
CBU INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON INNOVATIONS IN SCIENCE AND EDUCATION 
MARCH 22-24, 2017, PRAGUE, CZECH REPUBLIC  WWW.CBUNI.CZ, WWW.JOURNALS.CZ 

 

873 
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Abstract: As economic, social, and political conditions are rapidly changing in modern society and the development of 

information and communication technologies is constantly in progress, attitudes toward children and their education are also 

transforming. Childhood education takes place in various environments through intercultural dialogue between child and 

adult, which is often interpreted in the context of communication theory. A dialogue between child and adult is also 

supplemented and enriched by hermeneutics in various environments. This dialogue enables the disclosure and understanding 

of the diversity of experiences of child and adult, learner and educator. Hermeneutics provides circumstances for childhood 

education to be perceived as a multidimensional and unique process. From the hermeneutic perspective, the intercultural 

dialogue between child and adult focuses on the problem of understanding in which the awareness of the whole, rather than 

participation and interaction, has particular importance in interpreting one’s own experience and perception. 
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Introduction 

Childhood has a special meaning in today’s society as children are the youngest and most socially 

dependent social group by age. They are fully dependent on adults who decide on the conditions that 

affect their life and education. 

Modern childhood education, according to Monkevičienė (2009), is perceived as depending ever more 

clearly on the socio-cultural field between child and family, child and educator, family and educational 

institution, educational institution and community, child and social, as well as the cultural 

environment. Therefore, the quality of education is guaranteed by the complete intercultural 

hermeneutic dialogue between child and adult, and its expressions in various educational backgrounds. 

Various aspects of this process have been investigated and analysed by a number of foreign scholars 

from different perspectives (Sotirou, 2012, 1993; Schröer, 2009; Freire, 2009; Tanaka, 2005; Gillert, 

2003; Yoshida & Matsumoto, 2002; Schachinger, 2000; Sterfeldt & Mathiasen, 1999; McLaughlin, 

1997) and Lithuanian scholars and practitioners (Garšvė, 2014, 2012, 2011; Čičelis, 2013; Lukočiūtė, 

Mickutė, & Mažeikis, 2009; Mažeikis & Lenkauskaitė, 2008; Martišauskienė, 2008; Duoblienė, 2006; 

Kontautienė, 2006; Juodaitytė, 2007, 2004, 2003, 2002; Bitinas, et al., 2004). 

As a result of the rapid change of social life, childhood education depends on the mutual intercultural 

dialogue between child and adult in modern society. 

The object of this research is the intercultural dialogue between child and adult in diverse educational 

environments. 

The aim of the research is to reveal the intercultural dialogue between child and adult in diverse 

educational settings. 

The objectives of the research are the following: 

1. To provide the definition of hermeneutic dialogue by analyzing scientific literature; and 

2. To reveal possibilities of intercultural dialogue between child and adult in diverse educational 

environments. 

Methods 

The methods in this research involved an analysis of scientific literature and meta-analysis. 

Hermeneutics and Dialogue 

Hermeneutics literary means ‘interpretation and understanding’. In philosophy, this concept is treated 

as a doctrine for the conditions in interpreting meaning and the objects of the interpretation and their 

meanings (Juodaitytė & Savickis, 2013). According to Heidegger (1988), hermeneutics encompasses 

the combination of objects interpreted as well as the practical application of interpretation. 
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Hermeneutics, on the one hand, is educational philosophy, while on the other hand, it refers to the 

method of education, which may be revealed in various ways, depending on the circumstances. It is 

the philosophy of understanding that explains the evolution of human understanding. Hermeneutics is 

focused on the revelation of meaning in the actions of an individual (Garšvė, 2014). Understanding 

actions and plans is an objective of one of its features. Hermeneutics is based on the objectivity of 

understanding actions as well as pragmatism and dialogism.  Understanding only appears as a result of 

constant interpretation of experience. Only when a shift from false images to that which are ‘right’ is 

understanding reached. In this case, ‘right’ understanding is perceived pragmatically as properness and 

functionality, as opposed to the normal meaning (Mažeikis & Lenkauskaitė, 2008). 

Hermeneutics refers to dialogue as providing the possibility for two subjects to communicate. 

Understanding refers to interpretation and hermeneutics refers to a method to discover conditions in 

which understanding takes place (Gadamer, 2004). 

Dialogue is a phenomenon that enables a person to interpret the world, by instinctively looking for 

another individual with whom to communicate or transfer past experience, accumulated emotions, 

render experiences, or express one’s opinion. Dialogue takes place not only verbally, but also through 

body language, facial expressions, movements, and forms (Čičelis, 2013). 

According to Gutauskas (2010), dialogue is an essential part of human existence that has major 

significance. This concept can be encountered in politics, science, work, meetings, conferences, and 

daily life. Dialogue is understood as a linking unit that allows people to understand each other better, 

to reach agreements, and to work together. Dialogue, as a process, is a conversation between two or 

more people; it is a meeting situation, with physical interaction, and a presence in front of one or more 

others in which something is discussed. Shared meanings appear in the conversation, as well as the 

sphere of understanding and agreement. Dialogue involves two or more partners talking, addressing 

each other, understanding something in a common way and reaching agreement on a subject. In 

relation to these aspects, dialogue is communication, mutual understanding, and agreement. 

Rau (2005) claims that dialogue is a way of communicating that creates conditions for common 

understanding and gives meaning to human relationships. When writing about cultural dialogue, the 

author emphasizes the process of dialogue where the participants view each other sincerely. It starts 

when the feeling of self-esteem and self-respect between them is consciously the same. There is no 

dialogue between the ‘strong’ and the ‘weak’ participants because the ‘strong’ participant tries to 

ignore the ‘weak’ one and impose their own worldview on the other. Participants of dialogue need to 

know who they are, on whose behalf they are speaking, what their story is, and how they are perceived 

by others. This process is impossible without tolerance, which helps people of entirely different ethnic, 

cultural, religious, or political origins who want to live together too, not only be together, but also 

arrive at a mutual agreement in today’s society. 

Mažeikis and Lenkauskaitė (2008) noticed that dialogue has a logic of evolution and goes beyond the 

boundaries of personal attitudes, thus widening the horizons of understanding and explanation. 

Dialogue in itself, without the recognition of its development and conclusions, is not a sufficient act of 

understanding, as it is only fulfilled upon recognition. Sotirou (1993) claimed that the most important 

feature of dialogue is its interpretation, which is analyzed by at least two persons. The author notes 

that understanding only appears upon partnership and dialogue. 

In can be concluded that dialogue is frequently considered in the theory of communication by 

questioning the ways and forms information is transmitted to find the correct and effective 

communication potentially. However, dialogue is one of the most universal and interesting 

experiences. From the hermeneutic perspective, dialogue has become the completion of meaning and 

the acquisition of understanding rather than the opening of meaning. 

Expression of Dialogue Between Child and Adult in Informal Educational Environment 

Under the current conditions of constant change where one needs to adapt to the post-modern 

existence, the understanding of childhood requires “the new post-modern knowing and understanding” 

(Gellner, 1993, p. 93), which can be revealed using hermeneutics. Not only does hermeneutics clarify 

the meanings of childhood, but it also forms the understanding (Klawki, 1991). 

A family is an integral factor of education and the closest environment surrounding the child where his 

or her attitude towards people, environment, world, and himself or herself is formed. The child’s 
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features, talents, and preferences come to light, and sense and sensibility are formed. The child gains 

his or her first experience, first impressions, acquires first knowledge, abilities, and skills in his or her 

way (Žilionis, 2003; Matulienė, 1997). According to Martišauskienė (2008), the family is the first 

educator of the child. The child learns many phenomena in the family before he or she starts attending 

a pre-school establishment. Not only do children gain their first skills, first knowledge and abilities 

here, but also, they form their emotions and communication experiences here. 

Education in childhood centers around children’s social cognitive experience, and children become the 

context of the constantly evolving social interaction with the environment. Such education is vital not 

only for the children but also for the family because people perceive it as a dialogue between two 

cultures (children and adults). Dialogue refers to the development of a joint project in the social life of 

adults and children, titled ‘here and now.' People direct it towards solving social tasks essential for the 

child in the micro-environment, as a habit of solving by interaction between both groups of 

individuals, namely adults and children who have a different experience. It, thus, establishes their 

training in solidarity for dealing with human problems. The intercultural dialogue between children 

and adults (parents) gives meaning to their interconnection (Juodaitytė, 2003). 

Glebuvienė, Grigaitė, and Monkevičienė (2002) emphasize that the dialogue interaction between an 

adult and a child should enable the revelation of the child’s self-image and self-respect. Also, it should 

encourage harmonious relationships of the child with the environment, the surrounding people, and 

him- or herself, rather than the child’s cognitive development. According to the authors, the basis for 

this interaction is the rapid response of the adult to the child’s needs, desires, and requests. This 

response includes the adult’s constant focus on his or her own activities, provision of circumstances 

for the child to communicate, the development of emotional contact in recognizing the child, by no 

way, or rarely, emphasizing the child’s improper behavior. 

Therefore, cultural, social, and spiritual development in childhood is relevant in the post-modern 

society. Hence, it becomes particularly significant in childhood education. The family is the closest 

environment surrounding the child where he or she learns values, attitudes, and ideals as well as key 

social competencies and skills. Childhood education in the informal environment takes place by 

maintaining an open dialogue between the two cultures, i. e., the dialogue between child and adult, 

where the most important custom is to focus on the child's experience constantly. 

Expression of Dialogue Between Child and Adult in Formal Educational Environment 

Following the post-modern ideas, education needs an entirely new thinking regarding its theory and 

the relationship between theory and practice. There is no clear situation, plan, or results in the 

education process (Fullan, 1998). An undefined movement where the plan is corrected is also possible 

when the action is already in progress, and the result is not the most important element of this process. 

The meaning of self-creation is apparent in the post-modern context (Rubavičius, 2003). According to 

Juodaitytė (2003), reconsidering the complex relations of the child-adult system is possible. 

According to Duoblienė (2006), modern childhood education is based on the principle of dialogue by 

emphasizing the reconsideration of one’s own position and assumptions as well as power games. 

Where dialogue is based on questions and answers it is important to acknowledge differences and treat 

each other as partners in achieving equal intercultural dialogue in the education process. 

Once education perceives different intercultural experiences, the most common obstacle is the lack of 

knowledge and inability of participants to accept others. This result creates a dearth of conditions for 

intercultural dialogue. As noticed by Godon (2004), hermeneutics encompasses three main elements in 

education that are among the most important factors in educating children when reflecting on different 

experiences: understanding, personal identity, and learning. It makes it possible to understand and 

analyze the education of ‘different’ children as well as issues that arise from the absence of bilateral 

dialogue between the educator and learners. Therefore, hermeneutics in education would serve to help 

individuals understand the differences between children of varying cultures and for organizing 

education in a way that the child and the adult are equal partners rather having an inequitable 

standpoint. Hermeneutics facilitates the change needed in understanding learners and educators in 

education (Garšvė, 2011; Lukočiūtė et al., 2009). 

Intercultural dialogue in a formal education environment facilitates an understanding of differences 

among educators and learners, i. e., moving away from the educator as the subject and the learner as 
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the object. Two models were chosen to understand this relationship: The typology of ethnics by Banks 

(1994) and the model of intercultural sensitivity by Milton Bennett (1993). Both focus on education. 

The process-oriented model of Bennet (1993) shows how perceiving the cultural identity of other 

changes the participants and how dialogue creates favorable conditions in education. The process-

oriented model also helps structure the educator’s behavior, habits, and relationship with the learner 

(Freire, 2009). As claimed by Banks (1994), a variety of experiences progress, i. e., interactive 

education methods are used. These methods include simulation and communication with 

representatives of another culture for reflection of experiences. 

According to Garšvė (2014), education in a formal environment is not static; it is a dynamic process 

that hermeneutics can enrich. According to the author, education does not reflect superstitions and 

stereotypes and thus, contains illusions. Hermeneutics focuses on analyzing superstitions, habits, and 

illusions by trying to perceive them critically instead of rejecting them. It also emphasizes the search 

and revelation of meaning for participants of education who reflect on different experiences. As well, 

it emphasizes the importance of the child in formal education, constantly focusing on the child’s 

experience, and encourages the child to become involved in improving his or her experience 

(Juodaitytė, 2003). 

Hermeneutics, according to Garšvė (2014), is a method for understanding and explaining experience. 

The explanation of meanings is relatively lively and undefined. The sphere of the hermeneutic strategy 

is extensive, and it opens broad horizons. The strategy is based on the principle that education is the 

synthesis of horizons where it is important to hear the voice of another upon an encounter with 

traditions. The encounter is perceived as one between the individual who knows and the points the 

individual learns; the learner and his or her object of learning. Knowledge and language play a major 

role in this synthesis of horizons (Fairfield, 2011). 

The role of a hermeneutic educator in formal education encompasses three major layers: a) the change 

in the position of the educator in the learning process; b) a critical dialogue relationship within the 

sociocultural, political, economic, and technological environments; and c) the constant need of the 

educator to learn and improve. First, the hermeneutic educator, the former traditional educator, i. e., 

the educator as the organizer of education, becomes the assistant of learners and moves towards self-

understanding. In this, the educator is an assistant establishing a link between the experiences of 

learners in order for them to be understood. This relationship is directed towards openness, risk taking, 

misunderstandings, and surprise, which influence the dialectal link between knowing and otherness. 

Second, the role of the hermeneutic educator allows use of new information technologies in education, 

as well as the critical, creative relationship with misinformation, addictions, and social abnormalities 

(for instance, personal isolation). The role of educator as the interpreter of cultures is paramount. 

Third, the role of the hermeneutic educator should be based on creative self-education. This can be 

achieved by focusing on literature, bodily movements, artistic expression, improvisation, to help 

interpret and develop cognitive abilities to accept the revelation of otherness in the context of 

existentialism (Garšvė, 2014; Duoblienė, 2006a; Fullan, 1998). 

The hermeneutic method explains the multiplicity of human existence in the world as well as the 

multiplicity of education, and it paves the way to dialogue between ‘I’ and ‘You,' e.g., the child and 

the adult. Dialogue makes it possible to gradually overcome miscommunication (Juodaitytė & 

Savickis, 2013). Hermeneutics involves interpreting and adapting the experience of education and its 

practical application in a particular context. The educator can transfer an understanding of an object 

using reflection as well as broaden a previous understanding, since it is constantly improved through 

reflection (Mažeikis & Lenkauskaitė, 2008). 

According to Duoblienė (2006), hermeneutics actualizes the principle of improving interpretation 

skills in education. The interpretative act is not based on role models; it is a free, playful process that 

maintains dialogue to achieve a different understanding of reality. There is no final word in such an 

environment. Dialogue helps avoid obligatory consensus and increases involvement (Mažeikis & 

Lenkauskaitė, 2008). 

Therefore, modern childhood education in the formal environment is based on a principle of 

international dialogue that is supplemented and enriched by hermeneutics. Hermeneutics creates 

conditions in a formal environment for childhood education to be perceived as a unique 
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multidimensional process from the perspective of various cultures in the context of current global 

developments. 

Conclusions 

Dialogue is one of the most universal and interesting experiences, established and developed to alter 

and discover new meanings and to interpret experiences using communication. The hermeneutic 

dialogue focuses on the problem of understanding, where awareness of the whole, rather than 

participating and interacting, has particular significance. 

Dialogue, as the main form of communication between a child and an adult, occurs in various 

educational environments, both formal and informal, where a constant focus on the child’s experience 

is considered crucial.  

Modern childhood education involves intercultural dialogue, which hermeneutics enriches. 

Hermeneutics enables the revelation of change in the understanding of child and adult, learner and 

educator, and reflecting on different experiences. In applying the hermeneutic method, dialogue 

becomes a scheme of questions and answers where recognizing differences and the treatment of 

another as an equal partner become important. Therefore, the intercultural dialogue between a child 

and an adult in various educational environments enables the revelation and understanding of diversity 

in experiences of child and adult, learner and educator. 
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