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Th e twelfth  volume of th e „Seri es on Socrati c Ph i losoph i zi ng” reflects th e 
i nternati onal di scussi on on Socrati c ph i losoph i zi ng wh i ch  h as broadened 
and become more search i ng si nce th e fi rst i nternati onal Conference h eld i n 
Hi llcroft College near London i n 1996. Many of th e contri buti ons i ncluded 
i n th i s volume were sti mulated by th e li vely di scussi ons duri ng th e Fi fth  
Internati onal Conference h eld i n Berli n i n 2005, wh i ch  up to now was th e 
largest i n th i s seri es wi th  120 parti ci pants from 20 countri es.

Th e organi zati ons responsi ble for content and fi nance of th i s 
Conference, and th e previ ous ones i n th i s seri es, were th e “Ph i losoph i sch - 
Poh ti sch e Ak ademi e e. V.” (PPA - Ph i losoph i cal-Poh ti cal Academy), th e 
“Gesellsch aft für Sok rati sch es Ph i losoph i eren e. V.” (GSP - Soci ety of 
Socrati c Faci li tators) and th e “Soci ety for th e Furth erance of th e Cri ti cal 
Ph i losoph y” (SFCP). Th e furth er development of Socrati c Di alogue i n 
th e tradi ti on of Leonard Nelson and Gustav Heck mann belong to th e 
central commi tments of th ese organi zati ons. Th e large number of 
parti ci pants i n 2005 was made possi ble by th e generous fi nanci al Support 
of th e Bundeszentrale für poli ti sch e Bi ldung (bpb. Federal Agency for 
Ci vi c Educati on). As a result many practi ti oners of di alogue from East 
European countri es were able to parti ci pate i n th at Conference. We are 
grateful to th e bpb and parti cularly to Th omas Weber, th e person 
responsi ble, for h i s excepti onally acti ve engagement. In addi ti on, th e 
precedi ng bpb meeti ng i n Berli n i n November 2004 on “Globali zati on 
and Socrati c Di alogue” gave essenti al Impulses for th e preparati on and 
planni ng of th e Fi fth  Internati onal Conference.

Th e 2005 Conference i n Berh n h ad th e ti tle “Th e Ch allenge of 
Di alogue”. Wi th i n a global perspecti ve th i s Conference th rew li gh t on th e 
di fferent forms of di alogue and, i n parti cular, on ph i losoph i cal di alogue. 
Th i s was desi gned to do j usti ce to th e th en current demands of di fferent 
poh ti cal Systems and cultures. Th e followi ng sub-topi cs were di scussed: 
“Th e development of Socrati c Di alogue”, “Examples of di alogue
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practi sed i n di fferent poli ti cal Systems”, and “Th e role of di alogue i n 
mutual understandi ng wi th i n and between di fferent cultures and i n th e 
poli ti cal and economi c sectors”.

Gi ven th at th e above topi cs are i ntertwi ned, th e edi tors deci ded to 
group Conference contri budons and some papers recei ved subsequently 
under two secti ons. Th e fi rst secti on i s enti tled “Socrati c Di alogue, 
ph i losoph i cal di alogue and oth er forms of di alogue”. Th i s i ncludes 
papers wh i ch  fi rst and foremost deal wi th  Socrati c Di alogue and i ts 
compari son wi th  oth er forms of di alogue explori ng possi bi li ti es of 
Cooperati on. Oth er papers i n th i s secti on address basi c ph i losoph i cal and 
di alogi cal practi ce rath er th an Socrati c Di alogue per se.

Th e fi rst four contri budons by Paolo Dordoni , Andreas Böttger, Horst 
Gronk e and Th erese Self-van Wegen focus on central aspects of Socradc 
Di alogue: Dordoni  concerns h i mself wi th  th e concepdon of th e k nowledge 
base of Socradc Di alogue; Böttger deals wi th  th e role of th e example and 
Gronk e wi th  th e di fferendadon between Socradc and th erapeudc di alogue. 
Th erese Self-van Wegen, i n a h i gh ly personal contri budon sh ows h ow 
frui tful Socradc Di alogue can be for “i ncreasi ng peace of all k i nds, from 
peace of mi nd to world peace”. Fürth er contri budons by Helge Svare, 
Sarah  Davey Ch esters and Hester Reeve establi sh  li nk s between Socradc 
Di alogue and oth er forms of di alogue. Svare explores narradve th eorj q 
Reeve th e di alogue concept of Davi d Boh m and th at of th e communi ty 
of i nqui ry. Petra von Morstei n’s contri budon i llumi nates h ow h er 
understandi ng of di alogue underli es h er ph i losoph i cal pracdce. Fi nally Lou 
Mari noff, i n h i s debate wi th  Irvi n Yalom’s exi stendal psych i atry, mak es i t 
expli ci t wh at pracdsi ng “ph i losoph i cal di alogue” means.

Turni ng now to th e second secti on, th e contri budons h ere explore th e 
di fferent Helds of pracdce i n Socradc and ph i losoph i cal di alogue. Th e fi rst 
few contri budons relate to th e trans-cultural di alogue, one of th e mai n 
th emes of th e Conference. Wh ereas Th omas Meyer and Narah ari  Rao rai se 
basi c reflecdons, Ali ak sei Ih natovi ch , Ina Nasovi ch  and Mari a Solovyova 
present th ei r concrete experi ences wi th  Socradc Di alogue i n Belams.

Th e contri budons of Gi sela Raupach -Strey, Di eter Bi rnbach er, 
Eveh na Ivanova and Tobi as Fi nk  focus on th e appli cati on of Socradc 
Di alogue i n sch ools and uni versi des. Gi sela Raupach -Strey not only 
clari fi es th e role model of Socrati c Di alogue for th e di dacdcs of eth i cs 
but also probes h ow a Socradc-centred di dacti c of eth i cs i s to be 
understood. Di eter Bi rnbach er explai ns h ow elements of Socradc Di alogue
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found th ei r way i nto th e sch ool subj ect “Practi cal Ph i losoph y” i n North - 
Rh i ne-Westph ali a, Germany’s largest federal state. Eveli na Ivanova turns to 
th e growi ng publi c recogni ti on of ph i losoph y wi th  ch i ldren and descri bes 
wh at Socrati c Di alogue offers i n th i s context. Lastly, Tobi as Fi nk  presents 
th e concern and results of h i s empi ri cal research  regardi ng th e potenti al of 
Socrati c Di alogue for developi ng communi cati on sk i Us.

Beate Li tti g reports about th e currently most substanti al empi ri cal 
studi es on th e effect of Socrati c Di alogue. Sh e presents h er bi o-eth i cal 
research  proj ects undertak en at th e IFAS, Vi enna, i n wh i ch  research ers, 
doctors, poli ti ci ans and oth er stak eh olders parti ci pated i n Socrati c 
Di alogue on th emes of medi cal eth i cs regardi ng Xenotransplantati on and 
geneti c counseUi ng. Naok i Homma and Tsuyosh i Hori e, from medi cal 
eth i cal perspecti ve, poi nt to furth er development of Socrati c Di alogue 
i nto a “Di alogue Complex”. Eri k  Boers, Jos Kessels and Pi eter Mostert 
provi de a vi ew of h ow Socrati c Di alogue and ph i losoph i cal di alogue - i n 
th i s respect most advanced i n th e Neth erlands — can be used i n reflecti on 
about basi c economi c and organi zaüonal questi ons. Th e last two papers, by 
Gundula Avenari us and Antj e Li eUch -Wolf as well as by Kei th  Hammond, 
i ntroduce us to th e possi büi ti es of Socrati c Di alogue i n th e appreci ati on of 
art and th e experi ence of th e beauüful and th e subli me.

In Order to meet th e need for Informati on about th e possi bi li ti es to 
trai n as Socrati c faci li tator wi th i n th e GSP, you wi ll fi nd reproduced at 
th e end of th i s volume th e organi zati on’s Consti tuti on as wei l as th e rules 
governi ng th e trai ni ng.

Th e SFCP also offers trai ni ng i n Socrati c faci li tati on i n Bri tai n; detai ls 
can be found on th ei r websi te.

Th e PPA, th e GSP and th e SFCP gladly provi de Informati on about 
th ei r Socrati c communi ty and poli ti cal acti vi ti es. We i nvi te all wh o are 
i nterested to engage i n di alogue wi th  us about th e th eory and practi ce of 
Socrati c Di alogue. Informati on and contact addresses can be found on 
our Websi tes: www.sfcp.org.uk ; www.ph üosoph i sch -poli ti sch e-ak ademi e.de; 
www.sok rati sch es-gespraech .de.

And a closi ng remark  to th ose wh o even suffer from sli gh t vi olati ons 
of h ngui sti c rules: Th e edi tors h ave not tri ed to eradi cate every si gn of 
basi c global Engh sh , wh i ch  — as you k now — i s someti mes more global 
th an Engh sh . Th e i deas presented i n th i s volume are i mportant and very 
i nspi ri ng; and th e language k eeps th e ch arm of th e wonderful 5* 
Internati onal Conference on “Th e Ch allenge of Di alogue”.

http://www.sfcp.org.uk
akademie.de
http://www.sokratisches-gespraech.de
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Das sok rati sch e „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ 
und sei ne Bedeutung für di e Ph i losoph i e.

In di esem Bei trag möch te i ch  di e Frage analysi eren: Enth ält di e sok rati ­
sch e Ei nsi ch t’ „i ch  wei ß, dass i ch  ni ch t wei ß“ etwas Wesentli ch es für das 
Ph i losoph i eren? Gi lt si e noch  h eute? Inwi efern?

’ Ich  verwende absi ch tli ch  den Ausdruck  „Ei nsi ch f“. Ei nsi ch t i st h i er verstanden als ei ne 
besondere Art von Kenntni s. Si e h at di e Stärk e ei ner i nneren Itvi dens; bzw. 
Offensi ch tli ch k ei t. Hi er soll es genügen, ei n Bei spi el dafür zu geben, welch e Be­
deutung für mi ch  di eser Ausdruck  i n di esem Kontext besi tzt: Ich  wei ß, dass das 
Rauch en gefäh rli ch  i st, dennoch  rauch e i ch . Di ese Art von Kenntni s i st k ei ne ech te 
Ei nsi ch t. Neh men wi r an, i ch  h ätte ei ne Krank h ei t, di e mi t mei nem Rauch en ver­
bunden wäre. Mei ne Kenntni s, dass Rauch en gefäh rli ch  i st, k ann dann zu ei ner Ei n­
si ch t werden. Ich  wei ß, dass das Rauch en gefäh rli ch  i st, i ch  h abe das erlebt, und j etzt 
geh ört di eses Wi ssen mi r, sodass i ch  „wah rsch ei nli ch “ ni ch t meh r rauch en werde. 
Natürli ch  k ann i ch  daraus ni ch t absolut sch li eßen, dass i ch  ni ch t meh r rauch en 
werde. Deswegen h abe i ch  den Ausdruck  „wah rsch ei nli ch “ verwendet. Es gUt also: 
Wenn wi r ei ne Ei nsi ch t h aben, i st es h öch st wah rsch ei nli ch , dass unser Handeln 
durch  si e bewi rk t wi rd. Ei ne Ei nsi ch t h at ei ne besondere Stärk e: di e Stärk e sowoh l 
ei ner erlebten Erfah rung als auch  des Glaubens, etwas Inneres geseh en zu h aben. 
Di eser Untersch i ed k önnte uns auch  h elfen, besser zu versteh en, welch e Wah rh ei t i m 
eth i sch en Intellek tuali smus von Sok rates i mpli zi t enth alten i st. Wenn wi r an 
Ei nsi ch ten denk en, k önnen wi r uns vorstellen, warum ei n i ntellek tueller Ansatz ei ne so 
große RoUe gespi elt h at. Wenn du das Gute k ennst, i st es unmögli ch , ni ch t das Gute 
zu tun. Di eses Beh auptung i st nur tei lwei se k orrek t bzw. si e setzt zwei  Bedi ngungen 
voraus: dass i n ei nem solch e Fall unsere Kenntni s ei ne Ei nsi ch t i st und dass si ch  di e 
Bezi eh ung zwi sch en dem Kennen des Guten und dem Befolgen des Guten nur 
mögli ch erwei se reali si ert. In ei ner rei n i ntellek tuah sti sch en Eth i k  wi rd di e „mögli ch e“ 
Bezi eh ung zwi sch en Wi ssen und Handeln so ch arak teri si ert, als ob di e Reali si erung 
des Ei ngeseh enen ni ch t nur „mögli ch “, sondern notwendi g sei . Es wi rd der Feh ler 
begangen, „mögli ch “ i n „notwendi g“ zu verwandeln. Ich  werde h i er das „Wi ssen
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ni ch t zu wi ssen“ als ei ne Ei nsi ch t und ni ch t nur als ei ne Kenntni s betrach ten. Ei nsi ch t 
spi elt ei ne große RoUe für di e Analyse des Sok rati sch en Ph i losoph i erens und 
mögli ch erwei se für das Ph i losoph i eren überh aupt. Das i st mei ne Hypoth ese.
Mi t di eser Betrach tung möch te i ch  k ei ne Kri ti k  an der Soph i sti k  üben oder di e So- 
ph i sti k  so darstellen, als ob si e ni ch ts Bedeutsames zuwege gebrach t h ätte. Hi er geh t 
es mi r nur um den Hi nwei s auf di e Identi tätsk ri se der Ph i losoph i e, also ei ner Kri se 
von Si nn und Zweck  der Ph i losoph i e.

Ich  di sk uti ere di ese Fragen mi ttels der radi k alen Zwei felsmeth ode. 
Anh and der Ansätze von Sok rates, Augusti nus, Descartes und Husserl 
möch te i ch  ei n ti eferes Verständni s des Ch arak ters von Ei nsi ch t errei ­
ch en.

Sok rates lebte i n ei ner Zei t, i n der das Ph i losoph i eren grundsätzli ch  i n 
Frage gesteh t worden war. „Können wi r überh aupt di e Wah rh ei t fi n­
den?“, so h ätte di e Hauptfrage lauten k önnen. Es gab nämli ch  zu di eser 
Zei t vi ele versch i edene und gegensätzh ch e Ansätze und Weltansch auun­
gen. Ei ni ge dach ten, dass man di e Such e nach  der Wah rh ei t aufgeben 
soUte und si ch  eh er dami t befassen sollte, wi e man andere von den ei ge­
nen Mei nungen überzeugen k ann (etwa Gorgi as und Protagoras)̂. Sok ra­
tes sei nersei ts k onnte den ph i losoph i sch en Kosmologi en sei ner Zei t 
weni g abgewi nnen, er versuch te, di e ph i losoph i sch e Forsch ung auf ei nen 
anderen Gegenstand zu k onzentri eren, auf di e Kenntni s des mensch li ­
ch en Lebens.

Di e Antwort von Sok rates auf di e Proph ezei ung des Delph i sch en 
Orak els k ann als ei ne Antwort auf di ese Kri se betrach tet werden. Di ese 
Antwort mag etwas enth alten, das i m Bezug auf di e Identi tät des Ph i lo­
soph i erens selbst wi ch ti g i st.

Es h at den Ansch ei n, als ob Sok rates uns noch  ei nmal zu ei ner Such e 
nach  der Wah rh ei t nöti gen möch te. Was mi ch  i mmer seh r beei ndmck t 
h at, i st der Umstand, dass Sok rates zu di eser Such e durch  das „Wi ssen 
ni ch t zu wi ssen“ gek ommen i st. Wenn wi r di ese ̂Ei nsi ch t näh er be­
trach ten, merk en wi r nämli ch , dass wi r von i h r ausgeh end auch  sch li eßen 
h ätten k önnen, dass es k ei ne Wah rh ei t gi bt. Ich  wei ß nur, dass i ch  ni ch t 
wei ß. Das i st alles. Trotzdem i st Sok rates k ei n Sk epti k er geworden. Im 
Gegentei l: er h at uns ei nen Ort gezei gt, i n dem es noch  mögli ch  war, si ch  
auf di e Such e nach  der Wah rh ei t zu begeben. Entsch ei dend h i erbei  i st, 
dass Sok rates di e Ei nsi ch t zu wi ssen, dass er ni ch t wusste, ernst nah m.
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von Gunth er Ei gi er. Deutsch e Übersetzung

Platon. Apologi e des Sok rates. 21 a.
Der Tempel des Apollon h atte über dem Ei ngang di e Insch ri ft „Erk enne di ch  
selbst!“
Platon. Apologi e des Sok rates. 21 b. Hrsg, von Gunth er Ei gi er. Deutsch e Übersetzung 
von Fri edri ch  Sch lei ermach er, S. 13. Bemerk enswert i st di ese Interpretati on von 
Sok rates. Das Orak el h atte ledi gli ch  gesagt, dass ni emand wei ser als Sok rates i st. 
Logi sch  betrach tet: Es k ann sei n, dass ni emand wei se i st; oder auch : dass alle so 
wei se wi e Sok rates si nd.
Platon. Apologi e des Sok rates. 23 a-b Hrsg.
von Fri edri ch  Sch lei ermach er, S. 18-19.

In der Apologi e des Sok rates sagt uns Plato, dass Sok rates mi t sei nem 

„di alogi sch en Ph i losoph i eren“ begonnen h atte, nach dem er von dem 

Orak elspruch  erfah ren h atte, dass er „der Wei seste“ sei . Sok rates be­

ri ch tet von Ch ereph on;

„Er fragte also, ob woh l j emand wei ser wäre als i ch . Da leugnete nun di e 
Pyth i a, dass j emand wei ser wäre. Und h i erüber k ann euch  di eser sei n 
Bruder h i er Zeugni s ablegen, da j ener berei ts verstorben i st.“’

Wi e wi r sch on wi ssen, stellte di ese Proph ezei ung für Sok rates sowoh l 
ei ne ech te Überrasch ung als auch  ei ne exi stenti elle Frage da?*:

„Was mei nt doch  woh l der Gott? Und was wi ll er etwa andeuten? Denn 
das bi n i ch  mi r doch  bewusst, dass i ch  weder vi el noch  weni g wei se bi n. 
Was mei nt er also mi t der Beh auptung, i ch  sei  der Wei seste?“̂

Sok rates nämli ch  „wusste“, dass er ni ch t wusste. Deswegen fi ng er zu 

fragen an, welch e Bedeutung di ese Proph ezei ung h aben k önnte. Wi r 

k ennen di e Antwort von Sok rates ... oder besser gesagt, di e Antwort, di e 

Platon uns tradi ert h at:

„Es sch ei nt aber, i h r Ath ener, i n der Tat der Gott wei se zu sei n und mi t 
di esem Orak el di es zu sagen, dass di e mensch h ch e Wei sh ei t seh r weni ges 
nur wert i st oder gar ni ch ts. Und offenbar ni ch t di es vom Sok rates zu 
sagen, sondern nur mi ch  zum Bei spi el erwäh lend si ch  mei nes Namens 
zu bedi enen, wi e wenn er sagte: Unter euch , i h r Mensch en, i st der der 
Wei seste, der wi e Sok rates ei nsi eh t, dass er i n der Tat ni ch ts wert i st, was 
di e Wei sh ei t anbelangt.“ (23 a-b)̂
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Hi er möch te i ch  zwei versch i edene Aspek te betonen. Sok rates antwortet auf ei ne 
Frage. Das Orak el h at di e Ini ti ati ve, es sagt i h m, wenn auch  i ndi rek t, ei n erstes Wort, 
das Sok rates so auffasst: „Du bi st der Wei seste“. Indem Sok rates auf di ese Frage 
antwortet, k ann er si ch  selbst erk ennen. Hi er bi ldet di e Antwort di e di alogi sch e 
Komponente. Aber Sok rates antwortete ni ch t nur, er setzte si ch  i m Di alog mi t 
anderen ausei nander, i ndem er si e fragt. Den di alogi sch en Aspek t bi ldet h i er das 
Fragen und Antworten i m Di sk urs, wobei  Sok rates di e Ini ti ati ve i nneh at.
Es i st i nteressant zu beobach ten, dass bei  Sok rates selbst zwei  versch i edene Ni veaus 
von Wi ssen zu untersch ei den si nd. Das Wi ssen, mi t dem er si ch  überrasch en lässt, 
und das Wi ssen, dass er der Wei seste i st. Di ese letzte Art von Wi ssen i st ei ne 
Ei nsi ch t. Das erste Wi ssen h i ngegen i st nur ei ne Fragestellung. Si eh e oben Fn. 1.
Platon. Apologi e des Sok rates, 21 d. Hrsg, von Gunth er Ei gi er. Deutsch e Übersetzung 
von Fri edri ch  Sch lei ermach er, S. 15. Bemerk enswert i st, dass Sok rates nur di eses 
wei ß: Was i ch  ni ch t wei ß, glaube i ch  auch  ni ch t zu wi ssen. Das k önnte aber auch  
bedeuten, dass er gar ni ch ts wei ß.

es. Aus di esem

Es gi bt noch  ei ne zwei te Antwort von Sok rates. Wi r k önnten si e fi nden, 

wenn wi r darauf ach t geben, dass Sok rates zu di esem Ergebni s ni ch t so­

li psi sti sch , allei n mi t si ch  selbst denk end, sondern di alogi sch  gek ommen 

i st.̂ Er h at mi t anderen Leuten Gespräch e gefüh rt, und es i st i h m Sch ri tt 

für Sch ri tt k larer geworden, dass di e anderen ni ch t wussten, dass si e 
ni ch t wussten, worüber si e sprach en. Er aber „wusste“̂ 

Grund k onnte er als „der Wei seste“ unter i h nen gelten.

„Indem i ch  also fortgi ng, gedach te i ch  bei  mi r selbst, als di eser Mann bi n 
i ch  nun frei li ch  wei ser. Denn es mag woh l eben k ei ner von uns bei den 
etwas Tüch ti ges oder Sonderli ch es wi ssen; allei n di eser doch  mei nt zu 
wi ssen, da er ni ch t wei ß, i ch  aber, wi e i ch  eben ni ch t wei ß, so mei ne i ch  
es auch  ni ch t. Ich  sch ei ne also um di eses weni ge doch  wei ser zu sei n als 
er, dass i ch , was i ch  ni ch t wei ß, auch  ni ch t glaube zu wi ssen.“’

Wi ch ti g i st di e Art und Wei se, auf di e Sok rates di ese Ei nsi ch t gewonnen 

h atte. Sok rates stand vor ei nem Di lemma (exi stenti ell betrach tet) oder 

vor ei ner Apori e (th eoreti sch  betrach tet). Gott k onnte ni ch t i rren. Er sagt 

i mmer di e Wah rh ei t. Aber auch  er, Sok rates, k onnte ni ch t i rren. Er war 

si ch  si ch er, dass er ni ch t wei se war. Er war si ch  dessen bewusst. Konnte 

es überh aupt mögli ch  sei n, di esen Wi derspruch , di eses Rätsel zu lösen? 

Ei n Wi derspruch  k onnte ni ch t h i ngenommen werden. Wenn Gott und 

Sok rates di e Wah rh ei t sagen, dann ergi bt si ch : Sok rates soll der wei seste 

sei n und zuglei ch  ni ch t der wei seste sei n. Statt darüber i n Sk epsi s zu 

verfallen, h at Sok rates angefangen, Mensch en zu such en, di e wei ser als er 

selbst waren. Wi r wi ssen, dass er k ei ne wei seren Mensch en gefunden h at.
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Aber wi r wi ssen auch , dass Sok rates mi t di eser Handlungswei se den 
Versuch  unternommen h atte, di e h öch ste Wah rh ei t (ei ne Wah rh ei t 
Gottes; „Sok rates i st der Wei seste“) i n Frage zu stellen. Warum? Wei l der 
Gei st der Ph i losoph i e i n der Forsch ung li egt, dari n, auch  „das als 
allgemei ngülti g Ak zepti erte i n Frage zu stellen“; i n der Such e nach  dem 
Wah rh ei tsk ern, der i n ei ner Th ese enth altet i st, wennglei ch  noch  ni ch t i n 
expli zi ter Form. (Warum sagt der Gott mi r, Sok rates, dass i ch  der Wei ­
seste bi n? Was für ei nen Si nn h at Gottes Beh aupmng?) In Bezug auf un­
sere Zei t bedeutet di es: Der Gei st der Ph i losoph i e li egt stärk er i n dem 
Bemüh en, ei ne Th ese zu wi derlegen als si e zu veri fi zi eren. Sok rates h atte 
dami t di e k ri ti sch e Meth ode entdeck t.’® Aber noch  meh r. Wi r wi ssen, 
dass di e Sok rati sch e Meth ode oft als Elench os und Mai euti k  ch arak teri­
si ert wi rd. Di ese Verfah ren si nd meh r als zwei  Komponenten ei ner tech ­
ni sch en Meth ode. Si e si nd Lebenserfah rungen, di e Sok rates i n si ch  selbst 
erlebt h at. Den Elench os h at er zuerst gegenüber si ch  selbst prak ti zi ert, 
i ndem er trotz sei ner Frömmi gk ei t versuch t h at, Gottes Th ese zu wi der­
legen. Und Mai euti k  h at er erlebt, i ndem er auf das Orak el antwortend 
ei ne Wah rh ei t i n si ch  selbst geboren h at — di e Wah rh ei t darüber, wer er 
wi rk li ch  war: ei n Mann, der allei n wei ß, dass er ni ch t wei ß. D.h . er war 
ei n Ph i losoph , ei n Li ebh aber der Soph i a, ei n Forsch er. Kurz; In der Apo­
logi e des Sok rates wi rd sowoh l di e Geburt von Sok rates als Ph i losoph  als 
auch  di e Geburt sei ner Ph i losoph i e als sok rati sch e Meth ode dargestellt.

Wi r k önnen uns j etzt fragen, ob das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ nur ei n 
li terari sch es Hi lfsmi ttel i st, mi t dem Plato uns andere Inh alte bzw. 
Botsch aften mi ttei len wollte. Di ese Inh alte k önnten z.B. sei n: di e Be­
wussth ei t der Grenzen unseres Wi ssens i n Bezug auf das Wi ssen der 
Gotth ei t; di e Bewussth ei t, dass di e anderen oft ni ch t wi ssen, worüber si e 
sprech en. Mi t anderen Worten: ei ne Annah me mensch üch er i nteUek m- 
eller Besch ei denh ei t; ei n Ruf zum Di alog und zum Argumenti eren, um 
di e ei genen Mei nungen k ri ti sch  zu prüfen. Es wäre auch  mögli ch , dass 
das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“, nur als ei n Hi lfsmi ttel zu versteh en i st, das 
Platon benützt h at, um Sok rates’ Ironi e darzustellen und den Ablauf der 
Mai euti k  anfängli ch  zu ch arak teri si eren. Di ese Auffassungen h alte i ch  für 
plausi bel, aber ni ch t für h i nrei ch end.

Für den Vorrang der Wi derlegung vor der Begründung si eh e etwa Karl Popper: 
Conj ectures and 'Refatati ons. London. Routledge and Keagan Paul. 1969. Si eh e h i er 
Platon. Apologi e, 21 b-e.
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Gunth er Ei gi er. Deutsch e Übersetzung von" Platon. Menon. 80 d-e. Hrsg, von
Fri edri ch  Sch lei ermach er, S. 537.
Ei ni ge Di alogpassagen tendi eren i n di ese Ri ch tung: Plato. Menon: „O Sok rates, i ch  
h abe sch on geh ört, eh e i ch  noch  mi t di r zusammengek ommen bi n, dass du allemal 
so selbst i n Verwi rrung bi st und auch  andere i n Verwi rrung bri ngst.“ (80 a). Sok rates: 
„Denn k ei neswegs bi n i ch  etwa selbst i n Ordnung, wenn i ch  di e anderen i n

Mei ne Hypoth ese i st, dass di e Proph ezei ungen des Orak els auch  etwas 
anderes enth alten bzw. dass wi r von i h nen auch  h eute noch  dazu h e­
rausgefordert und ei ngeladen si nd zu untersuch en, was für das Ph i loso­
ph i eren das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ bedeuten k önnte. Das „Wi ssen 
ni ch t zu wi ssen“ sch ei nt ei nen neuen Weg für di e Ph i losoph i e eröffnet, 
auf ei ne neue Mögli ch k ei t des Ph i losoph i erens h i ngewi esen zu h aben. 
Plato h at zwar sch on darauf aufmerk sam gemach t, wi e problemati sch  es 
sei n k önnte, das Ph i losoph i eren an di eser Voraussetzung zu ori enti eren. 
Es geh t darum, wi e es mögli ch  i st, mi t dem Ph i losoph i eren anzufangen, 
wenn man davor ni ch ts anderes wei ß als das Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen. Das 
Ph i losoph i eren sch ei nt dann unmögli ch  zu sei n.

„Menon-, Und auf welch e Wei se wi llst du denn dasj eni ge such en, 
Sok rates, wovon du überall gar ni ch ts wei ßt, was es i st? Denn als welch es 
Besondere von allem, was du ni ch t wei ßt, wi llst du es di r denn vorlegen 
und so such en? Oder wenn du es auch  noch  so gut träfest, wi e wi llst du 
denn erk ennen, dass es di eses i st, was du ni ch t wusstest?

Sok rates-, Ich  versteh e, was du sagen wi llst, Menon! (...) Dass nämli ch  
ei n Mensch  unmögli ch  such en k ann, weder was er wei ß, k ann er such en, 
denn er wei ß es j a, und es bedarf dafür k ei nes Such ens wei ter; noch  was 
er ni ch t wei ß, denn er wei ß j a dann auch  ni ch t, was er such en soll“’'

Wi r k ennen Platons Th eori e der Anamnesi s, der Wi edereri nnerung. Ich  
werde ni ch t an di ese Th eori e ank nüpfen, j edoch  an das Problem, auf das 
di ese Th eori e antworten möch te. Das Problem i st di e Frage des Zu­
sammenh angs zwi sch en dem „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ und dem Ph i lo­
soph i eren.

Wi e i ch  sch on oben angedeutet h abe, lebte Sok rates i n ei ner Zei t, i n 
der das Ph i losoph i eren i n Frage gestellt worden war. Aus di esem Grund 
bi n i ch  auf di e Idee gek ommen, das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ als ei ne 
Antwort auf ei nen radi k alen Zwei fel zu betrach ten.

Es si eh t so aus, als ob Sok rates uns sagte, wi r k önnten an allem 
zwei feln, aber ni ch t an dem „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“.Es geh t mi r h i er

wissen%25e2%2580%259c.Es
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Verwi rrung bri nge; sondern auf alle Wei se bi n i ch  selbst auch  i n 
(aporei n) und zi eh e nur so di e anderen mi t h i nei n.“ (80 c-d).
Es i st zu betonen, dass di e Probleme von Sok rates, Augusti nus, Descartes und Hus­
serl auch  versch i eden si nd (i m Hi nbli ck  auf di e h i stori sch en, exi stenti ellen und 
ph i losoph i sch en Kontexte). Ih re Antworten sollten ni ch t so betrach tet werden, als 
ob man i gnori eren k önnte, dass i h re Argumente ei ne gewi sse Stärk e und Plausi bi li tät 
i nnerh alb ei nes besti mmten Kontextes aufwei sen. Hi er i nteressi ert mi ch  allei n di e 
Frage nach  dem Zusammenh ang des „Wi ssens ni ch t zu wi ssen“ mi t dem Ph i lo­
soph i eren.
Mei nes Erach tens gi bt es zwei Mögli ch k ei ten, di e Fi gur des radi k alen Zwei fels zu 
verwenden. A) Man k önnte si ch  fragen, wi e radi k al Sok rates gezwei felt h at. Ausge­
h end von di eser Frage k önnte man dann rek onstrui eren, ob Augusti nus, Descartes 
und Husserl radi k aler als Sok rates gezwei felt h aben. B) Es gi bt aber auch  di e Mög­
li ch k ei t, di e genannten Autoren so zu versteh en, dass si e uns h elfen k önnen, den 
Si nn di eser Erfah rung ti efer auszubuch stabi eren. Hi er geh t es um di e Bemüh ung, den 
Si nn des Wi ssens des Ni ch twi ssens i n verti efender Wei se zu ch arak teri si eren. Ich  
werde di ese zwei te Rek onstruk ti onsli ni e verfolgen.

darum deutli ch  zu mach en, dass di es k ei ne ph i lologi sch e Forsch ung i st. 
Im Gegentei l: Ich  möch te ei ne Perspek ti ve sk i zzi eren, di e uns h elfen 
k önnte, an di e Erfah rung des „Wi ssens ni ch t zu wi ssen“ i n ei nem ti efe­
ren Si nne anzuk nüpfen.

Unter den Autoren, di e uns h elfen k önnten, di e Bedeutung di eser 
Intui ti on zu präzi si eren, werde i ch  Augusti nus, Descartes, und Husserl 
h eranzi eh en. Di e drei  h aben nämli ch  versuch t, gegen di e Sk epsi s zu ar­
gumenti eren, und si e lebten ebenfalls i n ei ner Zei t, i n der si ch  di e Ph i lo­
soph i e i n ei ner Kri se befand. Darüber h i naus h aben si e an ei ner Letzt­
begründung der Ph i losoph i e gearbei tet, i nsbesondere Descartes und 
Husserl.̂̂ Ich  wi ll ni ch t h i er beh aupten, dass Sok rates „der Ph i losoph “ 
gewesen sei , der den Boden für ei ne zuk ünfti ge Bewusstsei nsph i losoph i e 
gelegt h abe. Ich  verwende den radi k alen Zwei fel nur als h euri sti sch es 
Mi ttel, um das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ zu analysi eren.’"̂ Ich  wei se 
expli zi t auch  auf ei ne besti mmte Grenze di eser Studi e h i n. Was i ch  h i er 
darstelle, umrei ßt nur di e Sk i zze ei nes umfassenderen Proj ek tes.

Im Folgenden versuch e i ch  auszubuch stabi eren, was i m Ausgang 
vom Paradi gma des radi k alen Zwei fels über das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi s­
sen“ zu sagen i st. Ich  werde danach  zei gen, warum di ese Perspek ti ve 
ni ch t als ulti mati v zu seh en i st. Es bi eten si ch  nämli ch  di e Mögli ch k ei ten 
ei ner h ermeneuti sch en und ei ner pragmati sch en Rek onstruk ti on an. So­
k rates selbst h at uns di esen Weg gezei gt, wei l er ni ch t ei nsam, i m Denk en
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mi t si ch  selbst, sondern i m Di alog mi t den anderen das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu 
wi ssen“ entdeck t h at (entdeck t zu h aben sch ei nt)?̂

Plato. Apologi e des Sok rates, 21 c: „Ich  gi ng zu ei nem von den für Wei se geh altenen, 
um dort, wenn i rgendwo, das Orak el zu überfüh ren und den Spruch  zu zei gen: 
Di eser i st doch  woh l wei ser als i ch , du aber h ast auf mi ch  aufgesagt.“
Sollten wi r di ese formale Wah rh ei t als ei ne leere Wah rh ei t betrach ten? Hi er muss 
man untersch ei den zwi sch en zwei  versch i edenen Begri ffen von „formal“. „Formal“ 
k ann bedeuten: oh ne Inh alt - und wi rd dann materi eU/i nh aldi ch  gegenübergestellt 
(denk en wi r an di e Gegenüberstellung von formaler und materi eller Eth i k ). „Formal“ 
k ann aber auch  bedeuten: das Essenti elle, das pormali ter. Wenn wi r ernsth aft 
beh aupten, dass wi r „wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“, verfügen wi r sch on über ei nen Inh alt, 
auch  wenn er so offen blei bt, dass wi r i h n fast als leer bezei ch nen k önnen. Di ese 
Betrach tungen si nd h i er nur ei ne erste Näh erung i n der Bemüh ung um di e Besti m­
mung ei ner solch en Wah rh ei t. Ei ne formale Wah rh ei t k önnte auch  Ergebni s ei ner 
ph änomenologi sch en Reduk ti on sei n.

„Woran k ann i ch  ni ch t zwei feln?“, h ätte Sok rates si ch  fragen k önnen. 
„Dass i ch  wei ß, dass i ch  ni ch t wei ß“. Das i st sei ne Antwort. Aber was 
bedeutet di ese Antwort?

Offenbar gi ng es Sok rates darum, di e Tatsach e ei ner Erfah rung zu 
beh aupten. Es h andelt si ch  um ei ne Erfah rung von Wah rh ei t (das „Wi s­
sen ni ch t zu wi ssen“), ei ne Erfah rung, di e unbedi ngt und absolut zu 
gelten sch ei nt. Das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ h at ei ne Kraft, der gegen­
über Sok rates k ei nen Zwei fel meh r aufbi eten k ann. Es h andelt si ch  h i er­
bei um di e Kraft ei ner Offensi ch tli ch k ei t bzw. ei ner Evi denz — zuvor 
h atte i ch  si e als Îi nsi ch t gek ennzei ch net. Es i st aber zu betonen: Wenn 
di e erfah rene Wah rh ei t aussch li eßli ch  dari n bestünde, dass wi r „wi ssen 
ni ch t zu wi ssen“, würde es si ch  nur um ei ne formale Wah rh ei t h andeln. 
Sok rates h atte aber erlebt, dass es si nnvoll war, di e Wah rh ei t zu such en, 
nämli ch  wei l er di e Erfah rung „ei ner Wah rh ei t“ geh abt h atte. Dah er 
sch i en Sok rates nur auf der Such e nach  der Wah rh ei t leben zu k önnen; 
anderenfalls h ätte er ei nen exi stenti ellen Wi derspruch  zu si ch  selbst, ge­
wi ssermaßen ei nen performati ven Selbstwi derspruch , erfah ren. Das 
„Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ k ann als exi stenti elle Antwort gegenüber ei nem
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radi k alen Zwei fel, als di e Erfah rung ei ner (wenn auch  offenen) Wah rh ei t 

verstanden werden.
Augusti nus bi etet uns ei ne mögli ch e Präzi si erung des Sok rati sch en 

Zwei felns. Si e berei tet sch on den Übergang zur Bewusstsei nsph i losoph i e 

vor. Im Uber Undeci mus des De Ci vi tate Dei  bi etet Augusti nus das folgende 

Argument gegen di e Sk epti k er auf:

„Doch  oh ne das Gauk elspi el von Ph antasi en und Ei nbi ldungen fürch ten 
zu müssen, bi n i ch  dessen ganz gewi ss, dass i ch  bi n, wei ß und h ebe. Bei  
di esen Wah rh ei ten mach en mi r di e Argumente der Ak ademi k er k ei nerlei  
Sorge. Mögen Si e sagen: Wi e, wenn du di ch  täusch st? Wenn i ch  mi ch  
täusch e, bi n i ch  j a. Denn wer ni ch t i st, k ann si ch  auch  ni ch t täusch en; 
also bi n i ch , wenn i ch  mi ch  täusch e. Da i ch  demnach  bi n, wenn i ch  mi ch  
täusch e, k ann es k ei ne Täusch ung sei n, dass i ch  bi n; denn es steh t fest, 
dass i ch  bi n, wenn i ch  mi ch  täusch e. Da i ch  also, auch  wenn i ch  mi ch  
täusch te, sei n müsste, um mi ch  täusch en zu k önnen, täusch e i ch  mi ch  
dari n gewi ss ni ch t, dass i ch  wei ß, i ch  bi n. Folgh ch  täusch e i ch  mi ch  dari n 
ni ch t, dass i ch  wei ß: i ch  wei ß es. Denn wi e i ch  wei ß, dass i ch  bi n, wei ß 
i ch  auch  um eben di es mei n Wi ssen. Und i ndem i ch  bei des h ebe, füge 
i ch  den Di ngen, di e i ch  wei ß, als dri ttes von ni ch t geri ngerer Gewi ssh ei t 
di e Li ebe h i nzu. Denn i ch  täusch e mi ch  ni ch t dari n, dass i ch  h ebe, wenn 
i ch  mi ch  ni ch t i n dem täusch e, was i ch  h ebe, obsch on selbst, wenn di es 
auch  falsch  wäre, es doch  wah r wäre, dass i ch  das Falsch e h ebte. Denn 
wi e k önnte man mi t Rech t tadeln und mi t Rech t von der Li ebe zum 
Falsch en zurück h alten, wenn es ni ch t wah r wäre, dass i ch  es h ebte? Da 
aber i n di esem FaU auch  wah r und gewi ss i st, was i ch  h ebe, k ann 
ni emand bezwei feln, dass auch  di e Li ebe zu dem, was i ch  h ebe, wah r 
und gewi ss i st. Denn ebenso weni g gi bt es i rgendwen, der ni ch t sei n 
wollte, wi e es i rgendwen gi bt, der ni ch t glück seh g sei n woh te. Denn wi e 
k ann ei ner glück seh g sei n, wenn er überh aupt ni ch t i st?“’̂

Augusti nus h atte erk annt, dass si ch  bei m Zwei feln zumi ndest ei ne 

fensi ch th ch k ei t zei gt, di e Offensi ch tli ch k ei t unserer Exi stenz. Wenn man 

sch on das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ bezwei feln wi ll, muss man zumi n­

dest di e Wah rh ei t di eses Zwei felns oder, so Augusti nus, di e Wah rh ei t 

unserer Exi stenz anneh men. Dari n besteh t auch  der Kern der Argu­

mentati on von Descartes. Bei Descartes enth ält das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu 

wi ssen“ di e Wah rh ei t ei nes Bewusstsei ns.
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„Was aber bi n i ch  demnach ? Ei n denk endes Wesen! Was h ei ßt das? 
Nun, ei n Wesen, das zwei felt, ei nsi eh t, bej ah t, vernei nt, wi ll, ni ch t wi ll 
und das si ch  auch  etwas bi ldli ch  vorstellt und empfi ndet.

Nach  Descartes müssen wi r zumi ndest als ei ne res cogi tans exi sti eren. 

Sollen wi r dann sagen, dass di e Wah rh ei t des „Wi ssens ni ch t zu wi ssen“ 

di e Wah rh ei t ei ner res cogi tans i st? Wäre es so, k önnten wi r uns j etzt 

fragen, ob Sok rates di ese Wah rh ei t nur i n si ch  selbst h ätte fi nden k ön­

nen. Wi r wi ssen aber, dass er i m Gegentei l das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ 
i m Di alog mi t anderen entdeck t h at.̂O Sollen wi r dann sagen, dass das 

Ergebni s des Cartesi sch en Zwei felns ni ch t dazu geei gnet i st, unsere Er­

fah rung ti efer zu analysi eren? Ich  glaube, dass man aus der Ausei nander-

Oeuvres de Descartes. Publi ees par Ch arles Adam & Paul Tannery. Li brai ri e Ph i loso- 
ph i que J. Vri n. Pari s 1964 (vol. 9,1) (vol. 7), 18-19. Descartes. Medi tati ones de pri ma 
ph i losoph i a. (Auf Grund der Ausgaben von Arth ur Buch enau neu h erausgegeben von 
Lüder Gäbe) Feli x Mei ner Verlag. Hamburg 1959, S. 43.
Oeuvres de Descartes. Publi ees par Ch arles Adam & Paul Tannery. Li brai ri e Ph i loso- 
ph i que J. Vri n. Pari s 1964 (vol. 9,1) (vol. 7) S. 24. Descartes. Medi tati ones de pri ma 
ph i losoph i a. (Auf Grund der Ausgaben von Arth ur Buch enau neu h erausgegeben von 
Lüder Gäbe) Feli x Mei ner Verlag. Hamburg 1959, S. 51.
Um präzi ser zu sei n, k önnte man sagen, er h abe di ese Wah rh ei t i n si ch  selbst gefun­
den - und zwar dank  des Di aloges mi t den anderen. Di ese Wah rh ei t wäre dann i n­
di vi duell, aber ni ch t soli psi sti sch .

„Dennoch  wi ll i ch  mi ch  h erausarbei ten und von neuem eben den Weg 
versuch en, den i ch  gestern ei ngesch lagen h atte: nämli ch  alles von mi r 
fernh alten, was auch  nur den geri ngsten Zwei fel zulässt, genau so, als 
h ätte i ch  si ch er i n Erfah rung gebrach t, dass es durch aus falsch  sei . Und 
i ch  wi ll so lange wei ter vordri ngen, bi s i ch  i rgendetwas Gewi sses, oder 
wenn ni ch t anderes, so doch  weni gstens das für gewi ss erk enne, dass es 
ni ch ts Gewi sses gi bt.
Ich  setze also voraus, dass alles, was i ch  seh e, falsch  i st, i ch  glaube, dass 
ni ch ts j emals exi sti ert h at, was das trügeri sch e Gedäch tni s mi r darstellt: 
i ch  h abe überh aupt k ei ne Si nne; Körper, Gestalt, Ausdeh nung, Bewe­
gung und Ort si nd ni ch ts als Ch i mären. Was also blei bt Wah res übri g? 
Vi ellei ch t nur di es ei ne, dass ni ch ts gewi ss i st ... aber es gi bt ei nen, i ch  
wei ß ni ch t welch en, allmäch ti gen und h öch st versch lagenen Betrüger, 
der mi ch  gefli ssentli ch  stets täusch t. N»« wenn er mi ch  täusch t, so i st es 
untpwei felh afi , dass i ch  bi n. Er täusch e mi ch  sovi el er k ann, ni emals wi rd er 
doch  ferti gbri ngen, dass i ch  ni ch ts bi n, solange i ch  denk e, dass i ch  etwas 
sei . “'8



25

Setzung mi t Augusünus und Descartes etwas Bedeutsames gewi nnen 
k ann. Augusti nus und Descartes h aben das Moment der Gewi ssh ei t, 
besser gesagt, des Zusammenh angs zwi sch en Gewi ssh ei t und Wah rh ei t 
ans Li ch t gebrach t. Wi r si nd si ch er, dass das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ 
ei ne Gewi ssh ei t darstellt. Wi r wi ssen j edoch , dass si ch  unsere Gewi ssh ei t 
ändern k önnte. Wi e k önnen wi r an unserer Gewi ssh ei t festh alten? Di e 
von Descartes genannten Kri teri en der Evi denz und Klarh ei t sch ei nen 
allei n ni ch t h i nrei ch end zu sei n. Was wi r aber sch on gewonnen h aben, 
i st, dass das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ sch on ei n Wi ssen enth ält.

Husserl k önnte uns h elfen, ei ne wei tere Komponente des „Wi ssens 
ni ch t zu wi ssen“ zu entdeck en. Durch  Augusti nus und Descartes i st uns 
k lar geworden, dass i m „Ni ch twi ssen“ bzw. i m Zwei feln sch on ei n Wi s­
sen enth alten i st. Husserl wei st darauf h i n, dass i m Wi ssen selbst sch on 
ei n Ni ch twi ssen enth alten i st.

Husserl fi ng sei n Ph i losoph i eren mi t ei ner Epoch e an. Dadurch  gi bt 
Husserl dem radi k alen Zwei feln ei ne besondere Note. Das Problem li egt 
für Husserl ni ch t meh r dari n, was di e Welt, di e anderen oder i ch  ei gent­
li ch  si nd. Descartes h at versuch t, an allem zu zwei feln, und h i erbei di e 
Welt, das Ich  und di e Körper i n den Zwei fel mi t ei nbezogen. Husserl 
such t ei nen neuen Weg für das Ph i losoph i eren. Er k lammert ei n, was wi r 
i n der so genannten „natürli ch en Ei nstellung“ (Ideen. Zwei ter Absch ni tt.) 
unh i nterfragt für wah r h alten, d.h . dass es ei ne Welt, andere Leute, ei n 
„Ich “ gi bt. Husserl k lammert alle Th eori en, di e darauf aufbauen, ei n, um 
aussch li eßli ch  zu besch rei ben, was gesch i eh t, wenn uns etwas als etwas 
ersch ei nt.2i Anfangspunk t i st ni ch t das „Ich “, di e „Welt“ und das 
Problem i h res Verh ältni sses (ob es für ei n „Ich “ überh aupt mögli ch  sei , 
di e Welt zu erk ennen; ob es überh aupt mögli ch  sei , etwas anders als uns 
selbst zu erk ennen; ob es überh aupt notwendi g sei , uns und di e Welt 
wi eder i n Bezug zuei nander zu setzen usw.). Was h ei ßt es, etwas als 
etwas zu versteh en? Was si nd di e Bedi ngungen der Mögli ch k ei t dafür?

Husserl wi dmet si ch  der Analyse der Intendonali tät. Intenti onali tät 
geh ört zum Wesen des Bewusstsei ns. Di e Welt, aber auch  ei n beli ebi ges 
„Etwas“ ersch ei nt uns, wenn wi r uns deren bewusst si nd. In der Tat i st 
Bewusstsei n i mmer ei n Bewusstsei n „von“ etwas. Das k li ngt selbstver­
ständli ch . Husserl betont j edoch , dass das „Bewusstsei n von etwas“ ei n

21 Edmund Husserl. Ideen ei ner rei nen Ph änomenologi e und ph änomenologi sch en Ph i losoph i e. 

Marti nus Ni j h off. Haag 1975, § 27-32.
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22

23

Edmund Husserl. Yj ogi sch e Untersuch ungen, V, §§ 9-21. Ideen I, § 36, § 84, § 87.
Das gi lt für ei nen besti mmten Typ von Erlebni ssen, etwa des Seh ens, aber auch  für 
andere Typen. Ich  k ann etwas geni eßen, wollen, li eben, träumen usw.

„seh r Selbstverständli ch es und doch  zuglei ch  h öch st Unverständli ch es“ 
sei  (Ideen, § 87).

Husserl spri ch t von ei ner Ei nh ei t zwei er wesentli ch  k orrelati ver Mo­
mente des Bewusstsei ns: des noeti sch en und des noemati sch en Mo­
ments. Wenn wi r das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ als ei ne noeüsch -noe- 
mati sch e Ei nh ei t betrach ten, erk ennen wi r, dass i m Wi ssen selbst (i n di e­
sem Fall das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ als noeti sch -noemati sch er 
Ei nh ei t) sch on ei n Ni ch twi ssen i nk ludi ert i st.22 Inwi efern? Betrach ten wi r 
di e zwei Momente: das noeti sch e (das „Wi ssen“ des Ni ch twi ssens) und 
das noemati sch e (das Ni ch twi ssen als „das von uns Gewusste“).

Anh and des folgenden Bei spi els werden di ese Aussagen vi ellei ch t 
verständli ch er. Wenn wi r „etwas wah rneh men“, z.B. ei nen Ti sch , neh ­
men wi r von di esem Gegenstand nur etwas Besti mmtes wah r, und di es 
auch  nur aus ei ner besti mmten Ri ch tung. Wi r seh en di e vordere Sei te des 
Ti sch es. Wi r seh en ni e glei ch zei ti g den Gegenstand aus allen mögli ch en 
Perspek ti ven, aus denen wi r i h n seh en k önnten. In unserem Wi ssen des 
Ti sch es (noeti sch es Moment) fi nden wi r ei ne Begrenzth ei t, di e für unser 
Erlebni s k onsti mti v i st. Wi r fi nden ei ne Ri ch tung, di e andere Ri ch tungen 
offen lässt.23 In di esem noeti sch en Si nn enth ält unser Wi ssen i n si ch  ei n 
Ni ch twi ssen. Di ese Überlegung lässt si ch  wei ter verti efen.

Noemati sch  betrach tet i st der von uns geseh ene Gegenstand sch on 
da und von uns versch i eden. Wi r k önnten aber auch  sagen, dass er i n 
sei ner Vollk ommenh ei t ni ch t da i st (es steh t noch  ni ch t für uns k omplett 
zur Verfügung). Andere Perspek ti ven unseres Bewusstsei ns k önnten uns 
den Gegenstand anders darstellen. Der Gegenstand i st i m Pri nzi p i mmer 
anders besti mmbar. Im Pri nzi p i st di ese Offenh ei t unendh ch . Der Ti sch  
i st, was er i st, wei l er i mmer neu und anders ersch ei nen k ann. Auch  von 
der noemati sch en Sei te i st dah er di e Offenh ei t unseres Wi ssens zu seh en. 
In dem Wi ssen i st ei n Ni ch twi ssen sch on i nk ludi ert. In der Tat si nd di e 
zwei  Momente (das noeti sch e und das noemati sch e) k orrelati v.

Man k ann noch  wei ter geh en. Blei ben wi r bei der vi suellen Wah r­
neh mung. Ich  seh e ei ne Tasse. Wi r h aben gesagt, dass unsere Intenti o­
nali tät ei ner besti mmten Ri ch mng folgt. Di e Tasse h at ei ne Farbe, si e i st 
vor mi r, si e h at ei ne Form. Ich  dreh e si e um. Nun erst bemerk e i ch , dass
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Man k önnte sagen: Wi r errei ch en i mmer

si e gar k ei ne Tasse i st. Denn es gi bt k ei ne Rück sei te. Es war also gar 
k ei ne Tasse da! Was sagt uns di ese Erfah rung? Wi r wi ssen, dass es h i er 
ni ch t darum geh t, ob der geseh ene Gegenstand wi rk li ch  ei ne Tasse war 
oder ni ch t, wei l wi r di ese Frage ei ngek lammert h aben, um di e Analyse 
des Erlebni sses fortzufüh ren. Di e Erk enntni s, dass es uns etwas feh lt, i st 
i n di esem Zusammenh ang ei n wi ch ti ger Hi nwei s. Wi e i st di ese Er­
k enntni s überh aupt mögli ch ? Offenbar müssen wi r anneh men, dass das 
Seh en der Tasse andere Bewusstsei nsak te i nvolvi ert, z.B. di e Erwartun­
gen, dass di e Tasse ei ne Rück sei te h at. Di e Erwartung i st ni ch t expli zi t. 
Ih r Gegenstand i st ni ch t unmi ttelbar gegeben. Trotzdem i st der Ge­
genstand (di e Rück sei te) k o-i ntendi ert, wennglei ch  anders als das, was 
vor unseren Augen li egt. Wei terh i n; Um überh aupt ei ne Tasse seh en zu 
k önnen, muss man si e von ei nem Hi ntergrund abh eben. Der Hi nter­
grund i st i mmer, bei  j eder Wah rneh mung, mi tgegeben, allerdi ngs ni ch t 
unmi ttelbar.

Wi r k önnen also sch lussfolgern: Es gi bt versch i edene Sorten von 
Wi ssen: expli zi tes und i mpli zi tes, bewusstes und unbewusstes Wi ssen. 
Und sch li eßli ch : Das Wi ssen enth ält auch  ei n Ni ch twi ssen über si ch  
selbst. Zusammenzufassend lässt si ch  sagen:

Es gi ng mi r darum zu k lären, was das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ für 
das Ph i losoph i eren bedeutet. Di e Sok rati sch e Ei nsi ch t, als formale 
Wah rh ei t verstanden, sch ei nt Kraft genug zu h aben, di e Mögli ch k ei t des 
Ph i losoph i erens zu erlauben. Sok rates h at dami t begonnen, di eses Wi s­
sen i m Di alog mi t anderen zu prüfen und dadurch  neue Aspek te di eses 
Wi ssens ans Li ch t zu bri ngen. Das Wi ssen des Ni ch twi ssens, di e Kraft, di e 
i n di eser Selbsterfah rung lag, h at i h n zum wei teren, i m Pri nzi p unendli ch en 
Forsch en moti vi ert. Di e Tatsach e, dass wi r i mmer unsere Ergebni sse 
k ri ti sch  überprüfen müssen, gi bt i h nen ei nen besonderen Wert, auch  wenn 
di e errei ch te „Wah rh ei t“ i mmer nur provi sori sch  und relati v blei bt.

Es war aber notwendi g, ei nen wei teren Sch ri tt zu tun. Di ese Not­
wendi gk ei t ergab si ch  daraus, dass wi r uns mi t der Erfah rung des 
Ni ch twi ssens i rren k önnten. Di ese Erfah rung k önnte i n Zwei fel gezogen 
werden, z.B. von j emandem, der si e ni ch t selbst gemach t h at. Wer sagt 
uns, dass du, Sok rates, di ch  ni ch t gei rrt h ast? Es i st also ni ch t h i nrei ­
ch end, si e als Bedi ngung der Mögli ch k ei t des Ph i losoph i erens zu ak zep­
ti eren. Um wei ter zu geh en, h aben spätere Ph i losoph en als Hi lfsmi ttel di e
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Meth ode des radi k alen Zwei felns ei ngesetzt. Di e Frage i st; Wi e k önnen 
wi r si ch er sei n, dass wi r uns ni ch t i rren? Das Ei nzi ge, dessen wi r si ch er 
sei n k önnen, i st, dass wi r si nd, wenn wi r denk en. Das war di e Antwort 
von Descartes, di e von Augusti nus vorberei tet worden war. Di ese 
Antworten waren aber ebenfalls noch  ni ch t h i nrei ch end, da si e noch  auf 
unreflek ti erten Annah men beruh ten und nur ei ne begrenzte Rei ch wei te 
aufwi esen. Ich  h abe dah er das „Wi ssen ni ch t zu wi ssen“ noch mals mi t 
Hi lfe der Epoch e von Husserl zu rek onstrui eren versuch t. Ich  h abe alle 
Fragen h i nsi ch tli ch  der Exi stenz oder Ni ch texi stenz von Obj ek ten und/ 
oder Subj ek ten ei ngek lammert. Durch  ei ne ph änomenologi sch e Be­
sch rei bung k ann aufgewi esen werden, dass das mensch li ch e Wi ssen i m­
mer auch  ei n Ni ch twi ssen enth ält.

Augusti nus und Descartes h aben uns gezei gt, das es unmögh ch  und 
i nk onsi stent i st, an j egli ch em Wi ssen zu zwei feln. Im Zwei feln selbst i st 
sch on ei n unleugbares Wi ssen i mph zi t gegeben. (Überwi ndung der 
Sk epsi s). Darüber h i naus k ann man mi t Husserl nach wei sen, dass i m 
Wi ssen selbst ei n Ni ch twi ssen mi t ei ngesch lossen i st (Überwi ndung des 
Dogmati smus). Di ese bei den Ergebni sse sch h eßen si ch  ni ch t aus. Si e er­
gänzen si ch  und prägen i n di esem gegensei ti gen Ergänzungsverh ältni s 
di e Praxi s des Ph i losoph i erens.

Es verh ält si ch  wi e i n ei nem Di alog, wenn er auth enti sch  gefüh rt wi rd. 
Hi er spi elt ei nersei ts das Moment des Wi ssens ei ne Rolle. Ich  sage etwas 
und i ch  erh ebe di e Gelmngsansprüch e, di e mi t di esem Gesagten und mi t 
di esem Sagen verbunden si nd. Aber auch  das Moment des Ni ch twi ssens h at 
ei ne wesentli ch e Funk ti on. Wenn i ch  dem zuh öre, was andere sagen, ergi bt 
si ch  der Anspruch , dass di e anderen etwas Wah res bei tragen k önnen.

Di ese di alogi sch en Komponenten si nd offenbar k onsti tuti v für das 
Ph i losoph i eren. Ich  bi n bei  der Such e nach  dem, was das „Wi ssen ni ch t 
zu wi ssen“ i n si ch  trägt, d.h . was Ph i losoph i eren bedeutet, auf dessen di ­
alogi sch e Struk mr gestoßen. Wenn Ph i losoph i eren ei n „Si ch -i m-Di alog- 
Verantworten“ erfordert, lässt si ch  di e zu Anfang di eser Studi e gestellte 
Frage nun auch  umformuli eren: Enth ält di e sok rati sch e Ei nsi ch t „i ch  
wei ß, dass i ch  ni ch t wei ß“ etwas Wesentli ch es für das „Si ch -i m-Di alog- 
Verantworten“? Bei der Beantwortung di eser Frage wären vor allem 
Hans-Georg Gadamer und Karl-Otto Apel unsere Gespräch spartner. 
Und wi r würden zu k lären h aben, i n welch er Wei se di e Ergebni sse di eser 
Rek onstruk ti on für das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  i n der Tradi ti on von Nel­
son, Spech t und Heck mann und sei ne Praxi s relevant sei n k önnten.
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Zur Rolle selbst erlebter Bei spi ele i m Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch

1

2

3

Selbst erlebte Bei spi ele als Ansatzpunk t der 
regressi ven Abstrak ti on

Heck mann (1981), S. 59.
Heck mann (1981), S. 72 ff.
2. B. Nelson (1975) [1922].

„Der Gespräch slei ter muss di e Tei lneh mer dazu bri ngen, i m Konk reten 
Kuß fassen, und dafür sorgen, dass bei m Fortsch rei ten zu allgemei nen 
Ei nsi ch ten der Zusammenh ang mi t dem Konk reten bewusst blei bt. Er 
wi rd etwa di e Tei lneh mer auffordern, ei nen i n allgemei ner Formuli erung 
geäußerten Gedank en durch  ei n Bei spi el zu erläutern. Bei spi ele si nd für 
den Zweck , den si e i m sok rati sch en Gespräch  h aben, meh r oder weni ger 
geei gnet. Je näh er ei n Bei spi el dem Erfah rungsberei ch  der Tei lneh mer

Ei n wesentli ch es Pri nzi p des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s i st di e regressi ve 

Meth ode der Abstrak ti on, di e besch ri eben wi rd als „Weg von der Beur­

tei lung k onk reter Fälle zu der i h r zugrunde li egenden allgemei nen 

Wah rh ei t“.’ Gustav Heck mann̂ nennt für di esen Weg i n Anleh nung an 

Leonard Nelson̂ zwei „Grundsätze des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s“: Der 

erste di eser Grundsätze besteh t i n dem Ausgeh en vom Konk reten, der zwei te 
dari n, dass der Weg der Abstrak ti on von den Teüneh mern/i nnen des 

Gespräch s selbstständi g gegangen werden muss. Der vorli egende Text wi rd 

si ch  auf den ersten di eser bei den Grundsätze k onzentri eren, auf das 

Ausgeh en vom Konk reten.
Was aber i st „das Konk rete“? Heck mann geh t auf di esen Punk t unter 

anderem i n sei nen Ausfüh rungen zu „sech s pädagogi sch en Maßnah men“ 

i m Sok rati sch en Gespräch  ausfüh rli ch er ei n, i ndem er zur zwei ten di eser 

Maßnah men sch rei bt:
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i st, desto besser i st es. Am fruch tbarsten i st es, etwas vom Teüneh mer 
wi rk li ch  Erlebtes zu untersuch en“'*.

Etwas „Konk retes“ als etwas, was der regressi ven Meth ode der Ab­
strak ti on zunäch st zu Grunde li egt, i st demnach  etwas Si nguläres, ei n 

Bei spi el, und zwar mögli ch st ei n solch es Bei spi el, das von ei nem/ei ner 
der Tei lneh mer/i nnen selbst erlebt worden i st. In sozi alwi ssensch aftli ­

ch er Termi nologi e würde man di es ei ne „Fallrek onstruk ti on“ nennen.

Der Grund dafür, dass di e Meth ode des Ph i losoph i erens i m Sok rati - 

sch en Gespräch  von selbst erlebten Bei spi elen ausgeh t, li egt i n der 

Struk mr der regressi ven Abstrak ti on selbst. Ih r Zi el i st es (und di es wi rd 

zuglei ch  als ei n wei t gesteck tes Zi el des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s i nsge­

samt geseh en), zu allgemei nen ph i losoph i sch en Erk enntni ssen, Ei nsi ch ­

ten, Pri nzi pi en oder gar Wah rh ei ten zu gelangen (alle Begri ffe fi nden i n 

der Li teratur Anwendung). Der Weg, der zur Errei ch ung di eses Zi els be­

sch ri tten wi rd, setzt an Urtei len an, di e i n k onk reten, selbst erlebten Si ­

tuati onen gefällt wurden, di e also „Erfah rungsurtei le“ si nd, und geh t zu­

rück  zu den di esen Urtei len zu Grunde li egenden „Pri nzi pi en“̂, di e allei n 

ei ner abstrak ten Formuli erung zugängli ch  si nd, da si e ni ch t nur für den 

untersuch ten Ei nzelfall gelten, sondern für vernunftbesti mmtes Handeln 

generell. Di e Abstrak ti on geh t also zurück  zu ei nem Pri nzi p, über das di e 
Ak teure berei ts vor i h rem k onk reten Urtei len und Handeln verfügt 

h aben und das als solch es i h r Urtei len und Handeln besti mmt oder 

mi tbesti mmt h at. Insofern i st si e regressi v.

Leonard Nelson h i elt i m Hi nbli ck  auf solch e Pri nzi pi en noch  am 

Begri ff der „Wah rh ei t“, sogar dem der „allgemei nen Wah rh ei t“ fest und 

besch rei bt das Zi el der regressi ven Abstrak ti on bzw. der Sok rati sch en 

Meth ode als Ei nsi ch t i n j ene allgemei nen Wah rh ei ten, di e er i h rer bloßen 
Formuli erung gegenüberstellt:

„Jene allgemei nen Wah rh ei ten lassen si ch , sofern si e i n Worten ausge­
sproch en werden, zu Geh ör bri ngen. Ei nseh en k ann si e nur derj eni ge, 
der von i h rer Anwendung ausgeh t i n Urtei len, di e er selbst fällt, und der 
dann, i ndem er den Rück gang zu den Voraussetzungen di eser Erfah -

-* Heck mann (1981), S. 67; Herv. i . Ori g.
5 Kessels (1997), S. 73.
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7

8

9

rungsurtei le vollzi eh t, i n i h nen sei ne ei genen Voraussetzungen wi eder- 
erk ennt.“

Nelson (1975) [1922], S. 204.
Heck mann (1981), S. 68.
Heck mann (1981), S. 69.
Vgl. auch  Li tti g (1999), S. 170.

Im Untersch i ed zu Nelson h ält Heck mann (und vi ele nach  i h m) ni ch t 
unei ngesch ränk t am Zi el der Ei nsi ch t i n ei ne allgemei ne Wah rh ei t i m 
Sok rati sch en Gespräch  fest. Mi t Hi nwei s auf di e Erk enntni s, dass 
mensch li ch e Erfah rungen zu k ei nem Zei tpunk t als abgesch lossen be­
zei ch net werden k önnen und dah er Ei nsi ch ten, di e an solch en Erfah run­
gen ansetzen, i mmer durch  neue Erfah mngen relati vi ert werden k önnen, 
füh rt er an anderer Stelle stattdessen den Begri ff des i n ei nem Sok rati ­
sch en Gespräch  „i ntersubj ek ti v Gülti gen“ ei n̂, das man durch  ei nen i m 
Gespräch  erzi elten „Konsensus“ aller Tei lneh mer h i nsi ch tli ch  des Ver­
steh ens ei ner Aussage oder des Beurtei lens ei ner Handlung oder ei nes 
Sach verh altes errei ch t. Doch  auch  Heck mann gi bt — wi e oben berei ts 
deutli ch  werden k onnte — den Wah rh ei tsbegri ff ni ch t vollständi g auf. 
Trotz der zugestandenen Unmögli ch k ei t, ei ne „i rrmmsfrei e Wah rh ei t“ zu 
erk ennen, betont er, dass zumi ndest di e „Idee der Wah rh ei t“ ei ne we­
sentli ch e Moti vati on zu sok rati sch em Ph i losoph i eren sei ®, und di es i nsbe­
sondere desh alb, wei l es zu ei ner besti mmten ph i losoph i sch en Frage nur 
ei ne Wah rh ei t geben k önne, der man si ch  i m Sok rati sch en Gespräch  
annäbere, auch  wenn man si e i n „i rrtumsfrei er“ Form ni e ei nzuseh en i n 
der Lage sei .®

Aber zurück  zum „Ausgeh en vom Konk reten“: Di es soll durch  Bei­
spi ele reali si ert werden, di e di e Tei lneh mer an ei nem Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch  selbst wi rk li ch  erlebt h aben und an denen di e regressi ve Meth ode 
der Abstrak ti on ansetzt, da di ese Bei spi ele Urtei le der Ak teure/i nnen 
bei nh alten, di e auf der Grundlage allgemei ner Pri nzi pi en gefällt wurden, 
deren gemei nsame Erk enntni s i m Si nne ei ner Ei nsi ch t das Zi el der Ab­
strak ti on i st. Genau genommen müsste man an di eser Stelle sogar sagen, 
dass das ei gene Erleben di eser Bei spi ele zwar ei n notwendi ges, j edoch  
noch  k ei n h i nrei ch endes Kri teri um für i h re Ei gnung i m Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch  i st, sondern dass auch  h i nzuk ommen muss, dass der Bei spi el­
geber bzw. di e Bei spi elgeberi n ei ne ak ti ve Rolle i n di esem Bei spi el ei n­
genommen h at, di e Rolle ei nes/ei ner ak ti v Handelnden, ni ch t nur di e ei -
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nes/ei ner passi ven Beobach ters/Beobach teri n. Denn ei n Erleben i m 
Si nne ei nes passi ven Bebach tens k ann zwar, muss aber ni ch t notwendi ­
gerwei se zu ei nem Urtei l füh ren, das auf der Grundlage ei nes dah i nter 
li egenden Pri nzi ps gefällt wi rd. Ei n ak ti ves Handeln dagegen — wenn 
Handeln h i er i m Untersch i ed zu Verh alten als bewusst geplantes Agi eren 
verstanden wi rd — setzt di es voraus.

Hi er ergi bt si ch  nun aus erk enntni sth eoreti sch er Si ch t ei ne Sch wi e­
ri gk ei t: Di e Erzäh lung ei nes Bei spi els nämli ch  bi ldet weder das ab, was 
zur Zei t der Erei gni sse, di e Bestandtei le des Bei spi els si nd, „obj ek ti v ge­
sch eh en“ i st, noch  das, was zur Zei t di eses Gesch eh ens „wi rldi ch  erlebt“ 
worden i st. Es bi ldet vi elmeh r etwas ab, an das si ch  der/di e Gespräch s- 
teüneh mer/i n zur Zei t des Sok rati sch en Gespräch es eri nnert — oder noch  
exak ter: zu eri nnern glaubt.

Zur Verdeutli ch ung di eser Problemati k  ei n k urzer Exk urs i n di e Er­
k enntni sth eori e: Hi nsi ch tli ch  der Analyse und Reflexi on mensch li ch er 
Handlungen und (sozi aler) Ph änomene oder Tatbestände lassen si ch  bei  
nur grober Untertei lung drei  versch i edene Erk enntni sebenen untersch ei­
den'”:
1. Erei gni sse oder Sach verh alte, wi e si e „obj ek ti v“, also unabh ängi g von 
der subj ek ti ven Wah rneh mung und Interpretati on der an i h nen betei li g­
ten oder si e beobach tenden Personen ablaufen bzw. besteh en,
2. subj ek ti ve Wah rneh mungen solch er Erei gni sse oder Sach verh alte 
durch  di e an i h nen betei li gten oder si e beobach tenden Indi vi duen, di e ni e 
vollständi g k ongruent si nd mi t den „Erei gni ssen selbst“,
3. Eri nnerungen an früh er erlebte Erei gni sse oder früh er beobach tete 
Sach verh alte, di e zu ei nem späteren Zei tpunk t ak mali si ert werden, z. B. 
i n ei nem Sok radsch en Gespräch .

Der Untersch i ed zwi sch en der ersten und der zwei ten di eser Er­
k enntni sebenen lässt si ch  anh and ei nfach er Experi mente plasti sch  ver­
deutli ch en: So wurde z. B. i m Rah men ei nes von der GSP i n Alterode 
(2000) durch gefüh rten Sok rati sch en Semi nars bewusst ei n „Störerei gni s“ 
i nszeni ert, dessen Verlauf i m Ansch luss von drei erfah renen Lei tern 
Sok rati sch er Gespräch e sch ri ftli ch  fi xi ert wurde. Wi r erh i elten drei i n 
wesentli ch en i nh altli ch en Punk ten versch i edene Versi onen di eser k lei nen 
Gesch i ch te, was verdeutli ch t, dass ei n und dasselbe Erei gni s sch on bei m 
Erleben — oder doch  weni gstens bei  der Rek onstruk ti on unmi ttelbar da-
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nach  — von versch i edenen betei li gten bzw. beobach tenden Personen 
untersch i edli ch  wah rgenommen und i nterpreti ert wi rd.

Der Untersch i ed zwi sch en der zwei ten und der dri tten di eser Er­
k enntni sebenen Li eße si ch  äh nli ch  ansch auli ch  demonstri eren. Würden 
wi r di e Personen, di e si ch  sei nerzei t dank enswerterwei se berei t erk lärt 
h atten, das besagte Erei gni s sch ri ftli ch  festzuh alten, auffordern, di es nun 
i n ei ner zei tli ch en Di stanz von ei ni gen Jah ren erneut zu tun, so würden 
wi r mi t Si ch erh ei t Gesch i ch ten erh alten, di e si ch  auch  von den früh eren 
Rek onstruk ti onen durch  j ewei ls di eselben Personen erh ebli ch  unter­
sch ei den würden.

Nun i st di e Di sk repanz zwi sch en der ersten und zwei ten Erk enntni s­
ebene für di e ei ngangs umri ssenen Belange des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s 
unsch ädli ch . Denn es soll j a ni ch t darum geh en, etwas „obj ek ti v“ Ge­
sch eh enes oder Besteh endes i n das Gespräch  ei nzubri ngen, sondern es 
geh t um das ei gene „Erlebt-Haben“ und di e ei genen Urtei le, di e si ch  
dami t verbunden h aben und di e uns nun als „Erfah rungsurtei le“ zur 
Verfügung steh en.

Di e Di sk repanz zwi sch en der zwei ten und dri tten Erk enntni sebene i st 
demgegenüber von größerer Bedeutung für das Sok rati sch e Gespräch . 
Denn j edes spätere Erzäh len ei ner selbst erlebten Gesch i ch te bzw. ei nes 
selbst erlebten Bei spi els i m Zusammenh ang mi t ei ner ph i losoph i sch en 
Frage unterh egt ei nem Fi lter, der bewi rk t, dass früh er Erlebtes der 
ak mellen bi ograph i sch en Si tuati on gewi ssermaßen „angepasst“ wi rd. Aus 
den Sozi alwi ssensch aften und der Psych ologi e wi ssen wi r, das j eder 
Mensch  über ei n „Konzept sei ner selbst“ verfügt, das abh ängi g i st von 
sei ner ak meUen bi ograph i sch en Si tuati on und das si ch  desh alb i m Laufe 
sei nes Lebens ständi g ändert. Und di es gi lt auch  für di e Retrospek ti ve auf 
den ei genen Lebenslauf, di e ei gene Bi ograph i e.'' Das aber bedeutet, dass 
zu früh erer Zei t Erlebtes, also für Belange des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s 
„selbst erlebte Bei spi ele“, i n Abh ängi gk ei t vom Zei tpunk t i h rer „Ak ma- 
h si erung“ i mmer anders rek onstrui ert werden, wodurch  si ch  di e Sch wi e­
ri gk ei t ergi bt, dass auch  di e Rek onstruk ti on von Erfah rungsurtei len und 
dami t di e Rek onstruk ti on der di esen Urteüen zugrunde h egenden Pri n­
zi pi en solch en Entwi ck lungen unterh egen k ann.

Dami t wi rd k lar, dass ei n zei th ch  wei ter zurück h egendes i n ei n So- 
k rati sch es Gespräch  ei ngebrach tes selbst erlebtes Bei spi el ni e di e Form

•> Vgl. Böttger (2001).
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der früh eren Erfah rungen bzw. Erfah rungsurtei le selbst aufwei sen k ann, 
sondern es h andelt si ch  grundsätzli ch  um Ak tuali si erungen di eser Erfah ­
rungen zu ei ner späteren Zei t, di e zusätzli ch  zu den Erfah rungen selbst 
Mech ani smen des Vergessens, der Verdrängung, aber auch  des Hi nzufü­
gens ni ch t selbst erlebter Inh alte unterli egen.

Es wurde i m Rah men der Untersch i ede zwi sch en der oben di sk u­
ti erten ersten und zwei ten Erk enntni sebene betont, dass es i n ei nem 
Sok rati sch en Gespräch  ni ch t das früh ere „obj ek ti ve Gesch eh en“ i st, das 
bei  ei nem selbst erlebten Bei spi el zum Gespräch sgegenstand wi rd, son­
dern es i st das ei gene Erleben di eses Gesch eh ens, di e ei gene Erfah rung, 
und i nsbesondere das ei gene Urtei l i m Rah men di eses Erlebens und di e­
ser Erfah rung, eben das „Erfah rungsurtei l“, wi e Nelson es nennt. Wann 
i mmer j edoch  ei n solch es Erfah rungsurtei l von dem/der Bei spi elge- 
ber/i n i m Gespräch  i n sprach li ch er Form präsenti ert wi rd, li egt es 
zwangsläufi g berei ts i n der Vergangenh ei t. Glei ch zei ti g gi bt es j edoch  
k ei ne andere Form, ei n Erfah rungsurteü i n ei n Gespräch  ei nzubri ngen, 
als di e des Erzäh lens durch  den/di e Bei spi elgeber/i n. Di e Beobach tung 
ei ner solch en Erfah mng oder gar ei nes Erfah rungsurtei ls von außen i st 
ni ch t mögli ch .

Erfah rungen und Erfah rungsurtei le, di e i m Rah men selbst erlebter 
Bei spi ele i n Sok rati sch e Gespräch e ei ngebrach t werden, si nd i h rem We­
sen nach  i mmer i nnere Etfah rungen. Heck mann'verdeutli ch t di es anh and 
ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s, das di e „Untersuch ung ei ner mensch ­
li ch en Grunderfah rung“, nämli ch  des Erlebens von „Selbstbestäti gung“, 
zum Gegenstand h atte. Bei ei ner solch en Erfah rung, di e durch  stark e 
Emoti onen geprägt i st, leuch tet di eser Umstand am eh esten ei n, genau 
genommen j edoch  h andelt es si ch  bei allen Erfah rungen, di e wi r i m 
Sok rati sch en Gespräch  untersuch en, um „i nnere“ Ph änomene, auch  
wenn i h nen ei ne „äußere“ Handlung bzw. ei n „äußeres“ Gesch eh en 
zugrunde li egt. Erfah ren werden k ann ei n Erei gni s i mmer nur „i n­
nerli ch “, j edenfalls i m Verständni s des Erfah rungsbegri ffs i nnerh alb der 
sok rati sch en Ph i losoph i e, und umso meh r muss di es für Urteüe gelten, 
di e i m Rah men oder auf der Grundlage di eser Erei gni sse gefällt werden.

Heck mann th emati si ert di esen Aspek t i m Rah men sei ner Ausfüh run­
gen über ei n Sok rati sch es Gespräch  zum „Si ttengesetz“:
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an di eser Stelle der Untersuch ung wurde der Gruppe bewusst, i n 
welch er Erk enntni swei se wi r feststellen, welch e Si tuati onstnerk male für 
unser si ttli ch es Urtei l wesentli ch  si nd, welch e ni ch t: Wi r erk ennen di es 
durch  Reflek ti eren darauf, wi e wi r uns unser Urtei l über den k onk reten 
Fall wi rk li ch  gebi ldet h aben; welch e Umstände der Si tuati on wi r dabei  
glaubten erwägen zu müssen, welch e ni ch t. Di e Erk enntni swei se, i n der 
das Abstrah i eren vor si ch  geh t, i st also ei n Reflek ti eren auf ei ne i nnere 
Täti gk ei t.“''''

Werden solch e i nneren Täti gk ei ten, Erfah rungen und Erfah rungsurtei le 
wi ederum i n sprach li ch er Form geäußert, so li egt di es j edoch  — wi e ge­
sagt — zei tli ch  i mmer h i nter dem Gesch eh en und Erleben, das i h nen 
zugrunde li egt. Das aber bedeutet, dass wi r es i n Sok rati sch en Gesprä­
ch en grundsätzli ch  mi t Ak tuali si erungen selbst erlebter Bei spi ele auf der 
oben besch ri ebenen dri tten Erk enntni sebene zu tun h aben. Di ese Ak tu­
ali si erungen si nd neben dem Erleben selbst j edoch  i mmer geprägt durch  
Verdrängungs- und Umdeutungsprozesse, di e — mei st oh ne dass di es der 
entsprech enden Person bewusst i st — di e Eri nnerung an das früh er Er­
lebte dem ak tuellen Selbstk onzept anpassen (Handlungen etwa, di e zu 
ei nem Mi sserfolg gefüh rt h aben, werden sch neller vergessen bzw. ver­
drängt als solch e, di e als erfolgrei ch  erlebt wurden), sowi e durch  si tuati ve 
Ei nflüsse i n der Gespräch ssi tuati on und sch li eßli ch  durch  di e verallge­
mei nernde Funk ti on des Medi ums der Sprach e generell.

Soll ei n Sok rati sch es Gespräch  also wi rk li ch  an dem Erleben und den 
Erfah rungsurtei len zur Zei t des untersuch ten Bei spi els ansetzen, so sollte 
di e Gruppe j ewei ls bemüh t sei n, bei der Ak tuali si erung der selbst 
erlebten Bei spi ele di e i n den Rek onstruk ti onen zwangsläufi g enth altenen 
„Verzerrungen“, di e durch  Vergessen, Verdrängen, Umdeutung etc. ent­
standen si nd, zu i denti fi zi eren und zu neutrali si eren.

Man k önnte frei li ch  auch  den Standpunk t vertreten, dass derarti ge 
Verzerrungen j a — wi e das Erleben des Bei spi els und das dari n enth altene 
Erfah rungsurtei l selbst - zur „i nneren Wi rk li ch k ei t“ des/der Bei spi el- 
gebers/Bei spi elgeberi n geh ören und si e dah er ei ni ges über den/di e ent- 
sprech ende/n Tei lneh mer/i n und sei n/i h r Erleben des Bei spi els aus­
zusagen vermögen. Das i st si ch er ri ch ti g, aber dennoch  erfordert di e re­
gressi ve Meth ode der Abstrak ti on - wi e dargestellt - den Ansatz an der 
Erfah rung bzw. an dem Erfah rungsurtei l selbst, das desh alb i n der Prä-
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Selbst erlebte Bei spi ele bei  erk enntni sth eoreti sch en 
Th emen

In ei nem von Marti n Hüne i n Alterode (2000) gelei teten Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch  zum Th ema „Was i st Wi rk li ch k ei t?“ sollte di e folgendermaßen 
formuli erte Ausgangsfrage beantwortet werden: „Welch es i st der größte 
Krei s, den Du bi sh er i n Dei nem Leben wi rk li ch  geseh en h ast?“

Alle Tei lneh mer/i nnen gaben zu di eser Ausgangsfrage ei ne Antwort, 
i n der si e über i h re Wah rneh mung, i h r Seh en ei nes Krei ses beri ch teten, den 
si e für den größten h i elten, den si e bi sh er i n i h rem Leben wi rk li ch  
geseh en h atten. Da es bei  di esen Wah rneh mungen ni ch t allei n um ph ysi ­
sch e bzw. ph ysi ologi sch e Aspek te des Seh ens gi ng (Abbi ld auf der 
Netzh aut) und i nsbesondere da di ese Wah rneh mungen Identi fi k ati ons­
lei stungen bei nh alteten, nämli ch  erstens ei nen Krei s zu seh en und zwei tens 
den bi sh er i m Leben größten Krei s, h andelte es si ch  bei  di esen Bei spi elen 
um das Wi edergeben früh erer i nnerer Erfah rungen (bzw. Erfah rungs­
urtei le).

Bei vi elen di eser Bei spi ele musste i m Gespräch  ei ni ge Zei t dafür 
verwendet werden, bi s alle Tei lneh mer/i nnen si e so verstanden h atten, 
wi e si e der/di e j ewei li ge Bei spi elgeber/i n erlebt zu h aben glaubte - ei n i n 
ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  j a durch aus übli ch er Prozess. In di esen 
Ph asen des Gespräch s fi el j edoch  auch  auf, dass di e Bei spi elgeber/i nnen

sentati on mögli ch st frei sei n sollte von nach trägli ch en Umdeutungen. 
Denn es soll j a i m Sok rati sch en Gespräch  ni ch t darum geh en, di e psy­
ch i sch en Mech ani smen der Bei spi elgeber/i nnen zu untersuch en, sondern 
darum, sei ne/i h re Erfah rungsurtei le zu versteh en und zur Grundlage der 
regressi ven Abstrak ti on zu mach en. Wi e also gelangen wi r zur Präsen­
tati on von Bei spi elen, di e mögli ch st frei  si nd von nach  i h rem Erleben er­
folgten Verzerrungen?

Di ese Frage i st untersch i edli ch  zu beantworten i m Hi nbli ck  auf di e 
Art des Th emas ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s. Ich  möch te mi ch  dabei  
i m Folgenden auf zwei Arten von Th emen bezi eh en, nämli ch  auf er­
k enntni sth eoreti sch e und auf eth i sch e Th emen. Math emati sch e Th emen 
(so i nteressant auch  si e für di e Erörterung der vorli egenden Frage si nd) 
k önnen i n dem h i er gegebenen Rah men ni ch t beh andelt werden.
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Tei le des Protok olls, di e auf di e Identi tät ei nzelner Tei lneh mer/i nnen sch li eßen las­
sen, wurden i n dem h i er wi edergegebenen Auszug ausgelassen bzw. geändert. Dabei  
entsprech en di e verwendeten Abk ürzungen ni ch t den Anfangsbuch staben der Vor­
namen der Tei lneh mer/i nnen. Di e wäh rend des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s sch ri ftli ch  
fi xi erten Aussagen si nd j ewei ls i m Kursi vdruck  wi edergegeben.

selbst, angeregt durch  di e Rück fragen der anderen, si ch  allmäh li ch  i mmer 

wei ter i h ren früh eren i nneren Erfah rungen näh erten, als zu dem Zei t­

punk t, zu dem si e das Bei spi el i n sei ner ersten Versi on präsenti erten. Der 

Rek onstruk ti onsprozess gewann offensi ch tli ch  durch  den Versuch  des 

gemei nsamen Versteh ens an Exak th ei t und - wi e i ch  mei ne - auch  an 

„Vali di tät“ (so eri nnerte si ch  ei n Tei lneh mer, der als größten Krei s di e 

auf ei nem Sch i ff wah rgenommene Hori zontli ni e sch i lderte, erst nach  

ei ni gen Nach fragen anderer Tei lneh mer, dass er si ch  bei di eser Beo­

bach tung ei nmal um si ch  selbst gedreh t h atte, um di e Krei swah rneh ­

mung „h erzustellen“). Bei ei nem anderen Bei spi el sch h eßli ch  h atten ei ­

ni ge Tei lneh mer bi s zum Ende des Gespräch s Zwei fel, ob ei ne Wah r­

neh mung, wi e si e dort besch ri eben wurde, überh aupt h ätte stattfi nden 

k önnen bzw. ob ei ne solch e i nnere Erfah mng überh aupt vorli egen k ann.

Ei ne i nteressante Wende nah m das Gespräch  dann i n der letzten Si t­

zung, als es um di e Frage gi ng, welch er Untersch i ed dari n besteh e, ob 

etwas „ei n Krei s i st“, ob etwas „k rei sförmi g i st“ oder ob man etwas 

„k rei sförmi g si eh t“. Hi erzu ei n Auszug aus dem Protok oll di eses Ge- 
spräch ŝ ,̂ das mi t ei ner auf dem Fli p-Ch art festgeh altenen Aussage zu 

di esem Aspek t begi nnt:

A.: Ich  seh e di e Sonne als Krei s.
Dafür sagen B., C., D., E. und F. auch : Ich  seh e di e Sonne k rei sförmi g.
E. wei st nun darauf h i n, dass es si ch  bei  dem von G. geseh enen Ri esen­
rad (ei n wei teres Bei spi el i n di esem Sok rati sch en Gespräch , Anm. d. 
Verf.) „ei genth ch “ um ei n regelmäßi ges N-Eck  h andele, das man aber 
aus größerer Entfernung auch  „als Krei s seh e“. H. sti mmt dem zu: Ei n 
Krei s selbst h abe ei nen „glei ch mäßi gen Umfang“. „Krei sförmi g“ k önne 
j edoch  auch  ei n regelmäßi ges N-Eck  sei n, wi e z. B. ei n Ri esenrad. Krei se 
„si nd“ für si e dagegen di e Corona um di e Sonne ... (nennt wei tere 
Bei spi ele aus dem Gespräch , Anm. d. Verf.).
Dami t I’s Untertei lung, um di e es i n di eser Ph ase des Gespräch s vor­
rangi g geh t, si ch tbar blei bt, wi rd si e wi e folgt festgeh alten:
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Ei n vom Autor des vorli egenden Textes gelei tetes Sok rati sch es Gespräch  

i n Alterode (2001) h atte ei n eth i sch es Th ema, das lautete: „In welch en

Was i st fi i rl. der Untersch i ed erwi sch en Krei s und k rei sförmi g?
1.: - etwas i st ei n Krei s.

- etwas i st k rei sförmi g.
- etwas seh e i ch  k rei sförmi g.

Um di e Untersch ei dung noch  deuth ch er zu mach en, zi eh t H. nun auf 
Anregung meh rerer Tei lneh mer/i nnen ei ne auf dem Ti sch  steh ende 
Tasse mi t Untertasse h eran. Si e sagt, di ese Tasse selbst sei ni ch t k rei s­
förmi g, woh l aber „i h r oberer Rand“. Di e Untertasse sei  demgegenüber 
„als solch e“ k rei sförmi g. Folgende Aussage wi rd daraufh i n zum Ende 
des Sach gespräch s noti ert;
1.: Di e Untertasse i st k rei  förmi g, egal aus welch em Bli ck wi nk el i ch  si e seh e. Für 
mi ch  i st di e Fasse ni ch t k rei sförmi g. Aber wenn di e Tasse i n ei nem besti mmten 
Bli ck wi nk el für mi ch  steh t, seh e i ch  di e Tasse k rei sförmi g.

Es wi rd deutli ch , dass auf Anregung glei ch  meh rerer Teüneh mer/i nnen 

an di esem sch wi eri gen Punk t des Gespräch s von beri ch teten, früh er er­

lebten Bei spi elen abgegangen wi rd. Stattdessen wi rd i m Gespräch  selbst 

ei n nach  Mei nung der Tei lneh meri n I. k rei sförmi ger Gegenstand prä­

senti ert sowi e ei n Gegenstand, der ni ch t k rei sförmi g sei , j edoch  unter be­

sti mmten Umständen als k rei sförmi g geseh en werden k önne. Zu di esem 

Experi ment mögen früh ere Erfah rungen ei ni ger Tei lneh mer/i nnen bei ­

getragen h aben, di e bei  ei nem Gespräch  zum selben Th ema i m Vorj ah r 

berei ts mi t ei nem solch en Experi ment k onfronti ert wurden, als der Ge­

spräch slei ter auf Papi er gezei ch nete Krei se als k onk rete Bei spi ele un­
mi ttelbar i n das Gespräch  ei nbrach te.

Der Prozess des gegensei ti gen und gemei nsamen Versteh ens verli ef 

i n di eser Gespräch sph ase verglei ch swei se sch nell. Verständni sfragen wa­

ren k aum notwendi g, da alle Tei lneh mer/i nnen i n der Gespräch ssi tuati on 

selbst di e i nnere Erfah rung der Bei spi elgeberi n tei len k onnten. Der 

müh same Rek onstruk ti onsprozess, i n dem man si ch  dem früh erem Er­

leben und Urtei len oft nur langsam annäh ert, entfi el bei  di esem Bei spi el.
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Si tuati onen darf k örperli ch e Gewalt gegen Mensch en ei ngesetzt wer­
den?“

Das von ei nem Tei lneh mer ei ngebrach te Bei spi el zu ei ner Si mati on, 
i n der er sei ner Überzeugung nach  k örperli ch e Gewalt gegen ei nen Men­
sch en h abe ei nsetzen dürfen, lautete i n sei ner ersten Versi on wi e folgt;

Ei n âressi ver Hausbewoh ner bedroh te mi ch  auf dem Hof mi t ei ner Sch aufel, dann 
mi t ei nem Bei l. Ich  drück te i h n ̂u Boden und entwand i h m das Bei l mi t Hi lfe ei nes 
anderen Bewoh ners.

Das Gesch eh en, über das der Tei lneh mer h i er beri ch tete, h abe etwa 25 
Jah re vor dem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  stattgefunden. Seh r vi ele Ver­
ständni sfragen waren notwendi g, bi s alle Tei lneh mer/i nnen glaubten, das 
Bei spi el h i nrei ch end verstanden zu h aben. In di eser Ph ase des Gespräch s 
fi el auf, dass der Bei spi elgeber sei ne Rek onstruk ti on des Gesch eh enen 
und sei ner i nneren Erfah rungen meh rfach  modi fi zi erte. So gab er zu 
Begi nn an, dass er selbst dem aggressi ven Hausbewoh ner k örperli ch  
überlegen gewesen sei  und desh alb k ei ne Angst davor geh abt h abe, dass 
er h ätte verletzt werden k önnen. Später i m Gespräch  beri ch ti gte er di es, 
i ndem er sagte, i n der Si mati on selbst, i n der er den Bewoh ner mi t dem 
Bei l auf si ch  zuk ommen sah , h abe er di ese Angst doch  geh abt, nur „an 
si ch “, i m Rah men alltägli ch er Interak ti on, h abe er vor i h m aufgrund 
sei ner k örperli ch en Überlegenh ei t k ei ne Angst zu h aben brauch en.

Hi er wi rd deutli ch , dass es bei eth i sch en Th emen unverzi ch tbar i st, 
ni ch t nur für den Prozess des Versteh ens selbst erlebter Bei spi ele durch  
andere Tei lneh mer/i nnen vi el Zei t und Müh e aufzuwenden, sondern 
auch  für den Prozess der Rek onstruk ti on der i nneren Erfah rungen durch  
di e Bei spi elgeber/i nnen selbst. Bei  den mei sten eth i sch en Th emen k ann 
ei n Bei spi el ni ch t - wi e bei  manch en erk enntni sth eoreti sch en Th emen - 
di rek t i n das Gespräch  ei ngebrach t und dort von allen gemei nsam erlebt 
werden. Hi er i st di alogi sch e Klei narbei t gefordert, di e ni ch t nur den 
Tei lneh mern/i nnen, di e das Bei spi el versteh en wollen, di eses Verständ­
ni s ermögli ch t, sondern auch  den Bei spi elgebern/i nnen selbst h i lft, si ch  
i m Rek onstruk ti onsprozess mögli ch st wei t dem früh er Erlebten zu nä­
h ern und dabei , wo i mmer es mögli ch  i st, nach trägli ch e Umdeutungen zu 
„neutrali si eren“ oder i nzwi sch en Vergessenes bzw. Verdrängtes wi eder 
zu eri nnern.
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Ausgangspunk t der regressi ven Meth ode der Abstrak ti on i n Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch en si nd von den Tei lneh mern/i nnen selbst erlebte Bei spi ele, di e 
i nnere Erfah rungen sowi e Erfah rungsurtei le bei nh alten. Di e Untersu­
ch ung di eser Erfah rungen und Erfah rungsurtei le di ent der gemei nsam zu 
gewi nnenden Ei nsi ch t i n di e i h nen zugrunde li egenden Pri nzi pi en, was i n 
der Tradi ti on der k ri ti sch en Ph i losoph i e als Prozess begri ffen wi rd, si ch  
i ntersubj ek ti v „allgemei nen Wah rh ei ten“ anzunäh ern.

Sollen selbst erlebte Bei spi ele ei nen solch en Prozess ermögli ch en, 
müssen si e so genau wi e mögli ch  das Erleben und Urtei len besch rei ben, 
wi e es zur Zei t des i n dem Bei spi el besch ri ebenen Gesch eh ens erfolgte. 
Besonders wenn das i n den Bei spi elen besch ri ebene Gesch eh en zei tli ch  
wei t vor dem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  li egt, si nd zwi sch enzei tli ch  erfolgte 
Umdeutungen, Verdrängungen etc. i n Rech nung zu stellen, di e das Bei­
spi el verzerren. Kei n Mensch  i st frei von derarti gen Prozessen. Aber 
auch  wenn di e Bei spi ele nur k urze Zei t vor dem Gespräch  selbst erlebt 
wurden, gi bt es si tuati ve, sprach li ch e und andere Fak toren, di e äh nli ch e 
Verzerrungen bewi rk en.

Um solch e Verzerrungen so wei t wi e mögli ch  zu neutrali si eren — was 
wi r tun müssen, wenn wi r wi rk li ch  di e Erfah rungsurtei le des Bei spi els 
zum Ausgangspunk t der Abstrak ti on mach en wollen — k önnen dort, wo 
das Th ema es gestattet, Bei spi ele i n das Gespräch  ei ngebrach t werden, 
di e von den Tei lneh mern/i nnen gemei nsam erlebt werden k önnen.

Ist di es ni ch t mögli ch , so muss bei m Prozess der Bei spi elrek onstruk ­
ti on darauf geach tet werden, dass er sowei t wi e mögli ch  auf das früh ere 
Erleben und Urtei len geri ch tet i st. Im Vordergrund steh t dann ni ch t 
meh r nur (wennglei ch  i mmer noch  besonders) das Versteh en des Bei ­
spi els durch  di e ni ch t an i h m betei li gten Gespräch stei lneh mer/i nnen, 
sondern auch  das Bemüh en der Bei spi elgeber/i nnen selbst, zusammen 
mi t der Gruppe das i n der Vergangenh ei t li egende Gesch eh en und Ur­
tei len so exak t wi e mögli ch  und so wei t wi e mögli ch  frei  von nach trägli ch  
erfolgten Umdeutungen oder anderen Verzerrungen zu rek onstrui eren.

Man k ann an di eser Stelle j edoch  auch  über Alternati ven zum rei nen 
Di alog nach denk en, di e i n ei nen solch en Prozess der Bei spi elrek on­
struk ti on - besonders bei eth i sch en Th emen - ei ngebrach t werden 
k önnten. Wäre es etwa denk bar, i n der Form ei nes Plan- oder Rollen-
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Th e Di fferent Use of Socrati c Meth od i n 
Th erapeuti cal and Ph i losoph i cal Di alogue

Wh at does a faci li tator of a Socrati c Di alogue or a Consultant wh o uses 
Socrati c meth od do? To my opi ni on i t mak es a di fference wh eth er a 
ph i losoph er or a psych ologi st uses Socrati c meth od i n h i s or h er di alogue 
practi ce.

In Order to mak e th i s di fference clearer, fi rst I would li k e to present 
an OverVi ew on di fferences between Th erapy, Advi si ng, Trai ni ng and 
Ph i losoph i cal (self-)consulti ng Di alogue.

Th erapy mak es sense wh en a person suffers from seri ous di ffi culti es 
Controlli ng th ei r acti ons. (“As soon as I enter th e offi ces, I am no longer 
able to focus. I am not able to deci de i n a consi dered way or to act 
sensi bly.”)

A-dvi si ng mak es sense, wh en a necessary k now-h ow sh ould be 
i mplemented i n order to reali ze ai ms. (“I don’t k now h ow I sh ould 
beh ave to convi nce my superi or of my plans.”)

Trai ni ng mak es sense for acqui ri ng or i mprovi ng sk i lls and tech ni ques. 
(“Th i s task  i s ask i ng too much  of me. I k now too li ttle about th i s area.”)

In contrast to th erapy Consulti ng, Trai ni ng and Ph i losoph i cal 
Di alogue presuppose th at th e di alogue partners are, i n pri nci ple, 
personaUy, soci ally, tech ni caUy and meth odi caUy capable of acti ng. 
Advi si ng and Trai ni ng (and especi ally soluti on-ori ented coach i ng) mak e 
sense wh en persons are search i ng for opti mal Soluti ons to concrete 
ch aUenges and want to tak e up th e rati onal and emoti onal reflecti on 
competence of an expert or a trai ned di alogue partner. It means, for 
example, determi ni ng ai ms reah sti caUy and i n a moti vati ng way and usi ng 
avai lable beh avi our effecti vely. (“Th e task  of arrangi ng a new proj ect team 
i s a great ch allenge for me. Th erefore I want to th i nk  preci sely about h ow 
to proceed and wh at I would li k e to ach i eve.”)



Illustrati on 1: Forms of ‘Consulti ng’

Ai m Competence

Th etapy

Advi si ng

Trai ni ng

Coach i ng

Illustrati on 2: Th e th reeph ases of th e Coach i ngprocess

Ki e.'ü of Soluti ons > Desi gni ng Soluti ons ----> ReaUzi ng Soluti ons

Area of problems
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Coach i ng di alogue i s, i n a way, on th e si de of ph i losoph i cal di alogue 

because i t — as ph i losoph i cal di alogue does — presupposes cogni ti ve and 

emoti ve reflecti on competence. Th us i t mak es sense to develop th e essenti als of 

ph i losoph i cal di alogue by compari ng i t wi th  Coach i ng di alogue,

I suggest subdi vi di ng a Coach i ng process i nto th ree ph ases, wh i ch  are 

evaluated di fferently dependi ng on th e requests and th e ch allenges of th e 

di alogue partner.

Th e fi rst ph ase i s to focus th e attenti on of th e di alogue partner on th e area 
of Soluti ons.

In th e second ph ase th e Consultant Supports h i s di alogue partner to 

desi gn and organi ^̂ possi ble Soluti ons.

Th e th i rd ph ase fi nally ai ms at th e reali t̂i on of th e ch osen Soluti ons.
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Th e appli cati on of th i s art descri bed i n th e Platoni c di alogues Stands for 
wh at I refer to h ere as th e “Old Socrati c”.

On th e one h and, i t was easy to speak  wi th  Socrates because h e spok e 
i ntelli gi bly and clearly. He di d not gi ve any long talk s. On th e oth er h and, 
i t was exh austi ng and offen frustrati ng because h i s form of di alecti cal 
di alogue used demandi ng argumentati on patterns. As a rule, Socrates 
proceeded accordi ng to th e “elencti c h ypoth esi s” meth od (ch eck i ng for 
contradi cti ons). He proved to be a master of questi oni ng. He di d not ask

After all we k now about Socrates h e developed h i s effect nei th er as an 
‘advi ser’ nor as a ‘th erapi st’ (h eali ng spi ri tual i llnesses).' He came out 
fi rmly agai nst h i s advi ser colleagues wh o clai med to be able to equi p th ei r 
cli ents wi th  tech ni cal k nowledge or emoti onal competence for th e 
attai nment of arbi trär)' ai ms. He di sassoci ated h i mself from th em by h i s 
restrai nt at th e use of (fak e) k nowledge.

A ch aracteri sti c of th e Socrati c di alogue i s th e acceptance of and 
demand for self-responsi bUi ty on th e part of th e di alogue partners. Th e 
Socrati c di alogue expects self-determi ned persons wi th  a h asi c readi ness for 
ch ange. If th i s i s not th e case, th e Socrati c di alogue, wh i ch  i ncreases th e 
convi cti on potenti als of th e di alogue partners, i s useless.

It h appened (i n Plato’s di alogues) now and th en th at people were 
look i ng for di alogue wi th  Socrates because th ey wanted to be clear about 
th ei r moti ves and reasons. In Plato’s di alogue “Lach es” th e two fath ers 
Lysi mach os and Mei esi as turn to Socrates to be advi sed by h i m on h ow 
to educate th ei r sons. And i t i s not th e army Commanders Ni k i as and 
Lach es th at can convi nce th em, alth ough  th ey are regarded as experts i n 
th e teach i ng of courage. Socrates proves th e true expert, not because h e 
k nows more, but because h e i s leadi ng th e soul to practi cal cogni ti on.- 
Hi s speci fi c art i s th e form of di alecti cal di alogue (di alegesth ai ).

' Someti mes Socrates i s seen i n th i s respect. See D. Ch essi k  (1982).
2 See Plato, Lach es, 184 c ff.



3 analysed i n detai l i n:

4

46

Th e Socrati c and neo-socrati c argumentati on patterns are 
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h i s i nterlocutors to explai n th ei r tech ni ques for attai ni ng th ei r ai ms: How 

do you proceed to reach  th i s or th at? Socrates ask ed for th e fundamental 

convi cti ons, th e “h ypoth eses” wh i ch  stood beh i nd th e concrete deci si ons 

and ai ms and wh i ch  th ey consi dered as th e base for th ei r future Li fe and 
beh avi our: “Wbat does your art consi st ofl Wh at areyour cri teri a i n consi deri ng an 

ai m asgood? Wh i ch  values determi neyour li fe?” etc.

After h i s di alogue partners h ad developed th ei r convi cti ons, h e 

compared th em wi th  th ei r oth er basi c convi cti ons. If th ere was h armony 

between th e di sclosed convi cti ons and between th e consequences, wh i ch  

most li k ely would h appen, th ey were proven to be fi t. Th ey th en could be 

regarded as a safe base for acti ng for th e ti me bei ng. In th e case of a 

contradi cti on i t was necessary to furth er explore th e convi cti ons. Th e 

ch aracteri sti c confusi on th at was caused by Socrates’ art of refutati on 

reveals to i nterlocutors th e space for new i nsi gh ts — for i nstance i n 

Plato’s di alogue Ch armi des Socrates h elps h i s di alogue partner Cri ti as to 

di scover h i s contradi cti on and to approach  th e correct defi ni ti on of 

temperance as self-k nowledge.“*

“Cri ti as: I mean to say, th at h e wh o does evi l, and not good, i s not 
temperate; and th at h e i s temperate wh o does good, and not evi l: for 
temperance I deh ne i n plai n words to be th e doi ng of good acti ons.
Socrates-. And you may be very li k ely ri gh t i n wh at you are sayi ng; but I 
am curi ous to k now wh eth er you i magi ne th at temperate men are 
i gnorant of th ei r own temperance?
Cri ti as-, I do not th i nk  so.
Socrates-, But must th e ph ysi ci an necessari ly k now wh en h i s treatment i s 
li k ely to prove beneßci al, and wh en not? or must th e craftsman 
necessari ly k now wh en h e i s li k ely to be benefi ted, and wh en not to be 
benefi ted, by th e work  wh i ch  h e i s doi ng?
Cri ti as: I suppose not.
Socrates-, Th en, I sai d, h e (a ph ysi ci an) may someti mes do good or h arm, 
and not k now wh at h e i s h i mself doi ng, and yet, i n doi ng good, as you 
say, h e h as done temperately or wi sely. Was not th at your Statement?
Cri ti as-, Yes.
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Socrates-, Th en, as would seem, i n doi ng good, h e may act wi sely or 
temperately, and be wi se or temperate, but not k now bi s own wi sdom or 
temperance?
Cri ti as-, But th at, Socrates, h e sai d, i s i mpossi ble; and th erefore i f th i s i s, 
as you i mply, th e necessary consequence of any of my previ ous 
admi ssi ons, I wi ll wi th draw th em, rath er th an admi t th at a man can be 
temperate or wi se wh o does not k now h i mself; and I am not ash amed to 
confess th at I was i n error. For self-k nowledge would certai nly be 
mai ntai ned by me to be th e very essence of k nowledge, and i n th i s I 
agree wi th  h i m wh o dedi cated th e i nscri pti on, ‘Know th yselfl’ at 
Delph i .”

For Ath eni an ‘free’ ci ti zens, eager to learn, th e di alogue wi th  Socrates 

meant Sti mulus and ri sk  at th e same ti me. Th ey confronted th emselves 

wi th  h i s speci al dtalecti cal art of questi oni ng and exami nati on, fi rstly to 

be able to prove th emselves i n di alogue, secondly to be led th e ri gh t way 

to self-k nowledge th rough  questi ons.

Admi ttedly th e “Old Socrati c” suffered from th ree weak nesses.

(1) Th e fi rst and most basi c i s of a systemati c nature. Th e Socrates of 

th e Platoni c di alogues exaggerated resi stance to rh etori c, wh i ch , 

putati vely, i s not good for th e Investi gati on of truth  but only sui table for 

i nfluenci ng th e masses. Th erefore di alogue remai ns an external remedy 

for exami ni ng th e Ori entati ons of h i s i nterlocutors. In pri nci ple everyone 

on one’s own - and th e ph i losoph er above aU - can carry out th e 

exami nati on. Plato’s Socrates i gnores th e fact th at di alogue wi th  oth ers 

can gai n new perspecti ves one would not obtai n alone.

(2) A second weak ness of th e Socrati c di alogue practi ce i s li nk ed to 

th i s. Every reader of Plato’s di alogues i mmedi ately noti ces th at Socrates 

determi nes th e content of th e di alogue. Th e putati ve self-k nowledge of 

h i s i nterlocutors i s produced by h i m. Th ey h ave compreh ended Socrates’ 

i deas Step by Step and th ey aren’t si mply confronted wi th  th e ready 

results of a cogni ti on process, yet th ey h aven’t really work ed i t out 

i ndependently. Th erefore, th ei r moti vati on to reali ze th e gai ned i nsi gh ts 

suffers.
(3) Th e th i rd weak ness of th e Socrati c di alogue practi ce i s connected 

to one of i ts speci al strength s. Socrates doesn’t di scuss matters at a purely 

abstract level. He connects all di alogue contri buti ons and th e i nsi gh ts 

work ed out wi th  th e concretepracti cal experi ence. Th erefore i t i s i mportant to
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Ch . Perelman (1979); Ch . Perelman/L. Olbrech ts-Tyteck a (1970).
R. Barth es (1970).

Socrates’ ori entati on on di alogue and questi oni ng to exami ne th e 
Basi c convi cti ons and atdtudes presupposed more or less consci ously 
i n th e concrete deci si ons and acti ons;
h i s confi dence i n th e competence of h i s i nterlocutors to develop and 
to i nvesti gate th ei r ori entati on of acti on i ndependently;
th e consi stent and benefi ci al reference to th e h fe and professi onal 
practi ce of th e di alogue partners.

An unusual feature of th e Socrati c di alogue i s th at th e i nterlocutors do 
not start at zero level. Th e Socrati c di alogue proceeds from th e fi ndi ngs 
and th e potenti als wh i ch  th ey bri ng i n at th e begi nni ng of th e

h i m to state th e relevance of th e general pri nci ples of acti ng for th e 
reah ty of h fe.

On th e oth er h and h e generah zes too strongly. For Socrates th e world 
i s th e world of th e Poh s, th e ci ty-state. He h as no h i gh ly-developed 
consci ousness of th e di fferent Ori entati ons or mentah ti es of vari ous 
mi h eus and cultures. Th erefore some of h i s attempts to uncover 
generaUy vah d norms and values for acti on (by compari ng si mi lar 
si tuati ons) do not succeed or seem ri gorous. Alth ough  th e norms and 
values are probably general, th ey are not ah solutelj  general: th ey apply to a 
certai n k i nd of Si tuati on.

Si nce th e mi ddle of th e 20* Century, rh etori c h as experi enced a 
renai ssance th rough  th e development of th e “New Rh etori c”.To renew 
i tself, th e “New Rh etori c” referred to th e “Old Rh etori c’’̂ (pri mari ly to 
th at of Ari stotle, Ci cero and Qui nti h an) and supplemented i t wi th  th e 
modern k nowledge of h ngui sti cs, communi cati on, ph i losoph y and 
psych ology. “New” does not mean h ere th at th e “Old Rh etori c” was 
th rown overboard. On th e contrary: “new” pri mari ly means “newly 
di scovered” and “i mproved wi th  new i nsi gh ts”. In an analogous way I 
bri ng i n th e di sti ncti on between “Old Socrati c” and “New Socrati c”.
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1 L. Nelson (2004) and G. Heck mann (2004) took  th e fi rst Steps i n th e development of 
th e “New Socrati c”.

exami nati on. Because li fe and work  h as always already succeeded and h as 
proved i t, a proper degree of k nowledge and abi li ty must be cmbodi cd i n 
every li fe and professi onal experi ence. It i s i mportant to bri ng th e mostly 
unconsci ous k nowledge out tnto th e open to use i t systemati cally and 
expand i t constructi vely.

Admi ttedly, one must follow th e someti mes exh austi ng way to th e 
h gh t of practi cal cogni don on one’s own. Oth erwi se th e i nsi gh ts would 
lack  th e power of persuasi on.

Th e i dea of i ndependent self-assurance i s reah zed consi stently. Th e 
restrai ned and sensi ti ve Support for an autonomous search  for 
convi nci ng ori entati ons tak es th e place of Socrates’ i nfluenci ng 
di alogi cal control. It i s not th e fi rst pri ori ty to lead th e di alogue to th e 
last pri nci ples of h uman li vi ng togeth er. It i s more i mportant to work  out 
th e basi c convi cti ons tbatgui de th epartners i n th ei r respecti vepracti cal contexts.
Th e revi ved and renewed rh etori c, as well as th e new communi cati on between 
ph i losoph y and psych oloĝ, offer a basi s to uni te th e th emati c level wi th  
th e emoti onal and soci al di mensi ons. Th rough  th i s th e Socrati c 
di alogue does not only wi n at persuasi veness and effecti veness but 
also look s at persons i n th ei r enti rety.
Th e New Socrati c Jully exploi ts th e possi bi li ti es of “di alogue”. A “di alogue” 
gi ves way to a common exami nati on between equal partners wh i ch  i s 
not about attack  and defense or profi t and loss. In a ch mate of 
di alogue th e i nterlocutors are able to refer to th e most fundamental 
and tri ck y questi ons obj ecti vely. If th ese topi cs remai n h i dden, th ey 
are an i mpenetrable block ade for th e development of persons, teams 
and organi zati ons.
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Socrati c Di alogue i s a speci fi c form of di alogue practi ce i n accordance 

wi th  th e New Socrati c. It can always be used i f persons, groups or teams 

want to clear basi c questi ons to desi gn th ei r li ves acti vely and to 

coUaborate constructi vely.

Socrati c Di alogue does not focus on soluti on. Th e mai n task s of 

soluti on-focused Consulti ng are to determi ne ai ms and task s, clari fyi ng 

Steps for putti ng th em i nto acti on and to practi ce necessary beh avi our. It 

bui lds pri mari ly on th e momentum of processes i ni ti ated by purposeful 

i nterventi ons.
Socrati c Di alogue Starts i f th ese forms of Consulti ng or di alogue 

cannot ensure a lasti ng transi ti on from th e problem area to th e soluti on 

area. Th e obj ecti ve i s to clari fy th e atti tudes and basi c convi cti ons wh i ch  

h i nder or promote th e concrete attempt of an i ndi vi dual or a group of 

i ndi vi duals to reach  a soluti on. “We h ave i ntensi vely di scussed th eproj ect wi th  

each  oth er, h ui  we don’t manage to come to concrete deci si ons. S h on Id we talk  about 

th e condi ti ons under wh i ch  we accept a deci si on i n our teamP’

It h as mrned out th at “successes” reach ed fast and tak en euph ori caUy 

can fade easi ly i f th e fundamental atti tudes are unclear or really 
contradi ctory. Th en a relapse to th e problem area th reatens wi th  

correspondi ng di si llusi onment. Th e Socrati c Di alogue i ntends to h ui ld a 

soli d base of convi cti ons for th e ti me of transi ti on.
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(Qonsequences:
Feeli ngs 
beh avi our

If i n educati onal, th erapeuti cal or Consulti ng contexts people speak  of 

Socrati c di alogue practi ce th ey offen see i t as a concealed di recti ve 

Instructi on (th e teach er or th erapi st ask s, th e Student or cli ent answers). 

Unti l today, Socrati c di alogue practi ce for th e most part h as not got 

beyond th e Standard of th e Old Socrati c.Moreover, th e word “Socrati c” 

becomes used di ffusely and i ncreasi ngly frequendy — for “ph i losoph i cal” 

or “questi oni ng”.

Th e Ori entati on of th e Old Socrati c and a di ffuse understandi ng of 

‘Socrati c’ also i ndi cate th e progressi ve th erapeuti cal approach es wh i ch  

work  wi th  th ese tech ni ques: th e rati onal emoti ve th erapy developed by Albert 

Tlli s and th e cogni ti ve beh avi our th erapy developed by Aaron T. Beek P Th e 

regulati ons of a Socrati c di alogue practi ce remai n somewh at unclear. Th e 

th erapi st “conducts” th e cli ent to th e “di scoveri es” wh i ch  h e (th e 

th erapi st) regards as h elpful.

At least Elli s and Beck  base th ei r di alogue practi ce on ph i losoph i cally- 

founded analysi s models th at sh ow a ch aracteri sti c Socrati c structure, th at 

means related to general convi cti on samples.

Accordi ng to th e Ti lli s ABC model, feeli ngs and beh avi our wh i ch  adapt to 

parti cular si tuati ons are i nfluenced by elementary personal beli ef and 

assessment Systems. To ch ange th em i n a li fe-supporti ng way, h e ask s for 

concrete or general convi cti ons wh i ch  underli e th e problemati c feeli ngs



See D. Greenberger, Ch . Padesk y (1996).10

52

can be di fferent reasons th at h e doesn’t look  at me, e.g.

and acti ons. Th rough  th i s, rati onal, reali ty-balanced convi cti ons wi ll tak e 

th e place of i rrati onal convi cti ons.

Hxample: di alogue Si tuati on
Si tuati on: “He onb) h as eyes for my h usi ness partner, and h e h ardly pays attenti on to
me. ”

‘T-rrati onal” concrete beli ef: “He doesn’t accept me."
‘i rrati onal” general beli ef: “If one doesn’t pay attenti on to somebody, one doesn’t 
accept h i m.
Feeli ng!Beh avi or: I feel refused. I won’tparti ci pate i n th e conversati on and I wi ll 
h old my Informati on back .

“Nati onal” beli ef: “Th ere

“Bj i ti onal” beh avi or: I parti ci pate i n th e conversati on and so I can fi nd out 
wh eth er h e pays my remark s any attenti on. ”

In a si mi lar way th e Socrati c-ori ented approach es of th e cogni ti ve beh avi our 

th erapy are ori ented at th e “back grounds” of negati vely fei t moods and 

feeli ngs, beh avi our and ph ysi cal Symptoms. Th e questi on h ere i s: How can 

one ch ange th e männer of bi s th i nk i ng so th at one feels spi ri tually andph ysi cally better 

and beh ave more adequately to reali ty! To uncover th e personal patterns of 

th ough t, Denni s Greenberger and Ch ri sti ne A. Padesk y'” h ave developed 

th e th ree Steps of th e “Downward Arrow” tech ni que.

(I) At fi rst someth i ng li k e an automati c verbali sed th ough t appears. For 

example: An employee feels unsure about th e prai se of h i s superi or. 

Perh aps h e th i nk s: “IFi ?//, at least th i s ti me h e i s sati sfi ed wi th  me. ” Or: 

“Obvi ously, I vey urgently need to beprai sed.” Or: “He certai nly doesn’t mean th i s 

seri ously. ”
(II) Beh i nd th i s automati c th i nk i ng th ere are basi c assumpti ons wh i ch  li e 

deeper and are not so easi ly accessi ble. Th ey h ave an “If... th en ...” form, 

e.g.: Wh at does th e employee th i nk  about oth ers? “Mostly, i f somebody 

prai ses me, h e h asn ’t meant i t seri ously or: ‘Tf somebody prai ses me, th en be puts 

h i mself ah ove me. ” Such  acceptances stand for th e Interpretati on rules 

wh i ch  conduct our dai ly reference to reah ty. Greenberger and Padesk y 

suggest exami ni ng th em under th ree poi nts of vi ew: i deas about me, about 

oth ers, about th e world.

(III) Beh i nd th ese automati c th ough ts are basi c assumpti ons wh i ch  li e 

even deeper and are even less easi ly accessi ble. Th ey h ave a generali zi ng
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structure: “I am X. ”, ‘People are X. ”, ‘Th e world i s X. Th ey often contai n 

generali zi ng words li k e “always”, “never”, “everyone” and “none”. Th ey 

are h eld uncondi ti onally. We h ave i nternali zed such  pri nci ples for th e 

percepti on and masteri ng of reali ty. Th ese serve to reduce th e complexi ty 

of th e World. By ask i ng for th e fundamental convi cti ons i t i s possi ble to 

put down negati ve central convi cti ons, or to relaüvi se th em, and to 

strength en th e posi ti ve ones.

Txample:
Si tuati on: '7a compli mentfront mj  h oss."
Teeli ng: “I am ash amed. ”
Automati c th ough t: '7 deserve recogni ti on. ’’
Assumpti on: “Onlp very h ard work  deserves recogni ti on. ”
Core beli ef: ‘7 am not wortby of recogni ti on."

Th e Th i losoph i cal Socrati c Di alogue i ntegrates th ese models for reveali ng and 

correcti on of atti tudes and pri nci ples and connects th em wi th  th e Nei n Socrati c. 

Pri mari ly, th i s means movi ng away from th e th erapeuti c Ori entati on (to 

enable th e abi li ty to act and to manage reah ty) and focusi ng on
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protagoni sts wh o are capable of acti ng. Th e mai n li ne i s not to uncover 
“i rrati onal” convi cti ons and to replace th em by “reali sti c” ones.’’

It i s i mportant to reveal and enri ch  th e fundamental convi cti ons of th e 
di alogue partner. Th e faci h tator i ntroduces th e Socrati c structure of th e 
di alogue and k eeps i t goi ng by h i s i nterventi ons but th e sh api ng of th e 
di alogue spreads out among all di alogue Partners. Th e di alogue partners practi se 
a di alogue beh avi our th rough  th i s and by th e model beh avi our of th e 
faci h tator, at wh i ch  th e co-operati on outwei gh s th e defendi ng and 
asserti ng agai nst oth ers: h steni ng, explai ni ng, tak i ng up contri buti ons and 
putti ng oneself i nto th e sh oes of th e oth er.'̂

Th e Strong contri buti on of th e di alogue partners to th e di alogue 
process sh ows i n th e fact th at th ey work  out th e “Socrati c questi on” 
th emselves (or at least ch oose a proposed questi on th emselves). Th i s i s 
vah d because i t does not ask  for sh ort-term Soluti ons. Th e ai m i s to fi nd 
questi ons to wh i ch  th e answers mak e possi ble a lasti ng basi s for acti on.

Ph i losoph i cal Socrati c Di alogue mai ntai ns th e balance between emoti on 
and reäson.'3 On th e one h and, i t i s i mportant to be emoti onally 
i nvolved, e.g. to wi n th e moti vati on to act. Ari si ng feeh ngs are th erefore 
ti ed i nto th e process of di alogue. (“How doyou fi el now wi th  th i s j udgmentl”) 
On th e oth er h and, sensi ble Investi gati on needs suffi ci ent di stance from 
emoti onal consternati on to obtai n a clear pi cmre of possi ble Ori entati ons 
for acti on and h fe. Th i s, for example, can be reach ed by exami ni ng th e 
Problem from di fferent perspecti ves. It h as proven to be elegant and 
effecti ve to i llustrate th e communal exami nati on wi th  a si mati on th at i s 
i n th e past but sh ows si mi lari ti es to th e current problem. (“Could you 
remember a Si tuati on duri ng th e lastyear i n wh i ch  an analogousproblem arosel”) So 
i t i s easi er for th e di alogue partners to understand th e persons i nvolved 
from a reflecti ve di stance. Th ey are more h k ely to accept cri ti ci sm of th ei r 
assumpti ons and central convi cti ons constructi vely.

A furth er si gn of quah ty of Neo-Socrati c Di alogue li es i n i ts 
systemati c argumentati on strucmre.'̂ If th e Socrati c questi on deri ves 
from a current Si tuati on (1), th en experi enced reference si mati ons are
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look ed for wh i ch  can serve as example si tuati ons for th e furth er 

exami nati on. (2) Th en th e beh avi our and acti ng i s determi ned (wi th  all 

relevant feeli ngs and ph ysi cal reacti ons). (3) Such  reacti ons frequendy 

tak e place h abi tually or are si mply part of th e acqui red beh avi our 

repertorre. Th e opi ni ons and moti ves from wh i ch  th e beh avi ours h ave 

ari sen wi ll be i denti fi ed. ‘Wh at i syour i dea h ere th atyou th i nk your beh avi our i n 

th i s Si tuati on i s adequate?” Th i s i s th e way th ey are ask ed for th ei r concrete 

j udgments.(4)
Th e precondi ti ons for th e mai n ph ase i n th e process of Socrati c 

Di alogue are created wi th  th at. Now th e general assumpti ons are brough t 

up on wh i ch  th e concrete j udgments are based. Wh at are th e ch aracteri sti cs 
of th e Si tuati on'̂ Wh at h as to be done i n such  cases? Wh i ch  rules, values and norms 

are vali d? Th ese questi ons lead to communi cati on about th e general 

Ori entati ons to act i n ch aracteri sti c contexts. If si tuati ons of th i s and th at 

k i nd are present, th en I react to i t i n a foreseeable way. (5) Th e reli abi li ty 

of th ese Ori entati ons i s i ncreased i f th ey are founded on sensi ble and 

general pri nci ples wh i ch  fi nd th ei r expressi on i n a fi rm atti mde and a 

Stah le concepti on of oneself. (6) Out of th e ch eck  of th ese pri nci ples 

completi on, expansi on and preci si on can tak e place. Th ey can h elp th en 

for th e masteri ng of th e current si mati on and fumre ch allenges. (7)
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Th i s paper i s presented from a layperson’s perspecti ve, and from th e 
perspecti ve of a Student of Ph i losoph y and more recendy a Student of 
Socrati c Di alogue. As may be obvi ous, I am also a consi derable Student 
of li fe.

Comi ng from a back ground of communi ty and poli ti cal acti vi sm, th e 
Socrati c Meth od for developi ng i deas and mutual understandi ng i s wh at I 
descri be as ‘Comi ng h ome to Socrati c Di alogue.’ I li k en i t to di scoveri ng 
a place wh ere you feel suffi ci ently at ease to want to mak e i t a place for 
li fe. However, I want to emph asi ze th at wi th out putti ng th e acqui red 
experi ence i nto practi ce, th i s ‘h omecomi ng’ i s but a passi ng stay. I want 
to put down roots, roots th at wi ll spread and grow on th e ferti le ground 
of Socrati c Di alogue. Just as soll needs th e ri gh t combi nati on of elements 
to be ferti le and produce, so i t i s wi th  th e four elements, or mai n 
feamres, of th e Socrati c meth od:

Starti ng wi th  th e real li fe example and remai ni ng wi th  i t
faci h tati ng fuU understandi ng between th e parti ci pants 
sti ck i ng wi th  th e questi on unti l i t i s answered and 
stri vi ng for consensus.'

I di scovered Socrati c Di alogue around ei gh teen month s ago, th rough  th e 
efforts of Stan van Hooft, from AustraUa’s Deak i n Uni versi ty. At th e 
ti me Stan was my lecturer wh o practi ced th i s meth od wh en teach i ng. It 
was most i mpressi ve, as h e di d not lecture at th e smdents, but i ncluded aU 
i n th e process. Feedback  and wri tten results from fellow sch olars, 
sh owed th i s meth od ach i eved grati fyi ng results. Stan offered extra 
Curri culum Socrati c Di alogue experi ence to students wi sh i ng 
parti ci pate and possi bly develop faci li tati on sk i Us. I was one of th ose 
students. And th i s i s th e ‘h omecomi ng’ of wh i ch  I speak .
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Peace Work s took  up th e ch allenge of i ntroduci ng Socrati c Di alogue to 
our regi on. It became evi dent th at th i s meth od could produce consensual 
deci si on mak i ng i n ways th at most oth er meth ods could not. It also met 
th e cri teri a sti pulated by Peace Work s Unli mi ted, wh i ch  i s a non-poli ti cal, 
non-reli gi ous associ ah on, work i ng to i ncrease peace of all k i nds; from 
peace of mi nd to world peace, usi ng peaceful means th rough out, 
Genui nely seek i ng to ach i eve consensus, wh i le tak i ng all parti ci pants’ 
poi nt of vi ew i nto consi deraüon, i s surely better th an i nvadi ng anoth er’s 
ph ysi cal or emoti onal space, or droppi ng bombs!

Peace Work s Unli mi ted seek s a way to practi cal every-day-li fe 
appli cati on of i deas, and beli eves th at Socrati c Di alogue need not stop at 
a talk fest, but be th e means to acüon. Wh at I mean i s, acti on th at i s 
supported and understood as a way towards a common goal. A ‘Fun and 
Ph i losoph y Week end’ was organi zed by Peace Work s at a country venue 
and attended by ni neteen people. Communi ty si ngi ng, a day long Socraüc 
Di alogue faci h tated by Stan, a costumed Greek  Feast, and gui ded nature 
walk s i n th e beauti ful bush  surrounds, completed a cooperati ve, 
educati ve, fun weck end. Th e week end’s parti ci pants came from vari ous 
back grounds, rangi ng from sk i lled and unsk i Ued work ers, to a doctor and 
teach ers, a ph ysi ci st and sci enti st to students of ph i losoph y. People went 
away feeli ng better for th e experi ence, and better equi pped to mak e li fe- 
ch angi ng deci si ons as a result. A number are sti ll acüvely i nvolved on a 
regulär basi s. A newsletter, Peace Work s News, i s produced each  month

I represent Peace Work s UrJi mi ted, a smaU Australi an Organi zati on, 
and affi li ate to th e Vi ctori an Peace Network . Peace work s proposes 
peace of mi nd th rough  to world peace, as a possi ble preferred strategy 
towards peace i n th e world. About two years ago, a month ly di nner 
di scussi on group for ten persons commenced i n my h ome, on a 
somewh at ad h oc basi s. Research and planni ng, wi th  fri end and 
coUeague, Ian Sh eeh y, soon developed th e di nners i nto more structured 
di scussi ons. Th e di nners are well attended and a core group h as 
developed. Th i s i s a clear i ndi cator th at ordi nary people want an 
envi ronment wh ere th ey can safely di scuss th ei r values and fears, and 
learn from each  oth er. Parti ci pants understand th ey do not need to be 
academi cs or ph i losoph ers to parti ci pate i n th ese month ly di scussi ons.

Th en along came Stan and Socrati c Di alogue, and ... well, you now 
k now th e test.
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di scussi ng ph i losoph i cal and poli ti cal topi cs; i ncludi ng revi cws of past 
and present wri ti ng and oth er medi a producti ons.

An i naugural Socrati c Di nner at a Geelong Hotel i n February 2005 
was faci li tated by Stan van Hooft. Th e topi c was ‘Wh at i s Cari ng?’ wh i ch  
twelve people attended. One of th e concrete examples gi ven was about 
cari ng for th e terrori zed people of East Ti mor wh o were seek i ng 
i ndependence from Indonesi a. On questi oni ng, th e person reali zed h e 
h ad never ask ed wh y h e cared for th e East Ti morese people, and h e h ad 
never done anyth i ng oth er th an protest at th ei r predi cament. It became 
apparent th at an i deologi cal posi ti on steered h i s th i nk i ng rath er th an h i s 
actual concern for th e people. It took  anoth er’s related experi ence to 
mak e h i m consci ously questi on h i s understandi ng of cari ng.

Peace Work s Unli mi ted i s exami ni ng th e possi bi li ty of formi ng a 
di spersed i ntenti onal communi ty; a communi ty of people wi th  a sh ared 
Vi si on for th i nk i ng and li vi ng di fferendy i n a money-ori entated world 
System; a System th at clai ms to create peace th rough  th e ‘free mark et’ and 
war; and supposedly for ‘freedom and democracy’. Th i s i ntenti onal 
communi ty proj ect i s i ndeed ch allengi ng.

Research  h as sh own th at such  a proj ect requi res clear vi si on and a 
means to bri ng th at vi si on to frui ti on. Many such  sch emes h ave fai led 
wh en i t came to developi ng an on-goi ng structure th at work s. Ideally, i t 
must be a structure to wh i ch  all proj ect parti ci pants can ascri be, and 
wh i ch  wi ll i nform future deci si ons and acti vi ti es. Developi ng a structure 
requi res a meth od. I beli eve th at Socrati c Di alogue may be th at meth od. 
Ti me and practi ce wi ll tei l.

I understand h uman h fe as a conti nuous conversati on, as i s wi tnessed 
i n Berli n at th e Fi fth  Internati onal Conference. Indi vi duals are sh ari ng 
th ei r vi ews and experi ences, and bui ldi ng on th em to i denti fy values, 
develop furth er i deas, and look  to practi cal appli cadons. I also see 
Socrati c di alogue as an exerci se to furth er understandi ng among 
parti ci pants about wh at i s possi ble.

Careful li steni ng and th ough tful reflecti on appli ed to all th at i s h eard, 
and all th at h as been experi enced, generally results i n sympath eti c 
agreement for th ose tak i ng part. A mi nori ty can feel th ey are bei ng 
li stened to, and th e maj ori ty cannot tak e command i n th i s setti ng, wh ere 
vi ews can be expressed openly and wi th out fear of ri di cule or 
condemnati on. Th e best i dea can be agreed upon and th e owner of th e 
i dea wi ll be ack nowledged. Th e resulti ng concept can th en be put i nto
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practi ce, as deemed appropri ate, by agai n employi ng th e same procedure. 
It becomes a never-endi ng process th at k eeps movi ng along, avoi di ng th e 
i nerti a so often encountered wh en deci si ons for acti on are requi red. As 
th e Socrati c process Starts wi th  a di alogue, wh i ch  may be th ough t of as 
an attenti ve conversati on wi th i n gi ven parameters, th e i deas are 
documented for consi derati on and acti on. Th eory i n th i s way can 
become practi ce. Th rough  practi ce, furth er th eory i s developed, and so 
on. However, th e process essenti ally requi res a sk i Ued facUi tator, wh o i s 
able to recogni ze consci ous moments of profound i ndi vi dual or 
coUecti ve th ough t. It i s up to th e faci li tator to mak e th e most of th ese 
moments, to enable development of th e i ndi vi duals, and th e 
development of an i dea.

I wi tnessed a pok ti cal colleague work  i n th i s way some years ago, and 
now recogni ze th e meth od was ak i n to th e Socrati c Meth od, of wh i ch  h e 
was qui te unaware. I found th e way h e work ed to be a rare 
on reflecti on reali ze h e h ad made a lasti ng Impressi on.

In th e past, I spent many years i nvolved i n communi ty and poli ti cal 
acti vi sm, and someti mes a measure of success was ach i eved. But aU too 
often possi bi li ti es were undermi ned by th ose wi th  fi xed i deologi es and 
set agendas. Th ese agendas became th e focus, rath er th an th e task  at 
h and, often resulti ng i n di suni ty. I beli eve th i s i s wh ere th e role of a 
Socrati c faci li tator i s most i mportant, and wh y appropri ate trai ni ng i s 
vi tal.

For i nstance, tak e a person wi sh i ng to learn th e art of musi c. An 
Instrument cannot be played weU unül th e study of musi c i s undertak en. 
Th en, wh en th e rules of musi c are understood, th e Student can 
commence th e process of creati ng musi c wi th  confi dence, k nowi ng i t wi ll 
not offend th e ears of li steners. So i t i s, I propose, for a Student of 
Socrati c Di alogue wh en learni ng th e art of faci li tati on. A h armoni ous 
result can occur wh en i n th e h ands of an accompli sh ed conductor; a 
sensi ti ve conductor wh o wi ll ensure th e musi cal Company i s i nclusi ve of 
aU th e Instruments. Th i s conductor wi ll see no Instrument i gnored, as 
each  part played, large or smaU, i s vi tal to creati ng a h armoni ous 
symph ony. So i t i s wi th  a properly faci li tated di alogue.

Over ti me, I h ave come to reali ze th at th e earli est experi ence I h ad of 
conducti ng di alogue was wh i lst rai si ng si x ch i ldren. Of course at th at 
ti me I h ad no i dea about Socrati c di alogue. But wh en I was smaU I h ad a 
vei y good i dea wh at i t fei t li k e wh en no one was li steni ng, or worse sti ll.
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wh en I fei t not worth y of bei ng li stened to, or h ad noth i ng to contri bute. 
So I developed th e i dea th at I was ‘slow’, you k now ... a bi t back ward. I 
h eld back  my own th ough ts and allowed oth ers to th i nk  for me.

However, wh en I h ad ch üdren, I was determi ned to never mak e th em 
feel less th an th ey could possi bly be. If th ey were not as clever or as fast 
as anoth er, I would ask  th em i f th ey were sati sfi ed wi th  th ei r performance. 
If not, we would talk  about ways th ey fei t th ey could contri bute to a 
better outcome. I trusted th em to work  out wh at needed to be done, 
feeli ng th ey would ask  for h elp i f need be. We would go th rough  th i s 
process, i ndi vi dually or collecti vely, as need determi ned.

Subsequendy, well-meani ng fri ends someti mes lamented th at I spent 
too much  ti me explai ni ng li fe’s expectati ons to th e ch i ldren. But I wanted 
th e ch i ldren to learn th at wh üe oth er people may beh ave i n ways th at 
made no sense, th ey must always ai m to beh ave i n ways th at di d no h arm 
to oth ers; and to respectfully care for each  oth er and sh are wh at th ey 
h ad. Someti mes th at led to problems, as th ey h ad to learn to defend 
th emselves agai nst i nj usti ce. However, th e resultant self-learni ng 
experi ence obvi ously stood th em i n good stead. Over ti me, oth ers assure 
me ti me and agai n, th at th ey h ave grown up to be cari ng adults wh o 
freely sh are th ei r personal and materi al resources. So i n wh atever way 
parents someti mes feel th ey faüed th ei r ch i ldren, for th i s moth er, a 
redeemi ng feature was th at early ti me spent i n di alogue.

I would li k e to say some more about Socrati c Di alogue i n th e 
Communi ty, for th e communi ty and by th e communi ty. Sound fami li är? I 
feel th at by employi ng th e Socrati c Meth od, ‘th e voi ces of th e people’ can 
i ndeed be h eard: Enli gh tened voi ces!

In recent ti mes very un-enli gh tened Australi an populati on accepted 
reports th at si nk i ng ‘boat people’ arri vi ng i n Australi an waters, h ad 
aUegedly ‘th rown th ei r ch i ldren overboard’. Th i s lead to a government 
voted i nto power th at h as ‘torn th e electorate i n two’. Th e di sadvantaged 
are demeaned, th e weU-off are enri ch ed. Th e pri me mi ni ster scoffs at 
people’s efforts to advocate for th ose less able. Many people h ave h tde 
access to th e facts beyond th e eveni ng televi si on news. Th ey respond to 
si tuati ons wi th  th e very language used by unsympath eti c poli dci ans, such  
as ‘we don’t want th ose sort of people i n Australi a,’ too often mak i ng 
th i s j udgment wi th out analyzi ng wh at h as really tak en place.

But getong back  to Socrati c Di alogue, I feel th at th rough  th e process 
of self-exami nati on and reflecti on, auth enti c persons can develop,
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assumi ng th e role of a th ough tfuUy peaceful pcrson, able to set an 
example for and wi th  oth ers. Th us many enli gh tened voi ces may become 
apparent among us, and mak e a very real di fference to h ow deci si ons are 
made; deci si ons th at promote peace, and cause i t to flouri sh .
It’s wh at th e world needs now, th e promi se of a more peaceful world.
To dose I want to momentari ly recap wh at I h ave been sayi ng:

O« ‘Comi ng h ome’ to Socrati cDi alogue:
Th e practi ce of th e Socrati c meth od may mean many people can 
come h ome to Socrati c di alogue. To begi n wi th  th ey wi ll come h ome 
to th emselves and to oth ers; to an understandi ng of wh at i t i s th ey 
truly value and wh y.
Wh y faali tators are i mportant.
Di scussi on conducted by a trai ned, astute faci li tator i s li k ely to h ave a 
h armoni ous outcome.
VCh y Consensus among i ndi vi duals 'i
Ulti mately, gai ni ng consensus among i ndi vi duals can lead to Co­
operati on among many.
IbVw/ to do wi th  th e outcome?
Th e resultant outcome may form th e basi s for new i deas and th e 
means to acti on.
O» Di alogue for ordi nary people i n th e communi ty:
Gi vi ng ordi nary people an opportuni ty to parti ci pate i n faci Utated 
di alogue can ack nowledge and develop th ei r values and th ei r self- 
worth .
O« Peaceful mi nds leadi ng to a more peaceful world.
Peaceful mi nds are mi nds of th ose wh o h ave deeply reflected on, and 
resolved, wh at th ey truly value. Th ey can tak e an acti ve role i n valui ng 
a more peaceful world, developi ng a deep commi tment to a wh ole 
new way of Li fe.

To conclude: I beli eve Socrati c Di alogue to be a means to peaceful 
acti on: from peaceful mi nds to peace i n th e world.
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As Leonard Nelson and Gustav Heck man developed th e Socrati c 
di alogue i n th e fi rst part of th e last Century, th ey both  etnph asi zed th e 
i mportance of h avi ng th e ph i losoph i cal reflecti on of th e di alogue 
grounded i n th e domai n of real li fe cxperi encc.’ One source of 
Inspi rati on for th i s pri nci ple, we tnay safely assume, gi ven th e Neo- 
Kanti an Inspi rati on of Nelson, was Kant wh o i n h i s Cri ti que of pure reason 
presents h i s famous di ctum th at ‘concepts wi th out content are empty’, 
th e term ‘content’ h ere meani ng empi ri cal content.-

Anoth er Inspi rati on may h ave been Plato wh o i n h i s di alogues depi cts 
Socrates as a person wh o frequendy Starts th e ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry by 
exami ni ng examples brough t forward by h i s di alogue partners based on 
th ei r experi ence, and also ch eck s th e soundness of th e proposi ti ons 
brough t forward by testi ng th em agai nst such  examples.

Plato’s di alogue lech es exempli fi es both  th ese strategi es. Wh en i n th e 
di alogue Socrates ask s h i s fellow i nterlocutors to defi ne courage, th at i s, 
to answer th e questi on of “wh at courage i s”, th ey answer by gi vi ng 
examples from th ei r experi ence. So, for i nstance, Lach es, one of th e mai n 
ch aracters of th e di alogue, and a commandi ng offi cer i n th e Ath eni an 
army, suggests th at courage i s found i n th e person wh o, duri ng a fi gh t, 
remai ns at h i s post and defends h i mself, and i s not runni ng away.’

Embedded i n h i s subsequent questi on Socrates poi nts to oth er 
examples wh i ch , obvi ously, are brough t forward to enh ance th e 
refi ecti ons of h i s i nterlocutors: He calls attenti on to th e forms of courage 
found at sea, i n si ck ness, i n poverty, and wh en faci ng poli ti cal di ffi culti es.

Cf. Nelson (1965) and also Bi rnbach er (1999).
Cf. th e Cri ti que of pure reason, A 51 /B 75. Kant also warns agai nst wh at h e percei ves as 
a dangerous tendency of th e h uman mi nd to th row i tself i nto lofty speculati ons 
wi th out both eri ng to exami ne wh eth er th e basi s on wh i ch  th ese speculati ons are 
constructed are well founded, cf, e.g. B 9.
Cach es, 190 e.
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For - as h e rh etori cally ask s 
people may sh ow courage?'*

Socrates’ contri buti on to th e di alogue i s h ere, as usual, i n th e form of 
a questi on, However, as readers we noti ce th at th rough  th i s questi on h e 
calls attenti on to well k nown fi elds of th e Greek  h fe-world, fi elds th at h i s 
di alogue partners ei th er k now from th ei r own experi ence, or by sh ari ng 
i n th e common experi ence of th ei r soci ety. And h e wants h i s di alogue 
Partners to use th i s experi ence i n th e di alogue. “Is i t not so th at i n such  
ci rcumstances people may also sh ow courage?”, Socrates ask s, referri ng 
to h fe at sea, i n si ck ness, i n poverty, and wh en faci ng poüti cal di ffi culti es. 
In Order to answer th i s questi on, h i s di alogue partners must necessari ly 
consult examples k nown to th em from th e fi elds menti oned. Th us, th e 
ph i losoph i cal reflecti on i s grounded i n th e empi ri cal, i .e. i n th e h fe-world 
of th e parti ci pants.

In a modern Socrati c di alogue th e empi ri cal groundi ng of th e 
ph i losoph i cal reflecti on i s ach i eved th rough  th e stori es typi cally told at 
th e begi nni ng of th e di alogue, after th e questi on or topi c of th e di alogue 
h as been ch osen. If, for i nstance, th e questi on of th e di alogue i s, as i n 
lech es, “Wh at i s courage?”, th e next Step for th e parti ci pants of th e 
di alogue i s to tei l stori es, deri ved from th ei r own h ves, stori es i n wh i ch  
th ey th emselves appear as th e protagoni st, and as carri er of th e vi rtue 
wh i ch  th e di alogue focuses on, i n th i s case courage.

Wh y th ese stori es? One answer frequently gi ven i s th at th e functi on 
of th e Story i s to prevent th e subsequent reflecti on from becomi ng too 
abstract and lofty. Oth er measures pull i n th e same di recti on, such  as th e 
rule agai nst name-droppi ng, and th e rule agai nst bri ngi ng i nto th e 
di alogue th eori es from weh  k nown auth ors. Th ese measures are also 
meant to secure th at th e di alogue partners reaUy th i nk  for th emselves, 
and not j ust pretend to do so by referri ng to i deas and th eori es 
developed by oth ers. Th ese are all sound and reasonable regulati ons. Sti ll, 
i f we want to understand h ow th e stori es contri bute to th e di alogi cal 
process, we need to see th ei r functi on as bei ng more th an j ust to secure 
empi ri cal groundi ng.

In th e followi ng I wi ll try to say more about th i s, and i n doi ng so, as 
i n a Socrati c di alogue, I sh all start wi th  a story from my own experi ence; 
Some ti me ago I led a ph i losoph i cal di scussi on group consi sti ng of
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fi fteen adolescent boys and gi rls. In our fi rst th ree meeti ngs I organi zed 
th e di alogue accordi ng to a meth od frequendy used wi th i n th e 
ph i losoph y for ch i ldren movement, i nspi red by, among oth ers, Gareth  B. 
Matth ews.5 Rough ly, th e concept i s th at th e group fi rst read a story 
togeth er, next th ey are i nvi ted to ask  questi ons to th e story, and one of 
th ese questi ons i s th en ch osen as th e starti ng potnt for a common 
reflecti on. I k now th at th i s way of work i ng wi th  ch i ldren may often gi ve 
amazi ng results, h owever, i n th i s parti cular group I h ad li ttle success. 
One of th e reasons for my lack  of success, I th i nk , was a certai n h abi t of 
th i nk i ng th at th e parti ci pants brough t wi th  th em i nto th e group, 
ch aracteri zed, among oth er th i ngs, by extremely rapi d movements from 
one th ough t to anoth er, or one topi c to anoth er. Also, i n spi te of th e rule 
I h ad set down, th at th ey were not to bri ng th i ngs th ey h ad read or h eard 
i nto th e di scussi on, th ey frequently di d. One of th e parti ci pants was 
especi ally k een on doi ng th i s. Wi th  th e appearance of a li ttle professor, 
always carryi ng wi th  h i m some h eavy book  i n wh i ch  h e i mmersed 
h i mself i n every i ntermi ssi on, h e repeatedly referred to ph i losoph i cal and 
sci enti fi c th eori es th at h e th ough t could h ave relevance to th e problem 
bei ng di scussed, clearly assumi ng th at th i s would someh ow solve th e 
problem and allow us to move on to new questi ons. To all th i s, fi nally, 
th ere came a strong competi ti ve spi ri t, especi ally among th e boys, leadi ng 
to a k i nd of contest as to wh o could gi ve th e most i mpressi ng Speech , for 
i nstance by produci ng proposi ti ons th at would ei th er provok e, amuse or 
sh ock  th e oth ers. All i n all, I fei t th at wh at was goi ng on was as far from 
my i deal of a ph i losoph i cal, reflecti ve di alogue th at i t was possi ble to 
come. It was not th at th e parti ci pants were not i ntelli gent, some of th em 
were extremely gi fted i ntellectually, but i n spi te of all my sk i lls and all my 
experi ence as a di alogue leader, I was unable to create an atmosph ere i n 
wh i ch  th ey were brough t to really th i nk  for th emselves. After our th i rd 
meeti ng I fei t dose to gi vi ng up th e group altogeth er, h owever, before I 
di d so, I deci ded, as a last recourse, so to say, to lead th e group th rough  a 
Socrati c di alogue. So I di d at our fourth  meeti ng. Th e result was 
amazi ng. Th e concept th ey ch ose to i nvesti gate was courage. Th e ch ange 
th at th e di alogue created was evi dent from th e moment I ask ed th em to 
fi nd Stori es i n wh i ch  th ey th emselves appeared as courageous persons, 
and i t persi sted th rough out th e di alogue.
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My mai n i nspi rati on i n th e fi eld of narrati ve th eor)- i s Paul Ri coeur’s semi nal work  
TZwe and Narrati ve (Ch i cago: Uni versi ty of Ch i cago Press, 1984—1988), h owever, I 
h ave also gai ned from readi ng Ch arles Taylor’s Sources of th e sei f. Th e mak i ng of th e 
Modem Identi ty (Cambri dge: Cambri dge Uni versi ty Press, 1989) and oth ers.

’ Cri ti que of Pure Reason, A 51/B 75.

A fi rst attempt to quali fy th i s effect could be to say th at a great 
tranqmli ty fei l over th e group and each  of i ts i ndi vi duals. Before, i t h ad 
been as i f each  member of th e group, especi ally th e boys, h ad been 
i nvolved i n an almost desperate struggle to be vi si ble to th e oth ers. Now, 
each  and one of th em calmed down. Th i s does not mean th at th ey 
wi th drew from th e group, losi ng th emselves, so to say, i n th ei r own 
th ough ts. On th e contrary, for th e fi rst ti me i t seemed th at th ey were 
really payi ng attenti on to one anoth er. For th e fi rst ti me, th ey were not 
j ust usi ng th ei r energy fi guri ng out wh at to say next, planni ng some 
stunni ng move th at could earn th em th e focus and admi rati on of th e 
group. For th e fi rst ti me th ey were actually li steni ng to each  oth er, and i n 
doi ng th i s, th ey were not j ust bei ng poli te. Th ey sh owed a genui ne 
i nterest i n wh at th e oth ers h ad to say.

How may we descri be wh at was goi ng on h ere i n more speci fi c 
terms? And h ow to explai n wh at was h appeni ng? In th e followi ng I wi ll 
use narrati ve th eory — wi dely understood — to try to account for th e 
ch ange tak i ng place i n th e group.*'

A basi c pri nci ple reflected upon wi th i n narrati ve th eory i s h ow we use 
Stori es or narrati ves to gi ve meani ng and coh erence to th e mani fold of 
th e ph enomena and events of our world. Th i s pri nci ple i s si mi lar to th e 
one found wi th i n Kanti an ph i losoph y, th at we need more th an j ust sense 
i mpressi ons i n order to attai n a coh erent experi ence. We also need 
concepts. Or to express th e poi nt i n Kant’s own terms: In order to h ave 
experi ence, i ntui ti ons are not enough . Intui ti ons wi th out concepts are 
bli nd unül th ey are brough t under concepts.̂

In narrati ve th eory, th e narrati ve h as tak en over th e functi on th at th e 
concept h as i n Kanti an epi stemology. If i ntui ti ons wi th out concepts are 
bli nd, as th ey are accordi ng to Kant, th en, usi ng th e same metaph or, we 
may say th at, accordi ng to narrati ve th eory, th e narrati ves th at we use to 
descri be th e ph enomena and events of our world, rescue us from th e 
ch aos th at th e world would oth erwi se be to us. Th ey are, to use anoth er
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Kanti an exprcssi on, necessai y eondi ti ons for th e possi bi li ty of seei ng th e world 
as a coh erent and ordered place.

Anoth er basi c pri nci ple reflected upon wi th i n narrati ve th eory i s th at, 
gi ven a certai n event, more th an one narrati ve may be constructed to 
descri be th i s event, wi th  th e result th at th e same event may appear to us 
i n rath er di fferent ways. For i nstance, Jack  break i ng up from h i s marri age 
wi th  Ji ll may be descri bed both  as a coward, not h avi ng th e courage to 
face th e problems of h i s marri age, or, alternati vely, as th e courageous 
h ero wh o i s brave enough  to draw th e necessary consequences of th ei r 
unsuccessful uni on, even i f i t i nvolves an unpleasant confli ct. Th i s 
i nsi gh t, i .e. th at more th an one narrati ve may be constructed to descri be 
an event, h as been tak en up by narrati ve th erapi sts work i ng from th e 
assumpti on th at by h elpi ng people to modi fy th ei r narrati ves, we may 
also h elp th em lead h appi er or i n oth er ways better li ves. In a sh ort wh i le, 
I wi ll argue th at th e poi nt j ust stated i s also relevant to understand wh at 
goes on i n a Socrati c di alogue.

However, before th at, I wi ll call attenti on to a th i rd si gni fi cant i nsi gh t 
brough t forward by narrati ve th eory, namely th at i n constructi ng 
narrati ves i t i s not j ust our world th at becomes coh erent to us, or i s 
brough t under a certai n perspecti ve, we also become coh erent for 
ourselves, as wei l as for our feUow h uman bei ngs. And, as a number of 
th eori sts h ave poi nted out, th e two th i ngs are i nti mately connected. Our 
i denti ti es depend on th ose we h ave around us and th ei r narrati ves about 
ourselves. Our selves are, to borrow a ph rase from th e Ameri can 
ph i losoph er Ch arles Taylor, soci ally constructed.®

In remrni ng to th e case i ntroduced above, I th i nk  th i s th i rd i nsi gh t i s 
parti cularly relevant. Actually, I th i nk  th e tranquüi ty th at feU over th e 
group as th ey started to tei l th ei r stori es about courage, h as to do wi th  
th i s poi nt. Th e nervous energy present i n th e group at our fi rst meeti ngs, 
th e competi ti ve Spi ri t, and th e general noi se resulti ng from i t, were all 
ai mi ng at one th i ng: Th e members of th e group wanted — each  and every 
one of th em — to become vi si ble to th e oth ers. Th ey wanted to be look ed 
at, to be recogni zed, perh aps even admi red, h owever, most si gni fi cantly, 
th ey wanted to appear for th e oth ers as i ndi vi duals. And th e i ntense 
energy di splayed was ai med at ach i evi ng th i s goal, but wi th  li ttle success. 
At least, th i s i s h ow one may Interpret th ei r never-endi ng efforts of
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earni ng th e attenti on of th e oth ers. Now, h owever, i n telLi ng th ei r own 
Stori es, th ey became vi si ble. And, to j udge from th e effect i t h ad on th ei r 
beh avi or, i t came as a h uge reli ef.

I th i nk  i t i s th ree aspects of th e Stori es told at th e begi nni ng of th e 
di alogue th at are parti cularly relevant i f we want to understand th i s 
effect. Th e fi rst relates to th e fact th at th e Stori es told are stori es based 
on th e Uves of th ose tak i ng part i n th e di alogue. Th rough  th e narrati ves 
told we get access, not to a world of abstract reasoni ng, but th e li ves of 
th ose telli ng th ei r stori es. Th us, we gai n k nowledge of each  i ndi vi dual 
story-teller th at goes beyond th e superfi ci al k nowledge to be deri ved by 
exami ni ng h i s appearance i n th e group; h er cloth es, h er beh avi or, etc. In 
li steni ng to h er story we get i nsi gh t i nto h er back ground and h er li fe 
Outsi de th e group. Or, to state th i s poi nt from anoth er perspecti ve, i .e. 
th at of th e person telli ng h i s story: He i s allowed now, th rough  th e story, 
to present to th e group a pi ece of h i s li fe. He i s allowed, th rough  h i s 
story, to mak e h i mself vi si ble to th e oth ers.

We do not h ave to seek  recourse to narrati ve th eory to reali ze h ow 
i mportant th i s k i nd of telli ng and li steni ng to stori es i s. Just th i nk  of th e 
questi ons we typi cally ask  a person th e fi rst ti me we meet h i m: “Wh ere 
do you come from. Wh at do you do for a li vi ng?” Th e person tei ls us 
about th i s, and suddenly h e i s no stranger anymore, but a person 
equi pped wi th  a h i story, and even i f we k now only a few aspects of th i s 
h i stor)̂, i t i s enough  to i ni ti ate th e process th rough  wh i ch  th e oth er i s 
transformed from a stranger, or from bei ng an abstract member of a 
group, to become a person wi th  an i ndi vi duali ty. Everyday experi ences 
li k e th ese also confi rm, on a basi c level, th e truth  of th e i dea promoted 
by Taylor and oth ers, th at our selves are narrati ve and soci al constructs. I 
tei l my story, you li sten, and th rough  th i s common event of telli ng and 
li steni ng my sei f i s created.

Th e second aspect of th e stori es told i n a Socrati c di alogue th at I 
want to stress i s th e fact th at th ey are told i n th e fi rst person. It i s th e ‘T 
of th e story-teller wh o speak s th rough  th e story. I th i nk  th e use of th i s 
Word T’ i s h i gh ly si gni fi cant. And h ere I would li k e to i ntroduce Marti n 
Buber to explai n wh y. In h i s groundbreak i ng work  I and 'l'h ou’ Buber 
mai ntai ns th at th e word T’ represents one part of a duali ty of wh i ch  
‘th ou’ or ‘you’ i s th e oth er part. Th e two words belong togeth er and



69

depend on each  oth er i n th e sense th at th ey only get th ei r füll meani ng 
relati ve to each  oth er. And th e same ascri bes to th e relati on prevai li ng 
between two persons relati ng to each  oth er as an ‘1’ and a ‘Th ou’. Th e 
two words represent, accordi ng to Buber, a relati onsh i p i n wh i ch  th e 
oth er person i s no longer an anonymous th i rd person, or an obj ect, but a 
subj ect exi sti ng i n th e world at th e same level as oneself, or better; as a 
person wh o at some deep level actually sh ares th e same bei ng as yoursei f.

Now, Buber, of course, does not beli cvc th at th e two words 
th emselves h ave th e power to bri ng about th i s speci fi c I-Th ou-relati on. 
Actually, accordi ng to Buber, th e atti tude correspondi ng to th ese words 
cannot be commanded, or brough t forward i nstrumentally. Sti ll, even i f I 
agree wi th  Buber th at th e I-Th ou-relati on cannot be produced 
i nstrumentally, I do th i nk  th at usi ng th e word ‘T wh en teUi ng a story, 
i nstead of merely reci ti ng th e events as i f th ey were th e experi ences of 
some general, anonymous bei ng, enh ances th e probabi li ty th at th e story- 
teUer wi ll appear to h i s li steners as a subj ect i n th e Buberi an sense.

Th e th i rd and last aspect th at I want to emph asi ze i s th e fact th at th e 
Stori es told at th e begi nni ng of a Socrati c di alogue allow th e parti ci pants 
to appear i n th e soci al space of th e di alogue as good and resourceful 
persons. Th i s, at least, i s th e case of most of th e di alogues I lead. 
FoUowi ng wh at I fi nd to be a basi c pri nci ple i n Plato, I organi ze my 
di alogues so th at th e topi c i s ei th er a classi cal vi rtue, such  as courage, or 
th e concept of some oth er sk i U or capaci ty th at i s generally regarded as 
h avi ng posi ti ve value, and may th us be concei ved of as vi rtues i n an 
extended sense. For i nstance, i f th e group consi sts of th e managers of a 
busi ness Company, th e topi c may be “Wh at i s good leadersh i p?” or 
perh aps “Wh at i s good communi cati on?” Th i s means th at at th e 
begi nni ng of th e di alogue people are encouraged to search  for stori es i n 
wh i ch  th ey appear as ei th er courageous, i f th i s i s th e topi c, good leaders 
or good communi cators, or someth i ng ei se th at i s equally good.

Above I referred to th e i dea th at our selves are narrati ve constructs. 
Th ey are narrati ve structures consti tuted by th e stori es we tei l about 
ourselves, or th e stori es oth ers i mpose on us. I also poi nted at th e i dea 
th at more th an one narrati ve may be constructed to descri be an event, 
wi th  th e result th at th e same event may appear under rath er di fferent 
perspecti ves. Now, i f we combi ne th ese i deas, we reali ze th at a sei f, 
concei ved of as a soci al and narrati ve construct, may also be constructed 
i n vari ous ways, some more posi ti ve and some more negati ve for th e
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person i n questi on. To return once more to th e Jack  and Ji ll example; i s 
Jack  a coward or a h ero? Both  descri pti ons are possi ble, but th e latter i s, 
obvi ously, preferable to Jack . I bete assutne th at we all want, and to a 
certäi n extent, th at we also need to be recogni zed by oth ers as good 
persons i n order to be able to li ve i n th e world as i ntegral selves. Th i s 
means th at bei ng i nvi ted i n a Socrati c di alogue to tei l Stori es about 
th emselves as vi rtuous persons, people are allowed to appear to 
th emselves and to oth ers i n a way th at i s h i gh ly benefi cent — i n German 
we may perh aps use th e word auj h auend to th emselves.

In bei ng part of such  a di alogue you are up for a number of surpri ses. 
You may learn, for i nstance, th at th e rath er sh y-look i ng gi rl wh o h as 
almost never rai sed h er voi ce i n th e group, some ti me ago at h er 
bi rth day, j umped from an aeroplane i n a parach ute. Or th at th e boy wh o 
h as so far acted rath er aggressi vely, h avi ng tri ed to domi nate th e group 
th rough  persi stent monologues, some ti me ago stood up for a fri end 
wh o h ad, i n h i s eyes, been subj ect to unj ust beh avi or from a teach er. 
Th i s, actually, was wh at I learned from th e stori es told by th e teenagers 
i n th e group I was leadi ng. In oth er groups I h ave h ad si mi lar 
experi ences. My experi ence i s also th at th e story-tellers th emselves are 
often surpri sed from wh at h appens wh en th ey tei l th ei r stori es. One 
aspect of th i s surpri se deri ves from th e fact th at bei ng allowed to tei l 
stori es of th emselves as a vi rtuous person i s not someth i ng th ey are used 
to, qui te th e contrary. In th e ordi nary soci al world, such  stori es h ave li tde 
room, or th ey may even be condemned as i lli ci t braggi ng. Here, h owever, 
th ey are not only allowed to tei l th ese stori es, th e stori es are welcomed 
wi th  grati tude by th e group th at needs i t to go on wi th  th e di alogue. It i s 
also analyzed and reflected upon by th e group. Offi ci ally, th e ai m of th i s 
common reflecti on i s to attai n a better understandi ng of th e concept th at 
th e Story was meant to exemph fy, for i nstance courage. However, 
th rough  th e fact th at th i s reflecti on i s also connected to th e story, wh at 
most often h appens i s th at th e story-teller ends up reali zi ng, th rough  th e 
analyzi ng of th e group, th at h e was i n fact even more sk i Ued th an h e fi rst 
th ough t. Instead of bei ng h eld back  by th e group, h e i s li fted up.

By poi nti ng at th e narrati ve aspects of th e Socrati c di alogue, as I h ave 
done i n th i s paper, I do not i ntend to de-emph asi ze th e oth er aspects of 
th e di alogue, such  as, for i nstance, th e fact th at th e di alogue mak es 
possi ble a common reflecti on about concepts, and by th i s also th e 
clari fi cati on of concepts. Perh aps after all, th i s i s th e most si gni fi cant
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functi on of th e di alogue. Th ose wh o are i nterested i n th e Platoni c or 
Socrati c ori gi n of today’s Socrati c di alogue rni gh i perh aps add th at 
conceptual clari fi cati on was after all wh at th ese di alogues were ori gi nally 
about.

Wh eth er th i s h olds to be true or not, I beüeve th at we today sh ould 
not Step back  from ack nowledgi ng also oth er aspects or functi ons of th e 
di alogue. Modern th eori es i n ph i losoph y allow us to conceptuali ze 
aspects of th e di alogi cal process wh i ch  were perh aps unk nown to th e 
anci ents. Just as i mportant, h owever, i t i s th at th e soci al and poli ti cal 
Si tuati on of our world mak es i t i mperati ve to h ave an eye for th ese 
aspects. One of th e greatest ch allenges of Contemporary modern 
soci eti es, I th i nk , i s to prevent soci ety from di si ntegrati ng i nto groups 
based on i ncome, dass, age, gender, eth ni ci ty and reli gi on. Th e exi stence 
of subcultures i s, of course, not a problem as such . Th e i ncreasi ng 
di stance, sk epti ci sm or even h osti li ty th at we see growi ng between th ese 
subcultures today, h owever, are.

An aspect of th e development th at I am speak i ng of, i s th at people 
stop percei vi ng members of oth er groups as i ndi vi duals, or i f th ey do, 
not as i ndi vi duals wi th  th e same Status or wi th  th e same value as 
th emselves. Socrati c di alogue can serve as a remedy for th i s, because, 
apart from wh atever ei se i s tak i ng place i n th e di alogue, th e sense of 
i ndi vi duali ty of th ose tak i ng part i s strength ened. Not only are th ey 
allowed to, so to say, see beh i nd th e facade of th e oth ers, and recogni ze 
th at th ey are i ndi vi duals wi th  uni que stori es to tei l, th ey are also 
th emselves strength ened i n th ei r own i ndi vi duali ty. And th i s enh anci ng 
of i ndi vi duali ty i s not, as one mi gh t perh aps beli eve, one leadi ng to 
furth er soci al di si ntegrati on. It i s th e opposi te of di si ntegrati on. For only 
people wh o are safe wi th i n th emselves, and confi dent th at th ey are 
recogni zed by oth ers, are able to ack nowledge oth ers as i ndi vi duals on 
th e same level and wi th  th e same value as th emselves, even i f th ey are 
di fferent. And th i s i s wh at we need.

Th i s also Socrates k new, or at least so I wi ll argue. Wh en we read th e 
Platoni c di alogues, we soon reali ze th at th ey h ave to do wi th  more th an 
only th e clari fi cati on of concepts. Equally si gni fi cant i s th ei r emph asi s on 
i ndi vi duali ty and soci ety. Th e i ndi vi dual needs to learn to k now h i mself, 
so i s th e i mph ed message of th e di alogues, i n Order to be able to li ve i n a 
soci ety wi th  oth ers. Socrates h i mself i s also portrayed as a person wh o
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deeply cared about th ose h e met wi th  i n th e di alogues, such  as i n th e 
Apolô wh erc h e States:

“l was ali vays concemed wi th  you, approach i ng each  one
elder h roth er
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Engagement th rough  Di alogue
An Explorati on of CoUaborati ve Inqui ry and 
Di mensi ons ofTh i nk i ng

Please notc th at some aspects of th i s paper draw on i deas th at appear i n Davey 
(2004).
For more Informati on on ph i losoph y as pedagogy and Socrafi c pedagogy, please see 
Davey Ch esters (forth comi ng).
For example, i t was only recendy th at Li ptnan (1991) gave an equal focus to cari ng 
th i nk i ng i n an updated Versi on of 'l'h i nk -.i ng i n Educati on th at focused mai nly on 
Creati ve and cri ti cal th i nk i ng.

Th i s paper i s, i n sh ort, for th e enh ancement of th i nk i ng. Wi th  an 
emph asi s on th e need for educati on practi ces th at promote h i gh er order 
th i nk i ng, and wi th  buzz words such  as meta-cogni ti on creepi ng i nto th e 
Curri culum i t seems th at wh at i s needed i s an approach  to pedagogy th at 
i s underpi nned wi th  ‘good th i nk i ng’. In order to create an envi ronment 
th at i s conduci ve to th e culti vati on of th i nk i ng, I contend th at 
ph i losoph y as pedagogy i n th e tradi ti on of a Socrati c meth od may go 
some way to sati sfyi ng th e broadest requi rement of educati on; to create 
th ough tful, reflecti ve, acti ve ci ti zens.2 Wh en smdents are engaged i n 
collaborati ve classroom i nqui ry th rough  th e medi um of ph i losoph y, th ey 
are practi ci ng th i nk i ng th at i s both  Creati ve, th rough  an emph asi s on th e 
generati on of i deas and Innovati on, and th i nk i ng th at i s cri ti cal, requi ri ng 
students to exerci se j udgment and engage i n self-reflecti on. As we sh all 
see i n th i s paper, cari ng th i nk i ng i s also an i mportant i nclusi on for 
approach es to th i nk i ng and i s commonly overlook ed i n di scussi ons on 
ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry.’’ Proponents of i nqui ry may h ave di fferent 
approach es to collaborati ve ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry and so th e ai m of th i s 
paper wi ll be to evaluate each  model on h ow th ey ai m to engage students 
i n di fferent di mensi ons of th i nk i ng. Th ere are of course oth er
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approach es to ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry th at cannot be addressed i n th e 
scope of th i s paper but sh ould be recogni zed for th ei r contri buti ons to 
th e development of ph i losoph y as pedagogy.

Th i s paper wi ll compare di alogue meth ods used i n ph i losoph i cal 
i nqui ry. It wtU h elp to i denti fy h ow each  di alogue uses di fferent meth ods 
of engagement. By focusi ng on h ow each  proponent ai ms to engage th ei r 
parti ci pants wi ll go some way for us to vi ew h ow th ey may be used i n th e 
classroom. It i s h oped th at th i s may also begi n a di alogue between each  
of th e proponents of di alogue so th at th ey may be used i n conj uncti on to 
enh ance di fferent di mensi ons of th i nk i ng. In sh ort, th ese meth ods of 
engagement are as foUows; for Socrati c Di alogue, th e ai m of consensus i s 
wh at colours th e i nqui ry. In th e Communi ty of Inqui ry th e i dea of 
‘letti ng th e argument le ad’ i s si gni fi cant to engagement. For Boh mi an 
Di alogue, li steni ng, th i nk i ng and communi ty are parti cularly i mportant. 
Th rough  th ese th ree areas of engagement, th i s paper wi ll evaluate h ow 
th e di fferent levels of ri gor i nvolved i n th e di alogue meth ods lead th e 
parti ci pants to a deep cri ti cal, Creati ve and cari ng engagement. Wh i le th i s 
paper i denti fi es th e type of engagement i n each  model of di alogue, i t 
does not assume th at th ey can be si mply reduced to one type of 
engagement, but th at by i denti fyi ng h ow th e di alogue engages i ts 
parti ci pants th at th ey may benefi t from th e central purpose of engagi ng 
ei th er cri ti cally, creati vely or cari ngly. Wh i le di fferent di mensi ons of 
th i nk i ng may be enh anced i n oth er ways, I contend th at th i nk i ng th rough  
i nqui ry i s valuable for th e culti vati on of th i nk i ng i n general th rough  
ph i losoph y.

So h ow does engagement occur th rough  th e process of di alogue? We are 
not tryi ng to i denti fy wh at engagement i s i n th i s paper, moreover, we wi ll 
i denti fy h ow i t occurs th rough  th e process of cri ti cal, Creati ve and cari ng 
th i nk i ng. Undertak i ng a conceptual analysi s to fi nd a conclusi ve 
defi ni ti on of th e term ‘engagement’ wi ll bri ng us no closer to 
understandi ng h ow ch i ldren and adults engage th rough  ph i losoph i cal 
di alogue. However, perh aps Gardner offers some defi ni ti on by way of
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clai mi ng th at th e progress towards truth  mak es th e di alogue substanti ve 

wh en sh e says th at th ere i s,

“an obvi ous, alth ough  relati vely superfi ci al sense i n wh i ch  progress 
toward truth  i s vi tal to th e practi ce of i nqui ry' and th at i f such  progress i s 
not made, th e term {communi  ̂oj ) i nqui ry becomes a mi snomer. Properly 
speak i ng, i n order to “i nqui re”, one must not only i nqui re about someth i ng 
... one must also mak e some progress - at least i f such  progress i s 
possi ble.

Gardner notes th at i f a di alogue i s to be producti ve, th en th e parti ci pants 

must i n fact produce someth i ng of substance, wh i ch  i n turn, would mak e 

th at di alogue substanti ve.

Because th e di alogue h as a parti cular purpose rath er th an bei ng 

unstructured talk , th e substanti ve nature of di alogue and i ts 

meani ngfulness leads to engagement. Perh aps th e ‘substanti veness’ of 

i nqui ry i s wh at we mean wh en we refer to engagement; connecti ng wi th  

substanti ve i deas. Perh aps i f we look  towards th e commonsense use of 

th e Word engagement th i s may also gi ve us a better i dea. To engage i s an 

‘i nterlock i ng’ of two or more enti ti es. Typi cally, wh en we th i nk  of 

engagement as a betroth al of marri age between one person and anoth er, 

th i s i s th e bri ngi ng togeth er of two i ndi vi duals to one uni on (or 

marri age). Th i s i s i mportant to our work i ng defi ni ti on of th e term 

engagement. Interlock i ng occurs between parti ci pants i n an i nqui ry, 

between a parti ci pant and a Creati ve i dea, a cri ti cal i dea or a cari ng i dea, 

and th e i nterlock i ng of aU of th ese elements. In oth er words, th i s 

i nterlock i ng may occur between people or between a person and an i dea, 

and th e i nteracti on of aU of th ese th i ngs. Bri ngi ng togeth er i s wh at we 

h ope to do wh en we ai m for engagement i n a di alogue. Th e nature of 

‘i ntersubj ecti vi ty’ i s perh aps wh at we mean h ere as a certai n i nterlock i ng 

between th e i ndi vi dual i dea and th e communi ty th ough t.̂ Engagement 

can occur because parti ci pants must engage wi th  each  oth er rath er th an 

bei ng di rected by a teach er or facüi tator (at least, th at i s th e ai m of most 

di alogue models). We wi ll not conti nue th e search  for a defi ni ti on of 
engagement but perh aps th rough  furth er explorati on we may move 

closer to understandi ng h ow engagement occurs. We wi ll i nstead turn to 

our models of di alogue to fi nd wh ere engagement occurs i n Socrati c

Gardner (1995), p. 38.
5 See also Allen (1998).
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Socrati c Di alogue and Communi ty of Inqui i y as Socrati c 
meth od. How Boh m fi ts i n!

Di alogue, Boh mi an Di alogue, and Communi ty of Inqui ry. Our models of 
di alogue can be classi fi ed under th e term Socrati c meth od wi th  th e 
excepti on of Boh mi an Di alogue as I wül explai n furth er on i n th i s paper.

For th e purposes of th i s paper I wi ll retai n th e tradi ti onal term Socrati c 
Meth od to refer to th e meth od used by Socrates i n Plato’s di alogues. 
Under th i s h eadi ng I h ave i ncluded: Communi ty of Inqui ry and 
Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren, Boh mi an Di alogue, Socrati c Di alogue (see 
Di agram 1). Note th at th e arrows poi nti ng towards th e categori es are 
th ose th eori sts or th eori es th at h ave i nfluenced th e forms. Note also th at 
I h ave i ncluded models of Li pman’s Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren under th e 
category of Communi ty of Inqui ry. We can, of course, add more 
categori es to th e di agram, or extend on some of th e categori es, but I am 
not clai mi ng th at th e di agram i s an exh austi ve li st of approach es to th e 
Socrati c Meth od. For example, Nancy Letts uses a ph i losoph i cal 
approach  to teach i ng and learni ng caUed Socrati c Di scourse. Rath er, 
wh at th e categori es are i ntended to do i s represent wh at I th i nk  are some 
of th e more commonly referred to approach es to teach i ng and learni ng 
th at emph asi ze di fferent aspects of th e Socrati c meth od. Meth ods used 
by Letts and oth ers are li k ely to be vari ati ons of one or more of th ese 
categori es.
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own 

own metaph ors 

■ on but for th e 

can be recogni zed as an orch estra and an h ourglass). 

are 

cannot

'S Dana Vi lla (1999), p. 206.
7 Ibi d, p. 206.

Th ese Contemporary forms of di alogue are not th e only processes of 

di alogue th at clai m to do ‘wh at Socrates di d’. Th ey are, h owever, an 

example of h ow di fferent th eori sts represent th e Socrati c meth od. 
Metaph ori cally, Socrates h as been referred to i n many ways. Dana Vi lla 

descri bes th e vi ew of Socrates as ‘electri c ray’ as follows:

“Th rough  h i s own questi oni ng, Socrates i nfects h i s li stcners wi th  h i s 
own perplexi ti es, i nterrupti ng th ei r everyday acüvi ti es and paralyzi ng 
th em wi th  th ough t. Once drawn i nto th e di s solvent current of th ough t, 
h i s conversati onal partners can no longer mech ani caUy apply th e general 
rules of conduct to parti cular cases, as th ey p'pi caUy do i n normal li fe. 
To ask  not wh eth er someth i ng i s an i nstance of x, but wh at x i tself i s, i s 
to di ssolve th e tak en-for-granted ground of acti on.”'’

Wlule th i s i s arguably one aspect of th e Socrati c meth od, anoth er i s th at 

of Socrates as mi dwi fe, wh o could “h elp oth ers gi ve bi rth  to wh at th ey 

th emselves th ough t anyh ow, to fi nd th e truth  i n th ei r doxd’''. Wh i le th ese 

metaph ors emph asi ze di fferent aspects of th e Socrati c meth od, th ey are 

h elpful to practi ti oners of th i s approach . Wh i le i t i s th e ai m of most 

practi ti oners to Implement th e Socrati c meth od for i ts quali ti es of a 

mi dwi fe, someti mes i t i s h elpful to Implement a Socrati c meth od th at 

reflects a ‘gadfly’ wh en th ough t needs to be cri ti cal and parti ci pants i n an 

i nqui ry do need to be somewh at ‘stung’ by cri ti cal questi oni ng to focus 

di alogue. Th ese metaph ors sh ow th e di fferent appücati ons of th e 

meth od.

Th e gadfly, th e mi dwi fe and th e electri c ray are metaph ori cal 

representati ons of th e Socrati c meth od. Leonard Nelson and Matth ew 

Li pman also represent th e Socrati c meth od th rough th ei r 

i nterpretati ons of wh at Socrates di d. Th ey too h ave th ei r i 

pertai ni ng to th ei r meth ods (th ese wi ll be explored later 

moment th ey 
Nelson’s Socrati c Di alogue and Li pman’s Communi ty of Inqui ry 

meth ods th at can be reduced to th e Socrati c meth od but th ey 

clai m to h e Socrati c meth od. Th ey emph asi ze di fferent aspects of th e 

Socrati c meth od and both  h ave a di fferent purpose. Davi d Boh m also 

h as a model of di alogue. Boh m, ori gi naUy a ph ysi ci st, formulated a 

di alogi cal meth od wh ereby large groups of people i nqui re togeth er. He



Engagement i n Socrati c Di alogue

79

8

9

Murri s & Haynes (2001), p. 160.
Fi sh er (1995a), p. 26.

i denti fi ed th e problems th at people h ave wi th  di alogui ng togeth er 

alth ough , h e asserted, th ey h ave no trouble danci ng or playi ng. Hi s 

model attempted to create a forum wh ere people could di alogue freely 

togeth er. Th e ‘meta-di alogue’ i s central i n Boh m’s approach  (and i s 

represented i n h i s di alogue as a collaborati ve dance) wh ere th e actual 

process of di alogue and th ough t i s as i mportant, i f not more i mportant 

th an th e content. It i s for th i s reason th at th e di alogue i s not speci fi cally 

‘Socrati c’, but I assert th at i t does h ave i mpli cati ons for ph i losoph i cal 

i nqui ry.

Let US k now turn to th e fi rst of our models of di alogue, th e Socrati c 

Di alogue.

In sh ort, Socrati c Di alogue i nvolves seven stages wi th  an Overall vi ew to 

Corni ng to consensus th rough out th e i nqui ry. Th i s consensus represents 

th e fi ndi ng of truth  and wh i le proponents of SD recogni ze th at th i s i s 

more of a loose ai m th an a presupposed conclusi on, th i s i s wh at we 

j ourney towards i n an SD.

Wh i le we do not h ave th e scope i n th i s paper to sh ow a full 

back ground of th e SD, i n sh ort, i n Europe, Leonard Nelson was 

responsi ble for i ntegrati ng ph i losoph y i nto teach i ng and learni ng. Nelson 

set Up experi mental sch ools th at stri ved to “encourage ch i ldren to value 

truth  and to bui ld h i gh  sei f esteem amongst i ts smdents”**. Fi sh er notes 

th at th e expli ci t obj ecti ve of Nelson’s i nqui ry i s,

“to h elp students fi nd an answer to th ei r questi ons but th e i mpUci t ai m i s 
to force parti ci pants, th rough  di alogue to express th ei r th ough ts clearly, 
to systemati ze j udgment and to test th ei r own beUefs agai nst th e 
arguments and vi ews of oth ers.” ’

A maj or ai m of Nelson’s meth od i s to ach i eve consensus th rough  dose 

exami nati on of arguments, e.g., clari fi cati on and conceptual analysi s. 

Nelson’s th eori es i mpacted on educati on i n Europe, and after h i s early
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“Th e graph i c representati on of an h ourglass i s often usecl to represent 
th e structure of th ese [Socrati c] di alogues: th rough  vari ous stages of 
consent and di ssent, as many i ndi vi dual stori es as th ere are parti ci pants 
are Condensed and funneled down to a core Statement, th e

Perh aps by look i ng at h ow th e Socrati c Di alogue form i s represented by 

proponents of th e di alogue we can see h ow and wh ere engagement 

actually occurs. Th e h ourglass i s an Image th at resi des wi th  th e Socrati c 

Di alogue. It pertai ns to th e process of comi ng to consensus about a 

defi ni ti on or conci usi on and th e appli cati on of th at defi ni ti on or 

conclusi on to th e wi der context.

death , h i s Student Gustav Heck mann conti nued to develop th e model of 

Socrati c Di alogue.
Nelson and h i s Student Heck mann developed th e meth od of di alogue 

th at uses personal experi ence as th e pri mary bui ldi ng block  for 

understandi ng i ssues. Ach i evi ng consensus th rough  di alogue h as become 

i ts defi ni ng feature; i t i s th i s element th at deepens i nqui ry. By bei ng 

forced to exami ne every argument i n order to reach  consensus, th i s 

process requi res members to be self-reflecti ve so th at th ey are able to 

gai n a deeper understandi ng of th e topi c.

Th ere are seven Steps i n th e Socrati c Di alogue meth od; (1) ch oose an 

appropri ate questi on, (2) ch oose a personal experi ence to apply to th e 

questi on, (3) fi nd a core Statement, (4) i denti fy th e experi ence i n th e core 

Statement, (5) formulate a defi ni ti on, (6) test th e vali di ty of th e core 

Statement, and (7) fi nd counter-examples. Th ese Steps must be followed 

ri gorously i n order to fi ni sh  th e di alogue. However, i f th ere i s not 

enough  ti me to complete all of th e Steps th en no conclusi on can be 

reach ed. It must be ack nowledged at th i s poi nt th at th ere are vari ous 

i nterpretati ons of Nelson’s Socrati c Di alogue. Suffi ce i t to say th at th e 

Socrati c Di alogue i s a ri gorous meth od i nvolved wi th  comi ng to 

understandi ng th rough  constanti y stri vi ng for consensus. Th i s paper 

i denti fi es th at th e engagement occurs th rough  ai mi ng for consensus.
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as dose to acompreh ensi on of wh i ch  i s expanded so as to yi eld 
uni versal defi ni ti on as i t i s possi ble to rcach .”’"

Th e vari ous Steps i n th e di alogue form bri ng parti ci pants th rough  th i s 
process of narrowi ng down and applyi ng cri teri a. Th i s conceptual 
analysi s i s th e cri ti cal aspect of ph i losoph i cal di alogue. Alth ough  i t may 
be argued th at Nelson’s di alogue meth od enli sts th i nk i ng oth er th an j ust 
cri ti cal th i nk i ng, i t i s th i s aspect th at leads to engagement i n th e di alogue. 
Dri es Boele argues th at th e ri gour requi red by th e process of narrowi ng 
down to Consensus i s wh ere th e di alogue gai ns i ts depth . Boele argues 
th at i f members fi nd conclusi ve defi ni ti ons, th en th ey wi ll all h ave come 
to agreement based on a common understandi ng.’'

Engagement can occur th rough  cri ti cal th i nk i ng i f i t i s not si mply 
approach ed as a sk i ll or acti vi ty. Wh en we th i nk  of cri ti cal th i nk i ng we 
often th i nk  of th e outcomes; bei ng conclusi ve defi ni ti ons or uni versal 
defi ni ti ons. Li pman rath er presents cri ti cal th i nk i ng as a process. Wh i le 
we are not look i ng towards Li pman’s model of di alogue yet, h i s vi ew of 
cri ti cal th i nk i ng i s h elpful. He says th at i t i s not si mply engagi ng i n an 
acti vi ty th at wi ll gi ve us a soluti on or mak e a deci si on. It i s “th i nk i ng th at 
(1) faci li tates j udgment because i t (2) reli es on cri teri a, (3) i s self-correcti ng, and i s (4) 
sensi ti ve to contextd'̂'̂. To Li pman, bei ng a cri ti cal th i nk er i s much  more 
i mportant th an th e si mple acti vi ty of, let’s say, conceptual analysi s. Wh i le 
th i s acti vi ty does enli st cri ti cal th i nk i ng, bei ng cri ti cal i nvolves such  
processes as bei ng self-correcti ng i n th e Creati ve process. It does i nvolve, 
h owever, th e narrowi ng down of certai n concepts and th e mak i ng of 
cri teri a. Th i s forces parti ci pants to be conci se i n th ei r th i nk i ng. Th ese 
ch aracteri sti cs of cri ti cal th i nk i ng are at th e very base of Socrati c 
Di alogue. Th e h ourglass i s representati ve of th i s process of bei ng cri ti cal 
and epi tomi zes h ow parti ci pants are cri ti cal i n th e di alogue, th rough  a 
process of narrowi ng down to conci se Statements. Wh i le i t sh ould and 
could also be argued th at Nelson’s di alogue enli sts Creati ve and cari ng 
th i nk i ng, th e most engagi ng aspect of th e di alogue i s th e cri ti cal element.

Roy (2001), p. 232.
11 Boele (1998).
12 Li pman (1991), p. 116.
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For more on Dewey’s Laboraton’ Sch ool, see Tanner (1997).13
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Let US now tum from Socrati c Di alogue and cri ti cal engagement to a 
more Creati ve th i nk i ng focused di alogue meth od; th e Communi ty of 
Inqui ry. Hi stori cally, th e Communi ty of Inqui ry began wi th  Matth ew 
Li pman and th e Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren program th at h e founded. 
Fmstrated wi th  th e level of abi li ty th at uni versi ty students h ad wi th  
engagi ng i n coUaborati ve i nqui ry, h e deci ded th at ph i losoph i cal di alogue 
sh ould start at an early age and h ence h e set about wri ti ng a meth od of 
i nqui ry and accompanyi ng teach ers’ materi als. Li pman was largely 
i nfluenced by Joh n Dewey and democrati c educati on and h i s approach  i s 
based on th ese i deas.

In th e next secti on I wi ll explai n th e back ground of Ph i losoph y for 
Ch i ldren for th ose wh o may be unfami li ar wi th  Li pman and h i s ori gi ns. 
Li pman was largely i nfluenced by Dewey and h i s work  on communi ty 
and learni ng. Dewey came from th e Ameri can pragmati st tradi ti on; an 
approach  to ph i losoph y th at rej ected th e Platoni c noti on of obj ecti ve and 
absolute truth . To Dewey k nowledge i s not someth i ng to be di scovered 
‘out th ere’ i n th e world, but rath er i t emerges from wi th i n a communi ty. 
Alth ough  ph i losoph y provi ded a basi s for Dewey’s i deas, i ncludi ng h i s 
i deas on pedagogy, i t was educati on th at h eld th e focus of most of h i s 
work . He was convi nced th at ch i ldren needed to work  togeth er i n 
collaborati on i n order to learn more effecti vely. He subsequently 
pi oneered a progressi ve sch ool, th e renowned “Laboratory Sch ool”.’-̂ 
Recogni zi ng th e i mportance of di alogue and i nteracti on, h e valued th e 
classroom not only as a place to prepare students for a democrati c 
Soci ety, but also as a place for th em to reflect upon th e democrati c 
practi ces of th e wi der communi ty, and to questi on th e values of th e 
communi ty of wh i ch  th ey are a part. Sch ooli ng, h e argued, sh ould 
resemble and be i ntegrated i nto th e larger soci ety. Dewey tapped i nto th e 
i dea th at ch i ldren h ad a propensi ty for curi osi ty, and th us saw problem- 
solvi ng as a natural way for ch i ldren to mak e sense of th e world around 
th em. He beli eved th at i f students engage togeth er i n classroom di alogue 
on i ssues th at are si gni fi cant to th em, th en th i s would h ave an i mpact on 
th e way th ey mak e deci si ons i n th e wi der communi ty. Put anoth er way.
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Li pman, Sh arp & Oscanyan (1980), p. 31.
Plato th ough t th at ph i losoph y made younger people excessi vely contenti ous.
Freak ley & Burgh  (2000), p. 4.

Dewey sh apecl h i s pedagogy around problem-solvi ng and i nqui ry th at 
dealt wi th  real world i ssues.

Dewey’s th eori es i nfluenced Matth ew Li pman wh o saw th e soci al 
constructi vi st approach  as central to learni ng and appli ed th i s to a 
ph i losoph y Curri culum for ch i ldren. Hi s program, Ph i losoph y for 
Ch Udren i s a pedagogi cal approach  wh ereby ch i ldren learn th rough  
engagi ng i n ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry. Th e Communi ty of Inqui ry i s th e 
process of di alogue th at Li pman i mplemented i n h i s Curri culum. 
Accordi ng to Li pman, ch i ldren h ave a natural propensi ty for wonder, 
wh ereas many adults h ave ceased to questi on or search  for meani ng i n th ei r 
experi ences, and as a result th ey “eventually become examples of passi ve 
acceptance th at ch i ldren tak e to be models for th ei r own conduct”.'̂ 
Contrary to Plato’ Li pman was certai n th at ch i ldren could engage i n 
genui ne ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry, provi ded th at i t was offered i n a way th at 
sui ted th ei r own Interests and abi li ti es, and th at th ey were gi ven assi stance 
and encouragement. Th us, i n th e late 196O’s Li pman commenced 
development on a seri es of curri culum materi als for ch i ldren, consi sti ng of 
novels and accompanyi ng teach ers’ manuals, ai med at i mprovi ng ch i ldren’s 
th i nk i ng sk i lls, wh i ch  h e argued “would i mprove th e relati onsh i p between 
deli berati ve j udgments and democrati c deci si on-mak i ng”'’’.

Li pman argues th at ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry and eth i cs go h and i n h and, 
and sh ould not be devoi d of one anoth er.’’’ Ph i li p Cam also notes th at 
eth i cs comes under th e umbrella of ph i losoph y.’® However, i t must also 
h ave i ts own apph cati on. Ch i ldren must be concerned wi th  moral i ssues 
th rough out th ei r i nqui ry. Engagi ng students i n di alogue i n wh at Li pman 
calls a ph i losoph i cal communi ty of i nqui i y offers th em th e opportuni ty to 
explore eth i cal i ssues collaborati vely. Di alogue i s i mportant i n nurturi ng 
Imagi nati on i n smdents, h elpi ng th em gai n a sense of communi ty, as well 
as an understandi ng th at trust and respect are i ntegral to bei ng a part of 
such  a communi ty. Understood i n th i s way, Li pman’s approach  to 
i ntegrati ng curri culum, teach i ng and learni ng offers more th an a th i nk i ng 
sk i lls program. Spli tter and Sh arp recogni ze th at by reduci ng th e

14

15

16

17 Upman(1988).
18 Cam (1994), p. 19-21.
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Communi ty of Inqui ry to th i nk i ng sk i Us only, i t i mmedi ately margi nali ses 

th e soci al, eth i cal, aesth eti c, affecti ve and poli ti cal components th at are as 

i ntegral to th e teach i ng of th i nk i ng as th e sk i Us th emselves”’’.

Dewey was not th e fi rst to develop th e noti on of a communi ty of 

i nqui rers. In fact, i t ori gi nated wi th  Ch arles Pei rce. Pei rce made a 
Connecti on between monologue and di alogue, and th e constructi on of 

k nowledge. Hi s focus on di alogue as an i ntersubj ecti ve process i s central 

to Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren. Pei ree’s i ni ti al concern was wi th  th e 

relati onsh i p between ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry and sci enti fi c i nqui ry. He 

ascertai ned th at sci enti fi c k nowledge clai ms are vulnerable, and th at 

unmedi ated k nowledge i s unattai nable. Ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry can mak e 

progress toward truth , but progress i s reli ant on th e collaborati ve abi h ti es 

and self-correcti on of th e i nqui rers th emselves. We cannot reasonably 

h ope to attai n i ndi vi dually,

“th e ulti mate ph i losoph y wh i ch  we pursue: we can only seek  i t; [i n] th e 
communi  ̂of ph i losoph ers. Hence, i f di sci ph ned and candi d mi nds 
carefuUy exami ne a th eory and refuse to accept i t, th i s ough t to create 
doubts i n th e mi nd of th e auth or of th e th eory h i mself.’’̂*’

In sum, i t i s because th ere are no assurances regardi ng th e certai nty of 

sci enti fi c k nowledge, th rough  coUaborati ng togeth er i n communi ti es of 

i nqui ry we can engage wi th  our own i deas collaborati vely wi th  oth ers.

Anoth er i mportant fi gure i n th e h i story of i nqui ry-based learni ng i s 

Lev Vygotsk y. A proponent of soci al constructi vi sm, Vygotsk y’s th eori es 

ali gn wi th  th ose of Dewey’s and Pei ree’s. Hi s ̂ne ofproxi mal developmenti i , 

a space i n wh i ch  ch i ldren’s natural capabi h ti es can be furth ered th rough  

th ei r i nteracti on wi th  oth ers. In wh at Vygotsk y termed scaffoldi ng, th rough  

both  i nteracti on wi th  members of th e wi der communi ty and wi th  

classroom peers, ch i ldren’s i ndi vi dual ach i evements can be enh anced.̂’ 

Sprod argues th at th i s “conceptual and reasoni ng space [i s a space i n 

wh i ch ] ch i ldren can operate wi th  h elp from a group, but are not capable 

of operati ng i n on th ei r own”̂̂. Th i s i s reflecti ve of Pei ree’s vi ew on 

collaborati ve i nqui ry menti oned earli er. Vygotsk y coi ned th e term 

“Communi ty of Learners”, wh i ch  descri bes h ow di fferent members of th e
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Engagement i n th e Communi ty of Inqui ry — 
Communi ty of Inqui ry as a Creati ve process

Tak i ng h i s lead from Socrates, Li pman di scovered th at engagement 
occurs th rough  letüng th e argument determi ne th e di recti on of th e 
di alogue. Alth ough  th ere are Steps i nvolved i n th e di alogue i n th e lead up 
to i nqui ry, th e i nqui ry i tself needs li tti e faci li tati on so th at th e parti ci pants 
can explore th ei r own arguments. Th i s paper wi ll explore h ow 
engagement occurs th rough  such  a process. It i s i mportant to note th at

23 Berk  (2000), p. 259-269.

wi der Communi ty can contri bute to student-learni ng.23 j f th e 
contri buti ons are from a di verse ränge of people, th en learni ng can be 
broadened, i n much  th e same way as th e Communi ty of Inqui ry uses 
di fferent i deas and vi ews to sh ape th e di alogue i n order to ach i eve better 
outcomes th an i nqui ri ng alone would produce.

Vygotsk y, li k e Dewey, also supported th e vi ew th at learni ng can be 
enh anced th rough  problem-solvi ng. He argued th at th e process of 
fi ndi ng Soluti ons to problems i n groups aUowed ch i ldren to learn more 
effecti vely th an i f th ey were to go th rough  th e th ough t processi ng 
i ndependendy. Such  a vi ew, as I h ave already noted, goes h and-i n-h and 
wi th  Li pman’s noti on of th e Communi ty of Inqui ry. If learni ng togeth er 
produces better results th an i ndi vi dual endeavours or di rect teach i ng, 
th en we can i denüfy ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry as an appropri ate model for 
educati on i n a democracy.

In sh ort, th e process of Communi ty of Inqui ry i s defmed by a 
number of Steps. Th ere i s no requi rement for th e number of parti ci pants, 
but i deally about 15-20 people sh ould partak e. Fi rsti y, a sümulus 
materi al i s presented to th e group by th e faci h tator. Th i s Sti mulus 
(generally a story) th en eli ci ts questi ons from th e group. Th ese questi ons 
are narrowed to focus on one central questi on. Th e i nqui ry conti nues on 
from th i s questi on wi th  careful faci li tati on. As menti oned previ ously, 
Li pman promoted ‘letüng th e di alogue lead’, so faci li taüon i s merely 
procedural. Th i s means th at th e topi c may stray from th e i ni ti al 
predi cti on of th e faci h tator.
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i n th i s paper, Creati ve th i nk i ng and creati vi ty are not th e same th i ng. 
Li pman sh ows us th at wh i le creati vi ty i s also i mportant i n th i nk i ng, 
Creati ve th i nk i ng i s central to ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry. Creati ve th i nk i ng 
accordi ng to Li pman i s i nvolved wi th  mak i ng meani ng th rough  Clai ms.

Let US fi rst look  at wh at we mean wh en we say ‘letti ng th e argument 
lead’. Li pman took  th i s to be th e gui di ng pri nci ple of h i s process of 
i nqui ry. He took  th i s di recti on from Socrates wh o beli eved th at by 
followi ng th e di alogue wh ere i t naturally foUows wi ll lead us to a greater 
explorati on of th e argument (and perh aps th e arri val at truth ). It i s wi th  
th i s pri nci ple i n mi nd th at Li pman formulated th e process of i nqui ry. 
Th e role of th e faci li tator i n th e i nqui ry i s parti cularly i mportant i n letti ng 
th e natural process of argument unfold wi th  very li ttle and merely 
procedural i nfluence. Th e faci li tator merely ask s clari fi cati on questi ons so 
th at th e wh ole of th e di scussi on i s gui ded by th e ch i ldren’s own 
contri buti ons of th ei r th ough ts. Wh i le th ere i s more th i nk i ng to be done 
by th e ch i ldren th emselves, th ere i s also a deeper level of engagement i n 
th e th i nk i ng th an can be expected from formal non-parti ci patory 
classroom roudne. Ch i ldren not only h ave to th i nk , but th ey h ave to 
th i nk  for th emselves. As we wi ll explore later on i n th i s paper, th i nk i ng 
for oneself i s an i ntri nsi caUy Creati ve process. Th e argument th at leads 
th e di scussi on h as come from th e ch i ldren and th ei r own abi li ti es to 
i nvent arguments, but th i s i s also coupled wi th  a cri ti cal process of 
th i nk i ng. Engagi ng i n classroom i nqui ry and engagi ng wi th  arguments of 
oth ers requi res cri ti cal consi derati on of th e arguments th at th ey present 
as well as look i ng cri ti cally at th e arguments of oth ers to i denti fy any 
falsi ti es or fallaci es.

We h ave already sdpulated th at Li pman sees letti ng th e argument lead 
as engagi ng parti ci pants i n h i s i nqui ry. Th i s approach  means th at th e 
parti ci pants th emselves, and not th e faci li tator, sh ape th e di alogue. Th i s 
i s i ntri nsi caUy Creati ve, as Li pman suggests wh en h e says, “I suspect i t i s, 
th at th i nk i ng for ourselves i s th e most appropri ate paradi gm of Creati ve 
th ough t.. .”2“*. Perh aps Li pman descri bes i t best wh en h e poi nts to 
‘Inventi on’ as bei ng at th e h eart of Creati ve th i nk i ng.25 Th e di alogue i s 
based on th e i deas of th e ch Udren and th e argument th at leads from i t. 
Generati ng th ose i deas does requi re i nventi veness on th e ch i ldren’s part

24 Li pman (1991), p. 204.
25 Li pman (1991), p. 193.
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Boh mi an Di alogue, or ‘Di alogue’ as Boh m terms h i s meth od (we wi ll 
conti nue to call i t Boh mi an Di alogue to avoi d confusi on), began out of a 
conversati on th at Boh m h ad wi th  colleagues about th e lack  of di alogue i n 
Soci ety. He argued th at wh i le people can easi ly dance and play wi th  one 
anoth er, th ere i s no constructi ve talk i ng h appeni ng wh ere people can 
exami ne th ei r th i nk i ng.

and also such  oth er elements as “ori gi nali ty, novelty, generati vi ty, 
uni queness, break th rough , capaci ty, surpri si ngness, li berati ng quali ty, 
producti vi ty, fresh ness, i magi nati veness, i nspi redness, capaci ty to 
synth esi ze”26. Engagement of a Creati ve k i nd occurs wh en we let th e 
argument lead because th e i deas must be developed by th e parti ci pants 
th emselves and cannot be predetermi ned. Li pman’s own analogy possi bly 
best i Uustrates h ow h e th i nk s engagement occurs wh en h e poi nts to th e 
Communi ty of Inqui ry as ch amber musi c wh ere all i nvolved must play at 
th e same ti me j udgi ng wh eth er to embelli sh  on th e musi c of th e 
composer.27 'J’h i s i s i ntri nsi c to letti ng th e argument lead; th e i dea of each  
musi ci an capable of contri buti ng to th e musi c set out i n front of th em 
(li k e th e Sti mulus materi al presented at th e start of th e Communi ty of 
Inqui ry). Th ey must work  togeth er, but i t i s i n essence th e musi c (or i n 
Li pman’s case th e argument) th at must be mani pulated by th e musi ci ans 
(or di alogue parti ci pants).

We can see from th i s rath er sh ort analysi s th at th e Communi ty of 
Inqui ry i s exemplar of Creati ve th i nk i ng and th at engagement for Li pman 
occurs th rough  a Creati ve process of i nqui ry. Wh i le Li pman h i mself 
advocates cri ti cal and cari ng th i nk i ng as well as Creati ve th i nk i ng, i t i s to 
Creati ve engagement th at h e poi nts to wi th  h i s vari ous explanati ons of 
h ow ch i ldren are engaged and th rough  th e metaph ors such  as ch amber 
musi c th at h e uses to ülustrate h i s model of di alogue.

It i s to cari ng th i nk i ng and engagement and Boh mi an Di alogue th at 
we sh aU now turn.

Li pman (1991), p. 205.
27 Li pman (1991), p. 95.
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At th e begi nn!ng of th e di alogue no real agenda i s set. Th i s i s to avoi d 
any i nculcati on of i deas and to allow for th e Creati ve process to unfold 
(i n th e same vei n as ‘tak i ng th e di alogue wh ere i t leads’ for Li pman). 
Ideally, th e di alogue consi sts of 20-40 people to enable a large cross- 
secti on of i deas and opi ni ons. Anyth i ng less th an 20 would not gi ve th e 
cross-secti on and numbers over 60 mak e th e sessi on unruly. Th e group 
acts as a ‘mi crocosm’ of larger culture and h ence th e exch anges th at 
h appen i n th e sessi on h elp parti ci pants to exami ne th ei r own i nteracti ons 
i n th e wi der communi ty. Generally th e sessi on lasts 2 h ours and 
parti ci pants sh ould meet regularly for a sh ort peri od of ti me, th en 
members sh ould i nterch ange so th at th e group h as a new dynami c to 
provi de ri ch er di alogue.

Th ere i s no faci li tator per se i n a Boh mi an Di alogue. Alth ough  an 
Organi zer may be present, i t i s i mportant th at no one i s i n ch arge of th e 
di recti on of th e di alogue. Th i s allows for parti ci pants to assume th e role 
of leader and th e Creati ve process to conti nue unh ampered.

Please note th at Boh mi an Di alogue h as been i ncluded i n th i s paper but 
does not actually clai m to be ph i losoph i cal or Socrati c i n ori gi n. Wh i le 
Boh m may not ack nowledge any h nk s to th e Socrati c tradi ti on, h i s 
approach  to di alogue i s ali gned wi th  meth ods th at are truly Socrati c. It i s a 
questi oni ng di alogue. Because th ere i s no set agenda, parti ci pants are 
requi red to fi nd a topi c to i nqui re i nto. Th ere i s a certai n sense of tryi ng to 
fi nd a truth  about th e topi c or wh at Boh m terms coUecti ve understandi ng 
and th i s i s at th e h eart of th i s i nqui ry?.

Boh m wanted h i s di alogue to be a slow and careful process. Hi s focus on 
h steni ng as a way to engage parti ci pants mak es h i s di alogue meth od less 
ri gorous th an th e oth er di alogues but, noneth eless, sti ll a way for 
parti ci pants to reflect cri ücaUy. Hi s model of di alogue h e refers to as a 
coUaborati ve ‘dance of mi nds’. Th e i dea of th e dance as representi ng th e 
poi nt of engagement i n th e di alogue i s telli ng for th i s paper. Because 
Boh m sees th i s analogy as i mportant to h i s di alogue i t can gi ve us a 
better i dea of th e purpose of th e di alogue i f we look  at i t i n terms of a 
dance. It sh ows to some extent th at th e focus of th e di alogue i s pri mari ly



28 Ann Sh arp (2004), p. 10.
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Boh m h i mself does not di scuss th e noti on of cari ng i n great detai l, so we 
wi ll look  towards our own defi ni ti on of cari ng as i t relates to di alogue for 
our own purposes. Th i s defi ni ti on wi ll be i nformed by one of th e 
proponents of Communi ty of Inqui ry, Ann Sh arp as h er vi ew of cari ng 
th i nk i ng i n th e Communi ty of Inqui ry pertai ns to wh at I outli ne as care 
i n Boh mi an Di alogue. Sh arp devotes an arti cle enti tled Th e Oth er 
Di mensi on of Cari ng Th i nk i ng to gi ve care i ts due attenti on. Sh arp relates 
h er th eory of cari ng th i nk i ng as a pedagogi cal process. Sh e says th at “as 
we become more consci ous of th e soci al and aesth eti c di mensi on of th e 
i nqui ry process, we fi nd th at i t tak es on more and more meani ng i f we 
truly care about i ts process and i ts outcomes.”̂®

Sh arp reflects Nel Noddi ngs’ approach  to cari ng explai ned below, i n 
th at i t i s more of a ‘pedagogi cal care’ th an an emoti onal, populär vi ew of

on th e i nteracti on between th e parti ci pants i n th e di alogue and not so 
much on th e content of th e actual di alogue i tself. As we h ave 
ack nowledged earli er, Boh m does poi nt to th i s as bei ng central to th e 
di alogue model - but th i s representati on furth er soli di fi es wh ere i t i s th at 
engagement i s at i ts most deep i n Boh mi an Di alogue. Perh aps we can 
si mpli fy th i s to bei ng a focus of ‘communi ty’ i n th e di alogue. Alth ough  
we wi ll look  at care and cari ng engagement more th orough ly i n th e 
foUowi ng secti on, th e Unk  must be made h ere between communi ty and 
cari ng. Wh üe th ere i s not room to di scuss th i s i n great detai l h ere, suffi ce 
i t to say th at cari ng th i nk i ng i s central to th e bui ldi ng of communi ty. If 
parti ci pants i n a group h ave care for each  oth er and for th e reason th at 
th ey are brough t togeth er, th en we may say th at th i s i s a communi ty. Th i s 
i s wh at Boh m was tryi ng to bui ld wi th  h i s di alogue model; a communi ty 
th at i nqui res togeth er and reflects upon th ei r i nteracti ons wi th  each  oth er 
(th at I would say i s cari ng as outli ned below). It i s for th i s reason th at we 
wi ll now look  to cari ng engagement as a focus of th e Boh mi an model of 
di alogue.

Boh mi an Di alogue as a cari ng engagement
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For morc on ‘pedagogi cal care’, see 
Noddi ngs (1984), p. 9.
Noddi ngs (1984), p. 4.
See Li pman (1988); Cam (1995).

care2’. Sh e argues th at “k nowledge i s th e growth  i n our capaci ty to care”, 
and th at “(w)h at we care about reveals to oth ers and to ourselves wh at 
really matters to us” (p. 10). However, from th i s parti cular vi ew about 
cari ng bei ng our capaci ty to care about outcomes and processes wh i ch  i s 
parti cularly h elpful i n th i s paper, Sh arp precari ously moves h er defi ni ti on 
of care i n th e pedagogi cal sense to a more emoti onal, populär vi ew of 
care th at h as i ts basi s i n fri endsh i p and love. We are not concerned about 
th i s vi ew of care i n th i s paper. It i s i mportant to deh ne care as a 
pedagogi cal cari ng rath er th an emoti onal i nsofar as we can see i ts 
beneh ts to th e i nqui ry process rath er th an i ts personal and emoti onal 
value. We do not di scount th e i mportance of an emoüonal cari ng to 
ch i ldren and adults, but th e focus i s on bui ldi ng a cari ng communi ty 
rath er th an th e culti vah on of fri endsh i ps. From th i s poi nt onwards, wh en 
I refer to ‘cari ng th i nk i ng’ parti cularly i n relati on to Boh mi an Di alogue, I 
am referri ng to th e pedagogi cal form of cari ng rath er th an th e emoüonal 
vi ew.

Noddi ngs descri bes cari ng as h avi ng a regard for th e vi ews and 
Interests of oth ers.-̂“ Moreover, i t also requi res reci proci ty. For cari ng to 
be fulßlled, th e “one-cari ng” must recei ve some sort of Vali dati on from 
th e “cared-for”, i n Order for th e act of cari ng to be complete. Cari ng, 
argues Noddi ngs, “must someh ow be completed i n th e oth er i f th e 
relaüonsh i p i s to be descri bed as cari ng”’’. Boh m’s di alogue also requi res 
reci proci ty, as well as a regard for th e vi ews and Interests of oth ers, 
wh i ch  entai ls trust, tolerance, and fai rmi ndedness.’̂ Opi ni ons or poi nts 
of vi ew can be truly recei ved only wh en oth ers engage wi th  th ose 
opi ni ons or poi nts of vi ew. Because th ere i s h tde or i n most cases no 
faci li taüon i n th e Boh mi an Di alogue, th i s cari ng approach  becomes 
essenüal to th e success of di alogue. Wh en Boh m says th at i t i s th e 
communal process th at i s th e most i mportant part of th e di alogue, even 
more th an th e content i tself, i t i s obvi ous th at cari ng i n th e pedagogi cal 
sense i s i ntri nsi c to th e di alogue. It allows for parti ci pants to want to 
li sten to each  oth er and commi t to th e di alogue. It also h elps parti ci pants 
accept di fferences. Regardless of di sagreement, i f th e relaüonsh i p i s a
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cari ng onc, th en a commi tment to th e process of i nqui ry becomes 

paramount. Cari ng i s, as Noddi ngs says, i ntegral to th e success of th e 

di alogue, as i t i s th i s element th at h elps parti ci pants to accept di fferent 

vi ews.

33 Noddi ngs (1985), p. 186, emph asi s my own.
34 See also Th omas (1997).

“Th rough  such  a di alecti c, we are led beyond th e i ntense, and parti cular 
feeüngs accompanyi ng our deeply h eld values and beyond th e parti cular 
beli efs to wh i ch  th ese feeli ngs are attach ed to a reah vati on th at th e oth er wh o 
feels i ntensely about th at wh i ch  1 do not beli eve i s sti ll to be recei ved.

In sum, cari ng h elps parti ci pants value and accept di fferent poi nts of 

vi ew.̂4 Instead of placi ng i mportance on common Interests, cari ng 

accommodates for di fferences. In an i nqui ry' wh ere parti ci pants may not 

sh are th e same beli efs or values, th ey can sti U foUow th e di alogue from 

th ei r own perspecti ve and from th e perspecti ves of oth ers. In such  cases, 

wh i le parti ci pants ack nowledge di sagreement, th ey also are learni ng th at 

th e beli efs and values of th e parti ci pants must be gi ven equal respect and 

attenti on. Bei ng accepted for h avi ng di fferent beli efs or values i s i ntegral 

to Noddi ngs’ noti on of cari ng.
In ph i losoph i cal di alogue and Boh mi an Di alogue, cari ng th i nk i ng i s 

both  an act and a di sposi ti on. Noddi ngs look s at th e meta-di alogue and 
th e processes of cari ng as bei ng such  th i ngs as li steni ng, turn-tak i ng, 

respecti ng, accommodati ng di fference and so on, wh ereas Sh arp 

recogni zes cari ng as an atti tude of cari ng for th e process; wh at Gardner 

talk s about wh en sh e i denti fi es a di alogue as bei ng parti cularly 

ph i losoph i cal. Because Boh mi an Di alogue reli es on th e contri buti ons of 

th e parti ci pants and h as a focus on meta-di alogue, th e care for th e 

process i s paramount i n an i nqui ry. It i s h ence my asserti on th at i n order 

for parti ci pants i n th e di alogue to engage fully, th en th ey must care for 

th e outcome of th e di alogue and most i mportandy th ey must care for th e 

process of ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry th at i s coUaborati ve; th i s process i s a 

process of cri ti cal and Creati ve th i nk i ng.
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In th i s paper we h ave assessed th e th ree di fferent meth ods of 
engagement (si mply put; consensus, letti ng th e argument lead and 
li steni ng) i n terms of h ow th ey lead th e parti ci pants to a deep level of 
cri ti cal, cari ng and Creati ve engagement. We also need to ask  i f th e 
meth ods sh ould remai n separate, or i f some aspects of all of th e di alogue 
meth ods would be benefi ci al to ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry i n general.

Wh i le we h ave si mph fi ed th e th ree di fferent approach es of di alogue 
down to cri ti cal, Creati ve and cari ng th i nk i ng, i t i s th rough  i denti fyi ng 
wh at type of th i nk i ng th at th e di alogue engages i ts parti ci pants i n, we can 
benefi t from i ts focus. For example, a Creati ve Communi ty of Inqui ry 
th at rests on a perpetual openness to follow th e argument wh ere i t leads 
can enli st elements of th e Socrati c Di alogue th at i s cri ti cal i n nature wh en 
th ough t needs to become more cri ti cal. Si mi larly, a Socrati c Di alogue can 
benefi t from an understandi ng of Boh mi an Di alogue wi th  i ts focus of 
meta-di alogue and li steni ng and cari ng th i nk i ng. It i s i mportant, h owever, 
th at wh en we do begi n to tak e th e mai n focus of one di alogue model and 
use i t to assi st i n anoth er, th at we do not lose th e ori gi nal purpose of th e 
model th at i s set out by th e auth or of th e model. Th e structures put i n 
place by th eori sts such  as Nelson, Li pman and Boh m outli ned i n th i s 
paper h elp to avoi d such  pi tfalls and k eep th e di alogue focused on a 
parti cular outcome. However, th e conflati on of terms h as repercussi ons. 
We must ask , for example, wh en i s a Socrati c Di alogue a Socrati c 
Di alogue i f i t does not follow th e approach  set out i n th e model of 
di alogue by Nelson and h i s students? Si mi larly, i f a practi ti oner wh o 
Clai ms to use Li pman’s Communi ty of Inqui ry ch anges th e procedure 
si gni fi cantly, i s i t a genui ne Communi ty of Inqui ry? Wh i le we must be 
careful not to conflate th e terms and ri sk  turni ng each  i nto an 
unstructured di alogue th at resembles a mere conversati on, valui ng wh ere 
engagement occurs i n each di alogue wi ll benefi t th at parti cular 
di sposi ti on (cri ti cal, Creati ve or cari ng) i n th e oth er di alogue meth ods.

I also recommend a furth er focus on cari ng th i nk i ng i n ph i losoph i cal 
i nqui ry. If we are to promote reflecti ve th i nk i ng, as we h ave look ed at 
bri efly i n th i s paper, th en cari ng th i nk i ng i s paramount. In educati on 
th ere i s a focus on Creati ve and cri ti cal th i nk i ng, but I contend th at i f 
i nqui ry i s to h ave any i mpact on students th en i t i s th rough  th ei r care for
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In th e Spi ri t of Di alogue, I h ave mai ntai ned th e i nformal conversati onal 
tone of th e ori gi nal Conference presentati on. I speak  from th e poi nt of 
vi ew of one wh o h as been engaged i n Davi d Boh m’s Di alogue for ten 
years (I parti ci pate from ti me to ti me i n th e Lancaster Di alogue group, I 
h ave been trai ned as a faci li tator of Pri son Di alogue by Peter Garrett and 
attended sessi ons wi th  h i m at HMP Blak enh urst (i ndeed th at experi ence 
fully convi nced me of th e radi cal and effecti ve nature of Di alogue), I ran 
mi ni  Di alogue groups at HMP Lancaster Castle wi th i n a Communi cati ons 
study program, and recently set up a Di alogue group wi th i n an art sch ool 
context.’ In th e foUowi ng account, I wi ll draw upon my own experi ence 
of Di alogue, Davi d Boh m’s book  “On Di alogue” (1996) and th e k ey 
paper h e co-auth ored wi th  Don Factor and Peter Garrett ‘Di alogue - A 
Proposal’ (1991) wh i ch  acti vated th e ph i losoph y i nto a concrete practi ce. 
Indeed, I rely h eavüy on quotati on si nce th e voi ces of ‘oth ers’ are 
relevant i n such  a study and, i n th i s subj ect, more experi enced and 
k nowledgeable th an 1.1 do not clai m to be any auth ori ty on Di alogue nor 
do I set Up an academi c compari son wi th  oth er di alogi c meth odologi es 
and practi ceŝ; my Intenti on at “Th e Ch allenge of Di alogue” was to gi ve 
voi ce to th e radi cal nature of Boh m’s Di alogue - parti cularly i n i ts call 
for ‘No Agenda’- wi th i n a Conference th at I k new would largely focus on 
Socrati c Di alogue. Lastly, I wi ll not go i nto bi ograph i cal detai ls about 
Ameri can born Davi d Boh m (1917-92) suffi ce to say th at h e i s regarded 
as one of th e foremost th eoreti cal ph ysi ci sts of h i s generati on.

■ I would li k e to ack nowledge Sally Jeffery (Lancaster Di alogue - th e longest exi sti ng 
Di alogue Group i n th e UK), Peter Garrett (Pri son Di alogue) and Helen Blej erman 
(Sh effi eld Hallam Uni versi t)' Fi ne Art Di alogue) for th ei r i nspi rati onal i nput i nto my 

experi ence of Di alogue groups.
2 It sh ould be noted th at both  th e above texts carrŷ more auth ori ty on th e subj ect th an 

my own paper, and I provi de a full reference for th em i n my bi bli ograph y.
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Davi d Boh m ‘On Meani ng, Purpose and Explorati on i n Di alogue,’ taped 
conversati on August 1990.
www.davi d-boh m.net/di alogue/di alogue_explorati on.h tml.

Most of US would say th at we understand and respect si lence and yet 

rarely i s i t an acti ve i ngredi cnt of any of our di scussi ons, Meeti ngs, 

wh eth er th ey be at Conferences, i n uni versi ti es, cafes or conducted on 

our TV screens, never acti vely accommodate si lence. Indeed i t i s not

So fi rst: no voi ce, no voi ces. Si lence. A ‘blank  page’, no words. A not- 

k nowi ng th at i s not empty and so cannot be i gnored. No place to go, not 
even i nsi de tnyself (as i n away from you) because someth i ng i n th i s 

si lence i s fundamentally publi c. Yet h ere I am unfoldi ng i n all my 

subj ecti vi ty before ... wh at? Yes, before and wi th  you but also wi th i n 

someth i ng ei se; a not-k nowi ng th at i s not empty, not abstract even. More 

a type of place. And so we si t i n a place-si lence th at feels admi ttedly 

uncomfortable but exci tedly di mensi onal. I start to feel my larynx i n th at 

place, th e ti ny bones i n my ears ch mb over your words. No, not your 

words, th ey are not si mply your words anymore. And slowly — and only 

someti mes — I feel my voi ce tak e sh ape i n th e centre of th i s place, carved 

but not complete, a strenuous sensi ng of freedom, of feeli ng out beyond 

‘me’ and i nto th e sound of wh at needs to be sai d. Someth i ng seemi ngly 

i mpossi ble aUows for th e power of th e possi ble and th i nk i ng touch es i ts 
matter.

Th i s may seem a stränge way to open my i ntroducti on to Di alogue 

but my h ope i s to h ave sti rred you, th e reader, i nto reali zi ng th at Boh m’s 

Di alogue i s not stri ctly centred upon wh at oth er practi ces tak e to be 

di alogue’s central tenet, communi cati on:

“Communi cati on h as been ai li ng i n th e h uman race for a long ti me and 
Di alogue i s concerned wi th  th at. But th e pri mary purpose of Di alogue i s 
not to communi cate. It i s much  deeper. It addresses th e Block s i n 
communi cati on, not merely to understand th em, but to meet th em 
di rectly. It i s ai med at seei ng resi stances to communi cati on. In Di alogue 
we are ready to rai se topi cs seri ous enough  to cause trouble. But wh i le 
we are talk i ng we are i nterested i n bei ng aware of wh at’s goi ng on i nsi de 
US and between us,”̂

http://www.david-bohm.net/dialogue/dialogue_exploration.html


'* Davi d Boh m, On Di alogue (1996), p. 19.
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tolerated and causes di scomfort wh en ari si ng. Howevcr, I am not 

suggesti ng si lence as a practi ce. Someh ow th ere’s a negati on i n th at but i t 

i s perh aps an appropri ate place to start th i s exposi ti on on Davi d Boh m’s 

‘Di alogue.’ Its central and radi cal tenet of ‘No Agenda’ means anyth i ng 

can be a content at i ts meeti ngs:

“In th e di alogue group we are not goi ng to deci de wh at to do about 
anyth i ng. Th i s i s cruci al. Oth erwi se we are not free. We must h ave an 
empty space wh ere we are not obli ged to do anyth i ng, nor to come to 
any conclusi ons, nor to say anyth i ng or not say anyth i ng.’"*

But wi th  th e freedom of no agenda comes th e stränge anxi ousness of not 

k nowi ng wh ere to start, or h ow to start. Th i s extraordi nary Sensati on 

overcomes me at th e start of every Di alogue I attend, no amount of 

experi ence can wear i t th i n, so to speak . So, i nevi tably, Di alogue groups 

usually start i n si lence, a far more strenuous and di scomforti ng si lence 

th an can be related by an empty page or a mi nute’s si lence before a 

Conference presentati on. It i s a si lence i ssued by th ose gath ered togeth er 

ack nowledgi ng th at i n th ere bei ng ‘no agenda’ each  of us must attend to 

th e potenti al of ‘wh at needs to be sai d?’ Th ere i s no expli ci t meth odology 

for arri vi ng at th i s, th e group h as to attempt to di scover i t togeth er each  

ti me th ey meet and create a sh ared conversati on.
For all th e potenti al pretensi on of wh at h as been sai d so far, Di alogue 

i s not, as some of i ts cri ti cs h ave i nsi nuated, a mere navel gazi ng practi ce. 

No agenda means th at wh i lst Di alogue’s ai m i s not to solve any 

Problems, problem solvi ng i s often th e result of i ts process. No agenda 

means th at th ere i s no onus on th e parti ci pants to come to any resoluti on 

on a topi c or to reach  a full understandi ng of th i ngs and yet a deep sense 

of understandi ng i s often a consequence. Wh i lst Boh m was stri ctly clear 

th at Di alogue does not ai m at th erapy, often parti ci pants leave a meeti ng 

wi th  a clear sense of deep self-exami nati on. So no agenda i s not 

equi valent to lai ssez fai re, a poi nt I wi ll return to i n my endi ng secti on.
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“As we proceeded i t became i ncreasi ngly clear to us th at th i s process of 
Di alogue i s a powerful means of understandi ng h ow th ough t functi ons. 
We became aware th at we li ve i n a world produced almost enti rely by 
h uman enterpri se and th us, by h uman th ough t. Th e room i n wh i ch  we

Davi d Boh m quoted i n a Lancaster Di alogue Group leaflet.
Di alogue: A Proposal, by Davi d Boh m, Donald Factor and Peter Garrett, p. 3.

“You may ask , i f we h ave such  pressi ng problems wh y we sh ould waste 
our ti me j ust talk i ng. But I say th at our problems ori gi näre because we 
can’t engage i n th i s acti vi ty of j ust talk i ng togeth er, and wh en we try to 
deal wi th  our seri ous problems, we fi nd th at we are not meeti ng.”’

Before I explai n Boh m’s outli ne of Di alogue and descri be i ts ‘pri nci ples,’ 

I would li k e to bri ng attenti on to th e assumpti on th at wh en we meet 

togeth er i n our vari ous groups we are i n fact meeti ng. Th e Intenti on to 

truly meet and sh are meani ng togeth er i s of pri me i mportance to 

Di alogue’s success, i t i s an energy wh i ch  must not di ssi pate after th e fi rst 

Word of th e meeti ng i s - eventually - struck . Th ere seems much  at stäk e 

to me i n th i s Intenti on to meet. So wh i lst th ere may be no agenda, th ere i s 

a premedi tated agenda to truly meet, a sense th at someth i ng i s at stäk e.

For Boh m, Di alogue (etymologi cally di a-logos) means th e process of 

usi ng words togeth er as a movement of meani ng made possi ble th rough  

a sh ared conversati on: “Th e Image i t gi ves i s of a ri ver of meani ng 

flowi ng around and th rough  th e parti ci pants.”’

Th i s ‘movement,’ th e process of th e di alogue, i s more i mportant th an 

th e topi cs wh i ch  ari se for th e group i n sessi on. Alth ough  such  flui di ty 

may th reaten a newcomer, i t allows for both  a conversati on around any 

parti cular content emergi ng and also an opportuni ty for th e group to 

exami ne th e usuaUy ‘not vi si ble to consci ousness’ basi s of th e ways i n 

wh i ch  we use and mi s-use words and facts i n conversati on. Ulti mately 

such  an ‘attenti veness’ h as th e potenti al to bri ng about new i deas and 

understandi ngs togeth er. In th i s way, i t i s th i nk i ng as an acti ve pri nci ple 
rath er th an th ough t.

Garret h as stated th at i t i s th i s di fference between th i nk i ng and 

th ough t th at i s so cruci al to Di alogue meeti ngs as h e sets out below wi th  
Boh m and Factor:
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si t, th e language i n wh i ch  th ese words are
boundari es, our Systems of value, and even th at wh i ch  we tak e to be our 
di rect percepti ons of reali ty are essenti ally mani festati ons of th e way 
h uman bei ngs th i nk  and h ave th ough t. We reali ze th at wi th out a 
wüli ngness to explore th i s Si tuati on and to gai n an i nsi gh t i nto i t, th e real 
cri ses of our ti me cannot be confronted.”̂

Th ough t h ere i s tak en h oli sti cally — i ncludi ng emoti on, desi res, as well as 

i nteUectual products of th e mi nd. Boh m outli nes i n “On Di aloguc” h ow 

th ough t h as become th e ‘boss reali ty’ i n our Contemporary culture, 

k nowi ng many soph i sti cated contents and experi ences and yet, “i t doesn ’t 

k .now wh at i t i s doi ng.”̂ Di alogue’s ai m i s to aUow for a true attempt at 

meeti ng/sh ari ng meani ng togeth er so th at we can observe th ough t at 

work . In order to do th i s th e process encourages wh at can be termed a 

‘meta-di alogue’ wi th i n th e Di alogue, wh i ch  explores and someti mes 

confronts th e atti tudes and opi ni ons exh i bi ted th rough  th e words spok en 

and exposes th e i nevi table poi nts wh ere th e parti ci pants are fai h ng to 

really meet. ‘No agenda’ means th at th ere i s no questi on of success or 

fai lure. Th i s enables an unpressuri sed Si tuati on, an attendi ng to th e task  

i n h and and an emph asi s upon consci ously attempti ng to meet togeth er 

duri ng every mi nute of th e meeti ng.

So i t i s part of th e many paradoxes th at Di alogue i ntends to face, th at 

i n i ts caU for no agenda, i t does i ndeed h ave a pri or agenda to truly meet. 

In Order to get across th e cruci al di fference such  an Intenti on mak es to 

‘reali ty’ or ‘h uman experi ence’ or ‘potenti al new cultural meani ngs’ Td 

li k e to use an example from a German fri end wh o I met for a dri nk  i n 

Berli n ci ty centre at th e start of th e Conference ‘Th e Ch allenge of 

Di alogue’. Her story, alth ough  about two people wh ereas Di alogue i s 

about a group, really struck  me as an appropri ate i ndi cati on of th e 

si gni fi cance of th e space th at Di alogue seek s to open up i n i ts Intenti on to 

meet:’
My fri end’s relati onsh i p i s 7 years old and somewh at stale, both  

people leadi ng busy li ves spread between London and Berli n. Sh e h ad 

been feeli ng for some ti me th at h er partner was i n deni al th at th ei r 

relati onsh i p was faci ng problems and avoi di ng mak i ng any effort towards

Ibi d, p. 2.
8 Davi d Boh m, On Di alogue (1996), p. 52.
’ I, of course, relate th i s stör)' wi th  my fri end’s permi ssi on.
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A Di alogue group i ni ti ally seems not very di fferent to any oth er 
di scussi on group. A group of 20-40 people i s consi dered Opti mum, but 
groups can be smaller and some h ave been larger, si tti ng i n a ci rcle 
talk i ng togeth er. It i s open to anybody and needs no speci al type of 
room. Typi caUy a meeti ng lasts a day wi th  2 h ourly break s. Th e Lancaster 
Di alogue group meets once a month  li k e th i s and bas been runni ng for 
almost 20 years. Pri son Di alogue bas some regularly runni ng day groups 
but also tuns sei f contai ned 2-day sessi ons i n di stri buti on j ai ls wh ere th e 
i nmate populati on i s always ch angi ng. Th e Sh effi eld Hallam Uni versi ty

th ei r resoluti on let alone si gnali ng th at h e wi sh ed to di scuss th e subj ect. 
EvenmaUy my fri end suggested th e i dea th at th ey sh ould set 
‘appoi ntments’ wi th  a fi xed durati on wh ere th ey would meet spcci fi cally 
to di scuss th e problems of th e relati onsh i p and noth i ng ei se. Th ese were 
to be expli ci dy frank  along wi th  a speci fi c Intenti on to meet outsi de of all 
oth er concerns. Th e fi rst meeti ng — h eld only a week  before our get 
togeth er — seemed at fi rst to go ‘really wrong.’ My fri end’s partner sat 
si lent for wh at seemed an eterni ty, my fri end edged a few small 
questi ons, but noth i ng came i n response. So sh e too sat i n si lence 
obeyi ng th ei r remi t not to speak  about anyth i ng oth er th e relati onsh i p 
Problem. Fi nally, h er partner began to sh ak e a li ttle and spluttered out 
th at h e was really fri gh tened of aU th e th i ngs sh e was goi ng to tei l h i m off 
about. My fri end was astoni sh ed; sh e h ad never really told h i m off about 
anyth i ng before. Sh e assured h i m th at sh e only h ad one axe to gri nd — 
and th at was th at h e never talk ed to h er about wh at was troubli ng h i m 
but now th at h e h ad fi nally done so, sh e fei t qui te posi ti ve about th ei r 
Si tuati on. Reali zi ng th at sh e was not goi ng to tei l h i m off about anyth i ng, 
h e also fei t reUeved. Th e appoi ntment’s ti me was up. Th ey h ad deci ded 
noth i ng, th ere was no strategy on th e table, th ere h ad been no real 
concrete ‘content’ of conversati on but th ey h ad truly met and now i t 
seems th e relati onsh i p i s movi ng forward i n strength . My fri end seemed 
qui te sh ock ed by wh at i t was th at affected th e ch ange: th e deci si on to 
meet, th e abi li ty, i n th i s i nstance, to really meet. A freedom h ad been 
opened up.
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Fi ne Art Di alogue group i s to run month ly for a 4-h our sessi on. Th i s i s a 

somewh at sh ort length  of ti me but students face a busy curri culum and 

our experi mental run sh owed th at art students tak e to Di alogue wi th  a 

very di rect openness.
Attendance at all th ese groups i s voluntary alth ough  wi th  Pri son 

Di alogue i t i s requi red th at members of staff from Governors to offi cers 

also be present so th at th e wh ole culture of a pri son sh ares a 

conversati on outsi de th e h i erarch i cal constrai nts of th e regi me. Th ese 

groups also mak e use of faci li tators but th e expectati on i s th at once 

Di alogue i s underway, th e role becomes unnecessary.
As I h ave already mai ntai ned, th e group meets wi th  no agenda. 

Alth ough  th ere i s usually no faci li tator and certai nly no leader, someone 

wi ll remi nd parti ci pants at th e start of th e meeti ng of th i s and also th at 

everyth i ng sai d i s to stay wi th i n th e room and need not lead to any acti on 

or outcome afterwards. Asi de from th e above, th ere are no h ard and fast 

rules or meth odologi es th at a Di alogue group must foUow:

“Because th e nature of Di alogue i s exploratory, i ts meani ng and i ts 
meth ods conti nue to unfold. No fi rm mi es can be lai d down for 
conducti ng a Di alogue because i ts essence i s learni ng - not as th e result 
of consumi ng a body of Informati on or doctri ne i mparted by an 
auth ori ty, nor as a means of exami ni ng or cri ti ci zi ng a parti cular th eory 
or Programme, but rath er as part of an unfoldi ng process of Creati ve 
parti ci pati on between peers.”’''

Wi th  new groups th e pri nci ples of Di alogue are sh ared before th e 

meedng Starts. Peter Garrett, wh o formulated th e pri nci ples I outli ne 

below, often uses small exerci ses wi th  pardci pants to i llustrate 
experi enti aUy h ow we usually fall to meet or mak e meani ng togeth er 

coh erendy. Wi th i n a pri son context, th e pri nci ples also enable faci li tati on. 

At poi nts wh ere Di alogue break s down one member of th e group can 

refer back  to th e pri nci ples i n order to sh ow wh ere th e group or an 

i ndi vi dual i s fai li ng to meet.

'0 Di alogue - A Proposal, Davi d Boh m, Donald Factor and Peter Garrett, p. 1.
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Li steni ng/Attenti veness

'• Ibi d.p. 3.
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Formulated wi th i n Boh m’s Di alogue, li steni ng does not si mply mean 

‘Heari ng th e voi ce of oth ers wh o are speak i ng’. Heari ng wh at oth ers h ave 

to say necessi tates th at we stand apart ftom wh at Boh m termed our 

‘i nternal observer’ wh i ch  governs and block s us from seei ng our 

assumpti ons. In effect, wh en we are normally li steni ng we are more often 

fi lteri ng wh at we are Heari ng th rough  such  i nternal assumpti ons. Boh m 

saw th i s as a k ey factor block i ng effccti ve understandi ng and 

communi cati on. Th e i ssue h ere i s th at we mi stak enly th i nk  we are seei ng 

th e World i n a truth ful, obj ecti ve or dependable way:

“Wh at mak es th i s Si tuati on so seri ous i s th at th ough t generally conceals 
th i s problem from our i mmedi ate awareness and succeeds i n generati ng 
a sense th at th e way each  of us i nterprets th e world i s th e only sensi ble 
way i n wh i ch  i t can be i nterpreted. Wh at i s needed i s a means by wh i ch  
we can slow down th e process of th ough t i n order to be able to observe 
i t wlule i t i s actually occurri ng.”"

Assumpti ons are of course i nevi table but th ey h e often i nvi si bly as th e 

root cause of many confh cts because we refuse deep down to 

ack nowledge anyth i ng th at does not comply wi th  our vi ew of ‘reah ty out 

th ere’. For Boh m, even rati onal th i nk i ng was an assumpti on, often 

reveah ng condi ti oni ng rath er th an th i nk i ng. In a Di alogue group, as a 

result of truly li steni ng, attenti on i s placed upon assumpti ons i nh erent i n 

someth i ng th at h as j ust been sai d. Alth ough  th e flavour of such  an 

i nterj ecti on i s usually an unpi ck i ng of wh at was sai d rath er th an an 

admoni ti on of th e i ndi vi dual wh o sai d i t, th i s can be a very tri ck y 

experi ence for a newcomer. Some parti ci pants h ave walk ed out of th e 

group on such  occasi ons, unable to gi ve th ei r words up to th e group and 

suspend th ei r responsi bi h ty for th em. Such  confli ct i s not avoi ded duri ng 
meeti ngs; i t i s part of wh at Di alogue seek s to face up to.
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It i s vi tal th at people voluntari ly belong and contri bute to th e Di alogue 

and for all th e i mportance of acti ve li steni ng, acti ve auth ori ng i s j ust as 

essenti al to th e process. In ‘Di alogue — A Proposal,’ Boh m, Factor and 

Garrett mak e i t qui te clear th at th e only way to tack le th e roots of th e 

cri si s faci ng h umani ty today — i .e. th e processes wh i ch  i nterfere wi th  

communi cati on between nati ons and wi th i n organi zati ons — i s to create a 

space wi th i n wh i ch  i ndi vi duals can auth or and exami ne communi cati ve 

process i tself. Th e Suggesti on th at auth ori ng i n th i s context i s more a 

respondi ng to ‘wh at needs to be sai d’ and not a ‘wh at I want to say’ i s 

reaUy i nstructi ve and enabli ng to a newcomer. I personaUy fi nd i t very 

powerful i n a meeti ng wh en a parti ci pant i s speak i ng and i t i s clear th at 

th ey are sayi ng someth i ng th at th ey h ave never sai d before, th at perh aps 

th ey di d not k now th ey even th ough t unti l th at poi nt. In th i s way, 

auth ori ng i n Di alogue i s tantamount to tak i ng a ri sk  — sayi ng wh at needs 

to be sai d can mean sayi ng th i ngs th at mi gh t be contested or tak en as 

non-negoti able i n a non-Di alogue Si tuati on. It can also lead to 

enügh teni ng i deas and someti mes a reli evi ng laugh ter. Wh at i s i mportant 

to note i s th at once one commi ts to th e Di alogue process, auth ori ng i s 

reaUy more li k e contri buti ng to a group sh ape between all th ose present, 

a coUecti ve learni ng, someth i ng cultural i n essence rath er th an personal:

“As a mi crocosm of th e large culture, Di alogue aUows a wi de spectrum 
of possi ble relati onsh i ps to be revealed. It can di sclose th e i mpact of 
Soci ety on th e i ndi vi dual and th e i ndi vi dual's i mpact on soci ety. It can 
di splay h ow power i s assumed or gi ven away and h ow pervasi ve are th e 
generally unnoti ced rules of th e System th at consti tutes our culture. But 
i t i s most deeply concerned wi th  understandi ng th e dynami cs of h ow 
th ough t concei ves such  Connecti ons.
It i s not concerned wi th  deUberately tryi ng to alter or ch ange beh avi or or 
to get th e parti ci pants to move toward a predetermi ned goal. Any such  
attempt would di stort and obscure th e processes th at th e Di alogue h as 
set out to explore. Neverth eless, ch anges do occur because observed 
th ough t beh aves di fferently from unobserved th ough t. Di alogue can 
th us become an opportuni ty for th ough t and feeli ng to play freely i n a 
conti nui ty of deeper or more general meani ng. Any subj ect can be
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i ncluded and no content i s excluded. Such  an acti vi ty i s very rare i n our 
culture”.'2

My experi ence of Di alogue i s th at th e above mak es for a real sense of 
freedom i n meeti ng togeth er — a freedom th at frees th e voi ce.

12 Ibi d, p. 4.

Boh m, Factor and Garret h ave declared th at Suspensi on i s one of 
Di alogue’s most radi cally new contri buti ons to already exi sti ng forms of 
group di scussi on and li es at Di alogue’s very h eart. It i s also h ard to grasp 
and even h arder to practi ce; i t i s th e ch aUenge of Di alogue.

As menti oned earli er, Boh m descri bed h ow our culture encourages us 
to vi ew th e world from an i nternal observer. Hence we tend to get a 
Strong emoti on and sense of ‘do or di e’ around our i deas and beli efs, 
fai li ng to recogni ze th at th ey are representati ons th at we can ch oose to 
stand asi de from. We tend to allow our i deas to become our i denti ty, 
mi stak i ng th em for a factual reali ty. Hence we argue agai nst or seek  to 
avoi d anyth i ng th at mi gh t contradi ct wh at we mi stak enly see to be 
obj ecti vely true. If we do manage to ack nowledge some turbulence i n our 
assumpti ons of reali ty, th en we usually try to ch ange th i ngs i n th e so 
cali ed external reali ty, fai li ng to reali ze th at th e ‘wrong’ th i ng we are 
search i ng for i s also h i dden somewh ere i n th e back  of ourselves and 
needs addressi ng.

We sh ould not, of course, feel gui lty for our opi ni ons nor sh ould we 
try and suppress any responses to th ose of oth ers; Suspensi on i s all about 
tryi ng to di sassoci ate our sense of i denti ty wi th  any one opi ni on or beli ef 
i n Order th at any number of opi ni ons and experi ence can attempt 
coh erence togeth er. Anoth er way of putti ng th i s i s to say th at, i n 
Di alogue, wh en you h ear anoth er’s th ough t, i t becomes your own 
th ough t. In such  a way th e di scussi on can unfold i n an i mpersonal and 
non-j udgmental curi osi ty:

“A k ey assumpti on th at we h ave to questi on i s th at our th ough t i s our 
own i ndi vi dual th ough t. Now, to some extent i t i s. We h ave some 
i ndependence. But we must look  at i t more carefully ... I’m tryi ng to say
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th at

are

13 Davi d Boh m, On Di alogue (1996), p. 51.
1-1 Ibi d, p. 64.
15 Ibi d, p. 67.

“Th us, i t i s now more urgent th an ever th at we gi ve attenti on not only to 
th i s outward state of affai rs, but also to th e i nward duUness and non- 
percepti veness wh i ch  allows us to go on fai li ng to noti ce th e paradox i n 
th i nk i ng and feeli ng i n wh i ch  th e outward confusi on h as i ts ori gi n. ... A 
mi nd caugh t i n such  a paradox wi ll i nevi tably fall i nto self-decepti on, 
ai med at th e creati on of i llusi ons th at appear to reli eve th e pai n resulti ng 
from th e attempt to go on wi th  self-contradi cti on. Such  a mi nd cannot 
possi bly see th e relati onsh i ps of th e i ndi vi dual and soci ety as th ey really 
are.”15

th at most of our th ough t i n i ts general form i s not i ndi vi dual. It 
ori gi näres i n th e wh ole culture and i t pervades us. ... Th i s deep structure 
of th ough t i s wh at i s common, and th i s i s wh at we h ave to get at.”i 3

Agai n, foUowi ng no agenda, th e poi nt i n Di alogue i s not to agree upon 

some obj ecti ve reali ty - th at i s to foUow a li teral rath er th an a 

parti ci patory th ough t process.
It i s th rough  Suspensi on th at anoth er of Di alogue’s radi cal tenets i s 

made possi ble — th e confrontati on of paradox. Boh m mai ntai ned th at 

anoth er of our problems i n truly meeti ng and sh ari ng meani ng was 

we too readi ly see di ffi cult si tuati ons as problems wh en often th ey 

paradoxes. Paradoxes requi re a di fferent type of attenti on:

“... i f th e mi nd treats a paradox as i f i t were a real problem, th en si nce 
th e paradox h as no ‘soluti on’, th e mi nd i s caugh t i n th e paradox forever 
... th e di sti ncti on i s i mportant, not only psych ologi cally for th e 
i ndi vi dual, but also for h uman relati onsh i ps, and ulti mately for 
estabUsh i ng a proper order of soci ety.”!-*

Boh m gi ves th e example of nati onali sm. Clearly wi th i n a nati on people 

agree to certai n pri nci ples and as i ndi vi duals would never, for example, 

h arm th ei r own ch i ldren. And yet wh en a beli ef or part of th ei r land i s 

under th reat from anoth er nati on, th e same people are wi lli ng to forgo 

such  trench ant values k i Ui ng many i nnocent men, women and ch i ldren i n 

Order to ‘protect’ th ei r sense of nati onh ood. If we treat th i s as a problem 

we wi ll never resolve th e Si tuati on. Instead a ‘safe’ opportuni ty needs to 

be gi ven for people to exami ne th e paradoxi cal pattem of th ei r 

beh avi our:
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Sarah  Smi zz, L6 Student Sh effi eld Hallam Uni versi ty Fi ne Art Department, emai l 
wi th  feedback  to th e fi rst seri es of Di alogues, 2009.
Joh ny Drury, L5 Student Sh effi eld Hallam Uni versi ty Fi ne Art Department, emai l 
wi th  feedback  to th e fi rst seri es of Di alogues, 2009.

“Di alogue sh ould be a compulsi ve part of th e course, as th ere are vcry 
few supporti ve/safe platforms wi th i n academi a/th e Insti tuti on wh ere 
you can h old a di scussi on — free from j udgment. ... Di alogue can use i ts 
platform - th i s gap to acüvely research  and educate by creati ng th e 
Spaces to do so - a collaborati ve space wh i ch  doesn’t exi st anywh ere 
ei se.”’'’

Respect allows for fellowsh i p and needs li tti e explanati on. But i t sh ould 

be poi nted out th at th i s means even i n our desi re for coh erence we must 

not i mpose coh erence upon one anoth er — coh erence needs to be 

di scovered togeth er. From my experi ence, th i s sense of respect i s a very 

acti ve force faci li tati ng Di alogue i n th e pri son context. Indeed i t leads to 

a sense of confi dence and a sense of parti ci pati on i n value mak i ng si nce 

i t break s th rough  i nsti tuti onal frames of th i nk i ng. Th e foUowi ng 

feedback  from two of my fellow art sch ool di aloguers testi fi es to th i s 
also:

“Th i s radi cal meth od of formal di scussi on wi th  no agenda oüs th e brai n 
and no doubt produces creati vi ty i n a mysteri ous way - perfect! For me, 
th e i mportance of th e element of compassi on sh ared wi th  fellow h uman 
bei ngs can never be underesti mated. I am glad to say th ere was a good 
amount of i t i n th e sti ck i ness of th e setti ng.”’’̂
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It must be poi nted out th at for all th e worth  of th ese pri nci ples, th ere i s 
no set meth odology for h ow th ey are appli ed i n practi ce. Th ey cannot act 

as a guarantee; i ndeed th ey may more Uk ely guarantee frustrati on. Often 
th e unexpected dynami cs th at ari se due to th e free flow of Di alogue lead 

to si tuati ons th at rule out even rememberi ng th e pri nci ples exi st:

“Th i s mak es me th i nk  of a conversati on I once h ad wi th  Davi d Boh m 
duri ng th e di alogue th at took  place i n Denmark  several years ago. ... 
Th e di alogue lasted several days. Th e i nevi table frustrati on was steadi ly 
Bui ldi ng Up and, towards th e end, reach i ng boi li ng poi nt. ... I was also 
getti ng somewh at upset because Davi d h ad i ntroduced th e di alogue wi th  
h i s th eori es about propri ocepti on and Suspensi on but nobody seemed to 
be doi ng i t. However, Davi d h i mself di dn’t seem to mi nd th e ch aos th at 
was developi ng. On th e contrary, h e look ed very pleased and di d 
noth i ng (or ver)' li ttle) i n th e sense of Interventi on to reduce th e tensi on. 
Th i s puzzled me, so duri ng th e coffee break  I went up to h i m and ask ed 
h i m i f th i s i s th e sort of di alogue h e h ad i n mi nd. To my surpri se h e sai d, 
“Yes, i t’s goi ng very well.’ He explai ned to me th at th i s place (th e remote 
h oli day camp) was i deal because nobody could walk  out or stay away. ... 
Th e presence of so many di fferent people guarantees th at nobody can 
get h i s way. Wh atever ‘soluti on’ i s bei ng suggested by anybody (to 
reduce th e tensi on and frustrati on) i s i mmedi ately rej ected by th e oth ers. 
Th at means, all exi ts are closed. Davi d’s th eory was th at people wi ll fi rst 
try everyth i ng ei se and only wh en th ere i s absolutely no oth er possi bi li ty, 
th ey may remember wh at h e sai d about propri ocepti on and 
Suspensi on.”'*̂

In th e Same pi ece, Heuvel expounds th e relevance of si tti ng wi th  

frustrati on wh en i t ari ses wi th i n Di alogue:

“In fact, I would put i t a bi t stronger and say th at frustrati on i s th e 
potenti al th at wi ll dri ve us deeper i nto unk nown terri tory i f only we 
would be wi lli ng to tak e i t not as someth i ng to get ri d of but as 
someth i ng th at i s tryi ng to tei l us someth i ng.””

Such  an attenti ve atti tude reflects wh at Boh m referred to as th e 

“propri ocepti on of th ough t” wh ere everyone h as di sassoci ated from th ei r 

assumpti ons and i nner posi ti on and i s acti vely li steni ng to th e words

•8 Wi lli am van den Heuvel, ‘Frustrati on and Subversi on’
h ttp://www.davi dboh m.net/di alogue/frustrati on_subversi on.h tml 

'9 Ibi d.

http://www.davidbohm.net/dialogue/frustration_subversion.html


Wh at i s at stäk e?

20 Davi d Boh m, On Di alogue (1996), p. 27, p. 35.
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bei ng auth ored and parti ci pati ng i n a free movement of reflecti on and 

meani ng generati on;

“Everyth i ng can move between us. ... Truth  does not emerge from 
opi ni ons; i t must emerge from someth i ng ei se - perh aps from a more 
free movement of th e taci t mi nd.”20

My experi ence at Lancaster Di alogue i s th at at certai n poi nts we manage 

to really all move beyond ‘wh ere we are at’ and mak e wh at seems li k e a 

‘break th rough ’ i n understandi ng or relati ng to th e world. Of course, 

often we fi nd ourselves merely ‘ch atti ng’ and somedmes i n frustrati on we 

get angry or explode i nto laugh ter. Th i s Sensati on feels fundamentally 

Creati ve and yet not i ndi vi duah sti c. For me, i t i s culmre-i n-formati on.

It feels apt to dose th i s paper about Boh m’s Di alogue wi th  th e words 

and experi ence from one of i ts most long-standi ng practi ti oners:

“As a member of a di alogue group i n Lancaster th at h as been meeti ng 
consi stently for 16 years, I th i nk  th at possi bly th e most remark able fact about 
th e group i s th at i t h as survi ved for th i s length  of ti me. It i s an open group, 
and th e membersh i p h as ch anged over ti me, wi th  a few of th e ori gi nal 
parti ci pants sti U attendi ng, and th ree new members i n recent month s.
My vi ew i s th at wh at we attempt - a group conversati on wi th out 
faci li tator, set agenda or overarch i ng th eoreti cal or ph i losoph i cal 
vi ewpoi nt — i s di sti ncti ve and counter-cultural. Alth ough  we started as a 
large group, and wi th  Di alogue — A Proposal (Boh m, Factor and Garrett) 
as a gui di ng text, we now average 8 or 9 members at each  month ly 
meeti ng, and h ave no reference poi nt oth er th an our sh ared experi ence.
Th e di ffi culti es encountered someti mes appear i nsurmountable. Th e 
ori gi nal i ntenti ons of Boh m and oth ers may not h ave envi saged such  a 
long runni ng group, and may also h ave been i deali sti c i n th e face of 
th ese di ffi culti es. But th e practi ce of conti nui ng to stay wi th  th em, 
uncomfortable as th i s can often be, i s very unusual. Th e psych ologi cal 
and cultural norm would be to encourage an avoi dance of di scomfort.
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Boh m, Davi d. (1996): On Di alogue. Routledge.
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Sally Jeffen', Lancaster Di alogue (ori gi nal member), emai l 2009.
Wi lli am van den Heuvel, Di alogue and Anarch y, p. 3.
h ttp:/! www.davi d-boh m.net/di alogue/Di alogue_and_anarch y.h tml

and a tendency to fi nd a group wh ere assumpti ons can be agreed upon 
and sh ared rath er th an revealed.
Th e experi ence of th e i ndi vi duals wi th i n th e group, and th ei r reasons for 
attendi ng vary consi derably. Th e fact th at th ey conti nue to attend suggests 
to me a consi dcrati on beyond th e meeti ng of personal needs i s at play.”̂’

Th ere i s a Suggesti on h ere of th e process bei ng counter-cultural, i n oth er 

words radi cal. For me, th e aspect of ‘no agenda’ plays a large role i n th i s. 

Heuvel goes furth er and suggests th at Di alogue i s h ealth i ly subversi ve 

and anarch i sti c. He explai ns h ow th e ori gi nal meani ng of th e word 

anarch y i s not ch aos but ‘th e absence of an arch ’ and Di alogue sati sfi es 

th i s wi th  i ts absence of h i erarch y, rules and i ts ‘spaci ousness’ to allow 

‘everyth i ng’ to be consi dered equally, i ncludi ng ‘noth i ng’. Ch aos, 

h owever, does emerge wi th i n Di alogue, but i f th e group i s commi tted 

attenti on-wi se and ti me-wi se to ‘meeti ng’, th en a sense of order 

amazi ngly someh ow emerges of i ts own accord. Th i s i s an allowi ng for 

rath er th an a Controlli ng. It i s no doubt due to h i s di alogi c learni ng th at 

Heuvel can mak e th e followi ng radi cal, i nsi gh tful clai m:

“Based on th i s surpri si ng di scovery I now tend to th i nk  of anarch y as a 
necessary condi ti on for th e emergence of coh erence. I.e. th ere appears 
to be a natural tendency towards coh erence but th i s i s a ph enomenon 
th at h appens spontaneously i n th e process of free-flowi ng di alogue.
If we are h onest we h ave to admi t th at th e subversi ve ch aracter of 
di alogue i s also a th reat to us personally. Wh at are we to do wi th  th i s? 
To wh at extent, are we wüh ng to apply our own i nsi gh ts? I th i nk , th i s i s 
leadi ng to th e questi on of i denti ty or th e sei f. Or rath er to th e endi ng of 
th e sei f, wh i ch  I beh eve requi res passi on.”-’

In answer to th e questi on wh at i s at stäk e wi th  Di alogue, wi th  ‘no 

agenda’? Fundamentally, WE are at stäk e.

http://www.david-bohm.net/dialogue/dialogue_proposal.html
http://www.david-bohm.net/dialogue/
http://www.david-bohm.net/dialogue/Dialogue_and_anarchy.html
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our perceptual senses th i s sense can be deadened,

Di alogue puts th e most si ngulär word “1” i n th e plural. An ‘F and 

anoth er ‘F are connected i n a common space of percepti on, th ough t, 

feeli ng, experi ence. Necessari ly each  i nterlocutor h as a di fferent and 

uni que perspecti ve wi th i n th at space. Th e di fference may be very sli gh t, 

or i t may be i mmense. Regardless, th e i nterlocutors are i n one space of 

h uman experi ence. Th ere i s no h uman experi ence wi th out i ts arti culati on.

To speak  wi th  each  oth er i s a basi c way of mani festi ng our h umani ty. 

Human communi ty and h uman i ndi vi duali ty requi re th at we speak  

auth enti cally and h ear properly. If, for wh atever reason, we retreat from 

th e Word, we retreat from th e world and ourselves i n th e world. For my 

experi ence I need your h eari ng, your response, our common h umanness 

to li ve wi th  i t and understand i t. Th us my experi ence i s also always ours.

MY-NESS

“My parents, my h usband, my broth er, my si ster.”
1 am üsteni ng i n a Cafeteri a at break fast.
Th e women’s voi ces rustle, fulfi ll th emselves
In a ri tual no doubt necessary.
I glance si delong at th ei r movi ng li ps
And I deli gh t i n bei ng h ere on earth
For one more moment, wi th  th em, h ere on earth ,
To celebrate our ti ny, ti ny myness.

Czeslaw Mi losz

Language, says Hei degger, i s th e h ouse of Bei ng. It i s i mpossi ble to be 

h uman wi th out communi cati on. Th e sense of bei ng-wi th  i s essenti al for 

bei ng h uman.

Yet, as any of 

neglected, negated.
Th e basi c role of di alogue i n learni ng and understandi ng, i n moral 

and poli ti cal deci si on mak i ng, i n sci enti fi c and oth er i ntellectual research  

i s woven th rough  th e h i story of ph i losoph y from th e anci ent Greek s to
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th e present. Th e word ‘di alogue’ h as remai ned vi vi d wi th  i ts ori gi nal 
meani ng. ‘Ata’ means th rough , across, apart, twofold; i t comes from th e 
Word ‘8uo’, two. ‘Aeyei v’ means to speak , to gath er; i t i s ti ed to th e word 
‘Zoyocr’, word. ‘Ai aAEysntat’ i s to speak  wi th  each  oth er. Di alecti cs i s 
th e name of a vari ety of si mi lar ph i losoph i cal meth ods based on th e vi ew 
th at h uman consci ousness i s di alecti cal by nature.

Two of th e greatest Greek  ph i losoph ers, to wh ose work  all 
subsequent ph i losoph y may i ndeed but be a vari ety of footnotes, 
Socrates and Plato, di d ph i losoph i cal work  th rough  di alogue, th rough  th e 
art of conversati on, ‘Si aASKTi Kri  te/VT]’, i n wh i ch  every assumpti on, 
Statement, beli ef i s met wi th  by enqui ry. Curi osi ty as to wh at an utterance 
arti culates i s unceasi ng. Th us vi vi d conti nual attenti on to th e subj ect 
matter h as to k eep th e di alogue goi ng. Th i s i n turn i s ti ed to th e i nsi gh t 
th at, h owever much  we k now at any stage of our explorati on, th ere i s 
always more to understand, th ere are always quesüons left to be ask ed. 
Attenti on i s th us ti ed to h umi li ty regardi ng th e li mi ts of wh at we can 
k now about anyth i ng. Attenti on i s a cogni ti ve abi li ty wh i ch  lets us k now 
our questi ons. Plato descri bed ph i losoph y as enqui ry for wh i ch  th e 
atti tudes of curi osi ty and wonderment are of th e essence.

Th ere h ave been more or less appeali ng vari eti es of 
Si aXeKTlKri  ttr/vr). In th e 5th  Century BC, notably wi th  Ari stotle, i t was 
most poi gnantly mani fested by drawi ng absurd conclusi ons from an 
i nterlocutor’s h ypoth esi s. Suppose, someone assumes th at every acti on i s 
fully determi ned. An absurd conclusi on from th i s would be th at we h ave 
no moral responsi bi li ty. Th erefore th e assumpti on Stands i n need of 
questi oni ng and revi si on. Th e Soph i sts ch eapened th i s meth od by usi ng 
i t as an Instrument for wi nni ng arguments. Th e art of di alogue 
degenerated i nto th e art of th e wi nni ng and losi ng game of debate. Such  
mi suse was far from Socrates, th e — perh aps sti ll — greatest di alecti ci an of 
all. Hi s “I k now th at I k now noth i ng” (Socrati c i rony, so-called) i s an 
i nevi table consequence of th e art of di alogue, th e di alecti c art of 
conversati on. It consi sts i n an i ntermi nable search  for truth  by questi on 
and answer wh i ch  must transcend any i nterlocutor’s egoti sti cal purposes. 
Th ere i s no conclusi on i n any endeavour of Investi gati on and learni ng 
wh i ch  i s h ermeti c to questi ons, th ere i s no th eory wh i ch  precludes 
refutati on — even i f no refutati on h as been found yet or i s i n si gh t. You 
recogni ze Karl Popper’s ph i losoph y of ‘Conj ecmres and Refutati ons’ — a 
maj or and consequenti al footnote to Plato i n th e 20th  Century. Even
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pri vate th ough t must be di alccti cal.’ Inner monologue th en i s i nner 

di alogue - wh i ch  i s amply confi rmed by famous Uterary i nner 

monologues and soli loqui es. Plato agai n:

“Th ough t and speech  are th e same th i ng; but th e si lently occurri ng 
i nternal di alogue of th e soul wi th  i tself h as been speci ally gi ven th e name 

of th ough t.”

Di alecti c, di alogue, i s movement toward synth esi s, of gath eri ng (Xsyetv) 

and i ntegrati ng all avai lable relevant vi ews i nto th e most truth ful possi ble 

(re)presentati on of th e real. Th e Greek  word for th i s ai m i s aovayoyri . 
It i s poi gnant th at Jews refer to th e synagogue as sch ool, a place of 

learni ng and seek i ng understandi ng.
In di alogue and di alecti c, Speak er and utterance, wh at i s meant and 

wh at i s sai d, are not to be severed. Or i f th ey are, th ey wi ll h ave to be 

synth esi zed agai n. For th e best k nown of th e Stoi cs, Seneca, di alecti c 

consi sted of two maj or aspects: th i ngs sai d and meant, and expressi ons 

by wh i ch  th ey are sai d and meant. Th ese were aspects, not parts, of one 

and th e same. Wi ttgenstei n’s foUowi ng remark  can be read as a footnote 

to Seneca:

“[ ] every word h as a di fferent ch aracter i n di fferent contexts, at th e 
same ti me th ere i s one ch aracter i t always h as: a si ngle ph ysi ognomy.”̂

In ‘Passengers wi th  Heavy Loads’-̂ Joseph  Roth  speak s of poor people 

wh o “speak  i n h alf sentences and stunted sounds. Th ey k eep si lent not 

from wi sdom but from poverty.”

“But i n th e scraps th ese people do say i s expressed th e sorrow of an 
enti re world. Th ey h ave only to say “butter” and ri gh t away you 
understand th at butter i s someth i ng very remote and i naccessi ble, not 
someth i ng you spread wi th  a k ni fe on a pi ece of bread, but a gi ft from 
h eaven, wh ere th e good th i ngs of th i s world pi le up as i naccessi bly as i n 

a sh op wi ndow.”

In th e Mi ddle Ages di alecti c got confi ned to di sputati on governed by 

sch olasti c and sch olarly ci rcles i n adh erence to th e laws of formal logi c. 

Th e syUogi sm rei gned supreme.

’ Soph i st 263 e, Th eaetetus 189 e.
2 PI p. 181.
3 Fi rst publi sh ed 1923, recently i n NYRB 5 Dec 2002.



116

Prai se th i s world to th e angel, not th e unsayable one, 

[•■•]
Tei l h i m th e th i ngs. He wi ll stand astoni sh ed; as you stood 
by th e rope-mak er i n Rome or th e potter along th e Ni le. 
Sh ow h i m h ow h appy a Th i ng can be, h ow i nnocent and ours, 
[•••]

Ri lk e, Dui no Elegi es, Th e Ni nth  Elegy (tr. Mi tch ell)

Let US th en attend to th e wh o and wh at of di alogue.

Even i f we sh are cultural and li ngui sti c affi li ati ons i ntedocutors are 

di fferendy placed i n th e wodd; each  walk s necessari ly a di fferent path ; 

our path s may cri ss-cross and i nterweave, we may fi nd each  oth er 

di fferendy placed i n th e same li fe world, for a longer or sh orter wh i le. If 

and wh en di alogue ensues, our words’ ch aracters wi ll be consti tuted by 

th e context of our encounter, and each  of us wi ll bri ng a di fferent

In th e 18th  Century Fi ch te i ntroduced th e tri ad th esi s, anti th esi s, 

Synth esi s. Kant work ed wi th  th i s i n such  an i ntri cate way th at any 

appearance of ri gi di ty was removed from th i s tri ad and i ts th ree terms 
emerged as aspects of an i ntermi nable process of search i ng truth . Kant 

sh owed i n some basi c ph i losoph i cal contexts th at th esi s and anti th esi s 

need not contradi ct each  oth er. Hegel mak es th i s th ough t more patendy 

evi dent and also more accessi ble for wi th  Hegel we can k now trace i t i n 

our everyday li ves and conversati ons. Hegel reconnected us wi th  th e pre- 

Socrati c Heracli tus and wi th  Plato’s Parmeni des and accounted for 

di alecti c as a world process - so th at th e di alecti c meth od of learni ng and 

ph i losoph y turned out to be th e only reali sti c one. Marxi st di alecti cal 

materi ali sm became a controversi al vari ant of th i s. Th i s i s not for us to 
consi der toni gh t.

So far I h ave made plausi ble th e noti on of di alogue as enqui ry, as 

necessari ly di alecti cal. Th e sentence “Di alogue i s di alecti cal” sounds 

almost as vacuous as th e sentence “Di alogue i s di alogue”. But th en, 

Gertrude Stei n was not th e fi rst one to sh ow us th at “A rose i s a rose i s a 

rose” may bri ng us closer to th e bei ng of a rose th an a descri pti on or 

defi ni ti on. It i s an attempt, both  blatant and subtle, to be i n i mmedi ate 

Connecti on wi th  th e reali ty of a th i ng, rath er th an at a medi ated di stance 

from i t by talk i ng about i t. We are compeUed to suspend wh at we k now 

about roses and purely attend to i ts i mmedi ate presence. “Don’t th i nk ; 
look ”.
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Now I’ve deci ded 
to be j ust as 
surpri sed 
at th e j ust as 
fortui tous 
encounters wi th  strangers

even
i f I only
pass th etn

In both  k i nds of si tuati ons , th e fami li är expected oncs, and th e 

surpri si ng ones ‘out of th e blue’, communi cati on may be i mmedi ate,

ch aracter to th em i n th e context of th i s moment of h i s/h er li fe story 

wh i ch  i tself i s ch aracteri zed by i ts context of culture and oth er 

surroundi ng ci rcumstances. Th e context wh i ch  we each  and all h ave i n 

common at any moment i s all of th e world. If two (or more) 

i nterlocutors li ve i n th e same culture, let alone th e same nei gh borh ood or 

th e same h ouse, and i f th ei r li fe stori es h ave been conti nually i nterwoven 

for some ti me to a more or less i nti mate extent (sh ared past, common 

memori es) — communi cati on would appear to be less of an “Ini ti ati on 

i nto a pri vate mystery” (Mallarmc) th an i t mi gh t i f i nterlocutors 

encounter each  oth er out of th e blue for a moment and i f each ’s li fe 

Story i s i nformed by di fferent cultures, locati ons, soci al ci rcumstances 

etc. yet every encounter necessari ly h as an element of surpri se, and I sh all 

try to sh ow wh y. I’U start wi th  an early poem of mi ne (tr. Rosemari e 

Waldrop):

J USTICE
I’m always
most surpri sed
wh en
after a tri p
a plane tri p especi aUy
I meet
i n a Stati on
for example
at a movi e
wh üe wi ndowsh oppi ng
someone I k now
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i nti mate, füll, - or i t may fall. Fai lures to communi cate tend to be more 
pai nful, nay devastati ng, i n h abi tual closeness th an i n ch ance encounters 
of Strangers. Fami li ari ty breeds expectati ons, i f not contempt; and i t 
breeds negli gence of th e fact th at no person, h owever fami li är, i ncludi ng 
ourselves, can ever be fuUy k nown to any of us. By contrast — perh aps — 
wi th  i nani mate obj ects, a person cannot be fuUy descri bed, explai ned, 
compreh ended, grasped. [Noti ce th e metaph ors — of th e h and graspi ng, 
compreh endi ng], Wh y i s th i s so?

A person i s never only obj ect, but also always subj ect. If you and I are 
tmly present to each  oth er th en we encounter each  oth er as subj ects. 
Buber (I-Th ou) di sti ngui sh es between experi enci ng and encounteri ng 
anoth er. You may be an obj ect of experi ence for me. I encounter you as 
subj ect. Th e noti on of ‘encounter’ th en i s a k ey noti on for h uman 
i nteracti on, notably di alogue.

Accordi ng to Buber, th e Th ou, th e oth er I, i s i mmedi ately gi ven i n 
self-awareness. Self, ‘I’, entai ls Th ou. Th e ‘T i s gi ven as “We’; th e “We’ i s 
gi ven as ‘T. It i s gi ven pri or to any obj ecti ve determi nati on of you or me. 
Rath er, i t i s i n-i tself, i mmedi ate; not consti tuted by obj ecti ve 
Identi fi cati on, classi fi cati on, categori zati on. In an encounter you and I are 
undefi ned, i nti mate but not fami h ar. Wh ereas fami li ari ty i s ti ed to 
h abi tuati on (i nducti on) and expectati on, th e encounter precludes 
conceptual determi nati on and offers undefi ned potenti al/possi bi li ti es. 
Th erefore, fami li ari ty i s basi cally i rrelevant to true i nti macy wh i ch  
consi sts i n subj ect-subj ect connecti on.

Th e I-Th ou connecti on i s ontologi cally gi ven i n th e ‘T. I and Th ou 
are one, but not i denti cal. For th i s gi ven connecti on i s conj oi ned wi th  
di fference. You and I are also enti ti es (obj ects) wi th  di sti nctly di fferent 
Identi ti es, i nformed by di fferent h i stori cal setti ngs, cultures, reli gi ons, 
poüti cal contexts etc. It i s i n th e nature of sei f (h uman consci ousness) 
th at both  oneness and di sti nct di fference are gi ven. In ontology logi c h as 
no j uri sdi cti on. [Samuel Butler; “No mi stak e i s more common and more 
fatuous th an appeaUng to logi c i n cases wh i ch are beyond h er 
j uri sdi cti on.”] Recently Bri tai n’s ch i ef Rabbi Jonath an Sack s sai d; 
“Di fference i s not a problem to be managed but an ‘essenti al’ part of 
Creati on i tself.”

I h ave sk etch ed a ph enomenologi cal account of th e nature of sei f, as 
i ndependent of presupposi ti ons as possi ble. It i s an account of wh at 
remai ns wh en we suspend th eori es of th e sei f and beh efs we h ave about
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Hegel, Ph S, tr. Mi ller, p. 110.
Cp. Ian Buruma, NYRB XIX, 6, Apri l 11, 2002, Th e Bloodlust of Identi ty’, pp. 12- 

14.

h uman persons i n general and i n parti cular, and get as dose to wh at i s 

gi ven i n self-awareness as we can. Th en we approach  wh at Hegel calls 

spi ri t and wh at Husserl sh ows as th e subj ect i n all of us (th e concrete 

transcendental Ego).

“A self-consci ousness exi sts for a self-consci ousness. Only so i s i t i n fact self- 
consci ousness; for only i n th i s way does th e uni ty of i tself i n i ts 
oth erness become expli ci t for i t. Th e T’ wh i ch  i s th e obj ect of i ts Noti on 
i s i n fact not ‘obj ect’. [ ] A self-consci ousness, i n bei ng an obj ect, i s as 
much  ‘T as ‘obj ect’. Wi th  th i s, we already h ave before us th e Noti on of 
Spi ri t.

In di alogue spi ri tuaUty would be mani fest th rough  Integrati on, by both  

Speak er and h earer, of th e uni que ‘ch aracter’ i n a parti cular utterance wi th  

th e general ‘ph ysi ognomy’ of a word. Th i s concurs wi th  Buber’s vi ew of 

spi ri tuaUty. Rule-bound analysi s and di ssecti on, th e goal to di scern ri gh t 

and wrong by ‘obj ecti ve’ cri teri a, may be appropri ate and resourceful - 

but Spi ri mal th ey are not, as th e obj ect i s i n focus and th e T’ i s i gnored.

In attendi ng to wh at i s gi ven i n self-awareness we beh old th e 

concrete, i ndi vi si ble, and i rreduci ble basi s underlyi ng h uman experi ence. 
Because we are rati onal, and h ave th e abi Uty to negate, we can ch oose 

between affi rmi ng or denyi ng th i s. It i s a k i nd of wager, not unUk e 
Pascal’s. If we affi rm i t we h ave much  to gai n for h uman Ufe and 

üveUness, and noth i ng to lose. If we deny i t we stand th e ch ance of 

losi ng our very h umanness.
Let US affi rm for th e ti me bei ng th at true Identi ti es of i ndi vi dual 

persons; of cultural, reUgi ous, poüti cal groups; are uni fi ed on gi ven, 

i rreduci ble h uman ground; caU i t I-Th ou; caU i t spi ri t; caU i t th e concrete 

transcendental subj ect; caU i t th e I th at i s We, th e We th at i s I. On th i s 

h uman ground, th en, oth erness does not mean separateness or Isolati on. 

Yet th rough  h i story and nowadays, more th an ever i t seems, we observe 

th e ‘bloodlust of i denti ty’ and i ts h orri fi c deh umani zi ng consequences.̂

“Identi ty i s a bloody busi ness. Reli gi on, nati onali ty, or race, may not be 
th e pri mary causes of war and mass murder. Th ese are more li k ely to be 
tyranny, or greed for terri tory, wealth , and power. But ‘i denti ty’ i s wh at 
gets th e blood boi Ung, wh at mak es people do unspeak able th i ngs to th ei r
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Ri gorous, nay ri gi d, concepts of i denti ty th en are a source of th e greatest 

i mmorali ti es - wi th out gui lt. Consi der th e extreme of genoci de: i ts 

perpetrators espouse an aspect of th ei r i denti ty as absolute and i n i ts 

name assume a collecti ve responsi bi li ty to eli mi nate th ose wh o do not 

fulfi ll th ei r absolute Standards. Such  Standards may be ti ed to race, 

reh gi on, th e ‘Ameri can way of li fe’, etc. and used to di sti ngui sh  between 

worth y and worth less h umans. People may be attack ed not for anyth i ng 

th ey do and profess as persons but merely for a category th ey i nstanti ate. 

Categori zati on th en attach es to th e Illusi on th at i t generates a complete 

understandi ng. Th us th e degradati on or eli mi nati on of th ose subsumed 

under certai n categori es i s consi dered j usti fi ed, as th e h uman connecti on 

between th e perpetrator and th e vi cdm i s brok en. Brutali ty th en becomes 

easy and apparendy gui lt-free wh en vi cti ms are no longer consi dered as 

h uman. Instead of I-Th ou th ere i s I-It. Consequently th e ‘P, th e 

perpetrator as well as th e vi cti m, can no longer be a sei f, for th e ground 

of bei ng sei f i s lost. Th ere i s no i nteracdon; th ere i s not even a possi bi k ty 

of di alogue. But th i s i s not li k ely to enter th e perpetrator’s consci ousness.

I h ave j ust been i nvok i ng extreme and h orri fi c si tuati ons, very real 

ones, for th at matter. In th e face of th ese we feel and are h elpless. It i s 

not j ust i n th ese h orri fi c contexts th at th e “I don’t k now” wh i ch  i s ti ed to 

th e essenti al atti tude of enqui ry i s mi ssi ng. Th i s i s sah ent also, for 

i nstance, for current developments of globali zati on. I quote from George 

Soros’ recent book  0« Globali t̂i on:̂

“Open Soci ety i s based on th e recogni ti on th at we act on th e Basi s of 
i mperfect understandi ng. Perfecti on i s beyond our reach ; we must 
Content ourselves wi th  an i mperfect soci ety th at h olds i tself open to 
i mprovement. Th e acceptance of i mperfecti on coupled wi th  a constant

nei gh bors. It i s th e fuel used by agi tators to set wh ole countri es on fi re. 
Wh en th e world i s reduced to a battle between ‘us and th em’, Germans 
and Jews, Hi ndus and Musli ms, Cath oli cs and Protestants, Hutus and 
Tutsi s, only mass murder wi U do, for ‘we’ can only survi ve i f ‘th ey’ are 
slaugh tered. Before we k i U th em, ‘th ey’ must be stri pped of our common 
h umani ty, by h umi h ati ng th em, degradi ng th em, and gi vi ng th em 
numbers i nstead of names.”

Publi c Affai rs, 2002. As quoted by Joseph  E. Sti gli tz, i n ‘A Fai r Deal for th e World’, 
NYRB, XLIX, no. 9, May 23, 2002, p. 24.
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search for i mprovement and a wi lli ngness to submi t to cri ti cal 
exami nati on are th e gui di ng pri nci ple of an open soci ety.”

Th e acceptance of th e necessary i ncompleteness of understandi ng each  
oth er i s essenti al i f globali zati on i s to be someth i ng oth er th an sh eer 
i mperi ali sm.

Let US return to our smaller worlds. Let us recall th at th e gi ven uni ty 
of oneness/i nti mate connectedness and di fference precludes complete 
compreh ensi on of any one i ndi vi dual, any one acti on. Th e gi ven I-Th ou 
requi res an i ntermi nable practi ce of understandi ng, a process of vi si on 
and revi si on wh i ch  h as to be begun agai n and agai n. Th e Illusi on of 
complete k nowledge and understandi ng lock s th e boundari es of 
i ndi vi duals, groups, soci eti es. Th e I-Th ou, by contrast, entai ls open 
boundari es and th us i ncomplete k nowledge and understandi ng of sei f 
and oth er. Human i nteracti on th en, speci fi cally th e basi c i nteracti on of 
di alogue, presupposes th e recogni ti on of th e necessary i ncompleteness of 
k nowi ng and understandi ng sei f and oth ers. Th e “I don’t k now” i s a 
condi ti on of bei ng present to each  oth er. For th e sak e of cogni ti ve and 
moral clari ty we h ave to ack nowledge wh at th e Ameri can poet Ch arles 
Si mi c calls th e “mystery of presence”.

Any Clai m completely to understand you or your acti on defi es th e 
possi bi li ty of j usti ce towards you. Just and moral i nteracti on must be 
born from a conti nuous “I don’t k now”. Di alogue grounded i n I-Th ou i s 
th erefore mutual and conti nual enqui ry. Descri pti ons, j udgments, 
explanati ons of each  oth er and ourselves are but moments i n th i s 
di alecti cal process, to be suspended agai n and agai n for vi si ons and 
revi si ons and ceaseless explorati on. We h ave to suspend th ough t and 
look  agai n. Th i s i s th e place wh ere th e word ‘respect’ i s at h ome: 
respi cere, to look  agai n, and th i nk  agai n and look  agai n, and so on. We 
h ave to attend and exerci se our Imagi nati on — i n trust.

Trust i s an elemental component of sei f as I-Th ou. We are each  aware 
of th e necessi ty of trust i n fri endsh i ps, love relati onsh i ps, between 
parents and ch i ldren, i n professi onal Connecti ons, i n soci ety. Basi caUy, we 
need trust and we need to be trusted. Th e loss of trust i n a dose 
relati onsh i p can be devastati ng, li k e a loss of sei f.

In i nti macy we relate to each  oth er th rough  feeli ngs, th ough ts, beli efs, 
i ntenti ons, experi ences. By speak i ng to you I i nvi te you to j oi n i n th e 
testi mony. We can do so only by arti culati ng th em. Th rough  arti culati on
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I gi ve testi mony of my Feeli ngs, th ough ts, etc. and entrüst th em to you. 
My trust i s fi rst and foremost i n your presence to me on common h uman 
ground, i n your attcnti ve li steni ng, i n j oi ni ng me i n th e endeavour of 
letti ng truth  sh i ne forth  i n th e space of I-Th ou. I would trust th at you 
h ear not j ust th e ph ysi ognomy of my words, but th ei r ch aracter h ere and 
now, uni que to my utterance. Th i s i n turn would prevent you from 
mak i ng analysi s, di ssecti on and j udgment your pri mary concern. Rath er 
your pri mary concern would be to Esten attenti vely and curi ously, to let 
experi ence appear as fuUy and i mmedi ately as possi ble, to fi nd sense 
wi th i n i t, rath er th an by extraneous pre-establi sh ed Standards. You would 
ack nowledge my oth erness wi th out “oth eri ng” me. You would encounter 
me sei f to sei f, rath er th an relate to me as an obj ect to be obj ecdvely 
k nown, understood, and j udged.

Trust, we may say, i s a condi ti on of th e possi bi li ty of fuUy li ved 
experi ence. Th i s trust i s ti ed to th e urgent need, we so often feel, to fi nd 
words wh i ch  really seem to convey h ow we fi nd ourselves. We look  for 
words to be present i n, for language to be h oused i n. If we do so and are 
properly h eard th en wh atever we convey i s more i ntense, clearer, more 
memorable, more li veable. Encounter means maxi mal preci si on i n 
attenti on and awareness. Every detai l i s i nterconnected wi th  every oth er 
detai l to h old th e tensi on of th e I-Th ou bri dge.

I need to be trusted th at my story i s not pri mari ly bound to an 
ulteri or purpose but an Invi tati on to you i nto a fi eld on common h uman 
ground i n wh i ch  my actual experi ence (i ncludi ng my sufferi ng, my moral 
mi sdeeds and omi ssi ons) meets wi th  your potenti al. Th e arti culati on of 
my experi ence and your h eari ng i t, i n mutual basi c trust, i s th en a process 
of self-recogni ti on for each  of us. Every truth fui  story sh ows th e li stener 
or reader a possi bi li ty of th ei r own. We Step out of th e boundari es of our 
obj ecti ve i ndi vi dual Identi ti es i n to th e open fi eld of I-Th ou, “i nto th e 
Spi ri tual dayli gh t of th e present”.

We k now from our own dose and not so dose relati onsh i ps, th ei r 
conti nuati ons and th ei r losses, th at moments of full presence i n I-Th ou 
are rare. Indeed th ey must be rare. For i n such  moments our i ndi vi dual 
boundari es, our self-i nterested purposes and i ntenti ons, our obj ecti ve 
k nowledge of sei f and oth er are suspended and transcended. However, 
th ese boundari es do not and must not di sappear lest we di sappear as 
i ndi vi duals. We are always also subj ects; we are never only subj ects, nor 
are we only obj ects. Kant’s fi nely tuned ‘always also’ must be
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emph asi zed. We are both  subj ects and obj ects wh i ch  accounts for th e 
i nevi table di alecti c of h uman oneness and h uman di fference. Th i s 
di alecti c transpi res i n di alogue as i n all h uman i nteracti on, unless one 
aspect or th e oth er, oneness or di fference, bei ng subj ect or bei ng obj ect, 
i s negated.

Many of us long for th e I-Th ou nature of sei f to tak e form i n our 
relati onsh i ps. Yet full presence to each  oth er i s at best a gi ft of th e 
moment, and unsustai nable on a conti nuum. Th e longi ng i s th e li fe of 
th e relati onsh i p i f ah ve i t i s; were th e longi ng consci ousness would dead 
as i t was i n paradi se before th e expulsi on. To trust each  oth er i n th at 
basi c way wh i ch  I sk etch ed means to trust th i s genui ne longi ng i n each  
oth er. Th e longi ng and th e trust are necessary for a li vi ng relati onsh i p, 
Communi ty, soci ety. Th i s means conti nual attenti on, preci si on i n speak i ng 
and h eari ng, Suspensi on of j udgment, curi osi ty and wonderment, 
Suspensi on of expectati ons and ulteri or purposes, Imagi nati on, - i n sh ort, 
h ard work . We cannot be perfect at th i s work , as we cannot be perfect at 
anyth i ng. But we can be good enough .

And yet, i n th e “spi derwebs of i ntri cate relati onsh i ps”’̂ communi cati on 
break s down agai n and agai n, di alogue becomes seemi ngly i mpossi ble. 
Th e commi tment to bei ng present to each  oth er often does not bear frui t 
- perh aps because a breach  of trust h as not h ealed, cannot h eal. Even 
th ough  i ssues of ri gh t and wrong may th en h ave become i rrelevant, 
Separati on may yet be th e most appropri ate and properly h umble soluti on. 
Th ere would be h umi li ty i n accepti ng unsustai nable longi ng, longi ng no 
longer to be fei t h opefuUy i n regard of each  oth er.

I spok e of th e ch aracter of a word as uni quely di fferent i n every 
Si tuati on of utterance. Th i s i s i ntri cate enough . Wh at mak es th e 
Spi derweb yet more i ntri cate i s th at both  Speak er and h earer bri ng 
ch aracters to th e word as uttered and as h eard. To h ear th e Speak er 
properly th e h earer h as to attend to th e ch aracter surroundi ng th e word 
i n th e speak er’s voi ce and suspend h i s proj ecti on onto i t. Th i s i s not 
someth i ng th at can be i ntended and i ntenti onaUy done. It requi res th e 
openness of love. And i t i s j ust love wh i ch  may h ave ceased i n such  a 
relati onsh i p. “It i s not th e voi ce th at commands th e stor)̂; i t i s th e ear.”̂
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Ri lk e’s ph rase “temples i nsi de our Heari ng”’ condenses th i s succi nctly. If 
my voi ce does not arri ve i nsi de your Heari ng i t goes mute. We all k now 
tHat our li veli ness i n speak i ng depends on bei ng Heard, on one’s trust i n 
bei ng h eard. If we sever a relati onsh i p i n awareness of th e longi ng for th e 
temple of each  oth er’s Heari ng as well as th e recogni ti on of i ts coUapse, 
we sh all be able to let each  oth er go and be wi th out danger of h osti li ty. 
Th e practi ce of understandi ng h as got us nowh ere. Yet we need not 
demoh sh  each  oth er. We need not negate each  oth er’s, and everyone’s, 
ri gh t to be understood.

It doesn’t always work  h k e th i s, not i n relati onsh i ps of two, let alone 
i n relati onsh i ps between poli ti caUy/reli gi ously defi ned groups. Most of 
US h ave lost h ope th at th e mutual k i lUngs of Israeli s and Palesti ni ans wi ll 
stop. Th ey h ave lost th ei r footi ng on common h uman ground.

As subj ects I am, you are, we are free — lock ed i n nei th er by obj ecti ve 
condi ti ons for i denti ty, dass — or category membersh i p. Nor are we 
bound by obj ecti ve normati ve pri nci ples. Gi ven th at th e I i s I-Th ou, my 
freedom as subj ect i s not th at of egocentri c h cence. If I assume th e 
freedom to pursue my own Interests separately from yours, separately 
from our h uman i nterests, I would undermi ne th e common h uman 
ground beneath  both  of us — and faU from h umani ty, as totali tari an 
oppressors do, or as Don Gi ovanni  di d i n foUowi ng every of h i s desi rous 
Impulses. My freedom as a subj ect entai ls th e ack nowledgment of th e 
necessi ty of I-Th ou, of I as We and We as I. Th en i t i s freedom i n reali ty, 
real freedom. Th e freedom of egoti sti cal li cence turns out to be but an 
Illusi on. In I-Th ou every acti on necessari ly i s i nteracti on.

I-Th ou i s th e place of moral freedom conj oi ned wi th  th e necessi ty of 
h uman i nterconnectedness. Morah ty th en cannot rest only on pri nci ples, 
but also always requi res attenti on to wh at i s present i n any gi ven 
Si tuati on, and th us vi si on and revi si on, creati vi ty. Moral dogmati sm i s 
th erefore i mpossi ble i n I-Th ou, as i s moral relati vi sm. For both  would be 
generated by egocentri ci ty, th e formet th rough  oppressi on, th e latter 
th rough  th at k i nd of tolerance wh i ch  li berally aUows each  of us th ei r own 
truth . Kant, falsely descri bed as a ri gi d morali st, made th i s clear by 
conj oi ni ng h i s categori cal i mperati ve “Always act i n such  a way th at th e 
maxi m of your acti on can uni versally apply to h uman k i nd” wi th  th e 
i nj uncti on th at we never treat persons only as means to an end but also
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Th e pebble 
i s a perfect creaturc 
equal to i tself 
mi ndful of i ts Ümi ts

fi Ued exactly
wi th  a pebbly mcani ng

always as ends i n th emselves. Th e latter mark s th e space of necessary 

attenti on and creati vi ty.
Kant struggled th rough out h i s Cri ti que of Pure Reason to bri ng 

psych olog}' onto th e sure path  of Sci ence. In vai n. He recogni zed th e 

i mpossi bdi ty of such  an endeavour. To th e extent th at Sci ence i s (meant to 

be) obj ecti ve, i t can be appüed to persons only as obj ects, not as subj ects. 

Understandi ng a person requi res th at obj ecti ve k nowledge about h er be 

suspended and transcended. Adequate understandi ng of a person i s 

necessari ly h ermeneuti c, and ph enomenologi cally based. Adequate 

understandi ng of a person i ncludes th e “1 don’t k now”. And th i s i s 

essenti al to di alogue. A person can, and often does, say No to bei ng made 

a mere obj ect of Sci ence.
Inani mate obj ects, Sartre’s early exi stenti ali st wri üngs notwi th standi ng, 

cannot say No. Th us, we mi gh t i nfer, th ey can be completely k nown and 

understood sci enti fi cally. Yet, th i s cannot be so, i f obj ects cannot be 

percei ved or k nown i ndependendy of h uman experi ence, as th ey are i n- 

th emselves. Th i s i s wh y, for i nstance, Kant di sti ngui sh es between th e 

noumenal and ph enomenal aspects of reali ty, wh y Ni etzsch e’s 

epi stemology i s one of perspecti vi sm, and wh y Popper and oth ers th i nk  

of Sci ence as enqui ry rath er th an Systems of conclusi ons. 

Epi stemologi cally, th en, th e di fference between persons (I don’t exclude 

th e possi bi üty of non-h uman persons) and i nani mate obj ects i s i n th e 

abi li ty, di sabi li ty, to say No to bei ng k nown and understood merely 

obj ecti vely.
In Buber’s terms, we experi ence a person as an obj ect, and we encounteri c 

person as a subj ect. It seems, th en, th at we cannot encounter pebbles and 

rock s and oth er i nani mate th i ngs. A Statement to th e contrary would 

seem i ncoh erent. Yet th e matter i s not qui te so h ard and fast.

THE PEBBLE
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wi th  a Secret wh i ch  does not remi nd one of anyth i ng 
does not fri gh ten anyth i ng away does not arouse desi re 

i ts ardour and coldness 
are j ust and full of di gni ty

I feel a h eavy remorse
wh en I h old i t i n my h and

and i ts noble body
i s permeated by false warmth

Pebbles cannot be tamed
to th e end th ey wi ll look  at us
wi th  a calm and very clear eye

Zbi gni ew Herbert* o

Aesth eti c experi ence, i n accordance wi th  Kant’s noti on, consi sts i n 

encounteri ng rath er th an experi enci ng a th i ng. Indeed, i n th e moment of 

aesth eti c experi ence, any purpose , i ncludi ng any epi stemi c purpose, th e 

beh older may h ave, drops out as i rrelevant. I encounter i t as bei ng i n- 

i tself. Stri cti y, i n encounteri ng i t even i ts pebbli ness becomes i rrelevant, 

for conceptuaUzati on/descri pti on i s i ncompati ble wi th  beh oldi ng i t i n- 

i tself. Holdi ng i t i n my mi nd under a concept sh ould cause as much  

remorse as h oldi ng i t i n my h and.

If obj ecti ve Sci ence clai ms complete understandi ng i t negates i ts 

obj ects as a bei ng-i n-th emselves. An obj ect bei ng-i n-i tself cannot be 

generali zed over or abstracted from.

“Th e parti cular obj ect i s a very remark able ph enomenon.
Instead of “all obj ects” we mi gh t say: Allparti cular obj ects”.

Wi ttgenstei n, Notebook s ”

Obj ecti ve Sci ence can but address th i ngs as th ey appear to us by vi rtue of 

our li mi ted (and li mi ti ng) perceptual and i ntellectual Consti tuti on. Th e 

affi rmati on of th i ngs bei ng as th ey are i n-th emselves entai ls th e 

i ncompleteness of sci enti fi c understandi ng. Th us we h ave to concede 

th at Sci ence, Hk e ph i losoph y i s i ntermi nable enqui ry. If i t clai ms, or ai ms 

at, th e establi sh ment of ulti mate truth s and complete understandi ng i t i s
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untruth ful to reali ty. Enqui ry i s th e stuft of di alogue. It follows th at 

nei th er i nterlocutor can arrogate truth . Any conversati on wh i ch  i s 

di alogue i s ori entated toward sh owi ng th i ngs as th ey are i n-th emselves. 

Th us di alogues are to be contrasted wi th  debates wh i ch  are competi ti ons 

i n argument, as well as mere exch anges of opi ni ons ai med at persuasi on 

or th e dubi ous comfort of agreement. I am not, i n th e present context, 

concerned to establi sh  a h i erarch y of di alogue, debate, and exch ange of 

opi ni on i nsi st, h owever on th e i mportance di sti ngui sh i ng between th em 

and propose th e pri macy of di alogue for our li ves as i ndi vi duals i n 

Communi ty, and moral agents.

We are of course not able to speak  about th i ngs as th ey are i n- 

th emselves. Our Ori entati on toward th em may at best culmi nate i n 

‘sayi ng th e th i ngs’ wh ere sayi ng i s sh owi ng, uncoveri ng.

Frai se th i s world to th e angel, not th e unsayable one,
you can’t i mpress h i m wi th  glori ous emoti on; i n th e uni verse
wh ere h e feels more powerfully, you are a novi ce. So sh ow h i m
someth i ng si mple wh i ch , formed over generati ons,
li ves as our own, near our h and and wi th i n our gaze.
Say to h i m th e th i ngs. He wi ll stand astoni sh ed; as you stood
by th e rope-mak er i n Rome or th e potter along th e Ni le.

Ri lk e, Fi rst Dui no Elegy’̂

We are i n-ourselves as subj ects. As subj ects we are free. We cannot 

th erefore percei ve or conceptuali ze th e quali ty of freedom, yet we can 

beh old i ts mani festati ons, and develop our sense of morali ty, of good 

and evi l, of responsi bi li ty from th ere.

From our wager i n favour of I as I-Th ou, as well as from Kant we can 

i nfer th at i t i s exclusi ve categori zati on/conceptuali zati on of sei f and 

oth ers wh i ch i s bound to lead to i mmorali ty, vi olence, and 

deh umani zati on. However, i f categori zati on i s coupled wi th  attenti on to, 

and th us i mmedi ate awareness of th e oth er on common h uman ground, 

i t may enable us th rough  vi si on and revi si on to furth er h umanness i n sei f 

and oth er. If I respond to you merely as an Arab, or a Jew, or a Cath oli c, 

or a Protestant, or ... I do not respond to You, but rath er, I react to an 

i nstanti ati on of a concept under wh i ch  I obj ecti vely subsume you. Th e 

subsumpti on may be correct, but i t alone cannot possi bly re-present you 

as you. Your presence to me i s th us merely medi ated and consequently
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stunted i f not negated. I k now and understand you merely as an obj ect 
and react accordi ngly. To th e extent th at k nowledge i s power I may use i t 
to tak e control over you. I h ear your words as th ey fi t my pri nci ples and 
purposes. I j udge and treat you accordi ngly. We may speak  to each  oth er, 
but we can no longer be i n di alogue. Words th en become my Instrument 
of mani pulati on and power i n pursui t of my self-i nterest. Words severed 
from li ved experi ence may be weapons of destructi on.

Kant’s i nj uncti on means more plai nly th at we must never treat a 
person merely as obj ect, but also always as subj ect. It foUows th at moral 
acti on cannot be determi ned th rough  abstracti ons but i s to be generated 
i n concrete encounters. Th e uni versal ‘h umank i nd’ emerges as a concrete 
not an abstract uni versal. It means “all parti cular h uman bei ngs exi sti ng 
i n past, present, and fi i ture”. A maxi m for any acti on th en i s open to 
enqui ry and revi si on i n th e face of any parti cular h uman Si tuati on. 
Oth erwi se i t could not be uni versaUy vali d for h uman bei ngs as th ey are 
both  subj ect and obj ect.

Th e questi on wh eth er h uman li fe i s possi ble wi th out vi olence i s on 
my mi nd — i ts urgency i ntensi fi ed i n present fi rnes. I spok e of a wager i n 
affi rmi ng th e noti on of sei f as I-Th ou. I h ope to h ave made clear th at 
th i s noti on most plausi bly meets wi th  wh at i s basi cally and i rreduci bly 
gi ven i n self-awareness. Vi olence comes easi ly enough  to th e perpetrator 
i f th e vi cti m i s regarded an obj ect, sub-h uman or non- h uman, worth less, 
and th us expelled from th e h uman ci rcle. Th i s enables th e perpetrator to 
eh mi nate compassi on, remorse, and a sense of gui lt. Encounteri ng each  
oth er always also as subj ects may not eli mi nate vi olence among h uman 
bei ngs, but i t wi ll certai nly stymi e Impulses to vi olent acti on, i ndeed any 
act of negati on of th e oth er. For i n I-Th ou negati ng th e oth er i s negati ng 
sei f. As soon as we get lock ed i nto uni lateral or mutual obj ecti fi cati on of 
each  oth er we mak e room for vi olence. Perh aps I sh ould reformulate my 
questi on: Is i t h umanly possi ble not to get stuck  wi th  obj ecti fi cati ons of 
each  oth er. (Hegel sai d th at falseh ood does not attach  to j udgments per 
se but to fi xi ty of j udgments.) Wi th  th e wager i n favour of th e I-Th ou 
noti on of sei f th e answer i s easy, and i t i s Yes. Th e answer i s easy, but i t 
i s not easy to avoi d getti ng stuck . For one Uv es more comfortably wi th  
well-forged beli ef Systems and th e predi cti ons and i nferences th ey seem 
to aUow, — as long as th ey aren’t sh ak en by experi ences wh i ch  don’t fi t. 
Especi ally i f such  experi ences are catastroph i c we wi ll be compelled to
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aboli sh  or revi se our previ ously h eld beli efs by conti nual attenti on and 
enqui ry. Th e “I don’t k now” th en urges i tself upon us.

Barri ng catastroph es, h ow i n our everyday li ves can we avoi d getti ng 
stuck  i n j udgments of ourselves and each  oth er and th us contri bute to 
th e decrease of vi olence among h uman bei ngs?

Düri ng a CBC radi o i ntervi ew on Remembrance Day th e moth er of 
one of th e four Canadi an soldi ers k i lled ‘by mi stak e’ i n Afgh ani stan sai d: 
“Th e most i mportant th i ng i s now th at we educate our ch i ldren so th at 
th ey really understand people. Th en we can avoi d war.” We h ave seen 
th at real understandi ng i s i ncomplete understandi ng. It i ncludes th e “I 
don’t k now” engendered by encounteri ng each  oth er always also as 
subj ects, by di alogue i n wh i ch  th e meani ng of th e words used i s not 
consti mted only by th ei r ‘ph ysi ognomy’ but also always by th e th ei r 
ch aracter as i t di ffers i n every utterance, i nformed by th e Speak er wh o 
i nh abi ts th e word as sh e utters i t. If sh e i s present i n wh at sh e says th e 
experi ence sh e arti culates and th e words sh e uses h ave a certai n fei t 
quali ty wh i ch  sh ows, but cannot be expli ci t. It consti tutes wh at 
Wi ttgenstei n calls th e ‘atmosph ere’ of a word. To be aüve i n h er words 
th e Speak er h as to ch oose th em carefuUy. Th e need to be really 
understood goes wi th  th e necessi ty of utmost preci si on, preci si on wh i ch  
i s as much  sensual and i magi nati ve as semanti c.

“How do I ch oose among words? Wi th out doubt i t i s someti mes as i f I 
were compari ng th em by fi ne di fferences of smell

Th e most i mportant sense, h owever, i s th e ‘sense of tak i ng part’ wh i ch  i s 
i ntri nsi c to sei f as I-Th ou. Kundera says i n Th e Art of th e Nok/ th at every 
ch aracter i n a novel i s th e actuali zati on of potenti al i n th e noveli st. Th us 
th e noveli st enacts h i s sense of tak i ng part - by understandi ng h i s 
ch aracters from wi th i n and not j udgi ng th em from wi th out. Th e same 
h olds of th e reader wh o ‘really understands’ a novel. We ‘read’ ways of 
bei ng h uman and th us i ncrease awareness of ourselves and each  oth er as 
possi bi h ti es. Li terary art work s are th erefore excellent teach ers of 
di alogue, of readi ng experi ence i n li steni ng, of embodyi ng words wi th  
h umanness, of ‘real understandi ng’.

Every word wh enever li ved i n i s also always new. Th en wh en I h ear 
your words properly I wi tness a moment i n th e fuUness of your li fe wi th
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“Di alogue [. . .] requi res an i ntense fai th  i n h umank i nd, fai th  i n th ei r 

power to mak e and remak e, to create and recreate, fai th  i n th ei r vocati on 

to be more fully h uman.” (Paolo Frei re). Wi th out th i s fai th  partners i n 

marri age may li ve by th e taci t pact not to k now each  oth er any more, not 

to enter th e oth er’s i nnermost. Many people are not even wi Ui ng to enter 

th ei r own i nnermost. Th ey th en forego th ei r bei ng i n th emselves and end

'■* Wi slawa Szymborsk a, ‘Conversati on wi th  a Stone’.
'5 Czeslaw Mi losz, A Treati se on Poetrj y p. 24.

my ‘sense of tak i ng part’’’’. I am an i nvi ted guest i n your li fe wh i le you 

speak  wi th  me i n di alogue. Th e sense of tak i ng part i s th e sense of 

j usti ce.

We see wh y our responsi bi li ty for language i s an essenti al h uman 

responsi bi li ty. True di alogue presupposes not k nowi ng, curi osi ty, 

attenti on, creati vi ty, a Ttoei v. Di alogue i s th erefore on th e th resh old of 

poetry and i nstructed by i t. For goodness’ sak e we h ave to care for our 

words. Cari ng for our words i s an aspect of cari ng for each  oth er. Great 

poets wh o are “gourmands of words” (th i s i s h ow George Stei ner 

descri bes Sh ak espeare, Burton and Joyce) are moral teach ers also because 

of th ei r gourmandi se. We h ave seen th e i mportance of th e sensuous and 

fei t ch aracter of words spok en and h eard i n di alogue, as well as i n poetry, 

for th e i ncrease of j usti ce and th e decrease of vi olence i n our 

i nteracti ons.

I am not forgetti ng th at we i n our world are face to face wi th  h orri ble 

i nj usti ce, and th at we need to be i n di alogue about i t as much  as about 

anyth i ng of concern to us. Th e fei t and sensuous aspects of words i n 

di alogue and i n poetry are by no means always savoury.

Young reader, you won’t li ve i nsi de a rose.
Th at country h as i ts planets, i ts ri ver,
But i t i s as frai l as th e edge of th e morni ng.
It’s we wh o create i t every day anew,
By respecti ng as real many more th i ngs th an are frozen between a noun 
and i ts Sound.
We wrest th em i nto th e world by force.
If got too easi ly, th ey don’t exi st at all.
So, farewell, th i ngs gone. Your ech o caUs us,
But we need to speak  gracelessly and rough ly.

Czeslaw Mi losz
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can be a 
long as we stri ve to revi ve wh at we

Up bei ng by th emselves wi th  part of th ei r soul deadened. Th i s 
useful survi val practi ce - as 
deadened.

Th e Israeli auth or Davi d Grossman sai d recendy i n h i s acceptance 
Speech  of th e Austri an Manes-Sperber-Pri ze th at ordi nary Palesti ni an and 
Israeli people i n th ei r current catastroph i c ci rcumstances can perh aps 
survi ve only i f th ey erase th ei r feeli ngs and th ei r emoti onal vocabulary, i f 
th ey lock  th emselves i nto th ei r sk i ns and mak e th em as th i ck  as th e 
Ch i nese Wall. Yet we need people wh o k eep i nnermost feeli ngs ah ve, 
wh o do not protect th emselves of th e Oth er but rath er long to explore 
th ei r i nnermost. Th i s i s th e task  of th e wri ter from wh om we can learn to 
k eep th e Th ou ali ve i n our own selves and i nteract i n true di alogue. In 
th e I-Th ou we can see ourselves wi th  th e eyes of th e oth er, and h ear 
ourselves wi th i n “th e temple deep i nsi de th ei r h eari ng”. Wh enever we 
speak  and h ear i n true di alogue, even i n th e smallest everyday Si tuati on, 
we do i nfi ni tely more th an noth i ng toward preventi ng vi olence and 
stoppi ng th e course of deh umani sati on. Th i s i s wh y “th e responsi bi li ty 
for language i s, i n essence, h uman responsi bi li ty” (Th . Mann). Oth erwi se 
we wi U not be saved from th e bombardment th rough  buzzwords wh i ch  
h ave become Instruments of power for governments and medi a. In 
speak i ng wi th  each  oth er and i n wri ti ng we sh all h ave to stri ve to come 
as dose as possi ble to th i ngs and people as th ey are i n th emselves. Th i s 
requi res conti nual attenti on and creati vi ty for th e sak e of truth  to reali ty 
and for th e sak e of h uman li veli ness. We cannot sustai n such  attenti on 
and creati vi ty wi th out a deep longi ng for peace and love wh eth er such  
peace and love i s li k ely to occur or not.
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Synch foni ci ti es, Scrpcnts, and Someth i ng
Else-ness

In th e Summer of 2006, I read several book s by weU-k nown exi stenti al 
psych i atri st and i nsi gh tful noveli st Irvi n Yalomd Th ey were all th ough t- 
provok i ng and mi gh üly entertai ni ng. Dr. Yalom sustai ns li vely Interests 
i n ph i losoph i cal aspects of psych i atry, as well as i n psych i atri c aspects of 
ph i losoph y. Among oth er work s, h e h as wri tten two profoundly 
ph i losoph i cal novels, namely Th e Sch openh auer Cure and Wh en Ni etzsch e 
Wept, i n wh i ch  h e h as delved deeply and creati vely i nto th e psych es of 
th ese two outstandi ng th i nk ers vi a th e refracti ng medi a of li terary and 
h i stori cal fi cti on, and th rough  lenses of eclecti c exi stenti al psych i atry.

Yalom’s fi cti ve excursi ons are not confi ned to ph i losoph i cal realms — 
far from i t. In a deli gh tfuUy Ironi e novel enti tled L̂i ng on th e Couch  (h e i s 
an i nveterate punster i n love wi th  double-entendr̂ Yalom tak es to task  
some perenni aUy unfi ni sh ed busi ness of psych oanalysi s, namely analysts’ 
perpetual struggles wi th  counter-transference i ssues. Even th e most 
seasoned psych oanalysts, so Yalom artfully reveals, h ave not yet h ad th ei r 
own egos suffi ci endy sh runk . In consequence, th ey are apt to experi ence

■ Th i s paper fi rst appeared i n Ph i losoph i cal Practi ce, Volume 4.3, November 2009, pp. 
519-34. Repri nted wi th  permi ssi on of th e APPA. I would h k e to th ank  th e Edi tors, 
especi ally Horst Gronk e, for i nvi ti ng th i s arti cle, and for th ei r i nterest i n 
di sti ngui sh i ng ph i losoph i cal from th erapeuti c di alogue. I would also li k e to th ank  th e 
Spi nali s Foundati on (Stock h olm, Sweden) and Prof. Dr. Claes Hultli ng for 
Sponsori ng a ph i losoph i cal retreat at Landsort, at wh i ch  th i s paper was fi rst 
presented.
I would li k e to th ank  my fri end and colleague Prof. Dr. J. Mi ch ael Russell for 
bri ngi ng Irvi n Yalom’s work s (1989, 1993, 1997, 2003, 2006) to my attenti on, and 
th ank  Prof. Dr. Yalom for di alogui ng wi th  me.
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E.g. “I h ave seen all th c work s th at are done under th e sun; and, beh old, all i s vani ty, 
and a stri vi ng after wi nd. Th at wh i ch  i s crook ed cannot be made Strai gh t; and th at 
wh i ch  i s wandng cannot be numbered.” Ecclesi astes I: 14-15.

all k i nds of problems wi th  pati ents, and not always of th e pati ents’ 
mak i ng. To be sure, pati ents are wont to decei ve th ei r analysts at ti mes, 
wh eth er subconsci ously, di ffi dently, or mali ci ously. And analysts 
th emselves are prone to all th e vani ti es catalogued by Ecclesi astes i n 
anti qui tyd egoi sms and egoti sms ali k e th at appear i nnately rooted i n th e 
h uman psych e, and wh i ch  i nevi tably contri bute to self-decepti on. If an 
analyst’s vani ti es, self-decepüons, and unresolved counter-transferences 
were sk ülfuUy exploi ted by a Professi onal con-arti st posi ng as a pati ent, 
personal and Professi onal mayh em would result. Th i s i s one of th e 
conspi cuous th reads i n th e ri eh  tapestry of untruth s, vani ti es and self- 
decepti ons th at Yalom weaves i n o« Tbe Couch .

One parti cular epi sode i n Yalom’s novel rath er j arred me wh en I 
encountered i t i n August 2006, because i t coi nci ded wi th  an uncanni ly 
si mi lar epi sode th at was unfoldi ng i n my own li fe at preci sely th e same 
ti me. In Cyi ng on th e Couch , seni or psych oanalyst and trai ni ng Supervi sor 
Marsh ai Strei der i s ch eated out of a substanti al sum by an experi enced 
fraud arti st aptly named Peter Macondo. Posi ng as a grateful and wealth y 
pati ent, Macondo sk i UfuUy plays on Strei der’s vani ti es and ambi ti ons, en 
route to separati ng Strei der from tens of th ousands of h ard-earned 
dollars vi a an elaborate and weU-crafted ruse. One steppi ng stone on th i s 
pri mrose path  i nvolved Macondo’s supposed endowment of a lecture 
seri es, i n Strei der’s name, at a promi nent Mexi can uni versi ty, wi th  an 
Invi tati on to Strei der to deli ver th e i naugural address. Th i s h ad ti ti Uated 
Strei der’s ambi ti on for i nternati onal renown, and h ad endeared Macondo 
to h i m — ch oi ce morsels of bai t for th e trap.

Wh i le readi ng th i s i n Yalom’s novel, I di scovered vi a emai l th at 
parallel promi ses to me, made by a Mexi can entrepreneur i n th at very 
spri ng of 2006, h ad si mi larly turned out to be enti rely bogus. In my case 
th e con-arti st — call h i m Pedro Menti roso — h ad promi sed to uti li ze both  
h i s wealth  and h i s poli ti cal Connecti ons to establi sh  a graduate program 
for ph Uosoph i cal practi ce at a promi nent Mexi can uni versi ty — wh i ch  
would serve as a focal poi nt and h ub for branch i ng operati ons 
th rough out Lati n Ameri ca — and to i nstall me as i ts fi gureh ead or ti tular 
di rector. Th ere i s no questi on th at Menti roso played sk i llfuUy, i f falsely.
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my case such  ambi ti on i s 
contrasted wi th  Strei der’s self-

E.g. Mas Platon j ! menos Pi v̂ac (th e Spani sh -language edi ti on of Plato Mot Probat) and 
Preguntale a Platon (Spani sh -language edi ti on of Th erapy for th e Sane) h ave enj oyed 
tremendous populari ty and h ave sti mulated an ongoi ng demand for ph üosoph i cal 

Servi ces.
5 Prof. Jose Barri entos Rostroj o h as succeeded i n foundi ng an M.A. program for 

ph üosoph i cal counselors, under th e aegi s of Educati on, at th e Uni versi ty of Sevi lla.

on my ambi ti on to see th i s h appen, but i n 
grounded i n empi ri cal feasi bi li ty, as 
decepti ve vani ty.

In th e real as opposed to th e fraudulendy conj ured Lati n world, 
Yalom’s book s and mi ne h ave been well-recei ved abroad, not only i n 
Spai n and South  Ameri ca“*, but also around th e Medi terranean. Wi th  
respect to ph i losoph i cal counseli ng, th i s h as resulted i n a substanti al 
demand on th e part of readers for sessi ons wi th  i ndi genous ph i losoph i cal 
counselors, wh o are relati vely th i n on th e ground at th i s ti me - except i n 
Italy, wh ere th ey h ave proUferated.
Because too many Lati n uni versi ti es (and far too many ph i losoph ers) are 
i mpeni tenti y bli nd to ph i losoph i cal practi ce, th e Lati n academy lags i n 
consci ousness of th e extent of populär demand for ph i losoph i cal 
Servi ces, and so (wi th  th e excepti on of th e Uni versi ty of Sevi llâ) h as 
undertak en no wi despread i ni ti ati ve to trai n and graduate a supply of 
ph i losoph i cal counselors. I deplore wasted opportuni ty, and moreover 
(i n conj uncti on wi th  APPA) h ave evolved a bluepri nt for sati sfyi ng th e 
demand. Th i s i s th e ambi ti on upon wh i ch  Pedro Menti roso played so 
sk i Ufully, leadi ng me to beUeve h e would faci li tate th e deci si ve steps 
toward i mplementi ng th e bluepri nt and constructi ng th e edi fi ce i n 
questi on. Wh i le Pedro di d not con me out of any money (th i s apparendy 
was not h i s aspi rati on), h e certai nly cost me some ti me, as well as my 
Professi onal Support for some of h i s i ni ti ati ves, none of wh i ch  ever came 
to frui ti on.

So th e bottom fei l out of my ambi ti on to i naugurate a graduate 
program for ph i losoph i cal practi ce at a promi nent Mexi can uni versi ty, j ust 
as th e bottom fei l out of Marsh ai Strei der’s ambi ti on to i naugurate a 
lecture seri es for exi stenti al psych i atry at a promi nent Mexi can uni versi ty. 
For me, th ese events coi nci ded duri ng one and th e same week  of August 
2006. Along my ti meli ne, Peter Macondo and Pedro Menti roso both  
vani sh ed i nto th i n ai r th at week , never to be h eard from agai n. Wh i le 

rue th e pri ce of unresolved counter-
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Clai re told me sh e h ad a cli ent — call h i m Jason — wh ose problem was 
oph i di oph obi a, or fear of snak es. Li k e arach noph obi a (fear of Spi ders),

transference, Menti roso left me to contemplate th e ph enomenon of 
Jungi an synch roni ci ty. For th at was my i mmedi ate Interpretati on of th e 
acausal li nk age between th ese two events.

About two month s later, one day i n October of 2006, I was flyi ng back  
to New York  from Li sbon, re-readi ng Jung’s Synch roni ci ty on th e ai rplane. 
It was a longi sh  fli gh t, i nto th e teeth  of seasonal h eadwi nds. After a few 
rounds of readi ng, th i nk i ng and dozi ng, I deci ded to watch  th e i n-fli gh t 
movi e — someth i ng I almost never do. Th e feature presentati on was X- 
Men. In th e openi ng scene, a US Presi denti al advi sor enters th e oval 
Offi ce and alerts th e Presi dent th at “mutant events” h ave j ust occurred i n 
Geneva, Montreal and Li sbon. Th at certai nly got my attenti on. My th ree 
most recent tri ps, i n ch ronologi cal order, h ad been to Geneva, Montreal 
and Li sbon. Th i s struck  me as yet more synch roni ci ty. And i n case I 
needed a remi nder, Jung’s monograph  on th e subj ect sti ll lay h alf-read i n 
my lap.

Just a sh ade over two month s later, early i n 2007, I was contacted by 
Clai re, a cUni cal psych ologi st. Clai re sai d sh e wanted to di scuss a case 
wi th  me, and eh ci t my ph i losoph i cal vi ews i n two di fferent di mensi ons. 
One di mensi on pertai ned to th e content of th e case, wh i ch  sh e was i n 
th e process of wri ti ng up for a k eynote presentati on at a Conference. 
Clai re wanted me to vali date h er Interpretati on of - guess wh at? — 
noth i ng oth er th an a ostensi ble occurrence of Jungi an synch roni ci ty i n 
h er practi ce. Anoth er di mensi on of di scussi on, sai d Clai re, pertai ned to 
h er management of th e case i tself. I agreed to work  wi th  Clai re, and di d 
not di sclose to h er my recent sequence of synch roni sti c encounters, of 
wh i ch  th i s was th e th i rd i n si x month s.
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oph i di oph obi a i s wi despread. Jason was unusual because, accordi ng to 
Clai re, h e was not only terri fi ed of snak es, but also clai med to encounter 
th em on a regulär basi s - “mani festi ng” th em, as h e put i t. Si nce Jason 
li ved and work ed i n Manh attan, and frequented nei th er exoti c pet Stores 
nor ZOOS, i t seemed unli k ely i n th e extreme th at h e would fi nd regulär 
opportuni ti es to cross th e path s of meanderi ng serpents (at least of th e 
footless vari ety). So Clai re told me th at sh e took  Jason’s oph i di oph obi a 
seri ously, but remai ned qui eti y sk cpti cal of h i s abi li ty to “mani fest” 
snak es on a regulär basi s. Sh e di dn’t ch allenge h i m on th i s poi nt, and 
tri ed i nstead to treat h i s ph obi a.

One afternoon, duri ng th ei r fourteenth  sessi on, Jason was teUi ng 
Clai re th at h e h ad recendy “mani fested” anoth er snak e, wh i ch  h ad 
terri fi ed h i m. Clai re told me th at sh e was about to ch allenge h i m on th i s 
i ssue of “mani festati on,” wh en suddenly sh e noüced — to h er sh ock  and 
di sbeh ef — a si x-foot pyth on stretch ed out on h er book sh elf, beh i nd 
Jason and out of h i s li ne of si gh t. Clai re h ad been counseli ng cli ents i n 
th i s Manh attan offi ce for ei gh teen years, and h ad never seen a snak e 
appear. Sh e was also qui te certai n th at Jason h ad not brough t i t i n wi th  
h i m. Clai re told me th at sh e swi fdy regai ned h er composure, and almost 
as swi fdy deci ded to ush er Jason out of h er offi ce before h e noti ced th e 
pyth on. Clai re explai ned th at sh e was deeply worri ed th at Jason mi gh t 
experi ence a pani c attack  — or even a h eart attack  — i f h e suddenly 
confronted a si x-foot pyth on at such  dose quarters.

So Clai re i nvented (or decanted) a pretext to termi nate th ei r sessi on 
prematurely, and sh e escorted Jason out of h er offi ce, mak i ng sure to 
Steer h i m toward th e door wi th out allowi ng h i m to gli mpse th e snak e 
stretch ed out on h er book sh elf. Sh e breath ed a deep si gh  of reli ef wh en, 
wi th out furth er i nci dent, h e took  h i s leave.

Clai re th en ph oned 911. Th e emergency Servi ce di spatch er 
summoned th e New York  Fi re Department, wh i ch  h andles th ese k i nds 
of si tuadons i n Manh attan, retai ni ng h erpetologi sts (and assorted snak e- 
h andlers) on call. In fact, many New York ers k eep pet snak es (among 
oth er repdles) i n th ei r h i gh -ri ses, and some repti les are also excellent 
escape arti sts. Serpents on th e lam typi cally crawl i nto vendladon ducts 
among oth er tempti ng apertures, and re-emerge vi a th e ductwork  i nto 
nei gh bori ng apartments or offi ces, stardi ng th e resi dents or oth er 
i nh abi tants. Wh i le such  occurrences are not unusual from th e perspecdve 
of th e NYFD, th e odds of any pardcular New York er encounteri ng a
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snak e i n th i s way are very long i ndeed. Most New York ers h ave never 
h ad th i s h appen to th em, i ncludi ng Clai re - duri ng h er ei gh teen years i n 
th at offi ce.

At th ei r next Sessi on, Clai re began by teUi ng Jason th e truth  about th e 
pyth on. Sh e h ad termi nated th ei r previ ous sessi on out of concern for h i s 
well-bei ng — sh e h adn’t wanted h i m to confront th e snak e, wh eth er h e 
h ad “mani fested” i t or not. Jason responded by termi nati ng Clai re as h i s 
th erapi st, th en and th ere.

Th at i s th e sum and substance of Clai re’s narrati ve to me, wh i ch  
certai nly afforded food for th ough t. In li gh t of Jason’s case, h er two 
questi ons seemed qui te appropri ate. Recall, Clai re wanted fi rst to eli ci t 
my vi ew as to wh eth er th i s was (as sh e supposed) an i nstance of 
synch roni ci ty; and second, sh e wanted to soli ci t my professi onal opi ni on 
on h er h andli ng of Jason’s case i tself.

On th e fi rst questi on: Havi ng h ad th e benefi t of recent encounters wi th  
synch roni ci ty myself, as weU as contemplaüons ensui ng th erefrom, I 
beli eve both  th at Jung’s concept bears wei gh t, and th at th e appearance of 
th e pyth on i n Clai re’s offi ce was i ndeed synch roni sti c wi th  Jason’s clai ms 
of regularly mani festi ng th e obj ect of h i s ph obi a.

To mak e wh at ph üosoph ers of Sci ence (e.g. Li pton 1991) call “th e 
i nference to th e best explanati on”, let us bri efly revi ew th e plausi bi li ty of 
alternati ve explanati ons as to th e pyth on’s appearance. Th e two Standard 
modali ti es of expli cati on are causal, and probabi li sti c. Di d Jason “cause” 
serpents to mani fest, as h e asserted repeatedly to Clai re? Accordi ng to 
our current understandi ng of th e laws of ph ysi cs, ch emi stry, bi ology and 
(to th e extent th at i t i s lawful) psych ology, I k now of no causal 
mech ani sm th at wi th stands rati onal scruti ny i n th i s case. Any clai m th at 
Jason caused serpents to appear — wh eth er by h i s fear or by some oth er 
means — but wh i ch  remai ns mute on th e mech ani sm of causati on i tself, 
belongs to th e realm of parapsych ology, wh i ch  i s more conj ectural th an 
sci enti fi c. For example, one mi gh t conj ecture th at Jason’s ph obi a radi ated 
i nto th e noosph ere, or permeated th e psych i c space i n h i s surroundi ngs, 
and th at th e pyth on was attracted to h i s “ph obi c aura” - but such
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Prof. Dr. Yvonne Freund Levi , a psych i atri st, suggested th at “mi rror neurons” mi gh t 
h ave caused Clai re to h ave i magi ned th e pyth on i n h er offi ce. Mi rror neurons 
putati vely cause sorae ani mals unconsci ously to mi mi c th e faci al expressi ons and/or 
body language and/or Ungui sti c functi ons of oth ers (especi ally conspeci fi cs) i n th ei r 
proxi mi ty, and th us h ave explanatory power vi s-a-vi s soci al evoluti on. (E.g. see 
h ttp://en.wi k i pedi a.0rg/wi k i /Mi rr0r_neur0n#N0tes) Th at sai d, i t seems less 
plausi ble th at mi rror neurons could also engender h alluci nati ons i n one party as a 
soci al response to ph enomena repeatedly descri bed by anoth er party.

putati ve causal attracti on, for example i n terms of a “ph obi c fi eld 
th eory,” lack s all th e Standard empi ri cal Supports: Such  an erstwh i le fi eld 
cannot be observed, generated, repli cated, si mulated or measured by any 
k nown sci enti fi c means. Causati on as we understand i t i s si mply 
i mplausi ble i n th i s case, or i s at least i ncommensurable wi th  th e data.'’

Wh at about probabi li ty? I wi ll esch ew all attempts to fabri cate 
ri gorous computati ons, wh eth er based on classi cal or frequenti st 
i nterpretati ons. Consi der i nstead th i s h euri sti c esti mate. Wh at are th e 
odds, on a gi ven day, of encounteri ng an escaped snak e i n a Manh attan 
offi ce? Mi lli ons of people work  dai ly i n Manh attan, i n mi Ui ons of offi ces. 
Perh aps a few tens of snak es per year escape and are encountered. Th i rty 
si x such  snak es per year would mean one every ten days, on average. 
Gi ven ten müli on people work i ng i n ten mi Hi on Manh attan offi ces every 
day, and gi ven one encounter wi th  an escaped snak e every ten days, and 
gi ven th at an escaped snak e i s equally li k ely to appear i n any of th e 
offi ces, th en Clai re’s odds of encounteri ng an escaped snak e on any 
gi ven are one i n one h undred mi Ui on.

Sh e h ad been work i ng i n th at offi ce for ei gh teen years - rough ly 
4,500 work i ng days - and pri or to th e day i n questi on sh e h ad never seen 
an escaped snak e. Hardly surpri si ng, si nce h er odds of encounteri ng one 
duri ng th at peri od were only about 4,500/100,000,000, or 1 i n 22,000. 
To put th at i n perspecti ve, sh e’d h ave to work  396,000 years to attai n 
probabi li sti c certai nty of encounteri ng a snak e.

Next, wh at are th e odds of one person telli ng anoth er person, on a 
gi ven day i n a Manh attan offi ce, th at h e mak es snak es mani fest? I would 
be surpri sed i f more th an one person per year ever made such  a clai m — 
even i n New York  — and we could conduct a survey to fi nd out. On th e 
assumpti on th at th i s clai m i s made on average once per year i n a 
Manh attan offi ce, and gi ven ten mi lli on offi ces, th en th e odds of a

http://en.wikipedia.0rg/wiki/Mirr0r_neur0n%2523N0tes
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h ave already 
escaped snak e

are about one i n 3.65

'' “Synch roni ci ty i s th e experi encc of wo or more events wh i ch  are causally unrelated 
occurri ng togeth er i n a supposedly meani ngful männer. In Order to count as 
synch roni ci ty, th e events sh ould be unUk ely to occur togeth er by ch ance.” 
h ttp://en.wi k i pedi a.org/wi k i /Synch roni ci tyf

person Heari ng i t i n h er offi ce on a gi ven day 
büli on, 1/3,650,000,000.

Absent a causal Connecti on, th e absence of wh i ch  we 
argued for, th en th e ch ances of a person encounteri ng an 
i n h er Manh attan offi ce on preci sely th e same day as anoth er person tei ls 
h er h e mak es snak es mani fest, i s j ust th e product of th e odds of th e two 
events: 1/100,000,000 x 1/3,650,000,000, or one i n 365 quadri lli on. Th at 
i s an i mprobably small ch ance, renderi ng th e probabi li sti c h ypoth esi s 
untenable.

So wh at’s th e i nference to th e best explanati on? If Jason di d not cause 
th e snak e to appear, and i f th e snak e di d not appear by ch ance wh i le 
Jason was clai mi ng to Clai re th at h e made snak es mani fest, th en h ow can 
we explai n wh at h appened? Jung’s acausal (and also aprobabdi sti c) 
synch roni sti c h ypoth esi s - th at related events can ach i eve resonance i n 
space-ti me - i s th e most rati onal explanati on avai lable to us.̂ Or so i t 
seemed to Clai re upon reflecti on, and so too i t seemed to me. Th us I was 
able to answer Clai re’s fi rst questi on wi th  an affi rmati ve, vali dati ng h er 
Jungi an Interpretati on of th ese events. Th i s by no means proves 
anyth i ng. But h avi ng di squah fi ed causali ty and ch ance ali k e as un- 
explanatory, th en th e prudent i nference i s to seek  acausal and aprobabi li sti c 
explanati ons. I k now of no better candi date th an synch roni ci ty.

However germane, I sti ll di d not di sclose to Clai re my (th en) recent 
and antecedent encounters wi th  synch roni ci ty, wh i ch  may well h ave 
predi sposed me to vi ewi ng h er i nvocati on of i t i n a favorably bi ased li gh t. 
As well, 1 di d not di sclose to Clai re a parallel h ypoth esi s th at h ad 
crystaUi zed i n my mi nd much  earli er, and of wh i ch  sh e now provi ded 
unwi tti ng but clear corroborati on. 1 h ave as yet no name for th i s 
parti cular ph enomenon, a speci es of counselor-cli ent resonance, but i t 
may be related to synch roni ci ty. Th e ch aracteri zati on i s as follows.

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Synchronicityf
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Have you noti ced th e someti mes uncanny ph ysi cal resemblance between 
dogs and th ei r owners? Th i s resemblance can be temperamental or 
beh avi oral as well as faci al or corporeal, but fi rst and foremost one often 
observes stri k i ng Features of congruent appearance. I am not posi ti ng any 
“lawful” relati on th at mandates any such  resemblance; far from i t. To th e 
contrary, th ere are mani festly many more i nstances i n wh i ch  dogs and 
th ei r owners do not resemble one anoth er at aU. Yet th e relati vely fewer 
number of remark able resemblances cannot be deni ed.

Si mi larly, I h ave noti ced a someti mes uncanny resemblance between 
cli ents and th ei r ph i losoph i cal counselors — not a ph ysi cal resemblance, 
rath er a noeti c resonance. Ti me and agai n, I h ave been work i ng to 
resolve some i ssue i n my own h fe, wh en suddenly I encounter a di ent 
struggüng wi th  vi rtually th e same k i nd of i ssue, wh o seek s my advi ce i n 
resolvi ng i t. As wi th  dogs and th ei r owners, I am not posi ti ng any lawful 
relati on. My coUeagues and I h ave h andled any number of cases i n wh i ch  
th ere i s no noeti c resonance at all. At th e same ti me, one cannot deny th e 
cases i n wh i ch  such  resonance obtai ns; th ey mak e vi vi d i mpressi ons, and 
stand out stark ly i n memory.

Wh enever th i s occurs i n my practi ce, and I h ear a di ent reci ti ng out 
of th e blue — as i t were — a set of ci rcumstances th at resonate closely wi th  
my own at th e ti me, I cannot but feel th at some unexplai ned but 
si gni fi cant ph enomenon i s unfoldi ng. At such  ti mes I h ave even come 
dose to formulati ng a vari ant of Jason’s h ypoth esi s: th at I am someh ow 
mani festi ng th ese cli ents, th e better to h elp th em and myself ali k e to 
resolve our respecti ve yet resonant si tuati ons. Seek i ng at th e same ti me to 
avoi d lapsi ng i nto soli psi sm, I can i magi ne th at - were I to di sclose th ese 
resonances to my cli ents — th ey could j ust as well i magi ne, equaUy 
soli psi sti cally, th at th ey are mani festi ng me. At any rate, th i s was th e 
larger si gni fi cance to me of Clai re’s mani festati on, and h er questi ons to 
me regardi ng synch roni ci ty. Sh e played preci sely th e role to wh i ch  I am 
h ere alludi ng: th at of th e di ent wh o comes to a counselor to di scuss an 
i ssue th at h e h i mself i s grappli ng wi th .

Except th at i n Clai re’s case th e ph enomenon i s recursi ve: Our 
parti cular di ent-counselor resonance was focused on Jungi an 
synch roni ci ty, wh i le at th e same ti me th e more general explanati on I am
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ph obi as. Two 
h ypnoth erapy, and 

are empi ri cally

advanci ng for all such  cli ent-counselor resonances i s noth i ng oth er th an 
Jungi an synch roni ci ty. Beyond affi rmi ng and vali dati ng Clai re’s 
i nterpretati on of synch roni ci ty i n Jason’s case, I di sclosed none of th ese 
oth er consi derati ons to h er. Instead, we moved on to Clai re’s second 
questi on, wh i ch  pertai ned to h er h andli ng of Jason’s case.

Recall th at Jason termi nated Clai re i n th e sessi on followi ng th e one 
duri ng wh i ch  th e pyth on appeared. He termi nated h er as soon as sh e told 
h i m th at sh e h ad seen a pyth on, h ad feared for h i s well-bei ng, and so h ad 
ush ered h i m out of h er offi ce on a pretext.

Th ere i s a substanti al ph i losoph i cal li terature on th e generi c eth i cs of 
truth -telh ng and decei t, as well as a corpus of more speci ah zed case- 
studi es i n bi omedi cal eth i cs th at address th i s th orny problem.® Decei ts 
can be generally j usti fi ed wh en th ey benefi t pati ents, as wi th  th e placebo 
effect. Untruth s tend to be less j usti fi able, both  i ntri nsi cally on Kanti an 
grounds, and consequenti ally as well, because th ey tend to be less 
demonstrably benefi ci al. Be th at as i t may, wi th  respect to Clai re’s 
h andli ng of Jason’s case, th e crux of th e matter as I see i t does not h e i n 
h er Professi onal eth i cs at all; rath er, i s centered i n h er treatment of Jason 
h i mself.

Ph obi as are, by nature, i rrati onal. A ph obi c k nows th i s fuU-well i n h i s 
rati onal mi nd, yet i s powerless to di spel a ph obi a by th e exerci se of 
unai ded reason alone. Some forms of i rrati onah ty remai n i mmune to 
rati onah ty, and ph obi as are pri me examples. Th us ph i losoph i cal 
counselors do not and sh ould not attempt to treat 
recommended ways of di speUi ng ph obi as are 
beh avi or modi fi cati on th erapy (i .e. desensi ti zati on). Both  
effi caci ous i n treati ng a wi de ränge of ph obi c di sorders. Hypnoth erapy 
bypasses rati onal mi nd and accesses th e subconsci ous, wh ere h ypnoti c 
Suggesti on h as purch ase i n reprogrammi ng associ ati ve affecti ve processes 
th at tri gger i rrati onal fears. Desensi ti zati on gradually di splaces i rrati onal

Among legi on treatments of th i s i ssue, see e.g. Mappes & DeGrazi a 2006, Ch apter 2.
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or fi i ncüonal i f not pleasant encounters wi th  th i ngsfears wi th  neutral 
formerly fearcd.

Düri ng my mi sspent youth , I i nadvertently acqui red consi derable 
experi ence as an amateur “desensi ti zer,” coi nci dentally (or not) h elpi ng 
many people overcome i rrati onal fears of snak es. I k ept pet snak es on 
and off for years; grass and garter snak es as a boy, boas and pyth ons as a 
young man. One boa i n parti cular, named Larry, was a beloved pet wh o 
h ad th e run (so to speak ) of my apartment. I placed h i m i n h i s cage 
mosdy wh en entertai ni ng oph i di oph obi c guests, but not always for long. 
I qui ck ly di scovered th at most oph i di oph obes h ad rati onal curi osi ti es 
about snak es as well as i rrati onal fears of th em, and th at most proved 
wi Ui ng — albei t after a li tt le coaxi ng — to tak e a look  at Larry provi ded h e 
remai ned i n h i s maxi mum securi ty lock down. Observi ng Larry i n h i s 
cage (from a safe di stance), th ey ask ed questi ons about h i m. After a ti me 
th ey voluntari ly moved closer to th e cage, wi th i n a foot or two of h i m. 
Th i s led by easy stages to most of th ese oph i di oph obes bei ng wi lh ng to 
stand wi th i n arm’s length  of me wh i le I h andled Larry, to bei ng wi lli ng to 
touch  h i m, th en to pet h i m, and - for th ose wh o were fully desensi ti zed 
— to h andle h i m th emselves, and moreover to enj oy th e experi ence.

Beyond th i s, once Larry h ad grown to a si zeable length  and wei gh t — 
8 feet and 35 pounds - h e became a suffi ci ently i mpressi ve speci men to 
be paraded around sch ools and si mi lar venues. Ecce appli ed h erpetology 
101: I gave th e Standard snak e talk , encouraged th e audi ence to h andle 
th e Standard snak e (Larry was a common boa, Constri ctor canstri ctor̂ and 
i nvari ably desensi ti zed some of th e i nevi table oph i di oph obes lurk i ng at 
th e rear.

Common boas mak e th i s process easy. Th ey are gende by nature 
(except of course wh en feedi ng), and rath er enj oy bei ng h andled. Larry 
i nsti ncti vely mi rrored th e temperaments of th ose wh o h andled h i m: He 
was nervous wi th  nervous types; acti ve wi th  acti ve ones; doci le wi th  
doci le ones.’ As I was a pri vate musi c teach er, and my wi fe a pri vate 
tutor, all k i nds of vi si tors and th ei r ch i ldren trai psed i n and ended up 
h andli ng Larry.

Th e most memorable h andlet was an auti sti c boy about ni ne years 
old, fasci nated by Larry and - unli k e h i s petri fi ed moth er - fearless of 
h i m. Larry h i mself became so relaxed i n th e grasp of th i s ch i ld th at h e
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permi tted th e boy to h old h i m by th e tai l and swi ng h i m i n great loops at 
full length . I h ave never seen anyth i ng li k e i t, nei th er before nor si nce.

Beari ng all th i s i n mi nd, I ask ed myself a h ypoth eti cal questi on: Wh at 
would I h ave done h ad Jason been my di ent? Answer: I would h ave 
referred h i m to a h ypnoth erapi st or a beh avi or modi fi cati on th erapi st. I 
would not h ave referred h i m to a cli ni cal psych ologi st, or for th at matter 
to an exi stenti al psych i atri st — even to a great one li k e Yalom. Moreover, 
I would h ave di sclosed to Jason th at I h ad personaUy h elped many 
people overcome th ei r fear of snak es, by th e process of desensi ti zati on, 
and so I could vouch  strongly for th e effi cacy of beh avi or modi fi cati on.

Th en I ask ed myself a more search i ng questi on: Wh at would I h ave 
done h ad a si x-foot pyth on mani fested i n my Manh attan offi ce duri ng a 
Sessi on wi th  Jason? Answer: I would h ave sei zed th i s perfect oppormni ty 
to i ni ti ate Jason’s desensi ti zati on. If anyth i ng, our sessi on mi gh t h ave run 
a li ttle longer th an usual. So my h ypoth eti cal h andli ng of Jason’s case was 
a polar opposi te of Clai re’s actual h andli ng of i t.

Even so, Clai re’s second questi on to me was not concerned wi th  my 
h ypoth eti cal h andli ng; rath er, wi th  my evaluati on of h er actual h andli ng. 
And so I reframed h er narrati ve i n th e foUowi ng way.

Jason came to Clai re because h e sough t a eure for h i s oph i di oph obi a. 
Th i s i n i tself i s a very posi ti ve si gn, because many ph obi cs succumb to 
th ei r fears and never surmount th em. It tak es courage, effort, wi ll power, 
and self-preservati ve desi re for wellness to seek  a eure for one’s ph obi a, 
and th ose are th e very vi rtues, faculti es and i nsti ncts th at catalyze th e 
th erapi st’s eure i tself. At th e same ti me, Jason’s clai m th at h e repeatedly 
“mani fests” snak es i s h i gh ly si gni fi cant. To me, i t si gni fi es th at h e avi dly 
persi sts i n h i s courage and wi lh ngness to summon and confront th e 
obj ect of h i s fears, th e better to overcome th em. Anoth er very posi ti ve 
si gn. Jason was practi caUy i nduci ng h i s own desensi ti zati on.

So h e comes to Clai re, a cli ni cal psych ologi st, for h elp. Sh e does not 
refer h i m (as I would h ave); but i nstead subj ects h i m to th i rteen sessi ons 
of psych oth erapy. Wi th  wh at result? Th i rteen sessi ons of psych oth erapy 
h ave no result on Jason, except perh aps to i ntensi fy h i s desi re to
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summon and confront th e obj ect of bi s fear. Hi s oph i di oph obi a i s not 
allevi ated, and i s probably not even di mi ni sh ed.

Clai re, by contrast, bas been noüceably affected by tbese tbi rteen 
sessi ons. In tbe process of fai bng to eure Jason’s pbobi a, sbe bas 
successfuUy contracted ber own fear — not of snak es, but of ber pati ent’s 
opbi di opbobi a. Wben sbe sees tbe snak e on ber book sbelf, sbe becomes 
terri fi ed of Jason’s possi ble reacti ons sbould be see i t too. Sbe fears tbe 
worst. He may bave a pani c attack . He may bave a beart-attack . So after 
tbi rteen sessi ons wi tb Clai re, ostensi bly devoted to treati ng Jason’s fear 
of snak es, sbe now fears tbat be wi ll drop dead i f be encounters one i n 
ber Offi ce. In a word, sbe now suffers from oph i di oph obi aph obi a — fear of 
ber pati ent’s fear of snak es. Tbi s look s to me li k e tbe anti tbesi s of 
effecti ve treatment.

Of course Clai re’s narrati ve spi ns tbi s di fferendy. Sbe clai ms to be 
acti ng out of deep concern for tbe weU-bei ng of ber cbent. But bad tbi s 
been ber pri mary moti ve at tbe outset, tben sbe sbould bave referred bi m 
for appropri ate belp. It certai nly di d not abet Jason’s sense of well-bei ng 
wben, at tbe begi nni ng of tbei r fi fteentb sessi on, sbe i nformed bi m of 
wbat bad transpi red i n tbei r foresbortened fourteentb. Agai n, tbe 
opposi te reacti on ensued: Jason became so upset tbat be foresbortened 
tbei r fi fteentb sessi on even more radi cally, termi nati ng Clai re tbere and 
tben.

So my bonest i f uncbari table apprai sal was tbat Clai re sbould not bave 
banded tbi s case at ab - as ber mi sbandbng of i t soon enougb revealed, at 
least to ber pati ent. Tbe mi ti gati ng ci rcumstance i s tbat Clai re was wi lli ng 
to subj ect ber conduct of Jason’s case to pbi losopbi cal scruti ny, and 
(bopefuUy as a result) to reconsi der ber posi ti on on treati ng future 
pati ents wbo present wi tb pbobi as.

I bebeve tbat Clai re’s bandbng - or mi sbandbng — of Jason’s case i s 
i ndi cati ve of larger patterns i n Ameri ca’s lucrati ve i ndustry of 
psyebotberapy. Si nce tbe medi cal and psycbologi cal professi ons bave 
been effecti vely coloni zed by Insurance and pbarmaceuti cal Compani es, 
empbasi s i s i ncreasi ngly on pai nt-by-numbers DSM di agnoses and 
mood-enbanci ng prescri pti on drugs. Talk -tberapy i s suspi ci ously 
regarded — by i nsurers and drug Compani es — as a waste of ti me and 
money. “Old sebool” psyebi atri sts bk e Irvi n Yalom, wbo was ri gorously 
educated and meti culously supervi sed wbbe trai ni ng as 
and exi stenti al psyebotberapi st, ri gbtly bemoans tbe new
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By late August 2007, th i s twelve-month  cycle of synch roni ci ti es h ad, i n 
one si gni fi cant respect, come full-ci rcle. Recall th at i t h ad begun wi th  my 
readi ng of Irvi n Yalom’s on th e Couch , and th e synch roni sti c 
epi sodes i nvolvi ng h i s Peter Macondo and my Pedro Menti roso. Now, a 
year later, I found myself sh ari ng th i s story wi th  Yalom h i mself, over 
double espresso i n a North  Beach  coffeeh ouse. I was i n San Franci sco 
for a few days, and Irv h ad graci ously agreed to meet me for coffee. 
Alth ough  we each  h ad at least one bone to pi ck  wi th  th e oth er, we also 
saw eye-to-eye on vari ous i ssues, and beyond th at each  of us h ad reasons 
to soUci t th e oth er’s opi ni on. At least Irv’s opi ni ons mattered enough  to 
me for me to seek  h i m out, and by th e end of our meeti ng I beli eved th at 
some of my opi ni ons mattered to h i m as well.

In both  Th e Sch openh auer Cure and Wh en Ni etzsch e Wept, Yalom 
evi dences th ree talents above all: Fi rst, h e i s a gi fted Creati ve wri ter, 
uti h zi ng th e medi um of h i stori cal li terary fi cti on to exerci se h i s ferti le 
Imagi nati on and extrapolate h i s psych oth erapeuti c perspecti ve. Second, 
h e h as done h i s ph i losoph i cal h omework , demonstrati ng fami h ari ty wi th  
i f not mastery of both  Sch openh auer’s and Ni etzsch e’s respecti ve world- 
vi ews and eth os. Th i rd, h e h as conti nued a practi ce establi sh ed (as far as 
I k now) by Eri k  Eri k son, namely posth umous psych oanalyses of 
h i stori cal fi gures, wi th  th e mi ssi on of extendi ng so-caUed “laws” of

“Someth i ng Elsc-ncss”

“molecular psych i atri sts” wh o are reared on th e “magi c bullet,” and wh o 
th us h ave no concepti on of th e th erapeuti c value of di alogue. Yet at th e 
same ti me, legi ons of psych ologi sts among oth ers li censed by States to 
offer counseli ng suffer from th e h ubri s of a deconstructed educati on, 
bereft of ph i losoph i cal foundati ons, and bli th ely assume th at perpetual 
psych oth erapy i s a panacea for all possi ble pati ents. Th e result i s th at 
some people need psych oth erapy but don’t recei ve i t; wh i le oth ers (such  
as Jason) recei ve psych oth erapy but don’t need i t. Wh y doesn’t th e 
System trai n gatek eepers to di sentangle th i s i neffi ci ent web, and to di rect 
pati ents or ch ents to th e most appropri ate Servi ce provi der? And i n some 
cases - not Jason’s, but evi dendy Clai re’s — th e appropri ate Servi ce 
provi der j ust mi gh t be a ph i losoph er.
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psych ology i nto th e past, th e better to i nstanti ate or “retrocli ct” th ei r 
uni versal! ty.

Eri k son (1958, 1969) h ad th e temeri ty and acumen to subj ect both  
Marti n Luth er and Mah atma Gandh i  to posth umous psych oanalyses. He 
was determi ned to sh ow th at Freudi an analysi s was not j ust a product of 
Freud’s parti cular and peculi ar eth os - late Vi ctori an Vi enna - rath er an 
Instrument th at can accurately gauge any psych e of any h i stori cal peri od. 
To some ph i losoph ers of Sci ence, th i s mi ssi on appears to be moti vated 
by a deep but unwarrantable commi tment to posi ti vi sm, wh i ch  seek s 
relentlessly to establi sh  “uni versal laws” of soci al Sci ence i n Order to 
i mbue th e notori ously value-laden soci al Sci ences — psych ology, 
soci ology, economi cs and th e li k e — wi th  th e more value-neutral 
epi stemi c Status of nomoth eti c natural Sci ences - psych i cs, ch emi stry, 
bi ology. Psych ology h as long-sough t recogni ti on as th e foundati onal 
soci al Sci ence, j ust as ph ysi cs i s j ustly regarded as th e foundati onal namral 
one. Ph ysi ci sts li k e Newton, Maxwell, Boh r and Ei nstei n won ph ysi cs i ts 
obj ecti ve spurs, by deri vi ng from fi rst pri nci ples weU-formed laws th at 
operate uni versally i n gi ven domai ns, and moreover wh i ch are 
understood to h ave been operati ve si nce th e i ncepti on of space-ti me as 
we k now i t. Pace th e remark able contri buti ons of Freud, Jung, Eri k son, 
Yalom and psych ologi sts of si müar Statute, psych oth erapy’s “fi rst 
pri nci ples” are not a settled matter, and th ei r psych ologi cal models do 
not appear to possess th e uni versah ty of ph ysi cal ones. In many sali ent 
respects, Indi an and East Asi an ph i losoph i cal models of mi nd (and th e 
Buddh i st th reads th at connect th em) mak e more credi ble candi dates for 
th e mantle of uni versah ty. Th us proponents of posi ti vi sm such  as 
Eri k son, wh ose posth umous psych oanalyses of Luth er and Gandh i are 
transparent i f brazen attempts to i llustrate th e uni versah ty of Freud’s 
model i n psych ologi cal space-ti me, also attract Ironi e “di agnoses” of 
“ph ysi cs envy” from ph i losoph ers wh o straddle th e unbri dgeable ch asm 
between th e natural and soci al Sci ences.’“

Yalom i s partly i n Eri k son’s camp. In Th e Sch openh auer Cure, h i s pati ent 
Ph i h p conceals unresolved emoti onal problems beh i nd a mask  of 
Sch openh aueri an clari ty, poi gnancy, mi santh ropy and mi sogyny, only to 
be “cured” by exi stenti al group th erapy (of wh i ch  Yalom i s a pi oneer).

1“ E.g. see:
h ttp:/ ! tenser. tj yi epad.com / tenser_sai d_th e_tensor/2006/02/ph ysi cs_envy.h tml

tjyiepad.com
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Ph i li p becomes so strongly “converted” to th i s psych oth erapeuti c model 
th at h e ends up runni ng th e group foUowi ng th e death  of th e group’s 
leader, an exi stenti al psych oth erapi st and consci enti ous h ealer named 
Juli us, Yalom’s avatar i n th e novel. (Most of Yalom’s work s are 
conspi cuously pre-occupi ed wi th  death , wh i ch  radi ales th rough out th em 
li k e vei ns th rough  a leaf.) In th e process of wri ti ng Th e Sch openh auer Cure, 
Yalom read (and ci ted) much  of th e populär li terature on ph i losoph i cal 
counseüng, and so perh aps th i s novel can be construed as h i s reply to, or 
even rebuttal of our nascent fi eld. Yalom, i n effect, i s asserti ng th at 
Sch openh auer was “mentaUy lU”, but mi gh t h ave been “saved” by 
exi stenti al psych oth erapy. My h unch  i s th at we sh all never k now. 
Alth ough  Sch openh auer’s avatar Ph i li p eventually tak es to Yalom’s eure 
for “SPD” (Sch openh aueri an personali ty di sorder), i t i s by no means 
gi ven th at Sch openh auer h i mself would ever h ave consented to 
parti ci pate i n exi stenti al group th erapy. Yet h e Stands posth umously 
di agnosed by Yalom, and h i s avatar Ph i li p i s cured/converted/h ealed/ 
saved/reprogrammed (ch oose one or more) by Yalom’s dyi ng avatar 
Juli us.

Wh en Ni etzsch e Wept i s anoth er exposi ti on of th i s th eme, a marvelously 
Creati ve enactment of a h ypoth eti cal counseli ng relati onsh i p between 
Drs. Breuer and Freud on th e one h and, and th ei r pati ent Ni etzsch e on 
th e oth er. In order to submi t to psych oth erapy, Ni etzsch e h as to be 
decei ved i nto beli evi ng th at h e i s actually gi vi ng ph i losoph i cal counseli ng 
to Breuer, and later to Freud h i mself. To perpetrate such  a monumental 
decei t, vi a false appeal to Ni etzsch e’s monstrous ego, Yalom sagely 
enli sts a woman, fi cti onaUzi ng Ni etzsch e’s Salome for j ust th i s purpose. 
Of course Yalom i s h i stori caUy and psych ologi caUy correct i n portrayi ng 
Ni etzsch e as an i ncurably mad geni us. Dr. Breuer (Yalom’s avatar i n th i s 
Work ) i s once agai n a consci enti ous but wounded h ealer, sufferi ng 
exi stenti al cri ses of meani ng i n h i s marri age and h i s li fe, and i s (for a 
ch ange) pre-occupi ed wi th  death . Hi s encounter wi th  Ni etzsch e i s also - 
i f i roni caUy - curati ve, si nce Ni etzsch e’s i mpenetrable Isolati on and 
i ncurable madness gi ve Breuer good cause, i n th e end, to celebrate h i s 
own banal, bori ng, predi ctable but also comfortable upper mi ddle dass 
bourgeoi s exi stence.

Yalom’s fi rst remark s to me, over coffee, pertai ned to my cri ti ques of 
psych ology’s and psych i atry’s excessi ve medi cali zati on of th e h uman 
bei ng and th e h uman condi ti on. Certai n members of psych oth erapy’s
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ttade Uni on, so Irv i nformed me, h ad tak en excepti on to some of my 

cri ti ci sms. In reply, I mouth ed th e h omi ly about break i ng eggs to mak e 

omelets. (It gai ned empi ri cal force i n th e cafe, as people all around us 

were h avi ng brunch .)

So we sh i fted to common ground. As I menti oned, Yalom h i mself i s 

unapologeti caUy cri ti cal of th e new generati on of psych oth erapi sts and 

molecular psych i atri sts, a tech nocracy th at di spenses pai nt-by-numbers 

di ägnoses and mood-enh anci ng formulati ons, and th at di spenses wi th  

psych oth erapeuti c di alogue as a pri mary veh i cle of h eali ng. Irv and I 

both  deplore postmoderni sm’s deconstructi ons of h umani ty and th e 

affronts of tech nocracy to i t, and we sh are a h ealth y sk epti ci sm of th e 

DSM (Di agnosti c and Stati sti cal Manual of Mental Di sorders).

At th e same ti me, I j ested wi th  Irv th at - accordi ng to h i s own 

publi sh ed di sclosures - some of h i s pati ents are h ealed not by h i s 

i nsi gh tful i nterpretati ons of th ei r dreams, rath er by h i s resoluti on of h i s 

own counter-transference i ssues wi th  th em.” Th ey feel better wh en h e 

stops loath i ng th em, and Starts accepti ng i f not lovi ng th em. I th i nk  h e 

ack nowledged th i s wi th  a wry smi le.
Wh en I probed h i m about Th e Sch openh auer Cure, and suggested th at 

Ph i li p h ad merely reli nqui sh ed one worldvi ew (Sch openh auer’s) for 

anoth er (Juli us’s), Irv became more ardent i n h i s defense of exi stenti al 

psych oth erapy as a h eali ng modali ty. I do not th i nk  Irv fanci ed my furth er 

Suggesti on, th at some psych oth erapeuti c models resemble reli gi ons as 

much  as th ey do Sci ences, and th us th at “h eali ng” under such  condi ti ons 

bears ponderable resemblance to reli gi ous conversi on.'- Irv’s resi stance 

could h ave been evi dence of Eri k son’s syndrome, and i n any case one 

can readi ly i magi ne th e foUowi ng sni ppets of h ypoth eti cal di alogue:

Eri k son (to Marti n Luth er): “Would you care to be psych oanalyzed?”
Luth er: “To wh at end? Aren’t you j ust anoth er k i nd of pri est, seek i ng to 
obtrude dogma and h i j ack  di alogue between man and God?”
Or i magi ne Freud psych oanalyzi ng Sch openh auer:
Freud (to Sch openh auer): “Tei l me about your moth er.”
Sch openh auer: “Read my essay On VComen.”

" E.g. see Yalom 1989.
'2 Indeed, vi tuperati ve i f secreti ve quarrels between fanati cal adh erents of i ncompati ble 

psych oth erapeuti c sch ools bear Strong resemblances to clash es between i ntolerant 
reli gi ous fanati cs from competi ng denomi nati ons.
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Wh en Irv appealed to me, as a “fellow h caler,” to be more ch ari table i n 
my assessments, h e rang th e very bells of IFZi «« Ni etzsch e V7ept. I bad to 
wonder wh eth er Irv was now h umori ng me, j ust as Freud h ad h umored 
Ni etzsch e i n Irv’s ferti le i magi nati on. (I even glanced around th e cafe, to 
see i f I could spot th e requi si te femme fatalê Th at wonderment was 
rei nforced by Irv’s genui ne deh gh t at my gi ft to h i m of Ph i losoph  ̂and 
Psych i atry (Sch ramme & Th ome 2004), wh i ch  contai ns among th i ngs my 
essay Ph us Spak e Settembri ni , i nspi red by Ni etzsch e and Th omas Mann 
ali k e. Has anyone yet dared to psych oanalyze Mann? A Freudi an would 
h ave a proverbi al fi eld-day wi th  th e Eros and Th anatos th at j oi ntly ooze 
from every pore of Death  i n Veni ce (Mann 1912). I would li k e to read 
anoth er Yalom novel about group th erapy — th e group bei ng Ni etzsch e, 
Mann, Wagner and Spengler. Th ese “four h orsemen of th e apocalypse” 
all proph esi ed, or “di agnosed,” th e demi se of Western ci vi li zati on. In 
th ei r wak e, Irv and I among oth ers h ave become Ni etzsch e’s “ph ysi ci ans 
to culture”. Perh aps we are all h umori ng each  oth er, i n a dai sy-ch ai n of 
i ncarnati ons, wh i le our ci vi li zati on somnambulates toward wh at Mann 
(1924) called “th e foul h umors of th e grave”.

Irv and I are both  descended from Russi an Jews, are both  creatures 
of th e Enli gh tenment, and are both  appalled by th e postmodern West’s 
preci pi tous decli ne, dri ven by th e USA’s neo-Roman Versi on of “bread 
and ci rcuses”, namely j unk -food and trash -culture. Th us we di scovered 
auth ori al common ground: Hi s book s, h k e mi ne, h ave more readers i n 
forei gn edi ti ons th an th ey do i n th e US. Th at, we agreed, i s because so 
many countri es lag th e US i n cultural decli ne. Th e ri eh  matri x of 
i nteUectual h i story, sci enti fi c üteracy and ph i losoph i cal tradi ti on th at Irv 
and I both  presuppose - and draw upon — i n our respecti ve work s h as all 
but vani sh ed from th e Ameri can mi ndscape, wh i ch h as been 
transformed i nto more of a moonscape: ai rless, li feless, and i nh ospi table 
to contemplati ve bei ngs.

Th e wounded h ealer — wh ose prototype i s th e satyr Ch i ron — surfaces 
ti me and agai n i n Yalom’s work s, and traces i ts ori gi ns to Jung (1989), 
th e prototypi cal wounded h ealer of psych oth erapeuti c Ori entati on. Jung 
also saw h i s pati ents as creatures wh om Hfe h ad wounded spi ri tually, and 
(th ank s to h i s reli gi ous upbri ngi ng) h e concei ved of h eali ng as a spi ri mal 
acti vi ty. Th i s concei t pertni tted h i m to transcend (or to i magi ne h e h ad 
transcended) corporeal as weU as eth i cal boundari es, to th e poi nt of 
h avi ng sex wi th  some of h i s female pati ents. Th erapi st-cli ent sexual



13 E.g. see Peck  1980.
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relaüons - li k e generi c doctor-pati ent or cleri c-ch oi rboy relati ons - are 
taboo i n professi onal, vocati onal, legal and eth i cal sph eres ali k e, but 
preci sely because th ey are taboo th ey also occur wi th  alarmi ng frequcncy. 
Yalom’s on th e Couch , wh i ch  for me preci pi tated among oth er th i ngs 
th i s arti cle, Spi ns webs of cauti onary tales on psych i atri st-pati ent sexual 
relati ons, wh i ch  counselors of every k i nd - ph i losoph ers i ncluded - 
sh ould also tak e to h eart. Jung i ncluded sex i n h i s repertoi re of h eali ng 
practi ces; wh ereas legi ons of reputable psych oth erapi sts exclude i t 
ri gorously.’3 Wh y? Pri mari ly because i t always ends up h armi ng, and 
never h elpi ng, th e pati ent. Just as th ere i s no concei vable context i n 
wh i ch  parent-ch i ld sex i s ever benefi ci al to th e ch i ld, as Freud remi nds us 
wi th  nomenclature borrowed from Oedi pus, so th ere i s no concei vable 
context i n wh i ch  th erapi st-pati ent sex i s ever benefi ci al to th e pati ent.

Yalom i s refresh i ngly eclecti c, and so h e draws from Freud, Jung and 
exi stenti ali sm as h e li sts, and h owever th ey conduce to enh anci ng h i s 
h eali ng arts (h owever pack aged as Sci ences). He si gned for me a copy of 
h i s textbook  on exi stenti al psych i atry, and expressed i nterest i n my 
ph i losoph i cal vi ews on i t th at would be a ch allengi ng and worth wh i le 
proj ect. Any th erapeuüc posi ti on th at weaves togeth er such  downri gh t 
confli cri ng Strands of metaph ysi cal presupposi ti on must be deeply 
i ncoh erent, h owever demonstrably effecti ve. I say th i s because my own 
ph i losoph i cal posi ti on i s j ust as deeply i ncoh erent, even i f demonstrably 
effecti ve i n i ts own way. My noeti c “toolbox” contai ns plenty of 
confli cri ng metaph ysi cal presupposi ti ons, any one of wh i ch  may be 
h elpful to a gi ven di ent on a gi ven day. Th i s i s th e Grouch o Marx sch ool 
of metaph ysi cs. Grouch o mi nted i ts very motto; “If you don’t li k e my 
pri nci ples, I’ve got oth ers.” I generally endorse eclecti ci sm wh erever I 
encounter i t. It may be i nconsi stent at ti mes, and at bottom even 
i ncoh erent, but i t’s a sure-fi re anti dote to i deologi cal and dogmati c and 
neuroti c i nch nati ons th at h aunt h uman mentati on, wh eth er i n poli ti cal, 
reli gi ous, psych oth erapeuti c or ph i losoph i cal di mensi ons.

AU of Yalom’s “fi cti ti ous” psych i atri sts - clearly not fi cti ons at aU, 
rath er th i nly-veüed depi cti ons of h i mself and coUeagues - are wounded 
h ealers. Th at’s preci sely wh y th ey conti nue wi th  th ei r own i ntermi nable 
analyses, and analyses of analyses, i n supervi si on wi th  seni or analysts 
wh o th emselves are i n supervi si on wi th  more seni or ones, and on up th e
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Freudi an food ch ai n, unti l we arri ve at th e apex and encounter Ch i ef 
Executi ve Egos li k e Marsh ai  Strei der. Th ey are so seni or th at th ey h ave 
no one to analyze th ei r analyses of analyses of all th e oth er analyses, i n 
oth er words th ey h ave no one to h eal th em — or to pretend to h eal th em 
by temporari ly salvi ng th ei r neural/spi ri tual/exi stenti al wounds wi th  
i nsi gh tful i nterpretati ons or di ssolved counter-transferences. Th ey are so 
seni or th at th ei r untreated egoi sti c i nflammati ons mak e th em prey to top 
predators on vani ty ungrati fi ed and ambi ti on unfulfi lled - i .e. to th e Peter 
Macondos of th i s world. “Ph ysi ci an, h eal th yself!”

Beyond th ese wounded h ealers, wh o doubtless h elp many but wh o 
remai n i mmune to th ei r own medi ci ne - i f th ey are not poi soned by i t — 
are th e persecuted, ostraci zed and i solated h ealers. Freud and Jung 
experi enced persecuti ons of vari ous k i nds, as di d Luth er and Gandh i , 
among oth er h i stori cal fi gures wh o attract posth umous psych oanalyses 
by analysts mani festi ng Eri k son syndrome. Sch openh auer’s bi tterness 
was undoubtedly a byproduct not only of h i s penetrati ng i ntellect, but 
also of h i s Isolati on and ostraci zati on. Ni etzsch e was even more 
i nsi gh tful and more profoundly i solated, but uti li zed h i s unenvi able 
ci rcumstances as a scaffold from wh i ch  to construct h i s Übermensch . 
Th e persecuted h ealer i s also an arch etype. We encounter h i m i n every 
Century and culture and reli gi on. I told Irv about Marti n Prech tel, th e 
Mayan sh aman wi th  a pri ce on h i s h ead i n Guatemala, wh o found refuge 
i n th e USA and became a new-age h ealer-auth or (Prech tel 2002). 
Between th e li nes I asserted, and I beli eve Irv ack nowledged, th at 
persecuted h ealers - wh eth er psych oth erapi sts, ph i losoph ers, ph ysi ci ans 
or pri ests — are i n th e last analysi s sh amans.

Irv and I h ad ti me to exch ange vi ews on past cases and pendi ng 
proj ects ali k e. He i s wri ti ng anoth er work  of h i stori cal-ph i losoph i cal 
fi cti on, th i s ti me on Spi noza — a worth y candi date, great ph i losoph er and 
persecuted th i nk er i f not h ealer, vi a wh om Yalom can proj ect h i s Eri k son 
syndrome ever furth er i nto th e past.

And of course I summari zed for Irv th e case of Clai re and Jason, and 
soli ci ted h i s professi onal opi ni on. Yalom’s eclecti ci sm prevented h i m 
from rej ecti ng synch roni ci ty out-of-h and, wh i le h i s professi onah sm 
prompted h i m to concur th at desensi ti zati on — not psych oth erapy — i s a 
preferred approach  to curi ng oph i di oph obi a. I th en menti oned to h i m, en 
passant, th at alth ough  Clai re h ad ostensi bly approach ed me wi th  two 
i ssues i n mi nd — namely Jason’s synch roni sti c serpents and h er
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questi onable case management - I h ad th e fleeti ng noti on th at th ere was 
someth i ng ei se, a th i rd i ssue, probably somcth i ng more personal, th at 
Clai re really wanted to di scuss but wh i ch  sh e never got around to 
broach i ng wi th  me.

“Good i nsti nct, Lou,” repli ed Irv approvi ngly. “Th ere i s always 
someth i ng ei se.”

And on th at apocrt̂ph al utterance h i nges a defi ni ti ve di sti ncti on 
between psych oth erapy and ph i losoph i cal counseli ng. If i ndeed “th ere i s 
always someth i ng ei se,” th en th e pati ent i s never really cured, and nei th er 
for th at matter i s th e wounded h ealer, If i ndeed “th ere i s always 
someth i ng ei se” th en th ere i s always a pretext for anoth er sessi on, 
anoth er i nvoi ce, anoth er supervi si on, anoth er meta-analysi s, anoth er 
i nflamed ego, anoth er i nsati able ambi ti on, anoth er con-arti st posi ng as a 
pati ent, anoth er unresolved counter-transference, anoth er vi olati on of 
taboo. Th i s i s at root a Hobbesi an vi ew (and Freud was unwi tti ngly an 
ardent Hobbesi st): “Th us I put i t for a general i ncli nati on of mank i nd, to 
seek  power after power, th at ceaseth  only i n death .” (Hobbes 1651).

Th at th ere may well h ave been “someth i ng ei se” i n Clai re’s case di d 
not present, at least to me, a ph i losoph i cal occasi on for uni versali zi ng th e 
parti cular. On th e contrary, I h ave earned a reputati on for sh ort-term 
work , based on th e mi ssi on of h elpi ng my ch ents to become more 
ph i losoph i cally self-suffi ci ent i n th e least possi ble ti me. Wh en th ere i s 
ph i losoph i cal self-suffi ci ency, or better yet sereni ty, th en th ere i s also 
“noth i ng ei se”.

Th e presupposi ti on of “someth i ng else-ness” i s h ardly exi stenti al, i f 
concei vably eclecti c. In i ts more notori ous forms, i t mani fests as 
Augusti ni an ori gi nal si n (necessi tati ng week ly confessi on), Freudi an 
ori gi nal neurosi s (necessi tati ng as many week ly sessi ons as th e pati ent can 
afford), or Marxi st ori gi nal oppressi on (necessi tati ng uni versal agi tati on 
and revoluti on). As long as th ere i s a beli ef th at “th ere i s always 
someth i ng ei se”, th ere wi ll always be “someth i ng ei se” to guarantee th at 
psych i c sufferi ng persi sts. As long as th e self-contradi ctory noti on of a 
“h ealth y ego” rules psych ology, along wi th  th e self-servi ng premi se th at 
psych oth erapy i s th e royal road to i ts mai ntenance, th ere wi ll always be 
“someth i ng ei se”. As long as th ere are analyses of analyses, th ere wi ll 
always be “someth i ng ei se”. As long as th ere are wounded h ealers, th ere 
wi ll always be “someth i ng ei se”. And as long as th ere are persecuted
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h ealers, and expressi ons of Eri k son’s syndrome to psych oanalyze th em 
posth umously, th ere wi ll always be “someth i ng ei se”.

I declare di fferendy: It i s not always th e case th at “th ere i s always 
someth i ng ei se”. Someti mes, th ere i s noth i ng ei se. Wh en th e ego 
di ssolves, one confronts noth i ng ei se. Wh en th e oxymoroni c premi se of 
a “h ealth y ego” i s rej ected, along wi th  th e expedi ent presumpti on th at 
psych oth erapy mak es th e ego h ealth y, one confronts noth i ng ei se. Wh en 
th e assumpti on th at suffi ci ent supervi si on mak es th e wounded h ealer 
wei l i s h k ewi se repudi ated, one confronts preci sely noth i ng ei se. Wh en 
one experi ences th at “oceani c fceli ng” wh i ch  Freud (1930) could not 
di scover i n h i mself, one confronts exactly noth i ng ei se.*'*

Anci ent Indi an ph i losoph y concei ved of di vi ne “sei f’ (atman) as part 
of Godh ead (Brah man).>5 Th ere i s noth i ng ei se. Anci ent Greek  
ph i losoph y construed mundane “sei f’ (soul, psych e) as separate from th e 
Gods, and so i n need of “someth i ng ei se”. Abrah ami c fai th s li k ewi se 
concei ve of soul as separate from God, requi ri ng redempti on or salvati on 
to rej oi n th e Godh ead - th us i n constant need of “someth i ng ei se”. As 
Western ci vi li zati on began to rej ect God and replace reli gi on wi th  
Sci ence, i ts seculari zed and i ncreasi ngly i solated “sei f’ became th e soli tary 
and ülusory locus of consci ousness, i denti ty and purpose — a ch i mera 
condemned to pull th e twi n trai ns of exi stence and mortali ty ali k e. 
Depri ved of contact wi th  th e mysti cal, th e sacred, and th e di vi ne, th e 
i solated and i nflamed ülusory sei f twi sts i n exi stenti al wi nds. Th e defunct 
(and someti mes defrock ed) pri est i s di splaced by th e psych i atri st, th e 
psych ologi st, th e psych oanalyst, wh o attempt to h eal th e ülusory sei f by 
transmuti ng i t i nto a “h ealth y ego” - at th e coroUary cost of condemni ng 
i t to Si syph ean “someth i ng else-ness”. In our current age, poor Si syph us 
now roUs h i s massi vely unh ealth y ego up th e h ül, enduri ng endless talk - 
th erapy and/or refi lls of prescri pti ons for Prozac. But week  after week  
h e i s prevented from attai ni ng th e summi t of weUness by th e “fi rst law” 
of psych oanalysi s: “Th ere i s always someth i ng ei se.”

Yet i n anci ent East Asi an ontologi es — Taoi sm, Confuci ani sm, and 
(later) Buddh i sm —th ere i s nei th er soul nor God. In consequence th ere i s 
no i Uusory sei f to be subj ected to “someth i ng-elseness” on th e pretext of

Freud 1930: “I cannot di scover th i s ‘oceani c’ feeli ng i n myself.” 
>5 E.g. see th e Bh agavad-Gi ta and th e Upani sh ads.
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Globali zati on, Basi c Ri gh ts and 
Trans-Cultural Di alogue

Th e poli ti cal communi ty of fate i n many respects i s regi onal and global, 
but our patterns of ci vi l deli berati on and governance are mai nly sti ll 
nati onal and only i n some parts of th e world — and only i n some respects, 
i n some i ssue respects, as was ri gh tly stressed several ti mes - th ey are 
regi onal and even to a much  lesser degree global.

Th e modern i dea th at poli ti cal problems need to be tack led th rough  
legi ti mate procedures, based on democracy and h uman ri gh ts, th us 
requi res new trans-boundary forms of governance, ci ti zensh i p and 
deli berati on. Th ey are emergi ng already. Th ey need to be developed, 
enh anced, extended and i ntensi fi ed wi th out much  delay. Oth erwi se, we 
wi ll not be able to mai ntai n, or to regai n democrati c legi ti macy.

Th e model of global governance proposes of a four-pronged 
approach  to global democrati zati on. Th ere are four columns, wh i ch  i n 
th ei r combi nati on form th i s approach  of global governance. Namely, a) to 
extend, to democrati ze and to mak e more i nclusi ve trans-nati onal 
i nsti tuti ons, such  as th e Uni ted Nati ons. Th ere sh ould be added an 
Economi c Securi ty Counci l, th ere sh ould be a People’s Assembly, and an 
assembly for Ci vi l Soci ety Associ ati ons, and th ere sh ould be more 
equäli ty and more i nclusi veness i n all th ese i nsti tuti ons. b) Th e i ssue- 
related functi onal poli ti cal regi mes need to be democrati zed, made more 
i nclusi ve and more equal i n th ei r procedures of deli berati on and deci si on- 
mak i ng - such  as th e WTO, th e ILO or th e World Bank , c) Th e acti ve 
worldwi de ci vü soci ety: Recent research  i n trans-boundary ci vi l soci ety 
says th at th ere are already 40.000 ci vi l soci ety agenci es i n place worldwi de - 
most of th em i ssue related. d) Th ere need to be Systems of regi onal 
poli ti cal Cooperati on wh i ch  i n th ei r turn network  and cooperate wi th  each  
oth er.
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Th e overarch i ng Ori entati on for global democrati zati on must be a 
worldwi de consensus about equal basi c ri gh ts for all ci ti zens i n all parts 
of th e World. Both  th e materi al j uri di cal state and th e noti on of soci al 
ci vi c ri gh ts form connecti ng li nk s between fundamental ri gh ts 
understood i n a ci vi c and poli ti cal sense, and th e h i stori cally more recent 
set of soci al and economi c ri gh ts. Th e U.N. Human Ri gh ts Covenant of 
1966 was th e fi rst bi ndi ng i nternati onal law document to recogni ze th ei r 
Connecti on. Th e Uni ted Nati ons approved two equi valent drafts of 
i nternati onal conventi ons; th e Internati onal (or Ci vi l) Covenant on Ci vi c 
and Poli ti cal Ri gh ts and th e Internati onal Covenant on Economi c, Soci al, 
and Cultural Ri gh ts (th e Soci al Covenant). Both  became effecti ve i n 1976. 
Th e soci al pact reli es upon a h i gh ly soph i sti cated materi al understandi ng 
of freedom. It descri bes concretely, compreh ensi vely and exh austi vely th e 
soci al and economi c cri teri a th at every soci al order h as to fulfi l i n order to 
guarantee uni versal h uman and ci vi c ri gh ts. Tak en as a wh ole, th ese ri gh ts 
i mply a broad set of poli cy commi tments i n a soci al democracy. Its 
gui di ng pri nci ple, to wh i ch  all th e i ndi vi dual norms are subordi nated, i s 
th e “i deal of th e free h uman bei ng, li berated from fear and need”.

Th ese UN h uman ri gh ts accords are th e most i mportant source of 
norms for global democracy because th ey can plausi bly clai m uni versal 
vah di ty. Th ey can furni sh  j üsti fi cati ons for much  th at i s undertak en i n 
practi ce to resolve di ffi cult i ssues of domesti c poli cy, and th ey i mply a 
soci al democrati c commi tment to work  for th e expansi on of h uman 
ri gh ts everywh ere i n th e world.

Th e Space i n wh i ch  basi c ri gh ts may be exerci sed may be drasti cally 
curtai led as a result of th e mani fold soci al and economi c ri sk s to wh i ch  
ci ti zens are nowadays exposed. Such  restri cti ons are i ntensi fi ed i n cases 
wh ere publi c declarati ons and legal ensh ri nement of ri gh ts are not 
match ed by correspondi ng efforts to reduce th e ri sk s th at so often 
accompany th ei r actual enj oyment. Th e latter, of course, often ari se from 
empi ri cal ci rcumstances, frequently i n th e soci al and economi c System 
i tself, over wh i ch  ci ti zens i ndi vi dually h ave li ttle control (e.g., Outsourci ng, 
structural unemployment, poor educati on, agei ng).

Th e di screpancy between th e formal vah di ty and real-world 
enj oyment of basi c ri gh ts, to th e extent th at i t i s preci pi tated by factors i n
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Th e Creati on of global poh ti cal structures, i n wh i ch th e requi red 
deüberati ons and di alogues can be conducted i s i n i tself moral and 
poli ti cal Obli gati on. It i s foremost transnati onal ci vi l soci ety th at can play 
a k ey role i n both  approach es to posi ti ve globali zati on: governance and 
common value-bui ldi ng th rough  di alogue. It i s si multaneously one of th e 
tools of democrati c regulati on and th e only avai lable soci al space i n 
wh i ch  th at k i nd of free and open ci ti zens’ di alogues can tak e place and 
are able to generate eth i cal norms and poli ti cal values. At th e same ti me 
th ose di rect di alogue i ni ti ati ves th at are conducted i n ci vü soci ety h ave 
th e potenti al to create not only consensus about norms and eth i cal values 
for sh ared forms of li fe, but also th e energi es of soh dari ty and soci al 
Capi tal th at are necessary for th ei r Implementati on i n everyday li fe and i n 
th e fi eld of poli ti cal acti on.

th e strucmre of negati ve globali zati on To say th at a person h as a ri gh t to 
someth i ng i mpli es th at oth ers - most notably pubh c auth ori ti es - h ave a 
duty to h elp h i m or h er attai n and k eep i t. For example, a ri gh t to a 
decent educati on i mpli es th e duty of some level of government to 
establi sh  sch ools, pay teach ers, etc. If noth i ng i s done to secure a ri gh t, 
th en i t becomes a fi cti on or at best a mere recommendati on, wh i ch  
contradi cts i ts essenti al ch aracter as a ri gh t. More broadly, li beral 
guarantees of such  basi c h berti es as press freedom, reli gi ous freedom, etc., 
h ave always presupposed a concepti on of a h uman bei ng as a rati onal, 
autonomous actor endowed wi th  di gni ty. Obvi ously, th e practi ces of 
slavery and tyranny contradi cted th at Image of a h uman bei ng, and 
eventuaUy th ey were swept away i n many parts of th e world. But i t h as 
been th e experi ence of our age th at oth er, less obvi ously oppressi ve 
factors, such  as a poor educati on, unemployment, raci sm, poverty, and 
unsupported old age can all vi ti ate a person’s clai m to act i n fuUy 
autonomous, rati onal, and di gni fi ed ways.

We need to approach  a world wi de consensus th at post-h beral 
uni versal basi c values Intermedi ate norms of j usti ce and th us a common 
Obli gati on and a moral and poli ti cal duty for all wh o h ave th e capaci ty to 
contri bute to th ei r i mplementati on.
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Acti on-ori ented face-to-face di alogues i n ci vi l soci ety, contrary to talk  
medi ated by mass medi a or Strategi e communi cati on i n th e poli ti cal 
arena, h ave a h i gh  potenti al for engenderi ng Strong bonds of soUdari ty 
and Obli gati on, togeth er wi th  th e norms and values th at emerge from 
th em. Th us, both  th e ori entati on for sh api ng moderni zati on i n th e 
globali zati on age, and th e energi es for i ts successful pursui t can best be 
generated i n th e pubUc space of ci vi l soci ety. All responsi bly-mi nded 
forces i n th e world of today th at can h elp to bri ng about th e ti mely 
renewal of democracy, i ncludi ng th e nati onal democrati c state i tself, can 
contri bute to th e bui ldi ng of appropri ate structures of opportuni ty for 
soci al di alogues i n nati onal ci vi l soci eti es and th ei r transnati onal 
i nterconnecti on.

Among th e many forms of face-to-face di alogues and forms of 
deli berati on th at need to play th e cruci al role i n th i s process, Socrati c 
Di alogue i s promi nent because i t i s paradi gmati c for free and reasonable 
communi cati on between equals. Socrati c Di alogue, togeth er wi th  many 
oth er forms of face-to-face di alogue, must “go publi c” and tak e on a 
poli ti cal responsi bi li ty. It sh ould agai n, as i n th e days of one of i ts 
modern foundi ng fath er, Leonard Nelson, become connected wi th  th e 
overarch i ng proj ect of th e struggle for a h umane and j ust soci ety. Wh at 
mak es a form of li fe h umane i s exaetly th e role of good reason i n i ts 
sh api ng. Di alogue as a way of co-operati ve stri vi ng for eth i cal truth  
th rough  th e exch ange of good reason i s under th reat i n th e medi a 
soci eti es and medi a democraci es of today. Medi a di scourses th at are 
based on pi ctures, th eatri cali ty and entertai nment values are i ncreasi ngly 
crowdi ng out di alogue-li k e di scourses from th e realms of publi c li fe and 
even soci al i nteracti on.

Ci vi l soci ety i s not j ust th e publi c space between state, mark et and 
fami ly, i t i s also mark ed by an eth i cal quali fi cati on. For only th ose 
acti vi ti es i n th e publi c space of voluntary acti on can be caUed ci vi l soci ety 
acti ons th at are - i n addi ti on to all th e oth er purposes th ey may serve - 
di rected towards common weU-bei ng. Th us ci vi l soci ety cannot 
meani ngfully be defi ned wi th out some reference to eth i cal norms and 
moti ves.

Th ere are many oth er forms of ci ti zens’ di alogue wh i ch  are much  
more di reetly li nk ed to poli ti cal acti on i n ci vi l soci ety such  as; th e open 
space meth od, th e search  Conference, medi ati on, negoti ated rule-mak i ng, 
deli berati ve opi ni on polls, communi ty advi sory panels, ci ti zens’ j uri es.
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nati onal i ssue forums and th e li k e. A ci vi l soci ety th at i s mark ed by such  
forni s of ci ti zens’ di alogue can i ncreasi ngly serve as both  th e place wh ere 
values and soHdari ty are generated, and as one of th e ch annels th rough  
wh i ch  th ei r democrati c i mplementati on i n th e nati onal and global 
poli ti cal arenas i s effected.

In a ti me wh en th e new i deology of th e “clash  of ci vi li zati ons” i s so 
successfuUy propagated everywh ere i n th e world and wh en th e fact of 
cultural plurali sm wi th i n almost every soci ety and i n th e global arena as 
such  world wi de ci vi l soci ety di alogues need to be i ntercultural di alogues 
i n th e fi rst i nstance. Th ey sh ould ai m at creati ng a growi ng global 
awareness th at th e post-li beral basi c values can desi gnate a consensus for 
common acti on of all governments, ci vi l soci ety i ni ti ati ves and ci ti zens 
world wi de.

Th ere i s noth i ng i n any of th e cultures and reli gi ons of th e world of 
today th at could prevent such  a trans-cultural di alogue from ach i evi ng i ts 
obj ecti ves. Research  data sh ow a pi cture of a h i gh  degree di fferenti ati on 
as much  wi th i n di fferent cultures as between th em. All cultures today are 
a far cry away from bei ng h omogeneous enti ti es.

Th e cultures of th i s world are by no means di sti ngui sh ed from each  
oth er by sh arp or even well-demarcated di fferences i n th e vali di ty of core 
fundamental values wh i ch  are at th e basi s of ways of li vi ng togeth er. It i s 
i ndeed true th at th e i ndi vi dual cultures to a li mi ted degree are 
ch aracteri zed by speci al regard for parti cular basi c poli ti cal values such  as 
i ndi vi duali sm, equali ty, desi re for more or less dense or regulati ons of 
soci al li fe a.s.o.

But at th e same ti me th ere i s also a consi derable overlap regardi ng th e 
full profi le of relevant basi c values between aU present day cultures. Th e 
h i stori cal experi ences of th e i ndi vi dual countri es and th e level of th ei r 
soci o-economi c development on th e wh ole obvi ously h ave a greater 
i mpact on th ei r respecti ve value profi le th an reh gi ous-cultural roots. 
Cultural di fferences do not serve as a barri er to si mi lari ti es and overlaps 
i n th e value profi le. Cultural commonah ti es, on th e oth er h and, are no 
guarantee for si mi lari ti es or overlaps i n th e value profi le.
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To gi ve j ust two examples: wi th  respect to th e poIi ti cal values of 
i ndi vi duali sm, equali ty and uncertai nty avoi dance Portugal and Bri tai n, 
belongi ng to th e same ci vi li zati on, fi nd th emselves at th e opposi te 
extremes of a scale measuri ng equali ty and i ndi vi duali sm, wh ereas 
Portugal and Turk ey, belongi ng to very di fferent cultural tradi ti ons sh are 
th e same value profi le i n th i s respect.

Th us th e empi ri cal data do not vah date th e i deology of a clash  of 
ci vüi zati ons on th e grounds of i rreconci lable di fferences among th ei r 
basi c soci al and poh ti cal values. Rath er, overarch i ng si mi lari ti es and 
overlaps may be i denti fi ed among all th e cultures th at were surveyed. Th e 
actual li nes of confli ct i nstead run wi th i n th e ci vüi zati ons between th ose 
wh o value aU basi c ri gh ts — li beral and post-li beral (soci al), th ose wh o 
value only li beral basi c ri gh ts and th ose wh o deny th em all.

Th i s compli es wi th  th e outcome of attempts to arri ve at a common 
understandi ng for values of li vi ng togeth er recently made by 
representati ves of practi cally aU relevant reügi ons of today as lai d down 
i n th e “Declarati on on th e World Eth os”: th e ri gh t of every i ndi vi dual to 
h umane treatment, th e pri nci ple of freedom from vi olence and respect 
for li fe, soli dari ty between people all over th e world and advocacy of a 
j ust world economi c Order, tolerance for oth er reügi ons, opi ni ons, 
cultures, equal ri gh ts for aU men and partnersh i p based on equali ty 
between men and women. Th ere i s a common basi s for understandi ng 
and coexi stence i n all of th e world’s ci vi üzati ons.

Th ough  th e role of ci vi l soci ety i n i mplementi ng democrati c control over 
th e processes of moderni zati on and globaüzati on i s li mi ted, i ts 
contri buti on to bui ldi ng th e Consensus about post-überal basi c ri gh ts and 
creati ng th e soüdari ty necessary for mak i ng th e values powerful i s cruci al. 
Th e soci al form i n wh i ch  domi nati on of th e free pubüc space of ci vi l 
soci ety can be made use of to meet th ese ends i s di rect di alogue between 
ci ti zens. As Socrati c Di alogue i s a paradi gmati c form of th e co-operati ve 
search i ng for truth , i t needs both  to play a promi nent role i n ci vi l soci ety 
and to adopt i ts eth i cal-poh ti cal Obli gati on vi s-a-vi s th e ch aUenges of our 
ti me — wi th i n every soci ety and trans-nati onaUy.
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Inter-Cultural Di alogue as 
Educati on

Socrates can be tak en to symboli ze wh atever th e European i ntellectual 
tradi ti on h as come to associ ate wi th  th e h eri tage from anci ent Greek s. Of 
th em I would li k e to pi ck  out two th i ngs: Fi rst, a noti on of enqui ry 
rooted i n di alogue, and second, th e questi on, wh at consti tutes good li fe. 
Recenti y, th e word ‘culture’ h as come to be associ ated wi th  th e second 
element and i t i s often sai d th at di fferent cultures embody di fferent 
noti ons of wh at good li fe consi sts of. Th ese two tak en togeth er yi eld a 
noti on of i nter-cultural di alogue, i .e. th e noti on of a co-operati ve enqui ry 
i nto th e di fferent alternati ves avai lable of leadi ng a good li fe. Socrates, i n 
th i s readi ng, embodi es th e very noti on of i nter-cultural di alogue.

Th i s readi ng, of course, i mmedi ately evok es both  a h i stori cal questi on 
and an i mmedi ate practi cal questi on: Th e questi on regardi ng th e accuracy 
of attri buti ng such  a noti on to th e h i stori cal fi gure as represented by 
Plato, and th e questi on of wh eth er and wh at beari ng th i s concepti on h as 
on th e Problems of üvi ng i n wh at h as come to be termed as 
‘multi cultural’ soci ety, i .e. a soci al mi li eu generated by communi ti es 
(Immi grant or oth erwi se) from many di fferent back grounds li vi ng i n th e 
same ci ty or state.

Th e h i stori cal questi on I wi ll i gnore: I wi ll mak e aUusi ons to Plato’s 
deli neati on of di alogue i n Order to evok e associ ati ons wi th  th e anci ent 
Greece but wh at I sk etch  below and call ‘Socrati c di alogue’ can stand on 
i ts own wi th out requi ri ng to pass th e test of h i stori cal li neage. But th e 
practi cal questi on cannot be i gnored so easi ly, especi ally i n th e current 
atmosph ere, si nce, on th e one h and, rnulti -culmrali sm as an i deal h as 
come to di srepute due to terrori sm and such  developments, and on th e 
oth er h and, very often i n th e publi c domai n, i ntercultural di alogue i s 
recommended as a strategy of confli ct resoluti on. I want to clai m, i n 
contrast, th at th e value of i ntercultural di alogue li es elsewh ere th an th at 
of an Instrument of resolvi ng confli cts i n a multi cultural soci ety. But,
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Socrati c di alogue: di scourse i n poli s versus di alecti c 
i n academy.

(1) for th e sh eer pleasure of bei ng wi th  each  oth er; or to overcome fear, 
anxi ety, boredom, and such  th i ngs;

(2) i n Order to be able to perform an acti on togeth er — to arri ve at a 
deci si on wi th  regard to a parti cular practi cal course of acti on ei th er 
to be j oi ntly carri ed out or to be carri ed out by di fferent i ndi vi duals 
as part of li vi ng togeth er;

(3) i n Order to co-operati vely arti culate and communi cate k nowledge.

Let me call th e fi rst th e convi vi ali ty functi on, th e second th e practi cal 
deli berati ve functi on, and th e th i rd, th e functi on of gai ni ng k nowledge. We 
can th i nk  of soci ety as consti tuted by i nsti tuti ons embodyi ng th ese 
functi ons i n vari ous measures. Th e fami ly eati ng ti me and li vi ng room, 
th e Cafes and th e clubs, and i n an extended sense perh aps also th eatre,

obvi ously, th i s second proposi ti on requi res both  a defense and an 
elaborati on.

I wi ll gi ve such  a defense, but fi rst, let me outli ne wh at I tak e to be 
Socrati c di alogue.

I tak e th e cue from a remark  by Gi lbert Ryle, th e ph üosoph er wh o taugh t 
i n Oxford i n th e mi d twenti eth  Century. He traces th e begi nni ng of th e 
noti on of uni versi ty to Plato’s attempt (i n Parmeni des) to i denti fy a 
parti cular functi on, and a correspondi ng form, of di scourse.’ Th e 
functi on, of course, i s th at of gai ni ng k nowledge and th e form of 
di scourse Plato devi sed for i t h e called ‘di alecti c’.

To appreci ate Ryle’s remark  we need to di fferenti ate vari ous functi ons 
served by Speech  i n dai ly li fe and di fferent i nsti tuti ons i n soci ety meant to 
enh ance one or th e oth er of th em. We talk  to each  oth er

' “Th e i mpersonali ty of Plato’s late di alogues, li k e th at of Ari stotle’s lectures, reflects 
th e emergence of ph i losoph y as an enqui ry wi th  an Impetus, ... As th e di sputi ng for 
th e sak e of vi ctory gi ves way to di scussi on for th e sak e of di scovery, so th e Uterature 
of th e elencti c duel gi ves way to th e li terature of cooperati ve ph i losoph i cal 
Investi gati on. Th e uni versi ty’ h as come i nto bei ng”. See p. 333 of Ryle, G.: Plato, i n: 
Th e En̂clopedi a of Ph i losoph y, Vol. 6. Ed. by P. Edwards, New York , London, 314-333.
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Th e k nowledge and person aspects obtai n only as logi cally di sti ngui sh able but not as 
empi ri cally separable aspects of Speech . Th e di sti ncti on under di fferent h eads was 
made by Kuno Lorenz and I h ave eluci dated th em i n: Rao, Narah ari  (1999): Begri ff 
der Uni versi tät. In: Kai Buch h olz, Sh ah i d Rah man, Ingri d Weber (eds.), ITegc

opera and ci nema arei nsti tuti ons wh ere convi vi al functi on predomi nates. 
Legi slati ve Organs such  as parli aments, on th e oth er h and, are meant to 
embody practi cal deli berati ve functi on.

Wh at Ryle percei ves as th e speci ali ty of Plato’s attempt would 
become clear i f we contrast wh at th e foundi ng of academy by Plato was 
meant to establi sh  as contrasted to someth i ng anci ent Greek s already h ad 
and were very proud of. Th ey were proud of th e form of th ei r ci ty, th e 
poli s, especi aUy th e Insti tuti on for deli berati on regardi ng th e affai rs of th e 
Communi ty. Th at i nsti mti on, possi bly th e forerunner of th e present day 
i nsti mti on of Parli ament, was a place, on th e one h and, for negoti ati on and, 
on th e oth er, for persuasi on and debate. Th at i s, i t was a place both  for th e 
type of i nteracti on between i ndi vi duals or groups h avi ng anti th eti cal 
Interests, th e k i nd of i nteracti on now paradi gmati cally exempli fi ed i n th e 
talk  between uni ons and th e management i n contexts of resolvi ng th ei r 
di sputes, and for th e type i nvolvi ng wh at i s today i denti fi ed as Speech  
geared to ‘publi c relati on’, i .e., th at i nvolvi ng i n addi ti on to anti th eti cal 
parti es, also a th i rd party, th e on-look i ng fellow ci ti zens, and th e männer 
of Speech  i s devi sed also i n order to gai n attenti on and approval of th em.

AU th ese are reflecti ve as contrasted to routi ne acti ons, i .e. th ey caU for at 
least a mi ni mum of tak i ng anoth er’s perspecti ve. Th ey are exerci ses of 
putti ng oneself i n anoth er’s place and th erefore i nvolve a sh i ft back  and 
forth  from th e perspecti ve one i s accustomed to.

Tak i ng anoth er’s perspecti ve h as to be counted as th e functi on of 
gai ni ng k nowledge. But i n practi cal deUberati on th e overri di ng ai m of 
Speech  i s th at of arri vi ng at deci si ons one consi ders desi rable regardi ng 
th e affai rs of th e communi ty. Th e k nowledge aspect i s present i n 
arti culati ng th e Interests, parti cular as well as th ose consi dered as i n th e 
i nterest of aU. Also, si nce i t i s th e soci al acti on wh i ch  i s th e focus, speech  
h as to apply convi vi ali ty functi on - conveyi ng and evok i ng th e feeüng 
for th e bonds of th e communi ty. However, both  th ese are Instruments 
towards arri vi ng at deci si ons, and th us k nowledge-aspect occupi es a 
Subordi nate place to wh at can be caUed ‘th e person’ or ‘communi cati ve- 
aspect’ of speech .2
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Vernunft. Frank furt a. M.: Campus Verlag, especi ally pp. 43-44. For more nuanced 
and detai led di scussi on see Rao, Narah ari (2009): Arti k ulati on und Prädi k ati on In: 
Kuno Lorenz, Di aloftsch er Ki mstruk ti vi smus. Walter de Gruyter, especi ally pp. 35-36.
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as academi c

I use th e word ‘eth os’ as a contrast noti on to an acci dentally acqui red 
h abi t: It refers to deli berately and reflecti vely culti vated h abi ts wi th  an 
abi li ty, among oth er th i ngs, to reflecti vely j udge and control th ose very 
h abi ts by devi si ng some Standards. Th e domai n of eth i cs i s, or at least 
ough t to be, eth os understood i n th i s way rath er th an th e li ngui sti caUy 
arti culated pri nci ples or commands (‘i mperati ves’) for acti on. Of course,

Under k nowledge we may understand

si mple sk i Us such  as cycli ng and complex sk i lls such  
di sci ph nes li k e ph ysi cs or pedagogy;

- Informati on, or more generally, true proposi ti ons (th i s term, for th e 
purpose of th i s essay, may be extended to encompass also 
li ngui sti caUy arti culated pri nci ples to gui de acti ons).
In addi ti on to both  th e above, we can also i denti fy th e atti tudes or, 
wh at I wi U caU "eth od.

But formulati ng th ose procedures depend on wh at we understand by 
‘k nowledge’ th at we ai m at, si nce our model of di alogue i s determi ned by 
th e k i nd of ai ms we entertai n.

In contrast, th e Inventi on of di alecti c and i ts i nsti tuti onaUsati on i n 
Plato’s academy can be understood as attempts to exempUfy a form of 
Speech  wh i ch  i s geared to k nowledge-gai n i tself. In such  a Speech  
convi vi al pubüc relati on aspects as also th e pressure to arri ve at soci aUy 
acceptable deci si ons can be a h i ndrance. Under some ci rcumstances 
convi vi al functi on may faci Utate Speech  geared to k nowledge-gai n by 
openi ng up for smooth  i nteracti on. Neverth eless, one h as to di sti ngui sh  
i t as faci li tator from i t as ai m of di alogue. Attempt to concei ve Socrati c 
di alogue i s an attempt to devi se a form of Speech  i nteracti on wi th  some 
procedures i n place to deUmi t such  th i ngs as passi on to wi n or th e desi re 
to please or th e cravi ng for sympath y.
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2.1 Cri ti ci sm of opi ni ons: ‘tradi ti on and example’ versus 
‘clear and di sti nct i deas’

Rene Descartes, says i n th e part II of h i s Di scourse on Melh oi l (fi rst pubUsh ed 1637) 
th e ground of our opi ni on i s far more custom and opi ni on th an any certai n 

k nowledge” and th en says a li ttle furth er th at h e deci des to become sk epti cal of 
anyth i ng “of th e truth  of wh i ch  I h ad been persuaded merely by example and 
custom”. In h i s Medi tati ons, th i s sk epti ci sm i s elevated i nto a meth od of fi ndi ng th e 
saenti fi cpri ndpk s. See th e Fi rst Medi tati on.

one of th e conveni ent ways of reflecti ng on eth os i s by arti culati ng i t i n 
such  li ngui sti c representati ons; neverth eless th e former i s di sti nct from 
th e latter. Recogni zi ng th i s, as we wi ll see, h as i mpli cati ons to our 
concepti on of di alogue.

Wh i ch  of th e above i s th e k nowledge ai med at i n Socrati c di alogue - 
sk i ll, Informati on or eth os?

Th ere i s a readi ng of Plato’s concepti on of enqui ry, and consequently, h i s 
deli neati on of Socrati c di alogue, as cri ti ci sm of th e opi ni ons passed on 
from th e past i n order to free th em from error and confusi ons. Th e lead 
words h ere are ‘opi ni on’, ‘confusi on’, and, perh aps addi ti onally, a word 
h overi ng around i n th e back ground, th e ‘dogma’. Th i s readi ng may 
appeal to us, especi ally wh en we fi nd i n our mi dst poli ti cal turmoi l ari si ng 
out of fanati ci sm. I wi ll call th i s a ‘Cartesi an readi ng’, for i t mak es 
Socrati c di alogue a forerunner of wh at Descartes concei ved as th e 
enqui ry i nto sci enti fi c pri nci ples: He counter-posed ‘clear and di sti nct 
i deas’ agai nst ‘tradi ti on and example’. Th e former, h e says, i s wh at i s 
requi red for sci enti fi c k nowledge; th e latter i s wh at our day-to-day 
practi ce mosdy reli es upon.’’

In such  a readi ng, k nowledge to be sough t i s of th e form of 
proposi ti ons, and di alogue meant for th at would turn out to be ei th er 
exch ange of i nformati on or argui ng for or agai nst th e proposi ti ons put 
forward as true. Consequendy, deli neati ng Socrati c di alogue i s a task  of 
arti culati ng some rules for proposi ng and opposi ng some th eses concerni ng 
some domai n.

Di alogue i n such  a concepti on can begi n only wh en a proposi ti on i s 
at h and. In actual practi ce, h owever, cogni ti vely i nteresti ng Speech
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i nteracti on often begi ns wh ere we h ave no proposi ti on to put forward at 
all. For example, we may start wonderi ng about our routi ne responses to 
sotne i ssue, and wh at th ese responses represent. It i s only because our 
model of di alogue requi res us to h ave a proposi ti on, we start talk i ng 
about ‘i mpli ci t’ proposi ti ons underlyi ng an eth os of a person or a 
Communi ty. Th e eth os i s put under suspi ci on of bei ng th e result of a 
confused state of mi nd or confused state of affai rs unti l one can bri ng i t 
under some i denti fi ed beli ef. Si nce eth os i s th e result of experi ence and 
deli berati ons of past generati ons, i .e. i t i s tradi ti an, and so long as th i s 
tradi ti on i s not captured i nto a System of beli efs, i t i s tak en to be a 
bündle of confusi ons and errors.

Descartes’ equati on of tradi ti on and example wi th  confusi ons and error i s 
rooted i n th i s noti on of k nowledge as proposi ti ons.

I want to suggest an alternati ve readi ng of Plato’s concepti on wh i ch  wi ll 
gi ve US a much  ri ch er noti on of wh at Plato was after: Th e k nowledge 
ai med at and gai ned by Socrati c di alogue i s of th e sort of refi ni ng th e 
eth os, and not th at of arri vi ng at speci fi c proposi ti ons.

Th i s readi ng would appear more appropri ate i f we place Plato’s 
noti on of enqui ry and k nowledge i n th e context of anci ent Greece. In 
contrast to Descartes, th e anci ent Greek s vi ewed tradi ti on as valuable 
fund of experi enti al h eri tage. Th at fund i s avai lable pri mari ly not as 
arti culated opi ni ons but as th e prevai li ng eth os of a communi ty. In 
contrast to opi ni ons, th e eth os, wh eth er of a person or a communi ty, both  
precedes and transcends th e li ngui sti c arti culati on of i t: Itprecedes, i n th e sense 
th at wh ereas i t can prevai l wi th out a li ngui sti c arti culati on of i t, th e 
reverse cannot be th e case, i .e. an arti culati on i s parasi ti c on an avai lable 
eth os. It transcends i n a double sense: Fi rst, an eth os i s not exh austed by 
any gi ven arti culati on of i t, and second, i t i s not deri vable from any 
factual and oth er assumpti ons th at may contri bute to th e sh api ng of i t.

How would an enqui ry concerni ng eth os look  li k e? It h as to be 
di sti ngui sh ed, I want to suggest, on th e one h and, from th e above 
di scussed Cartesi an meth od of cri ti ci sm of opi ni ons, and on th e oth er.
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Th e i ntellectual si gni fi cance of th e foundi ng of th e academy by Plato i s 
th at i t recogni zes an i mportant di sti ncti on between two types of 
reflecti on concerni ng acti ons; Th ere are deli berati ons meant to enable 
tak i ng appropri ate deci si ons concerni ng speci fi c acti ons. And th ere are 
si tuati ons wh ere we ponder over th e nature of th e acti ons we are 
accustomed to perform, and th e Standards we use to pass j udgments on 
th em. In practi ce, perh aps, th ese two types of reflecti ons i ntermi ngle to 
di fferent degrees, neverth eless, i t i s worth wh i le to recogni ze both  th ei r 
logi cal di sti nctness and th e need for di vergent types of procedures and 
i nsti tuti ons for th ei r opti mal practi ce.

To eluci date, let me begi n by noti ci ng th e obvi ous: Acti ons, among 
oth er th i ngs, express th e avai lable soci al eth os. Th i s, i n turn, i s th e 
i nh eri tance of th e struggles and reflecti ons of past generati ons congealed 
i nto certai n Standards of j udgment and beh avi our. Wh i le tak i ng deci si ons 
i n si tuati ons wh en an acti on i s called for, th ose Standards come to

from ‘practi cal deli berati ve di alogues’ as i nstanti ated i n th e Insti tuti on of 
legi slati ve bodi es.

Obvi ously, an eth os can be j udged as defi ci ent or wrong, but not i n 
th e männer of i denti fyi ng an opi ni on to be false. An eth os, of course, i s 
rati onal but not i n th e sense th at underlyi ng i t th ere i s a uni que li ngui sti c 
rule or i mperati ve secured by argumentati on. It i s rati onal i n th e sense 
th at deli berati on and th i nk i ng h as gone i nto i ts formati on. Consequenti y, 
an i mportant task  envi saged i n th e Platoni c noti on of enqui ry i s th at of 
recapturi ng th ose reasons; enqui ry i s concei ved more i n th e nature of 
reflecti on seek i ng to reconstruct th e current eth os of a communi ty i n 
Order to preserve and perfect i t, rath er th an to di smi ss and di scard i t 
seei ng th ere only errors and confusi on.

Consequendy, th e li ngui sti c arti culati ons do not h ave th e ch aracter of 
bei ng true or false, i .e. denoti ng someth i ng underlyi ng an eth os wai ti ng to 
be di scovered by enqui ry. Th ey are th e means i n th e process of reflecti on 
di rected at refi ni ng and perfecti ng an eth os, i .e. arti culati ons li terally, i n 
li ngui sti c or i n oth er si gns. As such , th ough  not every arti culati on i s ri gh t, 
yet th ere can be many of th em.
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For an elaborati on of th e Humboldti an i dea of Li beral cducati on or Bi ldung see my 
essay: (2001): Der Bi ldungsbegri ff i n Humboldts Konzept der Uni versi ät und Wege 
zu sei ner Erneuerung. In: Karl-Otto Apel, Holger Bruck h ardt (eds.), Pri nzi p 
Verantwortung, Grundlage für Pth i k  und Pädagogi k . Würzburg: Köni gsh ausen und 
Neumann, pp. 227-236.

operate; deli beraüons consi st of th ose to i denti fy th e Si tuati on properly, 
to ch oose th e strategi es and th e appropri ate Standards to apply. For 
i nstance, i f I see a ch i ld bei ng beaten by th e parents, and th at act i s to be 
j udged as cruel on th e basi s of an eth os wh i ch  formed me, i t i s my 
Obli gati on to i ntervene. Th ere may be questi ons of strategy i nvolved as 
h ow best to i ntervene: wh eth er to call poli ce or to attempt persuasi on to 
stop beati ng — but i ndependent of th e questi ons of strategy, my 
Obli gati on i s clear, even th ough , often, h ow to go about to fulfi l th i s 
Obli gati on may not be clear.

In contrast, we h ave si tuati ons of reflecti on on th ose very Standards 
of j udgment and beh avi our, wh ere th e pressure of th e moment to deci de 
on one or oth er course of acti on i s suspended. In fact, i t i s th e 
ach i evement of ci vi li zati on th at such  si tuati ons are made avai lable both  
th rough  soci al ri tuals and i nsti tuti ons. Conferences such  as th i s and 
i nsti tuti ons enabli ng th em provi de an example. Th ei r pri mary ai m i s not 
th at of arri vi ng at consensus on some i ssue, but rath er th at of bui ldi ng 
th e eth os or ch aracter of th e communi ti es embedded wi th i n wh i ch  th ese 
i nsti tuti ons h ave th ei r exi stence. In oth er words, th ey are occasi ons and 
i nsti tuti ons for h beral educati on i n th e classi cal Humboldti an sense.'*

Formulati ng pri nci ples for concerted acti on i s only one of th e many 
ways of conceptuali zi ng eth os. In fact, one and th e satne eth os i s 
amenable to be concei ved as embodi ment of many di fferent pri nci ples. 
Th ough  i n arri vi ng at deci si ons i t may be someti mes necessary to 
formulate pri nci ples concerni ng an acti on, i t i s h ardly suffi ci ent. Fi rst, 
because tak i ng deci si ons h as more to i t th an merely fi xi ng th e pri nci ple 
to be followed; many aspects of th e Si tuati on i n wh i ch  an acti on i s 
performed h ave to be tak en i nto account. Second, even i f one i s agreed 
on wh at pri nci ple to follow, th ere can be di sputes as to h ow to apply i t to 
th e Si tuati on at h and.

Wh en i t comes to si tuati ons of reflecti on, formulati ng pri nci ples i s 
not merely i nadequate but also i nappropri ate. Th e task  h ere i s th at 
getti ng an overvi ew of th e very many acti ons and th e di verse vari eti es of
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Arti culati ng cultural di fference as a means of 
enri ch i ng th e i nh cri ted eth os

j udgments th at accompany th em, th at flow from an eth os. Th e 
appropri ate form of representati on for th i s purpose i s not pri nci ple but 
wh at Cli fford Geertz calls ‘th i ck  descri pti on’ - i .e. th e detai led narrati on 
of th e vari eti es of acti ons and responses flowi ng from as well as 
exempli fyi ng an eth os.Perh aps, stori es are th e excmplary veh i cles for 
representi ng eth os.

Cf. Th i ck  descri pti on: Toward an Interpretati ve Th tory. In: Cli fford Geertz (1973):, 
Th e Interpretati on of Cultures. London: Fontana Press , pp. 3-29.

Th i s bri ngs me to two of th e consequences of th e concepti on of eth os as 
k nowledge: Fi rst, i t di rects attenti on to th e arti culati ve i n contradi sti ncti on 
to th e argumentati ve aspect i n di alogues seek i ng k nowledge; and second, i t 
mak es cultural di fference cogni ti vely valuable.

Fi rst, to th e arti culati ve aspect of Speech :
Most of US h ave some experi ence of th e di alogue Si tuati on wh ere one 
feels th at one h as some i mportant th i ng to say, but i s unable at th e 
moment to arti culate i t sati sfactori ly. Th e same can h appen wi th  regard 
to th e di alogue compani on wh ose arti culati on we may be di ssati sfi ed 
wi th , but neverth eless th i nk  th at h e or sh e h as h i t on someth i ng 
i mportant. Even th ough  practi caUy everyone h as encountered such  
si tuati ons, yet our models of di alogue do not capture th em as si gni fi cant: 
Di alogue rules h andle th em as i f th ey belong to th e pre-di alogue ph ase.

In fact putti ng h eads togeth er to arti culate th e eth os one i s acquai nted 
wi th  i s both  i mportant and frui tful and th ey need to be recogni zed as 
cogni ti ve processes by th emselves. Arti culati on process enri ch es th e 
eth os acqui red from th e past of a communi ty and mak es for self- 
controUed and self-di rected h abi ts. Such processes are i mportant 
especi ally wh en we conceptuali se cultures. In wh at sense i s a culture an 
embodi ment of ‘good li fe’? Certai nly not as an arti culated i dea but only 
as eth os wh i ch  can be reflected upon. Consequently, th e task  of di alogue 
i s th at of arti culati ng i mportant, frui tful and relevant di sti ncti ons to capture th e 
consi derati ons th at h ave gone i nto th e formati on of an eth os.
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Now to th e cogni ti ve value of cultural di fference;
It h as to be noti ced th at th e Cartesi an concepti on of an Opposi ti on 
between sci enti fi c i deas on th e one h and, and tradi ti on and example on 
th e oth er, devalues th e very i dea of cultures-. Culture i s wh at i s passed on 
front th e past th rough  examples, and di fference i n culture i s rooted i n 
di fferent tradi ti ons resulti ng front di fferent pasts of communi ti es. If 
th ese are consi dered as reposi tori es of error and confusi on, th en th ere i s 
no value i n enteri ng i nto i nter-cultural di alogue. For a Cartesi an, 
k nowledge i s by defi ni ti on only of th e form of true proposi ti ons, th ere 
cannot be th erefore di fferent k nowledge Systems embodi ed by di fferent 
communi ti es. Consequendy, i nter-cultural di alogue as an endeavour of 
seek i ng k nowledge from each  oth er (note, not of each  oth er) i s superfluous. 
Only way cultural di fference and k nowledge h ave beari ng on each  oth er i s 
wh en a parti cular group i s enli gh tened and anoth er not: In such  a 
Si tuati on di alogue i s pedagogy by th e enli gh tened to th e not yet 
enli gh tened.

If Cartesi an concepti on does mak e room for i nter-cultural ‘di alogue’, i t 
can only be by h i gh li gh ti ng th e convi vi al functi on of Speech ; One may 
see Speech  as a way of purveyi ng to di fferent groups (th e ‘mi nori ti es’, for 
example) a sense of communi ty, th ereby reduci ng th e i rri tati ons and 
confli cts ari si ng out of di fferent h abi ts. Inter-cultural di alogue i s th us a 
confli ct management strategy. Later I wi ll sh ow h ow th i s strategy i s i ll-sui ted 
for th e presumed purpose, and often aggravates rath er th an resolves 
culmral confli cts. But my mai n obj ecti on i s th at i t i nvali dates th e 
cogni ti ve value of culmral di fference.

If, on th e oth er h and, we look  at k nowledge i n a communi ty to be 
also avai lable i n th e form of eth os, and not merely i n th e form of 
proposi ti ons, th en cultural di fference would be located wh ere i t properly 
belongs, namely i n th e eth os formed th rough di fferent pasts of 
communi ti es. Consequendy, th e scope and meani ng of th e i nter-cultural 
di alogue i s also percei ved di fferently; In place of a devi ce for managi ng 
confli cts i t becomes a way of enri ch i ng by means of redecdon on th e 
vari edes of eth os avai lable as h uman h eri tage on th i s globe.

In fact, an i nter-culmral context offers an opti mal Si tuati on for a 
Socrati c di alogue as I h ave depi cted: One of th e reasons wh y a di alogue 
between persons h avi ng di fferent pasts i s i nteresti ng i s th at i t provi des a 
possi bi li ty of encounters between di fferent eth os, th ereby mak i ng th e 
vari ed consi derati ons th at h ave gone i nto th e formati on of th e ch aracter
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I want to stress wh at sh ould be obvi ous from th e context: My concern i s only to 
exami ne th e culture talk  i n th e argument, and not th at of j udgi ng wh eth er th e poli cy 
of i nclusi on or exclusi on of Turk ey or Russi a wi th i n EU i s ri gh t or wrong.

In Europe th ere are many contexts i n wh i ch  th e word ‘culture’ h as 
currency. One h armless use i s th at found i n Sunday Supplement of 
newspapers to refer to th eatre, musi c, pai nti ng exh i bi ti ons etc. But th ere 
i s anoth er use th at colours all di scussi on of ‘culture/ i n th e plural and th e 
correspondi ng noti ons of ‘multi cultural’ and ‘i nter-cultural’. Th at use can 
be gleaned from one Strand of argument i n th e ongoi ng poli ti cal debate 
regardi ng th e membersh i p of th e European Uni on. Th e move i s to say 
th at th ere i s a need to preserve th e i denti ty of European culture wh i le 
drawi ng new members to European Uni on. One di sti ngui sh es th e 
European culmres as h avi ng some very i mportant trai ts th at di sti ngui sh  
th em from th e non-European ones, and th en ask  wh eth er Turk ey or 
Russi a belong to Europe or not.''

Underlyi ng th i s anxi ety i s a model of understandi ng th at i s rooted i n 
th e soci ologi cal tradi ti on of di sti ngui sh i ng ‘modern’ soci eti es from 
‘tradi ti onal’ ones and th i s usuaUy comes along wi th  a worry, wh eth er th ese 
oth ers h ave undergone ‘reformati on’, ‘enli gh tenment’, and fi nally 
‘Women’s emanci pati on’, wh i ch Europeans are supposed to h ave 
undergone. It i s noteworth y th at correspondi ng to th i s anxi ety i n Europe,

of one person or communi ty avai lable as experi ence to oth ers wh o do 
not h ave th ose pasts. Th e more th e di fference i n th e formati ve pasts th e 
more mark ed would be th e di fference i n th e eth os. Culmral di fference i s 
th e sum of th e di fferences i n formati ve pasts. Especi ally, wi th  regard to 
th e way one percei ves wh at a good li fe consi sts of, th e confrontati on i n 
reflecti on of mark edly di fferent eth os sh ould prove frui tful. Th erefore 
i nter-cultural di alogue recommends i tself as an effecti ve form of self- 
reflecti on, and th ereby of li beral educati on.

Wh at prevents i ts effecti ve practi ce th en? I want to focus now on one 
i mportant obstacle, on one strai n of culmre talk  predomi nant i n Europe 
and Ameri ca.
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Cf. Rao; Narah ri (1999): Culture as Learnables, An Outli ne for Research  on th e 
Inh eri ted Tradi ti ons: Fach ri ch tung Ph i losoph i e, Leh rstuh l Prof. K. Lorenz, 
Uni versi tät des Saarlandes, Saarbrück en , Ch . 2, pp. 11-20.

th ere i s a mi rror i mage sort of angui sh  i n th e eli te of soci eti es i denti fi ed as 
‘Non-Western’. Th ey see a problem of ‘encroach ment by Western culture’ 
i nto th ei r lj i h enswelt th ereby endangeri ng th ei r ‘i denti ty’. Underlyi ng both  
i s wh at I h ave elsewh ere called ‘th e moderni ty paradi gm’'.

Use of th e word ‘di alogue’ i n such  contexts ei th er comes wi th  a moral 
appeal to sh ow ‘understandi ng’ i n th e sense of sympath y (‘we h ave to 
sh ow understandi ng to oth ers’, ‘we sh ould not be arrogant’ - th e 
convi vi ah ty funcüon as we h ave i denti fi ed above) or an i mpli ed appeal to 
th e moral duty to uph old th e flag. (“We h ave to defend ‘our’ h ard won 
freedoms, norms, and value”. Th ey are h ard won after th e reformati on, 
enli gh tenment, and two world wars, and of course th e Women’s 
emanci pati on due to th e developments after th e 68 revoluti on.)

Th us th e contexts i n wh i ch  th e term ‘i ntercultural di alogue’ gets used, 
i s some k i nd of confli ct between groups (or, someti mes on an 
i nternati onal plane, ‘nati ons’) and an expectati on i s rai sed i n sayi ng th at 
th e problem ari ses because of th e ‘cultural di fferences’ — th e use of th i s 
term i s di fferent from my use earli er, i t i s used h ere more as a 
euph emi sm for ‘culturally back ward’ or ‘culturally degenerate’. Th e 
i ntercultural communi cati on th en i s a sort of confli ct management 
strategy or tech ni que.

However, th e way ‘i ntercultural di alogue’ i s understood - surrounded 
as i t i s wi th  associ ati ons of ‘enh gh tenment’, ‘emanci pati on’ or ‘back - 
wardness’, can rath er aggravate th e confli ct potenti al i nstead of bei ng a 
means of managi ng i t: If I am enteri ng i nto di alogue i n order to obvi ate 
th e i mmi nent dangers to my Ufe style, th en I am k k ely to see th e utmost 
task  to be th at of mi ni mi si ng th e danger, and th e source from wh i ch  th e 
danger i s comi ng can h ardly be approach ed wi th  any k i nd of i nteUectual 
di stance. Th i s i s equally true of th e opposi te atti tude, th e desi re to enter 
i nto di alogue i n order to aUevi ate th e fears of th e di alogue partner th at h i s 
or h er li fe style i s faci ng from my li fe style; agai n my focus would not be 
on th e k nowledge i nvolved i n h i s i nh eri tance, but rath er a ch ari table 
atti tude towards h i m. Si tuati on of ch ari ty i s problemati c: i t may ennoble 
th e gi ver but h ardly th e recei ver. Appeal to di alogue th us degenerates i nto
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Th i s i s an appeal for observi ng convi vi alfuncti on of talk i ng radi er th an th e functi on of 

seek i ng k nowledge.
Cf. Bayly, C. A. (1999): R/z/err, Tou/nsmen and Basars: North  Indi an soci ety i n th e Age of 

Bri ti sh  Expansi on, Cambri dge.

Th e global poli ti cal i deologi es and th ei r i nsti tuti onal 
roots

appeals for ‘understandi ng’ - i n th e sense of sympath y and cravi ng for 
sympath y.8

How to free th e th eme of i nter-cultural di alogue from th e angui sh  about 
i denti ty and th e underlyi ng framework  of th e contrast between “Western’ 
and ‘Non-Western’ cultures? One useful move, perh aps, i s to poi nt out 
th at th e very di vi si on of cultures i nto ‘Western’ and ‘Non-Western’ ones 
depends on some h i stori cal myth  bui ldi ng, more meant to edi fy oneself 
th an to i denti fy si tuati ons empi ri cally.

Consi der th e followtng paradox. Infosys, Wi pro, and Tata 
Consultancy, th e th ree of th e Software fi rms from Indi a, founded, 
owned, and unül recendy even wh oUy staffed by Indi ans, i s h ardly 
i denti fi ed as th e mani festati on of ‘Indi an culture’. But th e i nsti tuti ons i n 
UK founded by Indi an or Pak i stani  fami li es to organi ze th ei r ri tuals or to 
press th ei r communi ty Interests h k e temples or mosques or 
denomi nati on counci ls beari ng i n th ei r ti des th e adj ecdves ‘Musli m’ or 
‘Hi ndu’ are often i denti fi ed as th e mani festati on of South  Asi an culture. 
Wh y? One can press th i s questi on furth er, and ask , i n wh at sense th e 
Indi an State and th e problems and structures found i n Indi a are to be 
consi dered as th e mani festati on of th e ‘age old’ South  Asi an tradi ti ons? 
Tak e th e example of th e state of Bi h ar - wh i ch  by common consent 
embodi es th e worst of i nsti tuti onal malai se i n Indi a, but i t i s almost th e 
fi rst area to come under th e Bri ti sh  Raj . Most of th e work  carri ed 
recendy by h i stori ans sh ow th at th e i nsti tuti onal structures and th e 
mentali ti es found i n th i s regi on are very much  th e combi ned effects of 
vari ous admi ni strati ve measures, i mpact of developments i n trade and 
oth er events i n 18* to 19* Century.’ Th e poi nt of th i s example i s not 
meant to i ndulge i n a blame game - wh eth er th e blame or prai se for th e
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See Wolf, Eri c R. (1982): V'Mropt and People mth out Hi storf, Uni versi ty of Cali forni a 
Press.
Th e paradi gm for such  studi es was i ni ti atecl by th e Investi gati on i nto h i story of sugar 
i n: Mi ntz, Si dney W. (1985): Smeetness and Power. New York : Vi k i ng book s. Th e

State of Bi h ar i s to be apporti oned to Bri ti sh  or Indi ans. Rath er i t i s 
meant to i llustrate h ow untenable our conceptual tools and h abi ts are — 
th at of traci ng th e i nsti tuüonal structures th at exi st i n th i s world as th e 
products of i solated cultures. An anth ropologi st, Eri c Wolf, already i n 
th e late 70s made th e poi nt th at th e prevalent way of look i ng at th e 
h i story of th e modern peri od places th e ph enomena of th e formati on of 
th e Non-European soci eti es, especi ally th at i n Asi a and Afri ca, outsi de 
th e common h i story of th e Globe i n th e last four to fi ve centuri es.̂o 
However, th e consequences of th i s poi nt to our conceptual tools wi th  
regard to cultures are yet to be drawn.

Globah zati on i s not a recent ph enomenon. Th e ri se of European 
powers from 17* Century onwards, begi nni ng i n th e even earli er 
expedi dons to fi nd easy trade routes, resulted i n many levels of 
transformati on of th e ways of li vi ng all around th e earth : It brough t and 
Spread th e plant and ani mal speci es, as also th e germs causi ng plant, 
ani mal and h uman di seases, from one corner of th e globe to anoth er, 
causi ng ch ange i n di etary h abi ts and th e food crops avai lable; i t ch anged 
th e agrari an relati ons by Converti ng vast swath s of land for planti ng 
crops for th e purpose of seUi ng i n th e mark ets i n remote conti nents, far 
from th e place of culüvaüon; th i s was part of an even larger ch ange of 
wh ere and h ow goods are produced, transported, and exch anged; i t 
transformed ci vi l and mi k tary admi ni strati ons, ways of travel, i ndustry 
and war, also th e noti ons of medi ci ne, law and educaüon, and ways and 
means of h ealth  care and entertai nment, i n sh ort, everyth i ng th at we can 
th i nk  of h as been restructured long before th e word ‘globah zati on’ h as 
come i nto fash i on. Trade routes are not external connecti ng li nes of 
oth erwi se i solated soci eti es, but rath er th e very consti tuti ve fabri c of th e 
soci eti es, States and Nati ons th at came i nto bei ng i n th e last few 
centuri es. Th e best way to mak e th i s clear to oneself i s to look  i nto th e 
h i story of everyday Commodi ti es li k e sugar, spi ces, tea, coffee, and th e 
natural yarns from wh i ch  our cloth es are made. Th e way th ey came i nto 
bei ng to th ei r present mode as mass-consumpti on arti cles meant a lot of 
tumultuous soci al and poli ti cal ch anges i n far away places to Europe."
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followi ng two morc recent book s provi de cxcellent i ntegrated summari es of th e 
recent h i stori cal Research : Bayly, C. A. (2004): T/i e Bi rth  of th e Modem World 1780 - 
1914. Oxford: Black weUs and. Mark s, Robert B. (2006): Th e Ori gi ns of th e Modem 
World: Global and Ecologi cal Narrati ve from th e Fi fteenth  to th e Ta/enty-Fi rst Century.
Rowman & Li tdefi eld Publi sh ers; 2nd edi ri on.

*2 See th e report, “Mentor to th e young and vulnerable”, by Sandra Lavi Ue and 
Bi lpazi er Aslam, Th e Guardi an, 14 July 2005.
Many h i gh  level poli ti cal and admi ni strati ve eli te i n USA, i ncludi ng Presi dent Bush , 
are sai d to clai m th emselves ‘born agai n Ch ri sti ans’. Such  born agai n fai th s, 
th erefore, cannot be clai med to be th e products of ‘tradi ti onal soci eti es’.

Already i n 1848 Th e Communi st Mani festo speak s of capi tal remak i ng th e 
World i n i ts Image by smash i ng all th e Ch i nese walls bui lt up by previ ous 
ci vi li zati ons. Th at was not only before th e two world wars but even 
before th e age of ‘i ndustri al revoluti on’ so i denti fi ed, and long before 
di sci pli nes to study Non-European cultures such  as Cultural Anth ropologe' 
came i nto bei ng. Th e assumpti on of th ere bei ng i solated cultures leadi ng 
th e li fe of ‘th e same old tradi ti ons for h undred of years’ th at th e cli ch es 
i n European JournaUsm wi th  regard to Asi a and Afri ca flaunt are i n th e 
realm of th ei r Imagi nati on th an th e empi ri cal world th ey are supposed to 
report about.

One of th e recurri ng th emes wi th  regard to th e culture talk  i s th at 
Europe h ad Reformati on, Enli gh tenment and Women’s emanci pati on 
etc. but th e Non-European culmres di d not h ave i t: After th e terrori st 
attack  i n New York  i n 2001, and th en i n London and Madri d i n 2005, 
th i s h ne of talk  took  th e form of sayi ng th at th e Koran h as not been 
subj ected to th e type of cri ti cal studi es analogously to th at of old and 
new testament Bi ble. Let us leave i t for th e sch olars of th e respecti ve 
domai ns to deci de th e veraci ty of th ese clai ms. Let us assume, for th e 
sak e of argument, th i s i s th e case. Is th i s relevant for understandi ng th e 
mentali ti es of th e youth , and th e mastermi nds beh i nd th em, i nvolved i n 
th e London and Madri d attack s?

From th e press reports i t emerges th at th e youth  wh o bombed i n 
London are second or th i rd generati on descendants of i mmi grants, and 
th e members belong to eli te mi ddle dass rath er th an to poorer, less 
educated secti ons, th ey h ad a fai rly good i f not th e best secular educati on 
th at th e upwardly mobi le South  Asi an communi ti es could aspi re for.'̂ If 
th ey entertai ned th e Musli m fai th , i t i s i n th e fash i on of ‘th e born agai n 
Musli ms’ someth i ng li k e born agai n Ch ri sti ans i n USA'̂ rath er th an th e



14

180

fai th  i nh eri ted from th e Fami ly upbri ngi ng.'“* If th ey were fanati cs, i t i s i n 
th e nature of h avi ng multi tude of exaggerated poli ti cal gri evances 
coupled wi th  th e doctri nai re poli ti cs - more th e vari ety of i deologi cal 
fanati ci sm fami li är i n th e h i story of poli ti cal movements i n Europe rath er 
th an ‘reli gi ous fanati ci sm’ i n th e sense of unalterable convi cti on i n li teral 
understandi ng of some texts. Th ei r look i ng for th e ‘pure reli gi on, free 
from th e corrupti on of th e West’ i s th e result of th ei r espousi ng Musli m 
causes rath er th an i t i s th e Ini ti ator of th e espousal of Musli m causes. In 
fact, th e bi ograph y of Omar Sh ei k h , th e mastermi nd beh i nd th e 
k i dnappi ng and k i Ui ng i n Pak i stan i n 2003 of Dani el Pearl, th e Journali st 
of Wall Street Journal, i s i llustrati ve and qui te reveah ng: A Student of 
unexcepti onal ach i evement, h e turned to poli ti cs of mi li tancy and 
Musli m fai th  wh i le studyi ng i n th e presti gi ous LSE i n th e wak e of Serb- 
Bosni an confli ct i n th e Balk ans.’̂ In fact some years ago a remark  by an 
Indi an government offi ci al was i n th e eye of a controversy i n Bri tai n: He 
sai d th at th e terror ceUs i n Kash mi r are manned and organi zed by 
poli ti cal acti vi sts nurtured by th e presti gi ous academi c i nsti tuti ons of 
London.

In oth er words, even th ough  subj ecti ng Koran to cri ti cal Investi gati on 
may be needed on i ndependent academi c grounds, for th e rage and th e 
acti ons of th ese mi li tants th e remote texts i n Koran calli ng for th e 
destructi on of ‘th e h eath en customs’ and temples are i rrelevant. Culture

Th e followi ng from J7: Th e j uly 7‘>‘ Truth  Campai gn i s qui te rcveali ng: “Two of Kh an’s 
fri ends from sch ool were i ntervi ewed for a BBC radi o documentary, “Bi ograph y of a 
Bomber” (MP3 audi o, 3.5MB), part of Radi o 4’s Koran and Countt)' seri es. Th e 
documentary revealed th at Kh an’s fri ends were mai nly wh i te, th at h e consi dered 
h i mself Western, th at h e h ad returned from a tri p to Ameri ca besotted wi th  all th i ngs 
Ameri can, and th at h e was more commonly k nown by an angli ci sed Versi on of h i s 
name, ‘Si d’. Ian Barrett remembered th at Kh an h ad no i nterest i n reli gi on and rarely 
went to a mosque: “Th e oth er Pak i stani  lads would h ave to go to mosque because 
th ei r fami li es would say ‘You’re goi ng to mosque’. But Si d di dn’t go,” says Ian. “He 
di dn’t seem i nterested i n Islam and I don’t ever remember h i m menti oni ng reli gi on.” 
Anoth er sch ool fri end, Rob Cardi ss, recalled: “He was very Engli sh . Some of th e 
oth er Pak i stani  guys used to talk  about Musli m sufferi ng around th e world but wi th  
Si di que you’d never really k now wh at reli gi on h e was from.”

>5 See th e report ti tled, ‘Th e Engli sh  Islami c terrori st“, by Steph en McGi nty, Publi sh ed 
Date: 16 July 2002 In NEWS.scotsman.com, and “Th e tough est boy i n sch ool”, by 
Alex Hannaford i n: Th e Guardi an, Wednesday 23 February 2005.

news://NEWS.scotsman.com
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talk  of th i s vari ety i s h arbi nger of confusi on rath er th an of any cogni ti ve 
value.

Constructi ng di fferent tradi ti ons due to di fferent pasts i n di fferent 
regi ons of th i s world i s certai nly useful, and even necessary, for reflecti ng 
on th e multi ple h uman h eri tages. But i t sh ould h e freed from th e myth  
th at th ere are unaltered ‘tradi ti onal’ soci eti es i n contrast to th e dynami c 
‘Western’ ones. If th ere i s one th i ng th at research es on soci o-economi c 
h i story of Asi a h ave sh own, i t i s th at th e type of th e world we are li vi ng - 
th e i nsti tuti ons and mentai i ti es not only of Europe but also i n oth er parts 
of th e Globe — are products of th e ‘modern era’, i n th e sense of an era 
begi nni ng rough ly i n th e 16* Century. Th e ‘dynami sm’ of th i s era h as 
remade th e economi c, soci al and State i nsti tuti ons of th i s world - both  i n 
desi rable and undesi rable ways. Separati ng wh at one consi ders as th e good 
elements as ‘Western’ and reserve th e unacceptable elements as ‘Non- 
Western’, or vi ce-versa, may serve th e needs of edi fi cati on, but not th at of 
educati on.

If eli te i n some parts of th e Globe talk  by contrasti ng ‘Western’ wi th  
‘Non-Western’, and a self-assurance th at ‘Non-Western’ to be th e source 
of all th at i s good, th ey are usi ng th e same categori es i nh eri ted from th e 
Soci ologi cal Research  tradi ti on of Europe, speak i ng th e same language 
belongi ng to th e same culture as th ose i n Europe talk i ng of ‘European’ 
or ‘Western’ i n edi fyi ng and recommendatory tones. To get out of th i s 
uni fi ed but steri le conceptual framework  i n order to conceptuali se th e 
di fference i n eth os left beh i nd by di fferent tradi ti ons i s a necessary' and 
frui tful, but at th e same ti me a very ch allengi ng, undertak i ng.
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Th e fi rst part of th i s report deals wi th  th e h i stori cal prerequi si tes for 
today’s possi ble i mplementati on of th e Socrati c Di alogue i n Belarus. It 
descri bes th e ri ch ness of th e Belarusi an academi c tradi ti on. A rath er 
di sputable poi nt of th e h i stori cal part of th e report i s th e i dea th at th e 
Great Duch y of Li tva, a Belarusi an state i n i ts core, was a prototype of 
th e European Uni on.

Th e Great Duch y exi sted from th e 13* to th e 18* Century AD. It was 
a multi nati onal state wi th  a great degree of soci al, reli gi ous, and nati onal 
tolerance. It h ad developed a uni que legi slati ve document i n Belarusi an — 
th e Statute of th e Great Duch y of Li tva, wh i ch  h ad an elaborate and 
logi cally adj usted structure th at took  i nto account th e eth ni c and 
confessi onal vari ety of th e Duch y’s subj ects.
Th e very exi stence of such  a state was possi ble, fi rst of all, owi ng to i ts 
people’s enormous capabi li ty for an i ntercultural and i nterpersonal 
di alogue. Belarusi an Orth odox Ch ri sti ans, Cath oh cs, Musli ms, and 
Protestants Uved togeth er i n relati ve peace and th ei r i nterrelati ons were 
regulated by th e offi ci al law documents.

Th e Word “relati ve” spri ngs up because th e Duch y went th rough  
di verse peri ods and k new i ts degradati on and fi nal rui n. Th e economy of 
th e Duch y was undermi ned by wars. Th e country' was drai ned of blood 
i n Constant defence from i ts Eastern nei gh bour, Russi a. Th e blow from 
wh i ch  Belarus h ardly recovered was a war between Russi a and Sweden, 
tak i ng place on th e terri tory of Belarus at th e begi nni ng of th e 18* 
Century. As a result, th e Duch y was assi mi lated by Poland. As feudal 
i nsti tuti ons were leak i ng i n from Poland, only th e nobi li ty and parti ally 
townsfolk  could enj oy democrati c freedoms. Th e country’s peasantry 
was enslaved.

Hi gh er educati on i n Belarus was spreadi ng i n th e early 19* Century 
and, th ough  Russi an occupati onal czari st auth ori ti es closed down 
educaüonal i nsti mti ons because of revoluti onary, democrati c, pro- 
i ndependence vi ews of th e smdents and a part of th e teach i ng staff, th e
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repressed. Th e eradi cati on 
concluded by th e WWII:

tradi ti on of nati onal h i gh er educati on di d not di e. In 1918 a Pedagogi cal 
Insti tute was opened i n Mi nsk , and th e government of th e Belarusi an 
People’s Repubh c made a resolve to start th e Belarusi an Nati onal 
Uni versi ty. And fi nally, i n 1921 th e BSU (Belarusi an State Uni versi ty) 
was opened th at started th e trai ni ng of nati onal sci enti fi c and pedagogi cal 
manpower. Prague Uni versi ty played a si gni fi cant part i n educati on of th e 
people of West Belarus, wh i ch  was under th e Poli sh  Rule at th at ti me. 
Th e most gi fted representati ves of Belarusi an youth  h ad an opportuni ty 
of studyi ng th ere. In th e late twenti es and early th i rti es of th e 20* 
cenmr)', teach ers and sci enti sts sh owed an unprecedented i nterest i n th e 
Belarusi an language and created Belarusi an textbook s and manuals i n all 
subj ects. However, i n th e bloody years of Stali ni sm th e overwh elmi ng 
maj ori ty of patri oti c Belarusi an teach ers were 
of Belarusi an nati onal h i gh er educati on was
nearly aU th e Belarusi ans wi th  h i gh er educati on were tak en to th e Sovi el 
army and peri sh ed i n th e War. As for West Belarus, th ei r Poli sh  
auth ori ti es di d not recogni ze th em as a separate nati on and consequently 
th ey di d not h ave a ch ance to establi sh  a nati onal Uni versi ty. In th e fi fti es 
and seventi es of th e 20* Century, th e percentage of eth ni c Belarusi ans 
among th e teach ers of h i gh er educati onal i nsti mti ons was less th an 50. 
Th at i s wh y Belarusi an was banned from acti ve usage i n h i gh er 
educati on, and th ose wh o sti ll i nsi sted on speak i ng i t were persecuted. So 
Belarusi an was forci bly block ed out of usage for more th an 50-years.

All th e Uni versi ti es we h ave now i n Belarus teach  students i n th e 
Russi an language, except th e Belarusi an ph i lologi cal departments of BSU 
(Belarusi an State Uni versi ty) and BSPU (Belarusi an State Pedagogi cal 
Uni versi ty).

At present, th e RepubUc of Belarus h as a very large proporti on of 
people wi th  h i gh er educati on, wh i ch  i s a posi ti ve tendency k ept from th e 
Sovi el ti mes. However, wi th  a wi de ränge of h umani ti es taugh t at every 
uni versi ty (i ncludi ng Ph i losoph y, Poli ti cal Sci ence, Soci ology), graduales 
are often j ust h i gh ly quaüfi ed non-cri ti cally mi nded Professi onals. Th e 
Si tuati on i s determi ned by th e i nfluence of th e state mass medi a and a 
Stah le economi c Si tuati on i n th e country. A general i ncli nati on to total 
relati vi sm, foUowed by th e state, leads to accepti ng any abstract populi st 
i deas, wh i ch  cannot be appli ed to parti cular events or tendenci es 
observed i n th e country. In th i s case, Socrati c Di alogue provi des an
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excellent meth od of truth  seek i ng by questi oni ng “obvi ous”, generally 
accepted and approved trui sms.

A lot of work  h as been carri ed out i n th i s di recti on wi rb a great 
Support from th e German Soci ety of Socrati c baci li tators and th e 
Ph i losoph i cal-Poli ti cal Academy. Conversati ons wi th students and 
lecturers proved to be frui tful i n th e evaluati on of th e present Si tuati on i n 
Belarus and i n th e fi eld of personal development. Th e foUowi ng 
questi ons, di scussed at th e Socrati c Di alogues, sh ow th e scope of i nterest 
of today’s youth ; “Wh at i s freedom?”, “Can one create moti vati on?”, “Is 
self-reali zati on possi ble?”, “Is pri vate i ni ti ati ve i mportant?”, and “Are we 
responsi ble for th e old?”, “Wh at i s i mportant for a good li fe?”

Th e conversati ons took  place at th e Engli sh  language faculty of 
Mi nsk  State Li ngui sti c Uni versi ty duri ng th e peri od of 2003 — 2005. 
Th ose were mostly 3-h our di scussi ons (two uni versi ty peri ods). Th ey 
were faci li tated by Mari a Solovyova, and one of th em by Ki rsten 
Malmqui st. Ute Si ebert foUowed th e maj ori ty of th e di scussi ons. Th e 
durati on of th e Socrati c Di alogues was determi ned by a large amount of 
work  our students h ave to do for th ei r academi c studi es (40 h ours a week  
of classes).

Th e conversati ons were generally carri ed out as extra-curri culum 
acti vi ti es. Only one di alogue (“Are we responsi ble for th e old?”) was 
undertak en i n dass wi th  correspondence-course students wh i le studyi ng 
th e topi c “Agei sm”. It sh ould be menti oned th at th e fi rst two 
conversati ons were performed i n Russi an and all th e rest i n EngHsh . So 
Socrati c Di alogue was used as a forei gn language teach i ng and learni ng 
means.

Th e number of th e parti ci pants ranged from four to twelve. Th i rd- 
year and fourth -year students of th e Engli sh  faculty, correspondence- 
course students, graduates and lecturers of vari ous uni versi ti es 
represented th e partak ers. AU th e students i n Mari a Solovyova’s academi c 
groups were i ntroduced to th e essence of th e Socrati c Meth od duri ng 
Grammar and Oral Practi ce classes. Th e young people were ask ed to 
contri bute some questi ons th ey were eager to answer or problems th ey 
wanted to solve. Some ti me later, th e coUected Usts were processed and a 
topi c for di scussi on was formulated (i n most of th e cases wi th  th e h elp 
of GSP representati ves). Th en only volunteers appeared at th e 
di scussi ons. As regards th e correspondence-course students, th ey were 
obUged to attend th e classes, alth ough  some of th em j ust played truant.
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Th erefore, i t can be sai d th at only moti vated people j oi ned i n th e 
Socrati c Di alogues.

Th e i ssues our students desi red to consi der referred to self- 
determi nati on, freedom, absence of mani pulati on, real fri endsh i p, a 
moti vati on to study, ch oosi ng a career, stayi ng i n Belarus or goi ng 
abroad. All of th ese poi nts were anyway tack led duri ng th e di scussi ons. 
Th e last two problems, namely wh at career to follow and wh eth er one 
sh ould emi grate or remai n i n th e country, seemed to be th e most acute 
ones. Th e correspondence-course students were confi ned by th e topi c 
“Agei sm”. Actually, th e task  was to prepare th em for th e exam and to 
gi ve th em an opportuni ty to practi ce th ei r Engli sh . So th e parti ci pators 
descri bed th e Si tuati on wi th  th e old i n Bri tai n, enumerated th e problems 
observed, compared th em wi th  th ose of Belarusi an elderly people. After 
th at, several general problems were agreed upon and one was ch osen for 
di scussi on.

Duri ng th e di alogues, th e parti ci pants managed to sh are and ch oose 
proper examples, work  th em over and deci de, regardi ng th e example, 
wh at th e answer to th e problem was. In some of th e conversati ons, th e 
partak ers proceeded to qui te abstract generali zati ons. For example, wh en 
deaHng wi th  th e questi on “Wh at i s i mportant for a good Üfe?” th e 
students for th e fi rst ti me expressed a wi sh  to conti nue wi th  th e 
di scussi on and met a week  later to carry on. As a result, th ey could work  
on th e level of abstracti on, alth ough  some of th e poi nts were consci ously 
put asi de due to a lack  of ti me.

Th e parti ci pants demonstrated a great capaci ty for i ndependent and 
co-operati ve reasoni ng, mani fested a h i gh  degree of responsi bi li ty. Th ey 
managed to observe th e rules of Socrati c Di alogue, to th i nk  logi cally and 
structurally, to li sten to each  oth er and arri ve at a consensus. Th ey also 
gai ned exi stenti al revelati ons. For example, some of th e people sai d th ey 
got an i dea h ow to li ve th ei r own li ves, to avoi d mani pulati on, to 
di sti ngui sh  between th ei r own i ntenti ons and th ose i mposed by oth er 
people. Someti mes students wh o were poor at languages proved to be 
very effi ci ent contri butors to th e di scussi ons, and bri Ui ant academi c 
ach i evers di d not sh ow any i nterest i n th e Socrati c Meth od at all. 
However, a general tendency was th at only th e most acti ve young people, 
talented i n many aspects and h avi ng a clear, Creati ve atti tude to li fe, took  
part i n th e Socrati c Di alogues.
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As regards lecturers, qui te few of th em expressed a wi sh  to practi ce 
th e Socrati c Meth od. Th e counter-arguments were th at th e meth od was 
üme-consumi ng and unreali sti c. Th e latter suggested th at young people 
were unable of fi ndi ng th e truth . Actually, th i s can be deci ph ered as 
“fi ndi ng unauth ori zed truth ”. Moreover, one of th e lecturers of th e 
Engli sh  faculty, th ough  rath er successful at th e Socrati c Di alogue about 
generati ng moti vati on, beli eved sh e was unfi t for such  meth ods of 
di scussi on. Sh e meant sh e h ad always been on th e edge of gi vi ng ready- 
made explanati ons for every i ssue and h ad tak en pai ns over bei ng equal 
i n reasoni ng wi th  th e students. However, th ere are enth usi asts of th e 
Socrati c Meth od among th e lecturers of th e Engli sh  and th e German 
Language Faculti es of Mi nsk  State Li ngui sti c Uni versi ty and th ose of th e 
Pedagogi cal Uni versi ty.

Overall, practi si ng Socrati c Di alogue i n Belarus can be consi dered a 
posi ti ve and frui tful experi ence. It proved to be effecti ve not only as a 
forei gn language teach i ng and learni ng tech ni que but also as a meth od of 
cri ti cal th i nk i ng. Th e latter wi ll appear producti ve both i n th e 
establi sh ment of democracy and bui ldi ng fulfi lled li ves by our young 
people. New personali ti es wi ll certai nly be engaged i n Socrati c Di alogue 
as we are planni ng to organi ze a Socrati c club at MSLU. We h ope th at 
Socrati c Di alogue i n Belarus wi ll not be li mi ted to academi c use only. It 
can be practi ced wi th  th e youth  from NGOs, representati ves of youth  
parti es, at summer youth  camps, cultural i nsti tuti ons, and so on.

Let US now present an overvi ew of NGOs i n Belarus, and youth  
NGOs i n parti cular, because th ei r members can be vi ewed as potenti al 
parti ci pants of Socrati c Di alogue.

Accordi ng to th e Mi ni stry of Justi ce of th e Republi c of Belarus i n 
2004, th ere were 2214 NGOs on th e terri tor)' of th e Republi c work i ng i n 
th e foUowi ng sectors;

Human Ri gh ts Protecti on 5,72 %
Consumer Ri gh ts Protecti on 2,13 %

- Educati on 17,44 %
- Ch ari ty 17,19%

Organi zati ons for Youth  and Ch i ldren 7,78 %
Soci al Protecti on, Reh abi li tati on 22,94 %

- Art and Culture 12,04 %
- Sport and Touri sm 19,35 %
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- Sci ence 8,38 %
Health care and Medi ci ne 6,39 %
Professi onal 13,07 %

- Ecology 4,26 %
- Oth ers 9,48 %

Organi zati ons for Di sabled 7,03 %
Government and Law 5,72 %
Ch ernobyl 4,51 %

- Hobby 7,1 %
Women Organi zati ons 3,37 %
Nati onal Mi nori ti es 4,44 %
Economi cs and Pri vate Enterpri se 3,16 %
Organi zati ons of Soldi ers and Veterans 4,44 %
Resource Centres 0,5 %.

Around 5,000 people work  for NGOs now, wh i ch  i s e.g. more th an th e 
number of people i nvolved i n Informati on tech nologi es. An i nteresti ng fact i s 
th at people under 30 h old 20% of th e managi ng posi ti ons i n NGOs, 
wh i ch  mak es NGOs attracti ve for young people as th ere are more 
perspecti ves for th em th an i n i ndustry or agri culture.

Th e percentage of well-educated NGO staff i s h i gh , wi th  53 % 
h oldi ng a Uni versi ty degree i n pedagogy, law, economy and management, 
Informati on tech nologi es, art, ecology and medi ci ne. More women th an 
men are i nvolved i n NGOs, and consequently th ere are a great number 
of women i n managi ng posi ti ons.

Youth  NGOs compri se 7,78 % of all NGOs i n Belarus. Accordi ng to 
th ei r legal Status, th ey can be di vi ded i nto i nternati onal and nati onal ones. 
Now, th ere are 13 i nternati onal NGOs and 62 nati onal ones. Th e 
h eadquarters of most organi zati ons are si tuated i n Mi nsk , and one of th e 
most acti ve regi ons i n terms of youth  i ni ti ati ves i s Vi tebsk  regi on. Th e 
number of youth  NGOs i n one regi on vari es from 10 to 20, wi th  th e 
largest organi zati ons i n Mi nsk , Vi tebsk  and Gomel.

To i Uustrate th i s general Informati on about youth  NGOs let us 
at th ree examples:

7. Belarusi an Associ ati on of UNESCO clnh s i s probably th e most populär 
Organi zati on among sch oolch i ldren. It was regi stered i n 1989 and h as 
Partner organi zati ons i n Russi a, Latvi a, Germany, Romani a, Moldova, 
France, th e USA, and Sweden.
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Now, th ere are 65 UNESCO clubs i n Belarus. Most of th em are 

attach ed to secondary sch ools. Th e average number of people i n one 

club i s 20; th e average age of th e parti ci pants i s 16-18 wh i le teach ers and 

Uni versi ty students act as leaders and facüi tators. “UNESCO clubs” 

reali ze th e foUowi ng programs:

Leadersh i p sch ool

World culture
Envi ronment

Informati on and communi cati on

Health y li festyle

Human ri gh ts

Cultural h eri tage

- Art.

Th e mai n acti vi ti es are educati onal Semi nars, work sh ops, panel 

di scussi ons, summer camps and volunteer camps. Socrati c Di alogue can 

perfectly fi t i nto th i s pattem.̂

2. Publi c assodati on “Pdducati onal Centre POST’’ reali zes educati onal 

programs based on democrati c and h uman values.

Target groups are sch oolch i ldren, students, teach ers and members of 

oth er NGOs. Meth ods i nclude:

Di scussi ons and work  i n small groups

- Club meeti ngs

Si mulati ons and role-plays

- Work sh ops and Interacti ve semi nars

- Youth  exch ange programs.

Th ei r largest programs i nclude “Problems of Youth  i n Poland and i n 

Belarus”, a proj ect “Indi ana Jones” (for ch i ldren wh o run away from 

h ome), a proj ect “We Ch oose Future” (a campai gn agai nst alcoh ol, 

ci garettes and drugs)
Besi des, POST organi zes Interacti ve semi nars for sch oolteach ers on 

th e topi cs of:

Intercultural competence

Ci vi l courage

Developi ng new

http://www.belau.info/index_rus.html
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POST h as many partners abroad. For example, th e program “Ci vi l 
Courage: Wi th out Vi olence” i s reaüzed i n partnersh i p wi th  Sozi aler 
Fri edensdi enst i n Bremen, Germany.2

5. Publi c Associ ati on “Nei n Faces” was founded i n 1997 and si nce th at, i ts 
members h ave tak en part i n educati onal work sh ops, Festi vals and youth  
camps i n Germany, France, Sweden, Portugal, Italy, Belgi um, Uk rai ne, 
etc.

Most of th ei r acti vi ti es tak e place on th e terri tory of Belarus, th ough . 
Among th ei r recent proj ects we fi nd th e proj ect “Boomerang”. Th e mai n 
ai m was to attract th e attenti on of a broad publi c to th e problems of 
soci ally i solated and vulnerable youth  groups. As a result, a database on 
correspondi ng NGOs was created, four i ssues of th e j ournal 
“Boomerang” compi led by th e parti ci pants and Ini ti ators of th e proj ect 
came out and four trai ni ngs were conducted for members of 
correspondi ng NGOs.

“Th eatre agai nst h uman traffi ck i ng” gave ei gh t performances free of 
Ch arge i n di fferent ei tles of Belarus. Th i s proj ect was reali zed i n 
Cooperati on wi th  th e Centre of Arts “Coli seum” (Th e Republi c of 
Moldova) and “Belarusi an Associ ati on of Young Ch ri sti an Tomen”,’'

We th i nk  th at th ere i s a great ch ance for a successful promoti on of 
th e Socrati c Di alogue among youth  NGOs, because NGO members can 
be ch aracteri zed as a very recepti ve and weU-moti vated audi ence, and 
th ey can especi aUy be i nterested i n Socrati c Di alogue wh en i t covers th e 
topi cs connected wi th  th ei r acti vi ti es.

http://www.newfaces-belarus.org/
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Fi fteen ycars ago Alfred Treml di sti ngui sh ed four concepts for th e 
di dacti cs of eth i cs-teach i ng. My mai n obj ecti on to th i s work  was th at i t 
presents only a di storted form of a sci enti fi cally tenable concept of 
ph i losoph y wh i ch  would serve th e needs of th e di dacti cs of eth i cs. 
Th erefore I h ave suggested th e followi ng di vi si ons:

1. Educati on concepts: Th ese assi gn to eth i cs-teach i ng th e task  of 
i nduci ng moral beh avi our, i nsti Ui ng vi rtues and conveyi ng values. Such  
concepts tend to place th e sch ool’s general mandate to educate fi rmly on 
th e sh oulders of th i s subj ect alone (eth i cs). Th ey postulate th e sch ool’s 
ri gh t and abi li ty to i nfluence di rectly th e beh avi our of th e pupi ls. Beh i nd 
concepts of th i s sort th ere i s generally to be found some doctri ne, wh i ch  
i s proclai med as th e norm and used i n a dogmati c männer, be i t a 
parti cular moral code or th e “uni versal moral law”.

2. Li fe-h elp concepts: Th ese tak e as th ei r poi nt of departure th e 
concrete experi ences, questi ons and di ffi culti es of th e pupi ls and 
endeavour to h elp th em towards fi ndi ng pragmati c Soluti ons, establi sh i ng 
th ei r i denüty and ach i evi ng soci al Integrati on. Teach ers see th emselves as 
advi sors wi th out normati ve clai ms.

3. Di scovery concepts: Th ese, wh i le placi ng di fferent emph ases, 
ori entate th emselves towards h i stori co-empi ri cal Sci ences: towards th e 
Sci ence of culture, th e Sci ence of reli gi on and th e soci al Sci ences such  as 
h i story and psych ology. Instructi on h ere ai ms above all at gath eri ng and 
Processi ng k nowledge from th ese areas and perh aps at translati ng i t i nto 
strategi es of acti on.

4. Ph i losoph y concepts: Th e central acti vi ty i s th e i ntellectual 
confrontati on wi th  fundamental questi ons i n eth i cs, anth ropology and 
metaph ysi cs and i nvolves constructi ng answers, suggesti ng Soluti ons and 
exami ni ng th ese cri ti cally. Th e relevant Sci ence h ere i s ph i losoph y as th e 
Sci ence of reflecti on, wh i ch  can provi de a repertoi re of argumentati on 
and patterns of th ough t from past and present. Its i nnate form i s to be
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found i n th e practi ce of Socrati c Di alogue and i s th us commi tted both  to 
sci enti fi c-rati onal di scussi on and to enli gh tenment and (self-)formati on.

Th ese four concepts h ave been presented h ere as i deal types i n order 
to mak e th ei r di fferi ng i ntenti ons clear. Th ei r furth er possi bi li ti es and 
li mi tati ons cannot be di scussed h ere. In th e gui deli nes i ssued by th e 
German regi ons th ey are dealt wi th  i n di fferent combi nati ons and recei ve 
di fferent emph asi s.

In assessi ng th ese di fferent concepts th e followi ng basi c poi nts can be 
made:

1. ) Th e problemaücal aspects of educati on concepts are revealed i n 
th e (doubtful) legi ti macy of th e underlyi ng normati ve basi s i n a plurali sti c 
soci ety; th e expectati on th at unsuccessful educati on attempts i n th e past 
wi ll be compensated for; th e lack  of respect for th e self-determi nati on of 
th e pupi ls. Conversely, a System of pedagogi cs wh i ch  i s ori entated 
towards speci fi c si tuati ons cannot mai ntai n th e necessary di stance for a 
consi derati on of fundamental i ssues.

2. ) Li fe-h elp concepts run th e ri sk  of normati ve arbi trari ness; th ey 
may also be a form of concealed i ndoctri nati on. Furth ermore th e role of 
th e teach er i s overtaxed.

3. ) Di scovery concepts i ntroduce th e problems surroundi ng any 
Canon of k nowledge; and even i f relevant k nowledge from such  areas i s 
i ndeed a precondi ti on of reasoned j udgments as th ey are ai med for i n 
ph i losoph y, th ere i s no transparent route leadi ng from di scovery to th e 
formati on of eth i cal j udgments and th e development of fundamental 
convi cti ons.

4. ) Th e fourth  concept i nvolvi ng ph i losoph y (“Nach denk li ch k ei ts­
modell”) i s most i n h armony wi th  th e i ntenti ons of eth i cs-teach i ng i f i t i s 
seen from th e central perspecti ve of th e Socrati c Paradi gm. Most 
i mportanti y th i s means proceedi ng i n such  a way as to demonstrate agai n 
and agai n th e reci procal relati onsh i p between th ough ts, th eori es and 
models on th e one h and, and concrete examples and experi ences on th e 
oth er. NaturaUy posi ti ve elements tak en from th e oth er concepts can be 
i ntegrated i nto th e process. For ph i losoph y i s th e unprej udi ced, 
i ntellectual and di scursi ve treatment of th e fundamental elements of 
h uman th ough t, acti on and bei ng; i t draws i ts “materi al” from th e 
experi ence of th e world about us as wei l as from th e problems of th e 
sci enti fi c-tech ni cal world. From i ts very begi nni ngs i t h as been i n 
h armony wi th  mank i nd’s i nnate i nterest i n comi ng to terms wi th  i tself
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Th e “Mark et Place”: No previ ous k nowledge 
requi red; th e clai i n to uni versali ty

and th e world. Th e practi ce of ph i losoph y i n th e Socrati c mannet mak es 
“communi cati on” possi ble, constructi ng a sh ared h ori zon of th ough t i n 
matters of ori entati on, not pi nni ng th e i ndi vi dual down i deologi cally.

Th e concept of “conveyi ng values” wh i ch  i s qui te frequently employed 
i n th e relevant di scussi ons, i s problemati c from a ph i losoph i cal poi nt of 
vi ew, fi rstly because i t assumes an obj ecti vi sm of values (perh aps, a 
moni sm, too) wh i ch  i s di ffi cult to j usti fy and secondly, i t assumes th e fact 
th at value-atti tudes are teach able. Furth ermore i t di sregards th e ai m of 
enabli ng th e pupi ls to form mature deci si ons. Neverth eless i t h as found 
i ts place i n th e poli ti cs of educati on. Th e problems concerni ng th e 
teach abi h ty of eth i cal values and/or j udgments can be resolved to a great 
extent i n th e Socrati c perspecti ve.

Th e Socrati c Paradi gm, wh ere ai ms, conceptual outli nes and meth ods 
converge and tak e sh ape, gets to th e h eart of th e ph i losoph i cal- 
pedagogi cal Intenti on of eth i cs-teach i ng; i ts speafi c medi um i s di alogue 
(wi th out i mplyi ng th ereby a meth odi cal moni sm). In th e followi ng I sh all 
demonstrate th e speci fi c relati onsh i p between eth i cs-teach i ng and th e 
Socrati c Paradi gm not only i n terms of th ei r ai ms but also, beyond th at, 
i n terms of th e essenti al elements of th e Socrati c Paradi gm.

Th e practi ce of non-speci ali zed ph i losoph y i n publi c “i n th e mark et 
place” i s a si ne qua non of th e Socrati c Paradi gm. Concepts of ph i losoph y 
wh i ch  are eli ti st or i n a general or di dacti c sense esoteri c are th us 
excluded from th e start. In Order to parti ci pate, no previ ous th eoreti cal 
k nowledge of th e subj ect i s necessary. In parti cular, th ere i s no Obli gati on 
to belong or not to belong to a reli gi ous or secular i deologi cal 
Communi ty. In th i s sense i t fully meets th e requi rements for uni versali ty 
wh i ch  must be set for th e teach i ng of eth i cs i n state sch ools, wh i ch  are 
open for all. Any i ndi vi dual may tak e part, si nce th e common factor and 
basi s for th e j oi nt effort i s h uman reason i tself, to wh i ch  all h ave access. 
In th e same way, as a matter of pri nci ple, no subj ect of di scourse i s 
taboo. (Mi nor concessi ons wh i ch  may h ave to be made i n vi ew of th e 
students’ stage of development or th e level of th ei r k nowledge acqui red
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Foundati on upon experi ence: th ree-fold pupi l- 
ori entati on

Th at ph i losoph y i s closely relatecl to a person’s bi ograph i cal context and 
everyday Si tuati on i s parti cularly well i Uustrated by th e Socrati c Meth od. 
Th e Socrati c Di alogue Starts out from th e concrete experi ence of th e 
parti ci pants and tak es i ts examples from th i s area. Ph i losoph y i s th us 
fi rmly rooted i n th e dai ly li ves of th e pupi ls and no meth odologi cal Steps 
h ave to be tak en to guarantee th e connecti on — “we k now wh at we are 
talk i ng about”; th e necessi ty of secondary moti vati on — often a problem 
i n sch ool Instructi on — does not ari se. Only gradually and always k eepi ng 
i n dose touch  wi th  th e process of common reflecti on wi ll we exami ne 
more abstract Statements. Th i s “i nducti ve” procedure demands of 
ph i losoph y th at at every level of abstracti on i t must be able to stay i n 
touch  wi th  reali ty (a relati onsh i p, h owever, wh i ch  wi ll tend to become 
more conceptual as th e level of abstracti on ri ses), and not wi th draw to a

i n lessons do not alter th e truth  of th e pri nci ple i tself) Th e only 
prerequi si te i s an open-mi nded atti tude to people, opi ni ons and 
ci rcumstances as well as a readi ness to submi t all Statements to 
exami nati on i n th e form of di alogue. Th i s openness i s absolutely essenti al 
both  as a formal condi ti on and as an i ntellectual stance i f Instructi on i n 
eth i cs i n state sch ools i s goi ng to support th e pupi ls effecti vely i n th ei r 
search  for Ori entati on. If th i s openness i s restri cted i n any way, th ere i s 
an i mmedi ate and seri ous loss of i ntellectual dri ve. It may be th at at th e 
begi nni ng freedom i n th e exch ange of i deas may cause some i nsecuri ty. 
Th i s mak es i t aU th e more i mportant to begi n i n sch ools wi th  ch i ldren 
and younger pupi ls. Pupi ls k now i ntui ti vely wh at a “good conversati on” 
i s; teach ers can h elp to reali ze th i s ai m by gi vi ng appropri ate verbal 
gui dance, alth ough  th i s task  wi ll, as th e learni ng-process conti nues and 
sk i Us develop, i ncreasi ngly be tak en over and carri ed out by th e pupi ls 
th emselves. In th e last i nstance, th e Spi ri t of enqui ry as well as an i nterest 
i n th e opi ni ons of oth er people are to be found i n each  i ndi vi dual and 
th ese quali ti es can be developed i f th ey are recogni zed and mutually 
tolerated. Naturally, a pati ent, step-by-step meth od wi ll be necessary as 
well as th e creati on of an open atmosph ere of di scussi on.
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Posi ti on of false remoteness. Th e ph i losoph y wh i ch  accepts responsi bi li ty 
for i nstructi on i n eth i cs i s no i ntellectual construct nor a work  of art; i t i s 
“ph i losoph y i n i ts cosmopoli tan sense”, as Kant descri bes i t, i .e. one 
wh i ch  deals wi th  th e fundamental questi ons of exi stence. Th e di dacti c 
postulate of pupi l-ori entati on i s th us met i n th ree-fold männer:

a) From th e start th e pupi ls’ standpoi nt and posi ti on are tak en 
seri ously, si nce th e examples dealt wi th  are drawn from th ei r experi ence. 
Th e Socrati c Meth od, h owever, does not leave th em i n th e same 
Si tuati on as th ey were before th e di alogue. Prerequi si te of a Socrati c 
Di alogue i s a th eme - usually set i n th e form of a questi on; and th e 
examples ch osen are already ori entated towards th i s th eme. Th e th eme 
i tself determi nes th e perspecti ve i n wh i ch  real-li fe experi ences are 
vi ewed. Th e questi on formi ng th e poi nt of departure may be formulated 
by th e pupi ls th emselves, - provi ded th at i t i s more th an merely th e 
expressi on of a mental or emoti onal state, and mark s out some parti cular 
area for exami nati on. Th e example put forward i s now subj ected to a 
j oi nt exami nati on and tested for fundamental i mpli cati ons; th e result i s 
th at i n th e course of th e di alogue defi ni te progress i n k nowledge i s made. 
As a result of th e exami nati on i tself, th e ori gi nal experi ence i s rai sed to a 
new level of reflecti on.

Preci sely th i s i s wh at i s meant by pupi l-ori entated teach i ng, wh en i t i s 
correctly understood: starti ng from h i s present state of awareness th e 
pupi l i s enabled to tak e th e next Step and perh aps to reach  th e next level 
i n i nsi gh t. Matters of i mportance to th e pupi ls are tak en seri ously but 
th ey are noneth eless led to consi der more th an th e fami h ar ränge of 
opi ni ons or th e bare Si tuati on i n wh i ch  th ey fi nd th emselves. In contrast 
to th i s, li fe-h elp concepts wh i ch  do not use j oi nt i ntellectual effort to get 
beyond th e ori gi nal levels of i nsi gh t may be i n danger of stayi ng ch ai ned 
to th e ori gi nal Si tuati on. In th e Socrati c Paradi gm th e si tuati ons (certai n 
confli cts, perh aps, or di lemmas) are vi ewed and exami ned as i nstances, i n 
Order to fi nd out th e pri nci ples, values and/or open questi ons wh i ch  li e 
beh i nd th em. Th i s i ntellectual acti vi ty, free of any Obli gati on to produce 
acti on, provi des th e pupi ls i n advance wi th  a flexi ble repertoi re of cri teri a 
of reflecti on, j udgment and deci si on.

b) Wi th  reference to language levels, h ere, too, we begi n wi th  th e 
pupi ls th emselves. Th e use of everyday language i s (wi th sli gh t 
restri cti ons) qui te admi ssi ble. Di scussi on wi ll naturally tend to promote 
an i ncrease i n th e relevant language sk i Us but a speci al termi nology i s not
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a prerequi si te nor wi ll i t be i ntroduced. Natural language i s th e 
Instrument to wh i ch  all h ave access. Th e problem th at ph i losoph i cal 
processes of th ough ts are ei th er di ffi cult or i ncompreh ensi ble i s not one 
wh i ch  besets th e task  of Socrati c debate, because h ere one h as to deal 
wi th  and work  at one’s own formulati ons. But even th e Statements of a 
wri tten text wi ll, provi ded th ey are decoded and exami ned wi th  th e same 
care and i n th e same spi ri t of togeth erness, tend to loose th ei r 
i ncompreh ensi bi li ty.

c) Statements on a h i gh er level of abstracti on remai n i n contact wi th  
th e pupi ls’ th ough t processes: Statements tak en from a text wi ll, after 
bei ng duly subj ected to th e Socrati c tests, begi n to communi cate 
th emselves, and Statements wh i ch h ave been formulated by th e 
parti ci pants th emselves wi ll be present as th e results of j oi nt i ntellectual 
effort wi th out furth er ado; i n both  cases th e more abstract Statements 
wi ll certai nly possess a defi ni te content. Now i t may be th at th e results of 
such  th ough t processes, cloth ed i n th e words of one’s own formulati on, 
may seem, as an obj ecti vi 2ed product, noth i ng speci al to th e cool-h eaded 
bystander. But th en, h e k nows noth i ng of th e process nor of th e 
h i ndrances wh i ch  h ave been removed. Naturally, from a sci enti fi c poi nt 
of vi ew, th ese results, wh i ch  are at h eart always provi si onal and part of a 
conti nui ng process, wi ll h ave th ei r weak  spots. Neverth eless, th e h onesdy 
attai ned results of i ndependent th i nk i ng are of greater value to th e 
parti ci pants th an any “grey-beard pronouncements”, no matter h ow 
eloquent, elaborate and one h undred percent waterti gh t th ey may be. Th e 
only excepti on to th i s would be i f th e previ ously exi stent ph i losoph i cal 
Statements were subj ected to careful personal scruti ny and, after bei ng 
ch eck ed out i n terms of sui table examples, were tak en over and adopted. 
Th i s, too, would count as an example teach i ng i nsptred by th e Socrati c 
tradi ti on. In both  cases th e dose connecti on of th e practi ce of 
ph i losoph y to th e world of experi ence ensures th at th e concepts do not 
remai n “empty”, but are, to use Kant’s expressi on, fi lled wi th  Intui ti on; i t 
ensures, too, th at th e th eoreti cal Statements do not “lead to noth i ng”.
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Non-dogmati sm: th e i mpli ed “moral ch aractcr” of 
Socrati c Instructi on i n eth i cs

Socrati c Di alogue does not requi re previ ous commi tment to any 
doctri ne, dogma or i deology j ust as uni versi ty ph i losoph y would rapi dly 
become obsolete, i f i t were commi tted exclusi vely to one sch ool of 
th ough t. Th i s would mean loss of sci enti fi c ch aracter and degenerati on 
i nto some i deologi cal world vi ew. Th e practi ce of ph i losoph y does not 
mean tak i ng up some parti cular posi ti on but a conti nuous process of 
reflecti on and reasonable exami nati on. Anyone wh o, as a result of h i s 
trai ni ng, th i nk s ph i losoph y means supporti ng one parti cular poi nt of 
vi ew wi ll h ave some trouble at fi rst i n tolerati ng th i s unfi ni sh ed ch aracter 
of reflecti on, True to th e Kanti an di ctum th at one cannot teach  
ph i losoph y but only th e practi ce of ph i losoph i zi ng, Socrati c Di alogue 
does not stri ve after a System. To appeal to unquesti oned dogma, 
Systems and sch ools of th ough t i s not admi ssi ble. Quoti ng outsi de 
auth ori ti es, “ali gni ng oneself ’ alongsi de th em, unless i t i s th e result of 
personal exami nati on, contradi cts an i ndi vi dual’s own power of j udgment. 
Non-Dogmati sm fulfi ls th e clai ms made upon i nstructi on i n eth i cs on 
th ree di fferent levels;

a) It fulfi ls th e fundamental legal requi rement for eth i cs-teach i ng th at 
i t sh ould not be based on any reh gi ous, i deologi cal or ph i losoph i cal 
doctri ne and i t sh ould not h ave as i ts ai m th e professi on of loyalty 
(“confessi on”) to any such . Ideologi cal neutrali ty (not value neutrali ty) i s 
th e di sti ngui sh i ng mark  of eth i cs-teach i ng (h owever we name i t) as th e 
alternati ve to reli gi ous i nstructi on. In th e teach i ng of eth i cs th ere must be 
room for a plurali ty of basi c convi cti ons (provi ded th ey do not rule out a 
mi ni mal eth i cal consensus) and th ese must be open to di scussi on, 
dependi ng on th e th emes i n questi on. Wh ere “ulti mate questi ons” are 
i nvolved, a group doesn’t h ave to produce a uni form result; i t i s more 
i mportant th at i t does not abandon th e way of persuasi on for th e way of 
force. To put i t paradoxi caUy, th e earnest abandonment of a uni form 
vi ew of world i s often th e most di ffi cult “lesson” to be learned. In order 
to ensure th at th i s i s practi sed enough  Nelson i n th e neosocrati c tradi ti on 
demands wi th  all fi rmness from aU parti ci pants but i n parti cular from th e 
faci li tators a complete abstenti on from overbeari ng comment.
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b) Abstenti on from doctri ne i s also i n k eepi ng wi th  th e i ntended 
atti tude wh i ch  allows open di scussi on of di fferent opi ni ons, convi cti ons 
and “doctri nes”. Elements of k nowledge gai ned th rough Socrati c 
Di alogue are not wri tten documents, th ey express th emsclves above all i n 
th e spok en language of th e moment. Wi th i n th e di alogue process th e 
undogmati c atti tude must also be seen as a di scussi on vi rtue'. Previ ously- 
h eld opi ni ons, not to menti on prej udi ces, must be i solated before one 
can tak e up th e opi ni ons of oth ers wh i ch  oppose or contradi ct one’s own 
and exami ne th em as i mparti ally as possi ble.

c) Th e teach i ng of eth i cs h as a non-i nculcatory i ntenti on and th e Socrati c 
Meth od as a non-i nmlcatoi y meth od of teach i ng i s i n li ne wi th  th i s. Pupi ls 
are not h anded out ready-made vi ewpoi nts togeth er wi th  th e necessary 
j usti fi cati ons or obj ecti ons; th ey are not gi ven ready-made j udgments 
togeth er wi th  th e necessary explanati ons or cri ti ci sms; th ese must be 
work ed out i n dass afresh  on each  occasi on. Values, possi ble meani ngs 
and convi cti ons are not th i ngs wh i ch  can be h anded over, as i t were, i n a 
neat parcel; th e parcel must be opened and th e contents tested wi th  
reference to examples — i n th i s way only can th ei r persuasi ve power be 
properly experi enced and fi xed i n th e i ndi vi dual’s mi nd.

On account of th e dogmati sm i nvolved, th e concept of “moral 
educati on” sh ould also be rej ected; general di dacti c agreement on th i s 
poi nt h as been reach ed. In th eory, moral educati on i mpli es a deducti ve 
relati on to normati ve di dacti cs and i s i n practi ce unk k ely to h ave any 
lasti ng success. Th e danger h ere i s th at th e process may end i n 
i deologi cal spyi ng. A sci enti fi c foundati on for such  a concept of eth i cs 
teach i ng i s out of th e questi on, si nce th e proposi ti ons i n questi on would 
unavoi dably be dogma of one sort or anoth er, wh i ch  renders i tself 
i mmune to cri ti ci sm and questi oni ng. In contrast to th i s, teach er trai ni ng 
i n i ts fi rst ph ase must be accompli sh ed i n a uni versi ty di sci pli ne wh i ch  i s 
commi tted to pubüc di scourse.

As one mi gh t expect, th e advocates of th e concept of moral 
educati on are to be encountered not so much  among subj ect-teach ers or 
speci ali sts i n di dacti cs (perh aps wi th  some regi onal di fferences) as among 
oth er i nterested th i rd parti es as, for example, teach ers of oth er subj ects, 
parents, offi ci al admi ni strators and poli ti ci ans. Concepts of moral 
educati on are usuaUy favoured by people wh o are unable or unwüli ng to 
caU i n questi on th ei r beüefs i n wh at th ey tak e to be perfcctly obvi ous 
fundamental values; wh o on account of th ei r personal educati onal
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: essenti al 
not qui te

made accessi ble to 
a process of gi ve

bi ograph y h ave never bad any cause to revi ew th ese fundamental values 
openly or cri ti cally and for wh om securi ty i n matters of ori entati on i s th e 
all-i mportant poi nt. Most frequendy th i s goes band i n band wi tb noti ons 
about uni form ori entati on. A di scussi on of th e i deas of moral educati on i s 
not th erefore superfluous; yet, from th e poi nt of vi ew of di dacti cs, i t i s 
more an external th an an i nternal di scourse wh i ch  noneth eless besi de th e 
acmal task  of eth i cs teach i ng must be carri ed on wi th i n th e context of 
soci ety, as long as dogmati c noti ons and i deas about moral educati on 
enj oy some currency. Here, too, th e Socrati c Paradi gm wi ll prove 
servi ceable.

Th e “art of mi dwi fery”, by wh i ch  th ough ts are brough t i nto exi stence, 
li es at th e h eart of th e Socrati c Meth od. Th i s art accompani es and 
Supports th e “bi rth ” of a person’s i ndependent th ough ts and j udgments. 
Th ere are th ree stages to th i s:

In th e fi rst stage th e task  i s to cloth e i n language and concepts th e 
Statements wh i ch  are “about to be born”. Here proposi ti ons, opi ni ons 
and personal standpoi nts h ave to be clari fi ed wi th  respect to language 
and th ough t or, i n oth er words, th ey h ave to become aware of th ei r own 
i mpli cati ons.

Th e second stage demands th at th ese th ough ts are 
th e oth er parti ci pants i n th e di alogue and th at th rough  
and tak e preh mi nary agreement i s reach ed.

Th i rdly aU parti ci pants must tak e up th ese now formulated and 
clari fi ed th ough ts and exami ne th em and account for th em i n th e course 
of argument.

Th e pupi ls’ oi m opi ni ons, th ough ts and explanati ons are 
h ere, all th e more so i f th ey are not di rectly expressed or 
perfecdy formulated. AU parti ci pants must exerci se care, respect and 
tolerance wi th  regard to th e external and i nternal problems of th e 
i ndi vi dual and as far as possi ble mak e some h elpful contri buti on towards 
furth er i nsi gh ts. Such  i nsi gh ts must be ach i eved by th e pupüs th emselves 
and not read out of a text book  or si mply presented ready-made. In 
tradi ti onal sch ools i t i s stUl unfortunately seldom th e case th at an
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i ndi vi dual’s own th ough ts are exami ned wi th  th e same seri ousness and 
care as th ose found i n book s or offered by th e tradi ti on; i f, h owever, one 
i s prepared to attempt preci sely th i s, one wi ll di scover th e i mportance of 
th ese th ough ts and th ei r si gni fi cance for th e conduct of h fe.

Insofar as th e Socrati c Meth od h elps pupi ls to fi nd and formulate 
th ei r own th ough ts and opi ni ons and gai n new i nsi gh ts, i t not only fulfi ls 
th e di dacti c postulate of pupi l-ori entati on but also opens up th e way to 
self-arti culati on, th e development of self-esteem and reasonable self- 
defi ni ti on. Th i s i s a very i mportant aspect of eth i cs Instructi on si nce 
many pupi ls, on account of th ei r bi ograph i cal Si tuati on, do not h ave any 
oth er forum wh ere th ey can di scuss th ei r own questi ons and problems; 
th e context of subj ect-teach i ng, possi bly also th e soci al mi li eu, may for 
many di fferent reasons be unsui table or even out of th e questi on. It i s 
th erefore all th e more i mportant th at Instructi on i n eth i cs sh ould provi de 
a trai ni ng ground for “th i nk i ng for oneself ’ and “becomi ng aware” th e 
teach er accompanyi ng th e process wi th  empath y and awareness of h i s or 
h er own Ümi ts. A teach er-pupi l relati onsh i p on an equal level (“eye to 
eye”, as i t were) i s i tself h ardly culti vated at all i n tradi ti onal sch ools. Th e 
mai euti c element encourages th e pupi ls to become mature i n th ei r 
th i nk i ng and so also i n th ei r practi cal üves.

Li fe-h elp concepts often mi ss th e poi nt wh en th ey ai m at acti on. 
Concrete acti on must be for eth i cs-teach i ng no more th an th e vani sh i ng 
poi nt. To set a valuaüon on pupi ls’ acti on would be i ncompati ble wi th  
th e Spi ri t of teach i ng and wi th  th e respect due to th e pupüs’ personaüty. 
Acti on must also i n no way be reduced to a matter of pragmati c deci si on. 
It i s th e task  of eth i cs-teach i ng to estabüsh  th e cri teri a for j udgment and 
deci si on and to enqui re i nto th ei r credenti als and th e breadth  of th ei r 
j usti fi cati on.

Mai euti cs means h elp towards auth enti c speak i ng and th i nk i ng and 
th us i ndi rectly (but only i ndi rectly) h elps towards an i ndependent 
Ori entati on i n h fe: i t develops di sposi ti ons wh i ch favour rati onal 
Penetrati on and i ndependent j udgment not only i n concrete üfe- 
si tuati ons but also i n potenti al ones, i .e. si tuati ons wh i ch  mi gh t occur i n 
future and i n wh i ch  an i ndi vi dual’s understandi ng of th e world and of 
mank i nd must prove i ts worth . Th e result of deaüng wi th  fundamental 
questi ons of th ough t, acti on and bei ng i s th at convi cti ons are developed 
wh i ch  h elp to estabüsh  personaüty-stabi üty. Such  a “web of convi cti ons”, 
i n wh i ch  many centres, formed th rough  reflecti on and di scussi on, can



5.

201

Th e self-reli ance of reason: ch allenge for students 
and teach ers

easi ly be li nk ed togeth er, cannot offer absolute securi ty as some mi gh t 
wi sh ; but i t can provi de an “operati onal basi s” for furth er ori entati on i n 
th ough t and acti on.

In th e topos concerni ng th e “Self-Reli ance of Reason” we h ave an 
expressi on of th e Socrati c Meth od’s clai m to be a power of 
enli gh tenment. Reason i s th e only legi ti mate court of appeal; only th ose 
th ough ts wh i ch  h ave been arri ved at as a result of one’s own reflecti on 
may be presented as an argument i n th e course of di scussi on — th ere 
must be no ci tati ons, no appeals to wh at oth ers h ave sai d. Noth i ng and 
no-one h as any clai m to auth ori ty except th e Logos. A reveali ng reh c of 
auth ori ty-ori entated th i nk i ng i s th e questi on; “Wbo says so?” — one wh i ch  
all too often replaces th e ph i losoph i cal enqui ry i nto reasons wh i ch  my 
Partner or I myself can i ni ti ate. In Socrati c practi ce th e Intenti on of 
i ndependent th i nk i ng fi nds i ts expressi on i n th e rule of auth enti ci ty-, each  
person sh ould present only such  th ough ts as h e or sh e reaUy means (at 
th e ti me of th e Statement) and wh i ch  h e or sh e i s ready to defend i n 
argument. Neverth eless, i n addi ti on to th i s trust i n reason we must not 
forget th e ch allenges to reason: we must tak e upon ourselves th e “struggle 
for concept” as wei l as th e cri ti cal exami nati on of Statements i n a spi ri t of 
absolute i ntegri ty — and th i s can lead to “a desperate struggle for h onesty 
of th ough t and word” (Nelson). Th e self-reli ance of reason i s also self- 
cri ti cal.

Developi ng th e self-reli ance of reason does not mean th at th e 
teach i ng of eth i cs ori entates i tself (i n h asty reacti on) towards th e 
i mmedi ate Interests of th e pupi ls. In th i s case th ey would be depri ved of 
th e i mportant experi ence of stri vi ng for an adequate and h onest answer; 
i n oth er words, of th e cri ti cal and someti mes exi stenti al di alogue between 
di fferent voi ces, even wi th i n th emselves. Th ey would also be depri ved of 
th e di scovery of th e labori ous producti on of an i ndependent answer, i f 
th e eth i cs Instructi on were to provi de th em wi th  th e “correct” answer — a 
tendency wh i ch , as i s well-k nown, i s sh ared by many teach ers and wh i ch  
produces — si mi lar to a self-fulfi Ui ng proph ecy — i n pupi ls th e
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6. Th e search  for truth  and bi ndi ng ch aracter rath cr 
th an th e i mparti ng of k nowlcdgc

correspondi ng expectati on. Socrates, th e representati ve of enli gh tenment 
i n th e anci ent world, ph i losoph er and pedagogue i n one person, h ere 
sh ows eth i cs teach i ng th e way, i nasmuch  as h e i nsi stently poi nts to a 
person’s abi li ty to j udge for h i mself and to set about formi ng h i s own 
j udgment. Reason can only play i ts proper role i n a context of self- 
determi nati on. Th i s h olds true for th e begi nni ng wh en th i nk i ng fi rst 
turns up i n i ndi vi dual experi ence, for th e process of sh ared th ough t, 
enqui ry, and cri ti cal exami nati on i n th e group and also for th e 
conclusi on. If we are seri ous about th e pupi ls’ auth enti c and sh ared 
process of th i nk i ng we wi ll not be i n danger of degradi ng th e frui l of th ei r 
i ndependent th i nk i ng by th e i ntroducti on at th e end of th e lesson of 
some formula wh i ch  i s extraneous to th e di scussi on th ey h ave h ad. A 
teach er wh o i s used to di ctati ng th e results of h i s lesson i nto th e 
notebook s of th e students h as got to learn (even i f th i s means effort) to 
become aware of th e psych ologi cal effect th i s h as, i .e. an effect 
completely at odds wi th  th e formati on of i ndependent j udgment as 
ai med for i n th e teach i ng of eth i cs. Th e practi ce of Socrati c ph i losoph y 
also demands th at we respect th e i mperfect and th at, as a group, we can 
bear (i f necessary) to leave th e lesson open-ended.

Th e openness of di alogue does not i mply arbi trari ness. In Socrati c 
Di scussi on parti ci pants do not ch at at wi ll; on th e contrary th ey search  
togeth er earnestly for th e true and th e ri gh t, i .e. th e vali d. Th e conduct of 
ph i losoph y th rough th e medi um of di scussi on i s frequently 
mi sunderstood as a mere exch ange of opi ni on or empty talk , wi th  th e 
consequence th at teach ers h ave th e tendency someti mes to gi ve pri ori ty 
to th e “i mparti ng of k nowledge” as a “supposed” counterbalance. 
However, ph i losoph i cal “k nowledge”, i f i t can be termed such , i s not 
avai lable as a ready-made obj ect. Wh at i s vali d must become apparent i n 
th e course of th e argumentati ve di alogue and for th i s reason truth - 
fi ndi ng by consensus, th e regulati ve i dea of Socrati c Di scussi on, i s an 
absolute essenti al. It would be wrong to i ntroduce at th i s poi nt th e 
arguments concerni ng relati vi sm - wh y ei se sh ould we go i n for
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i ntellectual di scussi on, i f not wi th  th e ai m of reach i ng common i nsi gh ts? 
Th e teach er does not h ave to force th e i ssti e h ere and can stay very much  
i n th e back ground as far as th e th ough ts th emselves are concerned. It i s 
amazi ng to observe h ow, even i n th e sensi ti ve i ssues of eth i cs, a 
Consensus i s reach ed wh i ch  really i s based on auth enti c i nsi gh ts and not 
on a maj ori ty vote, group pressure or on some i nner compulsi on to fulfi l 
expectati ons. After th e dose of di scussi on one wi ll often fi nd 
concurrences wi th  elements of tradi ti onal th ough t. In th e same way 
soci ety’s mi ni mal consensus on moral i ssues wi ll, so to speak , be 
di scovered anew and so th i s mi ni mal consensus i s not endangered by 
Socrati c ph i losoph i zi ng but rath er strength ened: for as to wh i ch  of th e 
values and posi ti ons h ave a clai m to bi ndi ng ch aracter — th i s wi ll become 
clear, provi ded th e reflecti on i s wi th out prej udi ce and th e exami nati on 
cri ti cal. For th i s purpose nei th er normati ve deli mi taüons of subj ect nor 
any oth er prescri püons nor a th eory of truth  wh i ch  i s h eld by all are 
necessary. Th e very culti vati on of Socrati c Di alogue offers all groups of 
pupi ls i n every new generati on th e ch ance of compreh endi ng and 
accepti ng th rough  i ndi vi dual effort th e reasonable elements from th e 
normati ve framework  wh i ch  a democrati c and plurali sti c soci ety sets for 
i tself. A better i mmuni zati on agai nst i deologi es and false “-i sms” of every 
k i nd i s nowh ere to be found.

Besi des th e experi ence of one’s own th i nk i ng, th e experi ence of frui tful 
reflecti on as a group i s also of i mportance. Here tendenci es towards 
domi nati on, competi ti on and self-glori fi cati on h ave no part to play. Th ere 
are not so many ni ch es i n our soci ety i n wh i ch  th e approach  to th e i deal 
form of di scourse can be tri ed out, i n wh i ch  only reasonable arguments 
count.

Engagement i n di scussi on leads not only to an i ncrease i n th e 
autonomy of th e power of j udgment but also to th e percepti on of th e 
opi ni ons, convi cti ons and di ffi culti es of th e oth er parti ci pants and th us 
to an i ncrease i n sensi ti vi ty and problem-awareness, i ndeed to a feeUng of 
respect for one’s fellow-th i nk ers. In addi ti on th ere i s th e pupi ls’ 
experi ence of mutual ai d and i nterdependence i ncludi ng th e possi bUi ty to
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complement one anoth er’s th i nk i ng. Inasmuch  as th e parti ci pants i n th e 

course of th ei r i ntellectual effort draw one anoth er’s attenti on to errors, 

as yet unconsi dered poi nts of vi ew or problemati cal fi gures of th ough t, 

th e group succeeds fi naUy i n mak i ng greater progress th an th e i ndi vi dual. 

In th i s way th e cooperati ve sk i Us wi th i n a group as well as i ts h i dden 

problem-solvi ng capaci ti es wi ll be acti vated and strength ened. Concrete 

experi ences of th i s sort can be a counterwei gh t to a group’s oth erwi se 

prevai li ng experi ence of reali ty, and so may clear th e way for th e 

“emergence of a Ufe-form” (Habermas 1971).

http://www.sokratisches-gespraech.de
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Socrati c Elements i n “Practi cal Ph i losoph y”, 
a New Subj ect i n North -Rh i ne-Westph ali a

Th e ti me i n wh i ch  th e h i stori cal Socrates li ved was i n many respects an 
analogue of our ti me. Th e fi fth  Century a. n. was for Ath ens a ti me of 
transi ti on i n wh i ch many tradi ti onal Ori entati ons h ad di ssolved. 
Increasi ng commerce wi th  oth er Medi terranean States and a number of 
wars h ad made for a better k nowledge of forei gn cultures and h ad 
fostered i nsi gh ts i nto th e relati vi ty of laws, moral norms and customs. 
Th e “old values” h ad lost much  of th ei r auth ori ty, wi th out new values 
appeari ng to tak i ng th ei r place. Furth ermore, th e stabi li ty of i nsti tuti ons 
was th reatened by an unfettered i ndi vi duah sm and greed for money and 
materi al goods. Th i s “vacuum of meani ngfulness” was th e i deal h unti ng- 
ground for th e Soph i sts and th ei r ph i losoph i cal and rh etori cal Servi ces, 
an analogue to th e mark et i n esoteri c li teramre today, wh i ch  caters to th e 
needs of people wh o do not feel any longer bound by th e dogmas of 
th ei r ch urch es, even i f th ey h esi tate to qui t th ei r confessi ons completely.

Th e ph i losoph y of Socrates reacts to th i s spi ri tual vacuum. Th e 
central ai m of h i s ph i losoph i zi ng i s to provi de a concepti on of th e good 
h fe th at i s not vulnerable to relati vi sm because based on reason. A 
rati onal ph i losoph y i s i ntended to tak e th e place of conventi onal reli gi on 
i n regulati ng and ori entati ng concrete li fe. Rati onali ty, for Socrates, does 
not, h owever, mean to construct a ph i losoph i cal th eory or System, but to 
engage h i s i nterlocutors i n an “unended quest” for th e good h fe i n th e 
medi um of di alogue.

Th e ch aracteri sti c features of Socrates’ meth od can be summari zed i n 
four poi nts:

(1) Ph i losoph y i s not a closed doctri ne or 
questi ons and answers.

System but a practi ce of
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(2) Ph i losoph y i s a di alogue among partners wh o respect each  oth er’s 
di gni ty and autonomy.

(3) Th e starti ng-poi nt and th e end-poi nt of ph i losoph y i s th e i ndi vi dual 
and h i s or h er concrete experi ence and acfi on.

(4) Ph i losoph y proceeds by rati onal cri ti ci sm. It cri ti cally exami nes th e 
Clai ms of conventi ons, tradi ti ons and auth ori ti es and tests h ow far 
th ey can be rati onally uph eld.

A few comments on th ese poi nts:
Th e fi rst feature h i gh li gh ts th e anti -systemati c ch aracter of Socrates’ 

style of ph i losoph i zi ng: Ph i losoph y i s a practi ce and not a doctri ne. 
Because i t i s a practi ce, ph i losoph i zi ng, for Socrates, i s i nh erently 
educati onal. Th eoreti cal i nsi gh ts are only steppi ng-stones on th e way to 
i nsi gh ts i nto h ow to lead a good li fe. Th e ulti mate ai m of ph i losoph y i s 
not stri cti y th eoreti cal, but eth i cal or, i n an extended sense, th erapeuti c. 
ph i losoph i cal rati onali ty i s i nstrumental to self-k nowledge, wh i ch  i n turn 
i s i nstrumental to th e good h fe.

Second, accordi ng to th e Socrati c programme (wh i ch  does not i n all 
respects correspond to wh at we fi nd i n th e Platoni c di alogues) th e 
Partners of th e di alogue respect each  oth er as equal. Th ere i s, on th e part 
of Socrates, no clai m to auth ori ty or superi or k nowledge i naccessi ble to 
th e di alogue partner. Furth ermore, both  partners are k eenly consci ous of 
th e i nh erent Ümi ts of wh at di alogue can ach i eve.

Th i rd, ph i losoph y i s concrete. It addresses ph i losoph i cal problems, 
but th ese problems are not defi ned by academi c tradi ti ons but by 
di lemmas encountered i n concrete pri vate and soci al h fe. In th i s respect, 
Socrates’ ph i losoph y i s üterally a ph i losoph y of th e mark et place. It deals 
wi th  questi ons th at ari se i n everyday si tuati ons and everyday confli cts. 
Th ese questi ons are transformed i nto ph i losoph i cal problems by bei ng 
generah zed. Th ough  i t cannot be deni ed th at th e meth ods employed by 
th e Socrates of th e Platoni c Di alogues are someti mes “soph i sti c”, th i s 
ph i losoph y does not ai m at monetary gai n, but at truth . Th ough  perh aps 
ulti mately unattai nable, truth  i s at least a regulati ve i dea of Socrati c 
di alogue, and i t i s a feature th at gi ves th ese di alogues i ts ch aracteri sti c 
earnestness and responsi bi li ty. Th ough  often conducted i n a playful 
Spi ri t, di alogue, for Socrates, i s not only i ntellectual play and rh etori cal 
competi ti on but pri mari ly a way to truth .
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Socrati c elements i n th e Curri culum of th e new 
subj ect “Practi cal ph i losoph y”

Fourth , Socrates trusts i n reason because reason i s, as i t were, th e 
li ngua franca of di alogue. It i s th e only uni versal medi um th at aUows for a 
cri ti cal evaluati on of norms and values and th ei r clai ms to uni versal 
vali di ty. For Socrates, th ere i s no alternati ve way of establi sh i ng auth ori ty 
once th e credenti als of tradi ti onal auth ori ti es h ave been eroded by 
doubts and uncertai nti es.

In a multi cultural soci ety li k e th at of North -Rh i ne-Westph ali a, a h i gh ly 
i ndustri ali zed and densely populated Land of th e German Federal 
Republi c, th e Socrati c model of teach i ng ph i losoph y i s th e most 
attracti ve model for teach i ng ph i losoph y wh erever th i s i s offered as an 
alternati ve to reh gi ous Instructi on. One reason i s th at i n an open and 
democrati c soci ety value educati on and reflecti on about fundamental 
questi ons must be free of i ndoctri nati on. Morali ty cannot be taugh t 
di recdy, but only i ndi rectly, by sti mulati ng moral j udgment and moral 
reflecti on. Wh erever moral norms are no longer self-evi dent, wh oever 
appeals to moral norms h as to gi ve reasons for th em. In th i s way, 
morali ty becomes i nseparable from eth i cs.

Anoth er reason i s th at “Practi cal Ph i losoph y”, th e new subj ect i n 
North -Rh i ne-Westph ali a, i s i ntended to be taugh t i n age groups i n wh i ch  
acquai ntance wi th  ph i losoph i cal th eori es and ph i losoph i cal li terature 
cannot be presupposed. Eth i cs h as to be taugh t “from scratch ”. A 
Socrates-li k e ph i losoph y “on th e mark et-place” meets th ese requi rements 
better th an any alternati ve model. Its central obj ecti ve i s to sti mulate h i s 
or h er own ph i losoph i cal and moral potenti als and to develop h i s or h er 
autonomous j udgment.

Th e Curri culum of th e new subj ect follows th e Socrati c model rath er 
closely. Th e di dacti c meth odology consi sts of th ree successi ve Steps: 
understandi ng, analysi s and cri ti cal reflecti on.

Th e fi rst step consi sts i n mak i ng avai lable th e subj ect matter on 
wh i ch  th e pupi ls are expected to ph i losoph i ze. Th ere can be no 
meani ngful di scussi on of values, li fe Ori entati ons, world vi ews and 
reli gi ous commi tments unless th ese are adequately descri bed, partly by
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narrati ves comi ng from th e members of th e group, partly by external 
i nputs li k e Intervi ews, texts, fi lms and oth er medi a,

Th e second Step consi sts i n clari fyi ng th e descri pti vc and normati ve 
assumpti ons underlyi ng th e vi ews, values and practi ces under 
consi derati on, as well as th ei r functi ons, effects and condi ti ons of 
appli cati on.

Th e th i rd and fi nal Step i s th e cri ücal exami nati on of th ese (expli ci t or 
taci t) assumpti ons and th ei r confrontati on wi th  alternati ves.

Each  of th ese steps provi des opportuni ti es to develop i mportant 
capaci ti es and moti vati ons; th e capaci ty and moti vati on to learn about 
oth ers’ values and concepti ons of li fe i n an unprej udi ced, tolerant and 
open Spi ri t; th e capaci ty and moti vati on to fi nd out about one’s own 
values and concepti ons and to arti culate th em coh erently and 
understandably; th e capaci ty and moti vati on to evaluate one’s own and 
oth ers’ values and concepti ons of li fe from a meta-level and to gai n a 
clearer vi ew of th ei r pros and cons and th ei r strength s and weak nesses.

Agai n, a few comments on th ese poi nts. An i ntegral element of 
understandi ng oth ers’ values and li fe-concepti ons i s empath y, Most of 
our convi cti ons do not only h ave an emoti onal component but are 
essenti ally anch ored i n emoti ons and emoti onal needs such  as th e 
longi ng for securi ty, belongi ng and recogni ti on. An i mportant di dacti c 
ai m i s to approach  th e values and li fe-concepti ons of oth ers wi th  a 
certai n open-mi ndedness and obj ecti vi ty and, at least i ni ti ally, to suspend 
j udgment on th em. It must not be forgotten, h owever, th at th ere are 
li mi ts to understandi ng. Complete understandi ng i s an unattai nable i deal. 
Worldvi ews, moral norms and practi ces can be too unfami li ar or too 
unacceptable to i nvi te understandi ng, e. g. “fundamentali st” convi cti ons, 
wh i ch  often are th e more powerful and i rresi sti ble th e more “i rrati onal” 
th ey appear to non-beli evers.

No less i mportant i s th e capaci ty to arti culate one’s own values and 
Ori entati ons. Values and Ori entati ons are often vague, i ndetermi nate, or 
confused, and external assi stance may be necessary to gi ve th em 
adequate expressi on. In many cases, th i s assi stance wi U come from th e 
di scussi on group but also from th e teach er/facüi tator.

Putti ng one’s experi ences, j udgments and values i nto words (but also 
i nto gestures, pi ctures etc.) i s an i mportant Step on th e way to a more 
di stanced, open-mi nded and cri ti cal reflecti on on atti tudes and values, 
one’s own and oth ers’. Once th e spell of i mmedi acy i s brok en, i t
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becomes possi ble to th i nk  about reasons and j usti fi cati ons. Th ough  th e 
long-term obj ecti ve i s to develop on autonomous li fe-perspecti ve, 
nobody sh ould be pressured i nto bei ng (or appeari ng) more autonomous 
th an h e really i s, h owever. Uncertai nti es, i rresoluti on and “i rrati onal” 
loyalti es sh ould be respected even wh en no good reasons can be gi ven 
for th em. Th e ch aracteri sti cally Socrati c ph i losoph i cal vi rtue i s not self- 
certai nty, but tolerance agai nst ambi gui ty. In addi ti on, we sh ould k eep i n 
mi nd Wi ttgenstei n’s aph ori sm th at ph i losoph ers sh ould greet each  oth er 
wi th  th e words “Tak e your ti me!”.

So much  for th e fi rst aspect of th e Socrati c model of ph i losoph y, 
ph i losoph y as practi ce. Th e second aspect, th e understandi ng of 
ph i losoph y as a di alogue among partners, can also be found i n th e 
Curri culum of th e new subj ect. Th ere i s no subj ect i n wh i ch  pupüs and 
teach ers are more on a par and i n wh i ch  teach i ng proceeds i n a more 
“democrati c” style. Th at di alogue h as a more i mportant role to play i n 
ph i losoph y teach i ng th an i n any oth er subj ect i s easi ly explai ned by th e 
democrati c element i nh erent i n ph i losoph y. Si nce th e medi um i n wh i ch  
ph i losoph i zi ng tak es place i s reason and noth i ng ei se, any pri vi leged 
access to “h i gh er k nowledge” i s excluded. On th e contrary, each  member 
h as an equal ri gh t to h ave h i s vi ews respected. (Th i s i s an i mportant 
overlap wi th  di scourse eth i cs.) Th ough  truth  and obj ecti ve vaüdi ty are 
regulati ve i deas i n Socrati c ph i losoph y, th ere i s no guarantee th at 
di scussi on wi ll always lead to consensus. Th ere i s a temptati on, i n th ese 
si mati ons, for th e teach er to mak e h i s or h er own vi ews auth ori tati ve. 
But th i s temptati on must be resi sted. Th ough  teach ers are encouraged to 
express th ei r own vi ews, th ey sh ould not attempt to i mpose th ese vi ews 
on pupi ls agai nst th ei r i nsi gh ts. In many cases, th ere wi ll be no oth er way 
th an to accept a certai n plurali sm of vi ews and th e necessi ty of 
compromi ses. It i s part of th e concepti on of “practi cal ph i losoph y” th at 
pupi ls are not only encouraged to work  for consensus (even i f th at tak es 
some ti me and effort), but also to recogni ze si mati ons i n wh i ch  clash es 
of opi ni ons cannot be mi ti gated by rati onal means, and some k i nd of 
compromi se i s called for i n order to mai ntai n reli able and fai r soci al Co­
operati on.

A th i rd feamre of th e curri culum of th e new subj ect th at must be 
classi fi ed as typi cally “Socrati c” i s th at teach ers are encouraged to mak e 
th e di scussi on start from concrete li fe experi ences of th e members of th e 
di scussi on group. Th e essenti al i nput of ph i losoph i zi ng comes from th e
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' See th e report on th e four-year test of th e new subj ect i n Mi ni steri um für Sch ule, 
Wi ssensch aft und Forsch ung des Landes Nordrh ei n-Westfalen: Prak ti sch e 
Ph i losoph i e i n Nordrh ei n-Westfalen. Erfah rungen mi t ei nem neuen Sch ulfach . 
Frech en 2002.
Hall, Robert T. (1979): Moral educati on: A h andbook  for teach ers, Mi nneapoli s.

members of th e group th emselves, from th ei r experi ences, questi ons, 
confli cts and uncertai nti es. Questi ons and problems are not i mposed on 
pupi ls, but deri ve from th ei r own experi ence and envi ronment. Apart 
from provi di ng th e di scussi on wi th  a fi rm footi ng i n reali ty, th i s strategy 
h as i mportant di dacti c advantages. It acti vates th e members of th e group 
and moti vates th em to contri bute th ei r own vi ews. I personally th i nk  th at 
i t i s essenti ally th i s feature th at explai ns th e predomi nantly posi ti ve 
reacti ons found i n a compreh ensi ve questi onnai re study of teach ers and 
pupi ls undertak en wi th i n th e four-year “probati onary peri od” of th e new 
subj ect?

Of course, personal experi ence i s only th e starti ng poi nt of th i s k i nd 
of teach i ng. Th e “personal perspecti ve” from wh i ch  th e Curri culum Starts 
i s only one of th ree perspecti ves, th e oth er two bei ng th e soci al 
perspecti ve and a more exclusi vely cogni ti ve perspecti ve wh i ch  h as been 
caUed “h i story of i deas perspecti ve”. As far as th e personal perspecti ve i s 
concerned, th e curri culum largely foUows th e value clari fi cati on approach  
developed by R. T. Hall i n th e 1970i es.2 Th i s approach  encourages th e 
pupi l to explore th e meani ng, functi on and consequences of values, 
pri nci ples, worldvi ews and concepti ons of li fe wi th  a vi ew of i nformi ng 
h i m about h i s reali sti c opti ons and enabli ng h i m to mak e consi dered 
ch oi ces. Ask i ng for th e meani ng of values, pri nci ples and norms means to 
spell out wh at th ese values i mply for concrete h fe; ask i ng for th ei r functi on 
means to consi der th e personal gai ns and losses resulti ng from th em; 
consi deri ng th ei r consequences means to fi nd out about th e ch ances, but 
also th e bürdens and confli cts goi ng wi th  th em and about wh i ch  
di mensi ons of experi ence are opened up or closed by adopti ng certai n 
values.

Si nce th e consequences of i ndi vi dual atti tudes, values and 
concepti ons of h fe do not only concern th e i ndi vi dual but also oth ers, 
especi aUy th ose wi th  wh om h e sh ares th e soci al contexts i n wh i ch  h e 
h ves, th e “personal perspecti ve” qui te naturally leads to th e soci al 
perspecti ve i n wh i ch  th e relati ons between i ndi vi dual and soci al value
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Ori entati ons are explored. Indi vi dual values and concepti ons are soci ally 
condi ti oned, fulfi l soci al functi ons (e. g. Integrati on and trust) and h ave 
an i mpact on th e form and quali ty of soci al co-operati on. Th ey mak e 
Soci ety di fferenti ate i nto groups and bui ld up confli cts, but are, at th e 
same ti me, at th e root of i deas of soci al h armony and of procedures of 
confli ct resoluti on. One bi g questi on th at can be addressed wi th i n th e 
soci al perspecti ve i s h ow far values and concepti ons of li fe are 
compati ble and h ow much  confli ct i s desi rable or tolerable. Are th ere 
norms th at h ave to be stri ctly bi ndi ng to everyone i n order to mai ntai n a 
Stah le and frui tful co-operati on? How far sh ould th e i ndi vi dual be 
prepared to follow soci al norms agai nst h i s or h er convi cti ons, 
preferences or Ideals?

Th e th i rd perspecti ve, th e “h i story of i deas perspecti ve”, allows and 
encourages pupi ls to put th ei r own values and i deas i nto th e wi der 
context of th e h i story of th ough t. Pupi ls are gi ven an opportuni ty to 
di scover th at th ei r own i deas about value and meani ng are not born wi th  
th em but h ave a long h i story, are mosdy part of long-standi ng Western 
and Eastern tradi ti ons and h ave been di scussed by th e great th i nk ers i n 
terms not so very di fferent from th ei r own.

Th e new subj ect “Practi cal Ph i losoph y” i s not only welcomed. Th ere are 
also cri ti cal voi ces, e.g. i n th e ch urch es (for wh i ch  th e subj ect i s not 
reli gi ous enough ), i n mi li tant ath ei st ci rcles (for wh i ch  th e subj ect i s not 
anti -reli gi ous enough ) and wi th  parents wh o want th ei r ch i ldren to h ave a 
more ri gi dly fi xed world-vi ew th an th e openness of th e Curri culum of th e 
new subj ect seems to allow.

One argument put forward by cri ti cs of th e new subj ect i s th e new 
subj ect’s lack  of i ndi vi dual profi le. Not only th e topi cs, th e argument 
goes, but also th e di dacti c pri nci ples sh ow a great deal of overlap wi th  
nei gh bouri ng subj ects. It cannot be deni ed th at th ere i s a certai n overlap 
wi th  oth er subj ects such  as German, poli ti cs and reli gi ous Instructi on. 
However, th e ränge of topi cs th e subj ect “practi cal ph i losoph y” deals 
wi th  extends far furth er th an th e topi cs covered by oth er subj ects. 
Metaph ysi cal questi ons such  as th e begi nni ng and end of th e uni verse.
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th e exi stence of god, or anth ropologi cal questi ons li k e freedom of th e 
wi ll and th e mi nd-body-problem are not covered by any oth er k i nd of 
teach i ng. Naturally, th ere i s a great deal of overlap wi th  th e topi cs of 
reh gi ous Instructi on. It sh ould be k ept i n mi nd, h owever, th at th e 
di fferenti a speci fi ca wi th  respect to reli gi ous Instructi on i s not th e ch oi ce of 
topi cs but i ts i ndependence of any parti cular reli gi ous creed. Neutrali ty 
wi th  respect to reh gi on and world-vi ew i s among th e essenti als of th e 
new subj ect. (Th i s neutrali ty must not be confused wi th  a speci fi cally 
anti -reli gi ous tendency.) Many cri ti ci sms comi ng from ch urch es and 
parents presuppose th at questi ons of ori entati on and values cannot be 
meani ngfuUy di scussed outsi de a reli gi ous context. Th i s presupposi ti on, 
h owever, i s i ncorrect. As nearly th e wh ole of th e h i story of ph i losoph y 
sh ows, reli gi on cannot clai m any monopoly i n questi ons of eth i cs or of 
mak i ng sense of one’s li fe.

A cri ti ci sm put forward mai nly by th e establi sh ed Ch ri sti an ch urch es 
i s th at “Practi cal Ph i losoph y”, i n contrast to tradi ti onal reli gi ous 
Instructi on, does not allow pupi ls to bui ld up an establi sh ed reli gi ous 
i denti ty. Th i s li ne of cri ti ci sm i s, agai n, unconvi nci ng. Even on th e 
presupposi ti on th at a reli gi ous i denti ty i s desi rable, i t must be doubted 
th at estabh sh i ng i t i s one of th e legi ti mate task s of state-organi zed 
educati on. On th e oth er h and, i t i s preci sely i ts non-commi tment to any 
speci fi c creed th at enables th e new subj ect to develop an i ntegrati ve 
potenti al urgendy called for i n a multi cultural soci ety. In a multi cultural 
soci ety i n wh i ch  th e great maj ori ty of young people are no longer 
brough t up i n a speci fi cally Ch ri sti an spi ri t and i n wh i ch  even th e 
members of non-Ch ri sti an reli gi ous creeds are i ncreasi ngly estranged 
from th e reli gi ous commi tments of th ei r fami Ues, an i ntegrati ve value 
educati on on a ph i losoph i cal basi s i s clearly more appropri ate th an 
separati ng classes i n smaller confessi onal groups.

It i s true, an eth i cs teach i ng on Socrati c li nes i s unable to provi de th e 
pupi l th e Same k i nd of concrete moral di recti on reli gi ous Instructi on on 
th e basi s of th e teach i ng of a parti cular confessi on mi gh t be able to do. 
“Practi cal Ph i losoph y” cannot be expected to i ssue stri cti y bi ndi ng moral 
di recti ves for central areas of li fe such  as love, sex, marri age, fami ly, work  
and fri endsh i p. Such  an expectati on would run di rectly counter th e 
central obj ecti ves of th e new subj ect. Th i s must not bli nd us, h owever, to 
th e fact, th at “Practi cal Ph i losoph y”, th ough  neutral i n relati on to word- 
vi ews, i s not completely neutral wi th  respect to values. Th ough  pupi ls are
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encouraged to mak e up th ei r own mi nds about values, th ere are certai n 
li mi ts defi ned by th e eth i cal mi ni mum of th e North -Rh i ne-Westph ali an 
Consti tuti on. Th ese values, among th em h umaneness, democracy, 
freedom, tolerance, and responsi bi li ty for th e long-term Conservati on of 
th e bi osph ere, h owever, are rath er uncontroversi al. Th ey are central to 
Western culture and to th e modern plurali sti c state, but not only to th em. 
As basi c values wh i ch  restri ct freedom only to th e extent necessary to 
mai ntai n th e condi ti ons of peaceful soci al co-operati on, th ese values 
allow for a great vari ety of i nterpretati ons and developments, both  on th e 
level of cultures and of i ndi vi duals.
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Socrati c Di alogue and Ph i losoph y wi th  
Ch i ldren
A Possi ble Compari son on th e Basi s of a Personal 
Experi ence

In Apri l 2007 an i nternati onal Socrati c Conference Democrati c Educati on 
and Ci ti /̂ensh i p. Th e role of Socrati c Di alogue was organi zed i n Sofi a. Th i s was 
a si gni fi cant Step i n th e promoti on of th e Socrati c Meth od i n Bulgari a.

Some small Steps i n th e previ ous years made th i s Conference possi ble. 
Some uni versi ty and h i gh  sch ool teach ers and also students h ad become 
acquai nted wi th  th i s meth od by parti ci pati ng i n i nternati onal Socrati c 
Conferences and Socrati c week s. Some sh ort Socrati c di alogues wi th  h i gh  
sch ool pupi ls and teach ers were faci li tated by Rene Saran, Di eter Kroh n 
and Jens-Peter Brune. Two work sh ops for ph i losoph y teach ers, i ncludi ng 
a two-day Socrati c di alogue and one-day meth odologi cal i nstructi ons and 
reflecti ons about h ow to apply some elements of th e Socrati c Meth od at 
sch ool were offered by me i n Cooperati on wi th  th e Associ ati on of th e 
ph i losoph y teach ers i n Bulgari a.

Th e maj or ai m of th e Conference was to i ntroduce Bulgari an teach ers 
to th e Socrati c Meth od as an exci ti ng way to forward and develop 
democrati c educati on i n our country.

Th i s Conference gave aU parti ci pants th e opportuni ty not only to 
learn about th e th eoreti cal and ph i losoph i cal underpi nni ngs of th e 
Socrati c meth od but also to gai n fi rst-h and experi ence by parti ci pati on i n 
a Socrati c Di alogue wi th  quaUfi ed Socrati c faci li tators.

Th e topi c of th e Conference was i n accordance wi th  th e Bulgari an 
sch ool Problems of th e day. Bulgari an teach ers h ave not been trai ned and 
equi pped very well to engage th ei r students i n i nter-acti ve learni ng to 
enh ance th e development of an open, enqui ri ng mi nd th rough  cri ti cal 
th i nk i ng and di scussi on.
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' h ttp://www.montclai r.edu/i apc/ - webpage of th e Insti tute for th e Advancement of 
Ph üosoph y for Ch i ldren at Montclai r State Uni versi ty, USA.

Wh at i s Ph üosoph y wi th  ch i ldren? — a vety sh ort 
“announcement”

Th e Conference program consi sted of th ree components: 
lectures and paper presentati ons,
two-day Socrati c Di alogues on topi cs li k e:

- Wh at i s a good ci ti zen? (Faci li tator: Rene Saran)
- Wh at i s a good teach er? (Faci li tator: Ki rsten Malmqui st)
- Is bullyi ng a fact of li fe? (Faci li tator: Di eter Kroh n)

- Work sh ops on topi cs li k e “Socrati c di alogue and Ph i losoph y wi th  
ch i ldren”, “Socrati c di alogue as an empi ri cal Investi gati on”, “Socrati c 
di alogue and confli ct resoluti on”, “A proj ect week  at sch ool”, 
“Classroom and h i gh er educati on: i deas for i nteracti on”.

Togeth er th ese h ave enabled parti ci pants to learn about th e th eory, to 
experi ence a Socrati c Di alogue and to reflect on possi ble ways to apply 
th e Socrati c approach  i n th ei r work .

Th i s arti cle i s reporti ng about “Socrati c Di alogue and Ph i losoph y 
wi th  Ch i ldren”, one of th e work sh ops offered duri ng th i s Conference.

To develop future ci ti zens i n th e domesti c and wi der context, at a 
moment wh en Bulgari a i s enteri ng th e European Communi ty, i t i s 
essenti al to nurture th e democrati c atti tudes i n our educati on. Teach ers 
need to develop new approach es i n th ei r everyday classroom practi ce to 
ach i eve th i s.

Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren i s a worldwi de presented ph i losoph i cal and 
pedagogi cal approach  endeavouri ng to empower ch i ldren to th i nk  about 
i mportant problems and questi ons th ey h ave usi ng th e patterns and th e 
possi bi Uti es of ph i losoph i cal th i nk i ng and reflecti on.

On th e i nsti tuti onal level th i s approach  was developed and 
establi sh ed th ank s to th e efforts of th e Ameri can professor i n Logi c 
Math ew Li pman. He founded Th e Insti tute for th e Advancement of 
Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren (lAPC) at Montclai r State Uni versi ty, USA.’ He

http://www.montclair.edu/iapc/
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h as developed a complete Curri culum for p4c (Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren) 
for th e elementary, secondary and h i gh  sch ool by wri ti ng speci al Stori es 
for ch i ldren and developi ng manuals to th ese texts for teach ers.

Th e i deas th at ch i ldren are naturaUy able to do ph i losoph y and th at i t 
i s benefi ci al to do th i s also wi th  th e very young ch i ldren up to 5 years 
h ave th ei r ph üosoph i cal ori gi ns i n th e Socrati c Meth od (Plato) and i n th e 
ph i losoph y of th e Ameri can pragmati sm. Th ey are also based on th e 
Reform pedagogy from th e begi nni ng of th e XX. centur}’ i n Europe and 
on th e concept of Ch i ldren's ri gh ts, especi ally th e ri gh t of educati on.

In th i s approach  ph i losoph y does not mean an academi c subj ect or 
“h i gh ” abstract th eory but an acti on wh i ch  i s accessi ble and possi ble to 
be done by everybody and wh i ch  could h ave practi cal consequences for 
everybody’s li fe.

Th e mai n i dea of ph i losoph y wi th  ch i ldren i s th at doi ng ph i losoph y 
h elps ch i ldren to i mprove th ei r th i nk i ng sk i lls and to develop th ei r 
personah ti es.

Very essenti al i s th e way of doi ng ph i losoph y. A democrati c communi ty 
of i nqui i y i s bui lt up wh ere ch i ldren and adults try to explore some 
di ffi cult and exi stenti ally i mportant problems by th i nk i ng togeth er. Th e 
communi ty of i nqui ry sets some rules about communi cati on and some 
Standards for th e process of Investi gati on and i ts results. All parti ci pants 
are equal alth ough  th ey can h ave di fferent roles i n th e process of i nqui ry. 
Everybody’s i deas and contri buti ons are valuable and are tak en i nto 
account. Th ere i s no pressure to develop one posi ti on or to gi ve one 
answer to th e questi on. Furth ermore, th e plurali ty and vari ety of i deas 
and arguments are valuable. Th en, by compari ng th ese di fferent i deas, 
approach es and arguments ch i ldren get frui tful possi bi h ti es to develop 
th ei r sk i lls of th i nk i ng quaUtati vely and i ndependently.

Math ew Li pman and h i s successors h ave poi nted out 
of good th i nk i ng, wh i ch  could be developed i n a very successful way 
th rough  doi ng ph i losoph y: cri ti cal, Creati ve and cari ng th i nk i ng.

Cri ti cal th i nk i ng i s th e capabi li ty to work  wi th  cri teri a and i s sensi ti ve to 
th e context, self-evaluati ng and self-correcti ng. It mak es assessments and 
deci si ons possi ble.

Creati ve th i nk i ng i s th e capabi li ty to develop new cri teri a and rules, to 
set a new context th rough  self-recogni ti on and self-reflecti on.
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Desi gn and structure of th e work sh op “Socrati c 
di alogue and ph i losoph y wi th  ch i ldren”

Cari ng th i nk i ng i s th e Ori entati on to values i n order not to evaluate but 
to descri be some ph enomena on th e basi s of empath y. It leads to certai n 
acti ons based on certai n norms and values.

At th e begi nni ng of th e work sh op th e most i mportant th i ng was “to 
break  th e i ce” among parti ci pants and to set and clari fy th e ai m and th e 
meth ods of work i ng togeth er.
Some of th e parti ci pants h ad already work ed togeth er i n th e two-day 
Socrati c di alogues, but some of th em i n di fferent groups. So i t was 
necessary to create an atmosph ere of common understandi ng and 
moti vati on for i nqui ri ng on th e basi s of personal experi ence.

After some welcomi ng words I tri ed to clari fy th e ai m of th e 
work sh op — our common i nqui i y of th e two approach es, Socrati c Di alogue 
and Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren, based on personal fi rst-h and experi ence 
of th e parti ci pants wh o were supposed to work  i n small groups and 
present th e results to th e wh ole group.

In a sh ort Sessi on th e group got th e ch ance to acqui re personal experi ence 
i n ph i losoph i zi ng on a Bulgari an fai ry tale i n th e “Ph i losoph y wi th  
Ch i ldren” männer.

In small groups th e two types of personal experi ence (from th e 
previ ous Socrati c di alogues und from th e ph i losoph y wi th  ch i ldren 
Sessi on) sh ould be compared under certai n categori es i n order to explore 
th ei r si mi lari ti es and di fferences.

At th e end, th e parti ci pants were ask ed to draw some conclusi ons for 
th e practi ce of teach i ng ph i losoph y i n Bulgari an sch ools.
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In our case i t read: It i s sunny and we 
smi le.
See M. Li pman’s stori es ük e “Pi xi e”, “Harry Stottlemei er’s Di scovery” and oth ers or 
Gareth  Matth ews’ book s li k e “Ph i losoph i sch e Gespräch e mi t Ki ndern”, Berli n 1989 
or “Denk proben. Ph i losoph i sch e Ideen j üngerer Ki nder”. Berli n 1991.
Th i s approach  was developed as part of th e proj ect “Eco-Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren” 
and publi sh ed i n Karageorgi eva, A. Vardzh i ysk a, E. Veleva, D. (2001): Eco- 
Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren. Sofi a.
Calvert, Kr. (2001): Ph i losoph i eren mi t P'abeln. Di eck : Hei nsberg.

In a funny way we ch eck ed th e parti ci pants' expectati ons. Everybody 
wrote on a card one word, expressi ng h er or h i s expectati ons. From all 
th ese words th e group combi ned th e “group sentence”.̂

Th e parti ci pants were already fami li är wi th  th e Socrati c Di alogue because 
of th e papers presented and th ei r personal experi ence by parti ci pati ng at 
least i n one two-day di alog duri ng th e Conference. So th ey were j ust 
äsk ed to actuali ze th ei r pre-k nowledge about th e Socrati c Di alogue and 
th ei r experi ence of i t.

Th e mai n emph asi s was put on th e meth odology of Ph i losoph y wi th  
Ch i ldren. In a sh ort presentati on, th e parti ci pants were i ntroduced to th e 
ori gi ns of Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren, th e mai n concepts h k e communi ly of 
i nqui ry, cri ti cal, Creati ve and cari ng th i nk i ng and some di fferent approach es i n 
th e meth odology (see Part 2 of th i s arti cle).

General procedure for Ph i losoph i zi ng wi th  Ch i ldren

(I) To create common experi ence i n th e “communi ty of i nqui ry” 
by readi ng a text:

speci aUy constructed texts
classi cal li terature for ch i ldren - li k e “Wi nni e th e
Pooh ” or “Th e li tde Pri nce” and many oth ers
fai ry tales — h k e Bulgari an fai ry tales'*

- fablest
pi cture book s*̂



(2)

8

9

10
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(3)
(4)
(5)

See, for example, Perermann, Hans-Bernh ard (2007): Kann ei n Heri ng ertri nk en? 
Ph i losoph i eren mi t Bi lderbüch ern. Beltz, or Murri s, K.; Haynes, J. (2000): Stoty'wi se: 
th i nk i ng th rough  pi cture book s. Somerset: Di alogue Work s.
For example a CD “Ecodi alogo” as a part of th e EU Proj ect “Ecodi alogo”, 
developed by Grup IREF - Espana, Centro Menon -Portugal and Austri an Center 
for Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren, 2002.

See also th e very i nspi ri ng book : Lemi eux, Mi ch ele (1997): Gewi tternach t. Wei nh ei m: 
Beltz & Gelberg.

For example Wenzel, M. (1995): Ph i losoph i sch e Spi ele für groß und k lei n. Münch en: 
Don Bosco Verlag, or ZoUer-Morf, Eva (1998): Ph i losoph i sch e Rei se. Züri ch : Verlag 
pro j uventute.

See for example annex 2 of th i s arti cle - exerci ses on th e th eme “Th e Nature and 
Th e Man” i n th e Manual “Eco-Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren”, Sofi a, 2001.

by experi enci ng arU:
musi c
pai nti ngs
cari catures or Cartoons®
th eatre, ci nema

by playi ng games’
To collect and revi ew questi ons for th e i nqui ry rai sed by th i s 
experi ence

vi suali zi ng all questi ons by wri ti ng th etn on th e board 
wri ti ng down th e name of th e “auth or” of every questi on 
groupi ng th e questi ons - for example by si mi lari ti es or 
contrast, i n order to mark  some problem areas for th e 
i nqui ry
ch oosi ng one questi on i n order to begi n th e di scussi on/th e 
ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry

Di scussi on — i n th e wh ole group or i n subgroups
Exerci seŝ̂ and/or games
E£vi ea’ of th e di scussi on — Th i s does not mean (necessari ly) a 
general conclusi on but rath er a k i nd of revi ew of th e problems 
th at were di scussed and a typology of th e posi ti ons and 
arguments ch i ldren h ave brough t up i nto th e di scussi on.

It sh ould be poi nted out th at th i s “procedure” i s j ust a descri pti on of 
h ow most sessi ons i n Ph i losoph i zi ng wi th  Ch i ldren are carri ed out. Th i s 
i s a k i nd of meth odologi cal Ori entati on but no guarantee th at you 
necessari ly do ph i losoph i ze i f you follow all th ese “steps”.



11 Lobei , A, (1996): Frosch  und Kröte. Der Li ebesbri ef. Münch en: dtv.
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“Wh o’s th ere?”, th e man ask ed.
“Just US - th e h orse, th e ox and th e dog.”
“Wh at do you want?”
“We want to come i n and get warm. If you don’t let us i n, we wi ll di e.” 
Th e man opened th e door and th e th ree ani mals came i n. Th ey went to 
th e fi replace and got warmer. Th e man was very h ospi table. He brough t 
some food for h i s guests and i nvi ted th em to di nner. He also sat near th e 
fi replace and put h i s two h ands to h i s h ead.
Th e guests fi ni sh ed th ei r meal and ask ed h i m wh y h e look ed so worri ed. 
“Because my li fe h as come to i ts end and I h ave to di e. You k now, 
everyone i s aUowed to li ve for a fi xed ti me and h umans li ve as long as 
th e ant, th e camel and th e oth er bei ngs.”
Th e h orse, th e ox and th e dog cast a glance at each  oth er and h ad a sh ort 
qui et talk .
“Li sten”, sai d th e h orse after a li ttle wh i le, “i f you don’t mi nd, we could 
gi ve you some years of our li ves. We’U k eep only ten. We don’t need 
more.”
“Of course I don’t mi nd! Let’s mak e a deal.”
Th ey si gned a contract and th e man got th e rest of th e h orse’s, th e ox’s 
and th e dog’s li fe.

Personal experi ence i n ph i losoph i zi ng (i n th e p4c-manner)

Th e parti ci pants were gi ven th e ch ance to experi ence th e “classi cal” way 
to create common experi ence i n th e communi ty of i nqui ry by readi ng a 
text. Th e group h ad th e possi bi li ty to ch oose one text from two 
alternati ves: one Bulgari an fai ry tale named “Th e granted years” and 
“Spri ng”, a story about a fri endsh i p between th e Frog and th e Toad 
wri tten by Arnold Lobei ". In order to i ncrease th e moti vati on of th e 
group und to poi nt out th e possi bi li ti es of non-di scursi ve tech ni ques i n 
ph i losoph i zi ng especi aUy wi th  ch i ldren I h ad brough t two obj ects 
symboli cally representi ng th e two stori es — one flower and one sandglass. 
Th e group ch ose th e sandglass - th e Symbol of th e Bulgari an fai ry tale.

Text.- Th e grantedyears (Bulgari an fai ry tale)

It was a cold wi nter day. Th e h orse, th e ox and th e dog went to th e man 
and k nock ed on h i s door.
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man deci de h ow many years to dedi cate for

Same number

a di fference and even aggressi on between

Th e years h e took  from th e h orse h e added to h i s youth  and th at’s wh y 
young people are wi ld and ni mble li k e h orses. Th e years of th e ox h e 
added to h i s mature years and th at’s wh y adults work  li k e oxen, and th e 
years of th e dog h e added to h i s old age. Th at’s wh y old men are a li ttle 
bi t sh ort-tempered and li k e to stay at h ome. Just li k e dogs.

Havi ng read th e text, we collected some questi ons li k e th ese:

(1) Donk a-. Wh at i s i t li k e to di e?
(2) Zlatk a'. How does th e

each  age?
(3) Wh y i s th ere

generati ons?
(4) Gi nk a-. Wh y does th e man want addi ti onal years?
(5) Donk a-, Wh at does i t mean to be h ospi table?
(6) D̂eti -, doesn’t th e man want to di e?
(7) Galj a-, Wh y do th ey say th at everybody i s allotted th e 

of years?
(8) Di vna-, Wh y aren’t ani mals afrai d to di e?
(9) Tamsj ne-, Sh all we expect to recei ve a pri ze for our courtesy?
(10) Toni -, Wh y does th e man si gn a contract?

Some questi ons were grouped i n a way h k e “li fe and death ” — 1, 6, 8; 
“h ospi tali ty and pri ze” - 9, 5; “mi strust” - 3, 10.

We bri efly di scussed th e questi on: Wh y does th e man want addi ti onal 
years?

Because th e di scussi on was not recorded, i t i s no longer possi ble to 
report reUably about th e content of th i s di scussi on. In th i s case i t was 
much  more i mportant for me th at everybody got, for a li mi ted ti me, 
auth enti c experi ence i n ph i losoph i zi ng i n th e p4c-manner.
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Practi cal 
appli cati on

Th e
Th i lo soph ers

Compari ng Socrati c Di alogue wi th  Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren

Th i s task  was meant to be completed i n small groups. Th e parti ci pants 
were di vi ded i n th ree subgroups. Everybody ch ose a card wi th  ei th er th e 
name of:

Concept/noti on of ph i losoph y 
Concept of truth
Th e role of personal experi ence 
Faci h tätor’s role
Concept of Common under-
standi ng

Meta-di alogue_______________
For personal development
For development of th e Com­
muni ty
In th e Ph i losoph y lessons

a great ph i losoph er (li k e for example Socrates, Plato, Descartes, 
Bacon, Sartre...) or

- a famous wri ter of ch i ldren book s (li k e for example Astri d Li ndgren, 
Hans Ch ri sti an Andersen, Eri ch  Käsmer, Gi anni Rodari , Donald 
Bi sset, Mi ch ael Ende...), or
a h ero from a famous story for ch i ldren (li k e Carlson, Pi ppi , Ali ce, Th e 
li ttle Pri nce, Mati lda, Doroth y ...)

Th e parti ci pants h ad to fi nd th ei r “fami ly”, wh i ch  was a funny and j olly 
experi ence.

Th e subgroups h ad to i nvesti gate th e di fferences and th e si mi lari ti es 
between Socrati c Di alogue and Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren on th e basi s of 
th ei r personal experi ence by compari ng th e two approach es on some 
categori es Ek e

Type of 
category for 
compari son 
Th eoreücal and 
epi stemologi cal 
categori es

Meth odologi cal 
categori es

Th ere were no li mi ts set for th e format of th e presentati on of th e group 
results, j ust th e assi gnment to be Creati ve, metaph ori cal but also analyti cal.

Because of th e sh ort ti me avai lable and of th e Emi ted personal 
experi ence th e results of th e group work  were not so preci se i n substance
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Socrati c Di alogue and Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren - 
Two approach es for developi ng basi c personal sk i lls 
i n a more democrati c sch ool

Düri ng th e work sh op i t was not possi ble to explore i n depth  th e 
categori es for compari son of th e two approach es because of th e ti me 
li mi ts and i nsuffi ci ent pre-k nowledge and experi ence of th e parti ci pants. 
But i n accordance wi th  th e speci fi cs of di ese approach es i t was very 
valuable th at th e i nqui ry was based on personal experi ence: Socrati c 
Di alogue and Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren h ave someth i ng i n common — 
th e fact th at you h ave to experi ence th em personally i n order to 
understand th e i mpact of th ese meth ods. It i s not possi ble and not 
reh able to develop an opi ni on about th em wi th out h avi ng been i nvolved

At th e end of th at work sh op I di d not want to comment on th e quali ty 
of th e results ach i eved i n substance but to emph asi ze i n a si mple game 
th e meani ng of our mmmon effort to i nvesti gate, wh i ch  h ad made us a real 
Communi ty of i nqui ry.
Everybody stood i n a ci rcle and h ad to touch  h er or h i s h ands i n front of 
h er or h i m. Th us were created a k i nd of small ci rcles, symboli zi ng th e 
possi bUi ti es of one person.

Th e second Step was to h old th e nei gh bor’s h ands. In th i s way a bi g 
common ci rcle was created, symboli zi ng th e possi bi li ti es of th e group. 
Th i s game was a si mple vi suali zati on of someth i ng very i mportant th e 
two approach es h ave i n common - th e power of th e group “synergy”, 
th e pleasure and th e sati sfacti on of work i ng and th i nk i ng togeth er.

but very i mpressi ve i n th ei r format: a poster wi th  a table, a “classi cal” 
verbal presentati on and even two self-i nvented “fai ry tales” wh i ch  
represented i n a symboüc and narrati ve way th e meth odologi cal 
di fferences i n th e two approach es to be compared.
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Martens, Ek k eh ard (1990, 1998): Si ch  i m Denk en ori enti eren. Ph i losoph i sch e 
Anfangssch ri tte mi t Ki ndern, Hannover, Stuttgart.

>3 Raupach -Strey, G. (2002): Sok rati sch e Di dak ti k .

i n a ph i losoph i cal Investi gati on i n a Socrati c or i n th e Ph i losoph y wi th  
Ch i ldren männer.

Th ere are some attempts i n th e li terature to compare th e two 
approach es on th e th eoreti cal level. Th e Socrati c Meth od was recogni zed 
as one of th e ori gi ns of Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren by Ek k eh ard 
Martens.Th e si mi lari ti es and th e di fferences but also th e opportuni ti es 
for frui tful mutual Inspi rati on of th e two meth ods were explored by 
Gi sela Raupach -Strey wi th  some preference for th e stronger rati onali ty of 
th e Socrati c Meth od.Anoth er compari son wi th  some nati onal speci fi cs 
offers Aneta Karageorgi eva.'“*

Accordi ng to th ei r sci enti fi c “bi ograph y” and th ei r personal 
experi ence and atti tudes th ese auth ors tend rath er to poi nt out some 
advantages of Socrati c Di alogue (Raupach -Strey) or of Ph i losoph y wi th  
Ch i ldren (Karageorgi eva). Th ere i s a ti nge of competi ti ve argumentati on 
i n th ese i nvesti gati ons wh i ch  i s, i n my opi ni on, rath er a matter of 
academi c i nterest th an a matter of th e practi ce of teach i ng ph i losoph y i n 
sch ool.

Th e current Si tuati on i n European sch ools i s so dynami c th at th e 
teach er h as to be very flexi ble i n Order to act and react accordi ng to th e 
vari ous needs of th e students. So i t could be very luxuri ous i f th e teach er 
Sti ck s too much  to one meth od or atti tude j ust i n order to poi nt out 
h er/h i s “professi onal” i denti ty, especi ally wh en two so closely related 
atti tudes and meth ods li k e Socrati c Di alogue and Ph i losoph y wi th  
Ch i ldren are di scussed. For th at reason I would li k e to explore rath er th e 
advantages of both  meth ods, relyi ng upon previ ous i nvesti gati ons, 
Work sh op results and personal experi ence.

Bd. 10 der Sch ri ftenrei h e 
“Sok rati sch es Ph i losoph i eren” der Ph i losoph i sch -Poli ti sch en Ak ademi e, Münster: Li t 
Verlag, p. 434 - 444.
Karageorgi eva, A. (2005): Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren and Socrati c di alogue - a 
comparati ve study. In: Ph i losoph y 6, Sofi a. (Kapareopraeßa, A. “̂HAoeotpHa c Aena 
H coKpaTHvecKH AHaAor - cpaBHHTCAHO HSCACABaHe”, cn. “tpHAoeoth ua”, KH. 6, 
Coth na, 2005).
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Alth ough  truth  h as an i nterpersonal vali di ty i n th e understandi ng of both  
approach es th ey h ave addi ti onal advantages, a k i nd of “last i nstance”, 
because of th ei r embedment i n concrete experi ence.

Ph i losoph y wi th  ch i ldren di ffers from Socrati c Di alogue i n regard to a 
k i nd of “decentrali t̂i on” of th e experi ence, because, on th e one h and, th ere i s 
th e experi ence of th e communi ty created th rough  a common acti vi ty (for 
example th rough  readi ng a text) as a starti ng poi nt of th e i nqui ry and, on 
th e oth er h and, every ch i ld i nterprets th i s common experi ence th rough  
h i s or h er own personal experi ence and i s able and aUowed to bri ng up

Both  approach es sh are a k i nd of “enli gh teni ng” beh ef th at truth  i s a 
legi ti mate, moti vati ng and valuable ai m of th e ph dosoph i cal Investi gati on. 
Neverth eless, th e truth  h as “j ust” an i nterpersonal vali di ty, but th i s could be 
exami ned i n a very concrete way by ch eck i ng th e relevance of h ypoth eses 
or i nterpretati ons th rough  referri ng to experi ence (th e example i n 
Socrati c Di alogues) or to th e text and i ts i nterpretati ons on th e basi s of 
ch i ldren’s experi ence (i n Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren).

Both  approach es understand ph i losoph y not j ust as a th eory but as a 
di alogi cal acti vi ty. Ph i losoph y h as a concrete meani ng for h uman li fe as a 
way of clari fyi ng th i nk i ng and of argui ng for convi cti ons and 
deci si ons/ acti ons.

Ph i losoph y i s a common Investi gati on i n depth  of our personal and 
culmral beh efs and presupposi ti ons i n a “ph enomenologi cal” (Nelson) or 
“analyti cal” (Wi ttgenstei n and Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren) männer.'̂ It i s a 
ch ance to sh are experi ences and meani ngs i n th e communi ty.

*5 See Karageorgi eva, A. (2005).
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Both  approach es h ave i n common th e neutral role of th e faci li tator i n 
regard to th e content of th e di alogue. Th i s ch aracteri sti c of th e two 
meth ods i s very i mportant for our attempt to develop th e sch ool to a 
more democrati c Communi ty. It i s a great temptati on for th e teach er to 
stay i n th e role of a “natural” auth ori ty and th erefore i t i s a great 
ach i evement to escape from i t and to let students th i nk  i ndependently 
and open-mi ndedly. Teach ers experi enced i n Socrati c Di alogue or 
Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren h ave th e best opportuni ti es to develop th i s 
atti mde as part of th ei r professi onal eth i cs and values. It i s ri sk y, 
exh austi ng but i nteresti ng and benefi ci al for th e personali ty of th e 
teach er to dare to reah ze th i s ph i losoph i cal adventure.

It sh ould also be i nvesti gated h ow th e faci li tator gui des th e di scussi on. 
Preli mi nary observati ons i ndi cated th at th e Socrati c faci li tator sh ould be 
much  more prepared on th e content of th e di alogue i n Order to foresee 
h ow th e di alogue could go on and to di rect i t i nto a more ph i losoph i cally 
frui tful di mensi on. Th e faci li tator wh o i s doi ng ph i losoph y wi th  ch i ldren 
h as to be more open even for completely unexpected di mensi ons of th e 
ph i losoph i cal Investi gati on i n order to Support properly especi ally th e 
Creati ve aspects of th e th i nk i ng of ch i ldren.

th i s personal experi ence also di rectly i nto th e di scussi on as part of th e 
argumenta ti on.

Socrati c Di alogue strongly work s wi th  one’s experi ence, wi th  an 
example, but th ere i s also th e tendency to “modi fy” th i s experi ence at th e 
Stage of wri ti ng th e example down i n order to mak e i t “our - th e group 's 
- example”. Because of th e i mportance of th e common experi ence as a 
very moti vatrng starti ng poi nt for ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry th ere are some 
attempts to create common experi ence also at th e begi nni ng of a Socrati c 
Di alogue th rough  a sh ared common ph ase of experi enci ng art or oth er 
ph enomena.’''

''S For example th e Socrati c Di alogue on th e questi on “Wi e k ann i ch  si ch er sei n, dass 
mei ne si nnli ch e Wah rneh mung ri ch ti g i st?”, faci Utated by Ulri k e Gromadeck i , 30.03.- 
05.04.2007 i n Würzburg, Germany. It began wi th  an observati on of an obj ect.
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Both  approach es are very sui table for developi ng a team spi ri t because 
th e ai ms of th e i nvesti gati ons are th e mutual understandi ng and sh ared 
opi ni ons about some exi stenti ally i mportant questi ons. In th e Socrati c 
meth odology th e consensus i s very i mportant as a h ori zon of th e 
i nvesti gati on but also as a practi cal tool for measuri ng th e progress of th e 
di alogue and i mprovi ng th e quah ty of th e group work . Th e consensus i s 
also a central category i n th e th eory of th e Ameri can pragmati sm, one of 
th e ori gi ns of Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren. But i n th e practi ce of doi ng 
ph i losoph y wi th  ch i ldren i t i s very rare to reach  th e consensus (not only) 
because of th e sh ort ti me for th e di scussi on and/or not suffi ci ent 
concentrati on of th e pupüs. Furth ermore, th e vari ety of opi ni ons and 
arguments i s a common result, a k i nd of revi ew of di fferent approach es to 
th e Problem, eventually wi th  reflecti on of th ei r advantages and 
di sadvantages.

I h ave never experi enced a Socrati c di alogue wh i ch  reach ed a 
consensus at th e end of th e i nvesti gati on and th ere are many practi cal 
reasons for th at. But i f i t sh ould be necessary, for any soci al or poli ti cal 
reason, to reach  consensus th e Socrati c Di alogue h as th e ri gh t atti mde 
and tools to prove i n a very Strong way i f i t i s a real consensus, wh i ch  
could be a base for a common deci si on or acti on.

Th e meta-di alogue i n th e Socrati c Meth od i s a speci al opportuni ty for 
gi vi ng and recei vi ng feedback  about rules, meth odologi cal i ssues, group 
dynami cs and performance of th e faci Utator, Th ere are no speci al rules 
except th e recommendati on th at one experi enced parti ci pant sh ould 
faci li tate th i s part of th e di alogue.

For th e Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren approach  i t i s also very i mportant 
to create th e opportuni ty for gi vi ng and recei vi ng feedback , but beyond 
th e di alogue i t i s possi ble to use also some more structured formats or 
non-di scursi ve tools; a ni ce way h ow every ch üd could express feeüngs, 
emoti ons or remark s i s playi ng a game.
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Both  approach es tak e th e person (th e ch i ld and th e adult) seri ously as a 
th i nk i ng subj ect. Th e way of doi ng ph i losoph y i n th e communi ty mak es 
possi ble th e development of i mportant quali ti es of th i nk i ng li k e:

- th e so-called “Socrati c vi rtues” li k e pati ence, endurance, abi li ty to 
li sten to th e oth ers, readi ness to ch ange one’s mi nd, trust i n one’s 
doubts and i ntui ti ons
th e abi li ty to reflect on th e personal experi ence
self-recogni ti on
cri ti cal th i nk i ng - th e self-evaluati on of one’s poi nt of vi ew i n 
compari son wi th  th e oth ers
th i nk i ng togeth er — Both  approach es offer di scussi ons wh i ch  are not 
j ust (almost i ndi fferent) exch anges of opi ni ons or debates (wh ere 
everybody wants to wi n). Th i nk i ng togeth er means th at th e 
parti ci pants h ave th e opportuni ty to ch ange th ei r mi nds wi th out losi ng 
th ei r personal di gni ty.

Th erefore th ose di alogi cal meth ods contri bute consi derably to th e 
development of th e basi c communi cati ve, th i nk i ng and soci al sk i Us of th e 
parti ci pants.’̂ And th i s means si gni fi cant personal growth .

i '’ For some practi cal results i n th i s Geld see also Ivanova, Eveli na (1999): 
Ph i losoph i eren als Hi lfe zur Selbsth i lfe. In: Rostock er Manusk ri pte, Uni versi tät 
Rostock , and Ivanova, Eveli na (2004): Ph i losoph i eren als Mi ttel zur Persönh ch k ei ts- 
stärk ung. In: Mi ttei lungen des Fach verbandes Ph i losoph i e, Deutsch land.

Th e very frui tful role of Socrati c Di alogue for th e educati on and trai ni ng 
of teach ers sh ould be speci ally poi nted out, because i t i s one of th e best 
ways to develop th e teach er as a person. Th i nk i ng togeth er i n th e 
communi ty encourages th e teach er and strai gh tens h i s/h er self-esteem. 
Th e Socrati c Di alogue i s a very proper way to reflect on one’s
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Hüne, Marti n (1997): Das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  i n der Leh rerausbi ldung. In: Neuere 
Aspek te des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s, Frank furt a. M.: di pa Verlag, pp. 81-88.

pedagogi cal reasons and i nsi gh ts’̂, on i ssues of pedagogi cal eth i cs, on 
sh ared values of th e pedagogi cal communi ty.

Th e Socrati c Di alogue encourages and trai ns th e self-reflecti on of th e 
teach er as th e best tool to prevent mi stak es and uni ntenti onal 
mani pulati ons i n th e process of educati on.

Th e Personali ty of th e parti ci pants can grow because th ere are 
condi ti ons i n th e communi ty of i nqui ry.

Th ere are some common rules both  i n Socrati c Di alogue and i n 
Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren h ow to i nvesti gate and h ow to communi cate 
wi th  each  oth er. Th e rules of th e Socrati c di alogue are strongly presumed 
as part of th e meth odology of th e di alogue, but th ey could be di scussed 
and argued duri ng th e meta-di alogue. Th e communi ty of i nqui ry doi ng 
ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren i s much  more open. Rules could be created, 
di scussed and revi sed unti l every parti ci pant agrees upon th em.

Despi te some di fferences i n th e mech ani sm for establi sh i ng th e rules 
and on th e level of content both  approach es h ave i n common th at th ey 
mak e possi ble th e exi stence of one democrati c communi ty of i nqui ry 
wh i ch  Work s i n a structured way on an i mportant ph i losoph i cal problem 
or questi on on th e basi s of wi lli ngness to understand th e oth er’s poi nt of 
vi ew and on th e basi s of mutual Support. For th at reason th i nk i ng 
togeth er contri butes to a better recogni ti on of th e oth ers and leads to 
better relati onsh i ps i n th e sch ool communi ty.

For organi zati onal reasons i t i s not possi ble to i ncorporate th e Socrati c 
Di alogue i n i ts “classi c form” i n th e ph i losoph y lessons at sch ool, but 
some elements and th e general Socrati c approach  i n teach i ng ph i losoph y 
could be very useful wh en we want to teach  th e students to th i nk
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5.1. Ori gi ns

Based on:

th e Reform pedagogy of th e begi nni ng of th e 20th  Century i n Europe
th e ph i losoph y of Ameri can pragmati sm
th e Socrati c meth od (Plato)
th e concept of ch i ldren’s ri gh ts, especi ally th e ri gh t of educati on.

Th e mai n i dea of th e work sh op “Socrati c Di alogue and Ph i losoph y wi th  
Ch i ldren”, to compare both  approach es on th e basi s of personal fi rst- 
h and experi ence, could be deepened i n anoth er format: as an expert 
meeti ng or longer work sh op i n order to explore deeply si mi lar categori es 
for compari son and to draw some practi cal conclusi ons for th e teach i ng 
of ph i losoph y by usi ng th e advantages of both  approach es wi th out losi ng 
th ei r speci fi c ch aracteri sti cs.

Th e work sh op reported about h ere was j ust a smaU Step i n th i s 
Investi gati on.

i ndependently and self-reflecti ngly.” In many European countri es 
Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren h as become more and more th e Status of an 
i ndependent subj ect. But even i f th i s i s not th e case (li k e i n Bulgari a) th i s 
meth odology sh ould be i nvolved as a general approach  i n th e teach i ng of 
ph i losoph y at sch ools because of all th e “benefi ts” menti oned above.

” Nei ßer, Barbara (1997): Das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  i m Ph i losoph i eunterri ch t der 
Sek undarstufe 11. In: Neuere Aspek te des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s. Frank furt a. M., 

pp. 88-101.
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P4c reach es a wi de publi c, worldwi de, th ank s to th e efforts of th e 
Ameri can professor i n Logi c Math ew Li pman̂“.

Ph i losoph y begi ns wi th :

bei ng amazed by th e world — th at i t i s th e way i t i s
an endeavour to k now and doubt
perplexi ty

h ttp://www.montclai r.edu/i apc/ - webpage of th e Insti tute for th e Advancement of 
Ph i losoph y for Ch i ldren at Montclai r State Uni versi ty, USA.

5.2 Basi c concepts

Communi ty of i nqui r« — mai n ch aracteri sti cs:

Group of people wh i ch  i s constructed because of common Li fe practi ces. 
Purpose — to explore problems of common i nterest for all of th e 
members.
Sh ared experi ences — In th e process of Investi gati on th e communi ty 
experi enced togeth er certai n common mental si mati ons li k e: 
constructi on of a common experi ence (by readi ng a text or playi ng a game) 
or di sputati on— th rough  compari son of problems from a (li terary) text 
wi th  th e personal experi ence of th e parti ci pants.
Th i s i s a relaxed fri endly place, wh ere th e parti ci pants trust each  
oth er, wh ere th ey h ave some experi ences i n common, wh ere th ere i s a 
lot of laugh ter, wh ere th ere are no taboos.
Equali ty of th e parti ci pants — th ere are no mech ani sm of race, gender 
or power pressure.
Th e communi ty develops i nternal rules for communi cati on and 
i nvesti gati on.
Teach er’s role - one of th e i nvesti gators, not th e person wh o k nows 
th e truth , but th e person wh o k nows more about meth ods and wh o 
h as more experi ence i n i nvesti gati ng a problem.

Cri ti cal th i nk i ng

appli es cri teri a
self-evaluati on and self-correcti on
sensi bi h ty to th e context
assessment and deci si on-mak i ng

http://www.montclair.edu/iapc/


5.3. Stfucture of th e educati onal Si tuati on

233

Creati ve th i nk i ng

creates cri teri a and rules 
self-recogni ti on and self-reflecti on 
buüdi ng ä new context

Cari ng th i nk i ng

- value-ori ented — i n Order not to evaluate but to descri be 
empäth y — relati onsh i p to oth ers 
acti ve — forced certai n acti vi ti es 
normati ve

5.4. Practi cal i nstfucti ons for gui di ng a di scussi on

- Ti me li mi t - from maxi mum 20 mi nutes for lst-2nd grade to 
maxi mum 1,5 h ours for 3rd-4th  grade and above
Readi ng wi th  understandi ng/“Readi ng compreh ensi on” — to clari fy 
unk nown words, to reteU th e story, to dramati ze

- Vi suali zati on:
Every questi on h as to be wri tten down wi th  th e name of th e 
ch i ld wh o ask ed i t
Groupi ng th e questi ons

Organi zati on of space - si tti ng i n a ci rcle, speak i ng- usi ng certai n 
ri tuals (li k e passi ng a baU, for example)
Purpose — i n tradi ti onal educati on — to master th e same educati onal 
content; i n p4c - to h ave ori entati on i n th e vari ety of th i nk i ng 
strategi es and approach es
Sources to learn — i n tradi ti onal educati on — teach er, textbook ; i n p4c
— vari able: th e teach er as a resource person, not as a person wh o 
k nows everyth i ng
Di sci pli ne — not as Obli gati on or compulsi on from outsi de but based 
on th e personal i nterest i n th e problem to be i nvesti gated
Evaluati on - self-evaluati on based on cri teri a wh i ch  could be 
di scussed freely, openly and consci enti ously
Atmosph ere — a relaxed fri endly place, a lot of spontaneous laugh
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Manual “Eco-Ph i losoph y wi th  Ch i ldren”, Karageorgi eva, A.., 
Vardzh i ysk a, Ev., Veleva, D.

some examples.

- Ch oosi ng one questi on to begi n th e di scussi on - At th e 
begi nni ng i t i s possi ble th at th e teach er ch ooses th at questi on i n 
Order to teach  th e ch i ldren to mak e th e di fference between a 
questi on “j ust ask ed” and one wi th  potenti al for a ph i losoph i cal 
Investi gati on.

Di scussi on
Exerci ses and/or games
Revi ew of th e di scussi on — Th i s does not (necessari ly) mean a 
common conclusi on but rath er a k i nd of revi ew of th e problems th at 
were di scussed and a typology of th e posi ti ons and arguments 
ch i ldren h ave brough t up i nto th e di scussi on.

Ch apter 2: Th e nature and Th e man

Di scussi on plan for th e text "Th egrantedyears”-. Mutual Ai d

(1) Wh y does th e man h elp th e tree ani mals?
(2) Wh y do th e th ree ani mals h elp th e man?
(3) Do you h elp people? Wh y?
(4) Do you h elp ani mals?
(5) Does i t mak e any di fference i f you h elp an ani mal or a h uman?
(6) Has an ani mal ever h elped you?
(7) Do you li k e to h elp?
(8) Do you h k e to be h elped?
(9) Do we always h elp wh en someone needs h elp?
(10) Wh at can we grant? Wh at can’t we grant? Gi ve
(11) How does th e man spend th e granted years?

Di scussi on plan: Wh at does “understandi ng” mean?

(1) Do you th i nk  you understand your pet?
(2) If your pi g i s h ungry, does i t sound th e same way as i f i t h as h ad 

enough ?



possi bi li ty. If

of

235

Strong li k e
Remembers li k e 
Brave li k e
Stupi d li k e

Green li k e  

Yellow li k e.
Orange li k e 
Grey li k e 

Wh i te li k e

Blue li k e  
Red li k e
Purple li k e 

II. Personal quaUti es

Fi U i n th e mi ssi ng name 
possi bi li ty.

Sh y li k e
Qui ck  li k e 
Cowardly li k e
Sly li k e

an ani mal. Th i nk  of more th an one

Fi U i n th e mi ssi ng name of a plant. Th i nk  of more th an one 
you can’t th i nk  of a plant, name an ani mal.

(3) How do you understand i f th e ch i ck ens are h ungry?
(4) Wh at do you mean wh en you say th at you understand an ani mal?
(5) Wh at do you mean wh en you say you understand bi ology or math s?
(6) Wh at i s th e di fference between understandi ng an ani mal and 

understandi ng bi ology or math s?
(7) Wh en you say th at you understand th e trees does th at mean you 

understand h ow th ey grow, h ow th ey eat, h ow th ey Uve or 
someth i ng ei se?

(8) Wh en you say you understand your moth er do you mean th at you 
j ust k now wh at sh e i s worri ed about or someth i ng more th an th i s?

(9) Wh at i s th e di fference between understandi ng someth i ng Uk e trees 
or ani mals and understandi ng people?

(10) Do you understand better wh at “understand” means?
(11) Can people li ve wi th out understandi ng each  oth er?
(12) Do namral th i ngs exi st wi th out understandi ng each  oth er or wi th out 

bei ng understood by h umans?

Exerci ses.- Compari sons

Purpose: Th e exerci se develops sk i Us to recogni ze th i ngs and mak e an 
analogy between th em.

I. Colors
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K k i d i s pi ck i ng up th e ph one
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A dog i s wagi ng i ts tale
A squi rrel i s coUecti ng nuts

Bi g li k e
Tough  li k e 

Annoyi ng person

Naugh ty k i d
Gardener
Master
Cormorant

Ni mble li k e 
Hungry li k e 

A ch i ld i s smi li ng at a fri end
A k i d i s savi ng up money to 
go to th e seasi de
A k i d i s goi ng to th e Greek  seasi de 
People i n a block  of flats
Sch ool for k i ds
A k i d i s wash i ng apples

Destroyer 

Owner 
Ki ng 
User 
Inventor 

Bi rds are flyi ng to th e south
Bees i n a h i ve
Sch ool for dogs
An Otter i s wash i ng th e fi sh  
th at i t h as caugh t
A dog i s bark i ng at a guest

Exerci se.' Ifl wer̂...

Purpose. Th i s exerci se develops th e abi li ty of understandi ng wh at i s i t li k e 
to be i n someone else’s place.
Pask : Fi ni sh  th e followi ng sentences.

Exerci se.- People and ani mals

Purpose: Th i s exerci se exami nes di fferences and si mi lari ti es between 
h umans and ani mals.
Task : Fi nd out and explai n i n wh i ch  way th e followi ng th i ngs are li k e or 
unli k e each  oth er.

Purpose: Th i s exerci se sti mulates th e ch i ldren’s abi li ty to put th emselves i n 
someone else’s place (a h uman bei ng, an ani mal, a plant or th e nature i n 
general). Look i ng at ourselves from outsi de, or i n oth er words - th e self- 
reflecti on i s th e th i ng th at mak es i t possi ble for us to ch ange our li festyle. 
Task : Wh i ch  of th e followi ng about h umans i s true from nature’s poi nt 
of vi ew? Do you li k e or di sli k e th ese Statements? Add someth i ng si mi lar.
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If I were a tree, I would li k e to be 
If I were an ani mal, I would li k e to be 
If I were a bi rd, I would li k e to be 
If I were a stone, I would li k e to be 
If I were water, I would Uk e to be 
If I were a cloud, I would Uk e to be 

because 
because.  
because.  
because,  
because  
because.
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Ei nsi ch t i n ei n Allgemei nes durch  Analyse 
des k onk ret Erfah renen̂
Ei ne empi ri sch e Untersuch ung über das Potenzi al 
Sok rati sch er Gespräch e zur Förderung k ommuni k ati ver 
Fäh i gk ei ten

1 Heck mann 1981, S. 10, sch rei bt: „Indem i ch  so mi t Beri ch ten über wi rk li ch  stattge­
fundene sok rati sch e Gespräch e begi nne, genüge i ch  dem Sok rati sch en Pri nzi p, dass 
Ei nsi ch t i n ei n Allgemei nes nur durch  Ansch auen und Analysi eren des unter das Allgemei ne 
fallenden k onk reten Efah renen (Kursi vsetzung T.F.) gewonnen werden k ann.“ Genau 
di eses Analysi eren des k onk ret Erfah renen - i n di esem Fall der Erfah rungen 
wäh rend ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s - i st Anli egen di eses Arti k els und der 
zugrunde li egenden Studi e.

2 Di e vollständi ge Untersuch ung i st als Magi sterarbei t i m Fach  Pädagogi k  an der Uni ­
versi tät Hannover unter dem Ti tel „Das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  als Meth ode zur 
Förderung von Sch lüsselquali fi k ati onen an der Hoch sch ule“ ei ngerei ch t worden.

Di eser Arti k el i st di e Zusammenfassung der Ergebni sse ei ner quali tati ven 
Studi e, di e i ch  2006 zu ei nem mi t Studi erenden gefüh rten Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch  k onzi pi ert h abe.̂ Zi el di eser Studi e war ei n Doppeltes: nämli ch  
ei nersei ts aus empi ri sch en Materi al h eraus zu fundi eren, was unter 
„k ommuni k ati ven Sch lüsselk ompetenzen“ verstanden werden k ann, und 
zwei tens zu überprüfen, ob Sok rati sch e Gespräch e dazu geei gnet si nd, 
di ese Kompetenzen zu fördern.

Di e Studi e wi ll dami t glei ch  meh rere Forsch ungsdesi derate beh eben: 
Zum ersten soll der gern benutzte, aber i nh altli ch  ni ch t präzi se und k on­
si stent gefüllte Begri ff der „Sch lüsselquali fi k ati onen“ für den Tei lberei ch  
der k ommuni k ati ven Kompetenzen empi ri sch  gesätti gt untermauert 
werden.

Zum zwei ten soll der Perspek ti ve der Tei lneh mer ei nes Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch s di e Aufmerk samk ei t zutei l werden, di e i h r bi s j etzt versagt 
wurde. Di e Li teramr zum Sok rati sch en Gespräch  i st zu großen Tei len 
aus der Perspek ti ve der Gespräch slei ter gesch ri eben, di e Frage nach  dem
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Durch  di e Länge des Gespräch s, di e Komplexi tät der di sk uti erten Inh alte und di e 
große Sprech erzah l geh ört das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  zu den k omplexesten Ge­
spräch sformen, di e es überh aupt gi bt. Vgl. h i erzu: Beck er-Mrotzek  2004.

Förderpotenzi al Sok rati sch er Gespräch e lässt si ch  aber nur unter Ei nbe­
zi eh ung der Tei lneh merperspek ti ve angemessen bearbei ten.

Zum dri tten wi ll si e den Mangel an auswertbarem empi ri sch em Un­
tersuch ungsmateri al beh eben, der bi sh er zu Sok rati sch en Gespräch en 
festzustellen i st. Es feh lt an Transk ri pten tatsäch li ch  stattgefundener Ge­
spräch e, da nur di ese ei ne genaue und detai lli erte Analyse ermögli ch en.

Obwoh l di e materi algestützte Untersuch ung ei nes Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch s mi t großen Sch wi eri gk ei ten verbunden i st,̂ gelang es durch  di e 
ei ngeh ende Analyse des erh obenen Materi als, zu neuen Erk enntni ssen zu 
k ommen.

Di e Analyse des Gespräch s ermögh ch t di e Formuli erung von vi er 
k ommuni k ati ven Kompetenzen, di e durch  Sok rati sch e Gespräch e geför­
dert werden k önnen: Das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  fördert (1.) di e Fäh i gk ei t, 
Äußerungen si mati onsangemessen ei nzusetzen, es fördert (2.) struk tu­
ri ertes Denk en und (3.) di e Fäh i gk ei t, Gespräch e zu gestalten. Zudem 
fördert es (4.) di e Moderati onsFäh i gk ei t der Tei lneh meri nnen und Tei l­
neh mer.

Di ese Kompetenzberei ch e si nd dabei  ni ch t zufälli g gewäh lt, sondern 
formuli eren di e Ergebni sse i ntensi ver und detai lli erter Auswermngen des 
erh obenen Materi als: Si e si nd das Allgemei ne, das durch  das Ansch auen 
und Analysi eren des k onk ret Erfah renen gewonnen wurde.

Der folgende Arti k el wi rd i n ei nem ersten Tei l di e Ausgangslage und 
di e Forsch ungsfragen präzi si eren, di e mei ner Arbei t zu Grunde li egen. In 
ei nem zwei ten Tei l werde i ch  di e Meth oden vorstellen, di e i ch  zur 
Untersuch ung des Materi als verwendet h abe. Der dri tte Tei l stellt ei ne 
k urze Zusammenfassung des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s über Vorurtei le 
und Urtei le, das Grundlage der Arbei t i st, dar. Der vi erte Tei l stellt di e 
Ergebni sse vor und der fünfte gi bt ei nen Ausbh ck  auf wei tere For­
sch ungsvorh aben und mögli ch e Konsequenzen für di e wei tere Arbei t mi t 
Sok rati sch en Gespräch en an Hoch sch ulen.
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Stary 1998.
Si .i rv 1998, S. 19.
Stary 1998, S. 12.

an di ese „Lernk ompeten-

Das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  wi rd i n vi elen Arti k eln und Aufsätzen i n sei­
ner besonderen di alogi sch en Form besch ri eben. Stary und Gronk e be­
sch äfti gen si ch  i n i h rem Aufsatz „Sapere aude! Das Neosok rati sch e Ge­
spräch  als Ch ance für di e uni versi täre Kommuni k ati onsk ultur“"* dezi di ert 
mi t den Mögli ch k ei ten, di e ei n Sok rati sch es Gespräch  zur Förderung 
k ommuni k ati ver Kompetenzen bi etet. Si e nennen dabei drei „k om­
muni k ati ve Lernk ompetenzen“5,

„erstens di e Kompetenz, als Tei lneh meri n bzw. Tei lneh mer ei ner 
Gruppe zu lernen. Das bedeutet, di e Fäh i gk ei t ei nzuüben, mi tei nan­
der zu denk en, gemei nsam nach  Ei nsi ch ten zu such en, i ntersubj ek ti - 
ves Wi ssen aufzudeck en und zu begründen.

- Zwei tens geh t es darum, si ch  ei ne Meth ode anzuei gnen, mi ttels derer 
mentale Modelle und grundlegende Konzepte i n verständi gungsori - 
enti erter Argumentati on untersuch t werden k önnen.
Dri ttens sollen di e Semi nartei lneh meri nnen und -tei lneh mer Selbst­
vertrauen i n di e ei gene Vernunft gewi nnen, oh ne welch es ei n ak ti ves 
und fruch tbares Mi twi rk en am gemei nsamen Denk prozess ni ch t 
mögli ch  i st. Das h ei ßt z.B. lernen, ei gene Ei nsi ch ten zu formuli eren 
und zu erläutern, di e Ei nsi ch ten anderer zu versteh en und zu 
prüfen.“'’

Bei  genauer Lek türe lassen si ch  ei ni ge Fragen 
zen“ stellen:

Woran sollen si ch  di e besch ri ebenen Kompetenzen erk ennen lassen? 
Fi ndet di e beh auptete Förderung di eser Kompetenzen i n ei nem Sok rati - 
sch en Gespräch  wi rk li ch  statt?
Wi e fi ndet di ese Fördemng (wenn si e gesch i eh t) statt?

Da di ese Fragen ei ne Untersuch ung empi ri sch en Materi als nah e le­
gen, such te i ch  i n der Li teratur zum Sok rati sch en Gespräch  nach  empi ri­
sch en Untersuch ungen, di e das k ommuni k ati onsfördernde Potenzi al 
Sok rati sch er Gespräch e zu i h rem Gegenstand h aben. Das erstaunli ch e 
Ergebni s di eser Rech erch e war, dass es di ese Untersuch ungen ni ch t gi bt.
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Heck mann 1981.
Vgl. Hörster 1994, S. 55ff.
Raupach -Strey 2002.
Si ebert 1999.
Si ebert 1999, S. 79.
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In Gustav Heck manns Das Sok rati sch e Gespräch . Erfah rungen i n ph i loso­

ph i sch en Hoch sch ulsemi naren'' fi nden si ch  zwar Beri ch te über von Heck mann 

durch gefüh rte Gespräch e, di e Analyse di eser Gespräch e gesch i eh t aber 

unter der Fragestellung des ri ch ti gen Lei terverh altens, di e Perspek ti ve der 

Tei lneh mer wi rd weni g beleuch tet. Zudem arbei tet Heck mann mi t sei nen 

ei genen Protok ollen und verwendet k ei ne Transk ri pti onen der Ge­

spräch e.
In Detlef Hörsters Das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  i n Th eori e und Praxi s fi nden 

si ch  zwar ebenfalls Sch i lderungen von stattgefundenen Sok rati sch en 

Gespräch en, di ese Sch i lderungen blei ben aber aussch ni tth aft und werden 

ni ch t systemati sch  analysi ert. Si e di enen „nur“ der zwei fellos gelungenen 

Veransch auli ch ung des Ablaufs der notwendi gen Ph asen ei nes Sok ra­

ti sch en Gespräch s.̂ Gi sela Raupach -Strey bi etet i n i h rem Buch  Sok rati sch e 

Di dak ti k  ̂zwar ausfüh rli ch ere Aussch ni tte aus k onk reten Gespräch en, 

aber si e untersuch t di ese Aussch ni tte, wi e Heck mann, unter der Perspek ­

ti ve des Lei terverh altens und ni ch t aus ei ner Perspek ti ve der Kompetenz­

förderung.
Wi e Horst Si ebert i n sei nem Aufsatz „k onstruk ti vi sti sch e Aspek te“’̂ 

ri ch ti g feststellt, i st di e Li teratur zum Sok rati sch en Gespräch  überwi e­

gend aus der Lei terperspek ti ve gesch ri eben, Si ebert fordert dah er ei ne 

„pädagogi sch e Tatsach enforsch ung“, er sch rei bt:

„Wünsch enswert ersch ei nt mi r ei ne ,pädagogi sch e‘ Tatsach enforsch ung 
über Sok rati sch e Gespräch e, z.B. di e Dok umentati on von Di sk ussi ons­
szenen untersch i edli ch er Zi elgruppen oder auch  ,rek onstruk ave Inter­
vi ews“, di e ei ne Ah nung vermi tteln, was Tei lneh mer/i nnen ,wi rk li ch ‘ 
gedach t und gefüh lt h aben, als si e si ch  auf di e Regeln des Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch s ei ngelassen h aben.“"

Zi el der h i er vorgestellten Arbei t i st es, genau so ei ne „pädagogi sch e 

Tatsach enforsch ung“ zu unterneh men. Angesi ch ts der Fülle des Materi ­
als und der vi elen mögli ch en Fragestellungen galt es, si ch  vor Begi nn der 

Untersuch ung auf besti mmte Fragestellungen festzulegen. In Ausei nan-
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Das wesentli ch e Element des „Gruppenlernens“ i m Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch  sch ei nt das „gemei nsame Denk en“ auf der Basi s ei nes argumen­
tati ven Austausch s zu sei n. Gespräch e, i n denen gemei nsam gedach t 
wi rd, verlaufen anders als k lassi sch e Di sk ussi onen. In ei nem Gespräch , 
i n dem gemei nsam gedach t und argumenti ert wi rd, so lautet di e Hypo­
th ese, k ommen vi ele Äußerungen vor, di e si ch  wi e folgt besch rei ben lassen:

- Äußerungen, di e auf das soeben Gesagte Bêug neh men.
- Nach fragen, di e gewäh rlei sten sollen, dass das Gesagte ri ch ti g verstan­

den wurde.
Bäck bêge auf sch on erwäh nte Posi ti onen.
Pro- und Contra- Argumente für ei ne besti mmte Posi ti on.

- Äußerungen, di e den ei genen Irrtum ei ngesteh en.
- Arti k ulati onen des ,fNi ch tversteh ens“.
- Begründete Ei nsprüch e gegen besti mmte Posi ti onen.
- Arti k ulati onen der Zusti mmung.

Wi e k önnen di e von Stary und Gronk e genannten Kompe­
tenzberei ch e („Gemei nsames Denk en“, „Di e Sok rati sch e 
Meth ode“, „Selbstvertrauen i n di e ei gene Vernunft“) si ch tbar 
gemach t werden?

Um zu überprüfen, ob di ese Kompetenzberei ch e i m Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch  „tatsäch li ch “ ei ne RoUe spi elen, muss ei ne Antwort auf di e Frage 
gefunden werden, woran di ese Kompetenzen „si ch tbar“ werden k önnen. 
Da i n den Transk ri pten der Gespräch e zunäch st nur Äußerungen der 
ei nzelnen Tei lneh mer enth alten si nd, stellt si ch  di e Frage, welch e Äuße­
rungstypen als Indi zi en für di e j ewei li ge Kompetenz gewertet werden 
k önnten. Um di e Untersuch ung des Materi als mögli ch  zu mach en, wurde 
i m Vorfeld ei ne Zuordnung besti mmter Äußerungstypen zu den 
ei nzelnen Kompetenzberei ch en entwi ck elt (ei n vi erter Berei ch  „Metage­
spräch sk ompetenz“ entstand unabh ängi g von Gronk e und Stary):

dersetzung mi t dem sch on erwäh nten Arti k el von Stary und Gronk e 
wurden di e folgenden Hypoth esen und Fragestellungen entwi ck elt:
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Selbstvertrauen i n di e ei gene Vemunft/Konk retes und rati o­
nales Denk en

Werj ah rensbi nui ei se und Verfah rensvorsch läge.
Ei ngri ffe i n „absch wei fende“ Di sk ussi onen.
Äußerungen, di e das bi sh eri ge Vorgeh en betreffen {Analysegespräch e).

Bei  di eser Kompetenz geh t es darum, si ch  di e Meth ode des Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch s anzuei gnen, d. h ., das Verfah ren zu k ennen und es i n anderen 
Zusammenh ängen und mi t anderen Gruppen anwenden zu k önnen. 
Folgende Äußerungen k önnten Indi zi en dafür zu sei n, dass gerade di e 
„Meth ode“ erlernt wi rd;

Erk annte und th emati si erte Regelverstöße (bei si ch , bei anderen Tei l­
neh mern, bei m Lei ter).
Aerj ah rensh i ni vei se und Verj ah rensvorsch läge.

Metagespräch sk ompetenz

Di ese vi erte Kompetenz zi elt auf di e Fäh i gk ei ten der Verständi gung über 
das momentane Vorgeh en. Es gi bt i m Sok rati sch en Gespräch  ni ch t nur 
das Sach gespräch , sondern auch  di e wi ederh olte Verständi gung darüber, 
was gerade warum besproch en wi rd. Di eses „Metagespräch “ fi ndet dabei  
„mi tlaufend“ statt, und ni ch t nur i n den „offi zi ellen“ Beglei tgespräch en. 
An folgenden Äußerungen lassen si ch  di ese „Metagespräch santei le“ 
i denti fi zi eren;

Di ese Kompetenz sch ei nt am sch wi eri gsten beobach tbar. Desh alb wi rd 
di eser Berei ch  durch  den Zusatz des k onk reten und rati onalen Denk ens 
ergänzt. Folgende Äußerungen si nd Indi zi en, dass si ch  auf k onk retes und 
rati onales Denk en ei ngelassen wi rd;

Versuch e der Neu- oder Emffrmuli erung'fosx 
Bei spi elgebmg oder Bei spi elei nforderung.

- Argumentati ve Sprech ak te.
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Lässt si ch  anh and der genauen Rek onstruk ti on ei nes Gespräch s ei ne 
Veränderung zei gen? Neh men di e adäquaten Äußerungen i nsgesamt zu? 
Verändert si ch  das Verh alten ei nzelner Tei lneh mer?

Gi bt es Indi zi en dafür, dass das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  di e 
besch ri ebenen Kompetenzen (und/oder) andere fördert?

Ist di e gerade vorgenommene Zuordnung besti mmter Äuße­
rungstypen zu den vi er Kompetenzberei ch en si nnvoll und 
aussagek räfti g?

Wenn das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  di e besch ri ebenen (und/oder) andere 
Kompetenzen fördert, dann müssten Indi zi en dafür i m Verlauf des Ge­
spräch s zu fi nden sei n. Di es bedeutet, dass es mögli ch  sei n muss, i nadä­
quate von adäquaten Äußerungen zu untersch ei den und si ch tbar zu ma­
ch en, i nwi efern das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  di e adäquaten fördert.

Di ese Frage wi rd durch  di e folgenden Unterfragen wei ter präzi si ert und 
auch  i n di esem Ärti k el ausfüh rli ch  und am Materi al beantwortet:

(1) Kommen di e gerade besch ri ebenen Äußerungstypen (Bei spi elge- 
bung, Rück bezüge ...) i n ei nem k onk reten Gespräch  vor? Und si nd 
si e auch  als Indi zi en für di e j ewei li ge Kompetenz zu werten?

(2) Ist das Zusammenfassen der Äußerungstypen i n genau di ese vi er 
Kompetenzberei ch e aussagek räfti g und si nnvoll?

(3) Gi bt es Äußerungen, di e zu k ei nem der vorgesch lagenen Äuße­
rungstypen passen und di e so auf andere, noch  ni ch t th emati si erte 
Kompetenzen h i nwei sen?
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Erleben di e Tei lneh mer ei ne Veränderung/Förderung i h rer 
Kompetenzen?

II. Untersuch ung am Materi al — Meth oden di eser Fall­
studi e

Da, wi e sch on erwäh nt, k ei ne äh nli ch en Untersuch ungen Sok raüsch er 

Gespräch  i n der Dteratur zu fi nden si nd, i st di e Studi e auch  ei n meth o­

di sch es Experi ment, Zur Konzepti on des Untersuch ungsdesi gns bei ge­

tragen h aben zunäch st Sch ri ften zur pädagogi sch en Kasui sti k . Mi t Rei n­

h ard Fatk e lässt si ch  zi emli ch  genau di e Zi elsetzung der Arbei t besch rei ­

ben:

Neben der Perspek ti ve ei ner Auswertung von außen i nteressi erte mi ch  

di e Frage, ob di e Tei lneh mer selbst ei ne Veränderung/Förderung i h rer 

Kompetenzen erleben. Neh men si e das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  i n di esem 

„Förderaspek t“ wah r, oder steh en ganz andere Elemente des Sok rati - 

sch en Gespräch s für di e Tei lneh mer i m Vordergrund?

„Ei ne Fallstudi e setzt den Ei nzelfall mi t vorh andenen allgemei nen Wi s­
sensbeständen i n Bezi eh ung, um zu prüfen, was am Fall aus di esen Wi s­
sensbeständen h eraus erk lärbar i st und was an den Wi ssensbeständen 
aus di esem Fall h eraus zu di fferenzi eren und gegebenenfalls zu k orri­
gi eren i st. Di e Fallstudi e zi elt also auf Prüfung oder Erwei terung beste­
h ender oder auf Gewi nnung neuer wi ssensch aftli ch er Erk enntni s.

Mei n Vorgeh en i st ebenfalls der Sok rati sch en Meth ode verpfli ch tet: Es 

sollen ni ch t Th eori en entwi ck elt werden, an denen dann di e „Wi rk li ch ­

k ei t“ gemessen wi rd, sondern es sollen aus dem Materi al des k onk reten 

Gespräch s h eraus tragfäh i ge und aussagek räfti ge Th eori en entwi ck elt 

werden. Di e vorangegangene Hypoth esenbi ldung di ent dabei der Ent­

wi ck lung von Fragestellungen und erh ebt noch  k ei nen Anspruch  auf 

Gülti gk ei t.
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Ei ne wi ch ti ge Untersch ei dung, di e i n der Li teratur zu Fallstudi en i mmer 
wi eder erwäh nt wi rd,’̂ i st di e Trennung versch i edener Stufen der 
Untersuch ung:

(1) Fallbeobach mng
(2) Falldarstellung
(3) FaUanalyse

Di ese Untersch ei dung soll vor allem vor th eoreti sch en „Sch nellsch üs­
sen“ sch ützen. Gerade di e Untersch ei dung der Smfen 1 und 2 soll es 
mögli ch  mach en, dass das Materi al zu „sprech en“ begi nnt und etwas 
mi tteüt, das davor noch  ni ch t geseh en wurde. Um di esen untersch i edli­
ch en Untersuch ungsph asen gerech t zu werden, i st es si nnvoll, si ch  für 
j ede Ph ase di e geei gneten Untersuch ungs- und Darstellungsmeth oden 
auszuwäh len. Folgende Meth oden k amen zum Ei nsatz:

Neben di e di rek te Beobach tung des Gesch eh ens, di e durch  mei ne An­
wesenh ei t mögli ch  war, musste ei ne wei tere Meth ode der Fallbeobach ­
tung treten. Da i ch  di e Rolle des Gespräch smoderators i nneh atte, war es 
mi r k aum mögli ch , dem Gesch eh en „di stanzi ert“ zu folgen. „Bloße“ 
Eri nnerungsprotok olle der Gespräch e wären dah er seh r verzerrt gewe­
sen. Zudem si nd di e ei nzelnen Gespräch e so lang, dass man si ch  ni emals 
an alles Wi ch ti ge eri nnern k ann. Um di e ei gene Fallbeobach mng zu un­
terstützen, wäh lte i ch  dah er di e Meth ode der Vi deoauf̂i ch nung>̂ Um das 
entsteh ende Materi al (über 17 Smnden) von Anfang an h andh abbar zu 
mach en, nah m zudem ei ne Protok ollanti n am Gespräch  tei l, deren 
Protok olle di e Vi deolaufzei ten enth alten.

Der Arbei t li egt ei n Materi alband bei , i n dem sech s ausgewäh lte 
'Transk ri ptaussch ni tte aus dem Gespräch  vollständi g abgedruck t si nd. Di ese

'3 Si eh e zum Bei spi el Bi nneberg 1993, S. 95.
*'* Da di e Aufnah men auf Vi deo gemach t wurden, verwende i ch  di e Bezei ch nung „Vi­

deoaufzei ch nung“; wennglei ch  di e Auswertung fast nur das Gesproch ene als Da­
tenbasi s benutzte. Ei ne „ech te“ Vi deoanalyse war i n di esem Kontext ni ch t mögli ch , 
aber auch  ni ch t notwendi g.
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Aussch ni tte ermögli ch en dem Leser ei ne ei gene „Fallbeobach tung“ und 
si nd Grandlage der vorgenommenen Analysen.

Als Ei nfüh rung i n di e Gespräch sforsch ung si eh e Deppermann

Nach  der Fallbeobach tung gi lt es, das Beobach tete i n ei ne Falldarstellung 
zu überfüh ren. Di ese Falldarstellung muss selek ti v sei n, si e k onzentri ert 
si ch  auf ei nzelne Aspek te und blendet andere aus. Glei ch zei ti g soll si e 
aber noch  k ei ne Fallanalyse sei n, sondern eh er ei ne Besch rei bung des 
Gesch eh enen. Um aber trotzdem ni ch t nur ei ne (mei ne) Perspek ti ve zur 
Auswertung zur Verfügung zu h aben, entsch loss i ch  mi ch  dazu, auch  di e 
Tei lneh mer um ei ne Stellungnah me zu bi tten. Neben den von mi r 
verfassten Kursberi ch t traten glei ch berech ti gt di e Erfah rungsberi ch te der 
Tei lneh mer. Di ese Erfah rungsberi ch te wurden von den Tei lneh mern i n 
der Woch e nach  dem Gespräch  verfasst und si nd wi ch ti ger Bestandtei l 
der versuch ten „meh rperspek ti vi sch en“ pädagogi sch en Tatsach enfor­
sch ung.

Di e erste Meth ode der Fallanalyse stellten Kransk ri ptanalysen dar. Di ese 
Transk ri ptanalysen ori enti eren si ch  an Arbei ten aus dem Berei ch  der an­
gewandten Di sk ursforsch ung. Di ese Di szi pli n wi dmet si ch  der Erforsch ung 
k onk ret stattgefundener Gespräch e und steh t, wi e auch di e Eth ­
nograph i e, i n ei ner Tradi ti on empi ri sch -quali tati ver Forsch ung.’̂ Vor al­
lem di e Forsch ungsfragen nach  der Zuordnung besti mmter Äußerungs­
typen zu besti mmten Kompetenzberei ch en li eßen si ch  mi t der Meth ode 
der Transk ri ptanalyse gut bearbei ten.

Ei ne wei tere Meth ode der Fallanalyse stellt di e Gruppendi sk ussi on dar, 
di e genau zeh n Tage nach  Absch luss des Gespräch s mi t den Tei l­
neh mern gefüh rt wurde. Si e sollte vor allem ei n Forum sei n, i n dem es 
mi r mögh ch  sei n sollte, Nach fragen zu den Erfah rungsberi ch ten der
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III. Ei n Sok rati sch es Gespräch  über den Untersch i ed 
zwi sch en ei nem Vorurtei l und ei nem Urtei l

Der folgende, seh r k urze Beri ch t über das Gespräch , das der Studi e zu 
Grunde li egt, soll es dem Leser ermögli ch en, di e folgenden Transk ri pt­
aussch ni tte zu versteh en und ei nordnen zu k önnen.

Das Gespräch  fand mi t zeh n Tei lneh mern ei nes Bach elorstudi en­
gangs Ph i losoph i e an drei Tagen statt. In zwei Vorberei tungssi tzungen 
h atten wi r di e Frage „Was untersch ei det ei n Vorurtei l von ei nem Urtei l?“ 
ausgewäh lt. Wi r begannen mi t der Frage, was ei n Vorurtei l auszei ch net

zu stellen und noch  ei nmal di rek t auf den Berei ch  der Ge­
spräch sk ompetenz zu sprech en zu k ommen. Zudem sch i en es mi r für di e 
Analyse ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s seh r passend, ei ne di alogi sch e 
Form zu wäh len. Di e Gruppendi sk ussi on besi tzt dabei natürli ch  ei nen 
Doppelch arak ter, da si e wi ederum zunäch st transk ri bi ert’'̂ und dann aus­
gewertet werden muss. Di ese Auswertung erfolgte zusammen mi t der 
Auswertung der Erfah rungsberi ch te der Tei lneh mer.

Di e vorgestellte Kombi nati on versch i edener Meth oden verfolgt dabei  
meh rere Zi ele: Zum ei nen soll gewäh rlei stet werden, dass Aspek te, di e 
für mei n Erleben und mei ne Analyse des Gesch eh enes k ei ne Rolle ge­
spi elt h aben, durch  di e Erfah rungsberi ch te der Tei lneh mer th emati si ert 
werden. So erh öh t si ch  di e Wah rsch ei nli ch k ei t, Neues i n den Bli ck  zu 
bek ommen und ni ch t nur das zu seh en, was man davor sch on wusste. 
Zudem ermögli ch t di e vorgenommene Meth odentri angulati on, ei nen di f­
ferenzi erten Wah rh ei tsanspruch  der gefundenen Ergebni sse zu vertreten. 
Di eser Wah rh ei tsanspruch  i st dabei  weni ger an Kri teri en der Obj ek ti vi tät 
als vi elmeh r an den Kri teri en der Intersubj ek ti vi tät ori enti ert. Aspek te, 
Si ch twei sen und Erfah rungen, di e i n meh reren Beri ch ten und i m Materi al 
si ch tbar gemach t werden k önnen, k önnen so ei nen „i ntersubj ek ti ven 
Wah rh ei tsanspruch “ vertreten, i h re Plausi bi li tät wi rd von meh reren 
Sei ten gestützt.

Das vollständi ge Transk ri pt der Gruppendi sk ussi on befi ndet si ch  ebenfalls i m er­
wäh nten Materi alband.
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17

18

Alle Namen si nd geändert.
Di eser Strei t wi rd h i er desh alb erwäh nt, wei l er i n den späteren Transk ri pten ei ne 
Rolle spi elt.
Herk unft!Entsteh ung „Erfah rung/Ei ndrück e (ei nsei ti g)“, „Erzi eh ung/Sozi ah sati on“, 
„(entsteh en/mani festi eren si ch ) durch  von außen abverlangte Posi ti oni erung“, 
„Werden erst zum Zei tpunk t des Erk ennens als solch e empfunden/benannt“. 
Wesen-, „Subj ek ti vi tät“, „Verallgemei nerung“, „Ri ch ten si ch  auf weni g/unzurei ch end 
Bek anntes“, „Intui ti v“, „Arti k uh eren Befürch tungen“, „Können von Außensteh en­
den erk annt werden“.

und di e Tei lneh mer erzäh lten sech s Bei spi ele, aus denen wi r das Bei spi el 
von Larŝ’̂ zur Analyse auswäh lten:

Lars erzäh lte, dass er, als er di e Zusage für ei nen Studi enplatz für den 
Bach elor-Studi engang Ph i losoph i e (den Studi engang, den di e Tei lneh mer 
des Gespräch s studi eren) bek ommen h atte, si ch  unsi ch er war, ob er di e­
sen Platz anneh men sollte, da er das Vorurtei l h atte, dass nur langwei li ge 
Leute Ph i losoph i e smdi eren.

Er beri ch tet, dass er i n sei ner Sch ulzei t ei nen Ph i losoph i ek urs besuch t 
h abe, an dem nur di e „Sch rei bti sch h ock er“ tei lgenommen h atten. Di ese 
Erfah rung und sei ne Ei nsch ätzung von si ch  selbst als „prak ti sch en 
Mensch en“ h aben i h n dazu gebrach t, dass er si ch  di e Frage stellte, ob er 
wi rk li ch di esen Ph i losoph i esmdi engang smdi eren wollte, wenn da 
vi ellei ch t (wah rsch ei nli ch ?) nur öde Sch rei bti sch h ock er smdi eren. Als er 
i n der Ei nfüh mngswoch e dann sei ne Kommi li tonen zum ersten Mal sah , 
war er ganz beruh i gt, da si e ganz und gar ni ch t wi e Langwei ler aussah en. 
In di esem Moment wurde i h m bewusst, dass er ei n Vomrteü geh abt 
h atte.

Im Ansch luss an Lars’ Bei spi el k am es zu ei nem Strei t zwi sch en Lena 
und Sonj a auf der ei nen Sei te und Lars auf der anderen Sei te. Es stellte 
si ch  h eraus, dass Lars sch on mi t ei ni gen sei ner zuk ünfti gen Kommi li to­
nen E-Mai l-Kontak t geh abt h atte, unter anderem mi t Lena und Sonj a, 
di e von Lars nun wi ssen wollten, ob er auch  von i h nen dach te, dass si e 
spi eßi ge Langwei leri nnen sei en. Lars versuch te si ch  zu rech tferti gen.’®

Durch  di e Analyse di eses Bei spi eles gelangten wi r i m Laufe der Ge­
spräch e zu ei ner Li ste mi t 14 „Ei gensch aften“, di e Vomrtei le k enn­
zei ch nen. Di ese Ei gensch aften h i elten wi r i n den Kategori en „Her- 
k unft/Entsteh ung“, „Wesen“, „Funk ti on“ und „Auswi rk ung“ als Tafel­
ansch ri eb fest.”



251

Durch  di e Analyse wei terer Bei spi ele wurde uns i m Laufe des Ge­
spräch s deutli ch , dass unsere Frage auf den Untersch i ed von Vorurtei len 
und Feh lurtei len abzi elt. Insbesondere Paulas Bei spi el mach te uns das 
k lar:

Paula erzäh lte, dass si e ei ne gute Freundi n geh abt h abe, di e si e seh r 
moch te und di e si e auch  glaubte, gut zu k ennen. Irgendwann fi ng di ese 
Freundi n ei n Verh ältni s mi t Paulas Freund an und so gi ng di e Freund­
sch aft zu di eser Freundi n k aputt. In der Rück sch au h atte Paula das Ge­
füh l, dass si e vi ele Detai ls, di e i h r sch on früh er h ätten zei gen k önnen, 
dass di ese Freundi n doch  „anders“ sei , ni ch t geseh en h abe, wei l si e eben 
ei n posi ti ves Bi ld von i h r h atte.

Wi r arbei teten h eraus, dass wi r i n di esem Fall ei gentli ch  ni ch t von ei­
nem Vorurtei l sprech en, das Paula gegenüber i h rer Freundi n geh abt 
h abe, sondern eh er von ei nem Feh lurtei l, oder ei nem falsch en Urtei l. Wi r 
besch lossen dah er, unsere Frage so zu verändern, dass wi r nach  dem 
Untersch i ed zwi sch en ei nem Vorurtei l und ei nem Feh lurtei l fragten.

Nach  i ntensi ver Analyse gelangten wi r zu folgender Untersch ei dung: 
Bei  Vorurtei len füh rt der „i ntui ti ve Zugri ff auf Ei ndrück e zur Verallge­
mei nerung“, bei  Urtei len fi ndet ei ne „Verallgemei nemng nach  Reflexi on“ 
statt. Di es tri fft auch  i m Falle der Feh lurtei le zu, di e wi r nach  Revi si on 
genau aus di esem Grund „Feh lurtei l“ und ni ch t „Vorurtei l“ nennen, wei l 
di e Verallgemei nerungen ei nzelner Erfah rungen (Ei ndrück e), di e zum 
Urtei l (zum falsch en, wi e si ch  später h erausstellt) gefüh rt h aben, ni ch t 
i ntui ti v abli ef, sondern reflek ti ert.̂̂

Funk ti on: „Sch utzfunk ti on mi ttels Selek ti on“, „Ori enti erungsh i lfe mi ttels Selek ti on“. 
Ausmrk ung. „Erlei ch terung/Emoti on i st Folge der Erk enntni s“, „Beei nflussen das 
Handeln/di e Wah rneh mung“.

20 Wer Erfah rungen mi t Sok rati sch en Gespräch en h at, wei ß, dass solch e Zusam­
menfassungen (i nsbesondere so k urze wi e di ese h i er) di e Komplexi tät und Fülle der 
Gespräch e ni ch t ei nh olen k önnen. Ei ne ausfüh rli ch ere Darstellung fi ndet si ch  i n der 

Studi e, di e di esem Arti k el zugrunde li egt.
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Wäh rend der genauen Durch si ch t des Materi als zei gte si ch , dass di e 
Frage nach  dem „Vork ommen“ der untersch i edli ch en Äußerungstypen 
zunäch st seh r lei ch t zu beantworten i st: Äußerungen, di e den genannten 
versch i edenen Typen zuzuordnen si nd, k ommen i m gesamten Gespräch  
seh r oft vor. Di e genaue Durch si ch t h at aber gezei gt, dass di eses „Vor­
k ommen“ allei n noch  k ei nen Hi nwei s auf di e vermuteten Kompetenzen 
li efert. Der folgende Äbsch ni tt wi rd am Materi al deutli ch  mach en, dass 
es Äußerungen gi bt, di e z.B. als „argumentati v“ oder „bei spi elgebend“ 
ei ngeordnet werden k önnen, aber trotzdem i nadäquat si nd und ni ch t als 
Indi z für das Vork ommen der Kompetenz zu i nterpreti eren si nd. Um 
di ese Ärt von Äußerungen (i m Folgenden „Verfeh lte Äußerungen“ ge­
nannt) k lar h erauszuarbei ten, sollen si e zum ei nen mi t Äußerungen ver- 
gh ch en werden, di e „grundsätzli ch “ i nadäquat si nd (Ni ch t-k onstruk ti ve 
Äußerungen genannt) und zum anderen mi t adäquaten Äußerungen 
(„Gelungene Äußerungen“ genannt), di e sowoh l z.B. argumentati v als 
auch  adäquat si nd.

Da di eser Ärti k el das Zi el verfolgt, dem Leser di e genaue Analyse des 
Materi als, di e i n der Arbei t stattgefunden h at, zumi ndest zum Tei l zu­
gängli ch zu mach en, werde i ch i m Folgenden ei ne ei ngeh ende 
Transk ri ptanalyse an ei nem Bei spi el vorstellen. Es geh t dabei um di e 
unter I. genannte Frage, ob di e genannten Äußerungstypen i n den Ge­
spräch en vork ommen und ob si e als Indi zi en für di e j ewei li gen Kompe­
tenzen zu werten si nd. In ei nem zwei ten Tei l di eses Kapi tels werde i ch  
di e anderen Ergebni sse zusammenfassend vorstellen.
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Ni ch t-k onstruk ti ve Äußerungen

Es gi bt Äußerungen, di e „offensi ch tli ch “ i nadäquat si nd?’ In Gespräch  2 
k ommt es zu ei nem k urzen Aufflack ern des Strei ts zwi sch en Sonj a und

Lars:

„Sonj i r. Also mei nst Du [zu Regi na] j etzt wenn er j etzt i n sei nem Ph i lo­
soph i ek urs sch on ei nen dabei  geh abt h ätte der eh er so äh nh ch  gewesen 
wäre wi e du [unk lar auf wen es si ch  bezi eh t] also eben ni ch t der typi sch e 
Lars-. Also i ch  wi ll, i ch  möch te j etzt ni ch t also es gab ei n oder zwei  
k önnte sch on sei n i ch  red wenn i ch  davon red i mmer von dem Gesamt­
ei ndruck
Paula-, Es war j a auch  ni ch t nur der Kurs.
Sonj a: Ne aber
Lars: Ja genau
Paula: Tendenzi ell war’s meh r
Lars: Ja wei taus meh r
Sonj a: Meh r Hornbri llen träger als
Lars-. Jaaa
Moderator: Also wi e gesagt Sonj a, es geh t wi ederum ni ch t um
Wertung sondern um di e Analyse
Sonj a:]-& j a“̂̂

Di e Bemerk ung „Meh r Hornbri llenträger als“ von Sonj a h at offensi ch t­

li ch  k ei nerlei argumentati ven Ch arak ter und di ent „nur“ dem Zweck , 

ei ne „Spi tze“ gegen Lars zu sch i ck en: In der Erzäh lung von Lars war das 

Hornbri llentragen das „Zei ch en“ für di e typi sch en Vorurtei le gegenüber 

Gei steswi ssensch afti ern. Di ese Spi tze k ommt bei  Lars auch  an, wi e sei n 
genervtes „Jaaa“ zei gt. Di e Äußerung von Sonj a i st k ei nem der ge­

nannten Äußerungstypen zuzuordnen. Si e i st, i m Si nne der Frage nach  

Bei trägen zu ei nem rati onalen Di sk urs, i nadäquat und ni ch t-k onstruk ti v.

Di e Auswertung des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s erfolgte unter der Fragestellung nach  
gelungenen Bei trägen zu ei nem rati onalen Di sk urs, unter anderen Fragestellungen 
(etwa gruppendynami sch en oder sozi alpsych ologi sch en) müsste di e folgende Si tua­
ti on evenmeU anders i nterpreti ert werden.
Aus Materi alband: Transk ri pt 2 (T2), 102-105. Zu den Transk ri pti onsregeln si eh e 
ebenfalls i m Materi alband.
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von Hörster 1994, S. 55 ff. genann-

Verfeh lte Äußerungen

Es gi bt allerdi ngs Stellen, an denen di e Ei nsch ätzung des Gesagten 

sch wi eri ger, aber auch  i nteressanter wi rd. Di es si nd solch e Stellen, an 
denen ei ne Äußerung durch aus argumentati ven Ch arak ter h at oder ei nen 

Verfah rensh i nwei s enth ält, aber an der falsch en Stelle ei ngesetzt wi rd. 

Norbert versuch t i m folgenden Gespräch sauszug ei nen neuen Punk t, der 

auf unserer bi sh eri gen Li ste feh lte, i ns Gespräch  ei nzubri ngen. Wi r be­

fi nden uns i n der Ph ase des Zusammenfassens der Ei gensch aften von 

Vomrtei len̂  ̂und denk en über di e Kategori en nach , i n di e wi r di e Ei gen­

sch aften ei nordnen k önnten. Als Norbert si ch zu Wort meldet, 

di sk uti eren wi r gerade darüber, i n welch em Zusammenh ang di e Punk te 

„Erfah rungen/Ei ndrück e“ und „unbewusst/ni ch t besonders reflek ti ert“ 

steh en und unter welch er Formuli erung wi r si e i n di e Kategori e „Her- 
k unft/Entsteh ung“ aufneh men sollten.

„Norberi : Also i ch  h ab j etzt versuch t also wi r müssen j a j etzt um den 
Ursprung festzumach en denk  i ch  mal so wei t zurück  denk en wi e mög­
li ch  also bi s zum Anfang des Vorurtei ls geh en und desh alb h abe i ch  
überlegt dass di e Entsteh ung ei nes Vorurtei ls vi ellei ch t also i ch  denk  ei n 
Vorurtei l entsteh t i mmer dann wenn ei n Mensch  aus sei nen also wi e 
mans ganz genau gri ffi g mach t wei ß i ch  noch  ni ch t ganz genau wei l so 
h ab i ch s mi r j etzt gedach t wenn der Mensch  aus sei nen gewoh nten Le­
bensberei ch  aus sei ner i ch  würds j etzt als aus sei ner i nneren Welt wenn 
etwas aus ner äußeren Welt i n sei ne i nnere Welt ei ndri ngt und er si ch  
dazu posi ti oni eren muss“̂'*

Di e Äußerung an si ch  h at durch aus argumentati ven Ch arak ter. Norbert 

versuch t deutli ch  zu mach en, dass er es für di e Di sk ussi on über den Ur­

sprung von Vorurtei len für wi ch ti g h ält, si ch  k lar zu mach en, dass es ei ­
nes Anlasses der Posi ti oni erung bedarf. Trotzdem i st di ese Äußerung 

ni ch t als Indi z für „Gemei nsames Denk en“ zu werten (Pro- und Contra- 

Argumente), da di e ak tuelle Di sk ussi on über den Zusammenh ang der 

Ei gensch aften „Erfah rungen“ und „Unbewusst/Ni ch t besonders reflek ­

ti ert“ noch  ni ch t abgesch lossen war. Di eser neue Punk t wurde dah er 

vom Moderator, auch  mi t dem Hi nwei s auf di e Abstrak th ei t des Gedan-

Ich  bezi eh e mi ch  h i er und i m Folgenden auf di e 
ten Ph asen ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s.

24 T2, 1-8.
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26

27

T2, 123-124.
T2, 20-22.
T2,109-121.

k ens, zurück gestellt. Er trug nämli ch  ni ch t zur

Problems bei .
Etwas später setzt Norbert zum zwei ten Mal an, um das, was er vor­

h er gesagt h atte, an Lars’ Bei spi el zurück zubi nden:

„Norbert: Also i ch  wollte noch  mal mi r i st gerade ei ngefallen wi e man das 
was i ch  eben gesagt h abe auf Lars’ Bei spi el bezi eh en k ann“-̂

Er h atte di e „Ermah nung“ des Moderators „i m Konk reten Fuß zu fas- 

sen''̂*̂ aufgenommen und er wi ll ei n Bei spi el geben. Di e Bemerk ung i st 

aber trotzdem problemati sch , wei l di e Di sk ussi on um „Erfah run­

gen/Ei ndrück e“ noch  i mmer ni ch t abgesch lossen war. Aus di esem 

Grund wi rd si e vom Moderator wi ederum zurück gestellt.
Ei n wei terer äh nli ch er Fall fi ndet si ch  i m selben Gespräch saussch ni tt, 

wi r di sk uti eren über ei ne k onk rete Formuli erung:

„Moderator: Regi nas Vorsch lag war ei nsei ti ge verallgemei nerte Erfah ­

rungen
Bi gi na: Ne mei n zwei ter Vorsch lag war ei nsei ti ge desh alb verallgemei ­
nerte Erfah rungen
Moderator: Oh  ok
Begi na: wei l si e werden j a verallgemei nert wei l si e offensi ch tli ch  zu­
mi ndest eh er ei nsei ti g si nd
Anna: Ich  fi nd dass das Wesen i st
[4] [Geläch ter, wei l ni emand wusste, was er auf den Ei nwand von Anna 

sagen sollte]
.?• Dank e “2̂

Di ese Äußerung von Anna k ann als Verfah rensh i nwei s verstanden wer­

den. Si e sch lägt vor, dass di eser Punk t ni ch t unter der Kategori e „Her- 

k unft/Entsteh ung“ zu verbuch en i st, sondern unter „Wesen“. Das 

Problem an di eser Äußerung i st aber, dass si e an ei ner Stelle k ommt, i n 

der di e k onk rete Formuli erung des Aspek ts i n Frage steh t und ni ch t di e 

Kategori e, i n di e er ei nzuordnen i st. Di e Gruppe antwortet auf Annas 
Äußerung mi t Sch wei gen, Geläch ter und der Bemerk ung „Dank e“, wei l 

di e Äußerung Annas eben ni ch t zur Präzi si erung der Formuli erung bei ­

trägt. Als i m Ansch luss an di ese Stelle der oben sch on erwäh nte zwei te
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Nach  der Frage des Moderators, ob es Bei spi ele gebe, i n denen wi r Vor­

urtei le erk ennen und k ei ne Emoti onen h aben, stellt Lena di e Frage, wi e 

es denn i m Bei spi el von Regi nâ® gewesen sei , si e h atte doch  vor der Er­
k enntni s des Vorurtei ls Angst und danach . Di ese Äußerung Lenas i st 

j etzt ni ch t nur ei n Bei spi elbezug, sondern si e tri fft auch  di e Ausgangs­

frage und steh t i nsofern an der ri ch ti gen Stelle. Si e such t nach  ei nem

Gelungene Äußerungen

Es gi bt aber auch  Äußerungen, di e sowoh l ei nem besti mmten Äuße­

rungstyp zuzuordnen si nd, als auch  an der ri ch ti gen Stelle steh en. Ei n 

Transk ri ptaussch ni tt aus Gespräch  5 veransch auli ch t di es, da h i er di e 
Äußerungen an den ri ch ti gen Stellen fallen. Das Transk ri pt stammt aus 

dem letzten Gespräch , wi r di sk uti eren über di e notwendi gen Ei gen­

sch aften von Vorurtei len, d.h . di e Ei gensch aften, di e i n allen Bei spi elen 

für ei n Vorurtei l gegeben sei n müssen. Di e Gruppe di sk uti ert den Punk t 
„Erlei ch terung/Emoti on i st Folge der Erk enntni s“. Nach  der Ei ni gung 

„Erlei ch terung“ zu strei ch en, da „Emoti on“ der passende Oberbegri ff 
i st, folgt folgende Sequenz:

Also der Vorsch lag wäre Emoti on i st Folge der Erk enntni s 
und dann müssten wi r j etzt di e Frage beantworten gi bt es Vorurtei le 
oder Bei spi ele i n denen wi r Vorurtei le erk ennen und emoti onal ni ch t 
tangi ert si nd
l̂na: Also was für ei ne Emoti on h atte Regi na (.) es h at si ch  i n dem Si nn 
ni ch ts verändert si e h atte wei terh i n Angst auch  wenn si e erk annt h at das 
i st ei n Vorurtei l das i st sch on ne Emoti on aber ni ch t anders als vorh er 
'Regi na: Ja gut aber vi ellei ch t war di e Emoüon sch on ei n bi ssch en 
sch lech tes Gewi ssen so nach  dem Motto oh  Mi st

Versuch  von Norbert stattfi ndet, der vom Moderator wi eder zurück ge­

wi esen wi rd, i st der di sk ussi onswürdi ge Vorsch lag von Regi na „vom 

Ti sch “ und wi rd ni ch t meh r aufgegri ffen (auch  der Moderator versäumt 

es, di esen i nteressanten Formuli erungsvorsch lag wi eder aufzugrei fen).

28 Transk ri pt 6 (T6), 22-29.
2’ Lena bezi eh t si ch  h i er auf ei n Bei spi el, das Regi na i m ersten Gespräch  erzäh lt h atte: 

Regi na h atte beri ch tet, dass si e k urz nach  den Terroransch lägen des 11. September 
mi t dem Flugzeug aus den USA nach  Deutsch land flog und i h r alle arabi sch  ausse­
h enden Mensch en „zi emli ch  unh ei mli ch “ waren. Ih r war sch on i m Flugzeug be­
wusst, dass di es ei n Vorurtei l war, aber si e h atte trotzdem Angst.



257

Bei spi el, i n dem di e Emoti on ni ch t Folge der Erk enntni s i st und fragt 
nach , ob es i m Fall von Regi na vi ellei ch t so gewesen sei , dass di e Emo­
ti on ni ch t Folge der Erk enntni s war. Regi na versuch t darauf ei ne Ant­
wort zu geben, i ndem si e erk lärt, dass si e aber sch on ei n sch lech tes Ge­
wi ssen geh abt h ätte, als si e merk te, dass si e ei n Vorurtei l h atte. Auch  
di ese Äußerung i st ni ch t nur ei n Argument für di e Berech ti gung unserer 
Formuli erung, sondern si e steh t ebenfalls an der ri ch ti gen Stelle, da si e 
di e Frage Lenas aufgrei ft und zu beantworten versuch t. Den bei den Äu­
ßerungen von Lena und Regi na k önnen also ni ch t nur Äußerungstypen 
zugeordnet werden (Rück bezug, Nach frage bzw. Contraargument), son­
dern si e steh en auch  an Stellen, di e zum produk ti ven Fortgang des Ge­
spräch s bei tragen. Si e si nd „Gelungene Äußerungen“.
Folgende Bemerk ung von Sonj a i st ebenfalls i nteressant:

„Sonj a: Ob das j etzt was ändert an der Angst da wären wi r sch on wi eder 
bei  Angst und Vorurtei l [verwei st auf den Ei ntrag i n der Sch atzk i ste]“’'’

Sonj a „beantwortet“ das i nh altli ch e Problem, warum di e Erk enntni s von 
Regi na i h re Angst ni ch t aufgelöst h at, durch  den Verwei s auf di e 
Sch atzk i ste”, i n der wi r di eses Problem als i nteressant, aber i m Moment 
ni ch t zu di sk uti eren, aufgenommen h atten. Sonj as Bemerk ung grei ft also 
ni ch t nur di e Frage von Lena auf, sondern verwei st auch  darauf, dass wi r 
di eses Problem sch on als wi ch üg erk annt, aber i n di e Sch atzk i ste 
versch oben h atten. Di eser Verfah rensh i nwei s steh t also auch  an der 
ri ch ugen Stelle, er mach t noch  ei nmal deutli ch , dass di e Frage nach  dem 
Zusammenh ang von Angst und Vorurtei l gerade ni ch t zur Di sk ussi on 
steh t. Auch  di ese Äußerung i st ei ne „Gelungene Äußerung“.

Di e h i er vorgesch lagene Untersch ei dung von „Ni ch t-k onstruk ti ven“, 
„Verfeh lten“ und „Gelungenen“ Äußerungen soll deutli ch  mach en, dass 
das bloße Vork ommen besti mmter Äußerungstypen noch  ni ch t aus­
rei ch t, um ei nen Sprech er als k ompetent ei nstufen zu k önnen. Der 
Kontext entsch ei det darüber, ob ei ne Äußerung als Hi nwei s auf be­
sti mmte Kompetenzen zu versteh en i st.

30 T6,34-36.
3’ Di e „Sch atzk i ste“ di ent dazu, i nteressante Fragen, di e i m Moment ni ch t beantwortet 

werden k önnen, auf ei nem Zettel, eben der „Sch atzk i ste“, festzuh alten. So werden 
di eses Fragen und Aspek te ni ch t vergessen und k önnen später wi eder aufgegri ffen 
werden.
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Wi e oben sch on erwäh nt, verändert di eses Ergebni s di e Überlegun­
gen zur Si ch tbarwerdung von Kompetenzen. Das bloße Vork ommen 
allei n i st noch  k ei n Indi z für di e j ewei li ge Kompetenz, di e Analyse muss 
vi elmeh r k lei ntei li g und i m Kontext des Zusammenh angs vorgenommen 
werden.

Der Versuch , Belege für di e von Gronk e und Stary formuli erten Kom­
petenzberei ch e durch  das Auffi nden besti mmter Außerungstypen i m 
Gespräch  zu fi nden, h atte si ch , wi e oben dargestellt, als weni g ertragrei ch  
erwi esen. Da das bloße Vork ommen der Äußerungstypen noch  k ei nen 
Hi nwei s auf ei ne zugrunde li egende Kompetenz li eferte und di e 
Zuordnung der versch i edenen Äußerungstypen zu den Kompetenzbe­
rei ch en zu unei ndeuti g war, musste der Versuch  aufgegeben werden, di e 
Kompetenzberei ch e von Gronk e und Stary „di rek t“ si ch tbar mach en zu 
wollen.

Ich  entsch i ed mi ch  dah er dafür, zunäch st ei nmal zu fragen, was denn 
i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch „Gespräch sk ompetenz“ bedeuten 
k önnte. Um di ese Frage zu beantworten, versuch te i ch  durch  genaue 
Transk ri ptanalysen zu versteh en, wi e ei n Sok rati sch es Gespräch  „funk ­
ti oni ert“ und welch e Äußerungen bei getragen werden müssen, dami t 
man von ei nem gelungenen Gespräch  sprech en k ann.

Es h at si ch  gezei gt, dass das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  si ch  dadurch  aus­
zei ch net, dass es zum ei nen k lare Ik egeln und Ph asen des Gespräch sverlaufs 
gi bt und zum anderen di e Mögli ch k ei t, si ch über eben di esen 
Gespräch sverlauf auszutausch en. Di ese „anpassungsfäh i ge“ Struk tur 
erlaubt es, h och k omplexe i nh altli ch e Th emen zu besprech en. Dami t so­
woh l das „Sach gespräch “ (das „i nh altli ch e Gespräch “), als auch  das 
„Metagespräch “ (das Gespräch  über den Gespräch sverlauf) stattfi nden 
k önnen, bedarf es versch i edener Äußerungstypen:

Sach äußerungen („i nh altli ch e Äußerungen“)
- Inh altsh eŝgene Metaäußerungen

Formale Metaäußerungen
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Di e i nh altsbezogenen Metaäußerungen di enen vor allem dazu, i mmer 
wi eder di e Sach äußerungen ei nzuordnen und ei nen roten Faden zu ver­
folgen. Der Moderator ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s, dem das Gebot 
der i nh altli ch en Zurück h almng verbi etet, Sach äußerungen bei zutragen, 
überni mmt di e Aufgabe, durch  i nh altsbezogene Metaäußerungen (di e oft 
auch  di e Form von Fragen h aben) das Gespräch  zu struk mri eren. In den 
Metagespräch en, di e auch  wäh rend des Sach gespräch s stattfi nden k ön­
nen, verständi gt si ch  di e Gruppe mi ttels formaler Metaäußerungen über 
den Gespräch sverlauf und überlegt gemei nsam, ob di e Regeln angemes­
sen und ausrei ch end si nd. Zudem bespri ch t si e den bi sh eri gen Ge­
spräch sverlauf und plant das wei tere Vorgeh en. Für di e Adäquath ei t aller 
Äußerungstypen entsch ei dend i st allerdi ngs der si mati onsangemessene 
Ei nsatz der j ewei li gen Äußerungen. Kei ne Äußerung „an si ch “ trägt zu 
ei nem geli ngenden Gespräch sverlauf bei , erst durch  den „ri ch ti gen“, d. h . 
si tuati onsangemessenen Ei nsatz k ann si e zu ei nem geli ngenden Ge­
spräch sverlauf bei tragen.

Aus di esen Überlegungen h eraus lässt si ch  folgende Hypoth ese for­
muli eren:

Ei ne Person i st i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  dann gespräch s­
k ompetent, wenn si e i n der Lage i st, Sach äußerungen sowi e i nh altsbezo­
gene und formale Metaäußerungen si mati onsadäquat bei zutragen.

In ei nem zwei ten Sch ri tt stellte si ch  di e Frage, ob und wi e das Sok ra- 
ti sch e Gespräch  zu ei nem Kompetenzerwerb der Tei lneh mer bei trägt. 
Das Förderpotenzi al i n Bezug auf Sach äußerungen k onnte i n di esem 
Gespräch  ni ch t si ch tbar gemach t werden, da di e Tei lneh mer von 
an i n der Lage waren, gelungene Sach äußerungen bei zutragen.

Gezei gt werden k onnte aber, dass das stattgefundene Sok rati sch e Ge­
spräch  di e Fäh i gk ei t, i nh altsbezogene und formale Metaäußerungen bei zutragen, 
gefördert h at. Daraus lassen si ch  folgende Hypoth esen ablei ten: Am 
Anfang ei nes Gespräch s i st es der Moderator, der di e i nh altsbezogenen 
Metaäußerungen bei trägt (i h m i st j a durch  das Gebot der i nh altli ch en 
Zurück h altung verboten, Sach äußerungen bei zutragen). Di e Tei lneh mer 
begi nnen i m Laufe des Gespräch s, durch mi meti sch e Prozessê^

32 Der Begri ff der Mi mesi s i st für den Kontext des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s i nteressant, 
da di e Transk ri ptanalysen nah e gelegt h aben, dass si ch  di e Tei lneh mer den Sprach sti l 
i n Sok rati sch en Gespräch en durch  mi meti sch e Prozesse anei gnen und so — quasi  
unbemerk t - auch  i h r ei genes Sprech en und Denk en verändern. Zur Bedeutung der
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angeregt, selbst struk turgebende, i nh altsbezogene Metaäußerungen 
bei zutragen, und entwi ck eln so ei ne Praxi s struk turi erender Di sk us­
si onsbei träge. Di eses „Gefüh l“ für den Gespräch sverlauf füh rt zu ei nem 
si tuati onsadäquateren Ei nsatz von Äußerungen. Di e Tei lneh mer lernen, 
i h re Äußerungen besser zu „ti men“. Durch  di e Elemente der Reflexi on 
i n den Metagespräch en mach en si ch  di e Tei lneh mer zudem di e Bedeu­
tung der struk mrsch affenden Äußerungen bewusst. Di es füh rt dazu, dass 
si e di ese struk tursch affenden Äußerungen auch  bewusst ei nsetzen 
k önnen.

Durch  di e Prozesse der Mi mesi s und der Reflexi on üben di e Tei l­
neh mer i h re Fäh i gk ei t, i nh altsbezogene Metaäußerungen bei zutragen. 
Di e Fäh i gk ei t, si ch  über das ei gene Handeln auszutausch en (formale 
Metaäußerungen), wi rd durch  di e Insti mti on des Metagespräch s geför­
dert. Gerade i n der Kombi nati on von mi meti sch en und reflexi ven Pro­
zessen h egt das große Potenzi al des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s. Ei ne Mi­
mesi s oh ne Reflexi on bh ebe ,,bli nd“, di e Fäh i gk ei ten li eßen si ch  ni ch t auf 
andere Kontexte übertragen. Ei ne Reflexi on oh ne k onk rete Praxi s bzw. 
k onk reten Erfolg aber bh ebe „blutleer“ und „h i lflos“, da der Betreffende 
k ei n „Handlungswi ssen“ entwi ck elt h ätte.

Nach dem di ese neuen Hypoth esen über di e Gespräch sk ompetenzen 
i n Sok rati sch en Gespräch en und di e Prozesse der Förderung di eser 
Kompetenzen durch  Mi mesi s und Reflexi on entwi ck elt wurden, steUte 
si ch  di e Frage, ob di ese Kompetenzen auch  i n anderen Kontexten 
fruch tbar gemach t werden k önnen. Di e Frage i st, ob di e Kompetenz 
„Sach - und Metaäußerungen si tuati onsadäquat bei zutragen“, ei ne Be- 
deumng über das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  h i naus besi tzt oder ob si e nur 
wi ch ti g i st, um Sok rati sch e Gespräch e zu füh ren.

Wi e di e Erfah rungsberi ch te der Tei lneh mer zei gen, lernten di e Tei l­
neh mer ni ch t nur, an Sok rati sch en Gespräch en k ompetent tei lzuneh men.

,,Mi mesi s“ i n pädagogi sch en Kontexten si eh e di e Arbei ten von Ch ri stoph  Wulf. Im 
Kontext der von i h m mi tbegründeten h i stori sch -pädagogi sch en Anth ropologi e ni mmt di e 
Mi mesi s ei ne wi ch ti ge Rolle zur Erk lärung von Bi ldungsprozessen ei n. Wulf sch rei bt 
über di e Mi mesi s; „Mi mesi s bedeutet ni ch t di e ledi gli ch  k opi erende Imi tati on ei nes 
Vorbi ldes. Mi mesi s bedeutet etwas ccur Darstellung bri ngen, etwas ausdrück en, si ch  ei ner 
Sach e oder ei nem Mensch en äh nli ch mach en, i h r oder i h m nach ei fem. Mi mesi s 
bezei ch net di e Bezugnah me auf ei nen anderen Mensch en oder auf ei ne andere ,Wei t’, 
i n der Absi ch t, i h m oder i h r äh nh ch  zu werden.“ Zi tat aus: Wulf, Ch ri stoph  1999, S. 
256.



261

Di e Tei lneh mer beri ch teten davon, dass i h nen das Verständni s für das 
Zusammenspi el von i nh altli ch en und metasprach li ch en Elementen auch  
i n anderen Kontexten h i lfrei ch  sei . Zum ei nen sei en si e nach  dem So- 
k rati sch en Gespräch  i n der Lage, i h r Unbeh agen an anderen Di sk ussi o­
nen zu benennen: Es feh lt i h nen dort an Struk tur: Der Moderator und 
di e Gruppe verständi gen si ch  normalerwei se weder über den k onk reten 
i nh altli ch en Gespräch sverlauf, noch  über di e Regeln, di e dem gemei n­
samen Gespräch  zu Grunde li egen.

Zum anderen erleben di e Tei lneh mer aber auch  ei ne Förderung i h res 
„Denk ens“. Si e beri ch teten davon, dass si e si ch  auch  bei m Verfassen 
sch ri ftli ch er Arbei ten vermeh rt um ei ne gute Struk turi erung der Texte 
bemüh en und si ch  Fragen stellen, di e man si ch  auch  i n ei nem Sok rati - 
sch en Gespräch  stellt (z.B. di e Frage: Brauch e i ch  das j etzt wi rk li ch  für 
mei ne Argumentati on?).

Di e besch ri ebene Gespräch sk ompetenz i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch  i st den Tei lneh mern also auch  i n anderen Si tuati onen h i lfrei ch .

Bevor i ch  i m Folgenden den Versuch  unterneh men werde, neue 
Kompetenzen zu formuli eren, di e i n und durch  ei n Sok rati sch es Ge­
spräch  entwi ck elt werden k önnen, i st es mi r wi ch ti g, darauf h i nzuwei sen, 
dass di e genannten Ergebni sse und auch  di e folgenden, nur erste Annä­
h erungen an k omplexe Ph änomene si nd. Di e vorgesch lagenen Unter­
sch ei dungen und Begri ffli ch k ei ten si nd Versuch e, erste „Verständni s­
sch nei sen“ zu eröffnen. Si e h aben ni ch t den Anspruch , di e ei nzi g mögli­
ch en zu sei n, und sollten i n wei teren Untersuch ungen auf i h re Tragfä­
h i gk ei t h i n überprüft werden.

Di e folgenden Kompetenzen, di e über di e Fäh i gk ei t, Sok rati sch e Ge­
spräch e zu füh ren, h i nauswei sen, werden i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch  gefördert:

Si tuati onsangemessener Ei nsatz von Ä ußerungen (Ti mi ng)

Di e Tei lneh mer erleben den Untersch i ed zwi sch en si tuati onsadäqua­
tem und ni ch t si tuati onsadäquatem Ei nsatz von Äußerungen, da ei n 
Austausch  über den Gespräch sverlauf stattfi ndet und si e dadurch  und 
durch di e Ori enti erung an den Regeln auf „falsch en“ Ei nsatz 
h i ngewi esen werden. Wi e i n den Erfah rungsberi ch ten zum Ausdruck  
k ommt, wenden di e Tei lneh mer (manch e zumi ndest) di ese Fäh i gk ei t 
auch  i n anderen Kontexten an und überlegen si ch  „meh r“, wann si e 
was zu ei nem Gespräch  bei tragen wollen bzw. sollten.
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Struk turi ertes Denk en
Di e Tei lneh meri nnen und Tei lneh mer beri ch ten davon, dass si e di e 
Struk turi emng des Gespräch s ni ch t nur für Gespräch e h i lfrei ch  und 
bedeutsam fi nden, sondern auch  für das ei gene Denk en. Di e Tei l­
neh mer lernen, Probleme i n Tei lfragen zu zergli edern und versch i e­
dene Posi ti onen argumentati v gegenei nander abzuwägen.
Gespräch sgestaltungsk ompetens(_
Di e Tei lneh mer beri ch ten davon, dass si e das Wi ssen um di e Be­
deutung von struk tursch affenden Elementen auch  i n anderen Di s­
k ussi onszusammenh ängen ei nsetzen k önnen. Si e k önnen dort nun 
benennen, was si e am Gespräch sverlauf stört und Vorsch läge ma­
ch en, wi e di e Gespräch e besser ablaufen k önnten. Unter dem be­
rech ti gten Vorbeh alt, dass Gespräch ssi tuati onen seh r untersch i edli ch  
si nd, li eße si ch  di e Hypoth ese formuli eren, dass di e Tei lneh mer an 
ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  ei ne „Gespräch sgestaltungsk ompe­
tenz“ aufbauen, di e si e i n di e Lage versetzt, Gespräch ssi tuati onen 
ei nzusch ätzen, eventuelle Sch wi eri gk ei ten zu th emati si eren und di e 
i mpli zi ten und expli zi ten Regeln, di e i n di esem Gespräch sk ontext 
gelten, auf den Prüfstand zu stellen. Di e oben vorgenommene Ei n­
sch ränk ung bezi eh t si ch  vor allem auf di e Frage, ob so ei ne „Ge­
spräch sgestaltungsk ompetenz“ i n allen mögli ch en Gespräch ssi tuati o­
nen di e glei ch e i st oder ob es ni ch t geboten i st, di e Gespräch sgestal­
tungsk ompetenz, di e man i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  erlernen 
k ann, auf den Berei ch  rati onaler Di sk ussi onen zu besch ränk en. Aber 
selbst mi t di eser Ei nsch ränk ung sch ei nt es für Studenten k ei ne ganz 
unwesentli ch e Kompetenz, rati onale Di sk ussi onen gestalten zu k önnen. 
Moderati onsfäh i gk ei t
Ei ne wei tere Hypoth ese, di e si ch  an di e Analyse des Materi als an­
sch li eßen lässt, i st di e, dass di e genannte „Gespräch sgestaltungsk om­
petenz“ darauf h i nwei st, dass das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  auch  ei ne 
Meth ode sei n k önnte, um di e „Moderati onsfäh i gk ei t“ der Tei lneh mer 
zu trai ni eren. Ei ne der wi ch ti gsten Aufgaben von Moderatoren i st das 
Struk turi eren der i nh altli ch en Bei träge der Tei lneh mer. In ei nem 
Sok rati sch en Gespräch  begi nnen di e Tei lneh mer i rgendwann selbst, 
di e Bei träge der anderen, aber auch  i h re ei genen, ei nzuordnen. Di e 
Tei lneh mer ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s überneh men so meh r und 
meh r Moderatoraufgaben mi t und „wach sen“ so i n ei ne Moderato­
renrolle h i nei n.
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1. Di e Menge und Komplexi tät des untersuch ten Materi als war i m Rah ­
men ei ner Magi sterarbei t k aum zu „bändi gen“. Da es weni ge Ori enti e­
rungspunk te gab, di e bei  der Gestaltung des Untersuch ungsdesi gns h el­
fen k onnten, i st di e h i er vorgestellte Arbei t auch  als ei n „meth odologi ­
sch es Experi ment“ anzuseh en. Erstes Ergebni s di eses Experi ments i st 
es, dass vi ele wei tere, detai lh ertere Untersuch ungen mögli ch  si nd, i n de­
nen es ei ne Besch ränk ung auf besti mmte Fragestellungen gi bt. Ei n gro­
ßer Berei ch , der i n di eser Arbei t nur i n ersten Zügen angegangen werden 
k onnte, i st dabei di e genaue Transk ri ptanalyse von besti mmten Ge­
spräch sabsch ni tten. Wi e si ch  gezei gt h at, si nd di rek te Transk ri ptanalysen 
für das Verständni s dessen, wi e i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  gespro­
ch en wi rd, unerlässli ch . Di e Untersch i edli ch k ei t der versch i edenen Ge­
spräch sph asen und di e Komplexi tät der Ph änomene k onnte i n di eser 
Arbei t zunäch st nur festgestellt werden.

Glei ch zei ti g ermögli ch t di ese Arbei t aber auch  genauere Untersu­
ch ungen: Durch  di e vorgenommenen Analysen und di e ersten Bezei ch ­
nungen i nteressanter Ph änomene i st es j etzt mögli ch , seh r präzi se Fragen 
zu stellen. Di ese präzi sen Fragestellungen wurden aus den Materi al­
studi en h eraus entwi ck elt und h aben so ei nen besonderen Wert: Si e si nd 
k ei ne leeren Abstrak ti onen. Zur Bearbei tung di eser Fragen mi ttels ge­
spräch sanalyti sch er Meth oden wäre es allerdi ngs h i lfrei ch  und notwen­
di g, den Sach verstand von Gespräch sforsch ern i n Anspruch  zu neh men. 
Mögli ch e Fragestellungen wären dabei :

Überprüfung der Klassi fi k ati on von Äußerungstypen:
Ist di e Untersch ei dung i n Sach äußerungen und i n i nh altsbezogene

Di e folgenden k urzen Überlegungen zur Relevanz der Ergebni sse lassen 
si ch  i n zwei  Berei ch e ei ntei len: Zunäch st werde i ch  auf di e Konsequen­
zen für di e wei tere Forsch ung zum Sok rati sch en Gespräch  ei ngeh en und 
dann auf di e Konsequenzen für den wei teren Ei nsatz des Sok rati sch en 
Gespräch s an Hoch sch ulen.
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und formale Metaäußerungen tatsäch li ch  di e Untersch ei dung, di e 
dem Materi al am besten gerech t wi rd? Oder gi bt es noch  meh r Di ffe­
renzi erungen, di e dem Materi al zu entneh men si nd?
Spezi fi k ati on von Si tuati onsadäquath ei t:
Was genau i st „Ti mi ng“ (si mati onsadäquater Ei nsatz)? Wer oder was 
entsch ei det über di e Adäquath ei t? Gi bt es ni ch t vermei ntli ch  „falsch  
geti mte“ Bei träge, di e si ch  später als seh r wi ch ti g h erausstellen?
Untersuch ung der Lernprozesse wäh rend des Gespräch s:
Lassen si ch  di e angedeuteten Prozesse der Mi mesi s und der Reflexi on 
noch detai lli erter nach zei ch nen? Welch e Fak toren si nd dafür 
aussch laggebend, dass di ese Prozesse i n Gang k ommen?
Analyse der Moderati on:
Welch e Aufgaben überni mmt der Moderator ei nes Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch s? Hat er tatsäch li ch  „nur“ di e Aufgabe, i nh altsbezogene Me­
taäußerungen bei zutragen? Und wi e, wann und warum überneh men 
di e Tei lneh mer Moderatoraufgaben mi t?

2. Di e Erh ebung der Erfah rungsberi ch te der Tei lneh mer und di e ab­
sch li eßende Gruppendi sk ussi on erwi esen si ch  als produk ti ve Meth oden. 
Di e i nteressanten Ergebni sse zei gen zum ei nen, dass di e Tei lneh mer 
selbst ei ne Förderung derj eni gen Kompetenzen erleben, di e auch  i n den 
Materi alsmdi en i m Fok us der Forsch ung gewesen waren („Ti mi ng“, 
„Gespräch sgestaltungsk ompetenz“), und zum anderen geben si e ei ne 
Antwort auf di e wi ch ti ge Frage, i n welch en Berei ch en di e Tei lneh mer ei n 
Anwendungsfeld für das Gelernte seh en. Di ese Antworten wären durch  
bloße Materi alstudi en so ni ch t mögli ch gewesen. Gerade i n der 
Kombi nati on materi algestützter Verfah ren mi t der Erh ebung der Tei l­
neh merperspek ti ve entstand ei n di fferenzi ertes Bi ld di eses Gespräch s.

Im Zusammenh ang mi t der Tei lneh merperspek ti ve li eße si ch  auch  
über ei ne „Ansch lussuntersuch ung“ nach denk en: Gi bt es ei ne Art von 
„Langzei twi rk ung“ der Erfah rungen oder fallen di e Tei lneh mer wi eder i n 
alte Gespräch s-, Erlebni s- und Handlungsmuster zurück ?

3. Di e Prozesse der Mi mesi s und der Reflexi on, di e i n ei nem Sok rati ­
sch en Gespräch  wi rk sam zu sei n sch ei nen, si nd ei ne mögli ch e Antwort 
auf di e Frage, wi e si ch  Lernen i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  vollzi eh t. 
In di esem Zusammenh ang sch ei nt ei n wei teres i nteressantes For­
sch ungsvorh aben mögli ch : Wi e funk ti oni eren Lernprozesse i n „norma­
len“ Semi naren? Im Zuge mei ner Rech erch en h abe i ch  k ei ne materi alge-
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stützten Untersuch ungen gefunden, di e si ch  di eser Frage anneh men. Es 

wäre dah er si ch erli ch  i nteressant, ei n normales Semi nar mi t ei ner äh nli ­

ch en Meth odenk ombi nati on (Materi alaufnah men und -analysen, sowi e 

Erh ebung der Tei lneh merperspek ti ve) zu beglei ten, wi e i ch  es i n di eser 

Arbei t mi t dem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  versuch t h abe.

Neben den mögli ch en neuen Fragestellungen für wei tere Forsch ungs­

vorh aben, ergeben si ch  aus den Ergebni ssen di eser Untersuch ung aber 

auch  Konsequenzen für den wei teren Ei nsatz Sok rati sch er Gespräch e an 

den Hoch sch ulen.
1. Di e Untersuch ungen legen nah e, dass di e mi meti sch en Prozesse, 

di e wäh rend ei nes Sok rati sch en Gespräch s stattfi nden, für das Erlernen 

der besch ri ebenen Kompetenzen seh r wi ch ti g si nd. Um di ese Prozesse i n 

Gang zu setzen, bedarf es allerdi ngs ei ner gewi ssen Dauer und Re­

gelmäßi gk ei t. Dah er gi lt es zu überlegen, ob es ni ch t si nnvoll wäre, So- 

k rati sch e Gespräch e auch , wi e es Heck mann getan h at, semesterbeglei­

tend anzubi eten. Mögli ch  sch ei nt zum Bei spi el (äh nh ch e Vorsch läge 

wurden i n ei ni gen „i nformellen“ Gespräch en mi t den Tei lneh mern ent­
wi ck elt) ei n „i ni ti i erendes“ Woch enende zu Begi nn ei nes Semesters, das 

dann als vi erstündi ge Veranstaltung ei nmal i n der Woch e fortgesetzt 

wi rd. Di ese Kombi nati on aus ei ner anfängli ch en Block veranstalmng, di e 

mi r wi ch ti g zu sei n sch ei nt, um di e besondere „Sprach praxi s“ des So­

k rati sch en Gespräch s zu etabli eren, und den ansch li eßenden regelmäßi ­
gen Veranstaltungen verspri ch t ei ne große Wi rk ung auf di e besch ri ebe­

nen Kompetenzen der Tei lneh mer. Di e Bedeutung der Regelmäßi gk ei t 

wi rd auch  von Marti n Harmng i n sei nem Aufsatz „Wi e lässt si ch  Ge­

spräch sk ompetenz wi rk sam vermi tteln“ angesproch en;

„Zwar k önnen mi t ei ner ei nzelnen Veranstaltung ei nzelne Aspek te oder 
ei nzelne Handlungsformen erfolgrei ch  bearbei tet werden. Bedenk t man 
j edoch , wi e k omplex Gespräch sk ompetenz i st, h at nur ei n umfassendes 
Konzept mi t regelmäßi gen Veranstaltungen Aussi ch t auf Erfolg.“̂̂
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2. Di e anderen besch ri ebenen Prozesse, di e für di e Ausbi ldung der 
Kompetenzen i n ei nem Sok rati sch en Gespräch  wi ch ti g zu sei n sch ei nen, 
si nd di e Prozesse der Reflexi on. Durch  di e vorgenommenen Transk ri pt­
analysen wi rd deutli ch , dass wi r wäh rend des Gespräch s oft nur seh r 
oberfläch li ch  über den bi sh eri gen Gespräch sverlauf sprach en. Selbst 
wenn wi r uns vorgenommen h atten, unser ei genes Vorgeh en zu reflek ­
ti eren, gelang uns das ni ch t sonderli ch  gut. Ich  selbst aber war durch  di e 
ansch li eßende Arbei t am Transk ri ptmateri al i n der Lage, vi ele Reflexi o­
nen über di e Gründe für eh er gelungene oder eh er ni ch t gelungene Ge­
spräch spassagen anzusteUen. Wi e ei n Zi tat aus Lui s Absch lussberi ch t 
deutli ch  mach t’“», i st es wäh rend des Gespräch s selbst mei st ni ch t mög­
li ch  „mi tzubek ommen“, warum di e Gespräch e plötzli ch  „verworren“ 
werden. Erst nach trägli ch e Transk ri ptanalysen ermögli ch en di es. Es 
k önnte also gewi nnbri ngend sei n, mi t ausgewäh lten Transk ri pten zu ar­
bei ten und mi t ei ner gemei nsamen Analyse di eser Transk ri pte zu begi n­
nen. Di es, so di e Vermutung, würde neuerli ch e reflexi ve Prozesse an­
stoßen, di e dem Kompetenzerwerb förderli ch  sei n dürften. Interessan­
terwei se gi bt es i n der Gespräch sforsch ung vi ele Verwei se darauf, dass 
di e besten Kommuni k ati onstrai ni ngs di e si nd, i n denen mi t auth enti­
sch en Transk ri pten aus Gespräch ssi tuati onen der Betei li gten gearbei tet 
wi rd.” Durch  den Ei nsatz von gemei nsamen Transk ri ptanalysen setzt 
man si ch  allerdi ngs der Gefah r aus, das Sok rati sch e Gespräch  zu ei nem 
„Kommuni k ati onstrai ni ng“ zu mach en, das i n sei nen i nh altli ch en An­
sprüch en dadurch  vi ellei ch t (wah rsch ei nli ch ?) verli eren würde.

3. Ei ne wei tere Mögli ch k ei t, Sok rati sch e Gespräch e zu verändern, um 
si e noch  gezi elter zur Förderung besti mmter Kompetenzen ei nzusetzen, 
bi etet si ch  für den Berei ch  der „Moderati onsfäh i gk ei t“ an. Wi e i n di esem 
Sok rati sch en Gespräch  sch on ei nmal k urz ausprobi ert, k önnte man den 
Versuch  unterneh men, di e Moderati on zei twei se von den Tei lneh mern 
überneh men zu lassen. Da si ch  Moderi eren nur durch  Übung erlernen

„Besonders i nteressant wäh rend der Gespräch e war für mi ch , darauf zu ach ten, 
wann ei n Gespräch  verworren wi rd/lange dauert/man das Gefüh l h at, man k ommt 
ni ch t zu Wort. Lei der i st mi r das überh aupt ni ch t gelungen, denn i ch  merk te i mmer 
nur, wenn wi r uns i n ei ner solch en Si tuati on befanden. Jedoch  ni emals, welch e 
Fak toren dazu bei getragen h atten, dass wi r überh aupt i n ei ne solch e Si tuati on geraten 
waren!“ Erfah rungsberi ch t Lui s, 30-34.

35 Si eh e z.B. Beck er-Mrotzek  2004.
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lässt, stellt das Sok rati sch e Gespräch , dank  der k laren Regeln und Ph a­

sen, ei n i deales Übungsfeld dar.
Di e vorgenommene multi perspek ti vi sch e Untersuch ung empi ri sch en 

Materi als h at si ch  als seh r fruch tbar erwi esen, wennglei ch  di e Untersu­
ch ung nur als erster Sch ri tt i n der empi ri sch en Auswertung und Analyse 

Sok rati sch er Gespräch e gelten k ann. Wi e oben dargelegt, sch li eßen si ch  

vi ele Fragen an di e vorgestellte Arbei t an, wünsch enswert ersch ei nt es 

dah er, dass di e empi ri sch e Erforsch ung Sok rati sch er Gespräch  von vi e­

len vorangetri eben wi rd, um so den Nach wei s zu füh ren, dass das So­

k rati sch e Gespräch , gerade i m Berei ch e der Hoch sch ulbi ldung, große 

Lernpotenzi ale bi rgt und seh r zu Unrech t ei n Sch attendasei n fri stet.
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Mi t Sok rates auf dem bi oeth i sch en Mark t.
Reflexi onen über zwei  sozi alwi ssensch aftli ch e For­
sch ungsproj ek te

„Genmani puli erter Mai s - unk alk uli erbares Ri si k o“ so ti telte di e ZEIT 
i m Früh j ah r des Jah res 2009.1 ,,Stammzellforsch ung. Eth i sch er Spi eßru- 
tenläuf ‘ h i eß es i n der FAZ Anfang 2008.2 Di ese bei den Sch lagzei len ste­
h en für vi ele andere, di e si ch  mi t den Debatten um gentech nologi sch e 
Innovati onen besch äfti gen. Als Zei tungsleseri n si nd si e ei nem sch on 
vertraut, und es fällt ei nem vi ellei ch t auch  ni ch ts besonderes meh r daran 
auf. Verglei ch t man j edoch  gegenwärti ge tech nologi epoli ti sch e und wi s­
sensch aftli ch e Kontroversen ei ngeh ender, so wi rd man feststellen, dass 
si e untersch i edli ch  gerah mt werden̂; di e Debatten um di e fri edli ch e Nut­
zung der Kernenergi e etwa oder di e grüne Gentech ni k  werden i n erster 
Li ni e unter der Perspek ti ve der dami t verbundenen Ri si k en und 
Unsi ch erh ei ten gefüh rt. Di e Ausei nandersetzungen um di ese Tech nolo­
gi en dreh en si ch  um Fragen der grundsätzli ch en Unberech enbark ei t i h res 
Gefah renpotenzi als, der mangelnden tech ni sch en Si ch erh ei t oder der 
k atastroph alen Folgen von Unfällen.

Anders si nd di e Sch werpunk te bei  den medi zi ni sch en Anwendungen 
geneti sch er Forsch ung, dem Ei nsatz medi zi ni sch er Bi otech nologi en. 
Hi er domi ni eren eth i sch e Überlegungen di e öffentli ch en Di sk ussi onen 
über Stammzellforsch ung, Klonen, neue geneti sch e Tests und dgl. meh r. 
Neue medi zi ni sch e Bi otech nologi en werden ni ch t nur mi t Standortvor­
tei len, Forsch ungsexzellenz oder Gesundh ei t assozi i ert, sondern auch  mi t

' h ttp://www.zei t.de/onli ne/2009/10/k ek ule-genmai s (Download am 26.6.2009).
2 h ttp://www.faz.net/s/Rub268AB64801534CF288DF93BB89F2D797/Doc

~E41DA99DC632E4D02B7C752909AE564AC~ATpl~Ecommon~Scontent.h tml 

(Download: 26.6.2009).
Kastenh ofer (2009).

http://www.zeit.de/online/2009/10/kekule-genmais
http://www.faz.net/s/Rub268AB64801534CF288DF93BB89F2D797/Doc
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4

5

6

Jorde et al (2000).

Bogner/Menz (2005a, 2005b), Ach /Runtenberg (2002).
Vgl. di e Proj ek th omepage: h ttp://www.i h s.ac.at/steps/gendi alog/ (Download: 
26.6.2009).
Counci l of Europe (2003).
Jorde et al (2000)

k omplexen ph i losoph i sch en Fragen, etwa nach  dem Begi nn des Lebens, 
der Würde des Mensch en, nach  gerech ter Ressourcenvertei lung i n der 
Gesundh ei tspoli ti k , und der Verantwortung oder gar den Grenzen der 
Wi ssensch aft."*

Für di e ak ademi sch e Ph i losoph i e bri ngt di ese Entwi ck lung der bi o­
eth i sch en Di sk ussi on ei nen enormen Aufsch wung i h rer öffentli ch en 
Relevanz mi t si ch . (Bi o-)Eth i k erlnnen si nd gefragt bei  öffentli ch en Stel­
lungnah men, i n eth i sch en Expertenk ommi ssi onen und ni ch t zuletzt auf 
dem Mark t für Publi k ati onen.̂ Di e zuneh mende Relevanz der Bi oeth i k  
i n der Öffentli ch k ei t und di e Ei nri ch mng entsprech ender Insti mti onen 
si nd aus ei ner sozi ologi sch en Perspek ti ve i nteressant, zeugen si e doch  
von ei nem si ch  wandelnden gesellsch aftli ch en Umgang mi t eth i sch en 
Fragestellungen. Di ese Wandlungsprozesse waren der Ausgangspunk t für 
zwei i nternati onale sozi alwi ssensch aftli ch e Forsch ungsproj ek te. Im 
Zentrum stand dabei  der neosok rati sch e Di alog (NSD) als Meth ode zur 
Bearbei mng bi oeth i sch er Fragestellungen. Der NSD wurde i n ausge­
wäh lten Gruppen von Experti nnen und Lai en ei ngesetzt, um di e Mög­
li ch k ei ten und Grenzen di alogi sch er Verfah ren zu untersuch en. In dem 
Proj ek t „ XENO“** gi ng es um eth i sch e Fragestellungen, di e mi t der For­
sch ung über di e sog. Xenotransplantati on - der Transplantati on von 
Zellen, Geweben oder Organen von ei ner Spezi es i n ei ne andere — zur 
Di sk ussi on steh en. Über di esen medi zi ni sch en Ei ngri ff wi rd derzei t 
weltwei t geforsch t; sowoh l i n der Grundlagenforsch ung als auch  h i n­
si ch tli ch  der prak ti sch en Anwendbark ei t am Mensch en.̂ Xenotrans­
plantati on wi rft ei ne Vi elzah l grundlegender ti ereth i sch er, h umaneth i­
sch er und medi zi neth i sch er Fragestellungen auf.**

In dem zwei ten Proj ek t standen di e h umangeneti sch e Di agnosti k  und 
di e dami t ei nh ergeh ende geneti sch e Beramng i m Mi ttelpunk t des For­
sch ungsi nteresses. Letztere wi rd i m Kontext medi zi ni sch er Ei nri ch tun­
gen vor und nach  der Durch füh rung ei nes geneti sch en Tests von ent­
sprech end quali fi zi ertem Personal prak ti zi ert. Auch  di e geneti sch e Be­
ratung wi rft ei ne Vi elzah l eth i sch er Probleme auf, di e ni ch t nur das Arzt-

http://www.ihs.ac.at/steps/gendialog/
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Zur gesellsch aftli ch en Insti tuti onali si erung der Bi o­
eth i k  - oder: Warum neosok rati sch e Gespräch e?

Ni ch t zuletzt di e neuen Bi otech nologi en und di e dami t verbundenen 
eth i sch en Fragen, h aben dazu gefüh rt, dass bi oeth i sch e Experti se gefragt 
i st, i nsbesondere dort wo es um medi zi ni sch e Anwendungen geh t. Bi o­
eth i k  h at zwar alle mensch li ch en Ei ngri ffe i n ti eri sch es, pflanzli ch es und

9

10

Pati entenverh ältni s, di e Datensi ch erh ei t, di e ärztli ch e Versch wi e­
genh ei tspfli ch t betreffen, sondern di e geneti sch e Forsch ung i nsgesamt.’ 
Gi ng es i m Proj ek t „XENO“’“ um den Ei nsatz des NSD i n ei nem Feld, 
das i n ei ner Früh ph ase der Entwi ck lung, der poli ti sch en Ausei nander­
setzung darüber und vor der gesetzli ch en Reguli erung i st” , so k onzen­
tri erte si ch  das Proj ek t „Gen-Di alog“ auf di e Analyse und Reflexi on ei­
ner gängi gen medi zi ni sch en Praxi s’̂. Ist das erste Proj ek t i n das For­
sch ungsfeld parti zi pati ver Tech ni k folgenforsch ung (PTA) ei nzuordnen, 
so h andelt es si ch  bei m Proj ek t zur geneti sch en Beratung um ei n trans­
di szi pli näres Proj ek t zur Verbesserung ei ner spezi fi sch en professi onellen 
Praxi s. Bei de Proj ek te si nd i m Zusammenh ang mi t der gegenwärti g 
stattfi ndenden Insti tuti onali si erung der Bi oeth i k  zu seh en: bei XENO 
auf der Ebene der Ini ti i erung ei nes öffentli ch en Di sk urses über Xe­
notransplantati on, i m Fall von Gen-Di alog auf der Ebene der professi o­
nellen Praxi s von Humangeneti k ern, i h rer Aus- und Wei terbi ldung sowi e 
der Sensi bi li si erung professi oneller Netzwerk e für eth i sch e Fragestel­
lungen.

Generell gesproch en gi ng es bei  bei den Proj ek ten um di e Frage, i n­
wi ewei t der NSD ei n geei gnetes Instrument i st, um mi t Stak eh oldern, 
also Personen, di e i n i rgendei ner Wei se i n ei n spezi fi sch es Feld i nvolvi ert 
si nd, ei nen eth i sch en Di sk urs zu morali sch en Fragen von Wi ssensch aft 
und Tech ni k  zu füh ren?

Hi rsch berg et al (2009).
Vgl. di e Proj ek th omepage: h ttp://www.i h s.ac.at/departments/soc/xeno-pta/ 

(Download: 26.6.2009).
ti Gri eßler/Li tti g (2006).
'2 Hadolt/Lengauer (2009).

http://www.ihs.ac.at/departments/soc/xeno-pta/
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mensch li ch es Leben sowi e i h re begründete morali sch e Beurtei lung zum 
Gegenstand. Desh alb zäh len zu i h r auch  di e Ti ereth i k  und di e ök ologi ­
sch e Eth i k , sowi e di e di e Forsch ung i n di esen Gebi eten.’-̂ Doch  dürfte 
der medi zi ni sch e Berei ch  derzei t das promi nenteste Anwendungsfeld der 
Bi oeth i k  sei n. Dabei sch ei nt di e bi omedi zi ni sch e Eth i k  di e tradi ti onelle 
ärztli ch e Eth i k  abzulösen: „Von di eser tradi ti onellen ärztli ch en Eth i k  
untersch ei det si ch  di e Bi oeth i k  i n meh reren wi ch ti gen Hi nsi ch ten: Ers­
tens werden Handlungen wei terer Ak teure, etwa der Pflegenden, der 
medi zi ni sch en Forsch eri nnen und Forsch er, aber auch  der Kostenträger 
und Vertei lungsi nstanzen i m Gesundh ei tswesen i n di e eth i sch e Reflexi on 
stärk er mi t ei nbezogen. Zwei tens h at si ch  das Th emenspek trum er­
h ebli ch  erwei tert. Gegenstand der bi oeth i sch en Reflexi on si nd alle aus 
dem Fortsch ri tt der Bi owi ssensch aften und aus den neune Tech nologi en 
erwach senden Fragestellungen. ... Dri ttens wi rd di e bi omedi zi ni sch e 
Eth i k , i m Untersch i ed zur tradi ti onellen Arzteth i k , als öffentli ch e Refle­
xi on über medi zi ni sch es Handeln verstanden.“’̂ Medi zi ni sch e Bi oeth i k  
rück t also morah sch e Fragen des medi zi ni sch es Handelns (auch  der 
bi omedi zi ni sch en Forsch ung) stärk er i n den Bli ck  der Öffentli ch k ei t und 
fördert di e Pati entenautonomi e gegenüber ei nem tradi ti onellen paterna­
li sti sch en Arzt-Pati enti nnen-Verh ältni s (Sti ch wort: i nformed consent).

Di ese Entwi ck lung mani festi ert si ch  i n ei ner zuneh menden Insti tuti­
onali si erung der Bi oeth i k .’5 Davon zeugen di e Ei nri ch tung von For­
sch ungsei nri ch tungen und Gremi en sowi e Kommi ssi onen zur Poli ti k be­
ratung, Eth i k k ommi ssi onen i n Krank enh äusern zur Selbstreflexi on sowi e 
Eth i k zentren oder Eth i k i nsti tute als Aus- und Wei terbi ldungsei nri ch ­
tungen.’'’

Besonders promi nent si nd dabei di e parlamentari sch en oder staatli ­
ch en Eth i k k ommi ssi onen zur Verh andlung bi oeth i sch er Probleme, di e i n

Ach /Runtenberg (2002), S. 14.
Ach /Runtenberg (2002), S. 16.

Zum Tei l wurde di eser Prozess di rek t von ei nflussrei ch en Lebenswi ssensch aftlern - 
am berüh mtesten i st woh l James Watson - vorangetri eben, di e di e Förderung von 
Forsch ung über di e eth i sch en, legali sti sch en und sozi alen Folgen geneti sch er For­
sch ung (ELSI: eth i cal, legal and soci al i ssues) sch on i n den 1990er Jah ren empfoh len 
h aben (Bi ller-Andorno 2001). In vi elen Ländern werden sei th er Mi ttel für di e sog. 
ELSI-Forsch ung berei tgestellt, di e mi t ei nem Budget von 3-5% der staatli ch  
geförderten Genomforsch ung verglei ch swei se üppi g ausgestattet i st.
Vgl. Ach /Runtenberg (2002), S. 139ff.
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vi elen Ländern ei ngeri ch tet worden si nd.’'̂ Trotz ei ni ger Di fferenzen i n 
der Bestellung, der di szi pli nären Zusammensetzung, Legi ti mi erung und 
den k onk reten Aufgaben di eser Kommi ssi onen h andelt es si ch  dabei  
durch wegs um multi di szi ph näre Experti nnengremi en, i n denen ak ade­
mi sch  ausgebi ldete Eth i k er i n der Regel ei ne Mi nderh ei t si nd. Di sk uti ert 
werden soll i n di esen Gremi en Sach standswi ssen über di e neuen 
tech nologi en i n Verbi ndung mi t eth i sch en Fragestellungen, um 
Poli ti k empfeh lungen zu entwi ck eln.

Di e Kri ti k  an den expertenori enti erten Eth i k k ommi ssi onen h at alter­
nati v und ergänzend dazu parti zi pati ve Di sk ussi onsverfah ren auf den 
Plan gerufen.'̂ Wäh rend di e Experti se der Experti nnenk ommi ssi onen 
bei Sach wi ssen pri nzi pi ell weni ger i n Frage gesteh t wi rd, so wi rd i h re 
„eth i sch e Experti se“ vi elfach  bezwei felt: Wi eso sollte ei n Medi zi ner, 
Bi otech nologe, ei n Sozi alwi ssensch aftler oder Ök onom, der si ch  ni ch t 
dessen auswei sen k ann, über meh r eth i sch e Kenntni sse verfügen als der 
berüh mte Mann oder di e Frau von der Straße? Wori n besteh t dann aber 
di e Legi ti mati on der i n den Kommi ssi onen erarbei teten eth i sch en Em­
pfeh lungen? Kri ti si ert wurde außerdem, dass di e Empfeh lungen der 
Eth i k k ommi ssi onen eh er Ergebni s von Aush andlungsprozessen, Ab­
sti mmungsverfah ren und Koali ti onsbi ldungen si nd. Statt systemati sch er 
eth i sch er Argumentati on steh e das „bargai ni ng“, das Aush andeln von 
Posi ti onen i m Vordergrund.’’ Di ese Kri ti k  - nämli ch  di e wei tgeh ende 
Abwesenh ei t von systemati sch er eth i sch er Argumentati on - lässt si ch  
nun auch  gegenüber den parti zi pati ven Verfah ren (z.B. Konsensusk on­
ferenzen) vorbri ngen, an denen vor allem wi ssensch aftli ch e Lai en tei l­
neh men. Beglei tforsch ungen wi esen nach , dass eth i sch e Fragen zumei st 
i mpli zi t und unsystemati sch  beh andelt werden. In der Regel mangelt es 
an Zei t, Geld und an di sk ursi ven Instrumenten, für di e Bearbei tung eth i ­
sch er Fragestellungen.2o Der k onstati erte Mangel an Meth oden war der 
Ansatzpunk t des Forsch ungsproj ek ts „XENO“: Es sollte das neoso- 
k rati sch e Gespräch  (NSD) auf dem Mark tplatz für parti zi pati ve und di s­
k ursi ve Verfah ren zur Bearbei tung eth i sch er Probleme der neuen Bi o-
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Im Überbli ck : D. Bi rnbach er/D. Kroh n (2002), Saran/Nei ßer (2004), Gronk e/ 
Häußner (2006).
Gronk e (1996), S. 35.
Vgl Ach /Runtenberg, (2002).
Hadolt/Lengauer (2009).
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tech nologi en erprobt werden. Bei m NSD h andelt es si ch  um ei n Ge­
spräch sverfah ren, i n dem expli zi t auch  mi t ph i losoph i sch en Lai en ph i lo­
soph i sch e, also auch  eth i sch e, Fragen besproch en werden k önnen. Ur­
sprüngli ch  i n der Ph i losoph i edi dak ti k  entwi ck elt, wi rd er i nzwi sch en i n 
versch i edenen Kontexten (vor allem i n der Sch ule, Uni versi tät und der 
Organi sati onsentwi ck lung) ei ngesetzt).2' Mi t dem NSD soll vor allem das 
Ph i losoph i eren geübt werden, d. h . i n erster Li ni e selbstk ri ti sch es und 
reflexi ves Denk en bei glei ch zei ti ger Ach tung der anderen als glei ch ­
berech ti gte Gespräch spartner und dem Bemüh en um ei nen argumentati­
ven Konsens.22

Auch  i m Falle des oben genannten Forsch ungsproj ek tes zur geneti ­
sch en Beratung („Gen-Di alog“) gi ng es um di e Bearbei tung bi oeth i sch er 
Fragstellungen mi t eth i sch en Lai en. Der Anwendungsk ontext war aller­
di ngs ei n anderer als i m Proj ek t „Xeno“: Bi oeth i k  wi rd j a ni ch t nur auf 
der Ebene der öffentli ch en Di sk ussi on oder der Gesetzgebung abgeh an­
delt, sondern k ommt auch  i n der Alltagspraxi s von Medi zi nern etwa i m 
Krank enh aus oder i n Arztpraxen zum Tragen. Entsprech end sollte es i n 
dem Forsch ungsproj ek t um di e eth i sch e Reflexi on professi onellen Han­
delns (i n erster Li ni e) von Ärzten geh en, di e geneti sch e Beratungen 
durch füh ren. Wi e aus empi ri sch en Studi en bek annt i st, spi elt di e Ausei n­
andersetzung mi t (bi o-)eth i sch en Fragestellungen und mi t Handlungsbe­
gründungen, d.h . letztendli ch  das Abwägen von eth i sch en Gründen auch  
i n der professi onellen Praxi s von Medi zi nern ei ne zuneh mend größere 
Rolle.2i Di es mag auch  dami t zu tun h aben, dass di e Bewälti gung von 
Unsi ch erh ei ten und Ni ch twi ssen i m Berei ch  der Humangeneti k  mi t den 
Mi tteln tradi ti onellen medi zi ni sch en Handelns allei n ni ch t mögli ch  i st.24 
Häufi g geh t es bei  geneti sch en Erk rank ungen ni ch t meh r ei ndeuti g um 
Gesundh ei t oder Krank h ei t, sondern um meh r oder weni ger vage Wah r­
sch ei nli ch k ei ten und Di sposi ti onen, selten um 100-prozenti ge Ei ntri tts­
si ch erh ei ten. A. Bogner h at festgestellt, dass i n dem Fall der Pränataldi a­
gnosti k  für di e h andelnden Medi zi ner rei n medi zi ni sch e Gründe ni ch t di e 
allei ni ge Entsch ei dungsgrundlage si nd, sondern auf i ndi vi duelle mo-
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3. Neosok rati sch e Gespräch e über eth i sch e Probleme 
der Xenotransplantati on und der geneti sch en Bera­
tung

25

26

27

Der NSD i st ei ne Form der angelei teten, systemati sch en Kommuni k a­
ti on über morali sch e Grundfragen i n ei ner Gruppe von 8-12 Tei lneh me­
ri nnen und i n di esem Si nn ei ne gemei nsame eth i sch e Reflexi on?̂ Di ese 
rek urri ert auf ei ne di sk urseth i sch e Tradi ti on, i n der k ei n morali sch es 
Th eori egebäude deduzi ert wi rd, sondern mi ttels regressi ver Abstrak ti on 
vom k onk reten lebensweltli ch en Fall nach  den morali sch en Impli k ati o­
nen von Handlungen gefragt wi rd. Durch  das gemei nsame Abwägen von 
Gründen soll ei ne eth i sch  reflek ti erte Begründung von Handlungen 
errei ch t werden. Di eses Verständni s des neosok rati sch en Di alogs steh t i n 
der Tradi ti on der deutsch en Ph i losoph en Leonard Nelson und Gustav

rali sch e Überlegungen zurück gegri ffen wi rd.2'’ Auch  di e wei t verbrei tete 
Ei nri ch tung von Eth i k k ommi ssi onen oder eth i sch en Fallbesprech ungen 
i m Krank enh aus verwei sen auf di e Übersch rei mng rei n medi zi ni sch er 
Kompetenzen i n der medi zi ni sch en Praxi s.26 Hi nter di esen Ei nri ch tun­
gen verbi rgt si ch  di e Idee, dass bei besti mmten Problemlagen „gute 
Gründe“ di e Grundlage für professi onelle Handlungen sei n sollen. Zu 
fragen i st dann allerdi ngs, was gute Gründe si nd und wi e gute Gründe 
überh aupt entwi ck elt werden k önnen.

Im Proj ek t „Gen-Di alog“ sollten mi ttels neosok rati sch er Di aloge di e 
„guten Gründe“ für das Handeln geneti sch er Berateri nnen untersuch t 
werden.

Bogner (2005).
Saak e/Kunz (2006).
Der NSD wi rd von ei nem/r entsprech end gesch ulten Lei ter/i n moderi ert. 
Ausbi ldungen bi etet u.a. di e Gesellsch aft für Sok rati sch es Ph i losoph i eren an: 
h ttp://www.ph i losoph i sch -poli ti sch e-ak ademi e.de/ (Download: 26.6.2009).

http://www.philosophisch-politische-akademie.de/
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Nelson (1965), Heck mann (1981); i m Überbli ck  Raupach -Strey (2002).
Rah me (1996), S. 156; k ursi v i m Ori gi nal.

Heck mann, di e di e anti k en sok rati sch en Di aloge zu ei nem Gruppenver­
fah ren wei terentwi ck elt h aben.̂»

Der NSD soll zwei erlei  lei sten: Erstens soll er ei ne h andlungsentlas­
tete Kommuni k ati on über eth i sch e Maßstäbe und das h ei ßt di e argu­
mentati ve Beurtei lung und Begründung des Handelns ermögli ch en. 
Zwei tens zi elt er auf di e k ommuni k ati ve Konstruk ti on ei nes argumenta­
ti ven Konsenses i nnerh alb der argumenti erenden Gruppe. Ei n argu­
mentati ver Konsens i st i m Verständni s des neosok rati sch en Di alogs 
dann errei ch t, wenn alle Tei lneh menden ei ner Aussage nach  deren um­
fassenden di alogi sch en Untersuch ung oh ne Zwei fel zusti mmen k önnen. 
Er stellt „dem Anspruch  nach  ei ne Erk enntni slei stung dar und i st als sol­
ch e rei n di sk ursi v-k ommuni k ati v erzi elt, das h ei ßt i m Rah men der 
Gruppe der Gespräch stei lneh mer gemei nsam, sozusagen nach bestem 
Wi ssen, erarbei tet.“2’ Di e Konsensbi ldung i st ei ne Lei ti dee des NSD, 
auch  wenn di ese unter den gegenwärti gen Bedi ngungen wi derstrei tender, 
plurali sti sch er Moralen sch wer zu errei ch en i st. Si e setzt voraus, dass si ch  
di e Tei lneh menden wech selsei ti g bestmögli ch versteh en. Di e Tei l­
neh menden si nd aufgefordert si ch  mögli ch st k urz zu fassen, si ch  ver­
ständli ch  auszudrück en und nur Di nge zu äußern, di e i h nen wi rk li ch  ei n 
Anli egen si nd (d.h . darauf zu verzi ch ten, advocatus di aboli zu spi elen). 
Um den Verständi gungsprozess zu fördern, k ann di e moderi erende 
Person den Kommuni k ati onsverlauf so steuern, dass das gemei nsame 
Verständni s ei nzelner Aussagen überprüft wi rd; z.B. i ndem ei nzelne 
Statements von anderen Sprech eri nnen wi ederh olt werden. Derarti ge 
Interventi onen verlangsamen den Gespräch sprozess, was den Tei lneh ­
menden oftmals vi el Geduld abverlangt.

Ausgangspunk t ei nes NSD i st ei ne grundlegende eth i sch e oder ph i lo­
soph i sch e Frage, di e ni ch t empi ri sch , sondern durch  Reflexi on zu be­
antworten i st. Di e Frage muss für di e Tei lneh meri nnen persönli ch  rele­
vant sei n und so formuli ert werden, dass si e Bei spi ele aus i h rer alltägli­
ch en Lebenswelt oder professi onellen Praxi s fi nden k önnen, i n der di e 
Fragestellung des NSD ei ne zentrale RoUe spi elt. Der Di alog selbst be­
zi eh t si ch  i n der Anfangsph ase auf ei ne (oder ei ni ge weni ge) k onk rete 
Erfah rung(en) der Tei lneh menden, di e für alle anderen nach vollzi eh bar 
und verständli ch  i st. Di e systemati sch e Reflexi on di eser Erfah rung wi rd
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beglei tet von ei ner Such e nach  gemei nsamen Urtei len und den Begrün­
dungen di eser Urtei le. Di e Betei li gten benöti gen k ei n spezi elles Exper­
tenwi ssen über di e Frage des Di alogs, denn das empi ri sch e Materi al der 
sok rati sch en Untersuch ung - di e Bei spi ele und Urtei le der Tei lneh ­
meri nnen - formt di e Basi s der gemei nsamen Reflexi on über i mph zi te 
Regeln, Werturtei le, Pri nzi pi en und Vorbedi ngungen k onk reten Han­
delns, Für di e Zweck e der bei den Forsch ungsproj ek te wurde der NSD 
um zwei Sch ri tte erwei tert, nämli ch  um di e Analyse der k onk reten 
Problemsi tuäti on, zu deren Lösung der NSD bei tragen soll, und um den 
Sch ri tt des Transfers der Ergebni sse des NSD auf das Ausgangsproblem.

Di e folgende Abbi ldung stellt den Ablauf ei nes NSD sch emati sch  
darfli

Abb. 1: Das erwei terte Sanduh rmodell des neosok rati sch en Gespräch s; 
Regressi ve Abstrak ti on und neosok rati sch e Argumentati on.

Di e Sch ri tte (1) - (5) umfassen das neosok rati sch e Gespräch  i m engeren 
Si nn, di e systemati sch e ph i losoph i sch e Argumentati on. Di e Ph ase (0) i st 
ei ne dem NSD vorgelagerte Ph ase, i n der Rech erch en und Vorgespräch e 
über di e k onk rete Problemsi tuati on durch gefüh rt werden. Di ese Ph ase 
di ent auch  der (vorläufi gen) Formuh erung der Fragestellung des NSD. In 
der Transferph ase (6) geh t es darum, di e gewonnenen, grundlegenden

30 Vgl. ausfüh rli ch  dazu Kessels (1997/2001), Raupach -Strey (2002).
3' Abgebi ldet i n: Gri eßler/Li tti g/Pi ch elsdorfer 2009, S. 281.
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3. 2. Das Bei spi el Xenotransplantati on: 
Das Proj ek t „XENO‘‘̂"

Für di e detai lli erte Darstellung des Ablaufs und der Ergebni sse der ei nzelnen Proj ek t­
sch ri tte vgl, di e meh rsprach i ge Homepage des Proj ek ts (Download: 26.6.09); 
h ttp://www.i h s.ac.at/departments/soc/xeno-pta/dt/ptoj ek t_besch .h tml.
Counci l of Europe (2003), S. 5.
So werden di e Ti ere bezei ch net, denen Organe für di e Transplantati on entnommen 
werden.

Erk enntni sse, Reflexi onen und Ei nsi ch ten auf den k onk reten Problemfall 
anzuwenden.

Im Zentrum des neosok raüsch en Di alogs steh t di e vernunftori en­
ti erte, wech selsei ti ge Verständi gung der Tei lneh meri nnen bei  der sch ri tt­
wei sen Analyse ei ner grundlegenden Frage. Di es bei nh altet das Expli ­
zi eren und Konk reti si eren ei gener Wertvorstellungen und deren Über­
prüfung an den Wertvorstellungen anderer. Di e Untersuch ung der Gel­
tung der vorgebrach ten Werte bei nh altet auch  ei ne Untersuch ung des 
Ausmaßes der Überei nsti mmung i nnerh alb der Gruppe.

Di ese Art der reflexi v-argumentati ven Ausei nandersetzung i st i n vi e­
len (professi onellen) Praxi sfeldern gefragt, i n Unterneh men, Verwaltun­
gen, bei poli ti sch en Entsch ei dungsprozessen und ni ch t zuletzt auch  i n 
der Medi zi n.

XTP bezei ch net di e Transplantati on von Zellen, Gewebe und Organen 
von ei ner Spezi es i n ei ne andere."̂’ Sollte XTP trotz derzei t besteh ender 
i mmunologi sch er und ph ysi ologi sch er Hi nderni sse als Th erapi e zur Ver­
fügung steh en, k önnte si e den i n vi elen Ländern k onstati erten Mangel an 
i mplanti erbaren Organen reduzi eren und dami t dazu bei tragen, Leben zu 
retten. Andersei ts besteh t das - zumei st als Si ch erh ei ts- und ni ch t eth i­
sch es Problem di sk uti erte - Ri si k o, dass i n den „source ani mals“34 vor­
h andene, bek annte oder unbek annte Vi ren, di e Empfängeri nnen i nfi zi e­
ren und si ch  eventuell i n der Bevölk erung ausbrei ten. Internati onal wer­
den daneben grundsätzli ch e eth i sch e Fragen der XTP di sk uti ert. Bei­
spi ele dafür si nd: Ist es aufgrund reli gi öser Überzeugungen und/oder 
eth i sch er Überlegungen vertretbar, Ti ere als Organ-, ZeU- und Gewebe- 
„Li eferanten“ für Mensch en zu nutzen? Unter welch en Bedi ngungen?

http://www.ihs.ac.at/departments/soc/xeno-pta/dt/ptojekt_besch.html
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Um Verglei ch bark ei t zu gewäh rlei sten und dem h oh en fi nanzi ellen und zei tli ch en 
Aufwand für di e Organi sati on und Durch füh rung der NSD zu berück si ch ti gen, 
wurden j edenfalls zwei  NSD pro betei li gtes Land veranstaltet.
Dabei k amen ei ne standardi si erte Ex-Ante und Ex-Post Befragung der 
Tei lneh meri nnen, telefoni sch e offene Intervi ews 2-4 Woch en nach  den NSD, In­
tervi ews mi t den Moderatori nnen und di e Analyse der Protok olle der Di aloge und 
der Transk ri pte der Gespräch e zum Ansatz.
Vgl. dazu ausfüh rli ch  Gri eßler/Li tti g (2006).

Welch e Rolle spi elen ti ereth i sch e Ei nwände z. B. für di e geneti sch e Mo­
di fi k ati on, das Klonen sowi e di e Zuch t und Haltung der „source ani - 
mals“? Bedeutet XTP ei n „Übersch rei ten“ der Spezi esgrenzen und wi e 
wäre di es zu bewerten? Was würde XTP für di e Identi tät von Pati enti n­
nen bedeuten? Ist es vertretbar, i ndi vi duelle Frei h ei ten von Pati enti nnen 
und Angeh öri gen - etwa durch  Quarantäne, Moni tori ng - ei nzusch rän­
k en, um ei n Infek ti onsri si k o ei nzugrenzen?

Das von der EU Kommi ssi on geförderte Püotproj ek t „XENO“ 
wurde unter österrei ch i sch er Koordi nati on i n Österrei ch , Deutsch land 
und Spani en durch gefüh rt. Es nutzte ei ne Rei h e von sozi alwi ssensch aft­
li ch en Instrumenten um den Stand der i nternati onalen Debatte sowi e der 
Forsch ung zu Xenotransplantati on zu erui eren (Medi enanalyse, Umfra­
gedaten, Experteni ntervi ew, Li teraturrevi ew). Di e Analysen di enten auch  
dazu, geei gnete Fragestellungen für di e sech s NSDs zu entwi ck eln.̂s Als 
geei gnet und besonders i nteressant erwi es si ch  sch li eßli ch  i n Absti m­
mung mi t den Tei lneh meri nnen di e Frage: Inwi ewei t i st es gerech tferti gt, 
zum Nutzen weni ger ei n h oh es Ri si k o für vi ele ei nzugeh en? Oder k urz: 
„Welch es Ri si k o ei ngeh en?“ Di ese Fragestellung zi elt auf ei ne zentrale 
Problemati k der Xenotransplantati on, dass durch di e Verbi ndung 
Mensch -Ti er mi ttels Transplantati on Pandemi en ausgelöst werden 
k önnten. Der Di alog dreh te si ch  also ni ch t um ei ne Ri si k oabsch ätzung, 
sondern um di e Mögli ch k ei t der eth i sch en Legi ti mati on ri sk anten Han­
delns, i .e. di e Förderung von Forsch ung oder gesetzli ch e Reguli erung 
von Xenotransplantati on am Mensch en. Di e sech s anderth albtägi gen 
Di aloge waren Gegenstand ei ner ausfüh rli ch en sozi alwi ssensch afdi ch en 
Beglei tforsch ung. 36

Di e NSD wurden von den Tei lneh meri nnen - Stak eh oldern aus der 
Wi ssensch aft, Medi zi n, Poli ti k , dem Versi ch erungswesen, Pati enten­
vertreteri nnen, NGOs, (Ti ersch utz) - i n den drei betei li gten Ländern 
meh rh ei tli ch  seh r posi ti v beurtei lt.-’̂ Insbesondere di e Förderung sozi aler
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und k ommuni k ati ver Kompetenzen, das h ei ßt: genaues Zuh ören, Re­
spek t, si ch  k urz fassen, Rededi szi pli n, wurde h ervorgeh oben. Darüber 
h i naus lässt si ch  anh and des Gespräch sverlaufs ei ne eth i sch e Sensi bi li­
si erung der durch wegs eth i sch en Lai en (gemei nt i st dami t: oh ne ak ade­
mi sch e Eth i k ausbi ldung) feststellen. In den Di alogen war es mögli ch , j e­
denfalls zu ei nzelnen Th emen argumentati v Konsens zu errei ch en, trotz 
anfängli ch  stark  di vergi erender Standpunk te. Di es tri fft i nsbesondere auf 
das Verständni s des Begri ffs Ri si k o und des Umgangs mi t Ri si k o zu. In 
allen Di alogen wurde di e Ak zeptabi li tät von Ri si k o i m Verh ältni s von 
mögli ch em Sch aden auf der ei nen Sei te gegenüber Nutzen/Vortei le auf 
der anderen Sei te k onzeptuah si ert. Ei ne besondere Herausforderung be­
stand für di e Tei lneh meri nnen dari n, das gängi ge math emati sch e Ri si k o­
verständni s, das si ch  auf di e Formel bri ngen lässt: mögli ch er Sch a- 
den/Kosten versus Nutzen mal der Ei ntri ttswah rsch ei nli ch k ei t, unter 
eth i sch en Gesi ch tspunk ten zu di sk uti eren. Trotz di eser Sch wi eri gk ei ten 
und untersch i edli ch er Gespräch ssch werpunk te zei ch nete si ch  i n allen 
Di alogen di e Tendenz ab, di e Nutzensei te stärk er zu gewi ch ten: Gravi e­
rende Nach tei le sollten nur dann i n Kauf genommen werden, wenn der 
Nutzen ei ndeuti g h och  i st. Seh r di vers wurden di e Ei nsch ätzungen dann 
allerdi ngs wi eder i n der Transferph ase. In der k onk reten Anwendung der 
Überlegungen auf das seh r k omplexe Th ema Xenotransplantati on, der 
Fragen der Ri si k owah rsch ei nli ch k ei ten, der Vertei lung von k nappen 
Mi tteln i m Gesundh ei tswesen und i n der Forsch ungsförderung, der In­
strumentali si erung von Ti eren/Natur gi ngen di e Mei nungen wei t ausei n­
ander. In der Transferph ase (k napp ei ne Stunde) mangelt es ni ch t nur an 
Zei t für ei ne wei terfüh rende Di sk ussi on, sondern auch  an generellem 
Sach wi ssen (z.B. über di e Fi nanzi erung des Gesundh ei tssystems).

Auch  wenn i n dem Forsch ungsproj ek t deutli ch  wurde, dass di e eth i­
sch en Fragestellungen, di e si ch  um Xenotransplantati on rank en, mi t ei n­
zelnen NSD allenfalls ansatzwei se beh andelt werden k onnten und es 
ei nes vi el k omplexeren und zei taufwendi geren Desi gns bedarf, um di ese 
Probleme verti eft di sk uti eren zu k önnen, lassen si ch  durch aus wi ch ti ge 
und posi ti ve Erfah rungen für den Ei nsatz von NSD i n der Bi oeth i k  
k onstati eren: Was mi t dem NSD vor allem geübt wi rd, si nd Reflexi ons­
fäh i gk ei t und ei ne eth i sch e Di sk ursperformanz, i n erster Li ni e Offenh ei t, 
das h ei ßt: Verständi gungs- und Lernberei tsch aft, Toleranz gegenüber 
anderen Posi ti onen und das Erk ennen und Benennen von Di fferenzen. 
Für ei ni ge Tei lneh meri nnen war es ei ne posi ti ve Erfah rung festzustellen,
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dass si e si ch  mi t Kontrah enti nnen, di e si e aus anderen Gespräch sk on­
texten zu Xenotransplantati on k annten, überh aupt (noch ) verständi gen 
und si ch  i n Tei len sogar auf gemei nsame Posi ti onen ei ni gen k onnten.

Ei ne gewi sse meth odi sch e Offenh ei t, i m Si nne ei ner Berei tsch aft si ch  
auf Neues ei nzulassen sowi e das grundlegende Interesse für ei ne ti efge­
h ende Ausei nandersetzung mi t eth i sch en Fragestellungen i st allerdi ngs 
sch on vorauszusetzen. Ei ne h oh e Voraussetzung, di e selbstverständli ch  
ei ne pri nzi pi ell frei wi lli ge Tei lnah me i nk ludi ert. Offenk undi g wurde auch , 
dass der sog. Transfer der i m NSD i m engeren Si nn erzi elten Er­
k enntni sse seh r voraussetzungsvoll i st und ei ner sorgfälti gen Planung 
bedarf.

Ei ne Folge des wach senden Wi ssens um das mensch li ch e Genom i st di e 
Entwi ck lung und Anwendung von geneti sch en Tests. Di ese Tests wer­
den u.a. i n der Pränatal- und Präi mplementati onsdi agnosti k  und der prä- 
di k ti ven oder präsymptomati sch en geneti sch en Di agnosti k genutzt. 
Zentrale eth i sch e, rech tli ch e und sozi ale Problem si nd di e i nformi erte 
Zusti mmung der Ratsuch enden (i nformed consent), das Rech t, den ei­
genen geneti sch en Status zu k ennen oder des Rech t auf Ni ch twi ssen, der 
Sch utz des Embryos bzw. Fetus, sowi e Datensch utz und geneti sch e 
Di sk ri mi ni erung.’’ Das Proj ek t „Gen-Di alog“ k onzentri erte si ch  auf di e 
Erforsch ung der Reguli erung und Praxi s der prädi k ti ven oder präsymp­
tomati sch en Di agnosti k  und dami t verbundenen geneti sch en Beratung. 
Di e geneti sch e Di agnosti k  zi elt darauf ab, erstens erbli ch e Krank h ei ten 
zu di agnosti zi eren, di e noch  ni ch t k li ni sch  mani fest si nd, und/oder 
zwei tens den geneti sch en Status ei ner Person als mögli ch e/n Träger/i n 
ei ner erbli ch  k lassi fi zi erten Krank h ei t abzuk lären. Für di e k li ni sch e Praxi s 
si nd aufgrund verbi ndli ch er professi oneller h umangeneti sch er Lei tli ni en 
(und i n manch en Ländern wi e i n Österrei ch  auch  aufgrund gesetzli ch er

38 Zu di esem Proj ek t gi bt es ei ne ausfüh rli ch e Homepage, di e den gesamten Prozess 
des Proj ek ts sowi e di e zentralen Ergebni sse und Publi k ati onen dok umenti ert: 
h ttp://www.i h s.ac.at/steps/gendi alog/i ndex.h tml (Download am 26.6.09).

35 Hi rsch berg et al (2009).

http://www.ihs.ac.at/steps/gendialog/index.html
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Vgl. i m Überbli ck  Hadolt/Lengauer (2009).
Bogner (2009).
Hadolt/Lengauer (2009).
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Reguli erung) vor und nach  ei nem geneti sch en Test von dazu quah - 
fi zi ertem Personal geneti sch e Beratungen durch zufüh ren. Di ese Beratung 
soU gemäß der Lei tli ni en ei n ni ch t-di rek ti ver k ommuni k ati ver Prozess 
sei n, der di e Betroffenen und i h re Angeh öri gen i n di e Lage versetzen 
soll, selbstbesti mmte Entsch ei dungen zu treffen.'**’ Geneti sch e Beratung 
soll sowoh l ei ne verständli ch e Aufk lärung über di e medi zi ni sch en 
Impli k ati onen (Prognose und Th erapi emögli ch k ei ten) der Krank h ei t so­
wi e den Erbgang der Krank h ei t (- auch  di e mögli ch e Betroffenh ei t An­
geh öri ger oder potenzi eller Nach k ommen) lei sten. Darüber h i naus soll 
th emati si ert werden, welch e Hi lfsmögli ch k ei ten und Opti onen es zum 
Umgang mi t der Krank h ei t gi bt (z.B. psych o-sozi ale Beratung). Di e Be­
ratung wi rd aufgrund der beh andelten Komplexi tät und h oh en Unbe­
sti mmth ei t mögli ch er Ergebni sse (Wah rsch ei nli ch k ei ten) oftmals als 
problemati sch  besch ri eben.'**

Im Proj ek t „Gen-Di alog“ gi ng es von 2006-2008 darum, i nternati onal 
di e rech tli ch en Rah menbedi ngungen und di e Reguli erung geneti sch er 
Beratung zu untersuch en sowi e k onk rete Beratungsprak ti k en i n der k li­
ni sch en Praxi s zu erforsch en. Di ese Forsch ungsarbei ten di enten auch  
dazu, relevante Fragestellungen für di e geplanten NSD zu fi nden. Mi t 
dem NSD sollte ei n di sk ursi ves Verfah ren erprobt werden, das mögli ­
ch erwei se zur Verbesserung der BeratungsSi tuati on bei tragen k ann.
In der Forsch ung zei gte si ch , dass genedsch e Beratung, di e non-di rek ti v 
den Betroffenen i nformi erte, selbstbesti mmte Entsch ei dungen ermögli­
ch en soll, ei ne äußerst voraussetzungsvolle k ommuni k ati ve Praxi s i st. 
Geli ngende Verständi gung i st ei ne zentrale Voraussetzung für di e er­
folgrei ch e Umsetzung di eses Beratungsk onzepts.**2 Als besonders erk lä­
renswert ersch i en es dem Forsch ungsteam, was denn mi t Selbstbesti m­
mung ei gentli ch  gemei nt sei n k ann, und was geli ngende Verständi gung 
prak ti sch  bedeutet.

Entsprech ende Vorsch läge für Ausgangsfragen für di e NSD wurden 
den potenzi ellen Tei lneh meri nnen i n ei nem Ei nladungssch rei ben vorge­
stellt. Di e vi er i n Österrei ch  und Deutsch land durch gefüh rten NSD tru­
gen sch li eßli ch  den gemei nsamen Ti tel „Eth i sch e Fragen geneti sch er Be­
ratung“. Di e detai lli erten Fragestellungen lauteten i n den ersten bei den
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Di alogen „Was h ei ßt es, i n der geneti sch en Beratung .Selbstbesti mmung' 
zu berück si ch ti gen?“, i n NSD III und IV „Wi e geli ngt Verständi gung i n 
der geneti sch en Beratungssi tuati on?“. Di e Gespräch e dauerten von 
Frei tagabend bi s Sonntagmi ttag und h atten j ewei ls zwi sch en 8-12 Tei l­
neh meri nnen.

Di e ei ngeladenen Tei lneh meri nnen waren allesamt Experti nnen und 
Stak eh older geneti sch er Beratung: Di e mei sten von i h nen waren Medi zi ­
neri nnen, di e selbst geneti sch e Beratungen durch füh ren, und zu ei nem 
geri ngeren Antei l Pati enti nnen, di e geneti sch e Beratungen i n Anspruch  
genommen h atten oder Angeh öri ge von Pati enti nnen, di e eh er i ndi rek t 
mi t geneti sch er Beratung k onfronti ert waren. Darüber h i naus nah men an 
den Gespräch en Medi zi neth i k eri nnen oder Sozi alwi ssensch aftleri nnen, 
di e zur geneti sch en Beratung Forsch ungsarbei ten durch füh ren, tei l. Lei ­
tendes Pri nzi p der Auswah l von Tei lneh meri nnen war es, ei ne mögli ch st 
große Vi elfalt von Perspek ti ven auf di e Praxi s geneti sch er Beratung zu 
errei ch en. Di ese Bandbrei te von Perspek ti ven sollte den Stak eh oldern 
ei ne umfassende und ti efgeh ende Analyse und Reflexi on der professi o­
nellen Praxi s geneti sch er Beratung ermögli ch en. Der Gespräch sverlauf 
folgte dem i m erwei terten Sanduh rmodell (s. Abb. 1) veransch auli ch ten 
Verfah ren. Bezug neh mend auf di e nach  den Präferenzen der Tei lneh ­
menden ausgewäh lten grundlegenden Fragestellungen des NSD beri ch ­
teten di e Tei lneh meri nnen über selbst erfah rene Si tuati onen i n geneti­
sch en Beratungen, i n denen Fragen von Selbstbesti mmung oder geli n­
gender Verständi gung bedeutsam waren. An di e Auswah l geei gneter 
Bei spi ele sch loss si ch  di e längere Argumentati onsph ase an. Durch  ei ne 
Pause von der neosok rati sch en Argumentati on i m engeren Si nn getrennt 
fand di e so genannte Transferph ase des Gespräch s statt. In di eser Ph ase 
gi ng es darum, di e grundlegenden Erk enntni sse, di e anh and ausgewäh lter 
Bei spi ele gewonnen wurden, allgemei ner auf di e geneti sch e Beratung, 
i h re Voraussetzungen und i h re Kontextbedi ngungen zu bezi eh en. Zu­
sammenfassend lässt si ch  über di e Gespräch e festh alten, dass di e i nter­
nati onal vorh errsch enden Lei tgedank en der geneti sch en Beratung, Non- 
Di rek ti vi tät und Selbstbesti mmung, allen Tei lneh meri nnen bek annt si nd 
und als Lei ti deen auch  ak zepdert werden. In den Reflexi onen über di e 
beri ch tete Praxi s der geneti sch en Beratung wurde aber auch  deutli ch , 
dass di ese normati ven Konzepte i mmer wi eder an Grenzen stoßen und 
si ch  i n der Umsetzung als facettenrei ch  und problemati sch  erwei sen: 
„Di ese Probleme von Non-Di rek ti vi tät und Selbstbesti mmung ergeben
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Gri eßler/Li tti g/Pi ch elsdorfer 2009, S. 298. Für ei ne ausfüh rli ch e Besch rei bung des 
i nh altli ch en Gespräch sverlauf und der Ergebni sse der Beglei tforsch ung vgl. 
Gri eßler/ Li tti g/Pi ch elsdorfer 2009. Di e ei ngesetzten Instrumente für di e Beglei t­
forsch ung waren di eselben wi e i m Proj ek t „XENO“.

Di alogi sch e Verfah ren zur geseUsch aftUch en 
Bewälti gung (bi o-) eth i sch er Probleme. Mögli ch ­
k ei ten und Grenzen

Sozi alwi ssensch aftli ch e Ausei nandersetzungen mi t den eth i sch en He­
rausforderungen der neuen Bi otech nologi en si nd h och  bri sant, sowoh l 
für di e Sozi alwi ssensch aft als auch  für di e Gesellsch aft. Aus der Per­
spek ti ve ei ner Sozi ologi e der Eth i k  i st di e dargestellte Th emati k  ei n 
wi ch ti ges, aber vernach lässi gtes Th ema.

Di e Frage nach  der gegenwärti gen Insti tuti onali si erung von Eth i k , 
i nsbesondere der Bi oeth i k  i n sog. Eth i k -Kommi ssi onen oder anderen.

si ch , so di e Gespräch e, durch  medi zi ni sch -tech ni sch e, rech tli ch e, k ogni ­
ti ve, sprach li ch e, i nterk ulturelle und gesellsch aftli ch e Grenzen und He­
rausforderungen, aber auch  durch  di e Betroffenh ei t Dri tter, di e persönli ­
ch en Werth altungen sowi e Fürsorgeori enti erung von Ärzti nnen. Di es er­
fordert von Berateri nnen spezi fi sch e Ferti gk ei ten, um Selbstbesti mmung 
und Non-Di rek ti vi tät ak ti v zu verwi rk li ch en: Di ese umfassen Zuh ören, 
Offenh ei t, Verständli ch k ei t, Empath i e, k lare Darstellung von Fak ten und 
auch  von Unsi ch erh ei ten, Flexi bi li tät, Zei t und günsti ge räumli ch e Gege­
benh ei t. Darüber h i naus si nd Wei terbi ldung und Supervi si on erfor- 
derli ch .“.43 Auch  i m Proj ek t „Gen-Di alog“ (wi e bei „Xeno“) fi elen di e 
Beurtei lungen der Tei lneh meri nnen des NSD als Gespräch smeth ode, 
der Gruppenzusammenarbei t, den Ergebni ssen und den Moderatori nnen 
ausgesproch en posi ti v aus. Ei ni ge Tei lneh meri nnen empfah len aus­
drück li ch , den NSD i n di e ärztli ch e Aus- und Wei terbi ldung zu i ntegri e­
ren, da derarti ge Reflexi onen über di e ei gene professi onelle Praxi s ni ch t 
übli ch  si nd. Auch  di e Perspek ti venvi elfalt des Gespräch s durch  di e 
Gruppenzusammensetzung von Experti nnen versch i edener Di szi pli nen 
und von wi ssensch aftli ch en und medi zi ni sch en Lai en, wurde von ei ni gen 
als seh r posi ti v h erausgestri ch en.



di e

44

285

z.B. Haj er (2003), Hennen (1999a, b).
Di ese Kri ti k  tri fft auch  di e vi elerorts durch gefüh rten lok alen Agenda 21 Prozesse 
(Kersti ng 2008).
Gri eßler/Li tti g (2006) und Gri eßler/Li tti g/Pi ch elsdorfer (2009).
Gri eßler/Utti g/Pi ch elsdorfer (2009), S. 299.
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eh er lok alen Ei nri ch tungen wi rft ei ne Rei h e von sozi ologi sch en Fragen 
auf: Was bedeutet di ese Insti tuti onali si erung von Eth i k  di e j a ni ch t nur 
i m Berei ch  der Bi oeth i k  stattfi ndet, sondern auch  i m Berei ch  der Wi rt­
sch aft (Leh rstüh le und Insti tute für eth i sch es Wi rtsch aften, Ei nri ch tung 
staatli ch er Kommi ssi onen z.B. zur Globali si erung)? Und unter welch en 
Bedi ngungen und i n welch en Formen fi ndet di e neue Insti tuti onali si e­
rung von Eth i k  statt? Ist si e meh r als ei ne Sch ei ndebatte, di e auch  parti ­
zi pati ve Experi mente zulässt, wei l si e oh neh i n poli ti sch  k aum wi rk sam 
werden? Di enen di ese parti zi pati ven Di sk urse dann ledi gli ch  dem Legi ­
ti mati onsgewi nn und ei ner erh öh ten Ak zeptanz von ri sk anten Entsch ei ­
dungen, wei l si e das Gefüh l vermi tteln, es sei alles Mögli ch e getan wor­
den? So etwa lauten di e Fragen derer, di e di e Mögli ch k ei ten parti zi pati ver 
Di sk urse k ri ti sch  bi s pessi mi sti sch  ei nsch ätzen. Di e Ei nwände betreffen 
i n erster Li ni e i h ren poli ti sch en Kontext, und verwei sen zu Rech t auf di e 
mangelh afte poli ti sch -i nsti tuti onelle Integrati on, Legi ti mati on und poli ti­
sch e Wi rk samk ei t der parti zi pati v-deli berati ven Verfah ren.'*'* Di ese grund­
legende Kri ti k  h at i h re Berech ti gung, si e fok ussi ert aber auf di e Kontext­
bedi ngungen derarti ger Meth oden und ni ch t auf Wi rk ungen, Mögli ch ­
k ei ten und Grenzen der di sk ursi ven Gespräch sverfah ren selbst.

Di ese zu untersuch en, waren di e zentralen Anli egen der h i er vorge­
stellten Forsch ungsproj ek te. Di e Beurtei lungen der NSD sei tens der Tei l­
neh meri nnen spi elten dabei ei ne wi ch ti ge RoUe. Si e fi elen für di e h i er 
di sk uti erten NSDs ausgesproch en posi ti v aus.'*̂ Insgesamt lässt di e 
sozi alwi ssensch aftli ch e Beglei tforsch ung i n den bei den Proj ek ten den 
NSD als geei gnetes Instrument für di e Beh andlung bi oeth i sch er Frage­
stellungen zwi sch en Experti nnen versch i edener Di szi pli nen und medi zi­
ni sch en wi e wi ssensch aftli ch en Lai en ersch ei nen.'*'*

Dennoch  sei en i m Folgenden ei ni ge k ri ti sch e Ei nsch ränk ungen zu 
di esem generellen Statement dargelegt:

Versteh t man den NSD als ei ne Form Habermassch er oder Apelsch er 
Di sk urseth i k , so geh t es i m NSD i dealer Wei se um di e pri nzi pi elle 
Glei ch berech ti gung aller Tei lneh menden, i m vorli egenden Fall um
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Glei ch berech ti gung von ni edi 2i ni sch en und wi ssensch aftli ch en Exper­
ti nnen und Lai en auf dem Gebi et der Bi oeth i k d’ Glei ch berech ti gte 
Kommuni k ati on i st i n den h i er beforsch ten NSD mi t gewi ssen Ei n­
sch ränk ungen gelungen. In den Di alogen zur Eth i k  der Xenotransplan­
tati on wurden als Bei spi ele für ri sk antes Handeln aussch li eßli ch  Si tuati­
onen aus der Alltagswelt der Tei lneh meri nnen erzäh lt und analysi ert.'*8 
Daran k onnten si ch  alle Tei lneh meri nnen problemlos betei li gen. Als es 
allerdi ngs um den Transfer der eth i sch en Befunde auf den Fall Xe­
notransplantati on gi ng, war Fach i nput unumgängli ch , was di e Experten- 
Lai en Asymmetri e deutli ch  h ervortreten li eß. Im vorli egenden Proj ek t 
war di e Transferph ase mi t ei ner Stunde oh neh i n vi el zu k napp bemessen. 
Meh r Zei t und der Ei nsatz von anderen di alogi sch en Instrumenten 
wären h i erbei  unbedi ngt erforderli ch  (z.B. sok rati sch e Di aloge i m Kon­
text von Konsensusk onferenzen und ei ne umfängUch e Aufk lärung aller 
Betei li gten über di e zugrunde li egende Th emati k ).

Auch  i m Proj ek t „Gen-Di alog“ war di e Asymmetri e zwi sch en medi­
zi ni sch en Experti nnen und Lai en j edenfalls am Begi nn der Gespräch e 
präsent. Si e mani festi erte si ch  i n längeren Fach di sk ussi onen über di e 
medi zi ni sch en Spezi fi k a der gesch i lderten Beratungsfälle. Es bedurfte 
gezi elter Interventi onen sei tens der Moderati on, um di ese Si tuati on i m 
Si nne ei ner glei ch berech ti gten Gespräch stei lnah me zu bewälti gen. Dazu 
geh örte u.a. den Medi zi neri nnen für ei ne seh r begrenzte Zei t i m gewi s­
sen Si nn ei ne Büh ne für di e fach h ch e Performance als Experti nnen zu 
geben, di ese aber auch  mi t dem Hi nwei s auf das ei gentli ch e Th ema der 
Di aloge (Selbstbesti mmung bzw. Verständi gung) abzubrech en. Darüber 
h i naus stellten der/di e Moderator/i n - bei de ni ch t medi zi ni sch  
ausgebi ldete Fach leute - i mmer wi eder ei nfach e Verständni sfragen zu 
dem präsenti erten medi zi ni sch em Fach wi ssen. Dadurch  waren di e 
Medi zi neri nnen (wi e i n der geneti sch en Beratung auch ) gezwungen, 
Fach begri ffe ei nfach  und für Ni ch t-Medi zi ner verständli ch  zu erk lären. 
Dami t wurden glei ch zei ti g di e ni ch t-medi zi ni sch en Tei lneh meri nnen 
ermuti gt, ebenfalls lai enh afte Fragen zu stellen. Derarti ge Interventi onen

47 Apel (1989), Habermas (1983), Gronk e (1996).
48 Di es war meth odi sch  notwendi g, wei l Xenotransplantati on bi slang ni ch t am Men­

sch en angewendet wi rd und es aus der professi onellen laborarti gen Forsch ung k ei ne 
geei gneten Bei spi ele für den NSD gegeben h ätte. Geei gnete Bei spi ele i m NSD si nd 
k lar darstellbare und für alle nach vollzi eh bare Handlungssi tuati onen.
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setzen voraus, dass di e Moderatori nnen als Autori täten anerk annt 
werden. Di e Stellung der Gespräch s-Lei tung des neosok rati sch en 
Di alogs muss i h nen zuerk annt werden, ni ch t i m Si nne i nh altli ch er 
Stellungnah men, aber i m Si nne der Durch setzung der Regeln und 
di sk urseth i sch en Zi elsetzungen des neosok rati sch en Di alogs.

Di sk urseth i k  basi ert auf der Annah me, dass der Di sk urs auf di e Er­
arbei tung und das Abwägen von guten Gründen, also letztli ch  ei ner ver­
nunftori enti erten Argumentati on, zi elt.“*’ Gute Gründe si nd solch e, so 
auch  Wolfgang van den Daele, „di e nach  ei ner vorurtei lsfrei en Prüfung 
i m Li ch te aller verfügbaren Ei nwände und Kri ti k en, standh alten“.Auch  
i n di eser Hi nsi ch t zei gen di e Ergebni sse der Beglei tforsch ung, dass der 
NSD ei nen derarti gen Kommuni k ati onsprozess begünsti gt, und di e 
Äußerung von affi rmati ven wi e k ri ti sch en Statements fördert.̂* Aller­
di ngs si nd solch e Prozesse seh r zei taufwendi g und si e si nd nur i n ei nem 
k lei nen Tei lneh merk rei s mögli ch .̂2 Di es wi rft di e Frage nach der 
Prak ti k abi li tät derarti ger Verfah ren auf, ganz zu sch wei gen von der 
Rei ch wei te. Zur Entk räfmng di eses Ei nwandes möge der Hi nwei s genü­
gen, dass eth i sch es Handeln ni ch t durch  ei nen Moralk odex oder durch  
Übungen anh and von Di lemma-Si mati onen zu erzi elen i st. Eth i sch es 
Handeln und, als Vorsmfe dazu, Kommuni k ati on über Moral muss 
vi elmeh r erfah ren und reflexi v erlernt werden.̂̂ Das gi lt für das Alltags­
h andeln ebenso wi e für das professi onelle Handeln.

Parti zi pati ve Verfah ren und so auch  der NSD lei sten i m Berei ch  der 
Bi oeth i k  trotz aller Ei nsch ränk ungen ei nen k lei nen Bei trag zur Sch affung

Toulmi n (1985).
Daele (1996), S. 323.
Gri eßler/Li tti g (2006) und Gri eßler/Li tti g/Pi ch elsdorfer (2009).
Di ese Probleme zei gten si ch  berei ts bei  der Rek ruti erung der Tei lneh meri nnen. Um 
i n der Regel vi el besch äfti gte Personen dafür zu gewi nnen, ei n h albes Woch enende 
(wi e i m Proj ek t „XENO“) oder gar ei n ganzes Woch enende (wi e bei  „Gen-Di alog“) 
für ei nen neosok rati sch en Di alog aufzuwenden, bedarf es stark er Anrei ze; sei es i n 
Form von attrak ti ven Tagungsorten, Kostenerstattungen, von zusätzli ch en Vor­
tragenden etc.
Daele (2001).
Morali si erende Di sk ussi onen über bi oeth i sch e Th emen wi e dem geneti sch  modi fi ­
zi erten Mai s h elfen bei der Bewälti gung von bi oeth i sch en Problemen ni ch t wei ter. 
Si e füh ren i n Sack gassen und sch li mmstenfalls zum Abbruch  von Verfah ren, der 
Aufk ündi gung der Gespräch sberei tsch aft der ei nen oder der anderen Sei te. Dem 
stellt V. d. Daele (1996) das di sk ursi ve Kommuni zi eren über Moral gegenüber.
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Nowotny et al (2001), Felt/Foch ler/MüUer (2006).
Nowotny et al (2001), Balsi ger (2004).
Gronk e (1996).
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„sozi al robusten Wi ssens“.54 Di eses Konzept verwei st auf di e zu­
neh menden Zwei fel an der Omni potenz und Zuverlässi gk ei t wi ssen­
sch aftli ch en Wi ssens für di e Lösung gesellsch aftli ch er Handlungsprob­
leme und Entsch ei dungsprozesse. Um ei ne h öh ere gesellsch aftli ch e Ak ­
zeptanz zu erzi elen, bedarf das wi ssensch aftli ch e Wi ssen ei ner Anrei ch e­
rung um andere Wi ssensformen und muss neben i nnerwi ssensch aftli ch er 
Vali di tätsk ri teri en auch  „gesellsch aftli ch e Robusth ei t“ aufwei sen. Letzte­
re wi rd dadurch  gefördert, dass i n di e Forsch ung, Entsch ei dungsfi ndung 
und Verh andlungsprozesse über ei nen Gegenstand mögli ch st vi ele Be­
troffene oder Repräsentanten von Betroffenengruppen (stak eh older) 
mi tei nbezogen werden. Di e Wi ssensproduk ti on wi rd so transdi szi pli när, 
si e übersch rei tet di e übli ch en wi ssensch aftli ch en Grenzen.55 Auch  wenn 
i m Falle der transdi szi ph nären, di sk ursi ven Verfah ren — u.a. dem NSD 
wi e er h i er präsenti ert wurde — der Geltungsberei ch  ei nzelner Ergebni sse 
auf di e j ewei li ge Di alogzusammensetzung besch ränk t blei bt und di e 
Gruppen aus Gründen der di alogi sch en Gespräch sfüh rung k lei n sei n 
müssen, so geh en di e dort erzi elten Ergebni sse doch  über verei nzelte 
Pri vatmei nungen h i naus. Im NSD werden letztli ch  gesellsch aftli ch  ver­
bi ndli ch e Elemente von Morali tät th emati si ert: der Anerk ennung der 
Person, i h rer Würde, Unverseh rth ei t und i h r Woh lergeh en.

Der NSD k ann darüber h i naus zu den anspruch svollen k ommuni k a­
ti ven Voraussetzungen deli berati ver Formen des Poli ti k mach ens, von 
Governance, bei tragen. Insofern k ann der NSD als ei n Instrument zur 
Umsetzung sozi alph i losoph i sch er Di sk ursth eori en verstanden werden. 
Der NSD k önnte als ei ne (i n der Reali tät natürli ch  ni e perfek te) Reali si e­
rungsform dessen verstanden werden, was Jürgen Habermas unter „i de­
aler Sprech si tuati on” und Karl-Otto Apel unter „i dealer Kommuni k ati­
onsgemei nsch aft“ versteh en.56 Di ese erwei st si ch  allerdi ngs als aus­
gesproch en sensi bles Gebi lde. Di e Gefah r des Umsch lagens der Kom­
muni k ati onsbezi eh ungen i n asymmetri sch e verlangt h oh e Aufmerk sam­
k ei t der Tei lneh meri nnen und ei ne stark e Moderati on. Jedenfalls erwi es 
si ch  der NSD als ei n Instrument zur Ei nübung di sk urseth i sch er Kompe­
tenzen, und di ese si nd ni ch t nur i m Si nne lebenslangen Lernens er­
strebenswert, sondern auch  demok rati epoli ti sch  dri ngend erforderli ch .
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Allerdi ngs i st es dabei ni ch t mi t ei nzelnen experi mentarti gen Pi lotfor­

sch ungsproj ek ten getan. Vi elmeh r bedürfte es ei nes sch on früh zei ti gen 
regelmäßi gen Übens und Verbesserns di alogi sch er Fäh i gk ei ten.
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Tri al Appli cati on of th e “Di alogue Complex” 
on th e Th eme of In-Home Medi cal Gare

We h ave desi gned th e Di alogue Complex as a compreh ensi ve di alogue 
model th at can faci li tate effecti ve di scussi ons on publi c i ssues relati ng to 
sci enti fi c tech nology, medi cal care, welfare and educati on among 
concerned parti es wi th  di fferent Interests and posi ti ons, i ncludi ng experts 
and non-experts. Th e Di alogue Complex, so named to si gni fy th at i t i s a 
combi nati on of di alogues, i s compri sed of th e foUowi ng four di alogue 
forms or ‘Components’. Each  Component h as a speci fi c functi on: 
mak i ng a starti ng poi nt, developi ng th e th eme, suspendi ng th e th eme and 
returni ng to th e th eme. By arti culati ng th ese Components to each  oth er.

At th e begi nni ng of 2003 we proposed to use th e “Di alogue Complex” 
for th e proj ect: Model Development and Practi ce of Cli ni cal Communi cati on, 
wh i ch  h as been recommended as a sci enti fi c and tech nologi cal poli cy to 
th e Japanese Mi ni stry of Educati on, Culture, Sports, Sci ence and 
Tech nology. From May ti U November 2003 th e staff i n th e Cli ni cal 
Ph i losoph y Department of Osak a Uni versi ty, compri sed of faculty, 
graduate students and medi cal Professi onals, conducted a Di alogue 
Complex on th e th eme of i n-h ome medi cal care. In th e foUowi ng we 
i ntroduce th e concept of th e Di alogue Complex i n th e fi rst place, th en 
sh ow th e results of th e conducted di alogues and some comments of 
parti ci pants expressed i n th e questi onnai re. In conclusi on we wi U bri efly 
refer to th e si gni fi cance of th e Di alogue Complex, i n wh i ch  th e Socrati c 
Di alogue i s i nstaUed as i ts most i mportant di alogue form.
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th e th eme (mak i ng a

’ Th e concept of Component 3 i s i nspi red by th e “appli cati on” or “transfer” ph ase of 

Socrati c Di alogue to th e concrete soci al i ssue, wh i ch  Beate Li tti g and h er coUeagues 
h ave developed i n a soci ologi cal research  on Xenotransplantati on. See Gri essler, E. 
and Li tti g, B (Autumn 2003): Parti ci patory Tech nolog)? Assessment of Xenotrans­
plantati on: Experi menti ng wi th  th e Neo-Socrati c Di alogue. Practi cal Ph i losoph )’, pp. 
56-67.

th e Di alogue Complex ai ms to reali ze th e process of di scussi ons i n 
publi c.

Component 0: Pri or research es and Intervi ews on 
starti ng poi nt)
Component 1: Itemi zati on of perspecti ves and free di scussi on (developi ng 
th e th eme)
Component 2: Di alogue on “fundamental questi ons” (suspendi ng th e 
th eme)
Component 3: Th eme di scussi on (retuni ng to th e th eme)

Th e fi rst di alogue form h as been purposely named Component “0” 
because i t i s consi dered to be th e stari ng poi nt or basi s wh ere th e results 
of th e precedi ng di scussi ons i n publi c — such  results may be on a soci aUy 
controversi al topi c relaüng to th e th eme — can be only made avaüable for 
connecti ng furth er Components. In th i s sense th e actual di alogue evolves 
i n Components 1-3. Especi aUy Component 2 plays an i mportant role i n 
th e Di alogue Complex. Th e purpose of th i s di alogue form i s to suspend 
i nvolvement i n th e th eme developed i n Component 1, i n oth er words, to 
leave th e actual problem for a ti me i n order to fi nd th e pri nci ple or th e 
way of arguments, wh i ch  li es beh i nd and frames th e problem. 
Parti ci pants can mak e use of th e result of Component 2 wh en th ey 
return to th e th eme agai n i n Component 3.’

Component 2 i s based on th e Socrati c Di alogue (SD) model. Th e SD 
was ori gi nally developed as a measure for explori ng a fundamental or 
pldlosoph i cal questi on to fi nd th e pri nci ples — mai nly eth i cal — i ncluded 
i n j udgments, based on th e concrete experi ences of th e parti ci pants, and 
as a trai ni ng program for argumentati on based on di alogue. Th e SD i s 
i ncorporated i nto th e Di alogue Complex as a meani ngful detour to 
enable parti ci pants to solve a vari ety of problems i n practi cal setti ngs 
th rough  di alogue.

Th e Di alogue Complex i s not si mply a rote rendi ti on of th e four 
di alogue forms. In response to a parti cular th eme, to th e scale of th e
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Precedi ng di scussi ons i n publi c 
(Controversi al topi cs)

Fürth er di scussi ons i n publi c 
(To solve Problems)

V
3 : Retumi ng to th e th eme

di alogue and to di fferences i n commi tment among th e parti ci pants, 

speci fi c forms may be repeated or omi tted, wh i le i n oth ers several forms 

may go on i n parallel. Or a seri es of th e Components can be repeated, 

starti ng wi th  Component 1, wi th  th e same or di fferent parti ci pants, based 

on th e results of th e fi rst seri es. In th i s case, Components 0-3 of th e fi rst 

seri es correspond to Component 0 of th e second seri es. Th e foUowi ng 

fi gure sh ows th e wh ole structure and process of th e Di alogue Complex, 

wh i ch  can be set between precedi ng and furth er di scussi ons i n publi c.

It h as been controversi al i n Japan, h ow to understand and h ow to 

permi t/restri ct th e i n-h ome medi cal treatment by h omecare work ers. 
Th e practi ce of medi cal procedures such  as sputum aspi rati on and tube- 

feedi ng on i n-h ome pati ents and th e bed-ri dden aged by h ome care

0 : Mak i ng a starti ng poi nt

i -
1 : Developi ng th e th eme
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Th eme selecti on (May-Jul i n 2003)

Fi rst, our staff li sted as many i ssues related to medi ci nc, nursi ng care and 
welfare as possi ble. And i n li gh t of th e Standards we h ad set for ch oosi ng 
a th eme sui table for a Di alogue Complex, we narrowed th e li st down to 
“Informati on di sclosure i n a medi cal care setti ng” and “i n-h ome medi cal 
care”. We ended up ch oosi ng th e latter th eme, because i t i s currently 
controversi al - for sputum aspi rati on i n pati ents wi th  amyotroph i c lateral 
sclerosi s (ALS) by h ome care work ers — and would draw concrete 
di alogues.

In Japan, sputum aspi rati on h ad been excepti onally pcrmi tted — or found not i llegal — 
to fami ly members of h omecare ALS pati ents wi th  general recogni ti on th at th e 
Former sh ould tak e care of th e latter i ncludi ng sputum aspi rati on about once i n 30 
mi nutes. Th en i n July 2003, th e Mi ni stry of Health , Labour and Welfare i ssued - i n 
response to th e urgent and longti me request of exh austed ALS fami h es - a noti ce 
wh i ch  permi tted h omecare work ers as well to conduct sputum aspi rati on based on 
th e request of pati ents. But even after th at, few h omecare work ers are sai d to be 
wi lh ng to conduct i t mai nly due to th e ri sk  of ci vi l lawsui t i n case of acci dents. Th e 
di scussi ons and th e conclusi ons of di alogue parti ci pants below reflect th i s 
development and th ei r unresolved concerns.

work ers i s called i nto questi on. In addi ti on, vari ous practi ces, such  as 
enema admi ni strati on, ph ysi cal assi stance wi th  bodi ly functi ons and even 
cli ppi ng of nai ls, are even now classi fi ed as “medi cal acti on”, th at i s i n 
pri nci ple permi tted only for ph ysi ci an or nurse. Neverth eless, such  
practi ces are bei ng — or cannot h elp but be - provi ded by h omecare 
work ers, ei th er routi nely or at th e request of pati ents/fami li es.̂

We ch ose th e relati vely extensi ve th eme “i n-h ome medi cal care” i n 
Order to consi der such  i ssues wi th  concerned parti es. Th at i s: i n addi ti on 
to ask i ng wh eth er or not to legi ti mate th e practi ce of medi cal procedures 
by h omecare work ers and h ow to di sti ngui sh  between medi cal and non­
medi cal practi ces, th e larger problems beh i nd th ese i ssues - for example 
th e meani ng of th e provi si on of i n-h ome medi cal care and th e 
constructi on and proposal of a framework  for i t — must be di scussed.

Fi rst, we sh ow th e wh ole passage of th e Di alogue Complex on In- 
Home Medi cal Care, before descri bi ng i ts contents i n each  Component.
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Forum (Oct)

Focusi ng on th e survey respondents, we i nvi ted related parti es to a 
forum, wh ere we presented our analysi s of th e survey. Th e more th an 20 
parti ci pants engaged i n di scussi on from th e vi ewpoi nts of th ei r 
respecti ve professi ons and posi ti ons: ph ysi ci an, nurse, h omecare work er, 
admi ni strator of th e Organi zati on di spatch i ng h omecare work ers, care 
managet, th e bereaved fami ly, admi ni strati ve offi ci al and research er (of 
eth i cs). Th i s Step corresponded to Component 1.

Di alogue sessi ons (Nov)

Based on th e survey results and forum di scussi ons, we planned and 
conducted small-scale two-day di alogue sessi ons around SD and th eme 
di scussi on on i n-h ome medi cal care. Th e two-day SD was faci Utated by 
Hori e on th e th eme of “Wh at i s a permi ssi ble acti on?” and attended by 7 
people (ph ysi ci an, teach er of care-gi vi ng, eth i ci st, bereaved relati ve, 2 
h omecare work ers and smdent nurse). Th e subsequent th eme di scussi on 
was faci Utated by Prof. Nak aok a, Osak a Uni versi ty, and attended by 11 
(3 h omecare work ers and 1 ph i losoph er i n addi ti on to th e parti ci pants i n 
th e SD). Th e SD and th e th eme di scussi on corresponded to Components 
2 and 3, respecti vely.

Survey and analysi s (Aug-Sep)

We sent a total of 500 copi es of a questi onnai re on th e th eme of i n-h ome 
medi cal care to about 50 related parti es i n th e Kansai area. Questi ons 
were open-ended, and i ncluded th e advantages/di sadvantages of i n- 
h ome treatment and vari ous problems/questi ons. We analyzed th e 
(about 50) answers recei ved form di fferent k i nds of soci al posi ti ons 
(ph ysi ci ans, nurses, h omecare work ers, pati ents and h i s/h er fami ly 
members), and assembled th e arguments perti nent to th e th eme th at 
emerged from th em. Th i s Step corresponded to Component 0 of th e 
Di alogue Complex.
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3.1. Mak i ng a starti ng poi nt and developi ng th e th eme 
(component 0,1)

From th e survey results and analysi s and th e forum, we extracted many 
di fferent poi nts, about th at th e people prefer to talk  or th at we want to 
mak e th e people di scuss, and assembled th em as foUows (A-I):

Di fference between “legi ti mate/i Uegi ti mäte practi ces” and “practi ces 
requested by pati ents”: Homecare work ers are bei ng faced wi th  th e 
di lemma of wh eth er or not to provi de unauth ori zed practi ces requested 
by pati ents/fami ly members. Th i s di lemma gave ri se to di scussi ons on 
h ow far th e ränge of legi ti mate practi ce by h ome care work ers needs to 
be extended. However, argumentati on based on th e Identi fi cati on of 
wh at i s demanded i n th e i n-h ome medi cal care setti ng i s mi ssi ng.

Wh at i s lost or gai ned because of a “contractual” relati onsh i p: Before 
th e Long-Term Care Insurance System went i nto effect, th e relati onsh i p 
of h omecare work ers to cli ents took  on th e ch aracter of volunteeri sm. 
After th e System went i nto effect, th at relati onsh i p acqui red a clearly 
defi ned contractual ch aracter. Wh at was lost and wh at gai ned by enteri ng 
i nto a contractual relati onsh i p? Medi cal care by h omecare work ers must 
be reconsi dered from th at vi ewpoi nt.

Some vari ous k i nds of “responsi bi li ty” i n th e i n-h ome care setti ng: In 
addi ti on to th e pati ents and fami ly members, th ere are vari ous people 
and organi zati ons from di fferent professi ons i nvolved i n th e i n-h ome 
medi cal and h ealth care setti ng. Stances toward responsi bi h ty and männer 
of accepti ng responsi bi li ty vary i n such a setti ng. However, th e 
di fferences i n th e posi ti ons of th e parti ci pants were not tak en i nto 
consi derati on i n th e di scussi ons of th e i ssues under th e th eme. Stances 
toward th e männer of accepti ng responsi bi h ty (wh o and h ow) are 
di verse. Th erefore, th ose stances must be fuUy organi zed before starti ng 
di scussi ons.

Need for “cooperati on, h nk age and network s” i n medi cal and soci al 
welfare Systems: Many parti ci pants poi nted out i ssues related to 
Cooperati on and h nk age Systems for i n-h ome care. Th e questi on i s not 
one of provi di ng medi cal care as an i ndi vi dual but such  medi cal care as i s 
fulfi Ued th rough  a System or network . How can coUaborati on Systems to 
Support i n-h ome care be made consi stent wi th  medi cal care th at must be 
provi ded accordi ng to “di recti ons from a ph ysi ci an”?
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Di fferences of “safety Standards” between i n h ome and i n Hospi tal: 
Safety Standards and pri ori ti es i n i n-h ome care are consi derably di fferent 
from th ose for a Hospi tal. THe si gni fi cance of safetŷ-related matters for 
medi cal care necessarUy vari es wi tH tHe di fferent setti ngs (Home/Hospi tal). 
However, Hospi tal safety Standards are often appli ed wi tHout modi fi cati on 
to tHe i n-Home care setti ng by medi cal Professi onals.

Establi sh i ng a “trust relati onsh i p” i n th e i n-h ome care setti ng: It i s 
often sai d th at medi cal Professi onals and h omecare work ers cannot fuUy 
practi ce i n-h ome medi cal care wh ere a trust relati onsh i p wi th  pati ents/ 
fami ly members i s lack i ng. Th e trust relaüonsh i p i s an essenti al - even 
cri ti cal - factor for i n-h ome medi cal care. However, to si mply state th e 
i mportance of th e trust relati onsh i p wi ll not encourage di scussi on. How 
do we defi ne th e trust relati onsh i p th at i s necessary for i n-h ome medi cal 
care?

“Deci si on and management” accessi ble to pati ents and/or fami ly 
members: Pati ents/fami ly members enj oy th e benefi t of bei ng able to 
select/deci de vari ous matters i n th e h ome-care setti ng. In oth er words, 
li berated from th e rules and accommodati ons of Hospi tals, th ey are 
allowed to modi fy/manage i n-h ome treatment, i ncludi ng medi cal care. 
Th e i ssue th at was extracted i s h ow medi cal Professi onals sh ould moni tor 
- not i nstruct - pati ents/fami ly members wi th  such  accessi bi li ty.

Th e expressi ons “ordi nary li fe” and “envi ronment wh ere pati ents 
h ave long resi ded”: Many respondents expressed th e advantages of 
recei vi ng i n-h ome care as bei ng able to lead an “ordi narŷ Hfe” and feel 
tranqui l i n “th e place/envi ronment wh ere th e pati ents h ave long 
resi ded,” as i f th ese were stereotypes. In fact, th ese words express th e 
advantages of i n-h ome care very well. However, conti nual mental/ 
ph ysi cal/economi c bürdens on th e fami ly members of pati ents and 
ch anges to pati ent h omes th at must h ave occurred because of th e 
medi cal care admi ni stered th ere must not be neglected.

Sh i ft of th e vi ewpoi nt from medi cal care to “support for li vi ng”: 
Even after di sch arge from a h ospi tal, th e framework  of care provi ded to 
a pati ent often conti nues to be th at of h ospi tal medi cal care. In th e i n- 
h ome care setti ng, th e same framework  and Standards conti nue to be 
practi ced wh i le vari ous addi ti onal types of care are needed as measures 
for Support for li vi ng rath er th an medi cal care. Attenti on must be pai d to 
di fferences i n th e fundamental framework s of th e two setti ngs.
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In th e th eme “i n-h ome medi cal care”, th e same as i n oth er soci ally 
controversi al i ssues, li e vari ous complex perspecti ves. Th i s mak es 
di scussi on or communi cati on di ffi cult, especi ally wh en someone wants to 
bri ng h i s/h er own perspecti ve to a di scussi on and neglects oth er 
perspecti ves, or wh en th e vari ety of perspecti ves h ave not yet been 
organi zed. Th erefore, a full cxtracti on and i temi zati on of th ese 
perspecti ves, th at i s, th e development of th e th eme, i s necessary.

Engagi ng i n di alogue on a fundamental questi on, th e SD parti ci pants 
suspend th ei r i nvolvement i n th e practi cal problems and di stance 
th emselves from th em. Th e ai m of SD i s: to Step back  from practi cal 
Problems di scussed only as affected by th e di fferent Interests, posi ti ons 
or speci alti es of th e people i nvolved, and to mak e th e parti ci pants di scuss 
h ow much  mutual understandi ng can be ach i eved and h ow much  
agreement can or cannot be reach ed.

However, th e SD i n th e Di alogue Complex does not leave th e th eme 
completely, but rath er mak es use of th e vi ewpoi nts presented i n 
Components 0 and 1. It i s based on th e noti on th at i f th e people 
i nvolved i n th e th eme can fi nd someth i ng posi ti ve i n common and 
generate a common ground on th ei r own th rough  th i s process, i t wi ll 
empower th em si gni fi cantly wh en th ey return to th e di alogue on th e 
th eme (Component 3).

Our Staff made th e h st below wi th  reference to th e vi ewpoi nts 
expressed i n Components 0 and 1. On th e Hst are fundamental questi ons 
beyond di fferences i n speci alty or i nterest presented on th e th eme of i n- 
h ome medi cal care. We presented th e Hst i n advance to th e SD 
parti ci pants and h ad th em i ndi cate th e subj ect of th ei r ch oi ce. In th e end, 
th ey ch ose th e subj ect: Wh at i s a permi ssi ble practi ce?

- Wh at i s a safe acti on?
Wh at i s i t meant by “leadi ng an ordi nary li fe”?
Wh en i s a sense of trust estabHsh ed?
Wh at i s apermi ssi ble acti on?

- In wh at si tuati ons does teamwork  functi on well?
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After my wi fe passed away, I fei t li k e k eepi ng a dog. I k new th at pets 
were proh i bi ted at our condomi ni um complcx, but my wi fe’s death  bad 
ch anged my vi ew of Hfe and I th ough t i t all ri gh t to tak e a so-wh at 
atti tude. So, I got a dog. Si x month s later, th e Superi ntendent caugh t me 
goi ng out wi th  my dog. Wh en I vi si ted h i m some days later, h e sai d to 
me “You h ave a bi g dog, don’t you?” I li ed to h i m th at i t was my 
broth er’s dog. Look i ng reli eved at my reply, h e agai n made sure th at th e 
dog was not mi ne. Th i s made me th i nk  th at i t (k eepi ng a dog) was 
aUowed. Th e Superi ntendent h ad k nown th at I h ad a dog, but i t became 
i mpossi ble for h i m to mrn a bli nd eye once h e actually saw i t, so h e 
ask ed me about i t

On wh at occasi ons do people j udge th at someth i ng i s unavoi dable?

- How far sh ould we go to sati sfy oth er people’s wi sh es?

To fi nd answers to a fundamental questi on, SD uses an example from 

th e experi ence of an SD parti ci pant as th e Basi s for i denti fymg th e core 

j udgment i n th at experi ence and probes for th e reasons of th at j udgment 

th rough  di alogue by th e parti ci pants. Furth ermore i n th i s SD sessi on, th e 

facüi tator requested th e parti ci pants to formulate “generali zed reasons” 

for th e j udgment i n order to get answers easi ly. Th e foUowi ng i s a 

summary of th e di alogue:

Core j udgment and reasons for i t:

I told an untruth  acceptable to th e Superi ntendent, because:
I wanted to protect my Status quo.
I gave consi derati on to th e oth er party’s posi ti on.
th e rule i s nomi nal.
I wanted to mak e my posi ti on understood.
I wanted to seek  a common ground or compromi se between th e oth er 
party and myself.
I expected a leni ent atti tude from th e oth er party by sh owi ng my 
weak ness.
I expected to be understood by th e oth er party.
I sough t to reach  a poi nt wh ere each  could respect th e oth er’s posi ti on

Generali zed reasons for th e core j udgment:
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3.3. Returni ng to th e th cmc (component 3 or tli cni e 

di scussi on)

People tend to seek  common ground acceptable to oth ers even th ough  i t 
i s not i n li ne wi th  th e rules (th ey mi gh t even tei l an untruth  for th at 
purpose), because;

People h ave someth i ng th ey cannot gi ve up i n order to li ve.
People h ave someth i ng th at th ey want to protect to lead a h appy Li fe.

People need to respect each  oth er’s posi ti ons wi th i n a flui d appli caüon 
of th e rules.

Th e purpose of th e th eme di scussi on (Component 3) i s to return to th e 

th eme: to confi rm any fi ndi ngs or to reach  agreement on any suggesti ons 

regardi ng th e th eme. Th i s i s th e most di ffi cult part of th e enti re Di alogue 

Complex process. To begi n th e di scussi on, th e facUi tator outli ned th e 

Problems rai sed and agreement reach ed duri ng th e SD sessi on on th e 

wh i teboard, and requested th e parti ci pants to provi de furth er 

perspecti ves th at could be deri ved from th em and draw conclusi ons on 

th e th eme. Th e parti ci pants came to th e foUowi ng conclusi ons 

concerni ng i n-h ome medi cal care;

1. Homecare work ers can be allowed to provi de medi cal practi ces, at th e 
request of pati ents or fami ly members; regarded as “support for li vi ng” 
rath er th an “medi cal care”; wi th out adh erence to laws and regulati ons, 
but i n a männer acceptable to th e admi ni strati ve body.

In th i s SD Sessi on, due to ti me constrai nts, parti ci pants were not able to 

arri ve at a fi nal answer to th e questi on, “Wh at i s a permi ssi ble acti on?” 

However, th ey came i nfi ni tely dose to an answer i n regard to th e 

foUowi ng two poi nts: Some acti on i s permi ssi ble or acceptable even 

th ough  not i n Une wi th  th e rules, by reason th at (1) th ere i s someth i ng 

th at th e person cannot gi ve up or wants to protect; (2) wh i ch  also means 

fi ndi ng a compromi se wi th i n a flui d appUcati on of rules. Th i s conclusi on 

can be consi dered very i nteresti ng wh en we consi der th e cri teri a for 

medi cal practi ces by h omecare work ers th at are not legally permi ssi ble 

and to wh at extent such  practi ces mi gh t be accepted.
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Wh at th e parti ci pants noti ccd - from th e questi onnai re 
on th e di alogue sessi on

After SD and th eme di scussi on, we surveyed th e parti ci pants. We see 

below wh at th e parti ci pants noti ced, wh i ch  appears on th e questi onnai re 

on th e di alogue sessi on.
Comments on i nvesti gati ng SD example (i n relati on to th e th eme “i n- 

h ome medi cal care”);

2. Moreover, parti es i nvolved wi th  i n-h ome medi cal care sh ould 
endeavor furth er to meet th e needs of pati ents and medi cal Servi ce users 
by seek i ng a more organi zed legal envi ronment, and engagi ng i n 
acti vi ti es th at engender broader understandi ng and sympath y for th e 

Servi ces th ey provi de.

Th e above conclusi ons are th e frui t of an enti re Di alogue Complex 

process on th e th eme of i n-h ome medi cal care. In Component 3, th e 

parti ci pants h ave i ndi cated a possi ble overall di recti on for th e study of 

i n-h ome medi cal care. Th e fi rst i tem, i n parti cular, reflects th e results of 

th e di alogues i n Components 0, 1 and 2. Th e i dea of deali ng wi th  i n- 
h ome medi cal care “i n a männer acceptable to th e admi ni strati ve body” 

and “at th e request of pati ents or fami ly members” reflects th e 

agreement reach ed i n Component 2: “People need to respect each  

oth er’s posi ti ons wi th i n a flui d appli cati on of th e rules” on th e grounds 

th at “people h ave someth i ng th ey cannot gi ve up i n order to li ve.” 

Meanwh i le, th e i dea of “support for li vi ng” was suggested i n 

Components 0 and 1.
People tend to fi x on th e legally permi ssi ble ränge of medi cal 

practi ces and h ow to di sti ngui sh  between medi cal and non-medi cal 

practi ces wh en talk i ng about i n-h ome medi cal care. Wh i le th e 

parti ci pants were struggli ng wi th  h ow to solve th e i ssue, th e Di alogue 

Complex aUowed th em to tak e advantage of “a flui d appli cati on of th e 

rules,” and th en ch ange th ei r atti tudes toward i n-h ome medi cal care, 
arri vi ng at a concept of “support for li vi ng.” It represents a Step i n th e 

development of a di scussi on on h ow to deal wi th  th e i ssue (i n-h ome 
medi cal care) i nto a new di alogue for reth i nk i ng th e basi c framework  of 

th e i ssue (and proposi ng a new framework ).
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It was i ntercsti ng and profi table to see for myself h ow th e ‘example’ i s 
recorded and flesh ed out th rough  a clear, vi si ble approach  i n th e course 
of exch angi ng real-üme questi ons and answers, analyzi ng, and li steni ng 
to opi ni ons, and th at th e accumulated ‘example’ was fürth er organi zed 
and sh ared by th e parti ci pants.

I was most i nterested i n th e procedure for studyi ng th e th eme wh ere we 
talk ed about a speci fi c case (SD example) not di rectly relevant to i n- 
h ome medi cal care. It was a ni ce way to i nvesti gate th e th eme from 
anoth er angle, openi ng a way to look  at th e i ssue of medi cal care, wh i ch  
h as not been di scussed by people from a vari ety of ci rcles, from a dai ly 
Hfe perspecti ve.

If th e case (SD example) h ad been one th at i nvolved medi cal 
tech ni cali ti es, th e di scussi on would h ave been consi derably li mi ted, 
accordi ng to th e parti ci pants’ medi cal experi ence. So i t was wi se to h ave 
a di alogue based on a case not di rectly related to medi cal detai ls.

Comments on returni ng from SD to th eme di scussi on:

I th ough t th e di scussi on was someh ow movi ng along di fferent 
wavelength s wh en we fi rst swi tch ed from th e SD to th e th eme 
di scussi on. Wi th  th e addi ti onal parti ci pants j oi ni ng i n, i t took  a lot of 
ti me to get th e di scussi on movi ng along th e same wavelength . Wh en we 
fi nally managed to get on track , th e Sessi on was almost over.

We focused on th e th eme “Wh at i s a permi ssi ble acti on?” i n th e SD. In 
contrast, we dealt wi th  a wi der ränge of i ssues i n th e later th eme 
di scussi on, wh i ch  made i t di ffi cult to arri ve at a work i ng conclusi on. I 
can’t h elp feeUng th at we forced ourselves to h ämmer out some sort of 
conclusi on, or settled on a compromi se conclusi on wi th  th e atti tude th at 
th at was about all we could do.

I was a li ttle confused by th e gap between th e th i nk i ng styles focused on 
a general case duri ng th e SD and focused on speci fi c cases i n real li fe 
duri ng th e th eme di scussi on wh en we moved from th e one to th e oth er. 
It would be ni ce i f th ere were an Intermedi ate stage between th e two 
processes. For example, talk i ng about a speci fi c i nstance of i n-h ome 
medi cal treatment would mak e a proper transi ti on.

Comments on faci ütati ng th e SD:

Si nce th e ch ai rperson i s usually regarded as a person wh o mak es 
auth ori tati ve comments, di scussi on parti ci pants are prone to look  to th e 
ch ai rperson for h elp i f th e di scussi on reach es a dead end. In our SD,
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h owever, th e faci li tator remai ned i n a supporti ng role. It i s i mperati ve to 
h ave a faci li tator wh en people wi th  di fferent i deas get togeth er to di scuss 
a subj ect Step by Step.

It was exci ti ng to see th at th e faci li tator adj usted and coordi nated th e 
vari ety of vi ews to gai n th e understandi ng and agreement of th e 
parti ci pants (wh i le leavi ng ri gh tful di sagreements alone). Düri ng th at 
process, I also saw people’s di fferences and common poi nts on ‘h ow 
th ey fei t’ clearly i ndi cated, and h ow agreement (compromi se) was 
reach ed.

I th i nk  a medi cal doctor sees th e th eme th rough  a doctor’s eyes. Th e 
same goes for th e oth er di sci pli nes. I myself see th e th eme th rough  th e 
eyes of someone wh o h as lost a fami ly member. So, for th i s type of 
di scussi on, th e k ey to success i s a balance between th e number of 
medi cal care provi ders and recei vers. Reah zi ng h ow di ffi cult i t would be 
to form such  a balanced gath eri ng, I th ough t th e SD was more 
i mportant th an th e th eme di scussi on.

Wh en we di scuss a matter wi th  vari ous k i nds of people, a di fferent 
opi ni on often prompts us to new ways of th i nk i ng. Th e presence of 
fresh  poi nts of vi ew i s an i nteUectual i ncenti ve for us, so i t i s better to 
h ave new members wi th a common i nterest, rath er th an to be 
surrounded only by fami li är faces. Usually wh en an expert talk s about 
h i s/h er experti se, h e/sh e i s trapped i n h i s own i nteUectual framework , 
bri ngi ng th e wh ole di scussi on to a standsti ll. Th e SD break s down th at 
süff framework , and enables us to sh are a common th ough t th at wi ll 
become a common starti ng li ne for th e di scussi on, i n th e course of 
studyi ng th e same speci fi c example. Th e removal of th e unnecessaty 
framework  and sh ari ng of th ough ts work s well wh en we go back  to 
di scussi ng th e ori gi nal expert th eme.

In relati on to th e th eme “i n-h ome medi cal care”, th e most of th e 

parti ci pants feel th e Investi gati on of an example and also th e faci li tati on 

i n th e SD useful. Moreover, as th e last two comments sh ow, th ey 

become to see h ow i mportant i t i s to sh are a common th ough t regardi ng
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sort of “gap” between 
posi ti ve i nfluence of

oth er persons’ i nterests or posi ti ons. Th us, we may conclude 
provi si onally th at out tri al appli cati on of th e Di alogue Complex was 
meani ngful. But at th e same ti me, th ey h ave h ad some trouble to return 
from SD to th e th eme. It i s th e trouble to “transfer” th e result of SD to 
th e soci al (actual) i ssues. Fi nally, we would li k e to gi ve bri ef 
consi derati on to th i s poi nt.

1. It seems qui te cruci al for SD to di sti ngui sh  an “SD example” from 
th e “case study”. SD does not deal wi th  a peculi ar case but ai ms at 
understandi ng an example of someth i ng uni versal i n h uman li fe (as “1, 2, 
3...” are examples of th e “natural number”). Not a few speci ah sts are 
fami üar wi th  th e case study, but “a case” i s always descri bed and 
i nterpreted i n th e context of a certai n speci alty. It sh ould be di ffi cult for 
th e parti ci pants to di scuss or understand a case beyond th ei r speci alti es. 
In th i s vi ewpoi nt, we can see th at th e parti ci pants were able to 
understand th i s di fference. Th at i s wh y th ey found a sort of “gap” 
between th e SD and th e th eme di scussi on.

2. Th e fact th at th e parti ci pants found a ; 
Component 2 and 3 can be regarded as a 
Component 2 (SD). In th i s sense, th e Di alogue Complex i ncludi ng SD 
mi gh t be effecti ve i n bri ngi ng th e parti ci pants to a ch ange of th ei r 
atti tude or th i nk i ng style. Th i s ch ange i s i mportant, because a di scussi on 
i n publi c requi res th at parti ci pants understand a th eme beyond th ei r 
posi ti ons or speci alti es. SD (and th e Di alogue Complex wi th  SD) can 
meet th i s requi rement. On th e oth er h and, th e way to “transfer” th e 
result of SD to th e followi ng di scussi on leaves much  room for 
i mprovement. We can consi der, for example, th e possi bi h ty of gi vi ng a 
Sessi on si mi lar to a ph i losoph i cal cafe before or after th e th eme 
di scussi on or — gi ven th e smaU group setti ng of SD - an open-ended 
di scussi on to di sclose underlyi ng di fference i n values among th e 
parti ci pants. Such  an i mprovement must be our next ch aUenge.
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Free Space and th e Art of Conversati ons
Faci li tati ng Di alogue wi th i n Organi zati onŝ *̂’

Imagi ne a management team wh i ch  talk s about i ts own moral teach ers, a 
group of Professi onals wh o try to i denti fy th ei r long ch eri sh ed i llusi ons, 
di rectors of Health  care wh o reflect on th e essence and excellence of th ei r 
work , di rectors of sch ools wh o descri be th ei r vi si on of quali ty assurance, 
Consultants wh o di scover th at fundamental questi ons are h i dden i n 
unnoti ced events, Software developers wh o engage i n a debate wi th  th ei r 
managers about th e i dea th at management i nterferes wi th  th e 
Professi onals’ work , lawyers wh o express th ei r consi derati ons i n a 
di lemma i n j ust one sentence, nei gh bours wh o engage i n a meeti ng about 
h ow th ey want to li ve i n th e nei gh bourh ood, h elp desk  staff wh o try to 
fi nd th e mi ddle posi ti on i n emoti onaUy loaded si tuati ons, ...

We h ave been practi si ng ph i losoph i cal conversati ons wi th  many 
di fferent groups and i n many di fferent ways and h ave developed 
numerous gui deli nes to faci li tate th em. We mak e th em avai lable i n th i s 
fi eld gui de for anyone wanti ng to start and conduct ph i losoph i cal 
conversati ons, wh i ch  are ri eh  i n content, depth  and reflecüon.

In our h i -tech  world, we engage i n h i gh  speed communi cati on, 
effordess connecti ons and ultra sh ort meeti ngs, but we also noti ce we 
cannot do wi th out conversati ons. In th ose conversati ons th e underlyi ng 
questi ons can be ask ed, th e slow questi ons, th e ones th at deserve ti me 
and attenti on, th e questi ons about meani ng, structure and th e di recti on 
of wh at i s Happeni ng, about ai ms and poi nts of departure, about th e

286 Text tak en from: Jos Kessels, Eri k  Boers, Pi eter Mostert, Free Space Fi eld gui de to 
conversati ons (Boom Amsterdam 2009). To be orderet! at 
h ttp: / ! www.h etni euwetri vi um.nl/page/publi cati ons

http://www.hetnieuwetrivium.nl/page/publications
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Th i s book  öfters an extensi on of th e practi cal gui des i n our previ ous 
book , Free Space and Room to Reflect (2004). It contai ns poi nters to a large 
number of ways of speak i ng and wri ti ng, each  of wh i ch  ai ms to mak e our 
th i nk i ng deeper and more reflecti ve. We h ave developed th em th rough  
th e past years i n all k i nds of organi zati ons. Qui te often we h ave started 
from h i stori cal sources. We bri ng th em togeth er h ere, because th ey h ave 
proved i nspi ri ng i n our work . Many of th e people wi th  wh om we work ed 
want to use th ese fami li är and unfami li ar practi cal gui des th emselves. All 
th e practi cal gui des foster personal and mutual i nqui r)', i n small and large 
groups, i n formal and i nformal setti ngs, rangi ng from th e boardroom of 
th e CEO to a local cafe around th e corner.

good, th e true, th e beauti ful and th e pleasant. Rai si ng th ose questi ons i s 
i mportant for our i ndi vi dual weUbei ng. And i t also i nfluences th e quali ty 
of our envi ronment, th e place wh ere we li ve, even soci ety as a wh ole. 
Th ere needs to be a place wh ere th ere i s room to reflect - a free space.

In such  a space one can h ave a proper conversati on. From our own 
experi ence we k now th at such  conversati ons do not ari se by th emselves. 
And th e opi ni on th at we all k now h ow to engage i n such  conversati ons i s 
not evi dent i n practi ce. Si ow th i nk i ng i s easi ly replaced by th e i mpati ence 
of ach i evi ng a qui ck  answer. If one truly wants to th i nk  togeth er, th en 
forms of conversati on are needed. Such  forms of engagement enable us 
to stay wi th  th e questi on, for a longer peri od of ti me th an we are used to 
i n a pleasant and stri ct way. Stayi ng wi th  th e questi on i s an art i n i tself. It 
requi res one to di sentangle oneself from all th e acti ons focused on a 
speci fi c ai m or result. Ph i losoph y — th e longi ng for wi sdom — i s practi sed 
by careful scruti ny of wh at one wants, does, ch ooses, deci des, ach i eves. 
It i s a meti culous process of clari fyi ng, formuladng and j usti fyi ng 
underlyi ng concepts and i deas. It i s th e process of cri ti cally ch eck i ng, 
sh ari ng and compari ng th e di fferent vi ews at stäk e. To arti culate wh at 
sh ould be valued - th i s i s also th e art essenti al to organi zati ons. Th ere 
can be no vi si on wi th out strategy, no clari ty wi th out effecti veness, no 
di recti on wi th out focus.
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Li k e Free Space and Room to Rej lect th e practi cal gui des are di vi ded i nto 
th e th ree li beral arts, namely, di alecti c, rh etori c and grammar, plus th e art 
of th e good li fe, eth i cs. Some of th ese gui des requi re some practi ce or an 
experi enced faci li tator, oth ers don’t and can be used ri gh t away. But all 
practi cal gui des lead to conversati ons wh i ch  h ave a h i gh  level of personal 
and mutual i nqui ry and reflecti on. We beli eve such  conversati ons to be 
‘th e most frui tful and natural exerci se of th e mi nd’ (Montai gne) and ‘th e 
most fulfi Ui ng and h i gh est acti vi ty of a free person’ (Ari stotle). Beyond 
th at, th ese conversati ons are of vi tal i mportance i n our dai ly h ecti c, 
k alei doscopi c li ves, i n wh i ch  we need to exch ange our own vi si ons and 
values to experi ence togeth erness ami dst mutual di fferences.

Socrates i s th e founder of th e conversati on of i nqui ry and 
ph i losoph i cal reflecti on i n th e European tradi ti on. In every conversati on 
h e took  part i n, h e i nvesti gated seri ous questi ons i n depth . By exch angi ng 
and ch allengi ng opi ni ons h e led h i s compani ons to measure th emselves 
and th ei r acts and to i nspect th ei r beUefs about wh at i s i mportant i n 
man’s li fe. Hi s conversati ons were always ai med at assessi ng wh at was of 
value i n somebody’s li fe. To get th ere h e always started by ask i ng 
somebody to formulate h i s beli cfs about a questi on carefuUy. But th en h e 
took  a more confrontati onal stance — h e di dn’t only want to k now wh at 
th at person th ough t of th e questi on, but also wanted to fi nd out h ow 
th at person dealt wi th  th at questi on practi cally, i n dai ly li fe. Investi gati ng 
your own i deas i s th e fi rst th i ng; i nvesti gati ng your own beh avi our, 
atti tude and way of li fe i s th e second th i ng. Socrati c i nqui ry i s basi cally an 
i nqui ry i nto yourself.

Socrates must h ave been a master i n tempti ng oth er people to engage i n 
reflecti ve conversati on. He was convi nced th at i ntelli gencc or 
reasonableness i s not j ust an i ndi vi dual affai r. To foster i t one needs 
oth er people and especi ally people wh o are wi Ui ng to th i nk  wi th  you and 
at th e same ti me are able to create doubts. By usi ng th e fri cti on ari si ng 
from di fferent opi ni ons and approach es one can ach i eve wh at one 
cannot do wh en one i s alone, th at i s, formulati ng wh at really i s of value,
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to fi nd an i nspi ri ng i dea, to create an i mage of a good li fe. Th at i s wh at 
Socrates tri ed to establi sh  i n bi s conversati ons.

Such  conversati ons are qui te di fferent from a consultati on, a call for 
h elp, a meeti ng wi th  a coach , or th e constructi on of a soluti on. Socrates’ 
conversati ons were free - not ai med at h elpi ng or counselli ng, nor at th e 
development of a strategy or a soluti on, nor at th e ach i evement of a 
speci fi c result. Hi s conversati ons were ai med at creati ng a free place and 
room for reflecti on. In th e old days a di sti ncti on was made h etween th e 
free and th e useful arts, th e artes li berales and th e artes servi les. Th e free arts 
are practi sed to bri ng free space i nto one’s li fe. Th ese are th e arts of a 
contemplati ve, reflecti ve li fe, th e vi ta contemplati va. Th e oth er arts are th e 
useful ones, necessary to fulfi l a certai n professi on. Th ey belong to th e 
vi ta acti va. Th e fi rst type of li fe one leads for i ts own sak e, th e second type 
one leads to ach i eve someth i ng ei se.

We th i nk  i t’s most i mportant to create free space ami d th e h ecti c rush  
of dai ly li fe, a place wh ere one can stand i nstead of tun, wh ere one can 
sh i ft from doi ng to th i nk i ng. It’s not only h ecause good i deas ari se i n 
slow moments, wh en th ere i s room for reflecti on, on one’s own or i n 
meeti ng oth er people. It’s also i mportant as a counterwei gh t to th e 
domi nance of th e useful. Li fe i s more th an j ust a ch ai n of useful 
moments. We also need moments of play, celebrati on, spare ti me, ease. 
“We are busy (restless) so as to h ave ease”, Ari stotle says. In a soci ety 
wh i ch  values busi ness and bei ng busy so h i gh ly, i t’s di ffi cult to sense th e 
deeper meani ng of ‘ease’. Interesti ngly h oth  i n Greek  and Lati n ‘bei ng 
busy’ h ad a negati ve connotati on, a-sch oli a, neg-oti um. Free space, sch ale, 
sh ould be th e measure, not th e devi ati on.

Th e focus i n th e useful arts i s on th e acqui si ti on of expert sk i Us, as a 
managet, a teach er, a doctor, a lawyer, or wh atever. Th e useful arts 
develop one professi onaUy and soci aUy and i n exerci si ng th em one 
i ncreases one’s sk i lls. Th e k h eral arts, on th e contrary, are focused on th e 
development of th e i ntri nsi c h uman capaci ti es — consci ousness, 
communi cati on, language, th i nk i ng, speak i ng, wri ti ng. So th ey are about 
sk i lls of a di fferent k i nd. Th ese are not speci fi c Professi onal or soci al
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Th e abi li ty to conduct di alogues h as become more and more i mportant 
i n organi zati ons and i n soci ety as a wh ole. Th i s i s especi ally true i n 
soci eti es wh i ch  h ave become i ndi vi duaUzed at a rapi d pace. Tradi ti onal 
ti es — th rough  Fami ly, nei gh bourh ood, ch urch , work , poli ti cal party —

sk i Us, but general, h uman sk i lls - reasonableness, excellence, freedom, 
li vi ng th e good li fe. Ari stotle defi nes wh at we ai m at i n th e exerci se of 
th e li beral arts li k e th i s, “Vi rtue, th en, i s a state of ch aracter concerned 
wi th  ch oi ce, lyi ng i n a mean, i .e. th e mean relati ve to us, th i s bei ng 
determi ned by a rati onal pri nci ple, and by th at pri nci ple by wh i ch  th e 
man of practi cal wi sdom would determi ne i t.” ̂i ch omach ean Eth i cs, 1106 
b36, translated by W.D. Ross],

Ari stotle wanted to di sti ngui sh  between experti se and mastery — an 
expert i s mai nly i nterested i n mak i ng th e ri gh t deci si on i n a speci fi c case 
and i n h ow th at deci si on can best be effected. Mastery i s about a state of 
mi nd i n wh i ch  one mak es th e ri gh t deci si ons. Wh at k i nd of atti tude, of 
World vi ew and of th i nk i ng i s needed for th at state? Wh at k i nd of a 
person i s someone wh o h as reason and practi cal wi sdom? Th e expert i s 
focused on solvi ng a problem, th e person of practi cal wi sdom i s focused 
on an ‘i dea’. By ‘i 'dea’ we mean th e underlyi ng pattem i n a questi on or an 
i ssue. An i dea sh ows one h ow di fferent parts of a complex i ssue are 
connected to each  oth er and wh en we get th e ‘i dea’ we are able to relate 
all th e aspects of a parti cular i ssue to each  oth er and see a meani ngful 
wh ole. An i dea, alth ough  i t’s abstract, depi cts reali ty at i ts best, reali ty 
wh en i t i s ‘i n sh ape’, j ust li k e wh en you and I are ‘i n sh ape’.

In dai ly li fe th e useful and th e free arts overlap. Most often both  
k i nds of sk i lls are needed. Th e practi cal gui des i n th i s book  contri bute to 
th e development and appli cati on of th e free arts, th e j oy of i nqui ry and 
reflecti on i n a free space. It i s a seri ous and necessary play, to be engaged 
i n th e free arts, and often demandi ng and ch allengi ng. It may even be 
useful, i f you want i t to be. But above all i t i s a beauti ful and fulfi lli ng 
play, fi t for free spi ri ts.
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h ave become looser. Indi vi dual frcedom and autonomy h ave put soci al 
coh esi on under pressure. Coh esi on i s not j ust a matter of li vi ng and 
work i ng togeth er, or of sh ari ng values. It i s also an emoti onal th i ng, i t’s 
about th e feeli ng of belongi ng.

Conversati on i s one of th e basi c expressi ons of belongi ng. It i s 
th rough  th e ongoi ng conversati on about wh o we are and wh at we h ave 
to do th at a sense of Identi fi cati on and coh esi on i s fei t. Of course, th ere 
are oth er condi ti ons for becomi ng a communi ty too, li k e a sh ared ai m or 
i dea, a sh ared practi ce and adequate leadersh i p. But ongoi ng 
conversati on i s essenti al to any k i nd of communi ty bui ldi ng. In th i s 
ongoi ng conversati on di alogue plays a cruci al role.

Th e di alogue i s a speci al k i nd of conversati on, th at i s, a conversati on 
wh i ch  i s focused on i nqui ry, and more speci fi cally, an i nqui ry i nto 
oneself. To conduct a di alogue i s an art and a di sci pli ne wh i ch  demands a 
lot from th e parti ci pants, both  i n sk i Us and atti tude. Every conversati on 
i s not a di alogue. Talk i ng about th e weath er, h owever sensi ble i t may be, 
i s not a di alogue. A debate about a poli ti cal i ssue, h owever sh arp and 
i llumi nati ng i t may be, i s not a di alogue. A di alogue i s nei th er j ust a 
conversati on, nor a di scussi on nor a meeti ng. It i s an expli ci t, j oi nt effort 
to i nqui re i nto someth i ng. It i s a conversati on at i ts best about wh o we 
are and wh at we h ave to do.

Wh en Socrates ask ed h i s compani ons i n th e di alogues to gi ve an 
account of th ei r th i nk i ng and doi ng, h e ask ed th em to provi de th e logos 
for th ei r acti ng and th ei r i deas. He ask ed for th e reasons for th ei r poi nt 
of vi ew, an explanati on of th ei r beh avi our, th e story beh i nd th ei r 
Posi ti on. Th ose reasons and explanati ons sh ould be consi stent — th at i s 
th e formal meani ng of ‘logi c’. But to provi de th e logos i s more th an j ust 
th at. It i s more th an gi vi ng your reasons, i t i s also about wh y you th i nk  
th at th ese are good reasons and wh at th e ‘Standards’ are agai nst wh i ch  
th ese reasons are measured. Th ey are wh at Plato referred to as th e 
‘Form’ or th e ‘Idea’. Di alecti c i s th e sk i U to look  for th e logos i n aU th ese 
di fferent meani ngs.

It i s for good reasons th at i n current di scourse th e di alogue i s h i gh ly 
esteemed. For many people tak i ng part i n a di alogue i s a surpri si ng 
experi ence, used as th ey are to th e brüte force of th e pubh c debate, th e 
cyni ci sm and superfi ci ah ty of th e medi a and th e paleness of most 
meeti ngs. At th e same ti me i t sh ould be our concern th at alth ough  many
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Rh etori c i s th e art of publi c speak i ng i n a frank  and i nspi ri ng männer. It 
i s an i mportant art, as th ere are numerous si tuati ons, i nsi de and outsi de 
organi zati ons, wh ere one speak s to one anoth er: tak i ng a stance, 
defendi ng a proposal, cri ti ci zi ng previ ous conduct, ch allengi ng new i deas. 
All th at sounds li vely and open, di rect and colourful. But i n reali ty i t i s 
qui te di fferent. Meeti ngs are bori ng and endless, conversati ons are stale 
and ti resome, and most of wh at i s sai d i s rath er predi ctable. If th ere i s 
any dynami sm or li veli ness i t i s because some speak  louder or Interrupt 
oth ers conti nuously.

How di fferent th i s can be, wh en people master th e art of speak i ng i n 
a frank  and free way. No longer wi ll th e loudest voi ce domi nate. No 
longer wi ll ti me be spoi lt at i ntri caci es th at lead nowh ere. Parti ci pants wi ll 
k now h ow to respect th e rh yth m of posi ti on and Opposi ti on. Th ey wi ll 
underpi n th ei r arguments wi th  compelli ng examples. Th ey wi ll get to th e 
h eart of th e matter. Th ey wi ll not only speak  to oth ers, th ey wi ll touch  
th em. Tri vi al manners wi ll be sh oved asi de, th e sti mulaüng Speech  by 
one parti ci pant wi ll encourage anoth er parti ci pant to present h i s vi ew i n 
an even more compelli ng way. All feel responsi ble for th rowi ng h gh t on 
all th e relevant aspects of th e i ssue.

Th e practi cal gui des i n th i s secti on on rh etori c are tuned i nto th e most 
i mportant condi ti ons for developi ng such  conversati ons: openness. How 
does one create more openness? Th e basi c tech ni ques are questi oni ng 
and li steni ng, i n th e process of i nqui ry i nto a k ey i ssue. Rh etori c i s about 
persuasi on and convi cti on, about tak i ng a posi ti on and offeri ng 
Opposi ti on, about pro and con. All th ese are tech ni ques wh i ch  eh ci t all 
th e aspects th at need to be tak en i nto consi derati on.

Th e classi cal tradi ti on of rh etori c offers a wi de vari ety of ways of 
speak i ng, not only to ‘to be h eard’, but also to enli ven th e publi c debate 
i n organi zati ons and develop a culture of conversati on i n wh i ch  di ffi cult 
i ssues are dealt wi th  i n an open and frank  way. We h ave transferred a 
number of th ese classi cal forms to modern days and adapted th em so

talk  about th e i mportance of di alogues th e abi Uty to actually conduct 
th em i s h ardly developed.
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th at th ey Support th ose wh o sh are th e i mportance of speak i ng i n a free 
and i nspi ri ng way.

Gramma i n Greek s means ‘carvi ng’. Grammar i s th e art of carvi ng, th e 
abi li ty to fi nd words th at leave an Impressi on, an i mpri nt of th e mi nd. 
Words th at work  leave such  an i mpri nt i n our memory. Grammar i s th e 
study of h ow th at work s, h ow words do work , wh en th ey h ave an effect 
and wh y th at h appens. A careful study i s requi red, of all di fferent k i nds 
of words, form rh etori c to poeti c, from auth ori tari an to seducti ve 
language, from th e mere name of a word to th e deeper structure of i ts 
meani ng. Th e study of th e words i s th e basi s of all li beral arts, i t i s th e 
entrance to personal development.

Man i s a word-bei ng. Wi th out words we would not be able to 
communi cate i n a ci vi li zed männer. ‘Words h elp us to h eap sh ame on 
th ose wh o are bad and to prai se th ose wh o are good’, Isocrates one of 
th e greatest Greek  orators, says, ‘We consi der th e ri gh t word as th e best 
tok en of a ri gh t i nsi gh t. And i n th e careful, correct and targeted use of 
words we see th e reflecti on of a sound and reli able spi ri t. Th rough  th e 
use of words we engage i n debate about di sputable matters and enter 
areas th at were unk nown to us before. And th e words wi th  wh i ch  we 
convi nce oth ers wh en we speak  are th e same as th ose wi th  wh i ch  we 
convi nce ourselves wh en we reflect.’

Th ere are many di fferent ways of usi ng words, many di fferent styles 
and genres i n wri ti ng. For some of th em we present a practi cal gui de, for 
oth ers we do not, as th i s fi eld gui de i s not a collecti on of exerci ses i n 
wri ti ng li terature. We ai m to sh ow h ow wri ti ng accordi ng to a parti cular 
formal Supports th e selecti on of words th at work , and from th ere 
Supports a furth er i nqui ry or conversati on about wh at i t i s all about. Let 
US sh are wh at th ere i s and h ow i t i s.

Wri ti ng i s an i mportant preparati on for speak i ng. ‘Th e pen i s th e best 
teach er for speak i ng’, Ci cero says. ‘Because all th e arguments, wh eth er 
th ey deri ve from experti se (art) or from creati vi ty (j ngeni um), present 
th emselves to us wh i le wri ti ng as a spyi ng eye of th e mi nd. All th ough ts 
and words th at fi t a certai n topi c and clari fy i t, wi ll necessari ly flow to th e
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ti p of our pen’. In h i s book  about publi c speak i ng h e descri bes h ow i n 
h i s early years h e h i mself practi sed deUveri ng Speech es by fi rst readi ng, 
from Uterature or poli ti cs and th en capturi ng i t i n h i s own words i n as 
many di fferent ways as possi ble. Th at does not only requi re th at one 
gai ns i nsi gh t i nto th e content and th e back ground of th e di fferent vi ews, 
but also i nto th e pro’s and con’s, i n style and ch oi ce of wordi ng, i n th e 
use of metaph ors and oth er rh etori cal fi gures. ‘For our personal 
development we h ave to deli ver speech es about all k i nds of subj ects, 
both  pro and con, and h ave to mak e use of everyth i ng th at adds to 
persuadi ng oth ers’, h e wri tes. Th e li beral arts are th ere for developi ng 
oneself i nto someone wh o i s consci enti ous and benevolent, eloquent and 
congeni al.

Eth i cs (from th e Greek  eth os) i s about h ow one usually beh aves wh en one 
i s at h ome, i n one’s own domi cüe: ‘th at i s th e way we do i t h ere’. At th e 
same ti me eth i cs i s th e reflecti on on th ese ways, reflecti on on wh at good 
h abi ts are or wh at j ust beh avi our i s. Eth i cs i s th erefore th e study of 
ch aracter, of a good li fe, of flouri sh i ng, of excellence.

Socrates assumed th at i f one reaUy k nows wh at j ust beh avi our 
amounts to one wi ll also be j ust i n one’s beh avi our. And vi ce versa, th at 
i f one does not do wh at i s j ust one actuaUy does not k now wh at i t 
amounts to. Th at i s wh y h e constantly tri es to persuade h i s di alogue 
Partners to gi ve account of th ei r acts, to j usti fy wh at th ey were doi ng. 
Agai n and agai n th ey came to th e conclusi on th at th ey h ad i nadequate 
k nowledge of wh at i t actually i s to lead a good li fe. Or at least th at th ey 
were not able to explai n th at adequately. By doi ng th at h e sti mulated 
th em to reflecti on, h e ch allenged th em to th i nk  about th emselves, th ei r 
atti mdes and ambi ti ons. Th i s i s th e way to develop a clearer pi cture of 
oneself, of one’s relati on to oth ers and to th e communi ty as a wh ole.

Many people th i nk  th at eth i cs i s mai nly a matter of morali zi ng, of 
rai si ng your h and and sayi ng: th i s i s wh at you sh ould obey, th at i s wh at i s 
not allowed; i f you don’t beh ave you’ll get puni sh ed. But th at i s a 
superfi ci al, h ardly effecti ve approach . Wh en you work  wi th  th e practi cal 
gui des from th i s secti on you wi ll soon see wh y. Eth i cs i s mai nly a matter
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of i nqui ry, of tryi ng to fi nd out h ow you can flouri sh , on your own and 
togeth er wi th  oth ers. How do you want to li ve? Wh o are your moral 
teach ers? Wh at are your gui di ng values? Are you able to flouri sh  i n a 
di ffi cult Si tuati on? Th ose are th e questi ons eth i cs i s about.

For reflecti ve conversati ons i n organi zati ons one needs a speci fi c Format, 
an Image of h ow th e conversati on wi ll evolve, a proper way to work . 
Oth erwi se confusi on wi ll ari se about ‘Wh at k i nd of conversati on are we 
h avi ng h ere anyway?’ Th at would damage th e quah ty of th e conversati on. 
Th at i s wh y we brough t togeth er such  a wi de vari ety of practi cal gui des, 
so th at one can ch oose a speci fi c Format for a speci fi c topi c or 
ci rcumstance.

Some practi cal gui des are si mi lar, oth ers are surpri si ngly di fferent. Th e 
one i s easi er th an th e oth er. Wi th  some one can start a conversati on ri gh t 
away, wi th out any preparati on. Oth ers requi re some study or practi ce 
before one can h andle th em well. And fmally th ere are some wh i ch  
requi re a h i gh  level of experti se or experi ence as a faci li tator. Such  a 
gradual i ncrease i n di ffi culty i s true i n any art, so also i n th e li beral arts. 
But i t i s not only th e level of experti se th at counts; th ere i s someth i ng 
ei se, someth i ng th at goes beyond bei ng sk i lful. In musi c i t i s called 
‘musi cah ty’. Th ere too, i n musi c, i t i s true th at one sh ould practi se long 
and systemati cally. Th at i s th e only way to master th e necessary sk i lls. But 
‘musi cah ty’ i s di fferent from h avi ng mastered th e tech ni cal sk i lls, i t i s th e 
feeh ng for wh at i t i s all about, th e abi li ty to move beyond th e tech ni que, 
th e abi h ty to play. It i s a k i nd of freedom, not li mi ted by rules or by th e 
h mi ts of sk i lls, i t i s th e abi h ty to do exactly wh at i s needed i n th at 
Si tuati on. An experi enced arti st k nows h ow to mould th e tech ni que i nto 
th e sh ape h e needs, so th at h i s play becomes free, not h mi ted. For a 
practi ti oner of th e h beral arts th at i s altogeth er true.
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All th e practi cal gui des we descri be presuppose th i s combi nati on of 
tech ni que and freedom. On th e one h and th ey i nvi te preci si on i n th ei r 
use. Th e practi cal gui des speci fy wh ere one sh ould be stri ct and accurate, 
i denti fy wh ere ‘someth i ng li k e th i s’ i s not good enough . On th e oth er 
h and th e practi cal gui des need to be i nterpreted agai n and agai n, li k e th e 
scores of th e musi c, th ey demand a personal readi ng, an i ndi vi dual 
Interpretati on. One cannot apply th em as i f th ey were mech ani cal, 
wi th out payi ng attenti on. Th e art of usi ng th e practi cal gui des i s to learn 
to play wi th  th em, th at i s to master th e tech ni que of each  of th em i n such  
a way th at one can set oneself free from th em, th at one can turn th em 
i nto musi c, wi th  one’s h eart and soul i n i t.

We made th e gui des as practi cal as possi ble. Th at i s wh y th ey work . Keep 
i n mi nd th at all gui des are meant to faci li tate a conversati on, meant to 
create a mutual exch ange of th ough ts and i deas, but at th e same ti me an 
i nqui ry i nto oneself, i n each  of th e parti ci pants. Th at i s a subtle and 
deli cate ai m. It wi ll not be ach i eved wh en one j ust ‘tri es someth i ng ei se 
th i s ti me’. Th i nk  about th e ai m of a parti cular gui de and wh at i s needed 
to ach i eve th at ai m. All practi cal gui des h elp to establi sh  a certai n k i nd of 
i nqui ry. We h ave tri ed to descri be th em i n such  a way th at th e reader wi ll 
look  forward to mak e use of th em, th at th ey create th e expectati on of 
‘th i s wi ll be a pleasure, but very seri ous at th e same ti me’. Th at i s wh at a 
conversati on sh ould be, a seri ous play, wi th  relevant i ssues at stäk e.

We arranged th e practi cal gui des i nsi de each  of th e li beral arts i n such  a 
way th at th ey work  li k e an i ntroducti on. Th e less compli cated ones are at 
th e begi nni ng. Th en th ere are th e practi cal gui des th at lead to conversati ons 
i n depth . Some bui ld on previ ous ones, oth ers sh ow h ow one can approach  
th e i nqui ry from a di fferent angle. ‘Dare to bri ng i n vari ety’, i s our th eme. 
But once you h ave ch osen, you sh ould sti ck  to th e format of th at parti cular 
gui de. It offers clari ty and support, i t h elps th e parti ci pants to focus on th e 
Content, to pay attenti on to th e i ssue th at needs clari fi cati on. Th e format of 
th e practi cal gui de Supports th e i nqui r}̂; i t h elps to preclude conversati ons 
from wanderi ng off i nto di fferent di recti ons and endi ng nowh ere. If th i ngs 
work  well, th e format wi ll be pleasure.
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“If th e doors of pcrcepti on were cleansed every th i ng would appear to 
man as i t i s, i nfi ni te ...”

Wi lli am Blak e (Th e marri age of h eaven and h ell) 1793

Di alogues Ini ti ated by Art -
a Creati ve Form ofDevelopi ng Joi nt Insi gh ts

For th e 6th  Internati onal Conference “Th e ch allenge of di alogue - 
Socrati c Di alogue and Oth er Forms of Di alogue i n Di fferent Poli ti cal 
Systems and Cultures — a global perspecti ve” we were i nvi ted to present 
a Work sh op “Di alogues i ni ti ated by art — A New Approach  for

Th e arti cle presents and di scusses a form of di alogue wh ere th e Socrati c 
meth od i s combi ned wi th  th e tech ni ques of look i ng at art. Th e extremely 
sti mulati ng effect of work s of art can Support th e search  for Soluti ons. As 
i n th e Socrati c di alogue th e group ch ooses a qucsti on, problem or proj ect 
of a parti ci pant for th e conversati on process. In addi ti on th ey th en h ave 
to opt for a pi ece of art (i .e. pai nti ng, sculpture, ph otograph y) th at th ey 
th i nk  corresponds to th e ch osen questi on. By exami ni ng th e obj ect, 
ask i ng wh at we actuaUy see, wh y we see i t, and fi ndi ng our own 
i nterpretati ons, we learn not only to look  more preci sely at th e obj ect, 
but most i mportantly to reflect our own asserti ons. Art, especi ally 
Contemporary art, provi des a vari ety of materi al for Creati ve reasoni ng. 
Th rough  i ts complexi ty wi th i n a seemi ngly abstract form, i t opens th e 
mi nd for explori ng i nnovati ve i deas and comments. Th e approach  
focuses on th e abi h ty to develop arguments. It offers th e ch ance to 
reflect cri ti caUy upon our own standpoi nt.
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Combi ni ng th e pri nci ples of Socrati c di alogue wi th  th e 
study of a work  of art

Developi ng Joi nt Insi gh ts”. Our Back ground i s th e fi eld of art educati on. 
Over th e years we developed a new approach  of talk i ng about art and 
arri vi ng at j oi nt conclusi ons. We wanted to explore our i dea of a 
combi nati on of Socrati c di alogue wi th  th e tech ni ques of look i ng at art. 
Th e ch ance to experi ence our approach  wi th  k nowledgeable ph i losoph ers 
seemed very appeali ng. Th e sati sfacti on of all parti ci pants of our 
Work sh op proved th at both  approach es h ave very si mi lar trai ts and th at 
th ey are very frui tful i n combi nati on. In th e foUowi ng we would li k e to 
sh ow h ow th e work sh op was structured, explai n th e th eoreti cal basi s and 
h ow i t relates i t to h uman resource management trai ni ng meth ods.

Th e work sh op we presented at th e Conference i nvesti gated a new 
communi cati on meth od for th e exch ange of di fferent i deas, opi ni ons and 
atti tudes towards a certai n i ssue, by bri ngi ng togeth er th e pri nci ples of 
Socrati c di alog wi th  th e tech ni ques of look i ng at art. A ch osen topi c such  
as “responsi bi li ty”, “democracy”, “vi si ons”, “team”, “understandi ng” was 
j uxtaposed wi th  a pi ece of art, and establi sh ed a relati onsh i p. Hence our 
work i ng h ypoth esi s i s, th at everyth i ng th e art-obj ect consi sts of, from 
colors and sh apes to Symbols and moti ves as wei l as th e emoti ons i t 
provok es, th e i deas th at come to mi nd, can enri ch  our own opi ni ons 
concerni ng th e ch osen topi c of th e di alogue.

By questi oni ng th e obj ect, and ask i ng wh at one actually sees and wh at 
i n th e work  determi nes th at one sees i t, we not only learn to look  more 
focused at th e obj ect, but most i mportandy to reflect our own poi nt of 
vi ew. In th e di alogue wi th  th e group th e parti ci pants are able to reali ze 
th at th e actual obj ect - vi si ble i n front of everyone’s eyes - h elps to 
develop and formulate personal opi ni ons. Every parti ci pant can look , 
descri be and di scuss. Art offers a wi de fi eld for Statements to be made. 
Th rough  i ts complexi ty i t opens th e mi nd for explori ng i nnovati ve i deas 
and comments. A work  of art i s th e tri gger for th e di scussi on and a 
di alogue. Th i s Creati ve communi cati on meth od Supports th e cri ti cal 
reflecti on upon our own values and Statements, and h elps th e group to 
come Up wi th  new i nsi gh ts i n a di alogue. Moreover, wi th  th e obj ect of
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Look i ng at Images and obj ects: Approach i ng th e 
unk nown — How to look  at art?

Art Hi story, especi ally i n th e European tradi ti on, h as developed many 
aspects and approach es of studyi ng an artwork . Erwi n Panofsk y and Aby 
Warburg are among th e pi oneers i n th e fi eld wh o establi sh ed a structure 
of analysi s th rough  th ei r studi es i n i conologyd®® For our communi cati on 
meth od we refer to a less complex System based on Edmund Burk e 
Feldman’s model of descri pti on, analysi s, and Interpretati on, wh i ch  
comes from th e fi eld of art cri ti ci sm, and was very i nfluenti al i n th e 
Ameri can tradi ti on of art educati on. Hi s model di vi des th e cri ti cal act 
i nto four ph ases: descri pti on, analysi s, Interpretati on and evaluati on. Th e 
sk i lls related to all four ph ases are common for th e i nqui ry processes of 
both  di sci pli nes, art h i story and art cri ti ci sm. Th ey most certai nly sum up 
trai ts of wh at can be called a general sci enti fi c model of i nqui ry used i n 
most di sci pli nes. For th e process of explorati on we omi tted th e last 
ph ase i n our work sh op, si nce evaluati on can be set asi de i n favor of a 
general understandi ng of th e artwork . Th erefore th e fourth  ph ase of th e 
model i s not presented i n th e foUowi ng.

Assi gnment:

Please descri be wh atyou see by poi nti ng out th e si ngle features, obj ects, and ah stract 
elements such  as colors or texturesl Do nei th er j udge nor Interpret!

■>«> Perk i ns, 1994.
288 Panofsk y, 1955.

di alogue i n front of every parti ci pant’s eye i t faci li tates a j oi nt 
Interpretati on. It i s th e speci fi c form of questi oni ng th e structure, form 
and content of th e artwork  th at h elps th e parti ci pants i n th e di alogue to 
re-structure th ei r th i nk i ng.̂«’
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Assi gnment:

Mak e a preci se Statement about wh at determi nes your i ndi vi dual percepti on of th e 
artwork l Hoi v i s th e work  structured and wh yl Apply a mnnecti on of th e descri pti ons 
to th e elements of art such  as e.g. repeti ti on, contrast, balance!

Sti mulated by th e observati on and experi ence of th e artwork , wi th  th e 
second ph ase Starts th e formal analysi s by questi oni ng th e descri pti ve 
i nventory to di scover th e relati ons among th e th i ngs th at were named. It 
i s äbsolutely necessary to yet defer any form of Interpretati on; th e focus 
i s purely on th e elaborati on.

At fi rst you h ave to tak e i nventory of all th e aspects i n a work  of art. Th e 
language used wh i le descri bi ng sh ould be as “unloaded” as possi ble and 
sh ould carry äbsolutely no j udgments.̂«*' Th i s fi rst ph ase i s purely about 
percepti on, look i ng and experi enci ng. Hereby our own appreh ensi on, 
personal Impressi on and i ndi vi dual Sensati on of th e obj ect are i n focus. 
We learn to li sten to oth er opi ni ons and Statements and get to k now th e 
“reali ty” of oth er persons.-'̂" Th i s fi rst Step offers th e possi bi li ty of an 
aesth eti c contemplati on, by experi enci ng appercepti on, di fferent 
approach es and an expansi on of a personal consci ousness for th e 
di fferent elements i n a work  of art. Descri pti on i s th e most ch allengi ng 
of all th e th ree Steps, si nce th e vi ewer h as to label elements wi th  words 
and ph rases.

28’ Feldman 1981, p. 471.
290 Vygotsk y, 1978.
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Assi gnment:

Mak e Statements about a possi ble meani ng of th e work  based upon th e descri pti ons 
and formal analysi s gi ven i n th e fi rst two steps!

Th i s last ph ase i s about analyzi ng th e meani ng of th e work . Wh at does 
th e work  of art mean to communi cate? Wh at th emes does i t deal wi th ? 
Wh at i ntellectual or arti sti c problems does i t solve?̂” Interpretati on 
relates to all compreh ensi on sk i lls, wi th  an emph asi s on i nference, 
deducti ve reasoni ng and drawi ng conclusi ons.

For th e work sh op we modi fi ed th e ri gi d form of art cri ti ci sm. We 
allocated more space and ti me to th e i ni ti al emoti onal response, wi th  th e 
Intenti on to encourage talk i ng. Neverth eless th e th ree steps menti oned 
above served as a stri ct gui deli ne th at every parti ci pant always h as to 
remrn to th rough out th e explorati on process.

FoUowi ng th e meth od of Socrati c di alogue th e di alogue started wi th  a 
questi on concerni ng th e personal experi ence of th e work  of art, for 
example:

Wh at effect does i t h ave onyoul
Wh at does i t do toyoul
Wh at doyoufi el wh enyou look  at i tl

Th e response was foUowed by a preci se enqui ry:

Wh at i n th e work  madeyou come up wi th your statementi  Wh at madeyou feel th at 
wayl

2” Perk i ns, 1994.
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As i n th e Socrati c di alogue th e group ch ooses a questi on, problem or 
proj ect of a parti ci pant for th e di alogue process. In addi ti on th ey th en 
h ave to opt for a pi ece of art (i .e. pai nti ng, sculpture, ph otograph y) th at 
th ey th i nk  corresponds well to th e ch osen questi on. Correspondence 
h ere means a spontaneous feeli ng towards th e artwork  i n relati on to th e 
speci fi c topi c. Th i s ch oi ce for an artwork  h as to be made by aU group 
members i n mutual consent. To allow for a rewardi ng ch oi ce th e 
Work sh op sh ould be h eld i n a gaUery, a museum or among any sort of art 
Collecti on, but i t i s also possi ble to work  wi th  a set of reproducti ons i n 
reasonable si ze and good quali ty. Agai n, i n accordance to Socrati c 
ph i losoph y all th e examples h ave to come from personal experi ence, 
si nce th i s i s th e only Opti on to probe th e Statement and gi ve a deeper 
understandi ng and not to speculate. In th e course of gi vi ng Statements 
and questi oni ng th em, th e di alogue may tak e on aU sorts of di recti ons, 
but i t i s i mportant to conti nuously return to th e i ni ti ally ch osen 
questi on/topi c and th e work  of art. It i s of th e essence to ch eck  every 
Statement made agai nst th e Informati on gi ven i n th e obj ect of art.

Th e followi ng quesdons were gi ven to th e parti ci pants as a gui deli ne 
i n i ndi vi dual group di scussi ons:

(1) Try to putyour vei y fi rst i mpressi ons i nto words! Th e atm of th i s exerci se i s to 
name and i denti fi your emoti onal response.

a second step try to fi nd out exactly wh at i n th e pi cture determi nes th at 
response!

(3) Nou> th i nk  about th e ch osen suh j ect — wh at aspect i n th e pi cture relates best and 
wh y?

(4) Ifyou h ave fi ormulatedyour i dea, look  at th e pi cture agai n and try to fi nd vi sual 
parallele or correspondences th at supportyour asserti on.

(5) Descri be th en wh at element i n th e pi cture h elpsyou to mak eyour Statement!

It i s th e task  and responsi bi li ty of th e group and of each  parti ci pant to 
relate Statements to th e pi ece of art i n front of th ei r eyes. Th i s means th at 
th e di alogue leads to i ndi vi dual i nterpretati ons and i deas, wh i ch  always 
h ave to be brough t back  to th e art obj ect by traci ng th e vi sual elements i t 
contai ns. Düri ng th e di scussi on every parti ci pant i s ask ed to fi nd th e 
vi sual proof i n th e work  of art th at lead to h i s/h er own opi ni on.
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(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

Art of any k i nd can be employed i n th i s procedure, but we beli eve th at 
Contemporary art i s especi ally appropri ate for th e purpose, si nce 
Contemporary art i s percei ved by many people as di ffi cult and stränge. 
Th at i s exacdy th e reason wh y Contemporary artwork s lend th emselves 
perfecti y to be used as subj ects of a di scourse i n wh i ch  to trai n one’s 
own openness. Elements th at at fi rst glance seem to be i ncompreh ensi ble 
or i nsi gni fi cant, force us to Step back , to exami ne and to descri be. For 
th e group and th ei r communi cati ve process artwork s serve as a common 
basi s of di scussi on. Statements brough t forward need to be related to 
wh at i s vi si ble i n front of all eyes. Th ereby a communi cati ve structure i s 
establi sh ed th at i s compreh ensi ble for everyone i nvolved. Th e i mmedi ate 
exposure to art, to someth i ng probably allen, serves as a catalyst but also 
focal poi nt and offers th e ch ance to develop th e openness needed to 
understand someone else’s Statements.

l can be employed i n th i s procedure, but 
art i s

Th e Work sh op i n case ended wi th  a reflecti on on th e meth od and th e 
parti ci pant’s experi ences.

Th e questi on wh eth er th e meth od i s sui table for trai ni ngs i n adult 
educati on or oth er learni ng was di scussed. Th ere was a general consensus 
th at i t i s very sui table for learni ng envi ronments.

Everybody i s i nvi ted to j oi n th e foUowi ng di scussi on by descri bi ng 
wh at one can see i n th e pai nti ng i n relati on to th e ch osen subj ect. It i s 
th e Obli gati on of everyone to focus on elaborati ng h i s or h er own 
Statements duri ng th e di scussi on.

Does th epai nti nggi ve me anj  new i deas on th e i ssue I alreaep! k noŵ
Can I k am from th e Statements of oth ers brough t i nto th e di alogue i n relati on to 
th e pai nti ng?
Wh at are my emoti onal responses towards th e pai nti ng! subj ect?
Wh at can I transferfrom th epai nti ng i nto my cogni ti ve argumentati on?
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Th e role of th e Socrati c meth od i n art-ori entated 
communi cati on

Our communi cati on meth od “di alogue i ni ti ated by art” uses th e Socrati c 
meth od wi th i n th e tradi ti on of th e Socrati c Di alogues by Leonard Nelson 
and i ts pedagogi cal enh ancement by Gustav Heck mann.2’2 Th e meth od 
refers to th e ten pri nci ples of di alogue accordi ng to Heck mann (1981) 
and Hartk emeyer/Hartk emeyer (2005). Th e ten di sci pli nes li sted below 
h ave to be h eld up beyond th ei r cultural determi nati ons and li mi tati ons. 
Th ese di sci pli nes ask  us:

(1) To assume th e atti tude of a learner
(2) To h ave a radi cal respect for th e partner
(3) To speak  si ncerely and be bri ef
(4) To Esten to anoth er person carefully
(5) To suspend assumpti ons and j udgments
(6) To h ave an i nqui si ti ve atti tude
(7) To plead producti vely
(8) To be open
(9) To slow down wh en speak i ng
(10) To observe th e observer.

Th e Socrati c meth od ai ms to assure th at all parti ci pants of a di alogue 
understand wh at i s sai d and meant. Consulti ng a work  of art th at i s

It i s a ch allenge to arrest someone’s attenti on wi th  words. It i s h ard 
enough  to scruti ni ze assessments, predi cati ons and Statements i n verbal 
di alogue. Th at i s di fferent wi th  th e concentrati on on an Image. (Compare 
i f you wi ll th e growi ng need to use PowerPoi nt i n presentati ons.) Th e 
observer experi ences an i mmedi ate access. Th e Image i s ph ysi caUy 
present and serves as an anch or of attenti on. Th e vi ewer always h as a 
personal reference to fall back  upon, i .e. j udgments can be reassessed 
di rectly and substanti ated by means of descri pti on.

252 See also Nelson 1996, Heck mann, 1993.
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Raupach -Strey, 2002.
See also Mai euti cs, Nelson, 1996.
Nelson, 1975.
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vi si ble for everyone Supports th i s ambi ti on. By permanently relocati ng 
our Statements i n th e vi si ble structure of th e work  of art wh i le constantly 
questi oni ng our personal percepti on, we experi ence a “coUaborati ve 
th i nk i ng-experi ence” i n th e sense of th e Socrati c Di alogue.̂’’ Much  as i n 
th e “classi cal” Socrati c di alogue th e ai m i s to reach  a consensus wi th i n 
th e group i n relati on to th e i ni ti al quesüon. For th i s th e equali ty of aU 
conversati onal partners i s a precondi ti on as well as th e appreci ati on and 
consi derati on of all contri buti ons.

Th e di alogue i s to be understood as a conversati on between th e 
parti ci pants, wh o face each  oth er wi th  li tde k nowledge at fi rst. Togeth er 
th ey come to a conclusi on by ask i ng preci se questi ons. Th erefore th e 
pi ece of art i s approach ed from a neutral poi nt wh ere previ ous 
k nowledge or i nformati on about th e work ’s content i s i rrelevant.̂’"*

Th e process i s centered only on subj ecti ve percepti on and personal 
Statements. In contrast to Socrati c Di alogue, Statements are not to be 
supported by personal examples but sh ould be ti ed to th e pi ece of art. 
For example, a general Statement such  as “Th i s pai nti ng i s ugly!” h as to 
be j usti fi ed i n relati on to th e concrete pai nti ng: “For me th e pi cture i s 
too dark !” “I do not li k e th e expressi on of th e faces.” etc. are examples 
for concreti on. Each  of th ese Statements h as to be compreh ensi ble by 
th e oth er group members. Th e moderator’s task  i s - as i t i s i n tradi ti onal 
Socrati c Di alogue - to support th e parti ci pants to develop th ei r own 
opi ni ons and i nterpretati ons.

Th e moderator needs to carefuUy steer th e parti ci pant’s conversati on 
to enh ance th ei r mutual understandi ng and to k eep th em focused on th e 
parti cular questi on at h and. A mai n obj ecti ve i s to support th e group 
member’s abi li ty to th i nk  clearly and i ndependendy to enh ance th e 
quaüty of statements.̂’s In addi ti on to tradi ti onal Socrati c Di alogue th e 
pi ece of art serves as a medi um to ensure an i nter-dependence of th e 
di fferent th ough t Strands. Th e moderator needs to consi der th e followi ng 
aspects:

Suffi ci enti y fami li är wi th  th i s meth od
Ready to accept oth er poi nts of vi ew, especi ally alternati ve 
percepti ons of “truth ”
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Conclusi on/Perspecti ve
Appli cati on i n h uman resource trai ni ng

Recently art h as been used as a Sti mulus i n h uman resource development 
trai ni ngs as well as i n organi zati onal development processesd’'' Li k ewi se, 
and i n a modi fi ed form, th e Socrati c meth od i s used wi th i n 
organi zati onal development and development of Compani es, but th ere 
h as yet not been a combi nati on of th e Socrati c meth od and art i n th i s 
Geld.

Art i s been used i n busi ness communi cati on to i mprove 
communi cati on between co-work ers, create Connecti ons between art and 
th e company’s products or to create synergy between publi c relati ons, 
i nternal communi cati on and h uman resource development.̂’’ In Creati ve 
work  envi ronments such  as adverti si ng agenci es art h as been employed 
as a Catalyst of brai nstormi ng meth ods to Support th e creati on of new 
i deas and Soluti ons. Th e use of th e Socrati c meth od i n combi nati on wi th  
art i n addi ti on creates new affordances for communi cati on processes;

Improvi ng one’s own cri ti cal th i nk i ng””
Supporti ng th e self-effi cacy of parti ci pants
Increasi ng self-responsi bi h ty
Deepeni ng i ndependent th i nk i ng
Enh anci ng moti vati on to work  and learn.

Key to th e success of th e meth od i s to k now th e precondi ti ons and goals 
of th e group i n advance as well as to be ready for a “real” di alogue. Bei ng

See Insti tute Terh alle Gbr 2009; Torsten Blank e, 2002; Franz Josef Löh rer, 2004; 
FeUx, Zdenek /Hentsch el, Beate/Luck ow, Di rk , 2002.

2” Terh alle, 1999.
298 Nelson, 1975, p. 220.

Wi lli ng to ack nowledge th e di verse soci al, eth ni cal and moral 
back grounds and beli eves of co-work ers
Self-confi dent enough  to act as a “nai ve” questi oner
Able to attri bute th e di alogue’s success to th e group and not to clai m 
i t personally.
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a “slow” meth od, parti ci pants h ave to bri ng pati ence and be i nterested i n 

th e oth er’s i deas; oth erwi se resi stance among di scussants wi ll be h i gh . 

Th e meth od i s h i lfi Ui ng and valuable only i f th e moderator i s successful 

i n convi nci ng th e parti ci pants to engage acti vely i n search i ng for i nsi gh ts 

and to leave beh i nd th em any k i nd of persi stence on th ei r i ni ti al poi nt of 

vi ew.
Socrati c di alogue sh ould be used wh enever a group of people stri ves 

for clari fyi ng termi nology or to match  and adj ust th ei r common goals. 

Parti ci pants need to be able to be aware of th ei r th i nk i ng, to descri be i t 
and fi naUy to cri ti caUy reflect i t. Th e selecti on of an appropri ate pi ece of 

art i s determi ned by th e group structure and composi ti on, th e general 

topi c(s) at h and, and th e goal(s) to ach i eve.
Because of th e versati le Geld of appli cati on i t i s necessary to do 

concrete planni ng of th e parti ci pants’ roles and task s. Some groups may 

be able to moderate th emselves i n break out sessi ons based on gi ven rules 

and a di scussi on-plan, oth ers may need moderati on all th e ti me. Key to 

success i s a transparent communi cati on and adh erence to th e pri nci ples 

of Socrati c di alogue.
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Socrati c Di alogue: Kant’s Observati ons on th e 
Feeli ng of th e Beauti ful and th e Subh me

Th e only translati on of Nelson’s Socrati c Meth od th at I k now i s th e 1949 
Dover publi cati on of th e Socrati c Meth od and Cri ti cal Ph i losoph .̂ In th ose 
essays th e debt to Kant i s clear. Kant accepts th e fi rst premi se of 
Cartesi an ph i losoph y th at we begi n wi th  self-consci ousness, but h e 
rej ects th e Cartesi an conclusi on th at all k nowledge h as to be a reflecti on 
upon th e ego and i ts contents. Kant th en accepts th at ph i losoph y h as to 
focus consci ousness, and h e accepts th at th i s must i nvolve self- 
consci ousness, but h e does not accept th at th i s h ad to mean th at 
consci ousness of an obj ect h ad to be reduced to th e consci ousness of consci ousness of 
th at obj ect. In setti ng out th i s k i nd of agreement and di sagreement wi th  h i s 
predecessors Kant sets out h i s i dea of th e sei f, th e h uman subj ect th at 
Kant reasoned could not be a substance or ‘th i ng’. Th i ngs can be 
represented i n a way th at th e sei f cannot and th i ngs cannot be descri bed 
as h avi ng complex i nner li ves. More i mportandy th i ngs cannot be 
attri buted wi th  complex emoti onal di sposi ti ons. Th e latter I beli eve are 
si gni fi cant for th e metadi alogue.

Th e ‘meta’ allows a space for aesth eti c concerns, about taste, beauty, 
and Imagi nati on - all of wh i ch  are i mportant for h uman bei ngs but not 
necessari ly i mportant for th e reasoni ng i tself i n th e Socrati c Di alogue. 
Th e ‘meta’ sh ould not be th ough t of as an appendage - someth i ng th at i s 
added on to th e di alogue th at sorts th i ngs out wh en a di alogue h as 
started to go a li ttle wrong. I want to argue th at th e meta i s also 
i mportant for aesth eti c observati ons si mi lar to th ose made by Kant i n h i s 
pre-cri ti cal essay on th e Peauti ful and Subli me.
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Goi ng back  to both  ei gh teenth  Century Scotti sh  and German ph i losoph y, 

aesth eti cs i s concerned wi th  th e general category of h uman experi ence. It 

i s concerned wi th  th e evaluati on of th at experi ence. In th e begi nni ng th i s 

evaluati on i s not confi ned to th e experi ences of art. Traci ng experi ence 

back  to people we encounter problems about di sposi ti ons sh owi ng 

exacdy h ow complex th e psych ologi cal li ves of h umans can be. But i t i s 

i n th e complexi ty of h uman subj ects th at we fi nd all th e generali zed 

reasons for th e condi ti ons of uni versal respect - regardless of 

consi dcrati ons of age, gender, eth ni c or economi c back ground. Respect 

h as to be i n all h uman i nteracti ons because th e h uman i s so damn 

complex. Respect left at th e procedural level i s always empty. Respect 

only becomes someth i ng of substance wh en i t embraces th e di verse and 

endlessly awk ward ränge of h uman complexi ti es th at mak e up h uman 

subj ecti vi ty. Human subj ecti vi ty i s at th e centre of aesth eti cs - i t i s at th e 
centre of evaluati ve experi ences. Kant wri tes:

“Th e person wh ose feeUng leans toward melanch oly i s called 
melanch oly, not because h e broods i n morose h eavi ness of h eart robbed 
of aU th e j oys of li fe, but because, i f bi s emoti onal reacti ons were to be 
enh anced beyond a certai n measure or were to be mi sdi rected for any 
reasons, th ey would more easi ly tend towards th at condi ti on th an any 
oth er. He h as a speci al feeli ng for th e subli me. Even beauty, for wh i ch  h e 
also h as a feeli ng, must not merely ch arm but also move h i m, i nasmuch  
as i t fi Us h i m at th e same ti me wi th  admi rati on. Th e enj oyment of 
pleasures i s more seri ous, but i s on th at account no less enj oyable. All 
emoti ons of th e subli me contai n more ench antment for h i m th an all th e 
decei tful enti ci ngs of th e beauti ful. Hi s well-bei ng wi ll be closer to 
contentment th an to gai ety. He i s steadfast. For th at reason h e reguläres 
h i s emoti ons by pri nci ples. Th e more general th e pri nci ple of regulati on, 
th e broader th e h i gh  feeli ng wh i ch  compromi ses th e lower one wi th i n 
i tself, th e less th ese emoti ons yi eld to unsteadi ness and ch ange ... Th e 
person of melanch oly frame of mi nd cares Uttle for wh at oth ers th i nk , 
wh at th ey consi der good or true; h e trusts enti rely to h i s own i nsi gh t. 
Si nce h i s grounds of moti vati on tak e on th e nature of pri nci ples h e i s 
not easi ly brough t to oth er i deas; occasi onally h i s steadfastness 
degenerates even i nto wülfulness. He look s upon th e ch ange of fash i ons 
wi th  i ndi fference and upon i ts glamour wi th  contempt. Fri endsh i p i s 
subli me and i s th erefore agreeable to h i s temperament ... Affable
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conversati on i s beauti ful, th ough tful si lence i s subli me. He i s a good 
k eeper of bi s own secrets as well as th ose of oth ers. Veraci ty i s subli me; 
h e h ates li es and pretence. He h as a h i gh  regard for th e di gni ty of h uman 
namre. He esteems h i mself and regards any man as a creaturc of respect. 
He wi ll endure no depraved submi ssi veness and breath es freedom i n a 
noble breast. He abomi nates all ch ai ns, from th e gi lded ones worn at 
Court to th e h eavy i rons of th e gaUey-slave. He i s a severe j udge of 
h i mself and of oth ers and not rarely i s di sgusted wi th  h i mself as well as 
wi th  th e World.”

Th i s i s a person clearly wi th  an i nner li fe. Th i s i s a person wi th  a certai n 

sort of temperament. Th e descri pti on of th at temperament i s nowh ere 

near exh austed i n th e term Verstandesmensch . Th i s person may be awk ward 

and th ey may not be a team player. Th i s person h as an ‘i nner’ li fe. I 

would argue th at th i s complex i nner li fe, th i s complex sense of 

subj ecti vi ty i s one of th e reasons th at Kant i ni ti ates th e condi ti ons of 

uni versal respect for h umans everywh ere regardless of gender, culture or 

wh atever. Th e way respect work s i n h i s moral System i s a di fferent 

questi on. Th e reason we h ave respect i n th e fi rst place i s because of th e 

complex psych ology i nvolved i n h uman subj ecti vi ty. And th at complexi ty 

comes out i n Kant’s aesth eti cs and pre-cri ti cal work .

Wh at h as fasci nated me for a long ti me i s th e way th at Kant as ‘th e 

educator of mank i nd’ manages to fi t i nto h i s uni versal proj ect a place for 

th e educati on of th e parti cular man. And h ow wi th i n h i s ambi ti ous 

proj ect of reason h e fi nds a space for feeli ng. Th i s puzzle i s compounded 

wh en you read Kant on art - not j ust aesth eti cs i n th e Th i rd Cri ti que - 

you almost see anoth er Kant, a Kant th at reaUy does k now th e di fference 

between th e beauti ful and th e far more ambi valent subli me. So I want to 

look  at feeli ng i n relati on to di alogue work
In Paul Sch i lpp’s amazi ng book , wri tten i n th e late 195O’s, Kant’s Pre- 

Cri ti cal Etbi cs, th ere i s a secti on on page 20 detaüi ng a preparati on for a 

seri es of classes — around 1757. Kant gi ves an outli ne as foUows:

“Th e Ani mal Ki ngdom, i n wh i ch  man wi ll be vi ewed comparati vely wi th  
regard to th e di fferences of h i s natural form and color i n di fferent
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regi ons of th e earth  ... I sh all lecture on th i s fi rst of all i n th e natural 
Order of classes and fi nally cover i n geograph i c survey all th e countri es 
of th e earth , i n Order to di splay th e i ncli nati ons of men as th ey grow out 
of th e parti cular regi on i n wh i ch  th ey li ve; th e vari ety of th ei r prej udi ces 
and types of th i nk i ng, i n so far as all of th i s can serve to mak e man more 
i nti mately acquai nted wi th  h i mself; and i n Order to gi ve a bri ef i dea of 
th ei r arts, commerce, and Sci ence, an enumerati on of th e ... products of 
th ei r vari ous regi ons, th ei r atmosph eri c condi üons etc.: i n a word, 
everyth i ng wh i ch  belongs to th e ph ysi cal geograph y.”̂”

Kant i s concerned wi th  everyth i ng th at furth ers man’s k nowledge of 

h i mself — man’s k nowledge of h i mself of course ch aracteri zes th e 

Socrati c agenda. Kant always goes for th at wh i ch  furth ers a gri p on our 

own subj ecti vi ty. Th i s does not lead to subj ecti vi ty bei ng founded on a 

sei f as substance. But i t also does not lead to some k i nd of negati on of 

th e proj ect of self-understandi ng si mply because th ere i s no substance at 

th e end of i t all. Understandi ng h ow we understand as subj ects i s th e way 

th at we are sh ak en out of i ndi fference about ourselves and oth ers — i t i s 

th e fi rst posi ti on of cri ti que and i t i s th e way we i ni ti ate th e uni versal 

condi ti ons of h uman respect — i ncludi ng self-respect. Respect h as to be 

based upon th e complexi ti es of psych ology. It h as to i nvolve h uman 

feeli ngs and i n Kant i t i nvolves experi enci ng th e feeh ngs of th e beauti ful 

and th e subli me. To th i s you could add th e feeli ng of di sgust but we h ad 
better not go th ere.

At th i s poi nt I want to mak e a wee di gressi on. I want to menti on th e 

Täte Modern i n London. Th i s i s my favouri te gaUery i n th e enti re world. 

It i s th e old Power Stati on j ust across th e ri ver from Westmi nster, on th e 

same si de as th e Nati onal Th eatre and th e Fi lm Sch ool. It i s i n a rough  

and tumble area of th e ci ty. Sh ak espeare’s Globe i s next door and th e 

wh ole Gallery si te si ts on th e si de of th e ri ver look i ng over at St Paul’s 

and th e west end and centre of Fi nance i n th e ci ty. Th e gallery i tself i s on 
th e edges of th e old east end.

Walk i ng i nto th at bui ldi ng I am always fuU of awe. I am always full of 
someth i ng th at i s h alf exci tement and h alf dread. For me i t i s exactly h k e 

goi ng i nto a good meta. I never really k now wh at to expect but I always 
k now I wi ll be aware of si gni fi cant feeli ngs i n some way or anoth er and I 

k now th ose feeli ngs wi ll be i nstructi ve about myself ... As you walk
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down th e ramp i t i s a li ttle li k e comi ng face to face wi th  all th e 
combi nati ons of space th at consti tutc th e space th at i s modern!ty. In th i s 
Space i s our ti me. And i t i s ambi guous and i n no way si ngulär. It i nvolves 
concepts th at are never ever completely analyzable. Th e Täte i s an 
i ndustri al space and yet i t i s a space th at i nspi res Feeli ngs more ak i n to 
th ose of walk i ng i nto a cath edral. For me i t i s a li ttle li k e goi ng i nto th e 
playground of a meta-di alogue. For th e most part, i n th e Täte you 
encounter th e ordi nary, you encounter th e work  of some sort of reason 
as one space leads i nto th e next i n a sort of order. But i n emoti onal terms 
th e Content of th at order — wh at leads i nto wh at i n each  space — i s best 
descri bed by Kant i n h i s Observati ons on th e Feeli ng of th e Vi eanti ful and 
Subli me (1764). For me walk i ng th rough  th e Täte i s h k e walk i ng th rough  
myself...

I want to suggest th at th e message of Kant’s Century th at sees art as 
educati on i s centrally correct. But th i s i s an emoti onal educati on and i t 
relates to values about wh at i s good, wh at i s pleasurable wh at i s 
fearsome. It i s an educati on th at i s a superb pri mer for th e experi ence of 
goi ng back  i nto th e Socrati c Di alogue — wh i ch  i s all about our reasoni ng. 
Obvi ously I am not suggesti ng th at we aU ni p off to vi si t th e Täte every 
ti me we do a di alogue. I am not suggesti ng for one second any 
procedural ch anges i n th e way th at di alogue sh ould be done. AU of th e 
k nowledge about not ch oosi ng psych ologi cal examples, for i nstance, 
seem to be sound. So I am not suggesti ng any adj ustments to th e 
di alogue process i tself. Th e di alogue i s wh at i t i s ... but I do want to 
suggest th at th e k i nd of openness we need for goi ng i nto th e Täte i s j ust 
Uk e th e openness we need for goi ng i nto a meta-di alogue and th at k i nd 
of openness i nevi tably yi elds k nowledge on th e nature of our own 
subj ecti vi ty th at i s not always comfortable. I am sayi ng th at both  walk i ng 
th rough  th e Täte and parti ci pati ng i n a meta are di fferent, but th ey both  
work  best wh en we are not closed to feeUngs th at teUs us someth i ng 
about our subj ecti vi ty — someth i ng about th e way we understand th e 
di sposi ti ons of our own selves. Kant explai ns th i s i n a number of 
Statements and proposi ti ons.

He says temperaments th at possess a feeUng for th e subUme are 
drawn graduaUy, by th e qui et sti llness of a summer eveni ng as th e 
sh i mmeri ng Ugh t of th e stars break s th rough  th e brown sh adows of th e 
ni gh t and th e lonely moon ri ses i nto vi ew, i nto h i gh  feeUngs of 
fri endsh i p, of di sdai n for th e world, of eterni ty.
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My th i nk i ng i s th at some of th e i nsi gh ts of a good di alogue requi re th e 
k i nd of di scernment - an i nternal di scernment th at Kant i s descri bi ng 
th at i s ulti mately i n and about us. It i s th at wh i ch  mi gh t emerge i n 
vari ous forms and for very fleeti ng moments. I doubt th at we could 
wi th stand i ntense and prolonged feeli ngs of th e subli me wi th out bei ng of

Temperaments th at, on th e oth er h and, i ncli ne towards th e sh i ni ng 
day sti mulate busy fervor and a feeli ng of gai ety. But th en h e says: th e 
subli me moves, th e beauti ful ch arms.

I would add to th at and say th e subli me i nvolves a ch ange i n our 
bei ng - a ch ange i n our subj ecti vi ty. And wh at I am sayi ng h ere i s th at as 
well as bei ng prepared to do our best reasoni ng i n a di alogue, we sh ould 
be open enough  to recei ve moments of feeli ng comi ng from th e 
beauti ful and th e subh me th at sh i ft us i n oth er ways beyond si mply 
reasoni ng. Th i s i n no way i mpai rs th e quali ty of reasoni ng. Th i s i s clear i n 
much  of th e pre-cri ücal work . Yet Kant does not leave th i ngs h ere. He 
goes furth er wi th  h i s classi fi cati on of th e subli me and says th ere i s th e 
temj yi ng subli me, th en th e noble subli me, and fi nally th e splendi d subli me.

Kant’s focus i s on th e ‘feeli ngs’ of th e subli me and th e beauti ful. He 
categori zes th ese sayi ng th ey are only ‘parti aUy’ analyzable. Th ey cannot 
be completely analyzed because th ey ari se ‘not so much  (from) th e nature 
of external th i ngs th at arouse th em as upon each  person’s own 
di sposi ti on to be moved by th ese to pleasure and pai n’. He th en goes on 
to gi ve th e di mensi ons and th e nature of temporai i ty th at are i nvolved i n 
h i s classi fi cati on. He says deep loneh ness i s subh me, but i n a way th at sti rs 
terror — h e gi ves an example i n a story h e reads i n a magazi ne of a dream. 
He says th e subh me ‘must always be great’ wh i lst ‘th e beauti ful can be 
smaU’. ‘Th e subh me must be si mple; th e beauti ful can be adorned and 
ornamented’ and ‘a great h ei gh t i s j ust as subh me as a great depth , except 
th at th e latter i s accompani ed wi th  th e Sensati on of sh udderi ng, th e 
formet wi th  one of wonder’. Hence ‘th e latter feeh ng can be th e 
terri fyi ng subh me’ and ‘th e formet th e noble’. In ah  th ese feeh ngs th ere i s 
some Informati on about th e complex experi enti al world th at i s our 
subj ecti vi ty.
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an excepti onal temperament. Th ere i s only so much  self-k nowledge th at 
h umans can stand at any one si tti ng. But as di fferent moments work  
towards th e subli me th ere mi gh t be some resi stance. Th i s i s a sort of 
resi stance to ourselves. But th i s mi gh t not be th e case. If th e i nsi gh ts are 
beauti ful th en th ere are th e fami li är feeUngs of mi rth . Kant says th e 
subli me i s di fferent because i t i s of ‘di fferent k i nds’. It i s i n feeli ngs 
‘someti mes accompani ed wi th  a certai n dread, or melanch oly; i n some 
cases merely wi th  qui et wonder; and i n sti ll oth ers wi th  a beauty 
completely pervadi ng a subli me plan’. All of th ese we must be prepared 
for i n experi enci ng th e reasoni ng of a good Socrati c Di alogue. Often 
people say th at th e experi ence cannot be descri bed. 1 beli eve th at i s often 
true — because moments of subli me feeli ngs are never completely 
descri bable — as i n oth er si tuati ons i nvolvi ng nature or art. So 1 am sayi ng 
reasoni ng i s descri bable but some of th e experi ences of reasoni ng are 
not. Add to th i s th e experi ence of sh ared reasoni ng and th e experi ence i s 
doubly i ndescri bable. But my argument i s th at we must be open to th ese 
moments — j ust as we are h opefuUy open to th e same i n movi ng around 
th e Täte. Th ey are an aspect of wh at i s bei ng sh own to us about 
ourselves i n a di alogue. It i s obvi ously not everyth i ng th at i s bei ng sh own 
to US but i t i s an aspect, a di mensi on of subj ecti ve selfk nowledge th at th e 
proj ect of Kant i s aU about.

Wi th  th e best wi ll i n th e world no faci li tator can foresee th e work  of 
di fferent di sposi ti ons. In th e same way no gallery can ever plan for or 
protect US agai nst th e experi ences of good and bad art. So much  i s down 
to ourselves. Wh at I am suggesti ng we do i s be prepared ‘for’ and be 
open ‘to’ th e possi bi li ti es of experi enci ng both  th e beauti ful and th e 
subli me i n our feeli ngs th at are encountered i n di alogue work  — gai ni ng 
full and frank  expressi on i n th e meta-di alogue. We mi gh t be prepared for 
much  more wi th out ever i ndulgi ng aU of th e psych ologi cal di mensi ons of 
wh at goes on i n a di alogue. After aU, few people would go down th e 
ramp th at leads i nto th e Täte wi th  a closed mi nd, wi th  a mi nd th at sh uts 
out th e possi büi ti es of th e beauti ful and th e subli me. And wh at I h ave 
tri ed to argue i s th at we sh ould maybe tak e a very si mi lar ‘open’ approach
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i n all aspects of th c di alogue. Th i s does not ch ange th e way we reason. It 
does not ch ange th e focus on reason and i t most certai nly does not 
ch ange th e structure of th e di alogue. It does suggest a sort of readi ness 
for aesth eti c experi ence - for th e feeli ngs th at go wi th  th at experi ence i n 
th e Work  by Kant. It suggests th at as well as deepeni ng our i nsi gh ts i nto 
our understandi ng of th e way we understand th e world we also deep our 
respect for one anoth er and for ourselves. It suggests a deeper respect 
for h uman di fference.



Satzung und Ausbi ldungsordnung der
Gesellsch aft für Sok rati sch es Ph i losoph i eren e.V.



Am 9. Januar 1994 wurde di e Gesellsch aft für Sok rati sch es 
Ph i losoph i eren e.V, (GSP e. V.) gegründet und ansch li eßend i n das 
Verei nsregi ster bei m Amtsgeri ch t Hannover unter der Nummer 6668 
ei ngetragen. Si e füh rt di e Sok rati sch e Arbei t i n der Tradi ti on von 
Leonard Nelson und Gustav Heck mann wei ter und arbei tet eng mi t der 
Ph i losoph i sch -Poli ti sch en Ak ademi e e.V. zusammen. Im Folgenden si nd 
di e Satzung der GSP e. V. i n der Fassung vom 4. November 2006 und 
di e Ausbi ldungsordnung der GSP e. V. nach Besch luss der 
Mi tgli ederversammlung vom 10. Januar 2004 abgedruck t.
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Satzung der Gesellsch aft für Sok rati sch es 
Ph i losoph i eren e. V.
[Besch luss der Mi tgli ederversammlung der GSP e. V. 
vom 4. November 2006]

§1

1.

§3
1.

Name und Si tz des Verei ns, Gesch äftsj ah r

Der Verei n füh rt den Namen ,Gesellsch aft für Sok rati sch es 
Ph i losoph i eren e.V‘, Si tz Hannover, abgek ürzt auch  GSP e.V. Der 
Verei n i st i n das Verei nsregi ster Hannover ei ngetragen.

Das Verei ns- und Gesch äftsj ah r i st das Kalenderj ah r.

§2
1.

Mi tgli edsch aft

Jede natürli ch e und j uri sti sch e Person k ann Mi tgli ed werden. Der 
Verei n h at ordentli ch e und außerordentli ch e Mi tgli eder. Ordentli­
ch e Mi tgli eder k önnen nur von der Mi tgli ederversammlung aner-

er verfolgt ni ch t i n erster Li ni e ei -

Zweck

Zweck  des Verei ns i st di e Förderung und Wei terentwi ck lung des 
Sok radsch en Gespräch s, wi e es i n der Tradi ti on der Kri ti sch en 
Ph i losoph i e von Leonard Nelson und Gustav Heck mann begrün­
det wurde, sowi e di e Ausbi ldung von Lei teri nnen und Lei tern 
Sok rati sch er Gespräch e.

Zu di esem Zweck  veranstaltet er Semi nare, öffentli ch e Di sk ussi o­
nen, fördert entsprech ende Ini ti ati ven und Ak ti vi täten, gi bt ent­
sprech ende Sch ri ften h eraus und verbrei tet entsprech ende Dte- 
ratur.

Der Verei n arbei tet eng mi t der Ph i losoph i sch -Poli üsch en Ak ade­
mi e e.V., Si tz Bonn, zusammen.

Der Verei n i st selbsti os täti g, 
gene wi rtsch aftli ch e Zweck e
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4.

5.
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§4
1.

Bei träge
Der Verei n erh ebt k ei ne Bei träge.

k annte Lei teri nnen und Lei ter Sok rati sch er Gespräch e sei n. Mi t­
gli eder, di e i h re ordentli ch e Mi tgli edsch aft ruh en lassen, si nd au­
ßerordentli ch e Mi tgli eder.

Nur di e ordentli ch en Mi tgli eder si nd bei  den Mi tgli ederversamm­
lungen sti mmberech ti gt.

Außerordentli ch e Mi tgli eder, deren Mi tgli edsch aft ruh t, k önnen 
mi t sch ri ftli ch er Erk lärung i h re ordentli ch e Mi tgli edsch aft wi eder 
aufneh men.

Außerordentli ch e Mi tgli eder unterstützen den Verei n.

Erwerb und Beendi gung der Mi tgli edsch aft

Di e Mi tgli edsch aft muss sch ri ftli ch  beantragt werden. Der Auf­
nah meantrag bedarf der Unterstützung durch  mi ndestens zwei  
ordentli ch e Mi tgli eder. Di e Aufnah me erfolgt, wenn i n ei ner Mi t­
gli ederversammlung zwei Dri ttel der anwesenden Mi tgli eder zu­
sti mmen.

Di e Mi tgli edsch aft endet durch  Tod, durch  ei ne Austri ttserk lärung 
oder durch  Aussch luss durch  di e Mi tgli ederversammlung. Di e or­
dentli ch e Mi tgli edsch aft erli sch t auch  durch  Inak ti vi tät des Mi t­
gli edes. Mi tgli eder k önnen i h re ordentli ch e Mi tgli edsch aft durch  
sch ri ftli ch e Erk lärung ruh en lassen.

Der Austri tt wi rd rech tsk räfti g sech s Woch en, nach dem er sch ri ft­
li ch  dem Vorstand mi tgeteüt wurde.

Der Aussch luss durch  di e Mi tgli ederversammlung bedarf der Zu­
sti mmung von zwei  Dri ttel aller ordentli ch en Mi tgli eder.

Inak ti vi tät i st dann gegeben, wenn ei n ordentli ch es Mi tgli ed an 
zwei aufei nander folgenden Jah resh auptversammlungen ni ch t teü- 
ni mmt, oh ne si ch  vorh er bei  der/dem Vorsi tzenden zu entsch ul­
di gen.
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§8
1.

§7
1.

Organe des Verei ns

Di e Organe des Verei ns si nd der Vorstand und di e Mi tgli ederver­
sammlung. Sowoh l Vorstand als auch  Mi tgli ederversammlung 
k önnen für besti mmte Arbei ten Aussch üsse ei nsetzen.

Mi tgli ederversammlung

Di e Mi tgli ederversammlung tri tt ei nmal i m Jah r zur Jah resh aupt­
versammlung zusammen. Der Vorstand k ann nach  Bedarf außer­
ordentli ch e Mi tgli ederversammlungen ei nberufen. Auf sch ri ftli ­
ch en Antrag von mi ndestens 40% der Mi tgli eder i st ebenfalls zu 
ei ner außerordentli ch en Mi tgli ederversammlung ei nzuladen.

Di e Mi tgli ederversammlung i st besch lussfäh i g, wenn mi ndestens 
di e Hälfte der ordentli ch en Mi tgli eder anwesend i st.

Di e Mi tgli ederversammlung berät und besch li eßt über alle Ver­
ei nsangelegenh ei ten mi t ei nfach er Meh rh ei t der auf j a und nei n 
entfallenden Sti mmen, wenn ni ch ts anderes besti mmt i st.

Di e Mi tgli ederversammlung wi rd vom Vorstand sch ri fth ch  und 
unter Angabe der Tagesordnung mi t ei ner Fri st von mi ndestens 
vi er Woch en ei ngeladen.

Über j ede Mi tgli ederversammlung muss ei n Protok oll gefüh rt 
werden. Protok olle bedürfen der Geneh mi gung durch  di e Mi t­
gli ederversammlung, der Untersch ri ften des/der Protok oUan- 
ten/i n und ei nes Vorstandsmi tgli edes.

Vorstand

Der Vorstand i m Si nn des § 26 BGB besteh t aus dem/der Vorsi t­
zenden und zwei Stellvertreter/i nnen. Er füh rt di e Gesch äfte des 
Verei ns. Jedes Vorstandsmi tgli ed i st berech ti gt, den Verei n allei n 
zu vertreten.

Di e Wah l des Vorstandes erfolgt durch  di e Mi tgli ederversamm­
lung für di e Dauer von zwei  Jah ren. Di e Wah l der Vorstandsmi t­
gli eder erfolgt mi t ei nfach er Meh rh ei t.

Ak ti ves und passi ves Wah lrech t h aben alle ordentli ch en Mi tgli e­
der, di e das 18. Lebensj ah r vollendet h aben.
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§9
1.

§11 Ink rafttreten der Satzung

Di e vorsteh ende Satzung wurde von der Gründungsversammlung 
am 9.1.1994 besch lossen. Si e tri tt i n Kraft, sobald der Verei n i n 
das Verei nsregi ster bei m Amtsgeri ch t Hannover ei ngetragen i st.

§10 Auflösung

Di e Auflösung des Verei ns muss auf di e Tagesordnung der näch s­
ten Jah resh auptversammlung gesetzt werden, wenn di es von ei­
nem Dri ttel der sti mmberech ti gten Mi tgli eder beantragt wi rd oder 
wenn ei ne Jah resh auptversammlung wegen Besch lussunfäh i gk ei t 
ni ch t zustande gek ommen i st.

Di e Beh andlung des Auflösungsantrags muss vom Vorstand i n 
der Ei nladung zur näch sten Mi tgli ederversammlung angek ündi gt 
werden.

Di e Auflösung erfolgt durch  ei ne besch lussfäh i ge Mi tgli ederver­
sammlung, wenn drei Vi ertel der ersch i enenen Mi tgli eder dem 
Antrag zusti mmen. Ist di ese Mi tgli ederversammlung ni ch t be­
sch lussfäh i g, wi rd erneut wi e unter Punk t 2 ei ngeladen. Dann er­
folgt di e Auflösung, wenn drei  Vi ertel der anwesenden Mi tgli eder 
der Auflösung zusti mmen.

Bei  Auflösung des Verei ns fällt eventuell vorh andenes Vermögen 
des Verei ns an di e Ph i losoph i sch -Poli ti sch e Ak ademi e e. V., Si tz 
Bonn, di e es unmi ttelbar und aussch li eßli ch  für gemei nnützi ge 
Zweck e zu verwenden h at.

Satzungsänderungen

Satzungsänderungen k önnen nur mi t Zusti mmung von drei  Vi er­
tel der zu ei ner Mi tgli ederversammlung ersch i enenen ordentli ch en 
Mi tgli eder erfolgen.

Alle rech tzei ti g ei ngegangenen Anträge auf Satzungsänderung 
müssen vom Vorstand i n der Ei nladung zur näch sten Mi tgli eder­
versammlung angek ündi gt werden.
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Aufnah me i n di e Ausbi ldung zur Lei tung 
Sok rati sch er Gespräch e und 
Ausbi ldungsordnung
[Besch luss der Mi tgli ederversammlung der GSP e. V. 
vom 10. Januar 2004]

Der Antrag wi rd sch ri ftli ch  formlos gestellt. Er enth ält ei ne Aufstellung 
der unter A genannten Voraussetzungen und muss bi s zum 1. November 
ei nes Jah res bei der 1. Vorsi tzenden/dem 1. Vorsi tzenden der GSP 
ei ngegangen sei n, um auf der darauf folgenden Mi tgli ederversammlung 
entsch i eden werden zu k önnen.

Vor der Aufnah me zur Unterstützung der Ausbi ldung sollen vorüegen;

- mi ndestens di e Tei lnah me an drei  ei nwöch i gen Sok rati sch en Gesprä­
ch en der GSP bei  drei  versch i edenen Lei tern/Lei teri nnen zu Th emen 
aus drei versch i edenen Berei ch en (Eth i k /Prak ti sch e Ph i losoph i e - 
Erk enntni sth eori e - Math emati k )

- mi ndestens di e Tei lnah me an drei wei teren Veranstaltungen zur 
Sok rati k  i nnerh alb oder außerh alb der GSP

- zwei Fürsprech er/i nnen. Di e Fürsprech er/i nnen (ordentli ch e Mi t­
gli eder der GSP) müssen di e Antragsteller/i nnen als Tei lneh - 
mer/i nnen i n ei nem von i h nen selbst gelei teten oder als Mentor/i n 
beglei teten Sok rati sch en Gespräch  erlebt h aben.



C. Aufnah me:

D. Ausbi ldung:
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Di e i n di e Ausbi ldung Aufgenommenen tragen di e durch  i h re Ausbi l­
dung entsteh enden Tei lnah me- und Rei sek osten. Dazu geh ören:

di e ei genen Tei lnah me- und Rei sek osten für di e Fortbi ldungsveran- 
stalmngen

di e ei genen Tei lnah me- und Rei sek osten für das i n der Ausbi ldung 
selbst gelei tete Gespräch

di e Tei lnah me- und Rei sek osten der Mentori n/des Mentors, di e/der 
di e Lei tung des ei nwöch i gen Sok rati sch en Gespräch s betreut.

Di e Antragstelleri n/Der Antragsteller i st i n di e Ausbi ldung aufgenom­
men, wenn di e Mi tgli ederversammlung dem Antrag meh rh ei tli ch  zu­
sti mmt.

Di e i n di e Ausbi ldung Aufgenommenen werden zu allen Veranstaltungen 
der GSP ei ngeladen, di e si e für i h re Ausbi ldung verwenden k önnen.

Di e folgenden Ausbi ldungselemente si nd verpfli ch tend:

Ei ne Hospi tati on bei  ei nem ei nwöch i gen Sok raüsch en Gespräch  der 
GSP, das von ei nem Mi tgli ed der GSP gelei tet wi rd. Zur Hospi tati on 
geh ören di e Anferti gung ei ner sch ri ftli ch en Ausarbei tung zum k on­
k reten Gespräch  und di e Reflexi on mi t der Lei teri n bzw. dem Lei ter 
des Gespräch s.

Di e Lei mng ei nes ei nwöch i gen Sok rati sch en Gespräch s mi t Beglei­
tung ei nes Mentors/ei ner Mentori n. Dazu geh ören di e gemei nsame 
Besprech ung der Th emenformuli erung, di e gemei nsame Vorberei­
tung des Gespräch s, di e Anferti gung ei ner sch ri ftli ch en Ausarbei tung 
zum k onk reten Gespräch  sowi e di e Reflexi on der Gespräch slei tung.

Zwei Fortbi ldungsveranstaltungen der GSP zum Sok rati sch en Ge­
spräch  i m zei tli ch en Umfang von j ewei ls l'/z Tagen.

Ei n etwa 20mi nüti ger Vortrag vor der Mi tgli ederversammlung der 
GSP mi t ansch li eßender Di sk ussi on.
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F. In-Kraft-Treten und Geltung:
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Für mögli ch e wei tere Gespräch e mi t ei gener Lei tung, di e i m Rah men der 
Ausbi ldung durch gefüh rt werden, werden di e Tei lnah me- und Rei se­
k osten der Gespräch slei teri n/des Gespräch slei ters und der Mentori n/des 
Mentors erstattet.

Verwaltungsk osten werden ni ch t erh oben.

Di ese Besti mmungen si nd mi t dem Besch luss der Mi tgli ederversamm­
lung am 10. Januar 2004 i n Kraft getreten. Si e gelten für alle, di e nach  In- 
Kraft-Treten di eser Besti mmungen i n di e Ausbi ldung aufgenommen 

werden.

Der Antrag wi rd sch ri ftli ch  formlos gestellt. Er enth ält ei ne Aufstellung 
der unter D genannten Voraussetzungen und muss bi s zum 1. November 
bei  der 1. Vorsi tzenden/dem 1. Vorsi tzenden der GSP ei ngegangen sei n, 
um auf der darauf folgenden Mi tgli ederversammlung entsch i eden werden 
zu k önnen. Di e Antragstelleri n/Der Antragsteller i st als Lei teri n bzw. 
Lei ter Sok rati sch er Gespräch e anerk annt, wenn di e Mi tgh ederver- 
sammlung dem Antrag meh rh ei tli ch  zusti mmt.
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