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Welcome to th e Th i rd Internati onal 
Conference on th e Socrati c Di alogue — And 
a Sh ort Introducti on to th e Socrati c Meth od

In 1996, th e Soci ety for th e Furth erance of Cri ti cal Ph i losoph y, 
supported by th e Ph i losoph i sch -Poli ti sch e Ak ademi e, organi sed th e Fi rst 
Internati onal Conference on th e Socrati c Di alogue, wh i ch  was h eld i n 
Hi Ucroft College near London. Parti ci pants mai nly from Great Bri tai n, 
th e Neth erlands and Germany met to engage i n Socrati c Di alogue and to 
di scuss topi cs of th e Cri ti cal Ph i losoph y.

Two years later th e Dutch  Socrati cs, supported by th e Soci ety for th e 
Furth erance of Cri ti cal Ph i losoph y and th e Ph i losoph i sch -Poli ti sch e 
Ak ademi e, organi sed th e Second Internati onal Conference on th e 
Socrati c Di alogue, wh i ch  took  place i n Leusden near Amersfoort. Th e 
emph asi s was on th e Dutch  Experi ence, th e appli cati on of th e Socrati c 
Di alogue i n di fferent forms and, amongst oth ers, i n th e context of 
busi ness consultancy. Th e number of parti ci pants and th e number of 
nati onali ti es present h ad i ncreased.

Two years later agai n, i n th e year 2000, after some decades of Socrati c 
Di alogue i n th e tradi ti on of Leonard Nelson and Gustav Heck mann i n 
Germany, we are meeti ng i n Loccum to attend th e Th i rd Internati onal 
Conference on th e Socrati c Di alogue. Even more parti ci pants th i s ti me, 
not only from di fferent countri es i n Europe but also from di fferent 
conti nents. Welcome everybody!

For th e Conference i n Hi Ucroft CoUege i n 1996 th e th ree faci Utators, 
Rene Saran, Pi eter Mostert and Di eter Kroh n, h ad agreed on a Statement 
on th e Socrati c Di alogue th at was gi ven to th e parti ci pants as a k i nd of 
i ntroducti on to th e meth od. It compri ses some fundamental i deas, 
Informati on about th e procedures and th e rules for parti ci pants and 
faci Utators as weU as cri teri a for sui table examples. Th i s Statement may 
serve h ere as a fi rst i ntroducti on for th ose wh o are not so fami Uar wi th
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th e Socrati c Di alogue and as a starti ng poi nt for a cri ti cal revi ew of th e 

i deas presented:

A Socrati c di alogue i s a j oi nt attempt to fi nd th e answer to a fundamental 

questi on. Th e questi on i s th e centre of th e di alogue. It i s appli ed to a 
concrete experi ence of one or more of th e parti ci pants th at i s accessi ble 

to all oth er parti ci pants. Systemati c reflecti on upon th i s experi ence i s 

accompani ed by a search  for sh ared j udgements and underlyi ng reasons 
for th ese.

Th e di alogue ai ms at consensus. Wh i lst i t i s possi ble to ach i eve 
Consensus, th i s i s not a si mple or easy task . Effort, di sci pli ne and 

perseverance are requi red. Everyone’s th ough ts need to be clari fi ed i n 
such a männer th at parti ci pants understand each oth er fully. 

Explanati ons and reasons are analysed and wei gh ed-up carefully. Th e 
di scourse moves slowly and systemati cally so th at all parti ci pants gai n 

i nsi gh t i nto th e substance of th e di alogue.
Th e Socrati c di alogue proper i s a di scourse about content, i n wh i ch  th e 

central questi on i s at stäk e. Heck mann i n addi ti on developed th e meta- 
di alogue wh i ch  i s about th e process and atmosph ere of th e di alogue. Some 
faci h tators also di sti ngui sh  a di alogue about Stratege to determi ne path ways 
of th e di alogue. Oth ers see strategy questi ons as an i ntegral part of th e 

Socrati c di alogue proper or of th e meta-di alogue.
Th e Socrati c di alogue deri ves i ts name from Socrates, but i t i s not an 

Imi tati on of a Platoni c di alogue. Wh at i s basi cally Socrati c i s th e meth od 
of ri gorous i nqui rj ' i nto th e th ough ts, concepts and values we h old as 

true. Th e Socrati c di alogue i s a j oi nt i nvesti gati on i nto assumpti ons we 

mak e wh en we formulate our th ough ts.
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on a fli p 
ch art or Board, so th at all can h ave an overvi ew and be clear about 
th e sequence of th e di scourse.

Th e Socrati c di alogue normally uses th e foUowi ng procedures:

(1) A well-formulated, general questi on, or a Statement, i s set by th e 
faci li tator before th e di scourse commences.

(2) Th e fi rst step i s to coUect concrete examples experi enced by 
parti ci pants i n wh i ch  th e gi ven topi c plays a k ey role.

(3) One example i s ch osen by th e group wh i ch  wi ll usually be th e basi s 
of th e analysi s and argumentati on th rough out th e di alogue.

(4) Cruci al Statements made by parti ci pants are wri tten down

Th ere a seven Basi c rules for parti ci pants i n th e Socrati c di alogue:

(1) Each  parti ci pant’s contri buti on i s based upon wh at s/h e h as 
experi enced, not upon wh at s/h e h as read or h eard.

(2) Th e th i nk i ng and questi oni ng i s h onest. Th i s means th at only 
genui ne doubts about wh at h as been sai d sh ould be expressed.

(3) It i s th e responsi bi h ty of all parti ci pants to express th ei r th ough ts as 
clearly and conci sely as possi ble, so th at everyone i s able to bui ld on 
th e i deas contri buted by oth ers earli er i n th e di alogue.

(4) Parti ci pants sh ould not concentrate exclusi vely on th ei r own 
th ough ts, th ey sh ould mak e evert̂ effort to understand th ose of 
oth er parti ci pants and i f necessary seek  clari fi cati on.

(5) Anyone wh o h as lost si gh t of th e questi on or of th e th read of th e 
di scussi on sh ould seek  th e h elp of oth ers to clari fy wh ere th e group 
Stands.

(6) Abstract Statements sh ould be grounded i n concrete experi ence i n 
Order to i llumi nate such  Statements.

(7) Inqui r)' i nto relevant questi ons conti nues as long as parti ci pants 
ei th er h old confli cti ng vi ews or h ave not yet reach ed clari ty.
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(1) Th e mai n task  of th e faci li tator i s to assi st th e j oi nt process of 
clari fi cati on so th at any ach i eved Consensus i s genui ne. Consensus i s 
only ach i eved wh en contradi ctor)' poi nts of vi ew h ave been resolved 
and all arguments and counter-arguments h ave been fully 
consi dered; th e faci li tator h as to ensure th i s h appens.

(2) Th e faci li tator sh ould not ‘steer’ th e di scussi on i n one parti cular 
di recti on nor tak e a posi ti on i n matters of content; s/h e sh ould 
ensure th at th e rules of th e di alogue are uph eld.

(1) Th e example h as been deri ved from th e parti ci pant’s own 
experi ence; h ypoth eti cal or ‘generali zed’ examples [‘qui te often i t 
h appens to me th at...’] are not sui table.

(2) Examples sh ould not be very compli cated ones; si mple ones are 
often th e best. Wh ere a sequence of events h as been presented, i t 
would be best for th e group to concentrate on one aspect or one 
event.

(3) Th e example h as to be relevant for th e topi c of th e di alogue and of 
i nterest to th e oth er parti ci pants. Furth ermore, all parti ci pants must 
be able to put th emselves i nto th e sh oes of th e person gi vi ng th e 
example.

(4) Th e example sh ould deal wi th  an experi ence th at h as already come 
to an end. If th e parti ci pant i s sti ll i mmersed i n th e experi ence i t i s 
not sui table. For example, i f deci si ons are sti ll to be tak en, th ere i s a 
ri sk  th at group members mi gh t be j udgmental or Spi n h ypoth eti cal 
th ough ts.

(5) Th e parti ci pant gi vi ng th e example h as to be wi lli ng to present i t 
fully and provi de all th e relevant factual Informati on and answer 
questi ons so th at th e oth er parti ci pants are able to understand th e 
example and i ts relevance to th e central questi on.
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We can use th i s Statement above as a poi nt of reference or as a stumbli ng 
block . Th i s Conference i n Loccum gi ves us th e ch ance:

to sh are our experi ence i n th e Socrati c Di alogue, 
to sh arpen our awareness of detai ls, 
to revi ew th eoreti cal assumpti ons, 
to put old beli eves to th e test, 
to develop new i deas,
to promote understandi ng and cooperati on among th e “Socrati cs”, 
to enj oy th e week  and 
to h ave fun togeth er.

Last but not least: Th ank s to th e planni ng group: Rene Saran for th e 
Soci ety for th e Furth erance of Cri ti cal Ph i losoph y; Dri es Boele, Eri k  
Boers, Hans Bolten, Jos Kessels and Pi eter Mostert alternately for th e 
Dutch  Socrati cs; Horst Gronk e, Di eter Kroh n, Rai ner Losk a, Ki rsten 
Malmqui st, Klaus Roß, and Nora Walter for th e Ph i losoph i sch -Poli ti sch e 
Ak ademi e and th e Gesellsch aft für Sok rati sch es Ph i losoph i eren 
respecti vely.

And many, many th ank s to Peter Brune and Uwe Ni tsch  for th ei r 
masterpi ece of Organi zati on so far. Let us h ope and mak e sure th at th i ngs 
go smooth ly.
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On Our Duty to Use th e Socrati c Di alogue i n 
Busi ness Organi zati ons’

1 In th e ti tle I refer to busi ness organi zati ons, but everyth i ng I wri te can also be 
appli cd to governmental and oth er ‘not-for-profi t’ organi zati ons.

Wi th i n th e Communi ty of people work i ng wi th  Socrati c Di alogues, 
foUowi ng th e tradi ton set by Nelson and Heck mann, th ere are some 
maj or concerns about th e use of th i s meth od wi th i n th e context of 
busi ness organi zati ons:

Some fear th at th e meth od mi gh t be used as an 
secondary purposes, li k e problem-solvi ng 
employees, i nstead of search i ng for th e truth .
Consultants offeri ng Socrati c Di alogues professi onally, could be 
tempted to please th e di ent by reduci ng th e extent of fundamental 
cri ti cal th i nk i ng.
Ti me pressure someti mes requi res th at Socrati c Di alogues i n 
organi zati ons be sh ortened. Th i s rai ses th e questi on wh eth er th ese 
conversati ons sti ll deserve th e predi cate ‘Socrati c Di alogue’. Sh ould 
we th en not reserve th i s predi cate for sessi ons h eld i n a more 
contemplati ve setti ng?

We talk ed about th ese concerns duri ng th e Internati onal Conference on 
Socrati c Di alogue and Eth i cs,]\i \y 2000 i n Loccum (Germany). Th i s arti cle i s 
an elaborati on of th e sh ort i mprovi sed talk  I h eld th ere. Referri ng to th e 
ti tle of th i s Conference my proposi ti on i s:

‘Eth i cs’ requi res us to extend conducti ng Socrati c Di alogues from 
th e customary contexts to busi ness organi zati ons and to adj ust th e 
meth od to th ese speci fi c ci rcumstances.

Instrument for 
or mani pulati ng
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I am a ph i losoph er, wh i ch  means th at for me i t i s not sati sfyi ng to li ve 

my li fe wi th out exami ni ng i t. To i nform th i s exami nati on I ch ose to 

acquai nt myself wi th  and follow th e tradi ti on of Western Ph i losoph y and 
I stand i n a tradi ti on founded by th i nk ers li k e Socrates, Epi ctetus, 

Anselm, Hume, Kant, Ni etzsch e, Wi ttgenstei n, Popper, Levi nas, Nelson 

and Heck mann. I h ave been i nspi red by th ei r wri ti ngs and by th e records 
of th ei r li ves. To th em and to th e people 1 work  and li ve wi th  I try to 
account for my own th i nk i ng and acti ng.

Th ese ph i losoph ers saw ph i losoph y as a way of li fe. As an Illustrati on 

I would li k e to quote Epi ctetus, a famous Stoi c ph i losoph er from th e 
fi rst centur)'.

“Ph i losoph y comes down, i n th e fi rst place and i nevi tably, to th e 
appli cati on of fundamental moral th eorems, such  as, “We ough t not to 
li e”. In th e second place ph i losoph y concerns i tself wi th  proof, or 
demonstrati on, for example “Wh y i s lyi ng wrong?” And fi nally 
ph i losoph y concerns i tself wi th  th e foundati ons, th e fundamental 
analysi s: “Wh at mak es th i s a proof? Wh at i s demonstrati on? Wh at i s a 
conclusi on? Wh at i s contradi cti on? Wh at i s true and wh at i s false?”
Th e th i rd topi c, th en, i s essenti al for th e second, and th e second for th e 
fi rst, wh i ch cannot be ci rcumvented and wh i ch requi res qui et 
deli berati on and di scussi on. But we usually turn matters around. We 
spend all our ti me and focus all our attenti on on th e th i rd topi c and 
neglect enti rely th e fi rst. As a consequence we li e, and si multaneously 
h ave an abundance of arguments at our di sposal to explai n wh y lyi ng i s 
wrong.” (Epi tectus, Ench ei ri di on, 51)

For me th i s quotati on means th at we ph i losoph i ze i n Order to li ve a good 
li fe, or rath er, to estabh sh  a good li fe for all. Epi ctetus mak es clear th at 

ph i losoph y i s a practi ce ‘usi ng moral th eorems’. Th e proof of our 

understandi ng i s to be found i n our acts. True understandi ng leads to 

ri gh t beh avi our. If we fall to act i n accordance wi th  our compreh ensi on, 

we do not really k now th e truth . And i t i s from our own acts th at we can 

learn th e truth s we ch eri sh .
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Th e mi sleadi ng di sti ncti on between ‘scarch  for 
ttruth ’ and ‘practi cal appli cati on’

In my fi rst li nes I paraph rased Socrates’ motto ‘an unexami ned li fe i s not 
worth  li vi ng’. Th e counterpart i s ‘i t i s useless to exami ne our li ves 
wi th out ch eck i ng our k nowledge by tryi ng to li ve accordi ng to our 
conclusi ons’. Truth  cannot be sough t oth er th an wi th i n a practi cal 
context. Th e proposed di sti ncti on between th e Socrati c Meth od as a 
search  for truth  and th e practi cal appli cati on of th i s meth od i n th e 
busi ness envi ronment i s i llusory. Th ere always h as been a practi cal 
context i n wh i ch  th e Socrati c Meth od was employed: th e educati onal 
context, th e poli ti cal context or th e envi ronment of everyday li fe. We 
h ave become used to i denti fy th e meth od wi th  th ese contexts and wi th  
th e routi nes wh i ch  fi t th ere best. But we sh ould not li mi t th e meth od to 
th ese contexts and routi nes. Th e meth od can be used i n many contexts. 
Th e busi ness Organi zati on i s one of th em, and a very i mportant one.

As a follower of th e Western ph i losoph i cal tradi ti on I am i ncli ned to 
practi ce ph i losoph y i n th e context of everyday li fe. After all, wh ere ei se i s 
th e good Ufe to be found? Nowadays we li ve i n an age domi nated by 
organi zati ons. People spend most of th ei r ti me, attenti on, energy and 
creati vi ty i n th ei r organi zati onal li ves. Occupati on and professi on largely 
determi ne our i denti ty. Our li ves and our vi ews about th e ‘good li fe’ are 
domi nated by organi zati ons. Th at i s wh y we must ph i losoph i ze wi th  
employers, employees and managers: we want to learn about th e good 
li fe from th ei r experi ence and we want th em to exami ne cri ti cally th ei r 
ways of li vi ng and work i ng togeth er.

For th i s reason I h ave ch osen to work  as a ph i losoph er-consultant i n 
organi zati ons, both  profi t and non-profi t. Eleven years of management 
Consulti ng h ave taugh t me to see organi zati ons pri mari ly as learni ng 
envi ronments for aU concerned. Havi ng fi ni sh ed th ei r formal educati on 
employees start to defi ne th ei r Professi onal goals and style wh i le learni ng 
to tak e i nto account th e Interests of th ei r coUeagues and competi tors.
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Later on i n th ei r careers th ey mi gh t ch oose to supervi se or provi de 
leadersh i p to th ei r coUeagues. Th ey th en need to explore, for example, 
th e boundari es of th ei r responsi bi li ti es and th e meani ngfulness of th e 
formulated collecti ve ambi ti on.

In th ese di fferent ph ases of personal and professi onal development 
all k i nds of fundamental questi ons ari se; questi ons concerni ng i ntegri ty, 
responsi bi li ty, flexi bi li ty, success, moti vati on, effecti veness, mutuali ty, 
leadersh i p, empowerment, openness, autonomy and so on. And th at i s 
wh ere my work  as a ph i losoph er-consultant Starts.

Si nce my fi rst encounter wi th  i t some ten years ago I h ave learned to 
value th e Socrati c Meth od, based on th e cri ti cal ph i losoph y developed by 
Leonard Nelson and Gustav Heck man, as a genui ne and ferti le way of 
ph i losoph i zi ng i n everyday li fe. It encourages parti ci pants to tak e 
responsi bi li ty for th ei r own th i nk i ng and at th e same ti me sti mulates 
th em to th i nk  togeth er. Th ere i s a profound questi on (touch i ng th e 
Cornerstones of our li ves) at stäk e, wh i ch  always gets connected to 
parüci pants’ personal experi ence. Th e meth od consti tutes an eth i cal 
pracüce: we th i nk  about ph i losoph i cal i ssues and try to beh ave i n 
accordance wi th  th e way we th i nk  togeth er.

Th e meth od i s extremely sui table for th e questi ons referred to at th e 
end of th e precedi ng secti on. Th e questi ons are fundamental and closely 
related to i ssues of everyday li fe. Th e people i nvolved need not only to 
come to gri ps wi th  th ese questi ons, but th ey are also forced to practi ce 
th e i nsi gh ts gai ned duri ng th e i nqui ry and learn from th em. If th ese 
people ask  for gui dance, we as ph i losoph ers h ave th e Obli gati on to offer 
our experi ence. If we do not answer th ei r call, th ey wi ll be at th e mercy 
of dogmati c management gurus. Th ese soph i sts of our age all h ave th e 
tendency to transform any si ncere questi on to th ei r uni versal answer. 
Any attempt to th i nk  cri ti cally for oneself i s suffocated i n a cloud of 
success Stori es.

But th ere i s more at stäk e. We as ph i losoph ers, search i ng for th e good 
li fe, can learn a lot about th e practi cal wi sdom developed by managers 
and employees. If th ese people i nvi te us to talk  and th i nk  wi th  th em, we
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Instrumentali sm and outdated vi ews on 
organi zati ons

sh oxi ld sei ze th e opportuni ty to learn from th ei r experi ences i n deali ng 
wi th  all k i nds of di lemmas wh i le work i ng and li vi ng togeth er i n 
organi zati ons.

Leonard Nelson not only developed a ph i losoph i cal meth od but h e also 
founded a poli ti cal, soci al democrati c movement, called th e 
Internati onale Sozi ali sti sch er Kampf-Bund. Many of i ts members lost 
th ei r li ves resi sti ng th e Nazi  regi me. I h ave not studi ed th i s h onourable 
part of poli ti cal h i story, but I i magi ne th at th e h esi tati on to be h i red by 
busi ness organi zati ons can be related to th i s parti cular aspect of th e 
back ground of th e Nelsoni an tradi ti on, wh i ch  i s sti ll sh ared by many 
Socrati cs. Th ei r warni ngs (i nstrumentali zati on i n order to mani pulate 
people; corrupti on of th e meth od by commerci al Interests) seem to be 
i nspi red by a speci fi c percepti on of th e concepts of ‘Instrument’ and 
‘busi ness organi zati ons’.

To address th e fi rst: i s i t wrong to see and use th e Socrati c Di alogue 
as an Instrument? I do not th i nk  so. It i s one of th e Instruments — i n 
addi ti on to readi ng, wri ti ng, contemplati ng or debati ng — a ph i losoph er 
h as. Can i t be used to mani pulate people for one’s own benefi t? I do not 
beüeve th at i s easi ly done i f we sti ck  to th e rules and gui deli nes wh i ch  
h ave been h anded down for parti ci pants. Besi des, th e way we use th e 
Socrati c Meth od i n busi ness organi zati ons h elps and i ndeed forces 
people to clari fy th ei r own ai ms and goals (th ei r true i nterests). But are 
employees really free to th i nk  cri ti caUy about th ese? I would certai nly 
th i nk  so. We are li vi ng i n an Informati on soci ety. Most of th e employees 
and managers I meet are k nowledge work ers wi th professi onal 
responsi büi ty for determi ni ng th ei r own obj ecti ves and th e meth ods th ey 
employ. Th ey are ask ed to th i nk  cri ti caUy about th e foundati ons of th ei r 
professi on, th ough  th ey h ave rarely been educated to do so. If we tak e a 
dose look  at th e world of busi ness organi zati ons, we see th at compared 
wi th  th e fi rst h alf of th e 20'*’ Century i t h as ch anged dramati caUy. 
Classi cal di sti ncti ons between owner and employee, labour and control, 
structure and strategy, i nsi de and outsi de, profi t and non-profi t, pri vate
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and publi c, competi tor and partner, Customer and suppli er h ave become 
blurred. To obtai n a clear vi ew on th e need for di alogue and th e 
possi bi li ti es for th e Socrati c Meth od i n busi ness organi zati ons, we h ave 
to sh ak e off our 19* Century i deas about pri vately owned Compani es and 
th e subordi nate role of employees. Th e roles of organi zati ons h ave 
ch anged and i t i s unwi se to sti ck  to th e i ni ti al ch oi ce of developi ng th e 
Socrati c Meth od merely i n educati onal and poli ti cal organi zati ons.

In pri nci ple, th erefore, i t i s both  possi ble and advi sable to conduct a 
Socrati c Di alogue i n busi ness organi zati ons. In practi ce, of course, all 
k i nds of tensi ons appear. People work i ng togeth er i n organi zati ons, 
i ncludi ng Consultants, i nevi tably develop all k i nds of i nterdependenci es. 
Th ere are many Interests at stäk e. Do th ese mak e us less free as 
faci li tators and parti ci pants? I do not th i nk  so. Our freedom depends on 
th e way we deal wi th  our own Interests (as faci li tator, as cli ent or as 
parti ci pant). If we let th em domi nate us and use th e Socrati c Di alogue, 
for example, for ‘problem solvi ng’, ‘confli ct medi ati on’ or ‘poli cy mak i ng’ 
th an we are mi susi ng th e meth od. But i f we ack nowledge our i nterests 
and create some di stance towards th em, we can conduct a genui ne 
i nqui ry.

It i s not easy to conduct a Socrati c Di alogue. It i s undoubtedly more 
di ffi cult to do so i n an organi zati onal setti ng. People i n busi ness 
organi zati ons, li k e oth ers, are si multaneously attracted and deterred by 
th e preci si on and slow pace of th e Socrati c Di alogue. As faci li tators we 
h ave th e responsi bi li ty to fi nd ways of h elpi ng th em to endure th i s 
ambi gui ty.

In Order to succeed we need to mak e some adj ustments. I sti ll use th e 
tradi ti onal procedure (questi on — example selecti on — enqui ry i n basi c 
assumpti ons) and th e tradi ti onal rules for parti ci pants. But I work  wi th  
di fferent k i nds of groups, e.g. management teams (after a merger, 
th i nk i ng about common values) or groups of professi onal colleagues 
(exami ni ng th e core of th ei r professi on). Th e number of parti ci pants 
vari es from 4 to 30 people. And th e durati on of th e sessi ons vari es a 
great deal: someti mes I conduct a Socrati c Di alogue i n one day or i n a
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sequence of two-h our sessi ons wi th  h omework  i n between or i n a two- 
day Sessi on alternated wi th  dedi cated exerci ses to i mprove th e di alogi cal 
sk i lls or even i n a Sessi on of th ree h ours wi th  a lot of preparati on i n 
advance. It even occurs th at I facüi tate a di alogue togeth er wi th  a 
Socrati c colleague, one of us wri ti ng, th e oth er conducti ng th e di alogue, 
every now and th en i ntervi ewi ng each  oth er about th e progress.

Th ese are clear devi ati ons from th e usual format: groups of 4 to 12 
people, one faci li tator, durati on of 20 h ours i n th e course of a week  or a 
long Week end. But th ese are not th e fi rst adj ustments i n th e Nelsoni an 
tradi ti on. Let me gi ve two examples.

a) Nelson and Heck mann th emselves started th ei r di alogues i n an 
educati onal, classroom setti ng. It was only later on th at th e week - 
long or long-week end versi ons appeared.

b) Th e rath er auth ori tari an way Nelson conducted h i s Socrati c 
Di alogues at th e begi nni ng of th e twenti eth  Century i s nearly 
i mpossi ble nowadays. Because of th e ch angi ng relati on between 
teach er and Student, around 1965 Heck man and oth ers i ntroduced 
th e meta-di alogue as a cruci al element of th e meth od. Parti ci pants 
wanted to deal openly wi th  th ei r feeli ngs of (di s)comfort and th ey 
were not wi Ui ng to follow a meth od wi th out proper understandi ng.

Th ese examples demonstrate th at th e adaptati on of th e meth od to 
ch angi ng ci rcumstances i s not only necessary, but th at i t i s common 
practi ce i n th e Nelsoni an tradi ti on.

Of course we wi ll want to assess wh eth er th e vari ati ons we develop i n 
busi ness organi zati ons sti ll meet th e cri teri a for a Socrati c Di alogue. Th at 
i s no easy matter. In Order to protect th e essence we fi nd ourselves 
i ncli ned to defi ne a Standard practi ce, generate formal cri teri a, desi gn 
compulsory courses, enti tle certai n practi ces to carry th e predi cate 
‘Socrati c Di alogue’ and even regi ster th i s name offi ci ally. But as I h ave 
stated before: th ere i s no Standard practi ce of th e Socrati c Meth od. Th ere 
i s only a Standard or preferred context (educati onal or poli ti cal). And 
even i n th i s Standard context, every faci li tator h as h i s or h er own style
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2 I wi sh  to th ank  Edgar Karssi ng wh o encouraged me to wri te th i s arti cle, my 
coUeagues Pi eter Mostert, Jos Kessels, and Pi et Breed wh o commented cri ti cally on 
th e fi rst draft and Ni co Swaan for poli sh i ng my Engli sh .

wh i ch  h as a great i mpact on th e proceedi ngs and on th e result. 
Parti ci pants do not ch oose only for th e meth od but also for th e person 
wh o conducts th e di alogue. In th e way i n wh i ch  th e facüi tator work s th ey 
experi ence th e i ntegri ty and si nceri ty of h i s/h er ph i losoph y. Moreover, 
my li fe as a Consultant and management trai ner h as taugh t me th at i t i s 
i mpossi ble to protect a meth od from i mproper use. Anyone wh o gets 
exci ted about i t wi ll be i ncli ned to experi ment wi th  i t. Th ere i s no (legal) 
way you can stop th em.

Th ere i s no Standard practi ce and th ere i s no way to legally protect a 
meth od (or parts of i t). I even th i nk  th at i t i s not desi rable to protect th e 
Socrati c Meth od by Standardi zati on and regi strati on. I consi der every 
Socrati c Di alogue as a worth wh i le attempt to ph i losoph i ze. We can learn 
from th e fai lures and successes of ourselves and of oth ers. To k eep our 
Ideals ali ve, th e meth od sh ould not be fenced i n. It needs to be fed by 
new experi ences. Instead of excludi ng people wh o experi ment on th ei r 
own beh alf, we sh ould form a communi ty to exch ange experi ences, work  
togeth er and account for our attempts. Th e Socrati c Meth od i s not to be 
treated li k e a patented product or a regi stered trademark . We would do 
better to th i nk  of i t as a li vi ng tradi ti on, h anded down from one person 
to anoth er, wi th  no clear boundari es but wi th  a recogni zable practi ce and 
a common language. Th i s sh ows us th e way to k eep our tradi ti on ali ve: 
organi ze a communi ty of practi ti oners to sh are experi ence, develop a 
common language, mai ntai n rules of conduct and i ni ti ate newcomers.
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Socrati c Di alogue or Para-Socrati c Di alogue?

Socrati c-Ori ented Di alogue as th e Th i rd Way of a 
Responsi ble Consulti ng and CounseUi ng Practi ce

“One wh o advi ses a si ck  man, li vi ng i n a way to i nj ure h i s Health , must 
fi rst effect a reform i n h i s way of li vi ng, must h e not? And i f th e pati ent 
consents to such  a reform, th en h e may admoni sh  h i m on oth er poi nts? 
If, h owever, th e pati ent refuses, i n my opi ni on i t would be th e act of a 
real man and a good ph ysi ci an to k eep clear of advi si ng such  a man — 
th e act of a poltroon and a quack  on th e oth er h and to advi se h i m 
furth er on th ose terms. Th e same th i ng h olds i n th e case of a ci ty, 
wh eth er i t h ave one master or many.

If a government th at proceeds i n orderly fash i on along th e ri gh t 
course, seek s advi ce about i ts advantage i n some matter, i t would be th e 
act of an i ntelli gent man to gi ve advi ce to such  a Communi ty. In th e case, 
h owever, of th ose wh o are altogeth er astray from th e path  of ri gh t 
government, and wi ll by no means consent to go on th e track  of i t, wh o 
on th e oth er h and gi ve noti ce to th ei r advi ser to k eep h i s h ands off th e 
Consti tuti on under penalty of death  i f h e di sobeys, and order h i m to 
cater to th ei r wi sh es and desi res by poi nti ng out th e easi est and qui ek est 
meth od of attai ni ng th em permanendy, i n th at case I sh ould th i nk  th e 
advi ser wh o consented to such  condi ti ons a poltroon — th e one wh o 
refused, a real man.” (Plato, Letter VII, 330c-331a)

In th e followi ng I wi ll di scuss th e questi on of h ow i t i s possi ble for 

Consultants and counsellors to carry out Socrati c di alogues i n ‘outsi de 
organi zati ons’ (organi zati ons i n th e practi cal world outsi de of th e pure 

th eoreti cal world) i n a responsi ble männer. Fi rst, I wi ll say a few words 
about Socrati c Di alogue and i ts use i n general (1). Th en, I wi ll try to gi ve 
a defi ni ti on of Socrati c Di alogue (2). After th at, I wi ll descri be eth i cal 

Problems wh i ch  are li k ely to ari se i f a Socrati c Di alogue i s carri ed out i n 
an outsi de Organi zati on (3). Fi nally, I wi ll turn to my mai n poi nt wh i ch  i s 
to outli ne an eth i cal th eory of a responsi ble use of Socrati c Di alogue (4).



Th e use of Socrati c Di aloguc1.

25

example, 
can

1 Th i s mak cs th e di fference of th e Platoni c to th e Ari stoteli an and Ci ceroni an 
tradi ti on.

In an abbrevi ated way of speak i ng we can say: Socrati c Di alogue i s not 
only a meth od but also an atti tude — and a pri nci ple.

As a meth od (i .e. starti ng wi th  a general questi on and an 
proceedi ng Step by Step, wri ti ng on a fli pch art etc.) Socrati c Di alogue 
be used for di fferent purposes — eth i cally good or bad purposes.

As an atti tude Socrati c Di alogue i s grounded i n values and value-based 
vi rtues (tolerance, pati ence, di sci pli ne, i ntegri ty, responsi bi li ty, si nceri ty, 
soli dari ty etc.) j udged by most of us as eth i cally good. But th ese values 
and vi rtues are not necessarüy and not i n all ci rcumstances good values 
and vi rtues.

As a pri nci ple Socrati c Di alogue i s grounded i n reason. Th at means 
Socrati c Di alogue i s th e medi um of reason i n wh i ch  reason recogni ses 
i tself and th e pri nci ple of reason.

Socrates was th e fi rst ph i losoph er wh o di scovered and formulated 
such  a pri nci ple, th e so-called logospri näple, i n th e di alogue wi th  h i s fri end 
and pupi l Kri ton wh o advi sed h i m to escape from th e death  penalty:

“You k now th at th i s i s not a new i dea of mi ne; i t h as always been my 
nature never to accept advi ce from any of my fri ends unless reflecti on 
sh ows th at i t i s th e best course th at reason offers.” (Platon, Kri ton, 46b)

It i s not tradi ti on, not common sense, not auth ori ty, not feeli ng, not 
reli gi on, not God, not i nsti tuti ons, not establi sh ed values, not th e 
maj ori ty vi ew, not th e i deal personali ty (vi r bonus, spoudai os, 
ph roni mos), not th e i nner percepti on of a wi se person or th e i nner voi ce 
th at h ave th e ri gh t to deci de about tmth  and j usti ce. All of th em are 
obj ects of reasonable cri ti que, of cri ti cal exami nati on at ‘th e court of 
reason’ (Kant).’

Socrati c Di alogue (SD), as establi sh ed by th e German ph i losoph ers 
Leonard Nelson and Gustav Heck mann, i s part of th e post-Kanti an 
movement of th e "Cri ti cal Ph i losoph  ̂(CP). Th erefore, th i s k i nd of Socrati c 
Di alogud̂  ̂i s not i ntroduced pri mari ly as a pragmati c means to h elp 
people and organi zati ons to reach  th ei r several ai ms (i .e. success, 
h appi ness, self-confi dence, good teamwork  etc.). Ori gi nally, a Socrati c
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Di aloguêP was not a di alogue offered by Consultants and counsellors. 
Socrates, Nelson and Heck mann were not Consultants and counsellors.

On th e contrary, th e Socrati c Di aloguê-’’ i s i ntroduced by th em to 
clari fy people’s Clai ms i n matters of truth  and j usti ce i n a radi cally cri ti cal 
männer. Ori gi nally, a Socrati c Di aloguêP was a ‘court of reason’. 
Socrates, Nelson and Heck mann were reasonable cri ti cs.

Neverth eless i t i s a fact th at today Socrati c Di alogues are offered 
‘outsi de’, to people and organi zati ons as a means to overcome th ei r 
di ffi culti es i n reach i ng th ei r ai ms. And we can see th at at least someti mes 
th i s succeeds. It’s obvi ous th at a Socrati c ‘th i nk  audi t’ can i nfluence 
personal and organi zati onal practi ce i n a good way. Socrati c Di alogue 
h as become a new product on th e Consulti ng mark et and th e demand for 
th i s product i s i ncreasi ng li ttle by li ttle.

Under th ese ci rcumstances i t i s understandable th at some 
ph i losoph ers, and oth er i ntellectuals wh o work  as freelancers or are out 
of work , try to earn th ei r li vi ng by offeri ng th i s ph i losoph i cally grounded 
product to fi rms and organi zati ons. Th e Intenti on of earni ng money th ey 
and some of us h ave i s not bad i n i tself but can be a source of th e mi suse 
of Socrati c Di alogue, especi aUy i f i t leads to th e ori gi nal Intenti on of 
Socrati c Di alogue, cri ti cal th i nk i ng, bei ng push ed back  or even destroyed. 
In sh ort: Socrates may go on th e mark et, but h e must not become pari  of th e 
mark et.

Th e questi on I try to answer now i s: under wh i ch  ci rcumstances i s 
usi ng a Socrati c Di alogue i n th e wi der soci ety, especi aUy i n th e 
admi ni strati on and busi ness world, eth i cally responsi ble? I th i nk  th e 
answer to th i s questi on wUl h elp th e Socrati c Consultants and counseUors 
to get a clearer i dea of th ei r eth i cal room for manoeuvre and gi ve th em 
greater confi dence to act. Socrati c faci li tators wi th  h i gh  Clai ms to quali ty 
must be wi lli ng to i nqui re i nto and legi ti mate th ei r own practi ce; 
oth erwi se th ey cannot convi nci ngly offer a concept of Consulti ng wh i ch  
caUs for self-i nqui ry on th e part of th e managers and staff of an 
Organi zati on.

To i denti fy th e eth i cal problems Socrati c Di alogue may rai se I start 
wi th  a sh ort defi ni ti on and an overvi ew of th e essenti al elements of th e 
Socrati c Di aloguêP.
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Defi ni ti on of Socrati c Di aloguê^

SQ + SM =

In a Socrati c Di aloguêP a group of di alogue partners try to answer a 
Socrati c Questi on (SQ) i n a Socrati c Manner (SM).

2 Th ough  th e precedi ng di scussi on of a Socrati c questi on can h elp answeri ng empi ri cal 
and si tuati on-related questi ons i n a more reasonable and more sustai nable männer.

A Socrati c questi on i s a ph i losoph i cal questi on (or a questi on wh i ch  can 
easi ly be trans formed i nto a ph i losoph i cal questi on) wh i ch  i s so general 
and fundamental th at i t can almost exclusi vely be answered — i n th e 
frame of common experi ence — by pure th i nk i ng. Socrati c questi ons are 
questi ons li k e ‘Wh at i s truth ?’ ‘Are th ere uni versal h uman ri gh ts?’ ‘Wh at 
are we responsi ble for?’ Socrati c questi ons are nei th er questi ons th e 
answeri ng of wh i ch  needs empi ri cal k nowledge nor questi ons th at are 
related to concrete si tuati ons. Th ey are nei th er so-called ‘How’ questi ons 
li k e ‘How to i mprove teamwork ?’ ‘How to persuade people?’ ‘How to 
reach  h appi ness?’ nor si tuati on-related questi ons li k e ‘Sh all I study 
ph i losoph y or Sci ence?’ ‘Was th e Kosovo Interventi on of NATO 
responsi ble or not?’ ‘Sh ould Great Bri tai n j oi n th e European uni on or 
not?’2

A Socrati c männer i s a parti cular form of di alogi cal argumentati on 
between at least two di alogue partners i n wh i ch  all of th em, wi th  th e h elp 
of a Socrati c faci li tator, try to fi nd th e best possi ble k nowledge about th e 
true answer (truth ) to a Socrati c questi on.
In my opi ni on th ere are four essenti al elements of such  a Socrati c Di alogue:

Fi rst, a di alogue conducted i n a Socrati c männer i s pri mari ly onented i n 
th e fi ndi np of truth , not i n self-experi ence, not i n good i nterpersonal 
relati ons, nor i n i ntellectual amusement.
Second, th i nk i ng Socrati cally means to th i nk  concretelj . All remark s 
sh ould be related to real experi ence. Oth erwi se th e di alogue could 
rai se a lot of meani ngless speculati on.
Th i rd, a parti ci pant i n a Socrati c Di alogue sh ould only accept th e 
argument wh i ch  — as Socrates sai d — ‘appears to h i m to be th e 
best’ (Platon, Kri ton, 46 b). Th i nk i ng for yourself means to rai se your
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Eth i cal Problems wh i ch  are li k ely to ari se i f a 
Socrati c Di alogue i s carri ed out i n an outsi de 
Organi zati on

own questi ons, doubts and arguments and to ttust i n your own 
abi li ty to obtai n reasonable i nsi gh t.
Fourth , a Socrati c group i s a group of common th i nk ers wh ere each  
h as confi dence i n th e abi li ty of th ei r di alogue partners to fi nd th e 
truth . Th erefore th ey are i nterested i n mutual understandi ng and 
mutual agreement to a presented Statement. To seek  th e truth  means 
to ti y to reach  a reasonah k  Consensus between th e group parti ci pants.

On th e basi s of th i s defi ni ti on of a Socrati c Di aloguê  ̂we can Ust 
possi ble ways i n wh i ch  eth i cal mi suse of th e Socrati c meth od mi gh t 
occur. In th i s I di sti ngui sh  between a mi suse of th e Socrati c meth od th at 
i s obvi ously eth i caUy i rresponsi ble and a mi suse th at could be but i s not 
necessari ly eth i caUy i rresponsi ble, i t may even be eth i caUy responsi ble.

In any case i rresponsi bUi ty i s for example:

offeri ng a Socrati c Di alogue for problems wh i ch  cannot be solved 
by a Socrati c di alogue;
i nstrumentaUsi ng a Socrati c Di alogue for an obvi ously eth i caUy 
problemati c purpose (i .e. i mprovi ng th e teamwork  of a group of 
raci sts);
posi ng a Socrati c questi on (SQ) wh i ch embraces an 
problemati c purpose (i .e. h ow can I mani pulate people?);
offeri ng a Socrati c Di alogue as an unquaUfi ed Socrati c faci Utator;
push i ng desi red results, block i ng undesi red results;
si di ng wi th  some parti ci pants, supporti ng h i erarch y;
playi ng wi th  people’s emoti ons, offendi ng parti ci pants;
betrayal of trust (i .e. passi ng on Informati on about parti ci pants);
i ntenti onal mi srepresentati on of th e results of th e di alogue i n th e 
report.
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To prevent such  k i nds of mi suse we need;

(1) a clear defi ni ti on of wh at a Socrati c Di alogue* '' i s;
(2) nati onal and i nternati onal agreements of quali fi ed Socrati c 

faci li tators about eth i cal Codes of Socrati c faci li tati ng — and maybe (i f 
possi ble)

(3) protecti on of Socrati c Di alogue’̂’" by patent.

But tnore i nteresti ng for my purpose i s th atuse of Socrati c Di alogue 
wh i ch  seems to be but i s not necessari ly and not i n all respects eth i cally 
i rresponsi ble, for example:

gi vi ng wrong or i ncomplete i nformati on on th e potenti al 
consequences of a Socrati c Di alogue;
excludi ng people wh o are concerned wi th  th e deci si ons th at are to 
be i nfluenced by th e Socrati c Di alogue;
gui di ng i nstead of faci li tati ng;
push i ng or block i ng parti cular meth ods of argumentati on;
offeri ng a di alogue wh i ch  i s not to all i ntents and purposes a 
Socrati c Di alogue as a Socrati c Di alogue.

Let US see wh y th i s k i nd of mi suse of th e Socrati c Di aloguêP seems at 
fi rst si gh t to be i rresponsi ble. Wh at does i t i mply to offer a Socrati c 
Di alogue to outsi de organi zati ons wh i ch  employ Socrati c faci li tators as 
pai d outsi de Consultants i n order to h elp solve a pragmati c problem i n 
th ese organi zati ons?

I th i nk  i t i mpli es at least th at one h as to present th e Socrati c Di alogue as an 
Instrument, namely as an Instrument th at can be uti li sed for a ch ange of 
consci ousness and atti tude, wh i ch  could be of use for th e vari ous 
purposes of th e customer.

Th e Socrati c Consultants wh o want to sei l th ei r product say th i ngs — 
must say th i ngs----li k e ‘Socrati c Di alogue trai ns teamwork , th at’s good
for th e Work  of proj ect teams’, ‘Socrati c Di alogue i mproves mutual 
understandi ng, th at’s good for k nowledge and i nformati on transfer i n 
your Organi zati on’, ‘Socrati c Di alogue h elps clari fy th e value atti tudes of 
th e Staff, th at’s good for th ei r moti vati on and i nvolvement’, etc. In sh ort, 
to sei l th ei r product th e Socrati c Consultants must emph asi se i ts 
i nstrumental ch aracter. In my opi ni on th ese sentences are not false. In 
most cases such  consequences do occur. And probably Socrati c Di alogue 
i s th e best meth od to fulfi l th ese k i nds of ai ms i n organi zati ons wh i ch  do
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not strongly reflect psych odynami c and h i erarch i c problems and h ave 
reach ed a suffi ci ent level of reasonable beh avi our among th e staff.

But because Socrati c Di alogue'̂P i s ori gi nally and essenti ally not an 
Instrument, th e Socrati c Consultants tend to h i de th e mai n aspect of th e 
Socrati c di alogue, namely i ts cri ti cal aspect. Th at can lead to beh avi our 
li k e th e followi ng:

not telli ng th e customer of th e possi bi li ty th at i t i s not merely h i s 
si tuati on-related ai ms and values th at wi ll be cri ti ci sed, but also h i s 
fundamental ai ms and values;
formulaüng a starti ng questi on th e structure of wh i ch  prevents 
cri ti que of th e fundamental ori entati on of an Organi zati on;
excludi ng elements (i .e. a group of staff, types of examples) wh i ch  
could rai se fundamental cri ti cal questi ons;
conducti ng th e di alogue i n such  a way th at fundamental cri ti cal 
questi ons cannot ari se;
block i ng cri ti cal results wh i ch  are not ‘savoury’ for th e customer.

Th ese are some eth i cally problemati c k i nds of Socrati c Consulti ng 
practi ce. But are th ey eth i cally i rresponsi ble? I would say; yes and no. It 
depends. It depends on th e ci rcumstances of th e Si tuati on.

Here we h ave a typi cal problem of th e eth i cs of responsi bi li ty, a 
confli ct between i deali sti c and pragmati c Ori entati ons. At fi rst si gh t th i s 
problem seems to lead to a Socrati c apori a: On th e one h and we feel th e 
duty to Support th e efforts at culti vati ng th e fundamental cri ti cal th i nk i ng 
i n more or less i deal Socrati c Di alogues (correspondi ng to th e Socrati c 
logos pri nci ple), on th e oth er h and we must accept th at establi sh i ng 
Socrati c Di alogues i n th e world of practi cal li fe i mpli es a pragmati c 
reducti on of fundamental cri ti cal th i nk i ng.

In th e last few years I h ave experi enced some frui tless di scussi ons 
about th i s confli ct. Some di scussi ons among th e Socrati c faci li tators were 
ch aracteri sed ei th er by an antagoni sti c di spute of contrary posi ti ons or a 
deni al and di mi nuti on of th i s problem. Th erefore I h ave th ough t and am 
sti ll th i nk i ng about a constructi ve concept wh i ch  tak es both  si des i nto 
account: a th i rd way between pragmati sm and i deali sm for th e Socrati c 
Consulti ng practi ce.
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Eth i cal th eory of a rcsponsi ble use of Socrati c 
Di alogue

3 ‘Insi de’ and ‘outsi de’ i s a classi cal di sti ncri on i n ph i losoph y. In th e h i story of Western 
and Eastern ph i losoph y people h ave often th ough t th at truth  can h e found i f th e 
i nfluence front th e outsi de world i s excluded. Most of today’s ph i losoph ers don’t 
th i nk  th at such  an exclusi on i s completely possi ble.

Let me outli ne th ese fi rst steps of th i s concept i n some sh ort remark s. 
Th e fundamental i dea i s th at both  th e i deali sti c way and th e pragmati c 
way of conducti ng an Outsi de Socrati c Di alogue can be ei th er 
responsi ble or i rresponsi ble.

Th e i deali sti c way i s responsi ble i f th e condi ti ons of th e Si tuati on are 
nearly i deal, i f th e Si tuati on i s not strongly burdened by th e pressure of 
acti on and deci si on. I th i nk  reali si ng wh at I call Insi de Socrati c 
Di alogueŝ, namely di alogues organi zed i nsi de th e uni verse of di scourse 
and not outsi de, i n th e world of practi ce, i s a seri ous task . For ch i ldren 
and adults need such  Insi de Socrati c Di alogues and a ‘h oli day’-li k e space 
for th em (i .e. li k e th e Socrati c week s or week ends offered by th e GSP) to 
learn deep cri ti cal th i nk i ng. Insi de Socrati c Di alogues can i nfluence 
people’s general way of th i nk i ng and li vi ng i n th e long run.

On th e oth er h and, Insi de Socrati c Di alogues can rarely i nfluence 
people’s i ndi vi dual acti ons and deci si ons di rectly. Th ey are not 
i mmedi ately h elpful i n th e outsi de world wh ere ti me i s money, wh ere 
people h ave no ti me to di scuss problems i n extenso. Here people h ave to 
deci de wi th i n a li mi ted ti me or space, i n a competi ti ve, even antagoni sti c 
soci ety i n wh i ch  moral awareness i s not i n great promi nence and moral 
or di alogi cal beh avi our i s often not to be expected. Th at means i n many 
cases, i .e. i n th e case of pragmati c problems i n a busi ness Organi zati on, i t 
i s i rresponsi ble to offer an Insi de Socrati c Di alogue for th e soluti on of 
concrete practi cal problems. It i s i rresponsi ble because th e consequences 
of an i ndi vi dual di alogi cal beh avi our i n th e world of practi cal Ufe are 
possi bly not tolerable; consequences li k e di sadvantage, fi asco, 
bank ruptcy, di smi ssal, or poverty.

Neverth eless, I th i nk  i t i s equally wrong to conduct an Outsi de 
Socrati c Di alogue i n th at pragmati c way wh i ch i mpli es a secret 
i nstrumentali sati on of th e Socrati c Di alogue for th e purposes of th e real- 
li fe world. Th at pragmati c i nstrumentali sati on means i n most cases to
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offer a di alogue as a Socrati c Di alogue'-'̂ alth ough  i t i s not Socrati c i n a 
full sense because i t i s mi ssi ng some essenti al elements of a Socrati c 
Di alogue’̂’’.

For example, we k now by experi ence th at a so-caUed sh ort-term 
di alogue of th ree or si x h ours or a pro- and contra-di scourse of a si mi lar 
Space of ti me conducted under th e condi ti ons of success i n th e busi ness 
World cannot i nclude all four essenti al elements of a Socrati c Di alogue*-'". 
In many cases one or two of th ese elements, mostly th e elements of 
th i nk i ng for yourself and th i nk i ng togeth er, are reduced. Alth ough  th e 
structure of th ese di alogues i s i n some respects si mi lar to th e structure of 
a SD*"" th ey are not Socrati c Di alogues*"". Th erefore i t i s i rresponsi ble to 
promi se a Socrati c Di alogue*̂*" (a di alogue of cri ti cal th i nk i ng) i n th ese 
cases.“

But th i s j udgement does not i mply th at offeri ng an i mperfect Socrati c 
Di alogue*̂*" i s necessari ly i rresponsi ble. If th e Socrati c Di alogue*"" i s a 
valuable meth od to i mprove our cri ti cal th i nk i ng i n several topi c areas 
(epi stemology, eth i cs, aesth eti cs) we are well-advi sed to i ntroduce as 
much  of i t as possi ble i nto th e world of practi cal li fe. It i s better and 
more responsi ble to offer an i mperfect Socrati c Di alogue th an no 
Socrati c Di alogue.

Even th e late Plato recogni sed th at i n th e fi eld of poli ti cal affai rs 
acti ng li k e a ‘moderate’ Ideali st or a ‘gentleman’ (acti ng i n 
correspondence to one’s pure eth i cal convi cti on) as well as acti ng li k e a 
radi cally ‘courageous’ pragmati st (acti ng i n a mai nly success-ori ented 
way) would be i rresponsi ble. Th e ph i losoph er advi sed th e poli ti ci ans wh o 
are responsi ble for th e Organi zati on of th e condi ti ons of publi c li fe to 
look  for th e most reasonable mi xmre of th e moderate and th e 
courageous ch aracter, let us say: to look  for th e golden mean between 
i deali sm and pragmati sm.

“Because i f a courageous ch aracter i s reproduced for many generati ons 
wi th out any admi xture of th e moderate type, th e natural course of 
development i s th at at fi rst i t becomes superlati vely powerful but i n th e

4 To avoi d mi sunderstandi ngs: I do not th i nk  th at sh ort-term di alogues and di lemma 
trai ni ngs or ‘mi xed’ di alogues are i mmoral or th at th ei r appli cati on to th e outsi de 
world of practi ce i s pri nci pi cally i rresponsi ble. I use th ese procedures i n my own 
teach i ng and Consulti ng practi ce. Th e questi on i s: under wh i ch  ci rcumstances i s th e 
use of th ese procedures legi ti mate?
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end i t break s out i nto sh eer fury and madness. But th e ch aracter 
wh i ch  i s too full of modest reti cence and unti nged by valor and audaci ty, 
i f reproduced after i ts k i nd for many generati ons, becomes too dull to 
respond to th e ch allenges of Li fe and i n th e end becomes qui te i ncapable 
of acti ng at all. Magi strates of th e moderate type are exceedi ngly 
cauti ous, fai r, and tenaci ous of precedent, but th ey lack  pungency and 
th e dri ve wh i ch  mak es for effi ci ency. [...] Th e courageous type for th ei r 
part h ave far less of th e gi fts of fai rness th an th ei r moderate breth ren, 
but th ey h ave i n a mark ed degree th e dri ve th at gets th i ngs done. A 
Communi ty can never functi on well ei th er i n th e personal i ntercourse of 
i ts ci ti zens or i n i ts publi c acti vi ti es unless both  of th ese elements of 
ch aracter are present and acti ve. [...] Now we h ave reach ed th e 
appoi nted end of th e weavi ng of th e web of state. It i s fash i oned by th e 
Statesman’s weavi ng; th e Strands run true, and th ese Strands are th e 
gentle and th e brave. Here th ese Strands are woven togeth er i nto a 
uni fi ed ch aracter. For th i s uni ty i s won wh ere th e k i ngly art draws th e 
Li fe of both  types i nto a true feUowsh i p by mutual concord and by ti es of 
fri endsh i p. It i s th e fi nest and best of aU fabri cs. It enfolds all wh o dweU 
i n th e ci ty, bond or free, i n i ts fi rm contexture. Its k i ngly weaver 
mai ntai ns h i s control and oversi gh t over i t, and i t lack s noth i ng th at 
mak es for h appi ness so far as h appi ness i s obtai nable i n a h uman 
Communi ty'.” (Plato, Statesman, 311b-c)

My proposal for a responsi ble way to conduct a Socrati c Consulti ng 
practi ce i s to develop a th eory of Socrati c-Ori ented Di alogues. It seems to me 

th at a responsi ble Socrati c Consulti ng and counselli ng practi ce i s a practi ce of 
Socrati c-Ori ented Di alogues.

As a fi rst Step to develop such  a th eory I propose to di sti ngui sh  th e 

use of th e concept of Socrati c Di alogue i n a broader sense and i n a stri ct 

sense. Th e concept of Socrati c Di alogue used i n a broader sense 
i mpli cates both  Socrati c Di alogues of a stri ct sense, Socrati c Di alogueŝP, 

and Socrati c-Ori ented Di alogues.’ Th ose di alogues wh i ch  are offered as, 

but are not, really Socrati c Di alogues, even not Socrati c-Ori ented 

Di alogues, I propose to call Para-Socrati c Di alogues.̂ In th i s way we are 
getti ng th e followi ng Classi fi cati on:

5 Th at i s not a problem of name-gi vi ng but of ch aractcri zati on and of di fferenuati on.
6 Especi ally faci li tators wi th out a sound practi cal Socrati c educati on, and also 

practi cally quali fi ed Socrati c faci li tors wi th out a good th eoreti cal k nowledge of th e 
ph i losoph i cal roots of th e Socrati c di alogue, someti tnes offer di alogues as Socrati c 
Di alogues wh i ch  are not Socrati c Di alogues but Para-Socrati c di alogues.
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Socrati c 
Di alogueŝP

But materi al cri teri a of such  a k i nd wi ll not do. Materi al cri teri a are too 
i nflexi ble, too ri gi d to guarantee a Classi fi cati on of Socrati c-Ori ented 
Di alogues adequate to speci al condi ti ons. For examplc, under some 
condi ti ons i t can be very supporti ve for th e process of content-ori ented 
di alogues wh en — now and th en — psych ologi cally-domi nated ph ases 
of di alogue or even Strategi e ways of beh avi our are i nserted. Th erefore I 
th i nk  we also need a gui deli ne, a regulati ve procedural eth i cal i mperati ve 
to di sti ngui sh  flexi bly between a Socrati c-Ori ented Di alogue and a Para- 
Socrati c Di alogue. I suggest th e followi ng relati vely formal pri nci ple h ere 
formulated as a rule of th umb:

Wh en, as a Socrati c consultant or counsellor, you offer a Socrati c- 
Ori ented Di alogue to an outsi de Organi zati on th en as much  as possi ble 
try to reali se i t i n th e form of a Socrati c Di aloguêP (correspondi ng to th e 
communi cati ve level th at th e ci rcumstances mak e possi ble) and try to 
reduce as li ttle as feasi ble th e Socrati c ch aracter of th e di alogue 
(correspondi ng to th e communi cati ve level th at th e ci rcumstances 
demand).

Socrati c Di alogues

Socrati c-Ori ented 
Di alogues

I 1 ara-öoeraue
I Di alogues

To come to th e end I am goi ng to look  for some cri teri a to defi ne th e 
concept of Socrati c-Ori ented Di alogue.

I th i nk  one essenti al materi al cri teri on i s th at th e di alogue i s more or 
less ph i losoph i cally-ori ented, th at means i t i s not pri mari ly ori ented i n 
th e Soluti on of a concrete problem but i n th e i nqui ry i nto th e 
presupposi ti ons th at are necessari ly requi red for a reasonable 
Soluti on of concrete problems.
Anoth er materi al cri teri on i s th e content-ori entati on of th e di alogue, 
wh i ch  means, for example, th e di alogue i s not psych ologi cally- 
domi nated.
A th i rd materi al cri teri on i s th e truth -ori entati on of th e di alogue, wh i ch  
means i t must be mai nly an exch ange of arguments i nstead of telli ng 
Stori es and so on ...
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Th at i mpli es among oth er th i ngs th e duty to ask  yourself seri ously: 
‘How much  of a Socrati c Di alogue'̂’’, h ow much  of th e essenti al 
elements of a Socrati c Di alogue’ can I responsi bly reali se i n such  a 
Si tuati on — relati ng to th e consequences of my practi ce for th e 
stak eh olders?’ ‘Wh at i s th e ränge of communi cati on i n th i s Si tuati on I 
h ave to tak e i nto account?’ ‘Di d I dose th e door to unrestrai ned cri ti cal 
th i nk i ng too early?’ etc.

To gi ve reflecti ons of such  a k i nd a frame we are supposed to defi ne 
th e lowest and th e h i gh est communi cati ve level for a Socrati c-Ori ented 
Di alogue and to defi ne some sub-levels of communi cati on condi ti ons for 
di fferent k i nds of Socrati c-Ori ented Di alogues.

I th i nk  i t i s necessary to develop such  a th eory i n future. Th at appli es, 
at least, to th ose Socrati c faci li tators wh o go i nto th i s fi eld of th e outsi de 
World wh ere th e rules of th e mark et are domi nant. I do not agree wi th  
th ose Socrati c practi ti oners wh o rej ect th eoreti cal reflecti ons about th at 
topi c or consi der th em as superfluous. Surely, on th e one h and a pure 
eth i cal th eory wi th out practi ce i s frui tless but on th e oth er h and a pure 
‘Socrati c’ Consulti ng or counselli ng practi ce wi th out an eth i cal th eory wi ll 
be bli nd - and such  beh avi our of Socrati c practi ti oners would, i n any 
case, not be responsi ble.

7 Th ese elements are: starüng th e di alogue wi th  a clear Socrati c questi on, th i nk i ng 
truth -ori ented (ai mi ng at Consensus), th i nk i ng for yourself (autonomy), argui ng i n 
relati on to experi ence, tryi ng to get mutual understandi ng.
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Wh at Questi ons would Socrates ask ?

On Di alogue and Eth i cs i n Organi zati ons

If Socrates could h ave a di alogue wi th  managers and organi zati onal 
leaders, wh at would i t be about? How would h e get th em to i nvesti gate 
th emselves and i nqui re i nto vi rtue, k nowledge, j usti ce and th e oth er 
th emes of h i s regulär repertoi re?

Socrati c questi ons often h ave no eth i cal relevance. How does Socrates 
get managers and organi zati onal leaders to i nvesti gate th emselves and 
i nqui re i nto vi rtue?

Readi ng Plato’s transcri pti ons of Socrates’ di alogues 1 get th e 
foUowi ng pi cture. Socrates Starts a conversati on, about th e weath er, th e 
latest gossi ps, h ow th i ngs are goi ng or wh atever. In th i s ph ase Socrates 
ask s questi ons th at are purely i nformati ve and relati onal: h e j ust wants 
th e conversati on to get goi ng. Th en after a wh i le some topi c ari ses, a 
Problem someone h as, a th i ng on someone’s mi nd. In a di alogue wi th  
managers th i s could be th e i nternal relati ons i n th e Organi sati on, th e 
stress i t bri ngs, th e lack  of clari ty i n wh o i s responsi ble for wh at, or a 
wh ole lot of oth er th i ngs. Here th e questi ons Socrates ask s seem sti ll to 
be of a purely personal i nterest. Th en Socrates tri es to get th e topi c 
formulated i n one or more central questi ons. By now i t i s clear th i s i s not 
an ordi nary conversati on anymore, systemati c questi oni ng i s comi ng i n, 
and di vi si on of roles, but no eth i cs. Everyth i ng Socrates does i s framed 
i n th e termi nology and th e conceptual sch emes of th e people h e i s
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Th e th eme of th i s Conference i s ‘Eth i cs and Socrati c Di alogud. Wh at i s th e 
relati onsh i p between th ese two? Is every Socrati c Di alogue essenti ally 
about eth i cs? Or i s th ere no such  pri vi leged Connecti on between Socrati c 
Di alogue and eth i cs? Are perh aps only some Socrati c Di alogues about 
eth i cs, dependi ng on wh at we mean by ‘Socrati c Di alogue’ or on th e

i nterrogati ng. In busi ness h e would talk  about strategy, vi si on, h uman 
resource management, scenari os, busi ness i deas and so on. If h e couldn’t 
do th at, h e would lose h i s partners i n th e Investi gati on.

Th en, once a topi c i s formulated i n a central questi on, Socrates wi ll 
i nqui re i nto th e di fferent posi ti ons of experts on th i s questi on, i .e. no 
eth i cs. After th at, h e wi ll try to fi nd one or more central proposi ti ons and 
i nqui re i nto th e presupposi ti ons of th i s proposi ti on by ask i ng oth ers to 
put th emselves i nto th e sh oes of th e one wh o gave th e example: th e 
normal stuff of a Socrati c Di alogue, but no eth i cs. Suppose h i s partners 
go th at far wi th  h i m i nto th e i nqui ry, th ey mak e th ei r reasoni ng and vi ews 
expli ci t. Th en somewh ere th ere comes a poi nt at wh i ch  Socrates wi ll ask  
about th e good of all th at. Th i s i s a tri ck y spot, because h e could easi ly 
lose h i s Partners i n th e i nqui ry h ere. So h e must k eep th em i nterested, h e 
must be able to get th em to see th e relevance of th i s furth er Step. 
Th erefore h e probably wi ll not even couch  h i s questi ons i n eth i cal terms 
h ere. He wi ll talk  about vi si oni ng as a necessary condi ti on for Strategi e 
planni ng, about h uman flouri sh i ng as a necessary condi ti on for good 
Work , about competenci es i nstead of vi rtues, about balance i nstead of 
j usti ce, about excellence i nstead of temperance or courage, about reali sm 
i nstead of truth . In oth er words, h e wi ll avoi d eth i cal terms, th ough  h i s 
purpose i s always th e same: i nqui ri ng after vi rtue.

My contenti on i s th at i n a busi ness envi ronment th e Socrati c 
Di alogue may seem to h ave no eth i cal relevance. Neverth eless such  a 
di alogue i s to be consi dered as a genui ne Socrati c Di alogue, because th e 
fi nal ai m and focus i s always th e same: truth , goodness, beauty, or 
wh atever you name i t.
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parti cular way a di alogue i s carri ed out? Th ese and si mi lar questi ons were 
di scussed duri ng our Conference.

I would li k e to follow th e Socrati c Conventi on and present fi rst some 
of my associ ati ons wi th  th e questi on, th en a sh ort example, a provi si onal 
j udgment and some of my underlyi ng assumpti ons.

\Ve k now th at Socrates only i nqui red i nto matters of h uman concem. h s, a 
young man h e got di si Uusi oned about th e meth ods and results of 
sci enti fi c i nqui ry. After th at ti me h e was only i nterested i n di scussi ng 
h uman affai rs. He i s sai d to h ave brough t ph i losoph y down from th e 
h eavens to earth , for h e sh i fted th e ph i losoph i cal focus from 
Investi gati on of external nature to th e Investi gati on of man, from th e 
search  for causes and begi nni ngs to th e search  for reasons and ends .

We rarely th i nk  about ends. Mostly we tak e th e ends for granted and 
th i nk  only about th e means to reach  th em. Doctors th i nk  about h ow to 
promote h ealth , busi nessmen about h ow to earn money. Th at h ealth  or 
money are valuable ai ms i s taci tly assumed. Th ey are supposed to be 
obvi ous condi ti ons of h appi ness and a good li fe, and th at i s wh at 
everyone wants.

Socrates ask ed th e questi on wh at h appi ness and a good li fe (eudai moni a) 
really mean. Hi s answer was th at th ey are only to be found i n vi rtue 
(arete), ‘i n wi sdom and truth  and th e perfecti on of th e souF {p\polô, i n 
th at wh i ch  mak es men good as i ndi vi duals or as ci ti zens (Xenoph on, 
Memorabi li a, 1, i , 11-16; Cornford 1932, pp. 29 ff.).

To ach i eve th i s vi rtue i nsi gh t i s requi red i nto th e value of th e vari ous 
th i ngs we desi re; vi rtue i s k nowledge. Human perfecti on li es i n th e 
k nowledge of good and evi l. Th ere are th ree types of good: pleasure, 
soci al si gni fi cance and wi sdom. Th e k nowledge th at i s requi red i s th e 
k nowledge of th ei r i nterdependence and relati ve proporti on. Th i s type of 
k nowledge cannot be transferred, you wi ll not k now th at th i s or th at i s ri gh t or 
good unti l you can see i t di rectly for yourself. As soon as you can see i t 
for yourself, th at k nowledge wi ll put out of court wh at you are told th at 
oth er people beh eve. ‘Knowledge of values i s a matter of di rect i nsi gh t, 
li k e seei ng th at th e sk y i s blue, th e grass i s green.’ (Cornford 1932, p.46).
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Now wh at does th i s say about th e relati onsh i p between eth i cs and 
Socrati c Di alogue? Most of you k now th at th e Socrati c conventi on i s to 
postpone th i s questi on unti l we h ave found a proper example i n wh i ch  
th e questi on i s actually at stäk e. We analyse a questi on not j ust 
th eoreti cally, but only after i t h as been ti gh tly connected to a fi tti ng 
example, a real Li fe experi ence. I would Uk e to gi ve you a sh ort sk etch  of 
one example, a di alogue th at Eri k  Boers and I recendy di rected wi th  
poli ti ci ans, ci vi l servants, publi c governors, representati ves of pressure 
groups and Consultants. I expect th e example to be controversi al, but 
also h elpful for our di scussi ons h ere.

You may h ave h eard about th e Dutch  ‘polder model’, a j oi nt 
deli berati on of groups th at h ave confli cti ng Interests, li k e employers and 
employees, or i ndustry and envi ronmentali st groups. Si nce th e 
break th rough  of th i s model i n Dutch  poli ti cs th ere h as been a trend to 
i nvolve di fferent soci al groups i n th e preparati on of complex poli ti cal 
deci si ons. Th i s h as th e advantage both  of i ncreasi ng publi c Support and 
enh anci ng th e creati vi ty of deci si on mak i ng. However, th ere i s also a 
possi ble di sadvantage, i .e. th at th e parti es at th e negoti ati on table come to 
some deal wi th out th e parti ci pati on of th e government, th e 
admi ni strati on or th e parli ament, th at i s, th e ones th at are poli ti cally 
responsi ble for a deci si on. But h ow can th ey be responsi ble for a 
deci si on i f th ey are not i nvolved i n th e negoti ati ons? Or sh arper: i s 
polder model deli berati on compati ble wi th  democrati c deci si on mak i ng? 
Th i s was th e questi on to be addressed.

Th e example was a h ot i ssue i n Dutch  poli ti cs, th e ‘green polder 
deli berati on’ between th e nati onal ai rport Sch i ph ol and several di fferent 
i nterest groups, i ncludi ng th e envi ronmentali st movement. Both  questi on 
and example h ad been th orough ly prepared before th e actual di alogue 
took  place. Th e wh ole th i ng lasted only one afternoon. Th ere were about 
25 parti ci pants, personally i nvi ted by th e consultancy fi rm th at organi sed

Besi des, learni ng th i s k nowledge i s not learni ng someth i ng new but 
learni ng someth i ng old: learni ng i s recollecti on. We k now already wh at we 
want to leam, only i n an unclear männer.
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an eth i cal i nqui ry, alth ough  th ere are many

th e Symposi um. We h ad a set up i n wh i ch  fi rst th e questi on was 
explai ned, th en th e ch ai rman of th e polder deli berati on process reported 
th e example and added h i s pri vate j udgment. Th en we i nterrogated a 
group of th ree poli ti ci ans, ask i ng th em to put th emselves i nto th e sh oes 
of th e example-gi ver. Th en anoth er group of fi ve came i n and i n th e end 
th e publi c.

Now I wi ll not go i nto th e detai ls of th e content or th e process. I wi ll 
only mak e some Statements about th e example, my assumpti ons and my 
answer to th e i ni ti al questi on.

Fi rst, th i s i s a proper example of a Socrati c Di alogue, because i t i s 
ŝtemati c i n th e usual Socrati c sense (questi on, example, j udgement, 
assumpti ons), and i t i s i n Gustav Heck mann’s words a j oi nt attempt to get 
nearer to th e truth  i n some topi c. Th at i s, we were i nqui ri ng i nto legi ti mate 
reasons and ends, i nto wh at vi rme and th e good li fe actually meant i n 
th i s example, i nto th e k nowledge th at i s consti tuti ve for vi rtue, h appi ness 
and th e good li fe. We were i nqui ri ng i nto th e balanci ng of di fferent types 
of good for di fferent groups of people, or i n Nelson’s terms i nto wh at i n 
th i s case our true i nterests are.

Second, th i s i nqui ry i s not an eth i cal i nqui r)', at least not i n th e normal 
sense of th e word. We would not h ave dared to use words h k e truth , 
vi rtue or th e good li fe. Even th e word democracy was di ffi cult to di gest 
for some of th e parti ci pants. Such  words are too bi g, too abstract, too 
i deologi cal. Th e type of people th at we were work i ng wi th  preferred to

Fi rst, my contenti on i s th at th i s i s a proper example of a Socrati c 
Di alogue, alth ough  i n many respects i t does not fi t th e Standard model of 
th e GSP.

Second, th i s i nqui ry i s not 
eth i cal aspects i nvolved.
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talk  as pragmati sts and problem - solvers, i n terms of ‘h ow to’ questi ons: 
h ow to get clear wh i ch  ch oi ces h ave to be made, h ow to clari fy th e 
di lemmas th at play a role, h ow to come to a j oi nt vi ew of wh at th e 
problem really i s, h ow to enh ance th e quali ty of deci si on mak i ng. I 
suppose th ey would, upon reflecti on, ack nowledge th e relevance of 
eth i cal words li k e th e old Socrati c ones: vi rtue, h appi ness and th e good 
li fe. But th ey do not th i nk  i n th ese terms. Eth i cal language i s not th ei r 
normal, everyday language.

So i f Socrates wants to talk  wi th  th em, get th em to i nvesti gate 
th emselves and i nqui re i nto vi rtue, th e fi rst th i ng h e must do i s speak  
th ei r language. To li nk  up wi th  th ei r concerns h e wi ll tak e over th ei r 
termi nology, avoi d bi g words and ask  questi ons th at do not seem to h ave 
any eth i cal relevance, even th ough  h i s fi nal ai m and focus i s always th e 
same: truth , goodness, vi rtue, or wh atever you name i t.
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§11 would li k e to start wi th  a large caveat: nobody k nows exactly wh at a 
Socrati c Di alogue i s. Th i s may seem to be paradoxi cal i n vi ew of th e fact 
th at th e rules h ave been fi xed and every parti ci pant and faci li tator k nows 
and appli es th em to th e best of th ei r abi li ti es. It i s, so to speak , a game 
we ourselves h ave i nvented, so h ow would we not k now wh at i t i s? Yet 
th e assumpti on th at we k now and understand wh at we ourselves h ave 
‘made’ (an assumpti on h i stori cally associ ated wi th  auth ors li k e Vi co and 
Hobbes i n th e seventeenth  Century) h as been proved i ncorrect by soci al 
Sci ence agai n and agai n. Th e Socrati c Di alogue (SD), li k e any oth er soci al 
Insti tuti on, h as developed organi caUy from th e acti vi ti es of many people 
wi th  several agendas over many years (th e SD wi ll soon be a Century old). 
As such , th e SD h as to be approach ed empi ri cally, i f we really want to 
understand wh at i t i s and wh at i t h as become. Nobody k nows exactly 
wh at a commerci al enterpri se or a research  Insti tute or an i ndustri al 
Work sh op or a bureaucrati c arrangement or a teach i ng faci li ty or a 
readi ng club or a poli ti cal party or a soci al movement i s; soci al Sci ence i s 
dedi cated to answeri ng th i s sort of questi on and i t i s sti ll far from 
completely successful. By th e same tok en, nobody k nows exactly wh at 
th e SD i s. To fi nd out wh at i t i s and wh at i t does to people, we need 
empi ri cal research . I th i nk  th i s vi ewpoi nt h as at last commanded some 
degree of acceptance i n th e SD communi ty and I h ope i t wi ll command 
more i n th e future. So I certai nly won’t clai m to k now exactly wh at a SD 
i s. Th e present paper i s th erefore j ust an attempt to communi cate wh at 
th e SD appears to be from wh at I h ave seen and experi enced myself i n 
almost 20 years of acquai ntance wi th  i t — by parti ci pati ng i n SDs, 
faci li tati ng SDs and oth erwi se observi ng and reflecti ng on my experi ence. 
I Clai m no more th an th at; but also no less.

§ 2 Th e mai n argument of th i s paper tuns from § 3 th rough  § 12. 
Th e numberi ng h as th e purpose of faci li tati ng th e di scussi on. In a 
nutsh ell, th e argument of §§ 3-12 i s: every SD i s about eth i cs no matter
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wh at th e ack nowledged topi c mi gh t be, because every SD i s ah out values and 
th en i s no u>ay to di sti ngui sh  h etween ‘eth i cal’ and ‘non-eth i cal’ values. Some 
reflecti on on th at argument, h owever, rai ses furth er questi ons wh i ch  may 
be of i nterest, so I added §§ 13-20, wh i ch  goes i nto at least a few of th ose 
questi ons. (For th i s publi cati on I h ave added some furth er th ough ts 
reflecti ng on my experi ence of th e Loccum Conference. See §§ 21-25.)

It i s accepted practi ce i n th e SD communi ty to separate some 
SDs as ‘eth i cal’ from oth er SDs, labelled ‘math emati cal’ or, more 
recendy, ‘epi stemologi cal’ (and perh aps ‘ontologi cal’). Some h ave even 
proposed to conduct ‘ph ysi cal’ SDs. Th i s Classi fi cati on of SDs may be 
useful for a vari ety of purposes, but i t also tends to obscure wh at I th i nk  
i s th e common trai t of any SD, vi z. th at i t i s essenti ally concemed wi th  eth i cs. 
Th i s i s th e th esi s I want to present h ere.

§ 4 My th esi s i s clearly paradoxi cal i n vi ew of th e Classi fi cati on I 
h ave j ust menti oned, wh i ch  i s clearly a Classi fi cati on of topi cs accordi ng 
to fi elds of study, ei th er ph i losoph i cal (eth i cs, epi stemology, metaph ysi cs) 
or sci enti fi c (math emati cs, ph ysi cs). So i t seems clear th at th ere are SDs 
wh i ch  are presumably ‘essenti ally concerned wi th  eth i cs’ (th ose would be 
th e ‘eth i cal’ ones) and th ere are SDs wh i ch  are not so concerned (all th e 
oth ers). To say someth i ng di fferent would on th e face of i t seem to be 
terri bly wrongh eaded. And perh aps i t i s. In th e spi ri t of Socrates, I h ope 
I wi ll be corrected i f I am wrong.

§ 5 But h old on! Some people may want to say th at perh aps wh at I 
mean wh en I say th at an SD i s ‘essenti ally concerned wi th  eth i cs’ i s 
si mply th at an SD sh ould be conducted eth i cally or th at i t sh ould mak e 
people more eth i cal. Well, no, th at’s not wh at I mean. Of course, I’m all 
for such  worth y goals, but I’m not talk i ng about th em h ere. For h ere I’m 
not talk i ng about wh at th e SD sh ould be, but only about wh at i t actually i s 
(as far as my experi ence reach es, and k eepi ng an eye on th e caveat of § 
1). I don’t h ave th e sli gh test i dea wh eth er th e SD, as a matter of fact, i s 
conducted eth i cally (always? most of th e ti me?) or wh eth er i t does, as a 
matter of fact, mak e people more eth i cal (some more th an oth ers?). I 
h ope i t i s and does. But I don’t k now; and, as far as I can see, nei th er 
does anybody. Neverth eless, I th i nk  th at all SDs, no matter wh at th e 
topi c may be, are essenti ally concerned wi th  eth i cs, or to put i t even 
more clearly: th ey are about eth i cs.

§ 6 Wh at mak es a gi ven topi c ‘eth i cal’? Or for th at matter: wh at 
mak es a gi ven topi c ‘non-eth i cal’? I i magi ne th e Standard answer i n th e
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SD Communi ty would be to gi ve examples rath er th an attempt a 
defi ni ti on. Everyone wi ll probably accept th at topi cs li k e j usti ce and 
i nj usti ce, equaUty and di scri mi nati on, Fai rness and pri vi lege, freedom and 
oppressi on, soli dari ty and enmi ty, ri gh ts and duti es, vi rtues and vi ces, 
good and evi l, ri gh t and wrong, j usti fi cati on and condemnati on, are 
‘eth i cal’. One can even become more speci fi c and menti on topi cs li k e 
courage and cowardi ce, generosi ty and meanness, fri endli ness and 
cruelty, love and h atred, sympath y and envy, pleasure and pai n, etc. And 
we could even gi ve examples of parti cular questi ons, ei th er as starti ng 
poi nts of i ndi vi dual di alogues (‘Are freedom and equali ty compati ble?’) 
or as elaborati ons and developments of th ose i n th e course of i ndi vi dual 
di alogues (‘Di d Peter h ave good reasons for bei ng afrai d of Paul i n th e 
example?’). Alth ough  i t may be di ffi cult to defi ne preci sely wh at an 
‘eth i cal’ topi c i s, we seem to be pretty good at recogni zi ng th em. And an 
‘eth i cal’ topi c seems to be mi les ai vay from, say, a ‘math emati cal’ topi c (e.g. ‘Can we 
draw a ci rcle around any four poi nts lyi ng on a plane?’).

§ 7 Alth ough  i t seems to be qui te di ffi cult to defi ne preci sely wh at 
an ‘eth i cal’ topi c i s, I th i nk  i t i s not unduly unfai r to say th at th ey all h ave 
to do wi th  our values. Some people fi nd th i s word (‘values’) a bi t bland or 
vague, and th ey would rath er say th at eth i cs h as to do wi th  pri nci ples. 
‘Pri nci ples’ are apparendy more robust and i mportant and defi ni te th an 
‘values’. And alth ough  th ere are reasons wh y 1 prefer to talk  about values 
th an about pri nci ples, th e fact of th e matter i s th at th ose reasons are not 
i mportant for my present argument. Everyth i ng I wi ll be sayi ng about 
values can also be sai d about pri nci ples.

§ 8 Th e consequence of all th i s would appear to be th at, wh en we 
are conducti ng an SD about j usti ce or equal treatment or th e golden rule 
we are deali ng wi th  values, but wh en we are conducti ng an SD about 
ci rcles and poi nts on a plane or about numbers we are not deali ng wi th  
values. Th erefore I would be wrong to say th at every SD i s about values. 
Plai nly, a math emati cal SD i s not about values. So i t i s not eth i cal.

§ 9 Such a conclusi on confuses math emati cs (a complex and 
vari egated i ntellectual di sci pli ne) wi th  a math emati cal SD. I would be 
prepared to concede th at math emati cs, as a speci al fi eld, i s not about 
values; and even th at eth i cs, i nsofar as i t i s a speci al fi eld, i s about values. 
Th us i t mak es sense to use values as a cri teri on to di sti ngui sh  
math emati cs and eth i cs as speci al fi elds of study. Yet i t does not
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to di süngti i shnecessari ly mak e sense to use 
math emati cal and eth i cal SDs.

§ 10 In fact, I th i nk  th at wh at i s really at stäk e i n a math emati cal SD 
i s noth i ng less th an values. Wh i ch  values? Th e values th at mak e up th e 
math emati ci an’s li fe, th e values associ ated wi th  th e k i nds of th i ngs (th e 
i nfi ni te, th e conti nuum, order, space and number) th at a math emati ci an i s 
deeply i nvolved wi th , th e values wh i ch , wh en h onoured and ch eri sh ed 
and culti vated and acted upon, lead to math emati cal di scoveri es and 
math emati cal i nsi gh ts about th ose th i ngs wh ose k nowledge a 
math emati ci an so much  prai ses and so enth usi asti cally pursues. Wh i ch  
values are th ese? Well, a probably i ncomplete li st would certai nly contai n 
clanty of th ough t, preäsi on of expressi on, ri gour of deducti on, elegance of 
demonstrati on, economy of proof, generali  ̂of results. Th e magni fi cence of 
th ese values i s as obvi ous to math emati ci ans as i t i s opaque and forei gn 
to non-math emati ci ans. Math emati ci ans mak e an enormous fuss about 
th ose values; and we Outsi ders h ave not th e fai ntest i dea wh at all th e fuss 
i s about. Th ey li ve for such  values; th ey couldn’t li ve wi th out th em. Such  
values are wh at mak e math emati ci ans ti ck  — but, sadly or h appi ly, not 
th e test of h umank i nd, wh i ch  i s at best mysti fi ed by so much  effort and 
dedi cati on.

§11 ‘Fi ne’, you mi gh t say, ‘but wh at does all th at h ave to do wi th  a 
math emati cal SD?’ My contenti on i s th at th e wh ole poi nt of a 
math emati cal SD i s to gi ve us non-math emati ci ans a gli mpse of th ose 
values. We cannot get more th an a gli mpse, of course, because we are 
not math emati ci ans and do not wi sh  to be. It i s an occasi on, a rare 
occasi on to get at least an i dea of wh at math emati ci ans are so crazy 
about, wh at breath es li fe i nto th ei r souls and h earts. It affords us a vi ew 
i nto th ei r i nnermost sanctum. We may not want to remai n i n th at 
sanctum; we may even forget all about th e detai ls of wh at we saw wh en a 
sudden math emati cal i nsi gh t came upon us i n th e course of an SD. 
Perh aps only th e feeli ng, or a fai nt copy of th e feeli ng of awe, wi ll stay 
wi th  us; or perh aps not even th at. But i f we parti ci pated i n a 
math emati cal SD i n th e ri gh t spi ri t, th en we can say th at ‘we were th ere’, 
at least for some pri vi leged moments. And th at i s wh at a math emati cal 
SD i s really and fully about — not th e parti cular contents of th i s or th at 
Problem, but th e spi ri t of th e th i ng, th e values th at underli e th e wh ole 
math emati cal enterpri se. Such  an experi ence i s worth wh i le. It teach es us 
someth i ng about wh at i t means to be h uman i n th at parti cular way. It i s
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i llumi nati ng and edi fyi ng. And I recommend i t to all non- 
math emati ci ans. You won’t learn math emati cs th at way; but you wi ll see 
math emati cs as a way of li fe.

§ 12 ‘Ok ay’, you mi gh t say, ‘but surely such  values are not eth i cal, 
are th ey?’ Here i s th e place wh ere a very curi ous di sti ncti on creeps i nto 
th e pi cture, vi z. th e di sti ncti on between ‘eth i cal’ and ‘non-eth i cal’ values. 
I want to remi nd you th at, up to now, we h ave di sti ngui sh ed between 
‘eth i cal’ and ‘non-eth i cal’ topi cs. And we h ave agreed to say th at ‘eth i cal’ 
topi cs concern values (§ 7). And now i t seems th at we h ave to di sti ngui sh  
not between ‘eth i cal’ and ‘non-eth i cal’ topi cs, but between ‘eth i cal’ and 
‘non-eth i cal’ values. And th e only argument I can offer to resi st th i s move 
i s to say th at I h ave long look ed for a cri teri on wh i ch  would allow me to 
draw such  a di sti ncti on, and I h ave fai led th us far to fi nd i t. My 
provi si onal conclusi on i s, th erefore, th at th e realm of eth i cs bas no h oundari es. 
(Hence, i f ‘eth i cs’ i s duly understood as th e wh ole realm of values, th en i t 
becomes clear th at i n a math emati cal SD we are learni ng as much  about 
eth i cs as we are i n a so-called ‘eth i cal’ di alogue.) Of course, I may be 
wrong, but th e only way to sh ow me th e error of my ways would be to 
produce such  a cri teri on. As long as such  a cri teri on i s not produced, I 
would k eep th i nk i ng th at all SDs are about eth i cs because th ey are all 
about values, alth ough  not all SDs are of course ah out th e same values.

§ 13 One consequence of th e poi nt of vi ew I am tak i ng h ere i s th at 
th e di sti ncti on between an ‘eth i cal’ SD and a ‘non-eth i cal’ (e.g. a 
math emati cal) SD would coUapse. Of course, th ere may sti ll be good 
reasons, say of a pragmati c, organi sati onal nature, to k eep th e di sti ncti on 
ali ve. But from a deep, ph i losoph i cal perspecti ve th ere i s no such  
di sti ncti on. Neverth eless, I cannot deny th ere i s an i mportant di fference 
i n th e way a math emati cal SD i s conducted as opposed to a so-caUed ‘eth i cal’ 
one. (By th e way, I am not talk i ng about ‘epi stemologi cal’, ‘metaph ysi cal’ 
or ‘ph ysi cal’ SDs because I h ave not experi enced th em. 1 h ave no reason 
to suspect th at my ch aracteri zati on of SDs as ‘essenti ally concerned wi th  
eth i cs’ would be sh ak en by parti ci pati ng i n one of th ose, but I prefer not 
to speculate about th i ngs of wh i ch  1 h ave no experi ence.)

§ 14 So wh at i s th at procedural di fference between a math emati cal 
and a so-called ‘eth i cal’ SD? Well, i t can easi ly be descri bed. In a so-called 
‘eth i cal’ SD an example i s gi ven by one of th e parti ci pants and 
subsequendy analysed by th e group. Such  an example contai ns a 
descri pti on of a real Si tuati on i n th e parti ci pant’s li fe wh i ch  purports to
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be relevant to th e topi c at band. In th at Si tuati on th e parti ci pant acted i n 
a parti cular way (i n a few cases th e acti on reported may h ave been an 
omi ssi on rath er th an a posi ti ve acti on, but th at omi ssi on also h ad 
consequences for th e Si tuati on). Th e analysi s of th e example i nvolves 
tnore or less protracted questi oni ng of th e example-gi ver about th e 
detai ls of h er example. Th e answers gi ven to th ose questi ons are 
supposed to be li stened to carefully by all parti ci pants and consti tute th e 
starti ng poi nt for all sorts of consi derati ons and new questi ons, all wi th i n 
th e topi c at h and as i t appears to th e parti ci pants. As opposed to th i s, i n 
a math emati cal SD a ‘task ’ i s more or less clearly gi ven by th e faci li tator 
at th e begi nni ng of th e di alogue and parti ci pants acti vely engage i n 
solvi ng th at task , alth ough  of course th e gi ven task  can develop i n th e 
course of th e di alogue and someti mes tak e an unexpected sh ape. So i t 
would appear th at a math emati cal SD i s about a problem (a 
‘math emati cal’ one) th at h as to be solved h ere and now by all parti ci pants 
wh ereas th e ‘eth i cal’ SD i s, i f anyth i ng, about a problem (an ‘eth i cal’ one) 
th at was solved i n a parti cular way by th e parti ci pant i n h er li fe.

§ 15 Wh y th i s di fference? I want to suggest th at i n a math emati cal 
SD th e parti ci pants are probi ng th e values of th e faci li tator (wh o i s th e 
math emati ci an), wh ereas i n a so-called ‘eth i cal’ SD th e parti ci pants are 
probi ng th e values of th e example-gi ver. Th e way to probe th e values of 
th e faci li tator i n a math emati cal SD i s to try to solve a math emati cal 
problem; i t seems to be th e only way. As opposed to th i s, th e way to 
probe th e values of an example-gi ver i n a so-called ‘eth i cal’ SD i s to 
li sten to wh at sh e h as to say about th e problem sh e h ad to face i n h er li fe 
and h ow sh e tri ed to solve i t; i t seems to be th e only way.

§16 So, i s th i s an absolute di fference? Mi gh t th i s be th e cri teri on for 
wh i ch  I h ave been look i ng, a cri teri on wh i ch  would allow us to 
di sti ngui sh  between ‘eth i cal’ and ‘non-eth i cal’ values? No, i t i sn’t. Fi rst, 
alth ough  i t may seem preposterous to try to solve a real ‘eth i cal’ problem 
h ands-on (h ere and now, i n real ti me, all togeth er as a team), i n reali ty 
noth i ng prevents th e very same structure and rules of an SD bei ng used 
to th i nk  th rough  a problem wh i ch  sti ll h as to be solved. In fact, th at was 
th e foremost use of SD wi th i n Nelson’s poli ti cal organi sati ons and I 
th i nk  th at th i s i s th e most promi si ng use for Dutch -style SDs.

§ 17 Secondly, i t would be possi ble to let a math emati ci an talk  about 
h er Soluti on to a math emati cal problem, and th at way (under th e ri gh t 
condi ti ons) to learn a lot about h er values as a math emati ci an.
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Neverth eless, th e fact th at bei ng a math emati ci an i s such  a rare th i ng, i t i s 
best to try one’s h and at a math emati cal problem i f we really want to 
understand wh at a math emati cal li fe i s. In fact, th e same th i ng appli es to 
so-called ‘eth i cal’ problems: i t i s often very di ffi cult to understand wh at 
oth er people di d wh en we lack  th e experi ence of parti cular ‘eth i cal’ 
Problems; and i t h appens th at, wh en we fi nally face th em ourselves, we 
suddenly come to understand oth er people.

§ 18 All i n all, we sh ould not underesti mate th e di fference between 
people wi th  respect to th ei r ‘eth i cal’ problems. Th ere are selecti on 
processes at work  i n SD Organi sati on wh i ch  ensures a certai n apparent 
h omogenei ty of parti ci pants; but i f we care to li sten carefuUy we wi ll fi nd 
all sorts of smaller and bi gger di fferences i n oudook  and values wh i ch  are 
not altogeth er di ssi mi lar to th e di fferences between a math emati ci an and 
a non-math emati ci an. We h ave some evi dence as to th ose di fferences i f 
we consi der th e fact of ch oi ce of SDs. I h ave often h eard from SD 
parti ci pants th at th ey are not i nterested i n math emati cal topi cs but th at 
th ey always are i nterested i n ‘eth i cal’ ones. Is th at really so? If i t was, th en 
i t would be i mpossi ble for th em to deci de between two ‘eth i cal’ topi cs, 
say on th e eve of an SD week . But i t i sn’t i mpossi ble; i n fact, i t i s very 
often qui te easy. So not everybody h as th e same k i nds of i nterest i n all 
so-called ‘eth i cal’ questi ons. Th i s h as to do, I th i nk , wi th  th e di fferent 
k i nds of people we are, wi th  th e di fferent values and combi nati ons of 
values each  of us embodi es.

§ 19 In oth er words, th ere i s not a realm of values wi th i n wh i ch  we 
could di sti ngui sh  ‘eth i cal’ values th at are uni versal and ‘non-eth i cal’ 
values th at only concern some parti cular people (e.g. math emati ci ans). 
Th ere i s only one realm of values; and each  of us partak es only of a small 
porti on of i t. Wh i ch  values are my values means wh at k i nd of person I 
am, wh at k i nd of li fe I li ve. And no h uman li fe can encompass all values. 
But we can sti ll sh are a li ttle bi t of wh at underli es anoth er h uman li fe by 
means of th e SD. We can sti ll li sten to th e voi ces of di fferent gods, as i t 
were. Th at i s, we can i f we care to do so. Th e SD i s one of th e most 
extraordi nary i nventi ons ever devi sed to sh are i n oth er people’s li ves and 
li sten to th ose voi ces.

§ 20 Summi ng i t all up, I would li k e to say th at every SD i s about 
eth i cs because evei y SD i s about h uman li ves. Wh i ch  was exactly th e poi nt 
Socrates h i mself made agai n and agai n wh en h e sai d th at h e exami ned 
li ves, not j ust words.
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§ 21 As part of our preparati on for th e plenary sessi on at th e Loccum 
Conference, i n wh i ch  th e presentati ons made by Jos Kessels, Horst 
Gronk e and myself would be di scussed, we th ree carri ed out an i nqui ry, a 
k i nd of SD, to clari fy our posi ti ons. Th e mai n result of our i nqui ry was 
th at each  of us i s ask i ng a di fferent questi on, so th ere i s no wonder th at 
we appear to contradi ct each  oth er or at least to say wi ldly di fferent 
th i ngs. Th ere i s no actual contradi cti on, i t transpi red after th e 
proceedi ngs, but we an sayi ng wi ldly di fferent th i ngs; and th e reason i s 
si mply th at we are tryi ng to answer very di fferent questi ons. Jos’s 
questi on i s about possi bi li ty: h ow can we conduct a SD i n a parti cular 
setti ng, vi z. wi th i n an Organi sati on? Horst’s questi on, agai n, i s about 
Obli gati on-, h ow sh ould we conduct a SD no matter wh at th e setti ng i s? My 
own questi on, fi nally, i s about empi ri cal facti  h ow do we conduct SDs i n 
di fferent setti ngs? Consequently, alth ough  each  one of us i s i nqui ri ng 
about th e relati onsh i p between eth i cs and SD, our questi ons are di fferent 
and h ence our answers, too, are di fferent:

(1) Jos Kessels i s sayi ng, basi cally, th at wh en we conduct SDs wi th i n 
organi sati ons, th ere are stri ct constrai nts as to h ow far we can talk  i n 
eth i cal terms. Not h avi ng th e sli gh test experi ence of a SD i n an 
Organi sati on myself, I defer to Jos’s superi or k nowledge of wh at 
h appens i n such  setti ngs, alth ough  I would query h i s di sti ncti on 
between eth i cal and non-eth i cal terms. For I don’t th i nk  th at 
di sti ncti on can be clearly drawn (§ 12; see also § 22).

(2) Horst i s sayi ng, basi cally, th at no matter i n wh at setti ng we conduct 
a SD, th ere are certai n eth i cal requi rements we are supposed to 
h onour. I agree wi th  th at, alth ough  I am not sure th at h e, or 
anybody ei se for th at matter, i s i n a posi ti on to say exactly wh at 
th ose requi rements are. Th e SD i s not a tech ni que; so, even i f we 
can up to a poi nt set forth  th e rules for SD (i ncludi ng “eth i cal” 
rules, i f th ey are i ndeed di sti nct from non-eth i cal ones, wh i ch  I 
doubt), at some poi nt we h ave to stop. To k now h ow to conduct, 
faci li tate or parti ci pate i n, an SD i s a matter of practi ce and 
experi ence, not a matter of rules. Someti mes th at practi ce and 
experi ence seems li mi ted to actual SDs and does not seem to spül 
over to oth er conversati ons (see § 25).
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(3) I amsayi ng, basi cally, th at, as far as my experi ence of SD reach es, 
we are always engagi ng i n an explorati on of values, wh eth er th ose 

th e values of th e faci li tator (most conspi cuous i n so-called 
math emati cal SDs) or th e values of th e example-gi ver (most 
conspi cuous i n so-called eth i cal SDs). Someti mes, we even explore 
th e values of one or several of th e oth er parti ci pants, but such  
explorati on i s necessari ly very restri cted, for ti me never allows for 
more th an margi nal attenti on to i t (see § 23). Th i s i s so as a matter 
of empi ri cal fact, at least i n my personal experi ence. It would h e 
great i f some form of empi ri cal (psych ologi cal, soci ologi cal, 
eth nograph i c, li ngui sti c) research  could be done on SDs to fi nd out 
more of oth er people’s experi ence of h ow SDs are actually 
conducted (see § 24).

§ 22 Both  before, duri ng and after th e Conference i n Loccum some 
people ch allenged my vi ew th at SDs are all about eth i cs. Th ey parti cularly 
i nsi sted th at a math emati cal SD could not possi bly be about eth i cs. Th ey 
even sai d th at th e example I used i n my oral presentati on, vi z. th e 
possi bi li ty of h avi ng a SD on musi c (wh i ch , because i t was a SD, would 
be about eth i cs as well) was i U-ch osen. I am not goi ng to repeat th ei r 
arguments, because, wh atever th ei r meri t, th ey di d not address my mai n 
poi nt, vi z. th at th ere i s no way i n wh i ch  we can di sti ngui sh  sati sfactori ly 
between eth i cal and non-eth i cal values (§ 12; see also § 16). Neverth eless, 
th e sh eer resi stance of so many people agai nst usi ng th e word “eth i cs” i n 
such  a broad sense h as taugh t me a lesson. Th i s broad sense i s i ndeed th e 
ori gi nal Greek  sense (a matter I don’t want to argue h ere); but meani ngs 
ch ange, so maybe I sh ould drop th e word “eth i cs”. In fact, I am 
prepared to do so and to ch ange th e th esi s of th i s paper to “Every SD i s 
about values no matter wh at i ts subj ect matter”, as long as th i s i s tak en to 
i mply th at all k i nds of values are concerned i n a SD — and th at all k i nds 
of value h ave a role to play i n h ow an i ndi vi dual li ves h i s or h er li fe. If 
th at were understood, th en Td be h appy to drop th e word “eth i cs”; for 
noth i ng i mportant ever h i nges on a word.

§ 23 Anoth er obj ecti on I h ave often h eard i s th at my Interpretati on 
of SD assi gns too i mportant a role to th e example-gi ver, to th e detri ment 
of th e oth er parti ci pants. (Th i s i s to th e exclusi on of math emati cal SDs, 
wh i ch  do not ordi nari ly h ave an example-gi ver i n th e same sense. See §§ 
14-19.) I am gui lty as ch arged. However, I would li k e to remi nd th e
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reader th at, wh en I do wh at I am accused of doi ng, I am not 
recommendi ng th at th e example-gi ver sbould h ave such  a role. My th esi s 
i s not about h ow SDs sh ould be conducted; i t i s only about h ow th ey are 
i n actual fact conducted, as far as my experi ence reach es (§ 1, § 21). In all 
SDs I h ave parti ci pated i n, or i ndeed faci li tated, th e example-gi ver does 
play a central role, for we are tryi ng to fi nd out about h er values. Do we 
th ereby margi nali ze th e oth er parti ci pants? In a sense we do; for th ere i s 
not enough  ti me to explore all values of all parti ci pants (or even all 
values of th at one parti ci pant wh o i s offeri ng us th e example). In anoth er 
sense we don’t. Just th i nk  for a mi nute wh at we do as parti ci pants: we trj ' 
to li sten to wh at th e example-gi ver i s telli ng us; we ask  questi ons about 
th e example, about h ow sh e fei t, about wh y sh e di d wh at sh e di d, and so 
on, We are exami ni ng h er li fe, to use Socrates’ wonderful expressi on (§ 20). 
I don’t th i nk  th i s i s i n detri ment of th e oth er parti ci pants; i n fact, I th i nk  
i t does th em a lot of good. Th e only reason I can th i nk  of wh y anybody 
sh ould th i nk  th at by assi gni ng an absolutely central role to th e example- 
gi ver we are someh ow trespassi ng over oth er people’s ri gh ts i s th at we 
are culturally condi ti oned to value speak i ng more th an li steni ng. But th at 
i s exacdy th e poi nt for me: th e SD i s di fferent from oth er k i nds of 
conversati on preci sely because we li sten more. Wh eth er i n fact we really 
li sten enough , th at’s anoth er questi on (see § 25).

§ 24 Düri ng th e Loccum Conference th ere was a poster Sessi on i n 
wh i ch  Peter Ri ck man made a presentati on. I was busy co-conducti ng 
anoth er poster presentati on somewh ere ei se, so I couldn’t attend th at 
parti cular one. But from wh at I h ave h eard and read, and from 
conversati ons wi th  Peter h i mself, I th i nk  h e i s i ssui ng a real ch allenge to 
SD. Hi s mai n questi on i s th i s: Could th e search  for consensus be 
counterproducti ve i n th at i t would almost i nevi tably lead to tri vi al 
agreements on wi dely sh ared prej udi ces? Th i s i s not th e place to 
elaborate on th i s questi on, and I am not goi ng to try. Yet by th i nk i ng 
about i t I came to th e conclusi on th at one way of conducti ng research  on 
wh at th e SD i s and wh at i t does to people (§ 1) would be to apply to i t 
th e framework  of cogni ti ve soci al psych ology k nown as “i mpli ci t 
th eori es”. Th i s i s a fi eld of research  i n wh i ch  people are trydng to fi nd out 
wh at sorts of concepti ons, models or th eori es people develop more or 
less spontaneously. We k now now, for i nstance, th at th e concepti ons 
people h ave about th e ph ysi cal or th e bi ologi cal world are a h i ndrance to 
th ei r profi ci ent learni ng of ph ysi cs and bi ology at sch ool. Th ose
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concepti ons do not usually exi st i n an arti culated form; i n fact, th ey are 
di ffi cult to arti culare; but th ey gui de th e way we act and th e way we th i nk  
about th e world. In a si mi lar fash i on, psych ologi sts are also tryi ng to fi nd 
out about “i mpli ci t th eori es” relati ng to th e soci al and cultural world. 
Now SD i s a uni que place i n wh i ch  people are tryi ng h ard to arti culate 
th ei r deepest concepti ons and values. Hence a coUaborati on between SD 
and research  on “i mpli ci t th eori es” could prove very frui tful for both .

§ 25 At th e Loccum Conference we all wi tnessed, I th i nk , a repeat of 
wh at some of us h ad already experi enced at th e Leusden Conference; a 
fai lure to conduct a proper di alogue on th e di fferences emergi ng between 
SD practi ce i n Germany and i n th e Neth erlands. I am not i nterested i n 
sayi ng h ere wh at I th i nk  about th i s controversy, nor would th i s be th e 
ri gh t place to do i t. But i t was a very sad th i ng to watch . It i s sad, because 
we are all engaged i n SD, we are all tryi ng to fi nd out wh at i t i s and h ow 
we could i mprove i ts practi ce; yet people wh o sh ould k now better, wh o 
are supposed to be profi ci ent practi ti oners of SD, do not seem to h ave 
absorbed th e most elementary cultural practi ce of SD, wh i ch  i s to li sten 
to wh at th e oth er person i s tryi ng to say, to meet h er h alfway, to ask  wh at 
sh e means i nstead of assumi ng you k now wh at sh e means, and so on. I 
started th i s paper by sayi ng th at nobody k nows wh at SD i s and th at th e 
only way to k now th at i s by doi ng some empi ri cal research  (§ 1). Well, 
one of th e questi ons often ask ed about SD i s wh eth er and h ow far i t 
ch anges people (h opefuUy, for th e better). Some old h ands h ave 
suggested th at th ey h ave been ch anged by SD, th at th ey h ave become 
better li steners and less ready to overtrump th e oth er person. I beli eve 
th em. But wh at we saw at Loccum (and before th at, at Leusden) was not 
a good example of th at. If people wh o h ave done dozens and dozens of 
SDs, wh o h ave even successfuUy faci li tated th em, cannot practi ce i ts 
vi rtues wh en th ey are most needed, th en th i s i s not good evi dence th at 
SD i s actually capable of ch angi ng people.
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Search i ng for Truth  versus Practi cal 
Appli cati on?

Th e h eadi ng questi on was not put by tnyself; ‘search i ng for truth ’ and 
‘practi cal appli cati on’ are not on th e same level and th erefore th ey aren’t 
a real Opposi ti on. Th i s i s wh at I sh all try to sh ow i n several respects, 
above all i n th e tradi ti on of cri ti cal ph i losoph y. Fi rst I subsume th e 
Opposi ti on of ‘search i ng for truth ’ and ‘practi cal appli cati on’ to th e 
Opposi ti on of th eory and practi ce.

(1) Th e Problem th at was di scussed i n our organi zati ons (for i nstance i n 
Leusden i n 1998) and wh i ch  led to th e h eadi ng questi on i s not a new 
one. We fi nd i t already i n classi cal anti qui ty wi th  Socrates and th e 
soph i sts. Socrates strove for i nsi gh t i nto truth  and h elped h i s 
di alogue partners to reach th i s ai m followi ng a process of 
arguments, wh ereas Protagoras taugh t th em rh etori c to wi n legal 
proceedi ngs (i n return for money). Protagoras was reproach ed by 
Socrates for persuadi ng i nstead of convi nci ng; i t i s a confli ct 
between power and truth . An example; you can try to be declared 
i nnocent and may be successful even i f you are gui lty; so i t i s 
anoth er questi on wh eth er you are gui lty and, at th e very least, th ere 
i s th e questi on ‘wh at i s gui lt?’

(2) For Socrates ‘truth ’ i s not parti cular, but fundamental, uni versal and 
eternal; not transi ton' practi ce and not outer appearance, but 
ti meless and essenti al. Th e i mpli ci t recogni ti on th eory of Socrates 
was explai ned by Plato i n h i s parable of th e cave wi th  th e ‘Intui ti on 
of i deas’, wh i ch  i s only possi ble because everybody h as seen th e 
i deas before bei ng born. Neverth eless truth  i s exi stenti al too.
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concerni ng h uman li fe. Th e di alogues of Socrates begi n wi th  
questi ons wh i ch ari se out of everyday experi ence. Th ey are 
si gni fi cant for li fe, let us say, wh en th ey lead to uncertai nty about 
formet convi cti ons, or to unconveni ent conclusi ons — remember 
Socrates accepti ng th e Capi tal sentence. Th e reasons, for example, 
for fulfi lli ng a promi se, are general, and practi cal appli cati on to a 
concrete Si tuati on i nvolves acti ng accordi ng to reasonable i nsi gh t. So 
truth  i s tak en seri ously both  i n a logi cal-reasonable and i n a moral 
sense. ‘Recogni zi ng ourselves’ i s th e motto of ph i losoph i zi ng i n a 
Socrati c männer; th e uni versal truth s, wh i ch surmount th e 
Indi vi duum, are a mi rror and a measure wh i ch  no i ndi vi dual i s 
allowed to overbear for reasons of Si tuati on or opportuni ty. Truth  
h as practi cal consequences for men and women, i t i s not sui table for 
exerci si ng power over h uman bei ngs li k e obj ects.

In th e h i story of th e Occi dent we fi nd pri ori ty i s gi ven to th e ‘vi ta 
contemplati va’ over th e ‘vi ta acti va’ — contemplati on and reflecti ng 
over work i ng for everyday-li fe and busi ness. It was th e i deal of Plato 
as well as of th e medi eval monasteri es and convents, for wh i ch  th e 
‘uni o mysti ca’ was th e paramount ai m. Even i n modern ti mes you 
fi nd th e opi ni on th at Sci ence h as noth i ng to do wi th  values.
Apart from th i s h i erarch y of forms of h fe th ere h ave been and th ere 
are oth er aspects of th e Opposi ti on ‘th eory-practi ce’ and oth er 
tendenci es:
a) Plato h i mself wanted ph i losoph ers to govern th e state; si mi larly 

Ari stotle attri buted to th em th e functi on of th e ‘steersman’ 
because of th ei r overvi ew i nto wh at i s essenti al. Th at means; th e 
th eoreti cal form of Ufe, wh i ch  was regarded as th e h i gh est, 
i mpHcated practi cal obli gati ons.

b) ‘ora et labora’ was th e mai n rule of th e Benedi cti ne-monk s; th at 
means spi ri tual li fe and work i ng and cari ng for secular necessi ti es 
belong togeth er, th ey form a uni ty of th eory and practi ce. In th i s 
context ‘practi ce’ i s, i n a certai n sense, a verfi cati on of fai th .
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IIL Li nk s between th eory and practi ce wi th i n th e 
ph i losoph i cal th eory of recogni ti on

It would tak e too much  space h ere to follow all li nes of th e relati on 
between th eory and practi ce i n th e h i story of modern ph i losoph y. Let us 
h ave a look  at an i mportant li ne of th e th eory of recogni ti on.

(1) Kant h as not only wri tten a ‘cri ti que of pure reason’, but also two 
oth er cri ti ques: of ‘practi cal reason’ and of ‘j udgement’. Th e latter 
bui lds a bri dge between noti on and percepti on; i t i s th e capaci ty 
wh i ch  enables us to j udge about practi cal si tuati ons referri ng to 
uni versal pri nci ples. In a Vari ati on of a famous sentence of h i s we 
can say: th eory wi th out practi ce i s empty, practi ce wi th out th eory i s 
bli nd.

(2) Nelson focussed on th e way i n wh i ch  uni versal pri nci ples are 
uncovered th rough  th e process of reflecti ng. He analysed th i s 
process of h ow uni versal pri nci ples can be recogni zed usi ng th e 
meth od of ‘regressi ve abstracti on’. It i s, so to speak , an ‘i nducti ve’

c) Attri buted to Mei ster Eck h art I found a sermon i nterpreti ng th e 
Story of Mary and Marth a (i n Luk e 10, 38-42) not i n th e obvi ous 
way of esti mati ng Mary’s adorati on for th e words of Jesus, but 
i ncreasi ng th e value gi ven to th e acti vi ty of Marth a, wh ose cari ng 
h ouseh old h ad — accordi ng to th e Interpreter — already passed 
Mary’s stage.

d) Modern Sci ences h ave turned to th e reali ty wh i ch  can 
experi enced; th ey are grounded on practi cal acti vi ti es of 
Observati on and experi ment.

e) In vari ous th eori es of revoluti on, th eory only gi ves th e 
moti vati on and th e Impulse to ch ange soci al reali ty; ch angi ng bad 
soci al condi ti ons i nto h uman condi ti ons i s regarded as th e 
h i gh est ai m.

f) Th e ph i losoph y of th e 20th  Century i s occupi ed wi th  problems of 
th i s concrete world, for i nstance i n poli ti cs and i n medi cal eth i cs.

g) In th e present, we fi nd th e i deal of th e busy ‘busi ness man’; 
rarely th e old i deal of erudi ti on.
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IV. Li nk s between th eory and practi ce i n eth i cs: 
‘practi ce’ also means doi ng someth i ng wi th  respect 
to eth i cal norai s

meth od, begi nni ng wi th  spontanous j udgements about practi cal 
si tuati ons, progressi ng to th e pri nci ples underlyi ng th em and mak i ng 
th em certai n th rough  argument.

(3) In th e tradi ti on of cri ti cal ph i losoph y, i n wh i ch  th e efforts of Kant 
and Nelson are combi ned, th eory and practi ce form a uni ty of 
cogni ti ve process and results. ‘Practi ce’ i n th i s context means th e 
materi al for di scoveri ng uni versal pri nci ples j ust as much  for 
applyi ng th em.

Th erefore, regardi ng th e cogni ti ve level of th e terms i n 
Opposi ti on as well as th ei r work i ng togeth er, we can say, th at th e 
Separati on of th eory and practi ce i n th e h eadi ng questi on i s not 
j usti fi ed.

In th e tradi ti on of Kant and Nelson, but also of Socrates, ‘practi ce’ also 
h as anoth er meani ng: acti ng i n our world of li fe, wi th  free deci si on and 
obli gäted to moral pri nci ples as a gui de.
(1) In Ari stode’s concept of vi rtue we fi nd, perh aps for th e fi rst ti me, 

th i s turn to beh avi our i n everyday li fe.
(2) ‘Search i ng for truth ’ i n eth i cs means fi ndi ng out wh at rule i s vali d i n 

general. Kant provi ded th e th eoreti cal basi s for th i s. Accordi ng to 
h i s ‘categori cal i mperati ve’ th e eth i cal norm h as to be uni versal. No 
excepti on of any k i nd i s allowed. Practi cal si tuati ons are cases, wh i ch  
h ave to be j udged accordi ng to wh at i s vali d i n general. So we h ave 
i n eth i cs a si mi lar relati on between th eorŷ and practi ce as i n 
recogni ti on th eory; We cannot th i nk  th e one wi th out th e oth er.

(3) Practi cal appli cati on i nvolves j udgi ng h uman beh avi our and acti ng 
accordi ng to th eoreti cal, reasonable norms. Kant rej ects th e i dea th at 
practi ce sh ould be ruled by oth er laws th an th eory.

(4) Accordi ng to Nelson (as well as Socrates and Kant) we are obli ged 
to do wh at, by reflecti on, we h ave recogni zed as vali d. In so far as 
practi ce h as to be understood and gui ded by reason, i t i s th e same 
relati on regarded from th e oth er si de. But Nelson took  a very strong
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V. Does Socrati c Di alogue belong to th e 
Platoni ctradi ti on of th e pri ori ty of th eory?

moti vati on out of h i s eth i cal th ough t. Someti mes i n readi ng h i s 
book s I h ave th e i mpressi on th at h e feels h i s ph i losoph i zi ng i s only 
j usti fi ed wh en h e puts h i s i nsi gh ts i nto practi cal Steps: i n everyday 
li fe, i n paedagogy, i n poli ti cs. Here we fi nd a furth er, very narrow 
li nk  between th eory and practi ce: submi tti ng all th i nk i ng and doi ng 
to a h i gh  moral Standard.

Th e above were only some outli nes concerni ng th e relati on of th eory and 
practi ce. But concerni ng epi stomology as well as eth i cs my conclusi on i s 
th e same: th e questi on h as not been put i n an appropri ate way.
Refi ni ng th e h eadi ng questi on I gi ve i t th i s form;

Th e answer depends on th e poi nt of vi ew we are tak i ng:
(1) In a cogni ti ve sense th i s i s true. In Socrati c Di alogues we are 

search i ng for basi c i nsi gh ts, wh i ch  are not parti cular, but generally 
vali d. Li mi ted i nsi gh ts are not reaUly sati sfyi ng si nce i t i s always 
possi ble to progress from th e parti cular to th e uni versal. Th e clai m 
for uni versali sm i s a cri teri on for th e Socrati c meth od as well as for 
ph i losoph i zi ng i n general. In th i s sense ‘truth ’ i s a regulati ve i deal, 
wh i ch  gui des our i mperfect reflecti ons.

(2) In respect to th e form of li fe, i t i s not true. Socrates, Kant and 
Nelson, as representati ves of th e Enli gh tenment, wanted to clari fy 
i ssues concerni ng everyday li fe (i ndi vi dual and poli ti cal) i n our 
concrete world. Th ei r ai m was not to escape i nto th e i vory tower of 
th eory, but to recogni ze th e condi ti ons and pri nci ples under wh i ch  
h umans could li ve autonomously. Th ey also stressed acti ng: Kant 
wanted th e publi c to enli gh ten i tself. And Nelson veh emently 
wanted to see ph i losoph y becomi ng practi cal, i n paedagogi cal as well 
as i n poli ti cal li fe, and h e was very acti ve i n furth eri ng th i s i dea. Th e 
PPA i s li nk ed to th i s tradi ti on.

(3) Concerni ng th e meth od, th eory and practi ce refer mutually to each  
oth er: Th e analysi s of examples of everyday experi ence leads i nto 
i nsi gh t i nto truth . Search i ng for truth  assi sts h uman bei ngs i n th ei r



VI. Problems

58

Ori gi nally Socrati c Di alogues belong to th e fi rst category. As soon as 
th ey are used i n th e second way, for oth er purposes th an search  for 
truth , Problems ari se. Especi ally, we h ave to be aware of th e danger 
of Socrati c Di alogues bei ng i nstrumentali zed. Th at would be th e

self-educati on, and th e development of th ei r autonomy and 
responsi bi li ty. Th e goal i s understandi ng concrete reali ty wi th  h elp 
of abstract concepts — th e ‘Socrati c Pri nci ple’ accordi ng to Gustav 
Heck mann.

In all forms of enli gh tenment we h ave th i s k nowledge about 
ti meless truth s, but at th e same ti me no turni ng away from th e 
World, but a turni ng to th e world as i t i s. Th e clai m for 
enli gh tenment h as always been a motor of cri ti cal ph i losoph y, of 
awareness about soci al and poli ti cal developments and of 
engagement i n paedagogi cal and poli ti cal contexts.

Th erefore th e presupposi ti on of self-suffi ci ency of th eory i s not 
legi ti mate concerni ng Socrati c Di alogues: search i ng for truth  serves 
practi cal appli cati on, wh ereas focussi ng practi ce i llustrates abstract 
noti ons and th eoreti cal sentences, and both  are endi ng i n a practi cal 
engagement.

(1) Th e mutual relati onsh i p of th eory and practi ce th at I poi nted out i n 
th e paragraph s before, must not be i nterpreted i n such  a way th at 
th e paramount ai m of Socrati c meth od would be over-sh adowed by 
appli cati on to th e concrete world. Search i ng for truth  i s consti tuti ve 
for Socrati c Di alogue; i ts appli cati on to real li fe si tuati ons i s a part of 
th e search i ng process and sh ould not be put i n Opposi ti on to i t i n a 
wrong way.

(2) Two sorts of di alogue sh ould be di sti ngui sh ed:

a) di alogues ‘wi th out purpose’, i .e. th ei r only ai m i s i nsi gh t and self- 
educati on, not practi ce i n an i mmedi ate sense;

b) di alogues under gi ven condi ti ons and servi ng certai n purposes, 
especi ally as an Instrument for mak i ng deci si ons.
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For a Socrati c Di alogue to be Socrati c i t i s not necessary th at th ey are so- 
caUed ‘pure’ Socrati c Di alogues followi ng only a cogni ti ve i nterest. Th i s 
h i dden reproach  would be not only a th eoreti cal mi sunderstandi ng, but 
also a contradi cti on to th e practi cal tradi ti on of Socrati c Di alogue after 
Nelson. Rath er th e relati on i s i mportant between th e Intenti on of 
‘search i ng for truth ’ and oth er i ntenti ons:
(1) Th e oth er i ntenti ons must be compati ble wi th th e i ntenti on 

‘search i ng for truth ’; th ey are not legi ti mate, wh en th ey contradi ct 
th e ‘logos-pri nci ple’ or th e reasonable self-determi nati on of th e 
di alogue partners.

case, i f somebody h as th e opi ni on: ‘It i s more i mportant th at th e 
work ers of our fi rm li k e to work  wi th  us agai n after th e Socrati c 
Di alogue, th an th at th ey fi nd out th e true reasons of th ei r 
di scontentment.’

(3) Th e boundary i s not always th at sh arp, parti cularly i n all sorts of 
sch ool si tuati ons: i n teach i ng ph i losoph y and eth i cs, and i n poli ti cal 
educaüon. In such  contexts th ere are li mi tati ons gi ven th rough  th e 
i nsti tuti ons and/or th rough  paedagogi cal ai ms.

For example, to my mi nd bri ngi ng Socrati c Di alogues i nto 
teach er trai ni ng i s very useful, but surely th e Socrati c meth od i s even 
h ere a li ttle bi t ‘used’ for oth er ai ms (for openi ng th e mi nd, for 
li steni ng to each oth er, for formulati ng own th ough ts, for 
emanci pati on, etc.). We never di scussed dangers wh i ch  are lyi ng i n 
i nsti tuti onal teach i ng practi ce, even i f th ere are dangers. On th e 
oth er h and, th ese ai ms only stress i solated ai ms belongi ng to th e 
search  for truth , th ey don’t contradi ct i t.

Bri ngi ng Socrati c Di alogues i nto economi c or 
contexts, th e li mi tati ons and possi ble abuse appear to me even more 
wei gh ty. One reason i s th at of th e non-i deal condi ti ons of th e 
Socrati c Di alogue i tself, wh i ch  cannot be di scussed i n such  contexts 
wi th out seri ous consequences, at least th ere are li mi tati ons to 
di scussi ng th i s.
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(2) Even i f th e i ntenti ons are compaüble, we h ave to ensure th at oth er 
i ntenti ons don’t overri de search i ng for truth ; th at means: we h ave to 
wei gh  up th e di fferent sorts of purposes.

(3) And we h ave to recogni ze th e soci al and poli ti cal condi ti ons under 
wh i ch  we offer Socrati c Di alogues. It i s not acceptable to avoi d 
cri ti cal reflecti on about th ese precondi ti ons.

Socrati c Di alogue can well be used i n all aspects of li fe; i n th e tradi ti on of 
cri ti cal ph Uosoph y i t i s even a duty to do so. But we h ave to be aware 
th at th e ai m can be di splaced or even falsi fi ed. Wh enever and wh erever 
we are practi si ng Socrati c meth od, we h ave to li sten to th e warni ngs of 
Socrates. Ph i losoph i zi ng i s not a matter of conveni ence.

Socrates determi ned di scourse rules wh i ch  are essenti al: we sh ould 
not be concerned wi th  wh at people say, wh at emoti ons we h ave or wh at 
may be di sadvantageous consequences we expect for our li fe. We are not 
ti ed to parti cular ai ms, we h ave to respect only truth  and reasonable 
arguments for truth  (‘logos-pri nci ple’).

By contrast, th e more you are pai d, th e more you h ave to consi der th e 
Interests at stäk e, rath er th an th e reasons. Socrati c sk i U h as i ts value i n 
i tself and i s unpayable i n th i s sense. Th at doesn’t mean th at Socrati c 
Di alogues i n ‘non-pure’ contexts sh ould be forbi dden — Let me poi nt 
out agai n: i t i s even our responsi bi li ty to mak e th em frui tful i n di fferent 
soci al contexts. But we need to be aware th at th ey don’t become 
i nstrumentali zed for secondary purposes and cease to be Socrati c 
compared not only wi th  th e i deas of Nelson and Heck mann, but also 
compared wi th  th e di alogue rules of Socrates h i mself. We sh ould k eep 
th ese rules i n our mi nd as a valuable measure to deli berati on. Th ere are a 
lot of dangers i n mi ssi ng th e true meani ng of Socrati c Di alogue, and 
everybody wh o uses th i s determi nati on i s called to reali ze th i s meani ng 
for th e best h e/sh e can i n a responsi ble männer and i n th e spi ri t of 
cri ti cal th i nk i ng.
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Beyond Appcarances:
Plato’s Myth  of th e Cave Revi si ted

1 I would li k e to th ank  Eri k  Boers, Pi eter Mostert and Di ck  Elstgeest for th ei r valuable 
comments on th i s arti cle.

Last year I conducted a seri es of Socrati c Di alogues i n an adult educati on 
program of a large Durch  Bank i ng fi rm, th e Rabobank . Ori gi nally an

Th e Bri ti sh  noveli st and ph i losoph er Iri s Murdoch  i nvesti gated Plato’s 
i deas about art and metaph or i n relati on to th e Socrati c i deal and 
ph i losoph y i n general. Her studi es i ndi cate th at a Socrati c di alogue i s not 
to be understood as a sci enti fi c i nqui ry, because th e k nowledge we are 
after i n such  a di alogue i s generally of a much  more personal and li terary 
type th an i n Sci ence. Th e ascent of k nowledge, oudi ned i n Plato’s myth  
of th e cave, i mpli es not only an i ncrease i n cogni ti ve preci si on 
(conceptual and perceptual), but also i n affecti ve and soci odynami c 
preci si on. Th i s entai ls th at di alecti c needs to reserve a much  bi gger role 
for non-rati onal elements and non-expressi bles, li k e Images, th an 
ph i losoph ers h ave tended to admi t.

Th i s paper gi ves, on th e basi s of a concrete example of a Socrati c 
di alogue, a survey of some of Plato’s and Murdoch ’s i deas, leadi ng to a 
di fferent i nterpretati on of wh at we are doi ng i n a Socrati c di alogue fcom 
th e tradi ti onal neo-Kanti an one establi sh ed by Nelson and Heck mann. 
From th i s i nterpretati on some new types of Socrati c questi ons and 
di alecti c i nterventi ons follow, wh i ch  are presented and di scussed.’
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agri cultural co-operati ve, a farmers Ioan bank , i t i s not exclusi vely a 
Farmers bank  anymore, but a general bank , one of th e bi ggest i n Holland. 
Yet i t h as preserved i ts co-operati ve busi ness form. Th i s i mpli es th at all 
th e Offi ces of th e bank  are formally autonomous organi zati ons, wi th  a 
di rector of i ts own, a board of management and a supervi sory board. At 
th e same ti me, h owever, all offi ces are part of th e nati onal and 
i nternati onal umbrella Organi zati on, wh i ch  provi des th em wi th  all sorts 
of Staff Servi ces, general di recti ves and gui deli nes. Th i s creates a natural 
tensi on between on th e one si de loyalty and compli ance to th e larger 
Organi zati on, and, on th e oth er, th e need for enough  elbow-room for 
i ndi vi dual deci si ons and pri vate poli ci es. It i s, i n sh ort, th e tensi on 
between autonomy and co-operati on. It was th i s tensi on th e parti ci pants 
i n th e Socrati c Di alogue wanted to i nvesti gate. Th ey formulated i t i n th e 
starti ng questi on: h ow far does autonomy extend i n th e co-operati ve?

Th e parti ci pants at th e di alogue were all di rectors of a bank  or 
members of th e management team. Th ey followed a 2.5 year Master of 
Busi ness Admi ni strati on course set up by Nyenrode Uni versi ty, a Dutch  
busi ness sch ool, especi ally for th e Rabobank . In th e fi rst year of th ei r 
study th ey took  part i n a seri es of Socrati c Di alogues. Inclusi on of 
Socrati c Di alogues i n th e programme served essenti ally two educati onal 
obj ecti ves: trai ni ng i n vi si oni ng (analysi ng experi ences i n terms of a 
broader, more fundamental vi ew) and trai ni ng i n di alogi cal sk i U 
(di alecti c). Th e seri es of di alogues compri sed si x sessi ons from 16.00 - 
19.30 h ours, i ncludi ng a snack  or a small meal. In th ese si x sessi ons 
parti ci pants i nqui red i nto th ree questi ons, one questi on bei ng dealt wi th  
i n two sessi ons. All starti ng questi ons were selected by th e parti ci pants. 
In accordance wi th  th e normal Socrati c meth odology i n th e Nelson- 
Heck mann tradi ti on, every fi rst Sessi on was dedi cated to an explorati on 
of th e questi on, fi ndi ng concrete examples, selecti ng one example for 
furth er analysi s, descri bi ng th e example and starti ng th e analysi s. Th en i n 
between th e fi rst and th e second sessi on everyone di d h omework , 
summari zi ng th e example, transposi ti oni ng (putti ng th emselves i n th e 
Posi ti on of th e example-gi ver), tak i ng a stand th emselves and descri bi ng 
th ei r personal arguments. In th e second sessi on we i nvesti gated th e 
several posi ti ons and arguments and tri ed to reach  a j oi nt answer to th e 
ori gi nal questi on.
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In one group, of si x parti ci pants, someone came up wi th  th e foUowi ng 
example.2 Some years ago si x offi ces of th e bank  i n h i s regi on deci ded to 
create a j oi nt platform for ‘h ousi ng and mortgages’. In several places i n 
th ei r regi on large bui ldi ng proj ects for new resi denti al areas were 
planned. By developi ng a coh erent poli cy as to rates, lendi ng condi ti ons 
and th e li k e, and by presenti ng th emselves as one platform, th ey would 
be a better partner for estate agents and oth er brok ers and also for th e 
i ndi vi dual potenti al buyers. Th at could gi ve th em a bi gger sh are of th e 
mark et th an each  of th em would be able to obtai n by th emselves.

Th e platform was rath er successful. Every bank  h ad a fi xed 
delegati on i n i t. After about two years one of th e delegates left th e 
platform and was replaced by a new person, due to a fusi on of two bank  
Offi ces. Th i s new man i mmedi ately announced th at h e was not very 
h appy wi th  th e wh ole set up, especi ally not th e arrangement wi th  th e 
estate agents. He fei t i t restri cted h i s freedom. Th e oth ers tri ed to 
convi nce h i m of th e advantages of th ei r co-operati on, but di d not seem 
to persuade h i m. He promi sed, th ough , to get i n touch  wi th  th e estate 
agents and brok ers i n h i s own town, and i nform th e oth ers of th e results 
of h i s consultaüons.

Sh orti y after th at, h owever, our example-gi ver recei ved a teleph one 
call from th e managet of a ri val bank , wh o wanted to k now wh y th e 
Rabobank h ad suddenly reduced i ts rates and stopped ch argi ng 
commi ssi ons. Our example-gi ver was astoni sh ed and h ad to admi t th at 
h e could not answer th e questi on. Th en before h e could fi nd out h e got 
anoth er teleph one call from one of th e estate-agents, wh o was furi ous 
th at th e Rabobank h ad abrupdy and uni laterally termi nated th e 
arrangement wi th  th em. Upon i nqui ry i t appeared th at th e offi ce of h i s 
coUeague h ad wi th out noti ce or warni ng stopped i ts parti ci pati on i n th e 
platform and started autonomous sale-efforts. Representati ves of th i s 
offi ce approach ed aspi rant buyers personally, i n th e Informati on centre at 
th e bui ldi ng si te, wi th  a letter contai ni ng a ‘uni que offer’ of low mortgage 
rates and no Commi ssi on i f th ey would come di recdy to th ei r offi ce, 
wi th out th e Interventi on of a brok er. Th i s led to qui te some commoti on
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i n th e mark et. Th e estate agents, feeli ng sh ut out, were so angry th at th ey 
requested th e poli ce to remove th e employees of th i s offi ce from th e 
i nformati on centre at th e Bui ldi ng si te.

Th e next day, between all th e rest of th e h ecti c, th e parti ci pants i n th e 
platform h ad numerous ph one calls wi th  one anoth er, to deli berate about 
th e Si tuati on. Th ey tri ed to get i n touch  wi th  th ei r colleague, but h e di d 
not come to th e ph one nor answered th ei r emai ls. At th e end of th e day 
all bank s were compelled to reduce th ei r rates.

Th e j udgement of our example-gi ver was clear; i n th i s case th e colleague 
th at stepped out of th e platform h ad gone too far. Formally every 
Rabobank  i s autonomous, so formally h e h ad th e ri gh t to do th i s. But, h e 
sai d, you cannot j ust termi nate an agreement, break  a covenant, and 
abandon a well-functi oni ng co-operati on uni laterally and wi th out gi vi ng 
noti ce. Th e least th i s man sh ould h âe done was consult some of h i s 
colleagues i n th e platform. Collaborati ng i n a group practi ce i mpli es 
accepti ng at least some obli gati ons, li k e careful communi cati on, sti ck i ng 
to an agreement and subordi nati ng your own deci si on process to th at of 
th e group as a wh ole. You cannot j ust wi th draw from all soci al 
i ntercourse and confront your colleagues wi th  ‘radi o si lence’, especi ally 
not i n a co-operati ve li k e th e Rabobank .

Some of th e parti ci pants i n th e di alogue h earti ly agreed wi th  th i s 
j udgement, and for th e same reasons. But th ere were doubts too. One 
person i n parti cular di d not th i nk  th at th i s man h ad dri ven h i s autonomy 
too far. He could i magi ne h avi ng done th e same th i ng, i f h e h ad been i n 
th e same Si tuati on as h e. After all, th e platform was a totally i nformal 
h appeni ng; noth i ng of th e agreement h ad been set down i n wri ti ng, 
nei th er i nternally, nor wi th  outsi de partners li k e th e estate agents. And 
ci rcumstances i n th e mark et may mak e a bank  ch ange i ts course, even i f 
you are part of a platform or a co-operati ve. Wasn’t i t preci sely th i s 
autonomy th at h ad always been th e strength  and th e di sti ncti ve abi li ty of 
th e bank  as a co-operati ve, i ts competence to ch ange course swi fdy wh en 
th ey fei t i t necessary?
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In th e next part th e di alogue got entered i nto a ph ase of confusi on. Fi rst 
th e group talk ed about wh en or h ow a parti ci pant i n th e platform sh ould 
be allowed to qui t. Wh at procedures were appropri ate wh en you work ed 
wi th  a taci t covenant, one th at i s not fi xed i n wri tten rules? Th en 
someone obj ected th at th i s was a di fferent questi on from th e ori gi nal 
one, h ow far autonomy extends i n th e co-operati ve. Goi ng back  to th at 
questi on th e group talk ed about wh eth er th e sudden, unexpected move 
of th i s coUeague h ad i mpai red th e common i nterest, th e benefi t and well- 
bei ng of th e Organi zati on at large. Some th ough t i t h ad, because i t 
betrayed th e confi dence of colleagues, of oth er bank s and of th e group 
of estate agents. It th ereby h armed th e Image of th e bank . Oth ers i n th e 
group di d not agree wi th  th at. Th at’s j ust wh at busi ness i s li k e, th ey 
suggested.

One parti ci pant brough t up th at i f th e Rabobank  wants to be a co- 
operati ve, th en i ts members sh ould at least sh are some values, li k e th at 
you can bui ld on someone’s word and th at you gi ve fi rst pri ori ty to th e 
Interests of th e cli ents of th e co-operati on. Bei ng a member of th e co- 
operati ve, you would h ave to k eep up th ese values, also i n th i s Si tuati on. 
But some repli ed th at th e bank  not only wanted to be a co-operati ve, but 
also h ad th e responsi bi li ty of bei ng an effecti ve and profi table 
Organi zati on. If th ese values confli cted wi th  th e co-operati ve values, i t 
mi gh t well be possi ble you would h ave to ch oose th e organi zati onal ones, 
as h appened i n th i s case. Anoth er parti ci pant beli eved th at we were 
constantly confusi ng two di fferent questi ons, th e questi on of h ow far 
autonomy extends i n th e co-operati ve, and th e questi on of h ow 
communi cati on sh ould flow i nsi de th e Organi zati on. In th i s case you 
could very well be di stressed about th i s colleague’s lack of 
communi cati on sk i lls and at th e same ti me contend th at h e h ad not gone 
too far i n autonomy. A problem i n frank  and open communi cati on i s a 
di fferent th i ng from a problem i n autonomy. We h ad to admi t th at th e 
man i n questi on certai nly k new wh at h e wanted. And you can only create 
a Strong and effecti ve co-operati ve wi th  h i gh ly autonomous people, li k e 
h i m.
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Before relati ng th e last part of th e di alogue, let us h ave a look  at th e 
th eory of Socrati c Di alogue. Th i s wi ll gi ve us a ch ance to compare two 
di vergi ng i nterpretati ons of wh at i s goi ng on h ere. Plato presented a Bri ef 
and conci se summary of h i s i deas about th e growth  and development of 
k nowledge i n th e form of th e famous analogy of th e cave (cf. Plato, 
Republi c, VII, 514-520). Si nce th en all sorts of models h ave been 
advanced about th i s topi c. Many of th em are vari ants of Plato’s sch eme.’ 
In Plato’s analogy th e h uman condi ti on i s li k ened to th at of pri soners i n 
a cave. Th ey h ave been th ere all th ei r li fe, fettered at feet and neck s, so 
th ey cannot get up and turn around. Beh i nd th em th ere i s a fi re, and 
between th e fi re and th em th ere i s a wall, above wh i ch  all sorts of th i ngs 
are carri ed back  and forth , as i n a puppet th eatre. Si nce th e pri soners 
h ave not seen anyth i ng ei se i n th ei r li fe, th ey regard th e sh adows of th ese 
th i ngs, th rown at th e wall i n front of th em by th e li gh t of th e fi re, as th e 
real world.

Now i magi ne one of th e pri soners i s unch ai ned and forced to go up 
th e path , so h e can see th e fi re and th e th i ngs of wh i ch  before h e only 
saw th e sh adows. Of course h e wi ll at fi rst h ave great di ffi culty i n seei ng 
th ese th i ngs, because h i s eyes are not accustomed to th e li gh t. And i f h e 
i s dragged along furth er up th e steep path , out of th e cave and i nto th e 
bri gh t li gh t of th e sun, th i s wi ll be so pai nful for h i m th at h e wi ll resi st 
and struggle agai nst i t. Once outsi de th e cave h e wi ll agai n at fi rst be fuUy 
bli nded by th e li gh t of th e sun, not capable of seei ng any of th e th i ngs 
around h i m. Th en bi t by bi t h e wi ll get used to i t, fi rst look i ng at 
sh adows and reflecti ons and th e sk y at ni gh t, and later at th e th i ngs 
th emselves and fi naUy th e sun by day. Th en h e wi ll fi nd out th at th e sun 
i s th e cause of th e seasons and th e years and th at i t governs everyth i ng i n 
th e vi si ble world. He wi ll be so deli gh ted about th i s k nowledge th at h e 
wi ll start pi tyi ng h i s fellow pri soners. But wh en h e returns i nto th e cave 
to tei l th em about wh at h e h as seen, h e wi ll be bli nded by th e dark ness 
and no longer able to di scern th e sh adows on th e wall properly. So th ey 
wi ll laugh  at h i m and beli eve h e h as spoi lt h i s eyes up th ere and th at i t i s 
better not to go up and leave th e cave.

3 In our ti me for i nstance Pi aget, Koh lberg, Bloom. Cf. Korth agen & Kessels 1999. 
Nelson i s an expli ci t follower of Plato.
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Such , says Socrates, i s our Si tuati on, Th e cave i s th e vi si ble world; th e 
fi re i s our sun, Cli mbi ng up to see th e th i ngs outsi de th e cave i s th e 
ascent of th e soul frotn th e sensi ble to th e i ntelli gi ble world. And th e 
fi nal Stage i n th e growth  of k nowledge i s getti ng to see th e sun of th i s 
world, th e Idea of th e Good, th e one th i ng th at i s th e cause of everyth i ng 
th at i s good and beauti ful, th e ulti mate source of truth  and k nowledge, 
‘And everyone wh o wants to act wi sely, ei th er i n pri vate or i n publi c li fe, 
sh ould see h er,’ (Plato, Republi c, VII, 517 c)

In th e analogy of th e li ne, wh i ch  runs parallel to th e analogy of th e 
cave, Plato di sti ngui sh es four levels i n th e development of k nowledge,'* 
Th e fi rst level i s called ph antasy (ei k asi a): th e pri soners h old th e sh adows 
th ey see for th e real world, Si mi larly, we often h old our fantasi es, 
conj ectures, unreflected i mages and opi ni ons for reali ty i tself, Th i s 
‘k nowledge’ i s actuaUy not yet k nowledge, i t i s too unreli able, 
fragmentary and i nconsi stent for th at, Th rough  th e need for more clari ty 
and reli abi li ty we may get to th e second level: th e pri soner i s unch ai ned 
and gets to see th e obj ects of wh i ch  h e formerly only saw th e sh adows, 
Th i s level Plato calls beli ef, convi cti on or j usti fi ed opi ni on (pi sti s), A 
Socrati c Di alogue ai ms pri mari ly at th e development of th i s type of 
k nowledge. In Contemporary language we desi gnate i t wi th  terms li k e 
‘mental sch eme’ or ‘cogni ti ve model’, At th i s level we are i ncreasi ngly 
capable of descri bi ng a ph enomenon, percei vi ng di sti ncti ons, explai ni ng 
and accounti ng for an opi ni on, However, th i s k nowledge i s sti ll attach ed 
to sensory experi ence and concrete si tuati ons, th at i s to say, i t i s sti ll 
relati ve and ch angeable,

Th en th e pri soner cli mbs out of th e cave, i nto th e dayli gh t, to see for 
th e fi rst ti me th e world as i t really i s, Th i s transi ti on from th e second to 
th e th i rd level i s th e h ardest one, It i s th e transi ti on from bei ng sati sfi ed 
wi th  a relati ve, ch angeable, si tuati on-bound opi ni on, to really wanti ng to 
k now wh at a th i ng i s, At th i s level, wh i ch  Plato i ndi cates wi th  th e term 
‘di anoi a’ and wh i ch  we usually ch aracteri ze as th eori zi ng or th eory 
formati on, sensory reali ty and i ts cogni ti ve sch emes are consi dered to be 
th e mani festati on of a deeper reali ty, an underlyi ng ‘form’, We call i t th e 
essence of a th i ng, th e structure or law of i t, th e pattem or System, th at 
wh i ch  stays th e same i n a conti nuously ch angi ng reali ty and wh i ch  creates 
uni ty i n th e multi tude of appearances, Clearly at th i s level k nowledge i s
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5 Cf. Nelson 1970, p. 271 (Di e sok rati sch e Meth ode).
Cf. Kessels & Korth agen 1996 for an analysi s of di fferent types of k nowledge, and 
Korth agen & Kessels 1999 for a detai led account of th e levels and th e transi ti ons 
between th em from a Contemporary educati onal perspecti ve.

abstracted from experi ence, defi ni ti ons and pri nci ples are formulated and 
logi cal relati ons are clari fi ed. By doi ng th at we produce an order of 
mental sch emes i n an abstract language. Th i s i s th e level wh ere 
math emati cs i s si tuated, k nowledge th at i s stable, unch angeable and 
consi stent.

On top of th at Plato di sti ngui sh es a fourth  level (noesi s): th e pri soner 
sees th e sun i tself, th e source of all li gh t and li fe. Th i s i s th e ulti mate level 
of truth  and goodness, th e fi nal k nowledge, th e i mmedi ate vi si on of th e 
Forms or Ideas. It i s th e level of absolute, transcendent, spi ri tual values, 
th at cannot be arti culated, but only di rectly seen and experi enced. ‘It 
cannot be put i n words, but th rough  prolonged, dedi cated, sci enti fi c 
deali ngs wi th  th e subj ect and an i nti mate acquai ntance wi th  i t, suddenly i t 
appears i n th e soul, as a li gh t th at i s k i ndled th rough  a j umpi ng spark , 
and th en i t feeds i tself from i tself’ (Plato, Lei ters VII, 341 c,d.)5

Now wh ere i n th i s sch eme do we h ave to locate th e di alogue I descri bed? 
At wh at level of k nowledge i s th e group work i ng? And wh at would th e 
group h ave to do to ascend furth er on th e scale of k nowledge? Wh at can 
a Socrati c fach i tator, a stand-i n for Socrates, do to sti mulate furth er 
progress?

I wi ll not go deeply i nto th e fi rst two questi ons. For a preci se account 
of th e level of k nowledge th at th e group i s work i ng on we would h ave to 
di g much  deeper i nto th e detai ls of th e di alogue.’̂ I wi ll assume th at th e 
group i s work i ng at th e second level: i t i s tryi ng to form from di fferent 
pri vate and unreflected (or not th orough ly reflected) opi ni ons a common 
j usti fi ed opi ni on, an argued standpoi nt, a j oi nt mental sch eme. Th e 
Problems i t experi ences wi th  respect to th e content of th e di alogue h ave 
to do wi th  clari fyi ng wh at exactly h appened i n th e example, and h ow 
preci sely th i s relates to th e starti ng questi on and th e cruci al concepts
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was bound by co-

‘autonomy’ and ‘co-operati ve’. Th i s results i n a repeatcd sh arpeni ng of 
th e starti ng questi on, di sti ngui sh i ng between wh at needs to be 
i nvesti gated and wh at not. Th e group i s i n th e mi ddle of th i s complex 
and labori ous process.

Instead I wi ll concentrate h ere on th e last two questi ons: wh at would 
th e group h ave to do to ascend furth er on th e scale of k nowledge? And 
wh at can a Socrati c faci li tator do to sti mulate such  progress? Accordi ng 
to th e Nelson-Heck mann type of di alecti cal practi ce, wh at both  th e 
group and th e faci li tator need to do h ere i s: j ust go on wi th  th e process 
of clari fyi ng th e relevant facts and concepts, i n order to be able at some 
poi nt to formulate a proper and commonly accepted regressi ve syllogi sm, 
or a seri es of such  syllogi sms. A regressi ve syllogi sm would be for 
i nstance an argument of th e form:

th i s man went too far (j udgement, conclusi on), 
because h e acted autonomously th ough  h e 
operati ve agreements (factual, mi nor premi se), 
and one i s not allowed to act autonomously wh en bound by co- 
operati ve agreements (normati ve, maj or premi se, mle).

Th ough  th i s i s wi th out furth er clari fi cati on a much  too i ndefi ni te and 
global syllogi sm, i t can i Uustrate wh at we ai m for i n th e Nelson- 
Heck mann Socrati c Di alogue: begi nni ng wi th  a j udgement, wh i ch  i s 
supposed to be th e conclusi on of an argument, we try to fi nd th e proper 
formal structure of th e argument th at mak es th e conclusi on i ntelli gi ble. 
Th e syllogi sm i s called regressi ve because, i n di sti ncti on to th e regulär 
syllogi sm i n wh i ch  two premi ses lead up to a conclusi on, h ere th e 
conclusi on comes fi rst i n th e Investi gati on, i n th e form of an i ntui ti ve 
j udgement. Th i s j udgement i s supposed to ‘contai n’ th e premi ses, i .e. to 
be bui lt upon assumpti ons th at are partly or wh olly taci t. Th e process of 
Investi gati on i s meant to mak e expUci t wh at th ese premi ses are, work i ng 
back  from th e conclusi on to th e underlyi ng premi ses, and testi ng th ese 
assumpti ons for vali di ty. Th e premi ses are partly factual or descri pti ve 
(mi nor premi ses), partly conceptual and normati ve (maj or premi ses), th us 
mak i ng up an appropri ate formal syllogi sm or a seri es of syllogi sms.

It wi ll be clear th at an i nqui ry th at leads to th e formulati on of a 
regressi ve syllogi sm i s i n fact a double process of analysi s and synth esi s. 
It i mpli es not only scruti ni zi ng th e example by break i ng i t down i nto i ts 
relevant consti tuents, but also enri ch i ng th e understandi ng of i t by
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fi ndi ng i ts proper form, i ts i ntelli gi ble structure. Th us th e Socrati c 
analysi s ai ms at fi ndi ng th e logi cal Connecti on or pattem of Connecti ons 
among th e consti tuents of th e example-si tuati on, both  descri pti vely, th e 
reasoned fact, and normati vely, th e reason wh y (cf. Byrne 1997, Nelson 
1970, pp. 219-246). By furth er abstracti ng th e reasons from th e 
parti culars of th e example we arri ve at th e pri nci ples of our th ough t i n a 
certai n questi on. Th at’s wh y i t i s called regressi ve abstracti on.

Th i s pi cture of wh at h appens i n a Socrati c Di alogue i s i n full 
accordance wi th  Plato’s analogi es about th e ascent of k nowledge, 
especi aUy wi th  th e math emati cal Status of bi s th i rd level of k nowledge. 
For to be able to formulate a proper regressi ve syllogi sm li k e th e one 
above — or a stri ng of syllogi sms, or some oth er formal pattem of 
i ntelli gi ble connecti ons — and reach  consensus about i t, a group must 
reach  a h i gh  level of preci si on and exactness, not only about th e relevant 
facts, but also about h ow to Interpret th e starti ng questi on, about th e 
defi ni ti ons of th e terms ‘autonomy’ and ‘co-operati ve’, about back ground 
opi ni ons concerni ng vi si on, ai m and strategy of th e Organi zati on, about 
th e best way to set up or conti nue th e Investi gati on etc. Th us, around a 
si ngle topi c of attenti on a wh ole axi omati c order Starts crystalli zi ng, a 
System of pri nci ples, th eorems and mi es of i nference. Only h ere i t i s not 
a purely symboli c axi omati c order, li k e i n math emati cs and logi c, but a 
moral and epi stemologi cal one too.

Also, th i s pi cture leads to th e concepti on of Socrati c tech n'e or 
di alecti c, and th ereby of th e task  of th e Socrati c faci li tator, wi th  wh i ch  
pracdti oners of th e Socrati c Di alogue i n th e Nelson-Heck mann tradi ti on 
are so well acquai nted. Wh at both  th e group and th e faci li tator i n th i s 
pi cture must do i s follow th e regulär Steps of th e Socrati c Meth od: 
exami ne th e questi on, select an example, fi nd th e j udgement of th e 
example gi ver, fi nd th e assumpti ons underlyi ng th i s j udgement. Next th e 
oth er parti ci pants are to put th emselves i n th e posi ti on of th e example 
gi ver, gi ve th ei r j udgements and assumpti ons, search  for preci si on both  
i n facts and reasons, and pursue consensus, th us bui ldi ng up th e 
regressi ve syllogi sm or th e pattem of i ntelli gi ble connecti ons th at i s to 
gi ve th e answer to th e starti ng questi on. (Th i s i s th e regulär meth odology 
represented i n th e h ourglass-model: questi on —> example —♦ j udgement

rules pri nci ples (cf. Kessels 1997).)
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However, th erc are some grave problems wi th  th i s pi cture of wh at we do 
i n a Socrati c Di alogue. I do not mean h ere th e numerous practi cal 
Problems th at we are confronted wi th  i n every Socrati c i nqui rj ' — li k e 
h avi ng to tolerate long peri ods of confusi on, or deaLi ng wi th  th e many 
subsequent problems ari si ng at th e meta-level, i mpati ence, Irri tati on, 
personal di fferences and vari ous oth er fri cti ons —, nei th er th e fact th at 
we never seem to ach i eve wh at we set out to ach i eve. (To be frank , i n 15 
years of Socrati c Di alogue I never experi enced a Consensus of th e i deal 
math emati cal type outsi de math emati cs groups. Nor di d Socrates, for 
th at matter, i n Plato’s di alogues. One always gets stuck  somewh ere, 
perh aps i n an i nteresti ng and rewardi ng way, but stuck  all th e same.) 
Th ese obj ecti ons concern only th e practi cal si de.

Th ere are more basi c, fundamental obj ecti ons. One i s, i n clari fyi ng 
th e i ntelli gi ble structure of th e example and search i ng for i ts proper form 
i n th e li gh t of a speci fi c questi on, are we doi ng anyth i ng more th an 
unravelli ng and systemati zi ng our most ch eri sh ed prej udi ces? How do we 
k now th at, i n formi ng th e regressi ve syllogi sm, we are not only arrangi ng 
our dearest fantasi es, our beloved bi ases and common i ncli nati ons i n a 
more sati sfactory sch eme: more expli ci t, more consi stent, based on better 
reasons, more sh arply formulated etc., but decepti ons all th e same? If 
th at i s th e case, we actually never reach  beyond appearances, never attai n 
to real k nowledge, never reaUy get out of th e cave. We may be seei ng th e 
fli ck eri ng of th e fi re, i n th e termi nology of th e cave analogy, but not th e 
steady dayli gh t and surely not th e sun, th e source of li gh t.

Anoth er problem, connected to th e previ ous one, i s th at th i s proj ect, 
of fi ndi ng th e i ntelli gi ble structure of an example and i ts proper form or 
syUogi sti c structure as an answer to a fundamental questi on, may 
completely fall to h i t th e h eart of th e problem, th e essence of wh at needs 
to be i nqui red i nto, by bei ng too dry, too h arren, too verbal and abstract, 
too much  logi c and th i nk i ng, too much  h ead stuff. Was not Plato’s wh ole 
endeavour, i n th e ‘RepubUc’, based on th e i dea th at reason, th e h ead, i s 
to be i ntegrated wi th  ambi ti on, th e h eart, and pleasure, th e beUy, to 
ach i eve proper balance i n th e wh ole, both  i n an i ndi vi dual person and i n 
‘th e person at large’, th e state? And was th e pi lgri mage from appearance 
to reali ty i n th e myth  of th e cave not to be consi dered as a th erapy of th e
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Soul? Was i t not th e task  of di alecti c to perform th at th erapy by 
overcomi ng Illusi on, personal Fantasy and self-i ndulgent day-dream, and 
replaci ng th em by a contemplati on of tbe real world? But th en, h ow 
could th i s task  possi bly be performed i f we gi ve (both  i n th eory and i n 
practi ce) all our attenti on to th e logos-part of th e di alogue and leave out 
th e h eart and th e belly? If th ese are vali d obj ecti ons, we need to i nqui re 
wh at we can do to sati sfy our need for spi ri t and vi vaci ty and enj oyment 
i n a Socrati c Di alogue. Wh at Instruments on th e affecti ve and th e 
soci odynami c level does a Socrati c faci Utator h ave, i n addi ti on to th e 
cogni ti ve ones, th at may be equal to th i s task ?

It i s for th ese two obj ecti ons, th at I would li k e to i ntroduce some i deas 
of th e Bri ti sh  noveli st and ph i losoph er Iri s Murdoch . In a seri es of essays 
on Plato sh e gave an analysi s of th e predi cament th at th e 
Socrati c/Platoni c proj ect arri ved at i n our age (Murdoch 1999). 
Accordi ng to Murdoch , th e mai n problem i n much  Contemporary moral 
th i nk i ng i s th at reason i s construed on a sci enti fi c model, i n a language 
th at tri es to be i mpersonal and uni versal i n i ts exactness. Hence bei ng 
moral i s reduced to an i mpersonal competence as well, namely to seei ng 
accurately th e relevant facts and th e relevant reasons for acti ng, leavi ng 
out all personal and non-rati onal elements. Si mi larly, both  i ndi vi dual and 
group are consi dered as h i gh ly consci ous self-contai ned bei ngs, capable 
of ch oosi ng th ei r reasons i n freedom and acti ng upon th em. Nei th er 
th ei r atti tude, nor th e quali ty of th ei r attenti on, nor th e way th ey deal 
wi th  emoti ons are supposed to play a role. It i s exactly th i s obj ecti vi ty, 
th i s exclusi on of personal and affecti ve Features, th at moral reason i s 
th ough t to requi re. In fact th e i ndi vi dual i s reduced to a pure wi ll, 
operati ng i n an i solated way, and th erefore prey to experi ences of voi d, 
th at are ei th er explai ned as an i ndi cati on th at we are free i n relati on to 
reasons, as Kanti ans do, or as an i ndi cati on th at th ere are no ulti mate 
reasons, as exi stenti ali sts do. As a logi cal consequence of all th i s, th e task  
of ph i losoph y i tself, i nqui ri ng i nto h uman nature, i s reduced to a h i gh ly 
speci ali zed, i ntellectual acti vi ty, namely fi ndi ng ‘a set of terms i n wh i ch
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ulti mate j udgements of value can be very clearly stated’. (Murdoch  1999, 
p. 335)

Murdoch  beli eved th i s wh ole pi cture of moral ph i losoph y to be 
essenti ally mi stak en. Sh e di d not seem to be acquai nted wi th  Nelson’s 
li ne of neo-Kanti ani sm, but all h er poi nts fi t Nelson’s ph i losoph y 
remark ably well. And obvi ously th ey lead to th e concepti on of Socrati c 
rech ne descri bed above, i n wh i ch  th e ai m of a Socrati c Di alogue i s to 
fi nd wi th i n th e Framework of a speci fi c questi on some ‘ulti mate 
j udgements of value’ th at are ‘very clearly stated’, namely a stri ng of 
regressi ve syllogi sms th at clari fi es th e logi cal pattem of Connecti ons 
among th e consti tuents of th e example Si tuati on i n such  a way th at a 
clear and di sti nct answer to th e starti ng questi on can be gi ven.

But moral reason cannot be construed on a sci enti fi c model. Nei th er can 
i nqui ri ng i nto moral reason, for i nstance th rough  a Socrati c Di alogue, be 
i nterpreted as a sci enti fi c or purely i ntellectual i nqui ry. Th e i dea th at th e 
real problems of h uman li fe or our basi c th ough ts about h uman desti ny 
can be descri bed i n th e i mpersonal and uni versal termi nology of Sci ence 
i s an error. Such  termi nology i s si mply not equi pped to deal wi th  th e real 
Problems (Murdoch  1999, p. 358).Truc, th e progressi ve di scovery of 
reali ty, sk etch ed i n th e cave analogy, requi res th e development of an 
i ncreasi ng conceptual and perceptual exactness, an i ncreasi ng accuracy i n 
both  seei ng th e facts for wh at th ey really are and di sti ngui sh i ng th e 
relevant reasons for acti ng, th e rules and pri nci ples th at properly apply to 
th e Si tuati on. But th e exacmess requi red h ere i s — i n all i nqui ri es th at do 
not h ave a purely math emati cal or sci enti fi c th eme, th at i s i n nearly all 
Socrati c Di alogues — not only an i ntellectual exactness. It i s also and 
pri mari ly a moral or emoti onal exactness. Indeed, i ntellectual exactness, 
seei ng accurately, i s i n most cases only possi ble th rough  emoti onal 
exactness, i .e. th rough  bei ng able to see th i ngs ‘j ustly or lovi ngly’, as 
Murdoch  puts i t (Ib., pp. 313, 317). We can only see a person — or a 
Si tuati on, a course of events, a problem i nvolvi ng people etc. — 
accurately wh en we look  upon h i m or h er wi th  a j ust or lovi ng eye. Only 
th en can we percei ve wh at i s really th ere to see. Th e purely obj ecti ve
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sci enti fi c vi ewpoi nt i s essenti ally i nsuffi ci ent for th at. It lack s th e proper 
emoti onal commi tment.

So i f we want to see a person as h e or sh e really i s we need to i nqui re 
i nto th e quali ty of our personal commi tment, th e many ways i n wh i ch  we 
may be emoti onally attach ed to th i s person or th i s Si tuati on, i nto our 
pri vate h opes and desi res, ambi ti ons and fri gh ts, th e wh ole ‘ti ssue of self- 
aggrandi zi ng and consoli ng wi sh es and dreams wh i ch  prevents one from 
seei ng wh at i s th ere outsi de one’. (Murdoch  1999, p. 348) Morali ty i s a 
form of reali sm, and i ts ch i ef enemy i s personal fantasy. Th e abi li ty to 
percei ve reali ty, to see wh at i s true, i s not ach i eved th rough  bypassi ng our 
fantasi es, i gnori ng our sensi bi li ti es, denyi ng our emoti ons and 
attach ments, but preci sely th rough  appreh endi ng, understandi ng and 
balanci ng th em.

We can see th i s i n th e example. As long as th e parti ci pants i n th e 
Socrati c Di alogue talk  only i n th e i ntellectual, quasi -obj ecti ve way th at 
most di alogues start wi th  — detach ed, neutral, ‘from th e h ead’, wi th out 
bri ngi ng i n any personal materi al —, th e i nqui ry does not get very far. Of 
course th e faci li tator can ask  for emoti ons, but often th at i s not enough  
to adequately clari fy everyone’s personal commi tment. In th i s case th e 
example-gi ver di d say h e fei t somewh at frustrated and annoyed. Most of 
th e oth ers sai d th ey would h ave fei t th e same, some of th em talk i ng i n 
bi g terms of bei ng angry or i ndi gnant, oth ers i n smaller terms of ‘not 
bei ng amused’. But all th ese answers remai ned pretty much  at th e 
outsi de, wh i ch  i s understandable, for i t i s not easy to descri be emoti onal 
engagement i n a di rect way. Nor i s a Socrati c Di alogue a T-group or a 
sensi ti vi ty trai ni ng i n wh i ch  emoti ons are th e accepted focal poi nt from 
th e start. (Most bank  di rectors would not want to parti ci pate i n such  a 
group, I am afrai d.) So th e questi on i s, wh at can you do, as a Socrati c 
faci li tator, to get th e parti ci pants not j ust i ntellectually, but emoti onally 
i nvolved?

One Instrument to i ncrease th e personal commi tment of th e 
parti ci pants and prevent th em from stayi ng i n a detach ed observer’s role, 
i s to i nclude th e h ere and now i n th e i nqui ry. Curi ously enough , i n many 
di alogues th e questi on th at i s bei ng i nvesti gated th rough  th e j oi nt analysi s 
of an example also plays a di rect role i n th e conversati on h ere and now. 
In psych ology th i s ph enomenon i s called parallel processes. For i nstance, 
i n our di alogue we i nvesti gated th e questi on: h ow far does autonomy 
extend i n th e co-operati ve? But we, as a group, were i n a sense a co-
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operati ve too. And each  of us mi gh t be supposed to be autonomous. So 
we could look  at our own i nteracti ons i n th e di alogue to see h ow far our 
autonomy extended i n our co-operati on i n th at very moment. Besi des, 
th ere was one person wh o di d not agree wi th  th e j udgement of th e 
oth ers: h e fei t th at h i s coUeague i n th e example h ad not gone too far. So 
h e represented a di vergent poi nt of vi ew i n th e co-operati ve attempt to 
fi nd a common vi ewpoi nt. And h e mai ntai ned h i s posi ti on i n th e second 
Sessi on, after everyone h ad clari fi ed and explai ned th ei r opi ni on. So wh at 
about h i m? Was h e goi ng too far i n h i s autonomy i n th i s co-operati ve?

He h i mself di d not th i nk  so. He fei t h e was contri buti ng to an 
i nteresti ng exch ange of i deas. But i nteresti ngly, nei th er di d th e oth ers 
th i nk  so. Th ey agreed th at h i s devi ati ng standpoi nt h ad work ed as a 
Catalyst and th ey sh owed respect for h i s poi nt of vi ew. So h ere i n th e 
di alogue th e devi ati ng standpoi nt of one of th e parti ci pants was bei ng 
respected and even appreci ated i n th e group, wh i le i n th e example th e 
devi ati ng standpoi nt of th e coUeague was not. Wh y was th at? One of th e 
parti ci pants th ough t i t was because h ere th e person wi th  a di fferi ng 
standpoi nt was auth enti caUy present: ‘You k now th at i s wh at h e i s li k e’. 
Anoth er th ough t i t was because h e j usti fi ed h i s posi ti on, h e revealed 
h i mself. So, someone concluded, autonomy, i n th e sense of tak i ng a 
di fferent posi ti on, could be consi dered tolerable and even valuable as 
long as i t was j usti fi ed and presented i n an auth enti c way. Let us h ave a 
closer look  at th i s conclusi on.

Th i s surely was not a purely i nteUectual asserti on, Uk e i n Sci ence. Nor 
was i t a purely emoti onal one, Uk e i n th erapy. It was at least a 
combi nati on, an attempt to formulate relevant reasons strongly coloured 
by th e personal relati onsh i ps exi sti ng i n th e group. Th e questi on i s th en, 
of course, wh eth er i t i s th e ri gh t combi nati on, th e ri gh t reasons: i f we talk  
about look i ng j ustly and lovi ngly at a Si tuati on, i s th i s wh at th at means? 
One may h ave doubts h ere. For i nstance, one may suspect th at th e 
asserti on was i nduced by th e desi re to avoi d fri cti on, to preserve th e 
fri endly atmosph ere, to k eep away from possi ble confUct. On th e oth er 
h and, th e members of th e group were weU enough  acquai nted wi th  each
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oth er and wi th  th e Socrati c Di alogue not to k eep up appearances or 
evade unpleasant truth s. But h ow can we mak e sure th at at th i s poi nt we 
really h i t th e h eart of th e matter and do not j ust arrange our personal 
h abi ts and sh ared bi ases i n a more orderly systemati c form, wi th out 
getti ng beyond th e level of appearances?

Murdoch  remi nds us h ere of th e Socrati c i dea th at someh ow deep 
i nsi de we possess a Standard of perfecti on, wh i ch  can move and ch ange 
US ‘because i t i nspi res love i n th e part of us th at i s most worth y’. 
(Murdoch  1999, p. 350) Socrates’ wh ole work  consi sted of i nterrogati ng 
people i n order to mak e th em remember th i s ori gi nal k nowledge. It h as a 
parallel i n art: ‘th e true arti st i s obedi ent to a concepti on of perfecti on to 
wh i ch  h i s work  i s constantly related and re-related’. (Murdoch  1999, p. 
350) Li k ewi se, i n tryi ng to see th e Si tuati on i n our example ‘wi th  a j ust 
and lovi ng eye’ we i nevi tably work  wi th  th e i dea of perfecti on, an i deal 
li mi t of goodness, of excellence or vi rtue. ‘Th ere exi sts a moral reali ty’, 
Murdoch  comments, foUowi ng Plato, ‘a real th ough  i nfi ni tely di stant 
Standard’. (Ib., p. 324) Th i s Standard entai ls th e i dea of development, of 
progress towards th e i deal. Moral progress i s an endless aspi rati on to 
perfecti on, essenti ally connected wi th  th e ch ange of th e i ndi vi dual, wi th  
reassessi ng and redefi ni ng one’s li fe and i denti ty i n compari son to th i s 
i deal Standard of perfecti on.

A Socrati c faci li tator can i ntroduce th i s Standard th rough  th e 
concepts of th e vi rtues (as we actually di d). Th ese concepts can be of 
great h elp ‘to mak e certai n potenti ally nebulous areas of experi ence more 
open to i nspecti on’ (Murdoch  1999, p. 346), and th ey generate a ri eh  and 
di versi fi ed vocabulary for nami ng aspects of goodness. Th e basi c sch eme 
of th e four Cardi nal vi rmes i s si mple. Plato di sti ngui sh ed th ree centres of 
moti vati on i n a h uman bei ng, wh i ch  all h ave th ei r own excellence or 
vi rtue: th e belly ai ms at pleasure, i ts excellence i s called temperance. Th e 
h eart ai ms at h onour, i t i s ambi ti ous and outgoi ng, and i ts vi rtue i s 
courage. Th e h ead ai ms at k nowledge and wi sdom, i ts excellence bei ng 
prudence. And th e ri gh t balance between th ese th ree i s called j usti ce, 
both  i n an i ndi vi dual person and i n a group, Organi zati on or state. On th e 
basi s of th i s a Socrati c faci li tator may for i nstance ask  wh at i n th e 
Si tuati on th e proper temperance and th e proper courage would be, th e 
two emoti onal vi rtues, th us gi vi ng parti ci pants th e ch ance to i nqui re i nto 
th ei r personal attach ments i n th e Si tuati on i nstead of i gnori ng and 
bypassi ng th ese.
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Let US h ave a closer look  at th i s poi nt of th e di alogue. Th e central 
concept of i nqui ry i s, sti ll, autonomy. But i n th i s ph ase i t i s becomi ng 
i ncreasi ngly clear th at th e attempt to formulate a defi ni ti on of th i s 
concept i n purely i mpersonal language, li k e organi zati onal rules or

In th e di alogue th i s questi on i nduced an i nvesti gati on of some 
exi stent fears, mai nly th e fear of confli ct, of getti ng annoyed at one’s 
colleague, and th e fear of not bei ng appreci ated by oth ers or th e group. 
Parti ci pants sai d th ey li k ed to be part of th e dynami cs of th e 
Organi zati on: th e i nteracti on, th e debates, and th e co-operati on. But th i s 
created a deli cate web of expectati ons, i ncludi ng subtle and less subtle 
ways of reward and puni sh ment, mak i ng you h i gh  or low, i n or out, 
i mportant or unsubstandal i n a group. Autonomy requi red th e courage to 
mai ntai n your i ndependence wi th i n th i s web of expectati ons, to speak  
one’s mi nd wi th out h urti ng someone, but also wi th out fear of losi ng 
goodwi ll or bei ng sh ut out. So temperance i n one’s own expectati ons, i n 
th e need for appreci ati on, and courage i n frank ness, were two of th e 
excellences requi red h ere.

Obvi ously i n formulati ng th ese vi rtues th e content of th e di alogue 
h ad sh i fted from th e attempt to deh ne autonomy i n terms of 
organi zati onal rules to th e attempt to deh ne i t i n terms of personal 
ath tude. Th i s sh i ft furth er led to a reapprai sal of th e ori gi nal questi on, 
h ow far does autonomy extend i n th e co-operaüve. For on th e basi s of 
th e analysi s of vi rtues i t became clear th at th i s questi on h ad perh aps not 
been a very courageous one: i n h i ndsi gh t i t seemed now to h ave been 
formulated not so much  from a posi ti ve ath tude towards autonomy, th e 
desi re to i nqui re i nto i ts si gni h cance and vi gour, but rath er from a 
negah ve, somewh at i mmature ath tude, th e desi re to i nqui re i nto wh at 
one could do wi th out getüng puni sh ed or reproved. Th i s was qui te an 
unbalanci ng di scovery, a refutah on (elench us) of much  greater i mpact 
th an th e confusi on th ey h ad experi enced before. For i f th e modvah on to 
i nvesh gate th i s questi on h ad i ndeed been somewh at i mmature, wh at 
could one expect from th i s wh ole analysi s except furth er arh culah ons of 
i mmarnri ty?
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abstract pri nci ples, does not malte much  sense. Moral reason cannot be 
properly construed i n an i mpersonal language. It i s someth i ng very 
personal, much  more personal th an th e use of a common language 
would suggest. Th e exactness th at we ai m for i n a Socrati c Di alogue, i s 
not so much  i n th e preci si on of th e words we use as i n th e preci si on of 
some non-expressi bles: th e quali ty of our attenti on, of our moral feeli ng 
or effort, th e questi on wh eth er we are able to look  wi th  a j ust and lovi ng 
eye or not. ‘Words may mi slead us, si nce words are often stable wh i le 
concepts alter’, says Murdoch . ‘We h ave a di fferent Image of courage at 
forty from th at wh i ch  we h ad at twenty. A deepeni ng process, at any rate 
an alteri ng and compli cati ng process tak es place.’ (Murdoch  1999, p. 322) 
It i s th i s deepeni ng and compli cati ng process th at we try to faci li tate i n a 
Socrati c Di alogue. ‘Knowledge of a value concept i s someth i ng to be 
understood, as i t were, i n depth , and not i n terms of swi tch i ng on to 
some gi ven i mpersonal network .’ So to learn th e meani ng of a concept 
li k e ‘autonomy’ someth i ng ei se i s requi red th an fi ndi ng i ts defi ni ti on and 
gi vi ng i t a place i n a regressi ve syllogi sm, wh i ch  are usually seen as th e 
mai n features of Plato’s th i rd stage i n th e ascent of k nowledge. For a 
defi ni ti on and a syllogi sm may sti ll completely fall to h i t th e h eart of th e 
problem, th e essence of wh at needs to be i nqui red. ‘Moral language 
wh i ch  relates to a reali ty i nfi ni tely more complex and vari ous th an th at of 
Sci ence i s often unavoi dably i di osyncrati c and i naccessi ble’, says 
Murdoch . (Ib., p. 326) And i f we cannot get access to th i s i di osyncrati c, 
very personal level all our moral words and proposi ti ons stay empty, 
li feless and powerless. Th ey h ave no capaci ty to sti mulate us to lead our 
li ves i n th ei r li gh t. Th e i dea th at si mply th rough  bei ng rati onal and usi ng 
ordi nary language we can di g up th e real meani ng of moral words i s an 
i Uusi on, even i f we fi nd a consensus defi ni ti on i n th e di alogue.

If th i s i s true, i f i nqui ri ng i nto value concepts or moral reason i s 
i ndeed such  a subtle process, wh at can th e faci li tator of a Socrati c 
Di alogue do to mak e a group engage i n i t, to get th e parti ci pants to 
i nvesti gate th emselves on th i s deep level, as a Socrati c i nqui ry after vi rtue 
must do? Here Murdoch ’s Interpretati on of Plato di ffers from most 
sch olars: to be able to go beyond appearances, to proceed furth er i n th e 
ascent of k nowledge, we wi ll h ave to tak e art as a model, not Sci ence. 
Instead of only search i ng for a regressi ve syllogi sm, for rules, pri nci ples 
and defi ni ti ons, we would also h ave to look  for an Image, a story, a 
metaph or th at can move us and i nspi re us. Images are i deas formulated
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i n concrete terms i nstead of abstract general terms. Th ey may mani fest a 
refi ned percepti on of both  th e questi on and th e Si tuati on bei ng 
i nvesti gated, by arrangi ng cruci al detai ls i n an appeali ng framework  of 
moral Imagi nati on. Fi ndi ng th e proper Image i s exactly th at at wh i ch  art 
ai ms. Contrary to Sci ence, art i s not ai mi ng at abstract, uni versal, fi xed, 
well-founded, expli ci t proposi ti ons, li k e a defi ni ti on or a regressi ve 
syllogi sm. Art ai ms at a di fferent type of exactness, at ‘concrete 
uni versals’, at a preci se di scernment of relevant parti culars and at putti ng 
th ese i nto a form or confi gurati on th at stri k es us, touch es us, and th ereby 
moti vates us. Only art can capture both  th e cogni ti ve and th e affecti ve 
subdety th at we need for bei ng really i nfluenced. Only art can gi ve 
ph i losoph y, or a Socrati c Di alogue, i ts proper emoti onal preci si on and 
mak e ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry an adequate tech ni or meth od for th e 
Investi gati on of vi rtue. Only art gi ves room for th e work i ng of th e 
i nexpressi ble. ‘Art’, says Murdoch , ‘li k e (i n Plato’s vi ew) ph i losoph y, 
h overs about i n th e very fi ne ai r wh i ch  we breath e j ust beyond wh at h as 
been expressed.’ (Ib., p. 461) Besi des, art and moral ph i losoph y are 
basi cally th e same endeavour. Th ey are fundamentally of th e same 
‘materi al’. ‘Art and morals are (...) one. Th ei r essence i s th e same. Th e 
essence of both  of th em i s love (...) Love, and so art and morals, i s th e 
di scovery of reali ty.’ (Ib., p. xi v)

We actually experi enced th e emergence of such  an artful way of th i nk i ng 
i n th e last part of th e di alogue. For some of th e parti ci pants started 
search i ng for sui table metaph ors th at could adequately arti culate wh at 
was at Stak e i n th e di alogue. Of course th ey di d not li k e th e Suggesti on of 
bei ng i mmature i n th ei r th i nk i ng about autonomy and co-operati on. So 
one aspect of a sui table Image h ad to be a mature, adult atti tude. Wh at 
i mage would befi t th at? At fi rst several metaph ors came up h avi ng to do 
wi th  warfare (closi ng th e rank s of th e warri ors to be stronger i n th e 
battlefi eld and bei ng able to deal a blow to th e opponents) and sports 
(bei ng so flexi ble, sk i lful and alert as an i ndi vi dual or a team th at you 
outclass th e oth er players). But th ese Images were fei t to be 
unproducti ve, th ey were too conventi onal, too much  of a stereotype, to
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be really moti vati ng. Besi des, usi ng th em i n th e Organi zati on would 
arouse a wrong type of i nvolvement, too much  coloured by competi ti on, 
antagoni sm and ri valry. Th en someone i ntroduced th e i dea of a th eatre 
play, i n wh i ch  all actors bad to be at th e same ti me fully autonomous, 
i ndependent, self-governi ng and cooperati ve, concentrati ng on th e wh ole 
and servi ng th e oth ers. Th i s metaph or th ey li k ed better, i t ni cely fi tted i n 
wi th  th e bank ’s ori gi nati ng Story, i n wh i ch  autonomy and co-operati on 
h ad been th e mai n pi llars. But th eatre was qui te far from most people’s 
personal experi ence, th at was a drawback .

Next th ey i nvesti gated th e Image of pi loti ng a large sh i p i nto th e 
h arbour, th e sh i p bei ng th e proj ect of th e platform, ai mi ng at a large 
amount of new Customers for h ousi ng- and mortgage-servi ces, and th e 
si x members of th e h ousi ng-platform bei ng th e crew of th e several pi lot- 
boats th at h ad to gui de th e sh i p i nto a safe h aven. Th e group spent qui te 
some ti me i n speci fyi ng th i s Image, even drawi ng up pi ctures of i t. 
Fi nally, i n di scussi ng th e co-operati on and mutual attunement between 
th e pi lots someone came up wi th  yet anoth er metaph or, th e story of 
Barth olomew, wh i ch  both  by i ts content and by th e way h e told i t 
i mpressed us most of all th e Images. It went more or less li k e th i s.

Once upon a ti me th ere was a woodcutter wh o h ad seven sons. AU of 
th em h elped th ei r fath er i n h i s craft. Th ey work ed h ard and th e fami ly 
flouri sh ed. But wh en th e sons grew older a moment came th at th e oldest 
one wanted to leave h i s fath er and start for h i mself. Fath er and son h ad 
already h ad some di sagreements on th i s topi c wh en Barth olomew, a 
bUnd man weU-k nown for h i s wi sdom (th e patron sai nt of traveUers and 
gypsi es) attended th ei r vi llage. Th e woodcutter ask ed h i m for advi ce. 
Barth olomew came to h i s h ome and spok e to aU of th e sons i ndi vi duaUy. 
He i nqui red i nto th ei r i deas about th e problem, and found out th at most 
of th em wanted to conti nue i n th ei r fath er’s fi rm, only th e oldest one 
not. After th at h e gath ered aU th e famUy togeth er i n th e courtyard and 
ask ed th em to coUect a bunch  of sti ck s and branch es, small ones and bi g 
ones, from th e work sh op. So th ey di d. Th ereupon h e ask ed wh o of th e 
sons wanted to leave. Th e oldest son sai d h e di d. He i nvi ted h i m to tak e 
a th i ck  sti ck  and see i f h e could break  i t i n two. Th e son was bi g and 
Strong, wi th  great effort h e brok e th e sti ck  i n two. Th en h e demanded 
th e oth ers to mak e a bündle of sti ck s and put a strap around i t, wh i ch  
th ey di d, and i nvi ted h i m agai n to break  th e bündle i n two. Th e son tri ed 
and tri ed, but h e was not Strong enough  to do i t by h i mself. Th at i s, sai d
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Afterwards we may wonder, th ough , wh eth er th e last part of th e di alogue 
h ad tak en us furth er i n our i nqui ry or not. Had th ese metaph ors and 
Images been an advancement of th e analysi s or not? Had we i n search i ng 
for th em been ascendi ng or descendi ng th e ladder of k nowledge? Clearly, 
i t h ad sti mulated th e di alogue and exci ted th e group. It h ad gi ven th e 
di alogue an elegant closure i nstead of letti ng i t end i n th e mi ddle of 
vari ous unfi ni sh ed li nes of th ough t. It h ad left us, after th e last story, 
wi th  a feeli ng of common concern about th e relati onsh i p between 
autonomy and co-operati on, a sort of sh ared respect i n spi te of th e 
di fferent vi ews th e group h ad. But wh at was th e Status of th i s feeli ng? 
Was i t an i ndi cati on th at we were approach i ng th e essence of th e 
questi on, i ts deep structure, wh i ch  not only enli gh tened our h eads but 
also deli gh ted our h earts? Was i t a si gn th at we were drawi ng nearer to 
th e truth , th at we were graduaUy getti ng to see wh at reali ty was really li k e 
i n th i s example? Or was i t an i ndi cati on of preci sely th e opposi te? Had 
we been replaci ng reali ty by some attracti ve, sooth i ng but decepti ve 
appearance? Had we been mani pulati ng and embelli sh i ng reali ty wi th  
th ese Images, fi Ui ng up th e uncomfortable empti ness of our own needs 
and desi res wi th  a ‘reali ty’ th at mi gh t h ave been but was not? In sh ort, 
were we on th e track  of ‘Bei ng’, i n Plato’s terms, of reali ty as i t really i s, 
or only of a bei ng th at i s th ough t and construed and h ypoth esi zed, an 
appearance i n th e gui se of truth  and preci sely th erefore so dangerous th at 
Plato banned all arts and arti sts from h i s i deal state?

Barth olomew, th e di fference between work i ng togeth er and work i ng for 
yourself: ‘Togeth er you are stronger. So wh atever you do, k eep th at i n 
mi nd.’

Everyone was th ri Ued by th i s story. It surely seemed to h i t th e h eart 
of th e problem we were i nvesti gati ng, th e tensi on between autonomy and 
co-operati on. I suppose i t could h ave aroused all sorts of comments and 
reasoni ng, but someh ow, perh aps due to i ts beauty and si mpli ci ty, i t di d 
not. Besi des, we h ad spent more th an all our ti me and th i s seemed a 
good poi nt to end th e di alogue.
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Th i s i s a di ffi cult, much  contcnded questi on. Of course th e fact ±at th e 
reali ty of th ese metaph ors, th e th eatre play or th e pi lot boat or th e 
woodcutter’s story, i s a desi red reali ty, an obj ect of Intenti on and 
endeavour, i nstead of an i mmedi ately gi ven reali ty, may gi ve i t a h ollow 
sound i n th e ears of an Outsi der. Worse sti ll, as readers of th i s paper, not 
h avi ng been part of th e process, we may be Struck  mostly by th e 
i nstructi ve tone of th ese Images, i nvok i ng unbeli ef by th ei r very desi re to 
be beli evable and by th ei r obvi ous Intenti on to i nfluence people. I 
suppose i f th at h ad i ndeed been th e Status and functi on of th ese 
metaph ors i n th e di alogue, we would h ave done better to avoi d th em and 
exclude th em altogeth er from th e di alogue. For th at i s preci sely th e 
reason th at Plato proh i bi ted arti sts from presenti ng th ei r crafty spells as 
reali ty i tself. But as far as I could see th i s was not th ei r functi on. True, 
fi cti on may create a world of i ts own, h i di ng th e truth  and decei vi ng th e 
untrai ned, i nattenti ve eye i nto some sti mulati ng or consoli ng Illusi on. But 
i t also may be an attempt to grasp reali ty i n i ts true form, a way of 
concei vi ng th e exi sti ng world as i t reaUy i s, a means for di recti ng 
concentrati on to a deeper reali ty th at can only be seen ‘at second si gh t’. 
Was th i s not th e wh ole poi nt of th e ascent of k nowledge, to develop a 
proper second si gh t, an eye th at i s enli gh tened by th e sun and th ereby 
becomes ‘sunli k e’ i tself? Th at i s, anyh ow, Murdoch ’s concepti on of th e 
task  of ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry. Ph i losoph y sh ould provi de ‘ri eh  and ferti le 
conceptual sch emes wh i ch  h elp us to reflect upon and understand th e 
nature of moral progress and moral fai lure’. (Murdoch  1999, pp. 335-336) 
Here we h ad found some of th ose ‘ri eh  and ferti le conceptual sch emes’, 
and th ey surely seemed to h elp us. Let me try as a fi nal poi nt to clari fy i n 
wh at way.

In th e myth  of th e cave th e pri soner at last sees th e sun i tself, th e source 
of li gh t wh i ch  reveals to us all th i ngs as th ey really are. Th i s i s th e i dea of 
perfecti on, of excellence and vi rtue, or as Plato called i t th e i dea of th e 
Good. It i s a natural producer of order, only i n i ts li gh t can we see th at 
one th i ng i s better th an anoth er or th at one th i ng i s real and anoth er not. 
It i s also th e ulti mate source of moti vati on, only by i ts warmth , by i ts
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i nspi ri ng love i n us, do we get goi ng. Besi des, i t i s i ndefi nable, i t always 
li es beyond, and i t i s from th i s beyond th at i t exerci ses i ts auth ori ty 
(Murdoch  1999, p. 350). Now th e easi est avai lable spi ri tual exerci se, 
ai mi ng at seei ng th e sun, i s th e appreci ati on of beauty i n art and nature, 
says Murdoch . For th i s, ri gh dy understood, i s th e ch eck i ng of selfi sh ness 
i n th e i nterest of th e real. ‘Art presents th e most compreh ensi ble 
examples both  of th e almost i rresi sti ble h uman tendency to seek  
consolati on i n fantasy and of th e effort to resi st th i s and th e vi si on of 
reali ty wh i ch  comes wi th  success’. (Ib., p. 352) As we saw, a necessary 
condi ti on for ach i evi ng th e vi si on of reali ty i s th e capaci ty to love. ‘It i s 
i n th e capaci ty to love, th at i s to see, th at th e li berati on of th e soul from 
fantasy consi sts. Th e freedom wh i ch  i s a proper h uman goal i s th e 
freedom from fantasy, th at i s th e reali sm of compassi on.’ (Ib., p. 354)

But i f th i s capaci ty to love i s ulti mately more i mportant th an th e 
capaci ty to construct proper syllogi sms and defi ni ti ons, i f th e quali ty of 
our attenti on and th e Spi ri t wi th  wh i ch  we look  upon a Si tuati on or 
i nqui re i nto a questi on are i n th e end more i mportant th an th e rati onal 
content of our arguments, th en th e questi on ri ses: ‘How do we alter and 
puri fy th at attenti on and mak e i t more reali sti c?’ (Ib., p 356) ‘Are th ere 
any tech ni ques for th e puri fi cati on and reori entati on of an energy wh i ch  
i s naturally selfi sh ?’ (Ib., p. 344) We k now th at reli gi ous beli evers h ave 
always h ad tech ni ques for th i s. Th ey focus th ei r th ough t upon a 
transcendent God, wh o i s a source of energy, of reori entati on, of grace, 
of a supernatural assi stance to h uman endeavour wh i ch  can overcome 
th e empi ri cal li mi tati ons of someone’s personali ty. Murdoch  contends 
th at Plato i ntended h i s Image of th e Good to h ave a si mi lar functi on. For 
th e Image of th e Good, as a transcendent magneti c centre towards wh i ch  
love naturally moves, i s ‘th e least corrupti ble and most reali sti c pi cture 
for US to use i n our reflecti ons upon th e moral li fe.’ (Ib., pp. 361, 384) ‘I 
th i nk  th ere i s a place both  i nsi de and outsi de reli gi on for a sort of 
contemplati on of th e Good, not j ust by dedi cated experts but by 
ordi nary people: an attenti on wh i ch  i s not j ust th e planni ng of parti cular 
good acti ons but an attempt to look  ri gh t away from sei f towards a 
di stant transcendent perfecti on, a source of uncontami nated energy, a 
source of new and qui te undreamt-of vi rtue ... Th i s i s th e true mysti ci sm 
wh i ch  i s morali ty, a k i nd of undogmati c prayer wh i ch  i s real and 
i mportant, th ough  perh aps also di ffi cult and easi ly corrupted.’ (Murdoch
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1999, p. 383) It secmcd to me th at i n th e di alogue we experi enced a li ttle 
of th i s type of attenti on. And I suppose th at i s wh at h elped us most.

Murdoch ’s ph i losoph i cal posi ti on i s truly Socrati c. ‘Eth i cs sh ould not 
be merely an analysi s of ordi nary medi ocre conduct, i t sh ould be a 
h ypoth esi s about good conduct and about h ow th i s can be ach i eved.’ 
(Murdoch  1999, p. 364) In th e di alogue we h ad been attempti ng to reach  
such  a h ypoth esi s and we h ad fai led, we di d not fi nd a j oi nt answer not a 
sh ared metaph or. But we di d feel a li ttle of th e warmth  of th e sun and 
experi enced th e transformati on of out own attenti on i n th e di alogue. 
Perh aps th i s i s wh at Socrates meant at th e end of Plato’s ‘Meno’, wh en 
h e sai d th at vi rtue and excellence are nei th er i nnate nor can be taugh t, 
but th at i f i n a di alogue th e proper questi ons and answers are formulated 
‘a di vi ne grace’ can be i mplanted i n people (Plato, Meno, 99 e-100 a).
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Th e Meth odology of Socrati c Di alogue
Regressi ve Abstracti on — How to ask  for and fi nd 
ph i losoph i cal k nowledge

Kopfwerk  Berli n
(Jens Peter Brune, Ulri k e Gromadeck i , Horst Gronk e, Bärbel 
Jäni ck e, Beate Li tti g, Volk er Rendez, Sabi r Yücesoy)

Li k e Socrates, parti ci pants i n a Socrati c Di alogue search  for th e general 
k nowledge th at underli es j udgement and acti on i n our pri vate and 
Professi onal li ves. As Plato’s Socrati c di alogues sh ow, i t i s not easy to 
fi nd a route to ph i losoph i cal k nowledge. For ph i losoph i cal k nowledge 
requi res us to ask  questi ons i n a way th at i s extremely di fferent from th e 
practi cal th i nk i ng of our everyday li ves. You also h ave to argue i n an 
unusual way i n order to arri ve at a quali fi ed answer to th ese questi ons.

Faci li tati ng SD i s a practi ce wh i ch  sh ould closely combi ne experi ence- 
based k now-h ow i n performi ng di alogues wi th meth odologi cal 
reflecti ons on th i s experi ence. Such  reflecti ons could tak e place i n th e SD 
i tself. Even th ough  i t seems to be scarcely reflected upon unti l now, th e 
i dea of a Meth odology-Di alogue li es wi th i n SD i tself and i s analogous to 
th e Meta- and Analysi s-Di alogues.

Independent of such  a Meth odology-Di alogue, our Socrati c team 
wi th i n th e cultural-ph i losoph i cal i ni ti ati ve Kopfwerk  Berli n h as developed 
vari ous trai ni ng modules wh i ch  are based on experi ences i n faci li tati ng 
SD under di fferent condi ti ons and wi th  h eterogeneous groups. We th i nk  
th at th ere are some advantages i n k eepi ng meth odologi cal reflecti ons out 
of th e i nner course of SD: we can focus on cruci al aspects, may refer to 
more th an one or two example si tuati ons (as common i n SD) and are 
free to contri bute th eoreti cal aspects.

In th i s essay we try to combi ne meth odologi cal reflecti on wi th  
practi cal exerci ses i n order to deepen our i nsi gh ts i nto central
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meth odologi cal poi nts and di ffi cult ph ases of SD, as well as to i nvi te you 

to tak e th i s readi ng as an opportuni ty to develop your own trai ni ng 
experi ences. Th e Basi c concept and some of th e exerci ses descri bed 

below were demonstrated at a meth odologi cal work sh op at 2002’s 

Newman Conference h eld i n Bi rmi ngh am, England.
Consi deri ng th e well-k nown mai n Steps and ph ases of SD we start i n 

secti on one wi th  th e task  of fi ndi ng an i ni ti al Socrati c questi on th at fi ts 

both  ph i losoph i cal substance and relevance for our dai ly li fe. Secti on two 

deals wi th  th e problemati c poi nts of th e example ph ase followed by a 

sh ort secti on th ree on th e ph ase of analysi s and j udgement. For th e 
Investi gati on of th e process of “regressi ve abstracti on” i n secti on four we 
gi ve a sh ort th eoreti cal i nput on th e di fferent meani ngs of “abstracti on” 

and fi nally we analyse th e meth od of abstracti on i n an example di alogue.

One of th e most i mportant ch aracteri sti cs of th e Socrati c Di alogue i s th e 

Socrati c questi on. For Socrates, as Plato presented h i m to us, i t was 
typi cal th at, unli k e h i s partners i n conversati on, h e could ask  th e 

appropri ate questi ons. Th ese were questi ons about th e general. Hence, 
th ey were not questi ons about someth i ng concrete and parti cular such  as 
“Wh o i s th e wi sest man i n Greece?” but questi ons about general 

pri nci ples of h uman k nowledge, e. g. “Wh at i s wi sdom?”
Neverth eless, beyond th e Socrati c questi on th ere i s much  more 

h i dden th an j ust th i s feature. It basi cally sh apes th e wh ole process of th e 
di scussi on-wi th -each -oth er i n th e Socrati c di alogue. Th erefore i t i s very 
i mportant to th i nk  i ntensi vely and carefully about th e detai ls of th e 

formulati on of th e i ni ti al questi on.
In h i s account of experi ences i n College Semi nars, Gustav Heck mann, 

th e mentor of th e Socrati c meth od after th e Second World War, 
determi ned th e ränge of questi ons th at can profi tably be tack led i n 

Socrati c Di alogue.

“In Socrati c Di alogue we work  wi th  th e Instrument of reflecti on about 
experi ence wh i ch  i s avai lable to every parti ci pant of th e di alogue. Hence, 
questi ons wh i ch  can only be answered by means of oth er Instruments 
are dropped out. Such  i nstruments are: 1. experi ments, or observati on or
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measuri ng i n nature or i n th e lab. 2. empi ri cal i nqui ri es as usual i n soci al 
Sci ences. 3. h i stori cal studi es. 4. psych oanai yti cal meth od wh i ch  ai ms to 
uncover th e i ndi vi dual mental problems of a h uman bei ng. As far as I can 
see aU questi ons, th e answeri ng of wh i ch  does not requi re one of th ose 
four Instruments, can profi tably be tack led i n Socrati c Di alogue.” 
(Heck mann 1993, pp. 14 f.)

Here Heck mann gi ves a rath er negati ve defi ni ti on of Socrati c questi ons: 
h e tei ls US wh at th ey are not. Wh at, h owever, can be sai d i n a posi ti ve 

sense about th e Socrati c type of questi on? Could we also say someth i ng 
about wh y one Socrati c questi on i s better th an anoth er? In Order to 

move forward i n th i s area we h ave undertak en to fi nd out th e 

di sti ngui sh i ng essenti al ch aracteri sti cs of questi ons and, drawi ng upon 
th i s analysi s, to develop exerci ses wh i ch sh ould serve to fi nd 
appropri ately formulated questi ons.

Wi th i n li ngui sti c and rh etori cal research th ere are a number of 

i nvesti gati ons concerni ng th e vari ous forms of questi on. In parti cular, 
wi th i n th e bounds of counselli ng and Consulti ng th e ränge of Vari ati on of 
questi ons i s regarded as very i mportant. For our purpose, th at i s to fi nd 
out th e essenti als of th e Socrati c questi on, i t i s suffi ci ent to emph asi se th e 
fundamental di fference between j ust two k i nds of questi ons.

In almost every i nvesti gati on about questi ons th ere i s a certai n 
requi rement to be met. You can only talk  about a “questi on”, i f th e 
questi oner lack s k nowledge and wants to remedy th i s defi ci ency th rough  
ask i ng a “questi on”(cf. Seel 1983, p. 241; Zaefferer 1981, p. 46).
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answers
(i n Order to repai r th e defi ci ency of k nowledge)

answers
(i n Order to prove h i s k nowledge)

(i n Order to ch eck  k nowledge) 
ask s

(i n Order to get k nowledge) 
ask s

Th i s k i nd of defi ni ti on of th e “questi on” i n th e sci enti fi c li terature 
corresponds largely to our everyday understandi ng. Bei ng ask ed by 
someone h ow to get to Berli n’s radi o tower, I assume th at th e person 
doesn’t k now th e route and th at exacdy th i s i gnorance i s (one of) th e 
cause(s) of th ei r ask i ng me th e questi on. Of course, by ask i ng me th e 
questi oner h opes to address th e k nowi ng person.

Knowledge seek i ng questi ons: someone wh o lack s certai n k nowledge 
ask s a k nowi ng person about i t.

Exacdy at th e place of teach i ng, h owever, you meet anoth er type of 
questi on wh i ch  i s completely th e opposi te of th e fi rst one. It i s 
commonly k nown as th e “exam questi on”. In h i s th eory of speech  acts J. 
R. Searle di fferenti ales between “genui ne questi ons” and “exam 
questi ons”. Accordi ng to h i m th ey h ave di fferent communi cati ve 
functi ons: i n th e case of genui ne questi ons th ere i s a demand for 
Informati on wh ereas i n th e case of exam questi ons th e person wh o h as 
been ask ed h as to demonstrate th ei r k nowledge (cf. Hundsnursch er 
1975, p. 12). In contrast to “k nowledge seek i ng questi ons” th e exam 
questi ons are k nown as “k nowi ng i n advance questi ons” (cf. Holzk amp 
1984, Meh an 1979). In th e latter case, th e person ask i ng already 
possesses th e Informati on about wh i ch  h e ask s h i s communi cati on 
Partner and can th erefore deci de wh eth er th e gi ven answer i s true or 
false. Knowi ng i n advance questi ons: a k nowi ng person wh o i s sure of
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h i s k nowledge ask s h i s di alogue partner about k nowledge of wh i ch  h e 
(th e person questi oned) i s not certai n.

Wh i ch  k i nd of questi on i s dealt wi th  i n Socrati c Di alogues? Is th e i ni ti al 
Socrati c questi on one "wi th  an answer k nown i n advance”? If th i s were so, th en 
th ose wh o formulate th e questi on and present i t to th e di alogue group — 
as a rule th e faci li tators — h ave to k now th e ri gh t answer to th at 
questi on already. Th ey could h ave a “k nowledge i n advance” at th ei r 
di sposal.

If th e i ni ti al questi on gi ven by th e faci li tator were of th e k i nd we call 
“k nowi ng i n advance”, th en th e faci li tator of th e Socrati c Di alogue 
would be able to lead th e group to h i s/h er own answer to th at questi on. 
Leadi ng th e group to an answer wh i ch  already exi sts i n th e consci ousness 
of th e faci li tator would th en correspond to th e teach i ng form caUed “ 
developi ng by ask i ng ” wh i ch  often replaces i mparti ng k nowledge i n 
sch ools (cf. Losk a 1995, pp. 97-131). In th i s case th e j udgement of th e 
teach er h as an i ndi rect i nfluence. He does not gi ve th e answers but 
determi nes, back ed up by h i s putati ve k nowledge, wh i ch  of th e gi ven 
answers are true or false. Hence, th i s form of teach i ng would contradi ct 
an essenti al condi ti on of th e Socrati c Di alogue, as formulated by Nelson:

“Th e i nfluence th at may cmanate from th e i nstructor’s asserti ons (...) 
must be excluded uncondi ti onaUy. If th i s i nfluence i s not eli mi nated, all 
labour i s vai n. Th e i nstructor wi ll h ave done everyth i ng possi ble to 
forestaU th e pupi l’s own j udgement by offeri ng h i m a ready-made 
j udgement.” (Nelson 1998, p. 52)

If th e i ni ti al questi on would fall under th e condi ti on of a “k nowi ng i n 
advance”, th en i t could not be th e starti ng poi nt of a Socrati c Di alogue. 
But th i s does not neglect at all th e fact th at th e faci li tator may h ave 
previ ously dealt wi th  th e subj ect matter. Such  a preparati on merely h elps 
to get an Overall vi ew of th e possi ble meth ods of argument duri ng th e 
di alogue and especi ally Supports h i s endeavour not to overlook  
i mportant contri buti ons or to enable th em to get attenti on. Th rough  th i s
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preoccupati on wi th  th e subj ect matter th e faci li tator obtai ns th e margi n 
wh i ch  enables h i m to concentrate on th e di alogue process, or, as 
Heck mann wri tes “th e parti ci pants begi n to try to get i nsi gh ts and on th e 
obstacles wh i ch  h ave to be fough t: How i s one parti ci pant approach i ng 
th e Problem, h ow does i t affect th e oth er one?”(Heck mann 1993, p. 98)

It look s as th ough  th e i ni ti al questi on cannot be a “k nowi ng i n 
advance questi on”, nor i s i t aUowed to be one. Is th e i ni ti al questi on a 
k nowledge seek i ng questi on? If so, wh o would seek  for k nowledge? 
Th ere are two “subj ects” to ch oose from: th e Socrati c faci li tator or th e 
di alogue parti ci pants. If th e faci li tator look s for k nowledge th en th e 
contri buti ons of th e group would be attempts to mobi li se k nowledge i n 
Order to repai r th e lack  of k nowledge of th e faci li tator as reflected by th e 
questi on. Th e faci li tator would not j udge th e contri buti ons accordi ng to 
wh eth er th ey refer to each  oth er, wh eth er th e parti ci pants move ah ead 
togeth er and wh eth er th e opi ni ons presented are mutually ch eck ed, th at 
i s, h e would not do all th at we normally expect from a Socrati c faci li tator. 
He would value th e contri buti ons only wh en consi dered appropri ate for 
h i s subj ecti ve i nterest, namely obtai ni ng k nowledge.

As a rule, th e Socrati c faci li tator cannot expect th at h i s questi on wi ll 
be answered di rectly by any parti ci pant. It look s li k e th e parti ci pants do 
not h ave to be k nowi ng people i n order to mak e th e Socrati c questi on 
wh i ch  i s ask ed of th em meani ngful.

But could th e parti ci pants not look  for k nowledge among one 
anoth er, as we are acquai nted wi th  i t i n Socrati c Di alogues? Not i f th e 
Socrati c questi on i s understood as a k nowi ng i n advance questi on. 
Th rough  tak i ng part i n th e di alogue th e parti ci pants h ave already stated 
th at th ey are seek i ng k nowledge, and th ey do not k now th e answer. 
Th erefore, as far as th e answer of th e questi on i s concerned, th ey are not 
potenti al i nformants for each  oth er ei th er.

Summari si ng, we can emph asi se th at th e i ni ti al questi on i n th e 
Socrati c Di alogue i s nei th er a “k nowi ng i n advance questi on” nor a 
“k nowledge seek i ng questi on”. It seems as i f th e Socrati c questi on were a 
completely oth er k i nd of questi on th an th e ones menti oned above. 
Tryi ng to determi ne th e Socrati c questi on posi ti vely seems to lead to a 
Socrati c apori a. Nei th er th e one nor th e oth er way i s conclusi ve, but we 
cannot do wi th out i t ei th er.

Th ere i s a certai n meth od of di ssolvi ng apparent apori a. It i s usually 
i ntroduced by a paradoxi cal way of th i nk i ng: Th i ngs are look ed at out of



94

Th e Socrati c questi on: k nowi ng i n advance and seek i ng 
k nowledge

wh olly di fferent perspecti ves and at once th ey sui t each  oth er alth ough  
th ey seemed i ncompati ble before.

Th e ch ange of perspecti ve we are h ere proposi ng consi sts i n th e 
wi th drawal of th e generali sati on wh i ch  h ad crept i n above. It i s not th e 
case th at every questi on i s to be understood on th e pattem of “th e one 
wh o ask s — th e oth er wh o i s ask ed”. In th e Socrati c Di alogue th e 
parti ci pants ask  th emselves about th e truth  of a subj ect matter. Togeth er 
th ey consi der wh i ch  of th e answers to a questi on (answers di scovered i n 
th emselves) could be vali d. Put rough ly: Socrati c questi ons are questi ons of 
self-k nowledge: “Know th yself!” as th e Delph i c oracle pronounces. Th e 
duty of th e faci li tator i s to Support th e di alogue group duri ng th i s 
enterpri se of acqui ri ng «̂k nowledge.

Th e questi on i n Socrati c Di alogues does not only h ave a 
communi cati ve functi on, but a ph i losoph i cal functi on as well, wh i ch  at 
th e same ti me h as di dacti cal and meth odi cal i mpli cati ons. Th e 
ph i losoph i cal functi on i s apparent i n th e fact th at th e i ni ti al questi on 
contai ns both  components: i t i s both  k nowi ng i n advance and k nowledge 
seek i ng — but i n a new sense.

Is i t possi ble to ask  about someth i ng wh i ch  one already k nows i n 
advance? It i s, i f we consi der di fferent levels of k nowledge. One can 
k now someth i ng more or less clearly. One can be more or less sure about 
one’s k nowledge. One can sh are k nowledge wi th  oth ers to di fferent 
degrees. To ph i losoph i se i n a Socrati c männer means to try to clari fy 
(mak e expli ci t) k nowledge wh i ch  h as already been th ere i n us all th e ti me 
as an unclear (i mpli ci t) k nowledge.

Th at means: th e Socrati c i ni ti al questi on i s a questi on k nowi ng i n 
advance. It presupposes a k nowledge th at wi ll be brough t i nto th e open 
and ch eck ed th rough  th e di alogue. Th e Socrati c questi on i s a k nowledge 
seek i ng questi on as well. It look s for a clear and tested k nowledge wh i ch  
sti ll h as to clari fy an i mpli ci t pre-exi sti ng k nowledge.
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By exch angi ng arguments, parti ci pants i n 
th e di alogue i nvesti gate th ei r own 
k nowledge i n Order to ach i eve a Consensus 
about i ts general vali di ty.

)

Sotneone wh o k nows i n advance 
ask s about th i s k nowledge i n 
advance i n Order to attai n 
k nowledge about th i s k nowledge i n 
advance.

D

Fi nally we want to deal wi th  th e process of argument and abstracti on. 
Th i s process seems to be th e central element i n SD because of th e very 
i dea of obtai ni ng ph i losoph i cal i nsi gh ts i n answer to th e Socrati c 
questi on we already dealt wi th  i n ch apter one. Th e followi ng questi ons 
mi gh t be h elpful i n a systemati c explorati on of th e process of abstracti on 
i n SD: Wh at i s abstracti on, wh at does i t mean? Wh at do we abstract 
from? Wh at i s “regressi ve abstracti on”, as Leonard Nelson called th e 
abstracti on process i n th e Socrati c di alogue? How do we come from 
speci fi c j udgements to abstract Statements? Wh at mak es th ese Statements 
vali d?

6

Socrati c i ni ti al questi ons must th erefore be formulated i n such  a way th at 
th ey relate to a subj ect matter about wh i ch  th ere i s already i mpli ci t 
k nowledge - h owever clear or unclear i t i s - avai lable to us. Socrati c 
questi ons ask  about th e general ch aracteri sti cs of our usage of reason. If 
general k nowledge i s k nowledge wh i ch  can be grasped by all of th e 
parti ci pants i n a di alogue, th en i t i s only real i nsi gh t i f th e answer found 
i s potenti ally a consensus.
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In th ese cases th e Step from th e formet to th e latter Statement leads to a 
more general concept, wh i ch  covers a wh ole ränge of th i ngs or 
si tuati ons, i gnori ng detai ls of th e speci fi c th i ng or concrete Si tuati on but 
underUni ng th e cruci al ch aracteri sdcs th ey h ave i n common (cf. example 
1 äbove). Fi nally th i s k i nd of abstracti on leads to general concepts or 
types, e.g. bi ologi cal speci es or classes of th i ngs (cf. example 2). Th i s 
Ch aracteri sati on of “abstract” and “abstracti on” approach es th e 
ph i losoph i cal meani ng of th e term as defi ned wi th i n th e Ari stoteli an 
tradi ti on. Th e meth odologi cal i dea i s to i solate aspects of someth i ng i n 
Order to gai n a general i nsi gh t i nto i t.
But h ow would you Interpret th e foUowi ng example?

(3) My fri end Hans needed money and I h ave lent i t to h i m. In case 
of needi ness one sh ould h elp.

In everyday language we talk  about “abstract” arts, “abstract” musi c and 
“abstract” Sci ence, a term th at often means somewh at “non- 
representati onal” and “h ard to understand”. By applyi ng th e adj ecti ve 
“abstract” to Sci ences, Speech es or concepts we often suggest (a bi t 
derogatori ly) th at someth i ng i s “merely th eoreti cal” and th erefore 
“unpracti cal and useless i n everyday li fe”. However, i n th ese cases 
“abstract” i s attri buted to someth i ng or i s consi dered an attri bute 
th ereof.

Look i ng at th e Lati n ori gi n of th e word “abstract”, we learn th at 
“abstrah ere” means to di sregard, to i gnore someth i ng. Consequently, 
“abstracti on” i s th e result of an Operati on th at Starts from a more or less 
extensi ve descri pti on of a th i ng or a si ngle Si tuati on, for example:

(1) I see h alf a bi Ui on people on th e Street, some of th em carryi ng 
banners wi th  th e i nscri pti on “No war” on th em, and oth ers h avi ng 
small orange peace-buttons pi nned up. —> I see a demonstrati on for 
peace.

(2) Th at obj ect i s made of wood, h as got four legs, a surface to si t on 
and a back rest. —♦ Th i s i s a ch ai r.
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be i Uustrated i n th e 
general questi on, we 

or more related 
th e personal, more or

Abstracti on i n th e sense of Isolati on and generali sati on seems to be 
appli cable to th e process of th e SD too. Leonard Nelson h i mself 
descri bed regressi ve abstracti on i n th e followi ng way: “If we i nqui re i nto 
th e condi ti ons of th ei r possi bi li ty [of th e j udgements], we come upon 
more general proposi ti ons th at consti tute th e basi s of th e parti cular 
j udgements passed. By analysi ng conceded j udgements we go back  to 
th ei r presupposi ti ons. We operate regressi vely from th e consequences to 
th e reason. In th i s regressi on we eli mi nate th e acci dental facts to wh i ch  
th e parti cular j udgement relates and by th i s Separati on bri ng i nto reli ef 
th e ori gi nally i mpli ci t assumpti on th at li es at th e bottom of th e 
j udgement on th e concrete i nstance.” (Nelson 1998, p. 48)

Accordi ng to Nelson’s explanati on th e i dea of “regressi ve 
abstracti on” i s twofold: we h ave to “eli mi nate acci dental facts” i n Order 
to bri ng out fully th e underlyi ng assumpti ons of a j udgement. But th i s 
type of abstracti on i s embedded i n a regressi ve process to th e basi s of th e 
j udgement, wh i ch  i s not reduci ble to th e eli mi natory Operati on. Th e 
process i n questi on now mi gh t be understood as a speci al perj ormance of 
th i nk i ng and argui ng, wh i ch  tak es a parti cular experi ence-based j udgement 
as i ts starti ng poi nt. Abstracti on th en ai ms at fi ndi ng an ‘abstract’ 
Statement replyi ng to a ph i losoph i cal questi on. To gai n a deeper 
th eoreti cal understandi ng of regressi ve abstracti on we sh ould work  out 
th e starti ng poi nt and th e regressi ve ch aracter of argumentati on i n an SD. 
For th i s purpose (1) we gi ve a broader descri pti on of th e Socrati c process 
gui ded by th e so-called sandglass model of SD and (2) we reduce th e 
very i dea of such  argumentati on to i ts transcendental structure.

(1) Th e elements and structure of SD can 
sandglass model (Kessel 2001, p. 205). Gi ven a 
scruti ni se a parti cular, practi cal experi ence and one 
concrete j udgements. Usually th ese j udgements are 
less spontaneous and not th orough ly reflected upon opi ni ons of th e 
example-gi ver. Relyi ng on th e example and j udgement we th i nk  and 
argue togeth er i n Order to obtai n, Step by Step, reasonable and common 
i nsi gh ts. Th ese i nsi gh ts consi st of vari ous rules and values th at our 
everŷday practi ce, namely a deci si on or acti on, i s based upon. Th ey are 
formulated i n ‘abstract’ Statements, wh i ch  are to be understood as th e
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\ , / s

or rules i s 
th e experi ence-based j udgemcnt J i n S 
based on?
Answer. In S, th e experi ence-based 
j udgement J, i mplyi ng th at p, i s based 
on th e rule Rs.
In otberwords:} i s th e tesult of a correct

i solati ng 
regressi ve 
not start

Example-di alogue:
1. At th e gate to Heaven I ask  St. Peter 

to let tne i n. He ask s wh eth er I h ave 
done anyth i ng good i n my li fe. 
“Sure!” 1 reply, “for example, recently 
I lent Hans 400 Euro wh i ch h e 
needed urgendy. ActuaUy I h ad saved 
th e money for my vacati on,”

2. St. Peter “Well done! But let’s look  at 
i t more carefully: Wh y do you th i nk  i t 
was good to lend Hans money?” Me: 
“Consi deri ng th e bad Si tuati on of

as 
duri ng

Türmai  questi on-answer sequence:
1. Judgement: In th e face of Si tuati on S 

th e concrete experi ence-based 
j udgement J i mpli es th at p (a deci si on 
or acti on i s ri gh t, etc.).

2. Questi on: Wh at condi ti ons

underlyi ng rules and condi ti ons, or at least th e Basi c pri nci ples, values 
and atti tudes of our practi cal, experi ence-based j udgement. Regressi ve 
abstracti on th us mcans to move back wards from a concrete j udgement to 
th e i ni ti al and i mpli ci t presupposi ti ons. By mak i ng th em expli ci t we are 
tryi ng to obtai n more fundamental foundati ons for our j udgement.

Th e h ourglass model 
provi des a clear and easy-to- 
remember vi ew of th i s fi ve- 
stage process. It can be used 
to explai n th e meth od appli ed 
i n SD beforeh and and i t may 
also serve as an ai d to 
Ori entati on duri ng th e 
di alogue i tself.

(2) Unli k e 
abstracti on, 
abstracti on does 
di rectly from descri pti ons of ----------------------------------------------------
si tuati ons and events but from j udgements about events i n certai n si tuati ons. In 
Order to grasp th e Basi c i dea of regressi ve abstracti on, i t may be most 
sensi ble to understand i t as a somewh at transcendental argument. Nelson, 
bei ng a Kanti an, also seems to h ave h ad th i s type of argument i n mi nd. It 
can be depi cted i n a formal questi on-answer sequence, wh i ch  doesn’t j ust 
i llustrate i ts logi cal structure but also i ts regressi ve di recti on. As to th e 
h ourglass model, th i s sequence would i ni ti ally start at th e narrow neck  
(“j udgement(s)”) and th en proceed to th e base (“pri nci ples”).
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If i n th i s sequence th e i ni ti al concrete Si tuati on S i s tak en i nto 
consi derati on all th e way to th e end, a connecti on to personal experi ence 
i s equally mai ntai ned th rough out th e process. Th i s i mportant aspect of 
regressi ve abstracti on i s also confi rmed i n th e very structure of th e 
formal sequence, wh i ch  can be used as a structural framework  for th e 
reconstructi on of basi c pri nci ples based on experi ence.

Consi deri ng th at i n an actual SD th e j udgement ough t to be gi ven a 
certai n (possi bly posi ti ve) vali di ty duri ng th e di scussi on rath er th an j ust 
bei ng h ypoth eti cal, i .e. th at all th e parti ci pants assi gn a certai n valence 
(wh i ch  i n SD sh ould meet th e approval of all parti ci pants, i f possi ble) to 
th i s j udgement, th e i ni ti al questi on “wh at mak es th ese abstract 
Statements vali d?” turns out to be rath er problemati c: th e catch  h ere li es 
i n th e fact th at th e valence of th e i ni ti al experi ence-based j udgement 
remai ns untested wi th i n th e formal regressi ve sequence and th at th e 
valence of th e pri nci ple i s related to th e valence of th e experi enti al 
j udgement merely by arguments obtai ned th rough  regressi ve abstracti on. 
Nelson was well aware of th i s problem. To clear up th e Status of th e 
results of regressi ve abstracti on (wh i ch  i s only based on presumpti ons), 
h e ask s - consi deri ng th e unsubstanti ated starti ng poi nt - “Wh at sh ould 
we do, th en, i f th ese data [(1) i n th e sequence; th e auth ors] become 
doubtful? In terms of vali di ty, th ey depend on and result from th e 
pri nci ples. But i t i s th e pri nci ples, i t’s th ei r legi ti macy th at i s di sputed.” 
(Nelson 1970, pp. 19 f; translated by th e auth ors) Alth ough  th e

appli cati on of R,, i n S.
3. Questi on: Is th ere any pri nci ple (or a 

value), wh i ch Supports - th e 
appli cauon of — R, i n S?
Answer Th e pri nci ple P (th e value V) 
Supports - th e appli cati on of - R,, as 
an appropri ate/correct rule.
In oth er words: Th e asserti on “J i s th e 
result of a correct appli cati on of R, i n 
S” i s correct, because th ere i s a 
pri nci ple P (a value V) th at Supports 
th e rule R,.

4. In addi ti on to th at: wh oever accepts th e 
experi ence-based j udgement J also h as 
to accept th e pri nci ple P (th e value V), 
si nce P (V) Supports th e rule R,, wh ose 
correct appli cati on i n S h as led toj .

Hans, i t was good to lend h i m money, 
because one sh ould h elp fri ends wh o 
are i n trouble.”

3. St. Peter “Is th ere any more profound 
reason th an th at one sh ould h elp 
fri ends wh o are i n trouble, even i f one 
th erefore h as to wai ve someth i ng?” 
Me: “If i t i s j ust at th e cost of your 
own pleasure, th en you sh ould h elp 
not only your fri ends but any people 
i n trouble.”

4. St. Peter “Si nce we are of th e opi ni on 
th at i t was well done by you to lend 
Hans money, we also h ave to say th at 
th e i mperati ve of h elpi ng i n case of 
trouble i s fundamentally pri or to 
one’s own pleasure.”
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How can th e process of regressi ve abstracti on i n practi cal 
di scourse be explai ned?

Connecti on to personal experi ence i s provi ded by means of regressi ve 
abstracti on, th e result of th i s abstracti on does not necessari ly h ave to be 
vali d.

Nelson di d propose a soluti on to th i s problem. Accordi ng to h i m, 
th i s stri vi ng for k nowledge sh ould not ai m at substanti ated j udgements (a 
j usti fi ed asserti on) but at i mmedi ate k nowledge, wh i ch — as a 
psych ologi cal fact — Stands above th e possi ble sh ortcomi ngs of th i s 
search  for reasons, and of di scursi ve th ough t i n general (cf. Nelson 1970, 
pp. 23 f.; Nelson 1973, pp. 459-483). But h i s Suggesti on reduces th e 
di scourse i tself to a merely propaedeuti c means of di scovery. We do not 
consi der th i s an acceptable soluti on and wi ll i nstead advocate anoth er 
one below.

Leavi ng beh i nd th ese abstract consi derati ons, wh i ch  were neverth eless 
necessary to understand th e th eoreti cal di mensi on of regressi ve 
abstracti on, we wi ll now focus and reflect on th e practi cal si de of an SD. 
It seems to be essenti al for th ose wh o are or would li k e to become 
Socrati c faci li tators to understand and analyse real di scussi ons from th e 
vi ewpoi nt of regressi ve abstracti on. Bei ng able to do so i s consi dered to 
be a k ey prerequi si te for leadi ng a Socrati c di alogue. Th e parti ci pants may 
also fi nd i t h elpful to look  back  upon th e di scussi on process at th e end 
of th ei r di alogue — for i nstance i n form of an analyti c di scussi on — and, 
i f necessary, clear up possi ble i nconsi stenci es and uncertai nti es.

Every SD th at employs regressi ve abstracti on undoubtedly demands 
some pri or k nowledge of th i s parti cular process. However, th e more 
fi ercely th i s k nowledge i s expressed, th e more often i t may h appen th at 
an actual SD does not really “match  up” wi th  th e th eory. Someti mes 
th ere i s not enough  ti me for an SD to go far enough , or th e group 
focuses more on ph enomena th an on arguments, so th at th e example 
ph ase (search , selecti on and formulati on of personal experi ences) i s gi ven 
pri ori ty over oth er matters i n th i s context. It may also be di ffi cult to 
arti culate a clear, concrete j udgement. In such  cases th ere probably won’t 
be any (adequate) materi al for an analysi s later on. But even i f th ere i s
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suffi ci ent materi al, th e systemati c structure i s rarely unambi guous, and a 
possi ble regressi ve argument h ardly ever meets th e eye i mmedi ately. 
Th ere could be several stri ngs of argumentati on at di fferent levels of 
abstracti on, vari ous li nes of di scussi on, some of wh i ch  are dropped at 
one ti me only to be pi ck ed up agai n later on. In vi ew of th e complex 
nature of an actual SD, th e subsequent analysi s sh ould th erefore be used 
to gai n an i nsi gh t i nto th e logi cal sequence of th e di alogue rath er th an 
forci ng i t i nto a logi cal outward structure.

We would now li k e to i ntroduce th ree di fferent ways to get a trai ni ng 
group onto th e process of regressi ve abstracti on, all of wh i ch  are 
appropri ate to th e Socrati c meth od, i .e. founded on personal experi ence. 
Th e last vari ant wi ll be di scussed i n detai l.

(1) One group can look  at i ndi vi dual di scussi on sequences or stages 
from vari ous documented di alogues and try to fi nd out wh at k i nd of 
abstracti on i s used i n each  case. Ideally, th e parti ci pants i n such  an 
analyti c di scussi on sh ould work  closely togeth er for several sessi ons, 
th ey sh ould h ave extensi ve, h ands-on experi ence i n Socrati c 
di alogue and k now h ow to select and exami ne th e avai lable 
“materi al“. Th e person wh o ch ooses th e example questi ons — 
usually th e one wh o conducts th e work sh op — may also determi ne 
th e k i nd and vari ety of th e abstracti ons th at need to be “spotted”. In 
th i s vari ant, th e faci li tator’s pri or k nowledge of (regressi ve) 
abstracti on wi ll h ave a Strong i nfluence on th e group’s work .

(2) Wi th  th e h elp of th e faci btator, th e group can also focus ri gh t away 
on regressi ve abstracti on and fi nd out wh eth er and h ow i t was used 
i n an enti re, fi ni sh ed di alogue. Th i s could be done i n two di fferent 
ways:

(2a) It certai nly mak es more sense i f th e members of th e group wh o 
analyse th e di alogue are also th e ones wh o i ni ti ally parti ci pated i n i t. 
Unfortunately, th i s approach  i s rath er ti me-consumi ng and ri sk y: 
Experi ence sh ows th at i t tak es a very long ti me for di scussi ons to 
reach  th e stage of abstracti on, and very few of th em even touch  
upon pri nci ples. Besi des th at, th ere i s no guarantee th at an SD really 
h as a successful outcome and provi des sui table materi al for an 
analysi s.
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Regressi ve abstracti on i n practi ce: an example case

(2b) If th ere i s not enough  ti me or th e ri sk  of not getti ng th e ri gh t 
materi al for an analysi s i s too h i gh , th e analysi s can also be based on 
th e di scussi on report. One possi ble way to do so wi ll be i llustrated 
below.

Th e SD outli ned below was part of a uni versi ty semi nar i n envi ronmental 
soci ology at th e Uni versi ty of Vi enna (i n 2001). Besi des th eori es of ri sk , 
ri sk soci ety and tech nology studi es, th e basi c i deas of sustai nable 
development were addressed i n th e course. Th e SD was i ntended to gi ve 
th e students th e ch ance to i mprove th ei r cogni ti ve capaci ty to argue by 
bui ldi ng up — systemati cally and Step by Step — an argumentati on on 
th e i ssues at stäk e. In addi ti on to th at, th e SD was presented as a meth od 
of i nvesti gati ng th e eth i cal i mpli cati ons of sustai nable development wi th  
ph i losoph i cal laypersons, i .e. people wh o do not h ave speci ali sed 
ph i losoph i cal trai ni ng or h old an academi c degree i n ph i losoph y. Si x 
students and th e Socrati c faci li tator parti ci pated i n th e di alogue. Th e SD 
lasted a total of ni ne h ours (th ree sessi ons at th ree h ours each ). None of 
th e parti ci pants h ad tak en part i n an SD before. Th e questi on th e 
students ch ose was: "Under wh at ärcumstances does i ndi vi dual benefi t j usti fy 
collecti ve ri sk ?” As usual, th e di alogue started wi th  personal examples from 
th e parti ci pants’ own experi ence. Paul’s example was selected for two 
mai n reasons: th e clari ty and th e compreh ensi veness of th e Si tuati on. 
Th us, all parti ci pants could easi ly i magi ne th e Si tuati on of th e example- 
gi ver.
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are 
reli eves

i ndi vi dual h enefi t 

comfort, 
savi ng ti me, 

preventi ng from 
catch i ng a cold

SD protocol: Under wh at ci fcumstances does i ndi vi dual 
benefi t j usti fy collecti ve ri sk ?

Th e group offered a ränge of questi ons and dedded 
to concentrale on th e folloadng:
■ Does th e comfort wh i ch  Paul gai ned 

from h i s beh avi our, accordi ng to 
j udgement (b) and (c), j usti fy th e 
resulti ng ai r poUuti on?

Mari e: Comfort j usti fi es th e ai r poUuti on 
caused by Paul dri vi ng h i s car only under 
certai n ci rcumstances (e.g. very cold, or

prevent h i m from catch i ng a cold. We 
about 500 meters to th e 

h ad dropped off ‘real’ and vi oladng stress).
ch i ldren at th e k i ndergarten, my wi fe Paul: Comfort j usti fi es usi ng my car up to 

a certai n th resh old of th e already exi sti ng 
ai r poUuti on.
Mari e: Th e damage resulti ng from th e use 
of th e car i n th i s Si tuati on i s too bi g to 
j usti fy th e comfort.
Al th e end of th e Sessi on th e group sums up — h uo 
di fferentposi ti ons are elaborated:
Posi ti on A: Mari e, as a representati ve of 
th i s fi rst Posi ti on, look s upon th e questi on 
from a stri ctly envi ronmental poi nt of 
vi ew. Avoi di ng envi ronmental damage i s 
valued vei y’ h i gh ly from th i s perspecti ve. 
In pri nci ple, i ndi vi dual beh avi our ough t to 
be ai med at reach i ng th i s goal. Only i n a 
few excepti onal cases can envi ronmental 
damage be accepted.
Posi ti on B: Paul i s a representati ve of th e 
second posi ti on, wh i ch  approach es th e 
questi on from th e vi ewpoi nt of i ndi vi dual 
benefi t: Ach i evi ng i ndi vi dual benefi t 
(comfort, h ealth , savi ng ti me) i s j usti fi ed i n 
pri nci ple; i t sh ould only be li mi ted i f th e 
resulti ng envi ronmental poUuti on goes 
beyond a certai n level.
Th ese two posi ti ons mere also presented i n a 
follow-up Sessi on focussi ng on th e i ssue of h ealth . 
(Interesti ngly, posi ti on A was defended ly th e non- 
parent members of th e group, posi ti on B 
parents.) In th i s Sessi on th e di alogue moved on to 
th e followi ng questi on:

Paul’s example i n full: It was a cold day 
yesterday. I took  my son J. to th e car, 
wh i ch  was park ed fi ve mi nutes walk i ng 
di stance from h ome. We pi ck ed up my 
wi fe and my oth er son L. from our h ouse. 
L. suffers from a mi nor i Uness i n h i s 
respi ratory tract, wh i ch  mak es i t advi sable 
to 
drove about 500 
k i ndergarten. After we 
our 
and I went anoth er 700 meters to th e 
park i ng lot and took  th e pubUc trai n to 
commute to work . By doi ng so I saved 
about 15 mi nutes (as compared to 
walk i ng.
Th e example gi ver concluded h i s outli ne wi th  a 
j udgement: Alth ough  I am aware of th e fact 
th at dri vi ng sh ort di stances wi th  th e car i s 
ecoIogi caUy h armful, I th i nk th at my 
‘sh ort-di stance sh uttle Servi ce’ i s j usti fi ed 
because
a) oth erwi se I use pubUc transport;
b) a lot of ti me and co-ordi nati on 

needed, and ti me-savi ng 
parents;

c) wi th  two smaU ch i ldren i t i s easi er to 
go by car th an to walk  wi th  th em;

d) I wanted to prevent my ch i ldren from 
catch i ng a cold.

Th e parti ci pants selected vari ous i ndi vi dual 
benefi ts on th e one h and, and collecti ve ri sk  on th e 
oth er:
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Open exerci se

In a ven' open type of exerci se th e group ask s th e foUowi ng questi ons 
about th e example di alogue th at needs to be analysed:

■ Does th e ch i ldren’s Health  accordi ng 
to j udgement (d) j usti fy th e resulti ng 
ai r Polluti on?

Mari e: Th e ch i ldren’s Health  j usti fi es ai r 
polluti on only i n excepti onal cases, e.g. i f 
th e weath er i s i n fact very cold and i f th ere 
i s a h i gh  degree of probabi li ty th at th e 
ch i ld wi ll catch  a cold.
Herbert: Th e ch i ldren’s Health does not 
j usti fy th e use of th e car, si nce dri vi ng a 
car i s not good for one’s Health  ei th er, 
both  i n th e sh ort and i n th e long run.

- Wh at Steps of abstracti on do we fi nd i n th e report?
From wh at do th e Statements abstract?
In wh at way do th e Statements abstract?

Th i s k i nd of exerci se was carri ed out at th e Bi rmi ngh am Work sh op on 
Socrati c Meth odology. In th i s case, th e group found a number of 
di fferent abstracti ons at di fferent stages of th e example di alogue:

(1) from very speci fi c facts i n th e example to more general descri pti ons 
i n th e j udgement;

(2) from facts i n th e example to th ei r Interpretati on (meani ng and 
evaluati on) i n th e j udgement;

(3) from Statements on a personal level (“dri vi ng a car”, “comfort”, 
“i ndi vi dual benefi t”) to Statements on a coUecti ve level (“ai r 
polluti on”, “envi ronmental damage”, “to avoi d envi ronmental 
damage”);

(4) from speci fi c j udgements to basi c reasons/rules and to pri nci ples.

Towards th e end of th e Sessi on Paul sûested th at 
th ere was a di fference h etween an ‘acute ri sk  ’ and 
a 'mere creepi ng ri sk Th i s di fferenti ati on ted h i m 
to th e followi ng Statement:
Paul: Acute ri sk  to th e ch i ldren’s Health  
j usti fi es tny car dri ve.
Ti nally h e contri ved to arti culate a vi ewpoi nt th at 
somewh at met wi th  general apprmal:
• Acute ri sk to someone’s Health  

j usti fi es an i ndi vi dual act th at entai ls a 
creepi ng coUecti ve ri sk li k e ai r 
poUuti on caused by dri vi ng a car.

Two possi ble exerci ses

Let’s assume th at th i s k i nd of di alogue wi ll h ave to be analysed by a 
trai ni ng group from th e poi nt of vi ew of regressi ve abstracti on. How can 
th i s be done?
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1 As for i nstance i n th e ‘general’ form: “In tbi s speci fi c Si tuati on, wh i ch  h ad th e 
ch aracteri sti cs Ei -,,, i t was ri gh t to do xl”

‘general’ and a

Both  questi ons are closely related. Th ey can be used to clari fy furth er th e 
i dea of regressi ve abstracti on. If a j udgement i s consi dered ‘general’ — as 
opposed to ‘speci fi c’ — one may assume th at th i s j udgement does not 
only apply to th e example Si tuati on but also to many oth er (si mi lar) 
si tuati ons. In terms of rules, one could say th at a ‘general rule’ i s 
appli cable to a certai n type of Si tuati on. Tak i ng i nto account th at th ere can 
be di fferent degrees of ‘general’, i .e. th at some j udgements can be more 
or less ‘general’ th an oth ers, we wi ll now be able to reconstruct one aspect 
of th e regressi ve argumentati on process: argumentati on — accordi ng to 
th e regressi ve structure di scussed above— goes back  step by Step 
towards more ‘general’ j udgements unti l i t reach es th e generah sati on level 
of th e Socrati c questi on. So much  for th e fi rst part of th i s i dea.

Th e asserti on th at a j udgement i s ‘uni versal’, on th e oth er h and, refers 
to i ts vali di ty. A j udgement can be deemed ‘uni versal’ regardless of 
wh eth er i t i s ‘general’ or ‘speci fi c’: even h i gh ly speci fi c j udgements' may 
h ave a uni versal clai m. To determi ne i f th i s clai m i s j usti fi ed, we fi rst 
h ave to reach  a factual consensus i n th e SD on h ow th e j udgement i s to 
be understood and th en exami ne th e reasons for th at, i .e. fi nd out wh y i t 
i s j usti fi ed (e.g. on account of certai n rules). In a second Step, th e 
aforementi oned ‘consensus’ wi ll h ave a li censi ngfuncti on-. A factual agreement 
on th e vali di ty of a reason, wh i ch  was obtai ned i n th e SD, provi des us — 
unti l i t i s revok ed — wi th  th e Hcence to tak e th i s reason for granted for 
th e rest of th e di scussi on. Th us th e li censi ng functi on of a factual

However, ch aracteri si ng or even getti ng an i dea of th ese steps of 
abstracti on mi gh t turn out to be rath er di ffi cult. In our case th e group 
agreed th at th e abstracti on types (1) and (2) are not part of th e process of 
regressi ve abstracti on i n i ts core meani ng. Neverth eless, th ey are of some 
si gni fi cance i n th e example ph ase and i n formulati ng a concrete 
j udgement. Fi nally, th e group rai sed some i mportant questi ons, wh i ch  led 
to deeper analysi s, for example:

“Wh at i s th e di fference between a
j udgement?”
“Wh at i s th e meani ng and functi on of ‘consensus’ i n th e process of 
abstracti on?”
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Analysi s based on Toulmi n’s model of argument

Steph en Toulmi n, i n Th e IJses of Argument (1958, pp. 94 ff., esp. pp. 101 
ff.), h as developed an analysi s of argument wh i ch  can be appli ed i n 
parti cular to practi cal di scourse and wh i ch  mak es i t a lot easi er to 
structure di scussi ons and recogni se i nferences.

Consensus also Supports wh at i s consi dered to be a consti tuti ve element of 
SD: th e clai m th at all th e parti ci pants sh ould h ave th e ch ance to gai n 
empi ri cal, vali d i nsi gh ts.

Yet at th i s poi nt we are faci ng th e same problem as Nelson, wh o h ad 
already rai sed th e questi on of wh eth er and to wh at extent th e result of an 
abstracti on could be vali d. It i s obvi ous th at a factual Consensus cannot 
guarantee absolute vali di ty. But i nstead of suspendi ng th e i dea of cri ti cal 
exami nati on i n favour of i mmedi ate k nowledge and th us decreasi ng th e 
si gni fi cance of di scussi on, we sh ould fi rst mentally erfand i t beyond th e 
exi sti ng temporal and personal di mensi ons of a factual SD. In fact, we 
h ave to i magi ne a li mi dess SD wh ere possi ble obj ecti ons wi ll h ave to be 
j usti fi ed i n th e face of a noi u factually deri ved consensus. Th i s by no 
means refutes th e i dea of di scussi on but rath er proposes i t as th e only 
sensi ble way to counteract a lack  of appropri ate reasons i n th e long run. 
“Consenf’, agai n, i s necessary i n Order to be able to narrow th e enti re 
ränge of possi ble reasons down to a si ngle one th at can be freely 
accepted by all. After all, i t also h as th e functi on of a regulati ve i dea (Kant).

Noneth eless, alth ough  absolutely vali d i nsi gh ts may be gai ned i n th e 
long run, most of th e ti me th ey don’t seem to be avai lable now. But i s th i s 
really th e case? Could th i s also be true for th e consti tuti ve clai m of th e 
SD? A trai ni ng group and/or SD group can i nvesti gate th i s by means of 
a reflexi ve di alogi c test, wh i ch  uses a current Si tuati on as a starti ng poi nt 
rath er th an a past experi ence. In th i s case, one parti ci pant ask s 
h i mself/h erself: “As a parti ci pant i n an SD, can I say wi th out bei ng 
contradi cted: ‘I assume th at th ere are no vali d i nsi gh ts wh atsoever?’” 
Th i s wi ll defi ni tely mak e i t clear th at i n th i s example th e parti ci pant’s 
doubts about h ow h i s/h er questi on wi ll be recei ved mak e no sense, 
because wi th  th e act of assumi ng someth i ng “I” already tak e for a fact 
th at wh at “I” assume — i .e. th e general doubt — i s already an i nsi gh t. In 
oth er words: everybody needs to agree beforeh and th at vali d i nsi gh ts can 
be gai ned i n an SD (apri ori  consensus).



Steph en Poulmi n's modelof argument

D (datum)

elements of th e argumentati on sch eme

C (conclusi on/ Clai m)

I
modali w: necessarv, presumable, possi bler
unless R (rebut)

si nce W (warrant)

I
on account of B (back i ng)

A rough  compari son of th e di fferent Steps i n th e h ourglass model and 
th e mai n aspects of th e argumentati on sch eme sh ows th at both  models 
use elements wi th  essenti ally th e same functi ons:

h ourglasss model 

questi on 

example 

j udgement 

rules 

pri nci ples

datum

conclusi on (clai m)

si nce W (warrant)

on account of B (back i ng)

As opposed to th e more or less detai led descri pti on of an experi enced 
Si tuati on i n a real SD, Toulmi n’s sch eme only concentrates on th e facts 
th at are relevant for th e j udgement (“datum”). Th ey can be understood 
as th e result of an i solati ng abstracti on, si nce th e detai ls and ci rcumstances 
wh i ch  h ave — even th ough  th ey are part of th e experi ence — no 
i nfluence on th e j udgement are left asi de. In an SD, th ese facts can be 
obtai ned wi th out any maj or ci rcumlocuti on by foUowi ng th e fi ve Steps 
for documenti ng th e example (cf. Kopfwerk  2004, p. 163).

Toulmi n’s sch eme, to be used as an h euri sti c tool, seems to be better 
sui ted to analyse a di alogue th an th e h ourglass model, as i t also tak es i nto 
account a vari ety of modes and excepti onal condi ti ons and i s th erefore 
more sensi ti ve to th e detai led structure of i ndi vi dual arguments.

Let US now tak e a closer look  at th e di alogue repott and especi aUy at 
th e questi on “Under wh at ci rcumstances does i ndi vi dual benefi t j usti fy 
coUecti ve ri sk ?” Includi ng th e pri ma fade reasons (a) to (d), th e example- 
gi ver’s j udgement wi th  regard to bi s beh avi our was qui te elaborate. Th e 
group th en deci ded to start wi th  th e benefi t of comfort and ti mesavi ng i n 
th i s context, and th en to proceed wi th  th e h ealth  i ssue. Düri ng th e 
di alogue th e group spli t up i nto two camps: one followi ng a more
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It i s a cold day, 500 
metres to th e k i nder- 
garden, my son suffers 
from a mi nor i llness 
i n h i s respi ratory tract si nce 

avoi di ng ri sk  to my 
son's Health  i s j usti fi ed

so my 'sh ort-di stance sh uttle 
Servi ce' i s j usti fi ed

1
unless th e already exi sti ng 
ai r poUuti on crosses a 
certai n th resh old

ecologi cal li ne of argumentati on (posi ti on A), th e oth er followi ng a more 
pragmati c li ne, focussi ng more on h uman aspects (posi ti on B). Despi te 
th e di fferent starti ng poi nts both  posi ti ons ack nowledged th e necessi ty of 
envi ronmental protecti on on th e one h and and th e consi derati on of 
pragmati c constrai nts on th e oth er h and. Unfortunately, th e degree of 
admi ssi ble envi ronmental damage and/or th e constrai nts of everyday li fe 
could not be di scussed any furth er. In a fi nal Step, th e di fferent li nes of 
argumentati on were also appli ed to th e oth er examples gi ven at th e 
begi nni ng of th e semi nar,

Toulmi n’s sch eme can be effecti vely used by a trai ni ng group to 
decode i ndi vi dual arguments. If we select posi ti on B, for i nstance, wh i ch  
i s also th e example-gi ver’s posi ti on, and fi t i t i nto th e structure of th e 
sch eme, we may arri ve at th e followi ng pi cture (wi th  th e respecti ve 
i nferences h i gh h gh ted):

Di agram 1: Posi ti on B

on account of
th e acute ri sk  to someone's h ealth  j usti fyi ng a si ngle act, 

even i f i t entai ls a creepi ng collecti ve ri sk

For a better understandi ng of th e regressi on process th at goes on duri ng 
th e course of our example di alogue, Toulmi n’s model of argument wi ll 
h ave to be somewh at expanded. Th i s i s necessary because th e narrowed- 
down Versi on of th i s sch eme mak es no allowances for any k i nd of 
explanati ons — notwi th standi ng th at th ey mi gh t be i ndi spensable to 
di scussi on i n a SD,
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I _ Back i ng of rule/condi ti on (B2):

Acute ri sk  to somcone's Health  j usdfi es a si ngle 
act, even i f i t entai ls a creepi ng coUecove ri sk .

I 
I

Speci fi cati ons: 
unless th e already exi sti ng ai r 
Polluti on goes beyond a certai n 
amount of envi ronmental damage 
-----------------------------------

±___________

Explanati on (f>( th e back i ng): An cxample 
for th e 'creepi ng collecti ve ri sk ' menri oned 
i s 'ai r-poUuti on caused by car-dri vi ng'

Experi ence/Example:

■ It was a cold day.
■ I took  my son J. to th e car, wh i ch  

was park ed 5 mi nutes walk i ng 
di stance from h ome. We pi ck ed up 
my wi fe and my oth er son L. from 
h ome.

■ L. suffers from a mi nor i llness i n h i s 
respi ratory tract. Th us i t i s advi sable 
to prevent h i m from catch i ng a cold.

■ We drove 500 metres to th e 
k i ndergarten, dropped off our 
ch i ldren th ere, went anoth er 700 
metres to th e park i ng lot, took  th e 
publi c trai n to commute to work .

■ By doi ng so I saved about 15 
mi nutes (as compared to walk i ng).

Explanati on (of B2): Th ere i s a relevant 
di fference between an ’acute ri sk ' and a 
'mere creepi ng ri sk '.

Th e double structure model (Di agram 2) does not j ust mak e room for th e 
Socrati c quesüon and i mportant explanati ons, i t also sh ows th at th e 

process of regressi ve abstracti on moves i n two opposi te di recti ons: One

Rules/Condi ti ons:
(Bl): Comfort accordi ng to j udgemcnt (b) 

and (c) j usti fi es th e use of my car.
(B2): Acute ri sk  to th e ch i ldren's h ealth  

accordi ng to j udgement (d) j usti fi es th e 
use of mv car.

Questi on:
Under wh at ci rcumstances does 

i ndi vi dual benefi t j usti fy collecti ve ri sk ?
I

I

Judgement:
I th i nk  th at my 'sh ort-di stance 
sh uttle Servi ce' i s j usti fi ed because
a) oth erwi se 1 use publi c 

transport;
b) a lot of ti me and co-ordi nati on 

are needed, and ti me-savi ng 
reli eves parents;

c) wi th  two li ttle ch i ldren i t i s 
easi er to go by car th an to walk  
wi th  th em;

d) I wanted to prevent my 
ch i ldren from catch i ng a cold.
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di recti on (brok en arrow) presents th e step-by-step development of th e 
SD, duri ng wh i ch  th e parti ci pants try to fi nd prerequi si tes (mi es, 
pri nci ples and/or warrant, back i ng) for th e vah di ty of th e j udgement. In 
th e opposi te di recti on (dotted arrow) — i n oth er words, goi ng 
back wards from th e back i ng of mi es to th e mi es th emselves and th en to 
th e j udgement — th ese prerequi si tes now serve as a reason for th e i ni ti al 
j udgement.
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Eth i cs i n th e Busi ness world i s vi ewed from several di fferent 
perspecti ves. Th i s mi gh t lead us to ask : i f th e di fferent perspecti ves yi eld 
di fferent responses to th e same eth i cal i ssue i n questi on, wh i ch  response 
would be consi dered ‘eth i cally correct’ or ri gh t? In Busi ness th ese days 
th e buzzwords i n th i s area seem to be ‘responsi bi li ty’, ‘accountabi li ty’, 
and so on. Wh en an acci dent ari ses i n wh i ch  h uman li fe h as been h armed 
or endangered, we ask  wh o or wh at i s responsi ble/accountable for th e 
i nci dent? Th e questi on of ri gh t or wrong acts comes up even i n less 
dramati c si tuati ons i n th e work place. Th e relati vi sm of eth i cs i n Busi ness 
i s furth er compli cated by oth er factors such  as: cultural i nfluences and 
envi ronment, th e uncertai nty of eth i cs i n a newly developed sector (wh at 
are th e norms si nce th ey are deri ved from practi ce not yet experi enced or 
i n th e process of bei ng experi enced?), as weU as th e uni versal approach  
to eth i cs as exempUfi ed i n th e ‘Human Ri gh ts’ Ch arter (legi slated and 
executed by th e Uni ted Nati ons). Presendy, all th ese vari ants consti tute 
structures i n wh i ch  eth i cal ch oi ce i s made.

Th e Standard eth i cal Systems wi th  wh i ch  we are fanuli ar boi l down to: 
uti li tari ani sm, deontology, and th e NORM th eory (‘neutral omni parti al 
rule mak i ng’ as elaborated by Green). By tak i ng an eth i cal di lemma as an 
example for deci si on mak i ng we could very easi ly come up wi th  th ree 
di fferent responses to th e same confli ct. Before consi deri ng th ese th ree 
eth i cal th eori es, i t mi gh t be wi se to consi der a more Basi c questi on: wh at 
consti tutes an eth i cal di lemma? One mai n vi ew States th at an i ssue i s 
eth i cal wh en th ere i s a confli ct of Interests between two or more parti es 
i n wh i ch  an act i s carri ed out by one of th e parti es at th e expense of th e 
oth er(s) concerned. Th i s perh aps may be a very broad posi ti on and even 
th e dynami cs of th i s defi ni ti on could not cover all grounds (for an act 
carri ed out by one party at th e expense of anoth er i n response to a 
confli ct of Interests may not be consi dered i n th e eth i cal domai n at all, 
but purely empi ri cal). We also run i nto th e cultural relati vi st argument.
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wh ereby th e so-called ‘confli ct of Interests’ or ‘confli ct of values’ may 
only be apparent to one si de, or i n fact, i nterpreted i n two di fferent 
perspecti ves, h ence comi ng up wi th  two di fferent ‘eth i cal i ssues’. And 
lasdy, wh en th e norms h ave not yet been establi sh ed i n newly developed 
areas (e. g. th e Internet, bi oeth i cs and euth anasi a) th e confli cts and th e 
values i nvolved may be di ffi cult to di scern. In spi te of th ese obstacles, 
deci si on mak i ng i n an eth i cal context i s a reali ty as well as a necessi ty. 
Th ose faci ng th ese di lemmas are becomi ng more aware of deali ng wi th  
eth i cal i ssues despi te th e di ffi culdes th ey present.

Th e Work sh op at th e Loccum Conference on Busi ness Eth i cs and 
Socrati c Di alogue (N° 14) was desi gned to bri ng forward th e di fferent 
outcomes of th e same eth i cal i ssue based upon th e th eory used to analyse 
i t, Th e same case study was gi ven to each  group (one group represented 
th e uüli tari an approach , anoth er group th e deontologi cal approach  and 
lasdy th e NORM th eory approach ). Bri efly summari si ng th e case study: a 
feUow (doctor) colleague at a psych i atri c trai ni ng centre, wh i le look i ng 
for some documents to complete h i s report found some letters, ph otos, 
and oth er i ncri mi nadng evi dence i n h i s coUeague’s desk . He took  th ese 
i tems to th e Head of th e centre and demanded i mmedi ate di smi ssal of 
h i s colleague. Th e Head of th e di vi si on was faced wi th  th e questi on: 
could sh e use th i s evi dence th at was tak en from someone’s desk  as 
grounds upon wh i ch  to tak e acti on? If sh e di d tak e acti on, wh at would 
sort of acti on would i t be? (Green 1994, pp. 171-173).
(1) Th e \Jti li tanan group di scussed th i s case based on th e premi se of 

‘th e greatest good for th e greatest number’ i n wh i ch  confronti ng th e 
doctor concerned and perh aps fi ri ng h i m on th e grounds of h i s 
mi sconduct would k eep th e oth er stak eh olders i nvolved h appy. Th e 
oth er stak eh olders outwei gh ed both  quanti tati vely and quali tati vely 
th e consi derati on of th e doctor and h i s fami ly. In determi ni ng wh i ch  
acti on would produce more good th an bad by wei gh i ng th e total 
good results (i n terms of h appi ness) agai nst th e total bad ones and 
by compari ng th e results/consequences of th e vari ous acti ons, th e 
acti on th at produces th e most good i s th e one consi dered to be 
morally ri gh t. Th e psych i atri c trai ni ng centre, i ts staff, resi dents and 
oth ers would benefi t from th e di smi ssal of th e doctor due to h i s 
mi sconduct.

(2) Th e deontologi cal group di scussed th i s case on th e basi s of th e moral 
rules i nvolved, fi ndi ng th at th e mi sconduct demonstrated by th i s
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di scovery of i nformati on, would call for th e di smi ssal of th e doctor 
i n questi on. In oth er words, h e brok e th e rules and sh ould be 
responsi ble for h i s acts. If not i mmedi ate di smi ssal th an a Strong 
warni ng not to repeat th i s mi sconduct would be requi red. Th ough , 
i n th i s case th ere were two rules i n confli ct: professi onal beh avi our 
and pri vacy i n th e work place. Si nce th e i ncri mi nati ng materi al used 
as proof of mi sconduct was found i n a personal area (desk ), could 
th i s materi al be used to confront th e doctor on h i s mi sconduct. 
Wh i ch  rule i s more i mportant (pri ma faci e) mi sconduct or pri vacy?

(3) Th e NORM (‘neutral omni parti al rule-mak i ng’) th eoi y group, th ough  
restri cted by ti me, would h ave come up wi th  some sort of rule 
adapted to th i s Si tuati on after a th orough  analysi s of th e stak eh olders 
i nvolved. Referri ng to Green’s Th e TLth i cal Manager (from wh i ch  th e 
case was tak en) two proposi ti ons appear:

‘Fi rst Proposed Moral Rule: wh enever materi als i n an employee’s desk  or 
fli es are urgendy needed for th e proper functi oni ng of th e Organi sati on 
and wh en th e employee (or managet) i s absent from work  or oth erwi se 
unable to gi ve permi ssi on, a Supervi sor or fellow employee may conduct 
a th orough  search  for th ose materi als.

Second Proposed Moral Rule: wh enever a Supervi sor suspects an 
employee (or managet) of seri ous mi sconduct th at di srupts th e 
organi sati onal functi oni ng or vi olates oth ers’ ri gh ts, and wh en materi als 
i n th e employee’s desk  or fi les mi gh t h elp th e Supervi sor to determi ne 
th e facts, th e Supervi sor may, wi th out th e employee’s permi ssi on or oth er 
auth ori sati on, conduct a search  to obtai n th ese materi als.’ (Ibi d., p. 176)

Th ese two possi ble proposi ti ons are qui te di fferent i n nature. Th e 
fi rst would be consi dered more li k e a gui deli ne type of rule i n wh i ch  th e 
person i n questi on i s treated neutraUy, wh ereas th e second one grants 
auth ori sati on (wh en a staff member i s suspected of someth i ng) to search  
for th e materi als. In th i s NORM analysi s, once th e proposed moral rules 
are determi ned, a furth er look  i nto th em i s necessary.

However, th e most i nteresti ng aspect of th i s work sh op demonstrated 
th e obstacle of cultural relati vi sm. All parti ci pants were from Europe and 
th erefore th e eth i cal i ssue th ey focused on was th e mi sconduct of th e 
doctor i n questi on, not th e questi on of ‘pri vacy’ i n th e work place. As th i s 
case was drawn from an Ameri can busi ness eth i cs perspecti ve, th e 
references to th e analysi s came from Ameri can norms (referri ng
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speci fi cally to pri vacy acts i n th e Consti tuti on). Most parti ci pants di dn’t 
see an i ssue ari si ng from h ow th e materi als were gath ered (i . e. from 
sotneone’s desk  i n th ei r absence) for th e desk  and i ts contents were 
consi dered to belong to th e Organi sati on. Someone work i ng i n th at 
Organi sati on doesn’t necessari ly h ave a ‘pri vate Zone’. Th e noti on of 
pri vacy i n th i s context was vi ewed from two di fferent perspecti ves.

Once agai n wi th  th e ti me constrai nts of th e work sh op, th ere was a 
Bri ef di scussi on coveri ng Busi ness eth i cs and Socrati c Di alogue. If th e 
case study was used as th e example, we could th en deri ve th e questi ons 
at Stak e, th ereby deci di ng on wh i ch  one was most apparent by a group 
Consensus. Some possi ble questi ons could h ave been: ‘Wh at i s 
mi sconduct?’ ‘Wh en i s i t appropri ate to tak e acti on wh en mi sconduct 
ari ses?’ ‘Wh at i s pri vacy?’ ‘Is th ere pri vacy i n a publi c realm?’. For th e 
bri efness of th e di scussi on th at ensued, th e value of a Socrati c Di alogue 
would be th at i t could perh aps h elp i n determi ni ng th e norms and values 
pri or to any eth i cal analysi s. In oth er words, Socrati c Di alogue would be 
an essenti al meth od pri or to furth er Investi gati on i n order to determi ne 
wh at th e norm/value i s i n and of i tself (i ts essence). Cleari ng up 
mi sunderstandi ngs of certai n concepts and determi ni ng wh at th e norm i n 
questi on really means could be necessary preli mi nary groundwork , 
essenti al to any moral deci si on mak i ng.

Th ere were two occasi ons at th e Conference th at alerted my attenti on 
to potenti al flaws concerni ng th e Socrati c Di alogue meth od. Th e fi rst 
came up duri ng anoth er work sh op on th e ‘strategy’ of th e meth od. Th e 
questi on was on tolerance, and one parti ci pant, comi ng from a 
completely di fferent culture and h avi ng gone th rough  a 2 day di alogue 
i nqui ry, di dn’t understand tolerance i n th e way i n wh i ch  th e oth er 
parti ci pants i n th e group understood i t. Th i s questi on of understandi ng 
came up at th e ‘strategy’ work sh op, as th e group were i nqui ri ng i nto th e 
next Step, one member stated th at h i s understandi ng of tolerance was 
completely di fferent to th ose of th e group and th erefore couldn’t deci de 
on wh i ch  di recti on to foUow si nce h e di dn’t fully compreh end tolerance 
i n th e same way. Spontaneously, i t was suggested to break  out of th e 
meth od and to h ave a closer look  at wh at tolerance meant to each  
parti ci pati ng member. Th i s di scussi on clari fi ed and eluci dated th e 
di fferent cultural perspecti ves one h as on th e noti on of tolerance. As th e 
Socrati c Di alogue i s used i n multi cultural envi ronments, th ere sh ould be
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to avoi d culturally speci fi c concepts bei ngsome sort of safety devi ce 
presented as uni versal.

Th e second i nci dent of a lesser degree occurred duri ng th e work sh op 
on Busi ness eth i cs and Socrati c Di alogue. One parti ci pant th ough t th at, 
as th i s was a work sh op on Busi ness eth i cs, i t would h ave been more 
appropri ate to h ave ch osen a case study th at clearly brough t up th e 
confli ct of Interests or eth i cal i ssues around ‘profi t ori entati on’. One of 
th e mai n reasons I ch ose a case study removed from th i s di lemma was to 
ülustrate th at eth i cal i ssues i n a Busi ness context are not li nk ed to ‘profi t 
ori entati on’ only and th at, i n fact, eth i cs i n th i s context i s a much  broader 
domai n. However, i t was menti oned th at dependi ng upon th e soci o- 
poUti co-economi c and cultural model used, eth i cal evaluati ons would be 
somewh at determi ned by th e speci fi c models used. Can Socrati c di alogue 
h elp US to go beyond th ese models ?
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Th e Peri ls of Practi ce: A Cri ti cal Vi ew of th e 
Practi cal Turn i n Contemporary Ph i losoph /

1 We are grateful for th e Support of th e Soci ety for th e Furth erance of th e Cri ti cal 
Ph i losoph y, London, i n th e preparati on of th i s paper. Some of th e vi ews expressed 
h erei n are not necessari ly h eld by oth er members of th e SFCP.

“Wealth  i s li k e sea-water; th e more we h ave, th e th i rsti er we become; 
and th e same i s true of fame.” (Sch openh auer 1851, Parerga and 
Parali pomena i . 347)

In th i s paper we cri ti cally revi ew th e growth  of ph i losoph y i n th e mark et- 
place i n late moderni ty and ask  wh eth er practi cal ph i losoph y i s for 

pri vate profi t or for th e pubUc good. Two mai n forms of such  practi ce 
are i denti fi ed h ere: th e practi ce of Neo-Socrati c Di alogue i n small groups 
i n organi sati ons, and one-to-one ph i losoph i cal counselli ng of i ndi vi dual 
‘cli ents’. Th e relevance of professi onali sm for commerci ali sed appli ed 

ph i losoph y i s di scussed. Th i s paper goes on to emph asi se th e i mportance 
of eth i cs for ph i losoph y i n practi ce. Psych ology i s th e di sci pli ne wh i ch  i s 

most related to practi cal ph i losoph y and i t i s growi ng i n eth i cal awareness 
and i n eth i cal practi ce. We suggest th at co-operati on between th e two 
di sci pli nes could be to mutual advantage. Ph i losoph i cal counsellors, for 
example, may be at ri sk  of engagi ng wi th  vulnerable i ndi vi duals wh o are 
i n need of protecti on from practi ti oners wh o are not trai ned to deal wi th  
th ei r problems. We conclude th at pri vate practi ce does not h ave to be 

i ncompati ble wi th  th e publi c good. We also conclude, h owever, th at 
th ere i s a pressi ng need for eternal vi gi lance by practi ti oners from such  
di sci pli nes wh eth er professi onaUsed or not, i n th e complex modern 

‘runaway world’.

“As Educati on offi cer of th e Bri ti sh  Humani st Associ ati on I am often 
ask ed to represent a non-reli gi ous eth i cal perspecti ve at Conferences for 
si xth -formers. (...) I can’t h elp feeli ng th at Professi onal ph i losoph ers 
mi gh t do i t better th an we can, i f only th ey would come out of th ei r
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uni versi ty semi nar rooms and try to communi cate clearly and accessi bly 
wi th  non-speci ali sts. (...) It would be good to see more ph i losoph ers 
acti vely i nvolved i n commi ttees, quangos, th e medi a, poli ti cs, movi ng 
di scussi ons about eth i cal i ssues onto a more rati onal basi s, representi ng 
th ose of US wh o care about moral i ssues but don’t feel adequately 
represented by a bi sh op or rabbi . One place to start th i s rcvoluti on 
would be i n sch ools. Uni versi ty ph i losoph y departments h ave often been 
di smi ssi ve about ph i losoph y i n sch ools ...” (Mari lyn Mason 2000, p.8)

“Into th e crowded space of Peri clean Ath ens came th e wanderi ng 
teach ers, selli ng th ei r wi sdom to th e bewi ldered populace. Any ch arlatan 
could mak e a k i lli ng, i f enough  people beli eved i n h i m. Men li k e Gorgi as 
and Protagoras, wh o wandered from h ouse to h ouse demandi ng fees for 
th ei r Instructi on, preyed on th e gulUbi li ty of a people made anxi ous by 
war. To th e young Plato, wh o observed th ei r anti cs wi th  outrage, th ese 
‘soph i sts’ were a th reat to th e very soul of Ath ens. One alone among 
th em seemed worth y of attenti on, and th at one, th e great Socrates wh o 
Plato i mmortali sed i n h i s di alogues, was not a Soph i st, but a true 
ph i losoph er.
Th e ph i losoph er, i n Plato’s Ch aracteri sati on, awak ens th e Spi ri t of 
enqui ry (...) and h i s duty i s to h elp us to be wh at we are — free and 
rati onal bei ngs (...). Th e soph i sts are back  wi th  a vengeance, and are all 
th e more to be feared, i n th at th ey come di sgui sed as ph i losoph ers. For, 
i n th i s ti me of h elpless relati vi sm and subj ecti vi ty, ph i losoph y alone h as 
stood agai nst th e ti de, remi ndi ng us th at th ose cruci al di sti ncti ons on 
wh i ch  Li fe depends — between true and false, good and evi l, ri gh t and 
wrong— are obj ecti ve and bi ndi ng.” (Roger Scruton 1997)

Th e complete story of ph i losoph y as a professi onal occupati on remai ns 
yet to be told. Ph i losoph y i n Europe conti nued to be monopoli sed for 

centuri es after th e classi cal era by gentlemen of means and lei sure. Th ese 
were ‘th e early moderns’. Th ere i s an i nteresti ng di sti ncti on — a tensi on 
— i n Contemporary ph i losoph y, h owever. We can wri te or talk  about 
ph i losoph y or actually ‘practi se’ i t as a trade. We are wi tnessi ng a new 

ph enomenon — th e growth  of appli ed, practi cal or professi onal 
ph i losoph y; th e doi ng of ph i losoph y i n th e ‘real world’. Wi th  so many 

‘early modern’ ph i losoph ers for so long confi ned to cloi ster and i vory 
tower or coffee club and occupi ed wi th  wri ti ng or talk i ng about 
ph i losoph y i t appears th at ph i losoph y i s becomi ng more ‘down to earth ’, 

more practi cal.
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Wi th  notable excepti ons ph i losoph ers h ave for some ti me adopted a 
seemi ngly i ndi fferent atti tude to getti ng i nvolved as ph i losoph ers i n real 
World Problems, mai ntai ni ng a lofty, aloof and oth er-worldly di stance 
from th em, and from ordi nary people. Ordi nary people today, on th e 
oth er h and, are seri ously look i ng for meani ng i n th ei r li ves and many 
h ave explored New Age ‘Soluti ons’. Some are now begi nni ng to turn to 
th e new ph i losoph er guru for h elp.

Speci fi caUy, i n th e last couple of centuri es ph i losoph y h as confi ned 
i tself mai nly to academi a, and practi cal ph i losoph y appli ed outsi de 
academi a h as been an occasi onal voluntary acti vi ty for i ndi vi dual 
academi cs. But i t i s di fferent now. Many more ph i losoph ers are ‘getti ng 
th ei r h ands di rty’ i n th e messy outsi de world. Contemporary practi cal 
ph i losoph y can tak e one of two general forms. It can be a voluntary, 
non-commerci al, non-profi t-mak i ng acti vi ty, or be used for commerci al 
purposes. Th ere i s, for example, a growth  i n populär ph i losoph y, such  as 
th e ‘Ph i losoph y for AU’ movement i n London, wh ere anyone i nterested, 
not j ust trai ned ph i losoph ers, meets to di scuss ph Uosoph y i n cafes and 
oth er publi c spaces and on country walk s. Th e French  call th i s acti vi ty 
‘cafe ph Uosoph i que’. For th e Bri ti sh  i t i s ‘pub ph i losoph y’. Th i s k i nd of 
acti vi ty i s usuaUy under th e gui dance of trai ned ph i losoph ers, some of 
wh om are based i n academi c departments of ph i losoph y.

As an extra-mural acti vi ty academy-based ph Uosoph ers are from ti me 
to ti me i nvi ted by th e auth ori ti es to si t on eth i cs boards and commi ttees, 
and th ey occasi onaUy contri bute to medi a di scussi ons on eth i cal and 
oth er i ssues. Bri ti sh  televi si on, for example, h as for a few years now 
sough t to populari se ph Uosoph y and a recent televi si on drama featured a 
fi cti ti ous ph Uosoph y graduate work i ng as an eth i cal Consultant alongsi de 
members of h ealth  care teams i n a Scotti sh  h ospi tal. Th i s could be caUed 
‘medi a ph i losoph y’. JuUan Baggi ni  names aU th i s Contemporary practi cal 
ph Uosoph y ‘fri nge’ ph Uosoph y. He sees i t as an i denti fi able movement 
outsi de th e academy, and as becomi ng “th e pubUc face of ph Uosoph y”. 
For h i m, “appUed eth i cs i s i ndeed th e Geld wh ere academi a and th e 
fri nge meet.” (JuUan Baggi ni , 1999, pp. 11-12)

Eth i cs was a central pi Uar of ph Uosoph y for th e Anci ents, and th en 
eth i cs was lost to us for many years, only mak i ng a Comeback  i n Bri tai n 
i n th e latter h alf of th e twenti eth  Century.

Th e mai n Interest of our paper i s centred on th ose appüed and 
practi cal ph Uosoph ers wh o are seek i ng to earn th ei r Uvi ng pri mari ly i n
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th e exerci se of ph i losoph y as a trade, and wh o are not predomi nantly th e 
academi c teach ers of th e di sci pli ne. Th e ph i losoph i cal fare on sale i n th e 
free mark et at present tak es two mai n forms: th ere i s a form of Neo- 
Socrati c Di alogue (SD) i n small groups, and ‘ph i losoph i cal counselli ng’ 
(PC) on th e one-to-one model. A growi ng number of ph i losoph ers are 
enteri ng th e mark et-place and, ‘medi a ph i losoph y’ apart, SD and PC are 
th e mai n goods and Servi ces on offer by th ese practi ti oners. And wh o 
sh ould blame th ese busi ness-mi nded ph i losoph ers i n our enterpri si ng 
modern world of late capi tali sm wi th  i ts h i gh ly competi ti ve commerce 
and resdess consumpti on, and th e search  for ‘personal growth ’ and self- 
development among th e growi ng mi ddle classes?

In fact, only a few years ago, th e Bri ti sh  Pri me Mi ni ster berated th e 
academi c departments of ph i losoph y i n h er country for wh at sh e 
regarded as th ei r comparati ve uselessness. In 1983 h er Secretary of State 
for Educati on decreed th at a ph i losoph y graduate was not eli gi ble to 
teach . Th e i mmedi ate effect of th i s pronouncement was th e closure of 
seven UI< academi c departments of ph i losoph y and j ob losses for 
ph i losoph ers. Wh ere ei se sh ould di splaced faculty members th en go wi th  
th ei r ph i losoph i cal experti se except to th e mark et-place, wh i ch  could, i n 
any case, one mi gh t th i nk , well do wi th  some outsi de h elp i n attai ni ng 
clari ty of th ough t and ‘mi ssi on’? (We h ave not forgotten th at some 
appli ed ph i losoph ers wi ll h ave ch osen to apply th ei r speci al sk i lls anyway 
i n th e outsi de world of busi ness and commerce for oth er reasons, and 
not because th ey found th emselves out of a j ob i n sch ools or th e 
academy.)

Wh at, h owever, th e i mpli cati ons of th i s new trend i n ph i losoph y are 
for th e reputati on and i ntegri ty of ph i losoph y and for th e well-bei ng of 
th e reci pi ents of h er commerci aUsed products and Servi ces i nvi tes our 
consi derati on. But before furth er deli berati on we th i nk  some h i story 
sh ould be i ntroduced, starti ng bri efly wi th  th e Ph i losoph i cal Counselli ng 
(PC) movement and th en movi ng on to talk  i n a li ttle more detai l about 
modern Socrati c Di alogue (SD).
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Th e h i story of PC i s more recent th an th at of SD. Th e German 
ph i losoph er, Gerd Ach enbach  i s usually ci ted as th e founder of PC, i n 
Cologne i n 1982. Th e ai ms of PC are less th an clear. In parti cular, i s i t, or 
i s i t not, some k i nd of th erapy? Th e use of language, i ts nomenclature, i s 
i mportant and symboli c for th e Image of PC. One populär Ui < 
ph i losoph y magazi ne, for example, ran a regulär feature by a counselli ng 
ph i losoph er, wh o i s also trai ned i n psych oth erapy, and th e feature was 
called ‘Th e Cli ni c’ wh i ch , of course, i s suggesti ve of psych oth erapy.̂ 
Wh en talk i ng i nformally to PC practi ti oners — th ose wh o mak e a Evi ng 
out of ‘counseUi ng’ — th e stock  response we h ave encountered i s th at ‘i t 
i s not psych oth erapy’; th at i t does not deal wi th  th e typi cal concerns of

2 Ti m LeBon; Th e Cli ni c. Th e Ph i losoph ers’ Magazi ne, 10, 2000 p. 27. Th i s one 
example tak en from th e seri es i s about *th e good li fe’. In an arti cle (‘Wh at do 
ph i losoph i cal practi ti oners do?) as part of th e speci al Forum: ‘Ph i losoph y, Psych i atry 
and Counselli ng’, Th e Ph i losoph ers’ Magazi ne 3, 36, 1998, Jeremy Stangroom 
quali fi es th e vi cw h eld by some practi ti oners th at th e future for practi cal 
ph i losoph ers i s bri gh t. “Th e relati onsh i p between a nascent ph i losoph i cal counselli ng 
and th e establi sh ed mental h ealth  di sci pli nes h as yet to be work ed th rough . Th e 
Stak es are h i gh , certai nly i n th e States, wh ere h ealth care i s bi g busi ness”. In th e next 
arti cle i n th e Forum, on th e oth er h and, Lou Mari noff expresses th e vi ew th at “Th e 
professi onali zati on of ph i losoph y i n Ameri ca i s well underway”. So, wh i ch  vi ew i s 
more reali sti c?
In contrast, Margaret Goord’s arti cle i n th e same Forum (‘Ph i losoph i cal Practi ce: th e 
case agai nst’) i s more cri ti cal of PC practi ce. Her arti cle i s also refresh i ngly non- 
vi tuperati ve, and free of attack  on psych ologi sts. Sh e ci tes th e vi ew expressed by th e 
formet Presi dent of th e Ameri can Psych ologi cal Associ ati on th at “ph i losoph i cal 
counsellors nai vely assume th at purely i ntellectual di scourse can address problems 
th at are i ntractably emoti onal and someti mes severely debi li tati ng”. (Th e New York  

Ti mes, 8, 3,1998)
Clearly, th e debate i s more advanced i n th e States th an elsewh ere, th ough  a report of 
a Work sh op di scussi ng th e future of PC, h eld i n London i n 1996, (Ph i losoph y Today, 
24, 9) concluded th at a more modest posture over PC was to be recommended to 
ph i losoph ers wh o are not renowned for th e i nterpersonal sk i Us needed for th e 
counselli ng role, th at parti cular sk i lls and a body of k nowledge avai lable i n 
psych oth erapy, psych i atry and counselli ng would be not only useful but perh aps also 
necessary, and th at ph i losoph i cal counsellors “sh ould confi ne th emselves to th e 
si mplest i ssues, such  as usi ng Socrati c Di alogue wi th  counsellees wh o are not i n th e 
Posi ti on of needi ng cli ni cal psych oth erapy”.
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As we all k now, ph i losoph i cal di alogue as a general meth od i n 
ph i losoph y h as a very long h i story. We do not i ntend to reh earse th e now 
well-k nown story about Socrates and th e Platoni c Di alogues. We want, 
i nstead, to consi der bri efly h ere th e work  of th e li ttle-k nown Götti ngen 
Uni versi ty teach er of ph i losoph y, th e Kanti an Leonard Nelson (1882- 
1927) wh o i ni ti ated h i s own versi on of SD. Di sgusted wi th  th e 
i neffi ci enci es and corrupti on of th e Wei mar Republi c and deeply 
concerned about ri si ng fasci sm i n h i s own country Nelson founded a 
poli ti cal party wi th i n th e German soci ali st and work i ng dass movements 
of th e ti me. He also founded a Ph i losoph i cal Poli ti cal Academy (PPA) 
for adults and a speci al sch ool for ch i ldren.

Nelson si ngle-mi ndedly and di si nterestedly dedi cated all h i s energy, 
ti me and fi nanci al resources to th e cause of eth i cs i n poli ti cs, educati on 
and sch olarsh i p. Th i s i s a completely di fferent pi cture of wh at an eth i cal 
li fe can be from anyth i ng to be observed i n ph i losoph ers, and more 
generally i ntellectuals, of h i s ti me (or i ndeed of ours). Wi th  th e possi ble 
excepti on of people li k e Max Weber and Otto Neurath  most of th em 
scarcely di d more th an put i n an occasi onal appearance wh en a 
fash i onable matter came up i n publi c (see th e Dreyfus affai r). And even 
wh en th ey spok e publi cly, th ey very often expli ci tly deni ed th at th ey were

th e psych oth erapi st, such  as 
destructi ve emoti ons.

Th at may be so but earli er, an Ameri can, James Elli ott, founder of th e 
US Insti tute for Cli ni cal Ph i losoph y, wh o clai ms to h ave coi ned th e term 
‘cli ni cal ph i losoph y’ i n 1973, argued th at h i s parti cular brand i s a k i nd of 
Integrati on of ph i losoph y and psych oth erapy. A Dutch man, Cyri l Vi nk , 
regards h i mself as pi oneer of ph i losoph y as th erapy. Th e French  h ave ‘La 
Ph i losoph i e dans le cabi net’, and i ssues tack led, i t i s sai d, are not 
Freudi an but exi stenti al: th ey are about la mort, l’amour, le veri table sens 
de la vi e, and les problemes quoti di ens des h umai ns. We wi ll return to 
th e topi c of PC later after a bri ef look  at th e h i story of modern SD and 
th e Contemporary SD scene.
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defendi ng anyth i ng but th ei r own personal opi ni ons (Bertrand Russell, 
for example).

For Nelson, on th e oth er band, th e cause of eth i cs was never a matter 
of mere opi ni on, but of ph i losoph y as carefully and rati onally th ough t 
th rough  and argued for as i t was carefully and energeti cally put i nto 
practi ce. A few years after bi s early death , many of Nelson’s students 
wh o bad become bi s di sci ples ri sk ed li fe and li mb as members of th e 
German resi stance movement i n th ei r struggle agai nst th e Nazi s. Many 
were i mpri soned or sent to camps and oth ers h ad to di sperse as refugees 
around th e world, some endi ng up i n London to found th e Soci ety for 
th e Furth erance of th e Cri ti cal Ph i losoph y (SFCP). Th e small band of 
di sci ples — th ey called th emselves ‘eth i cal soci ali sts’ — li ved qui te frugal 
li ves i n k eepi ng wi th  Nelsoni an eth i cs, mak i ng many personal sacri fi ces.

Th i s small group of Nelsoni ans i s probably one of th e few modern 
examples (i f i ndeed not th e only one) of putti ng ph i losoph y truly i nto 
practi ce. Th ey di d not j ust argue and talk  about ph i losoph y, th ey actually 
li ved i t i n a fuUy commi tted way; i ndeed as a way of li fe. Perh aps th ey are 
a 20* Century model of wh at th ose Anci ent Greek s meant by ph i losoph y. 
Th e Pari si an classi ci st, Pi erre Hadot, remi nds us th at ph i losoph y was 
fundamentaUy ‘a way of li fe’ for th e Anci ents, not j ust a j ob (Hadot 
1995). It was an anci ent tradi ti on th at demanded regulär and di sci pli ned 
engagement i n soütary ‘spi ri tual exerci ses’ and reflecti ve medi tati ons, as 
wei l as di alogues. Th e ai m of th ese exerci ses was to ach i eve an i nner 
transformati on of th e sei f, of one’s wh ole bei ng, leadi ng to a ‘li ved eth i cs’ 
— a self-consci ously rati onal moral li fe. Th e Anci ents’ enti re li ves were 
to reflect th ei r convi cti ons. Th ey also wanted to try and ch ange th e world 
for th e better. Th i s anci ent concept — of ‘ph i losoph y as a way of li fe’ — 
h ad eventually all but di sappeared i n a modern world i n wh i ch  
ph i losoph y became an academi c Insti tuti on of th e state.

In th e fi rst part of th e 20* Century Nelson revi ved and ch anged th e 
anci ent meth od of SD, as a pedagogi c and eth i cal tool. He preferred to 
teach  ph i losoph y by ‘ph i losoph i si ng’ and th i s was to be pri mari ly by 
means of h i s own form of SD, th e centrepi ece of h i s German Academy. 
He also ai med to bui ld ch aracter and develop eth i cal consci ousness and 
was passi onately commi tted to th e putti ng of Kanti an eth i cs i nto 
practi ce. He developed a Socrati c Di alogue (th e ‘Nelson-Heck mann 
Socrati c Di alogue’) wh i ch  i s di sti nct i n a number of ways from th e
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Contemporary Socrati c Di alogue and th e Leusden- 
Loccum Debate

“Even wh en th e topi c i s not about eth i cs or does not use eth i cal 
language, th e practi ce of Socrati c Di alogue i s i nh erendy eth i cal because 
i t requi res respect for oth ers expressed as li steni ng and respondi ng to 
wh at oth ers h ave sai d, tak i ng responsi bi li ty for one’s own contri buti ons, 
reflecti ng on one’s own role, and a pai nstak i ng co-operati ve approach  to 
pursui ng th e truth th rough  consensus. Th i s detnands vi rtue and 
establi sh es equali ty amongst parti ci pants.
Th ese eth i cal elements i n Socrati c Di alogue are th e core th at must be 
preserved even as vari ati ons and adaptati ons of th e format are 
developed for use i n a vari ety of contexts.” (Van Hooft 2000, pp. 75-77)

Our paper arose mai nly out of our deli berati ons foUowi ng th e 2"‘* 

Internati onal Conference i n Leusden, Holland i n 1998 on ‘Th e Dutch  
Experi ence’, and th e 3'''* Internati onal Conference on ‘Eth i cs and th e 
Socrati c Di alogue’ h eld i n Loccum, Germany i n July 2000. Th e Leusden 
event i nformally rai sed tnany i ssues of practi cal eth i cal si gni fi cance about 
th e use of Socrati c Di alogue i n th e mark et-place, wh i ch  th e Loccum 
Conference was subsequendy set up to address more expli ci tly and 

formally. Wh i lst we welcomed th e ai ri ng i n publi c of many of th ese 

i ssues at Loccum we were left wi th  a strong feeli ng of ‘unfi ni sh ed 

busi ness’ and th i s paper i s i ntended to k eep th e debate ali ve.
Th at we h ave not been alone i n our feeli ngs i s suggested by Van 

Hooft’s j udgement foUowi ng th e above quoted Statement from th e 
Loccum event wh i ch  i n h i s vi ew “fai ls to address th e central questi on, 
namely: does Socrati c Di alogue, by vi rtue of i ts cri ti cal and rati onal

classi cal meth od, and h i s foUowers h ave gone on to mak e refi nements to 
i t, especi aUy Gustav Heck mann after th e second world war.

Nelson ch anged th e structure of th e di alogues, for example, so th at a 

ci rcle of people could reason th i ngs out togeth er under th e gui dance of a 
trai ned facUi tator. After th e war, h i s di sci ple Heck mann went on to 

develop rules for th e di alogues and i ntroduced th e ‘metadi alogue’ — a 

k i nd of di alogue on th e di alogue as an i ntegral part of th e di alogue 

process.
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3 Th i s controversi al appli cati on of th e Nelson-Heck mann meth od i s dcscri bed by th e 
Dutch  ph i losoph er Jos Kessels 1997. Th e book  i s also publi sh ed i n German.

meth od, uncover obj ecti ve, normati ve, and emanci patory truth s wh en 
conducted i n a context of pure ph i losoph i cal i nqui ry, and would such  a 
goal be compromi sed i f Socrati c Di alogues were conducted i n contexts 
burdened by th e necessi ty to mak e practi cal deci si ons?” (i bi d, pp. 76-77)

Th e tradi ti onal meth od for trai ni ng Socrati c faci li tators h as th ree 
stages: fi rsth and experi ence as a di alogue parti ci pant, observi ng and 
reporti ng on di alogues under supervi si on, foUowed by supervi sed 
faci li tati on as a trai nee. For a more detai led descri pti on of th e Nelson- 
Heck mann meth od see Bi rnbach er wh o descri bed th e potenti al use of 
th e meth od for th e teach i ng of medi cal eth i cs (cf. Bi rnbach er 1999, pp. 
219-224). German Socraücs h elp to trai n sch ool teach ers i n th e meth od 
i n Germany wh ere ‘practi cal ph i losoph y’ and eth i cs are a part of th e 
regulär Curri culum.

Th e ‘Soci ety for Socrati c Facüi tators’ i n Germany now h as over th i rty 
members, all of wh om are trai ned i n th e Nelson-Heck mann meth od, and 
wh o h ave i n th e mai n tended to follow a cultural norm i n th e spi ri t of th e 
founder of not ch argi ng fees for th ei r Servi ces. Th e founder h ad never to 
our k nowledge envi saged h i s meth od as a commerci al tool. For h i m i ts 
sole purposes were pedagogi cal, and poli ti cal, i .e. i n th e Servi ce of left 
wi ng poli ti cs. In general among th e ‘German Socrati cs’ today small 
Socrati c groups are faci li tated i n h oli day course setti ngs and at 
Conferences on a non-profi t basi s. Th e groups are i ntended for ordi nary 
people wh o do not need to be trai ned i n ph i losoph y. Nelson h i mself 
came from a comparati vely comfortable fami ly and h i s personal Ch ai r at 
Götti ngen was unsalari ed. Hi s di sci ples were expected by h i m to li ve 
frugal eth i cal personal li ves i n th e Servi ce of th ei r own communi ty and of 
eth i cal soci ali sm.

Eventually, i ndi vi duals from oth er countri es found th ei r way to 
Germany for experi ence i n th e meth od and for trai ni ng i n i ts faci li tati on. 
Some h ave gone on to i ni ti ate th e meth od i n th ei r own country. Th e 
‘Dutch  Socrati cs’ were th e fi rst to tak e advantage and several Dutch  
faci li tators h ave i ntroduced th e meth od i nto Dutch  organi sati ons. A 
pi oneer i s Jos Kessels, wh o descri bes i n h i s book  th e appli cati on of 
abbrevi ated versi ons of th e meth od i n organi zati ons.’ Kessels tak es th e 
vi ew th at i t i s acceptable to use SD i n busi ness i n th e way th at Socrates
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also practi sed h i s ph i losoph y i n th e mark et-place; Plato and Socrates 
qui te expli ci dy i ntended ph i losoph y to be used i n practi ce.

Debates among th e German and Dutch  Socrati cs refer to ‘pure’ and 
less pure forms of Nelson-Heck mann di alogue and to ‘long’ and ‘sh ort’ 
versi ons. Th ese rough ly correspond respecti vely to th e tradi ti onal 
German and th e pragmati c Dutch  approach es. Th e one i s th e more 
Platoni c and reflecti ve of axi ologi cal or value rati onali ty — to use 
Weber’s terms. Th e oth er i s more remi ni scent of Weber’s i nstrumental 
rati onali ty, of tech nocracy and management consultancy. Th e underlyi ng 
i ssue i s th e use to wh i ch  th e di alogues are put: wh ose Interests th ey mi gh t 
be servi ng. See also our recent j oi nt paper elaborati ng th e th eme of 
eth i cs, value confli cts and multi ple mandates i n professi ons?

Well, Plato i s qui te clear th at th e foUowers of Socrates, wh o was a 
h umble stonemason by trade, ‘k ept’ h i m wh en h e gave up h i s trade to 
ph i losoph i se and became as poor as a ch urch  mouse. Th e Soph i sts 
became ri eh  from wh at th ey ch arged for th ei r Servi ces but Socrates never 
became ri eh .

Th e commerci ali sati on of th e Nelsoni an SD h as i nevi tably led to 
tensi ons and controversy wi th i n th e modern SD fraterni ty. Some 
German Socrati cs obj ect to th i s seemi ng exploi tati on of th e meth od, 
beli evi ng i t i s an abuse of th e founder’s i ntenti ons. Not all th e Dutch  
Socrati cs tak e fees from use of th e meth od, h owever, and some of th e 
Dutch  appli cati ons of SD are i n th e publi c sector, not only i n pri vate 
organi sati ons. Some are no doubt voluntary and unpai d as h appens also 
i n Bri tai n. German Socrati cs may also tak e fees from ti me to ti me wh en 
applyi ng th e meth od, alth ough  th e voluntary tradi ti on i s much  stronger 
th ere. In fact, all people employed as ph i losoph ers today tak e fees of one

4 Leal & Sh i pley 2002, pp. 139-161. In our j oi nt paper to th i s APROS (2000) 
Conference i n Sydney last December we explored th e i dea of th e confli cts of i nterest 
and ‘dual mandates’ h i dden i n many so-called ‘good j obs’, wi th i n th e framework  of a 
di scussi on about modern j ob types, value confli cts and eth i cs, and i nformed by 
Weber’s th eory of rati onali ty. Professi onal j obs we suggest are typi cally ‘dual 
mandate’ j obs wh en th e)' become part of i nsti tuti ons. Wh ose Interests do th ey really 
serve? For example, does th e factory medi cal ph ysi ci an put th e Interests of th e 
i ndi vi dual pati ent qua work er fi rst or th e Interests of th e fi rm wh en th ese clash ? 
Ph i losoph ers wh o act as management Consultants may fi nd th emselves torn between, 
say, promoti ng th e profi t si de of busi ness or i ts soci al responsi bi li ty, beari ng i n mi nd 
th at one parti cularly powerful alternate vi ew i s th at th e busi ness of busi ness i s 
busi ness and not soci al responsi bi li ty wh i ch  i s th e busi ness of government.
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Wh i th er Practi cal Ph i losoph y? Th e Insti tuti onali sati on 
of Psych ology and Ph i losoph y

k i nd or anoth er, ei th er from th e state as teach ers of ph i losoph y, or from 
pri vate sources.

Commerci ali sed ph i losoph i cal counselli ng h as become an i nternati onal 
movement and th ere i s also th e prospect th at modern versi ons of SD 
may soon catch  up wi th  i t i n th e mark et-place. Wh o k nows i n th ese 
enterpri si ng days wh at oth er practi cal and commerci ally vi able tech ni ques 
i n ph i losoph y wi ll th en be i nvented? It seems tardy, th erefore, to ask  
wh eth er ph i losoph y sh ould be offered i n th e mark et-place at all. Despi te 
th e supposed h onourable ph i losoph i cal tradi ti on of k eepi ng ph i losoph y 
separate from money and th e mark et-place, commerci al ph i losoph y look s 
h ere to stay. If th i s i s so, th en to try and stop th i s practi cal turn i n 
ph i losoph y would be to spi t i n th e wi nd.

To pursue ph i losoph y as ‘a way of li fe’ i n th e classi cal sense meant by 
Hadot i s perh aps too unreali sti c to expect i n a complex modern world 
wh i ch  i s a far cry from anci ent Ath ens wi th  i ts ch armed ci rcle of some 
100 or so eli te ph i losoph ers. Th e i nsti tuti onali sati on of ph i losoph y i n 
moderni ty h as ensured th at th ere are many more ph i losoph ers th an th at 
number seek i ng employment today i n th e West. Th e h ome of ph i losoph y 
for so many years was th at educati onal Insti tuti on of th e state, th e 
uni versi ty College, wh i ch  h as turned out h undreds of ph i losoph y 
graduates over th e years, only a small proporti on of wh om can expect to 
secure an academi c appoi ntment. It i s i mportant to be reali sti c about th e 
condi ti ons of modern li fe, th erefore.

Wh at i s more, i f th e 1999 UK Rei th  Lecturer i s correct i n h i s 
predi cti ons about trends to globali sati on i n late moderni ty, th en busi ness 
prospects for th e ph i losoph i cal counselli ng of i ndi vi duals sh ould be 
bri gh t (cf. Gi ddens 1999). Th e moderni st soci ologi st Anth ony Gi ddens 
argued i n th ese lectures th at wi th  th e decli ne of fai th  and tradi ti on i n late 
moderni ty and th e growth  of ri sk  and ch oi ce of many types, i ndi vi duals 
h ave become i ncreasi ngly alone and i nsecure. Th ere i s ‘no expert of 
experts’ to wh om th ey can turn. Th ey h ave two avenues open to th em; 
th ey can try to escape i nto some form of addi cti on (wh i ch  h e also calls
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‘frozen autonomy’) or th ey can seek  emanci pati on as sei f confi dent 
‘sk i lled and k nowledgeable’ autonomous agents. Hi s prescri pti on for 
th ose wh o ch oose th e latter course i s a fash i onable one: to follow a 
course of counselli ng or psych oth erapy. (Alth ough  PC as an alternati ve 
to psych ologi cal forms of counselli ng presumably never occurred to 
Gi ddens).

Quali fi ed psych ologi sts, and th erapi sts and counsellors unquali fi ed i n 
psych ology wh o h ave foUowed a di fferent professi onal path , h ave 
propogated types of counselli ng and psych oth erapy of many vari ed h ues 
si nce Freud, usually on a one-to-one level and someti mes i n group 
sessi ons. In th e West, counselli ng h as become a fash i onable pursui t 
among th e mi ddle classes; almost an obsessi on for some we could say. 
We li ve i n a culture of th erapy and th erapi si ng. To th e scepti c and th e 
cyni c, commerci ali sed PC could be seen as yet anoth er j ump onto a 
fash i onable commerci al bandwagon; as yet anoth er form of modern 
exploi tati on.

On th e oth er h and, th e tech ni que of ‘cogni ti ve beh avi our th erapy’ 
wh i ch  i s commonly practi sed i n th e Nati onal Health  Servi ce (NHS) by 
UK cli ni cal psych ologi sts, and wh i ch  exami nes a cli ent’s beli efs and 
causal attri buti ons before seek i ng to ch ange ‘unh ealth y’ th ough ts and 
atti tudes, look s rath er li k e doi ng ph i losoph y. It i s not di ssi mi lar to 
anci ent ph i losoph y, to th e Stoi cs’ i nj uncti on, for example, th at th e fi rst 
Step i n ph i losoph y was to accept th e di sti ncti on between ‘th i ngs wh i ch  
are i n our power’ (to ch ange) and th ose wh i ch  are not. Th ere are ech oes 
h ere of ‘Alcoh oli cs Anonymous’. If ph i losoph ers are becomi ng more li k e 
psych ologi sts, i t h as to be sai d th at psych ology h as borrowed from 
ph i losoph y. Th ere i s no space i n th i s arti cle to pursue th i s i nteresti ng 
questi on of content overlap between th e two di sci pli nes of psych ology 
and ph i losoph y — merely to note th at i t exi sts.

In moderni ty psych ology became i nsti tuti onali sed and bureaucrati sed 
as di d soci ology, and ph i losoph y, and as di d Sci ence. Psych ologi sts 
became servants of th e state. As agents of th e state psych ologi sts i n 
Bri tai n became uni versi ty teach ers, NHS cli ni ci ans, or educati onal 
psych ologi sts i n state sch ools, and some became servants of i ndustry and 
commerce, usually as ai des to management. As publi c servants th ey were 
i n danger of losi ng th ei r autonomy and becomi ng obsessed wi th  careers 
and reputati ons. As servants of i ndustry th ey were also at ri sk  of 
becomi ng obsessed wi th  money.
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One soci al commentator, th e Ameri can George Ri tzer, vi ews late 
moderni ty as th e ‘McDonaldi sati on’ of soci ety (Ri tzer 1992).-'’ In an open 
letter j ust pri or to th e Leusden Conference a German Socrati c, Ute 
Si ebert, i ssued a ch allenge to th e Dutch  Socrati c Jos Kessels i n wh i ch  sh e 
i nvi ted h i m to defend h i s use of modern SD i n th e mark et-place agai nst 
th e Ch arge of McDonaldi sati on. In response Jos Kessels arranged a 
publi c debate on th i s th eme at th e Leusden event wh i ch  i ncluded h i s 
Ch allenger on th e one si de, wi th  Jos Kessels h i mself on th e oth er 
accompani ed by an organi sati onal psych ologi st coUeague of h i s, and a 
branch  managet of th e Dutch  Cooperati ve Bank  wh o i s one of Jos’ 
cli ents. We fei t th at si nce th e debate i s i mportant and met wi th  only 
li mi ted success at Leusden th at i t meri ted conti nuati on i n a more 
th orough  männer i n th e future. Th e Loccum event provi ded th at forum 
two years later, and th i s volume of th e Sch ri ftenrei h e i s dedi cated to th at 
Conference.

In Ri tzer’s vi ew, soci ology h ad become factory-li k e and routi ni zed. 
Securi ng a comfortable li festyle and Professi onal Status, rath er th an 
seek i ng to ch ange th e world for th e better, i s th e over-ri di ng goal of th e 
soci al Sci ences Professi onal i n th e modern world, accordi ng to th i s 
perspecti ve. Of course, th e true pi cture i s more compli cated th an th e 
above mi gh t suggest. Many appli ed organi sati onal psych ologi sts, for 
example, are people of competence and goodwi ll. Someti mes th ey h ave 
found th emselves out of th ei r depth , out of nai vety about organi sati onal 
poli ti cs, or because of th e sh eer complexi ty of th e si tuati ons i n wh i ch  
th ey found th emselves. Th i s h as often led to th em feeli ng abused as tools 
of management, tools of publi c sector management as well as pri vate 
sector. Many oth ers, on th e oth er h and, are completely at ease i n th at 
role. Yet oth ers h ave been able to contri bute to i ndi vi dual well-bei ng and 
to more h umane as well as more effi ci ent condi ti ons of work . We 
perh aps could say th e same of th e Dutch  Socrati cs wh o h ave turned 
management Consultants.

5 In a paper wri tten by one of th e present auth ors (PS) „Psych ology and work ; th e 
growth  of a di sci pli ne“ (i n: Canter, S.; Canter, D. (eds.) 1982) th e poi nt was to warn 
novi ces to th e professi on of th e traps for th e unwary i nto wh i ch  th e nai ve could fall. 
Th e auth or h ersei f h ad fallen i nto some of th ese traps duri ng many years of 
appli caüon i n th e Geld. Appli ed psych ologi sts h ad been trai ned and soci aUsed i n 
earli er days to beli eve th at th ey were obj ecti ve sci enti sts i n a value-free di sci pli ne. But 
we i gnore th e many di fferent i nterests of th ose i nvolved i n th e Geld at our perü.
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In h i s analysi s of th e soci ology of professi ons wh i ch  sti ll h as relevance 
for Professi onal pracüce today, Joh nson poi nted to wh at h e saw as a 
neglected vari able — th e power relati ons between th e professi ons and 
soci ety. He drew attenti on to th e two-faced Janus-li k e quali ty of 
professi onali sati on Qoh nson 1972)/’ Is professi onali sati on i ntended to 
protect th e pubUc from th e unscrupulous and th e ch arlatan, or to protect 
th e Status, mark et terri tory and Pri vi leges of th e professi onal? Two of 
Joh nson’s di sti ngui sh ed predecessors i n soci ology, Emi le Dürk h ei m and 
Talcott Parsons, h ad earli er tak en a more beni gn vi ew of th e professi ons 
as moral communi ti es. Wi th  th e decli ne of tradi ti onal morali ty i n 
moderni ty Dürk h ei m envi saged professi onal eth i cs as th e foundati on of a 
new moral Order. Th i s fai th  i n th e Professi onals’ eth i c of Servi ce for th e 
common good was sh ared by Parsons (Parsons 1954, pp. 34-49).̂

2001 i s th e centenary of th e Bri ti sh  Psych ologi cal Soci ety (BPS) wh i ch  
was founded i n 1901, and was i ncorporated by Royal Ch arter i n 1965. 
Th e BPS h as become i ncreasi ngly professi onali sed over th e years, so 
much  so th at quali fi ed practi oners now may enj oy ch artered Status. Th e 
Soci ety i s also soon li k ely to obtai n statutory regi strati on for quali fi ed 
members. Talk s wi th  government are well advanced i n relati on to th e 
Bri ti sh  government’s new Health  Bi ll, wh i ch  contai ns a clause enabli ng 
th e i ntroducti on of statutoty' regulati on of relevant professi ons. 
Psych ology i s seen as one of th e professi onal groups concerned wi th  th e 
h ealth  of i ndi vi duals. Th at would bri ng th e Status of Bri ti sh  psych ologi sts 
more i n li ne wi th  German psych ologi sts, wi th  th ose i n Holland wh ere 
‘psych ologi st’ i s a protected ti tle, and wi th  professi onal psych ologi sts i n 
some oth er countri es.

Over th e 100 years of i ts h i stoty th e di sci pli ne h as spli ntered i nto sub- 
di sci pli nes, creati ng a tensi on between th e need for central uni ty and th e 
push to speci ali se. Th ere i s an older tensi on between academi c 
psych ologi sts (th e teach ers and research ers) and th e practi ti oners. In fact.

6 See also Mari noff op. ci t.
7 Th e most famous source of Durk h ei m’s h opes for professi onal eth i cs as a moral 

gui de to soci ety at large i s of course h i s di ssertati on (Durck h ei m 1893). Readers may 
also wi sh  to refer to h i s posth umous Lecons de soci ologi e. (Durck h ei m 1950).
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i t was pressure on th e Soci ety from th e cli ni cals work i ng alongsi de 
psych i atri sts i n th e Nati onal Health Servi ce wh i ch drove th e 
professi onali sati on of th e di sci pli ne. Th ere was also external pressure 
from th e prospect of li ti gati on, and publi c and state i nterest sti rred up by 
occasi onal legal and di sci pHnary cases of uneth i cal practi ce and di ent 
abuse?

Th e case for statutory legi slati on to cover quali fi ed psych ologi sts 
speci ali si ng i n cli ni cal th erapy and oth er practi ti oners offeri ng 
counselli ng, as a means of protecti ng th e publi c i nterest, i s strength ened 
by th e ‘ri se and ri se’ of th e broad counselli ng movement, Much  
counselli ng i s now done i n an unregulated männer, by th e unquali fi ed or 
under-quali fi ed. Th e ph i losoph i cal counsellor may someti mes be seen 
(perh aps unfai rly) as falli ng i nto th i s latter category; as potenti ally capable 
of abuse of i nnocent cli ents because of i nadequate trai ni ng. It may not 
th en consti tute suffi ci ent defence to argue th at PC does not entai l 
psych ologi cal i ssues or th e need to protect th e defenceless di ent from 
abuse by th e unquali fi ed ph i losoph y practi ti oner.

SD and PC practi ti oners may well come across emoti onal problems i n 
th ei r practi ce. How far are th ey prepared for th i s? More may be expected 
from th em th an to engage purely i n logi c and di alecti c. Many i ndi vi dual 
‘i ntrapsych i c’ problems may ari se among SD parti ci pants i nadvertently, 
even wi th  a very experi enced faci li tator, as may destructi ve group 
dynami cs. Bi rnbach er (op. ci t.) seems to gloss over th ese i ssues and to 
base h i s paper on work  wi th  students i n sh eltered setti ngs wh o h ave 
already learnt to work  togeth er. But i t doesn’t appear reali sti c to spli t ‘th e 
di ent’ up as someone wi th a separate psych ologi cal versus a

8 In one case a Fellow of th e Bri ti sh  Psych ologi cal Soci ety wi th drew from th e cli ni cal 
regi ster on bei ng found gui lty of gross Professi onal mi sconduct. Th at h e was not also 
di smi ssed from membersh i p sti rred up a h ornet’s nest among th e rank s wh o 
expressed decp concern about wh at could be construed as i neffectual professi onal 
self-regulati on at a ti me wh en i t i s k nown th at th e Bri ti sh  government i ntends to 
moderni se exi sti ng th erapy regulatory arrangements, wi th  parti cular reference (but 
not only) to th e NHS. Gi ven h i s voluntary undertak i ng to never agai n practi se, th e 
Di sci pli nary Commi ttee of th e Soci ety clai med i t h ad acted on th e assumpti on th at i t 
would lose all power to exert some control over th e FeUow’s beh avi our i f h e were to 
be expelled outri gh t.
For a fuUer di scussi on of th e case see Lunt 1999, p. 59 (and th e followi ng page of th e 
j ournal for members’ corrcspondcnce on th e case). See also Jopli ng 1997.



132

ph i losoph i cal si de. After all, i ndi vi dual people are all of a pi ece. 
Cogni ti ons and emoti ons, th ough ts and Feeli ngs, are i ntertwi ned. It i s th e 
academi c di sci pli nes and th e professi ons th at are fragmented. Th ere i s 
also th e tri ck y i ssue of th e noti on of th e subconsci ous mi nd, but th ere i s 
no Space i n th i s paper to do j usti ce to th at complex topi c.

Professi onally, th e appli ed psych ologi st i s expected to k now wh en sh e 
i s out of h er depth  (to k now h ersei f) and to k now wh en and h ow to refer 
th e di ent on — to a ph ysi ci an or psych i atri st, for example. Furth ermore, 
many organi c medi cal condi ti ons present as psych ologi cal di sturbances. 
For example, as many as 10% of i ndi vi duals wi th  mi ld to moderate 
depressi on wh o present to psych i atri sts or psych ologi sts and 
psych oth erapi sts h ave an underacti ve th yroi d, wh i ch  i s a potenti ally 
dangerous ph ysi cal condi ti on. Th yroi d medi cati on i s more li k ely to 
benefi t th em th an i s exi stenti al di scourse about th e meani ng of li fe and 
death  or engagi ng solely i n a Socrati c Di alogue process of regressi ve 
abstracti on.

At present i t i s a matter of caveat emptor, alth ough  th i s may ch ange, i n 
th e UK and th rough out th e European Uni on, i f psych ologi sts wi n th e 
day i n ach i evi ng statutor)’ protecti on. Wh at th en wi ll practi ti oners of 
commerci ali sed SD and PC do? Wi ll th ey also travel down th i s long, 
expensi ve and di ffi cult professi onal road? Th e future for th em i s as yet 
too uncertai n for an answer to th i s questi on. Th e i ncoh erence of PC and 
th e ambi guous defi ni ti ons of i ts practi ce domai n (i ts clai m to parti cular 
and uni que experti se) i mpli es th at th e potenti al for practi cal ph i losoph y 
to become professi onali sed i s not wh olly out of th e questi on. One recent 
edi ti on of ‘Practi cal Ph i losoph y’ (Vol. 3, 2, July 2000) contai ns 
contri buti ons di scussi ng th i s very topi c of problemati c defi ni ti on i n PC. 
Th e dangers to th e publi c presented by unquali fi ed practi ti oners of PC 
may not h owever, on th e face of i t, apply to practi ti oners of 
commerci ally appli ed SD, but h ere agai n we are faced wi th  ambi gui ty.

Th e pressures on European, and Ameri can, psych ologi sts i n 
quali fyi ng and i n conti nui ng professi onal development are already 
substanti al and Standards are h i gh . Th ei r entry to th e professi on i s 
regulated, as i s th ei r trai ni ng and exami nati on. Respectable accredi ted and 
certi fi ed counsellors wh o are not quali fi ed as psych ologi sts, wi th  wh om 
some practi si ng ph i losoph ers prefer to i denti fy, are also expected i n th e 
UK to undertak e i ntensi ve prolonged th erapy th emselves and to practi se 
under conti nual supervi si on. In truth , psych ologi sts h ave far less Status
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‘Fi rst do no h arm.’ (Th e Hi ppocrati c Oath  of medi cal eth i cs)

In medi ci ne ph ysi ci ans h ave a paramount duty of care for th ei r pati ents. 
‘Above all do no h arm’ i s th e eth i cal pri nci ple of ‘non malefi cence’ i n 
medi ci ne. Th e mental and emoti onal h ealth  of vulnerable i ndi vi duals 
seek i ng counseUi ng h elp from unquali fi ed practi ti oners i s of growi ng 
concern i n th e UK. Th e central i ssue i s th e abuse of cli ents i n i ts vari ous 
forms, especi ally sexual abuse i n one-to-one ‘dual relati onsh i ps’.

If ph i losoph ers wi sh  to mak e a li vi ng from ph i losoph y th ey may also 
want to learn someth i ng valuable from oth er relevant di sci pli nes, from 
practi ti oners i n psych ology and medi ci ne, for example, wh o h ave been i n 
th e game longer, about deali ng wi th  th e pi tfalls and peri ls of practi si ng i n 
th e outsi de world. Indeed, th at most revered of practi si ng ph i losoph ers, 
Socrates h i mself, suggested th at i gnorance alone can be th e cause of

and power th an medi cal practi ti oners and j ust as 
bureaucrati c paraph ernali a.

It i s not suggested th at practi si ng ph i losoph ers wi ll, of necessi ty, 
become professi onali sed, or i ndeed th at th ey sh ould. Th i s fate may 
eventually befall th em, h owever — unless th ey can sh ow th at th ey are 
not i n th e busi ness of i nfluenci ng people’s h ealth . Suffi ce to menti on th at 
practi cal ph i losoph ers, PC practi ti oners i n parti cular, may be obli ged to 
j oi n doctors and appli ed psych ologi sts i n cleani ng up th ei r acts.

Th e Dutch  Socrati cs h ave gone on to develop th ei r own trai ni ng 
Programmes for Socrati c Di alogue faci li tators and for ph i losoph i cal 
counseUi ng. In Bri tai n a ‘Soci ety of Consultant Ph i losoph ers’ (SCP) was 
founded i n 1995 as a Bri ti sh  wi ng of th e Dutch  Associ ati on for 
Ph i losoph i cal Practi ce (VFP) by a Dutch  Socrati c wh o i s resi dent i n 
Bri tai n, wh i ch  became i ndependent i n 1998 and offered trai ni ng and 
consultancy i n PC and i n versi ons of th e Nelson-Heck mann SD. A 
nati onal regi ster of practi ti oners wh o h ad fulfi lled th e SCP’s own 
eli gi bi li ty and trai ni ng requi rements and wh o subscri bed to th e Soci ety’s 
own eth i cal code of practi ce was set up. A furth er i ni ti ati ve was th e 
pubUcati on of i ts own j ournal: ‘Practi cal Ph i losoph y’.
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Professi onal body. A 
many years of

vi ci ous acti on. In fact, th ere are also many traps for th e practi ti oner i n 
th e fi eld wh o i s not i n anyone’s pay. Nei th er pai d practi ti oners nor 
voluntary practi ti oners are exempt. Practi se i n th e mark et-place may 
present especi al problems for th e formet, h owever, i f th ey are pai d by 
and on beh alf of organi sati ons; a ri sk  th at may apply less to th ose only 
pai d by i ndi vi dual fee-payi ng cli ents. Th e formet, we mi gh t suppose, 
exch ange th ei r autonomy to a not i nconsi derable degree for Servi ces 
wh i ch  h ave been bough t by th ei r paymasters i n th e Organi sati on. (Th e 
questi onable degree of autonomy enj oyed by academi c teach ers of 
ph i losoph y i s a separate, th ough  not i rrelevant, i ssue).

Th e level of Professi onal protecti on enj oyed by appli ed psych ologi sts 
and th ei r cli ents h as been h ard won over many years, after much  soul- 
search i ng and voluntary effort on th e part of some i ndi vi dual 
psych ologi sts and th ei r Professi onal commi ttees. Eth i cs i s now accepted 
as a central i ssue for professi onal psych ology. Th e EPS h as a 
‘Professi onal Affai rs Board’, an ‘Eth i cs Commi ttee’, ‘Code of Eth i cal 
Conduct’ and an ‘Investi gati ng Commi ttee & Di sci pli nary Board’.

Th e matter does not stop at th e door of th e counseUor’s room. 
Educati onal and work  (organi sati onal/occupati onal) psych ologi sts are 
i ncreasi ngly concerned wi th  th ei r own professi onal eth i cs. If acti ons h ave 
been brough t agai nst cli ni cal and counselli ng th erapi sts for i ndi vi dual 
di ent abuse, accusati ons of ‘management lack ey’ h ave been ai med at 
speci ali sts i n work  psych ology, often wi th  some j usti fi cati on because th ey 
h ave tended to tak e th e management’s rath er th an th e work ers’ si de — 
usuaUy because management, as fee payer, was th e pi per wh o called th e 
tune.

Some of US may be coy about tak i ng up an overt eth i cal stance. We 
may fear ri di cule or scorn i n a wi der culture wh i ch  espouses mach o 
enterpri se and ri sk -tak i ng on th e one h and or i s qui ck  to ‘call th e k ettle 
black ’ on th e oth er. None of us i s perfect and i t would be qui te rare and 
i ncredi ble i f we were not someti mes uneth i cal i n our li ves. Besi des, ‘to 
err i s h uman’. Many ordi nary people wi ll struggle wi th  th i s ‘goody two 
sh oes’ sensi bi li ty and ‘goodness i s smugness’ Image, especi ally wh en 
confronted wi th  th ose common grey areas of moral ambi gui ty. After aU, 
ambi guous grey areas are th e rule rath er th an th e excepti on i n 
organi sati onal and professi onal Efe.

Many of us enj oy th e protecti on of a 
Professi onal body undergoes a maturi ng process over
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practi se and th e Professi onal i nsti tuti on i s a potenti al source of eth i cal 
soci ali sati on and trai ni ng, as well as protecti on for i ts members. Eth i cal 
Codes of Professi onal practi ce are only th e start. Unless an uneth i cal 
practi ce becomes overt and a matter for i nternal professi onal di sci pli ne 
or, worse, for publi c li ti gati on, everyday eth i cal practi se i s a matter of 
covert personal deci si on and ch oi ce, of i ndi vi dual consci ence.

We may be well acquai nted wi th  eth i cal th eor,’, but eth i cs i n practi ce 
i s a di fferent matter altogeth er, and much  eth i cal consci ousness and 
competence i s learnt on th e j ob, condi ti ons permi tti ng. Wh eth er th ei r 
busi ness commi tments th ese days wi ll allow practi cal ph i losoph ers, and 
appli ed psych ologi sts, to gi ve th e necessary reflecti on to th ei r practi ce, i n 
a cli mate and context i n wh i ch  ‘ti me i s money’, wh eth er i t wi ll rob th em 
of th at freedom for cri ti que, of th at reflecti ve capaci ty, i s not for us to 
j udge.

As we reflect on th ese th i ngs, perh aps we need always to bear i n mi nd 
th at a person or a meth od th at h as th e capaci ty to do great good h as also, 
and by th e same tok en, th e capaci ty to do great h arm. Plato h ad much  
earli er warned us about th e peri ls of possessi ng sk i lls and k nowledge. 
Th e subsequent events over th e many centuri es si nce h ave confi rmed th e 
i nh erent ambi gui ty of all th i ngs, often h orri fyi ngly so. Practi cal and 
appli ed ph i losoph y, li k e appli ed psych ology, even i f eth i cal, i s not 
excluded from th i s general condi ti on. ‘Th e road to h ell i s paved wi th  
good i ntenti ons’, as we were remi nded by th e good Dr Joh nson.

Nai vety about th e potenti al for evi l, even at th e h eart of ph i losoph y 
and eth i cs, can be very dangerous i ndeed. But th i s does not mean th at we 
sh ould renounce th ei r potenti al for good. Far from i t. Only vi gi lance, 
h owever, constant and exqui si te vi gi lance, and cri ti que about our ways 
and means can be of h elp h ere; i f th ey can’t qui te save us, th ey may at 
least k eep us from h arm.

Practi ti oners of all stri pes h ave also fei t th e need for outsi de 
i ndependent protecti on from professi onal confli cts generated by th e 
organi sati ons th at employ th em. Cli ni cal and counselli ng psych ologi sts 
work i ng alongsi de practi ti oners from oth er di sci pUnes wi th i n th e UK’s 
NHS, and especi ally alongsi de psych i atri sts, h ave fei t th e need for th e 
protecti on afforded by th ei r own externa! professi onal body. Th e 
mani fest purpose of some k i nd of ch arter-cum-code i s eth i cal, to protect 
Soci ety agai nst abusi ve practi ti oners, but th ere i s room for abuse i n both  
di recti ons. Th e ch arter also affords some protecti on to th ose eth i cal



136

practi ti oners from cmploycrs wh o mi gh t abuse th em, as well as from th e 
unquali fi ed wh o mi gh t be tempted to i nvade th ei r area of professi onal 
experti se. Nei th er ph i losoph ers, not psych ologi sts, not soci ety are beni gn 
or mali ntended as such .

Getti ng i nvolved i n messy real world practi ce guarantees th at frequent 
encounters wi th  eth i cal i ssues are i nevi table for practi ti oners. Practi ti oner 
awareness, wi Ui ngness and competence to deal wi th  such  i ssues cannot 
be tak en for granted, on th e oth er h and. Many eth i cal i ssues wi ll be latent 
rath er th an overt. Practi cal ph i losoph ers wi ll be personally ch allenged on 
th e j ob, and someti mes i n publi c, to sh ow wh ere th ey stand on eth i cs. 
Indeed, i t would seem anomalous i f th ey fai led to mak e th ei r posi ti on 
clear, gi ven th e h i story of th ei r di sci pli ne, and th e fact th at eth i cs i s a 
mai n brauch  of ph i losoph y.

Th i nk i ng and ph i losoph y are for a purpose, but for wh at and wh ose 
purpose meri ts consi derati on. Wh atever th e pri mary pursui t of an 
Organi sati on, wh eth er profi t-mak i ng busi ness or publi c sector ch ari ty, th e 
organi sati on’s purpose i s always a moral and eth i cal one. And i f th e 
Organi sati on i s able to be oth er th i ngs at th e same ti me as bei ng moral, to 
be effi ci ent and so on, th en so much  th e better. Th i s bas been sh own 
ti me and ti me agai n to be th e case, even for economi c enterpri se, by 
soci ologi sts of rank , from Max Weber (Weber 1920) on to Robert 
Wuth now (Wuth now 1996).

Many of us i n th ese days of late capi tali sm are sufferi ng a postmodern 
anomi e, a k i nd of debi li tati ng malai se. Many oth ers are burni ng 
th emselves out i n dual or multi ple mandate j obs i n th e Servi ce of Systems 
wh i ch  perpetuate a destructi ve Status quo i n Gi ddens’ ‘runaway world’. 
Someti mes i t feels as i f we are i n danger of soci ety exi sti ng for th e 
purpose of busi ness, rath er th an busi ness (and oth er organi sati ons) 
exi sti ng to serve soci ety and th e ‘good li fe’ of i ts ci ti zens. Th e modern 
state seems to h ave become more a bürden on i ts ci ti zens th an a benefi t. 
Sure, ph i losoph ers, li k e psych ologi sts need to eat, to ‘k eep body and soul 
togeth er’. Wi ll th ey th ough , ph i losoph ers and psych ologi sts, remai n part 
of th e problem or can th ey, wi ll th ey, contri bute to i ts soluti on?

Wi ll practi cal ph i losoph ers tak e th ei r place alongsi de appli ed 
psych ologi sts to try and mak e our world a better place, and be 
mutuallysupporti ve i n th i s cause as fri ends and coUeagues?

Unli k e th e modern professi on of psych ology, i ndi vi dual practi ti oner 
psych ologi sts, li k e many oth er practi ti oners, may not automati cally
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i nclude eth i cs i n th ei r practi ce. Psych ologi sts could do wi th  some h elp 
from ph i losoph y, and probably th e reverse i s true. Ph i losoph ers, unli k e 
psych ologi sts for example, are not usually trai ned i n empi ri cal research , 
and th i s sk i ll may be an added value for th ei r professi on. Mutual Support 
between complementary, not competi ng, di sci pli nes we surmi se could 
reduce th e stress of th e practi si ng members i n each , and can only be to 
th e ulti mate good of th ose meant to benefi t from th ei r Servi ces.

Th ere i s room for both  di sci pli nes. Indeed some of us may want to 
say th at th ere i s a growi ng need for i ndi vi duals wh o h ave a Strong sense 
of th e eth i cal wh o are also wi Ui ng to get th ei r h ands di rty i n complex 
reali ty. Th ei r competence and courage are needed to h elp people to 
become more li k e Gi ddens’ ‘sk i lled and k nowledgeable agents’ i n th e 
Contemporary ‘runaway’ global world.

Hadot (op. ci t.) wrote: ‘In anci ent ph i losoph y (...) an essenti al place i s 
accorded to th e duty always to act i n th e Servi ce of th e h uman 
Communi ty, th at i s, to act i n accordance wi th j usti ce.’ Some 
psych ologi sts, li k e some doctors and managers, h ad lost si gh t of eth i cs; 
h ad neglected th e h i gh est good i n th ei r oth er pursui ts. Th e ei gh teenth  
Century German ph i losoph er Immanuel Kant beli eved th at wh at we h ave 
lost and abandoned we h ave th e capaci ty to restore, and Leonard Nelson 
not only sh ared th i s vi ew, h e devoted h i s li fe i n tryi ng to promote i t i n 
practi se.

Wh ere th en does Contemporary practi cal ph i losoph y posi ti on i tself i n 
th i s debate? Tradi ti onally th e th ree mai n branch es of ph i losoph y are: 
wh at exi sts (ontology); wh at we k now (epi stemology); and wh at i s 
good/ri gh t (eth i cs). Gi ven th i s tradi ti on i s i t not reasonable to expect an 
eth i cal consci ousness and eth i cal practi ce from all apph ed ph i losoph ers? 
And i s i t not i ndeed reasonable to expect th ose wh o apply ph i losoph y 
usi ng tech ni ques such  as th e Socrati c Di alogue, wh i ch  are th e h eri tage of 
forebears for wh om ph i losoph y was ‘a way of li fe’, to be especi ally 
sensi ti ve to th ei r potenti al for abuse; to be especi ally concerned about 
th ei r own responsi bi li ty for th e promoti on of th e h i gh est good?

A furth er turn-back  to someth i ng rath er closer to th e i dea of 
ph i losoph y as a way of li fe but updated to tak e account of modern 
condi ti ons — may be essenti al to h elp reverse some of th e destructi ve 
trends of late moderni ty. We th i nk  i t doesn’t h ave to be a matter of 
ph i losoph y appli ed for ei th er pri vate profi t or publi c good, so long as 
practi ti oners are eternally vi gi lant and try to avoi d doi ng h arm to oth ers.



References

138

on th e Fri nge. In: Th e Ph i losoph ers’

Harm wi ll someti mes be done unwi tti ngly, because of th e messi ness of 
th e World, and because of our all too h uman li mi tati ons.
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Socrates i s often accused of i ntellectuali si ng, but Plato, th e master 
dramati st, conveys Feeli ng and passi on i n h i s Di alogues as well as 
i ntellectual and rati onal Features. Indeed, Socrates i ntended th e 
experi ence oF di alogue to transForm th e wh ole person; one’s wh ole way 
oF üFe. Parti ci pati on i n th e di alogue was not a game to be treated li gh tly

Th e Contemporary Socrati c Di alogue, th e Nelson-Heck mann di alogue 
wh i ch  ori gi nated i n Germany, i s ph i losoph i cal enqui ry i n a group setti ng. 
Each  separate di alogue i s an attempt at Formi ng a communi ty oF enqui ry, 
or th i nk i ng as a group, wh i ch  i s an i mportant part oF th e wh ole process. 
Each  i ndi vi dual parti ci pant bri ngs wi th  h er to th e group h er own 
back ground and h i story, h er parti cular Fears, moti ves and desi res. 
Parti ci pants bri ng Feeli ngs oF empath y, sympath y, or even anti path y. To 
use th e j argon th ey bri ng th ei r own ‘emoti onal baggage’. Th ere i s much  
more goi ng on i n th e process th an purely addressi ng a ph i losoph i cal 
questi on i n a cool, detach ed and rati onal männer. Th ere i s Feeli ng as well 
as th i nk i ng, passi on as well as reason. But th ese Feeli ngs can be push ed 
asi de, become peri ph eral or repressed. Th i s sh ort paper i s sti mulated by 
two quesdons. How open i s/can a Socrati c Di alogue be? How can i t be 
deepened and developed psych ologi cally? Th e ai m i s to bri ng 
psych ologi cal i nfluences i n th e di alogue i nto greater awareness. It i s 
proposed th at a greater understandi ng oF th ese psych ologi cal, speci fi cally 
emoti onal, i ssues would enri ch  th e process oF di alogue.

facüi tator froni Holland, i s1 Th e coUaborati on of Loes de Jong, Socrati c 
ack nowledged i n th e preparauon for th i s paper.
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or wh i ch  could be forgotten about on leavi ng. Th e i nj uncti on was to 
“Know th yselfand “Th e unexami ned li fe i s not worth  li vi ng”. Socrates’ 
own ch oi ce of metaph ors for h i s own role i n th e di alogues (th at of th e 
mi dwi fe and th e gadfly) vi vi dly portray th i s potenti ally pai nful process.

Th i s pai nful experi ence was parti cularly li k ely to occur i n th e fi rst 
ph ase of th e classi cal di alogue, th e ph ase of 'elench us'. Th i s was th e peri od 
of embarrassment and self-doubt as Socrates’ pupi ls were trapped i n 
th ei r contradi cti ons, and th ei r concei ts, prej udi ces, and i nconsi stenci es 
remorselessly exposed i n th e publi c gaze under h i s sk i lful questi oni ng. 
Th ere was a deep emoti onal ri sk  to th e person parti ci pati ng i n th e 
di alogue. Socrates wanted to analyse wh ole li ves, not merely words. How, 
th erefore, could th e di alogues be free of passi on, wh en one’s ch eri sh ed 
values and even one’s wh ole beli ef System could be under attack , or, 
conversely, wh en th e ‘truth ’ was fi nally and j oyfuUy revealed after th e 
many di alecti cal twi sts and turns i n th e di alogue and after much  delvi ng?

Plato h as h i s own colourful metaph or for th e di sci pli ned and 
controUed management of th e emoti ons duri ng di alogue (i n fact, duri ng 
one’s wh ole li fe). It i s th e Image of Reason as a ch ari oteer ri di ng across 
th e h eavens i n a cavalcade of th e gods wi th  th e rei ns of th e good and 
docUe wh i te h orse of courage or spi ri t i n one h and and i n th e oth er th e 
rei ns of th e wi ld and evi l black  h orse of passi on. Plato was of course no 
Stranger to th e Greek  Tragedi es. Hi s metaph or of th e tri parti te soul was 
borrowed over 2000 years later by Freud, th e fath er of psych oanalysi s. 
Plato culti vated an oth er-worldly metaph ysi cal vi si on wh i ch  was at odds 
wi th  th e prevai li ng values of h eroi c passi on, utter ruth lessness, unbri dled 
ambi ti on, banal greed and lust, and petty pri de i n th e Ath ens of h i s day.

Th e Nelsoni ans, th e eth i cal soci ali st group formed i n th e fi rst h alf of 
last Century i n Germany, seemed to be obli vi ous of th e power of 
emoti ons. Th ei r leader, th e German Kanti an ph i losoph er, Leonard 
Nelson, was h i mself si lent about th e practi cal i mportance of emoti ons 
for ph i losoph y. He may even h ave deni ed th em to h i mself, except h e i s 
k nown to h ave been a very passi onate man i n h i s pri vate li fe.̂ Hi s 
di sci ple, Gustav Heck mann, wh o after Nelson’s death  went on to 
develop th e Socrati c meth od ori gi nated by Nelson, ack nowledged th ei r

2 Th i s re fers to wh at h e says about Socrates and th e meth od. Nelson’s full account of 
th i s topi c elsewh ere i s compli cated and ambi valent, h i s ‘si ttli ch es Interesse’ bei ng 
i ntellectual rath er th an practi cal (Fernando Leal, personal communi cati on).
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exi stence and relevance for th e Nelsoni an di alogue but confi ned h i mself 
to wri ti ng only a few bland Statements about emoti ons. He spli t th em off 
from th e mai n di alogue process by bani sh i ng th em to h i s i nventi on, th e 
‘metadi alogue’, i n wh i ch  any “di scomfort sh ould be arti culated” wi th i n 
Socrati c groups wh i ch  may i nvolve “i nch oate feeli ngs of stress or 
confusi on caused by th e i ntensi ty of our enqui ry”. (Heck mann 1987, p. 
34-37) Th i s Spli tti ng manoeuvre i s an i nteresti ng expressi on of a long- 
li ved tendency we h ave for duali sti c th i nk i ng; th e reason-emoti on 
duali sm, for example, h avi ng permeated Western tradi ti on si nce th e early 
Greek s.

In h i s ‘precondi ti ons’ for parti ci pati on i n Socrati c Di alogue 
Heck mann di d not expli ci dy i denti fy emoti onal maturi ty as a cri teri on for 
parti ci pati on. Yet th ere must h ave been such  a presumpti on. For 
Heck mann ‘i ndi vi dual psych i c problems are excluded’ from th e di alogue 
because, h e argued, th ey could only be dealt wi th  by psych oanalysi s, not 
th rough  ph i losoph i si ng. Nelson, wh o was a Contemporary of Freud, h ad 
i gnored Freud, and seemed i ndi fferent to psych ology as such , a subj ect 
wh i ch  h ad j ust begun to tak e off on th e Conti nent. Experi mental 
psych ology i s tradi ti onally deemed to h ave begun i n Wundt’s laboratory 
i n Lei pzi g at th e turn of th e Century. Perh aps th e assumpti on was th at 
ph i losoph y took  care of reason and psych ology was about th e emoti ons.

A Contemporary Socrati c, Fernando Leal, h as remi nded us recently of 
th e centrali ty of th e emoti ons duri ng th e classi cal Socrati c Di alogue:

“(...) people got exci ted, th ey got angry, th ey got elated. As you k now, 
Socrates was k i lled by th e government. But h e was not k i Ued j ust 
because h e was an eggh ead wh o ask ed uncomfortable questi ons. 
Intellectuali sti c eggh eads don’t generally get th emselves executed. 
Socrates awok e very powerful emoti ons; and our own Socrati c Di alogue 
sh ould do so too. If i t doesn’t, th en we can be sure th ere i s someth i ng 
wrong i n th e way we are doi ng i t....(A)s each  Step i n our analysi s i s 
carri ed out, we are not only th i nk i ng but feeli ng our way to th e pri nci ple.” 
(Leal 1998, p. 38)

Oth er Statements about feeli ngs encountered i n th e Nelson-Heck mann 
form of di alogue came to li gh t th at were made by th ree oth er 
Contemporary di alogue faci li tators:
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or processes related 
1 th e progress of th e

“Düri ng a Socrati c di alogue psych ologi cal problems i 
to group dynami cs may h ave a negati ve i nfluence on 
di alogue.”

“Any feeli ng of di scomfort wh i ch  di sturbs th e di alogue proper sh ould 
be expressed.”

“....di ssati sfacti on wi th  th e course of events i s often proj ected upon th e 
faci li tator. He sh ouldn’t be placed i n a posi ti on i n wh i ch  h e needs to 
defend h i mself

Di eter Bi rnbach er, a member of th e German Academy (PPA) and a 
Socrati c faci li tator, h as recently publi sh ed a valuable arti cle on th e 

Nelsoni an-Heck mann Socrati c Di alogue (see Bi rnbach er 1999). Hi s few 

Statements i n th e paper about th e emoti onal si de of th e di alogue, 
h owever, appear a li ttle th i n and anodyne. Th ey reflect th e i deal Si tuati on 

— or perh aps th e safe confi nes of th e uni versi ty Student group wh ere 

students and teach er h ave become comfortable wi th  each  oth er. To 
quote h i m:

“On th e affecti ve si de, parti ci pati on i n a Socrati c group i s a parti cularly 
sati sfactory experi ence of an equi li bri um of rati onali ty and matter-of- 
factness on th e one h and and of warmth , acceptance and openness on 
th e oth er h and. On th e cogni ti ve si de, i t i s an exerci se i n rati onal 
problem soluti on i n a framework  of stri ct di sci pli ne and restrai nt. On 
th e affecti ve si de, i t allows, wi th i n th e supporti ve framework  of th e 
group, to gai n an understandi ng of some of one’s own i nner confli cts, to 
Control one’s own self-percepti on by th e feedback  gi ven by oth ers and 
to i denti fy empath lcally wi th  th e th i nk i ng and feeli ng of oth ers.” 
(Bi rnbach er 1999, p. 223)

Note th e duali sti c th i nk i ng i n th e di sti ncti on made above by Bi rnbach er 

i n h i s descri pti on between th e ‘cogni ti ve’ and th e ‘affecti ve’ si des of th e 
process. I am i ndebted at th i s poi nt to th e observati on made my 

colleague Fernando Leal (i n personal communi cati on) th at Jak ob 
Fri edri ch  Fri es — th rough  wh ose ph i losoph y Nelson came to Kant — 

concei ved of th e di sti ncti on between consci ous and unconsci ous th ough t 
processes, wh i ch  Fri es called ‘h i gh er’ and ‘lower’ th ough t processes. 

Fernando Leal went on to observe th at Fri es’ emph asi s, as h as always 

been th e case wi th  th e Cri ti cal Ph i losoph y, was on th e ‘h i gh er’ cogni ti ve 

si de, rath er th an th e affecti ve ‘lower’ si de. Alth ough  Fri es’ duali sm i s 

strongly remi ni scent of Freud’s pri mary and secondary th ough t processes
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Th e Modern World and i ts Commerci al Exploi tati on of 
Emoti ons

“Now gi rls, I want you to go out th ere and really smi le. Your smi le i s 
your bi ggest asset. I want you to go out th ere and use i t. Smi le. i k nally 
smi le. Really lay i t on.” (Hoch sch i ld 1983)

We h ave posed a questi on about th e tak en-for-granted openness of th e 
Contemporary Socrati c Di alogue. In fact, we do not usually k now th e 
emoti onal Status of i ndi vi dual parti ci pants at th e start of or duri ng th e 
course of th e di alogue. It i s not often transparent. Indeed, we do not 
k now much  about wh at goes on i n th e process ph i losoph i cally, as well as 
psych ologi cally. Is th ere an ‘elench us’, for example, h ow far i s Consensus 
reach ed, wh at are th e emoti onal block s to good di alogue, does th e 
personal style — and feeli ngs — of th e faci li tator exert an i mportant 
i nfluence? It may seem th at faci li tators i n th e Nelson-Heck mann 
tradi ti on expect th e group parti ci pant to arri ve at th e di alogue as an 
emoti onal tabula rasa, or at least emoüonally mature.

Th e assumpti on i s th at parti ci pants turn up to th e di alogue as rati onal 
bei ngs wi th  th ei r emoti ons under control, and no doubt many do. Many 
i ndi vi duals undoubtedly experi ence good feeli ngs about Socrati c 
Di alogues, to wh i ch  th ey return and re-experi ence from year to year, 
wh i ch  i s, many would surely beli eve, an adequate testi mony to th ei r 
value. Anecdotes suggest, on th e oth er h and, th at th e di alogue may 
generate di ffi cult emoti onal experi ences for some i ndi vi duals. Th i s may 
ari se as a result of th e psych ologi cal dynami cs i n Operati on i n th ei r 
parti cular group, destructi ve group dynami cs, or for some oth er reason. 
Th e faci li tator may h ave di ffi culty deali ng wi th  th e Si tuati on. Th e group’s 
effort to accompli sh  th e ph i losoph i cal task  may be th warted because of 
emoti onal problems, (leavi ng problems of a cogni ti ve psych ologi cal k i nd 
asi de).

th e Connecti on between th e Cri ti cal Ph i losoph y and psych olog}' at all i s 
much stronger wi th th at brauch of psych ology referred to by 
psych ologi sts as ‘cogni ti ve’ th an i t h as been wi th  oth er k i nds of 
psych ology.



3 See open lener to Jos Kessels from Ute Si ebert of th e GSP, 1998.
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It may h elp to th i nk  i n terms of th e fami li är th ree levels of analysi s: 
th e i ndi vi dual, th e group, and th e Organi sati on. An i ndi vi dual may h ave 
personal problems wh i ch  di srupt any group structure; at th e group level 
th e parti cular dynami cs of th e group may i n i tself be a source of 
Problems; at th e h i gh er level each  group i s usuaUy a part of a wi der 
"Organi sati on' and culture. It may be wi se to assume th at th e boundari es 
between th e group and Organi sati on are qui te permeable even i f group 
parti ci pants try to k eep th ei r own group proceedi ngs confi denti al. It i s 
rath er li k e a nest of Ch i nese boxes or Russi an dolls. Anoth er model i s 
th e open Systems model. Th i s model suggests th at th e organi sati onal 
boundari es of th e group are open to th e wi der soci ety and culture so th at 
th e prevai li ng values and beli efs of th e latter would be brough t i nto th e 
Socrati c ‘Organi sati on’ and to i ts consti tuent groups. Th e i ndi vi dual 
Socrati c group i s a small quasi -i nformal group — a temporary 
Organi sati on — and parti ci pants come from common and from di fferent 
cultures. Th e Nelson-Heck mann di alogue i s already pre-structured along 
tradi ti onal li nes, wi th  i ts own rules, and based on pre-gi ven tradi ti onal 
‘values’, such  as th e values and doctri ne of th e founder, and th ese are an 
i mportant part of th e Overall pi cture.

As for th e wi der scene many cri ti cs th ese days (and ordi nary people) 
are concerned about th e maj or soci al and economi c problems of ‘late 
moderni ty’. Th ey talk  of over-dependence on tech nology, a cri si s of 
employment i n terms of th e quali ty and quanti ty of j obs, th e tensi ons 
between fragmentati on and globali zati on, and th e seemi ngly 
Ameri cani sati on of an amoral world. For th e questi on of global 
Ameri cani sati on see th e i deas of George Ri tzer (1998). Over­
rati onali sati on may h ave produced a de-h umani sed world. Th e Bri ti sh  
soci ologi st, Anth ony Gi ddens, calls th i s bi g pi cture ‘Th e Runaway 
World’, alth ough  h e tak es a weak ly opti mi sti c vi ew of i ts future (Gi ddens 
1999).

Th i s wi der scenari o h as generated many h eated and oth er negati ve 
emoti ons. It may h ave relevance for th e modern Socrati c movement 
wh en th e Nelson-Heck mann di alogue i s bei ng transposed from i ts 
tradi ti onal setti ngs i nto busi ness organi sati ons. If th i s i s i mportant to 
modern Socrati cs do th ey feel th ey are part of th e problem or a ti ny and 
modest part of i ts soluti on?̂ For Nelson, th ese questi ons would surely
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h ave been relevant. He was concerned to put eth i cs i nto practi ce and saw 
bi s Inventi on, th e Socrati c Di alogue, as an eth i cal and poli ti cal tool for 
attai ni ng th i s goal.

Nelson was part of th e growi ng rati onali sati on of th e age; h e was of 
h i s ti me and place. Reason and rati onali ty h ad been valori sed i n th e west 
for centuri es, and, some would want to say, to th e detri ment of 
emoti onal li fe. ‘Instrumental rati onali ty’ reach ed i ts apoth eosi s i n i ts 
excessi ve deployment i n modern work Systems wi th th e over- 
speci ali sati on and over-si mph fi cati on of work  i n ‘j unk  j obs’. It i s now 
sai d th at we h ave spent more effort on suppressi ng, or exploi ti ng feeli ngs 
th an on developi ng th em. Th e commerci al world i n th e west was not 
slow to catch  up wi th  th i s i dea and i s now busy wi th  th e emoti onal 
mani pulati on of work  forces, parti cularly th ose i n th e growi ng sector of 
close-customer-contact Servi ce j obs. Labour i s bei ng taugh t to use ri gi d 
Scri pts wi th  consumers; ti gh dy-controUed prescri pti ons or verbal routi nes 
wh i ch  reflect i nauth enti c ‘emoti on’ rath er th an th e real th i ng.

In h er study of female ai rli ne fli gh t attendants, th e Ameri can soci al 
sci enti st, Arli e Hoch sch i ld pi oneered research  i nto wh at sh e referred to 
as ‘emoti onal labor’. A new i ndustry h as developed i n th e trai ni ng of 
emoti onal management and th e use by employers of emoti onal control 
tech ni ques wi th  th e labour force. Once pre-occupi ed wi th  Intelli gence 
tests of IQ th e i nterest of management h as broadened to i nclude th e 
emoti onal quoti ent (EQ). In h i s best seller Dani el Goleman regards EQ 
as a set of sk i Us to be trai ned wh i ch  consi sts of a number of abüi ti es: self- 
percepti on, self-control, empath y and soci al sk i lls (Goleman 1997).

One recent clai m i s th at EQ “accounts for 87.5% of wh at sets 
outstandi ng performers apart from th e average.” (Comment i n: Th e 
Psych ologi st 1999, 12, 10 p. 522) As cri ti cal ph i losoph ers we could ask  
ourselves h ow far th i s acti vi ty i s open to abuse. Emoti onal labour mi gh t 
fool th e consumer but i t can create j ob stress. Emoti onal management, 
ük e rati onal th i nk i ng, i s to a purpose. For wh ose purpose and i n wh ose 
i nterest? Emoti onal Intelli gence li k e rati onal i ntelli gence, i s open to 
abuse. Both  are two-edged swords.
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But after all i ndi vi dual people are ‘all of a pi ece’. It i s th e di sci pli nes and 
th e duali sms wh i ch Fragment us. For th e li ttle k nown Scotti sh  
ph i losoph er, Joh n Macmurray (1891-1976) emoti onal maturi ty was an 
i mportant part of a compreh ensi ve rati onali ty and a fully-rounded 
h umani ty (Macmurray 1935). Th ere comes a ti me, h e suggested, wh en 
th ough t cannot be free unti l feeli ng i s free. But we di strust our emoti ons. 
We h ave set th e i ntellect free and k ept th e emoti ons i n ch ai ns, beli evi ng 
i n freedom of th ough t but not of feeli ng. Instead Macmurray beli eved we 
sh ould rely more on th e ack nowledgement and expressi on of h onest 
auth enti c feeli ngs and understand th ei r role i n practi cal reason and 
eth i cal conduct. He also beli eved th at to be emoti onally undi sci pli ned i s 
not to be free. As a Kanti an h e fei t strongly th at we need to submi t to 
feeli ngs wh i ch  h ave been di sci pli ned not by external auth ori ty but by and 
for ourselves, i n th e personal Servi ce of practi cal reason. Emoti ons may 
be put to good effect — perh aps i n th e Servi ce of practi cal eth i cs i n 
organi sati ons, i n th e development of ‘aretê (moral exceUence) i n th e 
i ndi vi dual, and i n oth er ways.

Several years after Macmurray di ed, th e Ameri can soci ologi st, George 
Ri tzer, i ssued a di re warni ng, th at th ere i s a subtle form of self-poli ci ng i n 
th e modern world. Even Consumers — not j ust labourers — h ave so 
i nternali sed ‘McDonaldi zed’ values th at we di sci ph ne and self-regulate 
ourselves unth i nk i ngly i n th e Servi ce of capi tali sm at th e expense of our 
true selves. For a long ti me th e two domai ns h ad been de-coupled; th e 
emoti onal/i nterpersonal and th e rati onal/tech ni cal. Th e anci ent Greek s 
led US to beli eve th at th e one domai n i s femi ni ne and th e oth er i s 
masculi ne, th e one i s i nferi or and th e oth er superi or. Ari stotle i s 
notori ous for th i s. Th i s i s a mi stak e. Nei th er provi nce i s th e sole 
prerogati ve of one sex. Th e duali ty was mi sleadi ngly expressed as i n 
h i erarch i cal Opposi ti on. Emoti on i s not th e opposi te or i nferi or partner 
of rati onali ty or reason.

It i s i n th e real world of practi ce th at th e falsi ty of th i s deep duali ty 
becomes evi dent. Yes, i t i s true, we someti mes act bli ndly and on 
emoti onal Impulse and th i s i s someti mes th e wrong move. Often, 
th ough , our emoti ons are th e only basi s on wh i ch  to act — because th ere 
i s i nsuffi ci ent ti me to do oth erwi se and barely ti me to reflect, or wh en
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th e Si tuati on i s too complex, and wh en we are faced wi th  an i rresolvable 
di lemma between two ‘ri gh t’ acti ons, and wh en we cannot fi nd th e 
words. Th e emoti ons can be i mportant evaluati ve si gnals i n th ei r own 
ri gh t. Th ey can si gnal danger wh en fear i s aroused, or th at th i ngs are not 
qui te ri gh t wh en we feel unease and di scomfort.

Leavi ng debates about evoluti on asi de, emoti onal development, th e 
development of th e wh ole sei f may be vi ewed as a dynami c proj ect. Th e 
sei f i s conti nuously sh aped and resh aped th rough  i nteracti on wi th  oth ers, 
th rough  di scourse and di alogue and oth er experi ences, and th rough  th e 
self-reflecti on of i nner di alogue and oth er ‘spi ri tual exerci ses’. Th i s paper 
fi ni sh es on a note of good sense and reasoni ng about emoti ons from one 
of today’s foremost classi cal eth i cal sch olars, th e Ameri can Marth a 
Nussbaum. Nussbaum rebuts th e noti on th at th e emoti ons are i rrati onal, 
and li k e Leal remi nds us th at for th e anci ents th e emoti ons are central to 
our li ves (see Nussbaum 1994). For h er th e natural h uman response to 
th e sufferi ng and vulnerabi li ty of anoth er senti ent bei ng must be 
compassi on.
Th e Bri ti sh  psych ologi st, Kei th  Oatley, ventures;

“It i s not wh oUy Qui xoti c, I th i nk , to i magi ne teach i ng a course on th e 
psych ology of emoti ons i n wh i ch  Nussbaum’s ‘Th erapy of Desi re’ i s not 
j ust th e starti ng poi nt, but also th e culmi nati on to wh i ch  th e course 
would tend after a j ourney along h i gh ways and lanes (...). For 
Nussbaum not only provi des a vi si on of wh y as academi cs, or as people, 
we mi gh t be i nterested i n th e emoti ons, but wh y emoti ons are of such  
i mportance. Th ey are of i mportance because th ey are th e very centre of 
h uman li fe.” (Oatley 1997, p. 308)

Emoti ons are not j ust a nui sance to th e Socrati c Di alogue, to be deni ed 
or suppressed, or, at best to be relegated to th e ‘metadi alogue’, but are 
central to th e process. Rules narrow down th e process and th e i ssues. 
Hi dden assumpti ons about k eepi ng emoti ons out of th e pi cture can be 
oppressi ve to parti ci pants and i mpoveri sh i ng to th e di alogue. It i s h i gh  
ti me to i nclude th e emoti ons i n th eori si ng about di alogue, along wi th  th e 
oth er usual i ntellectual concepts of ‘reason’, ‘truth ’, ‘consensus’, 
‘regressi ve abstracti on’, ‘j udgement’ and ‘pri nci ples’, and wh at not. It i s 
ti me for Socrati cs to get exci ted about emoti ons.
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Th ese rules are consti tuti ve for th e paradi gm of Socrati c Di alogues i n th e 
tradi ti on of Nelson-Heck mann.

As a rati onal h uman bei ng, everyone wi Ui ng and ready to respect th e 
followi ng rules i s able to j oi n i n a Socrati c Di alogue.

Th e ai m of a Socrati c Di alogue i s to gai n fundamental and general 
i nsi gh ts i nto a ph i losoph i cal problem. Th e topi c or questi on 
determi nes th e problem.

Th e starti ng poi nt of th e Di alogue i s an i ndi vi dual experi ence so th at 
parti ci pants h ave a fi rm footi ng i n th i ngs concrete.

More speci fi cally, th e ai m of a Socrati c Di alogue i s recogni ti on of 
truth  wi th  respect to th e soluti on of th e gi ven problem. Any 
Consensus reach ed among all parti ci pants must be based on th ei r 
own i nsi gh t and voluntary consent.

4.1 In a Socrati c Di alogue th ere i s no pressure to reach  a deci si on or to 
engage i n acti on. Th e i nh erent ai m i s to reach  Consensus about 
truth . For parti ci pants th ere i s usually th e addi ti onal ai m of 
reasonable i ndi vi dual self-determi nati on. Accordi ng to context, th i s 
can be understood i n a pedagogi cal or poli ti cal sense, or i n terms of 
th e th eory of educati on and learni ng.

Parti ci pants mak e an effort to clari fy th ei r own th ough ts and use 
clear language to express th em so th at oth ers can understand th em.

Parti ci pants mak e an effort to li sten attenti vely to understand th e 
th ough ts of oth ers i n th e group, and to h elp oth ers to clari fy and 
formulate th ei r th ough ts i n th e best way wh i ch  i s possi ble. Th i s i s 
developi ng th e Socrati c ‘sk i ll of th e mi dwi fe’ (called ‘mai euti c’).
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All sh ould express th emselves as conci sely as possi ble to contri bute 
to th e common search  for truth  on th e gi ven problem. Bri efly: as 
much  words as necessary, as few as possi ble.

Si nceri ty sh ould underpi n all Statements or doubts expressed; at th e 
poi nt wh en contri buti ons to th e di scussi on are made th e Speak er 
sh ould be ready to defend th em wi th  arguments.

Arguments used by i ndi vi duals to defend parti cular proposi ti ons are 
of two k i nds:

9.1 Abstract ph i losoph i cal Statements. Th ese sh ould be explai ned by 
way of concrete examples so th at th e li stener i s able to apply th e test 
of understandi ng (accordi ng to Gustav Heck mann th i s i s th e 
‘Socrati c Pri nci ple’). Insi gh t i nto a general subj ect i s possi ble only vi a 
exami ni ng and analysi ng a concrete experi ence subsumed to th e 
general fact.

9.2 Conversely, th e parti ci pants sh ould not i mmerse th emselves solely i n 
th e concrete experi ence, but sh ould search  for th e underlyi ng 
general pri nci ple and convi cti ons by th e process of ‘regressi ve 
abstracti on’, and sh ould exami ne th ese found generals.

10. Every Socrati c Di alogue group i s responsi ble i n common for th e 
process of recogni ti on. Havi ng moved from i ndi vi dual to more 
general Statements, th ei r vali di ty h as to be tested. Th e reasons for 
and agai nst proposi ti ons h ave to be exami ned i n common i n as 
unprej udi ced a way as possi ble. Th e Di alogue h as to be exploi ted as 
an Instrument for clari fyi ng and deepeni ng one’s th ough ts. All 
contradi cti ons regardi ng th e gi ven topi c and all obj ecti ons rai sed by 
parti ci pants h ave to be exami ned unti l (i f at all possi ble) th ey are 
resolved. Everyone h as to deci de h onesti y for h erself/h i mself 
wh eth er i nner consent can be gi ven.

11. Th e auth ori ty for th e vali di ty of arguments does not rest on
th e vi ew of a person or a group;
wh at h as been read or h eard;
a doctri ne;

but on
th e self-confi dence i n reason;
th e ‘pri nci ple of reason’, i .e. th e peculi ar ‘forceless force’ of th e 
better argument. Th e consequence of th ese poi nts i s:
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Translated extract from th e Essay by Gi sela Raupach -Strey (1997): 
Grundregeln des Sok rati sch en Gespräch s. Vol. IV, Sch ri ftenrei h e der 
PPA, pp. 149-152.

12. A readi ness for revi si on: anyone wh o gai ns a new recogni ti on, 
noti ces an old error or reali ses th at an earli er contri buti on sh ould be 
curtai led or modi fi ed, sh ould be wi lli ng to communi cate th i s to th e 
oth ers to advance th e group’s search  for truth  and to benefi t th e 
Overall di alogue.

13. No force oth er th an th e force of reason i s admi ssi ble i n any part of 
th e di alogue, nei th er di rect, nor structural, and all parti ci pants 
sh ould endeavour to sh ape th e di alogue i n conformi ty wi th  th e ‘i deal 
Si tuati on of Speech ’.

14. Responsi bi li ty for th e progress of th e di alogue li es wi th  th e 
Communi ty of th e group. Joi nüy everyone i s responsi ble for ferti le 
progress. Th us anyone i s aUowed to comment on th e course and 
regulati on of th e di alogue; to ask  for clari fi cati on i n respect of any 
obscuri ty or confusi on or of th e actual poi nt of th e di alogue. 
[Someti mes such  poi nts are best rai sed i n a Meta di alogue].

15. All parti ci pants (regardless of gender) h ave equal ri gh ts concerni ng 
th e di fferent ppes of contri buti ons to th e di alogue. Th e faci li tator i s 
temporari ly responsi ble, wi th  th e agreement of th e group, for 
ensuri ng th at group members understand each  oth er; th at th e 
i nqui ry i s obj ecti ve and th at frui tful progress i n th e di alogue i s 
ach i eved. As far as possi ble th e faci li tator renounces parti ci pati ng i n 
matters of content duri ng th e di alogue. It i s th e task  of all 
parti ci pants i n th e di alogue to treat each  oth er wi th  mutual respect 
and tolerance, so as to promote i nsi gh ts i nto th e subj ect under 
exami nati on.



Klaus Roß

Wh at i s an Argument?

1
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2
3

Th e defi ni oon of a Socrati c Di alogue (SD) gi ven by Gustav Heck mann 
(1993, p. 13) i s very broad. Accordi ng to bi m every di alogue wh ere 
arguments are brough t forward and wh ere people try to reach  a 
Consensus could be called a SD. In reali ty some restri cti ons are i mposed 
on arguments for a proper SD (i n th e sense of a SD' ’’ descri bed by 
Horst Gronk e i n h i s lecture). It may be some of th e problems’ dealt wi th  
i n th i s arti cle do only occur i n a SD, as i t sh ould be practi sed th e German 
way. A di ffi culty ari ses at th i s poi nt because one would need a proper 
transcri pt (see ‘Talk i ng Data’ edi ted by Jane Edwards) of th e di alogue to 
analysê th e real arguments used by th e parti ci pants. Th e formulati ons 
wri tten down on th e fli pch art sh ow only th e ti p of th e i ceberg i n 
reveali ng wh at th e parti ci pants regarded as worth wh i le to be analysed. 
Mi nutes are not suffi ci ent ei th er because th ey lack  a lot of Informati on 
needed for th e analysi s of arguments brough t forward duri ng th e 
di alogue.

It i s necessary to di sti ngui sh  between arguments and non-arguments. 
Utterances li k e requests, i mperati ves, th reatŝ are someti mes used as 
‘supporti ng’ Statements to bri ng about th e ‘consensus’ of oth ers. Th ese 
verbal means are not arguments because th ey are i n no way related to th e 
content of th e sentence i n questi on but ai m i nstead only at th e beh avi our 
of oth er persons.

Due to language problems, some mi sunderstandi ngs and a lack  of ti me as well as 
some parti ci pants h avi ng to leave early we di d not get very far i n di scussi ng th e 
problems of argumentati on i n a Socrati c Di alogue. Instead of si mply reporti ng th e 
meagre results of th e group work  I try to get across th e mai n i dea th e work sh op was 
ai mi ng at and formulate some questi ons for th e future work .
Th e poi nts I want to mak e are only i llustrated by examples I experi enced i n SDs.
‘Th reat’ i n th i s context does not mean th reateni ng to h arm an oth er person by 
ph ysi cal force but usi ng psych ologi cal force by poi nti ng out th at someone i s h oldi ng 
Up th e wh ole group and preventi ng th em from mak i ng progress.



154

To fulfi l h i s task  th e faci li tator h as to recogni ze arguments ei th er 
openly formulated as such  or h i dden i n formulati ons th at are not look i ng 
li k e an argument on fi rst si gh t. Th e noti on of an argument may be 
di fferent for th e parti ci pants and th e faci li tator. Dependi ng on wh at one 
counts as an argument one mi gh t get th e Impressi on very few arguments 
were presented duri ng a SD (cf. Raupach -Strey 1989, p. 41). On th e 
oth er h and some parti ci pants may equate every Statement wi th  an 
argument as i t h appened duri ng th e work sh op wh i le a group was 
analysi ng an example of argumentati on.

A general descri pti on (I h esi tate to call i t a defi ni ti on) of 
argumentati on i s: argumentati on i s th e process th at relates supporti ng sentences to a 
j udgement. Th i s formulati on tri es to avoi d th e tech ni cal terms from logi c'* 
and could i nclude di fferent types of formulati ons. To understand an 
argument as ‘a uni t of th i nk i ng’ (Coyne 1984, p. 2) leaves th e way open 
for relati ng processes th at are not i ncluded i n defi ni ti ons stri cdy 
ori entated towards logi cal th i nk i ng. Often th ey are restri cted to 
deducti on and accordi ng to th i s concept formulati ons sh ould foUow th e 
syllogi sti c pattem; maj or and mi nor premi ses lead to a conclusi on. In 
reali ty people ch ange th e sequence of formulati ons (often wi th  some 
unrelated sentences i n between) and someti mes si mply omi t one of th e 
premi ses altogeth er or even worse — th ey use formulati ons (e.g. 
proverbs or analogi es) th at do not fi t i nto th i s neat pattem.

People don’t label th ei r expressi ons ‘th i s i s an argument’. Th e relati on 
may be i ndi cated by k ey words (Hk e ‘th erefore’ and ‘si nce’) but could also 
h appen only i n th e h ead of th e Speak er and — i f successful — i n th e 
h ead of th e li steners. Th e di ffi culty of th e relati on between utterances i n 
argumentati on i s si mi lar to th e problem of coh erence. Nei th er i s fi xed i n 
th e sentences but i n th e communi cators’ (Speak ers’ and li steners’) mi nds 
(Gi vön 1995) and use th e k nowledge of th e world. A Speak er mi gh t see a 
very obvi ous connecti on between wh at h e sai d i n two sentences and for 
h i m one formulati on i s an argument i n relati on to th e oth er wh i le i t i s 
not for th e li steners. Presupposi ti ons play an i mportant part i n th i s 
process. Th e Speak er tak es for granted th e Ustener wi ll use th e same

4 A defi ni ti on i n a recent book  on argumentati on defi nes ‘argument’ i n th e glossary as 
foUows: “Folge von Sätzen, besteh end aus mi ndestens ei ner Prämi sse und genau 
ei ner Konk lusi on. Di e Prämi ssen (...) werden angefüh rt als Gründe, di e Konk lusi on 
(...) zu ak zepti eren.” (Bayer 1999, p. 229)



155

presupposi ti ons h e does not spell out and wi ll th erefore be able to follow 
h i s th ough ts. But even i f th e relati on i s stated openly th e k i nd of 
Connecti on i s not always accepted. Only i f li steners do recogni se th e 
relati on between utterances are th ey able to treat formulati ons as an 
argument. Th e questi on wh eth er an utterance counts as an argument 
sh ould not be mi xed up wi th  th e questi on wh eth er i t i s a strong 
(convi nci ng) argument. Recogni si ng someth i ng as an argument does not 
necessari ly mean th e li stener i s convi nced.

One does at least k now wh ere th e di fference li es and i s able to bri ng 
forward doubts or counter-arguments and can try to reach  a Consensus. 
Only utterances fulfi lli ng certai n condi ti ons are allowed to be used as 
arguments duri ng a SD. In h i s welcome Informati on, Di eter Kroh n 
outli ned th e mai n rules to be followed i n a SD. In th e fi rst rule for th e 
faci li tator a precondi ti on for th e consensus i s formulated: ‘Consensus i s 
only ach i eved wh en contradi ctory poi nts of vi ew h ave been resolved and 
all arguments and counter-arguments h ave been fully consi dered', th e faci li tator h as 
to ensure th i s h appens.’ (Kroh n 2000, p. 4; emph asi s added) I suppose 
th i s means all arguments formulated i n th e SD, not all arguments th at 
could possi bly be brough t forward. Even i f a Statement wi ll be 
consi dered as an argument by a lot of people, a parti ci pant tak i ng part i n 
a SD i s not allowed to use i t unless h e beli eves i n i t h i mself. One maj or 
condi ti on̂ for th e Speak er i s h i s truth fulness. Th erefore one i s only 
allowed to formulate ‘genui ne doubt’ (compare rule 2 i n Kroh n 2000, p. 
4). It i s not permi tted to play th e ‘devi l’s advocate’ i n a SD (see Roß 
1996).

Th e fi rst of th e basi c rules for th e parti ci pants requi res h i m to refer 
only to h i s own experi ence; ‘Each  parti ci pant’s contri buti on i s based 
upon wh at s/h e h as experi enced, not upon i vh at s/h e h as read or h eardl 
(Kroh n 2000, p. 4; emph asi s mi ne) Already some years ago, Barbara 
Nei ßer (1989, p. 134) poi nted out i t may be problemati c to Ümi t a SD to 
one’s own experi ence. It mi gh t be a good requi rement for th e ch oi ce of 
examples (to exclude examples based on i magi ni ng exoti c si tuati ons) but 
th e li mi t to one’s own experi ence i s di ffi cult i f appli ed to argumentati on. 
How could I talk  about someth i ng th at does not stem from my 
experi ence of, for example, th e power of i nsti tuti ons? If one were to

5 It i s understood wi th out questi oni ng someone tak i ng part i n a SD li ves up to th i s 
Standard.
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sti ck  stri ctly to wh at one h as experi enced oneself and all ‘second-h and’ 
experi ences were excluded argumentati on would be very li mi ted. A lot of 
events are only avai lable to us vi a th e mcdi a'"’ or vi a di alogue wi th  oth er 
people.

It i s especi ally forbi dden to refer to auth ori ti es’’ i n a SD. Mi strust of 
auth ori ti es h as led to a total ban of th i s type of argumcnts i n th e SD. I 
remember tak i ng part i n a SD wi th  oth er faci li tators wh i ch  was on ‘th e 
Ümi ts of tolerance’. Th e example dealt wi th  people on a trai n mak i ng too 
much  noi se. I used, as an argument to Support my clai m th at th ei r 
beh avi our was unacceptable, a reference to th e gui deli nes for traveUers 
i ssued by th e German Rai lway Company. Nobody complai ned about th i s 
use of a reference to an auth ori ty. Wh eth er i t i s reaUy possi ble to exclude 
auth ori ti es from all our Statements (cf. Sh aw 1997, p. 190) remai ns an 
open questi on.

A common way of descri bi ng, as well as argui ng, i s th e use of 
analogy. Analogi es were used by Socrates (e.g. compari ng wh at h e di d to 
th e task  of a mi dwi fe) or Plato (e.g. compari ng th e parts of th e soul to a 
ch ari oteer h andüng a black  and a wh i te h orse). Alth ough  th e use of 
analogi es was common i n formet ti mes i t was regarded wi th  suspi ci on by 
modern posi ti vi st ph i losoph y (Inci arte 1973). Only recently h as th e use 
of analogi es become a focal poi nt of i nterest, si nce i t was recogni zed as 
an i mportant way of th i nk i ng by th e cogni ti ve Sci ences (cf. Th agard 1999, 
pp. 101-120).

Wh en people argue th ey someümes turn to analogi es to clari fy or 
Support a poi nt th ey are mak i ng. ‘Analogi es are resemblances between 
th i ngs of di fferent types (...). In many cases th e resemblance i s not 
speUed out but left i mpüci t.’ (Sh aw 1997, p. 167) Leonard Nelson, for 
example, Starts h i s famous speech  about th e Socrati c meth od wi th  a 
compari son to playi ng a vi oün. In h i s case Nelson i s emph asi zi ng th e 
need of acti ng i nstead of j ust talk i ng about th e acti on. But wi th out 
furth er ado, both  acti ons are also compared i n vi rtue of th ei r both  bei ng 
an art. A mai n advantage of th i s tech ni que i s th e Speak er bei ng able to

6 Of course th e tnedi a can mani pulatc wh at we see and beli eve, but mani pulati on can 
also h appen i f one i s seei ng someth i ng wi th  one’s own eyes. Bei ng present i s no 
guarantee i t ‘really’ h appened th at way.

7 One person front th e group ask ed: wh at about a parti ci pant i n a SD bei ng an expert 
on th e topi c i n questi on?
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use a compari son® wi th out expli ci tly h avi ng to name th e connotati ons 
Corni ng i nto th e h ead of th e li stener. A well k nown example i s th e 
reference to a crowded boat (‘th e boat i s füll’) to sh ow a land h as no 
more capaci ty for refugees (cf. Ki enpoi ntner 1996, p. 177f.). A femi ni st 
(cf. Dwork i n, MacKi nnon 1993, p. 83) mi gh t want to poi nt out 
someth i ng h ad to be done even i f pornograph y’ were only a Symptom 
and not th e cause of mi sogyny. For th at reason sh e ch ooses h i gh  fever to 
emph asi s th e necessi ty of doi ng someth i ng to reduce th e temperature. By 
ch oosi ng th i s example th e li stener i s urged to see pornograph y i n relati on 
to di sease wi th out th e Speak er h avi ng to say i t openly. Analogi es do only 
work  i f th e li stener understands th e analogy bei ng used (see Hofstadter 
1996, pp. 336f.). Someti mes i t i s even necessary to understand meta- 
analogi es (see Hofstadter 1996, pp. 343f).

It may h appen th at somebody tak i ng part i n a SD ch ooses an analogy 
i n h i s argumentati on. I remember anoth er SD on ‘th e li mi ts of tolerance’ 
wh ere th e boi li ng poi nt of water was ch osen to poi nt out a ch ange i n 
Status (from li qui d to gas) to stress th e li mi ts for tolerance. Th e members 
of th e group accepted th e analogy th at a certai n ‘boi li ng poi nt’ could be 
fi xed. Both  starti ng poi nts for th e analogi es (fever, boi li ng water) are 
experi ences th e Speak er h as h ad h i mself and would th erefore fulfi l th e 
cri teri a requi red for a SD. But would th e use of th ese analogi es be 
allowed as part of an argumentati on i nsi de a SD? Th e di sti ncti on 
between th e content of th e argument and i ts form i s necessary at th i s 
poi nt. Even i f one i s perfecdy h appy wi th  th e conclusi on th at th e oth er 
person reach es, i t mi gh t not be based upon sound argumentati on.

People usi ng arguments i n a SD do not automati caUy argue di fferently 
compared to outsi de a SD. It would be rath er i nteresti ng to fi nd out i f 
and h ow th e faci li tator (or any oth er parti ci pant) enforces th e norms lai d 
down for arguments i n a SD. But one could ask  wh eth er i t i s really

8 Ki enpoi ntner di sti ngui sh es between compari sons and analogi es (cf. Ki enpoi ntner 
1996, pp. 103-116 for compari sons and 176-183 for analogi es). An analogy — wh i ch  
for Ki enpoi ntner i s an i ndi rect compari son — compares th i ngs wh i ch  are on th e fi rst 
si gh t i ncomparable, but reveal on closer i nspecti on th ey are comparable i n an 
essenti al aspect (cf. Ki enpoi ntner 1996, p. 176).

9 Th e femi ni st cri ti ci sm of pornograph y i s not new and took  mai nly place some years 
ago. Th e French  fi lms ‘Romance’ (Cath eri ne Brei llat) and ‘Bai se-moi ’ (Vi rgi ni e 
Despentes and Corali e Th ri nh  Th i ) restarted th e di scussi on about women and 
pornograph y.
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10 How parti ci pants i n a SD really argue h as not been i nvesti gated. It sccms to mc frotn 
my li mi ted experi ence th at parti ci pants and faci Utators someti mes i gnore th e stri ct 
rules wi th out runni ng i nto to trouble.

necessary to enforce th ese restri cti ons? If th e restri cti ons were'“ stri ctly 
enforced some types of arguments would not be allowed i nsi de a SD. If 
th ere sh ould be restri cti ons on th e types of arguments allowed i n a SD, i t 
wi ll be essenti al to fi nd out wh i ch  arguments really could occur i n a SD. 
It would be necessary to sh ow very clearly wh y certai n arguments sh ould 
be excluded. Reference to th e wri ti ngs of Nelson and Heck mann seem 
si mply to be arguments from auth ori ty. It could be worth wh i le to bri ng 
th e Problems of auth ori ty i nto th e open i nstead of si mply banni ng th e 
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SD i t would pay to h ave a closer look  at th ese sort of arguments to see 
th ei r advantages and th ei r di sadvantages (cf. Sh aw 1997, ch apter 14). 
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Fi rst th i ngs fi rst!
Analyti c and Strategi e ph ases i n Socrati c 
Di alogue

If nowadays we go away somewh ere, th en we usually k now th e 
desti nati on of th e j ourney. We start i n A and arri ve i n B. Th i s was not 
always so. Wh en, at th e begi nni ng of th e 19th  Century, Alexander von 
Humboldt started h i s famous research  expedi ti on to th e j ungle area of 
South  and Central Ameri ca, h e moved i n an unk nown area. It wasn’t easy 
for h i m and h i s compani ons to attai n a reali sti c i dea of wh at would awai t 
th em. You couldn’t send out an aeroplane or satelli te to fi nd out about 
th e area i n advance. Th i s wouldn’t even h ave been desi rable. In th e end, 
i t was all about fi ndi ng and i nvesti gati ng someth i ng new. After all, 
Humboldt’s experi ences and h i s i mmense understandi ng of wh at was 
th en common k nowledge h elped h i m to get used to th e unk nown. In 
addi ti on, h e di dn’t si mply go ‘i nto th e blue’. He proceeded systemati cally. 
He consi dered h i s next Steps well. On such  a dangerous j ourney i t was 
i mportant to use th e strength s and th e ti me effecti vely, th at i s, to tak e 
fi rst th i ngs fi rst.

In a certai n way, th i s i s si mi lar to Socrati c di alogue [SD]. An SD i s 
comparable to an adventure tri p. It i s all about an unusual k i nd of 
speak i ng to each  oth er, di fferent from th at wh i ch  we are used to i n 
everyday li fe. Th e di alogue partners enter unk nown terri tory. You cannot 
k now i n advance wh at wi ll come out as a result at th e end. Yes, i t can be 
th at one tak es long detours. It can even h appen th at one doesn’t obtai n 
any sati sfactory ‘result’ at all.

Humboldt’s expedi ti on lasted a long ti me, some years. Th e SD lasts a 
long ti me too — i n compari son wi th  th e sh ort conversati ons we are used 
to i n everyday li fe and i n our Jobs. A Socrati c colleague advi sed me some
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1 Th i s i s th e namc wh i ch  Gustav Heck mann, th e mcntor of th e Socrati c meth od after 
th e second World War, h as gi ven th i s type of di aloguc. One could use “meta- 
di alogue”, i n contrast to Heck mann, also as a pri mary concept for all forms of th e 
conversaüon wh i ch  are outsi de th e content argumentati on. I h old on to th e 
tradi ti onal use of “meta-di alogue”. As an umbrella term for all types of di aloguc 
outsi de th e content argumentati on I suggest: “accompanyi ng di alogucs”.

years ago to devote as much  ti me as necessary to th e di alogue. He 
th ough t: Socrati cs h ave ti me. In my opi ni on one sh ould do exactly th e 
reverse. If an i mportant topi c needs more ti me to be cleared, th en i t i s 
i mportant to h andle th e ti me parti cularly effccti vely. One doesn’t tak e 
detours voluntari ly. Tak i ng ti me must not mean wasti ng ti me. In 
addi ti on, SDs are also about ach i evi ng as good as possi ble a result i n as 
sh ort as possi ble a space of ti me. Of course, i t sh ould be a result, and a 
j ourney to th e result, wh i ch  corresponds to th e Socrati c meth od. Th e 
speci al ch allenge i s th e combi nati on of effecti veness and meth odologi cal 
di sci pli ne.

In a Socrati c content di alogue, th e parti ci pants di scuss th e correct 
understandi ng and vali di ty of opi ni ons and j udgements. Düri ng th e 
di alogue a Socrati c faci li tator tak es care th at th e parti ci pants k eep to th e 
poi nt, refer to each  oth er, th i nk  i n relati on to experi ence, look  for an 
answer worth y of a Consensus, formulate and vali date th e more abstract 
assumpti ons, etc. But, even i f all th ese th i ngs are seri ously consi dered by 
th e parti ci pants, a Socrati c content di alogue can sti ll get i nto trouble. 
Essenti aUy, th i s undesi red result can h ave four di fferent causes.

a) Th ere are prob lerns i n th e personal and i nterpersonal di mensi on. Some 
parti ci pants feel di sturbed by th e beh avi our of oth er parti ci pants. 
One of th e parti ci pants doesn’t dare to speak  i n th e group. Anoth er 
parti ci pant si mply doesn’t manage to calm h i s frustrati on wi th  th e 
vi ews th at are stated by h i s di alogue partners, etc. Th ese problems 
can become subj ects of a so-called meta-di alogue. ‘

b) Th ere are meth odologi calproblems. Ki . th e Socrati c meth od i s unusual, i t 
can result i n a lack  of understandi ng i n th e di alogue agai n and agai n. 
For example, some parti ci pants ask : How does one ask for 
presupposi ti ons of understandi ng and vali di ty? Wh at i s th e role of 
agreement i n th e SD? Wh y avoi d h ypoth eti cal examples? Wh y put 
sentences i n concrete terms? Wh y not start wi th conceptual 
defi ni ti ons? Wh y formulate complete sentences? Wh y vi suali se th e
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I leave questi ons regardi ng th e desi gn of th e meta-di alogue asi de i n th i s 
essay.2 I pay parucular attenti on to th e analysi s and strategy ph ases. Th e 
desi gn of th ese ph ases depends fundamentally on th e meth odologi cal 
aspects of Socrati c argumentati on. I wi ll th erefore explai n th e central 
aspects of Socrati c argumentati on fi rst.

course of di alogue? Th ese and si mi lar questi ons must be settled i n 
such  a way th at th e parti ci pants don’t lose th ei r enth usi asm for acti ve 
parti ci pati on i n th e di alogue by strai ni ng th ei r pati ence. Th e 
meth odology di alogue h as an i nformati ve and — i f reasons for a 
meth odologi cal measure are requi red — argumentati ve ch aracter.

c) Th ere are prob lerns i n seei ng th e poi nt of th e di smssi on, i n understandi ng 
th e relevance of th e expressed th ough ts and th e way th e 
argumentati on h as proceeded. Th ese problems can be clari fi ed by 
analysi ng th e content di alogue (ph ases of analysi s).

d) Th ere are problems i n deci di ng th e way th e argumentati on sh ould proceed, i n 
deci di ng wh i ch  poi nts sh ould be di scussed next. Th ese problems can 
be di scussed i n strategy ph ases.

Th ese four ph ases accompanyi ng th e content di alogue, th e 
“compani ons” of th e SD, react to th e ch allenges comi ng out from th e 
i nsi de of a Socrati c content di alogue. Th ey don’t form any outer net 
wh i ch  i s put arti fi ci ally on i t. Th ey offer th e di alogue partners th e 
possi bi li ty of organi si ng th ei r di alogue i ndependently.

Ti gure 1: Th efour “compani ons” of Socrati c Di alogue [accompanyi ng di alogues]

2 Clari fi cati ons of th e mai n obj ect of th e meta-di alogue, namely wi th  regard to th e 
feeli ngs wh i ch  can h i ndcr or promote th e argumentati ve di alogue, I h ave made 
togeth er wi th  Li ly Sparnaay i n: Gronk e/Sparnaay 2004.
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Th e ai m of a neo-Socrati c content di alogue consi sts i n communi cati on 
about th ose cri teri a, scales, values and pri nci ples on wh i ch  sensi ble 
j udgement and deci si on-mak i ng are based (regressi ve abstracti on). Th i s 
way i s provi ded by a ch aracteri sti cally Socrati c questi on look i ng for a more 
general k nowledge related to a type of Si tuati on (2nd Order questi on) or a completety 
general k nowledge (3rd Order questi on). Fundamental pri nci ples and basi c 
Ori entati ons are work ed out on th e basi s of generally compreh ensi ble 
si tuati ons of experi ence (example si tuati ons). Th ey form th e basi s of 
understandi ng for di scourses ori entated at th e i ndi vi dual cases?

Th e Socrati c meth od i s i ndi cated by anoth erfour mai n aspects besi des th e 
Socrati c questi on and th e way of argumentati on provi ded by i t:

- autonomy (th i nk i ng for oneself),
co-operati on (th i nk i ng togeth er),
referri ng to experi ence (th i nk i ng speci fi c),

- search i ngfor truth  (th i nk i ng by reasons).

Th ese are general cri teri a and Ori entati ons. Wh at does th e ph i losoph i cal 
argumentati on look  li k e i n concrete, h owever? Put di fferendy: How can 
one come closer to th e truth  i n an argumentati on i n wh i ch  nobody h as 
th e power to deci de between true and wrong reasons? How can one 
k now wh eth er one comes closer to th e truth  i f one doesn’t already k now 
th e truth ? Is th ere a meth od for fi ndi ng th e way i n an unk nown area?

One obtai ns more th an a clue from Ari stode’s concepti on of a 
practi cal argumentati on. He h ad developed i t i n h i s Ni comach ean Yi th i cs. 
Ari stode determi nes moral prudence as an i nterplay of th e i nternali sed 
k nowledge of th e common good ways of beh avi our i n soci ety (eth i cal 
vi rtue) wi th  k nowledge of th e concrete ci rcumstances. Th e morally prudent 
person k nows h ow one appli es a vi rtuous atti tude (as an Internali sati on of 
a System of norms and values) to th e speci fi c case. Ari stode’s meth od of 
Corni ng to j usti fi ed beh avi our i n th e i ndi vi dual case i s descri bed as a 
practi cal syllogi sm. Its basi s i s a general acti on Ori entati on (norm, value). 
Th i s i s connected wi th  th e di sti ncti ve feature of a Si tuati on or fact. Th e 
acti on deci si on th en results from i t. A practi cal syllogi sm could, for 
example, look  li k e th i s:

3 See th e two essays of Kopfwerk  Berli n 2004 on th e meth odology of th e SD.
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- If one sh ould h elp all people li vi ng i n poverty (general premi se)

- and th i s person li ves i n poverty (concrete premi se),
th en th e one wh o i s capable of i t sh ould h elp th i s person (concludi ng 

acti on).

However, one may

deducti vely. On th e
norms or

not read th e model of th e practi cal syllogi sm 

one h and, i t i s di ffi cult i n many cases to apply 

general norms or values clearly to a Si tuati on or a feature of i t. On th e 

oth er h and, i t i s frequendy controversi al wh eth er and i n wh i ch  regards 

th e general norm or value i s vali d.
Th erefore, Ari stotle desi gned a more compreh ensi ve and more 

fundamental model of j usti fi cati on, i n wh i ch  h e i ntegrated th e practi cal 

syllogi sm: th e Stadi um model.

“Let US not fai l to noti ce, h owever, th at th ere i s a di fference between 
arguments from and th ose to th e fi rst pri nci ples. For Plato, too, was 
ri gh t i n rai si ng th i s questi on and ask i ng, as h e used to do, ‘Are we on th e 
way from or to th e fi rst pri nci ples?’ Th ere i s a di fference, as th ere i s i n a 
race-course between th e course from th e j udges to th e turni ng-poi nt and 
th e way back . For, wh Ue we must begi n wi th  wh at i s evi dent, th i ngs are 
evi dent i n two ways — some to us, some wi th out quali fi cati on. 
Presumably, th en, we must begi n wi th  th i ngs evi dent to us.” (Ari stotle, 
Ni comach ean Eth i cs, 1095 a 31-b 4)

Ari stode uses th e pi cture of th e Olympi c double racecourse wi th  a start 

i n th e west around a turni ng poi nt and return to th e starti ng li ne. Wi th  

th i s pi cture h e ülustrates h i s model of reflecti ve pracdcal argumentati on, 

th e so-called Epagoge.
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Ai m (start):
Th e enügh tened 
understandi ng of wh at i s 
evi dent i n i tself

Start (ai m):
Th e experi ence-based 
pre-understandi ng of 
wh at i s evi dent to us

Knowledge of 
Ori entati on

Concrete 
j udgements 
and deci si ons

Th e argui ng sh all proceed j ust li k e th e runner i n th e double racecourse. 
Th i s one runs from th e starti ng li ne to th e turni ng poi nt and back  agai n 
to th e starti ng poi nt. Th e argui ng one wh ose argumentati on ai ms at a 
j udgement or an acti on Starts on a level on wh i ch  a quanti ty of 
k nowledge already i s evi dent to h i m (due to educati on, tradi ti on, culture). 
(Start). Th at i s, we always k now h ow to j udge and act i n speci fi c 
si tuati ons (and we do th at dai ly) alth ough  we often h ave th i s k nowledge 
only as a taci t k nowledge, as a si tuati on-related pre-understandi ng of our 
basi c acti on ori entati ons (pri nci ples).

In Order to fi nd th e pri nci ples out i n a reflexi ve atti tude (atti tude of 
th e peri agoge as a reversal of th i nk i ng), we can reconstruct th e way of th e 
practi cal syllogi sm to our concrete j udgements or acti ons (turni ng poi nt). 
We clari fy wh at was already someh ow evi dent to us before (pre- 
understandi ng). We bri ng to li gh t, at th e same ti me, wh at of th i s 
“evi dence for us” earns th e ti tle of an “evi dence-i n-i tself’. Th e 
“evi dence-i n-i tself’ i s th e generaUy vali d pri nci ples embodi ed i n th e 
vi rtuous atti tudes. Th ere wi ll constantly remai n a need for clari fi cati on
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One can fi nd many moves of argumentati on of th i s sort i n Plato’s SDs. 
Th e di alogue Loch es deli vers a pri me example for th e Socrati c way of 
argumentati on (Lach es, 189 d—193 d). In th e di alogue about th e ri gh t 
educati on art i t i s aU about th e vi rtues to be learned, parti cularly bravery. 
Socrates i s not aUowed to gi ve examples as an answer (“i f anyone i s 
wi Ui ng, k eepi ng i n h i s rank , to oppose th e enemy, and does not fly, I well 
k now th at h e wi ll be a brave man.”(Lach es, 190 e)). It i s for h i m all about 
a generally vali d determi nati on, a pri nci ple wh i ch  appli es to all si tuati ons, 
not only for speci fi c si tuati ons, e.g. war si tuati ons. Reasons, not 
examples, must be gi ven.

Because such  an exami nati on must unavoi dably start out from th e 
concrete li feworld (wh at i s “evi dent to us”) th i s i s a di ffi cult task . 
Socrates responds to th i s ch allenge of a radi cal peri agoge or a reflexi ve 
ch ange of atti tude by a speci al meth od, th e elencti c h ypoth esi s metbod 
(Poli tei a, 514 a-518 b). Plato i llustrated th i s meth od i n th e allegory of th e 
cave. Accordi ng to th i s meth od, at fi rst a h ypoth esi s i s put forward. Th i s 
h ypoth esi s must not be any h ypoth esi s you li k e, but a h ypoth esi s wh i ch  
i s consti tuti ve, th at means i ndi spensable, for th e self-understandi ng of 
one’s own li fe and professi onal practi ce. In th e next Step Socrates secures 
— i f necessary — th e actual, weU-consi dered acceptance of th i s h ypoth esi s h y 
th e di aloguepartner, e.g. wi th  questi ons such  as “Di d you th i nk  th rough  th i s 
well?” “Are you reaUy sure?” “Is th i s your real opi ni on?” etc. Fi nally, 
th ere i s ch eck  to see wh eth er th e logi cal conclusi ons from th ese h ypoth eses are 
coh erent mth  oth er h ypoth eses or conclusi ons from th em bei ng si mi larly deeply

wi th  th i s. Th erefore we must start th e “Stadi um race” (pre-understandi ng 
-> j udgement/acti on -> understandi ng) once more, alth ough  now from 
a more enli gh tened pre-understandi ng. Reflecti ve practi cal argumentati on 
h as a ci rcular structure, th e structure of a h ermeneuti cal spi ral. Th i s means 
for th e SD:

Starti ng wi th  concrete experi ence (example Si tuati on).
Formulati ng of speci fi c j udgements i n starti ng out from an i mpli ci t 
k nowledge of pri nci ples.
Goi ng back from th e speci fi c j udgements to 
presupposi üons back i ng th em.
Correcti on of th e j udgement wi th  respect to th e example Si tuati on 
on th e basi s of th e k nowledge of th e pri nci ples brough t to li gh t 
before.
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upon wh i ch  general opi ni ons 

th e previ ous argumentati on 
to mak e th em expli ci t.

Fi gure 3: Th e elencti c h j poth esi s meth od ofSocrates

Actually accepted 
h ypoth esi s I

Conclusi on from 
h ypoth esi s I

contradi cti on?

rooted i n one’s li fe. If a contradi cti on ari ses, th e exami nati on must be 

tak en once more wi th  ch anged h ypoth eses. So th e faci li tator must reflect 

are seri ously accepted by all parti ci pants i n 

even i f th e parti ci pants i n a SD are not able

Conclusi on from 
h ypoth esi s II

contradi cti on?

/

Actually accepted 
h ypoth esi s II

So th at th e th read i sn’t lost i n such  a common j usti fi cati on di alogue 
accordi ng to th e h ypoth esi s meth od wi th  i ts exch ange of pros and cons, 

th e relati on to th e previ ous Statements must be clari fi ed agai n and agai n. 
Th e Socrati c elencti cs (Greek : j usti fi cati on by refutati on) i s not only future- 
ori ented, i t i s fundamentally an art of memory. Socrates explai ns th i s to 
h i s di alogue partner Eutyph ron i n th e Platoni c di alogue of th e same 

name. He responds th ere to th e common reproach  h e would twi st 
people’s words li k e Dai dalos, th e master bui lder of th e labyri nth  of 
Mi notaurus, i nstead of h elpi ng th em out of th e wrong track :

“Asserti ng th ese th i ngs, can you wonder th at your di scourse does not 
appear to be fi xed, but wanderi ng? And can you accuse me as bei ng th e 
Daedalus th at causes th em to wander, wh en you yourself far surpass 
Daedalus i n art, and mak e your asserti ons to revolve i n a ci rcle? Or do 
you not percei ve th at our di scourse, revolvi ng agai n, comes to th e same? 
For you remember th at i n th e former part of our di scourse, th e h oly, 
and th e dear to di vi ni ty, di d not appear to us to be th e same, but 
di fferent from each  oth er: or do you not remember?”(Plato, Eutyph ron, 
15 b-c)
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Foundati on means j usti fi cati on (to oth ers). Th erefore Foundati on cannot 
fi nd th e grounds of th e vali di ty i n putati vely fi rst axi oms or last reasons 
wh i ch  are i ndependent of communi cati on. Foundati on must be based on 
th e common convi cti ons of a communi cati on communi ty. Th e functi on 
of a model i s to perform th i s k i nd of reasoni ng i n an organi sed way.

Th e reference poi nt of an asserti on/a j udgement i s a concrete 
Si tuati on. Th erefore th e argumentati on, th at i s, th e exami nati on of an 
asserti on, Starts wi th  analysi ng th e concrete Si tuati on. Th e central 
Informati on wh i ch  ari ses from i t represents th e reason!ground for th e 
asserti on i n an argumentati on. Many types of argumentati on tak e th i s 
course i n evcr\'day li fe.

Argumentati on h as already always been i ntersubj ecti vely ori ented. 
Argumentati on wants to convi nce. Argumentati on i s ai med at consensus 
accordi ng to an agreement wi th  each  oth er, not at consensus accordi ng to tak i ng over 
anoth er opi ni on. On th e oth er h and, a di sagreement i s an i ndi spensable 
presupposi ti on for argumentati on. Argumentati on i s poi ntless wi th out 
di sagreement. So argumentati on i s an i nterplay of di sagreement and agreement. 
How can di alogue partners come from a di sagreement to an agreement, 
h owever?
We try to ch ange a di ssent to a consent by relati ng to assumpti ons 

belongi ng to th e unproblemati c (consensual) part of th e di alogue 
Partners’ arguments. A di alogue i n wh i ch  th e parti ci pants extend th ei r 
doubts and di strust to everyth i ng and everybody can never be successful. 
A consensus-ori ented argumentati on h as a di ssent-consent-consent-structure.

In Order to reach  a possi ble consensus, look . wi th i n th e di ssent for th e assumpti ons 
wh i ch  all di alogue partners sh are! So a Socrati c rule of argumentati on could 
be.

Fi gure 4: Th e di ssent-consent-consent-structure of argumentati on
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ground: 
example

Wh at usually remai ns unnamed i n everyday consi derati ons are th e general 
assumpti ons. Th ey mak e th e logi cally plausi ble transi ti on from th e features 
of th e Si tuati on to th e j udgements compreh ensi ble and acceptable. Th ese 
resources of consensus for th e argumentati ve clari fi cati on of a di sagreement must h ave 
th e i mpli ci t form of a rule of i nference to be effecti ve i n th e argumentati on 
process (i f si tuati ons of th e type A, th en j udgements of th e type B). If th e 
ni les of i nference become problemati c th emselves, one must go to a sti ll 
deeper level. One th en goes to th e basi c pri nci ples to wh i ch  a uni versal 
vali di ty clai m i s connected. In th e SD i t i s aU about general reasons i n th e 
form of rules of i nference orpri nci ples.

Fi gure d: Th e structure of th e argumentati on

! i n everyday li fe ! 
j usually not subj ect of j 
i an argumentati on but j 
i obj ect of a Socrati c ! 
; exami nati on [Socrati c ; 

'' ; questi on: questi on of !
! 2"̂* or 3'''̂ Order] 1

Th i s model offers an open basi s for th e analysi s of argumentati on. By th e 
h elp of i t one can easi ly determi ne th e fi ve targets of an argumentati on.

(1) If th ere i s a di sagreement concerni ng th e speci fi c j udgement, at fi rst 
one wi ll ch eck  i vh eth er th e j udgement i s formulated preci sely. Th i s i s an 
i mportant Step i n th e SD. An i mpreci se wordi ng of th e j udgement 
can i mpai r th e wh ole subsequent exami nati on.

(2) One th en wi ll ch eck  wh eth er th e features of th e Si tuati on (th e reasons) are 
correctly understood.

(3) One th en wi ll ch eck  th e vali di ty of th e rule of i nference.
(4) Anoth er Step consi sts i n controUi ng th e logi cal correctness of th e 

transi ti on from th e rule of i nference to th e concrete j udgement.

In th e case of a di ssensus on th e vali di ty of th e rule of i nference one sh all 
look  for a more general i ndi sputable assumpti on wh i ch  can support i t. If 
i n turn th i s h as th e form of a rule of i nference, th e tests repeat accordi ng
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to Step (3) and (4). If i t h as th e form of a pri nci ple and i f grave doubts 
appear th en i t i s necessary to exami ne th e vali di ty of th i s pri nci ple.

If one i s equi pped wi th  th i s meth odologi cal k nowledge: Wh at does th i s 
mean for th e faci li tati on of a Socrati c di alogue and for th e Ori entati on of 
th e SD? Fi rsti y, i t means th at th e Socrati c faci li tator can gi ve th e 
parti ci pants Informati on about th e meth odi cal features of th e SD. But 
th i s i s not th e pri mary benefi t of meth odi cal k now-h ow. It rath er matters 
more to use th i s for th e benefi t of th e concrete conducti ng of an SD.

Th e Professi onal conducti ng of an SD i s a di ffi cult affai r. It i s 
especi ally because an SD must be conducted i n an i ndi rect männer, th at 
th e faci li tator must be aware of as many aspects of th e communi cati on as 
possi ble.

A ver)' si gni fi cant aspect i s movi ng forward as a group, movi ng 
togeth er, mak i ng a common i nqui ry. Th erefore th e faci li tator must be 
aware of wh at i s to be ach i eved by th e group i n th e course of 
argumentati on. Th e faci li tator sh ould k now wh at questi ons and wh at 
th ough ts h ave been h ow i ntensi vely di scussed, wh i ch  conclusi ons are 
drawn from wh i ch  premi ses, wh eth er aU parti ci pants h ave i nterpreted th e 
argumentati on i n th e same way, wh at h as been excluded from th e 
argumentati on, etc.

In sh ort, th e faci li tator must be aware of th e process, th e structure and 
th e logi c of th e pri or argumentati on. Wh i le th e meth odologi cal di alogue 
and th e meta-di alogue are systemati cally di sti ngui sh ed from th e content 
di alogue, th e analysi s and strategy ph ases are i n di rect connecti on wi th  th e 
content di alogue. Th ey are genui ne parts of th e content di alogue. Two 
needs of clari fi cati on regularly appear, namely, i n th e i nternal context of 
argumentati on.

At wh i ch  poi nt of th e argumentati on are we exaedy? On wh i ch  
questi on are we work i ng at th e moment? Wh o can recapi tulate h ow we 
h ave reach ed th e present stage of th e argumentati on? Wh at results h ave 
we reach ed duri ng th e previ ous course of di alogue? Th ese are questi ons 
th at are to be clari fi ed i n a ph ase of analysi s, i n a retrospecti ve of th e 
structure, th e process and th e logi c of th e argumentati on, I propose.
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How do we want to carry on? In wh i ch  di recti on sh ould our exami nati on 

go? Wh at are th e most i mportant sub-questi ons wh i ch  we sh ould 

answer? Th ese are aU questi ons about th e speci fi cati on of future Steps of 
argumentati on, wh i ch  are addressed i n a strategyph ase.

In Strateg) ph ases i t i s deci ded wh eth er th e di alogue wi ll tak e a 

producti ve course. Gustav Heck mann tak es h old of th em as th e “si xth  

educati onal measure” under th e i dea of “conducti ng”.

“Measure si x deals wi th  th ose i nterventi ons by means of wh i ch  th e 
faci li tator steers th e di alogue i n frui tful di recti ons. By usi ng th ese 
measures as well as focusi ng th e di alogue on th e current questi on [...] 
th e faci li tator protects th e di alogue from th e fate of many ungui ded 
di scussi ons, i ncludi ng th e loss of a clear trai n of th ough t, and of th e 
di alogue runni ng i nto th e sand. [...] To me (G. Heck mann) th e si xth  
measure mak es th e greatest demands on th e faci li tator - to recogni se 
and to use frui tful starti ng poi nts and questi ons.” (Heck mann 2004, pp.
112 ff.)

It i s a di ffi cult enterpri se to mak e strategy deci si ons wi th i n a group 
sensi bly. It th erefore i sn’t surpri si ng th at strategy ph ases, parti cularly, can 

paralyse a di alogue; th ey frequently are th e cause of meta-di alogues. Wh at 
are th e cri teri a th at are used by a group to fi x th e next Step? How and 

wh en does one end strategy di alogues best? Wh at i nfluence does th e 
faci li tator exert on th e deci si on?

Admi ttedly, no professi onal measure wi ll guarantee a completely 
compelli ng course of argumentati on. Pre-assumpti ons flow i nto every 
argumentati on unexplai ned and unch eck ed. One wonders, th erefore, to 
wh at extent one can eount on th e unsteady ground of a more or less clear 

pre-understandi ng to reach  fai rly sensi ble deci si ons on th e course of th e 
di alogue? Most Strategi e deci si ons i n an SD are done i n secret, i n th e 
course of argumentati on. Th e parti ci pants are th en not aware of th e 
strategy Si tuati on. Ei th er th ey tak e up a Suggesti on of th e faci li tator or 
th at of anoth er parti ci pant. Th ey don’t th i nk  much  about i t. Such  a 

procedure i s suscepti ble to a lasti ng confusi on.
I h ave noti ced th at among oth ers th e followi ng precede well-consi dered 

strategy deci si ons: Wh ere do we actually stand? Wh at was th e starti ng 
poi nt of our argumentati on? Wh i ch  questi ons h ave we already settled? 

Wh at h ave we resolved to do (i n earli er strategy deci si ons)? Have we 
fai led to see someth i ng? Strategy di alogues presuppose a relati vely clear
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3.1 Analyti c ph ases: th e “di alogram”

Th e ph ase of analysi s accompani es th e content argumentati on. In i t th e 
di alogue partners are argui ng not on th e content h üt on th e former content 
argumentati on. As a naatter of fact, th i s i s a usual procedure i n an SD: i f th e 
faci li tator or a parti ci pant summari ses wh at was di scussed ti ll now. Th ese 
summari es are of a deli cate nature. Th ey can be i ncomplete or mi ss th e 
topi c completely i n essenti al poi nts. It i s meth odi cally more reli able to do 
th e recapi tulati on of th e course of argumentati on wi th  th e gui de of a 
practi cable model. Th i s can prove to be useful both  for th e reflecti ons of 
th e Socrati c faci li tator before and after th e di alogue and for th e 
communi cati on of th e di alogue partners wi th  each  oth er. In a ph ase of 
analysi s, th e reason (of th e parti ci pants) can sh ow i tself as transparent, 
coh erent and logi cal wi th out professi onali sed logi c k now-h ow h avi ng to 
be tak en up. Th rough  th i s a reflexi ve self-confi dence i n reason grows.

Th i s self-confi dence i s, admi ttedly, bound to percepti on 
(Ansch auung). “Abstract” analysi ng di alogues, i n th e sense of a course i n 
th e logi c of argumentati on, are not a suffi ci ent preparati on for th e use of 
reason i n speci al si tuati ons i n li fe. For analysi ng an SD th e faci li tator can 
use meth ods of vi suali si ng. I h ave experi mented wi th  such  models for 
some years. Th ere are meth ods wh i ch  are regularly used for th e analyse 
of sci enti fi c or tech ni cal texts, for example, flow ch arts. In my SDs I 
tested a meth od th at i s more speci fi c for th e ch allenges of a SD, for i ts 
ch aracter of communi cati on and di alogue. Th e name of th i s meth od 
could be a “Di alogram” (Di alogue + Di agram). It i s a combi nati on of 
di fferent tech ni ques of vi suali si ng and analysi ng (of li near and network - 
procedures), completed by some elements th at are related to th e speci fi c 
meth od of argumentati on i n an SD.

Besi des, th e Di alogram h as th e advantage th at one can mak e, by 
means of i t, an analysi ng di alogue wi th  th e wh ole group. Especi ally for 
ambi ti ous groups i t i s i mportant th at th e parti ci pants not only trai n th ei r

understandi ng of th e past argumentati on as a soli d starti ng basi s. Th e 
ph ase of analysi s i s all about rememberi ng th e sh ared understandi ng and 
Cleari ng th e argumentati on of mi sunderstandi ngs. If th ere i s 
mi sunderstandi ng, vagueness, non-transparency, th en th e di alogue wi ll be 
negati vely i nfluenced. Here, I i ntroduce a model wh i ch  i ncludes th e 
analyti c elements as compreh ensi vely as possi ble.
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abi li ty to th i nk  togeth er but are also able to reflect (and i f need be to 
correct) th e process of common th i nk i ng. After an analysi ng di alogue th e 
parti ci pants h ave a better k nowledge of wh i ch  questi ons th ey h ave 
answered, wh i ch  questi ons are not suffi ci ently di scussed, wh i ch  th eses 
are related to wh i ch  questi ons, wh i ch  conclusi ons th ey h ave drawn from 
wh i ch  assumpti ons, etc.

Th e model sh all be able to sh ow th e multi -di mensi onal relati ons 
between Speak ers, li steners and proposi ti ons Sch emati caUy. If one bases 
th i s on th e canon of rh etori c, di alecti c and logi c formulated bj ! Anstotle, a 
correspondi ng th ree level model ari ses:

a) rh etori cal level i n th e speak er-li stener relati on,
b) di alecti cal level i n th e speak er-proposi ti on relati on,
c) logi cal level i n th e proposi ti on-proposi ti on relati on.

Th i s di vi si on after th e classi c di sci pli nes of th e Tri vi um of th e artes 
li berales h as contai ned a more modern Versi on. Jürgen Habermas also 
h as suggested a tri nomi al subdi vi si on of th e types of argumentati on. He 
di sti ngui sh es between th e th ree analyti c aspects of th e argumentati on as a 
process, as aprocedure andas aproduct (cf. Habermas 1981, pp. 47 ff.).

Accordi ng to th e process, i t i s all about arrangi ng th e communi cati on 
between th e di alogue partners to be as i deal as possi ble. It i s all about 
th e best possi ble mutual understandi ng and th i nk i ng wi th  each  oth er 
wi th  equal ri gh ts. Only th e force of th e better argument sh all get 
somewh ere, any i nfluences di sturbi ng di alogue partners are to be 
avoi ded. Th e questi on i s: How well do th e di alogue partners pay 
attenti on to each  oth er?
Accordi ng to th e procedure i t i s all about desi gni ng th e course of th e 
argumentati on appropri ately. To obtai n an agreement of h i gh  quali ty, 
th e problemati c vali di ty Clai ms about proposi ti ons must be ch eck ed 
by th e di alogue partners. Th e questi on i s: How coh erently do th e 
i ndi vi dual Steps of argumentati on refer to each  oth er?
Accordi ng to th e product i t i s aU about produci ng arguments wh i ch  
are logi cally consi stent. Conclusi ons and premi ses must provi de 
truth . Th e questi on i s: Is th e argument vali d?
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Fi gure 6: Seh erne of th e di alogram

Process ------------------ > Communi cati on

Producti on -----------------------------► Truth

Th e vi sual arrangi ng of th i s sch eme must correspond to th e step-by-step 
procedures wh i ch  are ch aracteri sti c of neo-Socrati c di alogues. Th i s 
doesn’t play an essenti al role, h owever, on th e level of proelucti on of th e 
i ndi vi dual Steps of argumentati on. Arguments can be represented and 
analysed i n th e lower wri ti ng area (see di alogram) sequenti ally by means of 
sui table models of argumentati on (e.g. th e ones descri bed above).

Th e mark i ng of th e upper wri ti ng area provi ded for th e level of process 
doesn’t mak e any parti cular demands on competence i n vi suali sati on 
ei th er. Here i t i s all about recordi ng i n sh ort notes th e i nterpersonal 
occurrences wh i ch  h ave restri cti ngly or benefi ci ally h ad an essenti al 
effect on th e course of th e di alogue: th e i nfluence of th e facUi tator on th e 
course of argumentati on and th e i nterpersonal Si tuati on of 
communi cati on or observati ons of th e relati onsh i p of th e parti ci pants of 
th e group wi th  each  oth er (e.g., “last h our: only 3 of 10 parti ci pants 
i nvolved i n th e di alogue”). In Order to sh ow th e i nterpersonal 
relati onsh i ps of th e parti ci pants wi th  each  oth er, th ei r roles as di alogue 
Partners and th e dynami c structure of th e group as a “system” 
graph i cally, th e meth od of soci ometry developed by Jacob Levy Moreno 
offers i ts Servi ces (cf. Moreno 1934). Th e procedure of Illustrati on of th e 
soäogram allows us to clari fy th e complete structure of posi ti ve and 
negati ve Connecti ons between th e members of th e group (coh esi on of 
th e group) under th e poi nts of vi ew of th e mutual ascri pti on of expert 
k nowledge, of mutual Hk i ng and of mutual respect.

Th e vi suali sati on of th e procedural level formi ng th e core area of th e 
di alogram i s more demandi ng. Here i t i s all about i Uustrati ng on th e ti me 
axi s th e structure of th e course of argumentati on wi th  i ts i nterplay between 
questi ons, sub-questi ons, descri pti ons, explanati ons of concepts, 
j udgements, doubts, pros and cons, etc. i n th ei r relati onal connecti on. 
Th ere are attempts to use th e model of th e flow ch art for th i s vi suali zi ng 
analysi s. Th e mai n problems of th i s model are th e relati ve i nflexi bi li ty
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and th e restri cted abi li ty to sh ow th e logi cal relati ons between th e 
remark s i n th ei r dynami cs. As a matter of fact th e flow ch art doesn’t go 
fundamentally furth er th an wh at i s formulated i n words on a black board 
or a fli pch art. Th e so-called Mi nd Mappi ng meth od of Tony Buzan (cf. 
Buzan 1996) would be more adequate i n th i s regard, but i t i s pri mari ly 
put togeth er for creati ng ordered i deas and doesn’t do j usti ce to th e 
quali tati vely h eavy demand wh i ch  i s made i n an analysi s.

Nefi pork tech nolog) can meet th e requi rements of a proceduraUy 
ori ented analysi ng di alogue most appropri ately i n my opi ni on. It sh ows 
parti cularly th e advantage th at th e relati onsh i ps between th e si ngle 
sentences and th e respecti ve functi ons of th e sentences could be mark ed 
clearly. Already wi th  a li ttle li st of ascri pti ons of th e functi ons almost th e 
complete logi cal structure of logi cal relati ons of a SD can be i ncluded. A 
presupposi ti on i s th at th e parti ci pants’ remark s recorded on th e 
black board i n th e course of a SD are numbered ongoi ngly. Th e numbers 
th en can be wri tten down on th e sch eme i nstead of th e sentences. Th e 
Socrati c i ni ti al questi on gets th e number 0. I suggest for th e Identi fi cati on 
of th e functi ons of th e sentences:

“I” for an Informati on Statement,
“!” for j udgement, th esi s, asserti on,
“?” for a questi on,
“s” for th e si tuati on-related ch aracter of a remark ,
“g” for th e general ch aracter of a remark ,
“C” for a consensual Statement.

Furth er labels can be added any ti me i f necessary (th ri fti ly, h owever, 
oth erwi se i t wi ll become confusi ng!) Th e relati onsh i ps between th e 
sentences mark ed by arrows sh ould be abbrevi ated, e.g. “X answers to 
Y”, “central concept”, “X j usti fi es Y”, “under th e condi ti on of’, etc. Th e 
rule of notati on i s: always refer to th e sentence at wh i ch  th e arrow poi nts.

For th e i ni ti al stage of a SD (see th e sentences quoted below) th e 
di alogram represented on th e followi ng page could gi ve an Illustrati on.

Fli pch art wri ti ng of a SD;

[0] How selfi sh  may voluntary engagement be?

[1 a] Example: “th i rd world ch ari ty sh op: I earn money by work i ng i n a 
th i rd world ch ari ty sh op.”
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[4]

[5]

[6 a] One wh o acts ch ari tably 
own needs.

[6 b] If a person does someth i ng for oth ers and th e effort i s great, th en 
h e may recei ve someth i ng of th i s, too. (Consensus)

[1 b] Example: “Ch ri stmas surplus: I took  th e sweets wh i ch  couldn’t be 
di stri buted for my own use, h owever, I collected th e wh ole 
amount of th e refund.”

[1 c| Example: “di stri buti on of rooms: I organi sed th e di stri buti on of 
th e rooms. I assi gned a si ngle room to myself.”

[2 a] Wh y di d you tak e th e surplus of sweets?
[2 b] Wh y di dn’t you want to gi ve th e money back ?
[2 c] Were you allowed to k eep th e surplus?

I was allowed to k eep th e surplus of sweets because I h ad made a 
good buy.

It requi red a lot of energy and ti me from me to fi nd a good buy.

I was allowed to k eep th e surplus of sweets wi th out gi vi ng th e 
money back  for th e purch ase of th e sweets because I made a lot of 
effort to purch ase ch eap products.

earns th e ri gh t of th e fulfi lment of one’s



r
- Qw

u
b

c

P3

a.

g

o
<u 
(Z5

ö 
tue

u *-j  

feß C 
— o

E

u
-C

§ 
s 
c 
QJ

6

O 
G

'u
:S

u
<u
'S

a. 
Vi

o
u

g
o
-Q

O

s u 
2 
t5

o
'S

-ib 

c 
CD 

g 
& 
c3

(U 

’S

C 
o 
•g 
6
.S 
.s 
73 
c 
0 •a

1

c- 
e

X X 
U

I

-

,i
S o S
R ö " 

o
o
e
"3
#

1
(/} 
Q

"H.s
— rt 
S ö <□=I

■s 

f 
I 
I

1̂
§1

'S

I
I 
■s

§ 
ö 

-G a

s 
s

; 21
I

G 
O

Ö
§ c 
c o 
rt ’a

J3 S
g-

."S3
/ Sl
! ä'i
i  -̂-
o

W

Tc
a. o

«1
X

X ü

a.

C3
\ 73 JD w,
\ s .a , u 

\V4̂
X5

a. 
(ß

cch «- ö -fg 0 §
.a S

7V
r-52-,
_D

:S S 
o U- 3 
U 0 CT 

./] \ 
I C3 J2 U

•M 

g l 
U u 

i l

U)

■o-S
Ul

1 s
i i

x'

"Om

-öS

.§1
1 Is
□
g
go
(j



178

Th e way of Socrates

Th e parti ci pants could delegate th e proposals or deci si ons for th e 
proceedi ng of th e argumentati on to th e faci li tator. In th i s respect th e 
faci li tator beh aves Li k e a faci li tator on th e level of content argumentati on, 
but on th e Strategi e level h e beh aves li k e a k ader. Th en h e or sh e tei ls th e 
oth ers wh ere th ey h ave to go. He deci des wh i ch  i dea i s frui tful for th e 
di alogue, wh i ch  opi ni ons sh ould be di scussed, and wh at can be left. Th i s 
corresponds approxi mately to th e beh avi our of Socrates i n Plato’s 
di alogues wh en h e steers th e di alogue wi th  h i s questi ons i n a certai n 
di recti on.

Because i n every SD th ere i s not enough  ti me to di scuss all i deas, and 
because th e pati ence of th e parti ci pants and th ei r abi li ty to concentrate 
are li mi ted, th i s leadi ng beh avi our of a Socrati c faci li tator i s necessary, a 
necessary evi l, so to speak . Th e i dea of a di scourse completely free of 
domi nati on i s a fi cti on (th ough  h elpful as a regulati ve i dea). It depends

4 On th i s subj ect see also th e essays of Brune/Mostert 2004 and Ross 2004.

3.2 Strategy ph ases

Th ere are good precondi ti ons for th e followi ng ph ase of di alogue i f th e 
analysi s of th e course of di alogue h as been successful and i f all 
parti ci pants k now h ow th e previ ous argumentati on h as gone. Th rough  
th i s, h owever, th e group i sn’t released from h avi ng to mak e deci si ons for 
th e furth er course of th e di alogue.

Someti mes th e parti ci pants h ave th e feeli ng th at th e di scussi on 
doesn’t come to a conclusi on, th at th ey don’t fi nd a convi nci ng meth od 
of argumentati on, th at th ey cannot move beyond a di ffi culty i n th e 
argumentati on. In sh ort, people don’t k now h ow to proceed. Wh at 
sh ould be done? Sh ould th ey clari fy j udgement A, di scuss questi on B, 
concentrate on doubt C, tak e up i dea D, exami ne argument F, etc.? Wh at 
meth od sh ould be used to deci de th e next Steps of argumentati on? 
Wh i ch  cri teri a are useful i n fi ndi ng reasonable Strategi e deci si ons?̂

Th ese ph ases are deli cate si tuati ons i n th e SD. One sh ould not leave 
th ei r masteri ng to desti ny. One sh ould h andle th em i n a consi derate way. 
Th e questi on i s: How can we arri ve at strategy deci si ons? Th ere are two 
ways:
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Th e parti ci pants’ way

Anoth er, more di ffi cult and ti me-consumi ng way to clari fy questi ons of 
th e argumentati on strategy i s th at th e group th emselves deci de - i n a 
Stratege di alogue. In i t th e Socrati c faci li tator tak es th e role of a faci li tator 
(not of a leader). Th e questi on i s th en: How sh ould strategy di alogues be 
conducted? Wh at i s di fferent to th e faci li tati on of a content di alogue?

Th e most essenti al di fference to pay attenti on to i s th at th e group 
must come to a deci si on i n a relati vely sh ort ti me. Strategy di alogues are 
deci si on di alogues. In contrast, th e content argumentati on doesn’t end i n 
a deci si on but ei th er i n a consent or i n a di ssent. It would be a category 
mi stak e to deci de about th e truth  or untruth  of a j udgement. In content 
di alogues you can try to di scover th e truth ; i n strategy di alogues you can 
plan th e route of th e argumentati on j ourney. Th i s doesn’t mean th at 
strategy di alogues are to be ch aracteri sed as i nstrumental and th at th e 
reference to th e truth  would be uni mportant. Alth ough  strategy di alogues

on th e amount of ti me, th e members of th e group, th e complexi ty of th e 
th eme and on oth er condi ti ons h ow strong or h ow weak  th i s leadi ng 
beh avi our sh ould be. Th e rule of th umb i s: As li ttk  steeri ng as possi ble, as 
much  steeri ng as necessarp.

A good faci li tati on of a SD i s ch aracteri sed, not j ust by th e 
competence of th e faci li tator to i ni ti ate a ferti le di alogue Si tuati on, but by 
th e Strategi e Ori entati on th at th e Socrati c faci li tator gi ves to th e di alogue 
by h i s or h er i nterventi ons. It i s th erefore a speci al art of th e Socrati c 
faci li tati on to ask  th e ri gh t questi ons i n th e ri gh t place i n th e di alogue. 
Th i s art i s, for example, parti cularly i mportant i n di alogues i n 
Professi onal contexts wh ere i t i s i mportant to produce good results i n a 
very sh ort ti me.

Someti mes th e parti ci pants of a SD speak about th e future 
proceedi ng of th e argumentati on and about possi ble next Steps but don’t 
mak e an expli ci t di sti ncti on between th e Strategi e and content di alogues. 
In a way th at i s absolutely correct, due to th e fact th at content 
argumentati on i s i nterwoven wi th  Strategi e argumentati on. In th ese 
si tuati ons th e faci li tator h as th e task  of recogni si ng Strategi e ph ases of th e 
di alogue as Strategi e ph ases, of i denti fyi ng th e essenti al Strategi e 
elements, of tak i ng care of th e reasonable deci si on, wh i ch  sh ould not be 
based on prej udi ce and power.
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can serve any purpose (e.g. th e purpose to wi n power and advantages 
over oth er people), i n SDs th ey are always obli ged to th e communi cati ve 
ch aracter of th e argumentati on. Th e strategy di alogue mustn’t h e led by 
th e putti ng across of one’s own opi ni on but by th e search  for truth . In an 
SD i t i s all about th e route you th i nk  of as th e best for th e di scovery of 
truth .

Th i s Starts wi th  th e ch oi ce of an example Si tuati on, by means of i t th e 
Socrati c questi on sh all be di scussed, i t conti nues wi th  th e speci fi cati on of 
sub-questi ons, and leads up to fundamental deci si ons on th e course of 
th e di alogue.

Someti mes th e group are aware th at th ere i s a seri ous problem wi th  
proceedi ng. In th ese cases i t would be h elpful to Interrupt th e content 
argumentati on and to start wi th  a separate Strateg di alogue. Th en th e 
facüi tator must gi ve th e meth odologi cal frame for th e strategy di alogue 
and pay attenti on to th e parti ci pants’ followi ng th e rules for a strategy 
di alogue.

Th e strategy di alogue

In th i s essay I want to work  out (by means of concrete materi al I 
coUected i n a work sh op offered togeth er wi th  my coUeague Wi llem Laan 
at th e Loccum Conference) wh at are th e most i mportant Strategi e 
elements i n a SD, h ow a strategy di alogue i s to be i ni ti ated, conducted 
and fi ni sh ed, wh i ch  meth odologi cal Ori entati ons can be gi ven, wh i ch  
cri teri a are i mportant for reasonable deci si ons about th e di recti on of 
argumentati on, wh at th e condi ti ons are for th e successful progress of 
Strategi e di alogue.

a) At fi rst i t i s i mportant to become aware of wh at th e use of th e strateg 
di alogue actually i s. I see th ree mai n aspects of benefi t.

Transparenz of th e content di alogue: By th i nk i ng about possi ble 
di recti ons for th e argumentati on and th e consi dered deci si on 
for one way, parti ci pants can mak e sense of th e sensi ble course 
of th e content di alogue. Reason k eeps i tself, so to speak , i n i ts 
own h ands.
Ti me-savi ng: By th e well-consi dered desi gn of th e course of 
argumentati on th e danger of frui tless detours i n th e 
argumentati on i s reduced. Th e ti me avaüable i s used opti maUy.
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Teamwork , sh ared responsi bi li ty: By th e common deci si ons on th e 
furth er course of th e di alogue, th e group tak e on responsi bi li ty 
for th ei r di alogue. Th ey co-operate to fi nd — accordi ng to th e 
di scussed subj ect - th e best and, for all parti ci pants, most 
acceptable way of argumentati on.

Wben sh ould a Stratege di alogue (B) tak e placel
It i s best i f a declared strategy di alogue doesn’t become necessary. It 
i s a si gn of th e success of a SD i f strategy deci si ons are reach ed i n 
Connecti on wi th  th e progress of th e content argumentati on. Of 
course, th e more th e di alogue develops naturally, th e better th e 
group i s i n flow. In contrast: th e more strategy di alogues become 
necessary, th e more di scordandy th e group work s. Someti mes, i n 
parti cularly di scordant groups, i t can even h appen th at th e Strateg)' 
di alogue overri des th e content di alogue completely. Th erefore th i s 
rule i s vali d: Try to desi gn th e di alogue so th at strategy di alogues 
need to be h eld as li tde as possi ble! Someti mes a strategy di alogue 
mak es sense, h owever. Th ere are th ree reasons for i t essenti aUy:

It becomes necessary to ch oose between several alternati ves i n 
a sensi ble way, e.g. between th e exami nati on of several sub- 
questi ons.
It consi sts i n th e group or one or more parti ci pants bei ng vague 
about h ow to go furth er.
Th e faci li tator of th e di alogue fears th at th e way ch osen by th e 
group wi ll result i n a dead end.

c) How i s a strategy di alogue argttedl
Above all, th ere are th ree k i nds of arguments, arguments wh i ch  are 
related to th e content, arguments related to th e Socrati c meth od (see 
above ch ap. 7.), and arguments related to th e empi ri cal condi ti ons of 
di alogue.

Wi th  th e arguments bei ng related to th e content i t i s i mportant 
th at th e respecti ve state of th e argumentati on i s tak en i nto 
consi derati on, eventually by an analysi ng di alogue (see ch ap. 3.1). If 
th e confusi on of one or several parti ci pants causes th e strategy' 
di alogue, th e exact reason for th e confusi on sh ould be cleared fi rst. 
Th e next steps must ti e appropri ately to th e Steps before. Frequently 
th e next steps also ari se from th e logi c of th e content, e.g. i f we want 
to clari fy X, we must fi rst clari fy Y.
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Furth ermore, suggesti ons for th e strategy always already contai n an 
anti ci pati on of th e future. One already h as an approxi mate i dea of 
wh i ch  results th e di alogue could lead to. (Humboldt also h ad an 
approxi mate i dea of h ow th i ngs look ed i n th e unk nown South  
Ameri can j ungle before h e began h i s j ourney.) Such  an anti ci pati on 
i s, on th e one h and, h elpful because i t bri ngs our Intui ti on i nto play; 
on th e oth er h and, i t can ti e us down to a suspected result too much . 
To avoi d th e latter, strategy deci si ons sh ouldn’t be tak en too 
narrowly and sh ould be open to ch ange. Th e di sti ncti on between 
sh ort-term and long-term strategy deci si ons h as proved i ts worth , 
too. It i s vali d th at sh ort-term strategy deci si ons are more obli gatory 
th an long-term. Long-term strategy deci si ons are more meani ngful 
th an sh ort-term.

Arguments related to th e Socrati c meth od are pri mari ly about th e 
way of argumentati on goi ng th e way of th e regressi ve abstracti on. 
Th e Connecti on to th e i ni ti al questi on h as to be k ept. Th e 
argumentati on sh all k eep th e reference to th e concrete experi ence. A 
sub-questi on sh all be exami ned unti l i t i s cleared sati sfactori ly for all 
i nvolved.

Wi th  th e arguments related to th e condi ti ons of di alogue i t i s 
pri mari ly all about th e consi derati on of th e dynami cs of th e 
di alogue. If very h eterogeneous i deas are di scussed i n a group, i t 
mak es pragmati cally more sense to sti ck  to small strategy Steps and 
to ori entate stri cdy around th e selected example. Th e degree of 
complexi ty of th e next Steps sh ould be determi ned i n look i ng at th e 
effi ci ency, th e engagement and th e ti me resources of th e group. A 
di alogue i s successful pri mari ly wh en one fi nds th e ri gh t rh yth m 
wh i ch  i s adequate to th e “system” of th e SD group. In addi ti on, 
pri mari ly i n professi onal contexts, th e expectati ons of th e 
parti ci pants play an i mportant role for th e regulati on of th e 
argumentati on strategy.

d) Hou) does th egroup come to a deci si on?
In contrast to th e Socrati c content di alogue, th e purpose of th e 
strategy di alogue i s to mak e a deci si on. Th e argumentati on i n th e 
strategy di alogue prepares th e deci si on. Th e acceptance of th e 
strategy deci si ons depends very much  on all parti ci pants bri ngi ng i n
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and explai ni ng th ei r vi ews wi th  no i mportant argument bei ng passed 
over. As a rule, one wi ll try to i denti fy th e deci si ve argument.

It h as turned out, th en, th at strategy deci si ons are most li k ely to 
be accepted i f th e deci si ons ari se from th e trend of th e 
argumentati on, i f th ere i s an agreement on th e strategy. Only i f th i s 
doesn’t turn out well, sh ould one use deci si on procedures (e.g. 
maj ori ty votes or th e vote of th e Socrati c faci li tator.) Alth ough  i t 
sh ould be tak en i nto account th at th e mi nori ty at least does not 
regard th e deci si on as totaUy absurd. Th e deci si on sh ould h ave th e 
Support of all parti ci pants.

Strategy deci si ons th reaten to fall qui ck ly i nto obli vi on. 
Th erefore i t i s i mportant to wri te down th e deci si on addi ti onally to 
th e suggesti ons for th e strategy and th e respecti ve arguments. Some 
Socrati c faci li tators fi x a ti me frame at th e begi nni ng of th e strategŷ 
di alogue. I am not convi nced of th i s measure. It doesn’t match  th e 
dynami cs of an SD. I try, noneth eless, to concentrate th e di alogue 
on th e essenti al and to waste no ti me. A good means to prevent th e 
getti ng out of h and of strategy di alogues i s th e rule th at no argument 
may be reported repeatedly. Th e stri ct compli ance wi th  rules i s by 
th e way also a good means to prevent di ssati sfacti on wi th  th e 
strategy di alogue and prevent frustrati ng ‘meta-di alogues’ about 
strategy di alogues.

e) Wh at are th e faci li tator's task s i n th e strategy di aloguei
I h ave already poi nted out th at th e role of th e faci li tator of th e 
strategy di alogue i sn’t di fferent from th e role of th e faci li tator of th e 
content di alogue i n some respects. Th e faci li tator mak es clear th at 
h e or sh e i s responsi ble for th e ch aracteri sti c Socrati c course of th e 
understandi ng process wi th i n th e group: li steni ng to each  oth er, 
proceedi ng Step by Step, i nqui ri ng arguments, tak i ng seri ously all 
perspecti ves, bei ng open to unusual Soluti ons, etc. Also i n th e 
strategy di alogue th e group i s responsi ble for th e course of th e 
argumentati on. Th e faci li tator doesn’t parti ci pate by th ei r own 
contri buti ons to th e subj ect. He or sh e moti vates th e teamwork  of 
th e group, ask s th e parti ci pants for Strategi e proposals, ask s for th e 
arguments th at back  th em and for agreements. As i n th e content 
di alogue th e i mportant contri buti ons are wri tten down.
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But th ere are some task s of th e faci li tator wh i ch  are di fferent ei th er 
because th ey ari se for th e fi rst ti me i n th e strategy di alogue or 
because th ey gai n a stronger meani ng i n th e strategy di alogue, A 
qui te essenti al di fference i s th at th e faci li tator of th e strategy 
di alogue push es to sh orten i t. Because i n strategy di alogues th e way 
to th e unk nown i s di scussed, th ey tend towards not fi ndi ng any end. 
Th e faci li tator must prevent th i s from h appeni ng. It also contri butes 
to th e brevi ty of th e strategy di alogue i f th e faci li tator summari ses 
th e course of th e previ ous content di alogue conci sely at th e 
begi nni ng of th e strategy di alogue. Th e faci li tator Supports th e 
parti ci pants i n th ei r deci si on-mak i ng pri mari ly by measures wh i ch  
contri bute to th e clear arrangi ng of th ei r own th ough ts: synth esi zi ng 
and orderi ng proposals and arguments, usi ng sch emes or rough  
drawi ngs to mak e th e communi cati on easi er, reformulati ng 
proposals to mak e th em more compreh ensi ble.

Th e most si gni fi cant di fference i s due to th e deci si on process i n 
a strategy di alogue. At th e begi nni ng of th e strategy di alogue i t i s 
i mportant th at th e faci li tator explai ns i ts obj ecti ve: to come to a 
deci si on i n as sh ort a ti me as possi ble. It i s j ust as i mportant to 
i denti fy th e strategy questi on consi derably: Wh at does i t refer to? Is 
i t put qui te openly or does i t start out from pre-formulated 
alternati ves?

Perh aps th emost i mportant task  i n th e strategy di alogue i s to 
prepare and organi se th e deci si on procedure well. Fi rst of all, th e 
faci li tator mak es th e deci si on-mak i ng process clear (for example, 
one or two ph ases of argumentati on, formulati ng clearly th e 
proposals, ch oi ce by maj ori ty). He or sh e wri tes down th e coUected 
alternati ves and — after th e deci si on — th e outcome. Th e faci li tator 
could gi ve th e parti ci pants th e foUowi ng outli ne of th e strategy 
ph ases:
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mi ddle stage 
[ph ase of argumentati on]

fi nal Stage 
[ph ase of deci si on]

Fi gure 8: Th e ph ases of Strateg) di alogue 

i ni ti al Stage
[ph ase of understandi ng]

Cause (e.g. uncertai nty of a 
parti ci pant concerni ng th e 
course of di alogue)

2. Suggesti on of a strategy 
di alogue
Look  at th e meani ngfulness of 
a strategy di alogue 
Clari fi cati on of th e rules of a 
strategy di alogue

Someti mes, i f th e group cannot fi nd a way to come to a deci si on th e 
faci li tator can i nfluence th e outcome of th e deci si on, for example, by 
descri bi ng i n h i s or h er summary of th e alternati ve ways th e “good” 
alternati ves more i ntensi vely. But th e same i s vali d h ere as for th e 
wh ole SD, namely th e rule: as mach  exerti on of i nfluence on th e content as 
necessary, as li ttle exerti on of i nfluence as possi ble!

5. Collecti on of suggesti ons for 
th e furth er procedure

6. Collecti on of arguments i n 
Support of th e suggesti ons 
Consi derati on of th e 
arguments [search  for th e 
deci si ve argument]

8. Impli ci t agreement about th e 
deci si on procedures or expli ci t 
speci fi cati on of th e deci si on 
procedure

9. Deci si on
10. Expli ci t formulati on of th e 

deci si on
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How can Socrati c Di alogue be used i n Eth i cs 
Lessons i n Sch ool?

Th i s Work sh op was attended by about a dozen people drawn from 
several countri es. Th e maj ori ty were i nterested i n th e topi c from th e 
poi nt of vi ew of th e role of th e teach er. Th us, after coveri ng Barbara’s 
and Rene’s Notes on ‘Law and Practi ce’ i n Germany and Bri tai n 
respecti vely, th e group selected for di scussi on th e questi on:

Wh at does a teach er need to leam i n Order to be a successful Socrati c faci li tator?

In addressi ng th i s questi on, qui te a few worri es came to th e surface 
concerni ng i ssues li k e i nadequacy of teach er trai ni ng and th e ch aUenges 
to teach er auth ori ty or to students’ deeply h eld beli efs wh i ch  Socrati c 
Di alogue may provok e. Th ese concerns are covered i n later poi nts of th e 
di scussi on.
Fi rst some questi ons were ask ed:
How could teach ers cope wi th  th e Si tuati on of h avi ng to provi de (i nstead 
of Reli gi ous Educati on (RE)) alternati ve soci al and moral educati on, 
gi ven th e lack  of trai ni ng on th e one h and, and th e promi se of such  
Provi si on i n some countri es under new laws on th e oth er? It was 
suggested th at th e Socrati c Meth od could h elp teach ers wh o h ad to teach  
alternati ve courses. Luxembourg was gi ven as an example wh ere new 
laws provi ded for ch i ldren to wi th draw from RE lessons i n Order to 
artend alternati ve soci al and moral educati on, but meanwh üe teach er 
trai ni ng h ad not ensured th at enough  teach ers were quali fi ed to staff 
such  alternati ve provi si on.

So wh at are th e di ffi culti es i n sch ool for wh i ch  Socrati c faci li tators 
need to be prepared i f th e i ntroducti on of Socrati c Di alogue i n th ei r 
sch ool i s to be successful?
Th e di scussi on i ncluded th e followi ng poi nts:
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1. Introducti on of Socrati c Di alogue i nto a Sch ool

In th e Work sh op i t became qui te clear th at i n th e Neth erlands, Bri tai n 
and Germany, for example, condi ti ons were often favourable to 
i ntroduci ng Socrati c Di alogue. Relati onsh i ps between students and staff 
were suffi ci endy relaxed and open for students and teach ers to cope well 
wi th  th e ch allenge of parti ci pati ng i n such  a di alogue. In oth er countri es, 
by contrast, wh ere h i erarch y i n sch ools i s sti ll very entrench ed, th e 
Si tuati on was li k ely to be much  more di ffi cult. No one teach er alone can 
ach i eve th e i ntroducti on of Socrati c Di alogue. Th ere must be a 
supporti ve envi ronment.

Certai nly regard h as to be pai d to th e wi der envi ronment: th e stage 
th e sch ool i s at; h ow much  support th ere i s (or could be developed) for 
tryi ng Socrati c Di alogue wi th  some groups of ch i ldren; th e multi -cultural 
nature of th e sch ool; th e expectati ons and atti tudes among parents and 
th e local communi ty; th e trust among students and staff to ensure 
confi denti ali ty i s respected (for example, wh ere a Student openly sh ares a 
deli cate Si tuati on).

2. Preparatory Steps

Ch i ldren and students need to develop soci al sk i lls, but th e creati on of 
opportuni ti es for th i s sh ould be part of a sch ool’s task  anyway. To 
develop li steni ng sk i lls, tolerant atti tudes and th e abi li ty to be arti culate 
are all necessary for th e success of a Socrati c Di alogue, but are also 
valuable as future li fe sk i lls. Sch ools and teach ers can support ch i ldren i n 
developi ng th ese.

Th e normal sch ool ti metable decrees sh ort lessons. For Socrati c 
Di alogue longer peri ods are needed, li k e for example for group proj ect 
Work  wh i ch  i s already a fami li är practi ce i n many secondary sch ools. 
Block s of ti me over say 5-6 week s could prove valuable. Rene’s 
experi ence wi th  secondary students i s th at h alf a sch ool day (say a 4-h our 
morni ng wi th  a h alf h our break ) was as much  as th e students could 
manage on one day, because th e concentrati on requi red to li sten and 
parti ci pate exh austed th em. Barbara sai d i t also work s well to h ave 
sh orter peri ods (for example, a double lesson) twi ce a week . Group
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5. Equali ty, not Hi erarch y: th e Teach er’s Auth ori ty

As equali ty of all parti ci pants i n a Socrati c Di alogue i s essenti al, th i s 
clearly would ch allenge th e entrench ed h i erarch y exi sti ng i n many 
sch ools for 50 or more years.

As faci li tator, th e teach er i s sti ll an auth ori ty — i nsi sti ng on di sci pli ne 
and tolerance i n th e group. Th ere i s a di ffcrence between conducti ng a 
Socrati c Di alogue wi th  an adult group and one i n a sch ool. A sch ool 
teach er h as to manage th e soci al beh avi our of group members and 
ensure th at confli cts between ch i ldren are resolved i n a tolerant männer, 
th at i s, th at acceptance of di fferent vi ewpoi nts prevai ls. Wh at th e teach er 
would not do i s to gi ve Informati on or a ‘pack age of k nowledge’.

4. Th e Age of th e Ch i ldren

Especi aUy wh en work i ng wi th  younger ch i ldren, some i n th e group saw i t 
as i mportant th at th e posi ti on of th e teach er i s not undermi ned. Th e 
teach er h as th e k nowledge and i s an auth ori ty. Introduci ng Socrati c 
Di alogue mi gh t even be h armful i n ch allengi ng teach er auth ori ty, mak i ng 
i t di ffi cult for th e teach er to cope i n th e classroom and to mai ntai n 
di sci pli ne (see next poi nt).

6. Independent Learni ng

In Socrati c Di alogue, th e ch i ldren h ave to be gui ded by th e teach er i n 
th ei r j ourney of i ndependent self-di scovery, and towards understandi ng. 
Th i s i s an unusual role for sch ool, so often associ ated wi th  conveyi ng or 
teach i ng k nowledge. Some saw a danger i n developi ng Student 
i ndependence. A Socrati c Di alogue mi gh t mak e students exami ne th ei r 
basi c beli efs and th i s could feel th reateni ng to th em.

It was ask ed wh eth er th e questi ons for a Socrati c Di alogue need to be 
screened, effecti vely li mi ti ng topi cs. Some suggested i t i s best for 
ch i ldren to formulate th ei r questi ons togeth er wi th  th ei r teach er.

members could be expected for h ome work  to k eep a Socrati c di ary and 
th e next lesson could th en start wi th  th e readi ng aloud of one of th e 
di ari es or reports, to ach i eve conti nui ty i n th e group’s work .
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Togeth er, members of th e work sh op li sted th e foUowi ng poi nts at th e 
end as an overvi ew of th ei r di scussi on:

Th e usefulness of th e Socrati c Di alogue — i t can be made to work  
i n sch ools (some members sti ll h ad reservati ons).
Th e wi der setti ng i s of maj or i mportance i n th e successful 
i ntroducti on of Socrati c Di alogue (sch ool eth os, Student/staff 
relati onsh i ps, trust, openness, parental and communi ty atti tudes). 
Adequate teach er trai ni ng and preparati on i s essenti al.
Awareness th at th e teach er as faci li tator i s i n a di fferent Si tuati on 
from a faci li tator of adult groups.
Importance of selecti on of topi c/questi on. Need for sensi ti vi ty and 
recogni ti on th at some topi cs may be unsui table (“dangerous” was 
th e Word some used).
Recogni ti on th at i n a ch angi ng world students need to learn to be 
more autonomous, but also of th e fact th at di fferent countri es are at 
di fferent stages i n encouragi ng (or not, as yet) th e development of 
i ndependent learni ng by students.



Si lk e Pfei ffer

Introdructi on

Ph i losoph i zi ng wi th  Ch i ldren
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Eth i cs i n Di alogue wi th  Ch i ldren
Ph i losoph i zi ng as Part of Today’s Curri culum i n 
Pri mary Sch ools i n East Germany

In sch ool th i s acti vi ty i s mai nly ai med at developi ng th e abi li ty to:

formulate questi ons and ask  furth er questi ons;
reflect on a subj ect, di scoveri ng i ndi vi dual ways of th i nk i ng based 
on i ndi vi dual experi ences;
learn by reproduci ng th e th ough ts of oth ers;
parti ci pate i n a di alogue;
solve Problems and cope wi th  confli cts;
learn i n a multi cultural envi ronment (consi deri ng th e values and 
tradi ti ons of oth er cultures).

In 1999, i n th e ‘Land’ of Meck lenburg-Vorpommern, i n th e north ern 
part of East Germany, ‘Ph i losoph i zi ng wi th  Ch i ldren’ was i ntroduced as 
a subj ect to replace reli gi ous educati on as part of th e sch ool Curri culum.

Th e underlyi ng i dea was th at ch i ldren h ave lots of questi ons to ask  
and th at ph i losoph i zi ng can h elp th em to fi nd answers and understand 
th e World around th em better.

Th e basi c meth od of ph i losoph i zi ng as a form of teach i ng at sch ool i s 
di alogue. A di alogue can be started, for i nstance, by di scussi ng questi ons 
such  as ‘wh y do all of us di e one day?’ Alternati vely, stori es, or oth er 
i nstructi onal materi als, may serve to i ntroduce ch i ldren to 
ph i losoph i zi ng, or th ey can be i nvolved i n di alogue th rough  role play.



Th e Four Topi cs

Wh at can I k now?

Wh at sh all I do?

th ey ali k e,
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dass 1: How can ch i ldren di scover, see, understand, and enj oy li fe?
Class 2: How does li fe grow and di e?
dass 3: How can ch i ldren be taugh t to ask  questi ons and gi ve answers?
dass 4: How can ch i ldren be encouraged to pose addi ti onal questi ons 

and th i nk  about th em?

dass 1: Li fe i n fami ly and at sch ool.
dass 2: Fi ndi ng fri ends.
dass 3: Th e categori es of good and bad.
dass 4: Th e categori es of acti ng j ustly and unj usdy.

Wh at may I h ope for?

dass 1: Wh at do I expect oth ers to do?
dass 2: Bei ng h appy.
dass 3: Wh at do we beli eve i n?
dass 4: Th i nk i ng about th e future.

Wh at i s a h uman bei ng?

dass 1: Wh o am I?
dass 2: Wh y am I di fferent from oth ers?
dass 3: How to li ve wi th  oth ers?
dass 4: Ch i ldren i n di fferent cultures — i n wh at respects are 

and h ow do th ey di ffer?

As i n any sch ool subj ect we h ave to observe a certai n structure wi th i n th e 
subj ect of ‘Ph i losoph i zi ng wi th  Ch i ldren’. To reflect th e experi ences of 
ch i ldren, we h ave li sted four i tems wi th  reference to each  of th e four 
questi ons wh i ch  were formulated by Immanuel Kant.



Socrati c Di alogue as a Meth od i n Pri mary Sch ool

Th e Fi rst Vari ant

bei ng ‘fast

Peter:
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Li na:
Peter:

Th i s Starts wi th  a story by Berri e Heesen. Its ti tle i s ‘Mary and Ti ll Play 
Sparrow and Turtle’. Th e two ch i ldren, wh i le playi ng sparrow and turtle, 
come across th e questi on ‘wh o of th e two ani mals i s th e wi ser one?’ and 
‘wh o i s th e faster one?’.

As a result th e foUowi ng di scussi on developed:

Peter: Sh all we act th at story, too?
Teach er: Wh i ch  one of th e two ani mals would you li k e to be?
Peter:
Frank :

Th e turde!
Th at fi ts you, bei ng th e turtle.
Peter: We could also tak e oth er ani mals, for i nstance, a
dog or a ti ger.
I could be a cat, I h ave got a cat, sh e i s qui te fast.
We do not di scuss ‘fast’, we di scuss ‘wi se’!
Henni ng: We are di scussi ng fast as well, I mean 
i n th i nk i ng’.
But ani mals cannot th i nk .

I read a lot about Socrati c Di alogue, and took  part many a ti me as well. It 
seems to me th at th ere i s no uni form defi ni ti on of wh at one h as to 
understand by ‘Socrati c Di alogue’. Wh at I am di scussi ng h ere i s th e 
questi on: i s i t possi ble to conduct a Socrati c Di alogue wi th  pri mary 
Sch ool ch i ldren? If yes, th en certai nly th e di alogue wi ll di ffer from one 
conducted wi th  adults.

Below I present two examples of actual di alogues wi th  pri mary-age 
ch i ldren. Both  vari ants i n my vi ew h ave four th i ngs i n common wi th  
di alogues conducted wi th  adults:

- Th e target of th e di alogue i s to get ch i ldren to see a certai n poi nt;
- Ch i ldren’s concrete experi ence i s th e basi s of any di alogue;
- Ch i ldren are encouraged to formulate th ei r own th ough ts;
- Ch i ldren compare th ei r th ough ts wi th  th ose of oth er ch i ldren.



Flori an:

Teach er:

Teach er:

Henni ng:

Sabri na:

Th e Second Vari ant
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Laura:

Ti ll so far.

Flori an:
Sabri na:
Henni ng:

Hannes:
Bernd:
Henri k e:
Henni ng:

Th i s one Starts wi th  examples gi ven by 
‘fri endsh i p’:

Teach er:
Henni ng:
Maxi mi li an: And also at wri ti ng.
Teach er:
Henri k e:

Mi gh t i t someti mes be good to do a th i ng slowly?
It’s all th e same i f you th i nk  slowly or qui ck ly, th e mai n 
th i ng i s th at you get correct results. And i f someone h as 
fi ni sh ed, h e wi ll be free to do someth i ng ei se.
Puzzles must be done slowly, oth erwi se i t won’t work .

a group of ch i ldren about

Of course th ey can. Th ey k now perfecdy well wh o i s 
Corni ng h ome. If th ey do not k now you, th ey bark . If th ey 
k now you, th ey bark  as well, but th ei r bark i ng sounds 
di fferent. So th ey k now wh o i s comi ng.
Is th e Story about th e questi on wh eth er or not ani mals can 
th i nk ?
Yes, i t i s.
No, i t i s not.
Th ey are j ust playi ng ani mals, th ey are not reaUy ani mals. 
Th ey are playi ng th e way th ey i magi ne ani mals to be. 
Do you th i nk  ani mals are not as Ti ll and Mary i magi ne 
th em to be?
Ani mals may well be h ow Ti ll and Mary expect th em to be, 
but th e ani mals do not exacdy k now about th at. Th e turtle 
mäy be slow, but may be wi se at th e same ti me.
But i f you are slow i n th i nk i ng, you won’t Fi ni sh  your work  
i n ti me and won’t get th e number of poi nts needed and 
eventually get a bad mark .
I never manage to Fi ni sh  my work .
Nor do I.
We sh ould always h ave ti me enough  to Fi ni sh .
IF so, I wi ll always h ave to wai t for th e oth ers. I th i nk  
everybody must be able to Fi ni sh  qui ck ly.
Wh at must we be able to do qui ck ly? 
We must be qui ck  at calculati ng.



Stefani e:

Joh ann:

Jacob:

Concludi ng Th ough ts
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Wh y was Joh ann unable to fi gh t back ?
Wh y di d Joh ann’s fri ends beh ave li k e th at?

Wh en I was playi ng wi th  my broth er, h i s fri ends rang th e 
beU.
He si mply left me alone and went out.
After our trai ni ng Jacob and I went to our nei gh bour. We 
were playi ng on th e Computer. I was not so good at th at. 
Th at’s wh y th ey started crack i ng j ok es about me. Wh en I 
told th em to stop, th ey di d not. I found th em rüde.
At Easter an egg h ad been h i dden i n a tree. I wanted to get 
i t and fei l down, i nj uri ng my foot. Jan took  th at ch ance and 
took  th e egg away.

So far th e ch i ldren’s examples. Th e ch i ldren were th en ask ed to ch ose 
one example for a di alogue, and ch ose Joh ann’s. Th e di alogue lasted for 
one h our. Th e ch i ldren narrated wh at th ey h ad been th rough . Th ey 
compared th ei r own experi ences wi th  Joh ann’s example. Th ey arri ved at 
a common opi ni on on th e followi ng Statements:

Jok es by a fri end can h urt badly.
Jok es wi ll always h urt i f you cannot fi gh t back .

In a meta-di scussi on one ch i ld ask ed th e oth er ch i ldren to evaluate th e 
di alogue about Joh ann’s example, to fi nd out wh eth er or not i t was a 
good di alogue. In a strategy talk  wh i ch  foUowed, two quesüons were 
formulated and i t was deci ded to start th e next lesson wi th  th ese 
questi ons:

Düri ng th e second vari ant th e usual structure of th e Socrati c Di alogue 
was foUowed (di vi si on of th e process i nto content, meta and strategy 
di alogue). Th i s meant th at th e ch i ldren work ed not merely on th e content 
of a gi ven problem, but also reflected about th ei r own beh avi our and th e 
subj ecti ve feeli ngs experi enced by di alogue parti ci pants.

All ch i ldren parti ci pated enth usi asti cally i n both  th e descri bed 
di alogues, as descri bed above. Th ey fei t th ey were tak en seri ously and



accepted; as far as
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were not overstretch ed as one mi gh t th i nk . By way of summary, I would 
li k e to emph asi ze th e foUowi ng poi nts:

Th e starti ng poi nt of a di alogue must be someth i ng wh i ch  
encourages th e ch i ldren to reflect;
Th e subj ect-matter can be almost anyth i ng, but certai n constrai nts 
and structures are necessary;
Th e ch i ldren start wi th  th ei r own concrete experi ence;
‘Free Speech ’ rei gns;
Th e ch i ldren test th ei r th ough ts i n i nteracti on wi th  th ose of th ei r 
classmates;
Th e di alogue’s evolvement, as far as possi ble, i s determi ned by th e 
ch i ldren;
Di fferent vi ewpoi nts alongsi de each  oth er are 
possi ble no j udgments are made;
Th e faci li tator’s (i .e. th e teach er’s) role i s to encourage and co- 
ordi nate;
Th e ai m i s to seek  reasons i n Support of opi ni ons, but th e ch i ldren 
are not obli ged to gi ve reasons;
Questi ons left open are formulated at th e end of th e lesson.

In my vi ew such  di alogues contri bute to encouragi ng ch i ldren’s capaci ti es 
to communi cate and to reflect. For th i s reason th ey sh ould already be 
practi sed duri ng th e pri mary ph ase i n sch ool.



Rene Saran

Rati onale for Topi c

Th e Group’s Examples

1
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Socrati c Di alogue on “Wh en i s unequal 
treatment acccptable?”'

Report on SD Group. Faci li tator; Rene Saran..Group: 8 Parti ci pants (5 German, 3 
Japanese).

Th e group, as usual, commenced wi th  parti ci pants gi vi ng th ei r personally 
experi enced examples. Th ey i ncluded th e foUowi ng:

A doctor sponsored expensi ve treatment for one ch i ld because th e parents exerted 
pressure and th e doctor favoured th e research  opportuni ty.

Th e i deal of equali ty acclai med by th e French  Revoluti on h as a h i gh  
value for Rene Saran. Sh e h as offen observed th at i n practi ce i ndi vi duals, 
communi ti es, local auth ori ti es and th e state treat people unequally wi th  
th e Intenti on to gi ve th em an ‘equal ch ance’. In Bri tai n th i s h as been 
referred to as ‘posi ti ve di scri mi nati on’ or, more recently, as ‘soci al 
i nclusi on’, so th at di sadvantaged members of soci ety are enabled to 
parti ci pate i n th ei r Communi ty and soci ety. In many countri es poli ci es 
h ave been developed to i nclude ch i ldren wi th  a di sabi li ty i n mai nstream 
rath er th an i n segregated sch ools wh i ch  cater for speci al educati onal 
needs (e.g. for th e deaf, bli nd, beh avi ourally di sturbed). Th i s was th e 
back ground to Rene formulati ng th e questi on ‘'“'Wh en i s unequal treatment 
acceptable?'



Th e last example was ch osen by th e group.

Th e ch osen Example i n fuU
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On a trai n an old man and an old woman wen wi th out a seat. Th ere was no 

di ffennce bei ween th em except gender. Aj oung man gave bi s seat to th e woman, 

h üt was unsure wbeth er h e wotdd do so agai n.
After a male Student bad h een attack ed, anoth er Student was ask ed to warn 

espedally women not to walk  alone at ni gh t. He di d not want to tnat women 

unequally, so h e i nformed all students about th e attack .
A woman Student expeti enced as h umi li ati ng th e unequal treatment of lesbi an 

(compared wlth  h eterosexual) couples ly uni versi ty admi ssi on regulati ons.
A newly quali fi ed teach er tnated a talented boy equally wi th  oth er pupi ls, but outsi de 
th e dass made pedal efforts on h i s beh alf. He th ough t th i s acti on acceptable, but fei t 
uncertai n about h i s efforts i n respect of talents possessed by oth erpupi ls.

As a secondyear probatlonary teach er I was work i ng i n a sch ool i n a rural ana. 1 
taugh t di fferent subj ects i n di fferent classes. In one dass th en was an eleven-year old 
boy (Th omas) wbo was really i nterested i n my subj ect — bi stoi y. After lessons h e 
talk ed to me and i t was clear th at h e already h ad a lot of k nowledge alth ough  h e could 
not always express h i s i deas and k nowledge clearly. Wh en I look ed at th e mark  sh eet 
I found h e bad only average mark s. Th e boy was also eagerly i ntensted i n several oth er 

subj ects.
I dedded to support Th omas by buyi ng book s for wh i ch  h e pai d. (1 also h ough t 

h ook sfor oth ers). I became aware th at Th omas was not fully stretch ed i n th at sch ool 

and th ough t h e would develop better i f h e went to a grammar sch ool. On ask i ng h i m I 
found out h e was eager to attend a h oardi ng grammar sch ool, already attended by some 
of h i s fri ends. Hi s moth er was unsure wh eth er a grammar sch ool was th e best for h i m 

and I tri ed to convi nce h er to let h er son go. He di d go. Th e dass teach er di d not agree 
wi th  my j udgement, and told me th i s later. It was clear to me (even at th at ti me) th at I 
treated Th omas di fferently (unequally) from th e oth erpupi ls. My acti on was acceptable 
to me because I wanted to foster Th omas’ talents because oth erwi se tby mi gh t h ave 

gone under. I sti ll tak e th i s vi ew. Today I wonder wh eth er I gave suffi ci ent attenti on to 

th e oth erpupi ls. I di d more for Th omas th an I di dfor th e oth ers.



Di sti ncti on between di fferent and unequal treatment
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Th e example-gi ver ended h i s outli ne wi th  th e questi on:

Was my treatment of Th omas unequaR

Parti ci pants offered a ränge of answers wh i ch  i ntroduced th e di sti ncti on 
between ‘di fferent’ and ‘unequal’ treatment. At th e same ti me j udgements 
were made about th e acceptabi li ty of th e teach er’s acti on.

Th e speci al treatment of Th omas was acceptable. Di fferent treatments are i n 
th emselves not unequal treatments, h üt lack  of attenti on to th e oth er ch i ldren 
would mean to treat th em unequally, wh i ch  i s not acceptable. In one sentence: 
unequal treatment can be or may be acceptable;
(agreei ng wi th  th e above) Each  pupi l h as th e ri gh t to be treated di fferently h üt 
not to be treated unequally;
Th e teach er treated Th omas di fferently and unequally. It i s di ffi cult to 
di sti ngui sh  between ‘di fferent’ and ‘unequal’. Th e teach er’s acti on was adequate;
If th e di fferent treatment of Th omas arose out of th e teach er’s appreci ati on of all 
pupi ls h avi ng equal ri gh ts th en h i s acti on i s acceptable.

Th e above ränge of vi ews led to th e next questi on addressed by th e 
group:

Wh at, th en, i s th e di fference between ‘di fferent’ and ‘unequal’ treatment i n th e 
examplel

Th i s was approach ed by a parti ci pant i n a th ree-part Statement;

(1) In Order to foster th e speci al potenti al of a si ngle pupi l (Th omas), i t requi red th e 
teach er to treat h i m di fferently from th e oth er;

(2) Every pupi l h as two ri gh ts:
a) th at th e teach er noti ces h i s potenti al
b) th at th e teach erfosters h i s potenti al;

(3) If th e teach er di d not do h i s best to noti ce and foster th e potenti al of allpupi ls i n 
di fferent (and th erefore adequate) ways, th en th e treatment of Th omas was 
unequal and not acceptable.



Formulati on of Reasons
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An i deal teach er sh ould h e neutral toi uards allpupi ls i n a dass h ecause all are equal 
i n value, alth ough  di fferent i n talents. To si ngle out one pupi l for spedal support i s 
treati ng th at pupi l unequally and th at i s unacceptah le h ecause i t ndll di sturh  th e dass 
(orgroup) of equalpupi ls.

A. Wh y th e Acti on was acceptable

(4) Wh en ayoung pupi l sh oj vs talent, th e teach er sh ouldfoster i t;
(5) In th e example, th e teach er noti ced and fostered Th omas’ talents;

Th omas was growi ng up i n a non-supporti ve envi ronment (rural sch ool, 
parent's atti tude etc) and h i s ch ances wi th out support would h ave been 
very li mi ted;
(6) Th e teach er di d not i gnore th e oth er ch i ldren.

In an attempt to resolve th e above di fferences group members agreed to 
marsh al th ei r th ough ts wh y th e teach er’s acti on towards Th omas was 
ei th er acceptable or unacceptah le, or di d not i nvolve unequal treatment.

B. Wh y th e Acti on was unacceptah le

Th e reason for th i s vi ew was formulated i n terms of th e expectati ons we 
h ave of teach ers;

Th e example-gi ver added:

I went h eyond treati ng Th omas di fferently. 2̂ ‘h eyond’ I want to explai n th at: I 
look ed for h ook s; spok e to moth er; gave ti me after lessons; encouraged Th omas togo to 
grammar sch ool. For me th i s was unequal treatment and acceptable.

Anoth er parti ci pant i mmedi ately di sagreed:

Th e treatment was unequal and not acceptable.

After th ese answers, th e group establi sh ed th at si x parti ci pants th ough t 
th e teach er’s acti on was unequal treatment of Th omas, fi ve of wh om found 
i t acceptable, one unacceptah le. However, th e two remai ni ng parti ci pants 
argued th at th e example was not one i nvolvi ng unequal treatment.



Comment by Faci li tator
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C. Wh y th e Acti on di d not i nvolve unequal treatment

Th e teach er’s acti on was th e begi nni ng of a process towards fuller equali ty andfrom th e 
start i t was not really unequal treatment, and i t was acceptable. Unequal treatment 
(as descri bed above ty th e example-gi ver) i n a parti cular case i s acceptable only i f th e 
acti on serves th e purpose of more equali ty. Th e actor (i n th i s case th e teach er) h as to 
tak e i nto account th e vi ews of th e wi der communi ty i n j udgi ng wh eth er th e acti on serves 
th i s wi derpurpose.

Progress of th e group was necessari ly slow as communi cati on and mutual 
understandi ng i n th e Engli sh  language proved di ffi cult. Th e pati ence 
sh own by group members was admi rable and enabled us to work  well 
and co-operati vely togeth er. Th i s report demonstrates i mportant aspects 
of th e Socrati c Di alogue: clear formulati on of th e ch osen example; 
agreement on furth er questi ons to pursue; th at i ni ti ally th e di scussi on 
k ept closely to th e concrete example; pursui t of emergi ng conceptual 
confusi ons (between th e meani ng of unequal and di fferent); recordi ng of 
j udgements about th e example (acceptabi li ty /unacceptabi li ty of th e 
teach er’s acti on); attempts to resolve confli cts of j udgement. Towards th e 
end, some broader, more general vi ews were expressed (movi ng from th e 
parti cular to th e more general or abstract level).

Ti me constrai nts prevented th e group from explori ng th ese more 
abstract j udgements wh i ch  h ad ari sen from th e group’s deepened 
understandi ng of th e example and th e explorati on of th e teach er’s 
parti cular acti on.



Wi ssensch aftli ch e Paperback s
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Di e Lek ti on des Jah rh underts
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Metak ommuni k ati on (Metagespräch .) Der 
Band enth ält Bei träge zu untersch i edli ch en 
Formen und Funk ti onen der Metak ommu­
ni k ati on über das Sok rati sch en Gespräch . 
Verfah ren und Bedeutung des tei lneh mer­
ori enti erten Metagespräch s, des Analyse- 
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Di e di dak ti sch e Bedeutung der Sok ra­
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Leonard Nelson und Gustav Heck mann 
Sok rati sch e Gespräch e, wi e si e sei t den 20er 
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das i m Kem auch  andere Unterri ch ts- und 
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vertrauen i n vernünfti ge Denk täti gk ei t und 
di e gegensei ti ge mai euti sch e Denk h i lfe i n 
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Patri ci a Sh i pley; Hei di  Mason (Eds.) 
Eth i cs and Socrati c Di alogue i n Ci vi l 
Soci ety
How can we bui ld uni ty i n an i ncreasi ngly 
di vi ded world? Could new forms of di alogue 
be used as a tool to foster understandi ng i n 
today’s fragmented soci eti es? Th i s volume re- 
presents a concerted attempt to th i nk  th rough  
th e di ffi cult and urgent i ssues faci ng ci vi l 
soci ety today. It consi ders th e potenti al ro- 
le of di alogue, especi ally modern Socrati c 
Di alogue, to h elp answer some of th e eth i cal 
questi ons and i ssues th at face us all. Itself a 
result of i nternati onal di alogue and collabo- 
rati on, th i s book  wi ll be of i nterest to anyone 
concemed about th e role of ci vi l soci ety i n 
today’s world.
Bd. 11, 2004, 240 S., 24,90 €, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-7925-9

enth alten ei nen di e anti k en Sok rates-Di aloge Hans-Georg Gadamer 
nur parti ell i ntegri erenden Entwurf, den di e ----- 
Autori n als „Sok rati sch es Paradi gma“ i n sei­
nen k onsti tuti ven Elementen darstellt, unter 
ph i losoph i sch en, fach - und allgemei ndi dak ­
ti sch en Aspek ten näh er untersuch t und des­
sen Stärk en für den Ph i losoph i e- und Eth i k - 
Unterri ch t sowi e di verse andere Lemk ontexte 
si e aufzei gt. Erfah rungsbezogenes Ph i loso­
ph i eren, Überwi ndung von Sprach losi gk ei t 
und gedank li ch e Pri märerfah mngen si nd 
unter gegenwärti gen gesellsch aftli ch en Be­
di ngungen von ni ch t zu untersch ätzender Be­
deutung. Di e Focussi erung auf das Gespräch ,
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Ph i losoph i e: 
Forsch ung und Wi ssensch aft

dumm wi rd, dass aber umgek eh rt oh ne My­
sti k  und Spi ri tuali tät j ede Aufk lärung, j ede 
Art von Vernunfterk enntni s flach , eng und 
sch wach brüsti g, trock en und leblos, j a oft 
lebenszerstörend und mensch envemi ch tend 
wi rk t. Desh alb stellt di eses Buch  den groß­
angelegten Versuch  dar, di e bei den für ech tes 
mensch li ch es Leben absolut notwendi gen.

Hubertus Mynarek
Mysti k  und Vernunft
Das Buch  i st i n j edem sei ner zah lrei ch en 
Kapi tel der Bewei s für di e Th ese, dass oh ­
ne Aufk lärung, oh ne Vernunft j ede Mysti k , 
j ede Spi ri tuali tät und Reli gi osi tät bli nd und
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ben von Di etri ch  Böh ler i m Auftrag des 
Hans Jonas-Zentrums e. V.
Hans Jonas k onnte 1979, als Europa si ch  di e 
Augen ri eb und zu räsoni eren begann, ob der 
tech nologi sch  i ndustri elle Fortsch ri tt ei ne 
“ök ologi sch e Kri se” verursach e, sch on sei ne 
ti efdri ngende „Eth i k  der tech nologi sch en Zi ­
vi li sati on“ vorlegen. Deren Grundgedank en 
und i h re Ori enti erung für das 21. Jah rh un­
dert - das erste ei ner tech nologi sch  und wi rt­
sch aftli ch  “globali si erten” Mensch h ei t - h at 
er i n ei ndri ngli ch en Gespräch en vor Augen 
gefüh rt und i m Bli ck  auf k ünfti ge Entwi ck ­
lungen zugespi tzt. Gegen den Pessi mi smus 
mach t er Mut zur Mi tverantwortung, gegen 
di e Augenbli ck sversessenh ei t ersch li eßt er 
Ori enti erungssi nn aus der j üdi sch -ch ri stli ch en 
Tradi ti on. Der Berli ner Eth i k er Di etri ch  
Böh ler, der auch  di e LIT-Rei h e „Eth i k  und 
Wi rtsch aft i m Di alog“ mi th erausgi bt, h at 
besonders aussagek räfti ge, aber k aum meh r 
grei fbare, Gespräch e zusammengestellt. Ei n­
füh rend gi bt er ei nen Ei nbli ck  i n di e Stati onen 
von Jonas’ Denk en; zum ak tuellen Sch luß 
k ontrasti ert er PID und Embryonen 'ver­
brauch ende’ Forsch ung mi t den Pri nzi pi en 
Verantwortung und Mensch enwürde.
Bd. 19, 2005,224S., 17,90€, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-7573-3

Aussage als Antwort auf ei ne Frage, so i st 
Leben als Di alog neu zu versteh en.
Bd.2, 2.Aufl.2003, 168S., 15,90€, 
br., ISBN 3-8258-5049-8; 34,90€, gb., 
ISBN 3-8258-5768-9

Hans Jonas
Fatali smus wäre Todsünde 
Gespräch e über Eth i k  und Mi tverantwor- sch ei nbar gegensätzli ch en Pole - Mysük  und 
tung i m dri tten Jah rtausend. Herausgege- Vernunft - ei ner tragfäh i gen und fruch tbaren 

........................... ' Synth ese zuzufüh ren. Der Autor - Ph i losoph ,
Th eologe, Reli gi onsWi ssensch aftler - erarbei ­
tet sei ne wei t ausgrei fenden, grenzübersch rei ­
tenden, den h erk ömmli ch en Wi ssensch afts­
und Vemunftbegri ff erwei ternden Perspek ti ­
ven vor allem auf der Basi s der Psych o- und 
Sozi oanalyse, der Ph ysi k , der Tech ni k  und 
Tech nok rati e sowi e der Ph änomenanalyse von 
Angst und Glauben. Mi t di esem Werk  wer­
den di e Türen für gei sti ges Neuland, für neue 
Ideen, für mentale Ori gi nali tät und Kreati vi tät 
wei t aufgestoßen.
Bd. I, 2. überarb. u. erw. Auflage 2001,264 S., 
20,90€, br., ISBN 3-8258-5312-8

Klaus Komwach s
Logi k  der Zei t - Zei t der Logi k
Ei ne Ei nfüh rung i n di e Zei tph i losoph i e. 
Anh ang mi t Aufgaben/Lösungen 
Der Versuch , Zei t zu versteh en, i st ei n altes 
Problem der Ph i losoph i e. Zei terfah rung und 
Zei tverständni s spi elen si ch  auf meh reren un­
tersch i edli ch en Ebenen ab und man k ann si ch  
ei nem Zei tverständni s auf vi elerlei  Wegen zu 
näh ern versuch en, ni ch t zuletzt durch  genaue 
Beobach tung der ei genen Zei twah rneh mung. 
Di e - gei stesgesch i ch tli ch geseh en - j un­
gen Naturwi ssensch aften h aben vi ele neue 
Baustei ne zu ei nem 2Lei tverständni s bei getra­
gen und di e Hi lfsmi ttel h i erfür si nd i mmer 
abstrak ter geworden. Ei ne Lösung der ph i lo­
soph i sch en Fragen nach  Grund, Wesen und 
i nnerer Struk tur der Zei t k onnten auch  si e 
noch  ni ch t li efern.
Bd.2, 2001,4248., 35,90€, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-4787-x
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si ch  di e auf Arch i vmateri al gestützte Arbei t 
Kapferers. Der Autor rek onstrui ert den Ver-

Harald Holz
Bewußtsei n und Geh i rn, ei ne ph i loso­
ph i sch e Metareflexi on

geh ende Zersch lagung ei ner durch  j üdi sch e 
Denk er geprägten ph i losoph i sch en Kultur. 
Ins Bli ck feld geraten di e Ak ti vi täten von NS- 
Organi sati onen und Hoch sch uli nsti tuti onen 
wi e di e Ini ti ati ven von Rek toren, Dek anen, 
Di rek toren und Professoren aus Breslau und 
anderen deutsch en Uni versi tätsstädten. Es be­
gegnen seh r bek annte Namen wi e Hei degger, 
Li tt, Bollnow, Roth ack er, Alfred Baeumler, 
Ernst Kri eck  etc. und längst i n Vergessenh ei t 
geratene NS-Ph i losoph en wi e Karl Born­
h ausen (Redner bei  der Büch erverbrennung) 
und August Faust (Sprach roh r des “Amtes 
Rosenberg” und Verfasser ei ner Ph i losoph i e 
des “totalen Kri eges”). Deutli ch  wi rd, dass 
di e nazi fi zi erte Ph i losoph i e i n Breslau unter 
der Füh rung von Faust ei ne ni ch t unbedeu­
tende Rolle i n der Uni versi tätslandsch aft des 
“III. Rei ch es” spi elte. Ei ne exemplari sch e 
Studi e zur “Mach tergrei fung”.
Bd. 3, 2002, 272 S., 45,90 €, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-5451-5
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Walter Sch wei dler
Das Unantastbare
Bei träge zur Ph i losoph i e der Mensch en­
rech te
Würde und Rech te des Mensch en: Mi t di esen 
Begri ffen bezei ch nen wi r das Verh ältni s, auf­
grund dessen si ch  di e mensch li ch en von allen 
ni ch tmensch li ch en Wesen untersch ei den. 
An der vernünfti gen Verständi gung über di e 
Bedi ngungen der Aufrech terh altung di eses 
Verh ältni sses entsch ei den si ch  di e Konsi stenz 
unserer Rech tssysteme, di e i nterk ulturelle 
Vermi ttelbark ei t untersch i edli ch er Vorstel­
lungen von Humani tät und di e Mögli ch k ei ten 
des Brück ensch lages zwi sch en Eth i k  und 
Poli ti k .
Bd. 5, 2001, 264 S., 30,90 €, gb., 
ISBN 3-8258-5724-7

Norbert Kapferer
Di e Nazi fi zi erung der Ph i losoph i e an 
der Uni versi tät Breslau 1933-1945
Dem Sch i ck sal der Ph i losoph i e an der Uni ver- Erk enntni sth eoreti sch e und forsch ungslo- 
si tät Breslau zwi sch en 1933 und 1945 wi dmet gi sch e Erwägungen i m Voraus zur ei nzel- 

 * ■ ‘ wi ssensch aftli ch en Problemlage
In di esem Buch  wi rd der Versuch  untemom- 

lauf der “Nazi fi zi erung” und di e dami t ei nh er- „n-,,. j ,,. h och k omplexe Problemati k  dessen, 
' '' “ ' was h eute unter dem Sti ch wort “Geh i m-

Bewußtsei ns-Bezi eh ung” beh andelt wi rd, von 
ei nem neuen Denk ansatz aus zu versteh en. 
Alle bi sh eri gen Deutungen gi ngen entweder 
von ei nem moni sti sch en oder aber von ei nem 
i nterak ti oni sti sch en Sch ema aus. Wi rd i m 
ersten Fall der Begri ff “Gei st” auf materi ale 
Bedi ngungen reduzi ert, so fri stet i m zwei­
ten Fall di es “Gei sti ge” ei ne merk würdi ge 
Sonderexi stenz von äh nli ch  gegenständli­
ch er Natur wi e das Materi elle selbst, nur auf 
h öh erer Ebene. - Hi er nun wi rd di e Logi k  
des “Entweder-Oder” aufgeh oben zugun­
sten ei ner Si ch t, di e bei de bi sh er als ei nander 
aussch li eßend gedach ten Pole als Extremmo­
mente ei nes i n si ch  selber k onti nui erli ch en 
dynami sch en Ganzen zu denk en erlaubt. Das 
maßgebende Modell h i erfür wurde vermi t­
tels ei ner entsprech enden ph i losoph i sch en 
Analyse der Meth ode bei m Aufbau der Funk ­
ti onalstruk tur des Infi ni tesi malk alk üls gefun­
den. - Di e so gewonnene Perspek ti ve erlaubt, 
Geh i mak ti vi tät und Reflexi onsbewußtsei n 
als Extreme ei nes Konti nuums, sofern man 
mensch li ch e Wesenh ei t als solch es auffaßt, zu 
deuten, zuglei ch  aber dennoch  dem Gei st-Pol 
ei n i rreduzi bles Ei gengewi ch t zuzubi lli gen. 
Bd. 6, 2001, 192 S., 20,90 €, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-5780-8

Th eodor Lei ber
Natur-Eth i k , Verantwortung und Uni - 
versalmoral
Es werden di e Grundregeln ei ner uni versa- 
li si erbaren arch ek ak oph eugi sch en Mi ni mal­
moral formuli ert, deren anth ropozentri sch e 
Ausgangsk onzepti on i n der Natur-Eth i k  sy­
stemati sch  auf di e morali sch en Probleme 
unseres Umgangs mi t der (außermensch li­
ch en) Natur ausgedeh nt wi rd. Di e entspre­
ch enden anth ropoph ysi o-relati onalen uni -
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ert. Doch  di eses maßlose Frei h ei tsstreben 
stellt ni ch t nur ei ne Berei ch erung und ei nen 
Fortsch ri tt dar, es füh rt auch  zum Verlust 
an Ori enti erung und Struk turi erung und i m

ch enden Leh rrede, sei ne Such e gi lt darüber 
h i naus ei ner neuen Kultur. Das Buch  zei gt 
Verbi ndungsli ni en auf zwi sch en der Zentra­
di ti on und der Mysti k , der Ph i losoph i e, der 
Psych ologi e, der Sozi ologi e, der Psych i atri e, 
modernen erk enntni sth eoreti sch en Versu­
ch en und zum reli gi ösen Berei ch . Es geh t um 
di e gegenwärti ge Mögli ch k ei t, frei  ei n neues 
„Mi tei nander“ zu üben.
Bd. 9, 2003, 224S., 19,90€,br.,
ISBN 3-8258-6734-x

Fri edri ch  Rapp
Destruk ti ve Frei h ei t
Ei n Plädoyer gegen di e Maßlosi gk ei t der 
modernen Welt
Ch arak teri sti sch  für di e moderne Welt i st der 
Wi lle zur Innovati on. Auf dem Gebi et der 
Kultur ebenso wi e i n der Sph äre der Gesell­
sch aft und der Tech ni k  wi rd di e Aufh ebung 
von Sch rank en und das Übersch rei ten von
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versalmorali sch en Grundregeln bi lden di e 
Basi s für ei nen modi fi zi erten Grundrech ts­
k atalog und di enen als Kri teri en, um di e i n 
der zei tgenössi sch en Natur-Eth i k  vertretenen 
Natursch utzargumente auf i h re uni versal­
morali sch e Verbi ndli ch k ei t h i n zu überprüfen 
und daraus unterstützende Hi nwei se für ei ne 
Natursch utz-Pädagogi k  zu gewi nnen.
Bd. 7, 2002, 296 S., 24,80 €, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-5368-3

Uwe Bernh ardt; Fri ederi k e Denk er; 
Hans Marti n Dober (Hg.)
Rolf Denk er: Hi ob - oder di e Sch were 
des Glück s
Ei n ph i losoph i sch es Lesebuch  über Le­
ben und Lebenlassen
In den h i er versammelten Reden und Aufsät­
zen setzt si ch  ei n Wei sh ei ts-Li ebender mi t 
der Bi bel ebenso ausei nander wi e mi t Kafk a, 
ei n Wei sh ei ts-Leh rer wagt si ch  an ei ne Deu­
tung des Expressi oni smus ebenso wi e an ei ne Grenzen als h öch ste Errungensch aft gefei - 
Interpretati on der Träume Descartes’. Zwei — ■ 
Lei tfragen zi eh en si ch  wi e Fäden durch  das 
Gewebe di eser Texte. Di e ei ne betri fft das 
erfah rene Lei d. Desh alb i st auch  dem Buch
Hi ob di e Konstellati on abzulesen, i n der di ese Grenzfall zum Ch aos. Im Si nne di eser Th e- 
Bei träge i h ren Zusammenh ang fi nden. Di e 
andere Frage betri fft das Verh ältni s zum an­
deren Mensch en. Ei ne mi t Levi nas radi k al 
gefasste Eth i k  i st i n di esem Band ebenso prä­
sent wi e der k ulturth eoreti sch e Anspruch  der 
Psych oanalyse. Stets wi rd dabei  di e ph i lo­
soph i sch e Anth ropologi e, wi e Rolf Denk er 
si e vertri tt, auf di e gesch i ch tsph i losoph i sch e 
Si gnatur bezogen, i n der di e condi ti o h umana 
i h re j ewei li ge Konk reti on gewi nnt.
Bd. 8, 2002, 152 S., 17,90 €, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-5990-8

Peter Gottwald
Zen i m Westen - neue Leh rrede für 
ei ne alte Übung
Das Buch  wendet si ch  an alle, di e von der 
Zen-Leh re geh ört h aben, davon faszi ni ert 
si nd und si ch  fragen, wi e ei ne Integrati on 
di eser aus dem Buddh i smus k ommenden 
Tradi ti on i n di e westli ch e wi ssensch aftli ch - 
tech ni sch e Welt mögli ch  i st. Sei n Sch wer­
punk t li egt i n der Formuli erung ei ner entspre-

se untersuch t der Autor di e th eoreti sch en 
Prämi ssen, di e zur gegenwärti gen Si tuati ­
on gefüh rt h aben, und di sk uti ert mögli ch e 
Ank nüpfungspunk te für ei nen Wandel. 
Bd. 10, 2004, 232 S., I7,90€, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-7126-6

Ch ri sti an Lavagno
Rek onstruk ti on der Moderne
Ei ne Studi e zu Habermas und Foucault 
Das Buch  unterni mmt den Versuch  ei ner Re­
k onstruk ti on des ph i losoph i sch en Di sk urses 
der Moderne. Grundlage si nd zwei  berei ts 
vorli egende (und k onk urri erende) Entwürfe 
zu di esem Th ema, der ei ne von Jürgen Ha­
bermas, der andere von Mi ch el Foucault. 
Di ese bei den Entwürfe werden sowoh l für 
si ch  k ri ti sch  betrach tet als auch  verglei ch end 
gegenübergestellt. Am Ende des Verglei ch s 
k ri stalli si ert si ch  ei ne übergrei fende Besti m­
mung der modernen Ph i losoph i e h eraus, di e - 
so der Anspruch  des Buch es - unabh ängi g
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Elmar Wai bl
Grundri ß der Medi zi neth i k  für Ärzte, 
Pflegeberufe und Lai en
Humanversuch , Ti erexperi ment, Gentech ni k , 
Reproduk ti onsmedi zi n, Sch wangersch aftsab­
bruch , Transplantati onsmedi zi n, Gesundh ei ts­
ök onomi e, Sui zi d, Sterbeh i lfe - di e h ei k len 
und i rri ti erenden Fragen der Medi zi neth i k  
geh en buch stäbli ch  „unter di e Haut“. Entspre­
ch end k ontrovers verläuft di e gesellsch aftli­
ch e Ausei nandersetzung mi t di esen Th emen. 
In übersi ch tli ch er und verständli ch er Wei se 
vermi ttelt das vorli egende Buch  dem Leser 
alle Voraussetzungen, si ch  k ompetent und k ri­
ti sch  an der Di sk ussi on zu betei li gen. Zuge­
spi tzte Pro- und Contra-Gegenüberstellungen 
erlei ch tern di e Ori enti erung i n sch wi eri gen 
Entsch ei dungsfragen, di e uns alle bedrän­
gen.
Bd. 14, 2004, 304 S., 17,90 €, br.,
ISBN 3-8258-7521-0

H. Baum
Th eori en sozi aler Gerech ti gk ei t
Poli ti sch e Ph i losoph i e für sozi ale Berufe 
Bd. 15, 2004, I84S., 24,90 €, br.,
ISBN 3-8258-7752-3

Walfri ed Li nden; Alfred Flei ssner (Hg.) 
Gei st, Seele und Geh i rn
Entwurf ei nes gemei nsamen Mensch en­
bi ldes von Neurobi ologen und Gei stes­
wi ssensch aftlern
Bd. 16, 2004, 2I6S., 14,90€, br.,
ISBN 3-8258-7973-9

Kurt Salamun (Hg.)
Fundamentali smus „i nterdi szi pli när“
Bd. 19, 2005, 360S., 17,90€, br.,
ISBN 3-8258-7621-7

Renate Dürr; Gunter Gebauer;
Matth i as Mari ng Hans-Peter Sch ütt(Hg.) 
Pragmati sch es Ph i losoph i eren 
Festsch ri ft für Hans Lenk
Bd. 20, 2005,464 S., 39,90 €, br.,
ISBN 3-8258-7131-2

von den versch i edenen Sch ulen den Kem 
modernen ph i losoph i sch en Denk ens frei legt. 
Bd. 11,2003, 272S., 29,90€, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-7173-8

Mi ch ael Suk ale; Stefan Trei tz (Hg..) 
Ph i losoph i e und Bewegung 
Interdi szi pli näre Betrach tungen
Di eses Buch  umfasst ei ne Rei h e von Bei­
trägen, deren Autoren aus versch i edenen 
wi ssensch aftli ch en und ph i losoph i sch en 
Perspek ti ven h eraus über di e mensch li ch e 
Bewegung - vor allem am Bei spi el von Sport­
bewegungen - nach denk en. Verbunden si nd 
di e - tei lwei se gegensätzli ch en - Aufsät­
ze durch  dok umenti erte Di sk ussi onen, di e 
si ch  i m Audi tori um ei nes gemei nsamen For- 
sch ungsemi nares entwi ck elten. Es k ommen 
Ph i losoph en, Sportwi ssensch aftler, Sozi o­
logen, Pädagogen, Psych ologen und Bewe­
gungswi ssensch aftler zu Wort, di e si ch  di e 
Aufgabe gestellt h aben i n di esem Rah men 
nach  ei nem ph i losoph i sch en Verständni s der 
mensch li ch en Bewegung zu such en.
Bd. 12, 2004, 328S., 24,90€, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-7704-3

J. C. Hom
Hegel besser versteh en
Das i gnori erte Pri nzi p
Kant, „der größte deutsch e Ph i losoph “? Dabei  
wi rd überseh en, bei  Kants Tod war berei ts 
ei n Größerer am Werk : Hegel, der Ph i losoph  
des Werdens und der Entwi ck lung. - Kant 
wurde h albweg.s verstanden, Hegel gar ni ch t. 
Also wi rd h i er der Versuch  vorgelegt, i h n 
weni gstens etwas zu versteh en. Der Bogen 
versuch ten Versteh ens begi nnt bei  Lei bni z, 
geh t über Kant, Fi ch te und Sch elli ng wei ter, 
wobei  di e Erfah rungen von Freud und Jung 
etwas meh r als Fußnoten abgeben. Kant h at 
di e Welt der Vorstellung ausgemessen. Hegel 
h at di e gesch i ch tli ch e Welt als denk endes Le­
ben begri ffen, welch es-über Verk eh rung und 
Tod h i naus-den Atem der Seele betrei bt.
Bd. 13, 2005,432S.,39,90€, br., 
ISBN 3-8258-7316-1
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Th i s volume presents th e proceedings of th e 3rd Inter­
national Conference on Socratic Dialogue h eld i n Loc- 
cum, Germany, i n 2000, convened by th e Ph i losoph i cal- 
Politi cal Academy (PPA, Germany), th e Society of So­
cratic Facili tators (GSP, Germany), th e Society for th e 
Furth erance of Criti cal Ph i losoph y (SFCP, UK) and th e 
Dutch  Network  of Socratic Facili tators.
Th e proceedings focus on wh at Socratic Dialogue can 
contribute to eth i cal questions i n different social fields. 
Th ey ränge from ph i losoph i si ng with  ch i ldren to manage­
ment consultancy and refer to projects and experiences 
with  Socratic Dialogue i n different countries demonstra- 
ting h ow to conduct eth i cal discourse on a global level.
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