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DAVID KENNEDY

FOREWORD

In Search of the Third Space

In an age of acceleration, this volume of chapters could be said to represent another 
generation, following fast on the heels of the last, of Philosophy for Children (P4C) 
and its distinctive pedagogical praxis, Community of Philosophical Inquiry (CPI). 
One senses that these chapters are cries from the heart as much as communiqués 
from the intellect, goaded forward by the dramatic inequities of wealth and power, 
by the injustices and violations of human dignity and fundamental human rights 
that threaten us at this epochal moment; by the corresponding rise, worldwide, 
of political cultures of cruelty, indifference, authoritarianism, kleptocracy, open 
genocide, permanent war and naked corruption; and by the sense of hope that not 
only persists in spite of, but even because of our global situation. 

No doubt the species has been here before—perhaps more often than not--but this 
particular moment is exacerbated by the specter of, if not species extinction, then 
draconian adaptation to catastrophic degradation of the biosphere in the relatively 
near future. It might even be suggested that it is this particular concern that drives 
the sense of urgency we find in these chapters—that it operates on the implicit 
assumption that, in the Anthropocene, all that will save the natural world is the 
reconstruction of the human world, and that reconstruction is not just a legislative 
but a constitutional one, by which I mean effected at the level of “human nature,” or 
deep-seated habituation, to the extent that we understand the latter as in great part a 
product of education, understood in the broad sense of that term.

Indeed, what also shines like a bright flame through all of these essays, in spite 
of their fierce and insistent criticism of monological and hegemonic discourses, of 
ideological, cultural, ethnic, linguistic, economic and political fundamentalisms, is 
the more fundamental optimism that CPI, and especially CPI with children—that is, 
P4C—embodies, and the reasoned belief that dialogical inquiry, and in particular 
communal dialogical inquiry, most often mediated by a skilled facilitator, nourishes 
the possibility, not just of noetic transformation, but of the emergence of those habits 
of heart and mind that make cultural, social and political transformation possible. 
In fact many of these essays present CPI as a sort of de-programming from the 
cult of culture-as-usual and unexamined belief—which, it could be argued, has been 
philosophy’s role at least since Socrates sat down in the agora. 
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Philosophy for Children’s optimism is, as I understand it, most deeply grounded 
in the persistent and ineradicable presence of childhood in the human evolutionary 
landscape, which triggers and evokes for adults the signs of natality—the presence 
of the singular, of that unmitigated sense of the new, the unexpected, and the 
possibility of the realization of freedom and shalom—a form of peace that results 
from the sublimation as opposed to the eradication of conflict. The extraordinarily 
long childhood of humans invokes that “revolutionary futurity” that announces 
again and again our species’ possibility. We are after all, according to evolutionary 
biologists, paedomorphs; the whole human life cycle is under the sign of childhood, 
not just physiologically but psychologically. It is not just our flat, hairless faces, 
our upright posture, relatively large brain weight, our thin skull bones, our small 
teeth and so on, that give evidence of our neotenic traits; it is our curiosity, our 
capacity for playful behavior, exploration, enthusiasm, honesty and trust, sense of 
wonder, imagination, creativity, open-mindedness, our educability and above all 
our capacity for love. Human childhood not only lasts significantly longer than in 
other species, but remains, pointing both forward and backward. At the height of 
the French Revolution Schiller said of children, “They are what we were; they are 
what we should once again become. We were nature just as they, and our culture, by 
means of reason and freedom, should lead us back to nature. They are, therefore, not 
only the representation of our lost childhood, … they are also representations of our 
highest fulfillment in the ideal, …” (p. 85).1

It is this liminality—or should I say intersectionality?—between adulthood 
and childhood that creates and nourishes the philosophical impulse—the impulse 
to interrogate, to de- and re-construct, not just our conceptual but our existential 
understanding of our shared experience of the world. And philosophy as reconstructed 
by P4C/CPI as a communal practice sharpens the interrogatory edge, leading to a 
different image of philosophy, which has traditionally been either an individualistic 
or a cultish practice. In order to trace its genealogy, we need to go back to the 
early Socratic dialogues, to before the moment that Plato, the Spartan sympathizer, 
took his deceased master hostage to his own grand narrative—before, that is, he 
began working for the state tyrants of Syracusa. As Walter Kohan has suggested,2 
in rendering philosophical inquiry communal and dialogical, P4C/CPI rescues the 
child Socrates from the adult Plato—Socrates the gadfly, the bricolateur, the Fool, 
the one who listens to his daemon, the one who knows he knows nothing, the one 
who does not attempt to overcome contradiction through big theory, the master of 
the aporia, hence the “corrupter of youth [childhood],” worthy of death at the hands 
of the Authorities.

As a pedagogy, community of inquiry discourse does even more to deliver 
Socrates from the authoritarian clutches of his interpreter-scribe Plato. It deconstructs 
Socrates as chief interrogator as well, and disrupts the monological authoritative 
center of the speech community. In CPI Socrates the grand inquisitor, the law school 
professor, the logical strangler whose interlocutors, stunned into submission, can 
only answer “Yes Socrates, surely Socrates, but of course Socrates, how could it 
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be otherwise?” abdicates his epistemological throne in favor of his own doctrine, 
written over the door of the entrance to this form of communal discourse—
“Follow the argument where it leads.” In CPI, Socrates takes his own advice, 
and his or her interventions become, to quote a P4C slogan, “procedurally strong 
and philosophically self-effacing.” This is a political as well as an argumentative 
move. It represents an implicit trust in and loyalty to the spontaneous, emergent 
reasonableness—inventor/discoverer of P4C Matthew Lipman’s term of choice--
of the collective that we associate with democratic—or, more precisely, anarchist-
-theory and sensibility. From a genealogical point of view, CPI corrects Socrates 
with C.S. Peirce, who coined the term community of inquiry and who famously 
said, “Truth is what the community of inquirers will decide is the case in the long 
run,”3 (Raposa 1989, p. 154), through a communal process that Kant, that reluctant 
revolutionary, characterized as the exercise of three “maxims” of “logical common 
sense”: (1) to think for oneself; (2) to think from the standpoint of everyone else; 
and (3) to think always consistently. The first is the maxim of an unprejudiced, the 
second of a broadened, the third of a consistent way of thinking.4 

What is remarkable about P4C as a project, and makes of it a major pedagogical 
innovation, is just that: it is for children. The trust that children are capable of 
“following the argument where it leads” is already a statement about the nature of 
human reason and about how it develops through childhood. We can find precursors 
in Romanticism—in Schiller, Wordsworth and Coleridge in particular—and in New 
England Transcendentalism—Emerson and in particular and A. Bronson Alcott 
especially,5 but these expressions are still linked to a spiritualist discourse—of the 
child as prophet and seer, the Daoist image of the infant as unconscious master, 
or Thomas Traherne’s Adamic “innocent eye.” As stirring as these iconic images 
are, they don’t leave a dent in the secularist tradition, first articulated for modernity 
in Rousseau, for whom “Of all man’s faculties, reason, which is, so to speak, 
compounded of all the rest, is the last and choicest growth … if children understood 
reason they would not need education,”6 and further developed in his spiritual 
disciple Piaget, for whom the logical development of the child is sectioned off and 
quarantined in a stage theory. In fact it was only with the introduction of the socialist 
Vygotsky’s collectivist, interactional theory—which constitutes a major element 
of CPI learning theory—that a pathway is opened for recognizing the operation of 
“logical common sense” in children’s communal discourse. 

If one were generating key words for the papers collected here they would have 
to include “disruption,” “interruption,” “doubt,” “revolt,” and multiple others with 
the prefixes “dis,” “de,” “hetero,” “dia,” “pre,” “trans,” “inter,” “intra,” “multi,” 
“co,” “poly.” I would wager that there is not one author here who doesn’t agree 
with Oliverio’s (Chapter 1) statement, “there is no separation between education, 
politics, and morality, … all inquiry is both political and moral.” These chapters 
are, as I suggested earlier, responding to a sense of global urgency that reinvents 
philosophy—and CPI in particular—not just as a pedagogy but as a social force 
promising reconstruction of existing paradigms, and in fact of cultural and political 

This eBook was made available by Sense Publishers to the authors and 
editors of this book,  the series editor and the members of the editorial 
board. Unauthorized distribution will be prosecuted.



D. KENNEDY

x

sensibilities and deeply embedded habits of being themselves. The times are calling 
upon us to change or perish. 

As such, one major challenge the papers take on is how to save the practice of 
communal philosophical dialogue from the neutralization and domestication that 
follow from being embedded in the pervasive sub-cultural context of traditional 
schooling, which, however unconsciously, perpetuates an understanding of children 
as in need of protection from too-early knowledge of the harshness of “reality” —
whether it be the atrocities committed by Christopher Columbus and his crew or the 
hidden injuries of race, class or economy with which we live on a daily basis—lest 
they be demoralized or brainwashed. And further, how can a professedly egalitarian 
safe space, a classroom community whose ethos is intrinsically assimilative, avoid an 
aversion to disruption, a tendency to ignore the analysis of inequalities, to mute and 
background differences of class, race, ethnicity, to overlook, however unconsciously 
the potential voices of the members of silenced, marginalized, and excluded groups? 

All of these perfectly understandable bargains with group life tend to mute the 
intrinsic provocation that philosophy represents—to turn it into a spectator sport, a 
form, however subtle, of sophistry. In our very pursuit of another form of peace—
not shalom but eirene, an interlude in the everlasting state or condition of war—
we quietly gag oppositional or counter-narratives, and as Kizel (Chapter 6) puts it, 
“censure the self in conformity to a meta-narrative.” This process of subtle, indirect, 
usually well-intentioned and gentle silencing, of shutting down difference, of—
as Chetty (Chapter 4), in his analysis of how many P4C teachers approach issues 
associated with racism and other forms of marginalization—creates what he calls 
the “philosophically gated community.” The latter is a “cognitive shelter” that 
leaves cultural, class, ethnic, racial and gendered boundaries outside the gate and 
unexplored; the fundamental social and ethical challenges of our time are neatly 
avoided in discussions about friendship, thinking, and even justice. Epistemic 
violence and injustice are overlooked in the dream/sleep of reason that is the 
dominant Enlightenment rationality paradigm.

The authors in this volume might argue that we are being rudely awakened—that 
globalization has placed us in a new planetary space of unprecedented intervisibility 
and interdependence, whether it be racial, cultural, sexual, religious, economic or 
political, and it is an intervisibility from which we cannot turn away, for there is 
no place to turn. The effect of monological hegemonic knowledge paradigms and 
implicit hyper-individualistic narratives of subjectivity, of cultural, religious and 
political fundamentalisms and social phobias, when gone unquestioned, is to freeze 
and maintain those injuries which lie just under the surface of late-capitalist social 
and economic life. Cultural and linguistic diversity are not normative ideals, they are 
us—our basic existential situation. The authors of these essays, as explicitly stated by 
Thornton and Burgh (Chapter 5) may be said to have embraced the conflict produced 
by this rude awakening, and adopted it as the vehicle of an evolutionary impulse. 
Conflict is the energy that makes reconstruction possible, whereas for harmony 
theorists, it is the energy that destroys: “We do not, they write, “consider peace in 
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the negative, as the absence of conflict, but in the positive as the capacity to respond 
skilfully to conflict as a way of life. Therefore, we concentrate on peace education 
that prepares students to turn conflict into inquiry.” The theme, then, is decentering, 
deconstruction, disruption, interruption, interrogation, problematization, othering – 
whether of the Cartesian unitary self, the false appearance of cultural unity and 
homogeneity, monological discourses of all kinds, mono-lingualism, hegemonic 
forms of culture and ideology, patriarchy, domination and exploitation, and, on 
the positive side of the dialectic, encounter, intersection, dialogue, hybridity, 
negotiation, reconstruction, coordination, transition, mediation. In fact what runs 
through the essays, either explicitly or implicitly, is an epistemology of revolt that 
extends, not just to the social world but to the intrasubjective world of self and 
identity and, further, to our relationship with other species, and ultimately to our 
lived relationship with nature itself understood as interlocutor—an interlocutor, we 
are now realizing, that we ignore, de-animate, enslave, abuse and exterminate at our 
peril. It is a revolt against the dystopian results of a dominant western knowledge 
system and the technology it creates now gone global, a grand narrative that, the 
more powerful it becomes, the more alienating, emptied as it is of communal values, 
and hence the more likely to produce monsters. “The educational task,” Thornton 
and Burgh argue, “is to create opportunities for children to problematize the very 
environment they inhabit.” It is also possible that children, who are born into this 
situation, are more likely to transform it in the direction of revolutionary futurity 
than the majority of their elders.

The elements of this revolt against the rationalization of domination and 
hierarchy are stated clearly in the invocation of what Oliverio terms “cultural 
disobedience,” and Thornton and Burgh “traitorous identity,” which is, on their 
account, created by focusing attention on “experiences that do not fit the dominant 
story” (Chapter 5). Both refer to a form of inter- and intrasubjective decentering, 
an “interculturally qualified intersubjectivity” that makes a space in CPI for the 
interaction between diverse narratives, for boundary crossings and “bridgings,” and 
which adopts a fallibilist perspective towards all narratives—an embrace of radical 
doubt. All these papers seek to prepare the ground for a pedagogy that makes place 
for the contestation of hegemonic regimes of knowledge by opening a space in 
which conflict is not avoided but “turned into inquiry.” Cultural disobedience is the 
first of two overarching themes that traverse these essays—the call for “disruption” 
of existing cultural ideological and political paradigms through communal inquiry. 
The second is the invocation of a “third space” that is opened up through this 
disruption. 

This “third space” emerges in virtually every paper, in multiple descriptive forms 
and different vocabularies, depending on the theoretical discourse in play: in Lin 
(Chapter 7), who is writing about language and literacies, it is an intersectional 
space that is “cracked open” through communal philosophical dialogue, in which we 
are “allowed to “reconstruct reality collaboratively”—where difference, diversity, 
our multiple identities are open for negotiation, and in which the hybridity and  
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border-crossing, the transgressive urge that is at the heart of our “cultural disobedience” 
and “traitorous identity” is allowed its critical and creative play. For Oliverio it is the 
“cosmopolitan” space of “cultural innovation” in which the boundary work between 
cultures, identities, and ideologies can take place, and foster an “interculturally 
qualified intersubjectivity”—a zone of hybridity. In Pires (Chapter 2), this boundary-
work takes place at the pre-subjective level: the third space is cracked open even 
before language, in the domain of the intercorporeal, where at the aesthetic level 
body and mind, thought and affect are one, where there is a “constant wandering,” 
as Paul Schilder put it, of our body images into each other—an intercorporeal 
dialogue,7 or as infant-mother interaction researchers have described it, a “dance.”8 
In the disruptive experience of encountering, not just cultural and linguistic but 
ontological difference, it is the body, affect, felt flows and intensities that opens the 
third space. Like all the characterizations of this space invoked and described here, it 
is the aesthetics of community of inquiry—the universal intervisibility of the circle, 
the location of meaning in questions arising spontaneously from within the group, 
the productive confusion between the individual subject and the subjectivity of the 
group as a whole, felt at the somatic level—that renders this discourse disruptive of 
hegemonic control.

And the list goes on. Each author approaches this interrogative, interlocutive, 
relational space with a different disciplinary lens, and the ensuing heterglossia 
gives us a fractal of the larger argument for border-crossing that is the book’s main 
theme. For Kizel (Chapter 6) it is the recognition and exploration of “narratival 
multiplicity,” including the generation of counter-narratives and the toleration 
of conflicting narratives in dialogical relation, that does not guarantee but offers 
what he calls “the fluid narrative space” or “unstable present,” a space that offers 
eventual, ongoing resolution of ideological divides through, first legitimating 
multiple narratives, then through CPI dialogue “going beyond existing constructions 
and boundaries” through encountering these multiple narratives in the atmosphere 
of intellectual safety of the CPI. Sequeira (Chapter 3) moves the analysis from 
language, narrativity and corporeality to subjectivity, and develops Oliverio’s broad 
analysis of the dynamics of the intersubjective and the intercultural in the context of 
dialogic self theory—thus invoking multiplicity, difference and intersectionality in 
the heart of the subject herself. Here the third space is represented as “intersectional 
identity space,” a continually shifting hybrid juxtaposition of multiple self and 
other positions. Again, CPI is offered as a discursive setting in which the dynamics 
of intersectionality can be explored. And finally, Makaiau and Chirouter offer us 
accounts of actual programmatic and institutional and research-based educational 
projects and initiatives that seek to operationalize the school itself as a third space—
in which the principles, dynamics and practices of CPI—“critical thinking, reflection, 
listening, empathy and democratic debate” (Chirouter & Vannier, Chapter 9); “deep 
thinking, empowerment, empathy for alternative points of view, experience in 
community-based decision-making and problem-solving, and tools for reflection” 
(Makaiau, Chapter 8)—escape the isolated confines of the “philosophy class” and 
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act to shape the culture and identity of the school itself as a cultural and social zone 
of “revolutionary futurity.”

But just what is this third space? Is it a new zone—the emergent actualization of a 
virtual interlocutive space that now arises in response to the historical exigencies of 
complexification, of migration and border crossing both literal and metaphorical, of 
the increasing intersectionality of all our lives, the increasing intervisibility? Perhaps 
it is that cosmopolitan space on the borders where, as Oliverio puts it, the paradox 
of difference is at its most poignant: where a border is also a potential bridge. “As 
borders are places where it is not possible to stay but should be crossed, inhabiting 
this intermediate space, staying in-between, means being committed to a relationship 
by recognizing the substantial importance of otherness in order for subjectivity to 
come into existence” (Oliverio, Chapter 1). 

Indeed, the “between” has a long history in continental philosophy, at least 
since Martin Buber. As a transitional space it is, as Hugh Silverman pointed out, a 
“space of difference which is neither that of the subject or that of the object.”9 As a 
hermeneutical space, it is a “place of relation,” where interlocutors are in a relation 
of both mutual and self-interrogation. As a subjective space it is, per Sequeira, where 
“the between is interiorized into the within and reversibly, the within is exteriorized 
into the between” (Sequiera, Chapter 3). As such, one wonders, can it always be a 
“safe” space? We have several educationalists’ accounts of the “safety question” in 
this volume—one in Chetty, who critiques “the central notion of the community of 
enquiry as an egalitarian safe space” as creating an uneasy paradox in the domestication 
of interruption, subtly gagging the potential voices of the members of silenced, 
marginalized, and excluded groups, and gingerly ignoring oppositional or counter-
narratives, assimilating all subjects to a hegemonic model of rationality. Similarly, 
Thornton and Burgh argue that “it is misplaced to assume that the community of 
inquiry is a safe intellectual environment …. Unless care is taken in all aspects of 
inquiry, choice of materials, facilitation of dialogue, classroom structure, the inquiry 
is likely to create well-reasoned children only within the dominant rationality.” 
Makaiau, on the other hand, uses the word “safe” or “safety” thirty-eight times, and 
“intellectually safe” eight, all in affirmation of the absolute centrality of “safety” in a 
community of philosophical inquiry dedicated to a “culturally responsive pedagogy” 
and “social justice education.” I leave it to the reader to decide whether this apparent 
disagreement is in fact anything more than a semantical misunderstanding. In fact, 
one reason for the optimism of the P4C community may lie in the phenomenology 
of CPI itself and its roots in the more ancient notion of philosophy as care of the self, 
an intentionally therapeutic space, and as such a discursive space that can remain 
both “safe” and contested. 

Perhaps, in fact, we need, first, as Lin does, to talk about this interrogatory, 
creative space that CPI promises in the plural—as the emergence and negotiation 
of third spaces, each with its qualitative difference; and second, as event—an 
embodied time-space situation, a duration composed of flows and intensities, liable 
to communicative “noise,” to chaos or stagnation, to unexpected transformation and 
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constant reconstruction. In terms of its manifestation in communal philosophical 
dialogue, we see it characterized linguistically as heteroglossia, heterogeneity and 
hybridity; as the transitional space of the intersection of inter- and intrasubjective, 
ethnic, gendered, racial, linguistic, class and cultural identities in conversation; as 
the dance that emerges from, expresses and negotiates affectively saturated inter-
corporeality; as cultural boundary work and innovation; as making a space for the 
dialogical co-presence of multiple narratives; as the acceptance of a pedagogy of 
negotiation of conflict in the interest of epistemological reconstruction; and finally, 
moving across the borders of philosophy into the regions that are its deeper sources 
of energy and material—the arts. This is a border crossing that Lipman embraced 
in his identification of “five relatively discrete stages” of CPI practice, the last of 
which is exploration of the third transitional space of creative aesthetic experience 
in poetry, music, dance, theatre, and the plastic arts.10 

One thing we can be sure of is that the third space that is CPI will never—or only 
in moments of kairos—present itself as “pure” inter-relationality: boundaries do not 
disappear, they are only reconstructed; the encounter with otherness, both inter- and 
intrasubjectively, is not always warm and fuzzy. In the space of difference, dialogue 
and mutual interrogation the authority of the ego is put in question, and this is not 
always easy. What does remain, and what makes of this volume a call to arms, is the 
pervasive sense that we humans are living in a global moment of dramatic transition, 
in a world characterized by startling social, economic and political injustices, and 
that we cannot but feel our involuntary complicity with the structural inequalities 
that maintain the systemic crises—material, political, and moral--that now stalk the 
planet. We are driven to think against the grain of normalization and domestication. 
We feel poignantly, as Thornton and Burgh put it, that our “intellectual freedom 
is compromised by the domination of instrumental rationality that sees all as 
a means to the furtherance of our currently-accepted economic and political 
structures,” and that as pedagogues we no longer have the luxury of separating 
education, politics, and morality. Our sense of urgency—as well as our sense of 
hope and dialectical optimism—is fueled by the generic disruption caused by our 
ever-increasing exposure to differing linguistic backgrounds and cultural contexts. 
As Pires points out, this is an affective disruption, at the level of the body, and as 
such both triggers and grounds the disruption “of one’s assumptions, pre-conceived 
notions, and semiosphere” caused by the inquiry process itself, thereby making 
visible “the potential of “a creative plane of ethical and political invention … which 
presents infinite possibility for social and political transformation.” It is this shock 
of otherness and the existential experience of difference and diversity that is the first 
trigger of inquiry, border-crossing, doubt, and political activation. 

Meanwhile, a perennial question remains, posed by every thinking parent and 
teacher, answered by some and avoided by others. Should children in school be 
shielded from the very high stakes form of inquiry and problematization that these 
essays goad us toward? That is, are children in school generally capable of assuming 
levels of doubt and interrogation of the status quo without drifting into anomie, 
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cynicism or fanaticism, whether of the left or the right? This question has been 
around since Socrates was handed the death penalty by the “moral majority” in 399 
BCE. I would argue that the way we answer it turns on a view of childhood and the 
child, and that the authors in this volume seem clearly to view the latter as every bit 
as capable as the adult—in many cases more so—of internalizing those habits of 
thought—“complex problem solving, critical thinking, good judgment, reasoning, 
inter-personal and cross-cultural communication, empathy, multiple perspective 
taking, personal reflection” (Makaiau, Chapter 8)—that allow for the boundary-
work to which the present volume summons us. In fact we might claim, echoing the 
old Romantic discourses of childhood, that they are harbingers of the third space, its 
unconscious prophets, and therefore our teachers as much as our students.
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CHING-CHING LIN & LAVINA SEQUEIRA

INTRODUCTION

The mobility of people across geographical borders in a new era of globalization 
lend new urgency for engaging in an intersectional thematic study of diversity, 
philosophy, and education. The ever-shifting cultural and linguistic landscapes in 
contemporary societies necessitate the incorporation of a new vision for education.
As educators, how do we transform the vision of diversity and inclusion into a 
wealth of resources for learning? How do we actively engage students’ cultural and 
linguistic diversities in philosophical inquiry? How can we locate the “classroom 
community of philosophical inquiry” as an emerging paradigm of cross cultural 
communication and collaboration? 

Matthew Lipman founded Philosophy for Children (P4C) in the 1970s prompted 
by what he saw as a lack of critical thinking in college campuses. He championed 
the perspective that the incorporation of philosophy at an early age promotes critical 
thinking skills. Following Socratic and Deweyean traditions, P4C incorporates and 
emphasizes Socratic inquiry as a pedagogical approach, wherein students engage and 
dialogue with each other about questions of philosophical significance. Considering 
the current sociopolitical milieu where technocratic vision, right-wing politics, and 
political extremism threatens the very existence of human freedom and democratic 
values, the somber vision of Lipman is more relevant than ever. 

This volume is dedicated to explore theoretical and practical issues and challenges 
of pursuing philosophical inquiry in culturally and linguistically diverse contexts. 
It encompasses a plethora of perspectives with insights from diverse philosophical 
positions, theoretical frameworks, and empirical studies. Despite the wide range of 
perspectives contained in this volume, all chapters included address the vital question: 
How do we translate our vision of cultural and linguistic diversity into pedagogical 
practices that foster critical thinking and democratic education? Each author probes 
this question in a specific domain and explores implications for engaging culturally 
and linguistically diverse students in philosophical inquiry. These evaluations provide 
venues and intersectional spaces that serve as reflections for future inquiry. 

THE DIALECTICS BETWEEN CULTURE AND PHILOSOPHY, 
INTERCORPOREALITY AND INTERSECTIONALITY

Stefano Oliverio, Marta Pires, and Lavina Sequeira in their chapters reflect upon the 
fundamental relationship of culture and philosophy and its implications for a global 
cosmopolitan society. Philosophy in its traditional, elitist setting may negate the 
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effects of pluralism and multiculturalism and unwittingly defend a universalistic 
vision of the world that endangers diversity and democratic principles. In contrast, 
philosophy that allows free and open borders can play an active role in preserving 
the richness and diversity of cultures. Their papers together form a coordinated 
attempt to expand the more recent literature on diversity, fluidity, and dynamics of 
cultural boundaries, moving progressively from a broad analysis of intersubjectivity 
and interculturality, to the contexts of phenomenology of body and dialogic self 
theories – thus pointing to transference, intercorporeality, and intersectionality 
as an essential dimension of communal experience enacted through intercultural 
dialogue.

In “Intercultural Philosophy and the Community of Philosophical Inquiry as 
the Embryonic Cosmopolitan Society,” Oliverio asserts that P4C owes its critical 
stance to the mutual conditioning between culture and philosophy, particularly its 
ability to reflect on the intimate relationship between the two. He conceptualizes 
P4C as a privileged space in which diversity is leveraged to inform action and 
create sustained change. Oliverio calls for cultural disobedience against any hasty 
act of binary exclusion. While we need to be able to be sensitized about different 
kinds of otherness, we need to remain alert to the deconstructive judgments of us-
versus-them and be ready to be called upon to disclose the other in us and us in the 
other. 

Pires in “The Transcultural Discourse of Affect in Philosophical Inquiry: An 
Introduction,” problematizes this further by conceptualizing P4C as a tool to challenge 
latent cultural and language borders in contemporary school communities. Drawing 
from Spinoza, Deleuze, and others, Pires argues that P4C provides an “affective” 
approach in which cultural and linguistic diversity is utilized to trigger disruptive 
moments in normalizing education, and in so doing enables the suspension of 
ideological judgment and beliefs. While the disruption may introduce doubts, it also 
gives rise to a transcultural experience that is essential to the furthering of inquiry. 
This disruption contains enormous significance when acting as a pre-condition for 
philosophical inquiry and learning.

Extending Pires’s argument to classroom settings, Sequeira’s “Negotiating 
Intersectional Identities in a Classroom Community of Inquiry: A Dialogical Self 
Perspective,” marks an attempt to push toward more complex theorizing about 
diversity by including the intersectionality of student identities and the implications 
of such negotiations on the individual self. She suggests that the binary opposition 
and exclusion so prevalent in popular discourse tends to subconsciously exclude 
students of immigrant and minority backgrounds from participating in the communal 
discourse, thereby failing to leverage the complexity of individual identity for 
political agency. Sequeira suggests that the dialogical self tends to respond to 
the intersections of identities contextually and spatially, and therefore may be 
marginalized or empowered based on the socio-cultural context. The Community of 
Inquiry, she suggests, provides a fertile ground to negotiate the fluidity of minority 
students’ situated and lived experiences. 
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TEACHERS AS THE GATED COMMUNITY AND THE SOURCE  
OF EPISTEMIC VIOLENCE 

Darren Chetty and Simone Thornton and Gilbert Burgh draw our attention to the 
normalizing potential of the community of inquiry, as a potential threat to the 
vision of diversity and inclusion. The attitudes and practices of teachers can control 
students’ access to educational opportunities and limit their participation in the school 
community of inquiry and in doing so unwittingly contributes to the perpetuation of 
social inequality. 

In “The Elephant in the Room: Picturebooks, Philosophy for Children and 
Racism”, Chetty contextualizes diversity by drawing attention to the nuances of 
race and its intersection with other modes of oppressions such as language policy, 
pedagogy, and other structural forces operating in the classroom communities. Using 
Critical Race Theory as a framework, he asserts that power manifests itself in the 
form of overt control, especially in the form of regulating and controlling student 
consciousness in choosing teaching materials that reflect the value of the dominant 
group. By complicating the ideas of racial thinking within the community of inquiry, 
his piece helps bring in different layers of consideration when engaging diverse 
learners in philosophical inquiry. His argument helps introduce a new concern 
with minority students within the discourse of the Community of Inquiry and helps 
address the imbalance of power relationships within the classroom.

Simone Thornton & Gilbert Burgh’s “Making Peace Education Everyone’s 
Business” issues an echo to Chetty’s argument by stating that the traditional practice 
of p4c – the use of purpose written stories-as-text – is more likely to foster paper 
doubting, by allowing for the possibility of “hidden curriculum” in the name of 
sheltering children, and in doing so risk reinforcing the normalizing potential of the 
teacher. In contrast, they advocate the importance of challenging the normativity of 
stimulus materials, by calling for a return to a more direct realm of student experience 
as a way to break the eternal recurrence of habits and memory.

NARRATIVE INQUIRY AS A METHODOLOGY TO EXPLORE  
LANGUAGE, IDENTITY, AND POWER

Arie Kizel’s “Philosophy with Children as Enabling Community of Multi-
Narratives”, and Ching-Ching Lin’s “Diversity and Inclusion: Realizing the 
Heteroglossic Potential in Young People’s Philosophical Inquiry” resonate with each 
other and both demonstrate the ways that P4C realizes the vision of inclusion and 
diversity through practicing multi-narratives in the community of inquiry. 

Kizel argues that narratives highlight multiplicity and variety that is fundamental 
to human experience. By introducing narrative theory into the framework of 
Community of Inquiry, he envisions a model of P4C that utilizes the wealth of 
student identities in the classroom. The Community of Inquiry creates a space for 
the potential agreement and conflict endorsed by various divergent voices in the 
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classroom. This fluid space of negotiation could lead students to reflect on relevant 
perspectives and thereby transforming their experiences and knowledge through 
dialogue and philosophical inquiry.

Lin theorizes P4C as an intersectional site encapsulating language, socio-cultural, 
structural, and ideological forces. By integrating narratives and other genres into 
philosophical inquiry, she argues that P4C forges a new social language that allows 
us to navigate through contradictions between content and form, personal and 
public voices, and different social and ideological forces. She asserts that P4C has 
the potential to provide a rich and authentic context for learning, enabling diverse 
learners to draw upon their lived and situated experiences, thereby promoting 
thinking that is critical and empowering.

Both Kizel and Lin theorize that by privileging new points of view and voices, 
the fusion of dialogue and narrative can be used to explore the interplay between 
individual experiences within the larger socio-cultural discourses. It is in the 
overlapping space between discourse as a public event and meaning making as 
private reflection that the possibility of student voice that is so valuable to democracy 
can emerge.

APPLICATION TO CLASSROOM CONTEXTS 

The rationale for more empirical studies is necessary in order to include perspectives 
that meet the needs of a culturally diverse classroom. Amber Strong Makaiau and 
Edwige Chirouter & Marie-Paule Vannier offer two unique perspectives to help 
address this gap in the existing literature. 

Amber Strong Makaiau’s “Philosophy for Children Hawai’i: A Culturally 
Responsive Pedagogy for Social Justice Education” is “a culturally responsive 
offshoot of Lipman and Sharp’s original P4C program”. Set in a multicultural 
community context, her study provides an analysis of the alignment between P4C 
and culturally responsive pedagogy (CRP). In doing so, her study provides a needed 
dialogue between two thus far parallel educational reforms and proves there is a 
possibility for their alliance. In other words, her study provides a persuasive argument 
that there is room within the principle and structure of the school system for social 
justice and student driven learning, and P4C is an effective tool to implement this 
vision. 

Last but not least, Edwige Chirouter and Marie-Paule Vannier’s current undertaking 
under UNESCO titled, “The UNESCO Chair Practice of Philosophy with Children: 
A Basis for Intercultural Dialogue and Social Transformation,” symbolizes the 
international community’s recognition of P4C as a viable tool to combat the world-
wide literacy issue by equipping students with critical and empathetic faculties. Their 
chapter documents the use of P4Cas “a cultural, sensitive, and reflexive approach to 
knowledge” to engage students with special needs in an inner-city enclave of Nantes, 
France. By testing “at the margin”, their study serves to illustrate the potential of P4C 
on diverse student populations especially those students who struggle with multiple 
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learning challenges. It provides valuable empirical evidence of the application of 
Philosophy for Children (P4C) when the practice is integrated with children books 
that are “anthropologically strong” and philosophically interesting to develop 
culturally competent and responsive instruction. 

CONCLUSION

This volume grows out of the desire to uphold and defend a cultural heritage that 
grounds its value and belief in the benefits of a diverse and inclusive democracy and 
dedicates itself to exploring its pedagogical implications in school and academic 
environments. We believe that the construct of diversity and inclusion should be part 
of a broader cultural discourse and a general theory of democratic education where 
P4C plays a unique role. Towards this goal, we hope that this volume will offer 
opportunities for dialogue and conversation, for the purpose of creating empowering 
spaces for learners who are culturally and linguistically diverse. 
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STEFANO OLIVERIO

1. INTERCULTURAL PHILOSOPHY AND THE 
COMMUNITY OF PHILOSOPHICAL INQUIRY AS 

THE EMBRYONIC COSMOPOLITAN COMMUNITY1

THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE STRANGER AND THE  
“INTERCULTURAL TRANSFORMATION OF PHILOSOPHY”

In this chapter I want to explore in what sense the community of philosophical 
inquiry (henceforth CPI) is (and/or should be reconstructed as) a cosmopolitan 
community. To begin with, I would like to situate my educational and pedagogical 
reflections within the framework of the current intercultural scenarios as far as they 
cannot leave unaffected the philosophical undertaking itself.

In this perspective, strategic are the positions advocated by the contemporary 
Cuban, Germany-based, philosopher Raúl Fornet-Betancourt. The starting point of 
his argumentation, as I reconstruct it, is the highlighting of the fact that the stranger 
is the one who breaks in and interferes with the order which is ‘our own’ and makes 
her/himself present in it:

The stranger exists because there is the plurality. The plurality shows itself 
in phenomena which represent originals that cannot be reduced to variations 
of one identity, broadly as the latter can be defined. For this reason, when we 
speak of the stranger we should speak of her/him in the plural … the strangers. 
(Fornet-Betancourt, 2012, p. 43)2

The strangers are those who

are in ‘our’ world, that is in our world of provenance, but are not natives of it, 
so that we cannot understand them starting from the horizon of our world… 
Strangers are for us those human beings for whom our history, our language 
etc. do not represent any reference point or protection but rather a maze. 
(Ibid., pp. 43–44)

This situation appeals to a “hermeneutics of the strangers,” that is:

the work of Hermes, [undertaken by each of us] not as the only subject who 
degrades strangers to objects of interpretation but rather as a subject who 
perceives strangers as subjects who appeal to [us] by being the interpreters of 
[our] world and the self-interpreters of [our] own condition and who, therefore, 
do not deem to be available for the interpreter as a mute object of her/his 
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soliloquy but rather understand themselves as interlocutors who have the same 
rights as those who interpret them. (Ibid., p. 46)

The hermeneutics of the strangers and the intimately connected work of translation 
invoke what Fornet-Betancourt (2012, p. 47) defines an “interculturally qualified 
intersubjectivity [which] presupposes that one works intersubjectively at the level 
of one’s own way of thinking and intraculturally at the level of one’s own culture.”

In the next section I will revisit this idea in terms of the CPI as a specific educational 
device to promote this interculturally/cosmopolitanly qualified intersubjectivity. 
Beforehand, I want to illustrate some tenets that substantiate Fornet-Betancourt’s 
position. In particular, it is important to highlight his notion of an intercultural 
transformation of philosophy (Fornet-Betancourt, 1998a, p. 8 ff), in which we should 
be able to hear the double value (subjective and objective) of the genitive. In the 
context of the “hurricane of globalization” (Hinkelammert, 1997) philosophy should 
engage with the plurality of cultures and with the conditions of their dialogue, in two 
respects: on the one hand,

philosophy cannot get involved in the dialogue of cultures without being 
transformed by it [= objective genitive]. On the other, philosophy, which 
transforms itself interculturally, turns into a ferment that changes the cultures 
in dialogue [= subjective genitive]. Indeed, this philosophy fosters the critical 
potential in every culture insofar as it strengthens the basis which makes the 
phenomenon of the ‘cultural disobedience’ possible in the limit situations. 
(Fornet-Betancourt, 1998a, p. 15. Square brackets added)

The notion of ‘cultural disobedience’ is pivotal because, while recognizing the 
originality of cultures, it allows us not to connect their originality with the ideas 
of their “solipsistic locking up and intransitive autochthony” (Ibidem) but rather 
to spot the conflict of innovation and tradition which inhabits each culture and is 
fuelled by the encounter/dialogue with other cultures (Fornet-Betancourt, 2001). In 
this perspective subjects are not doomed to their cultures but have them as one of 
their (obviously privileged) existential options, which can (and should) be critically 
tested and judged.

In this work of criticism philosophy and a philosophical mindset are crucial and 
philosophy is, therefore, the chief driving force to promote “cultural disobedience” 
and “to [transform] cultures through processes of interaction, that is, to [turn] the 
cultural borders into bridges” (Fornet-Betancourt, 1998a, p. 18).

At the same time, by valorising the opening of cultures and their critical 
appropriation on the part of subjects who are, however, never de-contextualized 
subjects but always immersed in historical-cultural worlds, the notion of ‘cultural 
disobedience’ allows us to recognize cultures as “reserves for mankind” (Fornet-
Betancourt, 1998b, p. 158) that enable us to contrast “the levelling integration of 
otherness into a monoculturally inflected ‘world-culture’” (Ibidem) and to promote 
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what Fornet-Betancourt (2001, p. 26) engagingly calls the “culturalization of 
globalization.”

Cultures could not represent any ‘reserve’ if they were monolithic and self-
enclosed universes. If, however, “in every regional cultural world [there are] 
peculiar forms of intellection, understanding and explaining, which make these 
worlds internally ‘communicable’” (Fornet-Betancourt, 1998b, p. 165), then 
cultures can contribute to combating the neutralization of differences imposed by 
globalization without renouncing the search for common ground. This requires that 
intercultural education does not consist merely in information in the sense of the 
getting to know other cultures but in an in-formation understood as receiving a 
form, as being shaped through the encounter with other cultures (Fornet-Betancourt, 
1998b, pp. 158–159).

I would suggest that this work of in-formation is co-extensive with what Fornet-
Betancourt (1998a, p. 18) defines turning “cultural borders into bridges.” Indeed, 
as the Italian educationalist Daniela Manno (2014) has highlighted, developing the 
thought of Mikhail Bakthin, there is an intimate relationship between the ideas of 
form and ‘borders.’ No form is possible without borders, which are a space that both 
creates a form, by separating it from what is ‘outside,’ and represents a place of 
encounter for the differences to which borders give rise:

Speaking of the ‘form’ in terms of ‘borders’ signals that [Bakthin] grasped, 
much earlier than more recent studies, the potentiality of borders to activate 
encounters and to sustain transformative dynamics…. As borders are places 
where it is not possible to stay but should be crossed, inhabiting this intermediate 
space, staying in-between, means being committed to a relationship by 
recognizing the substantial importance of otherness in order for subjectivity to 
come into existence. (Manno, 2014, pp. 121, 123)

CULTURE AS “SPIRITUAL HYPHENATION” AND THE COSMOPOLITAN 
COMMUNITY OF PHILOSOPHICAL INQUIRY

Against the backdrop of what I have been arguing, it is possible to state that in 
contemporary scenarios a major educational challenge is to find out how philosophy 
can be mobilized to trigger “the critical reflection in the members of each single 
culture” (Fornet-Betancourt, 1998b, p. 158) and, accordingly, to equip subjects with 
the cognitive and affective tools and resources to work “intersubjectively at the level 
of one’s own way of thinking and intraculturally at the level of one’s own culture” 
(Fornet-Betancourt, 2012, p. 47) and to cultivate, therefore, an interculturally 
qualified intersubjectivity, in which borders are experienced both as form-giving 
factors and as places of encounter that enable people to discover the constitutive 
relation of subjectivity to the otherness.

Lipman’s (2003) and Sharp’s (1987, 1991) community of philosophical inquiry 
(see also Splitter & Sharp, 1995; Kennedy, 1990, 1997, 2004, 2011, 2012) can 
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represent a device that allows us to educationally operationalize the tenets of 
Fornet-Betancourt and to promote intersubjective work at the individual level 
and intracultural work at the cultural level, insofar as it is an intersubjective space 
of  co-philosophizing in which subjects, engaging in a philosophical dialogue,  
de- and re-construct their meaning perspectives and come to a “fusion of horizons” 
(Gadamer, 2004).

I would suggest that we should understand this fusion in terms of a ‘hyphenated 
culture’ always in the making. By this expression I want to appropriate Horace 
Kallen’s (1970[1915], p. 124) notion of hyphenation as “a multiplicity in a unity, 
an orchestration of mankind.” Kallen elaborated this idea by creatively reversing 
the disparaging use of the hyphenation made by the Americans of English origin to 
belittle the immigrants who, as Irish-American, Afro-American, Italo-American and 
so on, did not belong to the English stock:

[I]t is absurd to lose sight of the truth that the hyphen unites very much more 
than it separates, and that in point of fact, the greater the hyphenation, the 
greater the unanimity … culture is nothing more than spiritual hyphenation―
it is humanism in the best sense of the term. (Kallen, 1970[1916], pp. 63–64. 
Italics added)

Kallen’s perspective allows us to engage with the question of the dialogue of cultures 
and of the cultural disobedience from a reverse angle in comparison with that explored 
in the wake of Fornet-Betancourt. Detecting the (possible) hyphenation that inhabits 
every culture means contributing to the identification of those ‘communicable’ 
traits and those areas of interaction which save cultures from their ‘intransitive 
autochthony,’ make them a reserve for mankind and ensure the possibility of the 
freedom of subjects from being trapped within their own culture. And what Kallen 
calls the “orchestration of mankind” could be, moreover, profitably put in relation 
with the need for a “culturalization of globalization” in Fornet-Betancourt’s sense.

Moreover, Kallen helps us to realize that the trap of cultural self-encapsulation can 
snap shut not only as a consequence of a lack of a cosmopolitan openness but also 
due to an abstract cosmopolitanism that does not factor in “nationality” understood 
as the “inwardness of nativity” (Kallen, 1970[1915], p. 95). If the culturalization of 
globalization should be furthered in and through an orchestration of mankind, the 
latter in its turn requires that cultures remain ‘reserves for mankind’ and, therefore, 
there is the need for a constant shuttling between the dimension of global openness 
(provided by philosophy as a ferment and a trigger of ‘cultural disobedience’) and 
the dimension of local inwardness.

This ‘shuttling’ should not proceed without a reflective stance and should 
be interpreted, accordingly, in the terms of David Hansen’s (2011) educational 
cosmopolitanism and, therefore, as the movement between the reflective loyalty to 
the known (to one’s own traditions) and the reflective openness to the new (to other 
traditions and to the unexpected results of the encounters with them). And it is this 
dynamics of reflective passing from the known to the new and vice versa that the 
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CPI should promote, insofar as it is a pedagogical device which can live up to the 
challenges of the intercultural transformation of philosophy and to the need for a 
hyphenated, that is, cosmopolitan culture.

I want to briefly pinpoint two reasons—at the theoretical as well as the pedagogical 
level—why this cosmopolitan inflection of the CPI is possible and legitimate. First, 
it is to highlight Hansen’s (2010, p. 6) stress on Socrates’s

strong interest in talking with people from near and far. Socrates time and 
again considers with others what it might mean to lead one’s life according to 
other people’s values. In so doing, he points to why cosmopolitanism implies 
more than tolerance of difference. Rather, it suggests a willingness to learn 
from or with other traditions and human inheritances. This orientation does 
not mean accepting or supporting other mores and customs, but it does mean 
regarding them as indices rather than as departures from the human. Socrates 
was often relentless in trying to come to grips with his own and other people’s 
most underlying commitments. He never hesitated to take inquiry to the most 
universalizable plane. At the same time, he remained profoundly rooted in his 
local culture, so much so that even when threatened with execution, he refused 
to go into safe exile.

In this perspective Socrates becomes the first champion and the very paradigm of the 
double movement of reflective loyalty to the known and reflective openness to the 
new. In other words, Hansen teaches us to view philosophical inquiry (and its first 
hero) as deeply and even primordially involved in this shuttling between the local 
allegiances and the openness to a discussion of one’s own customs and to a more 
universal plane. By elaborating his reading of Socrates heritage, Hansen draws our 
attention to the fact that the setting of The Republic is Piraeus, which was a main port 
and, therefore, a crossroads of intercultural exchanges. I would like to add one more 
element in reference to The Republic: it is to remember that Socrates

had accompanied Glaucon to the Piraeus both to pray and to see; he was 
motivated by piety and by theory—in the primitive and most revealing 
sense of that term, idle curiosity. The Athenians were introducing a new 
goddess in their cult…. Adeimantus finally persuades Socrates to stay in the 
Piraeus by the promise of another innovation: a torch race on horse-back. The 
conversation [=the dialogue staged in The Republic], also an innovation and its 
self innovating, takes the place of that torch race and is parallel to it. Socrates 
has a taste for newness …. (Bloom, 1991, p. 311. Square brackets added)

In the light of the argumentation here developed, this textual clue could be read 
as the intimation that philosophical inquiry installs itself in the space of cultural 
innovation opened up within traditions in contexts offering a variety of intercultural 
encounters (as Piraeus was).

Bearing in mind that “the towering, solitary figure of Socrates” is “the paradigm 
of doing philosophy” (Lipman, 1988, p. 12), this reading of the Socrates legacy can 
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allow us to discover new levels of philosophical inquiry as it is realized within our 
(multicultural) classrooms. Many times, interested in investigating general concepts 
(justice, identity, beauty etc.) within CPIs, we can forget this ‘Piraeus’ origin of 
philosophy from the questioning (but also the re-cognition) of one’s own customs 
and from the reflection resulting from the encounter and dialogue with people with 
different customs, values/beliefs.

Secondly, it is interesting to note how the dynamics represent a possible 
inflection of CPI pedagogy. Indeed, the latter is modelled in accordance with the 
Vygotskyan idea that the development of thinking happens through a process of 
internalization, that is, the process through which what is originally experienced 
at an interpsychical level passes to the intrapsychical level (Lipman, 1996). In the 
cosmopolitan perspective I have been endeavouring to elaborate this Vygotskyan 
process is substantiated in the movement through which students participating in 
cosmopolitanly inflected CPIs pass from an intersubjective dialogue, in which 
different (cultural) horizons are discussed and/or shared, to the ability to identify 
the (intracultural) dialogicity of their own culture of origin (this passage being 
the very source of the creation of cosmopolitanly qualified intersubjectivity in the 
sense of Fornet-Betancourt). In this sense, in the CPI a constant hyphenation can be 
experienced, in which the monologism of cultures—what Fornet-Betancourt calls 
their “intransitive autochthony”—is interrupted and new horizons emerge within 
and thanks to philosophical dialogue.

The CPI, understood in this way, is the community in which a hermeneutically 
cosmopolitan intelligence is cultivated. As David Kennedy (1990) has insightfully 
remarked, by providing a Gadamerian reading of the pedagogy of the CPI,

[t]he understanding which emerges through dialogue is an ever-emerging and 
never finished rationality…. Through the fusion of horizons of the members 
of the community of inquiry, the multiplicity of unfinished and partial 
interpretations are carried toward the unity of full understanding, an immanent, 
horizonal unity which is necessary to any concept of dialogue at all, and which 
is expressed existentially as an “inexorable” “exigence of reason for unity.”3

Transferring these remarks into the horizon I have been exploring, this means that 
the work of thinking within a CPI can allow its participants to pursue a kind of 
universalization which thrives on the diversity of cultures and engages them in that 
‘orchestration’ and ‘multiplicity in unity’ that is the sign of a cosmopolitan tension 
which does not yield either to a Bildung ending in a final self-transparency (like 
in ‘Hegelian’ versions of the unifying orchestration of multiplicity) or to a kind 
of multicultural education in which the set free differences resist any movement 
towards universalization (like in some ‘postmodern’ forms of valorization of 
multiplicity), but rather operates in the direction of Bildung as in-formation through 
a hermeneutics of the stranger, also and primarily that stranger who everyone 
discovers that s/he is.
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BRIDGING THE GAP, ‘LOCAL MINDING,’ AND  
“A CERTAIN HUMAN BLINDNESS”

The theoretical proposal advanced in this chapter originates from hermeneutical 
themes (drawn from Fornet-Betancourt) revisited through the pragmatist lens 
provided by the synthesis of Lipman’s, Kallen’s and Hansen’s views. The 
possibility of dovetailing pragmatism with hermeneutics is anything but new in the 
philosophical and educational conversation (Bernstein, 2010a, 2010b; Fairfield, 
2000, 2009) but in the present context it has some significant bearings on the way in 
which CPI is interpreted that cannot be passed over in silence. Indeed, throughout 
the whole discussion a similar note has been played, albeit harping on slightly 
different chords. A common thread runs through the present reflection on CPI as an 
embryonic cosmopolitan community, first when translation has been stressed as the 
chief strategy to promote an interculturally qualified inter- subjectivity; secondly, 
when hyphenation has been emphasized by understanding it as the emergence of a 
plural and multifaceted identity disclosed through getting into contact with the inner 
dialogicity of one’s own culture as it is discovered by entering into a dialogue with 
other cultures; and, finally, when the need for universalization has been invoked to 
avoid the traps of the “intransitive autochthony” that cultures risk cultivating. In 
all cases CPI should be construed as the “space of encounter” (Callari Galli, 1996; 
Cambi, 2006) where borders turn into bridges and a new, more broadened ‘we’ can 
emerge, without erasing the cultural differences but drawing upon them to build new 
intercultural horizons. In this perspective, the cosmopolitan CPI seems to embrace 
the idea of a tendential ‘commensurability’ of cultures and, therefore, to espouse 
what, in a seminal paper on the epistemology of CPI, Maughn Rollins (1995) has 
called the position of first-order non-realism. For the first-order non-realists

[i]n all areas of inquiry, that perspective is superior which subsumes the most 
points of view. And the drive toward comprehensiveness is the principal 
characteristic of being reasonable. […] [A]ll or most conceptual frameworks are 
commensurable—compatible; […] they reveal the same reality, like windows 
in the same room; […] they don’t require one to choose between them; […] 
they can all be true at the same time. […] First-order non-realists don’t worry 
that there may be no way of arbitrating between divergent viewpoints, because 
they assume that with enough subtlety and effort, all viewpoints of equal status 
can be reconciled. (Rollins, 1995, pp. 33–34)

Rollins sagaciously highlights the peril that “[o]ne rather paradoxical repercussion 
of this drive toward reconciliation or synthesis of viewpoints is that first-order non-
realists are actually intolerant of pluralism” (Ibid., p. 36).

To situate this remark within the current reflection, we could even venture to ask 
whether, by privileging the perspective of reconciliation, what has been presented 
as the endeavour to ‘culturalize globalization’ through hyphenation, in order to 
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counter its homogenizing drifts, could risk turning over—with a paradoxical 
heterogenesis of ends—into a confirmation of the differences-erasing tendency 
at work in our world. If this were the case, the project of the culturalization of 
globalization would find a better underpinning in a kind of CPI inflected according 
to what Rollins calls “second-order non-realism” that does not recoil from 
(and even encourages) radical relativism, by insisting on the possibility of the 
incommensurability of cultures and, instead of cultivating the idea of a synthesis, 
aims rather at making us aware “of the danger that one viewpoint will be coerced 
in place of others that are not commensurable with it [as an] always present 
[danger] between individuals and society, and between cultures of unequal power” 
(Ibid., p. 38). In this latter perspective, rather than turning borders into bridges  
(a typically hermeneutical strategy) we should cultivate the ability to stay at the 
borders understood not as separating barriers but as those lines that allow people to 
get into a shape, their own specific shape.

We could call the first-order non-realist view of CPI the “bridging the gap 
strategy,” while the second-order non-realist one the “minding the gap strategy,” 
understanding “minding” as paying attention to and, indeed, taking care of and, to 
re-adapt Dewey’s (1987, p. 268) phrase “deal[ing] consciously and expressly with 
the situations” of radical incommensurability that we encounter and that we should 
not claim to (re)solve into a more universal horizon. In Italian there is the expression 
“fare mente locale,” which means “to collect one’s thoughts,” “to get concentrated,” 
but literally should be translated “to make one’s own mind local.” The second-
order non-realist view of CPI could be, accordingly, spelled out in terms of a ‘local 
minding’ that promotes a concentration of thoughts not as the task of reconciliation 
but, reversely, as the detecting of those areas of the cultures of the participants in 
CPI in which “local incommensurability” obtains, to use Thomas Kuhn’s (1983) 
expression.

While I am willing to admit the force of the reasons of the second-order non-realists 
and I am ready to suggest that facilitators of cosmopolitan CPIs should develop 
also a knack for spotting the points where commensurability is more difficult and 
incommensurability could be unsurpassable, I think that in the current scenarios we 
need to insist on the hyphenation and the aspiration to build more universal horizons 
and these appeal us based on a belief in at least tendential commensurability. In 
its turn, the latter requires the work of translation understood as “the process of 
connecting, or bridging, that which is not understood with that which is. It is an 
activity in which meaning is not only preserved (as when we translate from one 
language into another), but constructed and enlarged” (Splitter & Sharp, quoted in 
Rollins, 1995, p. 35). To put it in a nutshell: I would suggest that, in the cosmopolitan 
educational view here endorsed, any second-order non-realist attitude should be 
situated within a prevailing first-order non-realist stance.

This responds also to a further concern: espousing the ‘minding the gap strategy,’ 
that is, the ‘local minding’ as the recognition of an unsurpassable border and of a 
gulf that no dialogue could bridge, could perpetuate an ‘over-culturalist’ view of 
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subjectivity, that is, the idea that subjects are thoroughly shaped by their culture 
(see Zoletto, 2012). If this perspective is embraced, it is moot whether a genuine 
inquiry—and the construction of shared conceptual platforms—could take place. 
There would be, indeed, the risk that any dialogue in a cosmopolitan CPI turns out 
to be only the juxtaposition of several monologues in which the participants confine 
themselves to re-weaving their own beliefs without endeavouring to build new 
common horizons. To put it differently: while we cannot think of any cosmopolitanly 
philosophical undertaking as operating at the stratospheric level of a disembedded 
and culturally uprooted condition and we have to work for the development of an 
authentic intercultural view of philosophy, we should not abandon the ‘Socratic’ 
stance according to which philosophy is an innovation not only within cultures but 
of cultures—obviously carried out not by assuming disembodied perspectives but 
rather through the recognition of what Dewey (1981, 1985) would call the generic 
traits of experience, which a communal philosophical inquiry could help to discover 
and elaborate on.

Throughout this chapter, by appropriating some tenets of Fornet-Betancourt 
(not without some idiosyncratic hermeneutical bending), I have been moving on a 
razor’s edge: on the one hand, I have emphasized the need for a culturalization of 
globalization drawing upon cultures as reserves of mankind; on the other, I have 
appealed also to ‘cultural disobedience’ as a resource to avoid any ‘intransitive 
autochthony.’ The project of a cosmopolitan CPI should inhabit this dialectics—
which matches the transactive dynamics between reflective loyalty to the known 
and reflective openness to the new—and the second-order non-realist attitude could 
reveal itself as insufficient to attain this goal. For this reason I have advocated a 
cosmopolitan CPI construed tendentially in first-order non-realist terms, although it 
should be tempered with a second-order non-realist prudence in order to avoid the 
possibility that the project of an interculturally qualified intersubjectivity turns into 
the pursuit of an undifferentiated universalism.

In conclusion, I would like to note that in this discussion the stress has been upon 
a cognitive and epistemic dimension (as suggested by the insistence on the notions 
of ‘beliefs’ and ‘conceptual platforms’). This does not imply at all the discounting 
of the relevance of other dimensions. I am thinking first of all of that dimension 
highlighted in a memorable passage of William James (2000, p. 267):

Our judgments concerning the worth of things, big or little, depend on the 
feelings the things arouse in us. Where we judge a thing to be precious in 
consequence of the idea we frame of it, this is only because the idea is itself 
associated already with a feeling. If we were radically feelingless, and if ideas 
were the only things our mind could entertain, we should lose all our likes and 
dislikes at a stroke, and be unable to point to any one situation or experience in 
life more valuable or significant than any other. Now the blindness in human 
beings, of which this discourse will treat, is the blindness with which we all 
are afflicted in regard to the feelings of creatures and people different from 
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ourselves. […] Hence the stupidity and injustice of our opinions, so far as they 
deal with the significance of alien lives. Hence the falsity of our judgments, so 
far as they presume to decide in an absolute way on the value of other persons’ 
conditions or ideals.

I cannot comment here on James’s tenets (also on what could be their shortcomings) 
but I do want to use them to raise a final question. The cosmopolitan CPI, as it 
has been presented, can certainly help us to recover from our cultural blindness, 
understood both as the blindness concerning some levels of our cultural heritage, 
which we unearth only in and through the dialogue with other cultures, and as the 
blindness about the possible limitations of our culture, against which we should 
assume an attitude of ‘disobedience.’ But does the cosmopolitan CPI represent an 
adequate educational setting in order to cope with the type of blindness that James 
addresses, namely that rooted in feelings? How can the project of an interculturally 
qualified intersubjectivity through the cosmopolitan CPI promote also a new view 
of the potentialities of caring thinking (Lipman, 2003)? Would the appeal to caring 
thinking be sufficient to meet the challenge of the understanding of “alien lives” as 
James frames it?

In actual CPIs it is not uncommon that the sessions of philosophical inquiry end 
with open questions. This seems to be all the more a suitable outcome when we deal 
with the idea of a cosmopolitan education for a hyphenated condition that is still, as 
Dewey (1988) used to say about creative democracy, a “task before us.”

NOTES

1 The present paper falls within the framework of the research project Reconstruction of Democracy: 
Beyond Deliberation and Recognition (FFI2012-38009-C02-01), directed by Prof. Ramón del Castillo 
Santos (UNED–Madrid), integrated into the Frames of Understanding. A Pragmatist Approach to 
Norms and Forms of Life project, funded by the Ministerio de Economía y Competitividad, Secretaria 
de Estado de I+D+i, Gobierno de España.

2 All translations in this paper are the author’s unless otherwise specified.
3 The words “inexorable” and “exigence of reason for unity” are quoted from Gadamer’s The Reason 

in an Age of Science.

REFERENCES

Bernstein, R. (2010a). The pragmatic turn. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Bernstein, R. (2010b). Pragmatism and hermeneutics. In P. Fairfield (Ed.), John Dewey and continental 

philosophy (pp. 148–160). Carbondale & Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois University Press.
Bloom, A. (1991). Interpretive essay. In A. Bloom (Ed.), The republic of Plato (2nd ed., Translated, with 

notes, an interpretive essay and a new introduction by Allan Bloom). New York, NY: Basic Books.
Callari Galli, M. (1996). Lo spazio dell’incontro. Roma: Meltemi.
Cambi, F. (2006). Incontro e dialogo. Prospettive della pedagogia interculturale. Roma: Carocci.
Dewey, J. (1981). Experience and nature. In J. A. Boydston (Ed.), The later works of John Dewey, 

Volume 1, 1925. Carbondale & Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois University Press.
Dewey, J. (1985). Context and thought. In J. A. Boydston (Ed.), The later works of John Dewey Volume 6, 

1931–1932 (pp. 3–21). Carbondale & Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois University Press.

This eBook was made available by Sense Publishers to the authors and 
editors of this book,  the series editor and the members of the editorial 
board. Unauthorized distribution will be prosecuted.



INTERCULTURAL PHILOSOPHY AND THE COMMUNITY OF PHILOSOPHICAL

13

Dewey, J. (1987). Art as experience. In J. A. Boydston (Ed.), The later works of John Dewey, Volume 10, 
1934. Carbondale & Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois University Press.

Dewey, J. (1988). Creative democracy: The task before us. In J. A. Boydston (Ed.), The later works of 
John Dewey, Volume 14, 1939–1941 (pp. 224–230). Carbondale & Edwardsville, IL: Southern Illinois 
University Press.

Fairfield, P. (2000). Theorizing praxis. Studies in hermeneutical pragmatism. New York, NY: Peter Lang.
Fairfield, P. (2009). Education after Dewey. London & New York, NY: Continuum.
Fornet-Betancourt, R. (1998a). Einführung. Lernen zu philosophieren ausgehend vom Kontext des 

Dialogs der Kulturen. In R. Fornet-Betancourt (Ed.), Unterwegs zur interkulturellen Philosophie 
(pp. 8–19). Frankfurt am Main: IKO Verlag.

Fornet-Betancourt, R. (1998b). Philosophische Voraussetzungen des interkulturellen Dialogs. 
In R. Fornet-Betancourt (Ed.), Unterwegs zur interkulturellen Philosophie (pp. 148–166). Frankfurt 
am Main: IKO Verlag.

Fornet-Betancourt, R. (2001). Einführung. In R. Fornet-Betancourt (Ed.), Kulturen zwischen tradition 
und innovation (pp. 19–29). Frankfurt am Main: IKO Verlag.

Fornet-Betancourt, R. (2012). Herméneutica y politica de extranjeros. Una contribución filosófica en 
torno al desafio planteado por la convivencia en las sociedades multiculturales. Civitas Educationis. 
Education, Politics and Culture, I(2), 41–54.

Gadamer, H.-G. (2004). Truth and method (2nd ed., J. Weinsheimer & D. G. Marshall, Trans.). London 
& New York, NY: Continuum.

Hansen, D. T. (2010). Cosmopolitanism and education: A view from the ground. Teachers College 
Record, 112(1), 1–30.

Hansen, D. T. (2011). The teacher and the world. A study of cosmopolitanism as education. London & 
New York, NY: Routledge.

Hinkelammert, F. J. (1997). El hurakán de la globalización: la exclusión y la destrucción del medio 
ambiente vistos desde la teoria de la dependencia. Pasos, 69, 21–27.

James, W. (2000). On a certain blindness in human beings. In W. James (Ed.), Pragmatism and other 
writings (pp. 267–285). New York, NY: Penguin Books.

Kallen, H. (1970[1915]). Democracy versus the melting pot. In H. Kallen (Ed.), Culture and democracy 
in the United States (pp. 67–125). New York, NY: Arno Press & The New York Times.

Kallen, H. (1970[1916]). A meaning of Americanism. In H. Kallen (Ed.), Culture and democracy in the 
United States (pp. 44–66). New York, NY: Arno Press & The New York Times.

Kennedy, D. (1990). Hans-Georg Gadamer’s dialectic of dialogue and the epistemology of the community 
of inquiry. Analytic Teaching, 11(1), 43–51.

Kennedy, D. (1997). The five communities. Inquiry: Critical Thinking across Disciplines, 16(4), 66–86.
Kennedy, D. (2004). The role of a facilitator in a community of philosophical inquiry. Metaphilosophy, 

35(4), 744–765.
Kennedy, D. (2011). After socrates: Community of philosophical inquiry and the new world order.  

In J. L. Kincheloe & R. Hewitt (Eds.), Whatever happened to soul? The eradication of philosophy 
from colleges of education (pp. 55–68). New York, NY: Peter Lang.

Kennedy, D. (2012). Lipman, Dewey, and the community of philosophical inquiry. Education and 
Culture, 28(2), 36–53.

Kuhn, Th. (1983). Commensurability, comparability, communicability. In P. D. Asquith & Th. Nickles 
(Eds.), PSA 1982. Proceedings of the 1982 Biennial meeting of the philosophy of science association 
(Vol. 2, pp. 669–688). East Lansing, MI: Philosophy of Science Association.

Lipman, M. (1988). Philosophy goes to school. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.
Lipman, M. (1996). Natasha: Vygotskian dialogues. New York, NY & London: Teachers College, 

Columbia University.
Lipman, M. (2003). Thinking in education (2nd ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Manno, D. (2014). Dal contatto all’incontro: Educare al cosmopolitismo nel tempo della Rete. Civitas 

educationis. Education, Politics and Culture, III(2), 109–125.
Rollins, M. (1995). Epistemological considerations for the community of inquiry. Thinking: The Journal 

of Philosophy for Children, 12(2), 31–40.

This eBook was made available by Sense Publishers to the authors and 
editors of this book,  the series editor and the members of the editorial 
board. Unauthorized distribution will be prosecuted.



S. OLIVERIO

14

Sharp, A. M. (1987). What is a community of inquiry? Journal of Moral Education, 16(1), 37–45.
Sharp, A. M. (1991). The community of inquiry: Education for democracy. Thinking: The Journal of 

Philosophy for Children, 9(2), 31–37.
Splitter, L., & Sharp, A. M. (1995). Teaching for better thinking: The classroom community of inquiry. 

Melbourne: Australian Council Educational Research (ACER).
Zoletto, D. (2012). Dall’intercultura ai contesti eterogenei: Presupposti teorici e ambiti di ricerca 

pedagogica. Milano: FrancoAngeli.

Stefano Oliverio
Department of Political Sciences
University of Naples Federico II

This eBook was made available by Sense Publishers to the authors and 
editors of this book,  the series editor and the members of the editorial 
board. Unauthorized distribution will be prosecuted.



C.-C. Lin & L. Sequeira (Eds.), Inclusion, Diversity, and Intercultural Dialogue in Young People’s 
Philosophical Inquiry, 15–24. 
© 2017 Sense Publishers. All rights reserved.

MARTA PIRES

2. THE TRANSCULTURAL DISCOURSE OF  
AFFECT IN PHILOSOPHICAL INQUIRY

An Introduction

I came to the United States for the first time a little over ten years ago. I was 26 
years old, had never lived outside of my country (Portugal) and, though I did speak 
English somewhat fluently, it was not my first language. Since the reason for my 
trip to the United States was to attend a Philosophy for Children seminar, I was 
almost immediately immersed in the practice, which ended up constituting my very 
first experience with the local cultural and linguistic context. After a few days of 
practicing community of inquiry, I, along with more than a dozen other participants 
from Europe, Asia, Southeast Asia, and the U.S., were engaging in philosophical 
discussions, and sharing in our passion for education. But what facilitated the 
emergence of that community? Did our English speaking skills suddenly improve 
as to smooth our communication with one another? Probably. Yet I am sure that 
our grammar was not perfect, and that a lot of words and ideas were lost in our 
translating efforts. Nevertheless, what was produced from that, at times broken, 
communication were new ideas, and genuine inquiry into the topics at hand. How 
was this possible? How was it possible that a group of people from around the world 
who, not only did not know each other, but also did not share in the same language 
and culture of origin, could have come together and become a community?

Looking back on the past ten years, I have come to realize that since beginning 
to speak and write almost exclusively in English the focus of my speech (both 
spoken and written), and of my overall attention, has significantly shifted from form 
to content. Writing in Portuguese is often an exercise in literature, where form is 
just as important as content, and since the day I learned how to read and write, I 
was in love with words. During that summer seminar, when faced with having to 
communicate exclusively in English, my vocabulary shrunk and I had to focus on 
getting my ideas across without the help of beautiful words and stylistic artifice. 
Expunged from my Portuguese speaking self, and surrounded by others who did not 
have knowledge of my background, my subjective and cultural context became, to 
a certain extent, meaningless. I and my peers from around the world, though raised 
within a specific semiotic system of our own, were transported to a time when a lot of 
that system was still meaningless to us. We were more present in the moment because 
we had to, because our participation in the community of inquiry was being fueled 
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by those immediately around us and by the ideas, concepts, and feelings immediately 
generated by the discussion at hand.

INTRODUCTION

Philosophy for Children (P4C) as a movement began in the United States several 
decades ago. While not widely practiced in the U.S., since its foundation in the 
1970s by philosophy professor Matthew Lipman (1922–2010), the movement 
has seen substantial international growth, and centers devoted to the practice can 
now be found in over 40 countries (Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy 
for Children, n.d.). The fact that P4C was created within a specific social and 
cultural context has not precluded the curriculum and pedagogy from being used 
in a large variety of countries worldwide, as different from one another culturally 
and linguistically as Brazil, the United Kingdom, or North Korea. It is important 
to note that P4C has not become a mainstream practice anywhere in the world, but 
the fact that it has expanded internationally at all, is evidence of its potential to be 
practiced by people of different languages and cultures. For those of us familiar 
with the movement, the potential for its international reach has become a given, 
but a question remains as to why it is so – why has this pedagogy expand beyond 
the boundaries of language, culture, context, and time? What makes P4C and the 
practice of Community of Inquiry (CI) successful across nations and cultures? What 
makes a practice born from a specific concern (a need for better critical thinking 
among philosophy undergraduate students), within a specific sociocultural context, 
language, and philosophical tradition (Anglophone, analytic philosophy) both 
appealing to, and successful among people from different cultural backgrounds?

In this chapter, I will attempt to answer this question by suggesting that this 
success is made possible because of affect. I will begin by exploring the origin and 
theoretical underpinnings of the concept of affect, as well as how it has become 
a useful framework for looking into current events and social phenomena. I will 
then delve into why I believe P4C is already an affective practice/pedagogy, while 
suggesting the advantages of fully embracing this affective dimension.

AFFECT

As stated above, the purpose of this chapter is to suggest that the reason why P4C 
and CI are successful across a variety of different cultures and languages has to do 
with the fact that there is an affective dimension or component to this very practice/
pedagogy. While affect theories have begun to permeate the social sciences (e.g. 
Clough & Halley, 2007; Gregg & Seigworth, 2010; Massumi, 2002; etc.) offering new 
frames to think about social phenomena (such as politics, or material relationships), 
and a breach has been made in educational theory (e.g. Means, Semetsky), I have 
not found literature reflecting a direct connection between current theories of affect 
and philosophy for children.
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I have found in the P4C literature hints that indicate both the idea that affect is 
an intrinsic part of the practice, as well as an increased awareness that P4C and CI 
comprise more than the development of intellectual reasoning, or critical thinking 
skills. Through her writings on the aesthetic dimension of the community of inquiry, 
and the importance of creative thinking in philosophical dialogue, Ann Sharp (1997) 
was already bringing affect into the P4C fold, while David Kennedy’s (2010) 
references to the pre-verbal and corporeal dimensions of the community further 
suggest the possibility of a proper theory of affect in P4C.

In this chapter, I hope to begin to establish a clearer conceptual connection 
between affect and the theory and practice of community of inquiry. In order to do 
so, in the following paragraphs I will attempt to provide a definition of the concept 
of affect as it is used in current affect theories. Since the very field of affect theories 
is quite young, those of us exploring the potential of affect are still very much tied 
to the primary sources of affect theory. Providing a definition of the concept of 
affect still encompasses tracing its theoretical trajectory back to Spinoza’s original 
definition, through the writings of Gilles Deleuze (1988, 1990) and Deleuze and 
Guattari (1987), and finally exploring the recent work of philosophers and social 
scientists such as Brian Massumi (2002), or Patricia Clough (2007, 2008).

What Is Affect?

The concept of affect permeating current theories of affect was first defined by 
Spinoza in one of his major works, the treatise Ethics, originally published in 1677. 
He defined affect as “the affections of the body, by which the power of acting of the 
body itself is increased, diminished, helped, or hindered, together with the ideas of 
these affections” (1930, p. 207). For Spinoza, affect appears as an invisible force 
by which bodies interact with, and affect, viz. shape/transform one another at a 
subconscious, subterranean level, prior to subjectification. An important aspect of 
any theory of affect is the simultaneity of body and mind, and the refusal that body 
and mind occur or act separately from each other in any way. Notably, Spinoza 
claims that body and mind are not distinct in their nature, but rather that:

the mind and the body are one and the same thing, conceived at one time 
under the attribute of thought, and at another under that of extension. (…) 
consequently the order of the actions and passions of our body is coincident in 
nature with the order of the actions and passions of the mind. (p. 209)

The idea that mind and body occur simultaneously within human action has 
become one of the main tenets of affect theory(ies), and an important aspect in the 
definition and application of the concept of affect in analyzing and theorizing social 
phenomena, i.e., the primary purpose of current affect theories.

While Descartes’ later mind/body divide successfully proliferated in the West, 
influencing myriad theories about humans and their actions well into the twentieth 
century, Spinoza’s suggestion that they are not separate began to resonate with those 
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who found issues with Descartes’ position, and found a new voice when French 
philosopher Gilles Deleuze began to translate it in his own analyses of societal issues. 
At the forefront of Deleuze’s own philosophy is the idea that, not only are human 
bodies and minds not separate in their nature, or occurrence, but that bodies of all 
kinds actually transform, shape, and effectively affect one another at all times. These 
constant interactions among all kind of bodies in the world are possible because of 
affect. Deleuze, herein paraphrased by Means (2011), states that:

[Affect] represents a pre-conceptual intensity which acts as a force of both 
empirical and virtual production. It sets in motion relations between bodies 
(defined capaciously as human bodies, animals, objects, institutions, 
congregations, and states) and delimits their modes of interaction and 
potentiality. (p. 10)

Patricia Clough (2008), whose work has shaped the new field of affect theories, 
defines affect as “potential, a pre-conscious bodily capacity to become, to act and to 
be acted upon… a dynamism “prior to” the separating out of individuals or “prior 
to” individuation of any vital form” (p. 141). Clough’s description further illustrates 
affect as a pre-subjective force permeating all actions and interactions between 
bodies. These bodies are defined by all matter present in the world, constantly 
interacting, and thus shaping, through affect, the visible bodies we perceive as such. 
Affect is pre-subjective because it concerns bodies prior to their individuation or 
subjectification.

When we hear the term ‘affect’, we rightfully associate it with the term ‘affection’, 
and thus tend to think of it in terms of human emotion, or emotions. However, as 
a potential, or an invisible capacity “to act and to be acted upon” (Ibid.), affect is 
not only not exclusively understood as human, or what humans “feel”, but rather 
as some-thing—a force, or a power—which can be found everywhere in the world. 
This force or power “travels” across different nature events and beings prior to any 
sense of individuality, subjectivity, or identification with this or that category. In 
other words, it exists before individuality, subjectivity, and prior to any category, be 
it human, animal, artificial, organic, female, Western, etc. (Clough, 2008; Deleuze & 
Guattari, 1987; Massumi, 2002). As it is manifested in the human body, affect can be 
defined as the “visceral forces beneath, alongside, or generally other than conscious 
knowing” (Gregg & Seigworth, 2010, p. 1).

In addition to being influenced by Spinoza’s concept of affect, Deleuze’s affective 
project encompasses a journey into Kant’s philosophy (Panagia, 2007; Means, 2011; 
Wolfe, 2006), particularly his aesthetic theory. According to Kant, an aesthetic, or 
sensual experience contains “the potential to incite moments of affective intensity 
wherein one’s faculties of evaluation may be suspended” (Means, 2011, p. 2). This 
temporary disruption—the aesthetic experience—suspends rationality, and occurs 
before an individual’s cognitive functions are able to process, and identify the nature 
of the disruptive intensity. To this “pre-conceptual [and pre-subjective] intensity of 
bodily suspense and disruption” Deleuze calls affect (p. 2).
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The aesthetic experience, which brings to the forefront of human experience 
affective disruption as suspended judgment, and thus the possibility for creative 
intensities to become activated, inaugurates, for Deleuze, the potential of “a 
creative plane of ethical and political invention” (p. 3). The affective disruption caused 
by the aesthetic experience, opens up the possibility for a “critique beyond judgment” 
(p. 3)—since judgment is temporarily suspended—and a potential displacement of 
certain normative impositions of social value attributed to specific groups, people, or 
behaviors. For Deleuze, this opening presents infinite ethical possibility for social and 
political transformation. In sum, Deleuze’s use of the concept of affect suggests that 
we pay attention to what is found below the individual, or subjective in humans, and 
begin to look for those aspects that motivate us aside from our ego, or self, and do not 
depend on the individual features we’ve grown accustomed to think of as that which 
constitutes our “selves”. Prior to subjectivity, or a sense of individuality, is affect.

P4C BEYOND LANGUAGE AND CULTURE—AN AFFECTIVE APPROACH

As stated above, the purpose of this chapter is to suggest that the reason why P4C 
and CI are successful across a variety of different languages and cultures has to 
do with the fact that there is an affective dimension or component to this very 
practice/pedagogy. While affect theories have increasingly been used in the social 
sciences (Clough & Halley, 2007), as well as briefly introduced into educational 
theory (e.g. Means, 2011; Semetsky, 2010; Pires, 2014), I have not found literature 
reflecting a direct connection between current theories of affect and philosophy for 
children. However, a look into Ann Sharp’s work on the aesthetic dimension of the 
community (Sharp, 1997) begins to point to affect as an intrinsic part of the practice 
of P4C. Additionally, brief references to the corporeal, pre-verbal dimensions of the 
community of inquiry in recent literature exist (Fletcher, 2014; Kennedy, 2010), 
further indicating the possibility of introducing a theory of affect in philosophy 
for children. These references suggest an increased awareness that P4C and CI 
encompass more than the development of critical thinking and intellectual reasoning 
skills, and an emerging need to generate a conceptual framework to go along with 
that awareness. In the following paragraphs, I will briefly review what I believe are 
hints in the P4C literature pointing to the need to fill this conceptual gap.

Beyond Language and Culture

Philosophy for Children was first conceptualized by Matthew Lipman in the 1970’s. 
Then a Logic professor at Columbia University, Lipman grew concerned about his 
students’ poor critical thinking and argumentation skills, which he observed daily 
in his classes. Despite the widely accepted developmental model put forth by Jean 
Piaget, according to which young children were limited in their abilities to engage 
with abstract reasoning (Matthews, 1981), Lipman thought that exposing children 
and adolescents to philosophy from an early age could help solve the issue. At the 
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time, he set out to develop pedagogic materials that could be used with students 
as young as those in 6th and 7th grade, focusing initially on critical thinking and 
logic, but soon expanding into other areas of philosophical inquiry and age groups. 
The method – dialogue – would be implemented within what Lipman (inspired 
by Charles S. Peirce) called a community of inquiry. An initial definition of what 
a classroom community of inquiry was to look like, can be found in Thinking in 
Education (Lipman, 1991). According to Lipman (1991), in a community of inquiry 
classroom

students listen to one another with respect, build on one another’s ideas, 
challenge one another to supply reasons for otherwise unsupported opinions, 
assist each other in drawing inferences from what has been said, and seek to 
identify one another’s assumptions. (p. 15)

This excerpt shows Lipman’s initial commitment to logic and the development 
of critical thinking skills, which is evidence of P4C’s strong ties to verbal 
communication and intellectual reasoning from its very beginning. These are still 
fundamental aspects of the practice of community of inquiry as a pedagogy, and 
sustain the original ethos of the practice. However, it is important to note that, as a 
practice, community of inquiry is not an exclusively intellectual process. In fact, Ann 
Sharp (1997), as Dewey before her, argued that there is an aesthetic quality to all 
inquiry, characterized by “creativity and imagination” (p. 68). She states that there 
is no reasoning without context, and that it is the aesthetic aspect, and imagination 
along with it, which allow for the “envisioning [of] new possibilities” (Ibid.), further 
comparing communal inquiry to aesthetic creation (Ibid.). The aesthetic dimension 
of the community of inquiry is one of the ways in which affect begins to appear as 
an integral part of the practice of P4C.

Another indicator of the affective dimension of the practice of community of 
inquiry is the notion that there is a preverbal quality to dialogue. David Kennedy 
(2010) contends that there is a preverbal aspect to dialogue encompassing the 
interactions that occur among the community of inquiry participants through body 
language before they even begin to speak. He identifies “five structural dimensions 
of the CPI” (p. 191) – “gesture, language, mind, love, and interest” (Ibid.); the first – 
which he calls the community of gesture – refers to “the fundamental somatic and 
kinesthetic level of intersubjectivity “before” language, which grounds, frames, 
and comments on verbal and noetic levels of interaction” (p. 192). Kennedy states 
that “Before the signs that represent the ideas or even objects in the world, there 
are the more fundamental signs of the mental feeling states of the body” (p. 192). 
In affective terms, what Kennedy calls ‘signs of the mental feelings of the body’, 
indicates the presence of a presignifying regime of perception (Deleuze & Guattari, 
1987). Within a presignifying regime of perception the sign does not assume the 
purpose of representing something (an object, subject, emotion, etc.). In fact, the 
sign does not operate as such, rather, it serves the purpose if indicating (viz. pointing 
to), or directly expressing the very form of content it would typically represent in 
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mediated regimes of perception (Ibid.). This means that, at this level of perception 
and interaction, body and intellect are not separated and operate simultaneously 
as one and the same. This very coincidence between mind and body bring to the 
forefront the affective aspect of the community of inquiry practice.

Finally, drawing from Kennedy’s work (2006, 2010), Fletcher (2014) argues that 
“although the work involved is intellectual in character, a CPI is also a powerful 
corporeal experience” (p. 11), stating that “This intercorporeal experience highlights 
the affective and aesthetic (Sharp, 1997) components of the CPI method” (p. 12). It 
is, again, the presence of the body in the mechanisms of the community of inquiry 
practice which begins to point us in the direction of affect as an integral dimension of 
P4C, since it is also through the body that the aesthetic dimension is actualized in the 
practice. This aesthetic dimension and its relationship to the affective dimension 
of the community practice will be further clarified in the following section, where 
I delve into P4C, its original pedagogical purpose, and the reasons why I believe 
it has been possible to translate the practice into different languages and cultural 
backgrounds.

P4C and CI—An Affective Approach

While it is true that historically and theoretically P4C has been tied to a commitment to 
the development of intellectual reasoning and critical thinking skills, and practically 
to the participants’ ability to express themselves through language and discursive 
narration (Fletcher, 2014), underlying these is affect. Affect precedes these as the 
subterranean invisible power bodies have to affect and be affected by other bodies, 
and as that which makes aesthetic experience possible. Affect exposes a layer of 
complexity already present before the members of the community begin to introduce 
themselves to the group as subjects – with a specific cultural background, and a 
personal subjective culturally mediated story or narrative. It is in part due to the 
fact that there is a preverbal, pre-linguistic dimension to the practice of community 
of inquiry that P4C is an affective pedagogic practice, and it is in part due to its 
affective nature that P4C has been successfully practiced by people across various 
cultures and languages. The disruption caused by differing linguistic backgrounds 
and cultural contexts, introduces the pre-subjective and highlights the corporeal 
(Fletcher, 2014) and preverbal (Kennedy, 2010) aspects of the community of inquiry, 
highlighting its affective and aesthetic dimensions. The inquiry process itself also 
causes disruption – of one’s assumptions, pre-conceived notions, and semiosphere – 
introducing doubt, and aesthetic experience as fundamental to advancing inquiry and 
understanding. It is no coincidence that the aspects Sharp (1997) says characterize 
the aesthetic dimension of community of inquiry – imagination and creativity – are 
the same that “must be activated in order for learning to occur” in the first place 
(Danesi in Semetsky, 2010, p. viii): their activation, in turn, occurs because of affect.

The affective disruption caused by the aesthetic experience, opens up the 
possibility for a “critique beyond judgment” (Means, 2011, p. 3) – since judgment 
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is temporarily suspended – and a potential displacement of certain normative 
impositions of social value attributed to specific groups, people, or behaviors. 
This displacement obviously facilitates the community among subjects who do 
not share the same background, and optimizes the co-construction of the dialogue. 
It also promotes the ideal conditions for creative and innovative inquiry to occur, 
as it activates affective creative intensities – “by which the power of acting of the 
body itself is increased” (Spinoza, 1930, p. 207). Additionally, as stated above, 
for Deleuze affective disruption as suspended judgment inaugurates the potential 
of “a creative plane of ethical and political invention” (Means, 2011, p. 3), which 
presents infinite ethical possibility for social and political transformation. This helps 
demonstrate why P4C has been successfully presented as a practice that promotes 
democratic dispositions as well (UNESCO, 2007).

***
At that summer seminar in Mendham, in 2005, the ‘here and now’ of the principle 
of ‘following the argument where it leads’ (Lipman, 1991) allowed the participants 
to move beyond their original language and culture and become the discussion. 
It was the inquiry process itself, and the purpose of the inquiring community as a 
set, or assemblage (Deleuze & Guattari, 1987), which immanently created it as such. 
Without the emerging discussion and the very process of inquiry, the community 
would not be a community of inquiry. The signs each participant grew accustomed 
to, as well as the linguistic code (viz. language) each spoke, gained new reach as 
they were reframed within the context and discussion at hand. In sum, without the 
crutches of context and culture we often rely upon in order to communicate with our 
peers, within our own environment, we were forced into a realm of the affective, pre-
subjective, where the ideas and concepts under discussion became the focal point 
and the very raison d’etre of the community of inquiry as such.

CONCLUSION

Since its foundation in the 1970’s, P4C has seen substantial international growth, 
and centers devoted to the practice and development of curriculum can be found in 
over 40 countries. While it has not become a mainstream practice anywhere in the 
world, the fact that P4C has expanded internationally is evidence of its potential to 
be practiced by people of different languages and cultures.

I suggest that the reason why P4C and CI have found success across a variety 
of different cultures and languages has to do with the fact that there is an affective 
dimension or component to the practice/pedagogy. This affective dimension is in 
part due to the fact that there is a preverbal, pre-linguistic dimension to the practice 
of CI, where body and aesthetic experience become highlighted. As it is used in 
this chapter, affect can be defined as a pre-subjective intensity, or force that causes 
bodies to affect and be affected by one another and, to a certain extent, create one 
another; affect is also what makes aesthetic experience possible. Within the context 
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of the community of inquiry, and specifically within the context of the possibility 
for its translation across language and culture, the affective disruption caused by the 
aesthetic experience creates the possibility for judgment to be temporarily suspended. 
This, in turn, creates the potential for the displacement of normative impositions of 
social value attributed to specific groups or people, and such displacement helps 
facilitate the community among subjects who may not share the same cultural and 
linguistic background.

Finally, as stated in the title of this chapter, this work is merely an introduction 
to the potential of highlighting the presence of affect in philosophical inquiry. Thus, 
while I believe to have begun to answer the questions I ask in the beginning of this 
chapter, a lot of work still needs to be done in order to further clarify, not only the 
connection(s) between affect and philosophical inquiry, but also the advantages of 
more consciously bringing the body into the fold of philosophical inquiry, and more 
specifically, philosophical inquiry with children.
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3. NEGOTIATING INTERSECTIONAL IDENTITIES 
IN A CLASSROOM COMMUNITY OF INQUIRY

A Dialogical Self Perspective

INTRODUCTION

In a globalized world, differences between individuals are salient as they belong 
to various social, cultural, and historical backgrounds. This salience is particularly 
prominent in the United States, wherein mainstream ideologies and socio-political 
structures that undergird the diversity of a global world, contribute towards the 
intricacies of individual identity evaluation by encapsulating various ethnic, cultural, 
migratory, and geopolitical scenarios. Thus, the supposition of what it means to 
be “I”, from a “self-I” or a “self-other” perspective, derives itself from complex 
ways of being that the individual finds themselves situated in. While philosophers 
and psychologists acknowledge the aspects of positionality, agency, and identity 
fluidity in individuals, existing intrasubjective experiences between individuals may 
highlight identity fluidity as a conflict between the self-I and self-other perspectives. 
This highlights the contextuality of the I-positions of the self and power structures 
that the individual participates in.

Evaluating the self and extrapolating the implications of the “I” for intersectional 
identity from various theoretical lenses, is fraught with ideological issues, linguistic 
applications, and underlying assumptions that may be difficult to assuage. Viewed 
through philosophical and psychological perspectives, the Dialogical Self Theory (DST) 
attempts to explain the complexity of the individual self. While it may be impossible to 
reconcile issues that arise in each discipline, I will attempt to bring together concepts 
that explain the ways in which the dialogical self may provide a framework for 
negotiating intersectional identities in a classroom community of inquiry. In this modest 
initial exploration, I seek to understand the relationship between the dialogical self and 
intersectional identities in a classroom community of inquiry- specifically the ways in 
which students from minority and immigrant backgrounds navigate their intersectional 
identities from the various I-positions of the dialogical self. The question that frames 
this evaluation is, “In what ways are the Intersectional Identities of immigrant and 
minority students negotiated in a Classroom Community of Inquiry?” For the purposes 
of this exploration, I will juxtapose dialogical self theory (henceforth DST) with 
intersectional identity as a viable framework to further explore the negotiations between 
these concepts in a classroom community of inquiry (henceforth CI).
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DIALOGICAL SELF THEORY FRAMEWORK

The vagueness of the term “Self” allows theorists from philosophical, psychological, 
and psychoanalytic fields to define its meaning through various core/relational 
perspectives. The meaning of the self is evaluated based on implicit understandings 
of these theoretical fields, underscoring the viability of the self as an indispensable 
construct, for evaluating facets of individual identity, and as a way of making sense 
of one’s experiences and one’s place in the world.

An evaluative view of the self showcases the disparity in its meaning when 
considering various theoretical perspectives. For instance, the individualistic 
conception of the self is sometimes characterized as a centralized “I”; rational, 
autonomous, and solitary (Clarke, 2003; Dumont, 1985; Sampson, 1988). In 
other words, the individual self is sometimes seen as protecting the person 
(psychologically) and differentiating oneself from others (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). 
While Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, and Wetherell (1987) provide the perspective 
that the collective self is a “shift towards the perception of self as an interchangeable 
exemplar of some social category and away from the perception of self as a unique 
person” (p. 50). From the social narrative lens of the self, individuals are seen as 
‘inter-subjects’ (Crossley, 1996), and conceptualized through social interactions that 
are reflexive, ecological, and interpersonal (Neisser, 1997).

In his groundbreaking work Principles of Psychology, James combines and 
extends the subject-object relationships into the environment. In this perspective, 
the self is seen as responding to stimuli from the environment. The “me” is “the 
known,” the empirical self; the “I” is “the knower” or the thinking self (James, 1890, 
1981, p. 196). James suggests that the “me” comprises material, social, and spiritual 
aspects of the self. Thus identity is expressed through material possessions, social 
relationships with others, and through the core subjective of being. Similarly, George 
Herbert Mead (1934), from a psychological perspective, asserts:

Selves can only exist in definite relationships to other selves. No hard-and-
fast line can be drawn between our own selves and the selves of others, since 
our own selves exist and enter as such into our experience only insofar as the 
selves of others exist and enter as such into our experience also. (Mead, 1934, 
p. 164)

While Mikhail Bakhtin, in the translated version of The Dialogic Imagination, 
asserts that individuals don’t exist in themselves, but rather that; existence is 
understood in and through their relations with others. In his view, the self is not a 
fixed “I”, it is changeable, multi-voiced, shifting, and unfinished. Stressing plurality 
and intersubjectivity in dialogue, Bakhtin cited in Wortham (2001) states:

To become a self, one must speak, and in speaking, one must use words that 
have been used by others. In using words that echo with the voices of others, 
one must take a position with respect to those others. (p. 147)
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As evidenced from Bakhtin’s perspective, the uniqueness of individuals is understood 
spatially, dialogically, and relationally. From this perspective, individuals begin to 
view themselves through the perspectives of others (Holquist, 1981).

In combining psychological and social perspectives from Bakhtin and James, 
Hubert Hermans and Agnieszka Hermans-Konopka extend the argument by 
asserting that changes in current social realities affect individual’s identities and 
their dialogical relationships, both within the self and between individuals in 
unique ways. In this regard, Hermans and Kempen (1993) assert that although 
James acknowledges the multiplicity of the self, he views the “I” to be distinct, 
holding the parts of the self together, thereby ensuring identity continuity, while 
Bakhtin’s “multivoicedness” according to the theorists emphasizes more the idea of 
identity discontinuity. Thus bringing together the “I” of the self and the dialogical 
“position” of the self.

Inspired by Bakhtin’s notions of self, Hermans, Kempen, and Van Loon (1992), 
describe the self as dialogical, navigating several I-positions in the individual self 
at any given time. Hermans (2014) asserts the “dialogical self can be conceived as a 
dynamic multiplicity of relatively autonomous I-positions in the society of mind. As 
in the larger society, these I-positions can receive a voice and address each other in a 
variety of ways” (p. 139). These voices are continually in dialogue with each other, 
each “I” considered a point of unique narration, taking positions of domination, 
silence, or counter positions, in response to contextual or societal factors (Hermans, 
2001, 2014; McAdams, 2001). While the interlocutors of the multiple-I are many, 
they are but different selves of the same person. Thus the theorists assert that the 
“I” has the capability to move spatially and temporally causing fluctuations and 
oppositional positions within the individual self, as it speaks and acts relationally 
and dialogically from different voices or ‘I-positions’ (Hermans, 2001; Hermans-
Konopka, 2012).

While the DS negotiates various I-positions of the self, the identity of the individual 
fluctuates in response to its internal tensions. If we consider the various voices or 
I-positions of the individual self from the lens of the self-other, i.e. the dialogical “I” 
of the self as a response to others perspective, it does seem to imply a consciously 
negotiated impact on the individual’s identity explicitly portrayed in that given 
situation. Indeed, when individuals seek to define and interpret their self “I,” they do 
so through a navigation of personal traits, relationships with others, including group 
membership subscription, as in the case of immigrants and individuals of minority 
descent.

Specifically relating this perspective to individuals of immigrant or minority 
descent, the very basis of one’s I-positions, the acceptance, and rejection thereof, 
speak of power relations the individual finds themselves in. In such a scenario, the 
centering and decentering of the I-self takes place as the individual faces challenges, 
achieving dominance or facing subjugation, when adapting to various ideological 
perspectives and inherent social structures of society. When the individual responds to 
situations from the multiplicity of I-positions accessible within the self, the relational 
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juxtaposition affects and modifies their identity consciously and subconsciously. 
From a societal viewpoint, this is further complicated due to intersections in identity 
negotiations.

In the educational context, students from immigrant and minority backgrounds 
experience intersectional identities as an ongoing and continuous process. The 
situated experiences of students, the fluidity of identities, mainstream ideologies, 
and the structural constraints of power and structural inequality present in the school 
environment problematize the traditional processes of identity categorization. For 
these students, the synthesis of the dialogical self with intersectional identities may 
be marginalizing or empowering, depending on the various mitigating influences 
present in the school environment. How might these intersectional identity 
negotiations look like in a classroom community of inquiry? This evaluation may 
provide a useful analytical framework to conceptualize the effects of various forces 
and counterforces of society on the identity and the self of immigrant and minority 
students.

IDENTITY AND THE DIALOGICAL SELF THEORY

Drawing from James’ and Bakhtin’s perspectives, Hermans and Geiser (2012) 
combine the internal and external perspectives of the self, one that happens within 
the person and the other in dialogue with others stating “the between is interiorized 
into the within and reversibly, the within is exteriorized into the between” (p. 2). 
Viewed through this lens, DST is a useful umbrella concept, a “bridging theory” 
bringing together various theoretical perspectives and postmodern research strands.

From the DST perspective, identity is not based on a centralized core or a self-I, 
rather, it is the dialogue between the many voices and multiple I-positions of the 
self (Stiles, 1999; Hermans, 2001). Identity conceptualized this way is dependent 
functionally on space and time as an ongoing dialogical interchange between the 
I-positions in the self in relation with other I -selves (Hermans, 1992, 2001). This 
view asserts that identity doesn’t come from a single “I”, rather, it is embedded 
in a complex set of factors and elements emerging from varied lived experiences 
of the individual. Viewed through this perspective, identity is the outcome, the 
internalized perspective, the expectation held by each I-position, stemming from the 
socio-cultural positioning and the power relations the individual finds themselves. 
Therefore,

the theory of the dialogical self pivots on an acceptance of the fact that an 
individual’s identity is composed of a variety of different ‘I’ voices, each 
constructed from the situational and often context-specific dialogic interaction 
that takes place between the individual subject ‘I’ and multiple or even 
imagined ‘others’, as long as these ‘others’ have meaning to the individual in 
question and are deemed worthy of attention. (Coakley, 2014, p. 54)
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Consider, one’s position in society as an individual of immigrant or minority 
descent. This social positioning tends to account for the tension and complexity, 
especially when refraining from or engaging in voicing opinions in a societal context. 
This is due to the imposition of perspectives by the host country on the immigrant 
individual. Therefore, Coakley (2014) asserts, that most immigrants seem to switch 
‘I’ positions to negate exclusionary experiences, thereby contributing to the creation 
of intersectional identity spaces. From this lens, immigrants or minority individuals 
may very well embrace hybrid identities and a multiplicity of I-positions in order to 
negate feelings of alienation and difference.

For instance, the silencing of one’s voice due to individual positionality as a 
response to others’ perspectives may create tensions and identity confusions. Take 
for example the status as a second generation individual of minority background, 
perceived as not being American. Although born in the U.S. and categorized as 
American due to nationality, “I” as an individual of immigrant descent is perceived 
to be the “other” due to racial and ethnic identifications, the interplay of power 
dynamics in society, and in-group subscription. This self “I” contains many voices 
in dialogue with each other, each an I-position that positions and counter-positions 
the individual self, due to the silencing or empowerment of lived experiences that 
stem from others’ perceptions. In some situations, identities that specifically address 
the dialogical self, tend to be more important than others. For instance, consider 
“I am a mother” may take precedence over “I am an immigrant.” Both are parts 
of the individual self, based on context one may take precedence over the other 
causing internal confusions and tensions between the I-positions due to intersecting 
identities each as equally important as the other.

Thus, the identities of the self as suggested in the examples are contextual, 
dependent spatially in time. The intersection of identities and I-positions, therefore, 
occurs in such mediated situational contexts. As social constructivists assert, identity 
is influenced by various forms of intersecting social mediations, each affecting an 
individual’s social positioning. Indeed Appiah (2006) explains, “…your individuality, 
defines your ambitions, determines what achievements have significance in your 
own particular life” (p. 163). This observation may be an eventual outcome of the 
internalization of dominant I-positions. It may not necessarily be the DS influencing 
the myriad ways in which the narrative of the self is constructed and navigated, a 
process of “becoming” an “authoritative” discourse, or an internal subconscious 
“persuasive” one (Bakhtin, 1981; Tappan, 2005). Regardless, if the positionality 
and social status of the individual, the notion a particular dominant I-position of, i.e. 
immigrant, mother, researcher, a student of minority background become internalized, 
it may remain the lens through which other identities are filtered and constructed.

INTERSECTIONAL IDENTITIES AND THE DIALOGICAL SELF

The DST provides a useful framework for evaluating intersectional identities of 
individuals. It accounts for the personal, relational, and social positioning due to 
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the dialogical negotiations of the I-positions within the individual self in any given 
sociohistorical context. In emphasizing hybridity, DST provides a fertile ground 
to analyze nuanced notions of intersubjectivity and subjective experiences of an 
intrinsically situated social self.

Similarly, Kimberle Crenshaw’s groundbreaking articles titled, Demarginalizing 
the Intersection of Race and Sex: A Black Feminist Critique of Antidiscrimination 
Doctrine, Feminist Theory, and Antiracist Politics (1989) and Mapping the Margins: 
Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence against Women of Color (1991) 
were seminal in providing the tools for theorizing about intersectional identities. 
From a feminist standpoint, intersectional identity is a dominant paradigm through 
which individual differences stemming from race, gender, nationality, SES, etc. are 
analyzed.

Intersectionality argues that all identities are intersectional, they are lived 
and individually experienced, rendering itself to a fluidity based on contextual 
situations. McCall (2005), asserts that intersectionality is “the most important 
theoretical contribution that women’s studies, in conjunction with other fields, has 
made so far” (p. 1771). Applying an intersectional perspective to immigrant and 
minority students’ identities, it seems evident that students belonging to historically 
marginalized populations are left with few narratives to communicate effectively the 
ways in which their various identifications and I-positions are simultaneously 
formed and informed by dominant conceptions of ethnicity, class, nationality, etc. 
(Crenshaw, 1991). This is particularly true for those who live between “two cultures”, 
specifically those affirming marginalized or dominant discourses of society. Since 
immigrants and individuals of minority backgrounds often speak from different 
I-positions within the self and tend to negotiate switching between various collective 
voices based on contextuality, DST provides a helpful analysis in evaluating their 
intersectional identities.

RECONCILING INTERSECTIONALITY AND THE DIALOGICAL SELF

Research investigating dominance of identities over others is increasingly 
recognizing the salient role of multiple positions and voices of the “I” within the 
individual dialogical self. Taking on significant new identities is to appropriate 
or acquire abilities that deal with the uncertainties and tensions of the various 
I-positions or multiple voices of the dialogical self. Here each articulation claims 
multiple situational intersectional identities, such as my identity of being a woman 
of color in academia. In this circumstance, Bakhtin’s view of identity development 
seems applicable as it is premised on “multivoicedness”, the assumption that the 
development of the individual self occurs in a shared social context, one that is 
continually mediated through various forms of discourse.

As suggested prior, for minorities and other disenfranchised groups, the external 
social world can impose and ascribe stereotypical identities based on ideology 
and hegemonic perspectives (Polletta & Jasper, 2001). Considering the existing 
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diversity in societal perspectives, the individual negotiates individualistic and social 
roles through various I-self positions. In this framework, the formation of identity 
becomes a continual dynamic process of orchestrating voices within the dialogical 
self from different I-positions. Extending Bakhtin’s view, Hermans (2001) asserts 
that “dialogue opens the possibility of differentiating the inner world of one and the 
same individual in the form of an interpersonal relationship” (p. 245). The individual 
finds their voice while remaining in constant dialogue with other voices in the self, 
thereby speaking in a “polyphony” of voices.

Indeed this complexity highlights inherent tensions when defining oneself 
according to a set paradigm, especially when considering the salience of individual 
voice. Such voices are often embedded in specific repertoires to which individuals 
simultaneously belong. As such “the idea of identity already has built into it a 
recognition of the complex interdependence of self-creation and sociability” (Appiah, 
2001, p. 320). Consider my position as a woman of color, of minority descent in 
academia. The tension manifests itself in the recognition of the various I-positions, 
a spectrum that may include academic dominance and subordination as a woman of 
color in academia and society. Further nuanced layers may reveal that the situational 
positioning of a woman of color in academia may be a response to hegemonic socio-
political structures the I-self negotiates, spatially and contextually. In this case, the 
corresponding identity positions are intersectional and fluid, dependent on context, 
and negotiated through self and social frameworks.

Further complicating matters, certain historical events in the US, specifically 
post 9-11, render intersectional identities with further complexity when considering 
individuals of immigrant and minority backgrounds. As asserted prior, Hermans 
(2003) maintains that the particular identity positioning, reconstruction, and 
deconstruction of self is but a response to the various perspectives these individuals 
take on, due to the challenges of a new environment in a new geopolitical environment. 
Negotiating such intersectional I-positions involves the navigation of various voices 
that may be silenced or trivialized, while others being more significant, privilege 
some identities over others.

DIALOGICAL SELF AND CI

The CI may provide a valuable space, one that provides safety in the articulation 
of the individual I-positions as a response to situational factors. The Community 
of Inquiry (CI), is a pedagogical tool that aims to open a critically just, equitable, 
and democratic educational space in the classroom. It is uniquely designed to foster 
critical habits, attitudes, and behaviors by providing a safe space to explore through 
communal dialogue ideas that may seem strange or unfamiliar. Matthew Lipman 
(2003) asserts that in a CI:

…students listen to each other with respect, build on one another’s ideas, 
challenge one another to supply reasons for otherwise unsupported opinions, 
assist each other in drawing inferences from what has been said, and seek to 
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identify one another’s assumptions. A community of inquiry attempts to follow 
the inquiry where it leads rather than be penned in by the boundary lines of 
existing disciplines. (pp. 20–21)

In this setting, students eventually internalize characteristics of being reasonable, 
open-minded, caring, and democratic. In short, a critical thinker who cares about the 
process of thinking. For students of minority and immigrant descent, the CI would 
is an important avenue that validates the individual’s lived and situated experiences, 
a space of fluidity, where their views and perspectives are valued. Here students “…
learn to inquire together about issues that are of mutual interest in a non-competitive 
fashion and in the process foster their own cognitive, reflective, emotional and social 
growth” (Sharp, 2007, p. 5).

THE DIALOGICAL SELF, INTERSECTIONAL IDENTITIES, AND CI

In a community of inquiry (CI), individuals have the ability to explore and examine 
events from various multiple perspectives. David Kennedy (1999) posits that the 
CI is a “transitional space,” where individual subjectivities are constructed and 
deconstructed, a transformation of the self that takes place through the communal 
process of shared inquiry. In theory, every student in this space shares a commonality, 
a willingness to explore multiple subjectivities, question ideologies construed as 
truth and other belief systems. Here, “…the self is inalienably interactive with the 
environment, and that all experience is a form of transaction, and constructs the 
classroom experience accordingly” (Kennedy, 2004, p. 209). Viewed through this 
lens, CI acts as a mediating educational endeavor that enables the promotion and 
the intentional shaping of a student’s identity, this through the negotiation of various 
voices or I-positions within the individual dialogical self. Thus,

students learn to attend to each other, to use their emotions as a guide to 
further inquiry, to listen to each other, to share perspectives by entering 
compassionately each other’s worlds, to build on each other’s ideas, and 
eventually come to the point where they can attempt to bridge the multiplicity 
of perspectives by creating and/or discovering a story that makes some sense 
to all participants. (Sharp, 2007, p. 5)

In addition to navigating the various I-positions of the self, the individual 
negotiates the I-position in response to perspectives of the other. Such reflection 
provides and fosters “… a kind of power that is usually associated with freedom, 
the freedom to think for oneself and to do what we think is best after having the 
opportunity for discourse and reflection” (Sharp, 2007, p. 8). The active examination 
and scrutiny of one’s thinking based on individual experiences is radically reflexive 
and empowering.

Consider students from immigrant and minority backgrounds in a classroom 
community of inquiry. Here, their racial-ethnic identity intersects with the schooling 
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environment and with the identities of other students of similar or different 
backgrounds. Accordingly, their positionality shifts or changes responding to the 
situated contexts they find themselves in. Some may find themselves subconsciously 
stressing factors, specifically those related to their ethnicity, into the nuanced multi-
voicedness of the self. This defines crucial issues of their identity, as a functioning of 
I-positions stemming from the social dynamics structure they belong to.

In a classroom setting when an individual from this background navigates 
communal inquiry, it is done through their particular lens/perspective. Here a 
presentation of their “I” self in the group would reflect their situated identities of 
ethnicity, status, religion, etc. from various I-positions, each a voice intersecting with 
each other (Bhatia, 2011). Such a contextual negotiation of identity, one that is fluid, 
hybrid, or hyphenated, necessitates considering the associations of the dialogical self 
across groups and in particular contexts.

Crisis in intersectional identities may occur resulting from this situation, 
especially when the individual feels unsettled in negotiating the various positions 
of the dialogical self. Some perspectives of ethnicity or categorical schemas may be 
completely ingrained in the Self-I, structuring perception and individual action. For 
example responding to essentialist images and meanings present in the group of an 
“immigrant” or a “minority” impacts the intersectional identities of the individual, as 
they tend to navigate the multiple I positions of the self, all in an effort to minimize 
the difference. In such a case, the scrutiny of one’s thinking may be less empowering 
than previously considered. The student may be left with few narratives to contest 
the dominant discourse of the group, thereby committing oneself to communal 
action, actively co-constructing the voices, while maintaining a certain unease about 
oneself from the perspective of the other. Thus, the self-I subordinates itself to the 
self-other. This is due to the simultaneous positions of submission and domination 
the individual holds internally in the self, and externally through dialogue in relation 
with multiple others.

However, the CI does provide the genuine capability for negotiating and 
reconciling intersectional identities and I-positions of the dialogical self. All 
participants in a CI are co-authors of their individual lived experiences. And as such, 
it demands the recognition of other co-authors who are spatially present. From a 
Bakhtian lens, “co-authorship demands evaluation of the other, struggle with the 
other and judgment of the message of the other” (Markova, 2003, p. 256) thereby 
allowing the transformation of all voices, of the self, and the other. When individuals 
articulate their voice, they do so through the lens of the self and worldviews of groups 
they belong too. The voices are therefore orchestrated from shifting I-positions. 
As Coakley (2014) asserts, the ability of the immigrant and minority individuals’ 
shifting ‘I’ voice and I-positions even in the face of conflict and difference suggests 
the creation of new hybrid spaces of intersectional identity, one that requires further 
exploration. Indeed with globalization, the boundaries of societies are marked by 
porousness and fluidity which according to Bhatia (2011), necessitates a careful 
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examination of the different voices and I-positions within the self, each seeking 
balance, each contributing to the negotiation of identity.

CONCLUSION

A modest attempt to connect the dialogical self to intersecting identities wherein 
individuals speak from various I-positions within the self, switching between voices 
that are sometimes internalized, often draws attention to conflicting contexts the 
individual is part of. Students of immigrant and minority backgrounds constantly 
navigate various I-positions in their dialogical self that at times conflict with their 
intersectional identities. The community of inquiry does provide a safe space for 
navigating intrasubjective differences and individual agency. However, there may 
arise situations when conflict is inherent due to the dynamics of group conformity, 
internalization of mainstream perspectives, and the undergirding ideologies of 
society. While the individual experiences conflict in privileging or masking some 
I-positions over others from the dialogical “I” perspective and the relational self-
other perspective, the group may be unaware of the identity tensions present in the 
individual whose background does not match that of the group. As the immigrant 
or individual from a minority background speaks from the shifting I-positions and 
multivoicedness, it (re)shapes their identity intersectionally and dialogically.
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DARREN CHETTY

4. THE ELEPHANT IN THE ROOM

Picturebooks, Philosophy for Children and Racism

INTRODUCTION

Continuing racism and social injustice are sometimes invoked as evidence of the 
urgent need for Philosophy for Children (P4C) in education. For example, Laurence 
Splitter and Ann Margaret Sharp begin their text on Philosophy for Children and the 
Community of Inquiry with the following words:

We live in difficult times…Conflict and discontent are widespread, ethnic and 
racial hatreds flourish, the gap between the ‘haves’ and the ‘have-nots’ is wider 
than ever. (Splitter & Sharp, 1995, p. 1)

More recently, the 2007 version of the Society for the Advancement of 
Philosophical Enquiry and Reflection in Education (SAPERE)1 Level 1 Handbook 
stated:

In a world where 35,000 people die every day of starvation, where one in 
five are malnourished and where 16 percent of the global population controls 
80 per cent of the world’s GDP, there must be—surely a desperate need for 
reasonable, responsible, informed, freethinking and active citizens to change 
this appalling situation for the better. P4C has demonstrated over thirty years 
that it can be non-partisan, and yet give rise to the thought-fulness that is 
needed to challenge injustice and suffering. (SAPERE, 2007, p. 11)

However, there is little in the current literature relating to Philosophy for Children 
that explicitly addresses the topic of race and racism. In the UK, some SAPERE 
(Society for the Advancement of Philosophical Enquiry and Reflection in Education) 
trainers have reported that teachers often request more guidance on facilitating 
philosophical enquiry around issues of race and inequality and that they themselves 
are not always sure as to what to advise. Haynes and Murris wrote that for teachers 
on P4C/PwC2 courses, “Race and racism often crop up as problematic ‘no-go’ areas” 
(Haynes & Murris, 2012a, p. 128).

In this chapter, in order to attempt to make sense of this reported uncertainty about 
discussing race, the apparent lack of attention to race and racism in P4C literature3 

and the sometimes dismissive, sometimes hostile reactions to my own attempts to 
discuss race in P4C seminars in the UK, I draw on Critical Race Theory (CRT) and 
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the related field of Critical Whiteness studies. CRT argues that everyday racism is 
best understood in the context of ‘Whiteness’ (which I will discuss in the following 
section). I offer a CRT-informed analysis of Elmer and Tusk Tusk, two picture-
books that have been recommended in the UK and internationally by Philosophy 
for Children practitioners as starting points for philosophical enquiry into racism, 
multiculturalism and diversity, and argue that rather than providing opportunities 
for philosophical enquiry in to racism, they can be read as cultural products that 
perpetuate Whiteness by providing narratives that are seemingly about racism but 
that remove its temporal and spatial realities. Whilst not wishing to ignore the 
potential for alternative readings of texts in philosophical enquiry, I reflect on my 
own experiences of discussing racism with P4C practitioners and highlight evidence 
that supports my belief this is not commonplace in the UK. Rather than attempting 
to persuade the reader of the correctness of Critical Race Theory, I attempt to 
illustrate how the selection of recommended materials, in this case children’s books, 
combined with commonly held principles of P4C practitioners, make for a climate 
where a philosophical engagement with race and racism that considers Whiteness is 
highly unlikely to occur.

Finally, I pose the questions of whether the recommendation of such materials 
and the omission of more critical perspectives of race amongst recommended 
starting points and training materials might constitute a form of ‘gate-keeping’ of 
philosophical thought and thus whether the notion of ‘The Gated Community of 
Enquiry’ might be illuminating in considering how P4C practitioners approach the 
subject of racism.

THE COMMUNITY OF ENQUIRY

When children are encouraged to think philosophically, the classroom is 
converted into a community of inquiry. Such a community is committed to 
the procedures of inquiry, to responsible search techniques that presuppose 
openness to evidence and to reason. It is assumed that these procedures of the 
community, when internalized, become the reflective habits of the individual. 
(Lipman et al., 1980, p. 45)

The community of inquiry is central to Matthew Lipman’s hugely influential 
Philosophy for Children programme. Lipman’s programme includes philosophical 
novels and teacher manuals. Lipman believed that narrative was the most appropriate 
medium for introducing children to the history of Western philosophy. As well as the 
presentation of different views on a given philosophical topic, the classrooms in 
the stories serve as a model community of inquiry to the reader. Lipman claimed 
that, with the added model of the teacher, children will engage in the higher order 
thinking and behaviour of the characters in the stories.

Whilst Lipman claims to have “neutralized” the “godlike power of the author” 
in his philosophical novels, this has been strongly questioned by Kohan (1995), 
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and Rainville (2000), both of whom argued that it was not neutral to ignore the 
foundations of systematic discrimination and the ways institutions have arisen out of 
and continue to perpetuate the repression of minoritised groups.

In the UK, the notion of the Community of Enquiry is central to SAPERE’s 
model of P4C just as it is to Lipman’s Philosophy for Children programme.4 The 
SAPERE Level 1 Handbook begins with a section on the Community of Enquiry, 
which includes a working definition: “A group of people used to thinking together 
with a view to increasing their understanding and appreciation of the world around 
them and each other” (SAPERE, 2010, p. 15). Robert Fisher, one of the first people 
to publish P4C materials in the UK, claimed that, “A community of enquiry can help 
children develop the skills and dispositions that will enable them to play their full 
part in a pluralistic and democratic society” (Fisher, 2013, p. 54).

The SAPERE model of P4C differs from Lipman’s programme, however, with 
regard to the starting points or stimuli for enquiry. Neither Lipman’s first P4C novel 
Harry Stottlemeier’s Discovery nor SAPERE founder member Roger Sutcliffe’s 
adaptation of the novel were ever central to SAPERE courses and it is no longer 
mandatory for Level 1 courses to include at least 1 Lipman extract. Instead, the 
SAPERE approach emphasises that P4C can be practised with any story that raises 
philosophical issues. Karin Murris, a founding member of SAPERE, pioneered 
the use of picture books as starting points for philosophical enquiry with children 
(Murris, 1992) and many SAPERE trainers report using picture books on SAPERE 
Level 1 courses with teachers.

By not regularly using the Lipman novels, Philosophy for Children in the UK 
has grown to be a different entity than that in the USA, and SAPERE trainers and 
practitioners are free to choose whatever materials they wish as starting points or 
‘stimuli’ for philosophical enquiry. The approach of selecting any story that might 
provoke philosophical enquiry, is potentially a liberating one for practitioners of 
philosophy for children, particularly those who are concerned with what is, and 
is not, said by characters in the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for 
Children (IAPC) materials. It may appear then that the concerns raised by Kohan 
(1995), Rainville (2000) and Chetty (2008) regarding IAPC novels may not be 
relevant to P4C as widely practised in the UK. However, I will argue that the 
alternative materials advocated and some of the key principles of P4C in the UK 
may still serve to perpetuate rather than interrogate key epistemological assumptions 
that characterise Whiteness.

CRITICAL RACE THEORY AND CRITICAL WHITENESS STUDIES

Critical Race Theory (CRT) grew out of the field of Critical Legal Studies in the 
USA and was first used as a term by Derrick Bell, the African-American Harvard 
Law professor. CRT views racism as endemic and the normal state of things in the 
USA; something that is not aberrant nor rare but rather ‘deeply ingrained legally 
and culturally.’ Gillborn described CRT as multi-disciplinary, and as ‘crossing 
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epistemological boundaries’ and lists its ‘conceptual tools’ as “story-telling and 
counter stories that honour the experiential knowledge of people of colour”, the 
notion of “interest convergence” and “critical White studies” (Gillborn, 2006, p. 251). 
CRT has spread beyond its legal roots and, most pertinent for this chapter, influenced 
the work of scholars in education studies (Ladson-Billings, 1998; Gillborn, 2008; 
Dixson & Rousseau, 2006) and philosophy (Mills, 1997, 2003).

The last twenty years have seen a growth in the number of articles on the subject 
of Whiteness, which is increasingly regarded as central to what we might term ‘the 
antiracist project’ and important to intersectional analyses of inequalities. Scholars in 
the field of Critical Whiteness Studies, which originates in the USA, are in agreement 
with multiculturists and anti-racists who hold race to be a discredited biological 
construct. However, Whiteness studies emphasises the day-to-day lived reality of 
race and racism and is ‘…not an assault on White people per se’ but rather ‘an assault 
on the socially constructed and constantly reinforced power of White identifications 
and interests (Gillborn, 2008, p. 33). In Zeus Leonardo’s view, “‘Whiteness’ is a 
racial discourse” and thus “race studies that do not sufficiently address whiteness are 
at best disingenuous and at worst ineffective” (Leonardo, 2009, p. 9).

Critical Whiteness scholars argue that Whiteness is not easily recognized by those 
who benefit from it. In Richard Dyer’s view, “The colourless, multi- colouredness 
of whiteness secures white power by making it hard, especially for white people and 
their media, to ‘see’ whiteness” (Dyer, 1993, p. 143). Sarah Pearce observed that, 
“[m]ost white people do not have to give a great deal of thought to race” (Pearce, 
2005, p. 110) and Saynor claimed that, “[m]ost white people consider themselves 
“the natural order of things” (Saynor, 1995 cited in Bonnett, 2000).

In arguing for White supremacy to be regarded as “a theoretical object in its own 
right—a global social system comparable in current significance to Marx’s class 
society and feminist thinker’s patriarchy” (Mills, 2003, p. 178), philosopher Charles 
Mills emphasised the need to challenge the ahistorcism that he sees as being part 
of liberal thought. Mills makes the distinction between de jure and de facto White 
supremacy. During the period of de jure White supremacy, a period that included 
slavery, colonialism, segregation and unequal employment and educational rights in 
the US, a huge disparity in wealth and property ownership accrued between those 
deemed to be White and those not. Furthermore a narrative of the naturalness of 
White dominance served to connect in law Whiteness with full personhood. Mills, 
in an analysis with important implications for liberal theory and theories of social 
justice, shows how Kant’s theory of persons and sub-persons served to legitimise the 
process of colonisation and the social construction of the White race.

Mills argued that in the present period, where White supremacy is no longer 
in formal existence, we have instead de facto White supremacy, where Whites’ 
dominance is for the most part, “a matter of social, political, cultural and economic 
privilege based on the legacy of the conquest” (Mills, 1997, p. 73). Whereas in the 
de jure period Whiteness and race was emphasised, the de facto period, Mills argues, 
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marked a switch to an emphasis on “racelessness, an equal status and common 
history in which all have shared, with white privilege conceptually erased” (Mills, 
2007, p. 23).

So whilst we live with the legacy of colour-coded inequality under the law, 
we now inhabit a time of near-equality under the law—but with a corresponding 
‘colourblindedness’. In this period reference to race is often argued to be retrogressive, 
recalling a time when all were not equal under the law. Thus, attempts to challenge 
the prevailing notion of colour-blindness by reference to both a racial history that 
has advantaged some groups and disadvantaged others and empirical data of patterns 
of continuing inequity in educational outcomes, employment and treatment under 
the criminal justice system amongst these groups, is often met with the idea that 
talking about race is itself racist. However, this argument serves to silence discussion 
of the economic and cultural legacy of de jure White supremacy.

Inspired by Carole Pateman’s The Sexual Contract (1988), a re-examination of 
social contract theory, Mills developed the notion of ‘The Racial Contract’, which 
prescribes, “an epistemology of ignorance…producing the ironic outcome that whites 
will in general be unable to understand the world they themselves have made” (Mills, 
1997:18; italics in original). This ignorance, he argued, is maintained by “simply the 
failure to ask certain questions, taking for granted as a status quo and baseline the 
existing color-coded configurations of wealth, poverty, property, and opportunities, 
the pretence that formal, juridical equality is sufficient to remedy inequities created 
on a foundation of several hundred years of racial privilege” (Mills, 1997, pp. 73–74).

By severing racial history from analysis of the present, “White epistemology… 
can only be concerned with ‘how things are and not how they got to be that 
way’” (Leonardo, 2002, p. 40). Mills argued that White signatories to the Racial 
Contract will, to a significant extent, live in “an invented delusional world, a racial 
fantasyland” (Mills, 1997, p. 18). In this setting, a belief in a meritocracy is preferred 
to examination of structural racial inequality as a legacy of de jure White supremacy. 
Thus, for many (but not all) White people their relative privilege is unacknowledged 
on a day-to-day basis.

Researching the racial identity of White student teachers in New York, Bree 
Picower identified what she termed “tools of Whiteness” which she categorised as 
‘emotional, ideological and performative.’ Amongst the emotional tools, she listed 
anger and defensiveness when the topic of racism was raised with White teachers. 
Amongst the ideological tools she lists expressions such as “Now that things are 
equal” (a refusal to acknowledge persisting inequalities), “Everyone is oppressed 
somehow” (an attempt to draw equivalence between race and all other human 
differences), “It’s personal not political”(a perspective that racism is an individual 
pathology without an institutional or structural dimension) and “’Just be nice— I’m 
colour-blind” (A belief that not acknowledging race is both complimentary to people 
of colour and helpful in ensuring racial equality) (Picower, 2009).

These tendencies can create tensions in multiracial classrooms, for whilst White 
teachers generally do not view race as being a significant element of their identity, 
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children of colour generally do. As Meira Levinson (2003, p. 166) noted, studies 
of identity development in the US have shown that “Black, Hispanic, and Asian 
children consistently describe themselves from a fairly young age as being black, 
Hispanic, or Asian (as well as being tall, having brown eyes etc.)” (Levinson, 
2003, p. 166). These tensions are significant for P4C in the UK, where the teaching 
population is disproportionately, and in the case of SAPERE trainers exclusively, 
White. Critical Race Theory explains why this tension between teachers’ refusal to 
acknowledge race and children’s lived experience of race exists. Teachers who do 
want to discuss race, however, are often directed towards picture books as a way of 
doing so. In the next section, I attempt to show why this is not sufficient to interrupt 
the entrenchment of Whiteness that Critical Race Theory has highlighted.

ELMER AND TUSK TUSK

In this section, I will discuss two picture books that have been recommended by 
P4C practitioners as useful for discussing themes of multiculturalism, racism and 
diversity. I will then raise a number of aspects of each story that, I argue, are not 
analogous to the realities of racism and multiculturalism, but rather reaffirm the 
discourse of Whiteness.

Elmer by David McKee

At a recent conference in Graz, Austria, the presenter, a teacher educator and P4C 
practitioner, argued that the picture book Elmer by David McKee (1989) was an 
excellent starting point for philosophical enquiry with children related to the broad 
theme of multiculturalism. Gasparatou and Kampeza (2012) also included Elmer as 
one of the books selected to raise questions and provoke interactions on topics of 
friendship and diversity in their work with P4C with Kindergarten children in Greece.

The title character of Elmer by David McKee is a multi-coloured ‘patchwork’ 
elephant in a world where all the other elephants, though differing in age and size, are 
grey or “elephant colour.” Early in the story, Elmer decides that he is “tired of being 
different”. He rolls around in “elephant-coloured berries” until he looks “like any 
other elephant”. Then he re-joins the other elephants. However they have changed 
in demeanour; he has “never seen them so serious before.” Elmer shouts “Boo!” 
which both surprises and amuses the other elephants. The rain washes off his berry 
covering prompting an old elephant to remark that “it didn’t take you long to show 
your true colours.” The elephants decide to celebrate this day annually by decorating 
themselves brightly. On this day only Elmer is “ordinary elephant colour.”

The extent to which Elmer’s difference is analogous to race is of course debatable. 
It is a colour difference, but a fantastical one. It could be analogous to any number of 
differences. However, it does seem reasonable to read the text as being about ethnic 
or racial difference, and the P4C practitioners I mention above who advocate using 
Elmer seem to agree here.
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Elephants like this, that or the other, all different but all happy and all the same 
colour. All, that is, except Elmer.

Whilst the artwork shows each elephant to be a slightly different shade of grey, 
Elmer is one-of-a-kind. He is not presented as part of another group. There is the 
group, which we may read as analogous to a class or a community, and Elmer. As 
such this is not analogous to multiculturalism or to the lone child of colour in a 
classroom who will most likely have a family. When read as an analogy of diversity, 
Elmer’s uniqueness makes it difficult for us to consider the relative power of different 
groups in society. There is no apparent power dynamic between Elmer and the other 
elephants, and the other elephants appear unconcerned with his colour difference. 
Depicted as without family, the story appears to exist independently of history, a 
feature shared with Whiteness discourse. There is no suggestion that elephants like 
Elmer have ever existed before and thus no suggestion that they have experienced 
differential treatment by the other elephants. Without this history, Elmer shows a 
colour difference without any of the common connotations that exist in real-life.

“Elmer was not elephant colour.”

The depiction of elephants, and contrasting their natural colour with Elmer’s 
unnatural multi-colouredness, appears to reaffirm rather than disrupt the White 
normativity that is a core aspect of Whiteness. Whilst there is such a thing as 
‘elephant colour’, there is not such a thing ‘human colour’. McIntosh (1988) has 
commented on the use of ‘flesh-coloured’ for plasters as an everyday example of this 
conflation of white people with humankind.

“No wonder they laugh at me.”

Whilst no discrimination or prejudice is portrayed in ‘Elmer’, Elmer is shown as 
being so unhappy with his superficial colour difference that he attempts to remove 
the difference. Thus the problem of being different is not given a social context but 
rather seen as a psychological condition. The behaviour of the other elephants toward 
Elmer is consistent throughout the story. The story is of his emotional journey, from 
being “tired of being different” to accepting his difference. A message that it’s OK 
to be different raises the possibility of thinking the opposite—that it might not be 
OK to be different— but why not? The story has little to support enquiry into this.

This will be Elmer’s Day. All elephants must decorate themselves and Elmer 
will decorate himself elephant colour.

The story ends with the elephants dressing up in what can be read as a celebration 
of difference. This has become an annual event, rather like the multi-cultural/ 
International evenings I have experienced as a teacher in a London primary school. 
This resolution makes sense in the fantasyland of Elmer apparently devoid of 
inequality, but has been critiqued as a patronising form of tokenism in the real 
world. Whiteness is not threatened by the existence of those not White—indeed 
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their existence may enrich the experience of the White majority, as in the case of  
Hip-Hop music or Indian ‘curry’ which may be consumed without troubling 
continuing inequalities. Elmer, through his jokes and his different colour, which 
is mimicked annually, appears to enrich the main group’s experience. Without the 
colour he brings to their life, the other elephants are ‘serious’. He adopts a role akin 
to joker-mascot, which perhaps has echoes of Minstrelsy—however I see nothing in 
the story to indicate that this role is at all problematic for Elmer.

Tusk Tusk by David McKee

Tusk Tusk, also by David McKee (1978), is included on a list of picture books 
suitable for P4C (Nottingham & Nottingham, 2008) found on P4C.COM, a web-site 
that provides resources for P4C practitioners. Haynes and Murris appear to comment 
favourably on Tusk Tusk being used as a starting point for philosophical enquiry in 
post-apartheid South Africa (Haynes & Murris, 2012, p. 115). Furthermore, after 
sharing my emerging critique of Elmer as a starting point with SAPERE trainers, 
Tusk Tusk was recommended by one trainer as being a more appropriate text for 
enquiry into racism.

What follows is the entire text of Tusk Tusk;

Once, all the elephants in the world were black or white. They loved all 
creatures, but they hated each other, and each kept to his own side of the jungle. 
One day the black elephants decided to kill all the white elephants, and the 
white ones decided to kill the black. The peace-loving elephants from each side 
went to live deep in the darkest jungle. They were never seen again. A battle 
began. It went on…and on, and on…until all the elephants were dead. For 
years no elephants were seen in the world. Then, one day, the grandchildren of 
the peace-loving elephants came out of the jungle. They were grey. Since then 
the elephants have lived in peace. But recently the little ears and the big ears 
have been giving each other strange looks. (McKee, 1978)

“…but they hated each other…”

There is no declared reason for the black and the white elephants to start fighting. 
There are no territorial disputes; no historical account of the conflict is provided; 
indeed, the conflict does not seem to be about anything specific. The conflict appears 
to have its origins in murderous, irrational hatred of difference, rather than any desire 
for land, resources and power. The hatred precedes the violence and does not grow 
out if it. It appears to be caused by the difference rather than the difference being 
constructed as significant due to the situation. If we read the story as an allegory of 
race, its ahistoricism is potentially mis-educative; there is little to help children make 
sense of current racial tensions, save the possible implication that we naturally hate 
those who are different from us.
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“…each kept to his own side of the jungle…” “…decided to kill…”

The story does not appear to be depicting a group that can be viewed as dominant 
in any way. Rather, there is a sense that both groups are each equally wrong to fight 
and that the conditions of both black and white elephants are identical. Inequality 
does not appear to exist in the fantasyland of Tusk Tusk. Furthermore, the actions of 
both black and white elephants are identical – there is no apparent difference in the 
history, culture and social status of each group. The story’s irony is that it removes 
difference at the very point that it highlights it – that is to say, it removes a particular 
kind of difference (social inequality) whilst highlighting another (superficial bodily 
markers), which, once decontextualized, is rendered socially insignificant. And so 
a book about difference becomes in fact a book about sameness, consistent with 
‘colour-blindness’.

“Since then the elephants have lived in peace.”

The end of the story seems to suggest miscegenation to be a solution to colour-
conflict (I choose this term over ‘racism’, because I do not believe racism to be 
depicted in the story). The ‘peace loving’ elephants survive, having removed colour 
difference through miscegenation. Until another, arbitrary difference becomes 
significant, again for no apparent reason. This might even suggest that conflict over 
difference is ‘natural’, with only the difference itself changing. Colour difference 
is merely one of many possible divisions for elephants/ people. In the fantasyland 
of Tusk Tusk there is nothing specific about colour difference compared to, say, ear 
size difference. Indeed, the final sentence suggests a reading that the conflict is only 
about physical difference.

FABLES

Whilst picture books most suitable for P4C are, as Murris says, “interrogative texts 
that do not moralize or patronize” (Murris, 2009, p. 108), both Elmer and Tusk Tusk 
could be argued to be in the literary tradition of the fable. By this I mean “a short, 
fictional tale which has a specific moral or behavioural lesson to teach” (Grenby, 
2008, p. 10). Indeed, the first printed page of Tusk Tusk reads “Vive la Difference!” 
and the TES review, printed on the reverse reads, “A first lesson in tolerance.” The 
books’ publisher writes that, “David McKee, through Elmer, subtly indicated that 
it’s okay to be different” (Anderson Press). Grenby argues that whilst the fable has 
become more sophisticated, “it remains fundamentally a didactic form, designed to 
draw in its readers through a compelling story and appealing, even cute, characters, 
and to teach important lessons through allegory” (Grenby, 2008, p. 11).

The lessons of these two books are commonplace in a prevailing school climate 
in the UK that often sees difference as superficial, racism as an irrational response 
to superficial difference, and tolerance and integration as solutions to racism. 
Tolerance is a value often claimed by practitioners to be central to P4C, yet it has 

This eBook was made available by Sense Publishers to the authors and 
editors of this book,  the series editor and the members of the editorial 
board. Unauthorized distribution will be prosecuted.



D. CHETTY

48

been critiqued by a number of critical scholars of Whiteness (e.g. Hage, 1998) as a 
form of patronisation, that, in asking who, what and how much should we tolerate, 
speaks to the dominant group. A celebration of difference and an emphasis on 
tolerance are defining features of the multicultural education criticised by many 
as leaving Whiteness and racial domination and oppression uninterrogated. Both 
stories have morals that are consistent with de facto Whiteness—that it is OK to 
look different and that we should tolerate those who are—and fail to problematise 
Whiteness against the norm to which all else is measured, compared, and othered. 
Neither book speaks to structural inequality, which is historically situated and not 
arbitrary, and to how it positions groups as inferior and superior. They don’t appear 
to portray oppression. Consequently, the solutions they offer are very different from 
the kind of solutions often considered appropriate for addressing racism. Elmer’s 
difference is celebrated and integrated into the group in a tokenistic way, whilst 
in Tusk Tusk the solution is toleration, co-habitation and miscegenation. Because 
they don’t discuss structural inequality, they don’t open up for enquiry justice-based 
solutions like repair, redistribution or reconciliation.

READING AGAINST THE TEXT

Whilst I cannot be sure that those recommending the texts discussed above have not 
themselves identified the limitations of the stories as analogies of racism, I think it 
unlikely, given that they do not make reference to any. As facilitators of philosophical 
enquiry, we might posit alternative perspectives for children’s consideration. 
Obviously, our ability to do this rests on whether we ourselves are able to identify 
such perspectives. Alternatively, we might wait for such perspectives to be voiced 
by our students—but I would argue that this approach is problematic. It is indeed 
possible within the community of enquiry for a child to raise some of the very ideas I 
have raised about, for instance, Elmer and multiculturalism. It is possible for a child 
to say something approximating “But how it is for Elmer is not how it is for Black 
people in England”. However, the fact that this is possible does not mean it is at all 
likely. In the event of children not questioning the analogy, what is the likelihood of 
a P4C facilitator encouraging children to consider its appropriateness? Where in the 
theory and practice of P4C do we see evidence for this being likely? What are we to 
make of a pedagogy that might be reliant on a child of colour to have both the insight 
and the willingness to speak out in order for critical perspectives to be considered? 
Can we take a child’s silence on this to mean that they don’t recognise the inaccuracy 
of the analogy? Or should we be signalling more clearly that reading ‘against the 
text’ is a useful, perhaps essential skill to develop? The practice of philosophical 
enquiry would seem the very place where those skills could and should be learnt.

However, if we agree that the UK is a racially unequal society, this has implications 
for the central notion of the community of enquiry as an egalitarian safe space. 
The ground rules or guidelines for philosophical enquiry may them-selves serve to 
prohibit the voicing of critical perspectives on racism. Consider the suggestion in 
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the current SAPERE handbook, that teachers encourage, “…positive body language, 
such as eye contact and smiling…” (SAPERE, 2010, p. 23). In such a scenario, we 
may ask what place there is for anger about injustice? Anger, as Leonardo pointed 
out “is a valid and legitimate feeling” and “when complemented by clear thought, …
frighteningly lucid.” Ground rules such as encouraging ‘positive body language’ can 
give rise to a “a pedagogy of politeness” which “only goes so far before it degrades 
into the paradox of liberal feel-good solidarity absent of dissent” and ultimately a 
“democracy of empty forms” Leonardo (2002, p. 39).

Leonardo and Porter alerted us to the Catch-22 situation often faced by people 
of color when deciding whether to participate in race dialogue or maintain silence; 
“Either they must observe the safety of whites and be denied a space that promotes 
people of colour’s growth and development or insist on a space of integrity and put 
themselves further at risk not only of violence, but also risk being conceived of as 
illogical or irrational” (Leonardo & Porter, 2010, p. 140). The ‘safety of whites’ may 
be observed by choosing to speak in such a way that Whiteness is not interrupted 
and White people are not forced to think anew about their relationship to racism. 
Alternatively, it may be observed by silence. Burbules raises similar concerns when 
he writes that, “The proclamation of any particular dialogical genre as the instrument 
of human emancipation will inevitably exclude, silence, or normalize others in 
radically different subject positions” (Burbules, 2000, p. 18).

Lest I be accused of such a thing, I am not suggesting that White children be made 
to feel guilty. Rather, I suggest that we need to take seriously Leonardo and Porter’s 
claim that a comfortable discussion about race is, as they say, “incongruous” and 
unlikely to have philosophical depth, and that if we are truly interested in promoting 
dialogical enquiry, then we must recognise that for marginalized and oppressed 
minorities, “there is no safe space” (Leonardo & Porter, 2010, p. 140). If we 
accept these conclusions, we are more likely to accept the need for “a pedagogy of 
disruption…” (Leonardo & Porter, 2010, p. 139), an idea that is interestingly close to 
the notion of the gadfly at the heart of Socratic dialogue. Identifying which starting 
points disrupt and which perpetuate dominant racial (and other) discourses would 
therefore be a useful task for P4C practitioners.

P4C & WHITENESS

In Elmer and Tusk Tusk, the absence of culture, geography, power imbalances, 
indigenous and non-indigenous, religion, language diversity, history and racism 
leads to allegories of racism that have simplified to the point of falsifying. Indeed 
we could argue that the two books constitute a form of ideology, in the sense of being 
fables that conceal reality. Though it does not necessarily mean that this has been 
unnoticed, those who have advocated using these books have not made reference to 
how the books fail to depict racism as, for example, inequality or as the power to 
exclude. The limitations of these books as starting points for philosophical enquiry 
into racism should, I would argue, be a central consideration for all P4C practitioners. 
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Golding (2006) pointed out that dialogue within a community of enquiry is neither 
“teacher-led”, nor “student-led” dialogue. Instead it is “idea-led”. However, the 
ideas, the questions that frame philosophical dialogue come out of the starting point. 
Haynes and Murris write that:

The facilitator’s role is to “support and guide discussion, not to manipulate or 
steer it.” (Haynes & Murris, 2012, p. 6). They note however that the selection of 
certain starting materials is “controversial”. I suggest this controversy is partly 
due to the fact that the selection of a text will itself steer a discussion, inasmuch 
that it will make some ideas more likely and others less likely to be explored. In 
the case of the two texts analysed, their selection makes philosophical enquiry 
into the discourse of Whiteness highly unlikely because they work to obscure 
all understanding of racism as structural/systemic. I wish next to consider what 
assumptions might be behind the repeated recommendation of these two books 
as appropriate starting points for enquiry into racism, multiculturalism and 
diversity.

One possible assumption is that people of colour have little to offer to the practice 
of philosophising about race. One does not have to subscribe to essentialised notions 
of race in order to argue that the process of racialization affects us in such a way that 
our lives and our perspectives will often be shaped by it to some extent, just as they 
will be by our gender, social class and sexuality, to name but a few. Yet I struggle 
to find a book authored by a person of colour, and dealing with issues of race and 
culture amongst the recommendations by P4C practitioners. Furthermore, SAPERE 
training materials do not include the perspectives of any philosophers of colour on 
racism or any other topic. As the lone person of colour in the community of enquiry, 
I have often struggled to express perspectives I know to be shared by other people 
of colour and noticed that my struggle is compounded by, and personalised by, the 
omission of academic perspectives that are similar to mine. I have found myself 
positioned as what bell hooks’ (1994) terms a ‘native informant’ and felt pressure 
to articulate views held by many absent others. As Leonardo & Porter point out, 
“something has gone incredibly wrong when students of color feel immobilized 
and marginalized within spaces and dialogues that are supposed to undo racism” 
(Leonardo & Porter, 2010, p. 147).

There may be an assumption on the part of P4C practitioners that fantastic tales 
are a better way of thinking about race and culture than real-life situations. It may 
be that they offer the comfort of distance or that they encourage a dispassionate 
approach to philosophising. However, it is questionable who is being comforted 
here. Are we to assume that children are incapable of serious thought about the 
real-world? Or do these ‘race fables’ provide some comfort and protection for adults 
working with children? And if so, do they not set boundaries for what exactly we 
discuss when we claim to enquire into race? For, as Leonardo and Porter point out, “A 
comfortable race dialogue belies the actual structures of race, which is full of tension. 
It is literally out of sync with its own topic” (Leonardo & Porter, 2010, p. 153). 
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Murris (1992) included racism amongst a list of “sensitive issues” that may come up 
when philosophising with children, before advising teachers, “if you, or your school, 
have strong views about any of those issues, it is probably better not to discuss them 
at all. You run the risk of showing disapproval, or even indoctrinating the children 
with your own, or the school’s beliefs” (Murris, 1992, p. 14). Whilst I share Murris’ 
concern with the indoctrination of pupils, I wonder about the implications of this 
statement. It is debatable whether it is even possible to grow up Black in Britain and 
not have strong views on racism. If we were to follow this advice, it would seem 
to position those who have experienced racism most harshly as the least able to 
philosophise with children about it.

There may also be an assumption that racial empathy can be developed by White 
people reading and thinking about fictionalised depictions of people of colour written 
by White authors (such as McKee) without examining the context in which they exist 
and one’s own place in that context. Haynes and Murris cite Neill’s discussion of the 
relationship between fiction and the emotions: “In a fictional narrative the reader 
needs to adopt a certain perspective, one that involves seeing things from another’s 
point of view (Neill, 2002, p. 253). This is not a position with which I would wish 
to quarrel. However, as Toni Morrison has shown, throughout American literature, 
White writers writing Black characters have themselves failed to fully empathise with 
their character and have instead offered their own perspective on Blackness through 
a lens of Whiteness. In her essay “Playing in the Dark: Whiteness and the Literary 
Imagination”, she claimed that “the readers of virtually all of American fiction have 
been positioned as white” (Morrison, 1992, p. xiv). This is rarely acknowledged; 
a fact she attributes to the failure of most literary critics to give due attention to 
race. As a minoritised person of colour I do not feel empathy with Elmer; instead 
I recognise the authorial perspective as an all-too familiar one whereby a minority 
concern with colour is not contextualised with reference to majority historical 
and present attitudes to colour difference but rather understood as a psychological 
condition. I would argue that Elmer is not analogous to a person of colour—rather he 
is analogous to a person of colour as imagined through Whiteness for a White reader.

CONCLUSION

My commentary on both the books and their repeated selection is, like Morrison’s 
project, “…an effort to avert the critical gaze from the racial object to the racial subject; 
from the described and imagined to the describers and imaginers…” (Morrison, 
1992, p. 90). Selecting stories that do not trouble the status quo while espousing a 
commitment to open-ended discussion and the questioning of assumptions invites 
accusations of ‘doing’ ideology, albeit in a subtle form. There are no doubt many 
and complex reasons for the absence of source material dealing with issues of race 
and racism by people of colour, and these reasons are not limited to P4C. However, 
I suggest that a form of gate-keeping takes place in the selection of starting points/
stimuli for philosophical enquiry into racism and that this is likely to be exacerbated 
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by the ground rules of the practice. I think it important to consider therefore, to what 
extent the community of enquiry may be considered a gated community.

In their analysis of the rise of residential segregation in the UK, Atkinson and 
Flint argue that gated communities usually house the relatively privileged and can 
be viewed as attempts to “insulate against perceived risk and unwanted encounters” 
(Atkinson & Flint, 2004, p. 875) with “people ‘not like us’” (Atkinson & Flint, 
2004, p. 890). The concerns about safety and security in gated communities enable 
“social distance to be maintained” (Atkinson & Flint, 2004, p. 875). In such a social 
climate the unfamiliar is viewed with suspicion and as a potential intruder whose 
presence is illegitimate. Thus the gated community can, they argue, be viewed as a 
“cognitive shelter”.

I propose it is worth considering the extent to which communities of enquiry, 
be they school classrooms or P4C training courses, seminars and conferences, are 
operating as gated communities. To end with Matthew Lipman,

We must also be ready to realize that the ineffectiveness of our own approaches 
may be due to faulty assumptions we ourselves are making—or perhaps even 
to prejudices we ourselves hold—with regard to the nature of the problem. 
(Lipman, 1991, p. 255)
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NOTES

1 Founded in 1992, SAPERE is a UK educational charity that promotes P4C.
2 Some writers use the term “Philosophy with Children (PwC) to distinguish between Matthew 

Lipman’s original Philosophy for Children (P4C) program and other practices which differ in varying 
degrees from this.

3 See Chetty (2008) for a discussion on this.
4 The switch from ‘Inquiry’ to ‘Enquiry’ was to facilitate the SAPERE acronym, and does not reflect 

any methodological difference (Roger Sutcliffe, private correspondence).
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SIMONE THORNTON AND GILBERT BURGH

5. MAKING PEACE EDUCATION  
EVERYONE’S BUSINESS

INTRODUCTION

John Dewey’s (2010) insistence on the need for a philosophy of education grew 
out of his recognition that an ‘environment in which some are limited will always 
in reaction create conditions that prevent the full development even of those who 
fancy they enjoy complete freedom for unhindered growth’ (p. 244). Dewey 
invites us to imagine a world in which ‘the spirit of inhumanity bred by economic 
competition and exploitation’ gives way to ‘cooperation and the spirit which sees 
in every other individual an equal right to share in the cultural and material fruits 
of collective human invention, industry, skill and knowledge’ (p. 245). He stressed 
that this is the only ‘ideal worthy of the name of education’ (p. 245). In 1934 Dewey 
gave two reasons for the need for such an ideal. The first was the ever-increasing 
industrialization of the world; ‘Individual groups, tribes and races, once living 
completely untouched by the economic regime of modern capitalistic industry, now 
find almost every phase of their lives affected by its expansion’ (p. 244). The second 
was the then ‘unprecedented wave of nationalistic sentiment, of racial and national 
prejudice, of readiness to resort to force of arms’ (p. 245). Both reasons are just as 
relevant today as they were in 1934. The urgency of his point was and still is the 
prevention of violence, for ‘unless hearts and minds are prepared by education, [the 
society of the next generation] is likely to come attended with all the evils of social 
changes by violence’ (p. 245).

To address the problems Dewey raised, we argue for peace education as a process 
of improving the quality of everyday relationships. This is vital, as children bring 
their habits formed largely by social and political institutions such as the family, 
religion, law, cultural mores, to the classroom (Splitter, 1993; Furlong & Morrison, 
2000) and vice versa. It is inevitable that the classroom habitat, as a microcosm of 
the community in which it is situated, will perpetuate the epistemic practices and 
injustices of that community, manifested in attitudes, beliefs, behaviours and actions 
that can limit the child’s ability to learn. The educational task then, is to create 
opportunities for children to problematize the very environment they inhabit. To this 
end, our concern is for peace education aimed at addressing epistemic violence; a 
form of harm brought about by a particular rationality of domination.

The classroom community of inquiry, initially developed by Matthew Lipman 
and Ann Sharp as the methodology for the Philosophy for Children (P4C) approach 
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to education (Lipman & Sharp, 1978; Lipman, Sharp, & Oscanyan, 1980), is 
often viewed as a solution to inequality in the classroom—an intellectually safe 
environment which allows students to explore, practice and internalize good 
reasoning through philosophy so that they can make school relevant to their lives. 
Traditionally, the teacher’s role is to take a ‘neutral stance’ in discussion during the 
conduct of a community of inquiry. However, we argue that it is misplaced to assume 
that the community of inquiry is a safe intellectual environment in which the teacher 
as co-inquirer also facilitates the discussion procedurally, letting the argument lead, 
which Lipman took as the guiding principle for his process of inquiry. For, as Paulo 
Freire (1987) put it,

the dominant ideology makes its presence in the classroom partly felt by trying 
to convince the teacher that he or she must be neutral in order to respect the 
student. This kind of neutrality is a false respect for students. On the contrary, 
the more I say nothing about agreeing or not agreeing out of respect for the 
others, the more I am leaving the dominant ideology in peace! (p. 174)

Teachers must be aware of the possibility of epistemic violence to be able to 
detect and disrupt it, in order to facilitate a peaceful inquiry. We do not consider 
peace in the negative, as the absence of conflict, but in the positive as the capacity 
to respond skilfully to conflict as a way of life. Therefore, we concentrate on peace 
education that prepares students to turn conflict into inquiry, rather than peace 
education as values education or character education that instils values of ‘fraternity 
and non-violence’ (Gregory, 2004, p. 277). The community of inquiry provides such 
a framework, however, we argue that it must be facilitated in a way that mitigates 
the effects of epistemic violence by creating an educational habitat in which multiple 
ways of knowing can flourish. To situate our argument, in the first section we focus 
on the importance of the relationship between habit and habitat through a retelling 
of the story of Sisyphus.

SISYPHUS’S HABIT AND THE ART OF LEARNING

For Camus (1977), our habits are what give shape and meaning to our lives. He 
derives this conclusion from the plight of Sisyphus, the figure in Greek mythology 
who the gods condemned to an eternity of rolling a rock up a mountain only to have 
it roll back down; an eternity of the same habit. Even faced with this laborious and 
seemingly futile punishment, this forced upon habit, ‘one must imagine Sisyphus 
happy’, as the ‘struggle itself towards the heights is enough to fill a man’s heart’ 
(p. 111). Walking back down to his rock, ‘his thing’ (p. 110), he is aware of the 
life contained in his immediate surroundings. His task he knows is waiting, always 
waiting for him at the bottom of the mountain, and yet with all eternity stretched 
before him he takes his time reaching it again. On the slow amble down he cultivates 
what is left for him to cultivate; the relationship between his senses and his 
thoughts—he becomes lucid.
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The wonder Sisyphus finds in ‘each mineral flake of that night-filled mountain’ 
(Camus, 1977, p. 111) was not what the gods had in mind, not part of the task they 
had preconceived for him; it is his act of self-creation, his art of learning. It is the 
learning that happens beyond the text-book, beyond the scope of the teacher’s intent. 
A learning centered on the importance of relationships. This form of learning is akin 
to Camus’ notion of lucidity; an understanding of the absurd, the space between our 
thoughts, feelings, desires, beliefs and the indifference of the world to them. This 
space is comparable to Peirce’s notion of fallibility necessary for genuine doubt, 
which is the driver of genuine inquiry (see Burgh & Thornton, 2016a, 2016b). In the 
context of education, lucidity is the conscious appreciation of the fallibility of our 
narratives achieved through the cultivation of awareness of our habits and habitat.

The limitations of Sisyphus’s situation mean that his ability to inquire is limited 
to his experience, that is, the meeting of his thoughts and his senses with the world 
surrounding him. While the tract of land he could walk, and the scope of external 
habits he could create, are much more confined than most of us need endure, his 
experience is not so different to our own. We experience this in the form of repetitions 
in the course of a normal day, week, month, year; the ‘Monday Tuesday Wednesday 
Thursday Friday and Saturday according to the same rhythm—this path is easily 
followed most of the time’ (Camus, 1977, p. 18). Unlike Sisyphus, many of us fail 
to cultivate the habit of developing awareness of our senses; we look but do not 
see, listen but do not hear (Murris, 2013). We see through the lens of past narratives 
and the words we hear are given meaning through the unconscious whispers of past 
stories. In many ways, by internalizing, unquestioningly, the epistemic culture of 
the community in which we are situated, we play the role of our own gods; we limit 
the range of our own internal habits, and by extension the habitat in which we co-
exist. The structures that we create then go on to limit the habits of future humans, 
perpetuating the limitations on our intellectual and physical experiences, and in 
this way, through our collective existence, past, present and future, ‘we’ endure the 
punishment of Sisyphus. Dominic Hyde (2016) explains this in terms of intellectual 
freedom.

Intellectual freedom is compromised by the domination of instrumental 
rationality that sees all as a means to the furtherance of our currently- accepted 
economic and political structures (the system). They are unexamined ends in 
themselves, leaving no room for open questioning of the values inherent in 
and presupposed by these structures and their goals. Our horizons draw in, 
our Life-world narrows, and we become dominated by a world-view that 
does not offer or consider possible alternatives. (p. 2)

As Camus (1977) attests, the goals to which we direct our habits are often subsumed 
by them; ‘a man wants to earn money in order to be happy, and his whole effort 
and the best of a life are devoted to the earning of that money. Happiness is 
forgotten; the means [habits] are taken for the end’ (p. 94). Habit alone guarantees 
nothing, for it is always meeting an uncertain world. Depending on the habit, it 
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comes attended with both positive and negative consequences for us and for others 
in differing and varying measure. For this very reason, habits deserve our attention. 
Whereas Sisyphus acquired the habit of listening, Karin Murris (2013) contends that 
teachers can acquire the habit of not listening; that is, they can assume the role of 
the gods, assigning set tasks and paying little attention to unintended educational 
consequences, thereby limiting not only their own but also their students’ intellectual 
freedom. Due to ‘their conceptions of childhood’, often adults ‘will not ‘hear’ the 
child who speaks’ (p. 246).

The epistemic habits of students, teachers, parents and the wider community 
influence the school’s epistemic culture. Broadly speaking, these habits create 
the climate in which education takes place and in which the educator, along with the 
educational structure, is created. As David E. Denton (1968) notes, the push to create a 
value neutral, skills based educational system is lost the moment decisions of content 
and methodology, of what and how we teach, are made, as ‘norms constitute the 
nature of those decisions’ (p. 2). Likewise, ‘pedagogies and what counts as content 
knowledge are shaped by conceptions of child and childhood, which prescribe the 
boundaries of what counts as valuable learning’ (Murris, 2013, p. 249). This links to 
the notion of epistemic violence, which is the topic of the next section.

EPISTEMIC VIOLENCE IN THE CLASSROOM

In an increasingly globalized world of shifting cultural narratives that profoundly 
shape society and underpin how we conceptualize gender, race and sexuality, 
education needs to actively engage with cultural diversity to mitigate the problem of 
identity prejudices that contribute to the process of ‘othering’. Indigenous struggles 
for recognition, gender inequality, increasingly vocal opposition over asylum seekers, 
discrimination against ethnic minorities, and marriage inequality, to name but a few, 
all illustrate such a need. Denzin, Lincoln and Smith (2008) argue that there is no 
separation between education, politics, and morality, ‘that all inquiry is both political 
and moral’ (p. 2). Schools engage in epistemic practices through curriculum and 
pedagogy which rely on the interpretation or acceptance of knowledge, and are, 
therefore, an integral part of epistemic cultures; cultures of ‘knowledge setting’ that 
contribute to and shape society.

Epistemic practices shape our belief-habits, through which we make sense of the 
world. Repetitive interaction with our environment builds our habits. Rightfully or 
wrongfully, when we enter a new environment we are likely to see it through the 
framework of the familiar. A similar process is active when we look at children. 
We see children not as they are but as we think they should be. This extends to 
the content of their speech—often we fail to take seriously or value children’s 
knowledge. To counter such practices, teachers ‘need to be open to what they have 
not heard before, and resist the urge to translate what they hear into what is familiar’ 
(Murris, 2013, p. 251). They need to be careful not to dismiss the content of the 
child’s words based solely on the age of the speaker. Murris argues that doing so 
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would be to commit epistemic injustice. Miranda Fricker (2007) identifies two kinds 
of epistemic injustices: testimonial injustice and hermeneutical injustice.

Testimonial injustice occurs when prejudice causes a hearer to give a deflated 
level of credibility to a speaker’s word; hermeneutical injustice occurs at a 
prior stage, when a gap in collective interpretive resources puts someone at an 
unfair disadvantage when it comes to making sense of their social experiences. 
An example of the first might be that the police do not believe you because 
you are black; an example of the second might be that you suffer sexual 
harassment in a culture that still lacks that critical concept. We might say that 
testimonial injustice is caused by prejudice in the economy of credibility; and 
that hermeneutical injustice is caused by structural prejudice in the economy 
of collective hermeneutical resources. (pp. 1–2)

Whilst Fricker is largely credited with beginning what Rachel McKinnon (2016) 
calls a ‘whatershed moment’ (p. 443) in epistemology, certain minority groups have 
a long history of producing literature on the topic of epistemic injustice that has 
itself been subject to epistemic injustice. McKinnon reminds us that ‘whose work we 
engage with is a matter of epistemic justice’ (p. 439), a topic we will look at further 
in the next section in relation to the choice of stimulus materials.

Kristine Dotson (2011) acknowledges the work of Gayatri Spivak (1998), 
specifically her use of the term ‘epistemic violence’, to argue that the ‘epistemic side 
of colonialism is the devastating effect of the ‘‘disappearing’’ of knowledge, where 
local or provincial knowledge is dismissed due to privileging alternative, often 
Western, epistemic practices’ (p. 236). Dotson goes on to argue that ‘to communicate 
we all need an audience willing and capable of hearing us. The extent to which 
entire populations of people can be denied this kind of linguistic reciprocation as a 
matter of course institutes epistemic violence’ (p. 238). Following Dotson, we further 
adapt Spivak’s use of the term epistemic violence, so as to escape the unnecessary 
burden of fairness Fricker’s use of injustice carries. Fricker (2007) notes that for 
‘something to be an injustice, it must be harmful but also wrongful, whether because 
discriminatory or because otherwise unfair’ (p. 151). However, for our purposes, 
epistemic harm is enough. This is not to say that justice is not something to strive for, 
or that epistemic injustice is not an extremely useful concept, rather it is to broaden 
the umbrella to include all epistemic harms. Just as Fricker herself attempts to escape 
the wider implications of the use of the term ‘the philosophical imaginary’, in favour 
of the less theorised term imagination, we favour the use of violence over injustice.

Our concern is with epistemic violence as the stage prior to epistemic injustice, 
particularly in the context of the community of inquiry as classroom practice. A form 
of violence found in speech acts, in systems of rationality, and broadly speaking, 
in our relationship with others, both human and non-human, and inclusive of our 
relationship with ourselves. We locate epistemic violence in what Val Plumwood 
(1993, 2002) calls ‘inferiorization’, which is brought about by a particular rationality 
of domination that dehumanizes individuals or groups of humans and environment. 
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Hyde (2016) notes that a rationality of dominance, ‘according to which the 
subjugation of and associated presumed mastery over nature, women, indigenous 
peoples and the working classes proceeds by a defective kind of “rationality” 
according to which they are all Other’ (p. 5).

The traditional western conception of rationality Plumwood (2002) critiques 
plays a key role in justifying maltreatment visited upon those it relies on and 
simultaneously excludes from the realm of reason and the category of fully human. 
These exclusions amount to a denial of humanity, which Plumwood (1993a) argues 
results in the creation of a class of ‘others’; humans grouped as non-humans, lumped 
with animals and nature as inferior, in order to ‘naturalize domination’ (p. 54). 
Traditionally, women and minority groups have been predominant in this category. 
We equate this logic of domination with epistemic violence because it is inherently 
discriminatory and inclines us to categorize, judge and treat other humans as less 
than human due to historical socio-political prejudices. Prejudices based on a system 
of dualisms ‘which permeate [western] culture, forming a fault line which runs 
through its entire conceptual system’ (Plumwood, 1993, p. 443).

In the classroom, these prejudices appear explicitly or implicitly through dominant 
narratives; narratives that subjugate others and may come accompanied with feelings 
and expressions of anger, frustration, disbelief in alternative narratives, or general 
discomfort. To Peirce (1868), prejudices ‘are things which it does not occur to us 
can be questioned’ (p. 140). That we are blind to them requires that we engage with 
others so that we become aware of them; the possibility of our becoming cognisant 
of our prejudices and prejudice habits opens when we become aware that we are 
engaged in dominant narratives.

Once cognisance of our own prejudices is achieved, we are confronted by 
these prejudices as barriers to inquiry, and a choice presents itself; either we 
accept things the way they are and remain confined by our own narratives, or 
we consent to wrestle with our habits, admitting that they could be otherwise. 
(Burgh & Thornton, 2016b, p. 174)

To address this problem pedagogically requires a form of peace education. 
Hence, we argue for a conception of peace as the ability and disposition to cope 
with conflict as a democratic community through environmentally and socially 
embedded inquiry, or as Dewey would have it, through habit and habitat. In a world 
where peace is never finally achieved, always struggled for, we need an educational 
process that embodies this struggle. One that allows for multiple ways of knowing 
and does not impede on the intellectual freedom of those that lie outside the 
dominant narrative. P4C, underpinned by the community of inquiry methodology 
accompanied by a set of purpose written philosophical materials, is often said 
to be an exemplar of inquiry that produces children able to make well-reasoned 
arguments. However, like the greater community, it is not immune to epistemic 
violence. Unless care is taken in all aspects of inquiry, choice of materials, 
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facilitation of dialogue, classroom structure, the inquiry is likely to create children 
capable of reasoning only within the confines of dominant rationality.

Traditionally, the literature on P4C presupposes that philosophical inquiry with 
children in a community of inquiry is best brought about using purpose written 
stimulus material to create an intellectually safe environment for children by 
connecting their experiences to those of the children in the stories-as-text to provide 
a model for doing philosophy. According to Lipman (2014):

The modelling role of the text is of enormous importance. If our aim is to get 
children to do philosophy, then the text should provide a model of children 
doing philosophy. If our aim is to get children to reason together, explore 
concepts in an illuminating way, build on one another’s ideas and strengthen 
their judgment through thoughtful deliberation, then we must provide texts that 
depict children doing these very things. If we think it important that children’s 
opinions, values and enactments be well-reasoned, then we should have them 
read and discuss stories in which fictional children aspire to and work towards 
precisely these outcomes. (p. 11)

However, as Darren Chetty (2014) argues:

Whilst Lipman claims to have “neutralized” the “godlike power of the author” 
in his philosophical novels, this has been strongly questioned by Kohan (1995), 
and Rainville (2000), both of whom argue that it is not neutral to ignore the 
foundations of systematic discrimination and the ways institutions have arisen 
out of and continue to perpetuate the repression of minoritized groups. (p. 15)

Murris (2015) adds that the traditional ‘P4C curriculum is evaluative and 
prescriptive (in the sense of what counts as philosophy and what needs to be 
appropriated by the learners) and therefore normative’ (p. 67). Doing away with the 
characters in the purpose written stories-as-text frees children from the normative 
pressures of aspiring to the ideal ‘adult philosopher’s child’ (Murris, 2015, p. 63). 
Further, Chetty (2014) notes that ‘the selection of a text will itself steer a discussion, 
inasmuch that it will make some ideas more likely and others less likely to be 
explored’ (p. 25). In the context of multiculturalism and pluralism he makes the 
following point:

There may be an assumption on the part of P4C practitioners that fantastic tales 
are a better way of thinking about race and culture than real-life situations. 
It may be that they offer the comfort of distance or that they encourage a 
dispassionate approach to philosophising. However, it is questionable who is 
being comforted here. Are we to assume that children are incapable of serious 
thought about the real world? Or do these ‘race fables’ provide some comfort 
and protection for adults working with children? And if so, do they not set 
boundaries for what exactly we discuss when we claim to enquire into race? 
(p. 25)
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It is not enough to create an intellectually ‘safe’ environment by creating a 
distance between real-life and the stories-as-text used as stimulus material, we need 
to also create an environment that allows intellectual freedom to flourish. For, as 
Chetty (2014) argues, ‘if we are truly interested in promoting dialogical enquiry, 
then we must recognise that for marginalized and oppressed minorities, “there is 
no safe space” (Leonardo & Porter, 2010, p. 140)’ (p. 24). Inquiry derived from 
purpose written stimulus material—such as the stories-as-text written by Lipman—
that focuses discussion on a kind of rationality of inquiry, could be complicit in 
perpetuating a rationality of dominance.

Plumwood (2012) sought to address the problem of dominant rationality through 
the development of traitorous identities. Traitorous identities are created by focusing 
attention on ‘experiences that do not fit the dominant story’ (pp. 12–13); experiences 
that point to the need to revise our ‘conception of the self and its relation to the non-
human other, opposition to oppressive practices, and the abandonment and critique 
of cultural allegiances to the dominance of the human species and its bonding against 
non-humans’ (p. 205) and those humans classed as non-human.

We argue that the development of traitorous identities should be a goal of 
P4C practitioners serious about peaceful facilitation in a multicultural classroom. 
Teachers have a responsibility to their students to be mindful of their own prejudices, 
to develop their own traitorous identity, which then becomes a model for inquiry. 
Otherwise, prejudice has a way of seeping into discourse, content choices, and 
methodology in general; of seeping into the habitat and limiting intellectual 
freedom. Hence, Dewey’s (2010) claim, mentioned earlier, that an ‘environment in 
which some are limited will always in reaction create conditions that prevent the full 
development even of those who fancy they enjoy complete freedom for unhindered 
growth’ (p. 244). Such freedom requires the inclusion of multiple knowledge 
systems, not as topics or issues to critique, but as starting points for inquiry. As Mary 
Graham (2014) attests, ‘Western contemporary technosciences, rather than being 
taken as definitional of knowledge, rationality, or objectivity, should be treated as 
varieties of knowledge systems’ (p. 6). Failing to include varieties of knowledge 
systems, either through text, or the knowledge of teachers, students, parents, and 
members of the wider community, fails to interrupt the dominant narrative, leaving 
it unquestioned—or, to reiterate Freire’s words, ‘leaving the dominant ideology in 
peace’. In short, the teacher needs to be aware of the limiting capacity of epistemic 
violence to create a safe space for varieties of knowledge systems so intellectual 
freedom can flourish for all.

The development of traitorous identities, in both teachers and students can be 
achieved through lucid inquiry. In a lucid inquiry, the teacher as facilitator and 
co-inquirer is aware of the fallibility of narratives in order to mitigate epistemic 
violence perpetuated by dominant narratives. To aid in the awareness of dominant 
narratives, both teachers and students need to be attentive to the phenomenology of 
the community; to their own felt experiences along with those of others, e.g., anger, 
hesitancy, resistance, silence, silencing and so forth.
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It is important for both the teacher and students to resist the immediate desire to 
pass normative judgement on what they might consider to be undesirable narratives 
in the community. This is not to say everyone is entitled to their opinion without 
providing reasons. Harmful speech acts directed at other members of the community 
need to be facilitated immediately. However, by simply silencing the offending 
child and moving the inquiry away from the topic raised, the deep-seated prejudice 
underlying the child’s comment is unmoved. By ignoring or morally condemning 
the prejudice, nothing is done to shift the prejudice. Often silencing, which itself is 
a form of epistemic violence, serves to reinforce the prejudice. Applying the force 
of normativity to a narrative before inquiry begins not only closes the possibility of 
the child self-correcting or questioning their prejudices, it also assumes a privileged 
position within the inquiry, shutting out genuine doubt. This is especially problematic 
when the normative position taken by the one silencing is itself underpinned by 
unexamined prejudices.

Recognizing dominant narratives acts as a signal for the teacher to assume the 
role of Socratic gadfly. To do this, the teacher must listen not only to the child’s 
words but also look to the clues that grant access to the child’s phenomenological 
world, e.g., facial expressions, body language, group interactions. That is, they 
must pay attention to potential moments of doubt. Facilitation of such moments can 
draw ‘an individual’s attention to his or her own prejudices’ and open ‘a pathway to 
genuine doubt’ (Burgh & Thornton, 2016b, p. 166). For as Peirce (1899) put it, to 
genuinely doubt is to ‘not be satisfied with what you already incline to think’ (p. 48). 
Genuine doubt creates a space for the questioning of habits, their underlying beliefs 
or prejudices, for the examination of their consequences as well as their historical 
development, allowing for a re-evaluation of the fit between habit and habitat. 
Likewise, teachers need to pay attention to their own experiences of doubt. By 
understanding and experiencing fallibilism, ‘teachers become exemplars of wonder 
that children take to be models for their own conduct’ (Burgh & Thornton, 2016b, 
p. 172). The intellectual freedom of the teacher becomes a model for the intellectual 
freedom of the student and vice versa.

CONCLUSION

Left unattended, epistemic violence will continue to function as prejudices that can 
manifest in unfair treatment of individuals and unjust structural practices embedded 
in law, religion, government policy, educational theory and practice, along with 
other social and political institutions. Lucid inquiry gives children the opportunity to 
reconstruct their experiences by exploring the normative judgments passed on them 
through their daily lives. Further, doing so allows them the intellectual freedom to 
create their own characters, their own art of learning, in the way Sisyphus did, while 
his rock was rolling. This provides opportunities for children to develop epistemic 
understanding of being in the world and the reciprocal relationship between their 
belief-habits and the construction of the habitat—which we argue is the core of 
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peace education. Like education, peace is never finished once and for all, and the 
prevention of violence is as Camus put it, ‘everyone’s business’, hence the need for 
a process of peaceful inquiry, a method of turning conflict into cooperative inquiry.
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ARIE KIZEL

6. PHILOSOPHY WITH CHILDREN AS ENABLING 
COMMUNITY OF MULTI-NARRATIVES

INTRODUCTION

This article sets out to analyze the way in which the theoretical foundations of 
Philosophy for Children can be enriched by the discourse on multiple narratives. This 
literature furthers our understanding of the community of inquiry, particularly within 
a pluralistic environment that explicitly seeks to promote a democratic culture.

Within a Community of Philosophical Inquiry, children and teachers alike learn to 
trust the structures of classroom dialogue in the classroom and the systems through 
which discourse is negotiated. The integration of frameworks offered by narrative 
theory into Communities of Philosophical Inquiry, and vice versa, enables the 
creation of an enriching pedagogic space that: (i) theoretically legitimizes multiple 
narratives, (ii) allows children and teachers the freedom to engage in self-construction 
(iii), and uses narrative to recognize and go beyond their existing constructions and 
boundaries. This blending is of particular importance in multicultural societies in 
which the dialogue between narratives forms the basis for the existence of what 
Lipman calls “autonomy and self-government” (1991, p. 72).

Multi-Narratival dialogue too is grounded in a sense of trust and legiti-macy, 
thereby enabling narrative, as Cavarero argues, to become a home to the subject, 
and to create a collective home that encorporates the Self and Other in all their 
difference.

What is essential is the familiar experience of a narratability of the self, 
which, not by chance, we always perceive in the other, even when we do 
not know their story at all. In other words, in personal experience, the 
narratable self is at once the transcendental subject and the elusive object 
of all the autobiographical exercises of memory … It is enough to say that 
each one of us lives him or herself as his/her own story, without being able 
to distinguish the I who narrates it from the self who is narrated. We are thus 
left with a kind of circular memory, which simply appears, in perfect and 
total familiarity. This is why we have defined the narratable self as something 
familiar. (Cavarero, 2000, p. 34)

Both Philosophy for Children and multi-narrative environments enable those who 
engage in them—teachers and students—to tolerate multiple perspectives, shifting 
the focus away from the search for an encompassing meta-narrative, toward a liquid 
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reality marked by open-endedness, a valuing of questions over answers, and comfort 
with feelings of uncertainty and contingency. In this chapter I will address the 
reciprocal relations between Philosophy for Children and narrative theory, presenting 
three key concepts linking the two fields: perspectival multiplicity, multiple 
identities, and the legitimization of difference. I will also offer the perspective of 
enabling identity through philosophical community of inquiry.

NARRATIVE THEORY

Narratives carry human and personal dimensions, including human memory, both 
individual and collective. This view derives from the premise that a person orders 
her reality in line with the story she tells herself, being similarly influenced by the 
stories others tell her about herself. These two aspects are perpetually engaged in 
mutual interaction with one another, impacting, exerting power over, and changing 
one another (Foucault, 1980).

On the level of personal memory, narrative enables the construction, deconstruction, 
and reconstruction of identity. Through narrative, individuals either come to cope 
with human suffering (creating an environment of trust) or sink under the weight of 
protracted pain (leading to bitterness, lack of trust, and a sense of deprivation). On 
the level of collective memory, narrative serves cultural and national endeavors, for 
the most part functioning as a meta-narrative (Lyotard, 1984).

Narrative is one of the central components of discourse, possessing a large 
measure of power that derives from what I propose to call here “a narrative network.” 
As in a boxing ring, narratives fight over memory resources, historical truths, and 
the allocation of means, struggling primarily against the attempts by rival narratives 
to stifle and gag them (Kizel, 2012).

While narrative is a source of esteem, it is also subject to manipulation, 
reproduction, and constant refashioning—thus constituting one of the key tools in 
the shaping of (individual and collective) identity. In many ways, narratives form our 
way of viewing the world through concave or convex lenses (thereby offering micro 
and macro perspectives).

Scholars working within a narratival framework offer a dialogic approach which 
facilitates an open space for the encounter between the researcher and the object of 
his research (Sarbin, 1986; Riessman, 1993; Solis, 2004; Tiffany, 2008).

Narrative can form a methodological structure within which it is possible to 
reveal people’s views about themselves and those with whom they come into 
contact in the various areas of their lives. It can also reconstruct and lay bare factors 
which have been manipulated by individuals and groups for political purposes. 
Within this methodological framework, narrative is what is narrated—an attempt, 
not at objective Truth, but rather, at the disclosure of the processes of choice and 
interpretation that direct the account of reality given by the narrator(s).

Multi-narrative environments presume a wealth of identities based on the idea 
that knowledge is composed of narratives that are endlessly created by a process 
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of social interaction a richness of particularities that are acknowledged and in turn 
give rise to new emergent possibilities for individuals and the group. This highlights 
multiplicity and variety as fundamentals of human existence, and is consistent with 
Lyotard’s claim that human knowledge is no longer subject to meta-narratives that 
represent monolithic universal outlooks (Lyotard, 1984). A person—the knowing 
subject—constructs his knowledge upon previous information and experience as a 
time- and space-dependent observing being.

According to this perspective, knowledge is a chain of narratival processes to 
which new materials are constantly being attached from the cultural world that 
is ever changing, with the daily formation of identities and knowledge being 
perpetually created through joining these stories together contingently. As such, 
narratives are both the starting point and the teleological terminating point. 
This wealth of identities enables the individual and collective alike to construct 
identity freely, unrestricted by external force. As Henry Louis Gates (1995, p. 57) 
states, “People arrive at an understanding of themselves and the world through 
narratives—narratives purveyed by school teachers, newscasters, ‘authorities,’ 
and all the other authors of our common sense. Counter narratives are, in turn, 
the means by which groups contest that dominant reality and the framework of 
assumptions that supports it.”

Philosophy for Children offers to this richness its attention to children’s cognitive 
development within a discourse community. Teachers trained in Philosophy 
for Children possess the skills necessary to enable children with different social 
narratives to feel secure and able to express themselves independently and 
democratically without being forced to comply with a meta-narrative. This is 
precisely the reason why Philosophy for Children can create an enriching and 
accepting environment that supports identity development through the construction 
and sharing of narrative.

MODELS FOR UNDERSTANDING AND EXAMINING NARRATIVE

Several methodological approaches are available that provide a way of understanding 
narrative:

• Narrative as a foundation for the construction of personal identity
• Narrative as the product of a socio-cultural construct
• Narrative as the construction of interpersonal interaction
• Narrative as a dimension of form and content

Each of these models is consistent—in one way or another—with the fundamental 
concepts of Philosophy for Children: a discourse community, a community of 
enquiry, interpersonal communicative creativity, and a democratic laboratory. 
They enable us to better understand the community of enquiry pedagogy whose 
key elements are collaborative reasoning and dialogue. Each of them thus offers 
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the possibility of a more democratic pedagogy in which participants with different 
narratives can nonetheless share good judgment and decision-making.

Narrative as a Foundation for the Construction of Personal Identity

According to this model, people use narrative to organize their life-experience 
and give it meaning (McAdams, 1985), Narrative provides them with a way of 
organizing and constructing reciprocal relations and facilitating self-directed 
personal development. This occurs at two levels – firstly, internal to their own self-
construction, where ‘reciprocal relations’ are relations between aspects of self (and 
organizing them is to make choices about one’s self-identity). What is sought is 
not narrative coherence but the identification and investigation of multiple internal 
voices. Secondly, individuals organize their life experience in reciprocal relation to 
the community in which there are present, making self-directed choices that situate 
them in that community.

According to McAdams, people thematize the events they experience in line 
with their intrinsic self-image. Addressing others allows individuals to reveal the 
meaning of their personal identity, as well as the opportunity to explore overt and 
covert contextual meanings within the narratives told. In the Israeli context, where 
competing narratives dominate the public discourse, there is an atmosphere in which 
the expressions of non-normative narratives (that go counter to the ‘official’ narrative 
of the country) are repressed. This is especially true within the educational system. 
In such cases a gap is created between the personal organization of life-experience 
(which, as an internal process, can be constructed as the individual sees it) and the 
public telling of one’s narrative, in which individuals might choose to suppress 
their personal narrative, and with it, suppress themselves, for the sake of public 
acceptance. In Power/Knowledge Michel Foucault reveals the power play concealed 
behind the regime of knowledge that represents the “proper” order: “It’s not a matter 
of emancipating truth from every system of power … but of detaching the power of 
truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic and cultural, within which it 
operates at the present time” (Foucault, 1980, p. 133).

Within Philosophy for Children, discourse community, the guiding dispositions 
and practices of a Community of Inquiry can be seen to address this tension by 
providing a physical and metaphorical space in which difference is legitimized. Such 
practices include the creation of a safe environment in which people are able to 
express themselves and be heard without fear of a-priori judgment; the sharing of 
anecdotes and personal experience that place the speaker’s identity in the public 
arena openly, yet without themselves becoming the subject of the inquiry (the 
narrative shared illuminates a point being made in the inquiry); and all members 
are seen as equal within the community. In such a pluralistic atmosphere, there is an 
opportunity to reveal one’s own narrative to one self and others as one truly sees it, 
without censuring the self in conformity to a meta-narrative. Speaking from the self 
to the community then becomes a legitimizing act.
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Narrative as the Product of a Socio-Cultural Construct

When a narrative is told, people are both living their culture and, at the same 
time, undergoing a process of re-experience it in the telling. According to Bruner 
(1986), in this process they recreate and refashion their life story, reflecting on, 
shaping, and transforming concepts, and beliefs about life, and behavioral patterns. 
In this process, meta-cultural codes are being reproduced whose overt and covert 
manipulation (sometimes liberally and with self-conviction, at others without any 
critical capacities) is often left undeciphered by individuals or groups. In the Israeli 
context, for example, such cultural codes include teleologies that explain and 
justify Israel’s existence either in terms of the Jewish narrative of ‘exile and return’ 
or the Zionist narrative of ‘persecution (Holocaust) to sovereignty (Statehood). 
Identifying these meta-cultural codes, which often includes identifying a range 
of alternative stories, affords those examining them the possibility of deciphering 
them, and the narrator the opportunity to evaluate herself and presuppositions 
accordingly (Gergen & Gergen, 1988).

Narrative as the Construction of Interpersonal Interaction

Narrative can also be viewed as constituting an event in social discourse, influenced 
not only by personal psychological constructs but also by interpersonal situational 
social constructs (Gergen & Gergen, 1988). In this context, while narrative is the 
exclusive product of the person who tells it, it becomes a joint entity, with the 
listener’s role in its fashioning being either open or hidden. Even when the speaker 
seeks to limit the direct influence wielded by the speaker, the very circumstances of 
a face-to-face encounter creates a dialogical intersubjective process (Corradi, 1991). 
For example, hidden, or covert, fashioning happens when the listener’s engagement 
with the narrative work to elicit further details from the narrator (for instance, when 
the narrator responds to a grimace or smile, spontaneous laughter or shock). Overt 
participation might come in the form of follow-up questions asked by the listener 
that draw out more details form the narrator.

This happens in the alternate direction as well, when the listener seeks to limit 
the direct influence wielded by the narrator. We see this in a Community of Inquiry 
when questions are first elicited after reading a text. During this stage a conscious 
attempt is made not to evaluate the questions raised but to record everyone’s interests 
equally. The listener here is often not seeking to be influenced by other’s views but 
looking to put forward their own interest, via a question, for consideration in the 
group. However even here the hearing of previous questions can prompt the listener 
to ask a new question they would not have otherwise raised. The influence of the 
narrator might also be consciously limited by the listener in the ensuing enquiry, 
for example if the narrator is offering a counter-example or critique and the listener 
experiences resistance or lack of patience to receive it.
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Narrative as a Dimension of Form and Content

It is possible to examine narrative via two channels—as form or content. The first is 
largely conscious, governed, controlled, and often conformist. The second, existing 
in parallel, operates at the level of “form”. This is to say, narrative meaning is 
contained in the way in which things are expressed, for example, through particular 
linguistic usages (e.g., whether the narrative told in literary or street language), 
through the metaphors employed (e.g. the difference between describing something 
as ‘impacting society or ‘moulding’ society), and through the way a sequential 
ordering of events is constructed. In general, the language of form is more implicit, 
constructing meaning within the narrative without the narrator’s awareness. In this 
regard it is less consciously constructed by the narrator (Corradi, 1991). At times, the 
manner in which things are expressed is consistent with their contents, however at 
other times a disparity may exist between form and content. For example, the disparity 
between form and content when local councils declare a ‘war against violence’ or 
when academics speak theoretically about ‘human relationality’ but justify their own 
departmental activities according to ‘personal autonomy’. By making the form and 
content of narratives the explicit object of our reflection, meanings and disparities 
can be clarified within the group. This offers a new possibility to communities of 
inquiry where the text of previous inquiries can be put forward as a new text for 
examination by the group to uncover the presuppositions and structures embedded 
in the form and content of its own deliberations.

Narrative as Bestowing Philosophic Meaning

In Truth and Method, Gadamer (1988) claims that any reading of a text is essentially 
hermeneutical given that it constitutes a dialogue between the reader and her worlds 
of knowledge and what the text says. Under this scheme, understanding is always 
that of a specific person toward a particular text. Lieblich, Tuval-ashiach, and Zilber 
(1998) call for “dialogical listening to three voices” (at least): the voice of the 
narrator, as represented by the tape or the text; the theoretical framework, which 
provides the concepts and tools for interpretation; and a reflexive monitoring of 
the act of reading and interpretation, that is, self-awareness of the decision process 
of drawing conclusions from the material. This conceptualization can be applied at 
two levels to the Community of Inquiry. At one level of curriculum it captures the 
dialogical of the reader with the narrator’s voice in the text which takes place in the 
reading of a text for discussion (a philosophical novel), on another, it involves a 
dialogical listening to the philosophical concepts embedded in the story for which 
the accompanying manual provides tools for expansion and interpretation of these 
within the community. On the third level, it offers a framework in which to analyze 
transcripts of a philosophical discussion amongst the children. Dialogical listening 
to these three voices could in fact be carried out with the children themselves, 
empowering children to see that every dialogue can in fact be read in each of these 
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ways—an act that substantially enriches their understanding of narrative and can 
lead them to reflect afresh on their personal worldview.

Personal experiences always occur in a coherent and meaningful context in any 
biographical structure. The link between the various events the narrator chooses to 
represent her story is not chronological but personal-phenomenological (Rosenthal, 
1993). Narrative also makes possible the examination of the bestowal of meaning 
upon events in the present, particularly with respect to their implications for the 
future (Connelly & Clandinn, 1990).

Roland Barthes (1974) posits that every narrative contains a set of codes necessary 
not only for imposing order and logic on it but also to release its signification. 
Two of the five most important codes he cites are the “proairetic” codes (linked to 
expectations and actions) and the “hermeneutic” codes (which deal with questions 
and answers). These are codes that the reader or writer share in making the narrative 
meaningful. Through these codes, Barthes relates to the ways in which narratives 
arouse and goad both expectations and questions, thereby providing us with 
satisfaction or provoking frustration.

These features of narrative can offer tools to the Philosophy for Children 
practioner. They enable the practioner and the children to reflect on personal 
anecdotes told within the inquiry and analyze them as forms of narrative in their 
own right, and not only as examples and counter-examples that illuminate or 
contextualize a point being made. The personal anecdote or story can be seen as a 
form of universal human discourse which seeks to convey meaning. Using the tools 
of narrative analysis, these anecdotes and stories can be deciphered by the addressee, 
listener, or reader. For instance, they can lead the community to attend to the way 
the speaker sequences events in the telling of an anecdote, looking at how they are 
organized along a linear or chronological continuum, and how this is relevant to 
the message being communicated. Such event-sequences capture causal links and 
distinctive linguistic markers that in turn unfold certain meanings and help identify 
the points of commencement and closure (Gergen, 2001).

The relationship between event-sequence and the story’s signification likewise 
resembles an interminable pursuit between the sum and its parts: while the events 
gain their meaning from the whole story, the narrative in its entirety is only 
constructed out of its parts. The hermeneutic circle in which narratives continually 
find themselves turn them into a subject for exegesis along many and varied avenues, 
precluding any possibility of “right” or “unambiguous” meaning.

Legitimization of Difference

The third concept that facilitates the link between philosophy for Children, in 
particular, the Community of Philosophical Inquiry, and narrative theory is 
legitimization. As a way of enabling the existence of a “democratic laboratory” 
(Tiffany, 2008) for elucidating ideas and a discourse and research community, the 
Community of Inquiry also affords the possibility of legitimizing interpersonal and 
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inter-human difference. This legitimization promotes a state in which the recognition 
of narrative itself constitutes a distinct marker that can be applied to an array of 
particular narratives and a network of social narratives, without the community 
being threatened from such narratival multiplicity.

The Community of Philosophical Inquiry can bestow legitimacy upon this 
narratival system, containing the inner resources to appropriately generate new 
narratives in response to already-existing ones. In so doing, the narratives told 
change in both form and content. Always involving acceptance of the other, the act 
of creating a narrative is therefore never complete, being eternally ongoing. The 
existence of conflicting narratives which dispute history—sometimes to the point 
of bloodshed—can each be legitimated as narrative and thereby become the basis 
for further inquiry. Tools employed within the Community of Inquiry consequently 
support rather than deny the narratives as narratives, giving them positive expression 
within the dialogic framework and, most significantly, allowing their existence to be 
present within the community, side by side.

Narratives, moreover, frequently occur in clarificatory circumstances, appearing 
in situations where there is a will to bring the narratival process to completion in 
order to realize the construction of a telos. During such a “narratival explication,” the 
group may often be in a state of confusion and uncertainty, which in turn affords the 
occasion for further narrative construction (for example in the telling of an experience 
of genocide, or of war-related forms of post traumatic stress syndrome; of stories of 
migration or national struggle).The tools provided by Philosophy for Children bring to 
this process a rich, democratic, pluralistic, tolerant educational environment, enabling 
the existence of that space which I call the “unstable present” or “fluid narratival 
space.” Philosophy for Children can contribute to this process by legitimizing it, 
explaining it, and granting it a philosophic and educational framework that nurtures 
the development of a sense of security amongst all the members of the group.

The Challenge of Enabling Silenced Voices

One of the challenges Philosophy for Children (P4C) faces today is enabling 
the voices of silenced, marginalized, and excluded groups represented within 
communities of philosophical inquiry comprised of children or adults to be heard 
(Kizel, 2016). As Lone and Burroughs (2016, p. 209) argue: “This demands an 
appreciation for children’s philosophical insights and unique perspectives, involving 
pedagogical and interpersonal strategies that manifest a commitment to making 
space for all children’s voices.”

What needs to be expressed? What voice needs to be heard and why? What 
language seeks articulation and liberation? The participants in communities of 
philosophic inquiry who come from weak or marginalized sectors do not belong to 
the hegemony are subject to two forms of oppression:
1. External—dictated by the hegemonic discourse represented in the philosophic 

community of inquiry (CoI) by children and teachers from hegemonic homes).
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2. Internal—imprinted on children made aware of the “right order” by the operation 
of power relations.

As Foucault (1980, p. 133) notes, the regime of knowledge that represents the 
“proper” order conceals a power play: “It’s not a matter of emancipating truth from 
every system of power … but of detaching the power of truth from the forms of 
hegemony, social, economic and cultural, within which it operates at the present 
time.”

In every encounter—even between children and children—silenced voices are 
thus present in the room, circle, or community whose owners feel incapable of 
making themselves heard in a way they can call their own. As Ndofirepi and Cross 
observe:

Silenced children cannot confront violence and abuse that may be committed 
against them. The capacity to learn is constrained in the absence of opportunities 
to probe, question and deliberate. In situations where adult decision-makers do 
not listen to children, the former will fail to notice the presence and character 
of the barriers affecting the lives of the latter. (2015, p. 235)

At times, participants cannot ask questions freely because they are intimidated 
by the hegemonic voice. Although the latter is not always explicit, its presence 
is always felt (Kizel, 2013). The participants in communities of philosophical 
inquiry who come from weak socio-economic sectors or national minorities 
whose narrative does not accord with that of the dominant national narrative feel 
uncomfortable expressing their feelings and experiences, preferring not to raise 
the questions that interest them. Even if they are amicable, such communities 
of inquiry are governed—even if implicitly—by the hegemonic meta-narrative. 
Contextualizing P4C within the African milieu helps counter the Western 
hegemonic structures that seek to impose their aims, methodologies, and content 
upon the continent.

Murris (2013) maintains that the primary obstacles to hearing children’s voices 
include conceptualizing them within the human rights discourse, developmental 
psychology, race, and gender. In many classrooms, “learners are often punished for 
making their voices heard. In fact, talking in class has a ‘bad name’ and children who 
do so are covertly treated as exhibiting disobedience” (Ndofirepi & Shumba, 2012, 
p. 253). According to Chetty (2014), the concerns about safety and security in gated 
communities enable “social distance to be maintained” (Atkinson & Flint, 2004, 
p. 875). In such a social climate the unfamiliar is viewed with suspicion—a potential 
intruder whose presence is illegitimate. The gated community can thus serve as a 
“cognitive shelter.”

I suggest that situations in which children cannot express their identity and 
narrative form what Murris (2013, p. 245) calls cases of “structural epistemic 
injustice,” in which essentializing and normalizing discourses about children and 
hearing their unique voice are resisted. Following Fricker (2007), Murris argues that:
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Teachers do not believe a child, because it is a child who is speaking, with 
typical responses such as: s/he is not telling the truth, or is immature, or at 
the other (sentimental) end of the scale: endearment: smiling, laughing, or 
expressions such as “oh, how sweet.” Credibility deficit is related to age, in 
that being a particular age has significant impact on how much credibility a 
hearer affords a speaker, and when and how s/he is silenced systematically. 
(2013, p. 248)

Quoting Fricker’s definition—“the injustice of having some significant area of one’s 
social experience obscured from collective understanding owing to a structural 
identity prejudice in the collective hermeneutical resource” (2007, p. 155), Murris 
elaborates it as follows:

That is, the power relations and structural prejudice undermine child’s faith 
in their own ability to make sense of the world, and constrain their ability 
to understand their own experiences. Children’s situated lived experiences of 
learning, their friends, family or community are irrelevant to the “real” work in 
class. As a result, child will lose confidence in her general intellectual abilities, 
to such extent that she is genuinely hindered in her educational development. 
(2013, p. 248)

Although communities of inquiry aspire to be friendly and safe places (Lipman, 
Sharp, & Oscanyan, 1980), some of their members may nonetheless feel trapped 
within an oppressive, repressive discourse and even on occasion a conceptual prison 
they do not always understand. The latter is powered by the mechanism known 
as “normalizing education,” which consists of a matrix of practices and theories 
devoted to establishing, shaping, and policing the human subject in order to create a 
desired type of human being. According to Gur-Ze’ev (2010), this education creates 
the conditions that determine what a person can and cannot do within and in the 
face of the world. In other words, “it produces the human subject as some-thing and 
prevents her from becoming some-one, a true subject” (Gur-Ze’ev, 2002, p. 66).

In this context, Darren Chetty notes that “there is little in the current literature 
relating to P4C that explicitly addresses the topic of race and racism” (2014, p. 13). 
According to his research, in the UK some SAPERE (Society for the Advancement 
of Philosophical Enquiry and Reflection in Education) trainers have reported that 
teachers frequently request guidance with regard to facilitating philosophical enquiry 
around issues of race and inequality, they themselves not always being sure how to 
respond. Haynes and Murris similarly observe that “Race and racism often crop up 
as problematic ‘no go’ areas” (2012, p. 128) for teachers on P4C/PwC 2 courses.

Kohan (1995) and Rainville (2000) both argue that it is not neutral to ignore the 
foundations of systematic discrimination and the way in which institutions have 
arisen out of and continue to perpetuate the repression of minoritised groups. Children 
from weak sectors relatively quickly recognize the people surrounding them and the 
hegemonic voice/narrative, thus muting their inner voice (i.e., the background from 
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which they come) due to the feeling that it is illegitimate or perhaps even forbidden 
and asking inauthentic questions in order not to betray their “otherness.” This process 
leads them to bury their interests—all the things they would like to bring to the 
discourse and to the community—their distinctive identities and voices being blurred 
and subjected to a form of internal oppression or even colonialism (Fanon, 1967).

Teacher self-identity as epistemic authority may sometimes constitute a 
serious barrier to hearing children’s voices, even when their ideas are deliberately 
solicited in the classroom (Haynes & Murris, 2011). Children consequently require 
opportunities to actively engage in democratic decision-making processes—first 
within the school and then within their local communities—before they can 
learn to abide by subsequent decisions in society as they grow up (Lansdown, 
2001). In this context, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child 
(CRC) stipulates that children have the right to express their views and should 
be taken seriously in accord with their age and maturity. This global convention 
asserts the obligation to ensure that competent children receive a voice as citizens 
(MacNaughton et al., 2003).

While philosophic communities of inquiry are customarily conducted in a more 
open climate than organized lessons, by definition being designed to offer a safe place 
(Lipman, 1997), we cannot ignore the fact that the hegemonic voice and its power 
relations can also serve as strong, powerful, and influential forces within them.

The Philosophic Community as a Liberating Space: Recognition  
of the Other and Thou

What should communities of philosophical of inquiry do in order to confront 
“normalizing education”? First of all, they can provide a space that allows a discourse 
I call “enabling identity”—in other words, expression of the otherness of the other. In 
conjunction with multi-narrative environments, communities of philosophic inquiry 
can offer three constructs: (a) multiple perspectives; (b) a wealth of identities; and 
(c) legitimization. They must therefore constitute a liberating space that recognizes 
two principles I believe to be significant for teachers and practitioners of such 
communities: recognition of Levinas’ Other and Buber’s Thou.

Under optimal circumstances, these two principles can allow a number of 
narratives to coexist without seeking to dominate the others, allowing an expansion 
of the discussion of the existence of diverse narratives and their legitimization as 
the unique identities of the young participants of the philosophic CoI. Levinas’ 
concept of the Other and Otherness is of use in this context. Recognition of the 
Other/ness is a prerequisite for a philosophic CoI that seeks to be safe, protective, 
enabling, and open to diverse identities. According to Levinas, Otherness entails the 
understanding that the human unity in whose name modernity speaks has sought to 
blur Otherness—including, I would posit, the personal identity that we wish to be 
present within the philosophic CoI, thereby also impinging on the sense that we must 
take responsibility for the Other.
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In this sense, the philosophic CoI must go beyond ontology, serving as a safe 
place for taking responsibility towards others, in particular those from weaker and 
marginal populations. As Levinas observes, “To understand being is to exist. To 
think is no longer to contemplate but to be engaged, merged with what we think, 
launched—the dramatic event of being-in-the-world” (1998, p. 11). According 
to Levinas, our acts—including those of which we are not aware—create echoes 
and reverberations. We thus inhabit a space in which we are responsible: “We are 
responsible beyond our intentions. It is impossible for the attention directing the act 
to avoid inadvertent action” (1998, p. 3).

What is the meaning of this responsibility in the context of P4C and how can 
communities of philosophical inquiry recognize the moment of responsibility 
and understand what to do with it? In contrast to Heidegger (1927), for whom the 
individual is marginally important, Levinas pays great attention to the Other. For 
Heidegger, to relate to beings means to understand them as they are—independent of 
the perception that discovers and grasps them. In other words, being-with- the-other 
is an ontological relation.

Levinas responds by asserting that our relation with the other must be a letting 
be. The other is not first an object of understanding and then a person who takes 
part in a dialogue or conversation (Levinas, 1998), the two relations in fact being 
intertwined. Addressing the other is rather inseparable from understanding him or 
her. To understand a person is already to speak to him or her. To posit the existence of 
the other by letting them be is already to have accepted their existence, to have taken 
it into account (Katz, 2013). According to Levinas, language is thus subordinate to 
our consciousness of the presence of the Other. Rather than relating to their proximity 
or our commonality, language serves as the precondition of conscious realization.

Enabling identity should encourage the responsibility that Levinas propounds, 
which shuns violence. As he points outs, the latter occurs when understanding 
serves to engender a sense of control over the other or his or her negation. He thus 
provides us with an excellent tool—or warning—for engagement: an encounter is 
an encounter and must not be exploited as a way of manipulating or controlling the 
other. To be in relation with another face to face precludes killing. As he notes, “This 
is also the situation of discourse” (1996, p. 9).

The responsibility that Levinas proposes is one we cannot evade. It is exemplified 
in the work of the moderator of the philosophic CoI, who should demonstrate 
sensitivity on entry into a multi-narratival community. Levinas is seeking to override 
ethics as “good” and “right” behaviour or action. Describing the obligation towards 
the Other as infinite and ongoing, his “first philosophy” can enrich both P4C and 
communities of philosophic inquiry.

In a slightly different fashion, Buber (1957) suggests that the discovery of the 
Other can be compared to being open to listening to what one hears, grasping it, 
and directly opening the window to enjoy the view. Discussing the nature of the 
all-important human encounter, Buber focuses on the dialogical dimension within 
concrete situations, calling for the presence of the whole-being. As Sidorkin notes, 
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through the dialogical Buber—like Bakhtin and Copernicus—re-discovered the 
centre of the human universe: “It is the center in a sense that the very fact of human 
existence is contingent upon engagement in dialogical relations” (1999, p. 11). Or as 
Buber states, “All real living is meeting” (1959, p. 11).

Buber opposed the anthropological reduction alluded to in Kant’s question 
and Heidegger’s premise, seeking to expand the boundaries of human thought 
and shift from knowledge-based understanding—by nature partial and based on 
the assumption that human beings are creatures of understanding—to dialogical 
knowledge, by definition complete and capable of fully comprehending human 
beings. The essence of Buber’s thought resides in his dialogical-based perception 
that human essence is relational. Rather than perception or understanding, the 
core of human existence lies in being-in-relation to (Beziehung) and the encounter 
(Begegnung). While Heidegger emphasizes the fatality of human existence and Kant 
consciousness, Buber maintains that relationality is the central existential fact of 
existence (Kepnes, 1992).

Buber calls for the implementation of a form of dialogism that requires entry from 
a person’s inner knowledge, thus assigning a secondary place to external perception. 
The dialogical method bridges the chasm between experience and consciousness, 
joining the facilitation of experience to post facto knowledge of it. Through human 
attachment, dialogical thought establishes a bridge with reality and thereby an 
encounter with the Other (Buber, 1938/1962). According to Buber, only reflective 
introspection—not empirical impression—is capable of perceiving human essence. 
Consciousness is thus not gained via passing a concrete entity but rather by the deep 
penetration of the essence of a concrete entity that reveals its inner essence (Buber, 
1938/1962, p. 97).

Like Bakhtin, Buber assumes that, in order for human existence to be full, a 
person must not only enter into the dialogical situation but must also know and value 
the fact of doing so. As Burbules elegantly observes: “Dialogue is not something we 
do or use; it is a relation into which we enter” (1993, p. xii). In Buber’s own words: 
“Benevolence touches us when we approach it, are open to, and perhaps expect it. 
However, benevolence cannot be a concern … it comes without searching, as in 
‘don’t touch—and it appears’” (1959, pp. 58, 61).

A philosophic CoI can become a liberating space if and when it bases itself on the 
principles of the Other/Thou. In other words, on the one hand (based on Levinas), 
the Otherness of those around him or her must be acknowledged rather than felt as 
a threat—perceived as a human treasure that, in the framework of the process of the 
“enabling identity” in the philosophic CoI, allows the members to take responsibility 
by giving room to the voice of the Other’s identity and narrative. On the other (based 
on Buber), dialogue must be promoted as the height of interrelationships within a 
space characterized by mutuality rather than power.

Both these concepts require sensitivity and entry into a situation. In other words, 
the group’s moderator must engage in a dialogue with its members as sensitive to and 
aware of the fact that they come from diverse backgrounds. Above all, he or she must 
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be sensitive to and aware of the fact that in any given situation the questions asked 
will be governed by the hegemonic meta-narrative. Thereby making all those asked 
by participants from other backgrounds subject and subservient to it, it excludes and 
marginalizes them.

These sectors are subject to a mechanism that ordains the socially valuable as 
legitimate knowledge (Apple, 1999). By defining a large part of what is considered 
to form this knowledge, it also determines which groups are granted status and 
which remain unrecognized or minimalized. These communities lie at the centre 
of the struggle fought by the politics of recognition with respect to race/ethnicity, 
class, gender, sexuality, ability, religion, and other important dynamics of power. 
They also constitute spaces for political and educational action. Pessimists such as 
David Blacker (2013), who fear that education cannot change society, argue that 
this incapacity is deeply entrenched rather than merely superficial. They therefore 
suggest returning to Stoicism in the form of a “compartmentalized fatalism.” Despite 
“accepting fate,” we must continue to fight “even when the battle is perceived 
as hopeless”—a sentiment that echoes Gramsci’s (1971/1981) reference to the 
pessimism of the intellect and optimism of the will. I would like to suggest, in 
contrast, that communities of philosophical inquiry can be liberating spaces that 
afford opportunities for the full social membership of marginalized groups.

SUMMARY

The Community of Philosophical Inquiry offers us an approach through which to 
The Community of Philosophical Inquiry and a multi-narrative environment are 
mutually enriching because they both operate within a framework of three concepts: 
(a) multiple perspectives; (b) a wealth of identities; and (c) legitimization. This 
chapter analyzed the common elements between the two fields with respect to an 
enriching educational milieu in the framework of which it is possible to establish a 
correspondence between them and show how these ideas can be a resource for both 
those working in the field and for those engaged in an active research community.

Organize the educational environment in such a way that multiplicity and 
pluralism can form enriching, rather than threatening, factors and constitute a source 
of legitimization for communities that frequently exist in a space occupied by 
conflicting narratives.

Similarly, a Community of Inquiry that employs the tools offered by mulit-
narratival discourse can enable a person to better understand herself on two identity 
levels: that of understanding herself and her surroundings and history, and that of 
concern, wherein she can realize her identity and the basic questions of her truth and 
of her group as part of her certainty.

In addition, community of philosophical inquiry can guide the participants in 
such a way as to allow the voices of the weak and marginalized members to be heard. 
It revolves around two principles: Levinas’ recognition of the importance of the  
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Other/ness and our responsibility for the Other and Buber’s concept of mutual human 
relations as forming the basis of interpersonal and inter-group dialogue. These two 
conceptual frameworks can help us acknowledge and contain other narratives—
especially those of silenced and excluded voices—via a model that seeks to blur 
the boundaries of the exclusive ruling meta-narrative, thereby consolidating and 
affirming the identity of those who hold them.
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7. DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION

Realizing the Heteroglossic Potential in Young  
People’s Philosophical Inquiry

INTRODUCTION

For many, Philosophy for Children (P4C) represents a vision of democratic 
engagement that seeks to disrupt the authoritative and monological potential inherent 
in the dominant standards-based school culture. Engaging students in philosophical 
inquiry offers a radical alternative to the traditional school systems, structures, 
values and signals the possibility of “cracking open” third spaces in which ideas are 
renegotiated through a dialogic process that allows learners to reconstruct reality 
collaboratively (Lipman, 2003; Lipman, Sharp, & Oscanyan, 2010; Trickey & 
Topping, 2004). The premise that philosophical inquiry is conducive to democracy 
building and development, however, needs to be contested in today’s culturally and 
linguistically diverse classrooms. What purpose would philosophy serve, if students 
were not able to cut through the semantic obscurity and cloudiness of academic 
discourse and were not being offered a path into the community of classroom inquiry?

In pursuing the above question, I draw readers’ attention to the theoretical affinity 
between Bakhtin’s Dialogism (1992) and Lipman’s approach (1988, 2003) in engaging 
young people in philosophical inquiry, with the intention to interpret Lipman’s 
Community of Inquiry as the pedagogical rendering of Bakhtin’s Heteroglossia. Despite 
the profound difference in theoretical backgrounds and ends-in-view, both Bakhtin and 
Lipman view diversity a key source of learning as both are committed to fostering a 
culture of diversity as a viable tool to combat the authoritative and monological potential 
inherent in contemporary cultures. In particular, I argue that Lipman’s Community of 
Inquiry provides ways to translate Bakhtin’s vision of heterolgossia into a pedagogical 
practice that allows for critical engagement of educational resources in culturally and 
linguistically diverse classrooms in order to afford possibilities of self transformation 
(Lipman, 2003; Lipman, Sharp, & Oscanyan, 2010; Trickey & Topping, 2004).

COUNTER-NARRATIVES TO THE DEFICIT DISCOURSE OF  
CULTURALLY AND LINGUISTIC DIVERSITY

In today’s school cultures where “institutional control, market relevance, and 
accountability extend into every corner of Education Faculties” (Doecke, Kostogriz, 

This eBook was made available by Sense Publishers to the authors and 
editors of this book,  the series editor and the members of the editorial 
board. Unauthorized distribution will be prosecuted.



C.-C. LIN

86

& Charles, 2004, p. 29), mandated content and the testing regime continue to move 
students away from experiential knowledge, from authentic learning, and from 
the benefits of an open, diverse, dynamic, and inclusive society. Instead of being 
integrated into the necessary components of the total educational experience that 
contributes to a generative and transformative process of learning, the ideal of social 
heterogeneity remains a marginal and vulnerable role in the standard-based school 
curriculum. The negative overtone hinted in the ways the phrase “culturally and 
linguistically diverse population” found embedded in government papers, research 
papers, and in school cultures etc. suggests that a deficit view of cultural and 
linguistic diversity remains ingrained in the dominant educational agendas (García 
& Malkin, 1993; Schon, Shaftel, & Markham, 2008).

Given the ever shifting and diverse pattern of the demographic landscape in the 
United States, it is imperative for educators to recognize that fostering a vision of 
diversity and inclusion provides a key to authentic learning. Yet, how do we incorporate 
diversity into classroom practices and help students develop the capacity to draw 
from a range of cultural resources and legacies in their literacy backgrounds and 
surrounding so that they can critically engage the world? While diversity has been a 
recurring theme in current educational literature, incorporating diversity and inclusion 
throughout the curriculum and in all fields remains under-theorized (Barrett, 2013; 
Jablonka, Wagner, & Walshaw, 2012; Johnson, 2003; Slee, 1997; Waldorf, 2012). By 
integrating sociocultural theories (Gee, 2010; Hirst, 2004; Soja, 1996; Street, 2006) that 
foster complex understanding and appreciation for diversity into classroom discussion 
practices, this chapter wishes to address a critical gap in the existing literature.

INCORPORATING A VISION OF DIVERSITY AND  
INCLUSION INTO LITERACY PRACTICES

While literacy is traditionally understood as the ability to read and write, our 
increasingly globalized world has ushered in a transformation of literacy. 
Incorporating the vision of cultural and linguistic diversity in classroom instruction 
involves adopting a different way of understanding and interpreting literacy practices. 
Numerous studies have done much to advance our understanding of the complex 
literacy practices in culturally and linguistically diverse classrooms, showcasing the 
multiple ways “a struggle over meaning” has taken place within a field of “semantic 
contest” (Griswold, 2007; Kyratzis, 2010; Zentella, 1998). In their efforts to go 
beyond explaining literacy education merely as decontextualized generic practices 
but as a rich pattern of social and cultural interaction, literacy studies scholars such as 
Street (2006) and Gee (2010) incorporated sociocultural considerations into the study 
of literacy to explain the complex meaning structure of literacy practice in today’s 
culturally and linguistically diverse classrooms. New Literacy Studies (NLS) scholars 
such as Street (2016) and Gee (2010) also argue that a fuller understanding of literacy 
can only take place in its full range of contexts “not just cognitive, but social, cultural, 
historical, and institutional, as well” (Gee, 2010, p. 2) and suggest we view literacy as 
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a social practice reflecting “ways of participating in the distinctive social and cultural 
practices of different social and cultural groups” (Gee, 2010, p. 4). From this socially 
situated perspective, the act of participating in academic community discourse should 
integrate with “different ways of acting and interacting; different ways of knowing, 
valuing, and believing; and, too, often different ways of using various sorts of tools 
and technologies” (Gee, 2010, p. 2).

The work of Street (1995) and others adds a critical component to our understanding 
of “situated literacies” that exist in the intersection of the contexts of language, culture, 
society, and ideology. According to Street (2006), literacy practices are embedded 
in cultural and social contexts – simultaneously reflecting the negotiation of power 
interplay between broader social perspectives and local interests. Street (1995) states 
that this ideological perspective is critical in challenging the deficit view of diverse 
language and cultures that has prevented us from tapping into their diverse ways of 
learning and literacy background as resources for learning. For Street, identifying 
and recognizing multiple literacies in the educational system would significantly 
contribute towards intercultural understanding and communications, and eventually 
towards greater equity and opportunity (Alvermann & Hagood, 2000; Gee, 2005; 
Kellner & Share, 2005).

Building upon concepts introduced in Bakhtin’s work, Elizabeth Hirst suggests 
that we view multilingual classrooms as sites of “heteroglossic articulations of 
various historical, class, and cultural interests contending for social power and 
capital” (Luke, 1998, p. 52, quoted in Hirst, 2004, p. 40). In this context, different 
languages or different sets of discourse come into social and political relations with 
each other, through which

the individual and the social are always mutually reconstituting, and the 
fundamental unit of communication, the utterance, is not only a site where the 
personal and the social meet, it is a site where the person and the society alike 
are produced. (Hirst, 2004, p. 40)

Through meaningful interaction and dialogue, a multicultural and multilingual 
environment provides students opportunities to actively explore social relation in 
a continual process of meaning making, striving for balance between meaning for 
themselves, the community and the wider society. Hence, heterogeneous school 
communities and classrooms afford the potential for negotiation between diversities 
and the articulation of cultural differences, and the development of third spaces that 
allow individuals to negotiate between self expressions and social meaning (Byram, 
1999; Carr, 1999; Hirst, 2004; Kramsch, 1998).

As a concept emerging from the sociocultural tradition, Third Space has been 
utilized to signal a space where the overcoming of oppression becomes possible 
(Bhabha & Rutherford, 2006; Gutiérrez, Baquedano, López, & Tejeda, 1999; 
Maniotes, 2005; Soja, 1996). Soja (1996), for example, envisions Third Spaces as 
the in-between, or hybrid, spaces, where representational strategies are deployed to 
avoid the dualism between the traditional demarcation of spaces, such as individual/
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social, culture/nature, production/reproduction, etc. (Soja, 1996). In educational 
studies, Maniotes (2005) further uses Third Space to describe a classroom where 
students’ cultural capital is tapped and incorporated into content of the curriculum and 
classroom instruction as a way to enable student voice in the classroom community.

The sociocultural perspectives of literacy practice such as Hirst (2004), Street 
(1995), Soja (1996) allow us to more accurately capture the complex pattern and 
multiple forms of literacy practices across contexts and languages in American 
education (Cummins, 2006; Haneda, 2006). These perspectives honor the linguistic 
and cultural capital that diverse learners bring into the classroom. Ultimately, the 
incorporation of cultural and linguistic diversity in the school curriculum and 
classroom practices may lead to the creation of a teaching/learning model built on 
the practices of multiple and social literacies that have been grossly overlooked and 
marginalized in the current literature (Gee, 2005; Street, 2006).

While multicultural and multilingual classrooms can enact third spaces, which 
allow children to escape the polarizing effects of dominant monological discourses, 
it can also play an active role in reproducing and reinforcing dominant ideologies 
(Kyratzis, 2010). Bakhtin expresses a sense of moral and political ambiguity toward 
heteroglossia when he states (1992), “Every concrete utterance of a speaking 
subject serves as a point where centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are brought 
to bear. The processes of centralization and decentralization, of unification and 
disunification, intersect in the utterance” (Bakhtin, 1992, p. 272). There is no 
guarantee that multicultural and multilingual school communities will always serve 
as a venue for democratic participation and civil responsibility. In order to help 
students resist the regimentation of adult’s monolingual and monological norms, 
they must also develop literacy practices that help them foster critical awareness of 
the ideological and social implications of dominant monological discourses in the 
school communities and the wider U.S. society.

Given the role of diversity in the reproduction and disruption of social relations 
through classroom practices, learning must involve a process of critically appraising 
and reconstituting culturally and linguistically diverse resources and funds emerging 
within the school communities. Drawing on Bakhtin’s theory of dialogism and 
heteroglossia, I seek to envision a theory of literacy practice that builds on a 
critical appraisal of diversity and inclusion rather than reinforcing normative and 
authoritarian discourse.

Dialogized Heteroglossia as a Theory of Literacy Practice

To theorize how we can incorporate the vision of diversity and inclusion into 
literacy practice, and transform it into a source of intellectual vitality and conceptual 
plurality that are essential for democratic progress, I draw heavily from Bakhtin’s 
theory of dialogism to guide my theoretical exploration. Bakhtin, a Russian literary 
critic and philosopher, changed his position from formalism to dedicating himself 
to incorporating a vision of inclusion and diversity in order to challenge the 
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monolingual, monoglossic discourse of Stalin’s authoritarian regime. Profoundly 
informed by a vision of a cosmopolitan and interactive society, Bakhtin’s later 
theory centered around his theory of dialogism, which theorizes how discourse, or 
language use in any forms including its use in the classroom, as inherently dialogic 
and plural—born and “shaped in dialogic interaction”—takes place in the social, 
political, and cultural contexts in which it is embedded (Bakhtin, 1992, p. 279).

For Bakhtin, the ultimate goal of literary practices or any given performance or act 
of speaking, reading or writing is to strive to articulate the broad social context and 
give expression to the conflict or inner struggle among these different voices or ways 
of speaking or writing. From this perspective, all literacy practices are inherently 
a literary experience and part of the range of possibilities that can be considered 
for designation as literature. Hence, in Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, Bakhtin 
writes: “Language lives only in the dialogical interaction of those who make use of 
it” (Bakhtin, 1992, pp. 183–184). In this view, language is “a living source of insight 
and renewal” (White, 2009, p. 4) and its meaning extends beyond the written or 
spoken word alone to include “a consideration of tone, sound and body language” as 
it is perceived in living reality and communal life (White, 2009, p. 4).

Bakhtin (1992) introduces dialogic utterance as an essential component of language. 
In this later theory, he gives utterance precedence over the sentence and the word and 
the real over the abstract. The very act of speaking, reading or writing, rather than an 
autonomic solipsistic skill, simultaneously enacts the voices of others, inevitably taking 
into account what they might have responded to what we have uttered, in an attempt to 
anticipate future responses by incorporating them into our speech. Hence each speech 
or writing must be regarded as primarily “a response to preceding utterances of the 
given sphere” and consequently reflecting multiplicity within cultures (Bakhtin, 1984, 
p. 91). To ignore this dialogic nature of language in living conversation is to overlook 
the “historicity” of language as live encounters between people and weaken “the link 
between language and life” (Bakhtin, 1984, p. 63).

By emphasizing diversity, inclusion and potential conflicts as the essence of 
language, Bakhtin (1992) simultaneously invokes the vision of heteroglossia, the 
co-occurrence of many languages in which “the co-existence of socio-ideological 
contradictions between the present and the past, between differing epochs of the past, 
between different socio-ideological groups in the present, between tendencies, schools, 
circles and so forth (Bakhtin, 1992, p. 291). The concept of heteroglossia lends itself 
particularly well to facilitating our understanding of mobility and flux that characterize 
the complex language landscape in today’s school system and the literacy practices 
that it has shaped. As described by Bakhtin, heteroglossia refers to the fact that

at any given moment of its evolution, language is stratified not only into 
linguistic dialects in the strict sense of the word…but also—and for us this is 
the essential point—into languages that are socio-ideological: Languages of 
social groups, ‘professional’ and ‘generic’ languages, languages of generations, 
and so forth. (Bakhtin, 1992, pp. 271–272)
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Language hence is essentially plural and contains within itself the tension among 
language varieties. “Every concrete utterance of a speaking subject serves as a point 
where centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are brought to bear. The processes of 
centralization and decentralization, of unification and disunification, intersect in the 
utterance” (Bakhtin, 1992, p. 272).

For Bakhtin, context, cultures, process and stratification are necessary facets 
of life. These facets are all inevitably connected by language, manifesting itself as 
opposing forces at work in language, and simultaneously as “social, generic, and 
dynamic, features of language production (Spilka, 1998, p. 43). As suggested by 
Leppänen, heteroglossia as a concept makes it possible to “identify not only the 
co-occurrence of and shifts between languages or language varieties” (Leppänen, 
2012, p. 236), but also account for how we use language to engage with larger social, 
historical, and ideological processes.

In search of a literary genre that best captures the ever-shifting and heteroglossic 
nature (complexity) of everyday literacy practice, Bakhtin found in the novel, 
exemplified by Dostoevsky’s, the new literary genre emerging at the turn of the 
eighteenth century, a paradigmatic expression of dialogism and heteroglossia. 
Through the process of inserting other literary languages into an open format of 
storytelling, the novel dialogizes other genres, “revitalizing and imbuing them 
with an indeterminacy, a certain semantic open-endedness, a living contact with 
unfinished, still-evolving contemporary reality” (Bakhtin, 1992, p. 7). This spirit 
of process and inconclusiveness is what makes the novel a viable literary device to 
preserve the openness of a multicultural and multicultural society characterized by 
heteroglossia. What is worthy of our attention here is the capacity of the novel, as 
a literary medicum, to be “organically receptive to new forms of mute perception” 
(Bakhtin, 1992, p. 3). Bakhtin sees this quality of the novel being aptly manifested 
by Dostoevsky’s work. By allowing a space for all voices, Dostoevsky’s work 
exemplified his commitment to liberating Russian society from the tyranny of a 
national, unified language. Hence, the very medicum of the novel represents the 
democratic consciousness and signals a possibility to challenge monological and 
authoritarian discourse.

Philosophy for Children: Realizing Heteroglossia in Young People’s 
Philosophical Inquiry

When Lipman founded philosophy for children in the 1970s, he had in mind a vision 
of democratic engagement that aims at disrupting the imbalance of power, social 
knowledge and access to empowerment inherent in current dominant educational 
practices (Lipman, 1988, 1991, 2003). Like Bakhtin, Lipman argued that the critical 
spirit of philosophy comes from the live interaction of people in dialogic inquiry. 
To preserve the live nature of philosophy as a social practice, Lipman proposes the 
Community of Inquiry (henceforth CI) as the primary pedagogical approach of P4C 
to empower student voices and enable the dynamic interplay of diverse perspectives 
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(Lipman, 2003). Though the methods employed in the CI vary, the central practice 
of CI consists in the use of “a conversation centered on a particular question or 
problem, in which the participants share diverse views about it, clarify each other’s 
thinking, offer multiple possible answers, and test those answers by coming up with 
reasons for and against them” (“PLATO”, 2009, p. 4).

In the CI, children are involved in the process of engaging each other in dialogue, 
and learn how to “talk coherently, and expressively and at the same time listen to each 
other” (Ndofirepi, Wadesango, Machingambi, Maphosa, & Mutekwe, 2013, p. 171). 
The practice of the CI hence implies live encounters that take cognizance of diverse 
viewpoints, values, interests, and literacy practices existing within communities of 
dialogic inquiry (Gregory, 2007; Kennedy, 1999; Lipman, 1988).

Instead of viewing philosophy as an academic discipline taking as its proper 
basic task the improvement of “specialized knowledge and technological know-
how” (Maxwell, 2005, p. 6), Lipman conceptualizes the CI as a mediated action 
in which individuals operate with mediational means in socially and historically 
specific contexts (Wertsch, 1998). This concept of dialogical inquiry takes into 
account sociocultural forces influencing classroom learning and hence involves what 
Soja (1996) refers to as a “trialectical” relationship—as opposed to the traditional, 
dialectical binary relationship of individual and the discursive structures, which 
tends to reduce communication into an argumentation game (Hirst, 2004). I suggest 
the trialectical relationship of mediated action within the CI can only take place 
in the context of the cultural and linguistic diversity existing in the U.S. school 
communities. I argue that CI embodies a vision of heteroglossia in its methods and 
approaches to philosophical inquiry. Through creating a discursive structure in the 
classroom that makes dynamic cultural and intellectual transactions possible, it 
allows for engagement with diverse cultures and perspectives and hence affirms 
the multiple literacy practices of participants and enables participants to conjointly 
explore philosophical concepts.

I suggest that it is Lipman’s desire to preserve the increasing cultural and linguistic 
diversity so characteristic of American contemporary society that inspired him to 
develop CI. To preserve philosophy as an open system of signification – as opposed 
to a closed system of semantics – as a genre capable of challenging monophonic 
voices, Lipman found his inspiration in the ancient notion of philosophical dialogue 
being employed as a democratic tool for engaging cultural and linguistic diversity. 
In this regard, Lipman draws the distinction between ‘philosophy’ as a body of 
knowledge and ‘philosophizing’ as the activity of doing philosophy. He writes:

The paradigm of doing philosophy is the towering, solitary figure of Socrates, 
for whom philosophy was neither an acquisition or a profession but a way 
of life. What Socrates models for us is not philosophy known or philosophy 
applied but philosophy practiced. He challenges us to acknowledge that 
philosophy is a deed, as a form of life is something that any of us can emulate. 
(Lipman, 1988, p. 12)
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In other words, for Lipman, philosophy is rooted in a communal life where pluralism, 
diversity, and multiculturalism is a daily fact of life with our personal identities 
implicated in our social and moral consciousness of other people.

Lipman’s notion of CI is rooted in the Greek concept of philosophy as a form 
of civic dialogue in the civic life of the Greek civilization. Historically, the genre 
of civic dialogue emerged as part of a rich literary life developed in the Greek 
city-states that bustled with cross-border trade, interaction and cultural movement. 
Philosophy in the Greek sense, understood as the lively conversation exchanged 
among its citizens was embraced and feared at the same time in the context of a 
diverse and democratic Athenian community. The intellectual challenges offered 
by Socrates ultimately also led to his execution by his fellowmen. His death bears 
the testimony of the power of philosophy to challenge conventional hierarchies 
of meaning, the organized attempt to sanction thoughts. Hence Socratic dialogic 
method originated in a literary tradition that guarded itself against the threat of a 
tyrannical oligarchy (and against being fossilized as a formal discipline). It sought 
to challenge the dominant monological and authoritative practice by preserving his 
vision of inclusion and diversity in an increasingly diverse society that the Athenian 
society was becoming (Dougherty & Kurke, 2003; Haarmann, 2014).

This same consideration for diversity is equally evident in Lipman’s choice of 
material and teaching methods for P4C. The CI provides for Lipman what Bakhtin 
(1981) referred to as “social languages” in which “specific voices, being invoked and 
informed as responses in the conversational and collaborative situation at hand, are thus 
also informed by a broader socio-cultural context with a particular history” (Bakhtin, 
1981, p. 466). According to Lipman, to engage a diverse audience, philosophers 
must express their philosophical ideas based on the consideration that it should be 
“simply and popularly accessible, rather than technical or esoteric” (Lipman, Sharp, 
& Oscanyan, 1977/2010, p. 25). In Lipman’s choice of teaching material, as in Plato’s 
dialogues, multiple literary elements such as poetry, aphorism, stories etc. were brought 
into play in order to allow for the juxtaposition of different viewpoints and voices and 
for a greater understanding of the affairs or issues at hand. Following the examples of 
early philosophers, Lipman formulates Community Dialogical Inquiry as a pedagogical 
‘language’ that reflects the fusion of multiple genres and means of expressions and as 
such offers a democratic tool that mediate diverse and conflicting interests.

The social ‘language’ envisioned by Lipman is inherently multi-genres and “rich 
and multi-leveled – yet anyone could understand them at some level” to allow the 
inter-animation of meaning (Lipman, Sharp, & Oscanyan, 1977/2010, p. 25). In 
addition to being “enjoyable, meaningful and valuable to the child” (Lipman, Sharp, 
& Oscanyan, 1977/2010, p. 27), the enhanced genre of CI affords “the development 
of third spaces”, hence “the potential for negotiation of diversity”, “the articulation of 
cultural differences” and multiple identities (Hirst, 2004, p. 47). These affordments 
allow students, especially multiple language learners, to enter into a community of 
dialogic inquiry “exploring problems that are important to them and in a way that 
has relevance to their own lives” (Lipman, Sharp, & Oscanyan, 1977/2010, p. 27).
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Hence in a move similar to Bakhtin, Lipman found in the concept of philosophical 
novels a paradigmatic expression for his own vision of heteroglossia – which Bakhtin 
defines as “another’s speech in another’s language” of language (Bakhtin, 1935) – 
for its ability to simultaneously reflect the mutually conditioning of understanding 
and responses. For Lipman, philosophical novels incorporate a vision of inclusion 
and diversity in the structure of narratives, juxtaposing different languages on a 
single plane. It allows us to reconcile community/individual, formal/informal, and 
many other ‘binary’ languages all at once and yet retaining the inner struggle or 
conflict in a narrative through a collaborative communal inquiry (Bakhtin, 1981; 
Bakhtin, 1986; Clark & Holquist, 1984; Holquist, 2002).

Ndofirepi reiterates a similar perspective as he rethinks P4C while reflecting on 
South Africa’s unique historical context. He writes, stories

throw light on the concrete reality of lived experience; they serve as important 
pedagogical devices because they provide essential case material on which 
pedagogical reflection is possible. As learners analyze the proverbs and stories, 
they are able to reflect on the meanings and implications embedded in the 
experiences. (Ndofirepi, 2011, p. 252)

He further argues that P4C in the twenty-first century African milieu is one with the 
capacity to incorporate, adapt and integrate multi-cultures and multi-languages “into 
and through African visions to provide the dynamism, evolution and flexibility so 
essential in the global times” (Makgoba, 1997, p. 199, quoted in Ndofirepi, 2011, 
p. 253). In order to adapt to the ever shifting contexts of the contemporary post-
colonial society, a new genre of philosophical inquiry should “best occur in a third 
space, which recognizes the heterogeneous basis of knowledge” (Ndofirepi, 2011, 
p. 253) and be composed of a hybrid of multiple genres that allows for the negotiation 
between different conceptions of cultures and knowledge.

For Lipman (1991), Gregory (2007), Kennedy (1999), and Ndofirepi (2011) 
learning how to think philosophically and critically always involves a process 
of actively re-appropriating and reconstituting the culturally and linguistically 
diverse resources and funds emerging within communities of dialogic inquiry. In 
doing so, the practice of communal dialogic inquiry signals a cosmopolitan vision 
of diverse and dynamic communities and allows us to challenge the monological 
and authoritarian practice of the current paradigm of literacy and classroom 
instruction.

CONCLUSION

Both Lipman and Bakhtin ground their theories and practices in their desire to 
foster a culture of openness and inclusion in societies characterized by increasing 
cultural and linguistic diversity. In opting for infused literary devices that is 
essentially unfinished, and unstable and always open to outside influences, ready 
to acknowledge others, rather than remaining passive to the confining restraint of a 
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narrow notion of literacy and classroom practices, both theories provide us a radical 
alternative to the dominant discourse of educational approches.

Philosophy for Children represents a way of realizing heteroglossia in classrooms 
through dialogic inquiry. In the Community of Inquiry, participants transform the 
words and comments of others by reformulating them in their own words to respond 
to (reject, incorporate or extend) what has been said by the other. This perfectly 
illustrates how one’s voice can come into contact with and ‘interanimate’ the voices 
of others in a dialogic encounter. It is clear that drawing upon the diverse viewpoints 
and perspectives in the classrooms as a source of learning opportunities, Philosophy 
for Children (as a social language) has the potential to provide a rich and authentic 
context for learning.

By forging a fusion of a multiplicity of literary genres that are inviting and 
accommodating multiple voices and perspectives in contemporary classrooms, 
Community of Inquiry can be used to facilitate students’ access to the ways of talking, 
reading, and understanding in a specific area of knowledge as well as in philosophical 
inquiry. This access can be achieved through integrating teaching strategies that 
encourage students to actively engage in the process of knowledge construction 
by negotiate meanings and voices. The process of inserting other literary genres 
into the language of the community of inquiry creates a certain “semantic open-
endedness, a living contact with unfinished, still-evolving contemporary reality” 
(Bakhtin, 1992, p. 7). This spirit of process and inconclusiveness is what makes the 
Community of Inquiry a viable literary device to foster and preserve the openness of 
multilingual and multicultural classrooms characterized by heteroglossia.
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AMBER STRONG MAKAIAU

8. PHILOSOPHY FOR CHILDREN HAWAI’I

A Culturally Responsive Pedagogy for Social Justice Education

In 2011, I won the Teaching Tolerance Award for Excellence in Culturally Responsive 
Teaching. Given out annually by the Southern Poverty Law Center’s Teaching 
Tolerance program, this distinction recognizes educators in the United States of 
America who have demonstrated excellence in teaching students from diverse racial, 
ethnic, and cultural backgrounds. At the time, I was a social studies teacher at a small 
public high school on the Hawaiian Island of Oahu, and I was using a “philosopher’s 
pedagogy” (Makaiau & Miller, 2012, p. 8; Makaiau, 2010, 2013) to teach Ethnic 
Studies to students from a wide range of cultural, linguistic, and socioeconomic 
backgrounds. When asked to describe why the teaching and learning that occurred in 
this particular course was honored, I acknowledge the work that my colleagues and 
I were doing to promote Ethnic Studies as an important site for multicultural, anti-
bias, and social justice education in the high school setting and I highlight the ways 
in which the philosopher’s pedagogy—an approach to teaching and learning born 
out of the growing Philosophy for Children (P4C) movement in Hawai’i—was used 
to guide my students and I as we worked together “not simply to lessen the harshness 
of social inequities in school, but to change the conditions that create them” (Apple 
& Beane, 1995, pp. 11–12).

Designed to provide K-12 teachers with a flexible framework for engaging 
the cultural and linguistic diversities of young people in philosophical inquiry, 
the philosopher’s pedagogy is now one of the defining features of philosophy for 
children Hawai’i. Founded by Thomas Jackson in 1984, philosophy for children 
Hawai‘i (p4cHI) is a culturally responsive offshoot of Lipman and Sharp’s original 
P4C program. It evolved (see Jackson, 2012) in response to the tensions that arose 
while doing P4C in a multicultural community context, and from the way in which 
the Hawaiian concept of aloha is used to mediate these tensions and build community 
between diverse groups of people in the islands. Directly in line with the scholarship 
of culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2000), p4cHI practitioners emphasize the 
creation of “intellectually safe” (Jackson, 2001, p. 460) communities of inquiry in 
which participants’ cultures, languages, histories, socio-economic backgrounds, and 
other aspects of their identities are included and validated during the building of 
relationships and the co-construction of knowledge (Castagno & Brayboy, 2008). 
Rarely practiced as a stand-alone program, p4cHI is better positioned as an overall 
approach to culturally responsive pedagogy (CRP) that can be used by teachers from 
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a wide array of disciplines, contexts, and grade levels to promote social justice in 
classrooms, schools, and communities across the globe.

In this chapter, I draw from close to twenty years of teaching, scholarship, and 
research to make the connection between p4cHI, CRP, and social justice education. 
The chapter is organized into three sections. (1) First, I review the literature 
and use Teaching Tolerance’s (2014) Critical Practices for Anti-Bias Education 
to summarize the ways in which p4cHI is a CRP that promotes social justice 
education. (2) Second, I build on the success of the Ethnic Studies course described 
above (Makaiau, 2010, 2013, 2015, 2017) to illustrate how the p4cHI approach to 
CRP was recently used to design and implement a brand new Philosophical Inquiry 
course for high school students in Hawai‘i. (3) Third, I share the initial findings 
that emerged from my longitudinal study of p4cHI’s impact on student learning 
in Philosophical Inquiry. At the chapter’s conclusion, I reflect on the research 
findings and make suggestions for future studies. I also assert the important role 
that philosophical inquiry can play in promoting social justice in this new era of 
globalization.

SOCIAL JUSTICE EDUCATION, CULTURALLY 
RESPONSIVE PEDAGOGY, AND P4CHI

In 1916, Dewey wrote,

As a society becomes more enlightened, it realizes that it is responsible not 
to transmit and conserve the whole of its existing achievements, but only 
such as make for a better future society. The school is its chief agency for the 
accomplishment of this end. (p. 20)

From this standpoint, teaching is a political act and schools have the power to promote 
a more socially just society through the curriculum, pedagogies, and institutional 
structures that they develop and maintain. This is social justice education—“full 
and equal participation of all groups in a [school]…[through educational practices 
that are] democratic and participatory, inclusive and affirming of human agency and 
human capacities for working collaboratively to create change” (Adams, Bell, & 
Griffin, 2007, pp. 1–2).

This is referred to by Freire (1970) as a “critical” or “problem-posing” approach 
to teaching and learning, social justice education:

[provides opportunities for students and teachers to] come to see the world 
not as static reality, but as reality in the process of transformation. [It] regards 
dialogue as indispensable to the act of cognition which unveils reality…it 
makes [students and teachers] critical thinkers…bases itself on creativity and 
stimulates true reflection and action upon reality, thereby responding to the 
vocation of persons as beings who are authentic only when engaged in inquiry 
and creative transformation. (p. 84)

This eBook was made available by Sense Publishers to the authors and 
editors of this book,  the series editor and the members of the editorial 
board. Unauthorized distribution will be prosecuted.



PHILOSOPHY FOR CHILDREN HAWAI’I

101

Through equitable relationship building, collaboration, dialogue, co-inquiry, critical 
analysis, reflection, and informed action against the oppressive social, economic, 
and cultural power structures that shape our collective lives—students and teachers 
who carry out a social justice education have the potential to be powerful agents of 
change.

So how can teachers effectively translate this spirit of social justice education 
into a living classroom practice that honors the diverse cultural, linguistic, and 
socioeconomic backgrounds of students? Based on my experience, they need a 
culturally responsive pedagogy (CRP). In harmony with Lipman’s “reflective 
paradigm of critical practice” (Lipman, 1991, p. 13) and the goals of the multicultural 
education movement (Banks, 1996; Nieto, 1996; Oakes & Lipton, 1999), culturally 
responsive teachers work alongside their students to create “classroom communities 
of inquiry” (Lipman, 1988, p. 110), which affirm the “pluralism (ethnic, racial, 
linguistic, religious, economic, and gender, etc.) that students, their communities, 
and teachers represent” (Nieto, 1996, p. 307). Teachers also, as the CRP theorists 
assert, use the

cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and performance 
styles of [their] ethnically diverse students to make learning encounters more 
relevant to and effective for them. [They] teach to and through the strengths of 
their students. (Gay, 2000, p. 29)

They value the CRP perspective that “students learn best and are highly motivated 
when the school curriculum reflects their cultures, experiences, and perspectives” 
(Banks, 1997, pp. 229–230). Over the years, in my own efforts to develop a CRP for 
social justice education, the critical practices found in p4cHI have been essential in 
helping me translate all of these theoretical beliefs into a successful and meaningful 
classroom practice.

The Critical Practices of p4cHI

Philosophy for children Hawai‘i (p4cHI) works to transform the schooling 
experience by engaging learners in the “activity of philosophy” (Jackson, 2012, 
p. 5). Practitioners of p4cHI convert traditional classrooms into “intellectually safe” 
(Jackson, 2001, p. 460) communities of inquiry where students and teachers co-
create and co-construct their abilities to think for themselves in responsible ways. 
Defined as both a theoretical framework and critical set of classroom practices, 
p4cHI is best characterized as a “philosopher’s pedagogy” (Makaiau & Miller, 2012, 
p. 8) that can be adapted and modeled to fit the needs of students in a wide range of 
geo-sociopolitical contexts.

Based on my experience, the critical practices of p4cHI, which provide teachers 
with practical strategies for carrying out CRP and social justice education are: 
Intellectual Safety, the Community Ball, the Good Thinker’s Tool Kit, Plain Vanilla, 
and questions for evaluation and reflection. Described extensively in Jackson’s 
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(2001) The Art and Craft of ‘Gently Socratic’ Inquiry, Makaiau and Miller’s (2012) 
The Philosopher’s Pedagogy, and Makaiau’s (2015) Cultivating and Nurturing 
Collaborative Civic Spaces— an analysis of the alignment between these critical 
practices and the critical practices outlined in Teaching Tolerance’s (2014) formative 
guide for anti-bias educators helps to further illustrate and summarize the connection 
between p4cHI, CRP, and social justice education.

Alignment of p4cHI to Critical Practices for Anti-Bias Education

In 2014 Teaching Tolerance published Critical Practices for Anti-Bias Education in 
an effort to provide K-12 teachers with “valuable advice for implementing culturally 
responsive pedagogy” and social justice education (p. 2). In this document they 
provide twenty exemplars (i.e. detailed models) of “recommended practices” for 
culturally responsive/social justice teaching and learning (Teaching Tolerance, 2014, 
p. 2). The analysis I conducted to learn more about the alignment between these 
twenty practices and the critical practices of p4cHI are compiled in the Figure 1 at 
the end of this chapter.

As it is depicted in Figure 1, the results of my analysis concluded that fifteen 
out of the twenty Critical Practices for Anti-Bias Education directly match up with 
the critical practices of p4cHI. To illustrate this finding further, let me provide the 
example of “intellectual safety” (Jackson, 2001, p. 460).

Intellectual safety. Intellectual safety is a critical practice of p4cHI. About 
intellectual safety, Jackson (2001) writes:

Certainly, classrooms must be physically safe places. For dialogue and 
inquiry to occur they must be emotionally and intellectually safe as well. In 
an intellectually safe place there are no putdowns and no comments intended 
to belittle, undermine, negate, devalue, or ridicule. Within this place, the group 
accepts virtually any question or comment, so long as it is respectful of the 
other members of the circle. What develops is a growing trust among the 
participants and with it the courage to present one’s own thoughts, however 
tentative initially, on complex and difficult issues. (p. 460)

The establishment of intellectual safety is a process that I like to start on the first day 
of class. I write the definition of intellectual safety on the board—“All participants 
in our community, students and teachers, must feel free to ask any question or state 
any point of view as long as respect for all persons is honored” (Jackson, 2001, 
p. 460)—and put a big circle around it. To deepen our thinking about the concept, 
I use examples from my own life to illustrate times when I have felt intellectually 
safe and times when I have not. From there, my students and I work together to think 
collectively about the type of classroom environment that we want to create. We 
list examples and counter-examples, from our diverse backgrounds and experiences 
to help explain what intellectual safety will look like in the context of our shared 
classroom space.
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Figure 1. Alignment of p4cHI to critical practices for Anti-Bias education

When I compare this critical practice of p4cHI—the establishment of an 
intellectually safe learning environment—with Teaching Tolerance’s (2014) critical 
practices for anti-bias education, a number of overlaps are overtly apparent:

• Critical Practice 6. Honoring Student Experience: Teachers must provide safe 
spaces where students are seen, valued, cared for and respected. It is also 
important that students have opportunities to learn from one another’s varied 
experiences and perspectives. To create this learning environment, teachers need 
to skillfully draw on student experiences to enrich the curriculum (p. 8).

• Critical Practice 7. Thoughtful Classroom Set Up and Structure: Classroom 
setup should be student centered…[and] will be most effective when structured 
to maximize student voice and participation…Norms and expectations should 
take into account different cultural and communication styles, as well as gender 
differences, language needs and the desire to challenge stereotypes. Students 
should be involved in setting classroom norms to generate buy-in (p. 9).

• Critical Practice 9. Social Emotional Safety: Social-emotional learning, respect 
and safety are as important as literacy and critical thinking skills when exploring 
an anti-bias curriculum. Research shows that students need to feel both physically 
and emotionally safe to learn. This includes safety from stereotype threat, 
harassment and exclusion (p. 11).

These findings (and others) bolster the argument for the connection between p4cHI, 
CRP, and social justice education, and help specify the detailed ways in which p4cHI 
supports the teaching and learning of students from diverse backgrounds.

To elaborate on this connection between p4cHI, CRP, and social justice education 
the following section describes how I used the p4cHI approach to CRP to design, 
teach, and research a Philosophical Inquiry course for multicultural high school 
students in Hawai‘i.
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A CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE PHILOSOPHICAL INQUIRY COURSE

In 2012, the Hawai‘i State Department of Education (HIDOE) and I collaborated 
on a brand new high school social studies elective titled, Philosophical Inquiry. 
The purpose of this initiative was to use the p4cHI approach to CRP and social 
justice education to dramatically shift the narrow, Western-oriented, test-driven, 
and teacher-centered emphasis of traditional social studies coursework to a newer 
paradigm of social studies education that values global perspectives, multicultural 
views, “practicing” democratic citizenship, theme/issue based studies, depth of 
understanding, experience and interaction, students constructing their own meaning 
from multiple resources, integration, an emphasis on connecting the past with the 
present, collaboration, and alternative forms of assessment (HIDOE, 2008). Together 
we created state standards, benchmarks, and curriculum for the course.

Curriculum Overview

In summary, the Philosophical Inquiry is designed to create a classroom experience 
that develops students’:

• Complex problem solving, critical thinking, good judgment, reasoning, inter-
personal and cross-cultural communication, empathy, multiple perspective taking, 
personal reflection, group facilitation, and writing skills

• Tools for ethical relationship building, public deliberation, and inquiry
• Dispositions necessary for thinking responsibly as a member of a multicultural, 

democratic, and reflective community of inquiry
• Interdisciplinary and culturally responsive methods for conducting research
• Abilities to think philosophically and systematically about historical and contemporary, 

economic, geographic, and political science content, issues, and concepts
• Engagement and wonderment in the learning process
• Capacities for thinking across content areas and for making connections between 

schooling and other areas of personal and civic life
• Habits of mind needed for meaningful and purposeful engagement in the present 

and future

In August of 2013, Cheriesse Shiroma-Ming (HIDOE), Chad Miller (University 
of Hawai‘i), and I piloted the standards and curriculum with approximately thirty 
students at a small public high school on Oahu. Immediately following this trial 
run, we reflected on the curriculum and student feedback, and continued to teach 
the course throughout the 2013–2014 and 2014–2015 school years. An outline of 
the six major units of study, curriculum maps, student handouts, assessment tools, 
and readings for the course are all located in The Daily Record: Philosophical 
Inquiry Student Resources and Workspace, which can be found online at:  
https://www.academia.edu/25518620/The_Daily_Record_Philosophical_Inquiry_
Student_Resources_and_Workspace
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P4CHI’S IMPACT ON DIVERSE LEARNERS

To investigate the impact of Philosophical Inquiry on the diverse learners who 
participated in the course pilot, I designed and implemented a longitudinal mixed-
methods study. One of the main research questions was, “What does the data tell 
us about the impact of the p4cHI approach to culturally responsive pedagogy on 
diverse learners in Philosophical Inquiry?” This section includes some of the initial 
findings that emerged from two focus group interviews (experimental and control) 
that I conducted in May of 2015.

The students who participated in the focus group interviews were identified 
using purposeful sampling procedures (Creswell, 2007). The experimental group 
was made up of six Philosophical Inquiry students who had just finished the course 
and the control consisted of seven students from the same high school who had just 
completed an alternative social studies elective. All of the participants were between 
fourteen and eighteen years old, boys (9) and girls (4), heterogeneously grouped in 
regards to their academic ability, the majority qualified for free or reduced lunch, 
two percent were multilingual learners, and they mainly identified as Hawaiian/Part-
Hawaiian (50%), White (12%), Japanese (11%), or Filipino (7%).

Interviews were conducted during the students’ lunch period on the last day of the 
semester and they were video recorded. The same interview protocol and questions 
were used with both groups of students. Interview questions included:

• Describe how school and/or the philosophical inquiry experience has or has not 
helped you become a good thinker.

• Describe how school and/or the philosophical inquiry experience has or has not 
impacted the way you relate to other students in this class/other classes?

• What does it mean to do “philosophical reflection?”
• Describe how school and/or the philosophical inquiry experience has or has not 

helped you understand another person’s point of view and emotions.
• Describe how school and/or the philosophical inquiry experience has or has not 

transformed you.
• Is school meaningful to you? Explain why or why not.

Interviews lasted about forty-five minutes and they were transcribed (totaling 
12 pages of raw data). Analysis of the interview transcripts involved the method 
of constant comparison (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), which included employing the 
expertise of critical friends (Miles & Huberman, 1984) to decrease researcher 
bias.

Findings

Overall, Philosophical Inquiry had a positive impact on the diverse learners 
in the course. More specifically, the analysis of the data revealed five main 
outcomes: deep thinking, empowerment, empathy for alternative points of view, 
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experience in community-based decision-making and problem-solving, and tools 
for reflection.

Deep thinking. The first theme to emerge from the analysis of the data demonstrated 
the ways in which p4cHI fosters thinking. As Makua, a senior boy put it, “the class…
helped me to develop my thinking” (Senior Boy, May 2015). When probed to explain 
how, the students articulated very specific pedagogical strategies.

When we do classroom discussions like Plain Vanillas that is a good example 
of what helps your thinking. You ask questions that are pretty complex and it 
makes your mind hurt…it helps us think deeply, not just about what is obvious, 
but what is beneath the surface. (Christian, Senior Boy, May 2015)

This is quite a contrast to the control group who, when asked if the class helped them 
to become better thinkers responded with a resounding “no.”

The students also expressed improvement in their abilities to “think for themselves 
along with others…instead of feeling…alone on a decision you can bring thoughts 
of what people said…into your thought process” (Senior Girl, May 2015). The same 
participant gave a more specific example of this finding:

In student council I was the youngest member so I would sit back a lot and 
be like ‘no you don’t need my opinion,’ but now [since my experience with 
p4cHI] I’ve stepped up…I say what I need to say and how I feel about certain 
things and things have been changing. We got good ideas from not exactly 
what I said but from what I said and people coming on and helping me out 
with what I said.

Confident in their new ability to think independently and collaboratively, a number 
of the students summarized their growth in the course by explaining, much like the 
student above, that they now felt like leaders at the school who are empowered to 
speak out about things they believe to be important.

Empowered—my voice matters. As the students reflected on their experience in the 
course, many of them expressed an increased sense of liberation. “This class is really 
meant for standing up and speaking your own thoughts without any discrimination” 
(Christian, Senior Boy, May 2015). A Senior girl followed up on his sentiment by 
explaining, p4cHI helped me realize that:

right now we are at the prime to say what we want and stand up for what we 
believe because we can because we have the most power and we don’t have 
other things [like a job or family to take care of] that we will have to put into 
consideration when we are older.

When asked to explain more, the students commented on the role of the teacher in 
the p4cHI approach to CRP. Tia explained, “It is amazing because the teachers get 
involved [in the inquiry] too and I think it makes us all feel equal” (Senior Girl, May 
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2015). This was a completely different experience when compared to the control 
group who expressed feeling “less powerful” (Fiona, Junior Girl, May 2015) at the 
end of their coursework. As further data illustrates, this new sense of empowerment 
instilled in the Philosophical Inquiry students was tempered by the development of 
empathy for alternative points of view.

Empathy for alternative points of view. Throughout the data, the students gave 
multiple examples of how the p4cHI approach to CRP supported the development of 
a respectful community of inquiry where students explored multiple points of view, 
considered alternative perspectives, and had empathy for others. This is seen in the 
following quote from Max.

One thing that this class is really good at is we are good at looking at different/
both sides of an argument and when you do that it is a lot easier to help you 
empathize with other people and…understand their point of view. It makes us 
less judgmental of their decisions… In this class we are always listening to 
each other and we get listened to…[and] they…listen to you with empathy. 
(Senior Boy, May 2015)

As result of learning how to listen to one another the students became increasingly 
comfortable with the idea that complex issues have multiple perspectives, and that 
the views of others need to be taken into consideration when thinking through 
questions and problems with a group.

Experience in community-based decision-making and problem-solving. Analysis 
of the transcripts also revealed how the students learned to build community, 
deliberate issues, and believe in the idea that groups of people can successfully work 
together to solve problems. As Christian explained in his interview, intellectual 
safety was paramount to this process.

This class doesn’t only teach you how to share, or have good diction in your 
statements, or how to write an insight paper. This class is actually good for 
building an intellectually safe community because in order to talk you must 
feel safe, and it is impossible to talk if you don’t feel safe…this class helps you 
with your talking skills and it helps you in coming together more closer as a 
community, which will help you when you go to college, in finding a job, and 
living a life on your own. (Senior Boy, May 2015)

With increased experience in establishing respectful relationships with others, the 
students felt better equipped to deliberate tough issues and plan for collective action 
(Frank, Senior Boy, May 2015). Evidence of this was not found in the control group.

Tools for reflection. The final theme to emerge from the analysis of the data was 
the various ways in which the p4cHI approach to CRP and social justice education 
supported students in becoming reflective members of society. Asked to think back 
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on their learning at the end of every class period, the Philosophical Inquiry students 
were accustomed to making learning meaningful through reflection. Here is what 
few of them had to say in their final reflections during the interviews:

You actually learn from [this class]…you apply it to your future…to the rest of 
your life. I’m pretty sure it helps you in everything: talking, speaking, hearing, 
everything, every sense. I always think that this is the only class that helped me 
in my high school career. (Christian, Junior Boy, May 2015)

This class really did transform me…the type of person that we talk about in 
Plain Vanillas or the way of living, it made me realize that this is how I want to 
live…I loved coming and learning and it was something that made me excited 
for more things and I just felt like it helped to create a more mature outlook on 
myself. (Tia, Senior Girl, May 2015)

This class has helped me evolve into a better human being in society. I feel like 
from now on I am more aware of the things that I think about and the things 
that I do in life. I feel like that can help me growing up into an adult after 
graduation. (Makua, Senior Boy, May 2015)

None of the control group students had reflections like these.

CONCLUSION AND EDUCATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

Based on my study’s findings and the connections drawn between p4cHI, CRP, and 
social justice education it is reasonable to conclude that philosophical inquiry can 
play an important role in the education of diverse learners. Designed to transform 
the vision of cultural and linguistic differences into a wealth of resources for schools, 
p4cHI locates the classroom community of philosophical inquiry as a model for cross 
cultural communication, collaboration, and social justice. This finding is significant, 
especially given the history behind the development of the culturally responsive 
schooling movement.

[Born] out of other, even broader, bodies of literature on multicultural education, 
cultural difference, and improving the academic achievement of youth who are 
not members of the dominant cultural group in the United States. The general 
message out of this larger body of scholarship is that students of color and 
students from low-income backgrounds consistently and persistently perform 
lower than their peers according to traditional measures of school achievement 
because their home culture is at odds with the culture and expectations of 
schools. (Castagno & Brayboy, 2008, p. 946)

In this chapter, examples from my teaching, scholarship, and research demonstrate 
the ways in which the p4cHI approach to CRP can effectively work to confront 
the many challenges faced by students who come from cultural, linguistic, and 
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socioeconomic backgrounds. With that said, for two main reasons, additional 
research is needed.

First, the diverse students who participated in the study showcased in this chapter 
are not representative of diversity everywhere. Perhaps students in other cultural 
and school contexts would have responded to p4cHI in different ways? Second, 
the thematic findings that resulted from this study make a strong case that there 
is a relationship between p4cHI and CRP, but what about social justice? How did 
the students’ lives unfold outside the intellectually safe walls of their philosophical 
inquiry class? Did they apply what they learned to improve their lives and the lives 
of others? Were they able to challenge oppressive social, economic, and cultural 
power structures? Is there evidence to show that the world they live in is now more 
socially just? To respond to these questions and to better understand the long-term 
impacts of p4cHI on the state of justice in our future society, follow up studies and 
longitudinal research must be done.

For now, my hope for the future lies in the voices of the students presented 
in this chapter. They teach us that by using p4cHI to actively engage students of 
all backgrounds in becoming deeper thinkers, empowered voices of democracy, 
empathetic citizens who are open to alternative points of view, community-based 
decision-makers and problem-solvers, and reflective members of society—we are 
one step closer to realizing an educational system that embodies revolutionary 
futurity (Freire, 1970), one that “affirms [students in this new era of globalization] as 
beings who [can] transcend themselves, who move forward and look ahead…[who 
gaze] at the past [only as] a means of understanding more clearly what and who they 
are so that they can more wisely build the future” (p. 84). Hopefully, this will lead 
us all forward, young and old, in the collective pursuit of a more just, equitable, and 
inclusive global society.
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EDWIGE CHIROUTER AND MARIE-PAULE VANNIER

9. THE UNESCO CHAIR PRACTICE OF  
PHILOSOPHY WITH CHILDREN

A Basis for Intercultural Dialogue and Social Transformation

INTRODUCTION

The UNESCO Chair “Practice of Philosophy with Children: a basis for intercultural 
dialogue and social transformation” is a project carried out by University of Nantes, 
with the support of the research program EnJeu[x] of the University of Angers. A 
dozen universities and numerous francophone partners1 are involved in this project 
and together they bring together many initiatives developed throughout the world. 
Though the network is mainly in French, it is intended to open up to the English-
speaking world2 with the intention to extend philosophical dialogue with children 
through the work of Matthew Lipman.

The UNESCO Chair aims to create synergies between research, training, and 
experimentation for development of philosophy with children at inner city schools. 
It is important to mention that this UNESCO Chair is the first and currently only 
one in the world specifically dedicated to this topic. Thus, this Chair represents 
recognition of the need for, and relevance of the teaching of philosophy to children 
at both the institutional and international levels.

WHAT ISSUES DOES THIS CHAIR ADDRESS?

The news around the world3 constitutes an alert to democratically minded educators 
about the need to educate students from an early age in critical thinking, humanistic 
values, equality as well as the need for a peaceful and respectful dialogue among 
all cultures. Terrorist attacks, the rise of fanaticism and populism remind us of the 
essential purpose of public education and democracy. Indeed, schools must cultivate 
a critical spirit in each student so that they will take ownership of humanistic 
values. Memorization of moral maxims and superficial learning about democratic 
workings in civic education are insufficient and do not allow students to appropriate 
humanistic values. Only through a long and rigorous process of learning, critical 
thinking, reflection, listening, empathy and democratic debates, such challenges can 
be overcome.

In collaboration with its international partners, the UNESCO Chair is committed to 
employing the practice of philosophy to further the development of civic education of 
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children (from 4 to 18 years old) through research, teaching, training, and the spread 
of educational tools in inner city schools. In order to meet this goal, the UNESCO 
Chair will aim to coordinate and link the different teams and structures already at 
work on this matter. In aiming to strengthen cooperation between researchers and 
practitioners in the context of North/South relations, one of the fundamental missions 
of UNESCO is to promote intercultural cooperation between the North (EuroNorth 
America) and South (Africa/ Maghreb) by fostering international dialogue and peace 
among people. In addition to training and research, the UNESCO Chair places a high 
priority on engaging children in philosophy from early ages through collaborative 
initiatives and social networks.

The complexity of practice of philosophy with children aligns with UNESCO‘s 
goals and values. Often restricted/reserved to high school or higher education, the 
practice of philosophy is a key driver for developing critical thinking, empathy, 
openness and intercultural dialogue. In order to expand the advantages of philosophy 
education, we propose to engage children early to amplify the reach of the practice.

UNESCO’s desire to contribute to a better world through practicing philosophical 
inquiry with children is not new. In 2007, the report “Philosophy: A School of 
Freedom” emphasized the concern for the development of teaching philosophy at a 
young age by declaring:

[Our] mission, serving the intellectual solidarity, is to embrace and promote 
knowledge as a whole. In a knowledge-based society, open, inclusive and 
pluralistic, philosophy deserves its place. Its teaching, alongside the other 
human sciences, remains at the heart of our concerns. (UNESCO, 2007, p. 9)

Echoing John Dewey, Martha Nussbaum, in her book “Not for Profit: Why 
Democracy Needs the Humanities” (Nussbaum, 2010),4 denounced “this silent 
education crisis” as the end of education in critical thinking and empathy and 
compared this crisis to a cancer, that “is likely to be, in the long run, far more 
damaging to the future of democratic self-government”:

Radical changes are occurring in what democratic societies teach the young, 
and these changes have not been well thought through. Thirsty for national 
profit, nations, and their systems of education, are heedlessly discarding skills 
that are needed to keep democracies alive. If this trend continues, nations all 
over the world will soon be producing generations of useful machines, rather 
than complete citizens who can think by themselves, criticize tradition, and 
understand the significance of another person’s sufferings and achievements. 
(Nussbaum, 2010, p. 2)

According to Nussbaum, the western world risks leaving aside the Humanities and 
the need to educate critically minded citizens by developing a technocratic vision of 
knowledge and skills that naively endorses a liberal economy and in so doing, serves 
the purpose of assimilating citizens to these liberal policies.
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Aware of the challenges of philosophical education for all world citizens, 
UNESCO supports initiatives of new philosophical practices with children. One 
of these practices is mentioned in Nussbaum’s book (2011). The author refers to 
Matthew Lipman and his experiences of teaching philosophy to children as a way 
of supporting the development of critical thinking, and thus the development of 
democracies.

Teachers who want to teach Socratically have a contemporary source of 
practical guidance (which of course must be only part of an overall program to 
structure a Socratic classroom in which children are, throughout the day, active 
and curious participants). They can find very useful and yet nondictatorial 
advice about Socratic pedagogy in a series of books produced by philosopher 
Matthew Lipman, whose Philosophy for Children curriculum was developed 
at the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children, at Montclair 
State College in New Jersey. Lipman begins from the conviction that young 
children are active, questioning beings whose capacity to probe and inquire 
ought to be respected and further developed a starting point that he shares with 
European progressive tradition. (Nussbaum, 2010, p. 73)

For this reason, we are very proud that UNESCO created this Chair in recognition of 
the importance of children’s philosophical education which, we sincerely hope, will 
bring us one step further towards the legitimization and the development of these 
practices.

WHAT ARE THE GOALS OF UNESCO CHAIR?

In the first phase of its implementation, the UNESCO Chair will work for:

1. The promotion, development, and legitimization of experiments, training, and 
research of philosophical practices with children through the coordination of an 
international network.

2. The Cooperation between the North (EuroNorth America) and South (Africa/ 
Maghreb) for the creation and free distribution of educational tools (manual, 
briefcases, libraries).

3. The creation of a francophone university training program teaching the animation 
of philosophical practices with children, open to teachers, animators, librarians.

4. The free access to online resources for research and practice of the project’s 
dedicated portal of documents.

These goals serve the mission of UNESCO, as shown in this excerpt from the 
cited report:

The same mission of UNESCO, in the service of intellectual solidarity, is to 
embrace and promote all knowledge. In a knowledge society, open, inclusive 
and pluralistic philosophy has its place. His teaching alongside other humanities 
remains at the heart of our concerns. (UNESCO, 2007, p. 9)
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In conclusion, the practice of philosophy with children promotes the understanding 
of community: highlighting reasons as the link that unites humanity, beyond their 
individual differences, and allows intercultural dialogue. Philosophy allows children 
to see that everyone—even beyond their own communities—ask themselves the 
same questions, although the answers are multiple and plural. Teaching philosophy 
from an early age, bears not only pedagogical, but, more importantly, political 
implications to serve a democratic society. This is the reason for UNESCO’s support 
for the philosophical practices with children.

In the second part of the text, we will present a research program, which 
represents a significant example of the activities carried out within the framework 
of the UNESCO Chair.

THE PHILEAS PROGRAM RESEARCH

PHILEAS—as “PHIlosophie, Littérature, Ecole, Adaptation Scolaire” in French, 
or “Philosophy, Literature, School and practice adapted” in English—is a group of 
collaborative research, created from the merging of two research streams: Philosophy 
Education and Psychology of Learning and Development. It is directed by Edwige 
Chirouter and brings together three researchers and five specialized teachers.5 All 
teachers teach Special Education Classes, called SEGPA “Sections of General and 
Professional Teaching Adapted” or ULIS “Unit for School Inclusion” in France. 
Students in these classes have been identified as academically challenged. Some 
of them have cognitive disabilities or specific speech disorders. They are teenagers 
(from 12 to 16 years old) in SEGPA or ULIS College or younger in ULIS Ecole 
(from 7 to 12 years old).6 There are never more than fifteen students per class. The 
five teachers received initiation to philosophical practice workshops. With this setup, 
we intend to experiment at the margin of a larger context the hypothesis at the center 
of our research. According to our hypothesis, workshops of Philosophy may foster 
an anthropological interest in students through a cultural, sensitive, and reflexive 
approach to knowledge. Several authors share this point of view.7

PHILEAS’s project aims to develop and provide tools for developing training 
of all social actors interested in these practices (teachers, educators, librarians, 
animators, associations, volunteers, parents, etc.). Edwige Chirouter was the main 
pedagogical resource that all of these actors from the philosophical education project 
referred to (Chirouter, 2016),8 for organizing and conducting democratic debates 
with their respective student population. Before specifying the research problem 
of PHILEAS group and its specific methodological approach, we will describe the 
theoretical foundations of our educational choices.

THE THEORETICAL FRAME OF PHILEAS RESEARCH PROGRAM

According to Michel Tozzi, philosophy establishes a non-dogmatic rapport to 
knowledge (Tozzi, 2012). Citing Maurice Blanchot (1969) who said “the response is 
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the misfortune of the question”, Tozzi argues that the teacher is no longer the holder 
of knowledge but instead perpetually finds himself in a position of doubt concerning 
the concepts under discussion, i.e. Freedom, Happiness, Justice, etc. Always moving 
and alive, philosophical thought destabilizes the teacher’s status as holder of the 
authority of knowledge. This destabilization is not always easy to live with and 
accept for teachers engaging in philosophical adventures with their students, but it 
represents a real opportunity to connect critical education with the school system 
(Vannier & Chirouter, 2013).

In a similar vein, Jean-Pierre Astolfi9 states in his last book that teaching has 
to restore “the taste to knowledge” (Astolfi, 2010).10 For him, teaching must open 
each child to a broader worldview because when students discover the enjoyment 
of understanding, the teacher contributes just as much to constructing knowledge as 
that of the subject and sociality.

Philosophy at school recognizes at least the following three problems: The 
first one is existential and anthropological; the second is political and the third is 
pedagogical and didactical.11

An Existential and Anthropological Problematic

The philosophical experience at school requires educators to recognize in every 
student a person whose speech and thought is worth listening to, and respecting. 
Lévine and Develay12 write in their book “For an anthropology of academic 
knowledge”:

When you see how much of the school knowledges that we transmit were 
fossilized, we like to think about what could be a teaching that take 
into consideration an epistemological point of view. (…) It can be no 
teaching without powerful homecoming to the vitality and the emotions that 
accompanied most major discoveries. (Lévine & Develay, 2006)13

Teachers’ attitudes toward students have a definite impact on a student’s learning and 
development and are not without consequence on the self-esteem of students. Teacher 
perspective especially plays an important role in the education of children who are 
not responding positively to the mainstream classroom practices. Implementing 
philosophy workshops in special education will enhance effective learning for these 
student populations who are vulnerable to exclusion and school failure.

A Political Problematic

The philosophical experience at school provides the opportunity to educate young 
people to be informed as citizens, capable of having some critical, lucid, and 
reflective points of view about the world they live in. Philosophy with children is 
seen as a humanist and activist experience (in the good sense of the term), which 
aims at the development of democracy.
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A Pedagogical and Didactical Problematic

We need a cultural mediation to philosophize, but the classical philosophical texts can 
be difficult for young students to grasp. Children’s Literature is used to provide young 
students access to philosophy and opportunities to develop rigorous thoughts, as 
Chirouter (2008) suggests in her thesis.14 The didactical and pedagogical tools that we 
have shared with teachers help forge a strong link between philosophy and literature.

The philosophical workshops operate on the basis of reading anthropologically 
strong stories: children and youth literature containing material like those proposed by 
the authors as Browne, Ungerer, etc.15; Tales and Myths and philosophical allegories 
such as The allegory of the cave or Gygès of Platon. Indeed, Serge Boimare16 showed 
in his book The child and the fear of learning that great stories (such as myths, tales, 
novels of Jules Verne) allowed students with learning difficulties to find some inner 
peace and develop an interest for school.

We propose a firmer philosophical approach to these texts. These stories are 
both close to students’ interests and therefore may not require a direct confrontation 
with sensitive topics. As such they represent a necessary invitation to dare thinking. 
Indeed, by linking together philosophical reflection and the literature for children, 
Edwige Chirouter suggests a privileged mediation for all students and especially for 
those who are more vulnerable (Chirouter, 2008). Thereby, she contributes to the 
theory and practices of “philosophizing” training (Tozzi, 1995) in terms of didactic 
provocations and pedagogical activities, for the benefit of students whom the school 
institution has deprived of their basic needs for quality education.

In this way, PHILEAS group developed three different projects: (1) Philosophy 
and Science “Believing or Knowing”; (2) Philosophy and Arts “Arts and Beauty”; 
(3) Philosophy and History. The goal is to think “a philosophical school” rather than 
a didactic for short times of philosophy, disconnected from other learning.

THE METHODOLOGICAL FRAME OF PHILEAS PROGRAM RESEARCH

The organizational structure of PHILEAS group follows the theoretical and 
methodological frame of professional didactics (Pastré, Mayen, & Vergnaud, 2006; 
Vinatier, 2009; Vannier, 2011). This framework is based on close collaboration 
between researchers and teachers. This collaboration is beneficial for all 
research partners. As part of their experiences, the practitioners develop multiple 
perspectives that deserve to be explained, analyzed and shared – both for the 
progression of practices in the classes, as well as for the growth of the researchers’ 
knowledge. The experiential knowledge, developed by the practitioners’ adapting 
to many situations encountered, most often remain implicit or non-conscious. The 
analysis of the researcher can be a real resource, serving practitioners by helping 
them become aware the know-how built in their experiences.

As part of PHILEAS, the principle of co-construction and co-development is 
at work in all stages of the research project: preparing the philosophy sessions, 
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animations in class, data analysis, and the presentation of research results in 
scientific publications or communications in international conferences. In this way, 
the researchers can remain closer to the reality of classes, avoiding moving away 
from the real classroom practices.

Data Collection and Analysis Procedure

The group members will meet regularly about every three months. These working 
seminars have several aims: to elaborate the research hypotheses, define the 
methodological frame, but also to think about the conceptual objectives, the 
progressions, the number of philosophy sessions and their duration, the chosen 
sequences, the material organization of meeting (séances) in classes, the choice of 
media such as the development of children’s books network and also to take stock 
of the sessions performed.

Together, we define the pedagogical sequences17 that we explore in class for each 
thematic. The five classes work with the same program and the same network of 
youth literature books. For example, the sequence about “Believing and knowing” 
has been constructed around Plato’s cave (Jay & Schepers, 2009); Starry messenger, 
(Galiléo Galilei, 1996); It hurts the math (Brami & Courgeon, 2015). Of course, 
each teacher is then free to adjust this joint proposal to the specificity of their class. 
Then teachers implement the device and animate the philosophy workshops with, or 
without, the presence of a researcher.18 We also organize interclass exchanges such 
as visits to the Picasso and Beaubourg museums (in Paris), in the project of Philo/
Arts for example.

All the sequences are recorded on videotapes and the interactions are transcribed. 
We conserve some written records and a few interviews of pupils. Finally, we 
recorded specific interviews between researchers and teachers, by following one 
of the methodological frameworks of professional didactics, proposed by Isabelle 
Vinatier (2000).19 Indeed, Isabelle Vinatier developed an interesting way to analyze 
the professional practice through co-explanation with teachers, or students (Vinatier, 
2009) with practitioners. She proposes a joint analysis of professional activities like 
transcripts of video or audio recording of classroom time considered significant by 
the practitioners. Here researchers adopt a particular posture in a “double asymmetry” 
of participating professionals: each partner contributes on an equal footing to the 
construction of the meanings of the practice (Vannier, 2011, 2012; Pierrisnard, 2015). 
So, in the PHILEAS group, both researchers and practitioners try to understand what 
is transpiring in the practice of philosophical debate in specialized classes.

The Data Analysis

The intention of PHILEAS group, and mostly of the UNESCO Chair, is to introduce 
a philosophical school that could allow everyone to develop a “good” relationship 
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to knowledge, to give meaning to school learning and contribute to educating 
enlightened citizens, trained in critical thought.

First, we identify if students “philosophize” during these sequences and how they 
“philosophize”. For this, we refer to the triptych described by Tozzi in order to define 
the act of “philosophizing” namely, Problematize, Argue and Conceptualize (Tozzi, 
2012). “Problematize” is to give examples and counter examples to discuss the 
philosophical question. This is the case when children make links between the texts 
and the philosophical question that is discussed. “Argue” is to set a line of reasoning 
thanks to the “right to reality” (Bruner, 2002), which seems to be obvious for children 
because their link to fiction and to the imaginary world, of which they are denizens. 
“Conceptualize” is to give a definition of the concept. This is the case when children 
understand the meaning of the text and build the frame around the concept. We 
can say that the “good gap” that literature builds between the emotionally marked 
personal experience and the abstract concept, enables many students to take the first 
step into the adventure of thinking (Chirouter, 2016).

This data analysis consists of the transcripts of class registration. Together, we 
analyze the philosophical content of the sessions, the function of literature for 
learning to think, and how the thoughts and attitudes of students change over the 
school year (such as deconstruction of prejudices, appropriation of concepts).

The main area of data analysis is directly related to the research hypothesis. For 
this, we analyze the transcripts of all the seminars of work and the interviews of 
co-explanation with teachers or students. Together, we try to point out the effects of 
didactical choices on the student relationship to knowledge.

The first result confirms our assumptions about the benefit of cultural mediation. 
For PHILEAS group about special education students, literature helps develop the 
requirements of philosophical thought20 and personal investment in the discussion.21 
The “good distance” that literature allows between personal experience and the 
concept, offers a gateway between the intimate and a more general thinking. We 
can point out some examples of “emotional release” for students after reading 
philosophical tales like “It hurts the math” (cf. supra) which produced visible effects 
on the relationship to mathematic knowledge for some of them.

For now, we are at the beginning of the process. The analyses will be continued over 
the next years, during the UNESCO Chair time and thus, we will be able to publish 
several results. Indeed, these methodological and ethical characteristics of collaborative 
research require time that is essential to the development of the critical dimension of 
thought. The research group finally becomes a research community in Lipman’s sense.

CONCLUSION

It is time to return to the first subject of this contribution: the creation of a UNESCO 
Chair whose principal aim is to develop philosophical practices with children all 
around the world. It is an ambitious endeavor. The PHILEAS research program 
described here is an example of what we can do to rise to this challenge.
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Democratizing the philosophy education is a necessity in the world today, 
characterized by the complexities and multiple crises (meaning, values, democracy, 
economy). Thus, the new UNESCO Chair on the practice of philosophy with 
children responds to the concerns of the philosopher, Martha Nussbaum. In her 
work, Nussbaum devotes a chapter precisely to advocating philosophy education 
(Nussbaum, 2010, 2011) that she argues allows students to develop their critical 
faculties and empathy. The challenge of the development of philosophy practices in 
public education is not only an educational project, but also a political project, in its 
noblest sense.

NOTES

1 The Chair’s current partners are: the Universities of Creteil, Clermont, Le Mans and Montpellier 
(France); the Universities of Abomey (Benin), Yaoundé (Cameroon), Quebec in Montreal, Sherbrooke 
and Laval (Canada), Aegean University (Greece), National Institute of Education (Luxembourg), HEP 
Fribourg and Fribourg University (Zwitzerland) and a dozen of associations in France and abroad.

2 If you are interested in becoming a partner of the Chair, please contact Edwige Chirouter—the Chair’s 
current coordinator—at edwige.chirouter@wanadoo.fr

3 We think obviously of the terrorist attacks in France in 2015 and 2016 but also in Brussels, Tunisia and 
all over the world.

4 Translated into French as “Les émotions démocratiques” (Nussbaum, 2011).
5 Caroline Faivre (SEGPA), Caroline Poirier, Isabelle Nagy, Fabienne Schmitt (ULIS Collège) & 

Guillaume Agnoli (ULIS Ecole) are the five specialized teachers. The two authors of this chapter and 
Christine Pierrisnard are the three researchers in Education Sciences (University of Nantes – CREN) 
http://www.cren.univ-nantes.fr/

6 In France, the SEGPA are just in the secondary school, but ULIS can be in primary or secondary 
school.

7 Capital: Cf. the theoretical frame of PHILEAS research program here after in the text.
8 http://edwigechirouter.over-blog.com/
9 Jean-Pierre Astolfi was professor at the University of Rouen. As part of the National Pedagogical 

Research Institute (INRP), he conducted research in didactic of science.
10 It is the title of his book, in French “la saveur des savoirs” translated by “The taste if knowledge”.
11 This part of the text refers to our communication at ICPIC’s conference in Cap Town, 2013. The title 

of our presentation was: “Make the bet of the philosophic trainability of all pupils: philosophy with 
children and with handicap”.

12 Jacques Lévine and Michel Develay are two French authors. They write a very interesting book “The 
anthropology of school knowledge” in which they show us how philosophical workshops can be an 
opportunity to recognize the subject behind each student.

13 Translated from French : “Quand on voit à quel point une grande partie du savoir scolaire que nous 
transmettons est fossilisée, on se plait à penser à ce que pourrait être un enseignement qui saurait faire 
retour aux sources d’où sont nés les savoirs.(…) Il ne saurait y avoir de pédagogie des disciplines qui 
ne transporte dans le champs scolaire, sur le mode d’un puissant retour aux sources, la vitalité et les 
émotions qui ont accompagné la plupart des grandes découvertes.”

14 For her research thesis, Edwige Chirouter followed the same class group for three years (third, fourth 
and fifth forms from the age of 8 to 11). They had a philosophy lesson once a week, always based on the 
reading of albums. She concluded that literature helps children to build a philosophical way of thinking.

15 For more references, you can follow the link to the blog of Edwige Chirouter.
16 Serge Boimare is a French author who makes the hypothesis that the fear of learning prevents some 

students to access knowledge. He shows how a cultural feeding—especially through the myths—can 
revive the desire to think in students.

17 The sequences come from the educational resource provided by Edwige Chirouter.
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18 The systematic co-hosting is too difficult, even impossible.
19 http://www.recherches-en-education.net/IMG/pdf/ResumesAnglais-REE-HS-no1.pdf
20 Problematize, Argue and Conceptualize (cf. supra).
21 The “inner necessity” (cf. Chirouter blog).
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