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A� atte�pt to o�e�co�e the existi�� i� the sphe�e o� lite�atu�e scie�tific as well as aca�e�ic 
(�esea�ch) a�� e�ucatio�al lite�atu�e o� the oppositio� o� �ialectics, as a �ialo�ue a�� �ialectics as 
a �etho� (co��itio�, thi�ki��) is �a�e i� the a�ticle. A� a�al�ticall��s��thetic c�ite�io�, acco��i�� 
to which each o� the i��icate� cha�acte�s o� �ialectics is a u�it� o� �oth, he�ce, is a �o�� o� the 
a�al�ticall��s��thetic acti�it� is p�opose� �o� that pu�pose.
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I� the histo�� o� �ialectics as a pa�t o� Eu�opea� philosoph� clea�l� t�ace� its two �e�sio�s: 
as a �ialo�ue (�ialo�ic) a�� as a �etho� (thi�ki��, co��itio�). The fi�st o�e, as we k�ow, has 
e�e��e� i� a�cie�t G�eek philosoph�, which is �i�htl� co�si�e�e� to �e �ou��e� �� Soc�ates a�� 
Plato. The seco�� o�e is associate� with the Ge��a� philosoph� o� Mo�e�� ti�es, �ai�l� with the 
philosoph� o� G. He�el. The �i��e�e�ce, at least oute�, �etwee� these ki��s is o��ious. It se��e� 
a�� still se��es as the �asis �o� thei� qualitati�e �isti�ctio�, a�� o�te� – �o� thei� oppositio�. This 
is �ue to the �act that the �ialectics as a �ialo�ue see�s to �e �ocuse� o� the plu�alis� o� thou�hts, 
which is a �a�i�estatio� o� its a�th�opolo�ical co�te�t, a�� �ialectics as a lo�ical �etho� (thi�ki��, 
co��itio�) is �o�olo�ic a�� the�e�o�e it “�eplicates” i� its stea�� �o��.

I� the histo�� o� philosoph� the oppositio� �etwee� �oth ki��s o� �ialectics o�se��es, 
pa�ticula�l�, i� the �iews o� G. He�el, L. Feue��ach, A. Schope�haue�, H.�G. Ga�a�e� (it will �e 
�iscusse� late�). A�� �owa�a�s we ca� fi�� opi�io�s that �e�tio�e� t�pes o� �ialectics, to put it 
si�pl�, a�e �ot i�cli�e� to each othe�. I� the peculia� �o�� this opi�io� is exp�esse� �� Uk�ai�ia� 
philosophe� Y. Ishche�ko, who w�ote: “As the expe�ie�ce o� the XX ce�tu�� testifies, histo�ical 
pe�specti�e o�se��es �ot i� He�aclitus’ �oct�i�e o� “wa�” a�� t�a�sitio� o� opposites i�to each 
othe� (which se��e� as a p�otot�pe �o� He�elia� a�� the� �o� �o��atic Ma�xist�Le�i�ist �ialectics), 
which e�e�tuall� tu��s i�to the u�i�e�sal i��i��e�e�ce to a�� �i��e�e�ces a�� oppositio�s, �ut 
i� Soc�ates’ u��e�sta��i�� o� �ialectics as �ialo�ical �etho� to fi�� the t�uth. We ca� sa� that 
this �o�el o� �ialectical thi�ki�� i� its e��o�t to justi�� a�� �e�e�� the o�e that clai�s to �e the 
t�ue positio�, t�ies to �i�e a� o�jecti�e i�te�p�etatio� o� possi�le o� existi�� co�ceptual co�flict, 
the�e�o�e we t�� to explai� i� the �i��e�e�t “pa�a�i��s” o� thi�ki�� the p�ocesses o� cha��es, 
�o�e�e�t, �e�elop�e�t, �ailu�e o� �e��a�atio� i� �atu�e, societ�, a�� spi�itual li�e o� the hu�a� 
�i��, o�, �o� i�sta�ce, to u��e�sta�� the �ea�i�� o� T�uth, Goo��ess, Goo�, etc.” [8, p. 237]
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Howe�e�, it shoul� �e �otice� that i� the wo�ks o� Uk�ai�ia� as well as �o�ei�� philosophe�s 
ca� �e �ou�� quite co�st�ucti�e thou�hts o� the �ecessit� to see i� these ki��s o� �ialectics 
so�ethi�� i� co��o� (�o� i�sta�ce, wo�ks �� E. Il�e�ko� “Philosoph� a�� Cultu�e”, L. Oza�o�ska 
“The pa�a�i�� o� �ialo�ue i� the �o�e�� thi�ki��”). To �e su�e, he�e is a p�o�le�, what is 
e�i�e�ce� �� the �ele�a�ce o� the hu�a�ities’ �etho�olo�� p�o�le�s, u��e�sta��i�� the �ialo�ue 
�etwee� cultu�es, ci�ilizatio�s a�� e�e� the p�ospects o� �e�elop�e�t o� the �ialectics as lo�ic. 
Reflecti�� o� �atte�s o� c�eati�e thi�ki��’s lo�ic as i�tellectual �ialo�ue V. Bi�le� a�e�s that 
“Special pe�specti�es �oote� i� the p�o�le� o� “the lo�ic o� �ialo�ue” �o� the �e�elop�e�t o� 
�ialectics, �o� solutio� a�� �e�o��ulatio� o� �a�� lo�� o�e��ue p�o�le�s i� �ialectical lo�ic” 
[1, p. 8]. Thus V. Bi�le� “...see�s t��i�� a�ai�, with histo�ical, philosophical positio�s co�si�e� 
the questio� o� the c�ucial �ole o� the lo�ic o� �ialo�ue i� the �e�elop�e�t o� c�eati�e thi�ki��, 
especiall� i� the �e�elop�e�t o� theo�etical c�eati�it�” [1, p. 8–9]. It ca� �e easil� �otice� that 
i� this case the�e is a co�t�ast �etwee� �ialo�ue a�� �ialectics.

The purpose of the article – to p�o�e the esse�tial �elatio�ship �etwee� the �ialectics as 
a �ialo�ue a�� �ialectics as a �etho� (thi�ki��, co��itio�) what will p�e�e�t thei� �u��a�e�tal 
�isti�ctio� a�� oppositio�. The autho� assu�es that sea�ch �o� the �ew �o�� o� �ialectics (which 
woul� co��espo�� to the �o�e�� challe��es that acco�pa�� the �e�elop�e�t o� philosoph�, 
scie�ce, social p�actices a�� hu�a�) shoul� �e �ase� o� u��e�sta��i�� o� the �ialectics as 
so�ethi�� whole, �espite the p�ese�ce o� specific histo�ical i�a�es (which shoul� �e thou�ht as 
a �ecessa�� ele�e�ts o� the whole). Followi�� the lo�ic o� G. He�el’s co�si�e�atio�s co�ce��i�� 
the histo�� o� philosoph�, it is wo�th to �otice that the histo�� o� �ialectics (�espite the appa�e�t 
�i��e�e�ce o� its seque�tiall� cha��i�� i�a�es) is the sa�e �ialectics �ut at �i��e�e�t sta�es o� its 
�e�elop�e�t, a�� that peculia� to each o� these sta�es �asic p�i�ciple is o�l� a ��a�chi�� o� the 
whole, the �ou��atio� o� which is the p�i�ciple o� “oppositio�”.

So what co�te�t is o�i�i�all� (histo�icall�) fits i�to the co�cept o� “�ialectics”? It is �elie�e� 
that �e�tio�e� co�cept was p�opose� i� the sphe�e o� philosoph� �� Ze�o o� Elea. Howe�e�, we 
ca��ot �e su�e a�out this state�e�t ce�tai�t�. Acco��i�� to this Dio�e�es Lae�tius w�ites: “The� 
sa� that Ze�o the Eleatic was the fi�st to w�ite �ialo�ues. But, acco��i�� to Fa�o�i�us i� his 
“Me�o�a�ilia”, A�istotle i� the fi�st �ook o� his �ialo�ue “O� Poets” asse�ts that it was Alexa�e�us 
o� St��a o� Teos. I� �� opi�io�, Plato who ��ou�ht this �o�� o� w�iti�� to pe��ectio�, ou�ht to 
�e a�ju��e� the p�ize �o� its i��e�tio� as well as �o� its e��ellish�e�t” [6, p. 164]. The te�� 
�ialectics was u��e�stoo� as a skill (a�t) to co��uct a �ialo�ue, �iscussio�, �e�ate to achie�e the 
t�uth (it �e�i�es ��o� its co�te�t – the G�eek “�ialektih”). Ne�e�theless, �ialectics as a �ialo�ue is 
�ot just talk o� a qua��el i� the e�e���a� se�se, �ut the a�t to �ialo�ue th�ou�h the questio�s a�� 
a�swe�s, �espite the se�e�it� o� �elatio�s �etwee� the i�te�locuto�s what happe�e� quite o�te�. I� 
this �e�a��, Plato, si�ila�l� to Soc�ates a�� He�aclitus, �i�htl� state�: “A�� the o�e who k�ows 
how to ask questio�s a�� �i�e a�swe�s, we call �ialectic” [12, p. 425].

Howe�e�, the a�ilit� to ask questio�s a�� �i�e a�swe�s is �ot i��icati�e o� its �esi��atio� 
as a �ialectics. Na�el�, �ialo�ue a�� �ialectics a�e �ot the sa�e. Note that Plato’s �ialo�ue has 
�i��e�e�t t�pes – tuto�ial a�� i��esti�ati�e, the fi�st o�e has theo�etical a�� p�actical o�ie�tatio�, 
the seco�� o�e – is as �o� exe�cises as well as �o� co�petitio�. Still i� all these cases, the a�t o� 
e�i�e�ce is �a�e �ialecticall�. “A �ialo�ue – as Dio�e�es Lae�tius �e�tio�s – is a �iscou�se 
co�sisti�� o� questio� a�� a�swe� o� so�e philosophical o� political su�ject, with �ue �e�a�� to the 
cha�acte�s o� the pe�so�s i�t�o�uce� a�� the choice o� �ictio�. Dialectic is the a�t o� �iscou�se �� 
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which we eithe� �e�ute o� esta�lish so�e p�opositio� �� �ea�s o� questio� a�� a�swe� o� the pa�t 
o� the i�te�locuto�s” [6, p. 164]. I� this �e�a��, the �ialectics as a �ialo�ue al�ea�� appea�s i� the 
�efi�itio� o� the a�t o� �aieutics (the G�eek �o� “o�stet�ics a�t”). Soc�ates as o�e o� the �ialectics’ 
�ou��e�s a�� the cha�acte� o� Plato’s �ialo�ues �ollowe� the positio� that he helpe� to �i�th the 
t�uth i� the �i��s o� othe�s th�ou�h the clash o� opposite �iews. Acco��i�� to L. Oza�o�ska “the 
�ialo�ue that takes place �etwee� two co�scious�esses i� the �o�� o� questio�i�� o� co��itio�s o� 
equalit� that �i�es the �i�� a� oppo�tu�it� to �isco�e� the t�uth, which he ha� �ot e�e� suspecte� 
�e�o�e the �ialo�ue. Maieutics helps the i�te�locuto� to �isco�e� the wa� o� fi��i�� the t�uth �� 
�e�eali�� the co�t�a�ictio�s i� o�es �easo�i��. The�e �o�e Soc�atic �ialo�ue is a ki�� o� i�tellectual 
st�u��le, which �esults i� the eli�i�atio� o� i�co�siste�t a�� co�flicti�� opi�io�s” [11, p. 12].

As we k�ow, Soc�ates �i� �ot w�ite pape�s, �i� �ot �i�e his au�ie�ce a�� t�uth i� fi�ishe� 
�o��. He was co��i�ce� that the �i�� o� a�� pe�so� is a�le to �e�e�ate the t�uth, thus he just 
helpe� his stu�e�ts to �each it i��epe��e�tl�. The �ai� �etho� �o� this pu�pose that Soc�ates 
chose was �ialectical o�e, which he like� to co�pa�e to c�a�t o� his �othe� – �i�wi�e Fe�a�eta. 
This �etho� co�siste� o� pa�tial a�st�actio� a�� �ocus o� �e�e�al, o� the ele�atio� o� pa�tial 
�ep�ese�tatio�s, cases a�� exa�ples to the le�el o� co�cepts, a�� this �etho� le� to the lo�ical 
�efi�itio�s o� co�cepts, a��, i��e�sel�, to the �ist�i�utio� o� k�owa�le thi��s �o� ki�ship a�� 
species i� acco��a�ce with these co�cepts.

Acco��i�� to the sou�ces, a�o�� all o� Soc�ates’ stu�e�ts o�l� Plato lea��e� his teachi��s 
authe�ticall�. The �ost i�po�ta�t poi�ts o� his �oct�i�e Plato �a�e i� those �ialo�ues i� which 
Soc�ates appea�s as a �ai� cha�acte�. Howe�e�, Plato �ot o�l� a�equatel� lea��e� a�� applie� 
the philosoph� o� his teache�, �ut also exte��e� a�� co�ple�e�te� it. So what co�ple�e�t a�� 
�e�elop�e�t �i� Plato �ake i� Soc�ates’ philosoph� (as �ialectics)? A talk with so�eo�e (i� a 
pu�pose to fi�� the t�uth with the o�e who ha� this i�cli�atio�) Soc�ates usuall� sta�te� with the 
p�ete��i�� that he fi��s his i�te�locuto� a k�owi�� pe�so�, �ut the� with the help o� �u��e� o� 
i��e�ious questio�s he �a�e hi� to a��it that his k�owle��e is o� i�su�ficie�t o� a�se�t at all. 
Such a� exposi�� o� i��o�a�ce is the so�calle� Soc�atic irony. It le� to the �ealizatio� o� i��o�a�ce; 
�ut this awa�e�ess was �ot the fi�al �oal to Soc�ates, i� �act, he u��e�stoo� it as the �e�i��i�� 
o� the t�ue wis�o�. Awa�e�ess o� i��o�a�ce shoul� awake the �esi�e �o� the t�ue k�owle��e a�� 
e�cou�a�e the sea�ch. Soc�ates’ �i�ect a�� positi�e �issio�, o� his �i��, was to help othe�s to 
achie�e this k�owle��e. What a�out Plato’s �ialectics G. He�el, �o� i�sta�ce, i�sists that “its 
pu�pose is to stu�� thi��s i� thei� ow� �ei�� a�� �o�e�e�t a�� thus to �e�o�st�ate the fi�itu�e 
o� the pa�tial cate�o�ies o� u��e�sta��i��” a�� that “a�o�� the a�cie�ts Plato is te��e� the 
i��e�to� o� Dialectic; a�� his �i�ht to the �a�e �ests o� the �act that the Plato�ic philosoph� fi�st 
�a�e the ��ee scie�tific, a�� thus at the sa�e ti�e the o�jecti�e, �o�� to Dialectic. Soc�ates, as 
we shoul� expect ��o� the �e�e�al cha�acte� o� his philosophizi��, has the �ialectical ele�e�t i� 
a p�e�o�i�a�tl� su�jecti�e shape, that o� I�o��. He use� to tu�� Dialectic, fi�st a�ai�st o��i�a�� 
co�scious�ess, a�� the� especiall� a�ai�st the Sophists. I� his co��e�satio�s he use� to si�ulate 
the wish �o� so�e clea�e� k�owle��e a�out the su�ject u��e� �iscussio�, a�� a�te� putti�� all so�ts 
o� questio�s with that i�te�t, he ��ew those with who� he co��e�se� to the opposite o� what thei� 
fi�st i�p�essio�s ha� p�o�ou�ce� co��ect. I�, �o� i�sta�ce, the Sophists clai�e� to �e teache�s, 
Soc�ates �� a se�ies o� questio�s �o�ce� the Sophist P�ota�o�as to co��ess that all lea��i�� is o�l� 
�ecollectio�. I� his �o�e st�ictl� scie�tific �ialo�ues, Plato e�plo�s the �ialectical �etho� to show 
the fi�itu�e o� all ha�� a�� �ast te��s o� u��e�sta��i��. Thus i� the “Pa��e�i�es” he �e�uces 
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the �a�� ��o� the o�e. I� this ��a�� st�le �i� Plato t�eat Dialectic” [5, p. 207]. G. He�el sees 
i� Plato’s Soc�atic �ialo�s that �ialectics o� thi�ki�� which he �e�elope� i� his “The Scie�ce o� 
Lo�ic” (the t�a�sitio� a�� �eflectio� o� co�cepts).

Thus, with G. He�el, i� �act with his p�e�ecesso�s I. Ka�t, J. Fichte, F. Schelli�� the �ialectics 
appea�s as a lo�ical s�ste� a�� as a �etho� o� philosophical thi�ki��. The �eatu�e o� philosophical 
s�ste�s o� �e�tio�e� Ge��a� philosophe�s is that these o�es a�e �uilt o� the �asis o� �ialectical 
thi�ki�� (with the exceptio� o� I. Ka�t). Ne�e�theless, e�e� he�e it is sto�e� the a�al�ticall� 
s��thetic thi�ki�� acti�it� that was p�ese�t i� Plato’s �ialo�ue. Fo� exa�ple, the �o�e�e�t o� the 
�efi�itio�s i� J. Fichte’s s�ste� o� “the scie�ce o� k�owle��e” �ealizes as a lo�ical �o�� (t�ia�): 
thesis – a�tithesis – s��thesis. O� cou�se, the �ialectics i� its lo�ical �o�� (the s�ste� o� p�i�ciples 
that is p�ese�te� as the �elatio� o� lo�ical cate�o�ies) is a qualitati�el� �ew ki�� o� its �e�elop�e�t. 
Dialo�ical thi�ki�� o� A�tiquit� was assi�ilate� i� the s�ste�aticall� �uilt theo��. Acco��i�� 
to this, the pa�ticipa�ts o� the �ialo�ue (the co�flicti�� o�es) ha� to fi�� o�jecti�e �ou��atio�s, 
�a�el� the �asis o� the co�t�a�ictio�s that we�e su�jecti�el� a��itte� �� the pa�ticipa�ts o� the 
�ialo�ue. Howe�e�, e�ol�i�� i� this �a��e� �ialectics �e�i�s to appea� �ot as a li�i�� �ialo�ue, 
�ut as a theo��, a co�plex o� p�i�ciples (a �etho�) o� co�st�uctio� the s�ste� o� philosophical 
(scie�tific) k�owle��e, what pu�pose is to explai� the cha��i�� o�jecti�e wo�l�, that �e�elop 
��o� its i�he�e�t co�t�a�ictio�s. Such �i��e�e�ce �etwee� �e�tio�e� �ialectics’ �a�ieties le� 
philosophe�s to thei� a�st�act oppositio�, �o�eo�e�, to the atte�pt to i�e�ti�� hu�a�istic co�te�t 
o�l� i� �ialo�ical �ialectics.

I��icati�e i� this �e�a�� is positio� o� L. Feue��ach, who atte��e� G. He�el’s lectu�es o� 
lo�ic a�� �efi�itel� k�ew his �ialectics. Howe�e�, he su��ests the i�ea to �esto�e the �ialectics 
as a �ialo�ue: “The t�ue �ialectic – philosophe� p�oclai�s – is �ot a �o�olo�ue o� the solita�� 
thi�ke� with hi�sel�. It is a �ialo�ue �etwee� “I” a�� “You”” [14, p. 203]. Notewo�th� that the 
i�ea o� such �ialectics was su��este� �� L. Feue��ach withi� the p�oclai�e� �� hi� “philosoph� 
o� the �utu�e” – the a�th�opolo�ical �ate�ialis�. “The �ew philosoph� – L. Feue��ach �e�tio�s 
– �akes �a�, to�ethe� with �atu�e as the �asis o� �a�, the exclusi�e, u�i�e�sal, a�� hi�hest 
o�ject o� philosoph�; it �akes a�th�opolo��, to�ethe� with ph�siolo��, the u�i�e�sal scie�ce” 
[14, p. 202]. Ge��a� philosophe� �epeate�l� u��e�li�e� that the t�uth is �ot i� the thi�ki��, 
�ot i� the k�owle��e as such, �ut i� the �ull�ess o� hu�a� li�e. O��iousl�, we �ust a��ee with 
Y. Kushako� that “�ialectics o� L. Feue��ach – histo�icall� �ete��i�e� �o�� o� �ialectics, which 
shoul� �ot �e co��use� with eithe� the �ext o� p�e�ious its �o��s, a�� it has �ot o�l� histo�ical, 
�ut also actual se�se. L. Feue��ach’s �ialectics is �ot the He�elia� lo�ical �ialectics, �ot the 
a�ti�o�ic �ialectics o� I. Ka�t a�� �ot F. Schelli��’s aesthetic �ialectics, �ut �elati�el� i��epe��e�t 
�o�� o� �ialectics – the �ialo�ic �ialectics” [10, p. 386]. Howe�e�, a�� this shoul� �e a��itte�, 
�ialectics as a �ialo�ue i� a s�ste�atic �o�� was �ot c�eate� �� L. Feue��ach, o� �athe�, he �i� 
�ot �e�elop the �ialo�ic philosophizi�� i� �ialectical (co�t�a�icto��) wa� �o� all the p�o�le�s 
that he �eli�e�atel� set. A�� this �espite the �act that L. Feue��ach e�phasize� – hu�a� �atu�e 
is a�aila�le o�l� i� co��u�icatio�, i� the u�it� o� �a� a�� �a�, which is �ase� o� the �ealit� 
o� the �i��e�e�ces �etwee� I a�� You.

C�iticizi�� G. He�el �o� his i�ealis�, L. Feue��ach �ea�while �i� �ot accept his �ialectical 
�etho�. Ne�e�theless, to �e �ai�, it �ust �e a��itte� – i� his philosoph� was a�othe� (except 
�ialo�ue) �ialectics a�� he �efi�e� it as a �etho�. Its �ai� poi�ts a�e a�tithetic, that is co�t�a�ictio� 
o� the opposites (Go� is the alie�atio� o� �a�), �e�uctio� (supe��atu�al to �a�), �e�eticall� c�itical 
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a�al�sis, that is t�acea�ilit� as o�e oppositio� ��ows out o� a�othe� (�a�’s i�ea o� Go�). With 
this i� �i��, M. Bulato� co�clu�es: “Thus, a�tithetic, �e�uctio�, �e�etic a�al�sis – the pa�ts o� 
co�po�e�ts o� Feue��ach’s �etho�, which (�etho�) ca� �e calle� �ialectical o� a�tithetical, as 
it �eals with the totalit� o� all pola� cate�o�ies o� philosoph� a�� theolo��, with thei�s oppositio� 
a�� with �etho� o� �e�uctio�, si�ce the pu�pose o� L. Feue��ach’s li�e a�� wo�k was co�t�a�ictio� 
o� theolo�� a�� a�th�opolo��, the �e�uctio� the fi�st o�e to the seco��. A� esse�tial �eatu�e o� 
the �etho� is �eli�e�ate� a�� s�ste�atic usa�e o� ce�tai� tech�iques o� thi�ki��. Fo� the Ge��a� 
thi�ke� those a�e a�tithetic, �e�uctio�, �e�eticall� c�itical a�al�sis. The�e�o�e, we a�e �ot �eali�� 
with the spo�a�ic ope�atio�s, �ut with actual philosophical �etho� that �i��e�s hi� ��o� his 
p�e�ecesso�s a�� ��o� su�seque�t fi�u�es i� the histo�� o� thou�ht” [2, p. 523].

I� the co�text o� the the�e, it is wo�th to �ep�ese�t i� �etails the �iews o� the Ge��a� 
philosophe�, �ep�ese�tati�e o� the philosoph� o� li�e a�� �esi�es co�te�po�a�� o� J. Fichte, 
F. Schelli�� a�� G. He�el, A. Schope�haue�. Pa�ticula�l�, well�k�ow� Polish histo�ia� o� philosoph� 
W. Tata�kiewicz sai�: “...such a sho�t �o��ulatio�, which A. Schope�haue� use� to �a�e his 
��eat wo�k, the wo�l� is “will a�� �ep�ese�tatio�”. The i��e� esse�ce o� the wo�l� is will, which 
appea�s outsi�e as a �ep�ese�tatio�. This was a si��ifica�t �i��e�e�ce �etwee� A. Schope�haue� 
a�� i�ealists like G. He�el: u�like the�, the �ou��atio� o� the wo�l� he co�si�e�e� as i��atio�al. 
Acco��i��l�, A. Schope�haue� ha� to use a�othe� �etho� i� philosoph�: �ot �ialectics a�� �ot 
the expe�ie�ce (�ecause exte��al expe�tise �i�es k�owle��e o�l� a�out phe�o�e�a), �ut the �i�ect 
i�t�ospectio�” [13, p. 275].

Howe�e�, A. Schope�haue� exp�esses the i�eas a�out the p�o�le� o� the �etho� i� �e�e�al. His 
positio� is to e�su�e that it is i�possi�le i� philosoph� fi�stl� to c�eate a �etho� o� philosophizi��, 
a�� the� �o this philosophizi��, �a�el�, to use the �etho�. “I� a philosophe� – A. Schope�haue� 
e�phasizes, – sta�te� to i��e�t the �etho� whe�ewith he is �oi�� to philosophize, he woul� 
�ese��la�ce to the poet, who at fi�st i��e�te� the aesthetics, a�� the� woul� c�eate, �ei�� �ui�e� 
�� it. Both o� the� woul� �e like the pe�so� who at fi�st sa�� a so�� a�� the� �a�ci�� to the 
so��. Thi�ki�� spi�it has to fi�� his wa� sta�ti�� with the p�i�a�� �oti�atio�: the �ule a�� its 
applicatio�, �etho� a�� executio�, as the �atte� a�� �o��, �ust �e i�sepa�a�le. O�l� whe� the 
ta��et has �ee� achie�e�, we ca� look �ack o� the t�a�e�se� path. Aesthetics a�� �etho�olo�� 
�� thei�s �atu�e a�e �ou��e� tha� poet�� a�� philosoph�, as well as ��a��a� is �ou��e� tha� 
la��ua�e, �e�e�al �ass is �ou��e� tha� �usic, a�� lo�ic is �ou��e� tha� thi�ki��” [15, p. 180]. 
Such A. Schope�haue�’s positio� �e�a��i�� the �etho� a�� its applicatio� is t�ue. Howe�e�, it also 
�oes �ot �ea� that the �etho� i� its pu�it� a�st�acte� ��o� the co�te�t o� philosophizi�� ca��ot 
�e the� co�sciousl� applie� to the �ew o�jects o� philosophizi��. Fi�all�, A. Schope�haue� �i� 
�ot a�oi� the issue o� lo�ic a�� �ialectics. Howe�e�, the�e is o�l� o�e lo�ic �o� hi� – �o��al o�e, 
a�� �ialectics – exist just as a� a�t to �ispute a�� ha�e a co��e�satio�. “The lo�ic, �ialectics a�� 
�heto�ic – he sa�s, – �o�� a whole, �ecause these collecti�el� co�stitute the tech�ique o� the �i��. 
U��e� this �a�e, these shoul� �e tau�ht to�ethe� – the lo�ic as a tech�ique o� its ow� thi�ki��, 
the �ialectics as a tech�ique to keep the �ispute with the othe�s a�� �heto�ic as a tech�ique o� 
la��ua�e �aci�� the �a��, acco��i��l� to the si��le, �ual a�� plu�al, a�� �o�olo�ue, �ialo�ue 
a�� eulo��. I u��e�sta�� �ialectics, �ollowi�� the A�istotle (Metaph, III, 2, lt Analyt, post. I, 11), 
as the a�t o� co��e�satio�, the ta��et o� which is collecti�e sea�ch �o� the t�uth, the philosophical 
t�uth. Howe�e�, this �iscussio� i�e�ita�l� lea�s to so�e �i��e�e�ces, that is wh� �ialectics ca� �e 
�efi�e� as the a�t o� �ispute. Exa�ples a�� �o�els o� �ialectics we ca� fi�� i� Plato’s �ialo�ues, 



31
V. Lysyy
ISSN 20786999. Vis��k o� the L�i� U�i�e�sit�. Se�ies philosophical scie�ce. Issue 16 

�ut i� �act �o� the theo�� o� it, �a�el� �o� the tech�ique o� �ispute – a heu�istics is still �o�e �e�� 
little” [15, p. 151]. As we ca� see, A. Schope�haue� �oes �ot co��i�e lo�ic a�� �ialectics, a�� 
�oes �ot co�si�e� the �ialectics as a �etho� o� thi�ki�� i� philosoph�, al�eit the expe�ie�ce o� 
such co��i�atio� was p�ese�t i� the philosoph� o� I. Ka�t, J. Fichte, F. Schelli�� a�� G. He�el.

The seco�� exa�ple i� the co�text o� the assess�e�t o� �ialectics as a �etho� a�� as a 
�ialo�ue �e�a��s, i� pa�ticula�, the positio� o� Ge��a� philosophe�, a lea�i�� �ep�ese�tati�e o� 
he��e�eutics o� the XX ce�tu�� – H.�G. Ga�a�e�. It is k�ow�, that the co�cept o� �ialo�ue was 
quite ��eque�tl� use� i� he��e�eutics. Acco��i�� to H.�G. Ga�a�e� the ta��et o� u��e�sta��i�� 
is �ot i� the o�i�i�al i�te�p�etatio� o� the text a�� �ot i� a si�ple �eco�st�uctio� o� the autho�’s 
�iews, �ut i� the acti�atio� o� thi�ki�� p�ocesses th�ou�h the �o��atio� o� the s�ste� �ue to 
the �ialo�ue. This is a �ialo�ical co��u�icatio� (�ialo�ical coope�atio�) �etwee� the text a�� 
i�te�p�ete�, autho� a�� i�te�p�ete� i� o��e� to a�oi� o�e�si�e� i�flue�ce a�� o�e�si�e� i�te�p�etatio�, 
whe�eas the t�ue �ea�i�� is acqui�e� th�ou�h “the co�flict o� existi�� wo�l��iews”. The �e�e�al 
H.�G. Ga�a�e�’s attitu�e to the �otio� o� �etho� is the �ollowi��: “I�itiall� he��e�eutical 
phe�o�e�o� i� �e�e�al is �ot a p�o�le� o� �etho�. It �e�e�s �ot to the �etho� o� u��e�sta��i��, 
which woul� �ake the texts the o�ject o� scie�tific k�owle��e, like all othe� o�jects o� expe�ie�ce. 
P�i�a�il� it �e�e�s �ot e�e� to the co�st�uctio� o� a�� s�ste� o� fi��l� ��ou��e� k�owle��e, what 
co��espo��s to the �etho�olo�ical i�eal o� scie�ce – a�� �et it �e�e�s to the co��itio� a�� the 
t�uth” [3, p. 38]. H.�G. Ga�a�e� u�like A. Schope�haue� i� te��s o� �ialectics «�eals» �ot with 
I. Ka�t, J. Fichte a�� F. Schelli��, �ut o�l� with G. He�el. At the sa�e ti�e, o� cou�se, the su�ject 
o� his �e�itatio�s is �ialectics o� Plato. Ne�e�theless, he p�e�e�s Plato’s �ialo�ical �ialectics to 
the lo�ical �ialectics o� G. He�el. He �otes: “I� a�� case, �� i�te�tio� was to co��i�e the scale 
o� philosophical he��e�eutics with the Plato�ic �ialectics, a�� �ot with He�elia�” [3, p. 623]. 
The �easo� �o� such app�oxi�atio� to the a�cie�t �ialectics H.�G. Ga�a�e� saw i� a�se�ce i� it 
the �eatu�es o� the �etho�, which G. He�el �esc�i�e� as a “�ialectical co�st�uctio� o� totalit�”, 
so that “the esse�ce o� he��e�eutic expe�ie�ce was lost, as well as the �a�ical fi�alit�, which is 
the �asis o� it”.

It �ust �e e�phasize� that H.�G. Ga�a�e� �i� �ot �e�use the �ialectics a�� i� e�e�� wa� 
li�ke� it with the he��e�eutic phe�o�e�o�. I� a��itio�, he�e a�e a �u��e� o� philosophe�’s 
opi�io�s a�out this. Fi�st o� all: “Now the he��e�eutical expe�ie�ce that we a�e e��ea�o�i�� to 
thi�k ��o� the �iewpoi�t o� la��ua�e as �e�iu� is ce�tai�l� �ot a� expe�ie�ce o� thi�ki�� i� the 
sa�e se�se as this �ialectic o� the co�cept, which seeks to ��ee itsel� e�ti�el� ��o� the powe� o� 
la��ua�e. Ne�e�theless, the�e is so�ethi�� �ese��li�� �ialectic i� he��e�eutical expe�ie�ce: a� 
acti�it� o� the thi�� itsel�, a� actio� that, u�like the �etho�olo�� o� �o�e�� scie�ce, is a passio�, 
a� u��e�sta��i��, a� e�e�t that happe�s to o�e” [3, p. 537]. Seco��l�: “The he��e�eutical 
expe�ie�ce also has its ow� �i�o�: that o� u�i�te��upte� liste�i��. A thi�� �oes �ot p�ese�t itsel� 
to the he��e�eutical expe�ie�ce without a� e��o�t special to it, �a�el� that o� “�ei�� �e�ati�e 
towa�� itsel�”. A pe�so� who is t��i�� to u��e�sta�� a text has to keep so�ethi�� at a �ista�ce – 
�a�el� e�e��thi�� that su��ests itsel�, o� the �asis o� his ow� p�eju�ices, as the �ea�i�� expecte� 
– as soo� as it is �ejecte� �� the se�se o� the text itsel�. E�e� the expe�ie�ce o� �e�e�sal (which 
happe�s u�ceasi��l� i� talki��, a�� which is the �eal expe�ie�ce o� �ialectic) has its equi�ale�t 
he�e. Explicati�� the whole o� �ea�i�� towa��s which u��e�sta��i�� is �i�ecte� �o�ces us to �ake 
i�te�p�eti�e co�jectu�es a�� to take the� �ack a�ai�. The sel��ca�cellatio� o� the i�te�p�etatio� 
�akes it possi�le �o� the thi�� itsel� – the �ea�i�� o� the text – to asse�t itsel�. The �o�e�e�t o� 
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the i�te�p�etatio� is �ialectical �ot p�i�a�il� �ecause the o�e�si�e��ess o� e�e�� state�e�t ca� �e 
�ala�ce� �� a�othe� si�e – this is, as we shall see, a seco��a�� phe�o�e�o� i� i�te�p�etatio� – 
�ut �ecause the wo�� that i�te�p�etati�el� fits the �ea�i�� o� the text exp�esses the whole o� this 
�ea�i�� – i.e., allows a� i�fi�it� o� �ea�i�� to �e �ep�ese�te� withi� it i� a fi�ite wa�. That this 
is �ialectic, co�cei�e� o� the �asis o� the �e�iu� o� la��ua�e, �ee�s �o�e exact �iscussio�, as 
�oes the wa� i� which this �ialectic �i��e�s ��o� the �etaph�sical �ialectic o� Plato a�� He�el” [3, 
p. 537–538]. Thi��l�: “Si�ce he��e�eutic expe�ie�ce i�plies a� e�e�t o� la��ua�e that co��espo��s 
to �ialectical p�ese�tatio� i� He�el, it too pa�takes o� �ialectic – �a�el� the �ialectic, ela�o�ate� 
a�o�e […], o� questio� a�� a�swe�” [3, p. 544].

Thus, acco��i�� to A. Schope�haue� a�� H.�G. Ga�a�e� o��iousl� t�ace� a� atte�pt to 
oppose, usi�� H.�G. Ga�a�e�’s te��i�olo��, “�etaph�sical”, “�etho�ical” �ialectics to �ialo�ical 
o�e. O� cou�se, this oppositio� has the �eal �easo�s, �ut we shoul� keep i� �i��, that i� �oth 
cases we still talk a�out the sa�e – the �ialectics. He�ce, i� these i�a�es o� �ialectics the�e is 
so�ethi�� i��a�ia�t, which co��i�i�� the� a�� is thei� �atu�e. What is it?

I� the co�text o� Plato’s Soc�atic �ialo�ues it is clea�l� see� a�al�ticall� (sepa�ati��) – 
s��thetic (�e�e�alizi��) esse�ce o� �ialectics as �aieutics. It is a�ai� a�out a �ual path o� �ialectical 
p�ocess o� co�cepts’ �efi�itio�s: the sepa�atio� o� the whole to the pa�ts a�� �ice �e�sa co��i�atio� 
o� the �ultiplicit� i�to the whole. Mo�eo�e�, the �e�i��i�� (the whole) i� the �e�e�se �o�e�e�t 
��o� the �ultiplicit� �o �ot �esto�e� lite�all�, �ut o�l� �� the �o��, a�� that is a spi�al. Displa�e� 
a�al�ticall��s��thetic �atu�e is i�he�e�t to the lo�ical �etho� o� thi�ki��, which was �efi�e� ��  
G. He�el i� �ollowi��: «This �o less s��thetic tha� a�al�tic �o�e�t o� the ju���e�t th�ou�h 
which the i�itial u�i�e�sal �ete��i�es itsel� ��o� withi� itsel� as the othe� o� itsel� is to �e calle� the 
�ialectical �o�e�t. Dialectic is o�e o� those a�cie�t scie�ces that ha�e �ee� the �ost �isju��e� 
i� the �etaph�sics o� the �o�e��s a�� i� �e�e�al also �� popula� philosoph�, �oth a�cie�t a�� 
�ece�t. Dio�e�es Lae�tius sai� o� Plato that, just as Thales was the �ou��e� o� �atu�al philosoph� 
a�� Soc�ates o� �o�al philosoph�, so Plato was the �ou��e� o� the thi�� o� the scie�ces that �elo�� 
to philosoph�, o� �ialectic – a co�t�i�utio� �o� which he was hi�hl� estee�e� �� the a�cie�ts �ut 
that o�te� �oes quite u��otice� �� those who ha�e the �ost to sa� a�out hi�. Dialectic has o�te� 
�ee� �e�a��e� as a� a�t, as i� it �este� o� a su�jecti�e tale�t a�� �i� �ot �elo�� to the o�jecti�it� 
o� the co�cept” [4, p. 296]. I� a��itio�, that u�i�e�sal a�� co�p�ehe�si�e flexi�ilit� o� co�cepts 
that co�es to the i�e�tit� o� opposites i� G. He�el’s lo�ic is �othi�� �ut a Soc�atic �ialectics o� a 
�ispute, which is p�ese�t i� the �ialo�ues o� Plato a�� which p�o�uce� i� G. He�el the illusio� o� 
pu�el� spo�ta�eous acti�it� o� the �i��. Plato’s �ialo�ic is �eflecte� �ot just withi� the He�elia� 
�ialectics, �ut co��e�sel�.

“E�e�tuall� – L. Oza�o�ska �otes, – the te�� “�ialectics” has two �asic �ea�i��s:  
1. �ialectics as a lo�ical �etho� that lea�s to the k�owle��e o� �ei�� �� splitti�� i�to the opposites; 
2. �ialectics as �ialo�ic, �a�el� as so�e �o��, as the a�t o� co��e�satio�, the pu�pose o� which is 
the t�uth. The �ost co�plete a�� o��a�ic co��i�atio� o� these �efi�itio�s o� �ialectics i� A�cie�t 
G�eek philosoph� we fi�� i� Plato’s “Dialo�ues”. Philosophe� sa�s that �ialectics is the scie�ce o� 
all scie�ces, �ecause it exists �ot i� u��e�sta��i�� o� the p�i�ciples o� scie�ce, �ot “i� the �equest 
a�� p�o�i�i�� the �ea�i��” o� se�sual thi��s, �ut this is achie�e� �� the st�uctu�al �ep�ese�tatio� 
o� the whole as the whole�sepa�ati�� �ultiplicit�. Dialectics, acco��i�� to Plato, is �iscu�si�e 
a�� i�tuiti�e, so that it ca� si�ulta�eousl� sepa�ate the si��le i�to the pa�ts a�� �isco�e� �e�e�al 
i� �a�ieties o� its �a�i�estatio�s” [11, p. 12]. P�ett� co��i�ci�� a�e L. Oza�o�ska’s thou�hts o� 
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the �elatio�ship �etwee� the �ialo�ue a�� �ialectics as a �etho� i� its He�elia� �o��, �a�el� 
withi� the philosoph� o� G. He�el. Fi�stl�: “C�eati�� philosophical s�ste�s ai�e� at the u�it� a�� 
u�ique�ess o� co�cept, co�t�a�� to the �ialectical thi�ki��. Howe�e�, to eli�i�ate �ialo�is� o� such 
co�plex philosophical s�ste�s as He�el’s a�� Ka�t’s was i�possi�le. I�ea o� a�ti�o�ies i� “pu�e 
�easo�” i� Ka�t’s philosoph� a�� He�elia� thou�ht that t�uth is a p�ocess o� �utual i�hi�itio� o� 
the opposites i�clu�es �ialo�is� i� a late�t �o��, �ut the i�te�p�etatio� o� these i�eas takes place 
acco��i�� to �o�olo�ic t�a�itio�. Pe�haps this �act is the �easo� that the te�� “�ialectics” si�ce 
�o�e�� ti�es assi��e� its �asic �efi�itio� as a �etho� o� co��itio� o� �ealit�, al�eit �i��e�e�t 
philosophe�s ha�e �i��e�e�t �efi�itio�s o� its �atu�e a�� capa�ilities” [11, p. 14�15]. Seco��l�: 
“I� He�el’s philosoph� �� �ialectics u��e�stoo� the o�l� t�ue �etho� o� co��itio� o� �ealit�, 
which is opposite to �etaph�sics a�� esta�lishe� i� the �o�e�� philosoph�. Thus the He�elia� 
t�ia� i� �o�� “thesis – a�tithesis – s��thesis”, which is the �asis o� the �ialectical p�i�ciple o� 
�e�elop�e�t, is quite si�ila� to the �o�� o� �ialo�ue, i� which i� the �elatio� “I – You” o�e o� 
the cha�acte�s a��ocates o�e thou�ht a�� the seco�� o�e – the opposite, a�� the �esult o� �ialo�ue 
is so�e co�se�sus o� s��thesis. But this si�ila�it� is the si�ila�it� o�l� �� �o��, �ecause the 
su�ject o� He�el’s t�ia� �e�elop�e�t is the a�solute i�ea, o� a�solute spi�it – �o�olo�ic i� its 
pe��ectio�, i�pe�so�al �i�� which �i�es a �i�th to the �ate�ial wo�l� a�� a hu�a� �i��, i� which 
it is e��o�ie�. The�e�o�e, He�el’s thesis a�� a�tithesis a�e �ot auto�o�ous, i��epe��e�t positio�s 
o� �i��e�e�t acto�s who seek to u��e�sta�� the t�uth, �ut o�l� the �o�e�ts, co�po�e�ts o� the 
o�jecti�e �ei�� a�� thi�ki�� o� o�e �a� o� his wa� to the a�solute t�uth” [11, p. 15].

He�ce, �ialo�ical �ialectics as well as �ialectics as a �etho� o� lo�ical thi�ki�� a�� co��itio� 
�� its �atu�e is the sa�e �ialectics. The o�l� �i��e�e�ce is that the fi�st o�e (�ialo�ical) exp�esses the 
positio� o� i��epe��e�t �ut �i��e�e�t su�jects, aspi�i�� to the t�uth th�ou�h �ialectic co��e�satio�, 
a�� the seco�� o�e (�o�olo�ic) is the thi�ki�� o� o�e pe�so� (the thi�ke�) who also seeks the t�uth. 
Dialo�ical �ialectics – a sea�ch �o� the t�uth i� co��e�satio�s with a��o�e who ha� such i�cli�atio�, 
while the �ialectics, �o� exa�ple G. He�el’s, is the att�i�ute o� a si��le �easo�, the�e�o�e it is the 
att�i�ute o� �o�e �e�e�al �o��. I� this co�text ce�tai�l� shoul� �e e�phasize� quite o�i�i�al �o� 
exp�essio� o� co��ecte��ess �etwee� �ialo�ic a�� He�elia� “�etaph�sical” �ialectics the i�ea o� 
�e�tio�e� a�o�e H.�G. Ga�a�e�: “The p�i�ac� o� �ialo�ue, the �elatio� o� questio� a�� a�swe�, 
ca� �e see� i� e�e� so ext�e�e a case as that o� He�el’s �ialectic as a philosophical �etho�. To 
ela�o�ate the totalit� o� the �ete��i�atio�s o� thou�ht, which was the ai� o� He�el’s lo�ic, is as it 
we�e the atte�pt to co�p�ehe�� withi� the ��eat �o�olo�ue o� �o�e�� «�etho�» the co�ti�uu� 
o� �ea�i�� that is �ealize� i� e�e�� pa�ticula� i�sta�ce o� �ialo�ue. Whe� He�el sets hi�sel� the 
task o� �aki�� the a�st�act �ete��i�atio�s o� thou�ht flui� a�� su�tle, this �ea�s �issol�i�� a�� 
�e�ol�i�� lo�ic i�to co�c�ete la��ua�e, a�� t�a�s�o��i�� the co�cept i�to the �ea�i���ul powe� 
o� the wo�� that questio�s a�� a�swe�s – a �a��ifice�t �e�i��e�, e�e� i� u�success�ul, o� what 
�ialectic �eall� was a�� is. He�el’s �ialectic is a �o�olo�ue o� thi�ki�� that t�ies to ca��� out i� 
a��a�ce what �atu�es little �� little i� e�e�� �e�ui�e �ialo�ue” [3, p. 434]. Fu�the�, i� we assu�e 
that �eatu�e o� the �ialo�ue is i�tellectual st�u��le o� its �e��e�s, tha� it �atu�all� ca��ot �e 
outsi�e thi�ki��. The�e�o�e, lo�ical ope�atio�s o� �is�e��e��e�t a�� li�ki�� the co�cepts that 
occu� �ase� o� questio�s a�� a�swe�s, is �othi�� else �ut the �etho� (�ialectical) o� thi�ki��. 
Acco��i��l�, the “�etho�” is the co�cept �ot o�l� i�he�e�t to �ialectics as a lo�ic, �ut also u�ite the 
latest a�� �ialo�ic. A�� whe� it co�es to the �ialectics o� Soc�ates, it �e�e�s to this peculia� to the 
thi�ke� �etho� o� p�ese�ti�� his thou�hts i� the �ialo�ue (�ispute). The �ialectical �etho� (take� 
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i� the �ost �e�e�al se�se) is the wa� to sol�e the p�o�le�s i�he�e�t i� a �u��e� o� cate�o�ical 
�elatio�ships, which philosoph� stu�ie� th�ou�hout its histo��. I� this case, it is the u�i��i�� 
�asis o� the occu��e�ce a�� expla�atio� the p�e�Soc�atic �atu�al philosoph�, He�aclitus’ i�ea o� 
�eco�i��, Ze�o’s pa�a�oxes, Soc�atic’ �aieutics, Plato’s �oct�i�e o� the wo�l� o� i�eas. A�� this 
u�i��i�� �ase �a� �e specifie�, pa�ticula�l�, �ue to the i��a�ia�t cate�o�� o� «oppositio�». But it is 
i��a�ia�t also �o� all the �ext i�a�es o� �ialectics. Fu�the��o�e, withi� the �ialo�ue L. Oza�o�ska 
�isco�e�s the i�ple�e�tatio� o� so�e �asic �eatu�es o� He�el’s lo�icall���ialectical �etho� a�� 
she �otes: “Thus, the �ialo�ue – a ��eakth�ou�h i� the wo�l� o� othe� �elatio�ships whe�e each 
o� the pa�ticipa�ts i� the �ialo�ue cha��es hi�sel� a�� the Othe�. The �elatio� o� the �ialo�ue is 
alwa�s a �elatio� o� qualitati�el� �i��e�e�t pe�so�alities, which a�e a�le to pe�cei�e the “Othe�” as 
a sel��su�ficie�t pe�so�. E�te�i�� i�to a �ialo�ue “I” �ust “�e�o�e” (acco��i�� to G. He�el) his 
ow� qualitati�e �ei�� as i��i�i�ual. But this “a�olitio�” �oes �ot �est�o� the phe�o�e�o�, a�� 
(a�ai�, acco��i�� to G. He�el) su�jecte� it to �e�atio�. The�, i� the sa�e p�ocess o� �ialo�ue the 
sa�e p�ocess o� “a�olitio�” o� o�es ow� “I” p�o�i�es a�othe� pa�ticipa�t o� the �ialo�ue, so that 
each o� the� pla�s the “Othe�” [11, p. 26]. To this also coul� �e a��e� that each pa�ticipa�t o� the 
�ialo�ue “a�olishi��” hi�sel� (his qualitati�e �ei��) �ot o�l� pla�s the “Othe�”, �ut �ep�o�uces 
(�esto�es) hi�sel� i� the “Othe�” that is �etu��s to hi�sel�.

But the co��i�atio� o� the two ki��s o� �ialectics is possi�le a�� �o� the othe� �easo�, a�out 
which P. Kop�i� sa�s: “Dialectics ��o� a�tiquit� ti�es acqui�e� two �i��e�e�t �o��s: the a�t o� 
ope�ati�� the co�cepts (Plato) a�� theo�etical u��e�sta��i�� o� the �ealit�, especiall� �atu�e 
(He�aclitus). These two �e�i��i��s i� the �ialectics co�cei�e� quite hete�o�e�eous: o� the �ialectics 
teaches to thi�k (the a�t o� ope�ati�� the co�cepts), o� p�o�i�es the u��e�sta��i��, i�te�p�etatio� o� 
the wo�l�, the esse�ce o� its thi��s. These two s�ste�s o� k�owle��e �o� a lo�� ti�e we�e oppose� 
to o�e a�othe� as lo�ical to o�tolo�ical. Howe�e�, e�e�tuall� the �e�elop�e�t o� philosoph� le� 
to the i�ea o�   thei� coi�ci�e�ce. Dialectics a�o�� othe� its tasks shoul� also ai� to c�eate a�� 
i�p�o�e the �e�ice �o� scie�tific a�� theo�etical thi�ki��, which lea�s to o�jecti�e t�uth. But this 
�e�ice is a s�ste� o� co�cepts, the �ea�i�� o� which is take� ��o� the o�jecti�e wo�l�” [9, p. 71]. 
Acco��i��l�, the achie�i�� the t�uth (a�� its sea�ch) is �ase� o� the co�t�a�isti�ctio� o� opi�io�s, it 
shoul� �e �ote� that it is �ot o�l� a philosophical �ialo�ue specificit� �ut also a �etho� o� solutio� 
the scie�tific p�o�le�s. Assu�i�� that i� the p�ocess o� �ialo�ical o��a�ize� thi�ki�� (�ase� o� 
the a�ilit� to �etect i�co�siste�cies i� the thi�ki�� o� i�te�locuto�) �i�isio� o� co�cepts a�� thei� 
�i��i�� is the su�jecti�e �ialectics (as se�sual thi��s appea� al�ea�� i� the �o�� o� the co�cepts 
o� Othe�s), the sa�e sepa�atio� a�� �i��i�� takes place i� the p�ocess o� i��esti�atio� o� the �eal 
o�ject (the o�jecti�e �ialectics). “Dialectics, the�e�o�e, is the a�ilit� to �etect the co�t�a�ictio� 
i� the �efi�itio� o� the o�ject, a�� the� fi�� the solutio� o� this co�t�a�ictio� �� showi�� how 
�etecte� co�flict is “�a�i��” i� the hi�hest ki��, o�, i��e�sel�, as the hi�hest ki�� is split i�to the 
opposites which a�e co�tai�e� i� it” [7, p. 82].

It is app�op�iate to �ecall that the �ialo�ue as the wa� to co��u�icate fi��s it ��oa� �efi�itio� 
i� �a�ious sphe�es o� li�e o� �o�e�� �a�. I� pa�ticula�, it is sta�le �acto� i� philosoph�, politics, 
a�� scie�ce. It is e�e� a �ialo�ue o� ci�ilizatio�s, cultu�es a�� so o�. Relate� to this aspect is 
the co�cept o� �iscou�se (��o� Lat. �iscu�sus) �e�oti�� a co��e�satio�, �ialo�ue. Discou�se 
with its �i��e�e�t �ea�i��s   (lo�ical thi�ki��, �e��al co��u�icatio� o� �e��al p�actice) is also 
u��e��oi�� a wi�e p�o�ucti�e �ist�i�utio� i� �a�ious secto�s o� the spi�itual li�e (i� the a�ts, scie�ce, 
philosoph�). Si��le� out as a specific politicall��i�eolo�ical �iscou�se, the �eatu�e o� which 
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causes the �ecessit� o� usi�� the i�eas o� co��u�icati�e philosoph� a�� co��u�icati�e ethics 
(K.�O. Apel, J. Ha�e��as). I� this case, the�e is a t�a�sitio� o� the �ialo�ue i�to the polilo�ue. 
As a wa� o� philosophizi��, the �ialo�ue takes �i��e�e�t the�atic �ocuses a�� the �oots o� such 
expa�sio� o� �ialo�ical co��u�icatio� shoul� seek out i� the �e�oc�atic, plu�alistic societ� 
p�i�ciples (let us �e�e��e� the a�cie�t Athe�ia� �e�oc�ac�). Howe�e�, it �oes �ot i��icate that 
the �ialo�ue i� its actual se�se has alwa�s a�� e�e��whe�e the �ecessa�il� �ialectical �atu�e, a�� 
that i� its co�text �eco��izes �ialectics i� �e�e�al.

O�e�all, �ialectics as a holistic phe�o�e�o� i� esse�ce appea�s i�e�tical i� its �o�� o� 
�ialo�ue a�� i� the �o�� o� lo�ical �etho� (co��itio�, thi�ki��). The �i��e�e�ce �epe��s o�l� o� 
the �e�elop�e�t �ee�s o� the philosophical, scie�tific, hu�a� a�� social �acto�s, o�e o� which at 
so�e poi�t �a� actualize o�e o� its (the �ialectics) ki�� (i�a�e, �o��).
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