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ABSTRACT 
 
The problem of threat to international politics and global peace has undermined the 

effectiveness of the power of dialogue. The world seems to be in the condition of will to 
power derivable from the mutually assured destructive (MAD) tendencies. Is it possible 
to extend global peace? How can this be achieved? In this paper, we posit that dialogue 
is a fundamental medium for conflict resolution and peaceful coexistence in a diverse 
world. We contend that monologue in international politics understood in terms of 
might is right undermines the effectiveness of dialogue and often leads to violent con-
flicts within and between countries. Our world today is at a crossroads. Dialogue, how-
ever, foregrounds the medium of conflict resolution and the social consciousness of 
human communication. We present a hermeneutic understanding of dialogue that fol-
lows from relevant works of Hans Georg GDGDPHU� DQG� -ĦUJHQ�+DEHUPDV� This paper 
espouses the power of dialogue as a basis for the normative foundation of an emancipat-
ed social global order. The dialogical sequence has a cobweb of social interconnected-
ness and the ethics of global peace. We present a literal and philosophical understanding 
of dialogue and a contextual understanding of dialogue within the hermeneutic tradition.  

Keywords: Hermeneutics, dialogue, global peace, communicative action, language.  
 

 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
  
The world crises have brought to the fore the need for dialogue and commu-

nicative action in order to ensure that global peace. Dialogue thus becomes  
a medium of conflict resolution. Dialogue brings to the fore the dynamic inter-
play of interpersonal human relationships, the quality of interpersonal commu-
nicative reasoning and the nature of the underlying shared normative  
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background of meanings in which humans interact. Dialogue has been regarded 
as a basis of human social existence. J�UJHQ�+DEHUPDV¶�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�FRPPX�
nicative action aims at conversation and dialogue. According to Giovanna Bor-
radori (2008, x±[YL���³+DEHUPDV¶�DSSURDFK�WR�WKH�SROLWLFDO�DQG�HWKLFDO�UHDOPV�RI�
communicative action is ruled by dialogue and rational argument. The emphasis 
on rational argumentation as the ultimate condition for justice is the central 
WKHPH� RI�+DEHUPDV¶� SKLORVRSKLFDO� DSSURDFK�´�+DEHUPDV� FRQFOXGHV� WKDW� FRP�
municative exchange is aimed at the democracy of everyday speech. Communi-
cative freedom aims at the formulation of rational argument. Accordingly, Bor-
UDGRUL� EHOLHYHV� WKDW� ³UDWLRQDOLW\� SURYLGHV� WKH� VWUXFWXUH� DV�ZHOO� DV� WKH� VFRSH� RI�
commuQLFDWLRQ��&RPPXQLFDWLYH� DFWLRQ� LV�+DEHUPDV¶� QDPH� IRU� WKH� UHVLGXH� RI�
rationaliW\�EXLOW� LQWR�RXU� HYHU\GD\� H[FKDQJHV´� �����, 52). Communicative ac-
tion is emancipatory and it is all about rational discourse. Accordingly, Bor-
radori beOLHYHV� WKDW� ³+DEHUPDV�PDNHV� WKH� WHUP� µGLVFRXUVH¶� WKH� FRUQHUVWRQH� RI�
his communicative approach to ethics and politiFDO�SKLORVRSK\´��������53).  

The virtue of dialogue includes optimal strategy and normative possibility, 
peace-making, conflict resolution, community building, inter-personal relation, 
global world order and personal development. Dialogue can bring about change 
in our international system. Authentic dialogue can bring about the normative 
background for the communication models of liberal democracy. Dialogue 
brings to the fore the possibility of communicative consociation (the ability to 
associate via the use of language), constitutive/transformative association or 
sociative mechanism, and seeing this as a first step in exploring the potential for 
enriching dialogic practice on the basis of communication theory. Dialogue has 
been a form of communication pattern with principled disinterest toward ration-
al society. In rational society, dialogue brings about significant changes in the 
social worlds of political participants. The dialogic argument is the argument 
that events and objects are only patterns of communication. Dialogue is a nor-
mative assumption that everything is a matter of polarized opposites. The dia-
logic perspective constituted a pattern of reciprocated communicative action. 
Dialogue brings to the foreground open-mindedness and deep expansive collec-
tive thinking. Dialogic communication embodies expansive thinking and the 
simplification of complex issues. Dialogic relation represented or produced 
social structure, normative texture, and it represents cultural values, beliefs, 
goals, and the like are formulated and lived. Dialogue constitutes a basic norma-
tive structure and directs our attention to the ways of making of events and ob-
jects of our social world. The idea of dialogue brings about changes in our glob-
al society. Dialogue is seen as a means of social interaction and the social con-
struction of global reality of human interpersonal relations.  

Our society has undergone gross stratification and divided lines as a result of 
variations in culture. Borradori (2008, 61±62) concludes and aligns herself with 
the Habermasian standpoint that views the rigid stratification as the root of the 
FROODSVH�RI�LQWHUVXEMHFWLYH�GLDORJXH��7KH�GULYLQJ�DQG�PRELOL]LQJ�IRUFH�LQ�WRGD\¶V�
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conflicts apart from power and money is a cultural misunderstanding. Communi-
cative dialogue is emphatically anchored on the force of better argument as  
a way of improving better understanding and ipso facto enthroning global peace. 
Borradori (2008, 60±���� FRQFOXGHV� WKDW�³« the force of a better argument can 
thus only flourish in a democratically regulated context in which individuals feel 
empowered enougK�WR�GLVFXVV�WKH�YDOLGLW\�RI�WKH�UXOHV�E\�ZKLFK�WKH\�DELGH�´�:H�
must note that in global politics might determines what a better argument is and 
this is why democratization is being challenged in sundry ways in various coun-
tries as stronger countries impose their strands of democracy on others.  

Although Habermas did not devote any full text to the issue of the global 
world order, his distinctive contributions toward envisaging this order have 
been clearly demonstrated in many of his sociological and philosophical works. 
It is worthy of note to state that the findings that emanates from this view have 
been that normative questions of democratic legitimacy and nationalism reflect-
HG�RQ�+DEHUPDV¶�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�WHUURULVP��'LDORJXH�UHTXLUHV�FRQWDFW�DQG�VKRXOG�
be the fundamental instrument of the ethics of global peace. Violence is a dis-
ruption to the project of humanity. International communicative interaction 
requires synergies among nation-states across the globe. The radical transfor-
mation of the progress of humanity requires a more systematic approach to the 
global political order.  

7KH�WHUP�³communication´�LV�FRLQHG�E\�+\PHV��������WR�IRFXV�DWWHQWLRQ�RQ�
the skills and knowledge involved in human communication. It reflects on the 
limitations in linguistics of concentration mainly on syntactic competence. Ac-
cording to David Jary and Julia Jary:  

 
³7KH�KXPDQ�FDSDFLW\�IRU�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ��HVSHFLDOO\�WKURXJK�ODQJXDJH��LV�IDU�
more extensive than that of any other animal. The capacity to communicate 
across time and space has expanded enormously in modern times with the 
invention of writing, printing, electronic communications- telegraphy, tele-
phone, radio,-and media of mass communications, as well as, the mechaniza-
tion of transportation. A reduction of what geographers refer to as the  
friction of distance has been particularly evident in the 20th century in the 
capacity to send messages over long distances at great speed. This has many 
implications, not least the increased capacity for social control this makes 
possible fRU�WKH�PRGHUQ�VWDWH´��-DU\��-DU\������������� 
 
Dialogic or dialogical philosophy is a twofold issue and it exemplifies rela-

tional analysis or dialectical process. This method starts from the normative 
assumption that every utterance has an addressee. The central question is: To 
whom is the person speaking?  

However, the address is rather a multiplicity of others, a complex web of in-
visible or cob-web of human interaction whose presence can be traced to the 
content, flow and expressive elements of the utterance. It means connection 
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between two persons or things. 7KH�ZRUG�³dialogic´�LV�DPELJXRXV��7KH�WRSLF�RI�
mediated dialogue in a global age has been at the heart of a special issue on 
cultural identity and the sacredness of our humanity. Religion as the reposition 
of the sacred is the transcendence within. Transcendence means the movement 
of consciousness of being.  

Barnett W. Pearce and Kimberly A. Pearce reflect on the fact that dialogue 
has become a global phenomenon and it has a variety of social contexts includ-
ing conflict resolution, community building, interpersonal relation and personal 
development (2003, 39±40). They believe that dialogue has been predicated on 
theories of communication. They argue that communication characterizes models 
of deliberation and the development of the practices of participatory democracy. 
These scholars postulate that enriching the practice of dialogue is the basis of 
communication theory. Dialogic communication is a way of achieving a better 
argument. Pearce and Pearce reflect on the articulation of the theories of commu-
nication and that dialogue can be understood as better way of articulating various 
concepts and tradition of social practices. They explain that language helps us to 
create things in our experiential objective world (2003, 42±43).  

Pearce and Pearce (2003) argue that the lives we live are contingent on the 
interaction of our choices and circumstances. They claim that the creative aspect 
of communication is so powerful and it brings to the fore transformative dia-
logue. Pearce and Pearce adumbrate that the plurality of ways of being human 
can be seen as a warrant for a life of dialogic communication (2003). Dialogic 
communication aims at the complex webs of responsibility and morality. The 
authors recognize the fundamentally social nature of communication (Pearce, 
Pearce, 2003). They observe that dialogic communicators are immersed in the 
linguistic webs of the world and that dialogic communication remains in the 
tension between standing our own ground and being profoundly open to other 
human persons. They describe dialogue as the avenue where people can interact 
and argue that the dialogic quality of speech acts is often achieved by verbal or 
non-verbal or meta-communication. The authors believe that dialogic commu-
nication brings to the foreground the dynamics and rational account of interper-
sonal relations. These scholars argue that emotions, passions, confrontation and 
challenges occur within the dialogic space. Communication is the observable 
practice of an interpersonal relationship whereby everything is seen as a matter 
of polarized opposites. They concluded that dialogue is characterized by a con-
stituted pattern of reciprocated communicative action (Pearce, Pearce, 2003).  

From the foregoing we have tried to highlight the essence of dialogue and 
communicative action in attaining global peace and a greater understanding 
between human persons. In this paper, we shall look at how dialogue enhances 
communication and what is the role of dialogue in defending global peace. We 
shall also consider dialogue as opening up to the system-life-world and we shall 
conclude by positing that there is no alternative to dialogue in securing global 
peace. 
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2. DIALOGUE, LANGUAGE AND COMMUNICATION 
 
Dialogue is crucial to every diplomatic strategy and it is a universal tool of 

human communication. $FFRUGLQJ�WR�-ĦUJHQ�+DEHUPDV��OLQJXLVWLF�FRPPXQLFa-
tion aims at a reasonable consensus. When investigating communication Ha-
bermas shows a lot of gratitude to Ludwig Wittgenstein. However, they differ: 
+DEHUPDV¶�ZRUNV�KDYH�EHHQ�PRUH�³WUDQVIRUPLQJ�DQG�OLEHUDWLQJ´�DV�RSSRVHG�WR�
:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� ³TXLHWLVW� DSSURDFK´� �:LVQHZVNL�� ������ ��±89). Wittgenstein 
ZDQWV�KLV�UHDGHU�QRW�WR�WKLQN�WRR�PXFK�EXW�WR�ORRN�DW�WKH�³ODQJXDJH�JDPHV´��DQ\�
practices that involve language) that gave rise to philosophical (personal, exis-
tential, spiritual) problems. His approach to such problems is painstaking, thor-
ough, open-H\HG� DQG� UHFHSWLYH��:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� HPSKDVLV� RQ� ODQJXDJH� DQG� Ku-
man behaviour, practices, etc. made him a prime candidate for antirealism in 
PDQ\�SHRSOH¶V� H\HV��+H� KDV�EHen accused of linguistic idealism, i.e., the idea 
that language is the ultimate reality. 

:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� UHDOLVP� HTXDWHV�REMHFWLYLW\�ZLWK� LQWHUVXEMHFWLYLW\  (universal 
agreement). Wittgenstein was neither a realist nor an antirealist, at least with 
regard tR� HWKLFV� DQG� PHWDSK\VLFV��:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� DLP� VHHPV� WR� KDYH� EHHQ� WR�
show up as nonsense the things that philosophers (including himself) attempt to 
say. Philosophical theories, he suggests, are attempts to answer questions that 
are not really questions at all (they are nonsenses), or to solve problems that are 
QRW�UHDOO\�SUREOHPV��0RVW�RI�WKH�SKLORVRSKHUV¶�SURSRVLWLRQV�DQG�TXHVWLRQV�DULVH�
from our failure to understand the logic of our language. Philosophers then have 
the task of presenting clearly the logic of our language. Wittgenstein takes this 
philosophical puzzlement very seriously. His philosophy of language presup-
poses a critique of social practice. The critique of social practice is a connota-
tion of social liberation. In this process, the parties involved define, interpret, 
and attach meanings to the existential encounter of human linguistic processes. 
:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�ODQJXDJH�FRUUHVSRQGV�ZLWK�+DEHUPDV¶�FRQFHSWLRQ�
of existential±political philosophy. This correspondence reflects on the linguis-
tic analysis of the social world because language is a necessary means in human 
social interactions. The conceptual clarification of language is anchored on so-
ciety which, in turn, is characterized by vast human relationships and the cosmic 
network of KXPDQ�DVVRFLDWLRQ��$FFRUGLQJ�WR�-RDQ�)HUUDQWH��³>V@RFLHW\�LV�D�ODUJH�
FRPSOH[�RI�KXPDQ�UHODWLRQVKLSV��D�V\VWHP�RI�LQWHUDFWLRQ´��������������:LWWJHn-
VWHLQ¶V�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�ODQJXDJH�MXVWLILHV�WKH�³HPSLULFDO�YDULDELOLW\´�RI�QRUPDWLYH�
reasons of the physical world. $FFRUGLQJ� WR� -HUHP\� :LVQHZVNL�� ³QRUPDWLYH�
reasons are required to justify normative conclusions: to claim that ordinary use 
ought to count as a criteria of meaning is to move beyond ordinary usage; to 
claim that empirical statements are the only ones that ought to count as mean-
LQJIXO�DV�WR�PRYH�EH\RQG�HPSLULFDO�VWDWHPHQWV´��:LVQHZVNL����������±94). 

The problem here is not merely that one cannot justify the above approaches 
but that a commitment to the above approaches predicts the possibility of nor-
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matiYH�MXVWLILFDWLRQ��7KLV�SRVVLELOLW\�LV�ZKDW�+DEHUPDV�FDOOV�³FULWLFL]DEOH�YDOLGi-
W\�FODLPV�´ :LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�ODQJXDJH�SHUPLWV�WKH�FULWLTXH�RI�VRFLDO�
practice. According to Wisnewski, in his book Wittgenstein and Ethical In-
quiry: A Defense of Ethics as Clarification, ³RQFH�ZH�GHPRQVWUDWH�WKDW�:LWWJHn-
VWHLQ¶V�DSSURDFK� WR�SKLORVRSKLFDO� LVVXHV�QRW�RQO\�SHUPLWV�FULWLTXH�EXW�GHPDQGV�
LW�� LW� ZLOO� EH� SRVVLEOH� WR� GHIHQG� D� UREXVW�� DQG� FULWLFDO�� FODULILFDWRU\� HWKLFV´�
(Wisnewski, 2007, 94). :LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� FRQFHptual clarification of language is 
DNLQ� WR� +DEHUPDV¶� WKHRU\� RI� FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�� ERWK� WKH\� VHH� SKLORVRSK\� DV� DQ�
emancipatory project, transformation, and enrichment of our socio-political 
position. According to Wisnewski, both they claim that ³SKLORVRSK\�WKXV aims 
at emancipation and at the enrichment of our socio-SROLWLFDO� SRVLWLRQ´� �������
90±91). 

:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� LQIOXHQFH� RQ� +DEHUPDV� LV� SUHVHQW� LQ� KLV� FRQFHSWLRQ� RI� ODn-
guage: Language reflects on the evaluation and the transformation of social life. 
According WR�:LVQHZVNL��³WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ�LV�QRW�WR�RFFXU�ZLOO\-nilly; rather, the 
aim of the theorist is to identify areas of social life that are replete with ideology 
that are repressive of true human interests and then to attempt to change this 
area of social life WKURXJK�SRVLWLYH� LQWHUYHQWLRQ´�������������:LVQHZVNL�FODLPV�
that language from its philosophical perspective has a transformational value. In 
KLV� YLHZ� ³«� SKLORVRSK\� QRW� RQO\� DLPHG� DW� DFWLRQ� DQG� WKH� WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ� RI�
political reality is ultimately idle²anG� KHQFH� QRW� ZRUWK� GRLQJ´� �:LVQLHZVNL��
2007, 88���$FFRUGLQJO\��KH�RSLQHV�WKDW�³FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�RI�XOWLPDWH�VKRXOG�IRFXV�
on social institutions, as social institutions explain individual actions´ (ibid.). 
:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V�SKLORVRSK\�RI�ODQJXDJH�UHIOHFWV�RQ�FULWical social theory. Accord-
LQJ� WR�:LVQHZVNL��³RQH�PLJKW�UHVSRQG�E\�FODLPLQJ� WKDW�WKH�ULJRXU�DQG� WHQVLRQ�
brought to bear on questions of linguistic significance provide the point of de-
SDUWXUH�UHTXLUHG�IRU�DQ\�FULWLFDO�WKHRU\´����������±�����/DQJXDJH¶V�XVH�FOarifies 
the need for human practices and the bearing in our socio-political existence. 
According to Wisnewski ³«�SKLORVRSK\�UREV�LWVHOI�RI�DQ\�EHDULQJ�RQ�RXU�VRFLR-
SROLWLFDO� H[LVWHQFH´� �������93���3KLORVRSK\� LV� QRW� DERXW� DOO� ³ZKDW� LV´�EXW� DOVR�
about what cDQ� EH�� ³7KH� DLP� RI� SKLORVRSK\�� WKHQ�� LV� QRW�PHUHO\� WR� GRcument 
ZKDW�LV��EXW�DOVR�WR�KLJKOLJKW�ZKDW�FDQ�EH´��:LVQHZVNL�������94). Language is  
a medium of communication and the process of the transference of knowledge. 
Communication showcases the use of verbal and extra verbal means. Accord-
LQJO\��*RGIUH\�2��2]XPED�EHOLHYHV�WKDW�³ODQJXDJH�LV�WKH�PHDQV�RI�FRPPXQLFa-
WLRQ�RI�NQRZOHGJH�´�LQFOXGLQJ�LGHDV�DQG�WKRXJKWV������������ Emotions can also 
be communicated through language.  

:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI� ODQJXDge connotes how human beings can use 
language to reinforce their culture, undergo formation of their personality, ap-
propriate patterns of social relations (society). George Ritzer and Jeffrey Step-
nisky VWDWH� WKDW� ³HQJDJLQJ� LQ� FRPPXQLFDWLRQ� DQG� DFKLHYLQJ� XQderstanding in 
terms of each of these themes lead to the reproduction of the life world through 
the reinforcement of culture, the integration of society, and the formation of 
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SHUVRQDOLW\´��5LW]HU��6WHSQLVN\��������������&RPPXQLFDWLYH�DFWLRQ�SUHVXSSRVHV�
knoZLQJ��:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�SKLORVRSK\�RI� ODQJXDJH� LV� WR�JXDUDQWHH�
FODULW\��DQG� LW�VHUYHG�DV�D�SURSK\ODFWLF�DJDLQVW� OLQJXLVWLF�DEXVHV��³>7@KH�HQG�RI�
philosophy of language is to ensure clarity, distinctions and cogency in our pic-
ture of reality throXJK�ODQJXDJH´��2]XPED������������ 

The use of language game clarifies social criticisms, practice and the social 
RUGHU� RI� VRFLHW\�� (GPXQG� ,JERDQXVL� FRQVLGHUV� WKDW� ³RQH� RI� WKH�PDMRU� FRQWHn-
tions regarding language is that it is the most direct sense making mechanism of 
human society, which is recognized to harbour political ideology, and is critical-
O\�HQGDQJHUHG�LQ�$IULFD´��,JERDQXVL������������$FFRUGLQJ�WR�,JERDQXVL� ³RQH�RI�
Wittgenstein achievements is that he insisted that the meaning of human lan-
guage is iWV�XVH�WKDW�LV�WR�VD\��FRPPXQLFDWLRQ´��,JERDQXVL������������/DQJXDJH�
LV�FKDUDFWHUL]HG�E\�WKH�0HDGLDQ�V\PEROLF� LQWHUDFWLRQLVP¶V�WKHRU\�RI�FRPPXQi-
cation of intention, meaning and socio-political existence or experience.  
Language is a carrier of culture. WittJHQVWHLQ¶V� FRQFHSWLRQ� RI� ODQJXDJH� JDPH�
showcases a simpler form of language than the highly complicated everyday 
language. Language is a form of which a child begins to make use of words. 
Accordingly, Richard Velkly postulates that: 

 
³7KH�VWXG\�RI�ODQJXDJH games is the study of primitive forms of language or 
primitive languages. If we want to study the problems of truth and falsehood, 
of the agreement and disagreement of propositions with reality, of the nature 
of assertion, assumption and question, we shall with great advantage look at 
primitive forms of language in which these forms of thinking appear without 
WKH� FRQIXVLQJ� EDFNJURXQG� RI� KLJKO\� FRPSOLFDWHG� SURFHVVHV� RI� WKRXJKW´�
(2000, 394). 
 
Velkly observes that these simple forms of language gave us the impetus to 

see activities, reactions, which are clear, cut and transparent. Richard Velkby 
rightly observes that our craving for generality is closely connected with philo-
sophical confusions. Language helps us to describe things just as philosophy 
reflects on the descriptive mode of things in the world. According to Velkly, 
³>S@KLORVRSK\�UHDOO\�LV�SXUHO\�GHVFULSWLYH�´� 

:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� YLHZ� RI�ZKDW�SKLORVRSK\� LV�� RU� VKRXOG�EH�� FKDQJHG� RYHU�KLV�
life. For Wittgenstein [p]hilosophy aims at the logical clarificatioQ�RI�WKRXJKWV�´�
Philosophy is not descriptive but elucidatory. Its aim is to clear up muddle and 
linguistic confusion. 3KLORVRSKHU¶V�SURSHU�FRQFHUQ� LV�ZKDW�LV�SRVVLEOH�RU�UDWKHU�
with what is conceivable. This depends on our concepts and the ways they fit 
together as seen in language. What is conceivable and what is not, what makes 
sense and what does not, depended on the rules of language, and the rules of 
grammar. Ways of life and uses of language change overtime, so meanings 
change, but not utterly and instantaneously; we lose all grip on meaning. But we 
cannot escape language or the confusions to which it gives, except by dying. 
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Meanings are sometimes interpreted as doing. The meaning of any word is  
a matter of what we do with our language, not something hidden inside any-
RQH¶V�PLQG�RU�EUDLQ��:KDW�LV�HVVHQWLDO�WR�D�FRQFHSW�GHSHQGV�RQ�XV��RQ�KRZ�ZH�
use it. To Wittgenstein, what matters to you depends on how you live (and vice 
versa), and this shapes your existential experience. Understanding another per-
son involves empathy which requires the kind of similarity that we just do not 
have with dogs and with many human beings. 

 Without sharing certain attitudes towards the things around us, without shar-
ing a sense of relevance and responding in similar ways, communication would 
be impossible. Moreover, language involves rules establishing certain linguistic 
practices. Certain things one might want to say about language are ultimately 
incoherent. So whether two plus two equals four depends not on some abstract, 
extra-human rule of addition, and depends on our past experience. Truth condi-
tions are replaced by the conditions of validity claims.  

$FFRUGLQJ� WR�:LWWJHQVWHLQ�� ³WR� VROYH� DQ� HWKLFDO� SUREOHP�� RQH� PXVW� FODULI\� 
a misunderstanding one has concerning some specific HWKLFDO� FRQFHSWV´�
(WisnewVNL�� ������ ����� :LVQHZVNL�� DOOXGLQJ� WR� .HOO\¶V� VXEPLVVLRQ�� EHOLHYHV�
WKDW�³ZH�PXVW�YLHZ�HWKLFV��LQ�:LWWJHQVWHLQ��DV�DQ�XOWLPDWHO\�SHUVRQDO�HQGHDYRU´�
(Wisnewski, 2007, 95). :LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V�SKLORVRSK\� LV�D�JOREDO�YLVLRQ� WKDW�JLYHV�
risH� WR� OLQJXLVWLF� WUDQVSDUHQF\��$FFRUGLQJ� WR�:LVQHZVNL�� ³:LWWJHQVWHLQ¶V� HDUO\�
and late writing always seemed to have thought of ethics, not as an assortment 
of disconnected goods, rights, and obligations, but as a global vision which 
JLYHV�PHDQLQJ� WR� OLIH´� �Wisnewski, 2007, 95). Language showcases facts and 
values; it reflects on the holistic principle. Language should not be seen from  
a disoriented perspective. Language showcases strong philosophical commit-
ment, normative structure, transparency and complete global re-orientation. It 
expresses underlying semantic structures of thoughts and ideas. It is an integral 
part of human existence and makes us humans. The most important function of 
language is that of communicating. Wittgenstein and Habermas dwelt on nature, 
functions and power of language as it affects the contemporary global order. 
The primary function of language is intersubjective communication which in-
volves the dissemination of information and exchange of ideas among people. 
Language provides us aspects of our social identity or some kind of social expe-
riences. That way language serves as the basis for social order.  

Language functions as the basis of social or cultural learning processes and 
is aimed at learning about the world. It has a social structure. Comfort I. 
(EHULQJD�ULJKWO\�REVHUYHV�WKDW�³WKH�OLQJXLVWLF�VWUXFWXUH�RI�DQ\�VRFLHW\�PD\�LQIOu-
HQFH�RU�GHWHUPLQH� LWV�VRFLDO�VWUXFWXUHV´��(EHULQJD��������������7KLV�PHDQV�WKDW�
the linguistic structure of any society aims at the unification of the world. 
(EHULQJD�DVVHUWV�WKDW�³ZH�FDQ�WKHQ�VD\�WKDW�OLQJXLVWLF�XQLIRUPLW\� LV�D�YHU\�YLWDO�
DVSHFW�RI�WKH�VRFLDO�RUGHU�RI�D�JLYHQ�VRFLHW\´��������������)RU�ODQJXDJH�UHIOHFWV�
on the continuous learning process and the survival of every society. Eberinga 
concludes WKDW� ³ODQJXDJH�SOD\V� YHU\� YLWDO� UROHV� LQ� WKH� VXUYLYDO� RI� HYHU\� JLYHQ�
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VRFLHW\´�������������������)RU�KHU�³DQ\�VRFLHW\�RU�FRPPXQLW\�WKDW�RYHUORRNV�WKH�
power of language in general is bound to crumble because it is not something 
that can easily be swept under the carpet´ (2013, 510). Language is crucial in 
the philosophical enterprise of the world. It also expresses the deeper concerns  
of human association (Eberinga, 2013, 510). According to William Lawhead, 
³«�SKLORVRSK\�LV�DQ�DWWHPSW�WR�VSHDN�DFFXUDWHO\�DQG�Foherently about our deep-
HU�FRQFHUQV´��/DZKHDG��������������7KH�IUHH�DQDO\VLV�RI�H[SHULHQFH�UHIOHFWV�RQ�
our common form of linguistic usage. Wittgenstein and Habermas attempt to 
remedy the situation by developing broader notions of both language and expe-
rience.  

Wittgenstein, Habermas, Edmund Husserl and others depict the role lan-
guage plays in our intercourse with the world. Lawhead claims that for them 
³ODQJXDJH�LV�MXVW�RQH�ZD\�LQ�ZKLFK�ZH�EUHDN�WKH�ZRUOG�XS�LQWR�LQWHOOLJLEOH�XQLWV�
and fashion it after our RZQ�LPDJH´��/DZKHDG�������������� 

What we have espoused so far is the values of language, dialogue and com-
munication in effecting moral consciousness. Our contention is that proper un-
derstanding of the role of dialogue and communication via language will im-
prove world peace and understanding amongst cultures.  

 
 

 3. HERMENEUTIC UNDERSTANDING OF DIALOGUE  
IN ATTAINING WORLD PEACE 

 
The concept of horizon suggests the perspective of knowing and the limits of 

knowing that allow one to be open to what is new. The hermeneutical horizon, 
as Gadamer fore-JURXQGV�� ³EHVSHDNV� WKH� SURGXFWLYHO\� PHGLDWHG� UHODWLRQ� Ee-
tween what is distant and near; it enables us to discern both what is close up and 
ZKDW� LV� IDU� DZD\�ZLWKRXW� H[FOXGLQJ� RI� WKHVH� SRVLWLRQV�´� (Cf. Gadamer, 2004, 
10). The concept of horizon meaningfully inteJUDWHV� WKH� VXEMHFW¶V� LPPHGLDWH�
environment and the more distant world at large. Gadamer stresses the open and 
dynamic nature of hori]RQ�� 7KH� ³IXVLRQ� RI� KRUL]RQ´� VLJQLILHG� XQGHUVWDQGLQJ��
Misunderstanding can exacerbate the otherness of the other. Gadamer conceives 
of difference as a means or the basis for transformation which Gadamer terms 
³IXVLRQ� RI� KRUi]RQ�´� 7KH� WHQGHQF\� WR� VHH� GLIIHUHQFH� DV� LPSRVVLELOLW\� UHIOHFWV� 
a superficial response and affirms a rigid notion of horizon. From the Gadame-
rian standpoint, true understanding is anchored on the politics of difference. 
This is the perspective this paper works on how best to be managed; this means 
the actual appreciation of the politics of difference. This work in its contribution 
insists that if the human community understands and applies dialogue and 
communication in the management of the politics of differences, there will be 
hope for the attainment of world peace. The challenge in the expansion of our 
horizon is to be in full control of its ramifications. Fusion refers to active and 
the on-going process or nature of understanding that is not static but dynamic. 
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Understanding is a continuous process that is not static or never ending. To 
defend a mono-culture is akin to positing a single and definite horizon that de-
QLHV� WKH� UROH� RI� GLIIHUHQFH��*DGDPHU¶V� DFFRXQW� RI� KRUL]RQ� HPSKDWLFDOO\�PDLn-
tains that only where one is open to new horizons emerging- and hence differ-
ence- can one claim to understand; difference is only an occasion and not an 
impediment to understanding.  

 Furthermore, the conceptual analysis of the fusion of horizon can be de-
GXFHG�IURP�ZKDW�,DLQ�0DFNHQ]LH�FDOOV�³WKH�FDQYDV�RI� OLEHUDO�GHPRFUDWLF� WKHo-
U\�´�7KH�FRQFHSW�RI ³IXVLRQ�RI�KRUL]RQ´�LV�FRQFHUQHG�Zith the relation between 
culture and identity. According to the Mackenzean standpoint, the judgment of 
ZRUWK� LQ� PXOWLFXOWXUDO� DQG� JOREDO� SROLWLFV� GHSHQGV� RQ� D� ³IXVLRQ� RI� KRUL]RQ�´�
Accordingly, Mackenzie believes thDW�³WKH� FRUH� WR� WUHDWLQJ� WKLV� fusion of hori-
]RQ�� LV� WR�SUHVXPH�� LQ� WKH� ILUVW� LQVWDQFH�� WKDW� HYHU\� FXOWXUH� LV� RI� HTXDO�ZRUWK´�
(2009, 112±113). Mackenzie argues from the perspective of Charles Taylor that 
³ZH�VKRXOG�DOZD\V�EHJLQ�E\�DVVXPLQJ�WKDW�HYHU\�FXOWXUH��DW�OHDVW�HYHU\�FXOWXUH�
that has stood the test of time, must be thought to contain elements that express 
IXQGDPHQWDO� KXPDQ� QHHGV� DQG� WKDW� ZRUOG�� WKHUHIRUH�� HQULFK� RXU� RZQ´� �������
112±������$FFRUGLQJ� WR� WKH�0DFNHQ]HDQ� VWDQGSRLQW�� ³WR� UHFRJQL]H� WKLV� DQG� WR�
engage with others on the basis of fusing our cultural horizons with theirs is to 
promote, according to Taylor, a truly liberal dialogue with others that responds 
WR�WKH�GHPDQGV�RI�FRQWHPSRUDU\�LGHQWLW\�SROLWLFV´��LELG����0DFNHQ]LH�SRVLWV�WKDW�
³WKH� IXVLRQ� RI� FXOWXUDO� KRUL]RQV� LV� MXVW� WKDW�� D� Kope, rather than a worked-out 
SROLWLFDO�VROXWLRQ�WR�D�SUREOHP�DW�WKH�KHDUW�RI�OLEHUDO�GHPRFUDFLHV´��������������
+H�FRQFOXGHV�WKDW�³SHUKDSV�+DEHUPDV¶�PRUH�WKRURXJK-going account of exactly 
what is at stake in dialogue may suggest an alternative approach, or a comple-
PHQWDU\�RQH� WKDW�QRQHWKHOHVV�VHFXUHV�7D\ORU¶V�KRSH�PRUH�ILUPO\´�����������±
������7KH�KHUPHQHXWLF�GLDORJXH�RI�*DGDPHU¶V�IXVLRQ�RI�KRUL]RQ�SUHVXSSRVHV�DQ�
ethical and political approach. The challenge that may be facing us is to juxta-
position of morality and politics. Since the times of Machiavelli, there is a di-
vesting of politics from morality but we contend here that human actions cannot 
be divested of morality. This is because man is a rational being; and as a ration-
al being, he is essentially a moral being. Morality is a function of rationality and 
ipso facto there ought not to be any human activity devoid of moral engage-
ments and consideration.  

 
 

4. DIALOGUE AS OPENING UP TO THE SYSTEM-LIFE-WORLD  
 
 Understanding is a mode in which the common social world opens up to so-

cial beings as rational agents. The understanding of the social beings is an un-
precedented concern for the other. The philosophy of otherness marks the crux 
of dialogical philosophy. Understanding our socio-political world is all about 
the task of rational dialogue and social transformation. To understand our exis-
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tential situation in social reality does not mean to define it but to find oneself in 
an affective attunement, to understand how social beings coexist with others. 
Broadly speaking, what we call affective attunement is more reasonable, i.e., 
more perceptive because it is more open to social beings. Society opens up to 
VRFLDO�EHLQJV�RU�SROLWLFDO�EHLQJV��+XPDQLW\�H[LVWV�EHFDXVH�³EHLQJ´�LQ�JHQHUDO�LV�
inseparable from its opening-up, because there are truth claims, or because there 
is communicative modality and ethical insight into social beings. All non-
understanding is only a deficient mode of understanding our socio-political 
world. The social analysis of our existential condition is thus the normative 
framework of universal truth of reason, the existential condition of transforma-
tive dialogue as the opening up to the system-life world and the indispensability 
of dialogue to our global world order presupposes normative criteria of our so-
cial life world. The disclosed or unconcealed truth reveals the fusion of horizons 
RI�XQLYHUVDO�WUXWK�RI�³%HLQJ´�LQ�WKH�VRFLR-political world. Man is a holistic being 
in the world. Man is invariably conscious of the inevitable law of political or-
der, normative assumption, moral order and rational reciprocity. Man is always 
conscious of the existence of others but fails to obey the laws of this relation-
ship and this is the crux of this issue.  

The Habermasian picture of transformative dialogue is basically on human 
ethical discourse, existential/political position and epistemological significance, 
that is, on the indispensable aspects of human existence. What makes man what 
he is is his social consciousness as a political animal, his correlations with others 
and his being surrounded with other men and objects. Dialogical philosophy re-
YHDOV�PDQ¶V�H[LVWHQWLDO�SRVLWLRQ�VLQFH� LQ�KLV�FRUUHODWLRQV�ZLWK�RWKHUV�KLV�FXltural 
identity, personal identity and communicative freedom is realized and guaranteed. 

Furthermore, dialogical philosophy perceives communicative freedom as an 
existentially established social fact by which the nature of man is seen. The 
indispensability of dialogue presupposes social facts and action as the mastering 
situation. Consciousness aQG� LQWHQWLRQ�KDYH� LQH[WULFDEOH� QH[XV� LQ�PDQ¶V� H[LVt-
HQFH�DQG�LQWHQWLRQV�DUH�WKH�HVVHQFH�RI�PDQ¶V�H[LVWHQFH� Man takes full responsi-
bilities for every facet of his moral consciousness and his rational conducts and 
emotive communication with others. According WR� $OH[DQGHU� 0RVOH\�� ³FRn-
VFLRXVQHVV� JHQHUDOO\� PHDQV� EHLQJ� DZDUH� RI� RQHV� VXUURXQGLQJV´� ������� �����
Emotions are forms of arrested actions. 0DQ¶V� LGHD� DERXW� KLV� H[LVWHQFH� DV� D�
social being in the socio-political world involves the idea that there may be 
other free rational agents and conscious beings that can obscure his self-
consciousness which defines his existence, freedom and human reality. Haber-
PDV¶�SKLORVRSK\�LV�LQYDULDEO\�DQ�H[LVWHQWLDO-ethical discourse and legal-political 
system of human beings. Human consciousness and the idea of the mind are 
like a machine governed by natural forces, and at the same time admitting their 
PRWLYHV�DQG�LQWHQWLRQV�EHKLQG�PDQ¶V�FRQVFLRXV�EHKDYLRXU�  

Consequently, people in society have learned how to see themselves, like 
mirrors, as they appear to their neighbours. By implication, the other sees me or 
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looks at me like a mirror. Our existence becomes meaningless or rudderless 
without the existence of others. Our existence is threatened by the existence of 
others. Similarly, our look places him under the same threat to his liberty and 
the idea of normative structure of the common social world subject us into mor-
DO�REOLJDWLRQ��+DEHUPDV¶�WKHRU\�RI�FRPPXQLFDWLYH�DFWLRQ�LV�D�QRUPDWLYH�FRUH�RI�
our practical everyday existence. AcFRUGLQJ� WR�%RUUDGRUL�� ³+DEHUPDV¶�QRUPa-
tive core of a communicative ethics is the experiential relation of the Self to 
RWKHUV´� ���������±�����+DEHUPDV¶� OLQJXLVWLF� FRPPXQLFDWLRQ� LV� DQ� H[SHULHQWLDO�
or intersubjective relation. The Habermasian analysis is a self-reflective under-
standing of moral reasoning. His communicative ethics anchors on his social 
theory of intersubjective recognition. Freedom presupposes individualization 
ZKLFK�³HPHUJHV�WKURXJK�WKH�UHDOL]DWLRQ�RI�6HOI�ZLWKLQ�D�FRPPXQLW\�RI�2WKHUV´�
(Mackendrick, 2003, 148±149).  

Furthermore, individualization is locked within the conventional framework 
of ego identity. Human rational and cognitive capacity of differentiated behav-
LRXUDO� H[SHFWDWLRQV� LV� QRUPDWLYH�� $FFRUGLQJO\�� 0DFNHQGULFN� RSLQHV� WKDW� ³WKH�
inGLYLGXDO� LV� ORFNHG� LQWR� D� FRQYHQWLRQDO� HJR� LGHQWLW\´� ������� ���±150). The 
dialogical encounter is not a call to share our existence, but is rather a direct 
social system, normative framework linked to an objective experience. We al-
ways share our existence on a fundamental, normative background and dialogi-
cal, epistemological, existential level by virtue of being there together in a sys-
tem life world. Although, enfolded into individuality, within the clearing of 
EHLQJ¶V� XQLYHUVDO� WUXWK�� WKH� GLDORJLFDO� HQFRXQter does not necessarily lead to 
anything in particular, to specific dialogical commitment in ensuring each other 
adhere to the act of collective conscience. Dialogue is conscience-oriented and 
people-oriented. In particular, for the most part it leads to any ethical immedia-
cy or constancy in the sharing of individual existence the possibility of on-going 
moral responsibility for each other. The dialogical encounter is not merely ethi-
cal immediacy but barely lived experience of dynamics interplay of individual 
communicative freedom and the normative criteria of the social life world. Indi-
vidual communicative freedom is directly confronted with life relations and 
rational relations because we as individuals live in the system-life world togeth-
er. +DEHUPDV¶� SKilosophy is a cultural homogeneous humanism. It has to do 
with science, law, politics, arts, technology, philosophy, culture, and aesthetics. 
For Habermas, we deal with other human beings only in human relations and 
rational relations. The dialogical encounter is ethical-political and existential; it 
establishes an intersubjective relationship with others, and in doing so it lays the 
normative background for human community and its rules. Ethics arises from 
the interpersonal communicative existential encounter. 

 Nevertheless, such interpersonal humanity will not be satisfied simply with 
the observation of moral principles and the recognizability of normative struc-
tures of communicative power. The interpersonal human relationship calls for 
rational persons to WDNH�VHULRXVO\�PRUDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RU�'DUZLQLDQ�³IXQGDPHn-
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WDO� DQVZHUDELOLW\´� RU� ³PXWXDO� DFFRXQWDELOLW\´� IRU� RWKHU� SHUVRQV� DQG� WR� HQVXUH�  
D�FRQFUHWH�ZRUOG�RUGHU��+DEHUPDV¶�QRWLRQ�RI�PRUDO�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�KDV�D� OHJLWi-
mating force and showcases a normative foundation of communicative ration-
ality and deliberative democracy. Habermas calls on each person to fulfill his 
duties and thus puts him in an existential position of wide-ranging moral in-
debtedness to communicative interaction. Indeed, according to Habermas, we as 
rational human beings must engage in communicative dialogue, and we are in 
fact responsible for all other persons, each one of us for himself with respect to 
each other person in the system-life world. There lies the nucleus for the idea of 
a normative foundation or universal core of global ethics. We must learn to live 
with one another. The task incumbent on each of us is not only the notion of 
collectivity, or collective consciousness but the political task of social transfor-
mation that calls for international interactions, global interdependence and  
global intercultural cooperation. What counts is to prevent global war, global 
terrorism, political violence and human cruelty, in order to open up a normative 
perspective for global peace, global inteUSHUVRQDO�KXPDQLW\��+DEHUPDV¶�FXOWXUDO�
humanism is a global ethics and the normative foundation for dialogical pro-
cess. Dialogical philosophy is best encapsulated by the Habermasian picture of 
cultural humanism, moral rationalism, deliberative democracy, contemporary 
integrated sociological paradigm, a multi-level analysis of agency-structure 
relation and rational relation of interpersonal communicative encounter.  

+DEHUPDV¶�SROLWLFDO�SKLORVRSK\�RIIHUV�D�JOREDO�YLVLRQ�RU�KDV�JOREDO�LPSOLFa-
tions. Political ethics is indeed the ethics of political communication and the 
philosophy of social relations. In each dialogical encounter, the theory of com-
municative action showcases purposive rational activity or an emancipatory 
project. The theory of communicative action in every classification and every 
political ordering embraces social totality and human sociality. The radicaliza-
WLRQ�RI�+DEHUPDV¶�SROLWLFDO�HWKLFV�LV�HYLGHQW�LQ�KLV�VRFLDO�WKHRU\�DV�ZHOO�DV�LQ�WKH�
very conceptualization of moral consciousness and the deliberative model of 
human democracy. 

Consequently, the monetization of society and the bureaucratization of pow-
er are indeed the ideological frameworks or distortion that impede the norma-
tive ideal and the rationalization of complex modern society. Modernity has 
EHFRPH�DQ�HQGOHVV�SURMHFW��+DEHUPDV¶�FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�PRUDO�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�DQG�
communicative action presupposes the social fact that human beings are rational 
animals with superior faculty or cognitive capacity or a normative structure 
through which they deal with the common social world. This conception seems 
to sufficiently encompass a matrix of dialogical/reciprocal relationships, an 
analysis of the ethical, moral and behavioural normative assumptions of the 
rational agent in our global world order. +DEHUPDV¶�SROLWLFDO�HWKLFV�UHYHDOV�WKH�
need for rational-problem-solving mechanism, pragmatic, linguistic, hermeneu-
tics, and phenomenological approach that get rids of the specter of pure self-
seeking and the normative foundation of society in order to prRPRWH�SHRSOHV¶�
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utility and cultural humanism. It presupposed the complexity of modern society. 
It is ipso facto a radical ethics or cultural rationalism and moral rationalism and 
social psychology. It is defined within the normative context of dialogic com-
munication, ethical objectivity and practical rationality.  

 ,Q�DGGLWLRQ��+DEHUPDV¶�HWKLFV�UHIHUV�WR�WKH�PRUDO�FRQVFLRXVQHVV�DV�D�UDGLFDO�
response to universal human freedom based on peace, social justice and dialogic 
communication. As we have mentioned beIRUH�� +DEHUPDV¶� HWKLFDO-existential 
perspective is the great expression of human solidarity, a network of global 
cultural interdependence. His ethical philosophy also has an existential-political 
dimension. The Habermasian picture is a deep thinking of global world order. 
Habermas regards communicative ethics as likely that the social life world con-
sists of a network of social arrangements, meanings and significance of a social 
order or social change or social system through which we discover the existen-
tial wonders of our socio-political world. Therefore, we appeal to the right to 
disconnect ourselves from the values of instrumental ethics of the market struc-
ture that tries to impose on us instrumental reason. For Habermas, this is not 
communicative ethics, but it is the monetization of society, bureaucratization of 
power, interest based ideology or economic and administrative rationalization of 
society. We also appeal to the organic solidarity of emancipated global society 
that envisions universal human flourishing, transformative dialogue and com-
municative freedom. It is a dialogical implication of a planetary ethical interper-
sonal human relationship around critical social movement based on the  
phenomenological principle or interpretation, cultural representation and com-
municative, political action on a global scale. Furthermore, this dialogical  
reflection, which encompasses the global world order, aims at free and open 
communication²a field of rational reconstruction, radical openness, decon-
struction, ethical-existential encounter and democratic deliberation on the con-
tribution of global ethics to forming the political public sphere. Authentic  
dialogue is a dialectical sequence of historical progress in an international 
community of reasonable people. It is a spiritual unity of dialectical sequence 
and cobweb of network of social connectedness of international relation and 
international order or global system. The discursive practice of rational relations 
is the hallmarks of human fraternity or universal brotherhood and it is a philo-
sophical foundation, democratic ideals, rationalization of a global system and 
humanistic dimension of rethinking of global humanity and human flourishing. 

 Furthermore, hermeneutics inquires the meaning and significance of under-
standing of human existence. Gadamer elucidates the historical and linguistic 
VLWXDWHGQHVV� RI� KXPDQ� FRJQLWLRQ�� 7KH� SUDFWLFDO� WUDMHFWRULHV� RI�*DGDPHU¶V� KHr-
meneutics are anchored on his interest in Plato and Aristotle. Gadamer discerns 
the centrality of dialogue as that which is deeply rooted in human understand-
ing. Dialogue is deeply rooted and committed to the furthering of our common 
bond with one another. It is all about our radical openness to dialogue with the 
other that Gadamer saw as the basis for a deeSHU�KXPDQ�VROLGDULW\��*DGDPHU¶V�
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hermeneutics elucidates how being made human existence meaningful. Gada-
mer contends with the limits of human knowing. The radical return to Plato 
PDGH� *DGDPHU� DOO� WKH� PRUH� UHFHSWLYH� WR� DQG� H[FLWHG� E\�0DUWLQ� +HLGHJJHU¶V�
thinking. Gadamer follows Plato in insisting on the ontological nature of the 
Good. The idea of the Good serves as an assumption that made possible all un-
derstanding. Cognition is for the sake of acting and for the sake of living the 
good life. Knowledge stems from and must return to praxis. Gadamer, like 
Heidegger, insists that hermeneutics is a practical philosophy, deeply rooted in 
human existence which is not solipsistic but communal. For Gadamer, existence 
means existing with others, which requires dialogue born out of humility and 
radical openness. Gadamer affirms that understanding is inseparable from dia-
logue (2004, 12).  

 The dialogical openness aims at solidarity and presupposes the fact that 
each part possesses good will to understand, that is, an openness to hear some-
thing anew. Good dialogic encounter requires a willingness to offer reasons and 
MXVWLILFDWLRQ�IRU�RQH¶V�YLHZV��'LDORJXH�UHTXLUHV�KXPEOH�SOD\IXOQHVV�LQ�ZKLFK�ZH�
JHW�FDXJKW�XS�DQG�ORVH�RXUVHOYHV�LQ�WKH�FRQQHFWLRQ�ZLWK�RWKHUV��*DGDPHU¶V�Truth 
and Method offers us the foundation of hermeneutics. Gadamer fully realizes 
the universalizing tendency in the history of hermeneutics and the myriad ways 
we interact with and seek to connect with others. Gadamer is profoundly critical 
in his eagerness to conceive of the dialogical impetus of hermeneutics as a pos-
sible resource for resolving certain contemporary social and political crises in 
the human world. He stresses the possibility of how we can interact rationally 
and dialogically in order to listen to the other and to advance human under-
standing that values the whole that is (the community) over the part (the indi-
vidual). The hermeneutic task of integrating is predicated on the communicative 
consciousness which includes the task of exercising practical social and political 
reasonableness. The ethics of this hermeneutics is an ethics of respect and trust 
that calls for universal solidarity. Gadamer concludes that human thinking al-
ways requires an acknowledgement of what cannot be fully understood or cap-
tured in language and yet language can be understood to function to create our 
human world and finds meaning to the world. Just like Heidegger, Gadamer 
believes that language is part of being. Language, as that part of being that can 
be understood, functions to create our human world so to speak.  

 
 

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 
 'LDORJXH�FDQ�EULQJ�DERXW�D�FKDQJH�LQ�WKH�LGHD�RI�JOREDO�SROLWLFV��+DEHUPDV¶�

conceptual explication of deliberative democracy reflects how global democra-
cy should be understood. Global democracy constitutes the tendency whereby 
different countries in the world are interdependently connected with one another 
in their political, educational, social, cultural and economic interests. Global 
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democracy is a cross border movement of the contemporary ideal political 
world order. It shows how countries can benefit from one another through social 
cooperation. The contemporary global politics should focus on the continuous 
protection of basic human rights, results of climate change, the perpetuation of 
international peace and international cooperation at the social, economic, cul-
tural and political spheres. The world should be a global village where rational 
or authentic dialogue prevails by doing away with all forms of prevailing preju-
dices or ideological biases or pre-conceived ideas facing various nations of the 
world. Global democracy ought to accept international dialogue and social 
change. Social change is a significant aspect of the human transformation in 
contemporary society.  

 The idea of social change correlates with the notion of globalization and 
global politics; this is known as Giddian dialogic democracy; although globali-
zation has tactically fueled communicative violence. Accordingly, Borradori 
EHOLHYHV� WKDW� ³JOREDOL]DWLRQ� VHHPV� WR� LQMHFW� fuel into spiraling movement of 
FRPPXQLFDWLYH�YLROHQFH´������, 12). Communicative action aims at emancipa-
WLRQ��7KLV�LV�ZKDW�%RUUDGRUL�FDOOV�WKH�³GHOHJLWLPL]LQJ�WKH�DXWKRULW\�RI�WKH�VWDWH´�
(2008, 12±13).  

 Our intention in this paper is to enthrone dialogue to a point where it can 
help in enhancing global peace. This is akin to what Borradori means when she 
proposes that humans should be called members of a universal and cosmopoli-
tan community. No matter what the limitations of dialogue are, there can never 
be an alternative to dialogue in improving the relationship between humans in 
order to attain world peace.  
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