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A Philosophical Reflection on the Anthropological Foundations of Achieving 

International Solidarity 

Purpose. This article is aimed to provide a philosophical reflection on the significance of international solidarity 

in a globalized world, with a view to establishing solidarity at the local institutional and interpersonal levels. 

Theoretical basis. Philosophical and cultural anthropology provide a theoretical framework for the concept of 

protest solidarity in contemporary sociology, as well as for the concept of engaged solidarity in political philosophy, 

thereby creating the preconditions for a renewal of the concept of international solidarity. Originality. 

Anthropological framework preconditions at the level of international relations prove to be more significant for 

achieving social solidarity, whilst an understanding of political, economic, cultural and other values is important for 

interpersonal interaction, and clarifying the functions involved in achieving social solidarity is important primarily 

for the effectiveness of social institutions. The main framework precondition is the anticipation of the vulnerability 

of those involved in communication. It is precisely the existence of mutual non-aggression guarantees that 

constitutes the key systemic condition for international solidarity. Fulfilling this condition also contributes to the 

improved functioning of local social institutions and the application of the best human virtues for the benefit of all 

levels of solidarity. Conclusions. The presumption of causing harm to other members of humanity emerges as a 

negative framework precondition for other forms of social solidarity. This negative precondition consists in the 

disregard for the specific/positive characteristics of those who are worthy of solidarity. Yet it is precisely through 

this negative approach to the substantive characteristics of solidarity that the preconditions for the formation of 

positive solidarity – both institutional and interpersonal – arise. 
Keywords: international solidarity; philosophical anthropology; framework preconditions; institutional level of 

solidarity; interpersonal solidarity; reciprocity; vulnerability 

Introduction 

The modern world is undergoing a period of profound transformation, accompanied by armed 

conflicts, environmental disasters, pandemics, economic instability and rising geopolitical 

tensions. These processes not only complicate international relations but also highlight the need 

to seek a new form of solidarity to enable constructive interaction between states, peoples and 

cultures. This search must begin with a re-examination of the classical European understanding 

of solidarity, as developed within the philosophy of the Enlightenment (Liakh & Khmil, 2025); 

however, at the international level, new conceptual foundations for solidarity must be sought. 

However, despite the active use of the concept of "international solidarity" in political, 

sociological and legal discourses, its philosophical meaning remains insufficiently defined and 

developed. The absence of an established conceptual framework that would bring together the 

ethical, legal, cultural and communicative aspects of this phenomenon hinders its full application 

in the practice of international relations. 

This issue has become particularly acute in the context of the Russian-Ukrainian war, which 

has called into question the effectiveness of existing international security institutions. It has 
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become clear that formal legal mechanisms are not always capable of safeguarding sovereignty, 

human rights and democratic values. Consequently, there is an urgent need for a philosophical 

re-examination of the essence of solidarity as an intrinsically motivated readiness for 

cooperation, mutual aid and moral responsibility towards a shared human future. 

The theme of social solidarity in contemporary philosophical anthropology has begun to be 

explored as a development of the anthropology of gift-giving (Komter, 2004; Simonič, 2019). 

Thomas Hobbes, in his work "Leviathan", regarded communication with other members of 

society as an act of gift-giving that makes the emergence of society possible. This act of giving 

occurs at all social levels – from small groups to societies and humanity as a whole (Ziborova, 

2025). At the level of nation states, this issue is elaborated upon in the concepts of the social 

contract by John Locke, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and later John Rawls and other 

representatives of the social contract tradition. In the early 20th century, the French 

anthropologist Marcel Mauss developed the concept of the gift as an application of Émile 

Durkheim’s ideas on social solidarity to the study of the origins of human sociality. Bronisław 

Malinowski (1948), a leading figure in British cultural anthropology, explores the phenomenon 

of the gift and links it to the function of establishing and restoring social integration within 

small groups. 

At the level of international relations and on a global scale, the issue of solidarity is explored 

as a concept of war and peace (Petruk & Gapchenko, 2023). This concept was first developed in 

the 14th century by the Italian political philosopher Marsilius of Padua, and in the 17th century 

by the Dutch jurist and thinker Hugo Grotius, as well as Thomas Hobbes, and later in the 

18th century by Immanuel Kant. In the 20th century, in the wake of the First World War, 

professors of anthropology turned to science to clarify the cultural and anthropological 

foundations of European peace (Górny, 2026). Above all, anthropologists were interested in the 

question of what a just definition of borders between states should be: they regarded objective 

data on the settlement patterns of peoples as the basis for such borders. 

In contemporary philosophical anthropology, there remains a reliance on scientific research 

when considering issues of international solidarity (Sangiovanni & Viehoff, 2023) – as there are 

significant risks of the ideologisation and politicisation of anthropology, as occurred in Germany 

in the 1930s under the Nazi regime (Kultaieva, 2018). Philosophical anthropology must therefore 

critically evaluate sociological (Fadaee, 2026), historical (Saburi & Molaei, 2023) and other 

scientific data – in order to avoid both justifying the dominant ideology and pandering to protest 

political movements (Beilin & Zheltoborodov, 2025). This article therefore examines such 

strands of contemporary anthropology as engaged anthropology (Edwards, 2026) and protest 

anthropology (Alameri, 2024). Resolving local conflicts is impossible without reference to the 

framework of international solidarity, which philosophical anthropology helps to explore 

(Boichenko, 2022; Bystrytsky, 2022). Furthermore, contemporary philosophical-anthropological 

research should also take into account new avenues for establishing international solidarity, such 

as caring for the health of humanity on a global scale (Noh et al., 2026), cultural diplomacy 

(Zinovieva, 2025), and so on. 

In the search for the overarching global conditions of international solidarity, there is a risk of 

mistakenly taking short-term political circumstances for fundamental systemic conditions. To 

avoid such errors, it is worth referring to the foundations of philosophical anthropology, which 

underlies the relevance of this article. 
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Purpose 

The purpose of this article is to provide a philosophical reflection on the significance of 

international solidarity in a globalised world, with a view to establishing solidarity at the local 

institutional and interpersonal levels. 

Statement of basic materials 

An understanding of solidarity in its various dimensions has been a feature of philosophical 

works from the earliest times to the present day. At the same time, philosophers often reflect 

primarily on social solidarity, drawing on the average person’s conception of solidarity, or 

extrapolate the mechanisms for achieving social solidarity within a single society to the 

international level. For instance, the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy states: "In social and 

political philosophy, the concept of solidarity is primarily used to evaluate, guide, and describe 

activities within groups and between individuals and groups" (Sangiovanni & Viehoff, 2023). 

A deeper understanding of the roots of the phenomenon of social solidarity can be found in 

cultural anthropology. For instance, the British researcher Bronisław Malinowski (1948), in his 

article "Death and the Reintegration of the Group", draws attention to the fact that social 

solidarity is not something that is reproduced without human participation, but requires the 

performance of specific rituals. That gift of social communication, of which Thomas Hobbes 

(2024) wrote, still requires confirmation and proper application. Contemporary Ukrainian 

researchers highlight important recent cultural-anthropological aspects of the establishment of 

social solidarity. Vitalii Liakh and Volodymyr Khmil argue that there have been significant 

changes in the cultural embodiment of the anthropological foundations of social order: 

Humanity is approaching a threshold of a form of transgression that 

entails a departure from the fundamental principles underpinning liberal 

society and a transition to a new phase of development – one that 

requires the active involvement of society in the creation of new socio-

ontological foundations for the future sociopolitical order. (Liakh & 

Khmil, 2025, p. 14) 

Ukrainian researcher Mykhailo Boichenko (2022) also emphasises the specific challenges of 

achieving global solidarity in what is effectively a multicultural world. 

Many researchers regard human kindness (Saburi & Molaei, 2023), honesty (Rawls, 1999), 

empathy (Arendt, 2003), friendship (Aristotle, 1932) or other characteristics of personality or 

interpersonal relationships as the foundation of social solidarity. A telling example is that, for a 

long time, the entirely united stance of certain prominent European philosophers in support of 

Ukraine during the Russian Federation’s military invasion of the country proved fruitless 

(Bystrytsky, 2022), just as the consensus among the majority of other European intellectuals in 

support of Ukraine proved incapable of helping to curb the aggression (Zinovieva, 2025). The error 

here lies in the fact that even the finest individuals cannot achieve social solidarity when social 
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institutions are weak or corrupt, and particularly when it comes to international institutions. On the 

other hand, it cannot be denied that, on an adequate and robust institutional foundation, 

significantly better results can be achieved with citizens guided by virtues rather than vices. 

Attempts to scale up the application of certain social institutions, which operate within 

smaller (local) communities, to the organisation of larger (international) communities are of 

some interest. For instance, high hopes were once placed on discourse ethics (Petruk & 

Gapchenko, 2023) and on the development of communication rules (Sytnichenko & Usov, 2023) 

in general. However, the application of this principle has significant limitations, stemming from 

the fact that most parties to communication are not comparable, or are comparable only in 

certain respects and only temporarily (Simonič, 2019). 

Furthermore, international solidarity is viewed through the lens of "protest sociology" (Alameri, 

2024) та "engaged sociology" (Edwards, 2026), as well as a form of spontaneous and organised 

resistance of the Global South against current hegemonic form of neoliberal globalization (Beilin 

& Zheltoborodov, 2025, pp. 210-211). These sociological and political science studies also have a 

certain influence on the philosophical understanding of international solidarity. However, using 

specific international health programmes as examples, it has been found that there is "a significant 

gap between the conceptualisation of solidarity and its practical implementation, largely due to 

structural barriers that impede its translation into action, often leading to undesirable outcomes" 

(Noh et al., 2026, p. 1). Such practical failures may be due not to an excess of conceptualisation of 

international solidarity, but to a lack of such conceptualisation: without a proper philosophical and 

anthropological understanding of international solidarity, no conceptual framework will be 

established, within which individual specific concepts of international solidarity could acquire 

theoretical meaning and practical significance. 

The idea of solidarity is not fundamentally new – it already existed in one form or another in 

ancient Indian and classical philosophy. It emerges precisely as an idea – initially as the idea of 

society as a whole: the distinction from non-social entities lies in the fact that, in solidarity, the 

parts of the whole consciously work towards unification, rather than being drawn to one another 

purely for natural, functional reasons. At the heart of solidarity lies the notion of the unity of 

society’s members as a social value. The earliest references to such social integrity-solidarity of 

the people as something akin to the unity of a living organism are found in the Indo-Aryan 

"Laws of Manu"; in this work, the people are likened to a human being, and its social structure 

(which consists of distinct social strata – "varna") with human organs (Olivelle, 2023). So far, 

this is as much an anthropomorphic as a zoomorphic conception. After all, in ancient Indian 

philosophy, the qualities of animals are attributed to humans, just as the qualities of humans are 

attributed to animals: in the third part of the ancient Indian epic "Panchatantra", the war 

between owls and crows is described as a war between two peoples similar to humans, and 

indeed the whole book is full of such anthropomorphic stories, in which animals and humans 

communicate with one another and agree on how to interact. 

However, the creation of empires by the societies of the Ancient World – as an attempt to 

foster solidarity amongst peoples and prevent wars between them – ultimately proved 

unsatisfactory. From Alexander the Great right through to the last Byzantine emperors, attempts 

to establish a higher authority over individual states turned into a game in which the emperor 

was treated as a living god. This was a clear profanation, not only because no human being is 

capable of thinking and acting like a god, but also because most of those who claimed this sacred 

title turned out not even to possess the finest human qualities (Suetonius, 2025). 
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Such reflections on human solidarity and the specific experience of its realization laid the 

foundations for the development of the philosophy of international solidarity in the future. 

However, it transpired that quite different values were sought as the basis for international 

solidarity – and some of them proved more effective in this role than others. 

That said, we should not underestimate the foundations upon which social solidarity is built. 

Sociologists tend to reduce these foundations to external characteristics, such as the extent of 

collective consciousness involved in the construction of social solidarity: if this is extensive, then 

social solidarity is mechanical, that is, essentially identical for all members of society (who 

appear to be largely mechanically interchangeable); if, however, the scope of collective 

consciousness is limited, and the individualization of consciousness engaged in social life 

predominates, then organic solidarity prevails, based much more on the functional 

complementarity of members of society than on their shared beliefs. This logic was classically 

substantiated by the French sociologist Émile Durkheim in his doctoral thesis ("The Division of 

Labor in Society"), and is now being developed by contemporary sociologists (Fadaee, 2026). 

However, this logic applies to large societies, whereas in small social groups there remains a 

tendency towards mechanical solidarity, that is, towards maintaining a large body of shared beliefs. 

Nevertheless, as a rule, one social group is pitted against another, accompanied by a contrast 

between the nature of solidarity within one such group and that within the other. In such cases, two 

forms of solidarity emerge: one is the solidarity of the oppressors, and the other is the solidarity of 

those who unite to resist them. Clearly, neither of these two forms of solidarity constitutes the 

common good. And in a situation of fierce confrontation between them, both become a threat to 

social welfare. This model resembles the social picture sketched by Karl Marx: there is an 

irreconcilable conflict between two cohesive social groups, which Marx referred to as social 

classes (Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels "The German Ideology", 1845). However, in modern 

society, where the working class seems to be fading into the past, supplanted by the almost 

complete automation of production, this model of antagonistic confrontation between two forms of 

solidarity shifts into other, non-economic spheres, one of which is international relations. It is 

extremely difficult in such situations to take sides without being guided by a particular ideology. 

Marx considered it impossible to avoid taking an ideological stance. Indeed, who is in the wrong: 

Palestine or Israel (Alameri, 2024), Iran or the US? Each side has its own arguments, including 

moral ones, and each has supporters from other countries, and not always on the basis of common 

material interest or common religion. Only from the perspective of philosophical anthropology can 

one attempt to provide a satisfactory answer. 

The principle of reciprocity is one of the oldest subjects of anthropological study: the culture 

of gift-giving and exchange formed the basis for establishing and strengthening relationships 

between people. Through gift-giving, these relationships acquired a shared material, cultural and 

symbolic foundation. Generally speaking, social solidarity continues to draw on it to this day, 

however, the institutional mechanisms that have developed on this basis have, to a significant 

extent, begun to exert an increasingly strong reciprocal influence on that basis – in some 

respects, social institutions strengthen the material, cultural and symbolic practices of gift-

giving; in others, they weaken them; and in yet others, they increasingly complement them. 

Al Reem Alameri (2024), a researcher from the United Arab Emirates, proposes examining 

situations of international conflict through the lens of "engaged anthropology", or more precisely 

its contemporary variant, "protest anthropology", which focuses on the study of "anti-colonial 

struggles, civil rights movements, feminism, queer liberation, and AIDS activism". Indeed, 
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whilst anthropology was previously developed primarily as a science of colonizers who distorted 

reality by demeaning "indigenous peoples" as "inferior races", since the mid-20th century it has 

reoriented itself towards the interests of liberation – that is, the defense of the oppressed. 

However, I consider this not to be an impartial academic stance either, but rather a revised 

version of the class-based approach, which is now reflexively termed "engaged anthropology". 

The thing one can agree with is that "engaged anthropology" emphasises the need to take 

"commitments in action" into account as the basis for international solidarity (Fadaee, 2026, 

p. 4). The requirement to make commitments shifts the issue of social solidarity into the realm of 

reciprocity: of course, in society people generally find themselves in a state of social inequality, 

but within a particular relationship it is always possible to find a dimension in which they are 

equal, and therefore capable of full reciprocity within that relationship. This is how mutual 

respect arises, and on this basis, even asymmetrical relationships are no longer perceived as 

necessarily repressive. On the other hand, equality through reciprocity manifests itself not only 

in positive but also in negative relationships: after all, anyone may find themselves in a state of 

vulnerability (Schild et al., 2025). This negative, restraining factor proves to be even more 

effective in international relations than the positive motivation for solidarity in interpersonal 

relationships. This factor determines the security – or, more precisely, the systemic security – 

level of social solidarity: none of the actors in international communication – neither individuals 

nor institutions – wish to lose their positions, and therefore agree to mutual non-aggression 

guarantees as the basis for all other forms of social solidarity. Unlike Thomas Hobbes (2024), I 

argue that such a social contract, in the context of modern global society, is more effective in 

international relations than at the local level of an individual society. 

Originality 

At the level of international relations, it is framework conditions that prove to be more 

significant for achieving social solidarity, rather than values – as is the case for individuals – or 

functions – as is the case for social institutions. However, in all three cases, we may be referring 

either to incidental, situational circumstances of agreement on solidarity, or to fundamental, 

anthropological requirements for the reproduction of the system of the individual, social 

institutions or the systemic level of international relations. It is precisely the recognition of the 

vulnerability of those involved in communication that indicates the existence of systemic 

conditions for international solidarity and contributes to the more effective functioning of local 

social institutions and a more fruitful channeling of the best human virtues, whilst also partially 

neutralizing the influence of imperfect or corrupt local social institutions or personal failings. 

Conclusions 

International solidarity in a global society is the key prerequisite for achieving social 

solidarity at all other levels. The anthropological essence of international solidarity lies in 

preventing harm to other members of humanity, as a fundamental precondition for other forms of 

solidarity. This is a negative condition – for it must not be based on the selective recognition of 

certain specific or positive characteristics of those deemed worthy of solidarity: any breach of 

social solidarity towards any member of humanity is unacceptable. However, this negative 

characteristic creates the preconditions for the formation of positive solidarity: on the basis of 

specific institutional or interpersonal agreements in international relations, contextual states of 

social solidarity are achieved between specific societies and states. Philosophical and cultural 
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anthropology focus on the necessary social and cultural procedures that make the achievement of 

social solidarity possible. These procedures are seen as a sufficient condition for its achievement, 

whilst the shared natural, social and other characteristics of these societies and states are seen as 

necessary preconditions for achieving social solidarity. 
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Філософське осмислення антропологічних засад досягнення міжнародної 

солідарності 

Метою статті є філософське осмислення значущості міжнародної солідарності в умовах глобалізованого 

світу для встановлення солідарності на локальному інституційному та міжособистісному рівнях. 

Теоретичний базис. Філософська і культурна антропологія да ть теоретичну рамку для концепції 

протестної солідарності у сучасній соціології, як і концепції ангажованої солідарності у політичній 

філософії, і тим самим створ  ть передумови для оновлення концепції міжнародної солідарності. Наукова 

новизна. Антропологічні рамкові передумови на рівні міжнародних відносин виявля ться більш 

значущими для досягнення соціальної солідарності, тоді як порозуміння щодо політичних, економічних, 

культурних тощо цінностей є важливим для міжособистісної взаємодії, а прояснення функцій досягнення 

соціальної солідарності є важливим переважно для ефективності соціальних інститутів. Головно  рамково  

передумово  постає упередження вразливості учасників комунікації. Саме наявність взаємних гарантій 

ненападу є головно  системно  умово  для міжнародної солідарності. Виконання цієї умови також сприяє 

кращому функціонуванн  локальних соціальних інститутів і застосуванн  кращих л дських чеснот на 

користь усіх рівнів солідарності. Висновки. Упередження завдавання шкоди іншим представникам л дства 

постає як негативна рамкова передумови інших видів соціальної солідарності. Ця негативна передумова 

полягає в ігноруванні конкретних/позитивних характеристик тих, хто є вартим солідарності. Але саме 

завдяки такому негативному підходу до змістових характеристик солідарності виника ть передумови для 

формування позитивної солідарності – як інституційного, так і міжособистісного типу. 
Ключові слова: міжнародна солідарність; філософська антропологія; рамкові передумови; інституційний 

рівень солідарності; міжособистісна солідарність; взаємність; вразливість 
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