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abstract. The article is devoted to the social-philosophical analysis of consensus, which is one of the 
pressing issues of contemporary times. Consensus is regarded as a critical mechanism in ensuring both 
individual and collective welfare. The world is fraught with conflict zones that arise based on various motives 
and contentions, and simultaneously, efforts are made to seek solutions to these conflicts. In modern science, 
optimal consensus models and pacifist approaches are proposed, with attempts being made to define new 
directions for the development of conflictology. The article emphasizes that the resolution of social conflicts faces 
considerable challenges, as each new conflict emerges with its own unique content and scenario, necessitating 
different approaches for its resolution. These searches also encompass the philosophical, political, and legal 
aspects of public consciousness. Within the framework of the laws of social dynamics, efforts are made to 
bring conflicts to the consensus plane and to seek scientific solutions to them. In the article, the relationship 
between consensus and conflict, based on Hegelian logic, is explained through the structure of antithesis 
(conflict), thesis (dialogue), and synthesis (consensus). While dialogues aim for a predetermined consensus, 
conflict, in turn, promotes consensus through dialogues in a philosophical sense. This approach highlights the 
reciprocal relationship and interdependent nature between conflict and consensus. The limitations of idealizing 
consensus, as well as the difficulties in its realization, are linked to the impact of the multifaceted and multi-
content social structure of contemporary society. The human factor plays a fundamental role in consensus, as 
moral values are crucial in conflict resolution. Social conflicts arise from the balance created between human 
nature and morality, reflecting the results of broader societal and state struggles. Ultimately, the achievement 
of consensus in social conflicts is a product of human moral and value-oriented consciousness.
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introduction. The concept of consensus is examined in various disciplines, including social phi-
losophy, conflictology, sociology, political science, economics, cultural studies, and others. In our 
complex and interconnected world, the role of consensus has become increasingly significant. Its 
profound and multifaceted analysis is one of the critical intellectual demands of contemporary times. 
Consensus plays a pivotal role, not only in resolving socio-political contradictions and conflicts but 
also in finding harmony between different thoughts and interests. Although there is no simple defi-
nition of this concept, its complexity lies in expressing human capabilities for dialogue and under-
standing, as well as the willingness of various parties to reach a common ground. As a human qual-
ity, consensus is not merely a product of the interaction between nature and society; it also forms 
a conceptual framework at the level of cognition and understanding. In its essence, consensus is a 
reciprocal process of voluntary agreement, where each participant forms their position in response to 
the positions of others. While consensus might seem to be a product of contemporary times, this idea 
has developed over centuries, initially related to notions such as agreement, unanimity, and public 
opinion, which gradually converged under the term "consensus." Approaches proposed for resolving 
social conflicts must not only be logically consistent but also connected to the scientific, cultural, 
and social conditions of the modern world. The process of reaching consensus should address the 
needs of society while considering future perspectives. Additionally, the philosophical roots of these 
approaches and their impact on society must be taken into account, as consensus should be analyzed 
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not only as a mechanism for conflict resolution but also as a concept at the level of human existence, 
morality, and social consciousness. 

The dynamics of consensus and its societal application cannot be fully explained through prac-
tical approaches alone, as they also demand a profound exploration of human nature, morality, and 
the dialogue between actions. In this context, consensus plays a crucial role not only in establishing 
future social order and harmony but also in shaping an individual’s understanding of their existence 
and reforming their relationship with society.

degree of problem elaboration. The concept of consensus has been extensively studied and 
debated across various academic disciplines, particularly in social philosophy, political science, con-
flictology, and sociology. It is regarded as a vital mechanism for ensuring both individual and col-
lective well-being. In recent decades, the role of consensus in societal development and in resolving 
social conflicts has gained even greater significance. However, theoretical discussions and research 
in this field continue, as the nature of consensus and its societal functions are interpreted in diverse 
ways by different scholarly perspectives.

The issue of consensus is one of the most pressing topics in contemporary discourse, especially 
in the context of resolving social conflicts and misunderstandings. Prominent philosophers such as 
Jürgen Habermas, John Rawls, Emmanuel Levinas, Pierre Bourdieu, and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich 
Hegel have addressed this issue from various angles in their works. Habermas emphasized the impor-
tance of communicative action and consensus theory, highlighting their role in societal interactions. 
Rawls grounded his theory of justice on consensus, Levinas linked ethical responsibility to consensus, 
and Hegel explored the historical and social development of consensus through dialectical methods.

Nevertheless, numerous unresolved questions remain regarding the interrelationships between 
these theoretical approaches, the methods applied, and how consensus manifests in practice. As a 
result, there is a need for deeper and more comprehensive research into the conditions under which 
consensus can be achieved in social dynamics and conflict resolution. This article aims to examine the 
theoretical dimensions of consensus and its role in addressing social conflicts, based on contemporary 
scientific literature, while also clarifying the extent to which this concept has been developed across 
various philosophical and social approaches.

objectives and tasks. The primary goal of this article is to offer a social-philosophical analysis of 
the concept of consensus and underscore its role in resolving contemporary socio-political conflicts. 
The article will explore how consensus has been treated in various scientific fields (social philoso-
phy, conflictology, sociology, political science, economics) and examine its application in society. 
Furthermore, it will analyze the role of consensus in shaping human morality and public conscious-
ness, as well as its relationship with conflict and dialogue.

methods. In conducting this research, comparative analysis and a general analytical approach 
were employed. Depending on the tasks at hand, methods such as generalization, historical-compar-
ative analysis, and a systematic approach were utilized.

main section.
The Dialectical Unity of Consensus and Conflict
Consensus and conflict are interrelated concepts that complement one another while simultane-

ously exerting mutual influence. From a dialectical philosophical perspective, each concept neces-
sitates its opposite, or antithesis. Conflict plays the role of antithesis in the formation of consensus. 
The  presence of conflict inherently leads to a confrontation of opposing positions, thereby paving the 
way for the emergence of consensus. Consensus itself is understood dialectically as a synthesis that 
arises from the interaction between thesis and antithesis.

In general, when discussing consensus, we implicitly acknowledge the existence of some form 
of disagreement, misunderstanding, problem, contradiction, or conflict. These two phenomena are 
dialectically intertwined and inextricably linked. Consequently, those who emphasize the concept 
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of “consensus” do not shy away from recognizing the significant role conflict plays in societal life. 
Similarly, conflict theorists, although recognizing the dialectical development laws governing social 
conflicts, also acknowledge that the very existence and harmonious development of society demand 
consensus. They emphasize the importance of creating conducive conditions for the interaction 
between conflict and consensus.

The central issue here is not the avoidance of conflict, but rather the determination of the appropri-
ate communication styles and behavioral patterns in conflict situations and their resolution. Questions 
regarding how communication should be structured, how decisions should be made, whether opposing 
parties can hear one another and reach mutual agreements, and similar concerns must be addressed. 
Ultimately, conflict should be understood as reflecting consensus. Societies cannot exist in disarray; 
order and harmony are indispensable. If disarray signifies conflict, then harmony corresponds to 
socialization.

From a philosophical standpoint, the very foundations of order, harmony, and consensus are con-
tingent upon the absence of disintegration. Without this condition, consensus becomes meaningless. 
These two concepts – conflict and consensus – are inherently unified, and one cannot exist without the 
other. Socialization, in this respect, is no exception. Just as consensus is essential for the socialization 
of societies, conflict plays an equally crucial role. In this regard, social conflicts are, by their nature, 
contradictions that, while often destructive, also possess constructive elements.

This is because the evolution of the world proceeds in a dialectical manner, grounded in princi-
ples such as the negation of the negation, the unity and struggle of opposites, and the transformation 
of quantitative changes into qualitative shifts. The emergence of the new is contingent upon the 
destruction of the old. One system cannot replace another without the former being dismantled. When 
viewing society as a system, the roles of conflict and consensus can be more precisely delineated. 
This logic also demonstrates the inherent unity between these two concepts.

According to Lewis Coser, “The source of real conflicts inherent in every social system arises from 
the position of individuals, the demands they make, and the degree to which power, resources, and 
the values that generate these conflicts are supported” (Coser Lewis A., 1956: 54). In other words, 
the intensity of conflicts and the sustainability of consensus are directly tied to the human factor. 
Conflicts arise based on human desires and demands. Coser further argues that “If conflict is the most 
effective means of determining the relative power of antagonistic interests, then it is also an essential 
mechanism for achieving balance within society” (Coser Lewis A. (1956: 136). In summary, equilib-
rium, or its specific manifestation in the form of consensus, must inevitably emerge through conflict. 
Absent conflict, the continuity of consensus becomes untenable. It is posited that the scope and depth 
of conflicts significantly influence the subsequent stability of consensus. The Second World War 
serves as a prime illustration of this. Indeed, the relative unity of modern Europe is, to a considerable 
extent, a byproduct of the Second World War’s aftermath. In truth, to attain a robust and enduring 
consensus, leaders must not shy away from conflict but, rather, should foster and engage with it. 
Former U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger articulated this sentiment by stating: “Avoiding the 
resolution of a problem engenders a crisis, and an uncontrollable crisis inevitably leads to catastro-
phes within society” (Henry Kissinger, 2001: 43). Thus, these two processes are dialectically inter-
connected, functioning as complementary forces, whether within smaller models (such as specific 
economic or business contexts) or broader, global issues. Furthermore, “civil society represents a 
domain where processes of conflict and solidarity, disagreement and consensus, are continuously 
generated. The dialectical relationship between conflict and consensus is manifest precisely in this 
realm” (Fontana Benedetto, 2006: 37).

Antonio Gramsci (1891-1937), the founder and leader of the Italian Communist Party and a prom-
inent Marxist theorist, contended that “civil society, while representing and defining spheres of lib-
erty and consensus, is also an arena characterized by competition, conflict, and factional struggles” 
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(Fontana Benedetto, 2006: 37). In essence, civil society cannot exist without the interplay of con-
flict and consensus. These two elements, in fact, constitute the very essence of its nature. “Conflict, 
considered an inherent phenomenon in human relations, requires that particular attention be given 
to decision-making processes within broader social contexts when resolving such disputes” (Jeong 
Ho-Won, 2010: 30). In other words, given that conflict is a perpetual and inherent aspect of the human 
condition from a philosophical standpoint, the formulation of well-grounded decisions, as well as 
the acceptance of their outcomes, assumes critical importance in addressing conflicts more funda-
mentally. Consequently, the human and societal dimensions must be integrated into these processes. 
Absent this consideration, the objectivity of the decisions rendered would be subject to doubt. Since 
conflict is inherently tied to humanity, the resolution mechanisms must be designed with human 
welfare as their ultimate objective, directing efforts accordingly. Philosophically, just as conflict is 
embedded in human nature, so too is a predisposition toward peace, dialogue, and consensus.

The Social and Philosophical Foundations of Consensus and Conflict
Consensus and conflict are not merely social processes; they must also be evaluated within a pro-

found philosophical and ethical framework. Both concepts are rooted in the social nature of human 
beings, their morality, and public consciousness. Consensus, based on moral and ethical values, rep-
resents the most optimal approach to resolving social conflicts. The emergence of social conflicts is 
a social process grounded in the clash of differing interests and positions. Consensus offers various 
pathways for addressing these confrontations. It functions as a mechanism that ensures collective 
action based on mutual respect and understanding among individuals. In seeking to resolve social 
conflicts, consensus strives to maintain a balance of mutual interests. The philosophical foundations 
of consensus are intricately linked to human morality and behavior. Human morality consists of the 
natural and cultural norms that guide actions and decisions. One of the primary factors in the forma-
tion of consensus is the moral values of individuals. In the ethical domain, consensus represents the 
process through which individuals understand themselves and align with others. This process, from 
a philosophical perspective, reflects an individual’s social position and civic responsibility. Dialogue 
plays a crucial role in this process. Dialogue and consensus are complementary concepts in a phil-
osophical context. While dialogue aims at reaching truth through the open and rational discussion 
of differing viewpoints, consensus is the outcome of this process, resulting in the establishment of 
a common, acceptable position among participants. In other words, in consensus, it is essential that 
communication between the parties be properly structured to steer the decisions made towards resolv-
ing the issue at hand. According to Jürgen Habermas, “consensus emerges precisely from communi-
cation or communication directed at understanding” (Legitimations probleme im Spätkapitalismus, 
1975: 92). Therefore, the fundamental condition for consensus is dialogue and communication. 
Achieving consensus based solely on abstract principles is infeasible. “Habermas emphasized the 
intersubjective (dialogue-based) direction of the search for truth in communicative action aimed at 
achieving consensus” (Legitimations probleme im Spätkapitalismus, 1975: 92). Thus, intersubjective 
communication (whether among small or larger subjects) or dialogue is a crucial condition for con-
sensus. In short, consensus is a philosophical-social phenomenon directly proportional to dialogue. 
For Habermas, “ultimately, consensus is the reason for the existence of any form of communication” 
(Legitimations probleme im Spätkapitalismus, 1975: 92). The ultimate goal of communication and 
interaction is the achievement of consensus. If communication does not culminate in consensus, from 
a philosophical standpoint, it is considered futile and unsuccessful. Researchers argues that “the goal 
of consensus is not to comprehend the truth, but to reach mutual understanding. Here, language and 
the speech act carried out through communication play the central role” (Legitimations probleme 
im Spätkapitalismus, 1975: 93).  “In the process of achieving consensus, everyone’s contribution is 
essential” (Anarchy Works, 2010: 65). Hence, consensus inherently involves dialogue; as a process, 
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it cannot be a monologue. In this regard, the opinions of each party are crucial. The essence of con-
sensus lies in connecting the parties communicatively and achieving a shared goal. Consensus, which 
involves dialogue, is aimed at the civilized resolution of any contradictions and serves as a reliable 
and proven tool for eliminating socially dangerous conflicts. “Consensus is the immanent-internal 
direction of the communicative process. It is determined not by external communication factors, but 
by language itself, as a tool for dialogue” (Hans Köchler, 1997: 59-60). Thus, rhetoric, speech cul-
ture, and the successful organization of dialogues are critical components in consensus. Therefore, 
dialogue serves as a means to achieve consensus, but consensus does not always equate to unanimity. 
“On a global scale, the issue arises of a conscious choice regarding the rational model of world order 
that aligns with the realities of the 21st century, which can ensure not only the survival of human-
ity but also the transition to a new phase in the development of world civilizations. The choice lies 
between the unipolar, bipolar, and multipolar models of world order” (Homeira Moshirzadeh (2020: 
474). We posit that the multipolar world model is an essential development for the survival and 
future evolution of modern civilizations. In its absence, the independent existence and diversity of 
civilizations would become unattainable. According to the dialectical law, a fundamental principle of 
philosophy, the concurrent existence of diverse civilizations, their harmonious complementarity, and 
their continuous dialogue are critical for fostering development and catalyzing qualitative changes, 
as such transformations necessitate a quantitative basis. However, in certain instances, “groups may 
fail to reach a consensus due to dysfunctional dialogue patterns and decision-making processes hav-
ing become ingrained as second nature for many members of the organization” (Roberto, Michael 
A., 2005: 143). This implies that, in the face of inherent disagreements and contrasting perspectives, 
the establishment of a univocal consensus and a fully successful dialogue becomes unfeasible. From 
a philosophical perspective, both consensus and dialogue are characterized by discreteness and con-
ditionality. Michael A. Roberto asserts that “in my research, I identified three forms of dysfunctional 
decision-making cultures: the ‘no’ culture, the ‘yes’ culture, and the ‘maybe’ culture. Each of these 
cultures exhibits predictable and easily discernible patterns of interaction and dialogue, as well as 
primary causal factors. Nonetheless, all lead to the same outcome: the chronic impossibility of transi-
tioning from conflict to consensus, from thought to action” (Roberto, Michael A., 2005: 144). 

The moral and philosophical foundations of Consensus
Consensus fundamentally necessitates a form of universal agreement or mutual understanding, 

which is inherently linked to both an individual’s internal moral values and the overarching social 
contract of society. By following Hegel's perspective on the moral foundation of the state and soci-
ety, the significance of dialogue and mutual understanding in resolving societal conflicts becomes 
evident. Hegel contends that “historical development necessitates continuous dialogue and consensus 
for society to achieve higher values and legal systems” (Hegel, 1807: 102). In contemporary philo-
sophical discourse, the ethical dimension of consensus holds a paramount position. Jürgen Habermas, 
in his seminal work The Theory of Communicative Action, underscores the necessity of mutual under-
standing for individuals to share their experiences and reach consensus. Habermas observes that soci-
etal development is contingent upon dialogue grounded in trust and understanding, a process which 
is indispensable for resolving social conflicts (Habermas, J., 1981: 77). According to his theory, the 
resolution of social and political conflicts via dialogue and consensus is fundamentally reliant upon 
mutual respect and agreement.

The ethical underpinnings of consensus encompass both human social morality and the collective 
interests of society. This notion is intimately connected to John Rawls’s theory of justice, as articulated 
in A Theory of Justice. Rawls introduces the principle of the “veil of ignorance,” wherein individuals 
are tasked with discussing and establishing the general societal rules without considering their own 
interests. This approach accentuates the idea that every participant in the consensus possesses equal 
rights, thereby highlighting the necessity of a system aimed at the peaceful resolution of conflicts.
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A further ethical perspective on consensus is found in the philosophy of Emmanuel Levinas, who 
emphasizes the importance of respecting the individuality of others in ethical relationships. According 
to Levinas, making decisions that account for the needs of others ensures that both individuals and 
society as a whole can reach consensus in conflict resolution (Totality and Infinity, 1969:  56). Thus, 
consensus is not solely grounded in objective decision-making but is also underpinned by subjective 
ethical considerations and humanistic principles.

The formation of consensus is profoundly influenced by social structures and the collective con-
sciousness of society. Pierre Bourdieu's theory of social fields provides valuable insight into this 
aspect. In his explanation of the manifestation of power structures and consciousness within social 
fields, Bourdieu illustrates the social and ideological disparities that exist between various segments 
of society. Consensus emerges only when there is a shift in the balance of power and social relations. 
This perspective highlights that consensus is not merely about agreement, but is also intrinsically tied 
to the regulation of power and ideological structures (The Logic of Practice: 1990: 98).

These philosophical frameworks and theories underscore the necessity of evaluating consensus not 
only from a practical standpoint but also in ethical and philosophical terms. The application of con-
sensus in resolving social conflicts becomes feasible when both individual morality and the collective 
interests embedded within social structures are considered.

Consensus, harmony, stability, and orderliness
Consensus represents the alignment of ideas and the harmony needed to regulate the social order 

of a society’s population and unity. Therefore, consensus serves as the cornerstone for establishing 
both order and social stability. Its value becomes particularly evident in environments where social 
order is dominant, as it is believed to contribute to social stability by fostering cooperation and min-
imizing the likelihood of violence in conflict resolution. “The design of consensus has clear social 
benefits” (Day Christopher, 2003: 30), as it simplifies the identification of conflicting interests and 
demands, thereby seeking to limit disputes. “In numerous societies facing decline, the process of 
designing consensus could ignite a renaissance” (Day Christopher, 2003: 13).

Loyalty to shared values drives members of society to align with one another, embrace common 
goals, and reach an agreement on the norms that dictate how these goals should be realized. Such 
agreements are regarded as the most enduring, as they effectively eliminate the negative stances of 
both opposing parties. Instances where consensus is achieved despite differing opinions – where not 
everyone is compelled to think identically, but a collective decision is made through majority rule 
while ensuring the minority is not excluded – highlight the intricate nature of consensus. In reality, 
individuals often hold distinct views, pursue different objectives, and possess varied experiences, and 
consensus strives to reconcile these differences. In other words, it is a process through which every-
one is afforded the opportunity to express their perspectives and endeavor to attain their goals. This 
is not merely an imperfect or concessionary decision but rather a process capable of generating out-
comes that can affect all parties involved in one way or another. In certain societies, reaching consen-
sus is driven by natural factors, rendering it inevitable. Additionally, the encouragement or facilitation 
of consensus is closely intertwined with geographic and geopolitical influences. For instance, “Saudi 
Arabia’s primary interest in advancing inter-Arab consensus stems from its geopolitical and social 
vulnerabilities. Its expansive borders, vast yet sparsely populated territory, limited military forces 
required to protect oil resources from potentially destructive neighboring states, and the entrenched 
traditional tribal society experiencing modernizing pressures all contribute to this incentive” (Kostiner 
Joseph, 2009: 103). Consequently, consensus often plays a crucial role in regional security and politics.

The application of Consensus in the social environment
The application of consensus should extend beyond the individual and global levels to various 

sectors of society, particularly in the resolution of conflicts and disputes. The creation of consensus 
within social and political spheres is founded upon mutual respect, understanding, and social agree-
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ment. This extends beyond the realms of law and justice to encompass economic, cultural, and psy-
chological considerations.

In the resolution of social and political conflicts, consensus involves arriving at a shared posi-
tion by taking into account the diverse interests of different societal groups. In democratic systems, 
this often necessitates dialogue and cooperation among various segments of society. The process of 
resolving social conflicts through consensus is shaped not only by state mechanisms and law enforce-
ment agencies but also through the interactions of non-governmental organizations, activists, and 
various community groups.

John Rawls' theory of justice serves as the cornerstone of this process. According to Rawls, "jus-
tice" is a social contract that guarantees equal rights for all citizens and ensures that the interests of 
different members of society are considered when addressing public matters. He contends that con-
sensus must be achieved while respecting the rights of each individual within society. Additionally, 
Rawls' "difference principle" offers a vital framework for minimizing inequalities between various 
social groups in the context of conflict resolution. 

Consensus within the cultural and economic spheres pertains to the recognition of equal rights 
among various social strata and economic groups, alongside the promotion of mutual understanding. 
This holds particular significance in addressing issues of economic development and social justice. 
For instance, government policies and programs aimed at reducing socio-economic disparities and 
inequalities play a crucial role in this context. Furthermore, consensus serves as a fundamental tool 
in intercultural dialogue, as agreement and cooperation are essential for the peaceful coexistence and 
mutual understanding of diverse cultural groups. Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of social fields provides 
a comprehensive framework for understanding how consensus is formed among different societal 
groups. He underscores how power dynamics and social positioning shape the processes of conflict 
and dialogue between different societal strata. Bourdieu’s concept of "social capital" defines the posi-
tioning, opportunities, and reciprocal relationships among social groups within a society. According 
to Bourdieu, the resolution of conflicts and the establishment of consensus can be achieved through 
the equitable distribution of social capital and the provision of equal opportunities.

individual-level Consensus formation
At the individual level, consensus is influenced by psychological and emotional states. Positive 

interpersonal relations, dialogue rooted in empathy, and mutual respect are critical for conflict reso-
lution and the fostering of understanding. A person’s internal moral framework facilitates the attain-
ment of consensus in interpersonal interactions. In this context, an individual's natural needs, social 
relationships, and personal interests converge. Numerous psychological studies have explored this 
topic. For example, Carl Rogers' theories on empathy and self-expression offer insight into how con-
sensus is developed. Rogers asserts that individuals are more likely to reach consensus when they 
accurately express their emotions and needs while striving to understand the perspectives of others 
(Rogers, 2011: 105).

Challenges in achieving Consensus
Several challenges can impede the process of achieving consensus. One of the foremost challenges 

is globalization. While globalization is an inevitable and distinctive process at the global level, it can 
introduce significant obstacles in reaching consensus. The cultural and religious diversities induced 
by globalization, economic inequalities, the influence of global powers on international politics, and 
technological advancements can all complicate the attainment of consensus. Moreover, factors such 
as pluralism can exacerbate the difficulties in forging consensus, as various groups and individuals 
endeavor to preserve their own interests and values, thereby hindering the development of mutually 
agreed-upon decisions. A major issue in the contemporary world is polarization, which serves to 
deepen societal rifts. "The heightened level of polarization complicates the achievement of consensus 
on politicized issues" (Jeong Ho-Won, 2010: 197). Developed societies often encounter difficulties 
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in comprehending the challenges faced by less-developed, conflict-prone societies. These disparities 
frequently exert a negative influence on consensus-building. Similarly, large, developed societies, 
by disregarding the issues faced by smaller communities and acting according to their own inter-
ests, adversely impact the consensus process. A salient example of this is the United States' with-
drawal from Afghanistan in 2022. After 22 years, the U.S., which had analyzed Afghan society and its 
national and spiritual values through a unipolar lens, ultimately withdrew from Afghanistan without 
securing the long-anticipated consensus. This not only plunged Afghan society into further instability 
but also tarnished the U.S.'s international standing.

The formation of consensus in the modern world encounters numerous challenges. Social, cultural, 
and political differences significantly complicate this process. Moreover, the attainment of consensus 
in the context of global conflicts and international relations has become increasingly difficult. In such 
a scenario, the clash of competing interests and ideologies impedes the possibility of reaching mutual 
agreement.

Ideological and cultural opposition often represents a fundamental obstacle to the establishment of 
consensus. Divergences in political views, cultural frameworks, and values can effectively obstruct 
the pathway to agreement. Therefore, the process of consensus-building is not confined to legal and 
political matters alone but extends to intercultural dialogue and the mutual recognition of ethnic 
differences.

Social inequities and power imbalances also serve as critical barriers to the formation of con-
sensus. Each social group has distinct interests and objectives, and reconciling these often proves 
unfeasible. Power asymmetries can result in the marginalization of weaker parties and the disregard 
of their rights and interests.

Conclusion. Consensus represents a vital mechanism grounded in mutual understanding and agree-
ment among diverse members of society. It is central not only to the resolution of social conflicts but 
also to the philosophical underpinnings of both individual and collective morality. The application of 
consensus holds significant importance across multiple domains in the contemporary world, includ-
ing political, cultural, and economic contexts. However, various factors, such as social structures, 
power dynamics, and cultural differences, hinder the process of consensus-building. Accordingly, 
future research should explore the social and philosophical foundations of consensus more deeply, 
considering the complexities and challenges it faces.

The social-philosophical essence of consensus presents a broad and profound subject. Consensus 
is a key social and philosophical concept that seeks to establish common ground between parties with 
divergent interests and values. The achievement of consensus within society is contingent upon the 
harmonization of differing perspectives, which is facilitated through mutual respect, empathy, and 
constructive dialogue. Therefore, it is inherent that consensus arises from the resolution of conflicts 
and the navigation of complex issues. Subsequently, through dialogue and deliberation, the final 
consensus is reached. From a philosophical perspective, consensus transcends a mere agreement; it 
is inherently connected to the principles of social justice, equality, and human rights. In this context, 
the attainment of consensus is not merely a conclusive outcome, but rather a process that ensures 
the recognition of the needs and interests of diverse groups within society, allowing each individual 
the opportunity to have their voice heard. However, the challenges involved in consensus forma-
tion remain of considerable contemporary relevance. In pluralistic societies, the process of consen-
sus-building faces multiple obstacles. The collision of various ideologies and economic interests 
serves as a significant hindrance to consensus formation. Ultimately, consensus is a cornerstone of 
social justice, and the advancement of this process is vital for the overall well-being of society and 
the protection of minority groups.
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