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Abstract: This article explores an age‑old form of dialogical learning, havruta, which has been em‑
ployed by Jews throughout the centuries to study the Torah and the Talmud, and evaluates the ex‑
periment of extending havruta from a couple of fellow students (haverim) to an international, multi‑
religious group reading philosophical texts together, and transferring the learning process from the
Jewish house of study (in Hebrew: beit ha‑Midrash, in German: Lehrhaus) to an online environment.
Methodologically, the experiences from the online havruta are brought into a theory‑practice feed‑
back loop and are discussed from various theoretical angles: (1) The first section introduces how
havrutawas conducted traditionally and how Franz Rosenzweig, who in 1920 founded the Frankfurt
Lehrhaus and invited Martin Buber to offer lecture courses, advanced havruta. (2) The second section
explains how Rosenzweig’s pedagogical principles as distilled from his writings on education are
applied andmodified in the above‑mentioned contemporary online reading group. (3) The third sec‑
tion draws on Buber’s philosophy of dialogue, Juhani Pallasmaa’s architectural theory and Michel
Chion’s film theory in order to investigate the epistemological and pedagogical significance of differ‑
ent modes of listening, asking, and responding, and the role of trust for dialogical learning in local
and online learning communities.

Keywords: havruta; traditional Jewish learning; reading Scripture; dialogical learning; modes of
listening; listening with the heart; trust; theories of education; existential orientation; questions of
identity; online learning; Rosenzweig; Buber; Pallasmaa; Chion

1. Introduction
The pandemic has challenged and changed our learning practices. Even thoughmany

topics can be successfully studied in online environments, educators struggle to maintain
dialogical learning, a critical constituent of our investigation. Digital tools and educational
literature offer an abundance of tips for facilitating conversation and participation, but
a truly dialogical character of learning is difficult to achieve (Sousa 2021). For instance,
having to ‘unmute’ oneself before speaking may be a hurdle for shy students, and the
lack of signals from body language and of the motivational dynamics arising from physi‑
cal co‑presence can be experienced as discouraging. However, the pandemic, as in every
crisis, also has the potential for initiating innovations, as we shall demonstrate. In this
study, we aim share and evaluate our experiences in a digital reading group inspired by
havruta ,(חַבְרוּ͏תָא) an age‑old practice of paired Jewish learning that involves a haver, i.e., a
fellow student, friend, or fellow scholar (see Schwarz 2018 for an overview of research on
havruta). As the analysis of actual interactions has shown, studying texts in dyads (or in
small groups) through unguided critical discussions may promote profound social change
in democracies (Schwarz et al. 2019, p. 17).
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We conducted a modified havruta in an international group of scholars and read Mar‑
tin Buber’s philosophical dialogue Daniel (published in 1913, see Buber 2018) and then his
most famous book, I and Thou (published in 1923, see Buber 1995, 1996), in a Zoom room.
This proved to be a surprisingly deep learning experience combining philosophical the‑
ory with dialogical practice. Moreover, it has provided possibilities of building bridges of
communication across national, cultural, and religious borders.

What most captured our interest in the reading sessions were issues of respect, or per‑
haps of custom, such as the role of listening, andmaintaining attentiveness to, and waiting
for, others’ responses. Such practices are overlooked in contemporary educational think‑
ing, yet indispensable for learning to coexistence peacefully (Kristiansen 2012, pp. 124–26).
Listening as part of a process of ‘embracing’ the other, as Buber would have it (Gordon
2011, p. 211; with reference to Buber 1996, p. 178), is uncommon in formal education. The
GermanwordUmfassung used by Buber is an ‘embrace’ or ‘inclusion’ throughwhich a per‑
son experiences and identifies with someone else’s situation “while maintaining a clear
sense of oneself” (Gordon 2011, p. 212). Genuine, ‘deep’ listening that can constitute an
‘embrace’ of the other requires an active and engaged attentiveness (cf. ibid., pp. 215–16).
Yet oftentimes learners are so concerned about achieving their learning objectives that their
listening becomes too focused and thus too narrow, or they are so concerned about present‑
ing themselves and their own abilities that there is no space for listening to others.

Havruta accentuates listening and responsivity, trust, and dialogue. It provides in‑
sights that are important for contemporary learning formats, including online learning. In
this article, we will (1) first introduce havruta as a traditional communicative practice and
then the pedagogical principles of dialogical learning by Franz Rosenzweig, who in 1920
founded “The Free Jewish House of Study” (in German: Das Freie Jüdische Lehrhaus) in
Frankfurt am Main, an institution for adult learning where Buber in 1921 was invited to
offer lecture courses. Buber’s classes were oversubscribed because of “his reputation as
an enthralling speaker” (Mendes‑Flohr 2002, p. 7). In 1938, the Lehrhauswas closed by the
Nazis. (2) Secondly, we will explain how we applied and modified these principles in our
online reading evenings and what this implies for our methodology. (3) Last but not least,
we will introduce various modes of listening and discuss their role in dialogical learning.
In this context, we will not only draw on Buber’s philosophy of dialogue but also on film
theorist Michel Chion, and architectural theorist, Juhani Pallasmaa. Finally, considering
the Lehrhaus tradition and our own experiences with it, we hope to demonstrate that trust‑
ful recognition of different dialogue partners and the art of listening can cultivate far more
nuanced theories of contemporary learning.

2. Havruta Learning as a Communicative Practice
In Western learning traditions, a teacher ordinarily performs his or her work with

expectations that students will absorb specific content. Many classrooms have top‑down
authoritative structures, as the teachers propose the learning objectives, provide relevant
instructional materials, and do most of the talking. By contrast, havruta is based on peer‑
learning. The learning methods used in a traditional Jewish house of study (in Hebrew:
beit ha‑Midrash, in German: Lehrhaus) are practiced by an assembly of people with different
backgrounds and different levels of knowledge. In what follows, we will first introduce
traditional Jewish havruta learning and then turn to Rosenzweig’s Lehrhaus in Frankfurt.

2.1. Traditional Jewish Learning
Traditional havruta learning is an age‑old practice of Jewish text study conducted to‑

gether with a study partner (in Hebrew: haver). Havruta learning is based on a relational
epistemology in which knowledge is created in an encounter between the text and learn‑
ers (Holzer and Kent 2013, p. 43; Raider‑Roth and Holzer 2009). Traditionally practiced
in yeshivot ,(ישיבות) i.e., Jewish schools for the study of rabbinic literature, and limited to
Talmud study, havruta learning has made its way into a larger variety of professional and
lay learning contexts especially in Jewish communities (Holzer and Kent 2011, p. 407). Re‑
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cently, havruta learning has received scholarly attention as a pedagogical strategy also out‑
side Jewish communities (Bergom et al. 2011; Blumenfeld 2010; Shargel 2019). In addi‑
tion, online applications of havruta have been developed (Gold et al. 2021). Yet the connec‑
tions between traditional havruta learning and the pedagogical ideals of the Lehrhaus tradi‑
tion have not yet received much attention (see, however, the volume Bildung—Lehrhaus—
Frankfurt edited by Wiese and Pollock forthcoming).

2.2. Rosenzweig’s Pedagogical Principles and the Lehrhaus in Frankfurt am Main
As Paul Mendes‑Flohr argues in a chapter with the telling title “Jewish Learning, Jew‑

ish Hope” (2021, pp. 47–65), Rosenzweig “envisioned renewal of Jewish spiritual life as
first and foremost the reestablishment of Jewish learning—learning as a communal activity
of shared reading of sacred texts as opposed to the individual study of texts” (ibid., p. 50).
Jewish learning does not isolate the individual in his or her study but rather impels him
or her to social intercourse. While the German verb lehren, which entered into the noun
Lehrhaus, connotes teaching and instruction as opposed to studying, it is more adequate
to translate Lehrhaus as “house of study,” not least due to the communicative character of
studying texts together and learning jointly (cf. ibid., p. 51).

Since Rosenzweig preferred the idea of the learning community to lonely learning
processes, it seems natural that he founded the Lehrhaus. He wished to build a community
constituted by language and culture, not by a common national identity (cf. Rosenzweig
1937, p. 80). Similarly, Mendes‑Flohr criticizes “particularistic identities” (Mendes‑Flohr
2021, p. 3) and instead seeks “to fortify a Jewish identity as spiritually and intellectually en‑
gaging yet honoring an individual’s equally passionate affiliation with other cultural and
cognitive communities” (ibid., p. 4). Taking heed from Rosenzweig that Jewish identity
must neither be national nor ethnic, neither political nor secular, Mendes‑Flohr explores
the possibility that Jews, who embrace other cultures, can root their lives anew in Judaism
as a “faith community” in which one’s identity is “constituted dialogically” through study‑
ing sacred texts together (ibid., p. 8). He underlines that one is not to adopt a “doctrinal
affirmation of the teachings and truth claims” of Jewish tradition; rather, the texts are con‑
tinually subjected to “questions and revision” (ibid.).

In the Frankfurt Lehrhaus, the teachers were not only rabbis, but also laymen, both
men and women, local residents, and guests, among them Leo Baeck, Erich Fromm, and
Gershom Scholem. Rosenzweig wanted them to be present for each other’s lectures in
order to allow for an exchange of thoughts. Let us now turn to Rosenzweig’s principles of
education, which can be distilled from his pedagogical writings (for more information on
Rosenzweig’s ‘New Learning,’ see Licharz 1987; Seiffert 1988; Schulz‑Grave 1998).

2.2.1. Learning for Life
In his 1916 essay “Volksschule und Reichsschule” on the German public elementary

school and secondary school of his time that was supposed to educate future civil servants,
Rosenzweig claims that education is to be tested and verified in the lifeworld. Educational
formation (Bildung) is understood as an action ability that can help a person to come to
terms with his or her life and master the challenges (s)he will meet on his or her way
(Rosenzweig 1937, pp. 420–66). Rosenzweig wanted pupils to learn not only the German
language and history; rather, he hoped they also would learn to love the beauty of foreign
languages in order to become capable of relating critically to their own familiar tradition,
thus thinking for themselves and raising questions instead of being fed with ready‑made
answers (Mayer 1986, pp. 18–19).

This attitude entails a special understanding of the relation between pupils and their
teacher. In one of his most important epistles, “Bildung und kein Ende” (Rosenzweig 1937,
pp. 79–93), which literally means: “No End (of) Education,” translated as “Towards a Re‑
naissance of Jewish Learning” (Rosenzweig 2002a, pp. 55–71), addressed to his friend Ed‑
uard Strauss early in 1920, Rosenzweig states: “Books are not now the prime need of the
day. But what we need more than ever, or at least as much as ever, are human beings”
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(ibid., p. 55). The teacher must be “a master and at the same time a pupil” (ibid., p. 69).
Rosenzweig made it explicit that there is “no end to learning, no end to education” (ibid.,
p. 59). Rosenzweig himself embodied this attitude when he was heading the Lehrhaus in
Frankfurt for seven years.

As Rosenzweig wrote to Margrit Rosenstock in a letter of 17 April 1918: “Erst im
Lehren bewährt sich das Lernen.” (Rosenzweig 2002b, p. 76) Teaching is the locus where
learning proves its worth and either stands the test of time or fails. This unpretentious
attitude places the teacher on eye level with the students and emphasizes that learning is
without an end.

2.2.2. Dialogical Learning through Trustful Listening and Speaking
Methodologically, Rosenzweig’s ‘new’ principles of learning link up with the ‘old’

traditional forms of Jewish learning in the beit ha‑Midrash, the house of the study of the
Torah and Talmud. In a rabbinical havruta session, one reads texts loudly, and the haver
interrupts one whenever something is not immediately comprehended or gives occasion
to discussion. The other’s questions are taken as points of departure for one’s own com‑
ments. In this way, the Jewish tradition transmits and passes on the disagreements and
controversial points of a dialogue.

In a dialogical havruta, adult fellow students value the fact that they are not just pas‑
sive ‘end points’ in the transmission of knowledge but also have an active part in its ap‑
propriation. Their questions are taken seriously. Learning needs a room to move between
the already given and the not yet found. The dialogue that moves between questions and
attempts to answer can offer such a room. The ability to speak is both presupposed and
trained, which is key not only for oral exams, but also for the larger project of democracy.
After all, learning is not just a private matter but also of public interest, and it needs a
public forum, which Rosenzweig’s Lehrhaus provided.

In addition to lectures, Rosenzweig offered open seminars at the Lehrhaus without
planning the themes beforehand. He wanted to make a new, “bookless” start, a “modest
beginning” without a curriculum, without “a planned whole” (Rosenzweig 2002a, p. 68).
Themeetings were supposed to offer nothingmore than “Sprechraum” and “Sprechzeit”—
space and time in which to speak (Rosenzweig 1937, p. 91; 2002a, p. 68). Rosenzweig gave
the session leader the advice to have trust, to renounce all plans and to wait for people to
appear in the discussion room: “To begin with, don’t offer them anything. Listen. And
words will come to the listener [aus dem Hören werden Worte wachsen], and they will join to‑
gether and formdesires [Wünsche]. Anddesires are themessengers of confidence [Boten des
Vertrauens].” (Rosenzweig 2002a, p. 69; 1937, p. 91) Translated literally, Rosenzweig argues
that the words (Worte) of those who signed up for the seminars will grow (wachsen) out of
the listening (Hören) of the host. Moreover, the participants’ words voice their desires or,
more precisely, their wishes (Wünsche), which convey a message of the participants’ trust
since the expression of one’s wishes presupposes trust in one’s counterpart.

One may ask: trust in whom or what? In the given context, the German word Ver‑
trauen means trust in another person or in a shared process of learning rather than self‑
confidence, which is why the above translation is slightly misleading. Vertrauen has an
other‑related character whenever one does not speak specifically of self‑related trust (Selb‑
stvertrauen). Taking the temporality of trust into account, another connotation of the word
Vertrauen is that it focuses on the present moment and holds the fear of an unpredictable
future at bay (cf. Welz 2009, 2010b, pp. 2–3, 215–16).

Accordingly, the teacher’s task is, first of all, to listen to the voices of those assembled,
to be open to their suggestions, to receive their spontaneous wishes. This openness is
the ‘empty’ form of readiness or willingness that will be ‘filled’ with the contributions by
those who will begin to speak. According to Rosenzweig, there is “one recipe alone that
can make a person Jewish and hence [ . . . ] a full human being: that recipe is to have no
recipe [das Rezept der Rezeptlosigkeit]”: namely, trust (Vertrauen), which is defined as “a state
of readiness that does not ask for recipes” (Rosenzweig 2002a, p. 66; 1937, p. 89), a state in
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which a person does not stammer perpetually, “What shall I do then?” and “How can I do
that?” but rather is prepared for whatever may happen next, organizing nothing but time
and space to speak in (Rosenzweig 1937, p. 89; 2002a, p. 67).

2.2.3. Teacherless Learning through Questioning and Asking in Reply
In a presentation of the Free Jewish House of Study for a newsletter published in

1925 (“Das Freie Jüdische Lehrhaus: Einleitung für ein Mitteilungsblatt”), which is not
translated into English and thus cannot be found in the essay collectionOn Jewish Learning,
Rosenzweig indicates how co‑learning in the Lehrhaus community distinguishes itself from
a lecture or seminar at the university: firstly, joint learning leaves time and space for “das
lebendige Fragen und Gegenfragen” (Rosenzweig 1937, p. 100), for spirited questioning
and asking in reply; secondly, “gemeinsames Lernen wächst nur aus dem Umgang mit
den echten großen Problemen oder mit der großen klassischen Literatur” (ibid.): learn‑
ing together with others prospers only if the real problems of a time or great classics of
literature are discussed. And both aspects are dependent on a general rule of politeness:
“anzuhören, was der andre, in diesem Falle also das Problem oder das Buch, zu sagen
hat, und nicht alles vorher zu wissen” (ibid.), i.e., one should listen to what the other per‑
son (or the problem or the book) has to say and not believe that one knows everything
in advance.

Rosenzweig admits that this “lehrerlose Lernen” (ibid., p. 101), this teacherless learn‑
ing, requires a mixture of modesty and audacity. At the Lehrhaus, even professional teach‑
ers were not expected to assume their usual role; rather, they were expected to be listeners
(“Hörer”) and leaders of the chorus of askers (“Chorführer des Chors der Fragenden”)
(ibid.). In this way, the ‘teachers’ remain ‘students’ on equal footing with the other partici‑
pants in the adventure of Bildung understood as learning for life, character formation, and
personal maturation.

2.2.4. Learning as a Transformative Practice of Existential Orientation
Rosenzweig welcomed existential questions inquiring into what one believes, how

one lives (or should live), and why one is in doubt. The courage to be doubtful (Mut zu
zweifeln) was just as welcome as the power to desire (Rosenzweig 1937, p. 93). Raising
good questions was seen as more decisive than giving normative answers. After all, giving
normative answers to others’ existential questions is impossible whenever these questions
refer to a decision that cannot be delegated to anyone else. Ideally, the outcome of teach‑
ing is not only the knowledge of ‘objective’ facts but also the backbone to have ‘subjective’
convictions and to respond even though one will be changed in this process. Years later,
Rosenzweig’s friend Eugen Rosenstock‑Huessy (1969, pp. 741, 751) coined the Latin for‑
mula respondeo etsi mutabor: I answer even though I will be changed. This formula also
expresses Rosenzweig’s ethos of responsivity, which turns learning into a transformative
practice of existential orientation.

As Nahum N. Glatzer points out in his “Introduction” to Rosenzweig’s epistles and
treatises on Jewish learning, Rosenzweig avoided historicism in favor of “a synchronistic
attitude” (Glatzer [1995] 2002, p. 17) that allowed him and his fellow students to connect
the past with pressing questions of the present when patiently examining sources and con‑
sidering what they had to say in the current situation. Rosenzweig himself thought that
this unsupervised learning is dangerous (“gefährlich”) and yet necessary in a time of tran‑
sition when the old teachers, the scholars, were no longer recognized as guides, and the
new ones had not yet appeared (Rosenzweig 1937, p. 101). Rosenzweig’s ‘new’ learning
thus also entailed finding new paths in one’s attempt to navigate through a complex and
confusing world. To this aim, “the discussion period should bring everybody together”
(Rosenzweig 2002a, p. 70) in the Lehrhaus, allowing everyone to ask questions, entertain
doubts and express desires, instead of perverting the speaker’s platform into a pulpit.

In the epistolary treatise “Die Bauleute/The Builders: Concerning the Law,” written in
1923 and addressed toMartin Buber, Rosenzweig (1937, pp. 107–13) elaborates on the inter‑
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action between teacher and students: “New listeners [ . . . ] always imply new demands;
thus a teacher himself is changed by what he teaches his students; or, at least he must
be prepared to have his words changed, if not himself” (Rosenzweig 2002a, pp. 73–74).
In “The Builders,” Rosenzweig put forward a “pragmatic approach” (Glatzer [1995] 2002,
p. 20): just as knowledge can be acquired only by the individual delving into that knowl‑
edge (because learning what is knowable is a condition for learning what is unknown),
so practice can be understood only by doing what “cannot be known like knowledge, but
can only be done” (Rosenzweig 2002a, p. 82). This pragmatic, existential approach to the
Law of the Torah andGod’s commandments will also leave its mark on the teacher who “is
changed bywhat he teaches his students” (ibid., pp. 73–74), at least if his teaching involves
deeds corresponding to words (cf. ibid., p. 88). The one who learns is asked “to stake his
whole being for the learning” (ibid., p. 75). For the teacher, the subject matter he wants to
teach “changes into inner power” (ibid., p. 76) when interiorized and embodied in his own
conduct of life (cf. ibid., p. 92).

Rosenzweig wanted the students to listen and think for themselves, thereby avoiding
parochialism and reopening “the silenced dialogue between the presently living genera‑
tion and classical Judaism” (Glatzer [1995] 2002, p. 24). Only in emphasizing the orienting
power of Judaism could Rosenzweig regard it as being “more than a power in the past,
more than a curiosity in our own era” and claim that “it is the goal of the future” (Rosen‑
zweig 2002a, p. 30), as he did in “It Is Time: Concerning the Study of Judaism”.

2.2.5. Religious Learning through a Return to the Sources
Rosenzweigwrote “It Is Time” (Zeit ists . . . ) at the Balkan front in 1917 and addressed

it to Hermann Cohen who was teaching philosophy of Judaism at the liberal rabbinical
seminar (Hochschule für die Wissenschaft des Judentums) in Berlin, envisaging a new type of
educator who is not only a transmitter of knowledge, but himself a scholar in living contact
with his sources (Glatzer [1995] 2002, pp. 10–11). The ‘return to the sources’ (ad fontes) thus
became the watchword of the Lehrhaus (cf. Rosenzweig 1937, p. 78). The main emphasis
was on the Hebrew language as the key to the great documents of classical Judaism, on
the Hebrew Bible and its commentaries, the Midrashim, and the Siddur, the prayer book,
and Jewish mysticism in the form of the Sohar and the Lurianic kabbala (cf. Rühle 2004,
p. 63). Around this core, a comprehensive program was arranged: conversations about
arts, music, history, philosophy, etc.

Remarkably, Rosenzweig did not determine a common ‘central perspective’ when
starting the enterprise of communal learning; rather, he kept open what might turn out to
be that which everyone actually has in common. Learning is a form of contextualization
that involves moving in and through the differences. We need a passion for distinctions.
The dividing line created by the definition of what is ‘one’s own’ andwhat is ‘foreign’ may
run not only between persons, but also within a person who changes in the course of his or
her learning process.

In his inaugural address upon opening the Lehrhaus in 1920, which is entitled “Neues
Lernen/New Learning,” Rosenzweig (1937, p. 95; 2002a, p. 96) describes how the intellec‑
tual horizons of thought were enlarged by the emancipation of the Jews who since then
have found new geistige Heimstätten, i.e., a new spiritual and intellectual home outside the
Jewish world. To Rosenzweig’s mind, the old style of Jewish learning is helpless before
this “spiritual emigration” (Rosenzweig 2002a, p. 96), which is why a new learning is nec‑
essary: “A learning that no longer starts from the Torah and leads into life, but the other
way round”: from a lifeworld knowing nothing about Judaism back to the Torah, thus
performing a movement “[f]rom the periphery back to the center; from the outside, in”
(Rosenzweig 1937, p. 97; 2002a, p. 98). This sort of learning, which implies that Jews needs
not convert but only return to what is theirs (cf. Pollock 2014, p. 115), is supported best
by those who bring with themselves “am meisten Fremdes,” i.e., “the maximum of what
is alien” or unfamiliar (Rosenzweig 1937, p. 97; 2002a, p. 99) in returning home to their
own, innermost life (cf. Rosenzweig 1937, p. 99; 2002a, p. 102). This process of coming
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home with a lot of questions raised in a foreign world outside of Judaism, of reading old
texts with a fresh perspective, and thus of re‑appropriating one’s own religious tradition,
ensures that the ability to distinguish between different traditions is preserved, and that
tradition is linked up with innovation.

3. The Context and Method of Our Investigation
Themajority of studies discuss havruta in its traditional form, conducted in pairs, face‑

to‑face on site. There are only a few studies about remote havruta learning (Holzer and
Kent 2011, p. 408) and synchronous online learning (Gold et al. 2021; Cohen 2022). An‑
other research desideratum is the closer investigation of the role of listening in havruta.
Our investigation will fill this lacuna, focusing also on different forms of listening such
as listening to follow along, listening to understand and listening to figure something out
(Kent 2010, p. 224).

3.1. Applying and Modifying Traditional Havruta Learning in a Contemporary Context
Our group did not conduct Talmud studies. Rather, our reflections on havruta as a

method for dialogical online learning are based on our experiences in a group of people
who read and discussed philosophical materials. In the beginning, our study group con‑
sisted of twelve scholars, but grew incrementally to eighteen. The group attracted partici‑
pants from remarkably different ethnic, national, religious, and cultural backgrounds. In
terms of group standing and participation styles, it did not seem to matter that the mem‑
bers spanned the academic gamut from doctoral students to professors and emeriti. From
the spring term 2021 until the winter semester 2022 (four semesters in two years), we stud‑
ied Buber’s worksDaniel (for an insightful introduction, seeMendes‑Flohr 2002, pp. 18–22)
and I and Thou in virtual meetings via Zoom, covering 10–15 pages at a time, usually for
two hours in the evening.

Despite the differences in experience and title, all participants were equally regarded;
more to the point, all questions and interpretations of the text were equallywelcome. How‑
ever, two persons in the group had notable roles: (1) Professor Claudia Welz was the ini‑
tiator of the project. Since 2008, she has incorporated havruta sessions in her university
teaching. As is her approach, for our group she personally invited groupmembers, hosted
the meetings, planned and coordinated the readings (and other input), moderated the ses‑
sions, and oftentimes forwarded follow‑up reading. (2) Professor emeritus Paul Mendes‑
Flohr, well‑known scholar in Philosophy and Jewish Studies, with profound and extensive
knowledge on Rosenzweig, Buber, and other German‑Jewish thinkers, often extended per‑
tinent background information on Buber’s life priorities, answered many questions raised
by participants, and prepared roadmaps for further reading.

To our good fortune, several professors, who for years have taught within the phi‑
losophy of dialogue, joined the group. As for the goodness of the discussions, sometimes
highly specialized scholarly points arose. However, the format permitted utmost inclu‑
sion: to read the text aloud, to interrupt the reading as soon as questions surfaced, and to
converse. When there were no more comments or questions, someone continued reading.

In these proceduralways our havruta sessions corresponded to the core practices of tra‑
ditional havruta learning, as inspired by the founder of the Frankfurt Lehrhaus: (1) listening
and articulating; (2) wondering and focusing; (3) supporting and challenging (Kent 2010).
Yet, instead of studying in pairs, we met as a group, and online, not on site. Keeping cam‑
eras open enabled face‑to‑face dialogue.

3.2. Inspiration from Rosenzweig
The host and convenor of our online‑havruta, as well as all its members, keenly ac‑

cepted andobserved the five afore‑mentionedpedagogical principles, as informedbyRosen‑
zweig’s writings on ‘New Learning’:

3.2.1 Rosenzweig emphasizes endless learning and calls attention to the fact that ‘learn‑
ing for life’ is bound to one’s own undelegable response to existential questions. This



Religions 2023, 14, 241 8 of 20

means learning by experience takes time. Therefore, our havruta stretched over several
semesters in order to offer the continuity necessary for this process, which offers both a
‘shelter‑room’ and a ‘laboratory’ for thought experiments, in which old and new ideas can
be put to the test.

3.2.2 Rosenzweig’s principle of granting Sprechraum andSprechzeit to everyonepresent
and of employing trustful listening and speaking as a means of dialogical learning was the
core principle also of our online havruta. We reserved plenty of time for questions and
answers, conversations, and discussions in the group. The genuine interest in each other’s
thoughts may generate not only a mutual openness but also an interdisciplinary cross‑
fertilization.

3.2.3 Just like Rosenzweig and his haverim, we practiced ‘teacherless’ learning through
questioning and asking in reply, which lead us beyond the alternative of either giving lec‑
tures (thereby promoting one’s own research) or arranging groupwork for our students
(thereby promoting their ability to teamwork). There are forms in‑between in a dialogue
with phases of intense listening and a ping‑pong of questions and replies. Being in a con‑
stant mutual face‑to‑face relationship, we were able to draw inspiration from each other’s
eyes, as Rosenzweig (2002a, p. 41) encouraged us to do.

3.2.4 For us, too, learning together has become a transformative practice of existential
orientation or re‑orientation. As one group member expressed it, our havruta had become
a kind of ‘lifeline’ for her. If we want to learn something new, we need the self‑critical re‑
flection in the face of another who remains—the other. Another person has another view
on theworld and can thus see aspects that are concealed forme. Allowing another’s verbal‑
ized perspective to touch me may change my own standpoint and make me realize how
the other’s view still differs from mine. The positions of all parties can change without
necessarily flowing into consensus.

3.2.5 Regarding religious learning, it is noteworthy that both Jews and Christians and
the adherents to any other religion have to appropriate their own tradition. We did not
pursue any pre‑formulated agenda in our multi‑religious group, which also embraced
non‑religious people. Yet, we followed Rosenzweig’s effort to return to the sources, to
move from the periphery to the center and to patiently consider what a text has to say
(see Glatzer [1995] 2002, pp. 16–17). The motto ad fontes includes the interdisciplinary illu‑
mination of these sources and the discussion of their relevance for ethical and existential
questions today.

Our appropriation of Rosenzweig’s pedagogical principles has methodological impli‑
cations in regard to the relation between the theory and practice of dialogue for which we
will account shortly.

3.3. Methodological Implications
Since the backgrounds, interests, and moods of the learners steer the learning not

only for themselves, but also for their study partners, variations in these factors may result
in fundamentally different kinds of learning experiences for different individuals, even if
they study the same text in the sameway and in the same learning environment. Moreover,
factors like the allocated time, the genre of texts studied, and one’s expectations make each
havruta session unique (Holzer and Kent 2011, p. 409).

In what follows, we will use our own experiences and selected insights from the phi‑
losophy of dialogue, theory of architecture and film as the point of departure for our peda‑
gogical reflections on havruta in audio‑visual online settings. Our hermeneutical approach
is akin to the ‘thinking with theory’ approach (Jackson and Mazzei 2012), which calls for
a reading of data through various theoretical lenses in order to reveal new insights on the
phenomena under investigation. In our case, Rosenzweig’s and Buber’s writings, current
research on havruta, and conclusions we have drawn from our own online havruta pro‑
vide a feedback loop between theory and our own practice of dialogue‑related listening
and learning.
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4. Dialogue‑Related Listening and Trusting
The diagram below (Figure 1) depicts the dialogical relationships on three platforms,

or levels of listening, in online havruta learning: (1) the text (and through it, its author);
(2) the ‘audience’ and participants in the Zoom room; and (3) one’s own mind.
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(Ad 1) The text itself can be viewed as a platform of encounter and a ‘dialogue partner’
(Holzer 2006, p. 191) of a paradoxical nature: On the one hand, it is mute and cannot make
itself heard aurally nor defend itself against misreading andmanipulation. On the other, it
is multi‑vocal in the sense that it lends itself to more than one interpretation. Yet not all in‑
terpretations are equally accurate. Havruta learners are encouraged to bear responsibility,
to make the text “speak” on its own terms (Holzer and Kent 2013, p. 48), with the capacity
to hear the voice of the author speaking through the text (Buber 1996, p. 175).

(Ad 2) We meet each other and ourselves in the text and through the text. It opens
itself to us in new ways due to the readers’ questions and insights. We also listen to each
other with the hope and aptitude to understand. While the text frames the discussion, the
virtual classroom enables visual and audible contact among participants.

(Ad 3) Finally, the practice of listening and interpreting the text together creates an in‑
ner dialogue. One may readily listen to one’s inner voice and subsequent responses when
engaging in dialogue with the text and with other participants. Havruta provides a frame
for our listening, steers it, and sets a limit to it by pulling our individual thoughts back to
the text and the shared discussion. In what follows, we will explore the pedagogical and
epistemological significance of listening and the importance of mutual trust for dialogues
with others.

4.1. The Pedagogical and Epistemological Significance of Listening
Listening is highlighted both byBuber andRosenzweig. AsMendes‑Flohr (2021, p. 63)

demonstrates trenchantly, “Jewish learning is a preeminent act of listening rather than
mere reading.” In a first step, following Buber, we will spell this out in religious contexts;
in a second step, we will turn to secular contexts, including architectural and film theory
in order to elucidate the relation between vision and audition.

4.1.1. Listening to Scripture—Listening with the Heart: Inspiration from Buber
According to Mendes‑Flohr (2021, p. 63), Buber and Rosenzweig conceived of their

Bible translation as “revalorizing the reading of scripture as a performative act [ . . . ] in
which the reader is prompted to listen to the voice resonating in the text.” For Buber,
the commanding word of the Bible is a personal address (Anrede), calling for a personal
response (see ibid., with reference to Buber 1936, p. 140). Most often, listening denotes an
act of attending to sounds with our sense of hearing, and the latter is definitely involved
whenwe attend to the biblical word in its spokenness (Gesprochenheit) by reading Scripture
together aloud, which requires the art of reading slowly (see ibid.).
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However, embodied listening does not have to be restricted to the ears. In a text on
education and worldview, “Bildung und Weltanschauung”, Buber holds: “If I attend as
faithfully as I can to what it contains of word and texture [Gefüge], of sound and rhythmic
structure, of evident andhidden connections,my interpretationwould not have beenmade
in vain” (Mendes‑Flohr 2021, p. 63; referring to Buber 1935 in MBW 8, p. 282). The quote
beckons to listen not only to the sounds and rhythms that affect our bodies but also to the
meaning of the words which may not reveal itself to us immediately. In addition, we are
invited to listen to what is going on inside of us, to strain towards our own interpretation,
to search for connections betweenwhat is inside and outside of ourselves, between the text
and its effects on our experience.

Mendes‑Flohr concludes pointedly that Buber and Rosenzweig “raised for a post‑
traditional Jewry the vision of a homeward journey forged by listening with the heart”
(Mendes‑Flohr 2021, p. 65). The pedagogical and epistemological significance of this kind
of listening consists not only in new intellectual insights but also in training our compas‑
sion and sparking our imagination, thus achieving an emotional nobleness or ‘formation’
of the heart (Herzensbildung) and cultural empathy allowing us to see things not only from
our own but also from the perspective of other people. Suddenly discovering new angles
of a situation and new aspects of a text with the help of other people who see the world
differently on the basis of another culture, religion, and tradition, is exactly what we have
experienced in our international havruta—a great gift we have received from each other.

When listening to Scripture, something special happens because ultimately, some‑
thing more‑than‑human is at stake. The voice that is to be heard anew in the sacred liter‑
ary sources of the tradition is not just a human one. As we can read in the Hebrew Bible,
King Solomon’s legendary wisdom is rooted in his willingness to listen to the creator and
sustainer of the universe. Solomon asked God for a “listening heart” so that he would
be able to hear God’s guidance and could discern the difference between good and evil
(1 Kings 3:9; see Janowski 2018). Despite of the secularization in our times, “the impact of
the Unconditional” (Mendes‑Flohr 2021, p. 58; quoting Buber [1918] 1967, p. 151) may still
be sensed. Yet, insofar as God’s voice remains supersensible, it cannot be heard by itself
but becomes audible only through human language, mediated by humanwords and deeds.
Hence, the divine voice reaches us only indirectly: through our listening to its resonances
in our heart and in the world around us (cf. Welz 2014, p. 143). Listening and responding
to the divine voice as ‘hidden’ in other voices is part and parcel of the practice of prayer,
which can be conceived as being a conversation with God or as a practice of listening to
silence (cf. Welz 2019a, 2019b).

Since the God‑relationship, according to Buber, permeates our entire life in this world,
strictly speaking, there is no sharp dividing line between a religious and a secular sphere.
In his 1957 Afterword to I and Thou, Buber wrote: “God carries his absoluteness into his
relationship with man. Hence the man who turns toward him need not turn his back on
any other I‑You relationship: quite legitimately he brings them all to God and allows them
to be transfigured ‘in the countenance of God.’” (Buber 1996, p. 182) Here we learn that our
relationships with other human beings enter into our God‑relationship. Although Buber
is aware of the fact that we can neither prove the existence of God nor “the existence of
mutuality between God and man,” Buber assumes that we can communicate with God as
“God’s address to man penetrates the events in all our lives and all the events in the world
around us” (ibid.). This assumption opens the door to an understanding of religion as an
integrated part of our everyday lives. As such, the God‑relationship has an ethical bearing,
and our interhuman relationships affect the ways in which we perceive and conceptualize
divine ‘presence,’ ‘absence,’ or ‘hiddenness.’

Listening to this divine voice can re‑establish the connection between God and hu‑
man beings in such a way that we also may become capable of hearing the truly human
voice in each other’s utterances and silences. Mendes‑Flohr (2019, p. 390) concludes his
monumental Buber‑biography with a thank‑you to Buber, “who taught me to listen to the
muted, inner voice of the Other—including one’s own—before trying to understand his
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or her words. One might call this the hermeneutics of Menschlichkeit.” Ultimately, what
we learn in listening to each other is that all of us are created to participate in a humanity,
humaneness, and brotherliness (Menschlichkeit) vis‑à vis God to whose call we respond by
being human.

4.1.2. Listening to Emerging Meanings in Philosophical Texts—Vision and Audition
In our havruta sessions, we not only listened to each other, but also to emerging mean‑

ings: those stemming from the text, those suggested by our haverim, and those entangled
with our own lives.

An analogy between audition and vision might be useful here. Architect Pallasmaa
(2012, p. 50) distinguishes between focused and unfocused vision. Unfocused vision and
explorations in shadows anddarkness are important for inviting fantasy: “In order to think
clearly, the sharpness of vision has to be suppressed, for thoughts travel with an absent‑
minded and unfocused gaze. Homogenous bright light paralyzes the imagination in the
same way that homogenization of space weakens the experience of being.” Reading a text
aloud in havruta learning slows down the pace of studying. Reading slowly creates a space
where focused attention and unfocused attention can oscillate in an organic way. We can
listen to voices, meanings, and rhythms simultaneously, and let them touch us instead of
forcing our attention to a certain point of view. A slow pace of reading and the absence
of preset learning objectives open a space for a multiplicity of meanings and enables us to
dwell in the midst of emerging meanings. Not only unfocused vision but also unfocused
listening has the capacity of bringing forth ideas and emotions under formation and touch‑
ing unconscious levels of our thinking and being in ways that the focused gaze or focused
listening cannot. Unfocused listening facilitates an exploration of the above‑mentioned
“hidden connections” emphasized by Buber (Buber 1935 in MBW 8, p. 282). Accordingly,
it facilitates the rooting of new knowledge in the learners’ personal meaning structures.

However, focused listening, too, has an important role in havruta learning. Sometimes
a certain sentence captures our attention, and our listening focuses on what this particular
sentence is telling us. Being absorbed in listening to different layers of meaning enhances
the possibility that we scrutinize the text in ways that are personally meaningful to us.
Just as every city has an echo which depends on the pattern and scale of its streets and
the prevailing architectural styles and materials (Pallasmaa 2012, p. 55), every book has its
own sound and rhythm, which depends on the sound and organization of its words. When
dwelling in a certain building, our bodies become attuned to the architecture of the building
(Pallasmaa 2012, p. 72). When reading aloud, the unique soundscape and rhythmic pulse
of a book become more tangible, evoking atmospheres, feelings, and memories. The text
enters not only our minds, but also our bodies.

In our reading sessions, we often paused and tried to understand why Buber used
a certain metaphor instead of another, and what the metaphor does in the text and in us.
For instance, the metaphor of sea evokes in each of us a collection of sounds, rhythms,
and visual images based on our experiences of the sea. Our bodies become attuned to the
rhythms of the sea, and we can feel the push and pull of tides in our physical constitution.
As a group, we become connected at a deeper level when reading the text together and
being influenced by the same sentences and their rhythms. Human beings enjoy becom‑
ing attuned to each other and finding a common rhythm. Children enjoy swinging in the
same rhythm, and dancing partners delight in sharing the rhythm. In dialogue, mutual
attunement creates a feeling of ease in communication and a bond connecting us despite
conflicting interpretations.

Considering the epistemological and pedagogical potential of listening, the question
is how we learn to listen. Practices such as listening, waiting, and being attentive to others
cannot be taught through a formal method because their very nature calls for an appreci‑
ation of the context in question. However, these practices can be learned from example:
“while listening for Buber is more about being present to the other than about displaying
a skill or technique, it is possible to be moved by someone to become a better listener”
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(Gordon 2011, p. 219). Havruta learning is an exemplary practice, which nurtures ‘deep’
listening and attuned learning (Holzer 2016; Raider‑Roth and Holzer 2009, p. 232; Holzer
2006, p. 201; Kent 2006, p. 230; Kent and Cook 2012, p. 245).

Holzer and Kent (2013, p. 50) characterize the process of co‑constructing textual in‑
terpretations in havruta learning as a consensus‑seeking dialogue, even in cases where in‑
terpretations contradict each other. When trying to resolve a law case, consensus in the
conclusion is a worthwhile goal. However, in other cases, search for consensus, even if
interpreted in the weak sense of finding a competitive interpretation compelling, is not
necessary for successful learning. On the contrary, it may unnecessarily narrow down the
scope and depth of learning. When studying a difficult philosophical text, consensus may
not be possible. When interpreting poetic texts, there are no specified truth conditions
we could apply to determine the truth (Fleischacker 1996, p. 125). Rather, the truth con‑
ditions arise from the interpreter’s life‑experience and involve planes of persuasion that
transcend the linguistic and cognitive levels (Ikonen 2020, pp. 39–40). The combination
of words and a certain rhythm can touch upon the unconscious layers of experience and
summon a feeling of meaningfulness before I can explicate why a certain poem or philo‑
sophical text makes me say that it conveys a certain truth about human existence. Hence,
havruta listening and learning would be better described as an ‘insight‑seeking’ dialogue
where consensus is not the best possible learning outcome.

Another question is how we actually listen when engaging in havruta. Film theorist
Chion (2019, pp. 22–28) distinguishes between three different modes of listening: causal,
codal, and reduced listening. (1) Causal listening consists of listening to a sound in order
to determine its source. (2) Codal listening aims at detecting the meaning of what is heard.
(3) Reduced listening tries to avoid both causal and codal listening and focuses on the
sound itself in order to describe it independently of its cause, meaning, or effects. Listening
to the pitch, intervals, and rhythm are examples of reduced listening. Could we apply his
logic to detect the modes of listening in reading and interpreting a text together?

(Ad 1) The actual sounds in havruta sessions are the voices of other participants. We
do not need to detect the cause of their voices and, in this sense, we are not concerned
about causal listening. (Ad 2) By contrast, we listen to the meaning of the questions and
comments by other participants. Even though we do not hear the sound of the text itself,
we want to understand what it means. In the process of listening and interpreting the text,
we also try to hear the voice of the author who, like the written text, is mute but never‑
theless saying something. The meaning we infer from the text is never due to the voice of
the author alone, yet we try to detect his voice and distinguish it from our own interpreta‑
tions, for instance by familiarizing ourselves with his life and other works. (Ad 3) Reduced
listening is not focal in havruta learning. Concentrating on the sound of the reader’s voice
would take our learning away from its goal: to interpret the text. However, Chion’s idea of
giving up causal and codal listening goes well with an idea of unfocused listening varying
Pallasmaa’s idea of unfocused vision.

Chion mentions evocative aspects of sounds, but as his interest is in understanding
listening to actual sounds, he does not discuss introspective listening. Listening to our
responses to others’ comments may help us in becoming aware of our own lenses of inter‑
pretation and in opening ourselves to alternative interpretations. Sometimes group discus‑
sions drift from the original theme of the text to the personal interests of the participants.
While strict instructions and pre‑determined pedagogical tools are more probable to hin‑
der the dialogue than promote it, a simple question may bring the discussion back to the
text while supporting the dialogical atmosphere. ‘What in the text has provoked your
thought?’ Being in dialogue only with oneself or with many partners at the same time is
impossible. In a successful havruta learning session, all planes of dialogue are at play as
long as we oscillate between the text, the other participants, and ourselves.

The ‘insight‑seeking’ dialogue is especially important for heterogeneous learning
groups because a secular atheist and religious believers may not share a common frame‑
work of truth criteria. Therefore, seeking consensus may even become a stumbling block
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for interreligious dialogue (Qadir and Tiaynen‑Qadir 2016) or the dialogue between be‑
lievers and atheists. By contrast, listening without an aim of consensus may give rise to an
ethics of communication that is attuned to difference and engages with what is unfamiliar,
strange, and not yet understood (Lipari 2009, p. 45) and, for this reason, has a potential for
creating communality where shared cognitive meanings are not available. In this context,
the importance of mutual trust cannot be overrated.

4.2. The Importance of Mutual Trust for Dialogues with Others
From Buber, we have already learned how important it is to be really present vis‑à‑vis

each other, to face one’s concrete individual counterpart, and to include every single one in
the communion. Buber maintains that when an experience becomes self‑reflexive and self‑
reliant, it loses its dialogical character, which includes “a livingmutual relation”with one’s
dialogue partner(s) (Buber 2002, p. 22) and “the deep intercourse” with a real Other who
is never just “a passive object of knowledge” (ibid., p. 23). The “sense of reciprocity” (ibid.,
p. 24) is what distinguishes a genuine dialogue from self‑absorbed “monologue disguised
as dialogue” (ibid., p. 22).

In addition to the emphasis on co‑presence and mutuality, we also find the idea of
confirmation (Bejahung) in Buber (1988, pp. 57–59; see Buber 1995, p. 17): to be seen and
listened to means being confirmed and accepted in one’s existence by one’s fellow human
beings. Being confirmed by others in this way is a condition for being able to learn to‑
gether and to “actualize one’s own potential” (see Scott’s (n.d.) entry on Martin Buber in
The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, section 2d). An ‘insight‑seeking’ dialogue cannot
be achieved without trust. Mutual relationships of trust have a positive influence on our
learning aptitude, and they also promote the openness of the listeners and allow them to
cultivate other moral human qualities (Kristiansen 2008). But what is trust, and in what
sense is it ‘basic’?

4.2.1. Ways of Understanding Trust
We all know that, without trust, both our private and professional relationships, po‑

litical institutions, as well as economic ties would break down. Trust is fundamental in
various respects: (1) seen from the perspective of developmental psychology (e.g., Erik‑
sen 1985, pp. 247–74), ‘basic trust’ (Urvertrauen) is the basis of psychosocial development;
(2) seen from the perspective of moral philosophy and the philosophy of emotion (e.g.,
Baier 1986; Jones 2005), trust is the (pre‑)reflective basis of deliberate acting, reasoning,
and communicating; (3) seen from a sociological point of view, trust can be regarded as “a
basic fact of social life” (Luhmann 1979, p. 4).

However, all three of these prominent explanations have limitations (see Welz 2010a,
pp. 45–53). Alternatively, trust can be understood as ‘basic openness’ in the sense of being
a form of eccentric relationality versus self‑enclosure, an openness towards the future, an
ungrounded ground of judgment providing practical (re‑)orientation, and a response to
ontological and epistemological uncertainty (see ibid., pp. 54–58). Even if trust is taken
to be a movement of self‑transcendence, it is crucial to consider trust not only as a ba‑
sic trait of the trusting and/or trustworthy self or social relationship, but also as an as‑
pect of the situation in which the trust‑relation takes place (see ibid., pp. 58–63), which
corresponds well with Buber’s “ontology of the interhuman” (Ontologie des Zwischenmen‑
schlichen) (Buber 1979, p. 290) and his accentuation of the sphere and forces “between I and
Thou” (see Buber 1996, pp. 66, 89).

Communication ethicist Ronald C. Arnett, who has explored the implications of Bu‑
ber’s philosophy of dialogue for the understanding of communication and community
building, explains why the tendency to aim only at oneself does not take seriously the
reality of that which takes place between us: the failure to really listen to the other be‑
cause one does not believe what is stated but rather looks for some hidden and supposed
meaning to be unmasked is linked to mistrust, which ultimately leads to an atmosphere of
suspicion (see Arnett 1986, pp. 47–49; quoting Buber 1965, pp. 87–88; Buber 1967, p. 308).
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4.2.2. Trust and Education
A community of learners is in many ways a society in miniature. A society character‑

ized by competition and caution, mistrust, and mutual control leads to stagnation and the
suffocation of spontaneity. According to Mendes‑Flohr (1989, pp. 112–21), Buber defines
the concept of community or Gemeinschaft as a transhistorical pattern of relations where
the individuals open themselves to each other. Buber maintains that the teacher should
win the pupil’s trust before the teaching can start:

“When the pupil’s confidence (Vertrauen) has been won, his resistance against
being educated gives way to a singular happening: he accepts the educator as a
person. He feels he may trust this man, that this man is not making a business
out of him, but is taking part in his life, accepting him before desiring to influence
him. And so he learns to ask”. (Buber 2002, p. 126)
What does ‘trust’ mean in the context of education? For Buber, trust implies “a break‑

through from reserve, the bursting of the bonds which imprison an unquiet heart” (ibid.,
p. 127). A trustworthy learning environment is neither a safe space that would rule out
the risk of possible harm, nor a brave space for which we could identify certain rules of
conduct, as suggested by Arao and Clemens (2013) who encourage risk‑taking yet aim to
prevent unreasonable risks. Risk is a necessary condition for learning and growth (Ikonen
2020; Suissa 2010, p. 68). Taking a risk requires bravery, while trust leaves space for one’s
vulnerability. For Annette Baier, trust is the “accepted vulnerability to another’s possible
but not expected ill will (or lack of good will) toward one” (Baier 1986, p. 235). Opening
oneself in trust requires the belief that the other persons will not harm me (Baier 1991).
On this basis, a learning process can be carried out as a common investigation in which
students dare to ask questions and reflect upon issues that matter to them (cf. Kristiansen
2005, pp. 54–55).

The teacher, too, must take the risk of fumbling around without knowing the ‘correct’
answer. The teacher’s task is not to “dictate what is good and evil in general” because if
one does so, one places oneself outside of the relation of reciprocity (see Buber 2002, p. 127).
What counts is the teacher’s effort to find a possible answer together with the students.
After all, “[i]t is not the educational intention but it is the meeting which is educationally
fruitful” (ibid., p. 127). When a teacher is listening attentively, it is easier for the students to
offer their own thoughts and experiences. By holding him‑ or herself back while trusting
in his or her students, the teacher can give them a maneuvering room in which they can
speak, act, and grow as human beings.

For Buber, trust is a distinctive way of experiencing or knowing the world, of finding
an entrance into reality because trust—also in the form of faith in God—is that through
which we can experience the everyday as “God’s personal address to each of us” (Mendes‑
Flohr 1986, p. 185). For Buber, faith in God is an abiding trust derived from the insight that
God, the ‘eternal Thou,’ is present in all interhuman relations between I and Thou and,
for this reason, trust is also the source of the courage to open oneself to others in dialogue
(cf. ibid., p. 184). Here again, we can see how the religious and ethical, pedagogical, and
epistemological aspects of dialogue intersect.

5. Discussion of Results and Concluding Remarks
As this paper has shown, havruta learning and the philosophy of dialogue developed

by Rosenzweig and Buber can offer something unique to the rapidly expanding online
learning practices in our times. Let us briefly sum up the results of our study:

Section 1 outlines connections between traditional havruta learning, which is a dia‑
logical, teacherless peer‑learning practice, and the pedagogical principles of the Lehrhaus
tradition established by Rosenzweig in Frankfurt. Rosenzweig favors endless learning in
the pragmatic sense of learning how to orient oneself, to respond to existential problems,
and to acquire the ability to act. Learning is based on trustful listening, asking questions,
and replying even if one’s own identity and sense of belonging is transformed in this pro‑
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cess. Religious learning is practiced in the form of a return to the sources and a movement
from the periphery to the center of a tradition.

Section 2 accounts for the methods of our investigation, which combines theoretical
and empirical approaches to learning through listening and responding, thus probing the
potential and limits of dialogue in local and online environments. We have applied and
modified Rosenzweig’s principles in our online reading evenings where we so far have
read two books by Buber, who lectured at the Lehrhaus in Frankfurt and became its leader
when Rosenzweig stepped back because of serious illness. Our havruta can count as a text‑
based international, interreligious, and intercultural dialogue followingRosenzweig’s idea
that giving others time and space to speak and opening oneself to the unpredictable out‑
come of this adventure is decisive for studying together and for learning something new.

Section 3 elucidates different modes of listening by comparing Pallasmaa’s idea of fo‑
cused versus unfocused vision to the practice of focused and unfocused listening in havruta
learning, and by asking to whether and to what extent causal, codal, and unreduced lis‑
tening à la Chion can be discovered there. Buber’s and Mendes‑Flohr’s testimony to the
pedagogical and epistemological significance of listening with the heart points to the abil‑
ity to ‘hear’ the inaudible divine voice in and through other voices, written and spoken
ones, and to ‘see’ the complexity of a situation from different angles, both intellectually
and emotionally. We found that mutual trust is utterly important because it enables dia‑
logue partners to open themselves and take the risk of exposing their vulnerable sides in
order to seek new insights.

Finally, let us address two legitimate concerns: (1) Firstly, one might object that it
will be difficult to transfer the classic Lehrhaus tradition to online learning environments
without truncating some dimensions of the learning experience, which is rooted in real‑life
dialogical face‑to‑face encounters. (2) Another possible objection might be that our experi‑
ence in adult learning differs fundamentally from that of institutional learning at schools
and ordinary lectures at universities—two settings that involve an unbalanced power rela‑
tion between the teacher and the students, which sets limits to reciprocity. At the very least,
the contexts of childhood and adult learning differ widely in both scope and purpose.

(Ad 1) Interestingly, our experiences with havruta do not support the concern that
dialogue would be difficult to achieve in online learning environments. Worries about not
being heard, worries about not being able to be oneself or being too vulnerable to speak out
have not surfaced, even though we are a heterogenous group. The question is: why not?
Part of the explanation might be the slow pace of reading and the long‑term commitment
to collective study, which strengthened the internal group relations.

Moreover, the concern that audio‑visual technology has a detaching effect proved to
be groundless. Pallasmaa (2012, p. 14) maintains that “[c]omputer imaging tends to flatten
our magnificent, multisensory, simultaneous and synchronic capacities of imagination by
turning the design process into a passive visual manipulation, a retinal journey.” The
haptic contact with the object is lost. However, our havruta experience has shown that the
haptic relationship to a book under stay may compensate for the detaching effect of online
learning. We turned pages, took notes, and sometimes we had to make sure that we were
on the same page. With a book in front of every participant, listening is connected to the
sense of touch. Thus, the intellectual learning process is tied to the place where the body
of the learner is located.

Yet, without doubt, in online classrooms, body language is subdued, and this nar‑
rows the range of interpretive cues for understanding each other’s non‑verbal messages.
However, even the Zoom room gives access to the faces of other participants and their
facial micro‑expressions, which are a significant part of a speaker’s and listener’s conver‑
sational repertoire (Bavelas and Chovil 1997, p. 344). In fact, the camera allows us to see
each other’s faces much closer than in a classroom on campus or at school. The closeness
of faces creates a certain intimacy, whichmay facilitate listening and grasping themeaning
of other speakers’ utterances.
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Even though communication in digital learning environments may be disturbed by
unstable internet connections (Sousa 2021, p. 233), audio‑visual online platforms may also
deepen our communication because occasional disruptions of the connection contain the
demand to wait for the other’s reappearance and reply. One has no other choice than
to wait and be attentive, which pushes us in the direction of Rosenzweig’s imperative
to take one’s need of the other (and of his or her response) and time (i.e., the time dif‑
ference between call and response) seriously (see Rosenzweig 1937, p. 387: Bedürfen des
andern und [ . . . ] Ernstnehmen der Zeit, cf. Dober 1990). Rosenzweig’s time‑bound epis‑
temology acknowledges the contingency of reality as well as the singularity of human
experience and thus champions patience and serenity in the face of the unforeseeable
(cf. Wiehl 1988, p. 48).

(Ad 2) But what about the imbalance of power between teacher and students—would
it not be naïve to assume that a Zoom room is a domination‑free sphere and that havruta
indeed can be practiced as the ‘teacherless’ learning envisioned by Rosenzweig? Let us
first consult Buber. He underlines that the teacher‑student relationship is a communion in
which students are encouraged to ask questions. Instead of dominating their learning, the
teacher is called to be attentive to the unique voices and insights of the students:

“He [i.e., the teacher] enters the school‑room for the first time, he sees them
crouching at the desks, indiscriminately flung together, the misshapen and the
well‑proportioned, animal faces, empty faces, and noble faces in indiscriminate
confusion, like the presence of the created universe; the glance of the educator
accepts and receives them all”. (Buber 2002, p. 112)
The educator embraces all students by drawing them into a communion of dialogical

learning. A process of education can be effective only when it springs from “experienc‑
ing the other side” (ibid., p. 114)—an inclusion equivalent to the above‑quoted Umfassung
mentioned in I and Thou.

Buber claims that an experience of inclusion involves (1) a relation between two per‑
sons, (2) an event experienced by them in common, and (3) the fact that one person “at the
same time lives through the common event from the standpoint of the other” (ibid., p. 115).
However, teaching sets limits to an inclusive reciprocity between teacher and pupil since
the pupil cannot experience the educating of the educator (cf. ibid. p. 119). Buber writes:
“The educator stands at both ends of the common situation, the pupil at one end. In the
moment when the pupil is able to throw himself across and experience from over there,
the educative relation would be burst asunder, or change into friendship” (ibid.).

Hence, the educational relationship at schools and other educational institutions with
the duty of grading the students’ oral performance and written assignments involves a
paradox: It cannot be based on mutual inclusion because mutual inclusion would turn
the educational relationship into friendship; rather, education is based on a “one‑sided
experience of inclusion” (ibid., p. 118) as the teacher selects the content of learning and
has the authority to evaluate the learning progress, thus influencing the life of pupils or
students who are not able to throw themselves over to the teacher’s side because of the
enormous power imbalance inherent in their relationship.

This paradox is not supposed to occur in havruta learning—not least because the latter
involves listening practices in radical openness and because it can only be performed in
a climate of trust and equality. In havruta, the usual asymmetry of power in the relation
between the teacher and the students is overturned. In our role as co‑learners in a havruta
session, every one of us has equal rights. Those who would otherwise function as teachers
are regarded as co‑learners. Insofar as everyone can learn from everyone and insofar as
everyone listens to everyone else, the power balance is equilibrated.

Yet, there remains an undeniable difference in academic experience, seniority, and ar‑
eas of scholarly expertise. Despite this difference, leadership can be performed in subtle
and unobtrusive ways if it is borne by mutual trust. The saying that the one who teaches
learns most has a particula veri to it. In our havruta sessions, no one presents lectures, but
the art of listening and ‘leading’ a conversation also implies a kind of leadership. In this
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context, we can conclude that true leadership rests on the authority of a master in dia‑
logue who is not just a great speaker but, maybe even more, a great listener who, above
all, builds bridges in and through the ways in which he or she connects and communicates
with others.

This applies not only to dialogues in the fields of religion and education but also
in philosophy and psychology, which is why ‘dialogue’ as a “trans‑disciplinary concept”
(Mendes‑Flohr 2015) is invaluable in its pathbreaking potential. However, its strength is
also its weakness: life‑saving dialogues that potentially mitigate conflicts and crises de‑
pend on people who are willing to enter into dialogue with others and to listen, but in
the event of serious conflicts, let alone wars, such people are rare. These are the limits of
dialogue based on trust: if this basis breaks away, the dialogue is dead. In the years 1958–
1961, Buber encountered Dag Hammarskjöld, at that time Secretary General of the UN. In
their meetings, the two had to find alternatives to dialogue—such as the peace brigades
and the education of a new generation—since they realized that “dialogue as quiet diplo‑
macy” (Marin 2010, p. 74) failed in the world’s worst conflict zones because of the mistrust
of the involved parties. However, this predicament is no reason to discard dialogical learn‑
ing through listening and responding. On the contrary: it shows us why dialogue has a
priceless pedagogical, epistemological, and ethical significance.

This may be illustrated by Shmuel N. Eisenstadt’s personal encounter with Buber in
the years 1949–1952, when the State of Israel was still very young. At that time, when
there were huge waves of immigration and pressing problems of incorporating the new
immigrants into Israeli society, Buber established a Center for Teachers of Adult Education.
Eisenstadt asked Buber why he considered it so important to invest in adult education.
“It is very important that we have a common discourse,” he replied. “We must be able to
talk and dream together.” Eisenstadt (2002, p. 178) admits that he, at that time, did not
fully understand Buber’s answer. However, 50 years later, he discovered that people talk
only within their own social and ethnic group, and then, he began to appreciate more fully
“the social thrust underlying Buber’s approach to education” as well as “the combination
of the social and the sacred modes of communication that is the crux of fruitful dialogue”
(ibid., p. 179)—a dialogue throughwhich a community continually looks beyond itself and
thus manages to reach others.

Author Contributions: Among the authors of the present article, the following division of work
applies: C.W. has taken the initiative to write the article, has invited co‑authors, and is mainly
responsible for the research idea, research design, and structure of the article. She has authored
Sections 2.2 and 3.2 on Franz Rosenzweig’s pedagogical principles of Jewish learning in the Frank‑
furt Lehrhaus, Section 4.2.1 on the definition and importance of trust, and also the bulk of the sections
on listening, speaking, and learning according toMartin Buber’s philosophy of dialogue, particularly
Section 4.1.1 and the corresponding parts of the Conclusion including the summary of the research
results. The parts on havruta learning in a traditional and modern context (Sections 2.1 and 3.1) and
on listening as compared to vision in architecture (Pallasmaa) and different modes of listening as
identified by film theorist Chion (Section 4.1.2) have been drafted by E.I., who is also co‑responsible
for some parts on listening, speaking, and learning according to Buber’s philosophy of dialogue. A.K.
is mainly responsible for Section 4.2 on the importance of mutual trust in learning environments and
co‑responsible for the presentation and discussion of Buber’s philosophy of dialogue. All authors
have been involved in the critical revision of the article and All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The work by Claudia Welz and Essi Ikonen was funded by Aarhus University Research
Foundation, which finances the collective research project “Epistemological Aspects of ‘Dialogue’:
Exploring the Potential of the Second‑Person Perspective” (2021–2023, AUFF StartingGrant awarded
to Claudia Welz and her team).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.



Religions 2023, 14, 241 18 of 20

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank everyone who has participated in our Buber reading
group. A special thank‑you goes to Paul Mendes‑Flohr who has been a fabulous teacher and co‑
learner, generously and humbly sharing his vast scholarly knowledge and dear‑bought existential
insights with us, coming down to the level where he can make himself understood, while elegantly
and relaxedly comparing different intellectual traditions. He has been amatchless example of gentle
and careful intellectual and spiritual guidance driven by wisdom and warm‑heartedness, trustful
listening, and trustworthiness. We also wish to cordially thank Paul Ilsley for his thoughtful and
perceptive comments on our text, and for checking and improving its language.

Conflicts of Interest: The funding sponsors had no role in the design of the study; in the collection,
analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, and in the decision to publish
the results.

References
Arao, Brian, and Kristi Clemens. 2013. From Safe Spaces to Brave Spaces: A new way to frame dialogue around diversity and social

justice. In The Art of Effective Facilitation: Reflections from Social Justice Educators. Edited by Lisa M. Landreman. Virginia: Stylus
Publishing LLC, pp. 135–50.

Arnett, RonaldC. 1986. Communication andCommunity: Implications ofMartin Buber’sDialogue. Carbondale andEdwardsville: Southern
Illinois University Press.

Baier, Annette. 1986. Trust and Antitrust. Ethics 96: 231–60. [CrossRef]
Baier, Annette. 1991. Trust and Its Vulnerabilities. Tanner Lectures 1. Princeton: Princeton University, pp. 1–33.
Bavelas, Janet B., and Nicole Chovil. 1997. Faces in Dialogue. In The Psychology of Facial Expression. Edited by James A. Russell and

José Miguel Fernández‑Dols. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Paris: Editions de la Maison des Sciences de l’Homme.
Bergom, Inger, Mary C. Wright, Marie Kendall Brown, and Michael Brooks. 2011. Promoting College Student Development through

Collaborative Learning: A Case Study of Hevruta. About Campus 15: 19–25. [CrossRef]
Blumenfeld, Barbara Pinkerton P. 2010. CanHavruta Style Learning Be a Best Practice in Law School? Willamette Journal of International

Law and Dispute Resolution 18: 109–42. Available online: http://www.jstor.org/stable/26211684 (accessed on 22 December 2022).
Buber, Martin. 1935. Bildung und Weltanschauung. Der Morgen, February. reprinted in Schriften zu Jugend, Erziehung und Bildung,

ed. and with an introduction and commentary by Juliane Jacobi. 2005. In Martin Buber‑Werkausgabe (MBW 8). Edited by Paul
Mendes‑Flohr and Peter Schäfer. Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, pp. 179–286.

Buber, Martin. 1936. Ein Hinweis für Bibelkurse. Rundbrief, January. reprinted in Schriften zur Bibelübersetzung, ed. and with an
introduction and commentary by Ran HaCohen. 2012. In Martin Buber‑Werkausgabe (MBW 14). Edited by Paul Mendes‑Flohr
and Bernd Witte. Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus, pp. 139–41.

Buber, Martin. 1965. The Knowledge of Man: A Philosophy of the Interhuman. New York: Harper & Row.
Buber, Martin. 1967. Herut: On Youth and Religion. In On Judaism. Edited by Nahum N. Glatzer. New York: Schocken Books,

pp. 149–74. First published 1918.
Buber, Martin. 1967. Hope for This Hour. In The Human Dialogue: Perspectives on Communication. Edited by Floyd W. Matson and

Ashley Montagu. New York: The Free Press.
Buber, Martin. 1979. Das dialogische Prinzip. Heidelberg: Verlag Lambert Schneider.
Buber, Martin. 1988. The Knowledge of Man: Selected Essays. Antlantic Highlands: Humanities Press International.
Buber, Martin. 1995. Ich und Du. Nachwort von Bernhard Casper. Stuttgart: Reclam jun.
Buber, Martin. 1996. I and Thou. Translated by Walter Kaufmann. New York: Touchstone/Simon & Schuster.
Buber, Martin. 2002. BetweenMan andMan. Translated by Ronald Gregor‑Smith. with an introduction byMaurice Friedman. London

and New York: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Buber, Martin. 2018. Daniel. Dialogues on Realization. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press.
Chion, Michel. 2019. Audio‑Vision: Sound on Screen. Edited and Translated by Claudia Gorbman. New York: Columbia University

Press.
Cohen, Shai Goldfarb. 2022. Collaborative Navigation and Negotiation of Jewish Texts Online: The Case of Project Zug as a Digital

Havruta Platform. Journal of Jewish Education 88: 127–53. [CrossRef]
Dober, Hans Martin. 1990. Die Zeit ernst nehmen. Studien zu Franz Rosenzweigs ‘Der Stern der Erlösung’. Würzburg: Königshausen &

Neumann.
Eisenstadt, Shmuel N. 2002. Martin Buber in the Postmodern Age: Utopia, Community, and Education in the Contemporary Era.

In Martin Buber: A Contemporary Perspective. Edited by Paul Mendes‑Flohr. Jerusalem: Syracuse University Press & The Israel
Academy of Sciences and Humanities, pp. 174–83.

Eriksen, Erik H. 1985. Childhood and Society, 35th Anniversary ed. New York and London: W.W. Norton & Company.
Fleischacker, Samuel. 1996. Poetry and truth‑conditions. In Beyond Representation: Philosophy and Poetic Imagination. Edited by Richard

Eldridge. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 107–32. [CrossRef]
Glatzer, Nahum N. 2002. “Introduction” to Franz Rosenzweig. In On Jewish Learning. Edited by Nahum N. Glatzer. Madison: The

University of Wisconsin Press, pp. 9–24. First published 1995.

http://doi.org/10.1086/292745
http://doi.org/10.1002/abc.20044
http://www.jstor.org/stable/26211684
http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2021.1985407
http://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511627897.005


Religions 2023, 14, 241 19 of 20

Gold,MindyM.,MiriamRaider‑Roth, andElieHolzer. 2021. Teachers Learn andLearners Teach: Enacting Presence inOnlineHavruta
Text Study. Journal of Jewish Education 87: 332–65. [CrossRef]

Gordon, Mordechai. 2011. Listening as Embracing the Other: Martin Buber’s Philosophy of Dialogue. Educational Theory 61: 207–19.
[CrossRef]

Holzer, Elie. 2006. What Connects ‘Good’ Teaching, Text Study and Hevruta Learning? A Conceptual Argument. Journal of Jewish
Education 72: 183–204. [CrossRef]

Holzer, Elie. 2016. Attuned Learning: Rabbinic Texts on Habits of the Heart in Learning Interactions. Boston: Academic Studies Press.
Holzer, Elie, and Orit Kent. 2011. Havruta: What Do We Know and What Can We Hope to Learn from Studying in Havruta? In

International Handbook of Jewish Education. International Handbooks of Religion and Education. Edited by Helena Miller, Lisa Grant
and Alex Pomson. Dordrecht: Springer, vol. 5, pp. 407–17. Available online: https://doi‑org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/10.1007/978‑94
‑007‑0354‑4_24 (accessed on 22 December 2022).

Holzer, Elie, and Orit Kent. 2013. A Philosophy of Havruta: Understanding and Teaching the Art of Text Study in Paris. Boston: Academic
Studies Press.

Ikonen, Essi. 2020. Life, Death and Love. Phenomenological Investigations into the Messy Nature of Authenticity. Ph.D dissertation,
University of Helsinki, Helsinki, Finland.

Jackson, Alecia Y., and Lisa A. Mazzei. 2012. Thinking with Theory in Qualitative Research: Viewing Data Across Multiple Perspectives.
London: Routledge.

Janowski, Bernd. 2018. Das Hörende Herz. Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.
Jones, Karen. 2005. Trust as an Affective Attitude. In Personal Virtues. Introductory Essays. Edited by Clifford Williams. New York:

Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 253–79.
Kent, Orit. 2006. Interactive Text Study: A Case of Hevruta Learning. Journal of Jewish Education 72: 205–32. [CrossRef]
Kent, Orit. 2010. A Theory of Havruta Learning. Journal of Jewish Education 76: 215245. [CrossRef]
Kent, Orit, and Allison Cook. 2012. Havruta Inspired Pedagogy: Fostering An Ecology of Learning for Closely Studying Texts with

Others. Journal of Jewish Education 78: 227–53. [CrossRef]
Kristiansen, Aslaug. 2005. Tillit og tillitsrelasjoner i en undervisningssammenheng: Med utgangspunkt i tekster av Martin Buber, Knud E.

Løgstrup, Niklas Luhmann og Anthony Giddens. Oslo: Unipub Forlag.
Kristiansen, Aslaug. 2008. How to develop a culture of trust in schools? Insights fromMartin Buber’s philosophy of dialogue. Critique

and Humanism: Journal for Human and Social Studies. Special Issue 26: 95–107.
Kristiansen, Aslaug. 2012. Silence and Waiting in an Educational Context. In Attending to Silence: Educators and Philosophers on the Art

of Listening. Edited by Henny Fiskå Hägg and Aslaug Kristiansen. Kristiansand: Portal Academic, pp. 119–31.
Licharz, Werner, ed. 1987. Lernen mit Franz Rosenzweig, 2nd ed. Frankfurt am Main: Haag und Herchen.
Lipari, Lisbeth. 2009. Listening Otherwise: The Voice of Ethics. International Journal of Listening 23: 44–59. [CrossRef]
Luhmann, Niklas. 1979. Trust and Power. Chichester: Wiley.
Marin, Lou. 2010. Can We Save True Dialogue in an Age of Mistrust? The Encounter of Dag Hammarskjöld and Martin Buber. Uppsala: Dag

Hammarskjöld Foundation.
Mayer, Annemarie. 1986. Franz Rosenzweig‑ein deutscher Jude. In Franz Rosenzweig und Hans Ehrenberg. Bericht einer Beziehung.

Edited by Werner Licharz and Manfred Keller. Frankfurt am Main: Haag und Herchen, pp. 9–34.
Mendes‑Flohr, Paul. 1986. Martin Buber’s conception of God. In Teologia Filosofica e Filosofia della Religione. Edited by Albino Babolin.

Perugia: Editrice Benucci, pp. 149–219.
Mendes‑Flohr, Paul. 1989. From Mysticism to Dialogue: Martin Buber’s Transformation of German Social Thought. Detroit: Wayne State

University Press.
Mendes‑Flohr, Paul. 2002. Buber’s Rhetoric. In Martin Buber: A Contemporary Perspective. Edited by Paul Mendes‑Flohr. Jerusalem:

Syracuse University Press & The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities, pp. 1–24.
Mendes‑Flohr, Paul. 2015. Introduction: Dialogue as a Trans‑Disciplinary Concept. InDialogue as a Trans‑Disciplinary Concept: Martin

Buber’s Philosophy of Dialogue and Its Contemporary Reception. Edited by Idem. Berlin, Munich and Boston: Walter de Gruyter,
pp. 1–6.

Mendes‑Flohr, Paul. 2019. Martin Buber: A Life of Faith and Dissent. New Haven and London: Yale University Press.
Mendes‑Flohr, Paul. 2021. Cultural Disjunctions: Post‑Traditional Jewish Identities. Chicago and London: The University of Chicago

Press.
Pallasmaa, Juhani. 2012. The Eyes of the Skin. Chichester: Wiley.
Pollock, Benjamin. 2014. Franz Rosenzweig’s Conversions: World Denial and World Redemption. Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana

University Press.
Qadir, Ali, and Tatiana Tiaynen‑Qadir. 2016. Towards an Imaginal Dialogue: Archetypal symbols between Eastern Orthodox Chris‑

tianity and Islam. Approaching Religion 6: 81–95. [CrossRef]
Raider‑Roth, Miriam, and Elie Holzer. 2009. Learning to be Present: How Hevruta Learning Can Activate Teachers’ Relationships to

Self, Other and Text. The Journal of Jewish Education 75: 216–39. [CrossRef]
Rosenstock‑Huessy, Eugen. 1969. Out of Revolution: Autobiography of Western Man. Providence and Oxford: Berg.
Rosenzweig, Franz. 1937. Kleinere Schriften. Berlin: Schocken.

http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2021.2002090
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-5446.2011.00400.x
http://doi.org/10.1080/15244110600990163
https://doi-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/10.1007/978-94-007-0354-4_24
https://doi-org.libproxy.helsinki.fi/10.1007/978-94-007-0354-4_24
http://doi.org/10.1080/15244110600990155
http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2010.501499
http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2012.707607
http://doi.org/10.1080/10904010802591888
http://doi.org/10.30664/ar.67594
http://doi.org/10.1080/15244110903079045


Religions 2023, 14, 241 20 of 20

Rosenzweig, Franz. 2002a. On Jewish Learning. Edited by Nahum N. Glatzer. With an exchange of letters between Martin Buber and
Franz Rosenzweig. Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press.

Rosenzweig, Franz. 2002b. Die “Gritli”‑Briefe. Briefe an Margrit Rosenstock‑Huessy. Edited by Inken Rühle and Reinold Mayer. Tübin‑
gen: Bilam‑Verlag.

Rühle, Inken. 2004. Gott Spricht die Sprache der Menschen. Franz Rosenzweig als jüdischer Theologe—eine Einführung. Tübingen: Bilam‑
Verlag.

Schulz‑Grave, Isabell. 1998. Lernen im Freien Jüdischen Lehrhaus. Oldenburg: Bis.
Schwarz, Baruch. 2018. Observing Havruta Learning from the Perspective of the Learning Sciences. In Advancing the Learning Agenda

in Jewish Education. Edited by Jon A. Levisohn and Jeffrey S. Kress. Boston: Academic Studies Press, pp. 97–115.
Schwarz, Baruch, Zvi Bekerman, and Reuven Ben‑Haim. 2019. Diving into Yeshiva’s talk practices: Chavruta argumentation between

individual and community towards crystallizing methods. Learning, Culture and Social Interaction 22: 1–17. [CrossRef]
Scott, Sarah. n.d. Martin Buber (1878–1965). In The Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. ISSN 2161‑0002. Available online: https:

//iep.utm.edu/martin‑buber/#SH2d (accessed on 3 January 2023).
Seiffert, Johannes Ernst. 1988. Kann die systematische Erziehungswissenschaft von Franz Rosenzweig lernen? In Der Philosoph Franz

Rosenzweig. Vol. 1. Die Herausforderung Jüdischen Lernens. Edited by Wolfdietrich Schmied‑Kowarzik. Freiburg: Alber, pp. 383–
89.

Shargel, Rebecka. 2019. Havruta Goes to University: Havruta‑style Text Study in a College Education Class. Journal of Jewish Education
85: 4–26. [CrossRef]

Sousa, Alexandra. 2021. Dialogue in Online Learning Spaces: How Transitioning to Online Learning During a Pandemic Impacts
Critical Classroom Dialogue and Inclusivity. Journal of Teaching and Learning with Technology 10: 229–37. [CrossRef]

Suissa, Judith. 2010. Happiness Lessons in Schools. In Happiness and Personal Growth: Dialogue between Philosophy, Psychology, and
Comparative Education. Kyoto: Graduate School of Education, Kyoto University, pp. 57–70. Available online: http://hdl.handle.
net/2433/143024 (accessed on 22 December 2022).

Welz, Claudia. 2009. God’s Givenness and Hiddenness: Franz Rosenzweig on Human (Dis)Trust and Divine Deception. In The
Presence and Absence of God. Edited by Ingolf U. Dalferth. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2009, pp. 81–107.

Welz, Claudia. 2010a. Trust as Basic Openness and Self‑Transcendence. In Trust, Sociality, Selfhood. Edited by Arne Grøn and Claudia
Welz. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, pp. 45–64.

Welz, Claudia. 2010b. Vertrauen und Versuchung. Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck.
Welz, Claudia. 2014. Resonating and Reflecting the Divine: The Notion of Revelation in Jewish Theology, Philosophy, and Poetry. In

Revelation (Claremont Studies in the Philosophy of Religion: Conference 2012). Edited by Ingolf U. Dalferth andMichael Ch. Rodgers.
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, pp. 141–83.

Welz, Claudia. 2019a. A Theological Phenomenology of Listening: God’s ‘Voice’ and ‘Silence’ after Auschwitz. Religions 10: 139.
[CrossRef]

Welz, Claudia. 2019b. Was heißt Hören auf Gott? ImGesprächmit einer vielzeitigen Ewigkeit. In Zeit—Sprache—Gott. Edited by Axel
Hutter and Georg Sans. Stuttgart: Verlag W. Kohlhammer, pp. 295–325.

Wiehl, Reiner. 1988. Experience in Rosenzweig’s New Thinking. In The Philosophy of Franz Rosenzweig. Edited by Paul Mendes‑Flohr.
Hanover and London: Brandeis University Press/University Press of New England, pp. 42–68.

Wiese, Christian, and Benjamin Pollock, eds. forthcoming. Bildung—Lehrhaus—Frankfurt (Rosenzweig‑Jahrbuch/Rosenzweig Yearbook 10).
Freiburg: Verlag Karl Alber.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual au‑
thor(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lcsi.2019.05.002
https://iep.utm.edu/martin-buber/#SH2d
https://iep.utm.edu/martin-buber/#SH2d
http://doi.org/10.1080/15244113.2019.1558385
http://doi.org/10.14434/jotlt.v10i1.31383
http://hdl.handle.net/2433/143024
http://hdl.handle.net/2433/143024
http://doi.org/10.3390/rel10030139

	Introduction 
	Havruta Learning as a Communicative Practice 
	Traditional Jewish Learning 
	Rosenzweig’s Pedagogical Principles and the Lehrhaus in Frankfurt am Main 
	Learning for Life 
	Dialogical Learning through Trustful Listening and Speaking 
	Teacherless Learning through Questioning and Asking in Reply 
	Learning as a Transformative Practice of Existential Orientation 
	Religious Learning through a Return to the Sources 


	The Context and Method of Our Investigation 
	Applying and Modifying Traditional Havruta Learning in a Contemporary Context 
	Inspiration from Rosenzweig 
	Methodological Implications 

	Dialogue-Related Listening and Trusting 
	The Pedagogical and Epistemological Significance of Listening 
	Listening to Scripture—Listening with the Heart: Inspiration from Buber 
	Listening to Emerging Meanings in Philosophical Texts—Vision and Audition 

	The Importance of Mutual Trust for Dialogues with Others 
	Ways of Understanding Trust 
	Trust and Education 


	Discussion of Results and Concluding Remarks 
	References

