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Free Space and the Art of Conversations

A management team which talks about its own moral teachers, a group of professionals who try to
identify their long cherished illusion, directors of health care who reflect upon therneg and
excellence of their work, directors of schools who describe their vision on quality assurance,
consultants who find out that in unnoticed events fundamental questions are hidden, software
developers who engage in a debate with their managers atfmiidea that management interferes
with the professional@wvork, lawyers who express their considerations in a dilemma in just one
sentence, neighbours who engage in a meeting about how they want to live in the neighbourhood,
help desk staff who try téind the middle position in emotionally loaded situations.

With many different groups and in many different ways we have been practising philosophical
conversations and have developed many new forms to facilitate them. We want to make these forms
availablein this field guide to anybody who wants to start and conduct philosophical conversations,
which are rich in content, depth and reflection.

Nowadays we engage in high speed communication, effortless connections and ultra short
meetings, but we also notidhat we cannot do without conversations. In those interactions the
underlying questions can be asked, the slow questions, the ones that deserve time and attention, the
guestions about meaning, structure and the direction of what is happening, about aitngants of
departure, about the good, the truth, the beauty and the pleasant. Raising those questions is
important for our individual wellbeing. And it also influences the quality of our environment, the
place where we live, society as a whole. Theredsde be a place where there is room to reflect: a
free space.

In that space one can find a proper conversation. From our own experience we know that such
conversations do not arise by themselves. And the opinion that we all know how to engage in such
cornversations is not supported by practice. Slow thinking is easily replaced by the impatience of
achieving a quick answer. If one truly wants to think together, then forms of conversation are
needed, forms of engagement which enable us in a both pleasanstaictiway to stay with the
question, for a longer period of time than we are used to. Staying with the question is an art in itself.
It requires that one disentangles oneself from all the actions focused on a specific aim or result.
Philosophyg the longng for wisdomn is practised by careful scrutiny of what one wants, does,
chooses, decides, achieves. It is a meticulous process of clarifying, formulating and justifying
underlying concepts and ideas. It is the process of critically checking, sharingrapdring the
different views at stake. It is this art that is of essential importance to organisations: to articulate
what should be valued. No vision without strategy, no clarity without effectiveness, no direction
without focus.

The liberal arts
Thisbook offers an extension of the practical guides in our previous déle Space and Room to
Reflect(2005). It contains pointers to a large number of ways of speaking and writing, each of which
aims at making our thinking more reflective and deeper. \&@eehdeveloped them through the past
years in all kinds of organisations. Quite often we have started from historical sources. We bring
them together here, because in our work they have proved inspiring. Many people we worked with
want to use these practitguides themselves, familiar and unfamiliar. All the practical guides foster
personal and mutual inquiry, in small and large groups, in formal and informal settings, ranging from
the boardroom of the CEO to a local café around the corner.

In sequence tétee Space and Room to Refldet practical guides are divided into the three
liberal arts: dialectic, rhetoric and grammar, plus the art of the good life: ethics. Some of these guides
require some practice or an experienced facilitator, others®@and @n be used right away. But all
practical guides lead to conversations with a high level of personal and mutual inquiry and reflection.
We consider such conversationsdise most fruitful and natural exercise of the mi(Montaigne)
and asithe mostfulfilling and highest activity of a free persb(Aristotle). Beyond that, these



conversations are of vital importance in our daily hectic, kaleidoscopic lives, where we need to
exchange our own visions and values in order to experience togetherness amidstitibe!
differences.

Socrates is, in the European tradition, the founder of the conversation of inquiry and
philosophical reflection. In all the conversations he took part in he investigated serious questions in
their depth. By exchanging and challengimgnions he led his companions to measure themselves
and their acts and to inspect their beliefs about what is important in @éfe. His conversations
were always aimed at assessing what was of value in soméblifdy To get there he always started
by askingsomebodyto formulate his beliefs about a question carefully. But then he took a more
confronting stance: he did not only want to know what that person thought of the question, but also
wanted to find out how that person dealt with that question pt&ally, in daily life. Investigating
your own ideas is the one thing; investigating your own behaviour, attitude and way of life is the
second thing. Socratic inquiry is basically an inquiry into yourself.

Free space
Socrates must have been a mastetdmpting other people to engage in a reflective conversation.

He was convinced that intelligence or reasonableness is not just an individual affair: to foster it one
needs other people, people who are willing to think with you and at the same time ar¢catrleate
doubts. By using the friction between different opinions and approaches one can achieve what one
cannot when one is alone: to formulate what really is of value, to find an inspiring idea, to create an
image of a good life. That is what Socratésd to establish in his conversations.

Such a conversation is quite different from a consultation, a call for help, a meeting with a
021 OKXZ 2NJ GKS O2yaidNHOlGAzYy 2F | &az2fdziazyod { 20N 0
helping or counsellingior at the development of a strategy or a solution, nor at the achievement of
a specific result. His conversations were aimed at creating a free place and room to reflect. From the
old days there is a distinction between the free and the useful artsattes liberalesand theartes
servileb ¢ KS FNBS [NIa FNB LINFOGAASR (2 oNARy3dI FNBS
contemplative, reflective life, theita contemplativa The other arts are the useful ones, necessary to
fulfil a certain profes®en. They belong to theita activa The first type of life one leads for its own
sake, the second type one leads in order to achieve something else.

We think it is of great importance to create free space amidst the hectic rush of daily life, a place
where one can stand instead of run, where one can shift from doing to thinking. It is not only
0SOIFdzaS 322R ARSIFa INAAS Ay atz2¢ Y22YSylaszs oKSy
meeting other people. It is also important as a counterweight againstittiminance of the useful.

Life is more than just a chain of useful moments. We also need moments of play, celebration, spare
time, easeWe are busy (restless) in order to have e@éeistotle says. In a society that values
business and being busy soMiigit is difficult to sense the deeper meaning of ease. It is interesting

to see that both in Greek and Latin being busy haggative namea-scholia, negptium. Free
spacescholé should be the measure, not the deviation.

Excellence

The useful artaire focused on the acquisition of the skills of an expert: manager, teacher, doctor,
lawyer, and so on. They are focused on a professional or social aim and on the expertise of achieving
those aims. The liberal arts, on the contrary, are focused on theldpment of intrinsically human
capacities, of consciousness and communication, language and thinking, speaking and writing. So
they are also focused on skills, but of a totally different kind. Not specific professional or social skills,
but general, humarskills, like, reasonableness, excellence, freedom, or a good life. Aristotle defines
this aim as followsiMastery is the condition of character that enables one to make the right choices,
choices that observe a mean between that which, relative to ths@e would be too much and

that which would be too little, and determined by a rational principle, namely the principle that a
person of practical wisdom would appljNichomachean ethi¢4106 b 36, our translation].
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This shows how Aristotle saw the @ifénce between expertise and mastergn expert is mainly
interested in making the right decision in a specific case and how that decision can be best effected.
Mastery is about the state of mind in which one makes the right decisishat kind of attiude, of
thinking and of world view is needed for that? What kind of a person is that, a person with reason or
practical wisdom? The expert is focused on the solution of a problem, the person of practical wisdom
focuses on aMdleaQthat is, the understanidg of an underlying pattern, of@uestion a concept,

and through them of himself. An idea shows one how in a difficult issue things hang together; an idea
is the¥drmChat brings all the aspects of a particular issue together into a meaningful wholiglea
displays reality at its best, reality when itis shap@®just like when you and | atih shap&®

In daily life, the useful and the free arts overlap. Quite often both kinds of skills are needed.
Nevertheless the practical guides in this boakgort the development and use of the free arts, the

joy of inquiries and reflections in a free space. It is, however, a serious and necessary play, it is
demanding and confronting too. It even may be useful, if you want it to be. But above all itis a
beautiful andfulfilling play, fit for free spirits.

Jos Kessels, Erik Boers, Pieter Mostert.



Practical guides: how do they work?

For reflective conversations in organisations one needs a specific format, an image of how the
conversation will evolve, a pper way to work. Otherwise confusion will arise ab®hat kind of
conversation are we having here anyw&yRat would damage the quality of the conversation. That
is why we brought together such a wide variety of practical guides, so that one can ehspseific
format for a specific topic or circumstance.

Technical skills and freedom to move

Some practical guides are similar, others are surprisingly different. The one is easier than the other.

With some one can start a conversation right away, witremy preparation. Others require some

study or practice before one can handle them well. And finally there are some which require a high

level of expertise or experience as a facilitator. Such a gradual increase in difficulty is true in any art,

so alson the liberal arts. But it is not only the level of expertise that counts; there is something else,
something that goes beyond beisgilfud® Ly YdzaA O Al Aa OFffSR WydzaiOol
true that one should practise long and systematicalrhat is the only way to master the necessary
alAfttacd . dzi WYdzZAAOFfAGEQ A&d RAFFSNBYlIH FTNRBY KI OAy
is all about, the ability to move beyond the technique, the ability to play. It is a kindeafdre, not

limited by rules or by the limits of skKills, it is the ability to do exactly what is needed in that situation.

An experienced artist knows how to mould the technique into the shape he needs, so that his play
becomes free, not limited. For a préainer of the liberal arts that is altogether true.

All the practical guides we describe presuppose this combination of technique and freedom. On the

one hand they invite precision in their use. The practical guides specify where one should be strict

and accurate, identify wher88omething like thi€s not good enough. On the other hand the

practical guides need to be interpreted again and again, like the scores of the music, they demand a
personal reading, an individual interpretation. One cannot agpiyn as if they were mechanical,

without paying attention. The art of using the practical guides is to learn to play with them, that is to
master the technique of each of them in such a way that one can set oneself free from them, that
onecanturnthemy i 2 Ydza A O0X ¢AGK 2ySQa KSIENI FyR azdzZ Ay

The pleasure of the format

We made the guides as practical as possible. That is why they work. Keep in mind that all guides are

meant to facilitate a conversation, meant to create a mutual exchange of thoughtiaas, but at

the same time an inquiry into oneself, in each of the participants. That is a subtle and delicate aim. It

will not be achieved when one judties something else this tin&Think about the aim of a

particular guide and what is needed @achieve that aim. All practical guides help to establish a

certain kind of inquiry. We have tried to describe them in such a way that the reader will look
F2NBINR G2 YIS dzaS 2F GKSYX GKIG GKS&@ ONBIFGS (K
SSNA2dza G GKS alyYS GAYSQd ¢KIFdG Aa 6KIFG | O2Yy @SN
at stake.

We arranged the practical guides inside each of the liberal arts in such a way that they work like an
introduction. The less complicated one® at the beginning. Then there are the practical guides that

lead to conversations in depth. Some build on previous ones, others show how one can approach the
AYljdZANE FTNRBY || RAFFSNBYyG y3afSed W5 NB é2yod NAy3a A
should stick to the format of that particular guide. It offers clarity and support, it helps the

participants to focus on the content, to pay attention to the issue that needs clarification. The format

of the practical guidsupportsthe inquiry; t helps to preclude conversations from wandering off into

different directions and ending nowhere. If things work well, the format will be pleasure.



Literature: suggestions for further reading
For those who feel affinity with a certain practical guael want to explore it further we provide
some suggestions for further reading, both fiction and 1fiction. We have limited ourselves to just

a few titles and selected those that we think are most inspiring.



How to select a practical guide?

One can chose a particular guide simply because it has a certain appeal: one immediately envisages
how this type of inquiry will work in ot circumstances. But it also happens that one is in the

middle of a process, or one wants to make a good start with an induiio a difficult question, or it

is that one wants to come to a conclusion. In those cases one looks for a practical guide with a
specific functionality: does it match what y@ei looking for? Here are some of our suggestions.

In the phase opreparatian one can choose a suitable practical guide by answering the following
guestions:

(1) Is it an exploration on its own, or is it the first step, after which more will follow? In the first
case one could choosmagery and metaphorgf 2); in the second caseeparing a Socratic
dialogue(# 11) could be suitable;

(2) Is the preparation an individual activity or a group activity? Individual, then loAk at
unnoticed momen(# 59); for a group, look athe flavour of wordé&# 48);

(3) Do you want to start with a joint goration, or would a more assertive beginning, in which
individuals speak up, work better? LookGuunse(#38) orDebate(# 33).

In the phase of thénquiryitself one can choose the practical guide by answering the following
guestions
(1) Do you prefer ae format (and want to devote a lot of time to it), or would a sequence of
different formats work better? Look &ocratic dialogué# 9) orAt heavei® gate(# 70 ) and
Investigating an illusiof# 22 ) andNriting a maxim(# 57);
(2) Do you look for one joirconversation or would an alternation of joint and individual
activities work better? Look &ounse(# 38) orMoral teacherg# 65);
(3) Do you prefer the discourse of a conversation, or would a combination of speaking and
writing be better? Look dDiner gnsant(# 23) orPursuing a definitio# 19).

In the concludingphase one can choose by weighing up the following considerations:
(2) Is it important that each of the participants individually has a clear outcome, or should there
be a commontHarvest? Lookat Column(# 53) orSyllogisn{# 14);
(2) Is the end of the conversation the end of the inquiry or will there be a follow up? Look at
Cartographic statemerti# 17) orPreface# 61).

In this way one composes a programme. All kinds of variations and conanisatie possible. But

one can also devote years to cultivating just one format of conversation. Or even better, one can
introduce a few, well chosen formats into the management structure of®agganisation.

1C



Dialectic: conversations in depth

In this £ction we have brought together all kinds of practical guides for conducting
conversations or dialogues. We think the ability to conduct dialogues has become more and more
important in organisations and in society as a whole. This is especially truedtiesowhich have
become individualized at a rapid pace. Traditional ¢iésmily, neighbourhood, church, work,
political partyq have become looser. Individual freedom and autonomy have put social cohesion
under pressure. Cohesion is not just a mattelivahg and working together, nor of sharing values. It
is also an emotional thing: one should have the feeling of belonging.

Conversation is one of the basic expressions of belonging. It is the ongoing conversation
about who we are and what we have to ttat engenders identification and cohesion. Of course,
there are other conditions for becoming a community too, like a shared aim or idea, a shared
practice and adequate leadership. But ongoing conversation is essential to any kind of community
building. h this ongoing conversation dialogue plays a crucial role.

A dialogue is a special kind of conversation, that is, a conversation which is focused upon
inquiry, more specifically: inquiry of oneself. To conduct a dialogue is an art, a discipline which
demands a lot from the participants, both in skills and attitude. Not any conversation is a dialogue.
Talking about the weather, however sensible it may be, is not a dialogue. A debate about a political
issue, however sharp and illuminating it may be, is ndigdogue. A dialogue is neither just a
conversation, nor a discussion nor a meeting. It is an explicit, joint effort to inquire. It is a
conversation at its best about who we are and what we have to do.

When Socrates asked his companions in the dialotpugs/e an account of their thinking
and doing, he asked them to provide tlmgyosfor their acting and their ideas, that is, the reasons for
their point of view, the explanation of their behaviour, the story behind their position. Those reasons
and explaations should be consisteqtthat is the formal meaning dlbgicQBut to provide thdogos
is more than just that. It is more than giving your reasons, it is also about why you think that these
are good reasons and what thtandard€are against whickthese reasons are measured. They are
what Plato referred to as th#orntbr the WeaQ Dialectic is the skill to look for thegosin all these
different meanings.

It is for good reasons that in current discourse the dialogue is highly esteemed. Fpr ma
people taking part in a dialogue is a surprising experience, used as they are to the brute force of the
public debate, the cynicism and superficiality of the media and the paleness of most meetings. At the
same time it should be our concern that althdugpany talk about the importance of dialogues the
ability to actually conduct them is hardly developed. The practical guides in this section provide a rich
source for improving that ability.

Further reading [to be mentioned here or in some of the priagtickes]:

Bauman, ZLiquid Modernity Polity Press, 2000.

Bohm, D.On Dialogue New York: Routledge, 1996.

Dixon, N.Dialogue at workMaking talk developmental for people and organizatidosidon:

Lemos & Crane, 1998.

Ellinor, L. & Glenna Gerardialogue. Creating and sustaining collaborative partnerships at work
New York: John Wiley, 1998.

Grant, D. & Tom Keenoy & Cliff Oswicliscourse and organizatiohondon: Sage Publications,
1998.

Isaacs, WDialogue and the art of thinking togethé&tew York: Currency, 1999.

Kahn, M.The Tao of conversatioMew Harbinger Publications, 1995.

Miller, StephenConversation, A history of a declining akew Haven: Yale University Press, 2006.
Senge, PThe fifth disciplineNew York: Currency, 1990.
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4 Figures bthinking

OFigures of thinkingd are a variant of the Socr a
fundamental question from a concrete example. The biggest difference is the following. In the Socratic
dialogue all participants shiftintotheml of t he person giving the exam
all participants choose a different role. Each takes on someone or something which played a role in

the example: the colleague who forgot the appointment, the unhappy client, the girl whauelhts t

about her new love, the car still full of holiday junk, the time which has passed, the atmosphere that

has changed, the window with a view, the debt which has to be paid, and so on. Before each

participant joins the dialogue in arole he/sheshauld i nk of a &é6figured from wl
he/she/it looks at the question or the example.

The fascination of the O6Figures of thoughto di al
perspectives are availablenany more than that of the persgining the example.

Steps

1 The first steps are the same ones as in a Socratic dialogue. Establish the main question, collect
concrete examples and choose one. Or first choose an instance and then the question that is
underlying this instance. Allow the ample to be narrated and let the participants ask clarifying
guestions so they get a good picture of the instance, the question and the ciakd i concise
resume of the view of the person providing the example, tteasd | ed key s traict e ment
di al ogued, step 5).

2 Make a list together of the different roles or things in the example, equal to the number of
participants.

3 After that every participant takes on a role (whether of a person or of a thing) from the list.
Everyone chooses somethirThe person who gave the example is usually him/heBeKure to
really enter into your role while remaining yourself.

4 Every participant writes down:
a. how | experienced the incident from the point of view of my role;
b. what my view is of the main statemt of the person who gave the example.

5 Writing is important so each person gets a chance to put down his/her role. The description should
be in the 616 form, so when the datmosphere in
room.Forexamplep | r el ax and sl owly become sunny?d.

6 The participants read their descriptions out aloud; give everyone a chance.

7 The person providing the example tells which of these descriptions touch him; the others explain
what has become clear to them from being iotlaer role.

8 Return to the first questidnhow would you answer it nowQr go further with the inquiry in the
form of a Socratic dialoguieduring this part of the dialogue the participants are obviously no
longer playing their roles which they did befobait put themselves in the position of the presenter
of the example.

Further reading
Raymond Queneau, Stijloefenind&mglish translation]
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9 Socratic dialogue

The Socratic dialogue is an attempt to come to a common answer through systematicidelibera

about a fundamental question. It is not about merely theoretical questions. Rather it is about questions
which derive from concrete experiences, accessible to all participants. The conversation in fact is a
systematic reflection upon experiencesdtdi ves its name from Socrates,
bring people to a deeper understanding by asking questions, by inquiring about examples and

analysing experiences. His idea behind this was that one does not gain understanding by getting it
6dedhupdéd, but only by thinking for oneself.

In the early twentieth century, the German philosopher, pedagogue and politician Leonard Nelson

(18821 1927) developed the Socratic method theoreti
approachistheidedo 6r egressive abstractioné. This means
traces back (regresses) to the presuppositions that lie at the foundation of the example. By inquiring

into these presuppositions, which are of course necessary so asttodbe specific judgements in

the example, one goes back to the foundations upon which these judgements are based. It is in this

way that we develop a general understanding (abstraction).

A Socratic dialogue can last for many hours, even in a smalpgFérst one explores the theme and
formulates the fundamental question. Then one collects different examples from the experiences of the
participants. Next one selects one example and analyses this one so meticulously that one gains an
understanding of tnunderlying presuppositions. For those who want to take their time the Socratic
dialogue provides a unique experience. It is the foundation upon which all the other formats for
philosophical conversations have been built.

Steps

1. Formulate the theme ofvestigation in possible initial questions. Select one of these and write it
down so that all can see.

2. Look for examples in your own experience where the initial question plays a role. Each example
should be explained briefly and written down in a couplgences.

3. Select one example. Which is the most interesting? Which is the most fruitful example in terms of
which to examine the initial question? Let this example be the basis for analysis and argument
during the entire conversation.

4. Letthe example bwld in sufficient detail so that people can take the place of the presenter. Let
de participants ask clarifying questions about:

a. what has actually happened

b what the presenter has actually done

C. what the situation has meant to him or her personally
d the conmction to the initial question.

5. Focus the example on a crucial moment: an act, experience or judgement of the person presenting
the sampl e case (t hThedegrptos d this ceucid@ mament i9theecore at or 6
statement. Thishasthestct ur e of : AWhen é.. | did / thought

6. Ask about the motives for the act, the explanation of the experience or the reasons for the core
statement. O6Why did you do this?6 6How come yo
tha the background of your action?6 Link the an
guestion. What is their significance for this question? Concretise and specify the concepts of the
initial question in terms of the core statement and these justificat

13



7. Test the justifications by having the others take the position of the presenter. Would they, given
this example, have done, thought, felt the same at the time, or not? And why? Is that a good
reason? On what basis is the argument valid? Everyboahyfates his / her own version of the

core statement.

8. Continue the conversation / inquiry, from these different versions of the core statement: what do

they have in common? What disagreement do they reveal?

9. Make sure that a common inquiry takes placee@eedback when participants only express their
own opinions or points of view. Help them to think beyond them, ask them to postpone their

judgements and instead of that ask questions

whom?0) . Admaeto clafifyethe fine of the conversation and the connection between the

different statements.

10. All participants give an answer plus their arguments to the initial question. Make them formulate
and write it down. Read through all the answers. What isgeence? What is the pivot point of

the matter? What underlying values or principles become clear?

11. Recall thedialogue. What did you like? What bothered you? In what sense does it help you in

future situations?

Selection of a good initial question

One d the most important steering instruments in a Socratic dialisgwework with one single
central question. Mostly, this question emerges from a crucial theme occupying the participants. By
way of the steps given here a group can arrive at an arguetisel# the initial question. At the

same time, the participants gain insight into the criteria for a good initial question.

A. Individually
- Take a theme from your own job which you want to think through with this group

- List some facts connected to tttieme and consider how they should be interpreted and judged
- Formulate on that basis three guestions that can serve as starting point for a Socratic dialogue.

B. In threesomes
- Select, in mutual consultation per person the best initial question.
- Check thathis question meets the criteria [see below]:

C. Plenary

- The threesomes alternate to supply an initial question.

- The question is written out for all to see.

- The threesome explains which criteria are met by the question posed.

- From all questions thus gea¢ed one is selected to serve as initial question.

Criteria for an initial question

- ageneral issue

- of a substantial nature

- nonempirical, to be answered via reflection alone

- relevant for the participants

- provokingly formulated, so that the dilemma orralaveighing stands out

- formul ated simply, with a minimum of
- easily provided with concrete, experienced examples.

Criteria for a good example

1. the example connects well to the initial question

6troubl
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the presenter knows the example from di her own experience

the presenter has a role in the examplé het just a spectator

the example has been finished; the presenter is no longer involved in the situation

the other participants can relate to the example easily

it is not necessary to phain technical or theoretical aspects of the example in order to be able to
understand it

the presenter can tell the example fully

the simpler the better.

ogalrwnN
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Thehour glass model

The course of a Socratic dialogue can be visualized by a structural disfgitserargumentation. The
diagram includes the principal elements of the Socratic dialogue according to Nelson and Heckmann
in a single image, that of an hoglass.

The diagram first shows that in this approach a question is not answered directly, puti@he

detour of an example and with a link to experience. In this way a broad, starting question is first
restricted to a single example and then further focused on a specific judgement or core proposition.
Then the presuppositions of this judgemeneaxamined, at various levels, which leads to

propositions of increasing scope and generality. This gives the structure of the dialogue the shape of
an hourglass,

The hour glass Model

| Question

Example

Core Proposition(s)

-, / \ Rules
[

] Principles

—

Question: starting point and focus of the enquiry
Example: the facts, the story

Core proposition: the judgement that is being examined
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Rules: justifications on which thedgement is based

Principles: justifications of the rules

Rules for a Socratic dialogue

Most of the rules given below were formulated by one of the founders of contemporary Socratic
dialogue, Gustav Heckmann.

1 Socratic dialogue is thoughtful reflection arfiundamental question based on the experience of
the participants, not on what they have heard or read (no appeal to authorities or others).

2 This refl ect i-eoxna misn aétgieonnudi.n eT hsaetl fi s t o say, whe
the topic heshould express them. But when after ®addmination his doubts are resolved, he
should not pretend to doubt (no hypothetical talk).

3 Participants should take the trouble to express themselves clearly, but also as briefly as they can,
so that a dialogue naensue. That is, they should save long speeches for some other occasion
(no monologues).

4 A participant should not concentrate on his own thoughts alone; he should try to understand
those of the others as well. To ensure correct mutual understandifagilitetor can at any
moment ask a participant to repeat in his own words the point raised by another participant
(communication check).

5 Thoughts about basic questions are often expressed in general or abstract statements. Whether
the speaker really kn@awhat he is saying, i.e. whether his statement is more than a string of
words, is evident if he is able to illustrate it by concrete examples that his audience can
experience. During the discussion every general or abstract statement is subjectéesio this
(concreteness).

6 Investigation of a basic question is not completed as long as the dialogue partners still adhere to
contradictory views (aim at consensus).

7 To keep the inquiry transparent the available instruments should be used to the full. These
primarily involve: systematic notation of statements; clear distinction between main dialogue,
strategic dialogue, metdialogue (methodical approach).

Ten tips for the facilitator in a Socratic dialogue

1. Be strict about procedure, but do not interfeith the content, even if you disagree with an
analysis. Independent inquiry demands that the participants themselves determine the substance of
their analysis.

2. Check that the initial question meets the criteria: is it fundamental, in readily understood
wording, answerable via joint thinking, easily provided with concrete examples? Is the question
relevant and motivating to the participants? Does it get at the core of the inquiry?

3. Check that the examples meet the criteria. A good example is one knsiwrafid through
personal experience on the part of the presenterpiEsentewas actively involved by doing
something or taking a stand. The simpler the example, the better. Do not be hasty in assuming that
you already grasp its implications becausmiinds simple. Avoid negative examples; they evoke
hypothetical thinking.
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