed: religious 

traditionalism; recognition of the monotheistic nature of religion; freedom of religion; 

recognition of the need for social cooperation for the benefit of society; moral unity and 

orientation of the participants in the dialogue on spirituality; the principle of peaceful 

coexistence on the basis of the treaty; the principle of confessional identity; the principle of 

anti-globalization and others. 

Recently, within the limits of educational discourse, the language often refers to the 

polydiscursivity, the mastery of various linguistic practices (scientific, philosophical, literary, 

religious, etc.) in order to adequately understand the sociocultural traditions of society. In this 

sense, the educational discourse is presented as a leading one in multicultural dialogue [13]. 

In such a dialogue, representatives of various discourses seek to achieve a common, or 

at least transparent and understandable language, as the basis of one another's perception. 

Moreover, it is not only about verbal communication, but also about the motives and 

intentions of the person who speaks. Moreover, the culture of “assimilators” is formed in this 

way, which makes it possible to integrate the individual into the cultural environment and 

teach him to assess a complex, controversial situation from the standpoint of another culture. 

With this view, one can agree if such an educational discourse functions within the 

cultural and educational space as a continuum of unity of science and education, education 

and culture, personal educational programs of the subjects of the cultural and educational 

space and its institutions. In fact, this idea could be extrapolated to reality, if the creation, 

translation and mastering of knowledge corresponded to its true (high) content, that is 

semantic meaning. However, today, without the philosophical enhancement, the educational 

process remains largely an educational environment. 

The Ukrainian scholar N. Radionova pays attention to the functional transformation of 

the educational space with the help of philosophy [20]. 

At first glance, in the educational process, especially in nonhumanitarian universities, 

the achievement of the goal of dialogue and the goal of communication is not realistic, since 

discourses sometimes reveal not only contradictory views, but also opposites in the content of 

the position. At the same time, their discovery and understanding of the dialogue is the 

beginning of a movement towards the peaceful coexistence of cultural identities, which, by 

the way, have a significant experience of peacemaking. 

Consequently, dialogue cooperation, as a certain humanitarian technology, should direct 

all educational discourses into the development of a dialogue of cultures and its orientation 

towards philosophical reflection in the educational process. It is philosophical reflection that 

approximates the notion of  “multicultural dialogue”, “intercultural dialogue”, “dialogue 

education”, “multicultural education” and other terms and even categories that function in the 

scientific and educational life, communication space is often contradictory to determine at 

least the meaning of these concepts and release them from stereotyped connotations, from 

falsifications and quasi-intellectual layers. 

By the way, summarizing the specifics of philosophy, in particular the development of 

its concepts, J. Deleuze and F. Guattari emphasized: “Philosophy is neither contemplation, 

which essentially reflects things ... nor a reflection that arises in simple reasoning (this 

understanding of philosophy only diminishes its significance). Philosophy can not be 



identified in its entirety and with communication that “works” with thoughts in order to find 

consensus. It seems that the path of these universals of philosophy has already passed ... “. 

The leading view of Jean Deleuze and F. Guattari is represented by the statement: “We are not 

responsible for the victims, but guilty for the victims” [12, c.14]. 

Therefore, it is impossible neither deepen the multicultural dialogue nor expand its 

context (even with the discourse offered by Y. Habermas [10], V. Schmidt [21], V. Gosle [11] 

etc., and which should be carried out on the basis of rational impartiality, without giving 

preferences to one or another values), if:  

- not to return to the Socratic understanding of the dialogue; 

- not to base multiculturalism on the principle of pluralism, the recognition of equality 

and equal rights of all ethnic, social, political, age, religious, confessional groups, but in our 

opinion, if they do not allow elements of discrimination based on one or another membership; 

- do not expand the dialogue around the search for the essence of the very concept of 

“culture” (Latin cultura - cultivation, education, development, domination) from its literal 

understanding to the totality of methods and techniques of organization, realization and search 

of meanings of human life, as well as to the totality of material and spiritual acquisition 

localized in the space and time of socio-historical formations; 

- and finally, if not to “return” to the Socratic morality, human philosophy, and not to 

recognize in the modern context the humanity and human-dimensionality of the intercultural 

dialogue as criteria of culture, and thus the self-improvement of the will of a man, his loyalty 

to cultural values (this is what Socrates wanted to do). These positions are reflected by the 

author of the monograph and other authors [24]. 

Conclusions. As a search by the methodologist for research on dialogue in the 

harmonization of religious practices, consideration should be given to discussing the dialogue 

in the following areas: 

- the search for the immanent nature of the dialogue, which prevents it from being 

fragmented, ensures non-interference with “objectivity” and allows the use of lateral and 

possible thinking in the analysis of the dialogue; 

- philosophical reflection, which, in contrast to reduced scientific descriptions, 

represents a dialogue of a complete life phenomenon, presented in concrete events of concrete 

people, after all, philosophy is the art of the formation, invention and development of 

concepts; 

- conceptualization and search of meanings that “push” the boundaries of the obvious 

and reveal the most incredible situations and scenarios of human life; 

- discursive filling of the dialogue and additions of religious practices; 

- management of dialogue of religious practices on the basis of constructive strategies, 

taking into account the contextuality, metaphysical orientation of one or another religious and 

cultural identity; 

- the theoretical and methodological support of dialogue in religious practices should be 

based on philosophizing as an information process: the interpretation of information in a 

human-dimensional manner. reduction of uncertainty, increase of the volume and variety of 

objects of comprehension, use of the largest possible amount of information components 

(source, communication line, receiver, transmitter, addressee, source of interference, etc.), use 

of information that is meaningful, truthful, deep, new, reliable, punctual, in value - complete, 

accurate, operational, optimal; 

- this support should be based on philosophizing as an evaluation of information and 

existences in dialogue and philosophical criticism (establishing values of views, positions, 

interpretation, redefining ideas, postulates, etc.). 



Such a method of methodological orientation in the dialogue of religious practices will 

be the key to promising research and practical transformations that would prevent the “era of 

deep silence”. 
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