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Preface

This text was written in the context of a cooperation project on migration and flight between the
former Institute for Continuing Professional Development of RE teachers of the KPH Vienna/Krems and
the Institute for Practical Theology and Religious Education of the Catholic Faculty of Theology at the
University of Vienna.
The aim of the project was to work out what religious education and social / church institutions can
contribute to deepening the awareness of the respective target groups for the topics of flight and
migration as well as providing guidelines for discussions and opinion-forming.
The keywords "Language - Diversity - Othering - Safe space" reflected here were written by the author
as a contribution to the guide and refined for this text. Based on the cited literature, they are intended
to stimulate individual and joint reflection on both the subject matter mentioned and current events.
This essay follows the logic of our levels of thought and action: individual - interactive - systemic. As
these issues are controversially discussed, there is a multitude of views, positions and attitudes as
current discussions and election results show. In this sense, the text should give suggestions for further
thinking (also outside the box and off the beaten path), further questions and further reading.

Vienna, May 2018
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Introduction

The era of clarity is coming to an end. Confidence in politics is waning, markets are difficult to oversee,
social conflicts are hardly resolved in a civilised manner any more, democracy loses its power of
integration, proven social prerequisites and interpretations collapse or dissolve. Terms such as
globalisation, migration, integration, digitisation, media, etc. quickly degenerate into abstract empty
words.
People only keep up with difficulty, being hardly able to position themselves meaningfully in a changing
world. Our emotional and narrative adaptability reaches its limits. Those already feeling insecure turn
away or listen to simple stories in which their own lives can somehow still make sense. The resulting
social crises and collapses have both organisational and individual psychological causes. After all, what
concerns us is the influence of changes in our concrete lives.
These transformation processes make it clear that modern, progress-based societies are currently
facing the constant challenge of further developing their rules and cultural norms in order to make the
increasingly complex reality understandable. However, this can no longer be managed by traditional
coping strategies and one-dimensional thinking.
The inability to think differently about life and society is stressful and produces social consequences:
"I” instead of “us", "We” and “the Others", separation instead of cohesion – they all endanger social
togetherness.
What remains is the individual's search for fellowship with others with similar experiences. In moments
of existential uncertainty, it is precisely the group of like-minded people that can give the individual
support and new resonance spaces. And there is usually someone there to guide and lead and tell
people what needs doing.
We can talk about anything. But how, in what form and with what goals? Let us tell our narratives, be
aware of what we do and what we (may) trigger, and let us give others space and time for their
narratives, according to the motto

WE NEED DIVERSE VOICES TELLING ALL TYPES OF
STORIES
(Sidney Freeland)
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What this is about
Language
Language as a system of units and rules is a powerful instrument. It influences what and how we think, what and how
we perceive something and what we remember. It is a factor in how we see people and the environment and
understand how our brain stores information. And it is always action - physically and socially.
Language manifests in words. And with these we create facts. To give meaning to words, our brain activates the
fullness of the knowledge stored in it and activates a frame of interpretation. But every brain interprets language
differently.
These frames feed on our experience, which evaluates facts and realities and guides our thinking and actions.

Diversity
The term diversity is characterized by very different definitions. Originally it comes from biology and describes the
richness of species. In a socio-political context, diversity means a social phenomenon and a practice that deals with the
distinctions that we make (on a daily basis) and the exclusions that they produce.
First of all, the diversity concept constructs differences along lines of difference and the heterogeneity of individual and
collective identities. This primarily concerns social origin, ethnicity, religion, sexual preference, disability, age and
gender.

Othering
Othering means discursive multidimensional (intersectional) processes of differentiation and demarcation in which a
more powerful group (e.g. nation, ethnicity) hierarchically subordinates those that are perceived as different in ethnic,
racial, cultural, religious, social or gender terms and simultaneously defines itself through these others.
What is one’s own is presented as the norm and positive, the other as different, exotic and thus foreign. Individuals
are defined as "we" and "not-we". Every "not-we" falls out of this norm, with which mostly existing inequalities are to
be justified.

Safe space
The concept behind the safe spaces is to create an inclusive environment free of discriminatory statements, violence,
and harassment. This should particularly protect marginalised groups, regardless of their identity or background.
In safe spaces, they should come together to discuss and exchange their thoughts and experiences regarding gender,
race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, cultural, religious affiliation, age, physical or mental
abilities.
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… That’s me …

I read a novel, a declaration of love or a message and feel if and how the words in it albeit in different ways - touch me. What associations they evoke. But often I don't
even notice the influence of language and words.
Too young, too old, too foreign, wrong sex: I sort, label, homogenize. There are many
ways to pigeonhole people. The experience of similarity and difference first of all
answers my question "Who am I?
I'm in a place or with people where I don't feel I belong. I enter into a conversation
where I'm not experienced. I help and give protection, or I receive help and I am a victim.
Possible situations in which I experience being different. Annoying - disturbing unwanted. Separated and often excluded, outside the view, concern and conscience of
others.
I seek safe places where I feel free and uncontrolled to ask questions, express opinions,
try things out and seek answers among people who share my values and ideals, to help
me build identity(ies) and self-esteem and give me normative orientation. When I return
to public space, I meet other, controversial opinions with which I should deal.
Sometimes that unsettles me, scares me.
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Levels of my actions
Individual

Language not only composes and thinks for me, it also directs my feelings and controls my whole soul
the more natural or unconsciously I entrust myself to it (Klemperer 2015). Speech images activate
those brain areas that are related to the literal understanding of terms. I don't just talk in metaphors,
I think in metaphors (Lakoff 2016). These exert a great impact through the emotions they evoke. I can
literally get into the brain of my counterpart through metaphorical language and determine how he or
she understands a thing or situation. Linguists, psychologists and brain researchers are finding more
and more indications that we have indeed adopted certain thought patterns that influence our lives
from an early age.
And because words are so closely connected to my thinking, they also reveal a lot about me. Facebook,
Twitter and the countless blogs drastically demonstrate this every day. I become a publicist myself, an
ego-media - through every commentary, Like, Share, Tweet and Retweet.

My understanding of diversity produces the distinctions and exclusions I make through my daily
statements and actions. Sometimes these differences are biological, sometimes social, cultural or
religious, sometimes they are a question of construction. This often conceals my fear of the unknown,
strangers, foreigners; often also my desire for order.
Basically, I cannot change the primary dimensions of my diversity (which is seen controversially
depending on the concept behind it): Age, ethnicity, gender, physical abilities/qualities, race and sexual
orientation. What I can change, however, are the secondary dimensions: Education, living space,
income, marital status, parental home, religious or political beliefs, views and ideologies or work
experiences.

I want to know who I'm dealing with. That's why I pack my counterpart in my imaginary box. And the
box says: The Others. That's where you belong. In some cases, I personally make the experience: here
I am always the other person - excluded and often kept away from the social life of others.
Sometimes I think: Whoever is not on my side is against me. Contradiction is undesirable. We and The
Others, whoever claims otherwise produces Fake News - deliberately generated untruths. Why am I
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doing this? To create attention and excitement, to get a lot of clicks on my website, to be important in
social media or to stir up negative emotions against certain people or groups (Horaczek-Wiese 2018).
The uninhibited search for Others ultimately strengthens my identity. This is not only the answer to
the question "Who am I?", but also to the question "Who am I not (for sure)? "Foreigners out" or "Nazis
out" - both serve essentially the same objective: a statement about my identity by demarcating
identities directed against it.

Religion, for example, can be something very personal and individual that concerns my private faith
and practice. I fear that my views and practices may be perceived as embarrassing or exotic or my
possible insecurity and ignorance may be revealed. Talking about it, but also about my world view,
values or principles, can therefore cause me and others embarrassment, confusion or restraint. That
is why I sometimes seek protection in articulation and discussion spaces that I find safe.
Therefore, I often withdraw into certain bubbles of opinion - to another country, so to speak - where a
life without contradiction seems possible. Algorithms give me links with answers tailored to my habits
and views. Again and again, like in echo chambers. What is told in my bubble is true. In this safe space
I feel secure, there I am at home.

Interactional

"The limits of my language mean the limits of my world", Ludwig Wittgenstein wrote in his Tractatus.
Never before has this phrase appeared as multi-layered as it does today. Language symbolically defines
the boundaries of many people. Which "mother tongue" we speak does not only depend on our
mother. Rather, it is peers, neighbours and opinion makers who (co)form our words and expressions.
Language cannot simply create reality out of itself. To do this, we must first prepare the breeding
ground. It is less the individual word but rather the biotope I am in that forms my utterances; the
context in which they develop a special taste; the often polarising discourse in which language images,
off-the-shelf phrases, clichés, neologisms and euphemisms emerge and find their meaning.
If a metaphor is constantly used in political debate and spread by the media, it becomes common sense
in our minds, i.e. a general understanding of the situation. Facts that contradict this bounce off the
frames anchored in the brain, because they are always selective and emphasise certain - repeatedly
heard - facts and realities and let others go by the board.
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Diverse identities constitute diversity. We must distinguish between the lived experience of diversity
and the attempt to manage and institutionalise it. In the wake of what is called the cultural turn, we
understand political problems as cultural, ethnic or religious conflicts that pigeonhole people. These
concepts define people's rights and needs and shape public order.
The experience of the Other, the Foreign, which differs from one's own, is not new. However,
delimitation and exclusion never exist as a fact but are actively construed: a natio-ethno-cultural "we"
and a natio-ethno-cultural "non-we" as two (or even several) incompatible groups.
People from another culture are not always different and strange but they often question our
traditional values and behaviour by their mere existence, which can be quite uncomfortable for many.
That's why these Others don't really belong to us. Anyone who deviates too much from the fictitious
ideal type of "norm-compliant citizen" must be placed somewhere else. And this placing has a lot to
do with power. Being welcome in “one’s own club” offers some advantages. For example, to be part
of the norm or to enjoy the protection of the majority.
Self-confident people are better able to deal with new social and existential conditions. The others,
the offended, angry and embittered, find security in self-righteousness and the creation of a distinct,
differentiated identity.

Some moral psychologists (e.g. Haidt 2013) argue – not without objection - that people make their
moral judgments before, rather than after, reasoning their way through a dilemma. This phenomenon
of maintaining a moral judgment despite having insufficient justification is called “moral
dumbfounding”. On the basis of their judgements, people form (political, religious) groups, which
thereby distinguish themselves from other groups. Dissenters are no longer taken seriously.
Rejection and hatred need patterns of perception, images and concepts in which the victims are
prepared and tailored. The templates come from publications, films, texts and images, especially on
the Internet. Forged pictures, bought trolls and perfectly orchestrated propaganda have led to a
dangerous crisis of truth. Linguistically speaking, categorisations take place through generalising
attributions such as “mentally inferior, dangerous, primitive, different, sexually aggressive”. We not
only create such mental models, we also share them and thus also our strategies, ways of thinking and
working.
How does it work? Our thinking and acting is based on mental models of how the world works - deepseated frames in our brains that limit us to familiar thought and action patterns. They tell us what is
right and wrong and on which side we must stand. Incorrect facts bounce off us. We define the world
as we (want to) see it. Every encounter with Others then serves as evidence of their alleged
“inferiority”.
The discourse about the Others has been economised: We talk about the advantages and
disadvantages for our society and what these people do for us.
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In the educational context, for example, the term "with migrant background" is mostly applied to
children and young people from so-called educationally disadvantaged and socially underprivileged
classes who "visibly" stand out from our construed norm in terms of the extent of their German
language or educational skills, social and cultural differences, their religious affiliation and/or external
characteristics (deficit thinking).

When people from different countries and cultures come together, many aspects of a matter are
named and thus identical, similar or diverging points of view become recognisable. Therefore, the
dialogue with these people first needs a space protected by a trusting atmosphere and jointly defined
rules, where differences and conflicts are named and "endured" without hurting each other.
The existing abundance of information simultaneously makes disinformation more effective. People
long for firm truths and certainties and then fall back to what they believe anyway or get permanently
confirmed in their safe spaces.
On many Anglo-American campuses and to an increasing extent throughout academic institutions in
the English-speaking world we notice a development that carries this to extremes. Life there is seen as
a battle between good people and evil people. Students and professors are shouted down and say they
are thus walking on eggshells and are afraid to speak honestly (Lukianoff-Haidt 2018). Intolerance of
opposing viewpoints has nurtured a culture of security that has led to the creation of safe spaces in
which students lock out everything that could unsettle or psychologically disturb them. This concerns
opinions, reading material, lecture content ("Trigger Warnings") or social media. Any argument to the
contrary is understood as an attack on your personal identity (Zimmermann 2016).
People consequently surround themselves only with those who share their own way of life, views and
ideological and sexual preferences. To be admitted to these spaces, a common political or social
perspective is required.
This kind of "home" has led to a crisis of comfort and labelled these mostly very young people
"Generation Snowflake" - apparently hypersensitive, slightly offended, unstable and fragile. A “false”
statement can trigger a flood of outraged tweets.

Systemic

Language is politics. The fact that it not only depicts but also educates, that we not only describe the
world through language but also make it, is confirmed in election campaigns as well as migration or
flight movements. As in other cases religion, culture or racism, language becomes effective as a
dividing line and an argument for the incompatibility or otherness.
In today's information worlds, human beings have stopped being actors and have become players.
Society is divided into programmers and the programmed. Integration no longer happens through
profession, qualifications or religion but through the " Verdatung" of the people (Gronemeyer 1999).
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We are currently experiencing a “crisis of terms” (Lyudmila Ulitskaya) and discourse. Language rules
are ignored, broken, infiltrated. Hate postings, shitstorms, verbal derailments - taboos are falling.
Battle terms become normality. Each time the limits of what can be said are more and more ignored
and shifted until opinions and deeds merge. It seems that calm, unbiased discussions of facts - thinking
in discourse - are no longer capable of gaining a majority.
Dehumanising rhetoric that reduces other people to inferior creatures, insects or "pests" stands almost
always at the beginning of discrimination and violence.
In the discourse on asylum and refugees, the power of language and metaphors becomes particularly
evident. Metaphors replace worlds of experience. Where there are no foreigners, media construct
images of the others through parasocial contacts. The language with which we describe fugitives and
migrants, for example, is politicised and determines our dealings with these people. We find numerous
terms that say more about those who use them than about the person they call "asylum seeker" and
"economic refugee", but also metaphors such as "swarm", "invasion", "flood" or "tsunami". One only
sees a faceless mass, those affected are dehumanised. Here fear of uncontrollable movements arises,
which leads to rejection - and at the same time suggests simple answers and solutions.

Religion is still part of our Western societies. There are regional differences and the belief in (one) God
is now only one option among others. In addition to traditional religions and denominations, a variety
of ways and means of expressing oneself religiously, non-religiously or anti-religiously are emerging.
Traditions mix and change - they become plural. This pluralisation constitutes the secularism of today's
Western societies in which faith, even for the staunchest believer, is only one human possibility among
others. And yet for many, it still remains an important dimension of their identity (Charles Taylor 2007).
In this sense, diversity becomes a strength if it leads to the acceptance of variety. It becomes a
weakness when it contributes to the fragmentation of individual identities and to social division. In any
case, diversity contains - today more than ever - a great potential for emotionalisation in the form of
anonymous outbursts of anger, excesses of scandalization and collective arousal. Constructive arguing,
which means asking questions and paying attention, is replaced by indignation and excitement
(Pörksen 2018) in all its nuances. Instead of thinking and asking questions, a new implacability
determines democracy and decision-making processes (Schnabl 2018).
Through the social media, milieus collide that would never have encountered each other in the past.
This heats up the mood enormously because people no longer feel understood (Grau 2017). There are
the Anywheres - "progressive individualists", at home in a globalising world, with liberal views,
enthusiastically pro-European, mobile and approving of diversity. On the other hand, the Somewheres,
"decent populists", concerned about too rapid changes, that hold nationality and homogeneity high
and are afraid of diversity and new things (Goodhart 2017). There is mistrust between the two groups.
These different milieus are quickly up in arms against each other or try to sanction them. However, the
attempt to minimize such conflicts in the sense of tolerance and respect does not solve but transforms
them into community conflicts.
Every person is part of several groups and identities. Ethnicity, sexual orientation or gender belong
together. Power-sensitive diversity approaches see such identities and affiliations as products of power
relations.
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In a pedagogical context, the term diversity conveys the appreciation of the plurality of life plans and
emphasises diversity as a social resource. The differences that learners and teachers bring in may
become a constructive asset of an organisation if plural living conditions and living environments are
regarded as normal. Diversity then turns into a conscious organisational task and the reduction of
discrimination regarding different diversity features becomes the task of all working in it.

Globalism creates both winners and losers and those who have missed out want to set things right.
They have seen their futures made obsolete. They hear new voices and see new faces all about them.
They feel their cultures shift. They do not trust what they read. They have begun to understand the
world as a battle for the future that plays off "us" against "them".
When human beings feel threatened, they identify the danger and look for allies. We use the enemy real or imagined - to rally friends to our side. This has stimulated public demand for strong, selfconfident leadership. Frightened people are looking for a "leader" who promises salvation, liberation
(redemption) and real change (not just a repetition of various campaign pledges). Liberation from
those who are identified as scapegoats for one' s fears (immigrants, asylum seekers). For these Others
have conspired against the nation, they want to infiltrate it socially, culturally and religiously and
decompose it in their sense. The strongmen acting now give the impression of knowing "our" concerns
and then saying what "we" want to hear. They promise to protect “us” from “them” (Bremmer 2018).
This leads us to the field of populism. Jan-Werner Müller (2016) defines it as a specific political concept
in which a morally pure, homogenous people is always confronted with immoral, corrupt and parasitic
elites. It is an attitude that divides the world into good and evil, regarding oneself as the sole legitimate
representative of this people and thus the others as illegitimate.
The We = the people appears as a unified, homogeneous whole, like a container in which the "good,
honest, upright" assemble without distinction (Ötsch-Horaczek 2017). Nationalism, nativism
(birthplace determines identity, which is then retained as a stigma), anti-pluralism or anti-expertise
(what counts is "common sense") dominate here.
This contrasts likewise with the group of Others. The We are true and authentic and if it happens the
"victims"; the Others are false and lying and the "perpetrators". If one of the "people" commits a crime,
it is an isolated case; conversely, the same crime becomes an indication of how bad, degenerate or
dangerous the Others as a group are.
Tough populists promise to protect "us" from "those". Anyone who opposes these populists and denies
their moral claim to sole representation is automatically no longer regarded as part of the "true
people" and ultimately excluded. Populists say: "We - and only we - represent the people", and this is
not an empirical but a moral statement. Media that contradict this picture are considered "lying press".
Julia Ebner (2017) argues that, for example, far right and Islamist extremist narratives complement
each other perfectly by following the same meta-narrative, namely the inevitability of a struggle
between Islam and the West. Islam appears to be either the only problem or the only solution. Both
groups see themselves as victims, feel attacked in their collective dignity and threatened by the others.
In both ideologies, grey areas become black and white narratives with apparently simple solutions.
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Today, even cosmopolitans seem anxious to emphasise that foreigners belong to a "different culture".
At the same time, when we pretend to talk about Islam, we are talking about all kinds of things
(terrorism, migration, integration), but not about Islam in its respective forms. On the other hand, we
claim that Turks, Iraqis, Afghans, Somalis, etc. cause us problems because they are Muslims. Islam is
becoming a racial characteristic (Maani 2015).
Depending on who is talking, the Others can also mean "those up there, out there, down there": the
Jews, Muslims, Roma; women, migrants, gays, lesbians, bisexuals or transgenders. Sometimes the
capitalists, socialists, career women, NGOs, the EU, the United Nations, the US or communists; the
ruling parties, the elites or the media. Ultimately, however, everyone can be portrayed as potentially
dangerous Others if it is useful for certain strategic and manipulative purposes.
Where the We group regulates who belongs and who does not and who is thus assigned which rights
and duties, the social production and construction of ethnic difference, personified in the form of the
"foreigner/alien/migrant", condenses into an ethnic order. The Others can no longer determine their
affiliation themselves. The dominant We regulates access to resources and legitimises restrictions,
deprivation and exclusion. This makes clear who has the power and thereby construes Others as
morally or intellectually inferior, stereotyped and reduced to negative characteristics.
When we speak, for example, of a "migration society," we have already created two apparently
incompatible groups. However, these blocks, which are perceived as homogeneous in each case, are
far from being so. Above all, the non-We consists of people of diverse languages, origins, nationalities,
religions, cultures. This simultaneously makes it too complex to function as a contrast to the
(supposedly) homogeneous We. "Migration background" becomes a marker that identifies individuals
as Others. The distinction between people with and without a history of migration is thus established.
Religion is currently increasingly used to construe people as different. While in Western societies
religion is no longer a relevant category for the majority population, the Others (e.g. Muslims) are
mostly described and subjectivized by their religion.

The dissolution of values and truth leads to the fact that everyone can claim everything. If a view is
refuted by scientific evidence, these very facts, figures and studies are lying. Arguments no longer serve
to find the truth but degenerate into mere rhetoric in the struggle of opposing groups. What is true is
determined by self-interest.
Self-proclaimed leaders use the prevailing insecurity by delegitimising the old order and at the same
time propagating the idea of a new order. This is how self-interest takes shape. The heralds of the new
order, which is first proclaimed in isolated rooms, thus offer themselves as a refuge for a new future.
Those who move only in their social media filter bubbles will hear constructed knowledge productions
like echoes, which establish themselves as unquestioned common knowledge. Opinions or facts of
others become Fakes, one' s own narrative - albeit as a lie - becomes Alternative Facts. Individual
ideology is declared general morality, in harmony with a general infantilization of society and language
(Pfaller 2017). Political correctness is transformed into "emotional well-being" (Lukianoff-Haidt 2018).
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By this, some people think, we have finally reached the post-truth era. But even that seems too easy
again. Has there ever been an era of factuality? However, since facts are now abundant, it is
symptomatic that we can no longer classify them (Hadler 2017).
Our echo chambers run the risk of becoming places where not only hostile or negative language, but
also other opinions, perspectives and practices are excluded. Safe spaces should be created where
people of all identities need a tolerant environment to express who they are, where they come from,
where they feel they belong and what moves them. But under no circumstances under exclusion of
other opinions and positions.

Continue thinking

In times of echo chambers and bubbles it is important to make other narratives audible that replace
the usual words by others, to balance and objectify the social discourse and to create awareness for a
more sensitive and differentiated use of language. Where we are confronted with hate speech and
postings that promote violence on the net, we can develop strategies for active counter-speech.
It is not a matter of quibbling. It's about other frames that say: there are common goals to achieve; we
focus on values and objectives that we share. To be able to cooperate we need empathy, respect for
other people and differences. We listen to the stories of everyone involved, because world views and
proposals for action are always relative, never objective.
It is about platforms for open discussion, the exchange of knowledge, standing together - but with
differentiation, accuracy and caution against hasty conclusions. All that would be attitudes from the
much-cited European canon of values: A new language that leads to new attitudes which allow us to
endure the diversity of words and the ambivalences that arise.
Language as a means for a respectful and dignified interaction with each other, where understanding
already begins when listening to a speech melody.

"Winning Hearts and Minds" – human being instead of pigeonhole. This means that it is not people
who have to meet the social and structural requirements of a community, but that the entire system
does justice to all people and offers them space and time to learn, flourish and develop.
But before it comes to the "Hearts", the "Minds" are necessary. Without rules, without negotiation
processes (and the associated overcoming of conflicts) there is no minimisation of frictional losses. To
achieve this, all those involved need the right tools and awareness, i.e. the ability to deal with diversity.
This means being articulate, to reflect independently and think in alternatives. Thus, understanding
and appreciation for the interdependence of humanity, cultures, religions and the natural environment
is enhanced, as well as mutual respect for qualities and experiences that differ from our own. In this
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way, the notion that diversity includes not only modes of being but also ways of knowing and
understanding (e.g. in contradiction to religious truth claims) will be promoted.
All this requires the adequate dealing with ambivalence, tolerance of ambiguity, endurance of
uncertainty and strangeness, the ability to change perspectives and flexibility, reflexive action, thinking
in contexts as well as a pronounced analytical skill in order to critically reflect on existing differences
and to deal with them in tolerance and respect.
This will help us realise that personal, cultural, religious and institutionalised discrimination creates
and maintains privileges for some and at the same time disadvantages for others. Respect for the
individual rights to self-identification implies that no culture, religion or viewpoint is superior to
another.
In other words: Doesn't diversity allow us to break out of the shells of our cultures and enter into
dialogue and debate? To get involved and contribute to social renewal? Theologically speaking: The
practice of "convivence" as a successful coexistence in which everyone can remain themselves, no one
is monopolised and yet there is an exchange that respects and strengthens the dignity of the other
(Sundermeier 1996). Living together and learning from each other even in the face of remaining
difference, in the awareness that people of one culture, religion or world view are in no way superior
to another and without creating a hierarchy of truths.
In our everyday encounters with others we learn that each one is unique and possesses individual
differences. By respecting and appreciating this, we enable others to do what makes them different. If
this is done in a safe, positive and appreciative environment, it will be possible for people to really
cherish these differences.
In a pluralised and individualised society there can be no uniform "heaven of values", no
comprehensive guiding culture or social doctrine. We live in multiple identities, in liquid lifestyles that
repeatedly make us all "refugees" (Baumann 2008).
It's about resonance: a connection with and openness towards other people and things to be practiced
again and again; a different, satisfying way of being in the world, in harmony with oneself and others
(Rosa 2016).

In each of us the other is always present. There is no 'pure' origin. Implicitly, however, the concept of
one's own and the foreign, belonging and not belonging, always resonates (Nassehi 2017). After all,
the most important good we share in society is belonging. It describes how groups are perceived,
positioned and evaluated. Today, however, we are once again discussing who belongs and who does
not. And even if one tries hard, they stay what they are (foreigner, migrant, fugitive).
The right to belong requires not only integrative structures but new identities and integrative
narratives. So, let us tell other narratives about these "people who do not fit into the norm". Let us ask
other questions, away from descriptions of shortcomings towards those of social inequalities.
An open, reflective attitude, which perceives differences and at the same time does not characterise
people accordingly, leads from mere tolerance to solidarity; from letting others be like they are to
paying attention to them. Because other people have other needs.
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"The culture of dialogue helps to regard... foreigners, migrants, members of another culture as subjects
to whom one listens as a recognized and esteemed counterpart" (Pope Francis 2016).

Public is the "shared reality" of all citizens (Blom 2017). A place that allows discourses in freedom.
Where the debates that reflect and define society take place. Where there is also the possibility of
failure and pain (Arendt 2011).
A mere culture of consensus is not enough to understand the world. If we want to tackle issues such
as diversity, discrimination, marginalisation and exclusion, we must be able to talk about them openly
and controversially in mutual appreciation and respect. But also in clear differentiation from insulting,
degrading and discriminatory statements. Let us have the courage to show our displeasure where “red
lines” of devaluation and exclusion are crossed.
The principle of modern educational institutions is the open and free exchange of opinions, including
different views and positions, even if they seem uncomfortable and unpleasant. This is exactly how
knowledge is created. If there is to be a safe space, then in the sense of psychological security in which
I can be myself without fear of negative consequences for my self-image, my status or my prospects
(William A. Kahn).
It might help to provide a mixture of spaces if meetings and discourse are to take place: safe ones,
where people arrive in a circle of like-minded people, ask their questions and get answers. And open
(“brave”) spaces in which authentically introduced perspectives are clarified and classified together
and everyone has the freedom to think differently, adopt different positions, but also live up to the
claim of withstanding ambivalences and inadequacies against the pressure of uniformity and clarity
(Palfrey 2017).
If one describes some rooms as safe, one indicates that the rest is unsafe. We must therefore develop
appropriate skills to make the entire world of discourse more secure through mutual appreciation.

Getting out of my (ideological) echo chambers
Show sensitivity and personal commitment towards people and issues
Develop tact, imagination and respect for the otherness of others
Rely on open exchange
Learn from other people
Be curious about others and get involved with them
Strive for a carefully founded, honest, serious argumentation instead of pithy words
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Continue asking

➢ What happens in my head when I talk to others, read the newspaper in the morning, listen to
a radio programme on the way to work or catch a glimpse of election posters placed at the
roadside as I drive by?
➢ Which "mother tongue" shapes my thinking, my actions?
➢ Who do I listen to? Who's explaining the world to me? Who'll take away my fear? Or is fuelling
them?
➢ In which ideological biotope do I move?
➢ How can I speak a language different from that of the masses, tell other narratives?
➢ Who's going to help with that? Who will hear or read this?

➢ What are the effects of a concrete socio-political or institutional decision on those affected
as women and men, young and old, with and without migration background, with and
without disabilities?
➢ To what extent does the institution in which I work meet the requirements of its
heterogeneous workforce and target group(s)?

➢ What values am I prepared to defend?
➢ What do I mean when I say, "our culture"?
➢ What does it mean for a person when they are made "strangers" and thus the "Others" who
do not belong?
➢ How would I have behaved at times of exclusion and how do I act today when something like
this happens again?
➢ Which examples of Othering do I know from my everyday life?
➢ Why do I choose the Othering filter? Out of helplessness? To legitimise my own behaviour?
To shirk my responsibility for the situation?
➢ How can I change my way of thinking, my mental models, my practice of living and
articulating so that I will not contribute to deficit thinking?
➢ Is it more important to me to protect the "Occident" by sealing off borders or do I want to
defend liberal democracy and human rights?
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➢ How can diversity and freedom of expression coexist in public space?
➢ To what extent can and may free speech be restricted to protect vulnerable and marginalized
positions?
➢ Do I need safe spaces to survive in an 'unsafe' world? Or do I need the constant challenge to
reflect and explain my point of view or my focus?
➢ Should educational institutions be places where learners and teachers are exposed to many
points of view, even if individuals perceive them as offensive?
➢ What should/must I contribute to the creation of safe spaces for people who are excluded,
marginalized or simply unwanted?
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