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Third, in asking “how do we think about thinking about the 
other”, the syntactic nature of the phrase indicates that the self 
is always actively thinking, whereas the other is thought of in 
the passive sense. Herein reveals a paradigmatic relationship of 
responsibility; as the self is actively involved with a passive other, 
who calls the Self into action when forming as a thought. And is this 
not an essential and idiosyncratic source of wonder, which is at the 
forefront of all social linguistic developments?

Then, I would like to add some depth to how we think 
about the Other by reworking Durkheim’s two dimensions of 
society (1967). Although his model was famously to explain suicide 
on a sociological level (and thereby founding this discipline), 
these dimensions help us understand the essences of the social 
relationship. According to Durkheim these were two essential 
scales: social integration S(i) and social regulation S(r). Social 
integration is the degree to which one’s time is devoted to caring 
about the other. This includes all social events where the individual 
is defined with regards to the collective, examples of these poles 
can be on the one hand liberalism or hard individualism and on the 
other hand communism or fascism. Social regulation determines 
how detailed the rules are for the relationship between a self and an 
other. This concerns the degree to which the values of a community 
are shared. 

Let us now transform these two axes into modes of the self and 
the other. Although there seems to be a high degree of similarity 
between Si and Sr, I think they represent two dimensions irreducible 
to consciousness. On the one hand, Si is the degree in which we can 
see ourselves in another, or in other words, the potency of empathy. 
On the other hand, Sr is the degree in which we can alter this 
relationship normatively. Here lies the power of individual thought 
linked to action. Both represent fundamental aspects of political 
and cultural groups: the degree of liberty among self-identifying 
in this group and the degree to which one can “think outside of the 
box”. I think this helps us make sense of the challenging position 
when it is unclear what to think of the other, thus it resolves it 
by then proceeding to ask how we are currently thinking about 
thinking of the Other. 

Finally, I think bringing these pieces together helps us to 

develop the basis for an ethical relationship with the other based 
on proactivity and responsibility, while not employing traditionally 
continental arguments (e.g., Levinas’ argument of the Face, 1991). 
So next time, when a philosopher wonders about the relationship 
between the self and the other, with a specific challenge in mind: 
two questions arise by thinking about this thought. First, how 
much of the Other is there traced in myself and what do we have 
in common? Second, how much can I be free and original in my 
responsibilities towards the other? 
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The aim of my paper is to analyze the moral rift that underlies the 
current political rift between Europe and Putin’s Russia. That there 
is such a rift is indicated by the fact that the Russian invasion of 
Ukraine has brought back war as a means of politics into the heart of 
Europe. Banning war as a means of conflict is the most fundamental 
aim of the European project. “Never again!”: this catchphrase of the 
interwar pacifist movement has become the guiding principle of 
European Politics, the taboo on war demarcates the line between the 
politically justifiable and the unjustifiable in the relations of those 
who are part of this political and ethical community. In the past 
year, Europeans witnessed in shock how untroubled the Russian 
head of state seems in starting a spiral of escalation and destruction 
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in pursuing dubious ideological motives, an unreasonable desire for 
absolute security that really is a pretense for war, and very possibly 
a profound disgust precisely for the European peace project that he 
has come to challenge.

I will discuss the question of whether the key difference lies in a 
certain organizing principle of moral and political judgement, in the 
availability respectively absence of a certain foundational axiom. 
I will call it pathic evidence. I want to outline this idea by engaging 
in a discussion with several phenomenological and pragmatist 
thinkers. I will elaborate the idea of the foundation (Stiftung) of an 
organizing principle of thought by a historical, bodily experience: 
the experience of the violence of modern warfare and totalitarian 
rule. Phenomenology helps to understand the intermingling of 
the empirical and the transcendental, of the bodily and the ideal in 
experience, thus enabling to conceive of morality not as founded 
in apriori-concepts or in rational calculation of maximal general 
advantage, but as sedimentations of past experiences and thus 
history. Pragmatism helps to conceive of this process as a dialectics 
of means, ends and the consequences of the application of means 
that is mediated by certain conditions of communication and a 
certain constitution of the public. It will be discussed if a difference 
between two kinds of moral reasoning is rooted in different political 
systems, the freedom of communication und thus the capacities 
of making something evident. Democracy and authoritarianism 
provide different chances for the pathic evidence to become 
collectively shared. Whereas pathic evidence is – as shall be argued 
– essentially a breakdown of meaning, authoritarianism is marked 
by the tyrannical stabilization and clinging to a certain political 
project of meaning, thus by the suppression of pathic evidence. It 
is a rift in what I call the flesh of the political; a rift concerning the 
appearance of war that itself appears in this war and confronts 
European politics with a profound moral dilemma. The paper 
finishes with reflections on the fact the latter not only has to face 
an exterior that is marked by moral alterity, but an endangerment 
from the inside. From this metaethical standpoint, it is shown that 
the criteria of ethical thought are fragile and have an innerwordly 
fate. Thus, the philosophical reflection on the fragility of the moral 
foundations of the liberal order leads to the political question of 

securing conditions in which the pathic condition not only survives 
but might become a common one after the ongoing bloodshed and 
destruction has come to an end.  
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Is it already possible to speak of a post-Covid era, and is it possible 
that, in barely a year, such a radical change in human beings has 
taken place? The pandemic has converged with the influx of 
social networks, the collapse of personal relationships and forced 
confinements that have redirected our gaze to two voids: ourselves 
and our homes (Han, 2021).

The filth of illness and the silence of death burst into our world 
of hygiene and noise. The hygiene of fashion, of waxed and tanned 
skins, of bodies equalised by cosmetic surgeries. This hygiene is 
now covered by a mask that hides the face and its make-up, veiled by 
skins covered with latex and prophylactic hydroalcoholic gels. The 
indistinct bodies are camouflaged by protective barriers against 
the virus, which is nothing more than a form of death. Some people 
think they can forget the irruption of mute chaos in our world 
and in our lives. However, there are chaos and pains, chapters in 
human history, that are impossible to forget. The appearance of 
death has not created an opening to the mystery, but has led to the 
human face being pushed into loneliness. Numbers, the desire for 



26 27

in pursuing dubious ideological motives, an unreasonable desire for 
absolute security that really is a pretense for war, and very possibly 
a profound disgust precisely for the European peace project that he 
has come to challenge.

I will discuss the question of whether the key difference lies in a 
certain organizing principle of moral and political judgement, in the 
availability respectively absence of a certain foundational axiom. 
I will call it pathic evidence. I want to outline this idea by engaging 
in a discussion with several phenomenological and pragmatist 
thinkers. I will elaborate the idea of the foundation (Stiftung) of an 
organizing principle of thought by a historical, bodily experience: 
the experience of the violence of modern warfare and totalitarian 
rule. Phenomenology helps to understand the intermingling of 
the empirical and the transcendental, of the bodily and the ideal in 
experience, thus enabling to conceive of morality not as founded 
in apriori-concepts or in rational calculation of maximal general 
advantage, but as sedimentations of past experiences and thus 
history. Pragmatism helps to conceive of this process as a dialectics 
of means, ends and the consequences of the application of means 
that is mediated by certain conditions of communication and a 
certain constitution of the public. It will be discussed if a difference 
between two kinds of moral reasoning is rooted in different political 
systems, the freedom of communication und thus the capacities 
of making something evident. Democracy and authoritarianism 
provide different chances for the pathic evidence to become 
collectively shared. Whereas pathic evidence is – as shall be argued 
– essentially a breakdown of meaning, authoritarianism is marked 
by the tyrannical stabilization and clinging to a certain political 
project of meaning, thus by the suppression of pathic evidence. It 
is a rift in what I call the flesh of the political; a rift concerning the 
appearance of war that itself appears in this war and confronts 
European politics with a profound moral dilemma. The paper 
finishes with reflections on the fact the latter not only has to face 
an exterior that is marked by moral alterity, but an endangerment 
from the inside. From this metaethical standpoint, it is shown that 
the criteria of ethical thought are fragile and have an innerwordly 
fate. Thus, the philosophical reflection on the fragility of the moral 
foundations of the liberal order leads to the political question of 

securing conditions in which the pathic condition not only survives 
but might become a common one after the ongoing bloodshed and 
destruction has come to an end.  

Reference list:
Dikovich, Albert. (2020). “Schmerz und Hegung: Das Politische 

und die Institutionalisierung seiner Grenzen,” Metodo 8 (1), 195–
230.

Dikovich, Albert. (2022). “Die Untugend der Kunst. 
Pragmatistische Reflexionen über den Kitsch anlässlich des 
gegenwärtigen Krieges.” In Zeitschrift für Ästhetik und Allgemeine 
Kunstwissenschaft 67/2, 17–22.

From the faceless pandemic to human tenderness

Emilio Sierra García
San Pablo CEU University (Madrid)

Is it already possible to speak of a post-Covid era, and is it possible 
that, in barely a year, such a radical change in human beings has 
taken place? The pandemic has converged with the influx of 
social networks, the collapse of personal relationships and forced 
confinements that have redirected our gaze to two voids: ourselves 
and our homes (Han, 2021).

The filth of illness and the silence of death burst into our world 
of hygiene and noise. The hygiene of fashion, of waxed and tanned 
skins, of bodies equalised by cosmetic surgeries. This hygiene is 
now covered by a mask that hides the face and its make-up, veiled by 
skins covered with latex and prophylactic hydroalcoholic gels. The 
indistinct bodies are camouflaged by protective barriers against 
the virus, which is nothing more than a form of death. Some people 
think they can forget the irruption of mute chaos in our world 
and in our lives. However, there are chaos and pains, chapters in 
human history, that are impossible to forget. The appearance of 
death has not created an opening to the mystery, but has led to the 
human face being pushed into loneliness. Numbers, the desire for 


