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There are two c�ite�ia which i�te��elate� a�� co�ple�e�t each othe�. The o�e o� the� 
co�ce��s the �atio�alit� o� �eha�iou� – the actio�s �o�e i� the cultu�al �i�e�sio� a�e �ase� o� 
co�ti��e�t ci�cu�sta�ces a�� ca��ot �e co�pletel� �atio�al, whilst e�e��thi�� which o�e �oes 
i� the social �i�e�sio� ca� �e explai�e�, at least i� the i�eal case, �� �easo�a�le co�si�e�atio�s 
a�� �ecause o� that ca� �e u��e�stoo� a�� possi�l� justifie� �� e�e��o�e, i��epe��e�tl� o� the 
co�text. The othe� c�ite�io� �e�e�s to hu�a� �elatio�s. The �eha�iou� which is cultu�all� �ele�a�t, 
p�esupposes i�e�tificatio� o� its su�ject with the people who sha�e with he�/hi� a wa� o� li�e 
a�� co�seque�tl� the �o�alit� o� this �eha�iou� is exclusi�ist, �aki�� �i��e�e�ce �etwee� “us” 
a�� “the�”. The actio�s with social o�ie�tatio� ca� �e �o�al too, �ut i� a �i��e�e�t wa�. The� 
a�e �atio�all� �oti�ate� a�� the�e�o�e thei� �o�alit� is u�i�e�salist.
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The atte�tio� o� �o�e�� socio�philosophical theo�ies has �ee� p�eoccupie� with the p�o�le�s 
o� eco�o�ic a�� powe� �elatio�s i� pu�lic li�e, with u�i�e�sal hu�a� �i�hts, li�e�t� a�� justice. 
The cha��es i� the “Zeit�eist” i� the seco�� hal� o� the XXth ce�tu�� shi�te� the focus to cultural 
�i��e�e�ces – �eli�ious, eth�ic, �acial, �e��e� o�es. This cha��e o� pa�a�i�� ��ou�ht a�out ce�tai� 
co�ceptual �isu��e�sta��i��s which i� so�e cases ha�e lea� also to �iso�ie�tatio� o� the pu�lic 
policies. I shall outli�e ��iefl� the �i�ficulties i� questio� a�� �u�the� I shall p�opose a�� su�sta�tiate 
c�ite�ia �o� the �i��e�e�tiatio� o� these two t�pes o� �elatio�ships i� pu�lic li�e. I� �� opi�io�, 
i� we ca� �ake clea�l� a �i��e�e�ce �etwee� social a�� cultu�al �elatio�s, the�e will �e �o such 
�isu��e�sta��i��s.

I shall sta�t �� p�ese�ti�� the popula� �otio�s o� the social a�� the cultu�al usi�� a �esc�iptio� 
�� N. F�ase� ��o� the fi�st chapte� o� the �ook “Re�ist�i�utio� o� Reco��itio�”1. The author 
e�u�e�ates th�ee �a�i�estatio�s o� i�justice i� social a�� th�ee – i� cultu�al aspect. The fi�st o�es 
a�e exploitatio� (whe� the ��uits o� o�e’s la�o� a�e take� �� othe�s); eco�o�ic �a��i�alizatio� 
(whe� the pe�so� has �o access to a jo�, o� o�l� to such o�es which a�e hu�iliati�� o� with low 
pa�) a�� i�po�e�ish�e�t (whe� �ou a�e �e�ie� a �o��al li�i�� sta��a��).

A�o�� the �a�i�estatio�s o� i�justice i� cultu�al aspect F�ase� places cultu�al �o�i�atio� (whe� 
o�e fi��s hi�/he�sel� i� a� e��i�o��e�t whe�e the �o�els o� i�te�p�etatio� a�� co��u�icatio� 
a�e o� a �i��e�e�t cultu�al “�atu�e” a�� a�e alie� a�� e�e� u���ie��l�); �e�ial o� �eco��itio� (whe� 
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the p�actices o� p�ese�tatio�, co��u�icatio� a�� i�te�p�etatio� which a�e cha�acte�istic �o� o�e’s 
cultu�e p�o�oke a� attitu�e o� exclusio�) a�� �is�espect (whe� o�e is �ei�� co���o�te� all the ti�e 
�� a hostile attitu�e o� shunned – �oth i� pu�lic a�� i� e�e���a� li�e [1, p. 23].

The�e a�e su�sta�tial �i��e�e�ces also �etwee� the app�oaches to the solutio� o� these two 
ki��s o� p�o�le�s. The social o�es ca� �e �ealt with �� �est�uctu�i�� o� eco�o�ic �elatio�s, e. 
�. �� �e�ist�i�utio� o� i�co�e, �� �eo��a�izatio� o� the �i�isio� o� la�o�, �� �e�oc�atizatio� o� 
the co��itio�s �o� �ecisio� �aki�� co�ce��i�� i��est�e�t, etc. I� the case o� cultu�al p�o�le�s 
o� the ki�� just �esc�i�e�, F�ase� poi�ts out that the� ca� �e app�oache� �� actio� a�ai�st the 
�e�ea�i�� t�eat�e�t i�e�tities a�� cultu�al achie�e�e�ts, �� seeki�� wa�s to positi�e e�aluatio� 
o� cultu�al �i�e�sit�, �� �eco�ceptualizatio� o� the patte��s o� p�ese�tatio�, i�te�p�etatio� a�� 
co��u�icatio� [1, p. 24].

I� �� opi�io�, the lack o� cla�it� a�out the specificit� o� social a�� cultu�al �elatio�s ��i��s 
a�out co�ceptual p�o�le�s at two le�els. Fu��a�e�tall�, it ca� �e clai�e� that the o�e o� the� 
is �othi�� �ut a� epiphe�o�e�o� o� the othe�, i. e. that its existe�ce is illusio�a��. Fo� exa�ple, 
i�e�tit�, �eli�io�, co��u�al soli�a�ities ca� �e �e�a��e� as co�st�uctio�s, which a�e c�eate� �� 
�o�i�ati�� ��oups i� societ� with the ai� o� p�o�oti�� thei� a��a�ta�es [2, p. 57; 3, p. 478]. 
A�� co��e�sel�, social �elatio�ships ca� �e i�te�p�ete� as a �a�i�estatio� o� cultu�al t�aits. Fo� 
exa�ple, the capitalist o��a�izatio� o� eco�o�� ca� �e �ep�ese�te� as �ealizatio� o� a p�otesta�t 
co�scious�ess, a�� �eal socialis� – as p�o�uct o� the collecti�ist �e�talit� o� ce�tai� t�a�itio�al 
cultures [4]. 

I� this is the case, i. e. i� o�l� o�e o� these two t�pes o� p�o�le�s exists actuall�, e�e��thi�� 
which is �ei�� �o�e to sol�e the o�es o� the othe� t�pe is �e�el� wasti�� o� societ�’s �esou�ces. 
P�ecisel� i� this se�se we ha�e he�e �ot o�l� a theo�etical, �ut also a pu�lic�political �ile��a. The 
issue which is �ei�� �aise� �owa�a�s �ost acti�el� is whethe� the exa��e�atio� o� the i�po�ta�ce 
o� cultu�al p�o�le�s (eth�ic, �eli�ious, �acial, etc.) is �ot a� atte�pt to �i�e�t the atte�tio� ��o� 
the i�justice  i� the �e�ist�i�utio� o� �ate�ial �oo�s. A�e �ot the st�u��les �o� �eco��itio� use� 
to screen off  social i�equalit�? Are not they merely a perverted form of struggle for social 
justice?

I� a �o�e �o�e�ate i�te�p�etatio� the existe�ce o� the two t�pes o� �elatio�ships is 
ack�owle��e�, �ut the questio� is which o� the� �o�i�ate i� a co�c�ete p�o�le�atic situatio�. 
Let us co�si�e� �o� exa�ple a case i� which a� eth�ic �i�o�it� st�u��les �o� i��epe��e�ce, i. e. 
for secession ��o� the cou�t�� o� �esi�e�ce. What is the �ealit� “�ehi��” the �alues a�� i�eals 
which a�e p�oclai�e� as justificatio� o� this cause? Is this  actuall� a strife of these people to 
p�ese��atio� a�� p�o�otio� o� thei� cultu�al i�e�tit� (as is usuall� clai�e� i� such cases), o� this 
is only a disguise o� the �ate�ial i�te�ests o� the i�tellectual a�� political elite o� the co��u�it� 
i� questio�? I� i� a �i�e� situatio� o� this t�pe i�e�tit� a�� soli�a�it� �o ha�e a lea�i�� �ole, this 
�oes �ot �ea� �ecessa�il� that i� othe� places i�st�u�e�tal co�si�e�atio�s (i� the se�se o� We�e�’s 
Zweck�atio�alitaet, [5]) ca� �ot p�e�ail a�� �ice �e�sa. Howe�e�, it is i�po�ta�t to k�ow what 
p�ecisel� the case is, �ecause this shoul� �ete��i�e ou� attitu�e towa�� the cause i� questio� a�� 
also – what pu�lic policies towa�� it woul� �e app�op�iate a�� �o�all� le�iti�ate. A�� i� we �o �ot 
ha�e clea� c�ite�ia �o� the �i��e�e�tiatio� �etwee� social a�� cultu�al �elatio�ships, we woul� �ot �e 
a�le to put the “�ia��osis” which is so �ecessa��. Besi�es we shoul� take i�to accou�t that o�te� 
the i�flue�ces o� social a�� cultu�al �acto�s intermingle a�� e�e� �ask each othe� – so�eti�es 
as a �esult o� well calculate� �a�ipulatio�s, a�� so�eti�es �ecause o� well �ea�t sel�/�elusio�s.
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***
Without a�� p�ete�tio�s �o� co�p�ehe�si�e�ess, I shall p�opose he�e two c�ite�ia �o� 

�i��e�e�tiati�� �etwee� th social a�� the cultu�al ele�e�ts o� pu�lic li�e. The fi�st o�e is �ase� 
upo� the �i��e�e�ce �etwee� �atio�al a�� co�ti��e�t ��ou��s o� ou� �eha�iou�. I� �� opi�io�, 
social actio�s (i. e. the o�es which a�e �ot �ele�a�t to i�e�tit�) ca� �e e�ti�el� �atio�al, whilst the 
cultu�al o�es (i. e. �elate� to i�e�tit�) ha�e i� the last accou�t a co�ti��e�t �asis.

What �o I �ea� �� “rational” a�� “co�ti��e�t” i� this case? The seco�� o� these two co�cepts 
is �efi�e� i� the �ictio�a�ies usuall� �� �elati�� it to so�e uncertainty o� �ei��. Contingent 
is what ca� �e, �ut also ca� �e �ot. However, not in the sense of chance. Co�ti��e�t a�e, �o 
exa�ple, the cos�olo�ical �ealities – e. �. The �u��e� o� the pla�ets i� the sola� s�ste�, the 
�ista�ce �etwee� the Ea�th a�� the Su�, the �u�atio� o� the �ea� o� ou� pla�et, etc. These a�e 
quite sta�le �eatu�es o� ou� �alax�, �ut the� coul� ha�e �ee� a�solutel� �i��e�e�t, a�� i� �act the 
Ea�th coul� ha�e �ot co�e i�to �ei�� at all. All these a�e �esults o� coi�ci�e�ces o� ci�cu�sta�ces 
which ha�e happe�e� �illio�s o� �ea�s a�o. Howe�e�, o�ce the� ha�e happe�e�, these �ealities 
ha�e �eco�e �asis o� p�ocesses which �e�elop �u�the� i� a quite �e�ula� �ashio�.

A sho�t �efi�itio� o� “co�ti��e�t” p�ese�ts it as so�ethi�� which �oes �ot �ea� its �ecessit� 
itsel�. I� this se�se e�e�� i�e�tit� ca� �e �e�a��e� as co�ti��e�t �ecause it �oes �ot �ecessa�il� 
�ollow ��o� ce�tai� ��ou��s, it is �ot a� ele�e�t o� so�e �eao�a�le whole, �ut is a p�o�uct 
o� a histo�ical coi�ci�e�ce. O�e ca� �i�e �o a�swe� to the questio� wh� is it such as it is. 
I� a co�st�uctio�ist pe�specti�e o� cou�se its o�i�i� ca� �e t�ace� to so�e pu�posi�e��atio�al 
co�si�e�atio� o� so�e h�pothetical c�eato�s, �ut ��o� such a �iewpoi�t i�e�tit� �oes �ot actuall� 
exist. It is �e�el� a� epiphe�o�e�o�. I� we �eco��ize its �ei�� at all, we �ust take its t�aits i� 
each co�c�ete case as �i�e�. The �eha�io� which is �ete��i�e� �� it ca� �e i� itsel� pe��ectl� 
�atio�al, �ut its ulti�ate ��ou��s a�e �ot. O�e ca� explai� �easo�a�l� wh� s/he has �a�e this a�� 
this �o�e at a�� poi�t o� he�/his u��e�taki�� with the exceptio� o� the �ost i�po�ta�t attitu�e o� 
he�s/his – wh� �oes s/he �alue p�ecisel� this i�e�tit� a�� wh� s/he co��o��s he�/his �eha�iou� to it.

A �asic ele�e�t o� a� eth�ic i�e�tit�, �o� exa�ple, is the awa�e�ess o� a co��o� histo�ical 
o�i�i� o� a ce�tai� ��oup o� people. The �ou��a�ies which sepa�ate “us” ��o� “the�” are therefore 
�ot ��aw� o� �atio�al ��ou��s. The� a�e p�e�ete��i�e� �� a histo�ical coi�ci�e�ce, �ut still the� 
a�e take� �e�� se�iousl� �� people. As the eth�ic co�flicts ha�e �e�o�st�ate�, ce�tai� soli�a�ities 
which a�e accepte� u�c�iticall�, as �i�e�, ca� tu�� out to �e o� c�ucial i�po�ta�ce �o� the li�e a�� 
�eath o� �a�� people. 

I� what se�se ca� the social �eha�iou�, u�like the o�e �elate� to i�e�tit�, �e e�ti�el� �atio�al? 
As it was al�ea�� �e�tio�e�, this specificit� exhi�its itsel� whe� we ask ou�sel�es a�out the 
ulti�ate �easo�s �o� ou� actio�s. What �ui�es us whe� ou� actio�s �ea� �o �ele�a�ce to ou� i�e�tit�? 
Actuall�, is it at all possi�le to �uil� hu�a� �eha�iou� e�ti�el� o� a �atio�al �asis?

A positi�e a�swe� to this questio� has �ee� �i�e� i� Ka�t‘s ethical theo��. Followi�� his 
c�itical philosophical li�e o� thi�ki��, the Ge��a� philosophe� �oes �ot postulate a�� �o��atic 
��ou��s �o� �o�alit�, he �oes �ot ask us to take a��thi�� �o� ��a�te�. I� his co�ceptio�, to act 
�atio�all� �ea�s to act acco��i�� to p�i�ciples, howe�e�, o�l� acco��i�� to such p�i�ciples which �o 
�ot lea� ou� �eha�iou� to a co�t�a�ictio� with itsel� i� a�� co�cei�a�le case. What �oes this �ea�?

To act acco��i�� to p�i�ciples �ea�s to keep to a co�siste�t li�e o� �eha�iou�. Howe�e�, 
this is �ot e�ou�h �o� a �eha�iou� to cou�t as �atio�al. Ca� we a��ee that a pe�so� acts �atio�all� 
i� s/he uses a�� oppo�tu�it� to cheat people �o� he�/his �e�efit? I� a wa� this see�s to �e a 
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co�siste�t �eha�iou�, �ut soo�e� o� late� it will cease to achie�e its ai�s, �ecause it will ��i�� 
that pe�so� i� co���o�tatio� with e�e���o��. E�e� less �atio�al i� this se�se woul� �e the �lo�al 
�esults o� appl�i�� such a pi�ciple �� e�e��o�e. I� the “C�itique o� P�actical Reaso�” Kant 
substantiates the thesis that no principle which proceeds from empirical grounds (like for 
example the universal strife for happiness) can be an elment of a universal legislation. 
I� we co��uct a thou�ht expe�i�e�t, i. e. i� we i�a�i�e that all people sta�t acti�� acco��i�� 
to such a p�i�ciple, we‘ll see that this will lea� to chaos – to �esults o� peoples‘ actio�s which 
co�t�a�ict thei� ai�s. O�, as Ka�t puts it, “...such a p�i�ciple, �iewe� as a law, woul� a��ihilate 
itself” [6, c. 29].

Depa�ti�� ��o� the cou�te��actual h�pothesis „what will happe� i� e�e���o�� acts like that“, 
Ka�t �eaches the co�clusio� that the �u��a�e�tal �o�al law ca� o�l� �e �o��al. I� ou� case, 
howe�e�, what �atte�s is the conception o� �atio�alit� which is i�plie� �� his a��u�e�ts. It see�s 
that �atio�alit� is u��e�stoo� he�e as a sel��co�siste�c� o� acti�it� – a� o��e� o� o�e‘s actio�s which 
�oes �ot allow �o� the� to �et i�to co�t�a�ictio� with each othe� i� a�� co�cei�a�le situatio�1.

Is howe�e� the �e�� ack�owle���e�t o� �atio�alit� as a� ulti�ate �o�� �atio�all� justifie�? 
Wh� shoul� we �e�a�� ou�sel�es as o�li�e� to �eha�e �atio�all�? Is�’t the �e�� i�pe�ati�e “be 
rational” dogmatically taken for granted? I� �� opi�io� Ka�t is lo�icall� co�siste�t also at 
this poi�t. I� his philosophical ��a�e o� �e�e�e�ce the su�ject o� acti�it� is �a� as �easo� – a�� as 
such s/he ca��ot �e othe� tha� �atio�al. Fo� a �easo�a�le su�ject to �e �atio�al is to �e he�/hi�sel�. 
The�e�o�e the ulti�ate, thou�h �ot explicit, ��ou�� �o� Ka�t‘s ethical theo�� is the sel��e�i�e�ce 
o� ou� �easo�a�le�ess ��o� which �ecessa�il� �ollows the obligation to be true to ourselves �� 
�eha�i�� �atio�all�, i. e. to act i� a sel��co�siste�t wa�.

So, i� a �utshell, the fi�st c�ite�io� �o� �i��e�e�tiati�� �etwee� cultu�al a�� social �acto�s i� 
pu�lic li�e, which I p�opose is the �ollowi��. The actio�s which a�e i�e�tit���elate� ca��ot �e 
ulti�atel� �atio�al. The� a�e �ase� i� the last accou�t upo� assumptions which are taken for 
��a�te�. O� the co�t�a��, the acti�it� which is i��ele�a�t to i�e�tit�, ca� �e e�ti�el� �atio�al, which 
allows �o� a u�hi��e�e� co��u�icatio� i� this �espect. The Othe�‘s �eha�iou� is �o�e o� less 
p�e�icta�le, he�s/his �oti�atio� is “transparent” �o� us as is ou�s �o� he�/hi�.

***
A�othe� pa�a�ete� o� the �i��e�e�ce �etwee� the cultu�al a�� the social is, i� �� opi�io�, 

the cha�acte� o� i�te�pe�so�al �elatio�s. The �i��e�e�ce �etwee� the two t�pes o� �elatio�s ca� �e 
�o��ulate� i� t�a�itio�al te��s as the o�e �etwee� co��u�it� (i� cultu�al �espect) a�� societ�2 
(i� social �espect), �ut as these co�cepts a�e quite co�t�o�e�sial �owa�a�s, I‘ll t�� to use �o� �� 
�i��e�e�tiatio� a �o�e �e�e�al a�� �ot so demanding c�ite�io� – the i�e�tificatio� o� people with 
o�e a�othe�. I� othe� wo��s, we ca� fi�� out whethe� ce�tai� pu�lic acti�ities a�e o� cultu�al o� 
social t�pe �� checki�� whethe� the pa�ticipa�ts i�e�ti�� with each othe� o� �ot. I shall cla�i�� 
the �ea�i�� o� “i�e�ti��i�� with the Othe�” i� this co�text �� �e�e��i�� to a �a�ous �o��ulatio� 

1 The �u�the� �e�elop�e�t o� the co�ceptio�s o� �atio�alit� p�o�uces also a �i��e�e�tiatio� p�opose� �� 
M We�e� i� his pu�licatio�, cite� a�o�e, �etwee� the so calle� i�st�u�e�tal �atio�alit� (“Zweck�atio�alitaet“ 
– co�siste�c� o� ai�s a�� �ea�s o� the acti�it�) a�� the �alue �atio�alit� (“We�t�atio�alitaet“ – consistency 
o� �o��s a�� �ealit� o� acti�it�).

2 “Co��u�it�” a�� “societ�” i� the se�se o� F. Toe��ies (see Toe��ies 1957).
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��o�  Toe��ies’ “Ge�ei�scha�t u�� Gesellscha�t”: “…�i�ect i�te�est o� o�e �ei�� i� the li�e o� 
the othe�, a�� �ea�i�ess to take pa�t i� his jo� a�� so��ow” [7, c. 47].

I� o��e� to ��aw this �e�a�catio� I shall use also the �esults o� a �elati�el� �ece�t �esea�ch �� 
A. Gut�a�� o� the so calle� “i�e�tit� ��oups“ (Gut�a�� 2003)1. I� �� opi�io� she i�t�o�uces this 
co�cept i� o��e� to “blur“ so�ewhat the �ou��a�� �etwee� the two t�pes o� pu�lic �elatio�ships 
whose ext�e�e, �ia�et�icall� oppose� �o��s a�e co��u�it� a�� societ� (i� the se�se o� Toe��ies). 
The “co��u�it� – societ�“ ��choto�� has �ee� c�iticize� p�ecisel� �ecause it lea�es out �a�� 
t�pes o� u�questio�a�l� existi�� �elatio�s which ca� �e classifie� u��e� �eithe� o� these two 
cate�o�ies. Gut�a� p�oposes “i�e�tit� ��oup” in the place of “co��u�it�” – such are the politically 
si��ifica�t associatio�s which att�act people �ecause withi� the� �utual i�e�tificatio� takes 
place. [8, c. 2]. She clai�s that i��i�i�uals i�e�ti�� with each othe� o� the �asis o� „eth�icit�, 
�ace, �atio�alit�, cultu�e, �eli�io�, �e��e�, sexual o�ie�tatio�, class, �isa�ilit�, a�e, i�eolo�� a�� 
othe� social �a�ke�s“ (i�i�.).

I ha�e so�e co�ce��s a�out placi�� „cultu�e“ as a �a�ke� i� the sa�e li�e with “ethnicity” a�� 
“�eli�io�”, as the latte� a�e �e�e�all� �e�a��e� to �e �o��s o� cultu�e. Howe�e�, i� p�i�ciple Gut�a��’s 
t�polo�� see�s p�o�isi�� as �ea�s o� filli�� the �ap �etwee� “co��u�it�” a�� “society”. The 
��oups which a�e �ot �elate� to i�e�tit� a�e calle� �� the autho� “i�te�est ��oups”. This concept 
o�e�laps co�si�e�a�l� with “society”. Howe�e�, Gut�a�� see�s to ai� at taki�� i�to accou�t the 
cases which ca� �e qualifie� �eithe� as co��u�it� �o� as societ� – �o� exa�ple “race”, “class”, 
“ph�sical �isa�ilit�”, “a�e”. These a�e cate�o�ies o� people who a�e �ot u�ite� �� co��u�it� 
ties solel� �ecause o� �elo��i�� to the �especti�e t�pe, �ut who ca� esta�lish �elatio�s o� �utual 
i�e�tificatio�. Withi� the sa�e cate�o�� such �elatio�s ca� exist i� so�e cases a�� �e a�se�t i� 
othe�s. The� ca� �e o� �i��e�e�t i�te�sit� – as a st�o��e�, �i��i�� i�e�tificatio�, o� as a weake� o�e.

I� sho�t, �� �eplaci�� the „co��u�it� – societ�“ �ichoto�� with a less co�t�asti�� t�polo��, 
i. e. o� the o�e ha�� a wi�e spect�u� o� „i�e�tit� ��oups“, i�te��all� u�ite� �� �i��e�e�t i� ki�� 
a�� i�te�sit� �o��s, a�� o� the othe� – “i�te�est ��oups”, Gut�a�� lea�es �ehi�� the “all or 
�othi��” lo�ic, cha�acte�istic �o� the pa�a�i�� o� Toe��ies.

A�� a�othe� a��a�ta�e, which ��i��s i� �� opi�io� the �eplace�e�t o� the “co��u�it� 
– society” t�polo�� with “i�e�tit� ��oups – i�te�est ��oups”. U�like the co��u�it� which is 
�esc�i�e� �� Toe��ies as a so�t o� quasio��a�ize�, ti�htl� u�ite� �o��atio� o� i��i�i�uals, the 
i�e�tit� ��oup ca� �e like this, �ut it ca� �e also �e�� �i��e�e�t, �e�� a�o�phous. Its �e��e�s 
�a� �ot k�ow each othe� (e�e� the te�� “�e��e�” shoul� �e u��e�stoo� he�e i� a �e�� �e�e�al 
se�se). I� o��e� to i�e�ti�� with so�eo�e o� the �asis o� co��o� eth�icit�, �eli�io�, �ace, etc. 
It is �ot �ecessa�� to ha�e pe�so�al co�tact with he�/hi�. It is e�ou�h to sha�e a� awa�e�ess o� 
co��o� cause, o� histo�ical �ate. I� this �espect Gut�a��’s t�polo�� is less “��a�atic”, it is �o�e 
�ealistic a�� plausible. 

I� su��a�� – what c�ite�io� �o� the �i��e�e�tiatio� �etwee� social a�� cultu�al �acto�s i� 
pu�lic li�e ca� we �o��ulate o� the �asis o� the “i�e�tit� ��oups – i�te�est ��oups” t�polo��? It 
woul� �e si�ple�, �ut �ot p�ecise e�ou�h to ��aw the �e�a�catio� li�e �etwee� �eha�iou� which 
is �ui�e� �� the i�e�tificatio� o� its su�ject with othe� people (it woul� �e e�e� clea�e� �ut also 
�o�e �islea�i�� to call it “collectivist”) a�� o�e which is �ete��i�e� exclusi�el� �� the pe�so�al 
i�st�u�e�tal i�te�est o� its su�ject, i. e. �eha�iou� which ca� �e cha�acte�ize� as i��i�i�ualistic.

1 Gutmann, A. I�e�tit� i� De�oc�ac�. P�i�ceto�: P�i�ceto� U�i�e�sit� P�ess, 2003.
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Wh� woul� it �e imprecise to asc�i�e cultu�al specificit� to e�e�� actio� which is �o�e ��o� 
he positio� o� i�e�tificatio� o� its su�ject with so�e othe� people? Ge�e�all� cultu�e is co�si�e�e� 
to �e a �o�e o� less comprehensive, encompassing wa� o� li�e, �ut i�e�tificatio�s with the 
Othe�s a�e possi�le, as Gut�a�� has co��i�ci��l� show�, also �e�el� i� so�e aspects o� hu�a� 
existe�ce. That is wh� it see�s that we ha�e to li�it the spect�u� o� the cultu�al �eha�iou� to the 
actio�s which a�e exe�cise� ��o� the positio� o� i�e�tificatio� o� thei� su�ject with people who 
sha�e with he�/hi� a co�p�ehe�si�e wa� o� li�e.

A le�iti�ate questio� i� this co�text woul� �e: what is the �ele�a�ce o� �o�alit� to a t�polo�� 
o� actio� which �i��e�e�tiates �etwee� what we �o o� the �asis o� i�e�tificatio� with othe� people a�� 
what we �o i� a� e�ti�el� i��i�i�ualistic wa�? I� othe� wo��s, is it possi�le to fi�� out whethe� a� actio� 
is �o�e i� a cultu�al o� i� a social �espect �� judging ��o� the exte�t to which it is �ui�e� �� �o�al 
�o��s? I� we keep to so�e t�a�itio�al cate�o�ies, we woul� �e te�pte� to quali�� the �o��e� ki�� o� 
�eha�iou� as �alue��atio�al, a�� the latte� – as i�st�u�e�tall� (o� pu�pose�ull�) �atio�al i� We�e�‘s 
se�se. Howe�e�, this woul� �ot �e a plausible �e�a�catio�, �ecause the actio�s which a�e �o�e i� a� 
i��i�i�ualistic �ashio�, i. e. without �ei�� �ui�e� �� the i�e�tificatio� o� thei� su�ject with othe� people, 
ca� �e �o�al too – we ha�e al�ea�� co��e�te� Ka�t‘s a�swe� to the questio�s how this is possi�le 
i� p�i�ciple. I thi�k that a �oo� �e�o�st�atio� o� the possi�ilit� o� two ki��s o� �o�al �eha�iou�, o�e 
which is �ase� upo� i�e�tificatio� o� its su�ject with othe� people a�� o�e which is �ot, is the “ethical 
– �o�al” t�polo��, use� �� J. Ha�e��as i� so�e o� his pu�licatio�s which �eal with �iscou�se ethics.

This t�polo�� �e�e�s to two alte��ati�e wa�s o� wo�ki�� out sta��a��s o� �eha�iou�. Ge�e�all� 
the� �i��e� (acco��i�� to the a�al�sis o� o�e o� the �est expe�ts o� Ha�e��as i� the E��lish�speaki�� 
philosophical circles [9, p. 51]. I� thei� �elatio� to the cultu�al e��i�o��e�t. The ethical�existe�tial 
a�� the ethical�political (i� Ha�e��as’s te��i�olo��) discourses are contextually situated, 
whilst the moral one transcends the situatedness in the name of an universalist, rational 
consensus. Ha�e��as �ea�s �� “�o�alit�” he�e �ot a s�ste� o� “ou�ht – �ules” o� �eha�iou�, as 
it is �e�e�all� accepte�, �ut a s�ste� o� just norms.

The ethical�existe�tial, as well as the ethical�political questio�s �e�e� to the “�oo� li�e” of the 
i��i�i�ual o� the ��oup1. Thei� �iscussio� co�t�i�utes to the a�ticulatio� o� the ��oup’s i�e�tit�, 
a�swe�i�� questio�s o� the t�pe o� “who are we” a�� “what �o we wa�t to �e” [11, p. 151]. But 
o� cou�se, such �atte�s ca� �e �iscusse� i� pu�lic o�l� i� the co�text o� sha�e� cultu�al t�a�itio�s 
a�� �alues. The latte� a�e �ot �e�a��e� as co�st�ucte� with so�e pu�pose, �ut a�e take� �� the 
��oup’s �e��e�s as �i�e�, as pa�t o� th ��oup’s li�e wo�l�, as p�o�uct o� histo�ical coi�ci�e�ces. 
It is i� this se�se that the ethical�political �iscou�se is �epe��e�t o� the cultu�al co�text o� the 
��oup’s existe�ce i� e�e�� co�c�ete case.

Howe�e�, a �e�ate o� this t�pe ca��ot co�e to a� a�swe� o� questio�s which �e�e� to the just 
�e�ulatio� o� hu�a� �elatio�s. I� we ask how �o��s ca� �e wo�ke� out which woul� �ui�e the 
�eha�iou� o� a ci�cle o� people i� such a wa� that �o�o��’s i�te�est woul� �e hu�t, the a�swe�, 
at least ��o� the �iewpoi�t o� Ha�e��as, woul� �e that this ca� �e �o�e o�l� th�ou�h a �o�al 
�iscou�se. The latte� is a �atio�al �e�ate i� which the “…co�peti�� p�i�ate i�te�ests a�e �e�a��e� 
as equal” [9, p. 54]. It shoul� �e clea� that a �ecessa�� co��itio� �o� such a �iscussio� is that e�e�� 
participant takes a position of “selfless e�path�” with �e�a�� o� the othe�s [11, p. 154].

1 The ethical�existe�tial questio�s �e�e� to the sel��u��e�sta��i�� o� the i��i�i�ual, a�� the ethical�
political o�es – to the sel��u��e�sta��i�� o� the ��oup (see Ha�e��as 1992 , p. 198).
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As we see, a� i�flue�ce o� the co�ti��e�t ci�cu�sta�ces i� which a co�c�ete �iscussio� 
is taki�� place woul� p�e�e�t it ��o� �eachi�� the �esi�e� �esult, i. e. a� a��ee�e�t o� the just 
�e�ulatio� o� the �elatio�s a�o�� the pa�ticipa�ts, a�� i� �e�e�al a�o�� all who woul� �e a��ecte� 
�� the applicatio� o� the accepte� �o��s. That is wh� �o�al �iscou�se �ecessa�il� t�a�sce��s its 
cultu�al co�text.

So, the main difference between “ethical” and “moral” discourses in Habermas’s sense is 
between situatedness in a contingent context, on the one hand, and independence of context, on 
the other. Actuall� I ha�e al�ea�� �a�e such a �isti�ctio� �etwee� the wa�s cultu�al a�� social 
factors “work” i� pu�lic li�e. Howe�e�, the �ew ele�e�t which ca� �e a��e� o� the �asis o� 
�iscou�se ethics is that i� the fi�st case the�e is �utual i�e�tificatio� o� the pa�ticipa�ts i� the ethical 
�iscou�se (�ecause o� the i�po�ta�ce o� sha�e� cultu�al t�a�itio�s a�� �alues) a�� i� the seco�� 
o�e, i. e. i� the case o� �o�al �icou�se, the�e is �o such i�e�tificatio�. Justice �oes �ot allow �ou 
to �i�e p�e�e�e�ce to the i�te�ests o� ce�tai� people at the expe�se o� the othe�s.

Actuall�, what ca� �oti�ate a� u�i�e�salisticall� �o�al �eha�iou� i� �ot the i�e�tificatio� 
with othe� hu�a� �ei��s? Whe�e ca� the “selfless e�path�” co�e ��o�? I� �� opi�io� its ��ou�� 
ca� �e o�l� the �atio�alit� i� Ka�t’s se�se. I keep to justice i� �� �elatio�s with the othe�s �ot 
�ecause I lo�e the� – all o� the� a�� to a� equal �e��ee – �ut �ecause this is �ictate� to �e �� 
�� �easo�. I� I �o so�e i�justice, I’ll �o a�ai�st �� �easo� a�� eo ipso a�ai�st ��sel�, �ecause 
I’ll a�opt a �eha�iou� which soo�e� o� late� will �et i� co�t�a�ictio� with its ow� ai�s, i. e. I’ll 
act irrationally.

So, i� su��a��, he�e a�e two t�pes o� �o�al �eha�iou�1: o�e which is �oti�ate� �� 
i�e�tificatio� with othe� people a�� a�othe�, which is �ase� o�l� o� �atio�al co�si�e�atio�s, �ut 
is �ot less �o�al �ecause o� that. The �o��e� is cultu�all� co�textual, a�� the latte� is i��epe��e�t 
o� cultu�al co�text a�� that is wh� we ca� use this �i��e�e�ce as a c�ite�io� �o� �i��e�e�tiati�� 
�etwee� the cultu�al a�� the social �acto�s i� pu�lic li�e.

***
Fi�all�, i� the last accou�t we co�e to two c�ite�ia which a�e i�te��elate�, �ut still �i��e�e�t 

e�ou�h i� o��e� �ot to �e redundant, �ut to co�ple�e�t each othe�. The o�e o� the� co�ce��s 
the �atio�alit� o� �eha�iou� – the actio�s �o�e i� the cultu�al �i�e�sio� a�e �ase� o� co�ti��e�t 
ci�cu�sta�ces a�� ca��ot �e co�pletel� �atio�al (the a�swe� to the questio�: „wh� �o �ou act 
i� this wa� a�� �ot othe�wise“ ca� ulti�atel� �e o�l� „�ecause �� i�e�tit� is such as it is“), 
whilst e�e��thi�� which o�e �oes i� the social �i�e�sio� ca� �e explai�e�, at least i� the i�eal 
case, �� �easo�a�le co�si�e�atio�s a�� �ecause o� that ca� �e u��e�stoo� a�� possi�l� justifie� 
�� e�e��o�e, i��epe��e�tl� o� the co�text.

The othe� c�ite�io� �e�e�s to hu�a� �elatio�s. The �eha�iou� which is cultu�all� �ele�a�t, 
p�esupposes i�e�tificatio� o� its su�ject with the people who sha�e with he�/hi� a wa� o� li�e 
a�� co�seque�tl� the �o�alit� o� this �eha�iou� is exclusi�ist, �aki�� �i��e�e�ce �etwee� „us“ 
a�� „the�“. The actio�s with social o�ie�tatio� ca� �e �o�al too, �ut i� a �i��e�e�t wa�. The� a�e 
�atio�all� �oti�ate� (althou�h thei� su�ject �a� �ot �e explicitl� awa�e o� that) a�� the�e�o�e 
thei� �o�alit� is u�i�e�salist.

1  F�o� this poi�t o� I a� usi�� “�o�al” i� the �e�e�all� accepte� se�se, �ot as oppose� to “ethical”.
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