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Abstract. The article provides a philosophical analysis of the evolution of the
concept of rationality in the context of the crisis of the classical understanding of
Reason as a universal and all-encompassing principle of cognition and activity. The
“disenchantment with Reason,” caused by its limited capacity to respond adequately
to the challenges of historical and social development, has led to a transition from
a monistic model of rationality to a pluralistic understanding of it as a multiplicity
of types and forms. It is substantiated that the introduction of the concept of the “type
of rationality” reflects an aspiration to extend rationalist analysis beyond scientific
knowledge and to encompass a broader range of sociocultural practices. The main
typologies of rationality proposed by leading philosophers of the twentieth century
are examined, and their methodological multidimensionality and historical
conditionality are revealed. Particular attention is devoted to Karl-Otto Apels
concept of communicative and discursive rationality as an attempt to overcome the
limitations of instrumental—strategic thinking and to affirm the ethical dimension of
rationality. It is concluded that contemporary philosophy of rationality requires not
only further typologization but also the theoretical mediation of competing
rationalities in order to form a more holistic and responsible vision of human
coexistence under conditions of globalization.
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Anomauia: Cmamms npucesiuena amanisy payioHAIbHOCMI SK KAI0Y08020
KOHYenmy Ccy4acHo20 HAyKogozo ma ¢inocogcvkoco 3naumus. Payionanvricmo
PO320AEMbCL He AK YHIBepCAlbHA U He3MIHHA HOpMA, a4 AK OUHAMIYHUL,
icmopuyno ma CcoyioKyIbmMypHO 3VMOGIEHUll (DeHOMeH, WO BU3HAYAE Cnocoou
0OTPYHMYBAHHA 3HAHHA, Kpumepii iCmuHHoCmi ma medci nisHauus. Y kowmexcmi
enicmemono2iunux mpauncgopmayin XX—XXI cmonimes noxazano Kpu3y K1acuiHo2o
PO3VMIHHS pPAYiOHANTbHOCMI, MO8 A3aH020 3 ideanamu J02IYHOI NOCAI008HOCHI,
00 €eKmugHOCmi ma HeumpaibHOCMi, ad MAaKoOM#C CMAHOGIEHHs NAIOPALICHUYHO20
nioxooy, AKUl BU3HAE CRIBICHYBAHHA DI3HUX MUnNié i Gopm payioHaTbHOCHI.
Ob6rpynmogyemuvcsi mesa npo iCMOPUYHY, COYIOKYIbMYPHY Ma KOHMEKCMYaNbHy
3yMo6aeHicmb Gopm payioHanbHOCmi, AKi He 360051MbCsl 00 POPMANbHO-TOIUHUX
npoyedyp, a GKI0UAOMbd YIHHICHI, KOMYHIKAMUBHI, CUMBONIYHI Ma NPAKMUYHI
BUMIDU.

lIpoananizosano icmopuuni nepedymosu ppacmenmayii NoHaAmMms po3ymy ma
BUMICHEHHS 11020 MHONCUHHUMU «DPAYIOHATbHOCMAMUY, WO B8i000paxdcaoms
cneyughixy pisHux KyJaibmypHux enox, popm OisibHOCMI U RIZHABAILHUX CIPaAme2ill.
Ocobnusy ysazcy npudineno npobiemi munono2izayii payionaivhocmi, il
MemoOONOIUHUM 3acadam I KIacu@ixayiunum Kpumepisim y npaysx npogioHux
yrpaincoxux ¢pinocogpie M. Ilonosuua, C. Kpumcvkozo, II. Honona ma
esponeticokux ginocogis, 3okpema M. Bebepa, IO. I'abepmaca, I'. IlInedenvbaxa,
K.-O. Anens. Pozkpumo memooonociuni  Kpumepii  po3MexCy8auHs  MUunie
PpayioHatbHocmi — CYOCMAaHyianicmcovKi ma HOPpMamusicmcbKi, meopemudti U
NPAKmuyHi, cmpame2iyni, Komynikamusni ma emuuni. Ocobaugy yeacy npuoileHo
i0ei’ OuCKypcueHoi ma KOHCEHCYANbHO-KOMYHIKamueHoi payionanvnocmi K.-
O. Anens, ax nidtpyHms Mixccyo €KmHoi 83aeMo0ii, apeymenmayii ma emudHoi
gionogioanvHocmi 8 ymosax enobanizoeamnozo ceimy.llokazano, wo cydachuil
@inocogpcokuti  OUCKypc  8IOMOBIAEMbCA  6i0  MOHONO2IYHO20 — MJIYMAYEHHS
PAyioHatbHOCMi HA KOpUCMb  OIAN02IYHUX, KOMYHIKAMUBHUX [ OUCKYPCUBHUX
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Mooenell, y Mexcax sAKUX payioHaIbHiCmb NOCMAE SIK 8i0Kpuma 00 KpUmuxku ma
camopenexcii. /[ogedeHo, wo cyyacre po3yMiHHA PAYiOHAILHOCHI TPYHMYEMbCS
HA BU3HAHHI MHONCUHHOCMI iT munie i 810MIHKI8, HCOOEH 3 AKUX He NpemeHOVE Ha
abcontomny nosnomy. Payionanvnicms nocmae ax OuHamivHui coyioxyibmypHuil
Genomen, giokpumuii 00 0ianozy, KpUMuKu ma 63AEMHO20 ONOCePeOKYB8AHHS, U0
pooUmb it pelesaHmHUM IHCMPYMEHMOM AHALI3Y HAYKOBO20 NI3HAHHS, COYIANbHUX
Npakmux i popm KoieKmueHoi 810no8ioanibHOCMI.

Knrouoesi cnosa: mun payionaibHoCmi, CY4acHa HAyKa, enicmemonozis, 102iKa,
NO3UMUBIZM, MemOoOON02is HAYKU, Kpumepii payioHarbHOCMi, Ni3HABANbHULL

npoyec.

Problem statement. Rationality is one of the fundamental foundations of
modern science, since it determines the ways in which knowledge is justified, the
criteria of truth, and the limits of cognition. In this context, epistemology functions
as the theoretical basis of science, analyzing the conditions of the possibility of
knowledge, the mechanisms of its acquisition, and its legitimation. Modern science
develops within a field of constant reflection on its own rational foundations, which
leads to a revision of classical conceptions of objectivity, universality, and neutrality
of scientific knowledge. The classical understanding of rationality, associated with
the ideals of logical consistency, demonstrability, and causal explanation, has
undergone transformations within the framework of non-classical science.
Epistemological studies of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries have shown that
scientific cognition is not a purely formal-logical process, but includes historical,
cultural, and social factors. Thus, rationality appears not as a rigid universal norm,
but as a dynamic and contextually conditioned form of thinking. Contemporary
epistemology emphasizes the pluralism of rationalities, recognizing the coexistence
of various cognitive strategies within science. The current stage of development of
scientific cognition requires the maximal elaboration of shades of rationality, and
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not only its types, which would make it possible to construct a certain typology of
rationality, to identify within this typology different kinds of rationality, and to
establish connections between them. The present understanding of rationality may
be based on the recognition of different types of rationality, each of which does not
claim absolute completeness and is open to dialogue, compromise, and criticism.
Today, scientific discourse emphasizes the non-constructive character of a
monological understanding of the very essence of rationality.

Analysis of Recent Research and Publications. The analysis of the
phenomenon of rationality can conventionally be traced back to the emergence of
the philosophical works of Plato, Aristotle, G. Galileo, N. of Cusa, R. Bacon, F.
Bacon, R. Descartes, G. Leibniz, I. Kant, and G. Hegel, who laid the foundations of
classical scientific rationality. The positivist tradition in the development of
philosophy and science is associated with the names of A. Comte, E. Mach, R.
Carnap, L. Wittgenstein, K. Popper, T. Kuhn, I. Lakatos, and P. Feyerabend. The
social aspects of the development of rationality were the focus of attention of M.
Weber, J. Habermas, K.-O. Apel, and H. Schnidelbach. Representatives of
contemporary Ukrainian philosophical thought — M. Popovych, S. Krymskyi, P.
Kopnin, P. Yolon, B. Parakhonskyi, I. Bychko, V. Horskyi, T. Hardashuk, A.
Konverskyi, I. Dobronravova, N. Viatkyna, V. Kuznietsov, I. Ohorodnyk, Ya.
Shramko, L. Ryzhko, L. Sydorenko, 1. Polyvoda, and V. Navrotskyi —have examined
the problem of rationality from various perspectives, ranging from scientific and
logical-methodological to social, political, and historical-cultural ones.

Exposition of the main research content. The problem of rationality has
always been at the center of attention of scholars and philosophers throughout all
periods of human development, since it has made it possible to comprehend human
existence, to reflect on the essence of the world, the expediency of social
organization, the logic of cognition, and the adequacy of scientific research. Each
historical epoch addressed the problem of rationality on the basis of those cognitive
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orientations that were akryalized in science as a type of intellectual activity at a given
time. The comprehension of the social order of society from the standpoint of the
historical type of rationality was no exception. Thus, in the XVII-XVIII centuries,
the classical type of rationality prevailed, proceeding from monistic positions in the
analysis of phenomena both in science and in society. By contrast, in the XX century,
a radical rethinking of scientific and other types of rationality took place in favor of
their pluralistic interpretation. At the same time, behind diversity and multiplicity as
methodological principles of the contemporary understanding of reality, it is
important not to lose systemacity and structural coherence in approaches to the
analysis of any problems. Therefore, the typologization of rationality constitutes an
important step toward its adequate comprehension at the present stage of the
development of knowledge.

The aim of the article is to analyze the contemporary epistemological situation,
which is characterized by a plurality of types of rationality.

To achieve the stated goal, the following objectives have been identified:

1. To investigate the reasons for the pluralistic vision of rationality in
contemporary philosophical discourse.

2. To analyze the domestic philosophical tradition of distinguishing types of
rationality.

3. To examine the approaches of European philosophers to the problem of
typologizing rationality.

Presentation of the Main Body of the Study. In philosophical thought, the
idea of distinguishing particular kinds, types, and forms of rationality has a long
tradition. From the moment when the first doubts about the omnipotence of Reason
appeared, multiple “rationalities” began gradually but persistently to displace the
concept of “reason” from philosophical discourse. The inability of Reason to provide
exhaustive answers to a number of vital challenges facing humanity led to a state of
“disenchantment with Reason.” This situation contributed to its internal
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fragmentation, as a result of which it appears as a set of diverse “rationalities” — or,
as H. Schnédelbach aptly noted, “...rationality has displaced reason.”

The emergence of the concept of the “type of rationality” indicates the need to
characterize not only science but also other spheres of human activity as rational,
and reflects the aspiration toward rationalism in the broad sense of the word as the
capacity of reason to grasp the integral phenomenon of social life. As a rule, this
aspiration is not realized. The concept of the “type of rationality” does not lead to
the synthesis of these types into an integral rational conception, but rather to the
construction of new “rationalisms,” each of which is based on its own foundation.

It should be noted that the identification of ever new types of rationality
necessitates their ordering according to certain criteria. One may consider that it is
not individual definitions, but precisely their classifications, that form the minimal
context in which the idea of rationality, as the essence of the corresponding
phenomenon, finds its expression in its concrete forms. The contemporary situation
regarding the establishment of different types of rationality, including the definition
of the very concept of rationality within corresponding systemes, is a sufficiently long
process and demonstrates a sphere of activity that is one of the priorities within the
field of the humanities.

Today, the concept of the “type of rationality” specifies the particular
manifestations of the latter and is often used as a euphemism in order to recognize
the rationality of almost all forms of human relations to the world — mystical,
emotional, affective, etc. This tendency expressed an intention to expand the
boundaries of human freedom beyond those proposed by the liberal model of the
Western way of life, beyond the limits set by the image of a rational, autonomous,
effective individual, while preserving a positive value-based attitude toward
rationality. In order to defend the non-rational and the irrational, it was argued:

“These phenomena are also rational; we simply have another type of rationality.”

https://h-visnyk.com.ua/index.php/home/about ISSN: 3083-5712

VBech KOHTEHT JilieH30BaHO 32 ymoBamu Creative Commons BY 4.0 International license


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Ll

At the same time, it is precisely such an “expanded” interpretation of rationality
that makes it possible to separate rationality from scientificity, involving within the
sphere of rationality the most diverse aspects, which in fact become criteria for its
typologization. As prominent domestic researchers P. F. Yolon, S. B. Krymskyi, and
B. A. Parakhonskyi write, “the recognition of the historicity of forms of rationality
presupposes the universal character of the criteria of rationality, on the one hand,
and specific conceptions of rationality in each epoch, on the other” [1, p. 82].

Under a historical approach, the content, semantic load, and manifestations of
rationality in society depend on the mental environment of a particular historical
epoch. It is extremely important for researchers to correlate the content of rationality
with the content of the epoch in which it manifests itself. According to the criterion
of the dominant worldview of an epoch, expressed in the dichotomy
“rational/irrational,” the following historical types of rationality are distinguished:

« true knowledge as opposed to opinion in Antiquity;

* knowledge opposed to faith in medieval philosophy;

« rationality opposed to the dogmatism of prejudices in the Enlightenment, and
later to the empirical-intuitionist, sensualist, or irrational (in whatever concrete
forms it may be embodied — will, life, instinct, the unconscious).

The analysis of rationality and its historical forms undoubtedly depends on the
theoretical attitudes of the author himself and on his personal historical conception.
The historicism of rationality is connected with the way in which philosophical and
scientific reflection on the forms of rationality existing in culture is carried out in a
given period, in the form of effective mechanisms of activity, communication, and
thinking, against the background of existing socio-political and economic relations.
Developing this idea, Ukrainian philosophers emphasize that “rationality develops
from the purposeful organization of practical activity and is constituted as a
phenomenon of reason, making its way through forms of spiritual activity, including
linguistic consciousness, communication, and culture in the broad sense” [1, p. 89].
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According to the criterion of the dominant methodology, the following types of
rationality are distinguished in domestic philosophy: scientific, cultural-historical,
and general-philosophical.

A methodological classification of rationalities can be proposed through the
prism of substantivist and normativist attitudes. Substantivism of rationality
manifests itself in its understanding as a property of any object (science — scientific
rationality; society — social rationality). Normativism is expressed in the view of
rationality as a measure of the perfection of cognition and activity, which one should
strive for even if it cannot be achieved. Rationality is perceived not as a property of
a cultural phenomenon, but as a relation to it on the part of a certain community.

The well-known Austrian sociologist Max Weber distinguished four types of
rationality, mixing classification criteria: practical, theoretical, substantive, and
formal. Practical rationality presupposes actions of the individual aimed at satisfying
pragmatic, egoistic interests. In everyday life this consists in calculating effective
means for achieving certain goals that are approved and accepted by society.
Theoretical rationality concerns the comprehension of the world through such
cognitive procedures as deduction, induction, the identification of correlations
between phenomena, etc.

Substantive rationality, according to M. Weber, is based on a certain set of
values, which may differ significantly across cultures. Therefore, formal rationality
1s more significant, since it presupposes a clear understanding of the goals of activity
and the selection of the most optimal means of achieving them. Formal rationality
corresponds to the spirit of capitalism — “a type of thinking characterized by a
systematic and rational striving for legitimate profit within one’s profession” [2, p.
85]. Formal rationality presupposes the universal application of rules, laws, and
technical means of regulating social life.

According to the content of the object of rationality, J. Habermas distinguishes
substantive rationality, characteristic of religious and metaphysical worldviews, and
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procedural rationality of modernity, with its possibility of providing validity to our
thoughts in such spheres as objective knowledge, moral-practical intuition, and
aesthetic judgments [3, p. 182]. Communicative rationality should also be attributed
to procedural rationality.

An extensive classification of types of rationality was developed by H.
Schnédelbach [4]. In terms of systematicity and theoretical completeness, his theory
of rationality stands in opposition to the “philosophy of reason,” the traditional view
of rationality. The philosophy of reason is characterized by its focus on a specific
scientific context (rationality of science, society, game theory, decision-making) and
by a rudimentary understanding of rationality as the capacity for justification, as if
“natural rationality” (animal rationale) could do nothing other than think, act, justify,
meditate, solve problems, and play [4, p. 214].

Instead of the “philosophy of reason,” H. Schnidelbach proposes a “theory of
philosophical rationality,” aimed, first, at integrating existing debatable views in
which rationality is understood rather narrowly; second, at differentiating the
rational and the reasonable in contemporary linguistic practice; and third, at the
thematization of everything that constitutes the rationalitas of the animal rationale.
According to this theory, he distinguishes the following types of rationality
constituted in contemporary philosophical knowledge:

1. Rationality as justification, which includes types of objective-linguistic
justification. This means that philosophical rationality pertains not only to thoughts,
beliefs, intentions, and decisions, but, beginning with I. Kant, also to the grounds
and causes of the state of the world or events within it. H. Schnadelbach proposes
four objective-linguistic types of rationality based on the oppositional pairs
“objective/subjective” and “theoretical/practical”:

e objective-theoretical, or cognitive justifications, which answer the question

“Why is the statement ‘p’ possible?”;
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e objective-practical, or normative justifications, which answer the question
“Why should the goal contained in the statement ‘p’ be achieved?”;

e subjective-theoretical, or epistemic justifications, which answer the
question “Why do you believe or assume that this statement ‘p’?”;

e subjective-practical, or intentional justifications, which answer the question
“Why was/is achieved what is stated in the statement ‘p’?”

In different philosophical systems, one or another type predominates, or there
are also types that presuppose or include others.

2. Discursive rationality, which takes place in argumentation as a linguistic
action. Here the issue 1s not about states of affairs, but about assertions, assumptions,
expectations, about the achievement or non-achievement of states of affairs,
including related or advanced particular claims.

3. Communicative rationality, which is understood more broadly than ordinary
rationality. Communicative rationality delineates the domain of what is understood,
not only what is expressed.

4. Symbolic, or anthropometric, rationality, to which all the previous types are
reduced.

In the socio-philosophical conceptions of K. Mannheim and K. Popper, types
of rationality are derived from the principle of freedom of subjective existence. Thus,
K. Mannheim, distinguishing between functional and substantive rationality, is
guided by the criterion of the individual’s ability in a given type of society to assume
personal responsibility and to plan his or her own life [349].

Karl Popper divides societies into “closed” (collectivist) and “open,” in which
individuals are compelled to make personal decisions. Accordingly, “closed” and
“open” types of rationality are distinguished [5].

In practical philosophy, V. Hosle distinguishes ethical rationality and goal-
oriented rationality, based on the opposition between “being” and “ought” [6]. In his

view, the fundamental dichotomy consists precisely in theoretical and practical
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rationalities, between which there are no relations of subordination, since each form
may be considered from the perspective of the other. The assertions of theoretical
rationality are valid not only for science but also for philosophy. Theory here is
understood in the ancient sense as the highest level of knowledge, the grasp of
essence. The necessity of a philosophical theory of rationality is explained by the
fact that the rejection of metaphysics inevitably entails the rejection of the value of
rationality. With regard to the special sciences, metaphysics performs the same
function as value rationality does in relation to goal-oriented rationality in the sphere
of practical philosophy [6, pp. 75-78].

K.-O. Apel is a representative of the tradition in philosophy that recognizes the
primacy of reason and consistently opposes all forms of skepticism, relativism, and
naturalism. Apel developed one of the original concepts of rationality in XX century
philosophy, which not only provides responses to the crisis of classical rationalism
but also outlines the projection of its development under conditions of a globalizing
world. Apel defines rationality as “the human capacity for justification and the
autonomous constitution of the contents of one’s consciousness.” According to this
conception, there exist many types of rationality, within each of which its own
system of perspectives and coordinates is established.

Apel bases his concept of rational types on the philosophical tradition of self-
critique and self-differentiation of reason. The critique of reason is a capacity of
reason itself and is inseparable from its essence; however, it must be carried out from
the standpoint of rationality, not irrationalism, as sometimes happens under
contemporary conditions. He emphasizes that the classical modern European
understanding of rationality only fuels the irrationalist critique of reason.

Apel raises the question of the rational type from whose standpoint a genuine
critique of reason can take place. Such an approach, which requires reflection and
consideration of one’s own type of rationality, decisively orients thought toward a
transcendental-philosophical, rather than empirical (as in Weber), theory of types of
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rationality. Thus, the construction of a theory of types of rationality presupposes a
reconstructive and self-reflexive movement oriented toward the postulate of self-
understanding. In other words, the transcendental self-justification of rationality in
the course of argumentative discourse itself becomes the natural type of rationality
that underlies the theory of rational types.

He does not claim to create an exhaustive overview or hierarchy of types of
rationality. Instead, the highest type of rationality is discursive rationality, to which
are attached not formal-logical or scientific rationality, but consensual-
communicative and ethical rationalities: “the very presupposition of the rationality
of the empirical sciences presupposes the rationality of ethics” [7, p. 24]. According
to Apel, consensual-communicative rationality presupposes norms and rules that lie
beyond calculative interest. Comparing consensual-communicative and
instrumental-strategic rationality, Apel gives preference to the former. By advancing
universal claims to validity (intelligibility, truth, truthfulness, normativity,
correctness), it orients not toward conditional empirical goals, but toward an instance
of absolutely normative significance.

Through communication, partners are conveyed information not about
accidental empirical motives and subjective interests, but about universal, generally
valid norms. In the work The Human Situation as an Ethical Problem, he writes:
“Both forms of rationality are corresponding forms of interaction, or (in other words)
communication, between human beings as acting subjects. However, only
consensual-communicative rationality has as its presupposition rules or norms that
lie a priori beyond the calculated self-interest of individuals; strategic rationality, by
contrast, is grounded solely on the empirical reciprocity of the application of
instrumental-technical rationality of action in relations between people” [19, p. 245].

Having emphasized that discursive rationality is the highest type of rationality,
we also encounter an opposing view, according to which, within the framework of
consensual-communicative rationality, Apel proposes to distinguish discursive
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rationality, by means of which situations can be overcome when claims to validity
are problematized. Argumentative discourse is communication about the truth of the
judgments advanced, the explicated part of which is philosophical-reflexive
discourse. Discursive rationality is the foundation of every type of rationality.

From proving the non-strategic character of discursive rationality, Apel derives
the existence of ethical rationality, within which the justification of ethical norms
takes place. Ethical rationality presupposes the existence of an autonomous ethical
reason that contains laws in the Kantian sense. An ethical goal must be justified by
the rational principle of generalized reciprocity. A higher goal can acquire ethical
significance when it is capable of achieving universal consensus. “Thus, only when
the normative condition of the sought agreement becomes the criterion of
consensuality for all participants, and not only for the parties to the conflict, can the
model of agreement become ethically relevant. Only in this case, which from the
outset excludes agreement at the expense of a third party through the principle of
generalized reciprocity, can one speak of agreement in the sense of consensual-
communicative rationality as ethical rationality” [8, p. 246].

Arguing his position, Apel gives the example of a model of reaching agreement
in a conflict according to the principles of strategic rationality, when, ignoring
ideological differences, the parties attempt to converge on a unifying higher goal
that corresponds to common interests. According to such a scheme, political and
economic problems are successfully resolved. However, the results of such
agreements can be ethically relevant only when they take into account not only the
immediate participants in the conflict, but also all possible interested parties, and
exclude agreements at the expense of third persons. It is evident that such a
formulation of the issue cannot arise within the framework of strategic rationality; it
requires going beyond it into the space of communicative-consensual rationality.
Such a level of agreement also presupposes a high degree of societal consciousness,
which should be reflected in theoretical developments.
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“I am astonished,” writes K.-O. Apel, “that precisely in the situation of the
modern world, when, thanks to technology, economy, and communication, the unity
of human history has for the first time emerged as a reality, and when people daily
confront problems of shared responsibility that must be resolved collectively, the
academic sphere proposes such an anachronistic return to particular traditions of
individual forms of life” [9, p. 404].

A review of types of rationality would be incomplete without mentioning
systemic rationality, since it is precisely within the rationality of social systems that
one can speak of political or economic ethics, of their institutional or social
dimension, and of the ethical problems of globalization in general. Owing to the
possibility of transcending systemic rationality — and thus of reflecting upon it and
influencing it — each individual acquires the possibility of “entering twice” into the
concept of ethics of responsibility: first as a “powerless” individual subject to
systemic dependencies, and then as a member of a communicative community who,
together with others, is responsible for institutions and systems. Scientistic
rationality of causal analysis presupposes technological rationality of goal-oriented
action, which in turn presupposes hermeneutic rationality of understanding and
mutual understanding, and within it — ethical rationality.

K.-O. Apel proposes a typology of four forms of rationality, each of which
justifies the previous one: scientific, technological, hermeneutic, and ethical.
Technological rationality is divided into instrumental rationality, realized in subject-
object relations, and strategic rationality, which concerns subject-subject relations.
Hermeneutic and ethical rationalities in Apel’s thought can be combined under the
general name “communicative rationality,” since both are grounded in the concept
of communication.

As can be seen from the above, K.-O. Apel employs a more elaborate
typologization of rationalities, which cannot be reduced to only four types. The
spectrum of rationalities considered by the philosopher includes discursive, formal-
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logical, mathematical, strategic, systemic, technical, consensual-communicative,
and others. According to his own admission, the number of such types may be
infinite. From this follows the task of mediating competing rationalities within the
framework of a long-term strategy of gradual approximative convergence of
paradigms and rationalities in the sense of overcoming tensions and
incompatibilities between different approaches.

Such a diversity of approaches to the typologization of rationalities
demonstrates that rationality should be interpreted not as a purely abstract-logical
category, but as a sociocultural phenomenon with a complex internal organization.
The concept of rationality must be relevant for the analysis of forms and modes of
thinking, models of behavior, and practices of activity. At the same time, it is called
upon to record, reflect, and evaluate the presence and specificity of existing forms
of social organization.

Conclusions. Summarizing the material, it should be noted that the
pluralization of types of rationality reflects the aspiration to extend rationalist
analysis beyond scientific knowledge and to encompass various spheres of human
life activity — culture, morality, communication, and social institutions. The
identification and typologization of rationalities appear as a necessary condition for
their theoretical comprehension. It is precisely classifications, rather than isolated
definitions, that form the semantic context within which rationality is revealed as a
sociocultural and historically variable phenomenon. The historical approach makes
it possible to relate forms of rationality to the dominant worldview orientations of
particular epochs, demonstrating the dependence of the content of the rational on the
mental and cultural environment. The various typologies proposed by M. Weber, J.
Habermas, H. Schnidelbach, K. Mannheim, K. Popper, V. Hosle, and K.-O. Apel
testify to the methodological multidimensionality of the problem of rationality. They
emphasize that rationality may appear as instrumental, value-oriented,
communicative, discursive, ethical, or systemic, depending on the research
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perspective and theoretical attitudes of the author. The concept of consensual-
communicative and discursive rationality developed by K.-O. Apel remains
particularly relevant today. It makes it possible to overcome the limitations of
strategic and instrumental thinking by bringing to the fore the ethical dimension of
rationality, grounded in the principles of generalized reciprocity, responsibility, and
the possibility of universal consensus. Discursive rationality thus emerges as the
foundation for the justification of norms, values, and forms of social interaction in a
globalized world. Consequently, contemporary philosophy of rationality is
characterized not only by a multiplicity of types, but also by the need for their mutual

mediation.
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