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KOJUIEKTHBHAA PAITHOHA/IBHOCTH B /IUCKYPCE:
K BOIIPOCY O HECOU3SMEPUMBIX ®OPMAX PAITHOHA/IBHOCTH

A. C. Kyounos
Poccutickuii 2ocydapcmeennulii cymanumapruiil ynuseepcumem, Mocksa (Poccust)

Bseoenue. B cTaThe 00CYKIAIOTCSI 9acTO yIMOTPeOIsIeMble MMOHATHS «KOJUICKTUBHOE MBIIUICHUEY,
«KOMMYHHKaTHUBHAsI PAIlHOHATIBHOCTE» U «KOJUIEKTHBHAS PAllIOHAIBHOCTEY, KOTOPBIE OIUCHIBAIOT MIPOLIECC
KOMMYHHMKAIIMHU KaK (OpMy palliOHATIBHOTO B3auMoaecTBust moael. [Ipu 3ToM Hepeako mocneHee Tpak-
TyeTcs Mo-pa3HoMy. B cBsizu ¢ 3Tol MpobIeMoil paccMaTpUBAIOTCS OTENBHBIC aCTIEKTHI 3TUX MMOHATHH, Aa-
€Tcsl MX KPUTHUECKUI aHANN3, a Takke MPOBOAMTCS UX cpaBHEeHHE. [IoMHIMAeTCs BOIPOC O CYIIECTBOBAHUI
YHHBEPCAIFHOTO TUCKYpCa CIIOCOOHOTO OXBATUTH Pa3IMIHBIE CPEePhI COUATBHOTO OBITHSL.

Memoowi. B nccnenoBaHuM IPUMEHSIOTCS METOIbI CPABHEHUS IOHATHUI, HCIIOIBb3YEMBIX B PA3THIHBIX
(dopmax muckypca.

OcHosHbie udeu uccied08aHUs, NoLyUeHHbLe Pe3yabinamel u ux oocysxcoeHue. Pazapie HOpMBbI TUCKYP-
COB NPHUMEHSIOT Pa3INYHbIE CXEMBI U MOHATHS JUIS JOCTHKEHHS KOHCEHCYCa, YTO 3a4acTyl0 MPHBOJHUT K
HEOJHO3HAYHOMY HCIIOJIB30BAHUIO IMOHSITUH «KOJUIEKTUBHOE MBIIIICHHUE)», «KOJUIEKTHBHAs DPaIlMOHAIb-
HOCTB», «KOMMYHHKATHBHAsl PallMOHAIBLHOCTE». B pesyibrare MccieqoBaHUS ITOKa3bIBACTCS Pa3Inuue U
MIPOTUBOPEYHS THX MOHATHH, a TaK)Ke paccMaTpUBAETCsS BO3MOXKHOCTh MX YIOPSIOYMBAHMS Ha OCHOBE
MIPUHIUIIOB, IPHIMEHSIEMBIX B HOBOI HHCTUTYIIHOHAIBHO ITOJIUTHKE.

3axntouenue. TIOHATHS «KOJJIEKTUBHOE MBIIUICHUEY, «KOJUICKTUBHAS PAIIMOHATIBHOCTEY, KKOMMYHH-
KaTHBHAs PaIllMOHATIBHOCTH» MOTYT OBITH YIIOPSIOYEHBI B PAMKaX YHHBEPCAIbHOTO HHCTHTYTA B BUAIE «MaT-
péurkmy». Uto mo3BosIseT BeIpaboTaTh 6osee ONTHMAaIbHBIE CXEMbI U IPUHIIUITEI JOCTHKEHHSI KOHCEHCyca B
JICKYpCe.

Knrouesvie crnosa: nHIBUyalbHAS M KOJUIEKTHBHAS PAlIHOHAIBHOCTD, JUCKYPC, HOBasi HHCTHTYIHO-
HaJIbHAasl MOJIMTHKA, KOMMYHHKATHBHAsl PAl[HOHAIBHOCTD.
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COLLECTIVE RATIONALITY IN DISCOURSE: ON THE ISSUE
OF INCOMMENSURABILITY OF INSTRUMENTAL
AND COMMUNICATIVE RATIONALITY

A. S. Kudinov
Russian State University for the Humanities, Moskow (Russia)

Introduction. The article discusses the frequently used concepts of «collective reasoning», «commu-
nicative rationality» and «collective rationality», which describe the process of communication as a form
of rational action between people, while often they interpret this action differently. In connection with this
problem, certain aspects of these concepts are considered, their critical analysis is given, as well as their com-
parison is carried out. The question about the existence of a universal discourse that can cover all spheres
of'social existence is raised.

Methods. The research uses methods for comparing concepts used in various forms of discourse.

Results. Different forms of discourse use different schemes and concepts to achieve consensus, which
often leads to ambiguous use of the concepts of «collective thinkingy», «collective rationality», and «commu-
nicative rationality». The research shows the differences and contradictions between these concepts, as well
as the possibility of their ordering based on the principles applied in the new institutional policy.

Conclusion. The concepts of «collective thinking», «collective rationality», and " communicative ra-
tionality «can be ordered within the framework of a universal institution in the form of a «matryoshkay. This
allows us to develop more optimal schemes and principles for achieving consensus in the discourse.

Keywords: individual and collective rationality, discourse, new institutional policy, communicative ra-
tionality.
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