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This article is devoted to the study of the cosmopolitan approach to defining the strategy of inter-
cultural dialogue, presented in the scientific literature, the works of such scholars as William Beck,
Jürgen Habermas, Z. Bauman, Giddens, M. Nussbaum, etc. For these authors characterized criticism of
multiculturalism as a strategy which until recently was seen as an effective program for the adaptation
of migrants and reduce tensions in interethnic relations. According to these authors, in practice multi-
culturalism has not only contributed to a constructive solution of the problem of intercultural dialogue,
but, on the contrary, did this dialogue impossible. And one of the inefficiencies of multiculturalism
was his inability to adequately assess events occurring in the world.  Multiculturalism - the enemy of
individualization, he sees the individual in the first place, as a member of a cultural group. An individ-
ual conceived in territorial-hierarchical, ethno-political units. Cosmopolitanism is based on a different
vision of social reality. It is not positioning culture as a nationally homogeneous. Cosmopolitanization
modern world leads to a blurring of boundaries, one person is simultaneously a member of different,
geographically separated communities.

In this study found the use of the method of comparative analysis of the cosmopolitan and multi-
cultural strategies for intercultural dialogue. This comparison allowed to demonstrate the transforma-
tion of philosophical bases of research of cultural diversity issues.

The author compares these policies on three grounds: the relation to cultural diversity, communi-
cation capabilities, vision of solving to the problem of recognition of the Other. As a result, the follow-
ing conclusions were made. Multiculturalism sees intercultural dialogue as a dialogue "collective
units" and, ultimately, it builds it as intergroup communication, where We are building a relationship
with Others. Cosmopolitanism determines fundamentally different foundation of intercultural dialogue.
The cosmopolitan project is built on the recognition of human rights priority over the interests of the
ethnic or cultural group. This priority is not only seen as a guarantee of human rights, but also as a
guarantee alleviate intercultural dialogue. Representatives of the cosmopolitan approach to understand-
ing the problems of intercultural dialogue believe that reconciling cultural differences are possible on
the basis of human rights strategies. This strategy implies indifference to the grounds of otherness
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(cultural, ethnic, religious), while recognizing the other as individuals and support other cultural mean-
ings.
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