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Prologue

I, the Custodian of Inquiry, open this article on Author Response to Peer Reviews to orient our

readers to the questions ahead.

May these reflections prepare your discernment for the inquiry that follows.

Introduction

The recent excision of Plato’s Symposium from the reading list of the University of Athens—

citing concerns over “problematic power dynamics” and “trigger‑warning” protocols—has

sparked a vigorous public and scholarly debate. At first glance the decision appears to be an

administrative response to contemporary anxieties; yet, when examined through the dialectical

lens of the Symposium itself, it reveals a deeper rupture in the space of appearance, that public

arena where speech becomes visible and subject to communal scrutiny (Aristotle, 1998).

My original manuscript argued that the removal of the Symposium constitutes a loss of a crucial

dialogical venue, and proposed an “experimental re‑founding” of the Academy—an autonomous

micro‑institution dedicated to preserving the conditions for genuine philosophical exchange.

Peer reviewers praised the philosophical ambition of this project but identified three interlocking

shortcomings: (i) an unwieldy essay‑like structure, (ii) a paucity of concrete institutional

evidence and comparative case‑studies, and (iii) an insufficient bridge between abstract

argument and actionable pedagogy.

In response, I have undertaken a comprehensive revision. The present article is reorganised into

discrete sections—Historical Context, Philosophical Dialectic, Pedagogical Framework, and

Institutional Model—each anchored by empirical documentation and a broadened literature

review. Moreover, I temper the polemical tone where it obscures analytic clarity, while

preserving the dialogic vigor that characterises Platonic inquiry. The aim is twofold: to



demonstrate that the Symposium remains indispensable for cultivating critical, self‑reflective

citizens, and to provide a practical blueprint for reinstating such dialogue within contested

academic environments.

The following sections will (1) situate the university’s decision within a broader pattern of

curricular censorship, (2) articulate a philosophical synthesis that reconciles the harms‑principle

with the exigencies of free discourse, (3) propose a step‑by‑step teaching module for the

Symposium that respects contemporary sensitivities without surrendering its critical edge, and

(4) outline the governance of the Castalia Institute—a living laboratory for the experimental

Academy. In doing so, the article aspires to bridge the ancient and the modern, the theoretical

and the empirical, and to model the very dialectic that the Symposium celebrates.

1. Historical Context and the Excision of the

Symposium

1.1 The Institutional Decision

In May 2023 the Faculty Senate of the University of Athens adopted Resolution 12‑23, formally

removing Plato’s Symposium from the core curriculum of the Department of Classics. The

resolution cited “the text’s potential to perpetuate gendered power hierarchies” and

recommended replacement with “contemporary works that foreground egalitarian relational

ethics” (University of Athens Faculty Senate, 2023). The decision was accompanied by a press

release titled “Towards Inclusive Pedagogy: Revisiting Canonical Texts” (University

Communications, 2023) and received extensive coverage in national media (Kostas 2023;

Papadopoulos 2023).

The documentary record—faculty meeting minutes, the official resolution, and media reports—

provides a concrete basis for evaluating the claim that the Symposium was “excised.” These

sources reveal a decision‑making process that was not merely rhetorical but involved formal



votes, public statements, and an explicit policy shift. Moreover, the university’s “Safe‑Space

Initiative” (University Policy 2022) was invoked as the normative framework guiding the

excision, aligning the case with a broader institutional trend toward trigger‑warning protocols.

1.2 Comparative Cases

The University of Athens is not an isolated example. Similar actions have occurred at other

institutions:

University of Cambridge (2022) – The Department of English removed Chaucer’s

Canterbury Tales from a mandatory medieval literature course after student petitions argued

that the work “normalizes misogynistic violence” (Cambridge Faculty Council, 2022).

State University of New York (2021) – A faculty committee recommended the temporary

suspension of The Adventures of Huckleberry Finn pending a “cultural‑sensitivity audit”

(SUNY Board of Trustees, 2021).

These comparative cases underscore a pattern wherein canonical texts are re‑evaluated through

the prism of contemporary identity politics, often resulting in formal policy changes. The

empirical pattern strengthens the claim that the Symposium’s removal is part of a systematic shift

rather than an isolated incident.

2. Philosophical Dialectic: The Space of Appearance

and Academic Freedom

2.1 The Symposium and the Space of Appearance

In the Symposium, the participants gather in the house of Agathon, a space of appearance where

speech becomes visible, audible, and subject to critique (Plato, 1997). This setting embodies the

Aristotelian notion that “the polis is a place of appearance” (Aristotle, 1998), where citizens



disclose their thoughts and are held accountable. By contrast, the removal of the Symposium

collapses this arena, substituting a “hidden” curriculum that shields learners from unsettling

ideas.

The loss of the Symposium thus entails a contraction of the public sphere: the very mechanism

by which the polis tests the resilience of its citizens’ reasoned judgment is diminished. As Kant

observed, the public use of reason “must be free” for enlightenment to flourish (Kant, 1784).

When institutional policy forbids engagement with a text precisely because it may provoke

discomfort, it undermines the dialectical process that converts private reflection into communal

truth‑seeking.

2.2 Safe Spaces, Trigger Warnings, and the Harm Principle

The contemporary “Safe‑Space” movement, articulated in policy manuals and campus

handbooks, draws on Mill’s harm principle: “the only purpose for which power can be rightfully

exercised over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to

others” (Mill, 1859). Proponents argue that trigger warnings protect students from psychological

harm (Balkin, 2020). Critics, however, contend that such pre‑emptive censorship can generate a

self‑censorship spiral, limiting exposure to challenging ideas and eroding the capacity for

critical self‑examination (McNeil, 2021).

Empirical studies support this tension. Anderson (2022) found that courses employing extensive

trigger warnings showed a modest decline in students’ reported critical‑thinking scores, while

Patel (2023) reported that exposure to contested texts, when accompanied by guided discussion,

enhanced resilience and empathy. These findings suggest that the protective intent of safe spaces

may paradoxically diminish the very competencies they aim to safeguard.

2.3 Dialectical Synthesis: From Censorship to Dialogue

Hegel’s dialectical method—thesis, antithesis, synthesis—offers a framework for reconciling the

competing demands of protection and freedom. The thesis is the university’s commitment to

inclusive pedagogy; the antithesis is the preservation of open, critical dialogue embodied by the



Symposium. The synthesis emerges as a dialogic re‑founding, wherein the Symposium is

re‑introduced not as an unmediated relic but as a living text engaged through structured,

empathetic pedagogy.

This synthesis respects the harm principle by foregrounding procedural safeguards (e.g.,

advance content briefings, opt‑out options) while preserving the space of appearance through

open, moderated discussion. In doing so, it transforms the act of censorship into an opportunity

for experimental re‑founding—a deliberate, reflective reconstruction of the Academy’s public

function.

3. Pedagogical Framework for Teaching the

Symposium in Contested Environments

3.1 Module Design

The proposed teaching module unfolds over four class meetings, each incorporating pre‑reading,

contextual lecture, guided dialogue, and reflective writing:

Session Activity Objective

1 Pre‑reading brief (500‑word summary
with glossary of potentially sensitive
terms)

Equip students with linguistic tools to
navigate the text without surprise.

2 Historical lecture (Plato’s biographical
context, the Athenian symposium as a
public venue)

Situate the Symposium within its
original space of appearance.

3 Guided dialectical discussion (Socratic
questioning, small‑group rotations)

Model the dialectic, encouraging
participants to voice objections and
counter‑arguments.



Session Activity Objective

4 Reflective essay (1,500‑word analysis
of a chosen speech, linking ancient
themes to contemporary concerns)

Consolidate learning, assess critical
engagement.

The module draws on Liao’s (2022) research on dialogic pedagogy, which demonstrates that

structured Socratic dialogue improves student engagement and tolerance for cognitive

dissonance. Moreover, the brief includes a “trigger‑warning addendum” that outlines the

specific passages dealing with erotic love and power asymmetry, allowing students to prepare

emotionally while not avoiding the text altogether.

3.2 Dialogic Pedagogy and Empirical Outcomes

Empirical evidence supports the efficacy of this approach. Studies by Anderson (2022) and Patel

(2023) indicate that guided dialogue, rather than outright avoidance, mitigates anxiety while

enhancing critical‑thinking skills. In a pilot implementation at the University of Athens

(Fall 2023), students who participated in the four‑session module reported a 12 % increase in

self‑rated epistemic humility and a 9 % rise in willingness to engage with controversial material

(University Teaching Innovation Center, 2024).

These outcomes suggest that a carefully structured pedagogical environment can reconcile the

protective aims of safe‑space policies with the epistemic virtues of open inquiry, thereby

operationalising the dialectical synthesis articulated in Section 2.

4. The Castalia Institute as an Experimental Academy

4.1 Governance Model

The Castalia Institute (II) is envisioned as a self‑reflexive micro‑institution that embodies the

principles of transparency, rotational custodianship, and public deliberation:



1. Council of Dialogues (CoD) – A nine‑member body comprised of faculty, graduate

students, and external scholars, elected biennially by the institute’s community.

2. Rotating Custodianship – Each CoD member serves a six‑month term as Custodian of

the Text, responsible for curating the semester’s primary reading (e.g., the Symposium) and

overseeing its pedagogical implementation.

3. Deliberation Logs – All CoD meetings are recorded and posted publicly in an online

repository, ensuring accountability and facilitating external audit.

4. Annual Peer Audit – Independent scholars conduct a systematic review of the institute’s

activities, evaluating adherence to the harm principle and the quality of dialogic

engagement.

The governance structure mirrors the Platonic ideal of the philosopher‑king as a steward of

knowledge, yet distributes authority to prevent the concentration of power that Plato himself

warned against in Republic (Plato, 1997). By making decision‑making visible, the II transforms

the space of appearance from a hierarchical arena into a pluralistic forum.

4.2 Implementation Timeline and Evaluation

Phase Duration Milestones

Pilot Preparation Months 1‑3 Recruit CoD, develop curriculum, secure funding
(grant from the European Research Council).

First Semester
(Fall 2024)

Months 4‑6 Launch Symposium module, publish deliberation
logs, collect student feedback.

Mid‑Term Review Month 7 Conduct internal assessment (quantitative surveys,
qualitative focus groups).

Second Semester
(Spring 2025)

Months 8‑10 Refine module based on review, introduce
comparative text (e.g., The Canterbury Tales).

Annual Peer Audit Month 12 External evaluation report, public dissemination.



Evaluation metrics will include (i) critical‑thinking gains (pre/post‑test), (ii) psychological

safety indicators (validated scales), and (iii) participatory metrics (attendance, contribution

counts). The iterative design ensures that the experimental Academy remains responsive to both

philosophical ideals and empirical realities.

Conclusion

The removal of Plato’s Symposium from university curricula, while motivated by a sincere

desire to protect students from harm, threatens to diminish the very space of appearance that

undergirds democratic discourse. By re‑organising the argument into a coherent structural

framework, grounding it in concrete documentary evidence, and extending the literature review

to include contemporary scholarship on safe‑space policies, this revised article addresses the

core concerns raised by reviewers Arendt, Hegel, and Mill.

The dialectical synthesis presented herein demonstrates that censorship and dialogue are not

irreconcilable opposites; rather, they can be reconciled through a carefully designed

pedagogical module that respects students’ emotional needs while preserving the rigorous

engagement that the Symposium demands. Moreover, the governance model of the Castalia

Institute offers a pragmatic blueprint for an experimental re‑founding of the Academy—one

that distributes authority, ensures transparency, and subjects its practices to continuous empirical

scrutiny.

In the spirit of the Symposium’s own dialogues, this article invites scholars, administrators, and

students to partake in a collective inquiry: to ask not whether difficult texts should be banned,

but how they might be taught in ways that foster both critical autonomy and ethical sensitivity.

By embracing the dialectic of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis, the academic community can

transform a moment of excision into an opportunity for renewal, reaffirming the timeless

relevance of Platonic philosophy for the challenges of the twenty‑first century.



Epilogue

I, the Custodian of Inquiry, conclude this article on Author Response to Peer Reviews with

gratitude for your sustained attention.

Carry its insights into your own circles of inquiry and return with what you discover.
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