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dominant paradigm and its effects— through having spoken together—  
then they can begin to conceive of social arrangements which are 
more just through the process of dialogue.

Why is this process necessary? Freire says that the dominant class 
attempts “by means o f the power of its ideology, to make everyone 
believe that its ideas are the ideas o f the nation” (Freire and Faundez, 
1989, 74). A dominant paradigm operates by way of the monologue, 
not dialogue. It requires voicelessness on the part o f the other to 
sustain itself. “The power of an ideology to rule,” says Freire, “lies 
basically in the fact that it is em bedded in the activities o f the 
everyday life” {Ibid., 26-27).

I t  is th rough  dialogue that one breaks o u t o f  the “bureaucratiza
tion” o f mind, where there can be a rupture from previously established 
patterns. “ In  fact, there is no creativity w ithou t ruptura, w ithout a 
break from  the old, w ithou t conflict in  w hich you have to  make a 
decision” (Freire, in H o rto n  and Freire, 1990, 38). For Freire true 
education is no t the accumulation o f inform ation placed in the student 
by the teacher. T rue education m ust encourage this rup tu re  th rough 
dialogue. T eacher and  s tu d en t m u st each be able to  e ffec t, to  com 
municate w ith, and to  challenge each o ther, rather than  perpetuate 
d o m in a tio n  th ro u g h  m onolog ical teach in g  m e th o d s th a t fu rth e r 
disem pow er.

Freire connects dialogue with love:
Dialogue cannot exist, however, in the absence o f  p ro 
found love for the world and for [women and] men. The 
nam ing  o f  the  w orld, w hich is an act o f  c rea tion  and 
re-creation , is no t possible if  it is no t infused w ith love.
Love is at the same time the foundation o f  dialogue and 
dialogue itself. It is thus necessarily the task o f responsible 
subjects and canno t exist in a relation  o f  dom ination . 
D om ination  reveals the pathology o f  love: sadism in the 
dom inator and masochism  in the dom inated. Because love 
is an act o f  courage, no t o f  fear, love is com m itm ent to 
[others]. N o  m atter where the oppressed are found, the 
act o f  love is com m itm ent to their cause— the cause o f 
liberation. A nd this com m itm ent, because it is loving, is 
dialogical... (Freire, 1970, 77-78)
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Dialogue Across Difference: Bohm’s Large Group Dialogue

In Freire and Faundez’s w ork the concept o f  culture is n o t linked to 
ideas o f  unity bu t to  diversity and tolerance. This shift tow ard the 
acknow ledgm ent o f  diversity invites voices to  speak w hich have been 

marginalized by the dom inant culture and its paradigms. This m ovem ent 
from  center to m argin requires a process o f  dialogue th a t assum es 
difference and seeks to articulate it. T ruth is no t located in a particular 
perspective, it “ is to  be found in the ‘becom ing’ o f  dialogue” (Faundez, 
in Freire and Faundez, 1989, 32).

D avid Bohm , physicist and colleague o f  K rishnam urti, describes 
a kind o f  large group  dialogue w here it is th rough the difference that 
is p resen t that one can begin to  hear o n e’s own assum ptions. Bohm  
asks th a t once we hear these assum ptions we try to suspend them  
rather than using our characteristic defensive moves o f  overpowering 
the o th e r  voices, d e fen d in g  o u r assu m p tio n s  as the  tru th . T h is 
acknowledgment and suspension o f assumptions is done in the service 
o f  beg in n in g  to  see w h at it is one  m eans. W h en  we d e fen d  an 
assumption, says Bohm , we are at the same time “pushing out whatever 
is n ew ... T here  is a g reat deal o f  violence in the opinions we are 
defending” (1990, 15). T h rou gh  com ing to  see our own and o th e rs’ 
assu m p tio n s  we arrive at a p lace w here  we can beg in  to  th in k  
together, seeing m ore o f  the to tality that com prises our situation. 
Sam pson is careful to  rem ind us th a t allowing others to  speak is n o t 
enough if they cannot “be heard in their own way, on their own term s,” 
rather th an  be co n s tra in ed  to  “ use th e  vo ice o f  th o se  w ho have 
co n stru c ted  th em ” (1993, 1220-1223).

H ere one is required to  take a th ird -person  po in t o f  view tow ards 
oneself, reflecting on  how  o n e’s actions, attitudes, and assum ptions 
arise from  particular ideologies. A nd further, how the ideologies we 
are identified w ith have effected the o ther, the stranger.

Like imaginai dialogues, such dialogue in a large group  requires 
th e  su sp e n s io n  o f  u su a l eg o ic  m o d es  o f  o p e ra t io n : ju d g in g , 
condem ning , deem ing oneself superior (or inferior). T hese in terfere 
w ith listening deeply, w ith the radical entertain ing o f  the o ther, w hich 
at the same m om ent can awaken us to  w here we each stand.
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Coda

In the end, the direction of this book is not inw ard.. .only. It cannot 
be, because imaginai dialogues do not exist separate from the other 
domains o f our lives. The hierarchies o f our culture, schools, family—  

and thus o f mind— do not deeply invite dialogue. Neither does the 
voicelessness directly resulting from such hierarchies o f power. Here 
I am trying to underscore the interpenetration of dialogues with imagi
nai others, with dialogues with oneself, one’s neighbors, within one’s 
community, between communities, and with the earth and its creatures. 
The effort to section o ff the imaginai from this larger fabric is at best 
defensive and at worst wasteful o f the energies needed to work at 
m uch-needed reconciliations. D ep th  psychology— if  it is no t to 
become a Euro-American relic from the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries— must use its energy to penetrate the depths of difference. 
Dialogue is the method for this hosting, penetration, and holding of 
difference.

For the sake o f dialogue— o f love— this book points us toward 
the creation o f childcare contexts where the dramatic fray of play 
can be delighted in, to elementary schools where the leap between 
self and others in a small group can be practiced, to spiritual education 
and practice where the voices within silence can be discerned and 
addressed. I t  points us toward high schools and colleges where 
previously marginalized voices can be admitted to the mosaic, changing the 
underlying structure o f education from the conveyance o f dominant 
paradigms to one o f dialogue across difference. It turns us toward 
the processes o f non-violent communication and reconciliation that 
are needed to nurture the neighborhoods and com m unities— and 
ultimately nations— in which we are homed. And finally, it attempts 
to turn us toward the dialogue beyond words required between na
ture and humans if our actions are to finally preserve the earth.


