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An encouraging British Telecom slogan “good to talk” reminds me of a popular Chinese traditional saying “It is no good to talk if it is not a good talk”(话不投机半句多). The combination of these two sayings, “it is good to talk if and only if it is a good talk”, happens to imply the key problem or the more or less paradoxical situation of dialogue in our times. Our times or the coming future could become the Age of Dialogue as most of us prefer it to be. And it could also become the Age of Clash as somebody like Huntington expects. Unfortunately, the dangerous signs, such like the clashes between America and some middle-eastern countries, have appeared more frequently than the cases of the turns for the better. It is no doubt that the question of “dialogue or clash”, somewhat a version of “peace or war”, means nothing but a choice between “to be or not to be”. Our choice is definitely dialogue for it is the only way to be. The real puzzle is why our way to peace and dialogue is always so hard and difficult. Dialogue is definitely and especially required since the parties engaged are, in most cases, non-cooperative in most of the games of politics, economics and cultures, but it then becomes not so easy to go on a good dialogue because of their non-cooperation. As we know it, a rational non-cooperative game will always lead to a Nash’s equilibrium that can not guarantee a mostly benefited result for both. Here I would like to discuss very briefly the problems of understanding in dialogue as well as the inter-relationship between understanding and acceptance. And I think that acceptance is the real key problem instead of any others.

1) Dialogue inside a knowledge community and between knowledge communities

A dialogue going on among the members in a commonly recognized knowledge community must be quite different from that between different knowledge communities. But this difference has not yet been seriously rethought because of our universal belief in a universal picture of humanity and human rationality, which leads us to think that we all are in a general knowledge community after all. And upon this metaphysical pre-assumption, the universal understanding of things are always preferred and encouraged. The presumed universalism of such a kind could be seen as early as in Socrates’ ideas and in almost all of Western philosophies. Every traditional thinker was used to thinking of everything for everyone in everywhere as if there were only one possible community of knowledge. Of course there is one, the formal logical world, but it is rather dull and empty, definitely not a practically livable world. Before going into some more complicated problems among different cultural knowledge communities, we might be quite easily and very well aware of the difficulties in the mutual understanding of man and woman, of teenage and adult, of the normal sexual and the homosexual, etc. We prefer to pretend to have understood the alternative for the fear of being accused of being not so open and even politically incorrect. It is sure that we have already had plenty of knowledge of the other community, but does the knowledge of the other mean the understanding of the other? Furthermore, does understanding something mean to accept it?

Socrates’ dialogue or the Western logical debate takes it for granted that human beings share a sort of Cogito and thus they belong to a community of the same rationality. So the Other in the Western philosophy refers therefore nothing but the other’s mind, an alternative mind with the same pattern of thought as ours. It always seems to me, a usual Chinese philosopher, that it is a little funny that the proof for the existence of the other mind has become a traditional problem in Western philosophy. In fact no proof for the other mind is needed since it is there. I would like to give a very simple transcendental argument for it if it is thought to be required. 

Every sentence in a language can receive a response, yes or no, it thus means that a language has an innate form of dialogue a priori, which analytically entails both of the questioning and the answering roles a priori. And the answering role is the logical position for the other mind, it is there, no matter that practically fulfilled or not. That means, the pure logical I-ness has its pure logical Other-ness there. And they will say everything in a commonly understood logic and grammar.

In contrast to the Western concern for the other’s mind, Chinese philosophy takes the problem of the Other as that of the other’s heart, to make it more accurate, the other “heart-with-mind”. As it is known, philosophy of mind is good enough to explain our intellectual acts, but it seems that we need to develop philosophy of heart so as to illuminate our emotional and practical life. Of course a clear-cut division between mind and heart is not a real state of affairs, they are used here to demonstrate theoretically the different inclinations or patterns in thoughts only. And practically, the Western and Chinese philosophies place their different emphases on human mentality, which formulate their different understandings of things though create no physical change in things in themselves. 

To account for the importance of dialogue and communication, epistemology or the theory of knowledge should turn to the problem of the other’s heart. We will be unable to understand another knowledge community unless we understand the other as the other’s heart. And what is more, the other will not be a serious problem without being essentially defined as the other’s heart, for we have just very small difference in our minds whereas great difference in hearts. People think in the same way but prefer different things. This is the key point. So I think that the Chinese interpretation of the other will be a crucial contribution to the re-understanding of dialogue and communication.  Now the basic difference between Western dialogue and Chinese one has become somewhat clearer.  In a typical Western dialogue, the logical argument which is supposed to produce truth is considered the most important, whereas in Chinese the practical negotiating, aiming at developing an advantaged reciprocal idea benefiting both of the parties, is much more preferred. 

 In the dialogue with the ambition to find out the universal truth, we have to accept a logically correct argument, quite similar to our following a rule of a commonly acknowledged game. But in the dialogue of suggestion, we appreciate or are inclined to accept an idea of benefit to all of us, almost the same way of negotiating with the other about a best choice among the available games to play. To go to extremes, I feel hesitate about the universal and necessary things even in a certain knowledge community that seems to have always been commonly recognized. To consider a refined Wittgensteinian problem of following a rule
: supposed that two children A and B are learning the rule of plus, in all cases of the calculations they have learnt and practiced, the sum of any two given numbers has never resulted bigger than 10, that is, they are limited in the case of “x+y ≤10”. But one day the children occasionally meet a question something like “7+5=”, and A thinks that it should be 12 while B prefers 10. We might think “logically” that B is foolish. But B could also argue quite logically for it, “now that the biggest one that we have is 10, and 7+5 must produce a result big enough so that 10 is the reasonable result”. What can we argue more? We have to, if we really want, turn to persuasion and negotiation, for instance, saying that the knowledge community of A is more interesting and more useful in practical life. But how should we do if B says that he does not think so and he prefers a poor life as we define it? Of course I am here not discussing the foundation of mathematics but the problem of dialogue between people belonging to different knowledge communities.

Every community of language, of culture or of knowledge can boast of its self-assumed universal view of the world and life, but none of such a self-assumed universal view could be universally accepted. It is easy to understand and accept the other’s mind, and able to manage to understand but rather difficult to accept the other’s heart. Therefore the essential problem of the other should be seen as that of the other’s heart instead of mind. I think that the philosophy of heart is one of the best ideas that Chinese philosophy can contribute to the world, in which the starting point of thinking is not “man-to-world” as in the Western philosophy, but “man-to-man”
. As a logical result of it, Chinese philosophy boasts no epistemology and ontology defined in the Western terms, it concentrates on a special kind of metaphysics of life and society, and it could be called a meta-psychology or a meta-theory of knowledge community. Many key words in Western philosophy, something like subjectivity, inter-subjectivity and ego, are hardly found in Chinese philosophy; instead Chinese philosophy only talks about a mind together with its heart and body. And I also do not think it right to reduce minds to an abstract anonymous mind in the Western epistemological dream of Universalism. A man without his particular identity in the heart and body will then become a no-body. In a sense, Universalism is Fundamentalism, a negation of the other.

 Further more, we have to realize that the dialogue inside an already accepted knowledge community is actually nothing more than the arguments for different opinions by means of the same logos. The new form of dialogue that we have to develop today should be one between different cultures with alternative logos. And a dialogue is effective only if we recognize the other’s values and ideas equally important to ours, otherwise a dialogue will become the longest line between two points.

2. Do we really understand the other?

Perhaps my accusation of Universalism as Fundamentalism is rather offensive. To make it a little bit clearer, I should say that Universalism is a hidden but available Fundamentalism. 

One of the examples here is the global ethic claimed by some western thinkers in recent years
. They have been tried to find out several golden rules commonly pursued in all different cultures and thus thought to be proved as the universal principles on which the global ethic could be constituted. As we can easily expect and have actually known it, what they have found is nothing more than the golden rules in the Bible. Of course it is not so difficult to have picked out some very similar rules in any alternative ethics or other cultures. But it is still a failure to constitute a global ethic because of the neglect of the contexts of different cultures, in which those seemingly similar rules can be differently ranked in the evaluations and practical interpretations of them. That is to say, given that the rules (A,B,C and D) are ranked according to their importance as (1,2,3,4)in a culture, but it is possible for them to be ranked, for instance, as (3,8,2,9) in another culture. The thing can become even more complicated if the connections among rules are taken into account, say, the cases that A is good iff (A∧H) or B is good iff( B∧G). All the possible cases mean that a mostly important rule in a culture could never be so important in another culture or important only on different conditions. 

Another more delicate but more interesting example is the human rights. People have very few divergent views on the list of the generally claimed human rights, but always have a lot of disturbing debates. Why? Because in the deeper level people have fundamentally different logos or philosophical grammar to understand human rights, and the worse, their different logos have hardly been reciprocally taken into dialogue. One thing showing the grammatical divergence is that the western individualism is inclined to highlight the priority of individual rights, whereas the Chinese humanism would insist the absoluteness of mutual obligations. By logical analysis we can find out the subtle difference in their interpretations of right. The western individualism implies that “the natural right of an individual necessarily requires the other’s obligation to respect it unconditionally”, in contrast to it, the Chinese humanism implies that “the obligation to the other entitles one the individual right”. As far as I could see it, the individual rights are never understood as the natural in Chinese way but maybe as the “prepaid rights” as I call it. And it means that the prepaid rights are given to each one but can be derived for his terrible crime. Here we come to a deeper problem of the conception of human underlying our interpretations of human rights. As far as I can see, in the Chinese understanding of human, a human does rather than is and vice versa in the Western. Consequently the Chinese concept “becoming-a-human”(做人) turns out to be a concept prior to “human”. 

I do not see any pure reason to speak definitely for either the natural or the prepaid human rights. But the fact is, in the West, the nature-ness of human rights has been taken for granted with the reason for no reason. Most of the generally acknowledged human rights in the Western world today are philosophically classified as the negative liberties, that is the freedoms-from rather than the freedoms-to (but not every is the negative, for instance, the right to vote is of no doubt a positive one). It seems that the human rights which can be explained in terms of negative liberties should be considered as, in the usual western people’ minds, the most important and absolutely basic because of their philosophically argued universality. And thus they should be universalized all over the world in spite of the Other’s concrete and urgent needs and its historical/cultural context as well as the alternative possibilities to argue for something different to be universal in some different philosophies. So I think that Universalism could become Fundamentalism, maybe a Fundamentalism with good will, when the western people take no account of the alternative philosophical grammars in other cultures.  

Nowadays every nation is willing to identify itself as an “open” nation. Of course the western nations have been long defined as such. And the other nations, such as China, are enjoying speaking of their getting “more and more open today”. But a philosophical question here is “open to what”. It appears that people are easier to be open to the new things rather than the different or the alternative things. We can see a small but important distinction between them. A different thing, if really different, is always embedded in the depth of the other culture or other system of values, always not so compatible with those in the depth of ours. But a new thing is something new grown up on the old and same ground
. In the global times the concept of openness should be defined as being open to the other instead of to the new. No one has felt a really deep pain when open to the new things. The Western people have accepted those really crazy ideas such as Copernican, Darwinian and Freudian at last, though disliked them at first, but none of the reasonable Chinese ideas, though the Western people love them in the way they enjoy beautiful landscape or attractive playthings. Of course so do the Chinese in their reluctance to accept the Western life styles and values. In this sense, not only the oriental but also the Western have not yet so open as required.

One of the successful ways of understanding the Other in the last decades is an anthropological epistemology, the contextualized local knowledge, in the advantage of the “thick description” firstly recommended by Ryle as a philosophical job, of the other culture as Geertz encourages
. The epistemological turn from the universal knowledge to the local can provide us much more accurate information of the other, but the problem of understanding of the Other has not consequently disappeared. The art of “thick description” or something like that only goes into more details and wider context of a thing. But to understand the other is not only to know much more of him, and to understand the other has to create a dialogue by which both of the other’s ideas and questions as well as ours could be re-questioned and discussed. The descriptive knowledge lacking interactive re-questioning and criticism is good mainly for a thing rather than a mind/heart, because it is still just a kind of one-sided knowledge, no matter how thick it will be, instead of the two-sided. Now that the knowledge or understanding of the other is bound to be the knowledge interactively constructed in an infinite dialogue, Alain Le Pichon’s concept of reciprocal anthropology or reciprocal knowledge could be considered as a better recognition of the methodology to produce an real understanding of the other
. 

But here appears a little deeper question: what is knowledge? At least there are actually two kinds of knowledge, I think, but always confused into one, the knowledge of fact and the knowledge of fate. Undoubtedly, sciences are knowledge of fact. But humanities and social sciences are virtually the knowledge of fate, which are the arts of strategies and imagination to create reciprocally acceptable co-existence with the other, instead of the descriptive report and logical analysis of the world. In other words, our knowledge of life and society can not be produced in the same way of describing a thing as it is or its state of affairs as it appears, but should be developed by means of negotiating with the other. The key point here is that the other is not an object but a creator. The true description of the other has thus never been determined only by the carefully objective study of him in details like the study of a stone, but also more importantly determined by his active response to our treatment of him. The simple instance is that we will discover him as a friendly person when we treat him friendly, and in other cases we might have an opposite knowledge of him if we do not care about him. 

It is not so difficult to be realized that the knowledge of life and society has its wider and deeper grammar other than the grammar consisting of the concepts such as “truth”, ”necessity”, ”universality” and so on. It is evident that the knowledge of the other will never become a truth unless approved by the other. I would thus like to say that knowledge of life is nothing but dialogue its own and the other is the criterion of truth. 

It is true that the knowledge of life and society has been developed in and by dialogue since the times of Socrates. But it seems to me that philosophers’ main interest is how to advance a logical argument or an analysis of the discourse in dialogue rather than how to understand the ontological difference of the other, as if everyone were a member of a knowledge community with same pattern of thinking. The failure to understand the other as one who is able and has the right to have different but equally valued ideas of life and world means to deny the legislation of humanities and social sciences, because humanities and social sciences are mainly the knowledge of the other. My question is that: How the knowledge of the other is possible if a common knowledge community does not exist in advance? We are able to image the initial situation of ignorance of each other, something of an imitation to Rawls’ imagination
, but with mutual great interest to understand each other. 

3. Understanding guarantees no acceptance 

   Most of us are lucky in having our good will to understand rather than bad will to fight with the other. After the Attack on America, some totally confused Americans had asked a serious but quite naive question: Why do some people in the world hate American so much? 

   Our knowledge of the other would become a much more complicated problem than the good will or something in terms of ethics, when the other is understood as the other’s heart, because of its involvement of different and even conflicting concepts of life and benefits. People have seldom made a concession upon basic values and benefits because they are the basic. Or to say, it is always painful and difficult to give up what one already has deeply in heart. As a logical result, an understanding of the other cannot guarantee any acceptance of the other. And as a usually practical result, the understanding of the other rarely leads to a real acceptance of the other. This is the case that we always hear or say “yes I understand you but…” No one can deny the very simple fact that what he wants, what he loves and what he believes are practically much stronger than what he knows and understands with good reason. The mutual understanding today, thanks to our growing rationality and prudence, creates mainly the mutual indifference and the politically correct politeness in terms of the cultural or political pluralism. Perhaps the pluralism is indeed a deconstruction of the universalism, but is not the best way to overcome the resistance to the other. As we have seen, the so-called pluralism manly implies independence of and indifference to each other.

   Here we come to a skeptical conclusion about dialogue or communication. That is, we will continue to go on our dialogue with good will since there are no better choice for us. But we could never expect an acceptance because understanding entails no acceptance, even if we were in the “ideal speech situation”, a communication utopia in which people always truly and rightly speak of the true things as Habermas claims
. It seems to me that Habermas is quite optimistic to our reason or rationality in saying that participants in an ideally inclusive practical discourse will reach the not coerced agreements. And maybe it is true that the utopia of “ideal speech situation” will finally create a utopia of life and the world only if it would last for extra-ordinarily long. But the utopia and its long life are anyway not so realistic as we practically need it to be. The too long waiting will reduce everything best to nothing. An epistemological positive imagination can become irrelevant when it is not a practical positive strategy. 

   We are fully clear that to know the other (to know what the other is as it is) is not enough and so we need to understand the other (to understand the reasons for the other to do such and such things). What I am arguing is that understanding of the other is still not so enough for us to form our good co-existence, for lack of the reasons and beliefs really acceptable to all.  To understand the other mind does not mean to accept his heart and the refusal of the other’s heart always create difficulties in their cooperation. I take it as the key problem in dialogue or communication. Perhaps I should say that it has changed or rewritten the problem of dialogue or communication.  We have to rethink the concept of the other and to re-interpret dialogue in pragmatic ways rather than logical ways. From the pragmatic view, the essential issues are who is talking and to whom we are talking. In a sense, Chinese philosophy has been born to be a pragmatic philosophy. And from its beginning Chinese philosophy has highlighted “relationships” instead of the individuals. Consequently, the most important problem in Chinese philosophy is how to create a human relation maximizing their benefits reciprocally and exploiting possible happiness of life, whereas in western philosophy is to discover the universal truth for every individual. 

4. Speaking-to and Listening-to

   It is now becoming clearer there is a contemporary philosophical movement from the Self towards the Other and the problem of the Other-ness has become a new central point to which almost all issues are related. We have already noticed this focus turn in many modern thinkers like Levinas, Habermas and in Geertz and Said, and of course in the modern Chinese philosophical return from the Western dogma of Subjectivity to the Chinese traditional doctrine of Other-ness. 

   As I have argued, the concept of dialogue and that of knowledge should be re-interpreted to develop a new form of dialogue different to the traditional Socratic dialogue of scholarly nitpicking and also different to the political dialogue of evasively cheating. According to the new experience of dialogue and knowledge produced in the global times, the new dialogue will seek for the reciprocal knowledge instead of truth. I am not saying there is no truth in our knowledge of life and society. But I would rather say that a truth is, if there is one, nothing but a truth ex post, that is to say, a truth is if and only if it comes true finally. No evidence can prove that we really know that, in the light of universality and necessity, a truth is before it makes a fact. By the Epoche of the universal and necessary truth, the best knowledge that we could expect is reciprocal knowledge, the mutually benefiting knowledge, something like a Pareto’s improvement in the epistemological sense. We can also say that reciprocal knowledge is the pragmatic optimization creating the harmony of and maximizing the possibilities and benefit of dialogue.

   Philosophical pragmatic analysis focuses on the speaker’s action of speech towards the listener. Under the influence of the concept of Subjectivity, a dominant notion in the modern epistemology, philosophers have paid much attention to the speaker as the subject. Owing to the discovery of the importance of the Other, we are now led to find in the listener and his listening-to the essential issues. We are more or less re-discovering the traditional or pre-modern problem of listening-to, an old but lasting problem in both the Western Christian world and the Chinese. 

   The listening-to is much closer to the acceptance of the other than the speaking-to. This is the reason for it to become the crucial problem in dialogue. The act of speaking-to implicates more or less a kind of hegemony in its inclination to teach the other. And it might cause, when it is irritating, the other’s reaction as to unsay the said of the other. A dialogue surely consists of both speaking and listening, but the key to the problem of dialogue lies mainly in the listening.

   Generally speaking, the problem of listening becomes so important initially because of the limitation of our knowledge. We “listen” because we cannot “see” everything. And we cannot help thinking skeptically what we cannot see happens to be the essential. Consequently our epistemological ambition could turn theoretically and has always practically turned into a religious solution. To listen and to believe blindly what we have heard seems a better choice than a skeptical attitude to what we will never know. This could be taken as a reason for the Christian faith to be the next step following the Greek epistemology. The skeptical attitude to the essential as the never-known might be stronger theoretically but much weaker practically than the essential as the absurdum which bestows a spirit rather than a puzzle in people’s minds. This is where the religion appeals so much
. 

   To whom we are listening is supposed to be one who must be respected. Here emerges a very interesting and fundamental difference between the Christian and the Chinese traditions. To the Christians the absolutely respected is the God and thus are also the Prophets who are able to inform us the truth from the God, whereas to the Chinese the most respectable are the Perfect Men (圣人)
, those who bring happiness to people with their perfect mind and virtue. The different implications of these two kinds of listening-to can be shown in that the Prophets will tell us what we have not realized naturally but ought to do ethically, whereas the Perfect Men can tell us the best ways to realize what we really want to do. In other words, the western religion defines values universally for all, but the Chinese thinkers only recommend their more effective ideas to the others and for the others’ happiness defined by the others themselves. So I think that the Chinese philosophy has its instinct for developing the reciprocal knowledge, since the Chinese listening-to means to listen to the other instead of listening to the dogmas claimed to be universal.

   If going a little deep into a philosophical point, a hidden but deducible conclusion in the western thought would be, everyone is free of any obligation of listening to anyone else as the other when the God is considered the only greatest Other to whom we should listen. And consequently an ordinary other is logically re-identified as and reduced to the else rather than the other as he actually is. The other person is reduced to the else mind when one speaks the universal to him. Of course I am not giving a criticism on religion here. I am only saying that the dialogue, consisting of the acts of speaking-to and listening-to, should be an interactive activity among human instead of merely listening to the absolute speaker. A meaningful fact is that a speaker in Chinese classical sense means the persuader who will speak for and listen to the other. 

5. From the point of view of the Other-ness

   It is already clear that the problem of understanding each other could be explained mainly in epistemology and the ethics of communication. But it seems that epistemology and ethics can not be of very great help in dealing with the problem of acceptance. Maybe we have to bet on ontological strategies to explain the problem of acceptance. Excuse me to use the term “ontological” here, for I can not find a most correct word. Anyway, I think that we can try to find out some ontological argument for the best practical strategies of dialogue, communication and mutual acceptance. 

   The key point in philosophy is not the problem of truth as usually thought, but the problem of happiness, because the nature, the objective world, together with the knowledge of the nature needs no philosophy other than science. If one insists on a philosophy of the nature world, the only correct one he will find is just what science has in itself. In other words, there is only one good philosophy of the nature world, which represents the general ideas in science. And only one practically and logically good and possible philosophy is not philosophy at all. Philosophy becomes necessary and meaningful only where people can think and do differently. So the good philosophies will be those which discuss our life. This is why I insist that philosophy is not the knowledge of fact but the knowledge of fate. And for human life the basic and general problem turns out evidently to be the problem of happiness upon which all problems can become the issues worthy to be considered and discussed. 

   On account that everyone’s happiness and unhappiness, his love and joy, his success and pride, his peace and safety, his fortune or bad luck, his failure and pain, are always surely tied to and decided by the others, we have to consider much more of the horizon of the Other. This argument has nothing to do with the question of being true or false and right and wrong, but only something to do with the advantage of the width of vision. The vision of Subjectivity, rooted in the Greek and grown dominant in the modern West, is relatively narrower than that of the Other-ness. Apparently, the Subjectivity has only one possible vision that comes out to be the negation of the others with an invisible violence, while the Other-ness enjoys all possible visions supposed to be equally effective. More clearly, the view of Subjectivity could only become either “a view from somewhere” if interpreted in Egoism or “the view from nowhere”
 if in a sort of neutral and universal rationalism, but never “the views from everywhere” which is definitely needed in our intercultural times.

   I would like to make a little bold criticism on the limitation in the absolutely taken granted “Golden Rule” in Bible and also in Chinese traditional text
. That is, “Do to others whatever you would like them to do to you”. This golden rule looks nearly perfect except its vision of subjectivity. It is doubtless full of good will, but its subjective view implies that it is “I” who has the authority to decide what can be the universally good things, right things and even true things”. Therefore the other minds have been logically derived of their right to be a qualified mind or heart. This old Golden Rule does work only on the condition that there is only one knowledge/belief community, otherwise it will meet unsolvable difficulties when there are some different knowledge/belief communities, somewhat the situation in our global times. My recommendation is to rewrite the Golden Rule as “Never do to others whatever others would not like you to do to them”. I am not sure whether this rewritten one is perfect. But it seems that it has a much wider vision and more open to the whole world.

6. Conclusion

   Human is not an epistemological object there to be studied, but is always one to be dealt with practically. Our knowledge of human life, what we call the humanities and social sciences, is not actually the kind of knowledge in the scientific sense, but the acknowledgement or an art of life. Maybe it could be said that the humanities and social sciences are just the state and process of dialogue. A key point here is, in our knowledge of life, what we want to know is nothing but the others. This means that humanities and social sciences are just the knowledge of the Other (the notion of the knowledge of the Self is a mistake). And we then come to a discovery that our knowledge of human k is the function of the others’ reactions or response r. Therefore our knowledge of human should be re-defined in the structure and grammar of dialogue.

   None of human is unless in their relations with the others (Marx defined the essence of human as the total of his social relations. But I would rather follow the Chinese idea to understand the identity of a man in his relations with the others instead of the metaphysical concept of essence). The question of man is not a matter of knowing or understanding, but of accepting each other and being together. I think that the typical theory of knowledge, boasting of the tradition from Greek to the modern, should start an epistemological reform consisting of a turn from the subjectivity to the other-ness, a shift from philosophy of mind to of heart and a revision of the individualism into a relationalism.  
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